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Abstract

Accurate electronic structure calculations might be one of the most anticipated applications of
quantum computing. The recent landscape of quantum simulations of chemistry within the Hartree-
Fock approximation raises the prospect of substantial theory and hardware developments in this
context. Here we propose a general quantum circuit for Møller-Plesset perturbation theory (MPPT)
calculations, which is a popular and powerful post-Hartree-Fock method widly harnessed in solving
electronic structure problems. MPPT improves on the Hartree–Fock method by including electron
correlation effects wherewith Rayleigh–Schrödinger perturbation theory. Given the Hartree-Fock re-
sults, the proposed circuit is designed to estimate the second order energy corrections with MPPT
methods. In addition to demonstration of the theoretical scheme, the proposed circuit is further
employed to calculate the second order energy correction for the ground state of Helium atom (4He),
and the total error rate is around 2.3%. Experiments on IBM 27-qubit quantum computers ex-
press the feasibility on near term quantum devices, and the capability to estimate the second order
energy correction accurately. In imitation of the classical MPPT, our approach is non-heuristic,
guaranteeing that all parameters in the circuit are directly determined by the given Hartree-Fock
results. Moreover, the proposed circuit shows a potential quantum speedup comparing to the tra-
ditional MPPT calculations. Our work paves the way forward the implementation of more intricate
post–Hartree–Fock methods on quantum hardware, enriching the toolkit solving electronic structure
problems on quantum computing platforms.

Main
Recent landmarks in quantum hardware developments[1, 2, 3, 4, 5], along with innovations in developing
quantum algorithms [6, 7, 8, 9, 10], herald the age of ‘quantum supremacy’ dawns. In this context, solving
the classically intractable electronic structure problem might be one of the most promising applications of
quantum computing[11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21]. In the past decade, the variational quantum
eigensolver (VQE)[22, 23] has been widly employed in the electronic structure calculations[24, 25, 26, 27].
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Extraordinarily in 2020, Google AI Quantum successfully implemented simulations of chemistry within
the Hartree-Fock approximation for system sizes up to 12 qubits, which till now retains the record for
the largest VQE calculations of ground state on quantum devices[28].

The state-of-art quantum simulation within the Hartree-Fock approximation lays the foundation stone
to implement more intricate ab initio methods on quantum hardware. Herein, we propose a general
quantum circuit for Møller-Plesset perturbation theory (MPPT) calculations[29]. To demonstrate the
feasibility, the proposed circuit is employed to estimate the second order MP (MP2) correlation energy
for the ground state of Helium atom (4He). Experiments are carried on IBM 27-qubit quantum computers.

As a typical application of Rayleigh–Schrödinger perturbation theory[30], in MPPT the Hartree-Fock
Hamiltonian[31, 32] is regard as the unperturbed Hamiltonian, whereas the perturbation is the difference
between Hartree-Fock Hamiltonian and the real one. The MP2 correlation energy for ground state is[33]

E
(2)
0 =

∑
a<b

∑
r<s

|⟨ab||rs⟩|2

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs
(1)

where a, b indicate the occupied orbitals, r, s indicate the virtual orbitals, ϵ is the orbital energies obtained
from Hartree–Fock calculations, and ⟨ab||rs⟩ is the antisymmetrized two electron integral as shown in
Eq.(4). Here we focus on the ground state of Helium atom (4He), and the two occupied orbitals are both
1s orbitals, ensuring that

E
(2)
0 =

N/2∑
abrs

⟨ab|rs⟩⟨rs|ab⟩
ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

(2)

where ⟨ab|rs⟩ is the electron repulsion integral (ERI) under physicists notation, as shown in Eq.(5).
The Hartree-Fock results such as molecular orbitals (MO), electronic repulsion integrals (ERI) are all

obtained from PSI4[34]. In the Hartree-Fock calculations, we use the basis ‘aug-cc-pvdz’[35], including
1s2s2p3s3p orbitals. As depicted in Fig.(1a), there are only two electrons in Helium(4He), occupying
orbital 1s at ground state. The virtual orbitals correspond to 2s2p3s3p orbitals, expanding the ERI
tensor as a 16 × 16 matrix, corresponding to indices r, s. For simplicity, we divide the calculation into
four parts, regarding to integrals between orbitals 2s2p− 2s2p(I), 2s2p− 3s3p(II), 3s3p− 2s2p(III) and
3s3p−3s3p(IV). These four parts can be calculated in parallel, and the schematic circuit implementation
is presented in Fig.(1b), where qa,b,r,s correspond to the orbitals, q′ is the readout qubit and q′′ are
included as ancilla qubits.

There are two main operations, UE and UINT , in the proposed circuit as shown in Fig.(1b). In
brief, operation UE generates the denominators 1/(ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs), whereas UINT prepares the ERIs.
UE is constructed with mainly multi-controller gates (See Eq.(6)), which is designed to prepare accurate
denominator terms. On the contrary, UINT is designed to prepare approximations of the ERIs. The ERIs
matrix, or part of the ERIs, generally could not be mapped as a unitary operation directly. Thereby,
UINT is alternatively designed as exp(iλV ), where V corresponds to the ERIs, and 0 < λ. UINT is
implemented with the first order Trotter decomposition as shown in Eq.(10). Here we focus on the
ground state of Helium atom, qubits qa,b representing the occupied orbitals a, b can be excluded in the
implementation on hardware.

To begin with, all qubits are initialized at ground state |0⟩. Next, UINT (λ) converts qa,b,r,s into a
certain state approximating the ERIs (or part of the ERIs). UE then includes the denominator terms.
At the end the single qubit q′ is measured. By repeating the process above with various λ values, we are
able to estimate the MP2 correlation energy. Denote ζI,II,III,IV as the probability to find q′ at state |1⟩,
where the subscripts indicate the four parts. Theoretically, for small λ values we have∣∣∣E(2)

0

∣∣∣ = d

dλ2
(CI

e ζI + CII
e ζII + CIII

e ζIII + CIV
e ζIV ) +O(λ) (3)

where Ce is the constant in Eq.(6) ensuring Ce/(ϵa+ ϵb− ϵr − ϵs) ∈ [0, 1]. Superscripts of Ce indicate the
corresponding part. In Fig.(1h-k) we present the simulation results of the ζ values with various λ. As
expected, ζ increases almost linearly with λ2 for small λ values, see Fig.(1i,j,k). The linear trend changes
around λ = 2 for Part IV, and around λ = 5 for other parts, due to the greater ERI components in Part
IV. Meanwhile, for the symmetry in ERIs and denominators, part II and part III make same contribution
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Figure 1: Schematic depiction of MPPT methods and quantum circuit structures. (a)
Schematic depiction of MPPT methods. (b) Quantum circuit structures for the MPPT calculations,
where qa,b,r,s correspond to the orbitals, q′ is the readout qubit and q′′ are included as ancilla qubits.
(c) Necessary connectivity in the implementation of UINT . In (c-g) Each square represents a qubit,
and connected squares indicate connected ones on real device. (d) Connectivity in the implementation
of UINT , three ancilla qubits added (depicted as hollow squares). (e) Necessary connectivity in the
implementation of UE . (f) Necessary connectivity in the implementation of UINT together with UE . (g)
Schematic connectivity of IBM 27 qubit computer ‘ibm_aucland’, on which three UE can be tested in
parallel, as depicted in the solid squares with various colors. (h-j) Simulation results of the ζ values with
various λ. ζ is the probability to find q′ at state |1⟩, where the subscripts indicate the four parts.
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to the final result. Thereby, we only need to estimate ζI , ζIII and ζIV to estimate the MP2 correlation
energy E

(2)
0 .

Results and Discussion
In addition to numerical simulations, the proposed circuit is then employed on IBM 27-qubit quantum
computer to calculate the MP2 energy correction for ground state of Helium atom (4He).
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Figure 2: Structure of quantum circuit generating the denominator terms and experiment
results from IBM 27-qubit quantum computer. (a) The implementation UE (lower) and the
corresponding qubits on IBM 27-qubit quantum computer (upper). (b) A schematic depiction of the
matrix expanded by the denominator terms, with indices r and s. (c,d,e,f) Counts of various outputs
for UE (left column) and U lite

E (right column) with various inputs, corresponding to Part I, II, III, IV of
the ERI matrix. (g) The estimated denominators 1/(ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs) based on results of U lite

E (brown
circles), and the ones based on the corrected results of UE (blue cross). The dashed line indicate the
theoretical predictions. Errors are presented in the right upper corner.

In Fig.(2b) we present a schematic depiction of the matrix expanded by the denominator terms
1/(ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs) with indices r and s, where boxes with same color indicate the components with
same values attributing to the degeneracies in p orbitals. Here we divide the matrix into 4 parts, each
contains 16 components, raising the requirement of log2 16 = 4 qubits to represent the relative r and s
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indices. The schematic structure of UE is demonstrated in Fig.(2a), where in the upper part we present
the corresponding qubits on IBM 27-qubit quantum computer, ‘ibm_aucland’. q0, q1, q2, q3 are the four
qubits representing the orbitals, q0, q1 for index r and q2, q3 for index s. In addition, q4 is included
for readout, and q′′1 , q′′2 are ancilla qubits in the implementation of Toffoli gates. Qubits q4, q′′1 , q′′2 are
initialized at the ground state |0⟩ at beginning, whereas the initial state of q0, q1, q2, q3 corresponds to the
relative denominator term to be estimated. Superpositions in q0, q1, q2, q3 can lead to same superpositions
in the outcome.

As presented in Fig.(2a), a single Ry gate is applied on q4 at beginning, generating the p− p compo-
nents. Next, two C2Ry gates are added, preparing the s− p or p− s components. Finally, a C4Ry gate
is introduced to prepare the s − s component. Decomposition of the C4Ry gate is as presented in the
dashed box in Fig.(2a). The Pauli-X gates (or NOT gate, depicted with symbol X) on q0, q1, q2, q3 are
included as we are intending to use 0-control instead of 1-control operations.

In the decomposition of a Toffoli gate, there are not only CNOT gates connecting the two control
qubits and the target qubit, but also CNOT gate between the two control qubits[36]. Even though,
the control qubits are not directly connected on hardware as depicted in Fig.(2a). Intuitively, we can
construct CNOT gates between the two control qubits with assistance of SWAP gates, which however,
often leads to extra errors. Nevertheless, these Toffoli gates can be simplified in the implementation of
UE . Notice that there are no ‘single’ Toffoli gates as shown in Fig.(2a). Instead, Toffoli gates always
appear in pair, without any other operations involving the control qubits between them. As the inverse
of a Toffoli gate is still itself, CNOT gates connecting the two control qubits cancel out in these pairs.
In the decomposition of the Toffoli gates pairs, CNOT gates between the two control qubits are no more
necessary (See the supplementary materials or our recent work[37] for more details). Therefore, when
implementing UE on real machines, there are only single qubit gates and CNOT gates applied on the
physically connected neighbor qubits, eliminating the requirement for extra SWAP gates.

We tested UE with all possible inputs (|0000⟩, |0001⟩, · · · , |1111⟩) on IBM 27-qubit quantum computer
‘ibm_aucland’, and the results of the four parts are presented in the left columns in Fig.(2c,d,e,f). For
each input, we tested 1× 105 shots. We notice that not all operations of UE are necessary for the certain
inputs. For instance, the intricate C4Ry gate is designed to work only when the input is |0000⟩, yet the
idling operations still raise errors. To correct the error caused by idling operations, we tested the ‘lite’
version of UE , which only contains the necessary operations, and the results of U lite

E are presented in the
right columns in Fig.(2c,d,e,f). Similarly we tested 1× 105 shots for each input. Corrected estimation is
available with Eq.(13), which roughly cut off the idling operations errors, especially the errors caused by
the idling C4Ry gate. In Fig.(2g) we present the estimated denominators 1/(ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs) based on
results of U lite

E (brown circles), and the ones based on the corrected results of UE (blue cross). Errors are
presented in the right upper corner of Fig.(2g). Both of these estimations are close to the ideal values
(dashed line), with maximum error less than 0.05 (Unit: Hartree−1).

