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Decoders are a critical component of fault-tolerant quantum computing. They must identify errors
based on syndrome measurements to correct quantum states. While finding the optimal correction
is NP-hard and thus extremely difficult, approximate decoders with faster runtime often rely on
uncontrolled heuristics. In this work, we propose a family of hierarchical quantum decoders with a
tunable trade-off between speed and accuracy while retaining guarantees of optimality. We use the
Lasserre Sum-of-Squares (SOS) hierarchy from optimization theory to relax the decoding problem.
This approach creates a sequence of Semidefinite Programs (SDPs). Lower levels of the hierarchy are
faster but approximate, while higher levels are slower but more accurate. We demonstrate that even
low levels of this hierarchy significantly outperform standard Linear Programming relaxations. Our
results on rotated surface codes and honeycomb color codes show that the SOS decoder approaches
the performance of exact decoding. We find that Levels 2 and 3 of our hierarchy perform nearly
as well as the exact solver. We analyze the convergence using rank-loop criteria and compare the
method against other relaxation schemes. This work bridges the gap between fast heuristics and
rigorous optimal decoding.

Introduction.— Although quantum computers have
the potential to outperform classical computers, they
are fragile to noise due to errors from interaction with
the environment [1, 2]. To build reliable computers, we
must correct these errors using Quantum Error Correc-
tion (QEC) [3–10]. In QEC, we spread information across
many physical qubits [11–20]. When errors occur, stabi-
lizer measurements can generate specific patterns called
syndromes. The process of identifying the actual error
from the syndrome is called decoding. The performance
of a quantum computer depending heavily on the de-
coder [7, 21, 22]. Decoding involves finding the most
probable error consistent with the syndrome, which is
called Maximum Likelihood Decoding (MLD) [23, 24].
However, solving MLD exactly is very difficult, in fact it
is an NP-hard problem [25–27].

Because exact decoding is hard, researchers often
use heuristic algorithms that approximate MLD [28–41].
Examples include Minimum Weight Perfect Matching
(MWPM) [42–45] and Union-Find [46–50]. Although
these are fast and scalable, their decoding accuracy can
be limited, leading to lower error thresholds than MLD.
On the other hand, exact solvers like Mixed Integer Pro-
gramming (MIP) are optimal but too slow for large sys-
tems [51–53]. Thus, there is a need for a framework that
connects these two extremes.

We propose Hierarchical Quantum Decoders that al-

low a tunable trade-off between accuracy and speed. Our
approach is based on the Lasserre hierarchy [54, 55] or
analogously the Sum-of-Squares (SOS) hierarchy [56, 57]
from optimization theory. This method tackle the
hard discrete problem through a sequence of semidef-
inite programming relaxations. Semidefinite program-
ming (SDP) deals with optimizing a linear function of
positive semidefinite matrices under a set of linear ma-
trix constraints [58] (see End Matter for a formal defini-
tion). Level 1 is a basic relaxation. It is computationally
cheaper but less accurate [59–63]. As we go to higher lev-
els, the decoder becomes more accurate, accounting for
complex correlations between errors. For a problem with
n variables, the n-th level of the hierarchy is sufficient to
find the exact solution [54, 55, 64].

Our approach is rigorous and does not rely on ad-
hoc rules. We test our decoder on the rotated surface
code [65] and the honeycomb color code [66], compar-
ing it to an exact MIP solver as reference. We observe
that level 2 and 3 of our hierarchy achieve performance
comparable to that of exact solvers, providing a tunable
balance between computational speed and solution accu-
racy.

Decoding problem.— When decoding quantum error-
correcting codes, the standard approach is to find the
most likely error given the measured syndromes [38]. In
particular, the code is subject to a configuration of n
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different errors e ∈ Fn
2 that matches the outcome of v

syndrome measurements s ∈ Fv
2. The syndromes are de-

scribed by the parity check matrixH ∈ Fv×n
2 , with s =He.

We assume that the i-th error occurs with probability pi,
independent of other errors. Then, the probability of
error configuration e is given by

Pr[e] = n∏
i=1
(1 − pi)1−eipeii = ( n∏

i=1
(1 − pi)) n∏

i=1
( pi
1 − pi )

ei
.

(1)
Then, we find the most likely error, i.e., perform MLD

e∗ = argmin
e

n∑
i=1

eiγi

s.t. He = s and ei ∈ F2, i ∈ {1, . . . , n} , (2)

where we define weights γi = log 1−pi

pi
. Note that MLD is

NP-hard in general [26, 27].
Sum-of-squares hierarchy.— We now show that

MLD (2) can be equivalently formulated as a polyno-
mial optimization problem. This MLD polynomial opti-
mization problem can then be relaxed to a hierarchy of
SDPs that converges to the original problem. First we
will define some notations, derive the particular form of
polynomial optimization called the sum-of-squares (SOS)
problem, and show that MLD can be solved using SOS
hierarchy in Eq. (6).

Let us denote polynomial f ∈ R[x1, . . . , xn] over n vari-
ables x ∶= x1, . . . , xn as f(x) = ∑α fαx

α where we de-
note the monomial xα ∶= xα1

1 . . . xαn
n for α ∈ Zn

≥0, the set
of length-n strings of non-negative integers. The total
degree of f is given by deg f = maxα∑n

i=1 αi. The set
of polynomials f ∈ R[x1, . . . , xn] with total degree of at
most t is denoted as Polyn,t, whereas their correspond-
ing set of all exponents is given by ∆(n, t) = {α ∈ Zn

≥0 ∶∑n
j=1 αj ≤ t}.
A general polynomial optimization problem for objec-

tive polynomial f ∈ R[x1, . . . , xn] and m constraint poly-
nomials {gi}mi=1 ⊆ R[x1, . . . , xn] is given by

min
x∈Rn

f(x)
s.t. gi(x) ≥ 0, i ∈ {1,⋯,m}, (3)

where we can define the feasible set of solutions as the
semi-algebraic setK = {x ∈ Rn ∶ gi(x) ≥ 0, i ∈ {1,⋯,m}}.
Note that MLD (2) can be formulated as a polynomial
optimization with objective polynomial f(e) = ∑n

i=1 eiγi
and constraint polynomials gi(e) = e2i − ei = 0 (which is
equivalent to ei ∈ F2) for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and Hje − sj = 0
for j ∈ {1, . . . , v} where Hj is the j-th row of H, giving
us the following MLD polynomial optimization problem

min
e

f(e) = n∑
i=1

eiγi

s.t. hj(e) =Hje − sj = 0 , j ∈ {1, . . . , v} ,
gi(e) = e2i − ei = 0 , i ∈ {1, . . . , n} .

