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Seniority-zero wavefunctions describe bond-breaking processes qualitatively. As
eigenvectors of a model Hamiltonian, Richardson-Gaudin states provide a clear phys-
ical picture and allow for systematic improvement via standard single reference ap-
proaches. Until now, this treatment has been done in the seniority-zero channel.
In this manuscript, the corresponding states with higher seniorities are identified,
and their couplings through the Coulomb Hamiltonian are computed. In every case,
the couplings between the states are computed from the cofactors of their effective
overlap matrix. Proof of principle calculations demonstrate that a single reference
configuration interaction is comparable with seniority-based configuration interaction
computations at a substantially reduced cost. The next manuscript in this series will

identify the corresponding Slater-Condon rules and make the computations feasible.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Weakly correlated electrons are perfectly understood in terms of Slater determinants.
The physical behaviour is described by one Slater determinant upon which one can add
cheap approximate corrections as in Kohn-Sham density functional theory or hierarchical
systematic corrections as in coupled cluster (CC) theory Commercial and open-source
software packages provide both approaches to the end-user. This is not the case for strongly
correlated systems, loosely defined as those for which Slater determinants are a poor basis.
Many Slater determinants are necessary which makes the physical picture unclear. Standard
methods such as the complete active space self-consistent field (CASSCF)#*® or selected

6H10

configuration interactions (CI) aim to pick the correct Slater determinants efficiently,

which is often very difficult. Larger systems have been treated with approximate CASSCF

11519

solvers and the density matrix renormalization group (DMRG).4%2>

In ref. 26/ and 27, the authors demonstrated that strongly correlated chemical systems
are well described by partitioning the Hilbert space based on the number of unpaired
electrons, the seniority. A CI based on seniority converges quickly even for the nitrogen
molecule. The catch was that each seniority channel, computed in Slater determinants,
scales faster than exponentially. By targeting the seniority-zero channel it was quickly dis-
covered that products of closed shell pairs of electrons, in particular the antisymmetric

28H34

product of 1 reference orbital geminals (AP1roG) or equivalently pair coupled cluster

doubles (pCCD),*=% was indistinguishable from seniority-zero CI (historically doubly occu-

38742)

pied configuration interaction with mean-field cost, beating the known antisymmetric

43745 generalized valence-bond / perfect-

product of strongly orthogonal geminals (APSG),
pairing (GVB-PP),*™¥ and the antisymmetrized geminal power (AGP).”"®% These are all
geminal wavefunctions, which originated very early in quantum chemistry.>%* Much work

has been devoted to pCCD%" and AGP since.™2

Unfortunately there is no obvious way to add higher seniorities into the picture, though
methods have been discussed. The power of Slater determinants is that they are a basis for
the Hilbert space so that corrections can be added systematically. This is not straightforward
for seniority-zero wavefunction ansétze. The space does not have a basis of pCCD vectors for
example, but one can demand exact treatment of quadruples or hextuples.®#8% The products

of pairs can include open-shell configurations at a substantially increased (unfeasible) cost,
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but this will still miss effects of weak correlation.®"*¥ Adding higher seniorities with the
random-phase approximation on top of seniority-zero CI is difficult ! As weakly correlated
systems are well treated with excitation-based CI and strongly correlated systems are well
treated with seniority-based CI, an interesting approach is the hierarchical CI (hCI) that
classifies Slater determinants by a single parameter balancing both effects”® In the end,
weakly correlated systems require more excitations, and strongly correlated systems require

more seniorities making this balance difficult.

The eigenvectors of the reduced Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS)**®J Hamiltonian, the
Richardson”® . Gaudin®* % (RG) states, are a basis for the Hilbert space built from weakly
interacting pairs of electrons. The idea is that systems that are strongly correlated in terms
of electrons are weakly correlated in terms of RG pairs. This is not simply wishful thinking.

TOTIT02

Seniority-zero CI is dominated by one RG state while second order Epstein®-Nesbet!"

perturbation theory (ENPT) accounts for the rest.'% This comes at a cost. RG states are
built from solutions of non-linear equations which were difficult to solve for a long time 200110
though through a change of variables the procedure is now cheap and robust. 12 Density
matrix elements were also difficult to compute,#12% but are now simply produced from a
single linear algebra operation. %4’ Analogues to the Slater-Condon rules follow from count-
ing the number of near-zero singular values in the overlap matrix, which is the fundamental
basis for Wick’s theorem.*** Up to now only seniority-zero RG states have been considered.
In this manuscript the matrix elements for RG states of higher seniorities, in particular up
to and including seniority-four, are constructed and reduced to sums of cofactors of the ef-
fective overlap matrix. The development follows the same lines as the seniority-zero case*?!
but is substantially more tedious. There are also many more types of element to compute.
A complete list is presented for a spin-preserving two-body operator, such as the Coulomb
Hamiltonian. The Wigner-Eckart theorem ensures that spin-dependent operators will have
the same results decorated with Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. Starting at seniority-four, the
issue of linear dependence causes the final expressions to be much less clean. However, they
are all computable from the same primitive elements. The development of the matrix ele-
ments is lengthy and difficult enough that it is presented on its own. The next manuscript

will develop the corresponding Slater-Condon rules so that CI or ENPT are feasible.

This manuscript is organized as follows. Section |[I| briefly introduces the relevant Lie

algebras, here su(2) and sp(N), the reduced BCS Hamiltonian, RG states and their norms.
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Section [IT]] presents the matrix elements for seniority-zero RG states in a short synopsis of
ref. 121l All the couplings involving seniorities up to two are computed in Section [[V] while
those for seniorities up to four are computed in Section [V] Feasibility and completeness are
discussed in Section [V} before some proof of principle calculations are presented. As a refer-
ence, the results of spin-coupling (bypassing iterative constructions) is included as Appendix
[Al Finally, alternative expressions for the matrix elements in terms of other variables are
summarized in Appendix [B] These are only to be used as intermediate checks. Numerically

they are disastrous.

II. PRELIMINARIES

This section briefly outlines the Lie algebras for pairs of electrons, as well as RG states

and their corresponding norms. For a more complete description, see ref. 123l

A. Electron pairs
1. su(2)
From a collection of second-quantized operators

[a;r)av Agr]+ = Opglor (1)

which create/remove electrons in individual spin-orbitals, one can construct objects that
create/remove pairs of electrons. Closed shell pairs of electrons are built with the Lie

algebra su(2): in a given spatial orbital p there are three operators

. o1
S;r = a;Ta;;i, S, =apapy, S, = 3 <a;TapT + aLiam — 1) , (2)

with the structure
[S;ra S;] = 26pqS; (3)
[S;a S;t] = i(quSz:)t' (4)

Here S; creates a pair of electrons in the spatial orbital p and S removes a pair from p. S;

effectively counts the number of pairs in the spatial orbital: acting on a full spatial orbital
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returns a value of —i—% while acting on an empty spatial orbital returns a value of —%. Rather

than S7 it is convenient to employ the number operator
Ny =25, +1 (5)
_
= A pt + aham. (6)

Restricted Slater determinants (RSD), in which all electrons occur in up/down spin part-
ners, are constructed with these objects. In particular, the RSD with the M spatial orbitals

i1,...ip = {i} occupied is explicitly

{i}) = SESE.. S5 1) (7)

11712

where |0) is the physical vacuum. RSD are always closed-shell singlets of non-interacting

electrons. Unrestricted Slater determinants (USD), e.g.

[{i}, acbr) = SFS; ... SF al al_|6) (8)

i1 Mg N ao

allow for single occupation of individual orbitals by adding unpaired electrons on top of an
RSD. A USD is understood as having a “paired” part, a string of S;", and an “unpaired”
part, a string of a!_. The same structure is present in RG states: the paired indices are
unblocked and are labelled ¢, 7, k, [ while the unpaired indices are blocked and labelled a, b, c, d.
A general index, blocked or unblocked, will be labelled p,q,r,s. The term blocked indices
stems from the fact that they do not participate in the pairing. For example, with aza, the

su(2) operators for spatial orbital b all yield zero:
S, aj |0) = Sy aj, 16) = Siay, [6) = 0. (9)

Notice that USDs are not spin eigenfunctions, but they can be made into configuration
state functions (CSF) by coupling the blocked indices only. In the present contribution the
focus is singlets, which are constructed from pairs of electrons in different spatial orbitals,

so-called open-shell singlets.

2. sp(N)
Open-shell singlet pairs can be created from the objects

1
+ _ Tt Tt
Apg = V2 (apTaqi - amaqT) (10)



and removed by
1

Apg = E (ag apr — agrap,) . (11)
The use of these objects necessarily introduces a third
A= a;:TaqT + ajnaqi (12)

and indeed a fourth since Agp #+ qu. These last two objects are singlet excitation operators.
On their own, they close the Lie algebra u(N)X but when taken together with Al and
Ay, the Lie algebra is sp(N). In particular, for each choice p < ¢ there are 4 distinct

operators At A~ A0 A% With N spatial orbitals there are (y

pq’ “pgr “pgr 2) SUCh ChOlceS and thus

4(];[ ) operators. Each spatial orbital also contributes 3 operators S; ;5,5 giving a total
of N(2N + 1) operators, the dimension of the Lie algebra sp(N). In ref. 90, the operators
were normalized to make the sp(N) structure constants as symmetric as possible. While
not incorrect, such a choice is inconvenient when dealing with representations. In this

contribution, the required structure is

[Ag(p Ags] = 5(17“/425 - 5PSA7(“]q (13)
[qu, At] = 5qTA;'S + 5qSA;'T (14)
[Agm Sj] = \/55(]7“‘4;;(1 (15)

while the rest of the sp(N) commutators are not even pertinent enough to mention. The

choice of normalization of the open-shell pair creators is made so that
|(pg)) = A}, 10) (16)

is normalized. In this convention, the open-shell pair creators and annihilators are adjoints

of one another, as are the singlet excitation operators

(45)" = 45, (17)
(A9,)" = 49, (18)

Strictly speaking, the open-shell pair creators ((10) are defined for p < ¢ but as swapping

the indices in the RHS causes no change A;;q = A;;j, it is convenient to lift this restriction

on the indices. Diagonal elements are also well-defined
+ _ -
AL =25 (19)
Agp = 1. (20)



Finally, there are consequences of the Pauli principle that do not follow directly from the

Lie algebra structure. Pairs of electrons cannot be created more than once
SHSE =0, (21)
nor can they be created in a set of levels partially occupied by an open-shell singlet
S;A;q = S;A;rq =0. (22)
On the other hand, open-shell singlet creators can act twice, with the result

AR AR = —SFST, (23)

Pqg P

or if only one of the indices is shared

1
ALy =~ ST AL (24)

Finally, for a collection of four distinct indices it is easily verified that

AL AT AT A 4 AT AT = 0. (25)

pq-rs pr--qgs ps qr

This last property is what makes open-shell singlets tedious: while there are three ways
to create two open-shell singlets across four spatial orbitals only two of them are linearly
independent.

A set of indices {a, b, ¢, d} will be said to be in natural order, provided a < b < ¢ < d. Tt

is convenient to adopt the shorthand
A Al 10) = |(ab)(cd)) (26)
and label the three possible states with an integer w

|(ab)(cd)) = w =1

|(ac)(bd)) — w =2

|(ad)(bc)) — w = 3. (27)
Notice that while there are 4! = 24 possible orderings of the indices, only three are distinct

since A, = Al and A}, AT, = AT AT, For convenience, the 24 possible states, grouped by

w are summarized in Table [Il



w=1| w=2 | w=3
(ab)(cd) | (ac)(bd) | (ad)(be)
(ba)(cd) |(ca)(bd) |(da)(bc)
(ab)(dc) | (ac)(db) | (ad) (cb)
(ba)(dc) | (ca)(db) | (da)(cb)
(cd)(ab) | (bd)(ac) | (be)(ad)
(cd)(ba) | (bd)(ca) | (be)(da)
(de)(ab) | (db)(ac) | (cb)(ad)
(de)(ba) | (db)(ca) | (cb)(da)

TABLE I: Equivalent orders

For a set of indices {a,b,c,d} in natural order, building four-electron singlets with

Clebsch-Gordan coupling leads to the choice

ol = A% AL |6) (28)
1
120 = —= (AL AL — AL AR) 16) (29)

V3

which are easily verified to be orthonormal. Seniority-four singlet CSFs are RSDs acting on

4

these two “vacuums”

i}, oY) = SESE . SE, [ @hyea) (30)

so the two states "sz?cﬁ and ](pffb)cd> will be referred to as the seniority-four vacuums for the
set {a, b, c,d} in natural order. The situation becomes much worse as the number of open-
shell singlet pairs grows and choosing an orthogonal basis seems to be incredibly difficult.
A complete solution is possible in terms of diagrams and Young tableaux, though as the
present contribution requires only seniorities two and four, this construction is summarized
in Appendix[A] Other choices could be made, via e.g. Lowdin orthogonalization, but there is
no perfect choice. All will suffer the difficulties of section and the present construction

is the easiest to generalize.



B. RG states

RG states are the eigenvectors of the reduced BCS Hamiltonian

N N
N 1 . g B
HBcgzizgpnp—EZS;Sq. (31)
p=1 p,9=1
With pair creators
N g+
S+ — p
0 =3 (32)
p=1

defined in terms of complex numbers v, called rapidities, the seniority-zero RG states for M

pairs of electrons are
H{olM) = ST (v1) St (v) ... ST (var) 16) . (33)

For the states to be eigenvectors of , the rapidities must satisfy Richardson’s equa-

tions

N

2 1 l 2
4+ ) =0, Va=1,...,M. 34
’ +/3(¢a)1 DRI Y

g p=1 Vo — 5])

Rapidities will be indexed with lowercase greek indices. It is known that for M pairs there
are (Aj\;) distinct solutions of Richardson’s equations.”® A set of {v} that solves Richardson’s
equations and the corresponding RG state [{v}M) are referred to as on-shell while a set of
arbitrary {u} and the corresponding RG state [{u}™) are off-shell. The BCS eigenvalue of

an on-shell seniority-zero RG state is the sum of its rapidities

Epos = Zva- (35)

Solving Richardson’s equations numerically for rapidities is not the focus of this manuscript.
It is possible, but difficult near critical points at which rapidities want to coincide with
particular single-particle energies {e} 40

Rapidities are convenient when studying analytic properties of RG states. Numerical

applications necessitate the use of eigenvalue-based variables (EBV)

M
_ g
V= (36)
a=1

Ne}



Richardson’s equations for the rapidities are satisfied provided the EBV satisfy the equations

VeV
Vi-2V,—g > ﬁ:o, Vp=1,....M (37)
a#p)=1 1 P
in addition to the normalization
N
>V, =2M (38)
p=1

These equations are much easier to solve numerically in a robust manner M2 T ghort,

the EBV are evolved from known solutions at ¢ = 0, where the EBV equations decouple
VoV, —2) =0, (39)

whose corresponding solutions are M EBV equal to 2 and N — M EBV equal to zero. The
interaction in the reduced BCS Hamiltonian disappears and the RG states are RSDs, defined
by which spatial orbitals are doubly-occupied (V,, = 2) and which are empty (V,, = 0). This
information is cleanly summarized as an ordered list of 1s (full) and Os (empty) called a
bitstring. The key property is that the EBV evolve uniquely from g = 0 so that RG states,
at any g, can be labelled unambiguously based on their ¢ = 0 RSD representative. The
ground state of the reduced BCS model is always the state labelled by M 1s followed by
N — M 0s, and the highest excited state is always the state labelled by N — M 0s followed by
M 1s. The other states have crossings at intermediate g, but they are always strict crossings
and not avoided crossings 144120

RG states of higher seniorities are defined in essentially the same way, the only difference

being that the vacuum will include a set of blocked levels that do not participate in the

pairing effects. In particular, a singlet RG state of 2M electrons with seniority two
{371 (ab)) = S7(v1) S (v2) ... ST (var-1) A, 16) (40)

is an eigenvector of provided the M — 1 rapidities {v} satisfy the corresponding set of
Richardson’s equations

N M-1

+ > L > 2 =0, Ya=1,...,M—1. (41)

p=1Fap) & P pay= 8T Ve

Q|

There are (];[ ) choices for blocking two levels, and for each there are (ﬁj) solutions of

leading to (];) ( ﬁj) seniority-two singlet RG states with 2M electrons. Note: the blocked
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levels do not appear in Richardson’s equations but do appear in the pair creators .

