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Abstract

We investigate the possibility of using a transcorrelated Hamiltonian to describe electron correlation. A method
to obtain transcorrelated wavefunctions was developed based on the mathematical framework of the bi-variational
principle. This involves the construction of an effective transcorrelated Hamiltonian matrix which can be solved
in a self-consistent manner. This was optimised using a method we call Second Order Moment (SOM) min-
imisation to give highly accurate energies for some closed-shell atoms and helium-like ions. The effect of cer-
tain correlator terms on the description of electron-electron and electron-nuclear cusps were also examined
graphically and some transcorrelated wavefunctions were compared against near-exact Hylleraas wavefunc-
tions.

1 Introduction

Capturing the effects of electron correlation is a cen-
tral problem in electronic structure theory. A pos-
sible approach to tackle the problem involves the
use of a similarity transformed Hamiltonian H̄ =

e−τ Ĥeτ , where the τ is a polynomial dependent on
electronic positions and incorporates explicitly the
correlation between various electron pairs. The use
of such a Hamiltonian is known as the transcorrelated
method. The inclusion of r12 terms to describe elec-
tronic correlation can be dated back to Hylleraas,1
and later popularised by Kutzelnigg,2 forming the
basis of R12/F12 methodology3,4 today. Boys and
Handy employed the transcorrelated formalism to
introduce correlation terms to get near-exact ener-
gies for various atoms and molecules.5–11 This was
done using a custom basis set and an optimised Jas-
trow factor. Hirschfelder,12 Bartlett and Nooijen,13

and Klopper and coworkers14,15 have also considered
the use of such similarity-transformed Hamiltonians
to eliminate the singularities associated with the 1

rij

term in the many-electron Hamiltonian.

There are two principal difficulties working with the
transcorrelated Hamiltonian. Firstly, the transcor-
related Hamiltonian will involve three-electron op-
erators which can be expensive computationally.
Secondly, the transcorrelated Hamiltonian is non-
Hermitian. Unlike with Hermitian operators, the
variational principle does not hold for non-Hermitian

operators. This implies that the expectation value
of the transcorrelated Hamiltonian is not bounded
from below and hence unphysical energies may be
obtained. Furthermore, non-Hermitian matrices are
difficult to work with due to the possibility for nu-
merical instability in matrix computations.

However, with the introduction of Variational Monte
Carlo (VMC), the calculation became more compu-
tationally feasible and promising results were shown
for a variety of atoms, molecules15–18 and periodic
systems.19,20 To tackle the issue of non-Hermiticity,
Luo proposed to replace the non-Hermitian ansatz
with a Hermitian approximation so that a variational
approach becomes viable.21,22

The transcorrelated Hamiltonian has also more re-
cently been used with a variety of quantum chem-
istry methods with promising results. Alavi and co-
workers have applied Full Configuration Interaction
Quantum Monte Carlo (FCIQMC) to the transcorre-
lated ansatz for a variety of systems successfully.23–26

Their numerical results show that the unbounded-
ness of the non-Hermitian operator did not pose
serious difficulties and that highly accurate results,
even up to spectroscopic accuracies,27 could be re-
alised. More recently, they have used the transcor-
related Hamiltonian with Coupled Cluster28 and the
energies found demonstrated better basis set conver-
gence. On the other hand, Reiher and co-workers
have developed a transcorrelated analogue of Den-
sity Matrix Renormalisation Group (DMRG) and ap-
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plied it to the Fermi-Hubbard model and some homo-
nuclear diatomics.29,30 They have similarly found that
the use of transcorrelation accelerates the conver-
gence to the complete basis set limit.

Building on the recent successes of the transcorre-
lated method, this work shall attempt a deterministic
approach and examine its viability as a computa-
tional tool to capture the effects of electron corre-
lation. While Boys and Handy’s formulation was
deterministic, the computational resources of their
time would have restricted the scope of their work.
We therefore think that it would be useful to ex-
plore the possibilities of a deterministic approach
with the computational resources today. Unlike
Boys and Handy, however, we will solve the non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian matrix self-consistently. In-
stead of parametrising the correlator using the con-
traction equations, we propose to find it via what
we shall call second-order-moment (SOM) minimi-
sation, an analogue of variance minimisation that we
have adapted for this work.

2 Theoretical Background

2.1 Transcorrelated Hamiltonian
The transcorrelated Hamiltonian, H̄ = e−τ Ĥeτ , can
be expanded using the Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff
(BCH) expansion:

H̄ = Ĥ + [Ĥ, τ ] +
1

2!
[[Ĥ, τ ], τ ] +

1

3!
[[[Ĥ, τ ], τ ], τ ] + ...

(1)

By using a correlator of the form τ =
∑
i<j u(ri, rj),

the third- and higher-order commutator terms van-
ishes. The commutators can be further expanded to
give:

H̄ = Ĥ −
Ne∑
i

(1

2
∇2
i τ + ∇iτ ·∇i +

1

2

(
∇iτ

)2)
(2)

where Ne is the total number of electrons in the sys-
tem studied.
Substituting τ =

∑
i<j u(ri, rj), the transcorrelated

Hamiltonian takes the form

H̄ = Ĥ −
Ne∑
i<j

K̂(ri, rj)−
Ne∑

i<j<k

L̂(ri, rj , rk) (3)

where

K̂(ri, rj) =
1

2

(
∇2
iu(ri, rj) +∇2

ju(ri, rj)

+ (∇iu(ri, rj)
2 + (∇ju(ri, rj)

2
)

+ ∇iu(ri, rj) ·∇i + ∇ju(ri, rj) ·∇j

(4)

L̂(ri, rj , rk) = ∇iu(ri, rj) ·∇iu(ri, rk)

+ ∇ju(rj , rk) ·∇ju(rj , ri)

+ ∇ku(rk, ri) ·∇ku(rk, rj)

(5)

The presence of the terms ∇iu(ri, rj) · ∇i +

∇ju(ri, rj) · ∇j in K̂(ri, rj) makes the transcorre-
lated Hamiltonian non-self-adjoint. This has been
derived previously in several papers,6,14,15,24 but is
recapitulated here for completeness.

2.2 One-electron effective Hamilto-
nian

The transcorrelated Hamiltonian is non-self-adjoint
and will therefore have left- and right-eigenvectors.
The left- and right- eigenvectors Ψ = Â(ψ1ψ2 · · ·ψn)

and Φ = Â(φ1φ2 · · ·φn) are Slater Determinants
formed from molecular orbitals {ψ1ψ2 · · ·ψn} and
{φ1φ2 · · ·φn}, respectively. A bi-orthonormal set of
molecular orbitals, that is, 〈ψi|φj〉 = δij can always
be found via Löwdin pairing31 and hence we assume
bi-orthonormality throughout this paper.

The Slater Determinants satisfy the following equa-
tions:

H̄Φ = EΦ ΨH̄ = EΨ (6)

with E denoting the energy associated with the
eigenvectors. The transcorrelated energy can be iden-
tified as:

E =
〈Ψ|H̄|Φ〉
〈Ψ|Φ〉

(7)

= 〈Ψ|H̄|Φ〉 (8)

The denominator is unity due to the bi-
orthonormality condition. The effective transcor-
related Hamiltonian can be found by taking the
functional variation of the transcorrelated energy.
The functional variation can be found by using the
method of Lagrange multipliers. Forming the La-
grangian L under the constraint of bi-orthonormal
orbitals:

L = E −
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij(〈ψi|φj〉 − δij) (9)

We seek the solution to δL to find a stationary point
of the energy with respect to the constraint. We prove
in Appendix A that using the condition δL = 0, we
get the equation:[
ĥ+

∑
j=1

Ḡj +
1

2

∑
j=1

∑
k=1

L̄jk

]
φi(r1) =

∑
j=1

εijφi(r1)

H̄eff(r1)φi(r1) =
∑
j=1

εijφi(r1)

(10)

such that
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Ḡj =
∑
j=1

∫
dr2ψ

∗
j (r2)(r−112 − K̂(r1, r2))P2φj(r2) (11)

L̄jk =

∫ ∫
dr2dr3ψ

∗
j (r2)ψ∗k(r3)L̂(r1, r2, r3)P3φj(r2)φk(r3) (12)

We also introduce a notation PN =
∑
P̂∈SN

(−1)pP̂ .
SN is the symmetric group of degree N . For exam-
ple,

P3 |ijk〉 = |ijk〉 − |ikj〉+ |jki〉 − |jik〉+ |kij〉 − |kji〉
(13)

P3 therefore gives all the possible permutations (with
the correct parity) of the three-particle ket |ijk〉. H̄eff
is the effective transcorrelated Hamiltonian. It is a
functional of the bi-orthogonal set of molecular or-
bitals {ψi} and {φi} and can thus be solved for itera-
tively through a self-consistent approach.

