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Electronic structure calculations of atoms and molecules are considered to be a promising application for quantum
computers. Two key algorithms, the quantum phase estimation (QPE) and the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE),
have been extensively studied. The condition that the energy of a dimer consisting of two monomers separated by a large
distance should be equal to twice the energy of a monomer, known as size consistency, is essential in quantum chemical
calculations. Recently, we reported that the size consistency condition can be violated by Trotterization in the unitary
coupled cluster singles and doubles (UCCSD) ansatz in VQE when employing molecular orbitals delocalized to the
dimer (K. Sugisaki et al., J. Comput. Chem., published online; DOI:10.1002/jcc.27438)). It is well known that the full
configuration interaction (full-CI) energy is invariant to arbitrary rotations of molecular orbitals, and therefore the QPE-
based full-CI should theoretically satisfy the size consistency. However, Trotterization of the time evolution operator
can break the size consistency conditions. In this work, we investigated whether size consistency can be maintained with
Trotterization of the time evolution operator in QPE-based full-CI calculations. Our numerical simulations revealed that
size consistency in QPE-based full-CI is not automatically violated by using molecular orbitals delocalized to the dimer,
but employing an appropriate Trotter decomposition condition is crucial to maintain size consistency. We also report

on the acceleration of QPE simulations through the sequential addition of ancillary qubits.

I. INTRODUCTION

Solving the Schrodinger equation for atoms and molecules
as accurately as possible is a fundamental goal of quan-
tum chemistry. The full configuration interaction (full-CI)
method provides the best variational wave functions and en-
ergies within the Hilbert space spanned by the chosen basis
set. However, the computational cost of the full-CI method
grows exponentially with the number of basis functions and
electrons, making it impractical except for small molecules
with simple basis sets. The method of solving the full-CI
on a quantum computer using the quantum phase estima-
tion (QPE) algorithm was proposed in 20051 Since then, a
number of theoretical studies on QPE-based quantum chemi-
cal calculations?* and extensions of the QPE algorithm!418
have been reported. Experimentally, iterative QPE-based full-
CI/STO-3G calculations of the H, molecule were reported in
2010 with photonic™® and NMR?Y quantum processors, using
one qubit for wave function encoding. The same system was
investigated with two qubits for wave function storage with
superconducting qubits in 20162, and on an ion-trap quan-
tum processor in conjunction with a Bayesian QPE framework
with quantum error detection ' The experimental demonstra-
tion of the full-CI/STO-3G of the HeH™ molecule was also
reported using the NV center of the diamond system?® Re-
cently, statistical QPE with up to six-qubit Hamiltonian on a
superconducting quantum processor was reported.24

In 2014, the quantum-—classical hybrid approach known as

a variational quantum eigensolver (VQE) was proposed for
quantum chemical calculations using noisy intermediate-scale
quantum devices>>2% In VQE, an approximate wave function
is generated on a quantum computer using a parameterized
quantum circuit defined by an “ansatz”, and the energy expec-
tation value is computed by statistically sampling the mea-
surement results of the quantum circuit The unitary coupled
cluster (UCC) ansatz*” is often used as a physically motivated
ansatz, and is defined as

[Puce) = e 7T W), (1)

where |WPyg) is the Hartree—Fock (HF) wave function, and T
and T are the excitation and de-excitation operators, respec-
tively, applied to the HF wave function. The UCC ansatz,
when considering single and double excitation operators as 7,
is known as the UCCSD ansatz and typically provides accu-
rate correlation energies for closed shell molecules.

In quantum chemical calculations, the energy of a dimer
consisting of two monomers separated by a large distance
should be twice the energy of a monomer. This condition,
known as size consistency,? is crucial, especially in the cal-
culation of large molecules. Truncated configuration inter-
action expansions, such as CISD and CISDT, do not satisfy
the size consistency, while truncated coupled cluster meth-
ods like CCSD and CCSDT do. The UCCSD ansatz, used
in the VQE framework, is based on the cluster expansion and
it generally assumed to be size consistent. However, in VQE,
the UCCSD ansatz is usually implemented using the Trotter
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decomposition to construct the parameterized quantum cir-
cuit. Recently, we have numerically demonstrated that the
Trotterized UCCSD ansatz does not automatically satisfy the
size consistency condition* Size consistency of the UCCSD
ansatz can be maintained when molecular orbitals localized
to each monomer are used, but it can be broken when molec-
ular orbitals delocalized over the dimer are employed in the
UCCSD ansatz.

