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Abstract

We evaluate the accuracy of the quantum inverse (Q-Inv) algorithm in which the

multiplication of Ĥ−k to the reference wavefunction is replaced by the Fourier Trans-

formed multiplication of e−iλĤ , as a function of the integration parameters (λ) and the

power k for various systems, including H2, LiH, BeH2 and the notorious H4 molecule at

single point. We further consider the possibility of employing the Gaussian-quadrature

rule as an alternate integration method and compared it to the results employing trape-

zoidal integration. The Q-Inv algorithm is compared to the inverse iteration method

using the Ĥ−1 inverse (I-Iter) and the exact inverse by lower-upper decomposition (LU).

Energy values are evaluated as the expectation values of the Hamiltonian. Results sug-

gest that the Q-Inv method provides lower energy results than the I-Iter method up to

a certain k, after which the energy increases due to errors in the numerical integration

that are dependent of the integration interval. A combined Gaussian-quadrature and

trapezoidal integration method proved to be more effective at reaching convergence

while decreasing the number of operations. For systems like H4, in which the Q-Inv can
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not reach the expected error threshold, we propose a combination of Q-Inv and I-Iter

methods to further decrease the error with k at lower computational cost. Finally, we

summarize the recommended procedure when treating unknown systems.

1 Introduction

Quantum computing has been of great interest in the past years because it allows the direct

treatment of state superposition and entanglement in the Hilbert space due to the employ-

ment of qubits, which could lead to exponential increase in calculation time when compared

to classical computers.1–4 In practice, however, despite the advance in the design of quantum

chips that might be used to study systems of the range of several tens qubits, the current

algorithms are much more limited due to the increase in the number of operations, the

number of quantum gates and the overall complexity of the circuit design with increasing

qubit size.5,6 Recent interests include the design of short depth algorithms which can solve

problems in the noisy intermediate scale quantum (NISQ) devices.7–15 These devices with

large number of qubits are sensitive to the environment, whose interactions produce quan-

tum decoherence, introducing noise into calculations which often requires the use of error

corrections and mitigation techniques.16,17

In the present, there are fundamentally two main algorithms that can be used, and

recently combined, to compute the ground state properties of the system Hamiltonian.18–20

The first one is the phase estimation algorithm (PEA), which consists in the use of unitary

operators to compute the quantum dynamics of the system that is controlled by register

qubits,21–24 where the eigenvalue is encoded on relative phases of ancilla qubits.25 This

algorithm usually give logarithmic error and polynomial gate scaling, but requires substantial

circuit depth or number of ancillas for currently available circuits. The second one is the

variational quantum eigensolvers (VQE),26,27 which is a hybrid quantum-classical method

that employs quantum computers to calculate the energy expectation values of prepared

trial quantum states (ansatz) that have the parameters variationally optimized by classical
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computers.28–32 This method reduces the circuit depth requirement compared to the PEA,

but increases the number of required measurements of trial states in order to achieve the

same desired precision.33,34 The Schrödinger equation is then solved only in the space defined

by the ansatz.

Regarding the first routine, according to Ding et al.,35 the performance of the quantum

phase estimation (QPE) algorithms can be evaluated in terms of the number of ancilla qubits

required, the maximum runtime Tmax, measured by the maximum depth of the circuit, the

total runtime Ttotal, equal to the sum of the circuit depths over all executions, and the

minimal overlap p0 = |c0|2 required between the initial state |ψ⟩ and the target state |ϕ0⟩.

They suggested that a near-optimal phase estimation algorithm should meet the following

requirements: (1) Use a small number of (even a single) ancilla qubits. (2) Allow the initial

state |ψ⟩ to be inexact. (3) Achieve the Heisenberg-limited scaling Ttotal = O(ϵ−1). (4)

Tmax = O(ϵ−1), and the prefactor can be arbitrarily small when |ψ⟩ approaches to the exact

eigenstate |ψ0⟩.

