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The quantum-classical hybrid variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) algorithm is among the
most actively studied topics in atomic and molecular calculations on quantum computers, yet few
studies address properties other than energies or account for relativistic effects. This work presents
high-precision 18-qubit relativistic VQE simulations for calculating the permanent electric dipole
moments (PDMs) of BeH to RaH molecules on traditional computers, and 6- and 12-qubit PDM
computations for SrH on IonQ quantum devices. To achieve high precision on current noisy in-
termediate scale era quantum hardware, we apply various resource reduction methods, including
Reinforcement Learning and causal flow preserving ZX–Calculus routines, along with error mitiga-
tion and post-selection techniques. Our approach reduces the two-qubit gate count in our 12-qubit
circuit by 99.71%, with only a 2.35% trade-off in precision for PDM when evaluated classically
within a suitably chosen active space. On the current generation IonQ Forte-I hardware, the error
in PDM is −1.17% relative to classical calculations and only 1.21% compared to the unoptimized
circuit.

I. INTRODUCTION

The quantum–classical hybrid Variational Quantum
Eigensolver (VQE) algorithm, which is built on the
Rayleigh–Ritz variational principle, is the leading ap-
proach to calculating energies in the Noisy Intermedi-
ate Scale Quantum (NISQ) era [1–17]. VQE is an
iterative procedure, which involves minimizing an en-
ergy functional through energy evaluations on a quan-
tum device and parameter updates on a traditional com-
puter, that yields an upper bound to the true ground
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state energy [18]. In particular, given a Hamilto-
nian, Ĥ, and a suitably parametrized state, |Ψ(θ)⟩,
where {θ} ∈ {θ1, θ2, . . .}, minimizing an energy func-
tional E(θ) = ⟨Ψ(θ)|Ĥ|Ψ(θ)⟩

⟨Ψ(θ)|Ψ(θ)⟩ = ⟨Φ|U†(θ)ĤU(θ)|Φ⟩ with
respect to {θ} yields an optimized state, |Ψ(θ∗)⟩, such
that ⟨Φ|U†(θ)ĤU(θ)|Φ⟩ ≥ E0. Here, the state |Ψ(θ)⟩ is
expressed as a unitary, U(θ) acting on a reference state
(which for our purposes is the Hartree–Fock/Dirac–Fock
(DF) state), |Φ⟩. The VQE approach, by construction,
leads to relatively low-depth quantum circuits [1], thus
making it the workhorse for atomic and molecular calcu-
lations in the NISQ era.

Despite its successes, the algorithm remains limited in
its applications: it is mainly employed to calculate ground
state energies, ionization energies, and excitation ener-
gies [19–25], whereas VQE’s application to other prop-
erties, like the molecular permanent electric dipole mo-
ments (PDMs), is limited [21, 26, 27]. There is also lit-
tle in VQE literature on extending it to the relativistic
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Figure 1. The top panel shows the percentage relativistic ef-
fects = ARel−ANR

ARel
×100 for ground state energy (E) and PDM

from our 18-qubit VQE simulations. Our results are bench-
marked against CASCI calculations. The bottom panel shows
the percentage correlation effects = AX−AMF

AX
× 100, where

X can be correlation energy (circular markers) or the PDM
(square markers) relative to respective quantity at VQE and
CASCI levels.

regime [28]. In fact, there are only a handful of stud-
ies that incorporate relativistic effects in the context of
even other quantum algorithms [29–32]. The inclusion
of relativity in atomic and molecular physics calculations
has lead to several notable predictions, including explain-
ing the colour of gold [33], relativistic contraction of bond
lengths [33], and the rationale behind starting of cars with
lead-acid batteries [34]. A vast landscape of atomic and
molecular properties where relativity is important, rang-
ing from practically useful atomic clocks to probing par-
ticle physics [35–46], remains to be explored. Therefore,
given the gap in the otherwise extensive VQE literature
in (a) calculating atomic and molecular properties other
than energy, and (b) the potential opened by including
relativistic effects, a study of molecular properties using
relativistic VQE is timely.

