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Measuring the expectation value of the molecular electronic Hamiltonian is one of the challenging parts of
the variational quantum eigensolver. A widely used strategy is to express the Hamiltonian as a sum of
measurable fragments using fermionic operator algebra. Such fragments have an advantage of conserving
molecular symmetries that can be used for error mitigation. The number of measurements required to obtain
the Hamiltonian expectation value is proportional to a sum of fragment variances. Here, we introduce a
new method for lowering the fragments’ variances by exploiting flexibility in the fragments’ form. Due
to idempotency of the occupation number operators, some parts of two-electron fragments can be turned
into one-electron fragments, which then can be partially collected in a purely one-electron fragment. This
repartitioning does not affect the expectation value of the Hamiltonian but has non-vanishing contributions
to the variance of each fragment. The proposed method finds the optimal repartitioning by employing
variances estimated using a classically efficient proxy for the quantum wavefunction. Numerical tests on
several molecules show that repartitioning of one-electron terms lowers the number of measurements by more
than an order of magnitude.

I. INTRODUCTION

The variational quantum eigensolver (VQE)1–5 is a
promising hybrid quantum-classical algorithm for finding
the ground-state of the molecular electronic Hamiltonian

Ĥ =

N
∑

pq

hpqÊ
q
p +

N
∑

pqrs

gpqrsÊ
q
pÊ

s
r , (1)

presented here in so-called chemists’ notation, i.e., in
terms of one-electron excitation operators, Êqp = â†pâq,
while hpq and gpqrs are related to one- and two-electronic
integrals, N is the number of spin-orbitals.

VQE circumvents the hardware limitations of today’s
noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) devices6 by ex-
ploiting both quantum and classical computers: A quan-
tum computer prepares a parameterized trial state |ψθ〉
and measures its energy Eθ = 〈ψθ|Ĥ |ψθ〉, while a clas-
sical computer suggests new θ parameters to minimize
Eθ (for brevity, we omit θ from now). However, measur-
ing the expectation value E is not trivial because digital
quantum computers can only measure polynomial func-
tions of Pauli-ẑ operators.

A common technique for measuring E is to express the

a)Electronic mail: artur.izmaylov@utoronto.ca

molecular electron Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) as

Ĥ = Ĥ0 +

Nf
∑

α=1

Ĥα =

N
∑

pq

hpqÊ
q
p +

Nf
∑

α=1

∑

pqrs

g(α)pqrsÊ
q
pÊ

s
r

= Û †
0

(

N
∑

p

λpn̂p

)

Û0 +

Nf
∑

α=1

Û †
α

(

N
∑

pq

λ(α)pq n̂pn̂q

)

Ûα,

(2)

where n̂p = â†pâp are occupation number operators, and

Ûα = exp[
∑N

p>q θ
(α)
pq (Êqp − Êpq )] are orbital rotations.

Since n̂p is mapped to polynomial functions of Pauli-ẑ
under all standard qubit-fermion transformations,7 each
ÛαĤαÛ

†
α is measurable on a quantum computer. There-

fore, E can be obtained by measuring each Ĥα term sep-
arately using

E =

Nf
∑

α=0

〈ψ|Ĥα|ψ〉 =
Nf
∑

α=0

〈Ûαψ|ÛαĤαÛ
†
α|Ûαψ〉. (3)

Equation (3) shows that to measure each Ĥα, one first

has to apply Ûα on |ψ〉. Fortunately, implementing Ûα
on a quantum computer is efficient as it only requires

(

N
2

)

two-qubit rotations and a gate depth of N .8

To find the fragments, Ĥα, starting from the Hamilto-
nian in the second-quantized form, one can employ ei-
ther the low-rank (LR) decomposition9–11 or the full-
rank (FR) optimization.12 Both methods are only con-

cerned with the two-electron fragments because Û0 for
the one-electron fragment (Ĥ0) can be found easily as
it simply corresponds to a unitary matrix that diagonal-
izes the one-electron tensor, hpq.