Achieving a small Tmax is particularly important in the design of current algorithms

that treat systems with a small number of qubits and a relatively short coherence time.36,37

Quantum versions of the Lanczos method,38,39 which is based on the application of powers of

the Hamiltonian40 to some reference state represented in a Krylov space, have been studied

to approximate real18,20,41–43 an imaginary44,45 time evolutions. In the same direction, the

quantum inverse (Q-Inv) algorithm for the estimation of the ground state energy (GSE)

of a quantum system was first proposed by Kyriienko.46 This method applies the power of

the inverse Hamiltonian to the state and it is inspired by the classical inverse iteration (I-

Iter) algorithm for finding the dominant eigenstate of the matrix. It falls in the category of

quantum Fourier transform (QFT) methods,47 where it extends the Fourier approximation

proposed by Childs et al.48 to the kth power of the inverse, providing exponential speed up

for the inverse Hamiltonian multiplication process that is performed by a quantum circuit.

A modified version of the Q-Inv method was also recently proposed by Yoshikura et al.
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for the determination of general eigenstates.49 In Kyriienko’s work, results of the H2 and

BeH2 systems showed that, at least for those particular small systems, the approximation

of the energy works well up to a certain kth order, after which the energy increases and

deviates from the ideal inverse, while staying below the error threshold. Although it seemed

that the limitation of k depended on the defined maximum phase (ϕmax), it was not exactly

clear why this behaviour occurred. Furthermore, calculations were conducted employing

the trapezoidal rule for different integration ranges and interval sizes reflected in the global

ϕmax. While there were some calculations that showed the relation between the discretization

intervals through the called "skew" parameter, there still seems to be a lack of information

regarding the optimization of the integration parameters for different systems and comparison

with different integration methods.

In this work, we assess the parameters that affect the accuracy of the Q-Inv method on

various systems, including the notorious H4 molecule at the singular point.50 In some cases

where the method cannot reach the error threshold, we focus on the idea of using the Q-Inv

algorithm to compute the inverse up to a maximum kth order with the minimum error, and

then employ the iterative (I-Iter) procedure to further decrease of the error to the arbitrary

precision. In the systems we study, we show that after the kth order estimation, only a couple

of iteration steps might be enough to estimate the energy under the precision threshold. We

evaluate the possibility of employing different integration rules51,52 to further decrease the

number of operator multiplications employed in the algorithm.

2 Methods

The inverse iteration method is based on the premise that the quantum linear system problem

(QLSP) Â−→x =
−→
b is equivalent to applying the inverse operator Â−1 to the state |b⟩.53

Because Â−1 is a nonunitary operator, the strategy is to represent it as a linear combination

of unitaries. The general choice is exponentials of the type e−iÂt that can be implemented
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by any algorithm.54 Thus, Â−1 can be written as Â−1 =
∫∞
0
e−iÂtdt. The Fourier approach

proposed by Childs et al.48 expresses the exponential integral as a double integral of the

propagator t and approximate it by finite sums. For the problem of finding the eigenenergies

of a system, the operator Â corresponds to the Hamiltonian and the Fourier approximation

for the decomposition of t into y and z variables is expressed:

Ĥ−1 =
i√
2π

∫ ∞

0

dy

∫ ∞

−∞
dzze−

z2

2 e−iyzĤ (1)

The approximation was recently extended by Kyriienko to the kth power of the inverse,

for k ≥1.46

Ĥ−k =
iNk√
2π

∫ ∞

0

dy

∫ ∞

−∞
dzzyk−1e−

z2

2 e−iyzĤ (2)

where Nk is a normalization factor. For k = 1 Eq. 2 reduces to Eq. 1. The discretization of

the integral leads to

Ĥ−k ≈ iNk√
2π

My−1∑
jy=0

∆y

jz=Mz∑
jz=−Mz

∆z(jz∆z)

(jy∆y)
k−1e−

jz
2∆z

2

2 e−i(jz∆z)(jy∆y)Ĥ

(3)

where ∆y and ∆z correspond to the discretization steps, while My and Mz represent the

cutoffs of the integration ranges for the y and z variables, respectively. While the sum of

the discretized variables can be done by employing the trapezoidal rule, here we explore the

possibility of using the Gaussian-quadrature rule to reduce the number of iterations and the

number of matrix multiplications required by the algorithm.52

The Gaussian-quadrature rule approximates the function f(x) by a choice of nodes (xi)

and weights (wi) usually in the domain [−1, 1], for i = 1, ..., n and it gives the exact result

for polynomials of degree 2n− 1 or less. This particular rule is the Gauss-Legendre rule and

the weights are associated to the orthogonal Legendre polynomials.51
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∫ 1

−1

f(x)dx ≈
n∑

i=1

wif(xi) (4)

Applying the Gauss-Legendre rule to the quantum inverse algorithms requires a change of

the integration interval to the [−1, 1] domain, which can be done in the following way.

