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In this work, we present an overview of the phaseless auxiliary-field quantum Monte Carlo (ph-
AFQMC) approach from a computational quantum chemistry perspective, and present a numerical
assessment of its performance on main group chemistry and bond-breaking problems with a total of
1004 relative energies. While our benchmark study is somewhat limited, we make recommendations
for the use of ph-AFQMC for general main-group chemistry applications. For systems where single
determinant wave functions are qualitatively accurate, we expect the accuracy of ph-AFQMC in
conjunction with a single determinant trial wave function to be between that of coupled-cluster with
singles and doubles (CCSD) and CCSD with perturbative triples (CCSD(T)). For these applications,
ph-AFQMC should be a method of choice when canonical CCSD(T) is too expensive to run. For
systems where multi-reference (MR) wave functions are needed for qualitative accuracy, ph-AFQMC
is far more accurate than MR perturbation theory methods and competitive with MR configuration
interaction (MRCI) methods. Due to the computational efficiency of ph-AFQMC compared to
MRCI, we recommended ph-AFQMC as a method of choice for handling dynamic correlation in
MR problems. We conclude with a discussion of important directions for future development of the
ph-AFQMC approach.

I. INTRODUCTION

As computational power grows and theoretical algo-
rithms have improved, the importance of the role played
by electronic structure theory in chemistry, physics and
biology has increased dramatically.1 For a number of im-
portant applications, the predictive power of quantum
chemistry has reached the level of “chemical accuracy,”
namely relative errors of one kcal/mol.2 However the
most accurate methods are generally the most computa-
tionally expensive, and for systems with many electrons,
often one must resort to approaches where convergence to
predictive accuracy is far from guaranteed. When “gold-
standard” wave function-based approaches are imprac-
tical, Kohn-Sham density functional theory (DFT) has
been the method of choice, due to its combination of ac-
curacy and mild scaling with system size. However, there
are many variants of DFT which depend on the choice
of functional and it can be difficult a priori to select the
most accurate density functional for a given application.
In addition, DFT generally suffers from self-interaction
errors and has difficulty in the treatment of the effects
of strong static correlation prevalent in the breaking of
chemical bonds and in the electronic structure of tran-
sition metal-containing systems.3 Indeed, even more ex-
pensive wave function approaches such as coupled-cluster
theory4 can have difficulty accurately describing strongly
correlated cases. Clearly there is still room for the devel-
opment of novel methods in quantum chemistry which
have a high ratio of accuracy to expense and may be
reliably applied to challenging chemical problems.

Since the viability of an electronic structure method
depends critically on the trade-off between accuracy and
scaling with respect to system size, the development of
new techniques that push the envelope of accuracy and
scalability is the primary goal of the field. Adoption of

a method by the community cannot occur before care-
ful and extensive benchmark studies are carried out to
establish the domain of validity as well as the benefits
and drawbacks of the method in question. It is our aim
here to review the foundations of one particularly promis-
ing electronic structure framework, namely the auxiliary-
field quantum Monte Carlo (AFQMC) approach, and to
present, for the first time, the performance of this ap-
proach on a large-scale chemical benchmark set.

Unlike DFT or conventional wave function methods,
AFQMC employs a statistical as opposed to determin-
istic route to calculating electronic structure. This ne-
cessitates consideration of an entirely different approach
to the extraction of ground state energies, and requires
the consideration of the role played by statistical fluc-
tuations and error in the solution of the Schrödinger
equation. The use and development of AFQMC has no-
tably accelerated in recent years due to new algorithmic
advances5–9 and the publication of promising results on
non-trivial chemical problems.10–17 Unlike standard DFT
approaches, AFQMC is free of self-interaction error16 (as
it is a wavefunction method) and is often capable of de-
scribing strong correlation effects,9,18–31 although our fo-
cus is not limited to such problems in this work.

AFQMC has its roots in the determinant QMC
(DQMC) method proposed by Blankenbecler, Scalapino,
and Sugar.32 DQMC is an exact, unbiased technique,
initially developed to describe interacting bosons and
fermions at finite temperatures in lattice field theory
models of high energy physics. Since its invention,
DQMC has been applied to numerous condensed mat-
ter problems, most notably the Hubbard model.33 More
recently this approach has been applied to more realis-
tic chemical systems with long-ranged interactions.34–37

As is the case for DQMC, the scalability of AFQMC is
limited by the fermionic sign problem, rendering exact,
brute force applications to large chemical systems com-
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putationally infeasible.38 To be more precise, the sign
problem manifests in the following way: Per statistical
sample, the complexity of the calculation scales polyno-
mially with system size. However, the sample complex-
ity (i.e., the number of statistical samples required for a
fixed statistical error) scales exponentially with system
size, rendering practical calculations impossible.

To remedy this fundamental barrier in DQMC, Fahy
and Hamann proposed the approximate positive projec-
tion method,39 which imposes a constraint to control
the sign problem, resembling the fixed-node approxima-
tions used in Green’s function Monte Carlo (GFMC)40,41

and diffusion Monte Carlo (DMC).42 Adopting this ap-
proximation for open-ended random walks, Zhang, Carl-
son, and Gubernatis43 proposed the constrained path
approximation, and this method will be referred to as
cp-AFQMC. cp-AFQMC has been successfully applied
to non-trivial electronic lattice problems,44–61 bosonic
lattice problems,62,63 and mixed fermions-bosons sys-
tems.64,65 cp-AFQMC has been shown to be one of the
more accurate and scalable many-body methods in nu-
merous benchmark studies,49,57,58 although it is impor-
tant to bear in mind that like all constrained quantum
Monte Carlo methods, cp-AFQMC is approximate and
its domain of validity has not been fully mapped out.

The generalization of cp-AFQMC to chemical systems
with long-range interactions yields the phaseless AFQMC
(ph-AFQMC) which is the focus of this work.66 Since its
invention by Zhang and Krakauer in 2003,66 ph-AFQMC
has gained popularity in the quantum chemistry commu-
nity due to its relative computational affordability and its
accuracy, as demonstrated in recent calculations includ-
ing those performed on small but challenging molecular
systems,9,18–31 simple transition metal complexes,10–17

and solids.5,67–80 ph-AFQMC is highly flexible in that
the accuracy of the approach may be systematically im-
proved by the use of increasingly sophisticated trial wave
functions. In addition, ph-AFQMC has become more
accessible to users via the development of open-source
codes.81–83

Despite its growing usage in the chemistry commu-
nity, it is not clear how well ph-AFQMC performs for a
wide range of main group chemistry applications. While
it has been speculated that ph-AFQMC with the sim-
plest form of a single-reference trial wave function has
an accuracy on par with coupled-cluster with singles,
doubles, and perturbative triples (CCSD(T)),18,31,73,84

there has been no extensive body of work that confirms
this expectation. While ph-AFQMC has been compared
to other commonly used quantum chemistry methods
such as CCSD(T) on simple bond breaking problems
such as those that occur in H2O,18 BH,21 N2,21 F2,23

C2,22 Cr2,11 and Mo2,12 studies comparing ph-AFQMC
with both single-reference CCSD(T) and other multi-
reference methods have been relatively scarce. Given
the accuracy of ph-AFQMC for dynamic correlation
problems,15,31,69,75 it is crucial to compare its accuracy
with other multi-reference dynamic correlation methods,

such as perturbation theory and configuration interaction
methods.

The goal of this manuscript is both to present a ped-
agogical review of ph-AFQMC from the quantum chem-
istry perspective as well as to investigate the perfor-
mance of ph-AFQMC on a large chemical benchmark
series, namely a thermochemistry benchmark set (W4-
11),85 a non-covalent interaction benchmark set (A24),86

and model molecular bond dissociation problems (H4 and
N2).87–95 From this, we hope to establish fair expec-
tations for ph-AFQMC for main group chemistry and
simple strong correlation problems associated with the
breaking of chemical bonds, and to further encourage the
use and development of ph-AFQMC in quantum chem-
istry in the future. We note that there exist other ped-
agogical reviews written from a somewhat different per-
spective96–98 which the interested reader is encouraged
to consult.

It should be noted that the applications considered
here, while chemically important, are somewhat uncom-
mon for ph-AFQMC. In particular, the benchmark sets
(W4-1185 and A2486) considered here are predominantly
single reference problems. These do not involve strong
electron correlation for which ph-AFQMC has been fre-
quently used. Indeed, these benchmark problems are al-
ready known to be well-characterized by coupled-cluster
techniques. Furthermore, we mostly consider the least
accurate and the most efficient variant of ph-AFQMC.
Namely we employ a simple single-determinant trial wave
function, although we do discuss selected examples where
the use of multi-determinant trials can greatly improve
accuracy. These choices are purposeful ones: we aim to
assess the breadth and baseline accuracy of the approach
in situations where other quantum chemistry methods
such as CCSD(T) are often well-suited. The main points
that we will deliver in this manuscript are as follows:

1. For main group chemistry applications, with
O(N3) – O(N4) scaling per sample, ph-AFQMC
with a single-reference trial wave function is more
accurate than CCSD (O(N6)) and is competi-
tive with, albeit somewhat less accurate, than
CCSD(T) (O(N7)) and state-of-the-art density
functionals.

