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Abstract

The accurate mapping of potential energy surfaces (PESs) is crucial to our un-

derstanding of the numerous physical and chemical processes mediated by atomic

rearrangements - such as conformational changes and chemical reactions - and the

thermodynamic and kinetic feasibility of these processes. Stochastic electronic struc-

ture theories, e.g., Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) methods, enable highly accurate

total energy calculations which in principle can be used to construct the PES. How-

ever, their stochastic nature poses a challenge to the computation and use of forces

and Hessians, which are typically required in algorithms for minimum-energy pathway
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(MEP) and transition state (TS) identification, such as the nudged-elastic band (NEB)

algorithm and its climbing image formulation. Here, we present strategies that utilize

the surrogate Hessian line-search method - previously developed for QMC structural

optimization - to efficiently identify MEP and TS structures without requiring force

calculations at the level of the stochastic electronic structure theory. By modifying the

surrogate Hessian algorithm to operate in path-orthogonal subspaces and on saddle

points, we show that it is possible to identify MEPs and TSs using a force-free QMC

approach. We demonstrate these strategies via two examples, the inversion of the am-

monia (NH3) molecule and the nucleophilic substitution (SN2) reaction F−+ CH3F

→ FCH3 + F−. We validate our results using Density Functional Theory (DFT)-

and coupled cluster-based NEB calculations. We then introduce a hybrid DFT-QMC

approach to compute thermodynamic and kinetic quantities - free energy differences,

rate constants, and equilibrium constants - that incorporates stochastically-optimized

structures and their energies, and show that this scheme improves upon DFT accuracy.

Our methods generalize straightforwardly to other systems and other high-accuracy

theories that similarly face challenges computing energy gradients, paving the way for

highly accurate PES mapping, transition state determination, and thermodynamic and

kinetic calculations, at significantly reduced computational expense.

1 Introduction

One of the crowning achievements of modern quantum chemistry is the ability to compute

potential energy surfaces (PESs) entirely from first principles.1,2 With knowledge of these

surfaces, researchers can predict the reactivity, dynamics, and kinetics of a wide range of

technologically important and scientifically interesting atomistic systems.3,4 For instance,

the stable structures of the reactants and products of a catalytic reaction can be determined

by identifying the minima on its PES using a variety of geometry optimization algorithms.5–7

Reaction mechanisms can, moreover, be predicted by determining the minimum-energy path-
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way (MEP) that connects the reactant and product states of a reactive system using, for

instance, chain-of-states methods8,9 or the nudged elastic band (NEB) method10 and its vari-

ations.11,12 These methods can often be straightforwardly extended - e.g., using the climbing-

image nudged elastic band (CI-NEB) method13 - to identify the (usually) first-order saddle

point of the PES along the MEP, which corresponds to the transition state. Reaction mech-

anisms predicted in this fashion provide invaluable atomistic information about reaction

pathways, granting researchers key insights into how reactions can be redesigned and poten-

tially controlled to minimize energy, material, and other resource requirements. Indeed, the

ability to computationally predict reaction mechanisms has become an indispensable tool in

the fields of combustion analysis,14 catalysis,15,16 and chemical reactor design.17

Nonetheless, while virtually all quantum chemical methods can predict the energy of a

chemical system given the geometries of the species it contains, it can be challenging for some

methods to do the inverse, i.e., to very accurately predict equilibrium (reactant/product)

and transition states, and reaction pathways given the energies of structures sampled in some

local region of the PES. This is because being able to efficiently determine equilibrium struc-

tures, transition states, and MEPs requires knowledge of energy derivatives, including forces

(first derivatives) or Hessian matrices (second derivatives). These quantities then guide the

dynamics of initial structures to the true equilibrium or saddle point structures that are

consistent with the given level of ab initio theory. Computing such derivatives in methods

like Density Functional Theory (DFT) can be done in a relatively straightforward fashion

using the Hellman-Feynman Theorem,18 making DFT one of the most popular methods for

determining molecular structures. However, computing these derivatives in more expen-

sive many-body theories, including Coupled Cluster Theory (particularly with the inclusion

of single, double, and perturbative triple excitations, CCSD(T)),19,20 the Random Phase

Approximation (RPA),21,22 or Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC)23–32 methods can be either

approximate or highly costly. In the case of stochastic many-body theories such as QMC,

this also requires formal treatment of the energy derivatives in the presence of inherent sta-
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tistical errors in the energies.23 As a result, instead of determining these geometries or paths

using highly accurate many-body methods, many resort to using potentially less accurate

theories like DFT to determine structures and then higher-accuracy theories to determine

their corresponding energies.33 Although DFT geometries can be sufficiently accurate in the

many cases in which electron correlation does not play a critical role in dictating geome-

tries, computing properties using many-body theories based on single-reference geometries

can lead to a fundamental mismatch in theories that can result in inaccurate or inconsis-

tent predictions. For instance, as the authors have previously shown, lower-accuracy DFT

geometries of 2D materials that can be readily stretched/compressed along particular axes

can yield misleading predictions of magnetic and other electronic properties when studied

using more accurate quantum chemical methods.34,35 It would thus be ideal to use the same

high-accuracy method to both predict structures and their energies and other properties.

Recently, a variety of hybrid approaches for circumventing and reducing the cost of

directly computing energy gradients using relatively expensive high-accuracy methods have

been proposed. Several approaches, particularly machine learning (ML)-based methods for

mapping PESs and computing QMC forces, have been demonstrated successfully.36–39 While

such ML methods open up exciting new avenues for the scalable modeling of large molecules

and complex chemical reactions,39 they are typically highly reliant on the generation of large

training sets. This can limit their practicality for systems for which it is difficult to assemble

sufficient data, curtailing their generalizability beyond the systems on which they have been

trained. Furthermore, the accuracy of ML methods can be significantly improved if they are

trained with both energies and forces,37,40 which may be challenging to accomplish if forces

are not readily provided by the methods used to furnish training data.

