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Level spectroscopy stands as a powerful
method for identifying the transition point
that delineates distinct quantum phases.
Since each quantum phase exhibits a char-
acteristic sequence of excited states, the
crossing of energy levels between low-lying
excited states offers a reliable mean to es-
timate the phase transition point. While
approaches like the Variational Quantum
Eigensolver are useful for approximating
ground states of interacting systems using
quantum computing, capturing low-energy
excitations remains challenging. In our
study, we introduce an equivariant quan-
tum circuit that preserves the total spin
and the translational symmetry to accu-
rately describe singlet and triplet excited
states in the J1-J2 Heisenberg model on a
chain, which are crucial for characterizing
its transition point. Additionally, we as-
sess the impact of noise on the variational
state, showing that conventional mitiga-
tion techniques like Zero Noise Extrapo-
lation reliably restore its physical proper-
ties.

1 Introduction
Exploring phase transitions is crucial for un-

derstanding the fundamental behavior of mat-
ter [1]. These transitions are usually identified
by analyzing order parameters that describe spe-
cific phase changes. However, accurate estimates
of transition points require large systems ap-
proaching the thermodynamic limit, which typ-
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ically is highly computationally expensive. An
alternative approach involves utilizing level spec-
troscopy [2–4]. In this framework, the ground
state phase transition is detected by the energy
level crossings of low-lying excited states. In-
deed, if the quantum numbers of the ground state
do not change across the phase transition, but
those of the low-energy excited states do change,
then a correspondence between excited energy
level crossings and the phase transitions is ex-
pected [5–8]. For several one-dimensional mod-
els this mapping is well established. Moreover, it
seems to be a promising approach also for two-
dimensional spin systems [9–11]. The benefit of
this method lies in its insensitivity to system size,
enabling highly accurate predictions of the phase
transition point even with small clusters.
In this work, we introduce a variational Ansatz

adequate for the implementation on quantum de-
vices to detect the transition by exploiting level
spectroscopy. In particular, we focus on the J1-J2
Heisenberg model on a chain, where level cross-
ing has been successfully applied with classical
methods. The Hamiltonian of the model reads

ĤJ1-J2 = J1

N∑
r=1

Ŝr · Ŝr+1 +J2

N∑
r=1

Ŝr · Ŝr+2 , (1)

where Ŝr = (Ŝx
r , Ŝ

y
r , Ŝ

z
r ) is the spin 1/2 opera-

tor at site r and J1, J2 ≥ 0 are the antiferromag-
netic couplings between nearest and next-nearest
neighbors sites, respectively. For J2 = 0 the
model in Eq. (1) reduces to the one-dimensional
Heisenberg model and the ground-state proper-
ties can be computed using the Bethe Ansatz [12].
However, when J2 > 0 there are no exact solu-
tions. Still, its phase diagram is well established
by numerical and analytical calculations [13, 14].
In particular, a Berezinskii–Kosterlitz–Thouless
(BKT) transition [15] at (J2/J1)c = 0.24116(7)
separates a gapless region at small values of J2/J1
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by a gapped state at large values of the frus-
tration ratio. On the one hand, the detection
of a BKT transition is especially complicated
by the direct computation of an order param-
eter. Indeed, large size effects are present and
a huge number of sites is necessary to give a
meaningful estimation of the phase transition
point [13, 14, 16, 17]. On the other hand, by
employing level spectroscopy, a small number of
sites (N ∼ 30) is sufficient to achieve a very ac-
curate estimation [2].

As described earlier, this technique exploits ex-
cited states to determine the transition point.
The eigenstates of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) can
be classified according to the total spin S2 and
the momentum k, respectively the quantum num-
bers of Ŝ2, where Ŝ =

∑N
r=1 Ŝr, and of the one-

site translation operator T̂ (assuming periodic
boundary conditions). The transition point can
be detected as the energy level crossing between
the first singlet (S2 = 0) and triplet (S2 = 1)
excited states with momentum π with respect to
the ground state. We point out that defining
spin symmetric states is difficult with classical
methods such as Tensor Network and Neural Net-
work Quantum States [18–21]. These approaches
typically restrict computations to the Sz sym-
metry sectors [11, 17, 22–28]. The effectiveness
of preparing translational- and spin-equivariant
quantum circuits, combined with the level spec-
troscopy technique on small clusters, makes the
problem suitable for quantum computers, even in
the near-term.

In this scenario, we devise an equivariant vari-
ational quantum circuit [29–32] preserving both
total spin and translational symmetry, optimized
through the Variational Quantum Eigensolver
(VQE) [33]. The latter is a hybrid quantum-
classical algorithm based on the variational prin-
ciple. It leverages quantum computers to create
a parameterized variational state and measure
its corresponding energy, while a classical loop
iteratively updates its parameters to approach
the minimum of the energy landscape. Impor-
tantly, the variational principle can be extended
beyond approximating ground state properties to
describe low-lying excited states as well. For in-
stance, this can be achieved by constructing suit-
able variational states where specific symmetry
sectors can be specified [11, 16, 23, 34, 35]. In
this work, we explore this possibility through nu-

merical simulations of ideal quantum circuits, fo-
cusing on the variational approximation of the
excited states of the J1-J2 Heisenberg model in
Eq. (1). However, our approach can be suitably
extended to handle other Hamiltonians, and it
results particularly valuable to treat those that
conserve total spin.

Moreover, as quantum hardware is highly sus-
ceptible to the interaction with the environment,
understanding the effects of noise in quantum
circuits becomes crucial [36]. For this reason,
the sensitivity of our approach to noise is eval-
uated through numerical simulations of noisy
quantum circuits. Despite the explicit breaking
of variational state symmetries in the presence
of noise [37], we demonstrate that by integrat-
ing standard error mitigation techniques, such as
Zero Noise Extrapolation (ZNE) [38], we can suc-
cessfully restore the desired physical properties.