In addition to UE , we also tested UINT on IBM 27-qubit quantum computer, where only 4 qubits
are involved. The mathematical description of UINT can be found in Eq.(10). UINT is designed to
approximate the ERI components. In Fig.(3a) we present the implementation of UINT for Part I and
Part IV, whereas the implementation of UINT for Part II and Part III can be found in (3b). In (a)
and (b) the solid boxes indicate operation exp(iλγσx ⊗ · · · ⊗ σx) over the covered qubits, where γ is the
corresponding ERI terms. Decomposition of this operation is depicted in (3c), which is typical in fermionic
simulation and Trotterization[38, 39]. When |λγ| ≪ 1, the probability to get result |n⟩ is approximated
by λ2γ2

n, where the binary form of n is a four-digit number corresponding to the ERI component. In
(3d,e,f) we present the outcome of UINT with various λ values for Part I, Part IV and Part III, where
the dots are experiment results collected from IBM 27-qubit quantum computer ‘ibm_aucland’ (4 qubits
involved). The dashed lines are obtained from linear regression with least squares method for λ2 and
counts of various readout, where the slope is proportional to the corresponding ERI component. There
are only 4 non-trivial components in Part I (Part IV) of the ERI matrix, corresponding to output |0000⟩,
|0110⟩, |1001⟩ and |1111⟩. The counts to find these states under a range of λ2 are depicted in Fig.(3d),
whereas the results of Part IV are depicted in Fig.(3e). In Part III (or Part II), there are 10 non-trivial
components, and the experiment results are presented in Fig.(3f). For each UINT , we tested 1×105 shots
in total.
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Figure 3: Schematic structure of quantum circuit generating the ERI terms and experiment
results from IBM 27-qubit quantum computer. (a) The implementation of UINT for Part I and
Part IV. (b) The implementation of UINT for Part II and Part III. In (a) and (b) the solid boxes indicate
operation exp(iλγσx⊗· · ·⊗σx) over the covered qubits, where |λγ| ≪ 1. Decomposition of this operation
is depicted in (c). The input of UINT is always the ground state |0000⟩. In (d,e,f) we present the outcome
of UINT with various λ values for Part I, Part IV and Part III, where the dots are experiment results
collected from IBM 27-qubit quantum computer ‘ibm_aucland’ (4 qubits involved), and the dashed line
are obtained from linear regression with least squares method. (g) Detailed results of UINT with various
λ values for Part I (upper) and Part III (lower).
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In Fig.(3d,e,f), we notice that the y-intercept can be far away from 0, which attributes to the noise
of UINT with λ = 0 caused by the Toffoli gates pairs as depicted in Fig.(3c). Meanwhile, for small λ2,
the scattered points often deviate from the fitted line, as Uint with smaller λ values are more sensitive to
the noises and errors. On the contrary, the higher order terms in exp(iλV ) is no more insignificant with
large λ values. We can notice the flat plateau around λ2 > 10 for |0000⟩ in Fig.(3f), which attributes
to the corresponding ERI component that is much greater than the others in Part III. Detailed output
states for Part I (upper), Part III (lower) are depicted in Fig.(3g). For large λ values, see λ = 10.00 for
Part I, or λ = 12.00 for Part III, unexpected patterns appear in the output, yielding the breakdown of
linear approximation. Briefly, the ERI components can be estimated with the slope of fitted line within
appropriate ranges. We must be careful to avoid both the outliers around small λ values and the flat
plateau around the large λ values.

b

c

a d

Figure 4: MP2 correlation energy estimated by the proposed quantum circuit. (a,b,c) ζ values
for Part I, Part III and Part IV. In the relative subfigures, we present the linear regression with least
square method, where the dashed line represents the fitted line. (d) MP2 correlation energy against
various start step of λ. The step lengths are 0.25, 0.3 and 0.1 for Part I, III and IV. The total steps
are 10, 10, 12 for Part I, III and IV. The least square errors are presented in the right upper corner of
(b). The solid lines indicate the exact results of ϵI,III,IV (Exact), whereas the dashed lines indicate the
experiment estimations on quantum devices (Exp).

Experiment results of UE and UINT enable us to calculate the MP2 correlation energy E
(2)
0 . In

Fig.(4a,b,c) we present the ζ values for Part I, Part III and Part IV. Similar to the numerical simulations,
ζ increases linearly against λ2 for small λ values. Recalling the simulation results as shown in Fig.(1h),
it is predicted that there will be a flat plateau after the linear increasing trend. We can notice that the
plateaus shown in Fig.(4a,c) are not the same as the ones in simulation, which is mainly on account of the
noise caused by the Toffoli gates in UINT . Even though, this difference does not matter in the estimation
of E(2)

0 . According to Eq.(3), E(2)
0 can be obtained by calculating the slopes of the fitted lines for the linear

increasing part. To find out the optimal range, we calculated E
(2)
0 with various start steps, meanwhile

the step length and total steps are chosen constant. The product between step length and total steps is
a little less than the length of linear increasing range, so that we can exclude the outliers around small
λ by choosing the optimal start step that leads to minimum errors in linear regression. The calculated
E

(2)
0 against start steps are depicted in Fig.(4), and the least square errors (LSE) in linear regression are

presented in the right upper corner. The step lengths are 0.25, 0.3 and 0.1 for Part I, III and IV, whereas
the total steps are 10, 10, 12. The 0th step corresponds to λ = 0. For Part IV, LSE decreases since the
beginning, and reaches local minimum when the 3rd one is chosen as start step. Therefore, the Part IV
contributed correlation energy ϵIV is estimated by calculating the slope of fitted line over the highlighted
range in Fig.(4c), where the linear regression starts from the 3rd step. The dash horizontal line colored
with seagreen in Fig.(4d) indicates the experiment estimation of ϵIV on the proposed quantum circuit,
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whereas the solid line with same color is the exact result obtained from theoretical calculations. In
Fig.(4a,b), the optimal range are highlighted with light colors. In the relative subfigures, we present the
linear regression with least square method, and the dashed line indicates the fitted line. in Fig.(4d), the
solid lines colored in gray and olivergreen indicate the exact results of ϵI,III (Exact), whereas the dashed
lines indicate the experiment estimations on quantum devices (Exp). Recalling Eq.(3), the absolute
value of E

(2)
0 is thus estimated. Here we focus on the ground state, ensuring that the denominators

1/(ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs) are always negative. Meanwhile, the numerator terms are always non-negative as
shown in Eq.(1). Therefore, the MP2 correlation energy is estimated as E

(2)
0 = −ϵI − 2ϵIII − ϵIV .

Unite: Hartrees ϵI ϵIII ϵIV E
(2)
0

Exact 0.0025817 0.0034791 0.017423 -0.026963
Experiment 0.0023838 0.0033730 0.017211 -0.026341

Table 1: Exact results by theoretical calculations (Exact) and experiment estimations on the proposed
quantum circuit (Experiment)

In Tab.(1) we list the exact results by theoretical calculations, along with the experiment estimations
obtained from quantum devices for ϵI , ϵIII , ϵIV and E

(2)
0 . E

(2)
0 estimated by the quantum circuit is

very close to the theoretical result, with error rate around 2.3%. As for the four parts, maximum error
rate appears when estimating ϵI , where the error rate is 7.7%. The theoretical results are calculated by
PSI4[34], and is exactly the same to the standard one from Computational Chemistry Comparison and
Benchmark DataBase (CCCBDB)[40].

In this article, we concentrate on the MPPT correlation energy of a single Helium atom. In fact,
the proposed circuit can be applied to solve more intricate electronic structure problems. As presented
in Fig.(1a), the MPPT calculations are implemented in four parts, and the ERI tensor and the energy
denominator tensor are both divided into 4× 4 matrices. An intricate electronic structure problem often
involves more components in the ERI tensor and energy denominator tensor. By cutting these large-scale
tensors into smaller matrices, the complicated problem is simplified into several solvable ones. UINT is
designed to prepare the ERI terms, whereas UE generate the energy denominators. In Fig.(1c) we present
the necessary connectivity in implementation of UINT , where a solid square represents a single qubit,
and the connected squares indicate qubits with physical connection on real devices. Detailed circuit
structure of UINT is depicted in Fig.(3a,b). Meanwhile, the necessary connectivity in implementation
of UE is presented in Fig.(1d), corresponding to the detailed circuit depicted in Fig.(2a). Therefore, it
is feasible to accomplish MPPT2 calculations separately on quantum devices with at least 7 qubits as
shown in Fig.(1e), where the tensors are divided into 4 × 4 matrices. Furthermore, advanced hardware
enables subtle designs. In Fig.(1f) we present the necessary connectivity to implement UE and UINT

simultaneously, corresponding to the schematic circuit design shown in In Fig.(1b). The hollowed squares
represent extra qubits involved to build connections among the four qubits implementing UINT as shown
in Fig.(1d). The design as shown in Fig.(1f) is feasible on quantum computing systems such as Scymore[1]
and Zuchongzhi[41], where the qubits are assigned in a two-dimensional array. On the other side, IBM
27-qubit computer enables parallel computing. As depicted in Fig.(1g), three UE can run in parallel.
Each UE involves 7 qubits, corresponding to the solid squares colored in navy, purple or blue.

Depth of the proposed circuit is determined by the number of orbitals (MO) involved in the MPPT
calculations. Denote N as the total number of orbitals (MO) in the MPPT calculations, UE can be
decomposed into no more than O(N log22 N) basic gates (single qubit gates and CNOT gates), and UINT

can be decomposed into O(N log2 N) basic gates (See the supplementary materials for more details). On
the contrary, in the traditional MPPT calculations it takes O(N2) steps to get the summation as shown
in Eq.(1) (Generally the number of occupied orbitals is much less than the virtual ones). Therefore,
when dealing with intricate electronic structure problems with N ≫ 1, the proposed circuit could lead to
considerable speedup comparing to the traditional MPPT methods, yet which is still in need of substantial
advancements in hardware developments.
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Conclusions
As one of the most promising applications of quantum computing, it has been attracting enormous en-
thusiasms to solve electronic structure problems on quantum devices. Illustrated by the recent successful
quantum simulations within the Hartree-Fock approximation, we proposed a general quantum circuit
for MPPT calculations, which is a powerful post-Hartree-Fock method based on Rayleigh–Schrödinger
perturbation theory.

There are two major tasks to calculate the MP2 correlation energy on quantum devices, estimating
the denominators determined by the unperturbed energy levels, and estimating the nominators deter-
mined by the ERI tensor, as shown in Eq.(1). To address these two issues, we designed UE preparing the
denominators, and UINT approximating the ERIs. Due to the limitation of NISQ devices, these tensors
are cut into smaller matrices, and the MPPT calculation is simplified into several solvable problems.
Nevertheless, we then implemented the proposed circuit on IBM 27-qubit quantum computer, and esti-
mated the MP2 correlation energy for the ground state of Helium atom(4He), where the total error rate
is around 2.3%.

In summary, a general quantum circuit to calculate the MP2 correlation energy with the given Hartree-
Fock results is proposed in this article. The proposed circuit is feasible on NISQ devices, and is capable
of estimating the MP2 correlation energy accurately. Our work provides an approach to implement
MPPT calculations on quantum devices, enriching the toolkit solving electronic structure problems and
smoothing the path to implement other ab initio methods, especially the ones based on perturbation
theory, on quantum hardware.

Methods

Preliminaries to Møller–Plesset perturbation theory
The antisymmetrized two electron integral is defined as

⟨ab||rs⟩ = ⟨ab|rs⟩ − ⟨ab|sr⟩ (4)

and the electron repulsion integral (ERI) under physicists notation is

⟨ab|rs⟩ =
∫

ϕ∗
a(x1)ϕ

∗
b(x2)

1

r12
ϕr(x1)ϕs(x2)dx1dx2 (5)

where ϕa(x) is the spatial orbital.

