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W e present a sin 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 of the energy. The e ectiveness of the m ethod is
dem onstrated by optin izing the param eters in exible Jastrow factors, that include 3-body electron—
electron-nuclkus correlation tem s, for the NO; and decapentaene (Ci10H12) molecules. The basic
dea is to add tem s to the straightforw ard expression for the Hessian of the energy that have zero
expectation value, but that cancelm uch ofthe statistical uctuationsfora nieM onteC arlo sam ple.
The m ethod is com pared to what is currently the m ost popular m ethod for optin izing m any-body
wave finctions, nam ely m inin ization of the variance of the local energy. The m ost e clent wave
fiunction is obtained by optimn izing a linear com bination of the energy and the varance.

Quantum M onte Carlo m ethods 'E:, :_2.’, :3] are some
of the m ost accurate and e cient m ethods for treating
m any body system s. T he success of these m ethods is In
large part due to the exibility n the form of the trial
wave fuinctionsthat resuls from doing ntegralsby M onte
Carlo. Since the capability to e ciently optin ize the pa—
ram eters In trialwave functions is crucial to the success
ofboth the varationalM onte Carlo (VM C) and the dif-
fusion M onte Carlo OM C) m ethods, a ot of e ort has
been put into inventing better optin ization m ethods.

T he variance m Inin ization @, :5] m ethod has becom e
the m ost frequently used m ethod for optin izing m any—
body wave finctions because it is farm ore e cient than
straightforward energy m inim ization. T he reason is that,
for a su ciently exible varationalwave function, it is
possble to lower the energy on the nite set of M onte
Carlo M C) con gurations on which the optin ization
is perform ed, whilk In fact raisihg the true expectation
valie of the energy. O n the other hand, if the variance
of the Iocal energy ism inin ized, each term in the sum
over M C con gurations is bounded from below by zero
and the problm is far Jess severe f].

N evertheless, In recent years several clever m ethods
have been invented that optim ize the energy rather than
the varince B, 1, 8, &, id,i%, 13, 13, 4, 13). Themo-
tivations for this are four fold. F irst, one typically seeks
the lowest energy In either a variational or a di usion
M onte C arlo calculation, rather than the low est variance.
Second, although the variance m inim ization m ethod has
been used to optim ize both the Jastrow coe cients and
the detemm inantalcoe cients (the coe cients in front of
the determm inants, and in the expansion of the orbials
n a basis, and the exponents In the Slater/G aussian ba—
sis functions) [_'5, :;L-_é, :_i]‘], it takes m any iterations to
optim ize the latter and the optim ization can get stuck
In muliple bbcalm inima. So, m ost authors have used
variance m inin Ization for the Jastrow param eters only,
w here these problem sare absent. Third, ora given form
of the trialwave fuinction, energy-m Inin ized wave finc—
tions on average yield m ore accurate values of other ex—
pectation values than variancem inin ized wave functions
do t_l-§‘] Fourth, the Helln an-Feynm an theorem , com —

bined wih a variance reduction technigue [_i?_}], can be
used w ith energy-m inin ized wave functions to com pute
forces on nucki.

The various energy m inim ization m ethods are suc—
cessful In varying degrees. T he generalized eigenvalue
m ethod of N ightingale and M elik-A laverdian [] is the
most e cient choice for optin izing linear param eters,
but ornonlinear param etersthey use variancem Inin iza—
tion. The e ective uctuation potentialm ethod [0, 11,
:_l-’é, :_1-1_;, :_l-é] is the m ost successfulm ethod for nonlinear
param eters and has been applied to optim izing the or-
bitals l_l-]_}, :_l-é_i] and the Iinear coe cients in a m ultideter—
m nantalwave fiinction l_l-é, :_l-l_i‘], and, has been extended
to excited states [14]. It isnot straightforw ard to use this
m ethod to optimn ize Jastrow factors, but P rendergast,
Bevan and Fahy E:Q‘] have form ulated a version for pe-
riodic system s and have optim ized an im pressively large
num ber of param eters. H ow ever, the m ethod is com plex
and needs to be reformulated for nie systems. The
stochastic recon guration m ethod f_l-g] is related to the
e ective uctuation potentialm ethod and is sin pler but
lss e cient [1_71_] The Newton m ethod as in plem ented
nR ef.:g isthem ost straightforw ard m ethod but is ine —
cient and unstable. T he earlierm ethods [_é, :j] have been
applied only to very am all system s or very few param e—
ters.

T he purpose of this letter is to show that it ispossble
to devise an energy m inin ization m ethod that is sin ple,
robust and e cient. The m ethod can be applied to op-
tim izing m any-body wave fiinctions, for both continuum
and lattice problem s. T he trick to doing this is to m od—
ify the straightforw ard expression for the Hessian of the
energy by adding a tem that has zero expectation value
foran In nite M C sam ple, but that is nonzero and can—
cels much of the statistical uctuations fora nite M C
sam ple. Before we describe this in detail, we review the
variance m Inim ization m ethod.

