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Determination of molecular energetics and properties is one of the core challenges in the near-term quantum comput-
ing. To this end, hybrid quantum-classical algorithms are preferred for Noisy Intermediate Scale Quantum (NISQ)
architectures. The Projective Quantum Eigensolver (PQE) is one such algorithms that optimizes the parameters of the
chemistry-inspired unitary coupled cluster (UCC) ansatz using a conventional coupled cluster-like residual minimiza-
tion. Such a strategy involves the projection of the Schrodinger equation on to linearly independent basis towards the
parameter optimization, restricting the ansatz is solely defined in terms of the excitation operators. This warrants the
inclusion of high-rank operators for strongly correlated systems, leading to increased utilization of quantum resources.
In this manuscript, we develop a methodology for determining the generalized operators in terms of a closed form
residual equations in the PQE framework that can be efficiently implemented in a quantum computer with manageable
quantum resources. Such a strategy requires the removal of the underlying redundancy in high-rank excited determi-
nants, generated due to the presence of the generalized operators in the ansatz, by projecting them on to an internally
contracted lower dimensional manifold. With the application on several molecular systems, we have demonstrated
our ansatz achieves similar accuracy to the (disentangled) UCC with singles, doubles and triples (SDT) ansatz, while
utilizing an order of magnitude fewer quantum gates. Furthermore, when simulated under stochastic Gaussian noise or
depolarizing hardware noise, our method shows significantly improved noise resilience compared to the other members
of PQE family and the state-of-the-art variational quantum eigensolver.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent advancements in quantum information and quan-
tum technology have stimulated a great deal of interest in the
development of quantum algorithms to solve certain class of
classically intractable problems. Determination of molecu-
lar energetics is one of such problems due to the exponen-
tial growth of the Hilbert-space1,2. Quantum computers on
the other hand, with its principle of superposition and en-
tanglement, can handle such problems in a tractable man-
ner. Along this line, various classes of hybrid quantum classi-
cal algorithms have gained significant attention for the deter-
mination of molecular energetics on the Noisy Intermediate
Scale Quantum (NISQ) architecture3,4. The Variational Quan-
tum Eigensolver (VQE)5 is the most popular hybrid quan-
tum classical-algorithm for the simulation of many-body sys-
tems in the NISQ architectures where the associated wave-
function parameters are optimized in a classical computer to
minimize the energy expectation value. While the accuracy
critically depends on the expressibility of the chosen ansatz,
the unitary coupled cluster (UCC)6,7 provides a chemistry-
inspired parametrization of unitary operators in terms of the
anti-hermitian cluster operators that are proved to be highly
accurate. Given the trainability issue of such an ansatz and
the disruptive noise profile of the NISQ devices, the VQE al-
gorithms often suffer from issues like slow convergence due
to inaccurate determination of energies and gradients, and
large scale non-linear nature of the optimization landscape.
These issues are further amplified under noise as the num-
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ber of quantum measurements required for operator averag-
ing continues to grow. Substantial progress has been made in
reducing the number of measurements required for operator
averaging by grouping commuting Pauli operators8–12, lever-
aging integral factorization techniques13 and employing effi-
ciently computable components14–16 of the operator. Further-
more, advancements have been achieved in calculating ana-
lytical gradients on quantum hardware, utilizing techniques
like the parameter-shift rule17,18 and its lower-cost variants19.
These approaches have made gradient-based VQE calcula-
tions increasingly more feasible on NISQ devices.

A different approach of hybrid quantum-classical algo-
rithm, the Projective Quantum Eigensolver (PQE)20, has
emerged as a novel paradigm to solve quantum chemical prob-
lems in quantum computers by adopting the unique strategy of
optimizing the parameters through classical coupled cluster-
like residual minimization. It was previously observed that
the convergence pattern of PQE is more rapid than VQE even
in presence of noise. Consequently, when started with a fixed
structured ansatz, VQE warrants more gradient evaluations
compared to the corresponding residual evaluations required
by PQE20. Thus within PQE framework, one must aim to
minimize the number of requisite residual evaluations in order
to minimize the utilization of quantum resources. Within the
disentangled Unitary Coupled Cluster (dUCC) framework21,
PQE determines residual elements by projecting through each
of the singly, doubly, or higher-order excited determinants
generated by the action of cluster operators on the reference
Hartree-Fock (HF) state. For systems with low to moderate
electronic correlation effects, dUCC ansatz with singles and
doubles can provide a good quantitative accuracy with respect
to Full Configuration Interaction (FCI) energies. However, in
systems with strong correlation, it becomes necessary to in-
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clude triples or higher-order excitations to accurately capture
correlation effects. This inclusion demands a higher num-
ber of quantum resources, particularly in terms of the number
of entangling quantum gates, which poses prohibitive chal-
lenges for current NISQ devices. Several low-cost variants
of PQE and Selected PQE (SPQE) have recently been for-
mulated such as– the CNOT-efficient PQE22 that uses qubit-
excitation operators23, methods of moments24 inspired PQE25

