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An efficient implementation for approximate inclusion of the three-body operator arising in transcorrelated
methods via exclusion of explicit three-body components (xTC) is presented and tested against results in the
“HEAT” benchmark set [A. Tajti et al., J. Chem. Phys. 121, 11599 (2004)]. Using relatively modest basis
sets and computationally simple methods, total, atomization, and formation energies within near-chemical
accuracy from HEAT results were obtained. The xTC ansatz reduces the nominal scaling of the three-body
part of transcorrelation by two orders of magnitude to O(N5) and can readily be used with almost any
quantum chemical correlation method.

I. INTRODUCTION

Achieving chemical accuracy in computational quan-
tum chemistry calculations is still a significant challenge
for all but the most simple systems. Convergence of the
correlation energy with basis set size is often slow and
high-quality correlation methods are required to obtain
accurate results, leading to rapidly escalating computa-
tional cost.

One of the reasons for the slow convergence of the en-
ergy with the size of the basis set are the discontinuities
in the first derivative of the wave function at the electron
coalescence points rij = 0, i.e., the Kato cusp.1 Explicitly
correlated methods aim to address this issue by introduc-
ing explicit dependence on the inter-electronic distances
into the wave function, leading to significantly improved
convergence to the basis set limit.2–30 However, extension
to higher-order methods is non-trivial.

Alternatively, the electronic wavefunction Ψ can be
factorized into a Jastrow factor eτ and a smoother func-
tion Φ

Ψ = eτΦ (1)

with the correlation factor

τ =
∑
i<j

u(ri, rj) (2)

describing the correlation of the electron pairs via the
symmetric functions u(ri, rj).

31 Transferring the Jastrow
factor to the Hamiltonian via a similarity transformation

e−τHeτΦ = H̃Φ = EΦ (3)

gives rise to the non-hermitian transcorrelated Hamil-
tonian, H̃. The transcorrelated ansatz was pioneered
by Boys and Handy32 and has seen renewed interest in
recent years.33–56 Compared to the explicitly correlated

methods, the transcorrelated ansatz has the advantage
that it not only improves the basis set convergence, but
also the quality of the underlying correlation method.

A major bottleneck of transcorrelated methods is the
calculation of the three-body integrals arising from the
similarity transformation of the Hamiltonian. Further,
they require the implementation of additional modifica-
tions in the subsequent correlation methods that cost
both additional CPU and developer time. Recently, ap-
proximate transcorrelated coupled cluster57–59 and dis-
tinguishable cluster60–64 methods that drop the pure
three-body part of the normal ordered similarity trans-
formed Hamiltonian have been proposed and shown to
introduce only negligible errors in the final energies for
atoms and molecules53,56 as well as the three-dimensional
uniform electron gas52. However, explicit calculation of
the costly three-body integrals via numerical integration
was still required.

In this work, we introduce an efficient algorithm for the
inclusion of the transcorrelated three-body operator ex-
cluding explicit three-body components (xTC) via modi-
fications of the zero, one- and two-body integrals. Instead
of calculating the three-body integrals explicitly, the cor-
rections to the integrals are obtained directly from the
intermediates of the numerical integration, leading to a
reduction of the scaling of the matrix-element evaluation
stage by two orders of magnitude with respect to a näıve
implementation. Extensive benchmarking results using
different correlation methods, basis sets and additional
approximations are presented.

The paper is organized as follows. In section II we
will derive the working equations for the xTC ansatz in
spin-orbital basis. Section III shows the results of the
benchmarking calculations. Section IV will offer a brief
summary of the results. Finally, spin-integrated working
equations are shown in the appendix.
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II. THEORY

A. Transcorrelation

The transcorrelated Hamiltonian in second quantiza-
tion is

H̃ =hQ
P a

P
Q +

1

2
(V QS

PR −KQS
PR)a

PR
QS

− 1

6
LQSU
PRTa

PRT
QSU + Enuc (4)

where P , Q, R, ... are general spin-orbital indices and

aPQ = aPaQ = a†PaQ (5a)

aPR
QS = aPaRaSaQ (5b)

aPRT
QSU = aPaRaTaUaSaQ. (5c)

are products of creation and annihilation operators. Note
that here and throughout the article we use the Einstein
convention, i.e., we implicitly sum over repeated indices
on the right hand side of the equation as long as they do
not appear on the left hand side.

In addition to the standard integrals

hQ
P = ⟨P |h|Q⟩ (6a)

V QS
PR = ⟨PR|QS⟩ = (PQ|RS), (6b)

the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff expansion of the simi-
larity transformed Hamiltonian gives rise to the non-
hermitian two-body integrals

KQS
PR =

1

2
⟨PR|P1

2 (∇2
1u(r1, r2) + (∇1u(r1, r2))

2

+ 2∇1u(r1, r2) · ∇1)|QS⟩ (7)

and the three-body integrals

LQSU
PRT = ⟨PRT |P1

2,3(∇1u(r1, r2)

· ∇1u(r1, r3))|QSU⟩ (8)

where we have used the symmetric permutation operators

P1
2f(1, 2) = f(1, 2) + f(2, 1) (9a)

P1
2,3f(1, 2, 3) = f(1, 2, 3) + f(2, 1, 3)

+ f(3, 2, 1). (9b)

Aside from evaluation of the costly three-body inte-
grals, inclusion of the three-body operator LN requires
modification of any theory using transcorrelation to in-
clude terms interacting with a three-body operator in the
Hamiltonian. In order to find approximations that will
solve these issues, we will first introduce normal ordering
in the next section.