The corresponding eigenvalue is

Epes™ = (8a +e)+ ) Vo (42)

EBV are defined in the exact same way, except that those corresponding to blocked levels
are not defined. In the computation of matrix elements, it will turn out to be convenient to

interpret them as being equal to zero. The corresponding set of non-linear equations are,

=~ V.-V
‘/172_2‘/20_9 Z ﬁzov Vp:1,,N(7éa,b) (43)
(#pab)=1 1 P

> V,=2M-1). (44)

p(#a,b)=1
With a label x for blocked sites, the RG states are again labelled as bitstrings, e.g. 11x0x100,
which would be the bitstring 110100 with levels 3 and 5 blocked. The EBV equations are
solved by evolving from the initial RSD with V} =V, = Vg =2 and V, = V7 = V3 = 0,
omitting contributions from e3 and e5. The seniority-two RG states are thus no more
complicated than the seniority-zero RG states.
Seniority-four RG states are essentially the same, the only difference being the two vac-

uums: for p = 1,2, the states

{32,000 ) = S (01) ST (v2) ... SH (var—a) [0Uy) (45)

are eigenvectors of provided the M — 2 rapidities are solutions of Richardson’s equations

9 N M-2
D + Va=1,... M-2 (46)
g Vo — Ep vg — va

p=1(#a,b,c,d) B(#a)=1

There are (]Z ) choices for blocking four levels with two linearly independent singlets for each
choice, and ( ) solutions of (46| giving 2( )( 1\1\2 42) seniority-four singlet RG states of 2M

electrons. The corresponding eigenvalues are

M-—2
,a0C 1
By otbed 2(5a+5b+5c+5d +Zva. (47)
a=1

Notice that the two states [{v}, (pabcd> and [{v}, goabcd> are built with the same set of rapidities
{v}. Further, the blocked levels could be coupled to a triplet or a quintuplet without
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changing the structure. The corresponding EBV satisfy the nonlinear equations

N

Vi--g )
q(#p,a,b,c,d)=1

YV, =2M-2). (49)

p(7£a7bzc7d):1

Vo= Vo _

0, Vp=1,...,N(#a,b,c,d) (48)
¢~ &p

Seniority-four RG states are labelled in the same way as seniority-two RG states, keeping in
mind that each bitstring corresponds to two states. RG states of any seniority can thus be

easily deduced and constructed numerically.

C. Norms and scalar products

Scalar products and correlation functions in terms of rapidities are known, but lead to
numerical problems. They are thus relegated to appendix [B} For [{v}) an on-shell RG
state and |[{u}*) arbitrary, the scalar product is a single N x N determinant in terms of

the corresponding EB V127128

{3 [{u}™) = n(0) det J (50)
where, in terms of the seniority (2

1

(@) = (e (1) (51)

and

Uy +V, =2+, =2 p=gq,
Jpq — p p (#p)_l Er—Ep (52)

g
Er P#q

J will be referred to as the effective overlap matrix. When the two states are the same, this
matrix becomes the Jacobian of the EBV equations and is emphasized J. When the two
RG states are on-shell but distinct, J becomes singular.

For seniority-two RG states, the scalar product between [{v}*~! (ab)) an on-shell RG
state and |[{u}*~!, (ab)) arbitrary depends on an (N — 2) x (N — 2) determinant

(Lo (ab) {u} ™, (ab)) = 1(2) det J (ab) ((ab)|(ab)) , (53)

12



where J(ab) is without any contributions from levels a and b: there are no rows and
columns for a and b, and the diagonal elements receive no contributions from a and b. Rather
than deal with an (N — 2) x (N — 2) matrix, it will be convenient to extend it to N x N

with unit diagonal elements J(ab)q, = J(ab)y, = 1

1, pP=4q (: a, b)’
J(ab)pg = AUy + V) = 24+ X spaiymr s P =4 (#a,b), (54)
S p#q(#a,b).

Notice that the scalar product is only non-zero if the blocked levels in the bra and the

ket are identical. Finally, the norm
o} (ab)[{o} 7, (ab)) = 1(2) det J (ab) (55)

is proportional to the Jacobian of the EBV equations with blocked levels a and b.
Seniority-four RG states are the same, with a minor complication arising from the two

linearly independent seniority-four singlets. For {v} on-shell and {u} arbitrary, the scalar

product is
({032, SOabcdHU}M g S%Zld) 1(4) det J(abed) <90abcd|90abcd> (56)
where
1, p=q(=a,b,cAd),
J(abed)pg = Q Uy + Vy = 24+ N e =5 D=4 (# a,b,e,d), (57)
. p# 4 (#a.b.cd).

The norms of the two seniority-four states are identical and the scalar product between the
two vacuums <<,0abcd\g0abcd) is necessarily zero.

The remainder of the manuscript will report the matrix elements of a spin conserving
2-body operator, in particular the Coulomb Hamiltonian which has an explicit expression

in terms of the singlet excitation operators qu

A 1
Ho = gy + 5 3 Voars (A3 A7 = 00 A7) + Vivw. (58)
pq

pqrs
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The one- and two-electron integrals

o = [ dx 03x (—%—;,X_R,> () (59)

Viars = / dx,dxy O*(%1) Pg(X1) Py (X2) Ps(X2)

X1 — X
are computed in a basis of orbitals {¢}. While in this contribution it will be assumed that

(60)

the orbitals are restricted, an extension to unrestricted and generalized sets of orbitals is
possible. Chemists’ notation is employed for the 2-electron integrals.
For two states |®) and |®’), the matrix element

(I)|H |(I)/ thq “pq + Z%qrsrsqq;s‘{'VNN <<I>|q>/> (61)

quS

is computed from the 1- and 2-body density matrix (DM) elements

75’;1" = (@] Ay ) (62a)

Notice that forces Fg’f;; = F?;gq These are reduced density matrix (RDM) elements
when |®) and |®’) are the same and transition density matrix (TDM) elements otherwise.
The DM elements for seniority-zero RG states will now be quickly reviewed in the present

conventions before passing to seniorities two and four.

III. SENIORITY-ZERO

For two M-pair RG states [{u}™) and [{v}M), the only non-zero 1-body DM elements
are diagonal. This can be shown in a tedious manner by moving A%, to the right until it

acts on the vacuum, giving a sum

S~ (o} IS 1) .

Uq — Ek

VU _
Yk =

a=1
where {u}, is the set of rapidities {u} without u,. The reduced scalar products ({v}M|S;[{u})
are referred to as form factors.
Likewise, there are only a few non-zero two-electron DM elements. First notice that the

diagonal element is just the 1-DM element

Fl‘c/k%]ck = ’Vil/kUv (64)

14



which can be shown in the same manner, keeping in mind that the same pair of electrons

S cannot be created twice. The direct elements for k # [ are

. {U}M|5+S+|{u} 8)

T —42 Z

(65)

e, (Wa e (Uﬂ—gz)
while the exchange elements are
1
ol = - st (66)

As these elements are scalar multiples of one another, no distinction was made in previous
papers. In non-zero seniorities it will become a theme that exchange DM elements involving

blocked levels do not behave intuitively. Finally, there are pair-transfer elements for k # [

M8 {uy S & {v}M|S+S+|{u} 4)
klkl_QZ u }UL_L{I} 22 Z

a=1 f(#a)=1

— 6[ U5 — 6[) (67>

which can be seen to match previous conventions since A9, A9, = 25,75,

With the rapidities {u} and {v} the form factors can be computed as residues of the
scalar product ({v}[{u}™). However, rapidities behave very poorly for numerical purposes,
with separate expressions required for RDM and TDM elements. While rapidity-based
expressions were computed for this contribution, they are relegated to appendix [B]

Expressions for the DM elements are now understood directly in terms of the EBV which
applies equally to RDM and TDM elements, differing only in the manner the primitive
summands are computed 122U However, as RG states do not have a succinct representation
in terms of EBV, the intermediate steps involve rapidities. The development for the 1-DM
elements will now be summarized, and the interested reader is directed to appendix B of
ref. [121] for the details of the 2-DM elements.

Manipulation of determinants of the matrix J are simplified with two practical

lemmas (see appendix A of ref. 121 for proofs):

Lemma II1.1 For z an arbitrary complex number distinct from {e}, the diagonal rank-N

update
0 ... 0
£1—2
B 0 829_2 .0
A= =7 (68)
0 0 . ENQ_Z
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to the determinant of J is equivalent to the rank-1 update
det(J — A(z)) = det(J — x(2)17) (69)

in terms of the vectors

o) = (2 2 ) (70)
M=(11..1). (71)

Lemma II1.2 For J, an N x N invertible matrix, the sum of M rank-1 updates of arbitrary

vectors x, and a specific vector y! is the single determinant

253:1 A Y

M
Ao det(J — z,y") = det
> S

where A\, are scalars.

Since the local pair creators S; are the residues of the RG pair creators at the simple

poles

St = lim (u—&;)S™ (u), (73)

U—EL

the form factors are evaluated as the residues of the scalar product

{o3M] S {u}d") = Jim (ua —ex) (Lo} {u}™). (74)
Notice that the simple pole u, — €5 occurs in the kth diagonal element of J

lim (’U,a — Ek)t]kk = —g (75)

Ua—Ek

while the remaining diagonal elements (p # k) are modified

. g g
lim J,, = + — . 76
Ua—EL pp pp E:p — é‘k é‘p i U/Oé ( )

The resulting determinant has a single non-zero element in the kth row and kth column,

giving
{318 {uta') = —gn(0) det (J™* + A (ey) — A (uq)) (77)
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with J** the matrix J without the kth row and kth column etc. Now lemma [IL1] can be
used to reduce the update A¥*(u,) to the rank-1 update x*(u,)17, so that

M det (JFF 4+ ABF(g) — xF(uq)17)

VU
= —2gn(0 78
Vik gn( ); Yo — £x (78)
Lemma reduces this sum to the single determinant
g 1T
Y = (o) det [ 220 (79)

9" (ua) Tk | kK
o en—tin J +d (c":‘k)

The (1,1) element of this determinant is Uy, while the other elements of the first column are

(ep — Ua) (€& — Ua) €k — Ep

«

The “damage” to J will be repaired with row operations. Add e ?— times the first row to
p

each of pth rows to
1. remove the factor of gEkUT’“Ep from the first column
2. remove the update A"¥(g;,) to the diagonal elements of J**
3. scale the off-diagonal elements of J**
g g g (er—sy)

€p—~ €& &k~ & (ep — €q) (e — &p) (8

Remove the factor of akf - from each of the p rows (except the first) and the factor % from
each of the j columns (except the first). These factors cancel one another. Finally, reorder
the rows and columns such that (1,1) element is moved to the (k, k) position. No sign is
introduced as this permutation involves the same number of row and column interchanges.

The result
VU _
Yor = 21(0) det J(k — U) (82)

involves the original matrix J whose kth column has been replaced by the vector of EBV

U, which can be written as
0
e = 20(0)Di (J) (83)
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in terms of a summation

N
DY) =Y U, [P (84)
p=1
in J’s first cofactors
[J]P9 = (—1)p+q det JP1. (85)

D,(C(,?(J ) will be referred to as a J-sum, and will reappear in seniority-conserving couplings
in other seniority channels. The superscript refers to the change in seniority for the J-sum.
The same approach, with many tedious intermediate steps, follows for the elements of the

2-DM. Second cofactors of the matrix J

[J]pers = (_1)p+q+r+s+h(p,q)+h(r,8) det JrPars (86)
are required. To be unambiguous, their definition involves the factor h(p, q)

1
h(p,q) = ret (87)

0 p<aq.

If only second cofactors are required, then a Heaviside function can replace h(p, q), but this
does not generalize directly. The correct observation is that cofactors are antisymmetric in
their row or column indices. Third and fourth cofactors will be required to couple RG states

with different seniorities, which can be defined in exactly the same manner. Third cofactors

[J]p1p2p3yq1q2q3 _ (_1)p1+p2+p3+q1+qg+q3+h(p1,pz,p3)+h(q1,qz,q3) det JP1P2p3,414243 (88)

are N — 3 x N — 3 determinants with an appropriate sign, and fourth cofactors are

[J]p1p2p3p4,q1q2q3q4 — (_1)pl+p2+p3+p4+q1+q2+q3+q4+h(p17p27p37p4)+h(q17q27q37q4) det JPLP2P3P4,41424304
(89)
are N —4 x N — 4 determinants with an appropriate sign. Given a set of indices in natural
order p; < --- < py, the indicator function h(py, ..., px) returns the value zero. If the indices
are not in natural order, then h(pi, ..., pg) returns zero (one) if the indices can be ordered

with an even (odd) permutation.

The direct 2-DM elements are

Ty, = 4n(0)DY,(J) (90)
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in terms of the J-sum

kkll Z Z pqu JPPrE, (91)

p=1 q=i+1 Pq

These elements require the factors

U, —-U, U, + -~ -
Kpy = UU, + g— =det | " e e (92)
T Ca € za Uq + € 35
along with Cauchy determinants
1 1
P — |Ep—er Ep—es| (513 — 511)(68 — 87") (93)
1 1 (ep — &r)(eq — &r)(ep — &5)(eq — €5)

€q—Er Eq—Es

and permanents

+
1 1 1 1

Pq _ |[€p—Er Ep—Es — +

rs 11 (ep—er)(eg—es)  (gp —s)(eq—er)

Eq—Er Eqg—Es

(94)

The factors K,, must be computed for each state, but the Cauchy determinants and per-
manents can be computed and stored once. They are necessary for many of the matrix

elements between RG states. It is understood that

Pq DS rq rp qs
pg _ Tpe _ Tpg Fpa _ _Tpg __

qu - aps - qu - D - Dq5 =L (95>
pa pa pq pq

Equation (91]) is very clean and suggestive for higher ranks of correlation functions: the

zth-order diagonal-correlation

Fxllilkzkz Kosks <{U}M‘Ak1k1 koks - Agzkz‘{u}M> (96)
kikso.. ks
=20(0) D R Ky [ (97)

0

p1<p2<...pz p1p2..-pz

should be directly expressible in terms of z x z Cauchy permanents and determinants, a
z X z extension of , and zth cofactors of the matrix J.

The pair-transfer elements are
0
Il = 20(0) Py () (98)
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in terms of the J-sum

Pklkl(‘]) U (1 + EZ(Uz —Jy ) JIbF + Z — QKPI[J]PW)

g p(#kD) P el
_9 Z 5k :gp gk : €Q)qu[J]pq,kl (99)
er — €1)(eq — €p)
p<a(#k, l)

Unfortunately, this expression does not lend itself to conjecture.

