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Recent advances in quantum crystallography have shown that, beyond conventional charge density refine-
ment, a one-electron reduced density matrix (1-RDM) satisfying N-representability conditions can be recon-
structed using jointly experimental X-ray structure factors (XSF) and directional Compton profiles (DCP)
through semi-definite programming. So far, such reconstruction methods for 1-RDM, not constrained to idem-
potency, had been tested only on a toy model system (CO2). In this work, a new method is assessed on crystalline
urea (CO(NH2)2) using static (0 K) and dynamic (50 K) artificial-experimental data. An improved model, in-
cluding symmetry constraints and frozen-core electron contribution, is introduced to better handle the increasing
system complexity. Reconstructed 1-RDMs, deformation densities and DCP anisotropy are analyzed, and it is
demonstrated that the changes in the model significantly improve the reconstruction’s quality against insufficient
information and data corruption. The robustness of the model and the strategy are thus shown to be well-adapted
to address the reconstruction problem from actual experimental scattering data.

I. INTRODUCTION

While N-electron wave-functions provide the most com-
plete and exact description of electronic structure in crys-
tals, their experimental determination is still out of reach
due to their exponentially large complexity for real systems.
Moreover, in Coulson’s words: "a conventional many-electron
wave-function tells us more than we need to know."[1] It is
then worth considering the one(two)-electron reduced den-
sity matrices (1,2-RDM) as compact substitutes for wave-
functions since they involve significantly fewer parame-
ters. As of today, the incompleteness of N-representability
conditions[2], which ensure that a reduced density matrix can
be associated with a complete N-body density matrix, and
the lack of experimental observables with sufficient informa-
tion content still pose daunting obstacles to the reconstruction
of 2-RDMs. Therefore, 1-RDMs, which do not suffer from
the same impediment and still contain valuable quantum me-
chanical information, are considered suitable candidates for
modelling electron behaviour from experimental data. The
reconstruction process, however, remains a challenging task.
Firstly, N-representability conditions still need to be fulfilled
for an experimentally reconstructed 1-RDM to be physically
meaningful. Secondly, from a pure measurement perspective,
as the 1-RDM contains both position and momentum space
information, it cannot be obtained using a single experimental
technique to this day and to the best of our knowledge.

The challenge of 1-RDM reconstruction from experimen-
tal data was initiated by Clinton and coworkers in the 1960s
using a drastic idempotency condition as a means to ensure
N-representability [3–7]. Based on a series of works com-
bining position and momentum space data on isolated atoms,
Schmider and coworkers [8] argued that the idempotency con-
dition would hinder the recovery of electron (static and dy-
namical) correlation effect in the reconstructed density ma-
trix. The potential presence of such information in position
space was recently confirmed by an X-ray constrained wave-

* sizhuo.yu@centralesupelec.fr

function refinement on urea and alanine [9]. The authors ar-
gue that evidence of significant deviation from the Hartree-
Fock description can be found using high-resolution X-ray
diffraction structure factors. Any single-determinant-based
model would forbid access to such subtle features in the data.
Adopting a formal perspective, Mazziotti and coworkers dis-
cussed [10] different strategies to include N-representability
conditions in a series of articles and proposed a semidef-
inite programming (SDP) formulation of the 1,2-RDM re-
construction problem [11]. On more practical grounds, fol-
lowing Schmider and coworkers’ seminal work, several pa-
pers reported the joint use of X-ray diffraction structure fac-
tors (SF) and directional Compton profiles (DCP) to explore
different non-single-determinant models and strategies for 1-
RDM modelling in both magnetic and non-magnetic molecu-
lar compounds [12–19]. However, all SDP-based reconstruc-
tion attempts of 1-RDM, which have been put forward, were
applied to isolated atoms or molecules with at most 2 or 3
atoms.

The present work further investigates the 1-RDM recon-
struction problem in molecular crystals by building upon the
convex optimization approach put forward in [18, 19], scaling
up the system size from modest dry ice (CO2) to the more real-
istic urea (CO(NH2)2) crystal. The purpose is thus to demon-
strate the potential of an improved method more suitable to
practical applications and its aptness to compensate for sparse
momentum space data. To address the challenges posed by a
significant increase in system size, we propose the implemen-
tation of symmetry constraints and the possibility of freezing
core-electron contributions. For the first time, approximate
energy and virial ratio are used to determine the optimal data
set for the 1-RDM model refinement.