and adiabatically decoupled PQE26,27 as well as its dynamic
variant with auxiliary subspace corrections28 where the prin-
ciples of adiabatic decoupling29,30 is adopted - to mention a
few. Although these variants of PQE can extensively limit
the resource-requirements such as the CNOT counts and mea-
surements, none of them theoretically guarantees the exclu-
sion of explicit triples and higher-order excitation operators
(which typically proliferates the circuit depth in an uncontrol-
lable manner) from the ansatz. A potential solution to this
issue has been addressed within the VQE framework. This in-
volves incorporating two-body generalized operators (Ĝ) into
the ansatz31,32, which can implicitly account for higher-order
excitation effects through lower rank tensor decomposition.
However, while optimizing the generalized operators in VQE
framework is straightforward, their incorporation in the PQE
imposes significant theoretical challenges. This is due to the
fact that the action of these two-body generalized operators Ĝ
on the reference HF state is nilpotent, giving rise to their Vac-
uum Annihilating Condition (VAC): Ĝ |φ0⟩ = 0, where |φ0⟩
is the HF reference. This characteristic makes it particularly
challenging to derive a direct closed-form expression for de-
termining residual elements associated with these generalized
operators in the PQE framework.

In this manuscript, we focus on a specific set of two-body
generalized operators known as scattering operators33–36,
which implicitly generate higher-order excitation effects when
acting on top of low-order excited determinants. The choice of
such an operator and the structure of the ansatz, although not
the key focus of this manuscript, have been briefly justified in
the subsequent sections and can also be found elsewhere. As
the primary objective of this paper, starting from an arbitrar-
ily structured ansatz containing such generalized operators,
we have developed a novel approach to derive a closed-form
equation for determining their residual elements that can eas-
ily be implemented in quantum computers with minimal quan-
tum resources. This algorithm will be referred to as general-
ized PQE (GPQE)– an abbreviation we will be using through-
out the manuscript. Such an undertaking bypasses the need of
explicit incorporation of higher order cluster operators within
the traditional PQE framework at the cost of prohibitively high
quantum resources, but are otherwise impossible to exclude in
strong correlation regime. We also demonstrate that GPQE re-
tains all the advantageous features of the traditional PQE, par-
ticularly its superior resilience to hardware noise, over VQE.
With a brief summary of the conventional PQE, its selected
variant (SPQE) and their associated scaling, we motivate the
readers to the importance of a disentangled ansatz containing
the scatterers. We derive our projective formulation, GPQE, in
Sec. II C where we introduce an internally contracted projec-
tion manifold for reaching to a closed-shell expression of the

scattering residuals. We have demonstrated its accuracy and
resource efficiency in Sec. III in ideal (noiseless) as well as in
noisy environment, and have convincingly affirmed its supe-
riority over other members of the conventional PQE family as
well as VQE. Finally we conclude in Sec. IV.

II. THEORY

A. A Brief Summary of Conventional Projective Quantum
Eigensolver and its Variants

PQE relies on the construction of a parametrized trial wave-
function |Ψ(θ)⟩ via the action of a parametrized ansatz Û(θ)
on the Hartree-Fock (HF) reference state (|φ0⟩): |Ψ(θ)⟩ =
Û(θ) |φ0⟩. In general one chooses Û(θ) to be the disentan-
gled unitary coupled cluster (dUCC) ansatz:

Û(θ) = ∏
µ

eκ̂µ (θµ ) (1)

where, κ̂µ(θµ) = τ̂µ(θµ)− τ̂
†
µ(θµ) is an anti-hermitian clus-

ter operator with τ̂µ(θµ) = θµŶµ = θ ab...
i j... (â

†
aâ†

b....â jâi) and θµ

being the associated parameter. Here, µ denotes a multi-
indexed composite hole-particle excitation label of arbitrary
order (single, double, triple or higher order) containing the
indices i, j, . . . (a,b, . . .) that refer to the occupied (unoccu-
pied) spinorbitals in the HF reference. To distinguish be-
tween the various order of excitation operators, we use the
notations I,J,K... for single excitation operators, I,J,K...
for double excitation operators and X ,Y,Z... for triple ex-
citation operators. This notation is consistently employed
throughout the manuscript. Unlike VQE, PQE adopts a pro-
jective approach leveraging traditional coupled-cluster-like
quasi-Newton technique to iteratively optimize the parame-
ters:

