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Determining the spectrum and wave functions of excited states of a system
is crucial in quantum physics and chemistry. Low-depth quantum algorithms,
such as the Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) and its variants, can be
used to determine the ground-state energy. However, current approaches to
computing excited states require numerous controlled unitaries, making the
application of the original Variational Quantum Deflation (VQD) algorithm
to problems in chemistry or physics suboptimal. In this study, we introduce
a charge-preserving VQD (CPVQD) algorithm, designed to incorporate sym-
metry and the corresponding conserved charge into the VQD framework. This
results in dimension reduction, significantly enhancing the efficiency of excited-
state computations. We present benchmark results with GPU-accelerated sim-
ulations using systems up to 24 qubits, showcasing applications in high-energy
physics, nuclear physics, and quantum chemistry. This work is performed on
NERSC’s Perlmutter system using NVIDIA’s open-source platform for accel-
erated quantum supercomputing - CUDA-Q.
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1 Introduction
High-performance computing (HPC) can tackle a wide range of scientific challenges, in-
cluding large-scale simulations, data analysis, and advanced mathematical computations.
Powerful computing infrastructure is essential for tasks that require immense processing
power and substantial memory resources.

In contrast, quantum computers can address several problems that are challenging
for classical computers. Exhaustive searches, optimization, or the simulation of quan-
tum many-body systems are domains where quantum computers can outperform classical
computing paradigms [1].

Considering the complementary strengths of HPC and quantum computing, their in-
tegration is essential to leverage their strengths and maximize their potential [2, 3]. By
developing hybrid computing infrastructures, it is possible to exploit the capabilities of
both systems, expanding their applicability to a wider range of tasks. This integration
is especially important in the current Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) era [4],
where quantum computers are still in the developmental stage and not completely error-
free. During this transitional phase, HPC systems can be used to simulate and validate
quantum algorithms before they are executed on quantum hardware. This preliminary
step enables us to avoid the effects of high error rates and limited coherence times whilst
experimenting with algorithmic techniques unimpeded.

The VQE algorithm, a hybrid quantum-classical approach, involves both quantum and
classical computations [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11]. The quantum portion prepares and mea-
sures the resulting quantum state, while the classical portion optimizes the parameters
of the quantum circuit to guide the algorithm down the cost landscape to minimize the
energy. Efficient and precise desired state preparation is crucial for the success of quan-
tum computation, as it directly impacts the algorithm’s convergence and the quality of
the results. While VQE stands out as one of the most thoroughly studied algorithms
for simulating ground states in the near term, it faces significant hurdles. The primary
challenges include difficulties in achieving convergence during optimization, also known as
barren plateaus [12, 13], and accurately measuring the target energy because of noise and
decoherence. These issues can lead to prolonged execution time and the risk of getting
trapped in local minima, thereby hindering the algorithm’s efficiency and effectiveness.
HPC systems can significantly enhance the classical optimization phase of VQE by effi-
ciently managing large parameter spaces. This integration of QPU + GPU yields faster
convergence in the results, ultimately improving the overall performance of the VQE algo-
rithm.

In addition to finding the ground state energy, VQE can be extended to compute
excited energy states which was introduced as the variational quantum deflation (VQD)
algorithm [14, 15]. Excited states of quantum many-body systems are essential for deter-
mining their spectra, which provide critical insights into the properties and behaviours of
materials and molecules, such as their electronic, vibrational, and rotational states. Ac-
curately computing these excited states is crucial for applications in quantum chemistry,
condensed matter physics, and nuclear physics.

In this work, we introduce the charge-preserving VQD (CPVQD) algorithm which
computes excited states in a specific symmetry sector associated with the conserved charge.
This addresses some of the limitations of existing methods thereby enhancing the reliability
and precision of the results. We demonstrate the application of CPVQD to solve problems
in quantum chemistry and nuclear physics, such as spectra and excited states of the system.

We utilize CUDA-Q [16], NVIDIA’s high-performance platform for accelerating hybrid
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quantum-classical computing, which enables the development of algorithms for quantum
and classical disparate architectures within a single environment. CUDA-Q is well suited
for this work since it allows a single program to access CPUs, GPUs, and QPUs, and also
ensures that code can be scaled from running on single chips to GPU supercomputers with
negligible modification.

