
Chapter 1

THE LIEB-OXFORD BOUND AND THE OPTIMAL
TRANSPORT LIMIT OF DFT

Michael Seidl, Tarik Benyahia, Derk P. Kooi and Paola Gori-Giorgi

Abstract. We review and illustrate with several examples the connection between the search for
lower bounds for the optimal constant in the Lieb-Oxford inequality and the optimal transport
limit (or strictly-correlated-electrons limit) of density functional theory. We focus in particular
on several contributions from Elliott Lieb which already hinted at this connection.

1.1 Introduction

Elliott Lieb’s work has been a continuous source of inspiration for researchers work-
ing on density functional theory (DFT) and quantum chemistry in general. In this
small chapter we have chosen to focus on three among Elliott’s papers (denoted
throughout as L79 [1], LO81 [2] and L83 [3]), which had a profound influence on our
work on the so-called strictly correlated electrons (SCE) limit of DFT (also known
as the optimal transport or semiclassical limit of the Levy-Lieb functional), and its
applications to the Lieb-Oxford inequality. We will go through a series of simple
worked-out SCE examples that illustrate and support specific sentences and equa-
tions in these three papers. We hope that, despite their simplicity, Elliott will enjoy
these examples that have been crafted here explicitly for him.

The chapter is organised as follows. We will first review, in Sec. 1.2, the Lieb-
Oxford inequality [1, 2], including lower bounds on the optimal constant for different
particle numbers 𝑁 derived from SCE calculations. The theory and ideas behind SCE
are illustrated and connected to Elliott’s work in Sec. 1.3, with various worked-out
examples, including (Sec. 1.3.2) a construction from LO81 [2], which was essentially
a SCE state (although formulated at the time in a slightly different way), discussing a
simple generalization. Then in Sec. 1.4 we use SCE to do a computation that was ima-
gined by Elliott in L83 [3]. Finally, we conclude with what we believe is an intriguing
question on the optimal constants in the LO inequality for different particle numbers
𝑁 .
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1.2 Lieb-Oxford (LO) bound

1.2.1 General concepts

Any (correctly normalized and antisymmetrized) 𝑁-electron wave functionΨ is mapped
onto an electron density 𝜌(r) ≡ 𝜌Ψ(r), which we write Ψ ↦→ 𝜌, by the usual definition

𝜌(r) = 𝑁
∑︁

𝜎1 ,...,𝜎𝑁

∫
dr2 · · ·

∫
dr𝑁

���Ψ(
r, 𝜎1; r2, 𝜎2; ...; r𝑁 , 𝜎𝑁

) ���2. (1.1)

The density is normalized to 𝑁 , the total number of electrons in the system,∫
𝑑3𝑟 𝜌(r) = 𝑁. (1.2)

In terms of the operator

𝑉̂ee =
1
2

𝑁 (𝑖≠ 𝑗)∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗=1

1
|r𝑖 − r 𝑗 |

, (1.3)

the Coulomb electron-electron repulsive energy in the state Ψ is the expectation

𝐼 (Ψ) = 〈Ψ|𝑉̂ee |Ψ〉, (1.4)

using the notation 𝐼 (Ψ) of L83, see eq (5.3) there. The Hartree functional

𝑈 [𝜌] =
1
2

∫
𝑑3𝑟

∫
𝑑3𝑟 ′

𝜌(r) 𝜌(r′)
|r − r′ | , (1.5)

denoted as 𝑈 [𝜌] ≡ 𝐷 (𝜌) in L83, is called the direct part of 𝐼 (Ψ), while its indirect
part is the difference

𝑊 [Ψ] = 〈Ψ|𝑉̂ee |Ψ〉 − 𝑈 [𝜌Ψ] . (1.6)

In the notation of L83, see Eq. (5.4) there, this same definition reads

𝐸 (Ψ) = 𝐼 (Ψ) − 𝐷 (𝜌Ψ). (1.7)

For clarity, we report in table 1.1 an overview of the notation used in LO81 and our
previous work (denoted SVG) on the search of optimal constants for the bound [4].

