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In this paper we establish a connection between density functional theory (DFT) for lattice models and common real-
space DFT. We consider the lattice DFT description of a two-level model subject to generic interactions in Mermin’s
DFT formulation in the grand canonical ensemble at finite temperature. The case of only density-density and Hund’s
rule interaction studied in earlier work is shown to be equivalent to an exact-exchange description of DFT in the real-
space picture. In addition, we also include the so-called pair-hopping interaction which can be treated analytically and,
crucially, leads to non-integer occupations of the Kohn-Sham levels even in the limit of zero temperature. Treating the
hydrogen molecule in a minimal basis is shown to be equivalent to our two-level lattice DFT model. By means of the
fractional occupations of the KS orbitals (which, in this case, are identical to the many-body ones) we reproduce the
results of full configuration interaction, even in the dissociation limit and without breaking the spin symmetry. Beyond
the minimal basis, we embed our HOMO-LUMO model into a standard DFT calculation and, again, obtain results in

overall good agreement with exact ones without the need of breaking the spin symmetry.

I. INTRODUCTION

Density Functional Theory (DFT) is an in principle exact
framework for solving the quantum many-body problem of
interacting electrons ! The Kohn-Sham (KS) formulation of
DFT allows to cast the problem into the particularly simple
form of a system of effectively non-interacting electrons mov-
ing in a mean-field potential? Owing to its computational ef-
ficiency, conceptual simplicity and in many cases high accu-
racy, KS-DFT has become one of the cornerstones of elec-
tronic structure theory and is now the standard tool for the
description of electronic matter in computational condensed
matter physics, material science and chemistry 3

One of the challenges for KS-DFT is the accurate de-
scription of so-called strongly correlated systems, for which
the physics is dominated by the effects of strong electron-
electron interactions. Important examples of these systems are
transition-metal oxides, rare-earth compounds and transition-
metal complexes. In these systems strong electronic cor-
relations lead to very diverse phenomena such as the Mott
metal-insulator transition, high-temperature superconductiv-
ity and spin-crossover behavior® One of the problems stan-
dard approximations to DFT struggle with is the proper
description of multi-determinant, open-shell ground states
within the KS framework which by construction is single-
determinant™2 To address this problem, various extensions
to DFT have been proposed, such as the DFT+U method 14
or the combination of DFT with dynamical mean-field theory
(DMFT) 3 However, these methods introduce additional
parameters which can be hard to determine in an ab initio
fashion and may still fail to properly describe a system in spe-
cific circumstances 2

While DFT is usually formulated in real space and applied
to real materials and molecules, it is also possible to formu-

late a DFT for lattice models, such as the Hubbard and Ander-
son impurity models 228 This allows to incorporate electron-
electron interactions in a controlled way, and study their effect
on the Hartree-exchange-correlation (Hxc) functional. Lattice
DFT (LDFT) studies have for example revealed the ubiquitous
presence of steps in the exact functionals®? It turns out that
these steps are crucial for DFT to capture important aspects
of strongly correlated systems by DFT, such as the Kondo
plateau in the zero-bias conductancé?®53U or the opening of
a Mott gap 2431 Fyrthermore, an extension of DFT which in-
corporates the current through an interacting system in addi-
tion to its density, called steady-state DFT or i-DFT, is ca-
pable of capturing strongly correlated phenonomena both in
the conductance and the many-body spectral function, such as
Coulomb blockade, Kondo effect and the Mott metal-insulator
transition 3238 Again the proper description of these phenom-
ena is typically linked to the presence of steps in the corre-
sponding Hxc potentials.

