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An accurate determination of singlet–triplet gaps in biradicals, including cyclobutadiene in the automerization
barrier region where one has to balance the substantial nondynamical many-electron correlation effects char-
acterizing the singlet ground state with the predominantly dynamical correlations of the lowest-energy triplet,
remains a challenge for many quantum chemistry methods. High-level coupled-cluster (CC) approaches, such
as the CC method with a full treatment of singly, doubly, and triply excited clusters (CCSDT), are often
capable of providing reliable results, but the routine application of such methods is hindered by their high
computational costs. We have recently proposed a practical alternative to converging the CCSDT energetics
at small fractions of the computational effort, even when electron correlations become stronger and con-
nected triply excited clusters are larger and nonperturbative, by merging the CC(P ;Q) moment expansions
with the selected configuration interaction methodology abbreviated as CIPSI. We demonstrate that one
can accurately approximate the highly accurate CCSDT potential surfaces characterizing the lowest singlet
and triplet states of cyclobutadiene along the automerization coordinate and the gap between them using
tiny fractions of triply excited cluster amplitudes identified with the help of relatively inexpensive CIPSI
Hamiltonian diagonalizations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Biradicals play a key role in chemistry as re-
action intermediates in thermal and photochemical
pathways1–7 as well as functional materials used in
molecular magnets,8–10 battery electrodes,11 and organic
photovoltaics.12–15 An important quantity characteriz-
ing the electronic structure of biradicals, especially in
the context of designing molecules for magnetic, elec-
trochemical, and photovoltaic applications, is the en-
ergy gap ∆ES–T separating the lowest-lying singlet and
triplet states (throughout this work, we define ∆ES–T as
ES−ET, where ES and ET are the electronic energies of
the relevant singlet and triplet states, i.e., when the sin-
glet is lower than the triplet, ∆ES–T < 0). Accurate com-
putational determination of the ∆ES–T values in biradi-
cals remains, however, a difficult task because it requires
balancing the strong nondynamical many-electron corre-
lation effects characterizing the low-spin singlet states
with the predominantly dynamical correlations associ-
ated with their high-spin triplet counterparts.16–32

This challenge is exemplified by the cyclobutadi-
ene molecule, which is the focus of the present study
and which has fascinated experimental and theoretical
chemists for decades with questions surrounding its low-
lying electronic states, anti-aromaticity, and reactivity in
cycloaddition and isomerization reactions. In the D4h-
symmetric square structure corresponding to the barrier
along the automerization coordinate or the minimum on
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the lowest triplet potential, cyclobutadiene is a biradi-
cal with its four valence π orbitals arranged in a net-
work consisting of the nondegenerate a2u orbital, the
doubly degenerate eg shell, and the nondegenerate b1u or-
bital. The distribution of two of the four valence electrons
among the pair of degenerate frontier eg orbitals gives rise
to three singlet states of the B1g(D4h), A1g(D4h), and
B2g(D4h) symmetries and a A2g(D4h)-symmetric triplet
state, all involving the doubly occupied a2u and unoc-
cupied b1u orbitals and the partially occupied eg shell
in their zeroth-order description.30,33–39 As shown in the
early ab initio calculations,33,34,40–42 and as confirmed
in many subsequent theoretical studies, such as those re-
ported in Refs. 20, 26–28, 30–32, 35–39, the lowest singlet
of the B1g(D4h) symmetry, which has a substantial mul-
ticonfigurational character, is the ground state, whereas
the predominantly single-reference A2g(D4h)-symmetric
triplet, in violation of Hund’s rule, is the first excited
state. To be more specific, if one orients cyclobutadi-
ene such that the two C2 axes bisect the carbon–carbon
bonds, which is a convention adopted in the present
study, the 1B1g(D4h) ground state of the square struc-
ture is dominated by two closed-shell determinants in
which one of the two degenerate eg orbitals is occupied
by two electrons and the other one is empty (see, e.g.,
Refs. 35, 37, 39, and 42). This should be contrasted
with the lowest-energy 3A2g(D4h) state, which is charac-
terized by single occupancy of each of the eg orbitals.

While the lowest 3A2g(D4h) state is stable in the square
geometry, which is a minimum on the corresponding
triplet surface, the 1B1g(D4h) ground state is unstable
with respect to the rectangular distortion of the carbon–
carbon bonds that lifts the degeneracy of the valence eg
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orbitals and lowers its total electronic energy due to the
pseudo-Jahn–Teller effect. This results in the formation
of the D2h-symmetric rectangular species characterized
by the closed-shell, predominantly single-determinantal,
1Ag(D2h) ground state, which represents a minimum
on the lowest-energy singlet potential.30,31,35–37,39,42 The
distortion of the multiconfigurational 1B1g(D4h) state
into the 1Ag(D2h) state coincides with the automeriza-
tion coordinate in cyclobutadiene, which describes the
conversion of the rectangular, D2h-symmetric, closed-
shell reactant (R) into the equivalent product conformer
by passing through the square, D4h-symmetric, biradical
transition state (TS). Obtaining an accurate description
of the potential energy curves (PECs) characterizing the
lowest singlet [1Ag(D2h)] and triplet [3B1g(D2h)] states of
cyclobutadiene along its D2h-symmetric automerization
coordinate, and the gap between them, particularly in the
neighborhood of the square biradical species, remains a
significant challenge for modern ab initio techniques as
it requires a high-level treatment of many-electron corre-
lation effects in order to accurately capture and balance
the strong nondynamical correlations associated with the
multiconfigurational singlet state with the largely dy-
namical correlations dominating the triplet state.

A traditional way of addressing this and similar chal-
lenges is to use multireference approaches,43–50 but in
this work we focus on the single-reference coupled-cluster
(CC) methodology,51–57 which employs the exponential
wave function ansatz58,59

|Ψ⟩ = eT |Φ⟩, (1)

where |Φ⟩ is the N -electron reference determinant that

serves as a Fermi vacuum and T =
∑N

n=1 Tn is the cluster
operator, with Tn designating the n-body component of
T responsible for generating connected n-particle–n-hole
(np-nh) excitations out of |Φ⟩. It is well established that
as long as the number of strongly correlated electrons is
not too large, the standard hierarchy of CC approxima-
tions, including the CC method with singles and doubles
(CCSD),60–63 obtained by truncating T at T2, the CC ap-
proach with singles, doubles, and triples (CCSDT),64–67

in which T is truncated at T3, the CC method with sin-
gles, doubles, triples, and quadruples (CCSDTQ),68–71

where T is truncated at T4, and so on, rapidly converges
to the exact, full configuration interaction (CI) limit. As
a result, the single-reference CC approaches with a full
treatment of higher-rank Tn clusters with n > 2, such as
CCSDT or CCSDTQ, are often capable of accurately de-
scribing multireference situations, including substantial
bond rearrangements in the course of chemical reactions
and, what is especially important for this study, singlet–
triplet gaps in biradical species, by capturing the rele-
vant dynamical and nondynamical correlation effects via
particle–hole excitations from a single determinant, with-
out having to involve genuine multireference concepts.

In particular, the calculations reported in Refs. 32,
36, and 39 show that the full treatment of T1, T2, and

T3 clusters provided by CCSDT offers a highly accurate
description of the total electronic energies of the lowest
1B1g(D4h) and 3A2g(D4h) states of the square cyclobu-
tadiene and the gap between them. As demonstrated
in Figure 1, this remains true when examining the PECs
characterizing the lowest-energy singlet and triplet states
of cyclobutadiene along the entire D2h-symmetric au-
tomerization reaction path. In determining the lowest-
energy 1Ag(D2h) and 3B1g(D2h) PECs shown in Figure
1 (for information about the electronic structure software
used in our calculations, see Section II), we followed the
procedure described in Ref. 38 in which one constructs an
approximate, D2h-symmetric, one-dimensional automer-
ization pathway connecting the rectangular minima on
the lowest singlet potential via the square TS species by
linearly interpolating the carbon–carbon bond distances
in cyclobutadiene using the formula

ℓi(λ) = (1− λ) ℓi(R) + λ ℓi(TS), i = 1, 2, (2)

where ℓ1 and ℓ2 are the C–C distances depicted in Fig-
ure 1 and ℓi(R) and ℓi(TS) are the carbon–carbon bond
lengths characterizing the R and TS structures optimized
(along with the C–H distances and H–C–C bond angles)
in Ref. 38 with the multireference average quadratic CC
(MR-AQCC) approach.72,73 The dimensionless parame-
ter λ defining the automerization coordinate varies be-
tween 0, corresponding to the R species, and 1, corre-
sponding to the TS structure, going back to 0 (after re-
placing ℓ1 by ℓ2 and vice versa) when the automeriza-
tion product equivalent to the R species is reached. In
the absence of information about the C–H bond lengths
and H–C–C bond angles characterizing the intermediate
λ = 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, and 0.8 geometries in Ref. 38, in de-
termining the lowest 1Ag(D2h) and 3B1g(D2h) states of
these structures, we fixed the C–H distances and H–C–C
angles at their values corresponding to the R species.

As shown in Figure 1, the lowest singlet and triplet
PECs computed as functions of the D2h-symmetric
automerization coordinate λ with full CCSDT are in
very good agreement with their counterparts obtained
with the CI method using perturbative selection made
iteratively,74–76 abbreviated as CIPSI, extrapolated to
the full CI limit (see Section II for further details). The
CCSDT energies are also very close to those determined
using the double electron-attachment (DEA) equation-of-
motion (EOM) CC methodology26,29,30,77–80 with a full
treatment of 2p and 3p-1h and an active-space treatment
of 4p-2h correlations on top of the CCSD description
of the underlying closed-shell (C4H4)

2+ core,26,29,79,80

denoted as DEA-EOMCC(4p-2h){Nu}, where Nu des-
ignates the number of active unoccupied orbitals of
(C4H4)

2+ included in the calculations to capture the
leading 4p-2h effects in the target cyclobutadiene species
(to accurately describe the 4p-2h effects associated with
the valence orbitals of cyclobutadiene that correlate with
the eg and b1u shells of the square TS structure, we
set Nu to 3). To illustrate the agreement between
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full CCSDT, perturbatively corrected and extrapolated
CIPSI, and DEA-EOMCC(4p-2h){Nu}, which are three
independent ab initiomethodologies, we compare the ver-
tical ∆ES–T values at the R and TS geometries. When
using the cc-pVDZ81 basis set, employed in the calcu-
lations reported in Figure 1 and the rest of this article,
the CCSDT value of ∆ES–T at the TS geometry is −4.8
kcal/mol. This is very close to −5.2 kcal/mol resulting
from the state-of-the-art DEA-EOMCC(4p-2h){Nu} cal-
culations and −5.9 kcal/mol obtained with CIPSI. The
CCSDT, DEA-EOMCC(4p-2h){Nu}, and perturbatively
corrected and extrapolated CIPSI values of ∆ES–T at
the R geometry are −30.6, −30.5, and −32.9 kcal/mol,
respectively, again in good agreement with one another.

