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General-order open-shell coupled-cluster method with

partial-spin adaptation II: further formulations,

simplifications, implementations, and numerical results

Cong Wang1, 2, a)
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2)The Pennsylvania State University; 401A Chemistry Building; University Park,

PA 16802 (USA)

This is a continuation of the previous work (arXiv:2403.10128). Additional aspects

such as linear combinations of projections and hash-table canonicalizations are de-

scribed. Implementations of the general-order partial-spin adaptation (PSA) coupled-

cluster (CC) method are outlined. Numerical results are reported.

I. INTRODUCTION

Adapting spatial orbitals in open-shell CC methods1–21 can reduce the prefactors of com-

putational costs comparing to the spin-orbital approaches5 at least in principle, since the

dimension the vector space of interest from the spatial indices is smaller than the spin-orbital

indices for a given basis set9. Different from the closed-shell approaches5,9,20–29, the contrac-

tions between active orbitals in open-shell systems complicate the formulations and caused

open-shell spatial-orbital CC methods remain a challenge in quantum chemistry9,30–67. Ac-

curacy beyond the chemical accuracy (1 kcal mol−1) can be important in predicting reac-

tion selectivities68,69. Higher-order CC methods (beyond triple excitations in the cluster

operator)70–74 is one of the few methods5,75,76 at present77 can reach this level of accuracy

for general many-electron systems.

In the previous work, the PSA scheme has been extended to general orders78. The

fourth-order termination of the Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff expansion and only connected

HT contractions appearing in the equations are preserved. In the present work, we aim at

generating and implementing the working equations. To this end, additional aspects such as

a)Electronic mail: congwang.webmail@gmail.com

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.11029v1
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mailto:congwang.webmail@gmail.com
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linear combinations of projection manifolds, a simple hash-table canonicalization method,

and numerical results will be discussed.

II. GENERATING WORKING EQUATIONS

A. Linear combinations of projection manifolds

The energy and amplitudes of a general-order PSA CC can be obtained from the solutions

of the following equations78

〈Φ|HeT
PSA

|Φ〉c = E (1)

〈µPSA|HeT
PSA

|Φ〉c = 0 (2)

where 〈µPSA| := {〈µPSA
1 | , 〈µPSA

2 | , · · · } and TPSA are the projection manifolds and excita-

tion operator defined previously78. H , Φ, and c stand for the many-electron Hamiltonian,

reference high-spin Slater determinant, and connected terms28.

In addition, similar to the closed-shell methods25,26,28,79, it is expected that linear combi-

nations of the projection manifolds will reduce the number of equations and accelerate the

convergence of CC calculations. Namely, the amplitude equations, Eq. (2), become

〈µ̌PSA|HeT
PSA

|Φ〉c = 0 (3)

where 〈µ̌PSA| is a linear combination of the excitation operators on the reference bra vector

〈Φ|. 〈Φ̌AB
IJ | := 〈Φ| ĚIJ

AB := 〈Φ| (1
3
EIJ

AB + 1
6
EJI

AB) is one example. Since the notation˜has been

used in the normal ordering80, the notationˇwas adopted. Under the PSA scheme, there is

no difference between a normal ordered operator or not for the cluster operator TPSA and

the excitation manifold. Therefore, the excitation operator, e.g., EIJ
AB, may not have a ˜

notation on top of it.

Nevertheless, the construction the metric matrix M25,26,28,79 becomes increasingly labori-

ous. At this stage, we found that using similar structure as in the closed-shell method would
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lead to a feasible convergence. For example:

ĚI
A =

1

2
EI

A (4)

ĚV α
Aα = EV α

Aα (5)

ĚIβ
V β = EIβ

V β (6)

ĚIJ
AB =

1

3
EIJ

AB +
1

6
EJI

AB (7)

ĚV αI
AαB = 4(

1

3
EV αI

AαB +
1

6
EIV α

ABα) (8)

ĚV αWα
AαBα = 3(

1

3
EV αWα

AαBα +
1

6
EWαV α

AαBα ) (9)