This article is structured as follows: In Sec. 2, we explain
how the 1-RDM reconstruction can be formulated as a convex
optimization problem, with the N-representability condition,
symmetry and frozen core electrons as convex constraints.
The method used for reconstruction, deconvoluted from ther-
mal motion, is briefly reviewed. In Sec. 3, we showcase the
importance of the joint use of position and momentum space
data even when Compton scattering data is suspected to be
poorly informative. Additional degradation due to noise and
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temperature effects and the improved robustness using sym-
metry and frozen core constraints are illustrated. The conclu-
sion and future directions are given in the last section.

II. METHODS

A. 1-RDM reconstruction using least-square fitting

For a spin-traced(spin-free) pure-state N-electron system,
the 1-RDM can be derived by integrating out the N − 1 coor-
dinates of the N-electron density matrix, i.e.

Γ(1)(r, r′) = N

∫
ψ(r, r2, ...rN)ψ∗(r′, r2, ..., rN)dr2...drN .

(1)
where ψ(r, r2, ...rN) is the pure-state N-electron wavefunc-
tion. A mixed-state system 1-RDM is a mere convex combi-
nation of pure-state 1-RDMs.

It is well-known [20] that the 1-RDM can be conveniently
approximated using a discrete one-electron basis set {ϕi} as

Γ(1)(r, r′) =
∑
ij

Pijϕi(r)ϕ
∗
j (r

′). (2)

If the basis set is kept fixed, the 1-RDM is determined once the
population matrix P in (2) is found. The number of parame-
ters in the model is thus solely conditioned by the size of the
population matrix and, therefore, by the number of basis func-
tions. In this work, the basis functions are atomic orbitals, but
plane waves could also be considered, if needed, for strongly
delocalised electron systems.

The 1-RDM is directly connected to the mean electron den-
sity distribution in position space through its diagonal ele-
ments

ρ(r) = Γ(1)(r, r). (3)

Furthermore, the 1-RDM encapsulates momentum space in-
formation through a 6D Fourier-Dirac transform [21]

n(p) =
1

(2πℏ)3

∫
Γ(1)(r, r+ t)e−ip·t/ℏd3td3r, (4)

with n(p) being the momentum density. This double con-
nection to both axes of phase space strongly suggests there is
little hope of reconstructing a good quality 1-RDM from data
provided by a single experimental technique.

Thanks to very efficient refinement methods and models
[22], high-resolution X-ray structure factors (SF), which are
obtained by elastic coherent X-ray diffraction, are almost rou-
tinely used in the reconstruction of position space electron
density. Using (3), the relationship between SF and 1-RDM is
simply

F (q) =

∫
Γ(1)(r, r) exp(−ir · q)dr. (5)

On the other hand, directional Compton profiles (DCP)
are measured by deep inelastic incoherent X-ray scattering.

Within the Impulse Approximation [23], they give access to
projections of momentum space electron density, i.e.

J(q,u) =

∫
n(p)δ(p · u− q)dp (6)

=
1

2πℏ

∫
Γ(1)(r, r+ tu)e−iqt/ℏdtd3r, (7)

where u is the unit vector giving the direction in momentum
space onto which the electron density is projected. It is colin-
ear with the scattering vector of the Compton measurement.

The model used in this work is based on expression (2).
The determination of the best population matrix given a set of
SF and DCP thus requires expressing experimental observable
values as functions of matrix P using the operator form

F (q) = Tr(FqP) and J(q) = Tr(JqP), (8)

with Fq and Jq being the SF and DCP operators respectively.
For conciseness, q stands for (q,u) in the Compton profile
matrix element of (8). To proceed any further, the operators
Fq and Jq matrix elements need to be written in the basis-set
representation as

(Fq)ij =

∫
ϕ∗i (r)ϕj(r)e

−iq·rd3r,

(Jq)ij =
1

2πℏ

∫
ϕ∗i (r)ϕj(r+ tu)e−iqtdtd3r.