Given the high accuracy of the lowest singlet and
triplet potential surfaces of cyclobutadiene and ∆ES–T

values along the D2h-symmetric automerization pathway
offered by full CCSDT, it may be tempting to turn to
the approximate treatments of T3 correlations that re-
place the expensive iterative N 8 computational steps
of CCSDT, where N is a measure of the system size,
by the more practical N 6 operations of CCSD com-
bined with the noniterative N 7 steps needed to cor-
rect the CCSD energetics for the leading T3 correla-
tions, as in the widely used CCSD(T) approach82,83

or its more robust completely renormalized (CR) CC
counterpart abbreviated as CR-CC(2,3).17,84–86 Unfortu-
nately, neither CCSD(T) and CR-CC(2,3) nor any of the
other noniterative triples corrections to CCSD, such as
CCSD(T)Λ,

87–89 CCSD(2)T,
90–93 CR-CCSD(T)94–97 and

its locally renormalized extension,98 Λ-CCSD(T),99,100

and CCSD(T–n),101,102 are capable of providing accu-
rate results when the coupling of the lower-order T1

and T2 components of the cluster operator with their
higher-rank T3 counterpart becomes large. For exam-
ple, even the most robust triples correction to CCSD
defining CR-CC(2,3), which improves CCSD(T) and
other similar approaches in situations involving electronic
quasi-degeneracies, such as those present in single bond
breaking,17,84–86,103–106 struggles in describing the PEC
of the lowest 1Ag(D2h) state of cyclobutadiene in the
neighborhood of the automerization barrier region, where
T3 clusters become large, nonperturbative, and strongly
coupled to T1 and T2.

107 As a result, as shown in Ref. 32
and this study, the CR-CC(2,3) ∆ES–T value at the sin-
glet TS structure, of 4.4 kcal/mol when the cc-pVDZ ba-
sis is used, is in large error (including incorrect sign) rela-
tive to its CCSDT −4.8 kcal/mol counterpart [CCSD(T)
gives 3.9 kcal/mol, which is similarly inaccurate].

Problems with applying noniterative corrections to
CCSD in situations where Tn components with n > 2,
such as T3, are not only large and nonperturbative,
but also strongly coupled to their lower-rank T1 and T2

counterparts, have motivated us to develop the general-
ization of the biorthogonal moment expansions, which
in the past resulted in the CR-CC approaches, such
as CR-CC(2,3) and its excited-state and higher-order
extensions,17,84–86,104,108–114 to unconventional trunca-

tions in the cluster and EOMCC115–118 excitation opera-
tors, designated as CC(P ;Q).22,32,103,107,113,114,119–124 By
incorporating the dominant contributions to the higher–
than–two-body clusters into the iterative steps, so that
T1 and T2 amplitudes can relax compared to their CCSD
values when Tn components with n > 2 become more
substantial, and correcting the results for the remaining
many-electron correlation effects of interest using suit-
ably defined moment expansions, the CC(P ;Q) formal-
ism provides us with the opportunity to converge or
accurately approximate the parent high-level CCSDT,
CCSDTQ, and similar energetics at small fractions of
the computational costs, even when noniterative cor-
rections to CCSD fail or struggle. Focusing on full
CCSDT, which provides the parent data for the low-
est singlet and triplet PECs of cyclobutadiene exam-
ined in this work, a few different CC(P ;Q) approaches
designed to converge CCSDT energetics have been de-
veloped. In the initial, active-orbital-based, variant of
CC(P ;Q), abbreviated as CC(t;3), which is part of the
larger CC(t;3), CC(t,q;3), CC(t,q;3,4), CC(q;4), etc.
hierarchy,22,103,107,113,114,119 the leading T3 amplitudes
that enter the iterative steps preceding the determination
of the CC(P ;Q) corrections are obtained using the active-
space CCSDt approach.71,125–133 In the more black-box
semi-stochastic32,120–122 and CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q)123

approaches aimed at converging CCSDT, the domi-
nant triply excited cluster amplitudes are identified with
the help of CI134–138 or CC139–142 Quantum Monte
Carlo wave function propagations in the many-electron
Hilbert space, in the former case, and the sequences of
Hamiltonian diagonalizations constructed in the CIPSI
algorithm74–76 in the case of the latter method. In the
recently introduced adaptive CC(P ;Q) formalism,124 the
triply excited determinants and amplitudes defining the
leading T3 contributions in the iterative steps of CC(P ;Q)
calculations are identified using the intrinsic structure of
the CC(P ;Q) energy corrections.

In this study, we focus on the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q)
methodology of Ref. 123. Our main goal is to answer the
question how efficient this methodology is in converg-
ing the lowest singlet and triplet potentials of cyclobu-
tadiene along the D2h-symmetric automerization coor-
dinate resulting from the highly accurate CCSDT com-
putations shown in Figure 1. As demonstrated in our
initial study,123 the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) approach is
capable of producing the near-CCSDT energetics for sin-
glet electronic states using tiny fractions of triply excited
cluster amplitudes in the iterative parts of the CC(P ;Q)
algorithm that are considerably smaller than those used
in the analogous semi-stochastic and active-orbital-based
CC(P ;Q) considerations. One of the key objectives of
this work is to determine if similar observations apply
to the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) calculations for the low-
est singlet and triplet potentials of cyclobutadiene along
its automerization coordinate and the gap between them.
The role of the CC(P ;Q) moment corrections in improv-
ing the resulting energetics is discussed as well.
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II. THEORY AND COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

We begin by summarizing the key ingredients of the
CC(P ;Q) formalism, as applied to the ground-state prob-
lem or, in general, to the lowest state of a given symme-
try for which a suitable single-determinantal reference
can be found. Each CC(P ;Q) calculation requires defin-
ing two disjoint subspaces of the many-electron Hilbert
space, called the P and Q spaces, designated as H (P )

and H (Q), respectively. The former space consists of
the excited determinants |ΦK⟩ = EK |Φ⟩ which, together
with the reference function |Φ⟩, dominate the electronic
state of interest (EK is the elementary particle–hole ex-
citation operator that generates |ΦK⟩ from |Φ⟩). The de-
terminants spanning the complementary Q space H (Q)

are used to form the noniterative correction δ(P ;Q) which
captures higher-order correlation effects the CC calcula-
tions in the P space do not describe.

All CC(P ;Q) computations consist of two stages. In
the first, iterative, stage, denoted as CC(P ), we solve
the CC amplitude equations in H (P ) to determine am-
plitudes tK that define the P -space cluster operator

T (P ) =
∑

|ΦK⟩∈H (P )

tKEK . (3)

This is done by employing the conventional projective
technique adopted in the majority of single-reference CC
calculations, i.e., by solving the system

MK(P ) = 0, |ΦK⟩ ∈ H (P ), (4)

where

MK(P ) = ⟨ΦK |H(P )|Φ⟩, (5)

with H
(P )

= e−T (P )

HeT
(P )

representing the similarity-
transformed Hamiltonian, are generalized moments of
the CC(P ) equations.94,95,143 Once the cluster ampli-
tudes tK defining T (P ) are determined, the CC(P ) energy
is calculated in a usual way as

E(P ) = ⟨Φ|H(P )|Φ⟩. (6)

In the second stage of the CC(P ;Q) procedure, we con-
struct the aforementioned noniterative correction δ(P ;Q)
using the expression

δ(P ;Q) =
∑

|ΦK⟩∈H (Q)

ℓK(P )MK(P ), (7)

where coefficients ℓK(P ) multiplying moments MK(P )
are defined as

ℓK(P ) = ⟨Φ|(1 + Λ(P ))H
(P )|ΦK⟩/D(P )

K , (8)

with D
(P )
K = E(P ) − ⟨ΦK |H(P )|ΦK⟩ designating the

relevant Epstein–Nesbet-like denominators. The hole–

particle deexcitation operator

Λ(P ) =
∑

|ΦK⟩∈H (P )

λK(EK)† (9)

in Eq. (8), which defines the bra state ⟨Ψ̃(P )| = ⟨Φ|(1 +
Λ(P ))e−T (P )

matching the CC(P ) ket state |Ψ(P )⟩ =

eT
(P ) |Φ⟩, is obtained by solving the linear system

⟨Φ|(1+Λ(P ))H
(P )|ΦK⟩ = E(P )λK , |ΦK⟩ ∈ H (P ). (10)

The final CC(P ;Q) energy is obtained using the formula

E(P+Q) = E(P ) + δ(P ;Q). (11)

One of the main advantages of the CC(P ;Q) method-
ology is its flexibility. In particular, we can make a wide
variety of conventional as well as unconventional choices
of the P and Q spaces, adjusting them to the nature
of the electronic states of interest and adopting different
numerical procedures in their construction. Conventional
choices for the P and Q spaces, based on the many-body
ranks of the determinants included in them, result in the
left-eigenstate CR-CC methods, such as the CR-CC(2,3)
approach discussed in the Introduction, in which the for-
mer space consists of all singly and doubly excited deter-
minants and the latter space is spanned by all triples. We
can, however, also make unconventional choices, includ-
ing those adopted in the CC(t;3), CC(t,q;3), CC(t,q;3,4),
CC(q;4), etc. hierarchy22,103,107,113,114,119 and the semi-
stochastic,32,120–122 adaptive,124 and CIPSI-driven123

CC(P ;Q) methods, mentioned in the Introduction as
well, in which the suitably chosen subsets of higher–
than–doubly excited determinants are incorporated into
the underlying P spaces, in addition to all singles and
doubles, to relax the lower-rank T1 and T2 clusters in
the presence of their higher-rank counterparts, such as
the leading T3 contributions, which the CCSD(T), CR-
CC(2,3), Λ-CCSD(T), and similar approaches are not de-
signed to do. Having some higher–than–doubly excited
determinants in the P space provides us with a straight-
forward and computationally efficient mechanism to ac-
count for the coupling between the lower- and higher-
order components of the cluster operator, which cannot
be neglected when Tn contributions with n > 2, such
as T3, become large and nonperturbative, as is the case
when the automerization barrier region of the lowest-
energy singlet potential of cyclobutadiene is examined.
This, in turn, allows us to recover the full CCSDT, CCS-
DTQ, and similar energetics without running into the
very expensive, often prohibitive, computational costs as-
sociated with the high-level CC methods of this type.
In the case of the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) approach,

introduced in Ref. 123 and investigated in this study,
the desired subsets of higher–than–doubly excited de-
terminants incorporated into the underlying P spaces
are identified with the help of sequences of relatively
inexpensive Hamiltonian diagonalizations in systemati-
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cally grown, recursively defined, subspaces of the many-

electron Hilbert space, denoted as V
(k)
int , where k =

0, 1, 2, . . . enumerates the consecutive CIPSI iterations.
In doing so, we follow the CIPSI algorithm, originally
proposed in Ref. 74, further developed in Refs. 75 and
76, and available in the Quantum Package 2.0 software.76

Given our interest in using CIPSI, which is one of the
selected CI approaches74,144–146 (see Refs. 147–155 for
other examples), within the single-reference CC(P ;Q)

framework, the initial subspaces V
(0)
int adopted in our

work are always spanned by the restricted Hartree–Fock
(RHF) or restricted open-shell Hartree–Fock (ROHF) de-

terminants. Once V
(0)
int is defined, each subsequent sub-

space V
(k+1)
int with k ≥ 0 is constructed by enlarging its

V
(k)
int predecessor with the subset of the leading singly and

doubly exited determinants generated out of it, identi-
fied with the help of the many-body perturbation the-

ory (MBPT). Thus, if |Ψ(CIPSI)
k ⟩ =

∑
|ΦI⟩∈V

(k)
int

cI |ΦI⟩
and Evar,k are the CI wave function and energy ob-

tained in V
(k)
int , and if the space of all singles and dou-

bles out of |Ψ(CIPSI)
k ⟩ is designated as V

(k)
ext , the subset

of determinants |Φα⟩ ∈ V
(k)
ext selected for inclusion in

V
(k+1)
int consists of those that have the largest e

(2)
α,k =

|⟨Φα|H|Ψ(CIPSI)
k ⟩|2/(Evar,k − ⟨Φα|H|Φα⟩) contributions

to the perturbative correction ∆E
(2)
k =

∑
|Φα⟩∈V

(k)
ext

e
(2)
α,k

to Evar,k. Their selection is accomplished by arranging

the sampled determinants |Φα⟩ ∈ V
(k)
ext in descending or-

der according to their |e(2)α,k| values and enlarging V
(k)
int ,

determinant by determinant, starting with the |Φα⟩s as-
sociated with the largest |e(2)α,k| contributions and moving

toward those characterized by smaller values of |e(2)α,k|, un-
til the dimension of V

(k+1)
int exceeds that of its V

(k)
int pre-

decessor by a user-defined factor f > 1, which in all the
calculations performed in this study was set to its default
value of 2 [the actual number of determinants included

in V
(k+1)
int is usually slightly larger than f times the di-

mension of V
(k)
int since one may have to add extra deter-

minants in V
(k+1)
int to make sure that the corresponding

CI wave function |Ψ(CIPSI)
k+1 ⟩ is an eigenstate of the total

spin S2 and Sz operators]. To reduce the computational
costs associated with the above procedure of enlarging

the V
(k)
int space to obtain V

(k+1)
int , in all the CIPSI-driven

CC(P ;Q) computations reported in this work, we relied
on a semi-stochastic version of the above determinant se-
lection algorithm implemented in Quantum Package 2.0,
in which one stochastically filters out the most important

singly and doubly excited determinants out of |Ψ(CIPSI)
k ⟩,

so that only a small subset of singles and doubles ends up

in the V
(k)
ext space prior to determining and analyzing the

e
(2)
α,k contributions. The e

(2)
α,k values, in addition to guid-

ing the process of enlarging diagonalization spaces V
(k)
int

and allowing us to evaluate the perturbatively corrected

CIPSI energies Evar,k +∆E
(2)
k , can be used to calculate

the renormalized second-order corrections ∆E
(2)
r,k intro-

duced in Ref. 76 and the Evar,k +∆E
(2)
r,k energies.