ĚIJβ
AV β = 4(

1

3
EIJβ

AV β +
1

6
EJIβ

AV β) (10)

ĚV αIβ
AαWβ = 6(

1

3
EV αIβ

AαWβ) (11)

ĚIβJβ
V βWβ = 3(

1

3
EIβJβ

V βWβ +
1

6
EJβIβ

V βWβ) (12)

ĚIJK
ABC =

17

120
EIJK

ABC −
1

120
EIKJ

ABC −
1

120
EJIK

ABC

−
7

120
EJKI

ABC −
7

120
EKIJ

ABC −
1

120
EKJI

ABC (13)

ĚIJV α
ABCα = 6(

17

120
EIJV α

ABCα −
1

120
EIV αJ

ABαC −
1

120
EJIV α

ABCα

−
7

120
EJV αI

ABαC −
7

120
EV αIJ

AαBC −
1

120
EV αJI

AαBC) (14)

It may be worthwhile to notice that,

(i) we scale the prefactor to make terms associated with the perturbative corrections

become ±1. For instance, 1
2
and 4 in Eqs. (4) and (8) would yield fa

At
I
a − f I

i t
i
A + · · ·

and the residual řV I
AB := 〈Φ̌AB

V I |HeT
PSA

|Φ〉c = −[fα]Vv t
vI
AB−f I

i t
V i
AB+fa

Bt
V I
Aa+fa

At
V I
aB+· · · in

Eq. (2). Though upper case symbols are often used for spatial orbitals5,28,78,80, lower

case indices are adopted, such as dummy variables and generated working equations

in the present work. For sectors řWXI
ABV and řXIJ

AVW , with the presence of spin adaptation

at the [1|2|3] level, tWXI
ABV 6= −tWXI

BAV and tXIJ
AVW 6= −tXIJ

AWV . The prefactor is set to

include, both tXIJ
AVW and tXIJ

AWV contributions, since the deviations of antisymmetry can

be regarded as corrections. A list up to PSA-CCSDTQ is provided in Table I.

(ii) for a semi-internal excitation, e.g., EV αIβ
AαWβ, there is only a single term in the linear

combination of the excitation manifolds40, c1E
V αIβ
AαWβ + c2E

IαV β
AαWβ = c1E

V αIβ
AαWβ = ĚV αIβ

AαWβ,
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since EIαV β
AαWβ does not appear in the PSA39,40,43,45,48,54,55,78 or the general spin-adapted

CC methods39,66.

(iii) in the R[1|2] level of spin adaptation, the prefactor for the corrections of spin-

adaptation −1 in 〈ΦAW
V I | = 〈Φ|(EV αIβ

AαWβ−EIα
AαI

V
W ) from Table II in Ref.78, is determined

without assuming any linear combination of excitation manifolds (derived in Appendix

A in Ref.78) or scaling factor for a single excitation, e.g., 1/2 in Eq. (4). When we use

linear combinations of excitation manifolds including different scaling factors of exci-

tation operator themselves, e.g., ĚI
A = c1E

I
A = c1E

Iα
Aα + c1E

Iβ
Aβ and ĚV αIβ

AαWβ = c2E
V αIβ
AαWβ

, the semi-internal excitation manifold becomes 〈Φ̌AV
WI | = 〈Φ|ĚV αIβ

AαWβ + čĚIα
AαI

V
W with

č = −c2/c1, where -1 comes from µ
PSA[1|2]
2 term from Table II in Ref.78. Thus,

č = −6 × 1
3
/1
2
= −4. Here, c2 = 6 × 1

3
and c1 = 1

2
come from Eqs. (11) and (4),

respectively.

(iv) in the R[1|2|3] level of spin adaptation, the term with the unit matrix I, for example,

〈ΦAWB
V IJ | = 〈Φ|(EV αIβJ

AαWβB − IVWEIαJ
AαB) in Table II of Ref.78, the linear combination of

projection manifolds is generated according to two aspects in the present implemen-

tation:

(iva) triple excitation: ĚV αIβJ
AαWβB = c1E

V αIβJ
AαWβB + c2E

V αJβI
AαWβB + c3E

V αIβJ
BαWβA + c4E

V αJβI
BαWβA;

(ivb) the term EIαJ
AαB via the linear combination in ĚIJ

AB = 1/3EIαJ
AαB + 1/6EJαI

AαB +

1/3EIβJ
AβB + 1/6EJβI

AβB.