Decomposition of the key operations
UE is defined as,

UE =

Ntot−1∏
x=0


Qtot⊗

j=1

((1− xj)|0⟩⟨0|+ |1⟩⟨1|)

⊗Ry(α
sqrt
x ) +

I⊗Qtot −
Qtot⊗
j=1

((1− xj)|0⟩⟨0|+ |1⟩⟨1|)

⊗ I


(6)

where Ntot is the total number of orbitals, Qtot is the total number of qubits, x is an integer indicating
the MO, corresponding to the indices a, b, r, s, and xj ∈ {0, 1} is the j − th digit in the binary form of x.
In the description as shown in Eq.(6), the CnRy gates are 1-control gates. If 0-control gates are employed
instead, we can get the mathematical definition just by exchanging the Ry gates and identity gates I to
Eq.(6). αsqrt is chosen to guarantee that∑

y∈Y (x)

αsqrt
y = arccos

(
1− 2Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

)
(7)
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where Ce is a constant ensuring that Ce/(ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs) ∈ [0, 1], and the set Y (x) is defined as

Y (x) =

y | y =

Ntot−1∑
j=0

2jyj , yj ∈ {xj , 0}

 (8)

yj is the j − th digit in the binary form of y.
UE ensures that

UE(|0⟩q′ ⊗ |abrs⟩q) =


√√√√1−

∣∣∣∣∣ Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣∣|0⟩q′ +
√

Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs
|1⟩q′

⊗ |abrs⟩q (9)

The definition of UINT in first order Trotter decomposition is

UINT (λ) =

Ntot−1∏
x=0

exp

iλγx

Qtot⊗
j=0

σxj⊕yj

 ·
Qtot⊗
j=0

σyj
(10)

where σ1 is the Pauli-X gate, σ0 is identity gate, γy = 0, and we denote the ERI in MOs as

γabrs = ⟨ab|rs⟩ (11)

For |λγx| ≪ 1, UINT ensures that

UINT (λ)|0⟩ = |y⟩+ iλ

Ntot∑
x ̸=y

γx|x⟩+O(λ2) (12)

Estimation of the denominators
The denominator terms are estimated as∣∣∣∣ Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣ =
(

1

15

16∑
n=1

P̃n
n + pnn+16

P̃n
n + P̃n

n+16

)−1

·
pxx+16

pxx + pxx+16

(13)

where x is an integer corresponding to the state of q′ and q, pyx is the count to find output x with input
y with operation Uall

E , P̃ corresponds to the count under operation U lite
E . Here we focus on the simple

Helium atom, and 4 q qubits are involved in UINT . Thus, state |x⟩ represents |0⟩q′ ⊗ |(x)bin⟩q, whereas
state |x+16⟩ represents |1⟩q′⊗|(x)bin⟩q, where (x)bin indicates the binary form of integer x, and subscripts
q or q′ indicate the corresponding qubits.

More details of the proposed circuit can be found in the supplementary materials.

Data availability
Source data are available for this paper. All other data that support the plots within this paper and
other findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Dr. Barbara Jones for many useful discussions on using perturbation calculations
on quantum devices, and Dr. Zhang-Run Xu, Dr. Yue Wang for helpful discussions on MPPT calcula-
tions. S.K. acknowledge the financial support of the National Science Foundation under Award 2124511,
CCI Phase I: NSF Center for Quantum Dynamics on Modular Quantum Devices (CQDMQD). M.S. and
S.K. acknowledge the use of IBM Quantum services for this work. The views expressed are those of the
authors and do not reflect the official policy or position of IBM or the IBM Quantum team.

10



Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author contributions
J.L. and S.K. conceived and designed the study. J.L. developed the quantum circuits. J.L. and X.G.
prepared the QASM codes for quantum computing. M.S. implemented the quantum circuits on IBM
quantum computing platforms. All authors discussed the results and wrote the paper.

References
[1] Frank Arute, Kunal Arya, Ryan Babbush, Dave Bacon, Joseph C Bardin, Rami Barends, Rupak

Biswas, Sergio Boixo, Fernando GSL Brandao, David A Buell, et al. Quantum supremacy using a
programmable superconducting processor. Nature, 574(7779):505–510, 2019.

[2] Han-Sen Zhong, Hui Wang, Yu-Hao Deng, Ming-Cheng Chen, Li-Chao Peng, Yi-Han Luo, Jian Qin,
Dian Wu, Xing Ding, Yi Hu, et al. Quantum computational advantage using photons. Science,
370(6523):1460–1463, 2020.

[3] Youngseok Kim, Andrew Eddins, Sajant Anand, Ken Xuan Wei, Ewout Van Den Berg, Sami Rosen-
blatt, Hasan Nayfeh, Yantao Wu, Michael Zaletel, Kristan Temme, et al. Evidence for the utility of
quantum computing before fault tolerance. Nature, 618(7965):500–505, 2023.

[4] Andrew D King, Jack Raymond, Trevor Lanting, Richard Harris, Alex Zucca, Fabio Altomare,
Andrew J Berkley, Kelly Boothby, Sara Ejtemaee, Colin Enderud, et al. Quantum critical dynamics
in a 5,000-qubit programmable spin glass. Nature, pages 1–6, 2023.

[5] Ehud Altman, Kenneth R Brown, Giuseppe Carleo, Lincoln D Carr, Eugene Demler, Cheng Chin,
Brian DeMarco, Sophia E Economou, Mark A Eriksson, Kai-Mei C Fu, et al. Quantum simulators:
Architectures and opportunities. PRX Quantum, 2(1):017003, 2021.

[6] Sergey Bravyi, David Gosset, and Robert König. Quantum advantage with shallow circuits. Science,
362(6412):308–311, 2018.

[7] Jacob Biamonte, Peter Wittek, Nicola Pancotti, Patrick Rebentrost, Nathan Wiebe, and Seth Lloyd.
Quantum machine learning. Nature, 549(7671):195–202, 2017.

[8] Sergio Boixo, Sergei V Isakov, Vadim N Smelyanskiy, Ryan Babbush, Nan Ding, Zhang Jiang,
Michael J Bremner, John M Martinis, and Hartmut Neven. Characterizing quantum supremacy in
near-term devices. Nature Physics, 14(6):595–600, 2018.

[9] Iris Cong, Soonwon Choi, and Mikhail D Lukin. Quantum convolutional neural networks. Nature
Physics, 15(12):1273–1278, 2019.

[10] Manas Sajjan, Junxu Li, Raja Selvarajan, Shree Hari Sureshbabu, Sumit Suresh Kale, Rishabh
Gupta, Vinit Singh, and Sabre Kais. Quantum machine learning for chemistry and physics. Chemical
Society Reviews, 2022.

[11] Alán Aspuru-Guzik, Anthony D Dutoi, Peter J Love, and Martin Head-Gordon. Simulated quantum
computation of molecular energies. Science, 309(5741):1704–1707, 2005.

[12] Hefeng Wang, Sabre Kais, Alán Aspuru-Guzik, and Mark R Hoffmann. Quantum algorithm
for obtaining the energy spectrum of molecular systems. Physical Chemistry Chemical Physics,
10(35):5388–5393, 2008.

11



[13] Benjamin P Lanyon, James D Whitfield, Geoff G Gillett, Michael E Goggin, Marcelo P Almeida,
Ivan Kassal, Jacob D Biamonte, Masoud Mohseni, Ben J Powell, Marco Barbieri, et al. Towards
quantum chemistry on a quantum computer. Nature chemistry, 2(2):106–111, 2010.

[14] Anmer Daskin and Sabre Kais. Decomposition of unitary matrices for finding quantum circuits:
application to molecular hamiltonians. The Journal of chemical physics, 134(14), 2011.

[15] Sabre Kais. Introduction to quantum information and computation for chemistry. Quantum Infor-
mation and Computation for Chemistry, pages 1–38, 2014.

[16] Rongxin Xia and Sabre Kais. Quantum machine learning for electronic structure calculations. Nature
communications, 9(1):4195, 2018.

[17] Teng Bian, Daniel Murphy, Rongxin Xia, Ammar Daskin, and Sabre Kais. Quantum computing
methods for electronic states of the water molecule. Molecular Physics, 117(15-16):2069–2082, 2019.

[18] Sam McArdle, Suguru Endo, Alán Aspuru-Guzik, Simon C Benjamin, and Xiao Yuan. Quantum
computational chemistry. Reviews of Modern Physics, 92(1):015003, 2020.

[19] John Preskill. Quantum computing in the nisq era and beyond. Quantum, 2:79, 2018.

[20] Xiao Mi, Matteo Ippoliti, Chris Quintana, Ami Greene, Zijun Chen, Jonathan Gross, Frank Arute,
Kunal Arya, Juan Atalaya, Ryan Babbush, et al. Time-crystalline eigenstate order on a quantum
processor. Nature, 601(7894):531–536, 2022.

[21] Seunghoon Lee, Joonho Lee, Huanchen Zhai, Yu Tong, Alexander M Dalzell, Ashutosh Kumar,
Phillip Helms, Johnnie Gray, Zhi-Hao Cui, Wenyuan Liu, et al. Evaluating the evidence for expo-
nential quantum advantage in ground-state quantum chemistry. Nature Communications, 14(1):1952,
2023.

[22] Alberto Peruzzo, Jarrod McClean, Peter Shadbolt, Man-Hong Yung, Xiao-Qi Zhou, Peter J Love,
Alán Aspuru-Guzik, and Jeremy L O’brien. A variational eigenvalue solver on a photonic quantum
processor. Nature communications, 5(1):4213, 2014.

[23] Jarrod R McClean, Jonathan Romero, Ryan Babbush, and Alán Aspuru-Guzik. The theory of
variational hybrid quantum-classical algorithms. New Journal of Physics, 18(2):023023, 2016.

[24] Abhinav Kandala, Antonio Mezzacapo, Kristan Temme, Maika Takita, Markus Brink, Jerry M
Chow, and Jay M Gambetta. Hardware-efficient variational quantum eigensolver for small molecules
and quantum magnets. nature, 549(7671):242–246, 2017.

[25] Rongxin Xia and Sabre Kais. Qubit coupled cluster singles and doubles variational quantum eigen-
solver ansatz for electronic structure calculations. Quantum Science and Technology, 6(1):015001,
2020.

[26] Harper R Grimsley, Sophia E Economou, Edwin Barnes, and Nicholas J Mayhall. An adaptive vari-
ational algorithm for exact molecular simulations on a quantum computer. Nature communications,
10(1):3007, 2019.

[27] William J Huggins, Jarrod R McClean, Nicholas C Rubin, Zhang Jiang, Nathan Wiebe, K Birgitta
Whaley, and Ryan Babbush. Efficient and noise resilient measurements for quantum chemistry on
near-term quantum computers. npj Quantum Information, 7(1):23, 2021.

[28] Google AI Quantum, Collaborators*†, Frank Arute, Kunal Arya, Ryan Babbush, Dave Bacon,
Joseph C Bardin, Rami Barends, Sergio Boixo, Michael Broughton, Bob B Buckley, et al. Hartree-
fock on a superconducting qubit quantum computer. Science, 369(6507):1084–1089, 2020.

[29] Chr Møller and Milton S Plesset. Note on an approximation treatment for many-electron systems.
Physical review, 46(7):618, 1934.

12



[30] Erwin Schrödinger. Quantisierung als eigenwertproblem. Annalen der physik, 385(13):437–490, 1926.

[31] Douglas R Hartree. The wave mechanics of an atom with a non-coulomb central field. part i. theory
and methods. In Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society, volume 24, pages
89–110. Cambridge university press, 1928.

