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The variational two-electron reduced density matrix (v2RDM) method is generalized for the description of total angular
momentum (J) and projection of total angular momentum (MJ) states in atomic systems described by non-relativistic
Hamiltonians, and it is shown that the approach exhibits serious deficiencies. Under ensemble N-representability con-
straints, v2RDM theory fails to retain the appropriate degeneracies among various J states for fixed spin (S) and orbital
angular momentum (L), and, for fixed L, S, and J, the manifold of MJ states are not necessarily degenerate. Moreover, a
substantial energy error is observed for a system for which the two-electron reduced density matrix is exactly ensemble
N-representable; in this case, the error stems from violations in pure-state N-representability conditions. Unfortunately,
such violations do not appear to be good indicators of the reliability of energies from v2RDM theory in general. Several
states are identified for which energy errors are near zero and yet pure-state conditions are clearly violated.

I. INTRODUCTION

A large body of work has sought the variational deter-
mination of the elements of the two-electron reduced den-
sity matrix (2RDM),1–27 without knowledge of the N-electron
wave function, as a means of circumventing the exponen-
tial complexity of exact wave function methods. The prin-
cipal difficulty in this field is that a large number of non-
trivial constraints28–32 must be placed on the 2RDM in or-
der guarantee that it derives from an N-electron density
matrix (a pure state) or an ensemble of N-electron den-
sity matrices (an ensemble state). Nevertheless, algorith-
mic advances33,34 have made large-scale applications35–39 of
variational 2RDM (v2RDM) theory that enforce approximate
ensemble N-representability conditions somewhat common-
place. Enforcing pure-state conditions, while more difficult,
is also possible,40 with similar algorithms. These practi-
cal advances notwithstanding, v2RDM theory is beset by a
variety of unsolved theoretical challenges. Two such prob-
lems include (i) the tendency of the approach to dissociate
heteronuclear diatomic molecules into fractionally-charged
species22–24 (stemming from a derivative discontinuity is-
sue similar to that which arises in density functional theory
[DFT]41,42) and (ii) an apparent inability to model angular
momentum projection states in a balanced way43,44 (which,
again, is an problem reminiscent of one that plagues DFT45).
This contribution focuses on the latter issue.

It has long been recognized that the application of suitable
spin constraints46 within v2RDM calculations gives one ac-
cess to reduced density matrices (RDMs) corresponding to
the lowest-energy states with a given total spin (S). Spin-
state splittings obtained from such calculations can be of
high quality,26 provided that targeted non-singlet states have
the maximal spin projection (MS). On the other hand, non-
maximal MS states generally exhibit energies that are too
low,43 which implies a troubling qualitative failure of v2RDM
theory: for a fixed S, the manifold of MS states are not de-
generate. Similarly, more recent work44 has demonstrated
that orbital angular momentum constraints can be enforced
to gain access to the lowest-energy orbital angular momentum
(L) or projection of orbital angular momentum (ML) states, in

systems that possess these symmetries (i.e., atoms and linear
molecules, respectively). Unfortunately, similar deficiencies
appear in such calculations as have been observed in the spin
case. For atomic states with fixed L, v2RDM theory yields a
set of ML states that are not degenerate, and the best (highest-
energy) solution is obtained for maximal ML.

This work generalizes the results of Ref. 43 and 44 by de-
veloping and enforcing constraints on the total angular mo-
mentum (J) and projection of total angular momentum (MJ)
in atomic systems. Illustrative calculations reveal the fol-
lowing serious deficiencies in v2RDM-based descriptions of
J and MJ states at the non-relativistic limit (i.e., in the ab-
sence of spin-orbit coupling): (i) for fixed S and L, v2RDM
fails to recover the expected degeneracies in different J states,
and (ii) for fixed L, S, and J, different MJ states are not nec-
essarily degenerate. In addition to these failures, we iden-
tify a state for which optimized RDMs are exactly ensemble
N-representable, and, yet, the energy associated with these
RDMs is more than 0.1 Eh lower than the exact energy ob-
tained from a configuration interaction (CI) calculation. In
this case, we are able to deduce that the 2RDM derives from a
linear combination of pure-state 2RDMs and is thus not pure-
state N-representable. Indeed, we will also demonstrate that
2RDMs optimized for most of the states we consider clearly
violate pure-state N-representability conditions, even in cases
where the energy error relative to CI is small.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II outlines gen-
eral aspects of v2RDM theory and describes the total angular
momentum and angular momentum projection constraints that
we consider. Section III then provides some of the technical
details of the calculations we have performed, the results of
which are discussed in Sec. IV. Some concluding remarks can
be found in Sec. V. Lastly, the Appendix provides a derivation
of two classes of pure-state conditions on the 2RDM.

II. THEORY

In this Section, we discuss ensemble N-representability
conditions that are applied in typical non-relativistic v2RDM
calculations, and we introduce additional constraints that
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should be satisfied for states for which J and MJ are good
quantum numbers. Throughout, the labels p, q, r, and s refer
to orthonormal spatial orbitals, and Greek labels (κ , λ , µ , σ ,
and τ) indicate either α or β spin.

A. The direct variational determination of the 2RDM

The electronic energy of a many-electron system is a linear
functional of the one-electron reduced density matrix (1RDM)
and the 2RDM, the elements of which are

1Dpσ
qτ

= ⟨Ψ|â†
pσ

âqτ
|Ψ⟩, (1)

and

2Dpσ qτ
rκ sλ

= ⟨Ψ|â†
pσ

â†
qτ

âsλ
ârκ

|Ψ⟩, (2)

respectively. Here â† and â represent fermionic creation
and annihilation operators. For a non-relativistic Hamilto-
nian, the electronic energy is expressible in terms of the spin-
conserving elements of these RDMs as

E =
1
2 ∑

pqrs
(2Dpα qα

rα sα
+ 2D

pα qβ

rα sβ
+ 2D

pβ qα

rβ sα
+ 2D

pβ qβ

rβ sβ
)(pr|qs)

+∑
pq

(1Dpα

qα
+ 1D

pβ

qβ
)hpq (3)

In Eq. 3, (pr|qs) represents a two-electron repulsion integral
in chemists’ notation, hpq represents the sum of electronic ki-
netic energy and electron-nuclear potential energy integrals,
and the summation labels run over all spatial orbitals. The
1RDM and 2RDM can be determined via the minimization
of Eq. 3 with respect to variations in their elements. Such a
procedure results in physically meaningful RDMs if and only
if we can ensure that the RDMs are derivable from a single
N-electron density matrix (for pure states) or an ensemble of
N-electron density matrices (for an ensemble state). How-
ever, neither pure-state nor ensemble-state N-representability
are exactly achievable, in general, and only a subset of nec-
essary ensemble N-representability constraints is enforced, in
practice.