An interesting question then is whether the insights ob-
tained from LDFT can somehow be exploited to improve the
performance of standard functionals of real-space DFT for
molecules and materials in the presence of strong electronic
correlations. The challenge lies in finding features of strong
correlations that are generic enough to incorporate in approx-
imate Hxc functionals in order to comply with the univer-
sal character of the true functional. A good testbed is the
dissociation of the hydrogen (H;) molecule, which despite
its apparent simplicity presents a challenge for many elec-
tronic structure methods including DFT. Most approximate
functionals encounter difficulties in accurately stretching H,
without breaking the spin symmetry ™ At its heart H, disso-
ciation is a strongly correlated problem: at large bond dis-
tances the many-body ground state acquires a pronounced
multi-determinant character which poses a challenge to nor-
mal KS-DFT, as explained above.
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In this work we first introduce the lattice DFT approach
for a two-level system with different interactions (Sec. ) for
which we present the Hxc energy and potential at N = 2 and
functionals at low temperature. In Sec. [l we propose a for-
mal connection between lattice and real-space DFT and we
identify the interactions in terms of KS orbitals. In Sec.[[V]
we apply this connection to the binding energy curve of the
hydrogen molecule in minimal basis and beyond. Finally, we
present our conclusions in Sec.[V]

Il. LATTICE DENSITY FUNCTIONAL THEORY FOR A
TWO-LEVEL SYSTEM

First we review some results for the Hxc potentials for the
particular interactions studied in Ref. 2 27. Then we will in-
troduce an additional term to the interaction, the pair-hopping
interaction, which at zero temperature, can be treated analyti-
cally within a density functional framework.

We consider a two-level system described by the Hamilto-
nian

A=Y en+W (1)

e

i=1

where & is the single-particle energy of level i and 7; =
Y =1, flic With Aljg = cj(,c,(y and the ¢ c & (Cic) are the creation
(annihilation) operators for an electron with spin ¢ in level
i. Finally, W is the electron-electron interaction whose exact
form will be specified below. We emphasize that the non-
interacting part of the Hamiltonian of Eq. (I) is diagonal and
that spin symmetry is not broken. In the following we work
in the grand-canonical ensemble at finite temperature 7 = %
and chemical potential /1. As usual, expectation values of any
operator O are given by O = Tr{pO} where the trace is over
a complete set of states spanning the Fock space and the sta-
tistical operator is defined as

R 1 A~ N
p=Zexp(=B(H—uN)) . )

Here, Z = Tr{p} is the partition function and N = Y2 | #; is
the operator for the total electron number.

Of course, since our model is so simple (and the corre-
sponding Fock space small), it is straightforward to (numeri-
cally) exactly diagonalize the Hamiltonian A for any conceiv-
able interaction W. However, a conceptually alternative ap-
proach for the calculation of the “densities” n; is to use DFT
in its incarnation of LDFT2224  Moreover, since we work
in the grand-canonical ensemble, the proper DFT framework
is given by Mermin’s finite temperature DFT2Z. Therefore,
we are looking for a non-interacting Hamiltonian, the Kohn-
Sham (KS) Hamiltonian, of the form

2
A=Y &'h; (3)

with KS orbital energies € which yields the same densities 7;
as the interacting one. The KS orbital energies can be written

as Slfv = & + VHxc,i with

aQch(”lanZ)
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VHxe,i(1,12) =
where Qpuyc(n1,n2) is the Hxc contribution to the grand-
canonical potential. Of course, the exact form of Q. (n1,77)
depends on the interaction W and, in the zero-temperature
limit, it reduces to the Hxc energy contribution Eyyc(n1,77)
to the total ground state energy. For given, fixed single-
particle energies & of the interacting Hamiltonian (@), the self-
consistent KS equations for our model then read

ni =2£(&") = 2f(& + Vhxc,i(n1,n2)) (5)

where f(x) = (1+exp(—B(x—pu))) ! is the Fermi function at
inverse temperature 3 and chemical potential u and the pref-
actor 2 is due to spin degeneracy. Since the r.h.s. of Eq. (3)
depends on both densities, the two equations @) fori € {1,2}
are coupled and have to be solved simultaneously.

