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Solving the electronic Schrodinger equation for strongly correlated ground states is a long-standing
challenge. We present quantum algorithms for the variational optimization of wavefunctions cor-
related by products of unitary operators, such as Local Unitary Cluster Jastrow (LUCJ) ansatzes,
using stochastic reconfiguration and the linear method. While an implementation on classical com-
puting hardware would require exponentially growing compute cost, the cost (number of circuits
and shots) of our quantum algorithms is polynomial in system size. We find that classical simula-
tions of optimization with the linear method consistently find lower energy solutions than with the
L-BFGS-B optimizer across the dissociation curves of the notoriously difficult N2 and C2 dimers;
LUCJ predictions of the ground-state energies deviate from exact diagonalization by 1 kcal/mol
or less at all points on the potential energy curve. While we do characterize the effect of shot
noise on the LM optimization, these noiseless results highlight the critical but often overlooked
role that optimization techniques must play in attacking the electronic structure problem (on both
classical and quantum hardware), for which even mean-field optimization is formally NP hard. We
also discuss the challenge of obtaining smooth curves in these strongly correlated regimes, and pro-
pose a number of quantum-friendly solutions ranging from symmetry-projected ansatz forms to a
symmetry-constrained optimization algorithm.

I. INTRODUCTION

The emergence and rapid improvement of quantum computing hardware has opened new research directions in the
molecular electronic structure community. With a focus on challenging regimes that formally involve computational
cost scaling exponentially with system size on classical computers – typically involving themes of strong correlation
and real-time propagation – the research community has proposed alternative and complementary algorithms using
quantum computing platforms to solve such problems. In this work, we present quantum algorithms that provide
a compelling alternative to a stochastic approach to wavefunction parameter optimization on classical computers,
namely, variational Monte Carlo (VMC). Our algorithms enables optimization with stochastic reconfiguration (SR)
or the linear method (LM) such that the quantum device is used to evaluate classically-intractable matrix elements.
Classical simulations of these optimizers are shown to converge to approximate ground-states of molecular Hamiltoni-
ans of notoriously challenging dissociation coordinates in a manner that is more robust and efficient than widely-used
quasi-Newton optimizers.

A leading strategy to use near-term devices for quantum chemistry is the Variational Quantum Eigensolver
(VQE) [1]. This scheme computes the energy of a parameterized wavefunction ansatz on the quantum device and
optimizes the variational parameters classically until convergence. While in practice only relatively small electronic
systems have been studied, due to hardware limitations, VQE has the potential to variationally optimize correlated
wavefunction forms that are size-extensive and unitary – currently such a task would incur an exponentially growing
classical computational cost as a function of system size. Examples of such wavefunctions, typically with non-linear
correlators, include trotterized Unitary Coupled Cluster Singles and Doubles (qUCCSD) [2] and the Unitary Cluster
Jastrow (UCJ) [3]. An alternative strategy involves ansatzes that are, by construction, hardware-efficient; examples
include qubit coupled cluster[4, 5] and adaptive wavefunction forms[6, 7].

Recently, we have presented a family of local approximations to the UCJ that is both physically motivated and
quantum hardware-friendly (LUCJ) [8]. We found that the LUCJ ansatz, which retains only on-site opposite-spin and
nearest-neighbor same-spin interactions, could achieve higher accuracy than, e.g., qUCCSD with shallower circuits.
However, as the number of wavefunction parameters increases and/or in regimes of strong electron correlation, [9] we
observed that optimization with the quasi-Newton method, L-BFGS-B [10, 11], at times required a large number of
iterations (c.f. Fig. 14 of Ref. 8). Furthermore, such optimization is likely susceptible to converging on local minima
(indeed, even the optimization of mean-field wavefunctions is formally NP hard[12]). The search for a more robust
optimizer for ansatzes like LUCJ is one motivation for the present work.
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Fortunately, the problem of variationally optimizing a large number of parameters, indeed even in Jastrow-type
wavefunctions, has been thought about for decades in the context of classical computing in the VMC community [13].
Orbital-space VMC is arguably most natural in the context of quantum computing, and much progress has been
made in classical algorithmic design [14–16]. Indeed, there is a rather established hierarchy of quasi-second-order
optimization methods ranging from SR [17] to the LM [18–21]. These are more effective than optimizers based on the
energy gradient alone since the involved equations involve not only energy gradients but also first and second derivatives
of the wavefunction with respect to its variational parameters. Indeed, when the wavefunction can be exactly expanded
to linear order, the LM will be equivalent to a full second-order optimizer, e.g., the Newton method [22]. We note
that the relative performance of methods such as the LM vs those which approximate the inverse of the energy
Hessian, such as L-BFGS, is not obvious, and we seek to answer this question empirically. In what follows, we show
numerical results from classical simulations of LM-optimized LUCJ ansatzes, and present quantum “subroutines” for
the variational optimization of LUCJ wavefunctions via SR and the LM. Importantly, our quantum SR (qSR) and
LM (qLM) algorithms permit the optimization of wavefunction forms that are infeasible to optimize classically, even
with VMC techniques.

II. STOCHASTIC RECONFIGURATION AND LINEAR METHOD

A. SR

Our objective is to optimize a normalized orbital-space wavefunction Ψ(θ) with Nθ variational parameters θ by
minimizing the energy E(θ) = ⟨Ψ(θ)|Ĥ|Ψ(θ)⟩. Evolving Ψ in imaginary time via a first-order propagator expansion
gives e−τĤ |Ψ⟩ → 1− τĤ|Ψ⟩. Projecting onto the space spanned by the current wavefunction, |Ψ0⟩ = |Ψ⟩, and its first
derivatives, |Ψi⟩ = ∂

∂θi
|Ψ⟩, yields a wavefunction of the form |Ψ′⟩ =∑Nθ

i=0 xi|Ψi⟩, where the x values are defined from

⟨Ψj |(1− τĤ)|Ψ⟩ =
∑
i

⟨Ψj |Ψi⟩xi. (1)

By eliminating the factor x0 through the µ = 0 equation, one derives a set of equations for x1 . . . xNθ
, which can be

written in matrix notation as

Sx = −τ

2
g , (2)

where the derivative overlap matrix is defined as

Sij = Re
[
⟨Ψi|Ψj⟩ − ⟨Ψi|Ψ⟩⟨Ψ|Ψj⟩

]
(3)

and the gradient vector by

gi = 2Re[⟨Ψi|Ĥ|Ψ⟩ − E(θ)⟨Ψi|Ψ⟩] = ∂E

∂θi
(θ) . (4)

The updated wavefunction parameters are then computed via θ′i = θi + xi.

