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Correlated electron materials, such as superconductors and magnetic materials, are regarded
as fascinating targets in quantum computing. However, the quantitative resources, specifically
the number of quantum gates and qubits, required to perform a quantum algorithm to simulate
correlated electron materials remain unclear. In this study, we estimate the resources required
for the Hamiltonian simulation algorithm for correlated electron materials, specifically for organic
superconductors, iron-based superconductors, binary transition metal oxides, and perovskite oxides,
using the fermionic swap network. The effective Hamiltonian derived using the ab initio downfolding
method is adopted for the Hamiltonian simulation, and a procedure for the resource estimation by
using the fermionic swap network for the effective Hamiltonians including the exchange interactions
is proposed. For example, in the system for the 102 unit cells, the estimated number of gates per
Trotter step and qubits are approximately 107 and 103, respectively, on average for the correlated
electron materials. Furthermore, our results show that the number of interaction terms in the
effective Hamiltonian, especially for the Coulomb interaction terms, is dominant in the gate resources
when the number of unit cells constituting the whole system is up to 102, whereas the number of
fermionic swap operations is dominant when the number of unit cells is more than 103.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computers are expected to more accurately
solve computational problems in quantum chemistry and
materials science beyond the conventional computers [1–
14]. One key algorithm in quantum computation is the
Hamiltonian simulation algorithm [15, 16], which simu-
lates the real-time evolution of quantum systems. The
Hamiltonian simulation can be used also for calculat-
ing static properties of the system using the quantum
phase estimation algorithm [17–19]. The experimental
demonstrations for the Hamiltonian simulation of lattice
models [20–22] and small molecules [23, 24] have been
performed using quantum computers.

For applications on the computational problems in
the future, resource estimations such as the number of
qubits and quantum gates to perform the Hamiltonian
simulation are important to mark a milestone. Here-
after, we represent the number of qubits and quantum
gates as qubit and gate resources, respectively. Pre-
viously, resource estimations have been conducted for
molecules [25, 26], a jellium [27, 28], and the Hubbard
model [29]. However, the resource estimation for practi-
cal correlated electron materials such as unconventional
superconductors, magnetic materials, and Mott insula-
tors has not been reported even though research on
correlated materials is a central topic in materials sci-
ence [3, 30, 31].
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In this work, we estimate the qubit and gate resources
required for correlated electron materials in the Trotter-
based Hamiltonian simulation. We consider the resource
estimation for the single Trotter step of the Hamilto-
nian simulation using the fermionic swap (fswap) net-
work [27, 32–35] , where the fswap network is a method
for estimating resources in quantum devices with the
nearest-neighbor connectivity (e.g., superconducting and
silicon qubit devices). The estimation has been con-
ducted for 13 compounds of organic superconductors [36],
iron-based superconductors [37, 38], binary transition
metal oxides TMO (TM = Mn, Fe, Co, Ni) [39–41],
and perovskite oxides SrMO3 (M = V, Cr, Mn) [42, 43].
The organic and iron-based superconductors are known
as unconventional superconductors [44–46]. The binary
transition metal oxides are Mott or charge-transfer insu-
lators [40, 41], and some perovskite oxides show magnetic
properties [30, 43, 47]. In this study, we adopt effective
Hamiltonians with orbitals around the Fermi level that
mainly contribute to the electron correlation phenomena
in the compounds (e.g., Fe d-orbitals of the iron-based su-
perconducting material) based on the classical electronic
structure calculation method, called the ab initio down-
folding [30]. The qubit resource is determined depending
on the size of the effective Hamiltonian. For estimating
the gate resource, we extend the fswap network to the
effective Hamiltonian including the operations on four
spin-orbitals because the effective Hamiltonian in this
study is based on the localized basis, and the interac-
tions on the four spin-orbitals are necessary; the fswap
network in the previous works [27, 32, 33] is limited to the
interaction up to two spin-orbitals, and thus the methods
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of the previous study cannot be directly applied to our
study. Notably, this approach can be straightforwardly
applied to (Trotter-based) near-term algorithms, such as
the variational quantum algorithm using the Hamiltonian
variational ansatz [48, 49].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. First,
an overview of the Trotter-based Hamiltonian simulation
is described in Sec. II A. The procedures for obtaining
the effective Hamiltonians and fswap network are respec-
tively explained in Sec. II B and Sec. II C. The results of
resource estimation are presented in Sec. II D, and future
directions of this study are discussed in Sec. III.