Trivial N-representability constraints include the Hermitic-
ity of the RDMs and their antisymmetry with respect to par-
ticle exchange. Slightly more complex constraints can be de-
rived by considering various symmetries that the wave func-
tions from which the RDMs derive should possess. For exam-
ple, the non-relativistic Hamitonian is particle conserving, so
its eigenfunctions should also satisfy

N̂|Ψ⟩= N|Ψ⟩ (4)

where the particle-number operator, N̂ is given by

N̂ = ∑
p

∑
σ

â†
pσ

âpσ
. (5)

Equation 4 implies a large number of constraints on the
1RDM and 2RDM, the simplest of which being

⟨Ψ|N̂|Ψ⟩= N, (6)

and

⟨Ψ|N̂2|Ψ⟩= N2. (7)

The left-hand sides of Eqs. 6 and 7 are expressible as traces
over the 1RDM and the 2RDM, respectively. Particle-number
symmetry can also be used to generate constraints that connect
RDMs of different ranks. For example, one can project Eq. 4
onto all subspaces defined by ⟨Ψ|â†

pσ
âqτ

as

∀pσ ,qτ : ⟨Ψ|â†
pσ

âqτ
N̂|Ψ⟩= N⟨Ψ|â†

pσ
âqτ

|Ψ⟩. (8)

to obtain contraction relationships between the 2RDM and the
1RDM.

Additional N-representability constraints derive from the
fact that the 1RDM and the 2RDM must have non-negative
eigenvalues. Indeed, one can define a hierarchy of constraints
defined by the non-negativity of various p-body RDMs.28 For
example, at the two-particle level (p = 2), the two-particle
RDM (the 2RDM), the two-hole RDM (2Q), and the particle-
hole RDM (2G) should be positive semidefinite, and their
non-negativity constitutes the PQG constraints originally de-
scribed by Garrod and Percus.4 In this work, we consider the
PQG constraints, as well as a partial three-particle condition
known as the T2 constraint.13,47

B. Angular momentum constraints

For a many-electron system described by a non-relativistic
Hamiltonian (Ĥ), one can define simultaneous eigenfunctions
of Ĥ, the spin squared (Ŝ

2
) operator, and the z-projection of

spin (Ŝz) operator. If we restrict our considerations to atomic
many-electron systems, then one can also require that these
functions are eigenfunctions of the orbital angular momen-
tum squared (L̂2) and z-projection of orbital angular momen-
tum (L̂z) operators. As such, constraints related to the
spin (S), projection of spin (MS), orbital angular momentum
(L), and projection of orbital angular momentum (ML) quan-
tum numbers can be derived from the relevant eigenvalue
equations,43,44 in a similar manner to what was done above
for the case of particle-number symmetry. Alternatively, one
could require the wave function to be a simultaneous eigen-
function of Ĥ, Ŝ

2
, L̂2, the total angular momentum operator

(Ĵ2), and the z-projection of the total angular momentum op-
erator (Ĵz). In this case, constraints related to the total an-
gular momentum (J) and projection of total angular momen-
tum (MJ) quantum numbers can be similarly derived, but con-
straints on MS and ML can no longer be enforced. The remain-
der of this subsection considers constraints on the 1RDM and
2RDM that can be derived by considering wave functions that
are simultaneous eigenfunctions of Ŝ

2
, L̂2, Ĵ2, and Ĵz. It is

worth stressing that the constraints we derive and enforce are
expectation value constraints, which are necessary yet insuffi-
cient for ensuring that the RDMs derive from eigenfunctions
of these operators.
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We first consider the expectation value of the spin squared
operator,

⟨Ψ|Ŝ2|Ψ⟩= S(S+1), (9)

which can be expressed in terms of the 2RDM as

S(S+1)− 3
4

N

=∑
pq
[2D

pα qβ

qα pβ
+

1
4
(2Dpα qα

pα qα
+ 2D

pβ qβ

pβ qβ
− 2D

pα qβ

pα qβ
− 2D

qα pβ

qα pβ
)]

(10)

Here, we have assumed that the 1RDM satisfies Eq. 6. We
also note that this expression is slightly more complicated than
that provided in Ref. 46 because that work considers RDMs
that derive from eigenfunctions of Ŝz. No such simplifications
can be made for spin-orbit-coupled states, which is the case
considered here.

Orbital angular momentum constraints can be derived in a
similar way, as described in Ref. 44. For example, eigenfunc-
tions of L̂2 should satisfy

⟨Ψ|L̂2|Ψ⟩= L(L+1) (11)

which can be expressed in terms of the elements of the 1RDM
and 2RDM as

∑
ξ=x,y,z

(︃
∑
στ

∑
pqrs

2Dpσ rτ
qσ sτ

[Lξ ]
p
q [Lξ ]

r
s+∑

σ

∑
pq

1Dpσ
qσ
[L2

ξ
]pq

)︃
=L(L+1).

(12)
Here, [Lξ ]

p
q represents a matrix element of the ξ -component of

the angular momentum operator L̂ξ , with ξ ∈ {x,y,z}. [L2
ξ
]pq

represents a matrix element of the one-electron component of
the square of the ξ -component of the angular momentum op-
erator, L̂2

ξ , i.e., the second term on the right-hand side of

L̂2
ξ = ∑

i̸= j
L̂ξ (i)L̂ξ ( j)+∑

i
L̂ξ (i)L̂ξ (i), (13)

where the labels i and j refer to electron coordinates.
The total angular momentum can be expressed as the sum

of spin and orbital angular momenta, and, thus, the expecta-
tion value of Ĵ2 is

⟨Ψ|Ĵ2|Ψ⟩= ⟨Ψ|L̂2|Ψ⟩+ ⟨Ψ|Ŝ2|Ψ⟩+2⟨Ψ|L̂Ŝ|Ψ⟩
= J(J+1). (14)

Assuming that Eqs. 9 and 11 are satisfied, a constraint on the
expectation value of Ĵ2 reduces to

⟨Ψ|L̂Ŝ|Ψ⟩= 1
2
[J(J+1)−S(S+1)−L(L+1)] (15)

with the spin-orbit operator defined as

L̂Ŝ = L̂xŜx + L̂yŜy + L̂zŜz. (16)

As an example, the second-quantized form of L̂xSx̂ is

L̂xŜx =
1
2 ∑

pq
[Lx]

p
q ∑

µ

â†
pµ

âqµ ∑
r

∑
λ ̸=σ

â†
rλ

ârσ
, (17)

where [Lx]
p
q is an integral over the x-component of the orbital

angular momentum operator. The expectation value of L̂xŜx
can be expressed in terms of the 1RDM and 2RDM as

⟨Ψ|L̂xŜx|Ψ⟩= 1
2 ∑

pq
[Lx]

p
q

(︃
∑

λ ̸=σ

[︃
1Dpλ

qσ
+∑

µ

∑
r

2Dpµ rλ
qµ rσ

]︃)︃
.