B. Generalized normal ordering

Instead of defining normal-order with respect to a sin-
gle determinant, Kutzelnigg and Mukherjee proposed a
generalized normal ordering with respect to an arbitrary
reference function |Φ0⟩.65,66

In the general normal ordering, the antisymmetrized
products of Kronecker deltas are replaced by the density
matrices of the reference function

γP...
Q... = ⟨Φ0|aP...

Q...|Φ0⟩. (10)

For a three-body operator, this yields

aPRT
QSU =ãPRT

QSU +
∑

(−1)PγP
Q ãRT

SU

+
∑

(−1)PγPR
QS ã

T
U + γPRT

QSU (11)

with ã being normal ordered operators and the sums go-
ing over all nine non-redundant permutations of (PRT)
and (QSU) with the appropriate sign.

Introducing the combined two-electron integrals

UQS
PR = V QS

PR −KQS
PR (12)

the normal ordered Hamiltonian can be separated into
effective one-, two- and three-body operators

H̃N = H̃ − ⟨Φ0|H̃|Φ0⟩ =FN + VN + LN (13)

with

FN =

[
hQ
P +

(
UQS
PR − USQ

PR

)
γR
S

− 1

2

(
LQSU
PRT − LSQU

PRT − LUSQ
PRT

)
γRT
SU

]
ãPQ (14a)

VN =
1

2

[
UQS
PR −

(
LQSU
PRT

− LQUS
PRT − LUSQ

PRT

)
γT
U

]
ãPR
QS (14b)

LN = −1

6
LQSU
PRT ã

PRT
QSU (14c)

C. The xTC approximation: excluding explicit three-body
components

We can now exclude the explicit three-body compo-
nents LN (xTC) and incorporate the remaining 3-body
contributions via a change of the two-, one- and zero-
body integrals.

ŪQS
PR ← UQS

PR +∆UQS
PR (15a)

h̄Q
P ← hQ

P +∆hQ
P (15b)
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Ēnuc ← Enuc + ⟨Φ0|L|Φ0⟩ (15c)

Neglect of the pure normal ordered three-body operator
eq. (14c) has been shown to introduce only minor errors,
even for normal ordering with respect to the Hartree-Fock
determinant.53,56

The correction to the two-electron integrals is trivially
obtained as

∆UQS
PR = −

(
LQSU
PRT − LQUS

PRT − LUSQ
PRT

)
γT
U . (16)

Inserting Ū instead of U into FN yields a new generalized
Fock-operator

F ′
N =

[
hQ
P+

(
UQS
PR − USQ

PR

)
γR
S

+
(
LQSU
PRT − LSQU

PRT − LUSQ
PRT

)
×
(
− γR

S γ
T
U + γR

U γ
T
S −

1

2
γRT
SU

)]
ãPQ (17)

that differs from the original generalized Fock-operator
FN according to

FN = F ′
N−

(
LQSU
PRT − LSQU

PRT − LUSQ
PRT

)
×
(
− γR

S γ
T
U + γR

U γ
T
S

)
)ãPQ. (18)

In order to ensure that the generalized Fock-operator
remains invariant with respect to the change in integrals,

we combine the correction of the change due to ∆UQS
PR

in FN with the one-body correction arising due to the
normal ordering of the three-body operator to obtain

∆hQ
P =

(
LQSU
PRT − LSQU

PRT − LUSQ
PRT

)
×
(
γR
S γ

T
U − γR

U γ
T
S −

1

2
γRT
SU

)
. (19)

The zero-body correction is simply the expectation
value of the three-body operator

⟨Φ0|L|Φ0⟩ = −
1

6
LQSU
PRT γ

PRT
QSU . (20)

So far these equations are valid for an arbitrary refer-
ence function |Φ0⟩. In the next section we will show how
a single-determinant reference function greatly simplifies
the equations.

