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Quantum computation of dominant products in lithium-sulfur batteries
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Quantum chemistry simulations of some industrially relevant molecules are reported, employing variational quantum
algorithms for near-term quantum devices. The energies and dipole moments are calculated along the dissociation
curves for lithium hydride (LiH), hydrogen sulfide (H,S), lithium hydrogen sulfide (LiSH) and lithium sulfide (Li,S).
In all cases we focus on the breaking of a single bond, to obtain information about the stability of the molecular species
being investigated. We calculate energies and a variety of electrostatic properties of these molecules using classical
simulators of quantum devices, with up to 21 qubits for lithium sulfide. Moreover, we calculate the ground-state energy
and dipole moment along the dissociation pathway of LiH using IBM quantum devices. This is the first example, to the
best of our knowledge, of dipole moment calculations being performed on quantum hardware.

INTRODUCTION

Lithium-sulfur batteries are a promising next-generation
battery technology with a high theoretical capacity of up
to ~1675 mAh/g and a high theoretical energy density of
~2600 Wh/kg (Li-ion theoretical energy density is ~350-500
Wh/kg)!=®. The reversible battery functioning is based on the
electrochemistry between lithium metal (Li’) and elemental
sulfur (Sg) to form lithium sulfide (Li;S) as the thermody-
namic product, illustrated in Figure 1. The reduction of sulfur
is known to proceed on discharge in the battery, through a se-
ries of intermediate lithium polysulfide salts, some of which
are soluble in the electrolyte and can diffuse to the lithium
metal anode’~!!. The solubility of various intermediates pro-
vides unique challenges for the realization of lithium-sulfur
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of a lithium-sulfur battery. Dur-
ing discharge, elemental sulfur is reduced into sulfur salts containing
chains of varying lengths, ultimately resulting in lithium sulfide pro-
duction. During charge, the chemistry is reversed. The mechanism
for lithium sulfide production is proposed to occur through a two-
electron process.

dcorresponding author, jrice @us.ibm.com

batteries and limits the potential use of lithium-sulfur as a
practical alternative to state-of-the-art lithium-ion'%!3.

In order to harness control over the battery technology, the
mechanism for production and identification of reactive inter-
mediates must be validated. However, the reaction mechanism
for sulfur reduction in the battery environment is highly com-
plex and debated in the field. Intermediates are difficult (if not
impossible) to characterize during operation of the battery and
competing chemical (vs electrochemical) pathways are also
active, which confounds the mixture of products produced.
Generally, products are assumed to be produced through ei-
ther one electron or two electron processes, which generate
radicals and Li-S salts, in which the sulfur anion consists of
1-8 sulfur atoms. Four electron processes have also been con-
sidered but are unlikely as there is little experimental evidence
and for entropic reasons'4.

The molecular electron-density distribution and, in partic-
ular, the resulting dipole moment, are critical for understand-
ing a variety of phenomena occurring in batteries. In gen-
eral, molecules with high polarity can easily attract or re-
pel valence electrons from other compounds and generate re-
actions through electron transfer. The dipole moment of a
molecule also determines its response to an external electric
field. Accurate computation of energetics and dipole moments
of molecules is thus a problem with deep conceptual impor-
tance, and significant applicability to the chemistry of LiS bat-
teries. Achieving this goal requires solving the Schrodinger
equation for the molecules of interest, a problem that is known
to be exponentially expensive for classical computers unless
approximation schemes are introduced.

Quantum computing is an alternative and complementary
mode of attack of mathematical problems, that has significant
potential to provide advantage over conventional computing
in a number of areas, including simulation of Hamiltonian
dynamics'>~'8. A number of heuristics to provide approxi-
mate but highly accurate solutions to the Schrodinger equa-
tion have been proposed, in particular the Variational Quan-
tum Eigensolver (VQE)!*2L, Over the last years, researchers
have demonstrated the use and accuracy of VQE in investiga-
tions of a variety of molecules'®-20-22-29,

Motivated by these results, and by the importance of com-
puting energies and electrostatic properties, in this work we
assess the performance of quantum algorithms in determining



ground state energies and dipole moments along bond stretch-
ing for LiH, H, S, LiSH and Li,S, using classical simulators of
quantum devices. The calculations presented here are impor-
tant for the development of quantum computing: to the best of
our knowledge, we present the first quantum hardware results
of dipole moments, focusing on the LiH molecule. Our results
immediately generalize to expectation values of k-body oper-
ators in materials, with significant implications for the ability
to study reactivity and electrostatics in batteries by quantum
algorithms.

METHODOLOGY
A. Working equations

The overall strategy for the calculations performed in this
work involved initial pre-processing by classical quantum
chemistry codes on conventional computers, to generate op-
timized Hartree-Fock orbitals and matrix elements of the
Hamiltonian, prior to performing computations with quantum
simulators or devices. The restricted Hartree-Fock (RHF) sin-
glet state has been chosen as the initial state for all of the cal-
culations described here, since experience has indicated this
state as a good choice for a variety of chemical problems>C.
Restricted coupled-cluster with singles and doubles (CCSD)
and full configuration interaction (FCI) calculations were per-
formed using Psi43!, at STO-3G level of theory, using the
frozen-core approximation for correlated calculations. The
choice of the minimal basis is motivated by the fact that only
a few molecular orbitals can be described on contemporary
quantum hardware, since the number of available qubits is still
relatively small, devices are noisy, and full quantum error cor-
rection techniques are not yet available. Additional details for
the studied molecules are listed in the Supplementary Mate-
rial.

Having selected a set of single-electron orbitals for each of
the studied species, VQE computations were performed with
quantum simulators and devices. Achieving this goal requires
first defining a Hilbert space .7 spanned by 2n orthonormal
one-electron wavefunctions {¢, ® Xc} o, Where {¢),}_, are
a set of orthonormal spatial orbitals, here RHF orbitals, and
Xo are spin-z eigenfunctions, with o =1, /.