B. LM

The linear method takes a normalized wavefunction, Ψ, and expands it to first-order in the variational parameters,

|Ψ′⟩ = |Ψ0⟩+
Nθ∑
i=1

xi|Ψi⟩ , (5)

where |Ψ0⟩ = |Ψ⟩, |Ψi⟩ = |Ψi⟩ − |Ψ0⟩⟨Ψ0|Ψi⟩, and x0 is assumed here to be one.
The variational energy is minimized by the condition ∂x⟨Ψ′|Ĥ|Ψ′⟩ = 0, yielding the generalized eigenvalue equation(

E(θ) 1
2g

T

1
2g H

)(
1
x

)
= E0

(
1 0
0 S

)(
1
x

)
, (6)
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where g is the gradient expression in (4), Hij = Re[⟨Ψi|Ĥ|Ψj⟩], and Sij is defined in Eq. (3). As in SR, the parameter
update is given by θ′i = θi + xi.

When the wavefunction at a given iteration is outside the quadratic convergence basin and/or the “Hessian,” H, is
not well-resolved (e.g., due to insufficient MC sampling or quantum shot noise), the diagonals of H can be shifted by
a real, positive quantity α to restore positive-definiteness, and more generally to damp the magnitude of parameter
changes. This shift also rotates the update vector from the Newton-like direction to that from steepest-descent. This
Tikhonov regularization scheme was first presented in a seminal work in VMC optimization[22]. The LM equations
can be recast as a Newton method,

(A+ αS)x = −1

2
g , (7)

where A = H− E(θ)S is an approximate and level-shifted Hessian, and α = E(θ)− E0 > 0.
Finally, we note that another parameter, ξ ∈ [0,1], can be introduced to fine-tune the magnitude of parameter

updates, such that

x′ =
x

1 + (1−ξ)Q

(1−ξ)+ξ
√
1+Q

(8)

with Q =
∑

jk xjSjkxk. Further details about our incorporation of the hyper-parameters α and ξ will be given in
Section III.A.1.

C. Motivation for a Quantum Subroutine

Classical computation of matrices of the form

Bij = ⟨∂iΨ|B̂|∂jΨ⟩, (9)

where B̂ = Î or Ĥ for the overlap or Hamiltonian matrix, respectively, requires VMC. However, while specific types of
wavefunction ansatzes – such a Slater determinant (or a linear combination of multiple Slater determinants) correlated
by a real-space Jastrow factor – can be used in efficient classical VMC schemes, other types – such as qUCCSD and
(L)UCJ – cannot, since the exact calculation of |⟨x|Ψ(θ)⟩|2 = |Ψθ(x)|2 (required to sample the variational energy
estimate) is not known to be tractable on classical computers.

In what follows we first introduce the LUCJ ansatz and show numerical results of classically-simulated LM opti-
mization for the dissociation of two notoriously difficult diatomic dissociations, the N2 and C2 dimers. We then derive
quantum circuits that compute the expectation values involving wavefunction derivatives as required by SR and the
LM in the context of the LUCJ ansatz, and analyze the corresponding measurement scaling.

III. LUCJ ANSATZ

The LUCJ ansatz [3, 8, 23] is a product of exponentials of density-density operators interspersed with orbital
rotations,

|Ψ(θ)⟩ = e−KL

L−1∏
µ=0

eK̂µeiĴµe−K̂µ |Φ0⟩ , (10)

where

K̂µ =
∑
p>r

κµ1
pr

[∑
σ

â†pσârσ − â†rσâpσ

]
+
∑
p≥r

κµ2
pr

[∑
σ

iâ†pσârσ + iâ†rσâpσ

]
,

Ĵµ =
∑
p∈S

Jµ1
p n̂p↑n̂p↓ +

∑
pr∈S′

Jµ2
pr

[∑
σ

n̂pσn̂rσ

]
.

(11)

The LUCJ Ansatz has Nθ = (L+ 1)N2 +L(|S|+ |S′|) parameters, with |S|, |S′| = O(N) in typical implementations.
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L N1q N2q Depth
2 696 372 153
4 1256 684 281
6 1816 996 409
8 2376 1308 537
10 2936 1620 665
12 3496 1932 793

TABLE I. Number of layers L, 1-qubit gates N1q, cZ gates N2q, and depth of the LUCJ quantum circuit for the N2 molecule
studied in this work. In all cases, the number of qubits is 16 and square-lattice connectivity is used.

Furthermore, in the standard Jordan-Wigner representation, it is implemented by a quantum circuit [8] of the form

|Ψ(α)⟩ =
Ng∏
g=1

Ûg(αg)|Φ0⟩ , (12)

where

1. the gates Ug are either XX+ YY gates,

UXX+YY(α) =

 1 0 0 0
0 cos(α) −i sin(α) 0
0 i sin(α) cos(α) 0
0 0 0 1

 , (13)

phase gates (P gates),

P (α) =

(
1 0
0 eiα

)
, (14)

or density-density gates (nn gates)

Unn(α) =

 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 eiα

 . (15)

2. the angles α(θ) are functions of the parameters θ = (KL, JL−1,KL−1, . . . J0,K0).

3. the total number of gates (and angles) is

Ng = (L+ 1)2N2 + L
(
|S|+ 2|S′|

)
. (16)

Table I lists the number of one- and two-qubit (cZ) gates for the circuits involved in our studies of the N2 dissociation.
Assuming a representative error rate of ε2q = 0.1% for 2-qubit gates yields the following rough estimates for the
fidelity between the ideal and noisy circuit output state, F = (1− ε2qg)

N2q ≃ 0.853 to 0.453. This estimate does not
account for any form of readout/gate error mitigation, which in the near term ought to be possible [24–26].

We will adopt the shorthand notations |Ψ(α)⟩ =∏G−1
g=0 Ug|Φ0⟩, U b

a =
∏b

g=a Ug, and |Φg⟩ = Ug
0 |Φ0⟩.

A. Numerical Results via Classical Simulation

1. Computational Details

All calculations were performed using open-source software libraries. We use PySCF [27, 28] to generate the
molecular integrals and ffsim [29] to simulate the quantum circuits, and we use the implementation of L-BFGS-B
from Scipy [30]. Throughout, we use minimal STO-6G basis sets.
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In our implementation of the linear method, we allow the hyperparameters α and ξ to change with each iteration,
rather than using fixed values throughout. In each iteration, we choose values of α and ξ that minimize the energy
of the resulting state. To choose the values, we run a minimization using L-BFGS-B, initialized with the values
of α and ξ used in the previous iteration. For the first iteration, we set α = 0 and ξ = 0.5. After collecting the
data for this work, we found that using a small but nonzero initial value for α seemed to be more robust in the
absence of bootstrapping, so in practice, we recommend initializing the α parameter as 10−4. We have contributed
our implementation to ffsim [29].