2 Variational Ansatz

2.1 Variational Quantum Circuit

Given a Hamiltonian Ĥ, the VQE offers a
method to approximate its eigenstates by exploit-
ing the variational principle, which involves min-
imizing the variational energy Eθ = ⟨Ψθ| Ĥ |Ψθ⟩.
Here, |Ψθ⟩ constitutes a variational state depend-
ing on θ, a vector of parameters. In the VQE
framework, the Ansatz is represented as a quan-
tum circuit identified by a unitary transforma-
tion Ûθ acting on an initial state |ϕ⟩, such that
|Ψθ⟩ = Ûθ |ϕ⟩. In this study, we utilize a quan-
tum circuit based on the Hamiltonian Variational
Ansatz (HVA) [33, 39], which proved to be ef-
fective for approximating quantum many-body
eigenstates [29, 40–45]. The HVA approach in-
volves introducing a set of auxiliary Hamiltonians

Ĥ1, Ĥ2, . . . , ĤM such that
[
Ĥm, Ĥm′

]
̸= 0 ∀m ̸=

m′. The variational state is then expressed as:

|ψθ⟩ =
L∏

l=1
e−iθl

M ĤM . . . e−iθl
2Ĥ2e−iθl

1Ĥ1 |ϕ⟩ , (2)

where the initial state |ϕ⟩ is typically identified
as a low-energy eigenstate of one of the auxil-
iary Hamiltonians Ĥm (m > 1). The number of
variational parameters in the HVA approach is
M ·L and the accuracy of the variational state is
mainly determined by the number of layers L.
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Figure 1: Implementation of a single layer of the quan-
tum circuit defined in Eq. (5) of the main text. This
circuit consists of 2-local rotations, such as XX (see
Fig. 2), which denotes the unitary exp

(
iθŜx

r ⊗ Ŝx
r+1

)
and similarly for Y Y and ZZ.

In the HVA framework, the standard practice
is to require that

∑M
m=1 Ĥm = Ĥ. However, we

relax this constraint while still maintaining a con-
nection between

∑M
m=1 Ĥm and Ĥ. Indeed, our

focus lies on the symmetry properties of the aux-
iliary Hamiltonians.

The simplest way to define a non-trivial vari-
ational state |Ψθ⟩ is to consider a set of M = 2
auxiliary Hamiltonians Ĥ1 and Ĥ2. As a result,
the unitary operator takes the following form:

Ûθ =
L∏

l=1
eiθl

2Ĥ2eiθl
1Ĥ1 . (3)

For the J1-J2 Heisenberg model in Eq. (1),
one way to define Ĥ1 and Ĥ2 is to observe
that the nearest-neighbor term

∑
r Ŝr · Ŝr+1

can be decomposed into the sum of two

contributions Ĥeven =
∑N/2

r=1 Ŝ2r−1 · Ŝ2r and

Ĥodd =
∑N/2

r=1 Ŝ2r · Ŝ2r+1. Additionally, the
ground state of Ĥeven is a product state of
singlet pairs, and its excited states can be
constructed by replacing a singlet pair with a
triplet one (see Sec. 2.2). Therefore, we set
Ĥ2 = Ĥeven, and choose the state |ϕ⟩ to be an
appropriate eigenstate of Ĥeven. Subsequently,
the most natural choice for the other term
is Ĥ1 = Ĥodd, since [Ĥeven, Ĥodd] ̸= 0 (see
Sec. B of the Appendix for a discussion about
an alternative choice of Ĥ1 and Ĥ2). Since the
Hamiltonians Ĥ1 and Ĥ2 are defined as sums
of commuting terms, the unitary operator Ûθ in
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Figure 2: Implementation of the 2-local rotation XX.
It includes two CNOTs, a RZ rotation and diagonalizing
gates UX , defined by Û†

X Ŝ
x
r ÛX = Ŝz

r . The implemen-
tation is analogous for the gates Y Y and ZZ.

Eq. (3) becomes

Ûθ =
L∏

l=1

N/2∏
r=1

eiθl
2Ŝ2r−1·Ŝ2r

N/2∏
q=1

eiθl
1Ŝ2q ·Ŝ2q+1 . (4)

Furthermore, considering the definition
Ŝ2r−1 · Ŝ2r =

∑
α Ŝ

α
2r−1Ŝ

α
2r where α = x, y, z, it

is worth noting that [Ŝα
2r−1Ŝ

α
2r, Ŝ

β
2r−1Ŝ

β
2r] = 0,

and similarly for Ŝ2r · Ŝ2r+1. Consequently, we
can rewrite Eq. (4) without any approximation:

Ûθ =
L∏

l=1

N/2∏
r=1

∏
α

eiθl
2Ŝα

2r−1Ŝα
2r

N/2∏
q=1

∏
β

eiθl
1Ŝβ

2qŜβ
2q+1 .

(5)
The last step is crucial as it enables the imple-
mentation of each layer of Ûθ in constant depth
relative to the number of qubits N . In fact, Ûθ

in Eq. (5) is the composition of 2-local gates,
many of which can be executed simultaneously
(see Fig. 1 and Fig. 2).

2.2 Symmetries of the variational state
An effective strategy for approximating excited

states involves constructing variational states
with definite quantum numbers, thereby energy
minimizations are performed within specific sym-
metry sectors. In order to detect the phase tran-
sition point in the J1-J2 Heisenberg model, we
need to fix both the momentum k and the to-
tal spin S2. As a result |Ψθ⟩ should be invariant
with respect to the operators Ŝ2 and T̂ . Given
|Ψθ⟩ = Ûθ |ϕ⟩, if the initial state |ϕ⟩ lies in a
definite symmetry sector and the unitary opera-
tor Ûθ preserves that symmetry (i.e., it is equiv-
ariant), then the resulting variational state |Ψθ⟩
can effectively estimate low-energy excitations.

Regarding the total spin, each rotation eiθŜj ·Ŝk

in Eq. (4) is equivariant under spin symmetry,

namely [Ŝ2, eiθŜj·Ŝk] = 0 ∀j, k. Therefore, to re-
strict the optimization to a specific spin sector, it
suffices to choose |ϕ⟩ with a definite S2 quantum
number.