(4)

Thus, in this case the number of constraints is m = n+v.
Polynomial f ∈ R[x1, . . . , xn] is a sum-of-squares

(SOS) polynomial if there exist polynomials {fj}wj=1 such

that f = ∑w
j=1 f

2
j . The set of all n-variables sum-of-

squares polynomials of total degree at most t is denoted
as PolySOS

n,t . This allow us now to define the relaxations
of the MLD polynomial optimization problem (4). First
for hierarchy level ℓ ∈ Z≥1, we consider its Lagrangian

L(x, q, q′) = f(x) − n∑
i=1

qi(x)gi(x) − v∑
j=1

q′j(x)hj(x)
s.t. qi ∈ PolySOS

n,ℓ+1 and q′j ∈ PolySOS
n,ℓ

(5)

where q = (q1, . . . , qn) and q′ = (q′1, . . . , q′v).
Then the SDP to solve the ℓ-th level SOS hierarchy for

the MLD polynomial optimization problem is given by

max
λ,q,q′

λ

s.t. L(x, q, q′) − λ ≥ 0 ,
qi ∈ PolySOS

n,ℓ+1 and q′j ∈ PolySOS
n,ℓ .

(6)

It is known that the optimal value λ∗ℓ of the ℓ-th level
SOS hierarchy converges to the optimal value f(x∗) of
its original polynomial optimization problem as ℓ → ∞
(see [67, Section 4.2], [57, Theorem 4.1], [68, Section 5]).
Whether the ℓ-th level of the SOS hierarchy has con-

verged to the optimal value f(x∗) of the original problem
can be certified using the duality of SDP (see e.g. [69,
Chapter 5]). It is known that for any ℓ, the ℓ-th level
SOS in Eq. (6) is dual to the ℓ-th level of the Lasserre
SDP hierarchy (see Definition 1 in the SM A, also [68,
Section 5] and [70, Chapter 5]). At ℓ-th level Lasserre hi-
erarchy, the positive semidefinite matrix Mℓ indexed by
monomials of degree ≤ ℓ is called the ℓ-th level moment
matrix (see End Matter or [68, Proposition 9]). This is
an (n+ℓ

ℓ
) × (n+ℓ

ℓ
) matrix. Whenever the rank of Mℓ and

Mℓ+1 are equal, it is guaranteed that the optimal value of
the ℓ-th level SOS (6) is equal to the optimal value f(x∗)
of the original problem [55, Theorem 3.6]. The ℓ-th level
of such hierarchy can be solved in nO(ℓ)-time [71–74].
Numerics.— Now, we study the performance of our

SOS decoder as given in Eq. (6) numerically. As example,
we study the rotated surface code [65] for bit-flip noise
on the data qubits, while we assume that the syndrome
measurements are noise-free (see SM B).
We also study the logical error rate pL against various

physical error rates p, hierarchy levels of SOS relaxation
ℓ and code distances d. The results are benchmarked
against MLD implemented via MIP, which provides exact
optimal decoding with high computational cost. To carry
out the numerical optimization, we use the MATLAB-
based SparsePOP package [75]. This tool automatically
reduces the problem size, when possible, by exploiting
structural sparsity [57, 67, 76–79].
First, we study in Fig. 1 pL against p for fixed code

distance d = 7. Notably, we see that already level ℓ =
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FIG. 1. Comparison of different SOS levels for decoding of
surface code. We show logical error pL against physical error p
for rotated surface code for different types of decoders, where
we fix distance d = 7. We show no decoding at all, SOS
decoder with level ℓ = 1, . . . ,4 and the MIP decoder.

1 gives improved performance over no decoding at all.
For ℓ ≥ 2, we observe performance nearly as good as the
optimal MIP decoding.

Next, in Fig. 2 we show pL for different d for the SOS
decoder at level ℓ ∈ {1,2,3} (Fig. 2a-c) and MIP decoder
(Fig. 2d). We estimate the threshold pth by fitting the
crossing point of the logical error rate curves of differ-
ent d. Notably, we observe that the SOS decoder has a
threshold for all ℓ ≥ 2. To determine the threshold, we fit
with [80]

pL(p, d) = f(d1/ν(p − pth)), (7)

where f(x) = a + bx + cx2 is a second-order polynomial.
We observe that the threshold for SOS decoder is close
to that of the MIP decoder, with improving threshold as
ℓ increases.

Decoder Error Rank

SOS

Level 2 0.0231(15) 171(1)
Level 3 0.0250(16) 239(2)
Level 4 0.0255(16) 261(1)
Level 5 0.0253(16) 262(2)

MIP 0.0248(2)

TABLE I. Logical error rates pL for different decoders, to-
gether with the rank of the moment matrix for the SOS de-
coder, are reported for the distance-5 surface code under bit-
flip noise at a physical error rate p = 0.05. The standard
deviation is given in parentheses. The results indicate that
the rank of the moment matrix stabilizes at level 5.