For each of the 2n spin-orbitals ¢, ® x, we then define a
creation operator é;c, and construct the fermionic Fock space
Z. Now, .Z is of course a 2*"-dimensional Hilbert space,
which is very naturally mapped?>~** onto the Hilbert space of
m = 2n qubits. An important example of such a mapping is
the Jordan-Wigner transformation
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with Z{ = Z,Z,_1 ... Zs11Z,. Of course there exist several al-
ternatives, most notably the parity and Bravyi-Kitaev encod-

ings, that can be combined with “tapering" techniques to re-
duce the number m of qubits leveraging conservation of par-
ticle number modulo 2 and the presence of Z; symmetries of
molecular orbitals**3°. When fermionic wavefunctions can
be mapped onto m-qubit wavefunctions, fermionic k-body op-
erators are mapped onto linear combination of Pauli operators
acting on m qubits,
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where P, € {1,X,Y,Z}*™ is an m-qubit Pauli operator, and
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is a spin-summed k-body excitation operator. For example,
under Jordan-Wigner representation, one-body operators O =
Y pq O4E} transform onto

OHZOP ZO"]I Znsp
Op P+]X +Y ZZ+}Y

n+q 1
+ Z OpX"+qul+p+l n+p +Yn+‘] n+1)+lY"+P

2

rP<q

Once k-body operators are encoded onto qubit operators, they
can of course be measured, using standard techniques, on a
register of qubits prepared in a suitable wavefunction. In this
work, to produce an accurate approximation for the ground
state of the system, we use the VQE algorithm, in which
a parametrized quantum circuit U (0)|%¥y) is used to corre-
late an initial mean-field wavefunction ¥y, corresponding to
the RHF state, and the best approximation to the ground
state is determined by numerically minimizing the energy
E(0) = (¥o|U(6)"HU(0)|¥s). Once the optimal parameters
are found, properties can be evaluated as expectation values
of suitable qubit operators over the VQE wavefunction.

Here, we focused on multipole moments, which we evalu-
ate as expectation values of one-body operators,
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given by a nuclear and an electronic contributions,
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respectively, where i ...i, = x,y,z are indices labeling Carte-
sian components, and Zy, R, are the atomic numbers and the
positions of the nuclei respectlvely

From the quantities M1 we easily obtain the dipole,
quadrupole, octopole and hexadecapole moments in the trace-
less Buckingham expansion*®#4, respectively defined as
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where repeated indices (k,! = x,y,z) are summed over. Multi-
pole moments are converted to spherical molecular moments
as detailed in Table E1 of Ref [40].

We evaluate the charge density and molecular electrostatic
potential, respectively defined as
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In this work, we elected to evaluate multipole moments
as expectation values of one-body operators. There exists of
course an alternative approach, based on the definition of the
dipole moment as the derivative of the ground-state energy
with respect to an external electric field* !,

Within such an approach, the dipole moment definition
includes additional terms that depend on the derivatives of
the Hartree-Fock orbitals with respect to the external electric
field.

The strategy of computing dipole moments as expectation
values of one-body operators is simpler and more economical,
as it requires ¢'(n?) rather than & (n°) measurements of Pauli
operators when the Jordan-Wigner encoding is used. More-
over, it does not require calculating energies within sub-milli-
Hartree statistical accuracy, making it suitable for contempo-
rary quantum hardware.

The implementation and hardware demonstration of
gradient-based approaches is a valuable direction of research
in the development and refinement of experiments on quan-
tum hardware %, especially important in the investigation of
second-order derivatives, such as polarizabilities and shield-
ing tensors.

We defined the charge density and electrostatic potential in
terms of the spin-summed one-body density matrix (‘¥|E}|\¥)
(IRDM) because, unlike multipole moments, these quantities
are evaluated on very large meshes of spatial points. There-
fore, they are more conveniently computed by measuring and
post-processing the IRDM. Multipole moments, on the other
hand, are more naturally evaluated as expectation values of
hermitian operators, without extracting and post-processing
the IRDM.
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B. Computational details

We use IBM’s open-source Python library for quantum
computing, Qiskit>’. Qiskit provides tools for various tasks
such as creating quantum circuits, performing simulations,
and computations on real hardware. It also contains an imple-
mentation of the VQE algorithm, a hybrid quantum-classical
algorithm that uses both quantum and classical resources to
solve the Schrodinger equation and a classical exact eigen-
solver algorithm to compare results.

In the VQE algorithm, we take our wavefunction in the
form of a quantum circuit, which is the unitary coupled clus-
ter with singles and doubles (UCCSD)*%-%°_ its quantum vari-
ant (q-UCCSD) as defined in Ref [61], and the following Ry
Ansatz,
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where |¥y) is an initial wavefunction (here, the restricted
closed-shell Hartree-Fock state), m is the number of qubits,
R, i(6)=exp(—i6Y;/2)is aY rotation of an angle 6 applied to
qubit i, G;; a parameter-free two-qubit entangling gate (here,
the CNOT gate) applied to a pair (ij) of connected qubits
(here, we chose linear connectivity, i.e. (ij) € C if and only if
j=1i+1), and n, is an integer denoting the number of times a
layer of entangling gates followed by a layer of Y rotations is
repeated.

We then minimize the expectation value of the Hamiltonian
with respect to the parameters of our circuit. The minimiza-
tion is carried out through the classical optimization method,
L_BFGS_B%%* on the simulator, and Simultaneous Pertur-
bation Stochastic Approximation (SPSA)®>% on the device.
Once the VQE is complete, we obtain the optimized varia-
tional form and the estimate for the ground state energy. In
addition, we measure the one-body operators corresponding to
the components of the dipole, quadrupole, octopole and hex-
adecapole moments, and the electron density and electrostatic
potential from the spin-summed one-particle density matrix
(W|ES|W).

We chose molecular geometries to lie in the xz plane of a
suitable frame of reference, with the center of mass occupy-
ing the origin of such a frame of reference, and the heaviest
element having z < 0.

We ran our experiments on both the statevector and qasm
simulators in Qiskit. We performed hardware experiments



on 5 qubit devices available through IBM Quantum Experi-
ence each with Quantum Volume®” of 32, namely, ibmg_rome,
ibmg_athens, ibmg_bogota and ibmgq_santiago®®. We em-
ployed readout-error mitigation®~’! as implemented in Qiskit
Ignis to correct measurement errors. We also used a simple
noise extrapolation scheme using additional CNOT gates at
the minimum energy VQE iterations to account for errors in-
troduced during the expensive 2-qubit entangling operations
as was shown in Refs [72, 73].

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
C. Quantum computation of lithium-sulfur molecules

The stability of LiyS in batteries is related to the amount
of energy needed to break one Li—S bond. So. in this study,
we have studied the dissociation of one bond, rather than two
bonds simultaneously.