3



The singlet state (S2 = 0) is implemented as
the ground state of Ĥ2

|ϕ0⟩ =
N/2∏
r=1

|s⟩2r−1,2r , (6)

where |s⟩r,r′ = (|0⟩r |1⟩r′ − |1⟩r |0⟩r′)/
√

2 is a sin-

glet pair. Similarly, the triplet state (S2 = 1) can
be constructed as the first excited state of Ĥ2 by
replacing in Eq. (6) a singlet pair with a triplet
one |t⟩r,r′ = (|0⟩r |1⟩r′ + |1⟩r |0⟩r′)/

√
2. Thus we

can select as initial state either of the following
N/2 degenerate states

∣∣∣ϕ̃j
1

〉
= |t⟩2j−1,2j

N/2∏
r=1,r ̸=j

|s⟩2r−1,2r , (7)

where j = 1, . . . , N/2. Concerning transla-
tional invariance, while the Hamiltonian ĤJ1-J2

in Eq. (1) preserves one-site translations, the uni-
tary operator Ûθ does not. However, the Hamil-
tonians Ĥ1 and Ĥ2 are equivariant under trans-
lations of two lattice sites, meaning [Ĥ1, T̂ 2] =
[Ĥ2, T̂ 2] = 0. Consequently, by sharing the vari-
ational parameters across different qubits [see
Eq. (5)], we easily achieve [Ûθ, T̂ 2] = 0. The lat-
ter condition leads us to consider a simple way to
restore the one-site symmetry, which is necessary
to fix the momentum k in the variational state.
This involves defining initial states |ϕ⟩ that pos-
sess translational invariance over two lattice sites.
Notably, the state |ϕ0⟩ in Eq. (6) already exhibits

this symmetry, while the states
∣∣∣ϕ̃j

1

〉
in Eq. (7)

lack it. However, we can prepare a superposition

of
∣∣∣ϕ̃j

1

〉
states as

|ϕ1⟩ = 1√
N/2

N/2∑
j=1

∣∣∣ϕ̃j
1

〉
, (8)

implying T̂ 2 |ϕ1⟩ = |ϕ1⟩ (for a detailed discus-
sion on the quantum circuit implementation of
|ϕ0⟩ and |ϕ1⟩ refer to Sec. A of the Appendix ).
At this point, full translational invariance can be
recovered using Linear Combination of Unitaries
(LCU) [46], as described below.

2.3 Symmetrization by Linear Combination of
Unitaries (LCU)
Given a variational state |Ψθ⟩ satisfying

T̂ 2 |Ψθ⟩ = |Ψθ⟩, we define the following lin-

...
...|�S2i U(✓) T h ✓| Ĥ | ✓i

|+i {|+i , |�i}

...
. . . ...

|0i |1i |A-1i
log(A)

|�i U(✓) g1 g2 gA h ✓| Ĥ | ✓i

|0i R R†

...
...

T =
...

...

...
...

...

|0i

U(✓) T1[U ](✓) h ✓| Ĥ | ✓i
|0i

|0i

|0i H H

1

Figure 3: Circuit used to perform symmetrization by
LCU, where a controlled T̂ is added to Ûθ to symmetrize
|Ψθ⟩.

ear combination to represent normalized, trans-
lationally invariant states:

∣∣∣Ψ±
θ

〉
= |Ψθ⟩ ± T̂ |Ψθ⟩

|| |Ψθ⟩ ± T̂ |Ψθ⟩ ||
, (9)

Here,
∣∣∣Ψ+

θ

〉
and

∣∣∣Ψ−
θ

〉
correspond to states with

momentum k = 0 and k = π, respectively. In the
following discussion, we show how to implement
the symmetrized state in Eq. (9) as a quantum
circuit, making use of the Linear Combination of
Unitaries (LCU) technique [46].

The latter method allows the preparation of
normalized states in the form |Φ⟩ ∝ Γ̂ |Φ0⟩, given
a normalized initial state |Φ0⟩ and a general lin-
ear combination of unitaries Γ̂ =

∑A−1
a=0 caÛa.

Since Γ̂ is non unitary, the procedure succeeds
only with a certain probability, which is related
to the normalization constant of Γ̂ |Φ0⟩. To
achieve this goal, it is necessary to unitarize Γ̂,
a process that involves introducing ⌈log2(A)⌉ an-
cillary qubits, followed by a projection.

Focusing on the translational symmetry, given
a state invariant under A-site translations,
namely T̂ A |Φ0⟩ = |Φ0⟩, symmetrizing it necessi-
tates Γ̂ =

∑A−1
a=0 e

ika T̂ a, where k = 2πn/A with
n = 0, . . . , A−1 (see Sec. C.2 of Appendix ). This
procedure requires a logarithmic number of ancil-
lary qubits ⌈log2(A)⌉ and O(A ·N) quantum op-
erations independently of the state |Φ0⟩. More-
over, as this procedure succeeds only with a fixed
probability, it may involve a sampling overhead.
Nevertheless, it can be shown (see Sec. C.2 of
Appendix ) that the average probability of success
across various initializations of the variational pa-
rameters is approximately 1/A, with corrections
of order O(2A−N ). This suggests that, at the be-
ginning of the optimization, the sampling over-
head is expected to scale linearly with A (assum-
ing N ≫ A).
In our case, we implement Eq. (9) by choosing

4



A = 2, |Φ0⟩ = Ûθ |ϕ⟩ and Γ̂ = 1̂ + T̂ . Conse-
quently, only one ancilla is required, regardless
of the system size N . The corresponding cir-
cuit is schematically illustrated in Fig. 3. First,
we prepare the ancilla in the |+⟩ state. Then,
we apply a controlled version of T̂ . Finally, the
projection is performed by measuring the ancilla
in the {|+⟩ , |−⟩} basis. Depending on the mea-
surement outcome, the computational register is

prepared in either
∣∣∣Ψ+

θ

〉
or

∣∣∣Ψ−
θ

〉
states. Thus,

by post-selecting the appropriate measurement
results from the ancillary qubit, both momenta
(k = 0 or k = π) can be obtained using just
one circuit1. Additionally, we mention that other
symmetrization approaches, based on classical
post-processing, are possible but may require a
higher number of circuit evaluations [29].

While effective in the ideal case, a posteriori
symmetrization procedures (like those discussed
in this Section) are are notably sensitive to er-
rors arising from noise [47, 48]. Hence, in the
following we investigate the impact of small per-
turbations on the quantum circuit (see Sec. 3 and
Sec. 5).