(18)
Expectation values of L̂yŜy and L̂zŜz can be expressed in terms
in 1RDM and 2RDM in an analogous way.

The expectation value of the z-projection of the total angu-
lar momentum

⟨Ψ|Ĵz|Ψ⟩= MJ , (19)

provides the following constraint on the form of the 1RDM:

∑
σ

∑
pq

1Dpσ
qσ
[Lz]

p
q +

1
2 ∑

p
(1Dpα

pα
− 1D

pβ

pβ
) = MJ . (20)

An additional important Ĵz-based constraint can be derived by
forcing the variance of the z-projection of the total angular
momentum to vanish, i.e.,

⟨Ψ|Ĵ2
z |Ψ⟩−⟨Ψ|Ĵz|Ψ⟩2 = 0 (21)

Assuming Eq. 19 is satisfied, Eq. 21 can be expressed in terms
of the 1RDM and the 2RDM as

M2
J = ∑

στ

∑
pqrs

2Dpσ rτ
qσ sτ

[Lz]
p
q [Lz]

r
s +∑

σ

∑
pq

1Dpσ
qσ
[L2

z ]
p
q

+∑
pq
[Lz]

p
q(∑

σ

Xσα
1Dpσ

qσ
+∑

στ

∑
r

Xτα
2Dpσ rτ

qσ rτ
)

+
1
4
(∑

στ

Xστ ∑
pq

2Dpσ qτ
pσ qτ

+∑
σ

∑
pq

1Dpσ
qσ
), (22)

where the Xστ is a sign function defined as

Xστ :=

{︄
1, if σ = τ

−1, if σ ̸= τ
. (23)

We have previously shown44 that a variance constraint similar
to this one can dramatically improve the quality of v2RDM-
based descriptions of states with non-maximal z-projections
of the orbital angular momentum.

Lastly, we note the existence of classes of constraints de-
fined by the raising and lowering operators

Ĵ± = Ĵx ± iĴy (24)

For example, maximal eigenfunctions of Ĵz should satisfy
J+|ΨMJ=J⟩= 0 and J−|ΨMJ=−J⟩= 0, and the former equality
can be projected onto all subspaces defined by ⟨ΨMJ=J |â†

pσ
âqτ

to yield

∀pσ ,qτ : ⟨ΨMJ=J |â†
pσ

âqτ
Ĵ+|ΨMJ=J⟩= 0 (25)
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Like all other constraints considered herein, Eq. 25 is express-
ible in terms of the elements of the 1RDM and 2RDM. Max-
imal z-projection constraints relevant to spin43 and orbital44

angular momentum have previously been shown to be weak
or effectively inactive constraints on the RDMs, and nu-
merical tests suggest that Eq. 25 also appears to be inac-
tive when Eq. 21 is satisfied. Prior work has demonstrated
that raising/lowering constraints involving non-maximal spin-
projection states are active43 but ineffective at restoring ex-
pected degeneracies in MS states. In this work, we do not con-
sider such raising/lowering constraints on non-maximal MJ
states.

III. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

The calculations discussed herein considered electronic
states in second-row atoms (Be, B, C, and N) that can be
generated by excitations within the valence orbitals (no Ry-
dberg states were considered). Reference energies were taken
from non-relativistic full CI calculations carried out using the
PSI4 quantum chemistry package.48 The v2RDM approach
was implemented as a plugin to PSI4, and all v2RDM calcu-
lations used a non-relativistic Hamiltonian, with all orbitals
correlated (unless otherwise noted). All v2RDM computa-
tions exploited the block structure of the RDMs resulting from
abelian point-group symmetry, but the point group was chosen
such that all operators belonged to the totally symmetric irre-
ducible representation. When considering angular momentum
operators, the largest point group that satisfies this require-
ment is Ci. As a result, the present calculations are more com-
putationally demanding than those for atomic systems in the
absence of total angular momentum constraints. We consider
v2RDM calculations enforcing either two-particle (PQG) or
PQG plus partial three-particle (T2) N-representability con-
ditions. Under these conditions, the computational cost of
these calculations increases with the sixth or ninth power with
the number of active orbitals, respectively. This scaling is
unchanged by the introduction of angular momentum con-
straints. All full CI and v2RDM calculations were carried out
within the STO-3G49 and the 6-31G basis sets.50 Unless other-
wise noted, v2RDM calculations were considered converged
when the primal-dual energy gap fell below 1× 10−4 Eh and
the primal and dual constraint errors fell below 1×10−6. For
details regarding the definitions of these quantities, the reader
is referred to Ref. 39.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Non-degeneracy of total angular momentum states

We begin this Section by establishing that v2RDM calcu-
lations that consider incomplete ensemble N-representability
conditions do not provide a balanced description of what
should be energetically equivalent total angular momentum
states. Figure 1 depicts errors in v2RDM-derived energies for
the 3P and 3D states of the carbon atom in a minimal basis

set, with full CI energies serving as the reference. Several sets
of data are provided. The label “PQG” indicates that the op-
timized RDMs satisfy standard two-body N-representability
conditions, plus constraints on the expectation values of L̂2,
Ŝ

2
, Ĵ2, and Ĵz. The label “PQG ∆Jz” indicates the addition

of the variance constraint given in Eq. 22. Lastly, the la-
bel “PQGT2 ∆Jz” denotes that the optimized RDMs satisfy
the PQG and T2 conditions, as well as expectation-value- and
variance-based angular momentum constraints. We find that
calculations in which RDMs satisfy the PQG and T2 condi-
tions recover the correct degeneracies in J and MJ states for
the cases considered in Fig. 1. However, RDMs that satisfy
only the PQG conditions clearly do not, and, in several cases,
absolute energy errors from PQG calculations exceed 0.1 Eh.