1. Lithium hydride (LiH)

After removing the frozen core orbital (Li 1s), the lithium
hydride (LiH) bond can be represented by molecular (spatial)
orbitals (MOs) with 2s, 2p, character for lithium (since LiH
is placed along the z axis) and an MO with 1s character for
hydrogen, for a total of 6 spin-orbitals. The ground state en-
ergy and dipole moment norm were calculated over a range of
bond distances on the simulator and on the hardware through
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FIG. 2. Calculations for lithium hydride, LiH. Top: Dissociation
curve (ground state energy in Hartrees) as a function of interatomic
distance (in Angstroms) from RHF, CCSD, q-UCCSD and FCI. Bot-
tom: Dipole moment (in Debye) as a function of interatomic distance
(in Angstroms).
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the use of four qubits after tapering’’ techniques were applied.

As seen in Figure 2, results from CCSD and FCI coincide
for both energy and dipole moment along bond stretching,
since these methods are equivalent for two-electron systems.
Also q-UCCSD values are essentially the same as FCI. De-
spite its simplicity, LiH has an interesting evolution in the
dipole moment along the dissociation curve from a regime
with ionic character (polar, short Ry iy, ||| ~ 4.6 D) to one
without polarity (large Ryiy, ||| =~ 0). The large change in
the dipole moment between 2.0 and 3.5 A correlates with
the pronounced deviation of the energy dissociation curve
from that of the FCI in the first results reported on quantum
hardware, see Figure 3 of Ref [20]. Both of these observa-
tions are consistent with the fact that there is more entangle-
ment/electron correlation across this bond length range, and
thus higher circuit depth is needed.

2. Hydrogen sulfide (H;S)

After removing frozen core orbitals, hydrogen sulfide (H,S)
is represented by MOs with 3s, 3p,, 3p,, 3p, character for
sulfur and an MO with 1s character for hydrogen, totaling
12 spin orbitals and 8§ electrons. Upon employing tapering
and associated qubit reductions to exploit symmetries in the
molecule’”-7#, the q-UCCSD ground state energy and dipole
moment norm were calculated over a range of bond distances
on the simulator with 9 qubits as illustrated in Figure 3. Also
plotted are the corresponding CCSD and FCI energies and
dipole moment norms.

g-UCCSD and CCSD are in agreement with the FCI ener-
gies across bond stretching (the maximum deviation in milli-
Hartrees from the FCI value being 0.085 (at 2.15 A)and 0.131
(at 2.15 A) respectively, with g-UCCSD providing a better es-
timate of the energy for large Rys. Note that the the CCSD en-
ergy actually goes below the FCI value at large Rys, a known
deficiency of CCSD to describe the molecular energy when
the bond length is far from the equilibrium value.

The dipole moment norm is seen to monotonically decrease
with Ryg towards ~ 0.67 D, which is the dipole moment norm
of the HS fragment, and again q-UCCSD values are in better
agreement with FCI than CCSD ones (the maximum devia-
tions from FCI being 2 milliDebye and 12 milliDebye respec-
tively).

As seen in Figure 3, differences between q-UCCSD and
FCI energies are always greater than zero. This can be
understood, since the q-UCCSD energies are variational in
nature>3-%" but since the method only includes single and dou-
ble excitations, the values must lie above the FCI values. It
is also understandable that the most challenging regime is
the intermediate dissociation regime (Rys ~ 1.8 A) where
the ground-state wavefunction is switching between different
dominant determinants in its configuration interaction expan-
sion, exhibiting multi-reference character.
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FIG. 3. Calculations for HyS. Top left: dissociation curve as a function of HS distance from RHF, CCSD, q-UCCSD and FCI. Top right:
Deviation from FCI energy, for CCSD and q-UCCSD. Bottom left: norm of the dipole moment as a function of HS distance. Bottom right:
deviation from FCI dipole, for CCSD and q-UCCSD.
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FIG. 4. Calculations for LiSH, when breaking the Li-S bond. Top left: dissociation curve as a function of LiS distance from RHF, CCSD,
g-UCCSD and FCI. Top right: Deviation from FCI energy, for CCSD and q-UCCSD. Bottom left: norm of the dipole moment as a function of
LiS distance. Bottom right: deviation from FCI dipole, for CCSD and q-UCCSD.
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FIG. 5. Calculations for LiSH, when breaking the H-S bond. Top left: dissociation curve as a function of HS distance from RHF, CCSD,
q-UCCSD and FCI. Top right: Deviation from FCI energy, for CCSD and q-UCCSD. Bottom left: norm of the dipole moment as a function of
HS distance. Bottom right: deviation from FCI dipole, for CCSD and q-UCCSD.
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FIG. 6. Calculations for lithium sulfide, Li>S. Top left: dissociation curve as a function of LiS distance from RHF, CCSD, q-UCCSD and
FCI. Top right: deviation from FCI energy, for CCSD and q-UCCSD. Bottom left: norm of the dipole moment as a function of LiS distance.

Bottom right: deviation from FCI dipole, for CCSD and q-UCCSD.

3. Lithium hydrogen sulfide (LiSH)

After removing core orbitals, lithium hydrogen sulfide
(LiSH) is represented by MOs with 3s, 3py, 3py, and 3p, char-
acter for sulfur, 1s character for hydrogen and 2s, 2p,, 2py,
2p;, character for lithium, for a total of 18 spin orbitals and
8 electrons. After employing tapering and qubit reductions
possible due to symmetry3”-’#, the ground state energy and
dipole moment norms were calculated on the simulator with
15 qubits.

Results are shown in Figures 4 and 5. In Figure 4, the dis-
sociation of the LiS bond is studied by varying Ry ;s with all
other internal coordinates fixed at their experimental values’>.
For all but the largest values of Ry js, CCSD is in better agree-
ment with FCI for both the energy and the dipole moment
norm. As in the H,S case, the most challenging regime is the
intermediate dissociation region, where the g-UCCSD energy
is overestimated by 5 milliHartrees and the dipole moment
norm by ~20% at Ry ;s ~ 2.7 A. Note that, just as for H,S, at
large Ry js, the dipole moment norm converges towards || ft|| ~
0.67 D, the dipole moment of the HS fragment.

