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We propose a hybrid variational quantum algorithm that has variational parameters used by both
the quantum circuit and the subsequent classical optimization. Similar to the Variational Quantum
Eigensolver (VQE), this algorithm applies a parameterized unitary operator to the qubit register.
We generate this operator using diabatic state preparation. The quantum measurement results then
inform the classical optimization procedure used by the Cascaded Variational Quantum Eigensolver
(CVQE). We demonstrate the algorithm on a system of interacting electrons and show how it can
be used on long-term error-corrected as well as short-term intermediate-scale quantum computers.
Our simulations performed on IBM Brisbane produced energies well within chemical accuracy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum algorithms that simulate quantum systems
can be designed for Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum
(NISQ) and Fault-Tolerant Quantum (FTQ) computers.
Algorithms that require a large number of quantum logic
gates must use FTQ computers. Conversely, algorithms
that require relatively few quantum logic gates, can be
used on NISQ computers but are not designed for FTQ
computers. These two classes of algorithms often func-
tion very differently, which may pose a challenge when
transitioning from near-term to long-term quantum com-
puting.

Algorithms designed for FTQ computing include quan-
tum phase estimation [1] and adiabatic state prepara-
tion [2–4]. Both algorithms require precise implementa-
tions of the quantum evolution operator. Implement-
ing such an operator requires FTQ computers, which
are presently not available. Therefore, much effort has
been made to find near-term algorithms that can run
on NISQ computers. There are three groups of NISQ
algorithms that optimize: (1) during the quantum com-
puting process, including the Variation Quantum Eigen-
solver (VQE) [5–14] algorithms; (2) after the quantum
computing process, including Krylov Eigensolvers [15–
23] and the Cascaded Variational Quantum Eigensolver
(CVQE) [24–26]; and (3) both during and after, including
Subspace Expansion methods [27–34], multi-state con-
traction [35, 36] and configuration recovery [37].

We focus on VQE and CVQE. Both VQE and CVQE
utilize a variational ansatz. Many ansatzes for both VQE
and CVQE have been proposed, including the unitary
coupled cluster ansatz [5, 31, 38–49], the quantum al-
ternating operator ansatz [50–54], the hardware-efficient
ansatz [8, 55–63], the Jastrow–Gutzwiller ansatz [64–69],
and the Variational Hamiltonian ansatz [70–72]. Many of
these ansatzes will struggle to scale as the problem sizes
increase [73]. However, some of these, like the Hamilto-
nian ansatz, can limit onto adiabatic state preparation.

In this paper, we propose a hybrid VQE-CVQE algo-
rithm that uses the guiding-sampling ansatz [26], which
explicitly approximates adiabatic state preparation. The
cascaded optimization is performed by diagonalizing an
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Figure 1. The basic process for our method. Diabatic state
preparation is performed on the quantum computer to gener-
ate a guiding state. A collection of state states are measured.
These state states form a subspace and this subspace can be
optimized classically.

effective operator in a subspace defined by the quantum
measurements. We show how this algorithm can be used
during different phases of quantum computer develop-
ment. The algorithm is general enough to be useful with
error-correcting quantum computers, quantum comput-
ers that have high coherence but not error corrected,
near-term quantum computers, and the quantum com-
puters available today.

II. METHOD

Our goal is to calculate the ground-state energy of a
fermionic quantum system described by the Hamiltonian
Ĥ on the Fock space F . To achieve this objective we: (1)
apply a parameterized unitary operator to the quantum
register to generate a guiding state |Ψ0⟩, (2) measure |Ψ0⟩
and use those measurement results to form a collection of
basis states B, and (3) search for the ground state of Ĥ
on the Hilbert subspace V spanned by B. This method
is depicted in Fig. 1.

An algorithmic implementation of this method is listed
in Table I. To construct |Ψ0⟩, we first introduce a model
system described by a Hamiltonian Ĥ0 with a known
ground state |Φ0⟩ that we prepare on the qubit register.
Next we apply the diabatic state evolution operator

Û(Nτ ,∆τ) = T
Nτ∏
τi=1

e−iĤ(τi∆τ)∆τ , (1)

with a number of time steps Nτ , ta time-step duration
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Table I. CVQE-VQE hybrid algorithm using diabatic state
preparation.

0: Select initial values for Nτ and ∆τ .
1: Initialize the quantum register to |Φ0⟩.
2: Apply Û(Nτ ,∆τ) to the quantum computer.
3: Measure Û(Nτ ,∆τ) |Φ0⟩ and collect the set of measured

states B0.
4: Apply Ĥ to each state in B0, collect the set of coupled

basis states B1, and form the union B = B0 ∪ B1.
5: Let ĤB be the projection of Ĥ onto the subspace

V = span(B).
6: Find the lowest eigenvalue EB of ĤB.
7: If EB has not converged, update Nτ and ∆τ

and return to step 1.
8: Return EB.

∆τ , a time ordering operator T , and a parameterized
Hamiltonian

Ĥ(τ) =

(
1− τ

Nτ∆τ

)
Ĥ0 +

τ

Nτ∆τ
Ĥ. (2)

This yields the guiding state |Ψ0⟩ = Û(Nτ ,∆τ) |Φ0⟩.
In the limit Nτ → ∞ for a constant T = Nτ∆τ , the

operator Û(Nτ ,∆τ) prepares the true ground state of
Ĥ. Although this limit is intractable on current quantum
computers, a good guiding state can still be reached using
highly discretized evolution [i.e. ∆τ ≫ 0, Nτ = O(1) ].
For more information, see Appendix A for arguments as
to why highly discretized evolution could produce good
guiding states and Appendix B for a method to decom-
pose U(Nτ ,∆τ) into quantum gates.

Once the guiding state is prepared, we perform a set of
measurements of the guiding state on the quantum regis-
ter. The measurement outcomes |n0⟩ are basis states of
the quantum register and they form the set B0. Next we
use the Hamiltonian to produce a second set B1 formed by
all the states |n1⟩ for which there exists a state |n0⟩ ∈ B0
such that ⟨n1| Ĥ |n0⟩ ̸= 0. Lastly we combine these two
sets to form the set B = B0 ∪ B1. See appendix C for
a comparison with the standard VQE measurement ap-
proach [5].

