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Improving the efficiency and accuracy of energy calculations has been of significant and continued
interest in the area of materials informatics, a field that applies machine learning techniques to com-
putational materials data. Here, we present a heuristic quantum-classical algorithm to efficiently
model and predict the energies of substitutionally disordered binary crystalline materials. Specifi-
cally, a quantum circuit that scales linearly in the number of lattice sites is designed and trained
to predict the energies of quantum chemical simulations in an exponentially-scaling feature space.
This circuit is trained by classical supervised-learning using data obtained from classically-computed
quantum chemical simulations. As a part of the training process, we introduce a sub-routine that
is able to detect and rectify anomalies in the input data. The algorithm is demonstrated on the
complex layer-structured of Li-cobaltate system, a widely-used Li-ion battery cathode material com-
ponent. Our results shows that the proposed quantum circuit model presents a suitable choice for
modelling the energies obtained from such quantum mechanical systems. Furthermore, analysis of
the anomalous data provides important insights into the thermodynamic properties of the systems
studied.

I. INTRODUCTION

Materials Informatics (MI) [1–3], a recent trend in computational materials science, is a field of study that applies
machine learning techniques to materials data in order to efficiently predict material properties [4–8], ultimately aimed
at accelerating materials development and deployment, e.g. for battery materials [9, 10]. One of the challenging tasks
in MI is to construct sufficiently rich models that can describe material properties at atomic scales which are generally
calculated using quantum mechanical principles. Often, this requires expensive computations and data management
that are intractable with today’s computational resources [11–14].

A quantum computer may be an attractive candidate to mitigate some these challenges by providing access to
quantum learning models which are more suitable for studying data generated from quantum mechanical processes and
models which are potentially inaccessible for the classical computational techniques in terms of computational prowess.
Although the ability to implement pragmatic problems on current quantum computers is limited due to decoherence
and errors [15–17], recent approaches [18–20] based on the hybridization of quantum and classical computation have
been successfully demonstrated on the quantum hardware currently in operation [21–28]. In these hybrid approaches,
a single lengthy operation on a quantum processing unit is replaced with a series of shorter processes which are less
vulnerable to decoherence and errors, interleaved with classically computed optimization routines.

Aligned with these approaches, we present here a hybrid quantum-classical algorithm to model the energy of
substitutionally disordered binary crystalline materials. More specifically, a quantum circuit that links the energy
and atomic position of materials is designed and trained by supervised-learning based on classically computed data
instances (results of quantum chemical simulations from classical computations). Quantum chemical simulations on
classical computers are often very expensive and verifying the accuracy of the obtained results is very difficult. By
training an efficient quantum circuit model that can effectively learn the properties of interest for a given chemical
system we aim to address these two issues. The immediate advantage of using a quantum circuit model is the
availability of a quantum mechanically enhanced feature space for data representation. This enhanced feature space
can exploit correlations generated due to quantum entanglement which a classical model is unable to access. In the
algorithm described below, data generated from the classical computations can be fed directly into the quantum
circuit model and hence problems associated with data input and output prevalent in many of the quantum machine
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learning algorithms does not impact this implementation [29]. To demonstrate the developed algorithm we apply it
to the layered LixCo2−xO2 (LCO) system, an important material used in Li-ion batteries.

This algorithm is explored and explained with an emphasis on two aspects: (i) quantum circuit model design and
scaling of the number of parameters and (ii) anomaly detection in the input data instances. The significance of
anomaly detection is discussed, particularly, in relation to the magnetic moments of Co ions in the LCO system.

II. BACKGROUND

The energy of single-crystal materials can be expressed as a function of occupation variables σj , which indicate
an atomic species on lattice site j. The total number of distinct configurations σ = σ1σ2 · · ·σN for a lattice with
N lattice sites is equal to mN , where m is the number of different atomic species constituting the material that
can occupy a given site. Thus, to completely describe the energy of the system, E(σ), mN parameters will be
required. For example, a binary crystalline material with its atoms dispersed on N lattice sites will have 2N distinct
σ configurations that can be distinguished by 2N parameters. If the force-field of the system is already known to have
an explicit formula as a function of continuous variables, e.g. pairwise potential as a function of interatomic distance,
fewer number of parameters may be sufficient for modeling the energy. However, without such foreknowledge, in
principle, mN parameters are needed. In practice, the number of the required parameters is reduced by using intrinsic
material properties, spatial symmetries and data-science techniques. One such technique is the cluster expansion
method [30–34] where the energy is expanded as a linear combination of orthogonal functions (referred to cluster
functions) designed to represent atomic clusters, with corresponding expansion coefficients used as parameters to
model the energy. The total number of atomic clusters that can be created is equal to mN and correspondingly
there are mN cluster functions (that is, mN parameters). To reduce the number of parameters, the set of cluster
functions is truncated by considering rotational and translational symmetries of the atomic clusters, assuming a cutoff
distance for effective interactions between atoms, and iteratively searching for the most representative atomic clusters
based on a trade-off between efficiency and accuracy of the model. Although these techniques have been demonstrated
successfully in certain areas of materials research, in particularly in the area of battery materials [32, 34–36], there are
still fundamental limits in increasing computational efficiency further, due to the time-consuming process of sorting
out the most representative cluster functions as well as the risk of propagating errors caused by incorrectly truncated
set of cluster functions [37, 38]. Recently, techniques going beyond traditional cluster expansion that model the
energies using artificial neural networks and machine learning techniques have been explored [39–41]. While these
approaches provide a way to correlate features systemically, prior selection of input features or prior truncation of
features in convolution operations still remains necessary. In our approach presented below, the design of the quantum
circuit model is implemented independently of the prior selection or truncation of features (cluster functions).

