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We consider the question of how correlated the system hardness is between classical algorithms of electronic
structure theory in ground state estimation and quantum algorithms. To define the system hardness for
classical algorithms we employ empirical criterion based on the deviation of electronic energies produced
by coupled cluster and configuration interaction methods from the exact ones along multiple bonds disso-
ciation in a set of molecular systems. For quantum algorithms, we have selected the Variational Quantum
Eigensolver (VQE) and Quantum Phase Estimation (QPE) methods. As characteristics of the system hard-
ness for quantum methods, we analyzed circuit depths for the state preparation, the number of quantum
measurements needed for the energy expectation value, and various cost characteristics for the Hamiltonian
encodings via Trotter approximation and linear combination of unitaries (LCU). Our results show that the
quantum resource requirements are mostly unaffected by classical hardness, with the only exception being the
state preparation part, which contributes to both VQE and QPE algorithm costs. However, there are clear
indications that constructing the initial state with a significant overlap with the true ground state (>10%)
is easier than obtaining the state with an energy expectation value within chemical precision. These results
support optimism regarding the identification of a molecular system where a quantum algorithm excels over
its classical counterpart, as quantum methods can maintain efficiency in classically challenging systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the main challenges faced by computational
chemistry is solving the electronic structure problem, i.e.,
finding eigenstates of the molecular electronic Hamilto-
nian:

Ĥe =

N∑

pq=1

hpq â
†
pâq +

N∑

pqrs=1

gpqrsâ
†
pâq â

†
râs, (1)

where N is the number of spin-orbitals, and hpq and
gpqrs are one- and two-body integrals.1 Even solving for
the ground-state energy of Ĥe (E0) exactly on a classical
computer requires a computational cost that scales expo-
nentially with the system size (N). Many classical com-
puting algorithms2–5 have been developed over the years.
These algorithms can obtain E0 with chemical precision,
≈ 1 millihartree from the full configuration interaction
(CI) answer within a fixed one-electron basis, with poly-
nomial computational cost scaling with the system size
for some systems. Yet, there are chemical systems that
are still challenging for accurate description using classi-
cal algorithms, for example, many transition metal ele-
ment complexes that are prospective homogeneous cata-
lysts or organic light emitting diodes. The origin of dif-
ficulties in describing these compounds can be traced to

a)Electronic mail: artur.izmaylov@utoronto.ca

presence of significant portions of dynamical and static
electron correlation, this is also known as the strongly
correlated regime. Without going to large compounds
where the full CI answer is not available these compli-
cations can be modelled by considering small molecules
with multiple chemical bonds partially broken. Partial
bond breaking enhances the static electron correlation,
and since the valence configurations are not decoupled
from higher energy excited states, the dynamical part of
electron correlation can be significant as well.

Motivated by the recent developments in quantum
computing hardware,6 quantum algorithms have surfaced
as promising candidates for overcoming the exponen-
tial cost of solving the electronic structure problem.7–9

In the earlier phase of quantum algorithm development,
the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE)10–14 was re-
garded as a promising hybrid quantum-classical algo-
rithm for finding E0 on noisy quantum computers of to-
day. VQE invokes the variational principle to approxi-
mate |ψ0〉 by finding a parameterized ansatz state with
minimum energy. On a quantum computer, one prepares
the parameterized ansatz state, |ψ(θ)〉, and measures its
energy, E(θ) = 〈ψ(θ)|Ĥe|ψ(θ)〉. Then, a classical opti-
mizer is employed find optimal θ that minimizes E(θ).
Because the efficiency of VQE depends strongly on the
form of the ansatz, many quantum algorithms have been
developed12,15 to tackle this challenge. However, finding
the appropriate |ψ(θ)〉 state that can achieve chemical ac-
curacy in large, strongly correlated systems still remains
an open problem. Even estimating the scaling of quan-
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tum resources (e.g. circuit depth) with the system size
poses a problem.

While VQE algorithm in its current form may not
be sufficient to solve the electronic structure problem
completely, the solutions obtained by VQE (or classi-
cal algorithms inspired by VQE16) can be prepared on a
quantum computer as the initial guess (|φ〉) for the sub-
sequent quantum phase estimation (QPE) algorithm.17

Here, we assume availability of error corrected (fault-
tolerant) hardware in the future. QPE can then obtain
E0 with chemical accuracy in polynomial time, provided
that the VQE state has a non-negligible overlap with the
exact ground state. QPE relies on the simple idea that
the Fourier transformation of the autocorrelation func-
tion, C(t) = 〈φ|e−iĤet/~|φ〉, yields the spectrum, S(E):18

S(E) ≡
1

2π~

∑

k

pkδ(E − Ek) =

∫ ∞

−∞

dtC(t)eiEt/~, (2)

where pk ≡ |〈ψk|φ〉|
2 is the overlap between the initial

guess state and the kth eigenstate of Ĥe (|ψk〉). From
S(E), one can extract the E0 energy.

QPE, in its text-book form, has substantial circuit
depth and ancilla qubit requirements. Consequently, to
make QPE more suitable for early fault-tolerant quan-
tum devices, several alternative versions still based on
phase estimation have been developed.19–22 These algo-
rithms can find E0 with ǫ accuracy with a single ancilla
qubit, circuit depth of Õ(ǫ−1), and the total quantum
run-time of Õ(ǫ−1p−2

0 ). We use Õ(·) to denote O(·) up
to a poly-logarithmic factor. Yet, these favorable scal-
ings are obtained assuming that the Hamiltonian evolu-
tion, ÛH(t) ≡ e−iĤet/~, can be implemented exactly on
a quantum computer. In practice, one can only obtain
ÛH(t)|φ〉 approximately. Appendix D of Ref. 20 shows
that for a realistic estimate, both the circuit depth and
the total run-time must be scaled by the cost of simulat-
ing ÛH(τ)|φ〉 on a quantum computer with O(ǫp0τ) accu-
racy. In this expression, to avoid aliasing of the spectrum,
one has to choose τ = O(‖Ĥe‖