θ
(n+1)
µ = θ

(n)
µ +

r(n)µ

Dµ

(2)

Here, n is the iterative step counter and Dµ is the standard
Møller-Plesset denominator, Dµ = εi + ε j + ...− εa − εb...,
where the εi are Hartree-Fock orbital energies. In Eq. (2),
rµ is the residual element which can be constructed as the off-
diagonal matrix elements of a similarity transformed Hamil-
tonian H̄ = Û†(θ)ĤÛ(θ) between the excited determinants
|φµ⟩s and the reference |φ0⟩:

rµ(θ) = ⟨φµ |Û†(θ)ĤÛ(θ) |φo⟩ ; µ ̸= 0. (3)

Such a projection allows us to have exactly same number of
unknown parameters as the number of the truncated set of ex-
cited determinants. The residuals can be efficiently calculated
using a quantum computer as they can be further expressed as
a sum of three diagonal quantities:

rµ = ⟨Ωµ(
π

4
)| H̄ |Ωµ(

π

4
)⟩− 1

2
Eµ −

1
2

E0 (4)
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FIG. 1: Schematic representation of projection manifold for scattering operators

where, |Ωµ(θ)⟩ = eκ̂µ (θ) |φ0⟩ , Eµ = ⟨φµ | H̄ |φµ⟩ and E0 =
⟨φ0| H̄ |φ0⟩. This iterative process converges when the resid-
ual condition rµ→ 0 is satisfied. From the definition of Eq.(3)
it is evident that residuals are nothing but those non-diagonal
elements that form a column (or row) of the matrix represen-
tation of H̄ in the many-body determinantal basis. As a conse-
quence of this structure, the Gershgorin’s circle theorem guar-
antees that the energy error (∆E) between the exact ground
state energy (Eexact ) and ground state energy obtained by PQE
(EPQE ) is bounded by ∆E =| Eexact −EPQE |≤ ρ = Σµ ̸=0rµ .
Here, ρ = Σµ ̸=0rµ is the radius of the Gershgorin’s circle
and the summation includes only those residuals for which
the residual condition is not enforced. It is crucial to note
that the conventional PQE necessitates the presence of only
excitation-type operators (Ŷµ) in the dUCC ansatz such that
Ŷµ |φ0⟩ → |φµ⟩. This leads to an unwanted restriction on the
operator pool to construct Û(θ): it is warranted that high rank
excitation operators must be included in Û(θ) for strongly
correlated systems (and such high rank connected excitation
operators cannot be decomposed into lower rank operators),
leading to an impractical proliferation of circuit depth towards
NISQ realization.

The associated dynamic quantum algorithm in the PQE
paradigm, known as selected PQE (SPQE)20, is based upon
an “evolve-and-measure” technique that involves a series of
alternating macro- and micro-iteration cycles. In the macro-
iteration steps a low-rank decomposition37 of the Hamilto-
nian is used to get a residual state via time evolution for a
short-period ∆t. This residual state is subsequently measured
to filter a set of “important” determinants (and excitation op-
erators) of pre-defined ranks governed by a macro-iteration
threshold ω to construct a compact ansatz. The parameters
associated with these specific important excitation operators
are then optimized via PQE micro-iteration cycles. For more
theoretical and algorithmic details of SPQE and the associ-
ated resource efficient variants we refer to the paper by Stair
et al.20 along with some of our recently developed works26,28.

However, like the parent PQE, its selected variant is also re-
stricted to include only the excitation operators and as such
its generalization to incorporate other class of vacuum annihi-
lating operators require further theoretical development as we
described below.

B. Projective Quantum Eigensolver with Generalized
Operators: Choice of the Ansatz and Theoretical Challenges

The idea of expressing a many-electronic wavefunction
in terms of the generalized operators stems from the sem-
inal works by Nooijen38 and Nakatsuji39. The subsequent
unitary adaptation has motivated its implementation in the
quantum architecture. Following the concepts of contracted
Schrodinger’s equations40, some of the present authors have
previously put forward the notion of dual exponential unitary
in terms of one and two-body cluster operators and a subset of
generalized operators for improved expressibility of quantum
ansatze32,41. In general, such an ansatz may be expressed as:

eλ̂ eκ̂ = ∏
α

eλ̂α (θα )∏
I

eκ̂I(θI) (5)

which spans the N-electron Hilbert space via nested commu-
tators:

eλ̂ eκ̂ = eλ̂+κ̂+[λ̂ ,κ̂]+[λ̂ ,[λ̂ ,κ̂]]+... (6)

Structurally, the choice of λ̂ = Ĝ− Ĝ† plays a pivotal role in
deciphering the expressibility and accuracy of the ansatz with
the following two categories:

1. Type-1: Ĝ is chosen to be two-body operator with effec-
tive hole-particle rank of one and have one quasi-orbital
destruction.

