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We develop a static quantum embedding scheme, utilizing projection equations to solve coupled
cluster (CC) amplitudes. To reduce the computational cost (for example, of a large basis set calcula-
tion), we solve the local fragment problem using a high-level coupled cluster method and address the
environment problem with a lower-level Møller-Plesset (MP) perturbative method. This embedding
approach is consistently formulated within the coupled cluster framework and will be called MP-CC.
We demonstrate the effectiveness of our method through several prototypical molecular examples
by analyzing a global quantity, that is, the total correlation energy of the system in the study of
potential energy curves (PEC) and thermochemical reaction energies. We have shown that our
method can achieve comparable accuracy both with a small and large basis set when the fragment
Hilbert space size remains the same. Additionally, our results indicate that increasing the fragment
size can systematically enhance the accuracy of observables, approaching the precision of the full
coupled cluster solver.

I. INTRODUCTION

Coupled cluster (CC) theory provides the best balance
between efficiency and accuracy in the simulation of weak
to moderately correlated molecules. However, CC theory
with even the simplest truncation, that is, singles and
doubles, still has compute costs that scale steeply with
problem size, as O(N6) . This precludes a large basis set
calculation of molecular systems containing many atoms,
without the use of linear scaling methods.[1–4] To over-
come the bottleneck of large basis set calculations with
CC, many methods have been proposed, for example, ex-
plicitly correlated R12/F12 methods [5], diagrammatic
separation-based extrapolation [6], an empirical function
based extrapolation [7] among many others.

In this work, we aim at addressing the large basis
set problem from a quantum embedding perspective. In
quantum embedding approaches, one first identifies an
important – and preferably local – region of the system
denoted fragment (F). The remainder of the system is
referred to as environment (E) and is treated by a low-
scaling method, e.g., HF/DFT or a perturbative method.
For the fragment problem, one first evaluates a coupling
potential (∆) between the environment and the fragment.
This coupling potential is then incorporated into the frag-
ment Hamiltonian treating the fragment problem as an
open-quantum system. The fragment problem is solved
with a high-accuracy method, for example, full CI (FCI)
[8], Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) [9] or Density Ma-
trix Renormalization Group (DMRG) [10]. This highly
accurate solution on the fragment is subsequently used
to self-consistently update ∆. In the same spirit, for
a large basis set calculation, we will identify a smaller
active/fragment orbital space and embed it inside the re-
mainder of the system. The fragment problem will subse-
quently be described by a renormalized interaction, and

solved by a CC method truncated up to a certain ex-
citation rank. The environment problem in this theory
is spanned by the large basis set, and treated by a per-
turbative method, which can be conveniently treated by
a low-order polynomial scaling algorithm [11–13]. The
cost of the fragment problem remains constant with the
increase of basis set size and thus reduces the overall cost.

Our work is inspired by the recent work of Kowal-
ski and co-workers [14, 15]. This approach constructs
a downfolded Hamiltonian for the fragment problem em-
ploying a lower excitation rank CC method, when a so-
lution to the fragment problem with higher rank CC is
sought. Our proposed method utilizes this concept while
creating a more versatile framework with two sets of CC
equations: one for the environment and one for the frag-
ment. Furthermore, we invoke a self-consistency con-
dition between the fragment and the environment based
on the “global” CC amplitudes. This particular aspect of
the theory has also been previously included in the multi-
level CC (MLCC) works by Koch and co-workers [16, 17].
However, certain differences with that approach in terms
of the general framework and computational implications
will be elaborated in Appendix A.

Besides the embedding approaches, we will compare
the current method with energy additivity schemes. At
a lower level of accuracy, there is a long history of
such approximations in quantum chemistry, including the
Gaussian-n methods (G1-G4)[18–21], the Weizmann-n
methods (W1-W4)[22–24], the HEAT protocol[25], etc.
These can be regarded as very simple uncoupled approxi-
mations to the embedding problem. As a simple example,
the basis set correction to an expensive coupled cluster
calculation such as CCSD(T) might be approximated us-
ing a far less demanding approach such as second-order
Møller-Plesset theory (MP2) that exhibits similar basis
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set dependence via:

EComposite ≈ ECC/small+
(
EMP2/large − EMP2/small

)
(1)

Our numerical comparison in Section IV will reveal the
regimes where such approximations are not adequate.

The remainder of the manuscript is organized as fol-
lows: We will elaborate on the theoretical details of the
proposed method in Section II. As is common for embed-
ding methods, it is important to choose a suitable local
basis that describes the fragment problem well. Note
that the results of embedding methods are in general not
invariant with respect to this choice. We describe the
choice of basis employed in the simulation presented in
this manuscript in Section III. Finally, we will show and
analyze a few prototypical numerical examples with the
current approach in Section IV.

