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Recent developments in selected configuration interaction methods have led to increased interest
in using multi-Slater trial wave functions in various quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) methods. Here
we present an algorithm for calculating the local energy of a multi-Slater wave function in orbital
space QMC. For an ab initio Hamiltonian, our algorithm has a cost scaling of O(n5+nc), as opposed
to the O(n4nc) scaling of existing orbital space algorithms, where n is the system size, and nc is
the number of configurations in the wave function. We present our method using variational Monte
Carlo calculations with the Jastrow multi-Slater wave function, although the formalism should be
applicable for auxiliary field quantum Monte Carlo. We apply it to polyacetylene and demonstrate
the possibility of using a much larger number of configurations than possible using existing methods.

1. INTRODUCTION

Particle-hole excitations from a mean-field reference
state have long been used to encode correlation in wave
functions. In single-reference wave function methods,
one usually starts from a single Hartree-Fock (HF) con-
figuration, and the electron correlation is built on top
of this zeroth-order state by adding particle-hole excita-
tions, often variationally or perturbatively.1 When elec-
tron interactions are strong, high rank particle-hole exci-
tations from an HF reference are required for a satisfac-
tory description of the electronic structure. It is compu-
tationally infeasible to include arbitrarily high-rank ex-
citations for even moderately sized systems due to the
rapid increase in their number with system size. Some-
times the strong interactions are confined to a small set
of orbitals and electrons termed as the active space.2 For
small enough active spaces it is possible to include all
possible excitations, or equivalently, all configurations of
the Hilbert space, in the variational treatment, and solve
the problem exactly in the active space. This is usu-
ally only feasible for active spaces smaller than about 20
electrons in 20 orbitals.3 Various approximate methods
have been devised to stretch this restrictive bound on the
active space size.4–8 Recently, selected configuration in-
teraction (CI) methods, first used about 50 years ago,9,10

have attracted renewed attention because of their ability
to target the most important configurations contribut-
ing to the wave function at a relatively small cost.6,11–14

Fast implementations of such techniques are now avail-
able that allow calculations with millions of configura-
tions on even small work-stations.

Due to the remarkable accuracy and easy computabil-
ity of selected CI wave functions, they have been used
in quantum Monte Carlo approaches as trial wave func-
tions. In real space QMC, they can be used as part
of Jastrow multi-Slater wave functions, where the Jas-
trow factors serve to capture the dynamic correlation ef-
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ficiently, thereby greatly truncating the length of the se-
lected CI expansion required for a given accuracy.15–17

Multi-Slater wave functions have also been used in
the second-quantized setting of auxiliary field QMC
(AFQMC),7,18,19 where the error incurred by the phase-
less approximation20 can be controlled by using more ac-
curate trial wave functions.21,22 For calculating proper-
ties of wave functions in QMC methods, one needs to
evaluate the so-called local quantities for a walker in the
MC run. For example, for calculating the energy, one
averages the local energy given by

EL[n] =
〈n|H|φ〉
〈n|φ〉 =

nc∑
I

cI
〈n|H|φI〉
〈n|φ〉 (1)

where |φ〉 =
∑
I cI |φI〉 is the multi-Slater wave function,

|φI〉 being configurations in the CI expansion obtained by
particle-hole excitations from a reference configuration,
nc is the number of configurations, and |n〉 is the walker
given by electronic positions in real space QMC and by
orbital occupations in orbital space QMC. At first glance,
this expression seems to suggest that the cost of calcu-
lating the local energy for the multi-Slater wave function
is nc times the cost of calculating it for a single config-
uration. But this cost can be significantly reduced since
CI configurations are not independent, but are obtained
by a small set of excitations from the reference. Various
algorithms have been proposed to achieve this speed-up
in real space QMC,13,23–25 most efficient being the one
recently proposed by Filippi and co-workers.24,25 Their
algorithm has a cost scaling of O(n3 +nc), where n is the
system size, which has allowed millions of configurations
to be included in trial wave functions in real space. No
such drastic speed-up has been reported for orbital space
algorithms, thus restricting the number of configurations
that can be used. In this article, we present an algo-
rithm for calculating the local energy of a multi-Slater
wave function that achieves speed-ups analogous to the
real space algorithm for orbital space QMC. We will use
the variational Monte Carlo (VMC) treatment of Jastrow
multi-Slater wave functions to formulate our technique.

In the following, we will start by briefly describing
the wave function and defining the required notation.
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Then we will show how local energy calculations can
be sped up by storing some intermediates. Finally, the
method is used for polyacetylene ground-state calcula-
tions to demonstrate its efficiency.