These expressions are equally valid for RDM and TDM elements, the only difference
being in how J’s cofactors are evaluated. When the states are the same J is invertible
and the elements of the inverse are the scaled cofactors. When the states are different,

J is necessarily singular, but the singular value decomposition still allows for an efficient

computation that bypasses the direct construction 02122

With the seniority-zero DM elements understood, the procedure will be repeated for RG
states of seniorities zero, two and four. In every case the matrix elements are computable

from J-sums.

IV. SENIORITY-TWO

Considering states with seniorities zero and two leads to coupling between seniority-zero

and seniority-two, as well as coupling between seniority-two states.

A. 0 - 2 coupling

The simplest case is the coupling of seniority-zero RG states with seniority-two RG states.
The same approach will be taken, omitting the intermediate summation details, highlighting

only the necessary modifications as they arise.

First the 1-electron elements, the only non-zero ones being

Yoo = {0 AQH{u}¥ ™, (ab)) (100)
Yo = {0 AL {u} ¥, (ab)) (101)

as all other elements will yield scalar products between states with distinct seniorities or
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distinct blocked levels. With

_ V24,

A% ST 102
(A3, ()] = 7= (102)
(A, AL] = V25F (103)
AnAn = =55, (104)

AP, can be moved to the right until it destroys the vacuum |6) yielding

f}/;/b,Uab — \/§<{U}M|S:’{U}M71> o \/5 Z_ <{U} |Sa+Sb |{u}a 71>’ (105)

Uq — Ep

a sum involving only form factors of seniority-zero RG states. The scalar product could
be computed in the opposite manner, leading to a sum of form factors of seniority-two RG
states. The end result should be the same, and the present development is easier. The two
contributions in (105]) represent two distinct physical processes. In the first, A% acts on the
open-shell singlet to make the closed-shell pair S;". The second process is more complicated:
the RG pair ST (u,) is broken into the open-shell pair A}, which couples to the already
present open-shell singlet to yield the closed shell —SFS,". If CSFs were used instead of RG
states, this second process would not occur at all. This will be a common theme.

The set {v} is on-shell in seniority-zero, but the set {u} is not. However, the determinant
expression for the scalar product requires only one of the RG states to be on-shell and
can thus still be used. In particular, by adding an aritifical rapidity w, the EBV scalar
product can be used directly

o Hup" = Uw) = n(0) det(J + A(w)), (106)

with only a relabelling of the diagonal elements. Since the EBV {U} now involve only M —1
rapidities, the diagonal elements are

N
g 2+ g

Ep—W g — &

(J+Aw))y, =V, +U, + (107)

a(Ep)=1

As this determinant is for {v} on-shell, it is V x N involving all the single particle levels,
including those that are blocked. This means that the undefined EBV U, and U, appear
but will vanish in the final expressions. It will be convenient to understand them as being

equal to zero.
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The required form factors are again evaluated as residues of the scalar product. Simple

poles appear only in the diagonal elements, with residues

lim ('LU - 5a)(J + A(w))aa =g (108)

W—rEq
while the other diagonal elements are modified

9

Ji_r)rga(J + Aw))pp = Jpp + E— (109)
The form factors are thus
M8 {ul") = —gn(0) det(J>* + A*(e,)) (110)

{oMISF S Hul = = ¢?n(0) det (J™® + A% (e,) + AP (e3) — AP (ug)).  (111)
The transition elements are
Y = —gV2n(0)DS) () (112)

which follows a similar development as for the seniority-zero 1-electron elements. Using

lemmas [[T1.1] and [[TIT.2] and repairing the damage in exactly the same way, the required

J-sum 1is

g
b,ab 6b_sb b (113)
U Jobab 4 psbab(c,)

U
DO () = det(J + A**(e,)) — det [

where the first row in the second determinant involves all the single particle energies except
£, and ¢y, while the vector U is all the EBV except U, and U,. This result may be simplified:
in the first determinant, U, appears in the bth diagonal element, while it only appears in the
top left element of the second determinant. In both cases, the weight is Jo»® 4 Ae®ab(g )
occuring with opposite signs, erasing any dependence on U,. Such a cancellation will occur
for all the matrix elements in this manuscript. As U, gives no contribution, any choice
can be made for its value, and it is convenient to choose U, = 0: the final expressions will
involve only cofactors of the matrix J. U, does not appear at all as only the submatrix J*¢

2)(J) allows the choice U, = 0 to be made.

is involved. The same arguments applied to Dl()a

To repair the damage A%%(e,), the first determinant can be lifted to an N x N determinant
with a first row of N 1s, and the remainder of the first column of zeros. Likewise, the second

determinant should be extended with a row of 1s ezcept with a 0 in the second column, and
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a first column of zeros. —£— times the first row is added to each of the other rows, and the

a—€p

rows and columns are again scaled. Finally, the first determinant is expanded along the first

column, and the second determinant is expanded on the first two columns to yield

D) =Y e+ Y ey, N g (114)

a sum involving only cofactors of the matrix J, it being understood that U, = U, = 0.

2-electron couplings are possible that involve both the blocked levels and 1 repeated

index. If the repeated index is one of the blocked levels, the non-zero elements are

VUab _ +V,Uab _  VUab

Fbabb - beba - lba (115)
VUab _ +V,Uab _ _V,Uab

Fa(mb _Fabaa — lab ’ (116)

FV,Uab _ FV,Uab _ PV,Uab _ FV,Uab

while I';; ) bbb auba voaa = 0. There are three types of elements when

the repeated index is not one of the blocked levels. First, there are direct elements, which

expanded in form factors become

M-1 M) o+ o+ M-1
ruve _oy5 3 WIS Seuda =) o 5§ pes oy st st (g Ty . (117)
a=1

Uy — €k oy

Here, a Cauchy permanent with greek indices refers to

1 1 1 1
af — Uq—Er Ua—Es — . ]_18
Ol I Bk ey oyl oy T rppes DR S

Ug—er UZ—Es

An expression in terms of EBV is obtainable following the approach for the direct elements
in appendix B of ref. 121, then extending the resulting determinants to N x N as above.
This procedure is incredibly tedious but more or less straightforward following the procedures
outlined in ref. [121. This will be the case for the remainder of the J-sums in this manuscript

so that only the final results will be reported. Here,

a 2
VU — —gov/2n(0)D2, () (119)
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with

N N N
S a9 .
Pl = 3 U (Z[ﬂpq’k to g )
@ p

p(F#a,b)=1 =1 q=1
N N
X Z Ea —&p K, Z[J]kpq,kab
L €a = Eb P
p(#k,a,b)= q=1
N
(Ea — 810)(6(1 — 84) p’;;) r,kab
" (€a —€r)(€a — &) %qu Z[J]pq ’ (120)
p<q(#k,a,b) a a pq r=1

an expression involving only the cofactors of the common matrix J. Once again, the EBV for
the blocked levels U, and U, do not appear in the final expression, so that when interpreted

U, = U, =0, the J-sum can be cleaned up substantially:

N kb
2 a — & p r.ka
=3 ey S T et S
k ) p<q Ek: 5 5b
As it is understood that U, = 0,
U,
K= (122)
Ep—&p
The corresponding exchange elements for the unblocked levels are simply
1
V,Uab V,Uab
Uibak = =5  kkab - (123)

2

The other direct element Fkvl;g; * is obtained by exchanging the roles of a and b in equation
(121])).

The second type of elements are pair-forming

o = V2 ({0} ISFHa} ™) +v2 ) ey (o} IS5 sy sy {uddsh)

a<f
M| GG+ M-1y M| G+ gt M-1
WZ o} 155 fz U SEIOE) g
so-called since
AL ARy = V251 AL, (125)
The result of the cofactor summation gives
Tl = —av20(0) P () (126)
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with

p=1
N e — ¢ N p N
p U J pq,ka 4 J pgb,kab
D A B S e D
p(Fk,a,b)=1 q(#p)=1 q(#p,b)=1
N . . N p N
k™ ¢cp kb aq,kab
U Jpe Jpaa;
A e
p(#k,a,b)=1 q(#p)=1 q(#p,a)=1
N
€ —€
+ ( k P)( )ppq qu Z [J]pqr,kab' (127)

£k — sa)(gk — &p) 008

p<q(;ﬁk,a,b) ( T(#p:Q):l

Again, by interpreting U, = U, = 0, the J-sum can be cleaned up to give

N N N ka pq,kb
(2) pk _ L] 1]
Prars(J) = Z T Z (& = &)U, Z ((&c —€q) * (ex — &)
p=1 =1 q=1
c ) pab N
k— Ep pq r,kab

Trape Jpars 128
+p§€k_€a Ek_gbw ;H (128)

where the summations over the indices p, ¢, r are complete.

Finally there are pair-breaking elements

roe _ gy HONSISTE™Y) | s oo g s sy, (129)

Uy — €k a<B

since
AgkAl?k - \/EA;_bSkz_' (130)

These elements only occur from breaking at least one RG pair, which is forbidden for CSFs.
The form factor summation follows the same lines as that of the pair-transfer elements in

appendix B of ref. 121, with the similar modfications as above. The result is

Ft‘z/kll{gb = —9\/_77( ) akbk( ) (131)
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with

pquab 132
+(5a_€k T 2 3 B S (132)

p<q(#a,b) % r=1

Here, a J-sum is encountered that cannot be written as clean complete summations. The

p = k term in the second row is indeterminate, while the restriction on the double summation

in the last row could be relaxed as aab = aab = 0, but this is dangerous if we compute and

store the complete list of 024. This expression does not appear to be symmetric in a and b,
though numerically it is.

For each pair of states |[{v}*) and [{u}* =1, (ab)), the required information for the matrix
elements involves the single particle energies {¢}, the pairing strength g, the EBV for each

state and the cofactors of the matrix J.

B. 2 - 2 coupling

Seniority-two RG states can couple with each other in many different ways, depending

on how many blocked levels are shared between the two states.

1. 2 shared blocked levels

If both states have the same blocked levels, i.e. the states are [{v}M~1 (ab)) and
[{u}M~1 (ab)), the couplings are the same as those between seniority-zero RG states with

minor modifications. The scalar product between the two states is

{o3" = (ab) {u}" ™, (ab)) = n(2) det(J (ab)) (133)

where J(ab) is the N x N matrix . Again, the single particle energies ¢, and &, do

not contribute to any of the diagonal elements. DM elements for unblocked indices follow
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directly
T = 20(2) DL (J (ab)) (134)
Ly = dn(2) D, (J (ab)) (135)
Tyt = 25(2)Py (J(ab)) (136)

\V)

in terms of the J-sums (84), and evaluated with J(ab) rather than J. For J(ab),
the only non-zero cofactors involving a and b are [J]*%, [J]®® and [J]**?® which do not

appear in these J-sums. Exchange elements in the unblocked levels remain the same

FVab,Uab . 1FVab,Uab‘ (137>

kllk - 9 kkll

It remains to specify the elements involving blocked levels. First, by a direct evaluation one

can verify that

Yoa " = ™0 = T = Do = (Lo} H{u}™ ), (138)

where the scalar product on the right is zero if the two states are distinct. Otherwise, the

scalar product becomes the norm and these elements are 1. Notice that the direct FZ&%UQI’
Vab,Uab

Lone

and exchange elements are equal. A common theme is that ezchange elements

inwvolving blocked levels are not intuitive. The diagonal and pair-transfer elements in the

blocked levels

VabUab _ 1WVabUab _ VabUab _ VabUab _ VabUab _ VabUab __
I‘a(JLaa - bebb - 1—‘(/‘Lbab - Fbaba - Fakak - Pkaka =0 (139)

all vanish, as one cannot remove nor create a pair of electrons in a singly-occupied spatial
orbital. Finally, there are direct and exchange elements involving one blocked level
FVab,Uab _ _2FVab,Uab _ _VabUab (14())

aakk akka  — Vkk

2. 1 shared blocked level

For two seniority-two RG states that share one blocked level, [{v}M =1 (ab)) and [{u}M =1, (ac)),
there are 1- and 2-electron DM elements. The 1-electron elements involve the indices of the

unshared blocked levels. The forward scattering element

Ixab,Uac — <{U}M71, (ab)|{u}M71, (ab)> . Z_ <{U} - ) (abgltsirlg{cu}a - ) (ab>> (141)

= n(2)F) (J(ab)) (142)
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is the one expected for CSFs. The two contributions in represent two different physical
processes. In the first, the electron in the blocked level c is transferred to blocked level b,
hence the name forward scattering. In the second process, an RG pair is broken and replaced
with an open-shell singlet pair A;", which couples to A, to yield a closed-shell singlet S

and an open-shell singlet Af,. The form factor summation follows along the same lines
N
FO(J(ab)) = det(J(ab)) — Y UplJ(ab)]". (143)
p=1

Notice again that the undefined U, gives no contribution: both terms produce U.[J(ab)]¢
but with opposite signs, so it is convenient to set U. = 0. The p = a and p = b terms give
no contribution since the cofactors [J(ab)]*¢ = [J(ab)]>¢ = 0 vanish. A final common theme

is that forward scattering elements are reducible, in this case with the J-sum
FO(J(ab)) = det(J(ab) — DY (J(ab)). (144)
It is not difficult to verify that the direct and exchange elements involving a indexed twice

are

Vab,Uac _ +VabUac __ _VabUac
Faabc - Facba - lbc ’ (145)

while the corresponding elements with b or c listed twice are zero.

The backward scattering element

S (oMY (ab)|SE{u} 1, (ab)

Vab,Uac 2 :
) [ 14
’ycb g Uy — Ep ( 6)
= n(2)BS) (J(ab)) (147)

is usually much smaller numerically as it can only occur through breaking an RG pair to
create an open-shell singlet, like the second contribution in (141]). This element vanishes for

CSFs. Again, the form factor summation presents no difficulty

B U =- Y (22204 E220,) (148)

pb=1 NPT ST
and again there is no dependance on U.. The p = b term is indeterminate, and should
be interpreted as zero, but it is safer to exclude it from the summation. The backward

scattering elements are irreducible. In the blocked levels, there are direct elements

VabUac _ +VabUac _ VabUac __ _Vab,Uac
Faacb - becb - 1—\cccb = Yeb : (149)
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There are also exchange elements

rVabUac _ _Q,Ygab,UaC (150)

abca

which again behave in a counter-intuitive manner.
s . Vab,Uac . Vab,Uac .
There are distinct direct forward I',,,.~" and direct backward I';,,~ " elements, with

corresponding exchange elements

1

Vab,Uac Vab,Uac
Uyevr == 9 L kbe (151)
1
Vab,Uac Vab,Uac
Uyper == 9 Lk - (152)

The direct forward elements are

ot _y Z (o} (ab)|S{ g, ab))

kkbe Yo — £

=2 i (o} (ab) Sy ST Huddls s (ab)) (153)

a<f

= 27(2) Fph(J (ab)). (154)

The form factor summation follows the same steps as the direct elements in appendix B of
ref. 121l The dependance on U, once again vanishes, though in a more elaborate manner.

The final result

o = 3 0 (1t - L)

;éabc
c Pg c
S Y m@e- Y B o)
p(#k,a,b,c)=1 p<q(#k,a,b,c) P4
= D (J(ab)) — Diy.(J (ab)) (156)

is reducible in terms of the J-sums and .

The direct backward elements

Do = =23 piy (oM, (ab) S ST {u} 5", (ab)) (157)
a<f
= _277(2)Bkk p(J(ab)) (158)
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have no dependance on U, at all

N

Ee — &
BY, (@) = 3 ( o

plkp)=1 N0 TP R
N 1 Ky, [J(ab)Jpoke P paske
+ Z - Z + Z %qu[‘]mb)] - (159)

p(#k,b,c)=1 Fq T & p<q(#kbc) P4

Ec—&p

Kkb) [J(ab)]kp’kc

Pbog(b)=1 1
While the summation on the first line can be absorbed into the summations on the second
line, it is not productive as in each case the result would be an indeterminate form that re-
duces to the written expression. Thus, again, the backward scattering element is irreducible
and much less clean than the corresponding forward scattering element.