1.2.2 The bound

Referred to as the Lieb-Oxford (LO) bound in the literature, Eq. (6) of LO81 or
Eq. (5.7) of L83 reads

〈Ψ|𝑉̂ee |Ψ〉 ≥ 𝑈 [𝜌Ψ] − 𝐶

∫
dr 𝜌Ψ(r)4/3, (1.8)
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Quantity L83 SVG
Coulomb repulsive energy 𝐼 (Ψ) 〈Ψ|𝑉̂ee |Ψ〉
direct part of 𝐼 (Ψ) (Hartree energy) 𝐷 (𝜌) 𝑈 [𝜌]
indirect part of 𝐼 (Ψ) 𝐸 (Ψ) 𝑊 [Ψ]

Table 1.1. Notation used in L83 [3] and in SVG [4].

where the constant 𝐶 > 0 has an unknown optimum, defined as the minimum value
for which the inequality holds for any possible system. Writing

𝐶 ≥ 𝑈 [𝜌Ψ] − 〈Ψ|𝑉̂ee |Ψ〉∫
dr 𝜌Ψ(r)4/3

≡ 𝜆𝐶 [Ψ] (1.9)

(alternatively, SVG uses 𝜆[Ψ] = 𝐴3 𝜆𝐶 [Ψ], where 𝐴3 =
3
4 (

3
𝜋
)1/3 ≈ 0.739), we see that

this optimum is a maximum (or a supremum),

𝐶 = sup
Ψ

𝜆𝐶 [Ψ] . (1.10)

We can also restrict ourselves to wave functions Ψ ↦→ 𝑁 with a given particle number
𝑁 , and define

𝐶 (𝑁) = sup
Ψ ↦→𝑁

𝜆𝐶 [Ψ] (𝑁 ∈ N). (1.11)

Lieb and Oxford have then shown in LO81 that the corresponding unknown optimal
constants 𝐶 (𝑁) are monotonically increasing with growing 𝑁 ,

𝐶 (𝑁) ≤ 𝐶 (𝑁 + 1), lim
𝑁→∞

𝐶 (𝑁) = 𝐶. (1.12)

The LO bound has played (and continues to play) a very important role in the develop-
ment of approximate exchange-correlation functionals in DFT, as very clearly reviewed
and illustrated in the Chapter by Perdew and Sun in this same volume.

We focus here on lower and upper bounds for the unknown optimal constants 𝐶
of Eq. (1.10) and 𝐶 (𝑁) of Eq. (1.11), which can be obtained, respectively, by:

• Challenging the LO bound of Eq. (1.8), which means:
Finding a Ψ with a particularly high value 𝜆𝐶 [Ψ] in Eq. (1.9), yielding a
lower bound 𝐶 ≥ 𝜆𝐶 [Ψ].

• Tightening the LO bound of Eq. (1.8), which means:
Applying general theory to find an upper bound 𝐶 for 𝐶, yielding 𝐶 ≤ 𝐶.

This is illustrated schematically in Fig. 1.1, which shows the tightest upper and lower
bounds currently known for𝐶. The current best lower bound corresponds to the Ψ (or,
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better, the probability density |Ψ|2), describing the bcc Wigner crystal [5, 6], which
has been suggested several times [7, 8] as the actual optimal 𝐶. However, this hypo-
thesis still remains without proof. The increasingly tighter lower and upper bounds

Figure 1.1. Schematic illustration of the search for a lower bound for the optimal constant 𝐶 in
the Lieb-Oxford inequality: each time we find (see the encircled Ψ in the figure) a wavefunction
(or just a probability density |Ψ|2) yielding a value for 𝜆𝐶 [Ψ] of Eq. (1.9) higher than any value
previously observed, we improve the lower bound for 𝐶. Currently, the highest value 1.4442
ever observed for 𝜆𝐶 [Ψ] is provided by the bcc Wigner crystal energy [5, 6], but it is unknown
whether this is the actual optimal value. The upper bounds on 𝐶, instead, are more difficult to
derive, as they need a rigorous proof [1, 2, 9, 10].

for 𝐶 and 𝐶 (𝑁) from the literature are also collected in table 1.2.

bound for 𝐶 and 𝐶 (𝑁) reference year
𝐶 ≤ 8.52 [1] 1979
𝐶 ≤ 1.68 [2] 1981
𝐶 ≤ 1.6359 [9] 1999
𝐶 ≤ 1.5765 [10] 2022
𝐶 ≥ 𝐶 (2) ≥ 1.234 = Λ𝐶 [𝜌81] [2] 1981
𝐶 ≥ 𝐶 (2) ≥ 1.256 = Λ𝐶 [𝜌16𝐴] [4] 2016
𝐶 ≥ 𝐶 (60) ≥ 1.4119 = Λ𝐶 [𝜌16𝐵] [4] 2016
𝐶 ≥ 1.4442 [5, 6] 2019

Table 1.2. Upper and lower bounds for the optimal constants 𝐶 and 𝐶 (𝑁) of Eq. (1.16), where
Λ𝐶 [𝜌] is the density functional of Eq. (1.17).