Since QPE-based full-CI is often implemented using the
Trotter decomposition of the time evolution operator, it is im-
portant to verify whether QPE-based full-CI with Trotter de-
composition automatically satisfies the size consistency con-
dition. While it is known that full-CI energy is invariant with
respect to the choice of reference molecular orbitals, it is un-
clear how the robustness of QPE-based full-CI energy is af-
fected by Trotter errors based on the choice of molecular or-
bitals. It is important to note that Trotter decomposition im-
pacts size consistency differently in VQE-UCCSD and QPE.
In VQE-UCCSD, the total energy is calculated as the expecta-
tion value of the Hamiltonian, and the contamination of wave
function from other electronic states due to Trotter decompo-
sition affects size consistency. In contrast, QPE calculates the
total energy based on the phase shift induced by time evolu-
tion. In this case, changes in the amount of phase shift due to
Trotter error can lead to a breakdown in size consistency.

In this work, we performed numerical quantum circuit sim-
ulations of QPE-based full-CI using both localized and delo-
calized molecular orbitals with various Trotter decomposition
conditions, focusing on the size consistency condition. The
paper is organized as follows: Section II introduces the QPE-
based full-CI method. Section III describes the target molecu-
lar systems in this work and outlines the numerical simulation
conditions. We also discuss accelerating the numerical sim-
ulation of the QPE quantum circuit based on the sequential
addition of ancillary qubits. Section IV presents the results of
the numerical simulations. A summary of this work is given
in Section V.

Il. THEORY

The QPE is a quantum algorithm designed to find the eigen-
values and corresponding eigenvectors of a unitary matrix U
in polynomial time*Y!' In quantum chemical calculations,
the QPE is performed using the time evolution operator as the
unitary operator,

U=e M, )

The Born-Oppenheimer approximation®- is usually adopted,
and the electronic Hamiltonian is used as H. In the second
quantized formula, the electronic Hamiltonian H is expressed
as

1

H= thqa;aq + 3 Z gpqma;a;asar. 3)
pq pars

Here, hp, and gp,s are the one- and two-electron integrals,

respectively, and the indices p, g, r, and s run over spin orbitals

in the active space.
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FIG. 1. The quantum circuit of the textbook implementation of
QPE. x1,x;,- -+ ,xy represent the measurement outcomes of ancillary
qubits.

The textbook implementation of the quantum circuit for
QPE?¥ is shown in FIG. [1} This quantum circuit contains L
qubits for wave function storage and N ancillary qubits for
eigenphase readout. The QPE-based full-CI consists of five
steps: (1) preparation of the approximate wave function of
the target electronic state using a Prep circuit, (2) generation
of quantum superposition states using Hadamard (H) gates,
(3) controlled-time evolution operation, (4) inverse quantum
Fourier transform, and (5) measurement of ancillary qubits.
The bit string obtained from the measurement in step (5) cor-
responds to the fractional binary representation of the eigen-
phase ¢ = 0.x1xp---xy in

e*th|\P> — e*iEt|\P> — el‘27[(])|\1_[>7 (4)

which corresponds to one of the eigenstates. The probabil-
ity of obtaining a particular eigenvalue is proportional to the
overlap between the input and full-CI wave functions.

In the quantum circuit implementation, the second quan-
tized Hamiltonian in eq. (3) is transformed into a qubit Hamil-
tonian H,

J
Hq: Z’IWJ'PJ', (5)
/:

using the fermion—qubit transformation techniques such as
the Jordan—Wigner transformation (JWT)** and the Bravyi—
Kitaev transformation (BKT)*. Here, P; represents a tensor
product of Pauli operators, known as Pauli strings, J is the
number of Pauli strings, and w; is the coefficient computed
from hp, and g,qrs. The time evolution operator in eq. @I) is
then implemented using the Trotter decomposition. The first-
order and second-order Trotter decompositions are given by

