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Coupled cluster methods based exclusively on double excitations are comparatively “cheap” and
interesting model chemistries, as they are typically able to capture the bulk of the dynamical electron
correlation effects. The trade-off in such approximations is that the effect of neglected excitations,
particularly single excitations, can be considerable. Using standard and electron pair-restricted T2

operators to define two flavors of unitary coupled cluster doubles (UCCD) methods, we investi-
gate the extent in which missing single excitations can be recovered from low-order corrections in
many-body perturbation theory (MBPT) within the unitary coupled cluster (UCC) formalism. Our
analysis includes the derivations of finite-order, UCC energy functionals which are used as a basis
to define perturbative estimates of missed single excitations. This leads to the novel UCCD[4S]
and UCCD[6S] methods, which consider energy corrections for missing singles excitations through
fourth- and sixth-order in MBPT, respectively. We also apply the same methodology to the electron
pair-restricted ansatz, but the improvements are only marginal. Our findings show that augmenting
UCCD with these post hoc perturbative corrections can lead to UCCSD-quality results.

A. Introduction

Determination of a system’s electronic structure is a fundamental requirement for the understanding and compu-
tation of properties of molecules and materials. Central to this problem is the study of electron correlation, which
can be generally organized into three categories: dynamic, non-dynamic, and static. In our terminology, not assumed
to be universal, static is restricted to ensuring spin symmetry conditions are satisfied, leaving non-dynamic for bond
breaking. Over the years, quantum chemists have proposed many methods to capture instantaneous electron inter-
actions that embody dynamic correlation.1–3 After the emergence of many-body methods like coupled cluster (CC)
theory,2,4–7 it became clear that such a parameterization of the wavefunction naturally excels at describing dynamic
correlations. On the other hand, breaking chemical bonds is not necessarily trivial and pathological cases, such as the
dissociation of N2, subject to a non-correctly separating RHF reference represents a significant challenge for low-rank
CC methods.8–10 Notably, CC methods are not always equipped with the machinery that is needed to recover such
non-dynamic correlations. Nevertheless, it is possible to improve low-rank CC approximations, for example, by re-
laxing the spatial and spin symmetry requirements of the mean-field reference, usually at the cost of sacrificing S2 as
a good quantum number,11 followed by restoring the wavefunction’s symmetry. Alternatively, one could sequentially
add higher-rank cluster operators to systematically convergence toward the full configuration interaction (FCI) limit
if increasingly more expensive calculations can be afforded.

In this context, we ask the question: can a cheap and accurate single-reference method based on the CC ansatz be
designed to adequately cover the range of different electron correlation “types”?12 This work is particularly interested
in T2-based models, both for simplicity and because corrections to the correlation energy initially arise in first-
order via the T2 operator. Including only double excitations into the CC wavefunction leads to the CCD method,
which algorithmically scales as O(N6) and is the simplest flavor of CC approximation. This simplicity comes at
the cost of missing single and higher-order cluster operators which can negatively impact the methods’ robustness.
In particular, the missed single excitation effects can largely be incorporated into T2-based methods with either an
orbital-optimization (OO) procedure13–16 or Brueckner orbitals17,18; the former being shown to offer performance gains
over standard CCSD for vibrational frequencies and bond-breaking problems.17 Such nearly infinite-order treatment
would be preferred, but even perturbative approximations for singles can have some value.19 This idea has also been
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pursued in the context of the random phase approximation (RPA)20–23 and GW methods,24 after being suggested to
Ren by one of the authors.25 It is evident from these studies that even perturbative consideration of singles excitations
is important to represent correlation effects associated with the initial effects of orbital relaxation.