The set B is used to form the subspace V = span(B).
We expect that the ground state of Ĥ is well approxi-
mated within this subspace. To generate this approxi-
mation we define the effective Hamiltonian

ĤB =
∑
|n⟩∈B

∑
|m⟩∈B

hnm |n⟩⟨m| , (3)

where hnm = ⟨n| Ĥ |m⟩. Because the dimension of V in-
creases polynomially with systems size, we can obtain the
ground-state energy EB of ĤB using a classical computer.

Each given pair (Nτ ,∆τ) specifies a unique guiding
state |Ψ0⟩ in the CVQE guided sampling ansatz [26].

This guiding state can be optimized over (Nτ ,∆τ) to
improve the solution, lowering EB. When (Nτ ,∆τ) is
varied, our method can be understood as a hybrid VQE-
CVQE method. The optimization technique for updating
(Nτ ,∆τ) can be chosen by the user. Herein, we scan over
certain cuts of the (Nτ ,∆τ) parameters space. See ap-
pendix D for a discussion on the relationship between our
method and CVQE.

III. DEMONSTRATION

A. Model

We demonstrate the algorithm for a spinless electronic
toy model with orbitals that are equally spaced in en-
ergy and with 1-electron excitations and 2-electron inter-
actions restricted to nearest-energy orbitals. The Hamil-
tonian for this model is

Ĥ =∆µ

Q−1∑
q=0

q n̂q − t
Q−2∑
q=0

(
c†qcq+1 + c†q+1cq

)
+ V

Q−2∑
q=0

n̂qn̂q+1,

(4)

where c†q and cq are creation and destruction operators
acting on orbital q, n̂q = c†qcq is the number operator,
∆µ is the energy-level spacing, t is the excitation param-
eter, and V is the electron-electron interaction strength.
In order to build the guiding state we define the initial
Hamiltonian

Ĥ0 = ∆µ

Q−1∑
q=0

q n̂q. (5)

The eigenstates of H0 can be conceptualized as electrons
filling the energy levels E0q = q∆µ. We initialize the
quantum register to the eigenstate of Ĥ0 that has Ne

electrons filling the lowest Ne energy levels.
We use the Jordan–Wigner transformation [74] to map

the electronic operators to Pauli operators [75]. We use
standard methods to generate quantum gates from the
Pauli operators. Information regarding gate generation
can be found in Appendix B. From these gates we obtain
the quantum circuits that generate the guiding states.

B. Simulation of an 8-orbital system

Figure 2 shows results from classical simulations of a
system with Q = 8 orbitals and Ne = 4 electrons. The
guiding state is generated using the diabatic state prepa-
ration in Eq. (1). The energy expectation value of the
guiding state is shown as the black dashed line in Fig. 2a.
The solid curves show the effective ground state energy
EB for various subspace dimensions. We consider three
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Figure 2. Energy optimization for a Q = 8 orbital system
with Ne = 4 electrons. (a) energy as a function of the number
of time steps with a duration of ∆τ = 1/15 τ0 where τ0 = 1/t
is the characteristic time scale. (b) energy as a function of the
time step duration at Nτ = 100. (c) the total subspace after
application of the Hamiltonian as a function of the number of
time steps with a duration of ∆τ = 1/15 τ0. The parameters
are set to ∆µ = 0.75 t, V = t. While t is a model parameter
that sets the energy scale, a reasonable value to set our model
to the molecular scale is t = 1/15 Ha . The dashed black
lines represents the energy expectation value of the guiding
state. The thick blue lines represents subspace extraction
using the 14 most probable states, the medium orange line
represents using the 8 most probable states, and the thin green
line represents using the 2 most probable states. The dotted
line in (c) marks the total size of the particle conserving state
space.

Nτ regimes: a small, medium, and large regime. In the
small regime (0 < Nτ

<∼ 350 in Fig. 2a), the guiding
state is far from the ground state. However, EB can still
be a good approximation for certain variational param-
eters (Nτ ,∆τ), and therefore, the hybrid VQE-CVQE
algorithm can be advantageous in this regime. In the
medium regime (350 <∼ Nτ

<∼ 2000 in Fig. 2a), the guid-
ing state remains a relatively poor approximation of the
ground state but with the energy EB nearly indepen-
dent of the variational parameters. The guiding state
has a probability distribution that generates a subspace
that yields a good ground-state approximation. Thus,
in this regime, CVQE can find a good approximation of
the ground state without having to optimize (Nτ ,∆τ).
In the large regime (2000 <∼ Nτ in Fig. 2a), the guid-
ing state is a good approximation of the ground state as
adiabatic state preparation has been achieved. This is
indicated by the low energy of the dashed curve.

Because the number of CNOT gates is proportional
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Figure 3. The difference between the energy calculated on
the quantum computer and the exact ground-state energy.
The data is represented by the circles. The lines are drawn
to guide the eye. For this data, Q = 50, Ne = 25, V = 0,
Nτ = 1, and ∆τ = 1/15 τ0 where τ0 = 1/t. The inset is a
magnification of the low-error data.

to the value Nτ , these regimes determine what type of
quantum computer is needed. Because of quantum deco-
herence, NISQ computers are likely only going to be able
to access the small and medium regimes. By contrast,
FTQ computers can access all regimes.

The boundaries between these regimes depend on the
chosen system and the step size ∆τ . Figure 2b shows
the energy as a function of ∆τ for Nτ = 100. Notice
that the shape of the curves appear similar in Fig. 2a for
small Nτ and Fig. 2b for small ∆τ . That is because the
unitary operator is effectively a function of the overall
time T = Nτ∆τ in the small ∆τ limit where Trotter–
Suzuki error are small. As the optimal value of ∆τ is
both hardware and problem specific, it is useful to let
∆τ as well as Nτ be variational.

Fig. 2c shows the dimension of each subspace. Be-
cause the total number of states required to cover the
full 4-electron 8-orbital space is

(
8
4

)
= 70, the subspace

dimensions are not greatly reduced. This is an typical
for small quantum systems because the number of mea-
surements needed to obtain good statistical averages pro-
duces a subspace in our method with a dimension that
approaches that of the complete basis.