∫ b

a

f(x)dx ≈ b− a

2

n∑
i=1

wif

(
b− a

2
xi +

a+ b

2

)
(5)

After using Eq. 5 to change the integration interval of both y and z variables in Eq. 2, the

discrete sum read as follows.

Ĥ−k ≈ iNk√
2π
ca,b,c,d

ny∑
jy=1

wjy

nz∑
jz=1

wjzz
′
jzy

′k−1
jy

exp

(
−
z′2jz
2

)
exp

(
− iz′jzy

′
jyĤ

) (6)

where z′jz = dzjz and y′jy =
(

b
2
yjy +

b
2

)
are the re-defined variables in terms of the Legendre

polynomials zjz and yjy with the intervals [0, b] and [−d, d], respectively. The term ca,b,c,d =
b
2
d

is the constant for the change of interval, wjz and wjy are the weights of the Legendre

polynomials with order nz and ny used in the approximation of z and y, respectively. Note

that Eq. 6 can be used with other quadrature methods by changing the definition of the

variables and intervals. A more compact notation can be obtained as stated in Ref. 46.

Ĥ−k ≈
∑
b

∑
d

cy,z,k exp

(
− iz′jzy

′
jyĤ

)
(7)

where cy,z,k represent purely imaginary coefficients for the series. We point out that in Eq. 7,

the exponential variables and the summations does not explicitly depend on k, which means

that, in principle, we can compute any kth order Hamiltonian at the same computational

cost.

In order to study some systems with large number of qubits, we use the complete active
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space (CAS) model,55,56 in which the molecular orbitals are divided into inactive orbitals,

which are low energy orbitals occupied by electrons, virtual orbitals, which are high energy

unoccupied orbitals, and the active orbitals, which are orbitals that can be occupied or

unoccupied. The CAS calculation is performed on the active orbitals reduced space, while

the inactive and virtual orbitals are considered frozen and included in a constant base energy

(E0).34

ĤCAS = Ĥact + E0

=
∑
pq,σ

hpq,σa
†
pσaqσ +

1

2

∑
pqrs,στ

gpqrsa
†
pσa

†
rτasτaqσ + E0

(8)

where hpq and gpqrs are the one-electron and two-electron integrals, respectively, a†pσ and apσ

are the creation and an annihilation operators for the spatial orbital p and spin label σ. The

active energy (Eact) using the Q-Inv method is obtained by approximating the kth inverse

(Ĥ−k
act) in Eq. 6 and computing the expected value as

Eact =
⟨Ĥ−k

actΨ̂0| Ĥact |Ĥ−k
actΨ̂0⟩

⟨Ĥ−k
actΨ̂0|Ĥ−k

actΨ̂0⟩
(9)

where Ψ̂0 is the initial guess of the CAS wavefunction. Then, the CAS energy (εCAS) can be

approximated by the addition of the constant energy to the active energy.

εCAS ≤ ECAS = Eact + E0. (10)

The kth order inverse Hamiltonian can also be obtained using the iteration method by

approximating Ĥ−1
act in Eq. 6 with k=1 and applying the inverse k-times to the wavefunction.

Ĥ−k
actΨ̂0 =

(
Ĥ−1

act

)k

Ψ̂0 (11)

The advantage of the Q-Inv method proposed by Kiiryenko46 (Eq. 2) over the I-Inv

method by Childs et al.48 (Eq. 1) where the multiplication of Ĥ−k is realized by the mul-
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tiplication of Ĥ−1 k-times is, then, the possibility of reducing the number of operator mul-

tiplications of the order O(k) by directly approximating Ĥ−k. However, as discussed in the

original work, this approximation might present some limitations as the iteration power k

increases. Both methods of calculation will also be analyzed and compared here.

3 Results

We calculated the ground state energy for the H2, LiH, BeH2 and H4 systems using the Q-Inv

method. The initial guess of the ground state was prepared to be the Hartree-Fock (HF)

state (Ψ̂0 = Ψ̂HF) and the Hamiltonian in Eq. 6 was shifted by the HF energy (Ĥact −EHF)

in order to make the initial state well conditioned by increasing the overlap with the ground

state and reducing the overlap with the excited states.