[32] Vladimir Fock. Näherungsmethode zur lösung des quantenmechanischen mehrkörperproblems.
Zeitschrift für Physik, 61:126–148, 1930.

[33] Attila Szabo and Neil S Ostlund. Modern quantum chemistry: introduction to advanced electronic
structure theory. Courier Corporation, 2012.

[34] Robert M Parrish, Lori A Burns, Daniel GA Smith, Andrew C Simmonett, A Eugene DePrince III,
Edward G Hohenstein, Ugur Bozkaya, Alexander Yu Sokolov, Roberto Di Remigio, Ryan M Richard,
et al. Psi4 1.1: An open-source electronic structure program emphasizing automation, advanced
libraries, and interoperability. Journal of chemical theory and computation, 13(7):3185–3197, 2017.

[35] Rick A Kendall, Thom H Dunning Jr, and Robert J Harrison. Electron affinities of the first-
row atoms revisited. systematic basis sets and wave functions. The Journal of chemical physics,
96(9):6796–6806, 1992.

[36] Michael A Nielsen and Isaac L Chuang. Quantum computation and quantum information. Cambridge
university press, 2010.

[37] Junxu Li, Barbara A Jones, and Sabre Kais. Toward perturbation theory methods on a quantum
computer. Science Advances, 9(19):eadg4576, 2023.

[38] Gerardo Ortiz, James E Gubernatis, Emanuel Knill, and Raymond Laflamme. Quantum algorithms
for fermionic simulations. Physical Review A, 64(2):022319, 2001.

[39] James D Whitfield, Jacob Biamonte, and Alán Aspuru-Guzik. Simulation of electronic structure
hamiltonians using quantum computers. Molecular Physics, 109(5):735–750, 2011.

[40] Russell D Johnson et al. Nist computational chemistry comparison and benchmark database.
http://srdata. nist. gov/cccbdb, 2006.

[41] Qingling Zhu, Sirui Cao, Fusheng Chen, Ming-Cheng Chen, Xiawei Chen, Tung-Hsun Chung, Hui
Deng, Yajie Du, Daojin Fan, Ming Gong, et al. Quantum computational advantage via 60-qubit
24-cycle random circuit sampling. Science bulletin, 67(3):240–245, 2022.

[42] Ira N Levine, Daryle H Busch, and Harrison Shull. Quantum chemistry, volume 6. Pearson Prentice
Hall Upper Saddle River, NJ, 2009.

[43] Stefan Grimme. Improved second-order møller–plesset perturbation theory by separate scal-
ing of parallel-and antiparallel-spin pair correlation energies. The Journal of chemical physics,
118(20):9095–9102, 2003.

[44] S Francis Boys. Electronic wave functions-i. a general method of calculation for the stationary states
of any molecular system. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series A. Mathematical and
Physical Sciences, 200(1063):542–554, 1950.

[45] Adriano Barenco, Charles H Bennett, Richard Cleve, David P DiVincenzo, Norman Margolus, Pe-
ter Shor, Tycho Sleator, John A Smolin, and Harald Weinfurter. Elementary gates for quantum
computation. Physical review A, 52(5):3457, 1995.

[46] Seth Lloyd. Universal quantum simulators. Science, 273(5278):1073–1078, 1996.

[47] Lorenzo Pastori, Tobias Olsacher, Christian Kokail, and Peter Zoller. Characterization and ver-
ification of trotterized digital quantum simulation via hamiltonian and liouvillian learning. PRX
Quantum, 3(3):030324, 2022.

13



[48] Ian D Kivlichan, Craig Gidney, Dominic W Berry, Nathan Wiebe, Jarrod McClean, Wei Sun, Zhang
Jiang, Nicholas Rubin, Austin Fowler, Alán Aspuru-Guzik, et al. Improved fault-tolerant quantum
simulation of condensed-phase correlated electrons via trotterization. Quantum, 4:296, 2020.

[49] Jiaxiu Han, Weizhou Cai, Ling Hu, Xianghao Mu, Yuwei Ma, Yuan Xu, Weiting Wang, Haiyan
Wang, YP Song, C-L Zou, et al. Experimental simulation of open quantum system dynamics via
trotterization. Physical Review Letters, 127(2):020504, 2021.

14



Supplementary Materials

S1 Preliminaries to Møller–Plesset perturbation theory
Reliable ab initio electronic structure calculations require an accurate treatment of the many-particle
effects. In 1934, Møller and Plesset proposed a perturbation treatment of atoms and molecules[29],
which improves on the Hartree–Fock method[31, 32] by means of Rayleigh–Schrödinger perturbation
theory (RS-PT)[30], where the perturbation H ′ is the difference between the true molecular electronic
Hamiltonian H and the Hartree–Fock Hamiltonian HHF [42],

Ĥ ′ = Ĥ − ĤHF =
∑
l

∑
m>l

1

rml
−

n∑
m=1

n∑
j=1

[
Ĵj(m)− K̂j(m)

]
(S1)

The Coulomb operator Ĵj(m) and the exchange operator K̂j(m) are defined by

Ĵj(1)f(1) = f(1)

∫
|φj(2)|2

1

r12
dx2 (S2)

K̂j(1)f(1) = φj(1)

∫
φ∗
j (2)f(2)

1

r12
dx2 (S3)

where φj(k) is a branch of one-electron wave functions, often called the Hartree–Fock molecular orbitals.
This treatment is later called Møller–Plesset (MP) perturbation theory.

The first order MP correlation energy is 0, and the second order MP (MP2) correlation energy for
ground state is[33]

E
(2)
0 =

∑
a<b

∑
r<s

|⟨ab||rs⟩|2

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs
(S4)

where a, b indicate the occupied orbitals, r, s indicate the virtual orbitals, and ϵ is the orbital energies
from Hartree–Fock calculations. The antisymmetrized two electron integral is defined as

⟨ab||rs⟩ = ⟨ab|rs⟩ − ⟨ab|sr⟩ (S5)

and the physicists notation is

⟨ab|rs⟩ =
∫

ϕ∗
a(x1)ϕ

∗
b(x2)

1

r12
ϕr(x1)ϕs(x2)dx1dx2 (S6)

ϕa(x) is the spatial orbitals that can be obtained from Hartree-Fock calculations,

ϕa(x) =
∑
k

ckaχk(x) (S7)

where χk(x) is the chosen basis. For a closed-shell system, the MP2 correlation energy can be written in
terms of sum over all spatial orbitals[33],

E
(2)
0 = 2

N/2∑
abrs

⟨ab|rs⟩⟨rs|ab⟩
ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

−
N/2∑
abrs

⟨ab|rs⟩⟨rs|ba⟩
ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

(S8)

Furthermore, the accuracy of MP2 calculations can be improved by semi-empirically scaling the opposite-
spin (OS) and same-spin (SS) correlation components with separate scaling factors, as shown by Grimme[43].

In the main article we study the MP2 correlation enenrgy for Helium, where the two occupied obitals
are both 1s orbitals, ensuring that

E
(2)
0 =

N/2∑
abrs

⟨ab|rs⟩⟨rs|ab⟩
ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

(S9)
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In the following discussion, we use the basis ‘aug-cc-pvdz’[35], including 1s2s2p3s3p orbitals. In classical
calculations, the properties such as molecular orbitals (MO), electronic repulsion integrals (ERI) are all
obtained from PSI4[34]. The Hartree–Fock energy EHF and MP2 correlation energy EMP2 of neutral
helium atom obtained from PSI4 are (Units: Hartrees)

EHF = −2.8557047

EMP2 = −2.8826672

and
E

(2)
0 = −0.0269625

which are exactly the same to the standard ones from Computational Chemistry Comparison and Bench-
mark DataBase (CCCBDB)[40].

In the MP2 calculations, totally 9 spatial orbitals {ϕa(x), a = 1, 2, · · · , 9} are taken into account,
corresponding to 1s, 2s, 2px, 2py, 2pz, 3s, 3px, 3py, 3pz orbitals. The spatial orbital can be written as
a linear combination of the chosen ‘aug-cc-pvdz’ basis {χk, k = 1, 2, · · · , 9}, as shown in Eq.(S7). In
computational chemistry, these basis function χ and atomic orbital (AO) are often used interchangeably,
yet the basis functions are usually not the real AOs. Meanwhile, the spatial orbital ϕ are often called
molecular orbital(MO), though the one-electron function ϕ is not a true molecular orbital. In the following
discussion, AOs refer to the basis function χ, with subscripts k, l,m, n, while MOs refer to the spatial
orbitals ϕ, with subscripts a, b, r, s. In this context, ⟨ab|rs⟩ represents the ERI of MOs, whereas ⟨kl|mn⟩
indicates the ones of AOs. The ERI in MOs can be transformed from the ones in AOs,

⟨ab|rs⟩ =
∑
k

∑
l

∑
m

∑
n

c∗kac
∗
lbcmrcns⟨kl|mn⟩ (S10)

The AOs are well studied in the past decades, and some typical AOs, such as the Gaussian Type Or-
bitals (GTO)[44], could lead to considerable speedup in the integral calculations. Therefore, it is often
convenient to calculate ERI of MOs with Eq.(S10).

S2 Quantum circuits for MP2 correlation energy calculations
In the main article we propose to calculate the MP2 correlation energy on a NISQ quantum device[19].
To implement the MP2 calculations on a quantum computer, there are three main tasks:

1. Operations generating the denominators 1/(ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs);
2. Operations estimating the ERI tensor ⟨ab|rs⟩;
3. Operations estimating the difference.
In the main article we focus on the single Helium atom (4He), where task 3 is not necessary. Herein

we present the detailed circuits harnessed for all of the three major tasks above. Meanwhile, there
are also the mathematical descriptions and thorough discussion about their functions. We will also
demonstrate the more general design, along with discussion about the universal cases and analysis of
time complexity. Additionally, we will also present design of operations transforming the atomic orbitals
(AO) into molecular orbitals (MO).

There are branches of intricate mathematical notations in the succeeding sections. For clarification, we
list most notations as follows. Subscripts a, b, r, s always indicate the MOs ϕ, whereas k, l,m, n indicate
the AOs χ. The numbers of orbitals are denoted as N , and the numbers of qubits are denoted as Q. The
total number of shots in measurement is denoted as M . The qubits representing orbitals are denoted
as q, whereas the ancilla ones are denoted as q′ and q′′. q′ qubits are included for readout, and q′′ are
employed to implement multi-controller operations. Capital notation C refer to a variety of constants,
while c always indicate the expansion coefficients in Eq.(S7).