LIEB-OXFORD BOUND AND SCE 5

The bound of Eq. (1.8) is not convex in 𝜌 (it is not even positive) [3]. Alternatively,
in Eq. (5.8) of L83 Lieb defines the functional

𝐼 (𝜌) = inf
Ψ ↦→𝜌

〈Ψ|𝑉̂ee |Ψ〉

≡ 𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌] . (1.13)

In the second line, we have introduced the designation 𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌], Eq. (21) of SVG [4].

There is no need to distinguish between pure states and ensembles in the definition
of the functional [11]. Furthermore, the minimization can be done over probability
densities 𝑃 [1, 2, 12],

𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌] = min

𝑃 ↦→𝜌

∫
dr1 · · ·

∫
dr𝑁 𝑃

(
r1, r2, ..., r𝑁

) ∑︁
𝑖> 𝑗

1
|r𝑖 − r 𝑗 |

. (1.14)

The SCE functional will be considered in detail in the following section 1.3. Instead
of Eq. (1.8), we now obtain a convex bound,

〈Ψ|𝑉̂ee |Ψ〉 ≥ 𝐼 (𝜌) ≡ 𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌], (1.15)

see Eq. (5.8) of L83. If the RHS 𝐼 (𝜌) ≡ 𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌] had a simple explicit dependence

on the density 𝜌, the bound given by Eq. (1.15) would be preferable to the one of
Eq. (1.8). In particular, Eqs. (1.10) and (1.11) can now be written [4] as a supremum
with respect to densities 𝜌,

𝐶 = sup
𝜌

Λ𝐶 [𝜌], 𝐶 (𝑁) = sup
𝜌 ↦→𝑁

Λ𝐶 [𝜌], (1.16)

where the density functional Λ𝐶 [𝜌] is defined as

Λ𝐶 [𝜌] ≡
𝑈 [𝜌] −𝑉SCE

ee [𝜌]∫
𝑑3𝑟 𝜌(r)4/3

. (1.17)

1.3 Strictly correlated electrons (SCE)

We now turn in detail to the functional 𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌], denoted as 𝐼 (𝜌) in L83 and defined

in Eq. (1.13) above.
In Ref. [3], Elliott Lieb wrote: “Any reader who is devoted to abstract density

functional theory [...] should try to guess a plausible form for 𝐼 (𝜌). (Proving it is
another matter.) It will quickly be seen that 𝐼 (𝜌) must be extremely complicated, and
to say that it is “nonlocal” is an understatement.”

By now, we know that the functional 𝐼 (𝜌) corresponds to a multimarginal optimal
transport (OT) problem [12, 13, 14] and provides the semiclassical limit (ℏ → 0) of
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the Levy-Lieb functional [11, 15]. But even before these rigorous works, the func-
tional 𝐼 (𝜌) was constructed explicitly from the physical idea of “strictly-correlated
electrons” for some special cases: 𝑁 = 2 electrons in a spherically symmetric density
[16], a general number of electrons 𝑁 in one dimensional systems [16], and, later,
a general 𝑁-electron density with spherical symmetry [17]. The first two construc-
tions have been later proven to be exact in Refs. [13] and [18], respectively, while
for the construction for the general spherical 𝑁-electron case counterexamples have
been found [19, 20]. Nonetheless, the spherically-symmetric construction of Ref. [17]
still provides a valid probability density corresponding to a given 𝜌, and thus a valid
Λ𝐶 [𝜌] that can be used to get improved lower bounds for the optimal constant [4, 21].

In the following, we provide simple explicit constructions for 𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌] for some

of these special cases, and we then show that Lieb and Oxford had actually found in
LO81, for 𝑁 = 2, a spherical density for which they could also construct what we call
today the SCE (or Monge) solution.

1.3.1 𝑵 = 2 electrons with spherical symmetry (3D)

We here consider spherically symmetric densities 𝜌(r) = 𝜌(𝑟) for 𝑁 = 2 electrons,∫ ∞

0
𝑑𝑟 (4𝜋𝑟2) 𝜌(𝑟) = 𝑁 (𝑁 = 2). (1.18)

We shall first give the recipe for computing the value of𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌] ≡ 𝐼 (𝜌) for any given

𝜌, and then explain the physics behind it. The mathematical proof that 𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌] for

these densities yields the true infimum in Eq. (1.13) is given in Ref. [13].
Recipe: (Although we consider the case 𝑁 = 2 here, we keep the symbol “𝑁” in

our equations to make the origin of the numerical prefactors transparent.) For a given
density 𝜌, we introduce the cumulative particle number function,

𝑁e(𝑟) =

∫ 𝑟

0
d𝑠 (4𝜋𝑠2) 𝜌(𝑠). (1.19)