The pair-breaking elements

[VabUac _ _ MZ_I {o}"! (ab)| S {uts' " (ab))

bkck Yo — Er

a=1

fay ({o}1 (ab)| S; SF {ubals " (ab)

R N[Oy oo
= U(Q)Pckbk(J(ab)) (161)
are computed from the J-sum
P a) = U (1 =50 = b)) )
- Y G~ 2K
p(#k,a,b,c)=1 p
I DR = Lt} VN P (162)

p<a( ) (ec —en)(gq — &p)

= P (J(ab)). (163)

This J-sum is reducible to since all the cofactors with a and b that appear in the
summations will vanish.

Finally, the pair-forming elements

LVabtae _ _ Aﬁ; (o', <ab>|s:|{u}%l, (ab)

+ 3 P2 ({31, (ab) ]S S [ {u} M, (ab)) (164)
a<f
= 1(2)Pyr.(J (ab)) (165)
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with J-sum

Pione(J (ab)) = ENJ (ib LY A i’: Up) <[J(ab)]%k _ 9 J(ab)]pc,kc>

Ep — Ec

1 K J(ab)]pa-ke phe .
S S Y I X e, (16)

p(thbe)=1 P a(£b)= p<a(Zhbic) Pl

are irreducible. This expression is clearly asymmetric in terms of the indices b and ¢ as
U. = 0, but U, # 0. To be coherent, the blocked index listed first (here b) should refer to
level that is blocked in the left state but unblocked in the right state.

Again, in all cases all that is required is {¢}, the EBV for each state, and cofactors of the
matrix .J(ab).

3. No shared blocked levels

Finally, if there are no common blocked levels between the two seniority-two RG states
{o}M=1 (ab)) and [{u}M~1, (cd)), there are three types of 2-electron transition elements. In

the first type, the electrons in the blocked levels both scatter forward

LYabted = (o}M=1 (ab)|{u} M1, (ab))
_MZIHU}M ! <ab>|s+|{u}M1 ab)) Mz ({0}, (ab)] S [ {u} M1, (ab))

— & 1 Uy — &4
+) ol (oM (ad)[SFST {udh Y (ab)) (167)
a<f
= n(2)F (I (ab)) (168)
with a J-sum
FOu(J(ab)) = det(J(ab) — Y Up([J(ab)]"* + [J(ab)]™)
p(#a,b,c,d)
+ Y Up( I [J(ab)ret + 2 [J(ab)]”d“l>
p(tabod) Ep — Ec Ep — €4
+ > ’D%quu(ab)]wd (169)
p<q(#ab,cd) PI
= det(J(ab)) — D (J(ab)) — D (J(ab)) + D'oy(J (ab)) (170)
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that is reducible to and since the a and b cofactors will vanish, U, = U; = 0 and

K, = fﬁg etc. The scattering targets do not matter, i.e. these elements are symmetric
P c

with exchange

Vab,Ucd _ +Vab,Ucd
Fadbc - Facbd : (171)

The second type of element occurs in “direct/exchange” pairs

e —arl a2
pVebled _ _gpVabed (173)
pVebled _ _opVabUcd (174)
pVabUed _ _gpVabled (175)

which have distinct interpretations. In the “direct” elements, e.g.

Vabted _ o MZ ({0}, (ab)|SE{u}a ", (ab))

abed

=23 po (Lo} (ab)|S S {u 5, (ab) (176)
a<f
= 29(2) X0 (J (ab)) (177)

the open-shell pair A, condenses to S;” while an RG pair is broken to give the open-shell

. . b.Ucd . .
pair Af,. In the corresponding “exchange” element, I‘}I/dad;Uc , there is a forward scattering

d — a and a backward scattering ¢ <— b. The J-sum

Xpea( (ab) = Uy ([J (ab)]* + ; — Z [(ab)]* + a - [J(ab)]Cded)

N i T, ([J (ab)]P* + L[J(ab)]pdvcd>

p(#a,b,c,d)=1 P Cb €d — €p
N ..
+ Z c pUp ([J(ab)]’“c + L[J(abﬂpd,cd)
p(Fabed=1 0 K €d — €p

1 Ky [J (ab)]pa-cd
* Z 5 0 Z & — gy

p §
=Y skl () (178)
p<q(#a,b,c,d) Pq
— —BY(J(ab)) = BY. (J(ab 179
cb( (a )) ddcb( (a )) ( )
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is again reducible, but to the backward scattering J-sums (148)) and ({159).

In the last type, both electrons scatter backwards

Thenled =" po (v}, (ab)| ST ST {ul5", (ab)) (180)
a<f
= 1(2)Bloy,(J (b)) (181)

with the irreducible J-sum

B, (J(ab)) = K[ J (b))t

- L Ky g~ [Jab)e
- Z o —cp 094 Z gp— €
p(Faped)=1 ¢ PP gzap=1 0 71
- L K [J(ab)]m’cd
p(#ab,e,d)=1 PP g(#apy=1 Tt 1
N
Kab pc pe,cd pd pd,cd
+ S > (@[ (ab)Pet + o[ (ab) Pt
ab p(#a,b,c,d)=1
pgg Dab pq,cd
+ Y ﬁquJrach [J (ab)]Ped. (182)
p<q(#a,b,c,d) pq
These elements are symmetric with respect to exchange
re — poe (153

like the double forward scattering elements.

This completes the list of possible couplings up to seniority-two.

V. SENIORITY-FOUR

Seniority-four states themselves present no additional difficulty. Almost all of the required
J-sums have already been computed. The complication is that the behaviour of the two

seniority-four vacuums is different, and hence most of the results must be tabulated.
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A. O - 4 coupling

There is a single type of element to compute, and once again by moving the qu operators

to the right, the resulting expressions depend only upon seniority-zero matrix elements

V,Uabed(1)
Fabcd

2 ({157 SEH{up )
1

Uy — Ep

({31858 S {uta ™)

—2 3 L (oSS S {uyiY)

a=1 Uo — Ed
+2> ppy {0318 ST STHuN ) (184)
a<f

= 27(0)g* Dl (185)

Again, the summation of the form factors is lengthy and tedious, but follows the same
established patterns with no particular difficulty. Similar to the case for seniority-zero
coupling to seniority-two, the determinants must be extended. Here, this must be done

twice, resulting in fourth-cofactors of the common matrix J . The irreducible J-sum is

(4) B W(IC
DepealJ) = O]
N
_ (€a — 813)(50 — 51’) UP (Wacb . g Wacbd)
i G @ G U e
_ i\[: (811 — gp) (60 — 5}7) UP (Wacd . 9 Wl()zcbd)
b det (€a —€a)(ec — €q) (€4 — €¢) p ep—€p T
ggpbd (ep —2g) K achd
+ Z Pg \=p q P4__ypjac (186)

bd _ _
p<a(Fab.ed) Dggapq (5b 8d) (€a gc) pq

in terms of the intermediates

W = (e, — &) [J]* (187)
r<s

Wgcb _ Z(gr _ 65)[J]rsp,acb (188)
r<s

Wgcd _ Z(gr . 65)[J]rsp,acd (189)
r<s

ngbd _ Z(ST _ 65)[J]rqu,acbd' (190)
r<s
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For numerical purposes it is safest to restrict the summations in the J-sum so that they do not
include any of the four blocked levels. Noticing that the intermediates VW are antisymmetric
in the upper indices, they may be computed once for each combination of indices. There are
6 unique reduced summations to compute, but 12 unique DM elements for each seniority-

four vacuum. These are summarized in Table [[I. The columns of Table [[I] are separated

G R L I e I K )
Tabed| 2D, 0 |Taeas) =D | V3D, | Tudes| —D, | —v3DY
Twie| 200, | 0 | Toiea) =D, VB DL | Thta| —DY, | —v3 D,
Thacd| 2Djarg 0 Tucsa| =D V3 DY o] —DY . |=v3 DY)
Thade| 2Dy 0 Teaas| —D2, |v3 DY T el =D, |—v3 DY

TABLE II: TDM elements between between seniority-zero and seniority-four RG states.
Each element necessarily includes a factor of 1(0)g? and the J-sums ([186]) are all computed
from the common matrix J .

based on the grouping of indices. The three possible groupings behave differently as the

choice of seniority-four vacuums is asymmetric.

B. 2 -4 coupling

Non-zero couplings occur between seniority-two and seniority-four states that share two
common blocked levels. These elements are essentially the same as those between seniority-
zero and seniority-two, with some modifications of the prefactors. The bigger problem is the

difference between \goé?cd) and |g0ﬁld>.

1. 2 shared blocked levels

a. ab pattern There are different results depending on which two blocked levels are
shared. First, suppose a and b are the common blocked levels. The results are the same if

the shared levels are ¢ and d, up to the interchange of indices (a,b) <+ (¢,d). The 1-body
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matrix elements involving the first seniority-four state are

o Pabedl) = \2gn(2 >D£d< J(ab)) (191)
g tabed®) — _\/2gn(2)DE) (J(ab)), (192)

where the J-sum has already been computed for seniority-zero coupling to seniority-
two. No modifications to the expressions are necessary as J(ab) is understood as (54)), the
N x N matrix with 1s in the (a,a) and (b,b) positions and zeros elsewhere in the a and b
rows and columns. As before, the additional cofactors included in the summation are strictly
zZero.

For the first seniority-four vacuum there are direct

Vab,Uabed(1)  Vab,Uabecd(l)  1VabUabed(l)  Vab,Uabed(1)

Faacd - becd - I‘cccd - led (193)
Vab,Uabed(1l) _ VabUabed(l) — VabUabed(l) Vab,Uabed(1)

L gade Cppae = L gaae = Vde (194)

and exchange elements

Vab,Uabcd(1)  Vab Uabcd(l) 1 Vab,Uabcd(1)
Faoicat decb §f}/cd (195>
1
Vab,Uabcd(1 Vab,Uabcd(1 Vab,Uabcd
Fac(:la abedl) Fbc(cllb el ) 27dc W (196)

involving the blocked levels, in addition to the 2-electron elements computed from J-sums

(121), (128) and (132)

Phre " = =2v/2g0(2) D (7 (ab)) (197)
Thrae " = =2v/2gn(2) D (7 (ab)) (198)
Phewd " = =V2gn(2)PiZ4(J (ab)) (199)
e 0 = —v/2gn(2)Py(J (ab)) (200)
along with the corresponding
FZ;CIZUabcdu) _ _%FZ;CZUabcdu) (201)
FIXC/ctjileabcd(l) _ _%FZI:;CUabcd(l) (202)

In this case, the second seniority-four vacuum only has non-zero exchange elements within

blocked levels

Vab,Uabcd(2 Vab,Uabcd(2 3 2
Do = Ty = —gn<2>\/;D£d><J<ab>> (203)
3
Vab,Uabcd(2 Vab,Uabcd(2 2
Docaa " = =Ty = gn<2>\/;D;c><J<ab>>, (204)
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computed from the J-sum ([114). There are no other couplings with the second seniority-four

RG vacuum if the shared levels are a and b.

b. ac and ad patterns

If the two shared indices are a and ¢ (equivalently b and d) the

elements are different, but are computed from the same J-sums as shown in Table [T} The

results are the same for the first seniority-four vacuum for shared levels a and d, while for

the second seniority-four vacuum, there is an additional sign. Thus we take p = 1 for shared

levels a and ¢, and p = —1 for shared levels a and d. The results are otherwise identical up

to an interchange of the relevant indices.

(ao)llelma) | {(allplna)
i | J5an(2)D —p\/ggn@)Dz()Z)
Cadba —2%d 0
Lcdba Vod —Vbd
Ydb %977(2)731%) —p\/ggn@ﬂ?ﬁ)
L ebde —2%ap 0
L abda Vb —"Ydb
Lkkbd fgn(2)D;(i)bd —2/)\/>977 kkbd
Tkas | V291(2) Dy —2/)\/7977 Dy
Ukbkd 12977(2) ok P\F gn(2 Pkbkd
Lok \/977(2)7%52211@ P\/> an(2)Piy,

TABLE III: Couplings of seniority-two and seniority-four states that share two blocked

levels in an ac (p = 1) pattern. For an ad pattern, take p = —1 and swap ¢ with d. J-sums

(114), (121)), (128]) and (132]) are computed with the common matrix J(ac) (54)).

Direct 2-body elements for both vacuums (u =

Vac,Uabed(p)
aabd

Vac,Uabed(p)
aadb

and so do exchange elements

r

r

FVac,Uabcd(,u) .

bbbd

FVac,Uabcd(u)
ccdb

Vac,Uabed(p)
kdbk

Vac,Uabed(p)
kbdk
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FVac,Uabcd(,u) _

ccbd

_ FVac,Uabcd(u) _

dddb

1 Vac,Uabed ()

- érkkbd

1 Vac,Uabed(p)

- §Fkkdb

Vac,Uabed ()
Tod

Vac,Uabed(p)
db

1,2) follow the same pattern

Y

(205)
(206)

(207)

(208)



2. 1 shared blocked level

Coupling between seniority-two and seniority-four states with one common blocked level
are also possible: two blocked levels can form a seniority-zero pair, while a third blocked
index can be changed. Evidently this process was not possible when coupling seniority-zero
with seniority-two, but this will occur for all other combinations of seniorities differing by
two.

Assume that the shared index is a, i.e. the seniority-two state is [{v}*~!, (ae)) while the
seniority-four states have blocked levels a, b, ¢, d. The other cases are accessible by swapping
indices from the same set of matrix elements with one subtlety. The labelling of seniority-
four singlets has been chosen such that a < b < ¢ < d, but these indices may be swapped
freely in ](p%)cd> since Af, = Ay

(1) >

1
|90abcd o )

1 1 1 1 1 1
= [t ) = 1050 = 105 = 1080y = lelina) = 05s) = 195 (209)

there the 8 symmetries one would expect. However,

(2) >

2 2 2
|‘Pa,bcd> ‘@bacd ‘@il)@) = ‘SOI(m)dc) |80cda,b> ’(pcdba> = - ’@fic)aﬁ |<Pdcba> (210)

there are fewer symmetries for the second state. This can be accounted for either by intro-
ducing a sign to the corresponding matrix elements, or by swapping another pair of indices:
if @ > b, then either introduce an extra sign to all the elements for ]cpﬁ)c 4) or swap the labels

¢ and d.