A very different situation is seen for the dissociation of the
SH bond, illustrated in Figure 5. Description of the disso-
ciation regime is more challenging for both CC flavors than
that seen for the breaking of the Li-S bond, with g-UCCSD
again performing better at large bond length. The FCI dipole
moment norm decreases monotonically with Rgsyy, a trend that
both CC flavors reproduce qualitatively, but not quantitatively,
particularly at longer bond lengths. Note that, in the large Rsy
regime, CCSD and q-UCCSD dipole norms converge towards
||| = 2.10 D, which is higher than the FCI value (1.52 D),
signaling the limited accuracy of the underlying Ansétze.
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FIG. 7. (a) Evolution of the dipole moment vector of LiS along
breaking of the LiS bond. The length of the arrow is the dipole mo-
ment norm, shown in Figure 6. The black circles in the background
denote the S (large) and fixed Li (small) atom, and the moving gray
circles illustrate the departing Li atom. (b) Evolution of energy (top)
and partial charges (bottom) of LiS along breaking of the LiS bond.
Colors correspond to different bondlengths, dotted black lines are a
guide for the eye, illustrating the evolution of dipole vector, energy
and charges with bondlength.
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FIG. 8. Contour plots of the g-UCCSD molecular electrostatic potential of LiH, H;S, Li,S and LiSH (a,b,c,d respectively) at equilibrium
geometry. Contour plots are shown along the isosurfaces of the q-UCCSD charge density with values 0.025, 0.02, 0.025 and 0.025 respectively.
Molecular electrostatic potential values range between minimum values -0.05, -0.04, -0.02, -0.04 (blue) and maximum values 0.60, 0.12, 0.53,
0.53 (red) respectively. White, purple and yellow spheres represent H, Li and S atoms respectively.

LiH H,S LiSH Li,S
component unit q-UCCSD FCI q-UCCSD FCI q-UCCSD FCI q-UCCSD FCI
O1o D -1.8286 -1.8286 0.3520 0.3518 0.9445 0.8079 0.3341 0.2853
Olle D 0.1159 0.1154
020 DA -5.0908 -5.0908 -8.8799 -8.8805 -6.0715 -6.5529 -15.3387 -15.4943
Osle DA -1.3555 -1.3962
02 DA 0.7224 0.7224 1.4482 1.4910 8.8109 8.5606
030 D A? -17.6025  -17.6026 -3.0819 -3.0828 -20.3586 -17.6287 -11.1787 -11.8992
O31c D A2 5.3521 5.5159
03¢ D A? -0.2627 -0.2634 -3.5015 -3.6918 17.3761 17.0057
033¢ D A? -0.8122 -0.8108
O35 D A2 -0.0664 -0.0661
Ouo D A3 771731 -77.1730 487331  -48.7366 91.8761  -105.8862  -169.7058  -173.6052
Oule D A3 -6.5822 -7.4223
Oure D A3 -1.9550 -1.9565 15.1501 16.1430 -26.5829 -29.2577
Ouze D A3 -9.4300 -9.3020
Quss D A3 -0.3018 -0.2849
Ouae D A3 0.1150 0.1146 0.8223 0.8661 68.6044 68.6344
Ouas D A3 -2.7937 -2.8335

TABLE I. Multipole moments for LiH, H,S, LiSH and Li, S (top to bottom) in traceless spherical Buckingham form, at equilibrium geometry,
in the center of mass frame. Blank entries correspond to multipole moments that are exactly zero due to the symmetry.

4. Lithium sulfide (Li,S)

After removal of the core orbitals for lithium and sulfur,
lithium sulfide Li,S is represented by MOs with 3s, 3py, 3p,,
3p; character for sulfur and 2s, 2py, 2py, 2p, character for
lithium, for a total of 24 spin orbitals and 8 electrons. After
employing tapering and qubit reductions to account for molec-
ular symmetries, the ground state energy and dipole moment
norms were calculated on the simulator with 21 qubits. g-

UCCSD and CCSD estimates for energy and dipole are simi-
lar in accuracy along bond stretching.

Results are given in Figure 6. Interestingly, we observe that
the norm of the dipole moment varies non-trivially with Ry ;s
for both CCSD, q-UCCSD, and FCI: it decreases up to Ry js ~
2.1 A, then increases until Ry s ~ 3.0 A, then decreases until
Riis ~ 3.5 A, and then increases again towards an asymptotic
value. For q-UCCSD and FCI, this asymptotic value is of
IZ|| 2 1.72 D and 1.49 D respectively.
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FIG. 9. (a) Schematic representation of the 5-qubit linearly-connected devices employed in this work, and of the quantum circuit used to
simulate the ground-state energy and dipole moment of LiH. Orange symbols denote gates encoding of the Hartree-Fock state, blue symbols
the y-rotations defining the variational Ansatz, and red symbols the measurements of Pauli operators. (b) Molecular orbitals (MO) encoded on
the quantum hardware, for LiH at equilibrium geometry, respectively the highest occupied MO and the two virtual MOs in the A irreducible
representation of the C.,, group (left to right). (c) Binary strings encoding the Hartree-Fock wavefunction under Jordan-Wigner and parity
mappings, without and with removal of the two qubits related to the spin-up and spin-down particle number conservation in the parity mapping

(top to bottom).

This behavior is elucidated in Figure 7, where we consider
the evolution of the dipole vector of Li,S along breaking of a
single LiS bond. As the bond length evolves from 1.3 to 2.1
A (equilibrium), the dipole moment decreases in length, and
rotates towards the bisector of the Li-S-Li triangle.

As the bondlength further increases, the dipole moment
increases again in length, rotating towards the departing Li
atom, until the point of inflection of the potential energy curve
(RLis ~ 3.0 A) is reached. There, at g-UCCSD level, it sud-
denly rotates towards the unbroken LiS bond. Note that FCI
values for the dipole moment of LiSH at long SH distance are
very close to those of Li,S at long LiS distance (1.52 and 1.49
Debye respectively), since they both result in a fragment of
LiS.

D. Study of electrostatic properties

In this section, we evaluate multipole moments, charge den-
sities and electrostatic potentials for the species discussed in
the previous section, focusing on equilibrium geometries.

In Figure 8, we evaluate charge densities and molecular
electrostatic potentials. The contour plots qualitatively illus-
trate the electronegative nature of sulfur, which hosts negative
partial charges in compounds (b,c,d). On the other hand, as
expected, lithium has low electronegativity and hosts positive
partial charges in compounds (a,c,d).

In Table I, we list the multipole moments for LiH, H,S,
LiSH and Li,S respectively. The comparison between g-
UCCSD and FCI demonstrate the accuracy of the former:
higher multipole moments, which are notoriously very sen-
sitive physical quantities to the choice of method, exhibit
somewhat large deviations. Such a limited accuracy is also
a reflection of the heuristic nature of the g-UCCSD Ansatz,
and pinpoints the need of developing more accurate Ansétze
and methodologies, in order to satisfactorily describe sensitive
electrostatic properties of molecules.

