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The computational description of correlated electronic structure, and particularly of excited states
of many-electron systems, is an anticipated application for quantum devices. An important ramifi-
cation is to determine the dominant molecular fragmentation pathways in photo-dissociation experi-
ments of light-sensitive compounds, like sulfonium-based photo-acid generators used in photolithog-
raphy. Here we simulate the static and dynamical electronic structure of the H3S

+molecule, taken
as a minimal model of a triply-bonded sulfur cation, on a superconducting quantum processor of the
IBM Falcon architecture. To this end, we generalize a qubit reduction technique termed entangle-
ment forging or EF [A. Eddins et al., Phys. Rev. X Quantum, 2022, 3, 010309], currently restricted
to the evaluation of ground-state energies, to the treatment of molecular properties. While in a
conventional quantum simulation a qubit represents a spin-orbital, within EF a qubit represents a
spatial orbital, reducing the number of required qubits by half. We combine the generalized EF
with quantum subspace expansion [W. Colless et al, Phys. Rev. X, 2018, 8, 011021], a technique
used to project the time-independent Schrodinger equation for ground- and excited-states in a sub-
space. To enable experimental demonstration of this algorithmic workflow, we deploy a sequence
of error-mitigation techniques. We compute dipole structure factors and partial atomic charges
along ground- and excited-state potential energy curves, revealing the occurrence of homo- and het-
erolytic fragmentation. This study is an important step towards the computational description of
photo-dissociation on near-term quantum devices, as it can be generalized to other photodissociation
processes and naturally extended in different ways to achieve more realistic simulations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Solving the Schrödinger equation for ground- and
excited-states of many-electron quantum systems is one
of the grand challenges of contemporary science [1, 2].
In particular, the accurate computation of excited-state
properties by numerical simulations stands to impact
many problems in pure and applied quantum chemistry,
exemplified by photochemical processes that result from
absorption of photons and promotion of electrons to ex-
cited states.

The semiconductor industry has employed these pro-
cesses to use photolithographic materials in solid-state
chip fabrication [3, 4]. Fundamentally, fabrication in-
volves coating a silicon wafer with a thin film of a pre-
cisely engineered block co-polymer with different func-
tional side chains on blocks that self-assemble into lamel-
lae when processed. In this example, blocks have distinct
reaction profiles, and some engineered systems include
acid-sensitive side chains that, when reacted, change
the block solubility coefficient. A photo-acid generator
(PAG) can be embedded in the polymer film and pho-
tochemically reacts at specific wavelengths of light to
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release a free proton in the solid-state that can subse-
quently react with acid-sensitive side chains [5–8]. Pat-
terns form with the use of a mask that blocks or exposes
different parts of the film to ultraviolet (UV) light, mod-
ifying the solubility of the polymer such that it can be
selectively washed away from the wafer in aqueous sol-
vents. One such effective industrial PAG contains the
triphenylsulfonium (Ph3S

+) cation [9–14].

The computational description of these photochemi-
cal processes poses a number of challenges, for example:
characterizing the light-matter interaction to determine
transitions to electronic (and, in general, vibronic) ex-
cited states; and, in photo-dissociation reactions, assess-
ing the electronic structure of excited states to determine
the nature of the dissociation path (e.g. homolytic [15–
17] or heterolytic [18]). In addition, qualitatively cor-
rect and quantitatively accurate calculations require in-
corporating solvation and thermal effects, and reliably
assessing the electronic structure of the studied species
by accounting for static and dynamical correlations in
realistic basis sets. Capturing such effects accurately
is essential for understanding molecular properties, for
predictive computations, and ultimately for introducing
new PAGs, because the current semiconductor process
requires molecular-size order controlling.

Over the last decades, research in computational
many-electron quantum mechanics has generated algo-
rithms for conventional classical computers that yield
approximate, though often very accurate, estimates of
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ground- and excited-state molecular properties at poly-
nomial cost [19–22].

Digital quantum computers are an alternative and
complementary framework to simulate many-body quan-
tum systems [23–26]. Assuming high-quality qubits in
a sufficiently large number, they allow simulation of the
time-dependent Schrödinger equation at polynomial cost
introducing controllable approximations only [27, 28],
thus being capable of accessing a vast class of excited-
state properties. Recent advances in hardware man-
ufacturing has produced quantum computers that can
carry out computations on a limited scale. Despite the
rapid development of quantum hardware, modern quan-
tum computation platforms are immature. As a conse-
quence, simulations of excited states on near-term devices
are typically restricted to heuristic quantum subspace al-
gorithms [29–35], that yield approximations to excited-
state wavefunctions and properties within the budget of
these devices by projecting the Schrödinger equation onto
a suitably constructed subspace. It is therefore a real pos-
sibility, and of central importance at this time, to assess
the potential usefulness of near-term quantum devices on
problems of conceptual and practical interest, e.g. the
computation of molecular excited states.

Here, we report the development of a heuristic method-
ology that leverages structured entanglement in many-
electron wavefunctions to calculate ground- and excited-
state molecular properties, and its experimental demon-
stration on a superconducting quantum processor. More
specifically, we generalize a qubit reduction technique
called entanglement forging (EF) [36], initially pro-
posed for variational simulations of ground-state ener-
gies, to the computation of generic many-body observ-
ables. While in a conventional quantum simulation a
qubit represents a spin-orbital, within EF a qubit repre-
sents a spatial orbital, reducing the number of required
qubits by half.

To improve the accuracy of this technique, and to
approximate excited-state energies and properties, we
combine EF with quantum subspace expansion (QSE),
an example of a heuristic quantum subspace algorithm
[29, 35, 37] which, in its simplest form, projects the
Schrödinger equation onto a subspace spanned by single
and double excitations on top of a reference wavefunc-
tion. The proposed methodology extends the applicabil-
ity of EF, allowing the computation of a significant set
of observables, and that of QSE, facilitating its demon-
stration on contemporary quantum hardware due to the
qubit reduction operated by EF.

We apply the proposed technique, in combination with
multiple error mitigation methods, to investigate the
gas-phase photo-dissociation of H3S

+, taken as the sim-
plest molecular model for Ph3S

+. Common to both
compounds is the presence of a triply-bonded sulfur
cation. The most accurate description of the computa-
tional model for Ph3S

+requires the inclusion of the π-
conjugated phenyl groups, which determines the energy
and character of its excited states, but this feature cor-

responds to a higher computational cost which makes
H3S

+a more suitable target for simulations on contem-
porary quantum hardware.
We assess the interaction between H3S

+and UV light
within the electric dipole approximation in response the-
ory, and characterize dissociation paths as homo- or
heterolytic by computing partial atomic charges and
other properties of the excited-states. Our study con-
tains approximations and limitations, that we endeavor
to document. Notwithstanding these limitations, it il-
lustrates that near-term quantum hardware can be ef-
fectively used to explore ground- and excited-states of
molecules by means of active-space calculations. While
active spaces treated in our study are still small, the un-
derlying methodology naturally extends to larger active
spaces. Furthermore, our algorithm is amenable to mul-
tiple algorithmic improvements and extensions (for ex-
ample to treat dynamical correlation, solvation effects,
and larger chemical systems), that draw a path towards
larger and more realistic simulations.

II. METHODS

Several authors have shown that the absorption cross-
section of electromagnetic radiation by a molecular sys-
tem can very generally be represented as a Fourier inte-
gral [38–41].