In the first type of element, one of the electrons scatters forward, while the other two

condense to a pair,
Phed” ™ = V2 {0}V (ao)| SF{u} 7, (ae))

M—2
ey,

a=1

3y (N () ST i (ae)
— Ua d

- {7 (ae) Sy S {uta' ™, (ae))

a —

+V?2 Zp o}, (ae) | Sy S STH{uY M2, (ae)) (211)

a<f

= —V2gn(2)F (I (ae)) (212)
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with the J-sum

‘Feglfc)d(‘](ae)) = Z[](a@)]p,c

p=1
N (g v g
+ Z — Up Z ( pq cb = [J(ae)]pqd,cbd>
p(#£b,c,d)=1 <€ Eb q=1 cp 2
S (), o g
DD UpZ ( pret - —2— [J(ae)]mb’cdb)
p(#b,e,d)=1 q=1 p
N
(0 — £p)(e0 — £4) P e
+ o ”)( — q)a—i’ngqZ[J(ae)]pq bed (213)
paFbed) 0 FNELTE) By

This is the only forward scattering J-sum that does not appear to be reducible. The corre-

sponding exchange element is

FVae,Uabcd(l) o 1 FVa@Uabcd(l)

cbed - _5 ebed ’ (214)

which counts a forward scattering d — e along with a singlet excitation Af, — A}, which
couples to the already present AY, to yield Af,. There are three possible choices of indices,

and as they are not all summarized intuitively they are presented in Table

<<ae>||so53,ld>

f gn(2 ebcd ae))

I‘lebcal _\/ig’r] 2
1—‘bced ﬁgn
I‘ebdc —\@977 2

(
(
(
Cavee| —591(2
Lecba| —59m(2
(

2
1—‘bced %977 2

TABLE IV: Forward scattering elements between seniority-two and seniority-four with one

shared blocked level. The J-sum (213]) is computed with the matrix J(ae) (54)).

In the second type of element one electron scatters backwards while the others condense
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to a pair

Tyactetedt) = —/2 Z {3, (ae)| S ST {uld =2, (ae))

+\/_ZIJ {1, (ae)|S, S ST Hull5?, (ae)) (215)
a<p

= —V2gn(2)B{2), (7 (ae)) (216)

with J-sum

N N
gb — ¢ g c,bdc
B E p U6 E )P bd _ J pqc,
bedc gb _ gd < £o — 50[ (a’e)]

#e)=1 q=1
al (ep— e € al g
b — &d — c.bde
v 3 boallacs UpZ( it Loy
p(F#c,e)=1 b d q=1 p c

N

+ (56 — 50) Z % Z (6q — 87") [J(ae)]pqr,bdc

(Eb - gc)(gd - 86) p(#qud’e):l pe q<r(;ée) (8(1 - 86)(8T - E@)

N

+ Z (5 B Ep)( - 511) P;ZK Z[J(ae)]pqr,bdc‘ (217>

— _ bd = P4
p<‘1(7ébvcadve) (SC gb)(gc gd) a prq r=1

Again, there are three distinct choices which are summarized in Table [V]

((a€) ) ((ae) o)
Cpede —ﬁgn(2)l’>’§2k(<7(ae)) 0
Poeie| S5m2)BiE(I(ae)| \/3gn(2)B2 (I (ae))
Cpecd —\/5977(2)8152(1@(@6)) 0
Toice| L50n(2Bi,(7(ae))| —/3an(2) BT (ae)
Lcbde %977(2)3((;12;6)@(‘7(@6)) \[9772 )B4 (J (ae)
Teen| 51285, (J(ae)) | —/$n(2) B, (T (ae))

TABLE V: Backward scattering elements between seniority-two and seniority-four with

one shared blocked level. The J-sum (217)) is computed with the matrix J(ae) (54).

C. 4 - 4 coupling

Seniority-four states couple to other seniority-four states in the same manner as seniority-

two states couple to other seniority-two states: the blocked levels may be identical, differ by
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one, or differ by two.

1. 4 shared blocked levels

As expected, the couplings between seniority-four states that share 4 common blocked
levels are the usual seniority-zero type elements. Further complications are possible as
couplings between \gpabcd> and \cpabcd> could occur. Thankfully, the only non-zero couplings

between the two vacuums are the exchange elements

Vabed(1),Uabed(2 Vabed(1),Uabed(2 \/§ —_ _
[V el Uabed@) _ praped)Uabed(?) = V2 () M=2) £} M=2) (218)
[V abed(1).Uabed(2) — pywbed().Uabed(2) f o2 {u} M2y (219)

Again, the rapidities {u} and {v} are both on-shell for the same set of Richardson’s equa-
tions. Thus, the scalar product ({v}M~2[{u}M=2) is zero if they are distinct, and the norm
of the state if they are the same. There are no other couplings between the two vacuums.

For both vacuums the 1-body elements

abe abe Vabed(p),Uabed abe abe Vabed Uabed(p
%le d(u),Uabed(p1) _ Y (1) (w) _ ’y(‘; bed(p),Uabed(p) = (W), <{U}M 2|{u}M 2>

(220)

become 1 when normalized, and the same is true for the direct elements in the blocked

Vabed(p),Uabed(p) Vabed(w),Uabed(p) Vabed(w),Uabed(p) Vabed(p),Uabed(p) Vabed(p),Uabed(p)
levels T';qp, ; Daace » Laadd » Dhpee » Dopaa

and FZ:‘;ZCd( whUabed(y) - Fy change elements in the blocked levels are however distinct for each

vacuuml:
Vabed(1),Uabed(1 Vabed(1),Uabed(1 — —
ettt — p IR — (MR {up M 2) (221)
Vabed(2),Uabced(2 Vabed(2),Uabed(2
e — ({7 (222)
while
1
abe Vabed(1 Vabed(1 Vabed(1
FL‘L/CCI; A = L pdda W= Lpect W= dedb D) <{U}M 2|{U}M 2> (223)
1
abe Vabed(2 Vabed(2 Vabed(2 _ _
FXCCZ 42 — L sada ® = Dyeet ® = Lyaan ® = ) <{U}M 2‘{U}M 2>' (224)

The remainder of the non-zero elements are the same as above for each vacuum, with no
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coupling between them

et Gabedt) — o) 4)DL) (J (abed)) (225)
Vabed(p),Uabed 0

L ) ) = 477(4)Dl(ck)ll('] (abed)) (226)
Vabed(w),Uabed 0

Lkt ) " = 277(4)7’;&;1;((](@60@)7 (227)

in terms of the J-sums (34)), and evaluated with the common matrix J(abed) (57),

with exchange elements

Vabed(u)Uabed(p) L Vabed(u),Uabed(w)
L Y= _irkkll 8 8 (228)

and for each of the blocked levels

Vabed(w),Uabed Vabed(p),Uabed Vabed(w),Uabed
pYabe (1) (W) _ o (1) (W) _ " (1) () (229)

2. Seniority-Four FExcitations

The last two possibilities introduce a final difficulty. Unfortunately, singlet excitations

upon seniority-four states do not respect an orthonormal basis. For example, consider the
0

singlet excitation A,,,, acting on the two vacuums

A% 1ol = (@) (cd)) (230)
A%, 9D ) = % (|(a'e)(bd)) — |(a'd)(be))) . (231)

There is no reason the states on the right-hand side (RHS) should be the chosen orthonormal
basis for the set {a’,b,c,d} in natural order. This would happen no matter the choice of
basis, and thus leads to a tedious development with group theory.

Given an ordered set of indices {a, b, ¢, d}, not necessarily in natural order, the first task

is to determine the values of w for the three vectors. In particular, define

w1labed] = wl(ab)(cd)] (232)
walabed] = wl(ac)(bd)] (233)
wslabed] = w((ad)(be)]. (234)

If |(ab)(cd)) is equivalent (see Table [[) to the ordering in which the indices can be written
in completely ascending order, then w|(ab)(cd)] = 1 etc. Identifying w for each of the states
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(ab)(cd)

FIG. 1: Cyclic labelling of seniority-four states: for w[(ab)(cd)] =1 or w[(ab)(cd)] =3
clockwise if (a < band ¢ < d) or (a > b and ¢ > d), otherwise counterclockwise. For
wl(ab)(cd)] = 2 counterclockwise if (a < band ¢ < d) or (a > b and ¢ > d), otherwise

clockwise.

is thus possible with a few discrete comparisons. In particular, if (¢ < b and ¢ < d) or
(a > band ¢ > d) then w follows the clockwise (solid) path in Figure [I] when w((ab)(cd)] = 1
or w((ab)(cd)] = 3, and the counterclockwise (dashed) path when w|(ab)(cd)] = 2. This
is perhaps more clear in Table [VI] where the complete list of possibilities are written for

{a,b,c,d} ={1,2,3,4}. wilabed] = 1 in the first three columns of Table [VI], while w; [abed] =

(ab)(cd)|(ac)(bd)|(ad)(bc) || (ab)(cd)|(ac)(bd)|(ad)(bc)||(ab)(cd) |(ac)(bd)|(ad)(bc)
(12)(34) |(13)(24) | (14)(23) || (13)(24) [ (12)(34) | (14)(32) || (14)(23)|(12)(43) | (13)(42)
(21)(34) |(23)(14)|(24)(13) || (31)(24) [ (32)(14) | (34)(12) || (41)(23)|(42)(13) | (43)(12)
(12)(43)|(14)(23)|(13)(24) || (13)(42) [ (14)(32) | (12)(34) || (14)(32)|(13)(42) | (12)(43)
(21)(43) |(24)(13)|(23)(14) || (31)(42) [ (34)(12) | (32)(14) || (41)(32)|(43)(12) | (42)(13)
(34)(12) |(31)(42)|(32)(41)||(24)(13) [ (21)(43) | (23)(41) |[(23)(14)|(21)(34) | (24)(31)
(34)(21) | (32)(41)|(31)(42) || (24)(31) [ (23)(41) | (21)(43) || (23)(41)|(24)(31) | (21)(34)
(43)(12) | (41)(32) [(42)(31) || (42)(13) | (41)(23) | (43)(21) || (32)(14) | (31)(24) | (34)(21)
(43)(21) |(42)(31)|(41)(32) || (42)(31) [(43)(21) | (41)(23) |[(32)(41)|(34)(21) | (31)(24)

TABLE VI: Identification of seniority-four states: red (w = 1), blue (w = 2) and green
(w=3).

2 in the three middle columns, and w;[abed] = 3 in the last three columns. The corresponding
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values of ws|abed] and wslabed) will differ, and give the rules summarized in Figure [1]

The 3 x 3 matrix

1) lssn(i—wl)
kij = (—§> , (235)

has elements that represent the overlap between the seniority-four states in the natural order

(rows) and the given order (columns). If the given order is the natural order, then

11
L =5 —3
_ 1 1
k=|-5 1 =41, (236)
11
—3 —3 |1
otherwise the columns of k are permuted. Unfortunately, all 3! = 6 permutations are

possible. Density matrix elements coupling two distinct seniority-four states will depend on

the elements of the vacuum overlap matrices:

1
1 _ K11 7§(FG12 — K13)
TV = . . (237)
75(@1 — Kg1) 3(Ka2 — K32 — Koz + Ka3)
1
@) _ K12 75(/‘&11 — K13)
T — 1 ) (238)
7§(l€22 — Kg2) 3(Ka1 — K31 — Koz + Ka3)
1
TG K13 7§(F011 — K12) (239)

\/Lg("m — r33) 5(Ra1 — Ka1 — Koo + Kgo)

Notice that this is not the best choice if, for some reason, one cared about the group theory
of these objects. The correct choice is to have the second columns of Y®) multiplied by a
sign: in this way, going from T — T® one exchanges the second indices of 1 with 2,
and going from YT — T® one replaces the second indices of 2 with 3. But, that would
introduce extra signs in some of the matrix elements to compute, leading to expressions that
appeared asymetric and, likely, mistakes.

The vacuum overlap matrices can be computed for each possible x, and the results are
summarized in Table [VII| Thus, for a given order of indices one can immediately deduce the
corresponding vacuum overlap matrices. The extension to seniority-six is no more difficult,
but much more tedious. There are 15 primitive vectors and 5 elements in an orthogonal

basis. Thus, there are 15 matrices T each of size 5 x 5.
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K 1) T(2) T3)
1 -1 _1
2 2 10 I QVE] _1 VB
1 1 2 72 2 2
2 2 01 V31 V31
11 2 2 2 2
-5 —5 1
2 2
1 -1 _1
22 1 0 _1 V3 _1 V3
11y 2 T2 2 2
22 0 —1 V3 1 V3 o1
1 1 1 2 2 2 2
2 2
_1 _1
z 1 2 _1 V3 10 _1 V3
1 11 2 2 2 2
22 V31 01 V31
11 2 2 2 2
-5 —5 1
2 2
1 _1
z 1 2 _1 VB 1 0 _1 V3
11y 2 2 2 2
22 V3 1 0 -1 _v3 _1
11 2 2 2 T2
1 =1 _1
2 2
L _1
22 _1 V3 1 V3 10
[ 1 1 2 2 2 2
22 _V3 _1 _V3 1 01
2 2 2 2
L 1 _1
2 2
S
2 2 _1 V3 _1 V3 1 0
1 1 2 2 2 2
2 2 _V3 o1 _V3 1 0 —1
11 2 2 2 T2
1 -1 _1
2 2

TABLE VII: Vacuum overlap matrices for each possible x.

3. 3 shared blocked levels

Suppose that the two seniority-four RG states have blocked levels {a,b,c,d'} and
{e,b,,d'} such that ¢ < d'. If a < b, then interpret ¢ = ¢ and d = d’, and if a > b
interpret ¢ = d’ and d = ¢ in the expressions that follow. This choice guarantees that the

two vacuums for the {a,b, ¢, d} states are

i) = |(ab)(cd)) (240)
2) —L ac — |(a C
[oumna) = 75 (a0 (6D) | (ad) (b)) (241)
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To evaluate overlaps, the states |(eb)(cd)),|(ec)(bd)) and |(ed)(bc)) must be sorted with the
parameter w so that the corresponding vacuum overlap matrices are obtained. The matrix
elements in the blocked levels are then computed from the J-sums ) and - and

the results are presented in Table [VIIIl For all four combinations of vacuums, the direct

<(pg)ld||90abcd> <90£2d”90g?cd> <<10$71d|’9053))cd> (‘Pg)cd||¢g)cd>
Yea | T nOFL T FD | Y@ FD | rEn@FD
Thaen Vea Yea —Yea —Yea
Teaee | T304 FQ | S04 FL |~ n4) 7 T§£n<4>f“”
Liaea| YY) FD | TSI FD | 1O n4)FL) ( )fea
Yoo | TSIn@)BL | @B | T (4B Yn(4)BS
Thean —2%qe —2%ge 0 0
Tecac | T (B | TS8R | —v3Y T n(4)BR | —v/31Hn(4) B
Laead| T 0(4)BE | TS 9(4)BY | V3T n(4)BY mg?nu)zsae)

TABLE VIII: TDM elements in blocked levels for two seniority-four states sharing 3
blocked levels. The first block of four rows are the 1-TDM and exchange 2-TDM elements
for forward-scattering while the second block of four rows are for backward-scattering. The

J-sums (|143)) and ([148)) are computed from the common matrix J(ecbd) (57)).

elements are

0= Faaea = Feeea (242)
Yea = Itpea = Uecea = lddea (243)
Yae = 1—‘aaae = Feeae = beae = Fccae = Fddae' (244>

The elements involving unblocked levels are essentially the same as those for the coupling

of seniority-two RG states with one common blocked level:

Ty gt 0abed®) — o0y (4) Fio) o (J (ebed)) (245)
Ty e 00a0ed0) — oy () B, (J (ebed)) (246)
Dy e Oabede) — D) P8 (J (ebed)) (247)
Lot 0abed®) — ()P, (J (ebed)), (248)



using the J-sums (155)), ([159), (162)) and (166) with the common matrix J(ebed) (57). Again,
to be coherent in P,igzm, e is unblocked in the right state so that U, # 0. In all cases, the

exchange elements are

1

Vebed(w),Uabed(v Vebed(p),Uabed(v

I (1) v _ —5 ke (1) @) (249)
ebc abed(v 1 ebc abed(v

Fkvafkd(ﬂ)aU bed(v) — _érxk;’ed(u)yU bed( ) (250)

4. 2 shared blocked levels

With two shared blocked levels, there is no possibility for one-electron transitions, and
the only non-zero two-electron transitions necessarily involve all the blocked levels which
are not shared. As was the case for the coupling of seniority-two with seniority-four states,
there are different results depending on which indices are shared. Suppose the two shared
indices are a and b, i.e. that we are considering transitions from states with blocked levels
a,b, c,d to states with blocked levels ¢, d, e, f. Again, the first task is to build the vacuum
overlap matrices T,

For shared blocked levels a and b (equivalently ¢ and d), the matrix elements are presented
in Table[[X] These elements appear intuitive enough. There are direct and exhcange elements
that behave in a predictable way, along with pair type elements behaving in a distinct
manner.

