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The accuracy of phaseless auxiliary-field quantum Monte Carlo (ph-AFQMC) can be systematically improved
with better trial states. Using multi-Slater determinant trial states, ph-AFQMC has the potential to faithfully
treat strongly correlated systems, while balancing the static and dynamical correlations on an equal footing.
This preprint presents an implementation and application of graphics processing unit-accelerated ph-AFQMC,
for multi-Slater determinant trial wavefunctions (GPU-accelerated MSD-AFQMC), to enable efficient sim-
ulation of large-scale, strongly correlated systems. This approach allows for nearly-exact computation of
ground state energies in multi-reference systems. Our GPU-accelerated MSD-AFQMC is implemented in
the open-source code ipie, a Python-based AFQMC package [J. Chem. Theory Comput., 2022, 19(1): 109-
121]. We benchmark the performance of the GPU code on transition-metal clusters like [Cu2O2]

2+ and
[Fe2S2(SCH3)]

2−. The GPU code achieves at least sixfold speedup in both cases, comparing the timings
of a single A100 GPU to that of a 32-CPU node. For [Fe2S2(SCH3)]

2−, we demonstrate that our GPU
MSD-AFQMC can recover the dynamical correlation necessary for chemical accuracy with an MSD trial,
despite the large number of determinants required (> 105). Our work significantly enhances the efficiency of
MSD-AFQMC calculations for large, strongly correlated molecules by utilizing GPUs, offering a promising
path for exploring the electronic structure of transition metal complexes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Auxiliary-field quantum Monte Carlo (AFQMC)1,2 has
gained increasing popularity in quantum chemistry3,4

and is also recognized as a powerful approach within the
realm of quantum algorithms5–9. AFQMC with phase-
less approximation (ph-AFQMC) imposes constraints on
the evolution paths of walkers, thereby suppressing the
sign problem while introducing biases associated with the
trial states. As the quality of the trial states improves,
one can systematically reduce the biases in AFQMC cal-
culations. The gold standard method of quantum chem-
istry, coupled cluster singles and doubles with perturba-
tive triples (CCSD(T)), is known to struggle in achiev-
ing chemical accuracy for ab initio systems with multi-
reference characteristics, including bond dissociation and
transition metal complexes. The accuracy of AFQMC
with single-determinant trial states (SD-AFQMC) per-
forms even worse than the (CCSD(T)) results for these
systems3. By employing more sophisticated trial states
with multi-Slater determinants (MSD-AFQMC), the ac-
curacy of AFQMC has been shown to approach the ex-
act results for several benchmark multi-reference sys-
tems. More specifically, the accuracy of MSD-AFQMC
is on par with the multi-reference configuration interac-
tion with Davidson correction (MRCI+Q) method, while
having a better scaling and can be extended to larger
systems3. These benchmarks positions MSD-AFQMC
as one of the front-runners for large-scale calculations of
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multi-reference systems, where static and dynamic cor-
relations need to addressed on an equal footing10.

ipie is a Python-based AFQMC code that was opti-
mized for high-performance computing on central pro-
cessing units (CPUs), with a focus on simplicity and
speed. It integrates Numba’s JIT compilation to en-
hance the computational efficiency of specific kernels and
uses MPI parallelism for effective distributed comput-
ing. While engineering efforts were directed towards
GPUs for single-Slater determinant trials (SD-AFQMC),
the MSD-AFQMC code has only been implemented on
general-purpose CPUs due to the complicated excita-
tions in multi-determinant trial states. This underscores
the pressing need for MSD-GPU development to ad-
vance large-scale calculations for transition metal sys-
tems. In this preprint, we present our GPU implementa-
tion and benchmarking of MSD-AFQMC as an important
extended feature of ipie. We implemented Nvidia Com-
pute Unified Device Architecture (CUDA) kernel func-
tions with a cupy interface to facilitate parallel treat-
ments of the different excitations in the MSD trials within
ipie.