Finally, we compare in Table I logical error rates from
the SOS and MIP decoders for the distance-5 surface
code. As the hierarchy level increases, the SOS decoder
produces steadily more accurate estimates, with logical
error rates that approach those of the exact MIP decoder.
We also show the rank of the moment matrix of the SOS
decoder for different levels. The rank of the moment ma-
trix increases with hierarchy level, and converges to its
maximum rank at a particular critical level ℓc = 5. For
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FIG. 2. Decoding rotated surface code. We show logical
error pL against physical error p for rotated surface code
with distance d ∈ {2,5,7,9}. We show SOS hierarchy a)
level 1, b) level 2, c) level 3 and d) MIP decoder. Dots
are simulated data, while curves are fit with (7). Verti-
cal dashed line shows the numerically fit of threshold pth =
{N/A,0.083,0.085,0.093}.

ℓ ≥ ℓc, the SOS decoder yields the optimal solution of
the MLD problem. The logical error rates for distance-7
surface code obtained from SOS and MIP decoders are
compared in Table II (see SM B). We also study the hon-
eycomb color code [66] in SM C, where we observe similar
behaviour in performance as with the surface code.

Discussion.— We have introduced Hierarchical Quan-
tum Decoders which offers a rigorous optimization theory
approach to quantum error correction. We showed that
the decoding problem can be solved by a hierarchy of
SDPs. The results are promising. While the basic relax-
ation (level 1) is insufficient, level 2 and 3 perform nearly
as well the MIP decoder, approaching the logical error re-
duction of the optimal MLD. Notably, we observe good
performance also for the color code described in SM C,
which is known to be challenging to decode [31].

In our numerics, we observe that the simplest relax-
ation (level 1) suffers from poor performance, which we
explain with the fact that error variables can assume
any real value between 0 and 1. A similar problem has
been noted in LP relaxations of classical decoding. Here,
“pseudocodewords” appear, which are are fractional solu-
tions that look like valid errors but are physically impos-
sible (e.g., 0.5 error) [52]. As classical decoding is equiv-
alent to MLD (see SM D), we believe these pseudocode-
words also affect our level 1 decoder. Indeed, Gu and
Soleimanifar [81] recently characterized these fractional
solutions in quantum LDPC codes, identifying that they
arise from specific constant-weight error patterns related
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to cycles in the Tanner graph. While they address this by
employing Ordered Statistics Decoding (OSD) as a post-
processing step, we find that moving to Level 2 of the
hierarchy effectively suppresses these pseudocodewords
by enforcing higher-order constraints, forcing variables
to be either 0 or 1. This removes the pseudocodewords
and leads to a finite threshold.

We also highlight that beyond its tunable level struc-
ture, the Lasserre hierarchy provides another unique fea-
ture: a certificate of optimality. This is known as the
rank-loop condition (or flat extension) [82]. When we
solve the SDP at a certain level, we get a moment ma-
trix. If the rank of this matrix satisfies a specific con-
dition (rank stabilizes), we know that the solution must
be exact [55, Theorem 3.6]. In our simulations, we often
observe this rank condition at level 5, which is shown in
Table I.

We note that there are other hierarchy methods be-
yond the one we studied, such as Sherali-Adams (SA) and
Lovasz-Schrijver (LS) (SM E). For 0/1 programs starting
from a common linear relaxation P, at any level ℓ we
have:

LS(ℓ)(P) ⊆ SA(ℓ)(P) ⊆ Las(ℓ)(P), (8)

in the lifted space. After projection onto the original
space, the Lasserre hierarchy yields the tightest relax-
ation among these methods, though at a higher compu-
tational cost per level (see SM F).

Our work clarifies the landscape of decoders by provid-
ing a rigorous path from fast heuristics to exact solvers.
While we note that solving SDPs is currently slower than
other, less rigorous approximations such as graph match-
ing, our decoder has a unique feature among the decod-
ing landscape: It offers a rigorous approach to tailoring
the trade-off between accuracy and speed, with provable
guarantees to optimality. Thus, for example, our solver
is well suited for benchmarking small-size to medium-size
codes and analyzing the properties of new codes where
less rigorous heuristics might fail.

We also note that our method shares similarities with
decoders that formulate MLD as quadratic unconstrained
binary optimization (QUBO) problems, such as for co-
herent Ising machine [83, 84] or similarly for Max-
SAT [85, 86] (see SM G). However, while QUBO optimiz-
ers are usually heuristic, our approach offers systematic
optimization with guaranteed convergence via SDPs. Fi-
nally, our methods can be straightforwardly adapted to
determine the code distance, which is also an NP-hard
problem, via a hierarchy of SDPs. Future work could im-
prove the speed by exploiting the sparsity of the problem,
potentially yielding high-accuracy decoders practical for
larger systems.
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End Matter

Semidefinite programming.— Semidefinite programming (SDP) deals with optimizing linear function of positive
semidefinite matrices over affine constraints. In the standard form, a SDP can be expressed as

minimize ∶ {Tr(CX) ∶ Tr(AiX) = bi, i ∈ {1,⋯,m}, X ≽ 0} ,
where C and Ai are Hermitian matrices and bi are real. The dual of SDP is

maximize ∶ {b⊺y ∶ m∑
i=1

yiAi ≼ C, y ∈ Rm } .
A simple example of a commonly occurring problem in quantum theory that can be expressed as an SDP is the

ground state energy problem, i.e., finding the smallest eigenvalue of a Hamiltonian H in a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space. This problem can be formulated as

minimize ∶ {Tr(Hρ) ∶ Tr(ρ) = 1, ρ ≽ 0} .
It is useful to cast problems as SDP as this allows to solve the problem either analytically or numerically. Even

when one cannot solve the problem exactly, SDPs can help in finding good bounds or approximations.
In quantum information, positive semidefinite matrices are foundational for describing quantum states, measure-

ments, and channels. Since these matrices are closed under addition and positive scalar multiplication, they form
convex cones. Density matrices, completely positive maps, separable operators, and entanglement witnesses are some
common examples of cones of positive semidefinite matrices. Entanglement detection, quantum state/channel dis-
crimination, quantum non-local games, quantum channel capacity, and quantum marginal problem are some problems
that can be solved or approximated using SDP. Apart from quantum information, SDP is widely applied in varied
fields such as control theory, combinatorial optimization, machine learning, and polynomial optimization. The reader
is referred to [58] for a more detailed exposition.