II. EMBEDDED COUPLED CLUSTER
FORMALISM

Coupled cluster (CC) theory is a wave function ap-
proach that expresses the ground-state wave function us-
ing an exponential parametrization. Given a single Slater
determinant reference state, e.g., the Hartree-Fock (HF)
determinant |Φ0⟩, any intermediately normalized state
|Ψ⟩, i.e., ⟨Ψ|Φ0⟩ = 1, can be uniquely written as eT |Φ0⟩,
where the cluster operator

T =
∑
l>0

tlXl

induces various ranks of hole-particle excitations Xl, see
e.g. [26]. The CC amplitudes, denoted by t, are deter-
mined through the projective equations:

⟨χl|H|Φ0⟩ = 0 ∀l > 0, (2)

where

H = e−THeT (3)

and ⟨χl| denotes the excited Slater determinants with an
excitation rank l > 0. The corresponding CC energy is
then given by

ECC = ⟨Φ0|H|Φ0⟩. (4)

For computational viability, the most commonly em-
ployed CC variant is CCSD, where T comprises excita-
tions up to a maximum of rank two, i.e.,

T =
∑
i,a

taiX
a
i +

1

4

∑
i,j,a,b

tabij X
ab
ij . (5)

However, even this approach, scaling ∼ O(N6) with
number of atomic basis functions in the molecule, N ,
becomes computationally demanding when applied to

larger systems (unless local correlation approximations
are employed). We here propose and numerically scruti-
nize an approximation to CCSD that is inspired by quan-
tum embedding theory. The core concept of this variant
is well-known: the recognition that certain CC ampli-
tudes in tai and tabij possess greater physical significance
than others, if expressed in a suitable basis (for exam-
ple, local, natural orbital etc). Our proposed approach
aims to identify and accurately approximate these criti-
cal amplitudes, while the less significant amplitudes are
approximated with reduced precision (vide infra). This
strategy is designed to maintain high accuracy while si-
multaneously reducing the overall computational com-
plexity. We therefore name this approach the many-body
perturbation coupled-cluster (MP-CC) method.
Underlying the MP-CC approach is a partition of the

total orbital space into two sets: the fragment (F) or-
bitals and the environment (E) orbitals, where the frag-
ment orbitals describe the chemically more relevant re-
gion which we seek to describe with high accuracy. In
this article, the fragment orbitals are characterized by in-
trinsic atomic orbital (IAO)s [27] expressed in a smaller
atomic orbital basis than the actual basis set of the calcu-
lation. The environment orbitals, on the other hand, will
describe the additional virtual orbitals associated with a
larger atomic orbital basis, and a few core occupied or-
bitals that is not contained in the fragment orbital space.
As discussed later, other choices are possible such as the
fragment orbitals describing just a single local site of par-
ticular interest (e.g. a catalytic active site), or a set of
local sites.
Once a partition is made, there are three classes of

cluster operators: TF, TE, TM, where “M” stands for
“mixed”, i.e., the CC amplitudes that determine TM mix
fragment and environment orbitals. Subsequently, we
will use uppercase letters (I, J, K, L,... for hole type;
A, B, C, D,... for particle type) to denote orbitals in
the fragment, and lowercase letters (i, j, k, l,... for hole
type; a, b, c, d,... for particle type) for orbitals in the
environment.
In general, the chosen partition moreover yields

nv = nv,inact + nv,act and no = no,inact + no,act. (6)

Here, nv and no represent the total counts of virtual and
occupied orbitals, respectively. Within these categories,
n·,inact and n·,act denote the numbers of inactive and ac-
tive orbitals, respectively, hence, the total count of each
orbital type is composed of the sum of its inactive and
active subsets.

In the spirit of quantum embedding, we will compute
the cluster operators TF, and TE and TM using different
theoretical frameworks. More precisely, we propose to
determine the fragment cluster operator TF using the
standard CC formalism (the high-level theory), involving
a full expansion of H (see Eq. 3) to yield HF,high. In
contrast, the calculation of TE and TM is based on a
lower-order expansion of H, resulting in HE/M,low. This
lower-order expansion offers various options for gaining
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a computational advantage, the specifics of which will
be elaborated in Sec. II A. Hence, the MP-CC approach
results in two (coupled) sets of projective equations:

⟨χF
l |HF,high|Φ0⟩ = 0, (7)

⟨χE/M
l |HE/M,low|Φ0⟩ = 0. (8)

We emphasize that bothHF,high andHE/M,low in Eqs. (7)

and (8) contain the full set of T -amplitudes (tF ∪ tM ∪
tE). In other words, although Eq. (7) solves only for
tF, the amplitudes tE and tM still enter the equations.
Similarly, Eq. (8) solves for tE and tM in the presence
of tF. Therefore, Eqs. (7) and (8) should be solved self-
consistently. Note that the total CC energy expression
remains as Eq. (4).

Combining the energy and projection conditions yields
the Lagrangian:

L(t, λ) = ⟨Φ0|H|Φ0⟩+ ⟨Φ0|ΛEHE,low|Φ0⟩
+ ⟨Φ0|ΛMHM,low|Φ0⟩+ ⟨Φ0|ΛFHF,high|Φ0⟩.

