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Abstract

This paper addresses the possibility of performing empirical calculations of the correlated kinetic energy of
many-electron systems. A Jastrow-like correlated wave function is used to derive an approximate expression for the
one-electron density matrix, which includes effects beyond the usual independent pair approximation. We then consider
the example of a uniform electron gas. Use of the Colle-Salvetti correlation functional (Theor. Chim. Acta, 37 329-334
(1975)) combined with a gaussian approximation to the one-matrix yields an analytical expression for the correlated
kinetic energy. An optimal parameterization of the correlation functional allows the correct behavior of the kinetic
energy of correlation vs. the Seitz radius to be recovered and leads to a qualitative agreement with the results of Perdew
and Wang (Phys. Rev. B 45, 13244 (1992)). The optimal parameter (q = 1.57) differs significantly from the value
determined by Colle-Salvetti (g = 2.29).
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l. Introduction

The basic idea of the Colle-Salvetti (CS) approach for the empirical calculation of the correlation energy of
many-electron systems is the following: from an empirically correlated wave function, an approximate two-
electron reduced density matrix (2-RDM) is derived, which alows for the computation of the correlation
energy [1]. The resulting 2-RDM takes the form of the uncorrelated 2-RDM multiplied by a correlation
factor [2]. The uncorrelated reference 2-RDM is the Hartree-Fock (HF) one, so that the CS expression for the
correlation energy becomes a functional of the HF one-electron reduced density matrix (1-RDM). It is
further assumed that the correlation effects on the 1-RDM can be neglected: as a consequence the
correlation kinetic energy is effectively assumed to be zero. The only contribution to the correlation energy is
thus an effective electron-electron potential energy of correlation, which is computed from the model 2-
RDM. Then, an empirical parameterization of the correlation functional results in accurate correlation
energies for atomic systems or small molecules. The parameter involved (q) is related to the size of the
Coulomb-correlation hole.

Because of both its simplicity and accuracy, the Colle-Salvetti approach has received considerable
attention [3,4]. However, it suffers from physical inconsistencies [5,6,7], many of which result from an
incorrect normalization of the empirically correlated 2-RDM. All studies based on the correlation factor



approach are likely to bypass electron correlation effects on the 1-RDM and thus, to bypass the correlation
kinetic energy.

Paradoxically, the analysis of the correlation energy (E.) of first and second-row atoms reveals two
dominant contributions [8], which arise from the correlation corrections to the HF electron-pair potential

energy (V.*) and to the HF kinetic energy (T.). For such systems, the correlation correction T is
approximately half the magnitude of V.. Thus, imposing any parameterized form for V. * to equal E.

amounts to underestimate the true V. by a factor of about 2. Such shortcomings are of little importance as

long as one is interested in estimating the whole correlation energy. However, as outlined by Singh and co-
workers[5]: “Although the CS correlation energies are often accurate and, in that sense pragmatic; none the
less, there remains the deeper question of whether or not the physics of the separate components of the
correlation energy are described correctly”. In particular, it is physically not acceptable to neglect the
correlation correction to the kinetic energy, because the mutual correlation of electrons must make them
move faster than predicted at HF level.

Therefore, this work aims at extending the CS approach to the 1-RDM and, thus, to the kinetic
energy of correlation, with application to the uniform electron gas (UEG). There are many alternative
approaches for accessing the kinetic energy of correlation alone (see for example [9,10]). However, one of
our key aims is to improve the understanding of the correlation effects on the 1-RDM. After recalling some
definitions (sect. I), we derive an approximate expression for the correlated 1-RDM (sect. II). A gaussian
approximation to the 1-RDM is made, which allows an analytical expression for the correlated kinetic energy
of the UEG to be derived (sect. Il1). Our results are discussed and challenged in the last section. Atomic units
are used throughout.

