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Abstract
Variational Quantum Eigensolvers (VQEs) represent a promising approach to computing molecular
ground states and energies on modern quantum computers. These approaches use a classical com-
puter to optimize the parameters of a trial wave function, while the quantum computer simulates the
energy by preparing and measuring a set of bitstring observations, referred to as shots, over which
an expected value is computed. Although more shots improve the accuracy of the expected ground
state, it also increases the simulation cost. Hence, we propose modifications to the standard Bayesian
optimization algorithm to leverage few-shot circuit observations to solve VQEs with fewer quantum
resources. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed approach, Bayesian optimization with
priors on surface topology (BOPT), by comparing optimizers for molecular systems and demonstrate
how current quantum hardware can aid in finding ground state energies.

Keywords: Variational Quantum Eigensolver, Bayesian Optimization, Gaussian Processes

1 Introduction

Solving electronic structure problems for molecular systems is a cornerstone of modern chemical en-
gineering research. These problems involve solving Hamiltonian eigenvalue systems, which are used
to define the ground-state energy, the lowest possible configuration of a molecular system, which di-
rectly influences the behavior of the system [1, 2]. These energies are used to predict molecular prop-
erties [3], understand chemical reactions [4, 5], control molecular systems [6, 7], as well as design
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pharmaceuticals [8], polymers [9, 10], materials [11, 12, 13, 14, 15], and catalysts [16, 17, 18]. Con-
sequently, these calculations affect the design and optimization of industrial processes, with applica-
tions spanning healthcare, energy, and the environment [19].

Calculating the ground state involves solving the Schrödinger equation, which can only be solved ex-
actly for a few selected cases. The interactions between increasingly many electrons result in an ex-
ponential computational complexity, making exact solutions practically intractable for large systems
[20, 21]. Although approximate methods are used to compute the ground state [22, 23, 24], the scal-
ing issue with many-body calculations persists, requiring further approximations for larger systems
[25]. Furthermore, these approximations are known to erode the quality of the solutions to systems
with strong electron-electron interactions [26].

Solving many-body systems is a problem class where quantum computers are expected to excel, mak-
ing them a promising tool for efficiently computing exact ground state energies [27, 28, 29, 30, 31],
which also includes hardware demonstrations [32, 29, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39]. An algorithm de-
signed explicitly for this task is known as the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE), which has been
used to great effect in many problems [40, 29, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54].
This approach leverages the quantum computers’ capacity for efficiently simulating many-body sys-
tems, which can be used to determine the ground state energy, E0, from the variational principle of
quantum mechanics,

E0 ≤
⟨Ψ(θ)|H |Ψ(θ)⟩
⟨Ψ(θ)| |Ψ(θ)⟩

.

Here, Ψ(θ) is a trial wave function of the system parameterized by θ , and H is the Hamiltonian act-
ing on the system. Note that in practice, the trial wave functions may be normalized so that ⟨Ψ(θ)| |Ψ(θ)⟩=
1. The trial wave function represents the state of the electronic configuration, whereas the Hamilto-
nian defines the system’s energy. The VQE determines E0 by formulating equation (1) as an opti-
mization problem,

min
θ∈Rd

y(θ) =
1
S

S

∑
⟨Ψ(θ)|H |Ψ(θ)⟩
⟨Ψ(θ)|Ψ(θ)⟩

which is solved on a non-quantum or classical computer using optimization by simulating y(θ) on
the quantum computer for selected θ . The sample-based expectation value is calculated over S re-
peated observations of the final quantum state, referred to as shots. At the same time, this theoreti-
cally allows for arbitrary precision, although a greater number of measurements naturally incurs addi-
tional costs.

Recently, Bayesian optimization (BayesOpt) has been investigated as a means of solving Equation
(1) using VQE and has shown competitive performance against other commonly used optimization
routines [55, 56, 57, 58]. BayesOpt is a general class of model-based derivative-free optimization
(DFO) algorithms. Model-based DFO methods use a surrogate model to determine a sampling strat-
egy, in contrast to model-free strategies (e.g., genetic algorithms), which are less sample-efficient
[59]. What differentiates BayesOpt from other DFO methods is the use of a statistical surrogate to
model a mean-based prediction and the epistemic uncertainty (uncertainty caused by limited data) to
determine the most efficient sampling strategy. Gaussian processes (GPs) are frequently used due to
their excellent capacity for uncertainty quantification, assuming the kernel function, which defines the
GP model, has been appropriately selected [60, 61, 62, 63, 64]. The mean and uncertainty functions
derived from the surrogate model are used to trade off between exploring the parameter space (i.e.,
sampling in regions of greater uncertainty) and exploiting the most promising regions (e.g., sampling



near the best-observed parameters). This exploration and exploitation trade-off allows the global opti-
mum to be found with limited evaluations.

BayesOpt for VQE problems has been the subject of growing research interest, with most work fo-
cused on using standard implementations with limited modifications [55, 56, 57, 58], or use BayesOpt
as a component of a larger optimization framework [65, 66]. Several trust-region-based BO methods
have also been investigated [67, 68], which provide convergence stability and allow for parallel sam-
pling. In [69], the authors propose a parallel BayesOpt strategy for solving related problems, such as
solving the VQE for an ensemble of molecular geometries, by sharing sample data across the differ-
ent problems, and [70] builds on this work by investigating different information sharing schema. The
only work of which we are aware to propose modifications to the GP model specialized for VQE is
in [71] where the authors develop a novel periodic kernel to construct the GP model, in addition to a
novel acquisition function for their trust-region based BaysOpt framework, inspired by the Nakanishi-
Fuji-Todo method [72].