(9)

In this work, particular attention has been paid to the relia-
bility of the final 1-RDM reconstruction. If one assumes that
error bars on data points are uncorrelated and follow a nor-
mal distribution law, for an unbiased model, the most proba-
ble population matrix P is found by solving the minimization
problem.

argminP
∑
i

(
Tr(OiP)−Oexp

i

σi

)2

, (10)

where the model is expected to yield the mean value for each
observable datum represented by Oi while its actual experi-
mental measurement gives Oexp

i with the associated estimated
variance σ2

i . In our case, each data point originates either from
X-ray diffraction or Compton scattering measurements so that
Oi = Fqi

or, Oj = Jqj
for different scattering vectors. In

the present work, for a given basis set of Gaussian contracted
Slater-type orbitals, the closed form of each matrix element
(9) is calculated prior to refinement using a Mathematica code
[24].

The minimization of (10) is a convex least-squares fitting
problem. The following section will explain how, together
with the necessary N-representability conditions, the recon-
struction problem falls into a convex optimization problem
called semidefinite programming [25].

B. Constraints: N-representability, symmetry and frozen core

The N-representability conditions must be satisfied to en-
sure that the population matrix yields a physically meaningful
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density matrix. It is worth noting that the N-representability
conditions are significantly more difficult if one requires the
system to be in a pure state instead of a statistical mixture
of quantum states. Pure N-representability and ensemble N-
representability are generally employed to distinguish the re-
spective situations [26]. We have chosen to consider the latter
case for both practical reasons and because the system can-
not always be exactly in its ground state, without interact-
ing with the environment. Consequently, for an ensemble N-
representable 1-RDM, the population matrix P⊥ for a closed-
shell system, associated with an orthonormal basis set, must
satisfy the following constraints,

P⊥ ≽ 0, (11a)

2I−P⊥ ≽ 0, (11b)

Tr(P⊥) = N, (11c)

together with the obvious condition that P⊥ being Hermitian.
Here I is the identity matrix, and the symbol ≽ means the
matrix is semidefinite positive, which is equivalent to stating
that all eigenvalues are non-negative. Hence, constraint (11b)
requires the eigenvalues of P⊥ to be smaller than 2. As previ-
ously mentioned, the present basis set is made of Slater-type
atomic orbitals (expressed as Gaussian contractions), which
are not mutually orthogonal. A Lowdin orthogonalization is
thus performed on the atomic-orbital basis set prior to the re-
construction.

All constraints listed in (11) are convex; thus, the convexity
of the minimization of Eq. (10) is preserved. Moreover, the
semi-definite positivity of P⊥ imposed in (11a) makes it pos-
sible to use the tools of semi-definite programming [11, 18].
Access to the solution is thereby significantly facilitated.

The model developed in this work is specifically adapted
to molecular crystals for which a single group of atoms can
be considered to form a specific entity. It is assumed that this
group, referred to as "the molecule", does not share any charge
with other entities in the same or neighbouring unit cells. The
1-RDM model is thus a mere molecular 1-RDM onto which
translation and rotational symmetry operations can be applied
to generate the density matrix of the entire crystal. These op-
erations are fully taken into account in the present work.

The symmetry invariance at the molecular level can also be
considered. The population matrix is thus required to be a
direct sum of matrices in the invariant subspaces of each sym-
metry operator. In other words, P should be block-diagonal
when using the symmetry-adapted orbitals as the new basis,
i.e. STPS =

⊕n
j=1 Pj where S transforms the basis of

atomic orbitals into symmetry adapted orbitals, n the num-
ber of irreducible representations and Pj the block matrices
associated with each irreducible representation.

