
Balancing error budget for fermionic 𝑘-RDM estimation

Nayuta Takemori,1, 2, ∗ Yusuke Teranishi,3 Wataru Mizukami,1, 4 and Nobuyuki Yoshioka5, 6, 7, †

1Center for Quantum Information and Quantum Biology, Osaka University,
1-2 Machikaneyama, Toyonaka, Osaka, 560-0043, Japan

2Center for Emergent Matter Science, RIKEN, Wako, Saitama 351-0198, Japan
3Graduate School of Information Science and Technology,

Osaka University, 1-5 Yamadaoka,Suita,Osaka,565-0871,Japan
4Graduate School of Engineering Science, Osaka University,

1-3 Machikaneyama, Toyonaka, Osaka 560-8531, Japan.
5Department of Applied Physics, University of Tokyo, 7-3-1 Hongo, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo 113-8656, Japan

6Theoretical Quantum Physics Laboratory, RIKEN Cluster for Pioneering Research (CPR), Wako-shi, Saitama 351-0198, Japan
7JST, PRESTO, 4-1-8 Honcho, Kawaguchi, Saitama, 332-0012, Japan

(Dated: January 1, 2024)

The reduced density matrix (RDM) is crucial in quantum many-body systems for understanding physical
properties, including all local physical quantity information. This study aims to minimize various error constraints
that causes challenges in higher-order RDMs estimation in quantum computing. We identify the optimal balance
between statistical and systematic errors in higher-order RDM estimation in particular when cumulant expansion
is used to suppress the sample complexity. Furthermore, we show via numerical demonstration of quantum
subspace methods for one and two dimensional Fermi Hubbard model that, biased yet efficient estimations better
suppress hardware noise in excited state calculations. Our work paves a path towards cost-efficient practical
quantum computing that in reality is constrained by multiple aspects of errors.

Introduction.— The design, implementation, and utiliza-
tion of quantum computers have attracted growing interest [1–
4]. Fields such as condensed matter physics and quantum
chemistry offer prime testing grounds for understanding the
principles of these quantum devices [5–10]. However, cur-
rent quantum computing technologies with gate fidelities typ-
ically around 10−3 pose considerable challenges even with the
methodologies to combat noise without error correction [11–
20]. These devices, while being a significant step forward,
are modest in scale and lack the necessary qubits for achiev-
ing fault tolerance, which assumes logical error rates to below
10−10, for instance. While there has been rapid advancement
in developing logical qubits [21–27], it is envisioned that the
coming era would be rather early fault-tolerance whose gate
operations are more accurate than the physical ones yet not
precise as described above. Therefore, it is crucial to reveal
how to distribute the budget of errors from various resources
for practical usage of quantum computers.

One critical area in quantum computing is the study and
effective handling of electron correlation effects in quantum
systems, which is fundamental in condensed matter physics
and quantum chemistry. These effects significantly influence
the behavior of materials and molecules. To consider elec-
tron correlation effects, the reduced density matrix (RDM) in
quantum many-body systems is extremely useful in elaborat-
ing physical properties, as it contains all the local informa-
tion. In particular, higher-order RDMs play a pivotal role in
quantum algorithms that accurately account for electron corre-
lation [28], however, the computation of higher-order RDMs,
especially those above the third order, face a significant chal-
lenge due to the scalability issue. The number of terms in the
𝑘-RDM increases on the order of 𝑂 (𝑁2𝑘) with 𝑁 representing
the number of qubits or the number of fermionic modes, and
it has been pointed out that the sample complexity of 𝑂 (𝑁 𝑘)
is unavoidable [29, 30].

One of the state-of-the-art measurement scheme is the clas-
sical shadow tomography [31, 32] that can estimate 𝑘-RDM
of a multiqubit quantum state from 𝑂 (𝑁 𝑘/𝜖2) measurements
within additive error of 𝜖 . The initial flaw of inapplicability
to fermionic systems was resolved by subsequent works that
utilized fermionic Gaussian unitaries [33], matchgates [34], or
polynomial interpolation of Pfaffians [35], to achieve complex-
ity of 𝑂 (𝑁 𝑘/𝜖2). While these works achieve the near-optimal
complexity under projective measurements, they all deal with
the asymptotic and noiseless limit such that statistical error is
the only source of error to be taken into account. Considering
the versatility of error resource, such as statistical, hardware
and algorithmic errors, that are to be minimized as a total
rather than individual, one must compile various error budget
to enhance the utility of quantum computers.