2 Charge-Preserving VQD
Let H be a Hamiltonian of a many-body system of our interest. We can obtain the excited
states of H by VQD whose cost function is given as follows [14]:

F (λk) = ⟨ψ(λk)|H |ψ(λk)⟩ +
k−1∑
i=0

βi| ⟨ψ(λk)|ψ(λi)⟩|2, (1)

where βi > 0 are real values, λk represent the variational parameters, with k indexing
the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian. Specifically k = 0 denotes the ground state while
k > 0 corresponds to the k-th excited state. When the variational algorithm converges
successfully, the state |ψ(λk)⟩ approaches to the k-th excited state of the quantum many-
body system. As evident from the definition, the cost function of the VQE can be derived
by setting β0 = 0. This adjustment simplifies the optimization process, allowing the
algorithm to focus on minimizing the energy of the ground state while effectively isolating
the contributions of higher excited states.

In principle, we can obtain all energy eigenstates and spectra by using the cost function
in equation (1), however, this process necessitates meticulous consideration of the charge
sectors to ensure that only the relevant physical states are included in the analysis. In fact,
not all eigenstates of the Hamiltonian correspond to physical states, even if the Hamiltonian
itself is the correct description of the phenomena at hand. This discrepancy arises because
the Hilbert space used for qubit representation includes states with different charges. For
a faithful simulation, it is essential to exclude spurious states and focus only on the correct
charge sector, thus ensuring spectra to be physically meaningful. This selection can be
achieved by projecting the Hamiltonian onto the appropriate charge sector, isolating the
desired eigenstates and spectra. This procedure also improves the efficiency of the quantum
computation.

We propose two different methods to execute CPVQD efficiently, as illustrated below:

Method 1: We aim to reduce the Hilbert space of the Hamiltonian through the transforma-
tion H → H̃, where dim(H) ≥ dim(H̃) and H̃ represents the reduced Hamiltonian
that retains the essential properties of interest. This is done by fist projecting the
Hamiltonian to HP = PHP , and then the dimensions of the matrix are reduced
by eliminating the rows and columns of HP that have been projected out, thus ob-
taining H̃. By performing the CPVQD to H̃, we can simplify the computational
complexity by reducing the size of the problem, while also focusing only on the rel-
evant states. This approach is particularly efficient to solve quantum chemistry and
physics problems when we want to perform targeted analysis of quantum systems in
a fixed symmetry sector, such as a fixed charge sector, of both ionized and charge
neutral molecules. We will take this approach for our applications to quantum chem-
istry (Sec. 4) and quantum physics (Sec. 5). There the Hamiltonian HP corresponds
to the eq. (5), where it is block-diagonalized using the charge operator. The number
of qubits we can reduce from the original system is evaluated by eq. (6) and shown
in Fig. 2 for different charges q.
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Method 2: In contrast to dimensional reduction, we can also access a specific symmetry sector by
adding constraints to the Hamiltonian. This is achieved through the transformation
H → H̃ = H + αH ′, where α is a non-negative number and H ′ is a Hamiltonian
that incorporates the given constraints. See eq. (4) for example. This technique is
commonly used to solve optimization problems where the constraints are generally
very complex. Unlike the dimensional reduction method, this approach does not alter
the number of qubits involved. Although the additional constraint may aggravate
the convergence of the algorithm, this method would be useful for maintaining the
integrity of the original system while ensuring that the constraints are effectively
applied.

The CPVQD algorithm can be applied to a variety of systems across chemistry, biology,
physics, and optimization problems. This is particularly valuable in scenarios where the
excited states play a crucial role, such as in photo-chemical reactions, non-equilibrium
dynamics, particle collisions, thermal systems, and statistical mechanics. In this article,
we showcase the applications of the CPVQD specifically in the fields of quantum chemistry
and nuclear physics. Although we focus on the natural extension of the original VQD, our
method can be applied to various extensions of similar methods, such as SSVQE [17] and
ADAPT-VQE [18, 19].