8 The difference between

http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.14490v1
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LR and FR fragments is the rank of the resulting λ
(α)
pq

[in Eq. (2)]. In the LR decomposition, λ
(α)
pq is an outer

product of some vector η
(α)
p (i.e., λ

(α)
pq = η

(α)
p η

(α)
q ) and,

therefore, has rank 1. In contrast, in FR optimization,

λ
(α)
pq can be a full-rank hermitian matrix. Increased flex-

ibility of FR fragments was exploited in Ref. 12 to lower
the number of measurements required to obtain E up to
error ǫ when each Ĥα is measured independently:13

M(ǫ) =
1

ǫ2

Nf
∑

α=0

Varψ(Ĥα)

mα
, (4)

where Varψ(Ĥα) = 〈ψ|Ĥ2
α|ψ〉−〈ψ|Ĥα|ψ〉2 is the variance

of Ĥα, and mα is the fraction of the total measurements
allocated to Ĥα. Developing techniques for measuring E
with a lowM(ǫ) is especially important for VQE because
a recent analysis14 showed that the advantage of VQE
over state-of-the-art classical algorithms is limited due
to the large M(ǫ).
Yet, even the best implementation of the FR opti-

mization was shown to have higher M(ǫ)’s than those
in the measurement approaches developed in the qubit
space.13,15–22 The qubit-space techniques start by ap-
plying one of the fermion-qubit mappings7,23 to the
fermionic Hamiltonian to produce the qubit Hamiltonian

Ĥq =
∑

j=1

cjP̂j , (5)

where each P̂j is an N -qubit Pauli product (i.e., a tensor
product of Pauli operators for individual qubits). Thus

obtained Ĥq is subsequently partitioned into a linear
combination of Nf independently measured fragments

Ĥα (i.e., Ĥq =
∑Nf

β=1 Ĥβ), where

Ĥβ = V̂ †
β





∑

i

a
(β)
i ẑi +

∑

ij

a
(β)
ij ẑiẑj + . . .



 V̂β . (6)

Every Ĥβ contains only mutually commutative Pauli
products and thus allows one to efficiently implement the
corresponding V̂β using only one- and two-qubit Clifford
gates.13,20,24,25 The qubit-space methods with the lowest
M(ǫ) take advantage of the flexibility in the fragments

offered by the realization that some P̂j can belong to mul-

tiple Ĥβ . The coefficients of P̂j in different Ĥβ , c
(β)
j , can

be varied without changing the total expectation value of

Ĥq as long as c
(β)
j sum to cj in the qubit Hamiltonian.21

In addition, even P̂j not present in Ĥq can be introduced

into multiple Ĥβ provided that corresponding c
(β)
j sum

to zero.22 A significant reduction in M(ǫ) was achieved

by optimizing c
(β)
j using approximate variances obtained

by employing a classically efficient wavefunction, |φ〉, to
estimate Varφ(Ĥβ).

In this work, we present an extension to fermionic
fragment techniques that further increases their flexibil-
ity in reducing the number of measurements. The new
approach generalizes the technique of repartitioning of
some fragments used in the qubit space. It extends the
repartitioning idea from commuting to non-commuting
operators. Another motivation for developing fermionic
measurement schemes is their advantage compared to the
qubit-space counterparts in conserving molecular symme-
tries (e.g., electronic number and spin operators). These
symmetries can be used for error mitigation techniques,
which are essential for advancing quantum computing
schemes on near-term devices.26,27

II. THEORY

A. Fluid Fermionic Fragments

Here, we present a new approach that exploits two
properties of fermionic operators to minimize the number
of measurements in Eq. (4). First, any linear combina-
tion of one-electron hermitian operators can be brought
to the factorized form

∑

α

cαÛ
†
α

(

∑

p

ǫ(α)p n̂p

)

Ûα = Û †

(

∑

p

ǫpn̂p

)

Û , (7)

where cα, ǫ
(α)
p , and ǫp are some real coefficients, and

Ûα, Û are orbital rotations. Second, the occupation num-
ber operators are idempotent, n̂2

p = n̂p.

Using the n̂p idempotency, each Ĥα in Eq. (2) with
α > 0 can be re-written as a sum of one- and two-electron
parts:

Ĥα = Û †
α





N
∑

p

λ(α)pp n̂p +
∑

p6=q

λ(α)pq n̂pn̂q



 Ûα. (8)

This expression reveals the freedom that one can ex-
tract any amount of the one-electron part from every
Ĥα and add it to Ĥ0, thereby re-partitioning the one-
and two-electron Hamiltonians. Thus, the re-partitioned
fragments, which we will refer to as fluid fermionic frag-
ments (F3), are

Ĥ ′
0 = Ĥ0 +

Nf
∑

α=1

Û †
α

(

N
∑

p

c(α)p n̂p

)

Ûα, (9)