An alternative set of approaches that do not necessitate large training sets or forces are

so-called surrogate approaches, which use information easier to obtain from less accurate, but

also less expensive, theories to guide more accurate, more expensive theories. Some of the

first ideas along these lines were proposed in Ref. 41. More recently, Ref. 42 introduced the
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surrogate Hessian line-search method, which locates energy minima to within some tunable

structural error tolerance via a series of one-dimensional line searches that account for and

leverage statistical errors in QMC energy calculations. This method was then successfully

applied to the structural optimization of both molecular42 and material systems.34,35

Building upon the success of this approach for identifying equilibrium geometries, in

this work, we develop new formalisms and algorithms for generalizing this approach to the

determination of transition state geometries and other structures along the minimum en-

ergy pathways of chemical processes. Key to generalizing these techniques is the realization

that reaction pathway identification tasks can be viewed as iterative energy optimization

steps. Transition states (saddle points) can be identified by minimizing the energy along

all directions except one that has negative curvature, along which the energy is maximized

instead. MEPs can be identified by minimizing the energy along all directions in the sub-

space orthogonal to the tangent to the path at each structure along some guess discretized

path. We note here that the idea of reformulating MEP identification as a series of energy

optimization problems instead of force-based dynamical problems has been suggested before,

notably in Ref. 43. Additionally, Saccani et al. (Ref. 44) demonstrated the application of

the NEB algorithm to QMC-based MEP identification using correlated sampling.26 However,

to the best of our knowledge, ours is the first approach that generalizes MEP identification

to stochastic electronic structure methods by utilizing Hessian information from lower-level

surrogate theories, eliminating the need for computing derivatives at the QMC level. We

demonstrate the accuracy and utility of this formalism by determining the transition states

and minimum energy pathways of two paradigmatic chemical processes: (i) ammonia (NH3)

inversion, which involves two structural degrees of freedom, and (ii) and an SN2 nucleophilic

substitution reaction, F− + CH3F → FCH3 + F−,45 that involves four degrees of freedom,

using Diffusion Quantum Monte Carlo (DMC) informed by DFT Hessian computations. We

compare the minimum energy pathways we compute using DMC with those obtained using

DFT- and Coupled Cluster-based NEB calculations, demonstrating that our surrogate tech-
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niques can provide at least post-DFT quality pathways at only a small factor of M× (N−1)

greater cost than traditional single-point DMC energy calculations, where M is the num-

ber of points along which a discrete one-dimensional line-search grid is generated and N

is the number of structural parameters used to parameterize the system. We subsequently

show that we can use a combined DFT-QMC approach to more accurately estimate ther-

modynamic quantities, such as free energies of reactions, and kinetic quantities, such as rate

constants, which can often be more directly compared to experiments. Overall, this work

provides clear avenues for determining reaction pathways and transition states with chemi-

cal (or greater) accuracy at substantially lower computational cost than direct approaches,

but without the need for the large training datasets that statistical learning-based methods

require. We believe that these techniques will provide new tools for the study of reactions

and processes that involve significant amounts of electron correlation and the design of novel

homogeneous and heterogeneous catalysts that can accelerate these reactions.

This manuscript is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the theoretical foun-

dations of the surrogate Hessian line-search method and then show how this formalism can

be generalized to transition states (Section 2.1.1) and minimum energy pathways (Section

2.1.2). We also describe how thermodynamic corrections to obtain free energies and equilib-

rium constants can be performed using the hybrid DFT-QMC approach (Section 2.1.3). We

then present our results and benchmarks on our two illustrative chemical processes in Section

3. Lastly, in Section 4, we conclude with the impacts and potential further generalizations

of this method.
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2 Methods

2.1 Theoretical Background

2.1.1 Surrogate Hessian Line-Search Method for Equilibrium and Transition

States

The original surrogate Hessian line-search method for identifying equilibrium structures (en-

ergy minima) has previously been introduced in Ref. 42. For brevity, we only summarize

the method here while noting the specific modifications necessary to extend the method to

transition state identification.

In the surrogate Hessian line-search method, a surrogate method (such as DFT) that can

more rapidly compute energy gradients is used to calculate Hessians that can then be used

to determine the directions along which line searches for minima should be performed using

energies from a higher-accuracy and costlier theory. This method relies on the assumption

that the local curvature of the target, higher-accuracy PES near a critical (0-derivative) point

- energy minimum or saddle point - is approximated reasonably well by the PES calculated

using a surrogate theory. This allows one to compute (a) the optimal directions along which

to perform the line-search, and (b) the maximum tolerable statistical noise (if a stochastic

method is employed) at each point on the line-search grid in order to be able to determine

an optimized geometry within some structural tolerance. This information is then used to

perform a series of one-dimensional line-searches to locate the critical point within some

confidence interval.

While the surrogate and higher accuracy approaches that can be employed are highly

generalizable, throughout the rest of this manuscript, we focus on the specific choices of

Density Functional Theory (DFT) as our surrogate method and DMC46,47 as our higher

accuracy method. This choice of methods is natural since DFT calculations are often used

as inputs into DMC calculations. In this context, the key steps of the surrogate Hessian

line-search method can be summarized as follows:

7



1. Initialization and parameterization: To provide an initial seed structure to the

equilibrium or saddle point line-search, we use an optimized equilibrium or transition

state geometry obtained using the surrogate theory (DFT). This may be the result of

a typical structural relaxation or CI-NEB calculation, respectively. In systems where

some degrees of freedom are correlated due to structural symmetries, it is often de-

sirable to define a few structural parameters that capture these symmetries and only

describe the relevant regions of configuration space instead of operating in the full

space of 3N Cartesian coordinates (where N is the number of atoms). We achieve this

by defining a mapping function FI : R3N → Rd (given d structural parameters). It is

defined to ensure that all structures that share these symmetries map to the same rep-

resentation in Rd, while its inverse ((FI)−1) maps a structure in Rd to a single structure

in R3N . When working with solids, it is also reasonable to include the dimensions of

the unit cell as additional structural parameters to allow for relaxations of the over-

all lattice. The structural parameterizations of the NH3 inversion and SN2 reaction

systems studied in this manuscript are described in Section 2.2.

2. Hessian evaluation: Given a reduced structural representation of the initial state, we

then compute the Hessian matrix of the PES in the vicinity of that structure using the

surrogate theory. Here, since we only define a small number of degrees of freedom, we

evaluate the Hessian using a finite-difference scheme. For more complex systems, it may

be beneficial to evaluate it in generalized coordinates and then map it to the reduced

space. Notably, when dealing with equilibrium geometries, we expect all the Hessian

eigenvalues to be positive, while we expect n eigenvalues to be negative when dealing

with nth-order saddle points. This distinction will become important when defining the

objective function of the line-search. Furthermore, the Hessian eigenvectors provide

near-optimal directions along which to perform the line-search using the stochastic

theory.
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3. Tolerance optimization and line-search: The Hessian eigenvectors now provide us

with directions along which we can perform a series of one-dimensional line-search op-

erations to determine the desired equilibrium or saddle point. This requires evaluating

energies using the stochastic theory at a few points along each line-search direction.