3 Experimental Setup
This work has been performed using CUDA-Q [16], NVIDIA’s open-source high-performance
programming platform. CUDA-Q is a flexible, user-friendly programming environment,
providing access to CPU, GPU and QPU hardware, alongside performant quantum simu-
lation capabilities. These factors, alongside its wide support of qubit modalities, makes it
perfectly suited for work developing novel algorithms and applications. For these experi-
ments, we utilized CUDA-Q’s GPU-accelerated state vector simulator (nvidia-fp64 back-
end) without any noise modelling. The simulations were executed using a single NVIDIA
A100 GPU on the National Energy Research Scientific Computing Center’s (NERSC) Perl-
mutter supercomputer.

Figure 1: A single layer of the four-qubit ansatz.

A circuit diagram for a single layer of the ansatz is depicted in Fig. 1. It consists of a
layer of Ry gates followed by a maximal entangling layer with each qubit being entangled
to each other. After applying L layers of the ansatz, a layer of Ry gates is added to all
qubits. Therefore, the number of parameters of ansatz is (L+ 1) ×N when L and N are
the number of layers and the number of qubits, respectively. Since we used four layers, the
number of parameters (optimization space dimension) is 5N .

In our experiments, we adopt the Constrained Optimization by Linear Approximation
(COBYLA) optimizer, a numerical method for constrained problems where the objective
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function’s derivative is unknown [20]. The COBYLA algorithm has mainly three param-
eters: the initial change of the variables (rhobeg), the convergence accuracy, and the
maximum iteration number. The initial change of the variables (rhobeg) determines the
size of the initial “trust region” around the starting point. The convergence accuracy deter-
mines the condition to stop the iterations. The maximum iteration specifies the maximum
number of iterations the algorithm can perform before terminating. Since the convergence
accuracy and the maximum iteration determine the stop condition of the iteration, if one
condition is satisfied, then the iteration stops. In general, smaller values of the initial
change of the variables will lead to more accurate results, but may also increase the com-
putational cost of the algorithm. In our experiment, we use 0.5 for the initial change of
the variables (an internal option COBYLA) and 625 × N maximum iteration numbers
when we have N qubits. We do not set the convergence accuracy in order to observe the
optimization values up to the maximum iteration number.

We implemented the algorithms in Qiskit and CUDA-Q and conducted cross-validation
for cases of less than 10 qubits. After that, we ran CUDA-Q for larger system sizes. The
workflow in CPVQD is similar to other variational methods where the expectation value
from the quantum circuits is used to compute the cost function and the circuit parameters
are then optimized via a classical optimizer. In our setup, the cost function evaluation in
CUDA-Q [16] has been interfaced with the COBYLA optimizer implemented in SciPy [21].

4 Application to Quantum Chemistry
4.1 Dimensional reduction method to compute the full spectra of a fixed charge sector
As a concrete example of our method, here we consider the applications to quantum
chemistry. We use the second quantized form of the electronic Hamiltonian given as fol-
lows [22, 23]:

H =
∑
ij

hija
†
iaj + 1

2
∑
ijkl

hijkla
†
ia

†
jakal, (2)

where a†
i and ai are the fermionic creation and annihilation operators, hij and hijkl are

one-electron and two-electron integrals. Those coefficients are determined by the basis set
we work with which in our case is STO-3G.

We use the charge operator, Q, to select the charge sector:

Q =
∑

i

a†
iai. (3)

Using the Jordan-Wigner transformation [24], the charge operator –the z-component of
spin– is generally written as Q = 1

2
∑

i Zi, where Zi is the Pauli Z operator defined at the
i-th site. Consequently, the charge is characterized by the disparity between the number
of 0’s and 1’s in a given quantum state, and it takes values between −N

2 and N
2 , where N

is the number of qubits associated to the molecule.
To obtain the eigenstates with charge q, one may perform the conventional VQD with

respect to the following Hamiltonian:

H̃ = H + α(qI −Q)2. (4)

This represents a natural choice, achievable with minimal modifications to the existing
setup, and aligns with Method 2 as described in Section 2. Although this is the most
intuitive approach, our goal is to find the more efficient solution by exploiting the system’s
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inherent symmetry to decrease the dimensionality of the Hilbert space. It is also important
to note that α is a positive value determined heuristically. Consequently, this heuristic
determination could increase the likelihood that the VQD algorithm does not converge.