To produce the final wave function |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩, needed
to construct the list of higher–than–doubly excited deter-
minants to be included in the P space of a given CIPSI-
driven CC(P ;Q) calculation, and determine the asso-
ciated variational (Evar) and perturbatively corrected

[Evar + ∆E(2) or Evar + ∆E
(2)
r ] CIPSI energies, the se-

quence of Hamiltonian diagonalizations defining the un-
derlying CIPSI run must be terminated. This could
be done by stopping at the first iteration k for which
the absolute value of the second-order MBPT correc-
tion ∆E

(2)
k falls below a user-defined threshold η, but,

given our interest in examining the convergence of the
CIPSI-based CC(P ;Q) calculations toward the desired
high-level CC energetics, represented in this study by
CCSDT, using systematically grown P spaces obtained
with the help of CIPSI, in this work we follow Ref. 123
and stop when the number of determinants in the di-
agonalization space equalizes or exceeds the user-defined
parameter Ndet(in). To ensure that the CIPSI sequences
preceding our CC(P ;Q) calculations did not terminate
too soon, before the dimensions of terminal diagonaliza-
tion spaces became greater than or equal to Ndet(in), we
set the aforementioned parameter η to 1 microhartree.
As a result [putting aside the convergence threshold used
in the CC(P ) iterations, which we set to 10−8 hartree],
all CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) computations reported in this
article, along with the underlying P spaces, were con-
trolled by a single input variable Ndet(in). In addition to
Ndet(in), in presenting our CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) results
for the lowest singlet and triplet potentials of cyclobuta-
diene, we also provide information about the numbers of
determinants included in the terminal CIPSI wave func-
tions |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ obtained for various values of Ndet(in),
designated as Ndet(out). Given our choice of the subspace
enlargement parameter f , the Ndet(out) values character-

izing the |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ states used to identify the triply ex-
cited determinants for inclusion in the P spaces employed
in our CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) computations were always
between Ndet(in) and 2Ndet(in). With all of this in mind,
the algorithm used in the CIPSI-enabled CC(P ;Q) cal-
culations reported in this study, aimed at converging the
CCSDT energetics, can be summarized as follows:123

1. Choose a wave function termination parameter
Ndet(in) and execute a CIPSI diagonalization se-
quence starting from the one-dimensional subspace

V
(0)
int spanned by the RHF or ROHF reference de-

terminant |Φ⟩ to obtain the |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ state.

2. Extract the list of triply excited determinants in-
cluded in |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ and combine it with all singly
and doubly excited determinants relative to |Φ⟩ to
obtain the P space for CC(P ;Q) calculations.
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3. Solve the CC(P ) amplitude equations, Eq. (4), to
determine the cluster operator T (P ) = T1 + T2 +

T
(CIPSI)
3 , where T

(CIPSI)
3 is the three-body compo-

nent of T (P ) defined using the list of triply ex-
cited determinants extracted from |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩, and
energy E(P ), Eq. (6). Solve the left-eigenstate
CC(P ) system given by Eq. (10) to obtain the com-
panion hole–particle deexcitation operator Λ(P ) =

Λ1 + Λ2 + Λ
(CIPSI)
3 in which the triples entering

Λ
(CIPSI)
3 are the same as those included in T

(CIPSI)
3 .

4. Calculate the noniterative correction δ(P ;Q), Eq.
(7), in which the Q space is defined as the remain-
ing triply excited determinants absent in |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩,
and add it to E(P ) to obtain the CC(P ;Q) energy
E(P+Q), Eq. (11).

The above steps 1–4 can be repeated by increasing
Ndet(in). The entire process can be stopped when the

difference between consecutive E(P+Q) values falls below
some small, user-specified, convergence threshold.

In order to perform the CIPSI-driven CC(P ) and
CC(P ;Q) calculations for the singlet and triplet PECs of
cyclobutadiene along the automerization coordinate in-
vestigated in this work and examine their convergence
toward the CCSDT potentials shown in Figure 1, we
used the computer programs described in Ref. 123, in-
terfaced with the RHF, ROHF, and integral transfor-
mation routines in GAMESS,156–158 which take advan-
tage of our highly efficient, automatically generated, For-
tran CC codes that were previously exploited in im-
plementing the active-orbital-based22,103,107,113,114 and
semi-stochastic120–122 CC(P ;Q) approaches. We also
used our group’s computer-generated CC codes inter-
faced with GAMESS to produce the parent CCSDT data.
The results of the DEA-EOMCC(4p-2h){Nu} calcula-
tions discussed in the Introduction, reported in Figure
1 as well, were carried out with the highly efficient DEA-
EOMCC routines developed in Ref. 29, which became
part of the official GAMESS distribution last year.

As already alluded to above, the lists of triply ex-
cited determinants that were needed to construct the P
spaces for the CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) calculations corre-
sponding to the various values of the input parameter
Ndet(in) were extracted from the terminal CIPSI wave

functions |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ obtained with Quantum Package 2.0,
whereas the complementary Q spaces, used to determine
the δ(P ;Q) corrections, consisted of the remaining triples
absent in the |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ states. We also used Quan-
tum Package 2.0 to obtain the Evar, Evar + ∆E(2), and

Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energies associated with the CIPSI runs

that provided the lists of triples for the CC(P ) iterations.
Our CIPSI-driven CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) methods target-
ing CCSDT that rely on the triples lists extracted from
the CIPSI calculations performed with Quantum Package
2.0 have recently been incorporated in our open-source
CCpy package available on GitHub,159 implemented us-
ing a hybrid Python-Fortran programming approach.

To obtain the desired insights into the convergence of
the singlet and triplet potentials of cyclobutadiene to-
ward their CCSDT counterparts, we adopted the strat-
egy used in Ref. 123. Thus, for each nuclear geome-
try along the automerization pathway considered in this
work, we carried out a series of CIPSI-driven CC(P )
and CC(P ;Q) calculations using the P and Q spaces de-
rived from the increasingly large CIPSI wave functions
obtained by varying Ndet(in) in an approximately semi-
logarithmic manner. We started with Ndet(in) = 1, where

the CIPSI wave functions |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ are the single deter-
minants defining the reference states |Φ⟩ used in our CC
computations (RHF in the case of the singlet and ROHF
in the triplet case) and the resulting CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q)
energies become identical to those obtained with CCSD
and CR-CC(2,3), respectively, and went all the way to
Ndet(in) = 10, 000, 000, to reflect on the fact that as the
input variableNdet(in) becomes increasingly large and the
CIPSI wave functions capture more and more triply ex-
cited determinants, the CC(P ;Q) energies E(P+Q) ap-
proach their CCSDT parents (becoming identical to them
when all triply excited determinants are captured by the
|Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ states). The energies obtained in the CC(P )
computations approach their CCSDT counterparts as
well, but, as discussed in the next section, their conver-
gence toward CCSDT is much slower than that observed
in the CC(P ;Q) runs. The ability of the CIPSI-driven
CC(P ;Q) methodology to generate the CCSDT-level en-
ergetics using tiny fractions of triply excited determi-
nants in the underlying P spaces captured by the rel-
atively small Hamiltonian diagonalizations, observed in
the calculations for the lowest 1Ag(D2h) and

3B1g(D2h)
potentials of cyclobutadiene reported in this study, re-
sults in enormous savings in the computational effort
compared to CCSDT. Indeed, as explained in Ref. 123,
the CIPSI runs using smaller Ndet(in) values are much
faster than those needed to reach convergence, the CC(P )
calculations using tiny fractions of triples in the P space
are orders of magnitude faster than the corresponding
CCSDT computations (cf. Ref. 124 for the examples of
timings), and the effort involved in obtaining the nonit-
erative δ(P ;Q) corrections is similar to the determination
of the triples corrections of CR-CC(2,3) or CCSD(T).

While our numerical evidence clearly demonstrates
that the CIPSI computations characterized by Ndet(in) =
10, 000, 000 result in the P spaces which are unnecessar-
ily large for accurately approximating the CCSDT en-
ergetics using the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) approach, we
include them in our analysis since they also allowed us

to extrapolate the near-full-CI Evar + ∆E
(2)
r potentials

shown in Figure 1 by following the procedure described
in Refs. 39, 76, and 160 (see, also, Ref. 123). In this

procedure, the Evar,k + ∆E
(2)
r,k energies extracted from

the last four to six Hamiltonian diagonalizations of the
CIPSI sequence leading to the final |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ state are

plotted against the corresponding ∆E
(2)
r,k corrections and

the resulting data, fit to a line, are extrapolated to the
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∆E
(2)
r = 0 limit. In the case of the CIPSI calculations

performed in this work, to extrapolate the reasonably
smooth PECs for the lowest singlet and triplet states of
cyclobutadiene out of our largest CIPSI runs correspond-
ing to Ndet(in) = 10, 000, 000, shown in Figure 1, we had

to use the last six Evar,k + ∆E
(2)
r,k and ∆E

(2)
r,k values of

each of these runs. Using fewer than six values resulted
in unphysical bumps in the extrapolated potentials. In
addition to allowing us to comment on the quality of the
CCSDT energetics in the Introduction, the extrapolated
CIPSI PECs shown in Figure 1 serve in this study as ref-
erence potentials for assessing the accuracy of the Evar,

Evar +∆E(2), and Evar +∆E
(2)
r energies obtained in the

CIPSI calculations using various values of Ndet(in) from
a 1–10,000,000 range.