(9)

Here Λ =
∑

l>0 λlX
†
l consists of the dual variables λl,

ensuring that the constraints in Eqs. (7) and (8) are sat-
isfied, and the adjoint of the excitation operator Xl. The
working equations correspond to a first-order optimality
condition of the Lagrangian, i.e.,

∂L
∂t

= 0,

∂L
∂λα

= 0, α ∈ {E,F,M} .
(10)

Note that compared to other embedding approaches,
the Lagrangian in Eq. (9) enables us to access a broader
range of (global) static observables beyond the energy, by
employing analytic energy derivative techniques [28, 29].

A. Environment amplitude equations

We employ two distinct approaches to the lower-order
expansion HE/M,low, both of which are based on pertur-
bative arguments. In the first approach, we use MP2-like
projection equations, i.e.,

⟨χE/M
l |V + [F, T ]|Φ0⟩ = 0 (11)

to obtain TE and TM. We emphasize again that T con-
tains all cluster amplitudes, however, the projective equa-
tions (11) are used to determine TE and TM only. In
defining these equations, we have used the partitioned
Hamiltonian: H = F + V , where F is an unperturbed
Hamiltonian or the Fock matrix from HF theory and V
is the two-particle interaction term, expressed in the HF
basis. Note that we use normal-ordered operators for F
and V , though we do not denote it explicitly.

In the second approach, we relax the wave function in
the sense of Thouless relaxation [30], while correlation is

treated at the perturbative level. Hence, we make the
wave function ansatz

|Ψη⟩ = eSeTη |Φ0⟩,

where S is a single excitation operator and Tη denotes
that any higher-order excitations will be treated at the
low-order perturbative level. More precisely, we will as-
sign the perturbative strength η to the interaction term
of the Hamiltonian and the resulting projection equations
will be truncated in terms of the perturbative order of Tη

and V .
For example, keeping the terms up to first order in

perturbation yields the following projective equations for
the singles and doubles amplitudes:

⟨χE/M
s |F̃ + [F̃ , T ]|Φ0⟩ = 0 (12)

⟨χE/M
d |Ṽ + [F̃ , T ]|Φ0⟩ = 0 (13)

where F̃ and Ṽ are up to first-order one- and
two-particle operators of the similarity transformed
Hamiltonian Hη i.e., F̃η + Ṽη = e−SHηe

S . In the
derivation of Eq. (12), and (13) we used the fact
that the similarity transformation of Hη with eS will
not lead to any higher-order perturbative terms, thus
the final amplitude equations will be similar to the
MP2 amplitude equations, but with the similarity
transformed Hamiltonian. Moreover, we note that this
transformation will not increase the operator rank of the
Hamiltonian.

In Fig. 1, we schematically show the workflow of the
proposed method (WF is defined in II B). Note that when
employing a relaxation of the wave function (i.e., the
second approach outlined above) in step 3 (see Fig. 1),
the first iteration uses S = 0 implying that Eq. (12)
and (13) reduce to Eq. (11). In particular, in the first
iteration, the two procedures outlined above yield the
same inactive amplitudes. However, in the subsequent
iterations, non-zero active singles amplitudes generated
from the TF-amplitude equations will contribute to
Eq. (12) and (13), thus yielding non-zero inactive singles
amplitudes.

In contrast to the CC2 equations [31], which address
the T1 amplitude equations to all orders while treating
the T2 amplitude equations only up to the first order, our
approach consistently applies a first-order perturbative
treatment to both the T1 and T2 amplitude equations to
determine inactive CC amplitudes. A CC2-like approach
has been taken in the Multi-Level CC (MLCC) work by
Koch and co-workers to define the inactive CCSD am-
plitude equations. Similar to the MLCC approach, the
computational complexity of the inactive MP-CC ampli-
tude equations is O(n3

vn
2
o), at the singles and doubles

level. That being said, the inclusion of T3 amplitudes
in the MP-CC framework – where active non-zero T3
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amplitudes induce further relaxation of the environment
orbitals – does not increase the complexity of the low-
level projection equation. However, with the MLCC ap-
proach, the complexity of the low-level projection equa-
tions would have been higher, but they approximate the
triple excitations only to the active indices to reduce the
complexity. For a more detailed discussion on the dif-
ferences between MLCC and MP-CC, we refer the in-
terested reader to Appendix A. A side-by-side numerical
comparison of MLCC and MP-CC is left for future work.

B. Fragment amplitude equations

An important observation is that in the fragment
amplitude equations (7), the Hamiltonian HF,high is

screened by the environment amplitudes tE/M. We may
rewrite Eq. (7) in the following way:

⟨χF
l |e−TF

WFe
TF

|Φ0⟩ = 0, (14)

where

WF = [e−TM

e−TE

HeT
E

eT
M

]F

= W1b,F +W2b,F +W3b,F + ...
(15)

In Eq. (15), we renormalize the bare Hamiltonian by

applying a similarity transformation via eT
E+TM

and
then restrict the orbital indices to the fragment. Note
that the similarity transformation increases the rank of
WF compared to the bare Hamiltonian. However, when
solving Eq. (14), we order the operation of the tensors
such that we avoid generating higher rank WF tensors.
This particular construction is conceptually important
because it reflects that the low-energy (or for the ac-
tive region) Hamiltonian is screened by the “high-energy”
amplitudes, which is a crucial requirement for the quan-
tum embedding theories [32, 33]. We note that in a
similar manner, Kowalski et. al. construct a CC down-
folded Hamiltonian by using sub-system embedding sub-
algebras (SES) [15]. In Fig. 1, we schematically show
that in step 4 and step 5, we first construct WF, and
then iteratively solve Eq. (14). The maximum complex-
ity of solving Eq. (14) is O(n2

o,actn
4
v,act), thus it scales

linearly with the number of fragments. The construction
of WF, on the other hand, scales as O(n2

vn
2
ono,actnv,act),

however, this cost is non-iterative.