2.3 Jastrow factor
The following form of the correlator was first intro-
duced by Boys and Handy:8

u(ri, rj) =
∑
mno

cmno∆mn(r̄miAr̄
n
jA + r̄niAr̄

m
jA)r̄oij (14)

where
r̄ =

ar

1 + br
(15)

and

∆mn =

{
1
2 m = n

1 otherwise
(16)

Scaling of the inter-particle distances as r̄ is known as
the Padé form.32 Scaled distances are commonly used
for Jastrow factors such that at large inter-particle dis-
tances, the terms in the Jastrow factors will approach
a constant. There have been a number of scaling func-
tions employed in literature.33 Following the work of
Schmidt and Moskowitz,34,35 we will use the Padé
form with a = b = 1 due to the simplicity of imple-
mentation.

2.4 Optimising correlator parame-
ters

The correlators are a function of the set of parame-
ters {cmno}. However, determination of these param-
eters is a non-trivial task. While the parameter c001
in equation 14 has been determined previously to be
1
2 to satisfy the cusp condition, the other parameters
cmno have yet to be determined. The unbounded na-
ture of the non-self-adjoint transcorrelated Hamilto-
nian operator prevents the use of energy minimisa-
tion for this. However, minimisation of the local en-
ergy variance can be performed to find these param-
eters. Schmidt and Moskowitz applied Variational

Monte Carlo (VMC) to calculate and minimise the
variance. They performed this with correlators con-
sisting of 7, 9, and 17 terms and found that with a 17
term correlator, 68–100% of the correlation energies
for atoms helium through neon could be recovered
using their variance minimised parameters.
Handy also independently developed a variance
minimisation procedure to optimise the transcorre-
lated parameters.36 He introduced the transcorre-
lated variance:

UTC = 〈e−τ ĤeτΦ|e−τ ĤeτΦ〉−〈Φ|e−τ Ĥeτ |Φ〉
2 (17)

The minimisation ofUTC was performed through the
Davidson method and near-exact energy for the he-
lium atom was calculated through this method, al-
beit with a slight modification of the Jastrow fac-
tor. However, helium is a two-electron system; for
any systems with more than two electrons, the three-
electron operator in the transcorrelated Hamiltonian
will in general give a non-zero term. As such, the
calculation of the transcorrelated variance in equa-
tion 17 will require the evaluation of six-electron op-
erators. The high computational cost and poor scal-
ing has deterred research efforts along this line of in-
quiry.

2.5 Second-Order-Moment (SOM) Min-
imisation

While variance is well-defined for a self-adjoint op-
erator, there is little literature for its non-self-adjoint
counterpart. It is well known from Linear Alge-
bra that a non-Hermitian matrix has left- and right-
eigenvectors which are not necessarily identical. The
transcorrelated Hamiltonian is a non-self-adjoint op-
erator and would similarly have left- and right-
eigenfunctions Ψ and Φ respectively. We assume the
use of a bi-orthogonal basis such that 〈Ψ|Φ〉 = 1. In-
stead of variance minimisation, we propose the min-
imisation of the second-order-moment (SOM), a bi-
orthogonal analogue of the variance for a non-self-
adjoint Hamiltonian:

USOM = 〈Ψ|(H̄ − 〈H̄〉)(H̄ − 〈H̄〉)|Φ〉 (18)

where 〈H̄〉 = 〈Ψ|H̄|Φ〉. This is a bi-orthogonal exten-
sion to the usual definition of the variance (or second
central moment in some papers37,38). To the best of
the authors’ knowledge, the minimisation of USOM

has not previously been performed. We shall first
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analyse some limiting cases to gain a better under-
standing of the quantity USOM.

In the limit of H̄† = H̄ (self-adjointness), the left-
and right-eigenfunctions become identical, Ψ = Φ.
USOM therefore reduces to the standard definition of
the variance:

USOM = 〈Ψ|H̄H̄|Φ〉 − 〈H̄〉2

= 〈Φ|H̄†H̄|Φ〉 − 〈H̄〉2

= 〈Ψ|H̄2|Φ〉 − 〈Φ|H̄|Φ〉2
(19)

In the limit that Φ is an exact eigenfunction, that is,
H̄Φ = λΦ where λ ∈ C,

〈H̄〉 = 〈Ψ|H̄|Φ〉
= λ 〈Ψ|Φ〉
= λ

(20)

where we have made use of the bi-orthogonality of
the left- and right-eigenfunctions. Then,

USOM = 〈Ψ|(H̄ − λ)(H̄ − λ)|Φ〉
= (λ− λ) 〈Ψ|(H̄ − λ)|Φ〉
= 0

(21)

A similar proof holds for the limit that Ψ is an ex-
act eigenfunction. Since the exact eigenfunction has
to satisfy the condition that USOM = 0, the param-
eters should be varied such that the quantity USOM

becomes as close to zero as possible. The evaluation
ofUSOM would similarly require the evaluation of six-
electron terms (three from each H̄) and it is therefore
as computationally challenging as Handy’s transcor-
related variance. To side-step this difficulty, the res-
olution of identity is employed. In the bi-orthogonal
basis, the identity is given by:

I =
∑
k

|Φk〉 〈Ψk| (22)

where k runs through all of the possible Slater Deter-
minants for the given basis.

USOM = 〈Ψ|(H̄ − 〈H̄〉)(H̄ − 〈H̄〉)|Φ〉

=
∑
k

〈Ψ|(H̄ − 〈H̄〉)|Φk〉 〈Ψk|(H̄ − 〈H̄〉)|Φ〉

= (〈Ψ|H̄|Φ〉 − 〈H̄〉)(〈Ψ|H̄|Φ〉

− 〈H̄〉) +
∑
k 6=0

〈Ψ|H̄|Φk〉 〈Ψk|H̄|Φ〉

=
∑
k 6=0

〈Ψ|H̄|Φk〉 〈Ψk|H̄|Φ〉

≈
∑
σ

∑
ia

〈Ψ|H̄|Φai 〉 〈Ψa
i |H̄|Φ〉

+
1

2

∑
σσ′

∑
ijab

〈Ψ|H̄|Φabij 〉 〈Ψab
ij |H̄|Φ〉

(23)

where the factor of a half was added to take into ac-
count double counting of ij and ab. The σ terms
denote the various spins of electrons. The penulti-
mate step is an approximation as we ignore the triple
excitation terms when they are much smaller than
the double excitation terms. In addition, the sin-
gle excitation term has terms with: 〈Ψa

i |H̄|Φ〉. By
analogy to Brillouin’s theorem for the Hartree–Fock
method, single excitation determinants will not inter-
act directly with the ground-state determinant, that is,
〈Ψa

i |H̄|Φ〉 = 0. We can therefore ignore the single ex-
citation terms and deduce that:

USOM ≈ 1

2

∑
σσ′

∑
ijab

〈Ψ|H̄|Φabij 〉 〈Ψab
ij |H̄|Φ〉 (24)

2.6 Bi-variational Principle

Having found the appropriate correlator parame-
ters, we can construct the transcorrelated Hamilto-
nian and solve for its eigenfunctions. However, when
the Hamiltonian is non-self-adjoint (as in the case
for the transcorrelated Hamiltonian), the variational
principle does not hold and the expectation value
of the Hamiltonian is not bounded from below. A
naive minimisation of the Hamiltonian’s expectation
value can therefore lead to values below the exact
ground state energy, which are unphysical. How-
ever, one can formulate a different variational prin-
ciple for a generic operator, which is not necessarily
self-adjoint. While the mathematical exposition on
the bi-variational principle has been previously un-
dertaken by Löwdin,39–41 the essential parts of the
proofs are reviewed here as it is a crucial to the de-
velopment of the transcorrelated method.