C. Quantum computation for 50 energy levels

Next, consider a Q = 50 and Ne = 25 system. The
size of the complete electron-preserving Fock subspace for
this system is

(
50
25

)
≈ 1.3×1014. Assuming 64-bit floating-

point numbers, it requires approximately two petabytes
of information to store a single state vector. Diagonal-
izing a general Hamiltonian is qubic in the size of the
statespace and is, thus, well beyond the reach of modern
classical computers. Instead, we run our algorithm on the
IBM Brisbane quantum computer. We set V = 0 so that
we can compare the final energy from our algorithm to
known values. The subspace dimension |B| in our method
ranges from 2,000 – 2,500, which is tiny compared to the



dimension of the electron-preserving Fock subspace.
Figure 3 shows the energy difference ∆E between EB

and the ground-state energy as a function of the energy
spacing ∆µ. The error is small for all ∆µ except for the
limit ∆µ≪ t where initializing the system to the lowest-
energy state of H0 is no longer justified. The small error
values are significant considering the error per layered
gate (EPLG) for IBM Brisban is 1.9%. The error toler-
ance inherent in our method is due to the fact that our
method is resilient to small fluctuations in the probability
distribution obtained from the quantum computer. Fluc-
tuations in the probability distribution do not influence
the final energy unless the fluctuations are large enough
to add or remove a basis state to the set B0.

Figure 4 shows the error in energy as a function of the
number of time steps and the duration of the time steps.
We find the optimized solution (Nτ ,∆τ) = (1, 1/15τ0).
We also find that the value of ∆τ is much less relevant
than the value of Nτ . Notice that the scale on the y-axis
of Fig. 4a is about an order of magnitude larger than that
on Fig. 4b. The hardware noise from the quantum com-
puter plays a significant roll in these results. Notice that
at ∆τ = 0, we still find an accurate energy. From Fig. 2b
and Ref. [26], one would expect a significant increase in
the error as ∆τ → 0. However, those are noise-free sim-
ulations. In practice, the noise effectively applies small
non-zero angles of rotation to the quantum gates even if
the input instruction is zero. Additionally, the fact that
Nτ = 1 is the optimal value is almost certainly due to
the quantum noise at the hardware level. The increased
accuracy that one would expect by increasing Nτ is not
observed, suggesting that the increase in error due to the
larger gate count overcomes any improvement in accu-
racy.

In Sec. III B, we described three Nτ regimes in which
the optimal implementation of our algorithm is differ-
ent. These findings using present-day quantum comput-
ers highlights a special case in which the quantum error
is too high to access any Nτ > 1. In this case varying
(Nτ ,∆τ) is likely not necessary [26].

IV. CONCLUSION

We have presented a hybrid VQE-CVQE algorithm
that use diabatic state preparation to generate the quan-
tum variational guiding state. The quantum register is
measured and the measurements are processed to form
a collection of basis states, which are then used to form
a subspace on which we represent the system Hamilto-
nian. The lowest eigenvalue of this Hamiltonian is then
calculated using a classical computer.

We find that this hybrid algorithm performs better for
NISQ computers than either VQE or CVQE on their own.
We have described three regimes for which the optimal
implementation of the algorithm changes. Although we
demonstrate the presence of these regimes only for our
toy model, we expect that these regimes are present for
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Figure 4. Error in energy as a function of (a) the number
of time steps with ∆τ = 1/15 τ0 where τ0 = 1/t and (b) the
duration of the time step with Nτ = 1. In both plots, Q = 50,
Ne = 25, ∆µ = 0.2t, and V = 0.

many physically relevant models. For the quantum com-
puters that are currently available, minimizing circuit is
the most critical consideration, thus Nτ = 1 gives the
best results for large systems. In this case, there is no
need to update the variational parameters.

In the near term, allowing the variational parame-
ters to update could help optimize the energy. In the
medium term, the energy can optimized using CVQE
without changing the variational parameters. Eventu-
ally, when we have FTQ computers, we can do adiabatic
state preparation directly without the need for any addi-
tional optimization. Our generalized method is effective
in all of these regimes.
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Appendix A: Diabatic State Preparation

We need a Û that evolves the state of the quantum
register towards the ground state of Ĥ so that B contains
the necessary states to build a good approximation of the
ground state. If we had access to an error-free quantum
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Figure 5. Eigenstates for an example H0. The spheres
represent electrons. The lines represent energy levels. On the
left, the lowest energy levels are filled with electrons. In the
second from left, one excitation has occurred. The two right
most graphs show two excitations.

computer, we could perform adiabatic state preparation

ÛA(τ) = T e−i
∫ τ
0

dτ1Ĥ(τ1). (A1)

where

Ĥ(τ) =
(
1− τ

T

)
Ĥ0 +

τ

T
Ĥ, (A2)

where H0 is trivial to diagonalize and T >> 1/|Ĥ| is a
long time range.

To apply this operator on a quantum computer we have
to discretize time as in Eq. (1) of the main text where T =
∆τNτ . In the limit Nτ →∞ and τ = T we recapture the
evolution operator Û(Nτ → ∞,∆τ = T/Nτ ) = ÛA(T ).
By initializing the quantum computer to an eigenstate of
Ĥ0 and applying ÛA(T ), we are guaranteed to prepare
the exact ground state of Ĥ when T →∞, assuming the
spectrum of Ĥ(τ) is gaped throughout. However, fast
error rates prevent us from approaching the Nτ → ∞
limit.

Fortunately, for our purposes, we only need to reach an
approximation of the correct subspace, not of the correct
eigenstate itself. Figure 5 shows energy levels filled with
four electrons in different excitation configurations. We
expect that the ground state should be a linear combi-
nation of the lower-order excitations. These lowest order
excitation are well captured by diabatic state prepara-
tion. Let us compare a single time step Nτ = 1 to the
full adiabatic evolution

Û(1, T ) = e−iĤ0T +

∞∑
m=1

∞∑
n=1

(−iT )nΠn−m,m(Ĥ0, Ĥ1),

ÛA(T ) = e−iĤ0T +

∞∑
m=1

∞∑
n=1

(−iT )nΠ̃n−m,m(Ĥ0, Ĥ1),

(A3)

where Ĥ1 = Ĥ − Ĥ0 is the non-trivial part of Ĥ and
both Πn,m(Ĥ0, Ĥ1) and Π̃n,m(Ĥ0, Ĥ1) are sums over all
permutations of operator strings with a number of Ĥ0

operators equal to n and a number of Ĥ1 operators equal
to m but with different weights. For Πn,m(Ĥ0, Ĥ1), all

operators have the weight w = 1/(n+m)!. For example

Π2,1(Ĥ0, Ĥ1) =
1

3!
(Ĥ0Ĥ0Ĥ1 + Ĥ0Ĥ1Ĥ0 + Ĥ1Ĥ0Ĥ0).