III. IMPLEMENTATION

The computational results presented subsequently are
obtained using a pilot implementation of the MP-CC
method at the singles-doubles truncated level, that is
MP-CCSD, based on the Python-based Simulations of
Chemistry Framework (PySCF) [34–36]. In this imple-
mentation, the amplitude equations are separated into

Figure 1. Schematic view of the current embedding scheme.

different classes based on F, E, and M, allowing us
to experiment with the different heuristics mentioned
in Sec. II A. We conduct all-electron calculations us-
ing CCSD as the computational solver in both spin-
restricted and spin-unrestricted formulations. For the
spin-unrestricted version of MP-CCSD, along with the
unrestricted Hartree-Fock (UHF) orbitals, we also allow
for restricted open-shell Hartree-Fock (ROHF) orbitals,
and the resulting theory will be called the UMP-CCSD
and ROMP-CCSD, respectively. In this scenario, the
occupied-virtual block of the Fock matrix is not vanish-
ing, and we treat it as a first-order perturbation. Note
that since all calculations employ localized orbitals, the
MP2 equations, as in Eq. (11), are of non-canonical type.
Among various choices for orbital localization, e.g.,

Pipek-Mezey [37], Foster-Boys [38], or selected column
of the density matrix (SCDM) [39], we have opted for
Atomic Valence Active Spaces (AVAS) [40]. Our choice is
motivated by AVAS’s straightforward approach to defin-
ing valence occupied and virtual orbitals, along with its
adaptability for incorporating higher angular momentum
functions into the virtual space as discussed below. The
objective of AVAS is to isolate a set of valence/semi-
valence atomic orbitals (A) denoted by p, q, which has
overlap with the HF occupied (|i⟩) and virtual orbitals
(|a⟩). To this end, we define the projection operator

PA =
∑

p,q∈A

[σ−1]pq|p⟩⟨q|; σpq = ⟨p|q⟩. (16)

With this projection operator, we then construct two
overlap matrices

[SA]ij = ⟨i|PA|j⟩ and [SA]ab = ⟨a|PA|b⟩ (17)

in the space of occupied and virtual orbitals, respectively.
In order to isolate the active orbitals, [SA]ij and [SA]ab

are diagonalized and the orbitals |i⟩ and |a⟩ are rotated
by the diagonalizing matrices to generate two new sets of
orbitals: |̃i⟩ and |ã⟩. We then choose the active orbitals
to be the vectors in |̃i⟩ and |ã⟩ corresponding to non-zero
eigenvalues. In the construction of [SA]ij matrix, we can
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freeze a few core molecular orbitals, which will then be
added to the inactive set of orbitals.

Commonly, the minimal atomic orbital basis (MINAO)
is employed for constructing A. However, A can also be
constructed from a polarized set of atomic orbitals or
intrinsic atomic orbitals (IAOs). In the latter case, PA is
constructed using

|p⟩ =
∑
µ

|µ⟩Uµp, (18)

where [Uµp] is a submatrix of the IAO transformation
matrix describing our choice of targeted atomic orbitals.
Another important characteristic of the AVAS scheme
is that instead of MINAO, one can use any small basis
set allowing that the active space is spanned by orbitals
of higher angular momentum. This particular aspect is
important, for instance, in first-row transition metals,
where often “double-shell” or 4d orbitals are required.
However, this presents various possibilities to choose a
small basis set that consists of a function of higher angu-
lar momentum. We will choose the minimal basis such
that it exactly spans the set of A orbitals or active or-
bitals. This restriction is especially crucial for the occu-
pied space. For the elements with higher atomic num-
bers, we will exclude a few core orbitals from the active
space construction, and likewise a few core molecular or-
bitals can be frozen in the construction of [SA]ij overlap.

IV. RESULTS

A. Diatomic potential energy curves:

We apply the current method for a homo-diatomic
molecule, N2, and a hetero-diatomic molecule, CO, along
a potential energy curve (PEC) to study the following as-
pects of the theory:

1. To assess the accuracy of different approaches, we
analyze the PEC of these diatomic molecules with
different approaches, namely MP2, both relaxed
and unrelaxed versions of the MP-CCSD method
and also the composite method. For the composite
method, we modify Eq. (1) to make it a compa-
rable uncoupled version of the current embedding
scheme:

EComposite = EMP2,large + ECC,small(fc)

− EMP2,small(fc),
(19)

where large and small stand for large, small AO ba-
sis sets considered for the current calculation, and
fc stands for the frozen core calculation.