−1
∆ ) with ‖Ĥe‖∆ denoting

the Hamiltonian spectral range, i.e., ‖Ĥe‖∆ = Emax−E0.
The implementation of ÛH(τ) on a quantum com-

puter can be achieved by employing either the lin-
ear combination of unitaries (LCU) method23–26 or
Trotterization.27–29 The cost of QPE can thus be more
accurately estimated by evaluating the cost of LCU and
Trotterization. Evaluating the cost of these algorithms
was extensively discussed in Refs. 30–32. In these works,
authors also suggest methods to reduce the cost of LCU
and Trotterization and suggest the most efficient ap-
proach to implement ÛH(τ). Note that for LCU-based
algorithms, performing phase estimation on the unitary
ei arccos Ĥ/λ is more computationally efficient, where λ
represents the 1-norm of the LCU decomposition33. This
unitary is often referred to as the quantum walk unitary
and can be implemented at a significantly lower cost than
ÛH(τ) using the qubitization approach34. The eigenval-

ues of Ĥ can then be easily recovered with straightfor-
ward classical post-processing. The computational com-
plexity of LCU-based QPE primarily depends on λ, as
well as the number and type of unitaries in the decom-
position, regardless of which specific unitary is imple-
mented. Therefore, for the sake of simplicity, we will fo-
cus our discussion on the time-evolution unitary ÛH(τ),
keeping in mind that all discussed concepts can be ap-
plied directly to the walk-based QPE.

The aim of the current work is to assess how the cost of
the quantum algorithm for E0 is affected by the classical
hardness. Specifically, for several molecules in equilib-
rium, strongly correlated, and dissociated geometries, we
compare the quantum cost of the two components of the
quantum algorithm: VQE (for initial guess preparation)
and the subsequent early fault-tolerant QPE.

We do not to present a detailed resource estimation of
the quantum algorithm. Instead, the focus is on evalu-
ating how the efficiencies of different components of the
quantum algorithm are affected by the strong correlation,
which poses a challenge for classical algorithms. We com-
pare the cost of the following state-of-the-art quantum al-
gorithms, needed for the ground-state energy estimation,
at different molecular geometries:

1. The accuracy of the initial guess obtained using the
qubit coupled cluster (QCC) method.12,16,35

2. The number of quantum measurements and cir-
cuit depth required to obtain VQE energy: E(θ) =

〈ψ(θ)|Ĥe|ψ(θ)〉.

3. The cost of simulating ÛH(τ)|φ〉 using the LCU and
Trotterization methods.

In Sec. II, we present the metrics we use to evaluate
points 1–3 in more detail. Then, Sec. III contains the nu-
merical results for several molecular systems (H4 linear
chain, rectangular H4, H2O, and N2) along with our dis-
cussion on the correlation between quantum and classical
hardness. Finally, Sec. IV concludes the paper.

II. THEORY

A. VQE ansatz built with QCC

The total run-time of the early fault-tolerant QPE al-
gorithms scale as p−2

0 , making it crucial to maximize p0.
As the system size increases, the overlap between the
Hartree–Fock wavefunction (|HF〉) and the exact ground
state |ψ0〉 is expected to diminish. Therefore, |HF〉 is
typically no longer a valid initial guess state for the QPE
algorithm.

To increase p0 beyond that of |HF〉, one could em-
ploy one of the classical post-Hartree–Fock methods, such
as CISD or coupled cluster singles and doubles (CCSD).
However, the wavefunction resulting from these methods
is difficult to prepare on a quantum computer. Instead,
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one can employ VQE to obtain a state with an appre-
ciable overlap with |ψ0〉 and, at the same time, easy to
prepare on a quantum computer.

In VQE, the parameterized ansatz state has the fol-
lowing form:

|ψ(θ)〉 = Û(θ)|HF〉. (3)

Therefore, on a quantum computer, one simply has to
prepare the Hartree–Fock state,36 then apply the param-
eterized unitary operation, Û(θ), to obtain |ψ(θ)〉. Once
the VQE is converged, we have the knowledge of the pa-
rameter that minimizes E(θ) (this optimal parameter is
denoted as θ∗). With the knowledge of θ∗, it is simple
to prepare |ψ(θ∗)〉 on a quantum computer for the sub-
sequent QPE.

The performance of VQE strongly depends on the form
of Û(θ). Among several VQE methods, each with a dif-
ferent Û(θ) form, we choose the QCC method.35 The
QCC unitary can yield an accurate |ψ(θ∗)〉 with a mod-
erate circuit requirement. The high performance of QCC
can be attributed to the approach used in QCC to build
Û(θ). In QCC, the unitary has the form

Û(θ) =

Nent∏

k=1

e−iθkP̂k , (4)

where P̂k is a Pauli product: a tensor product of single-
qubit Pauli and identity operators, i.e., P̂k =

⊗N
n=1 σ̂n

with σ̂n ∈ {x̂n, ŷn, ẑn, 1̂n}.
The basic idea of QCC is being frugal with Nent by

choosing P̂k that has the largest potential to lower the
energy. This minimization potential is approximated as

E(θk; P̂K)

dθk

∣∣∣∣∣
θk=0

=
d〈HF|eiθkP̂kĤqe

−iθkP̂k |HF〉

dθk

∣∣∣∣∣
θk=0

= −i〈HF|[Ĥq, P̂k]|HF〉, (5)

where

Ĥq =
∑

j

cjP̂j (6)

is the qubit Hamiltonian obtained by applying one of
fermion-qubit mappings (e.g., Jordan–Wigner or Bravyi–
Kitaev transformation37,38) to Ĥe. We will use Jordan–
Wigner transformation throughout this work. The Pauli
products are ranked according to the size of the gradient
at θk = 0, and Nent is kept small by only introducing
P̂k’s with a large gradient. For further details on QCC,
see Ref. 35, where the authors also discuss the secondary
ranking based on the second derivative of E(θk; P̂k) when
the first derivative is zero.

In addition to a small Nent, each e−iθkP̂k term in the
QCC entanglers can be easily implemented on a quantum
computer since it is an exponential of an N -qubit Pauli

product. In Ref. 35, it was shown that the number of two-
qubit unitaries grows as N log

2
3

Pk
≈ N1.585

Pk
, where NPk

is
the number of single-qubit Pauli operators in P̂k.