In recent years quantum circuits that encode single qubit rotations and two qubit interactions with free parameters
have been widely used for determining the lowest energy state of chemical and physical systems using algorithms like
Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) and Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm (QAOA)[18, 21, 23, 42,
43]. These quantum circuit models with free parameters are also ubiquitous in the quantum optimization and quantum
machine learning literature for classification and regression problems [20, 22, 44–47]. Quantum circuit families can be
carefully chosen such that they provide the freedom to explore a specific subset of states in the Hilbert-space using
correlations that cannot be described classically, can be customized to account for the constraints set by error prone
near-term quantum hardwares and can also guarantee that simulating these quantum circuits with classical computers
scales inefficiently [22, 48], hence, providing a path to quantum advantage. In this work, we choose a quantum circuit
model that is based on spin Hamiltonians, can be efficiently executed on near-term quantum hardware and is inspired
by circuit families that are known to be hard to simulate on classical computers.

III. APPROACH

We develop a hybrid quantum-classical algorithm to efficiently model the energy of a binary crystalline material
as a function of the configuration, σ (σ = σ1σ2 · · ·σN , σj ∈ {+1,−1}). Values of +1 or -1 are assigned based on
the atomic species at a given lattice site. We assume that each lattice site is occupied by either of the two species
and no lattice site remains empty. A parameterized quantum circuit is designed as a function of the configuration
and trained via minimization of a cost function that measures the difference between the energies predicted by the
quantum circuit and those computed by classical techniques for a training set. Once converged, the trained model
will be able to predict the energy of arbitrary σ without performing classical energy calculations. Workflow of the
proposed algorithm is as illustrated in FIG. 1.



3

Input {σ}, {E}, { ⃗Θ}, s

{σ}, {E}, { ⃗Θ}, s

Up
dat

e{
⃗ Θ}

and
s Prediction of {EQC(σ, { ⃗Θ}, s)}

from the quantum circuit

by a classical algorithm
Adjustment of { ⃗Θ} and s

Change in { ⃗Θ} and s < tol1?No

Cost < tol2?

Output {σ}, {E}, { ⃗Θ}, s

Detection of σ(k) with
|EQC(k) − E(k) | > tol3

Up
dat

et
he

tra
ini

ng
set

:
Co

rre
ct

E(k)
for

σ(k)
Ad

dn
ew

ins
tan

ces
{σ′

 },
{E

′ }

NoYes

Yes

towards cost minimization

FIG. 1. Workflow of the proposed algorithm - σ and E are the configuration of occupation variables and the energy from
classically-computed quantum chemical simulation (density functional theory calculation in this study), respectively, per each

data instance. {σ} and {E} constitutes the training set. The parameters {~Θ} and s, which are the coefficients of the quantum
circuit and a scaling factor, respectively, are used to predict the energy EQC for a given σ and optimized classically through
minimization of a cost function. tol1 and tol2 are the thresholds to determine if the parameters were converged and the cost
reached the minimum, respectively, while tol3 is used to identify data instances with anomaly. EQC(k) and E(k) are the energies
for the k-th configuration σ(k) in the training set. The training set is updated by correcting the anomalous data instances
and adding new data instances. Variational quantum-classical optimization process and data anomaly detection process are
denoted by blue-dashed and red-dotted regions, respectively.

Our design principle for quantum circuit assigns one qubit to each occupation variable and entangles every pair of the
nearest neighboring qubits. The designed quantum circuit model consists of two consecutive layers of parameterized
single and two qubit operations acting on N qubits where each layer is given by the following unitary transformation:

U({~Θ}, σ) = exp

iN−1∑
j=0

φjX̂j

 exp

iN−1∑
j=0

θjσjẐj + i

N−2∑
j=0

θj,j+1σjσj+1ẐjẐj+1

 (1)