II. RESULTS

A. Trotter-based Hamiltonian simulation

Assuming the Hamiltonian H of the system is repre-
sented in terms of the local Hamiltonian, which acts on a
small subset of the spin-orbitals, we can write the Hamil-
tonian as

H =
∑
i

ĥi, (1)

where ĥi is the local Hamiltonian. Due to the first or-
der Trotter formula, the ideal unitary operator of time-
evolution for some duration t, Uideal = e−iHt, can be
approximated as

Uideal = U
t

∆t

Trotter +O(t∆t), (2)

where UTrotter =
∏
i e
−iĥi∆t, and ∆t is a single time step.

Therefore, the real time dynamics can only be simulated
using the local operations. Henceforth, we will refer to

e−iĥi∆t in UTrotter as the interaction operator.

We estimate the gate resources required for UTrotter,
i.e., the single Trotter step, by evaluating the required
number of controlled-NOT (CNOT) and arbitrary single-
qubit gates for performing each interaction operator,
whereas the qubit resource is determined by the Hamil-
tonian size since the qubit resource corresponds to the
number of spin-orbitals in the Hamiltonian.

B. Construction of the effective Hamiltonian

The effective Hamiltonian H is defined as

H =
∑
σ

∑
p

tppσnpσ +
∑
σ

∑
p<q

tpqσ(a†pσaqσ + apσa
†
qσ)

+
∑
p

Uppnp↑np↓ +
∑
σ,σ′

∑
p<q

Upqnpσnqσ′

−
∑
σ

∑
p<q

Jpqnpσnqσ

+
∑
p<q

Jpq(a
†
p↑ap↓aq↑a

†
q↓ + aq↓a

†
q↑a
†
p↓ap↑)

−
∑
p<q

Jpq(a
†
p↑a
†
p↓aq↑aq↓ + a†q↓a

†
q↑ap↓ap↑),

(3)
where the first and second terms come from one-body
potentials, the third and fourth terms follow from the
Coulomb interactions, and the last three terms from ex-
change interactions. σ and σ′ are the spin indices, p and
q are the orbital indices, a†pσ (apσ) is the creation (an-
nihilation) operator on spin-orbitals of pσ, and npσ is
a†pσapσ and is called the particle number operator. tpqσ
is the hopping integral between spin-orbitals of pσ and
qσ, and Upq and Jpq are the effective Coulomb and ef-
fective exchange interactions between the orbitals of p
and q, respectively. Equation (3) is a general form of the
effective Hamiltonian in the localized basis, and please
see Ref. [50] for details of the Hamiltonian. Note that
we arranged the index sequence of the last two terms in
Eq. (3) as p ↑, p ↓, q ↑, and q ↓ from that in Ref. [50]
for the swapping operation described later. We denote
an initial sequence of qubit indices for the spin-orbital
indices pσ in the circuit by (1 ↑, 1 ↓, 2 ↑, 2 ↓, . . . ) and use
Jordan-Wigner encoding [51] to transform the fermionic
operators a†pσ and apσ to the Pauli operators. Further-
more, we consider systems under the periodic boundary
condition and including only static interactions (zero fre-
quency) in the Hamiltonian. Hereafter, we will refer to
tppσ and tpqσ as t, Upp and Upq as U , and Jpq as J .

Table I shows the list of the target compounds. The
compounds are classified as organic superconductors,
iron-based superconductors, binary transition-metal ox-
ides TMO (TM = Mn, Fe, Co, Ni), and perovskite ox-
ides SrMO3 (M = V, Cr, Mn). For all the target com-
pounds, we determined the crystal structure and target
orbitals according to the previous studies [40, 41, 43–46]
by considering the condition that orbitals appearing in
the effective Hamiltonian should be close to the Fermi
level and mainly contribute to the electron correlation
phenomena.

