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We report a numerical study of the equation of state of crystalline body-centered-cubic (BCC) hydrogen, tack-
led with a variety of complementary many-body wave function methods. These include continuum stochastic
techniques of fixed-node diffusion and variational quantum Monte Carlo, and the Hilbert space stochastic
method of full configuration-interaction quantum Monte Carlo. In addition, periodic coupled-cluster meth-
ods were also employed. Each of these methods is underpinned with different strengths and approximations,
but their combination in order to perform reliable extrapolation to complete basis set and supercell size limits
gives confidence in the final results. The methods were found to be in good agreement for equilibrium cell
volumes for the system in the BCC phase, with a lattice parameter of 3.307 Bohr.

I. INTRODUCTION

A stochastic description of quantum mechanics has sig-
nificant advantages in the understanding of quantum sys-
tems, especially when a large number of degrees of free-
dom are involved. The main advantage of this approach
relies on the exploitation of well-established mathemati-
cal bounds derived from probability theory and stochas-
tic processes to control the convergence of these prop-
erties. In this picture, quantum particles move along
stochastic trajectories, and expectation values can be for-
mulated as ensemble averages over the space of these tra-
jectories. In practice, we exploit the similarity between
the Schrödinger equation in imaginary time, which is a
linear, parabolic partial differential equation, and the
diffusion equation. The efficiency of Monte Carlo ap-
proaches relies on the use of random numbers to sample
the 3N -dimensional phase-space space of configurations,
where N is the number of variables1–3.

Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) approaches to large,
ab initio systems with realistic many-body Hamiltoni-
ans have provided some of the most accurate and reli-
able descriptions of both Fermionic and Bosonic quan-
tum matter1,4,5. The most established QMC techniques
include variational Monte Carlo (VMC)6,7, and diffusion
Monte Carlo (DMC)8,9, have been successfully applied to
a variety of realistic quantum materials, including chem-
ical systems10–13, and solids14–17. The key advantages
of these QMC methods is their efficient large-scale par-
allelization, low scaling with system size, and predictive
power. At present, DMC is the most commonly used
QMC technique for high-precision wave function-based
predictions of material properties18–21. DMC works with
an ensemble of (almost) independent ’walkers’ or ’config-
urations’, whose stochastically realised dynamics ensures
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that they explore the Fermionic configuration space of
the system. Beginning with a trial wave function, sam-
ples of the ground state wave function of the system are
projected onto by applying the imaginary time operator
exp(−τH ). The dominant open problem preventing the
exact numerical calculation of many-electron systems by
DMC is the Fermionic sign problem, which arises from
the antisymmetric nature of many-body wave function
with respect to electron exchange. A widespread practi-
cal solution for this problem is the so-called fixed-node
(FN) approximation22. In this, a many-electron nodal
surface is defined as the one coinciding with that given
by a trial many-electron wave function. This trial state
is a function of 3N variables and the trial nodal surface
is the (3N − 1)-dimensional hypersurface on which the
function is zero, and across which the wave function am-
plitude changes sign. The approximation ensures that
the hypersurface of the sampled wave function in DMC
coincides with that of the trial wave function. This FN al-
gorithm gives the lowest-energy many-electron state with
the given nodal surface23, which ensures that it is a vari-
ational approximation. In principle, this approximation
would be exact if the applied nodal boundaries coexisted
with the exact nodal surface of the many-Fermionic wave
function. In practice, however, the errors in FN DMC en-
ergies are usually about 5% of the correlation energy for
commonly used trial states.

An alternative approach, to tackle the Fermionic sign
problem, is to allow the exact nodal surface to be an
emergent property of the underlying algorithm. Such a
simulation would therefore not require initial information
of a trial nodal surface. It was demonstrated that such
property can be obtained in full configuration-interaction
quantum Monte Carlo (FCIQMC)24–28. This technique
can be applied to Fermionic systems after projection into
a discrete basis set familiar to conventional quantum
chemistry approaches. It was demonstrated that this
method can converge to capture the complete correla-
tion energy, or full configuration-interaction (FCI) solu-
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tion, for the given basis set. There are a number of sim-
ilarities and differences between the DMC and FCIQMC
approaches to stochastic realisation of quantum systems.
Both techniques run a long-time integration of the imag-
inary time Schrödinger equation. However, while DMC
works in continuous real space, FCIQMC spans the
Hilbert space of Slater determinants. In DMC walkers
follow the diffusion equation, while in FCIQMC the prop-
agation step is based on a fictitious population dynamics
of creation and death processes. In DMC and FCIQMC,
the wave function is rendered by walkers representing a
specific configuration in their respective configurations,
which enables the methods to stochastically sample the
wave function without storing the exponential number of
amplitudes in the space. The key step of the FCIQMC
algorithm, which allows the nodal structure of the wave
function to emerge, is walker annihilation. Since each
walker has a defined sign (or phase for complex-valued
wave functions), if two configurations with opposite signs
simultaneously occupy the same determinant, both walk-
ers are deleted from the simulation. The walker annihi-
lation mechanism has also been explored in DMC and
Green’s function Monte Carlo29,30.

