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We propose and analyze a method for improving quantum chemical energy calculations on a
quantum computer impaired by decoherence and shot noise. The error mitigation approach relies
on the fact that the one- and two-particle reduced density matrices (1- and 2-RDM) of a chemical
system need to obey so-called N-representability constraints. We post-process the result of an RDM
measurement by projecting it into the subspace where certain N-representability conditions are
fulfilled. Furthermore, we utilize that such constraints also hold in the hole and particle-hole sector
and perform projections in these sectors as well. We expand earlier work by conducting a careful
analysis of the method’s performance in the context of quantum computing. Specifically, we consider
typical decoherence channels (dephasing, damping, and depolarizing noise) as well as shot noise due
to a finite number of projective measurements. We provide analytical considerations and examine
numerically three example systems, H2, LiH, and BeH2. From these investigations, we derive our
own practical yet effective method to best employ the various projection options. Our results show
the approach to significantly lower energy errors and measurement variances of (simulated) quantum
computations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, the steadily advancing development of quan-
tum computers has demonstrated more and more the
potential of this emerging technology. Even though we
are still in the era of noisy intermediate scale quantum
(NISQ) devices [1], a number of experiments showed
highly promising results regarding possible advantages of
quantum computing over conventional computing [2–6],
with one of the most promising field of future application
being in the realm of quantum simulations, e.g., of ma-
terials or chemical systems [7, 8], with impressive recent
demonstrations [9–16].

Yet, at the current stage, quantum resources are fairly
limited. Despite tremendous achievements concerning
quantum error correction [17, 18], current qubit systems
are too small for the application of quantum error cor-
rection on a sufficient scale [19–21], leading to erro-
neous results due to decoherence. Furthermore, error-
prone measurements are another source of inaccuracy for
algorithms discussed for NISQ devices; particularly for
variational algorithms [22–25] where a large number of
measurements needs to be taken during the challenging
optimization procedure of the algorithm’s variational pa-
rameters [26–30].

In this work, we present and analyze a method for
improving the accuracy of a quantum chemical simula-
tion on a noisy quantum computer by the means of post-
processing. We are interested in calculations where the
energy of a system in a given state is evaluated via mea-

suring the expectation values 〈c†i cj〉 and 〈c†i c
†
jclck〉, i.e.,

the elements of the one- and two-particle reduced den-

sity matrix (1- and 2-RDM), where c
(†)
i are fermionic
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annihilation (creation) operators of the system in sec-
ond quantization. On a NISQ computer, we will obtain
flawed values for these elements. However, we know that
the 1- and 2-RDM need to satisfy certain conditions and,
hence, could try to mitigate the error by post-processing
the result accordingly, to conform with these constraints.

Specifically, we consider the so-called N-representabili-
ty constraints that the RDMs need to obey [31, 32]. They
originate from the N-representability problem posed
when trying to guarantee a 2-RDM remains derivable
from a valid density matrix of N fermions, while modi-
fying the 2-RDM in a variational approach to minimize
the energy [33, 34]. Using N-representability constraints
to improve on a quantum chemistry calculation (on con-
ventional computers) in a post-processing manner was
previously suggested [35], and also considered in a quan-
tum computing context [36].

In these two references [35, 36], the concept is to pick a
subset of the N-representability constraints and project
an erroneous RDM from a calculation to the (in some
norm) closest matrix that fulfills the selected constraints
to obtain an improved RDM. Furthermore, this projec-
tion is not solely performed for the two-particle RDM

(with elements 〈c†i c
†
jclck〉), but also the two-hole RDM

(〈cicjc†l c
†
k〉), and particle-hole RDM (〈c†i cjc

†
l ck〉).

We expand on this work by providing a more thor-
ough analysis for the application of this concept in en-
ergy calculations using a quantum computer. We inves-
tigate, through analytical consideration and in particu-
lar numerical simulation, how different sources of noise
in a quantum computation affect the measured RDMs;
and how the three options of projecting in the respective
particle, hole, or particle-hole sector, enhance the result.
We consider as test systems three molecules, H2, LiH and
BeH2, and we consider three quantum noise channels, de-
phasing, damping, and depolarization, and furthermore
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shot noise, stemming from performing a limited amount
of measurements to evaluate the expectation values for
the RDM elements. Based on our results, we propose a
practical approach how to utilize having multiple sectors
as options to perform the projection in.

This paper is structured as follows: In Sec. II we
give a short overview on the basic principles of N-
representability as well as present notations that are valid
throughout this work. Sec. III explains how we are sim-
ulating noise via the superoperator formalism and also
shows the operators for the three investigated decoher-
ence types: dephasing, damping and depolarization. Fur-
thermore, we give a brief description how we were sim-
ulating shot noise in combination with decoherence, and
comment on how each type of noise leads to states vi-
olating N-representability. A thorough description of
our simulation and post-processing procedure, followed
by the definitions of the considered metrics is given in
Sec. IV. Finally, Sec. V gives a presentation of the results
of our numerical analysis, before we conclude in Sec. VI.