In this paper, we investigate how to minimize the holis-
tic effect of errors that are present during computation that
utilizes higher-order RDMs. We first reveal the optimal trade-
off between the statistical and systematic errors by utilizing
the cumulant expansion to estimate higher order RDMs from
low-order ones. In particular, we compute the error in esti-
mating 3-RDMs for random state and argue that, under re-
alistic amount of measurement budget, the cumulant-based
estimation is more precise than the unbiased estimation using
fermionic shadow tomography. Furthermore, we demonstrate
the biased yet measurement-efficiant estimation via excited
state calculation based on quantum subspace methods for one
and two-dimensional Fermi Hubbard model and show it is ca-
pable of suppressing the effect of hardware noise than unbiased
optimal measurement strategy. Our work paves a path towards
cost-efficient practical quantum computing that in reality is
constrained by multiple aspects of errors.

Efficient estimation of fermionic RDMs.— First, we briefly
review the fermionic shadow tomography [33] which is a near-
optimal measurement protocol to estimate fermionic RDMs in
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an unbiased manner. Let us first define a tensor element of a
fermionic 𝑘-RDM for the quantum state 𝜌 as

𝑘𝐷
𝑖1 · · ·𝑖𝑘
𝑗1 · · · , 𝑗𝑘 =

1
𝑘!

Tr[𝑎†
𝑖1
· · · 𝑎†

𝑖𝑘
𝑎 𝑗𝑘 · · · 𝑎 𝑗1𝜌], (1)

where 𝑎
(†)
𝑖

is the annihilation (creation) operator of 𝑖-th
fermionic mode. Note that this imposes antisymmetric re-
lation between the tensor elements. In order to estimate the
elements on the quantum computer, we introduce the Majorana
operator representation of fermionic operators as

𝛾2𝑝 = 𝑎𝑝 + 𝑎†𝑝 , 𝛾2𝑝+1 = −𝑖(𝑎𝑝 − 𝑎†𝑝), (2)

which is convenient since it has the same algeraic prop-
erties as the Pauli operators. For each 2𝑘-combination
𝜇 = (𝜇1, · · · , 𝜇2𝑘) ∈ C2𝑁,2𝑘 , 2𝑘-order Majorana operator
can be given by

Γ𝜇 = (−𝑖)𝑘𝛾𝜇1 · · · 𝛾𝜇2𝑘 . (3)

To estimate the expectation value for all Γ𝜇 up to 2𝑘-th order,
we perform measurements on randomized basis that is tailored
for fermionic systems. Concretely, for each measurement, we
randomly choose a unitary matrix 𝑈 from a subset of the
fermionic Gaussian unitary group FGU(𝑁), which consists of
all the following unitary matrices:

𝑈 (𝑒𝐴) = exp ©«−1
4

2𝑁−1∑︁
𝜇,𝜈=0

𝐴𝜇𝜈𝛾𝜇𝛾𝜈
ª®¬ , (4)

where 𝐴 = −𝐴𝑇 ∈ R2𝑁×2𝑁 . In particular, here we impose
particle number conservation, which results in the ensemble
composed from the alternating group Alt(2N) as

UFGU = {𝑈 (𝑄) ∈ FGU(𝑁) |𝑄 ∈ Alt(2𝑁)} , (5)

whose accompanying action can be given by𝑈 (𝑄)†𝛾𝜇𝑈 (𝑄) =∑2𝑁−1
𝜈=0 𝑄𝜇𝜈𝛾𝜈 .

Upon measuring the mapped Majorana operators under the
basis determined by the matrix 𝑄, one obtains the computa-
tional basis |𝑧⟩ where 𝑧 ∈ {0, 1}𝑁 . The corresponding es-
timator �̂�𝑄,𝑧 , or the classical shadow, can then be expressed
as

tr(Γ𝜇 �̂�𝑄,𝑧) = 𝜆−1
𝑁,𝑘

∑︁
𝜈∈𝐶2𝑁,2𝑘

⟨𝑧 |Γ𝜈 |𝑧⟩det[𝑄𝜈,𝜇], (6)

where 𝑄𝜈,𝜇 refers to the submatrix of 𝑄 [36], 𝜆𝑁,𝑘 =(
𝑁

𝑘

)
/
(
2𝑁
2𝑘

)
. After repeated measurements, the expected value

for the physical quantity Γ𝜇 can be given by average over the
sampled 𝑄 and the measurement outcomes as