Let Ĥ be the unperturbed time-independent molecu-
lar Hamiltonian, with eigenstates Ĥ|ΦA⟩ = εA|ΦA⟩. If
the system, initially at equilibrium at zero temperature,
interacts weakly with an external electric field of fre-
quency ω, transitions from the ground state into other
quantum states |ΦA⟩ occur if the frequency of the radi-
ation is close to ∆εA0 = εA − ε0. Assuming a field with
wavelength much larger than molecular dimensions, the
perturbation can be written as V̂ (t) = −µ̂ · Ê(t), where
µ̂ is the dipole moment operator. According to time-
dependent quantum-mechanical perturbation theory, to
first order in the perturbation, the rate of transition from
the ground state to any excited state is given by Fermi’s
golden rule [42–48] and is proportional to the dipole dy-
namical structure factor (DSF),

S(ω) =

∫
dt

2π
eiωt⟨Φ0|µ̂(t)·µ̂|Φ0⟩ =

∑
A

µA0 δ(ω−∆εA0) ,

(1)
where µA0 = |⟨ΦA|µ̂|Φ0⟩|2 is the transition dipole be-
tween Hamiltonian eigenstates Φ0 and ΦA. Combined
with the excitation energy ∆εA0, it permits evaluation of
the oscillator strength µA0∆εA0, which in turn specifies
the absorption cross section of electromagnetic radiation
[45–48]. It should be noted that the scalar character of
the DSF is due to the assumption of an isotropic system,
for which any response is independent from the polar-
ization vector of the incident radiation. Furthermore,
while an appropriate description of photo-dissociation
requires a joint quantum mechanical treatment of elec-
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FIG. 1. Molecular fragmentation paths. In the homolytic
cleavage of a single SH bond of H3S

+, the two electrons in the
bond are divided equally between H2S and H, leading to the
formation of two radicals (top, marked by black circles). In
the heterolytic cleavage, the two electrons are taken by one
part of the bond, with formation of closed-shell products H2S
and H+.

trons and nuclei [42, 43], particularly near conical inter-
sections, here, concerned with valence-electron UV/vis
spectroscopy, we focus on vertical electronic transitions.

DSFs of the form shown in Eq. (1) are natural tar-
gets for quantum computers, where the time-dependent
dipole correlation function f(t) = ⟨Φ0|µ̂(t) · µ̂|Φ0⟩ can
be computed by simulating Hamiltonian time evolution
[26]. Note that f(t) needs to be computed over a suf-
ficiently long time interval to allow for accurate recon-
struction of its Fourier transform, time evolution needs
to be controllably approximated e.g. with product for-
mulas, and computation of correlation functions involves
deep quantum circuits comprising the Hadamard test
or mid-circuit measurements [49]. Approximate ground-
and excited states can also be computed by means of
quantum diagonalization algorithms. These heuristic
methods may require shallower quantum circuits, mak-
ing them compatible with near-term quantum comput-
ers. Furthermore, they enable evaluation of Eq. (1) di-
rectly in the frequency domain; for example, they al-
low to evaluate the right member of Eq. (1) by summing
over the set of computed excited states without com-
puting time-dependent correlation functions. Access to
excited-state wavefunctions also allows computing den-
sities ρA(x) = ⟨ΦA|

∑
σ ĉ

†
σ(x)ĉσ(x)|ΦA⟩, where the op-

erator ĉ†σ(x)/ĉσ(x) creates or destroys an electron with
spin σ at position x. From these, one can extract par-
tial atomic charges, which in turn allow characterization
of the dissociation of a single SH bond as a homolytic
(H3S

+ → H2S
++H) or heterolytic (H3S

+ → H2S+H+)
process, as illustrated in Figure 1.

A. Algorithm.

In this Section, we describe the algorithms used in the
present work. Additional methodological details are pro-
vided in Appendix A-C.

1. Classical preprocessing.

The starting point of this study is the definition of
a Hamiltonian operator Ĥ. To elucidate the electronic
structure of H3S

+along cleavage of a single SH bond, we
performed a set of constrained geometry optimizations
on a classical computer and, for each geometry, projected
the electronic Hamiltonian onto an active space of 6 spa-
tial electrons corresponding to sulfur 3p and hydrogen
1s. Although the active-space approximation biases the
electronic structure of H3S

+, it offers the possibility to
benchmark the performance of heuristic quantum algo-
rithms and near-term quantum hardware, while estab-
lishing a foundation for scaling to more complex quantum
simulations. Additional details are provided in Appendix
A.

2. Ground-state calculations.

Having defined a Hamiltonian, we start the search
for excited states with a preliminary ground-state cal-
culation. To this end, we resort to the EF technique
[36, 50, 51], based on the idea of partitioning a register of
qubits in two halves, and representing the target wave-
function as |Ψθ⟩ =

∑
k λkÛ(θ)|xk⟩ ⊗ Û(θ)|xk⟩, where

Û(θ) is a parameterized unitary, λk are a set of coeffi-
cients, and |xk⟩ are a set of computational basis states.
Observables are written as linear combinations of ten-
sor products Â ⊗ B̂, and their expectation values are
expressed (see Appendix B for a derivation) as

⟨Ψθ|Â⊗ B̂|Ψθ⟩ =
∑
kl

λkλlAklBkl , (2)

where Xkl = ⟨xk|Û†(θ)X̂Û(θ)|xl⟩ is evaluated as

Xkl =

3∑
p=0

(−i)p

4
⟨ϕpkl|X̂|ϕpkl⟩ , |ϕ

p
kl⟩ =

|xk⟩+ ip|xl⟩√
2

. (3)

Within EF, one prepares the states |ϕpkl⟩ on a quan-
tum processor, measures the matrix elements Xkl for
X̂ = Â, B̂ and the expectation values in Eq. (2). In
this formalism, a qubit represents a spatial orbital rather
than a spin-orbital, and thus the number of qubits re-
quired for a simulation is reduced by half.

The unitary Û(θ) and states |xk⟩ are Ansätze, and
parameters θ are optimized variationally along with co-
efficients λk. Here, we choose xk ∈ {|111000⟩, |110100⟩}
to highlight entanglement across frontier active-space or-
bitals, and Û(θ) as a product of 6 “hop-gates” (i.e.
number-conserving functionally complete 2-qubit gates).
The circuits executed in this work are shown in Fig. 2a-e,
and additional details are in Appendix B.
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FIG. 2. Qubit layout and quantum circuits. (a) active-space orbitals of H3S
+at equilibrium geometry, obtained

from a mean-field simulation of the Born-Oppenheimer Hamiltonian, and mapped onto qubits as illustrated. (b) the circuit
diagram depicts an entanglement forging Ansatz, comprising an initial state preparation (light red box) followed by 3 layers of
parametrized 2-qubit hop-gates in a brickwall pattern (light blue box) and a final measurement (light orange meter symbols). (c)
the red box marked V in panel (b) completes the initialization of 6 qubits in a computational basis state xk ∈ {|111000⟩, |110100⟩}
(top, middle circuits marked x0, x1 respectively) or in a superposition state |ϕp

01⟩ = (|x0⟩+ ip|x1⟩) /
√
2 (bottom circuit marked

ϕp
01, where a = ⌊p/2⌋ = 0, 0, 1, 1 and b = p%2 = 0, 1, 0, 1 for p = 0, 1, 2, 3 respectively). (d) compilation of a 2-qubit hop-gate

into single-qubit and cX gates. (e) depiction of the final measurement operations. (f) depiction of two 6-qubit lines on sub-grids
of the ibm kolkata device. Each circuit involves up to 19 cX gates, 42 single-qubit gates, and 8 variational parameters, and only
requires gates between pairs of qubits adjacent in a linear topology.