(A4)
For Π̃n,m(Ĥ0, Ĥ1), the weights depend on the position of
the Ĥ1 operators in the operator string. In general, the
weight is

w̄ =
1

γ1(γ1 + γ2)(γ1 + γ2 + γ3) . . .
, (A5)

where γj = 2 if the operator j positions from the left is
Ĥ1 and γj = 1 otherwise (a derivation for this expression
is found below in A 1). For example,

Π̃2,1(Ĥ0, Ĥ1) =
1

24
Ĥ0Ĥ0Ĥ1 +

1

12
Ĥ0Ĥ1Ĥ0 +

1

8
Ĥ1Ĥ0Ĥ0.

(A6)
We see that both Û(1, T ) and ÛA(T ) contain the exact
same operators with the general rule that the longer the
operator string, the smaller the weight. The difference
is that ÛA(T ) turns on Ĥ1 slowly and so the operator
strings with Ĥ1 towards the beginning (towards the right)
are less relevant.

We are only interested in the subspace that contains
the ground state and not on the specific weights of each
state. Therefore, we expect that Û(1, T ) is often suffi-
cient for our purposes as it produces the same excitations
as ÛA(T ) with a similar ordering of the wieghts.

1. Weights in the evolution operator

The full-adiabatic evolution operator can be written as
a sum over integrals

ÛA(T ) =

∞∑
n=0

(−i)nÎn(T ), (A7)

where each integral is

În(τ) =

∫ τ

0

dτ1Ĥ(τ1)In−1(τ1), (A8)



with Î0(τ) = 1. Let us perform the first few integrals
and then the pattern for the weights becomes clear

Î1(τ) =
1

1
Ĥ0τ +

1

2
Ĥ1

τ2

T
,

Î2(τ) =
1

2 · 1Ĥ0Ĥ0τ
2 +

1

3 · 2Ĥ0Ĥ1
τ3

T
,

+
1

3 · 1Ĥ1Ĥ0
τ3

T
+

1

4 · 2Ĥ1Ĥ1
τ4

T 2
,

Î3(τ) =
1

3 · 2 · 1Ĥ0Ĥ0Ĥ0τ
3 +

1

4 · 3 · 2Ĥ0Ĥ0Ĥ1
τ4

T
,

+
1

4 · 3 · 1Ĥ0Ĥ1Ĥ0
τ4

T
+

1

5 · 4 · 2Ĥ0Ĥ1Ĥ1
τ5

T 2
,

+
1

4 · 2 · 1Ĥ1Ĥ0Ĥ0
τ4

T
+

1

5 · 3 · 2Ĥ1Ĥ0Ĥ1
τ5

T 2
,

+
1

5 · 3 · 1Ĥ1Ĥ1Ĥ0
τ5

T 2
+

1

6 · 4 · 2Ĥ1Ĥ1Ĥ1
τ6

T 3
.

(A9)

We see that the weights are coming from integration
over τ . Each integration increases the power of τ by
one but also each Ĥ1 increases the power of τ by one.
Therefore, we arrive at the expression for the weight in
Eq. (A5).

Appendix B: Quantum Gates To Build The Diabatic
State Preparation Unitary

The unitary operator Û(Nτ ,∆τ) can be decomposed
into quantum gates. First, we use the JW transformation
and the Trotter–Suzuki decomposition to write the oper-
ator as a product of exponentials of Pauli strings. Let σa

q

be the Pauli-a operator acting on qubit q and let Ra
q (ϕ)

be the rotation around the a-axis of the block sphere for
qubit q. A general exponential of Pauli strings can be
decomposed into quantum gates in the following way:

• On the last qubit with a non-identity Pauli string,
insert an Rz

q(ϕ) gate with an angle equal to the
weight of the Pauli string.

• Sandwich the Rz
q(ϕ) gate between two chains of

CNOT gates that connect all of the qubits with
non-identity Pauli operators.

• For each qubit with a σx
q Pauli operator, sandwich

the circuit with an Ry
q (−π/2) to the left and an

Ry
q (π/2) to the right.

• For each qubit with a σy
q Pauli operator, sand-

wich the circuit with an Rx
q (π/2) to the left and

an Rx
q (−π/2) to the right.

Figure 6 shows an example of a circuit to create the ex-
ponential of the Pauli string σx

0σ
z
1σ

y
3 .

Ry(�⇡
2
) • • Ry(⇡

2
)

• •

Rx(⇡
2
) Rz(�) Rx(�⇡

2
)

1 Example

C(�y, �z)

2 random

Calculate Optimize

E(✓) =
h | Ô(✓)ĤÔ(✓) | i
h | Ô(✓)Ô(✓) | i

. (1)
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Figure 6. Example quantum circuit to implement the unitary
operator eiϕσ
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Appendix C: Collecting Shots

We describe two methods for collecting the shots from
the quantum computer and, subsequently, using those
shots to create a subspace. In the first method we divide
the Hamiltonian into a sum of Pauli strings and then col-
lect shots in the diagonalized basis of each Pauli string.
This first method is the standard for calculating the ex-
pectation values of Hamiltonians on a quantum com-
puter. In the second method, we collect the shots only
in the original basis of the quantum computer. We use
the second method in the main text of the manuscript.
We show that the two methods are equivalent for k-local
Hamiltonians.