⟨Γ𝜇⟩ = E𝑄,𝑧

[
tr[Γ𝜇 �̂�𝑄,𝑧]

]
. (7)

By using Eq. (7), we may estimate the 𝑘-RDM in an unbi-
ased way with sample complexity of 𝑂 (𝑁 𝑘/𝜖2). While this is
polynomial with 𝑁 , the practical number of measurement shot

scales prohibitively large for higher-order RDMs [37]. One of
the workarounds considered in the context of quantum chem-
istry is to estimate higher-order RDMs from the lower-order
ones using the celebrated cumulant expansion method (See
Supplemental Material (SM) [38] for details). This approach
is based on the following decomposition of RDMs,

1𝐷 = 1Δ (8)
2𝐷 = 2Δ + 1Δ ∧ 1Δ (9)
3𝐷 = 3Δ + 32Δ ∧ 1Δ + 1Δ ∧ 1Δ ∧ 1Δ (10)

where ∧ denotes the wedge product and 𝑘Δ denotes the 𝑘-th
order connected RDMs [39]. The cumulant-based approxi-
mation of RDMs is performed by neglecting the higher order
connected RDMs, such that we may substitute the direct es-
timation of them by summation over lower-order ones. For
instance, by neglecting Δ3 and solving the above relationship
recursively, one can obtain the approximation of the 3-RDM
as

3𝐷 = 32𝐷 ∧ 1𝐷 − 21𝐷3. (11)

This formulation significantly simplifies the process of obtain-
ing higher-order RDMs, thereby enhancing the efficiency of
quantum computational simulations. It has been recognized
that, by leveraging the cumulant expansion, one can effectively
navigate the complexities associated with high-order quantum
correlations, crucial for accurate quantum system evaluations
[40–42]. However, the serious drawback of the cumulant ex-
pansion is that it does not have any nontrivial error bound for
its performance. In particular, it remains an open question
how to determine whether or not one benefit from the use of
the biased estimation.

Error in 𝑘-RDM estimation.— First, we discuss the validity
of utilizing the cumulant expansion. While the cumulant ex-
pansion partially neglects higher-order electronic correlation
and hence does not yield unbiased estimation on the RDMs, we
expect that there is a regime where the statistical error for the
naive estimation is too large so that the bias from the cumulant
expansion is less impactful. To quantitatively search for such a
regime, here we define the following estimation accuracy ratio
for 𝑘-RDM:

𝑟𝑘 =

��𝑘𝐷 − 𝑘 �̂�cum
����𝑘𝐷 − 𝑘 �̂�

�� , (12)

where | · | denotes the summation over absolute values of all
the elements. We have discriminated the estimated RDM as
𝑘 �̂� from its exact 𝑘𝐷, and introduced 𝑘 �̂�cum as the estimation
using the cumulant expansion. Note that Eq. (12) is with
respect to a single instance of a quantum state and set of
measurement outcomes. Our goal is to reveal the average-case
behavior of 𝑟 for realistic target quantum states.

Here, we study the behavior of 𝑟 under estimation for
randomly-parametrized Unitary Coupled-Cluster Singles and
Doubles (UCCSD) ansatz using a set of parameters 𝜃 as

|𝜓𝜃 ⟩ = 𝑒𝑇𝜃−𝑇†
𝜃 |HF⟩, (13)
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 1. Comparison of 3-RDM estimation errors 𝜎 between naive
measurements using fermionic shadows and that based on cumulant
expansion for random UCCSD state. The number of fermionic modes
is (a) 𝑁 = 8 and (b) 𝑁 = 12 with half-filling. As the number of
samples 𝑁𝑠 increases, the accuracy ratio 𝑟 also increases, indicating
that the naive estimation is precise enough to outperform the cumulant
expansion that inevitably introduces bias. Given that the cumulant-
based estimation requires 𝑂 (𝑁2) samples where the naive one needs
𝑂 (𝑁3), the crosspoint 𝑟 = 1 is expected to demand even larger 𝑁𝑠

for larger system sizes.

where |HF⟩ = ∏
𝑎∈Λ 𝑎

†
𝑖
|0⟩ is a Hartree-Fock state for a subset

of sitesΛ = {1, ..., ⌈𝑁/2⌉} and𝑇𝜃 = 𝑇
(1)
𝜃

+𝑇 (2)
𝜃

is a summation
of single and double excitations defined as

𝑇
(1)
𝜃

=
∑︁

𝑖∈unocc.