The Lasserre Moment Hierarchy.— Note that we formulate MLD as a Polynomial optimization problem (POP).
To solve this POP (equation 4), we employ the Lasserre hierarchy (or Moment-SOS hierarchy), which relaxes the
non-convex POP into a sequence of SDPs (see SM A for details). The core idea is to lift the optimization variable
from the vector e to a probability measure µ supported on the feasible set K = {e ∈ Rn ∣ hj(e) = 0, e2i − ei = 0}.
Instead of finding the optimal point directly, we seek the moments of this measure. We define the moment sequence
y = (yα)α∈Nn where yα = ∫ eαdµ(e) = Eµ[eα1

1 . . . eαn
n ]. In simple terms, suppose we do not know the exact error, but we

have a distribution µ(e). The moments of this distribution are the expectation values of products of error variables:
yα = E[eα] = E[eα1

1 . . . eαn
n ].

For the measure µ to exist, the sequence y must satisfy specific positivity conditions. We define the Moment Matrix
Mℓ(y) of level ℓ, indexed by monomials up to degree ℓ. The entries are given by:

[Mℓ(y)]α,β = yα+β , ∣α∣, ∣β∣ ≤ ℓ. (9)

For example, consider a simple system with 2 qubits. At Level 1 (ℓ = 1), we track moments up to degree 2. The
basis is {1, e1, e2}, and the Moment Matrix is:

M1 = ⎛⎜⎝
1 ⟨e1⟩ ⟨e2⟩⟨e1⟩ ⟨e21⟩ ⟨e1e2⟩⟨e2⟩ ⟨e1e2⟩ ⟨e22⟩

⎞⎟⎠ . (10)

The off-diagonal term ⟨e1e2⟩ represents the correlation between an error on qubit 1 and qubit 2. A necessary condition
for y to represent a valid measure is Mℓ(y) ⪰ 0. At level ℓ of the hierarchy, we optimize over moment sequences up
to degree 2ℓ:

min
y

n∑
i=1

γiyei (11)

s.t. y0 = 1,
Mℓ(y) ⪰ 0,
Mℓ−dj(hjy) = 0 ∀j.

The linear constraints Mℓ−dj(hjy) = 0 (where dj = ⌈deg(hj)/2⌉) enforce the stabilizer conditions. In simple terms, at
level ℓ, the decoder is an SDP that optimizes the matrixMℓ subject to three types of constraints:
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1. PSD Constraint (Mℓ ⪰ 0): This ensures the moments come from a valid distribution. It forces correlations to
satisfy inequalities like ⟨e2i ⟩⟨e2j ⟩ ≥ ⟨eiej⟩2.

2. Binary Consistency: Since e2i = ei for binary variables, we enforce linear constraints on the matrix entries, e.g.,Mα,β = Mα′,β′ if the underlying monomials simplify to the same expression. In the example above, we force⟨e21⟩ = ⟨e1⟩.
3. Syndrome Consistency: The physical parity checks He = s are imposed as linear constraints on the rows of the

matrix.

The hierarchy can equivalently be viewed from the dual perspective. The dual to the moment minimization
problem is the Sum-of-Squares (SOS) problem. We seek the largest lower bound λ (see equation 6) such that the
shifted objective function can be decomposed as:

E(e) − λ = σ0(e) +∑
j

qj(e)hj(e) +∑
i

pi(e)(e2i − ei), (12)

where σ0(e) is a sum-of-squares polynomial (guaranteeing non-negativity) and qj , pi are arbitrary polynomial multi-
pliers. If this decomposition exists, then clearly E(e) ≥ λ for all feasible e. The main text refers to this as the “SOS
hierarchy,” while the numerical implementation often solves the primal moment problem. Strong duality holds for
this hierarchy in our case, ensuring the optimal values coincide.

Unlike heuristic decoders, the Lasserre hierarchy provides a sufficient condition for exactness known as the rank-loop
or flat extension property. Let Mℓ(y∗) be the optimal moment matrix at level ℓ. If the rank stabilizes between levels,
i.e.,

rankMℓ(y∗) = rankMℓ−1(y∗), (13)

then the relaxation is exact.
The dimension of the moment matrix Mℓ(y) scales as (n+ℓℓ ). For dense problems, this complexity limits ℓ to very

small values. However, Quantum error correction codes exhibit correlative sparsity : parity checks involve only local
subsets of qubits. We utilize the sparse variant of the Lasserre hierarchy (as implemented in SparsePOP). The global
PSD constraint Mℓ(y) ⪰ 0 is replaced by a set of smaller PSD constraints on sub-matrices corresponding to the
maximal cliques of the correlative graph. This graph connects variables ei, ej if they appear together in any term of
the objective or constraints.
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In the Supplemental Material, we provide additional proofs and results to support the main text.
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SM A: Lasserre hierarchy

Here we discuss the Lasserre hierarchy, which is a dual of the SOS hierarchy (Eq. (6)). It is known (see e.g. [68, The-
orem 6]) that a polynomial f is SOS if and only if there exists some positive semidefinite matrix M = [Mα,β]α,β∈∆(n,t)
such that

∑
α,β∈∆(n,t)∶α+β=τ

Mα,β = fτ (A1)

for all τ ∈ ∆(n,2t) (recall ∆(n, t) = {α ∈ Zn
≥0 ∶ ∑n

j=1 αj ≤ t} as defined in the main text). By using a column vector
of monomials vx = (xα)α∈∆(n,t), we can obtain the SOS polynomial f corresponding to positive semidefinite matrix
M = [Mα,β]α,β∈∆(n,t) as

f(x) = v⊺xMvx = ∑
τ∈∆(n,2t)

fτx
τ

for

fτ = ∑
α,β∶α+β=τ

Mα,β .