Now we illustrate the dimensional reduction method. Since the original Hamiltonian (2)
conserves the total electric charge ([H,Q] = 0), we can diagonalize it in the basis of Q in
such a way that

H =



Hq=Qmax
. . .

Hq=0
. . .

Hq=Qmin ,


(5)

where Hq is the block-diagonal Hamiltonian in the charge q sector and Qmax = −Qmin =
N/2.

In general, the charge q of a state depends on the number n = 0, . . . , N of 1s in the
state vector as q = N/2 − n. In what follows, let Hq be the Hilbert space associated with
the charge q. The number of basis vectors of a subspace of fixed charge is equal to the
number of ways we can choose the positions of the n 1’s in our size N vector, that is:

dim
(
Hq= N

2 −n

)
= NCn = NCN/2−q. (6)

where nCk =
(n

k

)
= n!

(n−k)!k! . For instance, charge 0 sector is the largest subspace, with
dim (Hq=0) = NCN/2, consisting of the states having the same number (N/2) of 1s and 0s.
The Neel state |Neel⟩ = |0101 · · · 01⟩ is a typical example of a chargeless state, and other
vectors of the basis of this subspace can be created as:{

n∏
i=0

Xσ(i) |Neel⟩ : n ∈ {0, 2, 4, · · · , N}, σ ∈ Seven × Sodd

}
, (7)

where Seven/odd are the permutation groups of the even/odd sites. On the other hand, the
for q = ±N/2 only one state is present, i.e. |1, 1 . . . , 1⟩ or |0, 0 . . . , 0⟩.

The number of qubits necessary to simulate the charge q sector is the smallest integer
N∗ larger than or equal to log2 dim(Hq), that is

N∗ − 1 < log2 dim(Hq) ≤ N∗. (8)

Therefore the dimensional reduction is useful to simulate ions, which we will address in
Sec. 4.2. In Fig. 2 we show the reduced number of qubits for different charge sectors q =
0,±1,±2,±3. As a trivial case, the maximal/minimal charge sectors can be represented
by only 1 qubit regardless of N , by mapping |0 · · · 0⟩ → |0⟩ , |1 · · · 1⟩ → |1⟩.
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Figure 2: Number of reduced qubits with respect to system size N for various charges q.

To define the molecular Hamiltonian (2) of our interest, let us explain the basis of the
molecules so that we can implement them on a quantum circuit. One of the simplest types
of basis sets used in quantum chemistry are the STO-nG basis sets, which stands for Slater
Type Orbital-n Gaussians [25]. In these basis sets, each atomic orbital is approximated by
a Slater Type Orbital (STO). The STOs themselves are represented using a combination
of n Gaussian Type Orbitals (GTOs). Due to their simplicity, STO-nG basis sets are often
referred to as minimal basis sets. This is because they include only the orbitals necessary
to describe the Hartree–Fock (HF) state and other orbitals of similar energy.

However, calculations performed with minimal basis sets are generally of limited accu-
racy, providing only a qualitative description of the system under study. It is crucial to
understand that when performing a HF calculation using an STO-nG basis set, the true
HF energy — defined as the energy obtained from a grid-based method on an infinitely
precise grid — cannot be achieved. This limitation arises because STO-nG basis sets
only approximate the true HF orbitals. Despite these limitations, STO-nG basis is still a
useful benchmark for quantum chemistry study implementable on a near-term quantum
device [26, 27] and there are various quantum platforms such as OpenFermion [28], Qiskit
Aqua [29], and QDK-NWChem [30]

In what follows, we take the minimal basis set called STO–3G. In this basis the Hamil-
tonian of H2 can be represented by 4 qubits as confirmed by the data from OpenFermion,
however, the charge 0 sectors is spanned by these six basis vectors:

|1010⟩ , |1001⟩ , |0110⟩ , |1100⟩ , |0011⟩ , |0101⟩ . (9)

Therefore 3 qubits are enough to simulate it. The results of H2 in the charge 0 sector is
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plotted in Fig. 3.
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Figure 3: The bond-length dependence of the spectrum (in Hartree) of H2 in the charge 0 sector, where
all energy spectra carry charge 0 in the STO-3G basis. The red curves and the blue dots are obtained
by exact diagonalization and VQD, respectively.