In this work, we build on our proposed BayesOpt framework [73], which constructs a prior on sur-
face topology from noisy low-shot observations and then optimizes for high-shot observations (i.e.,
the number of shots required to achieve a prescribed accuracy) using a residual GP model. The prior
on surface topology uses a data-driven surrogate model as an initial belief of y(θ) in lieu of the tra-
ditional zero-mean prior. Additionally, we find that encoding information about the periodicity of
the rotation gate parameters translates into faster convergence. We modify the prior on surface topol-
ogy to accommodate larger datasets and consider the practical usage of quantum computers. Specif-
ically, we investigate the algorithm’s performance for three noise models constructed from existing
IBM quantum computers (computational results) and on physical quantum hardware (experimen-
tal results). While current quantum hardware tends to provide biased estimates of the ground state,
BayesOpt can still find optimal circuit parameters, suggesting quantum computers may be useful for
determining optimal circuit parameters, i.e., θ ⋆ ∈ argminθ∈Rd y(θ) in Equation (1), and computing
the energy classically. The rest of the paper is organized as follows: we first provide a detailed back-
ground on quantum computing, variational quantum eigensolvers, and Bayesian optimization in Sec-
tion 2. We formally introduce the problem in Section 3 and present our methods in Section 4. In Sec-
tion 5, we present the VQE convergence results for our method and several benchmarking methods
for two molecular systems, with a particular focus on how the algorithms perform on high-fidelity
noise models and when using noisy physical quantum computers. In addition, that section discusses
strategies for efficiently using currently available quantum hardware to compute molecular ground-
state energies relative to those of purely classical methods. Lastly, we provide concluding remarks
and directions for future work in Section 6.

2 Background and Preliminaries

2.1 Quantum computing

Quantum information processing is a strategy to process information in accordance with the princi-
ples of quantum mechanics. One area of quantum information processing, quantum simulation, is
used to solve problems formulated as quantum systems. Many problem classes can be modified to fit
these criteria, such as factoring large numbers (for cryptographic applications), simulating quantum
systems, and solving optimization problems [74]. Although it is important to note that quantum sim-
ulation is not necessarily superior to classical methods, there are specific cases where it is expected to
excel, such as many-body problems [28].



Figure 1: Bayesian Optimization with Priors on Topology (BOPT) Summary. Priors on the quantum
circuit parameter’s 2π periodicity and surface topology, in the form of a periodic kernel and surro-
gate models, are used to initialize the Bayesian Optimizations loop. At each iteration, the Gaussian
process is conditioned on the available circuit observations, which can be used to construct the ac-
quisition function. Optimizing the acquisition provides the subsequent circuit parameters, which are
used to query the circuit. With the new observation, the loop is repeated until the sample budget is ex-
hausted.

Quantum computers, or quantum computing units (QPU), exploit quantum mechanical phenomena to
process information. This information processing is performed physically using systems that exhibit
multi/two-level quantum behavior, such as superconducting qubits [75, 76] present in IBM quantum
devices. These two-qubit states are known as qubits. For quantum computers, the computations are
interpreted as simulations. These simulations are represented by evolving a unit vector in the Hilbert
space, which represents the quantum state, based on the rules of quantum mechanics. Although com-
putationally expensive, these simulations can also be performed on classical computers, where quan-
tum effects are implemented by exponentially growing states with the number of qubits. Conversely,
leveraging quantum mechanical phenomena directly in a quantum computer has the potential to scale
much more favorably since the computation is replaced by a controlled simulation of the physical
system in the computer.

Specifically, the quantum phenomena that are advantageous for quantum simulations and improved
information processing are superposition and entanglement. Unlike classical bits, which only exist in
one of two states (0 or 1), qubits, the fundamental unit of quantum information, can be in a coherent
superposition of both states simultaneously. The superposition of states allows more information to
be encoded in the base computing unit. Entanglement is a phenomenon where the state of one qubit
is intrinsically correlated with the state of another qubit so that states cannot be factored into products
of individual states. In quantum computing, this allows information that grows exponentially with the
number of qubits to be processed seamlessly. In addition, many-body systems often exhibit entangle-
ment among their constituent particles, making it a useful phenomenon for quantum simulation. For a
detailed discussion on the topic, we point the interested reader to [77].

A well-defined initial state for each orbital in a molecular quantum system is prepared to simulate
it. These states are propagated through a quantum circuit and are manipulated by quantum gates.
The gates perform unitary transformations, such as parameterized rotations and controlled gates, to
modify the quantum state. The set of gates or circuit is designed to represent the trial wave function,
where the process of transforming the initial state is known as state preparation. After the circuit exe-
cution, when the final state of the circuit is obtained, it is measured. In this process, the coherent state
is projected or collapsed onto a classical state represented by a string of bits, e.g., 00110101. Each
single execution is known as a shot, which is then mapped to an observable via an operator, which in
this case is the energy computed through the Hamiltonian. Lastly, a sample-averaged expectation is



taken over the collection of observed values. On quantum hardware, running a shot is fast, and prob-
lems with 27 qubits using thousands of shots can be simulated in seconds [78].

Although quantum computing is a promising and exciting technology for simulating quantum sys-
tems, we emphasize that current computers are noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) devices
with open technical challenges [79]. The largest current quantum computers still have too few and
noisy qubits (∼ 500) 1 , both limiting the size of molecular systems that can be simulated and requir-
ing the use of hybrid quantum-classical algorithms, like VQE, that offload some of the computational
burdens onto classical devices. The quantum states of qubits are also fragile and prone to decoher-
ence because of environmental disturbances, such as thermal fluctuations. As a result, the quantum
states in NISQ devices can only be maintained for short periods before decohering, limiting the com-
plexity of circuits that can be implemented and of problems that can be solved. Additionally, noise
is introduced due to hardware limitations, such as inaccuracies when implementing gate protocols.
While fully characterizing the quantum state is subject to the inherent uncertainty of quantum me-
chanics, this can be addressed by using a large number of shots to observe the circuit, which incurs
additional costs. Thus, the practical value of modern quantum computers depends on creative solu-
tions for navigating noisy observations and minimizing the computational load assigned to the quan-
tum computer.

Remark: While there is a myriad of quantum computing technologies that are continuously being
improved, we focus on a topical treatment of the subject. The goal of this section is to provide high-
level connections between components in common hardware architectures and explain how they re-
late to the mathematical concept of quantum simulation. While we strive to remain technology ag-
nostic, for brevity, we resort to gate-based models of quantum computers to describe the process of
simulating a trial wave function. We note that the gate-based QPU architectures are one of the most
widely studied quantum computers and constitute the computational architecture used in our hard-
ware simulations.

