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Metallic solids are a challenging target for wavefunction-based electronic structure theories and have not been
studied in great detail by such methods. Here, we use coupled-cluster theory with single and double excitations
(CCSD) to study the structure of solid lithium and aluminum using optimized Gaussian basis sets. We calculate
the equilibrium lattice constant, bulk modulus, and cohesive energy and compare them to experimental values,
finding accuracy comparable to common density functionals. Because the quantum chemical “gold standard”
CCSD(T) (CCSD with perturbative triple excitations) is inapplicable to metals in the thermodynamic limit, we
test two approximate improvements to CCSD, which are found to improve the predicted cohesive energies.

Introduction. Ab initio wavefunction-based electronic
structure theories are being increasingly applied to periodic
solids [1–13], where they can be used as predictive tools on
their own or to guide the choice of functionals in more af-
fordable density functional theory (DFT) [14, 15] calcula-
tions. To date, most applications of these methods are to semi-
conducting or insulating systems. Extending to metals is a
challenge because many of the most successful wavefunction-
based methods employ finite-order perturbation theory, whose
correlation energy typically diverges in the thermodynamic
limit [3, 16–18]. Coupled-cluster (CC) theory [19] is par-
ticularly promising in this regard, because even its lowest-
order nontrivial truncation to single and double excitations
(CCSD) includes a number of important, canonical classes of
diagrams, including ladder diagrams (important at low den-
sity) and ring diagrams (important at high density and neces-
sary to remove the aforementioned divergence) [20–24]. De-
spite extensive application to the ground state of the uniform
electron gas (UEG) [17, 18, 21–23, 25–31], CC theory has
seen limited application to atomistic metals [8, 32–34].

Here, we apply CCSD to study the structural and energetic
properties of two simple metals, body-centered cubic (BCC)
lithium and face-centered cubic (FCC) aluminum. We address
two of the key technical hurdles associated especially with the
ab initio study of metals, namely the removal of basis set error
and finite-size error. To address basis set error, we use system-
specific Gaussian-type orbital (GTO) basis sets [35, 36] that
are optimized to lower the total energy and to lower the con-
dition number of the overlap matrix. We demonstrate the
success of this approach by comparing our results to those
obtained with plane-wave basis sets. To address finite-size
error, we employ relatively dense Brillouin zone samplings
with twisted boundary conditions and subsequent extrapola-
tion. We then address the CCSD error by two approximate
methods: adding the correlation energy due to perturbative
triples [37] with a coarse Brillouin zone sampling or scaling
the CCSD correlation energy by a non-empirical factor deter-
mined by the UEG.

Methods. For BCC lithium, we use an isotropic primitive
cell containing two atoms. For FCC aluminum, we use two
unit cells: an anisotropic primitive cell containing two atoms
and an isotropic cubic cell with four atoms. Except where

indicated, calculations were performed with the lattice con-
stants a = 3.5 Å (Li) and a = 4.05 Å (Al), which are close
to the experimental values. All calculations are performed at
zero temperature using PySCF [6, 38, 39] with libcint [40],
and GTO-based calculations were performed with Gaussian
density fitting [41–43]. We use GTH pseudopotentials [44–
47], correlating three electrons per atom, for both lithium and
aluminum.

The original GTO basis sets designed for use with GTH
pseudopotentials [36] were not optimized for correlated cal-
culations and furthermore only contain s, p and d functions.
Therefore in this work, we re-optimize the GTH-DZVP (DZ),
GTH-TZV2P (TZ), and GTH-QZV3P (QZ) basis sets; for alu-
minum, we also added f functions to the TZ and QZ basis sets,
which were found to be important in our testing. In periodic
solids, increasing the size of the basis set by brute force fre-
quently leads to linear dependencies, quantified by an overlap
matrix with large condition number, and concomitant numer-
ical issues. Following similar works [36, 48–51], here we op-
timize these basis functions for each solid by minimizing the
cost function

cost = EHF + E(2)
c + γ ln(cond(S)) (1)