Yet another benefit of employing QCC is that there ex-
ists a version of QCC, called iterative QCC (iQCC), that
can be efficiently run entirely on a classical computer.16

Therefore, if one has only sufficient quantum resources
for the main QPE, the guess state can be obtained us-
ing iQCC on a classical computer. In iQCC, instead
of applying Û(θ) to |HF〉, it is applied to the Hamil-
tonian to obtain Ĥeff = Û(θ)†ĤqÛ(θ). Then, the mini-
mum of 〈HF|Ĥeff |HF〉 is found on a classical computer.
In general, building Ĥeff on a classical computer would
be problematic due to the exponential growth of terms
in the Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff (BCH) expansion of
Û(θ)†ĤqÛ(θ). iQCC circumvents this issue by using the
Pauli products in Û(θ), they satisfy P̂ 2

k = 1̂, and thus
eiθkP̂k = cos(θk) + i sin(θk)P̂k. This property makes con-
struction of Ĥeff efficient on a classical computer. Note
that unlike other classical heuristics, the final VQE state
obtained with iQCC on a classical computer can still be
prepared easily on a quantum computer for the following
QPE.

B. VQE measurement cost

In Ref. 39, measuring E(θ) ≡ 〈ψ(θ)|Ĥe|ψ(θ)〉 on a
quantum computer was identified as one of the bottle-
necks of VQE. Measuring E(θ) is complicated because on
a quantum computer, one can only measure the expecta-
tion value of polynomial functions of Pauli-ẑ operators.
However, the qubit Hamiltonian, Ĥq, contains terms that
are not all-ẑ.

One of the most efficient methods for obtaining E(θ)
starts by expressing the Hamiltonian as a sum of parts
that can be easily rotated into a polynomial of Pauli-ẑ
operator:

Ĥq =
∑

α

Ĥα. (7)

To be more precise, Ĥq is partitioned such that for each
Ĥα, one can easily find Ûα that rotates Ĥα in to an all-ẑ
operator, i.e.,

ÛαĤαÛ
†
α =

∑

p

c(α)p ẑp +
∑

pq

c(α)pq ẑpẑq + · · · ≡ pα(ẑ), (8)

where ẑp is the Pauli-ẑ operator acting on the pth qubit.
Once the Hamiltonian is presented in the form in Eq. (7),
one can then measure E(θ) by using

〈ψ(θ)|Ĥq |ψ(θ)〉 =
∑

α

〈ψ(θ)|Û †
αpα(ẑ)Ûα|ψ(θ)〉

=
∑

α

〈Ûαψ(θ)|pα(ẑ)|Ûαψ(θ)〉. (9)
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There exist numerous methods to partition the Hamil-
tonian into measurable Ĥα fragments (see Ref. 40 for a
summary). The quantum cost required to measure E(θ)
depends significantly on the choice of the method for find-
ing Ĥα. The partitioning method affects (1) the number
of quantum measurements required to obtain E(θ) with ǫ
accuracy,40–45 M(ǫ), and (2) the circuit requirements for
implementing Ûα’s on a quantum computer. To quantify
(2), we use the average one- and two-qubit gate counts
and the circuit depth required to implement Ûα.

Out of many possible methods for Hamiltonian par-
titioning, we employ the fully commuting41 sorted in-
sertion (FC-SI) method42 and fluid fermionic fragment
method applied to the low-rank decomposition (LR-
F3).45 FC-SI was chosen due to its practicality stemming
from the balance between a low M(ǫ) and a low classi-
cal computational overhead. LR-F3 was chosen since it
has one of the lowest M(ǫ) among various partitioning
techniques.40,45

The FC-SI method partitions P̂j ’s in Ĥq [Eq. (6)] into
mutually commuting sets to find Ĥα. Each such set can
be simultaneously rotated into all-ẑ by an N -qubit Clif-
ford rotation,41 which can be efficiently implemented on
a quantum computer.46 The greedy nature of the algo-
rithm leads to a low M(ǫ). When the measurements are
allocated optimally between the Ĥα’s, the total number
of measurements is

Mopt(ǫ) =
1

ǫ2

[
∑

α

√
Varψ(Ĥα)

]2
, (10)

where Varψ(Ĥα) = 〈ψ(θ)|Ĥ2
α|ψ(θ)〉 − 〈ψ(θ)|Ĥα|ψ(θ)〉

2.
The uneven distribution of variances arising naturally
from the greedy nature of FC-SI leads to a smaller sum
of square-roots arising in Mopt for a fixed

∑
αVarψ(Ĥα).

However, the optimal measurement allocation requires
the knowledge of Varψ(Ĥα), which is unavailable. FC-SI
circumvents this issue by approximating Varψ(Ĥα) with a
classically efficient proxy for |ψ(θ)〉, e.g., |HF〉 or |CISD〉.

The LR-F3 method first uses LR47–49 to decompose
the molecular electronic Hamiltonian into

Ĥe = Û †
1

(
N∑

p

λpâ
†
pâp

)
Û1

+

Nf∑

α=2

Û †
α

(
N∑

pq

λ(α)pq â
†
pâpâ

†
q âq

)
Ûα,

(11)

where Ûα’s are orbital rotations, which diagonalize one-
electron Hamiltonians,48

Ûα = exp

[
∑

pq

γpq(â
†
pâq − â†q âp)

]
. (12)

These unitaries can be efficiently implemented on a quan-
tum computer by first decomposing them into a product

of Givens rotations:50

Ûα =
∏

pq

exp[γ′pq(â
†
pâq − â†qâp)]. (13)

Each term in Eq. (11) is measurable because â†pâp maps
to an all-ẑ Pauli product under the usual fermion-qubit
mapping, including Jordan–Wigner and Bravyi–Kitaev.
The LR-F3 method exploits the freedom in the LR frag-
ments to optimize M(ǫ). Using the idempotency of â†pâp,
one can collect a fraction of the diagonal part of the two-
electron Ĥα’s (with α > 1) into a purely one-electron
fragment:

Ĥ ′
1 = Û †

1

(
N∑

p

λpâ
†
pâp

)
Û1 +

Nf∑

α=2

Û †
α

(
N∑

p

c(α)p â†pâp

)
Ûα,

Ĥ ′
α = Û †

α



N∑

p

(λ(α)pp − c(α)p )â†pâp +
∑

p6=q

λ(α)pq â
†
pâpâ

†
qâq


 Ûα,

(14)

where α > 1. Because the collected one-electron Ĥ ′
1 frag-

ment is still a single one-electron term, it is easy to find
a new unitary Û ′

1 that diagonalizes it. LR-F3 minimizes
M(ǫ) by optimizing c

(α)
p ’s. Like in FC-SI, because the

exact variances are unavailable, one uses M(ǫ) approxi-
mated with a classically efficient proxy to optimize c(α)p ’s.