In generating the results of the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q)
computations for the lowest singlet and triplet states
of cyclobutadiene along its automerization coordinate at
different values of the wave function terminating param-
eter Ndet(in), discussed in the next section, we adopted
the same philosophy as that used in the case of the DEA-

EOMCC(4p-2h){Nu}, extrapolated Evar + ∆E
(2)
r , and

parent CCSDT potentials shown in Figure 1. Thus,
we used Eq. (2), in which the geometries of the R
and TS structures on the singlet potential obtained
with MR-AQCC were taken from Ref. 38, to set up a
one-dimensional, D2h-symmetric, automerization path-
way parameterized by dimensionless variable λ ∈ [0, 1].
In analogy to the PECs shown in Figure 1, we car-
ried out our CIPSI-based CC(P ;Q) and the underly-
ing CC(P ) calculations for the lowest 1Ag(D2h) and
3B1g(D2h) states of cyclobutadiene and determined the

corresponding Evar, Evar + ∆E(2), and Evar + ∆E
(2)
r

CIPSI energies for λ = 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1, reflect-
ing the resulting PEC segments about λ = 1 to obtain
the potentials that connect the rectangular reactant and
product minima via the square TS. As in the case of the
full CCSDT, perturbatively corrected and extrapolated
CIPSI, and DEA-EOMCC(4p-2h){Nu} calculations re-
ported in Figure 1, all of our CIPSI-driven CC(P ) and
CC(P ;Q) computations were performed using the cc-
pVDZ basis set and the four core molecular orbitals cor-
relating with the 1s shells of the carbon atoms were frozen
in the post-RHF/ROHF steps. Consistent with the over-
all symmetry of the automerization pathway examined in
this work, the D2h point group was adopted throughout.
In particular, the P and Q spaces used in our CC(P ;Q)
calculations for the lowest-energy singlet PEC consisted
of the Sz = 0 determinants of the Ag(D2h) symmetry.
In the case of the lowest-energy triplet potential, they
consisted of the Sz = 1 B1g(D2h) determinants.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

As explained in the Introduction, the primary ob-
jective of this study is to examine efficiency of the

CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) methodology in converging the
full CCSDT data for the lowest singlet and triplet po-
tentials of cyclobutadiene along its automerization co-
ordinate and the gap between them. We are espe-
cially interested in investigating how effective the CIPSI-
driven CC(P ;Q) approach is in balancing the substan-
tial nondynamical many-electron correlation effects char-
acterizing the lowest 1Ag(D2h) state in the neighbor-
hood of the automerization barrier region, where T3 clus-
ters become large, nonperturbative, and strongly cou-
pled to their lower-rank T1 and T2 counterparts, with
the predominantly dynamical correlations characterizing
the lowest 3B1g(D2h) state. As pointed out in the Intro-
duction, using comparisons with the DEA-EOMCC(4p-
2h){Nu} and perturbatively corrected and extrapolated
CIPSI results, the CCSDT approach, despite its intrin-
sically single-reference character, captures essentially all
relevant many-electron correlation effects needed to ac-
curately describe the lowest singlet and triplet poten-
tials of cyclobutadiene and the separation between them.
The question is if the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) computa-
tions using compact wave functions |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩, resulting
from the relatively inexpensive CIPSI diagonalization se-
quences characterized by the Ndet(out) values that are
much smaller than the numbers of all T3 amplitudes, and
tiny fractions of the triply excited determinants in the un-
derlying P spaces are capable of accomplishing the same.
We also examine how effective the noniterative δ(P ;Q)
corrections are in accelerating convergence of the CC(P )
energetics toward their CCSDT parents and how the rate
of convergence of the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) calculations
toward CCSDT with Ndet(in) compares to the analogous
convergence of the perturbatively corrected CIPSI ener-

gies toward their extrapolated Evar +∆E
(2)
r values. The

results of our CIPSI-driven CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) calcu-
lations for the lowest 1Ag(D2h) and

3B1g(D2h) potentials
and ∆ES–T gaps of cyclobutadiene, along with the asso-

ciated Evar, Evar + ∆E(2), and Evar + ∆E
(2)
r data, can

be found in Tables 1–3. The CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) po-
tentials and ∆ES–T values are also shown in Figure 2.

We begin by commenting on the calculations using
Ndet(in) = 1, which help us appreciate the need for in-
cluding the leading triply excited determinants in the
P spaces employed in the CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) com-
putations, especially when T3 effects and the coupling
between T1 and T2 clusters and their higher-rank T3

counterpart become significant. As explained in Sec-
tion II, when Ndet(in) = 1, the CIPSI-driven CC(P )
and CC(P ;Q) approaches become equivalent to CCSD
and CR-CC(2,3), respectively, i.e., one solves the CCSD
equations for T1 and T2 clusters, as if they were decou-
pled from their higher-rank T3 counterpart, and corrects
the resulting CCSD energies for the effects of connected
triples using the CR-CC(2,3) method. Upon examining
the Ndet(in) = 1 CC(P ) values in Table 1, we observe
that the T3 correlation effects characterizing the lowest-
energy 1Ag(D2h) potential, estimated by forming differ-
ences between the CCSDT and CCSD energies, are not
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only large, but also dramatically changing along the au-
tomerization coordinate, from −26.827 millihartree for
the λ = 0 R species to −47.979 millihartree when the
square TS structure corresponding to λ = 1 is consid-
ered. As indicated by the Ndet(in) = 1 CC(P ;Q) re-
sults shown in Table 1, the incorporation of T3 corre-
lations using the noniterative CR-CC(2,3) corrections to
the CCSD energies helps, reducing the 26.827, 27.964,
29.667, 32.473, 37.662, and 47.979 millihartree errors rel-
ative to CCSDT obtained at λ = 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and
1 with CCSD to 0.848, 1.253, 2.021, 3.582, 7.008, and
14.636 millihartree, respectively, but substantial discrep-
ancies between the CR-CC(2,3) and CCSDT data, espe-
cially in the neighborhood of the barrrier region, where
they are as large as 7–15 millihartree when λ ∈ [0.8, 1],
remain. As a result, the quality of the 1Ag(D2h) potential
obtained in the CR-CC(2,3) calculations, which is char-
acterized by a large, 13.788 millihartree, nonparallelity
error (NPE) relative to its CCSDT parent and which is
shown in Figure 2 (b), is poor. Failure of CR-CC(2,3)
and, as demonstrated, for example, in Refs. 107 and 161,
of other noniterative triples corrections to CCSD, includ-
ing CCSD(T)107,161 and CCSD(2)T,

107 to accurately de-
scribe the lowest 1Ag(D2h) state of cyclobutadiene in the
automerization barrier region is, in significant part, a
consequence of the inability of all such methods to cap-
ture the coupling of the lower-rank T1 and T2 clusters
with T3, which in the vicinity of the TS geometry, where
T3 effects are large and nonperturbative, is big enough
to substantially alter T1 and T2 amplitudes compared to
their CCSD values. This means that to improve the qual-
ity of the 1Ag(D2h) potential obtained with CR-CC(2,3),
one should relax T1 and T2 clusters, adjusting them to
the presence of T3 correlations, prior to determining non-
iterative triples corrections. The CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q)
methodology allows us to do it in a computationally ef-
ficient manner, avoiding expensive CCSDT iterations,
by incorporating the leading triply excited determinants
identified with the help of the CIPSI runs using suffi-
ciently large Ndet(in) > 1 values into the underlying P
spaces and correcting the resulting CC(P ) energies for
the remaining T3 effects using the δ(P ;Q) corrections.

The situation with the lowest-energy 3B1g(D2h) po-
tential is different. In this case, as shown in Table 2,
the T3 correlation effects, estimated, after subtracting
the CCSD energies from their CCSDT counterparts, at
about (−25) − (−24) millihartree, barely vary with the
automerization coordinate λ and are accurately described
by the CR-CC(2,3) approach, which reproduces the par-
ent CCSDT energetics to within 60 microhartree across
the entire 3B1g(D2h) PEC. Because of this very different
behavior of CR-CC(2,3) compared to the lowest-energy
singlet potential, which can be seen by comparing the
Ndet(in) = 1 CC(P ;Q) PECs in the (b) and (d) panels of
Figure 2, one ends up with a highly unbalanced descrip-
tion of the lowest singlet and triplet states of cyclobuta-
diene by the CR-CC(2,3) method, especially in vicinity
of the barrier on the 1Ag(D2h) potential. This is re-

flected in the errors characterizing the singlet–triplet gap
values obtained with CR-CC(2,3), relative to CCSDT,
which grow from 0.553 kcal/mol at λ = 0 to 9.222
kcal/mol when the λ = 1 square TS structure is con-
sidered [see the Ndet(in) = 1 CC(P ;Q) values of ∆ES–T

in Table 3; cf., also, Figure 2 (f)]. Once again, the
main problem resides in the neglect of the coupling be-
tween T1 and T2 clusters and their higher-rank T3 coun-
terpart in the CR-CC(2,3) approach, which results in a
poor description of the 1Ag(D2h) potential in the vicin-
ity of the TS geometry that propagates into the similarly
poor ∆ES–T gap values. To bring the results closer to
those obtained with CCSDT, the input variable Ndet(in)

that controls the CIPSI runs preceding the CC(P ) and
CC(P ;Q) steps must be increased. The results of the
CIPSI-driven CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) computations for the
lowest 1Ag(D2h) and 3B1g(D2h) potentials of cyclobu-
tadiene and the gap between them using representative
Ndet(in) > 1 values are discussed next.

As shown in Table 1 and Figure 2 (b), the CC(P ;Q)
computations for the lowest 1Ag(D2h) state, using CIPSI
Hamiltonian diagonalizations to identify the leading
triply excited determinants for inclusion in the under-
lying P spaces, display fast convergence toward CCSDT
withNdet(in), independent of the value of λ. With as little
as 101, 361–196, 965 Sz = 0 determinants of the Ag(D2h)

symmetry in the terminal |Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ wave functions gen-
erated by the inexpensive CIPSI runs using Ndet(in) =
100, 000, which capture tiny fractions, on the order of
0.1–0.2%, of the 14, 483, 876 Ag(D2h)-symmetric Sz = 0
triples, the CC(P ;Q) method reduces the 0.848, 1.253,
2.021, 3.582, 7.008, and 14.636 millihartree errors rela-
tive to CCSDT obtained at λ = 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1
with CR-CC(2,3) to 0.431, 0.552, 0.776, 1.235, 0.628, and
3.539 millihartree, respectively. With the relatively small
additional effort corresponding to Ndet(in) = 250, 000,
which results in 394, 080–449, 753 Sz = 0 determinants
of the Ag(D2h) symmetry in the final CIPSI diagonaliza-
tion spaces and only 0.5–0.6% of all triples in the underly-
ing P spaces, the differences between the CC(P ;Q) and
CCSDT energies of the lowest singlet state of cyclobu-
tadiene at λ = 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1 decrease to
0.278, 0.272, 0.271, 0.300, 0.336, and 0.458 millihartree,
respectively. Clearly, these are massive error reductions
compared to the CR-CC(2,3) computations, especially
in the barrier region, which highlight the effectiveness of
our CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) strategy and the importance
of relaxing T1 and T2 amplitudes in the presence of the
leading T3 contributions compared to their CCSD values
prior to determining the noniterative corrections for the
remaining T3 effects. Similar comments apply to the im-
provements in the troublesome 13.788 millihartree NPE
relative to CCSDT characterizing the 1Ag(D2h) poten-
tial obtained in the CR-CC(2,3) calculations offered by
the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) runs. When the CC(P ;Q)
approach using Ndet(in) = 100, 000 is employed, the NPE

relative to CCSDT characterizing the resulting 1Ag(D2h)
potential becomes 3.108 millihartree, which is a reduc-
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tion of the CR-CC(2,3) NPE value by a factor of 4.4.
The Ndet(in) = 250, 000 CC(P ;Q) computations, which
extract the lists of triples from the relatively inexpensive
Hamiltonian diagonalizations in spaces that are 32–37
times smaller than the number of T3 amplitudes used by
CCSDT, reduce the 13.788 millihartree NPE characteriz-
ing the lowest-energy 1Ag(D2h) potential obtained with
CR-CC(2,3), relative to its CCSDT counterpart, to an
impressively small value of 0.187 millihartree. This is a
74-fold reduction in NPE compared to CR-CC(2,3).