Moreover, if there is additional symmetry that commutes with both HamiltonianH and
the charge Q, we can further reduce the dimension of the Hilbert space. As an example,
let us consider the case where the system has the parity symmetry (the reflection with
respect to the center of the lattice). Here it is important that the charge and the parity
operator commute, therefore the Hamiltonian can be simultaneously diagonalizable on the
same basis.

Imposing the additional symmetry is useful to reduce the system further. First of all,
the charge 0 sector is always written by an even number of qubits. When N is not multiple
of 4, then the number of the chargeless parity symmetric (q = 0, P = +1) basis is NCN/2/2,
which counts the symmetric combinations states with the same number of 0s and 1s: e.g.
(|101010⟩ + |010101⟩)/

√
2. When N is multiple of 4, there are also self-symmetric states

like |1001⟩ , |0110⟩ and the number of such states is N/2CN/4. Therefore, we can summarize
the dimension of the charge 0 and parity even sector as follows:

dim(Hq=0,P =1) =


1
2

(
NCN/2 + N/2CN/4

)
N ≡ 0 mod 4

1
2

(
NCN/2

)
N ≡ 2 mod 4

(10)

As a consequence, the dimension of the Hilbert space can be reduced exponentially, there-
fore the number of qubits required for the simulations is reduced logarithmically:

N − log2(dim(Hq=0,P =1)). (11)
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To confirm this we plot the reduced number of qubits in the log-scale of the original system
size N (Fig. 4).
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Figure 4: The reduced number of qubits as a function of the system size evaluated according to eq.(11).

According to [31], the number of two qubit gates (CNOTs) in VQE increases loga-
righmically with respect to system size N , so we can at least reduce the complexity of the
conventional VQD logarithmically for a single spectrum and a fixed system size. Moreover,
the requisite system size for implementing the Hamiltonian also diminishes logarithmically.

4.2 Efficient Quantum Simulation of Ions
Dimensional reduction proves to be highly advantageous for simulating ions, which are
charged molecules. This is because the dimensions of the Hilbert space of the charge q
sector decreases as the absolute value of q increases, simplifying the study of the ion’s
electronic structure and reactivity.

To illustrate this concept, let us consider the spectra of the helium hydride ion, HeH+,
which carries a charge of q = +1. It is known that the Hamiltonian of HeH+ can be
represented by 4 qubits. At first glance, one might expect this 4-qubit system to yield
24 = 16 possible spectra. However, the q = +1 charge sector is spanned only by 4 basis
vectors: |1000⟩ , |0100⟩ , |0010⟩ , |0001⟩. Consequently, the dimensionality of the system can
be reduced from 16 to 4 in the q = +1 sector, and the system can be simulated accurately
with only 2 qubits.

Fig. 5 shows the results of the charge preserving VDQ. Here, we show the the distance
dependence of HeH+ energy spectrum. Again, the solid lines were obtained by exact
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diagonalization of the Hamiltonian and the dots corresponds the energy eigenvalues gained
by the charge-conserving VQD.
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Figure 5: The bond-length dependence of the spectra (in Hartree) of HeH+ in the charge 1 sector. All
charge +1 spectra in the STO-3G basis are shown here. The red curves and the blue dots are obtained
by exact diagonalization and CPVQD, respectively.

5 Application to Quantum Physics
5.1 Preliminaries
To demonstrate the wider applicability of our technique, we apply it to simulations of high-
energy and nuclear physics phenomena. We consider (1+1)-dimensional quantum field
theories (QFT) of massive Dirac fermions in this section. Unlike the quantum chemistry
examples discussed in Sec. 4, these models allow us to investigate systems with more
degrees of freedom under various conditions, including different coupling strengths and
boundary conditions. Moreover, these theories can be easily extended to more complex
systems with nontrivial dynamics, various flavors, and gauge bosons. For example, the Z3
gauge theory in (1+1)-dimensions serves as an appropriate application of our method for
analyzing baryon structure, effectively modeling large N QCD in (1+1) dimensions [32,
33, 34, 35, 36]. This approach would be meaningful for deepening our comprehension
of higher-dimensional quantum gauge theories, including the (3+1)-dimensional quantum
chromodynamics (QCD). Since the simulation of a gauge theory requires a significant
amount of qubits, reducing this number is useful to perform quantum simulation more
efficiently.
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In Sec. 5.2, we introduce a basic model of Dirac fermions in (1+1)-dimensions under
the PBC, which generates the symmetries including the Z2 symmetry and the translation
symmetry, which is a continuous U(1) symmetry associated with the conservation of mo-
mentum. In Sec. 5.3, we extend our model to quantum electrodynamics (QED), which is
a U(1) gauge theory and called Schwinger model. The calculation of excited states in this
model is important to obtain the phase diagram of the model, as well as to explore many
interesting properties of the gauge theory such as quasi-parton structure [37, 38, 39], for
example.