S2.1 Circuits generating the denominator terms
Denote the quantum circuits as Ue that generate the denominator terms. The orbital energy ϵ correspond
to the MOs, and are obtained by solving the Roothaan equations by an iterative process[42]. Thereby,
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Ue should act on the qubits qa, qb, qr, qs that represent the MOs. In addition, Ue also acts on an ancilla
qubit q′ initialized as ground state |0⟩, with which the denominator terms are prepared as expected.
Mathematically, we have,

Ue(|abrs⟩ ⊗ |0⟩) = |abrs⟩ ⊗

√1−
∣∣∣∣ Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣2|0⟩+ Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs
|1⟩

 (S11)

where Ce and is a constant ensuring that |Ce/(ϵa+ϵb−ϵr−ϵs)| ∈ [0, 1]. Intuitively, Ue can be implemented
with a branch of multi-controller operations, as depicted in Fig.(S1a). The corresponding mathematical

𝑹𝒚(𝜶𝟎) 𝑹𝒚(𝜶𝟏) 𝑹𝒚(𝜶𝟐)

•••

•••
`

•••

•••
`

𝑹𝒚(𝜶𝟑)

𝒒𝒂

𝒒𝒃

𝒒𝒓

𝒒𝒔

𝒒′

•••

•••
`

𝑹𝒚(𝜶𝟕) 𝑹𝒚(𝜶𝟏𝟓)

(𝒒𝟑)

(𝒒𝟐)

(𝒒𝟏)

(𝒒𝟎)

𝟒𝑪𝑹𝒚 6𝑪𝟐𝑹𝒚 4𝑪𝟑𝑹𝒚a b
𝒒𝒂

𝒒𝒃

𝒒𝒓

𝒒𝒔

𝒒′ 𝑹𝒚(−𝜽𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟎) 𝑹𝒚(−𝜽𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟏) 𝑹𝒚(−𝜽𝟏𝟏𝟏𝟏)𝑹𝒚(−𝜽𝟏𝟏𝟏𝟎)

•••

•••
`

Figure S1: Schematic structure of quantum circuit generating the denominator terms. (a)
The intuitive implementation U ′

e that only contains multi-controller Ry gates. (b) The improved design
Ue, where for simplicity, there are only four q qubits, corresponding to the a, b, r, s orbitals.

description is
U ′
e =

∏
abrs

|abrs⟩⟨abrs| ⊗Ry(θabrs) (S12)

where
θabrs = 2arcsin

(
Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

)
(S13)

Ce is the same constant in Eq.(S11). Here we denote this implementation as U ′
e to avoid confusion with

the improved circuit Ue.
Denote the total number of orbitals as Ntot, we have Ntot = Na + Nb + Nr + Ns, where Na, Nb

are number of occupied orbitals, and Nr, Ns of virtual orbitals. These orbitals are mapped to Qtot q
qubits, where Qtot = Qa+Qb+Qr +Qs, and Qa,b,r,s = ⌈log2 Na,b,r,s⌉ are numbers of qubits representing
the corresponding orbitals. For each orbital, there exists a CQtotRy gate, where CQtot indicates that
there are Qtot control qubits in the multi-controller gate. A CQtotRy gate can be decomposed into
O(Q2

tot) CNOT gates and single qubit gates[45]. In other words, it consumes O(Q2
tot) basic operations

to build up a CQtotRy gate. Notice that O(Qtot) = O(logNtot), thereby the time complexity of U ′
e is

O(NtotQ
2
tot) = O(Ntot log

2 Ntot).
In the intuitive design U ′

e, only the multi-controller gates with Qtot control qubits are harnessed,
yet in fact, the multi-controller gates with less control qubits can also take place in the preparation of
denominator terms. An improved implementation of Ue can be written as,

Ue =

Ntot−1∏
x=0


Qtot⊗

j=1

((1− xj)|0⟩⟨0|+ |1⟩⟨1|)

⊗Ry(αx) +

I⊗Qtot −
Qtot⊗
j=1

((1− xj)|0⟩⟨0|+ |1⟩⟨1|)

⊗ I


(S14)

where x is an integer indicating the MO corresponding to indices a, b, r, s, and xj ∈ {0, 1} is the j − th
digit in the corresponding binary form of x. Order of the factors in Eq.(S14) does not matter, as all
of the multi-controller Ry gates commute. In the general design of Ue, single qubit Ry gate is firstly
employed to generate the denominator terms as shown in Eq.(S11), then the CRy gates, then the C2Ry

gates and so on, where q′ qubit is always the target, and q qubits are the control qubits. In Fig.(S1b)
the schematic structure of Ue is presented, where for simplicity, there are only 4 q qubits, corresponding
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to the a, b, r, s orbitals. A simple example might be fruitful to illustrate Eq.(S14). Consider the case of
orbital a = b = s = 0, r = 1 corresponding to x = 2. The binary form of x = 2 is 0010, where there are
one digit as 1, leading to a CRy gate, and q3 is the control qubit. For the simplest case where there are 4
q qubits representing the orbitals, there are totally 1 Ry gate, 4 CRy gates, 6 C2Ry gates, 4 C3Ry gates
and 1 C4Ry gate.

Another issue arises when figuring out the values of α in Ue. Differ from the direct one-to-one
connection between θ and the denominator terms, most α contribute to more than one denominator
terms (The only exception is αNtot−1, which only makes contribution to the highest-order term). For
instance, α0 contributes to all terms. Constraints to the α values can be written as∑

y∈Y (x)

αy = 2arcsin

(
Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

)
(S15)

where x is the integer representing orbitals a, b, r, s, and the set Y (x) is

Y (x) =

y | y =

Ntot−1∑
j=0

2jyj , yj ∈ {xj , 0}

 (S16)

xj , yj are digits in the binary forms of x, y.
The design of Ue is intricate but nevertheless fruitful as the employment of various multi-controller

gates saves time in quantum circuit implementation. Theoretically, in the quantum circuit Ue designed
for MP2 calculation with Ntot orbitals, the number of CjRy gates is

(
Qtot

j

)
, and j = 0 refers to the single

qubit Ry gate. Recalling that a CjRy gate can be decomposed into O(j2) CNOT gates and single qubit
gates[45]. Then the total time complexity of Ue is,

O

Qtot∑
j=0

(
Qtot

j

)
j2

 (S17)

which infers that Ue consumes less than U ′
e. Therefore, it is more instructive to generate the denominator

terms with Ue instead of U ′
e, especially when there are plenty of MOs involved.

Sometimes we prefer to prepare the denominator terms into the measurement probabilities. Then an
alternative denoted as Usqrt

e might be helpful, which is denoted as UE in the main article.

Usqrt
e (|abrs⟩ ⊗ |0⟩) = |abrs⟩ ⊗


√√√√1−

∣∣∣∣∣ Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣∣|0⟩+
√

Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs
|1⟩

 (S18)

and Csqrt
e /(ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs) ∈ [0, 1]. Ue directly generate the 1/(ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs) terms, whereas Usqrt

e

introduces the
√
1/(ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs) terms. The corresponding constraints are

θsqrtabrs = arccos

(
1− 2Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

)
(S19)

and ∑
y∈Y (x)

αsqrt
y = arccos

(
1− 2Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

)
(S20)

ensuring that

sin2

(
θsqrtabrs

2

)
=

Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs
(S21)

and

sin2

1

2

∑
y∈Y (x)

αsqrt
y

 =
Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs
(S22)
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where Y (y) is the same set as in Eq.(S16). The superscripts sqrt indicates that we are preparing the
square root of the denominator terms. In the discussion above, the CnRy gates are 1-control gates. If
0-control gates are employed instead, we can get the mathematical definition just by exchanging the Ry

gates and identity gates I.

S2.2 Circuits estimating ERI
In this subsection we focus on the quantum circuits generating the ERI in MOs. One approach is to
prepare the ERI in AOs with multi controller gates, which is similar to U ′

e and Ue. Denote the quantum
circuit that estimates the ERI as Uint, where the subscript int indicates ‘integrals’. Recalling Eq.(S6),
the ERI in MOs, denoted as ⟨ab|rs⟩ is a tensor with four indices indicating the occupied orbitals a, b and
the virtual ones r, s. Uint is designed to prepare the ERIs from the ground state |0⟩,

Uint|0⟩ =
γabrs∑

abrs |γabrs|2
|abrs⟩ (S23)

where we denote the ERI in MOs as
γabrs = ⟨ab|rs⟩ (S24)

γabrs is introduced not only for simplicity, but also to eliminate ambiguity between the ERI tensor ⟨ab|rs⟩
and the quantum state |abrs⟩ or |rs⟩.

Theoretically, for arbitrary non-trivial ERIs there always exist Uint that strictly guarantees Eq.(S23).
Here we propose a general design U ′

int strictly satisfying Eq.(S23), where we use notation U ′
int to avoid

ambiguity with the improved implementation Uint, which will be discussed later in this subsection. In
Fig.(S2a) the schematic structure of U ′

int is depicted. Mathematically, we have
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Figure S2: Schematic structure of the quantum circuits estimating ERI. (a)The implemen-
tation of U ′

int. There are Qtot qubits representing the orbitals. U ′
int contains a series of multi-

controller Ry gates with a single Ry gate. (b)The schematic structure of Uint. For simplicity, only
the operations applied on q0,1,2 are depicted. (c)Decomposition of eiλγ2 , which strictly, represents
eiλγ2σx(q0)⊗σx(q1). (d)Decomposition of eiλγ7 , where the three qubits are q0,1,2, the strict description
is eiλγ7σx(q0)⊗σx(q1)⊗σx(q2).

U ′
int =


Qtot−1∏
j=1

2j−1∑
x=0

|x⟩⟨x| ⊗Ry

(
θxQtot−1−j

)⊗
[
Ry

(
θ0Qtot−1

)
⊗ I⊗(Qtot−1)

]
(S25)

Differ from Eq.(S14), the order of factors in Eq.(S25) is crucial. Here each factor is set on the left
side of the former ones, ensuring that the last factor (j = Qtot − 1) in the product represents the last
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operator (from left) in Fig.(S2a). There are Qtot qubits representing the orbitals. U ′
int contains a series

of multi-controller Ry gates with a single Ry gate.
At the beginning, a simple Ry gate is applied on the qubit representing the highest digit qQtot−1. This

simple Ry gate is designed to prepare the first digit of the quantum state Recalling that Qtot = ⌈log2 Ntot⌉,
we have

Ry(θ
0
Qtot−1) =

√√√√∑2Qtot−1−1
k=0 |γk|2∑2Qtot−1
k=0 |γk|2

|0⟩+

√√√√∑2Qtot−1
k′=2Qtot−1 |γk′ |2∑2Qtot−1

k=0 |γk|2
|1⟩ (S26)

where k and k′ are integers representing the orbital indices abrs. If we write down k and k′ in the binary
forms, then in the first sum, we have k = (0 · · · )bin, whereas in the second sum, we have k′ = (1 · · · )bin.
In other words, we have

θ0Qtot−1 = 2arcsin


√√√√∑2Qtot−1

k′=2Qtot−1 |γk′ |2∑2Qtot−1
k=0 |γk|2

 (S27)

Such a design guarantees that the probability to find qQtot−1 at |1⟩ or |0⟩ is same to the sum of the
corresponding |γ|2 values.

The succeeding operations correspond to the first factor in the product, with j = 1. In Eq.(S25),
|x⟩⟨x|⊗Ry represents a CjRy gate, where |x⟩ is the quantum state of the j control qubits, qQtot−1, · · · , qQtot−j .
As j = 1, the summation over x contains two terms, x = 0, 1. The two CRy gates are designed to prepare
quantum states corresponding to the first two digits, ensuring that

Ry(θ
0
Qtot−2)|0⟩ =

√√√√∑2Qtot−2−1
k=0 |γk|2∑2Qtot−1−1
k=0 |γk|2

|0⟩+

√√√√∑2Qtot−1−1
k′=2Qtot−2 |γk′ |2∑2Qtot−1−1
k=0 |γk′ |2

|1⟩ (S28)

and

Ry(θ
1
Qtot−2)|0⟩ =

√√√√∑2Qtot−1+2Qtot−2−1
k=2Qtot−1 |γk|2∑2Qtot−1

k=2Qtot−1 |γk|2
|0⟩+

√√√√∑2Qtot−1
k′=2Qtot−1+2Qtot−2 |γk′ |2∑2Qtot−1

k=2Qtot−1 |γk′ |2
|1⟩ (S29)

Similarly, the other multi-controller gates can be designed with

Ry(θ
x
Qtot−1−j)|0⟩ =

√√√√∑2Qtot−j−1(2x+1)−1

k=2Qtot−jx
|γx|2∑2Qtot−j(x+1)−1

k=2Qtot−jx
|γx|2

|0⟩+

√√√√∑2Qtot−j(x+1)−1

k=2Qtot−j−1(2x+1)
|γx|2∑2Qtot−j(x+1)−1

k=2Qtot−jx
|γx|2

|1⟩ (S30)