We note that molecular electrostatic potentials can be used

to obtain partial charges through the restrained electrostatic
potential (RESP) technique’6~7°, offering further insight into
the interaction between molecules and their dissociation. For
example, in Figure 7, we show the partial charges of Li,S
along breaking of the LiS bond: the Li atom departing from
the molecule is neutral in the large Ry ;g limit, while the re-
maining Li and S atoms carry partial charges responsible for
the asymptotic value of the dipole moment.
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FIG. 10. Hardware results of ground-state energy (top) and dipole
moment (bottom) calculations for LiH on the 5 qubit devices ac-
cessed via IBM Quantum Experience. (Top: energy in Hartrees as
a function of interatomic distance, in Angstroms.



E. Quantum chemistry calculations on quantum devices

Next, the dipole moment of lithium hydride was evaluated
using quantum hardware as sketched in Figure 9. We employ
the hardware-efficient Ry Ansatz to estimate the ground-state
energy and dipole moment at representative values of Ry .
We used a circuit with cNOT entangling gates with linear con-
nectivity and 3 layers as illustrated in Figure 9.

To the best of our knowledge, these are the first evaluations
of dipole moments on quantum hardware.

We chose to study six bond lengths representative of the po-
lar and dissociation regimes. We chose the Ry Ansatz because
experience’” suggests that, for small molecules like LiH, it
can deliver accurate ground state energies with modest quan-
tum resources, unlike g-UCCSD.

Results from hardware experiments in presence of readout
error mitigation are shown. A Richardson extrapolation®70
is also conducted, with the aim of further mitigating the im-
pact of noise (intermediate data are listed in the Supplemen-
tary Material). As seen in Figure 10, the qualitative behavior
of both energies and dipoles is correctly captured by the hard-
ware experiments upon extrapolation. In particular, the dipole
moment is accurate within ~10% in the polar regime. Fu-
ture research will explore approaches to improve these results
quantitatively, for example by the use of circuits with higher
depth, by the exploration of multiple Ansitze or by the use of
different error mitigation techniques.

CONCLUSIONS

Herein, we have reported on the simulations of four
molecules (LiH, H,S, LiSH and Li;S) that increase in com-
plexity to Li»S which is relevant to the study of lithium-sulfur
batteries. We showed that we could obtain ground state en-
ergies for LiH and H,S within 1 mHa from FCI. For species
with more valence electrons, our calculations pinpoint the lim-
itations of Ansitze based on single and double electronic ex-
citations, especially away from equilibrium.

Differences could be observed in the LiSH molecule, de-
pending on whether the hydrogen or lithium atom was dis-
sociated from the sulfur atom: when the SH bond is dissoci-
ated, the dipole moment decreases monotonically towards a
large (~ 1.5 D) asymptotic limit, and when the LiS bond is
dissociated it converges non-monotonically towards a smaller
asymptotic value (0.57 D). The asymptotic values of the
dipole moment norms are a reflection of the greater polar-
ity of the LiS bond compared to the SH bond. The non-
monotonicity, on the other hand, is analogous to the behavior
seen in the LipS molecule, which is due to non-trivial changes
in the direction of the dipole moment as Ry ;5 changes.

Furthermore, the effects of electronic distribution changes
could be observed when evaluating the dipole moment of LiH.
Additionally, we showed that the LiH could be qualitatively
determined on quantum hardware with 4 qubits. This is a no-
table demonstration of the capabilities of the hardware since
the dipole moment of lithium hydride changes from strongly
polarized in its ionic state to effectively neutral at long bond

distances over ~ 2.5 A, representing a highly entangled state
at this distance.

Characterizing the electronic structure of Li-S compounds
is an important step towards understanding lithium-sulfur bat-
teries. However, achieving this goal with quantum comput-
ers requires further methodological improvements. For ex-
ample, achieving the ability to tackle larger and more rele-
vant chemical species'>!>80 and non-minimal basis sets®!33,
developing Ansitze that achieve a balance between hardware
efficiency and chemical insights>’?*84-8 and incorporating
nuclear motion effects®’-.

Our work provides a stepping stone on the way to larger
quantum computing calculations, on polyanions formed upon
discharge in the Li-S battery. These calculations will have the
potential to compare between radical and ionic mechanisms of
the electrochemical reduction of sulfur to lithium sulfide with
lithium metal.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

See supplementary material for details of both the quantum
experiments and the classical simulations, including investi-
gation of the LiH CCSD energy and dipole moment across
the dissociation profile using different basis sets.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We are indebted to many colleagues for helpful discussions,
particularly Stephen Wood, Panagiotis Barkoutsos and Ivano
Tavernelli.

TG, JL, MM and JER acknowledge the IBM Research Cog-
nitive Computing Cluster service for providing resources that
have contributed to the research results reported in this paper.

This paper is dedicated to the memory of Prof. Dr. Dr.
Andreas Hintennach.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data that support the findings of this study are available
from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

REFERENCES

1P Gibot, M. Casas-Cabanas, L. Laffont, S. Levasseur, P. Carlach,
S. Hamelet, J.-M. Tarascon, and C. Masquelier, Nat. Mater 7, 741 (2008).

2P. G. Bruce, S. A. Freunberger, L. J. Hardwick, and J.-M. Tarascon, Nat.
Mater 11, 19 (2012).

3M. Wild, L. O’Neill, T. Zhang, R. Purkayastha, G. Minton, M. Marinescu,
and G. Offer, Energy Environ. Sci 8, 3477 (2015).

M. Hagen, D. Hanselmann, K. Ahlbrecht, R. Maga, D. Gerber, and
J. Tiibke, Adv. Energy Mater 5, 1401986 (2015).

SD. Zheng, X. Zhang, J. Wang, D. Qu, X. Yang, and D. Qu, J. Power Sources
301, 312 (2016).

OR. Fang, S. Zhao, Z. Sun, D.-W. Wang, H.-M. Cheng, and F. Li, Adv. Mater
29, 1606823 (2017).


http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/nmat2245
https://www.nature.com/articles/nmat3191
https://www.nature.com/articles/nmat3191
https://pubs.rsc.org/en/content/articlelanding/2015/ee/c5ee01388g#!divAbstract
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1002/aenm.201401986
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2015.10.002
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2015.10.002
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/adma.201606823
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/adma.201606823

"H. Yamin, A. Gorenshtein, J. Penciner, Y. Sternberg, and E. Peled, J. Elec-
trochem. Soc 135, 1045 (1988).