In Sec. 5.4, we perform VQD to compute the mass gap in the model for q = 0. Our
goal here is to show the agreement between the theory and VQD results. It is important to
note that the unphysical 1st excited states are degenerated in an N -fold way, which makes
it nontrivial to obtain the correct physical excited states even at a small mass. Our VQD
procedure to obtain excited physical states (Fig. 6) resolves this degeneracy.

5.2 A massive Dirac model
Let us start with the most basic case with the minimum parameter. Here, we consider a
massive Dirac fermion model in the (1+1) dimensions whose Lagrangian density is given
as follows:

L = ψ̄ (iγµ∂µ −m)ψ. (12)

This model has is Z2 symmetry, corresponding to the conservation of the particle num-
ber. Using the staggered fermion [40, 41] and the Jordan-Wigner transformation [24], the
corresponding qubit Hamiltonian with the periodic boundary condition can be written as

H = 1
4a

N−1∑
n=1

(XnXn+1 + YnYn+1) + m

2

N∑
n=1

(−1)nZn

+ (−1)
N
2

4a (XNX1 + YNY1)
N−1∏
n=2

Zn,

(13)

where N is even. The first term corresponds to the hopping, the second is the mass term,
and the last term is the hopping with the periodic boundary condition. Throughout the
work, we use the following Dirac matrix notation: γ0 = Z, γ1 = i, Y , and γ5 = γ0γ1 = X.

The PBC gives the Z2-symmetry, which is discussed by the operator P ′ =
∏

j Zj [42],
counting the total number of particles in the system. To pick up the P ′ = +1 states from
H, one can perform VQD using the following Hamiltonian as introduced in Method 2:

H̃ = H + α(1 − P ′)2, (14)

Here it is important although the model has even number of particles, the Hilbert space
contains the P ′ = −1 basis. In principle, one can obtain the correct spectra with H̃,
however one can notice that the Hilbert space can be reduced. Indeed the Hamiltonian
can be block diagonalized by the eigenstates of the parity operator:

UHU † =
(
H+ O
O H−

)
, (15)

where U is a unitary matrix, H+, H− are the Hamiltonians which have ±1 eigenvalues
of P ′, respectively. In this case, it is not difficult to create the basis vectors that make
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the Hamiltonian block diagolaized. For instance, it is straightforward to check that the
following set of the basis vectors are parity even:{

n∏
i=0

Xσ(i) |0 · · · 0⟩ : n ∈ {0, 2, 4, · · · , N}, σ ∈ SN

}
, (16)

where SN is the set of all permutations of the lattice sites {0, 1, · · · , N−1}. The dimension
of this subspace is 2N/2.

5.3 Quantum Electrodynamics (QED)
Here we put an electric field into the previous model (12) and consider the quantum
electrodynamics (QED), which is called the Schwinger model [43] and has been widely
used as a benchmark model of quantum simulation of a gauge theory [19, 44, 45, 46, 47,
48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56]. Its Lagrangian density is given as follows:

L = −1
4FµνF

µν + ψ̄(iγµ∂µ − gγµAµ −m)ψ. (17)

Applying the Jordan-Wigner transformation as previously done, we find that the qubit
Hamiltonian of the model is

H = 1
8a

N∑
n=1

(XnXn+1 + YnYn+1) + m

2

N∑
n=1

(−1)nZn + a g2

2

N∑
n=1

L2
n, (18)

where Ln is the electric field operator

Ln =
n∑

j=1

Zj + (−1)j

2 , (19)

which satisfies the Gauss law constraint

Ln+1 − Ln = aQn. (20)

where Qn is the local electric charge density operator at the n-th site represented as follows:

Qn ≡ ψ̄γ0ψn = Zn + (−1)n

2a . (21)

We define the total electric charge operator Q ≡ a
∑N

n=1Qn, which commutes with the
Hamiltonian.

