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Mitigation of quantum errors is critical for current NISQ devices. In the current work, we address this
task by treating the execution of quantum algorithms as the time evolution of an idealized physical
system. We use knowledge of its physics to assist the mitigation of the quantum noise produced
on the real device. In particular, the time evolution of the idealized system obeys a corresponding
BBGKY hierarchy of equations. This is the basis for the novel error mitigation scheme that we
propose. Specifically, we employ a subset of the BBGKY hierarchy as supplementary constraints
in the ZNE method for error mitigation. We ensure that the computational cost of the scheme
scales polynomially with the system size. We test our method on digital quantum simulations of the
lattice Schwinger model under noise levels mimicking realistic quantum hardware. We demonstrate
that our scheme systematically improves the error mitigation for the measurements of the particle
number and the charge within this system. Relative to ZNE we obtain an average reduction of the
error by 18.2% and 52.8% for the respective above observables. We propose further applications of
the BBGKY hierarchy for quantum error mitigation.

I. INTRODUCTION

The coupling of quantum computers to their surround-
ing environment is unavoidable, hence efficient methods
to reduce quantum noise are highly demanded. While
the general theory of quantum error correction offers a
framework to achieve fully fault-tolerant computations
[1–4], its required qubit overhead remains prohibitively
high for today’s quantum devices [5]. As an alterna-
tive to the currently challenging quantum error correc-
tion, quantum error mitigation (QEM) approaches were
proposed [6–14]. Despite their fundamental limitations
[15, 16], they remain the main available tools for the
current noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) devices
[17] and for the upcoming early phases of fault-tolerant
computing [18–20].

In this work, we empirically investigate how additional
information provided by physics can improve the perfor-
mance of QEM. The cornerstone idea of our approach is
that the time-evolved state of any noiseless quantum sys-
tem, at any time during the computation process, obeys
a corresponding Schrödinger equation, so physical laws
can be used to verify quantum computations. Unfortu-
nately, this idea alone is of small practical use, since a full
quantum state tomography of exponentially many mea-
surements is required for the perfect knowledge of the
state. To employ this concept in practice, one has to
dramatically reduce the number of necessary measure-
ments, for instance by symmetry verification [21] or by
using N-representability conditions [22].

In this paper, we employ the fact that the full
dynamics of the idealized system of NQ qubits can
be obtained from a quantum Bogoliubov-Born-Green-
Kirkwood-Yvon (BBGKY) hierarchy [23–26] of 4NQ

equations. In classical computations, to avoid imple-
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menting an exponentially large system of coupled dy-
namical equations, one generally truncates the hierarchy
by modeling the high-order correlators or by assuming
their vanishing [27–29]. However, for strongly correlated
systems or any general computational task, there are no
(known) naturally small parameters justifying these trun-
cations [29, 30]. In quantum computations, truncations
are no longer necessary, as one can directly measure any
observable from the quantum device. One can then use
corresponding equations from the BBGKY hierarchy to
test the correctness of the measurements, hence of the
quantum computations.

In this paper, we use the important fact that the
amount of terms in all hierarchical equations is bounded
by poly(NQ), and by focusing on poly(NQ)-large sub-
sets of the hierarchy, only a polynomial in NQ amount
of additional classical resources is needed for the above-
mentioned tests. We employ these supplementary infor-
mations from the BBGKY hierarchy to improve the ZNE
method [9, 31] in digital quantum simulations. Specifi-
cally, we formulate a novel QEM scheme and apply it
to the Schwinger model [32] brought to quantum lattice
simulations as a 1

2 -spin model in the particular imple-
mentation of [33]. The Schwinger model has been widely
studied and used as a benchmark toy model for quantum
computations, for instance in the recent works [33–40].

The paper is structured as follows. In section II we
derive and describe the BBGKY hierarchy. Section III
is dedicated to our QEM method: in subsection IIIA we
briefly review the ZNE scheme, in subsection III B we
describe how we select the BBGKY equations from the
hierarchy, and in subsection III C we present our QEM
technique. In section IV we apply our method to the
lattice Schwinger model. Finally in section V we conclude
and discuss further potential applications of the method.
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II. THE BBGKY HIERARCHY

We begin by deriving the BBGKY hierarchy and by
discussing its properties.