To determine these points, it is necessary to identify the optimal (minimal) degree of

stochastic energy sampling required to be able to specify the structural parameters

with a certain pre-specified level of precision (δP ). For each line-search direction, this

is equivalent to evaluating the maximum point-wise energy noise tolerated along each

line-search direction, σmax, and the corresponding structural window along which the

energy grid is sampled, Lmax, both of which are functions of δP . Finally, along each

line-search direction x, the objective of the line-search for determining the equilibrium

geometry can be expressed simply as an energy minimization criterion

x∗min = argminE(x). (1)

The modification to this objective for locating a saddle point is then relatively straight-

forward. If a certain line-search direction corresponds to a negative eigenvalue, instead

of minimizing the energy along that direction, we maximize it. This satisfies the def-

inition of a saddle point as lying at a local maximum on the PES along some (small

number of) directions while lying at a local minimum along all others. The line-search

objective is then modified as

x∗saddle =


argminE(x) if λx > 0

argmaxE(x) if λx < 0

, (2)

where λx is the eigenvalue corresponding to the Hessian eigenvector x.

We direct the reader to Ref. 42 for further details regarding the surrogate Hessian line-

search method.
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2.1.2 Path-Orthogonal Subspace Optimization

We now describe how the surrogate Hessian line-search method can be adapted to identify

MEPs. We begin by defining an MEP according to Fukui’s formulation of the intrinsic

reaction coordinate (see Ref. 48) as a one-dimensional sub-manifold in configuration space

that satisfies the following conditions: (1) connects two equilibrium states; (2) passes through

a saddle point (assumed to be first-order for simplicity); and (3) consists exclusively of points

that lie in local energy minima in all directions except along the tangent to the path at those

points.

MEPs are typically identified using chain-of-states methods such as NEB (Fig. 1a).10

The NEB algorithm begins with the construction of an initial guess pathway, usually a linear

interpolation of M points between two equilibrium states (satisfying condition 1). For each

of these pathway structures (images), tangents are calculated along the path. Then, two

types of forces acting on (each atom of) each image are computed: (1) the “true” force,

i.e., the negative gradient of the potential energy calculated according to the prescribed

level of theory, and (2) an artificial “spring” force calculated as a function of the excess

distance between adjacent images compared to some equilibrium distance, usually set to

be D/(M + 1), where D is the Euclidean distance between the initial and final states.

(Note that the result of an NEB calculation ought to be agnostic to the spring constant,

provided it is set to a reasonable value, typically ∼ 0.1 eV/Å2.) These two forces are then

resolved into components parallel and orthogonal to the path-tangent at each point, after

which the component of the true force along the tangent and the component of the spring

force orthogonal to the tangent are set to zero. Finally, the remaining forces are used to

dynamically propagate the system according to some dynamical rule, such as the BFGS or

velocity Verlet algorithms. This process is performed iteratively until a self-consistent path is

obtained, i.e., the force is converged to within some tolerance (satisfying condition 3). Since

NEB identifies a discrete path, condition 2 is not immediately satisfied. However, CI-NEB

addresses this by maximizing the energy of the highest-energy state along the converged
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NEB path. This is done by setting the path-orthogonal force components to zero and only

moving the image along the path.

(a) (b)

Figure 1: Schematic illustration of the (a) NEB and (b) surrogate Hessian subspace
optimization algorithms on a contour map of the true PES. Yellow and red contours

indicate local energy minima and maxima, respectively.

The optimization of an NEB path based on force convergence criteria can be understood

as a constrained geometry optimization of each path image orthogonal to the path. Therefore,

to identify the MEP given a discrete initial path between two equilibrium structures, we only

require a geometry optimization algorithm capable of operating in the subspace orthogonal

to the tangent at each point of the path.

In the case of the surrogate Hessian line-search algorithm, this translates to calculating

the surrogate Hessian matrix in the path-orthogonal subspace at each point along an initial
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guess pathway and performing the line-search within this subspace. Borrowing a DFT-

NEB pathway as an initial guess thus permits us to use DMC to obtain a more accurate,

corrected MEP. Hereafter, we refer to this as the subspace optimization method. The key

steps of subspace optimization for identifying MEPs are the following:

1. Initialization and parameterization: We begin with a seed MEP that is obtained

using an NEB or CI-NEB calculation within the surrogate theory, i.e., DFT in our case.

Suppose this path is given by {R0 ≡ eA,R1,R2, . . . ,RM ,RM+1 ≡ eB}, where eA and

eB are the initial and final equilibria (e.g., the reactants and products or intermediates

for a chemical reaction pathway). Each intermediate image between the initial and final

equilibria is then parameterized using the same scheme FI : R3N → Rd that is used to

parameterize the equilibrium and transition states to give {P0, P1, P2, . . . , PM , PM+1},

where Pi ≡ FI(Ri).

2. Tangent evaluation: For each intermediate structure along the pathway, we evaluate

the tangent to the path at that structure. There are several ways to accomplish this.

Here, we take the vector difference between the current structure and the adjacent

structure that is closer to the saddle point. If the current structure is itself the closest

structure to the saddle point, we take the mean of the normalized vector differences

between the current image and each of its two adjacent images. The key difference with

the standard implementation is that we compute the vector differences in structural

parameter space rather than in Cartesian coordinates:

τi =


Pi+1 − Pi if i < isaddle

Pi+1−Pi

|Pi+1−Pi| +
Pi−Pi−1

|Pi−Pi−1| if i = isaddle

Pi − Pi−1 if i > isaddle

, (3)

where isaddle is the index of the structure closest to the saddle point.∗

∗We make the simplifying assumption here that the surrogate CI-NEB MEP (correctly) identifies a path
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3. Subspace vectors and Hessian evaluation: Having computed the normalized path-

tangents, we then use the Gram-Schmidt process to construct unit vectors that are

orthogonal to each tangent. For a given tangent τi, these unit vectors vi then define

the path-orthogonal subspace of the overall structural parameter space. At this point,

we define secondary mappings FII : Rd → Rd−1 that map a point from structural

parameter space to the path-orthogonal subspace at each intermediate structure, which

is set to be the origin of the subspace. This mapping, Pi ≡ FII(Pi|vi), is then used

as the basis for computing a finite-difference Hessian matrix in the subspace with the

surrogate theory. We also construct an inverse mapping (FII)−1 : Rd−1 → Rd to keep

track of line-search optimized structures in the original space of structural parameters.

4. Tolerance optimization and line-search: Finally, for each intermediate structure,

we optimize the line-search parameters (Lmax
i , σmax

i ) in the subspace and perform the

usual line-search, as described in Section 2.1.1, to locate the local energy minimum

within the subspace. We then map each optimized structure, Popt
i , back to the original

space of structural parameters as (FII)−1(Popt
i ), update each intermediate structure to

be the new line-search optimum, and repeat from Step 2 onwards.