We also compare the error in binding energy with
respect to the CCSD method, using two metrics:

the Maximum Absolute Error (MAE) and the Non-
Parallelity Error (NPE). We furthermore evaluate
several spectroscopic parameters, namely, equilib-
rium bond distance (Re), harmonic frequency (ωe),
and first anharmonicity constant (ωexe) by the
least square fit of the PEC with a polynomial with
high enough degree such that the parameter values
converge.

2. We investigate the method’s convergence as we sys-
tematically increase the size of the active space aim-
ing to demonstrate that this method is systemati-
cally improvable.

3. Additionally, we show the consistent behavior of
the MP-CCSD method with increased AO basis
set size, when we keep the active space fixed.
This observation is significant, considering the
challenges often encountered in achieving similar
enhancements within many quantum embedding
schemes, for example, with Schmidt decomposition-
based DMET [41] and Bootstrap Embedding (BE)-
DMET [42] methods.

For the active space in the current study, we choose the
minimal valence active space along with the core, and
subsequently add higher angular momentum shells, re-
sulting in three different choices. In the following, we re-
port those choices and the minimal basis (MINAO) used
for IAO construction in each of the cases:

active space MINAO

A 1s 2s 2p STO-3G

B 1s 2s 2p 3s 3p SV

C 1s 2s 2p 3s 3p 3d cc-pVDZ

Table I. Choices of active space for the diatomic molecules,
and the small basis (denoted as MINAO) used for IAO con-
struction.

1. The nitrogen molecule (N2):

The PEC of N2 serves as a prototypical problem for
many electronic structure methods due to the complex-
ity involved in the dissociation of its triple bond. In
this work, however, we will employ unrestricted single-
reference electronic structure methods that can break
the S2 symmetry of the electronic Hamiltonian. This
symmetry breaking allows for the mixing of states of
different spin-multiplicity, thus can simulate somewhat
multi-reference behavior. Moreover, symmetry break-
ing in UHF also allows us to reach a lower-energy state
variationally than the restricted method. The highest
level method considered here, that is, unrestricted CCSD
(UCCSD) is not very accurate quantitatively when we
compared it against a higher rank CC method, UCCSDT.
The MAE and NPE are 29 mH and 20 mH, respec-
tively. But, it shows a correct dissociative behavior of the
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ground state. UCCSD for the whole system will serve as
a benchmark method.

We consider the aug-cc-pCVDZ and aug-cc-pCVTZ
basis sets for the current study to analyze various aspects
of the theory along with the basis set convergence.

In Fig. 2 we analyze the PEC obtained with various
methods, where for the UMP-CCSD plots we consider
B-type active space (see Table I) to show the general
trend with embedded active space. We observe that the
PECs obtained from various methods are not of similar
quality, especially around the equilibrium region, where
the Coulson-Fischer point is located, the UMP2 method
and the composite methods show discontinuity. Both the
relaxed and the unrelaxed versions of the UMP-CCSD re-
move that discontinuity. However, towards the dissocia-
tive limit, all the methods exhibit satisfactory behavior.

In Fig. 3 the differences between the tested methods
relative to UCCSD are plotted. Here the binding energy
was considered instead of the total energy. The figure
shows that UMP2 differs significantly from UCCSD. This
difference becomes maximal near the equilibrium region.
Also close to the equilibrium, the UMP2 PEC shows a
derivative discontinuity. The UMP-CCSD method re-
duces the MAE from 80 mH (UMP2) to 38 mH / 30 mH,
and the NPE from 78 mH (UMP2) to 24 mH / 17 mH
for A / B choice of active spaces, respectively. Similarly,
the composite scheme reduces MAE and NPE to 24 mH
and 24 mH, respectively. However, the difference curve
both for the composite method and the UMP-CCSD ap-
pears not to be smooth around the equilibrium region,
see Fig. 3. The energy difference curve corresponding to
the composite method contains two derivative disconti-
nuities which can be rationalized from the observation
in Fig. 7 that it inherits two separate derivative discon-
tinuities in the UMP2 method from two different basis
sets. It also shows a possible weakness of the composite
method along a PEC. The unrelaxed variant of UMP-
CCSD shows a derivative discontinuity at the same bond
distance as UMP2. This discontinuity can be lifted us-
ing the relaxed version of UMP-CCSD emphasizing the
importance of orbital relaxation.

To improve the UMP-CCSD energies, we augment the
active space with N 3d orbitals. To that end, we consid-
ered the cc-pVDZ basis set as our minimal basis in the
AVAS scheme, which consists of one d-shell in the atomic
basis. We report the relaxed and unrelated UMP-CCSD
results in aug-cc-pCVDZ (DZ) and aug-cc-pCVTZ (TZ)
basis set for active space choices B and C in Fig. 4. The
plots in the left and right panels of Fig. 4 show that
MAE and NPE have significantly improved compared to
the smaller active space B. We emphasize that the error
in binding energy is now well within the chemical accu-
racy ( < 1 kcal/mol) for the relaxed method and it is
very close to the chemical accuracy (≈ 2 kcal/mol) with
the unrelaxed method.