The HF states were obtained using the openfermion pyscf packages.57–59 In the case

of H2 and H4, we computed the Full-CI energies corresponding to 4 and 8 qubit systems,

respectively. For LiH and BeH2, we employ the CAS-CI method to reduce the number of

qubits from 12 and 14, respectively, to 10 qubits each by excluding the 1s orbitals of Li and

Be, and the σ∗
u anti-bonding orbital in the BeH2 case. The H–H bond distances for H2 and

H4 were set to 0.75 Å and 1.23 Å, respectively. The Li–H bond distance in LiH was set to 1.6

Å and the Be–H bond distance in BeH2 was set to 1.326 Å. All calculations were performed

using the STO-6G basis set.60

3.1 Discretization Parameters

The integration parameters were determined in the following order: (1) Determine the ap-

propriate integration cutoff intervals [0, b] and [−d, d] for the variables y and z, respectively.

(2) Determine the minimum order of Legendre polynomials/discrete intervals needed for the

integration along y (ny) for large enough nz. (3) Determine the minimum order of the Legen-

dre polynomials/discrete intervals needed for the integration along z (nz) for the minimum
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ny obtained. (4) Determine the minimum iteration step k needed to account for an error

below the tolerance ϵ.

3.1.1 Integration Intervals

Although the order of the integration of y and z can be reversed, here we compute the

integration along z first. Integrations are performed using the Gauss-Legendre quadrature

rule. The number of Legendre polynomials in Eq. 6 are initially set to ny=50 and nz=300

for all calculations, which are large enough to make any discretization errors negligible, and

results are plotted for two iteration step values (k=1 and k=10). The interval [−d, d] for

z is chosen to be [−5, 5] in the calculation of the cutoff for b (b-cutoff). Then we use the

b-cutoff value for the interval [0, b] for y to calculate the cutoff for d (d-cutoff). The obtained

energies ECAS are shown in Fig. 1 as a function of b and d.

We can see that the decay of the energy as a function of b with k=1 (blue line) is slower

for the H2 and H4 molecules. In the case of LiH and BeH2, b-cutoff values of b=0.7 and

b=0.4, respectively, are enought to obtain an error between points of the order of 10−5, while

for H2 we should choose b=10 to obtain an error of the order of 10−3. While we can decrease

the error by increasing the b-cutoff, this will impact in the number of integration intervals

needed as we will see in the next sections.

Increasing the iteration step to k=10 reflects in a faster decay as a function of b (green

line) in the H2 and H4 systems, which allows to choose a smaller b-cutoff. On the other hand,

the b-cutoff for LiH and BeH2 does not decrease at k=10 when compared to the k=1 results.

The H4 case is particular because of the presence of a minimum corresponding to the

ground state and a converged value at large k that corresponds to an excited state. In this

system, the b-cutoff is chosen to be the minimum value of b=9 for k=1 and b=6 for k=10.

Increasing the iteration step to k=10 in this system produces a faster decay that shifts the

minimum to a smaller b-cutoff.

Finally, note that the behaviour of the integration along z for an iteration step of k=1
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Figure 1: Ground state energy as a function of the integration cutoff along y (b-cutoff) and
along z (d-cutoff) at two different iteration steps (k=1 and k=10) for H2 (top left), LiH (top
right), BeH2 (bottom left) and H4 (bottom right). The FCI energy for H2 and H4, and the
CAS-CI energy for LiH and BeH2, are represented as black dashed lines.

(orange line) is similar in all molecules and the d-cutoff can be set to d=4 in all the systems.

In the case of LiH and BeH2, however, increasing the iteration step to k=10 increases the

value of the d-cutoff required for the integration along z. For example, to get the correct

value at a b-cutoff of b=1 for LiH and BeH2, it is necessary to increase the d-cutoff value to

d=5 and d=6 (red lines), respectively, which will increase the minimum required number of

polynomials for the integration along z (nz). Although for the current chosen iteration step

of k=10, and for b-cutoffs of b=0.7 and b=0.4, we can retain a d-cutoff value of d=4 in both

systems, there might be a minimum value of k for which we will have to start increasing the

d-cutoff. We will discuss this in a later section when we analyze the iteration power k. As

a practical procedure for an unknown system, we think it’s convenient to choose the initial

b-cutoff based on the results for k=1, with a fixed d-cutoff=4.
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3.1.2 Legendre polynomial order

