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We propose introducing an extended Hubbard Hamiltonian derived via the ab initio downfolding
method, which was originally formulated for periodic materials, towards efficient quantum com-
puting of molecular electronic structure calculations. By utilizing this method, the first-principles
Hamiltonian of chemical systems can be coarse-grained by eliminating the electronic degrees of free-
dom in higher energy space and reducing the number of terms of electron repulsion integral from
O(N4) to O(N2). Our approach is validated numerically on the vertical excitation energies and
excitation characters of ethylene, butadiene, and hexatriene. The dynamical electron correlation is
incorporated within the framework of the constrained random phase approximation in advance of
quantum computations, and the constructed models capture the trend of experimental and high-level
quantum chemical calculation results. As expected, the L1-norm of the fermion-to-qubit mapped
model Hamiltonians is significantly lower than that of conventional ab initio Hamiltonians, suggest-
ing improved scalability of quantum computing. Those numerical outcomes and the results of the
simulation of excited-state sampling demonstrate that the ab initio extended Hubbard Hamiltonian
may hold significant potential for quantum chemical calculations using quantum computers.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computers are expected to solve electronic
structure problems of chemistry that are potentially valu-
able to humanity and beyond the reach of classical com-
puters [1, 2]. Quantum phase estimation is a well-known
algorithm that uses a quantum computer to estimate
the eigenvalues of the chemistry Hamiltonians [3, 4].
Through estimating the quantum computational cost of
the phase estimation algorithms, the potential applica-
tions of fault-tolerant quantum computers have been ex-
plored to address global challenges in chemistry, such as
nitrogen fixation [5, 6], carbon dioxide reduction cataly-
sis [7], materials research for batteries [8], and drug dis-
covery [9].

One of the traditional and most attractive themes in
quantum chemistry is the computation of electronic ex-
cited states [10]. The evaluation of excited states is
still challenging for classical computation, partly because
these states are often described by a linear combination
of a larger number of Slater determinants, in contrast
to the ground state, which is often well-described by a
single Slater determinant. This highlights the suitabil-
ity of quantum computational approaches leveraging the
superposition nature of a quantum state. Indeed, vari-
ous quantum algorithms have recently been proposed for
evaluating excited states of molecules [11–26].

In principle, quantitative quantum chemical calcula-
tions on a quantum computer require a large number
of quantum bits (qubits). The increase in the number
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of qubits is directly related to the increase in the num-
ber of molecular orbitals: in Jordan–Wigner (JW) map-
ping, a typical fermion-to-qubit mapping, the number of
qubits representing the mapped Hamiltonian is equal to
the number of spin orbitals. The use of many orbitals
can provide a quantitative description of the electron cor-
relation, especially the dynamical electron correlation,
but more qubits require more quantum computational
cost [27].

The complexity of the molecular electronic structure
Hamiltonian, elaborately modeled using many orbitals,
triggers the fatal problem of the required number of quan-
tum gates to implement it becoming exceedingly large.
The second-quantized electronic structure Hamiltonian
of a chemical system has an O(N4) electron repulsion in-
tegral tensor, where N is the number of spin orbitals. It
induces a single Trotter step of the time-evolution oper-
ator to become O(N4) circuit depth with the naive im-
plementation [28]. Such an inherent complexity poses
challenges for fault-tolerant quantum computations as
well as quantum simulations using near-term quantum
devices; inevitably, the Coulomb operator of electronic
structure Hamiltonians is factorized or sparsified to re-
duce the non-Clifford gate counts [6, 7, 29–33]. Simplifi-
cation of electronic structure Hamiltonians in chemistry
is crucial to avoid the excessively complicated quantum
circuit operations.

A prospective way to save the number of qubits is to
construct an effective Hamiltonian of the active space,
consisting of chemically essential orbitals, prior to quan-
tum computation. Such approaches to effectively re-
ducing the number of electronic degrees of freedom are
known as ‘downfolding’ approaches, and several down-
folding methods for quantum computation have been
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proposed recently [34–42]. Downfolding approaches are
very powerful because they incorporate the dynamical
electron correlation related to the huge exterior space
into the effective Hamiltonian in a relatively small active
space. However, the O(N4) complexity of ab initio elec-
tronic Hamiltonians still remains in the previous studies.

Considering those above, it is desired to construct an
effective subspace model that possesses sufficient capa-
bility for discussing the electronic properties of molecules
while reducing the complexity of the electron-electron in-
teraction operators. In the context of condensed mat-
ter physics, the ab initio downfolding method was de-
veloped to make a low-energy model for periodic ma-
terials [43, 44]. This method can parameterize an ex-
tended Hubbard model by incorporating the contribu-
tions from the higher energy degrees of freedom into the
electronic interactions of the lower energy degrees of free-
dom near the Fermi level based on constrained random
phase approximation (cRPA). The ab initio downfolding
approach has been widely applied to strongly correlated
electronic phenomena in materials, such as the supercon-
ductivity of iron-based materials [45] and the quantum
spin liquid behavior of a molecular solid [46, 47]. Ex-
tending this approach to quantum computing, the quasi-
one-dimensional CuBr2 material as an analog of cuprate
was modeled to test [48]. Nonetheless, there has been
little quantitative discussion about the advantage of in-
troducing such an ab initio extended Hubbard model in
quantum computing.

In this paper, we propose to use an extended Hubbard
model of an isolated chemical system based on the ab
initio downfolding method for efficient quantum comput-
ing. We numerically test this approach by constructing
models of polyenes of short conjugation length: ethylene,
butadiene, and hexatriene. Such polyene molecules, espe-
cially their excited states, have been traditionally studied
as benchmarks for quantum chemistry methods [49–56]
as well as spectral experiments [57–61]. The L1-norm of
our model Hamiltonians after the fermion-to-qubit map-
ping is analyzed to show that the low-dimensionality and
sparsity of the effective Hamiltonian can contribute to
efficient quantum computing. Finally, we simulate the
sampling calculations of the excited states of our mod-
els using quantum circuits optimized via the variational
quantum deflation (VQD) algorithm [11].