D. Single determinant case

If the reference function |Φ0⟩ is a single determinant,
the higher order density matrices are simply antisym-
metrized products of the one-body density matrix

γPR...
QS... = A(γP

QγR
S ...). (21)

In this case, the one- and zero-body corrections are
trivially obtained from contraction of the higher-body

correction with the one-body density matrix

∆hQ
P =

1

2

(
LQSU
PRT − LSQU

PRT − LUSQ
PRT

)
×

(
γR
S γ

T
U − γR

U γ
T
S

)
=− 1

2

(
∆UQS

PR −∆USQ
PR

)
γR
S (22)

⟨Φ0|L|Φ0⟩ = −
1

3
∆hQ

P γ
P
Q (23)

While these two equations are only exact for a single-
determinant reference, they can still be used approx-
imately with correlated densities (i.e., negelectng the
higher order cumulants in the cumulant expansion of the
respective density65,66), which offers the potential for ad-
ditional flexibility in the xTC ansatz.
The equations given above still require explicit calcula-

tion of the L-matrix. In the next section we will describe
how we can obtain the corrections in (15) without the
need of costly six-index intermediates.

E. Decomposition of two-body correction

In our implementation47, the three-body integrals are
obtained via numerical integration over the grid points
xi with the weights wi

LQSU
PRT = P

(PQ)
(RS),(TU)

∑
i

wiϕ
∗
P (i)V

S
R(i) ·VU

T (i)ϕ
Q(i)

(24)

and the intermediate

VS
R(i) =

∑
j

wjϕ
∗
R(j)

(
∇u(ri, rj)

)
ϕS(j). (25)

We use boldface here to indicate that VS
R(i) and some of

the following intermediates are three-dimensional spatial
vectors and use the scalar product to indicate contraction
over the spatial coordinates.
Making use of the decomposition eq. (24) allows us to

avoid calculation of the three-body integrals entirely and
instead calculate ∆U directly. By inserting eq. (21) into
eq. (16) and changing the order of summation, we obtain

∆UQS
PR = −P(PQ)

(RS)

(
ρQP (i)A

S
R(i) +VQ

P (i) ·B
S
R(i)

)
(26)

with the intermediates

ρQP (i) = wiϕ
∗
P (i)ϕ

Q(i) (27a)

AS
R(i) = Ṽ S

R (i)− Z̃S
R(i) (27b)

Ṽ S
R (i) = W(i) ·VS

R(i) (27c)
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W(i) = VU
T (i)γ

T
U (27d)

Z̃S
R(i) = VU

R(i) ·XS
U (i) (27e)

XS
U (i) = VS

T (i)γ
T
U (27f)

BS
R(i) =

1

2
W̃ (i)VS

R(i)− ZS
R(i) (27g)

W̃ (i) = ρUT (i)γ
T
U (27h)

ZS
R(i) = ρUR(i)X

S
U (i) +YT

R(i)ρ
S
T (i) (27i)

YT
R(i) = VU

R(i)γ
T
U (27j)

Whereas the formal scaling of evaluation of the three-
body integrals is of order N6

orbNgrid, the most expensive
step of the xTC ansatz presented here, i.e., the assem-
bly of the two-body correction eq. (26), scales only as
N4

orbNgrid.

III. RESULTS

A. Computational details

The “HEAT” series of papers67–70 provide bechmark-
quality energetics for 31 atoms and molecules obtained
with computationally expensive, accurate correlation
methods and large basis sets, employing basis-set extrap-
olation to produce the final results. We compute the
total, atomization, and formation energies of these sys-
tems using the transcorrelation ansatz excluding explicit
three-body components (xTC) with moderate basis-set
sizes without extrapolation and compare them against
the corresponding nonrelativistic electronic energies from
HEAT, reported as Hartree-Fock and correlation energy
contributions in Table I of Ref. 67, which we treat as
“exact” values.

Note that carbon is a solid under standard conditions,
so “proper” formation energies of compounds contain-
ing carbon atoms cannot be calculated from our results.
For the purpose of comparing with Table III of Ref. 67
we compute formation energies with respect to carbon
monoxide instead, e.g., the formation energy for C2H2 is
obtained from the reaction

2CO +H2 → C2H2 + 2O . (28)

Table I lists all reactions considered in the evaluation of
formation energies.

For the Jastrow factors, we employ the Drummond-
Towler-Needs form

u(ri, rj) =v(rij) +
1

Nel − 1

∑
I

[
χ(riI) + χ(rjI)

]
+ f(rij , riI , rjI) (29)

TABLE I. Chemical reactions used for formation energies.

CO - O → C
1
2
F2 → F

1
2
H2 → H

1
2
N2 → N

1
2
O2 → O

2CO - 2O + H2 → C2H2

2CO - 2O + 1
2
H2 → CCH

CO - O + H2 → CH2

CO - O + 1
2
H2 → CH

CO - O + 3
2
H2 → CH3

CO - O + O2 → CO2

H2 + O2 → H2O2

H2 + 1
2
O2 → H2O

CO - O + 1
2
H2 + 1

2
O2 → HCO

1
2
H2 + 1

2
F2 → HF

1
2
H2 + O2 → HO2

1
2
N2 + 1

2
O2 → NO

1
2
H2 + 1

2
O2 → OH

1
2
H2 + 1

2
N2 + 1

2
O2 → HNO

CO - O + 1
2
N2 → CN

1
2
H2 + CO - O + 1

2
N2 → HCN

CO - O + 1
2
F2 → CF

1
2
N2 + H2 → NH2

1
2
N2 + 3

2
H2 → NH3

1
2
N2 + 1

2
H2 → NH

1
2
O2 + 1

2
F2 → OF

with electron-electron, electron-nucleus, and electron-
electron-nucleus contributions v, χ, and f , respectively,
expanded in natural powers.71,72 The Jastrow functions
have been optimized by minimizing the variance of the
reference energy within variational Monte Carlo, with the
details being described elsewhere.55