We focus on the molecular electric dipole moment
(PDM), which is particularly useful in several applica-
tions, including the search for novel quantum phases like
the supersolid phase [47], study of dipole–dipole molecu-
lar interactions with implications in quantum computing

[48], and fundamental physics searches [49]. In particular,
the PDMs of the alkaline earth metal monohydrides are
of significant interest due to their potential for laser cool-
ing [50, 51]. Notably, CaH and BaH have already been
laser-cooled [52, 53].

Despite the limitations of quantum hardware in the
NISQ era, it is crucial to push the boundaries of the
current best available technology. This effort would not
only showcase the progress made but also would pro-
vide insights into advancements and directions for explor-
ing quantum algorithms and hardware in the near-term.
To that end, we compute the PDM of the moderately
heavy SrH molecule in a 12-qubit relativistic VQE cal-
culation on among the best available commercial quan-
tum computers, the current generation IonQ Forte-I de-
vice. Typical VQE calculations on quantum hardware us-
ing the physics/chemistry-inspired unitary coupled clus-
ter (UCC) ansatz employ resource reduction strategies to
minimize qubits, gates, and VQE iterations, along with
error mitigation techniques, to predict energies [2, 54–60].
The largest such computation carried out to date involved
12-qubits [2], but the framework was non-relativistic and
the property of interest was the ground state energy. In
this work, we conduct 12-qubit relativistic VQE compu-
tations of the PDM, but due to the deep circuits incurred
for such tasks, a significant part of our effort focuses on
resource reduction. This allows us to achieve sufficiently
shallow circuit depths for reasonable precision, while care-
fully preserving the underlying physics to the best capa-
bilities of NISQ computers.

II. THEORY AND METHODOLOGY

We now discuss some details of the VQE algorithm
to calculate the PDM. The quality of a VQE calcu-
lation is predominantly determined by choice of U(θ).
We choose the UCC ansatz for U(θ), which being both
variational and unitary, is well-suited for quantum com-
puters while retaining the predictive accuracy of tradi-
tional CC methods, which are deemed to be the gold
standard of electronic structure calculations [61]. The
UCC ansatz is given by |Ψ(θ)⟩ = eT̂−T̂ † |Φ⟩ = eτ̂ |Φ⟩.
The ansatz includes single (T̂1) and double (T̂2) exci-
tations (UCCSD approximation): T̂1 =

∑
ia θ

a
i â

†
aâi ,

T̂2 =
∑

ijab θ
ab
ij â

†
aâ

†
bâj âi. i, j, · · · indicate indices of oc-

cupied spinorbitals, while a, b, · · · are those of unoccu-
pied/virtual ones. We note that the Hamiltonian is given
by Ĥ =

∑
pq hpqâ

†
pâq +

1
2

∑
pqrs hpqrsâ

†
pâ

†
qâsâr in the sec-

ond quantized notation, where hpq and hpqrs are the one-
and two-electron integrals, and p, q, · · · can denote indices
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(a)

(b) (c) (d)

Figure 2. (a) Our workflow for quantum hardware execution of SrH 12-qubit PDM calculation on the IonQ Forte device, which
leads to reducing quantum resources while retaining precision. (b) Percentage reduction in resources (two-qubit gates, denoted
as 2qg in the sub-figure, and circuit depth) with each step of our workflow: UES−V QE is the UCCSD circuit post-ES-VQE and
UES,Pipopt is the state after pipeline-based optimization (denoted as pipopt). (c) The loss of precision in predicting PDM after
each step in our workflow, with ‘1st Clique’ indicating the selection of the dominant clique for the PDM operator (See Table
S3 of the Supplemental Material). Sub-figure (d) illustrates the step ratio, which is the ratio of the number of 2qg before and
after the current step in our workflow. It is important to stress that the compound strategy of our RL–ZX based agent followed
by the causal flow deterministic algorithm (both based on ZX–Calculus, denoted as RL–ZX + Cflow) reduces the already small
gate count by one half.