2.2 Variational Quantum Eigensolvers

The VQE algorithm uses a hybrid quantum-classical approach to determine the ground state of molec-
ular systems by optimizing the parameters of a trial wave function Ψ(θ), which is simulated in the
quantum device (i.e., either a quantum computer or classical quantum simulator). First, a reference
state Ψref is selected to initialize the trial wave function, such as the Hartree-Fock reference state. The
principal challenge in VQE is known as state preparation, which is the process of designing a trial
wave function to minimize the expected energy. This step can be separated into two parts: the selec-
tion of a circuit structure known as ansatz that represents the trial wave function and the selection of
parameters of the ansatz to drive the system from the reference state to the trial state exhibiting the
lowest energy configuration.

Although the ansatz selection is still an open question, we present two that are frequently encoun-
tered: those from the class of hardware efficient ansätze (HEA) [32, 83, 84, 85, 86], and the unitary
coupled cluster with singles and doubles (UCCSD) ansatz [87, 88, 89]. In addition, the circuit depth
D, which is the number of repeating layers, is often treated as part of the ansatz. Deeper circuits re-
sult in increased representational capabilities, ensuring that Ψ(θ) can model the ground state but also
increase the circuit running time and the likelihood of decoherence.

1If not for current levels of noise, ∼ 100 qubits would provide sufficient computing resources for the utility of quantum
computing [80]. However, NISQ error correction schemes often call for additional qubits [81, 82].



UCCSD is a chemistry-inspired ansatz rooted in classical coupled cluster theory, a well-established
method for computing electronic structures of molecules. The method is designed to capture the most
important electronic correlations in the molecular system by applying single- and double-excitation
operators to the reference state. Formally, the USSCD ansatz is defined as,

|Ψ(θ)⟩=
[
Π

D
i=1eT̂ (θ)−T̂ (θ)†] |Ψre f ⟩ , (1)

where θ represents the variational parameters that need to be optimized, and T̂ (θ) = T̂1(θ)+ T̂2(⃗θ)
are the aggregated single and double excitation operators.

The HEA, as its name suggests, is a more flexible class of ansätze designed to use fewer gates and
use NISQ-era QPUs more efficiently. As a result, they are not limited to chemical systems. While
these features sound appealing, it is unclear whether tailored ansätze can potentially provide better
utility with a larger number of gates, e.g., by requiring fewer layers. A generic HEA can be defined as

|Ψ(⃗θ)⟩=
[
Π

D
i=1Ûr(θi)× Ûent

]
|Ψref⟩ , (2)

where Ûent are the entangling gates, and Ûr(θi) are the single qubit gates. Here, θi ∈ Rng is the pa-
rameter vector for each layer, where ng is the number of gates in each layer, such that d = ngD. We
present a schematic overview of a quantum circuit using the HEA in Figure 2. For more details on
VQE algorithms and best practices, see [27].

Figure 2: (Left) Hartree-Fock initialization (shown in blue boxes with “X”) HEA for H2 (4 qubit sys-
tem) using D layers composed of Ry single qubit gates and CNOT entanglement gates acting on all
possible qubit pairs. The dashed box denotes the layer. (Right) H2 molecular orbital diagram showing
the orbital qubit assignments.

2.3 Bayesian Optimization

As mentioned previously, BayesOpt is a model-based optimization algorithm geared toward expen-
sive black-box functions. It consists of two key components: a statistical surrogate model and an ac-
quisition function, the latter of which defines how to use the model to identify subsequent sample
points. The algorithm proceeds sequentially. The GP is fit to available data, and the predicted mean
and variance are used to construct an acquisition function. The acquisition function is maximized to
determine the following sample location. The black-box function is evaluated at the selected sample
point, which is then added to the data set, and the process is repeated until a specified sample bud-
get B is exhausted. In practice, a fraction of the initial budget Binit is typically allocated to pseudo-
random sampling to generate an initial data set when little to no prior data are available.

We begin by introducing the mathematical underpinning of GPs and their use in BayesOpt; interested
readers are referred to [60] for further details. GPs generalize the notion of a multivariate Gaussian to



function space, representing an uncountable set of functions that fit the data. Specifically, it constructs
a posterior probability distribution over function space that can be conditioned on the observed data,
in accordance with Bayes’s rule,

P( f (θ)|D⋆
n ) ∝ P(D⋆

n | f (θ))P( f (θ)) . (3)

Here, P( f (θ)) denotes the prior probability of observing f for a given θ , and P(D⋆
n | f (θ)) denotes

the conditional probability of observing the data D⋆
n = {(θi, f (θi))}n

i=0 (also known as the likelihood
function). The key assumption in a GP, denoted by GP(µ(θ),k(θ ,θ ′)), is that the function values
at any subset of inputs are jointly Gaussian such that they are fully defined by their mean function
µ : Rd → R and covariance or kernel function k : Rd×Rd → R≥0.

In general, f (θ) cannot be directly observed, and instead, the measurement process introduces a
source of noise that can be modeled as y = f (θ) + ε , where ε ∼ N (0,σ2). Given a noisy dataset
Dn = {(θi,yi)}n

i=0, the posterior probability of f (θ) can be modeled jointly with the noisy observa-
tions y1:n as [

y1:n
f (θ)

]
∼N

([
µ0(θ1:n)
µ0(θ)

]
,

[
Kn +σ2In kn(θ)

kn(θ)
⊤ k0(θ ,θ)

])
. (4)

Here, kn(θ) ∈ Rn is a vector of covariance terms between the observed inputs θ1:n and the test point
θ , i.e., [kn(θ)]i = k(θi,θ), and Kn ∈ Rn×n is a symmetric covariance matrix with elements [Kn]i, j =
k(θi,θ j) for all i, j = 1, . . . ,n. Due to the properties of joint Gaussian random variables, the posterior
distribution p( f (θ)|Dn,θ) given all available observations, is normally distributed with the following
posterior mean and variance as a function of the test point

µn(θ) = µ0(θ)+kn(θ)
⊤(Kn +σ

2In)(y1:n−µ0(θ1:n)), (5a)

σ
2
n (θ) = k0(θ ,θ)−kn(θ)

⊤(Kn +σ
2In)

−1kn(θ). (5b)

Note that here, µ0 and k0 refer to the prior mean and kernel functions, respectively. The matrix in-
verse (Kn +σ2In)

−1 in equation (5) is often considered a limiting factor for GP models - the compu-
tational complexity scales cubically with the number of data points, making inference computation-
ally challenging for large data sets.