3. Excited-state calculations.

To access excited states, we extend EF to encompass
the framework of quantum diagonalization algorithms,
exemplified by QSE [29]. Within QSE, a set of excita-

tion operators {Êµ}µ are chosen, Hamiltonian and met-

ric matrices are constructed as Hµν = ⟨Ψθ|Ê†
µĤÊν |Ψθ⟩

andMµν = ⟨Ψθ|Ê†
µÊν |Ψθ⟩ respectively, and Hamiltonian

eigenstates are approximated as |ΦA⟩ =
∑

ν cνAÊν |Ψθ⟩,
where the columns of c are solutions of the eigenvalue
equation HcA = McAεA. Here, we employ as excitation
operators single- and double-electronic excitations, as
this choice is natural for electronic systems and compat-
ible with the representation of QSE matrices by Eq. (3).

4. Evaluation of observables.

The workflow outlined here allows access to ground-
, excited-state, and transition matrix elements of a
vast class of operators. Along with the Hamiltonian,
we compute the electron number and total spin op-
erators, respectively N̂ and Ŝ2, two important con-
stants of motion used to label excited states and clas-
sify transitions, and the density matrices (RDMs) ρAB

pr =

⟨ΦA|
∑

σ ĉ
†
pσ ĉrσ|ΦB⟩. Transition RDMs ρA0 provide ac-

cess to the dipole DSF Eq. (1), whereas ground- and
excited-state RDMs (respectively ρ00 and ρAA) provide

access to partial atomic charges.

B. Hardware experiments

Simulations were run on IBM’s 27-qubit processor
ibm kolkata based on the Falcon architecture, as shown
in Figure 2f . Segments of best-performing qubits were
selected monitoring average readout and cX errors, and
IBM’s Qiskit and runtime libraries were used to interface
with quantum hardware [52]. Along with hardware sim-
ulations, we performed noiseless and noisy simulations of
quantum circuits using the statevector and qasm simula-
tors of Qiskit, and exact diagonalization (full configura-
tion interaction of FCI) calculations using PySCF [53, 54].
To reduce decoherence effects and systematic errors oc-
curring on quantum hardware, we resorted to a combi-
nation of error mitigation techniques, detailed below and
further discussed in Appendix C.

1. Readout error mitigation

In general, measurement errors over n qubits satisfy
the relation Apideal = pnoisy where pnoisy and pideal

are vectors of probabilities (the former is returned by
the noisy quantum system and the latter contains prob-
abilities in the absence of measurement errors) and A
is a 2n × 2n complete assignment matrix. To mitigate
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readout errors in such scenario, one needs to execute 2n

circuits to measure pnoisy and compute A, and solve a
square system of 2n linear equations to compute pideal

[55]. However, it is often the case that errors on multiple
qubits can be well approximated using at most O(n) cal-
ibration circuits [56]. This result holds when: A can be
approximated as a tensor product of n matrices of shape
2 × 2 (tensored Ansatz); A is diagonally-dominated, al-
lowing efficient matrix-free solution of the linear system;
pnoisy is well-approximated by a vector with sparsity at
most O(ns), where ns is the number of accumulated sta-
tistical samples (or shots).

2. Post-selection

Since the states |ϕpkl⟩ have 3 electrons, only outcomes
of a computational basis measurement corresponding to
binary strings with Hamming weight 3 are retained [57].
Furthermore, |ϕpkl⟩ is real-valued for p = 0, 2 and thus
expectation values of purely-imaginary Pauli operators
on such states vanish.

3. Clifford-based gate error mitigation

For particular parameter configurations, e.g. θ∗ = 0,
the circuits in Fig. 2b-e are in the Clifford group. The
expectation value of a linear combination of Pauli opera-
tors over such a circuit can be computed exactly at poly-
nomial cost on a classical computer [58] and measured
on a device, offering a pool of data from which to learn
the effect of decoherence on measurement outcomes, and
mitigate errors [59]. We use such data to perform an
add-and-subtract correction, i.e. to compute

Xideal(θ) ≃ Xhw(θ) +Xideal(θ
∗)−Xhw(θ

∗) . (4)

4. Purification

Any n-qubit density operator can be written as

ρ̂ = 2−n
(
1̂+

∑
i

aiσ̂i

)
, a⃗ ∈ R

4n−1 , (5)

where the Bloch vector a⃗ is defined so that ρ̂ = ρ̂†

and Tr[ρ̂] = 1, and must be compatible with the con-
dition ρ̂ ≥ 0. In particular, since the purity Tr[ρ̂2] of
a density operator lies [60] in the interval [2−n, 1], and
Tr[ρ̂2] = 2−n(1 + ∥a⃗∥2), then ∥a⃗∥2 must lie in the inter-
val [0, 2n − 1]. Due to decoherence and artifacts of error
mitigation, we may observe Tr[ρ̂2] /∈ [2−n, 1] despite the
target state being pure. When that happens, we scale
the Bloch vector so that Tr[ρ̂2] = 1. In the remainder of
this work raw, readout-error mitigated (only technique
a), and fully error-mitigated results (all of the four mit-
igation techniques in subsections II B 1 to II B 4) will be
labeled raw, roem, and em respectively.

III. RESULTS

A. Ground-state simulations

Figure 3 shows simulation results for the ground state
of H3S

+. Variational EF simulations (panels a, c) are
on average ∼ 40 mEh above FCI, with a non-parallelity
error (defined as npe = maxR |∆E(R) − ⟨∆E(R)⟩| with
∆E(R) = E(R) − EFCI(R)) of 10.2, 11±3, 20±3 mEh

and a binding energy (defined as E(Rmax)−minRE(R)
of 163, 164±4, 162±4 mEh for statevector, qasm and
ibm kolkata respectively. It should be noted that binding
energies are challenging to evaluate on quantum hard-
ware, due to a non-smooth potential energy curve for
large R. The combined use of EF and QSE (panels b, d)
significantly improves the agreement between variational
and FCI energies, and decreases non-parallelity errors to
0.4, 2±6, 6±13 mEh for statevector, qasm and ibm kolkata
respectively. Binding energies decrease slightly, respec-
tively to 159.0, 163±4, 156±5 mEh .
Figure 3 also shows ground-state partial atomic

charges. Hartree-Fock (SCF) incorrectly predicts (panels
g, h) the charge qH on the departing hydrogen to remain
finite as R diverges, i.e. a heterolytic ground-state dis-
sociation path. All other methods predict qH to vanish
as R diverges, i.e. a homolytic ground-state dissociation
path. These observations are in line with the difference
between experimental [61] gas-phase ionization potentials
of H2S and H being (10.5-13.6) eV = -3.1 eV [62].
EF inaccurately approximates the electronic structure

of the H2S
+ moiety, leading to discrepancies between

computed and exact values of qS (panel e). QSE improves
agreement of qS with FCI, but quantitatively significant
differences remain (∼ 0.1 a.u., panel f). The qualitative
agreement between computed and exact charges is pri-
marily due to methodological approximations, with de-
coherence on quantum hardware introducing additional
deviations in the amount of ∼ 0.01 a.u. on average.