Moreover, we examine how the number of bands of the
referential first-principles electronic structure calculation
affects the quality of our models. The construction of ab
initio downfolded models for isolated chemical systems is
still largely unexplored, and it is vital to investigate how
to construct a reasonable model. The constructed models
are validated by comparing the excitation energies with
experimental and several quantum chemical calculation
results.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we briefly review the extended Hubbard model Hamilto-
nian and its construction via the ab initio downfolding
method. Next, we explain the proposed approach that

leverages the model Hamiltonian for quantum compu-
tation and briefly summarize the relationship between
the L1-norm of the fermion-to-qubit mapped Hamilto-
nian and quantum algorithmic scaling. The computa-
tional details are explained in Sec. III. In Section IV, we
present a comprehensive analysis of our models. This
includes examining the dependency of the model Hamil-
tonian on the number of bands, validating the models
through excitation energy comparisons, L1-norm analy-
sis, and discussing the implications of classical simula-
tions for quantum computation. Finally, the conclusion
of this study is given in Sec. V.

II. COMPUTATIONAL METHODS

A. Ab initio extended Hubbard Hamiltonian for
molecules

We briefly review the extended Hubbard Hamiltonian
of the ab initio downfolding method [43, 44]. For ex-
planation, the effective Hamiltonian for molecules is ex-
plicitly described, with minor modifications not including
the summations of inter-unit cell interactions.
We employ an extended Hubbard Hamiltonian to de-

scribe isolated molecules, which is given by,

Hex-Hub = H0 +Hint. (1)

Here, H0 and Hint consists of one-body and two-body
operators, respectively. The one-body term is expressed
as:

H0 =
∑
i,j,σ

(tij − tDC
ij )c†iσcjσ, (2)

where c
(†)
iσ denote the annihilation (creation) operators of

the i-th orbital with spin σ. Here, tij is a matrix element
of the effective one-electron operator defined by

tij =

∫
drϕ∗

i (r)HKSϕj(r), (3)

where ϕi(r) is the i-th Wannier orbital. This integral is
executed over the crystal volume, and HKS is the Kohn-
Sham (KS) Hamiltonian.

The term tDC
ij is introduced to prevent double count-

ing (DC) of two-electron integrals from the one-electron
integral tij . It can be defined as

tDC
ij ≡

{
αUiiDii +

∑
k ̸=i UikDkk (i = j)

0 (i ̸= j),
(4)

following the approach in Ref. [62]. α is a parameter
ranging 0 ≤ α ≤ 1 for tuning the correction. The
DC of the electron-electron interactions arises from the
exchange-correlation functional of KS–density functional
theory (DFT), and it should be noted that it cannot be
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eliminated completely. The one-body density matrix Dij

can be defined in the KS orbital basis as:

Dij ≡
∑
σ

〈
c†iσcjσ

〉
KS

. (5)

Uij denotes a screened Coulomb integral represented as:

Uij(ω) =

∫
dr

∫
dr′ϕ∗

i (r)ϕi(r)W (r, r′, ω)ϕ∗
j (r

′)ϕj(r
′).

(6)

In this formulation, the inverse operator 1/|r−r′| of the
bare Coulomb interaction is replaced with the frequency-
dependent screened Coulomb interaction W (r, r′, ω),
where ω is frequency. The Uij(ω) value can be derived
from cRPA [43, 44]. For our purposes, we utilize the
static limit of the frequency-dependent Coulomb inte-
grals:

Uij = lim
ω→0

Uij(ω). (7)

For the two-body electron-electron interaction compo-

nent, Hint, we compare the following terms: H(1)
int and

H(2)
int . These terms are expressed as follows:

H(1)
int =

1

2

∑
i,j

∑
σ,ρ

{
Uijc

†
iσc

†
jρcjρciσ

+ Jij

(
c†iσc

†
jρciρcjσ + c†iσc

†
iρcjρcjσ

)}
, (8)

H(2)
int =

1

2

∑
i,j

∑
σ,ρ

Uijc
†
iσc

†
jρcjρciσ. (9)

Here, Jij is a screened exchange integral represented as:

Jij(ω) =

∫
dr

∫
dr′ϕ∗

i (r)ϕj(r)W (r, r′, ω)ϕ∗
j (r

′)ϕi(r
′),

(10)

where we also utilize the static limit for exchange inte-

grals and refer to it as Jij . The H(2)
int term discards the

exchange interactions of the H(1)
int term.

Note that the ab initio downfolding method has
scarcely been applied to isolated chemical systems;
very recently, Chang et al. reported to apply to
vanadocene [63]. Other related studies include the as-
sessment of screened Coulomb interaction based on ran-
dom phase approximation (RPA) for NbxCo (1 ≤ x ≤ 9)
clusters [64] and benzene [65]. Scott et al. recently de-
veloped the moment-constrained RPA to evaluate static
effective interaction rather than relying on the static limit
of cRPA [66].

B. Ab initio extended Hubbard model approach
for quantum computation

Our approach utilizes the extended Hubbard model for
an isolated molecule constructed via the ab initio down-
folding method in quantum computation. The concep-
tual figure comparing our approach with the conventional

one is shown in Figure 1. In this approach, the simpli-
fied model Hamiltonian is expected to perform quantum
computations with a relatively small and shallow quan-
tum circuit. The two-electron operator of the extended
Hubbard model Hamiltonian consists of the second-order
tensors U and J , whose indices belong to a smaller but
physically essential space. It becomes a much sparse and
compact representation compared to the ab initio Hamil-
tonian, the fourth-order tensor g, whose indices belong
to the entire space of orbitals.
It should be noted that our research direction is

closely related to that of dynamical self-energy mapping
(DSEM) [67, 68]. The DSEM procedure parametrizes
a sparse Hamiltonian to reproduce the dynamical self-
energy of the original molecular Hamiltonian. The sparse
Hamiltonian contains at most O(N2) two-body inter-
action terms, and it makes quantum circuits shallower
and increases the feasibility of quantum computation for
molecular systems.