We can make the following general statements regarding
the behavior of v2RDM calculations performed under the
PQG constraints. For a given J, maximal MJ states are the
best constrained, meaning they have the highest energy. In
some cases, constraints on the variance of Ĵz improve the de-
scription of the non-maximal angular momentum projection
states, but such constraints do not improve the description of
the maximal projection states, nor do they restore the expected
degeneracy of different angular momentum projections. This
behavior is consistent with that observed for orbital and spin
angular momentum projection states (see Refs. 44 and 43, re-
spectively). We also note that PQG calculations fail to re-
cover the expected degeneracy between different J states cor-
responding to the same L and S, even for the maximal projec-
tion cases. For states with |MJ | = J, the best (highest-energy)
results are obtained for the highest J.

Figure 2 examines the basis set dependence of the degen-
eracy issues uncovered above. Here, we consider errors in
v2RDM-derived energies for the 2D3/2 and 2D5/2 states of a
nitrogen atom, with full CI energies serving as the reference.
The v2RDM-optimized RDMs satisfy PQG or PQG+T2 N-
representability conditions, as well as the expectation-value-
and variance-based constraints discussed above. Two basis
sets are considered. In a minimal (STO-3G) basis, v2RDM
correctly captures the expected degeneracy of all J and MJ
states when PQG or PQG+T2 constraints are enforced. How-
ever, in the larger (6-31G) basis, the degeneracy among these
states is broken, and the general conclusions regarding the be-
havior of PQG calculations discussed above apply to these
data. Energy errors can be as large as 15 ×10−3 Eh when
enforcing the PQG constraints. When RDMs satisfy the
PQG+T2 constraints, this error is substantially reduced, but
the non-degeneracy persists. This example suggests that the
non-degeneracy issue becomes more pronounced when corre-
lating larger numbers of orbitals.

Before moving on, we highlight two subtle yet impor-
tant differences between v2RDM calculations that place con-
straints on S, L, ML, and MS versus those that place constraints
on S, L, J, and MJ . We refer to these cases as uncoupled
and coupled angular momentum states, respectively. First, for
uncoupled states, we preserve the spin-blocked structure ex-
pected for RDMs that derive from wave functions having good
spin-projection quantum numbers, whereas this block struc-
ture is relaxed for coupled states. Figure 3 provides errors in
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FIG. 1. Errors in v2RDM-derived energies (10−3 Eh) for a carbon
atom in (a)3P0, 3P1, and 3P2 (b) 3D1, 3D2, and 3D3 states with differ-
ent z-projections of the total angular momentum.a An error of zero
corresponds to exact agreement with the full CI reference value. All
calculations were performed within the STO-3G basis set.
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a The primal-dual energy gaps for PQG ∆Jz calculations on the MJ = 1 projections of
the 3D1 and 3D3 states were converged to 3×10−4 Eh. The energy gap for the PQG
calculation on the MJ = 1 projection of the 3D1 state was converged to 4×10−4 Eh.

v2RDM-derived energies for 3P spin and orbital angular mo-
mentum projection states of a carbon atom. Here, results la-
beled “spin blocks” and “no spin blocks” correspond to calcu-
lations performed under the PQG conditions, with constraints
on the expectation values of L̂2, Ŝ

2
, L̂z, and Ŝz, as well as

constraints on the variances of L̂z and Ŝz; the only difference
between the calculations is the block structure imposed on the
RDMs. We can see that, for maximal spin projections (MS =
±1), different orbital angular momentum projection states are
degenerate, regardless of the block structure of the RDMs. On
the other hand, both sets of calculations fail to retain the cor-
rect degeneracy in the orbital angular momentum projection
states when MS = 0, and worse results are obtained for the
case that relaxes the spin block structure. Hence, we can con-
clude that the additional variational flexibility introduced via
the relaxed spin block structure in coupled angular momentum
calculations exaggerates the existing degeneracy issues in the
uncoupled case.

The second difference between v2RDM calculations de-

TABLE I. Errors in v2RDM-derived energies (10−3 Eh) for different
total angular momentum projections of the 1P1 state of beryllium.

MJ PQG PQGT2
-1 0.0 0.0
0 -167.9 -167.8
1 0.0 0.0

scribing uncoupled and coupled angular momentum states is
that the states themselves are different; coupled angular mo-
mentum states are admixtures of uncoupled states, accord-
ing to Clebsch–Gordan coefficients. Figure 4 illustrates er-
rors in v2RDM-derived energies for the 2P states of a boron
atom, and the schematic connects coupled angular momen-
tum states to the uncoupled states to which they should cor-
respond. Here, calculations on uncoupled and coupled states
both consider RDMs that satisfy the PQG conditions. Uncou-
pled calculations consider constraints on S2, L2, MS, and ML,
while coupled calculations consider constraints on S2, L2, J2,
and MJ . Neither set of calculations imposes spin-block struc-
ture on the RDMs so that we can focus on the angular mo-
mentum constraints themselves. In this case, we find that the
energies of uncoupled states are well-described by v2RDM
theory and that the approached exhibits no degeneracy issues.
On the other hand, coupled states are not degenerate, and the
correct energy is only obtained for the maximal J state with
MJ = J. The data in Fig. 4 suggest that the energies of cou-
pled angular momentum states are a lower bound to those of
uncoupled states, but this is not actually the case, in general.
A similar analysis for the 3P state of carbon can be found in
the Supporting Information; in this case, some coupled states
lie higher in energy than the parent uncoupled states.

B. Ensemble- versus pure-state N-representability

All v2RDM-derived results presented in this work were
generated under ensemble N-representability conditions. In
this Section, we draw connections between the degeneracy is-
sues discussed above and violations in pure-state conditions
not enforced in our calculations. A useful case study for this
purpose is the 1P1 state of atomic beryllium. Moving forward,
for v2RDM calculations on this system and for all remaining
v2RDM optimizations, we enforce constraints on the expec-
tation values of Ŝ

2
, L̂2, Ĵ2, and Ĵz, as well as on the variance

of Ĵz. Table I provides errors in energies from v2RDM calcu-
lations where RDMs satisfied the PQG or PQG plus T2 con-
straints, as compared to results taken from full CI calculations.
While PQG constraints lead to accurate energies for the maxi-
mal projections (MJ =±1), these constraints do not provide a
good description of the MJ = 0 state. In this case, v2RDM en-
ergies are 0.1679 Eh too low. Moreover, the addition of the T2
constraint only improves the energy by 0.0001 Eh. This fail-
ure comes as a surprise, as Be only has two valence electrons,
so one would expect that PQG constraints should provide an
accurate description of its electronic structure, as in the case
of the maximal projection states tabulated in Table I.