Solving realistic many-body Hamiltonians is the
main challenge in condensed matter physics and quan-
tum chemistry. Traditional quantum chemical meth-
ods, including coupled-cluster (CC) theory31–36 and
configuration-interaction37, have been developed for solv-
ing the Schrödinger equation, primarily for chemical sys-
tems described by a given one-particle basis set. These
approaches truncate the wave function to a specific
ansatz, which can be relaxed to define a systematic hier-
archy of approximations to exactness. Due to the com-
putational complexity of these quantum chemical meth-
ods, applying this systematic hierarchy of methods for
extended systems and solids is in its early stages of
research38–44. The application of FCIQMC to realistic
solids also demonstrated a promising route for providing
reference ground state many-electron energies to bench-
mark quantum-chemical techniques, including the CC
ansatz. On the other hand, many alternate approaches
for dealing with the high dimensionality of real extended
systems have been developed, including local truncation,
single-particle Green’s function methods, novel Monte
Carlo algorithms, and embedding techniques, all of which
also benefit from comparison to higher accuracy ap-
proaches rather than experiment16,45–49.

In this work, we compute the equation of state (EOS)
of atomic solid hydrogen in the body centered cubic
(BCC) lattice using CC, FCIQMC and DMC techniques.
Studying the BCC phase of solid hydrogen is critical to
understand the origin of metallic magnetism for this sys-
tem. Many theoretical and numerical investigations have
concentrated on this atomic phase of solid hydrogen50–60.
Despite the fact that at low densities the BCC atomic
phase is not the most stable structure of solid hydrogen55,
investigations on this simple but realistic system can pro-
vide qualitative insights into metal-insulator transitions,

and also supply a reference for commonly used mean-
field approximations. This is why we consider the ground
state energy of the paramagnetic BCC phase of solid hy-
drogen within the density regime 1.3 < rS < 2.4, where
the paramagnetic phase is more stable than antiferro-
magnetic and ferromagnetic states. We compare our
FCIQMC results with CC singles-doubles (CCSD) cal-
culations, which are obtained using the same basis set
and system size. We then extend our investigation to in-
clude DMC to allow for larger system sizes and without
a substantial basis set dependence. Since DMC results
are not constrained by basis size, the DMC and FCIQMC
values can not be directly compared due to their different
model assumptions. However, by careful extrapolation of
their intrinsic model assumptions, these complementary
descriptions can be combined to provide accurate esti-
mates of the correlation energy in the thermodynamic
and complete basis set (CBS) limits.

II. COMPUTATIONAL METHODS

We briefly describe the FCIQMC and DMC ap-
proaches. Both methods have been presented in more
detail in previous works5,24,71, but less often alongside
each other.

A. FCIQMC Method

In FCIQMC, we first choose a basis of 2M one-particle
spin-orbitals φn, from which the space of all possible N -
electron determinants can be constructed via

Di = Di1,...,iN =
1√
N !
|φi1 · · ·φin |

=
1√
N !

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
φi1(r1) · · · φi1(rN )
φi2(r1) · · · φi2(rN )
· · · · · · · · ·

φiN (r1) · · · φiN (rN )

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (1)

With this set of determinants as an N -body basis, the
wave function can be expanded as

|Ψ〉 =
∑

ci|Di〉, (2)

with the optimal coefficients ci being the ones that vari-
ationally minimise

E(ci) =
〈Ψ|Ĥ|Ψ〉
〈Ψ|Ψ〉

. (3)

These coefficients are found from the solution of the ma-
trix eigenvalue problem∑

j

Hijcj = EFCI
0 ci, (4)

where Hij = 〈Di|H|Dj〉. This FCI approach captures all
possible correlation energy within the basis of orbitals,
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and is therefore in principle systematically improvable
as the basis is enlarged, albeit at exponential cost. Due
to the basis incompleteness error, the calculated total
energies are therefore often higher than FN-DMC ener-
gies, but cancellation of errors is in general more reliable
in appropriately optimized quantum chemical basis sets.
However, the total number of determinants increases ex-
ponentially with system and basis size, hence the appeal
of a stochastic approach which can deal with such high-
dimensional spaces.