C. L1-norm of fermion-to-qubit mapped
Hamiltonian and computational costs in quantum

computing

A second quantized Hamiltonian can be transformed
by fermion-to-qubit mappings, such as Jordan-Wigner
mapping, into the linear combination of the Pauli op-
erators as

H =

Nterm∑
l=1

hlPl, (11)

where Pl is the l-th Pauli operator and hl is its coeffi-
cient. The summation runs over the number of the Pauli
operators, denoted as Nterm.
L1-norm of the coefficient vector of the fermion-to-

qubit mapped Hamiltonian H is defined as the sum of
the absolute values of the coefficients

λ =

Nterm∑
l=1

|hl|. (12)

Given the crucial role that the parameter λ of a given
Hamiltonian plays in determining the scalability of var-
ious quantum algorithms [6, 69], evaluating the value of
λ is essential for demonstrating the feasibility of quan-
tum computing. For example, the scaling of the phase
estimation algorithms based on the qubitization method
using the single factorization and the tensor hypercon-
traction of the Coulomb operator is Õ(N3/2λ/ε) [29] and

Õ(Nλ/ε) [6], respectively. Here, N is the number of spin
orbitals, and ε is the target precision. The qDRIFT algo-
rithm [70], a randomized compiler for Hamiltonian sim-
ulation, has the O(λ2/ε2) scaling.
Measurement is one of the most troublesome processes

on variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) [71, 72], and
the number of measurements of VQE also depends on
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Large & Deep
Quantum Circuit

QC with the ab initio Hamiltonian...
...

Conventional approach

SCF solution

Two-electron operator:

...
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Quantum
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Ab initio downfolding QC with the effective model
Hamiltonian
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Integrate
electron correlation
into       and 

Two-electron operator:

Inactive space

Active 
space

FIG. 1. Comparative illustration of the conventional approach with an ab initio Hamiltonian (left) versus the ab initio extended
Hubbard model approach (right).

the L1-norm λ of the Hamiltonian [73, 74]. The total
number of measurements M is given by the sum of each
number of measurements Ml for each Pauli operator Pl
of the Hamiltonian as

M =

Nterm∑
l=1

Ml. (13)

The optimal Ml is proportional to |hl|, which is derived
through the method of Lagrange multipliers [74]. The
optimal number of measurements is represented as

M =
1

ε2

(
Nterm∑
l=1

|hl|σl

)2

≤ λ2

ε2
, (14)

where σl is the intrinsic standard deviation of the Pauli
operator Pl. Here, ε is the sampling error for the expec-
tation value of the Hamiltonian. The right inequality of
Eq. (14) is derived from the condition of the intrinsic vari-
ance σ2

l ≤ 1. Hence, the total number of measurements
of VQE is bounded using the L1-norm λ.

III. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

Here, we explain the computational details in a form
that aids understanding of our calculation process.

In preparation for model construction, the first-
principles electronic structure calculations were per-
formed by Quantum ESPRESSO version 7.2 [75–78]. We
employed a simple cubic lattice with a lattice constant
a = 17.0 Å, and set the plane-wave cutoff of the wave

function Eψ
cut = 30.0 Ry. We used the optimized norm-

conserving Vanderbilt pseudopotential [79]. For our us-
age, calculations were confined only to the Γ point. The

number of bands Nband computed in the band struc-
ture calculations is an essential parameter involving the
following computation of the screened Coulomb and ex-
change integrals, and a sufficiently large number of Nband

is necessary. In this study, we construct models vary-
ing Nband and confirm that the sufficiently large value of
Nband. The details of increasing Nband and the maximum
number of bands Nmax

band for each molecule are discussed in
Sec. IVB. The molecular structure of the polyenes were
all-trans isomers and optimized by DFT calculations at
the B3LYP functional [80, 81] and 6-31G∗ basis-set level
using Gaussian 16 software Revision C [82].

The extended Hubbard models of the polyene
molecules were constructed with RESPACK-
20200113 [44, 83–87]. The maximally localized Wannier
functions and the effective one-electron integrals were
obtained to reproduce the target band energies of the
π-orbitals perpendicular to the carbon plane. The
screened Coulomb and exchange integrals are evaluated
via cRPA. The plane-wave cutoff of the polarization

function Eε
cut was set to one-tenth of Eψ

cut. The param-
eter α was set to 1. We used VESTA version 3 [88] for
visualization of the Wannier functions.

The constructed models are handled using PySCF ver-
sion 2.4.0 [89, 90] and OpenFermion version 1.6.0 [91]
or their earlier versions. OpenFermion-PySCF [89–91]
was also used. Jordan-Wigner mapping was employed
for the fermion-to-qubit mapping, and the fermion-to-
qubit mapped Hamiltonians were diagonalized to obtain
their eigenstates if otherwise specified. When charac-
terizing the eigenstates, the basis of the Hamiltonian
was rotated by self-consistent field (SCF) calculation us-
ing PySCF, discussed further in Appendix A. Quantum
chemical calculations for comparison were performed us-
ing the following program packages: The eT program
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version 1.5.11 [92] was used to perform CC3 [93] cal-
culations. The OpenMolcas program version 22.06 [94–
96] was used to perform CASCI and CASPT2 calcu-
lations. The Gaussian 16 software Revision C [82]
was used to perform time-dependent density functional
theory (TD-DFT) calculations, and the functional was
B3LYP. Edmiston-Ruedenberg (ER) localization was
performed using fcidump rotation.f90 in the NECI
program package [97].

VQD calculations and the following sampling estima-
tions were classically simulated by employing Qiskit ver-
sion 0.43.2, Qiskit-aer version 0.12.1 [98], and Qiskit-
Nature version 0.6.2 [99]. For the ansatz, we used a
quantum circuit arranged with the particle-conserving A-
gates [100] in a brick-wall pattern.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Extended Hubbard model of short polyenes

The Wannier functions {ϕi} of our models are shown
in Figure 2. The modeled active space is represented as
(me, no), where (m,n) is the number of electrons and
orbitals. The shape of these Wannier functions is rea-
sonable because they have the π-orbital character, which
is a key to understanding the lower electron excitations
of the polyenes. In the (4e, 4o) and (6e, 6o) cases of hex-
atriene, the shape of the Wannier functions is reasonable
but different. The difference is that the former uses two
fewer π-type KS orbitals for localization.