Il. Definitions

Let the variable X; denote the space and spin coordinate for the electron i: X; =r,0;. The 1- and 2-

RDMs derived from a general many-electron wave function ¢ are defined by [11,12]:
yvi(x, %)= NI‘/’(Xl, Xpoos Xp W (X, X Xy ) X, .0 (1)

and

N(N-1) )

y2 (Xl’ X2 ; Xl,J XZ ,) = J-w(xl/‘ X2 s XN )w* (Xl,/‘ XZIJ"’ XN )dx3dXN

respectively. Integrating (1) and (2) over the spin variables leads to the spinless RDMs:
P1 (rlf rl') :I[yl(xlf Xl')] do, )

g,=0,"

pz(rl’rZ;rl,’ rzl):_ﬂyz(xl;xz; Xll)xz')] dO’ldUZ (4)

For simplicity, the short notation «<RDMs» will hereafter apply for the spinless matrices as well. The
diagonal elements of expressions (3) and (4) are the electron charge and pair densities, respectively denoted
by:

plr)=pi(r1) (5)
P(r,r,) = 0,(r.r,,1,1,) (6)

Note that the definitions (1) and (2) implies the condition:



, 2 , (7)
P (rlf Iy ) :mjpz (rl’ P EL P )drz

The electron-electron potential energy is given by:
P(r,.r 8
Vee - (1 Z)drldrz ( )
r.12
where 1, =|r, = 1,|.
The RDMs derived from a single determinant can be expressed from the 1-RDM only [12]. In
particular:

(9)

1
yzHF (Xl’ Xp5 X', Xy ') = E{yl (le Xll)ylHF (Xz}' Xz ,) - VlHF (le X2 ,)ylHF (Xz}' Xl!)}
Thus, the HF pair density obtained from (9) reads:

1 1
PHF (rl’ rz) = E @olHF (rl’ rl)leF (r2> rz)_zleF (r1> r, )leF (r2> rl)ﬁ

In the following, we shall call a “correlation quantity” the difference between the exact non-relativistic
quantity and the HF-approximated one. The electron-electron potential energy of correlation is thus:

o 11
o = (Pl P )y a

r.12

(10)

We now turn to the kinetic energy of correlation, the definition of which is natural in momentum
space. First, we rewrite ,ol(r;r’) in terms of center-of-mass and relative coordinates, i.e. in its intracular-

extracular representation [13]:

12 (r }'r,) = ﬁl(R’ S) (12)
where R stands for (r + r’)/2 and s is the difference vector r - r’. The momentum density is defined as
0 p) =g [u(rir )™ drdr’ = Ls [, R.s )€ *dRds (13)

Thus, n(p) turns out to be the Fourier transform of the so-called auto correlation function [14,15], which is

obtained by integrating 2, (R,s) over the extracular coordinate:

B(s)= J’,bl(R, s)dR (14)
so that, from (13):
B(s) = [ pJe™*dp (15)

Note that from (5) and (12), we can derive a simple relation between the electron charge density and the
intracular-extracular representation of the spinless 1-RDM: p(R)= ,(R,0). It follows the normalization

condition:

B(0)= Iﬁl(R,O)dR = Ip(R)dR =N

or conversely, from (15):

B(0)=[n(p)dp=N

so that the condition B(O) =N ensures acorrect normalization of one-electron distributions.
Next, from (13), (14) and (15), one can verify that:



~02B(9),, = [£n(p)p=T (16)

This expression shows that the curvature of B(S) near S=0 determinesthekinetic energy [16]. The kinetic
energy of correlation issimply:

T. = [5(n(p)-n""(p))dp = ~302B(s)., ~302B" (), an
Moreover, for spherically symmetric systems, we have B(s)=B(s), so that eg. (16) reducesto
T=-28"(0) (18)

This simple expression for the kinetic energy of a spherically symmetric system is a key element in the
present contribution. In the following, we derive a simple approximation for the auto-correlation function of
a correlated uniform electron gas near s = 0, which shall, in turn, allow us to derive an analytical expression

for the kinetic energy through eq. (18). To achieve thisaim, we first need an expression for the correlated 1-
RDM.