The FCIQMC algorithm converges to the FCI (lowest
energy) eigenvector of the FCI matrix eigenproblem of
Eq. 4, via the solution of the imaginary-time Schrödinger
equation. The master equation governing the stochastic
walker dynamics is given by

dci(t)

dt
= −

∑
j

[Hij − (EHF + S)δij]cj(t)

= −
∑
j

(Kij − Sδij)cj(t). (5)

The amplitude of each determinant is then coarse-grained
with a variable resolution, with the vast majority of am-
plitudes then represented at any single FCIQMC itera-
tion by a zero amplitude. By representing the wave func-
tion at any single iteration just by the walkers (necessar-
ily with non-zero weights) rather than the amplitudes,
there is a significant compression of the wave function
storage requirement to describe this snapshot of the wave
function, which is formally decoupled from the size of
the underlying Hilbert space. The success of the algo-
rithm therefore relies on the ability to perform this com-
pression, whilst maintaining a faithful realisation of the
state, ultimately exploiting its inherent sparsity afforded
by the choice of representation. The (signed) popula-
tion of walkers then sample the configuration space qi,
updating each iteration depending on a choice of time
step ∆t, through a series of ‘spawning’ steps onto con-
nected configurations and ‘death’ steps, which generally
reduce the local population of walkers. These spawning
and death steps stochastically update the amplitude on
a determinant via

q
(n+1)
i = q

(n)
i −∆t

∑
j

(Kij − Sδi,j)q(n)j , (6)

where qi is the random variable denoting the instanta-
neous walker population on configuration |Di〉. These
walker dynamics are not dissimilar to a first-order ap-
proximation to those of DMC, where the propagator is
G̃ = I − (H −SI)∆t instead of G = exp(−(H − SI)∆t),
but without importance sampling and the FN approxi-
mation. As long as ∆t ≤ 2/(Emax − S), FCIQMC will
formally yield the exact ground sate without any time-

step error. The energy can be extracted as

E(t) =
〈exp

(
−tĤ

)
D0|Ĥ|D0〉

〈exp
(
−tĤ

)
D0|D0〉

(7)

= EHF +
∑
j 6=0

cj(t)〈Dj|Ĥ|D0〉
c0(t)

(8)

= EHF +
〈
∑

j6=0 qj(t)Hj0〉
〈q0(t)〉

, (9)

where |D0〉 represents a trial state61,62.
In keeping with all general Fermionic QMC techniques,

there is also a sign problem that afflicts FCIQMC63. In
order to ensure that the annihilation is sufficient in or-
der to allow the exact nodal structure of the FCI wave
function to emerge, the number of walkers must be large
enough, and while this number is generally much smaller
than the dimensionality of the entire Hilbert space, it
still grows exponentially with system size. To reduce
the number of walkers required for high accuracy, the
FCIQMC algorithm can be improved with the ‘initia-
tor’ approximation26. Initiator FCIQMC is a systemati-
cally improvable approximation25,27, whereby the deter-
minants are divided into two classes, labelled ‘initiator’
and ‘non-initiator’. Initiator determinants are allowed to
create new walkers on unoccupied determinants. How-
ever non-initiator determinants are only allowed to cre-
ate new walkers on already occupied determinants. The
label of initiator or non-initiator is chosen depending on
the current population of walkers on any determinant,
with the threshold nadd used to determine this label.
This dynamic adaptation helps the walker population
to stabilize a sign structure at far lower walker num-
bers, at the cost of introducing a small systematic error.
This error can be systematically reduced as the number
of walkers is increased, which enlarges the set of initia-
tors. Other adaptations in recent years have also im-
proved the accuracy and scope of the method, including
the computation of excited states64,65, unbiased molecu-
lar properties66–68 and its use as a solver within an active
space framework69,70.

B. Diffusion Monte Carlo

The DMC method is a stochastic technique for
many-electron systems with a much longer history
than FCIQMC. Any solution of the time-dependent
Schrödinger equation can be expanded in the eigenfunc-
tions of the Hamiltonian Φn(R), i.e.

Ψ(R, τ) = ΣncnΦn(R) exp(−Enτ), (10)

where En is the eigenvalue corresponding to Φn and
τ = it. One can find that Ψ(R, τ → ∞) '
c0Φ0(R) exp(−E0τ), which is proportional to the ground
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state wave function. In principle, the Schrödinger equa-
tion can be solved by propagating an arbitrary wave func-
tion in imaginary time for long enough. This propagation
can be seen in the differential form of the imaginary-time
Schrödinger equation

−1

2
∇2Ψ(R, τ) + [V (R)− ET ]Ψ(R, τ)

= − ∂

∂τ
Ψ(R, τ), (11)

where ∇2 = Σi∇2
i acts over all coordinates within the

vector R, whereas ET is a constant energy offset. This
equation is equivalent to a diffusion equation, in which
Ψ(R) represents the density of particles at point R. The
particles diffuse with a diffusion coefficient D = 1/2, and
are absorbed with rate V (R) − ET . Assuming Ψ(R, τ)
is a probability density, we distribute an initial set of
walkers with probability density given by Ψ(R, τ). The
walkers then diffuse and can be removed or created ac-
cordingly. This can be simulated via a stochastic process,
whereby in the limit τ → ∞, the walkers would be dis-
tributed according to the ground sate wave function.