In Ref. 27 we studied a two-level system with interactions
of the form

W = Y Uihihzy +Una gy
A
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and found from reverse-engineering of exact results that the
corresponding Hxc potentials in the zero-temperature limit
have a structure dominated by step features which are in-
timately related to the famous derivative discontinuity of
DFT2E Even in the zero-temperature limit, the exact form of
the Hxc potential depends on the relative magnitude of the dif-
ferent interaction parameters. For parameters Uy, U, > Uy >
J we found that the Hxc potential for level i can be decom-
posed as

Viixei (11,12) = vipee (U2 — J)[N]

e (Ui = Un+ )] + ViGN ()
where
. 3
Vine (U)IN] = Y, UO(N — k) @®)
k=1
is the Hxc potential of the Constant Interaction Model
(CIM®3 with N = ny +n»
Vixe (U)m] = U (ni—1) ©)
is the Hxc potential of the Single Site Model (SSM)X and
Vi (U)IN) =

is the interorbital term. Here we would also like to emphasize
that in Egs. (@) - (I0Q) the function 6(x) should always be read
as a function which in the zero-temperature limit approaches
the Heaviside step function but in contrast to the Heaviside
function remains continuous for any finite temperature 7. By

UO(N—2) (10)



integrating Eq. (Z) one can then also derive the Hxc energy
which reads

Mw

Ejpo(n1,m) = (U =) Y (N = K)8(N — k)

k=1

L3S}

+Y (Ui—Up+J)(ni—1)0(n—1)

+§(N—2)6(N—2) an
Finally we would like to emphasize a peculiarity of the Hamil-
tonian () with interaction W = W, of Eq. (6): for this par-
ticular interaction, all eigenstates of H are at the same time
eigenstates of the operators 71; with integer eigenvalues.

—_

A. Including the pair-hopping interaction

Of course, the interaction of Eq. (@) is not the most general
interaction possible in a two-level system. One generaliza-
tion additionally includes the so-called pair hopping interac-
tion (with strength P) which is written as

Wo =W = P (&6 eeny + b enen) . (2)

We here restrict ourselves to the two-particle sector for which
we choose the following 2-electron basis

1) = CAI¢@J{¢|O> |4) = 6J1r¢62¢|0>
[2) = &463:10) 5) = &],63,10)
13) = CAI¢52¢|O> 6) = ‘A’;T@z¢|o> (13)

where |0) is the vacuum state. It is easy to check that states
|2) and |5) are two degenerate eigenstates of the Hamiltonian
@ (with W = W») with eigenvalue Eys=¢&+&+Un—J.
From |3) and |4) we form the two eigenstates

5 1

13) = ﬁ(l3>—l4>) (14)
. 1
4) = 72(|3>+|4>) (15)

with eigenvalues

Eyx = g+&+Unp+J

Ei = eg+e+Unp—J, (16)
i.e., |4) is degenerate with |2) and |5) (spin triplets). The re-

maining eigenstates |1) and |6) can be written as linear com-
bination of states |1) and |6)

IT) = cos®|1)+sind|6) 17)
|6) = —sin®|1)+cos|6) (18)

with some parameter ¢ to be specified and with eigenvalues

1
Ei/é = 81+82+§(U1+U2)

!
$§\/(281 26+ U —Un)2 4P, (19)

We note that out of all eigenstates, only states |1) and |6) can
lead to a non-vansihing density difference An = n; —ny. With-
out loss of generality (since ¥ hasn’t been specified yet), we
assume that out of the two eigenstates |1) and |6), |1) is the
one with lower eigenvalue. The densities of this state can eas-
ily be computed as

ny = (I|a|1) =2cos® B
ny = (I|Ay|1) =2sin® ¥ (20)
or
An =n; —ny = 2(cos’ ¥ —sin® ) . (21)

Egs. (20) can then be used to express

1 A
cos?d = — (1+—n)

2 2
1 An
)
Y= -(1-—= 22
sin 2( 2) (22)

For our model, the Hohenberg-Kohn (HK) functional (which
only depends on An) can be found from the constrained search
approach as

F(An) = Jmin (P|W,|¥P) . (23)

Since for given An # 0, the minimizing state |¥() must have
the form (T7)), the HK functional can easily be evaluated as

F(an) = (IW2|T)