Numerical quadrature over the direct product of atom
centered grids built from Treutler-Ahlrichs radial grids
and Lebedev angular grids obtained from PySCF has
been employed.73 We observe that results are essen-
tially converged for grid level 2 (see supplementary ma-
terial) and this is the choice we have used throughout
the paper. Final results were obtained using unrestriced
coupled cluster (CC) and distinguishable cluster (DC)
methods implemented in the Molpro quantum chemistry
package.74

In the following, we investigate the quality of the en-
ergies obtained with different coupled cluster based cor-
relation methods as well as different types and sizes of
basis sets. A comparison to the well established explic-
itly correlated methods represented by the F12a approx-
imation with the diagonal ansatz 3C(D) as implemented
in Molpro75–78 has been included as well. Finally, we in-
vestigate the effect of further approximations to the xTC
ansatz itself. Unless otherwise specified, the density ma-
trix used in the xTC contractions is the HF density as
described in appendix A for open-shell molecules and ap-
pendix B for closed-shell molecules, which corresponds
to approximation B in previous work.53,56 Furthermote,



5

if not otherwise indicated, all-electron calculations have
been carried out.

In order to simplify the comparison, we will only
present the signed mean error (ME), standard deviation
(STD) and maximum error (MaxE) for total energies and
the mean absolute error (MAE), root mean square error
(RMSE) and MaxE for relative energies in the body of
this work. Individual results and additional figures can
be found in the supplementary material.

B. Method dependence

The results for transcorrelated and explicitly corre-
lated F12a methods are shown in Table II and Fig-
ures 1, 2 and 3. Additionally, the variational Monte-
Carlo (VMC) energies obtained in the Jastrow optimiza-
tion as well as the mean-field energies obtained with the
xTC integrals (xTC-HF) have been included in Table II.
Note that we have used CCSDT instead of CCSD(T)
for the transcorrelated calculations since use of the xTC
ansatz would require an iterative approach to the per-
turbative inclusion of the triples. Furthermore, there are
several possibilities for non-iterative (T) corrections in
transcorrelated methods, which will be investigated in a
separate publication.

For total energies, transcorelated methods are on av-
erage by a factor of roughly two closer to the HEAT
reference than the respective explicitly correlated meth-
ods. For relative energies however, the F12a methods
benefit to a much larger degree from error compensa-
tion than the transcorrelated methods. Nevertheless,
xTC-CCSD and xTC-DCSD on average still perform bet-
ter than their explicitly correlated counterparts. While
CCSD is unable to provide satisfactory results both with
the transcorralated and the explicitly correlated ansatz,
DCSD performs significantly better. xTC-DCSD in par-
ticular yields average errors close to or even within chem-
ical accuracy (1 kcal/mol = 4.2 kJ/mol = 1.6 mhartree)
that are however still about twice as large as those of
CCSD(T)-F12a. Nevertheless, it provides a reasonable
compromise between accuracy and computational cost.
xTC-CCSDT further improves both absolute and rela-
tive energies compared to xTC-DCSD, so the success of
xTC-DCSD is unlikely to be due to fortuitous error com-
pensation alone. CCSD(T)-F12a emerges as the over-
all best method for the treatment of relative energies,
with xTC-CCSDT yielding slightly worse results for at-
omization energies and almost identical results for for-
mation energies. However, unlike CCSD(T)-F12a where
explicit correlation in the triples part enters only implic-
itly via the doubles, inclusion of explicit correlation via
xTC for higher order excitations is trivial in xTC-CCSDT
and subsequent non-perturbative methods in the coupled
cluster hierarchy and comes with no additional compu-
tational cost beyond generation of the xTC integrals.

C. Cardinal number and diffuse functions

A comparison of the results for xTC-DCSD with the
basis sets cc-pVXZ and aug-cc-pVXZ (X = D, T, Q)79

can be found in Table III. The total energies become
progressively better with increasing cardinal number, but
on average do not reach mhartree accuracy. Inclusion of
diffuse functions further improves the results for the total
energies, but the average errors remain larger than for
the unaugmented basis set with the next higher cardinal
number.
This clear trend does not translate to the atomization

and formation energies. The double zeta basis sets yield
results with average errors of up to roughly ten times
chemical accuracy and are therefore clearly unsuitable.
Triple zeta basis sets on the other hand are already able
to achieve chemical accuracy for many molecules, espe-
cially if diffuse functions are included. However, despite
the further improvement in the total energies for quadru-
ple zeta basis sets, no further improvement in the relative
energies is observed. Instead, the results become slightly
worse while still remaining close to chemical accuracy,
indicating that we benefit from favorable error compen-
sation for the triple zeta basis sets.