where EHF is the Hartree-Fock (HF) energy, E(2)
c is the second-

order Møller-Plesset perturbation theory (MP2) [52] correla-
tion energy, S is the periodic overlap matrix of the GTO basis,
and γ = 10−4 Eh. For this basis set optimization, we sam-
pled the Brillouin zone with a uniform mesh [53] of Nk = 23

k-points (Li) or Nk = 13 k-points (Al), including the Γ point;
with these boundary conditions, the system is gapped and thus
MP2 provides a well-defined and computationally affordable
correlation energy. At this level of theory, the exponents and
contraction coefficients of the GTO basis functions were op-
timized in an approximately alternating fashion. The opti-
mization was started from the original GTH basis set (with
additional f functions in TZ and QZ, for Al) and the final
basis functions may represent a local minimum of the cost
function. To avoid biasing the atomic structure, the cost func-
tion (1) was averaged over three lattice parameters approxi-
mately spanning the range used in later calculations. See the
Supporting Materials (SM) for further details about pseudopo-
tentials and our optimized basis sets.
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FIG. 1. Basis set convergence of MP2 (faint, open symbols) and
CCSD (solid, closed symbols) correlation energies Ec per atom for
(a) lithium and (b) aluminum. Results were obtained using plane
waves (PW) of increasing energy and using Gaussian type orbitals
(GTO) and optimized GTOs, at the DZ, TZ, and QZ level. The Bril-
louin zone was sampled only at the Γ point.

To demonstrate the impact of basis set optimization, in
Fig. 1 we show the basis set convergence of the MP2 and
CCSD correlation energy of lithium and aluminum at the Γ

point of their primitive cells, comparing GTO and plane wave
(PW) results (for this figure only, the GTO results were evalu-
ated using a PW basis set to compute the occupied bands and
an approximate PW resolution of the original and optimized
GTO bases to compute the virtual bands [49, 54, 55]). For Li,
we see that GTO optimization increases the correlation energy
by almost a factor of two, i.e., about 20 mEh. A crude extrap-
olation suggests that the optimized QZ results recover about
80–90% of the correlation energy in the basis set limit. With
this small k-point mesh, we can perform PW calculations with
a reasonably large number of orbitals, but for Li these results
converge slowly due to the inclusion of the core 1s electrons.
An MP2 calculation with our optimized QZ basis set with 67
bands recovers more correlation energy than one with a PW
basis set containing 1203 orbitals, highlighting the immense
computational savings afforded by GTO basis sets. With very
large PW basis sets, we begin to see the onset of N−1

bands con-
vergence to a basis set limit in good agreement with that of the
optimized GTO basis sets. For Al, the core electrons are not
explicitly treated in the calculations and the PW calculations
converge faster. Again, we see the benefit of basis set opti-
mization as well as the addition of f functions. The QZ result
captures about 90% of the correlation energy in the basis set
limit.

In addition to recovering a greater amount of electron cor-
relation, our basis sets were optimized to reduce their nu-
merically problematic linear dependencies. Indeed, with our
largest QZ basis, the condition number of the overlap ma-
trix decreases from about 1013 to 104 for Li and from about
1016 to 107 for Al. For both Li and Al, the qualitative sim-
ilarity between the MP2 and CCSD correlation energies jus-
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FIG. 2. Thermodynamic limit convergence of the DZ HF (top) and
DZ CCSD correlation (bottom) energy per atom as a function of the
inverse of the number of atoms in the effective supercell NkNatoms,
where Nk is the number of k-points sampled in the Brillouin zone
and Natoms is the number of atoms in the unit cell. For Al, the results
using an anisotropic primitive and an isotropic cubic cell are shown.

tifies our use of the former when optimizing the GTO basis
set and suggests good transferability to other correlated meth-
ods [49]. Henceforth, we use these optimized GTO basis sets.
Testing (not shown) indicates that these system-specific opti-
mized GTO basis sets perform similarly to the transferable,
correlation-consistent basis sets recently developed by two of
us [55].

