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Quantum error mitigation is regarded as a possible path to near-term quantum utility. The
methods under the quantum error mitigation umbrella term, such as probabilistic error cancellation,
zero-noise extrapolation or Clifford data regression are able to significantly reduce the error for the
estimation of expectation values, although at an exponentially scaling cost, i.e., in the sampling
overhead. In this work, we present a straightforward method for reducing the sampling overhead
of PEC on Clifford circuits (and Clifford subcircuits) via Pauli error propagation alongside some
classical preprocessing. While the methods presented in this work are restricted to Clifford circuits,
we argue that Clifford sub circuits often occur in relevant calculations as for example the resource
state generation in measurement based quantum computing.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing is expected to outperform clas-
sical computing in specific use cases within the near fu-
ture [1, 2]. However, most of the existing algorithms
showing a rigorously proven superior scaling compared
to classical algorithms lie beyond the reach of current
noisy intermediate scale quantum (NISQ) computers and
will probably become relevant only after fault-tolerance
is achieved [3, 4]. While recently tremendous progress in
the realization of error corrected qubits has been made,
both in terms of efficient encodings [5–7], and real hard-
ware demonstrations [7–10], current quantum hardware
is still far from being fault-tolerant. On the other side,
evidence has been presented that the current generation
of quantum hardware can access computational spaces,
which might be out of reach even for advanced super-
computers [11–13]. Since these devices are still bound by
noise, current NISQ-algorithms require aid by quantum
error mitigation (QEM) schemes to be able to compete
with classical solutions.

QEM methods mostly focus on quantum algorithms,
that aim to estimate the expectation value ⟨A⟩ of some
observable A, by reducing the noise induced bias at the
cost of an increase in the variance of the estimate [14–
16]. One of the earlier presented methods is the so-
called probabilistic error cancellation (PEC)[17]. PEC
aims to construct an ideal, noiseless circuit operation
U(ρ) = UρU† by expanding it into an (over-complete)
basis of natively performable, noisy operations Oi, which
can be directly executed by the hardware. This ex-
pansion can be achieved in two ways: Either by com-
pensation, where each gate operation Ui of a circuit
U = Un · · · U0 is directly replaced by the superimposed
operation Ui =

∑
j ηjOj for some real coefficients ηj , or

alternatively by inversion, where for each noisy operation
Ũi = Λi ◦ Ui the mathematical inverse of the noise chan-
nel Λ−1

i =
∑

j η
′
jOj is implemented directly before or

after Λi to cancel the effect of the noise [18]. The imple-
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mentation of this decomposition is performed probabilis-
tically by sampling from a quasi-probability distribution
defined by the linear combination with probabilities re-
specting the weights ηj . This implementation performs
the ideal operation on average, but it generally comes
at the cost of an increase in the variance of the desired
result described by the sampling overhead γ. The latter
method has recently been demonstrated experimentally
on a superconducting quantum chip [19]. In the refer-
ence, a sparse Pauli Lindblad noise model was derived
to efficiently characterize and learn device noise and es-
timate the inverse noise channels Λ−1

i for different layers
of noisy two-qubit gates. While the method delivers ex-
cellent results in terms of retrieving nearly bias-free esti-
mates, the exponentially scaling increase in γ still limits
the usefulness of the method to small circuits.
In this work, we tackle this problem by introducing a

method to estimate and sample from a conjoint inverse
noise channel (or fused noise channel) Λ−1

global in contrast
to sampling from each inverse noise channel separately.
To estimate this conjoint inverse noise channel we utilize
Pauli error propagation through Clifford circuits. We
show, that the proposed method can greatly reduce the
required sampling overhead.

II. PROBABILISTIC ERROR CANCELLATION
FOR PAULI ERRORS

In this section we give a brief overview of PEC by inver-
sion. We assume that the individual noise channels oc-
curring during a quantum operation can be described as
an ideal Pauli channel, which can generally be assured by
randomized compiling over the Pauli group (also known
as Pauli twirling) [20]

Λ(ρ) =

N=4n∑
i=1

ciPiρP
†
i . (1)

The summation runs over all elements Pi of the Pauli
group of dimension n, where n denotes the number of
qubits. The real, positive channel coefficients ci sum to
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one and can be interpreted as the probability of a Pauli
error Pi occurring additionally to the effect of the ideal
operation U . To perform PEC we assume that the exact
coefficients of the correlated Pauli errors can be efficiently
learned, for example by using techniques such as cycle
benchmarking [19, 21].

An important property of Pauli noise channels is that
their mathematical inverse also closely resembles a Pauli
channel

Λ−1(ρ) =

N∑
i=1

c̃iPiρP
†
i , (2)

however, with coefficients c̃i that are no longer guar-
anteed to be positive. While not being a channel in
the mathematical sense, we will refer to the map de-
fined by eq. 2 as the inverse channel throughout this
manuscript. The inverse is in general not a completely
positive trace preserving (CPTP) map and can thus not
be implemented by a single unitary operation. Its effect
can however be realized probabilistically.

To implement the operation probabilistically, eq. 2 can
be restructured as follows:

Λ−1(ρ) = γ

N∑
i=1

sgn(c̃i) · piPiρP
†
i , pi =

|c̃i|
γ
, (3)

where the factor γ is given by

γ =

N∑
i=1

|c̃i|. (4)

The benefit of restructuring the inverse channel in this
way stems from the fact that the coefficients pi can now
be interpreted as probabilities. Utilizing eq. 3, the in-
verse is performed on average by sampling and apply-
ing the Pauli correction Pi directly before the noisy gate
with corresponding probability pi and multiplying the
measured expectation value with the corresponding sign
sgn(c̃i) = si and γ-factor in post-processing.

To apply the method to circuits containing multiple
noisy gate operations (or layers of parallel executed op-

erations) Ũ =
∏L

l=1(Ul ◦ Λl), this process is repeated

for each noisy layer Ũl of the circuit, so that an indi-
vidual correction is drawn and directly applied in front
of the layer. Since each correction is attached to a cor-
responding sign and sampling overhead, the overall sign
sglobal =

∏
l sl and γ-factor γtotal =

∏
l γl for the com-

plete circuit are given by the product of the individual
signs and sampling overheads respectively.