. . M
e—lHqt — [H‘;:]e_leeft/M} (6)
and
iH, J iw Pjt/2M 1 w P2\ | M
eil ol = |:(Hj:1efle ]T/ ) (Hj=‘]eilw] ]t/ )i| ) (7)
respectively. Here, M is the number of Trotter slices. Besides
the Trotter decomposition-based implementation, approaches

based on the truncated Taylor series*®>” and qubitization®®
have also been proposed. The technique based on qubitization
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FIG. 2. Schematic illustrations of the molecular orbitals for the 4H
and 8H clusters. The intermonomer spacing is reduced for clarity.
The lowest two and four orbitals for the monomer and the dimers,

respectively, are doubly occupied in the HF wave function.

shows better computational cost scaling compared to Trotter-
ization, but it requires additional ancillary qubits>? In this
work, we focus on the Trotter decomposition-based approach.

It is well known that the full-CI energy is invariant under
arbitrary unitary rotations of the molecular orbitals. For con-
venience, we focus on the HF canonical molecular orbitals
(CMO) and the localized molecular orbitals (LMO) as the two
reference orbitals. By defining a unitary matrix V that trans-
forms the two different orbitals, the Hamiltonian matrices in
the LMO and CMO bases are written as

Hiyo = V' HemoV. )
Similarly, the time evolution operators can be expressed as
Urmo = V' UcmoV. ©)

However, in the full-CI calculations using QPE with Trot-
ter decomposition, the Trotterized time evolution operator
Ut does not necessarily satisfy the equality in eq. ;

ULNG™ # VI UGSV, (10)

because the order of the Pauli strings in the Trotterized time
evolution operator can depend on the molecular orbitals. We
expect that the Pauli strings must be ordered appropriately so
that the Trotter error affects both the monomer and the dimer
in the same way to satisfy the size consistency condition.

Ill. COMPUTATIONAL CONDITIONS

In this work we mainly focus on a tetrahydrogen (4H) clus-
ter in a square geometry with R(H-H) = 1.0583 A (2.0 Bohr)
as the monomer, which is well known as a strongly corre-
lated system” The octahydrogen (8H) cluster, representing

the dimer, is constructed by placing two 4H clusters to form a
cuboid, with an intermonomer distance of 100 A. This system
is also used in our previous work >’ We employed the STO-
3G basis set, and the active space includes all the molecular
orbitals. The size of the active space is (4e, 40) and (8e, 80)
for 4H and 8H clusters, respectively. Here, (ke, [0) indicates
that the active space contains k electrons and / molecular or-
bitals.

In the present study, we used two different sets of molecu-
lar orbitals for the dimer calculations: the CMOs, delocalized
to the dimer under the Dy;, point group, and the LMOs under
the C,, point group. Schematic illustrations of the CMO and
LMO of 4H and 8H clusters are given in FIG. 2} These molec-
ular orbitals are generated using the GAMESS-US software*!,

Conventional fermion—qubit transformations such as JWT
and BKT require 2/ qubits to encode the wave function. In
this work, we used the symmetry-conserving Bravyi—Kitaev
transformation (SCBKT), 4% which reduces the qubit count by
two by specifying the number of spin-& and spin-f3 electrons.
Thus, the number of qubits for wave function encoding (L in
FIG.[I) is 6 and 14 for 4H and 8H clusters, respectively.

In addition to the 4H/8H clusters, we also studied 2H/4H
clusters to examine the system size dependence, and the acety-
lene (HC=CH) molecule under triple bond dissociation as
the representative system of covalent bond cleavage. For the
2H/4H clusters calculations, the intra- and inter-molecular H—
H distances are set to 1.0583 A and 100 A, respectively. The
STO-3G basis set is used, with the active space being (2e, 20)
and (4e, 40) for the monomer and dimer, respectively. In the
case of acetylene, the monomer is the lowest spin-quartet state
of the C-H fragment, with a bond length set to the experimen-
tal value of acetylene (1.1199 A). Using the STO-3G basis set
and freezing the 1s core orbital of the C atoms, we constructed
(Se, 50) and (10e, 100) active spaces for the monomer and
dimer, respectively.