Consider a quantum 1
2 -spin model composed of NQ

qubits, each of which is labeled by an index i ∈
{1, . . . , NQ} =: S. Let A ⊆ S represent a subsystem
of the spin model, and let

σ(A, (µi)i∈A) :=
∏

i∈A

σµi

i (1)

define a Pauli string, where µi ∈ {1, 2, 3} and σµi

i is the
Pauli operator acting on the i-th qubit in the µi-th di-
rection. Assume the model has an Hamiltonian of the
form

H :=
1

2

∑

i∈S

hµ
i σ

µ
i +

1

4

∑

i,j∈S
i<j

V µν
ij σµ

i σ
ν
j , (2)

where hµ
i is the interaction term of the i-th spin in the

µ-th direction with an external magnetic field, V µν
ij is the

interaction potential term among the i-th and j-th spins
of respective µ-th and ν-th directions, and where from
now on Einstein’s summation is implied. Moreover, here
and throughout the work, we set ℏ = c = 1.
If one injects (1) and (2) into Ehrenfest’s theorem and

computes all the commutators, one obtains [41]

d

dt

〈∏

i∈A

σµi

i

〉
=

∑

i,j∈A
i̸=j

V µiν
ij

2
εµjνλ

〈
σλ
j

∏

k∈A\{i,j}

σµk

k

〉

+
∑

i∈A

hλ
i εµiλν

〈
σν
i

∏

j∈A\{i}

σ
µj

j

〉

+
∑

i∈A
j/∈A

V µν
ij

2
εµiµλ

〈
σλ
i σ

ν
j

∏

k∈A\{i}

σµk

k

〉
,

(3)

where εµνλ is the three-dimensional Levi-Civita symbol.
We call (3) the BBGKY equation of the σ(A, (µi)i∈A)
Pauli string. This is because, if one considers all the
Pauli strings of all possible directions (namely all par-
titions A ⊆ S of all possible (µi)i∈A) then, by comput-
ing all their associated BBGKY equations (3), the com-
plete exponentially large BBGKY-like hierarchy is gener-
ated. More precisely, for a specific Pauli string of length
|A| = n ≤ NQ, the time derivative of that n-point cor-
relator is determined by a linear combination of (n− 1)-
point, n-point and (n+1)-point correlators, respectively
found in the first, second and third summations of (3), all
selected according to the values hµ

i and V µν
ij in (2). The

right-hand side (RHS) of (3) contains up to 9n(n − 1)-
many (n − 1)-point correlators, up to 9n-many n-point
correlators, and up to 27n(NQ − n)-many (n + 1)-point
correlators. Importantly, this implies that the amount of
correlators in the RHS of (3) is polynomial in n and NQ,
and bounded by 81N2

Q/8.

III. MITIGATION TECHNIQUE

In this section, we provide a short review of ZNE in the
context of time evolution. Then we present our method,
a BBGKY-improved ZNE scheme, which we formulate as
a post-processing linear least-squares (LLSQ) optimiza-
tion procedure. Our method incorporates a poly(NQ)-
large subset of the BBGKY hierarchy evaluated across
all time points. We consider the list of l Pauli strings
{Qq}q∈{0,...,l−1}, where for brevity Qq is defined as in

(1). Our goal is to mitigate the corresponding measure-
ments obtained from a realistic quantum device. We fo-
cus solely on Pauli strings because they form an operator
basis for the observables of the system.

A. The ZNE method

By Trotterization, the evolution time T is discretized
into N slices of duration ∆t := T/N , and evolution steps
are obtained thanks to a Suzuki-Trotter decomposition
scheme of order dST [42–45]. Then, different realizations
of the quantum circuit implementing the time evolution
are generated, each of them containing local unitary fold-
ings [10] with a frequency of η ≥ 0 insertions per step.
Under the assumption that unitary foldings are affected
by the same kind of noise as regular evolution steps, this
implies an error level at the s-th step s ∈ {0, . . . , N}
relative to the original η = 0 circuit of

1 ≤ εsη :=
s+ 2 ⌊ηs⌋

s

s→∞−−−→ 2η + 1. (4)

Performing the above m times with different noise levels
η ∈ (η1, . . . , ηm) =: η⃗, at each time point ts := s∆t,
we end up with an experimentally measured set of data
points (εsη, ⟨Qq⟩sη), where ⟨Qq⟩sη is the measurement

of Qq at time point ts, estimated with NS shots, under
the η noise level [46]. For a given quantity at a given
time point, these experimentally measured points can be
interpolated across the error levels with a least-squares
polynomial (LSP) in ε of degree d ≤ m− 1, leading to a
zero noise ε → 0 extrapolated

〈
Q0

q

〉
s
[9, 10].