To retrieve the expectation value of the mitigated ob-
servable, several correction circuit instances are gener-
ated and executed. The individual results are multiplied
by the total sampling overhead γtotal, and the respec-
tive global sign sglobal. Finally, the mitigated expectation
value is given by the average of the M executed correc-

tion circuits [17]

⟨A⟩ideal =
γtotal
M

M∑
m=1

sglobal,m⟨A⟩corr,m (5)

where ⟨A⟩corr,m = Tr(A Ũcorr,m(ρ)) refers to the expecta-
tion value of A evaluated on the m-th circuit.
As described by van den Berg et al. [19], the factor

γ ≥ 1 is directly related to the variance of the mitigated
observable, which scales with γ2. Since each noisy layer
is associated with an individual noise channel, and thus
an individual factor γl, the total γ-factor of the system
increases exponentially. It follows that the variance of
the mitigated expectation value and hence the number
of shots required for a small sampling error, grows expo-
nentially with the circuit depth.

III. PROPAGATED PROBABILISTIC ERROR
CANCELLATION (PPEC) FOR CLIFFORD

CIRCUITS

One of the limiting factors of PEC is the large over-
head to compensate for the rapid growth in variance. We
approach this problem by introducing a straightforward
method to decrease the sampling overhead of classical
PEC, which we call (error)-propagated probabilistic
error cancellation (pPEC). In pPEC the individual
inverse noise channels of a given circuit are propagated
to the start (or end) of the circuit and multiplied
together, yielding a conjoint operation with preferable
γ-factor. To estimate this fused inverse noise channel, we
present two methods; a hardware-agnostic Monte-Carlo
method which serves as a more educational example
(see appendix A) as well as an analytic method based
on sparse Pauli Lindbladian noise models [19]. We
motivate this approach by showing that it is favorable
to sample from a conjoint inverse noise channel Λ−1

global

by comparing the sampling overhead γglobal = γ(Λ−1
global)

of applying the global inverse (fused noise channel for
all layers) to the sampling overhead of correcting each
layer individually γtotal =

∏
l γ(Λ

−1
l ).

In a näıve approach to estimate the global noise chan-
nel one could try to directly apply a learning procedure
to the full circuit which, in the general case, would re-
quire an exponentially scaling amount of measurements
and is thus infeasible. However, the circuit can be decom-
posed into a product of individual noisy gate layers Ũl,
each consisting of a (largely) learnable [22] noise channel
Λl. It is customary to assume that one qubit operations
are effectively noiseless and only the two qubit operation
contribute to the noise due to order of magnitude higher
errors on most devices. The full circuit operation Ũ can
then be decomposed into a product of noisy circuit oper-
ations Ũl

Ũ =
∏
l

Ũl =
∏
l

(Ul ◦ Λl), (6)
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where we assume Λl = 1, if Ul consists solely of single
qubit gates. The effect of the noise can be cancelled by
probabilistically implementing the inverse of the noise
channel Λ−1

l directly before the application of the noisy

gate Ũl. A graphical depiction of the method is presented
in the upper part of Fig. 1.

Since we are only interested in calculating the global
inverse noise channel and not the global noise channel
itself, we consider the PEC-corrected circuit U(ρ) =∏L

l=1 UlΛlΛ
−1
l as a point of departure. From this we can

calculate the global inverse by propagating each inverse
to the start of the circuit

Λ−1
global =

1∏
l=L

Λ̃−1
l , (7)

where the individual, propagated operations are given by

Λ̃−1
l = U0 · · · Ul−2Ul−1(Λ

−1
l ), (8)

with Uj(Λ
−1
l ) = UjΛ

−1
l U†

j describing the Heisenberg
propagation of the inverse channels. Note that the prod-
uct runs over the layers in reversed order, and we only
conjugate the inverse noise channels with the ideal circuit
operations and not the noise channels.

It is important to note, that for arbitrary gates the
propagated inverse might not be described by a diagonal
(inverse) Pauli channel. A notable exception is however
given for the case of the gate conjugation under the Clif-
ford group. This is the case, since elements of the Clifford
group are defined by the property that the conjugation of
a Pauli gate by a Clifford gate maps the Pauli operator
to a different Pauli operator

CPC† = P ′, (9)

where P and P ′ denote operators of the Pauli group and
C an arbitrary operator of the Clifford group. Using eq. 9
we are able to move the Pauli correction terms past a
Clifford gate by exchanging it with the conjugated Pauli
correction P ′

C

P1

P2

=

P ′
1

C

P ′
2

. (10)

In general this conjugation can be performed efficiently
by using a look-up table, which we provide in appendix B
for the convenience of the reader.

This way the individual channels can be propagated to
the start of the circuit and multiplied together yielding
the global (inverse) noise channel.

The key advantage of multiplying the individual in-
verses together before the probabilistic implementation
stems from the fact, that different errors or corrections
can interfere destructively. The identification of these
corrections before applying the inverse probabilistically

can thus reduce the required number of correction cir-
cuits by a sometimes large amount. For example, the
PEC corrected expectation value with M independently
sampled corrections can be expressed as

⟨A⟩PEC =
γtotal
M

[
M∑

m=1

sm⟨A⟩corr,m

]
(11)

where ⟨A⟩corr,m denotes the expectation value of A on
the m-th circuit and sm the corresponding global sign.
By now identifying the number of corrections J that in-
terfere destructively, meaning that the local corrections
map to the same global correction with opposite sign,
equation 11 can be restructured as

⟨A⟩PEC =
γtotal
M


M−J∑
m=1

sm⟨A⟩corr,m +

J∑
j=1

sj⟨A⟩corr,j︸ ︷︷ ︸
0


=
γtotal
M

[
M−J∑
m=1

sm⟨A⟩corr,m

]
(12)

where, by assumption, the last J correction circuits in-
terfere destructively meaning that the individual expec-
tation values cancel each other out.
In contrast, by only sampling from the non-interfering
corrections, the pPEC corrected expectation value with
M − J independently drawn correction circuits is given
by

⟨A⟩pPEC =
γtotal
M − J

[
M−J∑
m=1

sm⟨A⟩corr,m

]
, (13)

which coincides with eq. 12 up to a factor of M−J
M . This

factor can then be incorporated into the γ-factor giving
the sampling overhead for pPEC

γpPEC = γtotal ·
M − J
M

. (14)

Hence, sampling from the pPEC distribution can be seen
as sampling from a quasi-probability distribution with
reduced sampling overhead γ. The reduction stems from
the fact that pPEC is able to identify the interfering cor-
rections before the implementation. We provide a more
illustrative example of how the interference of corrections
follows from error propagation as well as a method to es-
timate a fused channel in appendix A. Furthermore, we
provide a more rigorous proof that the sampling from the
global or fused inverse is always favorable in appendix. C.