2. THEORY

2.1. Overview

The Jastrow multi-Slater wave function ansatz is given
by

|ψ〉 = Ĵ |φ〉,

Ĵ = exp

∑
i≥j

Jij n̂in̂j

 ,

|φ〉 =
∑
I

cI |φI〉,

(2)

where Jij are real numbers, n̂i is the number operator
for spin-orbital i, and |φI〉 are electronic configurations
forming the multi-configurational state |φ〉. We will sup-
press spin indices for brevity throughout. Let n and nc
be the number of electrons and number of configurations
in the CI expansion, respectively. For scaling considera-
tions, we will assume the number of electrons to be pro-
portional to the number of orbitals, serving as a proxy
for the system size.

In general, the single-particle orbital sets used for
defining the Jastrow and the CI expansion are different.
The second-quantized operators for the spatially local or-
bitals used in the Jastrow factor26 will be denoted as
{L̂µ, L̂†µ}, while those for the canonical orbitals used in

the CI expansion as {Ĉν , Ĉ†ν}. Indices i, j, a, b will be
reserved for local orbitals, and p, q, t, u for the canonical
ones. We will assume both sets of orbitals to be orthogo-
nal, with the unitary transformation relating them given
by

Ĉν =
∑
i

Mµ
ν L̂µ, (3)

where M i
p are real numbers forming the coefficient ma-

trix. We define the following slices of the coefficient ma-
trix:

A = [M ]
i1,...,in
p1,...,pn

,

R = [M ]
a1,...,an
p1,...,pn

,

C = [M ]
i1,...,in
t1,...,tn

,

B = [M ]
a1,...,an
t1,...,tn

,

(4)

where superscripts show the row indices and subscripts
the column indices used for slicing. Henceforth, all in-
dices will be assumed to be relative to make the notation
compact. For example, iσ will label the iσth occupied lo-
cal orbital, tν will label the tνth empty canonical orbital,

FIG. 1. Summary of the notation. The occupied and un-
occupied orbitals defining the slices of the coefficient matrix
M are depicted as contiguous here only for clarity, they are
interlaced in general.

and so on. All configurations in the CI expansion are re-
lated to a single configuration |φ0〉, termed the reference
configuration, via a set of canonical orbital excitations:

|φI〉 =

kI∏
µ=1

Eµ|φ0〉, (5)

where Eµ are single excitation operators. The degree of
excitation kI for CI configurations is assumed to be of
O(k). In practice, k is usually less than 10. A summary
of the notation is shown in Figure 1.

In this article, we are interested in calculating the en-
ergy of this wave function, although similar considera-
tions apply to some other physical properties of interest
as well. We calculate the energy using variational Monte
Carlo sampling:

〈ψ|H|ψ〉
〈ψ|ψ〉 =

∑
n

|〈n|ψ〉|2
〈ψ|ψ〉

〈n|H|ψ〉
〈n|ψ〉 , (6)

where the walkers |n〉 are configurations in the Hilbert
space, and the random walk is performed according to
the probability distribution 〈ψ|ψ〉. The quantity being
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averaged, the local energy, is given by

EL [n] =
〈n|H|ψ〉
〈n|ψ〉

=
∑
m

〈n|H|m〉 〈m|ψ〉〈n|ψ〉 ,
(7)

where the configurations |m〉 are generated by the action
of the Hamiltonian on the walker |n〉. The local energy
calculation is the rate limiting step in a VMC calculation,
and thus efficient algorithms for calculating it are essen-
tial for feasible VMC simulations. We use the local or-
bitals used in the Jastrow to define the walkers. This is a
sensible choice because the Jastrow is diagonal in this ba-
sis and the Hamiltonian, because of its local interactions,
has only quadratically scaling number of two-electron in-
tegrals, as opposed to quartic in a general basis. Thus
the application of the Jastrow and the Hamiltonian onto
a configuration can be performed efficiently in a local
basis.27 This leaves us with the task of calculating the
overlap of a walker in a local basis with the multi-Slater
wave function defined in a canonical basis. We outline
the algorithm for doing this efficiently for local energy
calculations in the following sections.

2.2. Transition matrix elements

For calculating overlap and local energy, we will need
to evaluate the matrix elements of strings of excitation
operators between configurations expressed in local and
canonical bases. This section summarizes the identities
that will be used calculate these transition matrix ele-
ments. We will use the generalized Wick’s theorem to
obtain them.

First note the following pair contractions:

〈n|L̂†i L̂a|φ0〉
〈n|φ0〉

=
[
RA−1

]a
i
,

〈n|Ĉ†t Ĉp|φ0〉
〈n|φ0〉

=
[
A−1C

]p
t
,

〈n|L̂†i Ĉp|φ0〉
〈n|φ0〉

=
[
A−1

]p
i
,

〈n|L̂aĈ†t |φ0〉
〈n|φ0〉

=
[
B −RA−1C

]a
t
.