II. QUANTUM CHEMISTRY AND
N-REPRESENTABILITY

The aim of this work is, by the means of post-
processing, to improve the accuracy of ground state en-
ergy calculations for molecular systems performed on a
noisy intermediate scale quantum (NISQ) computer. We
consider systems described by a spin-separated molecular
Hamiltonian

H = const. +
∑
ij

hijc
†
i cj +

∑
ijkl

Vijklc
†
i c
†
jclck, (1)

where const. collects all non-electron effects such as the
interaction between the nuclei, c(†) denotes the creation
(annihilation) operators of the spin orbitals, and with the
one- and two-electron tensors hij and Vijkl:

hij =

∫
drφ∗i (r)

(
−∇

2

2m
+
∑
I

ZI

|r −RI |

)
φj(r), (2a)

Vijkl =

∫
drdr′

φ∗i (r)φ∗j (r′)φk(r′)φl(r)

|r − r′|
. (2b)

Here, hij contains all one-electron effects such as the ki-
netic energy and the Coulomb interaction between the
electron and the nuclei, where φ(r) denotes the spatial
basis function. The two-electron integral Vijkl describes
the Coulomb interaction between an electron located at
position r and an electron located at r′.

The energy of a state |ψ〉 with respect to this system
is given by the expectation value of the Hamiltonian (1),

E = 〈H〉 = const. +
∑
ij

hij 〈c†i cj〉+
∑
ijkl

Vijkl 〈c†i c
†
jclck〉

= const.+
∑
ij

h1
ijD

i
j +

∑
ijkl

V 2
ijklD

ij
kl,

(3)

where we introduced 〈·〉 = 〈ψ| · |ψ〉 as shorthand nota-
tion, and the one-particle and two-particle reduced den-
sity matrices (1-RDM and 2-RDM):

1Di
j = 〈c†i cj〉 = 〈ψ| c†i cj |ψ〉 , (4a)

2Dij
kl = 〈c†i c

†
jclck〉 = 〈ψ| c†i c

†
jclck |ψ〉 . (4b)

When calculating the energy of a state on a quan-
tum computer, one would map the fermionic operators
onto qubits, e.g., using the Jordan-Wigner transforma-
tion, and measure the elements of the RDM. However,
with a NISQ device in particular and finite computa-
tional resources one will obtain an erroneous result due
to decoherence and shot noise (more on our considered
noise types and their respective descriptions in Sec. III).
In this work we analyze how we can reduce the error
by post-processing the result where we utilize knowledge
about certain constraints that the 1- and 2-RDM need
to fulfill. Specifically, we utilize the fact that an RDM
needs to obey the so-called N-representability conditions
if it is derived from a proper state of N fermions [31].
There is a variety of these conditions, especially when
specifying particle and orbital numbers [32, 37, 38]; but
in this work we focus on just a few constraints which gen-
erally hold for any fermionic systems with a well defined
particle number (note that this is the case in chemical
electronic structure problems):

1. Hermiticity – It is easy to see from Eqs. (4a)
and (4b) that the 1- and 2-RDM are Hermitian,
meaning that:

1Di
j = (1Dj

i )∗, (5a)

2Dij
kl = (2Dkl

ij )∗. (5b)

2. Antisymmetry – Making use of fermionic anti-
commutation relations, we can rewrite the elements
of the 2-RDM:

2D
ij
kl = −2D

ji
kl = −2D

ij
lk = 2D

ji
lk. (6)

3. Positive semidefiniteness – The 1- and 2-RDM
has to be positive semidefinite, meaning that all
eigenvalues of the matrices have to be non-negative.

4. Trace integrity – From their definition one can
derive that for a state with a well defined particle
number N the traces of the 1- and 2-RDM are given
by: ∑

i

1Di
i = N, (7a)∑

ij

2Dij
ij = N(N − 1). (7b)

5. Contractibility – Related to the trace relation,
for an N particle state, one can find the 1-RDM
elements by contraction of the 2-RDM:

1Di
j =

1

N − 1

∑
k

2D
ik
jk, (8)
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One should mention – because we will exploit this later
– that these conditions not only hold for the one- and
two-particle RDMs; similarly they also hold for the 1-
and 2-hole, as well as the particle-hole RDMs:

1Qi
j = 〈ψ| cic†j |ψ〉 , (9a)

2Qij
kl = 〈ψ| cicjc†l c

†
k |ψ〉 , (9b)

2Gij
kl = 〈ψ| c†i cjc

†
l ck |ψ〉 . (9c)

One can obtain these from the one- and two-particle
RDMs using the following identities:

1Qj
i = δij −1 Di

j , (10a)

2Qlk
ji = 2D

ij
kl − δjl1Di

k + δil
1D

j
k

+ δjk
1D

i
l − δik1Dj

l + δjlδik − δilδjk,
(10b)

2Gil
kj = δjl

1D
i
k − 2D

ij
kl. (10c)

N-representability constraints were long utilized to im-
prove quantum chemical calculations. In fact, they stem
from the N-representability problem posed when trying
to guarantee a 2-RDM can be represented by, i.e., de-
rived from, a proper state of N fermions, while modi-
fying the 2-RDM in a variational approach to minimize
the energy [33, 34]. It was also proposed to look not just
at the particle, but also the hole and particle-hole sec-
tors to improve numerical methods [35]. Furthermore,
the constraints were applied in the context of quantum
computing to improve measurement results of RDM ele-
ments [36], by projecting measured RDMs into the sub-
space where specific N-representability constraints were
fulfilled.