For a non-self-adjoint operator H̄ , we can define left
and right eigenfunctions Ψ and Φ, respectively such
that

H̄Φ = λΦ H̄†Ψ = µΨ λ, µ ∈ C (25)

We note that λ and µ are related by complex conjuga-
tion, that is, λ = µ∗ For a given pair of trial functions
Ψi and Φi such that

Φi = Φ + δΦ Ψi = Ψ + δΨ (26)

the expectation values λi and µi are given by

λi = λ+
〈δΨ|H̄ − λ|δΦ〉
〈Ψi|Φi〉

µi = µ+
〈δΦ|H̄† − µ|δΨ〉
〈Φi|Ψi〉

(27)

The expectation values λi and µi have vanishing first-
order variations (δλi = 0), that is, they correspond to
stationary points about the exact eigenvalues λ and µ,
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respectively. This is known as the bi-variational prin-
ciple for a pair of adjoint operators.39

Conversely, we can show that if δλi = 0 for all δΦ and
δΨ,

(H̄ − λi)Φi = 0 (H̄ − λi)†Ψi = 0 (28)

This implies that the trial function Φi is an eigenfunc-
tion of H̄ with eigenvalue λi and Ψi is an eigenfunc-
tion of H̄† with eigenvalue λ∗i = µi. Equation 27
implies that if the trial functions Φi and Ψi are cor-
rect to first order, the approximation of the eigenvalue
λi to the exact eigenvalue λ is correct to second or-
der.

2.7 Matrix Representation
The bi-variational equations can be recast in matrix
form. In the following, the tensor notation of Head-
Gordon et al.42 shall be used. Given an atomic-orbital
basis {χ1...χn}, we can expand any pair of trial func-
tions Φi and Ψi as

Φi =
∑
τ

χτ c
τ
· i Ψi =

∑
τ

χτd
τ
· i (29)

From equation 28, the bi-variation equations can then
be expressed as

H̄Φi = λiΦi

H̄†Ψi = λ∗iΨi

(30)

∑
τ

〈χσ|H̄|χτ 〉 cτ· i = λ
∑
τ

〈χσ|χτ 〉 cτ· i∑
τ

〈χσ|H̄†|χτ 〉 dτ· i = λ∗
∑
τ

〈χσ|χτ 〉 dτ· i
(31)

H̄c = ΛSc

H̄†d = Λ†Sd
(32)

The expressions in equation 31 were obtained
through left-multiplying by χσ and integrating over
all space. In the last step we make the identification
that H̄στ = 〈χσ|H̄†|χτ 〉 and Sστ = 〈χσ|χτ 〉.

2.8 Solving the Transcorrelated Equa-
tion

We are now in a position to apply the bi-variational
approach on the transcorrelated Hamiltonian. The
effective transcorrelated Hamiltonian matrix has to
be solved iteratively as the two- and three-electron
terms are dependent the trial functions Φi and Ψi.
The following workflow was utilised:

1. Perform Hartree–Fock calculation and use the
Hartree–Fock coefficients as a starting guess.

2. Build the effective transcorrelated Hamiltonian
matrix.

3. Diagonalise the matrix to get new coefficients
for the left- and right-eigenvectors.

4. Repeat until convergence.

In doing so, we are simultaneously optimising both
the left- and right-eigenvectors. This is a different ap-
proach to that of Dobrautz, Luo, and Alavi25 where
only the right-eigenvector is optimised. While our
approach requires the optimisation of both left- and
right-eigenvectors, which translates to a more expen-
sive calculation, we gain the benefit of bounding the
error of the calculation by the bi-variational principle.

2.9 Maximum Overlap Method
Convergence of the bi-variational approach can be
difficult in some cases. Taking inspiration from the
work of Gilbert and co-workers,43 we first assume
that the Hartree–Fock coefficients are a good guess at
our final coefficients. Therefore, at each iteration, the
set of orbitals with the largest overlap to the occupied
orbitals in the previous iterations will be picked. This
process proceeds until convergence is reached. This
is known as the Maximum Overlap Method (MOM).
Given the right coefficient matrix from the previous
iterationCold, the left coefficient matrix from the cur-
rent iterationDnew and the atomic orbital overlap ma-
trix S, the maximum overlap matrix OMOM is given
by:

OMOM = |C†oldSDnew| (33)

The bi-orthogonal solutions from each iteration are
determined only up to a phase factor, and hence the
modulus is taken to ensure that the overlap remains
positive.

Even with traditional implementations of MOM, it
is found that it is possible for SCF iterations to con-
verge onto unwanted solutions. This has led to the
introduction of the Initial Maximum Overlap Method
(IMOM),44 where new orbitals in each iteration are
picked based on their overlaps with the initial guess
orbitals. This prevents the solutions from drifting
away from the initial guess and has been shown to
give better convergence to desired solutions. In this
work, we adapt it for bi-orthogonal orbitals, such
that the maximum overlap matrix OIMOM is given
by:

OIMOM = |C†initialSDnew| (34)

where C initial is the initial left coefficient matrix.
Both forms of the maximum overlap method were
implemented for improved convergence of the itera-
tive procedure.
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3 Computational Details
The transcorrelated method is implemented in
Python. The matrix elements relating to the correla-
tor were found via numerical integration. These in-
tegrations were performed with grids found in the
PySCF package. Throughout this work, we used
Treutler–Ahlrichs grids with Becke partitioning. Q-
Chem 5.3 was used for conventional NOCI calcula-
tions and for finding Hartree–Fock solutions. Math-
ematica was used to plot Figures 2-8.

4 Transcorrelated energies using
Schmidt–Moskowitz Parame-
ters

Schmidt and Moskowitz have previously found sets
of 7, 9, and 17 correlator parameters for first-row
atoms via variance minimisation.45 Following Alavi
and co-workers, we shall refer to these sets as SM7,
SM9, and SM17, respectively. The correlator has the
form in equation 14. For ease of reference, the various
terms incorporated in the correlator for SM7, SM9,
and SM17 are tabulated in Table 1.

Using the correlator parameters found by Schmidt
and Moskowitz, we solved the transcorrelated
Hamiltonian for the first-row atoms with a series of
correlation-consistent basis sets (cc-pVXZ, X=D, T,
Q). This was done by using the corresponding Unre-
stricted Hartree–Fock orbitals as a starting guess and
varying it until self-consistency. The data in Tables 2,
3 and 4 shows that for a fixed set of correlator parame-
ters, the transcorrelated total energies of small atoms
converge with basis set size. However, the transcor-
related energies do not necessarily decrease with an
increasing number of parameters used. For example,
in atoms from boron through neon, the transcorre-
lated energies increase going from 9 parameters to
17 parameters. This can be understood when we
consider the origin of the parameters used. Schmidt
and Moskowitz used Slater-type orbitals (STOs) in
their optimisation studies to obtain the parameters.
On the other hand, this work employs Gaussian-type
orbitals (GTOs). One major difference between the
STOs and GTOs is that the electron-nuclear cusp con-
dition is fulfilled while using STOs but not when
using GTOs. Different corrections are therefore re-
quired for the Hartree–Fock solutions expressed with
different orbital bases, leading to the need for differ-
ent parameters. Hence, the parameters used in this
study may not be optimal.

Alavi and co-workers have also used correlation con-
sistent bases in their work on the transcorrelated

Hamiltonian. However, they are able to find energies
in excellent agreement with experimental values (Ta-
bles 2, 3 and 4). We believe that this is due to the effec-
tive multi-reference nature of the FCIQMC method
such that any errors incurred from using these SM
parameters are corrected for by adjusting the weight
of each determinant.

5 SOM minimisation of correlator
parameters

5.1 Singlet state atoms

To improve upon the accuracy of our results, we al-
lowed correlator parameters to vary alongside the
orbitals. The correlator parameters were optimised
by using SOM minimisation. The parameters found
from Schmidt and Moskowitz (the set of 7 parame-
ters) were used as a starting guess for the optimisa-
tion, with an additional mno = 001 term to correct
for the electron-nuclear cusp conditions (SOM8 in Ta-
ble 1). The starting guess for the mno = 001 term is
zero. This set of 18 parameters will be referred to as
SOM18. In practice, we have found it to be useful to
optimise the parameters using a two-step SOM min-
imisation procedure where we first keep the orbitals
fixed through the optimisation process and after the
first round of optimisation, we perform SOM minimi-
sation with orbital relaxation in each iteration of the
second optimisation cycle. In doing so, we are less
likely to get caught in local minima after orbital relax-
ation. The transcorrelated energies found using the
optimised parameters are tabulated in Table 5.