3 Noise and mitigation
Quantum devices are susceptible to noise,

leading to errors during quantum computation.
Broadly speaking these errors can be divided into
two classes: coherent and incoherent. Coherent
errors arise from the miscalibration of quantum
gates, resulting in slight shifts in gate rotation
angles [49]. In contrast, incoherent errors arise
from interactions with the environment [49, 50].

3.1 Noise model

Accurately modeling incoherent errors is chal-
lenging [51–53]. Here, we define a simple noise
model that captures only local incoherent errors,
allowing to examine how small perturbations af-
fect the symmetries of the variational state. This
noise model is implemented as quantum channels
Eτ , which generally depend on the gate time τ .
They are used to approximate the dominant local
errors typically occurring on real devices during

1In Sec. C of the Appendix we discuss both the compu-
tational cost of LCU to restore translational symmetry on
a two-site translationally invariant state and to enforce a
generic discrete symmetry.

the gate execution. The most common models in-
clude depolarization ED

τ and thermal relaxation
ER

τ , which are applied after each gate in the quan-
tum circuit [54, 55]. Both maps induce single-
qubit decoherence. However, the fixed points of
the two maps differ, thus introducing compet-
ing effects. On the one hand, single-qubit depo-
larization tends to bring the state towards 1/2,
namely the maximally mixed one. On the other
hand, thermal relaxation tends to bring the state
to |0⟩ ⟨0| (see Sec. D of the Appendix for a for-
mal definition and a discussion of the noise chan-
nels). Here, we choose to combine the two as
Eτ = ED

τ ◦ ER
τ . Furthermore, we neglect cross

talks and correlated noises [56] implying that the
total channel associated to m-qubit gates is E⊗m

τ ,
i.e., the tensor product of the single-qubit one.

Together with errors arising from the gate ex-
ecution, readout errors are also present during
the measurement procedure at the end of com-
putation [57]. However, we neglect this error
source, since highly effective techniques such as
T-REX [58], capable of mitigating these errors,
are already accessible on current quantum de-
vices [59]. Moreover, since such quantum devices
can only implement a specific set of universal
gates (see Sec. D of the Appendix ), to conduct
numerical simulations that are more faithful to
the real hardware, we transpiled our algorithm
accordingly.

3.2 Zero Noise Extrapolation (ZNE)

In the noise model outlined previously, the
quantum channels Eτ depend on the gate time
τ and the error probabilities, associated to each
channel, increases with τ (see Sec. D of the Ap-
pendix ). This parameter can be theoretically ad-
justed to control the noise level, a manipulation
that can also be realized experimentally through
various techniques [38, 60, 61]. This allows to
perform Zero Noise Extrapolation (ZNE) [38], an
error mitigation strategy suitable for expectation
value estimations. In this approach, the expec-
tation value is computed with increasing noise
levels (i.e., the gate time τ), in order to extrap-
olate the ideal result in the zero-noise limit (i.e.,
τ → 0). Generally, the introduction of noise ex-
plicitly breaks the symmetries of the Ansatz [37],
implying possibly wrong estimations of the low-
lying excited energies. To counteract this effect
we modify the VQE cost function with a penalty

5



term which favours variational states lying in the
correct symmetry sector. By exploiting the opti-
mizer to mitigate the noise-induced effects on the
symmetries of the Ansatz, in combination with
ZNE, we accurately recover the zero-noise limit.

4 Noiseless Numerical Results
In the following we examine the results ob-

tained in the noiseless scenario by performing
numerical state-vector simulations (PennyLane’s
lightning.qubit backend [62]). Specifically, we
investigate how the accuracy of the variational
state can be systematically enhanced by increas-
ing the number of layers L in the circuit across
the different symmetry sectors.

We focus on a cluster of N = 16 qubits for two
frustration ratios: J2/J1 = 0.15 (gapless phase)
and J2/J1 = 0.35 (gapped phase). In Fig. 4 we
show the dependence of the variational energies
with respect to the number of layers L of the
circuit. The optimizations are carried out fixing
the quantum numbers of total spin S2 (singlet
or triplet) and momentum (k = 0, π). For both
frustration ratios, the ground state is a singlet
(S2 = 0) with k = 0. The first excited state
before the phase transition (J2/J1 = 0.15, left
panel) is a triplet state (S2 = 1) with momentum
k = π. Then, after the transition (J2/J1 = 0.35,
right panel), it becomes a singlet state (S2 = 0)
with momentum k = π. The situation is reversed
for the second excited state.

For both frustration ratios, the relative error
of the states compared to the exact ones [3, 63]
is of order ∆ε ≈ 0.01% for a number of layers
L = N/2 [44] (see insets in Fig. 4). We ob-
serve that the convergence of the triplet state is
slower compared to the singlet case (see Fig. 4).
However, by reaching L = N/2, the accuracy is
of the same order of magnitude for both cases.
The accurate results obtained before and after
the transition suggest that the variational state
accurately captures the transition point through
the crossing of excited states.

5 Noisy Numerical Results
The introduction of noise in the circuit modi-

fies the performance of the Ansatz. In this sec-
tion we investigate the impact of the noise model
(see Sec. 3) on the symmetries of the variational
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Figure 4: The variational energy for a cluster of N = 16
sites as a function of the number of layer L = 1, . . . , N/2
for J2/J1 = 0.15 (left panel) and J2/J1 = 0.35 (right
panel). The exact energies are also reported as dotted
lines in both panels. The corresponding relative error
∆ε = |Eθ −Eex|/Eex with respect to the exact energies
is reported as insets as a function of L.

state. We show that it is possible to mitigate
errors through ZNE combined with the introduc-
tion of a suitable penalty term in the cost func-
tion. Here, we focus on a system of N = 4
sites using a circuit with L = 1 layer. Indeed,
for such a small cluster one layer is sufficient to
get accurate estimations in the noiseless limit.
Using as reference current IBM superconduct-
ing devices [59], the single-qubit gate time is
tg ≈ 3.5 × 10−8 s. For this reason, variational
optimizations are performed setting τ = tg (see
Sec. D). Regarding mitigation, we dub ZNE re-
gion the gate-time interval attainable to perform
ZNE on current quantum hardware (i.e. from
τ = tg up to τ ≈ 3tg). All numerical sim-
ulations are performed by employing a density
matrix simulator (PennyLane’s default.mixed
backend [62]).