The match of these two linear combinations (iva) and (ivb), would affect the spin

adaptation in 〈Φ̌AWB
V IJ |. To ensure the correctness of the spin adaptation, we use

ĚV αIβJ
AαWβB = 4(EV αIβJ

AαWβB + 1/2EV αJβI
AαWβB) (15)

,instead of 17/120, -1/120, ... coefficients in Eqs. (13) - (14). The factors 1/2 in Eqs.

(15) reflects the relation between 1/3 and 1/6 in ĚIJ
AB. Similarly,

ĚV αIβJβ
AαWβXβ = 3(EV αIβJβ

AαWβXβ + 1/2EV αJβIβ
AαWβXβ) (16)

ĚV αWαIβ
AαBαXβ = 3(EV αWαIβ

AαBαXβ + 1/2EV αWαIβ
BαAαXβ) (17)

For simplicity, the same linear combinations of projection excitations are used for other

levels of spin adaptations.
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In analogy with (iii), 〈Φ̌AWB
V IJ | = 〈Φ|(ĚV αIβJ

AαWβB + čIVW ĚIαJ
AαB), the coefficient č here can

be determined as č = −4/1
3
= −12.

In 〈Φ̌AWX
V IJ | = 〈Φ|(ĚV αIβJβ

AαWβXβ+ č1I
V
W ĚIαJβ

AαXβ+ č2I
V
X Ě

JαIβ
AαWβ) and 〈Φ̌ABX

VWI | = 〈Φ|(ĚV αWαIβ
AαBαXβ+

č3I
W
X ĚV αIα

AαBα+č4I
V
X Ě

IαWα
AαBα ), the coefficients can be found as č1 = č2 = č3 = č4 = −3/4

3
=

−9
4
.

TABLE I. Overall prefactors in the linear combinations of the projection excitations. The conven-

tion is, for example, the factor 4 under ĚV αI
AαB corresponds to the same factor in Eq. (8).

ĚI
A ĚV α

Aα Ě
Iβ
V β

1
2 1 1

ĚIJ
AB ĚV αI

AαB ĚV αWα
AαBα Ě

IJβ
AV β Ě

V αIβ
AαWβ Ě

IβJβ
V βWβ

1 4 3 4 6 3

ĚIJK
ABC Ě

IJKβ
ABV β ĚV αIJ

AαBC Ě
IJβKβ
AV βWβ Ě

V αIβJ
AαWβB ĚV αWαI

AαBαC Ě
IβJβKβ
V βWβXβ Ě

V αIβJβ
AαWβXβ

1 6 6 15/2 4 15/2 10/3 3

Ě
V αWαIβ
AαBαXβ ĚV αWαXα

AαBαCα

3 10/3

ĚIJKL
ABCD ĚV αIJK

AαBCD ĚV αIJK
AαBCD Ě

IJKβLβ
ABV βWβ Ě

V αIβJK
AαWβBC ĚV αWαIJ

AαBαCD Ě
IJβKβLβ
AV βWβXβ Ě

V αIβJβK
AαWβXβB

1 8 8 14 5040/107 14 28/3 42

Ě
AαBαXβC
V αWαIβJ ĚV αWαXαI

AαBαCαD Ě
IβJβKβLβ
V βWβXβY β Ě

V αIβJβKβ
AαWβXβY β Ě

V αWαIβJβ
AαBαXβY β Ě

V αWαXαIβ
AαBαCαY β ĚAαBαCαDα

V αWαXαY α

21/2 28/3 35/12 35/3 35/2 35/3 35/12

B. Hash-table canonicalization algorithm

We notice that though the double-coset algorithm28 can substantially reduce the compu-

tational cost over the half-naive canonicalization algorithm (generates symmetry equivalent

equations and minimize the dummy indices). Nevertheless, the time-demanding feature of

the half-naive algorithm is partially due to the large number of non-canonicalized equations,

that are generated from the permutations in the direct evaluation of coupling coefficient