We proceed to determine the order of the Legendre polynomials required to reach a con-

vergence of the energy. In order to eliminate the error caused by the z integration, we set

the parameters to large enough values of nz=100 and k=10 for all calculations in order to

determine the cutoff for ny, and we employed the Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule for the

integration along z. We then compared the results as a function of ny by using both the

trapezoidal method and the Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule. After choosing the cutoff for

ny, we determined the cutoff for nz by using both integration methods. The integration

intervals [0, b] and [−d, d] were set according to the b- and d-cutoffs obtained in the previous

section. For H2, LiH, BeH2 and H4 systems, the b-cutoffs were set to b=10, b=0.7, b=0.4

and b=6, respectively, while the d-cutoff was d=4 in all cases.

The energy results as a function of ny are shown in Fig. 2 using Gauss-Legendre rule

(blue line) and trapezoidal (orange line) integration methods. The true energy calculated

using FCI and CAS-CI methods are shown in black dashed lines as a reference. We can see

that for LiH, BeH2 and H4 we can choose a Legendre polynomial order of ny=8, ny=8 and

ny=4, respectively, with an error between points of the order of 10−5. Although not shown

with the current chosen figure scale, in order to obtain the same values using the trapezoidal

integration method, the number of discrete intervals would have to be set to ny=40, ny=73

and ny=190, respectively. Furthermore, when using Gauss-Legendre quadrature, we can

observe that the energy values for ny=1 are smaller than the converged value in all cases.

This suggests that not only the convergence is faster when using Gauss-Legendre quadrature

rule, but also that choosing a value to ny=1 could provide a good approximation. The reason

for this might be understood by looking at Fig. 1 in the previous section. When choosing an

appropriate b-cutoff, the faster the decay, the more we can approximate it as a polynomial

of order 1 (linear decay). In the case of H2, the system is too simple and the variation of the

energy as a function of ny is of the order of 10−9, which is negligible, but we choose ny=15

as the converged value.
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Figure 2: Ground state energy as a function of the Legendre polynomials/discrete intervals
for the integration along y (ny) at iteration step of k=10 for H2 (top left), LiH (top right),
BeH2 (bottom left) and H4 (bottom right). Integrations are performed using b-cutoffs of
b=10, b=0.7, b=0.4, b=6, respectively, with the Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule (blue) and
the Trapezoidal method (orange). The number of Legendre polynomials for the z variable
were set to nz = 100. The FCI energy for H2 and H4, and the CAS-CI energy for LiH and
BeH2, are represented as black dashed lines.

We then analyze the variation of the energy as a function of nz for the chosen ny values

using Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule (blue line) and trapezoidal integration (green line)

methods in Fig. 3. We also compare these results to the ones obtained using a linear

approximation with ny=1 (orange and red lines, respectively). We choose the convergence

values of nz with an error tolerance of 10−5 between two consecutive points. Once again, the

true energies calculated using FCI and CAS-CI methods are shown in black dashed lines as

a reference.

In the case of H2, for ny=15, we obtain values of nz=38 and nz=24 for Gauss-Legendre and

trapezoidal integration, respectively. When choosing ny=1, the values decrease to nz=32 and

nz=21. The LiH system, with ny=8, results in values of nz=22 and nz=13, which decrease
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Figure 3: Ground state energy as a function of the polynomial order/discrete intervals for
the integration along z (nz) at iteration step of k=10 for H2 (top left), LiH (top right), BeH2

(bottom left) and H4 (bottom right). Integrations are performed using the Gauss-Legendre
quadrature rule with ny=neq

y (blue) and ny=1 (orange), and the Trapezoidal rule with ny=neq
y

(green) and ny=1 (red). The ny=neq
y values are ny=15, ny=8, ny=8, ny=4, respectively, and

correspond to the converged values chosen in Fig. 2. The FCI energy for H2 and H4, and
the CAS-CI energy for LiH and BeH2, are represented as black dashed lines.

to nz=20 and nz=12, respectively, for ny=1. Next, the BeH2 system values are nz=22 and

nz=13 for ny=8, decreasing to nz=19 and nz=12 for ny=1. Finally, for H4 we get nz=25 and

nz=17 in the case of ny=4, which decreases to nz=22 and nz=15, respectively, for ny=1.

