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Key properties of physical systems can be described by the eigenvalues of matrices that represent
the system. Computational algorithms that determine the eigenvalues of these matrices exist, but
they generally suffer from a loss of performance as the matrix grows in size. This process can be
expanded to quantum computation to find the eigenvalues with better performance than the classical
algorithms. One application of such an eigenvalue solver is to determine energy levels of a molecule
given a matrix representation of its Hamiltonian using the variational principle. Using a variational
quantum eigensolver, we determine the ground state energies of different molecules. We focus on
the choice of optimization strategy for a Qiskit simulator on low-end hardware. The benefits of
several different optimizers were weighed in terms of accuracy in comparison to an analytic classical
solution as well as code efficiency.

PACS numbers:

INTRODUCTION

The Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) is a
method which uses the variational principle from quan-
tum mechanics to estimate the minimum eigenvalue of a
Hermitian matrix H [1]. VQE is fairly simple to execute
and is naturally resistant to error accumulation. Conse-
quently, it is a candidate to be one of the first algorithms
to practically outperform a classical computer [2] and
yet researchers are still trying to find ways to enhance
the process [3]. The algorithm estimates an eigenvalue
λθ with corresponding eigenstate |ψ(θ)⟩, which is an up-
per bound for the minimum eigenvalue λmin. This is
described by the relation

λmin ≤ λθ = ⟨ψ(θ)|H |ψ(θ)⟩ .

Once this eigenstate is obtained, it is iteratively up-
dated to minimize the expectation value of the matrix
⟨ψ(θ)|H |ψ(θ)⟩. When this is minimized, it will be an
approximation for the eigenvalue λmin.

The procedure has several steps. First, an arbitrary
initial state |ψ⟩, an ansatz, is operated on by a param-
eterized circuit or variational form U(θ) or to obtain an
initial estimate for |ψ(θ)⟩. The ansatz should approxi-
mate the eigenstate |ψmin⟩, whose associated eigenvalue
is the desired λmin. In some contexts, it can be shown [4]
that initial state preparation can be performed in terms
of Givens rotations, or rotations in a 2-dimensional plane.

For the relevant problem and hardware being used, an
appropriate optimizer is chosen and applied to |ψ(θ)⟩ to
optimize the eigenstate. To preserve system resources
and improve efficiency, the number of free parameters in
the variational form should be minimized. In the case of
a 1-qubit variational form, the operator

U3(θ, ϕ, λ) =

[
cos θ

2 −eiλ sin θ
2

eiϕ sin θ
2 eiλ+iϕ cos θ

2

]
can be used to apply any single qubit transformation
when the proper parameters are chosen, aside from a
global phase. This form has only the three free parame-
ters θ, ϕ, and λ, and can be optimized efficiently. How-
ever, systems often require more than a single qubit to
be represented on a quantum device.

Several kinds of optimization strategies can be em-
ployed. One of these is called “stochastic gradient de-
scent,” where parameters are updated one at a time in a
manner which causes the objective function to fluctuate
[5]. However, this method generally evaluates the circuit
an expensive number of times and can often result in
getting stuck at only local optima. For these reasons, it
is not recommended for VQE on noisy devices [1]. Some
other optimizers make use of random perturbation, where
the parameters are updated in a random fashion to re-
duce the impact of noise.

After the optimizer is applied for enough iterations, the
estimated energy expectation value λθ should be a good
approximation of the minimum eigenvalue λmin. When
the algorithm is given a Hamiltonian matrix, this eigen-
value is a representation of the system’s ground state
energy.

INITIAL CODE & MODIFICATIONS

Some code was taken from the “Simulating Molecules
using VQE” section of the Qiskit online textbook [1] to
serve as a starting point. Using VQE with the Sequen-
tial Least Squares Programming (SLSQP) optimizer, the
code calculates the ground state energy of Lithium Hy-
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dride at several atomic distances using a quantum sim-
ulator powered by the Qiskit developer kit. The same
energy is computed with a classical solver for compari-
son.

The code first initializes the statevector simulator,
computes the list of atomic distances which will be used
for the simulations, and creates empty lists to store
both the VQE-computed energies and the classically-
calculated energies.