(DECC)28 algorithm. Those equations from DECC need to be canonicalized termwise. This

generation scheme implies one could build a hash-table that
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• keys are the symmetry equivalent with minimized dummy indices equations without

the prefactors,

• values are the canonicalized equations without the prefactors. The choice of the canon-

icalized equation can be any entry among the equivalent forms28,81 and can be regarded

as the equation with the minimal value28 of the sorted indices.

Since the average computational complexity in searching over hash table is O(1)82, the com-

putational cost will be comparable with DECC. Notice hash table techniques have been

used in tensor storage83, eliminations of duplicated expressions in intermediates of factoriza-

tions (reducing from O(N2))81,84, and eliminations of equivalent expressions due to dummy

indices85.

This consideration leads to the present hash-table canonicalization algorithm. We can

start from an empty set of the symmetry-equivalent equations and loop over all each un-

canonicalized equations from a common tensor contraction, e.g., 〈Φ|EIJK
ABCf

sα
rαE

rα
sα t

ijk
abcE

abc
ijk |Φ〉.

If an uncanonicalized equation does not belong to the existing symmetry-equivalent equa-

tions as the keys of the hash table, the uncanonicalized equation and its symmetry equivalent

forms under minimized dummy indices are added to the hash table. Then, the uncanonical-

ized is returned to the canonical equation among the symmetry equivalent forms (the value

of the hash table). If the uncanonicalized belongs to the keys of existing hash table, the

equation will also be returned to the canonical form as the value of the hash table.

After the equations from DECC are converted into the canonical forms. The equations

differ by prefactors can be merged. This can be done by forming another hash table that the

keys are the equations without prefactors and the values are the prefactors. The merging

steps are searching over the hash table and updated the prefactors.

The hash table in this algorithm corresponds to the dictionary structure in the program-

ming language Python. The bottleneck of this algorithm can be in generating the symmetry

equivalent forms of the equations (besides total number of terms in the uncanonicalized

equations). These are the individual symmetries of amplitude tensors, the permutations

between amplitude tensors, and two-electron integrals symmetries28. Though the computa-

tional complexity is factorial with respect to the order of the CC expansion, this complexity

exists in generating the CC equations in the DECC scheme.

Thus, we expect the computational time of canonicalization in this hash-table approach is
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comparable with the generating of equations in DECC, if the canonicalization is performed

over tensors tα and tβ according to the left-hand side of ’+=’ or ’=’ in Table I in Ref.78.

Here tα and tβ mean the spin component are α and β in the amplitude tensors, respectively,

e.g., tIαAα belongs to tα. Expanding over right-hand-side of ’+=’ in Table I in Ref.78 can

unnecessarily produce more individual tensors and additional permutation symmetries.

In addition, if one further simplifies the generating of CC equations by topological equiv-

alent terms19, the canonicalizations are expected to be achieved inside each topological

equivalent type.

C. Generation of working equations

In this subsection, we outline the workflow in generating equations for the PSA-CC

approach.

(i) Select a level of the CC method and spin adaptation

(ii) Generate terms from cluster, Hamiltonian, and projection operators

(iia) Generate terms in the cluster operator TPSA

• Generate individual excitation terms, TPSA
k , k = 1, 2, · · · according to the

level of the CC method

e.g., {tIAE
A
I , t

V
AE

Aα
V α, t

I
VE

V β
Iβ · · · }

• Modify the excitation operators according to the level of spin adapta-

tion, e.g., in the T[1|2] level of the spin adaptation, tIAE
A
I is replaced to

{tIαAαE
Aα
Iα , tIβAβE

Aβ
Iβ }

(iib) Generate terms {H} in Hamiltonian , i.e., {fPα
QαE

Qα
Pα , f

Pβ
QβE

Qβ
Pβ ,

1
2
WRS

PQE
PQ
RS }

(iic) Generate terms {R} in excitation manifolds

• Generate projection operators {E} according to the level of CC method, e.g.,

{EI
A, E

V α
Aα , E

Iβ
V β · · · }

• Modify excitation operators according to the spin adaptation, e.g., in R[1|2]

spin adaptation, EI
A is replaced to {EIα

Aα, E
Iβ
Aβ}

(iid) Generate spin indices for the excitation operators, e.g., EI
A is denoted to {0, 0},