It is clear from Table 1 and Figure 2 (b) that the con-
vergence of the lowest-energy 1Ag(D2h) potentials result-
ing from the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) calculations toward
their CCSDT parent, including the challenging barrier
region, with the CIPSI wave function termination param-
eter Ndet(in), with the number of determinants in the fi-
nal Hamiltonian diagonalization space used to determine
|Ψ(CIPSI)⟩ [Ndet(out)], and with the fraction of triply ex-
cited determinants in the P space captured by CIPSI is
very fast, but one cannot say the same about the uncor-
rected CC(P ) energies. As shown in Table 1 and Figure
2 (a), and in line with the formal analysis in Section II,
the CC(P ) energies improve the CCSD results and con-
verge toward CCSDT, but they do it at a much slower
rate than their δ(P ;Q)-corrected CC(P ;Q) counterparts.
For instance, the CIPSI-driven CC(P ) computations for
the lowest singlet state of cyclobutadiene using Ndet(in) =
100, 000 reduce the 26.827, 27.964, 29.667, 32.473, 37.662,
and 47.979 millihartree errors relative to CCSDT ob-
tained at λ = 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1 with CCSD and
the associated NPE value of 21.152 millihartree to 22.183,
23.029, 23.947, 30.198, 21.842, 32.125, and 10.283 milli-
hartree, respectively. This should be compared to the
much smaller error and NPE values characterizing the
corresponding CC(P ;Q) calculations, which are 0.431–
3.539 and 3.108 millihartree, respectively. The analogous
CC(P ) calculations using Ndet(in) = 250, 000, where the
errors characterizing the δ(P ;Q)-corrected CC(P ;Q) en-
ergies in the entire λ = 0–1 region and the overall NPE
relative to CCSDT are already at the level of 0.2–0.5 mil-
lihartree, produce the 17.137–25.279 millihartree errors
and the NPE of 8.142 millihartree. Even with the largest
Ndet(in) value considered in this study, of 10, 000, 000, the
7.252–10.238 millihartree differences between the CC(P )
and CCSDT energies of the lowest 1Ag(D2h) state of cy-
clobutadiene in the λ = 0–1 region and the NPE of 2.986
millihartree that characterizes the resulting CC(P ) po-
tential relative to its CCSDT parent remain. All of this
implies that while relaxing T1 and T2 amplitudes in the
presence of the leading triples is important, correcting
the CC(P ) energies for the remaining T3 effects, which
the CC(P ) computations using the P spaces generated
with the help of CIPSI do not describe, is critical to
reach submillihartree accuracy levels relative to CCSDT
with small fractions of triples in these spaces. We ob-
served a similar behavior in the semi-stochastic, CIQMC-
and CCMC-driven,32,120–122 and adaptive124 CC(P ) and
CC(P ;Q) calculations, although based on the numeri-

cal evidence that we have generated to date, the CIPSI-
driven CC(P ;Q) methodology investigated in this study
and its recently formulated adaptive analog seem to be
more effective in converging the target CC (in most of
our work to date, CCSDT) energetics than their semi-
stochastic counterparts. This suggests that the sequences
of Hamiltonian diagonalizations utilized in the CIPSI-
driven CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) computations and the mo-
ment expansions defining the δ(P ;Q) corrections that
are used to construct excitation spaces in the adaptive
CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) runs are more efficient in identi-
fying the leading higher–than–doubly excited determi-
nants for inclusion of the underlying P spaces than the
CIQMC/CCMC wave function propagations, although
this topic needs to be explored further and we will re-
turn to it in the future.

As shown in Table 2 and Figure 2 (c) and (d), many
of the above observations apply to the CIPSI-driven
CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) calculations for the lowest-energy
3B1g(D2h) potential, but, given the fact that the CR-
CC(2,3) approach is already very accurate in this case,
producing errors relative to CCSDT that in absolute
value do not exceed 60 microhartree, the CC(P ;Q) com-
putations using Ndet(in) > 1 offer no obvious advantages
over CR-CC(2,3). Nonetheless, it is reassuring that, in
analogy to the Ag(D2h)-symmetric singlet ground state,
the differences between the energies of the 3B1g(D2h)
state obtained in the CC(P ) computations using CIPSI
Hamiltonian diagonalizations to create lists of the lead-
ing triply excited determinants for inclusion in the under-
lying P spaces and their CCSDT counterparts decrease
as Ndet(in) increases, independent of λ. It is also en-
couraging that the δ(P ;Q) corrections are as effective
in bringing the CC(P ) energies to a virtually perfect
agreement with the parent CCSDT data as in the case
of the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) calculations for the low-
est 1Ag(D2h) potential using Ndet(in) ≥ 250, 000. By
inspecting the CC(P ;Q) column in Table 2, one may get
the impression that the incorporation of the triply excited
determinants identified by the CIPSI runs using increas-
ingly large Ndet(in) values in the preceding CC(P ) steps

worsens the CR-CC(2,3) results for the lowest 3B1g(D2h)
state, which correspond to Ndet(in) = 1, but reading Ta-
ble 2 in this way would be misleading. Indeed, in single-
reference situations, such as that created by the lowest
3B1g(D2h) state of cyclobutadiene, where many-electron
correlation effects are essentially only dynamical, the
triples correction of CR-CC(2,3) [similarly to CCSD(T)]
often overshoots the parent CCSDT energies (slightly).
Once one starts adding triply excited determinants to the
P space, the CC(P ;Q) energies initially go up, becoming
upper bounds to their CCSDT counterparts, but when
the fraction of triples in the P space is large enough, the
differences between the CC(P ;Q) and CCSDT energies
decrease, steadily approaching 0. We see some of this be-
havior in Table 2, but we have to keep in mind that the
P spaces used in our CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) calculations
use small fractions of triples, so that the residual, ∼0.1
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millihartree, errors relative to CCSDT remain. What is
most important here is that the CC(P ;Q) computations
for the lowest triplet potential of cyclobutadiene using
Ndet(in) > 1 reported in Table 2 and Figure 2 (d) do not
substantially alter the already excellent CR-CC(2,3) en-
ergetics. This allows us to conclude that the coupling of
the lower-rank T1 and T2 clusters with their higher-rank
T3 counterpart is negligible in this case and the relax-
ation of the CCSD values of T1 and T2 amplitudes by
including some triples in the iterative CC(P ) steps is not
necessary for obtaining high-accuracy CC(P ;Q) results.

Having demonstrated the excellent performance of the
CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) approach in accurately approxi-
mating the lowest-energy 1Ag(D2h) and 3B1g(D2h) po-
tentials of cyclobutadiene along its automerization coor-
dinate obtained with CCSDT, in the final part of our
discussion, we turn to the CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) singlet–
triplet gaps and their dependence on λ andNdet(in) exam-
ined in Table 3 and Figure 2 (e) [the uncorrected CC(P )
energetics] and (f) [the CC(P ;Q) results]. As pointed
out above, to obtain accurate ∆ES–T values for cyclobu-
tadiene in the vicinity of the barrier region, one has to
balance significant nondynamical correlations associated
with the multiconfigurational singlet state, which mani-
fest themselves in massive T3 clusters that are strongly
coupled to the one- and two-body components of T , with
predominantly dynamical correlations characterizing the
lowest triplet state that result in the generally smaller T3

contributions having minimal effect on T1 and T2 ampli-
tudes. The singlet–triplet gap values reported in Table
3 and Figure 2 (e) and (f) clearly show that neither the
CCSD approach nor the CR-CC(2,3) triples correction to
CCSD, which are equivalent to the CIPSI-driven CC(P )
and CC(P ;Q) calculations using Ndet(in) = 1, can do
this. Both of these methods struggle with achieving a bal-
anced description of the 1Ag(D2h) and

3B1g(D2h) states
of cyclobutadiene as λ approaches 1, producing errors
relative to CCSDT that are as large as 5.261 and 2.282
kcal/mol, respectively, at λ = 0.6, where the CCSDT
value of ∆ES–T is −10.295 kcal/mol, 8.589 and 4.434
kcal/mol, respectively, at λ = 0.8, where ∆ES–T obtained
with CCSDT is −5.804 kcal/mol, and 15.120 and 9.222
kcal/mol at λ = 1, where the CCSDT result for ∆ES–T is
−4.783 kcal/mol. These large error values in the singlet–
triplet gaps resulting from the CCSD and CR-CC(2,3)
computations in the barrier region are a consequence of
the dramatic increase in the magnitude of T3 effects char-
acterizing the 1Ag(D2h) state and a rapidly deteriorating
description of this state by both CCSD and CR-CC(2,3)
as λ → 1, seen in Table 1 and Figure 2 (a) and (b),
as opposed to the nearly constant T3 contributions and
a virtually perfect agreement between the CR-CC(2,3)
and CCSDT 3B1g(D2h) potentials in the entire λ = 0–1
region shown in Table 2 and Figure 2 (d) [while quanti-
tatively inaccurate, the shape of the 3B1g(D2h) potential
obtained with CCSD, shown in Figure 2 (c), is qualita-
tively correct too]. In analogy to the previously discussed
calculations for the lowest-energy 1Ag(D2h) potential, in

order to bring the above errors down, the input param-
eter Ndet(in), which controls the CIPSI diagonalization
sequences preceding the CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) compu-
tations, must be increased, so that the P spaces used
in these computations are augmented with the leading
triply excited determinants, the CCSD values of T1 and
T2 amplitudes, used in CR-CC(2,3), are properly relaxed,
and the quality of the δ(P ;Q) corrections that capture the
remaining T3 effects improves.

This is precisely what we observe in the CIPSI-driven
CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) calculations of the singlet–triplet
gaps, especially the latter ones, reported in Table 3
and Figure 2 (e) and (f). Indeed, the CC(P ;Q) ap-
proach using Ndet(in) = 100, 000, which relies on small
CIPSI diagonalization spaces [small Ndet(out) values],
whose dimensionalities are about 1% of the 14, 483, 876
Ag(D2h)-symmetric Sz = 0 and 14, 339, 992 B1g(D2h)-
symmetric Sz = 1 triply excited amplitudes involved in
the parent full CCSDT computations, and which em-
ploys even smaller P spaces having only 0.1–0.6% of
all triples, reduces the 0.553, 0.813, 1.300, 2.282, 4.434,
and 9.222 kcal/mol differences between the CR-CC(2,3)
and CCSDT ∆ES–T values at λ = 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8,
and 1 to 0.253, 0.301, 0.485, 0.784, 0.398, and 2.227
kcal/mol, respectively. When Ndet(in) is increased to
250, 000, where the numbers of determinants included
in the final CIPSI diagonalizations preceding the CC(P )
and CC(P ;Q) steps are still only ∼2–3% of all T3 ampli-
tudes used in the CCSDT calculations for the 1Ag(D2h)
and 3B1g(D2h) states and where the resulting P spaces
contain only 0.5–0.9% of all triples, the errors in the
CC(P ;Q) ∆ES–T gaps relative to their CCSDT coun-
terparts at the above values of λ decrease even more,
to 0.112, 0.108, 0.128, 0.128, 0.152, and 0.263 kcal/mol,
respectively, bringing the CC(P ;Q) and CCSDT results
to a virtually perfect agreement, while reducing a com-
putational effort compared to the CCSDT runs by or-
ders of magnitude. As in the previously discussed results
for the lowest singlet and triplet states of cyclobutadi-
ene, especially for the challenging, Ag(D2h)-symmetric,
singlet ground state, the δ(P ;Q) corrections play a ma-
jor role in the observed error reductions, substantially
improving the CC(P ) ∆ES–T values, but, unlike in the
CC(P ) calculations of the 1Ag(D2h) and 3B1g(D2h) po-
tentials, the singlet–triplet gaps obtained with the un-
corrected CC(P ) approach using relatively small CIPSI
diagonalization spaces and tiny fractions of all triples in
the associated P spaces can be quite accurate in their
own right, reproducing the CCSDT values of ∆ES–T

across the entire λ = 0–1 region to within ∼1–2 kcal/mol
when Ndet(in) ≳ 250, 000. Clearly, this is a lot better
than the 5.261, 8.589, and 15.120 kcal/mol errors rela-
tive to CCSDT obtained at λ = 0.6, 0.8, and 1, respec-
tively, with CCSD, demonstrating that the relaxation
of T1 and T2 amplitudes in the presence of the leading
T3 contributions in the CIPSI-driven CC(P ) computa-
tions using sufficiently large Ndet(in) values results in a
more balanced description of the many-electron correla-
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tion effects in the 1Ag(D2h) and 3B1g(D2h) states, es-
pecially when λ approaches 1, although, by inspecting
Tables 1–3, we can also see that much of the improve-
ment in the CCSD ∆ES–T data offered by the CC(P )
approach originates from error cancellations between the
1Ag(D2h) and 3B1g(D2h) CC(P ) energies. In the case
of the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) computations, we do not
have to count on error cancellations, since both the total
electronic energies of the lowest singlet and triplet states
of cyclobutadiene at various values of λ and the gaps be-
tween them rapidly converge toward their CCSDT par-
ents with Ndet(in). The δ(P ;Q) corrections, in addition
to being highly effective in improving the CC(P ) ener-
gies of the 1Ag(D2h) and