8y. v. Mikhaylik and J. R. Akridge, J. Electrochem. Soc 151, A1969 (2004).

9C. Barchasz, F. Molton, C. Duboc, J.-C. Leprétre, S. Patoux, and F. Alloin,
Anal. Chem 84, 3973 (2012).

10M. Cuisinier, P--E. Cabelguen, B. Adams, A. Garsuch, M. Balasubrama-
nian, and L. Nazar, Energy Environ. Sci 7, 2697 (2014).

T, A. Pascal, K. H. Wujcik, J. Velasco-Velez, C. Wu, A. A. Teran, M. Kapi-
lashrami, J. Cabana, J. Guo, M. Salmeron, N. Balsara, et al., J. Phys. Chem.
Lett 5, 1547 (2014).

125 _H. Chung, C.-H. Chang, and A. Manthiram, Adv. Funct. Mater 28,
1801188 (2018).

3T, Li, X. Bai, U. Gulzar, Y.-J. Bai, C. Capiglia, W. Deng, X. Zhou, Z. Liu,
Z. Feng, and R. Proietti Zaccaria, Adv. Funct. Mater 29, 1901730 (2019).

14K H. Wujcik, D. R. Wang, A. A. Teran, E. Nasybulin, T. A. Pascal, D. Pren-
dergast, and N. P. Balsara, “Determination of redox reaction mechanisms
in lithium—sulfur batteries,” in Electrochemical Engineering (John Wiley &
Sons, Ltd, 2018) Chap. 3, pp. 41-74.

I5A. Aspuru-Guzik, A. D. Dutoi, P. J. Love, and M. Head-Gordon, Science
309, 1704 (2005).

167, M. Georgescu, S. Ashhab, and F. Nori, Rev. Mod. Phys. 86, 153 (2014).

171, Kassal, J. D. Whitfield, A. Perdomo-Ortiz, M.-H. Yung, and A. Aspuru-
Guzik, Annu. Rev. Phys. Chem 62, 185 (2011).

18y, Cao, J. Romero, J. P. Olson, M. Degroote, P. D. Johnson, M. Kieferov4,
L. D. Kivlichan, T. Menke, B. Peropadre, N. P. D. Sawaya, S. Sim, L. Veis,
and A. Aspuru-Guzik, Chem. Rev 119, 10856 (2019).

19A. Peruzzo, J. McClean, P. Shadbolt, M.-H. Yung, X.-Q. Zhou, P. J. Love,
A. Aspuru-Guzik, and J. L. O’Brien, Nat. Commun 5, 4213 (2014).

20A. Kandala, A. Mezzacapo, K. Temme, M. Takita, M. Brink, J. M. Chow,
and J. M. Gambetta, Nature 549, 242 (2017).

21p_J. Ollitrault, A. Kandala, C.-F. Chen, P. K. Barkoutsos, A. Mezzacapo,
M. Pistoia, S. Sheldon, S. Woerner, J. M. Gambetta, and I. Tavernelli, Phys.
Rev. Research 2, 043140 (2020).

2p 5. 7. O’Malley, R. Babbush, I. D. Kivlichan, J. Romero, J. R. Mc-
Clean, R. Barends, J. Kelly, P. Roushan, A. Tranter, N. Ding, B. Camp-
bell, Y. Chen, Z. Chen, B. Chiaro, A. Dunsworth, A. G. Fowler, E. Jeffrey,
E. Lucero, A. Megrant, J. Y. Mutus, M. Neeley, C. Neill, C. Quintana,
D. Sank, A. Vainsencher, J. Wenner, T. C. White, P. V. Coveney, P. J. Love,
H. Neven, A. Aspuru-Guzik, and J. M. Martinis, Phys. Rev. X 6, 031007
(2016).

233 1. Colless, V. V. Ramasesh, D. Dahlen, M. S. Blok, M. E. Kimchi-
Schwartz, J. R. McClean, J. Carter, W. A. de Jong, and I. Siddiqi, Phys.
Rev. X 8,011021 (2018).

24Q. Gao, H. Nakamura, T. P. Gujarati, G. O. Jones, J. E. Rice, S. P. Wood,
M. Pistoia, J. M. Garcia, and N. Yamamoto, arXiv:1906.10675 (2019).

25B. Bauer, S. Bravyi, M. Motta, and G. Kin-Lic Chan, Chem. Rev 120,
12685-12717 (2020).

26S. McArdle, S. Endo, A. Aspuru-Guzik, S. C. Benjamin, and X. Yuan, Rev.
Mod. Phys. 92, 015003 (2020).

2TH. R. Grimsley, S. E. Economou, E. Barnes, and N. J. Mayhall, Nat. Com-
mun 10, 1 (2019).

28T. Bian, D. Murphy, R. Xia, A. Daskin, and S. Kais, Mol. Phys 117, 2069
(2019).

29Y. Nam, J.-S. Chen, N. C. Pisenti, K. Wright, C. Delaney, D. Maslov, K. R.
Brown, S. Allen, J. M. Amini, J. Apisdorf, et al., npj Quantum Inf. 6, 1
(2020).

303, Romero, R. Babbush, J. R. McClean, C. Hempel, P. J. Love, and
A. Aspuru-Guzik, Quantum Sci. Technol 4, 014008 (2018).

31y, M. Turney, A. C. Simmonett, R. M. Parrish, E. G. Hohenstein, F. A.
Evangelista, J. T. Fermann, B. J. Mintz, L. A. Burns, J. J. Wilke, M. L.
Abrams, N. J. Russ, M. L. Leininger, C. L. Janssen, E. T. Seidl, W. D.
Allen, H. F. Schaefer, R. A. King, E. F. Valeev, C. D. Sherrill, and T. D.
Crawford, Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Comput. Mol. Sci 2, 556 (2012).

32p. Jordan and E. P. Wigner, in The Collected Works of Eugene Paul Wigner
(Springer, 1993) pp. 109-129.

33S. B. Bravyi and A. Y. Kitaev, Ann. Phys. 298, 210 (2002).

45T, Seeley, M. J. Richard, and P. J. Love, J. Chem. Phys. 137, 224109
(2012).

35K. Setia and J. D. Whitfield, J. Chem. Phys. 148, 164104 (2018).