In particular, the Wannier functions of ethylene (2e,
2o), butadiene (4e, 4o), and hexatriene (6e, 6o) have
shapes reminiscent of a pz-orbital. This characteristic
suggests that the model Hamiltonian with such a ba-
sis closely resembles the second-quantized Pariser-Parr-
Pople (PPP) Hamiltonian [101, 102], which is also the
extended Hubbard-type (analogous to the model with

Hint = H(2)
int ) and composed of the set of the orthonormal

pz-orbital basis.

Note that the PPP model is a semi-empirical molec-
ular orbital method for π-conjugated systems [103–105].
The PPP-multireference double excitation configuration
interaction (PPP-MRD-CI) calculation, a configuration
interaction (CI) calculation based on PPP, had achieved
qualitative success for polyenes of relatively long conju-
gation length, even though the molecular integrals were
given empirically. The PPP-MRD-CI calculations pro-
vided a qualitatively reasonable explanation for spectro-
scopic findings for the energetic order of the optically
allowed single excitation and the forbidden double exci-
tation [106, 107], although the evaluated state order of
butadiene is now known to be reversed [53].

The major difference between the second-quantized
PPP and our extended Hubbard models is how the molec-
ular integrals are determined. Whereas the former is
given empirically, the latter is derived by the ab initio

downfolding approach. The integral parameters of our
models are summarized in Table I.
These Uij and Jij parameters include the electron cor-

relation effects from outside of the active space. In the
next section, we examine the incorporation of the elec-
tron correlation effects by increasing the number of bands
and extrapolating the continuum limit.

B. Number of bands dependency

We investigate the excitation energies of the models
varying the number of bands Nband. The values of exci-
tation energy ∆E are extrapolated to confirm the relia-
bility of our models via estimating the continuum limit.
For extrapolation, the following equation is used:

f(Nband) = ∆E∞ + b× exp(−Nband/c), (15)

where ∆E∞, b, and c are real fitting parameters. ∆E∞
corresponds to the extrapolated value of the excitation
energy. Fitting is performed based on the eigenvalues

of the model Hamiltonian with Hint = H(1)
int obtained by

HΦ [62, 108]. In this section, we focus on the Hamilto-

nian employing H(1)
int rather than both H(1)

int and H(2)
int . As

shown in Table I, the magnitude of Jij is smaller than

Uij , and it is considered that the Hamiltonian with H(2)
int

exhibits a similar trend to that with H(1)
int .

For further confirmation of the convergence behav-
ior, we also vary the cutoff parameter set by comparing

the (a,Eψ
cut, E

ε
cut) = (17.0, 30.0, 3.0) condition with the

(13.0, 50.0, 5.0) condition, where the units of the lattice
constant and cutoff parameters are Å and Ry, respec-
tively. Due to our computational resources, it is difficult
to increase the value of cutoff parameters while main-
taining the lattice constant a at 17.0 Å. However, it is
important to note that this lattice constant is sufficiently
large to treat the molecule as isolated, ensuring the rel-
evance and accuracy of our results within this computa-
tional framework.

Figure 3 shows the Nband dependency of our systems
and the result of extrapolation. The state characteriza-
tion is conducted in the way shown in Appendix A. As a
result, the excitation energy data varying on Nband are
successfully fitted using Eq. (15), as shown in Figure 3.

Comparing the two (a,Eψ
cut, E

ε
cut) conditions, the shapes,

the intersection point, and the convergence behavior to
the large Nband limit of the curves fitted to the 11Bu and
21Ag states are similar. It suggests that our excitation
energy results do not vary significantly with the setting
of these hyperparameters.

It is found that there is a qualitative difference in the
Nband dependence among the molecules. In the ethylene
(2e, 2o) case, as shown in Figure 3 (a), the excitation
energies to the 11Bu and 21Ag states decrease in a similar
way as Nband increases. Conversely, in the other cases,
the excitation energy to the 11Bu state decreases, but
that to the 21Ag state increases as Nband increases, as
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(a) 1 2 (b)

1 2

3 4

(c) 1 2

3 4

(d) 1 2 3

4 5 6

FIG. 2. Wannier functions {ϕi} of (a) ethylene (2e, 2o), (b) butadiene (4e, 4o), (c) hexatriene (4e, 4o), and (d) hexatriene (6e,
6o) models. The index i and the shape of each Wannier function ϕi are specified. The isosurface value is set to 0.03.

TABLE I. Model parameters in ethylene (2e, 2o), butadiene (4e, 4o), hexatriene (4e, 4o), and hexatriene (6e, 6o) models. The
indices of the Wannier functions (i, j) are specified in Figure 2.

Molecule Active space (i, j) tij/eV Uij/eV Jij/eV Dij

Ethylene (2e, 2o) (1, 1) −3.820 10.442 1.000
(1, 2) −2.874 6.376 0.161 0.948
(2, 2) −3.820 10.442 1.000

Butadiene (4e, 4o) (1, 1) −3.663 8.298 0.965
(1, 2) −2.423 5.651 0.240 0.459
(1, 3) −2.749 5.817 0.211 0.862
(1, 4) −0.129 4.440 0.066 0.056
(2, 2) −3.663 8.298 0.965
(2, 3) −0.129 4.440 0.066 0.056
(2, 4) −2.749 5.817 0.211 0.862
(3, 3) −3.924 9.248 1.035
(3, 4) 0.282 3.610 0.023 −0.387
(4, 4) −3.924 9.248 1.035

Hexatriene (4e, 4o) (1, 1) −3.707 6.977 1.011
(1, 2) −2.354 5.466 0.115 0.887
(1, 3) 1.887 4.738 0.074 −0.388
(1, 4) −0.067 3.889 0.173 0.055
(2, 2) −3.583 8.281 0.989
(2, 3) −0.067 3.889 0.173 0.055
(2, 4) 0.076 2.720 0.015 0.292
(3, 3) −3.707 6.977 1.011
(3, 4) −2.354 5.466 0.115 0.887
(4, 4) −3.583 8.281 0.989