∑︁
𝑚∈occ.

𝑡
(1)
𝑖𝑚

𝑎
†
𝑖
𝑎𝑚, (14)

𝑇
(2)
𝜃

=
∑︁

𝑖, 𝑗∈unocc.

∑︁
𝑚,𝑛∈occ.

𝑡
(2)
𝑖 𝑗𝑚𝑛

𝑎
†
𝑖
𝑎
†
𝑗
𝑎𝑚𝑎𝑛, (15)

with variational parameters 𝑡 (1)
𝑖𝑚

, 𝑡
(2)
𝑖 𝑗𝑚𝑛

∈ R that constitute 𝜃 =

{𝑡 (1)
𝑖𝑚

}𝑖𝑚 ∪ {𝑡 (2)
𝑖 𝑗𝑚𝑛

}𝑖 𝑗𝑚𝑛. In the following, we sample each
element of 𝜃 from the normal distribution N(0, 𝜎) where 𝜎

is the standard deviation, and consider average over instances.
Furthermore, we also substitute the average over all the indices
of RDM with randomly sampled indices. Note that we may
alternatively consider the random state set to be given by Haar
random states with particle number conservation, while we

expect that the results do not qualitatively change.

Figure 1 shows how the randomness of the state and the
measurement budget affects the accuracy ratio 𝑟𝑘 for 𝑘 = 3.
Obviously, when the number of samples 𝑁𝑠 is large, the naive
estimation is precise enough so that it surpasses the accuracy
of the cumulant expansion. On the other hand, when 𝑁𝑠 is not
sufficiently large, it is advantageous to employ the cumulant
expansion. While this is obvious when there is no electronic
correlation at all at 𝜎 ∼ 0, we find that, even at 𝜎 ∼ 0.3
where the quantum entanglement grows extensively with the
system size (see SM for numerical details [38]), the similar
picture holds as well. One of the most remarkable points in
Fig. 1 is that, with realistic amount of measurement budget, say
𝑁𝑠 = 109, we expect for typical quantum states with 𝑁 ≳ 10
that it is always beneficial to employ the cumulant expansion
over the naive measurement strategy. Given that the sample
complexity scales as 𝑂 (𝑁2/𝜖2) for cumulant expansion while
the naive strategy requires 𝑂 (𝑁3/𝜖2), we expect that the ben-
eficial regime enlarges for larger system sizes unless one has
access to even larger measurement resource. It is an interesting
open question to study the crosspoint for 𝑘 ≥ 4.

Balancing statistical and systematic error in excited-state
calculation.— As a useful application of the higher-order 𝑘-
RDM estimation to quantum many-body calculation, here we
consider the quantum subspace expansion (QSE) [43–46]. The
QSE method is a flavour of postprocessing that virtually sim-
ulates a quantum state |𝜓⟩ expressed as a superposition over
𝐶𝑖 |𝜓0⟩, where𝐶𝑖 is a coupler that virtually generates quantum
correlation and |𝜓0⟩ is the actual quantum state to be realized
on the quantum computer. In other words, the QSE method is
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FIG. 2. Dependence of the energy error from exact solutions on
the number of shots for the 𝑁 = 3 × 3 spinless Hubbard model with
𝑈 = 1 and 𝜇 = 0. The blue, orange, green points represent the results
obtained using 2-RDM estimation based on 2-RDM measurements,
3-RDM estimation using 2-RDM measurements, and 3-RDM estima-
tion using 3-RDM measurements, correspondingly. The solid lines
connecting the points illustrate the trends observed for each estima-
tion method, while dashed lines of matching colors showcase values
estimated from the exact RDM for each method.
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a variational method to optimize the following ansatz:

|𝜓⟩ =
∑︁
𝑖

𝛼𝑖𝐶𝑖 |𝜓0⟩ , (16)

where 𝛼𝑖 ∈ C is a coefficient that controls the accuracy of the
virtual ansatz |𝜓⟩. In particular, to solve an eigenvalue problem
of a given Hamiltonian 𝐻, we impose the Ritz variational
principle [47] to find that the optimal coefficients are given by
solving the generalized eigenvalue problem as