Finite-size errors are especially problematic for metals due
to shell-filling effects, which can be alleviated with twisted
boundary conditions [18, 30, 34, 56–60]. In Fig. 2, we show
the finite size convergence of the HF energy and CCSD cor-
relation energy for Li and Al in the optimized DZ bases.
HF calculations were performed with up to Nk = 83 (Li)
and Nk = 73 (Al) k-points, and a Madelung constant cor-
rection was used to eliminate the leading-order N−1/3

k
finite-

size error [53, 61, 62] due to nonlocal exchange. All cal-
culations were performed using a twisted boundary condi-
tion defined by the Baldereschi point [56, 58, 60], which was
found to yield smoother convergence to the thermodynamic
limit (TDL) than calculations without a twist angle. Results
for Li obtained by averaging over four Chadi-Cohen twist an-
gles [57] (not shown) were found to give very similar results.

In this manner, the TDL of the HF energies can be estimated
to an accuracy of about 1 mEh. For Li, CCSD calculations
were performed with up to Nk = 43 k-points; with that mesh
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FIG. 3. Cohesive energy equations of state from the indicated
CCSD-based methods for a) lithium and b) aluminum. The Birch–
Murnaghan equation[63, 64] was fit to the data and shown as a solid
line.

they were performed using a truncated basis of MP2 natural
orbitals and corrected based on results obtained with smaller
meshes. Extrapolation assuming finite-size errors that scale as
N−1
k suggests an extrapolation uncertainty of about 1 mEh. For

Al, due to the larger number of atoms in a cubic unit cell, our
largest mesh has Nk = 33 k-points. For better extrapolation,
we also performed calculations using an anisotropic primitive
cell, with up to Nk = 5 × 5 × 2. Except for two meshes,
all results from both cell choices are found to lie roughly on
a straight line and reliable extrapolation can be performed to
estimate the HF energy in the TDL. With the anisotropic cell,
two meshes (4×4×2 and 8×8×4) yield HF energies that are too
high, which may correspond to incorrect HF solutions due to
the challenge of minimization in metals at zero temperature;
somewhat surprisingly, the correlation energy associated with
the higher-energy HF solution at Nk = 4×4×2 is in line with
the other correlation energies, In all future calculations on Al,
we use the isotropic cell for HF energies and the anisotropic
cell for correlation energies. facilitating extrapolation. The
total energies that we calculate using our largest meshes differ
from the extrapolated results by about 1 mEh (Li) and 3-4 mEh

(Al), and the extrapolated results have an uncertainty of about
1 mEh or less.

Henceforth, we assume basis set corrections and finite-size
corrections are independent and additive. To our DZ results
obtained with increasingly large Nk, we add basis set correc-
tions determined by calculations with smaller values of Nk.

a (Å) B (GPa) Ecoh (Eh/atom)
Li

HF (ours) 3.68 9.0 −0.022
HF [68] 3.73 8.1-11.9 −0.020
CCSD (ours) 3.50 12.5 −0.051
Incremental CCSD [32] 3.50 – −0.060
CCSD(T)SR 3.50 12.6 −0.054
CCSD-SAC 3.54 11.3 −0.066
Exp. [64, 72–74] 3.45 13.3 −0.061

Al
HF 4.08 80.0 −0.051
CCSD 4.02 93.2 −0.109
CCSD(T)SR 4.02 91.7 −0.114
CCSD-SAC 4.03 91.5 −0.123
Exp. [64, 74–76] 4.02 80.3 −0.126

TABLE I. Lattice constant a, bulk modulus B, and cohesive energy
Ecoh of lithium and aluminum. All experimental (Exp.) values have
been corrected for zero-point motion (ZPM) effects as described in
the text. The HF cohesive energy of Li reported in Ref. 68 includes
a ZPM correction, which we estimate to be only 0.001 Eh.

For the HF energy, we assume that the QZ result is near the
complete basis set (CBS) limit. For the correlation energy, the
CBS limit is estimated via X−3 extrapolation [65] of TZ and
QZ results, where X = 3, 4 is the cardinality. See the SM for
further details about our composite corrections.