3B1g(D2h) states and the asso-
ciated ∆ES–T values, are also very helpful in curing the
nonsystematic error patterns in the singlet–triplet gaps
observed in the CC(P ) calculations in Table 3 as Ndet(in)

increases, where the differences between the CC(P ) and
CCSDT values of ∆ES–T go up and down or oscillate.
This does not happen in the CC(P ;Q) calculations, where
the resulting singlet–triplet gaps approach their CCSDT
parents systematically and very fast as Ndet(in) is made
larger, independent of λ. This is yet another demonstra-
tion of the ability of the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) approach
to provide a highly accurate and well-balanced descrip-
tion of the many-electron correlation effects characteriz-
ing the lowest-energy singlet and triplet states of cyclobu-
tadiene along its automerization coordinate, which the
conventional CC methods, such as CCSD, CR-CC(2,3),
and other noniterative triples corrections to CCSD, can-
not provide as one approaches the barrier region.

We conclude this section by noticing that the results
reported in Tables 1–3 also show that the convergence
of the CIPSI-driven CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) energies of the
lowest 1Ag(D2h) and 3B1g(D2h) states of cyclobutadi-
ene and the gap between them toward their respective
CCSDT parents with Ndet(in) or Ndet(out) is faster than
that characterizing the associated variational and pertur-
batively corrected CIPSI energetics toward the extrapo-

lated Evar + ∆E
(2)
r values. This observation is consis-

tent with our initial study announcing the CIPSI-based
CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) methodologies123 and the fact that
the CC(P ;Q) calculations are capable of accurately ap-
proximating the parent CCSDT energetics out of the
unconverged CIPSI runs using relatively small Hamil-
tonian diagonalization spaces, even when T3 correla-
tions are large and nonperturbative and electronic quasi-
degeneracies become substantial, as is the case in the bar-
rier region of the ground-state 1Ag(D2h) potential. While
this may not be a general remark, we also observe that

perturbatively corrected Evar +∆E(2) and Evar +∆E
(2)
r

energies of the lowest singlet and triplet states of cyclobu-
tadiene and the gap between them converge toward their
extrapolated limits at a rate similar to that characteriz-
ing our uncorrected CC(P ) calculations toward CCSDT.
The δ(P ;Q)-corrected CC(P ;Q) energetics converge to
CCSDT much faster. This might be yet another way of
looking at the effectiveness of the δ(P ;Q) moment correc-

tions in improving the underlying CC(P ) results. That
being said, we should keep in mind that the algorithms
used to obtain the CCSDT and the perturbatively cor-
rected and extrapolated CIPSI energies are fundamen-
tally different procedures. Furthermore, and more im-
portantly given the objectives of this study, where we
are interested in exploring the CIPSI-driven CC(P ) and
CC(P ;Q) methodologies, not the CIPSI approach itself,
the CIPSI wave function growth in the calculations re-
ported in Tables 1–3 was terminated long before our
CIPSI runs were well converged, as we only needed infor-
mation about the leading triply excited determinants and
were not interested in saturating the triply excited man-
ifolds of the relevant many-electron Hilbert spaces. Last
but not least, to highlight the robustness of our CC(P ;Q)
framework, all of the calculations reported in this work
relied on the RHF and ROHF orbitals, i.e., we made no
attempt to further optimize orbitals to make them con-
sistent with correlated computations, which would im-
prove CIPSI’s performance and which might also help
our CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) results using smaller Ndet(in)

values, especially in the vicinity of the square TS geome-
try. We intend to look into potential benefits that might
be offered by orbital optimizations in the CIPSI-driven
CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) calculations in a future study.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

An accurate determination of singlet–triplet gaps in
biradicals represents a formidable test for ab initio elec-
tronic structure methodologies, as it requires balancing
strong nondynamical many-electron correlation effects,
needed for a reliable description of the low-spin singlet
states that have a manifestly multiconfigurational na-
ture, with the generally weaker, largely dynamical, cor-
relations characterizing the high-spin triplet states. Al-
though high-level CC methods with a full treatment of
higher–than–two-body clusters, such as CCSDT or CCS-
DTQ, are often powerful enough to capture the dynami-
cal and nondynamical correlation effects relevant in such
studies, their applications are hindered by the demanding
computational steps and memory requirements, which
are prohibitively expensive when larger many-electron
systems are examined. One of the promising ideas aimed
at addressing this situation within the single-reference
CC framework is the CC(P ;Q) formalism, in which one
solves the CC amplitude equations in a suitably defined
subspace of the many-electron Hilbert space, referred to
as the P space, and improves the resulting CC(P ) en-
ergies using the a posteriori moment corrections, desig-
nated as δ(P ;Q), calculated with the help of the com-
plementary Q space.22,32,103,107,113,114,119–124 Among the
most attractive features of the CC(P ;Q) methodology is
its flexibility, so that in addition to conventional choices
of the P and Q spaces using truncations based on exci-
tation ranks, which in the past resulted in the develop-
ment of the biorthogonal CR-CC methods, such as the
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CR-CC(2,3) triples correction to CCSD,17,84–86 one can
consider various unconventional ways of setting up these
spaces that can improve the CR-CC(2,3), CCSD(T), and
similar energetics for systems with substantial electronic
quasi-degeneracies by relaxing the T1 and T2 components
of the cluster operator T in the presence of their higher-
rank Tn counterparts with n > 2, such as T3, which be-
come large, nonperturbative, and strongly coupled to T1

and T2 in such situations. This can be done without ma-
jor increases in the computational effort by incorporating
the leading higher–than–doubly excited determinants in
the P spaces and using corrections δ(P ;Q) to capture
the remaining correlations of interest.

In this work, we have examined the hybrid variant of
the CC(P ;Q) methodology introduced in Ref. 123, in
which the leading higher–than–doubly excited determi-
nants in the P space are identified, in an automated
fashion, using the sequences of Hamiltonian diagonaliza-
tions generated with the CIPSI algorithm.74–76 In order
to thoroughly test the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) formal-
ism and obtain useful insights into its performance, we
have focused on recovering the lowest-energy singlet and
triplet potentials of cyclobutadiene along its automeriza-
tion coordinate and the gap between them resulting from
the full CCSDT computations which, based on compar-
isons with the perturbatively corrected and extrapolated
CIPSI and DEA-EOMCC(4p-2h)-level data, obtained in
this study as well, provide reliable information. To do
so, we have constructed an approximate, D2h-symmetric,
one-dimensional automerization pathway connecting the
rectangular reactant and product species via the square
TS structure on the ground-state singlet potential using
the information taken from Ref. 38 and performed a large
number of CC(P ;Q) calculations for the lowest 1Ag(D2h)
and 3B1g(D2h) states of cyclobutadiene at the selected
nuclear geometries along the resulting path, where for
each state and for each geometry, we have explored a wide
range of values of the CIPSI wave function termination
parameter Ndet(in) that controls the Hamiltonian diago-
nalization sequences preceding the CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q)
runs. We have demonstrated that the CIPSI-driven
CC(P ;Q) calculations are capable of accurately approx-
imating the high-level CCSDT energetics of the lowest
singlet and triplet states of cyclobutadiene across the en-
tire automerization pathway, to within small fractions of
a millihartree for total energies and 0.1–0.2 kcal/mol for
the singlet–triplet gaps, using tiny fractions of the triply
excited determinants, on the order of 1% of all triples,
in the underlying P spaces extracted from the relatively
inexpensive CIPSI diagonalizations in spaces that are or-
ders of magnitude smaller than the numbers of cluster
amplitudes used by CCSDT. This extraordinary perfor-
mance of the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) approach applies to
both the less demanding reactant/product region, where
the lowest singlet and triplet states of cyclobutadiene are
largely single-configurational and the absolute values of
the singlet–triplet gap exceed 30 kcal/mol, and the vicin-
ity of the TS structure on the ground-state singlet poten-

tial, where the high-spin triplet state retains its weakly
correlated, single-determinantal, nature, but the singlet
state, separated from its triplet counterpart by only ∼5
kcal/mol, becomes multiconfigurational, strongly corre-
lated, and characterized by large and highly nonpertur-
bative T3 correlations, which are strongly coupled to the
one- and two-body components of T and which result in
failure of CR-CC(2,3) and other noniterative triples cor-
rections to CCSD. Interestingly, the uncorrected CC(P )
computations using similarly compact excitation spaces
can be accurate as well, reproducing the CCSDT values
of the singlet–triplet gap across the entire automeriza-
tion pathway to within ∼1–2 kcal/mol, improving the
poor CCSD and CR-CC(2,3) results in the vicinity of
the TS geometry, and reaffirming the usefulness of in-
corporating the leading triply excited determinants into
the underlying P spaces, but the total energies of the
lowest 1Ag(D2h) and 3B1g(D2h) states of cyclobutadi-
ene obtained with the CC(P ) approach converge to their
CCSDT parents with Ndet(in) very slowly, so one has to
rely on error cancellations to obtain accurate singlet–
triplet gaps with CC(P ). The δ(P ;Q) corrections are
very helpful in this regard. They reduce errors in the to-
tal CC(P ) energies of the 1Ag(D2h) and

3B1g(D2h) states
of cyclobutadiene by orders of magnitude while substan-
tially improving the resulting singlet–triplet gaps, mak-
ing their convergence toward CCSDT smoother and more
systematic. Given the relatively low costs of determining
the δ(P ;Q) corrections compared to the preceding CIPSI
and CC(P ) steps and the enormous benefits resulting
from their application in the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) cal-
culations, we recommend using CC(P ;Q).