𝐻𝑋 = 𝑆𝑋𝐸, (17)

where 𝐻𝑖 𝑗 = ⟨𝜓0 |𝐶†
𝑖
�̂�𝐶 𝑗 |𝜓0⟩ and 𝑆𝑖 𝑗 = ⟨𝜓0 |𝐶†

𝑖
𝐶 𝑗 |𝜓0⟩ are

the modified Hamiltonian on the subspace Span{𝐶𝑖 |𝜓0⟩} and
the overlap matrix of bases for the truncated subspace, re-
spectively. Here we have denoted 𝑋 as the collection of the
eigenvectors, and 𝐸 as a diagonal matrix that gives the eigen-
values. Note that the matrix elements 𝐻𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑆𝑖 𝑗 are measured
on the quantum computers and hence involves statistical errors
due to projective measurements, systematic errors due to the
hardware imperfection etc. Since the output from the QSE
method can be easily deteriorated by such noise, it is crucial to
perform appropriate normalization on the matrix elements [48]
and quantum error mitigation to handle the unwanted effects.
By implementing the 𝑘-RDM estimation in QSE, as formally
presented in 𝐻𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑆𝑖 𝑗 , one can obtain quantum subspace ex-
pansion based on fermionic shadow tomography.

We apply our methods to a simplified model, specifically
the 1𝑑 and 2𝑑 spinless Hubbard model [49, 50]. Recent stud-
ies have revealed that this model exhibits a range of intrigu-
ing phenomena, including dispersionless many-body bounded
state [51], many-body localization [52] and distinctive trans-
port and dynamical properties [50]. These insights provide a
deeper understanding of the model’s complex behaviors and
its implications in condensed matter physics. The Hamiltonian
for this model is defined as:

H = −𝑡
∑︁
⟨𝑖, 𝑗 ⟩

(𝑎†
𝑖
𝑎 𝑗 + ℎ.𝑐.) − 𝜇

∑︁
𝑖

𝑛𝑖 +𝑈
∑︁
⟨𝑖, 𝑗 ⟩

𝑛𝑖𝑛 𝑗 .

Here, ⟨𝑖, 𝑗⟩ denotes the nearest-neighbor site, 𝑡 is the transfer
integral between sites, 𝜇 is the chemical potential 𝑈 is the
Coulomb interaction and 𝑛𝑖 = 𝑎

†
𝑖
𝑎𝑖 . We suppose a finite

electron-transfer integral 𝑡 only between the nearest neighbor
sites and set it as the unit of energy. In the following, we fix
𝑈 = 1 and 𝜇 = 0, focusing on system sizes of 𝑁 = 9 for the
one-dimensional (1𝑑) model and 3×3 for the two-dimensional
(2𝑑) model. Here, we choose |𝜓0⟩ to the exact solution on the
𝑛 particle sector where 𝑛 represents the number of particles
for the ground state, and 𝐶𝑖 = 𝑎𝑖 a coupler, which leads us to
focus on the 𝑛 − 1 particle sector as a virtual state.

Figure 2 shows the tradeoff between the statistical and sys-
tematic error in excited-state energy calculation for the 2𝑑
case. The energy error is compared to its exact solution of the
𝑛 − 1 particle sector. We compare the three different evalu-
ations: 2-RDM estimation based on 2-RDM measurements,
i.e., without using cumulant expansion, 3-RDM estimation
using 2-RDM measurements, and 3-RDM estimation using 3-
RDM measurements. The solid lines are a guide to the eyes,

while dashed lines of matching colors showcase values esti-
mated from the exact RDM for each method. Note that the
asymptotic values from all estimation methods do not match
to exact zero since the couplers {𝑎𝑖} take only single-particle
excitations and thus the variational form of Eq. (16) is not
expressive enough to encode the exact excited state. As the
number of shots is increased, the values approaches that are
obtained from a rigorous RDM evaluation. As can be expected
from the results for the 𝑘-RDM estimations as in Fig. 1, in the
low-shot region, we find regions where the error is smaller
when 3-RDM is evaluated by cumulant expansion rather than
direct measurements. Therefore, we verify that the tradeoff
relation holds also for many-body calculations that process the
𝑘-RDM estimation results in a nonlinear manner.