For a Fermionic system, a wave function Ψ(R) must
have both positive and negative regions to be antisym-
metric with respect to particle exchange. Hence, it can
not be used as a probability density. This problem
can be overcome by using a guiding function f(R, τ) =
ΨT (R)Ψ(R, τ). Provided ΨT (R) and Ψ(R, τ) have the
same nodal surface, f(R, τ) has the same sign over all
configuration space, and can be interpreted as a prob-
ability distribution function. By multiplying both sides
of the imaginary-time Schrödinger equation by ΨT , we
obtain

−∂f
∂τ

= −1

2
∇2f +∇ · [fv] + [EL − ET ]f, (12)

where v(R) = ∇ΨT (R)/ΨT (R) and EL(R) =

ĤΨT (R)/ΨT (R). If we consider f as a probability dis-
tribution, this equation is the Fokker-Planck equation
describing the diffusion of non-interacting classical par-
ticles, with an imposed drift velocity v(R, τ) and ab-
sorption coefficient [EL(R)−ET ]. We can therefore dis-
tribute a set of particles according to an initial distribu-
tion f(R, 0) = |ΨT (R)|2, and let them evolve according
to the Fokker-Planck equation. In the limit of τ → ∞,
the walkers will be distributed according to the minimal
energy wave function with the same nodal surface as the
trial wave function72. The quality of the nodal surface
of the trial wave function therefore determines the error
of DMC in an uncontrolled way. In practice, the trial
wave function is optimised by VMC before being used
in DMC. Generally, lower VMC energy imply a better
nodal surface73,74. Further details of the implementation
of the DMC algorithm are discussed in Ref. 73.

C. Simulation setup

FCIQMC calculations were performed using the
NECI75 package. The periodic Hartree-Fock (HF) cal-
culations, from which the single particle orbitals were
extracted, and CCSD simulations were carried out using
PySCF76,77 with norm-conserving pseudopotentials78.
Gaussian basis sets of SZV, DZVP, and TZVP quality
were used for all basis set-based calculations79, with den-
sity fitting employed in the computation of two-electron
matrix elements. For the FCIQMC simulations, up to
1.5× 108 walkers were used for the most demanding cal-
culations, at lower densities and larger simulation cells75.

Our VMC and DMC calculations were performed using
the CASINO QMC package73 and a trial wave function of
the Slater-Jastrow form was employed. The one-electron
orbitals defining the Slater determinant, were extracted
from density functional theory (DFT) calculations us-
ing the Quantum Espresso code81, with a DFT plane-
wave cutoff of 5, 000 eV. The norm-conserving DFT pseu-
dopotential with the Perdew-Zunger parameterization82

of the local density approximation was used for our DFT,
VMC and DMC calculations. The Jastrow term J(R),
which captures most of the dynamical correlation be-
tween electrons is a positive, symmetric, explicit func-
tion of interparticle distances and consisted of polyno-
mial one-body electron-nucleus (en), two-body electron-
electron (ee), and three-body electron-electron-nucleus
(een) terms. Whereas the parameters of the Jastrow
were optimized by variance minimization at the VMC
level84,85, the Slater determinant was taken from DFT,
but not reoptimized. The main approximation in the
DMC results is the FN approximation, which can be im-
proved by including backflow transformation in the trial
wave function86. The BCC unit cell, which was used to
build a supercell for all calculations, includes two hydro-
gen atoms located at the corner and centre of the cell that
were fixed for all the investigated densities and only the
lattice parameter was changed for each rS . To minimize
the time-step error, a small time step of τ = 0.005 a.u.
was used in all the DMC simulations.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. FCIQMC and CCSD