We employ LUCJ ansatzes that correspond to square qubit connectivity, with restricted Hartree-Fock (RHF)
references. We do not require that the optimized wavefunction be an eigenstate of spin nor spatial symmetries, and
show the ⟨S2⟩ expectation values – which typically do not deviate substantially from spin-pure quantities – in the
Appendix.

For N2 and C2 dissociation curves we use active space sizes of 10 electrons in 8 orbitals and 8 electrons in 8
orbitals, respectively. These correlated subspaces are formed from RHF molecular orbitals. We separately permuted
the occupied and virtual RHF molecular orbitals to ensure they evolve continuously with bondlength. We stop the
LM optimization procedure when the gradient norm falls below a threshold of 10−5 in the noiseless simulations.

The variational optimization of approximate strongly correlated electronic states is complicated by the presence
of multiple nearly-degenerate eigenstates. N2 [31, 32] and especially C2 [33–35] represent prototypical challenges for
optimization algorithms due to their many possible local minima. It is well-appreciated that the initial guess of
parameters can affect the cost and robustness of optimization algorithms, and we choose to initialize the LUCJ K
and J parameters from those implied by a nested singlular value decomposition of the t2 operator from qUCCSD.
We then “bootstrap” – i.e., initialize a calculation at Ri = Ri−1 + 1 with converged parameters from the Ri−1 bond
length – all parameters except for those in the exp(K̂L) (left-most) orbital rotation operator (at this stage omitted
from the optimization, and set to zero), going from left to right, right to left, and then left to right again along
the dissociation coordinate. Among these, we take the lowest-energy solution and then restart an optimization that
includes the left-most orbital rotation operator, initialized to the identity at every R. Admittedly this procedure is
not optimal, but for the purpose of this paper was established to enable a fair comparison between L-BFGS-B and
the LM.

2. Nitrogen and carbon dimers

We begin our investigation with the dissociation of dinitrogen, which exhibits a triple bond at its equilibrium bond
length. Fig. 1 compares the total energies of the LM-optimized LUCJ ansatzes for L values of 2, 4, 6, and 8 vs
the exact Full Configuration Interaction (FCI) energy in the same basis set. As expected, given the increase in the
number of variational parameters in the LUCJ ansatz, the energy decreases monotonically at each bond length as the
number of layers in the LUCJ correlator, L, is increased. It is noteworthy that, unlike related methods such as the
unitary version of pair coupled cluster with double excitations [2], LUCJ with these small values of L is size-consistent
and qualitatively correct even throughout the challenging regime at intermediate bond lengths.

Fig. 2 zooms in on the energy errors vs FCI, focusing on L values of 4, 6, and 8. At this energy scale, a meaningful
comparison between the L-BFGS-B and LM optimizers can be made (with both using the bootstrapping protocol
described in the previous section). With the exception of only one bond length at L = 4, the LM optimizer finds
LUCJ solutions that are lower in energy across the board. The L=6 and 8 results are particularly stark, with the
LM-optimized LUCJ energy lower than the L-BFGS-B analog by an order of magnitude in multiple regions of the
potential energy surface. Indeed, the LM-optimized LUCJ with L = 6 is already within the target range, i.e. sub-1.6
milliHartrees (1 kcal/mol) vs the exact diagonalization energy. We note small yet apparent discontinuities in some of
the curves, but have overlooked these given the relatively small scale of energy fluctuations.

The dissociation energy curves of the carbon dimer are shown in Fig. 3. Around the equilibrium bond length
we observe the expected ordering of the curves corresponding to different L values; however, to the right of roughly
1.8Å the L=4 curve is higher in energy than the L=2 curve. This highlights that the bootstrapping protocol that
we consistently employ is not guaranteed to always find global minima (possible solutions will be discussed in the
final section). Fig. 4 shows the energy errors of the various LUCJ ansatzes vs FCI. Again we find that for fixed
L the LM-optimized LUCJ energy is consistently lower than that optimized with L-BFGS-B at every bond length.
Remarkably, the L=10 (and 12) LM-optimized LUCJ wavefunction is within 1.6 milliHartrees from the exact energy
at all bond lengths.

Taken together, we find that in these strongly correlated systems the widely-used L-BFGS-B algorithm frequently
converges to local minima. The LM is clearly to be preferred in terms of accuracy, and in the next section we introduce
a quantum algorithm to compute the required quantities for optimization via the LM (with trivial extension to SR).
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FIG. 1. N2 dissociation in an (8e,10o) active space. Classical simulation of the LM-optimized LUCJ ansatz with various values
of L.
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FIG. 2. N2 dissociation energy errors vs FCI, comparing L-BFGS-B and LM optimizers for LUCJ ansatzes with L=4, 6, and 8.
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FIG. 3. C2 dissociation in a (8e,8o) active space. Classical simulation of the LM-optimized LUCJ ansatz with various values
of L.
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FIG. 4. C2 dissociation energy errors vs FCI, comparing L-BFGS-B and LM optimizers for LUCJ ansatzes with L=8, 10, and
12.
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IV. QUANTUM ALGORITHMS

To implement the LM and SR algorithms, it is necessary to evaluate the energy gradient in Eq. (4) along with the
overlap matrix in Eq. (3) and the Hamiltonian matrix in Eq. (6).

Before estimating the number of measurements required to compute these quantities, let us recall that the Hamil-
tonian can be measured with a linearly scaling number of circuits, as shown by Huggins et al [36] (other efficient
measurement schemes are described in, e.g., Ref.s 37–41). One can use a low-rank decomposition of the electron
repulsion integral to write

Ĥ = ĥ+
1

2

Nγ∑
γ=1

X̂2
γ = Û†

0 N̂0Û0 +
1

2

Nγ∑
γ=1

Û†
γN̂

2
γ Ûγ , N̂0 =

∑
pσ

ηpn̂pσ , N̂γ =
∑
pσ

ξγp n̂pσ (17)

where Nγ = O(N) [42, 43] and ĥ1, X̂γ one-body operators diagonalized by Bogoliubov transformations Û0, Ûγ . The
expectation value Tr[Ĥρ̂] can be estimated preparing the (1 +Nγ) states Ûγ ρ̂Û

†
γ and measuring N̂0, N̂γ using S0, Sγ

statistical samples or “shots”. The resulting variance is bounded by

Var[Ĥ] ≤ 4∥η∥21
S0

+
∑
γ

4∥ξγ∥41
Sγ

, (18)

The optimal (i.e. lowest-variance) allocation of S = S0 +
∑

γ Sγ shots into (1 + Nγ) groups is found [44] using the
Lagrange multiplier technique: one minimizes the quantity V =

∑
k w

2
k/Sk under the constraint

∑
k Sk = S, finding

Sk = |wk|S/∥x∥1 and V = ∥w∥21/S. In the case of Eq. (18), the Lagrange multiplier technique yields

Var[Ĥ] ≤ Λ2

S
, Λ = 2∥η∥1 +

∑
γ

2∥ξγ∥21 . (19)

The quantity Λ scales between O(N) and O(N3) depending on details of the particular system [45–48].