As 𝑟 ≥ 0 grows, 𝑁e(𝑟) increases monotonically from 𝑁e(0) = 0 to 𝑁e(𝑟) → 𝑁 for
𝑟 → ∞. When 𝜌 has compact support, 𝜌(𝑟) = 0 for 𝑟 > 𝑅, we have 𝑁e(𝑅) = 𝑁 .
Generally, including the cases with 𝑅 =∞, we use for the inverse function the notation

𝑁−1
e : [0, 𝑁] → [0, 𝑅], 𝜈 ↦→ 𝑟 = 𝑁−1

e (𝜈). (1.20)

Then, fixed by the density 𝜌(𝑟), the SCE “co-motion function” 𝑓 (𝑟) (aka, the Monge
map in optimal transport theory) is defined as

𝑓 (𝑟) = 𝑁−1
e

(
2 − 𝑁e(𝑟)

)
, (1.21)
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and the value of the density functional 𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌] ≡ 𝐼 (𝜌) is given by

𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌] =

∫ ∞

0
𝑑𝑟 (4𝜋𝑟2)

1
𝑁
𝜌(𝑟)

𝑟 + 𝑓 (𝑟) (𝑁 = 2). (1.22)

This is indeed a highly nonlocal functional of the density 𝜌 !
Physics: In an SCE state with a density according to Eq. (1.18), minimum repul-

sion energy in Eq. (1.13) is achieved as follows: The two electrons (upon simultaneous
measurement of their positions) are always found at positions r1 and r2 which are
related by

r2 = f (r1), f (r) = − 𝑓 (𝑟) r
𝑟
. (1.23)

In words: The vectors r1 and r2 always point in opposite directions from the origin,
and the distance 𝑟2 = |r2 | is fixed by 𝑟1 = |r1 | through the co-motion function, 𝑟2 =

𝑓 (𝑟1). Formally, using a Dirac 𝛿 distribution, the square modulus of such an SCE
state can be written as

|Ψ(r1, r2) |2 =
𝜌(r1)
𝑁

𝛿
(
r2 − f (r1)

)
. (1.24)

Eq. (1.21) arises, since the probability for finding one electron inside a sphere with
radius 𝑟 must be the same as for finding the second one outside a sphere with radius
𝑓 (𝑟),

𝑁e(𝑟) = 2 − 𝑁e
(
𝑓 (𝑟)

)
. (1.25)

Then Eq. (1.22) arises, since the distance 𝑑 (𝑟) = 𝑟 + 𝑓 (𝑟) between the two electrons
only depends on the single variable 𝑟 (representing the distance 𝑟 = |r| of one of them
from the center). Eq. (1.21) implies that 𝑓 ( 𝑓 (𝑟)) ≡ 𝑟 , meaning that 𝑓 must be its own
inverse,

𝑓 −1(𝑟) = 𝑓 (𝑟). (1.26)

This result is necessary for identical particles, in which case the above condition 𝑟2 =

𝑓 (𝑟1) must be equivalent to 𝑟1 = 𝑓 (𝑟2).
Example 1: For illustration, we choose the cumulative number functions

𝑁e(𝑟) =
𝑁𝑟𝑛

𝑎𝑛 + 𝑟𝑛 (𝑎, 𝑛 > 0, 𝑁 ∈ N) (1.27)

(later we shall set 𝑁 = 2). These functions can be inverted explicitly,

𝑁−1
e (𝜈) = 𝑎

( 𝜈

𝑁 − 𝜈

)1/𝑛
(𝑎, 𝑛 > 0, 𝑁 ∈ N). (1.28)
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In terms of the derivatives 𝑁 ′
e(𝑟) = 𝑑

𝑑𝑟
𝑁e(𝑟), the corresponding densities are (see

Fig. 1.2)

𝜌𝑛 (𝑟) ≡
𝑁 ′

e(𝑟)
4𝜋𝑟2 =

𝑁

4𝜋𝑎3
𝑛𝑥𝑛−3

(1 + 𝑥𝑛)2

(
𝑥 =

𝑟

𝑎

)
. (1.29)

Setting 𝑁 = 2, we obtain a unique co-motion function 𝑓 (𝑟), valid for all 𝑛,

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

𝑎3

𝑁
𝜌𝑛(𝑟)

𝑟/𝑎

Figure 1.2. Densities 𝜌𝑛 (𝑟) of Eq. (1.29) for 𝑛 = 3 (red), 4 (yellow), ..., up to 𝑛 = 7 (violet).