In bond-breaking regimes, the effects of orbital relaxation are more pronounced. If such effects are not explicit in the
initial single-reference determinant - as in the case of canonical Hartree-Fock (HF) orbitals - the baseline CC method
can suffer from so-called non-variational catastrophes.10 One way to circumnavigate this issue is to neglect terms in
the underlying CCD equations known to exhibit erroneous behavior. Variations of the baseline CCD method have also
been proposed that are shown to be beneficial in bond-breaking regimes. The CCD0 method,26 for example, yields
better results for systems exhibiting non-dynamic and static correlation by pruning the triplet coupled excitations
from the T2 operator. Similarly, a variant of CCD which restricts the T2 tensor to its diagonal elements - referred
to as (pCCD) - has also been proposed and extensively studied.27–35 It has been argued that pCCD’s success can be
attributed to it being a seniority-zero method, and by its correspondence to a geminal method like general valence
bond (GVB).36 Regardless, pCCD should be paired with an orbital-optimization procedure to extract results that are
quantitatively meaningful. Lacking that, using GVB references has proven to be reasonable.31,35–39

As opposed to omitting terms in the T2 method, one could conceive of an alternative philosophy wherein the standard
T2 operator is augmented with additional, higher-order terms, e.g., arising from m products of T2, which could feasibly
explore sectors of Hilbert space associated with 2m-fold electron excitations. This is the strategy pursued by recent
work on an “ultimate”, expectation-value-based CCD method, which perturbatively expands the energy functional

⟨0|eT
†
2 HNeT2 |0⟩c. It was found that such models are in better agreement with FCI for significant non-dynamic

correlation.40,41 Using this type of reasoning, an alternative strategy would be to constrain the parameterization of

the CC wave-operator to be unitary leading to the UCCD ansätze of the form eτ2 |0⟩, τ2 = T2−T †
2 . Based on the suite

of alternative ansätze in CC theory proposed and extensively studied by Bartlett and co-workers,42–46 such methods
have historically been made tractable only by truncating the resulting infinite-order Hamiltonian-cluster operator
expansion by invoking many-body perturbation theory arguments,47–49 with notable alternatives.50,51 Among other
issues, this typically results in the method losing its variational upper bound. However, the UCC paradigm in
particular is being revisited on quantum hardware which considers a unitary ansätze implicitly at infinite-order.

In fact, UCC methods are of significant interest for use on noisy intermediate scale quantum (NISQ) computers,52–54

for many of the same reasons that motivate the use of variations of standard CC on a classical computer. Notably, it
is expected that electronic structure methods may only be able to take advantage of NISQ computers by constraining
the excitation rank, thereby reducing the number of operations to be performed and the associated depth in the
state preparation circuit. Consequently, any variation of UCC which strives to minimize the maximum rank of the
cluster operator is of immediate interest. With this in mind, UCCD and electron-pair restricted UCCD (pUCCD)
are particularly attractive choices for use on NISQ hardware. However, both UCCD and pUCCD ignore correlation
effects due to singles excitations, a shortcoming which is typically remedied with alternative reference choices like
those provided in an orbital optimization procedure.15,16,55

With these considerations in mind, we rephrase our earlier inquiry within the context of UCC: can a cheap, single-
reference unitary coupled cluster method be designed that is sufficiently accurate for the various “types” of electron
correlation? Given the recent interest in UCC due to its prospects in quantum computing, the current work addresses
this issue from the perspective of providing a formally sound framework while conserving (limited) quantum hardware
resources, in an effort to systematically improve the quality of UCCD results. Once in possession of converged,
infinite-order τ2 amplitudes, which could in principle be obtained from a quantum computer, one is thus in position
to construct perturbative energy corrections to account for the effect of missing singles excitations on a classical
computer. Inspired by the long-standing success of non-iterative corrections afforded by MBPT, in what follows we
introduce two singles corrections under the aptly named acronyms UCCD[4S] and UCCD[6S].