Next it runs an initialization routine. This takes a
defined molecule function, which itself is a function of
atomic distance, containing the elements and positions
of the atoms making up the molecule. The lithium atom
is positioned at the origin coordinate (0, 0, 0) and the Hy-
drogen atom is placed on the X-axis some distance away,
which is the argument of the function. For molecules
of more than two atoms, variational methods have been
conceived [6] which determine the optimal angle geome-
try for calculating minimum energies. For molecules of
only two atoms, though, there are no angles to consider.

The code then uses this molecule function for the first
atomic distance in the series to initialize a driver, which
processes the properties of the defined molecule in the
STO-3G basis. This minimal basis set uses 3 Gaussian-
Type Orbitals (GTO) to approximate the accurate yet
expensive Slater-Type orbitals (STO) in a manner that is
less resource-exhaustive but not greatly accurate [7]. The
number of particles and spin orbitals is collected from this
driver. The orbitals are removed, the Hamiltonian is set
as a sum of Pauli operators, and two-qubit reduction is
performed. This reduction is done along with freezing
the core to reduce the total number of qubits required
[8].

The result is calculated classically with an eigensolver
function, then by VQE using the SLSQP optimizer with
a Hartree-Fock ansatz and the UCCSD variational form.
The Hartree-Fock method “approximates the wave func-
tion [of multiple electrons] in terms of single-electron
wave functions” [9], and the UCCSD variational form
is a unitary form of the classical coupled-cluster (CC)
variational form for single- and double-excitation wave-
functions [10]. The results are then calculated for the
remaining atomic distances before being plotted.

Once the initial code was in place, a few major changes
were made for the main body of this work. First,
two new optimizers were introduced to the code. This
was done so that both accuracy and effiency could be
compared in an effort to choose the best optimizer for
the available hardware. These new optimizers were
the Constrained Optimization by Linear Approximation
(COBYLA) and Simultaneous Perturbation Stochastic
Approximation (SPSA) optimizers, both supported na-
tively by the Qiskit libraries.

Besides adding new optimizers, different molecules
were examined altogether. These new molecules were
Hydrogen gas (H2), Hydrogen Fluoride (HF), Hydro-

gen Chloride (HCl), and Imidogen (NH). Each of these
molecules had their energies calculated by VQE using
each of the three optimizers. A timer was also added to
the code to record the runtime for each of the trials.

ACCURACY

Energy vs Atomic Distance plots were produced by the
code using each of the different optimizers. The plots give
a demonstration of the accuracy of the process. Compar-
ing the VQE energy curves to the classical energy curves
quickly illuminates the difference in the calculations at a
given atomic distance. These plots are shown in Figures
1 through 12. It should be noted that the energies, mea-
sured in Hartrees, are calculated for atomic distances be-
tween 0.1 and 4.0 Angstroms, but most of the plots show
a restricted domain to better present the minimum val-
ues of the energy curves. Also, the random nature of the
SPSA optimizer causes the energy values to vary slightly
between different runs of the code, and so the plots for
this optimizer are not always easily reproducible without
providing a seed manually.

FIG. 1: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Hydrogen Gas
(H2) with the SLSQP optimizer. The minimum energy cal-
culated was −1.136 Ha at a distance of 0.7 Angstroms.
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FIG. 2: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Hydrogen Gas
(H2) with the COBYLA optimizer. The minimum energy
calculated was −1.117 Ha at a distance of 0.7 Angstroms.

FIG. 3: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Hydrogen Gas
(H2) with the SPSA optimizer. For this particular run, the
minimum energy calculated was −0.930 Ha at a distance of
3.3 Angstroms.

FIG. 4: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Hydrogen Fluo-
ride (HF) with the SLSQP optimizer. The minimum energy
calculated was −98.595 Ha at a distance of 1.1 Angstroms.

FIG. 5: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Hydrogen Fluo-
ride (HF) with the COBYLA optimizer. The minimum energy
calculated was −98.568 Ha at a distance of 0.9 Angstroms.
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FIG. 6: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Hydrogen Fluo-
ride (HF) with the SPSA optimizer. For this particular run,
the minimum energy calculated was −98.172 Ha at a distance
of 1.3 Angstroms.