𝑓 (𝑟) ≡ 𝑁−1
e

(
𝑁 − 𝑁e(𝑟)

)
= 𝑎

(
𝑁 − 𝑁e(𝑟)
𝑁e(𝑟)

)1/𝑛
=
𝑎2

𝑟
(𝑁 = 2). (1.30)

Consequently, Eq. (1.22) now yields

𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌𝑛] ≡ 1

𝑁

∫ ∞

0
𝑑𝑟

𝑁 ′
e(𝑟)

𝑟 + 𝑓 (𝑟) (𝑁 = 2) (1.31)

= 𝑛𝑎𝑛
∫ ∞

0

𝑑𝑟 𝑟𝑛

(𝑎2 + 𝑟2) (𝑎𝑛 + 𝑟𝑛)2 =
1
𝑎
𝑉𝑛, (1.32)

with the dimensionless integrals

𝑉𝑛 = 𝑛

∫ ∞

0

𝑑𝑥 𝑥𝑛

(1 + 𝑥2) (1 + 𝑥𝑛)2 . (1.33)

For spherical densities 𝜌(𝑟) = 𝑁 ′
e (𝑟 )

4𝜋𝑟2 , we generally have

𝑈 [𝜌] ≡ (4𝜋)2
∫ 𝑅

0
d𝑟 𝑟 𝜌(𝑟)

∫ 𝑟

0
d𝑠 𝑠2 𝜌(𝑠)

=

∫ 𝑅

0

d𝑟
𝑟
𝑁 ′

e(𝑟) 𝑁e(𝑟), (1.34)∫
𝑑3𝑟 𝜌(r)4/3 =

1
(4𝜋)1/3

∫ 𝑅

0

d𝑟
𝑟2/3 𝑁

′
e(𝑟)4/3. (1.35)
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Using here the functions 𝑁e(𝑟) from Eq. (1.27), we obtain (for arbitrary 𝑁 ∈ N)

𝑈 [𝜌𝑛] = 𝑁2𝑛𝑎𝑛
∫ ∞

0

𝑑𝑟 𝑟2(𝑛−1)

(𝑎𝑛 + 𝑟𝑛)3 =
𝑁2

𝑎
𝑈𝑛, (1.36)∫

𝑑3𝑟 𝜌𝑛 (r)4/3 =
(𝑁𝑛𝑎𝑛)4/3

(4𝜋)1/3

∫ ∞

0

𝑑𝑟 𝑟
4𝑛
3 −2

(𝑎𝑛 + 𝑟𝑛)8/3 =
𝑁4/3

𝑎
𝐾𝑛, (1.37)

with another set of dimensionless integrals,

𝑈𝑛 = 𝑛

∫ ∞

0

𝑑𝑥 𝑥2(𝑛−1)

(1 + 𝑥𝑛)3 , 𝐾𝑛 =
𝑛4/3

(4𝜋)1/3

∫ ∞

0

𝑑𝑥 𝑥
4𝑛
3 −2

(1 + 𝑥𝑛)8/3 . (1.38)

For 𝑁 = 2, we now can evaluate the density functional of Eq. (1.17),

Λ𝐶 [𝜌𝑛] =
22𝑈𝑛 −𝑉𝑛

24/3𝐾𝑛

. (1.39)

The resulting values for the densities shown in Fig. 1.2 are collected in the Table
below.

𝑛 Λ𝐶 [𝜌𝑛]
3 1.252 22
4 1.234 16
5 1.205 83
6 1.175 75
7 1.146 48

For many integer values of 𝑛, the integrals 𝑉𝑛,𝑈𝑛, and 𝐾𝑛 can be obtained analyt-
ically. Numerically, the maximum seems to be reached for 𝑛 ≈ 2.86, and it is equal to
Λ𝐶 [𝜌𝑛] ≈ 1.252 62. This value is only slightly lower than the currently best known
lower bound on the Lieb-Oxford constant 𝐶 (2), namely 1.256 [4], and it is signific-
antly better than the original LO81 lower bound, equal to 1.234, discussed in the next
section.