B. Theory

Assigning the indices a, b, c, d · · · to virtual, i, j, k, l · · · to occupied, and p, q, r, s · · · to arbitrary (occupied or virtual)
spin-orbitals, the normal-ordered Hamiltonian can be defined as

HN =
∑
p

ϵpp{p†p}︸ ︷︷ ︸
fN

+
∑
ia

fia{i†a}+
∑
ai

fai{a†i}+
1

4

∑
pqrs

⟨pq||rs⟩ {p†q†sr}︸ ︷︷ ︸
WN

,
(1)
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where we note that the perturbation WN now contains the occupied/virtual blocks of the Fock operator f .
UCC theory parameterizes the wavefunction using an antisymmetric wave operator, which acts on a mean-field

reference |0⟩ such that

|ΨUCC⟩ = eT−T †
|0⟩ , (2)

where T/T † are formally composed of all single (S), double (D), etc excitation/deexcitation cluster operators. The
current work focuses exclusively on doubles approximations to UCC such that T = T2.
In an effort to improve the tractability of UCC theory, we have recently proposed post hoc energy corrections based

on finite-order energy functionals that are guaranteed to be correct through some order in perturbation theory.56

Following the relevant fourth-order working equations, we see that the corresponding energy functional is

∆E(4) = ⟨0|WNT2|0⟩+ ⟨0|WNT1|0⟩ −
1

4

(
⟨0|(T †

1 )
2WNT1|0⟩+ ⟨0|(T †

2 )
2WNT2|0⟩

)
, (3)

and the set of residual equations are expressed as

∂∆E(4)

∂T †
1

= 0 ⇒D1T1 = WN +WNT2 +WNT1 +
1

2

(1
2
WNT 2

1 + T †
1WNT1

)
+ T †

2WNT2, (4a)

∂∆E(4)

∂T †
2

= 0 ⇒D2T2 = WN +WNT2 +WNT1 +
1

2

(1
2
WNT 2

2 + T †
2WNT2

)
+WNT3 + T †

1WNT2 +WNT1T2, (4b)

∂∆E(4)

∂T †
3

= 0 ⇒D3T3 = WNT2. (4c)

The complete derivation can be found in Ref. 56. Although that work focuses on triple excitation corrections, a similar
philosophy can be employed here for the purpose of improving the energy of UCCD by compensating for missed single
excitations. This procedure is prudent, since any flavor of UCCD completely bypasses solution of the T1 residual
equations like those found in Equation 4a.

A perturbative strategy to compensate for this deficiency can be designed as follows. Upon convergence of the
infinite-order UCCD equations, we use the corresponding amplitudes to solve the T1 equation found in Equation 4a

T
[2]
1 =

(WNT2)C
D1

(5)

and illustrated in Figure 1A. The superscript found in Equation 5 denotes a T1 that is correct through second-order
in MBPT. The approximated expression for T1 can then be inserted into the energy functional of Equation 3 such
that

∆E(T
[2]
1 ) = ⟨0|fiaT [2]

1 |0⟩

≈ ⟨0|T [2]†
1 D1T

[2]
1 |0⟩ = ⟨0|T [2]†

1 (WNT2)C |0⟩ ,
(6)

where, following the convention of Ref. 56, the last line is used to define the [4S] perturbative energy correction; this
is illustrated diagrammatically in Figure 1B. Note that the [4S] correction represents a fourth-order energy correction
in MBPT.

Three, higher-order terms can be extracted by following the (T †
2WNT2)C term in Equation 4a. We initially see that

T
[3]
1 =

(T †
2WNT2)C

D1
, (7)

which is shown diagrammatically in Figure 4C. Since we are looking specifically for corrections of the form

⟨0|T †
1D1T1|0⟩, there are three expressions that can be generated by interchanging T1 with T

[2]
1 or T

[3]
1 . These are

shown to be

⟨0|T [2]†
1 D1T

[3]
1 |0⟩+ ⟨0|T [3]†

1 D1T
[2]
1 |0⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

∆E[5]

+ ⟨0|T [3]
1 D1T

[3]
1 |0⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

∆E[6]

(8)

where we highlight the fifth- and sixth-order energy corrections associated with missing single excitations. These are
further illustrated sequentially in Figure 4D-F. The combination of diagrams B, D, E, and F in Figure 4 define the
[6S] energy correction.
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FIG. 1: Outline of the procedure to extract singles’ energy corrections from infinite-order τ2 amplitudes. An approximation to

T1, correct through second-order in MBPT is found by A) approximating T1 with (WNT2)C
D1

and then C) using this quantity and

the corresponding residual expression to define the fourth-order [4S] energy correction. A third-order approximation is found

by B) approximating T1 by
(T

†
2 WNT2)C

D1
. This immediately leads to higher-order energy expressions by taking all the possible

contractions between T
[3]
1 and T

[2]
1 (with their corresponding residual equations) shown in diagrams D and E. An additional

possibility is available based exclusively on contracting T
[3]
1 with its respective residual equation, and is shown in diagram F.