We expand on this work, focusing on a quantum com-
puting application, providing a practical method that ex-
ploits N-representability conditions in the particle, hole,
and particle-hole sector. We derive our approach from
performing a thorough analysis how individual noise
types affect the performance of our method. To this end,
we continue in the next section to explain which kinds of
noise we consider, how we describe them, and how the in-
dividual N-representability constraints above are affected
though them.

III. NOISE

In this work we consider three different types of deco-
herence noise, namely damping, depolarization and de-
phasing. To include stochastic effects, we will also in-
vestigate shot noise. In this section we will discuss the
superoperator formalism which we utilize, as well as the
single noise types and present how the individual noise
types influence the N-representability conditions listed
above.

A. Decoherence

To describe the effect of decoherence noise we make
use of the superoperator formalism after vectorizing the
density matrix [39, 40]. For each noise type there exists a
corresponding superoperator, which will be defined in the
following. Assuming a general one qubit density matrix,
we can transform it to a vectorized form

ρ1 =

(
ρ00 ρ01

ρ10 ρ11

)
→ ~ρ1 =

ρ00

ρ10

ρ01

ρ11

 . (11)

As a next step, we apply the one-qubit superoperator L
to the vectorized density matrix,

L~ρ1 =

1 0 0 0
0 1− 2p 0 0
0 0 1− 2p 0
0 0 0 1


ρ00

ρ10

ρ01

ρ11

 =

 ρ00

(1− 2p)ρ10

(1− 2p)ρ01

ρ11

,
(12)

where here we used the dephasing superoperator as an
example, with dephasing probability p = 1

2

(
1− e−2Γt

)
,

where Γ denotes the dephasing rate and t the time the
noise acted on the system. Transforming Eq. (12) back
to matrix form yields(

ρ00 (1− 2p)ρ01

(1− 2p)ρ10 ρ11

)
. (13)

The superoperator formalism can be extended to mul-
tiple qubits. Here, one vectorizes the multi-qubit density
matrix and expands the superoperator such that it acts
on the subspace of the respective qubit. Throughout this
work, we assume that each noise type affects all qubits
equally. Hence, we sequentially apply the superoperators
acting each individual qubits, with equal noise rates for
all qubits.
Dephasing was just used as an example with the su-

peroperator given in Eq. (12). Dephasing can be under-
stood as random phase errors, i.e., Pauli Z applications
on qubits with a certain rate. Averaging over many ran-
dom instances yields an density matrix equivalent to us-
ing the superoperator formalism.

The effect of damping noise can be seen as a deexcita-
tion of a qubit with a certain probability, i.e., the qubit
– initially being in the excited state |1〉 – decays after
a certain amount of time to the ground state |0〉. The
superoperator for the damping channel is given as:

L =

1 0 0 p
0
√

1− p 0 0
0 0

√
1− p 0

0 0 0 1− p

 , (14)

with probability p being defined as p = 1 − e−Γt. Here,
Γ denotes the damping rate.
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Depolarization can be seen as bit and phase flip errors
acting on the qubits. The superoperator representation
of this noise gate is defined as:

L =


1− 2

3p 0 0 2
3p

0 1− 4
3p 0 0

0 0 1− 4
3p 0

2
3p 0 0 1− 2

3p

 , (15)

with the depolarizing probability p = 3
4

(
1− e−Γt

)
, and

the depolarizing rate Γ.
Note, that our numerical simulations in the following

we set the evolution time to t = 1 and scale the rates Γ
accordingly in dimensionless units.

B. Shot noise

Performing computations on a real quantum device
requires multiple projective measurements of qubits in
the computational basis in order to extract operator ex-
pectation values. In this work we faithfully simulated
this measurement process to obtain the expectation val-
ues influenced by shot noise using our software package
qoqo [41].

The software does this by grouping the operators
(Pauli products) to be measured into sets that can be
measured simultaneously. For each set, the quantum cir-
cuit is extended by the respective single-qubit rotations
such that the Pauli products can be measured in the com-
putational basis. Each extended circuit is then simulated
and the resulting final state vectors are obtained. From
there, for each measurement shot a bit string is drawn
from a probability distribution based on the prefactors
of the according final state vector in the computational
basis. This bit string is then used to calculate the sim-
ulated result of a projective measurement of a certain
Pauli string.