10

36F. Verstraete and J. I. Cirac, J. Stat. Mech.: Theory Exp 2005, P09012
(2005).

373, Bravyi, J. M. Gambetta, A. Mezzacapo, and K. Temme, arXiv preprint
arXiv:1701.08213 (2017).

38K, Setia, S. Bravyi, A. Mezzacapo, and J. D. Whitfield, Phys. Rev. Re-
search 1, 033033 (2019).

39M. Steudtner and S. Wehner, New J. Phys 20, 063010 (2018).

40A_J. Stone, The theory of intermolecular forces, 2nd ed. (Oxford University
Press, 2013).

41A.D. Buckingham, Chem. Soc. Rev 13, 183 (1959).

42A. D. Buckingham, J. Chem. Phys 30, 1580 (1959).

43A. D. Buckingham, “Permanent and induced molecular moments and long-
range intermolecular forces,” in Advances in Chemical Physics: Inter-
molecular Forces, edited by J. O. Hirschfelder (Wiley Online Library, 1967)
Chap. 2, pp. 107-142.

44(C. Gray and B. Lo, Chem. Phys 14, 73 (1976).

4G. Fitzgerald, R. J. Harrison, and R. J. Bartlett, J. Chem. Phys 85, 5143
(1986).

40J, E. Rice, R. D. Amos, N. C. Handy, T. J. Lee, and H. F. Schaefer III, J.
Chem. Phys 85, 963 (1986).

4TA. C. Scheiner, G. E. Scuseria, J. E. Rice, T. J. Lee, and H. F. Schaefer III,
J. Chem. Phys 87, 5361 (1987).

“8E. Salter, G. W. Trucks, and R. J. Bartlett, J. Chem. Phys 90, 1752 (1989).

497, Gauss, J. F. Stanton, and R. J. Bartlett, J. Chem. Phys 95, 2639 (1991).

503, Gauss, J. F. Stanton, and R. J. Bartlett, J. Chem. Phys 95, 2623 (1991).

SIL. Lodi, R. N. Tolchenov, J. Tennyson, A. Lynas-Gray, S. V. Shirin, N. F.
Zobov, O. L. Polyansky, A. G. Csaszdr, J. N. Van Stralen, and L. Visscher,
J. Chem. Phys 128, 044304 (2008).

321. Kassal and A. Aspuru-Guzik, J. Chem. Phys 131, 224102 (2009).

S3K. Mitarai, Y. O. Nakagawa, and W. Mizukami, Phys. Rev. Research 2,
013129 (2020).

54T, E. O’Brien, B. Senjean, R. Sagastizabal, X. Bonet-Monroig,
A. Dutkiewicz, F. Buda, L. DiCarlo, and L. Visscher, npj Quantum Inf.
5,1(2019).

551, 0. Sokolov, P. K. Barkoutsos, L. Moeller, P. Suchsland, G. Mazzola, and
I. Tavernelli, arXiv preprint arXiv:2008.08144 (2020).

S6R. M. Parrish, E. G. Hohenstein, P. L. McMahon, and T. J. Martinez, arXiv
preprint arXiv:1906.08728 (2019).

G. Aleksandrowicz, T. Alexander, P. Barkoutsos, L. Bello, Y. Ben-Haim,
D. Bucher, F. Cabrera-Herndndez, J. Carballo-Franquis, A. Chen, C. Chen,
et al., Zenodo 16 (2019).

3W. Kutzelnigg, J. Chem. Phys 77, 3081 (1982).

W. Kutzelnigg and S. Koch, J. Chem. Phys 79, 4315 (1983).

0W. Kutzelnigg, J. Chem. Phys 82, 4166 (1985).

61p K. Barkoutsos, J. F. Gonthier, I. Sokolov, N. Moll, G. Salis, A. Fuhrer,
M. Ganzhorn, D. J. Egger, M. Troyer, A. Mezzacapo, S. Filipp, and I. Tav-
ernelli, Phys. Rev. A 98, 022322 (2018).

62C. Zhu, R. H. Byrd, P. Lu, and J. Nocedal, ACM Trans. Math. Softw. 23,
550-560 (1997).

63R. H. Byrd, P. Lu, J. Nocedal, and C. Zhu, SIAM J. Sci. Comput. 16, 1190
(1995).

643 L. Morales and J. Nocedal, ACM Trans. Math. Softw. 38, 7 (2011).

65J. C. Spall, Johns Hopkins APL Tech. Dig. 19, 482 (1998).

6], C. Spall, in Proc. IEEE Conf. Decis. Control, Vol. 4 (1998) pp. 3872—
3879.

TA. W. Cross, L. S. Bishop, S. Sheldon, P. D. Nation, and J. M. Gambetta,
Phys. Rev. A 100, 032328 (2019).

68ibmq_athens v1.3.1, ibmg_bogota v1.3.1, ibmg_rome Vv1.3.3,
and ibmg_santiago v1.2.1, IBM Quantum Team, Retrieved from
https://quantum-computing.ibm.com (2020).

9K. Temme, S. Bravyi, and J. M. Gambetta, Phys. Rev. Lett 119, 180509
(2017).

T0A. Kandala, K. Temme, A. D. Cércoles, A. Mezzacapo, J. M. Chow, and
J. M. Gambetta, Nature 567, 491 (2019).

71S. Bravyi, S. Sheldon, A. Kandala, D. C. Mckay, and J. M. Gambetta,
arXiv:2006.14044 (2020).