lll. Empirically correlated reduced density matrices

The CS correlated ground-state wave function is written as[1,17]:
W= (% X )T £ ory ) 19)

1<)

where f(r;,r;) correlates the electron pair (i, j), regardless of the spin coordinates of both electrons, and

i’
(""" denotes the HF approximation to the ground-state wave function. Assuming real functions f (ri e ) it
is straightforward to show that p, must develop as:
P> (r1>r2}' r1,>r2,) (20)

= P5 (rr = F(rry) = £ (o )+ £ (o, ) F(rr )+ Rl ory)
where o4 is the HF 2-RDM and R includes all the terms for which o5 can not be factorized out [18].
The CS model takes a truncated form of eq. (20):
Pt r ) = g (rrp oy Y £ (rr, )= (o )+ £ (rr, ) £ () (21)
as a starting point for the derivation of a correlation energy expression. Eq. (21) is exact for 2-electron
systems (to a normalization factor) but, for larger systems, it neglects the N-electron effects on the 2-RDM
beyond the direct pair interactions. In this sense, the CS approach has a close connection with the
independent pair approximation (IPA), which is known to be correct to first order in the correlation function
f [19]. Moreover, it has been shown that the 2-RDM (21) is not N-representable [20]. An important
conseguence of thisisthat the 1-RDM derived from (7) and (21) differsfrom that obtained by calculating (1)
with the wave function defined in (19). In fact, the condition (7) applied to (21) yields:
P (rlf rl’) = leF (rlf rl') (22)

2 ! 14 !
+—I(_ f (r1>r2)_ f (rl >r2)+ f (rl?rZ)f (rl >r2))p2HF(r1’r2" r1 ’r2hr2
(N-1)

while a direct calculation, using wave function (19) and definition (1) (see [18] and appendix), shows that
JoN (rl,rl') should develop as:



P (rlf rl,) =P " (rlfr ') (23)

+2J. r.l’r r ’r2)+ f (rl’rZ)f (rl"rZ ))pZHF(rl’rZ; r.l” r.2)er2 t..
The comparison of expressions (22) and (23) shows that the CS approximation to the 2-RDM (21) is nhot an
appropriate starting point for the calculation of the correlated 1-RDM: it widely underestimates the
correlation effects on the 1-RDM and so, the kinetic counterpart of correlation.
It should be noted that neither the 2-RDMs (20), (21), nor the wave function given in eg. (19) are
normalized. The expression that we finally retain for the model correlated 1-RDM isthus:

Py (rlf r l) = {leF (rlf r1’)
+ZI[ f rl’ r1 ) ) f(rl’ ) (rl s )]:02 (rl’rZ;rll’rZ)er}
where 77 is a normalization factor. This approximation discards the N-electron effects on the 1-RDM,

though it goes beyond the IPA. For a uniform electron gas, it should be valid at small densities (see the
discussion in appendix).

(24)

IV. A model for the kinetic energy of correlation of a uniform
electron gas

Consider the case of a uniform electron gas (UEG), whose constant density o can be related either to
the Seitz radius r or to the Fermi momentum ke:
3 _kd (25
a3

S

(s). A
convenient normalization choice for the UEG isto set B(O) =1. Using periodic boundary conditions, the HF
description of the UEG yields [21]:

we () _ oSiN(Ke )~k scosks) (26)
B""(s)=3

(k)

Such a function depends implicitly on p, is maximum at S=0 and vanishes as S — o, while oscillating
(seefig. 1). Now, the HF pair density (10) of the UEG can be explicitly stated as:

PHF(lZ __p H‘ [BHF 12)]2§

The spinless 1-RDM solely depends on s = |

(27)

2 HF

pg()

The term in curly bracket (gHF) in eq. (27) is often referred to as the HF pair-distribution function. It
satisfies the normalization condition:

Ip{g " (r12)_1}dr12 =-1 (28)

The HF approximation generates the so-called “exchange hole” around the position of any reference
electrons. This kind of correlation arises from the determinantal nature of the wave function but does not
include correlation beyond the Pauli level.