A. XI-Reduction

To decrease the sampling overhead even further, we
reduce the number of individual Pauli corrections that
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FIG. 1: Above, graphical summary of the PEC method. The circuit consists of one qubit gates and layers of noisy
two qubit gates Ũl = Ul ◦Λl. The noise is probabilistically cancelled by implementing the inverse of the noise channel
and applying it in front of the noise. Below, the same circuit after propagation of the inverse noise channels to the
start of the circuit. After multiplication the full noise of the circuit is cancelled with the single layer correction Λ−1

total.

need to be applied at the start of the circuit, by utilizing
the phase invariance of the computational basis states.
Considering for example the Pauli Z operator it is easy
to verify that Z |0⟩ = I |0⟩ and Z |1⟩ = − |1⟩ = I |1⟩
(up to a global phase). This allows us to replace each
Z operator with an identity operation if applied to a
computational basis state without superposition, as for
example at the start of the circuit. Furthermore, the
Pauli Y operator can be expressed as Y = −iX · Z
and thus Y |0⟩ = X |0⟩ and Y |1⟩ = X |1⟩ (omitting
the global phase). The conjecture trivially holds
for tensorized Paulis, for example the Pauli strings
IXXZY → IXXIX and IY Y IX → IXXIX will
reduce to the same Pauli string after the reduction and
can thus be corrected by the same operation. Using
these reductions the total number of corrections and
thus the maximum number of instances that need to be
sampled individually reduces from 4n to 2n.

It is noteworthy that this reduction is inherently sym-
metric, in the sense that it can be applied either after
propagation of the gates to the start or to the end of
the circuit, directly before the measurement. This con-
venience directly follows from Born’s rule, stating that
only the squared magnitude of the amplitudes can be

measured. For example in the computational basis the
measurement of a quantum state |ψ⟩ =

∑
i∈{0,1}n ci |i⟩

will result in the outcome i with probability |ci|2. Thus,
any transformation ci → eiϕici does not change the mea-
surement outcome. Note, that the final measurement is
always in the computational basis, when incorporating
the final basis change into the circuit.

B. Readout-Error-Mitigation

Another common source of errors in quantum circuits
are state preparation and measurement (SPAM) errors.
Here we utilize PEC for the mitigation of measurement
errors and integrate them into the pPEC workflow. The
readout error mitigation method presented in this work
is based on so-called assignment matrix inversion meth-
ods [23–25]. In these methods an assignment matrix A is
calculated by preparing each basis state individually and
measuring the noisy outcome. The matrix A correlates
the ideal measurements with the noisy measurements via
the relation p⃗noisy = Ap⃗ideal. The idealized counts can
then be retrieved by inverting the assignment matrix and
multiplying the experimentally retrieved probability vec-
tor of the bit-strings with the inverted assignment matrix
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p⃗ideal = A−1p⃗noisy. While this method almost fully elim-
inates readout errors, an exponential overhead for the
preparation of the 2n basis states is introduced, render-
ing the method infeasible for larger circuits.

To reduce this overhead we depart from this model
and assume a tensor product noise model as presented in
ref. [23]

A =

n⊗
i=1

Ai =

n⊗
i=1

[
1− ϵi ηi
ϵi 1− ηi

]
, (15)

with ϵi and ηi denoting the |0⟩ → 1 and |1⟩ → 0 faulty
readout probabilities on qubit i respectively. This im-
poses a significant simplification, but it can be considered
reasonable for sparse measurement outcomes [26]. The
tensor product of eq. 15 runs over the individual 2 × 2
assignment matrices, which are defined for each individ-
ual qubit. These matrices are generally not equal among
the qubits nor symmetrical under transposition, meaning
that the individual bit-flip probabilities for |0⟩ → 1 and
|1⟩ → 0 are not identical.
To apply the PEC method in a fashion that integrates

to the pPEC framework, we wish to construct a measure-
ment error channel that closely resembles a Pauli channel.
This is achieved by symmetrizing the matrices Ai via ran-
domized insertion of X gates [27]. Hereby an X gate is
drawn and applied with 50% probability directly before
the measurement and corrected in post-processing. This
procedure symmetrizes the matrix Ai

twirl = (Ai
twirl)

T (see
appendix D) which can then be described by an X chan-
nel. This allows us to write the individual measurement
error channel in the form

Πmeas(ρ) =
∑
m

(1− px)πmIρIπm + pxπmXρXπm, (16)

where the πm are projection operators, fulfilling the re-
lations πmπm′ = δmm′πm, πm = π†

m and
∑

m πm =
I. The bit-flip probabilities are explicitly given by the
arithmetic average of the individual bit-flip probabilities,
px,i =

ϵi+ηi

2 .

IV. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

Due to the large shot budget (and time reservation)
required to fully characterize the complete noise chan-
nels we restrict the experiments to numerical simulations.
Since pPEC does not rely on approximations it is ex-
pected that the performance will be similar to regular
PEC.

A. Gate level noise

To demonstrate the efficiency of our proposed method,
we compare PEC and pPEC for a random 10 qubit cir-
cuit consisting of Hadamard (H), Pauli (X,Y ,Z), phase

0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
Z
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0.5
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pPEC - no XI reduction
pPEC - with XI reduction

FIG. 2: Mitigated circuits for the three tested method,
PEC (blue), pPEC (purple), pPEC with XI-reduction

(red). All methods are able to retrieve error free
estimates of the noiseless observable. pPEC generally
leads to smaller variances than the direct approach.

(S), controlled phase (CZ) and measurement operations
under gate level noise. For each two-qubit gate we apply
a depolarizing channel

Λdepol(ρ) = (1− p)IρI +
p

(N − 1)

N=42∑
i=2

PiρP
†
i , (17)

where we chose the error probability p ≈ 2% to resemble
current hardware error rates [19]. It should be noted that
processes such as hardware specific idle times of qubits
which generally lead to dephasing and decay are not mod-
eled in this description. Additionally, we integrate a ten-
sor product, asymmetric readout error with a mean of
pread ≈ 2%, which we symmetrize via the method we
introduced in sec. III B.
Using a random Clifford circuit we benchmark the

three different PEC protocols – PEC, pPEC and pPEC
with XI-reduction. We perform the method by draw-
ing corrections from each inverse noise channel directly
(PEC) or by drawing from the pPEC distribution. For
the considered example the pPEC circuits have been cal-
culated by the direct product of all channels, which is
generally possible for circuits with modest numbers of
qubits. For larger circuits the same can be done, however
the product needs to be truncated as the space of possi-
ble corrections grows exponentially. From each of these
distributions a total of 40 correction circuits is drawn,
which are simulated with 1024 shots per circuit instance.
To obtain a sufficient amount of statistics a sample

with a total of 1000 mitigated expectation values per
method was generated. The resulting distribution is pre-
sented in fig. 2. As expected, all PEC methods are able
to retrieve the bias free expectation value on average, al-
though at vastly different variances. Due to the promis-
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ing results we now explore the scaling of the different
approaches.