The difference in the circuit cost of FC-SI and LR-F3

results from the difference in Ûα diagonalizing the Ĥα

fragments. Nevertheless, both FC-SI and LR-F3 have fa-
vorable circuit costs required to implement correspond-
ing Û ′

αs. The circuit depth requirements in both methods
scale linearly with the system size (N). For FC-SI, the
required two-qubit gate count to implement the N -qubit
unitaries scales as N2/ log(N).46 LR-F3 is more demand-
ing as it needs N(N−1)/2 two-qubit gates to implement
Ûα.50 A low two-qubit gate count carries more signif-
icance than a low single-qubit gate count because the
error rates (gate infidelities) of two-qubit gates are typi-
cally much higher.51,52

C. Cost of Hamiltonian simulation with Trotterization

Trotterization27–29 implements ÛH(t) ≡ e−iĤet/~ as a
product of exponential operators whose generators can
be easily brought to the diagonal form. For example, in
the first order Trotter formula, ÛH(t) is approximated as∏
α ÛHα

(t), where

ÛHα
(t) ≡ e−iĤαt/~ = Û †

αe
−ipα(ẑ)t/~Ûα, (15)

and Ĥ =
∑

α Ĥα. The exponentiation of an all-ẑ opera-
tor (pα(ẑ)) is trivial since an all-ẑ operator is diagonal in
the computational basis. Therefore, implementing ÛH(t)
can be done using the same partitioning as in the mea-
surement problem for VQE (see Sec. II B).
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Unlike in the measurement problem where the sum
of the fragment expectation values is exactly E(θ), the∏
α ÛHα

(t) product only approximately equals to ÛH(t)
because the Hα terms do not commute with each other.
The error of this Trotterization is bounded from above
by κt2/4, where κ is related to the spectral norms of the
fragment commutators: κ =

∑
α,β ‖[Ĥα, Ĥβ‖.30

In practice, we are interested in the Trotter error of
ÛH(t)|φ〉, where |φ〉 is the initial guess for QPE. In our
scheme, |φ〉 = |ψ(θ∗)〉, i.e., the final converged VQE
state. Exploiting the symmetries shared by every Ĥα,
the Trotter error can be bound more tightly by re-
placing κ with that evaluated in a symmetry subspace:
κQ =

∑
α,β ‖[Ĥα, Ĥβ ]‖Q, where ‖ · ‖Q denotes the spec-

tral norm in the projected space pertaining to Q. The
subscript Q denotes the set of quantum numbers that
define the manifold spanned by the states that lie in the
same symmetry sector as |φ〉. In chemistry, one typi-
cally knows a priori the symmetry sector that |φ〉 is in.53

For example, we know the number of electrons, 〈φ|N̂e|φ〉,
where N̂e =

∑
p â

†
pâp.

Appendix D of Ref. 20 shows that in the early fault-
tolerant implementation of QPE, the Trotterization must
approximate ÛH(τ) with O(ǫp0τ) accuracy, where τ =

π‖Ĥ‖−1
∆ /3 ≈ ‖Ĥ‖−1

∆ . However, based on the typical κQ
values from Ref. 30, the error of single-step Trotteriza-
tion in approximating ÛH(τ) is much larger than ǫp0τ .
To lower the Trotterization error to O(ǫp0τ), one can esti-
mate ÛH(τ) using Ns Trotter steps, each with a timestep
of τ/Ns. The error in this multi-step Trotterization can
be bounded from above as:∥∥∥∥∥∥

UH(τ) −

[
∏

α

ÛHα
(τ/Ns)

]Ns

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤ κQτ/Ns. (16)

Choosing Ns = Õ(κQǫ
−1p−1

0 τ) ensures that the Trot-
terization error is sufficiently small for the QPE to yield
E0 with ǫ accuracy. With this consideration, the max-
imum circuit depth required in the early fault-tolerant
QPE is Õ(κQǫ

−2p−1
0 ) times the circuit depth for a sin-

gle Trotter step of
∏
α ÛHα

(τ/Ns). Similarly, the total
run-time is Õ(κQǫ

−2p−3
0 ) times the run-time of a single

Trotter step. The cost of QPE due to Trotterization can
thus be analyzed by computing κQ.

Like for the measurement problem in VQE, there exist
numerous partitioning methods to find the Ĥα fragments.
Among them, FC-SI41,42 and LCU 1-norm optimized low-
rank decomposition (LR-LCU)30 were chosen due to their
small κQ.

While LR-LCU still starts from the LR fragments in
Eq. (11), these fragments are optimized differently than
in LR-F3. Due to the difficulties in the direct optimiza-
tion of the Trotter error, authors in Ref. 30 use that the
LCU 1-norm [Eq. (25) in later Sec. II D] is proportional
to the upper-bound of Trotter error. Therefore, in LR-
LCU, the LR fragments are modified such that the LCU
1-norm is reduced.

The symmetries that can be exploited to obtain κQ
depends on the fragmentation technique. In LR-LCU,
the number of electron symmetry (N̂e) is shared by ev-
ery Ĥα and the corresponding Q is the total number of
electrons in the neutral molecule. In FC-SI, the Pauli
products commuting with every Ĥα (P̂i’s) can be found
by using the qubit algebra (see Refs. 41, 54, and 55).
Then, the correct symmetry manifold can be determined
by computing 〈HF|P̂i|HF〉, where |HF〉 is the Hartree–
Fock approximation to |ψ0〉.