2. Type-2: Ĝ is chosen to be two-body operator with ef-
fective hole-particle rank of zero and have two quasi-
orbital destruction.
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Note that due to the presence of at least one quasi-orbital de-
struction operator, both of these set of operators satisfy the
VAC: Ĝ |φ0⟩ = 0 (and that is the reason their implementa-
tion in the PQE framework is highly non-trivial irrespective
of their position in the ansatz). While in this manuscript, we
do not aim to optimize the circuit implementation, and thus
we will not be making any comparative analysis between the
two choices stated above; rather, we will start with an ansatz
of the form expressed by Eq.(5) and would choose λ to be
composed of Type-1 Ĝ operators such that their rank increas-
ing action leads to a better span of the N−electron Hilbert
space41. Thus our motivation is to start with an ansatz of struc-
ture like that in Eq.(5) and develop the theoretical methodol-
ogy to solve within PQE framework so that the advantages
of PQE is retained while at the same time a desired accuracy
may be achieved with less quantum resources. Here we start
with some further discussions about Ĝ (of Type-1) that will
motivate us toward our development. We will refer to these
specific operators (Ĝ of Type-1) as scatterer and denote it as
Ŝ.

The scatterers are a class of generalized two-body operators
with one quasi-orbital destruction operator and depending on
whether such destruction operators are hole or particle type,
we designate them as Ŝh and Ŝp respectively: Ŝ = Ŝh + Ŝp

Ŝh =
1
2

θαŶα =
1
2

θ
a,m
i, j â†

aâ†
mâ jâi (7)

Ŝp =
1
2

θβ Ŷβ =
1
2

θ
a,b
i,e â†

aâ†
bâeâi

Here α,β are the composite indices associated with the or-
bital indices of Ŝ. The indices m and e refer to a set of occu-
pied (hole) and unoccupied (particle) spinorbitals in the ref-
erence HF state, and they together form a contractible set of
orbitals (CSOs). The essential difference between the cluster
and scattering operators lies in their action on the reference
determinant: while the action of τ̂ on the reference HF deter-
minant generates an excited determinant, the action of scat-
terer leads to annihilation of the reference leading to the VAC:
Ŝ |φ0⟩ = 0. The non-commutativity between the cluster oper-
ators and scatterers is exploited to simulate connected higher
order excitations:

∑
m

Ŝc,m
k, j τ̂

a,b
i,m → τ̂

a,b,c
i, j,k ;∑

e
Ŝc,b

k,e τ̂
a,e
i, j → τ̂

a,b,c
i, j,k (8)

As the scattering operators have an effective hole-particle ex-
citation rank one, each such contraction between τ̂ and Ŝ in-

creases the excitation rank by one: Ŝτ̂2 → τ̂3, ŜŜτ̂2 → τ̂4... .
However, such a lower rank decomposition of the higher rank
excitations may often lead to redundant description (vide in-
fra). This condition, coupled with the associated VAC makes
a projective formulation to determine the corresponding scat-
terer rotations highly nontrivial.

C. Towards the Construction of Residue Equation for
Scattering Operators

The discussion in the preceding section suggests that the
scattering operators cannot be determined directly by a projec-
tive formulation due to the associated VAC. However, noting
these scatterers have non-zero action on certain doubly excited
determinants leading to the three body excited determinants,
in principle, such operators may be determined by comput-
ing the matrix elements of an effective Hamiltonian operator
between a triply and certain doubly excited determinant via
Hadamard tests. However, projection by triply excited deter-
minants often leads to over-determinedness of the scattering
amplitudes, as we explain below.