We first consider the convergence of the FCIQMC
correlation energy in a restricted simulation cell. This
is given in Fig. 1, where representative convergence of
the BCC crystalline hydrogen for two densities is given
within a DZVP basis and a simulation cell of 16 hydro-
gen atoms and 80 orbitals. The total number of walkers
in the calculation for each unit cell volume was grown in
stages, to check the convergence of the energy estimator.
The number of walkers required to achieve convergence
with respect to the initiator error varied between the cell
sizes, from 40 million walkers at compressed geometries,
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FIG. 1. (Colour online) Convergence of the FCIQMC corre-
lation energy per atom with respect to the number of itera-
tions. The simulation cell consists of 16 hydrogen atoms using
a DZVP basis set and 80 orbitals for two representative den-
sities. Walker number and simulation length were determined
in order to surpass mHa/atom precision, which eventually re-
sults in 50 million walkers. This maximum walker number was
reached for the rs = 1.3956 calculation at iteration 5.1× 106,
while for the rs = 1.6282 calculation, the walker population
was grown to 55 million walkers until iteration 5.0 × 106, at
which point the initiator error was considered converged, and
statistics were accumulated.

to 150 million walkers for more expanded geometries,
where stronger static correlation effects are expected to
be prevalent. Remaining systematic errors are expected
to be sub-mHa per atom, resulting in confidence in its
ability to benchmark other approaches at these restricted
cell and basis sizes.

We also consider the convergence of the energy with
respect to the basis set size, considering both the DZVP
(with 5 orbitals per atom) and the smaller SZV basis
(with only one basis functions per atom). Table I gives
the corresponding FCIQMC energies of the system at dif-
ferent densities within a statistical uncertainty of around
0.1 mH/atom from a blocking analysis, with likely re-
maining systematic error also sub-mH/atom, giving con-
fidence in the ability of the FCIQMC to be used as a
finite-basis benchmark. We compare these results to
those of CCSD, obtained using the pyscf simulation pack-
age. Table II gives the CCSD energies of BCC atomic
hydrogen with two atoms per primitive unit cell, which
were obtained using SZV, DZVP, and larger TZVP basis
sets and a 2× 2× 2 k-point mesh, at different densities.
The CCSD total energy at the CBS limit are also given
by a three-point extrapolation of the HF energy (ECBS

HF )
via a exponential form, as well as the CCSD correlation
energy (∆ECBS

CCSD), via the standard two-point (DZVP
and TZVP) inverse-cubic form to the complete basis set
(CBS) limit87–89. The values of the CCSD total energy
in the CBS limit given by ECBS

tot = ECBS
HF +∆ECBS

CCSD are
reported in Table II as a function of rS . Comparing the

rS ESZV
tot EDZV P

tot

1.3956 -0.4875(1) -0.5135(1)
1.6282 -0.5038(1) -0.5271(1)
1.8608 -0.5046(2) -0.5203(1)
2.0935 -0.5011(1) -0.5121(1)
2.3261 -0.4998(1) -0.5016(1)

TABLE I. FCIQMC total energy in Ha/atom as obtained
by SZV, and DZVP basis sets at different densities rS . The
simulation cell includes 16 hydrogen atoms. Parentheses de-
note the stochastic error in the last digit as obtained from a
blocking analysis.

rS ESZV
tot EDZV P

tot ETZV P
tot ECBS

tot

1.3956 -0.487386 -0.513529 -0.513879 -0.513983
1.6282 -0.502846 -0.524253 -0.524793 -0.524867
1.8608 -0.502244 -0.518626 -0.519386 -0.519429
2.0935 -0.496091 -0.508172 -0.509355 -0.509403
2.3261 -0.489972 -0.498029 -0.499688 -0.499938

TABLE II. CCSD total energies in Ha/atom, obtained using
SZV, DZVP, and TZVP basis sets at different densities rS .
In the final column, the CCSD total energies extrapolated to
CBS limit (ECBS

tot ) is shown. The primitive cell includes two
hydrogen atoms, sampled with a 2 × 2 × 2 k-point grid.

FCIQMC-DZVP (Table I) with the corresponding CCSD
energies (Table II) in the same basis set can quantify the
systematic error in the latter. The close agreement of
these results shows the ability of CCSD to recover the
dominant correlated physics in this system, in particular
for small rS values, and underlines the potential of a com-
posite scheme which will be used later, where the lower-
cost CCSD can be used to correct the FCIQMC results
to account for the effect of remaining basis set incom-
pleteness (or alternatively, for the FCIQMC to correct
for static correlation errors in the CCSD).

From these results, we can now obtain the EOS of
BCC atomic hydrogen for these methods, both for fi-
nite basis sets, and also for extrapolated basis results,
within 2 × 2 × 2 simulation cells. This is shown in
Fig. 2 for the FCIQMC and CCSD methods, respec-
tively. Agreement between these two methods is excel-
lent at higher densities, where the single-reference na-
ture of the CCSD ansatz is expected to perform well.
Around the equilibrium cell volumes, at rS = 1.6282 and
rS = 1.8608 a.u, the difference between FCIQMC-SZV
and CCSD-SZV energies are -0.97, and -2.4 mHa/atom,
respectively. However, for expanded cell volumes, at the
rS = 2.3261 a.u., the correlation energy captured by
FCIQMC increases significantly over the CCSD results
for both basis sizes, with the FCIQMC-SZV energy being
9.8 mHa/atom lower than the CCSD-SZV value. This is
anticipated, due to the increasing levels of stronger cor-
relation effects present in the system, as evidenced by the
increasingly multiconfigurational nature of the FCIQMC
calculations.