The next step consists of including Coulomb correlation by means of a Jastrow-like correlation
factor, which Colle and Salvetti formulated as:



= - rl_z =B (R )iz (29)
1-o(r,H+ 2 e

Such a correlation function has a cusp in r, =0 and rapidly falls off as r,, increases, because of the
gaussian term. In (29), R, isthe pair center-of-mass vector R, = (r +r )/ 2 and 3, hasthe meaning of an
inverse radius of the correlation hole. Colle and Salvetti assumed this radius to be proportional to rs, which

)1/3

amounts to assume ,BC(RH) = q,o(R12 , Where q is to be parameterized. In the case of a UEG, eqg. (29)

can be rewritten:
= H— CDB_+r1_2 %'E‘Qzﬁzz (30)
O O 200

where . and ® do not depend on R,, but still dependson o or, equivalently, onrs. In order to determine
@, Colle and Salvetti assumed that o, (r,.r,)= p," (r,,r,). This condition, which is exact for the UEG, but

not for atomic systems[5], is verified if the correction term to ,olHF(rl; rl) in eq. (22) does cancdl, that is, if:

I(_ f (rl’rz)_ f (rl’r2)+ f (rl’r ) (rl’r ))102 (rl’rZ’. r1’r2 )drz = 0 (31)
Using further approximations, they finally obtained:
=B, [+ np.) @)

This expression ensures the correct asymptotic limits that we can expect for @, which varies between 0 and
las f., and therefore p, goes from O to infinity. Since (32) is not the exact solution to (31), it isinteresting

to understand its exact physical meaning. Consider, for instance, the first-order correction term (in f) to the
Hartree-Fock 1-RDM (24):

I.[f rl’rZ + f rl ) ]pZ r.l’r.2’ rl 4 )er (33)
Theterm p," (r,,r,;r,',r,) separatesinto two components:

1 (34)
szF(rl,rz,r al —,0 HBHF 11 _EBHF( 12)BHF( 12)@

The first-order correlation correction term (33) can thus be rewritten as a sum of two terms: a first-order
Coulomb-correlation term:

1 (35
Epz B (rll’ )I[ f (r12 ) + f (r1'2 )] dr,
and afirst-order exchange-correlation term:

(36)

L (1) £ B )8 (e

Imposing the first-order coulomb-correlation term (35) to cancel yields the condition:
[f (r,)dr, =[f (ry,)dr, =0 (37)

Using (30), one can verify that the condition (37) is satisfied if ® =77, /{L++/773,): this resut is

identical to that of CS. Thus, expression (32) implies that the first-order Coulomb-correlation correction to
the 1-RDM must cancel. For practical reasons, we shall make use of expression (32) in the following.
Incidentally, the CS approach is completed by assuming that:



j2 (rl’rl') = leF(rl’rl’) (38)
Such a condition might, at first, seem reasonable, since correlation effects on ,ol(rl,rl') are known to be of

“second order” while being of “first order” on the pair density [19,22]. However, condition (38) makes V.*

the only contribution to the correlation energy and becomes particularly “doubtful” (quoting ref. [23]) for
isolated atoms or molecular systems, for which the Virial theorem implies:

T, =-E, (39)

For the uniform electron gas, the relation is somewhat less straightforward [24]:

(X (40)
¢ or

S

where t; and & denote energies per electron.
The damping by the gaussian function in (30) suggests that a gaussian approximation may be made

to BHF(S), in the spirit of refs. [2], [25], [26] and [27]. As we shall see now, the gaussian approximation
simplifies considerably the derivation of an analytical expression for the correlation kinetic energy, while
ensuring a correct normalization of n"(p) together with the exact HF kinetic energy. For small s, B"(s)
behaves like B (s)=1-p %s?, with B, =C,p"* and C, :10_1/2(3772)]/3. An appropriate gaussian
resummation is thus:

B."(s)=e (41)

The comparison of B"" and B(';F is shown in fig. 1. The gaussian approximation bypasses the oscillations

of B"(s) at large s.
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Figure 1: Comparison of B (s) and B, (s). The Wigner-Seitz radius r, has been set to 3 a.u.