We summarize the subspace optimization method in Algorithm 1 and show a schematic dia-

gram in Fig. 1b. We note that, since the tangents are pre-computed for all the intermediate

structures in a given iteration of subspace optimization, the aforementioned operations -

corresponding to the inner for loop in Algorithm 1 - can be performed on each structure in

parallel.

Note that while Algorithm 1 depicts running the outer loop for a predefined number of

iterations (Niter), this would ideally be replaced with a path convergence-based loop. In

practice, however, we find that beginning with a CI-NEB initial guess allows us to obtain

whose energy increases monotonically until the saddle point and then decreases monotonically. This allows
us to directly index the structure closest to the saddle point using the surrogate MEP energies. If we don’t
make this assumption, the tangent equation would have to be modified slightly to account for the energy of
each image relative to its neighbors’ energies in any given iteration of the algorithm.
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Algorithm 1 Surrogate Hessian subspace optimization algorithm

Consider an N -atom system with two equilibrium states, eA and eB, for which an M -image
MEP is to be determined with structural accuracy δP = {δp1, δp2, . . . , δpM}.
start
{R0 = eA,R1,R2, . . . ,RM ,RM+1 = eB} ← CI-NEB(eA, eB|M)
P ← {FI(R0), F

I(R2), . . . ,F
I(RM+1)}

▷ FI : R3N → Rd maps a structure from real space to structural parameter space
for j ← 1, 2, . . . , Niter do

for i← 1, 2, . . . ,M do
τi ← Tangent(Pi|Pi−1, Pi+1)

▷ Computes the path-tangent at image i given its neighboring images
vi ← GramSchmidt(τi)

▷ Uses the Gram-Schmidt process to identify (d− 1) vectors orthogonal to τi
Pi ← FII(Pi|vi)

▷ FII : Rd → Rd−1 maps a structure from structural parameter space to a
(d− 1)-dimensional path-orthogonal subspace

▷ Now, we perform the usual surrogate Hessian line-search as described in Ref. 42
Hi ← Hessian(Pi) = ∇2Esurrogate(Pi)
(Lmax

i , σmax
i )← Optimize(Hi|δP )

Popt
i (∆Popt

i )← LineSearch(Lmax
i , σmax

i )
end for
{P1, P2, . . . , PM} ← {(FII)−1(Popt

1 ), (FII)−1(Popt
2 ), . . ., (FII)−1(Popt

M )}
end for
end
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accurate paths after just a single iteration, due to which we retain the for loop format shown

in the algorithm.

The pathway obtained from this algorithm also presents an alternative approach for

locating the saddle point. Instead of computing the surrogate Hessian and initializing the

line-search at the highest-energy structure of the DFT-NEB pathway as described in Section

2.1.1, we only compute the Hessian at the highest-energy DFT-NEB structure and initialize

the line-search at the highest-energy structure on the DMC subspace optimization pathway.

The utility of this approach is that it permits us to initialize the saddle point line-search

at a point on a more accurate (DMC) pathway while only borrowing the search directions

(Hessian eigenvectors) from the surrogate theory, thereby providing a more self-consistent

protocol for transition state identification. We hereafter refer to this as the self-consistent

line-search approach for transition states and discuss the application of this approach in

Section 3.1.

2.1.3 Hybrid DFT-QMC Approach for Thermodynamics and Kinetics

Having obtained equilibrium and transition states, and path images, it is desirable to calcu-

late thermodynamic and kinetic quantities using our DMC-optimized geometries and ener-

gies. In particular, let us suppose we are interested in computing the free energy changes and

equilibrium and rate constants associated with a molecular transformation along an MEP

using data from a 0 K ground state ab initio theory. This can be done in thermochemistry

packages using molecular statistical mechanical principles by evaluating the translational,

rotational, and vibrational energies of the structures of interest that compose the enthalpic

and entropic contributions to the free energy, given the temperature and the pressure. The

equilibrium constant can then be evaluated as

Keq = exp

(
−∆G◦

kBT

)
, (4)

where ∆G◦ is the free energy difference between the final and initial equilibrium states.49
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Given the transition state, the rate constant for the forward reaction can be obtained

using transition state theory as

k→ =
kBT

h
exp

(
−∆G⊕

kBT

)
, (5)

where we use ∆G⊕ to refer to (∆H⊕−T∆S⊕).49 ∆S⊕ is the entropy change in transforming

from the initial equilibrium state to the transition state, and ∆H⊕ is the activation energy

of the forward reaction. Keq and k→ then automatically determine the backward reaction

rate constant as k← = k→/Keq.

Performing these calculations using DMC, however, is not a straightforward task. This

is because, in practice, obtaining the vibrational energies requires the evaluation of a finite-

difference Hessian matrix in the full R3N Cartesian representation of the N -atom system. In

addition to requiring a number of expensive DMC calculations, the intrinsic statistical nature

of QMC methods introduces difficulty in stably and reliably diagonalizing the stochastically

sampled Hessian matrix, which is indeed the original motivation for using the surrogate

Hessian line-search method.

Surrogate Hessian line-search and subspace optimization are practicable methods due

to the - in most cases - correct assumption that the local curvature of the surrogate and

stochastic PESs are similar near the structures of interest to a good approximation. It is

then reasonable to suggest that we may rely on DFT to provide only the vibrational energies

while obtaining the non-vibrational contributions to the enthalpy and entropy from DMC.

In the ideal gas limit, the contributions to the enthalpy may be decomposed as

H(T ) = Epot + EZPE +

∫ T

0

CPdT

= Epot + EZPE +

∫ T

0

(kB + Ctrans
V + Crot

V + Cvib
V + Celec

V )dT,

(6)

where Epot is the potential energy, EZPE is the zero-point energy, and CP is the heat capacity

at constant pressure, which can be further broken down into the sum of the translational
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(Ctrans
V ), rotational (Crot

V ), vibrational (Cvib
V ), and electronic (Celec

V ) heat capacities at constant

volume.1 We suppose that the zero-point energy and the vibrational component of the heat

capacity can be obtained from DFT. Ignoring the electronic heat capacity, it is now clear

that the potential energy, Epot, is the only other component of the enthalpy that is sensitive

to the choice of ab initio method used to optimize the structure and calculate its energy. We

may then make an approximation to the enthalpy that leverages the improved accuracy of

DMC over DFT:

Hhybrid(T ) = EDMC
pot︸ ︷︷ ︸

calculated at ⟨R∗
DMC⟩

+EDFT
ZPE +

∫ T

0

CV,vibdT︸ ︷︷ ︸
calculated at R∗

DFT

+

∫ T

0

(kB + Ctrans
V + Crot

V )dT,

(7)

with the statistical error in the DMC potential energy now affecting the enthalpy directly as

σ(Hhybrid(T )) = σ(EDMC
pot ), (8)

which is just the standard error of the DMC energy.