B. Selection of BBGKY equations

Given the set of expectation values {⟨Qq⟩}q∈{0,...,l−1},

the physical knowledge provided by a BBGKY equa-
tion can help their mitigation if and only if its associ-
ated Pauli string is hierarchically connected to any of
the {Qq}q∈{0,...,l−1}.

For a given generic σ(A, (µi)i∈A), the RHS of equa-
tion (3) provides all of the correlators σ(B, (νi)i∈B),
with B ⊆ S of directions (νi)i∈B , that are connected
to its time evolution via the hierarchy. In that case, we
say that the σ(B, (νi)i∈B) are downstream connected to
σ(A, (µi)i∈A). We now want to determine the inverse,
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a1

a2

a3

b

c1

c2

c3

n+ 1

n− 1

n

FIG. 1. In this diagram, b is a Pauli string of interest, and
a1, c1 are (n+1)-point correlators, a2, b, c2 are n-point corre-
lators, and a3, c3 are (n − 1)-point correlators. All c1, c2, c3
are downstream connected to b, and all a1, a2, a3 are upstream
connected to b.

that is, given a Pauli string σ(B, (νi)i∈B), find all cor-
relators σ(A, (µi)i∈A) generating σ(B, (νi)i∈B) in their
RHS of (3). In that case, we say that σ(A, (µi)i∈A) is
upstream connected to σ(B, (νi)i∈B). Overall, we say
that a correlator is connected to a Pauli string of interest
if it is either downstream or upstream connected to that
Pauli string.

To find all upstream connected correlators
σ(A, (µi)i∈A) to a given σ(B, (νi)i∈B), there are
only 3 possibilities: denoting nA = |A| and nB = |B|,
σ(B, (νi)i∈B) can appear in the BBGKY equation of
σ(A, (µi)i∈A) either as an (nA + 1)-point, nA-point or
(nA − 1)-point correlator. The selection rules to find
σ(A, (µi)i∈A) candidates in all three cases are derived in
appendix A. There we also show that, importantly, the
upper bound for the amount of ansätze one has to check
to pick up all the upstream connected σ(A, (µi)i∈A) is
polynomial in NQ. Figure 1 schematically summarizes
the two possible kinds of connections.

For our mitigation purposes, we select the BBGKY
equations associated to the subset of the BBGKY hier-
archy whose Pauli strings are connected to any of the
{Qq}q∈{0,...,l−1} by at most r connections. The subset

is obtained by iteratively computing over itself all of
its downstream and upstream connected Pauli strings,
as explained in appendix A, for a total of r iterations.
This generates a list of g BBGKY equations containing
Λ ≥ l correlators, the actual amount of expectation val-
ues {⟨Qq⟩}q∈{0,...,l−1,l,...,Λ−1} that have to be measured.

C. Our BBGKY-improved ZNE method

Our method aims at improving the ZNE-obtained mea-
surements

〈
Q0

q

〉
s
with better BBGKY-constrained

〈
Q∅

q

〉
s

extrapolations. Because ZNE is a LLSQ minimization
procedure, we want to incorporate the selected BBGKY
equations as linear combinations of

〈
Q∅

q

〉
s
. To do so, we

approximate the time derivatives in (3) with derivatives
of a Bernstein polynomial, fitting the N +1 extrapolated
expectation values. We use (derivatives of) Bernstein
polynomials because they are linear in the

〈
Q∅

q

〉
s
and

because they uniformly converge to the functions (deriva-

ε

ts+1

〈Q∅
q〉(t)

〈Q∅
q〉s

ts ts+2

〈Q0
q〉s

(εs+1,η, 〈Qq〉s+1,η)

FIG. 2. Schematic depiction of our method: each slice of data
(red crosses) is interpolated with a LSP (dotted gray lines),
producing a series of intermediate ZNEs (dark red points),
which in turn are fitted with a Bernstein polynomial (pur-
ple line), giving access to time derivatives at each time point
(purple squares). These are then used to improve the ZNEs
thanks to the BBGKY equations, producing different LSPs
(continuous gray lines) leading to BBGKY-improved ZNEs
(black circles). The dashed black lines represent the ε ≥ 1
bound.

tives) they are fitting, with an error of the order O(1/N)
[47]. Starting from the Bernstein polynomial [48]

〈
Q∅

q

〉
(t) :=

N∑

s=0

〈
Q∅

q

〉
s
bsN

(
t

T

)
, (5)

constructed out of the N +1 Bernstein polynomial basis
elements bsN (x) of degree N , with x ∈ [0, 1] hence t ∈
[0, T ], then

d

dt

〈
Q∅

q

〉
(t) =

N∑

s=0

〈
Q∅

q

〉
s
βsN

(
t

T

)
, (6)

where we define

βsN (x) :=
1

∆t





−(1− x)N−1 if s = 0

xN−1 if s = N

bs−1,N−1(x)− bs,N−1(x) otherwise

.