In the QPE simulations, we set the time length of the time
evolution operator in eq. (2) to r =1.0. We used 10 ancil-
lary qubits to read out the eigenphase for 4H/8H and 2H/4H
clusters, and 8 ancillary qubits for the triple bond dissocia-
tion of acetylene. As input wave functions for the QPE, we
examined both the full-CI and HF wave functions to assess
the state dependence of the Trotter error. For the implementa-
tion of the controlled-time evolution operator, we utilized both
the first-order and second-order Trotter decompositions with
M =1,2,5, and 10. The Trotter error depends on the order
of the Pauli strings. Unless otherwise stated, we employed
magnitude ordering, where the Pauli strings are applied in
descending order of the absolute value of the corresponding
coefficient, |w;|#¥ All simulations were conducted using our
custom Python3 code, developed with the OpenFermion**
Cirq,45 and chuantum46 libraries. For reference, the Trotter-
free time evolution was implemented using the expm function
in the SciPy library 4’

The computational cost of quantum circuit simulations for
QPE-based full-CI is substantial, making acceleration crucial
for studying larger systems. In QPE with N ancillary qubits,
we need to perform the controlled-U operation 2V — 1 times,
which is the most time-consuming process. In this study, we
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FIG. 3. Schematic illustration of the numerical simulations for the QPE-based full-CI with four ancillary qubits. Each step of the numerical

simulation is indicated by a dotted square.
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FIG. 4. Plot of phase value versus measurement probability from the
QPE simulation of 4H/8H clusters using the full-CI wave function as
the input. Magnitude ordering is used for the Trotter decomposition.

reduce the simulation cost by sequentially adding ancillary
qubits one by one. The schematic representation of our QPE
quantum circuit simulation is shown in FIG. 3] In this strat-

egy, the most time-consuming controlled-U? ' is simulated
with L+ 1 qubits in the first step (the leftmost dotted square
in FIG. ). Next, we add an ancillary qubit to simulate the

controlled-U?" " with L+2 qubits in the second step (shown
in the second dotted square from the left in FIG. [3). In this
approach, the simulation time for the second step is approxi-
mately the same as for the first step. This occurs because the
depth of the quantum circuit in the second step is about half
of that in the first step, while the number of qubits increases
by one. The reduction in simulation time due to the decreased
circuit depth is offset by the increased qubit count, leading to
nearly equal simulation times for both steps.The QPE simula-
tions based on the implementation in FIG. [3] resulting in an
exponential speed up of the numerical simulations from naive
implementation in FIG.[T}
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FIG. 5. Plot of phase value versus measurement probability from
the QPE simulation of 4H/8H clusters using the HF wave function as
the input. Magnitude ordering is used for the Trotter decomposition.

IV. RESULTS
A. 4H and 8H clusters

Plots of phase value versus measurement probability from
the QPE-based full-CI of the 4H and 8H clusters, as a func-
tion of the number of Trotter slices M, are shown in FIG.
and [5] using full-CI and HF wave functions, respectively, as
the inputs. For small M, the peak obtained from the Trotter-
ized time evolution operator is shifted from the peak calcu-
lated by the Trotter-free simulations, but it converges to the
Trotter-free result as M increases. Notably, both CMO- and
LMO-based QPE simulations yield peaks at nearly the same
position. The peak height is reduced when using the HF wave
function as the input due to the decreased overlap between the
input and full-CI wave functions, although the peak position
remains consistent between the full-CI and HF inputs. It is
important to note that some peaks exhibit larger variance due
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FIG. 6. Plot of phase value versus measurement probability from

the QPE simulation of 4H/8H clusters with the full-CI wave function
as the input. Lexicographic ordering is used for the Trotter decom-
position.