A. Energy gradient

The energy gradient in Eq. (4) can be computed applying the formulas called “shift rules” to the LUCJ circuit [49–
51]. For this purpose, it will be useful to observe that the gates Eq. (13), (14), and (15) can be written as Ûg(αg) =
u00 + u10 cos(αg) + u01 sin(αg). Therefore, the energy (as well as the expectation value of any operator independent
of αg) depends on αg (with all other angles fixed) as a second-degree trigonometric polynomial,

E(αg) = ⟨Φg|Ûg(αg)
†
(
U

Ng−1
g+1

)†
ĤU

Ng−1
g+1 Ûg(αg)|Φg⟩

= ⟨Φg|
[
u†
00 + u†

10 cos(αg) + u†
01 sin(αg)

] (
U

Ng−1
g+1

)†
ĤU

Ng−1
g+1 [u00 + u10 cos(αg) + u01 sin(αg)] |Φg⟩

= E00 + E10 cos(αg) + E01 sin(αg) + E20 cos(αg)
2 + E02 sin(αg)

2 + E11 cos(αg) sin(αg) .

(20)

Therefore, its gradient can be evaluated by the following shift rule:

∂E

∂αg
(αg) =

4∑
ℓ=1

yℓE(αg +∆ℓ) , y =

(
1,−1,

√
2− 2√
8

,−
√
2− 2√
8

)
, ∆ =

(π
4
,−π

4
,
π

2
,−π

2

)
. (21)

Similarly, the second derivative reads ∂2E
∂α2

g
(αg) =

∑4
ℓm=1 yℓymE(αg +∆ℓ +∆m).

If the energies E(αg + ∆ℓ) are measured with Sℓ shots, due to Eq. (19), the partial derivative in Eq. (21) has
variance

Var
[
∂E

∂αg
(αg)

]
≤

4∑
ℓ=1

y2ℓΛ
2

Sℓ
→ ∥y∥21Λ2

S
, (22)

where S =
∑

ℓ Sℓ and, in the last step, we used the Lagrange multiplier technique.
Measuring all the entries of the energy gradient with statistical uncertainty ε thus requires:

circuits: 4Ng(1 +Nγ) = O(LN3)

shots: Ng∥y∥21Λ2ε−2 = O(LN2Λ2ε−2)
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B. Overlap matrix

The overlap matrix in Eq. (3) can be written [49, 52, 53] as the Hessian of the following function

Sgh =
1

2

∂2D

∂δg∂δh
(δ = 0) , D(δ) = 1− ⟨Ψ(α+ δ)|Ψ(α)⟩⟨Ψ(α)|Ψ(α+ δ)⟩ . (23)

Since D(δ) is the expectation value of the projector |Ψ(α)⟩⟨Ψ(α)| over the state |Ψ(α+ δ)⟩, it can be evaluated with
a single quantum circuit of depth twice that of the LUCJ circuit, as the probability that a register of qubits prepared
in Û†(α)Û(α+ δ)|Φ0⟩ collapses onto |Φ0⟩ upon measurement,

D(δ) = |⟨Φ0|Û†(α)Û(α+ δ)|Φ0⟩|2 . (24)

Furthermore, its second derivatives can be computed with the same shift rules described for the energy. The statistical
uncertainty on Sij is thus bounded by

Var[Sgh] =
∑
ℓm

y2ℓ y
2
m

Sℓm
→ ∥y∥41

S
, (25)

where, in the equality, we recalled that D is the expectation value of a projector (i.e. an operator with norm 1) and,
in the last step, we used the Lagrange multiplier technique.

Measuring all the entries of the overlap matrix with statistical uncertainty ε requires:

circuits: 16Ng
Ng+1

2 = O(L2N4)

shots: Ng
Ng+1

2 ∥y∥41ε−2 = O(L2N4ε−2)

However, recall that measuring S with shift rules requires executing a circuit of depth twice that of an LUCJ circuit,
which may be undesirable on near-term devices. An alternative strategy is to measure a larger number of shallower
circuits. To this end, let us observe that

1. Ûg(αg) = eiαgBg for a Hermitian operator Bg, so that ∂Ug

∂αg
(αg) = iBgÛg(αg).

2. Bg = (1−Z)/2 for P gates, Bg = (1−Z0)(1−Z1)/4 for nn gates, and Bg = (XX + Y Y )/2 for XX+ YY gates.
In all cases, Bg =

∑
ℓ b

g
ℓσℓ where ∥bg∥1 = 1.

3. Bg is either a 1-qubit operator, or a 2-qubit operator acting on neighboring qubits.

4. |Ψg⟩ = ∂
∂αg

|Ψ⟩ = U
Ng−1
g+1 iBgU

g
0 |Φ0⟩ = U

Ng−1
g+1 iBg|Φg⟩.

As a result of these identities, one has that Sgh = Re[⟨Ψg|Ψh⟩ − ⟨Ψg|Φ⟩⟨Ψ|Ψh⟩] is a combination of

⟨Ψ|Ψg⟩ = i⟨Φg|Bg|Φg⟩ ,
⟨Ψg|Ψg⟩ = ⟨Φg|B2

g |Φg⟩ ,
⟨Ψh|Ψg⟩ = Tr

[
BhU

h
g+1Bg|Φg⟩⟨Φg|

(
Uh
g+1

)†]
=
∑
ℓm

bgℓ b
h
mTr

[
σmUh

g+1σℓ|Φg⟩⟨Φg|
(
Uh
g+1

)†]
, h > g .

(26)

The first two quantities are simple expectation values, whereas the third one is akin to a linear combination of
correlation functions between Pauli operators.