In Eq. (1), σj denotes the occupation variable on lattice site j, and X̂j and Ẑj denote the Pauli operators at the lattice

site j. {~Θ} = {φj , θj , θj,j+1} indicate the free parameters in the circuit to be learned. The terms corresponding to

the Pauli operators X̂j and Ẑj are represented by single qubit rotations around the x and the z axis of the jth qubit,
respectively, in the quantum circuit. The rotation angles are controlled by the parameters φj , θj and occupation

variable σj . The term with ẐjẐj+1 interaction between the nearest neighboring qubits is encoded with a single Z
rotation gate and a rotation angle of θj,j+1σjσj+1 on the qubit representing lattice site j+ 1 sandwiched between two
CNOT gates with qubit representing the jth lattice site as the control qubit and the qubit representing the j + 1th

lattice site as the target qubit (refer to the example circuit in Fig. (8) shown in Appendix C). We use two consecutive
layers of the unitary circuit presented in Eq. (1) to represent quantum chemical interactions in the lattice system.
Therefore, there are overall 6N−2 free parameters in this circuit for a lattice system with N lattice sites. While there
can be several variations in the arrangement of the entangling blocks in this circuit model, we adopted one in which
the circuit depth increases linearly with the number of qubits, for simplicity. Based on the results in [22, 48, 49], we
believe that this circuit model would be hard to simulate classically as the system size grows. The suggested quantum
circuit model is heuristically chosen, but its structure with interleaving unitaries as given in Eq. (1) is inspired by the
philosophy of QAOA where unitaries describing the Hamiltonian of the system are interleaved with a simple mixing
Hamiltonian [18]. The assignment of lattice sites to qubits can be chosen based on the crystal structure of the system
of interest. Refer to Appendix C for more discussion on the properties of the quantum circuit used. The overall
structure of the designed quantum circuit is as illustrated in FIG. 2 and detailed circuit for a 4 lattice site system is
provided in Appendix C. The energy of the lattice system for a given configuration σ is evaluated as the expectation
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FIG. 2. Illustration of the proposed quantum circuit - (a) the entire circuit and (b) one layer. The circuits consists of a set of

free parameters {~Θn} = {θnj , θnj,j+1, φ
n
j } where the subscript denotes the lattice site(s) and the superscript specifies the layer

number. The two-qubit operator V (θnj,j+1, σjσj+1) denotes eiθ
n
j,j+1σjσj+1Ẑj Ẑj+1 and represents the entangling operator between

qubits j and j + 1 on the layer n.

value of the state |ψ(σ)〉 given in Eq. (2)

|ψ(σ, {~Θn=1,2})〉 = U({~Θ2}, σ)H⊗NU({~Θ1}, σ)H⊗N |0〉⊗N (2)

with respect to the X̂1Ŷ2 · · · X̂N−1ŶN operator using a quantum processing unit. The operator X̂1Ŷ2 · · · X̂N−1ŶN was
chosen to reduce the effects of the unintentional parity-symmetries of occupation variables and hence to distinguish
different σ effectively (see Appendix C). If a priori knowledge about the Hamiltonian describing the chemical system
is available, it can be incorporated into selection of the measurement operators. The energy predicted by this model,
EQC , is given as:

EQC(σ, {~Θn=1,2}, s) = s〈ψ(σ, {~Θn=1,2})|X̂1Ŷ2 · · · X̂N−1ŶN |ψ(σ, {~Θn=1,2})〉 (3)

The exact functional form of the obtained energy is beyond the scope of the current work. In Eq. (3), we introduce
a scaling factor, s, which is also an optimization parameter, to account for the overall scale of the predicted energies
since each material system would have its corresponding energy scale. With the inclusion of the scaling factor, the
total number of parameters to be optimized is 6N − 1. EQC , as a function of σ, is then compared with the energy
obtained from classically-computed quantum chemical simulations. The quantum circuit part of this algorithm was
implemented using IBM’s open source Qiskit Aqua software and the results were simulated using the Statevector
simulator provided within Qiskit [50]. In this study, density functional theory (DFT) was used to calculate the energy
classically, EDFT . To help with the optimization procedure, the classical DFT energy data was pre-processed. Details
of this procedure are outlined in Appendix A.

Data instances from the DFT calculations were divided into two sets, the training set and the test set. Both EQC

and EDFT were obtained for all configurations in the training set. The coefficients ({~Θ1}, {~Θ2}) and the scaling
parameter s were then optimized to minimize the cost, defined as the Root-Mean-Square-Error (RMSE) of EQC(σ)
compared with the EDFT (σ) for each configuration σ in the training set, as follows.

cost =

√√√√Ndata∑
i=1

(EQC(i) − EDFT (i))2

Ndata
(4)