For the first method, we partition the Hamiltonian into
a sum of L Pauli strings

Ĥ =

L∑
l=1

P̂l, (C1)

where each P̂l is a Pauli string. Each P̂l has an associated
rotation operator R̂l, which diagonalizes P̂l

R̂lP̂lR̂
†
l =

∑
n

Enl |n⟩⟨n| , (C2)

where Enl are the eigenvalues of P̂l.
Let the quantum computer be in a state |Ψ0⟩. In this

first method, we apply each rotation to the quantum state
before measurement. After a rotation R̂l the amplitude
of the basis state |n⟩ is

Ãnl = ⟨n| R̂l |Ψ0⟩ . (C3)

We refer to {nl} = {R̂l |n⟩} as a rotated basis set and
{|n⟩} as the unrotated basis. Let us imagine that we find
a shot in state |nl⟩ if |Ãnl| > ϵ for some cutoff threshold ϵ.
Then the set of states that we obtain from the quantum
computer are

B̃0l = {|nl⟩ : |Ãnl| > ϵ}. (C4)

However, we need to form a single basis using all of the
collected measurement. Thus, we form the set of all un-
rotated basis states that might have contributed to each



measured rotated basis state

B̃l = {|m⟩ : rlmn ̸= 0 and |Ãnl| > ϵ}, (C5)

where rlmn = ⟨m| R̂†
l |nl⟩. The total set of states is the

union of all B̃l

B̃ =
⋃
l

B̃l. (C6)

Note that if we are simply calculating expectation values
as in VQE then we do not have to form B̃. However, B̃ is
necessary to perform the CVQE step. Note also that the
lowest eigenvalue in this basis EB̃ is less than or equal to
the energy expectation value calculated from the rotated
measurement basis. Therefore, hybrid VQE-CVQE finds
energies that are at least as accurate as VQE on its own.
This completes our description of the first method.

In the second method we do not perform any rotations
before the measurement. Therefore, the amplitude of the
basis state |n⟩ is simply

An = ⟨n|Ψ⟩ . (C7)

We form the initial set of states from this amplitude

B0 = {|n⟩ : |An| > ϵ}, (C8)

where we have again assumed that we collect shots in all
states with amplitudes bigger than ϵ. Using this initial
set alone, we are likely to miss important properties of
the Hamiltonian. Therefore, we find the full set of states
by hitting the initial set with the Hamiltonian

B = {|m⟩ : hmn ̸= 0 and |An| > ϵ}, (C9)

where hnm = ⟨n| Ĥ |m⟩ and Ĥ is defined such that hnn ̸=
0 for all n. This completes our description of the second
method. Next, we compare the two methods.

It is difficult to compare the two sets B and B̃ as they
are written. To help make the comparison, let us define
the total amplitudes Ān and An such that if Ān ̸= 0 then
|n⟩ ∈ B̃ and if An ̸= 0 then |n⟩ ∈ B. For the first method
we have

Ān =
∑
l

∑
m

rlmn(Ãml)|>ϵ, (C10)

gor the second method we have

An =
∑
m

hnm(Am)|>ϵ, (C11)

where we use the notation

(B)|>ϵ =

{
B if B > ϵ

0 if B < ϵ
. (C12)

We can better compare these two expressions if we use
the identities

Ãal =
∑
m

(rlma)
∗ ⟨m|Ψ⟩ , (C13)

and

hnm =
∑
l

∑
a

rlna(r
l
ma)

∗Eal. (C14)

Plugging in these two identities, we have

Ān =
∑
l

∑
a

rlna

[∑
m

(rlma)
∗ ⟨m|Ψ⟩

] ∣∣∣∣∣
>ϵ

, (C15)

and

An =
∑
l

∑
a

Ealr
l
na

∑
m

(rlma)
∗( ⟨m|Ψ⟩ )|>ϵ. (C16)

The value of Eal is insignificant as we are only concerned
with whether or not the probabilities are non-zero. The
important difference is the evaluation of the cutoff. In
the first method, the cutoff is evaluated after the sum-
mation over m. In the second method, the cutoff is eval-
uated before the summation over m. The effect of the
cutoff, therefore, depends on how many non-zero values
rlma there are for a given l and a. For a Pauli string
that contains χl Pauli-X and Pauli-Y operators, there
are Nr = 2χl non-zero rlma terms.

We can think of the second method as effectively in-
creasing the cuttoff (i.e. ϵ→ Nrϵ). This can be compen-
sated for by increasing the number of shots. If we take
Ns times the number of measurements then ϵ → ϵ/Ns.
For fermionic Hamiltonians χl ≤ 4. Thus, Nr ≤ 16.
Therefore, we need only take sixteen times the number
of shots for the second method to achieve the same accu-
racy as the first method. Furthermore, the first method
requires L times as many circuits to achieve this in-
creased accuracy. Even for simple molecules, we can have
L ≈ 1000. So it is often much more efficient to use the
second method. We use the second method throughout
the main text.

Appendix D: Overview of CVQE

In the CVQE algorithm, one uses an ansatz of the form∣∣Ψ̄(θ)
〉
= eiλ̂(θ)Û |Φ0⟩ , (D1)

where λ̂ is an operator, θ is a collection of parameters,
Û is a unitary operator, and |Φ0⟩ is some initialization
state. The state

|Ψ0⟩ = Û |Φ0⟩ , (D2)

is simulated on a quantum computer. We calculate the
energy expectation value

E =
Υ(θ)

Λ(θ)
, (D3)

where

Υ(θ) = ⟨Ψ0| e−iλ∗(θ)Ĥeiλ(θ) |Ψ0⟩ ,
Λ(θ) = ⟨Ψ0| e−iλ∗(θ)eiλ(θ) |Ψ0⟩ ,

(D4)



in terms of the measured probability distributions

|Ãnl|2 = | ⟨Ψ| R̂†
l |n⟩ |2, (D5)

for various rotations R̂l. An important insight of CVQE
is that the number of required R̂l to calculate Υ(θ) and
Λ(θ) is the same as the number required to measure an
expectation value of Ĥ, as long as λ̂(θ) is diagonal in the
|n⟩ basis.