The energies found did not appear to suffer from non-
variationality. For the 1S states of Be, C and O, very
accurate energies could be found which recover more
than 98% of the correlation energy. While the results
for helium and neon were not as encouraging, we
note that a highly accurate energy of −2.9037Eh for
helium could be found by using a different starting
guess (Table 6). A similarly good result of−2.9033Eh
(see Table 7) can also be found by using the SOM18
set of parameters.

In practice, there were a number of local minima
found during optimisations depending on the start-
ing guess and hence a number of possible energies
can in principle be found. A sample of possible so-
lutions for helium are tabulated in Table 6. This sug-
gests that the starting guess is very important to ob-
tain the right correlator parameters and one should
be cautious about the parameters found from such an
optimisation.

In the case of neon, the use of a larger set of pa-

6



Set Parameters
SM7 001, 002, 003, 004, 200, 300, 400
SM9 001, 002, 003, 004, 200, 300, 400, 220, 202
SM17 001, 002, 003, 004, 200, 300, 400, 220, 202, 222, 402, 204, 422, 602, 404, 224, 206
SOM8 001, 002, 003, 004, 100, 200, 300, 400
SOM10 001, 002, 003, 004, 100, 200, 300, 400, 220, 202
SOM18 001, 002, 003, 004, 100, 200, 300, 400, 220, 202, 222, 402, 204, 422, 602, 404, 224, 206

Table 1: Summary of the various sets of parameters used, where each number in the second column has the
form mno. For example, 001 corresponds to the m = 0, n = 0, and o = 1 term. i.e. rij term. ”SM” refers to
Schmidt–Moskowitz parameters while ”SOM” refers to parameters found via SOM minimisation.

cc-pVDZ cc-pVTZ cc-pVQZ SM745 FCIQMC (cc-pVQZ)24 Experimental46

He -2.8962 -2.9021 -2.9025 -2.8997 - -2.9037
Li -7.4670 -7.4671 -7.4672 -7.4746 -7.4779 -7.4781
Be -14.6111 -14.6112 -14.6113 -14.6259 -14.6679 -14.6674
B -24.5740 -24.5756 -24.5764 -24.5946 -24.65417 -24.6539
C -37.7431 -37.7475 -37.7489 -37.7721 -37.8479 -37.8450
N -54.4502 -54.4593 -54.4618 -54.5019 -54.5878 -54.5892
O -74.8659 -74.8849 -74.8659 -74.9469 -75.0630 -75.0673
F -99.4619 -99.4912 -99.4989 -99.5746 -99.7251 -99.7339

Ne -128.6119 -128.6528 -128.6640 -128.7689 -128.9297 -128.9376

Table 2: Comparison of the transcorrelated total energies (in Hartrees) found with the bi-variational approach
using 7 parameters against literature and experimental values. The parameters were the same as that used by
Schmidt and Moskowitz.45 FCIQMC (cc-pVQZ basis) data was found by Alavi and co-workers.24 Experimental
values were found by Chakravorty and co-workers.46

cc-pVDZ cc-pVTZ cc-pVQZ SM945 FCIQMC24 Experimental46

He -2.8935 -2.8995 -2.8998 -2.9029 - -2.9037
Li -7.4746 -7.4727 -7.4724 -7.4731 - -7.4781
Be -14.6205 -14.6191 -14.6192 -14.6332 - -14.6674
B -24.6057 -24.6055 -24.6062 -24.6113 - -24.6539
C -37.7592 -37.7632 -37.7644 -37.7956 - -37.8450
N -54.5262 -54.5334 -54.5349 -54.5390 - -54.5892
O -74.9971 -75.0136 -75.0164 -75.0109 - -75.0673
F -99.6589 -99.6873 -99.6920 -99.6685 - -99.7339

Ne -128.8567 -128.8985 -128.9070 -128.8796 - -128.9376

Table 3: Comparison of the transcorrelated total energies (in Hartrees) found with the bi-variational approach
using 9 parameters against literature and experimental values. The parameters were the same as that used by
Schmidt and Moskowitz.45 FCIQMC (cc-pVQZ basis) data was found by Alavi and co-workers.24 Experimental
values were found by Chakravorty and co-workers.46
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cc-pVDZ cc-pVTZ cc-pVQZ SM1745 FCIQMC24 Experimental46

He -2.8959 -2.9020 -2.9023 -2.9036 - -2.9037
Li -7.4770 -7.4766 -7.4765 -7.4768 -7.4785 -7.4781
Be -14.6304 -14.6300 -14.6283 -14.6370 -14.6675 -14.6674
B -24.5974 -24.5980 -24.5977 -24.6156 -24.6529 -24.6539
C -37.7740 -37.7766 -37.7772 -37.8017 -37.8446 -37.8450
N -54.5022 -54.5099 -54.5116 -54.5456 -54.5884 -54.5892
O -74.9549 -74.9719 -74.9549 -75.0146 -75.0661 -75.0673
F -99.5830 -99.6117 -99.6187 -99.6736 -99.7328 -99.7339

Ne -128.7533 -128.7925 -128.8043 -128.8796 -128.9354 -128.9376

Table 4: Comparison of the transcorrelated total energies (in Hartrees) found with the bi-variational approach
using 17 parameters against literature and experimental values. The parameters were the same as that used by
Schmidt and Moskowitz.45 FCIQMC (cc-pVQZ basis) data was found by Alavi and co-workers.24 Experimental
values were found by Chakravorty and co-workers.46

HF SOM8 Exact* Difference Correlation energy (%)
1S He -2.8615 -2.8947 -2.9037 0.0090 79
1S Be -14.5730 -14.6663 -14.6674 0.0011 99
1S C -37.6042 -37.7435 -37.7465 0.0030 98
1S O -74.6897 -74.9093 -74.9133 0.0040 98
1S Ne -128.5435 -128.8758 -128.9376 0.0618 84

Table 5: Comparison of energies found after SOM minimisation and the exact energies. The difference (in
Hartrees) and the percentage of correlation energy found were similarly reported. *The exact energies of 1S

C and 1S O were deduced from spectroscopic measurements.47,48 The exact energies of the other closed shell
atoms were taken from experimental values found by found by Chakravorty and co-workers.46 The optimised
parameters can be found in the Appendix (Table 9)

Initial guess TC energy
c001 = 0.5, c100 = +1 -2.8969
c001 = 0.5, c100 = −1 -2.8989
c001 = 0.5, c100 = −2 -2.9037

Table 6: Transcorrelated (TC) energies of helium atom, in Hartrees for different starting guesses. The set of
parameters SOM8 was used, with starting guesses of 0 unless otherwise stated in the first column. Starting
from SOM8 with c001 = 0.5, c100 = −2 and other parameters zero, a highly accurate energy of helium atom
could be found. The optimised parameters can be found in the Appendix (Table 10)
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rameters (SOM18) gave a non-variational energy of
−129.0019Eh. This demonstrates the possibility of
obtaining non-variational energies and highlights the
potential pitfalls of using SOM minimisation to ob-
tain correlator parameters.

5.2 Helium-like systems
Encouraged by the possibility of highly accurate en-
ergies using SOM minimisation, we examined the
approach on a series of helium-like systems (Table
7). To find the correlator parameters for this se-
ries, we used the set of 17 parameters from Schmidt
and Moskowitz and with an additional mno = 001

term as a starting guess for the helium atom and per-
formed SOM minimisation to obtain the optimised
parameters (SOM18). These optimised parameters
were then used as starting guesses for each of these
ions.

We found that it was important to use an augmented
basis set (aug-cc-pVQZ) for the negatively charged
hydride anion as more diffuse functions are required
to describe the expanded orbitals. In contrast, a basis
optimised for describing core-core correlations (cc-
pCVQZ) was found to be useful to describe the con-
tracted orbitals in cations.

For comparison, the same calculations were per-
formed with a cc-pVQZ basis set and the results are
tabulated in Table 8. The use of cc-pVQZ basis in-
creased the absolute error from SOM minimisation
and the transcorrelated energies found were mostly
non-variational. This shows that the choice of basis
set is imperative to the accuracy of the transcorrelated
method.