U An U, An (An)?
_2<1+2>+2<1 2) Py\J1-=0

where the minus sign has to be chosen for the last (square root)
term for the functional to be minimal for a given An. For An =
0, F(An) of Eq. (24) coincides with the HK functional if the
interaction parameters are such that (U, +U,)/2 —P < Ujp —
J. For (U +U,) /2 — P = U, —J the states |1) and |4) become
degenerate ground states (at An = 0) while for (U; +U>)/2 —
P > Uy — J the state |4) becomes the unique ground state.
It is important to note that the states |1) and |4) have a very
different character. While the former is a spin singlet formed
as linear combination of Slater determinants each with a single
orbital occupied by two electrons, the latter is a triplet formed
as linear combination of Slater determinants each with two
different orbitals occupied by a single electron. It is exactly
for this reason that in the limit J = P = 0, Eq. (24) reduces
to (U; 4+ U)/2 (for An = 0) while at the same densities the
proper HK functional for (U; + U,)/2 > Uj, (which follows
from integrating Eq. (13) of Ref.[27) gives the value Uy, .
Since in our model there is no kinetic energy contribution
(neither in the interacting nor the non-interacting case), the
functional for the Hxc energy is identical to the HK functional

Epxe(An) = F(An) (25)



and the Hxc potentials are

U —-U. PAn
Ve (An) = 14 + (An)?
1
4/1 -1
U - U PAn
Viea(Mn) = —— =~ = (20)
44/1 -2

or

AvHxe(An) = VHxe,1 (An) — VHxc2(AR)
Uy — U PA
=12y oD
2 24 /1 — A2

Knowing the HK functional F (An), we can for given values of
the single-particle parameters (on-site energies) € = % and
& =— % find the corresponding ground state density Ang by

minimizing the HK total energy functional

Ag

Epg,(An) = TAn—i—F(An) ; (28)
i.e., we solve
aEAgo (Al’l) _ 0
dAn An=An
u-u, P A
= Agp+ 2 S0 (29)
4 4 1— (Ang)?
4

This can be rearranged for Ang and gives

2(2Aey+ Uy — U)
V(2Ag + Uy —Up)? +4P2

Ang = — (30)

where the minus sign was chosen for the physical reason that
we should have Ang — 2 for Agy — —oo. Reinserting this den-
sity into the HK energy functional (28)), one can easily confirm
that one obtains the ground state energy Ej of Eq. (I9).

Above we have computed the ground state density Ang di-
rectly from the HK variational principle. The same result
should, of course, also be obtained by self-consistent solution
of the KS equations (3). For given single-particle parameters
&;, these equations can be conveniently rewritten as

An=2 [f(81 + VHxc,1 (An)) — f(é‘z ~+ VHxc,2 (An))] 31

and the solution of this equation has to coincide with the
ground state density of Eq. (30) which we have confirmed
numerically. In the upper panel of Fig. [l we show the den-
sity imbalance An as function of Ae = & — & for different
values of the pair hopping parameter P and different temper-
atures. The other parameters are Uy = Uy = Uy = 1.0 and
J = P and where chosen to ensure that the ground state has
the form of Eq. (T7) for any A€. As expected, the stronger the
pair-hopping interaction, the more the step in An at An = 0 is
smoothened. We have solved both the many-body problem as
well as the self-consistent solution of the corresponding KS
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FIG. 1. Upper panel: Density imbalance An = nj —ny versus sin-
gle particle energy difference Ae = € — &, for the model described
by the Hamiltonian (I) with interaction W of Eq. (I2) for differ-
ent values of the pair-hopping interaction P and different tempera-
tures T. The other parameters are Uy = Uy =Ujp = 1.0 and J = P.
Lower panel: KS eigenvalues & = & + vy, at self-consistency for
P =J =0.5 and two different temperatures 7. The other parameters
are U; = U, = Uy = 1.0. All energies given in units of Uj.