B. Excited-state simulations

Dipole DSFs are shown in Figure 4. While posi-
tions and strengths of dominant peaks are in quali-
tative agreement between exact and simulated results,
noisy simulations show uncertainties on excitation ener-
gies, which translate into broadening and overlapping of
peaks. Notwithstanding such limited precision, simula-
tions consistently indicate the absorption of ultraviolet
(UV) radiation by H3S

+. For all geometries, pronounced
peaks are present at ℏω ≃ 20 eV (0.73 Eh or 0.9 nm),
in the high-energy end of UV. At R = 0.757, 1.357 Å
the spectrum is supported above 13 eV (0.48 Eh or 95
nm). As R further increases, structures appear at lower
energies, specifically ℏω ≃ 4-10 eV (0.15-0.37 Eh ).
To interpret the vertical electronic excitations high-

lighted by dipole DSFs, in Figure 5 we show low-lying sin-
glet and triplet excited states (respectively S0, S1 . . . S4



6

-397.8

-397.6

-397.4

-397.2

-397.0
E

[E
h
]

(a) (b)

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

R [Å]

-0.02

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

E
-E

F
C
I
[E

h
]

(c)

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

R [Å]
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FIG. 3. Ground-state energies and partial atomic charges during bond cleavage. Left: computed total energy (a, b)
and deviation between computed and FCI total energy (c, d) from EF (a, c) and QSE with single and double excitations on top
of EF (b, d) using simulators (green lines, orange symbols for statevector and qasm) and quantum hardware (ibm kolkata, red
symbols). em is an abbreviations for error mitigation. Right: computed atomic charges on S (e, f) and the departing H (g, h) as
a function of bond-length from EF (e, g) and QSE (f, h). Charges are computed with a Mulliken population analysis based on
meta-Lowdin atomic orbitals. Partial atomic charges on the remaining H atoms are equal to each other,and to (1− qS − qH)/2.
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FIG. 4. Dipole spectral functions. Spectral function of the dipole operator from FCI (blue), statevector (green), qasm with
noise model and error mitigation (orange) and hardware (ibm kolkata, red) at the representative bond-lengths R = 0.757, 1.357,
2.057 and 3.957 Å (left to right). Spectral peaks are plotted with a broadening of 0.2 mHa (5 meV) for FCI and statevector,
and a broadening reflecting the uncertainty on the excitation energy for qasm and ibm kolkata.

and T1 . . .T4 in ascending order of energy at large bond-
length). Simulations on classical and quantum devices
predict qualitatively correct curves, with T1, S0 degener-
ate for large R and T2, S1 more than 100 mEh above S0
across dissociation, albeit with statistical uncertainties of
∼ 5 mEh for noisy simulations.

Vertical singlet-singlet and singlet-triplet gaps com-
puted from Figure 5 are listed in Table I. Noiseless sim-
ulations tend to overestimate gaps by 10 and 20 mEh re-
spectively. Noisy classical and hardware simulations are
in line with such trends, but feature statistical uncertain-
ties of 5 mEh respectively. Note also that FCI predicts
S1, S2 and T1, T2 to be degenerate, but these degenera-
cies are lifted in QSE, even with the statevector simula-

tion, because the excitation operators are not symmetry-
adapted.
Figure 5 also shows partial atomic charges on the de-

parting H as a function of R. Charges exhibit discon-
tinuous behavior around equilibrium geometry. While
FCI and noiseless curves are in agreement with each
other, noisy and hardware simulations significantly de-
viate from FCI and noiseless values, indicating the sen-
sitivity of excited-state partial atomic charges to finite
measurement error and decoherence. Nevertheless, for
large R, all simulations agree that S1, T1 and T2 lead to
homolytic dissociation, whereas S2 leads to heterolytic
dissociation.
Comparison between Figures 4 and 5 indicates that ab-
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FIG. 5. Excited-state energies and partial atomic charges during bond cleavage. Panels a and b: total energies of
four low-lying excited singlet (left, panel a) and triplet (right, panel b) states from FCI (blue lines), simulators (green lines,
orange symbols for statevector, qasm) and quantum hardware (ibm kolkata, red symbols). Panels c and d: computed partial
atomic charges on the departing H as a function of SH bond-length for the singlet (left, panel c) and triplet (right, panel d)
excited states, from QSE with singles and doubles on top of the EF wavefunction, using FCI (blue lines), simulators (green
lines, orange symbols for statevector, qasm), and quantum hardware (ibm kolkata, red symbols). Dark and light colors indicate
the lower- and higher-energy states in the large bond-length regime R respectively.

sorption of UV light at the equilibrium geometry (1.357
Å) causes transitions to low-lying singlet states S1 and
S2 (indeed, the lowest-energy peaks of S(ω) are located
at ℏω = ∆ES1,S0

and ∆ES2,S0
), in turn suggesting co-

existence of both homolytic and heterolytic pathways in
the gas-phase dissociation of H3S

+, described within an
active space.

gap FCI s.v. qasm ibm kolkata

S1-S0 0.484 0.493 0.494±5 0.492±5

S2-S0 0.484 0.501 0.502±6 0.499±6

T1-S0 0.405 0.417 0.417±5 0.416±5

T2-S0 0.405 0.428 0.429±5 0.426±6

TABLE I. Singlet-singlet and singlet-triplet gaps. Verti-
cal singlet-singlet and singlet-triplet gaps from FCI, and from
QSE with singles and doubles on top of the EF wavefunction
using statevector (abbreviated s.v.), qasm, and ibm kolkata.
Gaps are computed at the equilibrium geometry R = 1.357Å
and listed in Hartree units.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we took a step towards delivering physi-
cally relevant simulations on near-term quantum devices.
By integrating the EF technique for qubit reduction with
quantum diagonalization algorithms exemplified by QSE,
we computed ground- and excited-state wavefunctions
and properties of H3S

+. Combining these algorithmic de-
velopments with a sequence of state-of-the-art error mit-
igation techniques, we experimentally realized the pro-
posed algorithmic workflow on a superconducting quan-
tum computer. Note that this is not a direct extension
of previous work, but a careful combination and general-
ization of independent algorithms.

By computing dipole spectral functions and excited-
state energies and partial atomic charges, we were able
to elucidate the mechanism of dissociation of H3S

+upon
absorption of UV light.

Our study is among the earliest simulations of excited-
state molecular spectra on a quantum processor [35, 63–
65]. Comparison against exact diagonalization indicates
that the proposed methodology is capable to deliver accu-
rate results, at least for the active space sizes currently
accessible. Notwithstanding this encouraging result, a
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number of challenges need to be addressed to provide
chemically meaningful results, particularly in connection
with the photo-acid generating properties of Ph3S

+. This
goal can be achieved by integrating additional function-
alities in the algorithmic workflow considered here.

This study simulates electrons in an active space de-
rived from a minimal basis. While simulations of this
kind provide benchmarks and occasions to illustrate al-
gorithmic workflows, useful quantum simulations require
accounting for static and dynamical electron correlation
in realistic basis sets; on near-term devices, this can be
achieved using N-electron valence perturbation theory or
otherwise approximate techniques [66–68]. Industrially
relevant photodissociation processes require describing
realistic functional groups such as phenyl, which on near-
term devices can be done integrating the algorithms pre-
sented here with quasi-complete active space [69, 70] or
fragmentation techniques [71, 72]. Simulations are car-
ried out in the gas phase, whereas photo-dissociation re-
actions may occur in a solvent. Solvation effects can be
accounted for using implicit or explicit solvation models
[73, 74]. Research into these algorithmic extensions and
improvements is underway.