We performed M = 1000 measurement shots for ev-
ery Pauli string that we evaluate and took the average
of these to calculate the expectation value of the Hamil-
tonian for a specific system and geometry. We are in-
terested in statistical effects as well, hence, we repeated
these steps R = 100 times. Therefore, we find 100 dif-
ferent expectation values for all geometries and thus can
determine the measurement variance for a measurement
protocol relying on M shots per operator.

C. Influence of noise on N-representability

Now we will discuss how the presented types of noise
affect the validity of the five N-representability constrains
listed in Sec. II. First, we examine the quantum decoher-
ence channels, i.e., dephasing, damping, and depolariza-
tion:

The effect of these channels will depend on how we
encode the fermionic problem into qubits. In this doc-
ument, we rely on the Jordan-Wigner transformation,

where we write:

ck = Z0 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Zk−1 ⊗ σ+
k , σ+

k =
1

2
(Xk + iYk) ,

(16a)

c†k = Z0 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Zk−1 ⊗ σ−k , σ−k =
1

2
(Xk − iYk) .

(16b)

In these equations, Xk, Yk, and Zk are the Pauli matrices
of qubit k.

The first two listed N-representability conditions, her-
miticity and antisymmetry, are not affected by any quan-
tum channel. The application still results in a physi-
cal state and therefore the measurement of the fermionic
operators will always reveal these fundamental proper-
ties. This also means that this is independent of the en-
coding, as long as the resulting fermionic operators are
valid. Likewise the condition of positive semidefiniteness
remains intact, since the regarded quantum noise chan-
nels are completely positive maps [42].

The final two listed constraints, the trace and contrac-
tion relations, on the other hand both rely on the particle
number N staying constant. In the Jordan-Wigner en-
coding the particle number N is dependent on a sum of
Pauli Z matrices, since from Eqs. (16a) and (16b) it fol-

lows that c†kck = 1
2 (1−Zk). Dephasing noise, which – as

explained in above in Sec. III A – is essentially random
Zk errors, therefore commutes with the particle number,
i.e., [Zk, N ] = 0 for all k. Hence, using the Jordan-
Wigner transformation, none of the N-representability
constraints that we consider in this paper are violated by
dephasing noise. For this reason, in our numerical anal-
ysis that follows in Sec. V, we do not study dephasing.
Note again, that this is due to our choice of encoding, us-
ing instead other fermion to qubit mappings like, e.g., the
Bravyi-Kitaev transformation [43], the situation would
be different. Staying with the Jordan-Wigner encoding,
the case is also different for damping and depolarizing
noise, since here, e.g., Pauli X errors may occur, and
[Xk, N ] 6= 0, meaning the last two constraints can in fact
be violated. Consequently, these decoherence channels
will be investigated in our numerics.

For shot noise the case is simple: It is completely sta-
tistical in its nature and may violate any of the five N-
representability constrains mentioned above.

In the following, not all of the five constraints will be
dealt with by post-processing. Hermiticity and antisym-
metry will be guaranteed by construction – we will sim-
ulate measuring only the minimal necessary amount of
RDM elements and calculate the rest using the according
hermiticity and antisymmetry relations in Eq. (5a), (5b),
and (6). Positive semidefiniteness and the corrected trace
will be attempted to enforce in a post-processing manner
as explained in the subsequent Sec. IV. Obtaining 1D via
the contraction in Eq. (8) is also nontrivial if the 2D mea-
surement is impaired by noise. In order to perform the
energy calculation according to Eq. (3), or perform the
transformations to the two-hole or particle hole sector as
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in Eq. (10a), (10b), and (10c), without needing to first
correct 2D, we simply simulate the measurement of 1D
additionally to the 2RDM; which is an insignificant over-
head as the 2RDM contains quadratically more elements
as the 1RDM.

IV. PROCEDURE

In this section we explain how we calculated the data
used to produce the plots and results presented in the
following Sec. V. There, we have chosen to analyze three
molecules as example systems, namely H2, LiH and BeH2.
The first step was to derive the molecular Hamilto-
nian (1), where we represented H2 in the STO-3G ba-
sis, and LiH as well as BeH2 in the MinAO basis. Full
configuration interaction (FCI) – which is equivalent to
exact diagonalization – runs have been performed for all
three systems, yielding our reference ground state |ψFCI〉
and its respective energy EFCI for each system. Having
obtained the state, using the equations given in Sec. II
gives access to the respective RDMs 1DFCI and 2DFCI.

Next we simulate decoherence, where we apply either
damping, depolarizing, or dephasing noise to the ref-
erence state through the superoperator formalism de-
scribed above in Sec. III (each with a rate Γ = 10−2,
relative to an evolution time t = 1). Note again, that
we use the Jordan-Wigner transformation to translate
the fermionic operators to Pauli operators, which also
defines the representation of the state and how the re-
spective noise types affect it. This process yields a new
state |ψ〉 which mimics the result of a ground state calcu-
lation, for each of the example molecules, on a quantum
computer, under the influence of decoherence. With this
state one can then derive the RDMs 1DQC and 2DQC ,
as well as the respective energy EQC, where the index
indicates that this a simulated quantum computation.