Notice that Eq.(S30) is valid only if
∑2Qtot−j(x+1)−1

k=2Qtot−jx
|γx|2 > 0, otherwise Ry(θ

x
Qtot−1−j) changes into an

identical gate.
Though U ′

int strictly satisfy Eq.(S23), it is not efficient to estimate the ERI with U ′
int on NISQ devices,

especially when Ntot is a large number. As indicated in Eq.(S25), there are 2j CjRy gates in the j − th
factor. Recalling that it takes O(k2) CNOT gates and single qubit gates to prepare a CkRy gate. The
time complexity of U ′

int is

O

Qtot−1∑
j=1

j22j

 (S31)

and

O
(
Q2

tot2
Qtot

)
≤ O

Qtot−1∑
j=1

j22j

 ≤ O
(
Q3

tot2
Qtot

)
(S32)

Briefly, time complexity of U ′
int implementation is exponential to Qtot, and polynomial to Ntot. Notice

that the time spent to figure out θ values are not taken into account, the overall time consuming to U ′
int

can be more ‘expensive’ in experiments.
Therefore, we have to consider a ‘trade-off’ between the efficiency and accuracy. Comparing to U ′

int,
the new implementation should be less time-consuming. In other words, we need an implementation
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with a shallower circuit, with parameters that can be obtained more easily. Here, we propose such an
implementation denoted as Uint. Intuitively, a sequence of Pauli-x gates can directly convert the ground
state into the quantum states representing certain orbitals |x⟩, as

Qtot⊗
j=0

σxj
|0⟩ = |x⟩ (S33)

where x is a non negative integer representing the orbital a, b, r, s, whereas xj is the j − th digit in the
binary form of x. σ indicate Pauli matrices, σ0 represents the identity gate and σ1 represents the Pauli-X
gate. A single sequence in Eq.(S33) is unitary, yet the combination of many is not. Therefore, we instead
consider the exponential form

U ideal
int (λ) = exp

iλ

Ntot−1∑
x=0

γx

Qtot⊗
j=0

σxj

 (S34)

where 0 < λ|γx| ≪ 1. The superscript ideal indicates that Eq.(S34) is an ideal description. Though
the exponential form itself is an approximation to the ‘ideal’ operation as expected, Eq.(S34) itself can
hardly be implemented on a real machine perfectly. Applying the first-order Trotter decomposition[46],
we intend to approximate Eq.(S34) with

Uint(λ) =

Ntot−1∏
x=0

exp

iλγx

Qtot⊗
j=0

σxj

 (S35)

In Fig.(S2b) the schematic implementation of Uint is demonstrated, where for simplicity, only the oper-
ations acted on q0, q1, q2 are plotted, corresponding to the first 7 γ values. Notation eiλγx in Fig.(S2b)
indicates exp

(
iλγx

⊗Qtot

j=0 σxj

)
. As a simple instance, binary form of x = 3 is 0 · · · 011. The implemen-

tation of interaction exp(iλγ3σx(q1) ⊗ σx(q0)) is demonstrated as Fig.(S2)c, where σx(q1) represent a
Pauli-X gate acting on q1. Similarly, in Fig.(S2d) we demonstrate the decomposition of the x = 7 case,
which refers to exp(iλγ3σx(q2)⊗σx(q1)⊗σx(q0)). More details about the decomposition of can be found
in[38, 39].

In fact, Uint does not satisfy our original goal Eq.(S23). Uint(λ) instead prepares an approximation
of the ERI, for λ|γx| ≪ 1,

Uint(λ)|0⟩ = |0⟩+ iλ

Ntot∑
x=1

γx|x⟩+O(λ2) (S36)

Though Uint prepares an approximation, instead of an accurate estimation of the ERI, it leads to con-
siderable advantages against U ′

int, particularly in feasibility and efficiency. In U ′
int multi controller Ry

gates are harnessed to prepare the ERI, while in Uint, exp
(
iλγx

⊗Qtot

j=0 σxj

)
is employed. A CkRy gate

can be decomposed into O(k2) CNOT gates or single qubit gates, whereas exp
(
iλγx

⊗Qtot

j=0 σxj

)
with k

digit as 1 contains only O(k) CNOT gates or single qubit gates. Overall, the time complexity of Uint is

O(NtotQtot) = O(Qtot2
Qtot) = O(Ntot log2 Ntot) (S37)

thereby Uint is much shallower than U ′
int. Moreover, it is much easier to implement the σx sequence on

real machines, comparing to the multi-controller Ry gates. More discussion about the feasibility of Uint

are presented in the following sections.
By the end of this subsection, we would like to present a trick in the design of Uint. The ERI tensor

is often sparse, and an alternative denoted as Ualter
int might be a better choice in some certain cases. The

definition of Ualter
int in first order Trotter decomposition is

Ualter
int (λ) =

Ntot−1∏
x=0

exp

iλγx

Qtot⊗
j=0

σxj⊕yj

 ·
Qtot⊗
j=0

σyj (S38)
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Ualter
int firstly converts the |0⟩ into a certain state |y⟩, then the Pauli-X sequence is applied, similarly to

Uint. Sometimes the alternative design can further reduce the requirement in connectivity and number
of element gates in decomposition. Ualter

int is equivalent to UINT in the main article.

S2.3 Circuits transforming AO to MO
According to Eq.(S7), MOs can be written as a linear combination of the AOs, where the expansion
coefficients cka are derived from the Hartree-Fock calculations. Though the MOs are orthogonal orbitals,
the AOs are often not. As an instance, the typical GTOs[44] are not an orthogonal set. Thus, it is
extremely challenging to employ simple unitary operations to transform AOs to MOs directly. However,
in the MP2 calculations, we do not need to transform AOs to MOs one by one. Instead, we would like to
get the ERI in MO basis, where the ERI in AO basis is often obtained in the Hartree-Fock calculations.
In this section, we propose a circuit design denoted as Utrans, which is employed to calculate the ERI in
MO with given ERI in AO. For simplicity, here we map the AOs to the computational eigenstates, such
as |klmn⟩. Then Utrans guarantees that

Utrans(|klmn⟩ ⊗ |0⟩) = |klmn⟩ ⊗

(∑
a

∑
b

∑
r

∑
s

c∗kac
∗
lbcmrcns|abrs⟩

)
(S39)

where the coefficients c are the same ones as in Eq.(S10). There are two registers, one representing the
AOs, denoted as qAO, whereas the ones for Mos are denoted as qMO. The qubits qMO are initialized at
ground state |0⟩. qAO are employed as control qubits, converting the target qMO to the corresponding
superposition.

Before diving deep to the implementation, we would like to firstly illustrate the function of Utrans.
Utrans is designed to prepare the ERI in MOs from a given quantum state representing ERI in AOs. As
demonstrated in Sec.(S2.2), U ′

int or Uint(λ) are designed to prepare the quantum state representing ERI
in MO, and these operations can as well prepare the quantum state representing ERI in AO. Consider
the U ′

int preparing the ERI in AOs ⟨kl|mn⟩, and denote

γklmn =
⟨kl|mn⟩∑

klmn |⟨kl|mn⟩|2
(S40)

then we have

Utrans [(U
′
int|0⟩AO)⊗ |0⟩MO] = Utrans

[(∑
klmn

γklmn|klmn⟩

)
⊗ |0⟩

]
=
∑
klmn

γklmn [Utrans (|klmn⟩ ⊗ |0⟩)]

=
∑
klmn

γklmn

[
|klmn⟩ ⊗

(∑
abrs

c∗kac
∗
lbcmrcns|abrs⟩

)]

=
∑
abrs

[(∑
klmn

γklmnc
∗
kac

∗
lbcmrcns|klmn⟩

)
⊗ |abrs⟩

]
(S41)

Then we measure qMO, theoretically, the probability to get result |abrs⟩ is∣∣∣∣∣∑
klmn

γklmnc
∗
kac

∗
lbcmrcns

∣∣∣∣∣
2

=

∣∣∣∣ 1∑
klmn |⟨kl|mn⟩|2

c∗kac
∗
lbcmrcns⟨kl|mn⟩

∣∣∣∣2 (S42)

Notice that
⟨ab|rs⟩ =

∑
klmn

c∗kac
∗
lbcmrcns⟨kl|mn⟩ (S43)
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Eq.(S41) provides us with an approach to estimate the ERI in MOs from given quantum state representing
the ERI in AOs. In Eq.(S41) we only consider the U ′

int for simplicity. Similarly, Uint(λ) also works, as

Utrans [(Uint(λ)|0⟩AO)⊗ |0⟩MO]

=Utrans

[(
|0⟩+ iλ

∑
klmn

γklmn|klmn⟩+O(λ2)

)
⊗ |0⟩

]
=Utrans(|0⟩ ⊗ |0⟩) + iλ

∑
klmn

(γklmnUtrans|klmn⟩ ⊗ |0⟩) +O(λ2)

=Utrans(|0⟩ ⊗ |0⟩) + iλ
∑
klmn

γklmn

[
|klmn⟩ ⊗

(∑
abrs

c∗kac
∗
lbcmrcns|abrs⟩

)]
+O(λ2)

=Utrans(|0⟩ ⊗ |0⟩) + iλ
∑
abrs

[(∑
klmn

γklmnc
∗
kac

∗
lbcmrcns|klmn⟩

)
⊗ |abrs⟩

]
+O(λ2)

(S44)

Here we need to ensure that |0⟩ does not correspond to any valid orbitals in both AOs and MOs, and
Utrans|0⟩ = |0⟩. If so, Utrans is able to prepare an approximation of the ERI in MOs, from the given
quantum state representing approximation of the ERI in AOs. According to Eq.(S44), if we only measure
qMO after the operations, then theoretically, the probability to find qMO at state |abrs⟩ is∣∣∣∣∣iλ ∑

klmn

γklmnc
∗
kac

∗
lbcmrcns +O(λ2)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

= λ2

∣∣∣∣ 1∑
klmn |⟨kl|mn⟩|2

c∗kac
∗
lbcmrcns⟨kl|mn⟩

∣∣∣∣2 +O(λ3) (S45)

For small λ values, the probability in Eq.(S45) is proportional to λ2. Thereby, the ERI in MO can be
estimated via a linear regression process with a range of λ2.

The function of Utrans is demonstrated as above, thereafter we will focus on the implementation.
The fundamental feature of Utrans is as described in Eq.(S39), where the indices a, b, r, s and k, l,m, n
represent independent occupied or virtual orbitals in MOs and AOs. The transformation does not mix
up these orbitals. Instead, the first index a as MO only corresponds to the index k in AO, and so do the
others. Thereby, it is reasonable to separate Utrans into four parts, denoted as Uocc

trans for indices a, b, k, l
and Uvir

trans for r, s,m, n. The superscripts indicate the occupied or virtual orbitals.
The schematic structure of Utrans is depicted in Fig.(S3a). Qubits representing AOs are depicted in

pink, whereas qubits for MOs are in deep navy. qa, qb, qk, ql are occupied orbitals, corresponding to
Uocc
trans, while the others are virtual, corresponding to Uvir

trans. For simplicity, both the control and target
qubits are depicted as one single qubit in Fig.(S3a). In the mathematical manner, Uocc

trans is designed as

Uocc
trans =

2Qocc−1⊗
j=0

(
|j⟩⟨j| ⊗ T occ

j

)
(S46)

and

Uocc
trans =

2Qvir−1⊗
j=0

(
|j⟩⟨j| ⊗ T vir

j

)
(S47)

where Qocc is number of qubits representing occupied orbitals. Denote the number of occupied orbitals
as Nocc, we have Qocc = ⌈log2 Nocc⌉. For Nocc − 1 ≤ j ≤ 2Qocc−1, we have T occ

j = I is the identical
operation, and same for the virtual ones.