In Eq. (4), Ndata is the number of data instances in the training set and i denotes the ith data instance. This
optimization process is carried out using a combination of Constrained Optimization BY Linear Approximation
(COBYLA) [51] and Adaptive Moment Estimation (Adam) [52]. The COBYLA optimization algorithm is applied
until the number of iterations for parameter optimization reach the preset maximum of 10,000, or satisfies a preset
convergence error tolerance, tol1 = 10−4. In the former case, the optimization parameters are then refined further
using Adam algorithm until convergence set by tol1 is reached. After the completion of the optimization run (refer
to FIG. 1), if the evaluated cost is found to be higher than a fixed value, tol2, all data instances used for the training
which however show a discrepancy of greater than tol3 between EQC and EDFT are examined by performing follow-
up DFT calculations for the same σ but with updated DFT parameters, particularly, the initial values of magnetic
moments in this study. If the EDFT from the follow-up DFT calculation is lower than the current value, the data
point is replaced with new value in the training set. Otherwise, a new data instance is created by performing a
DFT calculation for a similar σ and added to the training set. We refer to this process as anomaly detection and
treatment (see Appendix B for more detail). The sequence of parameter optimization followed by anomaly detection
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and treatment (referred to as a round) is repeated until the obtained cost is less than a preset value tol2 = 0.03 eV
per cation (or 0.015 eV per atom). This value for tol2 was adopted to maintain the ratio of tol2 to the variation in
the EDFT values as low as 1.5% and thus ensure that the circuit model can effectively distinguish the energies of
distinct σ. EDFT values in the training set tended to vary by 2 eV per cation. The tolerance tol2 can be set to a
lower value at the price of slower convergence. tol3 was set to be flexible during rounds. In initial rounds, a relatively
bigger value was used because the model, which is used as the reference, would be still far from convergence. When
the model reached closer to convergence in the later rounds, a smaller value was used. In this study, tol3 was set to
0.1 eV per cation initially and reset to 0.06 eV per cation after a significant reduction of the cost was observed at the
third round, to detect anomalous data more rigorously.

The algorithm and quantum circuit are applied to the LCO system, a core component in one of the widely used
Li-ion battery cathodes, lithium Nickel-Manganese-Cobalt oxides abbreviated as NMC. While the LCO system has
been modeled in many previous computational research studies, its magnetic properties have rarely been studied due
to difficulties in calculating magnetic moments precisely (refer to Appendix A). Anomaly detection and treatment
process in our algorithm is expected to mediate these difficulties. Ideally, the layered LiCoO2 (LCO at x = 1) consists
of alternating cation (Li or Co) layers with one anion (O) layer between each cation layer. However, in our model
cationic lattice sites are assumed to be occupied by either Li or Co considering cations-intermixing, in particular,
when the chemical composition of LCO deviates from x = 1. Oxygen atoms are assumed to reside in anion layers and,
thus, only cationic lattice sites are assigned σj . While σj can have any value, except 0 as it nullifies the associated
coefficients in the quantum circuit, we adopted +1 for Co and -1 for Li in this study, for convenience.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We applied the developed algorithm to a 4 and 8 cationic lattice site LCO system. In the 4 lattice site system, the
total number of possible configurations, {σ}, is 16. Therefore, in principle, 16 parameters should be sufficient to model
the energy of the system. However, the spin-polarized DFT calculations (used in this study) for transition-metal oxides
often fail to converge to the ground state due to the slow convergence of magnetic moment (see Refs [36, 53–55]) and
predict a number of different thermodynamically-meta-stable states for identical σ. The added complexity of different
magnetic states produces many more than 2N data instances for N lattice site system, including anomalous data
instances due to unconverged magnetic moments. Thus, the anomaly detection and treatment process is essential
for reliable modeling of the energies. In a parallel effort, we also modeled this 4 lattice site system classically
(16 parameters was small enough for classical approaches) to provide a benchmark result for our algorithm. The
parameters and expansion basis were formulated using the cluster expansion method but without any truncation,
and the same anomaly detection and treatment as our algorithm was processed. We would like to highlight that the
anomaly detection and treatment sub-routine is applicable to classical algorithms as well, in general. One distinction
being, with traditional approaches such as truncated cluster expansion, the anomaly detection would be processed
with a model that is intrinsically incomplete and thus possesses a high risk of bias.

The training set used consisted of 30 data instances. Note that a few instances of the training set had identical σ
but different energies due to distinct magnetic moments of ions, exposing the need for anomaly detection. After the
parameter optimization in the 1st round, the value of the cost function reduced to 0.10 eV/cation from the initial
value of 0.38 eV/cation. We also observed that data instances that displayed a large discrepancy between EDFT and
EQC were often not fully-converged in their magnetic moments. For example, a large

∣∣EQC − EDFT
∣∣ was observed

for LiCoO2 (LCO at x = 1) data instances with magnetic Co ions, while the oxidation state of Co ions at x = 1
is known to be Co3+ which is nonmagnetic. Those data instances with large

∣∣EQC − EDFT
∣∣ were updated by the

procedure for anomaly detection and treatment. This sequence was repeated to the fourth round and the resultant
cost reduced to 0.018 eV/cation (or 0.009 eV/atom), corresponding to 1.55% of the variation of EDFT in the training
set, which ranged from -11.596 to -10.431 eV per cation. The corresponding mean absolute percentage error (MAPE)
was 0.096%. As stated earlier, we also modeled E(σ) classically. The resultant cost was 0.12 eV/cation after the first
round and then reduced to 0.018 eV/cation after the fourth round, which are almost the same as the result from our
algorithm.