A zero-mean prior (µ0(θ) = 0) is generally a reasonable assumption when normalizing the data to
be zero-centered. The kernel function is typically selected based on a prior belief about the degree of
smoothness of the underlying function. A common choice of the kernel class is that from the Matérn
class,

kMatérn
(
θ ,θ ′

)
= σ

2
k

21−ν

Γ(ν)

(
√

2ν

d

∑
i=1

ρi
(
θi−θ

′
i
))ν

Kν

(
√

2ν

d

∑
i=1

ρi
(
θi−θ

′
i
))

, (6)

where Γ is the gamma function and Kν is the modified Bessel function of the second kind. The pa-
rameters ρi for all i = 1, . . . ,d are inverse squared length scale parameters, which models the response
sensitivity for each dimension of θ ∈ Rd , and σ2

k is a scale parameter meant to capture expected vari-
ation in f . The parameter ν controls the smoothness of the GP model, with an integer value ν result-
ing in a model that is ν−1 time differentiable. In the limit ν → ∞, the well-known squared exponen-
tial (or radial basis) function is recovered.

Another much less commonly used kernel is the periodic kernel. Considering that the parameters
used in quantum circuits are periodic, and this kernel is a natural choice. The periodic kernel is de-
fined as

kPeriodic
(
θ ,θ ′

)
= σ

2
k exp

(
−2∑

i
sin2

(
π

p

(
θi−θ

′
i
))

ρi

)
. (7)



While p is typically an unknown parameter, in VQE, setting p = 2π for θi ∈ [0,2π] can be used to
enforce periodicity. Furthermore, we note that this kernel can be considered another topological prior,
as it represents the relationship between the cost function and the circuit parameters, which is a sine
curve with period 2π [72].

Part of selecting the kernel also requires choosing the hyperparameters γ =
{

ρ1, . . . ,ρD,σ
2
k

}
. This

selection is made after each new observation by minimizing the negative marginal log-likelihood,

γ
⋆ = argmin

γ

1
2
(yn−µn)

⊤
Σ
−1
yn
(yn−µn)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Data fit term

+
1
2

log(|Σyn |)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Complexity penalty

+
ny

2
log(2π). (8)

where yn = y1:n, µn = µ(θ1:n), and Σyn = Kn + σ̂2
f In. The negative marginal log-likelihood is a loss

function that provides some resilience to overfitting. The data-fit term encourages the model to match
the available data, while the complexity term provides a regularization effect that encourages a more
simple model.

For a given dataset, we can use equation (8) to fit a GP to a dataset, which provides a mean and co-
variance function defined by equations (5). Now, we turn to the acquisition function, which is used to
select subsequent samples in search of optimal circuit parameters. One clear example of how (5) can
be used to select θn+1 to balance competing objectives (exploration versus exploitation) is the lower
confidence bound (LCB) acquisition function

αLCB,n(θ) = µn(θ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Exploitation

−
√

βσn(θ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Exploration

, (9)

which determines the new sample point by minimizing αLCB,n(θ) over some compact candidate set
Θ⊆ Rd

θn+1 = argmin
θ∈Θ

αLCB,n(θ), (10)

which can be solved with standard gradient-based optimization. Here, the mean function promotes
the exploitation of regions that are known to be good, while the covariance function, scaled by the
confidence interval parameter

√
β , promotes exploitation. Together, the acquisition function assigns

optimistic values to each candidate point.

Furthermore, we introduce the more commonly used expected improvement acquisition function,
which measures the amount by which the current objective is expected to improve over the current
best or incumbent solution, η . Formally, the expected improvement criterion for minimizing an ob-
jective function is defined as

αEI,n(θ) = En
[

max(η− f (θ),0)
]
. (11)

The EI acquisition function is commonly used since an analytic solution can be derived for GP mod-
els [62]

αEI,n(θ) = σn(θ)(zn(θ)Φ(zn(θ))+φ (zn(θ)) , (12)

where zn(θ) = (η−µn(θ))/σn(θ), Φ is the standard Gaussian cumulative density, and φ is the prob-
ability density. While η is often set to the best-observed value η = mini∈{1,...,n} yi, it has been dis-
cussed in [90] that this choice causes issues in a noisy setting. Since noise is an important characteris-
tic for the objective functions considered in this work, we instead use the best posterior mean value as
our incumbent, i.e., η = minθ∈Θ µn(θ).



3 Problem Formulation

Before introducing the proposed approach, we formally present the VQE problem. First, let f (θ) rep-
resent a theoretical circuit evaluated at a given vector of parameters θ . The circuit f (θ) is theoretical
in the sense that it represents a noise-free simulation with an exact expectation when observing the
state (i.e., in the infinite shot limit). We assume that querying the circuit produces observations that
are corrupted by the underlying generative process

yθ = f (θ)+ εS + εQPU(θ), (13)

where εS ∼N
(
0,(σs/

√
S)2
)

is an independent and identically distributed Gaussian noise term, with
a standard deviation proportional to 1/

√
S, where S is the number of shots chosen to evaluate the cir-

cuit (i.e., the standard error in the mean estimate), and the term εQPU,∼ N
(

µQPU(θ),σ
2
QPU(θ)

)
,

represents the noise/errors due to hardware. Classical quantum simulators can generally be modeled
with εQPU = 0. In contrast, quantum hardware will have an unknown and hardware-specific struc-
ture for µQPU(θ) and σ2

QPU(θ). However, data-driven models exist to simulate QPU performance in
classical simulations. Formally, the VQE we aim to solve is

θ
⋆ = argmin

θ∈Θ

f (θ) (14)

where Θ ∈ [0,2π]d is the parameter space. When the number of shots S is sufficiently large, f (θ)+
εS ≈ f (θ), hence we assume that S is selected to ensure that classically simulated systems are arbi-
trarily accurate, i.e., yθ ≈ f (θ). This formulation allows for solving equation (14) using observations
yθ .