However, since B""(s) and B, (s) becomes identical at small s, they result in identical kinetic energy
expressions, from (18).

Replacing now BHF(S) by BGHF(S) in (27) leads to the approximate HF pair density:



22 42
PHF(r12):%p2 @—%e‘zﬁxrﬂ ﬁ @2

Such an approximation gives to ,Bx_l the meaning of an exchange hole radius. Notice that [, is

proportiona to [, :

p.=aw" @)
Due to the gaussian approximation, the exchange part of the pair density (42) is not properly normalized,
which would require another parameterization of 3, [21,25]. The gaussian approximation in (42) leadsto a

5% error in the normalization condition (28) of the pair-distribution. The choice adopted here should
however be appropriate for the present purpose, since correlation effects on the pair density are expected to
be important near r,, =0 (at least when using the CS correlation functional).

As aready mentioned, the calculation of the correlated kinetic energy requires knowledge of B(s)

near s = 0. From (24), we derive an expression for B(s):
B(s) = 72{B"* (s)+ B (s)} (44)
The normalization factor is simply determined by imposing B(0)=1. The correlation correction B (s)

can be written as:
BCON (S) :ZJ-[ f (r12 ) + f (rl’2 ) + f (r12 ) f (r1’2 )] pZHF (rl’ r2 5 rl,’ r2 )er (45)

Using (41), one can replace theterm o, (r,,r,,r,’,r,) in eg. (45) by:
2 2 2 46)
, = 22 1 A 2, -RP+2s a[= (
szF(rvrzfrl >r2):§p2[e he —Ze 0 2 50
= 2 =
where R and s have been defined in sect. |. Expression (46) suggests introducing the new variable

R= r, —R. All quantities appearing in (45) can thus be re-expressed as functions of R and s variables, or

even as functionsof R, sand @ , where 6 isthe angle between R and s vectors. Now, developing (44) to
second order in s (higher order terms give a zero contribution to the kinetic energy) and replacing dr, by

dR under the integral sign makes the integration easily handled with the Mathematica computing software
[28]. Applying (18) then yields the following result for the correlated kinetic energy:

T= (47)
(om)"*
802/
%V 21 1600\/3(—3q4+3 q2+2q3-9q2+2x/q2+2q—6)
o (f +2"r. (32 5 G2 + 20t )

125V'5 (V2 @8+7m e 64 ¢f +10+48V 2) 250V 10 (~48(¢f +2) + 32V 2 (6 +3) - n(7¢f + 18)
(& + 1% (3° V5 qm° + 20r)° ¢ (°V'5 qRn™® +20r,)

wher
e g=q/C, and the normalization factor is given by:
"= (48)



3 | 250V 107 (16(-2+V 2) +3V 2 7)1
+ —
4nrs? 967 (35 (2m° ¢+ 20r,)°

250V 57 (16+ (16+3m & ~16v 2 qV 1+ )r* 800V 10w (~2+ -+ 2+ f )
9(1+¢f)" (3 V5 2™ g+ 20r) 9(2+)" (375 @n7°q+ 20r)

Expression (47) is obviously more involved than its HF counterpart, to which it reducesas q — o, i.e. as
the Coulomb hole volume tends to zero:
32 (49)

T =9 5
20r,

Using egs. (47) and (49), we obtain an expression for T, =T = T"™"  which asymptotic forms are:

(. ~0)=20

r

T

Cc
S

A.(4)

S

and

Tc (rs - oo):