To investigate the expected scaling, we benchmark the
methods by calculating the global inverse for a sample of
random 5-qubit Clifford circuits for an increasing number
of noisy two-qubit operations and calculate the expected
γ-factors. The estimated total γ-factors for the direct
PEC, propagated PEC and propagated PEC with XI-
reduction are presented in figure 3. Since the sampling-
overhead scales exponentially in the number of noisy op-
erations, the data is plotted logarithmically. We achieve
a far more favorable scaling for the propagated approach
and a further decrease with the XI-reduction. However,
it should be noted that the expected reduction can gen-
erally depend on the noise and structure of the circuit.
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PEC
pPEC - no XI reduction
pPEC - with XI reduction

FIG. 3: Calculated Sampling overhead averaged over
100 instances of random 5-qubit Clifford circuits at an

increasing number of noisy operations.

B. Circuit level noise with SPL noise model

Sparse Pauli Lindbladian (SPL) models are a recently
introduced form of noise model to efficiently capture
the noise of devices with limited physical qubit con-
nectivity [19]. In the SPL model the noise is gener-
ated by a dissipative Lindbladian of the form L(ρ) =∑

k∈K λk(PkρP
†
k−ρ) with model coefficients λk and Lind-

blad jump operators Pk given by a sparse subset K of the
Pauli group. A noise channel, for a full layer of in-parallel
executable gates is then described by the formula

Λ(ρ) =
∏
k∈K

(wkI(·) + (1− wk)Pk(·))ρ, (18)

where the coefficients wk are given by wk = (1+e−2λk)/2.
The product runs over the indexed set K with far fewer
terms than the dense noise model |K| ≪ 4n. K can be

chosen in a way that only Pauli strings with none iden-
tity terms on at most two (physically connected) qubits

are present. Pi(·)
∧
= Pi · P †

i is a shorthand notation for
a single Pauli channel in Kraus representation and the
· symbol is a placeholder to illustrate that the whole
product is applied to the system’s density operator ρ.

We simulate a device with a linear qubit topology,
meaning that we choose the model Paulis in eq. 18 by
choosing weight two (one) Pauli strings with non-identity
terms only on nearest neighbor qubits.
As noise model we consider a quasi depolarizing channel
by choosing the coefficients wk to be homogenous,
allowing for easy tuning of the noise strength. We adjust
the strength in accordance to the highest reported Pauli
fidelity reported in ref. [19], fmax ≈ 0.996, by utilizing

wk = 1+fk
2 where fk = 1

2nTr(P
†
kΛ(Pk)) is the Pauli

fidelity for Pauli Pk with respect to the noise channel Λ.
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PEC
Passive Reduction
10 terms
30 terms
50 terms

FIG. 4: Calculated γ factors for quantum circuits of
increasing circuit depth consisting of 10 qubits with an
average Pauli fidelity of favg = 0.996. The results are

averaged over 100 instances of random circuit instances,
error bars indicate one standard deviation. The more
channels are expanded, the higher the reduction in the
sampling overhead γ is achieved, however at an increase

in the classical preprocessing cost.

We present the results of pPEC with XI reduction for
random Clifford circuits of increasing depth in figure 4.
In contrast to the direct multiplications the individual
channels, we first construct the global inverse channel in
product form, which we expand term by term to reduce
the sampling overhead. We find that for the SPL model
the XI reduction leads to the vanishing of terms which
contain only Z and I operations, which we denote as
passive reduction. The details on how pPEC is applied
to the SPL noise model are presented in appendix E.
It is important to note that the ordering in which this
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FIG. 5: Performance of pPEC with XI reduction for future devices at (a) 30 qubits and (b) 50 qubits. The results
are averaged over 100 random circuit instances with error bars indicating one standard deviation. The amount of

expanded channels was taken dynamically, ranging from 0 (lowest depth) to 200 (highest depth).

expansion is performed is crucial to obtain meaningful
reductions. Due to the large sampling overhead for the
considered device noise we limit the investigation to 10
qubits. The data for higher qubit counts and lower error
rates – as expected for future generations of hardware –
is presented in figure 5.

Fig 4 shows a clearly favorable scaling relative to direct
PEC, reaching an improvement of an order of magnitude
even for modest depths. On the other hand a direct com-
parison to figure 5 shows that the effect of pPEC is far less
drastic for lower error rates. We attribute this to the fact,
that the amount of interference is generally proportional
to the magnitude of the channel coefficients (1 − wk).
For lower error rates the magnitude will not be as large
and thus deeper circuits are required to achieve compara-
ble results. However, even for larger circuits and modest
depths a noticeable reduction in the sampling overhead
can be achieved. We therefore conjecture that pPEC is a
practical approach to reduce the amount of quantum re-
sources, as it is always favorable in comparison to direct
PEC.

We now consider possible relevant applications in
which pPEC might be applicable and help reduce the
workload of the quantum computer.

V. POSSIBLE APPLICATIONS

As described in the prior sections, the presented
method is only applicable to quantum circuits consist-
ing of Clifford gates. While Clifford circuits themselves
are not of any practical relevance due to their efficient
simulability via the stabilizer formalism [28], larger Clif-

ford structures do occur in many quantum circuits. In
this section we give a brief overview of some possible ap-
plications of the proposed method. Since the reduction
is generally dependent on the structure of the noise and
device, we do not provide a detailed scaling analysis here
and give only exemplary results of the reductions that
are to be expected.

A. Clifford structures in Quantum Circuits

1. Trotterized quantum simulation

An often occurring Clifford subcircuit is given in the
implementation of Pauli exponentials. As an example we
consider dynamic quantum simulation where the physical
time evolution of a system |ψ(t = t0)⟩ interacting accord-
ing to a Hamiltonian H is performed using the unitary
time evolution operator

U(t0, t1) = e−iH(t1−t0) (19)

with which the state at time t1 can be calculated by

|ψ(t1)⟩ = U(t0, t1) |ψ(t0)⟩ . (20)

To implement this evolution on a quantum computer the
Hamiltonian is usually decomposed into a weighted Pauli
sum H =

∑
j cjPj , which is always possible since the

Pauli operators form a basis of the Hilbert space. Since
the direct implementation of the sum representation is
still not straight forward the operator needs to be further
decomposed.
By utilizing the first order Trotter-Suzuki formula [29,

30] the time evolution operator can be decomposed into



8

several discrete time steps U(t0, t1) ≈
∏D

d=1 U1(∆t) with
the operator U1(∆t) denoting the first order Trotter op-
erator given by

U1(∆t) =

N∏
j=1

e−icjPj∆t (21)

and D = (t1 − t0)/∆t the number of discrete time steps.
The implementation of the time evolution can thus be
reduced to the physical implementation of the exponen-
tiation of the set of Pauli operators Pj .

