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W e present a sim ple,robust and e�cient m ethod for varying the param eters in a m any-body

wave function to optim ize the expectation value ofthe energy. The e�ectiveness ofthe m ethod is

dem onstrated by optim izing theparam etersin 
exibleJastrow factors,thatinclude3-body electron-

electron-nucleus correlation term s,for the NO 2 and decapentaene (C 10H 12) m olecules. The basic

idea isto add term sto the straightforward expression forthe Hessian ofthe energy thathave zero

expectation value,butthatcancelm uch ofthestatistical
uctuationsfora�niteM onteCarlosam ple.

The m ethod iscom pared to whatiscurrently the m ostpopularm ethod foroptim izing m any-body

wave functions,nam ely m inim ization ofthe variance ofthe localenergy. The m ost e�cient wave

function isobtained by optim izing a linearcom bination ofthe energy and the variance.

Q uantum M onte Carlo m ethods [1, 2, 3] are som e

ofthe m ost accurate and e�cient m ethods for treating

m any body system s.The successofthese m ethodsisin

large part due to the 
exibility in the form ofthe trial

wavefunctionsthatresultsfrom doingintegralsbyM onte

Carlo.Sincethecapability to e�ciently optim izethepa-

ram etersin trialwavefunctionsiscrucialto the success

ofboth the variationalM onteCarlo (VM C)and thedif-

fusion M onte Carlo (DM C) m ethods,a lotofe�orthas

been putinto inventing betteroptim ization m ethods.

The variance m inim ization [4,5]m ethod has becom e

the m ost frequently used m ethod for optim izing m any-

body wavefunctionsbecauseitisfarm oree�cientthan

straightforward energy m inim ization.Thereason isthat,

for a su�ciently 
exible variationalwave function,it is

possible to lower the energy on the �nite set ofM onte

Carlo (M C) con�gurations on which the optim ization

is perform ed,while in fact raising the true expectation

value ofthe energy. O n the other hand,ifthe variance

ofthe localenergy is m inim ized,each term in the sum

over M C con�gurationsis bounded from below by zero

and the problem isfarlesssevere[5].

Nevertheless, in recent years severalclever m ethods

havebeen invented thatoptim izetheenergy ratherthan

the variance [6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15]. The m o-

tivationsforthisarefourfold.First,one typically seeks

the lowest energy in either a variationalor a di�usion

M onteCarlocalculation,ratherthan thelowestvariance.

Second,although the variancem inim ization m ethod has

been used to optim ize both the Jastrow coe�cientsand

thedeterm inantalcoe�cients(thecoe�cientsin frontof

the determ inants,and in the expansion ofthe orbitals

in a basis,and theexponentsin theSlater/G aussian ba-

sis functions) [5, 16, 17], it takes m any iterations to

optim ize the latter and the optim ization can get stuck

in m ultiple localm inim a. So,m ost authors have used

variance m inim ization for the Jastrow param eters only,

wheretheseproblem sareabsent.Third,fora given form

ofthe trialwave function,energy-m inim ized wave func-

tionson averageyield m ore accurate valuesofotherex-

pectation valuesthan variancem inim ized wavefunctions

do [18]. Fourth,the Hellm an-Feynm an theorem ,com -

bined with a variance reduction technique [19],can be

used with energy-m inim ized wave functions to com pute

forceson nuclei.

The various energy m inim ization m ethods are suc-

cessfulin varying degrees. The generalized eigenvalue

m ethod ofNightingale and M elik-Alaverdian [9]is the

m ost e�cient choice for optim izing linear param eters,

butfornonlinearparam etersthey usevariancem inim iza-

tion.The e�ective 
uctuation potentialm ethod [10,11,

12,13,14]is the m ost successfulm ethod for nonlinear

param eters and has been applied to optim izing the or-

bitals[11,14]and the linearcoe�cientsin a m ultideter-

m inantalwavefunction [12,14],and,hasbeen extended

toexcited states[14].Itisnotstraightforward tousethis

m ethod to optim ize Jastrow factors, but Prendergast,

Bevan and Fahy [13]have form ulated a version for pe-

riodic system sand haveoptim ized an im pressively large

num berofparam eters.However,the m ethod iscom plex

and needs to be reform ulated for �nite system s. The

stochastic recon�guration m ethod [15]is related to the

e�ective
uctuation potentialm ethod and issim plerbut

less e�cient [14]. The Newton m ethod as im plem ented

in Ref.8isthem oststraightforward m ethod butisine�-

cientand unstable.Theearlierm ethods[6,7]havebeen

applied only to very sm allsystem sorvery few param e-

ters.