(8)

These can be derived in many different ways.7,28–31 Note
that given one of the four identities the rest follow by sim-
ply transforming between the L̂ and Ĉ operators. Using
these pair contractions and the generalized Wick’s theo-
rem we get the following transition matrix element

〈n|L̂†i1L̂a1 . . . L̂
†
il
L̂alĈ

†
tk
Ĉpk . . . Ĉ

†
t1Ĉp1 |φ0〉

〈n|φ0〉

= det

[RA−1]a1,...,ali1,...,il

[
RA−1C −B

]a1,...,al
t1,...,tk[

A−1
]p1,...,pk
i1,...,il

[
A−1C

]p1,...,pk
t1,...,tk

 ,

(9)

where the RHS is the determinant of a block matrix with
blocks given by the indicated slices. The RA−1 elements
arise from contractions between L̂ operators, the A−1C
elements from contractions between the Ĉ operators, and
the A−1 andRA−1C−B elements from cross contractions
between L̂ and Ĉ operators. The determinant structure
results from the fermionic parity factors. This equation
will be used often in the following sections. For conve-
nience, we define the matrix ∆ as

∆ = RA−1C −B. (10)

2.3. Overlap evaluation

We will not include the Jastrow factor in the following,
since it can be handled the same way as for the Jastrow
Slater wave function. The overlap of a walker with the
multi-Slater wave function is given by

〈n|φ〉 =
∑
I

cI〈n|φI〉. (11)

The first term in this sum, the overlap of the walker with
the reference configuration is

〈n|φ0〉 = 〈0|Lin . . . Li1C†p1 . . . C†pn |0〉 = det (A) , (12)

where |0〉 is the vacuum state. Similarly the overlap of
the walker with any other configuration in the CI expan-
sion is also given by a determinant of size n × n. The
cost of calculating these determinants scales as O(n3).
Thus the cost of calculating the total overlap by evalu-
ating individual determinant overlaps from scratch has
a prohibitive cost scaling of O(n3nc). We can improve
upon this by storing a few matrices at the start of the
calculation.

Suppose |φI〉 is obtained from |φ0〉 by k excitations as

|φI〉 = Ĉ†tk Ĉpk . . . Ĉ
†
t1Ĉp1 |φ0〉. (13)

From equation 9, we have

〈n|φI〉
〈n|φ0〉

= det
([
A−1C

]p1,...,pk
t1,...,tk

)
. (14)

Thus by calculating the matrix A−1C and det(A) at cost
O(n3) once, overlap with any configuration in the CI ex-
pansion can be calculated at O(k3) cost. We note that
the matrix A−1C can be updated using the Sherman-
Morrison formula at O(n2) cost when the walker makes
a move, and does not need to be calculated from scratch
every time. Since k is usually much smaller than n, the
total cost scaling of this approach, given by O(n2+nck

3),
proves to be superior in almost all cases.
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2.4. Local energy evaluation

The local energy of the multi-Slater wave function is
given by

〈n|H|φ〉
〈n|φ〉 =

∑
m

〈n|H|m〉 〈m|φ〉〈n|φ〉 , (15)

where |m〉 are generated from the action of the Hamil-
tonian on the walker |n〉. As mentioned before, an ab
initio Hamiltonian generates O(n4) excitations, which is
reduced to O(n2) when a local basis is used. Because of
this large number of excitations, the calculation of local
energy constitutes the most demanding part of the VMC
calculation. We present two algorithms to evaluate the
local energy.

2.4.1. Algorithm I

Following the discussion about calculating overlaps,
〈m|φ〉 is given by a sum of nc determinants. We can
again avoid evaluating these determinants individually
from scratch by storing a few matrices. Suppose |m〉 is
obtained from |n〉 by l excitations as

|m〉 = L̂†alL̂il . . . L̂
†
a1L̂i1 |n〉. (16)

The overlap of |m〉 with the excited configuration |φI〉
defined in equation 13, is given precisely by equation 9
as

〈m|φI〉
〈n|φ0〉

= det

[RA−1]a1,...,ali1,...,il
[∆]

a1,...,al
t1,...,tk[

A−1
]p1,...,pk
i1,...,il

[
A−1C

]p1,...,pk
t1,...,tk

 , (17)

Thus by calculating RA−1, A−1C and ∆ once at cost
O(n3), each overlap of the form 〈m|φI〉 can be evaluated
at cost O(k3), since an ab initio Hamiltonian generates
only up to double excitations. Note that all of these
matrices can be efficiently updated at O(n2) cost in a
Monte Carlo sampling run.

Having calculated these three matrices, we can directly
perform the sum in equation 15 to get the local energy:

EL[n] =
∑
m

〈n|H|m〉 〈m|φ〉〈n|φ〉

=
∑
m

∑
I

cI〈n|H|m〉
〈m|φI〉
〈n|φ〉 ,

(18)

where the overlap ratios can be obtained using equation
17. This algorithm has a cost scaling of O(n4nck

3), if
screening of the Hamiltonian elements due to locality of
orbitals is not considered, and O(n2nck

3), if it is. This
simple algorithm is easy to implement and allows for in-
corporating Hamiltonian screening. But the cost scaling
is rather steep and one is restricted to fairly short CI ex-
pansions. Note that this algorithm is similar to the real
space algorithm proposed by Clark et al.23. It improves
upon their algorithm by obviating the need to calculate
extra intermediate matrices.