The combination of diagrams D-F define the [6S] energy correction.

C. Results

In the following discussion, all pUCCD/UCCD calculations are performed in the XACC software,57,58 using a
numerical simulator and relying on PySCF59 for the required molecular integrals. The STO-6G basis set is used
throughout this work,60–62 and all examples drop core electrons from the correlation calculation. Once τ2 are obtained,
the subsequent perturbative corrections are generated using the UT2 software.63

Motivated by the efforts in alleviating the computational burden on current noisy quantum hardware, we turn to
two flavors of UCC ansätze solely comprised of double excitations, namely UCCD and its electron-pair restricted
variant, pUCCD. Furthermore, we are interested in two main forms of the UCC ansatz. The first follows closely from
the standard CC formalism where we simply replace the routine T2 cluster operator by its anti-Hermitian analog τ2
and construct the exponential wave operator:

|ΨUCCD⟩ = e
∑

ijab θab
ij (a†b†ij−h.c.)|0⟩. (9)
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The other is based on the Trotterized (t) form of the above:

|ΨtUCCD⟩ =
∏
I<J
A<B

eθ
AB
IJ (A†B†IJ−h.c.)eθ

ĀB̄
ĪJ̄

(Ā†B̄†ĪJ̄−h.c.)
∏

IJAB

eθ
AB̄
IJ̄

(A†B̄†IJ̄−h.c.)|0⟩, (10)

with I, J,A,B indexing α orbitals and Ī , J̄ , Ā, B̄ indexing the corresponding β orbitals.
The variational quantum eigensolver (VQE)64 is used to obtain the τ2 amplitudes that minimize the expectation

value of the Hamiltonian in Equation 1

τ∗2 = argmin
τ2

⟨Ψ(τ2)|H|Ψ(τ2)⟩ , (11)

with the final, converged τ∗2 being used to construct the pertinent perturbative energy corrections illustrated in Figure
1.

1. Single-point energies

We start our analysis by looking into the inclusion of single excitation effects in a few small molecules at their
equilibrium geometries as well as with their bonds stretched. A cursory inspection of Figures 2 and 3 makes a few
general trends apparent. Overall, tUCCD and UCCD results are reliably better than standard CCD. Similarly, it is
evident that tUCCSD and UCCSD are superior to standard CCSD regardless of geometry (with the only exception
being stretched O2). Except in the cases of double stretched H2O and stretched N2, it is clear that CCSD results
in a marked improvements over CCD. At least for stretched N2, this result is undoubtedly an artifact of RHF-based
CCSD diverging more rapidly than CCD. On the other hand, tUCCSD/UCCSD represents a broad improvement over
tUCCD/UCCD. This indicates the importance of singles excitations in the underlying CC/UCC method.

We start by looking into CO, C2, O2, and N2 in their equilibrium geometries and plot the deviation in the energy
with respect to FCI in Figure 2. Two main conclusions can be drawn from these results. The first is that both [4S]
and [6S] corrections display remarkable performance with a great extent of error cancellation, to the point that they
are noticeably preferable to the inclusion of infinite-order singles, are far outperform ansätze with single excitations
alone. While [6S] is a sixth-order correction, and thus intuitively superior to [4S], its gains seem only marginal. We
point out that there is no appreciable change in the energies obtained with either ansatz (Equations 9 or 10), which
is in line with the findings reported in Ref. 56.