EV α
Aα is denoted to {1, 1}, and EIβ

V β is denoted to {−1,−1}
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(iie) Generate a list of tensor contraction operators as product of {R}{H}{T}, com-

bine the equivalent terms, e.g., EA
I E

Aβ
Iβ and EAβ

Iβ E
A
I (they commute in the PSA

scheme), and update the prefactors after merging the equivalent terms. Here {T}

includes the product of the PSA excitation operators. To reduce the memory con-

sumption, we first form the product {R}{H}, then add excitation operator from

TPSA successfully. The vanishing contractions, e.g., 〈Φ|EQα
PαE

A
I E

B
J E

C
K |Φ〉 will be

screened out during adding the product of the excitation operators in {T}.

(iii) Loop over the {R}{H}{T} terms, and compute the contractions in each {R}{H}{T}

(iiia) Evaluate the contractions according to DECC for open-shell systems. In each

circle, the spin indices are collected and used for determining terms, Ocs, Oos-ss,

and Oos-os of contractions in Eq. 47 in Ref.78

(iiib) Replace the Fock matrices, {fα, fβ}, to the form encoded the Brillouin conditions,

according to Eqs. (16) - (20) in Ref.78a. Here fα and fβ correspond to fPα
Qα and

fPβ
Qβ in Ref.78 respectively.

(iiic) Replace the excitation manifolds, {rα, rβ} to {r}, according to Tables II and

III in Ref.78. Here {rα, rβ} means the excitation operator with spin α and β

components, e.g., the term including EIα
Aα belongs to rα

(iiid) Permute the results from contractions according to linear combinations of exci-

tation manifoldsb

(iiie) Canonicalize and merge the equivalent expressions after the canonicalization of

the resulting equations after (iiid)

(iv) Merge equivalent expressions among all {R}{H}{T} terms. The canonicalization in

(iiie) is for each {R}{H}{T} contraction separately28. The terms {rα} and {rβ} could

generate equivalent r[AI] expressions.

(v) Add the expressions of the polarized amplitudes, {tα, tβ} to {t}, according to Table I

in Ref.78

(vi) Collect the equations related to permutations of the residual indices and the pref-

actors associated with the permutations, in analogous with closed-shell CCSDT and
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CCSDTQ28. Canonicalizations have been applied to ensure all related entries are

obtainedc.

af̄P
Q in Eqs. (16) and (17) in Ref.78 can be written in terms of two-electron integrals as in

Ref.40.

bTo ensure residuals and amplitudes have the same type of domains, that makes a CC

solver straightforward, the permutations are carried out by first permuting the upper Roman

indices of the excitation tensor of the indices in the excitation operators associated with the

residuals, if this permutation does not change the type of domain. Namely for 〈Φ|EIJV α
ABCα,

it may be denoted to a (eeecca)-type domains. Here e, c, and a are denoted to external

(ABCD), closed (IJKL), and active (V XWY ) domains28,78. A (1,0,2) permutation leads to

〈Φ|EJIV α
ABCα, that is still a (eeecca)-type domain. Otherwise, the lower indices of the excitation

tensor of the indices associated with the residuals will be permuted. For example, 〈Φ|EIJV α
ABCα

with a (0,2,1) permutation on the upper indices will lead to 〈Φ|EIV αJ
ABCα, that is a (eeecac)-type

domains, no longer (eeecca). Permuting the lower indices leads to 〈Φ|EIJV α
ACBα. This operation

can be justified by the symmetry of the excitation operator78,80. If both permuting first half

and second half of the indices will change the domain type, the prefactor of this permutation

will be set to zero.

cNo permutations or canonicalizations in the expressions of tα and tβ.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The restricted open-shell Hartree-Fock (ROHF) and full configuration interaction (FCI)86

values were obtained by the PySCF program package version 2.2.187–89. The complete-

activate space configuration interaction (CAS-CI) module90 was used to compute the FCI

values with frozen-core approximations in the PySCF90. The spin-orbital calculations were

performed by the NWChem program version 7.2.013,91. The PSA-CC equations and energies

were obtained by local software. The PSA-CC equations are described in the supplementary

material and will be provided in the ancillary files.