Encouragingly, the algorithmic workflow considered in
this work appears useful, in conjunction with near-term
quantum architectures and in combination with other al-
gorithms, and serves to demonstrate the usefulness of hy-
brid quantum-classical simulation techniques in the con-
tinuing search for physically relevant simulations.
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Appendix A: Additional methodological details

For brevity, the Einstein summation convention is used
in most of the equations, while vector expansions, linear
combinations of tensor products, and summation over nu-
clei are explicitly described with the summation symbol.

1. Classical pre-processing

For each value of the hydrogen-sulfur bondlength stud-
ied in this work, we performed a constrained geometry

optimization using density functional theory (DFT) with
B3LYP-D3 functional and a def2-qzvpp basis set.
For each geometry, we carried out a restricted closed-

shell Hartree-Fock (RHF or SCF) calculation with the
quantum chemistry software PySCF at STO-6G level,
yielding a set of orthonormal molecular orbitals (MOs)
|ψp⟩ =

∑
α Cαp|χα⟩, where |χα⟩ are atomic orbitals AOs,

and a second-quantization Born-Oppenheimer Hamilto-
nian of the form

Ĥ = E0 + hpr ĉ
†
pσ ĉrσ +

(pr|qs)
2

ĉ†pσ ĉ
†
qτ ĉsτ ĉrσ , (A1)

where indices prqs = 1 . . .m label MOs, σ, τ =↑, ↓ label
spin polarizations. The nucleus-nucleus Coulomb inter-
action is given by

E0 =

Nnuc∑
α<β

ZαZβ

∥Rα −Rβ∥
, (A2)

where Rα and Zα are the position and atomic number of
nucleus α. The coefficients

hpr =

∫
drψ∗

p(r)

[
−1

2

∂2

∂r2
−

Nnuc∑
α=1

Zα

∥r−Rα∥

]
ψr(r)

(pr|qs) =
∫
dr1

∫
dr2

ψ∗
p(r1)ψr(r1)ψ

∗
q (r2)ψs(r2)

r12
(A3)

specify the one-electron part of the Hamiltonian and
the electron-electron Coulomb interaction respectively.
Hartree units are used throughout, the numbers of spin-
up and spin-down electrons and nuclei are N↑, N↓, and
Nnuc respectively.
The Born-Oppenheimer Hamiltonian is restricted to

an active space spanned by the 6 higher-energy MOs,
corresponding to linear combinations of S[3p] and H[1s]
orbitals. To this end, we froze the 7 lower-energy MOs
with a standard frozen-core procedure,

E0 → E0 + 2hii + 2(ii|jj)− (ij|ji) ,

hpr → hpr + (pr|ii)− (ir|pi) ,
(A4)

where indices ij, pr label core and non-core orbitals re-
spectively.
While larger active spaces are necessary for applica-

tions of practical interest, we elected to focus on a 6-
orbital active space because S is valence-isoelectronic
with O, and S is not playing a hypervalent role as, for
example, in SO4

2– . In Table II we show the binding en-
ergy, vertical singlet-singlet, and vertical singlet-triplet
gaps of H3S

+using CASCI(6e,6o) and CASCI(8e,7o). As
seen, results are quantitatively but not qualitatively af-
fected by the extension of the active space. Similarly,
both CASCI calculations predict homolytic dissociation
along the ground-state potential energy curve.
Another limitation of the present study is the use of

a minimal STO-6G basis set. In Table III we show



9

the binding energy, vertical singlet-singlet, and verti-
cal singlet-triplet gaps of H3S

+using classical coupled-
cluster with singles and doubles (CCSD) and equation-
of-motion CCSD (EOM-CCSD) for ground- and excited-
state calculations respectively, in a minimal STO-6G and
a correlation-consistent cc-pVTZ basis. Gaps and bind-
ing energies are significantly affected by dynamical corre-
lation, but qualitative features (ordering and degeneracy
of the excited states) are preserved.

2. Representation of operators within EF

In this Section of the Appendix, we discuss how to rep-
resent second-quantization operators as qubit operators,
and how to evaluate their expectation values within EF.

a. The Hamiltonian

In this work, we chose to partition molecular spin-
orbitals into spin-up and spin-down. A Cholesky de-
composition [75–78] of the electron-repulsion integral,
(pr|qs) = Lγ

prL
γ
qs, and a reordering of the creation and

destruction operators,

ĉ†pσ ĉ
†
qτ ĉsτ ĉrσ = ĉ†pσ ĉrσ ĉ

†
qτ ĉsτ − δqrδστ ĉ

†
pσ ĉsτ (A5)

quantity CASCI(6e,6o) CASCI(8e,7o)

S1-S0 0.484 0.474

S2-S0 0.484 0.474

T1-S0 0.405 0.403

T2-S0 0.405 0.403

BE 0.164 0.157

TABLE II. Active space comparison. Binding energies
(BE) and vertical singlet-singlet, singlet-triplet gaps from
CASCI(6e,6o) and CASCI(8e,7o). Gaps are computed at the
equilibrium geometry R = 1.357Å and listed in Hartree units.

quantity STO-6G cc-pVTZ

S1-S0 0.475 0.359

S2-S0 0.475 0.359

T1-S0 0.403 0.302

T2-S0 0.403 0.302

BE 0.156 0.178

TABLE III. Basis set comparison. Binding energies (BE)
and vertical singlet-singlet, singlet-triplet gaps from CCSD
and EOM-CCSD respectively, in a STO-6G and a cc-pVTZ
basis set, with 5 frozen orbitals. Gaps are computed at the
equilibrium geometry R = 1.357Å and listed in Hartree units.

are used to represent the Hamiltonian Eq. (A1) as

Ĥ =

[
hpr −

(pq|qr)
2

]
ĉ†pσ ĉrσ +

Lγ
prL

γ
qs

2
ĉ†pσ ĉrσ ĉ

†
qτ ĉsτ ,

(A6)
and to separate operators acting on spin-up and spin-
down molecular spin-orbitals as

Ĥ = Â↑ + Â↓ + L̂γ
↑ L̂

γ
↓ ,

Âσ =

[
hpr −

(pq|qr)
2

]
ĉ†pσ ĉrσ +

(pr|qs)
2

ĉ†pσ ĉrσ ĉ
†
qσ ĉsσ ,

L̂γ
σ = Lγ

pr ĉ
†
pσ ĉrσ .

(A7)

In Jordan-Wigner representation,

Ĥ = Â⊗ 1+ 1⊗ Â+ L̂γ ⊗ L̂γ (A8)

where Â and L̂γ are the qubit representations of Â↑/Â↓
and L̂γ

↑/ L̂
γ
↓ restricted to the first/last m qubits respec-

tively.

b. Spin-summed one-body operators

A simpler formula holds for generic one-body opera-
tors,

X̂ = xpr ĉ
†
pσ ĉrσ = X̂↑ + X̂↓ . (A9)

In Jordan-Wigner representation it leaves with

X̂ = B̂ ⊗ 1+ 1⊗ B̂ , (A10)

where B̂ is the qubit representation of X̂↑/X̂↓ restricted
to the first/last m qubits. Equation (A10) holds for par-
ticle number xpr = δpr, the spin-summed one-body den-
sity matrix, xpr = δpp0

δrr0 for element (p0, r0), and the
charge-gauge electronic dipole operator,

dpr =

∫
drψ∗

p(r)(r− r0)ψr(r) ,

r0 =

∑
α ZαRα∑

α Zα
.