Molecule Active space (i, j) tij/eV Uij/eV Jij/eV Dij

Hexatriene (6e, 6o) (1, 1) −3.535 7.658 0.944
(1, 2) −2.340 5.528 0.216 0.473
(1, 3) −2.726 5.310 0.312 0.754
(1, 4) 0.046 4.267 0.059 0.026
(1, 5) −0.322 4.314 0.077 0.082
(1, 6) 0.270 3.410 0.026 −0.292
(2, 2) −4.001 8.766 1.081
(2, 3) −0.322 4.314 0.077 0.082
(2, 4) −2.747 5.951 0.179 0.851
(2, 5) 0.268 3.475 0.029 −0.097
(2, 6) −0.127 2.852 0.008 −0.060
(3, 3) −3.535 7.658 0.944
(3, 4) 0.270 3.410 0.026 −0.292
(3, 5) −2.340 5.528 0.216 0.473
(3, 6) 0.046 4.267 0.059 0.026
(4, 4) −3.746 9.281 0.975
(4, 5) −0.127 2.852 0.008 −0.060
(4, 6) 0.052 2.485 0.002 0.178
(5, 5) −4.001 8.766 1.081
(5, 6) −2.747 5.951 0.179 0.851
(6, 6) −3.746 9.281 0.975

shown in Figure 3 (b)–(d). In the small Nband region,
lacking the dynamical correlation, the 21Ag state is lower
than the 11Bu state. As Nband increases, the order is
reversed, and the excitation energies become saturated
eventually. It is crucial to take a sufficiently large Nband

to reasonably discuss the energetic order of the 11Bu and
21Ag states and its gap width within the framework of
cRPA.

In Table II, we compare the extrapolated ∆E∞ values
with the ∆E values of the models, which employ Hint =

H(1)
int and Nband = Nmax

band. These values are similar in
each molecule, and it is considered that the models at
the Nmax

band points are constructed by incorporating the
electron correlation effects almost the same as the effects

in the continuum limit. The values of Uij and Jij at the
Nmax

band points are shown in Table I.

C. Vertical excitation energies

We compare the excitation energies of our models with
the results of other quantum chemical calculations and
experiments shown in Table III. Hereafter, the models

that employ H(1)
int and H(2)

int together with the parame-
ters in Table I are referred to as Model 1 and Model 2,
respectively.
Overall, Model 2 practically yields a better result than

Model 1. Model 1 tends to underestimate the excitation
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 3. Dependence of the excitation energies on Nband in the cases of (a) ethylene (2e, 2o), (b) butadiene (4e, 4o), (c)

hexatriene (4e, 4o), and (d) hexatriene (6e, 6o) models. The conditions of (a,Eψ
cut, E

ε
cut) = (17.0, 30.0, 3.0) and (13.0, 50.0, 5.0)

are investigated.

TABLE II. Comparison of ∆E and ∆E∞ in eV. The ∆E
values correspond to those in the maximum number of bands
Nmax

band in Figure 3 (a)–(d) in the condition of a = 17.0 Å,

Eψ
cut = 30.0 Ry, and Eε

cut = 3.0 Ry.

Molecule Active space Nmax
band State ∆E ∆E∞

Ethylene (2e, 2o) 572 11Bu 7.81 7.76
21Ag 12.19 12.17

Butadiene (4e, 4o) 1514 11Bu 5.47 5.48
21Ag 5.64 5.65

Hexatriene (4e, 4o) 1396 11Bu 4.67 4.68
21Ag 5.05 5.08

(6e, 6o) 1396 11Bu 4.32 4.31
21Ag 4.65 4.63

energies compared to Model 2, which is considered to be
due to the exchange interactions in Model 1.

The excitation energies of Models 1 and 2 become
smaller as the conjugation length becomes longer. This
tendency is similar to the results of quantum chemical
calculations and experiments. In particular, the excita-
tion energies of Model 2 are in good agreement with the
experimental values in either molecule. We employ the
(4e, 4o) and (6e, 6o) active spaces for hexatriene, and

the former model has the excitation energies closer to
the experimental values. This suggests that a larger ac-
tive space does not necessarily lead to a better result in
the construction of the ab initio downfolding model.

The magnitude of the excitation energies to the lower
excited states of polyenes has been an important research
topic in traditional quantum chemistry [50, 51, 101, 102].
In butadiene and hexatriene, it is known that the singly
excited 11Bu and doubly excited 21Ag states are ener-
getically close to each other. It can be said that the gap
of our models is small — the excitation energy gaps of
Model 2 of butadiene and hexatriene are 0.16 eV and
0.31 eV, respectively. These narrow gaps are attributed
to the inclusion of dynamical electron correlation from
outside of the active space. Comparison between CASCI
and CASPT2 results also indicates that the dynamical
electron correlation reduces the energy gap between 11Bu

and 21Ag.

We compare the results of our models with those of
CC3 and CASPT2 calculations. In our CC3 calculations,
the excitation energies get close to the models’ and ex-
perimental results in each molecule. The states of CC3
are characterized using the oscillator strengths and the
molecular orbital shapes related to the major single and
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TABLE III. Excitation energies (eV) of short polyenes. The values without and with parentheses for hexatriene correspond to
(4e, 4o) and (6e, 6o) active spaces, respectively. The results of CC3, TD-DFT, CASCI, and CASPT2 are obtained using the
same molecular structure as our models.

Model or methods
Ethylene Butadiene Hexatriene

11Bu 21Ag 11Bu 21Ag 11Bu 21Ag

Model 1 7.81 12.19 5.47 5.64 4.67 (4.32) 5.05 (4.65)
Model 2 8.13 12.19 5.82 5.98 4.81 (4.65) 5.12 (4.96)
CC3/aug-cc-pVDZ 7.95 6.25 6.68 5.35 5.73
TD-DFT/aug-cc-pVDZ 7.42 5.59 6.53 4.61 5.64
CASCI/cc-pVDZ 10.17 15.82 8.15 7.06 6.72 (6.93) 6.88 (5.84)
CASPT2/cc-pVDZ 8.33 14.10 6.26 6.57 5.09 (5.76) 4.74 (5.24)