The individual terms can be measured using the quantum circuits [54] shown in Figure 5a. These circuits require
an ancilla qubit and a controlled-Pauli operation, which is undesirable on near-term devices. Ancillae and controlled-
Pauli operation can be simulated [55–57] by summing over a set of quantum channels (i.e. completely positive and
trace-preserving maps between operator spaces) weighted by complex-valued coefficients. In particular, as proved
in Eq. (A3) of the Appendix, the left-multiplication between a Pauli operator σ and a density operator ρ yields
σρ =

∑3
d=0 Ld Gσ,d[ρ] for suitable complex-valued coefficients Ld and quantum channels Gσ,d. As a result,

⟨Ψh|Ψg⟩ =
∑
ℓmd

bgℓ b
h
mLdTr

[
σmUh

g+1Gσℓ,d

[
|Φg⟩⟨Φg|

] (
Uh
g+1

)†]
(27)
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2σ− 2σ−

σm H

↓ ↓ ↓
σm H

(a) |+〉 (c) |+〉

|Φ0〉 Ug
0

σℓ Uh
g+1 |Φ0〉 Ug

0
σℓ Uh

g+1 σm U
Ng−1
h+1

(b) |Φ0〉 Ug
0 Gσℓ,d Uh

g+1 (d) |Φ0〉 Ug
0 Gσℓ,d Uh

g+1 Gσm,f U
Ng−1
h+1

FIG. 5. (a) Quantum circuits to measure ⟨Ψh|Ψg⟩ using an ancilla and controlled-Pauli operations (with ancilla measurements,
and controlled-Pauli marked in green and σ− = |0⟩⟨1|). (b) Quantum circuits to measure ⟨Ψh|Ψg⟩ using a set of quantum
channels (with quantum channels marked orange). (c,d) Equivalent circuits for ⟨Ψh|Ĥ|Ψg⟩; the oval with the letter H denotes
the measurement of the Hamiltonian, which requires (1 +Nγ) circuits.

which can be measured with the circuits in Figure 5b. The variance of this quantity is

Var
(
⟨Ψh|Ψg⟩

)
≤
∑
ℓmd

|bgℓ |2|bhm|2|Ld|2
Sℓmd

→ ∥bg∥21∥bh∥21∥L∥21
S

=
9

S
. (28)

This technique based on quantum channels rather than shift rules enables the computation of all elements of the
overlap matrix with statistical uncertainty below ε using fewer than

circuits: 4Ng + 16Ng +Ng
Ng−1

2 64 = O(L2N4)

shots:
(
2Ng +Ng

Ng−1
2 9

)
ε−2 = O(L2N4ε−2)

We remark that the circuits have depth up to that of the original LUCJ circuit plus a modest overhead stemming
from the 1- and 2-qubit Gσℓ,d channels.

C. Hamiltonian matrix

Unlike the overlap matrix, the Hamiltonian matrix in Eq. (6) is not the Hessian of an expectation value. Therefore,
its evaluation using shift rules is less favorable due to the requirement of controlled operations, and we use the
channel-based measurement technique of the previous subsection. One can write

⟨Ψh|Ĥ|Ψg⟩ = ⟨Φ0|
(
Uh
0

)†
Bh

(
U

Ng−1
h+1

)†
ĤU

Ng−1
g+1 BgU

g
0 |Φ0⟩

=
∑
ℓm

bgℓ b
h
mTr

[
ĤU

Ng−1
h+1

(
Uh
g σℓ|Φg⟩⟨Φg|

(
Uh
g

)†
σm

)(
U

Ng−1
h+1

)†] (29)

and measure this quantity with the circuits in Figure 5c, requiring ancillae and controlled-Pauli operations. These
can be removed by sampling over quantum channels with a quasi-probability distribution, leading to the circuits in
Figure 5d, and the following expression,

⟨Ψh|Ĥ|Ψg⟩ =
∑
ℓmdf

bgℓ b
h
mLdRfTr

[
ĤU

Ng−1
h+1 Gσm,f

[
Uh
g Gσℓ,d

[
|Φg⟩⟨Φg|

] (
Uh
g

)† ] (
U

Ng−1
h+1

)†]
. (30)

The variance of this quantity is

Var(⟨Ψh|Ĥ|Ψg⟩) ≤
∑
ℓmdf

|bgℓ |2|bhm|2|Ld|2|Rf |2
Λ2

Sℓmdf
→ ∥bg∥21∥bh∥21∥L∥21∥R∥21Λ2

S
=

81Λ2

S (31)

where in the right arrow we have used the technique of Lagrange multipliers. One can therefore compute all the
elements of the Hamiltonian matrix with statistical uncertainty below ε using fewer than

circuits: 256(1 +Nγ)Ng
Ng+1

2 = O(L2N5)

shots: Ng
Ng+1

2
81Λ2

ε2 = O(L2N4Λ2ε−2)
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D. From circuit angles to LUCJ parameters

So far, we focused on the measurement of the gradient vector and the overlap and Hamiltonian matrices as a
function of the circuit angles α. One may be interested in differentiating the energy with respect to the original
parameters θ (i.e. the elements of the K and J matrices).

Therefore, the gradient vector and the overlap and Hamiltonian matrices as a function of the circuit angles should
be multiplied by the Jacobian and Hessian of a suitable transformation: for example, in order to differentiate with
respect to the original parameters θ, one needs to consider the function α(θ),

∂E

∂θi
=
∑
g

∂αg

∂θi

∂E

∂αg
. (32)

The variance of the gradient vector with respect to the original parameters θ is thus

Var
(
∂E

∂θi

)
=
∑
g

∣∣∣∣∂αg

∂θi

∣∣∣∣2 Var
(

∂E

∂αg

)
≤
∑
g

∣∣∣∣∂αg

∂θi

∣∣∣∣2 ∥y∥21Λ2

S
=

∥∥∥∥∂α∂θi
∥∥∥∥2
2

∥y∥21Λ2

S
. (33)

Therefore, to resolve all the components of ∂E
∂θi

within statistical uncertainty ε, one needs

S = max
i

∥∥∥∥∂α∂θi
∥∥∥∥2
2

∥y∥21Λ2

ε2
(34)

shots, i.e., the number of shots needs to account for the gradient of the transformation α(θ). Similar formulas hold
for the overlap and Hamiltonian matrices, and apply to both shift-rule-based and channel-based measurements.

While in principle one may differentiate the energy with respect to the circuit angles, rather than the LUCJ
parameters, at least in the case of LUCJ these angles should not be treated as independent variables. For example, for
each nn gate implementing an αα density-density interaction there is an nn gate with the same angle that implements
a ββ density-density interaction. Similarly, for each XX+ YY or P gate implementing a term of an α orbital rotation
there is an XX+ YY or P gate implementing a term of a β orbital rotation. To account for the relationship between
different circuit angles, one can introduce a transformation α(α̃) between all circuit angles and “independent” ones
(arguably similar to the Z-matrix for molecular geometries): unlike α(θ), this is a linear and rather sparse function,
potentially yielding a Jacobian with a smaller norm compared against α(θ).

V. DISCUSSION

The LUCJ family of ansatzes is well-suited to describe both static and dynamic correlation. The near-term limitation
on the number of highly coherent qubits has required us to envision its possible use as an active space solver (i.e.,
focusing on the static correlation aspect of a larger problem). We have multiple ideas for how to add active-inactive
and inactive-inactive dynamic correlation – one particularly enticing research avenue involves tailored or externally-
corrected coupled cluster,[58–61] which would enable us to perform calculations in much larger basis sets. An entirely
different way to utilize the LUCJ ansatz in a hybrid quantum-classical computational protocol was recently proposed
by some of us[62]. In short, the LUCJ probability distribution is used to generate raw configurations that, when
corrected for number and other symmetries, can be used to generate subspaces for classical diagonalization of the
Hamiltonian.