The interaction coefficients t, U , and J in Eq. (3) were
calculated using the ab initio downfolding method, con-
sisting of three steps, namely, the band-structure calcu-
lation for the target material, calculation of the target
orbitals and t, and calculation of U and J (the details
of the procedures are described elsewhere [30, 46, 52–
57]). First, we calculated the band-structure using den-
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TABLE I. Classification of the compounds, target orbital, and number of qubits (spin-orbitals) per unit cell Nqubits/cell.
TMTSF denotes tetramethyltetraselenafulvalene, and K3C60 is called K-doped fullerene. Doping and/or external pressure are
required to experimentally observe the superconductivity for LaFeAsO and BaFe2As2 in the iron-based superconductor class
and (TMTSF)2PF6 in the organic superconductor class.

Classification Compound Target orbital Nqubits/cell

Organic superconductor
(TMTSF)2PF6 Linear combination of p-orbitals in TMTSF molecule×2 4

K3C60 p-orbitals at a fullerene cage 6

Iron-based superconductor

LaFeAsO d-orbitals in Fe×2 20
BaFe2As2 d-orbitals in Fe×2 20

LiFeAs d-orbitals in Fe×2 20
FeSe d-orbitals in Fe×2 20

Binary transition metal oxide

MnO d-orbitals in Mn 10
FeO d-orbitals in Fe 10
CoO d-orbitals in Co 10
NiO d-orbitals in Ni 10

Perovskite oxide
SrVO3 d-orbitals in V 10
SrCrO3 d-orbitals in Cr 10
SrMnO3 d-orbitals in Mn 10

sity functional theory (DFT) in a non-spin-polarized cal-
culation, as implemented in Quantum ESPRESSO pack-
age [58–60]. We adopted the generalized gradient approx-
imation by Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof as the exchange-
correlation functional [61] and the norm-conserving pseu-
dopotential [62, 63]. Second, the orbitals of the effective
Hamiltonian were obtained using the maximally localized
Wannier function [64] (hereafter Wannier orbital) with
the target orbitals in Table I. tpqσ (and tppσ) is obtained
from the Wannier orbitals as

tpqσ =

∫
ψ∗p(r)H0ψq(r)dr, (4)

where ψp(r) is the p-th Wannier orbital, and H0 is the
Kohn-Sham Hamiltonian calculated using the DFT. The
integral is taken over the crystal volume. Third, Upq (and
Upp) and Jpq are obtained as

Upq =

∫∫
|ψp(r)|2W (r, r′)|ψq(r′)|2drdr′ (5)

Jpq =

∫∫
ψ∗p(r)ψq(r)W (r, r′)ψ∗q (r′)ψp(r

′)drdr′, (6)

where W (r, r′) is the screened Coulomb interaction cal-
culated using the constrained random phase approxima-
tion [52]. The second and third steps were performed us-
ing RESPACK package [44, 65–69]. The convergence pa-
rameters (the wave-function cutoff, polarization-function
cutoff, k-point grids, and the number of bands) in the
procedures were determined to maintain that the aver-
aged Upp converged within 0.1 eV. We adopted threshold
values of |t|, U , and J as 0.01, 0.20, and 0.20 eV, respec-
tively, since small values for the interaction coefficients
do not affect computational results [53, 55]. Additionally,
we carefully considered the k-point grids by the compu-
tational condition in RESPACK [70].

We define the number of unit cells, Ncells, as a vari-
able to estimate the resources because the simulations
with larger sizes than the unit cell will be performed in
future applications (e.g., nonequilibrium dynamical sim-
ulations). Thus, the qubit resource is determined by mul-
tiplying the number of qubits per unit cell (“Nqubit/cell”
in Table I) with Ncells and is about one order of mag-
nitude larger than Ncells on average for the target com-
pounds. For example, in LaFeAsO for 102 unit cells (e.g.,
2D 10 × 10 system), 2 × 103 qubits are required. Note
that the quantum device of the scale of 103 qubits may
appear in the near future [71]. We will mainly discuss
the gate resource estimation in the rest of this paper.