It is important to note that EDMC
pot and (EDFT

ZPE , C
vib
V |DFT) are calculated using two slightly

different geometries in Eq. 7. EDMC
pot is taken to be the potential energy of the mean surrogate

Hessian-optimized DMC geometry (⟨R∗DMC⟩), while the vibrational energies and all ensuing

contributions are calculated using the DFT-optimized geometry (R∗DFT). This is crucial for

the following reason. Assume we are interested in an equilibrium structure. Then, the local

features of the PES near this structure will only be reflected in the DFT Hessian matrix if

the matrix is calculated around the DFT-equilibrium structure. Since this may be slightly

displaced from the DMC-equilibrium structure, constructing a DFT Hessian matrix centered

at the latter may capture the curvature of an irrelevant region of the DFT PES. Instead,

we combine the curvature (Hessian matrix) near the equilibrium of the surrogate, i.e., DFT,

PES with the potential energy near the equilibrium of the more accurate, stochastic PES
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(DMC). The same principle applies to saddle point structures. This strategy is valid because

the notion of a critical point within some sufficiently local region of a PES is independent of

the exact structural parameters to which it corresponds and the specific level-of-theory that

was used to obtain it. This allows us to combine two slightly different structures optimized

using different methods because they theoretically refer to the same region of the PES.

Now, let us turn our attention to the entropy, which can be decomposed as

S(T, P ) = Strans(T, P
◦) + Srot(T ) + Svib(T ) + Selec − kB ln

P

P ◦
, (9)

where P ◦ is the pressure at the standard state and Strans, Srot, Svib, and Selec refer to the

translational, rotational, vibrational, and electronic entropies respectively.1 Again, Strans and

Selec are unaffected by slight differences between structures optimized by different ab initio

methods. As earlier, we can rely on DFT to compute Svib. Computing Srot analytically,

however, is a non-trivial task since it involves the calculation of molecular moments-of-

inertia - given the uncertainty in the structural parameters of a DMC-optimized molecule,

it is challenging to predict the propagation of these errors to the moments-of-inertia and

the rotational entropy. Not only are the errors in structural parameters correlated, but

the propagation of this error also becomes hard to generalize for differently parameterized

systems.

To overcome this, we employ a Monte Carlo scheme to estimate the rotational entropy

stochastically. First, we sample a large number of structures using the mean and variance

of the DMC-optimized structural parameters. After converting these structures back to

their Cartesian representation, we calculate the rotational entropy for each of these sampled

structures independently, and finally report the average entropy and variance:

Shybrid(T, P ) = Srot(T )︸ ︷︷ ︸
Monte Carlo sampling around ⟨R∗

DMC⟩

+ Svib(T )︸ ︷︷ ︸
calculated at R∗

DFT

+Strans(T, P
◦) + Selec − kB ln

P

P ◦
,

(10)
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so that

σ(Shybrid(T )) =

√∑NMC

i=1 (Si
rot(T )− ⟨Srot(T )⟩)2

NMC

, (11)

where Si
rot(T ) is the rotational entropy of a structural sample i around ⟨R∗DMC⟩ and NMC is

the number of Monte Carlo samples.

From here, it is easy to calculate the free energy changes and equilibrium and rate

constants from Eqs. 4 and 5.

2.2 Illustrative Test Cases

In this work, we focus on two illustrative chemical processes as test cases: (1) ammonia

(NH3) inversion and (2) the nucleophilic substitution (SN2) reaction F− + CH3F → FCH3

+ F−. Ammonia inversion is a process that occurs ∼30 billion times per second50 at room

temperature in which the three hydrogen atoms that form a trigonal pyramid around nitrogen

flip from one side of the N to the other. In the SN2 reaction, one fluorine substitutes for

another in CH3F in a concerted (hence the 2) fashion, resulting in an inversion of the methyl

group to accommodate the bond rearrangement. This and other SN2-type systems have been

studied extensively using ab initio methods; see, for example, Ref. 45. We now describe

examples of minimal structural parameterizations of the NH3 inversion and SN2 reaction

systems that describe the transformations (inversion and bond rearrangement, respectively)

that these systems undergo.

We define the geometry of the NH3 system using two structural parameters (Fig. 2a): the

mean N-H bond length in Å (p0) and the mean angle in radians (p1) formed by the N-H

bonds with the negative x-axis (labeled x′). Without loss of generality, we assume that the

centroid of the three H atoms lies on the x-axis in all configurations during the inversion of

the molecule. We set the N atom to always coincide with the origin and constrain one of the

H atoms (labeled H1) to lie in the x− y plane. We similarly parameterize the SN2 reaction

system (Fig. 2b) using the mean C-H bond length (p0) and the mean ∡HCx′ bond angle
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(p1). Additionally, we include the two C-F bond lengths, C-F1 (p2) and C-F2 (p3). We set

the C atom to coincide with the origin, the H1 atom to lie in the x− y plane, and the C-F1

bond to lie along the x′ axis. It follows that ∡HCx′ = ∡HCF1. Explicit expressions for both

parameterizations are provided in Section ?? of the Supporting Information.

In both systems, the initial and final equilibrium geometries are identical and share C3v

symmetry. However, grounding the parameterization in a Cartesian reference frame enables

us to distinguish between the initial and final states in our analysis.

2.3 Computational Details

For the NH3 system, we set error tolerances of 0.01 Å for the bond length (δp0) and 0.05

rad for the bond angle (δp1). For the SN2 reaction system, we set the following tolerances:

(δp0 = 0.01 Å, δp1 = 0.05 rad, δp2 = 0.05 Å, and δp3 = 0.05 Å). We choose higher tolerances

for the two C-F bond lengths because they vary to a greater extent over the course of the

reaction, which enables their variation to be captured accurately with lower precision and

hence lower computational cost.

We perform all DFT and Coupled Cluster with Single and Double excitations (CCSD)

calculations in PySCF.51,52 We use correlation-consistent effective core potentials (ccECPs)

and basis sets (cc-pVTZ-ccECP).53,54 We use the PBE55 functional for our DFT calculations

and use identical DFT settings for computing energies, trial wave functions, and DFT-NEB

paths.

For each QMC calculation, following DFT trial wave function generation, we optimize

one- and two-body Jastrow factors via 8 optimization cycles of 100,000 samples. We then

further optimize the trial wave function with a VMC calculation by taking 1000 samples.

Finally, we perform a DMC calculation with a timestep of 0.005 a.u. and run it for the

estimated number of steps required to compute the energies within the stipulated tolerances.