Now considering molecules away from the equilibrium region, we see that as is a stress test for non-variational
methods, as CCSD and CCD not only overshoot the FCI results but also dictate the scale of the plots in Figure 3.
Fortuitously, despite our [4S] and [6S] corrections being sizable, they do not violate the variational bound, regardless
of the system. While at equilibrium one sees little difference between [4S] and [6S], this trend surprisingly holds
for stretched geometries, at least for the cases that were investigated, with the only outlier to this trend being
double-stretched H2O.
In general, from Figures 2 and 3 one is led to believe that adding either the [4S] or [6S] correction to tUCCD/UCCD

results in an unanimous improvement over the baseline method. Indeed, the [4S]/[6S] corrections seem to recover
most of the missing singles contribution as evident by the similarity between tUCCSD/UCCSD and [4S]/[6S]-corrected
tUCCD/UCCD. This is quantified in Tables I and II, which record the total percentage of correlation extracted by each
method. Here, we see that for equilibrium CO and C2, adding either singles correction to tUCCD/UCCD provides
>4% improvement in the results over the corresponding T2-only method; and in either case directly competes with
tUCCSD/UCCSD. Although the difference in correlation contribution between tUCCD/UCCD and tUCCSD/UCCSD
are small in the remaining equilibrium examples, the [4S]/[6S] correction to tUCCD/UCCD nevertheless results in
tUCCSD/UCCSD-quality results.

Curiously, the quality of both tUCCSD/UCCSD and tUCCD/UCCD generally improves for stretched geometry
examples, providing >98% of the total correlation contribution except in the case of stretched CO. This is somewhat
of an anomaly, as the Trotterized methods (Equation 10) actually provide better quality results than the full operator
analogs (Equation 9). Whereas the differences between [4S] and [6S] are generally within < 1% of each other, the
differences are more pronounced in the case of CO. Adding the fourth-order [4S] correction to tUCCD/UCCD recovers
roughly 20% extra correlation. The sixth-order [6S] correction for this example does even better, recovering at least
30% extra correlation beyond the tUCCD/UCCD method.

Together with the results discussed so far, Tables I and II also report results with the electron-pair restricted
tUCCD/UCCD, referred to as tpUCCD/pUCCD, which are overall less appealing. Baseline tpUCCD/pUCCD using
canonical HF orbitals routinely underestimates the FCI by a large margin. As previously mentioned, it is now common
knowledge that this flavor of methods needs to be augmented with alternative reference choices - like Brueckner or
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FIG. 2: Errors from FCI for molecules in their experimental equilibrium geometry.
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FIG. 3: Errors from FCI for molecules with stretched bonds with the following lengths: rC-C = 2.243Å; rN-N = 1.8Å; rO-O =
1.8Å; rO-H = 1.958Å.The two different configurations of the H2O molecule refer to a single (s) and a double (d) stretching.

optimized orbitals14,17,65 - to yield quantitatively meaningful results. Such techniques would naturally incorporate
elements of singles excitations into tpUCCD and pUCCD. This begs the question of how close to FCI we can get
with singles energy corrections added onto tpUCCD or pUCCD. Although the [4S]/[6S]-corrected tpUCCD/pUCCD
methods show consistent improvement as opposed to the absence of any single corrections, the results are not appre-
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ciable enough to routinely compete with tUCCSD/UCCSD or even tUCCD/UCCD. This is somewhat intuitive, as
the single correction for tpUCCD/pUCCD is constructed from a T2 tensor which only has diagonal elements, placing
severe restrictions on the number of low-order single amplitudes that can be constructed, and subsequently the amount
of extra singles’ correlation that can be recovered.

TABLE I: Percentage of correlation energy recovery from the methods considered in this work. The molecules are at their
equilibrium geometries (Ref. 66).

