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We present a stable and systematically improvable quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) approach to calculating excited-
state energies, which we implement using our fast randomized iteration method for the full configuration interaction
problem (FCI-FRI). Unlike previous excited-state quantum Monte Carlo methods, our approach, which is based on
an asymmetric variant of subspace iteration, avoids the use of dot products of random vectors and instead relies upon
trial vectors to maintain orthogonality and estimate eigenvalues. By leveraging recent advances, we apply our method
to calculate ground- and excited-state energies of challenging molecular systems in large active spaces, including the
carbon dimer with 8 electrons in 108 orbitals (8e,108o), an oxo-Mn(salen) transition metal complex (28e,28o), ozone
(18e,87o), and butadiene (22e,82o). In the majority of these test cases, our approach yields total excited-state energies
that agree with those from state-of-the-art methods—including heat-bath CI, the density matrix renormalization group
approach, and FCIQMC—to within sub-milliHartree accuracy. In all cases, estimated excitation energies agree to
within about 0.1 eV.

I. INTRODUCTION

Excited electronic states of molecules and solid-state sys-
tems play a crucial role in determining their chemical proper-
ties, including their response to irradition by light1–8 and their
behavior at finite temperature.9,10 But calculating excited-state
properties from first principles often proves challenging, par-
ticularly for systems of strongly correlated electrons. Rigor-
ous full configuration interaction (FCI) calculations for such
systems require the treatment of a number of electronic con-
figurations that scales combinatorially with the number of
electrons and the number of orbitals they may occupy,11–13

which has prevented their application to all but the smallest
chemical systems. This has led to the development of active
space techniques, such as complete active space configuration
interaction (CASCI) approach or its orbital-optimized exten-
sion via a self-consistent field (CASSCF), which are limited
to systems containing about 20 electrons occupying 20 spa-
tial orbitals.14 Larger active spaces can be accurately treated
with the density matrix renormalization group (DMRG) and
selected CI methods, which can be used to calculate ex-
cited states of systems containing about 50 active orbitals.15–17

More detailed active space selection criteria have also en-
abled the treatment of larger problems using, for example, re-
stricted,18 generalized,19 and localized20 active spaces.

Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) methods enable the efficient
treatment of electronic correlation in many chemical systems
for which conventional methods are too expensive or unre-
liable.13,21,22 QMC methods leverage stochastic sampling to
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iteratively evolve a quantum state toward the minimum of an
energy functional in a specified manifold.23–27 Because QMC
is fundamentally a stochastic minimization procedure, it is
used routinely to calculate ground states, which can be con-
strued as solutions to an energy minimization problem.21 In
some cases, this procedure can be straightforwardly extended
to calculate excited-state properties if symmetry considera-
tions are used to exclude the ground state from the manifold
of possible solutions.28,29 The use of nodal and phase con-
straints in diffusion Monte Carlo (DMC)22,30,31 and auxiliary-
field QMC (AFQMC),32 respectively, can be understood as
variations of this strategy, as can the orbital transformations
employed in the graphical unitary group approach.33 But per-
forming accurate, robust calculations of excited states with-
out relying upon such constraints remains a significant, open
challenge. Addressing this challenge in the context of exist-
ing QMC methods could extend their applicability to a wider
variety of important problems in chemistry and physics.

This paper describes a QMC method for calculating mul-
tiple excited states with the same symmetry in a discrete CI
basis of electron configurations, like in the FCIQMC fam-
ily of methods.23,34 The fundamental challenge is that, with-
out imposing any orthogonality constraints, the vectors from
each iteration become increasingly linearly dependent and
eventually converge to the ground-state eigenvector. Previ-
ous discrete-space approaches have addressed this challenge
in different ways. The first QMC methods addressed this
challenge by applying Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization to the
random vectors as the iteration proceeds.35,36 Others gener-
ated a random sequence of Krylov vectors starting from the
ground state and then orthogonalized them using a canoni-
cal Löwdin procedure.37 Both of these approaches rely upon
dot products of random vectors, which yield statistical errors
that can scale unfavorably with the dimension of the prob-
lem.37,38 For instance, the variance in the dot product of two
vectors each constructed by randomly sparsifying the vector
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v = (1, ..., 1)d−1/2 is directly proportional to the dimension
d. Thus, while such approaches may yield acceptable accu-
racy for systems with eigenvectors that have relatively few el-
ements with large magnitudes, they may fail when more ele-
ments have significant magnitudes. Another QMC approach
avoids orthogonalization altogether, starting from initial ap-
proximate eigenvectors, evolving them all toward the ground
state, and considering only energy estimates obtained before
they become too linearly dependent.39 Because this approach
is unstable, systematically improving its results may prove
challenging. These various issues can complicate the appli-
cation of these existing excited-state methods to larger, more
challenging chemical systems.

Motivated by these challenges, we recently introduced an
alternative, general stochastic approach to calculating matrix
eigenvalues, referred to as subspace iteration with repeated
random sparsification.38 Introducing randomness into stan-
dard subspace iteration presents issues related to maintaining
orthogonality among multiple vectors and estimating energy
eigenvalues as the iteration proceeds. These necessitate care-
ful algorithmic choices that are described in detail in ref 38.
In particular, we choose to randomize a nonstandard, asym-
metric subspace iteration. Unlike previous approaches, our
randomized subspace iteration is stable and avoids the use of
dot products of random vectors. We use approximate eigen-
vectors (i.e. trial vectors) to estimate energies and maintain or-
thogonality. These modifications constitute changes to the un-
derlying stochastic dynamics, unlike other excited-state QMC
approaches that rely upon symmetry or nodal constraints. In
ref 38, we applied our approach to the full configuration in-
teraction problem using a simple implementation of our fast
randomized iteration approach (FCI-FRI)40–42 to accelerate
matrix-vector multiplications. FCI-FRI is a stochastic imple-
mentation of an iterative linear algebra scheme involving se-
quential matrix-vector multiplication operations. Stochastic
sampling is used to impose sparsity in vectors and matrices,
thereby enabling the use of sparsity-based strategies for reduc-
ing the computational cost of these operations. In ref 38, we
approximated the ground- and excited-state energies of three
small molecular systems to high accuracy, but the simple fla-
vor of FCI-FRI that we used prevented us from studying larger
systems.

In this work, we apply several strategies that enable applica-
tions to larger, more challenging molecular systems.42 In par-
ticular, we focus on specific strategies for further reducing the
computational cost and statistical error incurred when multi-
plying sparse vectors by the Hamiltonian matrix. We apply
the initiator approximation, originally developed for the full
configuration interaction quantum Monte Carlo (FCIQMC)
method,28,43 and our “unnormalized” modification to the heat-
bath Power-Pitzer scheme for factoring the Hamiltonian ma-
trix.42,44 Additionally, we employ two strategies designed to
further reduce the cost and statistical error of this approach
for larger systems: we use a state-of-the-art selected configu-
ration interaction method45 to calculate accurate trial vectors,
and we use a basis of spin-coupled functions instead of Slater
determinants to reduce the effective dimension of the Hamil-
tonian matrix, as is commonly done in other methods.28,33,45,46

We apply our method with these extensions to challenging
chemical systems of correlated electrons and assess its ac-
curacy through comparisons with energies calculated using
state-of-the-art methods. To our knowledge, these represent
the largest calculations to date of excited states in the same
symmetry class as the ground state with discrete-space QMC.
In choosing these examples, our main objective is to illustrate
the scalability and accuracy of our new excited-state method.
More systematic comparisons to state-of-the-art methods will
be left to future publications. We refer to our excited-state
scheme as FCI-FRI, but we emphasize that the general, ran-
domized subspace iteration on which it is based38 can be ap-
plied with other QMC techniques, including FCIQMC.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II introduces each of the methodological aspects of our ap-
proach, including an overview of our approach to calculating
excited-state energies and discussions of each of the method-
ological extensions described above. Section III presents the
numerical results from our applications to chemical systems,
and Section IV summarizes our key findings and discusses
possible future directions.