The excellent performance of the CIPSI-driven
CC(P ;Q) approach in converging the lowest-energy sin-
glet and triplet potentials of cyclobutadiene obtained
with CCSDT, observed in this study, along with the
promising initial results reported in Ref. 123, motivate
us to pursue the hybrid CC methodologies combining the
CC(P ;Q) framework with selected CI even further. We
will, for example, investigate how much the CC(P ;Q)
singlet and triplet potentials reported in this work, es-
pecially the ground-state singlet potential in the vicinity
of the TS geometry, can benefit from replacing the RHF
and ROHF orbitals exploited in the calculations reported
in this work by the suitably optimized orbitals consistent
with the CC(P ) or CIPSI wave functions. We will also
examine how much each of the singlet and triplet poten-
tials of cyclobutadiene obtained with the CIPSI-driven
CC(P ;Q) approach using a given value of Ndet(in), es-
pecially its smoothness, can improve by consolidating
the P spaces corresponding to the different geometries
along the automerization path or, to be more precise in
the context of the CC(P ;Q) calculations aimed at re-
covering the CCSDT energetics performed in this study,
by merging the triple excitation manifolds incorporated
in those spaces. Among other topics worth exploring,
it will be interesting to examine if anything substan-
tial can be gained by replacing the CIPSI algorithm in



13

our CC(P ;Q) considerations by other selected CI tech-
niques, such as heat-bath CI,153–155 adaptive CI,147,148 or
adaptive sampling CI.149,150 Last but not least, following
the strategy adopted in our previous work on the semi-
stochastic, CIQMC-driven, CC(P ;Q) approaches,120–122

we are planning to extend the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q)
methodology investigated in this study and Ref. 123,
to higher CC levels, especially CCSDTQ, and excited
electronic states, with an initial focus on converging the
EOMCCSDT162–164 energetics, while seeking additional
savings in the computational effort by replacing the un-
constrained CIPSI algorithm, which is allowed to ex-
plore the entire many-electron Hilbert space, by its trun-
cated analogs consistent with the determinantal spaces
needed in the target CC calculations (e.g., the CISDT
or CISDTQ analogs of CIPSI when attempting to use
the CIPSI-driven CC(P ;Q) framework to converge the
CCSDT or CCSDTQ energetics).
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TABLE 1. Convergence of the CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) Energies of the Lowest Singlet State of Cyclobutadiene, as Described by
the cc-pVDZ Basis Set, Toward CCSDT at Selected Values of Parameter λ Defining the Automerization Coordinate via the
Interpolation Formula Given by Eq. (2), Alongside the Associated Variational and Perturbatively Corrected CIPSI Energies

λ Ndet(in) / Ndet(out) % of triples Evar
a Evar + ∆E(2)a Evar + ∆E

(2)
r

a CC(P )b CC(P ;Q)b

0 1/1 0 596.966c −84.890d 119.654 26.827e 0.848f

50,000/55,651 0.0 120.631 25.127(179) 27.145(175) 25.481 0.676
100,000/111,316 0.1 107.950 22.116(146) 23.686(143) 22.183 0.431
250,000/445,296 0.6 95.932 18.756(144) 19.974(141) 17.706 0.278
500,000/890,920 1.1 91.033 17.669(142) 18.752(140) 16.258 0.268
1,000,000/1,781,339 2.2 86.494 16.576(139) 17.543(137) 14.608 0.254
5,000,000/7,127,768 7.7 75.839 14.895(121) 15.604(119) 10.733 0.145
10,000,000/14,258,080 15.1 67.232 13.219(108) 13.759(107) 7.252 0.093

0.2 1/1 0 601.559c −87.141d 129.221 27.964e 1.253f

50,000/51,630 0.0 126.605 27.112(167) 29.321(164) 26.641 1.012
100,000/103,165 0.1 111.522 24.556(150) 26.178(147) 23.029 0.552
250,000/412,603 0.5 98.105 19.604(152) 20.870(149) 17.911 0.272
500,000/825,242 1.1 92.595 18.791(145) 19.889(143) 16.130 0.270
1,000,000/1,651,057 2.0 87.874 17.728(135) 18.703(133) 14.653 0.264
5,000,000/6,602,235 7.3 77.378 15.889(122) 16.612(121) 10.783 0.148
10,000,000/13,223,732 13.9 68.937 14.333(109) 14.887(107) 7.524 0.101

0.4 1/1 0 605.168c −91.486d 141.934 29.667e 2.021f

50,000/50,677 0.0 129.124 28.480(178) 30.760(174) 28.021 1.563
100,000/101,361 0.1 113.415 24.995(166) 26.686(163) 23.947 0.776
250,000/405,591 0.5 98.290 19.122(156) 20.416(153) 18.165 0.271
500,000/811,227 1.1 92.053 17.563(147) 18.682(145) 15.984 0.292
1,000,000/1,621,981 2.0 87.558 17.149(139) 18.133(137) 14.611 0.274
5,000,000/6,488,516 7.2 76.901 15.082(123) 15.813(122) 10.710 0.160
10,000,000/12,976,521 10.7 73.466 14.493(118) 15.156(116) 10.238 0.115

0.6 1/1 0 610.659c −95.640d 164.690 32.473e 3.582f

50,000/53,206 0.0 130.859 30.784(188) 33.041(184) 32.473 2.679
100,000/106,413 0.1 115.914 26.643(175) 28.371(171) 30.198 1.235
250,000/425,835 0.5 98.110 18.561(152) 19.866(150) 25.279 0.300
500,000/851,740 1.1 91.503 17.269(143) 18.381(140) 17.781 0.304
1,000,000/1,703,867 2.0 87.073 16.711(139) 17.693(137) 14.282 0.284
5,000,000/6,812,598 7.5 75.664 14.470(122) 15.183(121) 9.967 0.167
10,000,000/13,627,034 13.9 68.381 13.315(108) 13.878(107) 7.311 0.109

0.8 1/1 0 619.744c −98.958d 207.413 37.662e 7.008f

50,000/98,465 0.1 123.879 32.073(170) 33.919(167) 28.703 2.505
100,000/196,965 0.2 112.359 24.572(171) 26.222(168) 21.842 0.628
250,000/394,080 0.5 100.961 19.800(151) 21.171(148) 17.926 0.336
500,000/787,924 1.0 93.638 18.350(149) 19.500(147) 15.451 0.360
1,000,000/1,575,423 1.9 88.146 17.491(137) 18.484(135) 13.731 0.327
5,000,000/6,300,768 6.0 78.214 15.623(125) 16.375(123) 10.615 0.211
10,000,000/12,604,257 10.7 71.699 14.195(115) 14.816(113) 8.367 0.150

1 1/1 0 632.766c −102.757d 282.305 47.979e 14.636f

50,000/56,219 0.0 146.883 45.172(210) 47.519(205) 42.119 9.569
100,000/112,432 0.1 130.721 36.708(182) 38.658(178) 32.125 3.539
250,000/449,753 0.5 99.218 19.367(152) 20.688(150) 17.137 0.458
500,000/899,464 0.9 92.482 17.938(148) 19.059(145) 14.685 0.435
1,000,000/1,799,702 1.7 87.614 17.261(140) 18.243(138) 13.223 0.375
5,000,000/7,196,961 5.5 77.242 15.348(125) 16.078(123) 9.969 0.246
10,000,000/14,391,011 9.6 71.571 14.183(114) 14.800(113) 8.486 0.167

a For each value of λ, the Evar, Evar + ∆E(2), and Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energies are reported as errors, in millihartree, relative to the

extrapolated Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energy found using a linear fit based on the last six Evar,k + ∆E

(2)
r,k values leading to the largest CIPSI

wave function obtained with Ndet(in) = 10, 000, 000, plotted against the corresponding ∆E
(2)
r,k corrections, following the procedure

described in Refs. 39, 76, and 160. The extrapolated Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energies at λ = 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1 are −154.248137(398),

−154.247883(480), −154.244213(872), −154.239997(642), −154.236928(616), and −154.235401(1043) hartree, respectively, where the

error bounds in parentheses correspond to the uncertainty associated with the linear fit. The error bounds for the Evar + ∆E(2) and

Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energies obtained at the various values of Ndet(in) reflect on the semi-stochastic design of the V

(k)
ext spaces discussed in

the main text, but they ignore the uncertainties characterizing the reference Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energies obtained in the above

extrapolation procedure.
b The CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) energies are reported as errors relative to CCSDT, in millihartree. The total CCSDT energies at λ = 0, 0.2,

0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1 are −154.244157, −154.242922, −154.240027, −154.236079, −154.232439, and −154.232002 hartree, respectively.
c Equivalent to RHF.
d Equivalent to the result obtained with the second-order MBPT approach using the Epstein–Nesbet denominator.
e Equivalent to CCSD.
f Equivalent to CR-CC(2,3).
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TABLE 2. Convergence of the CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) Energies of the Lowest Triplet State of Cyclobutadiene, as Described by
the cc-pVDZ Basis Set, Toward CCSDT at Selected Values of Parameter λ Defining the Automerization Coordinate via the
Interpolation Formula Given by Eq. (2), Alongside the Associated Variational and Perturbatively Corrected CIPSI Energies

λ Ndet(in) / Ndet(out) % of triples Evar
a Evar + ∆E(2)a Evar + ∆E

(2)
r

a CC(P )b CC(P ;Q)b

0 1/1 0 572.232c −97.167d 94.195 24.646e −0.033f

50,000/84,925 0.3 126.216 17.881(210) 20.609(205) 22.589 0.016
100,000/169,861 0.5 100.010 14.692(155) 16.283(152) 20.446 0.028
250,000/339,721 0.8 90.992 13.111(144) 14.389(142) 18.341 0.100
500,000/679,710 1.2 85.449 12.584(139) 13.672(137) 16.737 0.154
1,000,000/1,359,265 1.8 81.995 12.345(137) 13.324(135) 15.567 0.173
5,000,000/5,436,202 4.6 74.316 11.275(126) 12.053(124) 12.474 0.167
10,000,000/10,871,115 7.7 69.341 10.222(118) 10.896(117) 10.637 0.134

0.2 1/1 0 571.775c −95.504d 93.218 24.424e −0.043f

50,000/95,659 0.3 119.164 17.033(194) 19.415(189) 22.170 0.015
100,000/191,346 0.6 97.554 14.541(153) 16.027(151) 19.833 0.072
250,000/382,772 0.8 90.002 12.999(155) 14.237(152) 17.991 0.100
500,000/765,329 1.3 84.848 12.854(143) 13.912(141) 16.326 0.155
1,000,000/1,532,203 2.0 80.932 12.414(135) 13.356(133) 14.846 0.173
5,000,000/6,122,654 5.1 72.919 11.032(121) 11.776(120) 11.898 0.152
10,000,000/12,246,843 8.5 67.669 10.147(114) 10.778(113) 9.840 0.126

0.4 1/1 0 572.339c −93.175d 93.387 24.239e −0.050f

50,000/68,315 0.2 138.142 20.184(191) 23.481(186) 22.835 −0.028
100,000/136,635 0.4 105.157 16.968(158) 18.675(155) 20.901 0.003
250,000/273,285 0.7 94.039 14.997(147) 16.319(145) 18.707 0.068
500,000/546,881 1.0 88.089 14.172(147) 15.295(144) 17.028 0.130
1,000,000/1,093,480 1.6 84.427 13.398(141) 14.420(139) 15.794 0.154
5,000,000/8,746,894 6.6 71.913 12.125(119) 12.815(118) 10.994 0.138
10,000,000/17,483,610 12.1 62.833 10.294(105) 10.813(104) 8.130 0.084

0.6 1/1 0 570.893c −93.217d 91.663 24.089e −0.055f

50,000/55,070 0.2 150.423 19.777(414) 23.900(401) 23.037 −0.034
100,000/110,142 0.4 110.889 18.391(125) 20.292(122) 21.542 −0.015
250,000/440,697 0.9 88.802 13.367(142) 14.547(140) 17.540 0.096
500,000/881,321 1.3 84.455 13.032(131) 14.069(129) 16.110 0.143
1,000,000/1,762,363 2.1 80.638 12.620(131) 13.546(130) 14.705 0.162
5,000,000/7,051,421 5.5 73.209 11.431(124) 12.173(122) 11.869 0.132
10,000,000/14,099,214 9.1 67.881 10.554(114) 11.183(113) 9.951 0.117