6

FIG. 2. Errors in v2RDM-derived energies (10−3 Eh) for different total angular momentum projections of the 2D3/2 and 2D5/2 states of a
nitrogen atom. Results are provided for optimized RDMs that satisfy the (a) PQG or (b) PQG+T2 constraints. An error of zero corresponds to
exact agreement with full CI reference value. Results are provided for calculations in the STO-3G and 6-31G basis setsa in which all electrons
and orbitals were correlated.
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a With the exception of the MJ = ±1/2 projections of the 2D3/2 state, PQG+T2 calculations in the 6-31G basis set were converged to a primal-dual energy gap of less than 10−4 Eh

and primal and dual errors of less than 10−5. The PQG+T2/6-31G calculations describing the MJ = ± 1/2 projections of the 2D3/2 state used convergence thresholds of 2 × 10−4 Eh

and 10−5, respectively.

FIG. 3. Errors in v2RDM-derived energies of 3P spin and orbital
angular momentum projection states of a carbon atom. An error of
zero corresponds to exact agreement with full CI reference value. All
calculations were performed within the STO-3G basis set.
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1. Generalized Pauli constraints for the 1P1 state of
beryllium

While necessary ensemble N-representability conditions on
p-body RDMs are straightforward to devise,28 and a com-
plete solution to the ensemble N-representability problem has
been put forward,29 the pure-state N-representability prob-
lem is much more complex. Indeed, until only a short while
ago,31,32 necessary and sufficient pure-state conditions on the
1RDM, known as generalized Pauli constraints (GPCs), were

FIG. 4. Errors in v2RDM-derived energies for various 2P angular
momentum states of a boron atom. An error of zero corresponds to
exact agreement with full CI reference value. All calculations were
performed within the STO-3G basis set.

−3

−2

−1

 0

MS ML J MJ MS ML MS ML J MJ

1/2  0

3/2  1/2

1/2  1/2

−1/2 1  1/2  1  3/2  3/2

E
rr

o
r 

[1
0

−
3
E

h
]

only known for special cases.51 In Ref. 32, however, Altunbu-
lak and Klyachko developed an algorithm to identify GPCs for
general systems and tabulated these constraints for systems in-
volving up to ten spin orbitals. These GPCs take the form of
inequality constraints on the eigenvalues of the 1RDM (the
natural orbital occupation numbers). As an example, consider
the following inequality constraint that applies to the natural
orbital occupation numbers for a system of three electrons dis-
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tributed among six spin orbitals:

λ5 +λ6 −λ4 ≥ 0 (26)

Here, λ4, λ5, and λ6 represent the occupations of the fourth,
fifth, and sixth natural orbitals, when they are ordered with
decreasing occupations. If the left-hand side of this equation
evaluated to -0.1, then we would say that this condition is vio-
lated by -0.1 electrons. The GPCs also indirectly apply to the
2RDM.30 As shown in the Appendix, these constraints can be
applied to a 1RDM for any (N − 1)- or (N + 1)-electron sys-
tems generated by the removal or addition of an electron from
or to the N-electron state, respectively; such constraints can
be expressed in terms of the 2RDM for the N-electron state.
Enforcing GPCs can be challenging, in practice.40,52 In this
work, we merely assess whether 1RDMs and 2RDMs opti-
mized under ensemble N-representability constraints satisfy
these conditions.

We begin with the troubling case of the 1P1 state of beryl-
lium, as described by v2RDM calculations that enforce the
PQG constraints, within STO-3G basis set. The family of an-
tisymmetrized wave functions corresponding to this four elec-
tron / ten spin orbital system is represented by the symbol
∧4H10. Table II provides the energy error and GPC errors for
the MJ = 0 and MJ = 1 projections of the 1P1 state. The GPC
errors are defined as the sum of all observed violations in the
GPCs, and a negative value indicates that at least one condi-
tion was violated; in the three-electron-in-six-spin-orbital ex-
ample above, the tabulated GPC error would have been -0.1
electrons. The notation N − 1 and N + 1 refer to GPCs ap-
plied to the 1RDM for the (N −1)- or (N +1)-electron states,
respectively, and wave functions for these systems belong to
the ∧3H10 and ∧5H10 families, respectively. We note that
the (N ±1)-electron wave functions are defined by the expan-
sions given in the Appendix (see Eqs. A3 and A4, respec-
tively), with the expansion coefficients assumed to be real and
chosen to maximize the magnitude of the errors in the GPCs
(see the Appendix for a more detailed description of this pro-
cedure). As mentioned above, such conditions actually apply
to the 2RDM for the N-electron state. From these data, we
first note that the GPCs on the 1RDM for the N-electron state
are satisfied. However, GPCs applied to the 2RDM are vio-
lated for both projections, with the larger errors observed for
the MJ = 0 case (the case for which the energy is poorly de-
scribed by ensemble conditions). Hence, it appears that large
energy errors are associated with violations in GPCs on the
2RDM, but the converse cannot be stated. As is shown below,
a small energy error does not guarantee that the GPCs on the
2RDM are necessarily satisfied.

Given the large violations in the GPCs on the 2RDM tabu-
lated in Table II, it is interesting to consider the same states,
but for the case where we do not correlate the electrons
in the 1s orbital. This situation corresponds to an active-
space v2RDM calculation on two electrons in eight spin or-
bitals, and the PQG constraints are complete ensemble N-
representability conditions in this case. Table III provides the
energy error and GPC errors for the MJ = 0 and MJ = 1 pro-
jections of the 1P1 state, with the 1s electrons frozen. The
results for the MJ = 1 state are unsurprising; the energy error

TABLE II. Energy errors (10−3 Eh) and GPC errors (in units of elec-
trons) for the MJ = 0 and MJ = 1 projections of the 1P1 state of
beryllium. The full CI and v2RDM calculations correlated all four
electrons in all ten spin orbitals.

GPC errors
2RDM

MJ energy error 1RDM N −1 N +1
1P1 0 -167.9 0.00 -350.86 -91.34
1P1 1 0.0 0.00 -22.62 0.00

TABLE III. Energy errors (10−3 Eh) and GPC errors (in units of
electrons) for the MJ = 0 and MJ = 1 projections of the 1P1 state of
beryllium. The full CI and v2RDM calculations correlated an active
space of two electrons in eight spin orbitals.