C. Fermionic swap network and the procedure in
the Hamiltonian with the exchange interactions

When the Hamiltonian includes long-range interac-
tions, the interaction operations between distant qubits
in Eq. (2) are required to perform the Hamiltonian
simulation. However, the operations are not directly
executable on devices in which the operations are re-
stricted to the neighboring qubit, such as superconduct-
ing and silicon qubit devices. A fswap network [32]
is a method that can perform the Hamiltonian simula-
tions using only the nearest-neighbor operations, which
are accomplished by the swapping operation between
spin-orbital indices, the fswap operation. The fswap
operator between two indices pσ and qσ′ is defined as

fpσ,qσ
′

swap = 1 + a†pσaqσ′ + a†qσ′apσ − a†pσapσ − a†qσ′aqσ′

and holds properties of fpσ,qσ
′

swap a†pσ(fpσ,qσ
′

swap )† = a†qσ′ and

fpσ,qσ
′

swap apσ(fpσ,qσ
′

swap )† = aqσ′ . For example, in a device
with the one-dimensional and nearest-neighbor qubit
coupling, the fswap network in the Hamiltonian simu-
lation using one and two spin-orbitals has been imple-
mented by executing the interaction and fswap opera-
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tions between the neighboring qubits in a simply inter-
changeable manner [32]. The fswap network has also
been applied to several fermionic Hamiltonians (includ-
ing only interactions of one or two spin-orbitals) re-
lated to quantum chemistry [27, 35] and the Hubbard
model [33, 34]. In this study, we propose the procedure of
the fswap network to the Hamiltonian with the exchange
interaction terms that operate on four spin-orbitals (see
the last two terms in Eq. (3)). We mention that a pro-
cedure for executing the fswap network on the interac-
tion operators of four spin-orbitals was proposed in the
context of the unitary coupled cluster [72], although the
number of fswap operators is larger than that of our pro-

cedure by
Nqubits/cellNcells

2 .
Figure 1 shows the fswap network procedure in a device

with the one-dimensional qubit coupling for the Hamil-
tonian simulations including the operations on four spin-
orbitals. Here, the fswap operation is executed on pairs
of up and down spins with the same orbital index as in
Fig. 1(a). The main component of the procedure is the
swapping operation between the pairs specified by two
orbital indices (pair swapping operation), as in Fig. 1(b).
At each step, we interchangeably execute the interaction
operations executable in the spin-orbital sequence and
fswap operations between spin-orbitals on both sides of
the black double-headed arrows. The four fswap opera-
tions are used in the pair swapping operation in Fig. 1(b).
The interaction and fswap operators are implemented by
CNOT and arbitrary one-qubit gates (see Appendix A
for the circuit implementations).

The whole fswap network procedure is depicted in
Fig. 1(c), and its pseudocode is given as Algorithm 1. At
each step in Fig. 1(c), the pair swapping operations be-
tween the two pairs of the orbital index marked with red
arrows are executed. The red arrows exist between 2j+2
and 2j+3 pairs in the odd step and 2j+1 and 2j+2 in the
even step, where j ∈ [0, bNo−2

2 c], and No is the number
of pairs. The operations are executed until the sequence
of the orbital indices is reversed, as shown at the bottom
in Fig. 1(c). Since the four indices of p ↑, p ↓, q ↑, and q ↓
appear in this sequence for any p and q at some step dur-
ing the fswap network, the procedure can be applied to
the Hamiltonian with the terms for the four spin-orbitals
as in exchange interaction terms.

Now, we explain the detail of the gate resource esti-
mation using the fswap network based on CNOT gates
and arbitrary one-qubit gates. We estimate the number
of gates required for the single Trotter step UTrotter in
Eq. (2). The contributions to the gate resources for the
interaction and the fswap operations can be described
separately. The gate resource Ngates is represented as

Ngates =
∑
iint

N iint
termsN

iint
gates

+Npairswap(4Ngates-fswap),
(7)

where the first and second terms in the right side expres-

FIG. 1. Procedure of the fswap network for a one-dimensional
array of 10 qubits (= 10 spin-orbitals, 5 orbitals). p and
pσ (qσ) in the boxes are the indices of the orbital and spin-
orbital, respectively, where p, q ∈ [1, 5] and σ =↑, ↓. (a) Rep-
resentation of the pair of the spin-orbitals. (b) The pair swap-
ping operation. (c) Depiction of the procedure.