system and both solutions are identical on the scale of the fig-
ure (not shown). Moreover, we have computed An for two dif-
ferent, small temperatures 7 and found no appreciable differ-
ence in the corresponding density imbalances. However, we
would like to draw attention to the particular way in which the
KS system achieves the same density as the interacting one.
We first note that the Fermi functions in the zero temperature
limit approaches a step function and naively, Eq. (1) seems
to suggest that its solution can only be +2 which is clearly not
the case for arbitrary values of Ae. Therefore, the Hxc poten-
tial must lead to total KS energies to be close to the chemical
potential, i.e., the step region of the Fermi functions. This is
confirmed by looking at the lower panel of Fig. [Il where we
show the self-consistent KS eigenvalues for the parameters of
the upper panel with P = 0.5 at two small temperatures. While
the density already is basically converged at 7 = 1073, the KS
eigenvalues are not. In fact, in the 7 — 0 limit the KS eigen-
values will converge to the chemical potential tt (here taken
to be zero) because they have to reproduce the densities. This
can only be achieved by moving the KS eigenvalues onto the
step of the Fermi function whose width is of the order of T'.
Even in this limit, however, the upper and lower KS eigen-
values have to converge to slightly different values in order
to give a finite density imbalance An. This highlights the im-
portance of working at small but finite temperature for which
the Fermi functions exhibit a step but are not mathematically
discontinuous. This is somewhat related to findings in previ-
ous works2¥4U where it was found that Hxc potentials which
exhibit step stuctures typically lead to a pinning of KS energy
levels to the Fermi energy for a range of single-particle ener-
gies.



I1l.  ESTABLISHING A CONNECTION BETWEEN
LATTICE DFT AND REAL-SPACE DFT

In the present Section and based on the results of the pre-
vious Section, we will establish a connection between lat-
tice DFT and the usual DFT formulation in real space. The
combination of standard DFT with advanced many-body tre-
taments of lattice models has a long tradition, possibly starting
with what is known as DFT+U method™. A more recent ap-
proach combines dynamical mean-field theory (DMFT) with
DFTIIIY 1 3 somewhat different line, a direct transfer of
ideas from lattice DFT to standard quantum chemical methods
has been suggested recently*!, Here we suggest an alternative
connection between lattice DFT and real-space DFT based on
our results for the two-level system described in Sec. [[Il

In Mermin’s version of finite-temperature DFT22 the elec-
tronic density (in real space) in thermal equilibrium for an in-
teracting many-electron system subject to an electrostatic po-
tential vo(r) is determined by self-consistent solution of the
KS equation

2
(=500 + el l®)) (o) = el pialr) 32

with the KS orbitals ¢;s and the KS energy eigenvalues &;.
The electronic density is given by

p(r) =Y nio|io (r)|? (33)

where the occupation of the KS orbital ¢;s is given by n; =
f(€%). In Eq. (32), the Hxc potential is given as functional
derivative of the Hxc contribution Qpy, to the grand canonical
potential, i.e.,

sl = e B

which, of course, has to be approximated in practice.

In Sec. [l we have found the Hxc energy Epxc (i.e., the
zero-temperature limit of Q) for the two-level system as
function of the occupation numbers n; and the interaction
parameters U;, Uyp, J, and P. In order to make a connec-
tion between these lattice DFT results and real-space DFT,
we now propose to interpret the occupation numbers as n; =
Y onic = Yo f(€)) and the interaction parameters as two-
electron Coulomb integrals with respect to the KS orbitals.
We define a general two-electron integral as

ojolkd'ia’) = [ir fiop LoDt )o1e (1)

r—r|
(35)
Then the interaction parameters can be identified in terms of
these two-electron integrals as

(34)

U; = (icicli6id)
U, = (lolo|2020)

J=(lo20|2010)
P=(1026|1620) (36)
where 6 =/ (1) for 6 =1 ({). We note that for real and spin-

independent KS orbitals we have J = P. With this interpreta-
tion, the interaction parameters formally become functionals

of the KS orbitals and the occupation numbers functionals of
the KS energy eigenvalues. In the context of DFT, function-
als depending on KS orbitals and KS eigenvalues are implicit
functionals of the density and it is well known that the cor-
responding (Hxc) potentials (i.e., functional derivatives with
respect to the density) can be computed with the Optimized
Effective Potential (OEP) formalism®2#4,