Although hardware noise mitigation is an active research area, a true noise-resilient QPU at a reason-
able scale is probably years away. As a result, directly observing simulated energies from a QPU does
not have much practical value currently, as the errors are often greater than the accuracy required to
determine the ground state of these molecular systems, frequently called chemical accuracy. Solving
VQEs with classical simulation is computationally prohibitive for systems exceeding ∼ 40 qubits [91]
(∼ 64 qubits and more are possible if using approximate simulators [92, 93]) due to the state prepa-
ration. However, a single simulation with a provided set of circuit parameters is tractable for small
molecular systems. Hence, a possible strategy for the use of near-term quantum computers is to solve
equation (14) on a QPU and validate θ ⋆ by evaluating (1) with a classical quantum simulation.

The form we present in equation (13), using additive noise components, is a useful model; however,
the actual noise would enter the system at a variety of intermediate points in the simulation. For ex-
ample, gate errors would take the form of f

(
θ + εgates(θ)

)
, where εgates is a model of the QPU spe-

cific gate implementation error. The errors introduced from having too few shots are due to a poor
sample-averaged approximation of the expectation taken in equation (1). However, this form provides
a reasonable approximation of the circuit that facilitates more efficient search strategies under the
BayesOpt paradigm.

4 Methods

4.1 Surface Topology Prior

The proposed framework constructs a prior on the surface topology by fitting a surrogate model to
low-shot observations and deploying BayesOpt to learn a residual model between a low-shot surro-



Figure 3: BOPT illustrations: (Left) Standard GP modeling approach, fit directly to 5 high-shot ob-
servations. (Center left) the topological prior was constructed from 16 noisy observations. (Center
right) GP model of the residual fit using only 4 high-shot observations. (Right) the GP with topo-
logical prior of the objective function using the same budget spent on constructing the standard GP
shown in the leftmost plot.

gate and high-shot observations yθ . This framework, which we refer to as a Bayesian optimization
with priors on surface topology (BOPT), is inspired by the reference models used in [94].

First, we assume that we can generate noisy low-shot observations,

ỹθ = f (θ)+ εs + εQPU(θ), (15)

where s < S is the shot count used to generate noisy observations. The costs of querying yθ and ỹθ

are defined as 1 and s/S respectively, i.e., the costs are linearly dependent on the number of shots,
consistent with commercial QPU cost structures [95, 96]. Let D low-shot

init = {θi, ỹθi}m be the set of m
low-shot observations obtained from spending the initialization budget Binit uniformly over the pa-
rameter space. The prior on surface topology is defined in terms of a general surrogate model µ̃y(θ)
for predicting f (θ) constructed from D low-shot

init . Our proposed Gaussian process with priors on surface
topology (GP-TP) can then be expressed as

f (θ)∼ GP(µ̃y(θ),kPeriodic(θ ,θ
′)). (16)

As opposed to using a constant-mean prior function in (5) (the default assumption), we use low-shot
observations to learn a more effective prior that shifts the high-shot observations in a nonlinear way.
Note that we can actually interpret this process as training a standard zero-mean GP on residual data
{θi,yθi − µ̃y(θi)}n

i=1. The key innovation in BOPT is thus the use of this new type of prior, which we
show is capable of speeding up convergence in VQE applications.

We present an illustration of the motivation behind BOPT in Figure 3, where we use additive nor-
mal noise terms, with 1 high-shot observation having the same cost as 16 low-shot observations (i.e.,
εS ∼N (0,0.12), and εs ∼N (0,0.42)). In the leftmost plot, a standard GP is trained on 5 high-shot
samples; the model is poorly fit due to the insufficient volume of data. On the other hand, the center-
left plot shows that 16 noisy observations can be used to learn an accurate model of the surface topol-
ogy µ̃y(θ), providing a better fit than the standard GP model with just 20% of the budget expended.
The center-right plot shows the true residual f (θ)− µ̃y(θ) and its corresponding GP model using 4
high-shot observations yθ . The rightmost plot represents the complete GP-TP model of the true ob-
jective function f (θ), which uses the same budget spent on constructing the standard GP shown.

BOPT can take advantage of any standard BO acquisition function by simply replacing the standard
GP model with the proposed GP-TP model, whose predictive posterior distribution is denoted by
f (θ)|Dn,TP∼N (µn,TP(θ),σ

2
n,TP(θ)). For example, LCB can represented as follows

αBOPT-LCB,n(θ) = µn,TP(θ)−
√

βσn,TP(θ), (17)



To extend EI to the BOPT setting, we replace the analytical solution in (12) with the so-called noisy
EI [61] approach that can more effectively handle noise in the observations. Noisy EI performs an
expectation over (11) using values drawn from the predictive posterior distribution. In this work, we
focus predominantly on LCB. We summarize BOPT for the LCB acquisition function in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Bayesian Optimization with Priors on Surface Topology (BOPT) Algorithm