Using the appropriate basis sets for cations and an-
ions, we found that the absolute error from SOM min-
imisation is lower than that for HF for each ion (Table
7). From H− through N5+, SOM minimisation recov-
ers a large proportion of the correlation energy. From

O6+ through Ne8+, the percentage of correlation en-
ergy recovered drops considerably. This is likely due
to the highly contracted nature of the 1s orbitals in
these highly charged cations and a bigger basis with
more contracted basis functions would be required
to more accurately describe the electron correlation.
However, it is possible that a better starting guess
could similarly improve the correlation energy recov-
ered.

It is also gratifying to note that most of the energies
found from SOM minimisation using appropriate ba-
sis sets do not exhibit non-variationality. Li+ and
Be2+ were found to have non-variational energies .
However, the error is small and within chemical ac-
curacy (within ∼ 0.0016Eh).

6 Graphical analysis of correla-
tion

6.1 Electron-electron cusp

To better understand the effects of the electron-
electron and electron-nucleus terms in the correlator,
we studied the effects of various Jastrow factors eτ
on a Hartree–Fock solution ΦHF of a helium atom.
We first attempted to study the effects of varying
the angle θ between two electrons confined to the
same electron-nucleus distance (Figure 1, Left). Us-
ing the correlator τ = c r12

1+r12
and the Slater determi-

nant found with a Hartree–Fock calculation with a cc-
pVQZ basis, the transcorrelated wavefunction eτΦHF
was plotted as a function of θ (Figure 2) for vary-
ing values of the parameter c. The 6-term Hylleraas
wavefunction,49 which represents a good approxima-
tion to the exact wavefunction of helium, is also plot-
ted for comparison.

For ease of reference, the Hylleraas wavefunction for
He is given by:49

ΨHe = e−1.755656s(1 + 0.337294u+ 0.112519t2 − 0.145874s+ 0.023634s2 − 0.037024u2) (35)

where s = |r1|+ |r2|, t = |r1| − |r2| and u = |r1 − r2|.

The Jastrow factor’s introduction of electron-electron
cusps to the Hartree–Fock solution can be seen from
Figure 2. The shape of the electron-electron cusp gets
increasingly similar to that of the Hylleraas wave-
function as the coefficient increases from 0.1 to 0.5.

This supports the use of τ = 1
2

r12
1+r12

to correct for
the electron-electron cusps. The coefficient c = 1

2 is
fixed in the transcorrelated calculations which there-
fore necessitates the need for higher order terms in
rij to correct for the depth of the cusp.

6.2 Electron-nuclear cusp
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Basis HF SOM18 Exact Error Error Correlation
(HF) (SOM) energy (%)

1S H− aug-cc-pVQZ -0.4878 -0.5231 -0.5278 0.0400 0.0047 88
He cc-pVQZ -2.8615 -2.9033 -2.9037 0.0422 0.0004 99

1S Li+ cc-pCVQZ -7.2364 -7.2807 -7.2799 0.0435 -0.0008 101
1S Be2+ cc-pCVQZ -13.6113 -13.6558 -13.6556 0.0443 -0.0002 100
1S B3+ cc-pCVQZ -21.9862 -22.0298 -22.0309 0.0447 0.0011 98
1S C4+ cc-pCVQZ -32.3611 -32.4038 -32.4062 0.0451 0.0024 95
1S N5+ cc-pCVQZ -44.7360 -44.7779 -44.7814 0.0454 0.0035 92
1S O6+ cc-pCVQZ -59.1110 -59.1486 -59.1566 0.0456 0.0080 82
1S F7+ cc-pCVQZ -75.4859 -75.5214 -75.5317 0.0458 0.0103 78

1S Ne8+ cc-pCVQZ -93.8608 -93.8966 -93.9068 0.0460 0.0102 78

Table 7: Comparison of absolute error in the HF energy against the absolute error in the energy found by SOM
minimisation. The absolute error for both HF and SOM minimisation methods increases with the magnitude
of nuclear charge. The absolute error found from HF is consistently above that of those found from SOM min-
imisation. The optimised correlator parameters found are tabulated in the Appendix (Tables 11, 12).

Basis HF SOM18 Error Error
(HF) (SOM)

1S H− cc-pVQZ -0.4735 -0.5078 0.0543 0.0200
1S Li+ cc-pVQZ -7.2364 -7.2872 0.0435 -0.0073
1S Be2+ cc-pVQZ -13.6113 -13.6652 0.0443 -0.0096
1S B3+ cc-pVQZ -21.9862 -22.0455 0.0447 -0.0146
1S C4+ cc-pVQZ -32.3611 -32.4231 0.0451 -0.0169
1S N5+ cc-pVQZ -44.7360 -44.8001 0.0454 -0.0187
1S O6+ cc-pVQZ -59.1108 -59.1780 0.0458 -0.0214
1S F7+ cc-pVQZ -75.4857 -75.5548 0.0460 -0.0231

1S Ne8+ cc-pVQZ -93.8605 -93.9309 0.0463 -0.0241

Table 8: Comparison of absolute error in the HF energy against those found by SOM minimisation in cc-pVQZ
basis. The absolute error from SOM minimisation is significantly higher than those found in Table 7. Most of
the transcorrelated energies found are also non-variational.
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θ r

R R

Figure 1: (Left) Two electrons constrained at a fixed electron-nuclear distance of R. The electron-electron dis-
tance is modulated by their angle of separation, θ. θ is measured in radians. (Right) One electron is fixed at
distance R and the other is constrained to the (dotted) line defined by the nucleus and the fixed electron. R is
found by the expectation value of the electron-nuclear separation in near-exact wavefunction given by Nakatsuji
and coworkers.50
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Figure 2: Graphical description of the electron-electron cusp of the transcorrelated wavefunction with c = 0.1

through c = 0.5 against Hartree–Fock and Hylleraas wavefunctions. The function with c = 0.5 most closely
matches that of the Hylleraas wavefunction, but the cusp is shallow as compared to the Hylleraas wavefunction.
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Figure 3: Graphical description of the electron-nuclear cusp of the transcorrelated wavefunction of He with
c = −2, −1, and 1 against Hartree–Fock and Hylleraas wavefunctions. The position at which the other electron
is fixed is shown by the dashed blue line.
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Figure 4: Plotting the Hylleraas wavefunction against the transcorrelated wavefunction with c = −1.12. c was
found by SOM minimisation was performed with a cc-pV5Z basis set. The Slater Determinant used is found via
Hartree–Fock calculation using a cc-pVQZ basis. While there is some discrepancy between the transcorrelated
wavefunction and the Hylleraas wavefunction near the nucleus, the two wavefunctions are very similar further
away from the nucleus.

To examine the effect of the electron-nuclear cusp,
we use the special case whereby the nucleus and an
electron are constrained to be 1.26 Bohr away and
the other electron is free to move along the line de-
fined by them (Figure 1, Right). We use a different
correlator τ = 1

2
r12

1+r12
+ c r

1+r where r is the vari-
able electron-nuclear distance and r12 = r − R is
the electron-electron distance, and vary the value of
parameter c. The Hartree–Fock wavefunction most
closely matches that of the Hylleraas wavefunction at
the nucleus while the function with c = −1 is more
similar further away from it (Figure 3).

For comparison, the function with c = −2 was plotted
as c = −2 is what would be expected from a simple

application of Kato’s cusp conditions. This illustrates
that the coefficient c need not equal to the negative
of the nuclear charge, −Z, as the electron-nuclear in-
teraction term in the Jastrow factor affects the overall
wavefunction and not only at the cusp. Performing
SOM minimisation with this correlator, we found a
value of c = −1.12, and the transcorrelated wave-
function with c = −1.12 is plotted. The plot shows
a good agreement with the Hylleraas wavefunction
(Figure 4).