Balancing all together in excited-state calculation.— Next,
we consider the effect of global depolarizing noise, which
is a common form of hardware noise that arise under suffi-
ciently deep quantum circuits [53, 54]. As shown in Fig. 3(a),
in the absence of hardware noise (i.e., a rate of 0), the en-
ergy error between two estimation methods—the naive esti-
mation and the estimation using the cumulant expansion ob-
tained by QSE—tends to decrease with an increasing number
of shots, eventually converging to the exact value of the RDM.
Conversely, in the presence of hardware noise, the range of
shots where the cumulant expansion-based estimation results
in smaller errors becomes more extensive. This observation
highlights the significant impact of hardware noise on the ac-
curacy of quantum measurements. Interestingly, the presence
of hardware noise emphasize the advantage of utilizing the
cumulant expansion in one-dimensional systems, as shown in
Fig. 3(b). The results underscore the robustness of the cumu-
lant expansion approach in both 1𝑑 and 2𝑑 case, even in the
presence of hardware noise.

Discussions and outlooks.— In this paper, we have studied
the tradeoff between error resources in quantum computation
that involves higher-order fermionic 𝑘-RDMs. We have found
that, in contrary to the ordinary setups where unbiased estima-
tion is the sole option, it is beneficial in practical situations to
utilize the cumulant expansion with systematic error instead of
enduring the high-polynomial scaling of measurement shots.
By further investigating the many-body calculations for excited
states of spinless Hubbard model using a quantum subspace
method, we find not only that the above findings hold as well,
but also numerically show that the gain from cumulant expan-
sion is stable under hardware noise.

We envision three future directions. First, the extensive
study for higher order RDMs is nontrivial yet crucial. Since
there are numerous explorations regarding 𝑘 ≥ 4-RDMs such
as contracted form of Schrödinger equation, it is essential to
evaluate the bias tradeoff relations in further practical calcula-
tions. Second, it is highly nontrivial to derive universal trade-
off relation between the error resources studied in this work.
While there has been some attempt to investigate the tradeoff
relation between hardware noise and algorithmic bias [19],
there is no guiding principle how to distribute the quantum
resource to maximize the accuracy of the algorithm. Third,
while the current work has focused on estimations based on
projective measurements, it would be highly nontrivial to ex-
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(a) (b)

FIG. 3. Heatmap of energy error differences 𝐸QSE
naive − 𝐸

QSE
cum for the spinless Hubbard model. Each panel represents (a) 1𝑑 model with 𝑁 = 9

fermionic modes and (b) 2𝑑 model with 𝑁 = 3 × 3 modes, with 𝑈 = 1 and 𝜇 = 0 for both cases.

tend the framework to measurements that achieve Heisenberg
limit, in which the commutativity of the measured observ-
ables do not play a significant role as in the projective case.
The nearly optimal measurement schemes [55, 56] are to be
analyzed in this direction.
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Supplementary Materials for: Balancing error budget for fermionic 𝑘-RDM
estimation

S1. CUMULANT EXPANSION

Here we review the cumulant expansion of the fermionic quantum marginals, or the reduced density matrix. In general, the
marginal of multivariate probability distribution takes the partial trace on the subset of variables that one is interested in. For
instance, given 𝑁 discrete variables {x} (x = (𝑥1, ..., 𝑥𝑁 )) with homogeneous local Hilbert space dimension of 𝑑 that underlies
a probability distribution 𝑃(x), the marginal distibution on the set of 𝑘 variables {𝑥𝑖1 , ..., 𝑥𝑖𝑘 } is given as

𝑘𝑃(𝑥𝑖1 , ..., 𝑥𝑖𝑘 ) :=
∑︁

𝑥 𝑗 : 𝑗∉{𝑖1 ,...,𝑖𝑘 }
𝑃(x). (S1)

This definition can be directly extended to define marginal of density matrix. Namely, under orthogonal basis spanned by 𝑁 local
discrete variables {|x⟩}x, the marginal of the density matrix 𝜌 =

∑
x,y 𝜌x,y |x⟩ ⟨y| can be given as

𝑘𝜌 = TrΛ\{𝑖1 ,...,𝑖𝑘 } [𝜌], (S2)
𝑘𝜌

𝑦 𝑗1 ,...,𝑦 𝑗𝑘
𝑥𝑖1 ,...,𝑥𝑖𝑘

=
∑︁

𝑥 𝑗 : 𝑗∉{𝑖1 ,...,𝑖𝑘 }
𝜌x,y, (S3)

where we denote the set of the entire sites as Λ = {𝑖}𝑁
𝑖=1. Note that the matrix expression of the 𝑘-RDM no longer requires

exponentially large memory of 𝑂 (𝑑2𝑁 ), but is compressed into 𝑂 (𝑑2𝑘).
The elements of 𝑘-RDM is in general different from each other, and hence the computational cost becomes prohibitively large

in terms of practical sense, although it is polynomial in 𝑁 . This has motivated the technique of reconstructing higher order RDMs
from lower order ones [58–61]. For the sake of instructive purpose, here we provide a brief review on the general reconstruction
method for 𝑘-RDMs proposed by Mazziotti [61].