of occupied or unoccupied spinorbitals. Upon using the
Jordan–Wigner transformation [62] for both the state and
the Hamiltonian, the energy functional can be expressed
as E(θ) =

∑M
m αm ⟨Φ′|U ′†(θ)P̂mU ′(θ)|Φ′⟩. U ′(θ) and |Φ′⟩

refer to the Jordan–Wigner-transformed U(θ) and |Φ⟩,
respectively. αm are the coefficients depending on hpq

and hpqrs and Pm are Pauli strings represented by ten-
sor products of Pauli operators {I,X, Y, Z}. Each term
in the equation corresponds to the expectation value of
a Pauli string P̂m, which is evaluated through statistical
sampling on a quantum computer, while the summation
and energy minimization is done on a traditional com-

puter. Once the optimized parameters are determined,
we evaluate

∑N
n dn ⟨Φ′|U ′†(θ∗)P̂nU

′(θ∗)|Φ′⟩, where dn are
coefficients that depend on the PDM integrals and P̂n

here are Pauli strings that arise from the transformation
of the PDM operator from the second quantized to its
qubit operator form. Since we carry out our calculations
in an active space, we add to this quantity the frozen
core PDM contribution along with the usual nuclear con-
tribution, to obtain the total PDM. For the relativis-
tic calculations, we employ the Dirac–Coulomb Hamilto-
nian in the Born–Oppenheimer approximation, given by
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ĤDC =
∑

k(c
#»α · #»pk + βc2) +

∑
k Vnuc(rk) +

1
2

∑
k ̸=l

1
rkl

,

where #»α =

(
0 #»σ
#»σ 0

)
, β =

(
I 0
0 −I

)
, #»σ are the Pauli ma-

trices and I is the (2 × 2) identity matrix. The summa-
tions are over the number of electrons. Vnuc(rk) refers to
the electron–nucleus potential. We use finite-sized nuclei
(Gaussian) for our relativistic calculations. We report all
our results in atomic units (au), unless specified other-
wise.

We use the following equilibrium bond lengths (in
Å): BeH: 1.342 [63], MgH: 1.7297 [63], CaH: 2.0025
[63], SrH: 2.1461 [63], BaH: 2.2319 [63], and RaH: 2.43
[64]. The one- and two-electron integrals, as well as
property integrals, are generated by the DIRAC22 pro-
gram [65]. The VQE-UCCSD statevector computations
are performed using Qiskit [66], interfaced via modified
OpenFermion–Dirac libraries [65]. We use uncontracted
dyall.v4z basis sets for our simulations [67]. First the pa-
rameters for VQE computations are initialized with zero
initial guesses and parameters in each iteration are up-
dated using the SLSQP (Sequential Least SQuares Pro-
gramming) optimizer [68]. We adopt the Jordan-Wigner
mapping scheme throughout and benchmark our VQE-
UCCSD PDM values against complete active space con-
figuration interaction (CASCI) calculations, where the
Jordan–Wigner-transformed qubit Hamiltonian is diago-
nalized with the correct particle number using the Open-
Fermion package [69].