(7)
Using the approximate time derivatives (6), approxi-

mations of the BBGKY equations (3) can be expressed
as linear combinations of

〈
Q∅

q

〉
s
. Thereby, BBGKY equa-

tions can be cast inside the original ZNE LLSQ procedure
as additional constraints of the minimization problem

argmin
a⃗

1

2
∥v⃗(a⃗)∥2 with v⃗(a⃗) := M a⃗− y⃗, (8)

where a⃗ will be defined later in (11) and where

M :=

(
Mη⃗

G

)
with Mη⃗ :=

Λ−1⊕

q=0

N⊕

s=1




εdsη1
. . . 1

...
. . .

...
εdsηm

. . . 1




︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:Msη⃗

.

(9)
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Here Msη⃗ is a Vandermonde-like matrix, G is
filled with g(N + 1) lines of appropriate entries
encoding the corresponding BBGKY equations
at every time point ts, and the target vector
y⃗ := ((y⃗01η⃗, . . . , y⃗0Nη⃗), . . . , (y⃗Λ−1,1,η⃗, . . . , y⃗Λ−1,N,η⃗), g⃗)
sequentially groups all s ≥ 1 experimental measure-
ments y⃗qsη⃗ := (⟨Qq⟩sη1

, . . . , ⟨Qq⟩sηm
) together with the

g(N + 1)-long g⃗ vector encoding the s = 0 expectation
values of the BBGKY equations. We do not mitigate
any

〈
Q∅

q

〉
0
because they can be numerically computed

with arbitrary precision at t = 0, hence they are known
a priori. Notice that by setting g = 0 one recovers the
original ZNE procedures, in which case

〈
Q∅

q

〉
=

〈
Q0

q

〉

and M decouples into N independent ZNEs, each
minimizing the error on

⟨Qq⟩sη ≈
〈
Q∅

q

〉
s
+

d∑

δ=1

aqsδε
δ
sη, (10)

where all LSP coefficients aqsδ are packed into

a⃗ := ((a⃗01, . . . , a⃗0N ), . . . , (a⃗Λ−1,1, . . . , a⃗Λ−1,N )), (11)

with a⃗qs := (aqsd, . . . , aqs1,
〈
Q∅

q

〉
s
). In particular,

〈
Q∅

q

〉
s

can be extracted from (a⃗)p at index p = p(q, s) =
(d + 1) + (s − 1)(d + 1) + q(d + 1)N . Finally, no-
tice that M is a rectangular matrix of polynomial size
[mNΛ + g(N + 1)]× (d+ 1)NΛ, and that G couples to-
gether all extrapolated

〈
Q∅

q

〉
s
in two ways: across all time

points, as in (6), and according to their connections in
the hierarchy, as in (3). Figure 2 graphically represents
our method, and in appendix C we give an example of
an M matrix.

IV. RESULTS OF THE MITIGATION

We now briefly overview the lattice Schwinger model
and the quantities we want to mitigate with our method.
We then show and discuss the obtained numerical results.

A. The lattice Schwinger model

The Schwinger model [32] describes one-dimensional
quantum electrodynamics. This continuous model can be
brought to its lattice Hamiltonian formulation via Kogut-
Susskind construction [49]. Then, the original degrees of
freedom can be recast into quantum 1

2 -spins [50] with
open boundary conditions [33]. We test our method on

the latter, whose (dimensionless) Hamiltonian is

H := −m

g

√
x
∑

i∈S

(−1)iσ3
i

+

NQ−1∑

i=1

(
NQ

4
− 1

2

⌈
i− 1

2

⌉
+ l0(NQ − i)

)
σ3
i

+
x

2

NQ−1∑

i=1

(
σ1
i σ

1
i+1 + σ2

i σ
2
i+1

)