1.3.2 An early example for an SCE state in LO81

In section 3 of LO81, Lieb and Oxford introduce for 𝑁 = 2 electrons in 3D the spher-
ically symmetric probability density |𝜓 |2 [(𝑡, 𝑒), (𝑠, ℎ)], which we denote |Ψ81 |2 here.
The authors point out that “trivially, 𝐼 (Ψ81) ≡ 〈Ψ81 |𝑉̂ee |Ψ81〉 = 1 since the particles
are always one unit apart", to find for the present Eq. (1.9)

𝐶 (2) ≥ 𝜆𝐶 [Ψ81] = 1.234. (1.40)

|Ψ81(r1, r2) |2 turns out to describe an SCE state for 𝑁 = 2 electrons in the spherical
density (LO81 uses dimensionless lengths in units of our 𝑅 here)

𝜌81(𝑟) =
15
𝜋𝑅5 (𝑅 − 𝑟)2𝛩(𝑅 − 𝑟). (1.41)
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In this case, Eq. (1.21) implies (see derivation below) the simple SCE co-motion
function,

𝑓 (𝑟) = 𝑅 − 𝑟, (1.42)

enforcing in fact a fixed distance 𝑟 + 𝑓 (𝑟) = 𝑅 between the two electrons (“the particles
are always one unit apart”),

𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌81] =

1
𝑅
. (1.43)

To show that 𝑓 (𝑟) = 𝑅 − 𝑟 is the true co-motion function for the density 𝜌81(𝑟), we
study the set of all possible cumulative number functions 𝑁e : [0, 𝑅] → [0, 2], 𝑟 ↦→
𝑁e(𝑟), that in Eq. (1.21) yield 𝑓 (𝑟) = 𝑅 − 𝑟 ,

𝑁e(𝑅 − 𝑟) = 2 − 𝑁e(𝑟). (1.44)

• Specifically for the density 𝜌81(𝑟), with

𝑁e(𝑟) ≡
∫ 𝑟

0
d𝑠 (4𝜋𝑠2) 𝜌81(𝑠) =

2
𝑅5

[
6𝑟2 − 15𝑅 𝑟 + 10𝑅2

]
𝑟3, (1.45)

we see that condition (1.44) is satisfied, by replacing 𝑟 with 𝑅 − 𝑟 and expand-
ing. There is no need for explicitly constructing the inverse function 𝑁−1

e (𝜈)
here.

• For the general case, we substitute 𝑟 = 𝑅
2 + 𝑢 to rewrite condition (1.44) as

𝑁e
(
𝑅
2 − 𝑢

)
= 2 − 𝑁e

(
𝑅
2 + 𝑢

)
. (1.46)

In words: The co-motion function 𝑓 (𝑟) = 𝑅 − 𝑟 arises then and only then,
when the graph 𝑦 = 𝑁e(𝑥) in the 𝑥𝑦-plane has inversion symmetry about the
point (𝑥, 𝑦) = ( 𝑅2 , 1).

Using Eq. (1.46), we can construct infinitely many densities 𝜌(𝑟) = 𝑁 ′
e (𝑟 )

4𝜋𝑟2 (for 𝑟 ∈
[0, 𝑅]) that all share the simple co-motion function 𝑓 (𝑟) = 𝑅 − 𝑟 of Eq. (1.42), imply-
ing that

𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌] =

1
𝑅
. (1.47)

Example 2: For − 3
2 ≤ 𝑎 ≤ 3

8 , all the functions

𝑦𝑎 (𝑠) = 𝑎 𝑠5 −
(
2𝑎 + 1

2
)
𝑠3 +

(
𝑎 + 3

2
)
𝑠

(
− 3

2 ≤ 𝑎 ≤ 3
8
)
, (1.48)

having inversion symmetry about the origin (𝑠, 𝑦) = (0, 0), are monotonic for 𝑠 ∈
[−1, 1] with 𝑦𝑎 (±1) = ±1 [and 𝑦′𝑎 (±1) = 0]. Consequently, Eq. (1.46) is satisfied
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when we choose

𝑁e(𝑟) = 1 + 𝑦𝑎
( 2𝑟−𝑅

𝑅

)
= 32 𝑎

( 𝑟
𝑅

)5
− 80 𝑎

( 𝑟
𝑅

)4
+ 4

(
16𝑎 − 1

) ( 𝑟
𝑅

)3
+ 2

(
3 − 8𝑎

) ( 𝑟
𝑅

)2
.(1.49)

The resulting densities 𝜌𝑎 (𝑟) = 𝑁 ′
e (𝑟 )

4𝜋𝑟2 all have the simple co-motion function 𝑓 (𝑟) =
𝑅 − 𝑟 . With 𝑎 = 3

8 , the density 𝜌81(𝑟) of LO81, Eq. (1.41), is included, see Eq. (1.45).
Using Eqs. (1.34), (1.35), plus Eq. (1.47), we can evaluate the functional Λ𝐶 [𝜌𝑎]

of Eq. (1.17) for different values of 𝑎 ∈ [− 3
2 , +

3
8 ], see Fig. 1.3. We see that the

maximum Λ𝐶 ≈ 1.2358 is reached at 𝑎 ≈ 0.27 < 3
8 , slightly higher than the value

Λ𝐶 = 1.234 reported in LO81 for 𝑎 = 3
8 .