When the three-body cluster operators are explicitly in-
cluded in the ansatz, the number of projections by triply ex-
cited determinants are precisely equal to the number of un-
known three-body parameters. However, when such a triple
excitation is decomposed into a tensor product of two two-
body operators (like scatterers and the cluster operators), such
one-to-one mapping between the number of triply excited de-
terminants ( O(n3

on3
v)) and the number of unknown parameters

( O(n2
onCSO

o nv +nonCSO
v n2

v)) no longer exists. This arises from
the fact that the action of the scattering operators on various
two-body excited determinants may lead to the redundant gen-
eration of triply excited determinants: each such three-body
cluster operator may be generated by more than one combi-
nations of Ŷα and ŶI . Also, this implies that each element Ŷα

may get coupled with different ŶI’s (depending on the com-
monality of CSO) to generate different ŶX :

∑
I
(ŶαŶI) |φ0⟩= ∑

X
ŶX |φ0⟩ →∑

X
|φX ⟩ (9)

where we have deliberately put the explicit summation over I
for clarity. This implies that the structure of Ŷα is subsumed
in each such effective three-body excitation operator ŶX . Fur-
thermore, the sum over the triply excited determinants arises
due to the internal summation over various ŶI’s, each shar-
ing a common CSO with Ŷα . Thus the direct determination
the effective hamiltonian matrix elements between the triply
and doubly excited determinants is theoretically wrong as they
have unequal number of such matrix elements as the number
of unknowns, and one needs to judiciously contract the three-
body projection manifold such that the number of projections
equals the number of unknown parameters.

In order to bypass the redundancy, we propose a basis trans-
formation to a lower dimensional manifold in which a con-
tracted basis vector |φα⟩ is obtained by transforming the |φX ⟩
basis via a rectangular matrix such that

|φα⟩= ∑
I

θI

(
ŶαŶI

)
|φ0⟩= ∑

X
CαX |φX ⟩ (10)

where, CαX is a rectangular transformation matrix. Here in
Eq.(10), for a particular α only those elements in the transfor-
mation matrix CαX are non-zero for which Ŷα is structurally
a subpart of ŶX . This implies that the associated |φX ⟩ may
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FIG. 2: Energy difference profile (from FCI, in logarithm scale, along the first row) and CNOT gate count (along the
second row) for our GPQE, PQE-dUCCSD, PQE-dUCCSDT, SPQE (with SDT pool) and VQE over the potential energy

surface. The shaded region indicates the chemical accuracy. Please note that the same ansatz is used for both GPQE
and VQE and their results are nearly identical.

be obtained via tensor contraction between Ŷα and the corre-
sponding ŶIs. In this sense, it is a dimensionality reduction
approach via a transformation to a lower dimensional basis:

{|φS⟩ , |φD⟩ , |φX ⟩} → {|φS⟩ , |φD⟩ , |φα⟩} (11)

such that dim(|φα⟩) is O(n2
onCSO

o nv+nonCSO
v n2

v) which is <<
dim(|φX ⟩) having O(n3

on3
v) elements.

With the knowledge of θI’s obtained via Eq.(2) with an
ansatz Û(θ) = ∏α eσ̂α (θα ) ∏I eκ̂I(θI), where σ̂α = Ŝα− Ŝ†

α , we
construct a residue for Ŝα by explicitly taking the matrix ele-
ment of H̄ = Û†(θ)HÛ(θ) between the reference |φ0⟩ and a

set of contracted triply excited determinants ∑I ⟨φ0|(Ŷ †
I Ŷ †

α )θI
which effectively spans the transformed lower dimensional
manifold {|φα⟩}.

rα(θ) = ∑
I

θI ⟨φ0|
(

Ŷ †
I Ŷ †

α

)
Û†(θ)ĤÛ(θ) |φ0⟩ (12)

The summation over the index I is equivalent to a restricted
summation over the resultant three-body excitations X as Eq.
9. Hence in this lower dimensional basis, residuals rα are ba-
sically the non-diagonal column (or row) elements of the ma-
trix representation of the similarity transformed Hamiltonian
H̄ = Û†(θ)ĤÛ(θ).

Following the conventional approach, the above expression
can be further broken down into the sums of three diagonal
terms which can efficiently be determined in quantum com-

puters:

rα(θ) = ∑

I:(Iα→X)

θI

(
⟨ΩX (

π

4
)| H̄ |ΩX (

π

4
)⟩− 1

2
EX −

1
2

E0

)
(13)

where the terms have their usual meaning as defined in Sec.
II A. The residue corresponding to Ŝα now has a particu-
larly simple structure: it is structurally akin to the residue
for cluster operators, however, each such residual is explic-
itly summed over all the three-body excitation terms that has
the common Ŷα subsumed in it. The presence of the asso-
ciated θI’s ensures that the “contracted” projection manifold
is weighted by all the underlying two-body determinants on
which the particular Ŷα has a non-vanishing action.