The algorithm was then applied to a 8 cationic lattice site LCO system. As stated earlier, many more than 28

data instances can be produced from DFT calculations due to the slow convergence of magnetic moment. The initial
training set had 72 data instances of randomly chosen and distinct σ. The anomaly detection and treatment process
was then applied. After 6 rounds tolerance criterion for the cost function was met. The final size of the training set
increased to 88 data instances and the resultant cost was 0.028 eV/cation. The performance of this training result can
be assessed by comparing EDFT (i) and EQC(i), which is shown in FIG. 3(a). The cost 0.028 eV per cation corresponds
to 1.58% of the variation in EDFT values of the training set that ranged from -11.451 eV to -9.746 eV per cation.
The corresponding MAPE was 0.20%.
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FIG. 3. (a) Comparison between EDFTi and EQCi for data instances in the training set for 8 cationic lattice site LCO system.
RMSE and R2 denote the resultant cost and the coefficient of determination, respectively. (b) The resultant cost after each
round. The value at 0th round was adopted from the cost at the 1st step of the optimization of the parameters which started
from random values. Two inset figures show the probability histogram of the magnetic moments of Co ions in the training set,
obtained from DFT calculations using GGA+U scheme, at the 0th and the 6th rounds.

We remark that in our algorithm the energy of the system is not explicitly decomposed into the parameters of
interatomic interaction energies which is typically in classical approaches like cluster expansion; where they are pre-
truncated before fitting or selected via an iterative search process. Instead, our algorithm represents the energy
of material system by a parameterized quantum circuit as a whole, avoiding the risk of severe pre-truncation of
parameters and time-consuming iterative selection process. Modeling a system as a whole also brings computational
efficiency in anomaly detection and treatment by reducing the risk of over-fitting to a specific set of pre-selected
features or functions.

At the end of each round, we investigated if there was a relationship between the anomalous data and the chemical
composition of materials. In general,

∣∣EQC − EDFT
∣∣ tended to be larger in the Co-rich region (2 − x ≥ 1.5). This

tendency is compatible with the fact that CoO, which is the LCO system with the highest Co content, has a cubic
structure, clearly different from the hexagonal plane structure of the host LCO system. On the other hand, Li2O2, the
LCO system with the highest Li content, also has a different crystal structure from the LCO but still contains partial
geometric similarities to the host LCO system, such as hexagonal planar structure and octahedral cationic sites in
every other cation layers. Thus the geometric incompatibility with the host LCO system may be less significant in the
Li-rich region. An illustration of their geometric structures is provided in Fig. (4). As explained in Appendix A, in
the training, the energies of geometrically optimized structures are used. Thus, as the rounds proceed, the coefficients
are trained to represent the energies of the structures which are more geometrically-compatible with the host LCO
system. The result also infers that data instances can be grouped into roughly two regions, the Co-rich region and the
other region, based on the geometric compatibility with host LCO system. Note that this grouping of data instances
was learned through the rounds and not by a presumption on the geometric structure. This result can be considered
as another evidence for the feasibility of the developed algorithm.

We also investigated how the magnetic moments change with each round. Note that the GGA+U scheme which was
employed in this study for DFT calculations adds artificial Coulomb interaction of localized electrons and often fails to
predict the accurate value of magnetic moment, especially for transition-metal oxides [36, 56, 57]. Hence, the magnetic
moments obtained in this study will be used only to estimate a general tendency, not exact magnetic interactions
between ions. Two inset figures in FIG. 3(b) show how magnetic moments of Co ions evolve as the rounds proceed.
It is shown that the magnetic moment has values localized mostly around 0 or 1 at the 1st round while it is more
dispersed after the 6th round. In particular, the population of 3µB bin grows significantly. According to the one-to-one
comparison of magnetic moment between GGA+U and hybrid-DFT calculations (using the Heyd–Scuseria–Ernzerhof
(HSE) functional [58]), which provides more reliable value of magnetic moment, 3µB from GGA+U corresponds to
0.11µB from HSE while the ones less than 3µB corresponds to zero [36]. The population of the data instances which
have Co ions with greater than 3µB magnetic moment was 2.7% and 18% of the training set at the 1st and the 6th
round, respectively. This result implies that the magnetic moments of Co ions were predicted to be zero in most data
instances in initial rounds but were corrected in later rounds by the anomaly detection and treatment process. It also
suggests to consider magnetic interactions between Co ions to better understand the thermodynamic behavior of the
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FIG. 4. Illustration of the crystal structures of the LCO systems used in the training - (a) the ideal LiCoO2, (b) Li2O2, and (c)
CoO. In (b), the dashed oval regions are to indicate LiO6 or CoO6 octahedra arranged toward a hexagonal cation distribution
on the basal plane, a partial geometric-similarity between the LiCoO2 and Li2O2.
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(a) before and (b) after the anomaly detection and treatment were applied. RMSE and R2 denote the resultant cost and the
coefficient of determination, respectively.