1: Input: Circuit f ; high-shot count S; low-shot count s; low-shot data D low-shot
init constructed by

spending Binit on ỹθ ; and total budget B.
2: Initialize: Domain Θ = [0,2π]d ; High-shot data Dhigh-shot← /0; and k = Binit.
3: Construct surrogate µ̃y using D low-shot

init
4: Initialize GP-TP model via (16)
5: while k ≤ B do
6: Minimize αBOPT-LCB,k(θ) to find θk+1
7: Evaluate quantum circuit y(θk+1,s = S)
8: Update high-shot dataset Dhigh-shot←{θi,y(θi,S)− µ̃y(θi)}k+1

i=0
9: Update posterior GP-TP model using Dhigh-shot

10: Increment spent budget k← k+1
11: end while

4.2 Sparse Gaussian Processes

In the BOPT framework, the algorithm is initialized by taking low-shot samples D low-shot
init , which con-

tains a relatively large number of samples, to construct µ̃y appearing in the topological prior. While
this surrogate can be constructed using any data-driven model, it must be capable of handling large
data sets containing significant amounts of noise. In this work, we are interested in using GPs due to
their simple and effective uncertainty quantification properties, particularly when dealing with shot
noise in quantum circuits [58]. However, the covariance matrix inverse in equation (5b) results in
quadratic memory and cubic computational complexity, making the construction and inference with a
GP-TP from large datasets a limiting factor. To improve the limit on the number of low-shot observa-
tions that can be used, we use sparse GP models [97] to construct µ̃y(θ).

Assume that a given dataset D low-shot
init contains m data points and that computational or memory re-

quirements limit us to constructing a GP with at most ℓ data points, where ℓ <m. To fit the GP model,
a set of inducing points, D̂ℓ must be learned to minimize the statistical distance between the true GP
conditioned on D low-shot

init and an approximate GP conditioned on D̂ℓ. A common approach is to learn
an approximate predictive posterior as a function of a latent distribution over the inducing points
qξ (Θ̂) with hyperparameters ξ , where Θ̂ = {θ̂i}ℓ1 ∈ D̂ℓ [97, 98, 99, 100], known as a sparse vari-
ational 2 GP (SVGP). The SVGP learns qξ (Θ̂) by maximizing the evidence lower bound objective
(ELBO) function,

argmax
γ,ξ ,Θ̂

ELBO(γ,ξ ,Θ̂) =
m

∑
i=1

qξ

(
Θ̂
)

ln pγ

(
ỹθi | Θ̂,θi

)
−KL

(
qξ

(
Θ̂
)
∥pγ

(
Θ̂
))

. (18)

2The term variational in machine learning parlance denotes a framework to approximate an intractable posterior dis-
tribution over the latent variables, with a more tractable distribution. This is a different usage of variational in quantum
algorithms, which denotes a class of methods used to approximate the ground state of a quantum system.



Here, KL(·) denotes the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the approximate model and the true
posterior pγ(Θ̂). The ELBO function does not require the functional form of the true posterior to op-
timize the approximate model, as the intractable posterior is computed by decomposing Bayes’ rule.
The summation in the ELBO is based on the assumption that the training data consists of i.i.d. sam-
ples (which is generally the case for VQE problems).

For this work, we use the stochastic variational inference (SVI) strategy [98], which provides better
scaling by using an explicit representation of the inducing variables. GP regression can be performed
using natural gradients [101] of the ELBO with respect to the variational parameters to learn the in-
ducing variables through mini-batched stochastic gradient descent. The SVI method iteratively pro-
ceeds by selecting a mini-batch to compute the natural gradients, which can be used to individually
update the latent variable distributions

{
qξ

(
θ̂i
)}m

i=1 using inference over qξ (Θ) where Θ = {θi}m
i=1.

By maximizing the ELBO loss function to find the hyperparameters ξ and inducing points Θ̂, we
can construct a sparse GP model to approximate the posterior distribution to scale more favorably in
terms of the amount of training data. This SVI approach to constructing the sparse GP provides the
mean function that serves as the surrogate-based prior in step 3 of algorithm (1).

5 Results and Discussion

In this paper, we investigate the performance of our proposed BOPT framework in solving VQE
problems. We consider two molecular systems, H2 and H+

3 , and separate the case studies based on
the method of quantum simulation. Specifically, we consider a state vector simulator (SVS), a fake
backend, and a physical quantum computer. The SVS is a classical quantum simulation strategy that
allows the simulation of the system without hardware noise by fully determining the state vector |Ψ⟩,
executed in the circuit. This method would represent the ideal quantum computer, but the cost of sim-
ulating such a circuit grows exponentially with the number of qubits, limiting its usage to small sys-
tems. The fake backend simulations perform the SVS simulations using a data-driven noise model
that resembles specific quantum computers, allowing for detailed performance analysis on noisy sim-
ulators. These noise models allow the simulation of various transpilation strategies, which map the
circuit to a specific quantum processor topology. The fake backends used in this work are based on
IBM’s quantum computers, Cairo, Kolkata, and Mumbai. All of them implement the Falcon proces-
sor layout and use an unoptimized transpilation. These fake backends more closely resemble the be-
havior of existing quantum hardware, yet making it classically simulatable. We aimed to corroborate
our classical simulations with hardware runs on the same quantum hardware. Unfortunately, because
of the quick turnaround and development of QPUs, IBM made all classically simulated noise mod-
els unavailable while drafting this manuscript. Finally, we execute our algorithm on actual quantum
hardware using IBM’s Torino quantum computer. This computer uses the Heron processor and is
considerably larger than the previously mentioned devices (133 vs. 27 qubits), but a noise model is
not yet available for it.

In both SVS and noisy simulators, we use the Hartree-Fock initialization with a HEA using Ry gates
and entangling CNOT gates. We consider ansatz depths of 4 layers, and the chemistry Hamiltonian is
constructed on the STO-3G basis. The H2 problem is represented with 4 qubits (16 parameters), and
the H+

3 problem is represented with 6 qubits (24 parameters). Optimization runs use a total budget
B = 150, with the BayesOpt methods allocating Binit = 30 for initialization. The circuits are sampled
using a high-shot count s̄ = 100,000, except when initializing BOPT methods, which use a low-shot
count of s = 1,000.