FIG. 7: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Hydrogen Chlo-
ride (HCl) with the SLSQP optimizer. The minimum energy
calculated was −455.156 Ha at a distance of 1.3 Angstroms.

FIG. 8: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Hydrogen Chlo-
ride (HCl) with the COBYLA optimizer. The minimum
energy calculated was −455.136 Ha at a distance of 1.3
Angstroms.

FIG. 9: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Hydrogen Chlo-
ride (HCl) with the SPSA optimizer. For this particular run,
the minimum energy calculated was −454.384 Ha at a dis-
tance of 3.5 Angstroms.
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FIG. 10: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Imidogen (NH)
with the SLSQP optimizer. The minimum energy calculated
was −54.185 Ha at a distance of 1.1 Angstroms.

FIG. 11: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Imidogen (NH)
with the COBYLA optimizer. The minimum energy calcu-
lated was −54.136 Ha at a distance of 1.1 Angstroms.

FIG. 12: Energy vs Atomic Distance plot for Imidogen (NH)
with the SPSA optimizer. For this particular run, the mini-
mum energy calculated was −53.669 Ha at a distance of 2.1
Angstroms.

Generally, the SLSQP optimizer consistently produces
the energy curve which most closely fits the classical
curve of the three optimizers examined (Figs 1, 4, 7, 10).
For this reason, we consider the SLSQP optimizer to pro-
duce the most accurate results of these tested optimiz-
ers. Most of the time, the curve for the code run with
the COBYLA optimizer is also quite accurate, though
the curves often begin to diverge slightly after the min-
imum value has been reached (Figs 2, 5, 8, 11). This
is most apparent in the plot for Hydrogen Gas (H2) us-
ing the COBYLA optimizer, but is also the case for the
other molecules outside of the domain presented in the
plots above. The VQE curves produced using the SPSA
optimizer are consistently the least close to the classi-
cal curves (Figs 3, 6, 9, 12). The difference between the
curves is most noticeable for the case of Hydrogen Gas
(H2).

EFFICIENCY

In computation, minimizing runtime can be just as im-
port as having accurate results. Often, waiting long pe-
riods of time for slight improvements in precision is not
desirable. Tables I through IV contain the runtimes for
the code for each of the molecules. Once again, these
runtimes represent the calculations for atomic distances
between 0.1 and 4.0 Angstroms.
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TABLE I: Runtimes for VQE code simulating H2 molecule.

Trial SLSQP COBYLA SPSA
(s) (s) (s)

1 18.24 17.02 19.45
2 19.73 17.60 19.53
3 18.18 17.20 19.42

TABLE II: Runtimes for VQE code simulating HF molecule.

Trial SLSQP COBYLA SPSA
(m:s) (m:s) (m:s)

1 10:09.13 02:50.63 06:04.99
2 09:36.79 02:48.99 06:08.58
3 09:41.35 02:52.70 06:11.98

TABLE III: Runtimes for VQE code simulating HCl molecule.

Trial SLSQP COBYLA SPSA
(m:s) (m:s) (m:s)

1 10:12.08 02:57.69 06:12.90
2 10:11.25 02:54.94 06:19.45
3 09:42.63 02:59.25 06:23.85

TABLE IV: Runtimes for VQE code simulating NH molecule.

Trial SLSQP COBYLA SPSA
(m:s) (m:s) (m:s)

1 43:56.93 05:12.78 13:33.42
2 44:01.80 05:09.54 13:22.93
3 43:48.15 05:12.29 13:22.46

These times are plotted in Figure 13 for direct com-
parison across different optimizers and molecules.

FIG. 13: Runtime comparison in log scale for each optimizer-
molecule combination.

In every trial, COBYLA was the optimizer which com-
pleted the process the fastest. In all but two of the trials,
SLSQP was the slowest optimizer and SPSA took second
place. The two trials where this was different were tri-
als 1 and 3 for H2, where SLSQP was faster than SPSA
by only 1.21 and 1.24 seconds respectively. Since the
majority of the trials have the same speed rankings, we
consider this to be generally true for simulations under
these conditions.