When the shared levels are a,c (p = 1) or a,d (p = —1), the same J-sums are required,
but the prefactors become much more complicated and are presented in Table [X]

This completes the list of possible matrix elements that would couple seniorities zero,

two and four.

VI. DISCUSSION

The presented expressions for matrix elements between RG states always reduce to the
computation of cofactors of the effective overlap matrix. Treated directly, this is unaccept-
ably expensive. In particular, the coupling between each seniority-zero RG state and each
seniority-four RG states requires fourth cofactors, of which there are (]Z )2. Each cofac-
tor is a determinant to compute with O(N?3) operations. Thankfully, almost all of these

computations are redundant.
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(e b)) | (Poaey | Pt | (Pl Penta)
Leayb T%)]: e(g}b T%)]: ég}b Tglz)}— ég}b TéIQ)}— e(g}b
Lebfa T%)]: e(g}b T§11)]: ég}b _T%)]: ég}b _T%)}_ ég}b
Labey 2T§11)X£2f QTéll)Xél?e)f 0 0
Tajes| ~Y0 00 | —To/X0) | TRAR) | Tay),
Tage| 20 X5} | 275025, 0 0
Paeps| =Y1AG) | -5, | TiHag, | 1A,
Thaer| 201 X, | 2750250, 0 0
Tofea| ~Y00 ooy | T/ Xery | TiXaly | T,
Lhafe 2T§11)Xzf§}e QT%)X;,(S}@ 0 0
Thea| =T Xope | —T0Xpse | T %0r | Toi Xy,
Laevy T%)ng;f T%)Bcg;f T(112)B¢(1(2)f TéIQ)B((Lg;)f
Tapee| Ti/Blyy | Y9Bly | —YiBlay | ~YBoy,

TABLE IX: 2 shared blocked levels, (ab) pattern. In all cases, the J-sums (169)), (178)) and
(182) are computed from the matrix J(cdef) (57), and each element is multiplied by 7(4).

The norm of a seniority-zero RG state is (up to the factor 7(0)) the determinant of the
effective overlap matrix which becomes the Jacobian of the EBV equations J. Generally J
is non-singular and hence invertible. (There are exceptional cases when the single-particle
energies are exactly degenerate, which will be considered in a separate manuscript.) A

consequence of Cramer’s rule is that the inverse of J

)
)

<

T = adj(
det(

(251)

<

is the adjugate matrix (matrix of first cofactors of .J) scaled by its determinant. Thus,

inverting .J numerically provides the N? first cofactors in one stroke

[J]Pa _ 7-1
det(J) = o (252)

noticing that the indices are swapped relative to the inverse. Second cofactors may then
be computed on-the-fly from a theorem of Jacobi: the scaled kth order cofactors of J are a

k x k determinant of its scaled first cofactors.*#? In particular, the scaled second cofactors
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(Phan 1051t | (Pl 1 P5aa) | (Pl 1P Saba) | (el
Pease) T3 Feare | Y50 Fiaye | 0T Fiage | PY50 Flaye
Pecta| T3V Feare | Y1 Feaye | 000 Feape | PY50 Flaye
Laces _Tﬁ)xéggf _T%)Xéggf ﬂp'fg?&iﬁif \ﬁPTS)Xéng
Pogec| T30ty | 1572000 | =T %00 o520,
Pacre) —Y0W Xpepe | =050 Xicpe | V3o AL VBT X000
Pacge) =Y Xpope | Y X0h | —pTRAGL| —p 05 X0
Leer _Tgll)Xc(ggf _Tgll)xc(ggf \/nggll)Xc(ggf \/gprgll)xc(ggf
Lefea _T§21)Xc(32f _Tg)xc(ng —Png)Xéggf —PT%)Xc(ng
Peage) ~YW A5 | =05 X505 | VBT AL VEpTH) A0
Pecsa| =000 Xiare | —Yor Xiape | oV XG0 —pY5) Xiae
Pacer| Y10 Bty | TsiBuory | #Y5Bury | pY5) Bty
Lafee Tﬁ)B(g?cf Tg?i)Bé?cf PT&%)BéZ)cf PTS)BEI?CJC

TABLE X: 2 shared blocked levels, (ac) pattern (p = 1). In all cases, the J-sums ((169)),
([178) and (182) are computed from the matrix J(bdef) (57)), and each factor is multiplied
by n(4). For (ad) patterns, swap ¢ <> d and take p = —1.

are

TP _

TP

[T

[J)o

T

det(J) ~ det(J)det(J)  det(J)det(J)

(253)

All of the pertinent cofactors for RDM elements are thus constructed simply by inverting J.

For two distinct seniority-zero RG states, the effective overlap matrix J is necessarily

singular but the first cofactors are still computable just as easily. With the singular value

decomposition (SVD)

one can compute the “inverse”

J=uxyt

Jh=v5-

1uT

1
=> V,—Uf
P o
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in terms of the columns of the unitary matrices & and V and the singular values ¢. Strictly
speaking J is singular and thus J~! diverges, but the same approach yields the first cofactors.
Each small singular value contributes a simple pole in equation , which when multiplied
by det(J) will yield a finite expression. In particular,

J = det(U) det(V) [[ s/ (257)

If J has one singular value equal to zero, then J is the residue of the single simple pole in

(256)) and the first cofactors are

[P = Jop. (258)

If J has two singular values equal to zero, the first cofactors will all vanish as the simple
poles will be scaled by two factors of zero. Second cofactors are computed in the same way,

by plugging (256]) into (253)) and isolating the non-zero components (see refs. 105 and [122] for

details). Third and fourth cofactors are computable in precisely the same manner. Thus,
in all cases a single linear algebra operation, here an SVD rather than matrix inversion,
yields all the required information to compute the cofactors. As understood in ref. 105, the
number of near-zero singular values depends on the RG states involved, and changes as a
function of the pairing strength g. The number and type of excitation here is much larger
(compared with only the seniority-zero channel) and thus the presentation of the analogues

of Slater-Condon rules will be the second manuscript in this series.

The complete set of matrix elements can be computed perfectly in parallel. The individual
RG states are defined by their EBV, which are computed from the parameters {¢} and g of a
reduced BCS Hamiltonian. These parameters have been variationally optimized for a single
RG state and thus do not change. The EBV for each required state can thus be computed
at once in parallel. Next, the matrix elements for each pair of states can be computed in
parallel as the only common required information, the EBV for each state, {¢} and g, have

been precomputed and do not change.

While the focus in this contribution is coupling between RG states of a spin-conserving
operator, the required modifications for spin-changing operators are straightforward from

the Wigner-Eckart theorem. Consider for example seniority-two RG states with the triplet
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pair creators

D _ gt
Qz(aq) = Upplgy (259)
1
0) — Tt oot
Qg = E (apTaqi - apiaqT) (260)
1) f
Qj(oq ) = ay Ay - (261)

These will couple to seniority-zero RG states through the triplet excitation operators

T = —alaq (262)
1

T -5 (afyaat — afyan) (263)

Tor ) = a} . (264)

With m and m' arbitrary labels, the only non-zero one-body elements are
o767 Q0 Hu™ ™) = —v/3 (Lm, 1m'|00) gn(0) D3 (J) (265)

in terms of the Clebsch-Gordan (CG) coefficients (1m, 1m’|00). For two triplets coupling to

a singlet, the only non-zero coefficients are

(11,1 —1J00) = (1 — 1,11]00) = — (10, 10[00) = % (266)

The result is that the matrix element factors into a CG coefficient and a reduced element,
here the J-sum, which has already been computed. This is the Wigner-Eckart theorem.
Couplings between higher spin states will follow in a similar manner. The development is
tedious but no new J-sums will appear for two-body operators.

Finally, a numerical demonstration that these matrix elements are indeed correct is war-
ranted. The dissociation of linear Hg is small enough that all the necessary cofactors can be
computed by brute-force. With orbitals optimized for the seniority-zero Slater determinant
CI from ref. (101} seniority-based Slater determinant CI curves were computed with PyCI*Y
and are shown in Figure 2] Complete seniority-based RG state CI curves were also com-
puted. These results should match numerically as on paper they are different representations
of exactly the same space. Indeed they are found to match to at least 12 decimal places
everywhere. A few points for the symmetric dissociation of linear Hg were also computed to
verify the agreement between Slater determinant and RG state CI, but this represents the

practical limit of what may be achieved by computing the cofactors by brute force.
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FIG. 2: Seniority-based CI curves for the symmetric bond dissociation of linear Hg. Slater
determinant and RG state seniority-based CI results are indiscernible. Results are

computed in the optimal orbitals for seniority-zero Slater determinant CI obtained in ref.

101] in the STO-6G basis.

The endgame is to replace seniority-based CI with a short excitation-based CI of RG
states. Seniority-zero RG states can be classified by excitation level by comparing their
corresponding bitstrings. ™% A pair-single excitation has a bitstring that differs from the
reference by one 1 and one 0, while a pair-double has a bitstring that differs from the
reference by two 1s and two 0s. The same is generally true for RG states of non-zero
seniorities. Start with a particular seniority-zero RG state as a reference. For linear Hg,
the reference is 101010.2%% Seniority-two singles are represented by bitstrings where one 1 is
replaced by an x and one 0 is replace by an x. For USDs, this is precisely a one-electron
excitation. Seniority-two doubles occur in two manners: two 1s become x and one 0 becomes
1 or one 1 becomes 0 and two 0s become x. There are M (N — M) seniority-two singles and
(A; )(N - M)+ M (N ;M ) seniority-two doubles. In seniority-four, there are no singles and
only one type of double: two 1s become x and two 0s become x. A CI of one RG state plus
its singles and doubles was employed for linear Hg. The results are not visually discernible
from the previous curves, but the respective errors in each seniority channel are presented
in Figure 3] The errors are computed relative to the complete CI in the given seniorities. In
both cases, the excitation based RGCI is a good approximation for a small fraction of the
cost. This treatment is naive and meant as a proof of principle. The identification of Slater-

Condon rules will allow for the removal of deadweight and the inclusion of the necessary
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FIG. 3: Errors of RGCISD in €2 = 0,2 and €2 = 0, 2,4 channels for the symmetric bond
dissociation of linear Hg. Results are computed in the optimal orbitals for seniority-zero

Slater determinant CI obtained in ref. [101l in the STO-6G basis.

triples or quadruples.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this contribution, matrix elements are computed between RG states of seniorities zero,
two and four as a general two-body operator can only change the seniority by four. In
each case, all that is required are cofactors of the effective overlap matrix J, which may
be computed very efficiently by a singular value decomposition.**® Numerical computation
of cofactors is left to the next manuscript in the series as this generally requires more
information about particular sets of states to discern general rules. Matrix elements factor
into common reduced quatities, J-sums, and specific coupling constants. Many elements
appear for RG states that would vanish for CSFs. Couplings between RG states of higher
seniorities introduces no additional types of elements. The only complication will be the
tedious bookkeeping to correctly account for an orthonormal basis. Small proof of principle
calculations demonstrate that the matrix elements have been correctly computed and that

an excitation-based CI of RG states is a promising alternative to seniority-based CI.
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IX. DATA AVAILABILITY

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding

author upon reasonable request.

Appendix A: Spin-coupled states

This section is included for convenience, principally as the content is not difficult but
I could not find a reference which presents the complete solution (ref. 131 gets most, but
not all of it). The usual approach is the use of Rumer diagrams which yields a linearly
independent but not orthogonal basis. Coupling an even number of fermions to a singlet
amounts to enumerating the Catalan numbers in two ways, an exercise in combinatorics 2433
(see exercise 6.19 in ref. 133 for many examples).

Note: the letters J and M will refer in this appendix only to angular momentum quantum

numbers as it is a standard choice. While this clashes with J the effective overlap matrix

and M the number of pairs in the remainder of the manuscript, no confusion should arise.

1. Singlets

The correct way to construct an orthonormal basis of fermionic states with good spin
labels is to build them iteratively with CG coupling: a state with spin labels JM is explicitly

constructed

Ji J2
[IM) = > > |jimajama) (jrmajamal JM) (A1)

mi1=—j1 ma=—Jj2

as a linear combination of uncoupled states |ji;m;jams). The CG coefficients (j;myjoma|J M)
are generally obtained from large tables. Many conventions are used, and all are valid
provided that they are used coherently.

Starting from the doublet of states for the first fermion

53) =k o) (A2)
5-3) =l (43)
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FIG. 4: Dyck paths for 4-electron singlets.

one obtains a set of 4 states for two fermions by coupling with the doublet of states for the

second fermion

1,1) = alyal, 16) (A4)
1.0) = —= (alaly + ol ) 1) (A5)
|1, ~1) = af,al, |6) (A6)
0,0) = % (alyaby — alyaby ) 16). (A7)

The eight states for three fermions are built by coupling the four states for two electrons to
the doublet of the third fermion, etc. This procedure quickly becomes very tedious.

At each step in CG coupling, the last fermion is added to either increase or decrease
J, which is strictly non-negative. This may be summarized as a diagram of upward and
downward strokes that never cross the horizon. For singlets, the number of upward and
downward strokes must always be the same. An example for four electrons coupled to a
singlet is shown in Figure[dl In combinatorics, such diagrams are known as Dyck paths, and
enumerated by the Catalan numbers

c. 1 <2n + 1)‘ (A8)

:2n—l—1 n

In particular, there are C,, Dyck paths with n upward strokes and n downward strokes.
For n = 2, the two possibilities are shown in Figure [d while for n = 3, the 5 possibilities
are shown in Figure )] Dyck paths are useful as they are visually intuitive and easy to
count. However, the orthogonal states not immediately obvious. The Catalan numbers also
enumerate the set of standard Young tableaux (SYT) with two rows and n columns (of
shape (n,n)), hence there is a bijection between Dyck paths and SYT with shape (n,n):
each up-stroke in a Dyck path contributes a box in the first row while each down-stroke
contributes a box in the second row. An SYT with 2n boxes contains the integers 1 to 2n

such that the entries increase along each row and each column. In particular for n = 2, the
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FIG. 5: Dyck paths for 6-electron singlets.

two distinct SYT are

113 [1]2
204] 3]4] (49)

The entries in the first (second) row correspond to the upward (downward) strokes in the
Dyck path.