These operators can be implement using a specific Clif-
ford structure, a so-called CX -ladder. For example, the
exponentiation of the Pauli ZZZ operator exp(−iθ/2 ·
ZZZ) can be implemented by the circuit

Rz(θ)

(22)

which consists of a single non Clifford gate Rz(θ) among
two CX ladders. For higher weight Pauli strings the
amount of CX gates grows linearly, providing a Clif-
ford subcircuit on which the pPEC algorithm can be
performed, since these operations can be applied at any
given circuit section, the XI-reduction can not be applied
in general.

Considering a CX ladder consisting of 10 qubits on a
linearly connected device we find, for an average Pauli
fidelity of favg = 0.996, a γ-factor of γPEC ≈ 58.2. With
pPEC this can be reduced to γpPEC ≈ 47.14 which is a
reduction by roughly 20%. For large numbers of Pauli
exponentials this can lead to considerable reductions.

We further consider the case for improved device fi-
delities with average favg = 0.9996 and a CX ladder of
about 30 qubits. In this case we achieve for γPEC ≈ 62.1
a reduction of only about 10%, which can still lead to
reasonable reductions for several CX ladders.

2. Increased device connectivity

For devices with sparse qubit connectivities, as for ex-
ample superconducting quantum computers, interactions
of physical qubits that are spatially separated need to be
bridged by SWAP gates. SWAP gates are an inherent
element of the Clifford group as they can be decomposed
to three consecutive CX -gates

= . (23)

Since these gates cannot be applied in parallel each CX -
gate would contribute with an individual noise channel

Λi, which can be reduced with pPEC.
Furthermore, SWAP gates are favorable for pPEC be-
cause the conjugation of a model Pauli does not change
the weight of the Pauli string, i.e. the amount of non iden-
tity terms in a Pauli string stays invariant (see app. B).
For layers of swap gates comparable results to the CX -
ladder can be expected.

3. Reducing state preparations in VQE

Another interesting possible application in near-term
quantum algorithms is given in minimizing the number
of state preparations in the Variational Quantum Eigen-
solver (VQE) [31]. The VQE algorithm aims to estimate
the minimum eigenvalue of a given hermitian matrix H
by preparing a parametrized state |ψ(θ1, θ2, ..., θn)⟩ =
|ψ(θ)⟩ and iteratively minimizing the measured energy

E = min
θ

⟨ψ(θ)|H |ψ(θ)⟩ (24)

by optimizing the parameters of the trial wave function.
The optimization is performed via a classical optimiza-
tion loop, whereas the quantum computer is used to
estimate the energy of each generation of parameters.
A limitation of this method is the required number of
state preparations needed to measure a single instance
of ⟨ψ(θ)|H |ψ(θ)⟩. Usually the matrix H is expressed as
a weighted Pauli sum

∑
j cjPj so that the total energy

estimate reduces to estimating each individual Pauli ex-
pectation value separately. For large numbers of Pauli
terms the number of required measurements (and there-
fore state preparations) can rapidly become prohibitive.

The method presented ref. [32] aims to reduce the num-
ber of state preparations by grouping the Pauli operators
into commuting groups which can be measured in paral-
lel.

To measure the operators within a single state prepa-
ration the circuit is mapped to a simultaneous eigen-
basis of the group of commuting operators. The basis
change, consist entirely of Clifford gates (as expected for
a mapping from Pauli operators to Pauli operators), is
applied right before the measurement rendering these cir-
cuits ideal for pPEC.

As an example the mapping of the mutually commut-
ing Pauli strings XXXX, XXY Y , XYXY , Y XXY to
the basis ZIII, IZII, IIZI, IIIZ is depicted in fig. 6.
With the priorly described noise model with an average
Pauli fidelity of favg = 0.996 on a linear device topology
we find an approximate γ = 12.696 for regular PEC.

Alternatively our method results in a γ-factor of 7.335
for pPEC without the XI-reduction as well as γpPECXI

=
5.449 with XI reduction, which is about an order of mag-
nitude improvement in the variance γ2.



9

|0⟩

|0⟩

|0⟩

|0⟩

VQE State Prep

H

H H

H H

H H

FIG. 6: Example circuit consisting of a state preparation and change into the simultaneous eigenbasis of the Pauli
operators XXXX, XXY Y , XYXY and Y XXY as presented in ref. [32]. The state preparation prepares a possible
ground state wave function according to some ansatz. The measurement basis is then rotated by a Clifford circuit to

a basis where the observables of interest can be measured in parallel.

B. Measurement-based quantum computing

The application of pPEC in the model of measurement-
based quantum computing (MBQC) [33] presents itself
as another interesting possibility. In MBQC the compu-
tation is performed on a large, entangled resource state
(in this example a graph state), realized by only Clifford
operations

|G⟩ =
∏

i,j∈E

CZij |+⟩⊗n
. (25)

The state is constructed according to a graph G = (V,E),
where the vertices correspond to the individual qubits
and the edges define which qubits are entangled via
CZ gates. To perform the computation the individual
qubits are measured in adaptive bases, performed by the
transformation M(θ) = HRz(θ) which is equivalent to
the implementation of a gate operation on the resource
state. The randomness of a quantum measurement is
compensated for by using classically controlled feed-
forward operations.

We consider a two-dimensional lattice as a resource
state, which is universal for MBQC [34]. This graph is
interesting since it can be implemented in constant depth,
with a minimum depth of 4 if the device is sufficiently
connected

. (26)

We again consider a device with a limited, linear con-
nectivity and an average Pauli fidelity of favg = 0.996.
For the circuit to implement a graph state described by
a 4 × 4 lattice (transpiled onto the hardware connectiv-
ity) we find a γ-factor of regular PEC of approximately

γPEC ≈ 4899.6. Using pPEC we are able to reduce this
factor to approximately γpPECXI

≈ 839.1.
For improved fidelities favg = 0.9996 and a 7 × 7 graph
we find γPEC ≈ 418.8 and γpPECXI

≈ 324.9 which is a
still considerable improvement of about 20%.

MBQC presents itself as an especially interesting ap-
plication since the resource state contains all noisy two-
qubit operations while only consisting of Clifford gates.
Thus, pPEC including the XI-reduction can be applied to
the resource state preparation yielding favorable scaling
in comparison to PEC. Further, pPEC can be applied
to correct for the readout errors that occur during the
measurement process. Note that due to the feed-forward
operation, assignment matrix methods can generally not
be utilized, rendering a PEC approach practical [35].