II. METHODS

A. The Configuration Interaction Hamiltonian Matrix

We focus on the calculation of eigenvalues of a matrix rep-
resentation H of the Hamiltonian operator for N interacting
electrons in a discrete many-particle basis constructed from
M single-particle orbitals. In contrast to our previous FCI-
FRI papers, in which we used a discrete basis of Slater deter-
minants, here we instead use spin-coupled functions.28,46 This
imposes a block-diagonal structure on H, effectively reduc-
ing the dimension of the eigenproblem and thereby reducing
the computational cost of our method. Each block contains
only eigenstates with a particular spin parity, i.e. for which
the spin S is either even or odd. The number of spin-coupled
functions for a given spin parity, denoted generically as NFCI,
scales as O(M choose N). The number of nonzero elements
in each column of H, which determines the cost of perform-
ing sparse matrix-vector multiplication operations, scales as
O(N2M2). Definitions of spin-coupled functions and formu-
las for elements of H in this basis are provided in Appendix
A. For some systems, we leverage point-group symmetry to
impose additional block-diagonal structure and further reduce
the effective dimension. One-particle orbitals and their associ-
ated symmetry labels and Hamiltonian matrix elements were
calculated using the PySCF software.47

B. FCI-FRI for Excited States

This section describes the application of subspace itera-
tion48–50 to calculate the Neigen lowest-energy eigenvalues in
a single block of H.38 Introducing randomness into stan-
dard subspace iteration presents issues related to maintain-
ing orthogonality among multiple vectors and estimating en-
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ergy eigenvalues. These necessitate algorithmic modifica-
tions, which are summarized here. Further details and mathe-
matical analysis are provided in our prior work.38 These gen-
eral principles are applicable to any method for stochastically
performing matrix-vector multiplication, including FCIQMC.

In each iteration τ, we calculate a NFCI×Neigen iterate matrix
X(τ), whose columns each approximate an eigenvector of H.
Starting from an initial matrix X(0) = U of orthonormal, sparse
trial vectors obtained from an approximate quantum chemistry
method, subsequent iterates are constructed via matrix multi-
plication:48,49

X(τ+1) = (1 − εH) X(τ)
[
G(τ)

]−1
(1)

where ε is a small, positive number, 1 is the identity matrix,
and G(τ) is chosen to approximately enforce orthonormality
among columns of iterates, as described in Appendix D. For
Neigen = 1, this is equivalent to power iteration, which un-
derlies many discrete-space QMC methods. If ε is sufficiently
small in magnitude, the iterates will converge in the absence of
statistical error to the space of the Neigen lowest-energy eigen-
vectors as τ → ∞.51 In order to ensure memory efficiency
of this approach, the iterates are represented in a sparse for-
mat. A stochastic procedure that maintains sparsity but in-
troduces randomness is used to calculate the matrix product
(1 − εH) X(τ), as will be described below.

In our randomized method, we use averaging to obtain
eigenvalue estimates, as the random iterates only represent
the lowest-energy eigenvectors on average. At regular inter-
vals (every 100 iterations in this work, vide infra), we evalu-
ate and store the small Neigen × Neigen matrices UTHX(τ) and
UTX(τ). Denoting averages of these matrices as 〈UTHX(τ)〉τ
and 〈UTX(τ)〉τ, we solve the generalized eigenvalue problem

〈UTHX(τ)〉τW = 〈UTX(τ)〉τWΛ (2)

to obtain a diagonal matrix Λ of eigenvalue estimates. Eq (2)
can be understood as a generalization of the projected energy
estimator commonly used in other QMC methods21,23 to mul-
tiple eigenvalues. A related eigenvalue estimator is also used
in the QMC method first proposed in ref 52, although in that
method elements of the analogous matrices are evaluated by
analyzing correlations within a single trajectory; here, we in-
stead use multiple orthogonal trajectories. Initial iterations are
excluded from the averages in eq (2) in order to ensure suf-
ficient equilibration. This particular approach to estimating
eigenvalues was chosen to mitigate statistical biases arising
from nonlinearities in the eigenvalue equation.38 In particu-
lar, eigenvalue estimates are exact in two limiting cases: with
infinitely many samples (in which case 〈X(τ)〉τ exactly spans
the eigenvectors as τ → ∞) or for any eigenvector exactly
contained in the column span of the matrix U of trial vectors.
Due to the latter property, we expect better eigenvalue esti-
mates when more accurate trial vectors are used.

Because subsequent iterates are correlated, the standard er-
ror in each eigenvalue estimate Λkk is approximated by ap-
plying suitable Markov chain Monte Carlo error estimation
techniques53 to the scalar-valued trajectory

z∗k(〈UTHX(τ)〉τ − Λkk〈UTX(τ)〉τ)wk (3)

TABLE I. Parameters defining the sizes of the variational subspaces
for HCI calculations used to construct trial vectors. ε1 indicates the
parameter in HCI that determines the size of the subspace, as defined
in ref 16, and NHCI denotes the number of determinants in the final
subspace.

System ε1 (mEh) NHCI/106

equilibrium C2 0.10 3.50
stretched C2 0.20 1.49

oxo-Mn(Salen) 0.30 1.59
ozone (OM) 0.20 2.67
ozone (RM) 0.15 5.62
ozone (TS) 0.15 5.30
butadiene 0.10 5.29

where zk and wk represent the left and right generalized eigen-
vectors, respectively, corresponding to Λkk. We used the em-
cee software package53 to estimate standard errors and asso-
ciated autocorrelation times. For most of the systems con-
sidered in this work, these autocorrelation times exceeded
100 iterations, suggesting that evaluating UTHX(τ) and UTX(τ)

more frequently would not significantly change eigenvalue es-
timates or their associated standard errors. In our implementa-
tion, the computational cost of each evaluation scales with the
number of nonzero elements in U and can be quite significant
in practice. Evaluating these matrices less frequently enables
us to afford the increased cost associated with using more ac-
curate trial vectors. These long autocorrelation times also ren-
der it difficult to converge our standard error estimates using
the default parameters in the emcee software. However, given
that the range of values in any single trajectory (i.e. the dif-
ference between the maximum and minimum) is usually less
than 0.5 mEh, we believe our error estimates to be sufficiently
accurate for the comparisons reported in this work.

C. Trial Vector Construction

Because our goal is to estimate eigenvalues of challenging
systems to high accuracy, we seek to obtain more accurate
trial vectors than in our previous studies. To this end, we
employ a selected configuration interaction method, as is in-
creasingly done in other QMC methods.31,54 Generically, se-
lected configuration interaction involves constructing a vari-
ational subspace of Slater determinants determined to con-
tribute significantly to the eigenvectors of interest, and then
calculating Hamiltonian eigenvectors in this subspace. Here
we use a specific subspace construction strategy known as
variational heat-bath configuraton interaction (vHCI),45 im-
plemented in the Dice software55 and interfaced to PySCF.
Previously, vHCI was demonstrated to yield eigenvectors of
sufficient accuracy for orbital optimization56 and evaluation
of the second-order perturbation theory contribution to the en-
ergy.45,57,58 We therefore expect it to yield accurate eigenvec-
tors for our purposes as well. After calculating the eigenvec-
tors of interest via a vHCI calculation, we project them into a
basis of spin-coupled functions according to eq (A1) or (A2).
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Here we provide more specific details on how we chose the
orbital basis and calculated the matrix U of trial vectors for
each of the chemical systems considered in this work. Specific
definitions of each of these systems and further computational
details are presented in Section III. We begin by performing an
inexpensive state-averaged vHCISCF calculation,56 i.e., with
a small variational subspace. The value of ε1, which deter-
mines the size of this subspace in vHCI, was chosen to be
5 milliHartrees (mEh) for the oxo-Mn(Salen) system and 0.2
mEh for ozone and butadiene; for C2, we skip the vHCISCF
step. For oxo-Mn(salen), the initial active space orbitals are
chosen as the subset of unrestricted Hartree-Fock natural or-
bitals with occupations that differ from 0 or 2 by more than
10−4. For ozone and butadiene, we use second-order Möller-
Plesset natural orbitals. We then recalculate the natural or-
bitals at vHCISCF convergence (or from a one-shot, inexpen-
sive vHCI calculation with ε1 = 5 mEh in the case of C2).
This orbital basis is used for our subsequent vHCI and FCI-
FRI calculations, following previous studies.16,56 Since oxo-
Mn(salen) was the only system for which we truncated the
valence orbital space, we provide the final orbitals we used
for this system in ref 59. In order to generate trial vectors,
we perform a final vHCI calculation with a larger variational
subspace. The corresponding value of ε1 and the size of the
resulting subspace (denoted NHCI) are given in Table I for each
system studied. These subspaces are smaller than those typi-
cally used in state-of-the-art HCI calculations because other-
wise the cost of evaluating eq (2) is prohibitive. (Note that
the matrix UTH is too large to store and so we reevaluate its
entries on-the-fly, at a cost that scales as O(NHCIN2M2).)