The entries in the second row of the SYT label the states in the orthgonal basis. To get
the individual primitive vectors (products of open-shell singlet creators) contributing to each
state, begin with the SYT and permute the entries, keeping track of the sign, of the first

row. If in the result the entries in each column increase, the tableau gives a contribution,

e.g.
L3I, At A7 10) (A10)
214 12434
1[2] [2]1
eI (Af; A3, — A3AT) 10) . (A11)

In the first line, the exchange of the entries in the first row is not allowed as the result would
have a decrease in the first column. Thus, each column corresponds to an open-shell singlet

creator.
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Going to n = 3 states causes no further complications, but the notation may be econo-

mized. The five SYT are

113/5] [1]2]5] [1/3]4] [1]2]4| [1|2]|3
21416 3]4]6) |2|5/6] [3]|5/6] [4/5]6 (AL2)

but as the state labels are the entries of the second row, the SYT can be replaced with these
labels. Further, these labels can be ordered. While sorting a list of integers in ascending
order is unambiguous, there are different ways of sorting lists of sets of integers. It is often
most convenient to sort lists of integers by comparing the last element first, the so-called

reverse lexicographic (revlex) ordering, which in the present case gives
(2,4,6) < (3,4,6) < (2,5,6) < (3,5,6) < (4,5,6). (A13)

By permuting the entries of the first row, keeping the contributions that increase in each

column gives

27 ) ATQAE’QLA;(G |0>

= Af, (A;BAIG AisA:J{(s) 0

(2,4,6) —

(3,4,6) > (A3 A5, — Az AlL) A 10)

(2,5,6) )

(3,5,6) — Afy (A AL — AL AL) 10) — Afy (A ALy — AL AL) |6)
(4,5,6) )—A

9 7 ;4 (ATSA;(S - A;)FE)A;FG) ’0>

= Afy (A3 Afs — AfsA3) 10) —
— Ady (A5 A5 — Al A%) 16)

an orthogonal basis for seniority-six singlets.

A very tedious combinatorial development leads to the norm of each state, but the results
are simply stated. When permuting the entries of the first row of , keep track of
the number of allowed permutations with each number of transpositions. In particular,
involves only the identity permutation, and each involve the itentity and
a permutation reducible to a single transposition, includes the identity, two single
transpositions and one double transposition, while includes the identity, 3 single
transpositions and 2 double transpositions. Denote the number of permutations with ¢
transpositions as m;, and the number of primitive vectors contributing to the state |p) as

#(p) to compute the norm

ol =80) Y 5 (A20)
t=0

57



FIG. 6: Lowdin paths for 5-electron doublets.

With these simple rules, an orthonormal basis for singlets of any seniority may be con-

structed.

2. Higher spin states

Orthogonal bases for other spin spates are constructed in the same manner, the main
difference being that the sequence of upward and downward strokes does not end on the
horizon. The name Dyck path is no longer used, but this type of diagram was suggested by
Lowdin, so the name Lowdin path will be employed. An example of seniority-five doublets
will be presented before the general expressions. There are five Lowdin paths shown in

Figure [6] with five corresponding SYT

11315] [1]2]5] [1]3]4] [1]2]4] [1]2]3]
2[4 314 2[5 3]5 415] (A21)

The entries of the second row of these SY'T again label the positions of the downward strokes

in the corresponding Lowdin paths, which may again be ordered in a revlex manner
(2,4) < (3,4) < (2,5) < (3,5) < (4,5). (A22)
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FIG. 7: Lowdin paths for 4-electron triplets.

The same rule for permuting the entries of the first row yields the orthogonal basis (with

spin-projection o)

(2,4) — AjAfal, |0) (A23)
(3,4) = (AfzAf, — ALAY,) al, 16) (A24)
(2,5) = Af <A35a40 45a3a> 16) (A25)
(3,5) = (AEA% - A;3AT5) ajla 10) — Al (AB@;U - Ag?ﬂl;) 10) (A26)

(4.5) = (AL AL — A5 AS) b, |0) — (AT, A5 — AL AT) ob, 1)
— (A543 — A3455) al, |6) . (A27)

As a final example, there are three seniority-four triplets with Lowdin paths shown in

Figure [7, with corresponding SY'T

%34 §24 11123‘ (A28)
With the vector of three triplet creators Q;q, the orthonormal basis is
o) = AE 3, 10) (A29)
o) = f = (A5G - 4584 10) (A30)
%) = % = (A1iGh — 45,01 + 44,85 10). (A31)

The first two basis vectors are obtained from the set of established rules, while the third

requires a final detail. Permuting the entries in first row as before yields the three choices

112]3] [2]1]3] [3]2]1] A

— — 32
FIR T (432
where the last would contribute — A3, Q;“l For the purposes of computing the norm, the
last two permutations are each single transpositions. Since Q+ = —Q;p, the last two entries
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of the first row can be permuted, keeping track of the sign. These permutations do not
contribute to the norm. For an arbitrary spin S the last 2S5 entries of the first row should
be arranged, keeping track of the sign, in ascending order. Up to an overall sign for |¢®)),
these are the same results obtained from iterative Clebsch-Gordan coupling.

The general construction is the same: n-electron states with a spin of 2.5 are constructed
as all the SYT with a first row of (n + 25) and a second row of £(n — 25) entries. The
primitive vectors are products of open-shell singlet creators A;;] and a spin multiplet. Per-
muting the entries of the first row, such that in each column the entries increase, leads to
a choice for an orthogonal basis, and the norm is computed from the same formula. The
number of SYT (and hence the dimension of the orthogonal basis) is no longer a Catalan
number, but is computable from the hook length formula. In a given Young tableau, the
hook length of each box is the number of boxes to the right and below, including itself, e.g.
forn=28,5=1

6/5/4[2]1]
3/2]1 '

(A33)

The number of SYT of a given shape, |A|, is n! divided by the product of all the hook lengths.
In general, the entries of the first row descend from %(n +25)+1 to 1, omitting the element
25 + 1, while the factors in the second row descend from %(n — 25) to 1. The hook length

formula gives

A = n! 25 +1 1 25 +1 ( n >

29+ ) (En-29) IntS+i\in-s (A34)

the known result for the number of CSFs with n electrons coupled to a spin St

Appendix B: Rapidities

Matrix elements for RG states are straightforward to compute, on paper, from rapidities.
Norms and RDM elements in particular have clear interpretations and are stable to compute,
while TDM elements are in general much more expensive. In principle, this cost could be
reduced, but the bigger problem is that these elements behave very poorly numerically. For
that reason, matrix elements from rapidities are not to be considered anything other than
consistency checks. Even there, they are not to be trusted for TDM elements. The problem

with rapidities is the TDM expressions involve denominators of products of differences of
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rapidities from the two states. In principle these rapidities are distinct, but when the single-
particle energies {¢} are even somewhat close to degenerate rapidities for distinct states will
tend to be close to one another. The eigenvectors of the reduced BCS Hamiltonian and their
correlation functions are well-defined in all cases so these poles could be managed by taking
appropriate limits of the expressions. With EBV expressions, these problems are entirely
avoided.

1345137

For [{v}) on-shell and |{u}) arbitrary, Slavnov’s theorem ensures that the scalar

product is

det L({v}, {u}) (B1)

{oi{u}) = ({0} {a])

with 9({v}, {u}) the Cauchy determinant

1 1
vi—u1 7 vi—unm

_ Ha<ﬁ(va - vﬁ)(uﬁ - uoc)

[as(va — up)

o({v} {u}) = (B2)

1
vp—ur T vy —un

and L the matrix with elements

L{oh by = ——— [ 24— =2} (B3)

(v —ug)? \ g ug — €; 7oy B~ U

For the norm, this expression reduces to the determinant of the Gaudin matrix
{v}{v}) = det G({v}) (B4)

with elements

1 2 o
Zi (va—ei)? Zu(;ﬁa) (op—va)2? a=p
ot a# B

G({v})as = (B5)

Notice that G is the Jacobian of Richardson’s equations, just as J is the Jacobian of the
EBV equations. Generally, Gaudin’s hypothesis is that the norm of a Bethe ansatz state is
the Jacobian of the corresponding on-shell equations.

Instead of cofactors of J, the primitive summands to compute are determinants of GG
with column replacements. Determinants with p column replacements, scaled by the original

determinant, are identical to p x p determinants of single-column updates. These updates are
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obtained in one stroke with Cramer’s rule. In particular, one must solve the linear equations

1

(v1—ep)?
8 1
Ga_;; — (U2—:€k)2 (B6)
1
(vpr—er)?

for each k. As the matrix GG is common, further optimization is possible through pLU or

Cholesky decomposition. The 1-RDM elements are
M

0v,,
=9 E @ B7

Vik 2 85k7 ( )
the direct 2-RDM elements are

(Ua — €k)(1}5 — 81) -+ (Ua — 81)(115 — é‘k) Ov,, 87)5 0v,, 81)5
I =4 — B
kil Z (er — 1) (vs — va) Oey, g1 0Og; Oey, )’ (B8)

a<p
while the pair-transfer elements are

T — 22 Vo — € OV, 42 (Vo — €k)(vs — €k) (3% Jvg B Ovg, 3vg> | (B9)

Vo — £ O ! (ex —e1)(vg —vo) \Oex Ogr Oy Ogy,

For two states with the same seniorities, TDM elements require the evaluation of the

form-factors

{318y Huts!) = Jm (o — &) o} H{ub) (B10)
_ H,]Y[:1(Uu — €p) H,]Yﬂ Hiil(yﬁa) (v — ua) det I (B11
Hﬁl(#a)(uA — &) Hu<u’<vﬂ/ — V) HA<,\/(¢Q) (ux — uy) il (BLY
and
()17 57 1)) = Jim T (uo = 5) s — &) (0} [{u} ) (B12)
1 Hi/[:1(vu — &p)(vu — &)

€p — &g Hiil(;ﬁaﬁ)(m —&p)(uy — &)
ny:1 H,]\w:u;éa,ﬁ)(vu — uy)
Hu<u’(“u’ — V) HA<N(¢Q,5)(“A — uy)
Here, the matrix L? is the matrix (B3|) with the ath column replaced with the vector

det L}7. (B13)

1
(v1—ep)?
1

g | T (B14)

1
(vam—ep)?
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while L4 op 18 with two updates. Decomposing the two-column updates into primitives
from one-column updates may be possible with an appropriate modification of Cramer’s
rule %8 For states with seniorities differing by two, the same procedure applies, but one must

first introduce a fictitious rapidity w, so that the required form factors may be computed as

(ol sy Iu™™) = lim (w— &) ({0} [{u} " w) (B15)
(o318, Sy Huka ™) = lim lim (w — &) (ua — &) (v} [{u} ", w) (B16)

W—Ep Ua—Eq

o3]Sy Sy S {utas ') = lim lim  lim (w — &) (ua — &) (ug — &) ({0} Hu}"' ™ w) |

W—Ep Ua—Ep Ug—ep

(B17)
while for states with seniorities differing by four, two fictitious rapidites are introduced. In
all cases the construction is essentially the same.

Numerical computation of the TDM elements proceeds by first computing the form-
factors and , then taking the corresponding sums. As stated above, these el-
ements become unstable when rapidities between different states are close to one another.
Given that the only purpose is numerical verification, these summations can instead be
computed by brute force from Slater determinant expansions. Individual RG states may be

expanded in Slater determinants’®?

[{u}) = Zc{“} {i}) (B18)

where [{i}) is a Slater determinant with double—occupations indexed by the set {i}. The

expansion coeflicients are permanents

+
1 1
1 U1 —€iy e u1—Eiy,
ol Z} = per = : : (B19)
a,l Ue — &
1 1
UM —E€iq e UM —E€ips

of Cauchy matrices. Permanents are generally intractable to compute, though Cauchy ma-

140 TO0IT27IT28

trices may be computed through Borchardt’s theorem, " or EBV determinants.
For the present purposes the goal is to numerically validate the EBV expressions, so the
permanents are computed directly. Unsurprisingly, Borchardt’s theorem also struggles with
stability issues. In this basis the scalar products are
Lo ™) =D ofiety. (B20)
{i}
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First form-factors are

{38 {uta) = > Cllely)e (B21)

{i}:pefi}
where the summation is restricted to sets {i} which include p. The coefficient C{{g}p" is again
the permanent of a Cauchy matrix whose «, p element is equal to 1, while the remainder of

the ath row and pth column are equal to zero. Second form-factors are evaluated similarly

{ohY15y S udas) = D ChICHY (B22)

{i}:p.ac{i}
with the summation restricted to sets {i} including both p and ¢, and corresponding co-
efficient matrices with a,p and [, ¢ elements equal to 1, withe zeroes elsewhere on the
corresponding rows and columns. Extensions to states with seniorities differing by two or
four is straightforward. The EBV expressions for each DM element reported in the main text

have been numerically verified against brute force expansion in terms of Slater determinants.

REFERENCES

IT. Helgaker, P. Jorgenson, and J. Olsen. Molecular Electronic-Structure Theory. Wiley
& Sons, West Sussex, 2000.

2B. O. Roos, P. R. Taylor, and P. E. M. Siegbahn. Chem. Phys., 48(2):157-173, 1980.
5P. E. M. Siegbahn, A. Heiberg, B. Roos, and B. Levy. Phys. Ser., 21(3-4):323-327, 1980.

4P. E. M. Siegbahn, J. Almlof, A. Heiberg, and B. Roos. J. Chem. Phys., 74(4):2384-2396,
1981.

°B. O. Roos. The Complete Active Space Self-Consistent Field Method and its Applications
in Electronic Structure Calculations, pages 399-445. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 1987.

°B. Huron, J. P. Malrieu, and P. Rancurel. J. Chem. Phys., 58(12):5745-5759, 1973.

’S. Sharma, A. A. Holmes, G. Jeanmairet, A. Alavi, and C. J. Umrigar. J. Chem. Theory
Comput., 13(4):1595-1604, 2017.

8A. A. Holmes, C. J. Umrigar, and S. Sharma. J. Chem. Phys., 147(16):164111, 2017.

9J. Li, M. Otten, A. A. Holmes, S. Sharma, and C. J. Umrigar. J. Chem. Phys.,
149(21):214110, 2018.

%Y. Yao and C. J. Umrigar. J. Chem. Theory Comput., 17(7):4183-4194, 2021.

64



11J. Olsen, B. J. Roos, P. Jgrgenson, and H. J. A. Jensen. J. Chem. Phys., 89(4):2185-2192,
1988.

2P, A. Malmqvist, A. Rendell, and B. O. Roos. J. Phys. Chem., 94(14):5477-5482, 1990.

13T, Fleig, J. Olsen, and C. M. Marian. J. Chem. Phys., 114(11):4775-4790, 2001.

“D. Ma, G. L. Manni, and L. Gagliardi. J. Chem. Phys., 135(4):044128, 2011.

15G. L. Manni, D. Ma, F. Aquilante, J. Olsen, and L. Gagliardi. J. Chem. Theory Comput.,
9(8):3375 3384, 2013,

6R. E. Thomas, Q. Sun, A. Alavi, and G. H. Booth. J. Chem. Theory Comput.,
11(11):5316-5325, 2015.

"G. L. Manni, S. D. Smart, and A. Alavi. J. Chem. Theory Comput., 12(3):1245-1258,
2016.

18]. B. Schriber and F. A. Evangelista. J. Chem. Phys., 144(16):161106, 2016.

YD. S. Levine, D. Hait, N. M. Tubman, S. Lehtola, K. B. Whaley, and M. Head-Gordon.
J. Chem. Theory Comput., 16(4):2340-2354, 2020.

@G, K.-L. Chan and M. Head-Gordon. J. Chem. Phys., 116(11):4462-4476, 2002.

2ID. Ghosh, J. Hachmann, T. Yanai, and G. K.-L. Chan. J. Chem. Phys., 128(14):144117,
2008.

2T, Yanai, Y. Kurashige, D. Ghosh, and G. K.-L. Chan. Int. J. Quantum Chem.,
109(10):21782190, 2009,

28, Wouters, W. Poelmans, P. W. Ayers, and D. Van Neck. Comput. Phys. Commun.,
185(6):1501-1514, 2014.

21Q. Sun, J. Yang, and G. K.-L. Chan. Chem. Phys. Lett., 683(1):291-299, 2017.