Ĥ ′
α = Ĥα − Û †

α

(

N
∑

p

c(α)p n̂p

)

Ûα

= Û †
α





N
∑

p

(λ(α)pp − c(α)p )n̂p +
∑

p6=q

λ(α)pq n̂pn̂q



 Ûα. (10)

Even after the modification, each Ĥα for α > 0 remains
measurable because ÛαĤαÛ

†
α still maps onto a polyno-
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mial function of Pauli-ẑ after qubit-fermion transforma-
tions. For Ĥ ′

0, new Û ′
0 and λ

′
p can easily be found by sim-

ply diagonalizing h′pq = hpq+
∑Nf

α=1

∑N
r (U

(α)
rp )∗c

(α)
r U

(α)
rq ,

where U
(α)
pq is an N ×N matrix representation of Ûα.

8,12

Measuring Ĥ ′
α instead of Ĥα gives the same E be-

cause re-partitioning does not change the operator sum:
∑Nf

α=0 Ĥ
′
α =

∑Nf

α=0 Ĥα = Ĥ . In contrast, M(ǫ) changes

with the choice of c
(α)
p because Varψ(Ĥ

′
α) has a non-linear

dependence on c
(α)
p . As a consequence, one can reduce

M(ǫ) by optimizing c
(α)
p . Linearity of fermionic frag-

ments with respect to c
(α)
p makes variance optimization

particularly efficient.

B. Optimization of the number of measurements

In the following, we will present the approach for opti-
mally repartitioning the one- and two-electron fragments
to lowerM(ǫ) (initial fragments are obtained as described
in Appendix A). Since M(ǫ) depends on the fragment
variances evaluated with the quantum wavefunction |ψ〉,
which is classically difficult, we minimize the approxima-
tion to M(ǫ) computed with Varφ(Ĥ

′
α):

Mφ(ǫ) =
1

ǫ2

Nf
∑

α=0

Varφ(Ĥ
′
α)

mα
. (11)

The variances of the fragments after the repartition [Ĥ ′
α

in Eqs (9) and (10)] are obtained as

Varφ(Ĥ
′
0) =Varφ(Ĥ0) +

Nf
∑

α,β

N
∑

p,q

c(α)p c(β)q Covφ(Ô
(α)
p , Ô(β)

q )

+

Nf
∑

α

N
∑

p

c(α)p Covφ(Ĥ0, Ô
(α)
p ), (12)

Varφ(Ĥ
′
α) =Varφ(Ĥα) +

N
∑

p,q

c(α)p c(α)q Covφ(Ô
(α)
p , Ô(α)

q )

−
N
∑

p

c(α)p Covφ(Ĥα, Ô
(α)
p ), (13)

where we introduced Covφ(Â, B̂) = Covφ(Â, B̂) +

Covφ(B̂, Â) and Ô
(α)
p = Û †

αn̂pÛα for notational sim-

plicity. To minimize Eq. (11) with respect to c
(α)
p and

mα, we perform two-step iterative optimization following

Refs. 21 and 22: 1) c
(α)
p are optimized with fixed mα and

2) mα are updated to the optimal allocation according

to Eq. (22) with fixed c
(α)
p . To optimize the c

(α)
p vari-

ables with fixed mα, one can solve the system of linear

equations:

ǫ2
∂Mφ(ǫ)

∂c
(α)
p

=

1

m0





Nf
∑

β

N
∑

q

c(β)q Covφ(Ô
(α)
p , Ô(β)

q ) + Covφ(Ĥ0, Ô
(α)
p )



+

1

mα

[

N
∑

q

c(α)q Covφ(Ô
(α)
p , Ô(α)

q )− Covφ(Ĥα, Ô
(α)
p )

]

= 0.

(14)

The final mα obtained at the end of the iterative proce-
dure suggests the optimal allocation of the total budget
for each Ĥα. The suggestedMmα measurements for each
fragment Ĥα is not an integer, but roundingMmα to the
nearest integer should only have a negligible effect on the
measurement error becauseM & 106 in practice. We will
refer to the algorithm proposed in this work as the fluid
fermionic fragment (F3) method.