Numerical results from the above classical simulations with the LM optimizer show that it is a compelling alternative
to L-BFGS-B for the optimization of the LUCJ ansatz, as the LM optimizer found lower LUCJ solutions at nearly all
points across the dissociation curves of N2 and C2. However, our simulations did not include any potential sources
of noise. We note that while BFGS is one of the most widely used optimizers in classical simulations of quantum
algorithms, it is not a suitable choice for performing, e.g., VQE on quantum hardware given its sensitivity to device
noise: although the energy gradient is computed analytically the approximate Hessian update is obtained via finite
difference [63].

Part of our motivation for focusing on the linear method (and stochastic reconfiguration) is that it has proved
tremendously useful in the classical VMC community, where the LM matrix elements are also subject to statistical
noise. Indeed, in place of this statistical uncertainty on the LM elements due to MC sampling, our proposed quantum
algorithm, when implemented on real hardware, will need to be robust against (at least) two types of quantum noise
– gate infidelity and shot noise. Since we expect the effects of shot noise to be relatively more prominent in the
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FIG. 6. Preliminary simulation of LM optimization of the LUCJ wavefunction of N2 (L = 6) with varying amounts of Gaussian
noise added to the LM matrix elements. σ indicates the standard deviation of the Gaussian noise. The modified convergence
criteria are described in the text.

context of LM-optimization of LUCJ-type wavefunctions, we have performed a preliminary study for a subset of the
points in the N2 dissociation curve, taking the number of layers, L, equal to 6. To each element in the matrices in
Equation 6, we have added Gaussian noise with standard deviation σ = 10−x where x = 3, 5, 7, before solving the
generalized eigenvalue problem. As in the noiseless case, we variationally optimize the two hyper-parameters, α and
ξ, at every LM iteration. Note that these results have not employed a bootstrapping procedure, and thus cannot be
directly compared to the results in Fig. 2 of the main text. We have also changed the convergence criteria to be when
either i) the gradient norm of the parameter update vector falls below max(10−5, σ), or ii) the total relative energy
change falls below max(10−8, σ). In Figure 6, we find that indeed, when the standard deviation of the Gaussian
noise exceeds 10−7 the efficacy of the LM optimizer deteriorates substantially. But at 10−7 and below, the optimized
wavefunctions should be of comparable energy to the noiseless results. The number of shots implied by σ < 10−7

is admittedly very large. But we note that LM-optimization of the LUCJ is not the only algorithm that requires a
large number of shots; indeed, essentially every other proposed near-term VQE-based algorithm does as well. With
hardware capabilities improving at a rapid pace, we invite the reader to regard our work as a guide-post for where
near-term quantum hardware needs to go, in order to feasibly support algorithms such as the one presented here.

In a sense, the utility of the LM optimizer in VMC despite the requirement of a huge number of statistical samples
for each matrix element makes us optimistic about its use in quantum variational optimization. Just as in VMC, it is
not infeasible to use quantum hardware resources in parallel to reduce the total wall-time required; indeed, one can
now run multiple circuits on the same chip, because the size of a chip greatly exceeds the size of the circuits. A second,
complementary possibility is that reducing the dimension of the involved LM matrices by, e.g., selectively filtering out
un-important parameters to be optimized[64] will permit the same accuracy resolution with a smaller number of shots.
Finally, we mention that techniques for reducing the required number of shots in quantum measurements are rapidly
emerging[65], inspired by the concept of importance sampling. Taken together, the outlook for LM-optimization of
LUCJ wavefunctions in the presence of shot noise is rosier than our preliminary numerical simulations with Gaussian
noise would suggest.

Ncircuit qSR qLM
Gradient O(LN3) O(LN3)

Overlap O(L2N4) O(L2N4)

Hamiltonian N/A O(L2N5)

TABLE II. Asymptotic scaling of the number of circuits per iteration of qSR or qLM required to compute the gradient vector
along with the overlap and Hamiltonian matrices.
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Nshots qSR qLM
Gradient O(LN2Λ2ε−2) O(LN2Λ2ε−2)

Overlap O(L2N4ε−2) O(L2N4ε−2)

Hamiltonian N/A O(L2N4Λ2ε−2)

TABLE III. Asymptotic scaling of the number of shots per iteration of qSR or qLM required to compute the gradient vector
along with the overlap and Hamiltonian matrices.

According to our analysis of the qSR and qLM algorithms, summarized in Tables II and III, qLM is more expensive
as the number of measurements per iteration scales as a higher power of system size. This is to be expected given that
qSR requires only measurements of the overlap matrix elements, while the qLM in addition requires the Hamiltonian
matrix elements. While we are not aware of a direct comparison of SR and the LM in the context of VMC, we expect
that the qLM is likely to require fewer optimization iterations in the absence of measurement noise. An additional
aspect that ought to be investigated in future work is the dependence of the number of optimization iterations on the
number of circuits/shots.

We note that numerical issues can, in principle, arise in both SR and the LM due to an ill-conditioned overlap
matrix. The analysis by Epperly, Lin, and Nakatsukasa[66] which uses matrix perturbation theory to characterize the
effects of noise on the quantum subspace expansion algorithm also applies to our Equations 2 and 6. As formulated
in, e.g., Theorem 2.7, there exist thresholding and subsequent truncation procedures that can be invoked to address
the possible presence of an ill-conditioned overlap matrix. We also note another complementary strategy to the above,
proposed very recently by Neuscamman[64], which involves a judicious filtering of variational parameters in stochastic
optimization procedures. This essentially uses a selected-CI-like procedure within VMC to increase the effectiveness
of noisy parameter optimization, which is likely to yield overlap matrices of smaller dimension and with fewer linear
dependencies.

A. Approximate qLM and qSR

For both methods, the dominant computational cost originates from the orbital rotations in the LUCJ circuits.
Indeed, the number of variational parameters involved in the orbital rotation operators scales as O(N2) as opposed
to O(N) for the density-density interactions. One potentially economical possibility to approximate qLM or qSR is
to consider a restricted class of orbital rotations, e.g., those mapping to constant-depth Bogolyubov circuits. For
such orbital rotations, the number of parameters scales as O(N), implying a substantial reduction of the number
of parameters (and quantum gates). Considering a restricted class of orbital rotations comes with an additional
approximation to LUCJ, which is bound to affect its accuracy. The performance of this flavor of LUCJ will be
considered in future studies.