5.1 Breaking of Equivariance due to Noise

In Fig. 5 we show the results at J2/J1 = 0.15
for the singlet excited state (S2 = 0) at k = π.
We start describing what happens when chang-
ing continuously the gate time τ in the variational
circuit. First, we optimize the variational state at
τ = tg (empty green diamond). Then, fixing the
optimal parameters, the noise level is changed
shifting τ in the interval τ/tg ∈ [10−7, 102]
(dashed green curve). We point out that for small
values of the gate time (τ/tg ∼ 10−7) the vari-
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Figure 5: Variational energies for S2 = 0 and k = π on a
N = 4 site cluster at J1/J2 = 0.15, plotted as a function
of τ/tg, with λ = 0.0 (dashed green curve) and λ = 0.05
(solid green curve). The empty green square (diamond)
indicates the energy at τ/tg = 1 for λ = 0.05 (λ = 0.0).
The shaded red region marks the ZNE region spanning
τ/tg ∈ [1, 3]. The exact energy value is also shown
for comparison (red star). The inset (a) displays the
evolution of the probability ps over optimization steps
for the gate time τ = tg, with λ = 0.0 (dashed green
curve) and λ = 0.05 (solid green curve). The inset (b)
shows the values of the probability ps, at the end of the
optimization, as a function of λ.

ational result approaches the exact energy (red
star). However, in the ZNE region (shaded inter-
val) the variational energy is lower with respect
to the exact one in the selected symmetry sector2.
As a result, due to the non-monotonic behaviour
of the noisy energy curve, performing the ZNE
in the ZNE region gets a off-target result, com-
mitting an error of 45% with respect to the exact
energy. This suggests that the variational state
has no definite momentum, implying a breaking
in the equivariance of the circuit due to the pres-
ence of noise [37].

To better understand this behaviour, we mea-
sure, during the energy optimization at τ = tg,
the probability ps(θ) = (1 + eik ⟨Ψθ| T̂ |Ψθ⟩)/2
(see Sec. C.1 of the Appendix for a derivation),
which quantifies the success in performing the
LCU symmetrization (green dashed curve in the
inset (a) of Fig. 5). This probability decreases
during the optimization and at the end is quite
low (ps ≈ 15%). We point out that in a noise-

2We remark that the variational energy is consistently
higher than the ground state energy. However, if the sym-
metries of the variational state are not preserved, its en-
ergy may be lower than that of the excited state we are
approximating.
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Figure 6: Variational energies for the different symmetry
sectors in the interval J2/J1 ∈ [0.15, 0.35]. Unmitigated
results are obtained at τ = tg (left panel), while the mit-
igated energies obtained via ZNE are shown in the right
panel. The inset shows ZNE extrapolations performed
within the ZNE region (τ/tg ∈ [1, 3]) for J1/J2 = 0.15.

less scenario, the definition of a state with a def-
inite momentum is achieved irrespective of the
value of ps. However, when noise is present, the
probability of success ps in executing the LCU
symmetrization becomes relevant to the effective
generation of translationally invariant states. In
general for both scenarios, low values of ps im-
ply that the one-site translations are primarly
restored by LCU, indicating that components in
the wrong symmetry sectors are relevant before
the LCU application. Conversely, when ps is
high, most of the symmetrization is effectively
performed by optimizing the parameters within
the variational circuit Ûθ, relegating a minor role
to LCU. Since the latter is the most suscep-
tible component to noise in the quantum cir-
cuit [47, 48], its contribution to equivariance loss
is expected to be predominant. Consequently,
we identify the decay of ps during training as
the main indicator of noise-induced equivariance
breaking within the circuit.

5.2 Noise mitigation and symmetry restoration
In this section, we devise a strategy to miti-

gate the effect of noise on the symmetries of the
Ansatz. As discussed in the previous section, in
order to reduce the role of the LCU in the con-
struction of a translationally invariant state we
aim at increasing the probability ps. This can
be achieved by adding a penalty term in the loss
function

P (λ, θ) = λ [1 − ps(θ)]2 . (10)
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Here, λ is an hyperparameter which controls the
intensity of the penalty term. Performing energy
minimizations at different values of λ, fixing the
gate time τ = tg, allows to determine its opti-
mal value. In the inset (b) of Fig. 5 we show a
sharp transition at λ = 0.05 from a regime of low
(ps ≈ 15%) to high (ps ≈ 90%) probability mea-
sured at the end of the training. In addition, in
the inset (a) we show how the behaviour of the
probability ps, during the energy optimization,
is modified by introducing a penalty term (solid
green curve). As a result, by setting λ = 0.05,
the energy of the optimized state (empty green
square in Fig. 5) results in a reliable approxima-
tion of the energy of the singlet excited state at
k = π (with a relative error ∆ε ≈ 5%).

At this stage, maintaining the optimal vari-
ational parameters obtained at τ = tg, the
noise level is changed shifting τ in the interval
τ/tg ∈ [10−7, 102] (green solid curve in Fig. 5).
Here, a monotonic behaviour emerges, facilitat-
ing the implementation of Zero Noise Extrapola-
tion within the ZNE region (see below).

5.3 Mitigated energy level crossing

Finally, in Fig. 6 we estimate the variational
energies, at gate time τ = tg, for the different
symmetry sectors varying the values of the frus-
tration ratio in the interval J2/J1 ∈ [0.15, 0.35]3.
As shown in the left panel, the variational en-
ergies are shifted with respect to the exact ones
(marked by dashed lines) due to noise. The mit-
igated results with ZNE technique performed in
the ZNE region are depicted in the right panel.

In the inset, for J2/J1 = 0.15, the empty points
represent the noisy energies (also depicted on the
left panel), while the crosses denote the expecta-
tion values obtained with increasing gate time.
The filled points indicate the extrapolated values
in the zero-noise limit (also displayed in the right
panel) after fitting the data by linear regression.