to the well-known “leakage problem” in the textbook imple-
mentation of QPE28

To assess the impact of operator ordering on the Trotter-
ized time evolution operator, we examined lexicographic or-
dering in the Trotter decomposition. The results are shown in
FIG. @ As anticipated, the trend of the Trotter error varied
with different strategies for operator ordering. In the dimer
CMO calculations using the first-order Trotter decomposition,
the computed peak is already quite close to the Trotter-free
value even for M = 1, likely due to a fortuitous cancellation
of errors (see FIG. [6]c)). However, in the first-order Trotter
simulations for M = 1 in the dimer CMO, an additional small
peak is observed around ¢ = 0.492, despite using the full-CI
wave function as the input. This is because the Trotterized
time evolution operator differs from the original time evolu-
tion operator, and the full-CI wave function is no longer an
eigenfunction of the Trotterized time evolution operator. The
presence of additional peaks indicates a significant deviation
of U™ from U, suggesting that a more refined approach
to Trotter decomposition is necessary. It should be noted that
the peak positions are insensitive to the order of the Trotter
decomposition for monomer and dimer with LMO. However,
this is not always the case. In fact, as we discuss in the follow-
ing subsections, we observed clear differences in size consis-
tency breakdown between first-order and second-order Trotter
decompositions.

The eigenphase value is determined by fitting the measure-
ment probability plot with a Gaussian function. The ratio
of the dimer and monomer eigenenergies, Epimer/EMonomers
is computed and plotted in FIG. |Zka) and (b) for magnitude
and lexicographic orderings, respectively, as a function of
1/M. Ideally, when size consistency is perfectly maintained,
this ratio should be equal to two. However, in our numeri-
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FIG. 7. Ratio of the total energies of the 8H cluster (dimer) to

the 4H cluster (monomer) calculated using (a) magnitude ordering
and (b) lexicographic ordering. The ratio values normalized by the
Trotter-free simulation results are plotted in (c) and (d).

cal simulations, the ratio deviates slightly from two even in
the Trotter-free implementation, likely due to rounding and
leakage errors. To assess the deviation of Epimer/EMonomer
values from Trotter decomposition-based simulation (denoted
as “Trotter” in the superscript) compare to Trotter-free sim-
ulations (denoted as “w/o Trotter” in the superscript), we

Trotter / - Trotter . w/o Trotter ; -w/o Trotter
plOt EDimcr / EMonomer normalized by EDimer / EMonomer

in FIG. [7c) and (d) for magnitude and lexicographic order-
ings, respectively. In this case, using M = 1 for the Trotter
decomposition (where At, the time length of a single Trotter
slice, is 1.0) is insufficient to meet the size consistency con-
dition, irrespective of the operator ordering method and the
molecular orbitals employed for the wave function expansion.
Increasing the number of Trotter slices to M = 2 nearly satis-
fies the size consistency condition, except for the CMO with
first-order Trotter decomposition using lexicographic order-
ing. Even in this case, size consistency condition is systemat-
ically recovered with a higher number of Trotter slices. Our
numerical simulations indicate that size consistency is not in-
herently violated using LMOs for wave function expansion.
However, the convergence behavior towards Trotter-free re-
sults with respect to the number of Trotter slices underscores
the importance of selecting appropriate Trotter decomposition
conditions, such as reference molecular orbitals, the order of
Trotter decomposition, and operator ordering, to ensure size
consistency in QPE-based full-CI calculations.

B. 2H and 4H clusters

Next, we investigate the system size dependency of the
breakdown of size consistency in the QPE with Trotterized
time evolution operators. We performed the QPE simula-
tions using 2H and 4H clusters as a monomer and a dimer,
respectively. The ratio of the total energies of the dimer to the
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monomer, normalized by the Trotter-free simulation results,
is plotted in FIG.[8] Note that the scale of the vertical axis
of FIG. [§]is a half of that of FIG. [7{c) and (d). Although the
deviation from size consistency is smaller in 2H/4H clusters
compared to 4H/8H clusters, lexicographic ordering in con-
junction with CMO is likely to break size consistency when
the number of Trotter slices is small, whereas LMO nearly
maintains size consistency with lexicograhic ordering for M =
1.