2. For bond breaking, while maintaining O(N3) –
O(N4) scaling per sample, the accuracy of ph-
AFQMC with a multi-reference trial wave function
surpasses that of low-order multi-reference pertur-
bation theory (O(N5) – O(N6)) and is comparable
in accuracy with multi-reference configuration in-
teraction methods (O(N6)).

3. Given the relatively short history of ph-AFQMC
in quantum chemistry, many aspects of the algo-
rithm deserve further investigation and there is
much room for improvements to the current imple-
mentation of the approach. We will conclude this
work with a discussion of these opportunities.
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This manuscript is organized as follows: In Sec-
tion II we present an overview of the AFQMC method
and its phaseless variant (ph-AFQMC). A discussion of
trial wave functions, the calculation of observables, size-
consistency and computational cost is contained in this
section. In Section III we present benchmark results with
a comparison with other approaches. Section IV presents
a discussion of lessons learned from our calculations and
prospects for future development. We conclude in Sec-
tion V. The Appendices contain details omitted from the
main text.

II. OVERVIEW OF PHASELESS
AUXILIARY-FIELD QUANTUM MONTE CARLO

A. Ground-state calculations

We refer the interested readers to Appendix A0 A1 for
a more detailed formal exposition of AFQMC. Here, we
focus on a short summary of the methodology. We as-
sume the spin-orbital notation throughout this paper.

AFQMC is what is called a “projector” QMC algo-
rithm because it projects towards the ground state from
an initial wave function which has a non-zero overlap with
the true, exact ground state of the system. Formally, the
ground-state wave function |Ψ0〉 of a Hamiltonian Ĥ is
found by via imaginary time propagation

|Ψ0〉 = lim
τ→∞

e−τĤ |Φ0〉, (1)

where Ĥ is an ab initio Hamiltonian,

Ĥ =
∑
pq

hpqa
†
paq +

1

2

∑
pqrs

(pr|qs)a†pa†qasar, (2)

τ is the imaginary time, and |Φ0〉 is an initial wave func-
tion that is not orthogonal to |Ψ0〉. The form of |Ψ0〉 in
Eq. (1) resembles the CCSD wave function with general-
ized singles and doubles,99,100 but in AFQMC there is no
cluster amplitude to be determined, and formally Eq. (1)
is exact.

Discretizing τ and applying the Trotter decomposi-
tion101 followed by the Hubbard-Stratonovich (HS)102

transformation to the propagator e−∆τĤ , one obtains a
high-dimensional integral formula for the imaginary time
evolution operator over a short time interval

e−∆τĤ =

∫
dNγx p(x)B̂(x) +O(∆τ2), (3)

where ∆τ is the infinitesimal time step, p(x) is the stan-

dard normal distribution and B̂(x) is an effective one-
body propagator that is obtained from one-body opera-
tors coupled to x, a vector of Nγ classical auxiliary fields.
Since only one-body operators now appear, this represen-
tation of the short-time propagator is often viewed as the
exact mapping of an interacting many-body system to an

ensemble of non-interacting systems, each coupled to a
classical, fluctuating external potential. The many-body
correlation beyond mean-field theory is recovered upon
the integration over the auxiliary fields.

The phaseless AFQMC (ph-AFQMC)66 approach uti-
lizes importance sampling based on a trial wave func-
tion |ΨT 〉 during the random walk process. To carry this
out, one writes the global wave function at time τ as a
weighted statistical sum over Nwalkers “walkers”,

|Ψ(τ)〉 =

Nwalkers∑
i=1

wi(τ)
|ψi(τ)〉
〈ΨT |ψi(τ)〉

. (4)

Given this importance sampling, the walker weight up-
date rule follows

wi(τ + ∆τ) = wi(τ)× S(xi(τ), |ψi(τ)〉), (5)

where the overlap ratio S is given by

S(xi(τ), |ψi(τ)〉) =
〈ΨT |B̂(xi(τ))|ψi(τ)〉

〈ΨT |ψi(τ)〉
. (6)

Since this weight update rule cannot guarantee that the
walker weights are real and positive, {wi}, Eq. (5) leads
to the fermionic phase (sign) problem with a diverging
variance for any observable when calculated by the pro-
tocol outlined below.38

To control the phase problem, ph-AFQMC imposes a
constraint to ensure the positivity of the weights through-
out the imaginary time propagation. The constraint that
defines the standard ph-AFQMC approach is given by a
modified overlap ratio, Sph,

Sph(xi(τ), |ψi(τ)〉) = ||S(xi(τ)|ψi(τ)〉)||
×max (0, cos θi(τ)) , (7)

where the phase θi(τ) is given by

θi(τ) = arg S(xi(τ)|ψi(τ)〉). (8)

This modified overlap ratio is used in ph-AFQMC to up-
date the weights. It should be emphasized that this con-
strained random walk introduces systematic biases which
induce deviations in the values of observables (such at
the ground state energy) compared to the exact values.
It should be noted that this bias disappears in the limit of
|ΨT 〉 becoming an exact eigenstate of Ĥ. This fact intro-
duces a means to improve the accuracy of ph-AFQMC by
increasing the sophistication of the trial function |ΨT 〉.
We will return to this point later in this work. A different
way to view the constraint is that one imposes a gauge
boundary condition (i.e., a global phase) for the wave
function sampled through the imaginary time evolution.

Within this framework, the global energy estimate at a
given imaginary time τ is given by a weighted statistical
average,

〈O(τ)〉mixed =

∑
i wi(τ)OL,i(τ)∑

i wi(τ)
, (9)
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where the local estimate for observable Ô of the i-th
walker is given by

OL,i(τ) =
〈ΨT |Ô|ψi(τ)〉
〈ΨT |ψi(τ)〉

. (10)

If Ô = Ĥ, these estimates are global energy and local
energy estimates, respectively. Given the positivity of
{wi}, the variance of this energy estimate grows linearly
with system size, ensuring the polynomial-scaling sample
complexity of the overall algorithm. It is important to
remark here that the resulting ph-AFQMC energy com-
puted via Eq. (9) is not guaranteed to be variational.103

B. Trial wave functions

The accuracy of ph-AFQMC heavily depends on the
quality of the trial wave function employed in the calcu-
lation. Conceptually, the role played by the trial wave
function is very different from that of the reference wave
function used in conventional quantum chemistry meth-
ods such as CCSD(T). Despite this difference, it is conve-
nient to think of ph-AFQMC as adding correlation energy
on top of an a priori chosen trial wave function. Here,
we summarize existing strategies for generating these ph-
AFQMC trial states.

Single determinant (SD) trial wave functions are the
most widely used and they offer the most affordable
variant of the ph-AFQMC algorithm. There are mul-
tiple approaches to obtain single determinant trial wave
functions. One way is to employ the lowest energy spin-
unrestricted or spin-generalized Hartree-Fock (HF) wave
function.16,30 This approach can be well-suited for de-
scribing bond dissociation as shown in Section III C.
While this approach is completely parameter-free, it of-
ten runs into issues associated with artificial symmetry
breaking.16,104 In particular, HF wave functions can ex-
hibit an unphysical breaking of symmetry that makes
post-HF calculations behave erratically in energetics and
properties.105–112 While ph-AFQMC can correct artifi-
cial symmetry breaking to some extent through imag-
inary time evolution, there are cases where the lowest
energy HF solution is clearly not the best SD trial wave
function.16 Alternatively, one can obtain a single Slater
determinant from methods that include electron correla-
tion effects. For this, DFT10,66 and regularized orbital
optimized Møller-Plesset perturbation theory (OOMP2)
have been used.16,113 More broadly, one can employ any
approximate Brueckner orbital wave functions 114,115 for
this purpose. We also note that the recently-defined self-
consistent trial wave function method98,116 also fits into
the category of an SD trial wave function approach.

More elaborate trial wave functions may be used within
ph-AFQMC, which confer greater accuracy for a greater
computational expense. Most commonly, a linear com-
bination of SDs, often referred to as multi-Slater deter-
minants or MSDs for short, are employed.9,21,23,30 The

MSD trial can be obtained from a truncated configura-
tion interaction (CI) expansion, complete active space CI
(CASCI), or from selected CI methods.117 While these
trial wave functions can yield excellent ph-AFQMC ener-
gies, they are brute-force in nature and the cost of obtain-
ing these trial wave functions generally scales exponen-
tially with system size, which can limit the applicability
of their use within ph-AFQMC.

Lastly, there are non-linear trial wave functions which
may be used. These include Jastrow factors,51,118

coupled-cluster wave functions,4,37,119 perfect-pairing
wave functions,23,119,120 and transcorrelated wave func-
tions.121 The cost of obtaining these wave functions in all
such cases is polynomial-scaling, which makes them ap-
pealing for use as trials. Furthermore, these wave func-
tions approximate the exact ground state much more ac-
curately than do SD trial functions as they all include
electron correlation inherently missing from the SD de-
scription. Unfortunately, using these non-linear wave
function as a trial wave functions without any approx-
imations is currently extremely difficult on both classical
and quantum computing platforms.119 The efficient and
accurate use of such trial states within ph-AFQMC will
require further work to become viable.