II. THEORY

A. Phaseless AFQMC

AFQMC is a projector quantum Monte Carlo method
that realises the imaginary time evolution (ITE):

|Ψ0⟩ ∝ lim
τ→∞

exp(−τĤ) |Φ0⟩ = lim
n→∞

(exp(−τĤ/n))n|Φ0⟩,
(1)
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where |Ψ0⟩ is the ground state wavefunction, and |Φ0⟩
is an initial state that have a non-zero overlap with the
ground state. We pivot our GPU engineering to ab initio
Hamiltonian, which, in second quantization, is given by

Ĥ =

N∑
p,q=1

hpqâ
†
pâq +

1

2

N∑
p,q,r,s=1

gpsqrâ
†
pâ

†
qârâs. (2)

where hpq and gpqrs are the 1-electron and 2-electron
repulsion integrals (ERI). This can be rewritten as

Ĥ =

N∑
p,q=1

h′pqâ
†
pâq +

1

2

Nγ∑
γ=1

(∑
pq

Lγ
pqâ

†
pâq

)2

(3)

using the Cholesky decomposition to the two-electron re-
pulsion integral (ERI). Here, we have the

h′pq = hpq −
1

2

∑
r

(pr|rq) (4)

Applying the Hubbard–Stratonovich transformation to
the two-body term11,12, the effective propagator contains
only one-body operators,

e−∆τĤ =

∫
dx p(x)B̂(x) +O

(
∆τ2

)
, (5)

where p(x) is the standard Gaussian distribution, x =

(x1, x2, · · · , xNγ
) are the auxiliary fields, and B̂ is a prop-

agator with only one-body terms on its exponents. Here,
we have introduced the first-order Trotter decomposition,
and therefore, the O

(
∆τ2

)
Trotter error term.

In AFQMC, each walker is a single Slater determinant,
which samples auxiliary fields xi and becomes another
single Slater determinant due to the Thouless’ theorem:
B(xi) |ϕi(τ)⟩ = |ϕi(τ +∆τ)⟩. Each walker represents a
statistical sample of the global wavefunction at imaginary
time τ , written as

|Ψ(τ)⟩ =
Nw∑
i

wi(τ)
|ϕi(τ)⟩

⟨ΨT |ϕi(τ)⟩
, (6)

where wi(τ) is the weight, |ϕi(τ)⟩ is the wavefunction of
the i-th walker at time τ and |ΨT ⟩ is the trial wavefunc-
tion used for importance sampling.

We dynamically shift the distribution of auxiliary fields
using the force bias xi defined by

xγ(∆τ, τ) = −
√
∆τ

〈
ΨT

∣∣∣∑pq L
γ
pqâ

†
pâq

∣∣∣ψi(τ)
〉

⟨ΨT |ψi(τ)⟩
. (7)

At each imaginary time step, the overlap ratio of the
i-th walker is

Si(τ,∆τ) =

〈
ΨT

∣∣∣B̂ (∆τ,xi − xi)
∣∣∣ψi(τ)

〉
⟨ΨT|ψi(τ)⟩

, (8)

with the phase of the overlap as

θi(τ) = arg [Si(τ,∆τ)] . (9)

Hence, we can define the importance function for the
update of the weights wi(τ)s:

I (xi,xi, τ,∆τ) = Si(τ,∆τ)e
xi·xi−xi·xi/2, (10)

The phase factor in Eq. 9 can range from 0 to 2π and
therefore causes the phase/sign problem. In order to con-
trol this phase/sign problem, the phaseless approxima-
tion2 is applied during the update of the weights wi(τ):

wi(τ +∆τ) = Iph (xi,xi, τ,∆τ)× wi(τ). (11)

where Iph is given by

Iph (xi,xi, τ,∆τ) = |I (xi,xi, τ,∆τ)|×max [0, cos (θi(τ))] ,
(12)

which remains real and positive throughout the propaga-
tion.
When the trial wavefunction is a single Slater determi-

nant, the overlaps at each time step is simply the overlap
between two Slater determinants:

⟨ΨT |ϕi⟩ = det
(
Ψ†

Tϕi

)
(13)

where ΨT and ϕi are the matrix representation of the
two Slater determinants. The Green’s function, i.e., the
one-body reduced density matrix (1-RDM) in a mixed
form is computed as follows:

Gij =
⟨ΨT | a†iaj |ϕi⟩

⟨ΨT |ϕi⟩
=

[
ϕi

(
Ψ†

Tϕi

]−1

Ψ†
T

]
(14)

The two-body RDMs (2-RDMs) can be obtained from the
1-RDM using the generalized Wicks theorem13,14. The
mixed energy estimation can therefore, be calculated by
the 1-RDMs and 2-RDMs.
For SD-AFQMC, the only calculations needed are ma-

trix multiplications, as shown above. This makes it fairly
straightforward for GPU implementation, with the Nw

dimension also batched for parallelization.

B. Multi-Slater determinant AFQMC

The trial wavefunction in this case is written as a linear
combination of different Slater determinants:

|ΨT ⟩ =
Nd∑
j=1

cj |ϕj⟩ , (15)

where Nd is the number of determinants in the trial. The
Slater determinants can be either a configuration inter-
action (CI) expansion, where the determinants are or-
thogonal to each other under the same set of orbitals, or
non-orthogonal under different sets of orbitals15. In this
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preprint, we only work with the former case where each
determinant is represented as a configuration.

The naive approach to implementing MSD-AFQMC
involves performing SD-AFQMC for each individual de-
terminant in the trial wavefunction. Although this makes
GPU parallelization straightforward, it is inefficient be-
cause the orbitals used in the CI expansion are the same
across determinants. Starting from scratch for each de-
terminant results in linear time scaling with respect to
Nd. Moreover, fully parallelizing this on GPUs would
lead to a linear increase in memory usage with Nd, which
is not scalable. In contrast, the ipie implementation
of MSD-AFQMC achieves sub-linear scaling in Nd by
reusing orbital information16. This advanced implemen-
tation demonstrates that the time required for MSD-
AFQMC with 2 determinants is nearly the same as with
1000 determinants. However, this efficiency complicates
GPU implementation, as the trial wavefunction must be
managed carefully to optimize memory usage.

Meanwhile, ipie integrates external quantum chem-
istry packages to facilitate a convenient workflow for
MSD-AFQMC. For more complicated trial wavefunc-
tions, such as multiple Slater determinant (MSD) trials
derived from selected configuration interaction (SCI), in-
terfaces with PySCF17 (shciscf interface), Dice18,19, and
TrexIO20 are available and easy to use. In this preprint,
we use Dice to perform the SCI calculations.

III. GPU-ACCELERATED MSD-AFQMC AND TIMING
BENCHMARKS

ph-AFQMC with MSD trials is useful for multi-
reference systems where free-projection is not feasible
due to the sign problem. In this main section, we re-
port our GPU-accelerated MSD-AFQMC workflow based
on Wick’s theorem21 . We used cupy.einsum as im-
plemented through the cuTENSOR library to accelerate
matrix multiplications. Furthermore, we implemented
Wick’s algorithm entirely on the GPU with CUDA ker-
nels. These kernels substantially accelerated computa-
tional hotspots in MSD-AFQMC, namely calculations of
the Green’s function, overlap, and local energy. One only
need minimal changes to the ipie multi-determinant ex-
ample to make use of the GPU code:

1 %env CUPY_ACCELERATORS=cutensor # for notebook ,

for .py you can set this in terminal

2

3 import cupy

4

5 from ipie.config import config

6

7 config.update_option("use_gpu", True)