Variance m inim ization: The parameters ¢; In a real
valied trialwave function are varied to m inim ize the
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variance of the localenergy,
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whereE;, = H = isthe localenergy, h idenotesa ?-
weighted expectation value, and E = HE 1 i is the expec—

tation value of the energy. The derivative of 2 with
respect to the i param eter, ¢, is given by
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w here subscript i denotes derivative w ith respect to c;.

Since the variance m inin ization m ethod can be viewed
asa tofthe lbcalenergy on a xed set ofM onte C arlo
con gurations ﬁ_ﬁ'], an altemative expression follow s from
ignoring the change of the wave function:
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Then the usual Levenberg-M arquardt approxin a—
tion 0] to the Hessian m atrix is given by
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T his Hessian is positive de nie by construction.

Energy m inim ization: T he elem ents ofthe gradient are
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W e note that the step from Eq.:_5 to Eq.:_é wasm ade not
Just In the interest of sin plicity, but m ore im portantly
because the expression in Eq.:g' has zero uctuations in
the lin it that is an exact eigenstate, whereas the ex—
pression in Eq.-ii has large uctuations.

Taking the derivative oqu.EG, the Hessian is
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This is nothing m ore than a rearrangem ent of term s In
the Hessian in Ref. i_d]. W e now m ake two changes to
the above expression. F irst, we note that the last temm is
not symm etric in i and j when approxin ated by a nite

sam ple, w hereas the true H essian of course is sym m etric.
So, we symm etrize it. T his change does not signi cantly
alter the e ciency of the m ethod, but it does have the
advantage that the eigensystem is real. Next, we note
thatEq.:§ and allexoept the Jast term in Eq.-'j are In the
form ofa covarance, (wbi haihoi). The uctuationsof
habi haihoi are in m ost cases sn aller than those ofhabi,
eg. ifa algd bareweakly correlated), and, they arem uch
snallerif m?i ma?  jnijand a isnot strongly cor-
related w ith 1=b. Since the Ham iltonian is Hem iian it
Bllow s, as also noted in Ref. f{], that HE1;;1= 0. Hence,
an altemative sym m etric expression I_Z-]_:] for the H essian,
w ritten entirely in term s of covariances, is:
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T he additional term s we have added in have zero expec—
tation value foran In nite sam plebut, in practice, cancel
m ost ofthe uctuations in the existing term s fora nite
sam ple, m aking the m ethod vastly m ore e cient. Note
also that Ejy In Eq.-'j, evaliated on a nie sample, is
not Invariant under renom alization of the wave function
by a param eterdependent constant but E ;5 In E q.:g is.

W enotethatE qs.g and :_Ei are not the gradient and the
Hessian of the energy estim ated on the particular nite
set of sam pled points. In fact, any m ethod that attem pts
to m inin ize the energy, by m inIn izing the energy evali—
ated on a nite sam ple ofM onte C arlo points, is bound
to require a very large sam ple and thereforebe highly in—
e cient for the reason discussed In the introduction. O ur
m odi cations of the straightforward expressions for the
gradient and Hessian are sin ilar In spirit to the work of
N htingale and M elk-A laverdian {]. A straightforward
m Inin ization of the energy on a M onte C arlo sam ple re—
sultsin a sym m etric H am iltonian m atrix, but they derive
anonsymm etricH am iltonian m atrix that yieldsexact pa—
ram eters from a nite sam ple In the lim it that the basis
finctions span an nvariant subspace.

Newton method: In both the energy and the varance
m Inin ization m ethods, the gradient, b, and the Hessian,
A , are used to update the variational param eters, c, us—
ing Newton’sm ethod, Chext = Cecurrent A 'b.

Note that f we are far away from the m Inimum , or
if the number of M onte Carlo samples, Ny ¢, is an all,
then the Hessian oqu.:_é need not be positive de nite,
w hereas the approxin ate H essian ofE q.ilﬂ isalwaysposi-
tive de nite. Further, even forpositive de nite H essians,
the new param eter values m ay m ake the wave fiinction
worse if one is not su ciently close to the m inimum for
the quadratic approxin ation to hold or if the approxi-
m ate H essian oqu.g isnot su ciently accurate. Hence,
we determ ne the eigenvalues of the Hessian and add to
the diagonalofthe H essian the negative ofthem ost nega—



tive eigenvalue (if one exists) plus a constant agjag - This
shifts the eigenvalues by the added constant. A s agig
is increased, the proposed param eter changes becom e
an aller and rotate from the New tonian direction to the
steegpest descent direction. A s an aside, we note that for
the form of the wave functions used and the m olecules
studied here, we nd that the elgenvalues ofthe H essians
of Egs. § and -_4 span 11 orders of m agniude when the
param eters are close to optin al.