Considering the structure of the circuits, and the fact
that measurement errors are, under symmetrization, de-
fined by an X-channel, it is possible to propagate these
errors to the start of the circuit. This is possible since
the Pauli X can be pushed behind the H gate chang-
ing it to a Z-channel. Since the Pauli Z commutes with
Rz(θ) the measurement errors can be freely propagated
through the circuit, allowing us to incorporate them as
well into the pPEC workflow.

C. Further possible applications

Apart from the discussed circuits the method can be
applied whenever Clifford circuits appear in circuits of
practical interest. Possible algorithms could be given by
Clifford preconditioning of circuits [36] or applications
in IQP circuits [37]. We do not explicitly investigate
these approaches here but like to hold them as interesting
points of further research.
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VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Quantum error mitigation is a promising avenue of in-
vestigation to achieve a near future quantum advantage.
Even though tremendous progress in hardware error rates
has been achieved, QEM is still vital to obtain meaningful
results on current hardware. However, one of the limit-
ing factors for error mitigation lies still in the excessive
amount of quantum resources required to mitigate large
circuits.

In this work we presented a method to, in some cases
drastically, reduce the sampling overhead of PEC for Clif-
ford circuits. PEC in combination with Pauli error prop-
agation is able to retrieve bias free expectation values of
noisy circuits. The method itself delivers excellent results
for current hardware error rates, reducing the sampling
overhead by a few orders of magnitude for even moder-
ately deep quantum circuits. We observed that the effect
is far less drastic for reduced error rates as is expected for
future quantum device generations. However, even for
future hardware error rates and quantum circuits con-
sisting of 30-50 qubits a reduction of 1 to 2 orders of
magnitude can be achieved, making pPEC an attractive
choice whenever possible.

Apart from pPEC recent publications also utilize error
cancellation via a global channel implicitly in the con-
text of tensor networks [38]. We hope that the promis-
ing results of sampling from a fused inverse could spark
further insights in the most effective form of cancelling
quantum noise. How to optimally estimate and sample
from the global inverse is an interesting question for fu-
ture research.

The clear bottleneck of our algorithm is the classical
overhead to calculate the channel products. We showed
that the expansion can be performed without tremen-

dous overhead by truncation, yielding more limited re-
sults. A further interesting approach to efficiently expand
the noise channel could be given by tensor network algo-
rithms, which can approximate a large amount of data
with few resources. By expressing the channels as ma-
trix product operators (MPO) the channel products can
be calculated as a contraction of several MPOs [39, 40].
The main problem lies in the fact that, to keep the bond
dimension small, approximations need to be made which
can lead to a bias in the estimated expectation values.
Nonetheless, we consider MPOs as a promising path of
further investigation.
Finally, we provided basic examples of possible appli-

cations for our presented method, where Clifford circuits
– even though they are efficiently simulatable via the
Gottesman-Knill-Theorem – are of practical interest. We
consider the investigation of MBQC an interesting possi-
bility of further research, especially under consideration
of qubit recycling.
We have recently become aware that a recent related

publication also employs error propagation to reduce the
sampling overhead of PEC [41]. In contrast to our work,
the reference considers so called cat-qubits with domi-
nant phase errors and a gate set of bias preserving gates.
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Appendix A: pPEC via MCMC method

Here we give a description on how to estimate a global inverse noise channel via a Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) simulation. While in general this approach is not scalable and applicable only to small system sizes it serves
as an excellent educational example on how the interference of corrections reduces the sampling overhead.

The key insight to understand how the combination of channels reduces the sampling overhead lies in the interference
of corrections. Considering for example a layer where a specific correction Pi has been sampled, it is possible that the
effect of the correction is exactly canceled by a subsequent correction Pj , so that the same global correction could be
achieved by performing no correction at all.

H I

Z Y

sign = −1

→
I H

Y Z

sign = −1

H X

Z Y

sign = +1

→
I H

Y Z

sign = +1

FIG. 7: Example of interfering error paths. The drawn corrections (dashed blue gates) of the individual error paths
amount, after the propagation, to the same correction although at a different sign. Calculating both paths is thus

superfluous, since their contribution to the average can be easily accounted for in preprocessing.

A simple graphical illustration of interfering corrections is shown in fig. 7. In this simplified model two corrections
are drawn which lead to the same global correction, although at a different global sign. In the average this pair of
paths cancels each other in the average and can be omitted from sampling.

To quantify the amount of interference we utilize a MCMC algorithm that iterates reversely over each noisy layer
in the circuit, drawing a specific Pauli correction Pl and corresponding sign sl at each step. Consecutively, the drawn
correction is propagated behind the next gate layer using a look-up table (appendix. B) Pl → P̃l. At the next gate
layer, a new Pauli correction Pl−1 and sign sl−1 are drawn, which get multiplied with the propagated Pauli correction

Pprod = P̃lPl−1 and the previous sign sprod = slsl−1. Then the product of the Pauli operators Pprod is propagated
to the next layer, where the same process is repeated until the last noisy layer (or the initialization of the qubits) is
reached.

As described in sec. III A, at the initialization or the measurement layer, the corrections Y can be replaced by X
and Z by I in each sampled final Pauli correction string via the XI-reduction.

Finally, each time a specific correction Pfinal was sampled, we save the number of occurrences and increment or
decrement the index of draws depending on sfinal. In this way, some corrections may interfere constructively, while
others interfere destructively. Using this procedure the reduction in the sampling overhead can be estimated by
considering the amount of path interference

γppec
γ

=
# paths total−# interfering paths

# paths total
, (A1)

where a path refers to one iteration of the MCMC algorithm, in which the corrections have been propagated to the
start or end of the circuit and a final global correction has been registered.

It is important to note that, due to the sign problem of the MCMC approach with quasi probability distributions,
the number of Monte-Carlo samples needs to be scaled accordingly to address deep circuits.
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Algorithm 1 Mote-Carlo Simulation to estimate the global inverse

while n < samplesize do
while layer index ̸= 0 do

layer corr, sign ← sample correction and sign
if layer index = N then

global corr ← layer corr
global sign ← sign
Continue

end if
global corr ← propagate correction
global corr ← global corr × layer corr
global corr sign ← global sign × sign
layer index ← layer index - 1

end while
Replace Y with X and Z with I in global correction
add global sign × global correction to dictionary

end while

After the estimation of the global inverse, PEC can be performed by drawing from the estimated distribution
obtained from the MCMC simulation. For a fixed number of circuit instances a correction and corresponding sign
are drawn, and the results are multiplied with the corresponding sign and averaged. Finally, the results need to be
rescaled by the corresponding γ-factor. Due to the path interference, the total γ factor now amounts to

γppec = γ · # samples−# interfering samples

# samples
, (A2)

showing the same structure as eq. 14.
Note that due to the exponential scaling of the correction space, this approach requires an exponentially scaling
amount of Monte-Carlo samples in order to converge. To circumvent prohibitive classical costs, the method can be
truncated by for example only considering a select number of layers or performing the channel products analytically
for a select set of channels.