C. Physical properties extracted from ph-AFQMC

In practical applications, one may want to evaluate ob-
servables that do not commute with Ĥ. Most commonly,
these observables are associated directly with reduced
density matrices (RDMs) or some elements of them. The
computation of such observables introduces additional
challenges within the ph-AFQMC framework, because
the mixed estimator in Eq. (9) is no longer unbiased.
For such quantities, we need to use a different estimator
known as the “pure” estimator. This problem is analo-
gous to the issues associated with coupled-cluster expec-
tation values122 which are typically now handled by the
coupled-cluster Lagrangian formalism.123

A computationally simple approach to this problem is
to use the approximate variational estimator

〈O(τ)〉pure ≈ 2〈O(τ)〉mixed −
〈ΨT |Ô|ΨT 〉
〈ΨT |ΨT 〉

, (11)

which is frequently used in diffusion Monte Carlo.124,125

Recently, Eq. (11) was used within the ph-AFQMC
framework to estimate the dipole moments of simple
molecules.9 Here, it was found that the quality of the
trial wave function is critically important for accurately
approximating the pure estimates. For this quantity, us-
ing SD trial wave functions yielded very inaccurate re-
sults for the systems considered in Ref. 9.

Another approach that is more commonly used in
ph-AFQMC calculations is the back-propagation algo-
rithm.25,62,126 Here, one propagates the bra state (〈ΨT |)
in the mixed estimator (Eq. (A10)) backward in time
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such that the resulting estimator is symmetric with re-
spect to both the bra and ket, ultimately resembling the
pure (or variational) estimator. Formally, this entails
computing observables using the following estimate:

〈O(τ)〉pure ≈ lim
κ→∞

〈ΨT |e−κĤÔ|Ψ(τ)〉
〈ΨT |e−κĤ|Ψ(τ)〉

= lim
κ→∞

∑
i wi(τ + κ) 〈ψi(κ)|Ô|ψi(τ)〉

〈ψi(κ)|ψi(τ)〉∑
i wi(τ + κ),

(12)

where the back-propagation time, κ, while formally taken
to ∞, is in practice fixed to a long enough finite time
length. This approach is computationally efficient, but
its accuracy for at least some ab initio systems has been
shown to be rather poor.25,80 There are additional algo-
rithmic ways to reduce the back-propagation bias, such
as partially restoring the phase and cosine factors along
the back propagation portion of the path.25,98 However,
even with these considerations, the resulting 1-RDMs
were found to be inaccurate, at least in some systems.80

Devising improved algorithms for accurately computing
pure estimates for observables without greatly increasing
the computational cost of the calculations is a worthy
goal for future research.

D. Size-consistency

Size-consistency is a property of a wave function for
isolated systems A and B that guarantees the product
separability of a supersystem wave function (|ΨAB〉 =
|ΨA〉|ΨB〉) as well as the additive separability of energy
(EAB = EA+EB).127 This property has important impli-
cations concerning the applicability of a given method to
large systems and is therefore considered to be an impor-
tant formal property in method development. The size-
consistency of ph-AFQMC was first examined in Ref. 73,
but some subtle issues were not fully discussed in that
work. Here, we will provide the first rigorous analysis of
size-consistency within ph-AFQMC.

We will assume that the trial wave function is prod-
uct separable, and that for isolated systems A and B,
the total Hamiltonian separates into ĤA and ĤB which
commute with each other. Given these conditions, the
propagator is product separable,

exp(−∆τĤAB) = exp(−∆τĤA) exp(−∆τĤB), (13)

which leads to the product separability of B̂, B̂AB =
B̂AB̂B .

Provided that the walker wave function is product sep-
arable, it can be shown that the overlap ratio in Eq. (6)
of the total system, SAB , is product separable into
monomer overlap ratios, SA and SB

SAB =
〈ΨA

T |B̂A|ψA〉
〈ΨT |ψA〉

〈ΨB
T |B̂B |ψB〉
〈ΨT |ψB〉

= SASB . (14)

The product separability of the walker wave function can
be satisfied as long as we start from a product separa-
ble wave function since the propagator itself is product
separable. With this overlap ratio, walker weights are
also product separable as wAB = wAwB . Since the lo-
cal energy in Eq. (10) is additively separable (EABL =
EAL + EBL ), we conclude that 〈EAB〉 = 〈EA〉+ 〈EB〉.

However, the above analysis does not apply to the
modified overlap ratio for arbitrary imaginary time steps
in Eq. (7) used in the constrained ph-AFQMC formalism.
To see this, noting the cosine projection which defines the
constraint for the ph-AFQMC framework, we have

exp(iθAB) = exp(iθA) exp(iθB) (15)

cos(θA + θB) = cos(θA) cos(θB)− sin(θA) sin(θB), (16)

where the cosine factor is not product separable, lead-
ing to size-inconsistency in the overall approach if the
time step is not taken to zero. In other words, the
walker weights of the total system are not product sep-
arable (wAB 6= wAwB). The magnitude of the size-
inconsistency error is proportional to the magnitude of
the sine terms in Eq. (16), and can be practically small.
Importantly, if the time step ∆t is small, then θA and θB

are small. Therefore, we expect the size-inconsistency
error to vanish in the limit of ∆t → 0. We present nu-
merical results to support this in Appendix A0 A2. In
this sense, the size-inconsistency error is a part of the
time step error with an O(∆t) error scaling as opposed
to O(∆t2) of the Trotter error. Like other time step er-
rors, the above analysis suggests that size-inconsistency
error can be controlled within ph-AFQMC by taking the
limit of ∆t→ 0. While we examined the size-consistency
of ph-AFQMC assuming localized orbitals and product-
separability of the trial wavefunction, it is possible that
these assumptions may not be necessary to examine the
size-consistency more generally.

In summary, we have shown that ph-AFQMC is strictly
size-consistent in the limit of ∆t → 0. The size-
consistency is critically important to reliably apply ph-
AFQMC to large systems and solid state problems, sim-
ilarly to more traditional quantum chemistry methods
such as coupled-cluster theory.

E. Computational cost

The computational expense and scaling with system
size of ph-AFQMC is an important factor when consid-
ering suitable applications for this approach. The inte-
gral transform often necessary for ph-AFQMC scales as
O(N4). There are three additional considerations that
need to be considered within ph-AFQMC to determine
the scaling behavior and how it depends on the choice
of a trial wave function. For the following discussion, we
will assume that the walker wave functions are SDs. The
first consideration concerns the propagation step. The
central quantity to be computed is the modified overlap
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SD MSD Non-linear

〈ΨT |ψi(τ)〉 O(N3) O(Nc +N3)37 O(eN )

Green’s function O(N3) O(Nc +N3)9 O(eN )

Local energy
O(N4) O(NcN +N4)37 O(eN )O(N3) O(NcN

2 +N3)8

TABLE I. Summary of ph-AFQMC per-sample costs of
each component (overlap, one-body Green’s function (see
Eq. (A14)), and local energy (see Eq. (10))) for single-
determinant (SD), multi Slater determinant (MSD), and non-
linear trial wave functions. N denotes system size and Nc is
the number of determinants in an MSD trial wave function.
The cubic-scaling for the local energy evaluation in the case
of SD follows from arguments presented in Refs. 5–8.

ratio in Eq. (7). Specifically, the overlap between the
trial and walker wave functions, 〈ΨT |ψi(τ)〉, must be ef-
ficiently evaluated if the method is to be computationally
viable. In addition to the overlap, one needs to evaluate
the one-body Green’s function for the force bias evalua-
tion (see Appendix A0 A1 for more details). The final
consideration relates to cost of the local energy evalua-
tion in Eq. (10) assuming that the ground state energy
is the quantity of interest. In Table I we summarize the
cost of these three parts for different types of trial wave
functions discussed in Section II B.

For the local energy evaluation there has been a va-
riety of recent algorithmic improvements. For example,
the best algorithms now available reduce the standard
quartic-scaling algorithm of the SD local energy evalua-
tion to a cubic-scaling algorithm. This can be achieved
by using double factorization,6 tensor hypercontraction,5

stochastic resolution-of-the-identity,7 or via the use of
localized orbitals.8 Accelerating the local energy evalu-
ation with multi-SD trials has not been explored as ex-
tensively as that of the simpler SD case, but recent ex-
plorations with localized orbitals8 and with generalized
Wick’s theorem9,37 are encouraging. Future work should
be aimed at lowering the complexity of the overlap and
the force bias evaluation since these computations often
form the bottleneck for medium-sized molecules.

If one is to compare the cost of standard deterministic
quantum chemistry methods to the cost of ph-AFQMC,
a subtlety arises due to the statistical nature of ph-
AFQMC. For bulk systems when energy per particle or
other size-intensive quantities are relevant, our cost anal-
ysis given in Table Table I is sufficient, assuming the
number of samples required for desired precision does
not grow with system size. For finite molecular systems,
it is sensible to estimate the cost of ph-AFQMC for a
fixed statistical error as the system size, N , increases.
Assuming that the auto-correlation time in the Markov
chain does not grow with N and that the standard er-
ror in the energy estimate grows linearly with N , one
crudely requires O(N2) statistical samples to maintain a
fixed statistical error. Therefore, we find a O(N2) multi-
plicative factor in addition to the cost in Table I. While
this is a correct formal asymptotic scaling, it is possible

that in practice one may not experience O(N2) sample
complexity if the trial wave function is accurate such that
the statistical fluctuations are suppressed below a desired
error threshold for the range of system sizes under con-
sideration.