Results: W e have tested the m ethods on NO, and the
excited B, state of decapentaene (C10H12) usihg a non—
localpseudopotential to rem ove core electrons. W_e opti-
m ize the param eters in a exible Jastrow factor {16] that
contains electron-electron, electron-nucleus and electron—
electron-nucleus temm s, m aking a total of 43 free param —
eters. T he starting Jastrow is a crude electron-electron
Jastrow ofthe orm exp (), where b is set by the cusp
conditions for antiparalle} and parallelsoin electrons.
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FIG.1l: Energy of NO, versus iteration num ber for energy
m inin ization. Inset: the later ierationson an expanded scale
and also the energies from m inin izing the variance and m ini-
m izing the linear com bination. T he linear com bination yields
alm ost as good an energy as energy m inin ization.

In Fjg.:!:, we plot the energy, and, in Fjg.:_Z the root
mean square uctuations ofthe localenergy, , ofNO,
as a function ofthe iteration number as we energy opti-
m ize the 43 free param eters in the Jastrow . The st 6
fterationsem ploy a very am allM C sam ple, Ny ¢ = 1000,
and agiag = 02. For each of the next 6 iterationswe in—
crease Ny ¢ by a m ultiplicative factor of 4 and decrease
Adiag LY a multiplicative factor of 0.1. T he rem aining 11
frerations are perform ed w ith the values at the end ofthis
process,nam ely, Ny ¢ = 4;096;000,and agmg = 2 10 7.
(Setting agiag = 0 would work equally well for these it-
erations.) The rst faw iterations are extrem ely fast due
to the am allvalue 0ofNy ¢ and achieve m ost of the opti-
m Ization. In the Insetswe show the later iterationson an
expanded scale, and also the energies and from m Ini-
m izing the variance (using Eqs.:_i and '@') and from m ini-
m izing a linear com bination, w ith the variance having a
weight 0£0.05 and the energy a weight 0£0.95. O fcourse,
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FIG .2:Same astg.Q: but forthem s uctuationsofthe local

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

is half way between those from energy m inim ization and
variance m Inin ization.
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FIG . 3: The autocorrelation tim e, Teorr, OENO , versus iter-
ation num ber. Energy m inin ization gives the sm allest Tcorr,
variance m inim ization the largest, and, the m ixed m Inin iza-
tion a value that is close to that from energy m inim ization.

the variance-m inin ized wave functions have a lower
and the energy-m inin ized w ave finctions a low er energy.
The m ixed-m Ininm ization wave fiinctions have an energy
that is aln ost as good as that of the energy-m inin ized
wave functions, and, a that is in between.

The com putational tin e required to reduce the sta—
tistical error to a given value is proportionalto 2Teorr,
where Toorr is the autocorrelation tin e of the energy as
de ned in Ref. @-2_:] One can argue that in DM C the en—
ergy m Inin ized wave functions will have a am aller Toorr
than variance m Inin ized wave functions, since both
and Teorr Serve to Iower the DM C energy relative to the
variational energy. In Fjg.:_ﬂ, we show Ty fOr each of
the three m ethods. W e see that the energy m inim ized
wave function has a an aller value of T, than the vari-
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FIG.4: Same as Fig.:_LI but for decapentaene (Ci0H12).

ancem inin ized wave function, even In VM C . Them ixed
m inin ization wave function has a Tor that is close to
that of the energy m Inin ized wave function. The value
of 2T for the variance, energy and m ixed optin iza—
tions is 1.08, 103 and 098 H n VM C, and, 321, 2.87
and 2.75H in DM C usihg a tin estep of0.05H !, where
the last digit n 2T Is uncertain. Hence, the wave
functions obtained from the m ixed optim ization are the
m ost e cient ones.

W e note that E and are fully converged in 12 i—
erations. In fact, it is possble to converge them in 4-5
Terations ifweuse from the outset a largervalue orNy ¢
and reduce the value or agijng m ore rapidly. However, it
is m ore com putationally e cient to start the optin iza-
tion by perform ing several iterationswith a smallNy ¢ .

In F ig.4 weplt the energy ofthe excited 'B, state ofa
largerm olecule, decapentaene (C10H12), asa function of
Teration number. For the rst 6 iterations we optim ize
Just the 13 param eters in the electron—nucleus and the
electron-electron Jastrow s, and, optin ize the full set of
43 param eters starting from ieration 7. As In the case
0fNO;,weanply Ny ¢ = 1000 and aging = 02 during
the rst six ierations. T he next six are perform ed w ith
Nyc = 16000 and the nalll iterations are perform ed
with Ny ¢ = 256000 and agjag = 2 10 5. The resuls
are sin ilar to those or NO,, and so in the interest of
brevity we om it plots or and Teorr-

Tt is rem arkable that m ost of the optin ization can be
donew ih asfew as1000M C con gurations. In contrast,
Jqu-j isused for the H essian, then the uctuations are
much larger and the m ethod becom es unstabl for the
m okcules treated here even if we increase the number
of M onte Carlo con gurations, Ny ¢, by a factor of a
thousand to 10° con gurations. @ e can m ake i stable
by increasing substantially also the value ofagiag, but this
Increases the num ber of iterations needed to converge.)
Hence, the sim ple change going from Eq.-rj to Eq.:_é, that
entailsno additionalcom putationalcost, results .n a gain
In e ciency of at least three orders ofm agniude.
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