sion represent the gate resources for the interaction and
fswap operators, respectively. iint is the interaction in-
dex, i.e., corresponds to one of the seven interactions in
Eq. (3) (e.g., tppσnpσ). N iint

terms is the number of interac-
tion operators (or terms in the Hamiltonian) specified by

iint; N
iint
gates is the number of gates required for an interac-

tion operator specified by iint; Npairswap is the number of
the pair swapping operations; Ngates-fswap is the number
of gates required for the single fswap operation. The val-
ues of N iint

gates are listed in Table II. We considered three
cases where one value for the one-qubit gate, that of the
CNOT gate, or the summation of the values is assigned
to N iint

gates. Also, the value of Ngates-fswap in the one-qubit
gate, that of the CNOT gate, and the summation of the
values are 2, 2, and 4, respectively. Since Eq. (7) is an
expression with the system size Ncells implicitly included
in each term, we transformed Eq. (7) into the expression
that explicitly includes Ncells for estimating the resource
as a function of Ncells,

Ngates[Ncells] = (
∑
iint

N iint

terms/cellN
iint
gates)Ncells

+
1

2
(N2

qubits/cellN
2
cells

− 2Nqubits/cellNcells)Ngates-fswap,

(8)

where N icell
terms/cell is the value of N iint

terms per unit cell. We

used the relation Npairswap =
(Nqubits/cellNcells

2
2

)
to obtain

Eq. (8) from Eq. (7). We estimated the gate resource
using Eq. (8).

D. Results of the gate resource estimation

Table III shows the number of gates Ngates[Ncells] cal-
culated for the 13 target compounds. For example, the
values of Ngates[Ncells] for 102 of Ncells range from 105 to
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107 for the one-qubit gate, CNOT gate, and the summa-
tion. The orders of Ngates for the one-qubit gate, CNOT
gate, and summation are almost the same in each com-
pound and in each cell size. Since the estimated values
for resources are much larger than the number of gates
performed in the current quantum devices ∼ 103 [14, 73],
then gate resource reduction is necessary to perform the

Algorithm 1: Fswap network in the effective
Hamiltonian with the exchange interactions

Input: WFini (Initial wave function), IntList (List of
the interaction operators), No (The number of
orbitals)

Output: WF (Wave function after the single Trotter
step, and the sequence of the orbital indices
is reversed from that of the initial wave
function)

Global variable: ExecutedList, WF
1 ExecutedList ← Empty list
2 WF ← WFini
3 Function PairSwap(p, q):
4 for step ps = 1, 2, 3 do
5 TempIntList ← Empty list
6 TempIntList ← The interaction operators in

IntList that are executable in the current
spin-orbital sequence and not in ExecutedList

7 Execute the interaction operations in
TempIntList on WF

8 Add the executed interaction operators of
TempIntList to ExecutedList

9 if step ps = 1 then
10 Execute fp↓,q↑swap on WF

11 if step ps = 2 then
12 Execute fp↑,q↑swap and fp↓,q↓swap on WF

13 if step ps = 3 then
14 Exeute fp↑,q↓swap on WF

15 Function Main:
16 step ← 1
17 while true do
18 if step is odd then
19 for j = 0 to bNo−2

2
c do

20 if 2j + 3 > No then; break
21 p ← orbital index of 2j + 2 pair
22 q ← orbital index of 2j + 3 pair
23 PairSwap(p, q)

24 if step is even then
25 for j = 0 to bNo−2

2
c do

26 p ← orbital index of 2j + 1 pair
27 q ← orbital index of 2j + 2 pair
28 PairSwap(p, q)

29 if the sequence of the orbital indices coincides
with the reversed sequence from the initial one
then

30 break

31 step ← step+ 1

32 return WF

Hamiltonian simulation. Now we discuss only the values
of the summation, “Sum,” in Table III.

TABLE II. The number of gates, N iint
gates, required for imple-

menting each interaction operator of iint. We showed the
values of one-qubit gates, CNOT gates, and the summation
of the values.