Appendix B: Commutation Tables for Clifford Gates

In this section we showcase the basic commutation tables for the most used gates of the Clifford group of dimension
n = 1 and n = 2. While it is generally true that each element of the Clifford group can be decomposed into H,
S and CX gates we provide commutation tables for a larger set of gates, since they are customary used in some
decompositions or native gate sets of quantum hardware (such as the basis {X, Sx, Rz, CX}).

CX -Commutaion table
II II
IX XX
IY XY
IZ IZ
XI XI
XX IX
XY IY
XZ XZ
YI YZ
YX ZY
YY ZX
YZ YI
ZI ZZ
ZX YY
ZY YX
ZZ ZI

CZ-Commutaion table
II II
IX ZX
IY ZY
IZ IZ
XI XZ
XX YY
XY YX
XZ XI
YI YZ
YX XY
YY XX
YZ YI
ZI ZI
ZX IX
ZY IY
ZZ ZZ

SWAP -Commutaion table
II II
IX XI
IY YI
IZ ZI
XI IX
XX XX
XY YX
XZ ZX
YI IY
YX XY
YY YY
YZ ZY
ZI IZ
ZX XZ
ZY YZ
ZZ ZZ
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H-Commutaion table
I I
X Z
Y Y
Z X

SX -Commutaion table
I I
X X
Y Z
Z Y

SY -Commutaion table
I I
X Z
Y Y
Z X

SZ-Commutaion table
I I
X Y
Y X
Z Z

TABLE I: Commutation tables for the most used gates of the Clifford group. The commutation tables where
calculated via the relation P ′ = CPC†.

Appendix C: Conjoint implementation of inverse noise channels

We provide a simple prove that it is always favorable in terms of the sampling overhead to multiply two inverse Pauli
channels together before probabilistically implementing them. We start the proof by considering a general inverse
Pauli noise channel

Λ−1(ρ) =

4n∑
i=1

aiPiρP
†
i =

4n∑
i=1

aiPi ai ∈ R (C1)

where Pi(ρ)
∧
= PiρP

†
i denotes the Kraus channel representation of a Pauli Pi. Considering that the sampling overhead

γ is calculated by

γ(Λ−1) = γ

(
4n∑
i=1

aiPi

)
=

4n∑
i=1

|ai| (C2)

it is easy to verify that the sampling overhead of implementing two inverse noise channels is given by

γ(Λ−1
1 )γ(Λ−1

2 ) =

4n∑
i,j=1

|ai||bj |. (C3)

On the other hand multiplying both inverses, before calculating the sampling overhead, yields

γ(Λ−1
1 Λ−1

2 ) = γ

 4n∑
i=1

aiPi

4n∑
j=1

bjPj


= γ

 4n∑
k=1

 4n∑
i,j

aibjξijk

Pk

 with ξijk =

{
1 if PiPj = Pk

0 otherwise

=

4n∑
k

|
4n∑
i,j

aibjξijk|


≤

4n∑
k

 4n∑
i,j

|ai||bj ||ξijk|


=

4n∑
i,j=1

|ai||bj | = γ(Λ−1
1 )γ(Λ−1

2 ),

(C4)

where we made use of the triangle inequality as well as the fact that the total number of terms aibj needs to be
conserved by the summation over k, i.e. ξijk contains only one non-zero element for each product PiPj ,

∑
k |ξijk| = 1
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∀i, j. Thus, the cost of implementing two inverse channels separately is always greater or equal than the conjoint
implementation. Note that in contrast to taking the product of two Pauli observables, the phase of the product of
two Pauli channels can be omitted since (eiϕP )ρ(eiϕP )† = PρP †.

Appendix D: Symmetrization of readout errors

We consider a readout error which is described by a tensor product noise model

A =

n⊗
i=1

Ai =

n⊗
i=1

[
1− ϵi ηi
ϵi 1− ηi

]
, (D1)

meaning that the errors on each qubit occur independently. The measurement is described by a set of projectors
πm = |m⟩ ⟨m|, which project onto the computational basis. The noisy projection operators are then given by

π̃m =
∑
n

Amn |n⟩ ⟨n| (D2)

where Amn = ⟨m|A |n⟩ are the matrix elements of the error matrix. For the considered noise model the matrix
A is sparse with only few non-vanishing matrix elements. The randomized insertion of X gates (and correction in
post-processing) leads to a twirled readout error [27] given by

Atwirl =
1

2n

∑
s∈{0,1}n

X⊗sAX⊗s,† (D3)

where the X⊗s operator corresponds to bit flips of the qubits indexed by s. Since the considered noise model does not
contain contributions of cross talk it suffices to consider each single qubit error Ai twirled under a single X separately

Ai
twirl =

1

2
(Ai +XAiX†)

=
1

2

([
1− ϵi ηi
ϵi 1− ηi

]
+

[
0 1
1 0

] [
1− ϵi ηi
ϵi 1− ηi

] [
0 1
1 0

])
=

1

2

([
1− ϵi ηi
ϵi 1− ηi

]
+

[
1− ηi ϵi
ηi 1− ϵi

])
=

[
1− px px
px 1− px

]
= (1− px)

[
1 0
0 1

]
+ px

[
0 1
1 0

]
(D4)

with px = ϵi+ηi

2 . Hence the randomized insertion of X gates transforms a general single qubit readout error channel
into a Pauli X error channel.
We would like to note, that the method straight forwardly generalizes to either the full readout error matrix or a
model considering crosstalk of a subset of qubits. The integration of larger matrices comes at the cost of estimating
each correlated measurement, but might generally reduce or even fully eliminate any bias.

Appendix E: pPEC for SPL noise models

We now consider pPEC applied to Sparse-Pauli-Lindbladian (SPL) noise models. These models can be efficiently
stored in a product representation of individual model Paulis which only model interactions between physically
connected qubits. We depart from the product representation of an inverse Pauli channel as given in ref [19]

Λ−1(ρ) =
∏
k∈K

(wkI(·)− (1− wk)Pk(·))ρ. (E1)
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Akin to the dense representation, the quasi probability implementation of the inverse channel is attached to a cost
factor γ. For the SPL model the γ-factor is given by

γ =
∏
k∈K

(2wk − 1)−1, (E2)

which we aim to reduce using pPEC. Applying the pPEC method, each of the individually commuting Pauli channels
is propagated to the start of the circuit by taking its conjugation with the circuit operation up to the select inverse
channel

Λ̃−1(ρ) =
∏
k∈K

(wkC(I)(·)− (1− wk)C(Pk)(·))ρ

=
∏
k∈K

(wkI(·)− (1− wk)P̃k(·))ρ
(E3)

where C denotes the Clifford circuit operation up to the respective inverse error channel and the operator P̃k =

CPkC
† · C†P †

kC denotes the conjugated Pauli channel. Applying this procedure to each correction layer, the global
inverse is given by

Λ−1
global =

∏
l

Λ̃−1
l =

∏
k∈L·K

(wkI(·)− (1− wk)P̃k(·))ρ (E4)

where the index k now runs over all model Paulis for the total number of layers L, yielding a total of L · |K| terms.