Both asymptotic forms are incorrect, since T, (rS - 0) should diverge [29,30] like-Inr, and T, (rS - oo)

should decay [31,32] like rs_3/2 . Thisis however not surprising, since the approximation (24) to the 1-RDM

is supposed to be valid at large rs only, whereas the CS correlation function is not well-suited for describing
the long-range correlation (see next section). We can nevertheless expect an intermediate range of densities

for which the present approach gives reliable results. The function AO((j) has a simple expression:
Ab(q)_5(2/3)1/3(—6—3q2+4q1/2+q2)

n2/3q(2+q2)”2
The expected limit T, — +o (as r, — 0) imposes the condition A,(G)>0, which is verified if

4>3,/2/7 . Thecritical value g, above which the divergence of T, (as r, — 0) hasthe correct sign, isthus
q =1.569. Conversely, the expression of An(d) is rather involved, An(d) is a positive function of ¢

(G>0) which has a maximum near g = 1.15 (i.e. g =1.12). So, g should be the closest possible to 1.12 in

order to maximize T, at large rs, while it must remain above 1.569 in order to give the correct divergence
sign at small rs. For practical calculations, we shall take g = 1.57.

V. Results and discussion

Our results are compared with those of Perdew and Wang (PW) [24] in fig. 2. Taking q = 1.57
results in a qualitative agreement with PW’s result, whereas larger values of q’s enlarge the discrepancies.
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Figure 2: Comparison of correlation kinetic energies. Dotted-dashed: computed from eq. (47), with g = 1.57. Dotted:
from eq. (47) with g =2.29. Full line: result of Perdew and Wang [24].

In particular, the correlation kinetic energy obtained with the original CS parameterization (q = 2.29) isalso
displayed in fig. 2. Although the correlation kinetic energies, computed from (47) with g > 1.57, show a
correct behavior, they systematically underestimate the PW’s values. Using g = 1.57, the recovered kinetic
energy of correlation passes from 83% at r, =1 to 39% at r, =5. Provided the model 1-RDM (24) is valid

at large r, the increasing discrepancies with PWs results should be due to the damping by the gaussian

function in f(r,) rather than the gaussian approximation used for B""(s) and subsequently for

0,7 (r,,r,,1,',r,) in (45). In order to check this, we computed the value B (0) by using either the exact
HF pair density or the gaussian-approximated one. The relative differences were found to be less than 5 % in
the range 0.1 < rs< 0.1 and less than 0.6 % for r¢ > 1; the error then continuously decreases as r increases.
The fact that the agreement on fig. 2 becomes poor at large rs indicates that long-range correlation effects are
not properly accounted for in (30), as shown by Tao and co-workers [23].

Now, we check the consistency of our expression for the correlation kinetic energy by extrapolating
the correlation energy from eq. (40), provided that the Virial theorem applies. To achieve this in a simple
way we approximate & by a Padé form, from which is derived the corresponding approximant for t. using eq.
(40). The coefficients of the Padé form are then refined to fit t. (as obtained with q =1.57). The subsequent
relative errors are negligible, except at very small rs. Next, the refined coefficients are used to plot &. The
resulting curve is shown in fig 4 and compared to the PWSs results, as well as the correlation energies derived
from the CS classic approach.

From the CS most fundamental equation:

1
E. :_[(f (rl)r2)2 -2f (rl)rZ ))szF (rl’rzf r,rh )r_drldrz

12

(50)

which corresponds to eq. (9) of ref. 1, we derive a correlation energy per electron:

1 1
&= I(f (rlz )2 - 2f (r12 ))Epg " (rlz )r_drlz

12

(51)
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We computed eg. (51) with two different values for q (2.29 and 1.57, seefig. 3). Note in passing that eg. (51)
has been computed by using either the exact HF pair-distribution or the gaussian ansatz, yielding relative
differences less than 2% (in the range r,= 0.1 to 10 au.). As reported in [23], the original CS