DISCUSSION

The results of the accuracy and efficiency comparisons
are not surprising when you consider how these optimiz-
ers work. In this chapter, we describe the inner workings
of the optimizers and explain the best optimizer choices
under different conditions.

The Optimizers

SLSQP is an optimizer which can minimize a func-
tion of several variables containing any combination of
bounds and constraints [11]. This is ideal for problems
where the objective function being optimized, as well as
its constraints, are twice continuously differentiable. For
values in the limit of infinity, large floating points values
are used instead. SLSQP requires calculation of the ob-
jective function’s second derivative, which takes a non-
negligible amount of time. For this reason, the longer
runtimes should be expected for the SLSQP optimizer.

COBYLA is useful for constrained problems where the
derivative of the objective function is unknown [12]. The
Qiskit textbook recommends this optimizer for noise-free
objective functions when the minimum number of evalu-
ations is desired. COBYLA only evaluates the objective
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function of the problem once per iteration, which makes
it quite efficient. As a result, we see comparatively short
runtimes for this optimizer.

The SPSA optimizer estimates the gradient of the ob-
jective function after shifting the parameters in a random
fashion. Qiskit recommends SPSA for noisy simulators
or real hardware. Other works [13] agree that SPSA is
“most effective when the loss function measurements in-
clude added noise.” On this non-noisy simulator, we see
the effectiveness of the optimizer fade as evidenced by
the variance between the energy curves produced by the
code. SPSA evaluates the objective function twice, which
explains why we see it perform slower than COBYLA in
every trial.

Of course, these are not the only optimization methods
that exist, but we wanted to ensure that the optimizers
we examined were supported natively within Qiskit to
avoid any compatibility issues. Some other optimizers,
like the Rotosolve optimizer, have been shown to con-
verge faster than some gradient-based optimizers. This
optimizer “does not allow for full potential for paralleliza-
tion for VQE” and requires three objective function sam-
ples, which is more than typical gradient descent methods
[14].

Choosing an Optimizer

The best choice of optimizer ultimately comes down to
what resources are available to the user and what they
prioritize as most important.

For finding the ground state energies of simple
molecules on a Qiskit simulator, the SLSQP optimizer
determines the energy very well, obtaining results very
close to an analytical classical eigensolver, and is easily
the most accurate of the three tested. When time is in
no short supply, SLSQP would be the best optimizer to
choose.

Applying the COBYLA optimizer to VQE to find the
ground of state energies of molecules, this optimizer does
well, but is not as accurate as SLSQP. This is likely due
to the smaller number of function evaluations, causing
a tradeoff between efficiency and accuracy. Still, it gave
very good approximations for a majority of the atomic
distances for each molecule and was much faster than
SLSQP in several cases. When time is limited, COBYLA
is the best choice of the three.

For simulations on relatively low-end, non-noisy simu-
lators, SPSA is not recommended. The results tend not
to correlate well at all with the energies determined by
classical means. Unfortunately, it is also not fast enough
to make up for this loss of accuracy. When executing
VQE on a noisy device, SPSA may have some gains over
SLSQP and COBYLA, but we have yet to test this.

FUTURE WORK

The timeframe allowed for this research has left some
further work to be desired. Here, we suggest some ways
to continue building on these findings.

The first suggestion would be to introduce more mod-
ifications to the code to improve its efficiency outside of
the optimizer. Not every molecule worth examining will
be small enough to allow for reasonably efficient compu-
tation on low-end hardware, and it is not feasible to wait
many hours for a small number of steps to be calculated.

Additionally, using improved hardware would also be a
good way to continue this work. For these trials, the code
was run on the University of Massachusetts Dartmouth
Rapid Prototyping Server (RPS), which does not have
particularly powerful specs available to a single end-user.
Running this code on a more powerful device like a su-
percomputer could potentially allow for larger molecules
to be simulated. Additionally, it would be expected that
the runtimes would be reduced, allowing for adjustments
and improvements to be made more rapidly.

Finally, a deeper analysis of the experimental accuracy
could be performed. In this work, we measured accuracy
in terms of closeness between the VQE-calculated and
classically-calculated energy curves. Comparing these re-
sults to the experimentally-determined energies of these
molecules would give an improved description of the true
accuracy of the process and its viability to outperform
classical solvers.
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