First notice that we may define a generating functional of the RDMs as

𝐺 [𝐽] = Tr

[
exp(

∑︁
𝑘

𝐽𝑘𝑎
†
𝑘
) exp(

∑︁
𝑘

𝐽∗𝑙 𝑎𝑘)𝜌
]
, (S4)

where 𝐽 = (...𝐽𝑘 ...) is a set of Grassman variables that are Schwinger probe to investigate the behavior of the quantum state, 𝐽∗
𝑘

denotes the conjugate of the variable 𝐽𝑘 , and 𝑎
(†)
𝑘

is the annihilation (creation) operator of the 𝑘-th fermionic mode. It can be
easily shown that, by taking the partial derivative with respect to the Schwinger probes and then taking limit that all variables are
set to zero, we obtain RDMs as the “moment” of the generating functional as

𝜕𝑘𝐺

𝜕𝐽𝑖𝑘 · · · 𝜕𝐽𝑖1𝜕𝐽∗𝑗1 · · · 𝜕𝐽
∗
𝑗𝑘

�����
𝐽,𝐽∗→0

= Tr
[
𝑎
†
𝑖1
· · · 𝑎†

𝑖𝑘
𝑎 𝑗𝑘 · · · 𝑎𝑖1𝜌

]
(S5)

= 𝑘𝐷
𝑗1 · · · 𝑗𝑘
𝑖1 · · ·𝑖𝑘 . (S6)

Next, we introduce the logarithmic of the generating functional as 𝐺 [𝐽] = exp(𝑊 [𝐽]). Following analogical discussion provided
by Kubo [62], the partial derivatives of 𝑊 can be identified with the connected part of RDMs, which describes the higher order
correlation that cannot be captured as simple product of lower order ones. Concretely, the cumulant of the generating functional
is defined as

𝑘Δ
𝑗1 · · · 𝑗𝑘
𝑖1 · · ·𝑖𝑘 :=

𝜕𝑘𝑊

𝜕𝐽𝑖𝑘 · · · 𝜕𝐽𝑖1𝜕𝐽∗𝑗1 · · · 𝜕𝐽
∗
𝑗𝑘

�����
𝐽,𝐽∗→0

. (S7)

By examining the exponential relationship, Ref. [61] showed that formulas between the moments 𝐷 and cumulants Δ can be
derived for any order of 𝑘 . For instance, this results in

1𝐷
𝑗1
𝑖1

= 1Δ
𝑗1
𝑖1
, (S8)

2𝐷
𝑗1 𝑗2
𝑖1𝑖2

= 2Δ
𝑗1 𝑗2
𝑖1𝑖2

+ 1Δ
𝑗1
𝑖1
∧ 1Δ

𝑗2
𝑖2
, (S9)
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where we have introduced the wedge product 1Δ
𝑗1
𝑖1
∧ 1Δ

𝑗2
𝑖2

= 1
2 (

1Δ
𝑗1
𝑖1

1Δ
𝑗2
𝑖2
− 1Δ

𝑗2
𝑖1

1Δ
𝑗1
𝑖2
) while the definition for the general case is

provided below. Observe that these equation indeed coincides with the qualitative picture that 𝑘-th order cumulant 𝑘Δ indeed
describes the “connected” part of the 𝑘-RDM; the first term of Eq. (S9) in the 2-RDM cannot be captured from product of
1-RDMs. For 𝑘 = 3, 4, we further obtain the following expression:

3𝐷 = 3Δ + 3 2Δ ∧ 1Δ + 1Δ3, (S10)
4𝐷 = 4Δ + 4 3Δ ∧ 1Δ + 6 2Δ ∧ 1Δ2 + 3 2Δ2 + 1Δ4, (S11)

where we have abbreviated the subscripts and superscripts for the sake of readability and used the notation of 𝑙Δ𝑚 = 𝑙Δ ∧ · · · ∧ 𝑙Δ︸          ︷︷          ︸
𝑚