GPC errors
2RDM

MJ energy error 1RDM N −1 N +1
1P1 0 -167.5 0.00 0.00 -22.57
1P1 1 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00

is zero, and the GPCs on the 1RDM and 2RDM are all satis-
fied. However, the error in the v2RDM energy for the MJ = 0
state is almost as large as that for the full space calculation
(-0.1675 Eh, as compared to the energy from an active space
full CI calculation with the same active space), despite the fact
that the v2RDM-optimized 1RDM and 2RDM are exactly en-
semble N-representable. In this case, we find that GPCs on
the 1RDM are satisfied, as are the GPCs on the 1RDM for the
(N − 1)-electron state. On the other hand, the GPCs on the
1RDM for the (N +1)-electron state are violated, and we can
thus conclude that the energy error is related to the ensemble
nature of the 2RDM.

2. Wave function analysis for the 1P1 state of beryllium

With the 1s electrons frozen, the v2RDM-optimized 2RDM
for the MJ = 0 projection of the 1P1 state of beryllium
is exactly ensemble N-representable but not pure-state N-
representable. This property implies that the 2RDM is deriv-
able from a sum of at least two pure-state 2RDMs. Interest-
ingly, this example is simple enough for us to deduce numeri-
cally a set of two-electron wave functions whose 2RDMs can
be combined to yield the ensemble N-representable 2RDM we
obtain from v2RDM theory.

For this state, we expand all quantities in the basis of real-
valued Hartree-Fock orbitals for the ground state (1S0). The
1s orbital is frozen at double occupation, and the 2s, 2px, 2py,
and 2pz orbitals are active. In this basis, the true wave func-
tion for the MJ = 0 projection of the 1P1 state is simply an
open-shell singlet of the form |Ψ⟩= 1√

2
(|1s22s(α)2pz(β )⟩+

|1s22s(β )2pz(α)⟩), where |1s22s(α)2pz(β )⟩ represents a de-
terminant with a doubly occupied 1s orbital and singly occu-
pied 2s and 2pz orbitals (occupied by electrons with α- and
β -spin, respectively). The associated 1RDM is diagonal, with
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TABLE IV. Wave function expansion coefficients for two wave
functions whose 2RDMs map onto the v2RDM-generated ensemble
2RDM for MJ = 0 1P1 of Be. The expectation value of L̂2 is also
provided for these two wave functions.

|Ψ1⟩ |Ψ2⟩
c0 -0.831 -0.681
c1 0.359 -0.149
c2 0.359 -0.149
c3 -0.228 0.701
⟨L̂2⟩ 1.377 2.890

equivalent spin blocks (1Dα
α = 1Dβ

β
), and equal occupations

of the 2s and 2pz orbitals. The 2px and 2py orbitals have zero
occupation. The v2RDM-optimized 1RDM for this state, on
the other hand, has a different structure. It is diagonal, with
equivalent spin blocks, but the occupations of the 2px and
2py orbitals are non-zero, and the occupations of the 2s and
2pz orbitals differ. This structure implies that configurations
other than the open-shell singlet contribute to the ensemble
that defines the 2RDM from which the 1RDM derives. In-
deed, the simplest ensemble that can be constructed that re-
covers the v2RDM-optimized 2RDM has seniority-zero struc-
ture, i.e. only determinants with all electrons paired comprise
the wave function expansions. Specifically, these wave func-
tions have the form

|Ψ⟩= c0|1s22s2⟩+ c1|1s22p2
x⟩

+ c2|1s22p2
y⟩+ c3|1s22p2

z ⟩ (27)

Numerical analysis indicates that no single wave function
of the form of Eq. 27 can yield the 2RDM obtained from our
v2RDM calculations, but two wave functions, |Ψ1⟩ and |Ψ2⟩,
can as

2Dpq
rs = 0.588⟨Ψ1|â†

pâ†
qâsâr|Ψ1⟩

+ 0.412⟨Ψ2|â†
pâ†

qâsâr|Ψ2⟩. (28)

The expansion coefficients that define |Ψ1⟩ and |Ψ2⟩ are pro-
vided in Table IV. What is interesting here is that neither
|Ψ1⟩ nor |Ψ2⟩ are eigenfunctions L̂2 (see Table IV), whereas
the expectation value of this operator is constrained within
the v2RDM calculation. Indeed, we can see that the ensem-
ble 2RDM generated from these wave functions does have
the correct value for L(L+ 1), i.e., 1.378× 0.588+ 2.890×
0.412≈ 2. Hence, it appears that the low energy from v2RDM
theory derives from the fact that the ensemble that defines the
2RDM does not have a good orbital angular momentum quan-
tum number. Perhaps constraints on the variance of L̂2 could
rectify this situation, but this quantity depends on the four-
particle RDM and would thus be challenging to constrain in
practice.

3. Generalized Pauli constraints for other atomic systems

Lastly, we consider the relationship between energy errors
and GPC errors for v2RDM-optimized total angular momen-

tum states in two additional atomic systems, boron and car-
bon, as described by v2RDM theory under PQG conditions
and within the STO-3G basis set. With all electrons corre-
lated among all orbitals, wave functions for these systems be-
long to the ∧5H10 and ∧6H10 families, respectively. Note,
however, that we actually apply GPCs to the one-hole RDM
of carbon, and that these conditions are equivalent to those
of ∧4H10 wave functions. For GPCs applied to the 2RDM,
we consider here only the (N − 1)-electron states that belong
to the ∧4H10 and ∧5H10 families in the case of boron and
carbon, respectively.