(A2)

The optimizer obtained from the ℓ-th level Lasserre hierarchy can be used to construct a matrix called the moment
matrix. As mentioned in the the paragraph below Eq. (6) (see main text), the rank of the moment matrix can be
used as a certificate on whether the SOS hierarchy has converged to the original optimization problem. The Lasserre
hierarchy is obtained by formulating a polynomial optimization problem (3) as a moment problem, which can be
formulated as an SDP optimization problem. Relaxations of this moment problem gives us the Lasserre hierarchy.

First, note that a polynomial optimization problem (3) can be written as a moment problem over the semi-algebraic
set K = {x ∈ Rn ∶ gi(x) ≥ 0, ∀i ∈ [m]} ⊆ Rn for [m] = {1, . . . ,m} (defined by constraints {gi}mi=1) as:

min
µ∈M+(K)∫K f(x)dµ(x) (A3)

where the minimization is over all measures with support in K, i.e. µ(K) = 1, andM+(K) the set of measures over
the semi-algebraic set K:

M+(K) = {µ ∈ M+(Rn) ∶ µ(Rn/K) = 0} , (A4)

whereM+(Rn) is the set of all non-negative measures over Rn.
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For a measure µ ∈ M+(K) we have a moment sequence y = (yα)α∈Zn
≥0 with y0n = ∫K x0n dµ(x) = 1 = µ(K) = µ(Rn).

Thus for degree-t polynomial f(x) = ∑α fαx
α ∈ R[x1, . . . , xn], we define

⟨f, y⟩ ∶= ∑
α∈∆(n,t)

fαyα = ∫
K
f(x)dµ(x) , (A5)

which allow us to rewrite Eq. (A3) as

min
y∈M+

t (K)
⟨f, y⟩

s.t. y0n = 1 , (A6)

whereM+
t (K) is the set containing all moment sequences y = (∫Rn xα dµ)α∈∆(n,t) with degree up to t and µ ∈ M+(K).

Now we would like to relax the problem in Eq. (A6). First we need to define a localizing matrix Mr(gy) and a
moment matrix Mr(y) for r ∈ N, polynomial g ∈ Polyn,2u, and moment sequence y = (∫K xα dµ)α∈Zn

≥0 for µ ∈ M+(K).
Their entries are indexed by polynomial degrees α,β ∈∆(n, r), given by

[Mr(gy)]α,β = ∑
γ∶∣γ∣≤2u

gγyα+β+γ and [Mr(y)]α,β = yα+β . (A7)

Localizing matrix Mr(gy) and moment matrix Mr(y) are known to satisfy Mr(y) ≥ 0 and Mr(giy) ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [m]
and all r ∈ N [68, Proposition 11]. This allows us to define the set of moment sequences

MSDP
2r (K) = {y ∈ Rχ(n,2r) ∶Mr(y) ≥ 0 , andMξi(giy) ≥ 0,∀i ∈ [m]} (A8)

which satisfy M+
2r(K) ⊆ MSDP

2r (K) (see [68, Proposition 11]), where χ(n, t) = ∣∆(n, t)∣ = (n+t
t
) is the size of the set

of all possible degrees in ∆(n, t) and ξi = r − ⌈deg(gi)/2⌉. A stricter inclusion than M+
2r(K) ⊆ MSDP

2r (K) can be
obtained by defining a sequence of sets that lies betweenM+

2r(K) andMSDP
2r (K):

MSDP
2r,ℓ (K) = {y′ ∈ Rχ(n,2r) ∶ ∃y ∈ Rχ(n,(2(r+ℓ)) s.t.

y′α = yα,∀∣α∣ ≤ 2r
andMr+ℓ(y′) ≥ 0
andMξi+ℓ(giy) ≥ 0,∀i ∈ [m]}

(A9)

for ξi = r − ⌈deg(gi)/2⌉ and ℓ ∈ N. It can be shown that these sets satisfy the following sequence of inclusions [68,
Corollary 12, Theorem 13]

M+
2r(K) ⊆ ⋅ ⋅ ⋅ ⊆ MSDP

2r,1 (K) ⊆MSDP
2r,0 (K) =MSDP

2r (K)
and

M+
2r(K) = ⋂

ℓ∈N
MSDP

2r,ℓ ,

(A10)

assuming that the Archimedean condition holds: There exists R ∈ R and SOS polynomials σ1, . . . σm ∈ PolySOS such
that R2 − ∣∣x∣∣2 = ∑m

i=1 σi(x)gi(x) for all x ∈ K. Therefore, by optimizing over MSDP
2r,ℓ (K) with increasing ℓ we are

guaranteed to eventually converge to the optimal value f(x∗) of the original polynomial optimization problem (3).
This inclusions give us the Lasserre hierarchy.

Definition 1 (Lasserre hierarchy). For polynomial optimization problem in Eq. (3) with objective polynomial f ∈
R[x1, . . . , xn] and constraint polynomials {gi}mi=1, the ℓ-th Lasserre hierarchy problem is given by

min
y∈Rχ(n,2(r+ℓ))

⟨f, y⟩
s.t.

y0 = 1 ,
Mr+ℓ(y) ≥ 0 ,

Mξi+ℓ(giy) ≥ 0,∀i ∈ [m]
(A11)

for ξi = r − ⌈deg(gi)/2⌉ and r =max{⌈(deg f)/2⌉, u} with u =max
i

deg(gi)/2.
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SM B: Rotated Surface Code

The surface code is a topological stabilizer code that protects quantum information using a two-dimensional lattice
of qubits [12, 13]. Quantum information is preserved through measurements of two types of stabilizers: vertex or
star operators, defined as products of Pauli-X on qubits adjacent to a vertex in the lattice to detect Z-type errors,
and plaquette or face operators, defined as products of Pauli-Z around each face in the lattice to detect X-type
errors [13, 21, 87].