A similar series of calculations were attempted for
Li+. The Hylleraas wavefunction for Li+ is given
by:
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Figure 5: Graphical description of the electron-nuclear cusp of the transcorrelated wavefunction of Li+ with
varying values of c against Hartree–Fock and Hylleraas wavefunctions. The Hartree–Fock wavefunction resem-
bles the Hylleraas wavefunction near the nucleus. The transcorrelated wavefunction with c = −1 most closely
matches that of the Hylleraas wavefunction further away from the nucleus.
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Figure 6: Plotting the Hylleraas wavefunction against the transcorrelated wavefunction with c = −3.79 and
c = −1. c was found by SOM minimisation with a cc-pCVQZ basis set. The Slater Determinant used is found
via Hartree–Fock calculation using a cc-pVQZ basis.
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Figure 7: Two plots describing the electron-electron cusp corresponding to Figure 1 (Left).
(Left) Plot of transcorrelated wavefunction for He against the corresponding Hylleraas wavefunction. (Right)
Plot of transcorrelated wavefunction for Li+ against the corresponding Hylleraas wavefunction. Both plots
show that the 18 parameter transcorrelated wavefunction reproduces the shape of the electron-electron cusp,
but the cusp is shallower than the Hylleraas wavefunction.
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Figure 8: Two plots describing the electron-nuclear cusp corresponding to Figure 1 (Right).
(Left) Plot of transcorrelated wavefunction for He against the corresponding Hylleraas wavefunction. (Right)
Plot of transcorrelated wavefunction for Li+ against the corresponding Hylleraas wavefunction. Both plots
show that the 18 parameter transcorrelated wavefunction reproduces the Hylleraas wavefunction well.

ΨLi+ = e−2.784751s(1 + 0.354317u+ 0.154657t2 − 0.127225s+ 0.042220s2 − 0.066731u2) (36)

From Figure 5 it can be seen that the Hartree–Fock
wavefunction is very similar to that of the Hyller-
aas wavefunction near the nucleus. At regions fur-

ther from the nucleus, the c = −1 wavefunction most
closely resembles the Hylleraas wavefunction. SOM
minimisation gave c = −3.79 but in this case, we
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were unable to reproduce the Hylleraas wavefunction
(Figure 6). There are several reasons why such a dis-
crepancy can exist.

Firstly, resolution of identity is an approximation
which may not be valid depending on the size of the
basis set used.

Secondly, the Hartree–Fock wavefunction resembles
the Hylleraas wavefunction well. While the addition
of a Jastrow factor to it can provide a better descrip-
tion of the electron-nuclear cusp, it comes at the cost
of affecting other parts of the wavefunction. More
terms in the correlator may need to be added to more
accurately describe the transcorrelated at different
points in space.

To address the latter point, the transcorrelated wave-
functions for He and Li+ found using the SOM18
set of parameters (Table 7) were plotted against the
respective Hylleraas wavefunctions (Figures 7, 8).
From Table 7, it can be observed that the transcorre-
lated energies are very close to the exact energies, and
this suggests that the transcorrelated wavefunctions
should look similar to that of the Hylleraas wave-
function. This is reflected graphically in the depic-
tion of electron-electron cusp (Figure 7) and electron-
nuclear cusp (Figure 8), where each of the transcor-
related wavefunctions agree well with the corre-
sponding Hylleraas wavefunction. The main differ-
ence between the transcorrelated wavefunction and
Hylleraas wavefunctions appear to be the description
of electron-electron interactions at larger electron-
electron distances, which may hint at the use of a dif-
ferently scaled form of the correlator to account for
longer range effects. Overall, the plots shows that
SOM minimisation can get highly accurate wavefunc-
tions given sufficiently many correlator parameters,
supporting the utility of SOM minimisation when ap-
propriate starting guesses are used.

7 Conclusions

A self-consistent method for solving the non-self-
adjoint transcorrelated Hamiltonian has been imple-
mented successfully to obtain highly accurate ener-
gies of some first row atoms. The correlator parame-
ters found in the literature are not optimised for the
Gaussian orbital basis used in this current study and
had to be re-optimised through a method we refer
to as SOM minimisation. This allowed us to find
optimised parameters for any system, in principle.
However, the optimisation of multiple parameters is
challenging and in practice, we have found it to be
useful to optimise the parameters using a two-step
SOM minimisation procedure. SOM minimisation

has been found to give good energies for the first
row atoms. However, the percentage of correlation
energy recovered has been found to decrease with in-
creased nuclear charge across a series of helium-like
ions. We believe that this is due to the inability of the
basis set to accurately describe highly charged cations
and a custom basis with more contracted basis func-
tions would be helpful to describe the correlation in
these systems.

Thus far, SOM minimisation has been attempted for
closed shell systems. Further work has to be done
on open-shell systems where there is a possibility
of spin-symmetry breaking, leading to an unphys-
ical wavefunction. SOM minimisation should also
be attempted on larger systems to test if the method
works more generally. However, as pointed out by
Alavi and coworkers,24 memory use is a bottleneck
in transcorrelated calculations. This can be challeng-
ing especially with the need to use large basis sets
for SOM minimisation as it relies on the resolution-
of-the-identity approximation. A possible solution
would be to use an auxiliary basis set instead which
would allow us to use a smaller basis set to represent
the Slater Determinant but a large auxiliary basis to
satisfy the resolution-of-the-identity approximation.
A graphical analysis has also been done to illustrate
the effects of some correlator terms on the overall
wavefunction and demonstrated the importance of
including higher-order correlator terms in the Jas-
trow factor to give a more accurate wavefunction.
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A Transcorrelated Hamilto-
nian

A.1 Expansion of commutator terms

We first separate the many-electron electronic Hamil-
tonian into a kinetic energy (T̂ ) and potential energy
(V̂ ) term:

Ĥ = −1

2

∑
i

∇2
i︸ ︷︷ ︸

T̂

−
∑
iA

ZA
|r1 −RA|

+
∑
i<j

1

|ri − rj |︸ ︷︷ ︸
V̂

(37)
V̂ is multiplicative and hence commutes with τ in the
commutator [Ĥ, τ ], that is,

[Ĥ, τ ] = [T̂ + V̂ , τ ]

= [T̂ , τ ]
(38)

The commutator terms in equation 1 will be evalu-
ated term by term as follows:

[Ĥ, τ ]f = [T̂ , τ ]f

= T̂ (τf)− τ T̂ f

= −1

2

∑
i

∇i ·∇i(τf) +
1

2

∑
i

τ∇2
i f

= −1

2

∑
i

∇i · (τ∇if + f∇iτ) +
1

2

∑
i

τ∇2
i f

= −1

2

∑
i

(τ∇2
i f + f∇2

i τ + 2∇iτ ·∇if)

+
1

2

∑
i

τ∇2
i f

=
(
− 1

2

∑
i

∇2
i τ −

∑
i

∇iτ ·∇i

)
f

(39)

We can now make the identification

[Ĥ, τ ] ≡ −
∑
i

(1

2
∇2
i τ + ∇iτ ·∇i

)
(40)

[[Ĥ, τ ], τ ]f = [Ĥ, τ ](τf)− τ [Ĥ, τ ]f

=
∑
i

(
−∇iτ ·∇i(τf) + τ∇iτ ·∇if

)
=
∑
i

(
− f∇iτ ·∇iτ − τ∇iτ ·∇if

+ τ∇iτ ·∇if
)

=
∑
i

(
− f∇iτ ·∇iτ

)
=
∑
i

−
(
∇iτ

)2
f

(41)

Therefore,

[[Ĥ, τ ], τ ] ≡
∑
i

−
(
∇iτ

)2
(42)

Since [[Ĥ, τ ], τ ] is a multiplicative term, higher-order
commutators of the form [[[Ĥ, τ ], τ ]...] vanish.

Given that τ =
∑
i<j u(ri, rj), we can further expand

equation 2.