We now take a look at what our interpretation of the lattice
DFT functionals in terms of real-space KS orbitals and occu-
pation numbers implies for the specific example of ESX)C given
by Eq. (I1). We will not consider general values for n; and
ny but instead focus on those points where both occupation
numbers are integer. For n; = ny =0 as well as for n; = 1,
ny =0andn; =0, n, =1 we see that El({lx)C vanishes, i.e., El({l)()c
is self-interaction free for one electron. Forn; =2 and ny =0

we find El({l)()c (ny =2,ny = 0) = U; which can be written as

) _ v L (s [ pE)p()

EHXC(nl—Z,nz—O)—Z/d r/d V/W (37)
where we assumed spin-independent KS orbitals such that the
density becomes p (r) = 2|@;(r)|?. The same result (in terms
of the density) is obtained for n; = 0, n, = 2. For full oc-
cupation of the two-level system, n; = 2, n, = 2, we obtain
EIEIQC(”I =2,ny = 2) = 4U;2 + U + U, — 2J which can be
written as

/
El({l)()c(nl =2,m=2)= %/d3r/d3r17p|(:)_p§/r)

y y fer [ 9io (1)90 (1) 936 () P10(r') o

G ij=1 r—r|

We recognize that both Eq. (37) and (38) are nothing but the
Hartree plus the exact exchange energy of standard DFT. In
fact, also for the other integer occupations the functional of
Eq. (T can with our interpretation (lattice densities identified
as occupations of KS orbitals and interaction parameters de-
fined in terms of KS orbitals) be identified as the Hartree plus
exact exchange functionals. However, for occupations n; = 2,
np=1and ny =1, np =2 as well as for ny = np, = 1 this
identification requires the use of the proper definition of the
Hartree plus exact exchange energy of ensemble DFT derived
in Refs. 43 andl4d. Based on the recovery of the Hartree plus
exact exchange energy for integer occupations, we may infer
that the energy functional of Eq. (II) is actually the proper
generalization of this functional for any non-integer occupa-
tion 0 < n; < 2. Furthermore, from the recovery of a known
functional from Eq. (I0I), we also gain confidence that the
functional of Eq. (23) with our interpretation is a reasonable
approximation to the exact Hxc functional of a two-level sys-
tem. This will be borne out in the next Section where we apply
the functional (23)) to the description of the H, molecule.

IV. APPLICATION TO THE HYDROGEN MOLECULE

In the present Section we describe an application of the for-
malism presented in Sec. [l to the hydrogen molecule. We



start with the problem treated with a minimal basis set before
investigating larger basis sets.

A. Minimal basis set

In the minimal basis for the hydrogen molecule (H»), for
each atom we have only one single s-type basis function. Let
g(r)(=g(—r)) be such an s-type normalized (real) basis func-
tion localized at the origin ro = 0. If we take the hydro-
gen atoms to be located at =R /2, from the localized basis
functions g »(r) = g(r+R/2) we can construct two normal-
ized and orthogonal (spin) orbitals, one bonding and one anti-
bonding, which take the form

Qi(r) = fplc(r):m(gl(r)Jrgz(l‘))
o(r) = «pz(,(r):ﬁ(gl(r)—gz(r)) (39)
where
s= [Erame) (40)

is the overlap integral of the two localized basis functions. We

note that by construction the ¢ (r) are eigenfunctions of the

parity operator, i.e., they satisfy the symmetry relations
¢1(=1) = @i (r) P2(=1)=—o(r) (4D

When written in terms of field operators, the Hamiltonian of
the hydrogen molecule is given by

Ay = ¥ [&r W5 0)ho (1) (1) + Enuc(R)

1 . . 1. R
3 X [ [ B0 e () (62)
o,0’
with the single-particle Hamiltonian
- V2
ho(r) = 5 +v(r) (43)

where v(r) is the attractive potential due to the protons

1 1

vr) = - r—R/2| [r+R/2|’

(44)

and the nuclear electrostatic repulsion energy Enc(R) = 1/R
with R = |R].
In the minimal basis, the field operators can be written as

2
Vi) =Y ol (r)él, (45)
i=1

where the 6;6 are the creation operators for an electron in or-
bital ;. When inserted into Eq. (42)) the Hamiltonian of the