The rotated surface code is a variant of the standard planar surface code in which qubits are placed on the
vertices of a 2-dimensional square lattice rotated by 45° and the stabilizer operators occupy alternating plaquettes in
a checkerboard pattern [65]. This reduces the number of physical qubits relative to the unrotated planar layout while
preserving the code distance [88]. The distance-d rotated surface code encodes one logical qubit with parameters
Jd2,1, dK on a d × d lattice.
The stabilizer group of the rotated surface code can be described formally as a CSS code generated by two sets of

commuting operators. Let FX and FZ denote the sets of plaquettes hostingX-type and Z-type stabilizers, respectively,
arranged in the checkerboard pattern. Then the stabilizers are written as

SX
f = ∏

v∈∂f
Xv for f ∈ FX , SZ

f = ∏
v∈∂f

Zv for f ∈ FZ ,

where ∂f denotes the set of vertices on the boundary of face f . The corresponding CSS parity-check matrices are

HX ∈ {0,1}∣FX ∣×d2

, HZ ∈ {0,1}∣FZ ∣×d2

,

where the entry (HX)f,v = 1 if v ∈ ∂f , and similarly for HZ . These matrices satisfy HXHT
Z = 0, formalizing the

commutation relations required for a CSS code. In the interior of the lattice, ∣∂f ∣ = 4, giving weight-4 checks, while
boundaries yield weight-2 checks.

Decoder
Error Rank of

p = 0.05 p = 0.15 moment matrix

SOS

Level 1 0.1731(38) 0.4294(49) 228(27)
Level 2 0.0231(15) 0.2973(38) 1037(1)
Level 3 0.0177(13) 0.2906(45) 2165(2)
Level 4 0.0150(12) 0.2890(45) 3263(3)

MIP 0.0159(1) 0.2833(5)

TABLE II. Logical error rates pL for different decoders are reported for physical error rates p = 0.05 and p = 0.15 for the
distance-7 surface code under bit-flip noise. The standard deviation is shown in parentheses.

In Table II, we summarize the logical error rates and the rank of the moment matrix for the distance-7 surface
code.

SM C: Honeycomb Color Code

The honeycomb color code is a two-dimensional topological stabilizer code defined on a trivalent, three-colorable
lattice, typically the hexagonal (honeycomb) tiling, in which qubits are placed on lattice vertices and each face is
assigned one of three colors such that no two adjacent faces share the same color [66, 89]. As a CSS code, it associates
both an X-type and a Z-type stabilizer with every face, with each stabilizer acting on all qubits along the boundary
of that face. Since the lattice is trivalent and admits a global face-coloring, all X-type stabilizers commute with all
Z-type stabilizers, ensuring a consistent CSS structure and enabling fault-tolerant syndrome extraction.

For each face f , the stabilizers are defined as products of Pauli operators around the face boundary,

SX
f = ∏

v∈∂f
Xv, S

Z
f = ∏

v∈∂f
Zv,

where ∂f denotes the ordered set of vertices along the boundary of f . In the honeycomb tiling, every bulk face has
degree six, and thus the corresponding stabilizers have weight 6, while boundary truncations yield stabilizers of smaller
weight. The CSS parity-check matrices HX and HZ are obtained by assigning one row per face and one column per
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qubit, with entries indicating stabilizer support, i.e., (HX)f,v = 1 if v ∈ ∂f , and likewise for HZ . The three-colorability
of the lattice ensures the commutation condition HXHT

Z = 0, satisfying the defining requirement for a CSS code [66].
Fig. 3 shows the logical error rate pL for the color code. We also compare the performance for fixed distance d for

different decoders in Fig. 4. We find that while level ℓ = 1 of our decoder gives only a modest improvement compared
to no decoding at all, for ℓ ≥ 2 we find performance comparable to the optimal MIP decoder.
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FIG. 3. Decoding of color code. We show logical error pL against physical error p for different code distances d. We show SOS
hierarchy a) level 1, b) level 2, c) level 3 and d) MIP decoder. Vertical dashed line shows the numerically fit of threshold
pth = {N/A,0.095,0.098,0.103}.
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FIG. 4. Comparison of different SOS levels for decoding of color code. We show logical error pL against physical error p for
rotated surface code for different types of decoders, where we fix distance d = 7. We show no decoding at all (blue curve), SOS
decoder with level ℓ = 1, . . . ,3 (orange, green, yellow, respectively) and the MIP decoder (red).

SM D: Equivalence between classical decoding and MLD

In this section, we show that classical decoding and MLD for quantum codes are equivalent. To decode a classical
code C, the maximum a posteriori (MAP) codeword x∗ is the one that was most likely transmitted given that the
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codeword y was received

x∗ = argmax
x∈C

Pr[x transmitted ∣ y received].
By the Bayes rule and assuming that all of the codewords have equal probability, the MAP codeword is the same

codeword x that maximizes the probability y was received, given that x was transmitted

x∗ = argmax
x∈C

Pr[y received ∣ x transmitted].
This is referred to as the maximum likelihood (ML) codeword.
Given that we have received the codeword y, we define the log-likelihood ratio (LLR) γi of xi to be

γi = ln(Pr[yi∣xi = 0]
Pr[yi∣xi = 1]) .