C. Reducing the number of optimization variables

The computational cost for optimizing c
(α)
q in the F3

method increases with the number of c
(α)
q (Nc). The

two main contributors to the computational time are the

evaluation of covariances, Covφ(Ô
(α)
p , Ô

(β)
q ), and solving

the system of linear Eqs. (14). Because the evaluation

of Covφ(Ô
(α)
p , Ô

(β)
q ) scales quadratically with Nc and the

computational time required for solving Eq. (14) has an
approximately cubic scaling with Nc, the cost of F3 can
be lowered significantly by reducing Nc. Therefore, we

propose several restrictions on c
(α)
q to lower their number.

Using spin symmetry of the electronic Hamiltonian
written in a spin-restricted spin-orbital basis, we achieve

a twofold reduction in the number of c
(α)
q . Note that

λ
(α)
2i−1,2i−1 = λ

(α)
2i,2i for i = 1, . . . , N/2 in the initial Ĥα

fragments obtained by considering the smaller g̃ijkl ten-
sor over spatial orbitals (see Appendix A for definitions).

Because λ
(α)
2i−1,2i−1 = λ

(α)
2i,2i, we impose that the same

amount of λ
(α)
2i−1,2i−1 and λ

(α)
2i,2i is extracted from Ĥα,

i.e., we impose that c
(α)
2i−1 = c

(α)
2i = c̃

(α)
i , thereby reduc-

ing the number of optimization variables by half. In the
resulting F3-Full method, Nc = NfN/2, and the system
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of equations is simplified to

ǫ2
∂Mφ(ǫ)

∂c̃
(α)
i

=

1

m0





Nf
∑

β

N/2
∑

j

c̃
(β)
j Covφ(P̂

(α)
i , P̂

(β)
j ) + Covφ(Ĥ0, P̂

(α)
i )



+

1

mα





N/2
∑

j

c̃
(α)
j Covφ(P̂

(α)
i , P̂

(α)
j )− Covφ(Ĥα, P̂

(α)
i )



 = 0,

(15)

where P̂
(α)
i = Ô

(α)
2i−1 + Ô

(α)
2i =

∑

σ Û
†
αn̂iσÛα.

Even more drastic reduction in Nc can be achieved if

we restrict c
(α)
p to be p-independent. This restricts us to

re-partitioning of only a fraction of the entire one-electron
part of a two-electron Ĥα fragment [i.e., a fraction of

Û †
α(
∑

p λ
(α)
pp n̂p)Ûα]. To this end, we restrict c

(α)
p as a

scalar multiple of λ
(α)
pp : c

(α)
p = c(α)λ

(α)
pp . As a result,

Nc = Nf , and the system (14) simplifies down to

ǫ2
∂Mφ(ǫ)

∂c(α)
=

1

m0





Nf
∑

β

c(β)Covφ(Ô
(α), Ô(β)) + Covφ(Ĥ0, Ô

(α))



+

1

mα

[

2c(α)Varφ(Ô
(α))− Covφ(Ĥα, Ô

(α))
]

= 0, (16)

where Ô(α) =
∑N

p λ
(α)
pp Ô

(α)
p . We will refer to this reduced

version of F3 as F3-R1.
Yet another reduction of variables can be done and is

motivated by the relationship between [Varψ(Ĥα)]
1/2 ap-

pearing in the expression for the total measurement num-
ber with optimalmα [Mopt(ǫ) in Appendix A] and the L1

norm of a coefficient vector for a linear combination of
unitaries (LCU) decomposition: Ĥα =

∑

j a
(α)
j V̂j + dα1̂,

where V̂j are some unitaries.28 Maximum [Varψ(Ĥα)]
1/2

for any |ψ〉 occurs when |ψ〉 = (|max〉α + |min〉α)/
√
2,

where |max〉α (|min〉α) is the eigenstate of Ĥα with the

highest (lowest) eigenvalue, E
(α)
max (E

(α)
min); the correspond-

ing maximum is

max
ψ

√

Varψ(Ĥα) = ∆Eα/2 ≡ (E(α)
max − E

(α)
min)/2. (17)

Using Theorem 1 of Ref. 28, which shows that the LCU

L1 norm,
∑

j |a
(α)
j |, is in turn an upper bound for ∆Eα/2,

we find that
√

Varψ(Ĥα) ≤
∑

j

|a(α)j |. (18)

Thus, one can use Ĥα with a low LCU L1 norm as a
heuristic approach to lowering M(ǫ).