2.4.2. Algorithm II

In the overlap calculation, it was possible to separate
the nc factor from the system size n in the cost scaling.
Algorithm II achieves this for local energy evaluation by
storing some intermediates. First, we partition the local
energy based on the rank of the Hamiltonian excitation:

E[n] = 〈n|H|n〉+
〈n|φ0〉
〈n|φ〉

(
ES [n] + ED[n]

)
,

ES [n] =
∑
ia

Hi
a[n]
〈nai |φ〉
〈n|φ0〉

,

ED[n] =
∑
ijab

Hij
ab

〈nabij |φ〉
〈n|φ0〉

,

(19)

where

|nai 〉 = L̂†aL̂i|n〉,
|nabij 〉 = L̂†bL̂jL

†
aLi|n〉

(20)

are obtained by excitations of the walker through the
Hamiltonian. The Hamiltonian matrix elements are de-
fined as Hi

a[n] = 〈n|H|nai 〉 and Hij
ab = 〈n|H|nabij 〉. In

the following, we will suppress the explicit dependence of
certain quantities on the walker whenever it is clear from
the context.

Consider the calculation of ES , arising from single ex-
citations. We can further split it into contributions from
individual configurations:

ES =
∑
I

cIE
S
I

ESI =
∑
ia

Hi
a

〈nai |φI〉
〈n|φ0〉

.
(21)

ES0 can be calculated directly as in algorithm I:

ES0 =
∑
i,a

Hi
a

[
RA−1

]a
i
. (22)

For I 6= 0, suppose |φI〉 is obtained from |φ0〉 by excita-
tions {p1 → t1, . . . , pk → tk}. Using equation 17, ESI can
be expressed as

ESI =
∑
ia

Hi
a det

 [
RA−1

]a
i

[∆]
a
t1,...,tk[

A−1
]p1,...,pk
i

[
A−1C

]p1,...,pk
t1,...,tk

 .

(23)
Note that the determinants appearing in this sum all
have the same k × k block in the right-bottom corner,
they only differ in the first row and column. To see how
this can be used to our advantage, let us Laplace expand
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the determinants along the first column as

ESI = det
([
A−1C

]p1,...,pk
t1,...,tk

)∑
ia

Hi
a

[
RA−1

]a
i

+

k∑
µ=1

(−1)µ det

∑iaH
i
a

[
A−1

]pµ
i

[∆]
a
t1,...,tk[

A−1C
]p1,...,pk\pµ
t1,...,tk

 ,

(24)

where the ordered set of indices p1, . . . , pk\pµ denotes the
set p1, . . . , pk excluding pµ. In the second line, we have
used the linearity of determinants to move the Hamil-
tonian elements and sum over Hamiltonian excitations
inside the determinants. Evidently, the first term is pro-
portional to ES0 . To efficiently evaluate the second term,
let us define the following intermediate:

Spt =
∑
i

[
A−1

]p
i

∑
a

∆a
tH

i
a, (25)

where the sums have been arranged to show the lowest
cost scaling order of contractions given by O(n3). By
building this intermediate during the evaluation of ES0 ,
the local energy contribution of configuration I can be

calculated at cost O(k4) as

ESI = det
([
A−1C

]p1,...,pk
t1,...,tk

)
ES0

+

k∑
µ=1

(−1)µ det

 [S]
pµ
t1,...,tk[

A−1C
]p1,...,pk\pµ
t1,...,tk

 .
(26)

The total cost scaling of calculating the part of the lo-
cal energy due to single excitations using algorithm II is
O(n3 + nck

4). Thus we have managed to seperate the
nc factor from system size in the cost scaling. We note
that this part of the algorithm, dealing with single exci-
tations, is similar to the real space algorithm of Filippi
et al.,24 albeit formulated differently.

Now we turn to the calculation of the double excitation
part of the local energy, ED. Again, we will split it into
contributions due to individual configurations:

ED =
∑
I

cIE
D
I (27)

EDI =
∑
ijab

Hij
ab

〈nabij |φI〉
〈n|φ0〉

. (28)

Considering the |φI〉 defined above, its contribution is
given by

EDI =
∑
ijab

Hij
ab det

 [
RA−1

]a,b
i,j

[∆]
a,b
t1,...,tk[

A−1
]p1,...,pk
i,j

[
A−1C

]p1,...,pk
t1,...,tk

 .