LCO system.
The optimized coefficients were then used to predict the energy for the test set (data instances that were not

included to the training set), to investigate whether the optimization was over-fitted to the training set. As the
incompatibility between the Co-rich region and the other regions was already indicated, all the data instances in the
test set were for the ones with 2− x < 1.5. 40 data instances were prepared considering a typical ratio of the test set
to the training set. The results are shown in FIG. 5. Although the cost was as high as 0.112 eV per cation without
anomaly detection and treatment, it reduced to 0.045 eV per cation after the anomaly detection and treatment were
applied. R2 also increased from 0.905 to 0.985. The corresponding MAPE was 0.34%.

V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In summary, we developed a heuristic quantum-classical algorithm to model the energy of substitutionally disordered
binary crystalline materials as a function of atomic species on lattice sites via iterative learning based on the data
of classically-computed quantum chemical simulation results but in quantum-enhanced feature space. We expect
a quantum circuit model to be particularly suitable for representing data generated from a quantum mechanical
system. The developed algorithm is expected to bring two computational advantages – the number of parameters
increases linearly with the number of lattice sites with no truncation of interaction length-scale and anomalous data
can be detected and treated efficiently as demonstrated on the LCO system. We remark that these advantages were
possible because the energy of material systems is governed by only a few representative parameters while it is still
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computationally expensive to identify such parameters classically among all possible candidate parameters). Although
it was demonstrated on relatively small size systems, the developed algorithm should be applicable to larger systems.
While in this study the anomaly of data was assessed using the magnetic moments of ions, other types of material
properties, such as geometric distortion can be used as well. We believe this study encourages follow-up experimental
study with running the algorithm on quantum computing hardware. In this case, the entangling operators in the
circuit can also be rearranged within the same block of entangling operators to satisfy conditions required for hardware
experiments, giving us the flexibility of using a quantum circuit model that grows either linearly or with a constant
depth as the system increases.

Approaching the field of materials informatics with quantum circuit models opens up a lot of different avenues to
explore. We leave the readers with some of the questions we find interesting for future work: how to efficiently tailor
a quantum circuit model and measurement operators for a given lattice system, theoretical modelling and analysis of
the computational cost (running time) of the quantum circuit model and its comparison with that of classical models
as a function of growing system size, analyzing properties other than energies using quantum circuit models that are
hard to generate with classical algorithms to name a few.
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Appendix A: DFT Calculations of the LCO System

The layered Li-cobaltate system has R3̄m space group with alternating layers of Li and Co ions, as illustrated
in FIG. 6. In this study, the same layered structure is adopted as the host structure of the LCO system but each
lattice site is assumed to be occupied by either Li or Co ion without hard-separating Li and Co layers, considering
the occurrence of cation-mixing. The supercell of the 4 cationic lattice site system was defined by taking the region
illustrated in FIG. 6(a).

(a) (b)

1 2

43
Co Layer

Li Layer

FIG. 6. Illustration of (a) the ideal structure of layered Li-cobaltate and (b) 4 cationic lattice sites used to define the supercell
of the 4 cationic lattice site system. The supercell is also indicated by the regions enclosed by dashed lines. In (b), the cationic
sites are colored gray because they are assumed to be occupied by either Li or Co.

The energies of the LCO system, EDFT , were obtained classically with DFT using the generalized gradient approx-
imation (GGA) with the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof parametrization [59], as implemented in Vienna Ab-initio Software
Package (VASP) [60–63]. The +U scheme is employed to account for the effect from electron localization [64, 65],
which is typically required in the DFT calculation for transition metal oxides. U value of 3.4 is chosen for Co ions.
A cutoff energy of 520 eV is used and the k-point mesh is adjusted to ensure convergence of 1 meV per atom. The
volume and shape of the supercell are allowed to change during the relaxation. While Co ions in LiCoO2 (the LCO
at x=1) are in general known to be Co3+ and nonmagnetic, they may have different oxidation states and magnetic
states at other compositions. Hence, the spin-polarized DFT calculations are performed in this study. An initial value
of magnetic moment is given to each ion and it is allowed to change during relaxation. In principle, the magnetic
moments are supposed to relax to the ones of the ground state regardless of the initial values. However, in practice,
the relaxation of magnetic moments is very slow and several meta-stable states can be predicted for one identical
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σ [36, 53–55], creating anomalous data. In this study, we assigned 0.05 for the initial values of magnetic moment.
After the calculation is finished, the value of σj is determined by the species of the atom located within a certain

distance from the lattice site j. We used 0.35 Å for that distance in this study; the distance between the nearest
neighbor cations is around 2.85 Å in the LCO system.