D. Stochastic Compression

Applying the subspace iteration procedure described in
Section II B in its deterministic form to the chemical systems
of interest in this work is intractable due to the size of NFCI and
the associated memory and CPU costs. The FCI-FRI frame-
work addresses this challenge by using stochastic compres-
sion to impose sparsity and thus reduce the cost of matrix mul-
tiplication. Defining the compression operator Φ, a stochas-
tically compressed vector Φ(x) has elements that equal those
of the input vector x in expectation (i.e. E[Φ(x)] = x) and
has at most m nonzero elements, where m is a tunable param-
eter. We use a specific stochastic compression scheme known
as pivotal compression.38 In many applications, this scheme
achieves low statistical error, as confirmed by both theoretical
analysis and numerical experiments.38 We provide a brief de-
scription of this two-step procedure here and refer the reader

to ref 38 for further details. First, a number d of the largest-
magnitude elements in the input vector x are left unchanged
in compression, where d is determined by an algorithm that
depends both on m and on the relative magnitudes of elements
in x.38,41,42 Then, a number (m− d) of the remaining elements
are randomly selected to be nonzero in the compressed vec-
tor, according to a pivotal resampling scheme that enforces
statistical correlations among the elements.60–62 The probabil-
ity of selecting each element is proportional to its magnitude.
Elements not selected are zero in Φ(x). In general, the statisti-
cal error incurred in compression decreases as m is increased,
and it is zero if m equals or exceeds the number of nonzero
elements in x.

E. Multiplication and Compression Involving the
Hamiltonian Matrix

The most computationally expensive operation in the sub-
space iteration described in Section II B is multiplying each it-
erate X(τ) by the matrix (1−εH). We therefore apply stochastic
compression to reduce this cost, thereby enabling the applica-
tion of subspace iteration to large chemical systems. The sim-
plest approach to doing so involves stochastically compress-
ing each column of the iterate X(τ) and replacing X(τ) in eq (1)
with the resulting matrix. This is not the approach used in this
work and instead corresponds to the one described in ref 38. If
X(τ) is compressed to m nonzero elements per column and the
resulting sparsity structure is leveraged, the memory and CPU
cost of multiplying X(τ) by (1−εH) scales asO(N2M2mNeigen).
Thus, one can control the cost of FCI-FRI by tuning m. In
practice, however, m cannot be chosen to be arbitrarily small.
As has been demonstrated previously in the context of related
methods, statistical error can increase very rapidly as m is de-
creased,28,41,63–66 rendering it impossible to achieve accurate
energy estimates, even after averaging over many iterations.
For the large quantum chemistry problems of interest in this
work, the values of m required for acceptable accuracy render
this approach too computationally expensive.

In order to further reduce the cost of performing these
multiplication operations, we employ a factorization strat-
egy42 related to those developed previously in the context of
FCIQMC.44,46 In describing this strategy, it will be useful to
introduce notation denoting compositions of compression op-
erations and matrix multiplications: for example, (H ◦ Φ)x
indicates the vector obtained by first stochastically compress-
ing x and then multiplying the resulting compressed vector by
H. Within this factorization strategy, the kth column of the ma-
trix (1 − εH)X(τ) is approximated by applying a sequence of
matrix multiplication and compression operations to the cor-
responding column of the previous iterate:

[
(1 − εH) X(τ)

]
:k
≈

(
Pdiag + B(τ,k) ◦ Φ ◦Q(5) ◦ Φ ◦Q(4) ◦ Φ ◦Q(3) ◦ Φ ◦Q(2) ◦ Φ ◦Q(1)

) [
Φ

(
X(τ)

:k

)]
(4)

Each of the matrices Q(1),Q(2), ...,Q(5) is constructed to have less than O(M) nonzero elements per column. Because
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the vector resulting after each compression operation has at
most m nonzero elements, the cost of the multiplication op-
erations involving these matrices is limited to O(Mm). The
matrix B(τ,k), described in more detail below, depends on X(τ)

:k
and has O(1) nonzero elements per column. Pdiag is a diago-
nal matrix containing the diagonal elements of (1 − εH). The
matrix-vector product Pdiag

[
Φ

(
X(τ)

:k

)]
can be formed at O(m)

cost. We emphasize that none of the matrices used in this fac-
torization are stored explicitly, and that elements are instead
evaluated in the course of each multiplication operation, in or-
der to ensure memory efficiency. The steps involved in the im-
plementation of this strategy are summarized in Table II. With
this factorization strategy, the overall CPU and memory cost
of performing subspace iteration with stochastic compression
scales as O(MmNeigen) or O(NmNeigen).

Although it is possible to choose the matrices B(τ,k) and
Q(1),Q(2), ...,Q(5) in eq (4) such that X(τ+1) equals (1−εH)X(τ)

in expectation, it is often advantageous to relax this require-
ment and construct B(τ,k) differently, according to an approach
known as the initiator approximation, originally developed for
FCIQMC.28,43 This approximation introduces a bias in the re-
sulting eigenvalue estimates. Although it may be possible to
reduce this bias, for example by adapting the adaptive-shift
techniques described in refs 67 and 68, further investigation is
needed before these can reliably be applied to the excited-state
procedure described here. We use the standard initiator ap-
proximation for the calculations presented here, as it was pre-
viously found to greatly reduce statistical error in ground-state
FCIQMC and FCI-FRI calculations, thus enabling the appli-
cation of these methods to larger chemical systems. This ap-
proach involves constructing B(τ,k) such that, in the course of
the matrix multiplications in eq (4), only elements in X(τ)

:k with
magnitudes greater than an initiator threshold are allowed to
contribute to elements of X(τ+1)

:k that are zero in X(τ)
:k . Spe-

cific formulas for the elements of B(τ,k), as well as those of
Q(1),Q(2), ...,Q(5), are provided in Appendix B.

Applications of the initiator approximation in an FCIQMC
context use a fixed, user-specified value for the initiator
threshold, na. Such an approach presents an issue for our par-
ticular FCI-FRI method for multiple eigenvalue calculations.
The column norms of iterates can become very different as
the iteration proceeds, in which case there can be very dif-
ferent numbers of elements with magnitudes greater than na
in each column. We therefore use a different threshold tk for
each column k, scaled by the column norm, to ensure that the
initiator approximation is applied uniformly to all columns:

tk = na

∥∥∥X(τ)
:k

∥∥∥
1 m−1 (5)

In many implementations of FCIQMC, the number of samples
used for stochastic matrix-vector multiplication (analogous to
m) is approximately equal to the `1-norm of the vector being
multiplied. In this case, our implementation of the initiator
approximation is equivalent to previous implementations. In
practice, the `1-norms of iterate columns in FCI-FRI are less
than those of iterates in FCIQMC (and correspondingly less
than m), since our algorithm does not require an initial “pop-
ulation growth phase”.63 Note that tk approaches 0 as m is

increased, in which case X(τ+1) approaches (1 − εH)X(τ) in
expectation, and the bias introduced by the initiator approxi-
mation approaches 0. This behavior also parallels that of the
initiator approximation as commonly applied to FCIQMC.