1. Comparison between CVQE and our method

The state created on the quantum computer in CVQE
|Ψ0⟩ acts as our guiding state for particular values of Nτ

and ∆τ . Instead of calculating Υ and Λ from the prob-
ability distributions (D5), we project the Hamiltonian
onto a subspace. However, the final ansatz is the same in
both CVQE and our method. Let un0 = ⟨n| Û |0⟩, then
the guiding state is

|Ψ⟩ =
∑
n∈N

un0 |n⟩ . (D6)

Applying the second piece of the CVQE ansatz gives∣∣Ψ̄(θ)
〉
=

∑
n∈N

eiλ̂(θ)un0 |n⟩ . (D7)

If we choose λ̂(θ) such that λ̂(θ) is diagonal and
⟨n| eiλ̂(θ) |n⟩ = 0 if |n⟩ /∈ B and we redefine our varia-
tional parameter as ϕn = ⟨n| eiλ̂(θ) |n⟩un0 then the state
is ∣∣Ψ̄(ϕ)

〉
=

∑
n∈B

ϕn |n⟩ , (D8)

which covers the state subspace V. Thus, for a set values
(Nτ ,∆τ), our method is CVQE with the specific ansatz.
However, if either Nτ or τ are allowed to vary then
our method can be thought of as a hybrid VQE-CVQE
method.

2. Effective Hamiltonian

We can optimize
∣∣Ψ̄(ϕ)

〉
variationally, however, we can

find the exact minimum from diagonalizing an effective
Hailtonian instead. Let use define an effective Hamilto-
nian on the subspace as in Eq. (3) of the main text. As
the size of the basis B is subexponential with the number
of qubits, we can use a classical computer to diagonalize
the effective Hamiltonian

ĤB |EBn⟩ = EBn |EBn⟩ , (D9)

where |EBn⟩ are the eigenstates and EBn are the eigen-
values of ĤB.

We can show that the ground state EB ≡ EB0 is the
minimum possible expectation value of Ĥ with

∣∣Ψ̄(ϕ)
〉
.

We know that |EBn⟩ forms a complete basis of the sub-
space V = span(B), therefore, we can write the state as∣∣Ψ̄(ϕ)

〉
=

∑
n

ψ̄n(ϕ)
∣∣Ēn

〉
, (D10)

where ψ̄n(ϕ) =
〈
Ēn

∣∣Ψ̄(ϕ)
〉

are complex coefficients.
Thus, the variational principle applies〈

Ψ̄(ϕ)
∣∣ ĤB

∣∣Ψ̄(ϕ)
〉
=

∑
n

|ψ̄n(ϕ)|2Ēn ≥ Ē0. (D11)

Furthermore, the expectation value of Ĥ with
∣∣Ψ̄(ϕ)

〉
is

the same as that of ĤB

E0 ≤
〈
Ψ̄(ϕ)

∣∣ ĤB
∣∣Ψ̄(ϕ)

〉
=

∑
nm∈B

ϕ∗nϕm ⟨n|
( ∑

pq∈B

⟨p| Ĥ |q⟩ |p⟩⟨q|
)
|m⟩

=
∑

nm∈B

ϕ∗sϕm ⟨n| Ĥ |m⟩

=
〈
Ψ̄(ϕ)

∣∣ Ĥ ∣∣Ψ̄(ϕ)
〉
.

(D12)

Appendix E: Approximating an expectation value
using a subspace

Anytime we use a quantum computer to calculate the
expectation value of an operator, we are using the sub-
space defined by the shots retrieved from the quantum
computer. Therefore, any issues involving approximating
the expectation value from a subspace is an inherent issue
with quantum computing and not a fault of our method.
However, the question still remains, is it appropriate to
calculate an expectation value from a subspace?

The answer depends on the state in question. We show
that if the state is an eigenstate of the operator then
the subspace defined by the basis states with the highest
weights gives a good approximation of the expectation
value. Because the variational principle guarantees that
the minimum expectation value corresponds to an eigen-
state, and because we are searching for the minimum ex-
pectation value, we can be confident that our final result
is a good approximation of the true expectation value.
However, it should be noted that the expectation values
of other states may not be good approximations.

To show that expectation values of eigenstates are well
approximated using a subspace, let us define some helpful
expressions. Let P̂l be terms in the Hamiltonian as in
Eq (C1). We write the eigenstates of each term of the
Hamiltonian as Ψnl

P̂l |Ψnl⟩ = Enl |Ψnl⟩ , (E1)

where Enl is an eigenvalue of P̂l. We can expand a general
ansatz state in terms of any one of these sets of bases



states

|Ψ(ϕ)⟩ =
∑
n∈N

ϕnl |Ψnl⟩ , (E2)

for any l, where ϕnl is a complex coefficient. We can then
define the energy expectation value in terms of Enl and
ϕnl

E(ϕ) =
∑
l

∑
n∈N

Enl|ϕnl|2. (E3)

When we calculate the energy expectation value from the
quantum computer we have to use the shots

Ē(ϕ) =
∑
l

∑
n∈B̃l

Enl|ϕ̄nl|2, (E4)

where |ϕ̄nl|2 is the normalized number of shots measured
in |nl⟩ given that R̂l is applied to the quantum state
before measurement.

While we are guaranteed that |ϕ̄nl|2 ≈ |ϕnl|2, there can
be situations where Ē(ϕ) ̸≈ E(ϕ). Take for example, the
case were E00 is the only non-zero eigenvalue but ϕnl is
evenly spread. In this case, the energy expectation value
from the quantum computer most likely returns 0 while
the true expectation value is E00|ϕ00|2. Thus, not all
energy expectation values are well approximated using a
quantum computer. However, if |Ψ(ϕ∗)⟩ is an eigenstate
of Ĥ then there is a relationship between Enl and ϕnl.
We show that this relationship protects the expectation
value of eigenstates.

The intuition is that the more a state contributes to
the total energy expectation value, the greater its weight
in the eigenstate. Thus, we calculate the contributions
⟨Ψnl| Ĥ |Ψ(ϕ∗)⟩ in two ways. Firstly, we break the Hamil-
tonian up into its terms

⟨Ψnl| Ĥ |Ψ(ϕ∗)⟩ =
∑
n′l′

En′l′ϕn′l′ζ
nl
n′l′ , (E5)

where ζnln′l′ = ⟨Ψnl|Ψn′l′⟩. We have that ζnln′l = δnn′ ,
however, the basis states for different l are not necessarily
orthogonal. Secondly, we use the fact that |Ψ(ϕ)⟩ is an
eigenstate

⟨Ψnl| Ĥ |Ψ(ϕ∗)⟩ = E(ϕ∗)ϕnl. (E6)

setting Eq .(E5) and Eq. (E6) equal we have

ϕnl =

∑
n′l′ ̸=nlEn′l′ϕn′l′ζ

nl
n′l′

E(ϕ)− Enl
. (E7)

Thus, the number of shots that are measured in a state
|nl⟩ during the measurement of R̂l |Ψ(ϕ∗)⟩ is proportional
to

|ϕnl|2 ∝
1

|E(ϕ∗)− Enl|2
. (E8)

This means that we only drop states with energies that
are far from the true expectation value and, therefore, we
get a good approximation of the true expectation value.