Thepurposeofthisletteristo show thatitispossible

to devisean energy m inim ization m ethod thatissim ple,

robustand e�cient. The m ethod can be applied to op-

tim izing m any-body wavefunctions,forboth continuum

and lattice problem s.The trick to doing thisisto m od-

ify the straightforward expression forthe Hessian ofthe

energy by adding a term thathaszero expectation value

foran in�nite M C sam ple,butthatisnonzero and can-

cels m uch ofthe statistical
uctuations for a �nite M C

sam ple.Before we describe thisin detail,we review the

variancem inim ization m ethod.

Variance m inim ization: The param eters ci in a real-

valued trialwave function  are varied to m inim ize the

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0412634v3
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varianceofthe localenergy,
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wheresubscriptidenotesderivativewith respectto ci.

Sincethevariancem inim ization m ethod can beviewed

asa �tofthe localenergy on a �xed setofM onte Carlo

con�gurations[5],an alternativeexpression followsfrom

ignoring the changeofthe wavefunction:

(�2)i = 2


E L;i(E L � �E )

�
= 2



(E L;i� �E i)(E L � �E )

�
(3)

Then the usual Levenberg-M arquardt approxim a-

tion [20]to the Hessian m atrix isgiven by

(�2)ij = 2
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= 2
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ThisHessian ispositivede�nite by construction.

Energy m inim ization: Theelem entsofthegradientare
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W enotethatthestep from Eq.5 to Eq.6 wasm adenot

just in the interest ofsim plicity,but m ore im portantly

because the expression in Eq.6 haszero 
uctuationsin

the lim itthat is an exacteigenstate,whereasthe ex-

pression in Eq.5 haslarge
uctuations.

Taking the derivativeofEq.6,the Hessian is
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This is nothing m ore than a rearrangem entofterm s in

the Hessian in Ref.[8]. W e now m ake two changes to

theaboveexpression.First,wenotethatthelastterm is

notsym m etricin iand j when approxim ated by a �nite

sam ple,whereasthetrueHessian ofcourseissym m etric.

So,wesym m etrizeit.Thischangedoesnotsigni�cantly

alter the e�ciency ofthe m ethod,but it does have the

advantage that the eigensystem is real. Next,we note

thatEq.6 and allexceptthelastterm in Eq.7 arein the

form ofa covariance,(habi� haihbi).The
uctuationsof

habi� haihbiarein m ostcasessm allerthan thoseofhabi,

(e.g.ifaand bareweaklycorrelated),and,theyarem uch

sm allerif
p
ha2i� hai2 � jhaijand a isnotstrongly cor-

related with 1=b. Since the Ham iltonian isHerm itian it

follows,asalso noted in Ref.[8],thathE L;ji= 0.Hence,

an alternativesym m etricexpression [21]fortheHessian,

written entirely in term sofcovariances,is:
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Theadditionalterm swehaveadded in havezero expec-

tation valueforan in�nitesam plebut,in practice,cancel

m ostofthe
uctuationsin theexisting term sfora �nite

sam ple,m aking the m ethod vastly m ore e�cient. Note

also that �E ij in Eq.7,evaluated on a �nite sam ple,is

notinvariantunderrenorm alization ofthewavefunction

by a param eter-dependentconstantbut �E ij in Eq.8 is.