Relativistic VQE calculations require more quantum
resources than their non-relativistic counterparts. The
number of circuit evaluations in VQE scales as the prod-
uct of Hamiltonian terms and iterations (we ignore the
number of shots and number of repetitions of an ex-
periment). Relativistic calculations have more non-zero
Hamiltonian integrals, resulting in more circuits to evalu-
ate. In the 18-qubit RaH calculation, relativistic VQE re-
quires 12556 Pauli strings (47099 integrals) for the Hamil-
tonian and 107 (162 integrals) for the PDM operator,
compared to 2740 (4249 integrals) and 67 (66 integrals)
for the non-relativistic cases, indicating that relativistic
VQE is more resource-intensive.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

We now discuss our findings from our 18-qubit VQE
simulations (3 occupied and 15 unoccupied spinorbitals).
The top panel of Figure 1 illustrates the size of rel-
ativistic effects, quantified as % relativistic effects =
ARel−ANR

ARel
× 100, where A represents either the ground

state energy or the PDM (see Table S1 of the Appendix

for data). It shows that relativistic effects increase sig-
nificantly from BeH to RaH, with relativity accounting
for 7.73% of the ground state energy and 26.47% of the
PDM in RaH. Further, VQE-UCCSD and the reference
CASCI results disagree by at most 0.47% (for CaH). We
note that for BaH (non-relativistic case), the HF calcu-
lation initially converged to a metastable spin-doublet
state. We obtained the lowest spin-doublet HF state by
replacing the initial guess orbitals with HF canonical
orbitals from a neighboring geometry. We also note that
our PDM results for BeH and MgH are in reasonably
good agreement with high-accuracy calculations, with
percentage differences of 2.05% and 3.79% respectively,
which may be attributed to our active space sizes and
basis set quality. We now examine the role of correlation
effects. The bottom panel of Figure 1 shows the %
correlation effects, defined as AX−AMF

AX
× 100, for both

properties. Here, A can be either the ground state energy
or the PDM, and X can be VQE-UCCSD or CASCI. MF
is HF for non-relativistic cases and DF for relativistic
calculations. The figure shows that the VQE-UCCSD
and CASCI results agree remarkably well in predicting
correlation energy, within 0.0175%. It also shows that
VQE-UCCSD and CASCI values are consistent in their
prediction of the correlation contribution to the PDM.
To understand the interplay between relativistic and cor-
relation effects, we focus on the heaviest RaH molecule.
Relativistic effects significantly impact RaH’s PDM.
Correlation effects decrease its PDM by 1.32% and 1.36%
for non-relativistic and relativistic cases, respectively.
Conversely, relativity increases the PDM by 26.50% at
the mean field level and 26.47% at the correlated level.
The combined effect changes the PDM from 1.1306 to
1.5177 atomic units, a total change of 25.51%.

Quantum hardware computations: We compute the ac-
tive space PDM, henceforth abbreviated as PDMas (the
value of the quantity before we manually add the frozen
core contributions and nuclear contribution to obtain the
total PDM), of SrH in the STO-6G basis in a 12-qubit
active space on the IonQ Forte-I device (average 2-qubit
gate fidelity: 98.99%), and also perform 6-qubit active
space PDM calculations for SrH and SrF on the IonQ
Aria-I device (average 2-qubit gate fidelity: 98.43%).
Since PDMas is what we measure in hardware and thus
the errors incurred in hardware reflect changes to this
quantity, we only report it in our figures (see Table S2 of
the Appendix for the total PDM values). Despite Forte-I
being among the best available commercial quantum com-
puters, achieving high precision on current noisy hard-
ware requires a workflow with several resource reduction
techniques, as illustrated in Figure 2. In particular, sub-
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figures (b) through (d) present data on the quantum re-
source reduction, the trade-off in the active space PDM,
and the ratio of the number of 2-qubit gates (2qg) in the
previous step to current step. We outline our workflow
below:

1. Point group symmetry: Leveraging the C2v point
group symmetry [70] reduces the number of coupled
cluster amplitudes, and hence the number of VQE pa-
rameters, from 8 to 3 and 2qg from 280 to 148 for the
6-qubit case. On the other hand, in the 12-qubit cir-
cuit, the number of parameters reduce from 104 to 32
and 2qg reduces from 9148 to 2960.