To be more explicit, for Eq. (E4) to fail, there are two
conditions. Firstly, the absolute value of the weight ϕnl
must be small enough that we do not find it in any shot

|ϕnl| ≪ 1. (E9)

Second, the value of Enl must be large enough that its
contribution to the sum is substantial∣∣Enl|ϕnl|2

∣∣ ∼ |E(ϕ∗)|, (E10)

or equivalently

∣∣Enl|ϕnl|2
∣∣ >∼

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n′l′ ̸=nl

En′l′ |ϕn′l′ |2
∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (E11)

For both Eq. (E9) and Eq.(E10) to hold we must have
that |Enl| ≫ |E(ϕ∗)|. Using |Enl| ≫ |E(ϕ∗)| and
Eq. (E7), we can rewrite Eq. (E11) as

|ϕnl|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n′l′ ̸=nl

En′l′ϕn′l′ζ
nl
n′l′

∣∣∣∣∣∣ >∼
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n′l′ ̸=nl

En′l′ |ϕn′l′ |2
∣∣∣∣∣∣ .
(E12)

Using Eq. (E9) and the fact that |ζnln′l′ | ≤ 1∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n′l′ ̸=nl

En′l′ϕn′l′

∣∣∣∣∣∣≫
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n′l′ ̸=nl

En′l′ |ϕn′l′ |2
∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (E13)

For Eq. (E13) to hold, each of the ϕn′l′ ̸=nl ≪ 1. If any
ϕn′l′ ̸=nl ∼ 1 then those terms dominate both sides of the
inequality and the inequality no longer holds. However,
normalization enforces∑

n

|ϕnl|2 = 1, (E14)

for all l. Thus, if ϕn′l′ ̸=nl ≪ 1 then |ϕnl| ∼ 1 and Eq. E9
does not hold. Therefore, if |Ψ(ϕ)⟩ is an eigenstate then
Eq. E4 is a good approximation of the energy expectation
value.

Appendix F: Device Specification

In Tables II, III, and IV we show the device specifi-
cations for IBMQ Brisbane on which the quantum com-
putation was performed. Out of the 125 qubtis, we use
the first 50. The native gates are Pauli-Z rotations,

√
X

gates, and Echoed Cross Resonance (ECR) gates. In the
tables, the ECR gates are labed by an arrow. The arrow
indicates the orientation of the neighboring target qubit.
The arrow ← (→) indicate that the target qubit is one
index lower (higher) than the control qubit. The arrow
↑ (↓) indicate that the target qubit is directly above (be-
low) the control qubit.
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Table II. Specifications of IBMQ Brisbane.

qubit Frequency (GHz) T1 (µs) T2 (µs) Readout Error (%)
√

(X) (%) ECR ↑ (%) ECR ↓ (%) ECR ← (%) ECR → (%)

q0 4.72 291.7 80.1 2.37 0.01
q1 4.82 364.7 289.5 2.25 0.01 0.44
q2 4.61 206.0 94.5 0.97 0.06 1.61
q3 4.88 340.8 302.9 2.8 0.02 0.94
q4 4.82 325.6 268.0 1.81 0.02 0.87 0.48 0.41
q5 4.73 215.7 232.0 0.75 0.01
q6 4.88 413.7 58.1 0.92 0.02 0.64 0.77
q7 4.97 365.6 306.4 2.63 0.04 0.71
q8 4.9 304.7 223.0 0.9 0.02 0.72
q9 4.99 338.1 175.7 0.79 0.02
q10 4.83 338.7 268.3 1.93 0.01 0.64 0.61
q11 4.97 344.9 285.1 13.05 0.01 0.68
q12 4.94 286.7 194.8 1.24 0.02 0.45
q13 5.01 282.5 108.9 1.23 0.03 0.58
q14 4.9 306.1 114.5 1.56 0.02 0.45 0.47
q15 4.95 263.3 51.8 1.12 0.03 0.95
q16 4.96 138.4 14.1 1.48 0.03 0.48 3.57
q17 4.82 358.7 386.7 1.38 0.02 0.86
q18 4.79 279.6 100.6 9.17 0.02 0.51
q19 4.75 324.4 88.1 8.96 0.07
q20 4.86 162.8 104.2 1.32 0.07 3.34 2.03
q21 4.97 194.5 123.2 0.73 0.02 0.51 1.68
q22 5.04 231.1 187.9 1.46 0.06 1.28
q23 4.84 211.2 240.3 1.24 0.05
q24 5.1 233.0 178.1 20.19 0.02 0.74 1.29
q25 4.95 269.0 253.3 1.53 0.02 0.51
q26 4.85 180.3 2.8 0.82 0.07 1.2
q27 4.75 165.7 164.2 5.85 0.02 3.31
q28 4.99 140.3 89.9 3.51 0.03 0.91 1.3 1.26
q29 4.63 350.3 330.4 1.96 0.02
q30 4.73 216.2 60.5 0.66 0.02 0.7 0.57
q31 4.8 237.4 83.4 0.7 0.02 0.53
q32 4.91 250.5 230.6 0.84 0.02 0.54
q33 4.97 195.3 121.1 0.9 0.02 0.8
q34 4.68 308.5 146.3 2.93 0.01 1.5
q35 4.91 194.8 119.1 1.29 0.02 0.92
q36 4.81 158.5 245.4 1.49 0.01 0.5
q37 4.84 263.2 89.4 0.97 0.12 0.86
q38 4.78 283.1 154.6 1.82 0.03
q39 4.92 222.6 95.6 2.52 0.03 1.59
q40 4.87 224.4 24.4 3.96 0.02 1.14 1.07
q41 4.94 200.8 286.6 4.71 0.02 0.57
q42 5.06 161.2 113.1 0.98 0.02 0.41 1.21
q43 4.83 150.2 86.5 3.2 0.26 3.02
q44 4.95 319.1 23.8 2.27 0.03 0.8
q45 5.0 307.4 27.0 4.0 0.14
q46 4.85 196.1 153.3 1.22 0.04 1.55 3.05
q47 4.77 156.0 168.8 0.63 0.02
q48 4.84 276.5 70.4 1.54 0.02 0.95 1.45
q49 4.7 264.3 53.8 0.79 0.03
q50 4.78 337.6 44.0 1.32 0.04 1.69 1.07