We note that translating error tolerances in structural parameters (δp) into the number of

DMC steps required to saturate these tolerances involves a series of approximations (see
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(a)

(b)

Figure 2: Structural parameterization of (a) the NH3 inversion system, and (b) the SN2
reaction system. All bond lengths are measured in Å and bond angles in radians.

Ref. 42) and can result in higher or lower structural errors than intended. To mitigate

this, we extend the number of DMC steps in some of our calculations by a factor of 16 or

64 (structure-wise values can be found in Section ??). We perform all QMC calculations
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using QMCPACK56,57 and assemble the DFT-VMC-DMC pipeline using the Nexus workflow

management system.58

We perform all NEB calculations in the Atomic Simulation Environment (ASE)59 using

the BFGS59 algorithm and a force tolerance of 0.01 eV/Å. For the NH3 system, we include

3 intermediate images between the initial and final equilibrium states, whereas for the SN2

system, we include 5 intermediate images. To locate the saddle point, we perform a climbing

image calculation on the structure with the highest energy along the MEP. We also use the

BFGS algorithm for DFT and CCSD equilibrium geometry optimization. In this case, we

set the force tolerance to 0.001 eV/Å.

3 Results and Discussion

3.1 Equilibrium and Transition State Geometries

First, we report the results of the surrogate Hessian line-search method applied to the opti-

mization of the equilibrium and transition state geometries of our two test systems. Tables 1

(NH3) and 2 (SN2) compare the DFT and CCSD structural relaxations and CI-NEB results

for the transition states to those obtained using the surrogate Hessian line-search approach

using DMC as described in Section 2.1.1 for the NH3 inversion and SN2 reaction systems.

Additionally, to illustrate that our approaches are self-consistent, we include the results for

saddle point identification using the self-consistent approach described in Section 2.1.2. For

this approach, we compute the line-search directions as the eigenvectors of the surrogate Hes-

sian at the DFT-NEB saddle point, while the line-search itself is initialized at a high-energy

image along the DMC MEP obtained using subspace optimization. Given the structural

symmetries of the NH3 and SN2 systems and the odd number of intermediate images we

have considered here, the highest-energy image already coincides with the saddle point in

both cases. Thus, to make for more challenging test cases, we instead seed the self-consistent

saddle point line-search at a point adjacent to the highest-energy image along each path.
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This corresponds to DMC path image 3 in Fig. 4 for the NH3 case, and DMC path image 2

in Fig. 6 for the SN2 case.

Table 1: NH3 structural parameters obtained using: [Row 1] DFT structural relaxation for
the equilibrium states and CI-NEB for the transition state; [Row 2] CCSD structural

relaxation for the equilibrium states and CI-NEB for the transition state; [Row 3] DMC
surrogate Hessian line-search; and [Row 4] DMC self-consistent saddle point line-search

initialized at path image 3 in Fig. 4.

Equilibrium A Transition State Equilibrium B
p0 (Å) p1 (rad) p0 (Å) p1 (rad) p0 (Å) p1 (rad)

DFT 1.019 1.958 0.998 1.571 1.019 1.184
CCSD 1.010 1.959 0.990 1.571 1.010 1.183

DMC (LS) 1.006(1) 1.957(5) 0.991(2) 1.569(14) 1.007(2) 1.202(10)
DMC (LS-SC) - - 0.992(2) 1.574(34) - -

From Tables 1 and 2, it is clear that the DMC line-search yields geometries that are

in excellent agreement with CCSD geometries obtained using BFGS structural relaxation,

with differences in bond lengths of less than ∼0.02 Å and differences in bond angles of less

than ∼0.02 rad (or 1.15◦). Additionally, agreement between the direct DMC line-search

(DMC (LS)) and self-consistent DMC line-search (DMC (LS-SC)), within statistical vari-

ation, indicates the capability of the surrogate Hessian approach to determine transition

state structures both in the presence and absence of initial guess transition state geometries

obtained from surrogate theories such as DFT. We note that, while there are slightly larger

(∼0.05 Å) differences between DMC and CCSD in the two C-F bond lengths (p2 and p3) in

the SN2 example, particularly in the transition state structure, these are a consequence of

the very low sensitivity of the potential energy to these structural parameters. Since the sur-

rogate Hessian line-search method is based on non-linearly combining structural tolerances

into an energetic tolerance, locating a critical point to within some energetic tolerance can

incur - based on how strongly (or weakly) they are coupled - commensurate variability in

the structural parameters. This will become clearer when we compare the energy barriers

along the MEP obtained by each method. For a more detailed analysis of the coupling of

energetic and structural tolerances, we refer the reader to Ref. 42.
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Table 2: SN2 reaction structural parameters obtained using: [Row 1] DFT structural
relaxation for equilibrium states and CI-NEB for the transition state; [Row 2] CCSD

structural relaxation for equilibrium states and CI-NEB for the transition state; [Row 3]
DMC surrogate Hessian line-search; [Row 4 in Transition State block] DMC self-consistent

saddle point line-search initialized at path image 2 in Fig. 6.

Equilibrium A
p0 (Å) p1 (rad) p2 (Å) p3 (Å)

DFT 1.094 1.218 2.575 1.434
CCSD 1.079 1.243 2.575 1.434

DMC (LS) 1.079(3) 1.244(16) 2.580(17) 1.412(11)

Transition State
p0 (Å) p1 (rad) p2 (Å) p3 (Å)

DFT 1.076 1.571 1.863 1.863
CCSD 1.063 1.571 1.849 1.849

DMC (LS) 1.066(3) 1.568(14) 1.824(13) 1.816(14)
DMC (LS-SC) 1.068(6) 1.565(20) 1.851(30) 1.794(28)

Equilibrium B
p0 (Å) p1 (rad) p2 (Å) p3 (Å)

DFT 1.094 1.923 1.434 2.575
CCSD 1.079 1.899 1.434 2.575

DMC (LS) 1.078(2) 1.894(8) 1.412(10) 2.580(14)
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3.2 Minimum-Energy Pathways

We now discuss the use of the subspace optimization algorithm to determine the MEPs of

the NH3 inversion and the SN2 reaction systems. We begin by defining two equilibrium

states, i.e., the DFT-optimized states labeled Equilibrium A and Equilibrium B in Tables

1 and 2. For example, in the NH3 system, Equilibrium B refers to the molecule shown

in Fig. 2a with the angle ∡HNx′ being acute, while Equilibrium A refers to the inverted

structure of this molecule, where the angle ∡HNx′ becomes obtuse. In the SN2 case, both

the angle ∡HCF1 and the C-F1 and C-F2 bond lengths change in going from Equilibrium A

to Equilibrium B. For consistency of MEP comparison between the various methods, we use

these DFT-optimized configurations as the fixed endpoints for all MEP calculations.