C. Triple bond dissociation in acetylene

To examine the size consistency condition under bond
breaking, we conducted QPE simulations of acetylene under-
going triple bond dissociation, using the C=H fragment as the
monomer. The results are summarized in FIG.[9l Due to the
large total energies of the acetylene system, we plotted the ra-
tio of the eigenenergies of the qubit Hamiltonian without con-
stant terms (frozen core energy and the constant term obtained
in the SCBKT). Note that the constant term of the dimer is ex-
actly twice that of the monomer. We observed clear difference
in the behavior of size consistency breakdown between CMO
and LMO. Size consistency is nearly preserved when LMO
is used for wave function expansion, even with lexicographic
ordering and M = 1 in the Trotter decomposition. In contrast,
the CMO-based calculation shows a breakdown in size con-
sistency for small M. It is important to note that size consis-
tency does not always guarantee accurate total energy. Specif-
ically, Enimomer — Enfonst o, and Eploin — IO o val-
ues with lexicographic ordering and M = 1 are calculated as
0.0020 and 0.0040 Hartree, respectively.

D. Comparison between LMO and CMO

As we observed from the numerical simulations, the extent
of size consistency violation is smaller for LMO compared to
CMO. This observation is consistent with expectations from a
chemical perspective.

Consider a dimer composed of spatially well-separated
monomers A and B. In the LMO basis, in the limit of weak
inter-monomer interaction, the Hamiltonian of the dimer,

(a) Magnitude ordering

(b) Lexicographic ordering

1.01 A

< 1.001-

=€)~ 1st order, LMO
~/\- 2nd order, LMO 0.99 4
-5~ 1st order, CMO
—A— 2nd order, CMO

0.98 T T T T T T T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.98

1M 1/M‘
FIG. 9. Ratio of the total energies of the dimer to the monomer

normalized by the Trotter-free simulation results in triple bond dis-
sociation of acetylene. (a) Magnitude ordering. (b) Lexicographic
ordering

H(A + B), can be expressed as a linear combination of
monomer Hamiltonians H(A) and H(B),

H(A+B)=H(A)+H(B) (11
with
[H(A),H(B)] = 0. (12)

Using the commutation relation in eq. (12), the Trotterized
time evolution operator for the dimer can be rewritten as
the product of the Trotterized time evolution operators for
monomers A and B, with the Trotterized terms arranged ac-
cordingly. For instance, in the first-order Trotter decomposi-
tion, we have

o HATB)gt _ |:Hj€—iwj-P_/~t/M} M
— |:Hk€Ae*ikakt/MHleBefinPII/M:| M . (13)

If the orderings of the Pauli strings Pyc4 and Picp in eq. @)
are the same as those in the Trotterized time evolution opera-
tors for monomers A and B, respectively, then size consistency
can be preserved.

In contrast, when CMOs are used for wave function ex-
pansion, decomposing the dimer Hamiltonian H(A + B) into
H(A) and H(B) is not straightforward. Consequently, it is not
possible to rearrange the terms in the Trotterized time evolu-
tion operator for the dimer to express it as a product of the
Trotterized time evolution operators for the monomers.

V. SUMMARY

A recent theoretical study on VQE-UCCSD highlighted
that size consistency can be violated by Trotter decomposi-
tion, when the molecular orbitals delocalized over the dimer
are used.?” In this study, we investigated the impact of Trotter
decomposition of the time evolution operator in QPE-based
full-CI calculations, focusing on the size consistency condi-
tion. Our numerical simulations of the 4H/8H clusters, 2H/4H
clusters, and triple bond dissociation in acetylene, using both



CMOs and LMOs, revealed that the eigenphase values ob-
tained from QPE are less sensitive to the choice of molecular
orbitals when magnitude ordering is employed, and size con-
sistency is nearly maintained when the evolution time length
of a single Trotter slice is set to 0.2 or shorter. In contrast,
with lexicographic ordering, size consistency is not satisfied
when CMO is used in conjunction with small number of Trot-
ter slices. However, size consistency can be systematically
recovered by increasing the number of Trotter slices. The
fact that QPE-based full-CI can satisfy the size consistency
condition under appropriate Trotter decomposition conditions
is promising for quantum chemical calculations on quantum
computers. This becomes particularly relevant as large-scale
quantum chemical calculations that are intractable on classi-
cal computers become feasible. The integration of QPE with
fragmentation-based methods where size consistency is cru-
cial, such as divide-and-conquer (DC) 22 density matrix em-
bedding theory (DMET)" and fragment molecular orbital
(FMO)>Y methods, appears to be a promising direction, which
will be discussed in a forthcoming paper.
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