The new model also allows for freezing core-electron con-
tributions. It effectively reduces the model’s active space,
hence the number of parameters to be determined in the pop-
ulation matrix. As a consequence, illustrated in the next sec-
tion, the computational cost is lowered, and the robustness
of the result is improved against noise contamination and
thermal-induced effects. It can be best observed on core elec-
trons’ spatial density distribution, contributing to sharp peaks

near each nucleus. Therefore, accurately reproducing such
features for a population matrix model would require knowl-
edge of high-q structure factors, which may present an exper-
imental challenge at usual temperatures. Here, an alternate
but common approach was chosen. A single-determinant cal-
culation of the wave-function is performed from which core-
electron molecular orbitals are extracted to construct an ap-
proximate core-electron density matrix. As a result, the model
population matrix is given by P⊥ = P′⊥ + P⊥

core, with P⊥
core

being the frozen-core-electron population matrix. The latter
represents a fixed number of electrons and is -by construction-
idempotent. The optimization is thus forced to search for the
optimal solution in the subspace orthogonal to that spanned
by the core electron’s orbitals if the N-representability on the
total 1-RDM is to be preserved.

Combining symmetry and frozen-core conditions and as-
suming a non-magnetic system, the N-representability con-
straints become

P′⊥ ≽ 0, (12a)

2I−P′⊥ −P⊥
core ≽ 0, (12b)

Tr(P′⊥ +P⊥
core) = N (12c)

S′T (P′⊥ +P⊥
core)S

′ =

n⊕
j=1

Pj , (12d)

with P′⊥ being the population matrix for valence electrons
and N the total electron number for a single molecule. S′

transforms the orthogonalized atomic basis into the symme-
try adapted basis. We remark that with (12a) - (12d), the
optimization problem can still be modelled with SDP. In this
work, the constrained optimization problem is solved from the
closed form of our model using the CVXPY package [27].

FIG. 1. a) The unit cell of urea crystal (P421m with a=5.66 Å,
c=4.71 Å) b) In dashed-green the path along which the 1-RDM val-
ues displayed in this article have been computed. The path is a suc-
cession of segments passing through O-C-N-H atoms.
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C. Reconstruction from non-zero temperature data

It must be noted that the reconstruction method is inher-
ently temperature-independent, since the 1-RDM describes
both mixed states and pure states. However, comparison with
first-principle calculations is generally best done at the zero-
Kelvin limit. It is thus helpful to deconvolute thermal motion
effects to recover the ideal static 1-RDM. In this work, it is
assumed that, given the large photon-electron energy transfer
involved in the Compton scattering process, DCPs are hardly
affected by nuclear agitation at reasonably low temperature
[28–30]. Therefore, temperature-induced alteration of exper-
imental data is only taken into consideration for X-ray struc-
ture factors. In this case, the model is modified so that the SF
matrix elements include an anisotropic Debye-Waller factor.

(Fq)ij = e−q·B̂a·q
∫
ϕ∗i (r)ϕj(r)e

−iq·rd3r (13)

where B̂a is the thermal displacement tensor for nucleus a on
which both basis functions ϕi and ϕj are centred. No change
is applied when the basis functions are associated with differ-
ent atoms. More sophisticated temperature schemes are worth
considering [31]. For example, the Mulliken partitioning ap-
proach to two-centre contribution was implemented in our
previous work [19] and should be used with real data. How-
ever, the usual independent-atom model was chosen to prevent
unfair similarity with the computational method used to gen-
erate the reference data [32]. It has been checked that this
simple approach allows for a fair deconvolution of thermal
agitation effects when data is not contaminated with noise.

III. RESULTS

The model explained above is well suited to molecular crys-
tals and should be assessed for realistic systems. In particular,
for such an approach which combines different experiments,
it is necessary to evaluate the impact of data quality on the
1-RDM reconstruction.

The urea crystal (CO(NH2)2) has been chosen for two spe-
cific reasons: firstly, it has long been considered a "standard"
test system in the field of charge density reconstruction. Sev-
eral bond types are represented, among which highly mobile
and delocalized electron density contributes to non-linear op-
tical properties [33, 34]. Secondly, because of the interest
it has attracted over the years, high-quality structure factors
[35, 36] and Compton profiles data [37] are available from
the literature. It thus positions urea as a legitimate candidate
for a first phase-space-derived reconstruction of experimen-
tal 1-RDM on a molecular compound. Additionally, the urea
molecule is significantly larger than our previous test systems
and possibly one of the largest molecules onto which Comp-
ton measurement has ever been reported [37]. It can thus be
considered a significant step in the quest for 1-RDM recon-
struction. This paper is the last stage of model calibration
before a final reconstruction from true experimental data is
undertaken.