D. Core correlated basis sets

The results for the use of the core-correlated basis
sets cc-pwCVXZ and aug-cc-pwCVXZ (X = D, T)80 are
shown in Table IV. For double zeta basis sets, we see
improvement in both total and relative energies, but not
nearly enough to justify their use. For triple zeta basis
sets, the total energies improve compared to the respec-
tive basis sets without additional core functions. For at-
omization energies however, use of core-correlated basis
sets leads to larger errors outside of chemical accuracy
and aug-cc-pVTZ results remain closest to the reference
for the systems under investigation. For formation ener-
gies, the deterioration of results is less pronounced and
the results remain close to chemical accuracy.

E. Effect of F12 basis sets

Results for the basis sets cc-pVXZ-F12 and aug-cc-
pVXZ-F12 (X = D, T)81,82 optimized for use with explic-
itly correlated methods are shown in Table V. While total
energies are greatly improved compared to the respective
basis sets discussed previously, the relative energies paint
an ambiguous picture. Atomization and formation ener-
gies for double zeta basis sets are greatly enhanced but
still far from chemical accuracy. For triple zeta basis sets
however we observe slight deterioration of the results de-
spite the more accurate total energies. Therefore, we
come to the conclusion that the triple zeta F12 basis sets
offer no advantage here compared to the smaller aug-cc-
pVTZ basis set.
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FIG. 1. Method dependence of total energies (aug-cc-pVTZ) compared to HEAT. Dotted lines indicate chemical accuracy.
The shaded area corresponds to the sum of gaussians centered at the data points with the width of the gaussians chosen such
that equidistantly distributed gaussians would be contained to 95% in the corresponding segment.

TABLE II. Method dependence of energies (aug-cc-pVTZ) compared to HEAT.

Etot (mhartee) ∆Eat (kJ/mol) ∆Eform (kJ/mol)
ME STD MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE

CCSD-F12a 28.5 16.3 62.5 23.91 28.34 -53.47 15.21 18.58 -33.18
DCSD-F12a 20.0 10.9 44.0 7.82 9.50 -23.13 5.42 7.32 -15.47

CCSD(T)-F12a 16.4 8.7 32.9 1.47 1.90 -4.01 1.60 1.89 -4.37
VMC 105.3 61.9 206.1 102.50 126.81 -221.50 88.67 105.30 -204.19

xTC-HF 181.2 105.3 373.5 193.37 230.16 -374.34 143.38 166.77 -285.83
xTC-CCSD 13.3 8.9 30.9 11.36 14.17 -27.62 10.99 12.87 -24.21
xTC-DCSD 9.4 6.6 25.7 2.69 3.35 -8.49 3.47 4.39 -10.16

xTC-CCSDT 8.2 6.0 24.7 2.27 2.58 5.88 1.48 1.82 -3.94

F. Frozen core approximation

An obvious approach to reduce the cost of the calcula-
tion is the frozen core approximation. The orbitals can
be frozen either before generating the additional inte-
grals (FC-xTC) or after calculating the xTC corrections
(xTC-FC).

In the first approach, we employ the standard frozen
core approximation after evaluation of the one- and two-
electron integrals eqs. (6a) and (6b), respectively, and
evaluate the transcorrelated integrals only for the re-
maining orbital space. However, this means that we sim-
ply dismiss the contribution of the core orbitals to the
transcorrelation ansatz.
For the xTC-FC approach on the other hand, we first
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FIG. 2. Method dependence of atomization energies (aug-cc-pVTZ) compared to HEAT. Dotted lines indicate chemical
accuracy. The shaded area corresponds to the sum of gaussians centered at the data points with the width of the gaussians
chosen such that equidistantly distributed gaussians would be contained to 95% in the corresponding segment.

TABLE III. Basis set dependence of xTC-DCSD energies compared to HEAT.

Etot (mhartee) ∆Eat (kJ/mol) ∆Eform (kJ/mol)
ME STD MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE

cc-pVDZ 64.7 39.5 148.5 41.26 45.67 -74.59 20.20 23.63 -44.96
aug-cc-pVDZ 49.0 29.7 108.1 31.18 36.51 -69.50 18.69 24.15 -51.58

cc-pVTZ 13.7 9.1 35.4 5.59 6.39 -11.37 3.97 4.73 -9.36
aug-cc-pVTZ 9.4 6.6 25.7 2.69 3.35 -8.49 3.47 4.39 -10.16

cc-pVQZ 3.6 2.8 8.6 6.00 6.90 -13.14 4.13 5.31 -11.76
aug-cc-pVQZ 2.8 2.3 7.5 5.01 6.13 -13.40 3.91 5.31 -12.30

TABLE IV. Effect of core-correlated basis sets on xTC-DCSD energies compared to HEAT.