D. Cost of Hamiltonian simulation with LCU

As an alternative to Trotterization one can use the
LCU Hamiltonian encoding

Ĥe = u01̂ +

NU∑

k=1

ukÛk, (17)

where uk’s are complex coefficients, and Ûk’s are uni-
tary operators. Given the LCU decomposition of the
Hamiltonian, on a quantum computer, one can construct
a Hamiltonian oracle: a circuit that performs the action
of Ĥe on |φ〉.23,25,31,32,56 This Hamiltonian oracle requires
O[log(NU )] ancilla qubits to implement. The circuit re-
quirements (gate count and depth) scale linearly with
NU ; we refer the reader to Refs. 33 and 56 for further
details on the Hamiltonian oracle circuit.

The number of calls to the Hamiltonian oracle re-
quired to obtain ÛH(τ) with desired accuracy in the LCU
method scales as Õ(λτ), where

λ =

NU∑

k=1

|uk| (18)

is the LCU 1-norm. Note that the desired accuracy only
appears as a poly-logarithmic factor. Therefore, the early
fault-tolerant QPE algorithm has a circuit depth that is
Õ(λǫ−1) times that required for the Hamiltonian ora-
cle. Similarly, the total run-time is Õ(λǫ−1p−2

0 ) times
the run-time of a single Hamiltonian oracle.20

References 31 and 32 discuss various methods for
decomposing the Hamiltonian into an LCU. In this
paper, we consider two of such methods: grouping
anti-commuting Pauli products by employing sorted-
insertion42 (AC-SI) and the LR decomposition47–49 based
method.

Given a linear combination of mutually anti-
commuting Pauli products:

Â =
∑

a

caP̂a, (19)
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where {P̂a, P̂b} = 2δab1̂, one finds that

Â†Â =
∑

ab

c∗acbP̂aP̂b

=
∑

a

|ca|
2 +

∑

a>b

c∗acb{P̂a, P̂b} =
∑

a

|ca|
2, (20)

making Â/
√∑

a |ca|
2 a unitary operator. If the Hamil-

tonian can be partitioned into NU anti-commuting sets
of Pauli products (Âk =

∑
a c

(k)
a P̂a for k = 1, . . . , NU ),

we have the following LCU decomposition

Ĥq =

NU∑

k=1

ak(Âk/ak), (21)

where ak =

√∑
a |c

(k)
a |2, and the corresponding LCU

1-norm is λ =
∑
k ak.

The LR-based decomposition first presents the Hamil-
tonian in the form of Eq. (11) by using LR decomposition.
One can turn this Hamiltonian into an LCU by replacing
each â†pâp with (r̂p+1)/2, where r̂p ≡ 2â†pâp− 1 is a uni-
tary operator. Such replacement introduces additional
terms in the one-electron part:31

Ĥ ′
1 = Û †

1

(
N∑

p

λpâ
†
pâp

)
Û1 +

∑

pqr

gpqrrâ
†
pâq. (22)

Like in LR-F3, one can diagonalize this new one-electron
Hamiltonian to express it as

Ĥ ′
1 = Û ′†

1

(
N∑

p

λ′pâ
†
pâp

)
Û ′
1, (23)

which can be turned into an LCU by the same â†pâp =
(r̂p + 1)/2 substitution. At the end of the entire proce-
dure, we obtain:

Ĥe =
1

2

∑

p

hpp +
3

4

∑

pq

gppqq + Û ′†
1

(
N∑

p

λ′p
2
r̂p

)
Û ′
1

+

Nf∑

α=2

Û †
α

(
N∑

pq

λ
(α)
pq

4
r̂pr̂q

)
Ûα. (24)

The constant factor can be neglected as it only introduces
a constant phase in ÛH(t). The resulting LCU 1-norm is

λ =
∑

p

|λ′p|

2
+

Nf∑

α=2

∑

pq

|λ
(α)
pq |

4
. (25)

Naïvely implementing each unitary term r̂p and r̂pr̂q
in Eq. (24) separately leads to an inefficient Hamiltonian
oracle. Instead, for building the Hamiltonian oracle in
LR, each fragment [labeled by α’s in Eq. (24)] can be
regarded as a single unitary because the complete square
structure of the fragment allows one to easily embed it

into a unitary in a larger space.26,57 Therefore, the num-
ber of fragments (Nf ) becomes a more important metric
for estimating the circuit cost and ancilla requirements
in the Hamiltonian oracle. However, it is important to
note that embedding the fragment into a larger unitary
will require additional ancillas. For a more detailed dis-
cussion, see Refs. 26 and 57.

As an extension of neglecting the constant term in
Eq. (24), one can use symmetry operators Ŝ satisfying
[Ĥe, Ŝ] to modify the Hamiltonian to decompose, thereby
lowering the effective λ. One can exploit that the LCU
1-norm of the symmetry-shifted Hamiltonian Ĥe − Ŝ is
lower than that of the original Ĥe. Due to the commu-
tativity between Ĥe and Ŝ, the following relationship is
satisfied:

ÛH(t) = e−i(Ĥe−Ŝ)t/~e−iŜt/~. (26)

If |φ〉 lies in the symmetry sector defined by an eigenvalue
s, then

ÛH(t)|φ〉 = e−i(Ĥe−Ŝ)t/~e−ist/~|φ〉. (27)

In Ref. 31, it was shown that the LCU 1-norms of
symmetry-shifted Hamiltonians are much lower than
those of the original Hamiltonians, achieving an almost
two-fold reduction in λ.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Choice of molecular systems

Computational costs of different components of quan-
tum algorithms discussed in Sec. II are each compared for
molecules in equilibrium, strongly correlated, and dissoci-
ated geometries. The molecular systems we study are H4

linear chain, H4 in rectangular geometry (H4 rect.), H2O,
and N2 in the STO-3G basis. Owing to the small size of
the molecules, the exact ground state can be readily cal-
culated. The availability of this exact solution facilitates
our analysis of classical and quantum hardness.