We use here the same strategy for model assessment as for
smaller systems, and described in previous papers [18, 19]:
a reference 1-RDM is obtained from a periodic DFT calcu-
lation using the B3LYP functional [38] and a pob-DZVP ba-
sis set [39] using the CRYSTAL14 program [40]. The nuclei
positions are those given by [41] and derived from neutron
diffraction data. Artificial-experimental data points are then
generated based on this DFT-derived 1-RDM. 50-K-structure-
factors are computed up to sin θ/λ =1.1 Å−1after atomic dis-
placement parameters have been obtained using the dedicated
option of CRYSTAL14 [32]. Compton profiles are little af-
fected by thermal motion at such low temperatures, and no
particular treatment is applied in their case. The CRYSTAL14
SF and DCP values are considered ideal mean values on which
a Gaussian noise distribution is centred for each data point.
Consequently, noise-contaminated data is also considered in
our test reconstructions. The reconstructed density matrix is
obtained by determining a population matrix for a basis of
poorer quality than that employed for artificial-data genera-
tion. An inevitable bias in the model is therefore introduced.
The basis set for the 1-RDM model is thus taken as a simple
6-31G basis set, with additional p-orbitals on hydrogen atoms.

A. Reconstructions from ideal data

The best reconstruction result is expected when data is ob-
tained without thermal motion and noise. The use of artificial
data cannot be circumvented to test this optimal case. Observ-
ing what type of reconstruction results from the sole use of
X-ray diffraction data is then quite illustrative. The artificial-
experimental set includes 3627 SF with sin θ/λ < 1.1 Å−1.
Inspection of the 1-RDM Γ(r, r′) on the O-C-N-H path as
a 2D function clearly shows that the SF-only derived 1-RDM
lacks most of the off-diagonal regions important features (Fig.
2). It is consistent with conclusions drawn from previous
works on a much smaller system. In such a case, inferring
the off-diagonal region is inherently difficult because SF are
solely related to the position space density, therefore to the
diagonal component ρ(r) = Γ(r, r). Only constraints on the
model are likely to improve the off-diagonal description. This
is an important criterion to assess the quality of the 1-RDM
reconstruction since, in essence, off-diagonal parts are con-
ditioned by the bonding mechanisms and how different loca-
tions interfere to shape the wave-function.

A second step is to include noise-free Compton data in the
observables. In all the following cases, 8 non-equivalent crys-
talline directions are used ([100], [110], [111], [210], [211],
[310], [311], [321]). For each direction, data points are taken
every 0.1 a.u.. This value corresponds to usual Compton spec-
trometer resolutions and prevents significant correlation be-
tween consecutive points. The maximum momentum value is
set to 10 a.u.. The data set thus contains 800 DCP values in
total. Obviously, a noise-free refinement case does not justify
any weighting scheme, and the σi in the objective function
(10) are uniformly taken to be 1.

As displayed in Fig. 2(b), the reconstructed 1-RDM now
exhibits very marginal deviation from the reference. Slight
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a) Reference
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FIG. 2. a) The reference 1-RDM along the O-C-N-H path was cal-
culated from CRYSTAL14. The reconstructed 1-RDMs with and
without the DCP artificial-data are shown respectively in the up-
per left and lower right corner of (b). The contours are drawn at
±10−2 × 2ne · Å−3

, n ∈ [0, 20] where the positive(negative) con-
tours are shown in solid (dashed) lines with blue (red) shades.

differences persist in the off-diagonal regions Γ(r, r′ ̸= r). A
discrepancy is observed when the reconstructed 1-RDM are
visualized along the two different O-C-N-H paths. Such a
discrepancy is corrected once the symmetry restriction is im-
posed.