0.8 1/1 0 570.863c −92.204d 91.469 23.974e −0.058f

50,000/59,298 0.2 144.443 20.389(241) 24.065(234) 22.846 −0.040
100,000/118,602 0.4 107.656 17.516(184) 19.303(180) 21.062 −0.006
250,000/474,464 0.9 88.836 14.143(145) 15.297(143) 17.489 0.094
500,000/949,394 1.4 85.025 13.589(140) 14.628(138) 16.201 0.131
1,000,000/1,898,021 2.2 81.984 13.095(133) 14.049(131) 15.224 0.131
5,000,000/7,591,707 5.5 73.852 11.863(123) 12.613(122) 12.110 0.125
10,000,000/15,188,890 9.1 68.485 11.085(113) 11.716(112) 10.195 0.099

1 1/1 0 570.406c −91.860d 90.994 23.884e −0.060f

50,000/65,391 0.2 137.892 20.022(218) 23.305(212) 22.617 −0.047
100,000/130,810 0.4 103.950 16.288(153) 17.965(150) 20.624 −0.010
250,000/261,626 0.6 93.518 14.821(148) 16.127(145) 18.665 0.039
500,000/523,285 0.9 87.775 13.661(137) 14.792(134) 17.237 0.109
1,000,000/1,046,443 1.4 84.673 13.507(140) 14.536(137) 16.189 0.127
5,000,000/8,373,419 5.8 74.128 11.775(124) 12.535(122) 12.371 0.117
10,000,000/16,741,696 9.3 68.611 11.074(115) 11.711(114) 10.435 0.101

a For each value of λ, the Evar, Evar + ∆E(2), and Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energies are reported as errors, in millihartree, relative to the

extrapolated Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energy found using a linear fit based on the last six Evar,k + ∆E

(2)
r,k values leading to the largest CIPSI

wave function obtained with Ndet(in) = 10, 000, 000, plotted against the corresponding ∆E
(2)
r,k corrections, following the procedure

described in Refs. 39, 76, and 160. The extrapolated Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energies at λ = 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1 are −154.195674(1195),

−154.206430(1047), −154.215793(862), −154.220754(582), −154.224733(1124), and −154.225942(668) hartree, respectively, where the

error bounds in parentheses correspond to the uncertainty associated with the linear fit. The error bounds for the Evar + ∆E(2) and

Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energies obtained at the various values of Ndet(in) reflect on the semi-stochastic design of the V

(k)
ext spaces discussed in

the main text, but they ignore the uncertainties characterizing the reference Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energies obtained in the above

extrapolation procedure.
b The CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) energies are reported as errors relative to CCSDT, in millihartree. The total CCSDT energies at λ = 0, 0.2,

0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1 are −154.195389, −154.205779, −154.213867, −154.219672, −154.223190, and −154.224380 hartree, respectively.
c Equivalent to ROHF.
d Equivalent to the result obtained with the second-order MBPT approach using the Epstein–Nesbet denominator.
e Equivalent to CCSD.
f Equivalent to CR-CC(2,3).
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TABLE 3. Convergence of the CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) Singlet–Triplet Gaps ∆ES–T = ES − ET Characterizing Cyclobutadiene,
as Described by the cc-pVDZ Basis Set, Toward Their CCSDT Parents at Selected Values of Parameter λ Defining the
Automerization Coordinate via the Interpolation Formula Given by Eq. (2), Along With the ∆ES–T Data Resulting From the
Associated Variational and Perturbatively Corrected CIPSI Computations

λ Ndet(in) / Ndet(out) % of triples Evar
a Evar + ∆E(2)a Evar + ∆E

(2)
r

a CC(P )b CC(P ;Q)b

0 1/1; 1 0; 0 15.521c 7.704d 15.976 1.368e 0.553f

50,000/55,651; 84,925 0.0; 0.3 −3.504 4.546(173) 4.101(169) 1.815 0.414
100,000/111,316; 169,861 0.1; 0.5 4.982 4.658(133) 4.645(131) 1.090 0.253
250,000/445,296; 339,721 0.6; 0.8 3.100 3.542(128) 3.505(126) −0.398 0.112
500,000/890,920; 679,710 1.1; 1.2 3.504 3.191(125) 3.188(123) −0.300 0.071
1,000,000/1,781,339; 1,359,265 2.2; 1.8 2.823 2.655(122) 2.647(121) −0.602 0.051
5,000,000/7,127,768; 5,436,202 7.7; 4.6 0.956 2.272(110) 2.228(108) −1.092 −0.014
10,000,000/14,258,080; 10,871,115 15.1; 7.7 −1.324 1.881(100) 1.797(099) −2.124 −0.025

0.2 1/1; 1 0; 0 18.690c 5.248d 22.592 2.221e 0.813f

50,000/51,630; 95,659 0.0; 0.3 4.670 6.325(161) 6.216(157) 2.805 0.626
100,000/103,165; 191,346 0.1; 0.6 8.765 6.284(135) 6.370(132) 2.006 0.301
250,000/412,603; 382,772 0.5; 0.8 5.085 4.145(136) 4.162(134) −0.050 0.108
500,000/825,242; 765,329 1.1; 1.3 4.861 3.726(128) 3.751(126) −0.123 0.072
1,000,000/1,651,057; 1,532,203 2.0; 2.0 4.357 3.334(120) 3.355(118) −0.121 0.057
5,000,000/6,602,235; 6,122,654 7.3; 5.1 2.798 3.048(108) 3.035(107) −0.700 −0.003
10,000,000/13,223,732; 12,246,843 13.9; 8.5 0.796 2.627(099) 2.578(098) −1.453 −0.015

0.4 1/1; 1 0; 0 20.600c 1.060d 30.464 3.406e 1.300f

50,000/50,677; 68,315 0.0; 0.2 −5.659 5.205(164) 4.567(160) 3.254 0.998
100,000/101,361; 136,635 0.1; 0.4 5.182 5.037(144) 5.027(141) 1.911 0.485
250,000/405,591; 273,285 0.5; 0.7 2.667 2.589(135) 2.570(132) −0.340 0.128
500,000/811,227; 546,881 1.1; 1.0 2.488 2.128(130) 2.125(128) −0.655 0.102
1,000,000/1,621,981; 1,093,480 2.0; 1.6 1.965 2.354(125) 2.330(123) −0.743 0.076
5,000,000/6,488,516; 8,746,894 7.2; 6.6 3.130 1.855(108) 1.881(106) −0.178 0.014
10,000,000/12,976,521; 17,483,610 10.7; 12.1 6.672 2.635(099) 2.725(098) 1.323 0.020

0.6 1/1; 1 0; 0 24.953c −1.520d 45.826 5.261e 2.282f

50,000/53,206; 55,070 0.0; 0.2 −12.277 6.907(285) 5.736(277) 4.493 1.703
100,000/106,413; 110,142 0.1; 0.4 3.154 5.179(135) 5.070(132) 2.345 0.784
250,000/425,835; 440,697 0.5; 0.9 5.841 3.259(131) 3.338(128) 0.040 0.128
500,000/851,740; 881,321 1.1; 1.3 4.423 2.659(121) 2.706(120) −0.207 0.101
1,000,000/1,703,867; 1,762,363 2.0; 2.1 4.038 2.567(120) 2.602(119) −0.266 0.077
5,000,000/6,812,598; 7,051,421 7.5; 5.5 1.541 1.907(109) 1.889(108) −1.193 0.022
10,000,000/13,627,034; 14,099,214 13.9; 9.1 0.314 1.732(099) 1.691(098) −1.657 −0.005

0.8 1/1; 1 0; 0 30.673c −4.238d 72.756 8.589e 4.434f

50,000/98,465; 59,298 0.1; 0.2 −12.905 7.332(151) 6.184(180) 3.676 1.597
100,000/196,965; 118,602 0.2; 0.4 2.951 4.428(152) 4.342(154) 0.490 0.398
250,000/394,080; 474,464 0.5; 0.9 7.609 3.550(134) 3.685(129) 0.274 0.152
500,000/787,924; 949,394 1.0; 1.4 5.404 2.987(132) 3.057(126) −0.471 0.143
1,000,000/1,575,423; 1,898,021 1.9; 2.2 3.867 2.759(121) 2.783(118) −0.937 0.123
5,000,000/6,300,768; 7,591,707 6.0; 5.5 2.737 2.359(111) 2.360(109) −0.938 0.054
10,000,000/12,604,257; 15,188,890 10.7; 9.1 2.016 1.952(102) 1.945(100) −1.147 0.032

1 1/1; 1 0; 0 39.131c −6.838d 120.049 15.120e 9.222f

50,000/56,219; 65,391 0.0; 0.2 5.642 15.782(190) 15.195(185) 12.238 6.035
100,000/112,432; 130,810 0.1; 0.4 16.799 12.814(149) 12.985(146) 7.217 2.227
250,000/449,753; 261,626 0.5; 0.6 3.577 2.853(133) 2.862(131) −0.959 0.263
500,000/899,464; 523,285 0.9; 0.9 2.954 2.683(126) 2.678(124) −1.601 0.205
1,000,000/1,799,702; 1,046,443 1.7; 1.4 1.845 2.356(124) 2.326(122) −1.861 0.156
5,000,000/7,196,961; 8,373,419 5.5; 5.8 1.954 2.243(110) 2.223(109) −1.507 0.081
10,000,000/14,391,011; 16,741,696 9.6; 9.3 1.857 1.951(101) 1.938(100) −1.223 0.042

a For each value of λ, the Evar, Evar + ∆E(2), and Evar + ∆E
(2)
r singlet–triplet gaps are reported as errors, in kcal/mol, relative to the

parent CIPSI data obtained by forming the differences between the extrapolated Evar + ∆E
(2)
r energies of the lowest singlet and

triplet states given in footnotes ‘a’ of Tables 1 and 2. The resulting reference Evar + ∆E
(2)
r singlet–triplet gap values at λ = 0, 0.2, 0.4,

0.6, 0.8, and 1 are −32.921(790), −26.013(723), −17.833(769), −12.076(544), −7.653(804), and −5.936(777) kcal/mol, respectively.
b The CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) singlet–triplet gaps are reported as errors relative to CCSDT, in kcal/mol. The CCSDT singlet–triplet gap

values at λ = 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1 are −30.603, −23.308, −16.416, −10.295, −5.804, and −4.783 kcal/mol, respectively.
c Equivalent to RHF/ROHF.
d Equivalent to the result obtained with the second-order MBPT approach using the Epstein–Nesbet denominator.
e Equivalent to CCSD.
f Equivalent to CR-CC(2,3).
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FIG. 1. The PECs (in kcal/mol) characterizing the lowest-energy singlet and triplet states of cyclobutadiene along the D2h-
symmetric automerization pathway, defined using the interpolation formula given by Eq. (2) and parametrized by dimensionless
variable λ, resulting from the full CCSDT (red solid circles and lines), active-space DEA-EOMCC(4p-2h){Nu} (green solid
diamonds and lines), and perturbatively corrected and extrapolated CIPSI (blue solid squares and lines) calculations using the
cc-pVDZ basis set described in the main text. For each of the three methods, the energy of the singlet ground state at the
reactant (R, λ = 0) geometry is set to 0. The numbers in the middle, colored in the same way as the corresponding PECs, are
the unsigned values of the singlet–triplet gaps determined at the λ = 1 TS structure.
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FIG. 2. Convergence of the CC(P ) and CC(P ;Q) energies E, reported as (E + 154.0) hartree, of the lowest singlet [panels
(a) and (b)] and triplet [panels (c) and (d)] states of cyclobutadiene, as described by the cc-pVDZ basis set, and the ∆ES–T

gaps between them [panels (e) and (f)] toward their CCSDT counterparts with the CIPSI wave function termination parameter
Ndet(in) at selected values of the dimensionless variable λ defining the automerization coordinate via the interpolation formula
given by Eq. (2). The CC(P ) results are reported in panels (a), (c), and (e). Panels (b), (d), and (f) show the corresponding
CC(P ;Q) data.