When defining the equilibrium, strongly correlated,
and dissociated geometries, we fix the bond angles and
simultaneously stretch multiple bonds. As a result, the
three different molecular geometries can be described by
a single bond length. For H4 linear chain, we extend
all three H–H bonds simultaneously with the bond angle
fixed at ∠HHH = 180°. For H4 rectangular, two of the
parallel bonds were kept at R(H − H) = 1 Å while the
other two were stretched simultaneously. The H2O bond
angle was fixed at its experimental equilibrium value of
∠HOH = 104.5°,58 and both O–H bonds were simultane-
ously stretched. The single bond length parameter that
describes the equilibrium, strongly correlated, and dis-
sociated geometries for each molecule is summarized in
Table I. Note that for H4 rectangular, the molecule is the
most stable when the two H2 components are pulled far
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Table I. Bond lengths (in Å) defining equilibrium, strongly
correlated, and dissociated geometries of the molecules used
in our numerical study.

Molecule Equilibrium Correlated Dissociated
H4 chain 0.9 2.0 3.0
H4 rect. - 1.0 3.0

H2O 1.0 2.1 3.0
N2 1.2 1.4 2.2

apart, i.e., the equilibrium coincides with the dissociated
geometry.

To determine the strongly correlated geometry, we use
the CISD errors: ǫCISD ≡ 〈CISD|Ĥe|CISD〉 − E0. The
ǫCISD values were evaluated at different geometries start-
ing from 0.8 Å with 0.1 Å increment. The geometry
with the maximum ǫCISD was chosen as the strongly cor-
related geometry. Table II shows that the ǫCISD values
are much larger at the strongly correlated geometry than
those at the equilibrium and dissociated geometries. For
H2O and N2, unrestricted Hartree–Fock reference was
used for CISD while restricted Hartree–Fock was used
for both types of H4.

Table II. CISD energy errors (in 10−3 a.u.) of different molec-
ular systems used for our numerical analysis.

Molecule Equilibrium Correlated Dissociated
H4 chain 0.766 43.1 8.40
H4 rect. - 4.64 2.04

H2O 0.927 78.9 0.245
N2 28.1 40.6 31.8

To further confirm that our definition of strongly cor-
related geometry is consistent with classical difficulty,
we also report the errors in CCSD energies: ǫCCSD ≡
〈CCSD|Ĥe|CCSD〉 − E0 in Table III. The differences in
ǫCCSD values between the strongly correlated geometry
and the other two geometries are even more profound
than those for ǫCISD values. The ǫCCSD values thus vali-
date that the strongly correlated geometry is indeed clas-
sically more challenging. Note that unrestricted Hartree–
Fock reference was used for H2O and N2 like for CISD.

Table III. CCSD energy errors (in 10−3 a.u.) of different
molecules that were used for our numerical analysis.

Molecule Equilibrium Correlated Dissociated
H4 chain 0.007 3.72 0.114
H4 rect. - 5.15 0.001

H2O 0.140 25.4 0.282
N2 4.19 9.68 1.98

B. QCC energies and wavefunction overlaps

One strategy to solve the electronic structure prob-
lem on a quantum computer is to solely rely on VQE.
In Table IV, we present the QCC energy errors for sev-
eral molecules at classically easy (equilibrium and dis-
sociated) and difficult (strongly correlated) geometries.
Like in the classical methods (Tables II and III), unre-
stricted Hartree–Fock orbital basis was used for H2O.
However, we asses both the RHF and UHF orbital bases
for the N2 calculations. While the starting reference en-
ergies were expectedly lower in the UHF basis, the con-
verged QCC energies and overlaps were improved when
performed with RHF orbitals. In all QCC calculations,
the reference state is kept fixed to the fermion-to-qubit
mapped HF state, and the amplitudes were optimized us-
ing SciPy’s L-BFGS-B implementation. To alleviate sim-
ulation cost, the H2O calculations featured ffreezing of
the oxygen 1s orbital to be doubly occupied, resulting in
a 12 qubit Hamiltonian. Similarly, the N2 calculations
utilized a freezing of both nitrogen 1s orbitals to be dou-
bly occupied, resulting in a 16 qubit Hamiltonian. The
reported errors and overlaps for H2O and N2 are taken
with respect the exact solutions in the frozen core approx-
imation. The energy errors of the frozen core solutions
compared to the solution in the unrestricted space were
below 3× 10−4 a.u. for all instances.

Table IV shows that quantum hardness faced by QCC
to obtain accurate E0’s is commensurate with classical
hardness. In particular, a larger number of entanglers
(i.e., greater quantum circuit resources) is required to
obtain an accurate solution at strongly correlated geome-
tries. In most molecules at strongly correlated geometry,
chemical accuracy (10−3 a.u. error) is not reached even
with Nent = 50. Hence, the likelihood of QCC outper-
forming classical algorithms is low, given that the circuit
cost of QCC becomes more demanding specifically for
the types of systems where classical algorithms face chal-
lenges.

Instead, one could use QCC as a method to obtain
the initial guess state for QPE. Having a sizeable overlap
between the guess state and |ψ0〉 is important to reduce
both the run-time and the circuit requirements of QPE
(see Secs. II C and II D). If the target precision of the
QPE ground state energy estimation is ǫ = 1.5 × 10−3,
the overlap with not only |ψ0〉 is of relevance, but also
the excited states possessing Ek − E0 ≤ ǫ. Such states
produce spectral peaks which merge into a single peak in
QPE with ǫ resolution. Hence, in Table IV, we include
the sum of overlaps

∑
k pk of QCC with eigenstates |ψk〉

satisfying Ek − E0 ≤ ǫ.
With a relatively moderate number of entanglers (Nent

= 50), the QCC method can already obtain a quantum
state having a sizeable overlap, > 0.5, with the exact
ground state. This sizeable overlap allows one to perform
a subsequent QPE (e.g., the method in Ref. 20) to obtain
E0 with ǫ accuracy. The total run-time of this algorithm
scales with p−2

0 , meaning that even the worst QCC states
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Table IV. Energy errors in 10−3 a.u. of converged QCC wave-
function with the exact ground state for varying number of
generators Nent. The corresponding sum of overlaps of the
QCC wavefunction with exact eigenstates within 1.5 × 10−3

a.u. of |ψ0〉 is in parentheses.