Note that we can reduce the dimensionality of the problem by enforcing the Hamiltonian
to be charge neutral, as we did in Fig. 4, and parity even. Throughout the rest of this
work, we will fix the lattice spacing a and the gauge coupling g to ag = 1. Here both
1/a and g have the mass dimension, therefore ag and m/g are dimensionless. We evaluate
energy in the unit of ag in Fig. 6.

5.4 Mass gap in the (1+1)d-QED
At the large mass limit of the massive Schwinger model, the Hamiltonian is dominated by
the mass term

Hm = m

2

N−1∑
n=0

(−1)n−1Zn, (22)
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whose ground state is the Neel state |Neel⟩ = |0101 · · · 01⟩ and the ground state energy is

⟨Neel|Hm |Neel⟩ = −mN
2 (23)

In general, the n-th excited states can be prepared by

n∏
i=1

Xki
|Neel⟩ , (24)

where ki is an element of {0, · · · , N − 1} such that ki ̸= kj when i ̸= j. The corresponding
energy eigenvalue is

En = −m(N − 2n)
2 . (25)

For example, the 1st excited states have the N -fold degeneracy

Xk |Neel⟩ (k = 0, · · · , N − 1) (26)

and the 1st excited state energy is

⟨Neel|XkHmXk |Neel⟩ = −m(N − 2)
2 (27)

for all k = 0, · · · , N − 1.
However not all eigenstates are physically allowed states, since physical states must

respect the Gauss law constraint. In the Schwinger model, the correct physical states |ψ⟩
are charge neutral:

⟨ψ|Q |ψ⟩ = 0, (28)

where Q = 1
2
∑N−1

n=0 Zn is the charge operator, which is exactly the same operator we used
for quantum chemistry (3). Therefore among all excited states given by eq. (24), a state is
physical if and only if n is even, otherwise the states are charged. Hence, the 1st excited
states are not physical, but the 2nd excited states are physical. Therefore the physical 1st
excited state corresponds to the 2nd excited state of the Hamiltonian. By using eq. (25),
the mass gap at the large mass limit is obtained as

(E2 − E0)/g = 2m/g. (29)

On the other hand, in the small mass limit, the squared rest mass is

m2
η = m2

S +m2
π = g2

π
− m⟨ψψ⟩0

f2 (30)

with f = 1/
√

4π the η decay constant [57]. The vacuum chiral condensate is finite in
the chiral limit, with ⟨ψψ⟩0 = − eγE

2π
g√
π
, where γE = 0.577 is Euler constant [58, 59].

In this case, the degeneracy in the 1st excited state revolves, and there are N distinct
eigenstates between the ground state and the physical 1st excited states. In other words,
the EN+1 −E0 corresponds to the physical mass-gap. If we perform the original VQD, we
need to calculate those unnecessary N spectra before getting the correct eigenstate. This
step can be removed by imposing the charge constraint on the cost function of the VQD.
In Fig. 6 we show CPVQD results up to N = 24 qubits of the Hamiltonian at a large mass.
In the figure, the ground state energy and the physical 1st excited state energy carrying
the charge 0 are shown. Here we leave a remark on the small mass case: To recover the
continuum limit of the theory, the mass term should be modified to mlat = m−ag2/8 [60].
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Figure 6: CPVQD results of the Schwinger model in the charge 0 sector, with a large mass m/g = 10 up
to N = 24. The plots with the same color correspond to the same system size N . The gap corresponds
to the gap between the ground state energy and the physical 1st excited energy. Here unphysical spectra
carrying a charge are successfully removed, therefore the correct mass gap (≈ 2m/g = 20) is realized,
as expected by eq. (29). Here the energy is dimensionless as we evaluate it in the unit of ag = 1, which
is dimensionless.