Using the larger DZVP basis set introduces a major en-
ergy gain within the FCIQMC and CCSD calculations.
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FIG. 2. Total energy per atom obtained by CCSD with SZV,
DZVP, TZVP basis sets and at CBS limit, and FCIQMC with
SZV, and DZVP basis sets, as the unit cell volume is varied.
The same supercell of 16 hydrogen atoms was used for our
CCSD and FCIQMC simulations.

At the equilibrium cell volume, the difference between
FCIQMC-DZVP and FCIQMC-SZV is 23.3 mHa/atom.
Once again, the agreement between FCIQMC and CCSD
at compressed cells is excellent, with the agreement get-
ting worse as the cell expands. However, using the
larger basis set, the discrepancy between the CCSD and
FCIQMC values for more expanded geometries is much
smaller, pointing to an overestimation of the relative im-
portance of strong correlation effects in small basis sets,
while larger basis sets are able to more effectively screen
these strong correlations. This improved description of
the screening available in the larger basis results in a
qualitatively different shape to the EOS, reducing the
compressibility of the system, and predicting an equilib-
rium volume of rS = 1.6282 a.u., corresponding to a BCC
lattice parameter of 3.307 Bohr.

We were also able to conduct CCSD calculations using
the more complete TZVP basis set. Employing this in-
creased basis did not qualitatively change the EOS, with
the energies only deviating from those using the DZVP
basis by just over 1 mHa/atom across all considered den-
sities. Furthermore, extrapolating the CCSD energies to
CBS limit marginally lowers the total energies compared
to the CCSD-TZVP results, with this incompleteness be-
ing more notable at larger cell volumes. However, the
DZVP basis is still found to be accurate for all cell sizes.

B. Diffusion Monte Carlo

The results of our VMC and DMC calculations at a
cell volume of rs = 1.3956 a.u. with 16 atoms are shown
in Table. III. These show that the dominant error in the
DMC values derives from the FN approximation, since

Trial state VMC Variance DMC
Slater -0.47194(5) 3.01(2) -0.50715(1)
Slater+2bJ -0.50101(3) 0.6990(9) -0.507470(6)
Slater+2,1bJ -0.50110(3) 0.698(3) -0.507471(9)
Slater+2,1,3bJ -0.50118(3) 0.719(2) -0.507473(6)
Slater+BF -0.46487(7) 4.4(1) -0.50795(3)
Slater+1,2,3bJ+BF -0.50429(3) 0.6244(8) -0.50851(1)

TABLE III. VMC and DMC energies of BCC atomic hy-
drogen at rS = 1.3956 a.u. in a supercell made of 16 hy-
drogen atoms. The energies for different trial wave func-
tions, given as a Slater determinant without Jastrow term,
Slater determinant with two-body Jastrow (Slater+2bJ), with
two- and one-body Jastrow (Slater+2,1bJ), and with two-,
one, and three-body Jastrow (Slater+2,1,3bJ), Slater deter-
minant with only Backflow (Slater+BF), as well as with Back-
flow and Jastrow including one-, two-, and three-body terms
(Slater+1,2,3bJ+BF).

the accuracy of the DMC is almost independent of the
flexibility afforded by the Jastrow component of the trial
wave function, which does not affect the nodal structure.
Other systematic errors in DMC, such as time-step errors
or non-local pseudopotential errors can be affected by
the quality of the Jastrow component, with these results
demonstrating that these errors are small. This suggests
that while the importance of the two-body Jastrow is
significant for the VMC energies, it may be more efficient
to consider a trial wave function for DMC that has not
included the 2-body Jastrow terms, which can result is a
substantial speedup in the calculation.

The 1-body Jastrow terms are also found to be neg-
ligible in this system, with the 3-body terms also found
to be less important to the DMC energy than the inclu-
sion of backflow correlations. It is found that the back-
flow reduces the DMC energy by 0.8 mHa/atom, which
is more than twice the energy gain originating from the
inclusion of the 2-body Jastrow. The importance of back-
flow in high-density matter has been seen before, where
in the homogeneous three-dimensional electron gas with
rS < 5 the effects of backflow were found to dominate
over those introduced by three-body correlations91. In-
deed, for this pure hydrogen system, the inclusion of all
Jastrow terms and backflow transformation into the wave
function results in only a ∼1.36 mHa/atom improvement
in the DMC total energy compared to just using a sin-
gle Slater determinant trial state. This energy gain is
smaller than what is generally known as chemical accu-
racy, and so is unlikely to be worthwhile in general for
pure hydrogen systems.