Results. In Fig. 3, we show the equation of state (EOS) of
Li and Al as a function of the cell volume, where the cohesive
energy, which is defined with respect to a single atom, was
counterpoise-corrected by surrounding the atom with ghost
atoms and their basis functions [66–68]. Single-atom calcula-
tions were performed in a spin-unrestricted manner. For Al, in
sequential calculations from small to large volumes, we found
that using the converged HF density matrix of the previous
volume was essential in obtaining a smooth curve. The HF
EOS was calculated by performing TDL extrapolation at each
lattice constant. The correlation energy contribution to the
CCSD EOS was calculated using our largest k-point meshes
and then rigidly shifted by a finite-size correction calculated
at lattice parameters 3.5 Å (Li) and 4.05 Å (Al), which are
close to the experimental values.

In Fig. 3(a) and (b), we show CCSD results in the QZ ba-
sis and CBS limit, which only differ by about 0.2 mEh for Li
and 2 mEh for Al, indicating the good performance of our op-
timized basis sets. By fitting our data to a Birch-Murnaghan
equation [63, 64], we extract the lattice constant, bulk modu-
lus, and cohesive energy. These properties are listed in Tab. I
and compared to experimental values. The experimental re-
sults have been corrected for zero-point motion (ZPM) using
the ZPM correction obtained in Ref. 64 with the HSE06 func-
tional [69–71], although other functionals yield similar cor-
rections.

Comparing to experiment, we find that the magnitude of
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FIG. 4. Structural properties (lattice parameter a, bulk modulus B, and cohesive energy Ecoh) of a) lithium and b) aluminum evaluated with
HF (this work), DFT (from Ref. 64) colored by rung, and coupled cluster (CC) (this work) in its CCSD, CCSD(T)SR and UEG scaled CCSD
(CCSD-SAC) forms. The zero or low temperature experimental values (from Refs. 64, 72–76) are shown by dashed vertical lines. All
experimental (Exp.) values have been corrected for zero-point motion (ZPM) effects as described in the text.

the CCSD cohesive energy is too small by about 10 mEh (Li)
and 20 mEh (Al), which our testing suggests is mostly due
to insufficient correlation in the solid rather than the single
atom. Therefore, we tested two approximate improvements
to CCSD. First, we tested CCSD(T), which applies a pertur-
bative correction to the correlation energy due to triple exci-
tations. The energy of the atom was calculated in the usual
manner, but the CCSD(T) energy of the solid must be cal-
culated in a modified form because otherwise it diverges in
the TDL [17] due to the contribution of low-energy excita-
tions with vanishing momentum transfer. Because the long-
range part of the Coulomb interaction is already treated with
CCSD (which treats density fluctuations at the level of the
random-phase approximation [77–81]), we only consider the
CCSD(T) correlation energy due to the short-range part of the
Coulomb interaction. In practice, we calculate the CCSD(T)
correlation energy using a coarse k-point mesh, which can be
understood as an approximate regularization of an infrared di-
vergence via enforcement of a minimum momentum transfer
determined by the employed k-point mesh; we will refer to
this method as CCSD(T)SR. Here we use Nk = 23 for Li and
Nk = 2×2×1 for Al, which corresponds to neglecting momen-
tum transfers that are less than about 1 Å−1. The EOS using
this approach is shown in the middle panels of Fig. 3, with
properties given in Tab. I. The error in the cohesive energy is
reduced by about 30%. Other properties are also improved,
but less significantly.

In our second approximate improvement, which we refer to
as CCSD with scaling all correlation (CCSD-SAC) [82], we
calculate the correlation energy of the solid as ECCSD-SAC

c =

ECCSD
c /F(ρ), where F(ρ) is a non-empirical factor that is

determined according to the UEG of the same density ρ
as the sytem under study. Specifically, we take F(ρ) =

ECCSD
c (ρ)/Eexact

c (ρ), where Eexact
c is the exact correlation en-

ergy of the UEG according to the Perdew-Zunger fit [83] to
diffusion Monte Carlo results [84] and ECCSD

c is the CCSD
correlation energy of the UEG according to our own Perdew-
Zunger-style fit to CCSD results from Shepherd [28]. For this
UEG description, we consider one valence electron for Li and
three valence electrons for Al, and calculate the density at all
lattice parameters studied. At the experimental lattice param-
eters, this approach gives densities corresponding to Wigner-
Seitz radii of about rs = 3.24 Bohr for Li and rs = 2.06 Bohr
for Al and scaling factors F ≈ 0.8–0.9. The EOS calculated
using CCSD-SAC is shown in in the bottom row of Fig. 3,
with properties given in Tab. I. The cohesive energies are sig-
nificantly improved over CCSD or CCSD(T)SR. For Li, the
magnitude of the cohesive energy is overestimated by 4 mEh