Following the construction of the residue via its projec-
tion against the contracted excited determinants, the scattering
amplitudes may be iteratively updated using the usual quasi-
Newton scheme:

θ
(n+1)
α = θ

(n)
α +

r(n)α (θ)

Dα

(14)

where Dα denotes the local Møller-Plesset denominator for
a Ŝα . Eq. (2) and (14) together generate a set of coupled
equations that are iteratively solved to obtain the converged
parameters. With this, we move to the next section where we
discuss the efficiency of GPQE by comparing against allied
PQE based methods and VQE under ideal and noisy environ-
ment.
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III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

A. General Considerations

In this work, all implementations were carried out using
the Qiskit-Nature interface42, which imports one- and two-
body integrals as well as orbital energies from PySCF43. We
employed the STO-3G basis set44 for all the systems with
direct spinorbital to qubit mapping. The Jordan-Wigner en-
coding was used to convert second-quantized fermionic op-
erators into qubit operators45. To accelerate the optimization
trajectory in PQE framework, the Direct Inversion of the Iter-
ative Subspace (DIIS) was applied46. We have used Broyden-
Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shannon (BFGS)47–50 algorithm (as imple-
mented in SCIPY51 library) for VQE optimization. For SPQE
calculations we used QForte52 with time-evolution parame-
ter ∆t = 0.001 and macro-iteration threshold ω = 0.01, while
keeping the maximum excitation rank to order three (i.e. sin-
gles, doubles and triples). In order to keep the gate depth to the
minimum for our formulation, we selected only certain cluster
operators and scatterers as described below. Please note that
for an unbiased comparison, both GPQE and the VQE simu-
lations (wherever applicable) employed the same decomposed
ansatz.

B. Selection of the dominant operators

To work with the most compact form of the ansatz within
the partially disentangled unitary framework, one may judi-
ciously choose certain operators while the seemingly unim-
portant ones are neglected altogether. For all the two-body
operators (τ̂I’s and Ŝα ’s), we resort to the corresponding first
order perturbative measures to prune the list of the operators:
only those operators are chosen for which the absolute mag-
nitude of their first order estimate53 is greater than 10−5. The
singles are chosen based on the second order perturbative es-
timate since they appear in the second order of many-body
perturbation theory for the first time. This implies that only
those singles are chosen where

∣∣∣Amp
( (V †

αVI)K
DKDI

)∣∣∣> 10−6 (15)

where V denotes the two-electron integrals. Furthermore, with
the pruned set of scatterers, only those are retained for which
both the quasi-hole or quasi-particle creation operators (for Ŝh
and Ŝp, respectively) carry paired orbital labels. Additionally,
as demanded by the formulation, the quasi-hole and quasi-
particle destruction operators are restricted to only certain or-
bitals spanning the CSOs.

C. Accuracy and CNOT gate counts over the Potential
Energy Surface: Simulation under noiseless environment

In this section, we study the performance and resource ef-
ficiency of our method with noiseless simulator, and com-

pared and contrasted our results with PQE-dUCCSD, PQE-
dUCCSDT, SPQE (SDT pool). The absolute accuracy of all
these methods are measured against Full Configuration Inter-
action (FCI).

The simultaneous symmetric stretching of all the bonds
in linear H4 chain is a well-studied model system for study-
ing electronic strong-correlation behaviour in quantum many-
body theories. In the STO-3G basis, H4 contains 4 electrons in
8 spinorbitals, which are directly mapped onto 8 qubits. For
our study we varied the H −H bond distance (RH−H ) from
0.75Åto 2.0Å. For all geometries, we included the HOMO and
LUMO spinorbitals in CSOs towards the simulation of triples.
As shown in Fig.2, GPQE demonstrates comparable, and in
some cases superior accuracy to the PQE-dUCCSDT ansatz,
while requiring less than one-third the number of CNOT gates.

The single bond dissociation of B−H is our next test set.
With frozen 1s orbital of B, it renders to be a system with
4 electrons in 10 spinorbitals. It was observed that for B−H
bond lengths ranging from 1.0Åto 2.25Å, there is no low-lying
particle orbital through which the scatterer may contract with
a selected cluster operator. This essentially means that for
these geometries, Ŝp has no role to play and the CSO is con-
stituted by HOMO and (HOMO-1). Beyond RB−H = 2.25, the
CSO is composed of HOMO and LUMO. Fig.2 (second col-
umn) demonstrates the energy profile of GPQE that closely
matches with the PQE-dUCCSDT across the PES while the
former requiring almost an order fewer CNOT gates than the
latter. SPQE with SDT pool utilizes comparable number of
CNOT gates with our ansatz, however, at the cost of compro-
mised the accuracy.