III. RESULTS

A. The Carbon Dimer

We first apply our FCI-FRI subspace iteration to calcu-
late eigenenergies of the carbon dimer (C2) at two different
geometries. Others have previously used C2 as a rigorous
test case for new quantum chemistry methods due to the sig-
nificant multireference character of its lowest-energy eigen-
states.32,45,69 In order to facilitate comparisons with previous
results, we employ a large cc-pVQZ basis70 and correlate all
valence electrons in all orbitals (core electrons were frozen),
resulting in a CI problem of 8 electrons in 108 spatial orbitals
(8e,108o). We focus here on the Hamiltonian block containing
states with even-spin (singlet, quintet, etc.) and Ag symmetry
in the D2h point group. Although it is possible to impose ad-
ditional block-diagonal structure on the Hamiltonian by lever-
aging the full D∞h symmetry of C2,45 we do not employ such
an approach here.

Table III shows eigenenergy estimates for the six lowest-
energy states within this Hamiltonian block for C2 at its equi-
librium geometry, i.e. with an internuclear separation rC-C of
1.24253 Å. The leftmost estimates are the variational energies
associated with the vHCI trial vectors used to perform FCI-
FRI calculations. Estimates in the next five columns were
obtained by applying FCI-FRI with an initiator threshold of
na = 1 and five different values of m, the number of nonzero
elements used in stochastic compression operations for each
iterate column. Standard error estimates (obtained from (3))
for all calculations with m ≥ 1 × 106 are less than 0.1 mEh,
while error estimates for m = 1 × 105 are 0.66 mEh or less.
Therefore, the discrepancies between estimates for different
values of m primarily result from the statistical biases asso-
ciated with our normalization and orthogonalization proce-
dures, as well as the initiator approximation. The magnitudes
of all of these biases are expected to decrease with increas-
ing m, as evidenced here by the convergence in the energy for
each state as m is increased.

Estimates obtained using m = 1×106 differ from those asso-
ciated with the trial vectors by 2.7 to 6.5 mEh, and from those
obtained using m = 8 × 106 by 0.7 to 3.7 mEh. This indicates
that, for this system, applying FCI-FRI with m = 1×106 yields
improved energy estimates relative to the inexpensive vHCI
calculations used to generate the trial vectors, but greater
values of m are required to achieve convergence. Applying
FCI-FRI with m = 1 × 105 yields less accurate energy esti-
mates for four states, as compared to those associated with the
trial vectors. Nevertheless, FCI-FRI estimates obtained with
m = 8 × 106—the greatest value of m we tested—exhibited
sub-milliHartree agreement with those from from three previ-
ous state-of-the-art calculations on C2 in the same cc-pVQZ
basis, obtained using HCI,45 FCIQMC,36 and DMRG.69 These
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Step Cost
For each column k of X(τ):
1. Stochastically compress X(τ)

:k to m nonzero elements. O
(
||X(τ)

:k ||0

)a

2. Multiply the resulting vector by Q(1). O(m)
3. Stochastically compress the resulting vector to m nonzero elements. O(m)
4. Multiply the resulting vector by Q(2). O(Nm)
5. Stochastically compress the resulting vector to m nonzero elements. O(m)
6. Multiply the resulting vector by Q(3). O(Mm)
7. Stochastically compress the resulting vector to m nonzero elements. O(m)
8. Multiply the resulting vector by Q(4). O(Mm)
9. Stochastically compress the resulting vector to m nonzero elements. O(m)
10. Multiply the resulting vector by Q(5). O(Mm)
11. Stochastically compress the resulting vector to m nonzero elements. O(m)
12. Multiply the resulting vector by B(τ,k). O(m)
13. Multiply the vector obtained in Step 1 by Pdiag, and add this to the O(m)
result from Step 12.

Assemble all of the resulting Neigen vectors into a matrix, and right-multiply O(N2
eigenm)

it by
[
G(τ)

]−1
to obtain the next iterate, X(τ+1).

a ||X(τ)
:k ||0 denotes the number of nonzero elements in the kth column of X(τ).

TABLE II. The steps involved in calculating the matrix product (1 − εH)X(τ)
[
G(τ)

]−1
. The costs of steps 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10 are determined by

the numbers of nonzero elements in each of the corresponding matrices (Q(1), Q(2), ..., Q(5)), as presented in Appendix B.

are presented in the rightmost column of Table III. Our to-
tal energy estimates differ from these previous calculations by
at most 0.3 mEh, leading to excitation energies that agree to
0.01 eV or better. Because these previous calculations lever-
aged the full D∞h symmetry of C2, the effective dimension of
the Hamiltonian was smaller than that considered in this work,
and some eigenstates of Ag symmetry in the D2h point group
were excluded.

The accuracy of energy estimates from FCI-FRI depends
on the quality of the trial vectors. In order to provide a sense
of the strength of this dependence, we performed a series of
FCI-FRI calculations using different sets of trial vectors ob-
tained from different variational subspaces. The value of ε1
and associated size of each subspace (NHCI), along with the
resulting vHCI and FCI-FRI energies, are shown in Figure
1. Using trial vectors generated using ε1 = 0.3 mEh yielded
notably better FCI-FRI energy estimates for equilibrium C2
than those from a calculation with ε = 0.5 mEh, except for
the ground state, possibly indicating that the ground state for
this system is less strongly correlated than the excited states.
Further increasing the size of the variational subspace did not
substantially improve the FCI-FRI excited-state energy esti-
mates. This kind of analysis may enable further reductions in
the cost of our FCI-FRI approach, e.g. by using trial vectors
from different vHCI calculations for each state.

We additionally consider C2 in the same cc-pVQZ basis at
a nonequilibrium “stretched” geometry, with rC-C = 2.0 Å.
Differences between subsequent eigenenergies are smaller at
this geometry than at the equilibrium geometry, which makes
it more difficult to obtain accurate energy estimates using
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FIG. 1. Energy estimates for equilibrium C2 obtained by applying
FCI-FRI with m = 2× 106 with different trial vectors. The parameter
ε1 determines the size NHCI of the variational subspace in the vHCI
algorithm. Energies of the trial vectors resulting from these vHCI
calculations are included for comparison.
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stochastic methods like FCI-FRI.38 This system therefore con-
stitutes an even more rigorous test for our approach than equi-
librium C2. Accordingly, we could not obtain energy esti-
mates with m = 1 × 105 due to numerical instabilities caused
by the statistical error, a phenomenon that we have observed
previously.38 Standard errors for all other estimates are less
than 0.1 mEh. The trial vectors for this system are further
from the exact eigenvectors, as indicated by their associated
energies, but we nonetheless obtain converged FCI-FRI en-
ergy estimates by increasing m to 8 × 106. These estimates
differ from those from previous calculations by at most 0.3
mEh.

Estimates for the 4 1Ag state in stretched C2 exhibit the
greatest sensitivity to the value of m. The energy calculated
with m = 1 × 106 differs from that from the m = 8 × 106

calculation by 23.92 mEh. We suspect that the increased sen-
sitivity of estimates for this state is caused by the presence of
a higher-lying state close in energy. In the deterministic im-
plementation of our algorithm, each energy estimate Λkk con-
verges at a rate proportional to |(1 − εEk)/(1 − εE(Neigen+1))|τ,
where Ek denotes the exact eigenenergy for the kth state.38

Consequently, the rate of convergence is determined by the
energy gap between the considered low-energy subspace and
the higher-lying eigenenergies. Although a similar analysis
for the randomized algorithm is more complicated, one can
reasonably expect that eigenvalues that converge more slowly
in the deterministic algorithm are more susceptible to statisti-
cal fluctuations in the randomized algorithm, which are larger
at lesser values of m. These statistical fluctuations can give
rise to a greater statistical bias, as is observed here.