0
1

8

1

4

3

8

1.230

1.232

1.234

1.236

Λ𝐶 [𝜌𝑎]

𝑎

Figure 1.3. The values Λ𝐶 [𝜌𝑎] for the functions 𝑁e (𝑟) of Eq. (1.49).

1.4 SCE for a density with two “bumps” in 1D

Again in L83, Elliott Lieb elaborates on the extreme nonlocality of 𝐼 (𝜌) and writes
“consider 𝑁 = 2 and 𝜌 consisting of two “bumps” 𝜌1 and 𝜌2, very far apart. As long
as

∫
𝜌1 =

∫
𝜌2 = 1, 𝐼 (𝜌) ≈ 0, independently of 𝜌1 and 𝜌2. But when

∫
𝜌1 > 1,

∫
𝜌2 < 1,

then 𝐼 (𝜌) depends heavily on 𝜌1 but not on 𝜌2. The reason is that in the former case
the two electrons can be far apart in the two bumps; in the latter case the two electrons
must be partly close together in the first bump.”1

1We have corrected here a small typo in this sentence
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Since we know now how to exactly construct 𝐼 (𝜌) for one-dimensional systems
[18], we follow here this suggestion, and consider a density 𝜌𝛿 (𝑥) for 𝑁 = 2 electrons
in 1D, consisting of two rectangular “bumps” with different widths 𝑎± = (1 ± 𝛿)𝑎
(but with equal local densities 𝜌0 = 1

𝑎
), separated center-to-center by a large distance

𝑅 � 𝑎,

𝜌𝛿 (𝑥) =


1
𝑎

(
|𝑥 + 𝑅

2 | ≤
𝑎+
2

)
1
𝑎

(
|𝑥 − 𝑅

2 | ≤
𝑎−
2

)
0

(
elsewhere

)


(
𝑎± = (1 ± 𝛿)𝑎, 0 ≤ 𝛿 ≤ 1

)
. (1.50)

In this 1D case without “radial” symmetry, 𝜌(−𝑥) ≠ 𝜌(𝑥), the analogue of Eq. (1.21)
reads

𝑓 (𝑥) =


𝑁−1

e
(
𝑁e(𝑥) + 1

) (
𝑁e(𝑥) < 1

)
,

𝑁−1
e

(
𝑁e(𝑥) − 1

) (
𝑁e(𝑥) > 1

)
,

(1.51)

with the cumulative particle number function 𝑁e(𝑥) =
∫ 𝑥

−∞ d𝑦 𝜌(𝑦) and its inverse
𝑁−1

e (𝜈). Eq. (1.51) arises, as two strictly correlated electrons in 1D are always separ-
ated by a distance over which the density integrates exactly to one particle,∫ 𝑓 (𝑥)

𝑥

d𝑥 𝜌(𝑥) =


1

(
𝑁e(𝑥) < 1

)
,

−1
(
𝑁e(𝑥) > 1

)
.

(1.52)

For the density 𝜌𝛿 (𝑥), the function 𝑓 (𝑥) is plotted in Fig. 1.4 (red linear segments).
Fig. 1.4 shows that the distance between these two electrons is always either 𝑎 or

𝑅,

| 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑥 | =


𝑎 (𝑥1 < 𝑥 < 𝑥2)
𝑅 (𝑥2 < 𝑥 < 𝑥3)
𝑎 (𝑥3 < 𝑥 < 𝑥4)
𝑅 (𝑥5 < 𝑥 < 𝑥6)

 , (1.53)

where 𝑥1,4 = −𝑅
2 ∓ 𝑎+

2 , 𝑥2,3 = −𝑅
2 ∓ 𝑎−

2 , 𝑥5,6 = +𝑅
2 ∓ 𝑎−

2 . Consequently (with 𝑁 = 2),

𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌𝛿] ≡

∫ ∞

−∞

1
𝑁
𝜌𝛿 (𝑥) d𝑥

| 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑥 |
=

𝜌0
𝑁

[ 𝑥2 − 𝑥1
𝑎

+ 𝑥3 − 𝑥2
𝑅

+ 𝑥4 − 𝑥3
𝑎

+ 𝑥6 − 𝑥5
𝑅

]
=

𝛿

𝑎
+ 1 − 𝛿

𝑅
. (1.54)
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-1.0 -0.5 0.5 1.0

-1.0

-0.5

0.5

1.0𝑓 (𝑥)

𝑥

𝑎+

𝑎−
𝑅

Figure 1.4. Co-motion functions 𝑓 (𝑥) (red) and 𝑥 (blue) in the case 𝑅 = 2, 𝑎 = 0.5, and 𝛿 = 0.2
(when 𝑎+ = 0.6 and 𝑎− = 0.4). Generally, 𝑓 is its own inverse, 𝑓 −1 (𝑥) = 𝑓 (𝑥).