∇iτ = ∇i

∑
a<b

u(ra, rb)

=
∑
a

∇iu(ri, ra)
(43)

where we used the symmetry u(ri, rj) = u(rj , ri).
We therefore find:

∑
i

∇2
i τ =

∑
i

∑
a

∇2
iu(ri, ra)

=
1

2

∑
i

∑
a

∇2
iu(ri, ra)

+
1

2

∑
i

∑
a

∇2
au(ra, ri)

=
∑
i<j

∇2
iu(ri, rj) +

∑
i<j

∇2
ju(ri, rj)

(44)

where we relabelled a by j and used the symmetry of
u in the last line.
We similarly find:

∑
i

∇iτ ·∇i =
∑
i

∑
a

∇iu(ri, ra) ·∇i

=
1

2

∑
i

∑
a

∇iu(ri, ra) ·∇i

+
1

2

∑
i

∑
a

∇au(ra, ri) ·∇a

=
∑
i<j

∇iu(ri, rj) ·∇i +
∑
i<j

∇ju(ri, rj) ·∇j

(45)
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Finally,

∑
i

(
∇iτ

)2
=
∑
i

∇iτ ·∇iτ

=
∑
i

∑
a

∇iu(ri, ra) ·
∑
b

∇iu(ri, rb)

=
∑
i,j

∇iu(ri, rj) ·∇iu(ri, rj)

+
∑
i,a 6=b

∇iu(ri, ra) ·∇iu(ri, rb)

=
∑
i<j

(
∇iu(ri, rj)

)2
+
∑
i<j

(
∇ju(ri, rj)

)2
+
∑
i

∑
a<b

(
∇iu(ri, ra) ·∇iu(ri, rb)

)
+
∑
i

∑
b<a

(
∇iu(ri, ra) ·∇iu(ri, rb)

)
=
∑
i<j

(
∇iu(ri, rj)

)2
+
∑
i<j

(
∇ju(ri, rj)

)2
+ 2

∑
i

∑
a<b

(
∇iu(ri, ra) ·∇iu(ri, rb)

)
=
∑
i<j

(
∇iu(ri, rj)

)2
+
∑
i<j

(
∇ju(ri, rj)

)2
+ 2

∑
i<a<b

(
∇iu(ri, ra) ·∇iu(ri, rb)

)
+ 2

∑
a<i<b

(
∇iu(ri, ra) ·∇iu(ri, rb)

)
+ 2

∑
a<b<i

(
∇iu(ri, ra) ·∇iu(ri, rb)

)
=
∑
i<j

(
∇iu(ri, rj)

)2
+
∑
i<j

(
∇ju(ri, rj)

)2
+ 2

∑
i<j<k

(
∇iu(ri, rj) ·∇iu(ri, rk)

+ ∇ju(rj , ri) ·∇ju(rj , rk)

+ ∇ku(rk, ri) ·∇ku(rk, rj)
)

(46)

Substituting these commutator terms back into equa-
tion 1 recovers equation 2.

A.2 Lagrangian approach to the Transcor-
related Hamiltonian

We show here that the method of Lagrange multipli-
ers can be used to derive the effective transcorrelated

Hamiltonian.

L = E −
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij(〈ψi|φj〉 − δij)

= 〈Ψ|H̄|Φ〉 −
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij(〈ψi|φj〉 − δij)

= 〈Ψ|Ĥ −
∑
i<j

K̂(ri, rj)−
∑
i<j<k

L̂(ri, rj , rk)|Φ〉

−
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij(〈ψi|φj〉 − δij)

= 〈Ψ|
∑
i

ĥi|Φ〉+ 〈Ψ|
∑
i<j

(r−1ij − K̂(ri, rj))|Φ〉

− 〈Ψ|
∑
i<j<k

L̂(ri, rj , rk)|Φ〉

−
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij(〈ψi|φj〉 − δij)

= 〈Ψ|Ô1|Φ〉+ 〈Ψ|Ô2|Φ〉+ 〈Ψ|Ô3|Φ〉

−
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij(〈ψi|φj〉 − δij)

(47)

In the last line we have renamed the n-electron oper-
ators by the Ôn. This is for brevity of notation and
the understanding that the mathematics after is con-
cerned only with the number of electrons the oper-
ators act upon. Taking an infinitesimal change of
the Lagrangian with respect to variation of the spin-
orbitals,

δL = δ 〈Ψ|Ô1|Φ〉+ δ 〈Ψ|Ô2|Φ〉+ δ 〈Ψ|Ô3|Φ〉

− δ
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij(〈ψi|φj〉 − δij) (48)

We shall analyse each term of the above ex-
pression in turn. We will adopt the shorthand
〈ψiψj ...ψk|Ô|φaφb...φc〉 = 〈ij...k|Ô|ab...c〉. We as-
sume that the bra always contains molecular orbitals
from the set {ψi} and that the ket always contains
molecular orbitals from the set {φi}.

A.2.1 One electron term

δ 〈Ψ|Ô1|Φ〉 = δ
(∑

i

〈i|Ô1|i〉
)

=
∑
i

(
〈δi|Ô1|i〉+ 〈i|Ô1|δi〉

) (49)
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A.2.2 Two electron term

δ 〈Ψ|Ô2|Φ〉 =
∑
i<j

(
δ 〈ij|Ô2|ij〉 − δ 〈ij|Ô2|ji〉

)
=
∑
i<j

(
〈δij|Ô2|ij〉+ 〈iδj|Ô2|ij〉

+ 〈ij|Ô2|δij〉+ 〈ij|Ô2|iδj〉

− 〈δij|Ô2|ji〉 − 〈iδj|Ô2|ji〉

− 〈ij|Ô2|δji〉 − 〈ij|Ô2|jδi〉
)

=
∑
i<j

(
2 〈δij|Ô2|ij〉 − 2 〈δij|Ô2|ji〉

+ 2 〈ij|Ô2|δij〉 − 2 〈ji|Ô2|δij〉
)

(50)

Where we have used the permutation symmetry of
the integrals e.g. 〈ij|Ô2|ij〉 = 〈ji|Ô2|ji〉.

A.2.3 Three electron term

δ 〈Ψ|Ô3|Φ〉 =
∑
i<j<k

(
δ 〈ijk|Ô3|ijk〉 − δ 〈ijk|Ô3|ikj〉

+ δ 〈ijk|Ô3|jki〉 − δ 〈ijk|Ô3|jik〉

+ δ 〈ijk|Ô3|kij〉 − δ 〈ijk|Ô3|kji〉
)

=
∑
i<j<k

(
3 〈δijk|Ô3|ijk〉 − 3 〈δijk|Ô3|ikj〉

+ 3 〈δijk|Ô3|jki〉 − 3 〈δijk|Ô3|jik〉

+ 3 〈δijk|Ô3|kij〉 − 3 〈δijk|Ô3|kji〉

+ 3 〈ijk|Ô3|δijk〉 − 3 〈ikj|Ô3|δijk〉

+ 3 〈jki|Ô3|δijk〉 − 3 〈jik|Ô3|δijk〉

+ 3 〈kij|Ô3|δijk〉 − 3 〈kji|Ô3|δijk〉
)
(51)

A.2.4 Lagrangian differential

δL = δ 〈Ψ|Ô1|Φ〉+ δ 〈Ψ|Ô2|Φ〉

+ δ 〈Ψ|Ô3|Φ〉 − δ
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij(〈i|j〉 − δij)

= δ 〈Ψ|Ô1|Φ〉+ δ 〈Ψ|Ô2|Φ〉

+ δ 〈Ψ|Ô3|Φ〉 −
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij(〈δi|j〉+ 〈i|δj〉)

= δLψ + δLφ
(52)

where we have defined the following:

δLψ =
∑
i

〈δi|Ô1|i〉

+
∑
i<j

(
2 〈δij|Ô2|ij〉 − 2 〈δij|Ô2|ji〉

)
+
∑
i<j<k

(
3 〈δijk|Ô3|ijk〉 − 3 〈δijk|Ô3|ikj〉

+ 3 〈δijk|Ô3|jki〉 − 3 〈δijk|Ô3|jik〉

+ 3 〈δijk|Ô3|kij〉 − 3 〈δijk|Ô3|kji〉
)

−
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij 〈δi|j〉

=
∑
i

〈δi|Ô1|i〉+ 2
∑
i<j

〈δij|Ô2|ij〉P

+ 3
∑
i<j<k

〈δijk|Ô3|ijk〉P −
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij 〈δi|j〉

(53)

We use the shorthand such that |ij..k〉P =∑
P̂∈Sn

(−1)pP̂ |ij...k〉 = Pn |ij...k〉, Sn being the per-
mutation group of n elements (Equation 13). Simi-
larly,

δLφ =
∑
i

〈i|Ô1|δi〉+ 2
∑
i<j

〈ij|Ô2|δij〉P

+ 3
∑
i<j<k

〈ijk|Ô3|δijk〉P −
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij 〈i|δj〉

(54)

We seek δL = 0 for any arbitrary changes of ψ and φ
independently. Hence, δLψ = 0 and δLφ = 0 inde-
pendently.
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A.2.5 Effective transcorrelated Hamilto-
nian

Consider the condition δLψ = 0.