B. oxo-Mn(salen)

Manganese(salen) complexes are commonly used as cat-
alysts for enantioselective epoxidation of alkenes.71–75 The
mechanisms of such reactions are not yet fully understood,
as various mechanisms have been observed under different
reaction conditions and for different alkene reactants.76–81 A
previous theoretical study has suggested that the spin state of
the catalyst can play a crucial role in determining the mech-
anism.82 Because the catalysts’ singlet, triplet, and quintet
states are often close in energy, accurately predicting their rel-
ative energies at a given geometry is a crucial prerequisite
for mechanistic studies.83 Because these states also exhibit
strong multireference character, accurately calculating their
energies by electronic structure theory is difficult. This chal-
lenge has prompted several theoretical investigations of the
electronic structure of these catalysts.19,83–87 Here, following
previous theoretical studies, we calculate the eigenenergies of
a model complex (Figure 2) with a similar chemical environ-
ment around the metal center. We refer to this model complex
as oxo-Mn(salen), and we use the geometry reported in ref
83. Following previous studies,16,83,88 we use the 6-31G* ba-
sis and treat only an active subset of the orbitals; here, we use
a (28e,28o) active space.

Working in the basis of approximate vHCISCF natural or-
bitals, as described in Section II C, we perform two sets of
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FCI-FRI calculations: one for the two lowest-energy triplets
(1 3A and 2 3A) and one for the three lowest-energy singlets
(1 1A, 2 1A, and 3 1A). The resulting energy estimates for
all five states, obtained from calculations with different val-
ues of m, are presented in the bottom panel of Figure 2. At
all values of m considered, energies obtained using FCI-FRI
are approximately 20 mEh less than those associated with the
trial vectors used for these calculations. FCI-FRI energy es-
timates for all five states converge as m is increased from 1
million to 40 million. Energy estimates obtained with m = 20
million differ from those obtained with m = 40 million by less
than 0.3 mEh. Standard errors for all calculations are less than
0.02 mEh. Various other methods have been used to calculate
the singlet-triplet gap (i.e. the energy difference between the
1 3A and 1 1A states) for oxo-Mn(salen).19,83,88,89 These re-
sults range from 2.3 to 8.8 kcal/mol, while the corresponding
singlet-triplet gap from our m = 40 million calculation is 3.26
kcal/mol. All of these previous calculations used active spaces
that differ from ours, which renders a direct comparison of
these results difficult.

In order to verify the results from our FCI-FRI calculations,
we performed our own HCI calculations on this system using
the same active space as in our FCI-FRI calculations, includ-
ing perturbative corrections according to the semistochastic
procedure described in ref 45. These HCI results are pre-
sented for comparison in the bottom panel of Figure 2, and
computational details are described in Appendix C. Our HCI
results differ from those obtained using FCI-FRI with m = 40
million by at most 1.55 mEh and predict a singlet-triplet gap
of 3.34 kcal/mol, in good agreement with our FCI-FRI pre-
diction. Although we cannot completely rule out that our HCI
or FCI-FRI results are unconverged, their mutual agreement
is encouraging.

C. Ozone

Ozone (O3) plays important roles in Earth’s atmosphere due
to its presence in smog90 and its role in scattering ultravio-
let light in the stratosphere.91 This has prompted a number of
computational studies probing the behavior of ozone at a va-
riety of scales.92–94 Electronic structure calculations perhaps
represent the most fundamental of these studies. Ozone has
proven particularly challenging for conventional electronic
structure methods, in part due to its multireference nature and
the large magnitude of its correlation energy relative to that of
other energetic properties.95 Both dynamic and static electron
correlation must be carefully considered to achieve quantita-
tive accuracy.96 Despite these challenges, previous theoretical
studies have suggested the presence of a metastable “ring min-
imum” structure of D3h symmetry as an intermediate in the
photochemical decomposition of ozone to O2 + O.97–100 This
structure has yet to be observed experimentally, and whether
or not it is a stable intermediate depends crucially on its en-
ergy relative to the equilibrium structure. In order to inves-
tigate possible formation pathways for this metastable struc-
ture, Chien et al.96 used HCI to calculate the energies of the
two lowest-energy electronic states at the equilibrium geom-
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FIG. 2. (top) The structure of the model oxo-Mn(salen) complex
considered in this work. The unlabelled atoms are H atoms. (bot-
tom) Energies of the five lowest-energy eigenstates of this complex,
calculated using FCI-FRI with four different values of m. The ener-
gies of the trial vectors used in these calculations are plotted as blue
dash-dotted lines. Results from our own HCI calculations with per-
turbative corrections, extrapolated linearly as described in ref 45, are
presented for comparison. Extrapolation was performed using five
semistochastic HCI calculations with values of the ε1 parameter in-
creasing incrementally from 0.1 to 0.5 mEh. ε2 was fixed at 10−8Eh,
and εd

2 was set to 0.1ε1. (Definitions of these HCI parameters are
provided in ref 45.)

etry (denoted OM), the metastable geometry (RM), and the
transition state separating the two (TS). Here we calculate en-
ergies at these same geometries (as reported in ref 96) and
compare our results.

We consider the singlet ground state and first singlet excited
state of A1 symmetry. Following ref 96, we use a cc-pVTZ ba-
sis and correlate all valence electrons in all orbitals, yielding a
(18e,87o) active space. Using the trial vectors obtained from
the subspace specified in Section II C, we calculate the ener-
gies of the two lowest-energy even-spin eigenstates at each
geometry using FCI-FRI. The resulting estimates are shown
in Figure 3.

We report our results in terms of energy differences, rather
than absolute energies, to enable direct comparisons with ref
96. Standard errors for all energy difference estimates from
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FIG. 3. Energy differences between the ground and first excited
singlet states of ozone at the equilibrium (OM) geometry (top) and
metastable (RM) geometry (middle), and between the ground states
of ozone at the metastable and equilibrium geometries (bottom). En-
ergies were calculated by performing FCI-FRI calculations at these
two geometries with different values of m. Energy differences as-
sociated with the trial vectors, as well as HCI results from ref 96,
are included for comparison. The vertical width of the shaded area
represents the reported accuracy of the HCI results (0.01 eV).

FCI-FRI are less than 6 × 10−5 eV. When m is chosen to be
≥ 10 million, FCI-FRI offers improved energy estimates rel-
ative to those associated with the trial vectors, by as much as
0.5 eV. Because the HCI energy differences from ref 96 were
reported to an accuracy of 0.01 eV, we represent these results
as shaded regions with widths of 0.01 eV in Figure 3. At
the OM geometry, our estimated energy difference calculated
with m = 80 million agreed to within 0.01 eV (0.4 mEh) of the
HCI result from ref 96. Estimates of the difference between
the ground-state energies at the OM and RM geometries are
relatively insensitive to the value of m. All estimates, except
the one at m = 20 million, agree with each other to within
0.002 eV and with the HCI result to within 0.01 eV. Discrep-
ancies between FCI-FRI and HCI estimates are greater at the
RM geometry: our best estimate (at m = 80 million) differed
from the HCI energy difference by 0.18 eV (6.6 mEh), but
FCI-FRI results can be seen to be unconverged with respect to
m. Similar convergence issues were also observed in ref 96:
HCI energy differences at the RM geometry depended more
on the size of the variational subspace than at the other ge-
ometries. These results suggest that the slow convergence we
observe is an intrinsic property of the eigenvectors of this sys-
tem, perhaps associated with the sparsity structure of the RM
2 1A1 eigenvector.