In all results, we present our method compared to the Powell optimization algorithm [102], which has



Figure 4: (top) H2, (bottom) H+
3 . (left) Ablation of the periodic kernel and topological prior bench-

marked against Powell. (center) Comparison of BOPT methods with EI and LCB acquisition func-
tion. (right) Individual runs for the BOPT with periodic kernel relative to Powell. All convergence
curves in this figure are generated from 10 runs and show the standard error in the shaded region.

been identified as a well-balanced optimization algorithm for VQE problems [103]. Our proposed
algorithm, uses the GP-TP and the LCB acquisition function, denoted by BOPT, while using the EI
acquisition function is denoted as BOPT (EI). In addition, we used several variants of the BayesOpt
algorithm to ablate the proposed modifications. The proposed method using a Matérn 2.5 is denoted
BOPT (Matérn) (or BOPT (Matérn, EI)). The standard GP models with a Matérn 2.5 is denoted by
the choice of acquisition function (EI or LCB), while methods that use the periodic kernel are denoted
by EI-p or LCB-p.

5.1 State Vector Simulators

We present the convergence results for the SVS-based VQE in Figure 4. The upper row shows the
results for H2, and the lower row for H+

3 . The leftmost column compares Powell, BOPT and BOPT
(Matérn), and the standard BayesOpt for both EI and LCB acquisition functions. The plot shows that
even standard BayesOpt converges notably faster than Powell, with the fastest convergence achieved
by the BOPT methods. Furthermore, BOPT (Matérn) and LCB-p/EI-p methods show that both the
periodic kernel and the topological prior have a significant effect on the convergence rate. However,
the kernel effects without the topological prior are less pronounced on the H2 problem relative to the
H+

3 problem. A possible explanation for this behavior is that H2 has fewer parameters but the same
number of samples, resulting in a more dense set of samples relative to H+

3 . If there are sufficient
samples, the periodicity of the parameter space can be learned from observations without the explicit
prior, and thus, it would not be expected to accelerate convergence. In contrast, the less dense set of
samples over the H+

3 parameter space may be insufficient to identify periodic behavior, thus benefit-
ing from the explicit inclusion of this prior.

In the center column of Figure 4, the two BOPT methods (with and without the periodic kernel) are



Figure 5: (top) H2, (bottom) H3; convergence results for several different optimization frameworks on
fake backend (left) Kolkata, (center) Mumbai, and (right) Cairo.

presented for each acquisition function. The results show that both acquisition functions perform
comparably, with the EI finding slightly higher energy on H2 with slightly faster convergence. These
results, coupled with those from the first column, suggest that the choice of acquisition function does
not impact performance as much as choices affecting the model. On the other hand, the BOPT frame-
work provides a clear advantage over the standard GP model, and the periodic kernel provides an
advantage (particularly when used in combination with BOPT) over a standard Matérn 2.5 kernel.

In the third column of Figure 4, the individual runs by Powell and BOPT are shown. These results
show that Powell, which uses a sample-based approximation of the gradients, requires many sam-
ples before finding a direction of improvement. Conversely, BOPT rapidly converges in the early it-
erations, likely due to exploiting the topological prior, but appears to have a tendency to get “stuck,”
preventing further improvement. The exploration-exploitation trade-off allows BayesOpt to find near-
optimal solutions quickly. However, in some cases, it may over-explore once it finds a near-optimal
solution, which results in behavior similar to that observed in the BOPT method. This pathology has
been observed in other VQE problems and addressed by [65], where the authors propose using a local
optimization strategy initialized from the best solution found by BayesOpt after expending a given
sample budget.

5.2 Noisy Simulators

Next, we present the optimization results on using noisy quantum simulators based on IBM’s quan-
tum computers Cairo, Kolkata, and Mumbai for the H2 and H+

3 . First, we present the convergence
results in Figure 5 for Powell, LCB, BOPT (Matérn), and BOPT. The four methods show similar per-
formance across all three simulators, with the highest average performance achieved using Mumbai.
Additionally, we note that the best-observed energies are worse for all methods relative to the noise-
free case. In contrast, the relative performance across the 4 methods is similar to the SVS, with Powel
performing the worst, followed by LCB, BOPT (Matérn), and BOPT performing the best.



Figure 6: (left) H2, (right) H3; Comparison of the optimization framework on the different QPU mod-
els (solid lines), and the energies observed from evaluating the same parameter sequence from op-
timizing the QPU models on an SVS (dotted lines). The H2 convergence data is generated from 10
runs, and for H3, it is generated from 5 runs. The shaded regions show the standard error.

On average, the energies observed from the noisy simulators were higher than those observed from
the SVS. However, Figure 6 shows that the sample trace trajectories (the sequence of parameters
corresponding to the best-observed energy up to the current iteration), which were generated from
optimizing the fake backends, are reevaluated on the SVS. For all three cases, we see that the actual
energies computed from the selected parameters are much lower than what the fake backends report.
Furthermore, we see that the parameters selected by the BOPT framework on both problems are com-
parable to those generated by optimizing the SVS. We also note that the behavior of the trace trajec-
tories exhibits similar iteration dynamics, such as an increasing bias for lower energies and similar
changes in the standard error. Addressing these limitations in accurately measuring the observables
from a noisy quantum circuit, yet obtaining the correct convergence toward promising parameters has
been observed in other studies [104] and motivates research in error-mitigation techniques in NISQ
devices toward useful application of these devices [80].

The errors between the fake backends and the validation results from the simulations presented in
Figure 6 are presented in Table 1 for both problems, using parity plots and histograms. The histograms
show that Kolkata has the smallest noise, while Mumbai and Cairo have similar noise values. The
parity plots show that a bias is present and appears inversely proportional to the magnitude of the ob-
served energy. We also note that the zero-bias occurs around −0.2, which is the average initial value
for the optimization methods in Figures 4 and 6. The parity plots also show a small spread in the en-
ergies observed on fake backends at a particular value of the SVS.

These results suggest that the probability distribution representing the hardware noise may have a
mean function linear with respect to θ , with a small variance. These properties of the hardware noise
support the use of BayesOpt methods for efficient state preparation on quantum hardware. The lin-
ear bias does not affect the location of the minima, while the small variance allows the GP model to
model the response surface accurately using fewer samples. However, the bias in the hardware noise
prevents the usage of current QPUs for determining the ground state energies and requires classical
validation, as shown in Figure 6.