Now we tried improving on the energy result by pro-
jecting the RDMs to the closest RDM that fulfills the
N-representability constraints listed in Sec. II. We guar-
antee that hermiticity and antisymmetry properties are
valid by constructing the RDMs from measuring as little
as necessary of the matrix elements and calculating the
rest of the matrix via the respective relations. Note that
hermiticity and antisymmetry are not violated by apply-
ing decoherence channels, but this step will be important
when we will consider shot noise below.

We have three options for projecting, fixing the two-
particle RDMs, the two-hole RDMs, or the particle-
hole RDM; these options we call D-projection, Q-pro-
jection, and G-projection, respectively. To perform a D-
projection, we take the measured particle 1-RDM (1DQC)
and the two-particle 2-RDM (2DQC) and perform a fixed
trace and positivity projection to both RDMs, which fol-
lows the algorithm from Ref. [36] and is available as a
function in the open source software OpenFermion [44].
This function enforces the matrices to have a fixed trace
– which in this case is related to the particle number as

given by Eqs. (7a) and (7b) – and to be positive semi-
definite. For the Q-projection, we use 1DQC and 2DQC

together with Eqs. (10a) and (10b) to obtain 1QQC and
2QQC. These are then projected with the same func-
tion as in the case of the D-projection (fixing the num-
ber of holes instead of the number of particles). After
the projection we transform back to the two-particle sec-
tor to evaluate the energy using Eq. (3). Similarly, we
proceeded for the G-projection, transforming from the
two-particle to the particle-hole sector using Eq. (10c),
performing the projection, and then transforming back.

The same procedure is done again for simulations
where we assume on top of decoherence also a finite
amount of projective measurements, i.e., where the re-
sults are affected by shot noise (see Sec. III B).

Note again, that we measured 1DQC additionally to
2DQC (which is a negligible overhead). Since the contrac-
tion from the 2-RDM to the 1-RDM following Eq. (8) is
violated under the presence of noise, we use the measured
1D elements to evaluate the energy EQC, and perform
the transformation to the hole and particle-hole sectors
according to Eq. (10a), (10b), and (10c) to utilize the
Q- and G-projections. For the raw measurement, this
yielded lower energy results than using a faulty contrac-
tion. Furthermore, we observed that we could achieve
lower energies for the individual Q- and G-projections;
this is in comparison to using faulty transformations,
and, in particular, also compared to otherwise needing
to perform a D-projection first in order to allow for a
reasonable contraction (which would be necessary for the
transformations).

We evaluated in the case where we did not include
shot noise the energy difference ∆E between the energy
E, either of the raw measurement or after post-processing
by on of the individual projections, versus the FCI energy
for each geometry,

∆E = E − EFCI. (17)

Furthermore, we investigated how close this procedure
brings us to the FCI 2-RDM by looking at the fidelity:

F(2D, 2DFCI) =

(
Tr

√√
2D2DFCI

√
2D

)2

, (18)

where 2D describes the measured or once projected 2-
RDM. Note, that the square roots are well defined as we
are dealing only with positive semidefinite matrices in
this case.

Including shot noise, we utilize the following paradigm:
We envision an experiment, where we assume resources to
perform a total of M = 1000 measurement shots for every
operator to measure; that is also for every data point in
the plots in the following Sec. V. In order to analyze
the statistics of performing such experiments, we repeat
the same process R = 100 times. For each data point, we
therefore obtain 100 different values Ei with i ∈ {1, ..., R},
where each Ei itself is the result of averaging over 1000
shots (hence, for every point a total of R ·M = 105 shots
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are simulated). Finally, we average over the repetitions,
yielding

E =
1

R

R∑
i=1

Ei, (19)

which is the energy we calculate again the energy differ-
ence to the reference energy:

∆E = E − EFCI. (20)

The reason for this averaging scheme is that, partic-
ularly for NISQ hardware, the number of measurements
are a scarce resource. Hence, we assume only 1000 shots
per operator in a single experiment. Averaging again
over multiple repetitions gives not only a more reliability
expectation value to compare to the reference energy, but
also allows to analyze the variance over the repetitions,

Var(E) =
1

R

R∑
i=1

(Ei − E)
2
. (21)

This quantity gives insight about the expected accuracy
of an energy measurement with only a limited number
of 1000 shots; specifically, it is interesting whether the
proposed post-processing method lowers the variance.

In the following section we will show the results of our
calculations. There, we provide an analysis how individ-
ual projections improved on the above quantities for the
different systems and noise types. Furthermore, we will
comment on approaches we tried to concatenate multi-
ple projections to improve the results as much as pos-
sible, and how we propose to select the best projection
method.

V. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

After discussing the procedure above, here we show
our data on how much improvement the D-, Q-, and G-
projections grant on our simulated measurement results
when dealing with shot and decoherence noise. We ex-
amine if there is a preferred projection type for certain
noise types, systems or geometries, and furthermore in-
vestigate how combining the different projection types
alters the result.