Although EDFT values can be used directly in the optimization of the cost function given in Eq. (4), in general
the optimization becomes more efficient when the scale of variation in training values is smaller. For this purpose,
xE0

Li + (1 − x)E0
Co is subtracted from EDFT values (eV per cation) and then used during the optimization of the

circuit parameters. Note that E0
Li and E0

Co are not reference energies but artificially-designed factors to disperse the

converted ẼDFT evenly in [-,+] range. In this study, E0
Li and E0

Co are set to -10.39 eV and -11.65 eV, respectively.
Once the parameters are optimized, xE0

Li + (1 − x)E0
Co are added back to the values evaluated from the circuit to

convert to EQC (eV per cation).

Appendix B: Anomaly Treatment

Each data instance with large
∣∣EQC − EDFT

∣∣ based on tol3 is addressed by performing additional DFT calculations
and treated according to the following procedure.

1. One DFT calculation is performed continuing from the previous DFT calculation results, the geometry of the
supercell, the atoms’ position, and the magnetic moments, to confirm that there were no numerical artifacts in
the previous DFT calculation.

2. DFT calculations are performed again with the magnetic moments initialized to values obtained from the other
DFT calculations in the training set that satisfy the tolerance criteria and have a similar atomic configuration.
If the energy returned is lower, the data point is updated in the training set, i.e. the old energy is replaced with
the new energy.

3. If lower energy is not predicted from the second step, DFT calculation is performed for a new σ with a single
lattice site, σj , altered. The altered lattice site is selected randomly. This new data instance is then added to
the training set.

The second step was essential for this study, because the LCO system contains transition-metal ions which we believe
are affected significantly by magnetic interactions if magnetized. In the initial rounds, the model is probably still
unconverged and the anomaly detection based on this model can be ineffective as well. In this case, referencing to
the data instances qualified as being ‘correct’ (satisfying the tolerance criteria) will not be an efficient approach for
selecting the initial values of magnetic moments in the follow-up DFT calculation. Thus, in the initial rounds we
used a different approach instead of the one described above based on the considerations of the configuration of Li
ions residing in the same layer as the Co ions. For example, if Co ions are surrounded by zero or negligible number
of Li ions (for e.g. Co ions fully occupying one layer), those Co ions will be likely to have Co3+ oxidation state,
which is non-magnetic. In this case, Co ions in the follow-up DFT calculation were assigned 0.05 for the initial
magnetic moments if they were predicted to have non-zero (bigger than 0.05) magnetic moment in the previous DFT
calculation. On the other hand, if Co ions are surrounded by Li ions densely, the oxidation states of those Co ions are
probably different from 3+. In this case, the Co ions in the follow-up DFT calculation were assigned 1.05 and 3.05 if
they were predicted to be non-magnetic in the previous DFT calculation. In the later rounds, the correlation between
the distribution of Co ions and their magnetic moments tends to manifest as the model starts converging, and thus we
can follow the second step as described above, i.e. adopting the values from the previous DFT calculations for similar
configurations that satisfied the tolerance criteria for anomaly detection. The second step may be less significant in
the modeling of nonmagnetic materials.

Appendix C: Properties of the Quantum Circuit

One-qubit and two-qubit operators in the proposed circuit are used to represent the interactions from atoms. For
example, the interaction energy of a pair of atoms (equivalently a pair cluster) σ1σ2 can be explained directly by
ENT(q1,q2), which indicates the entanglement between qubit 1 and qubit 2, while the interaction energy of σ1σ3
cluster can be explained indirectly by a combination of entangling operations ENT(q3, ENT(q1,q2)) and ENT(q2,q3).

As the occupation variables are encoded in Z-axis only, rotations along the X-axis, RX operators, are also added to
provide more degrees of freedom. The inclusion of an additional layer of the single and two qubit operators provides
more degrees of freedom and entangling operations to generate a richer feature space for describing the energy of the
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system. In principle, more layers could be added at the cost of more free parameters for optimization. The quantum
circuit ansatz used is chosen to be hardware efficient for a system made of superconducting qubits with predominantly
linear connectivity.

The choice of the operator X1Y2X3 · · ·XN−1YN for evaluating the energy of the system was made to overcome the
inherent parity symmetries in different configurations since σi takes values of ±1 only. For example, operator with
tensor product of all Z operators for N qubits would not be able to distinguish between configurations having equal
number of +1s. Another suitable choice for the measurement operators would be to randomly pick one of the three
Pauli operators for each lattice site and keep it fixed throughout the implementation. Note that, while in this study
we have chosen a single operator to evaluate the energy, a linear combination of multiple N qubit operators can also
be used but may require additional optimization parameters.