One way to reduce the L1 norm for a collection of
Ĥα while maintaining their measurability is substituting
every n̂p operator in the two-electron Ĥα fragments with
reflections: r̂p = 1 − 2n̂p (satisfying r̂2p = 1 and r̂†p =

r̂p).
9,28–30 Because r̂p maps onto an all-ẑ Pauli product

under all standard transformations (e.g., it maps to ẑp
under the Jordan–Wigner transformation),7 the fragment
remains measurable even after the substitution:

Ĥ ′
α = Û †

α

(

N
∑

pq

λ
(α)
pq

4
r̂pr̂q

)

Ûα. (19)

To ensure that
∑Nf

α=0 Ĥ
′
α = Ĥ , the one-electron Ĥ0 term

must also be modified as

Ĥ ′
0 = Ĥ0 +

Nf
∑

α=1

N
∑

pq

(

λ(α)pq Ô
(α)
p − λ

(α)
pq

4

)

. (20)

Concerning measurements, the constant term in Eq. (20)
affects neither M(ǫ) nor the measurability of the frag-

ments. Moving the constant terms, −∑pq λ
(α)
pq /4, from

Ĥ ′
0 back to each Ĥ ′

α reveals the connection to F3: the
substitution of n̂p with r̂p simply corresponds to the F3

approach with c
(α)
p fixed as c

(α)
p =

∑

q λ
(α)
pq .

Inspired by this connection to F3 and the reduction
in the upper bound for the fragment variances achieved
by the substitution of r̂p, we heuristically propose F3-

R2 that restricts the optimization variables as c
(α)
p =

c(α)
∑

q λ
(α)
pq . Note that this choice is equivalent to sub-

stituting r̂p only for a fraction of the two-electron frag-

ment (c(α)Ĥα) while leaving the rest [(1 − c(α))Ĥα] as
functions of n̂p. The c(α) variables in F3-R2 are opti-
mized by solving the system of equations identical to

Eq. (16) except that Ô(α) =
∑N

pq λ
(α)
pq Ô

(α)
p (instead of

Ô(α) =
∑N

p λ
(α)
pp Ô

(α)
p in F3-R1).

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

We compare M(ǫ) in the different versions of F3 ap-
plied to either LR or FR fragments with M(ǫ) in the
initial LR and GFRO fragments (see Appendix A for
definitions). In addition, the performance of F3 is com-
pared with the best qubit-space techniques that have the
lowest M(ǫ): the iterative coefficient splitting (ICS)21

and shared Pauli products (SPP)22 methods. The al-
gorithms were used to compute ǫ2M(ǫ) for electronic
Hamiltonians of several molecules (LiH, BeH2, H2O, and
NH3) in the STO-3G basis and the following nuclear ge-
ometries: R(Li − H) = 1Å (for LiH), R(Be − H) = 1Å
with ∠HBeH = 180° (for BeH2), R(O − H) = 1Å with
∠HOH = 107.6° (for H2O), and R(N − H) = 1Å with
∠HNH = 107° (for NH3). Note that the presented
ǫ2M(ǫ) value is equivalent to the number of measure-
ments in millions required to obtain E with 10−3 a.u.
accuracy.
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TABLE I. The required measurement numbers [ǫ2M(ǫ)] in the different versions of F3 applied to either LR or FR fragments
are compared with ǫ

2
M(ǫ) in LR, GFRO, ICS,21 and SPP22 for Hamiltonians of LiH, BeH2, H2O, and NH3 (N is the number

of spin-orbitals and is equal to the number of qubits).

F3-LR F3-FR
Sys N LR GFRO ICS SPP Full R1 R2 Full R1 R2
LiH 12 3.16 2.73 0.295 0.148 0.127 0.338 0.196 0.122 0.197 0.165
BeH2 14 1.86 1.61 0.543 0.341 0.543 0.848 0.680 0.430 0.948 0.583
H2O 14 58.5 49.4 2.05 1.16 0.892 9.83 1.10 0.709 25.7 0.911
NH3 16 58.1 46.1 4.83 2.62 1.49 9.22 1.70 0.990 31.3 1.18

TABLE II. The number of optimization variables (Nc) in the
different versions of F3 applied to either LR or FR fragments is
compared with Nc in ICS21 and SPP22 for systems presented
in Table I.