8

9 import h5py

10 import numpy

11 from pyscf import fci , gto , mcscf , scf

12

13 from ipie.hamiltonians.generic import Generic as

HamGeneric

14 from ipie.qmc.afqmc import AFQMC

15 from ipie.systems.generic import Generic

16 from ipie.trial_wavefunction.particle_hole

import ParticleHole

17 from ipie.utils.from_pyscf import

gen_ipie_input_from_pyscf_chk

18

19 nocca = 4

20 noccb = 2

21

22 mol = gto.M(

23 atom =[("N", 0, 0, 0), ("N", (0, 0, 3.0))],

24 basis="ccpvdz",

25 verbose=3,

26 spin=nocca - noccb ,

27 unit="Bohr",

28 )

29 mf = scf.RHF(mol)

30 mf.chkfile = "scf.chk"

31 ehf = mf.kernel ()

32 M = 6

33 N = 6

34 mc = mcscf.CASSCF(mf, M, N)

35 mc.chkfile = "scf.chk"

36 e_tot , e_cas , fcivec , mo, mo_energy = mc.kernel

()

37 coeff , occa , occb = zip(

38 *fci.addons.large_ci(fcivec , M, (nocca , noccb),

tol=1e-8, return_strs=False)

39 )

40

41 with h5py.File("scf.chk", "r+") as fh5:

42 fh5["mcscf/ci_coeffs"] = coeff

43 fh5["mcscf/occs_alpha"] = occa

44 fh5["mcscf/occs_beta"] = occb

45

46 gen_ipie_input_from_pyscf_chk("scf.chk", mcscf=

True)

47 mol_nelec = [8, 6]

48

49 with h5py.File("hamiltonian.h5") as fa:

50 chol = fa["LXmn"][()]

51 h1e = fa["hcore"][()]

52 e0 = fa["e0"][()]

53

54 num_basis = chol.shape [1]

55 system = Generic(nelec=mol_nelec)

56

57 num_chol = chol.shape [0]

58 ham = HamGeneric(

59 numpy.array ([h1e , h1e]),

60 chol.transpose ((1, 2, 0)).reshape (( num_basis *

num_basis , num_chol)),

61 e0,

62 )

63

64 with h5py.File("wavefunction.h5", "r") as fh5:

65 coeff = fh5["ci_coeffs"][:]

66 occa = fh5["occ_alpha"][:]

67 occb = fh5["occ_beta"][:]

68 wavefunction = (coeff , occa , occb)

69 trial = ParticleHole(

70 wavefunction ,

71 mol_nelec ,

72 num_basis ,

73 num_dets_for_props=len(wavefunction [0]),

74 verbose=True ,

75 )

76 trial.compute_trial_energy = True

77 trial.build ()
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78 trial.half_rotate(ham)

79

80 afqmc_msd = AFQMC.build(

81 mol_nelec ,

82 ham ,

83 trial ,

84 num_walkers =10,

85 num_steps_per_block =25,

86 num_blocks =10,

87 timestep =0.005 ,

88 stabilize_freq =5,

89 seed =96264512 ,

90 pop_control_freq =5,

91 verbose=True ,

92 )

93 afqmc_msd.run()

94 afqmc_msd.finalise(verbose=True)

Code Snippet 1. Code snippet for MSD calculation with a
single GPU.

Here one simply needs to set the cutensor environ-
ment variable, use the GPU config and make sure the
ParticleHole class is used for the trial wavefunction.

A. Implementation

In MSD-AFQMC, the trial wavefunction comprises
various configurations arising from different excitations
relative to the reference configuration, complicating GPU
parallelization.

In ipie, the Wick’s theorem calculations are organized
into four functional sets: get dets, reduce CI, fill os,
and get ss, where ss and os refer to same-spin and
opposite-spin, respectively. Each set handles single, dou-
ble, triple, and n-fold excitation components. Specifi-
cally, get dets aids in overlap calculations, reduce CI
is crucial for evaluating Green’s functions, and the last
two sets, fill os and get ss, contribute to the mixed
energy estimator.

Our implementation primarily involves element-wise
and reduction operations, with meticulous management
of various dimensions to balance time and memory usage.
Readers interested in more detailed information about
the implementation are encouraged to consult the Ap-
pendix.