Table III. Specifications of IBMQ Brisbane.

qubit Frequency (GHz) T1 (µs) T2 (µs) Readout Error (%)
√

(X) (%) ECR ↑ (%) ECR ↓ (%) ECR ← (%) ECR → (%)

q51 4.93 206.0 310.2 1.29 0.01
q52 4.92 202.1 191.2 1.0 0.05 6.84 0.6
q53 5.0 271.8 275.8 1.51 0.03 0.55
q54 4.97 196.4 125.0 2.02 0.03 1.24 0.92
q55 4.84 306.0 100.3 1.06 0.02 1.75 1.12
q56 4.81 205.0 161.2 1.1 0.02 0.61
q57 4.93 209.9 178.2 1.06 0.02 0.5
q58 4.89 161.8 65.6 21.25 0.02 0.57 1.06
q59 4.97 222.7 52.1 3.79 0.03 0.65
q60 4.77 285.4 127.5 3.39 0.05 1.28
q61 4.79 301.9 157.9 22.3 0.05
q62 4.94 132.7 163.2 1.63 0.02 0.86 1.41 1.11
q63 5.04 272.2 190.7 1.44 0.02 0.54
q64 4.82 284.2 151.9 0.85 0.02
q65 4.96 229.0 112.5 1.16 0.02 0.59 0.6
q66 4.89 192.5 140.7 0.97 0.02
q67 5.11 224.1 154.9 4.91 0.02 0.93 0.96
q68 4.74 224.8 31.6 2.99 0.03
q69 5.12 152.2 154.0 1.05 0.03 0.69 0.59
q70 4.9 345.3 161.9 7.07 0.02
q71 4.79 234.3 285.7 2.05 0.01
q72 5.06 202.8 96.8 4.17 0.03
q73 4.98 165.9 257.7 1.23 0.02 0.58
q74 5.03 256.6 110.1 1.07 0.04 1.09 1.18
q75 5.01 219.0 69.3 0.74 0.02 0.98
q76 4.84 300.1 65.3 1.13 0.01 0.62
q77 5.04 250.3 80.0 5.82 0.05 0.82 0.62 3.72
q78 4.64 167.6 262.2 1.21 0.02
q79 4.86 180.0 52.9 0.98 0.01 1.15 0.56
q80 5.03 192.1 55.2 5.48 2.51 0.6
q81 4.93 307.8 249.2 4.06 0.03 0.75 0.93
q82 4.89 84.3 115.7 1.54 0.1 1.14
q83 4.79 118.8 80.9 1.06 0.02 0.46
q84 4.68 249.4 142.5 0.86 0.01 0.61
q85 5.1 250.8 223.4 1.08 0.02 0.44 0.63 0.57
q86 4.9 139.7 84.6 4.14 0.04 1.64
q87 4.99 119.3 131.6 10.61 1.59 3.0
q88 5.1 135.8 85.7 0.61 0.03 0.86
q89 4.96 216.8 161.3 1.02 0.04
q90 4.91 230.0 84.0 1.07 0.05
q91 4.91 146.2 178.7 3.05 0.04 0.55
q92 4.91 120.1 137.4 0.55 0.02 0.57
q93 4.96 112.6 68.1 3.67 0.31 1.6 10.41
q94 4.98 146.3 151.7 1.1 0.02 1.14 0.61
q95 4.84 225.3 119.0 1.1 0.03 0.69
q96 4.75 300.2 78.6 4.91 0.03
q97 4.82 210.4 134.7 0.81 0.02 0.59 0.75
q98 4.94 115.5 25.1 1.83 0.11 1.28
q99 5.06 179.4 182.1 0.67 0.03 0.6
q100 4.91 149.5 225.3 0.92 0.02 0.86 3.38



Table IV. Specifications of IBMQ Brisbane.

qubit Frequency (GHz) T1 (µs) T2 (µs) Readout Error (%)
√

(X) (%) ECR ↑ (%) ECR ↓ (%) ECR ← (%) ECR → (%)

q101 5.07 181.4 224.5 2.55 0.02 1.07 0.63
q102 4.81 213.7 160.3 4.16 0.02 0.87
q103 4.93 144.8 86.4 0.72 0.03
q104 4.77 196.3 176.0 1.29 0.02 0.71
q105 4.98 172.6 98.8 0.76 0.03 0.56 0.69
q106 4.88 219.4 186.2 1.68 0.03
q107 4.92 181.6 119.6 2.12 0.02 0.62
q108 5.06 163.6 160.9 2.15 0.03 0.73 0.68
q109 4.98 184.1 227.2 2.53 0.03 0.81
q110 4.83 202.2 276.2 1.19 0.03 0.86
q111 4.85 259.1 294.9 1.22 0.02 0.52
q112 5.0 176.1 67.2 0.47 0.02 0.79
q113 5.03 206.6 209.3 0.83 0.02 1.09
q114 4.82 185.2 61.0 13.86 0.02 0.61 0.98
q115 5.03 176.0 92.6 0.84 0.02
q116 4.91 205.8 191.0 0.77 0.01 0.57 0.56
q117 4.83 247.6 213.9 1.56 0.03 0.58
q118 4.73 241.4 116.4 0.76 0.02 0.99
q119 4.8 196.0 122.4 32.95 0.07
q120 4.84 184.5 154.6 17.81 0.03 1.58
q121 4.97 234.4 143.5 1.84 0.05 2.23
q122 4.94 224.1 130.2 2.21 0.05 0.75 1.36 0.84
q123 5.03 145.8 126.9 1.64 0.02
q124 4.95 214.2 194.8 0.82 0.03 0.59
q125 4.86 258.3 223.5 1.05 0.01 0.59 0.58