2. Energy Sort VQE (ES-VQE): The ES-VQE ap-
proach [71] involves carrying out one-parameter VQEs
and sorting in descending order the resulting energies,
and then carrying out VQE calculations with progres-
sively increasing number of parameters chosen accord-
ing to the sort. For our purposes, given current-day
quantum hardware limitations but also keeping in mind
our need to achieve high precision, we pick the param-
eter with dominant energy contribution for both the
6- and 12- qubit cases (double excitation from (1,3)
orbital to (2,5) orbital and from (1,7) to (5,11) orbital
for the 6- and 12-qubit examples respectively). We note
that we chose 3 and 5 occupied spinorbitals for the 6-
and 12-qubit computations respectively. This process
reduces 2qg further to 64, with only a 0.33% loss in
PDM for SrH, for the 6-qubit computations. For the
12-qubit case, 2qg goes from 2960 to 144, while retain-
ing precision in the PDMas to within 97.65%.

3. Pipeline-based optimization: A sequence of opti-
mization routines (Qiskit L3 [66], Pytket [72], PyZX
[73]) further decreases 2qg in the 6- and 12-qubit cir-
cuits to 37 and 60 respectively. We incur no loss in the
PDMs during this step.

4. Reinforcement learning (RL) aided and causal
flow preserving ZX–Calculus based approaches:
As a final optimization, we followed the approach de-
scribed in Ref. [74], where an agent is trained using
RL and Graph Neural Networks to apply ZX–Calculus-
based graph-theoretic rules for circuit optimization. In
this work, we trained our agent with random 5- qubit
circuits with 70 2qg, but with similar gate probabilities
as the 12-qubit target circuit. Moreover we defined the
reward to focus on 2qg reduction. For the 12q case, the
agent managed to reduce the 2qg from 60 to 28. As
a post-processing step, we added the deterministic al-
gorithm from Ref. [75] based on causal flow preserving

rules of ZX–Calculus, which in turn reduces the pre-
vious 2qg by 2. We incur no loss in PDM after this
step.

(a)

(b)

Figure 3. Active space PDM (PDMas) results (in atomic units)
for (a) SrH and SrF molecules in a 6-qubit active space with
varying shot numbers, averaged over five repeats (each repeat
is denoted by a circle, and the average value by a solid variant
of ‘∇’), obtained on the 25-qubit IonQ Aria-I hardware after
error mitigation and post-selection. The data points denoted
with a star symbol give the mean values obtained using the
QASM backend on a traditional computer, while the dashed-
dotted lines are the statevector results. We note that the
main results reported in text take data from the 5000 shots
calculation. Sub-figure (b) presents our 12-qubit results on
the IonQ Forte-I device for PDMas of SrH across repetitions
with and without error mitigation.

5. Qubit-wise commuting Pauli groups: The 6- and
12- qubit PDM computations each involve computing
expectation values of 19 and 53 terms respectively, and
hence evaluating as many circuits. By partitioning the
qubit operator for the PDM into qubit-wise commuting
cliques followed by selecting and measuring only the
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dominant clique (and hence evaluating only one circuit
for 6-qubit case and one for the 12-qubit counterpart)
for quantum hardware computation, we find that we
achieve substantial reduction in the resources with no
loss in PDM.

6. Error mitigation and post-selection: We use
the debiasing error mitigation method [76], followed
by post-selecting the particle number conserving bit
strings to obtain the PDMas [77, 78].

6- qubit calculation on PDM on IonQ Aria-I: We dis-
cuss results from our quantum hardware computations on
the Aria-I device for SrH and SrF molecules. Figure 3(a)
show the values of PDMas, with error-mitigated and post-
selected results averaged over 5 repetitions for both the
molecules, across different numbers of shots. Considering
the computations with 5000 shots as our main result, we
see that the percentage fraction difference with respect to
statevector results is about 4.94% for SrH and 6.90% for
SrF. The 2-qubit gate fidelity was around 98.43%.