,

where the wedge product between 𝑝-RDM and 𝑞-RDM in general is now defined as

(𝑎 ∧ 𝑏) 𝑗1 · · · 𝑗𝑝+𝑞
𝑖1 · · ·𝑖𝑝+𝑞 =

1
((𝑝 + 𝑞)!)2

∑︁
𝜋,𝜎

sgn(𝜋)sgn(𝜎)𝑎𝜎 ( 𝑗1 ) ·· ·𝜎 ( 𝑗𝑝 )
𝜋 (𝑖1 ) ·· ·𝜋 (𝑖𝑝 ) 𝑏

𝜎 ( 𝑗𝑝+1 ) ·· ·𝜎 ( 𝑗𝑝+𝑞 )
𝜋 (𝑖𝑝+1 ) ·· ·𝜋 (𝑖𝑝+𝑞 ) , (S12)

where 𝜋 and 𝜎 denotes a permutation on the indices with sgn indicating its sign.
The reconstruction procedure is done by simply regarding the higher connected part to be zero. For instance, if only the

1-RDM is available, the reconstruction process would neglect all the many-body correlation as 𝑘𝐷 ∼ 1Δ𝑘 , which corresponds to
approximating the unknown quantum state as a single Slater determinant. If one has access to the 1 and also 2-RDMs, we may
estimate the 3 and 4-RDMs as

3𝐷 ∼ 3 2Δ ∧ 1Δ + 1Δ3, (S13)
4𝐷 ∼ 6 2Δ ∧ 1Δ2 + 3 2Δ2 + 1Δ4. (S14)

S2. ENTANGLEMENT STRUCTURE IN RANDOM STATES

Here, we provide the numerical results on the calculation of the entanglement entropy for random states defined in the main
text.

Fig. S1 shows the half-chain entanglement entropy 𝑆(𝜌𝐴) = −∑
𝑖 𝜆𝑖 log2 𝜆𝑖 where {𝜆𝑖}𝑖 is the set of eigenvalues of the reduced

density matrix 𝜌𝐴 = Tr�̄�[𝜌] where 𝐴 denotes the half left (or right) sites of the system. Here, we consider the half-filling situation
where |HF⟩ = ∏

𝑖∈𝐴 𝑎
†
𝑖
|0⟩ for the UCCSD ansatz defined in the main text. By increasing the width 𝜎 of the random parameters,

we can see that the entanglement is introduced in the system which scales linearly with the system size, i.e., exhibits the volume
law of entanglement. However, large randomness is destructive in terms of the entanglement for UCCSD; the entanglement
entropy peaks out above some value of 𝜎. Within calculation up to 𝑁 = 18 fermionic modes, we observe that the entanglement
is not completely degraded and saturates at some value, which also seem to scale linearly with the system size.

In contrast, as shown in Fig. S1(b) and (c), the destructiveness of entanglement is not observed in 𝑞-Unitary Pair Coupled-
Cluster Generalized Singles and Doubles (𝑞-UpCCGSD) ansatz. The UpCCGSD ansatz assumes that the fermionic modes have
spacial and spin degrees of freedom, and is defined in the Trotterized form as

|𝜓𝜃 ⟩ =
𝑞∏
𝑙=1

(∏
𝑟 ,𝑠

exp(𝑡 (1)𝑟 ,𝑠 𝑐
†
𝑟𝑐𝑠 − h.c.)

∏
𝑖, 𝑗

exp(𝑡 (2)
𝑖𝛼𝑖𝛽 𝑗𝛼 𝑗𝛽

𝑐
†
𝑖𝛼
𝑐
†
𝑖𝛽
𝑐 𝑗𝛼𝑐 𝑗𝛽 − h.c.)

)
|HF⟩. (S15)

Here, 𝑟, 𝑠 run over the entire indices where 𝑖, 𝑗 and 𝛼, 𝛽 run over the spacial and spin indices, respectively. While the
entanglement structure exhibits qualitatively different behaviour from the UCCSD ansatz, we expect that the tradeoff relation
between the statistical and algorithmic error by cumulant expansion is also present in 𝑞-UpCCGSD ansatz as well. This is
because the tradeoff is due to the scaling difference in naive and cumulant-based estimation; as long as the quantum state captures
electronic correlation, we expect that the phenomenon to be universal.
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FIG. S1. Half-chain entanglement entropy of (a) random UCCSD ansatz, (b, c) random 𝑞-UpCCGSD (𝑞 = 1, 2) ansatz averaged over 100
instances. The colored dashed lines denote the average of entanglement entropy for 𝑁-qubit Haar random state within the particle number
sector of 𝑀 .
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