Table V provides energy and GPC errors for v2RDM-
optimized total angular momentum states in boron and car-
bon, as well as some additional states for beryllium that were
not considered above. One notable observation is that the
GPCs on the 1RDM are satisfied for all states calculated for
boron and carbon, regardless of the observed energy error.
This result stands in stark contrast to those of Ref. 40, where
1RDMs optimized without any orbital or total angular mo-
mentum constraints displayed large errors in GPCs for the
ground states of boron (2P) and carbon (3P). The only excep-
tion is for the MJ = 0 projection of the 3P1 state of beryl-
lium, where we find that the GPCs on the 1RDM are violated,
despite there being zero energy error. As for GPCs on the
2RDM, we find that these conditions are violated for all cases
that exhibit non-zero energy error, but the converse cannot
be stated: zero energy error does not imply zero error in the
GPCs for the 2RDM. Moreover, for states with non-zero en-
ergy error, the magnitudes of the GPC errors do not correlate
well with the magnitudes of the energy errors. For example,
the absolute energy error of the MJ = 0 projection of the 3D2
state of carbon is 37 times larger than that for the MJ = 0 pro-
jection of the 3P1 state, and, yet, the error in the GPCs on
the 2RDM is 19 times larger for the latter state. This lack of
correlation can clearly be seen in Fig. 5, which provides a vi-
sual representation of the energy and GPC errors tabulated in
Table V. Lastly, we note that one of the states with zero en-
ergy error, the MJ = 3 projection of the 3D3 state of carbon,
is a Hartree-Fock state. The optimized 1RDM is idempotent,
and the 2RDM is simply an antisymmetrized product of the
1RDM with itself, as expected, and thus both the 1RDM and
2RDM are exactly pure-state N-representable.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have developed and applied constraints on the 1RDM
and 2RDM that give us access to multiple total angular mo-
mentum (J) and projection of total angular momentum (MJ)
states in v2RDM-based calculations on atomic systems. Se-
rious issues consistently arise in which J and MJ states that
should be energetically degenerate are not, and this problem
persists even in a case where 2RDM is exactly ensemble-
state N-representable. The large energy error we observe for
this case results because the 2RDM derives from an ensemble
of pure-state 2RDMs that are not themselves associated with
good orbital angular momentum quantum numbers. This ex-
ample clearly demonstrates that pure-state N-representability
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FIG. 5. Energy errors (10−3 Eh) and 2RDM GPC errors (in units of
electrons) for v2RDM-optimized total angular momentum states in
boron and carbon atoms.
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TABLE V. Energy errors (10−3 Eh) and 2RDM GPC errors (in units
of electrons) for v2RDM-optimized total angular momentum states
in boron and carbon atoms.

GPC errors
Jz energy error 1RDM 2RDM

Be

3P0 0 0.0 0.00 -68.22
3P1 0 0.0 -16.07 -356.69
3P1 1 0.0 0.00 -72.25
3P2 0 0.0 0.00 -77.39
3P2 1 0.0 0.00 -8.29
3P2 2 0.0 0.00 -50.79

B

2P1/2 1/2 -0.6 0.00 -188.78
2P3/2 1/2 -2.9 0.00 -353.55
2P3/2 3/2 0.0 0.00 0.00

C

3P0 0 -3.7 0.00 -1.28
3P1 0 -4.5 0.00 -186.31
3P1 1 -1.3 0.00 -1.93
3P2 0 -4.4 0.00 -10.39
3P2 1 -1.4 0.00 -2.08
3P2 2 0.0 0.00 -28.80
3D1 0 -131.7 0.00 -7.77
3D1 1 -13.6 0.00 -20.77
3D2 0 -168.0 0.00 -9.79
3D2 1 -126.7 0.00 -45.86
3D2 2 0.0 0.00 0.00
3D3 0 -107.8 0.00 -6.45
3D3 1 -28.5 0.00 -36.01
3D3 2 0.0 0.00 0.00
3D3 3 0.0 0.00 0.00

conditions can play a significant energetic role in v2RDM-
based optimizations.

The results presented herein have important consequences
for the role of v2RDM theory in quantum chemistry and
related fields, such as quantum information science. First,
because v2RDM theory fails to recover qualitatively cor-

rect results for angular-momentum coupled states in the non-
relativistic limit, relativistic extension of the theory will likely
be unreliable, at least without the imposition of additional
constraints (i.e., pure-state N-representability constraints).
Second, recent work53 has demonstrated that the application
of ensemble-state N-representability conditions can improve
the fidelity of quantum simulations on quantum hardware.
Our results highlight the danger of reliance on ensemble-state
conditions in such applications, as we have demonstrated that
an exactly ensemble N-representable RDM can exhibit abso-
lute energy errors in excess of 0.1 Eh. On the other hand,
large pure-state N-representability errors do not, in general,
imply large energy errors. Hence, the computational effort
required to restore pure-state N-representability to ensemble-
state RDMs may not always be justified.

VI. APPENDIX

Appendix A: Generating pure-state N-representability
conditions for high-order RDMs

In this appendix we review the procedure for construct-
ing pure-state conditions on p-body RDMs (where p ≥ 2)
from known 1RDM conditions. The set of pure-state N-
representable 1RDMs for N electrons in r spin orbitals is de-
noted P1

N,r and is generically defined as

P1
N,r := { 1D|⟨1Ôm| 1D⟩ ≥ 0 ∀ 1Ôm ∈ B1

N,r } (A1)

where B1
N,r is the set of one-body operators that expose the

boundary of P1
N,r, and ⟨.|.⟩ is the operator inner product defin-

ing a vector space of size required to specify 1D and B1
N,r.

The inner product between a 1RDM and an exposing oper-
ator is an equation for a line in the vector space needed to
specify B1

N,r and 1D. At all points along the the boundary
of the pure-state representable set of 1RDMs, the inner prod-
uct equation describes a bounding hyperplane of the set. The
exposing operators are not uniquely defined with respect to
any particular basis and are functions of the eigenvalues of
the 1RDM. Klyachko31 derived these functions for N elec-
trons distributed among r spin orbitals such that the 1RDM
is a pure N-representable 1RDM. It is important to note that
these conditions are necessary but not sufficient.

A strategy for determining the set of conditions that should
be satisfied by a pure-state N-representable 2RDM is to apply
the GPCs to a 1RDM that can be obtained from the Gram
matrix of a state with one electron removed (added) from (to)
an arbitrary orbital. Consider an arbitrary state |Ψ(N±1)⟩ with
N ±1 electrons; we have

⟨Ψ(N±1)|1Ôm|Ψ(N±1)⟩ ≥ 0 ∀ 1Ôm ∈ B1
N±1,r (A2)

which is a hyperplane constraint with operators exposing
the set of pure-state representable (N ± 1)-electron 1RDMs.
Generically, we can define this (N ± 1)-electron state via
the removal/addition of an electron from an N-electron wave
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function as

|Ψ(N−1)⟩=
(︃

∑
s

csas

)︃
|Ψ⟩
/︁(︄

∑
p,s

c∗pcs⟨Ψ|a†
pas|Ψ⟩

)︄
(A3)

and

|Ψ(N+1)⟩=
(︃

∑
s

csa†
s

)︃
|Ψ⟩
/︁(︄

∑
p,s

c∗pcs⟨Ψ|apa†
s |Ψ⟩

)︄
(A4)