C2 CO H2O N2 O2

UCCSD 95.62 94.08 99.80 98.63 94.15

UCCD 89.14 92.08 99.32 98.49 93.96

UCCD[4S] 94.34 96.63 99.69 98.64 94.19

UCCD[6S] 95.85 102.4 99.75 98.69 94.28

pUCCD 58.65 46.77 50.58 43.53 75.56

pUCCD[4S] 60.65 48.09 50.70 43.56 75.66

pUCCD[6S] 60.66 48.70 50.70 43.55 75.61

tUCCSD 95.92 94.34 99.80 98.63 94.16

tUCCD 89.14 92.08 99.32 98.49 93.97

tUCCD[4S] 94.40 96.67 99.69 98.64 94.21

tUCCD[6S] 95.98 102.5 99.75 98.70 94.32

tpUCCD 53.70 46.17 50.58 50.31 75.56

tpUCCD[4S] 55.68 47.45 50.70 50.34 75.66

tpUCCD[6S] 55.69 48.03 50.7 50.32 75.61

CCD 87.10 91.53 99.26 97.33 93.07

CCSD 93.98 94.10 99.76 97.49 93.30

TABLE II: Percentage of correlation energy recovery from the methods considered in this work. The molecules are at the
geometries presented in the caption of Figure 3. The two different configurations of the H2O molecule refer to a single (s) and
a double (d) stretching.

C2 CO N2 O2 H2O(s) H2O(d)

UCCSD 99.89 74.01 99.23 99.55 99.95 99.68

UCCD 99.31 50.76 98.93 99.12 99.18 98.03

UCCD[4S] 99.71 69.52 99.16 99.41 99.78 99.69

UCCD[6S] 99.68 82.32 99.18 99.36 99.81 99.15

pUCCD 81.79 23.81 82.02 91.69 92.95 57.80

pUCCD[4S] 82.51 24.49 82.32 92.18 94.48 58.58

pUCCD[6S] 82.34 24.28 82.16 92.05 94.53 58.17

tUCCSD 99.90 86.55 99.15 99.55 99.96 99.71

tUCCD 99.31 50.78 98.85 99.12 99.18 98.03

tUCCD[4S] 99.68 70.43 99.07 99.38 99.80 99.65

tUCCD[6S] 99.61 84.20 99.07 99.28 99.84 98.94

tpUCCD 81.79 22.93 81.48 91.69 92.95 57.79

tpUCCD[4S] 82.51 23.45 81.78 92.18 94.48 58.56

tpUCCD[6S] 82.34 23.31 81.62 92.03 94.53 58.16

CCD 98.79 49.94 104.2 99.56 99.05 101.2

CCSD 99.36 81.08 104.5 100.0 99.81 103.7
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D. Potential energy curves

Breaking chemical bonds inherently involves correlations of different “types”, particularly when the single-reference
determinant no longer has sizable overlap with the exact wavefunction. As higher excitation manifolds are included
in the CC ansatz, it eventually blurs the line dividing these disparate types of correlations until we systematically
recover the FCI limit. With this in mind, in comparing the results directly to FCI we are unable to disregard higher-
excitations effects, which can be sizable. At the same time, even though intuitively one may assume the inclusion
of infinite-order singles should be the target, the MBPT series is not monotonic and the trend in error cancellation
may not be easily predictable. This is in line with the conclusions drawn in Subsection C 1. To better understand
the strengths and weaknesses of our proposed singles’ corrections, we study the potential energy curves (PEC) of
LiF and linear H8. These systems were chosen as representatives of different “types” of correlation, since we are
breaking a single and resonant quadruple bond, respectively. For these examples, it continues to be the case that
tUCCSD/UCCSD results represent improvements over baseline tUCCD/UCCD.

The dissociation of LiF is shown in Figure 4, where it is clear that adding singles’ energy corrections to
tUCCD/UCCD offer tangible benefits. Judging from the magnitude of the deviation from FCI alone, we see that both
[4S] and [6S] corrections outperform the inclusion of infinite-order singles up to ≈2.2 Å. Additionally, in this range
of distances, while [6S] shows smaller errors, [4S] tends to keep the total energy above FCI for longer bond lengths,
which is also observed for the other two molecules discussed later on. Beyond this point, UCCSD and its Trotterized
variant overcome [4S], with this only happening for [6S] in the vicinity of 3Å. That is, in the range of ≈2.2-3.0Å it
turns out the tUCCD[6S]/UCCD[6S] has the best performance. Beyond 3.0Å both of [4S] and [6S] energy corrections
to tUCCD/UCCD lead to underestimation of the FCI energy, a signature of perturbative corrections.
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FIG. 4: A comparison of UCC methods for the dissociation of LiF with the UCCD ansatz (left) and Trotterized UCCD ansatz
(right).