δLψ =
∑
i

〈δi|Ô1|i〉+ 2
∑
i<j

〈δij|Ô2|ij〉P

+ 3
∑
i<j<k

〈δijk|Ô3|ijk〉P −
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij 〈δi|j〉

=
∑
i

〈δi|ĥi|i〉+ 2
∑
i<j

〈δij|(r−112 − K̂(r1, r2))|ij〉P

+ 3
∑
i<j<k

〈δijk|L̂(r1, r2, r3)|ijk〉P

−
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij 〈δi|j〉

=
∑
i

〈δi|ĥi|i〉+
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

〈δij|(r−112 − K̂(r1, r2))|ij〉P

+
1

2

∑
i=1

∑
j=1

∑
k=1

〈δijk|L̂(r1, r2, r3)|ijk〉P

−
∑
i=1

∑
j=1

εij 〈δi|j〉

=
∑
i

[
〈δi|ĥi|i〉+

∑
j=1

〈δij|(r−112 − K̂(r1, r2))|ij〉P

+
1

2

∑
j=1

∑
k=1

〈δijk|L̂(r1, r2, r3)|ijk〉P

−
∑
j=1

εij 〈δi|j〉
]

= 0

(55)

Rewriting the expression more explicitly in integral
form,

∑
i

[
〈δi|ĥi|i〉+

∑
j=1

〈δij|(r−112 − K̂(r1, r2))|ij〉P

+
1

2

∑
j=1

∑
k=1

〈δijk|L̂(r1, r2, r3)|ijk〉P

−
∑
j=1

εij 〈δi|j〉
]

= 0

(56)

∑
i=1

∫
dr1δψ

∗
i (r1)

[
ĥi(r1)

+
∑
j=1

∫
dr2ψ

∗
j (r2)(r−112 − K̂(r1, r2))P2φj(r2)

+
1

2

∑
j,k=1

∫ ∫
dr2dr3ψ

∗
j (r2)ψ∗k(r3)L̂(r1, r2, r3)P3φj(r2)φk(r3)

−
∑
j=1

εij

]
φi(r1) = 0

(57)

Since the expression holds for any δψ∗i , the terms in
the square bracket must be zero. Hence,

ĥi(r1) +
∑
j=1

∫
dr2ψ

∗
j (r2)(r−112 − K̂(r1, r2))P2φj(r2)

+
1

2

∑
j,k=1

∫ ∫
dr2dr3ψ

∗
j (r2)ψ∗k(r3)L̂(r1, r2, r3)P3φj(r2)φk(r3)

−
∑
j=1

εij = 0

(58)

for all i. Rearrangement of the equation recovers the
equation given in equation 10.

B Correlator parameters

B.1 Correlator parameters for closed shell
atoms (SOM8)

The correlator parameters for closed shell ions (Table
5) found from using SOM minimisation on a set of 8
parameters are tabulated in Table 9.

B.2 Correlator parameters for he-
lium from different initial guesses
(SOM8)

The correlator parameters for helium (Table 6) found
from using different initial guesses are tabulated in
Table 10.

B.3 Correlator parameters for helium-
like ions (SOM18)

The correlator parameters for helium-like ions found
from using SOM minimisation on a set of 18 param-
eters are tabulated in Tables 11 and 12. The parame-
ters for helium were used as a starting guess for the
helium-like systems in Table 7.
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m n o He Be C O Ne
0 0 1 0.50000 0.50000 0.50000 0.50000 0.50000
0 0 2 0.42476 0.21162 0.03755 -0.45608 -0.75272
0 0 3 -0.23302 0.30937 -0.18384 0.67271 1.31436
0 0 4 0.28445 -0.21062 0.42119 0.04159 -0.36159
1 0 0 0.00151 0.01082 -0.00952 -0.02441 -0.00979
2 0 0 -0.16865 -0.11872 -0.12690 -0.12667 -0.14499
3 0 0 -0.34421 -0.17257 -0.05827 -0.01992 -0.00973
4 0 0 -0.54727 0.16579 0.08346 0.02964 0.08552

Table 9: Correlator parameters for closed shell atoms found from using SOM minimisation. These parameters
are used to obtain the transcorrelated energies in Table 5.

m n o c100 = +1 c100 = −1 c100 = −2

0 0 1 0.50000 0.50000 0.50000
0 0 2 0.29627 0.29152 0.29071
0 0 3 0.12627 0.14407 0.15048
0 0 4 0.04485 0.06602 0.07330
1 0 0 0.99565 -1.00073 -1.99929
2 0 0 -0.00338 -0.00177 -0.00116
3 0 0 -0.00200 -0.00159 -0.00134
4 0 0 -0.00110 -0.00101 -0.00100

Table 10: Correlator parameters for helium found from using SOM minimisation with different initial guesses.
These parameters are used to obtain the transcorrelated energies in table 6.

m n o H− He Li+ Be2+ B3+

0 0 1 0.50000 0.50000 0.50000 0.50000 0.50000
0 0 2 0.17646 0.10188 0.04101 -0.02237 -0.09254
0 0 3 -0.33069 -0.38197 -0.40395 -0.42278 -0.44691
0 0 4 0.99262 0.95942 0.95251 0.94670 0.93836
1 0 0 0.00594 -0.00015 0.00225 0.00645 0.01269
2 0 0 0.23633 0.23188 0.23339 0.23499 0.23692
3 0 0 -0.44818 -0.45048 -0.44978 -0.44932 -0.44888
4 0 0 0.82844 0.82766 0.82795 0.82804 0.82811
2 2 0 -4.16199 -4.15465 -4.15276 -4.15252 -4.15303
2 0 2 0.84241 0.80798 0.80157 0.79821 0.79362
2 2 2 10.19802 10.19694 10.19694 10.19683 10.19663
4 0 2 -4.95213 -4.96235 -4.96281 -4.96305 -4.96336
2 0 4 -1.34054 -1.35616 -1.35651 -1.35712 -1.35804
4 2 2 -5.91087 -5.90919 -5.90919 -5.90931 -5.90940
6 0 2 0.90672 0.90347 0.90345 0.90341 0.90338
4 0 4 5.51230 5.50742 5.50747 5.50736 5.50726
2 2 4 -0.03148 -0.03160 -0.03156 -0.03163 -0.03170
2 0 6 -1.04601 -1.05188 -1.05165 -1.05186 -1.05208

Table 11: Correlator parameters for helium-like ions (H− to B3+) found from using SOM minimisation.
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m n o C4+ N5+ O6+ F7+ Ne8+
0 0 1 0.50000 0.50000 0.50000 0.50000 0.50000
0 0 2 -0.16520 -0.24505 -0.21726 -0.28297 -0.40323
0 0 3 -0.47290 0.92623 -2.85437 -2.72267 -2.81519
0 0 4 0.92969 0.02574 -0.22549 -0.03555 -0.07534
1 0 0 0.02024 0.23972 0.73292 0.78108 0.63683
2 0 0 0.23880 -0.44851 0.42552 0.41999 0.37976
3 0 0 -0.44855 0.82809 -0.40369 -0.40880 -0.41889
4 0 0 0.82814 -4.15395 0.83915 0.83706 0.83451
2 2 0 -4.15379 -4.15465 -4.27033 -4.24468 -4.24557
2 0 2 0.78910 0.78741 0.17596 0.29033 0.25548
2 2 2 10.19648 10.19646 10.18118 10.18753 10.18630
4 0 2 -4.96357 -4.96347 -5.00535 -4.99058 -4.99174
2 0 4 -1.35874 -1.35859 -1.47410 -1.43261 -1.43795
4 2 2 -5.90944 -5.90945 -5.91112 -5.91019 -5.91031
6 0 2 0.90337 0.90340 0.89998 0.90163 0.90157
4 0 4 5.50723 5.50727 5.49931 5.50322 5.50289
2 2 4 -0.03174 -0.03174 -0.03402 -0.03279 -0.03297
2 0 6 -1.05219 -1.05213 -1.06807 -1.06012 -1.06121

Table 12: Correlator parameters for helium-like ions (C4+ to Ne8+) found from using SOM minimisation.
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