Applying our method to estimate the two lowest-energy
eigenvalues at the TS geometry yielded a conjugate pair of
complex eigenvalue estimates, as is possible since the matri-
ces 〈UTHX(τ)〉τ and 〈UTX(τ)〉τ in the eigenvalue equation (2)
are real and nonsymmetric. The appearance of complex eigen-
values is likely due to the fact that the difference of the
two lowest-energy eigenvalues for this system (0.01 eV as
estimated by HCI96) is substantially less than that for the
OM or RM systems. In order to better understand how
small energy differences can lead to complex eigenvalue esti-
mates, we first recognize that the estimates obtained by solv-
ing eq (2) are equivalent to the eigenvalues of the matrix
〈UTHX(τ)〉τ[〈UTX(τ)〉τ]−1. Denoting the entries of this 2 × 2
matrix as ai j, we recall that its eigenvalues are

E± =
1
2

{
a11 + a22 ±

[
(a11 − a22)2 + 4a21a12

]1/2
}

(6)

The eigenvalues are real as long as (a11 − a22)2 + 4a21a12 > 0.
We numerically find that this inequality is violated for the ma-
trices obtained from our calculations with the TS geometry
but not with the OM and RM geometries, mainly because the
two diagonal elements of 〈UTHX(τ)〉τ[〈UTX(τ)〉τ]−1 are closer
in value in our TS calculations than in our OM and RM cal-
culations. This likely reflects the near-degeneracy of the ex-
act eigenvalues for the TS system. The FCI-FRI eigenvalue
estimates for the TS system will be real for m sufficiently
large, since our method becomes exact as m approaches the
dimension of the Hamiltonian matrix. Indeed, we find that
as m is increased from 10 million to 40 million, the magni-
tude of the imaginary part of each eigenvalue decreases. Con-
sidering only the real part of our TS eigenvalue estimates at
m = 40 million and subtracting our corresponding OM 1 1A1
energy estimate, we estimate the difference of the TS and OM
ground-state energies to be 2.44 eV. This compares favorably
to the 2.41 eV difference reported in ref 96, indicating that the
slightly complex eigenvalues are not problematic for quanti-
tative predictions.

D. Butadiene

Conjugated organic polymers are promising next-
generation semiconducting materials due to their tunability
and low cost relative to their inorganic counterparts.102,103 The
excited-state properties of such materials critically determine
their performance in optoelectronic applications. However,
accurately characterizing the excited-state electronic structure
of even simple conjugated molecules by theoretical means has
proven challenging.101,104–106 For these reasons, conjugated
organic systems are rigorous tests of electronic structure
methods, and their accuracy has important implications for
next-generation materials. Here, we focus on the simplest
conjugated organic molecule, trans-butadiene, the excited
states of which have been studied extensively using a variety
of methods.15,17,96,101,107 For the sake of comparison, we
use the geometry reported in ref 101 and the ANO-L-pVDZ
basis108 and correlate all valence electrons in all orbitals,
yielding a (22e,82o) active space.
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FIG. 4. Energies of the two lowest-energy even-spin states of Ag

symmetry for trans-butadiene, calculated by applying our FCI-FRI
method with varying values of m. Trial vector energies, as well as
HCI,96 DMRG,15 and FCIQMC101 results, are presented for compar-
ison.

Trial vectors are calculated as described above and used
in subsequent FCI-FRI calculations of the two lowest-energy
eigenvalues. Results from these calculations are presented in
Figure 4. Energy estimates from FCI-FRI are approximately
50 mEh less than the trial vector energies, except at m = 10
million for the 2 1Ag state. Analysis of our FCI-FRI results
in comparison to previous results suggests that this is a more
difficult system than those discussed above. Our estimates of
the 1 1Ag ground-state energy are relatively insensitive to the
value of m, differing by only 0.1 mEh. Although our estimate
at m = 40 million differs from the FCIQMC estimate101 by
only 0.4 mEh, it exhibits greater discrepancies (8 mEh) with
HCI and DMRG estimates.15,96 (We compare to the DMRG
estimate reported in ref 96, which was obtained by extrapolat-
ing the results in ref 15.) The uncertainties in these estimates
are all reported to be less than 0.1 mEh, so these discrepan-
cies suggest the presence of systematic errors. The authors
of ref 96 speculated that the FCIQMC energy is an overes-
timate due to errors from the initiator approximation and to
potential inaccuracies in the reported uncertainty. Given the
similarities between our approach and FCIQMC, as well as
the similarities in our estimates, it is likely that our energy is
an overestimate for the same reasons.

Estimates of the 2 1Ag eigenvalue exhibit greater sensitivity
to the value of m. Our estimate at m = 40 million is 73 mEh
greater than at m = 10 million. This estimate also differs
from the HCI estimate by 14 mEh, likely due to the reasons
discussed above. Nonetheless, at our largest value of m, the
FCI-FRI excitation energy is calculated to be 6.72 eV, which
is in reasonable agreement with the HCI value of 6.58 eV.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We presented a general and systematically improvable strat-
egy for calculating excited-state energies of electronic sys-
tems in large active spaces within the FCI-FRI framework.
Unlike previous “replica” methods for excited-state calcula-
tions,37 our approach avoids the calculation of dot products of
random vectors and instead uses approximate trial vectors to
enforce orthogonality and estimate energies. We expect that
this feature will enable the reliable estimation of excited-state
energies for large systems. Applying our method to the car-
bon dimer (C2) in a cc-pVQZ basis at two different geome-
tries yielded energy estimates within 0.3 mEh of those from
previous calculations. Estimates for a oxo-Mn(salen) com-
plex differed from our independent HCI calculations by up to
2 mEh. Discrepancies for the ozone and butadiene molecules
were greater (7 mEh and 14 mEh, respectively). These total
energy discrepancies translate to excitation energy discrepan-
cies of about 0.1 eV or less. The main sources of error in
our calculations are statistical biases associated with the ini-
tiator approximation and the operations required to maintain
orthonormality of the eigenvectors as the iteration proceeds.
These biases appeared to be greater for the more weakly corre-
lated systems we considered—ozone and butadiene—than for
the more strongly correlated C2 and oxo-Mn(salen) systems.
Previous investigations of the related FCIQMC method found
that such errors are not always correlated with the amount of
correlation,23,63 so our results may or may not be indicative of
a more general trend. Applying our method to a wider variety
of chemical systems could further elucidate general trends in
its performance.

Additional developments could enable further reductions in
the errors and computational cost of our FCI-FRI method,
thereby enabling its application to systems even larger than
those considered here. The largest calculations in this work re-
quired 7-14 days of execution time on 448 cores to achieve re-
liable convergence. The time required to calculate the matrix
products UTHX(τ) constituted a significant portion of over-
all execution time, due to the large number of nonzero ele-
ments in both U and X(τ). Future work could involve devel-
oping strategies for reducing this cost, for example by factor-
izing the matrix H. It may be possible to obtain more com-
pact forms of the trial vectors without sacrificing accuracy,
such as through transformations of the single-particle basis.
An orthogonal improvement, potentially suitable for weakly
correlated systems, could involve adding perturbative energy
corrections using strategies similar to those developed for
FCIQMC methods.67,68,109,110 Importantly, the excited-state
approach described here can be applied in tandem with any
of the symmetry-based techniques for targeting excited states
introduced in Section I. Combining multiple strategies in this
way could further extend the applicability of FCI-FRI and
other methods to larger, more challenging systems.

More systematic research is needed to better understand
how the various parameters used in our calculations affect
the accuracy of our estimates. Such investigation could lead
to techniques for automating the selection of certain param-
eters, following previous FCIQMC studies.111 We found that
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insufficient sampling in our approach leads to an uncontrolled
increase in the condition number of the matrix UTX(τ),38 so
monitoring this condition number could serve as a diagnostic
tool. This could also lead to strategies for choosing different
initiator thresholds for each state of interest in a calculation,
thus enabling further reductions in the bias introduced by the
initiator approximation.

In this paper, we consider only the calculation of energies.
Calculating other observables, such as reduced density ma-
trices, using projector QMC methods like FCI-FRI is more
challenging.112,113 Most existing strategies for doing so in the
context of the FCI problem involve “replica” methods that re-
quire dot products of random vectors114–116 and are thus af-
fected by the aforementioned statistical errors associated with
dot products of random vectors. The ideas described in this
work could potentially be used to inform new strategies for
calculating non-energy observables using QMC without rely-
ing upon dot products of random vectors. Such calculations
could provide important metrics for assessing the accuracy of
our FCI-FRI results and facilitate comparisons with results
from other methods.