(7% error), although structural properties are notably worse
than those from CCSD or CCSD(T)SR. For Al, the cohesive
energy is almost perfectly predicted, but structural proper-
ties are marginally improved (bulk modulus) or slightly worse
(lattice parameter).

Discussion and conclusions. For Li, our results can be com-
pared to previous ones in the literature, which are included
in Tab. I. First, our HF results are in good agreement with
those reported in Ref. 68, which were calculated using an
optimized DZ basis with the CRYSTAL package [85]. This
agreement confirms a consistent starting point for correlated
calculations. To our knowledge, there are no reports of pe-
riodic CCSD calculations of the equation of state of BCC
Li (a recent work [34] used periodic CCSD to estimate the
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energy difference between FCC and BCC Li). However, in
Ref. 32, an incremental CCSD scheme was applied based on
finite clusters. Although that work found a lattice constant in
good agreement with ours, it found a cohesive energy that was
significantly different (−0.060 Eh compared to our −0.051 Eh)
and in much better agreement with experiment. As discussed
in detail in that work, the application of incremental schemes
to metallic systems is delicate and nontrivial, and this might
be responsible for the disagreement. Based on our investiga-
tions, we find no evidence for errors on the order of 0.01 Eh.
Instead, we believe that this level of accuracy is expected for
CCSD based on its known performance for the UEG [18, 28],
where it underestimates the correlation energy at metallic den-
sities by about 10-20%.

Finally, it is natural to compare CC methods to DFT, which
is significantly more affordable. In Fig. 4, we compare the
properties of Li and Al predicted by CCSD, CCSD(T)SR, and
CCSD-SAC to those predicted by HF and by common func-
tionals, as reported in Ref. 64. We compare to a few popular
functionals of increasing sophistication, including the local
density approximation (LDA) [15], the generalized gradient
approximations (GGAs) PBE [86] and PBEsol [87], the meta
GGA M06-L [88], and the screened hybrid HSE06 [69–71].
Overall, the CC results are comparable to those from GGAs
but worse than the hybrid HSE06, which performs extremely
well for these two materials.

Looking forward, it will be interesting to apply CC
methods to less uniform metallic systems, such as metal
surfaces including adsorbates or chemical reactants. For
these problems, we expect to see an increased advantage of
CC over DFT, due to the greater variations in the electron
density and the importance of dispersion interactions. More
broadly, our work has reemphasized the need for wavefunc-
tion based methods that improve upon CCSD without the
use of perturbation theories that diverge for metals. Beyond
more systematic investigation of the two methods proposed
here, other possibilities include the use of spin-component
scaling [89–91], regularization [92–94], or screened interac-
tions [17, 95], although these approaches typically introduce
empirical parameters. Alternatively, the full or limited
inclusion of non-perturbative triple excitations [96–98] is
a promising ab initio route towards chemical accuracy in
metallic solids.

Data Availability. After acceptance, data will be made
openly available. To ask for further data, a reasonable request
can be sent to the authors.
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From plane waves to local Gaussians for the simulation of cor-
related periodic systems, J. Chem. Phys. 145, 084111 (2016).

[55] H.-Z. Ye and T. C. Berkelbach, Correlation-Consistent Gaus-
sian Basis Sets for Solids Made Simple, J. Chem. Theor. Com-
put. 18, 1595 (2022).

[56] A. Baldereschi, Mean-Value Point in the Brillouin Zone, Phys-
ical Review B 7, 5212 (1973).

[57] D. J. Chadi and M. L. Cohen, Special Points in the Brillouin
Zone, Phys. Rev. B 8, 5747 (1973).