Starting with a linear interpolation between these two equilibria, we independently per-

form NEB calculations using DFT and CCSD. Then, we use the DFT-NEB states to compute

the subspace surrogate Hessian and its eigenvectors for each intermediate structure along

the pathway. To compare a DFT-based surrogate Hessian subspace optimization with the

DFT-NEB pathway, we displace the DFT-NEB images by a small fixed amount of 0.05 units

along each of the subspace eigenvectors. (It is difficult to associate this shift with a partic-

ular unit, such as Å or radian, because the subspace is constructed by taking combinations

of vectors along the individual structural parameters, due to which a certain vector in the

path-orthogonal subspace has a component along more than one structural parameter with

no unique unit of measurement.) We then use these displaced states to initialize the DFT-

based subspace optimization. We then proceed to identify the DMC MEP by performing

a DMC-based subspace optimization using the DFT-NEB pathway as an initial guess with

no displacement along the subspace eigenvectors. To illustrate the differences between these

pathways, we plot the NH3 inversion pathway in structural parameter space overlaid on an

energy heat map calculated using a fine grid of CCSD calculations in Fig. 3.

It is clear from Fig. 3 that the subspace optimization algorithm correctly identifies the

MEP due to the close agreement between the DFT-NEB and DFT-subspace optimization
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Figure 3: MEPs for NH3 inversion obtained using subspace optimization and NEB for
different methods overlaid on a CCSD energy heat map. Energies are measured in eV. The

linear interpolation path is used as an initial guess for the DFT-NEB and CCSD-NEB
calculations. The displaced DFT guess path (displaced from the fully converged DFT-NEB

path) is used to seed the DFT subspace optimization calculation. The x - and y-axes
indicate the NH3 structural parameters, p0 and p1, respectively.

pathways. Furthermore, the DMC subspace optimization pathway shows better structural

agreement with the CCSD-NEB pathway than the DFT-based pathways, indicating the

potential for more accurate (compared to DFT) and inexpensive (compared to CCSD) MEP

identification using surrogate Hessian subspace optimization.

At this point, we note that, despite good agreement with NEB, subspace optimization

and NEB are not strictly equivalent algorithms and therefore cannot always be expected

to yield fully identical MEPs. The following are a few notable distinctions between typical

implementations of NEB and subspace optimization:

1. Tangent calculation: During an NEB calculation, tangents to the MEP at each inter-

mediate structure are calculated using vector differences between adjacent structures

in Cartesian coordinates. Subspace optimization instead computes these tangents in
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the space of structural parameters. Since the operations that map Cartesian coordi-

nates to reduced structural parameters may be non-distributive over vector differences

between structures, the tangents - and thereby, the path-orthogonal directions - com-

puted using NEB and subspace optimization may not be identical. Neither approach

is necessarily “more correct” since the choice of coordinates is a matter of represen-

tational convenience. An alternative representation-invariant approach (not addressed

here) would be to construct an internal coordinate representation that accounts for

the implicit metric change that occurs when computing tangents at points located in

different regions of the PES.60

2. Hessian evaluation: In NEB calculations that use force-based dynamical algorithms

such as BFGS to propagate the chain of states toward the MEP, the Hessian matrix

is evaluated and updated at each step of the dynamics. This results in the possibility

of multiple Hessian evaluations even within a single NEB iteration. By contrast, the

subspace optimization algorithm is currently implemented to only perform a single

evaluation of the subspace Hessian in a given iteration, which is then used to per-

form multiple line-search iterations. It is for this reason that providing good starting

structures for Hessian evaluation is necessary for this algorithm to operate efficiently.

While multiple Hessian evaluations can be implemented, we do not include this in our

approach.

3. Use of springs: Since NEB is based on the resolution of forces along and orthogonal

to path-tangents, it is reasonable to introduce artificial spring forces to maintain an

even spacing of images along the path. However, since such resolution of components

is not possible in a purely energy-based optimization scheme, subspace optimization

does not include spring forces and instead relies on evenly spaced starting images.

4. Termination/convergence criterion: Implementations of NEB are typically based

on force-based convergence, where the method is set to iterate until the force on each
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atom falls below some threshold. Subspace optimization, on the other hand, may be

implemented using a path-based convergence criterion, where the structural difference

between consecutive paths must fall below a certain threshold for convergence.

Having obtained MEPs from each of the methods, we now consider the energy barriers

along the MEPs obtained with each method. We plot this for the NH3 system in Fig. 4,

with the inclusion of a Gaussian process regression fit to the DMC data points to depict the

smooth variation of the mean energy and standard energy error along the MEP. It must be

noted that, while we plot each energy barrier with a common x-axis labeled ‘Path image,’

these do not correspond to the same reaction coordinate, since the MEP obtained using each

method is slightly different from the rest.

Figure 4: Energy vs. NH3 inversion path image for different methods. The DFT-NEB and
DFT subspace optimization points overlap almost completely.

It is clear from Fig. 4 that DMC-based subspace optimization is capable of resolving

energy barriers to within a few meV and is in very good agreement with the CCSD-NEB
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energy barrier. We also note that in Fig. 4, the DFT-NEB and DFT subspace optimization

barriers are so close that the DFT-NEB data points are not visible.

We now turn to the SN2 reaction system, which possesses more degrees of freedom and

is expected to exhibit greater electron correlation, leading to more significant differences

between the MEPs. Since it is difficult to show the variation of all structural parameters in

the same plot, we show the variation of each structural parameter with respect to the path

image in Fig. 5. Again, it is evident that subspace optimization accurately captures the

trends in the variation of structural parameters across the MEP using both DFT and DMC.

We compare the energy barriers obtained by the different methods in Fig. 6. Here, we see

that DMC subspace optimization is in excellent agreement with CCSD along the MEP, while

the DFT-NEB and DFT subspace optimization differ by less than 2.5 meV, or ∼ 0.1 mHa,

from each other. Note that the DFT and DMC MEP barrier heights differ by nearly 20 meV

from one another, illustrating that correlation assumes a more significant role in this test

case.

We note that, due to the distinctions between NEB and subspace optimization mentioned

above, the two methods do not yield perfectly identical MEP structures at the DFT level.

In our method, the structures along the MEP are determined as a consequence of path-

orthogonal energy optimization. Given that several structures can be energetically very

similar, the energy optimization algorithm may rightly identify any one of these structures

as lying on the MEP, although it may not necessarily coincide with the structure identified

by a force-minimization algorithm such as NEB. Due to these practically insignificant energy

differences, paths obtained by both methods can be considered to consist of representative

points along the MEP despite small structural dissimilarities.