We can observe that the general trend is that, for the integration along z, the trapezoidal

method requires less discrete intervals than the number of Legendre polynomials required

when using Gauss-Legendre quadrature. Furthermore, it seems that choosing ny=1 not only

results in a better approximation of the energy in Fig. 2, but also decreases the required

number of nz. The better performance of the trapezoidal method in this case is assumed to

be due to the highly oscillating nature of the function z after the integration in y, which is
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not well approximated by Legendre polynomials.

From these results, we can conclude that a hybrid Legendre-Trapezoidal method employ-

ing Gauss-Legendre quadrature along y with ny=1 and trapezoidal integration along z seems

to be the most convenient in order to reduce the number of operations required.

We want to point out that other types of quadrature rules51 were explored as possible

alternatives for the integration along y and z. Gauss-Laguerre quadrature allows to treat

the integration
∫∞
0
dye−iyzĤf(y) for the y variable, while Gauss-Hermite approximates the

integration
∫∞
−∞ dze−

z2

2 f(z) for the z variable. In this case, the variables in Eq. 6 have

to be refined as y′jy =
yjy

1−yjy
and z′jz =

zjz
1−z2jz

in terms of the Laguerre polynomials yjy and

Hermite polynomials zjz with the intervals [0,∞] and [−∞,∞], respectively. The term

ca,b,c,d = cyjy czjz is now included in the summations where cyjy = 1
(1−yjy )

2 and czjz =
1+z2jz

(1−z2jz )
2

are the constants for the change of interval for y and z, while wjy and wjz are the weights

of the Laguerre and Hermite polynomials with order nz and ny, respectively. The infinite

integration intervals in these methods have the advantage of the suppressing the requirement

of setting the cutoff intervals. However, infinite intervals reflects in the requirement of infinite

polynomials for ny and nz, making impossible to reach convergence.

3.1.3 Iteration order

After setting the initial set of parameters used for the integration, we can analyze the be-

haviour of the Q-Inv method by calculating the energy as a function of the iteration power

k.

We plot the error between the calculated energy (logarithmic scale) and the exact energy

obtained using FCI/CAS-CI for each of the systems (∆E) in Fig. 4, where the chemical

accuracy (1.6×10−3 Hartree) is set as the error tolerance (black dashed line). The quantum

inverse method (Q-Inv) is performed for the ny=1 (blue line) and ny=neq
y (red line) condi-

tions, with their respective nz values. The neq
y refers to the converged value chosen in the

previous section for each system within a specified tolerance.
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Figure 4: Energy difference (∆E) between the estimated energy and the FCI/CAS-CI energy
in logarithmic scale as a function of the iteration order k for H2 (top left), LiH (top right),
BeH2 (bottom left) and H4 (bottom right). The blue and orange lines are the results for the
quantum inverse algorithm (Q-Inv) and the inverse iteration method (I-Iter), respectively,
with ny=1. The red and purple lines are the result of the Q-Inv and I-Iter with the chosen
cutoff for ny (neq

y ), respectively. The brown and pink lines are the results employing I-Iter
after employing Q-Inv up to a certain iteration step k and denoted as Q-Inv+I-Iter. The
green lines are the energies obtained by calculating the inverse using the DGESV method.
Finally, the black dashed lines are error tolerance based on the chemical accuracy (1.6×10−3).

We can observe that, when choosing ny=1, the error decreases with increasing k until

it reaches a convergence value, while, when choosing ny=neq
y , we notice the presence of a

minimum value at different k in all systems (not noticeable in H4 due to the scale), which has

a lower error compared to the ny=1 case. The presence of a minimum is consistent with the

reported results in Ref 46 and, as the detailed analysis of the integration parameters showed

in previous sections, it seems that this behaviour may be the consequence of the limitation

of the d-cutoff parameter with increasing iteration step k. For a fixed d-cutoff, there is a
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maximum k for which the parameter holds before introducing error. After a certain value

of k, the d-cutoff may need to increase accordingly to maintain the accuracy of the method,

followed by a recalculation of the other integration parameters as well, which is unpractical

in the study of unknown systems where one does not posses the true energy value.