The next system in our study involve the symmetric stretch-
ing of Be−H bonds in linear BeH2. With the 1s orbital of
Be frozen, it has 4 electrons in 12 spinorbitals. For symme-
try considerations, the CSO contains HOMO and (HOMO-1)
up to RBe−H = 1.75Å, while it involves HOMO and LUMO
beyond this point. The energy accuracy obtained from our
ansatz is significantly better than dUCCSD across the poten-
tial energy surface, even while using less than one-third of the
CNOT gates than the latter. As shown in the Fig.2 (third col-
umn), for the initial few points, SPQE (with the SDT pool)
and dUCCSDT ansatz provide somewhat better accuracy than
GPQE. However, the corresponding CNOT counts for SPQE
and PQE-dUCCSDT are almost double and an order of mag-
nitude higher compared to GPQE, respectively. Interestingly,
in the strongly correlated regions, the accuracy of GPQE sur-
passes both SPQE and PQE-dUCCSDT, as demonstrated in
the figure.

At this stage, one may note that in the present approach,
we have worked with an ansatz of the form given in Eq. 5
where all the scatterers act after the action of all the cluster
operators. In both the cases, the operators are taken in lexical
ordering where the one body cluster operators act first on the
reference, followed by the two body cluster operators and fi-
nally by the scatterers. However, one may also choose to work
with a differently ordered ansatz where the appearance of the
scatterers and the cluster operators are interwoven53–55. We
point out that in such cases, our solution strategy for both set
of the parameters remains unchanged as long as each of the
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FIG. 3: Accuracy in energy with respect to FCI is plotted at several internuclear geometries for linear H4 under
Gaussian noise model characterized by standard deviation (sd) (a) 10−2, (b) 10−3 and (c) 10−4. At each geometry, the
energy is averaged over 100 independent samples under Gaussian noise and error bars denote the standard deviation.

scatterers and cluster operators appear only once. In a future
endeavour, we will be extending our methodology to solve for
cases where the operators appear more than once.

D. Simulation with a Gaussian Noise Model: Superior
Accuracy over dUCCSDT-PQE

The demonstrated accuracy of our method compared to
PQE-dUCCSDT under ideal noiseless environment (with the
former requiring at least 1-2 orders of magnitude less quantum
resources) corroborates the balanced treatment of correlation
over the potential energy profiles. However, with the present
devices plagued by different sources of hardware noise, the
improved performance of our method still needs to be vali-
dated under actual or simulated hardware noise. With suffi-
ciently large number of experiments performed in NISQ de-
vices, the measurement outcomes of an observable may be
faithfully sampled by a Gaussian distribution around its op-
timal value. Toward this, for each set of optimal parameters
generated under the ideal noiseless conditions, we simulate
100 sets of noisy parameter samples by applying a Gaus-
sian distribution model54,56. Centered around the optimized
PQE parameters (θopt ), these noisy parameters (θnoisy) are dis-
tributed according to a Gaussian model with a definite stan-
dard deviation (sd).

θnoisy← exp
(
−

θ −θopt

2(sd)2

)
(16)

One note that this noise model may not fully account for more
complex or device-specific errors such as decoherence. In
our study, we have considered three different standard devi-
ations, sd = 10−2,10−3 and 10−4 to represent three different
noise strengths and tested the accuracy of various ansatze over
the linear H4 potential energy profile. Fig. 3 conspicuously
demonstrates better noise-resilience of GPQE compared to
PQE-dUCCSD and PQE-dUCCSDT ansatze. Even under sig-
nificant noise strength of sd = 10−2, the energy calculated us-
ing GPQE lies within chemical accuracy while PQE-dUCCSD

and PQE-dUCCSDT deviates substantially, justifying its su-
perior noise-resilience within PQE family of methods.

E. Numerical Simulation with a Depolarizing Noise Channel:
Superior Noise Resilience of GPQE over VQE

While our GPQE approach opens up a new direction to treat
generalized operators in the projective framework that leads
to less quantum resource utilization over allied PQE family of
methods, such a strategy often leads to nearly identical results
when the parameters are variationally optimized in the noise-
less VQE framework (Fig.2). Thus the absolute superiority
of our approach over VQE with an equivalently parametrized
ansatz warrants further numerical validation under the realis-
tic noisy environment. To this end, we simulated the ansatz
within both VQE and GPQE frameworks with one- and two-
qubit depolarizing noise channels, which can mathematically
model the primary source of errors in NISQ hardware. We
applied one- and two-qubit depolarizing errors of the order
of 10−5 and 10−4, respectively, and simulated the linear H4
model at RH−H = 1.5Å and BH at RB−H = 2Å by averaging
over 20 independent circuit runs.