5.3 Quantum Hardware

For the last case study, we compare the proposed method with the Powell method to find the ground
state of the H2 molecule on physical quantum hardware and validate it on a classical computer. For
the H2 problem, we use an ansatz that restricts the state to real amplitudes, with an initial state of 4



Table 1: Errors between measurements on an SVS compared to the fake backends, using parity plots
and histograms of errors between the two models, from data generated from the optimization and
validation runs in Figure 5.

H2 H+
3

Kolkata

Mumbai

Cairo

qubits in an equal superposition, |Ψref⟩ = H⊗4 |0000⟩, where H⊗4 denotes 4 Hadamard gates applied
on each of the 4 qubits of the circuit. The ansatz, shown in Figure 7 (top), is parameterized by 8 vari-
ables and contains a single entangling layer of 3 CNOT gates in a linear layout. The final circuit that
runs on the IBM Torino quantum processor after transpilation is also shown in Figure 7 (bottom).
Each optimization run is repeated three times, using a total budget B = 180, with Binit = 30 allocated
for initializing the BOPT. The circuits are sampled using a high-shot count s̄ = 8000 (the maximum
number of shots on IBM Torino being 8192) and a low-shot count of s = 1000 for BOPT initializa-
tion.

The IBM Quantum job run time for each iteration of the VQEs, comprising 5 circuits and measure-
ments for the H2 Hamiltonian, was 13 seconds for both methods. Function calls on the QPU also in-
cur additional communication time overhead, which includes data transfer, queue, and data retrieval
times, as well as pre-processing and post-processing time. Data transfer time is the time it takes for
job data to be sent from the user’s local machine to the server and for the job to be created on the
server, while data retrieval is the time taken for the results to be sent back to the user’s local machine
[105]. Note that data pre- and post-processing steps might occur concurrently with the communica-
tion phases. Classical pre-processing and IBM server communication time could take up to 45 sec-
onds per iteration for BOPT and up to 4 seconds per iteration for Powell, while classical SVS evalu-
ations and optimization took an average of 25 seconds per iteration for BOPT with B =180 and 0.1



Figure 7: The original ansatz circuit (top), and the transpiled circuit (bottom): to run the circuit on
IBM Torino, a transpilation step is necessary to express the ansatz only in terms of gates which are
natively supported by the QPU (up to a global phase of 3π/2), in this case; RZ,

√
X, and CZ. It is

worth noting that only
√

X and CZ introduce noise, as RZ is implemented as a noiseless virtual gate
on IBM QPUs.

seconds per iteration for Powell, using 8 threads of a 4-core i5-9300H CPU - 2.40GHz processor. The
three BOPT VQEs took more than 6 hours to run within a single IBM Quantum session, while the
three Powell VQEs took almost 5 hours. Note that the BOPT run time per iteration is small for the
few first iterations, similar to the time taken by Powell, and starts growing as the number of iterations
increases because of inference scaling cubically with the number of observations.

The results of the computation on quantum hardware are presented in Figure 9 (left). A dotted line in-
dicates the energies observed when optimizing on the QPU, and a dash-dotted line shows the energies
from evaluating the QPU trace trajectories on an SVS. The solid lines show the energies observed
when optimizing on the SVS directly. The QPU results show a bias similar to those observed on the
fake backends, which is evident by similar changes in the trajectories of both option methods. Powell
and BOPT achieve similar performance on the QPU (when validated on the SVS) as they do on the
SVS, suggesting that the variance of the noise does not significantly affect convergence. Powell’s re-
silience to hardware noise suggests it would be a suitable local optimization strategy to deploy from
the best solution found by BOPT. A parity plot between the QPU simulations and SVS is presented in
Figure 9 (right). Relative to the fake backends, the QPU noise exhibits higher variance and appears to
have a nonlinear bias.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

In this work, we present a shot-efficient Bayesian optimization framework to address state prepara-
tion in the variational quantum eigensolver, referred to as Bayesian optimization with priors on topol-
ogy (BOPT). The framework uses a sparse Gaussian process model and low-shot circuit observations
to construct a topological prior, where a residual is learned while performing Bayesian Optimization.
Statistical optimization results generated from state vector simulators (SVS), SVS with data-driven
noise models, and a physical quantum computer show that this strategy significantly improves the



Figure 8: IBM Torino QPU layout. The circuit used for H2 ground energy estimation is mapped to the
highlighted qubits within the red box.

Figure 9: (Left) Comparison of BOPT to Powell on quantum hardware simulations for H2. Dotted
lines are QPU optimization results on IBM’s Torino, dashed lines are the SVS validation of the QPU
trace trajectories, and solid lines denote the optimization on the noise-free SVS. (Right) Parity plot of
the evaluated circuit parameters on IBM Torino versus the SVS.



standard Bayesian optimization algorithm and substantially outperforms the solver Powell, particu-
larly when using periodic kernels in the Gaussian process models.

Quantum computers are still too noisy for accurate ground state estimation; however, quantum com-
puters may provide a computationally efficient means for state preparation using algorithms like the
one presented here, which can be validated by other means, such as classical simulation. Future work
to be considered are noise mitigation strategies. Several strategies are available, typically provided
through the quantum computing interface, to mitigate hardware noise. These methods typically in-
cur a significant additional computational cost and may thus be reserved for validating prepared trial
states, eliminating the need for any classical simulation.

Practical near-term quantum computing for chemistry and material science still requires further al-
gorithmic developments. Future work investigating modifications that allow efficient Bayesian opti-
mization in high-dimensional parameter spaces is crucial to solving larger molecules of interest and
simulating systems with more complex ansätze. Furthermore, including geometry relaxation while
solving VQE may increase the dimension of the optimization variables, depending on how the prob-
lem is formulated. Local optimization methods deployed from the best solutions found with BOPT
may make it possible to find solutions within chemical accuracy. Although these modifications may
make practical problems tractable on quantum computers, extensive benchmarking against classical
methods will be needed to quantify the value of quantum computation of molecular ground state en-
ergies.
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