We point out that even in the unmitigated sce-
nario (left panel), the crossing point is adequately
captured, despite slight energy shifts. However,
through mitigation, we not only identify the en-
ergy level crossing accurately but also approxi-
mate the exact energies with an ∆ε ≈ 1% error
(right panel).

3In particular, an appropriate value of λ is chosen for
each simulation.

6 Conclusions and Outlook

We have introduced an Ansatz inspired by
HVA to investigate the excited states of an inter-
acting spin system on a lattice. Specifically, we
have discussed the possibility to carry out opti-
mizations in specific symmetry sectors by fixing
the quantum numbers in the variational state.
Although this approach was applied to identify
energy level crossings on small clusters in the
one-dimensional J1-J2 Heisenberg model, it can
be properly generalized to study other models.
We emphasize the advantage of this approach
in providing a simple method to construct to-
tal spin invariant states, compared to classical
approaches such as Tensor Networks or Neural
Network Quantum States.

It is worth noting that, by employing level
spectroscopy, the quantum phase transition point
is estimated at J2/J1 = 0.25 on a cluster ofN = 4
sites (see Fig. 6) with an error of 3.6% compared
to the thermodynamic limit result (J2/J1)c =
0.24117(6). Given the negligible size effects of
this technique, the application of the same ap-
proach to systems with long-range interactions
or two-dimensional systems, where the presence
of phase transitions is still under debate, is the
focus of future investigations.

Furthermore, we discussed how noise, which
explicitly breaks state symmetries, can be mit-
igated by standard techniques such as ZNE,
with the addition of an appropriate penalty
term which helps in finding symmetric solutions.
From this perspective, the implementation of this
Ansatz on current quantum devices represents
the next step in verifying whether the mitigation
techniques employed in simulations are still effec-
tive. Moreover, this implementation will involve
assessing also the impact of finite samples on the
estimation of the expectation values [64].
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Appendix

A Initial states

A.1 Singlet state |ϕ0⟩

The initial state representing factorized singlet
pairs, as given in Eq. (6), is easily prepared on
a quantum computer. Simultaneously for each
singlet pair 2r− 1, 2r, we prepare the state |1,+⟩
using Pauli X and Hadamard H gates, followed
by a CNOT gate (refer to Fig. 7). In general,
we dub Ûs the unitary transformation responsible
for generating the product of singlet state on N
qubits.

exp(i✓1Ĥ1) exp(i✓2Ĥ2)

XX Y Y ZZ

XX Y Y ZZ

XX Y Y ZZ

XX Y Y ZZ

XX Y Y ZZ

XX Y Y ZZ

XX Y Y ZZ

|0i X H

|0i X

|0i X H

|0i X

=

|0i

Us

|0i

|0i

|0i

W state

|0i Ry('1) X

Us

|0i

|0i Ry('2)

|0i

|0i Ry('3)

|0i
|0i

|0i

2

Figure 7: Circuit Ûs for preparing the |ϕ0⟩ state on 4
qubits.

A.2 Triplet state |ϕ1⟩

The triplet states in Eq. (7) are not two-site
transalation invariant. To get the invariant state
|ϕ1⟩ in Eq. (8) we use a particular class of entan-
gled states called W states [65]. The W state for
n qubits is the superposition of all the possible
n-qubit states with just a single qubit in the state
|1⟩∣∣∣W (n)

〉
= 1√

n

(
|10 . . . 0⟩+|01 . . . 0⟩+· · ·+|00 . . . 1⟩

)
.

(11)
As an example for the preparation of |ϕ1⟩, we
consider the case of N = 4 qubits. We set qubits
2 and 4 in the state |00⟩ and qubits 1 and 3 in
the W state, that reads∣∣∣W (2)

〉
13

= 1√
2

(
|10⟩13 + |01⟩13

)
. (12)

Then, the total state is expressed as∣∣∣W (2)
〉

13
|00⟩24 = 1√

2
(

|1000⟩ + |0010⟩
)
, (13)

where in the right-hand side of Eq. (13) the
states of single qubits are indexed in ascending

W state

|0i Ry('1) X

Us

|0i

|0i Ry('2)

|0i

|0i Ry('3)

|0i
|0i

|0i

exp(i✓1Ĥ1) exp(i✓2Ĥ2)
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XX Y Y ZZ
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AA =

UA U †
A

UA RZ(✓) U †
A

2

Figure 8: Circuit for preparing the |ϕ1⟩ state on 8 qubits.

order. By applying the unitary Ûs to the state in
Eq. (13) we get

1√
2

(
|t⟩12 |s⟩34 + |s⟩12 |t⟩34

)
= 1√

2

(∣∣∣ϕ̃1
1

〉
+

∣∣∣ϕ̃2
1

〉)
,

(14)

where the right-hand side of Eq. (14) is |ϕ1⟩ for
N = 4 qubits. Thus in general, to get |ϕ1⟩ all
odd indexed qubits are prepared in the W state
and this transformation is followed by the sin-
glet preparation Ûs on all qubits. An example
of the resulting circuit for eight qubits is shown
in Fig. 8, where the preparation of the W state
is performed efficiently with the techniques de-
scribed in Ref. [66]. The angles φi in Fig. 8 are

defined as φi = 2 arccos
(
1/

√
n− i+ 1

)
where i

is the index of the qubit.

B Alternative choice of Ĥ1 and Ĥ2

As detailed in Sec. 2.1, we choose the Hamil-
tonians Ĥ1 and Ĥ2 to define the variational cir-
cuit in Eq. (3) as Ĥodd and Ĥeven, respectively.
Together, they constitute the nearest-neighbor
contribution in the J1-J2 Heisenberg model [re-
fer to Eq. (1)]. However, an alternative choice
for Ĥ1 and Ĥ2 is feasible, incorporating con-
tributions from the next-nearest neighbor term∑N

r=1 Ŝr · Ŝr+2. For J2/J1 = 0.5, the Hamilto-
nian in Eq. (1) corresponds to the exactly solv-
able Majumdar–Ghosh model [67], denoted here
as ĤMG. In this model, the ground state is repre-
sented by a product of singlet pairs, and the first
excited state can be obtained by replacing one
singlet pair with a triplet one, analogously to the
Hamiltonian Ĥeven (see Sec 2.1). Consequently,
the J1-J2 Hamiltonian can be expressed as

ĤJ1-J2 = ĤMG +
(
J2 − J1

2

) N∑
r=1

Ŝr · Ŝr+2 . (15)

12



Accordingly, we can define a variational quantum
circuit in the form of Eq. (3) setting Ĥ2 = ĤMG

and Ĥ1 =
∑N

r=1 Ŝr · Ŝr+2.