III. PERFORMANCE OF PH-AFQMC FOR
THERMOCHEMISTRY AND THE TREATMENT

OF NON-COVALENT INTERACTIONS AND
BOND DISSOCIATION

We will now assess the accuracy of ph-AFQMC us-
ing well-known thermochemistry and non-covalent inter-
action benchmark sets, along with several simple bond
dissociation examples. For simplicity, we will refer to
ph-AFQMC as AFQMC in this section. Computational
details are available in Appendix A0 A3. Note that nearly
all of the AFQMC calculations presented here are new
and have not been previously published.

A. Thermochemistry benchmark (W4-11)

W4-1185 is a high-quality benchmark set with a total of
979 relative energies. This data set has been extensively
used to assess the performance of distinct density func-
tionals2,128 and other quantum chemical methods.87–95

It covers a variety of chemical reactions for the main-
group elements, including 140 total atomization energies
(TAE140), 707 heavy-atom transfer energies (HAT707),
99 bond dissociation energies (BDE99), 20 isomerization
energies (ISO20), and 13 nucleophilic substitution reac-
tion energies (SN13). In addition, it is an economical
benchmark set because one can generate the remainder
of the 839 data points using the TAE140 data, which only
requires 152 single point energy calculations.

We note that not every data point in the W4-11 set
is a simple single-reference (SR) problem. The TAE140
subset contains 16 multi-reference (MR) data points de-
termined by the %TAEe[(T)] diagnostic.85 Similarly, 202
energies in the HAT707 set and 16 energies in the BDE99
set have also been deemed MR data points.2 We will
discuss the performance of ph-AFQMC on 745 SR data
points seperately from the 234 MR data points, as is
often done for density functionals and other quantum
chemistry methods.2

1. Single atom total energies

The simplest systems in the W4-11 set are single atoms
(Be, B, C, N, O, F, Al, Si, P, S, Cl). These are systems are
small enough that brute-force methods such as SHCI can
be reliably performed to obtain exact total energies. We
first look at the performance of CCSD(T) and AFQMC
for these in the aug-cc-pVTZ basis set as shown in Fig. 1.
We used spin-restricted open-shell Hartree-Fock (ROHF)
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FIG. 1. Deviation (in kcal/mol) of AFQMC (blue) and
CCSD(T) (orange) from exact energies in an aug-cc-pVTZ
basis. The error bars for AFQMC are nearly undetectable on
this energy scale. In the X-axis ticks, we also indicate the an-
gular momentum (L) of the ground state of each atom. The
black dotted lines indicate the “chemical accuracy” value of
1 kcal/mol.

as a reference state for CCSD(T) and as a trial state for
AFQMC. The conclusions are unchanged if one uses a
spin-unrestricted Hartree-Fock (UHF) trial instead.

In Fig. 1, CCSD(T) achieves chemical accuracy (1
kcal/mol) for all the atoms in W4-11. However, AFQMC
exhibits large errors above 2 kcal/mol for numerous
atoms. There is an interesting trend that the AFQMC
error becomes an order of magnitude smaller for atoms
whose ground state angular momentum is of S symmetry.
For all the other cases (ground state angular momentum,
P), AFQMC errors are greater than 2 kcal/mol. We con-
ducted a preliminary investigation of this trend using var-
ious different SD and MSD trials with the hypothesis that
these large errors can be attributed to simple symmetry
constraints, as seen in the Hubbard model.48,50 Unfortu-
nately, while one can converge all of the atomic energies
to chemical accuracy with a sophisticated multi-SD trial,
we were unable to find a simple, compact trial wave func-
tion that removes this bias. For instance, we investigated
C in aug-cc-pVTZ further with an exact trial wavefunc-
tion generated by SHCI. To achieve chemical accuracy,
we needed more than 200 determinants in the trial wave-
function which has more than 0.99 overlap with the exact
ground state.

Very recent work suggests that using SD trial wave
functions with a partially relaxed constraint may reduce
the bias significantly although the accuracy of such a
constraint on large systems remains unclear.129 Alterna-
tively, one could even perform free-projection37 or re-
lease constraint48 calculations with SD trial wave func-
tions on these small atoms, but this is not a viable op-
tion for larger systems. We leave further investigation

of these simple systems for future studies, and focus on
the performance of AFQMC for W4-11 where we use
CCSD(T) atomic energies but AFQMC molecular ener-
gies. Lastly, we note that due to the frozen core approx-
imation, Be contains only two electrons that need to be
correlated. Therefore, CCSD is exact for this system, as
shown in Fig. 1. However, this exactness does not apply
to AFQMC.

2. Single-reference systems
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FIG. 2. Root-mean-square deviation (RMSD) for each subset
of the W4-11 data set and for the overall W4-11 set, including
only nonMR (i.e., SR) data points. The black dotted lines
indicate the “chemical accuracy” value of 1 kcal/mol.

We have performed CCSD(T) and AFQMC using both
SD RHF and UHF states as references or trial functions,
respectively. We report the raw energies of each case in
the Zenodo repository.130 For AFQMC, it was found that
the use of UHF trials leads to more accurate results, while
for CCSD(T) using an RHF references was statistically
superior. Hence, we will compare AFQMC with UHF
trials and CCSD(T) with RHF reference for all single-
reference calculations.

In Fig. 2, we observe systematic improvements for
both the root-mean-square deviation (RMSD) and mean-
signed error (MSE) as we increase the sophistication
of the correlation treatment, with second-order Møller-
Plesset perturbation theory (MP2) less accurate than
CCSD which is less accurate than CCSD(T). However,
both MP2 (9.01 kcal/mol) and CCSD (5.40 kcal/mol)
do not achieve chemical accuracy in terms of RMSD for
any of the W4-11 subsets. CCSD(T) achieves chemical
accuracy in all subsets of W4-11 (total RMSD = 0.63
kcal/mol). We compare our results against a combinato-
rially optimized density functional, namely ωB97M-V,131

which was found to be the best functional out of 200 func-
tionals examined in Ref. 2. While there are now even
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more accurate functionals (e.g. double hybrid function-
als132,133), we believe that ωB97M-V serves as an exam-
ple of an accurate functional for the types of systems we
investigate here. Data for other functionals are available
in Ref. 2. ωB97M-V provides chemical accuracy only for
the SN13 subset and within the complete W4-11 set its
RMSD is 2.52 kcal/mol. AFQMC performs quite simi-
larly to ωB97M-V in that it achieves chemical accuracy
for the SN13 subset but not for any other subsets. Over-
all, AFQMC’s RMSD is 3.26 kcal/mol which is slightly
worse than ωB97M-V. However, we note that this is still
an improvement over CCSD (5.40 kcal/mol) by a siz-
able margin. As the data points in TAE140 completely
determine relative energies in all the other subsets, we
see qualitatively similar statistical results between the
TAE140 subset and the entire W4-11 data set.

3. Multi-reference data points
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FIG. 3. Root-mean-square deviation (RMSD) (in kcal/mol)
forthe MR data points in the TAE140, HAT707, and BDE99
subsets of of the W4-11 data set, along with the overall aggre-
gate W4-11 MR data points. The black dotted lines indicate
the “chemical accuracy” value of 1 kcal/mol.

For 234 MR data points, we performed the same anal-
ysis as shown in Fig. 3. With the exception of the error of
CCSD for the TAE140 MR set, the relative performance
between different methods over MR data points is the
same as that over each of the SR data sets and within
W4-11 overall. Similarly to the SR case shown in Fig. 2,
MP2 (10.51 kcal/mol) and CCSD (8.59 kcal/mol) are
found to be significantly less accurate than CCSD(T)
overall. CCSD(T) also does not perform as well for
these data points, yielding an RMSD of 1.44 kcal/mol.
ωB97M-V has an RMSD of 4.27 kcal/mol overall for the
MR W4-11 data set. AFQMC is more accurate than
all but CCSD(T) for this subset, with an RMSD of 2.88
kcal/mol. Although AFQMC does not perform as well as

CCSD(T) for these data points, it is significantly more
accurate than the other approaches considered here.

The good performance of CCSD(T) for these MR data
points may be understood by the fact that many of
these MR calculations are not necessarily strongly cor-
related ones. There are multiple ways to diagnose MR
character, with different metrics providing distinct clas-
sifications. For example, if we use regularized orbital-
optimized MP2 (κ-OOMP2)113 and inspect the underly-
ing spin-symmetry breaking of the solution, only 7 out of
the 16 MR data points in the TAE140 set exhibit spin-
symmetry breaking. Based on this, one would conclude
that only 7 data points in TAE140 should be considered
to carry MR character. We will discuss bond breaking
examples in the later sections which will unambiguously
fall into the strongly correlated category for stretched
geometries.
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FIG. 4. Convergence of AFQMC energy (Eh) with an MSD
trial to the exact energy for C2 in aug-cc-pVTZ as a function
of the number of determinants in the trial. Gray area indi-
cates chemical accuracy (1 kcal/mol) from the exact answer.
Dotted orange line and orange area denote UHF-AFQMC en-
ergy and its error bar. UHF-AFQMC and MSD-AFQMC
mean AFQMC performed with UHF and MSD trials, respec-
tively.