The symmetric dissociation of linear H8 is a pathological example where traditional, projective CC theory dramat-
ically fails. In such cases of “strong” correlation, the variational properties of UCC are expected to pay dividends.
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We find marginal improvement for this example in moving from tUCCD/UCCD to tUCCSD/UCCSD. Again, we note
that over the range of the PEC both [4S] and [6S] corrections to tUCCD/UCCD show better agreement with FCI at
least until 2.5 Å. At this point, both methods begin to underestimate FCI, at the largest bond distance - 3.0 Å- the
overall errors between UCCSD and UCCD[4S] are comparable. In this case, it is curious that the Trotterized methods
are in overall better agreement with FCI than the standard CC ansatz alternatives.
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FIG. 5: A comparison of UCC methods for the symmetric dissociation of H8 with the UCCD ansatz (left) and Trotterized
UCCD ansatz (right).

E. Conclusion

Electronic structure methods that can efficiently describe a multitude of electron correlation “types” represent a
“holy grail” of quantum chemistry. For situations where the correlations are considered strong, methods based on
single-reference coupled cluster theory require inclusion of higher-rank cluster operators to compensate which has the
unfortunate side-effect of significantly increasing calculation cost. Thus, a balance between method robustness and
expense must be struck. Although single-reference UCC theory is supported by a variational bound to the exact
answer, which endows it with benefits not found in traditional CC theory, UCC calculations continue to be expensive
to perform at scale on either classical or quantum computers. To this end, the current work seeks to retroactively
correct the cheapest UCC method - UCCD - for missed singles excitations. Following the tone set in our previous
work (Ref. 56) and envisioning its usage in the context of small and noisy quantum hardware, our proposed solution
points to yet another independent and complementary way to manage calculation expense by appropriately leveraging
quantum and classic hardware.

The current analysis seems to indicate that there is little downside to adding perturbative corrections to either
tUCCD or UCCD. In fact, it is shown in several of the examples provided that perturbative singles corrections to
tUCCD/UCCD are actually closer to FCI than the infinite-order tUCCSD/UCCSD methods. Similarly, perturbatively
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correcting for singles using amplitudes from the electron-pair restricted ansätze consistently improve the underlying
results. However, the resulting correction is mostly quantitatively inconsequential in the energy scale of the observed
error, and the corresponding singles corrected tpUCCD/pUCCD methods still remain far from the FCI energy.

As with all perturbative techniques, it is not always clear when such methods will meet certain expectations
in quantum chemistry nor is it always apparent which particular flavor of correction will lead to the best answer
for a particular problem. Although traditional, low-rank CC techniques using MBPT-based energy corrections to
accommodate higher-rank operators will struggle in pathological situations, like the symmetric dissociation of linear
H8, we find that the energy corrections using tUCCD/UCCD amplitudes are far more robust than our intuition might
otherwise dictate, and the current results are encouraging for “real” molecules. Future investigations considering the
extent to which these results follow from the use of a minimal basis set are clearly warranted. While such post hoc
corrections forgo a variational upper bound to the FCI, this work suggests that this might be a worthwhile sacrifice
to extract better agreement - at least for a portion of the PEC. At extreme bond distances, these corrections begin
to underestimate the FCI although with absolute errors that at least improve upon baseline tUCCD/UCCD. Here
again, it would be prudent to see what effect - if any - basis set size has on these trends. Thus, future work will also
focus on extending the reach of simulators with the goal of enabling calculations with larger basis sets.
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35 A. Nowak, Ö. Legeza, and K. Boguslawski, The Journal of Chemical Physics 154 (2021).
36 T. Stein, T. M. Henderson, and G. E. Scuseria, The Journal of Chemical Physics 140 (2014).
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