+
1

2

∑

i,j∈S
i<j

(NQ − j + λ)σ3
i σ

3
j ,

(12)

where m/g is the lattice mass over coupling ratio, x =

(NQ/V )
2
with V the (dimensionless) lattice volume, l0

the background electric field, λ ≫ 1 a Lagrange mul-
tiplier to restrict simulations within the vanishing total
charge sector, and a final constant term was disregarded.
The Hamiltonian (12) is in the appropriate form of (2),
and we are interested in the Pauli strings of the quantities

Q :=
1

2

∑

i∈S

σ3
i and P :=

NQ

2
− 1

2

∑

i∈S

(−1)iσ3
i . (13)

These are, respectively, the electric charge operator and
the particle number operator. Moreover [Q,H] = 0 and
[P,H] ̸= 0, meaning that they represent two distinct be-
haviors over which we can test our method: ⟨P ⟩ will vary
in time while ⟨Q⟩ will stay constant. In the following, we
will often employ the abuses of notation Qq = Q,P with
q = Q,P to indicate the mitigation of the above linear
combinations of Pauli strings.

B. Numerical framework

We assess the effectiveness of our method against ZNE
with, respectively, the following 2-norms

L∅
q :=

√√√√∆t

N∑

s=0

[〈
Q∅

q

〉
s
− ⟨Qq⟩ (ts)

]2
, (14)

L0
q :=

√√√√∆t

N∑

s=0

[〈
Q0

q

〉
s
− ⟨Qq⟩ (ts)

]2
, (15)

which quantify the accumulated error of the extrapola-
tions against the exact diagonalization (ED) evolution
⟨Qq⟩ (t) over all time points ts. All of our computations
are performed in Qiskit 1.3 [51] within a simulated quan-
tum device whose realistic noise model is generated in
real time from the backend physical properties of the
IBM Brisbane quantum processor [52]. In the follow-
ing, we fix the parameters NQ = 4, initial state |0101⟩,
NS = 10240, N = 20, T = 4, η⃗ = (0, 1, 1.5, 2), dST = 1,
d = 2, λ = 100 and V = 30 [33]. Unless otherwise
stated we fix r = 0, while the remaining parameters m/g
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and l0 will vary throughout these simulations. We sys-
tematically check through an idealized noiseless simula-
tion that, for every simulation, the total Trotter error of
order O

(
(∆t)dST

)
together with the shot noise of order

O
(
1/

√
NS

)
is no bigger than 0.02 with respect to the ED

evolution.

C. Numerical results

Figure 3 shows, for the P observable, a parameter scan
of 10×10 blocks over the region (l0,m/g) ∈ [0, 1.5]2 where
it is computed, in the top panel, the error of ZNE with
respect to the ED dynamics and, in the bottom panel,
the improvement of our method with respect to ZNE.
The top panel gives us the scale of the ZNE error, and
the bottom panel tells us by how much that error was
reduced within our BBGKY-improved scheme. A sys-
tematic improvement over the entire parameter-region
is manifest by the presence of only negative L∅

P − L0
P

values and, taking average values as in table I, it is ap-
proximately 18.2%. The diagonal line in both panels can
be explained by a system-dependent artifact caused by
the alignment of the ED dynamics to the saturation, or
flattening, of the measurements as in figure 4.

Figure 4 shows the time evolution of the (l0,m/g) =
(0, 0) block of figure 3. We see that after ∼15 Trotter
steps the measurements saturate, and recovering the orig-
inal dynamics becomes challenging. Nevertheless, thanks
to the additional BBGKY constraints, we see that the
Bernstein polynomial correctly tries to match the time

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

m
/g

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
l0

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

m
/g

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

L
0 P

−0.35

−0.30

−0.25

−0.20

L
∅ P
−
L

0 P

FIG. 3. Top panel: improvement of the ZNE mitigation for
the particle number ⟨P ⟩ with respect to the ED evolution.
Bottom panel: advantage of our method compared to the top
panel.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0
t

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

〈P
〉

〈P 〉sη1

〈P 〉sη2

〈P 〉sη3

〈P 〉sη4

〈
P 0
〉

〈
P ∅
〉

〈
P ∅
〉

(t)

〈P 〉 (t)

FIG. 4. Evolution of the particle number ⟨P ⟩ in the
(l0,m/g) = (0, 0) regime. The red crosses are measurements
at increasing noise levels, the dark red points are ZNEs, the
black circles are BBGKY-improved ZNEs, the purple line is
the Bernstein polynomial associated to the latter, and the
dashed gray line is the ED evolution.

derivatives of the ED evolution.