To emphasize the flexibility of AFQMC, we further
study C2 in aug-cc-pVTZ which is one of the represen-
tative MR examples in the MR16 subset. We generate a
large MSD trial using SHCI for an active space with 8-
electron and 90-orbital. We then systematically converge
AFQMC energies using that trial to the exact answer
obtained by SHCI. As shown in Fig. 4, MSD-AFQMC
quickly improves its accuracy as one adds more determi-
nants to the trial and becomes chemically accurate with
104 determinants or so. Compared to more conventional
quantum chemistry methods such as coupled-cluster the-
ory, the generalization of AFQMC to MSD trials is rather
straightforward and it can often be used to improve the
results significantly beyond AFQMC with an SD trial.
One can also try to find other MSD trials generated from
a smaller active space to reduce the number of determi-
nants needed to reach chemical accuracy.22 We will see
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the power of MSD-AFQMC more later in Section III C 2.
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FIG. 5. Root-mean-square deviation (RMSD) for the entire
W4-11 benchmark set. The black dotted lines indicate the
“chemical accuracy” of of 1 kcal/mol.

In summary, based on this thermochemistry bench-
mark study, we conclude that the performance of
AFQMC with a simple SD trial is expected to provide ac-
curacy that lies between CCSD and CCSD(T). It is also
quite competitive with a state-of-the-art density func-
tional, ωB97M-V, which is a priori expected to be ac-
curate for the class of systems studied here. These con-
clusions are summarized in Fig. 5. We thus recommend
AFQMC with a simple SD trial for calculations where
DFT is expected to struggle (either due to self-interaction
error or due to strong correlation) and CCSD(T) is too
expensive.

B. Non-covalent interaction benchmark (A24)

A24 is a high-quality non-covalent interaction bench-
mark set composed of 24 small, non-covalently bound
complexes.86 All molecules in the set should be well de-
scribed by RHF wave functions. For this set we employ
RHF wave functions for both CC and AFQMC methods.
We also used the counterpoise correction to eliminate the
basis set superposition error. The energy scale in this
set is quite small, with interaction energies ranging from
1.115 kcal/mol to -6.493 kcal/mol. In Fig. 6, we present
the RMSD values of MP2, CCSD, CCSD(T), ωB97M-V,
and AFQMC for this set. MP2 has the largest RMSD
(1.12 kcal/mol), while CCSD and CCSD(T) are nearly
exact (RMSD = 0.05 kcal/mol). ωB97M-V is also very
accurate with an RMSD of 0.09 kcal/mol. AFQMC ex-
hibits more sizable errors than do the CC methods, with
an RMSD of 0.32(7) kcal/mol. This is about a factor
of 4 larger error than ωB97M-V, although still within
chemical accuracy.

For relatively simple non-covalently bound sys-
tems, combinatorially optimized density functionals
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FIG. 6. Root-mean-square deviation (RMSD) for the A24
benchmark set. The black dotted lines indicate the “chemical
accuracy” value of 1 kcal/mol.

like ωB97M-V work well, approaching the accuracy
of CCSD(T).131 Therefore, we recommend the use of
AFQMC for non-covalent interaction energies only if the
system under study exhibits additional challenges for
DFT, such as those arise in cases with open-shell elec-
trons or self-interaction error. At the same time, the
accuracy for AFQMC in such cases in comparison to
CCSD(T) is still under-explored. Given the small en-
ergy scale and the small number of data points in A24,
a more thorough investigation of of non-covalent inter-
actions with AFQMC is highly desirable. The recent re-
port134 by Tkatchenko and co-workers of significant devi-
ations between diffusion Monte Carlo and CCSD(T) for
large, non-covalently bound complexes thus provides a
worthy target for a future investigation performed with
AFQMC.

C. Breaking chemical bonds

Bond breaking in simple molecular systems has been a
test bed for the electronic structure treatment of strong
correlation. This is because one can simply tune the
strength of the electron correlation (i.e., the degree to
which an SR wave function fails qualitatively) by chang-
ing the bond distance. This fact was recognized early in
the development of AFQMC, as evidenced by the work of
Zhang and co-workers.11,12,21–23 In this section, we add
more data to this body of work by considering H4 in STO-
3G and cc-pVQZ bases and N2 (all-electron) in STO-3G
and cc-pVTZ bases. STO-3G is a minimal basis set and is
known to exaggerate strong correlation effects.135 There-
fore, bond breaking in the STO-3G basis set has been
a particularly popular test for strong correlation meth-
ods.87–95 Larger basis set examples will exhibit a mixture
of strong and weak correlation effects, which is a common
challenge encountered in realistic problems.
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The geometry of H4 in Å is

H1 : (0, 0, 0),

H2 : (0, 0, 1.23),

H3 : (RH−H, 0, 0),

H4 : (RH−H, 0, 1.23),

where we vary the distance between two stretched H2

units, with each unit with a fixed bond distance of 1.23
Å. This value is selected because for RH−H = 1.23 Å , two
RHF determinants become quasi-degenerate, maximizing
the strong correlation aspect of this model. Thus RHF
is qualitatively incorrect and UHF cannot fully remedy
this problem. A natural active space for this problem is
(4e,4o) (i.e., 4-electrons in 4-orbitals), and this is what we
use to generate complete active space self-consistent field
(CASSCF) states for our subsequent dynamic correlation
treatment.

In the case of N2, we vary the bond distance, RN−N, be-
tween the two nitrogen atoms. As the bond is stretched,
N2 exhibits strong correlation effects, and ultimately
dissociates to two quartet nitrogen atoms. RHF can-
not correctly dissociate N2 whereas UHF dissociates this
molecule correctly. For large bond distances, UHF is
therefore expected to be qualitatively correct, while RHF
qualitatively fails. Nonetheless, for intermediate bond
distances, UHF is incapable of describing spin-recoupling
and will thus lead to quantitatively inaccurate results in
this regime. For CASSCF, we use a minimal active space
of (6e,6o) (i.e., 6-electrons in 6-orbitals).

To add dynamic correlation on top of the CASSCF
calculation, we consider some of the more widely used
multi-reference methods in addition to AFQMC. These
methods are summarized in Table II along with their
acronyms. For CASPT2 we did not use any shifts.149–152

NEVPT2 is performed via the partially contracted algo-
rithm,139 whereas the rest of the deterministic MR meth-
ods employed fully internally contracted versions. These
methods represent commonly used dynamic correlation
approaches for MR systems.

1. Assessment of single-reference methods

We first discuss the performance of single-reference
methods for H4. In Fig. 7 (a), we present the error
for each single-reference method for the STO-3G ba-
sis set. We examine both RHF and UHF states for
CCSD(T) and AFQMC for use as reference or trial func-
tions. These different calculations are referred to as
RCCSD(T)/UCCSD(T) and RAFQMC/UAFQMC, re-
spectively.

The sharp derivative discontinuity at RH−H = 1.23
Å in RCCSD(T) and RAFQMC is due to the two RHF
solutions crossing at RH−H = 1.23 Å. As noted previ-
ously in literature,94 RCCSD(T) becomes non-variational
as the unit bond distance approaches RH−H = 1.23 Å.
In the case of RAFQMC, the energy is always above
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FIG. 7. Error in the potential energy curve of H4 as a
function of RH−H for methods based on HF states (a) using
a STO-3G basis set and (b) using a cc-pVQZ basis set. Note
that there are more data points than markers shown. See
Fig. A2 for qualitative shapes of these potential energy curves
in absolute energy scale.

the exact energy, but the magnitude of the error is
about nine to ten times larger than that of RCCSD(T).
UCCSD(T) produces variational energies at every dis-
tance considered here. UAFQMC performs far better
than RAFQMC at every bond distance and also outper-
forms UCCSD(T) up to RH−H = 1.64 Å. This is highly
encouraging because UAFQMC is very accurate near the
distances where strong correlation is most pronounced.
Nonetheless, UAFQMC does not dissociate this molecule
into two independent H2 correctly. Both RCCSD(T) and
UCCSD(T) correctly describe dissociation, but neither
does RAFQMC nor UAFQMC. In Section III A 1, we dis-
cussed the exactness of CCSD(T) and the non-exactness
of AFQMC for two-electron systems. The H4 → 2 H2

dissociation problem is thus another good illustration of
this point.

We observe similar behavior of all four methods in the
larger basis set, cc-pVQZ, as illustrated in Fig. 7 (b).
Since strong correlation is less pronounced in a larger
basis set, the magnitude of the error produced by all
methods is significantly smaller compared to that ex-
hibited in the STO-3G basis. Nonetheless, qualitative
failures of RCCSD(T), such as non-variationality and a
derivative discontinuity at the square geometry are still
observed in this basis set. As is the case for the STO-
3G basis, RAFQMC exhibits a significantly larger error
than RCCSD(T) does in this basis set. Finally, we ob-
serve quite similar levels of quantitative accuracy when
comparing UCCSD(T) to UAFQMC.