W enotethatEqs.6and 8arenotthegradientand the

Hessian ofthe energy estim ated on the particular�nite

setofsam pled points.In fact,any m ethod thatattem pts

to m inim ize theenergy,by m inim izing theenergy evalu-

ated on a �nite sam ple ofM onte Carlo points,isbound

to requirea very largesam pleand thereforebehighly in-

e�cientforthereason discussed in theintroduction.O ur

m odi�cations ofthe straightforward expressions for the

gradientand Hessian are sim ilarin spiritto the work of

Nightingaleand M elik-Alaverdian [9].A straightforward

m inim ization oftheenergy on a M onteCarlo sam plere-

sultsin asym m etricHam iltonian m atrix,butthey derive

anonsym m etricHam iltonian m atrixthatyieldsexactpa-

ram etersfrom a �nite sam ple in the lim itthatthe basis

functionsspan an invariantsubspace.

Newton m ethod: In both the energy and the variance

m inim ization m ethods,thegradient,b,and theHessian,

A ,areused to update the variationalparam eters,c,us-

ing Newton’sm ethod,cnext = ccurrent� A
� 1
b.

Note that ifwe are far away from the m inim um ,or

ifthe num ber ofM onte Carlo sam ples,N M C ,is sm all,

then the Hessian ofEq.8 need notbe positive de�nite,

whereastheapproxim ateHessian ofEq.4 isalwaysposi-

tivede�nite.Further,even forpositivede�niteHessians,

the new param eter values m ay m ake the wave function

worse ifone isnotsu�ciently close to the m inim um for

the quadratic approxim ation to hold or ifthe approxi-

m ateHessian ofEq.4 isnotsu�ciently accurate.Hence,

we determ ine the eigenvaluesofthe Hessian and add to

thediagonaloftheHessian thenegativeofthem ostnega-
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tiveeigenvalue(ifoneexists)plusa constantadiag.This

shifts the eigenvalues by the added constant. As adiag
is increased, the proposed param eter changes becom e

sm allerand rotate from the Newtonian direction to the

steepestdescentdirection.Asan aside,wenotethatfor

the form ofthe wave functions used and the m olecules

studied here,we�nd thattheeigenvaluesoftheHessians

ofEqs.8 and 4 span 11 orders ofm agnitude when the

param etersarecloseto optim al.

Results: W e have tested the m ethods on NO 2 and the

excited 1B u stateofdecapentaene(C10H 12)using a non-

localpseudopotentialto rem ovecoreelectrons.W eopti-

m izetheparam etersin a 
exibleJastrow factor[16]that

containselectron-electron,electron-nucleusand electron-

electron-nucleusterm s,m aking a totalof43 freeparam -

eters. The starting Jastrow is a crude electron-electron

Jastrow oftheform exp( br

1+ r
),wherebissetby thecusp

conditionsforantiparallel-and parallel-spin electrons.
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FIG .1: Energy ofNO 2 versus iteration num ber for energy

m inim ization.Inset:thelateriterationson an expanded scale

and also theenergiesfrom m inim izing thevarianceand m ini-

m izing thelinearcom bination.Thelinearcom bination yields

alm ostasgood an energy asenergy m inim ization.

In Fig.1,we plotthe energy,and,in Fig.2 the root

m ean square 
uctuationsofthe localenergy,�,ofNO 2

asa function ofthe iteration num beraswe energy opti-

m ize the 43 free param etersin the Jastrow. The �rst6

iterationsem ploy a very sm allM C sam ple,N M C = 1000,

and adiag = 0:2.Foreach ofthe next6 iterationswe in-

crease N M C by a m ultiplicative factorof4 and decrease

adiag by a m ultiplicative factorof0.1.Therem aining 11

iterationsareperform ed with thevaluesattheend ofthis

process,nam ely,N M C = 4;096;000,and adiag = 2� 10� 7.

