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Abstract
Quantum computers currently rely on a hybrid quantum-classical approach known as Variational Quantum Al-
gorithms (VQAs) to solve problems. Still, there are several challenges with VQAs on the classical computing
side: it corresponds to a black-box optimization problem that is generally non-convex, the observations from
the quantum hardware are noisy, and the quantum computing time is expensive. The first point is inherent to
the problem structure; as a result, it requires the classical part of VQAs to be solved using global optimiza-
tion strategies. However, there is a trade-off between cost and accuracy; typically, quantum computers return a
set of bit strings, where each bitstring is referred to as a shot. The probabilistic nature of quantum computing
(QC) necessitates many shots to measure the circuit accurately. Since QC time is charged per shot, reducing the
number of shots yields cheaper and less accurate observations. Recently, there has been increasing interest in
using basic Bayesian optimization (BO) methods to globally optimize quantum circuit parameters. This work
proposes two modifications to the basic BO framework to provide a shot-efficient optimization strategy for
VQAs. Specifically, we provide a means to place a prior on the periodicity of the rotation angles and a frame-
work to place a topological prior using few-shot quantum circuit observations. We demonstrate the effective-
ness of our proposed approach through an ablation study, showing that using both proposed features statisti-
cally outperforms a standard BO implementation within VQAs for computational chemistry simulations.

Keywords: Quantum Computing, Bayesian Optimization, Gaussian Processes, Variational Quantum Algo-
rithms

1. Introduction
Quantum computing (QC) has been the subject of growing interest in chemical engineering, owing to its poten-
tial to solve computationally challenging problems, Bernal et al. (2022). However, being a nascent technology,
it has a limited number of processing units (qubits) and states that rapidly decohere. To circumvent the quick
decoherence and limited number of qubits in current devices, Variational Quantum Algorithms (VQAs) have
been proposed, wherein a classical machine selects parameters for a quantum circuit representing a problem
of interest, and a quantum machine evaluates it, Cerezo et al. (2020). This circuit encodes the evolution of pre-
pared qubits through a series of parameterized operators or gates. The final qubit system state should follow
a distribution representing the solution to a computational problem. Physically, the quantum gate parameters
represent rotation angles, which modify the quantum state of the qubits system. The final states of the qubits
are then measured by projecting them into a set of classical bits (bitstring), with each bitstring measurement
referred to as a shot. Thus, VQAs entail a feedback loop where a classical optimization algorithm selects the
parameters for the quantum circuit based on a measure of the bitstrings to find the optimal parameters for a
quantum circuit using the variational principle Pellow-Jarman et al. (2023).

Bayesian Optimization (BO) is a family of sample-efficient zeroth-order optimizers and has successfully solved
various black-box problems, including VQAs. BO’s sample efficiency results from using observations from
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the quantum circuit to construct a statistical surrogate model known as a Gaussian Process (GP), which gen-
eralizes a multivariate normal distribution to function space (i.e., a probability distribution over an infinite set
of functions that fit the data). The GP’s ability to quantify the model uncertainty allows us to systematically
trade off between exploring the parameter space (e.g., learning how the parameters affect the objective) and ex-
ploiting promising regions (e.g., trying to improve on the best-observed parameters, often by sampling near the
incumbent). BO has been gaining increased research interest for solving VQAs, spanning introductions to BO
for VQAs, Tibaldi et al. (2023), benchmarking, Ciavarella and Chernyshev (2022), and initialization strategies,
Muller et al. (2022); Tamiya and Yamasaki (2022). The authors in Iannelli and Jansen (2021) provide evidence
that standard BO algorithms may benefit from lower-shot queries.

This work provides a background on the BO algorithm in §2. In § 3, we propose two principled modifications
to the vanilla BO algorithm (i.e., a standard GP built from a Matérn kernel with only a zero mean prior) to im-
prove its efficiency in solving VQAs. Specifically, we propose a means to encoding a prior on the parameter’s
2π periodicity into the GP kernel function and a strategy for encoding a sample-based topological prior learned
by fitting a second GP to low-shot measurements. In § 4, we show through a simulation-based ablation study
that these modifications can significantly improve BO performance on VQAs and provide concluding remarks
in § 5.