The schematic structure of Uvir
trans is illustrated in Fig.(S3b). Structure of T is quite similar to Uint,

and we define

T vir
a (λ) =

Nvir−1∏
x=0

{
exp

(
iλβa

x

Qvir−1⊗
b=0

σxb

)}
(S48)
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Figure S3: Schematic structure of the quantum circuits transforming AOs to MOs.
(a)(Left)The implementation of Utrans. Qubits representing AOs are depicted in pink, whereas qubits
for MOs are in deep navy. qa, qb, qk, ql are occupied orbitals, corresponding to Uocc

trans, while the others
are virtual, corresponding to Uvir

trans. (b)(Right upper)The schematic structure of Uvir
trans. (c)(Right bot-

tom)The schematic structure of T vir
0 , where only three qubits in qs are plotted for simplicity. The design

is similar to Ueri as depicted in Fig.(S2).

where the coefficients βa
x = cx,a+Nocc

, as the first Nocc columns of c represents the occupied orbitals. As
for T occ, we can also define

T occ
a (λ) =

Nvir−1∏
x=0

{
exp

(
iλcxa

Qvir−1⊗
b=0

σxb

)}
(S49)

Generally, there are more virtual orbitals than the occupied ones. Thereby T vir is often deeper than
T occ. In some special cases with very few occupied orbitals, it might be no more necessary to keep the
approximation with Trotter expansions. Instead, the simple CnRy gates could be a better choice (like the
design of U ′

int, Sec.(S2.2)). In the main article, we focus on the MP2 calculations of the simple Helium
atom. There are only 2 electrons, thereby only the 1s orbital is occupied at ground state. Thereby, in
our study of Helium, T occ is replaced with a simple Ry gate.

S2.4 Circuits estimating the difference
In this subsection, we will focus on the circuit that estimate the difference, which can be harnessed to
estimate the difference of ERI, see ⟨ab|rs⟩ − ⟨ab|sr⟩. Moreover, it can also be employed to improve the
accuracy of the exponential terms in Trotter expansion.

Consider the simple circuit as depicted in Fig.(S4a), the ancilla qubit is initialized as |0⟩. The output
is

(H ⊗ I)
1√
2
(|0⟩ ⊗ U0|φ⟩+ |1⟩ ⊗ U1|φ⟩) =

1

2
{(|0⟩+ |1⟩)⊗ U0|φ⟩+ (|0⟩ − |1⟩)⊗ U1|φ⟩}

=
1

2
{|0⟩ ⊗ (U0|φ⟩+ U1|φ⟩) + |1⟩ ⊗ (U0|φ⟩ − U1|φ⟩)}

(S50)

Then we measure all of the qubits, theoretically, the probability to find the ancilla qubit at |0⟩ along with
the others at state |n⟩ is

1

4
|⟨n|U0 − U1|φ⟩|2 (S51)

from which we are able to estimate ⟨n|U0 − U1|φ⟩.
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Figure S4: Schematic structure of the quantum circuits estimating the difference. (a)Depiction
of a simple circuit estimating the difference. q′′ is an ancilla qubit initialized at state |0⟩. (b)An equiv-
alent structure of (a), where there are less CU gates required. (c)Application on the first order Trotter
decomposition. (d)Application on ERI estimation. Operations in the dashed box correspond to U1 in
(a), whereas Uint on the left (colored in light gray) corresponds to U0 in (a). All qubits are initialized at
state |0⟩.

In Fig.(S4b) an equivalent circuit is depicted, where there contains only one CU operation. (The
equivalence is due to that U1U

†
0U0 = U1.) The design in Fig.(S4b) is often beneficial when dealing with

the exponential terms. Consider the case where U0 = exp(iλV ), and U1 = exp(−iλV ), the probability in
Eq.(S51) is now

1

4
|⟨n| exp(iλV )− exp(−iλV )|φ⟩|2 =

1

4

∣∣∣∣⟨n|iλV − 1

2
λ2V 2 −

(
−iλV − 1

2
λ2V 2

)
+O(λ3)|φ⟩

∣∣∣∣2
=

1

2

∣∣⟨n|2iλV +O(λ3)|φ⟩
∣∣2 (S52)

Thereby the λ2V 2 terms are eliminated. In Fig.(S4c) we depict an example where V = σ1 is the Pauli-X
gate. In our recent work the same circuits are employed for more accurate estimation of perturbation[37].

Furthermore, such circuit estimating difference is fundamental in the MP2 calculations, and is applied
to estimate the antisymmerized two electron integrals ⟨ab||rs⟩ as defined in Eq.(S5). As discussed in
Sec.(S2.2), Uint is designed to prepare the ERI ⟨ab|rs⟩ (or the approximation) in a quantum state.
Schematic structure of circuit estimating ⟨ab||rs⟩ is depicted in Fig.(S4d). All qubits are initialized at
|0⟩ at the beginning. Uint on left (colored in light grey) is harnessed as U0, whereas the operations in
the dashed box are employed as U1, generating the ⟨ab|sr⟩ components. The connected cross symbols
represent the SWAP gate between qr and qs, and here there is a control-SWAP gate. The SWAP gate
SWAPr,s makes,

SWAPr,s|abrs⟩ = |absr⟩ (S53)

Recalling Eq.(S23), we have

SWAPr,sUint|0⟩ =
γabrs∑

abrs |γabrs|2
|absr⟩ (S54)

At the stage noted by the dashed line before Ue in Fig.(S4d), the quantum state is (q′ is still |0⟩,and not
included in the formulas below)

1

2
{|0⟩ ⊗ (U0|0⟩+ U1|0⟩) + |1⟩ ⊗ (U0|0⟩ − U1|0⟩)}

=
1

2
∑

abrs |γabrs|2

{
|0⟩ ⊗

(∑
abrs

γabrs|abrs⟩+
∑
abrs

γabrs|absr⟩

)
+ |1⟩ ⊗

(∑
abrs

γabrs|abrs⟩ −
∑
abrs

γabrs|absr⟩

)}

=
1

2
∑

abrs |γabrs|2
∑
abrs

{|0⟩ ⊗ (γabrs + γabsr)|abrs⟩+ |1⟩ ⊗ (γabrs − γabsr)|abrs⟩}

(S55)

25



Thereafter, if we measure qa, qb, qr, qs and q′′ at this stage, the theoretical probability to find q′′ at |1⟩,
along with qa, qb, qr, qs at state |abrs⟩ is

1

4 (
∑

abrs |γabrs|2)
2 |γabrs − γabsr|2 (S56)

from which ⟨ab||rs⟩ can be estimated. Yet our aim is not to estimate a single ⟨ab||rs⟩. Instead, we are
pursuing to the MP2 correlation energy as shown in Eq.(1). Thus, we do not measure the qubits, but
apply a succeeding operation Usqrt

e . Substitute Eq.(S18), the final quantum state is

Usqrt
e

1

2
∑

abrs |γabrs|2
∑
abrs

{|0⟩ ⊗ (γabrs + γabsr)|abrs⟩+ |1⟩ ⊗ (γabrs − γabsr)|abrs⟩}

=
∑
abrs

{
γabrs + γabsr

2
∑

a′b′r′s′ |γa′b′r′s′ |2
|0⟩ ⊗ |abrs⟩ ⊗

[(
1−

∣∣∣∣ Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣) 1
2

|0⟩+
(

Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

) 1
2

|1⟩

]}

+
∑
abrs

{
γabrs − γabsr

2
∑

a′b′r′s′ |γa′b′r′s′ |2
|1⟩ ⊗ |abrs⟩ ⊗

[(
1−

∣∣∣∣ Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣) 1
2

|0⟩+
(

Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

) 1
2

|1⟩

]}
(S57)

At the end, we need to measure q′′ and q′. Theoretically, the probability to find both of the qubits at
state |1⟩ is ∣∣∣∣ Csqrt

e

2
∑

abrs |γabrs|2

∣∣∣∣2 ·∑
abrs

|γabrs − γabsr|2

|ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs|
(S58)

Recalling the definition of γabrs = ⟨ab|rs⟩, the MP2 correlation energy finally appears in Eq.(S58).
As a brief conclusion, in this section we thoroughly demonstrated the fundamental circuits for MP2

calculations on quantum devices. In the succeeding sections, we will concentrate on the implementations
on real machines. Limitations of NISQ devices raises extra challenges, whereas the features of certain
systems, on the contrast, considerably simplify the circuits.

S3 Implementation on Real Machines

S3.1 Implementation of CnRy gates
Multi qubit operations are inevitable in the implementation of Ue, Uint and Utrans. In Ue the CnRy gates
are included, whereas in Uint, Utrans the CNOT gate sequences are include to implement the exponential
terms. Generally, the multi controller gates are often much more demanding, which is our focus in this
subsection.

At the very beginning, we would like to start from Toffoli gate (also CCNOT gate, or C2NOT gate),
which is one of the fundamental elements of multi-controller gates. Decomposition of a simple Toffoli
gate is depicted in Fig.(S5a). qc1 and qc2 are two control qubits, whereas qtar is the target. In addition
to the CNOT gates between qc and qtar, the operations in the dashed box requires connectivity between
the two control qubits. Thereby to implement such a simple Toffoli gate, there raises requirement for
connectivity among the three qubits, as depicted in Fig.(S5c). Yet not all devices satisfy the demanding-
ness. Experimentally, the SWAP gates are often employed to fulfill the implementation of Toffoli gates.
Even though, the existence of SWAP gate pairs can raise extra noises and errors.

Promisingly, the CnRy gates in Ue can further be decomposed into a CnNOT pair along with two
single qubit Ry gates. In Fig.(S5e) the decomposition of C2Ry gate is presented. Recalling that the
Toffoli gate is an involutory gate, as its inverse is still itself. Thereafter the Toffoli gate can also be
decomposed as depicted in Fig.(S5b). Substitute the decomposition in Fig.(S5a,b) into Fig.(S5e)((a) for
the left one, and (b) for the right one), then operations in the dashed box all cancel out. Thus, in the
implementation of C2Ry gate, there is no two qubit gates between the control qubits, the corresponding
connectivity is depicted in Fig.(S5d). In our recent work[37], we applied the similar approach to build
C2Ry gates.
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Figure S5: Depiction of the multi controller gates. (a)Decomposition of Toffoli gate. qc1 and qc2
are two control qubits, whereas qtar is the target. Operations in the dashed box raises requirement for
the connectivity between the two control qubits. (b)Decomposition of the inverse of CNOT gate, which
is still a CNOT gate. (c)Required connectivity of CNOT gate. (d)Required connectivity of C2Ry gate,
which is decomposed as shown in (e). (f)Ue with four control qubits, which is same to Fig.(S1b). (g)The
required connectivity of Ue in (f), q′′ are ancilla qubits. (h)Qubits colored in azure are involved in the
multi controller gates, whereas the ones colored in gray are not. Qubits are assigned in the ‘H’ shape
as shown in (g). Numbers above the qubits correspond to the operations in (f). As an example, ‘1’
corresponds to Ry(α1) in (f), which is a CRy gate, and q0, q′′1 , q′ are involved in the implementation.

Furthermore, we can implement C3Ry and C4Ry gates with the Toffoli gates. Consider Ue depicted
in Fig.(S5f) (same to Fig.(S1b)), there are branches of multi controller gates with no more than 4 control
qubits. The required connectivity is depicted in Fig.(S5g). The 7 qubits are assigned as an ‘H’ shape,
where the qubits are connected if there are two qubit gates applied between them, and q′′ are ancilla
qubits. In Fig.(S5h) we demonstrate the involved qubits in the multi controller gates. Qubits colored in
azure are involved, whereas the ones colored in gray are not. Numbers above the qubits correspond to
the operations in Fig.(S5f), whereas the squares correspond to the qubits in Fig.(S5g). For example, ‘1’
corresponds to Ry(α1), which is a CRy gate in Fig.(S5f) with q0 as the control qubit and q′ as target.
Notice that in in Fig.(S5g) q0 and q′ are not neighbors, the ancilla qubit q′′1 is thus included. Firstly apply
CNOT gate between q0, q′′1 . Then implement the CRy gate on q′′1 and q′. Thereafter another CNOT
gate between q0, q′′1 is required to reset the ancilla qubit to state |0⟩. Thereby q0, q′′1 , q′ are involved in
the implementation.