(Setting adiag = 0 would work equally wellforthese it-

erations.) The�rstfew iterationsareextrem ely fastdue

to the sm allvalue ofN M C and achievem ostofthe opti-

m ization.In theinsetsweshow thelateriterationson an

expanded scale,and also the energiesand � from m ini-

m izing thevariance(using Eqs.2 and 4)and from m ini-

m izing a linearcom bination,with the variance having a

weightof0.05and theenergy aweightof0.95.O fcourse,

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
Iteration number

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2.0

σ V
M

C
 (

H
ar

tr
ee

)

8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22
Iteration number

0.775

0.800

0.825

0.850

0.875
energy min
variance min
mixed min

NO
2

FIG .2:Sam easFig.1butfortherm s
uctuationsofthelocal

energy,�,rather than the energy. The linear com bination

� is halfway between those from energy m inim ization and

variance m inim ization.
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FIG .3: The autocorrelation tim e,Tcorr,ofNO 2 versusiter-

ation num ber. Energy m inim ization givesthe sm allest Tcorr,

variance m inim ization the largest,and,the m ixed m inim iza-

tion a value thatisclose to thatfrom energy m inim ization.

the variance-m inim ized wave functions have a lower �

and theenergy-m inim ized wavefunctionsalowerenergy.

The m ixed-m inim ization wave functionshave an energy

that is alm ostas good as that ofthe energy-m inim ized

wavefunctions,and,a � thatisin between.

The com putationaltim e required to reduce the sta-

tisticalerrorto a given value isproportionalto �2Tcorr,

where Tcorr isthe autocorrelation tim e ofthe energy as

de�ned in Ref.[22].O necan arguethatin DM C theen-

ergy m inim ized wave functions willhave a sm allerTcorr
than variance m inim ized wave functions, since both �

and Tcorr serve to lowerthe DM C energy relativeto the

variationalenergy. In Fig.3,we show Tcorr for each of

the three m ethods. W e see that the energy m inim ized

wavefunction hasa sm allervalue ofTcorr than the vari-
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FIG .4:Sam e asFig.1 butfordecapentaene (C 10H 12).

ancem inim ized wavefunction,even in VM C.Them ixed

m inim ization wave function has a Tcorr that is close to

thatofthe energy m inim ized wave function. The value

of�2Tcorr forthe variance,energy and m ixed optim iza-

tions is 1.08,1.03 and 0.98 H in VM C,and,3.21,2.87

and 2.75 H in DM C using a tim e-step of0.05H � 1,where

the last digit in �2Tcorr is uncertain. Hence,the wave

functionsobtained from the m ixed optim ization are the

m oste�cientones.

W e note that E and � are fully converged in 12 it-

erations. In fact,it is possible to converge them in 4-5

iterationsifweusefrom theoutsetalargervalueforN M C

and reducethe value foradiag m orerapidly.However,it

is m ore com putationally e�cient to start the optim iza-

tion by perform ing severaliterationswith a sm allN M C .

In Fig.4weplottheenergyoftheexcited 1B u stateofa

largerm olecule,decapentaene(C10H 12),asa function of

iteration num ber. Forthe �rst6 iterationswe optim ize

just the 13 param eters in the electron-nucleus and the

electron-electron Jastrows,and,optim ize the fullset of

43 param etersstarting from iteration 7. As in the case

ofNO 2,we em ploy N M C = 1000 and adiag = 0:2 during

the �rstsix iterations.The nextsix are perform ed with

N M C = 16000 and the �nal11 iterationsare perform ed

with N M C = 256000 and adiag = 2� 10� 5. The results

are sim ilar to those for NO 2,and so in the interest of

brevity weom itplotsfor� and Tcorr.

Itisrem arkable thatm ostofthe optim ization can be

donewith asfew as1000M C con�gurations.In contrast,

ifEq.7 isused fortheHessian,then the
uctuationsare

m uch larger and the m ethod becom es unstable for the

m olecules treated here even ifwe increase the num ber

of M onte Carlo con�gurations,N M C , by a factor of a

thousand to 106 con�gurations. (W e can m ake itstable

byincreasingsubstantiallyalsothevalueofadiag,butthis

increases the num ber ofiterations needed to converge.)

Hence,thesim plechangegoing from Eq.7 to Eq.8,that

entailsnoadditionalcom putationalcost,resultsin again

in e�ciency ofatleastthreeordersofm agnitude.