Notwithstanding these remaining challenges, the results of
our calculations in this work suggest the effectiveness of the
features of our excited-state FCI-FRI approach for enabling
the treatment of large chemical systems. Given the generality
of our approach to excited-state calculations, it could also be
implemented within other QMC schemes, such as FCIQMC,
auxiliary-field QMC,29,117 or diffusion Monte Carlo.21

Appendix A: Spin-Coupled Functions and the Hamiltonian
Matrix

This section provides formulas for elements of the Hamil-
tonian matrix in a basis of spin-coupled functions, which are
defined as linear combinations of Slater determinants.46 Here
we use the notation

∣∣∣J̃〉 to denote a generic spin-coupled func-
tion, constructed from a Slater determinant |J〉 and possibly
T̂ |J〉, where T̂ is the time-reversal operator that exchanges
spin-up and spin-down electrons. Spin-coupled functions in
the even spin parity block of the Hamiltonian are denoted

∣∣∣J̃〉
e

and have the form∣∣∣J̃〉
e

=

|J〉 , T̂ |J〉 = |J〉
2−1/2

(
|J〉 + T̂ |J〉

)
, T̂ |J〉 , |J〉

(A1)

Spin-coupled functions in the odd spin parity block are de-
noted

∣∣∣J̃〉
o

and have the form∣∣∣J̃〉
o

= 2−1/2
(
|J〉 − T̂ |J〉

)
(A2)

These can only be comprised of Slater determinants |J〉 for
which T̂ |J〉 , |J〉.

Combining eqs (A1) and (A2) with the Slater-Condon rules
yields formulas for the elements of the Hamiltonian matrix H.
Diagonal elements are given as〈

J̃
∣∣∣Ĥ∣∣∣J̃〉 =

∑
j∈|J〉

h j j +
1
2

∑
i, j∈|J〉

〈i j||i j〉 + z 〈J|ĤT̂ |J〉 (A3)

where h j j denotes an element of the one-electron component
of the Hamiltonian, 〈i j||i j〉 denotes an antisymmetrized two-
electron integral, and j ∈ |J〉 denotes the constraint that the
orbital j is occupied in |J〉. The variable z is +1 in the even
spin parity block and −1 in the odd spin parity block. The
last term, z 〈J|ĤT̂ |J〉, is nonzero only if |J〉 and T̂ |J〉 differ by
a double excitation. Denoting the occupied orbitals defining
this excitation as i and j and the virtual orbitals a and b, and
defining |L〉 = T̂ |J〉, the last term can be evaluated as

〈J|ĤT̂ |J〉 ≡ 〈J|Ĥ|L〉 = γJ
iaγ

J
jb 〈ab||i j〉 (A4)

where γJ
ia is the number of occupied orbitals in between or-

bitals i and a in |J〉, as determined by a consistent ordering
of orbitals among all Slater determinants.46 Off-diagonal ele-
ments of H are given as〈

J̃
∣∣∣Ĥ∣∣∣K̃〉

= N−1
J N−1

K

(
〈J|Ĥ|K〉 + z 〈J|T̂ Ĥ|K〉

)
(A5)

where

NJ =

1, |J〉 , T̂ |J〉
21/2, |J〉 = T̂ |J〉

(A6)

Eq (A5) follows from the observations that T̂ and Ĥ com-
mute and that T̂ 2 |J〉 = |J〉. The matrix elements 〈J|Ĥ|K〉
and 〈J|T̂ Ĥ|K〉 can be evaluated according to standard Slater-
Condon rules. The generic matrix element 〈J|Ĥ|L〉 is given in
eq (A4) if |J〉 and |L〉 differ by a double excitation, and as

〈J|Ĥ|L〉 = γJ
ia

hia +
∑
j∈|J〉

〈i j||a j〉

 (A7)

if they differ by a single excitation involving an occupied or-
bital i and virtual orbital a.

Appendix B: Hamiltonian Matrix Factorization

This section provides formulas for the elements of the
matrices B(τ,k) and Q(1),Q(2), ...,Q(5) used to generate the
iterate X(τ+1) from X(τ). We refer to these matrices as
factors of H because off-diagonal elements of the matrix
B(τ,k)Q(5)Q(4)Q(3)Q(2)Q(1) approximately equal those of −εH.
This scheme is based on the modified heat-bath Power-Pitzer
factorization scheme introduced in ref 42 and includes mod-
ifications to enable its application in a basis of spin-coupled
functions.

We begin by defining the notation used to index elements of
these matrices. One of the Slater determinants defining each
spin-coupled function

∣∣∣J̃〉 is arbitrarily chosen as its represen-

tative Slater determinant and is denoted
∣∣∣J̃〉

rep
. Matrices are

indexed by excitations from these representative Slater deter-
minants. For example, (J̃, 1, i, a) denotes a single excitation
involving occupied orbital i and virtual orbital a from

∣∣∣J̃〉
rep

,

and (J̃, 1, i, j, a, b) denotes a double excitation involving occu-
pied orbitals i and j and virtual orbitals a and b from

∣∣∣J̃〉
rep

.
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Elements of the matrices in the factorization are defined in
terms of a matrix D and vectors S and Y, precomputed at the
beginning of each calculation. The 2M × 2M matrix D has
elements

Dpq =
(
1 − δpq

) ∑
r,s<{p,q}

|〈pq||rs〉| (B1)

where p and q represent indices of spin orbitals, δpq is a Kro-
necker delta, and |〈pq||rs〉| is an antisymmetrized two-electron
integral. Due to spin symmetries present in the two-electron

integrals, D has only M2 +

M
2

 unique elements that need to

be stored. The vector S has elements

S r =

∑
q Drq∑

p,q Dpq
(B2)

and Y has elements

Yi =
∑

a

|〈ia|ai〉|1/2 (B3)

For all matrices defined in the remainder of this section,
the values of matrices not specified below are 0. The row
space of Q(1) has dimension 2NFCI and contains elements cor-
responding to either a generic single excitation, (J̃, 1) or dou-
ble excitation (J̃, 2) from the reference determinant for each
spin-coupled function

∣∣∣J̃〉. Elements for single excitations are
specified as

Q(1)
(K̃,1),J̃

=
ns

ns + nd
δKJ (B4)

and those for double excitations as

Q(1)
(K̃,2),J̃

=
nd

ns + nd
δKJ (B5)

where ns and nd are the number of symmetry-allowed sin-
gle and double excitations from the Hartree-Fock determi-
nant, respectively, and δKJ is a Kronecker delta. Here, and in
the remainder of this section, we consider only spin and spa-
tial (point-group) symmetries when determining which exci-
tations are allowed. Each column of Q(1) contains a maximum
of 2 nonzero elements.

Indices for the row space of Q(2) include an occupied orbital
index i. Single-excitation elements are specified as

Q(2)
(J̃,1,i),(J̃,1)

=
(
nocc

J̃

)−1
(B6)

where nocc
J is the number of occupied orbitals in

∣∣∣J̃〉
rep

for
which there is at least one virtual orbital of the same sym-
metry. Double-excitation elements are specified as

Q(2)
(J̃,2,i),(J̃,2)

= S i (B7)

where the index i is constrained to be any of the occupied
orbitals in

∣∣∣J̃〉
rep

except the first. Each column of Q(2) contains
O(N) nonzero elements.

Elements of Q(3) corresponding to single excitations in-
clude a virtual orbital index a:

Q(3)
(J̃,1,i,a),(J̃,1,i)

=
[
nvirt

J̃ (i)
]−1

(B8)

Here, nvirt
J̃

(i) denotes the number of virtual orbitals in
∣∣∣J̃〉

rep
with the same symmetry as the occupied orbital i. Elements
corresponding to double excitations are indexed differently:

Q(3)
(J̃,2,i, j),(J̃,2,i)

= Di jS −1
i (B9)

Here, the index of the second occupied orbital j in the dou-
ble excitation is constrained to be less than that of the first (i).
Each column of Q(3) corresponding to a single excitation con-
tains O(M) nonzero elements, while each column correspond-
ing to a double excitation contains O(N) nonzero elements.