We first examine the convergence of the PSA schemes with respect to the FCI limit. For

a lithium atom, the correlation energies (as the energy difference between the post-HF and

the ROHF methods5,9,92 with the present basis set) obtained from PSA-CCSDT and FCI

are presented in Table II. Atomic units (a.u.) are used.
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Similar to the work by Berente, Szalay, and Gauss93, PSA-T[1|2|3]R[1|2|3]-CCSDT/cc-

pCVDZ94 provides near the same energy as the FCI value. One additional digit better agree-

ment with respect to the FCI value was obtained from PSA-T[1|2|11|3]R[1|2|3]-CCSDT/cc-

pCVDZ. The remaining deviation can be attributed to further spin adaptations, such as

T1T2 and T 3
1 levels in Table I and Appendix A in Ref.78.

TABLE II. Correlation energies (a.u.) of the X2S state of a lithium atom at levels of spin adap-

tations in CCSDT methods comparing with the FCI value. cc-pCVDZ basis set94 is used.

Method Correlation energy

PSA-T[1]R[1]-CCSDT -0.03360 38254 73

PSA-T[1|2]R[1|2]-CCSDT -0.03362 09885 83

PSA-T[1|2|11]R[1|2]-CCSDT -0.03362 09886 61

PSA-T[1|2|3]R[1|2|3]-CCSDT -0.03362 10131 75

PSA-T[1|2|11|3]R[1|2|3]-CCSDT -0.03362 10132 66

FCI -0.03362 10132 44

We then compared the PSA-T[1|2]R[1|2], PSA-T[1|2|11]R[1|2], and PSA-T[1|2|3]R[1|2|3]

levels of calculations with the spin-orbital approaches in Table III.

As suggested by the numerical results in Table III, the spin-orbital-based approaches

converge to FCI faster than the present PSA levels. The energy differences between PSA

and spin-orbital methods are about 10−4 to 10−5 a.u., which are below 0.1 kcal mol−1. The

effects of T[11] spin adaptation are negligible in the present scope.

We further notice the differences between PSA and spin-orbital CC are mainly at the

CCSD levels. For example, in the OH molecule, the difference between the PSA-T[1|2]R[1|2]-

CCSD and the spin-orbital CCSD is about 6 × 10−5 a.u., that is similar to the difference

between the PSA-T[1|2|3]R[1|2|3]-CCSDT and the spin-orbital CCSDT, 8 × 10−5 a.u.. Like-

wise, the difference between PSA-T[1|2|3]R[1|2|3]-CCSDTQ and spin-orbital CCSDTQ is

about 7 × 10−5 a.u. These data suggest further improving the PSA accuracy may be more

effective to increase the spin adaptations at the CCSD levels, e.g., the T[2|2] level, than

the higher-order CC expansions such as CCSDT and CCSDTQ. This is similar to the com-

pound methods70–74. Namely, smaller basis sets with higher-order CC levels are effective to

obtain results beyond the chemical accuracy. Since the size consistency issue97 is practically
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TABLE III. Electronic energies (a.u.) at levels of CC expansions comparing with the FCI limits.