Interaction index (iint)
N iint
gates

1qubit CNOT Sum
tppσnpσ 1 0 1

tpqσ(a†pσaqσ + apσa
†
qσ) 10 4 14

Uppnp↑np↓ 4 2 6
Upqnpσnqσ′ 4 2 6
Jpqnpσnqσ 4 2 6

Jpq(a
†
p↑ap↓aq↑a

†
q↓ + aq↓a

†
q↑a
†
p↓ap↑) 72 48 120

Jpq(a
†
p↑a
†
p↓aq↑aq↓ + a†q↓a

†
q↑ap↓ap↑) 72 48 120

FIG. 2. Resource estimation results for the number of gates
for target compounds. (a) The number of gates Ngates[Ncells]
for 102, 103, and 104 of Ncells . (b) The number of interaction

terms per unit cell N iint
terms/cell. (c) The number of gates of the

interaction term per unit cell N iint
terms/cellN

iint
gates. The values

of (b) and (c) are shown for |t|, U , and J .
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TABLE III. List of the estimated results for the number of gates in the target compounds.

Classification Compound
Ngates[Ncells = 102] Ngates[Ncells = 103] Ngates[Ncells = 104]

1qubit CNOT Sum 1qubit CNOT Sum 1qubit CNOT Sum
Organic (TMTSF)2PF6 3.9× 105 2.7× 105 6.7× 105 1.8× 107 1.7× 107 3.5× 107 1.6× 109 1.6× 109 3.2× 109

supeconductor K3C60 5.0× 105 4.2× 105 9.2× 105 3.7× 107 3.7× 107 7.4× 107 3.6× 109 3.6× 109 7.2× 109

LaFeAsO 6.5× 106 5.2× 106 1.2× 107 4.2× 108 4.1× 108 8.4× 108 4.0×1010 4.0×1010 8.0×1010

Iron-based BaFe2As2 6.7× 106 5.2× 106 1.2× 107 4.3× 108 4.1× 108 8.4× 108 4.0×1010 4.0×1010 8.0×1010

superconductor LiFeAs 1.3× 107 8.3× 106 2.1× 107 4.9× 108 4.4× 108 9.3× 108 4.1×1010 4.0×1010 8.1×1010

FeSe 1.7× 107 1.0× 107 2.8× 107 5.3× 108 4.6× 108 1.0× 109 4.1×1010 4.1×1010 8.2×1010

MnO 1.8× 106 1.4× 106 3.2× 106 1.1× 108 1.0× 108 2.1× 108 1.0×1010 1.0×1010 2.0×1010

Binary transition FeO 3.0× 106 2.0× 106 5.1× 106 1.2× 108 1.1× 108 2.3× 108 1.0×1010 1.0×1010 2.0×1010

metal oxide CoO 7.9× 106 4.4× 106 1.2× 107 1.7× 108 1.3× 108 3.0× 108 1.1×1010 1.0×1010 2.1×1010

NiO 9.5× 106 5.2× 106 1.5× 107 1.9× 108 1.4× 108 3.3× 108 1.1×1010 1.0×1010 2.1×1010

Perovskite oxide
SrVO3 2.9× 106 1.9× 106 4.8× 106 1.2× 108 1.1× 108 2.3× 108 1.0×1010 1.0×1010 2.0×1010

SrCrO3 2.5× 106 1.7× 106 4.2× 106 1.1× 108 1.1× 108 2.2× 108 1.0×1010 1.0×1010 2.0×1010

SrMnO3 2.9× 106 2.0× 106 4.9× 106 1.2× 108 1.1× 108 2.3× 108 1.0×1010 1.0×1010 2.0×1010

Average 5.7× 106 3.7× 106 9.5× 106 2.2× 108 2.0× 108 4.2× 108 1.8×1010 1.8×1010 3.7×1010

FIG. 3. Ncells dependence for the number of gates in the
interaction term (blue line), fswap term (red line), and the
total (black dash line) in Eq. (8). The values are averaged
over all the compounds.