Etot (mhartee) ∆Eat (kJ/mol) ∆Eform (kJ/mol)
ME STD MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE

cc-pwCVDZ 55.1 36.2 135.9 40.41 45.42 -81.43 20.27 23.50 -42.29
aug-cc-pwCVDZ 39.7 26.1 95.9 30.64 35.71 -67.56 17.83 22.71 -47.84

cc-pVTZ 13.7 9.1 35.4 5.59 6.39 -11.37 3.97 4.73 -9.36
aug-cc-pVTZ 9.4 6.6 25.7 2.69 3.35 -8.49 3.47 4.39 -10.16
cc-pwCVTZ 11.5 7.7 29.2 8.36 9.39 -15.35 4.49 5.15 -10.37

aug-cc-pwCVTZ 7.7 5.4 20.3 5.28 7.24 -17.02 4.40 5.98 -13.06
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FIG. 3. Method dependence of formation energies (aug-cc-pVTZ) compared to HEAT. Dotted lines indicate chemical accuracy.
The shaded area corresponds to the sum of gaussians centered at the data points with the width of the gaussians chosen such
that equidistantly distributed gaussians would be contained to 95% in the corresponding segment.

TABLE V. Effect of F12 basis sets on xTC-DCSD energies compared to HEAT.

Etot (mhartee) ∆Eat (kJ/mol) ∆Eform (kJ/mol)
ME STD MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE

cc-pVDZ-F12 23.8 15.8 57.0 18.57 22.94 -50.61 11.02 14.85 -31.19
aug-cc-pVDZ-F12 23.2 15.5 55.8 17.99 22.41 -50.94 11.54 15.39 -31.55

cc-pVTZ 13.7 9.1 35.4 5.59 6.39 -11.37 3.97 4.73 -9.36
aug-cc-pVTZ 9.4 6.6 25.7 2.69 3.35 -8.49 3.47 4.39 -10.16
cc-pVTZ-F12 2.6 2.4 7.5 5.13 6.42 -14.36 4.00 5.56 -12.75

aug-cc-pVTZ-F12 2.5 2.4 7.6 4.71 6.00 -14.03 3.83 5.37 -12.48

TABLE VI. Effect of frozen core approximation on energies (aug-cc-pVTZ) compared to HEAT.

Etot (mhartee) ∆Eat (kJ/mol) ∆Eform (kJ/mol)
ME STD MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE

FC-xTC-DCSD 102.0 48.0 210.3 9.65 13.02 -26.18 6.27 8.19 -19.72
xTC-FC-DCSD 11.3 6.7 25.8 3.79 5.06 -12.13 3.68 4.80 -12.02

xTC-DCSD 9.4 6.6 25.7 2.69 3.35 -8.49 3.47 4.39 -10.16
FC-DCSD-F12a 98.7 46.9 204.9 12.79 15.16 -35.50 6.09 8.13 -19.27

DCSD-F12a 20.0 10.9 44.0 7.82 9.50 -23.13 5.42 7.32 -15.47
FC-CCSD(T)-F12a 95.3 44.4 194.0 5.47 6.53 -12.78 1.91 2.57 -7.05

CCSD(T)-F12a 16.4 8.7 32.9 1.47 1.90 -4.01 1.60 1.89 -4.37
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evaluate the xTC corrections to the integrals and only
afterwards apply the frozen core approximation accord-
ing to the standard equations, leading to inclusion of ad-
ditional correlation arising from the core orbitals. Note
that for xTC-FC, the one-electron integrals are no longer
hermitian due to the contraction and addition of non-
hermitian two-electron integrals onto the one-electron in-
tegrals.

While FC-xTC obviously reduces the cost of the gen-
eration of the transcorrelated integrals, the effect on the
efficiency of the subsequent correlation treatment is iden-
tical for both approaches. Being able to employ the
FC-xTC approach would enable treatment of larger sys-
tems, but that would require the additional correlation
included in xTC-FC via the transcorrelated integrals to
be negligible.

The results for both approaches can be found in
Table VI together with results for DCSD-F12a and
CCSD(T)-F12a with and without frozen core approxima-
tion. For all molecules, the 1s-shell was frozen for each
C, N, O and F atom in the respective molecule. The FC-
xTC approximation increases the average error in the
total energies by an order of magnitude and the average
errors in the atomization and formation energies by a fac-
tor of about three and two, respectively. For the F12a
methods use of the frozen core approximation also signif-
icantly deteriorates the quality of the total energies. The
effect on the atomization and formation energies however
is far less severe, showing that the F12 approach benefits
again from excellent error compensation.

The total energies for FC-xTC and the FC-F12a meth-
ods are remarkably close to each other (see also the ad-
ditional data provided in the supplementary material)
despite the all electron calculations providing vastly dif-
ferent results. The xTC-FC approach however introduces
comparatively small errors in both total and relative en-
ergies. This indicates that most of the correlation due
to core-core and core-valence interactions is already in-
cluded in the xTC ansatz and the subsequent correlation
treatment primarily accounts for the valence-valence in-
teractions.