%Y. Ma, S. Knecht, S. Keller, and M. Reiher. J. Chem. Theory Comput., 13(6):2533-2549,
2017.

21,. Bytautas, T. M. Henderson, C. A. Jimenez-Hoyos, J. K. Ellis, and G. E. Scuseria. J.
Chem. Phys., 135(4):044119, 2011.

271, Bytautas, G. E. Scuseria, and K. Ruedenberg. J. Chem. Phys., 143(9):094105, 2015.

2P A. Limacher, P. W. Ayers, P. A. Johnson, S. De Baerdemacker, D. Van Neck, and
P. Bultinck. J. Chem. Theory Comput., 9(3):1394-1401, 2013.

2P, A. Limacher, T. D. Kim, P. W. Ayers, P. A. Johnson, S. De Baerdemacker, D. Van Neck,
and P. Bultinck. Mol. Phys., 112(5-6):853-862, 2014.

30P. A. Limacher, P. W. Ayers, P. A. Johnson, S. De Baerdemacker, D. Van Neck, and

65



P. Bultinck. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys., 16(11):5061-5065, 2014.

31K. Boguslawski, P. Tecmer, P. W. Ayers, P. Bultinck, S. De Baerdemacker, and
D. Van Neck. Phys. Rev. B, 89(20):201106(R), 2014.

32K. Boguslawski, P. Tecmer, P. Bultinck, S. De Baerdemacker, D. Van Neck, and P. W.
Ayers. J. Chem. Theory Comput., 10(11):4873-4882, 2014.

33K. Boguslawski, P. Tecmer, P. A. Limacher, P. A. Johnson, P. W. Ayers, P. Bultinck,
S. De Baerdemacker, and D. Van Neck. J. Chem. Phys., 140(21):214114, 2014.

3P Tecmer, K. Boguslawski, P. A. Johnson, P. A. Limacher, M. Chan, T. Verstraelen, and
P. W. Ayers. J. Phys. Chem., A118(39):9058-9068, 2014.

35T. Stein, T. M. Henderson, and G. E. Scuseria. J. Chem. Phys., 140(21):214113, 2014.

36T M. Henderson, G. E. Scuseria, J. Dukelsky, A. Signoracci, and T. Duguet. Phys. Rev.
C, 89(5):054305, 2014.

37T, M. Henderson, I. W. Bulik, T. Stein, and G. E. Scuseria. J. Chem. Phys.,
141(24):244104, 2014.

3F. Weinhold and E. B. Wilson. J. Chem. Phys., 46(7):2752-2758, 1967.

39F. Weinhold and E. B. Wilson. J. Chem. Phys., 47(7):2298-2311, 1967.

40A  Veillard and E. Clementi. Theor. Chem. Acc., 7:134-143, 1967.

4UE. Clementi. J. Chem. Phys., 46:3842-3850, 1967.

2D. B. Cook. Mol. Phys., 30(3):733-743, 1975.

BW. Kutzelnigg. J. Chem. Phys., 40(12):3640-3647, 1964.

4P R. Surjan. An Introduction to the Theory of Geminals. Springer, Berlin, 1999.

5P R. Surjan, A Szabados, P. Jeszenski, and T. Zoboki. J. Math. Chem., 50(3):534-551,
2012.

16A. C. Hurley, J. E. Lennard-Jones, and J. A. Pople. Proc. R. Soc., A220(1143):446-455,
1953.

"W. J. Hunt, P. J. Hay, and W. A. Goddard III. J. Chem. Phys., 57(2):738-748, 1972.

8P, J. Hay, W. J. Hunt, and W. A. Goddard III. Chem. Phys. Lett., 13(1):30-35, 1972.

YW. A. Goddard III, T. H. Dunning, W. J. Hunt, and P. J. Hay. Acc. Chem. Res.,
6(11):368-376, 1973.

%A, J. Coleman. J. Math. Phys., 6(9):1425-1431, 1965.

517, V. Ortiz, B. Weiner, and Y. Ohrn. Int. J. Quantum Chem., 20(S15):113-128, 1981.

52C1. R. Sarma, J. Paldus, and Y. Ohrn. Int. J. Quantum Chem., 36(1):35-48, 1989.

66



»D. J. Rowe, T. Song, and Chen H. Phys. Rev. C, 44(2):R598, 1991.

®H. Chen, T. Song, and D. J. Rowe. Nucl. Phys. A, 582(1-2):181-204, 1995.

%A. J. Coleman. Int. J. Quantum Chem., 63(1):23-30, 1997.

%D. J. Rowe. Nucl. Phys. A, 691(3-4):691-709, 2001.

STV. Fock. Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR, 73(4):735-739, 1950.

%R. McWeeny. Proc. R. Soc. Lond., A253(1273):242-259, 1959.

R. McWeeny. Rev. Mod. Phys., 32(2):335-369, 1960.

%OR. McWeeny and B. T. Sutcliffe. Proc. R. Soc. Lond., A273(1352):103-116, 1963.

6ID. M. Silver. J. Chem. Phys., 50(12):5108-5116, 1969.

62D, M. Silver. J. Chem. Phys., 52(1):299-303, 1970,

63D. M. Silver, E. L. Mehler, and K. Ruedenberg. J. Chem. Phys., 52(3):1174-1180, 1970.

¢D. M. Silver, K. Ruedenberg, and E. L. Mehler. J. Chem. Phys., 52(3):1206-1227, 1970.

%K. Boguslawski and P. W. Ayers. J. Chem. Theory Comput., 11(11):5252-5261, 2015.

66K, Boguslawski, P. Tecmer, and O. Legeza. Phys. Rev. B, 94(15):155126, 2016.

7K. Boguslawski. J. Chem. Phys., 145(23):234105, 2016.

%K. Boguslawski and P. Tecmer. J. Chem. Theory Comput., 13(12):5966-5983, 2017.

%K. Boguslawski. J. Chem. Theory Comput., 15(1):18-24, 2019.

K. Boguslawski. Chem. Commun., 57(92):12277-12280, 2021.

" A. Marie, F. Kossoski, and P.-F. Loos. J. Chem. Phys., 155(10):104105, 2021.

2F. Kossoski, A. Marie, A. Scemama, M. Caffarel, and P.-F. Loos. J. Chem. Theory
Comput., 17(8):4756-4768, 2021.

V. V. Baran and J. Dukelsky. Phys. Rev. C, 103(5):054317, 2021.

™E. Neuscamman. Phys. Rev. Lett., 109(20):203001, 2012.

E. Neuscamman. J. Chem. Phys., 139(19):194105, 2013.

ST, M. Henderson and G. E. Scuseria. J. Chem. Phys., 151(5):051101, 2019.

""A. Khamoshi, T. M. Henderson, and G. E. Scuseria. J. Chem. Phys., 151(18):184103,
2019.

8T. M. Henderson and G. E. Scuseria. J. Chem. Phys., 153(8):084111, 2020.

™A. Khamoshi, F. A. Evangelista, and G. E. Scuseria. Quantum Sci. Technol., 6(1):014004,
2020.

80R. Dutta, T. M. Henderson, and G. E. Scuseria. J. Chem. Theory Comput., 16(10):6358—
6367, 2020.

67



81A. Khamoshi, G. P. Chen, T. M. Henderson, and G. E. Scuseria. J. Chem. Phys.,
154(7):074113, 2021.

82R. Dutta, G. P. Chen, T. M. Henderson, and G. E. Scuseria. J. Chem. Phys.,
154(11):114112, 2021.

83]J. A. Parkhill, K. Lawler, and M. Head-Gordon. J. Chem. Phys., 130:084101, 2009.

84J. A. Parkhill and M. Head-Gordon. J. Chem. Phys., 133:024103, 2010.

85S. Lehtola, J. A. Parkhill, and M. Head-Gordon. J. Chem. Phys., 145:134110, 2016.

863, Lehtola, J. A. Parkhill, and M. Head-Gordon. Mol. Phys., 116:547-560, 2018.

87P. Cassam-Chenai. J. Chem. Phys., 124(19):194109, 2006.

8P, Cassam-Chenai and V. Rassolov. Chem. Phys. Lett., 487(1-3):147-152, 2010.

89P. Cassam-Chenai, T. Perez, and D. Accomasso. J. Chem. Phys., 158:074106, 2023.

9P, A. Johnson, J.-D. Moisset, M. Gratton, E. Baril, M.-A. Plourde, M. Lefebvre, M. Ker-
leaux, P. W. Ayers, P. Cassam-Chenai, S. De Baerdemacker, and D. Van Neck. Theor.
Chem. Acc., 144:6, 2025.

9N. Vu, I. Mitxelena, and A. E. DePrince III. J. Chem. Phys., 151(24):244121, 2019.

92F. Kossoski, Y. Damour, and P.-F. Loos. J. Phys. Chem. Lett., 13(19):4342 — 4349, 2022.

93J. Bardeen, L. N. Cooper, and J. R. Schrieffer. Phys. Rev., 106(1):162-164, 1957.

91J. Bardeen, L. N. Cooper, and J. R. Schrieffer. Phys. Rev., 108(5):1175-1204, 1957.

9], R. Schrieffer. Theory of Superconductivity. CRC Press, Boca Raton, 1964.

%R. W. Richardson. Phys. Lett., 3(6):277-279, 1963.

97R. W. Richardson and N. Sherman. Nucl. Phys., 52:221-238, 1964.

%R. W. Richardson. J. Math. Phys., 6(7):1034-1051, 1965.

PM. Gaudin. J. Phys. II, 37(10):1087-1098, 1976.

100N\ [ Gaudin. Modéles ezactement résolus. Les Editions de Physique, Courtaboeuf, 1995.

101p A Johnson, C.-E. Fecteau, F. Berthiaume, S. Cloutier, L. Carrier, M. Gratton, P. Bult-
inck, S. De Baerdemacker, D. Van Neck, P. Limacher, and P. W. Ayers. J. Chem. Phys.,
153(10):104110, 2020.

1023 B, Fecteau, S. Cloutier, J.-D. Moisset, J. Boulay, P. Bultinck, A. Faribault, and P. A.
Johnson. J. Chem. Phys., 156(19):194103, 2022.

103P, S. Epstein. Phys. Rev., 28(4):695, 1926.

104R. K. Nesbet. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. Ser. A, 230(1182):312-321, 1955.

15p A. Johnson. J. Phys. Chem. A, 128:6033-6045, 2024.

68



1063, Rombouts, D. Van Neck, and J. Dukelsky. Phys. Rev. C, 69(9):061303(R), 2004.

107X, Guan, K. D. Launey, M. Xie, L. Bao, F. Pan, and J. P. Draayer. Phys. Rev. C,
86(2):024313, 2012.

18W. V. Pogosov. J. Phys. Condens. Matter, 24(7):075701, 2012.

195, De Baerdemacker. Phys. Rev. C, 86(4):044332, 2012.

HOp W. Claeys, S. De Baerdemacker, M. Van Raemdonck, and D. Van Neck. Phys. Rev.
B, 91(15):155102, 2015,

HIA| Faribault, O. El Araby, C. Striter, and V. Gritsev. Phys. Rev. B, 83(23):235124, 2011.

H20. El Araby, V. Gritsev, and A. Faribault. Phys. Rev. B, 85(11):115130, 2012.

U3E. K. Sklyanin. Lett. Math. Phys., 47(3):275-292, 1999.

4T, Amico and A. Osterloh. Phys. Rev. Lett., 88(12):127003, 2002.

U5 A Faribault, P. Calabrese, and J.-S. Caux. Phys. Rev. B, 77(6):064503, 2008.

H6 A Faribault, P. Calabrese, and J.-S. Caux. Phys. Rev. B, 81(17):174507, 2010.

H7G. Gorohovsky and E. Bettelheim. Phys. Rev. B, 84(22):224503, 2011.

18C K. Fecteau, H. Fortin, S. Cloutier, and P. A. Johnson. .J. Chem. Phys., 153(16):164117,
2020.

19p A Johnson, H. Fortin, S. Cloutier, and C.-E. Fecteau. J. Chem. Phys., 154(12):124125,
2021.

120 _D. Moisset, C.-E. Fecteau, and P. A. Johnson. J. Chem. Phys., 156(21):214110, 2022.

121 A Faribault, C. Dimo, J.-D. Moisset, and P. A. Johnson. J. Chem. Phys., 157(21):214104,
2022.

12@G. P. Chen and G. E. Scuseria. J. Chem. Phys., 158(23):231102, 2023.

123p A. Johnson. Richardson-gaudin states. Advances in Quantum Chemistry. Academic
Press, 2024.

124F A. Yuzbashyan, B. L. Altshuler, and B. S. Shastry. J. Phys. A Math. Gen., 35(34):7525,
2002.

I2E. A. Yuzbashyan, A. A. Baytin, and B. L. Altshuler. Phys. Rev. B, 68(21):214509, 2003.

126 A. Yuzbashyan, A. A. Baytin, and B. L. Altshuler. Phys. Rev. B, 71(9):094505, 2005.

127A . Faribault and D. Schuricht. J. Phys. A Math. Theor., 45(48):485202, 2012.

128PpW. Claeys, D. Van Neck, and S. De Baerdemacker. SciPost Phys., 3:028, 2017.

129R. Vein and P. Dale. Determinants and Their Applications in Mathematical Physics.
Springer-Verlag, New York, 1999.

69



130M. Richer, G. Sanchez-Diaz, M. Martinez-Gonzéalez, V. Chuiko, T. D. Kim, A. Tehrani,
S. Wang, P. B. Gaikwad, C. E. V. de Moura, C. Masschelein, R. A. Miranda-Quintana,
A. Gerolin, F. Heidar-Zadeh, and P. W. Ayers. J. Chem. Phys., 161(13):132502, 2024.

BBIR. Pauncz. The Construction of Spin Eigenfunctions. Springer, New York, 2000.

132R. P. Stanley. Enumerative Combinatorics: Volume 1. Cambridge University Press, New
York, 2011.

133R. P. Stanley. Enumerative Combinatorics: Volume 2. Cambridge University Press, New
York, 1999.

134N, A. Slavnov. Theor. Math. Phys., 79(2):502-508, 1989.

135V, E. Korepin, N. M. Bogoliubov, and A. G. Izergin. Quantum Inverse Scattering Method
and Correlation Functions. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1993.

136H.-Q. Zhou, J. Links, R. H. McKenzie, and M. D. Gould. Phys. Rev. B, 65(6):060502,
2002.

1373, Belliard and N. A. Slavnov. J. High Energy Phys., 2019(10):103, 2019.

1381, R. Shafarevich and A. O. Remizov. Linear Algebra and Geometry. Springer-Verlag,
Berlin, 2013.

139C -E. Fecteau, F. Berthiaume, M. Khalfoun, and P. A. Johnson. J. Math. Chem.,
59(1):289-301, 2021.

140C, W. Borchardt. J. Reine Angew. Math., 53:193-198, 1857.

70



	Richardson-Gaudin states of non-zero seniority I: matrix elements
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Electron pairs
	su(2)
	sp(N)

	RG states
	Norms and scalar products

	Seniority-zero
	Seniority-two
	0 - 2 coupling
	2 - 2 coupling
	2 shared blocked levels
	1 shared blocked level
	No shared blocked levels


	Seniority-four
	0 - 4 coupling
	2 - 4 coupling
	2 shared blocked levels
	1 shared blocked level

	4 - 4 coupling
	4 shared blocked levels
	Seniority-Four Excitations
	3 shared blocked levels
	2 shared blocked levels


	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Data Availability
	Spin-coupled states
	Singlets
	Higher spin states

	Rapidities
	References