Core electrons are frozen in all post-HF calculations. Bond lengths and term symbols are adopted

from the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) Chemistry WebBook95.

cc-pVDZ94,96 BeH X2Σ+a BH a3Πb CH X2Πc NH X3Σ−d OH X2Πe

ROHF -15.1494 -25.1106 -38.2688 -54.9596 -75.3900

PSA-T[1|2]R[1|2]-CCSD -0.03837 -0.05573 -0.10901 -0.12998 -0.16741

PSA-T[1|2|11]R[1|2]-CCSD -0.03837 -0.05573 -0.10901 -0.12998 -0.16741

PSA-T[1|2]R[1|2]-CCSDT -0.03900 -0.05690 -0.11138 -0.13178 -0.16929

PSA-T[1|2|3]R[1|2|3]-CCSDT -0.03901 -0.05695 -0.11142 -0.13189 -0.16934

PSA-T[1|2]R[1|2]-CCSDTQ -0.03900 -0.05692 -0.11145 -0.13192 -0.16956

PSA-T[1|2|3]R[1|2|3]-CCSDTQ -0.03901 -0.05697 -0.11150 -0.13202 -0.16961

Spin-orbital CCSD -0.03838 -0.05578 -0.10907 -0.13010 -0.16747

Spin-orbital CCSDT -0.03901 -0.05696 -0.11145 -0.13197 -0.16942

Spin-orbital CCSDTQ -0.03901 -0.05697 -0.11152 -0.13209 -0.16968

FCI -0.03901 -0.05697 -0.11153 -0.13210 -0.16968
arBeH = 1.3426 Å

brBH = 1.2006 Å

crCH = 1.1199 Å

drNH = 1.0362 Å

erOH = 0.9697 Å

unimportant at the PSA-T[1|2]R[1|2]-CCSD level56, this aspect may not be effective in the

higher-order methods.

In addition, a number of potential improvement may be anticipated. The usage of per-

mutations on the residual indices in step (vi) in Subsection IIC is a posterior collection. It

may be feasible to be performed as a prior with the step (iiid) of using linear combinations

of excitation operators. That would lead to a simplification of the workflow. Adopting

orthogonal relations to accelerate convergence for different spin states55 may be beneficial

for general-order PSA-CC methods.

The number of resulting equations can be large at higher order PSA-CC and spin adap-

tations. This could slow down the computations. Though for a given basis set, the finite
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dimensional vector space for the computations from the spatial orbitals is smaller than from

the spin orbitals. One may then expect a further optimized PSA-CC will be more efficient

than the spin-orbital approaches. Nevertheless, it may be necessary to advance further im-

provement including factorizations13,15,17,18,83,98–100. For example, in the present PSA-CC,

there are many contractions involving active indices

r[ ]+ = W [aijv] t[avji] (18)

r[ ]+ = −
1

2
W [aijv] t[avij] (19)

Since the number of active orbitals (1 occupation in the reference determinant) is typically

smaller than the inactive orbitals (0 or 2 occupation in the reference determinant), it may

be more efficient to combine multiple tensors into larger arrays:

v1 := (W [aijv],−
1

2
W [aijv]) (20)

v2 :=





t[avji]

t[avij]



 (21)

and express the result of Eqs. (18) and (19) as v1 ·v2. Thus, the arrays with the small active

indices in dimensions may be merged as a larger dimension. Protocol tensor contraction

examples with a comparison of timing using NumPy101 and opt einsum102 packages are

described in the supplementary materials and the Python file will be provided in the ancillary

file. The results suggest that the merging approach can be more efficient.

IV. SUMMARY

In the present work, we reported the further formulations for the linear combinations

of the projection manifolds, the hash-table canonicalization algorithm, and the numerical

results for the previous general-order open-shell CC method based on the PSA scheme78.

The energy differences between the present approaches and the spin-orbital CC methods

are below 0.1 kcal mol−1. After further optimizations the PSA-CC methods such as fac-

torizations and merging equations with active indices, the current approach is expected to

be an improvement with lower prefactors of computational costs for the spin-orbital based

general-order CC methods for open-shell systems.
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91E. Aprà, E. J. Bylaska, W. A. de Jong, N. Govind, K. Kowalski, T. P. Straatsma, M. Valiev, H. J. J.