2. Bayesian Optimization Preliminaries
First, let J(θ) be the true circuit value evaluated at a given vector of rotation angles θ . When we query the cir-
cuit, we are restricted to measuring noisy observations,

y(θ ,s) = J(θ)+ ε(s), (1)

where ε(s)∼ N (0,σ2(s)), is an independent and identically distributed Gaussian noise, whose variance is dic-
tated by the number of shots s used to evaluate the circuit. We let ε = ε(s̄) be the noise evaluated at the largest
number of shots s̄, which we are interested in using to observe the circuit. BO begins with an initial data set
D0 = {θi,yi}I

i=1 consisting of I initial observations, which can be used to build a statistical surrogate model.
The choice of model in this framework is general, with the only requirement being that the model is statisti-
cal, in the sense that it can quantify epistemic prediction uncertainty in terms of a covariance function. This
covariance function, coupled with the model’s mean, is used to guide us in selecting sample points that balance
exploration with exploitation through constructing and optimizing an acquisition function. Typically, this is
done in between circuit observations and can be cheaply optimized using higher-order gradient methods. While
many statistical models exist, the GPs are the most common choice due to their rigorous statistical quantifica-
tion and non-parametric nature. In the following, we summarize the GP modeling and acquisition functions.

2.1. Gaussian Processes

Here, we briefly introduce the GP and refer the interested reader to Rasmussen (2004) for a detailed treatment.
We assume that the circuit has a GP prior of the form f (θ) ∼ G P(µ0,k) where µ0 : ϑ → R is the prior mean
and k : ϑ ×ϑ → R is the prior covariance function. There are many possible choices for the covariance func-
tion, which we will discuss in the following section. Here, we formally define the Matérn kernel function,

kν (θi,θ j) =
σ2

f

Γ(ν)2ν−1

(√
2ν

ℓ
d (θi,θ j)

)ν

Kν

(√
2ν

ℓ
d (θi,θ j)

)
, (2)

where ℓ is a length-scale parameter, σ2
f i the measurement noise variance, Γ(ν),Kν are the modified Bessel

and gamma functions, and d(·) is a Euclidean distance function. The choice of ν is based on how smooth the
function is believed to be, where larger values indicate a smoother function. Under the GP prior the n function
evaluations y1:n are jointly Gaussian with mean [m]i = µ0(θi), and covariance [K]i, j = k(θi,θ j) where K ∈
Rn×n. This implies the corresponding function value f (θ) at any test point θ1:n must be jointly Gaussian with
y1:n. Due to the properties of jointly Gaussian random variables, we find that the posterior distribution of the
objective given all available noisy observations p( f (θ)|y1:n,θ1:n,θ), is Gaussian with the following mean and
covariance

µn(θ) = µ0(θ)+k(θ)⊤(K+σ
2In)(y

f
1:n −m), (3a)

σ
2
n (θ) = k(θ ,θ)−k(θ)⊤(K+σ

2In)
−1k(θ) (3b)
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where [k(θ)]i = k(θ ,θi). With the mean and variance functions defined, we introduce the acquisition function.

2.2. Acquisition Functions

We can select a point θ that provides the most value for the circuit optimization by optimizing the acquisition
function. For example, the lower confidence bound (LCB) acquisition function

αLCB(θ) = µ(θ)−
√

βσ(θ), (4)

balances exploration and exploitation by assigning an optimistic value to each candidate point. The exploita-
tion term is represented by the mean and the exploration term by the standard deviation scaled by a parame-
ter
√

β . Small values of β result in an exploitative strategy, and large values of β result in a more exploratory
strategy. Other commonly used acquisition functions can be found in Frazier (2018).

3. Specialized Quantum Computing Priors
3.1. Periodic Parameter Prior

While BO requires box constraints on the parameters, the periodic boundary conditions are not typically known
or enforced. We can, however, use periodic kernels to codify the periodicity of the circuit measurements and
uncertainty in the GP model using a periodic kernel MacKay (1998). The periodic kernel can be defined as

kPeriodic
(
θ ,θ ′)= σ

2
f exp

−2∑
i

sin2
(

π

p (θi −θ ′
i )
)

ℓi

 , (5)

where p is the period, and ℓi is the length-scale corresponding to the ith parameter. Typically, p is treated as an
unknown parameter that we fit to data since most optimization problems do not have known periodicity. Given
that p = 2π for VQAs, we can fix this parameter during the model fitting.

In Fig. 1, we provide an illustrative example of how knowledge of the periodic boundaries improves the surro-
gate model accuracy. The true function is represented as a solid black line, the data as red stars, and the mean
and 95% CI as a blue line and clouds, respectively. We bring attention to the region θ ∈ [4.7,2π], where un-
certainty is substantially lower for the periodic kernel due to a measurement near θ = 0.2. The non-periodic
GP would recommend the following sample near θ = 2π to explore the high uncertainty region, thus wasting
samples.

Figure 1: Effect of a periodic (left) versus non-periodic (right) kernel on a periodic function. The periodic ker-
nel has noticeably higher accuracy for θ > 5 due to recognizing the periodicity of the parameter space.