We will now analyze the AO basis set convergence with
the plot in Fig. 4. In this context, we have considered B-
and C- type active spaces and then enlarged the basis set

Figure 2. PEC of N2 molecule in aug-cc-pCVDZ basis set with
various methods. B active space is as described in Table I

Figure 3. Binding energy error with respect to UCCSD along
a PEC for N2 in aug-cc-pCVDZ basis set. A and B active
spaces are as described in Table I. DZ stands for the aug-cc-
pCVDZ basis set.

from aug-cc-pCVDZ to aug-cc-pCVTZ for each of them.
We will study the error between the embedding scheme
and UCCSD as we increase the basis set size. For re-
laxed UMP-CCSD, we observe a nearly constant error as
we increase the AO basis from double-ζ to triple-ζ qual-
ity. However, for the unrelaxed UMP-CCSD variant, we
observe that the difference from a small basis set to a
large basis set is substantial. Thus, we conclude that we
do not lose accuracy when enlarging the basis set with
the relaxed version of the embedding scheme.

The quality of the PEC and the difference curve with
various methods, as described so far, influences the spec-
troscopic parameters as shown in Table II. Compared to
UCCSD, we observe that UMP-CCSD reproduces Re, ωe

and ωexe better than the composite method and UMP2.
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Figure 4. N2 binding energy error with respect to UCCSD in
aug-cc-pCVDZ (denoted as DZ) and aug-cc-pCVTZ (denoted
as TZ) basis sets. B and C active spaces are as described in
Table I.

Method ∆Re ∆ωe ∆ωexe

(in Å) (in cm−1) (in cm−1)

UMP2 0.0059 1230.06 120.3261

Composite 0.0539 327.78 320.5781

UMP-CCSD (C) 0.0003 86.85 -6.8039

UMP-CCSD (C)(relaxed) 0.0006 2.60 -1.7131

Table II. Spectroscopic parameters of N2 evaluated in aug-
cc-pCVTZ basis set. We reported the difference w.r.t. the
UCCSD method for all the spectroscopic parameters. In
UMP-CCSD (C), C stands for the active space defined in
Table I.

The failure of the composite method and UMP2 in esti-
mating ωe and ωexe can be attributed to the discontinu-
ities in the PEC near the equilibrium region.

Although the relaxed and unrelaxed variants of UMP-
CCSD yield similar MAE and NPE along the PEC, the
energy difference plots around the equilibrium region be-
come much smoother when orbital relaxations are consid-
ered. This improvement is reflected in the spectroscopic
parameters ωe and ωexe, which are coeffiecients to the
higher order terms in the polynomial. They now become
significantly closer to the corresponding UCCSD results
when orbital relaxations are taken into account. Hence,
the self-consistency cycle improves the behavior around
the equilibrium region significantly.

2. Carbon monoxide (CO):

We now consider a hetero-diatomic molecule – carbon
monoxide – following a similar testing structure as in
the preceding N2 example. We begin our investigations

by comparing corresponding PEC for UMP2, UCCSD,
relaxed and unrelaxed UMP-CCSD, and the composite
method, see Fig. 9. We observe that the PEC corre-
sponding to UMP2 exhibits two discontinuities near the
equilibrium region. The composite method improves the
behavior around the equilibrium region, however, it de-
teriorates away from the equilibrium region. In compar-
ison, both the relaxed and unrelaxed versions of UMP-
CCSD remove the discontinuities in the PEC.
Computing the binding energy difference curves in

Fig. 5 (top panel) shows two derivative discontinuities
in the UMP2 curve and multiple derivative discontinu-
ities in the composite method’s curve. The latter can
be attributed to the composite method inheriting dis-
continuities from the individual computations; for the
CO molecule, we see that multiple discontinuities appear
at different bond distances for different basis sets, see
“UMP2 (large)” and “UMP2 (small)” graphs in Fig. 8.
Using the unrelaxed version of UMP-CCSD, we observe
one derivative discontinuity, which can be lifted by in-
cluding orbital relaxations.
We also calculate the spectroscopic parameters Re, ωe

and ωexe for the carbon monoxide molecule, which are
listed in Table III. Compared to the preceding N2 exam-
ple, we note that the composite method shows noticeable
improvement over UMP2 for all computed quantities. We
attribute this to the qualitative agreement of the com-
posite method’s PEC with the PEC of UCCSD near the
equilibrium region, see Fig. 9, as well as the fact that the
discontinuities appear further away from the equilibrium.
We still observe that Re and ωe are best reproduced with
the UMP-CCSD method, showing a consistent improve-
ment over the composite method.
In the bottom panel of Fig. 5, we plot the error in

the binding energy of UMP-CCSD and the composite
method relative to UCCSD. Similar to our observations
in the N2 example, we find that for the carbon monoxide
molecule, we do not lose accuracy when enlarging the
basis set from aug-cc-pCVDZ and aug-cc-pCVTZ. The
error curves for both basis sets agree satisfactorily with
each other (within 1 kcal/mol). Additionally, we have
compared the relative accuracy of the composite scheme,
i.e. the uncoupled version of the embedding scheme, on
the same plot. For this scheme, the extent of agreement
varies across the potential energy curve (PEC), and it is
quantitatively worse than the UMP-CCSD method.