G. Density and orbital choice

The xTC ansatz offers some additional flexibility
through the choice of the density matrix used in the con-
tractions. We are going to investigate three cases: HF or-
bitals with HF density (HF/HF), HF orbitals with DCSD
density (HF/DCSD) and DCSD natural orbitals with
DCSD density (DCSD/DCSD). Furthermore, it would
be appealing to avoid using the restricted open-shell al-
gorithm (appendix A) for open-shell molecules, since it
leads not only to increased computational cost compared
to the restricted closed-shell algorithm (appendix B) but
also to spin-specific one- and two-body integrals, requir-
ing additional storage space and the subsequent corre-
lation methods to be able to handle spin-specific inte-

grals. This can be accomplished by using the density of
an open-shell system as the density in the closed-shell al-
gorithm, which we will refer to as the spin-averaged (SA)
approximation.
The results for the three orbital and density choices

with and without SA approximation are listed in Ta-
ble VII. The orbital and density choice has only a
marginal impact on the total energies. For atomization
and formation energies, HF/DCSD and DCSD/DCSD
yield slightly better or worse results, respectively, on av-
erage. These changes are unlikely to be meaningful and
are likely a result of changes in error cancellation.
Curiously, using the SA approximation does not sig-

nificantly change the quality of either total or relative
energies. It can even lead to slightly better results, as
can be seen for the HF/HF orbital choice using the SA
approximation, which shows the overall best results for
the choices investigated here. Therefore, considering that
other error sources in the current approach lead to signif-
icantly larger deviations, there is no compelling practical
reason not to use the SA approximation.

IV. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We have implemented an approximation to the full
transcorrelation treatment which excludes the full three-
body term of the normal ordered transcorrelated Hamil-
tonian (xTC) and includes the effective zero-, one- and
two-body contributions of the three-body term via modi-
fication of the remaining integrals and the nuclear repul-
sion term. Explicit calculation of three-body integrals
is avoided by obtaining the correction to the integrals
via contractions of a density matrix with the three-index
intermediates for the numerical integration of the three-
body integrals, reducing the scaling by two orders of mag-
nitude while introducing only minor errors.
The scheme presented here has the added benefit of

no longer requiring explicit contractions with the three-
body integrals in the subsequent correlation treatment,
thus removing the need for costly and complicated mod-
ifications in conventional correlation methods in order to
allow the use of the transcorrelated method. In contrast
to F12 methods, inclusion of explicit correlation via xTC
in multireference methods or methods using triples and
higher excitations is therefore trivial as long as one acco-
modates non-hermitian integrals.
Furthermore, unlike the frozen core approximation for

F12 methods, freezing the core orbitals after generation
of the xTC integrals (xTC-FC) allows partial inclusion of
explicit correlation for the core orbitals. This has been
shown to lead to only minor deviations from the all elec-
tron calculations allowing for computational savings in
the subsequent correlation treatment without significant
loss in accuracy.
Benchmark calculations have been carried out on the

molecules of the HEAT set and it has been demonstrated
that chemical accuracy for atomization and formation en-
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TABLE VII. Effect of using spin-averaged (SA) approach for open-shell systems and choice of orbitals and density on xTC-
DCSD energies (aug-cc-pVTZ) compared to HEAT.

Etot (mhartee) ∆Eat (kJ/mol) ∆Eform (kJ/mol)
ME STD MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE MAE RMSE MaxE

HF/HF 9.4 6.6 25.7 2.69 3.35 -8.49 3.47 4.39 -10.16
HF/HF(SA) 9.6 6.5 25.7 2.67 3.09 6.14 2.52 3.02 6.14
HF/DCSD 9.2 6.4 25.1 2.23 2.70 -6.44 3.35 4.22 -8.42

HF/DCSD(SA) 9.4 6.3 25.1 3.28 3.99 8.69 2.38 2.90 7.36
DCSD/DCSD 9.4 6.5 25.4 2.73 3.53 -10.49 4.37 5.65 -12.13

DCSD/DCSD(SA) 9.7 6.4 25.4 2.93 3.53 8.40 3.03 3.82 8.59

ergies is within reach for the comparatively cheap xTC-
DCSD method and the aug-cc-pVTZ basis set. For meth-
ods that do not include triple excitations, results are
generally better than those obtained with the respective
explicitly correlated F12 method while methods that in-
clude triples excitations yield similar results for xTC and
F12. While improving total energies, the more expensive
basis sets (aug-)cc-pVQZ, (aug-)cc-pwCVTZ and (aug-
)cc-pVTZ-F12 fail to show improvement in the relative
energies compared to results obtained with aug-cc-pVTZ.