(29)
Note that the determinants appearing in this sum all
have the same k × k block in the right-bottom corner,
they only differ in the first two rows and columns. To
exploit this fact, let us Laplace expand the determinants
on the RHS along the first two columns:

EDI = det
([
A−1C

]p1,...,pk
t1,...,tk

)∑
ijab

Hij
ab det


[
RA−1

]a
i

[
RA−1

]a
j[

RA−1
]b
i

[
RA−1

]b
j


+
∑
µ

(−1)µ
∑
ijab

Hij
ab det

[RA−1]ai [RA−1]aj[
A−1

]pµ
i

[
A−1

]pµ
j

det

 [∆]
b
t1,...,tk[

A−1C
]p1,...,pk\pµ
t1,...,tk


+
∑
µ

(−1)µ+1
∑
ijab

Hij
ab det

[RA−1]bi [RA−1]bj[
A−1

]pµ
i

[
A−1

]pµ
j

 det

 [∆]
a
t1,...,tk[

A−1C
]p1,...,pk\pµ
t1,...,tk


+
∑
µν

(−1)µ+ν+1
∑
ijab

Hij
ab det

[A−1]pµi [
A−1

]pµ
j[

A−1
]pν
i

[
A−1

]pν
j

 det

 [∆]
a,b
t1,...,tk[

A−1C
]p1,...,pk\pµ,pν
t1,...,tk

 .

(30)

The first term can again be directly related to the local energy contribution of the reference given as

ED0 =
∑
ijab

Hij
ab


[
RA−1

]a
i

[
RA−1

]a
j[

RA−1
]b
i

[
RA−1

]b
j

 . (31)
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To efficiently evaluate the second and third terms, we
build the intermediates

[D1]
p
t =

∑
ijab

Hij
ab det

[RA−1]ai [RA−1]aj[
A−1

]p
i

[
A−1

]p
j

∆b
t ,

[D2]
p
t =

∑
ijab

Hij
ab det

[RA−1]ai [RA−1]aj[
A−1

]p
i

[
A−1

]p
j

∆b
t .

(32)

Both of these can built at cost O(n4) during the evalu-
ation of ED0 . For example, one can see how D1 can be
calculated at this cost, since it involves contractions of
the type ∑

j

[
A−1

]p
j

∑
b

∆b
t

∑
ia

[
RA−1

]a
i
Hij
ab, (33)

obtained by expanding the determinant. Using D1 and
D2, the second and third terms can be calculated as be-
fore due to linearity of determinants at cost O(k4). To
calculate the final term, we use the intermediate

[D3]
pq
tu =

∑
ijab

Hij
ab

[
det

[A−1]pi [A−1]pj[
A−1

]q
i

[
A−1

]q
j



× det

∆a
t ∆a

u

∆b
t ∆b

u

 .
(34)

This intermediate can be built at cost O(n5), since it
involves sums like∑

i

[
A−1

]p
i

∑
j

[
A−1

]q
j

∑
a

∆a
t

∑
b

∆b
uH

ij
ab, (35)

obtained by expanding the two determinants. Using D3,
the final term can be calculated at cost O(k6). Therefore
the total cost scaling of the local energy calculation using
algorithm II is O(n5 + nck

6).
Unlike algorithm I, there is no obvious way to use the

screening of Hamiltonian elements to reduce the cost
scaling of building the intermediates in algorithm II.
But we note that the equation for building the inter-
mediate D3 resembles a Hamiltonian integral transfor-
mation. Techniques like density fitting32 and Cholesky
decomposition33 are employed to reduce the cost of such
transformations. Tensor hypercontraction34 can be used
to reduce the cost scaling to O(n4). Another possible
way of improving the cost is by updating the interme-
diates as the walker moves during a Monte Carlo run,
instead of building them from scratch every time. In-
corporating such techniques into our algorithm will be a
task for future research.

We note that, with some modifications, these algo-
rithms should be applicable for calculating local ener-
gies of multi-Slater trial wave functions in AFQMC as
well. In AFQMC, three different single-particle basis

sets need to be considered: one for the walker, one for
the Hamiltonian, and one for the CI expansion.7 In this
case, the generalized Wick’s theorem expression in equa-
tion 9 gets modified only in the first l rows and columns.
The k × k block in the right-bottom corner, arising due
to contractions between CI excitation operators, remains
unchanged. This block allowed us to use the intermedi-
ates above, and it should be possible to use them even
when the Hamiltonian is expressed in a basis other than
the walker basis. Also note that this consideration does
not change the scaling of algorithm II, because a Hamil-
tonian integral transformation is involved in forming the
intermediate D3 regardless. But it would reduce the cost
prefactor.

Finally, we point out that the Jastrow factor over-
lap ratios, that we have ignored in the discussion above,
can be absorbed into the intermediates exactly like the
Hamiltonian matrix elements.

2.5. Gradients

In order to optimize the wave function energy, we use
gradient based methods. The ith component of the en-
ergy gradient is sampled according to the equation

∂iE = 2
∑
n

|〈n|ψ〉|2
〈ψ|ψ〉

〈ψi|n〉
〈ψ|n〉 (EL[n]− E) , (36)

where E is the energy of the wave function |ψ〉, and |ψi〉
is the derivative of the wave function with respect to the
ith parameter. Since EL[n] and E are both available
from the energy sampling, we only need to calculate the
wave function derivative overlaps to obtain an estimate
of the energy gradient.