parameterization (q = 2.29) poorly reproduces the PW correlation energy. Using q = 1.57 yields a better
approximation, which however overestimates the PW reference curve as well as the t.-extrapolated one.
Notice that thisis what we would expect when using any approximation to the exact wave function. Atrg=3
a.u., the t-extrapolated model allows to recover 78% of the PW correlation energy, vs. 67% for the CS
model (with g = 1.57). This improvement indicates that the post IPA effects (neglected in the CS approach)
might be significant. N. B. The lack of divergence of the t.-extrapolated curve at rs = 0 is an artifact due to
our Padé approximant.
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Figure 3: Comparison of correlation energies obtained from various models. Dotted-dashed: extrapolated from the
correlation kinetic energy, eq. (47), with g = 1.57. Dashed: from the CS pair density, eq. (51) of text, with g = 2.29.
Dotted: from the CS pair density with g = 1.57. Full line: PW’s result [24].

We conclude that our approach, based on an empirically correlated 1-RDM, offers an interesting
aternative for computing the correlation kinetic energy. This component of the correlation energy is usually
bypassed in the framework of the correlation factor approach. Although approximate, the underlying 1-RDM
expression includes effects beyond the independent pair approximation and leads to correctly normalized
one-electron densities. The resulting correlation kinetic energy is in qualitative agreement with that of
Perdew and Wang though its asymptotic forms are incorrect, this is aso the case for the extrapolated
correlation energy. These shortcomings are due to (i) to an inadequacy of the empirically correlated 1-RDM
at high densities and (ii) an improper description of the long-range correlation effects in the correlation
functional, as previously shown [23]. However, other correlation functionals can be tested for improving the
calculations, some of which are currently being investigated. The empirical parameter g of the correlation
functional is determined analytically, in order to retrieve a correct sign for the divergence of the correlation
kinetic energy. The resulting optimal q is found to be smaller than the origina one, showing thereby that the
Coulomb-hole is larger than predicted in the CS model, at least for the uniform electron gas. Next, our
approach should be applied to atomic and molecular systems, which obviously requires some modifications
in order to take into account strongly varying densities. Notice however, that considering the expression of T,
defined by eg. (47) asaloca formula, together with q = 1.57, results in a correl ation kinetic energy of 0.0583

11



a.u. for the Helium atom (The HF density was used), i.e. 135% of the exact value. Finally, an ideal extension
would consist of deriving compatible expressions for both correlated 1- and 2-RDMs, approximately N-
representable, in order to variationaly optimize the parameter g.

Appendix

The formulation (19) of the correlated wave function does not allow closed-form expressions for the
correlated RDMs to be derived, because of the global correlation factor |_I (1— f (ri ) )) One can consider

<]

instead the pair wise correlated wave function:

(52)
7] Z‘//HF(Xl’er-’XN) - Z f (ri g )E

1<]
The integral Iz//(xl,xz,..,xN)w*(xl’,xz,..,xN)dxz..de appearing in (1) involves at the maximum 4

electrons other than the reference electron 1. From (52), we can derive the following closed-form expression
for the correlated 1-matrix:

o.(rr)= 0. (1)) (53)
+2I[f (r b )+ £ (e )+ £ (rur, ) E(r,r, )] 0, (rpryr,r, o,
+3I[2f (AR (A A (A E2 (S A (AN | VR (AR SR T AR SR Io o |
+24I[f (r,. 1) £ (0 ) 0, (rr, b r im0 1, ) dr g,
+30I[f (1,0 ) F (1ot )] 2" (Fy 0 b g T anTa Ty Ey o E g s ) i dir i dir

As before, this expression needs to be correctly normalized. Limiting expression (53) to the first correction
term yields the approximate expression:

Py (rlf r l) = :01HF (rlf rll) (54)
+2_[[ f (rl) r.2 ) + f (rll’ r2 ) + f (rl’ r2) f (rll’ r.2 )]IOZHF (rl’ r.2 ; r.1” r.2 )dr2
which is identical to the reference expression (24), though a normalization factor. The following

terms of the development of p,(r,;r,’) in eg. (53) involves integrals of p,"", p,", etc. However,
ps " isof the order of p,"™ times p, so that for sufficiently small densities, the correction terms

involving p,"" and so RDMs of higher order should be negligible.
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