(A11)

c. Total spin

The total spin operator is

Ŝ2 = Ŝ−Ŝ+ + Ŝz(Ŝz + 1) (A12)

where Ŝ− = ĉ†p↓ĉp↑, Ŝ+ = Ŝ†
−, and Ŝz = ĉ†p↑ĉp↑ − ĉ†p↓ĉp↓.

For a closed-shell wavefunction, Ŝz(Ŝz + 1) = 0, leaving

Ŝ2 = ĉ†p↓ĉp↑ĉ
†
q↑ĉq↓ = N̂↓ − ĉ†p↑ĉq↑ĉ

†
p↓ĉq↓ (A13)

In Jordan-Wigner representation,

Ŝ2 = I⊗ Ĉ + Êpq ⊗ Êpq , (A14)
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where Ĉ is the qubit representation of N̂↓ restricted to

the last m qubits, and Êpq is the qubit representation of

ĉ†p↑ĉq↑/ĉ
†
p↓ĉq↓ restricted to the first/last m qubits.

d. QSE operators

In this work, we chose the QSE excitation operators to
be single- and double-electron excitations, respectively

Êai,σ = ĉ†aσ ĉiσ , Êaibj,στ = ĉ†aσ ĉ
†
bτ ĉjτ ĉiσ . (A15)

In Jordan-Wigner representation,

Êai,↑ = Êai ⊗ I , Êai,↓ = I⊗ Êai (A16)

for singles and

Êaibj,↑↑ = Êaibj ⊗ I ,

Êaibj,↓↓ = I⊗ Êaibj ,

Êaibj,↑↓ = Êai ⊗ Êbj

(A17)

for doubles. In Eq. (A15) and (A16), Êai/Êaibj is the

qubit representation of ĉ†a↑ĉi↑/ ĉ
†
a↑ĉ

†
b↑ĉj↑ĉi↑ restricted to

the first m qubits.
Given two or more operators X̂, Ŷ of the form X̂ =∑
µ Âµ ⊗ B̂µ and Ŷ =

∑
ν Ĉν ⊗ D̂ν , i.e. compatible with

Eq. (2), their product can be written as

X̂Ŷ =
∑
µν

ÂµĈν ⊗ B̂µD̂ν , (A18)

which is also compatible with Eq. (2). The construction
in Eq. (A18) is used to represent QSE operators as linear
combinations of tensor products.

3. Determinant composition of the EF Ansatz

Any wavefunction of (Nα, Nβ) electrons in m spatial
orbitals can be written as a linear combination of electron
configurations

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
ij

ψij |xiyj⟩ , |xy⟩ =
m−1∏
p=0

[
ĉ†p↑

]xp
[
ĉ†p↓

]yp

|∅⟩ ,

(A19)
which are Slater determinants, mapped onto bitstrings
by conventional fermion-to-qubit mappings. Here, we
elected to highlight the spin-up and spin-down parts of
the configuration (respectively x and y), but other repre-
sentations are possible, e.g. a partition based on groups
of spatial orbitals. The EF Ansatz is formally derived
from a singular value decomposition ψij =

∑
µ σµUiµVjµ,

leading to

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
µ

λµ

[∑
i

Uiµ|xi⟩

]∑
j

Vjµ|yj⟩

 =
∑
µ

λµ|uµ⟩|vµ⟩ ,

(A20)

Thus, the EF Ansatz can reproduce any fermionic wave-
function, provided that (i) all the singular values λµ
are retained in the representation Eq. (A20) and (ii)

quantum circuits Û and V̂ such that |uµ⟩ = Û |xµ⟩,
|vµ⟩ = V̂ |yµ⟩ are available.
In practice, however, the non-zero singular values may

be up to min{
(
m
Nα

)
,
(
m
Nβ

)
}, which increases combinatori-

ally with active space size, requiring a truncation. Fur-
thermore, while Û and V̂ can be represented as a product
of hop-gates with all-to-all connectivity [36], implement-
ing such circuits on near-term devices is technically chal-
lenging, requiring to use a heuristic Ansatz.

Determining the expressive power of the EF Ansatz in
presence of a singular-value truncation and of a heuristic
Ansatz for the quantum circuits Û and V̂ is an open
problem. However, an insightful limiting case can be
immediately identified: when the circuits

Û = V̂ = eK̂ , K̂ =
∑
pq,σ

Kpq ĉ
†
pσ ĉqσ , K̂

† = −K̂ (A21)

are equal to the exponential of an anti-Hermitian one-
body operator, the EF Ansatz reduces to the familiar
multi-configuration self-consistent field (MCSCF) quan-
tum chemistry method. In such limiting case, the Ansatz
bitstrings correspond to a set of electronic configurations
(MC), and the subsequent circuits perform an orbital op-
timization within the active space (SCF). In the present
work, we focused on approximations to the ground-state
wavefunction for which xµ = yµ. This choice corresponds
to closed-shell Slater determinants, and cannot reproduce
open-shell singlet or triplet linear combinations of Slater
determinants. In this work, we prepared excited states
with such character using QSE (i.e., applying suitable lin-
ear combinations of single and double excitations), but
for the purpose of improving the accuracy of EF and al-
lowing state-specific excited-state calculations, one must
allow xµ and yµ to differ.

Appendix B: Details of simulations

1. Ground-state EF calculations

The expectation value of the Hamiltonian is written
introducing Eq. (A8) in Eq. (2). The resulting expecta-
tion value is minimized, as a function of all free parame-
ters (hop-gate and orbital-optimization angles and coef-
ficients λk), using an in-house code [79] interfaced with
the classical optimization method L-BFGS-B [80, 81] and
the statevector simulator of Qiskit.

The variational optimization of coefficients λk is per-
formed as follows: it is observed that the energy is a
second-degree polynomial in the variables λ,

E(θ, λ) = ⟨Ψθ|Ĥ|Ψθ⟩ =
∑
kl

λkλlhkl(θ) , (B1)
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where the Schmidt matrix

hkl(θ) = ⟨ek(θ)|Ĥ|el(θ)⟩ ,
|ek(θ)⟩ = Û(θ)|xk⟩ ⊗ Û(θ)|xk⟩

(B2)

is introduced. Therefore, for a fixed parameter configu-
ration θ, the energy is minimized when the coefficients λ
solve the following Lagrange equations,

∂L

∂λm
= 0 , L = E(θ, λ)− ε

∑
k

λ2k , (B3)

where a constraint is introduced to ensure normalization
of the EF wavefunction. The solution of the Lagrange
equations is simply hml(θ)λl = ελm, and the energy is
minimized when ε is the lowest eigenvalue of hml(θ).