3.2. Topological Prior

Although reducing the measured distribution of bitstrings to a single value, such as by taking the mean or con-
ditional value at risk (CVaR), allows traditional optimization strategies to be easily adapted to solve VQAs,
they also result in a loss of information. For example, consider the illustrative comparison in 2, where we show
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how a larger volume (five times as many data points) of noisier data (standard deviation of the additive noise
term is five times greater) may still result in a better fitting surrogate model than one fit to a smaller, although
more precise, set of data. This illustrative example can be likened to a quantum circuit, where a user can select
the number of shots for each measurement given a fixed shot budget.

Figure 2: Effect of cheap and noisy (left) versus expensive and precise data (right). This illustrative example
shows that samples taken with ×5 noise for ×1/5 cost may be more useful than fewer, more accurate samples.

To use the low-shot measurements as a topological prior, we propose using a low-shot residual (LSR) inspired
by the reference models in Lu et al. (2021), which we adapt for VQAs by exploiting the ability to regulate the
number of shots per query. For notation simplicity, we now assume that y(θ , s̄) = J(θ), i.e., s̄ is sufficiently
high such that noise can be ignored. Given that we wish to minimize the output of a high-shot circuit J(θ)
which uses s̄ shots per circuit call, we assume that a fraction of the total shot budget γB may be spent on ob-
servations of a low-shot circuit g(θ), which uses s

¯
shots per circuit call. We assume that the high-shot model

can be defined as
J(θ) = g(θ)+ ε(θ), (6)

where function ε(θ) is a residual, or error, between the high and low-shot observations for a given θ . How-
ever, this assumption must be satisfied by construction. Let D0 = {θi,gi}m be the set of m low-shot observa-
tions obtained from spending γB uniformly over ϑ , and µg(θ),σg(θ) be the mean and variance functions ob-
tained from fitting a GP to D0. With the low-shot budget exhausted, µg(θ) can be treated as a deterministic
function that approximates g(θ), which is the topological prior used to improve learning J(θ). With each mea-
surement k, we construct a data set Dk = {θi,Ji −µg(θi)}k to build a mean and variance function of the residual
µε(θ),σε(θ), while satisfying (6).

Through this construction, we can redefine equation (3a) as

µJ(θ) = µg(θ)+µε(θ), (7)

and can optimize the circuit by minimizing µg(θ)+ µε(θ). Since the low-shot model can no longer reduce its
variance, it serves no value in informing the exploration of the parameter space. Instead, we can formulate the
LCB acquisition function for the LSR as

αLCB,LSR(θ) = (µg(θ)+µε(θ))−
√

βσε(θ), (8)

where we use the mean function µJ = µg(θ)+ µε(θ), but only use the residual standard deviation σε for ex-
ploration. Note that the low-shot residual acquisition will need a larger exploration constant β , given that the
residual magnitudes are significantly smaller than the means. We summarize the LSR-BO in Algorithm 1.

4. Experimental Results
In Fig. 3, we compare the periodic kernel (yellow lines) versus a Matérn kernel (blue lines) using statistical
convergence on a hydrogen VQE problem using s̄ = 10000 as the number of shots per an evaluation, and a total
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Algorithm 1 Low-shot Residual Bayesian Optimization algorithm

1: Initialize: Number of shots s̄,s
¯
; low-shot data D0 from spending γB on g(θ); total shot budget B; and GP

priors mg,mε and kernels kg,kε . Initialize the algorithm with k = 0, Bk = γB
2: construct µg from D0
3: while Bk ≤ B do
4: Solve (8) to find θk+1
5: Evaluate quantum circuit J(θk+1)
6: Construct GP surrogate model for f (θ) given available data Dk+1 = {θi,J(θi)−µε(θi)}k+1

i=0
7: Bk+1 += s̄
8: end while

Figure 3: Comparison of Matérn versus periodic
kernel-based GPs in BO, for multiple γ .

Figure 4: Comparison of LSR-BO using a Matérn
and periodic kernels, for different ratios of r = s

¯
/s̄

budget of B = 100s̄. Additionally, we vary the fraction of the total shot budget γ = {0.1,0.4,0.8,1.0}, where
the initialization budget is spent on uniform random samples over the parameter space. Note that γ = 1.0 corre-
sponds to a random sampling strategy since no budget is reserved for the BO algorithm. First, the random sam-
pling strategy (shown in red) results in the worst performance, where smaller values of γ improve convergence
for the periodic kernel. In the Matérn kernel, the trend isn’t as apparent; convergence is faster with γ = 0.4
(blue-dashed line) than γ = 0.1 (blue-dotted line). We also note that as a larger budget is spent on random sam-
pling, the performance difference between the kernels diminishes (and eventually reverses for γ = 0.8) since
the highly exploitative random sampling reduces the need for exploration, and thus, the benefits derived from
the periodic kernel. Finally, since the random samples are highly exploitative, large γ allows the Bayesian al-
gorithms to focus on exploitation, evident by the faster convergence when switching from random to Bayesian
sampling strategies.