In Fig. 9, we illustrate a comparison of the ac-
curacy of the variational states with the two dif-
ferent choices of Ĥ2 and Ĥ1. Specifically, we plot
the relative error of the ground state energy for
a cluster of N = 10 sites as a function of the
optimization steps. The upper panel represents
the results for a small value of the frustration
ratio J2/J1 = 0.1, while the lower panel corre-
sponds to a large value J2/J1 = 0.8. For each
frustration ratio, multiple optimizations are per-
formed using L = N/2 layers for J2/J1 = 0.1
and L = N layers for J2/J1 = 0.8. The relative
error of the two variational states is of the same
order of magnitude (∆ε ≈ 0.01%) at the end of
the optimizations.

Given that the variational state defined using
ĤMG includes gates that directly entangle next-
nearest neighbors qubits, we might expect that it
is more accurate for large values of the frustration
ratio (J2/J1 > 0.5) compared to the one defined
in Sec. 2.1. However, even for J2/J1 = 0.8, the
two variational states yield similar results. This
could be attributed to the fact that increasing
the number of layers L in the circuit also the
state defined through Ĥeven entangles (indirectly)
next-nearest neighbor sites. As a result, the two
unitaries produce comparable variational results.

Moreover, by parameter sharing among dif-
ferent qubits the circuit corresponding to the
Ansatz with ĤMG is translational invariant of
four lattice sites. Consequently, constructing a
translational invariant state with defined momen-
tum k = 0 or k = π requires a more computa-
tionally expensive LCU (see Sec. C.2 of the Ap-
pendix ). Therefore, given the similar accuracy
of the two states, the numerical calculations in
this work were carried out using the the circuit
defined in the main text.

C Computational costs of a posteriori
symmetrization

In this Section, we consider the asymptotic in-
crease in quantum resources due to symmetriza-
tion as a function of the number N of qubits.
This analysis is conducted in terms of:

1. Gates overhead. We determine the scaling
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Figure 9: Comparison of the accuracy of variational en-
ergies, relative to exact values, for the states defined by
Ĥeven and ĤMG as a function of the optimization steps.
Optimizations are performed on a cluster of N = 10
sites for J2/J1 = 0.1 (upper panel) and J2/J1 = 0.8
(lower panel). The mean behaviours over multiple op-
timizations are represented by solid red and blue lines
for the variational states related to ĤMG and Ĥeven, re-
spectively. Orange and light-blue intervals indicate the
corresponding standard deviations.

of quantum operations not included in the
state preparation Ûθ.

2. Samples overhead. We analyze the suc-
cess probability ps of the algorithm. In-
deed, achieving (on average) a number of
accepted samples of ns requires performing
a larger number of experiments nsym such
that ps nsym = ns. This gives a sampling
overhead inversely proportional to ps.

Here, we explicitly compute these overheads,
both in our use case (Sec. C.1) and in general
(Sec. C.2).

C.1 Restoring full translational invariance
given two-site invariance

As show in Sec. 2.3, LCU can be used to re-
store full translational symmetry in a variational
state |Ψθ⟩ by applying the circuit summarized
in Fig. 3. In particular, this holds provided
that the initial state is already invariant under
two-site translations, i.e., T̂ 2 |Ψθ⟩ = |Ψθ⟩.
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1. Gates overhead. Additional operations
include preparation of the {|+⟩ , |−⟩} states in
the ancilla [O(1) operations] and implementation
of T̂ , which requires N − 1 SWAP gates [O(N)
operations]. Note that in the controlled version,
instead of SWAPs, one needs to implement Fred-
kin gates (controlled SWAPs), which although
more expensive, still require O(N) elementary
operations overall, yielding a total cost of O(N)
gates.

2. Samples overhead. Consider the prepara-
tion of variational states of momentum k = 0,
namely we post-select samples where the ancilla
is found in the state |+⟩. In this case, ps,k=0 can
be computed using standard LCU theory

ps = ⟨Φ0| Γ̂†Γ̂ |Φ0⟩
∥c∥2

1
(16)

where |Φ0⟩ = |Ψθ⟩, Γ̂ = 1̂ + T̂ and c = (1, 1)T .
After straightforward manipulations, we obtain

ps,k=0(θ) = 1
2 +

Re
{

⟨Ψθ| T̂ |Ψθ⟩
}

2 . (17)

Given T̂ = T̂ †T̂ 2 and the invariance under two-
site translations of |Ψθ⟩, it immediately follows
that ⟨Ψθ| T̂ |Ψθ⟩ = ⟨Ψθ| T̂ † |Ψθ⟩ ∈ R.

Since only two outcomes are possible
when measuring a single qubit, it implies
ps,k=π = 1 − ps,k=0. As a result

ps,k(θ) = 1
2 + eik ⟨Ψθ| T̂ |Ψθ⟩

2 , k = 0, π. (18)

Note that ps,k depends on the variational param-
eters, and hence will vary depending on initial-
ization and during the energy minimization.

C.2 General method for symmetrization by
Linear Combination of Unitaries (LCU)

Generalization of the procedure described in
Sec. 2.3 follows directly from the LCU struc-
ture. The latter can be used to enforce any dis-
crete, finite group symmetry G, with elements
g0, g1, . . . , gA−1. In general, this is achieved by
applying Γ̂G =

∑A−1
a=0 χ

∗
aĝa where χa is the char-

acter and ĝa is the unitary representation of the
of the corresponding group element. The sym-
metrization procedure is summarized in Fig. 10,

...
...|�S2i U✓ T h ✓| Ĥ | ✓i

|+i {|+i , |�i}

...
. . . ...

|1i |2i |A-1i
dlog2(A)e

|�i U✓ g1 g2 gA-1 h ✓| Ĥ | ✓i

|0i R R†

...
...

T =
...

...

...
...