H, molecule in the minimal basis (mb) takes the form
. 2
H]I-llqzb - Z Siﬁi + Enuc (R)
i=1

1 z e
+-Y Y (IGJ(;’|k(;’lG)ngc;G,Ck5/cm(46)

0,0’ ij.kl=1
where the single-particle energies are given by
& = (ic|hy(r)|ic) 47)

and the off-diagonal matrix elements of ﬁo(r) vanish due to
the symmetry fg(—r) = hip(r) together with the symmetry
(@T) of the basis functions, i.e.,

(i0h0(6)10) = 85083 [ 0ig (1)io(1)io (1) = 861
(48)
Again, due to the symmetry I) of the basis functions, it is
easy to show that all those two-electron integrals vanish for
which three of the four indices {i, j,k,/} are equal and the
Hamiltonian for H; in the minimal basis becomes

2
AR =Y &+ Wa + Enuc(R) - (49)
i=1

Since this Hamiltonian now has exactly the form of the one
studied in the Sec. [l (plus the additive nuclear repulsion en-
ergy), the total energy functional of H; takes the form

2
En,(An) =Y &ni+ F(An) + Ene(R) (50)
=1

=

with the HK functional of Eq. 8). The direct minimization
for An as well as the solution of the corresponding KS equa-
tion (31D proceed as described in Sec. [ and the resulting dif-
ference in occupation numbers is given by Eq. (30). Note that
here we are only minimizing the occupation number differ-
ence while the orbitals of Eq. (39) remain fixed.

We have mapped out the binding energy curve for the
H; molecule in minimal basis with the open source PySCF
codeé*!, We calculated, for each internuclear distance R, the
interaction parameters U; and P as well as the corresponding
matrix elements (@7) which enter in the evaluation of the oc-
cupation numbers (Eq. (3Q)). The total energy was then com-
puted by adding the internuclear repulsion to the total energy
functional 28). In the minimal basis, our approach becomes
exact and therefore equivalent to full configuration interaction
(FCI) which can be confirmed analytically®®. In Fig. 2] we
show the binding energy curves from our approach and com-
pare with standard spin-restricted Hartree-Fock (HF) as well
as DFT calculations using the LDA and PBE functionals®.
As expected, our approach recovers the full CI results while
both spin-restricted HF and standard DFT, as is well-known,
do not recover the correct large separation limit (see, how-
ever, the partition DFT of Refs. 50 and[51 which also captures
dissociation without breaking the spin symmetry). The rea-
son why our approach does indeed recover this limit simply



FIG. 2. Binding energy of the hydrogen molecule in minimal basis
as function of the internuclear separation R for various spin-restricted
approaches: Hartree-Fock (HF) as well as the DFT approaches using
the LDA and PBE functionals and our functional (LDFT). The full
CI result is given as reference. In the inset we show the occupation
number difference in full CI as function of R which is identical to our
LDFT result. All quantities given in atomic units.

lies in the fact that both the ground-state Slater determinant as
well as the doubly excited Slater determinant contribute, i.e.,
the occupation numbers n; and ny are not strictly integer. In
the context of our DFT approach this is possible because we
are working with the equilibrium grand-canonical ensemble
of non-interacting KS wavefunctions and not just with the KS
ground state wavefunction.

B. Beyond the minimal basis

We have also evaluated the binding energy curves of the
hydrogen molecule within our approach but using a larger ba-
sis. To this end, we performed self-consistent HF, LDA, and
PBE calculations with the larger cc-pvtz basis*2. From the
resulting lowest-lying molecular KS orbitals, the HOMO or-
bital @y (r) = @15 (r) and orbital energy ey = € as well as the
LUMO orbital ¢ (r) = @25 (r) with orbital energy g = & we
evaluate both the single-particle matrix elements of Eq. (@7)
as well as all the interaction parameters. Note that the orbital
energies & are not KS energy eigenvalues but the expectation
values of the core Hamiltonian in the KS orbitals, as defined
by Eq. @7). Once these parameters are determined, we eval-
uate the total energy according to Eq. (30), i.e., we find the
orbital occupations n; which minimize the total energy accord-
ing to our two-level model while keeping the orbitals fixed.