We present the results of the LSR-BO strategy in Fig. 4, where we consider three values for the ratio of shots
between the high and low shot circuits, r = s

¯
/s̄∈ {0.01,0.05,0.1}, where s̄= 10000. From these results, we see

a clear trend favoring residual models constructed from very few shots, where for small r values, the algorithm
finds near-optimal parameters on the high-shot circuit within the first few queries. However, larger r values
may diminish performance, as seen in the r = 0.1 case with a vanilla kernel. While the results suggest that
s
¯
= 1 could provide the best performance, such a strategy would result in numerical issues. As shown in (3b),

the GP fitting requires a matrix inversion (K − σ2In)
−1, which results in cubic scaling and increased risk of

singularity as the number of data points grows.

Additionally, we present the results of the complete ablation in Fig. 5, comparing the base strategy with a Matérn
kernel to one that uses a periodic kernel and two LSR strategies using Matérn and periodic kernels. We note
that the vanilla strategies can be considered a particular case of the low-shot residual where r = 1. The vanilla
periodic kernel (yellow) provides a clear advantage over the vanilla Matérn kernel (blue), and both LSR strate-
gies provide a marked advantage over the vanilla strategies. Although the difference between the two kernel
options in the LSR is minuscule, the periodic kernel maintains slightly lower regret and lower variance across
the runs.
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Figure 5: Full ablation study results. Both the periodic kernel and the LSR independently improve the BO per-
formance relative to a Vanilla strategy. The zoomed-in plot (right) shows that the combination of the LSR and
periodic kernel provides the best performance, although it is a modest improvement over the LSR alone.

5. Conclusion
This work proposes two modifications to the standard Bayesian optimization implementation to improve shot-
based efficiency when solving variational quantum algorithms. We show that a significant increase in perfor-
mance can be achieved by encoding priors into the GP kernel function and surrogate model. The kernel prior
endows the GP with knowledge of the parameter’s 2π periodicity, which we find helpful in the limited circuit
observation regime. At the same time, the topological prior provides a better starting model by utilizing large
quantities of low-shot circuit measurements.

We remark on several directions for future work. First, although Bayesian optimization does not get stuck in
local minima, it struggles to converge. The modifications discussed here will likely see similar performance
gains by switching to local optimization methods to finish the optimization loop, as mentioned in Muller et al.
(2022). Additionally, the consistent performance gains of LSR strategies with smaller r values suggest that
further reduction of the number of shots would improve performance; however, this could not be verified here
due to computational issues in fitting the GP. To this end, further Gaussian process modification for large data
sets would be worth exploring. Lastly, we note that these methods need further exploration and verification on
more complex noise models, more challenging variational problems, and quantum hardware.

6. Acknowledgement
We are grateful for support from NASA Ames Research Center. We acknowledge the funding of the NASA ARMD Trans-
formational Tools and Technology (TTT) Project. F.S. and D.C. participated in the NASA/USRA Feynman Quantum Academy
internship program. D.B.N., F.S., and D.C. were supported by the NASA Academic Mission Services, Contract No. NNA16BD14C.
F.S. was partially supported by the NSF Graduate Research Fellowship. J.P. acknowledges funding from the National Sci-
ence Foundation, Award No. 2237616.

References
D. E. Bernal, A. Ajagekar, S. M. Harwood, S. T. Stober, D. Trenev, F. You, 2022. Perspectives of quantum computing for chemical engi-

neering. AIChE Journal 68 (6), e17651.
M. Cerezo, A. Arrasmith, R. Babbush, S. C. Benjamin, S. Endo, K. Fujii, J. R. McClean, K. Mitarai, X. Yuan, L. Cincio, P. J. Coles,

2020. Variational quantum algorithms. Nature Reviews Physics 3, 625–644.
A. N. Ciavarella, I. A. Chernyshev, Apr 2022. Preparation of the SU(3) lattice Yang-Mills vacuum with variational quantum methods.

Phys. Rev. D 105, 074504.
P. I. Frazier, 2018. A Tutorial on Bayesian Optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1807.02811.
G. Iannelli, K. Jansen, 2021. Noisy Bayesian optimization for variational quantum eigensolvers.
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