In the H2 and LiH systems, the ny=1 condition is enough to guarantee energy values

below or equal to the error tolerance, respectively, but results in higher errors for the BeH2

and H4 cases. The minimum obtained in the ny=neq
y condition provide results with errors

below the tolerance for H2, LiH and BeH2, but higher for H4.

For comparison, we also calculate energy values employing the I-Iter method using the

first order inverse (Ĥ−1) for the same ny=1 (orange line) and ny=neq
y (purple line) conditions,

and the iteration employing the exact inverse obtained by lower-upper (LU) decomposition

(DGESV) value (green line). In this case, we see that, with exception of the H2 system,

the I-Iter method with the neq
y condition provides a faster decay of the error with increasing

k. This behaviour overlaps with the Q-Inv results for their respective conditions at small

values of k. The Q-Inv method then shows a faster decay on the error compared to the

I-Iter method up to the converged and minimum values for the ny=1 and ny=neq
y cases,

respectively. The DGESV value, while providing better results for H2, it overlaps with the

I-Iter results for the ny=neq
y condition in the LiH and BeH2 systems. More importantly, in

the H4 case, the DGESV calculation, in which the integration cutoffs cannot be chosen, fails

to reproduce the values of the ground state energy and converges to an excited state. For

this particular system, by analyzing Fig. 1, we can see that the Q-Inv and I-Iter methods

allow the possibility of obtaining energies corresponding to different states by selecting a

different b-cutoff.

The Q-Inv method performs better than the I-Iter method in terms of computational

cost by decreasing the number of iteration steps by k-times. Furthermore, it also provides

better accuracy up to a certain iteration power k. However, in some systems such as H4,

the error of the energy might be higher than the allowed tolerance. In that case, we suggest
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the combination of the Q-Inv and the I-Iter methods. We can employ the Q-Inv method to

obtain the minimum values and then apply the I-Iter method using that value of k to further

decrease the error while minimizing the iteration scaling. We denote this as Q-Inv+I-Iter

and it is shown on each system for the ny=1 (brown line) and ny=neq
y (pink line) conditions.

The constant values for ny=1 are obtained at k=3, k=8, k=10 and k=7 for H2, LiH, BeH2

and H4, respectively, with an error between consecutive points of the order of 10−5, while

the minimum values for ny=neq
y are located at k=3, k=14, k=16, k=8. We observe that,

after minimization, only 1 to 2 iteration cycles are required in order to obtain values below

the error tolerance, and that the decay seems to be faster for the ny=1 case, with exception

of the H2 system.

We note that the results on this work are obtained by assuming an initial Hartree-

Fock state which might not be the best available option. By employing different methods to

estimate an initial state closer to the ground state energy (increasing the initial wavefunction

overlap) they performance of the method might be improved.61–64

4 Conclusions

In this work we analyzed the performance of the quantum inverse (Q-Inv) method for the

H2, LiH, BeH2 and H4 systems as a function of the integration parameters and the iteration

power k. We performed the integrations employing the trapezoidal method and the Gauss-

Legendre quadrature rule, and compared the results to the inverse iteration (I-Iter) method

and the exact inverse (DGESV).

Results showed a constant d-cutoff in all systems when k=1 and a dependence of the

d-cutoff with increasing iteration power k, which resulted in higher requirement of nz. A

combined Legendre-Trapezoidal integration method allowed the reduction in the number of

matrix multiplications required. The Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule seemed to work better

for the y integration by reducing the number of Legendre polynomial ny. Particularly, the
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ny=1 case results provided a good approximation of the energy. On the other hand, the

trapezoidal method seemed to work better in the z integration by reducing the number of

discrete intervals nz.

The Q-Inv method provided better results than the I-Iter method up to a certain iteration

power k, at which reaches a minimum value. The Q-Inv+I-Iter method can be employed by

applying the I-Iter method after Q-Inv minimization to further decrease the error at reduced

computational cost.

According to these results, for a general system, we suggest a procedure that involves

the calculation of the initial b-cutoff at k=1 for a fixed d-cutoff=4, followed by a Legendre-

Trapezoidal integration method for the optimization of nz, using Gauss-Legendre quadrature

rule for y with ny=1 and trapezoidal integration for z. Then, proceed to find the minimum

value of the Q-Inv method as a function of the iteration power and finally apply the I-Iter

method using the obtained k for an established tolerance.
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