The sign of the LLR γi determines whether transmitted bit xi is more likely to be 0 or 1. If we consider γi as the
cost of setting xi to 1, we can refer to ∑i γixi as the cost of the codeword x.
Theorem 2.1 of [52] states that for any binary-input memoryless channel, the codeword of minimum cost is the ML

codeword.
Thus, the classical decoding problem can be formulated as

x∗ = argmin{ n∑
i=1

γixi ∶ x ∈ Fn
2 ,Hx = 0} . (D1)

We now show the formal proof of equivalence between classical decoding and MLD. Suppose the received codeword
is y and the corresponding syndrome s = Hy. The error e and the transmitted codeword x are related by y = x ⊕ e.
This can equivalently be expressed as e = y ⊕ x.

For every feasible x,

e = y ⊕ x Ô⇒ He =Hy ⊕Hx =Hy = s.
Every feasible x in (D1) maps to feasible e in (2) for syndrome s.

Similarly, for every feasible e,

x = y ⊕ e Ô⇒ Hx =Hy ⊕He = s⊕ s = 0.
Thus there is a bijection between x ∈ {x ∈ Fn

2 ,Hx = 0} and e ∈ {e ∈ Fn
2 ,He = s}.

Now, consider the objective function of (2)

∑
i

γiei = ∑
i

γi(yi ⊕ xi).
Observe that

yi ⊕ xi = ⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
xi yi = 0
1 − xi yi = 1

So, we have

∑
i

γi(yi ⊕ xi) = ∑
i∶yi=1

γi + ∑
i∶yi=0

γixi − ∑
i∶yi=1

γixi

= k +∑
i

λixi

where k = ∑i∶yi=1 γi and λi = (−1)yiγi.
Thus, we get

arg min
e∈Fn

2 ∶He=s∑i γiei = arg min
x∈Fn

2 ∶Hx=0∑i λixi.
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SM E: Lift-and-project hierarchies

Lift-and-project hierarchies are systematic methods for tightening LP relaxations of integer programs. The idea
is to introduce auxiliary variables representing products of the original variables, add constraints in this higher-
dimensional “lifted” space, and then project back to the original variables. These hierarchies provide progressively
tighter relaxations that can eventually recover the exact integer solution.

1. Lovasz-Schrijver hierarchy

The Lovasz-Schrijver [90] (LS) hierarchy applies an operator to a convex programming relaxation P of a binary
linear program to produce a tighter relaxation. There are two versions of this relaxation, where we denote the weaker
version by LS and the stronger version by LS+. In LS we add auxiliary variables and linear inequalities, and denote
the projection of this relaxation on the original variables by N(P). LS+ further adds SDP constraints, and we denote
the projection on the original variables by N+(P).

Iteratively applying the operator N (resp. N+) on the basic relaxation N(P) results in higher levels of the LS (resp.
LS+) hierarchy.

For the set P ⊆ [0,1]n, we define cone(P) ⊆ Rn+1 as the set of all vectors (λ,λy1,⋯, λyn) such that λ ≥ 0 and(y1,⋯, yn) ∈ P.
We want a solution (1, y1,⋯, yn) to satisfy the conditions y2i = yi. To achieve this we can introduce n2 new variables

Yi,j with the conditions Yi,i = yi and Yi,j = yi ⋅ yj . However the latter condition is neither linear nor convex and thus
will be approximated by the conditions in the following definition.

Definition 2 (Protection matrix). For a cone K ⊆ Rd, the cone N(K) ⊆ Rd is defined as follows: A vector y =(y0,⋯, yd−1) ∈ Rd is in N(K) if and only if there is a matrix Y called the protection matrix of y such that

1. Y is symmetric

2. For each i ∈ {0,⋯, d − 1}, Y0,i = Yi,i = yi
3. Each row Yi belongs to K

4. Each vector Y0 − Yi is an element of K

Here, Yi denotes the i-th row of Y . If in addition, Y is positive semidefinite, then y ∈ N+(K). The t-th level
of the hierarchy, denoted as N t(K), is obtained as N(N t−1(K)) (respectively, N+(N t−1

+ (K))), with the zeroeth
level N0(K) and N0

+(K) being the same as K. When K = cone(P) for P ⊆ Rd−1, the set N t(P) is defined as{y ∈ Rd−1 ∶ (1, y) ∈ N t(cone(P))}. The set N t
+(P) is defined similarly.

The level 1 Lovasz-Schrijver hierarchy for MLD is given by

min
n∑
i=1

γiei

s.t. Y0,0 = 1
Y0,i = Yi,i = ei i ∈ {1,⋯, n}
Yi,j = Yj,i ∀ i, j

H ⋅ Yi = Y0,i ⋅ s i ∈ {0,⋯, n}
H ⋅ (Y0 − Yi) = (1 − Y0,i) ⋅ s ∀ i

0 ≤ Yi,j ≤ Y0,i ∀ i, j

(E1)

2. Sherali-Adams hierarchy

The Sherali-Adams hierarchy [91] can be viewed as a strengthening of the LS hierarchy. In the Lovasz-Schrijver
hierarchy, we have the variable Yij which we wanted to express as Yij = yi ⋅yj . Consider a solution (1, y1,⋯, yn) which
is feasible at LS(2). Then the row Yi of the protection matrix must also define a feasible solution to the cone version of
the relaxation. The solution y′ = Yi = (Yi0, Yi1,⋯, Yin) must be feasible for LS(1), and so there exists a corresponding
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Las(ℓ)

SA(ℓ) LS
(ℓ)+

LS(ℓ)
FIG. 5. Relationship of ℓ-th level of SA(ℓ) (Sheralli-Adams), LS(ℓ), LS

(ℓ)
+ (Lovasz-Schrijver), and Las(ℓ) (Lasserre) relaxations,

where the direction of arrows denotes tighter relaxations [73].

protection matrix Y ′. Now we would like Y ′jk to be a relaxation for yiyjyk. However, the choice of Y ′ was dependent
on the fact that we first chose the row Yi. If we looked at Y ′′ for the solution y′′ = Yj = (Yj0, Yj1,⋯, Yjn), it need not
be true that Y ′jk = Y ′′ik.