B. W4 Dataset:

We now investigate the accuracy of the current method
on thermochemical energy differences using the well-
known W4-11 [43] dataset. This dataset consists of var-
ious chemical reactions of a total of 152 molecules and
atoms from the 1st, 2nd and 3rd row of the periodic ta-
ble. Most of the species in this dataset can be char-
acterized as single reference (SR) systems, except for a
small number of multi-reference (MR) characters. We
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Figure 5. Binding energy differences w.r.t. UCCSD along a
PEC for CO. DZ and TZ are abbreviations for aug-cc-pCVDZ
and aug-cc-pCVTZ basis sets respectively.

Method ∆Re ∆ωe ∆ωexe

(in Å) (in cm−1) (in cm−1)

UMP2 0.0101 -105.82 1.221

Composite 0.0017 -12.76 -0.0878

UMP-CCSD (C) 0.0007 -6.73 -0.1200

UMP-CCSD (C)(relaxed) 0.0005 -4.65 0.0817

Table III. Spectroscopic parameters of CO evaluated in aug-
cc-pCVTZ basis set. We reported the difference to the
UCCSD results for all spectroscopic parameters. Note that
“(C)” in “UMP-CCSD (C)”, stands for the active choice de-
fined in Table I.

compute all the SR systems in this dataset, for which
UCCSD serves as the benchmark results. The MR sys-
tems are less accurately described than the SR systems
when treated with UCCSD [44], we therefore do not in-
clude them in our comparison. In total, we compute 140
atomization energies (TAE) and bond dissociation ener-

gies (BDE), 20 isomerization energies (ISO), 505 heavy
atom transfer (HAT), and 13 nucleophilic substitution
(SN) reactions. We note that the benchmarks for the
SR problems in this dataset can be computed to chemi-
cal accuracy using CCSD(T) or even beyond. However,
we here employ the dataset to investigate the accuracy
of (relaxed) UMP-CCSD relative to UCCSD in the cc-
pCVTZ basis set. To that end, we compare UMP2, the
composite method and relaxed UMP-CCSD to UCCSD.
For the choice of active space, valence occupied and va-
lence virtual orbitals are augmented with an additional
atomic orbital shell to expand the active virtual orbital
space. This implies that for the elements in the second
row 2s, 2p, 3s, 3p and 3d orbitals are considered within
the active space, and for the elements in the third row
2s, 2p, 3s, 3p, 3d, 4s, 4p orbitals are considered. To
achieve this goal, we have chosen cc-pVDZ as the small
basis reference for IAO construction for all the atoms.
Figure 6 shows violin plots of the absolute errors rel-

ative to UCCSD for different thermochemical reactions.
We observe that the mean absolute error (MAE) in UMP-
CCSD has significantly improved compared to UMP2 for
all tested reactions. Moreover, we observe that UMP-
CCSD, on average, provides a significant improvement
over the results computed with the composite method.
We emphasize that the MAE of UMP-CCSD is within
chemical accuracy for all the reactions considered in this
study. Additionally, we observe that the maximal spread
of the deviation is also much more favorable for UMP-
CCSD in comparison to the other methods considered.

V. CONCLUSION:

We have proposed and numerically scrutinized a new
quantum embedding scheme – named MP-CC – where
the local/fragment problem is solved with the coupled
cluster (CC) level, and the environment problem is solved
at a level similar to the Møller–Plesset (MP) perturba-
tion theory. Instead of constructing a density matrix
or Green’s function at the CC level, the proposed em-
bedding scheme relies only on the cluster amplitudes
to separate the environment and the fragment problem.
The self-consistency in the whole procedure is ensured by
defining a set of amplitude equations coupling the frag-
ment and the environment. In particular, we do not need
to construct a hybridization term between these two lay-
ers to take “environment fluctuations” into account. In-
stead, a class of amplitudes, TM that couples those two
layers is self-consistently solved. Furthermore, the inter-
action term for the fragment problem is renormalized by
the amplitudes from a low-level method describing the
environment problem.
This work provides a general framework allowing the

use of different low-level methods for computing the en-
vironment problem, while the high-level method for the
fragment problem remains fixed as a CC method. In
this work, we have proposed and compared two different
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Figure 6. Violin plot of the errors of UMP2, UMP-CCSD,
and composite method compared to the corresponding CCSD
results for various thermochemical reactions with W4-11
dataset in cc-pCVTZ basis set. The different panels show
a) the total atomization energy, b) the isomerization energy,
c) the bond dissociation energy, d) the nucleophilic substitu-
tion reaction energy, and e) the heavy atom transfer energy.