[58] G. Rajagopal, R. J. Needs, A. James, S. D. Kenny, and
W. M. C. Foulkes, Variational and diffusion quantum Monte
Carlo calculations at nonzero wave vectors: Theory and ap-
plication to diamond-structure germanium, Phys. Rev. B 51,
10591 (1995).

[59] C. Lin, F. H. Zong, and D. M. Ceperley, Twist-averaged
boundary conditions in continuum quantum Monte Carlo al-
gorithms, Phys. Rev. E 64, 016702 (2001).

[60] A. J. Morris, C. J. Pickard, and R. J. Needs, Hydrogen/silicon
complexes in silicon from computational searches, Phys. Rev.
B 78, 184102 (2008).

[61] J. Paier, R. Hirschl, M. Marsman, and G. Kresse,
The Perdew–Burke–Ernzerhof exchange-correlation func-
tional applied to the G2-1 test set using a plane-wave basis
set, J. Chem. Phys. 122, 234102 (2005).

[62] R. Sundararaman and T. A. Arias, Regularization of the
Coulomb singularity in exact exchange by Wigner-Seitz trun-
cated interactions: Towards chemical accuracy in nontrivial
systems, Phys. Rev. B 87, 165122 (2013).

[63] F. Birch, Finite Elastic Strain of Cubic Crystals, Phys. Rev. 71,
809 (1947).

[64] G.-X. Zhang, A. M. Reilly, A. Tkatchenko, and M. Scheffler,
Performance of various density-functional approximations for
cohesive properties of 64 bulk solids, New J. Phys. 20, 063020
(2018).

[65] T. Helgaker, W. Klopper, H. Koch, and J. Noga, Basis-set con-
vergence of correlated calculations on water, J. Chem. Phys.
106, 9639 (1997).

[66] S. Boys and F. Bernardi, The calculation of small molecular
interactions by the differences of separate total energies. Some
procedures with reduced errors, Mol. Phys. 19, 553 (1970).

[67] F. B. van Duijneveldt, J. G. C. M. van Duijneveldt-van de Ri-
jdt, and J. H. van Lenthe, State of the Art in Counterpoise The-
ory, Chem. Rev. 94, 1873 (1994).

[68] B. Paulus and K. Rosciszewski, Hartree–Fock ground-state
properties for the group 1 alkali metals and the group 11 noble
metals, J. Phys. Condens. Matter 19, 346217 (2007).

[69] J. Heyd, G. E. Scuseria, and M. Ernzerhof, Hybrid functionals
based on a screened Coulomb potential, J. Chem. Phys. 118,
8207 (2003).

[70] J. Heyd, G. E. Scuseria, and M. Ernzerhof, Erratum: “Hybrid
functionals based on a screened Coulomb potential” [J. Chem.
Phys. 118, 8207 (2003)], J. Chem. Phys. 124, 219906 (2006).

[71] A. V. Krukau, O. A. Vydrov, A. F. Izmaylov, and G. E. Scuse-
ria, Influence of the exchange screening parameter on the per-
formance of screened hybrid functionals, J. Chem. Phys. 125,
224106 (2006).

[72] R. A. Felice, J. Trivisonno, and D. E. Schuele, Temperature
and pressure dependence of the single-crystal elastic constants
of Li 6 and natural lithium, Phys. Rev. B 16, 5173 (1977).

[73] R. Berliner and S. A. Werner, Effect of stacking faults on
diffraction: The structure of lithium metal, Phys. Rev. B 34,

3586 (1986).
[74] C. Kittel, Introduction to Solid State Physics, 8th ed. (John

Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2005).
[75] G. N. Kamm and G. A. Alers, Low-Temperature Elastic Mod-

uli of Aluminum, J. Appl. Phys. 35, 327 (1964).
[76] A. K. Giri and G. B. Mitra, Extrapolated values of lattice con-

stants of some cubic metals at absolute zero, J. Phys. D: Appl.
Phys. 18, L75 (1985).

[77] D. Bohm and D. Pines, A Collective Description of Elec-
tron Interactions. I. Magnetic Interactions, Phys. Rev. 82, 625
(1951).