van Dam, Y. Alexeev, J. Anchell, V. Anisimov, F. W. Aquino, R. Atta-Fynn, J. Autschbach, N. P. Bau-

man, J. C. Becca, D. E. Bernholdt, K. Bhaskaran-Nair, S. Bogatko, P. Borowski, J. Boschen, J. Brabec,
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coupled-cluster method with partial-spin adaptation II:

further formulations, simplifications, implementations, and

numerical results
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PA 16802 (USA)

I. NAMING CONVENTIONS FOR EQUATION FILES

Naming conventions, e.g.,

CCSDT os 10 r12t12 eqns before permu-R.txt

CCSDT os 10 r12t12 eqns permu-R.txt

CCSDT os 10 r12t12 eqns permu-R pre.txt

In the above file names,

CCSDT: method level

os: open shell

10: sum of the orders of {R}{H}{T} excitation operators. It is taken Ers
pq as 21

and Ers
pqE

vw
ij as 4, similar to the closed-shell case1. For CCSD, CCSDT, and

CCSDTQ levels, the maximum non-vanishing total orders for both closed-shell

and partial-spin adaptation (PSA) are 8, 10, and 12, respectively.

r12t12: level of spin adaptation

a)Electronic mail: congwang.webmail@gmail.com

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.11029v1
mailto:congwang.webmail@gmail.com
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before permu-R: no further usage of linear combinations of permutation structure of residual

indices (similar to not adopt 5, -1, -1, -1,- 1, -1 in the closed-shell CCSDT in

Figure 1 in Ref.1).

permu-R: used linear combinations of permutation structure of residual indices

permu-R pre: the prefactors of linear combinations of permutation structure of residual

indices associated with the permu-R file. In each line, the first N ! where

N = 2, 3, and 4 for double, triple, and quadruple excited residuals are to

relate equations in permuting the first upper indices in the projection oper-

ator. For example, with EIJV
ABC , the indices IJV are permuted in terms of

(012), (021), (102), (120), (201), (210) to compare the working equations. For

example, in CCSDT os 10 r12t12 eqns before permu-R

r[ABCV IJ ] + = 3/10W [BCvw] t[AvwV IJ ]

r[ABCV IJ ] + = −3/10W [BCvw] t[AvwV JI]

would be converted into

r[ABCV IJ ] + = 0.3W [BCvw] t[AvwV IJ ]

in CCSDT os 10 r12t12 eqns permu-R.txt and 1.0, -1.0 in CCSDT os 10

r12t12 eqns permu-R pre.txt.

The subsequent entries in each line of the permu-R pre.txt file start from

permuting lower indices, e.g., EIJV
ACB. They are not used in the generating the

permu-R file or computations of the working equations in the present work.

These subsequent values are all zero.

II. PYTHON PROTOCOL FOR TENSOR CONTRACTIONS

The python file einsum time.py is a protocol to compare the performance of tensor con-

tractions with small common dimensions in two approaches: (assuming Einstein summation

rule that repeated indices as summation and ’+=’ symbol means a series of additions)

(i) a serial evaluations of contractions C[i, k]+ = Am[i, j]Bm[j, k]
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(ii) merging the matrices Am and Bm into larger dimension arrays and perform

tensor contraction once

, where m presents the index of the series of contractions.

The opt einsum package2 with NumPy3 as the default backend has been used to avoid

the timing of recomputing contraction paths. Comparisons with using NumPy and NumPy

with optimize = True with different arrays are included.

To resemble the tensor contraction related to r[ ]+ = W [aijv] t[avji] mentioned in the

main text of the present work, ni = nk = 1000, nj = 3, and 10 serial contractions (nm = 10)

in approaches (i) was used in einsum time.py. The dimension of ni is set as assuming 10

inactive orbitals, the cubic power will be 1000. nj = 3 corresponds to three active orbitals.

10 serial contraction is estimated as 10 open-shell sectors (between 9 at the CCSDT and 14

at the CCSDTQ levels).

On a single-core with i7-5600U CPU (by export OMP NUM THREADS=1), the com-

putational time for the approaches (i) and (ii) for the opt einsum example (averaged 50

times) are 3.1 × 10−2 and 3.1 × 10−3 seconds, respectively. This result suggests a factor of

10 improvement.
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