F3-LR F3-FR
Sys N ICS SPP Full R1/R2 Full R1/R2
LiH 12 1346 2718 126 21 354 59
BeH2 14 1265 3048 196 28 602 86
H2O 14 1863 7987 196 28 938 134
NH3 16 7203 35875 288 36 904 113

Table I shows that between the different versions of
F3, the most flexible full version yields the lowest M(ǫ)
in all examples: on average, M(ǫ) in F3-Full is a factor
of 12 lower than that in F3-R1 and a factor of 1.3 lower
than that in F3-R2. However, as shown in Table II, the
increased flexibility also results in F3-Full having N/2-
fold more optimization variables than the other versions.
While F3-R1 and F3-R2 have the same Nc, F

3-R2 has
a much lower M(ǫ) for every molecule. The success of
F3-R2 can be heuristically justified since it is designed
to lower the LCU L1 norm, which is an upper bound
for fragment variances, as discussed in Sec. II C. Because
F3-R2 can achieve a lower M(ǫ) with the identical com-
putational cost as F3-R1, there is no reason to employ
F3-R1 instead of F3-R2. Therefore, we omit F3-R1 in
the following discussion.

The comparison of M(ǫ) in F3 with that in the initial
set of LR or FR fragments demonstrates the success of
the proposed method. On average, M(ǫ) in F3-Full is a
factor of 34 lower than that in the initial fragments, and
M(ǫ) in F3-R2 is a factor of 27 lower than that in the
initial fragments. Since M(ǫ) in GFRO is always lower
than that in LR, M(ǫ) in F3 is also lower when FR frag-
ments are used as the initial fragments. However, the FR
optimization involves an iterative non-linear optimization
procedure which is computationally more expensive than
the LR decomposition. Moreover, while Nf in LR is up-
per bounded by (N2/8+N/4), Nf in GFRO is typically
higher (for the presented molecules, GFRO has, on av-
erage, three times more fragments). Since the number
of optimization variables is directly proportional to Nf
(Nc = NfN/2 in F3-v1 and Nc = Nf in F3-R2), employ-
ing F3 on the FR fragments requires more computational

effort than employing it on the LR fragments.
Comparison of F3 with state-of-the-art qubit-space

techniques (ICS and SPP) shows that for all molecules
except BeH2, F

3 has lower M(ǫ). In particular, even the
computationally most efficient combination of applying
F3-R2 to the LR fragments yields a lowerM(ǫ) than that
in ICS, whereas this most efficient combination yields a
similar M(ǫ) to that in SPP. Furthermore, M(ǫ) in the
best fermionic-space technique (F3-FR-Full) is, on aver-
age, a factor of 1.6 smaller than M(ǫ) in the best qubit-
space technique (SPP). The bottleneck in the optimiza-
tion procedures in all three methods (F3, ICS, and SPP)
is solving a system of linear equations. Therefore, one
can assess the required computational cost by examin-
ing the number of optimization variables. Table II shows
that even the most computationally costly combination,
F3-FR-Full has a much lower Nc than that in either ICS
or SPP.

IV. CONCLUSION

This work proposes a new method that achieves a sig-
nificant reduction in the number of measurements by tak-
ing advantage of the possibility of extracting fractions of
one-electron parts from the two-electron fermionic frag-
ments and combining them with the purely one-electron
fragment. This repartitioning keeps the fragments mea-
surable and conserves the Hamiltonian expectation value.
On the other hand, the number of measurements due
to its dependence on variances of fragments can be low-
ered by this repartitioning. The proposed algorithm finds
the repartitioning that minimizes the number of measure-
ments and achieves a severalfold reduction in the number
of measurements compared to those for initially gener-
ated fragments.
Even though the number of measurements in the pre-

viously proposed methods suggested that the qubit-space
techniques are superior to their fermionic counterparts,
by employing the fluid fermionic fragments method, we
were able to achieve the number of measurements lower
even than those in the best qubit-space techniques (ICS21

and SPP22). Furthermore, compared to these techniques,
the method presented here was shown to have much
fewer optimization variables. In particular, the number
of optimization variables in the computationally most
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efficient version of the proposed algorithm scales sub-
quadratically with the number of spatial orbitals, thereby
making the algorithm applicable for larger systems. In
addition, fermionic fragments conserve molecular sym-
metries and their measurements can be corrected by error
mitigation methods employing these symmetries.
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APPENDIX A: INITIAL HAMILTONIAN FRAGMENTS

The LR decomposition is less ambiguous compared to
its FR counterpart, and we use an LR decomposition
procedure described in Ref. 11. Among different im-
plementations of the FR decomposition, we employ the
“greedy” FR optimization (GFRO), since it has the low-
est M(ǫ).12 Greedy algorithms typically have low M(ǫ),
and their success can be attributed to the sum of square
roots appearing in