We continue the discussion of the performance of
single-reference methods for N2 as shown in Fig. 8 for
(a) STO-3G and (b) cc-pVTZ. Unlike H4, we find that
the errors exhibited by different methods are compa-



11

Acronym Full Name References
CASPT2 Complete Active Space Second-Order Perturbation Theory 136,137
NEVPT2 N-electron Valence Second-Order Perturbation Theory 138,139

MRMP2
Multireference Second-Order

Møller-Plesset Perturbation Theory
140

MRACPF Multireference Average Coupled Pair Functional 141
MRAQCC Multireference Average Quadratic Coupled Cluster 142,143

MRCISD+Q
Multireference Configuration Interaction

with Singles, Doubles, and Davidson correction
144,145

DSRG-MRPT2
Driven Similarity Renormalization Group

Multiereference Second-Order Perturbation Theory
146

DSRG-MRPT3
Driven Similarity Renormalization Group

Multiereference Third-Order Perturbation Theory
147

MR-LDSRG(2)
Multiereference Linearized Driven Similarity

Renormalization Group Truncated with Two-Body Operators
148

TABLE II. Summary of multi-reference methods considered for bond-breaking benchmark problems in this work.
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FIG. 8. Error in the potential energy curve of N2 as a function
of RN−N for methods based on HF states (a) using an STO-3G
basis set and (b) using a cc-pVTZ basis set. Note that there
are more data points than markers shown. See Fig. A2 for
qualitative shapes of these potential energy curves in absolute
energy scale.

rable between these two bases sets. While there are
multiple RHF solutions for N2, we focused on the one
that does not break spatial symmetry. RCCSD(T) ex-
hibits incorrect turnover behavior and non-variationality
at far distances, whereas UCCSD(T) has a large energy
error in the spin-recoupling regime. UCCSD(T) ulti-
mately dissociates correctly into two N atoms, but its
error up to a bond distance RN−N = 2 Å is quite sizable
(7.5 kcal/mol for STO-3G and 15 kcal/mol for cc-pVTZ,
respectively). RAFQMC again performs significantly
worse than RCCSD(T). UAFQMC is quantitatively com-
parable to UCCSD(T) for both bases sets, but the sign of
its error is opposite to that of UCCSD(T). We note that
the fact that UAFQMC exhibits non-variationality is not
unexpected, as AFQMC energies are not guaranteed to
be variational.103

H4 N2

STO-3G cc-pVQZ STO-3G cc-pVTZ
RCCSD(T) 4.43 2.33 74.95 10.96
UCCSD(T) 5.61 4.28 6.23 13.80
RAFQMC 35.37(5) 18.65(36) 140.20(14) 87.72(23)
UAFQMC 2.51(8) 1.57(30) 5.89(16) 9.79(22)

TABLE III. Non-parallelity error (maximum error - minimum
error) in kcal/mol for single-reference methods.

In summary, for bond breaking examples and other
typical strongly correlated systems, it appears that
RAFQMC exhibits significant errors, much larger than
what is seen with RCCSD(T). However, UAFQMC is
quantitatively better than UCCSD(T), although it is
still far from chemical accuracy. This can be seen from
the non-parallelity errors presented in Table III. Non-
parallelity error is a commonly used metric for assessing
the performance of different methods in the computation
of the relative energetics on a potential energy surface.
Therefore among single-reference methods, UAFQMC is
a promising candidate for the treatment of relatively sim-
ple strongly correlated systems.

2. Assessment of multi-reference methods

We repeat the same analysis for MR methods where
simple CASSCF states are employed either as a refer-
ence state or a trial wave function, and quantify the
errors associated with the treatment of dynamic corre-
lation. In Fig. 9, it is clear that the worst performer
in terms of absolute energies in both H2 and N2 is
NEVPT2. CASPT2 and MRMP2 perform much better
than NEVPT2, by approximately 3 kcal/mol for H2 and
by more than 10 kcal/mol for N2. Nonetheless, in terms
of non-parallelity error (NPE), see Table IV, NEVPT2
is comparable to CASPT2 and MRMP2 for H4 and is
better than these two methods for N2 by more than 6
kcal/mol. CASPT2 and MRMP2 methods perform quite
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FIG. 9. Error in the potential energy curve of methods based
on CASSCF states (a) H4 using a cc-pVQZ basis set and (b)
N2 using a cc-pVTZ basis set. For H4, MRMP2 and CASPT2
yield identical data. Note that there are more data points
than markers shown. See Fig. A3 for qualitative shapes of
these potential energy curves.

similarly (identically for H4), and their performance is far
from the level of chemical accuracy. The performance
of DSRG-MRPT2 falls between that of NEVPT2 and
CASPT2/MRPT2. The poor performance of second-
order perturbation theories is particularly worrying, as
these methods are the most commonly employed MR
methods due to their simplicity and their relatively in-
expensive nature, namely a scaling of O(N5) outside the
active space.

We have also investigated the performance of MR-
CISD using different ways to correct for its size-
inconsistency error (namely MRACPF, MRAQCC, MR-
CISD+Q). These methods are computationally more ex-
pensive than MRPT methods, with a scaling of O(N6)
outside the active space. This scaling also applies to two
DSRG methods, DSRG-MRPT3 and MR-LDSRG(2).
MRACPF, MRAQCC, and MRCISD+Q are all nearly
exact for H4. MRAQCC becomes more inaccurate for N2,
exhibiting errors beyond chemical accuracy at small bond
distances. Nonetheless, MRACPF and MRCISD+Q pro-
vide near-chemical acuracy for all bond distances for
N2. For both molecules, MR-LDSRG(2) is not as ac-
curate as the MRCI methods for both absolute and rel-
ative energies. Nonetheless, for H4, its NPE is only
0.73 kcal/mol. DSRG-MRPT3 performs very similarly
to MR-LDSRG(2) for H4, but it differs significantly from
MR-LDSRG(2) for N2 For N2, DSRG-MRPT3 produces

H4 N2

CASPT2 1.30 8.98
NEVPT2 1.59 2.29
MRMP2 1.30 9.43

DSRG-MRPT2 1.39 11.38
DSRG-MRPT3 0.72 1.16
MR-LDSRG(2) 0.73 3.16

MRACPF 0.06 2.08
MRAQCC 0.13 1.62

MRCISD+Q 0.05 1.67
CAS+AFQMC 0.48(2) 1.27(8)

TABLE IV. Non-parallelity error (maximum error - minimum
error) in kcal/mol for multi-reference methods.

absolute energies that are quite far from chemical accu-
racy, but its NPE is quite small and comparable to that
of MRCISD+Q and MRAQCC.

AFQMC with CASSCF trial wave functions works re-
markably well for both H2 and N2 achieving chemical ac-
curacy at all bond distances. This accuracy comes with
a far lower scaling cost (see Table I) than both MRPT
and MRCI-based methods, where we emphasize the steep
scaling of these methods within the active space due to
the requirement of higher-order density matrices. We
also note that none of the other MR methods except
NEVPT2 and the DSRG methods are size-consistent.
Since CASSCF is size-consistent, AFQMC with CASSCF
trial wave functions is also size-consistent in the limit of
∆t→ 0 (see Section II D).

Due to its computational efficiency and its accuracy
in reproducing both absolute energies and NPE values
(see Table IV), AFQMC would appear to be the method
of choice when strong correlation can be handled by the
CASSCF trial wave function and the remaining dynamic
correlation needs to be corrected at scale. With the im-
proved algorithm for using SCI trial wave functions,9

AFQMC will likely become a commonly used MR dy-
namic correlation method in the future.

IV. OUTLOOK AND FUTURE
OPPORTUNITIES

There are many future opportunities for developments
and improvements of different aspects of ph-AFQMC.
Due to its relatively new vintage and the comparatively
limited use of the method in quantum chemistry, the de-
velopment of ph-AFQMC when compared to, for exam-
ple, CC methods has not yet reached full maturity. We
note several promising opportunities for future develop-
ment in this section.

1. Trial wave functions: As mentioned in Sec-
tion II B, the form of trial wave functions is cur-
rently limited to SD trials or relatively compact
MSD trials. Using more accurate trial wave func-
tions without greatly increasing the overall com-
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putational cost is a forefront area for future ph-
AFQMC development. Compared to CCSD(T),
where going beyond the SD reference is formally
challenging, the flexibility afforded by ph-AFQMC
will lead to important developments along this line.
Our experience suggests that the sensitivity to the
trial wave function within ph-AFQMC is far greater
than is the sensitivity of CC methods to the refer-
ence wave functiton. This both provides opportuni-
ties to greatly enhance accuracy but also challenges
for rationally developing strategies for the use of
trial functions.