Figure 2(a) shows the values of Ngates[Ncells] for
“Sum” in Table III. The results show that the
larger Ncells, the weaker the compound dependence on
Ngates[Ncells] in the same class of the compounds. For
example, in the binary transition metal oxide, the ratio
of the value for NiO to that for MnO is smaller in 104 of
Ncells than in 102 of Ncells. This is because the values
of the interaction (first) term and fswap (second) term
in Eq. (8) are O(Ncells) and O(N2

cells), respectively. In
other words, as Ncells becomes larger, the fswap opera-
tion becomes more dominant than that for the interac-
tion operation. Figure 3 shows the number of gates for
the interaction and fswap terms as a function of Ncells,
where the values are averaged over all the compounds.
When Ncells increases from 102 to 103, the value of the
fswap term exceeds that of the interaction term. We men-
tion the comparison of the results of the simple model
such as the Hubbard model with the present results. In
the resource estimation for the Hubbard model [33], the

number of gates required for simulating a single Trot-
ter step at 25 sites (= 50 qubits) is 103, whereas in the
present correlated electron materials, the number of gates
required for a similar number of qubits (Ncells ∼ 5, e.g.,
5 sites in NiO) is about 105. Thus, the required gate
resources for simulations of correlated electron materi-
als would be much larger by several orders than simple
model simulations of the same size.

Next, we analyze the influence of the interaction oper-
ations on the gate resources for relatively small systems
(i.e., Ncells . 102). We show the number of interac-

tion terms per unit cell, N iint

terms/cell, in Fig. 2(b), and

the number of gates of the interaction term per unit
cell, N iint

terms/cellN
iint
gates, in Fig. 2(c). Here, N iint

terms/cell

for |t| denotes the summation of the number of inter-

action terms for tppσ and tpqσ; N iint

terms/cell for U denotes

the summation for Upp and Upq; N
iint

terms/cell for J de-

notes that for Jpq. N iint
gates for |t|, U , and J are 15,

12, and 246, respectively, which are the total values in
the row 1-2, 3-4, and 5-7 in the column “Sum” in Ta-
ble II. Figure 2(b) indicates that N iint

terms/cell for U is

larger than those for |t| and J for all the compounds,
and except for BaFe2As2, Fig. 2(c) holds the same trend.

Note that since N iint

terms/cell for U and |t| of BaFe2As2

are close and N iint
gates for |t| is larger than that for U ,

N iint

terms/cellNgates for U of BaFe2As2 is smaller than that

for |t|. Furthermore, there are no terms for J to be

counted for N iint

terms/cell in the class of the organic super-

conductors. As a result, we found that constructing an
effective Hamiltonian that reduces the number of terms
related to the Coulomb interaction is effective in reducing
resources for relatively small systems.

For relatively large systems (i.e., Ncells & 103), reduc-
ing the gate resource related to the fswap operations is
effective. Especially, reducing Npairswap in Eq. (7), i.e.,
the number of the pair swapping or fswap operations has
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a larger effect on the resource than reducing Ngates-fswap
since the value of Ngates-fswap is only four. Therefore, it
is worth considering the elimination of unnecessary fswap
operations and the search for an efficient swapping order.
Besides, the parallel execution of the fswap operation re-
duces the depth in the circuit even with the same number
of gates as the serial execution. Specifically, the depth

for the fswap operation reduces from 4×
(Nqubits/cellNcells

2
2

)
to 3× Nqubits/cellNcells

2 using the parallel execution.

III. CONCLUSION

In this study, we estimated the resources required for
the Hamiltonian simulation in electron correlated ma-
terials. Specifically, we estimated the number of quan-
tum gates and qubits required for the Trotter-based
Hamiltonian simulation (per Trotter step) using the
fermionic swap (fswap) network. Here, 13 target com-
pounds classified as organic superconductors, iron-based
superconductors, binary transition metal oxides, and per-
ovskite oxides were selected for the resource estimation.
We adopted the effective Hamiltonian with the orbitals
around the Fermi level using the ab initio downfold-
ing method that uses density functional theory, maxi-
mally localized Wannier function, and constrained ran-
dom phase approximation. Furthermore, we proposed
the procedure that swaps any two pairs of up and down
spin to perform the fswap network on the effective Hamil-
tonian with the exchange interactions.