Experiment 7.66a 5.92b 4.93c, 4.95d 5.2e

PPP-CIf 5.83 5.34 (5.05) (4.36)
SHCI with Extrp.g 8.05 6.45 6.58 (5.59) (5.58)

a Band maximum from Ref. [57].
b Spectral peak from Ref. [58].
c Band center from Ref. [59].
d A band peak reported in Ref. [60], while the intensity maximum is an

adjacent peak at 5.13 eV.
e This value was obtained using WebPlotDigitizer [109] from the intensity

maximum of the spectral data in Ref. [61] and consistent with the well-
known literature value [49, 55].

f Ref. [102].
g Ref. [55]. The excitation energy of ethylene was obtained without extrap-

olation.

double amplitudes. The excitation energy gaps of butadi-
ene and hexatriene are 0.43 eV and 0.38 eV, comparable
to those in Model 2. In our CASPT2 calculations, the
excitation energies to the 11Bu state capture the trend of
the results of Model 2, experiment, and CC3. The exci-
tation energy gaps of butadiene and hexatriene are 0.31
eV and −0.35 eV in CASPT2(4e, 4o) — The excitation
energy to the 21Ag state is lower than that of the 11Bu

state in hexatriene.

Highly precise quantum chemical calculations have
provided insight into the energetic order of the 11Bu and
21Ag states. It has been known that the 11Bu state is
lower in butadiene [53, 55]. Our models of butadiene re-
produce the order of the 11Bu and 21Ag states with a
reasonably small energy gap.

In hexatriene, high-level quantum chemical calcula-
tions show that the 21Ag state is much closer to 11Bu in
energy and slightly lower [50, 51]. For instance, the re-
sult of the semi-stochastic heat-bath CI (SHCI) reported
by Chien et al. [55] is shown in Table III, and the 21Ag

state is slightly lower than and accidentally degenerates
to the 11Bu state in hexatriene. The state order of our
models is reversed to the SHCI result, yet the energy gap
remains narrow. The order of the CC3 hexatriene result
is also reversed in the order of these states. Note that the
state order from experiments is similar to the results of
our models and CC3. There seems to be room for a more
detailed discussion about the energy gap in hexatriene.
For example, the geometry optimization calculation of
the ground state at a much higher level might refine our
discussion.

We also compare the result of our models with that of

the CI calculation using the PPP model, termed PPP-
CI [102]. The single excitation energy of PPP-CI for bu-
tadiene closely matches the experimental value, whereas
the double excitation energy is smaller than the single
excitation energy. On the other hand, our models repro-
duce the relationship between 11Bu and 21Ag in buta-
diene well. For hexatriene, PPP-CI qualitatively repro-
duced the order that the 21Ag state is lower than the
11Bu, but the gap seems large (−0.69 eV). In our mod-
els, the 11Bu state is lower than the 21Ag state, albeit
with a small gap.
Finally, we discuss the TD-DFT result. TD-DFT re-

produces the excitation energy to the 11Bu state well,
but in the butadiene and hexatriene cases, the excitation
energy to the 21Ag state is about 1 eV larger than that to
the 11Bu state. This feature differs from our models and
other established quantum chemical calculations. Con-
ventional TD-DFT is known to encounter challenges in
describing double electron excitations. While it can rea-
sonably predict the single excitation to the 11Bu state,
TD-DFT struggles with representing the double excita-
tion to the 21Ag state, as highlighted in Ref. [110].

D. L1-norm values of Hamiltonians

Here, we analyze the extent to which the extended
Hubbard model Hamiltonian can contribute to efficient
quantum computation. The L1-norm λ and the number
of terms Nterm of the fermion-to-qubit mapped Hamilto-
nians are shown in Table IV.
Our model Hamiltonians have the L1-norm value com-
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TABLE IV. L1-norm value λ (in a.u.) and the number of
terms Nterm of fermion-to-qubit mapped Hamiltonians. The
λ values do not include the coefficient of the constant term if
not specified. Full space and active space Hamiltonians are
prepared using the canonical molecular orbitals (CMOs) at
the RHF/aug-cc-pVDZ level as a basis.

Molecule Space Hamiltonian Basis λ Nterm

Ethylene (16e, 82o) Full space CMO 7076 8.8 × 106

(2e, 2o) Active space CMO 0.8 15
(2e, 2o) Model 1 Wannier 1.3 19
(2e, 2o) Model 2 Wannier 1.3 15

Butadiene (30e, 146o) Full space CMO 40392a -
(4e, 4o) Active space CMO 3.1 185
(4e, 4o) Active space ER 3.6 361
(4e, 4o) Model 1 Wannier 3.3 85
(4e, 4o) Model 2 Wannier 3.2 61

Hexatriene (44e, 210o) Full space CMO 101802a -
(4e, 4o) Active space CMO 2.7 185
(4e, 4o) Active space ER 3.1 361
(4e, 4o) Model 1 Wannier 2.9 85
(4e, 4o) Model 2 Wannier 2.8 61
(6e, 6o) Active space CMO 7.1 919
(6e, 6o) Active space ER 7.0 1819
(6e, 6o) Model 1 Wannier 5.8 199
(6e, 6o) Model 2 Wannier 5.7 139

a Values with constant term evaluated using Ref. [69, 111].

parable to the active space Hamiltonian in each molecule.
Since Model 2 does not include the exchange interaction
terms, the λ values of Model 2 are reduced compared to
Model 1, yet their differences are negligible. On the con-
trary, the first-principles Hamiltonians of the full space
have a huge L1-norm value. This contrast clearly shows
that the quantum computing cost of our extended Hub-
bard Hamiltonian is similar to that of the active space
Hamiltonian and significantly cheaper than that of the
full space first-principles Hamiltonian. Recalling that our
models include dynamical electron correlations from out-
side of the active space, as discussed in Section IVC, they
have a significant advantage in the efficiency of quantum
computation compared to the active space Hamiltonians,
which do not include such correlations.

Since the required active space is very small for these
targeted molecules, we could not show numerically that
the extended Hubbard models have the advantage re-
garding the L1-norm value against the corresponding ac-
tive space Hamiltonian. The L1-norm values are, how-
ever, expected to decrease in much larger active space
cases because the extended Hubbard and active space
Hamiltonians have the square and quartic number of the
electron-electron interaction terms, respectively. This ef-
fect may be seen in the hexatriene (6e, 6o) case and is
expected to be more remarkable in a chemical system
requiring a larger active space, e.g., larger π-conjugated
systems or transition metal complexes.