Dramatically, as shown in Fig.4, even under such low in-
tensity of noise, the optimized GPQE energy is significantly
lower than the optimized VQE energy. Interestingly, the
GPQE energy optimization trajectory exhibits a noticeably
steeper convergence dip, in both the cases as compared to
VQE. Consequently, in both Fig.4(a) and (b), GPQE shows
consistently better average energy predictions with much less
standard deviation than its VQE counterpart. Another inter-
esting observation is that, in Fig.4(a) the energy of the PQE-
dUCCSDT ansatz is much higher than that of both PQE-
dUCCSD and GPQE, as expected, owing to the larger number
of two-qubit gates in the dUCCSDT ansatz. Due to this the
PQE-dUCCSDT trajectory for Fig.4(b) is not explicitly shown
as it lies way above the scale of the plot along y-axis. In Fig.
4(a) we observe that PQE-dUCCSD energy profile lies close
(although slightly higher, consistently) to that of our method,
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FIG. 4: Energy is plotted at each iteration under
depolarizing noise channel. This energy is averaged over
20 independent runs and error bar denotes the standard

deviation.

contrary to the noiseless behaviour (shown in Fig.2). Such
an improved performance of PQE-dUCCSD (compared to our
approach and over PQE-dUCCSDT in particular) is artifac-
tual due to being less perturbed by noise and is not due to the
capture of adequate correlation effects. However, in case of
Fig.4(b) as the number of CNOT gates are substantially high
for PQE-dUCCSD, huge accumulation of noise affects the en-
ergy computations in a way that it does not even show any sign
of convergence as can be seen from the relative behaviour of
the trajectories. Thus while we may expect to have improved
fault-tolerance of quantum device over next few decades, such
noisy energy profile would gradually approach to their corre-
sponding noise-free limits as given by Fig. 2 for which right
numerical trend is solely dictated by the amount of correlation

captured by the theory. In this context, our method shows the
best compromise between accuracy and resource efficiency
in its noiseless limit while maintaining requisite accuracy in
present day’s noisy architecture. More importantly, in the cur-
rent noisy architecture, the improved performance of GPQE
over VQE convincingly demonstrates the former’s robustness
and superior noise resilience.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE OUTLOOKS:

In this manuscript, we have developed a methodology,
GPQE, for determining the amplitudes corresponding to the
generalized operators within the projective quantum eigen-
solver framework. Given the existence of the vacuum an-
nihilating condition of the generalized operators when acted
on the HF reference, the conventional Hilbert-space projec-
tion based PQE required to deal with only excitation type of
operators which rapidly incurs high computational expenses
due to the inclusion of high-rank excitations to achieve chem-
ical accuracy for strongly correlated systems. In GPQE, we
bypassed this issue by projecting the effective Hamiltonian
against a set of contracted excited determinants, the number
of which precisely equals the number of generalized unknown
parameters. The residue determining equations are shown to
be easily implemented in quantum computers in terms of the
sum of diagonal expectation values, somewhat akin to the tra-
ditional formulation.

The solution of the generalized operators with GPQE opens
up a new research direction in which one can maintain min-
imal circuit depth to simulate electronic strong correlation
within PQE framework while concurrently retaining its high
noise resilience in NISQ architecture. The advantage of this
development is demonstrated under ideal environment where
GPQE with a parametrized double unitary ansatz, containing
both excitation and generalized operators, and is shown to be
as accurate as dUCCSDT-PQE while the former requires or-
ders of magnitude less quantum resources. This is also shown
to be more accurate than dUCCSD-PQE and dUCCSDT-PQE
when simulated under a Gaussian noise model. More im-
portantly, when simulated under synthetic depolarising noise
channel, GPQE is shown to be more resilient than dUCCSD-
PQE, dUCCSDT-PQE and VQE (with similar ansatz), demon-
strating its potential as an alternative to VQE to simulate
atoms and molecules with chemistry inspired ansatz in near-
term quantum computers.

A CNOT-efficient implementation of GPQE would be a
good simulation protocol towards accurate determination of
molecular energetics under NISQ devices. Furthermore, one
may integrate various error mitigation schemes for its practi-
cal realization.
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