Again as in the MCMC approach a further reduction can be achieved by utilizing the XI-reduction. In this model
it suffices to replace the operators Y by X and Z by I in each of the individual Pauli channels in the product. As an
immediate improvement all channels, which contain only Z and I Pauli operators can be directly omitted from the
inverse noise channel and do not contribute to the sampling overhead, since

(wkI − (1− wk)I) = (2wk − 1)I (E5)

directly cancels with the corresponding term (2wk − 1)−1 in the γ factor. We denote this as passive reduction.

The global inverse noise channel will in general contain multiple Paulis that have been mapped to the same operator.
The amount of terms in the product can then be directly reduced by multiplying terms with equal Paulis together

(w1I − (1− w1)P) · (w2I − (1− w2)P) = (w1w2 + (1− w1)(1− w2))I − (w1(1− w2)) + (w2(1− w1))P
= w3I − (1− w3)P.

(E6)

Since generally

(2w1 − 1)−1(2w2 − 1)−1 = (2w3 − 1)−1 (E7)

this multiplication does not reduce the sampling overhead γ but can drastically reduce the number of total terms in
the product.

As explained in ref. [19] a further decrease in the sampling overhead can be achieved by explicitly expanding the
product of eq. E4

Λ−1(ρ) =
∏
k∈K

(wkI(·)− (1− wk)Pk(·))ρ→
∑
i

ciPi(ρ). (E8)

Due to the multiplication of equal Pauli channels as well as the larger number of terms in this product, this expansion
will yield far more drastic reductions than the expansion of an individual inverse channel given by eq. E1.

In the worst case the expansion will result in an exponential growth in the number of required parameters to
characterize the noise channel. This leads to a general tradeoff between required classical and quantum resources.
However, the growth in the number of required coefficients can be reduced by utilizing specific term orderings before
the expansion.
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FIG. 8: Absolute value of coefficients and weights of the model Paulis for different circuit depths. The data is
averaged over several instances of random Clifford circuits of 20 qubits. (a) Amount of Pauli strings relative to the
number of non identity terms. For deeper circuits more Paulis with a higher weight are present. (b) Absolute value
of the coefficient |(1− wk)| of the different Pauli strings after propagation relative to the amount of non identity

terms in the Pauli string.

Appendix F: Efficient expansion of SPL noise models

As stated in ref. [19] the product structure of the noise model in SPL form can be explicitly expanded to reduce
the sampling overhead γ, although at a computational cost in compute time as well as memory.

The number of required parameters and multiplications for the model scales quasi exponentially, meaning that
each into the sum absorbed term can in theory double the number of required coefficients. To evade this exponential
increase the expansion can be truncated cutting the multiplication off at a selected index

Λ−1(ρ) =
∏

k′∈K′

(wk′I(·)− (1− wk′)Pk′(·))

(∑
i

ciPi(·)

)
ρ. (F1)

The reduction in the sampling overhead can then be estimated by calculating the γ-factor of the expanded inverse
channel

γreduction =
∑
i

|ci| ≤ 1, (F2)

which is less or equal to 1 due to interference. While this approach is generally computationally more bearable, a
direct expansion of the product, without exploiting structure, is still taxing and often inefficient. This inefficiency can
be explained by considering a single expansion step

(wiI − (1− wi)Pi)

(∑
k

ckPk

)
=

(
wi

∑
k

ckPkI − (1− wi)
∑
k

ckPkPi

)
, (F3)

which leads to two separate sums, doubling the number of required coefficients. The amount of coefficients will
however only double if no terms in the two sums are equal, that is no terms interfere. Luckly this case is not of
interest for pPEC, since the reduction in sampling overhead exactly stems from this interference.

One approach to maximize the amount of interference is the utilization of the subgroup structure of the Pauli
operators. As a basic example, consider the expansion of the three single qubit Pauli channels

(w1I − (1− w1)X )(w2I − (1− w2)Y)(w3I − (1− w3)Z) = (1− p1 − p2 − p3)I + p1X + p2Y + p3Z (F4)

which can be expanded without any increase in the number of coefficients. The cursive operators indicate that the
operators act as channels in Kraus representation i.e. X = X(·)X†. The same holds trivially for any larger subgroup,
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as for example the 15 parameter group of n = 2, the 63 parameter group of n = 3 as well as any higher dimensional
subgroub.

Further, the propagation of Paulis through deep circuits will lead to high weight Paulis as demonstrated in fig. 8
(a). On the other hand, the size of the coefficients wk is far smaller than those of low weight operators (fig. 8 (b)) since
it is highly unlikely that two corrections are mapped to the same high weight operator. Since the general reduction of
the expansion is dependent on the magnitude of the channel coefficients, the absorption of low weight Paulis is more
favorable.

Based on these heuristics we define a more efficient expansion of the product as follows. We start by ordering the
terms in lexicographical ordering [25]

III ⪯ IIX ⪯ IIY ⪯ IIZ

⪯ IXI ⪯ IXX ⪯ IXY ⪯ IXZ

⪯ IY I ⪯ IY X ⪯ IY Y ⪯ IY Z ⪯ ...

(F5)

and expanding the product of the first two terms. In each consecutive step we absorb a term only if its support is
also in the continuously growing expanded inverse noise channel. If no Pauli with the same support is found, the next
Pauli in the ordering is chosen.

Generally, after expanding the first truncated sum, the process can be iteratively applied to the remainder of the
product, yielding several partially expanded sums

Λ−1(ρ) =
∏
k∈K

(wkI(·)− (1− wk)Pk(·))ρ→

(∑
i1

ci1Pi1(·)

)(∑
i2

ci2Pi2(·)

)
...

(∑
iN

ciNPiN (·)

)
ρ. (F6)

Using this process the inverse channel can be expanded into multiple smaller sums, each with only a limited number
of terms and total sampling overhead

γpPEC = γ

N∏
j=1

∑
i

|cij |. (F7)

While we do find that the lexicographical ordering leads to significant reductions it is possible that other orderings
might lead to even more interference.
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