Mopt(ǫ) =
1

ǫ2





Nf
∑

α=0

√

Varψ(Ĥα)





2

(21)

obtained by choosing the optimal measurement alloca-
tion,

mα =

√

Varψ(Ĥα)

∑Nf

β=0

√

Varψ(Ĥβ)
, (22)

that minimizes M(ǫ). For a fixed sum of Varψ(Ĥα), the
sum of square roots in Eq. (21) is lower if the variances
are distributed unevenly, and greedy approaches tend to
yield an uneven distribution of Varψ(Ĥα).
The computational effort of both LR and FR decompo-

sitions is reduced significantly by working with a smaller
two-electron tensor over spatial orbitals, g̃ijkl, instead of
the tensor over spin-orbitals, gpqrs. One can rewrite the
electronic Hamiltonian as

Ĥ =
∑

σ

N/2
∑

ij

h̃ijÊ
jσ
iσ +

∑

σσ′

N/2
∑

ijkl

g̃ijklÊ
jσ
iσ Ê

lσ′

kσ′ (23)

where σ and σ′ specify the spin-z projection, while h̃ij
and g̃ijkl are one- and two-electronic integrals:

h̃ij =

∫

d~rφ∗i (~r)

(

−∇2

2
−
∑

I

ZI
|~r − ~rI |

)

φj(~r)−
N/2
∑

k

g̃ikkj

(24)
and

g̃ijkl =
1

2

∫ ∫

d~r1d~r2
φ∗i (~r1)φj(~r1)φk(~r2)φ

∗
l (~r2)

|~r1 − ~r2|
, (25)

where φi(~r) is the ith one-particle electronic basis func-
tion in the position representation, and the charge and
position of the Ith nucleus are denoted by ZI and ~rI .
To optimize the computational cost for LR and FR de-

compositions, we work with g̃ijkl and then subsequently

convert the resulting λ̃
(α)
ij and Ũ

(α)
ij into λ

(α)
pq and U

(α)
pq

according to

λ
(α)
2i−1,2j−1 = λ

(α)
2i−1,2j = λ

(α)
2i,2j−1 = λ

(α)
2i,2j = λ̃

(α)
ij , (26)

U
(α)
2i−1,2j−1 = U

(α)
2i,2j = Ũ

(α)
ij , U

(α)
2i,2j−1 = U

(α)
2i−1,2j = 0

(27)

for i, j = 1, . . . , N/2.
The LR decomposition is particularly efficient because

it finds the rank-1 matrices λ̃
(α)
ij = η̃

(α)
i η̃

(α)
j by diagonal-

izing the two-electron tensor g̃ij,kl considered as a ma-
trix with each dimension spanned by a pair of basis in-
dices. This diagonalization gives a theoretical limit on
Nf ≤ No(No + 1)/2, where No = N/2, and the less-than
sign originates from a truncation of the expansion by re-
moving terms for low magnitude eigenvalues (see Ref. 10
for further details on LR decomposition). Having a low
Nf is beneficial for the fluid fermionic fragments method

because the number of optimization variables (c
(α)
p ) is

directly proportional to Nf .
Though the LR decomposition requires less computa-

tional effort than GFRO, M(ǫ) in GFRO is lower owing

to more flexible λ̃
(α)
ij . The αth GFRO fragment, Ĥα, is

found by minimizing the L1 norm of the G̃
(α+1) tensor

in
∑

ijklσσ′

G̃
(α)
ijklÊ

jσ
iσ Ê

lσ′

kσ′ − Ĥα =
∑

ijklσσ′

G̃
(α+1)
ijkl Êjσiσ Ê

lσ′

kσ′ ,

(28)

where G̃
(1)
ijkl = g̃ijkl. In each iteration, the L1 norm of

G̃
(α+1) is minimized over the space of {λ̃(α)ij , θ̃

(α)} vari-
ables parameterizing the αth fragment,

Ĥα = Û(θ̃(α))†





∑

ijσσ′

λ̃
(α)
ij n̂iσn̂jσ′



 Û(θ̃(α)), (29)

where Û(θ̃(α)) = exp[
∑No

i>j θ̃
(α)
ij

∑

σ(Ê
jσ
iσ − Êiσjσ)]. The

iteration terminates when the L1 norm of G̃α+1 is below
a given threshold (1 · 10−5 is used in this work).
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