Finally, the measurement analysis in the previous section assumes that the matrices S and H are dense. An
alternative to the application of eigenvalue cutoffs and/or a restriction to orbital rotations with constant-depth circuits
involves sparsity-based approximations to qLM and qSR. Block-LM has been combined with accelerated descent[67],
and it is known that block-LM methods are able to treat up to 25,000 variational parameters [68]. SR with Krylov
subspace methods avoids the need to construct full H and S matrices [69]. Sparsity can be quantified at the start of
the simulation with relatively low-accuracy measurements, and then employed to measure a subset of the variational
parameters, thereby reducing the cost of qLM and qSR.

B. On the importance of symmetries in wavefunction optimization

Our numerical data suggests that the LM-optimized LUCJ ansatz can yield total energies within 1 kcal/mol of exact
solutions across the dissociation curves of the strongly correlated diatomics N2 and C2. However, even with our 3-fold
bootstrapping scheme, we are unable to obtain perfectly smooth curves, as necessary for computing energy derivatives
(vibrational spectra, response properties, etc.) and running dynamics simulations. The encountered discontinuities
are likely due to the near-degeneracy of eigenstates of different symmetry.

The LUCJ ansatz that we employ commutes with the N̂ and Ŝz operators, though not with the Ŝ2 operator and
any molecular point-group symmetries (e.g. D∞h). As a result, it can (and in practice does) break spin and spatial
symmetries, thus not yielding a wavefunction with consistent character along dissociation. Several techniques were
proposed to enforce symmetry on variationally optimized wavefunctions, including the variation-after-projection ap-
proach [70–75] wherein a symmetry-broken wavefunction Ψ is projected onto an eigenspace of the symmetry operators
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with desired eigenvalues through the application of an operator Π̂, and the projected wavefunction Π̂|Ψ⟩ is variation-
ally optimized. The implementation of variation-after-projection approaches on a quantum computer is subtle and
device-dependent, and depends on the nature of the symmetry group through the mathematical structure of the
projector Π̂. Approximate projection schemes have also been proposed recently[76].

A particularly important role in quantum computing is played by binary symmetries, i.e. symmetry groups generated
by Pauli operators P1 . . . Pg. The irreps of binary symmetries are labeled by binary strings s ∈ {±1}g, and the
projectors on such irreps are given by

Π̂s =

g∏
k=1

I + skPk

2
, (35)

i.e. projectors on the joint eigenspaces of P1 . . . Pg with eigenvalues s1 . . . sg. Important examples are the parities of
the spin-up and spin-down particle numbers, in the standard Jordan-Wigner representation as

Pσ =

N−1∏
p=0

Zpσ , σ ∈ {↑, ↓} , (36)

and the generators of many molecular point-group symmetries, notably Ci,Cs,C2,C2h,C2v,D2,D2h. For simplicity,
here we illustrate the case of Ci, whose generator reads in the Jordan-Wigner representation

PCi
=
∏
p∈Au

Zp↑Zp↓ . (37)

In the previous equation, basis orbitals are assumed to be in either the Ag or Au irrep, labeled by +1/1.
Projectors of the form Eq. (35) can be treated in different ways, for example:

• Symmetry generators can be mapped onto single-qubit Pauli operators using a Clifford transformation and
removed from the computation via the so-called qubit tapering technique [77]. This approach enforces binary
symmetries exactly, and reduces the number of qubits by g. However, it requires modifying both unitary
transformations (e.g. the LUCJ ansatz) and operators to measure (e.g. the Hamiltonian), in a way that may
lead to increased gate count and circuit depth.

• Symmetry generators can be measured as the computation unfolds, with post-selection over measurement out-
comes or feed-forward control to rotate the post-measurement state in the target symmetry sector, in what is
essentially a form of quantum error correction [78–82]. This approach does not require changing the structure
of the quantum circuit of interest beyond the addition of mid-circuit measurements and feed-forward operations,
but only allows correction of errors if these additional operations are sufficiently accurate [78].

• Projectors onto irreps of a binary symmetry group can be applied through final measurements, i.e. one can
variationally optimize the cost function

E(θ) =
⟨Ψ(θ)|Π̂ĤΠ̂|Ψ(θ)⟩
⟨Ψ(θ)|Π̂|Ψ(θ)⟩

. (38)

The projector Π̂ = 2−g
∑g

ℓ=0

∑
i1<···<il

si1 . . . silPi1 . . . Pil is easily written as a linear combination of 2g Pauli
operators, and thus can be measured along with the product Π̂ĤΠ̂ = ĤΠ̂ (where we have used the fact that
Π̂ commutes with the Hamiltonian and that it is idempotent), upon writing also the Hamiltonian as a linear
combination of Pauli operators. The overhead of this approach is 2g (imperfect) quantum measurements, but
for most symmetry groups g = O(1). To give a few concrete examples of relevant g values for binary symmetries:
for the parity symmetry, g = 2; for C2v, g = 2; for D2h, g = 3; for binary translational symmetries in a 2x2x2
unit cell, g = 3.

C. Constrained parameter optimization

Given the computational cost of applying projectors on quantum devices, a reasonable approximation to symmetry
projection strategies is to constrain the parameter update to mitigate symmetry-breaking updates. Consider the case
of an observable B(θ) = ⟨Ψ(θ)|B̂|Ψ(θ)⟩. Then,

B(θ +∆θ) = B(θ) + ∆θ · ∇B(θ) +O(∆θ2) . (39)
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To conserve the symmetry B to first order in ∆θ, one must require that ∆θ be orthogonal to ∇B(θ). Therefore,
the solution of the linear equations Eq. (2) and Eq. (7) can be restricted in the subspace orthogonal to ∇B(θ): one
can expand ∆θ =

∑
i ∆θiei on an orthonormal basis ei whose first element is e1 = ∇B(θ)/∥∇B(θ)∥ and require

that ∆θ1 = 0. It should be noted that the proposed parameter change only conserves B to first order in ∆θ and, in
practice, symmetry-broken wavefunctions may still be produced as the variational optimization unfolds. To overcome
this limitation, the update step can be rescaled to ensure the dominance of the first-order term, similarly to the
rescaling parameter in Eq. (8). This symmetry-constrained optimization procedure is suitable for the LM and SR, as
the wavefunction is also expanded to first order in the variational parameters.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Since the advent of VQE, a primary focus in the field of using near-term hardware for quantum chemistry has
been ansatz design, i.e., the development of previously-unexplored wavefunction forms that attain exact or near exact
correlation energies. The LUCJ ansatz, possibly among others, is optimal in that it is i) hardware-friendly (free
of SWAP gates), ii) systematically improvable, and iii) physically motivated (related to Hubbard physics and more
general than UCCSD). An important finding of this work is that the ansatz is but one part of the quantum solution.
An equally important part is how the wavefunction is optimized.