We measured the execution time of the quantum circuit simulation (QC) and the clas-
sical optimization routine (CC) on Perlmutter of the National Energy Research Scientific
Computing Center, a DOE Office of Science User Facility supported by the Office of Science
of the U.S. Department of Energy. Perlmutter is an HPE (Hewlett Packard Enterprise)
Cray EX supercomputer based on the HPE Cray Shasta platform. Perlmutter consists of
1536 GPU-accelerated nodes with 1 AMD Milan processor equipped with 4 NVIDIA A100
GPUs, and 3072 CPU-only nodes with 2 AMD Milan processors. Table 1 summarises the
results. The circuit simulation and measurement was performed using CUDA-Q with the
GPU accelerated statevector simulation target on the A100 GPU. The classical optimiza-
tion routine was performed on the CPU cores of the node.

In the first column, QC and CC represent the quantum computing part and the classical
part, respectively. In the second row, GS and ES represent the ground state computation
and the exited state computation, respectively. As the number of qubits increases, the
ratio of the quantum part increases and the ratio of the classical part decreases. Since
the dimension of the optimization domain increases linearly with respect to the number of
qubits, the computing complexity of the optimizer is at most O(n3) when n is the number
of qubits [20, 61, 62]. On the other hand, the computing complexity of the quantum state
evolution increases exponentially in classical computers since the dimension of the quantum
state increases exponentially. Hence, the running time of the quantum part increases ex-
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N (qubits) 20 22 24
GS ES GS ES GS ES

QC (sec) 361.13 2646.20 1632.72 5643.40 7011.20 17068.56
CC (sec) 8.90 34.71 13.23 38.89 18.42 50.06

Total (sec) 370.03 2680.91 1645.95 5682.30 7029.62 17118.62
QC/Total (%) 97.59 98.70 99.20 99.32 99.73 99.71
CC/Total (%) 2.41 1.29 0.80 0.68 2.6 0.29

Table 1: The running time of CPVQD. This is the running time of the experiments described in Fig.
6. GS and ES represent the ground state and the excited state computing time, respectively. QC (sec)
and CC (sec) represent the quantum part and the classical part running time, respectively, in seconds.
The quantum part includes building the parameterized ansatz, executing the quantum circuit (ansatz),
and the cost function computation based on the quantum state (or measurement). The classical part
includes optimization of the computed cost function.

ponentially as the number of qubits increases linearly. The computing complexity analysis
explains why the ratio of the quantum parts in Table 1 increases as the number of qubits
increases. Also, this shows the potential of quantum speed-up when the quantum circuit
is executed on quantum computers instead of classical quantum simulators (CUDA-Q in
our experiments).

6 Conclusion and Discussion
The determination of excited states within quantum systems is a cornerstone for advanc-
ing numerous fields, including but not limited to, optical spectroscopy, and the dynamics
of particle interactions. While advancements in quantum computing, like the Variational
Quantum Eigenvalue Solver (VQE), have effectively found ground state energies with re-
duced circuit depths, calculating excited states has remained a challenge, often necessi-
tating high-depth controlled-unitaries or significantly expanded sampling. In this study,
we introduce benchmark results for the GPU-accelerated CPVQD algorithm, extending
its application to systems with up to 24 qubits. This marks a significant leap forward
in computational capability in domains such as high energy physics, nuclear physics, and
quantum chemistry. By applying dimension reduction techniques, specifically exploiting
parity and charge conservation, we enhance the efficiency of excited state computation.
Our methodology computes the excited state energies by optimizing a modified cost func-
tion, operating seamlessly on NERSC’s Perlmutter using NVIDIA’s CUDA-Q. This work
not only underscores the potential of CPVQD in handling large, complex quantum sys-
tems but also sets the stage for future innovation in the quantum computation landscape,
enabling more precise simulations and analyses across scientific disciplines.

In this paper, we have unveiled our inaugural benchmark results. Our methodology
can be seamlessly extended to encompass various analogous approaches, such as SSVQE
and ADAPT-VQE [17, 18, 19]. These extensions promise to offer a novel and significant
applications of quantum computers to the analysis of quantum many-body systems, par-
ticularly those involving excited state phenomena in both equilibrium and non-equilibrium
systems.
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