The effects of damping and depolarization in addition
to shot noise have been investigated on three systems,
namely H2, LiH, and BeH2. At first, simulations without
shot noise will be discussed in Sec. V A and afterwards
the effect of shot noise will be included in Sec. V B. Be-
sides the investigation of the energy deviations with re-
spect to the FCI solution, we will furthermore take a
look at the corresponding state fidelities for the indi-
vidual projection methods. The section discussing shot
noise will provide figures with energy errors, as well as
measurement variances.

A. Simulations without shot noise

In this section we will investigate the energy errors and
fidelities when performing simulations of the three sys-
tems with damping or depolarization present, but with-
out shot noise, and compare the simulations without
post-processing and with the three projection types to
see how these improve the analyzed quantities. Our sim-
ulation results are compiled in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2.

At first, we will analyze the data shown in Fig. 1, where
damping noise has been considered. In Fig. 1a to 1c we
plot the energy errors, and in Fig. 1d to 1f the fidelity,
each time for H2, LiH, and BeH2, respectively, at dif-
ferent inter-atomic distances. For all cases, we plot the
quantities derived from measurements of the 1- and 2-
RDM without post-processing (labeled as QC), as well
as after performing a single D-, Q-, or G-projection (la-
beled accordingly as D, Q, or G). We also highlight the
projection line that resulted in the smallest energy error
(labeled as Best), making it easier to track the projection
that yields the best energy.

From all sub-figures we can observe a significant im-
provement in terms of the energy error for all projec-
tion types; almost an order of magnitude lower errors are
reached. The data also verifies numerically that the pro-
jections do not fall below the FCI energy (which would
be unphysical). We furthermore observe that certain pro-
jections lead to somewhat smaller energy errors. As for
instance in Fig. 1a it can be seen that the Q-projection
leads to the best results for all distances between the
hydrogen atoms, whereas the D- and G-projection lead
to the same, worse result. Interestingly, D- and G-
projection lie on top of each other and the Q-projection
deviates, which hints at a fundamental way damping af-
fects the respective two-particle, particle-hole, and two-
hole sectors. However, it is dependent on the system,
and even within a system dependent on the inter-atomic
distance (see Fig. 1c), which projection type yields the
best energy.

The fidelity curves in Fig. 1d to 1f show general im-
provement of the fidelity performing post-processing, of-
ten times coming much closer to perfect fidelity than the
initial QC result. We also observe the same behavior
w.r.t. the D- and G-projection yielding the same value
and Q deviating. However, we see that the best pro-
jection in terms of the energy value does not necessarily
yield the highest fidelity. While from a heuristic argu-
ment one would expect lowering the energy error leads
to approaching the correct 2-RDM as well, yet there is
no direct connection of course. This can be easily seen
from considering examples with a dense lower spectrum,
or even a degenerate ground state. But it is important
to realize that optimizing for the best energy will not
guarantee all properties of the 2-RDM to be optimized
as well. If one is interested in quantities other than the
energy, one might try to alternate the approach.

Comparing the above observations with the data in
Fig. 2, where depolarizing noise was considered, we gener-
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(a) Energy errors for H2 under influence of
damping noise.
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(b) Energy errors for LiH under influence of
damping noise.
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(c) Energy errors for BeH2 under influence of
damping noise.
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(d) Fidelities for H2 under influence of
damping noise.
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(e) Fidelities for LiH under influence of
damping noise.

1 2 3 4 5
Distance / Å

0.980

0.985

0.990

0.995
QC
D projection
Q projection
G projection
Best

(f) Fidelities for BeH2 under influence of
damping noise.

FIG. 1: Energy errors and fidelities for the three investigated examples H2, LiH and BeH2 for damping noise with a
rate of Γ = 10−2. Shown are the results from measurements of the 1- and 2-RDM without post-processing, which

are indicated as QC, as well as the results from the single projections D, Q and G. Best indicates the results yielding
the best energies.

ally see similar results. However, a few differences can be
pointed out: Which projection type yielded the best en-
ergy in the three systems (and for particular inter-atomic
distances) is not equal to the case of damping noise. We
also do not observe anymore the strong link between the
D- and G-projections (see Fig. 2a). Hence, the best pro-
jection type does depend really on all variables consid-
ered; the chemical system, the inter-atomic distance, as
well as the noise type, and there is no obvious a priori
choice. Another key difference to the previous figure is
in Fig. 2d, where we find that, unfortunately, the fidelity
is actually reduced for all projections compared to the
raw QC calculation. This highlights on the other hand
our advisory of being cautious when looking at properties
other than the energy of the system.

Another point we would like to address is that so far
we only looked at applying a single projection, either D,
Q, or G. In Refs. [35, 36] an iterative approach, where one
applies one projection type after the other in an alternat-
ing fashion until the result converges, is proposed. This
is following the hope that in this way, the end result is as
closely N-representable as possible using the projections
at hand.