As was to be expected, we find 𝑉SCE
ee [𝜌0] = 1

𝑅
for 𝛿 = 0 (with symmetric bumps),

as this is the only case when each bump always accommodates exactly one electron,
implying that the distance between these strictly correlated electrons is always exacly
𝑅. In the opposite case 𝛿 = 1, when 𝑎+ = 2𝑎 and 𝑎− = 0, there is only one single
bump with width 2𝑎, and the two electrons always have the fixed distance 𝑎. Then, as
predicted by Lieb, if we take the limit 𝑅 → ∞ we see that for 𝛿 = 0 the functional is
zero, but when 𝛿 > 0 we have a dependence on 𝜌1 via the parameter 𝑎.

1.5 Which densities are the most challenging for the bound?

We conclude this chapter with an intriguing question: since we can now turn the
search for improved lower bounds for 𝐶 (𝑁) from wavefunctions to densities via the
functional Λ𝐶 [𝜌] of Eq. (1.17), which kind of densities provide higher values of
Λ𝐶 [𝜌] for a given number of electrons 𝑁?

In Ref. [4] several different density profiles for 𝑁 = 2 electrons in a spherically
symmetric density were used to compute Λ𝐶 [𝜌]. We report some of them, together
with a few new ones, in table 1.3. We observe that an exponential density gives a
rather high value of Λ𝐶 [𝜌] and the profile

√
𝑟 𝑒−𝑟 even more so. Here we have also
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extended this investigation to 𝑁 > 2, by using the variational solution of Ref. [17]
for spherically symmetric densities. For example, in table 1.4 we have played with
spherical density profiles of various atoms and rescaled them such that they integrate
to 3. We were surprised to see that, again, the exponential profile (H atom) and the
profile

√
𝑟 𝑒−𝑟 give particularly high values. The same happens for 𝑁 = 4 and 𝑁 = 10,

as shown in table 1.5.

profile Λ𝐶 [𝜌] (𝑁 = 2)
𝑒−50 (𝑟−1)2 0.932
𝜃 (1 − 𝑟) 1.106
(1 + 𝑟)−4 1.154
𝑒−

√
𝑟 1.224

𝑒−𝑟
3/2 1.254

𝑒−𝑟 1.255√
𝑟 𝑒−𝑟 1.256

Table 1.3. Values of the functional Λ𝐶 [𝜌] for different spherically-symmetric density profiles
for the case 𝑁 = 2. The function 𝜃 (𝑥) is the Heaviside step function.

profile Λ𝐶 [𝜌] (𝑁 = 3)
𝜃 (1 − 𝑟) 1.145
𝜌B(𝑟) 1.211
𝜌Be(𝑟) 1.235
𝜌Li(𝑟) 1.265
𝜌H(𝑟) 1.279√
𝑟 𝑒−𝑟 1.282

Table 1.4. Values of the functional Λ𝐶 [𝜌] for different spherically-symmetric density profiles
for the case 𝑁 = 3. As an experiment, we have taken radial densities of various atoms (B, Be,
H) and rescaled them such that they integrate to 𝑁 = 3. The radial densities for B, Be and H
were computed using full CI in an aug-cc-pVDZ basis using pyscf [22]. The function 𝜃 (𝑥) is
the Heaviside step function.

Funding. This work was supported by the Netherlands Organisation for Scientific
Research (NWO) under Vici grant 724.017.001. T.B. is grateful to the Vrĳe Uni-
versiteit for the opportunity to contribute to this paper using the University Research
Fellowship.
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profile Λ𝐶 [𝜌] (𝑁 = 4) Λ𝐶 [𝜌] (𝑁 = 10)
𝜃 (1 − 𝑟) 1.184 1.261
𝜌𝑍=𝑁 (𝑟) 1.278 1.340
𝑒−𝑟 1.307 1.364√
𝑟 𝑒−𝑟 1.310 1.368

Table 1.5. Values of the functional Λ𝐶 [𝜌] for different spherically-symmetric density profiles
for the cases 𝑁 = 4 and 𝑁 = 10, including the corresponding neutral atom densities computed
using full CI in an aug-cc-pVDZ basis using pyscf [22]. The function 𝜃 (𝑥) is the Heaviside step
function.
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