Table IV also shows the results of ER localization of
active space Hamiltonians in the butadiene and hexa-
triene cases. The maximally localized Wannier function
is localized orbital rather than canonical molecular or-

bital (CMO). Compared to the canonical orbital cases,
the L1-norm values in the ER-localized basis have slightly
increased. Koridon et al. have previously reported that
localized orbitals can decrease the L1-norm values [69],
but our numerical investigation does not clearly show this
trend. It can be just because the necessary active space
for our system is very small.
Regarding Nterm, Model 2 is the smallest within the

Hamiltonians of the same active space in either molecule.
The effect of neglecting the exchange terms appears in
comparing Model 1 and Model 2, even though our sys-
tems are small. The maximally localized Wannier func-
tions do not reflect the high symmetry of the molecules.
However, the extended Hubbard model Hamiltonians
have a significant advantage in Nterm, whose second-
quantized representation does not have the electron-
electron interaction terms of the three and four kinds of
distinct indices. It is expected to facilitate the execution
of quantum computations.
On the contrary, in the cases of active space Hamiltoni-

ans in an ER-localized basis, the number of terms Nterm

has almost doubled compared to that in a CMO basis.
Since the all-trans polyenes are highly symmetrized, the
fermion-to-qubit mapped active space Hamiltonian in a
CMO basis is sparse, and the number of terms is reduced.
Orbital localization leads to the lower symmetry of the
orbitals, and it can be considered that the number of the
terms increases.
The small number of terms in our models is considered

to have advantages in quantum computations. For exam-
ple, it can be robust against errors from the noises of the
noisy intermediate-scale quantum devices [112] because
the number of measurements to evaluate the expectation
values of Pauli operators is expected to become smaller.
For quantum algorithms such as quantum phase estima-
tion, the quantum circuits become smaller and shallower.

E. Application: Estimation of excitation energies
from VQD calculation and sampling

We further apply our extended Hubbard models to the
classical simulation of quantum computations. We esti-
mate the expectation values of the models and the ER-
localized active space Hamiltonians by sampling. The
quantum circuits were prepared for the ground and ex-
cited states using VQD calculations.
The VQD algorithm is an extension of VQE for cal-

culating excited states, proposed by Higgott et al. [11].
VQD’s cost function F (θk) is defined as

F (θk) := ⟨Ψ(θk)|H|Ψ(θk)⟩+
k−1∑
i=0

βi| ⟨Ψ(θk)|Ψ(θi)⟩ |2,

(16)

where |Ψ(θk)⟩ is the k-th target excited state that can be
obtained by optimizing the quantum circuit parameters
θk. The first term of the cost function corresponds to the



10

expectation value of the energy of the k-th excited state.
The second term is the penalty term that is introduced
as the sum of the overlap between the k-th state and i-th
ansatz states (i = 0, · · · , k− 1). The parameter βi is the
weight factor of each overlap term.

Table V shows the estimated energy differences and
the errors of the (4e, 4o) models and ER-localized active
space Hamiltonians of butadiene and hexatriene. The en-
ergy difference is between the energy estimated by sam-
pling and the exact ground-state energy. The energy is
estimated by repeating the 104 shots energy calculation
104 times.

The estimated energy differences using our models are
in good agreement with those of exact diagonalization.
Those using the ER-localized active space Hamiltonians
are similarly estimated well but overestimate the excita-
tion energies due to the absence of electron correlation
related to the outside of the active space. The errors
are similar for both our models and ER-localized active
space Hamiltonians. Hence, we validate the applicabil-
ity of the ab initio downfolded model to compute excited
states using quantum devices through numerical calcula-
tions using our models.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We propose introducing extended Hubbard models for
isolated molecules based on the ab initio downfolding
method [43, 44] toward efficient quantum computing. To
demonstrate the effectiveness of this approach, we con-
structed models for short polyenes: ethylene, butadiene,
and hexatriene. The constructed models are intended
to describe the lower-lying excited states of these con-
jugated systems. They exhibit two key features: First,
screened Coulomb and exchange integrals effectively in-
corporate the electron-correlation effect from outside of
the active space through cRPA. Second, the extended
Hubbard model has fewer terms than the usual active
space Hamiltonian because the electron repulsion integral
tensor is expressed as second-order rather than fourth-
order. In summary, the proposed approach depicted in
Figure 1 efficiently uses the ab initio downfolding method
to construct an extended Hubbard model for a molecule,
reducing the need for numerous qubits and quantum op-
erations compared to the conventional approach.

It found that our models, particularly Model 2, demon-
strate reasonable excitation energies compared to exper-
imental values and high-level quantum chemical calcula-
tion results, offering practicality under limited quantum

resources. The impact of introducing an approximation
such as cRPA has been quantitatively analyzed: The in-
corporation of the dynamical electron correlation effect
from outside of the active space is examined through the
comparison with the continuum limit. Besides, one may
say that this study has redetermined the parameters of
the second-quantized PPP model Hamiltonian for short
polyenes in an ab initio manner.
We also contribute to showing that our models main-

tain a small L1-norm and a reduced number of terms,
making them advantageous in quantum computing. In
simulations of sampling estimation, our models success-
fully estimate the excitation energies in molecules like bu-
tadiene and hexatriene, and they include doubly excited
states, which are challenging for conventional TD-DFT.
It suggests a promising direction for quantum chemical
computation on quantum computers.
It is worthwhile to evaluate the performance of the

ab initio extended Hubbard models for molecules with
a real quantum computer. This approach can be ben-
eficial for fault-tolerant quantum computers as well as
near-term quantum devices with restricted numbers of
reliable qubits and quantum gate operations [113, 114].
Updating the framework of ab initio downfolding also

seems a meaningful research direction. For example,
cRPA is known to overestimate the screening effect on
two-body interactions [115, 116], and Scott et al. ad-
dress this issue [66]. Considering the future application
to larger molecular systems, the fast evaluation of the
effective two-body integrals, whose bottleneck is the par-
allelized calculation of the polarization function, as Naka-
mura et al. reported [44], is also considered important.
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Appendix A: State characterization

We describe the characterization of the 11Ag ground
state, the singly excited 11Bu state, and the doubly ex-
cited 21Ag state of our models. In this Appendix, the
model parameters specified in Table I are used.