The xTC ansatz in combination with the DCSD
method enables the application of transcorrelation to sys-
tems of several hundred orbitals at a reasonable compu-
tational cost. Further development should focus on ad-
ditional efficiency improvements and the development of
more balanced Jastrow factors in order to further im-
prove the quality of relative energies. Since the DCSD
method has proven to be less unstable for systems with
strong static correlation than conventional coupled clus-
ter methods, the study of strongly correlated systems
may be an interesting application as well.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Raw data and additional figures can be found in the
supplementary material.
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A. G. Császár, J. Gauss, and J. F. Stanton, J. Chem. Phys. 125,
064108 (2006).

69M. E. Harding, J. Vázquez, B. Ruscic, A. K. Wilson, J. Gauss,
and J. F. Stanton, J. Chem. Phys. 128, 114111 (2008).

70J. H. Thorpe, C. A. Lopez, T. L. Nguyen, J. H. Baraban, D. H.
Bross, B. Ruscic, and J. F. Stanton, J. Chem. Phys. 150, 224102
(2019).

71N. D. Drummond, M. D. Towler, and R. J. Needs, Phys. Rev.
B 70, 235119 (2004).
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Appendix A: Restricted open-shell working equations

Integrating equations (22), (23), (26) and (27) over
spin and assuming use of the same spatial orbitals for α-
and β-spin, we can simplify the working equations. In
our current implementation we also assume

[ρqp]
σ = ρqp ∀σ ∈ α, β (A1a)

[Vq
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στ = Vq
p ∀σ, τ ∈ α, β, (A1b)

i.e. in addition to using the same orbitals for α- and β-
spin we also use the same Jastrow factors. While this re-
moves much of the spin-dependency, we still obtain spin-
specific sets of one- and two-electron integrals due to the
use of spin-specific density matrices.
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[∆Uqs
pr ]

στ [γr
s ]

τ
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pr ]

σσ[γr
s ]

σ

)
(A2)

⟨Ψ0|L|Ψ0⟩ = −
1

3

∑
σ

[∆hq
p]

σ[γp
q ]

σ (A3)

[∆Uqs
pr ]

στ = −P(pqσ)
(rsτ)

(
ρqp(i)[A

s
r(i)]

τ

+Vq
p(i) · [Bs

r(i)]
τ
)

(A4)

ρqp(i) = wiϕ
∗
p(i)ϕ

q(i) (A5a)

[As
r(i)]

τ = Ṽ s
r (i)− [Z̃s

r (i)]
τ (A5b)

Ṽ s
r (i) = W(i) ·Vs

r(i) (A5c)

W(i) = Vu
t (i)

∑
ρ

[γt
u]

ρ (A5d)

[Z̃s
r (i)]

τ = Vu
r (i) · [Xs

u(i)]
τ (A5e)

[Xs
u(i)]

τ = Vs
t (i)[γ

t
u]

τ (A5f)

[Bs
r(i)]

τ =
1

2
W̃ (i)Vs

r(i)− [Zs
r(i)]

τ (A5g)

W̃ (i) = ρut (i)
∑
ρ

[γt
u]

ρ (A5h)

[Zs
r(i)]

τ = ρur (i)[X
s
u(i)]

τ + [Yt
r(i)]

τρst (i) (A5i)

[Yt
r]

τ (i) = Vu
r (i)[γ

t
u]

τ (A5j)

Appendix B: Restricted closed-shell working equations

Further assuming a closed-shell system, we can drop
the remaining spin-dependencies. The following equa-
tions have been used for the closed-shell systems investi-
gated in this study. They can double as a spin-averaged

approximation to the restricted open-shell case if the den-
sity matrices are taken as the average of α- and β-density
matrices. This can be desirable, since unlike the former
equations, there are no spin-specific sets of integrals.
Further note that the equations given here deviate

from the standard convention of including the factor of
two from the spin-integration into the density matrix.
Instead this factor is explicitly included in the equations
presented here.

∆hq
p = −1

2

(
2∆Uqs

prγ
r
s −∆Usq

prγ
r
s

)
(B1)

⟨Ψ0|L|Ψ0⟩ = −
2

3
∆hq

pγ
p
q (B2)

∆Uqs
pr = −P(pq)

(rs)

(
ρqp(i)A

s
r(i) +Vq

p(i) ·Bs
r(i)

)
(B3)

ρqp(i) = wiϕ
∗
p(i)ϕ

q(i) (B4a)

As
r(i) = Ṽ s

r (i)− Z̃s
r (i) (B4b)

Ṽ s
r (i) = W(i) ·Vs

r(i) (B4c)

W(i) = 2Vu
t (i)γ

t
u (B4d)

Z̃s
r (i) = Vu

r (i) ·Xs
u(i) (B4e)

Xs
u(i) = Vs

t (i)γ
t
u (B4f)

Bs
r(i) =

1

2
W̃ (i)Vs

r(i)− Zs
r(i) (B4g)

W̃ (i) = 2ρut (i)γ
t
u (B4h)

Zs
r(i) = ρur (i)X

s
u(i) +Yt

r(i)ρ
s
t (i) (B4i)

Yt
r(i) = Vu

r (i)γ
t
u (B4j)
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