The Jastrow multi-Slater wave function has three types
of parameters that can be optimized: Jastrow elements,
CI coefficients, and orbital coefficients. We note that our
parameterization is fairly redundant, and it is possible
that removing these redundancies can lead to improve-
ments in optimization. We have chosen not to do so
because of the simplicity of the redundant parametriza-
tion. For Jastrow parameters, the derivative overlap ratio
is given by

〈n|ψJij 〉
〈n|ψ〉 =

ninj
Jij

, (37)

where ni and nj are occupation numbers of orbitals i
and j in the walker. All Jastrow derivative overlaps can
be calculated at cost O(n2). For the CI coefficients, the
derivate overlap ratio is given as

〈n|ψcI 〉
〈n|ψ〉 =

〈n|φI〉
〈n|φ〉 . (38)

All CI coefficient derivative overlaps can be calculated
at cost O(nck

3), given the matrices stored during energy
sampling. A naive calculation of the orbital coefficient
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derivatives has a prohibitive cost of O(n2nck
3), but this

can be improved to O(n3 + nck
3) using the method out-

lined by Assaraf et al.25 We will not make use of orbital
optimization in this article.

2.6. Sampling

We use continuous time Monte Carlo (CTMC)35,36 to
perform the energy and gradient sampling. We refer the
reader to our previous work27 for the details of this sam-
pling technique. To perform efficient CTMC sampling of
a wave function |ψ〉, one needs to calculate the overlap

ratios 〈m|ψ〉〈n|ψ〉 for all the excitations |m〉 generated from

the walker |n〉 through the Hamiltonian. In algorithm
I, all these overlap ratios are calculated directly and can
be stored during the local energy calculation, allowing
CTMC sampling of the full wave function at essentially
no extra cost. But in algorithm II, these overlap ratios
are not calculated explicitly, instead they get absorbed
in the intermediates. Thus it is not possible to perform
efficient CTMC sampling of the full wave function in al-
gorithm II. Instead, we sample the wave function given
by

|ψ0〉 = Ĵ |φ0〉. (39)

Since this sampling wave function only contains the ref-
erence configuration, its overlap ratios are available in
algorithm II. We estimate the energy of the full wave
function by taking the ratio of the following quantities
obtained by CTMC sampling |ψ0〉:

〈ψ|H|ψ〉
〈ψ0|ψ0〉

=
∑
n

|〈n|ψ0〉|2
〈ψ0|ψ0〉

〈ψ|n〉
〈ψ0|n〉

〈n|H|ψ〉
〈n|ψ0〉

,

〈ψ|ψ〉
〈ψ0|ψ0〉

=
∑
n

|〈n|ψ0〉|2
〈ψ0|ψ0〉

|〈ψ|n〉|2
|〈ψ0|n〉|2

.

(40)

This introduces a bias in the estimate of the energy,
which could be severe if |ψ0〉 has vanishing contributions
from parts of the Hilbert space where |ψ〉 has significant
amplitudes.37 We guard against instabilities due to rare
events when the walker overlap with the sampling wave
function is small by throwing away outlier samples using

a threshold for the magnitude of 〈ψ|n〉〈ψ0|n〉 . In our experi-

ments, this has not lead to significant issues because |ψ0〉
is a often a good approximation to |ψ〉. We note that the
occurrences of such rare events can be reduced by includ-
ing more configurations in the sampling wave function,
but we have not done so in this study. This will also im-
prove the sampling efficiency at a slightly enhanced cost
introduced by the direct calculation of overlap ratios. We
are currently investigating possible sampling issues and
will address them more thoroughly in a future article.
The gradient can also be sampled similarly.

3. RESULTS

In this section, we apply the above formalism to the
truncated trans-polyacetylene chain C28H30. A model
geometry, with uniform bond lengths given by l(C=C)
= 1.34 Å, l(C-C) = 1.45 Å, and l(C-H) = 1.08 Å and
120 degrees bond angles, was used. We used PySCF38 to
generate molecular integrals for the 6-31g basis set, and
the heat bath CI (HCI)6,39 program Dice to perform an
HCISCF40 calculation with the π active space consisting
of 28 electrons in 28 orbitals. Intrinsic bond orbitals41

obtained by localizing the π orbitals were used in the
Jastrow factor. They roughly resemble the pz atomic
orbitals on each carbon atom.
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FIG. 2. Computational time for calculating 100 local en-
ergy samples of the Jastrow multi-Slater wave function plot-
ted against against the number of configurations in the wave
function. ε refers to the Hamiltonian screening threshold.