3.3 Free Energies and Kinetic Parameters

We now discuss the evaluation of thermodynamic and kinetic quantities obtained using the

hybrid DFT-QMC approach described in Section 2.1.3. In particular, we report the free
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Figure 5: Structural parameters vs. path image of the SN2 reaction system for different
methods (see top right panel for legend). The linear interpolation path is used as an initial

guess for the DFT-NEB and CCSD-NEB calculations. The displaced DFT guess path
(displaced from the fully converged DFT-NEB path) is used to seed the DFT subspace

optimization calculation.

energy difference between the saddle point and equilibrium structures (∆G⊕ in Eq. 4) and

between the two equilibrium states (∆G◦ in Eq. 5). We also report the associated kinetic

parameters, k→ and Keq. We benchmark these results against DFT and CCSD calculations

using the standard approach, in which all energetic and entropic contributions are computed

deterministically using the same geometry.1,59

During the Monte Carlo structure sampling to estimate the rotational entropy (Srot(T )

in Eq. 10), we sample 2500 structures each for the saddle point and equilibrium states of

NH3 using the mean and standard error of the structural parameters identified using DMC

in Table 1. Similarly, in the case of the SN2 reaction, we sample 10,000 structures around

the mean and standard error values shown in Table 2.

The free energy differences and equilibrium and rate constants are shown in Table 3 for
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Figure 6: Energy vs. SN2 reaction path image for different methods.

Table 3: Free energy differences and equilibrium and rate constants for the NH3 inversion
system.

∆G⊕ (eV) k→(×1016 s−1) ∆G◦ (eV) Keq

DFT -0.199 1.436 0.000 1.000
Hybrid DFT-QMC -0.200(0) 1.483(24) -0.000(1) 1.018(33)

CCSD -0.222 3.514 0.000 1.000

the NH3 inversion system and in Table 4 for the SN2 reaction system. Tables ?? and ?? show

the free energy contributions of the various ab initio method-dependent terms in Eqs. 6, 7,

9, and 10. As can be seen in Table ??, the dominant contribution to ∆G⊕ in the NH3 system

is the difference in vibrational entropies of the transition state and the equilibrium state,

which DFT underestimates by ∼0.022 eV compared to CCSD. Since the hybrid DFT-QMC

approach directly borrows the vibrational entropy from the DFT calculation, this explains

the high similarity between the DFT and hybrid DFT-QMC values of ∆G⊕ and k→ for NH3

inversion. In the SN2 system, however, as shown in Table ??, the dominant contribution
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Table 4: Free energy differences and equilibrium and rate constants for the SN2 reaction
system.

∆G⊕ (eV) k→(×1012 s−1) ∆G◦ (eV) Keq

DFT 0.004 5.317 0.000 1.000
Hybrid DFT-QMC 0.019(1) 2.918(122) 0.000(0) 0.989(19)

CCSD 0.020 2.852 0.000 1.000

now becomes the difference in potential energies of the transition state and equilibrium state,

which DFT predicts to be ∼0.008 eV, whereas DMC and CCSD predict to be ∼0.022 eV.

Since DMC computes the potential energies more accurately than DFT, the hybrid DFT-

QMC approach is able to obtain ∆G⊕ and k→ values in much better agreement with the

CCSD result.

4 Conclusions

In this work, we have demonstrated the extension of the surrogate Hessian line-search method

previously employed to determine equilibrium geometries to the identification of transition

states and minimum-energy pathways. Modifying the objective function of the line-search to

maximize the energy along the negative-eigenvalue directions, as shown in Eq. 2, permits us

to identify saddle points of arbitrary order. Furthermore, performing the line-search within

restricted, path-orthogonal subspaces yields points along the MEP that can be specified to

arbitrary structural accuracy, leveraging the controllable computational cost of DMC and

other stochastic ab initio theories. Finally, we have shown that it is possible to combine

stochastic potential energies and Monte Carlo-sampled rotational entropies obtained using

DMC with vibrational contributions from DFT to compute corrected free energy changes

and kinetic constants that can improve upon DFT results and, potentially, approach coupled

cluster accuracy using only energetic information from DMC calculations without the need

for gradient evaluation at the DMC level.

The surrogate Hessian line-search and subspace optimization methods are both primarily
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based on energy optimization. Imposing structural tolerances on the geometries that are

identified using these methods, therefore, directly influences the precision to which the energy

is specified. In practice, the structural tolerance must be set large enough so as not to incur

disproportionate computational expense while still meeting the level of precision required for

the study. If an accurately designed surrogate Hessian-based calculation results in structures

that show slight deviations from more accurate methods such as CCSD or CCSD(T), this is

likely an indication of the “flatness” of the PES near those structures, which, in turn, reveals

interesting information about the physics of the system.

Subspace optimization, as noted in Section 3.2, features a few methodological departures

from NEB and other chain-of-states methods. However, both classes of methods accomplish

the same task and identify slightly different - yet theoretically consistent - points along the

MEP. Steps can be taken to eliminate the differences between the two approaches, such as

standardizing the tangent calculation method, repeated reevaluation of the surrogate Hessian

at every step taken by the line-search, etc. We leave these modifications for future work.

High-accuracy PES calculations play a significant role in several areas of computational

chemistry and materials science research. At large system sizes, O(N6−7)- or higher-scaling

coupled cluster- and full configuration interaction-based methods remain largely inaccessible.

Stochastic electronic structure theories such as QMC - accelerated using surrogate theories

such as DFT - present opportunities to unravel the physics and chemistry of large, corre-

lated systems at high accuracy and for potentially lower computational cost, given their

O(N3−4) scaling. The work presented here also provides a path toward obtaining critical

information about reaction pathways without the explicit use of energy gradients, which can

be challenging to obtain in a variety of otherwise promising electronic structure methods.22

In the context of DMC, our approach will have particular value for large systems or systems

containing heavy atoms, for which force calculations can be especially cumbersome.

Overall, our work represents a step further in the expanding suite of capabilities of QMC

methods, enabling the accurate description of systems that undergo dynamical transitions
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along minimum-energy pathways, such as diffusion processes,61 chemical reactions,44 includ-

ing catalytic reactions,33,62 conformational changes, and phase transitions.63

Supporting Information

The Supporting Information document contains the structural parameterization equations

for the NH3 and SN2 systems, DMC calculation extension factors, and the breakdown of the

free energy contributions. All code associated with this work can be found at

https://github.com/gopal-iyer/surrogate hessian reaction pathway search.
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