In the left panel of Fig. Bl we show the binding energy
curves obtained in our approach from the three different sets
of self-consistent molecular (spin-restricted) orbitals obtained
with the three different functionals in comparison to the cor-
responding standard spin-restricted and full CI results. As a
common theme, for the three sets of orbitals the large sep-
aration limit is captured correctly with our approach unlike

0.8\ |- LDFT (HF)
08 FClI

R

FIG. 3. Left panel: Binding energy of the hydrogen molecule in cc-
pvtz basis as function of internuclear separation R using HF, LDA,
and PBE (spin-restricted) self-consistent orbitals to evaluate the en-
ergy with our approach in comparison to full CI results. Upper right
panel: occupation numbers of the HOMO and LUMO KS orbitals as
function of R computed from different self-consistent orbitals. Lower
right panel: interaction parameters as function of R from different or-
bitals. All quantities given in atomic units.

for the spin-restricted self-consistent calculations. The closest
results to the full CI reference in this limit is achieved with
PBE, followed by LDA and HF. Around the equilibrium bond
distance the three sets of orbitals lead to similar results, very
close to self-consistent HF. LDA orbitals give significantly
improved total energies as compared to self-consistent LDA
results, while PBE orbitals give slightly worse energies than
self-consistent PBE ones.

In the upper right panel of Fig. 3l we compare orbital occu-
pations from our approach with the three sets of orbitals. They
all follow reasonably well the exact reference results with HF
performing slightly worse. The interaction parameters (lower
right panel of Fig.[3) from the three sets of orbitals are reason-
ably similar among each other, again with HF showing more
pronounced differences to the DFT results, especially for the
interaction parameter Uy, corresponding to the LUMO orbital.

As discussed above, the results of the present Section for
our approach were not computed self-consistently but with or-
bitals obtained either from HF or other DFT functionals. In
principle our two-level functional can be read as an orbital-
dependent functional which requires the OEP method for cal-
culation of the corresponding self-consistent potential which,
however, is beyond the scope of the present work.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The present work was motivated by earlier work?? on a
simple model of a double quantum dot on a lattice subject
to different types of electron-electron interactions. We aimed
at finding possible connections between lattice DFT (here in
the framework of Mermin’s finite-temperature version of DFT



in the grand-canonical ensemble*?) and real-space DFT. This
connection could be found if the interaction paramaeters of
the lattice DFT model are read as two-electron Coulomb inte-
grals with respect to the KS orbitals of real-space DFT and the
lattice “densities” are interpreted as the occupation numbers
of these KS orbitals. For the interactions studied in Ref.
we found that, for integer occupation of the orbitals, this in-
terpretation leads to a recovery of the exact-exchange energy
functional.

We also studied an additional term to the interaction in
the lattice model, the pair-hopping interaction, for which we
found the analytical form of the exact HK energy functional.
As a crucial difference to the previously studied interactions,
we found that the pair-hopping term leads to non-integer oc-
cupations of the KS orbitals even in the limit of zero tem-
perature. Another connection to real-space DFT could be es-
tablished by showing that the Hamiltonian of the hydrogen
molecule (H,), when treated in a minimial basis of localized
basis functions, has exactly the form of our lattice model with
the pair-hopping term included. Knowing the exact HK en-
ergy functional (and therefore also the exact Hxc energy func-
tional) for this model, the binding energy curve of H, was
found to coincide with the full CI one in the minimal basis
for all internuclear distances and without the need of breaking
spin symmetry. This is achieved by both the KS ground state
and the doubly excited KS determinant having finite weight
in the KS ensemble (in the zero-temperature limit) which is
equivalent to saying that both HOMO and LUMO KS or-
bitals have non-integer occupation in this ensemble. Finally,
we suggested a post-SCF evaluation of our energy functional
for larger basis sets allowing to recover the correct large-
separation limit without spin symmetry breaking. This latter
approach still requires a self-consistent treatment, e.g., within
the OEP approach, which will be the subject of future work.
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