Sometimes, the ancilla qubits are not directly connected to the target qubits on real machines. Then
we need to slightly change the implementation of C3Ry and C4Ry gates. In Fig.(S6a) the standard
connectivity of C3Ry or C4Ry gates is depicted. If the ancilla qubits are not directly connected to
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Figure S6: Connectivity in implementation of the CnRy gates. (a) The standard connectivity
of C3Ry or C4Ry gates. There are CNOT gates applied on the connected qubits. (b) An alternative
implementation, where two additional ancilla qubits q′′3 , q′′4 are included, as q′ is not derictly connected
to q′′1 , q′′2 . (c) Connectivity in the implementation fo C8Ry gates. In (a,b,c), control qubits are colored in
deep navy, ancilla qubits are colored in light grey, and target qubit is colored in pink. (d) Connectivity
of the IBM 27-qubit quantum chips. The numbers indicate the corresponding qubit on IBM quantum
computers. The connected squares infer connected qubits on real machines. Three C4Ry gates can run
simultaneously on the 27-qubit quantum chip.

the target qubits, then we can apply the alternative implementation as shown in Fig.(S6b), where two
additional ancilla qubits q′′3 , q′′4 are included. The design can be extended to CnRy gates with more
control qubits. For instance, if we regard the four control qubits in the standard C4Ry gates as ancilla
qubits, and connect each of them to two control qubits, we can implement the C8Ry gate, as depicted
in Fig.(S6c). In Fig.(S6a,b,c), control qubits are colored in deep navy, ancilla qubits are colored in light
grey, and target qubit is colored in pink.

In the main article, most circuits are implemented on IBM 27-qubit machines. Connectivity of the
IBM 27-qubit quantum chips is depicted in Fig.(S6d), where the numbers indicate the corresponding
qubit on IBM quantum computers. The connected squares infer connected qubits on real machines.
Three C4Ry gates can run simultaneously on the 27-qubit quantum chip, as shown in the qubits depicted
in three different colors. The first two C4Ry gates (colored in black and pink) correspond to the standard
connectivity as shown in Fig.(S6a), whereas the third corresponds to the alternative one as shown in
Fig.(S6b). Besides, there are 4 qubits excluded to the three C4Ry gates, as the ones depicted in white
background in Fig.(S6d).

S3.2 Implementation of the exponential products
Generally, the CNOT gate sequences only requires connectivity between the neighbor qubits. Thereby, it
is often less challenging to implement the exponential map of the product of Pauli spin matrices, especially
comparing with the CnRy gates. On the contrary, the exponential map have been well-developed and
widely employed in Trotterized quantum circuits[47, 48, 49]. In this subsection, we will present some
tricky designs in the implementation of the exponential products.

Recall the implementation of ERI components. In Fig.(S2.2c,d), the implementation of exp(iλγ3σx ⊗
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Figure S7: Connectivity in implementation of the CnRy gates. (a) (Upper) The implementation
of exp(iλγ3σz ⊗ σz). (Bottom) An equivalent implementation to the upper one, where we only swap the
two qubits. (b) Six equivalent implementations of exp(iλγ7σz ⊗ σz ⊗ σz). (c) Schematic implementation
of Uint for the first part ERI of Helium. Four qubits q0, q1, q2, q3 are harnessed in the Uint, where q3
represents the highest digit, and q0 represents the lowest one. Here we apply the alternative Ualter

int as
defined in Eq.(S38).

σx) and exp(iλγ7σx⊗σx⊗σx) are presented. The Hadamard gates change σz basis into σx basis, and the
zz interactions are introduced by CNOT gate pairs along with a single Rz gate. In Fig.(S7a), the upper
is standard implementation of exp(iλγ3σz ⊗ σz), which is same to the one in Fig.(S2.2c). Notice that
the two qubits are symmetry in the zz interaction. Thereby the operation is equivalent to the original
one when these two qubits are swapped, as shown in the bottom one in Fig.(S7a). Similarly, there
exist 6 equivalent implementation of the zzz interactions. In Fig.(S7b) the equivalent implementations of
exp(iλγ7σz⊗σz⊗σz) are presented, where the first implementation corresponds to the one in Fig.(S2.2d).

Convenience is led by this feature of exponential products. One typical example is the implementation
of Uint for the first part ERI of Helium, where there are only 4 non trivial components, corresponding to
binary description 0000, 0101, 1010, 1111. As depicted in Fig.(S7c), four qubits q0, q1, q2, q3 are harnessed
in the Uint, where q3 represents the highest digit, and q0 represents the lowest one. Here we apply the
alternative Ualter

int as defined in Eq.(S38). At the very beginning, all qubits are initialized at ground
state |0⟩. The NOT gate on q0 converts the quantum state to |0001⟩. Next, the solid square on q2
indicates a Rx gate acting on q2, which contributes to exp(iλσx(q2)⊗ σx(q0)), preparing the 0101 term.
Meanwhile, there is a Rx gate acting in q0, corresponding to the 0000 term. Then consider the 1010 term.
Recalling Eq.(S38), the 1010 term corresponds to the zzz interaction in exp(iλσx(q3)⊗ σx(q1)⊗ σx(q0)),
due to the existence of NOT gate applied on q0. The long solid box that spans over q3, q2, q0 indicates
the implementation of the zzz interaction. Here q1 is neighbor to both q3 and q0. Consider the first
implementation in Fig.(S7b), assign q3 the first qubit, q1 the second and q0 the last, then there is only
CNOT gates acting between the neighbors. On the other hand, the 1010 term also corresponds to the
zzz interaction among q3, q2, q1, as the long solid box (bottom) that spans over q3, q2, q1 depicted in
Fig.(S7c). Now consider the last implementation in Fig.(S7b), assign q3 the first qubit, q2 the second and
q1 the last, similarly, there is only CNOT gates acting between the neighbors, say q1 and q3, q3 and q2.

To implement CNOT gate between two qubits that are not directly connected on real devices, SWAP
gates are inevitable, which often causes extra noises and errors. Thereby, we prefer the CNOT gates
applied on the connected neighbors. Fortunately, under appropriate mapping as discussed in this subsec-
tion, the Pauli-X products can often be implemented with simple Hadamard gates, single qubit Rz gate,
and a sequence of CNOT gates acting between the connected neighbors.

S3.3 Estimation of the denominators
In the main article, operation U

(all)
E is designed as shown in Eq.(S18). For simplicity, hereafter we denote

P x
y as the theoretical counts to find output state |y⟩ with input state |x⟩, where x and y are integers

representing the state of q′(as the first digit in the binary form) and q. In the main article, we focus
on the simple Helium atom, and 4 q qubits are involved in UINT . State |x⟩ represents |0⟩q′ ⊗ |(x)bin⟩q,
whereas state |x + 16⟩ represents |1⟩q′ ⊗ |(x)bin⟩q, where (x)bin indicates the binary form of integer x,
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and subscripts q or q′ indicate the corresponding qubits. Theoretically, we have

P x
x+16 =

∣∣∣∣ Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs
·
∣∣∣∣Mshots (S59)

and
P x
x =

(
1−

∣∣∣∣ Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣) ·Mshots (S60)

where the total number of shots is denoted as Mshots. Ideally, there is no other output except |x⟩ and
|x = 16⟩, ensuring that ∣∣∣∣ Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣ = P x
x+16

P x
x + P x

x+16

(S61)

However, noise can not be ignored in real quantum devices. Recalling the results as presented in the
left column of Fig.(2c,d,e,f), unexpected states take considerable ratio in the U

(all)
INT outputs. In order to

figure out the root of these unexpected patterns, we tested U
(lite)
INT , where only necessary operations are

included, and the results are presented in the right column of Fig.(2c,d,e,f). Similarly to the notations
in the main article, pyx is the count to find output x with input y with operation Uall

E , P̃ corresponds to
the count under operation U lite

E .
We notice that outputs of U (lite)

INT are always very close to theoretical prediction, except the P̃ 0 terms.
Thus the denominator terms can be approximated as∣∣∣∣ Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣ = P̃ x
x+16

P̃ x
x + P̃ x

x+16

, x ̸= 0 (S62)

Recalling that P̃0 terms corresponding to input |0⟩⊗|0000⟩ (or |0⟩), where there is a C4Ry gate in U
(lite)
INT .

For all of the other terms, the C4Ry gate is eliminated, and the outputs are close to the theoretical
prediction. On the contrary, there is always a C4Ry gate in U

(all)
INT , no matter if it is working or idling.

Taking these above into account, we can figure out that most errors are owing to the existence of C4Ry

gate.
Denote U∆ as the difference between the operation U

(all)
E in experiment and the ideal UE , we have

P x
y

P x
x + P x

x+16

= |⟨y|UE |x⟩|2 (S63)

and
pxy

pxx + pxx+16

= |⟨y|UE + U∆|x⟩|2 (S64)

Rewrite U∆ = ∆UE , we have

pxy
pxx + pxx+16

= |⟨y|(1 +∆)UE |x⟩|2

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣⟨y|(1 +∆)


√√√√1−

∣∣∣∣∣ Csqrt
e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣∣|x⟩+
√√√√∣∣∣∣∣ Csqrt

e

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣∣|x+ 16⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
1

P x
x + P x

x+16

∣∣∣(δxy√P x
x + δx+16,y

√
P x
x+16

)
+
√
P x
x ⟨y|∆|x⟩+

√
P x
x+16⟨y|∆|x+ 16⟩

∣∣∣2
(S65)

In the approximation of the denominators, we focus on the outputs |x⟩ and |x+ 16⟩. We have

pxx
pxx + pxx+16

=
1

P x
x + P x

x+16

∣∣∣√P x
x +

√
P x
x ⟨x|∆|x⟩+

√
P x
x+16⟨x|∆|x+ 16⟩

∣∣∣2
=

P x
x

P x
x + P x

x+16

·

∣∣∣∣∣1 + ⟨x|∆|x⟩+

√
P x
x+16

P x
x

⟨x|∆|x+ 16⟩

∣∣∣∣∣
2 (S66)
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Meanwhile,

pxx+16

pxx + pxx+16

=
1

P x
x + P x

x+16

∣∣∣√P x
x+16 +

√
P x
x ⟨x+ 16|∆|x⟩+

√
P x
x+16⟨x+ 16|∆|x+ 16⟩

∣∣∣2
=

P x
x+16

P x
x + P x

x+16

·

∣∣∣∣∣1 + ⟨x+ 16|∆|x+ 16⟩+

√
P x
x

P x
x+16

⟨x+ 16|∆|x⟩

∣∣∣∣∣
2 (S67)

Recalling the decomposition of the C4Ry gate as shown in Fig.(2a), we can notice that all of the four
qubits in q are equivalent. Symmetry in the quantum circuit guarantees that ⟨x|∆|x⟩ should be a same
value for x = 0, 1, · · · , 15, whereas ⟨x + 16|∆|x + 16⟩ should be another same value. As most errors are
on account of the pair of Toffoli gates pairs, ∆ can hardly flip q′ without adding any other changes. In
other words, it is expected that |⟨x|∆|x+ 16⟩| ≪ |⟨x|∆|x⟩| and |⟨x+ 16|∆|x⟩| ≪ |⟨x+ 16|∆|x+ 16⟩|.

Therefore we have

pxx+16

pxx + pxx+16

=
1

15

16∑
n=1

(
1−

P̃n
n+16 − pnn+16

P̃n
n + P̃n

n+16

)
·

P x
x+16

P x
x + P x

x+16

(S68)

where we ignored the ⟨x+ 16|∆|x⟩ terms. and the denominators terms are estimated as

∣∣∣∣ Ce

ϵa + ϵb − ϵr − ϵs

∣∣∣∣ =
(

1

15

16∑
n=1

P̃n
n + pnn+16

P̃n
n + P̃n

n+16

)−1

·
pxx+16

pxx + pxx+16

(S69)

which is the approximation as shown in the main article.
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