Pursuing this idea, we as well tried alternating se-

quences of the D-, Q-, and G-projections. Following a
projection with another one of a different kind in some
cases changed (not necessarily lowered) the energy dif-
ference to the FCI reference. However, in our systems
we could not observe an improved energy when using a
projection series versus the best energy result after only
one projection. Looking at the fidelity instead, we also
could see quantitative changes, but not find a conclusive
improvement in the sense that projection series would
lead to higher fidelities.

On top of this analysis of projection series, we also
tested if one can reach lower energy values if one performs
partial projections, possibly avoiding phenomena like lo-
cal minima. Here, we tried to iteratively post-process
RDM’s by only changing it towards the fully projected
RDM by a small amount,

2Di+1 = αB(2Di) + (1− α)(2Di), (22)

where B(2Di) is the two-particle RDM that stems from
the energetically best projection (D, Q, or G) of 2Di, i
is the iteration step, and α ∈ [0, 1] is the projection per-
centage. However, we have observed that this procedure,
even for very small values of α = 0.001, converges again
to the best result of simply one of the three projections.
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(a) Energy errors for H2 under influence of
depolarizing noise.
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(b) Energy errors for LiH under influence of
depolarizing noise.
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(c) Energy errors for BeH2 under influence of
depolarizing noise.
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(d) Fidelities for H2 under influence of
depolarizing noise.
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(e) Fidelities for LiH under influence of
depolarizing noise.

1 2 3 4 5
Distance / Å

0.992

0.994

0.996

0.998

QC
D projection
Q projection
G projection
Best

(f) Fidelities for BeH2 under influence of
depolarizing noise.

FIG. 2: Energy errors and fidelities for the three investigated examples H2, LiH and BeH2 for depolarizing noise
with a rate of Γ = 10−2. Shown are the results from measurements of the 1- and 2-RDM without post-processing,

which are indicated as QC, as well as the results from the single projections D, Q and G. Best indicates the results
yielding the best energies.

Particularly since we are interested mostly in the en-
ergy calculation, and that the projections do not yield
unphysical energies below the FCI reference, we found
the easiest approach for obtaining the best possible en-
ergy with the post-processing options available is to apply
once the D-, Q, and G-projection and pick the best en-
ergy result. This is a very simple to implement strategy
that is furthermore very efficient computationally, par-
ticularly compared to iterative approaches.

B. Simulations with shot noise

We now include effects of a finite number of mea-
surements in the simulations of our chemical systems.
Though, we refrained from simulating the effect of de-
coherence in combination with shot noise for BeH2 due
to time and resource constraints. We simulated again
damping in Fig. 3 and depolarization in Fig. 4, now with
the addition of shot noise stemming from measuring Pauli
strings each with 1000 shots, furthermore averaging over
100 repetitions of such a scenario. Note, that our in-
vestigated regime, the effect of decoherence was always
strong compared to the statistical fluctuations from lim-

ited measurements. This guarantees in our simulations
for energy results to remain above the FCI reference,
which would not necessarily be the case for pure shot
noise. However, if one could drop below the FCI energy,
our approach for picking the lowest energy projection as
best projection would not be meaningful. On the other
hand, in our chosen regime this is not an issue, and we
believe that this regime of decoherence dominating shot
noise is realistic to assume for NISQ applications.

Looking at Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, we observe very similar
results to Fig. 1 and Fig. 2: We find a similar order of
improvement in terms of energy error, and the best pro-
jection w.r.t. the energy is again not easily predictable
but varies between systems, noise type and inter-atomic
distance. Note, that now the Best label does not follow
a specific projection type; here, we choose the best pro-
jection w.r.t. the energy for every repetition individually.
Hence, for every repetition a different projection turns
out to be the favored one, averaging over 100 repetitions
yields a better value than for every other pure projection
type.

Another difference to the plots of Sec. V A is that in-
stead of the fidelity we now plot the measurement vari-
ance as a relevant quantity in the context of measurement
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(b) Energy errors for LiH under influence of
damping and shot noise.
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(c) Variances for H2 under influence of
damping and shot noise.
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(d) Variances for LiH under influence of
damping and shot noise.

FIG. 3: Energy errors and measurement variances for the three investigated examples H2, LiH and BeH2 for
damping and shot noise with 1000 measurement shots, 100 repetitions and a rate of Γ = 10−2. Shown are the results
from measurements of the 1- and 2-RDM without post-processing, which are indicated as QC, as well as the results

from the single projections D, Q and G. Best indicates the results yielding the best energies.

errors due to statistical shot noise. Again, the points la-
beled Best do not present necessarily the best variance, as
the optimization happened according to the energy. But
importantly, we see a significant reduction in the variance
when post-processing the results by projecting to fulfill
our selected N-representability constraints. Specifically,
in the case of larger distances in H2, the reduction spans
two orders of magnitude.