a. Ansatz design

The Ansatz in Figure 2 was chosen to attain a balance
between chemical realism and adequacy for contempo-
rary quantum hardware. The computational basis states
xk are chosen to highlight entanglement between fron-
tier molecular orbitals, and to ensure that preparation
unitaries require linear qubit connectivity only, as per
Figure 2c. Similar considerations are made for the sub-
sequent product of hop-gates. The hop-gate portion of
the circuit consists of two blocks of gates, each acting on a
sub-group of 3 qubits. Such a condition ensures that one
of the reference states is preserved by the action of the
EF circuit, Û(θ)|x0⟩ = |x0⟩, so that h00(θ) in Eq. (B2)
takes the form

h00(θ) =
[
⟨x0| ⊗ ⟨x0|

]
Ĥ
[
|x0⟩ ⊗ |x0⟩

]
(B4)

and can thus be computed classically, thereby reducing
the effect of decoherence on EF simulations [36].

b. HOMO-LUMO orbital optimization

In this study, MOs were not used as active-space basis
functions. Instead, we carried out an orbital optimiza-
tion [82, 83] limited to the HOMO-LUMO subspace, i.e.
|ψ′

m⟩ =
∑

lRml(φ)|ψl⟩ where Rml(φ) acts as a SU(2) ro-
tation on the HOMO and LUMO orbitals. The angle φ
was optimized along with other variational parameters
in a preliminary set of ground-state EF calculations (see
Section B 1), then the unitary R was used to transform
the integrals in the Born-Oppenheimer Hamiltonian with
a standard transformation.

c. Evaluation of observables

Once the optimal hop-gate angles and orbital-
optimization angles were computed, quantum state to-
mography was executed on the EF circuts in Figure 2,

for the purpose of characterizing decoherence effects,
enabling purification error mitigation, and avoiding re-
peated measurements. More specifically, n = 6 qubits
were measured in the 3n eigenbases of X, Y, and Z
Pauli operators using the circuit-runner program from
the runtime library of Qiskit, and the 4n entries of the
Bloch vector were computed, along with their statisti-
cal uncertainties for noisy simulators, by standard post-
processing. Post-selection was conducted on the proba-
bility distributions of the Pauli measurements. Readout
error mitigation and Clifford error mitigation were con-
ducted on the individual entries of the Bloch vector, and
purification on the resulting Bloch vector.
Expectation values of quantities like the energy were

computed from the entries of the Bloch vector through
standard error propagation. For example, given an oper-
ator

X̂ =
∑
i

xiσ̂i (B5)

and a Bloch vector describing the noiseless, noisy, or
hardware simulation of |ϕpkl⟩ as

|ϕpkl⟩⟨ϕ
p
kl| → 2−n

∑
i

ai(p, k, l) σ̂i , (B6)

one has

⟨ϕpkl|X̂|ϕpkl⟩ =
∑
i

µixi ±
√∑

i

v2i x
2
i , (B7)

where µi, vi are the mean values and statistical uncertain-
ties over Bloch vector entries ai(p, k, l). Statistical uncer-
tainties are propagated to observable properties (i.e. EF
expectation values and derived quantities) with standard
error propagation.

2. Ground- and excited-state QSE calculations

In the study of Hamiltonian eigenstates with QSE, we
first measured the elements of the metric and total spin
matrices

Sµν = ⟨Ψθ|Ê†
µŜ

2Êν |Ψθ⟩ , Mµν = ⟨Ψθ|Ê†
µÊν |Ψθ⟩ ,

(B8)
as described in Sections A 2 and B1. By solving the
eigenvalue problem Sµνfνt = Mµνfνtσt, QSE matrices
are projected on total spin eigenspaces,

Hµν → Htv = fµtHµνfνv ,

Sµν → Stv = fµtSµνfνv = δtvσt ,

Mµν →Mtv = fµtMµνfνv = δtv ,

(B9)

and the eigenvalue equation Hg = Mgε is solved within
each subspace. In summary, QSE energies and spins were
defined introducing cµA = fµt gtA and writing

εA =
cµAHµνcνA
cµAMµνcνA

, σA =
cµASµνcνA
cµAMµνcνA

. (B10)
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(h)

-0.04

0.00

0.04

0.08

0.12

S
2
-S

2 sv
[h̄
]

-0.03

0.00

0.03

0.06

0.09

q H
-q

H
,s
v
[e
]

FIG. 6. Effect of error mitigation on ground-state properties. Deviation between statevector and noiseless qasm
(light blue), noisy qasm (purple, yellow and orange for raw, readout error mitigated and fully error mitigated data), quantum
hardware (ibm kolkata, dark and light red for readout error mitigate and fully error mitigated data) values of ground-state
energy, total spin, particle number, and atomic charge on the departing hydrogen (clockwise), from EF (left) and QSE with
singles and doubles on top of the EF wavefunction (right). Charges are computed with a Mulliken population analysis based
on meta-Lowdin atomic orbitals. roem and em are abbreviations for readout and full error mitigation.

Statistical uncertainites were assigned to εA, σA starting
from the definition Eq. (B10) as described in the follow-
ing paragraph.

a. Statistical uncertainties

Determining eigenvalues and eigenvectors of noisy ma-
trices is a notoriously delicate procedure [84, 85]. Since
eigenvalues of a matrix where elements are normally dis-
tributed are not normally distributed, statistical uncer-
tainties are difficult to estimate and are not simply asso-
ciated with variances of Gaussian distributions.

In this work, we resorted to a simple numerical proto-
col to assign indicative statistical uncertainties to mea-
sured quantities: (i) we solve the eigenvalue equation
Sf = Mfσ and Hg = Mgε using the mean values of
the matrices S and M , without assigning statistical un-
certainties to solutions c = fg. In this work, we ob-
tained non-singular metric matrices, det(M) ≫ 0, so that
no eigenvalue truncation was necessary. (ii) we prop-
agate statistical uncertainties from the matrix elements
Hµν , Sµν , Mµν to the numerators and denominators of
Eq. (B10), and to the ratio between these quantities, us-
ing standard error propagation. (iii) an identical proce-
dure was used to assign statistical uncertainties to par-
ticle numbers, RDMs, and derived quantities. Ground-
and excited-state RDMs were rescaled so that their trace
was statistically compatible with total particle number.

b. Evaluation of partial atomic charges

Upon computing a ground- or excited-state RDM (the
former with EF, the latter with either EF or QSE),

the RDM was transformed from the active-space to the
MO basis with a simple unitary transformation ρ →
R(φ)ρR†(φ), then an extended RDM was generated, by
padding the MO-basis RDM with contributions from
frozen MOs,

ρ→ ρ̃ =

(
21 0

0 ρ

)
(B11)

and the extended RDM was transformed to the AO basis,
ρ̃ → Cρ̃C−1. Partial charges were then computed with
a Mulliken population analysis based on meta-Lowdin
atomic orbitals as implemented in the PySCF package.
Statistical uncertainties were assigned to partial atomic
charges by drawing n = 100 samples of the RDM ρ̃ in
the AO basis, computing partial atomic charges for each
sample, and averaging results with standard statistical
operations.

Appendix C: Details of hardware simulations

Hardware simulations were carried out on ibm kolkata.
Jobs submitted on the hardware consisted of 150 circuits
and ns = 100, 000 shots each. We adapted the circuit-
runner program from the runtime library of Qiskit. One
of the unique options for the circuit-runner program is
the ability to correct for measurement errors (i.e. the
roem technique) automatically in the cloud.