The Sherali-Adams (SA) hierarchy solves this problem by introducing all the auxiliary variables at once instead of
doing this in an inductive manner. We define a variable YS for each S ∈ {1,⋯, n} with ∣S∣ ≤ t + 1. The idea is that
instead of imposing YS = ∏i∈S yi, we impose linear conditions imposed by this. For each constraint a⊺y − b ≤ 0 of P,
consider sets S and T such that ∣S∣ + ∣T ∣ ≤ t and impose (a⊺y − b) ⋅ ∏i∈S yi ⋅ ∏j∈T (1 − yj) ≤ 0, by requiring that

∑
T ′⊆T
(−1)∣T ′∣ ⋅ ( n∑

i=1
ai ⋅ YS∪T ′∪{i} − b ⋅ YS∪T ′) ≤ 0.

Each level is a relaxation, since for any y ∈ {0,1}n satisfying the initial constraints, YS = ∏i∈S yi defines a valid level-t
solution.

The level ℓ Sherali-Adams hierarchy for MLD can be formulated as

min
n∑
i=1

γiY{i}

s.t. Y∅ = 1
YS ≥ 0 ∀ S with ∣S∣ ≤ t + 1
∑
j

Hj ⋅ YS∪{j} = YS ⋅ s ∀ S with ∣S∣ ≤ t + 1
0 ≤ YS∪{i} ≤ YS i ∉ S, ∣S∣ ≤ t

(E2)

SM F: Comparison of relaxations

Let SA(ℓ)(P), LS(ℓ)(P), LS
(ℓ)
+ (P), Las(ℓ)(P) denote the feasible sets corresponding respectively to ℓ levels of

the Sheralli-Adams, LS, LS+ and Lasserre hierarchies, obtained by starting from a basic linear relaxation P for some
binary integer program. Fig. 5 compares these relaxations.

These hierarchies compare as follows:

1. LS(n)(P) = LS
(n)
+ (P) = SA(n)(P) = Las(n)(P) = I, where I denotes the convex hull of the solutions to the

binary integer program over n variables.

2. For all ℓ ≤ n,LS(ℓ)(P) ⊆ LS
(ℓ)
+ (P) ⊆ Las(ℓ)(P), and also LS(ℓ)(P) ⊆ SA(ℓ)(P) ⊆ Las(ℓ)(P). Thus, the

relaxations provided by the Lasserre hierarchy at each level are the strongest among all the others.

3. If P has nO(1) constraints, then LS(ℓ)(P), LS(ℓ)+ (P), SA(ℓ)(P) and Las(ℓ)(P) takes time nO(ℓ) to optimize

over. While it is known that one can optimize efficiently over LS(ℓ)(P), LS(ℓ)+ (P) and SA(ℓ)(P) even if we only
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assume that P has a weak separation oracle running in time nO(1), this is not known for Las(ℓ)(P) even with
an efficient separation oracle for P.

We refer the interested reader to [73] for further details.

SM G: QUBO formulation of MLD

Since e2j = ej , j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, the objective function

γ⊺e = n∑
i=1

eiγi = n∑
i=1

e2i γi = e⊺Γe, (G1)

where Γ is a n × n diagonal matrix with entries Γii = γi for each value of i.
Now consider MLD

min e⊺Γe
s.t He = s

e ∈ Fn
2 .

(G2)

Let us introduce a quadratic penalty term ξ for the constraint He = s. We have

y = e⊺Γe + ξ (He − s)⊺(He − s)= e⊺Γe + ξ (e⊺H⊺He − 2s⊺He + s⊺s)= e⊺Γe + e⊺(ξH⊺H)e + e⊺∆e + ξs⊺s= e⊺Qe + ξs⊺s.
(G3)

Here ∆ is a n × n diagonal matrix with entries ∆ii = −2ξ(s⊺H)i for each value of i.
Since s⊺s is a constant, we have the following QUBO problem

min e⊺Qe

s.t e ∈ Fn
2 .

(G4)

Arbitrary CSS codes Let eX ∈ Fn
2 indicate whether or not qubit j experienced bit flip (X or Y ), and let eZ ∈ Fn

2

indicate whether or not qubit j experienced phase flip (Z or Y ).
Suppose HZ ∈ FrZ×n

2 denote the parity check matrix for bit-flip errors, and HX ∈ FrX×n
2 denote the parity check

matrix for phase-flip errors. Let sZ ∈ FrX
2 and sX ∈ FrZ

2 denote the measured syndromes for the bit-flip errors and
phase-flip errors, respectively.

Let

γX
i ∶= log(1 − pbiti

pbiti

) ,
γZ
i ∶= log⎛⎝1 − p

phase
i

pphasei

⎞⎠
for priors pbiti = pXi + pYi , and pphasei = pZi + pYi .
To decode the bit-flip errors, we solve

min{∑
i

eX,i γ
X
i ∶ HZeX = sZ , e2X,i − eX,i = 0 ∀ i} ,

and to decode the phase-flip errors, we solve

min{∑
i

eZ,i γ
Z
i ∶ HXeZ = sX e2Z,i − eZ,i = 0 ∀ i} .

By introducing penalty terms ξZ and ξX , we can formulate these problems as

min{e⊺XQXeX ∶ eX ∈ Fn
2} andmin{e⊺ZQZeZ ∶ eZ ∈ Fn

2} .
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Instead of solving these two QUBO problems separately, we can combine these as follows. Let

e = (eX
eZ
) , Q = (QX 0

0 QZ
) .

Then we have the following QUBO problem

min{e⊺Qe ∶ e ∈ F2n
2 } . (G5)
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