2. Alternative constraints: Due to the lack of exten-
sive benchmark studies, we do not know if the con-
straint provided by the cosine projection in Eq. (7)
is optimal in terms of accuracy and statistical effi-
ciency. As noted in Section II D, the currently used
phaseless constraint introduces an O(∆t) time step
error, limiting the size of time steps and necessi-
tating time step extrapolations beyond the Trotter
error. Furthermore it may well be that different
constraints provide different levels of accuracy even
when used with the same trial wave function. Much
more work in this direction is warranted.

3. Observables other than ground state ener-
gies: Some observable properties extracted
from ph-AFQMC have been shown to be less
reliable than is desirable.25,80 The accuracy of
properties computed via back propagation pro-
vides one concrete example. Furthermore, excited
state energies also fall into this category where
additional complications arise due to the nature of
projector Monte Carlo. At this stage ph-AFQMC
is an accurate method for the ground state energy
in chemical systems, however ancillary algorithms
that enable the computation of other properties
with the accuracy consistent with that of the
ground state energy within ph-AFQMC is an
important goal for future research.

4. Computational cost: Local energy evaluation algo-
rithms for ph-AFQMC with SD trial wave func-
tions are relatively mature and provide multiple
ways to reach cubic scaling per sample.5–8 How-
ever, algorithms to accelerate walker propagation
are scarce. In addition, local energy evaluation al-
gorithms for ph-AFQMC with more complex MSD
trial wave functions have been relatively less ex-
plored.8,9 Thus, reducing the computational cost of
all components in ph-AFQMC other than the local
energy evaluation forms another direction worthy
of future effort.

V. CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this work has been two-fold: First, we
have presented a self-contained overview of the formalism
behind the ph-AFQMC approach from a quantum chem-
istry perspective, and have delineated the considerations
needed to understand the computational implementation
and cost of the approach. Second, we have assessed the
performance of ph-AFQMC for a well-known main group
chemistry benchmark set (W4-11) and a non-covalent in-
teraction benchmark set (A24), leading to a total of 1004
relative energies. In addition, we have studied the po-
tential energy curves of commonly studied model prob-
lems, namely H4 and N2, documenting the performance
of ph-AFQMC with different trial wave functions against
other standard wave function-based quantum chemistry
methods. This constitutes the largest quantum chemical
benchmark study to date using ph-AFQMC. While the
knowledge gained from our work is far from complete, we
will conclude our work with some cautious recommen-
dations for the use of ph-AFQMC in a broad chemical
context.

Single Slater determinant trial wave functions: ph-
AFQMC employed with a with single determinant trial
is an accurate method that can be a method of choice
if CCSD(T) is too expensive and if the target system
does not exhibit open-shell electrons with sizable antifer-
romagnetic coupling. While studies on chemical systems
using DMC and GFMC have been limited, AFQMC was
shown to be more accurate than these for the same single
determinant trial for several specific systems.15,153 Such
trials will generally take the form of HF wave functions,
or DFT10,66 or regularized OOMP216,113 wave functions
when HF exhibits unphysical properties such as over-
localization. The performance of ph-AFQMC for non-
covalent interaction energies is still unclear due to the
limited number of data points we have considered. We
hope that the community will take up the task of a more
detailed investigation in the near future.

Multi-Slater determinant trial wave functions: For
systems exhibiting open-shell electrons with antiferro-
magnetic coupling either due to bond breaking or aris-
ing from localized d- or f-electrons, ph-AFQMC must be
used with more elaborate multi-Slater trial wave func-
tions such as CASSCF or SCI wave functions. Using
spin-unrestricted single determinant trials can be an op-
tion if there are only two electrons contributing to the
strong correlation behavior.16,154 However, the phaseless
error needs to be carefully quantified by more sophisti-
cated trial wave functions in realistic strongly correlated
if possible. We stress that ph-AFQMC was found to be
far more accurate than other MRPT methods, such as
CASPT2, NEVPT2, and MRMP2. Given its high effi-
ciency compared to MRCI methods, we anticipate ph-
AFQMC to become a clear method of choice for in-
cluding dynamic correlation in active-space calculations.
With improved algorithms9 and implementations lever-
aging graphical processing units (GPUs),28,76 we believe
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that ph-AFQMC with ∼ 105 to 106 determinants will
become routine calculations. Nonetheless, enabling the
efficient use of sophisticated trial wave functions is one
of the most pressing topics for near-term development of
ph-AFQMC.37,51,118,119

We hope that the numerical data presented in this
work, as well as the existence of currently available open-
source packages81–83 will encourage many more develop-
ers and users to explore uncharted territory and con-
tribute to method development within the ph-AFQMC
framework. While the data provided here constitutes the
most extensive data set for ph-AFQMC to date, it is im-
portant to continue producing data and comparisons for
a wide class of systems. Furthermore, compared to other
deterministic quantum chemistry methods, ph-AFQMC
is not yet at the stage of development where it can be
considered a “black-box” approach. In addition, its fi-
nal energy is also statistical in nature, introducing addi-
tional barrier for users to use the method. It is, there-
fore, important to have and further develop open-source
frameworks82,83 and to provide straightforward user in-
terfaces. Such efforts will enable the expansion of our
understanding of the relative benefits and weaknesses of
ph-AFQMC, and we hope this goal is taken up by the
electronic structure community with enthusiasm in the
coming years.
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VII. APPENDIX

A1. Further details on ground-state calculations

Discretizing imaginary time, one may write the imagi-
nary time propagation in Eq. (1) as a product of infinites-

imal propagators

e−τĤ =
(
e−∆τĤ

)N
, (A1)

where N is the total number of imaginary time steps and
the small imaginary time step is defined as ∆τ = τ/N .

The efficiency of AFQMC relies on the representation
of the short-time propagator. One first recasts Ĥ in
Eq. (2) into

Ĥ = Ĥ1 −
1

2

Nγ∑
γ=1

v̂2
γ , (A2)

where Ĥ1 is the one-body part of the Hamiltonian,

Ĥ1 =
∑
pq

(hpq −
1

2

∑
r

(pr|rq))a†paq, (A3)

and the two-body part is written as the sum of Nγ
squared operators, for example, by using the modified
Cholesky decomposition155,156 or density fitting,157,158

v̂γ =
∑
pr

Lγpra
†
par, (A4)

with

(pr|qs) =

Nγ∑
γ=1

LγprL
γ
qs. (A5)

In practice, we modify this Hamiltonian further by per-
forming a mean-field subtraction18 or using a shifted con-
tour36. This amounts to writing

v̂′γ = v̂γ − 〈ΨT |v̂γ |ΨT 〉. (A6)

To realize Eq. (1) in a computationally efficient man-
ner, we write the global wave function as a weighted sum-
mation over a statistical sample of wave functions, {|ψi〉},
commonly referred to as “walkers”:

|Ψ(τ)〉 =

Nwalkers∑
i=1

wi(τ)|ψi(τ)〉, (A7)

where wi(τ) is the weight of the i-th walker at imaginary

time τ . We also express B̂(x) in Eq. (3) as

B̂(x) = exp
(
−∆τĤ1

)
exp

√∆τ

Nγ∑
γ=1

xγ v̂
′
γ

 . (A8)

An instance of the short-time propagator in Eq. (A8) is
then applied to a set of random walkers {|ψi〉} to obtain
the ground state |Ψ0〉 from the initial state. Namely, each
walker is assigned to a vector of Gaussian random vari-
ables xi(τ) at imaginary time τ and one applies Eq. (A8)
to advance the wave function to the next time step

|ψi(τ + ∆τ)〉 = B̂(xi(τ))|ψi(τ)〉. (A9)
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This procedure effectively computes the high-
dimensional integral in Eq. (3) by means of Monte
Carlo sampling. Single Slater determinants are the
most common form of walker wave functions, and the
Thouless theorem ensures that the walkers will stay in
the single Slater determinant manifold upon the action
of the propagator.159,160

Global estimates for operators that commute with Ĥ
are evaluated by the following mixed estimator

〈O(τ)〉mixed =
〈ΨT |Ô|Ψ(τ)〉
〈ΨT |Ψ(τ)〉

, (A10)

where |ΨT 〉 is a wave function that allows for a straight-

forward evaluation of the above expression. If Ô = Ĥ,
this provides an unbiased way to estimate the total en-
ergy. The algorithm discussed so far is defined as the free-
projection AFQMC (fp-AFQMC) which is exact in prin-
ciple, however, suffers from the phase (sign) problem.66

Due to this problem, the mixed estimate in Eq. (A10)
will generically have a variance that scales exponentially
with system size.38

One way to control the severe statistical fluctuation
arising from the phase problem is to use the phase-
less approximation,66 resulting in the phaseless AFQMC
method (ph-AFQMC). ph-AFQMC utilizes importance
sampling based on a trial wave function |ΨT 〉 through-
out the random walk process and thereby works with
the statistical representation of global wave functions as
in Eq. (4). Given this importance sampling, the walker
weight update rule follows

wi(τ + ∆τ) = wi(τ)× I(xi(τ), x̄i(τ), |ψi(τ)〉), (A11)

where the importance function I which is proportional
to the overlap ratio in Eq. (6) is given by

I(xi(τ), x̄i(τ), |ψi(τ)〉) = S(xi(τ)− x̄i(τ), |ψi(τ)〉)
× exi(τ)x̄i(τ)−x̄i(τ)x̄i(τ)/2. (A12)

x̄i(τ) is usually referred to as the optimal force bias97

which provides a shift to the underlying normal distribu-
tion. The optimal force bias is computed as

x̄γ,i(τ) = −
√

∆τ
〈ΨT |v̂′γ |ψi(τ)〉
〈ΨT |ψi(τ)〉

= −
√

∆τ
∑
pq

LγpqGqp,i(τ), (A13)

where the one-body Green’s function Gqp,i(τ) is given by

Gqp,i(τ) =
〈ΨT |a†paq|ψi(τ)〉
〈ΨT |ψi(τ)〉

. (A14)

Beyond Eq. (A11), ph-AFQMC imposes a constraint to
ensure the positivity of the weights throughout the imag-
inary time propagation. Such a constraint is achieved by
a modified importance function, Iph,

Iph(xi(τ), x̄i(τ), |ψi(τ)〉) = ||I(xi(τ), x̄i(τ), |ψi(τ)〉)||
×max (0, cos θi(τ)) , (A15)

where the phase θi(τ) is given in Eq. (8). This modified
importance function is used in ph-AFQMC to update the
weights.