[78] D. Pines and D. Bohm, A Collective Description of Electron
Interactions: II. Collective vs Individual Particle Aspects of
the Interactions, Phys. Rev. 85, 338 (1952).

[79] D. Bohm and D. Pines, A Collective Description of Electron
Interactions: III. Coulomb Interactions in a Degenerate Elec-
tron Gas, Phys. Rev. 92, 609 (1953).

[80] D. Pines, A Collective Description of Electron Interactions:
IV. Electron Interaction in Metals, Phys. Rev. 92, 626 (1953).

[81] G. E. Scuseria, T. M. Henderson, and D. C. Sorensen, The
ground state correlation energy of the random phase approxi-
mation from a ring coupled cluster doubles approach, J. Chem.
Phys. 129, 231101 (2008).

[82] M. S. Gordon and D. G. Truhlar, Scaling all correlation en-
ergy in perturbation theory calculations of bond energies and
barrier heights, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 108, 5412 (1986).

[83] J. P. Perdew and A. Zunger, Self-interaction correction to
density-functional approximations for many-electron systems,
Phys. Rev. B 23, 5048 (1981).

[84] D. M. Ceperley and B. J. Alder, Ground State of the Electron
Gas by a Stochastic Method, Phys. Rev. Lett. 45, 566 (1980).

[85] V. R. Saunders, R. Dovesi, C. Roetti, R. Orlando, C. M.
Zicowich-Wilson, N. M. Harrison, K. Doll, B. Civalleri, I. J.
Bush, P. D’Arco, and M. Llunell, CRYSTAL2003 (2004), Uni-
versity of Torino, Torino.

[86] J. P. Perdew, K. Burke, and M. Ernzerhof, Generalized Gra-
dient Approximation Made Simple, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 3865
(1996).

[87] J. P. Perdew, A. Ruzsinszky, G. I. Csonka, O. A. Vydrov, G. E.
Scuseria, L. A. Constantin, X. Zhou, and K. Burke, Restoring
the Density-Gradient Expansion for Exchange in Solids and
Surfaces, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 136406 (2008).

[88] Y. Zhao and D. G. Truhlar, A new local density functional for
main-group thermochemistry, transition metal bonding, ther-
mochemical kinetics, and noncovalent interactions, J. Chem.
Phys. 125, 194101 (2006).

[89] S. Grimme, Improved second-order Møller–Plesset perturba-
tion theory by separate scaling of parallel- and antiparallel-
spin pair correlation energies, J. Chem. Phys. 118, 9095
(2003).

[90] T. Takatani, E. G. Hohenstein, and C. D. Sherrill, Improve-
ment of the coupled-cluster singles and doubles method via
scaling same- and opposite-spin components of the double
excitation correlation energy, J. Chem. Phys. 128, 124111
(2008).

[91] S. Grimme, L. Goerigk, and R. F. Fink, Spin-component-
scaled electron correlation methods, WIREs Comput Mol Sci
2, 886 (2012).

[92] J. Lee and M. Head-Gordon, Regularized Orbital-Optimized
Second-Order Møller–Plesset Perturbation Theory: A Reli-
able Fifth-Order-Scaling Electron Correlation Model with Or-
bital Energy Dependent Regularizers, J. Chem. Theor. Com-
put. 14, 5203 (2018).

[93] J. Shee, M. Loipersberger, A. Rettig, J. Lee, and M. Head-

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.13.5188
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4961301
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.1c01245
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.1c01245
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.7.5212
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.7.5212
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.8.5747
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.51.10591
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.51.10591
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.64.016702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.78.184102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.78.184102
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1926272
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.87.165122
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.71.809
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.71.809
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aac7f0
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aac7f0
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.473863
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.473863
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268977000101561
https://doi.org/10.1021/cr00031a007
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-8984/19/34/346217
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1564060
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1564060
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2204597
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2404663
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2404663
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.16.5173
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.34.3586
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.34.3586
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1713309
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3727/18/7/005
https://doi.org/10.1088/0022-3727/18/7/005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.82.625
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.82.625
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.85.338
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.92.609
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.92.626
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3043729
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3043729
https://doi.org/10.1021/ja00278a007
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.23.5048
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.45.566
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.77.3865
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.77.3865
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.136406
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2370993
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2370993
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1569242
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1569242
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2883974
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2883974
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcms.1110
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcms.1110
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b00731
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.8b00731


8

Gordon, Regularized Second-Order Møller–Plesset Theory: A
More Accurate Alternative to Conventional MP2 for Nonco-
valent Interactions and Transition Metal Thermochemistry for
the Same Computational Cost, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 12, 12084
(2021).