2E F. Dumitrescu, A. J. McCaskey, G. Hagen, G. R. Jansen, T. D. Morris,
T. Papenbrock, R. C. Pooser, D. J. Dean, and P. Lougovski, Phys. Rev. Lett.
120, 210501 (2018).


https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1149/1.2095868
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1149/1.2095868
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1149/1.1806394
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/ac2032244
https://pubs.rsc.org/en/content/articlelanding/2014/ee/c4ee00372a#!divAbstract
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/jz500260s
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/jz500260s
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/adfm.201801188
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/adfm.201801188
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/adfm.201901730
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9783527807215.ch3
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/309/5741/1704
https://science.sciencemag.org/content/309/5741/1704
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.86.153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-physchem-032210-103512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.8b00803
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/ncomms5213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature23879
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043140
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043140
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.6.031007
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevX.6.031007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.011021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.011021
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.10675
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1021/acs.chemrev.9b00829
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1021/acs.chemrev.9b00829
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.92.015003
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.92.015003
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41467-019-10988-2
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41467-019-10988-2
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00268976.2019.1580392?journalCode=tmph20
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00268976.2019.1580392?journalCode=tmph20
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41534-020-0259-3
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41534-020-0259-3
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/2058-9565/aad3e4
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1002/wcms.93
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0003491602962548
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.4768229
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.4768229
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.5019371
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1742-5468/2005/09/P09012/meta
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1742-5468/2005/09/P09012/meta
https://arxiv.org/abs/1701.08213
https://arxiv.org/abs/1701.08213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.1.033033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.1.033033
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1367-2630/aac54f/meta
https://pubs.rsc.org/en/content/articlelanding/1959/qr/qr9591300183/unauth#!divAbstract
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/abs/10.1063/1.1730242?casa_token=Nhs_flL3q4AAAAAA:4gV7Jc7HZCddd-hPUEBLZAnsx5T1iGzKECohtgc1vpbtPdqic7sDwfMncOtbgdEqSDrFkBcbc8D-
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/9780470143582.ch2
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/9780470143582.ch2
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/0301010476800286
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.451823
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.451823
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/abs/10.1063/1.451253?journalCode=jcp
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/abs/10.1063/1.451253?journalCode=jcp
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.453655
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.456069
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/abs/10.1063/1.460916?journalCode=jcp
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.460915
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.2817606
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.3266959
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.013129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.013129
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41534-019-0213-4
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41534-019-0213-4
https://arxiv.org/abs/2008.08144
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.08728
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.08728
https://zenodo.org/record/2562111#.XhA8qi2ZPyI
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.444231
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.446313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.448859
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.98.022322
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1145/279232.279236
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1145/279232.279236
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1137/0916069
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1137/0916069
https://doi.org/10.1145/2049662.2049669
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.19.3014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/CDC.1998.761833
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.100.032328
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.180509
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.180509
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-019-1040-7?platform=hootsuite
https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.14044
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.210501
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.210501

3N. Stamatopoulos, D. J. Egger, Y. Sun, C. Zoufal, R. Iten, N. Shen, and
S. Woerner, Quantum 4, 291 (2020).

74K. Setia, R. Chen, J. E. Rice, A. Mezzacapo, M. Pistoia, and J. D. Whit-
field, J. Chem. Theory Comput 16, 6091 (2020).

75R. D. Johnson III, NIST Computational Chemistry Comparison and Bench-
mark Database, NIST Standard Reference Database Number 101, Tech.
Rep. (NIST, 2020).

76C. 1. Bayly, P. Cieplak, W. D. Cornell, and P. A. Kollman, J. Phys. Chem
97, 10269 (1993).

77W. D. Cornell, P. Cieplak, C. I. Bayly, and P. A. Kollman, J. Am. Chem.
Soc 115, 9620 (2002).

8P, Cieplak, W. D. Cornell, C. I. Bayly, and P. A. Kollman, J. Comput. Chem
16, 1357 (1995).

79T, Fox and P. A. Kollman, J. Phys. Chem. B 102, 8070 (1998).

80 A. Manthiram, Y. Fu, S.-H. Chung, C. Zu, and Y.-S. Su, Chem. Rev 114,
11751 (2014).

81T. H. Dunning Jr, J. Chem. Phys 90, 1007 (1989).

82D, E. Woon and T. H. Dunning Jr, J. Chem. Phys 98, 1358 (1993).

11

83T. H. Dunning Jr, K. A. Peterson, and A. K. Wilson, J. Chem. Phys 114,
9244 (2001).

84A. ], McCaskey, Z. P. Parks, J. Jakowski, S. V. Moore, T. D. Morris, T. S.
Humble, and R. C. Pooser, npj Quantum Inf 5, 1 (2019).

85T. Takeshita, N. C. Rubin, Z. Jiang, E. Lee, R. Babbush, and J. R. McClean,
Phys. Rev. X 10, 011004 (2020).

86M. Motta, T. P. Gujarati, J. E. Rice, A. Kumar, C. Masteran, J. A. Latone,
E. Lee, E. F. Valeev, and T. Y. Takeshita, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys 22,
24270 (2020).

87p . Ollitrault, A. Baiardi, M. Reiher, and I. Tavernelli, Chem. Sci 11, 6842
(2020).

88g T, Stober, S. M. Harwood, D. Greenberg, T. P. Gujarati, S. Mostame,
S. Raman, and D. Trenev, arXiv preprint arXiv:2003.02303 (2020).

89N. P. Sawaya, T. Menke, T. H. Kyaw, S. Johri, A. Aspuru-Guzik, and G. G.
Guerreschi, npj Quantum Inf 6, 1 (2020).

%ON. P. Sawaya, F. Paesani, and D. P. Tabor, arXiv preprint arXiv:2009.05066
(2020).


https://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2020-07-06-291
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1021/acs.jctc.0c00113
http://cccbdb.nist.gov/
http://cccbdb.nist.gov/
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/j100142a004
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/j100142a004
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/ja00074a030
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/ja00074a030
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/jcc.540161106
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/jcc.540161106
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/jp9717655
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/cr500062v
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/cr500062v
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.456153
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.464303
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.1367373
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.1367373
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41534-019-0209-0
https://journals.aps.org/prx/pdf/10.1103/PhysRevX.10.011004
https://pubs.rsc.org/en/content/articlelanding/2020/CP/D0CP04106H#!divAbstract
https://pubs.rsc.org/en/content/articlelanding/2020/CP/D0CP04106H#!divAbstract
https://pubs.rsc.org/en/content/articlelanding/2020/sc/d0sc01908a#!divAbstract
https://pubs.rsc.org/en/content/articlelanding/2020/sc/d0sc01908a#!divAbstract
https://arxiv.org/abs/2003.02303
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41534-020-0278-0
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.05066
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.05066

	Quantum computation of dominant products in lithium-sulfur batteries
	Abstract
	 Introduction
	 Methodology
	A Working equations
	B Computational details

	 Results and Discussion
	C Quantum computation of lithium-sulfur molecules
	1 Lithium hydride (LiH)
	2 Hydrogen sulfide (H2S)
	3 Lithium hydrogen sulfide (LiSH)
	4 Lithium sulfide (Li2S)

	D Study of electrostatic properties
	E Quantum chemistry calculations on quantum devices

	 Conclusions
	 Supplementary Material
	 Acknowledgments
	 Data Availability
	 References