Acknowlegem ents:W e thank PeterNightingaleforvalu-

able discussions. Supported by NSF (DM R-0205328),

NASA,Sandia NationalLaboratory and Stichting voor

Fundam enteelO nderzoek derM aterie(FO M ).

[1]W .M .C.Foulkes,L.M itas, R.J.Needs,and G .Ra-

jagopal,Rev.M od.Phys.73,33 (2001).

[2]Q uantum M onte Carlo M ethods in Physics and Chem -

istry, edited by M .P.Nightingale and C.J.Um rigar,

[NATO ASISer.C.525 101,1999].

[3]B.L.Ham m ond,W .A.Lester and P.J.Reynolds,M onte

Carlo M ethods in Ab Initio Q uantum Chem istry,(W orld

Scienti�c 1994).

[4]The idea ofm inim izing the variance ofthe localenergy

goes back to at least 1935,J.H.Bartlett,J.J.G ibbons

and C.G .D unn,Phys.Rev.47,679 (1935).Itwas �rst

used in quantum M onte Carlo by R.L.Coldwell,Int.J.

Q uant.Chem .Sym p.,11,215 (1977).

[5]C.J.Um rigar,K .G .W ilson,J.W .W ilkins,Phys.Rev.

Lett.60,1719 (1988); C.J.Um rigar,K .G .W ilson and

J.W .W ilkins,in Com puter Sim ulation Studies in Con-

densed M atter Physics: Recent Developm ents, ed. by

D .P. Landau K .K . M on and H.B. Sch�uttler, Springer

Proc.Phys.(Springer,Berlin 1988);C.J.Um rigar,Int.

J.Q uant.Chem .23,217 (1989).

[6]A.Harju,B.Barbiellini,S.Siljam �aki,R.M .Niem inen,

and G .O rtiz,Phys.Rev.Lett.79,1173 (1997).

[7]M artin Snajdr, Jason R.D wyer,and Stuart M .Roth-

stein, J.Chem .Phys.111, 9971 (1999), erratum 114,

6960 (2001).

[8]XiLin,HongkaiZhang and Andrew M .Rappe,J.Chem .

Phys., 112, 2650 (2000); M yung W on Lee, M assim o

M ella,Andrew M .Rappe,arXiv:physics/0411209.

[9]M . P. Nightingale and M elik-Alaverdian, Phys. Rev.

Lett.,87,043401 (2001).

[10]S.Fahy,in Ref.[2].

[11]Claudia Filippiand Stephen Fahy,J.Chem .Phys.,112,

3523 (2000).

[12]Friedem ann Schautz and Stephen Fahy,J.Chem .Phys.,

116,3533 (2002).

[13]D avid Prendergast, D avid Bevan and Stephen Fahy,

Phys.Rev.B,66,155104 (2002);

[14]Friedem ann Schautzand ClaudiaFilippi,J.Chem .Phys.,

120,10931 (2004).

[15]SandroSorella,Phys.Rev.B,64,024512 (2001);M ichele

Casula and Sandro Sorella,J.Chem .Phys.,119,6500

(2003).

[16]Claudia Filippiand C.J.Um rigar,J.Chem .Phys.,105,

213 (1996).O urJastrow isrelated to the one here.

[17]Chien-Jung Huang,C.J.Um rigarand M .P.Nightingale,

J.Chem .Phys.107,3007 (1997).

[18]M artin Snajdrand StuartM .Rothstein,J.Chem .Phys.

112,4935 (2000).

[19]R.Assarafand M .Ca�arel,J.Chem .Phys.113,4028

(2000);ibid 119,10536 (2003).

[20]See e.g.W .H.Press,B.P.Flannery,S.A.Teukolsky,and

W .T.Vetterling,Num ericalRecipes,(Cam bridgeUniver-

sity Press,Cam bridge 1992).

[21]Aftersubm ission welearned thatEq.8hasbeen indepen-

dently derived by S.Sorella,to be subm itted to cond.-

m at.

[22]C.J. Um rigar, Phys. Rev.Lett. 71, 408 (1993); C. J.

Um rigar,in Ref.[2].

http://arxiv.org/abs/physics/0411209