[94] E. Keller, T. Tsatsoulis, K. Reuter, and J. T. Margraf, Regular-
ized second-order correlation methods for extended systems,
J. Chem. Phys. 156, 024106 (2022).

[95] P. T. Landsberg, A Contribution to the Theory of Soft X-
ray Emission Bands of Sodium, Proc. Phys. Soc. A 62, 806
(1949).

[96] Y. S. Lee, S. A. Kucharski, and R. J. Bartlett, A coupled clus-
ter approach with triple excitations, J. Chem. Phys. 81, 5906
(1984).

[97] M. Urban, J. Noga, S. J. Cole, and R. J. Bartlett, Towards a
full CCSDT model for electron correlation, J. Chem. Phys.
83, 4041 (1985).

[98] I. Shavitt and R. J. Bartlett, Many-Body Methods in Chemistry
and Physics: MBPT and Coupled-Cluster Theory, Cambridge
Molecular Science (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
2009).

[99] J. D. Hunter, Matplotlib: A 2d graphics environment, Comput.
Sci. Eng. 9, 90 (2007).

[100] C. R. Harris, K. J. Millman, S. J. van der Walt, R. Gommers,

P. Virtanen, D. Cournapeau, E. Wieser, J. Taylor, S. Berg, N. J.
Smith, R. Kern, M. Picus, S. Hoyer, M. H. van Kerkwijk,
M. Brett, A. Haldane, J. F. del Rı́o, M. Wiebe, P. Peterson,
P. Gérard-Marchant, K. Sheppard, T. Reddy, W. Weckesser,
H. Abbasi, C. Gohlke, and T. E. Oliphant, Array programming
with NumPy, Nature 585, 357 (2020).

[101] W. McKinney, Data Structures for Statistical Computing in
Python, in Proceedings of the 8th Python in Science Confer-
ence, edited by S. van der Walt and J. Millman (2009) pp. 55
– 61.

[102] SciPy 1.0 Contributors, P. Virtanen, R. Gommers, T. E.
Oliphant, M. Haberland, T. Reddy, D. Cournapeau,
E. Burovski, P. Peterson, W. Weckesser, J. Bright, S. J. van der
Walt, M. Brett, J. Wilson, K. J. Millman, N. Mayorov, A. R. J.
Nelson, E. Jones, R. Kern, E. Larson, C. J. Carey, I. Polat,
Y. Feng, E. W. Moore, J. VanderPlas, D. Laxalde, J. Perktold,
R. Cimrman, I. Henriksen, E. A. Quintero, C. R. Harris, A. M.
Archibald, A. H. Ribeiro, F. Pedregosa, and P. van Mulbregt,
SciPy 1.0: fundamental algorithms for scientific computing in
Python, Nature Methods 17, 261 (2020).

[103] M. L. Waskom, seaborn: statistical data visualization, J. Open
Source Softw. 6, 3021 (2021).

[104] C. Brewer, M. Harrower, B. Sheesley, A. Woodruff, and
D. Heyman, ColorBrewer2, https://colorbrewer2.org/, ac-
cessed 25th Mar 2022.

https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.1c03468
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.1c03468
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0078119
https://doi.org/10.1088/0370-1298/62/12/307
https://doi.org/10.1088/0370-1298/62/12/307
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.447591
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.447591
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.449067
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.449067
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511596834
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511596834
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.55
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.55
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2649-2
https://doi.org/9.25080/Majora-92bf1922-00a
https://doi.org/9.25080/Majora-92bf1922-00a
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.03021
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.03021

	Ground-state properties of metallic solids from ab initio coupled-cluster theory
	Abstract
	 References