The coefficients in the proposed circuit should be able to distinguish the different set of occupation variables
effectively. This test is conducted by calculating EQC(σ) while varying σ and the value of one coefficient in the range
of [0, 2π] (other coefficients are fixed to 1.0). If a coefficient produces a same constant outcome for all the σ’s, it will fail
to distinguish between different σ. Note that the existence of a coefficient that results in constant energy is acceptable
because it can be used to account for the reference energy, linear terms, and background errors. We examined 9
different σ’s: 1̄1̄1̄1̄1̄1̄1̄1̄, 11̄1̄1̄1̄1̄1̄1̄, 1̄11̄1̄1̄1̄1̄1̄, · · · , 1̄1̄1̄1̄1̄1̄1̄1 where 1̄ represents -1. The results are illustrated in
FIG. 7. It is shown that each parameter produces different values of EQC for different value of occupation variables,
which illustrates its capability to distinguish distinct σ effectively. There are four constant coefficients which produce
a constant EQC in the entire range [0, 2π], however, we remark that those constants vary with σ’s.

In FIG. 8, we provide, as an example, the representation of the circuit used for the 4 lattice site system. A similarly
constructed 8 qubit circuit was used for the 8 lattice site system.
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FIG. 7. Variation of the individual parameters of the circuit for a sample of different 8 lattice site configurations. The energy
of the system is calculated by fixing every parameter except for one. This is implemented for every parameter. Different colors
in the above plots correspond to the free parameters of the circuit.
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[2] R. Gómez-Bombarelli, Chem 4, 1189 (2018).
[3] G. Pilania, C. Wang, X. Jiang, S. Rajasekaran, and R. Ramprasad, Scientific reports 3, 2810 (2013).
[4] A. Jain, S. P. Ong, G. Hautier, W. Chen, W. D. Richards, S. Dacek, S. Cholia, D. Gunter, D. Skinner, G. Ceder, and

K. A. Persson, APL Materials 1, 011002 (2013).
[5] S. Kirklin, J. E. Saal, B. Meredig, A. Thompson, J. W. Doak, M. Aykol, S. Rühl, and C. Wolverton, npj Computational
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[8] K. T. Schütt, F. Arbabzadah, S. Chmiela, K. R. Müller, and A. Tkatchenko, Nature Communications 8, 6 (2017),

arXiv:1609.08259.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cossms.2016.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chempr.2018.05.021
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/srep02810
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4812323
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/npjcompumats.2015.10
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/npjcompumats.2015.10
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41524-017-0056-5
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41524-017-0056-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.07294
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.064103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms13890
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.08259


12

FIG. 8. Detailed illustration of the quantum circuit used for a 4 lattice site system. H represents Hadamard gates, Rx and Rz
are rotations along the X and the Z axis respectively with the specified angles in brackets.

[9] H. Xu, Y. Yu, Z. Wang, and G. Shao, ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL MATERIALS 2, 234 (2019),
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/eem2.12053.

[10] S. Kirklin, B. Meredig, and C. Wolverton, Advanced Energy Materials 3, 252 (2013),
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/aenm.201200593.

[11] D. Xue, P. V. Balachandran, J. Hogden, J. Theiler, D. Xue, and T. Lookman, Nature Communications 7, 1 (2016).
[12] J. Hill, G. Mulholland, K. Persson, R. Seshadri, C. Wolverton, and B. Meredig, MRS Bulletin 41, 399 (2016).
[13] T. Lookman, P. V. Balachandran, D. Xue, J. Hogden, and J. Theiler, Current Opinion in Solid State and Materials Science

21, 121 (2017).
[14] K. Takahashi and Y. Tanaka, Dalton Trans. 45, 10497 (2016).
[15] K. Temme, S. Bravyi, and J. M. Gambetta, Physical Review Letters 119, 1 (2017), arXiv:1612.02058.
[16] J. I. Colless, V. V. Ramasesh, D. Dahlen, M. S. Blok, M. E. Kimchi-Schwartz, J. R. McClean, J. Carter, W. A. De Jong,

and I. Siddiqi, Physical Review X 8, 11021 (2018), arXiv:1707.06408.
[17] Y. Li and S. C. Benjamin, Physical Review X 7, 1 (2017), arXiv:1611.09301.
[18] E. Farhi, J. Goldstone, and S. Gutmann, https://arxiv.org/abs/1411.4028 , 1 (2014), arXiv:1411.4028.
[19] J. R. McClean, J. Romero, R. Babbush, and A. Aspuru-Guzik, New Journal of Physics 18 (2016), 10.1088/1367-

2630/18/2/023023, arXiv:1509.04279.
[20] K. Mitarai, M. Negoro, M. Kitagawa, and K. Fujii, Phys. Rev. A 98, 032309 (2018).
[21] A. Kandala, A. Mezzacapo, K. Temme, M. Takita, M. Brink, J. M. Chow, and J. M. Gambetta, Nature 549, 242 (2017),

arXiv:1704.05018.
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