Indeed, from a theorist’s point of view, quantum hardware is compelling relative to classical approaches because it
has the potential of realizing approximate wavefunction forms that are both variational (non-perturbative) and size-
extensive (in addition to other properties such as orbital invariance). In this work we have shown through classical
simulation that for two molecular examples of strong correlation, i.e. the dissociation of N2 and C2 diatomics, the
same LUCJ ansatz permits multiple energy minima depending on the optimizer employed. Specifically, even when
using a relatively laborious bootstrapping procedure, the L-BFGS-B optimizer routinely converges on solutions that
are higher in energy than those from the LM optimizer. When running VQE on quantum hardware, the L-BFGS-B
optimizer is unsuitable in practice, but we expect that the presence of noise would exacerbate the problem of finding
the global energy minimum, especially in the regime of strong correlation where near-degeneracies abound.

Given the history of the classical VMC community, which has gravitated toward optimizers such as the LM and
SR due to their relative robustness to (in this case, stochastic) noise, we have investigated numerically the potential
accuracy of LM-optimized LUCJ ansatzes via noiseless classical simulations, and find that in almost every case a
lower energy LUCJ solution is found vs L-BFGS-B. With L=6 and 10 for N2 and C2, respectively, the LUCJ energies
deviate by less than 1 kcal/mol (1.6 milliHartrees) from the exact values at every point across the dissociation curves.
Preliminary simulations including Gaussian shot noise provide some indication of the noise-tolerance of the LM
optimizer.

We have derived and analyzed quantum algorithms for the LM and SR, which we refer to as qLM and qSR. The key
components include the calculation of the energy gradient vector with respect to the variational parameters, and the
overlap and Hamiltonian matrices with respect to the wavefunction at a given iteration and its parameter derivatives.
Regarding the latter two matrices, the algorithms that we propose herein are found to be more economical than
alternatives based on “shift rules”. We note that further analysis ideally combined with numerical studies would be
useful to more realistically estimate the costs involved if differentiation with respect to LUCJ parameters, θ, rather
than the circuit angles, α, derived therefrom is desired (though on quantum hardware the circuit angles are arguably
the more directly relevant set of variational parameters).

It should be emphasized that classical VMC on the LUCJ ansatz (in general, orbital-space wavefunctions involving
non-linear correlators) is infeasible, with compute cost growing exponentially with system size. In contrast, our qLM
and qSR algorithms require numbers of quantum circuits and shots that scale polynomially with system size. This is
a significant example of a scientifically-relevant task for which quantum algorithms can outperform classical ones.

With suitably robust second-order optimizers such as qSR and qLM, the LUCJ ansatz is able to achieve very accurate
correlation energies in challenging regimes of electron correlation. However, we find that there is no guarantee that
the energies as a function of nuclear coordinate will evolve smoothly, such that energy derivatives and, e.g., empirical
interatomic potentials can be obtained. With this in mind, we propose a number of approaches – viable on quantum
hardware and in strongly correlated regimes – to target states with a specific set of symmetries preserved. The first
involves symmetry projection (in the style of variation-after-projection) of binary symmetries, and the second involves
symmetry-constrained updates of the variational parameters in the context of qSR and qLM. These ideas merit further
exploration, alongside approximations that would reduce the cost of each qSR or qLM iteration; possibilities include
orbital rotation schemes requiring a linear (in system size) number of parameters, and approximations predicated on
the sparsity of the overlap and Hamiltonian matrix elements in qSR and qLM.
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Appendix A: Calculation of overlaps and matrix elements

1. Left- and right-multiplication formulas

Given a density operator ρ and a Pauli operator σ, the operators

σρ =
1

2
{σ, ρ}+ 1

2
[σ, ρ] , ρσ =

1

2
{σ, ρ} − 1

2
[σ, ρ] (A1)

can be written in terms of quantum channels applied to the state ρ. First, defining

Gσ,0[ρ] =
1+σ
2 ρ 1+σ

2 , Gσ,1[ρ] = e−iπ
4 σρei

π
4 σ ,

Gσ,2[ρ] =
1−σ
2 ρ 1−σ

2 , Gσ,3[ρ] = ei
π
4 σρe−iπ

4 σ ,
(A2)

one immediately has

σρ = Gσ,0[ρ]− Gσ,2[ρ] +
Gσ,1[ρ]− Gσ,3[ρ]

2i
=

3∑
p=0

Lp Gσ,d[ρ] ,

ρσ = Gσ,0[ρ]− Gσ,2[ρ]−
Gσ,1[ρ]− Gσ,3[ρ]

2i
=

3∑
p=0

Rp Gσ,d[ρ] .

(A3)

Second, the maps Gσ,1 and Gσ,3 are unitary transformations, and thus quantum channels. The maps Gσ,0 and Gσ,2 are
defined by the projectors on the eigenspaces of σ with eigenvalues ±1, so they can be implemented by projectively
measuring σ and post-selecting based on measurement outcomes ±1.

Appendix B: Additional data

In this section, we present additional data associated with the numerics presented in the main text.
Fig. 7 shows the energy, error, spin squared, and number of optimization iterations for the dissociation curve of

N2. Fig. 8 shows this data for C2.
Fig. 9 shows data for the dissociation curve of N2 in which each data point was optimized independently from the

initial parameters obtained from a truncated double-factorization of CCSD amplitudes, with no bootstrapping. The
energies are worse than those obtained with bootstrapping, but this enables a comparison between L-BFGS-B and
LM in which the optimizers are always starting from the same initial parameters.

https://zenodo.org/doi/10.5281/zenodo.11075045
https://github.com/kevinsung/lucj-ffsim
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FIG. 7. Energy (upper left), error (upper right), spin squared (lower left), and number of optimization iterations (lower right)
for N2, comparing L-BFGS-B and LM optimizers for LUCJ ansatzes with L=4 and 6. The number of iterations includes the
total from all optimization runs from the bootstrapping procedure described in the main text.
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FIG. 8. Energy (upper left), error (upper right), spin squared (lower left), and number of optimization iterations (lower right)
for C2, comparing L-BFGS-B and LM optimizers for LUCJ ansatzes with L=6 and 8. The number of iterations includes the
total from all optimization runs from the bootstrapping procedure described in the main text.
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FIG. 9. Energy (upper left), error (upper right), spin squared (lower left), and number of optimization iterations (lower right) for
N2, comparing L-BFGS-B and LM optimizers for LUCJ ansatzes with L=4 and 6. In this data, each data point was optimized
independently from the initial parameters obtained from a truncated double-factorization of CCSD amplitudes, allowing a
comparison between L-BFGS-B and LM in which the optimizers are always starting from the same initial parameters.
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