The comparison of DMC, FCIQMC-DZVP, and
CCSD-CBS energies in this reduced 16 atom simulation
cell are shown in Fig. 3. We find a qualitative differ-
ence between the Fock space approaches of FCIQMC
and CCSD compared to the real-space DMC approach.
The former methods exhibit a sharper minimum around
rS = 1.6 a.u., while the DMC EOS has a shallow min-
imum in the density window of 1.6 < rS < 1.86. This
discrepancy is not due to basis set or strong correlation
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FIG. 3. (Colour online) FCIQMC-DZVP, CCSD-CBS, and
DMC energies as function of rS . The same 2 × 2 × 2 super-
cell size (16 hydrogen atoms) was used for all three methods.
The statistical errors within the DMC energies is ∼ 5 × 10−6

Ha/atom.

effects, but rather the differing rates of convergence of
these methods to the thermodynamic limit. It is clear
that any comparison and agreement between these meth-
ods will have to ensure that the effects of these small su-
percell sizes are accounted for, which is considered in the
following section.

C. Finite size convergence

Using a finite simulation cell to mimic the properties
of a periodic system introduces finite-size (FS) errors,
which is one of the main challenges in the application of
many-body techniques to extended systems. These FS
errors have a number of different origins, including the
description of the kinetic energy, the periodic Ewald in-
teraction, and exchange energy92–95. The convergence
of these different terms to the thermodynamic limit can
vary between methods and their representation, as indi-
cated in the previous section. Therefore, careful control
to mitigate the impact of finite simulation cells and en-
sure that all desired quantities are converged with respect
to these errors is essential for reliable and comparable
results. Here, we employ the standard FS extrapolation
technique introduced by Ceperley and co-workers for re-
ducing the FS errors96. Specifically, we employ a 1/N
extrapolation form of

EMB,∞ ∼ EMB,N + α(E0,∞ − E0,N ) + β/N, (13)

where α and β are fitting parameters, and E0 is the en-
ergy of system obtained via a single-particle, or mean-
field approach. Therein, EMB,N represents the many-
body energy of the finite system of N interacting elec-
trons. Using this form, we extrapolate the CCSD-SZV
and DMC energies to the infinite system size limit. For

rS/a.u. ECCSD,∞ σCCSD EDMC,∞ σDMC

1.3956 -0.48117(1) 0.135(3) -0.50827(5) 0.145(7)
1.6282 -0.492595(9) 0.121(3) -0.52315(2) 0.111(4)
1.8608 -0.488757(9) 0.124(3) -0.520355(6) 0.048(3)
2.0935 -0.470905(1) 0.008(1) -0.515105(6) 0.049(2)
2.3261 -0.46240(1) 0.165(4) -0.504769(5) 0.040(2)

TABLE IV. Extrapolated thermodynamic limit CCSD
(ECCSD,∞) and DMC (EDMC,∞) energies and their corre-
sponding standard deviations σ of the fit, for each density.
The CCSD energies are extrapolated from results using a
SZV basis set, whereas the DMC energies are obtained us-
ing a Slater+2,1bJ trial wave function. All energies are in
Ha/atom, and the number in parentheses provides the vari-
ance of the parameter estimate.

the CCSD-SZV calculations, the E0,∞ value is approxi-
mated to be the HF energy of the system for that density,
obtained using an 8× 8× 8 k-point mesh. For the DMC
extrapolation, the local density approximation was used
with a 24× 24× 24 k-point mesh to obtain E0,∞.

The top panel of Fig. 4 shows CCSD-SZV energies,
which are calculated at four supercell sizes and different
densities, up to a maximum supercell size of 4×4×4. The
bottom panel shows the extrapolation of the DMC ener-
gies at each density (computed with the Slater-Jastrow
trial wave function including one- and two-body terms),
up to the largest supercell size with 432 atoms. The final
CCSD-SZV and DMC energies extrapolated to the infi-
nite system size limit, estimated from Eq. 13, are given
in Table IV along with the standard deviation in the fit.

We find that the finite size correction of the DMC
results is always positive, regardless of density. Hence,
the DMC energies of finite systems are lower than the
DMC energy at the thermodynamic limit. In contrast,
the CCSD FS correction lowers the energy of the system
for the density range of rS < 2.0, while is positive for
lower densities. However, the comparison between these
approaches is fundamentally limited by the small basis
size (SZV) of the CCSD energies used for the extrap-
olation, which was required in order to reach the large
supercell sizes. While this basis is qualitative different to
the CBS limit, we aim to use these results as a finite size
correction to the more complete basis set results.