B. Benchmark results

We benchmark our MSD-AFQMC GPU implemen-
tation against the previous CPU version using the
[Cu2O2]

2+ system with the structural parameter f = 0!22

as described in the earlier ipie release paper23. We
adopt the same BS1 basis used in 21 and the correlation
space contains (32e, 108o) after a frozen core. To ensure
a direct comparison, we employ a total of 10 walkers, the
same as the configuration used in the reference bench-
mark23. Additionally, we conduct tests with 640 walkers
to provide a more realistic evaluation. Consistent with
earlier benchmarks, we define a block as 25 propagation
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MSD-GPU
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Number of Determinants

FIG. 1. (a) Comparison of time per MSD-AFQMC block with
10 walkers on a single CPU core and a single A100 GPU. The
system we considered was [Cu2O2]

2+ using the BS1 basis21,
which was also a CPU time benchmark example in the original
ipie release23. (b) Time per block with 640 walkers on a single
A100 against 32 CPU cores.

steps, incorporating one local energy estimation and ex-
ecuting population control every 5 steps.

With 10 walkers, we find that our GPU implementa-
tion on a single NVIDIA A100 card is six times faster
than the CPU version on a single CPU core when the
number of determinants in the trial is less than 103.
The speedup increases to tenfold with 104 determinants
and about 100-fold with 106 determinants (see Fig. 1(a)).
This is expected as the GPU utility rate increases with
more determinants in the trial. This scenario is partic-
ularly relevant when we have many determinants but a
small number of walkers (i.e., 10) in each MPI process.

With 640 walkers, we compare the performance of
our GPU code on a single A100 card against our CPU
implementation on 32 CPU cores, reflecting typical
production-level AFQMC calculations. As depicted in
Fig. 1 (b), we observe a fourfold speedup with fewer than
102 determinants, which increases to approximately six-
fold as the number of determinants grows. To tackle a
larger number of determinants within the memory con-
straints, we partition the determinants into chunks and
compute each chunk sequentially. This partition intro-
duces overhead that primarily impacts the energy esti-
mator. For instance, with 103 determinants, the estima-
tor accounts for less than 50% of the total block time
(0.38s on average out of 0.91s); with 106 determinants,
this ratio increases to 75% (37s out of 49s). A different
approach for computing local energy may be required for
systems that necessitate numerous determinants in the
MSD trial.

The iron-sulfur clusters is known for its notoriously
strong correlation due to the large number of d-orbital
electrons in iron and the double exchange mechanism to-
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gether with the sulfur p-orbital electrons24,25. Here we
performed timing and absolute energy benchmarks on
the (20o, 30e) active space of the [Fe2S2(SCH3)]

2− clus-
ter. The active space and integrals were obtained from
Refs. 24 and 26. In Fig. 2(a), one can see that in contrast
to the 108-orbital calculation of [Cu2O2]

2+, we only have
a twofold speedup using a single A100 card compared to
32 CPUs. This speedup increases to almost tenfold when
the number of determinants exceeds 104.
For absolute energies, we compute the reference energy

from full configuration interaction (FCI) and use two sets
of orbitals for this benchmark. The first set consists of
natural orbitals obtained by diagonalizing the 1-electron
reduced density matrix (1-RDM) from a high-level wave-
function27. Performing MSD-AFQMC calculations based
on these orbitals, we can reach within chemical accuracy
from the FCI result with around 3× 105 determinants in
the trial. On the other hand, reaching chemical accuracy
is more challenging when we use localized orbitals from
atomic orbitals. As shown in Fig. 2(b), the difference
from the reference value is still 4mHa with more than
2.5× 106 determinants. These observations indicate the
importance of choosing a proper set of orbitals for calcu-
lations on strongly correlated systems. Here we cheated
a little bit using natural orbitals resulted from a near-
exact DMRG calculation, which is not viable for larger
systems. However, we remark that we can always per-
form calculations with lower bond dimensions (DMRG)
or larger thresholds (SCI) and obtain the natural orbitals
thereafter. Another interesting point about the mixed
energy estimator is that the energies derived using local-
ized orbitals with a limited number of determinants are
lower than the FCI energy and approach upwards toward
the FCI reference.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOKS

In this preprint, we present an efficient and user-
friendly GPU implementation of MSD-AFQMC, which
we believe will serve as a valuable tool for both methodol-
ogy developers and electronic structure practitioners aim-
ing to perform large-scale calculations on multi-reference
systems. These systems require a balanced treatment
of both static and dynamic correlations for accurate de-
scriptions. On the other hand, as one can view AFQMC
as a tool to make up for dynamical correlation beyond
the active space, our [Fe2S2(SCH3)]

2− benchmark, to-
gether with the previous [Cu2O2]

2+ results23, indicate
that MSD-AFQMC may be even a faithful alternative
to exhaustive methods within the active space. More-
over, considering recent proposals for preparing AFQMC
trials on quantum devices, this new feature may also at-
tract interest from researchers working with quantum tri-
als which typically involve numerous determinants5.
We note that our implementation is still in its early

stages and runs on a single GPU only. We expect it
being straightforward to extend our Wick’s theorem cal-
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FIG. 2. Timing and absolute energy benchmarks on the
[Fe2S2(SCH3)]

2− cluster. (a) Comparison of time per MSD-
AFQMC block with 640 walkers on 32 CPU cores and a sin-
gle A100 GPU. (b) Absolute energies derived using localized
atomic orbitals and natural orbitals. The full configuration
interaction result is used as reference.

culations to a multi-GPU setup, enabling the calculation
of larger systems. Additionally, since evaluating proper-
ties other than ground-state energy is crucial, incorporat-
ing the auto-differentiation method into our GPU-MSD
framework would be highly beneficial and of great inter-
est to the community.

As demonstrated in our [Fe2S2(SCH3)]
2− benchmark,

a substantial number of determinants may be required
to accurately account for the dynamical correlation in
these strongly correlated systems. Addressing dynamical
correlation for larger iron-sulfur clusters could become in-
tractable24,25. It would be interesting to explore whether
a GPU implementation of MPS-AFQMC (AFQMC with
matrix product state trials) could treat these systems
more effectively28–30.
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Appendix A: Implementation details

For get dets, the output arrays have dimensions (Nw,
Nd). Hence, we can rewrite the for loops in these axes as
element-wise kernels that containNw·Nd threads in total.
For fill os, we still only need element-wise kernels, the
only difference from get dets is the output arrays have
three dimensions: Nw, Nd and Nγ . Therefore we have
one more dimension to parallelize. In build det matrix
and build cofactor matrix functions, we can further
parallelize the Nexct dimensions, which represents the or-
der of excitation. For get ss, the Nw and Nd dimensions
can still be parallelized but reduce operations are needed
in the Nγ dimension. So we add a serial for-loop inside
each thread. The serial reduction operation can be ac-
celerated by cooperative groups in CUDA.
The most tricky one is the reduce CI part. In this

set of functions, we are updating the walkers.CIs with
dimensions (Nw, Nacto, Nacte), where the last two di-
mensions denotes the number of active-space orbitals and
electrons. However, we update them according to an
array with dimensions (Nw, Nd). This mismatch re-
sults in a situation where different determinants from
the trial contribute to the same walkers.CI element. In
other words, we run into ”collisions” when we try to add
upon the values of the walkers.CI entries from each de-
terminant. We use atomicAdd to resolve this problem,
which performs the read, add and write operation in a
single atomic operation without interference from other
threads.

For all of the n-fold excitation functions, a
cupy.linalg.det operation is needed but can’t be
wrapped into a CUDA kernel. We dig this determinant
calculation out of the for loops, compute them once for all
indices ofNexct, Nw, Nd and send the results into the ker-
nels. In build det matrix and build cofactor matrix
functions, we can further parallelize the Nexct dimen-
sions.
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