This variance reduction is a remarkable feature of the
presented projection method. It could potentially enable
to measure quantities with a rather low number of shots
while still remaining confident about the accuracy of the
result. Hence, the method could be a good candidate to
reduce the measurement overhead which is a consider-
able obstacle in quantum computing, particularly in the
NISQ era where quantum resources are fairly limited.
This sparks interest in studying this property of our, or
alike, methods more extensively in further research.

VI. CONCLUSION

The aim of this work was to try to reduce the en-
ergy error from 1- and 2-RDM calculations on a (simu-

lated) quantum computer limited by decoherence and a
finite number of measurement shots. We investigated a
post-processing method that enforced certain general N-
representability constraints by projecting the measured
RDMs into the subspace where these conditions were ful-
filled. Here, we regarded projecting the RDMs not just
in the particle sector, but also the hole and particle-hole
sector – where one can switch between the sectors by
simple transformations.

Specifically, we guaranteed hermiticity and antisym-
metry by construction of the RDM from the measure-
ments, and enforced positive semidefiniteness as well as
the correct trace through the post-processing projection.
Analyzed were then ground state calculations of H2, LiH
and BeH2 under the influence of damping and depolariz-
ing channels, as well as shot noise.

We found the post-processing according to the N-
representability constraints led to an improvement in
terms of the energy error for all investigated example
systems and noise types for all projections, i.e., the D-,
Q- and G-projection in their respective partice, hole,
and particle-hole sectors. Similarly, the state fidelity
was generally improved as well. We could not observe
an easily explained behavior which of the D-, Q-, or G-
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(c) Variances for H2 under influence of
depolarizing and shot noise.
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FIG. 4: Energy errors and measurement variances for the three investigated examples H2 and LiH for depolarizing
and shot noise with 1000 measurement shots, 100 repetitions and a rate of Γ = 10−2. Shown are the results from

measurements of the 1- and 2-RDM without post-processing, which are indicated as QC, as well as the results from
the single projections D, Q and G. Best indicates the results yielding the best energies.

projection performed best depending on the system, the
inter-atomic distance, or noise type. On the other hand,
we also found the best approach to always find the small-
est energy error – independent of the system or noise type
– is to simply take the smallest value of the three pre-
sented projection types. Using approaches with series of
alternating projections as previously suggested [35, 36],
or an iterative variant relying on partially projecting the
RDM in each step, did not lead to better energy results;
furthermore, they did not necessarily lead to the lower
state fidelities either. We note, that this simple way of
finding the lowest energy hinges on the fact that we oper-
ate in a regime that is dominated by decoherence (versus
shot noise), where we did not observe projecting to ener-
gies lower than the FCI reference. However, this regime
is reasonable to assume for NISQ devices.

In terms of the measurement variance, another investi-
gated metric for shot noise simulations, we could see that
the application of the proposed post-processing method
led to a decrease by up to an order of magnitude. The
precise reduction in variance was again depending on the
sector in which the projection was performed, without a
clear choice to be made a priori. While our approach of
optimizing for the lowest energy did not necessarily yield

the lowest measurement variance, it performed very well
in general. This makes it a viable approach for not just
improving the energy error but also the variance; which
is a particularly compelling feature, as this would enable
to significantly increase the confidence in the accuracy
of a quantum computation with a restricted number of
measurement shots, especially considering the magnitude
of the improvement.

In conclusion, we found our presented method of mit-
igating decoherence and shot noise to be very useful
for improving energy calculations, particularly with re-
spect to the highly effective reduction of the measure-
ment variance. In the considered noise regime, our prac-
tical approach to utilize the three different sectors to
project proved not just to be simple but also fruitful.
The post-processing has low computational effort and
there is no overhead to the quantum computation itself.
Our positive results spark interest for expanding on the
method by including more constraints, e.g., further N-
representability conditions, or other system-specific con-
served symmetries. Investigating these ideas we leave for
future work.



11

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported via the NEASQC project
funded by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research

and innovation program (grant agreement No. 951821).
We thank Nicolas Vogt for helpful discussions.

[1] J. Preskill, Quantum Computing in the NISQ era and
beyond, Quantum 2, 79 (2018).

[2] F. Arute, K. Arya, R. Babbush, D. Bacon, J. C.
Bardin, R. Barends, R. Biswas, S. Boixo, F. G. S. L.
Brandao, D. A. Buell, B. Burkett, Y. Chen, Z. Chen,
B. Chiaro, R. Collins, W. Courtney, A. Dunsworth,
E. Farhi, B. Foxen, A. Fowler, C. Gidney, M. Giustina,
R. Graff, K. Guerin, S. Habegger, M. P. Harrigan,
M. J. Hartmann, A. Ho, M. Hoffmann, T. Huang,
T. S. Humble, S. V. Isakov, E. Jeffrey, Z. Jiang,
D. Kafri, K. Kechedzhi, J. Kelly, P. V. Klimov, S. Knysh,
A. Korotkov, F. Kostritsa, D. Landhuis, M. Lind-
mark, E. Lucero, D. Lyakh, S. Mandrà, J. R. Mc-
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