12- qubit calculation on PDM on IonQ Forte-I: Fig-
ure 3(b) presents our results for the PDMas of the SrH
molecule across different repetitions, with and without
error mitigation (debiasing). We find that the mitigated
value of the average PDMas that we obtain across 6 re-
peats is to within 98.81% of the mean QASM value. The
figure also indicates that mitigation improves the result
by 2.11% relative to the mean QASM value.

IV. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, considering the existing gap in the VQE
literature concerning the inclusion of relativistic effects
and the calculation of properties beyond energies, we
implement a relativistic VQE algorithm for calculating
molecular permanent electric dipole moments of polar di-
atomic molecules from BeH to RaH. Benchmarking our
18-qubit VQE simulation results against the complete ac-
tive space configuration interaction method provides valu-
able insights into the roles as well as the interplay between
correlation and relativistic effects. We achieve a precision
of at least 99.72% in capturing relativistic effects for the
RaH molecule with respect to the CASCI value.

Furthermore, we perform high precision quantum hard-
ware computations of the molecular electric dipole mo-
ments of the moderately heavy SrH (6- and 12-qubit cal-
culations) and SrF (6-qubit calculation) systems. We
employ strategies including point group symmetry, en-
ergy sort VQE, pipeline based circuit optimization, rein-
forcement learning- based ZX–Calculus, and causal flow
preserving ZX–Calculus for the 12-qubit computation to
compress the circuit by 99.71%. We also use debiasing for
error mitigation followed by particle number conserving
post-selection, to reach a precision of 95.06% and 93.10%
(relative to the result obtained by executing the same cir-
cuit without noise on a classical device) for the 6-qubit
computations on SrH and SrF respectively, and 98.82%
for the 12-qubit SrH calculation. This work marks a sig-
nificant advancement in high-precision relativistic VQE
computations, and we expect future progress in quan-
tum hardware to extend these methods to heavier molecu-
lar systems and new applications in probing fundamental
physics.
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Table S1. Table presenting the ground state energies and
PDMs (includes frozen core and nuclear contributions along
with the active space contribution) of the considered molecules
from different methods. The list of abbreviations used are HF:
Hartree–Fock, DHF: Dirac–Hartree-Fock, VQE: VQE with
UCCSD ansatz, NR: non-relativistic, Rel: relativistic, CASCI:
Complete Active Space Configuration Interaction. Our main
results for this work are marked in bold font. The energy is in
units of Hartree, whereas the PDM is given in atomic units.

Molecule Method Energy PDM
BeH HF -15.153224 0.1137

DF -15.156052 0.1137
VQE (NR) -15.155941 0.0936
VQE (Rel) -15.158768 0.0937
CASCI (NR) -15.155949 0.0933
CASCI (Rel) -15.158776 0.0933

MgH HF -200.157231 0.5850
DF -200.477277 0.5861

VQE (NR) -200.159639 0.5288
VQE (Rel) -200.479695 0.5295
CASCI (NR) -200.159665 0.5287
CASCI (Rel) -200.479722 0.5294

CaH HF -677.314268 0.8269
DF -680.265163 0.8374

VQE (NR) -677.315076 0.8020
VQE (Rel) -680.265994 0.8111
CASCI (NR) -677.315085 0.8061
CASCI (Rel) -680.266003 0.8150

SrH HF -3132.103015 0.9829
DF -3178.633202 1.0331

VQE (NR) -3132.103414 0.9650
VQE (Rel) -3178.633645 1.0119
CASCI (NR) -3132.103417 0.9701
CASCI (Rel) -3178.633649 1.0165

BaH HF -7884.116035 0.9510
DF -8136.206375 1.0843

VQE (NR) -7884.116240 0.9400
VQE (Rel) -8136.206603 1.0715
CASCI (NR) -7884.116240 0.9446
CASCI (Rel) -8136.206609 1.0755

RaH HF -23094.880586 1.1306
DF -25028.736164 1.5383

VQE (NR) -23094.880796 1.1159
VQE (Rel) -25028.736452 1.5177
CASCI (NR) -23094.880796 1.1203
CASCI (Rel) -25028.736502 1.5180
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Table S2. Table presenting the PDMs (includes frozen core
and nuclear contributions along with the active space contri-
bution) in the relativistic regime of the molecules considered
for Hardware execution. The PDM is given in atomic units.