Molecule Geometry
Nent

10 20 50

H4 chain
Eq. 0.66 (1.00) 0.20 (1.00) 0.14 (1.00)

Corr. 6.0 (0.975) 3.2 (0.984) 2.1 (0.984)
Diss. 0.96 (0.730) 0.39 (0.901) 0.25 (1.00)

H4 rect.
Corr. 18 (0.943) 0.43 (0.999) 4.4e-6 (1.00)
Diss. 0.34 (1.00) 2.4e-5 (1.00) 4.8e-5 (1.00)

H2O
Eq. 13 (0.991) 2.3 (0.999) 0.78 (0.999)

Corr. 31 (0.292) 26 (0.387) 20 (0.524)
Diss. 0.26 (1.00) 0.19 (1.00) 0.19 (1.00)

N2 (RHF)
Eq. 47 (0.970) 25 (0.981) 6.6 (0.997)

Corr. 106 (0.875) 76 (0.919) 34 (0.970)
Diss. 275 (0.000) 271 (0.00) 127 (0.548)

N2 (UHF)
Eq. 93 (0.781) 79 (0.787) 64 (0.791)

Corr. 114 (0.405) 92.3 (0.497) 80 (0.517)
Diss. 7.8 (0.266) 6.9 (0.271) 6.7 (0.281)

with ∼ 0.5 overlap only slows down the QPE algorithm
by a factor of 4.

Nevertheless, the smaller p0 values for strongly cor-
related systems in QCC still suggest that the challenges
faced by QCC are linked to classical hardness. This issue
of increasing difficulty in finding a state with a sizeable
p0 as the system becomes larger and more strongly corre-
lated was discussed extensively in Ref. 59. The diminish-
ing p0 in QCC for classically difficult systems poses a gen-
uine challenge for quantum algorithms aiming for prac-
ticality. Nonetheless, quantum heuristic algorithms and
quantum-inspired algorithms, including QCC and iQCC,
offer a distinct advantage over classical heuristics. Once
we find a solution with a high p0, this solution can easily
be prepared on a quantum computer.

C. Quantum measurement cost in VQE

In Tables V and VI, we present the required number of
preparations of Ûα|ψ(θ)〉 followed by its collapse onto the
computational basis (i.e. measurements) for estimating
E(θ) = 〈ψ(θ)|Ĥe|ψ(θ)〉 with ǫ accuracy in FC-SI and LR-
F3. To avoid estimating M(ǫ) at each VQE iteration, we
use a configuration interaction singles and doubles wave-
function, |CISD〉, to estimateM(ǫ) under the assumption
that the converged VQE state will be similar to |CISD〉.
(In fact, to reduce the classical cost of computing M(ǫ),
we truncate |CISD〉 to only include as many Slater de-
terminants as required to recover 99.99% of 2-norm of
|CISD〉.) For quantum circuit estimates (1- and 2-qubit
gate counts and circuit depth), Ûα were decomposed to
exponentials of Pauli products41,52 (Givens rotations50)
for FC-SI (LR-F3) and then were converted to sequences

of Hadamard, Rz, and CNOT gates using Qiskit.60

Table V. Quantum measurement cost in FC-SI to obtain
Hamiltonian expectation value. We quantify the cost using
the required number of measurements in millions to achieve
10−3 a.u. accuracy (M for ǫ = 10−3) and 1- and 2-qubit gate
counts and circuit depth (averaged over different measurable
fragments).

Molecule Geometry M 1-qubit 2-qubit depth

H4 chain
Equilibrium 1.07 98 47 86
Correlated 2.13 107 60 109
Dissociated 1.13 107 60 109

H4 rect. Correlated 0.575 101 43 77
Dissociated 0.583 88 58 98

H2O
Equilibrium 7.87 170 67 97
Correlated 9.08 171 64 96
Dissociated 0.657 179 66 101

N2

Equilibrium 9.57 259 142 180
Correlated 11.6 258 148 192
Dissociated 5.21 276 152 199

Table VI. Quantum measurement cost in LR-F3 to obtain
Hamiltonian expectation value. We quantify the cost using
the required number of measurements in millions to achieve
10−3 a.u. accuracy (M for ǫ = 10−3) and 1- and 2-qubit gate
counts and circuit depth (averaged over different measurable
fragments).

Molecule Geometry M 1-qubit 2-qubit depth

H4 chain
Equilibrium 0.595 97 48 62
Correlated 0.153 101 50 63
Dissociated 0.0147 106 52 67

H4 rect.
Correlated 0.538 101 50 65
Dissociated 0.489 72 36 44

H2O
Equilibrium 1.14 332 166 133
Correlated 0.206 328 164 134
Dissociated 0.206 349 174 138

N2

Equilibrium 2.90 673 336 196
Correlated 2.82 672 336 199
Dissociated 1.01 717 358 205

Both FC-SI and LR-F3 exhibit little difference in the
M(ǫ) values and circuit requirements between the three
considered geometries. Moreover, for every molecule, the
required number of measurements is lower for the corre-
lated geometry than that for the equilibrium geometry in
LR-F3. The results suggest that, regarding the measure-
ments in VQE, there is no correlation between quantum
and classical hardness. Because quantum measurement
is typically the bottleneck of VQE,39 this similarity in
measurement cost across different molecular geometries
suggests that VQE is equally efficient regardless of clas-
sical hardness. Nevertheless, the quality of the solution
obtained by VQE depends on p0 reported in Sec. III B.
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D. Cost of Hamiltonian simulation in QPE

The Hamiltonian simulation required for QPE can ei-
ther be implemented using Trotterization or the LCU
method. In Trotterization, the circuit depth and the to-
tal run-time of early fault-tolerant QPE scale linearly
with κQ. In the LCU method, they scale linearly with λ.

Table VII. κQ in two Hamiltonian decomposition methods:
FC-SI and LR-LCU.