We obtained that the estimated values of the numbers
of the gates per Trotter step and qubits are 107 (108) and
103 (104), respectively, on averages for the 13 compounds
with 102 (103) of Ncells, where Ncells denotes the number
of unit cells in the system. For example, 1.2× 107 (8.4×
108) gates per Trotter step and 2×103 (2×104) qubits are
required in the system for 102 (103) of Ncells in LaFeAsO.

Moreover, we analyzed the gate resource and found
that the gate resources for the interaction and fswap op-
erations scale as O(Ncells) and O(N2

cells), respectively.
Additionally, on the average value of the 13 compounds,
the number of interaction terms in the effective Hamilto-
nian, especially that of the Coulomb interaction terms, is
dominant to the gate resource up to Ncells ∼ 102. There-
fore, reducing the number of Coulomb interaction terms
is effective for gate cost reduction in relatively small sys-
tems. In relatively large systems (Ncells & 103), the re-
source for the fswap operations, especially the number
of fswap operations, is dominant, and thus reducing the
number of fswap operations is effective.

Additionally, the error mitigation technique [11, 74–78]
may be useful because it can increase the implementable
number of gates in a quantum circuit when the number
of errors in a quantum circuit is in the order of unity.
Using the probabilistic error cancellation [75, 76], a reli-
able quantum simulation can be realized when the con-
dition εTGNTG . 2 is kept [79], where εTG is the er-
ror rate of two-qubit gates, and NTG is the number of
two-qubit gates. The condition is derived from the fact
that the two-qubit gate can be regarded as a main noise
source of a quantum device. When Ncells is 102, i.e., 103

qubits, the number of the two-qubit (CNOT) gates re-
quired for the Hamiltonian simulation of Nsteps steps is
NTG ∼ Nsteps × 106 (see “Average” row in Table III).
Therefore, when a quantum device can realize an error
rate of εTG . 2N−1

steps × 10−6, the number of gates re-
quired for performing the Hamiltonian simulation in the
size of Ncells = 102 will be executable (for example, see
Refs. [16, 26] for the value of Nsteps).
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Appendix A: The quantum circuit implementations
in the fswap network

The number of gates in the interaction operations in
Table II and that in the fswap operation are derived from
the circuits in Figs. 4(a) and (b), respectively. We de-
rived the circuit implementations from the descriptions
of Ref. [80] in Fig. 4(a) and Refs. [33, 81] in Fig. 4(b).
In Fig. 4(a), iint is the interaction index, i.e., one of the
seven interactions in Eq. (3) (e.g., tppσnpσ).

In our procedure of the fswap network, the spin-orbital
indices mapped to the qubits are changed at each step
in the procedure; the initial sequence of the indices is
(1 ↑, 1 ↓, 2 ↑, 2 ↓, . . . ), and the neighboring indices are
swapped according to the procedure in Fig. 1 and Al-
gorithm 1 by using the fswap operations. The sequence
of the spin-orbital indices shown in Fig. 4(a) can appear
during the fswap operations, in which two qubits con-
nected with operations are physically neighboring pairs.
Figure 4(b) shows the circuit for the fswap operation on
neighboring qubits.

http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.05118
http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.04457
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FIG. 4. Quantum gates corresponding to each interaction op-
erator of iint and the fswap operator in our procedure. T in

the box of the circuit is the one-qubit gate as

(
1 0
0 e−iθ

)
, G

is the global phase gate as e−iθ
(

1 0
0 1

)
, H is the Hadamard

gate, Y is the Ry(−π
2

) gate, and Rz is the Rz(θ) gate, where
θ is the parameter determined with the interaction coefficient
(see Ref. [80] for details). (a) Quantum gates for each interac-
tion operator of iint. The spin-orbital indices are indicated on
the left side of each circuit. The part enclosed by a dashed line
in the circuit of the second row is assigned to a circuit with
g = H substituted, followed by a circuit with g = Y in suc-
cession. The similar operation is performed for {g1, g2, g3, g4}
in the last row. (b) A quantum gate for the fswap operator
between the neighboring qubits.
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