1. Effect of error mitigation

In Figures 6 and 7, we illustrate the impact of various
error mitigation techniques on the result of this work.
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-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

∆
E

S
2
,S

0
-∆

E
(s
v
)

S
2
,S

0
[E

h
]

(c), S2

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

R [Å]

(d), T2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

∆
E

T
1
,S

0
-∆

E
(s
v
)

T
1
,S

0
[E

h
]

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

∆
E

T
2
,S

0
-∆

E
(s
v
)

T
2
,S

0
[E

h
]

FIG. 7. Effect of error mitigation on excited-state
energies. Deviation between statevector and noiseless qasm
(light blue), noisy qasm (purple, yellow and orange for raw,
readout error mitigated and fully error mitigated data), quan-
tum hardware (ibm kolkata, dark and light red for readout
error mitigate and fully error mitigated data) values of S1-
S0, T1-S0, S2-S0, T2-S0 (a, b, c, d) energy differences, from
QSE with singles and doubles on top of the EF wavefunction
(right). roem and em are abbreviations for readout and full
error mitigation.

In Figure 6a, e we focus on ground-state energies, also

shown in Figure 3 of the main text. Raw/roem noisy
simulations on qasm and roem hardware simulations dif-
fer by hundreds of mEh from noiseless results. Compari-
son between qasm (roem) and ibm kolkata (roem) results
indicates that noise models underestimate the impact of
decoherence on observable properties, and comparison
between panels (a) and (e) shows that QSE errors are
less pronounced than EF errors, on average.

In Figure 6b, f we focus on total spins, and observe
that decoherence causes a form of singlet-triplet spin con-
tamination, greatly reduced by error mitigation. In Fig-
ure 6c, g we focus on particle number. Owing to post-
selection, this quantity is essentially noise-free even at
the level of roem data. In Figure 6d, h we show instead
partial charges on the departing H. Results indicate that
partial charges. While this level of accuracy is satisfac-
tory for qualitative applications (e.g. determining the
distribution of electric charge along dissociation), higher
accuracy is needed for quantitative tasks, such as deter-
mination of electrostatic properties. Figure 7 shows the
effect of error mitigation technique on excited-state ener-
gies. Decoherence tends to underestimate singlet-singlet
and singlet-triplet gaps, especially for large R. Error
mitigation restores agreement with noiseless results, but
excited-state energies and derived gaps feature large sta-
tistical uncertainties, as documented in Table I of the
main text. The reduction of such statistical uncertain-
ties is an important direction of future research.
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[79] L. Bello, A. M. Brańczyk, S. Bravyi, A. Eddins, J. Gacon,
T. P. Gujarati, I. Hamamura, T. Imamichi, C. John-
son, I. Liepuoniute, M. Motta, M. Rossmannek, T. L.
Scholten, I. Sitdikov, and S. Woerner, Entanglement forg-
ing module, https://github.com/qiskit-community/

prototype-entanglement-forging (2021).
[80] C. Zhu, R. H. Byrd, P. Lu, and J. Nocedal, ACM Trans.

Math. Softw. 23, 550–560 (1997).

https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.chemrev.9b00829
https://wires.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/wcms.1580
https://wires.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/wcms.1580
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.273.5278.1073
https://journals.aps.org/prxquantum/abstract/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.040203
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.95.042308
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.10.011004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.040352
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.040352
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.020502
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.020502
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.07492
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.09039v1
https://journals.aps.org/prx/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.011021
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.010309
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.010309
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.070504
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.070504
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.1700283
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.436197
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.436930
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.436930
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.457234
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.457234
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.1696920
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.444430
https://journals.aps.org/rmp/pdf/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.1155
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.jctc.5b00391
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.jctc.5b00391
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.jctc.6b00796
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.jctc.6b00796
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.chemrev.0c00223
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.chemrev.0c00223
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/full/10.1021/acs.chemrev.0c00223
https://journals.aps.org/prresearch/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.033281
https://journals.aps.org/prresearch/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.033281
https://journals.aps.org/prx/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevX.6.021043
https://journals.aps.org/prx/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevX.6.021043
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.00933v1
https://zenodo.org/record/2562111#.XhA8qi2ZPyI
https://zenodo.org/record/2562111#.XhA8qi2ZPyI
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/wcms.1340
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/wcms.1340
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0006074
https://quantum-journal.org/papers/q-2020-04-24-257/
https://journals.aps.org/prxquantum/abstract/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.040326
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41534-020-00341-7
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41534-020-00341-7
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9807006
https://quantum-journal.org/papers/q-2021-11-26-592/
https://cccbdb.nist.gov
https://cccbdb.nist.gov
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41524-021-00540-6
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41524-021-00540-6
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.jpca.2c07653
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.jpca.2c07653
https://journals.aps.org/prx/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevX.10.011004
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/5.0074842
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0009261499013640
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0009261499013640
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/abs/10.1063/1.1332992?cookieSet=1
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/abs/10.1063/1.1332992?cookieSet=1
https://www.nature.com/articles/s42005-021-00751-9
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41524-020-00353-z
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41524-020-00353-z
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fchem.2020.587143/full
https://arxiv.org/abs/2111.13458
https://doi.org/Two-electron Integrals in Molecular Calculations
https://doi.org/Two-electron Integrals in Molecular Calculations
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2736701
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2736701
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/wcms.1364
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/wcms.1364
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b00996
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b00996
https://github.com/qiskit-community/prototype-entanglement-forging
https://github.com/qiskit-community/prototype-entanglement-forging
https://doi.org/10.1145/279232.279236
https://doi.org/10.1145/279232.279236


15

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

[82] W. Mizukami, K. Mitarai, Y. O. Nakagawa, T. Ya-
mamoto, T. Yan, and Y.-y. Ohnishi, Phys. Rev. Research
2, 033421 (2020).

[83] I. O. Sokolov, P. K. Barkoutsos, P. J. Ollitrault,

D. Greenberg, J. Rice, M. Pistoia, and I. Tavernelli, J.
Chem. Phys 152, 124107 (2020).

[84] J. Lee, F. D. Malone, M. A. Morales, and D. R. Reich-
man, J. Chem. Theory Comput 17, 3372 (2021).

[85] N. S. Blunt, A. Alavi, and G. H. Booth, Phys. Rev. B
98, 085118 (2018).

https://doi.org/10.1145/2049662.2049669
https://doi.org/10.1145/2049662.2049669
https://journals.aps.org/prresearch/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.033421
https://journals.aps.org/prresearch/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.033421
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.5141835
https://aip.scitation.org/doi/10.1063/1.5141835
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.jctc.1c00100
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.085118
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.085118

	Quantum chemistry simulation of ground- and excited-state properties of the sulfonium cation on a superconducting quantum processor
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Algorithm.
	Classical preprocessing.
	Ground-state calculations.
	Excited-state calculations.
	Evaluation of observables.

	Hardware experiments
	Readout error mitigation
	Post-selection
	Clifford-based gate error mitigation
	Purification


	Results
	Ground-state simulations
	Excited-state simulations

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Additional methodological details
	Classical pre-processing
	Representation of operators within EF
	The Hamiltonian
	Spin-summed one-body operators
	Total spin
	QSE operators

	Determinant composition of the EF Ansatz

	Details of simulations
	Ground-state EF calculations
	Ansatz design
	HOMO-LUMO orbital optimization
	Evaluation of observables

	Ground- and excited-state QSE calculations
	Statistical uncertainties
	Evaluation of partial atomic charges


	Details of hardware simulations
	Effect of error mitigation

	References