Molecule Method PDM
SrH (12q) DF 1.3695

UCCSD 0.9828
CASCI 0.9729

UCCSD(1θ∗) 1.3402
Hardware 1.1655

SrH (6q) DF 1.3695
UCCSD 1.3410
CASCI 1.3247

UCCSD(1θ∗) 1.3636
Hardware 1.0293

SrF (6q) DF 1.6145
UCCSD 1.5910
CASCI 1.5755

UCCSD(1θ∗) 1.6099
Hardware 1.1978
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Table S3. Table presenting the clique-wise contribution to PDM at HF and correlated levels for SrH (6- and 12-spinorbital active
space denoted as ‘6q’ and ‘12q’ respectively) and SrF (6-spinorbital space) with 1-parameter VQE statevector calculation. For
this case, the entire contribution to the PDM, both at mean field level and correlated level, comes from Pauli strings containing
only I and Z. For a given molecule, each row is a clique (qubit-wise commuting), and lists the number of Pauli words in each
clique.

Molecule Terms ⟨Φ0| D̂ |Φ0⟩ ⟨Ψ|r D̂ |Ψ⟩
r

Correlation in PDM (a.u.)
SrH (6q) IIIIII, IIIIIZ, IIIIZI, IIIZII, IIZIII, IZIIII, ZIIIII 6.75406 6.75997 0.00591

IIIIYY, IIIYYI, IYYIII, YYIIII 0 0 0
IIIIXX, IIIXXI, IXXIII, XXIIII 0 0 0

IIIYZY, YZYIII 0 0 0
IIIXZX, XZXIII 0 0 0

SrF (6q) IIIIII, IIIIIZ, IIIIZI, IIIZII, IIZIII, IZIIII, ZIIIII 5.96841 5.97296 0.00455
IIIIYY, IIIYYI, IYYIII, YYIIII 0 0 0
IIIIXX, IIIXXI, IXXIII, XXIIII 0 0 0

IIIYZY, YZYIII 0 0 0
IIIXZX, XZXIII 0 0 0

SrH (12q) IIIIIIIIIIII, IIIIIIIIIIIZ, IIIIIIIIIIZI
IIIIIIIIIZII, IIIIIIIIZIII, IIIIIIIZIIII
IIIIIIZIIIII, IIIIIZIIIIII, IIIIZIIIIIII
IIIZIIIIIIII, IIZIIIIIIIII, IZIIIIIIIIII

ZIIIIIIIIIII 14.81738 14.84663 0.0292

IIIIIIIIIIYY, IIIIIIIIIYYI, IIIIIIIIYYII
IIIIIIYZYIII, IIIIYYIIIIII, IIIYYIIIIIII

IIYYIIIIIIII, YZYIIIIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIIIIIXX, IIIIIIIIIXXI, IIIIIIIIXXII
IIIIIIXZXIII, IIIIXXIIIIII, IIIXXIIIIIII

IIXXIIIIIIII, XZXIIIIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIIIIYZY, IIIIIIYZZYII, IIIYZYIIIIII, YZZYIIIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIIIIXZX, IIIIIIXZZXII, IIIXZXIIIIII, XZZXIIIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIIIYZZY, IIYZZYIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIIIXZZX, IIXZZXIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIYZZZZY, YZZZZYIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIXZZZZX, XZZZZXIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIIIYZYI, IIYZYIIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIIIXZXI, IIXZXIIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIYZZZYI, YZZZYIIIIIII 0 0 0

IIIIIIXZZZXI, XZZZXIIIIIII 0 0 0
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