We first look at the computational performance of the
two algorithms. These calculations were performed on
an Intel Xeon Gold 6150 2.7 GHz CPU. Figure 2 shows
the computational cost scaling of the two algorithms as
a function of the number of configurations in the wave
function, showing the cost of calculating 100 local en-
ergy samples during a continuous time Monte Carlo run.
The configurations were generated using an SHCI calcu-
lation with ε1 = 5×10−5, and only those up to quadruply
excited from the reference were retained. These config-
urations constitute the majority of all leading configura-
tions in the SHCI expansion: of the 5× 105 leading con-
figurations only 954 were higher than quadruply excited.
Algorithm I shows a linear scaling with the number of
configurations as expected. We store the Hamiltonian in
a heat bath format, which allows efficient screening of the
two-electron integrals, where integrals below a screening
threshold ε are ignored. In the figure, we show the cost
scaling of algorithm I for two ε values to demonstrate
the effect of screening. Because there is essentially only
one orbital on each carbon, screening is very efficient in
this case and leads to a significant reduction in the cost of
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local energy evaluation. But even with aggressive screen-
ing, the calculations become very expensive as the num-
ber of configurations is increased due to the O(n2nck

3)
scaling.

On the other hand, algorithm II has a much less severe
cost scaling. Up to 1× 104 configurations the cost is al-
most independent of the number of configurations. It is
dominated by the O(n5) scaling calculation of the inter-
mediate in equation 34. Because we have implemented
this as a dense tensor contraction, screening does not af-
fect the cost. Beyond 1 × 104 configurations the linear
scaling O(nck

6) starts to become dominant. As more
quadruply excited configurations are added to the ex-
pansion the k6 factor leads to a change in the slope of
the scaling curve. Despite this, the largest calculation
with about 4.9× 106 configurations required 205 seconds
for calculating 100 samples with algorithm II, whereas
a linear extrapolation of the algorithm I times suggests
that it would take more than 38.5 hours for the same
calculation even with aggressive screening. This analysis
demonstrates the favorable scaling of algorithm II, mak-
ing local energy calculations with long HCI expansions
feasible.
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FIG. 3. Convergence of ground state energy with the num-
ber of configurations for SHCI variational and perturbation
theory energies, as well as for the Jastrow multi-Slater wave
function. Statistical errors are smaller than the symbol size.

In figure 3, we show the effect of the Jastrow factor
on the convergence of multi-Slater ground state energy.
The reference energy was obtained by performing a den-
sity matrix renormalization group calculation, which is
very accurate for linear systems. SHCI calculations were
performed with progressively smaller ε1 values leading to
progressively longer expansions. Even after including the
perturbation theory correction, SHCI has significant dif-
ficulty in converging to the exact energy because of the
large number of strongly correlated degrees of freedom in
this active space. The ground state is dense in the canoni-
cal representation, and has significant contributions from
highly excited configurations, leading to slow convergence

of SHCI.
For the Jastrow multi-Slater wave function, we used

leading configurations from an SHCI calculation per-
formed with ε1 = 5×10−5. Note that these configurations
are different from those included in the SHCI wave func-
tions used to examine the convergence of SHCI energies.
We made this particular choice to make sure that wave
functions with more configurations are variationally su-
perior than those with fewer. This choice also allowed us
to use the parameters optimized for the shorter expan-
sions to be used as initial guesses for longer ones, which
was crucial for the optimization. We used stochastic gra-
dient descent with momentum42 to optimize the wave
function energies. Jastrow parameters and CI coefficients
were optimized together. We used 84 processes with 100
CTMC samples and 10 burn-in samples each during the
optimization and did a final energy calculation with 3000
samples per process to get the statistical error below 0.5
mH. The Jastrow multi-Slater energies can be seen to
converge much more rapidly than bare SHCI. The energy
error for the wave function consisting of about 1.0× 104

configurations is 3.5(4) mH, whereas the error in the HCI
variational energy with 1.1 × 107 configurations is 48.8
mH. Similar observations have been made for the Hub-
bard model using transcorrelated Hamiltonians.43,44

4. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented an algorithm for calculating local
energies of multi-Slater wave functions in orbital space
Monte Carlo. We used a Jastrow multi-Slater wave func-
tion in VMC to demonstrate its efficiency. The algorithm
itself is general and should allow the use of longer selected
CI expansions as trial wave functions in other orbitals
space QMC methods like AFQMC and Green’s function
Monte Carlo45,46 as well. It also presents a different for-
mulation of the real space algorithm proposed by Filippi
et al. for local energies. We also showed the efficacy of
Jastrow factors in vastly improving the convergence of
the energy of CI expansions in polyacetylene.