Figure 5 shows the contents of figure 3 but for the
Q observable. Again, a systematic improvement over the
entire parameter-region is observed with our method and,
from table I, we see that it is approximately 52.8% with
respect to ZNE. Here the bottom-left artifact region of
the bottom panel can be explained by the small values of
(l0,m/g), reducing the importance of the BBGKY equa-
tions in the LLSQ minimization.

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

m
/g

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
l0

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

m
/g

0.124

0.126

0.128

0.130

L
0 Q

−0.070

−0.068

−0.066

−0.064

L
∅ Q
−
L

0 Q

FIG. 5. Top panel: improvement of the ZNE mitigation for
the electric charge ⟨Q⟩ with respect to the ED evolution. Bot-
tom panel: advantage of our method compared to the top
panel.
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0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0
t

−0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10
〈Q
〉

〈Q〉sη1

〈Q〉sη2

〈Q〉sη3

〈Q〉sη4

〈
Q0
〉

〈
Q∅
〉

〈
Q∅
〉

(t)

〈Q〉 (t)

FIG. 6. Evolution of the electric charge ⟨Q⟩ in the (l0,m/g) =
(0, 0) regime. The same symbols and colors of figure 4 are
used.

Figure 6 shows the time evolution of the (l0,m/g) =
(0, 0) block of figure 5. Here, no saturation phenomenon
occurs, because all measurements remain equally noisy.
Nevertheless, thanks to the additional BBGKY con-
straints, we see again that the Bernstein polynomial cor-
rectly tries to match the null time derivative of the con-
served quantity Q.

Table I summarizes as averages the errors, the absolute
and the relative improvements of the previous two pa-
rameter scans, shown in figures 3 and 5. Again, with our
method, we see a systematic improvement of the two mit-
igations with respect to ZNE, for both the non-conserved
P and the conserved Q, although we observe a larger
relative improvement in the mitigation of ⟨Q⟩. This is
because noise concentrates around the ED evolution in
figure 6 so, in the minimization of the LLSQ problem,
the Bernstein polynomial is less penalized in deviating
from the ZNE to match the null time derivative of ⟨Q⟩.
We now study how the size of the selected subset of

BBGKY equations affects the results of the mitigation.
This is displayed in figure 7, where the mitigation of ⟨P ⟩
in the (l0,m/g) = (0, 0) block is repeated for different
maximal connections radii r. The top panel displays the
errors of the ZNE and BBGKY-improved mitigations,

q L0
q (ZNE) L∅

q (Ours) L∅
q − L0

q (L∅
q − L0

q)/L
0
q

P 1.975 1.659 -0.316 -18.2%

Q 0.128 0.060 -0.068 -52.8%

TABLE I. First column: average errors of ZNE against ED.
Second column: average errors of our method against ED.
Third column: absolute average improvements of our method
against ZNE. Fourth column: relative average improvements
of our method against ZNE. The averages for the q = P,Q
observables are computed, respectively, from the data of fig-
ures 3 and 5.

0.4

0.6

L
∅ P

,
L

0 P

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
r

0.0

0.5

1.0

g
/Λ

FIG. 7. Top panel: errors for the mitigation of the particle
number ⟨P ⟩, in the (l0,m/g) = (0, 0) regime at different r,
with ZNE (dark red points) and our method (black circles).
Bottom panel: determination of the hierarchical subset.

while the bottom panel quantifies how many BBGKY
equations g cover the dynamics of the measured Λ quan-
tities.
A ratio of g/Λ = 1, which is reached at r = 6 and

remains so at r = 7, means that the subset of equations
is fully determined with respect to its unknowns. In the
present case Λ = 126 < 256 = 4NQ , because the BBGKY
hierarchy splits into 4 independent hierarchies of sizes
1, 1, 126 and 128. In particular, the two first hierar-
chies are composed, respectively, of solely the identity
and σ3

1σ
3
2σ

3
3σ

3
4 , which are conserved quantities of (12).