heuristics for the low-level method: one without orbital
relaxation and one with orbital relaxation. We have ob-
served that the unrelaxed version of the low-level method
noticeably improves upon the UMP2 method as well as
the composite method by removing discontinuities in di-
atomic PECs of the N2 and CO molecules. The relaxed
version of the low-level method further improves upon
the unrelaxed one by removing a derivative discontinuity
in the error curve relative to UCCSD results, thus making
it qualitatively similar to the CCSD method. Although
the composite method (or the uncoupled version of the
embedding method considered in this work) numerically
improves upon the UMP2 method, it inherits qualitative
failures of the UMP2 method. In particular, it shows dis-
continuities in the symmetry-breaking regions, making it
unreliable over a PEC. A significant finding of our work is

that we achieve similar accuracy for a fixed active space
size when the basis set size is increased, which can gen-
erally not be guaranteed for embedding methods. This
observation holds for the relaxed version of our method
where we allow coupling between the system and the en-
vironment layers.
We have moreover investigated the reliability of the

proposed orbital relaxed UMP-CCSD method for single
reference systems in the W4-11 thermochemistry dataset.
Our investigations show that UMP-CCSD reproduces, on
average, the UCCSD results for the single reference sys-
tems in the W4-11 thermochemistry dataset to chemical
accuracy.
For future works, it will be interesting to investi-

gate other heuristics for the low-level method, e.g.,
Brillouin-Wigner perturbation theory (BWPT) [45], ran-
dom phase approximation (RPA) or ring coupled clus-
ter doubles (r-CCD). A preliminary analysis has shown
that the current method has a favorable scaling when
including triples amplitudes; we will investigate if UMP-
CCSDT also reproduces UCCSDT results with similar
accuracy, as reported in this UMP-CCSD study. For
the current formulation, there is an unfavorable scaling
(O(n2

vn
2
ono,actnv,act)) when the renormalized interaction

is built before solving the fragment amplitude equations
(see Fig. 1). In the future, we plan to explore approxima-
tion schemes to construct the renormalized interaction,
such that we can achieve even lower polynomial scaling
for the full scheme. Such construction will also facilitate
working out an efficient multi-fragment approach, which
is commonly employed by embedding approaches such
as LASSCF [46–49], DMET [41, 50–53], SEET [54, 55],
DMFT [56–58] or g-RISB [59, 60]. Moreover, we have not
utilized any efficient local correlation ideas to reduce the
complexity further—this is another objective for future
works.
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Appendix A: Comparison with the MLCC method

In the multi-level CC (MLCC) method, Koch and co-workers defined a wave function ansatz

|Ψ⟩ = eX |Φ0⟩; X = T1 + T act
2 + T inact

2 (A1)

where, T1 is both an active and inactive set of singles amplitudes, T act
2 , and T inact

2 stand for active, and inactive
doubles amplitudes. Then to derive the inactive projection equations as in Eq. (8), they assign a perturbative order
for T inact

2 , but the rest are treated in all orders. Furthermore, the projection equation for inactive T1 amplitudes is
the same as CC amplitude equations, but the one for T inact

2 is truncated at the first order. The projection equations
for T2 active amplitudes do not differ from CC. This scheme is similar to using CC2 [31] equations for the inactive
amplitudes. Then, to include triples excitation, they augment X with active triples amplitudes, T act

3 . Therefore,
their treatment of the doubles and triples amplitudes are not on the same footing. With this ansatz their low-level
projection equations contain singles and doubles equations, but no triples equations. When triples are included in
that work, both for the singles and doubles equations, there is a [V, T3] term. But because of the active restriction in
T3, it maximally scales as n3

v,actn
3
o,actnv.

Our projection equations for the active amplitudes are full CC amplitude equations similar to the MLCC method,
but the inactive projection equations are derived differently than that method. We don’t define a wave function ansatz
for the total problem but tried to pick a subset of terms/diagrams from the full set of terms of the CC amplitude
equation. This subset of terms is chosen based on a certain heuristic that ensures the low-scaling nature of the inactive
amplitude equation. It allows us to choose a projection equation like Eqs. (12) and (13), where we have truncated both
the singles and doubles equations at the same order of perturbation, unlike the CC2 projection equations. This choice
produces a minimal model that can induce orbital relaxation for the environment when the active space/fragment T1

amplitudes become nonzero. When we include active T3 equations for the fragment, it does not give rise to any new
sets of inactive T3 amplitudes because of the lack of [V, T3] or [V, T2] terms which are second-order terms (note that,
the perturbative order argument here is different that the Møller-Plesset perturbation series as we treat T1 amplitudes
to all order for the low-level method). Therefore, with our approach when triples are included, the complexity of the
low-level equations doesn’t increase compared to the singles-doubles equations.

Appendix B: Additional plots

We have added Fig. 7 and 8 to aid the analysis of composite method over the PEC of N2 and CO respectively.
Additionally, Fig. 9 was added to show the section of PEC of CO where multiple discontinuities arise for the UMP2
method and the composite method.
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Figure 7. Correlation energy differences w.r.t. UCCSD in aug-cc-pCVDZ basis set along a PEC for N2. large and small basis
sets stand for aug-cc-pCVDZ and SVP respectively.

Figure 8. Correlation energy differences w.r.t. UCCSD in aug-cc-pVDZ basis set along a PEC for CO. large and small basis
sets stand for aug-cc-pCVDZ and cc-pVDZ respectively.

Figure 9. Correlation energy differences w.r.t. UCCSD in aug-cc-pCVDZ basis set along a PEC for CO. large and small basis
sets stand for aug-cc-pVDZ and DZ respectively.
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