We plan to explore various possibilities for improving
the algorithm and using it in other Monte Carlo meth-
ods. As mentioned before, methods like density fitting
and tensor hypercontraction can be used to reduce the
cost of building the intermediates, which will likely dom-
inate the total cost for large systems. We would also like
to explore other ways of exploiting the structure in the
Hamiltonian. Our pilot implementation uses dense ten-
sor contractions even for the sparse Hamiltonian, which
can be improved considerably. As for the Jastrow multi-
Slater wave functions, we would like to study the criteria
for choosing configurations in the presence of a Jastrow,
as well as the possibility of using symmetry projection to
improve the convergence of energy with the number of
configurations.47,48 This will be crucial for feasibly opti-
mizing these wave functions because stochastic optimiza-
tion with a large number of parameters is a difficult task.
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Our numerical experiments with polyacetylene suggest
that an optimization strategy where CI coefficients are
progressively optimized in blocks may be more effective
than optimizing all of them together. Based on experi-
ences in the community with other nonlinearly parame-
terized wave functions, it may be worth exploring such
optimization techniques.
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28 Löwdin, P.-O. Quantum theory of many-particle systems.
III. Extension of the Hartree-Fock scheme to include de-
generate systems and correlation effects. Phys. Rev. 1955,
97, 1509.

29 Balian, R.; Brezin, E. Nonunitary Bogoliubov transforma-
tions and extension of Wicks theorem. Il Nuovo Cimento
B (1965-1970) 1969, 64, 37–55.

30 Fahy, S.; Wang, X. W.; Louie, S. G. Variational Quan-
tum Monte Carlo Nonlocal Pseudopotential Approach to
Solids: Cohesive and Structural Properties of Diamond.
Phys. Rev. Lett. 1988, 61, 1631–1634.

31 Becca, F.; Sorella, S. Quantum Monte Carlo Approaches
for Correlated Systems; Cambridge University Press, 2017.

32 Werner, H.-J.; Manby, F. R.; Knowles, P. J. Fast lin-
ear scaling second-order Møller-Plesset perturbation the-
ory (MP2) using local and density fitting approximations.
The Journal of chemical physics 2003, 118, 8149–8160.

33 Koch, H.; Sánchez de Merás, A.; Pedersen, T. B. Reduced
scaling in electronic structure calculations using Cholesky
decompositions. The Journal of chemical physics 2003,
118, 9481–9484.

34 Hohenstein, E. G.; Parrish, R. M.; Mart́ınez, T. J. Tensor
hypercontraction density fitting. I. Quartic scaling second-
and third-order Møller-Plesset perturbation theory. The
Journal of chemical physics 2012, 137, 044103.

35 Bortz, A.; Kalos, M.; Lebowitz, J. A new algorithm for
Monte Carlo simulation of Ising spin systems. J. Comput.
Phys. 1975, 17, 10 – 18.

36 Gillespie, D. T. A general method for numerically simu-
lating the stochastic time evolution of coupled chemical
reactions. J. Comp. Phys. 1976, 22, 403 – 434.

37 Shi, H.; Zhang, S. Infinite variance in fermion quantum
Monte Carlo calculations. Physical Review E 2016, 93,
033303.

38 Sun, Q.; Berkelbach, T. C.; Blunt, N. S.; Booth, G. H.;
Guo, S.; Li, Z.; Liu, J.; McClain, J. D.; Sayfutyarova, E. R.;
Sharma, S.; Wouters, S.; Chan, K.-L. G. PySCF: the
Python-based simulations of chemistry framework. WIREs
Comput. Mol. Sci. 2018, 8, e1340.

39 Sharma, S.; Holmes, A. A.; Jeanmairet, G.; Alavi, A.;
Umrigar, C. J. Semistochastic Heat-bath Configuration In-
teraction method: selected configuration interaction with
semistochastic perturbation theory. J. Chem. Theory Com-
put. 2017, 13, 1595–1604.

40 Smith, J. E.; Mussard, B.; Holmes, A. A.; Sharma, S.
Cheap and near exact CASSCF with large active spaces.
J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2017, 13, 5468–5478.

41 Knizia, G. Intrinsic atomic orbitals: An unbiased bridge
between quantum theory and chemical concepts. Journal
of chemical theory and computation 2013, 9, 4834–4843.

42 Goh, G. Why momentum really works. Distill 2017, 2, e6.
43 Tsuneyuki, S. Transcorrelated method: Another possi-

ble way towards electronic structure calculation of solids.
Progress of Theoretical Physics Supplement 2008, 176,
134–142.

44 Dobrautz, W.; Luo, H.; Alavi, A. Compact numerical so-
lutions to the two-dimensional repulsive Hubbard model
obtained via nonunitary similarity transformations. Phys-
ical Review B 2019, 99, 075119.

45 Van Bemmel, H.; Ten Haaf, D.; Van Saarloos, W.;
Van Leeuwen, J.; An, G. Fixed-node quantum Monte Carlo
method for lattice Fermions. Phys. Rev. Lett. 1994, 72,
2442.

46 ten Haaf, D. F. B.; van Bemmel, H. J. M.; van Leeuwen, J.
M. J.; van Saarloos, W.; Ceperley, D. M. Proof for an up-
per bound in fixed-node Monte Carlo for lattice fermions.
Phys. Rev. B 1995, 51, 13039–13045.

47 Tahara, D.; Imada, M. Variational Monte Carlo method
combined with quantum-number projection and multi-
variable optimization. J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 2008, 77, 114701.
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