...

|0i

U(✓) T1[U ](✓) h ✓| Ĥ | ✓i
|0i

|0i

|0i H H

1

Figure 10: General circuit to implement symmetrization
by LCU. To control a symmetry operation ĝa on a spe-
cific basis state |a⟩ implies the realization of the unitary
|a⟩ ⟨a| ⊗ ĝa + (1̂ − |a⟩ ⟨a|) ⊗ 1̂. This notation reduces to
ordinary controlled gates if A = 2, i.e. when only one
ancillary qubit is required.

and requires the implementation of A − 1 con-
trolled operations4. The preparation of the ancil-
lary system, in the general case, requires devising
a transformation R̂ such that

R̂ |0⟩ =
A−1∑
a=0

√
χ∗

a∑
a′ |χa′ |

|a⟩ . (19)

The procedure is successful only if the ancilla is
found in the |0⟩ state.

1. Gate overhead. In the general case, it is not
easy to estimate the number of additional opera-
tions as a function of N and A. In particular, it
depends on the number of gates Na and NR to
implement each controlled ĝa and R̂, respectively.

2. Samples overhead. A general result can be
derived from Eq. (16)

ps =
∑

a |χa|2 + 2
∑

b>a Re
{
χaχ

∗
b ⟨Ψθ| ĝ†

aĝb |Ψθ⟩
}

(
∑

a |χa|)2 ,

(20)
which directly generalizes Eq. (17). However, due
to the dependence on variational parameters θ, it
is not trivial to estimate the scaling of ps. Nev-
ertheless, the average scaling can be computed.
In particular, if we assume Ûθ forms a unitary

4Note that, although G has A elements, the element g0
can always be mapped to the identity 1̂, and hence needs
not to be implemented.
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1-design over the initialization probability5

Eθ

{
⟨Ψθ| Ô |Ψθ⟩

}
= 1

2N
Tr

{
Ô

}
, (21)

which holds for any operator Ô. This allows
to compute the average probability of success
Eθ{ps} = p̄s. Employing Eq. (21) we get

p̄s =
∑

a |χa|2 + 2−N ∑
b>a 2 Re

{
χaχ

∗
b Tr

{
ĝ†

aĝb

}}
(
∑

a |χa|)2 ,

(22)
which now only depends on N , A and the
representation choice of G.

Consider as an example G = ZA, namely
the multiplicative group of integers modulo A. It
admits a simple representation given by qubit
translations, i.e. ĝa = T̂ a and χa = e−ika

for a = 0, . . . , A − 1 and k = 2πn/A, with
n = 0, . . . , A − 1. This symmetry is especially
useful when the variational state is already in-
variant under translations of A sites, and we wish
to implement full translational symmetry (e.g.,
Sec. B). Assuming the implementation of R̂ does
not scale with N , the number of additional op-
erations can be estimated to scale as O(A · N).
Regarding sampling overhead, applying Eq. (22)
yields

p̄s,k = 1
A

+
∑

b>a cos[ik(a− b)] Tr
{

T̂ b−a
}

2N−1A2 . (23)

Furthermore, by noting that 0 ≤ Tr{T̂ b−a} ≤ 2A

we can bound the magnitude of the second term:

p̄s,k = 1
A

+O(2A−N ) . (24)

This is especially useful in cases where N ≫ A,
since it ensures a sizable initial probability.

D Kraus maps
We report the Kraus maps used for the noisy

simulations in the main text.

5Formally, the distribution of Ûθ approximates the uni-
form distribution up to the first moment, i.e.

Eθ {Uθ ⊗ U∗
θ } =

∫
U(2N )

dµ(V )V ⊗ V ∗

where the integration is performed over the uniform
(Haar) measure over the unitary group U(2N ).

(a)

(b)

U ED
⌧ ER

⌧

ED
10·⌧ ER
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ED
10·⌧ ER

10·⌧

4

Figure 11: Schematic depiction of the noise model. In
panel (a) we show quantum channels associated to a
generic single-qubit gate U and in panel (b) those asso-
ciated to CNOT gates.

The Kraus map of single-qubit depolarization
reads [54, 55]

ED
τ (ρ̂) =

(
1 − 3

4pτ

)
ρ̂+ pτ

4 X̂ρ̂X̂

+ pτ

4 Ŷ ρ̂Ŷ + pτ

4 Ẑρ̂Ẑ ,
(25)

where ρ̂ is the density matrix of the single-qubit,
X̂, Ŷ , Ẑ are the Pauli matrices and pτ quantifies
the probability of having a bit flip, a phase flip or
a bit-phase flip of the states of the computational
basis. We assume a behaviour in time of the form
pτ = (1 − e−γdτ ) for a characteristic time Td =
1/γd [68]. The Kraus map of the single-qubit
thermal relaxation is given by [54, 55]

ER
τ (ρ̂) =K̂ρ̂K̂ + p(1)

τ σ̂−ρ̂σ̂+ + p(z)
τ Ẑρ̂Ẑ

+ p(1)
τ P̂0ρ̂P̂0

(26)

where we define the operators K̂ =√
1 − p

(1)
τ − p

(z)
τ 1̂, P̂0 = |0⟩ ⟨0| and σ̂−, σ̂+

are the lowering and raising Pauli operators,

respectively. Here, p
(1)
τ = (1−e−τ/T1) is the prob-

ability of reset to |0⟩ and T1 the relaxation time.

Additionally, we introduce p
(z)
τ = (1−p

(1)
τ ) ·p(pd)

τ ,

where p
(pd)
τ = (1 − e−τ/Tpd) is the probability of

pure dephasing with Tpd = T1T2/(2T1 − T2) and
T2 the decoherence time. The time scales T1 and
T2 are related as T2 ≤ 2T1 [68].
The circuits used in our simulations are tran-

spiled into the native gate set of IBM devices,
i.e., {RZ(α), X,

√
X,CNOT}, where α ∈ [−π, π]

is a rotation angle. Typically the duration of the
execution of CNOT gate is 10 times larger with
respect to the single-qubit gate time. We set the
noise time scales as T1 = T2 = Td ≈ 10−4 s, com-
patible with the average values of current IBM
devices [59] (see Fig. 11).
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