First, we perform a basis transformation by SCF cal-
culation. The resulting canonical molecular orbital ϕ̃j
is represented by the linear combination of the Wannier

functions ϕi as

ϕ̃j =

K∑
i=1

ϕiCij , (A1)

where Cij is the molecular orbital coefficient and K is
the number of the Wannier functions.
Next, the model Hamiltonian in the transformed basis

is diagonalized. The eigenstate of the model Hamiltonian
|Ψ(I)⟩ is represented by the superposition of the compu-

tational basis states |Φ̃k⟩:

|Ψ(I)⟩ =
∑
k

d̃
(I)
k |Φ̃k⟩ , (A2)

where d̃
(I)
k is the CI coefficient of the k-th basis state in

the state I. The tilde represents the use of the canonical
orbital basis.
The computational basis state |Φ̃k⟩ can be written as

the occupation number vector defined as follows:

|Φ̃k⟩ = |ñ1α,kñ1β,kñ2α,kñ2β,k · · · ñKα,kñKβ,k⟩ , (A3)

where ñiσ,k is the occupation number of the spin-orbital

consisting of the i-th canonical orbital ϕ̃i with spin σ =
{α, β} in the k-th basis state, and thus ñiσ,k = {0, 1}.
For example, the Hartree-Fock (HF) state in the (4e, 4o)
models corresponds to |11110000⟩.

Table VI shows the CI coefficients and the computa-
tional basis states of the eigenstates of our models. The
definitions of Model 1 and Model 2 are the same as that
defined in Sec. IVC, employing H(1)

int and H(2)
int as the

electron-electron interaction part, respectively. Note that
this table only shows the coefficients of the large absolute
values required for the characterization. For explanation,

we use
∣∣∣Φ̃(I)
k

〉
for the k-th computational basis state for

each state I instead of |Φ̃k⟩. This means that the differ-

ent basis states |Φ̃k⟩ are defined for each state I.
Table VI shows that the eigenstates are represented

as the linear combination of the spin-adapted configura-
tions. In all cases, the HF state is dominant in the 11Ag

ground state, and the 11Bu and 21Ag states are reason-
ably characterized as the excited states of the one- and
two-electron excitations from the highest occupied to the
lowest unoccupied molecular orbitals.
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TABLE VI. The basis state definition and the CI coefficients of the eigenstates of our models. Only the leading terms required
for the state characterization are displayed.

Molecule,
Model I d̃

(I)
1

∣∣∣Φ̃(I)
1

〉
d̃
(I)
2

∣∣∣Φ̃(I)
2

〉
d̃
(I)
3

∣∣∣Φ̃(I)
3

〉
d̃
(I)
4

∣∣∣Φ̃(I)
4

〉
d̃
(I)
5

∣∣∣Φ̃(I)
5

〉
Space

Ethylene, Model 1 11Ag −0.986 |1100⟩ +0.169 |0011⟩
(2e, 2o) 11Bu −0.707 |0110⟩ +0.707 |1001⟩

21Ag +0.986 |0011⟩ +0.169 |1100⟩
Model 2 11Ag −0.986 |1100⟩ +0.169 |0011⟩

11Bu −0.707 |0110⟩ +0.707 |1001⟩
21Ag +0.986 |0011⟩ +0.169 |1100⟩

Butadiene, Model 1 11Ag −0.982 |11110000⟩ +0.139 |11001100⟩
(4e, 4o) 11Bu −0.695 |11100100⟩ +0.695 |11011000⟩ −0.110 |01101100⟩ +0.110 |10011100⟩

21Ag +0.478 |11001100⟩ +0.410 |11010010⟩ −0.410 |11100001⟩ +0.403 |10110100⟩ −0.403 |01111000⟩
Model 2 11Ag −0.982 |11110000⟩ +0.135 |11001100⟩

11Bu −0.697 |11100100⟩ +0.697 |11011000⟩ −0.105 |01101100⟩ +0.105 |10011100⟩
21Ag +0.489 |11001100⟩ +0.410 |10110100⟩ −0.410 |01111000⟩ +0.399 |11010010⟩ −0.399 |11100001⟩

Hexatriene, Model 1 11Ag +0.982 |11110000⟩ −0.144 |11001100⟩
(4e, 4o) 11Bu −0.694 |11100100⟩ +0.694 |11011000⟩ +0.092 |01101100⟩ −0.092 |10011100⟩

21Ag −0.561 |11001100⟩ +0.490 |10110100⟩ −0.490 |01111000⟩ +0.224 |11010010⟩ −0.224 |11100001⟩
Model 2 11Ag +0.984 |11110000⟩ −0.128 |11001100⟩

11Bu −0.695 |11100100⟩ +0.695 |11011000⟩ +0.093 |01101100⟩ −0.093 |10011100⟩
21Ag −0.565 |11001100⟩ +0.475 |10110100⟩ −0.475 |01111000⟩ +0.237 |11010010⟩ −0.237 |11100001⟩

Hexatriene, Model 1 11Ag +0.974 |111111000000⟩ −0.134 |111100110000⟩
(6e, 6o) 11Bu +0.682 |111110010000⟩ −0.682 |111101100000⟩ +0.128 |111100011000⟩ −0.128 |111100100100⟩

21Ag −0.557 |111100110000⟩ −0.388 |111101001000⟩ +0.388 |111110000100⟩ −0.324 |111011010000⟩ +0.324 |110111100000⟩
Model 2 11Ag −0.974 |111111000000⟩ +0.127 |111100110000⟩

11Bu +0.685 |111110010000⟩ −0.685 |111101100000⟩ +0.111 |111100011000⟩ −0.111 |111100100100⟩
21Ag +0.564 |111100110000⟩ +0.389 |111101001000⟩ −0.389 |111110000100⟩ +0.319 |111011010000⟩ −0.319 |110111100000⟩
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