Molecule Geometry FC-SI LR-LCU

H4 chain
Equilibrium 3.94 1.85
Correlated 1.39 0.34
Dissociated 0.67 0.07

H4 rect. Correlated 1.20 1.59
Dissociated 0.86 0.82
Equilibrium 118.10 49.34

H2O Correlated 83.30 40.15
Dissociated 43.28 38.85
Equilibrium 194.0 88.13

N2 Correlated 176.37 83.4
Dissociated 141.1 75.78

Tables VII, IX, and X show that the κQ and λ val-
ues are not correlated with classical hardness. There-
fore, like the quantum measurement cost in VQE, the re-
source requirements for Hamiltonian simulation in QPE
do not increase due to classical hardness. In fact, for most
molecules, the κQ and λ values are lower at strongly cor-
related geometry than those at the equilibrium geometry,
making the quantum cost lower for the classically harder

Table VIII. Spectral-range-distribution descriptors for the dif-
ferent systems considered in this work. Here C =

∑
n
∆En,

where ∆Ek = Emax,k−Emin,k is the spectral range of the kth
fragment Ĥk and Emax,k (Emin,k) is its maximum (minimum)
eigenvalue. SL = 1 −

∑
i
ω2
i , ωi =

∆Ei

C
is the linearized en-

tropy that measures the degree of inhomogeneity in the distri-
bution of spectral ranges across a given decomposition scheme
and β =

∑
i>j

∆Ei∆Ej = 1
2
C2SL ≥

∑
i,j

||[Ĥi, Ĥj ]||Q is an
upper bound to the (first-order) Trotter error. We consider
symmetry-projected Hamiltonian fragments akin to our κQ

calculations in Table VII.

Molecule Geometry
FC SI LR LCU

C SL β C SL β

H4

Eq. 5.18 0.67 9.04 3.19 0.65 3.32
Corr. 3.93 0.79 6.06 1.96 0.73 1.40
Diss. 3.62 0.77 5.06 1.88 0.68 1.21

H4 rect Corr. 3.93 0.55 4.21 2.57 0.71 2.35
Diss. 3.65 0.63 4.19 2.81 0.71 2.81

H2O
Eq. 51.69 0.43 572.73 34.84 0.43 258.19

Corr. 48.53 0.39 459.88 35.71 0.42 270.81
Diss. 40.50 0.16 132.37 36.32 0.42 279.81

N2

Eq. 81.56 0.44 1469.59 50.74 0.50 648.62
Corr. 79.92 0.45 1424.07 50.13 0.51 635.53
Diss. 73.55 0.46 1246.80 49.25 0.51 618.52

Table IX. LCU 1-norm (λ) and the number of LCU unitaries
(NU ) in AC-SI and number of fermionic fragments (Nf ) in
LR. The spectral range ∆E/2 ≡ (Emax−Emin)/2 corresponds
to a lower bound for λ, for Emax(min) the maximum(minimum)
eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian.

Molecule Geometry ∆E/2
AC-SI LR
λ NU λ Nf

H4 chain
Equilibrium 2.85 5.05 62 5.14 18
Correlated 1.52 2.74 72 3.37 17
Dissociated 1.32 2.36 64 3.28 15

H4 rect. Correlated 2.58 4.58 64 4.66 18
Dissociated 1.97 3.77 52 4.42 18

H2O
Equilibrium 41.9 57.3 236 53.7 42
Correlated 39.5 53.6 238 50.5 41
Dissociated 38.8 50.7 320 49.3 39

N2

Equilibrium 64.5 90.9 550 91.1 73
Correlated 63.0 89.2 552 89.8 71
Dissociated 59.6 84.1 948 87.0 67

Table X. Same as Table IX but for symmetry-shifted Hamil-
tonians.

Molecule Geometry ∆E/2
AC-SI LR
λ NU λ Nf

H4 chain
Equilibrium 1.73 2.96 56 3.25 18
Correlated 0.78 1.69 58 2.02 17
Dissociated 0.75 1.63 58 1.90 16

H4 rect. Correlated 1.26 2.21 62 2.33 14
Dissociated 1.42 2.58 52 2.81 16

H2O
Equilibrium 23.8 27.9 228 27.6 40
Correlated 23.5 27.0 236 26.6 40
Dissociated 23.6 26.1 312 26.5 36

N2

Equilibrium 35.0 45.1 558 47.6 69
Correlated 34.9 45.6 540 47.7 66
Dissociated 35.9 47.7 934 48.6 67

systems.
The circuit cost and ancillas required for the Hamil-

tonian oracle in the LCU method are dictated by the
number of unitaries (NU ) in AC-SI and the number of
fragments (Nf ) in LR. Both NU (in AC-SI) and Nf (in
LR) show a similar trend as λ across different molecular
geometries for both the full and symmetry-shifted Hamil-
tonians, further supporting that the quantum hardness
is not correlated with the classical hardness.

IV. CONCLUSION

This work studies the relationship between the hard-
ness in classical algorithms and that in the VQE and
QPE quantum algorithms for finding the ground-state
energy of molecular systems. To survey systems that pose
varying degrees of difficulties to classical algorithms, we
consider several molecules at equilibrium, partially bond-
broken (strongly correlated), and dissociated geometries.
The strongly correlated geometry is challenging for clas-
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sical systems to obtain the ground-state energy with high
accuracy.

We assessed the efficiency of two components of the
quantum algorithms: initial guess state preparation and
the subsequent algorithm for finding the ground-state en-
ergy. We found that the efficiency of components of the
quantum algorithms is unaffected by the classical hard-
ness except for the quality of the initial guess state. The
initial guess state, which we obtained using the varia-
tional quantum eigensolver, had a lower overlap with
the exact eigenstate at the strongly correlated geometry.
But, even this low overlap was sufficiently sizeable to al-
low for the main quantum algorithm to find the ground-
state energy (with ≈ 4 times longer total run-time). We
recognize that with growing system size, finding an ini-
tial guess state with sufficient overlap can become more
difficult. Yet, based on our examples, it is clear that ob-
taining an initial state with a sizeable overlap requires
lower ansatz complexity (i.e. the number of iQCC gener-
ators) than that to achieve chemical precision in energy.

While this study showed that classical hardness is
mostly unrelated to quantum hardness, studying the fea-
sibility through a detailed resource estimation of the
quantum algorithm was outside the scope of this work.
Nevertheless, this work shows that there remains some
potential to find a molecular system where a quantum al-
gorithm is more appropriate than classical counterparts,
as the efficiency of these two types of methods is mostly
disjointed.
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