To correct the finite-size extrapolated CCSD results
to mitigate for this small basis, we can assume that the
basis set error between SZV and DZVP is independent
of supercell size, with these errors therefore being addi-
tive. This allows us to compute a final basis set correc-
tion, which can be applied to the extrapolated CCSD
results at the SZV basis level. Furthermore, we can sim-
ilarly compute the energetic correction between CCSD
and FCIQMC in the DZVP basis sets, and also consider
this as a correction for the correlated physics beyond the
CCSD ansatz in the thermodynamic limit. Leveraging
these strengths of these different methods, we are able to
compute a final EOS for this composite approach.
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FIG. 4. Total energies for CCSD within a SZV basis set (top
panel) and DMC (bottom panel), as a function of the inverse
number of atoms in the supercell, for a range of cell volumes.
The DMC energies are obtained employing a large plane wave
basis set with an energy cutoff of 5000 eV. A two parameter
fit to Eq. 13 is used to extrapolate to the infinite system size
limit, given in Table IV.

D. BCC atomic solid hydrogen equation of state

Figure 5 illustrates the final equation of state for BCC
atomic solid hydrogen, as obtained from our FCIQMC,
CCSD, and DMC calculations. The FCIQMC and CCSD
results, calculated within a DZVP basis set, are shown
for both a finite supercell of 16 hydrogen atoms, and
for the extrapolation to the infinite system size limit.
Moreover, the CCSD-CBS energies, obtained using a fi-
nite simulation cell of 16 hydrogen atoms, are also il-
lustrated. The shown DMC energies have also been
extrapolated to the thermodynamic limit. Encourag-
ingly, all three many-body wave function-based methods
(FCIQMC, CCSD and DMC), which operate under very
different assumptions and approximations, give the same
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rS (a.u)
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FIG. 5. Equation of state for BCC solid atomic hydro-
gen. FCIQMC-DZVPN and CCSD-DZVPN denotes results
obtained employing a DZVP basis set and a 16 atom super-
cell, whereas FCIQMC-DZVPinf and CCSD-DZVPinf are es-
timated results extrapolated to the infinite system size limit.
DMCinf represents DMC energies also extrapolated to the
thermodynamic limit.

equilibrium density for this phase, which is found to be
close to rS = 1.65 a.u., with the finite-size correction
for the DMC energies qualitatively reducing the equilib-
rium cell size. This agreement arises despite the fact that
FCIQMC and CCSD are built from a Fock-space orbital
representation, while DMC operates in the continuum,
with the nodal surface being built on the Kohn-Sham
DFT determinant. Yet, all three methods agree that the
BCC atomic solid hydrogen with two atoms per cell has a
minimum ground state energy at lattice parameter 3.307
Bohr.

However, while the agreement with respect to the equi-
librium geometry is good, it is clear that discrepancies be-
tween the approaches remain, with the 2×2×2 supercell
CCSD and FCIQMC results being in closer agreement
with the thermodynamic limit DMC results than their
extrapolated counterparts. This discrepancy is likely to
be due to the extrapolation to the thermodynamic limit
of CCSD, which was calculated only for the small SZV
basis sets, which have previously been shown to be rather
different to the larger DZVP basis sets. Further investi-
gation into this effect and its mitigation is likely to be a
continuing research direction.

IV. CONCLUSION

We report a numerical study of the EOS for BCC solid
hydrogen within the density range of 1.3 < rS < 2.4 a.u.,
using FCIQMC, VMC, and DMC as many-body stochas-
tic wave-function approaches, as well as the deterministic
quantum chemical periodic CCSD method. We find that
although sizable static correlation effects were captured



9

at the FCIQMC level of theory for expanded cell sizes,
at compressed geometries, however, these are less impor-
tant and the results of CCSD and DMC agree rather
well with those of FCIQMC. These complementary ap-
proaches can therefore be combined in order to mitigate
their respective weaknesses, to provide a tractable route
for the analysis of the electronic structure of extended
systems. With careful consideration of basis set incom-
pleteness and finite size errors, all methods demonstrated
good agreement in the prediction of the equilibrium lat-
tice parameter of 3.307 Bohr. However, discrepancies
remain in the broader shape of the EOS, likely arising
from the restricted basis sizes required for the thermo-
dynamic limit extrapolation. Nevertheless, agreement
between these methods, and demonstration of a viable
composite scheme in these extended settings is likely a
reliable approach to study further phases of these high-
pressure hydrogenic materials.
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