We interpret |Ψ(N±1)⟩ as the states obtained by adding/remov-
ing a particle to/from an arbitrarily defined orbital represented
in any basis. Put another way, we have

|Ψ(N−1)⟩= ãu|Ψ⟩/⟨Ψ|ã†
uãu|Ψ⟩ (A5)

=eKaue−K |Ψ⟩/⟨Ψ|eKa†
ue−KeKaue−K |Ψ⟩ (A6)

=

(︃
∑
s

csas

)︃
|Ψ⟩
/︁(︄

∑
p,s

c∗pcs⟨Ψ|a†
pas|Ψ⟩

)︄
(A7)

and

|Ψ(N+1)⟩= ã†
u|Ψ⟩/⟨Ψ|ãuã†

u|Ψ⟩
=eKa†

ue−K |Ψ⟩/⟨Ψ|eKaue−KeKa†
ue−K |Ψ⟩

=

(︃
∑
s

c∗s a†
s

)︃
|Ψ⟩
/︁(︄

∑
p,s

cpc∗s ⟨Ψ|apa†
s |Ψ⟩

)︄
(A8)

Here, we have expressed the single particle rotation as

eK = exp

[︄
∑
pq

κpqa†
paq

]︄
(A9)

with

κpq =−κqp (A10)

and

eKaue−K = ∑
s
[eκ ]u,s as = ∑

s
csas (A11)

Another fact we will need is that, given a basis eK or even just
a set {c}, we can define a relationship between of the 1RDM
in the (N ± 1)-electron space to the N-electron 2RDM in the
N-electron space as

⟨Ψ(N−1)|a†
qat |Ψ(N−1)⟩= N (N−1)(c)2

∑
p,s

c∗pcs⟨Ψ|a†
pa†

qatas|Ψ⟩

(A12)

⟨Ψ(N+1)|a†
qat |Ψ(N+1)⟩= N (N+1)(c)2

∑
p,s

cpc∗s ⟨Ψ|apa†
qata†

s |Ψ⟩

(A13)

where we define

N (N−1)(c) =

(︄
∑
i j

c∗i c j⟨Ψ|a†
i a j|Ψ⟩

)︄−1/2

(A14)

and

N (N+1)(c) =

(︄
∑
i j

cic∗j⟨Ψ|aia
†
j |Ψ⟩

)︄−1/2

(A15)

as normalization constants. We now have access to the 1RDM
in the (N ± 1)-particle space that allows us to define the nat-
ural orbital basis to represent B1

N±1,r exposing operators. In
Eq. A12, the 1RDM for the (N − 1)-electron state maps di-
rectly onto the 2RDM for the N-electron state. In Eq. A13,
the 1RDM for the (N+1)-electron state maps directly onto the
particle-hole RDM for the N-electron state, which, of course,
can be expressed in terms of the 1RDM and 2RDM for the
N-electron state.

In order to determine the degree to which the GPC condi-
tions are satisfied, we numerically optimized the coefficients
{c} of the arbitrary-basis orbital from which the electron is
removed (added), as defined by Eq. A12 (Eq. A13). This non-
linear optimization is accomplished by maximizing violation
of the GPC conditions with respect to the set of coefficients
{c}. Through {c}, the 1RDMs for the (N ±1)-electron states
are used to evaluate the GPC conditions. The sum of violated
GPC conditions are then returned as the function value. We
used the COBYLA54 method implemented in SciPy55 to max-
imize GPC violation given a 2RDM for an N-electron system.
Note that this procedure assumes that the coefficients {c} are
real. Each 2RDM GPC violation reported in this work corre-
sponds to the largest violation observed from a large number
of random {c} starting points (i.e., ≥ 100 independent runs).
We have made the code required for this analysis available
online.56 GPCs for the ∧3H8, ∧4H8, ∧3H10, ∧4H10, and
∧5H10 classes have been implemented; these conditions were
taken from an online resource57 (referenced in the preprint
version58 of Ref. 32), which no longer appears to exist. Refer-
ence 32 claims that these conditions are tabulated in the Sup-
porting Information for that work, but this, unfortunately, does
not seem to be the case.

It is now worthwhile to compare the derivation above to
that presented in Reference 30, which follows the same prin-
ciples. Namely, each approach lifts an (N −1)-electron wave
function in an arbitrary basis to the N-particle space and re-
lates the 1RDM of the (N − 1)-electron space to the 2-RDM
of the N-electron space. The difference lies in the interpre-
tation of the orbital removal operator. Reference 30 asserts
that the 1RDM for the (N − 1)-electron state comes from
a ∧N−1Hr−1 space, but we disagree that the annihilator re-
moves an orbital. Rather, the ladder operators move between
particle-number manifolds of Fock space, given a fixed basis.
Consequently, the violations in the 1RDM for the (N ± 1)-
electron state should be considered against GPCs exposing the
boundary of P1

N±1,r and not P1
N±1,r±1.

We conclude by noting a connection between the numer-
ical procedure outlined above and the extended Koopman’s
theorem (EKT).59,60 In EKT, ionized states are parametrized
according to Eq. A3, and the expansion coefficients that define
these states are chosen such they satisfy the EKT equations

∑
q
⟨Ψ|â†

p[Ĥ, âq]|Ψ⟩ck
q = IEKT

k ∑
q
⟨Ψ|â†

pâq|Ψ⟩ck
q (A16)
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Here, we have introduced an index, k, which indicates the
existence of multiple solutions to this equation (i.e., multi-
ple ionized states), and IEKT

k is the kth ionization potential.
Interestingly, the EKT provides a potentially exact descrip-
tion of the lowest-energy ionized state (k = 0).61,62 Assum-
ing one has knowledge of the exact ionization potential, any
deviation from exactness of IEKT

0 could be attributed to repre-
sentability issues with the 2RDM that determines the left-hand
side of Eq. A16. Hence, by optimizing {cp} such that they
minimize the EKT ionization potential, one gains access to a
measure of N-representability error that complements that ob-
tained when choosing {cp} to maximize the GPC error. This
analysis reaffirms the important role different particle-number
manifolds of Fock space can play in assessing the quality and
N-representablility of RDMs.

Supporting Information Energies for coupled and uncou-
pled 3P angular momentum states of a carbon atom obtained
from v2RDM calculations.
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