All elements in Q(4) corresponding to single excitations are
1:

Q(4)
(J̃,1,i,a),(J̃,1,i,a)

= 1 (B10)

Double-excitation elements are given as

Q(4)
(J̃,2,i, j,a),(J̃,2,i, j)

= |〈ia|ai〉|1/2X−1
i (B11)

where a is constrained to be any virtual orbital in
∣∣∣J̃〉

rep
ex-

cept the first. Each column of Q(4) corresponding to a double
excitation contains O(M) nonzero elements.

In analogy to eq (B10), the values of single-excitation ele-
ments in Q(5) are 1. Double-excitation elements in Q(5) are

Q(5)
(2,i, j,a,b),(2,i, j,a) = |〈 jb|b j〉|1/2X−1

j (B12)

where b is constrained to be any virtual orbital in
∣∣∣J̃〉

rep
with

an index less than a for which the direct symmetry product
Γi ⊗Γ j is equal to Γa ⊗Γb. Further details on computing direct
symmetry products can be found in refs 41 and 118. Each
column of Q(5) corresponding to a double excitation contains
O(M) nonzero elements.

Multiplication by the final matrix in the factorization, B(τ,k),
serves to sum elements corresponding to excitations that map
to the same spin-coupled function while enforcing the initia-
tor approximation. Elements of B(τ,k) corresponding to single
excitations are specified as

B(τ,k)
K̃,(J̃,1,i,a)

=


0 X(τ)

K̃,k
= 0 and |X(τ)

J̃,k
| < tk

−
εHK̃,J̃

Q(J̃,1,i,a),J̃
otherwise

(B13)

for the spin-coupled function
∣∣∣K̃〉

connected to
∣∣∣J̃〉 by a sin-

gle excitation involving occupied orbital i and virtual or-
bital a (i.e. for which

〈
K̃
∣∣∣ĉ†aĉi

∣∣∣J̃〉 , 0). The variable
tk is defined in eq (5). The matrix Q is defined as the
product Q(5)Q(4)Q(3)Q(2)Q(1). Its elements can be calcu-
lated inexpensively on the fly due to the sparse structure of
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FIG. 5. Results for oxo-Mn(salen) obtained by performing vHCI
and HCI calculations using ten different values of the ε1 parameter
controlling the size of the variational subspace. The vertical axis rep-
resents the absolute energy obtained from each calculation, while the
horizontal axis represents the difference between the HCI energies
obtained by including semistochastic perturbative corrections and the
vHCI energies. Black dashed lines represent the linear model used
to extrapolate the HCI energies.

Q(1),Q(2), ...,Q(5). Elements of B(τ,k) corresponding to double
excitations are

B(τ,k)
K̃,(J̃,2,i, j,a,b)

=


0 X(τ)

K̃,k
= 0 and |X(τ)

J̃,k
| < tk

−
εHK̃,J̃

Q(J̃,2,i, j,a,b),J̃
otherwise

(B14)
for

〈
K̃
∣∣∣ĉ†aĉ†bĉiĉ j

∣∣∣J̃〉 , 0. Each column of B(τ,k) contains 1
nonzero element.

Appendix C: HCI Calculations for oxo-Mn(salen)

Calculations performed using HCI allow us to evaluate the
accuracy of our FCI-FRI results for the oxo-Mn(salen) system
introduced in Section III B. These HCI calculations use the
same active space and single-particle orbitals as those from

our FCI-FRI calculations. Following the extrapolation pro-
cedure outlined in ref 45, we performed five independent HCI
calculations using values of the ε1 parameter ranging from 0.3
mEh to 1.5 mEh. The parameter ε2 was fixed at 10−7Eh for all
five calculations, and εd

2 was set to 0.1 ε1. (The parameters
ε2 and εd

2 control the number of terms included in the semis-
tochastic perturbative corrections and are defined in ref 45.)

Results from both vHCI and HCI (including perturbative
corrections) are presented in Figure 5. Extrapolation is per-
formed via a linear fit of the HCI energies with respect to the
perturbative corrections to the vHCI energies calculated from
HCI.45 At the smallest value of ε1 considered in this analysis
(i.e. the largest variational subspace), HCI energies are ap-
proximately 22 mEh less than vHCI energies. The uncertain-
ties in our HCI energies, as estimated from the uncertainties
in the vertical axis intercepts of our linear fits, are less than
0.05 mEh.

Appendix D: Orthonormalization of Iterates

This section describes how we construct the matrix G(τ) in
eq (1) to maintain approximate orthonormality of the columns
of the iterates X(τ). If G(τ) is fixed as the identity matrix, the re-
sulting algorithm will be statistically unbiased, but the norms
of the iterate columns will converge to either 0 or∞ as τ→ ∞,
and the columns will become increasingly linearly dependent
as they all approach the ground-state eigenvector. These nu-
merical issues would render it impossible to obtain accurate
eigenvalue estimates, so a different approach is needed.

In most iterations, G(τ) is chosen to be N(τ), a diagonal ma-
trix with elements

N(τ)
kk =


∥∥∥X(τ)

:k

∥∥∥
1∥∥∥X(τ−1)

:k

∥∥∥
1


α (

N(τ−1)
kk

)(1−α)
(D1)

where X(τ)
:k denotes the kth column of X(τ), || · ||1 denotes the `1-

norm of a vector (the sum of the magnitudes of its elements),
and α is a tunable parameter. N(0) is initialized as the identity
matrix. With this choice of G(τ), setting α = 1 would en-
sure that the column norms of iterates remain constant as the
iteration proceeds. However, in the randomized implementa-
tion of this method, this introduces a statistical bias arising
from the nonlinear dependence of N(τ) on random variables,
i.e. the iterate column norms

∥∥∥X(τ)
:k

∥∥∥
1. We therefore choose

α < 1 so that N(τ) depends less strongly on these random vari-
ables. This causes the norms to fluctuate, but still prevents
them from tending to 0 or∞ while reducing the magnitude of
this bias. Previous numerical tests38 indicated that α = 0.5 is
a suitable choice, so it is used for all calculations presented
here. This strategy bears many similarities to the use of a dy-
namically adjusted energy shift in other QMC methods23,119

but was found to offer better stability for our excited-state cal-
culations.

At intervals of ∆ iterations, we construct G(τ) differently
in order to also maintain linear independence of the iterate
columns. In these iterations, G(τ) is instead chosen to be
N(τ)D(τ)R(τ), where N(τ) is defined as above and R(τ) is the
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upper triangular factor of a QR factorization of UTX(τ). This
choice of G(τ) enforces orthogonality of the iterate columns
within the span of the trial vectors U. Since inclusion of the
factor R(τ) in G(τ) also introduces a normalization constraint,
the diagonal matrix D(τ) is chosen to remove that constraint
and ensure that normalization is controlled only via the matrix
N(τ). This reduces the bias associated with orthogonalization.
Elements of D(τ) are

D(τ)
kk =

∥∥∥(X(τ)[R(τ)]−1):k
∥∥∥

1∥∥∥X(τ)
:k

∥∥∥
1

(D2)

Since elements of [R(τ)]−1 depend nonlinearly on the random
iterates, this orthogonalization procedure also introduces a
statistical bias. This strategy differs slightly from that em-
ployed in ref 38, where we instead applied QR factorization
to UT(1 − εH)X(τ). We found that the alternative strategy em-
ployed here made little difference to our final results and en-
abled reductions in the computational cost of our implemen-
tation. By monitoring the condition number of UTX(τ), we
found ∆ = 1000 to be a reasonable choice for the systems dis-
cussed here, but our results are relatively unchanged by more
frequent orthogonalization.
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