A2. Numerical investigation of size-consistency

2 4 6 8 10
Number of N2 molecules

0.3775

0.3750

0.3725

0.3700

0.3675

0.3650

0.3625

Co
rre

lat
io

n 
en

er
gy

 p
er

 N
2 (

E h
)

t = 0.05
t = 0.005

FIG. A1. Correlation energy per N2 molecule as a function of
the number of N2 molecules that are infinitely far apart from
each other for ∆t = 0.05 a.u. (round, blue) and ∆t = 0.005
a.u. (triangle, orange).

We verify the size-inconsistency error of ph-AFQMC
with a finite time step via numerical results on N2 at
a bond distance of 1.3 Å and with an RHF trial wave
function in the cc-pVDZ basis.161 We add N2 molecules
at infinite separation. One should expect the correla-
tion energy per molecule to be constant if the method
was size-consistent. We used 640 walkers and checked
that this result is not due to the population control bias.
As shown in Fig. A1, for a relatively large time step
(∆t = 0.05 a.u.), the correlation energy per molecule
decreases as we add more N2 molecules to the system.
Going from one N2 molecule to 10 N2 molecules, we ob-
serve the change in the correlation energy per molecule
by 10 mEh for ∆ = 0.05 a.u. This confirms that ph-
AFQMC is in general not size-consistent as illustrated
by Eq. (16). We do not see such a large error in the
case of a smaller time step (∆t = 0.005 a.u.). For larger
systems, we anticipate that ∆t = 0.005 a.u. would not
be small enough to completely eliminate this error, and
thus one must be cautious with respect to time step and
the possibility of size-inconsistency. We also emphasize
that when quantifying the size-inconsistency error in this
numerical experiment, the typical time step error caused
by the Trotter error in Eq. (3) is the same for each frag-
ment. Therefore, our result is not due to the time step
error during the Trotterization, and is solely caused by
the lack of size-consistency in ph-AFQMC for finite ∆t.
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A3. Additional computational details concerning
benchmark data

We used 640 walkers in all systems considered here and
the corresponding population control bias was found to
be negligible with the pair-branch algorithm.162 A time
step of 0.005 au was used and the time step error (for
both Trotterization and size-consistency) was found to
be also negligible at the energy scale we focus on in this
work. The frozen core approximation was used through-
out unless specified otherwise.

For the W4-11 set,85 we used the aug-cc-pV5Z ba-
sis set161 to converge the Hartree-Fock (HF) energies to
the basis set limit and used aug-cc-pVTZ161 and aug-cc-
pVQZ161 to extrapolate the correlation energies to the
basis set limit following Helgaker’s two-point extrapo-
lation.163 We also use Karton and Martin’s inner-shell
correlation energy contribution to correct for the missing
core correlation energy due to the frozen core approxi-
mation.85 Furthermore, to estimate the residual basis set
error due to the differences in our scheme and Karton
and Martin’s scheme, we also compared our CCSD(T)
relative energies and their reported CCSD(T) relative
energies. The root-mean-square-deviation of the differ-
ence was 0.66 kcal/mol which is small enough for the
purpose of this paper. We note that Karton and Mar-
tin used the composite W4 scheme to estimate reference
energies which involved up to CCSDTQ5 or CCSDTQ6.
For the A24 set,86 we used aug-cc-pVTZ161 with counter-
poise corrections, although the reference data (i.e., CCSD
with triples and perturbative quadruples) were obtained
in the basis set limit. For H4 and N2 dissociation data,
we used cc-pVQZ and cc-pVTZ, respectively, bases161

without the frozen core approximation.
Molecular integrals for ph-AFQMC were generated

by PySCF,164 all deterministic single-reference quan-
tum chemistry calculations were performed with Q-
Chem,165 and AFQMC calculations were performed with
the ipie82,83 and QMCPACK.81 Cholesky factorization
and integral transformations necessary for AFQMC cal-
culations were performed by a script in ipie82,83 with a
Cholesky threshold of 10−5. Semistochastic heat-bath
configuration interaction (SHCI) calculations were per-
formed with Dice.166 Multi-reference dynamic correla-
tion methods other than driven similarity renormaliza-
tion group (DSRG) methods were run on Orca.167 DSRG
methods were run through Psi4 with the flow parameter
σ = 0.5 a.u..168 DSRG-MRPT2 and DSRG-MRPT3 en-
ergies were obtained via the partial relaxation scheme.147

MR-LDSRG(2) energies were obtained by relaxing the
reference state twice.148

We used SHCI to generate near-exact benchmark en-
ergies for bond dissociation examples. SHCI energies are
converged more accurately than 0.1 mEh, except for N2

in the cc-pVTZ basis. For N2 in the cc-pVTZ basis, we
estimate the remaining bias in our SHCI energies to be
less than 1 kcal/mol. The second-order perturbation the-
ory (PT2) contribution was found to be at most 10 mEh
for this system and we did not perform any extrapolation
to reduce the potential bias further. The SHCI energies
used in this work are within 1 mEh of the SHCI energies
from our recent investigation of N2 in the cc-pVTZ basis
at a limited set of bond distances119 where the PT2 con-
tribution in SHCI was converged to better than 2 mEh.
We believe that the residual bias in SHCI energies is small
enough that our conclusions are not affected by this bias.
ωB97M-V results are taken from ref. 2

All relevant raw energies are available in the Zenodo
repository.130

A4. Potential energy curves of H4 and N2 in
STO-3G

We present the potential energy curve of H4 and N2

using an STO-3G basis set with single-reference methods
in Fig. A2 and multi-reference methods in Fig. A3. This
is to give the reader a visual sense for the potential energy
curves for each of these problems.
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FIG. A2. The potential energy curve of (a) H4 and (b) N2 as
a function of the bond distance using an STO-3G basis set.
Note that there are more data points than markers shown.
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137 Kerstin Andersson, Per-Åke Malmqvist, and Björn O.
Roos, “Second-order perturbation theory with a complete
active space self-consistent field reference function,” J.
Chem. Phys. 96, 1218–1226 (1992).

138 C. Angeli, R. Cimiraglia, S. Evangelisti, T. Leininger, and
J.-P. Malrieu, “Introduction of n-electron valence states
for multireference perturbation theory,” J. Chem. Phys.
114, 10252–10264 (2001).

139 Celestino Angeli, Renzo Cimiraglia, and Jean-Paul Mal-
rieu, “n-electron valence state perturbation theory: A
spinless formulation and an efficient implementation of
the strongly contracted and of the partially contracted
variants,” J. Chem. Phys. 117, 9138–9153 (2002).

140 K. Hirao, “Multireference Møller—Plesset method,”
Chem. Phys. Lett. 190, 374–380 (1992).

141 Robert J. Gdanitz and Reinhart Ahlrichs, “The averaged
coupled-pair functional (ACPF): A size-extensive modifi-
cation of MR CI(SD),” Chem. Phys. Lett. 143, 413–420
(1988).
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“A modified definition of the zeroth-order Hamiltonian
in multiconfigurational perturbation theory (CASPT2),”
Chem. Phys. Lett. 396, 142–149 (2004).

153 Fionn D. Malone, Anouar Benali, Miguel A. Morales,
Michel Caffarel, Paul R. C. Kent, and Luke Shulen-
burger, “Systematic comparison and cross-validation of
fixed-node diffusion Monte Carlo and phaseless auxiliary-
field quantum Monte Carlo in solids,” Phys. Rev. B 102,
161104 (2020).

154 Joonho Lee and Martin Head-Gordon, “Two single-
reference approaches to singlet biradicaloid problems:
Complex, restricted orbitals and approximate spin-
projection combined with regularized orbital-optimized
Møller-Plesset perturbation theory,” J. Chem. Phys. 150,
244106 (2019).

155 Nelson H.F. Beebe and Jan Linderberg, “Simplifications
in the generation and transformation of two-electron inte-
grals in molecular calculations,” Int. J. Quantum Chem.
12, 683–705 (1977).

156 Francesco Aquilante, Luca De Vico, Nicolas Ferré,
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