The third hierarchy involves {σ3
i }i∈S , which are required

to build the conserved Q observable.
We see that the inclusion of additional BBGKY con-

straints reduces the error with respect to ZNE immedi-
ately starting from r = 0, in accordance with figure 3.
In our experiments with the Schwinger model, no clear
pattern regarding the reduction or the increase of ab-
solute errors can be stated for r > 0, neither in this
(l0,m/g) = (0, 0) simulation nor in other different points
of the parameter scan. We conjecture that a similar be-
havior is valid for other systems and therefore the op-
timal regime of our method lies close to a small r = 0
hierarchical subset. This is because, given the ratio of
the number of lines in the M matrix distributed among
ZNE and the BBGKY equations, the LLSQ problem pre-
vents the Bernstein polynomial from deviating too much
from the original ZNEs even as g increases. Moreover,
the number of time points N may be too small for the
Bernstein polynomial to benefit from its uniform conver-
gence, leading to a systematic non-negligible additional
approximation error from (6).

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we considered executions of quantum al-
gorithms as time evolutions of idealized systems. Their
noiseless dynamics are governed by physical laws, which
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can be employed to mitigate the quantum errors aris-
ing from their physical realizations. For this purpose,
we derived a corresponding BBGKY-like hierarchy and
selected a poly(NQ)-large subset of its equations. We
proposed a novel QEM scheme encapsulating these sup-
plementary physics-informed constraints into the ZNE
procedure. A LLSQ problem is thereby obtained, whose
required classical computational resources scale polyno-
mially in NQ. We numerically investigated the effective-
ness of our method on digital quantum simulations, mim-
icking realistic quantum hardware noise, of the lattice
Schwinger model.

By applying our method to the lattice Schwinger
model, we assessed our BBGKY-informed QEM scheme
against ZNE by comparing the mitigation of quantum
observables to known ED evolutions. It was found that,
in the considered regions of the parameter scan and un-
der the selected input parameters, our method systemat-
ically improves the QEM of ZNE measurements. More-
over, with our method, it was found that the range of
relative improvement of the error with respect to ZNE
spans from 18.2% to 52.8%, depending on whether the
mitigated quantity is conserved or not. It was found that
the maximal connections radius of the selected hierarchi-
cal subset should be close to r = 0, as such a subset of
BBGKY equations already guarantees a systematic im-
provement over ZNE.

Further expansion of this work includes imaginary time
evolution and evolution with time-dependent Hamiltoni-
ans. The latter would pave the way to the mitigation of
adiabatic time evolution. This would also allow the miti-
gation of quantum circuits, if implemented as Trotterized
time evolutions of a time-dependent system. Finally, the
supplementary physical knowledge of the BBGKY hierar-
chy could be used to not only help ZNE but other mitiga-
tion schemes as well, either on digital or analog quantum
machines. This could be done either as an entirely post-
processing procedure, or directly affecting the parameters
of quantum computation, as in variational methods.
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Appendix A: Upstream connected correlators

Here we derive an algorithm composed of three sub-
routines to obtain all σ(A, (µk)k∈A) correlators upstream
connected to the target σ(B, (νk)k∈B). First, define the
function ε̄(µ, ν) := λ|εµνλ|, where Einstein’s summation

is still implied, to be interpreted as that index such that
εµνε̄(µ,ν) ̸= 0. Let also nA = |A| and nB = |B|.
For the nA = nB case, we observe in the second sum-

mation of (3) that, for σ(B, (νk)k∈B) to appear in the
expectation value, it must be A = B. Regarding the
directions (µk)k∈A, selecting an i ∈ A (nB choices) and
letting µk = νk for all k ∈ A \ {i}, we see that if we want
ν to pick up the desired ν = νi value then, because of the
Levi-Civita symbol, it must be µi ̸= νi (2 choices). Then
λ = ε̄(µi, νi), hence σ(B, (νi)i∈B) appears in the second
summation only if

h
ε̄(µi,νi)
i ̸= 0. (A1)

In total, 2nB possible σ(A, (µk)k∈A) ansätze have to be
checked against the magnetic field.
For the nA = nB − 1 case, we observe in the third

summation of (3) that, for σ(B, (νk)k∈B) to appear in
the expectation value, it must be A = B \ {j} for a
selected j ∈ B (nB choices). Regarding the directions
(µk)k∈A, selecting a specific i ∈ A (nB − 1 choices) and
letting µk = νk for all k ∈ A \ {i}, we see that if we want
λ to pick up the desired λ = νi value then, again because
of the Levi-Civita symbol, it must be µi ̸= νi (2 choices).
Then µ = ε̄(µi, νi), hence σ(B, (νk)k∈B) appears in the
third summation only if

V
ε̄(µi,νi)νj

ij ̸= 0. (A2)

Notice that the index ν will necessarily pick ν = νj be-
cause it is contracted independently. In total, 2nB(nB −
1) possible σ(A, (µk)k∈A) ansätze have to be checked
against the interaction potential.
For the nA = nB +1 case, we observe in the first sum-

mation of (3) that, for σ(B, (νk)k∈B) to appear in the
expectation value, it must be A = B ∪ {i} for a selected
i ∈ S \ B (NQ − nB choices). Regarding the directions
(µk)k∈A, selecting a specific j ∈ B (nB choices) and let-
ting µk = νk for all k ∈ A \ {i, j} and µi ∈ {1, 2, 3}
(3 choices), we see that if we want λ to pick up the de-
sired λ = νj value then, once again because of the Levi-
Civita symbol, it must be µj ̸= νj (2 choices). Then
ν = ε̄(µj , νj), hence σ(B, (νk)k∈B) appears in the first
summation only if

V
µiε̄(µj ,νj)
ij ̸= 0. (A3)

In total, 6nB(NQ − nB) possible σ(A, (µk)k∈A) ansätze
have to be checked against the interaction potential.

To sum things up, there is a polynomial in nB and NQ

amount of ansätze to check against the coefficients of (2),
and the number of checks is overall bounded by 9N2

Q/4.

Appendix B: Random shift of error levels

Every time (4) is employed to measure a (εsη, ⟨Qq⟩sη)
data point, a small random shift εsη → εsη + χ is per-
formed, where χ is a realization of the normally dis-
tributed random variable X ∼ N (0, 1/NS). This is to
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avoid cases where two different noise levels η1 ̸= η2
produce the same error level, for example η1 = 1 and
η2 = 1.5 leading to ε1η1

= ε1η2
= 3, thereby introducing

artifacts in the LSP interpolation. The variance of X is
chosen to be 1/NS to mimic the standard deviation es-
timator when NS → ∞ and also because, in that limit,
the χ shift shouldn’t affect εsη, as quantum errors had
an infinite NS → ∞ amount of possibilities to arise.

Appendix C: Example of an M matrix

To illustrate the construction of M with a simple yet
non-trivial example, consider the mitigation of l = Λ = 2
quantities after N = 2 Trotter steps with the g = 2
fictitious BBGKY equations

d

dt
⟨Q0⟩ = 0 and

d

dt
⟨Q1⟩ = V ⟨Q0⟩ , (C1)

where V ̸= 0 is constant and Q0, Q1 are, respectively,
n-point and (n + 1)-point correlators. Then, in this ex-
ample, the v⃗ vector is given by

v⃗(a⃗) =



εd1η1 1

εd1ηm 1

εd2η1 1

εd2ηm 1

εd1η1 1

εd1ηm 1

εd2η1 1

εd2ηm 1

M1η⃗

M2η⃗

M1η⃗

M2η⃗

G

β12(0) β22(0)

β12(
1
2
) β22(

1
2
)

β12(1) β22(1)

β12(0) β22(0)

−V β12(
1
2
) β22(

1
2
)

−V β12(1) β22(1)



Q0︷ ︸︸ ︷ Q1︷ ︸︸ ︷

t1︷ ︸︸ ︷ t2︷ ︸︸ ︷︸ ︷︷ ︸
t1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
t2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

M

·



a01d

⟨Q∅
0⟩1

a02d

⟨Q∅
0⟩2

a11d

⟨Q∅
1⟩1

a12d

⟨Q∅
1⟩2

a⃗01

a⃗02

a⃗11

a⃗12



︸ ︷︷ ︸
a⃗

−



⟨Q0⟩1η1

⟨Q0⟩1ηm
⟨Q0⟩2η1

⟨Q0⟩2ηm
⟨Q1⟩1η1

⟨Q1⟩1ηm
⟨Q1⟩2η1

⟨Q1⟩2ηm
−β02(0) ⟨Q∅

0⟩0
−β02(

1
2
) ⟨Q∅

0⟩0
−β02(1) ⟨Q∅

0⟩0
(V − β02(0)) ⟨Q∅

1⟩0
−β02(

1
2
) ⟨Q∅

1⟩0
−β02(1) ⟨Q∅

1⟩0

y⃗01η⃗

y⃗02η⃗

y⃗11η⃗

y⃗12η⃗

g⃗



︸ ︷︷ ︸
y⃗

.
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