The virial ratio −V/2T is calculated for the reconstructed
1-RDMs, where the two-electron potential energy is estimated
using the 2-RDM expression ansatz Γ(2)(r′1, r

′
2; r1, r2) =

Γ(1)(r1, r
′
1)Γ

(1)(r′2, r2) − Γ(1)(r′1, r2)Γ
(1)(r′2, r1). The

virial ratios for reconstruction with and without DCP are
0.996 and 0.934, respectively, confirming the role of Comp-
ton data in reaching a more pertinent solution. The distinction
between the two reconstructions showcases the importance of
momentum space measurement even for a system like urea
crystal, where the DCP anisotropy does not exceed 1% of the
total electron number (see Fig. 5). Note that the good post-
refinement virial ratio is a mere consequence of the recon-
struction quality and did not require any ad-hoc constraint in
our model or the objective function.

In the following paragraphs, possible sources of reconstruc-
tion errors will be discussed in more detail, and emphasis will
be put on techniques for improving the model’s robustness.

B. Closer to real life: noise and temperature effects

When real experimental data is used, noise contamination
cannot be avoided. This section first considers the effect of
statistical noise and, as a common practice, assumes no bias
in the model. Then, the thermal motion of nuclei is intro-
duced, and we study how it combines with statistical noise to
deteriorate the reconstructed 1-RDM further.

Artificial data is now contaminated by a random noise gen-
erated according to a Gaussian law. For example, the SF
data values become F ′(q) = F (q) + n × ϵ(q) with ϵ ∼
N (0, |F (q)|). The noise level is chosen to be of the order of
1% by setting n = 0.01. A similar procedure is applied to the
DCP values. Notice that, given the weak Compton anisotropy
in this system, the chosen noise level wipes out most of the di-

a)Reference

N
. 0

K
 w

/o
 R

.

N
. 5

0K
 w

/o
 R

.

N. 50K w/ R.b)

c)

N
. 5

0K
 w

/o
 R

.

N. 50K w/ R.

FIG. 3. a) The reference (upper left) and reconstructed (lower right)
1-RDM Γ(r, r′) with 0 K 1% noisy data. b) The reconstruction 1-
RDMs from 50 K 1% noisy data with (upper left) and without (lower
right) restrictions. c) Estimated standard deviations for reconstruc-
tions shown in (b).
The contours for (a) and (b) are the same as in Fig. 2, and the pos-
itive(negative) contours are shown in solid (dashed) lines with blue
(red) shades. For (c) the contours are drawn at 10−4×2ne·Å−3

, n ∈
[0, 12].
(N. 0K w/o R. = Noised 0 K without Restriction)

rectional information from the Compton scattering spectrum.
We have found that such a noise model results in highly unbal-
anced weight in the objective function. Hence, an unweighted
version of (10) is used in practice.

As expected, the 1-RDM reconstruction from noisy data
now exhibits stronger deviations from the reference. It can be
seen in Fig. 3 (a). The modest discrepancies in the diagonal
part of the RDM can be emphasized by looking at the electron
deformation density displayed in Fig. 4 (a). As a reminder,
the deformation density is the difference between the total
electron density and the sum of independent atoms densities,
i.e. promolecular density. The latter is obtained from CRYS-
TAL14 software using the same basis set as the reference cal-
culation (pob-DZVP). As anticipated, discrepancies are more
significant in the off-diagonal region of the 1-RDM (Fig. 3
(a)). The model, constrained by the N-representability condi-
tions, obviously struggles to get sensible information from the
weak Compton anisotropies buried under the noise. It is evi-
denced by the noticeable mismatch of anisotropy oscillations
shown in Fig. 5 (filled red triangles). Nevertheless, it can be
seen that the deviation of reconstructed DCP anisotropy is still
moderate, possibly due to the information carried by structure
factors data. This assumption is validated after observing fur-
ther deterioration when SF are removed from the data (filled
blue triangles).
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Reference

N
. 0

K
 w

/o
 R

. 

N
. 5

0K
 w

/o
 R

.

N. 50K w/ R.a) b)

FIG. 4. a) Deformation density on C-O-N reference plan (left) and
reconstruction with 0 K 1% noisy data (right). b) Deformation den-
sity reconstructed from 50 K 1% noisy data with (left) and without
(right) core electron and symmetry restrictions.
The contours are drawn at the same levels as Fig. 2.

FIG. 5. Reference (dots) and reconstructed (lines) DCP anisotropy at
[110] direction without (circles) and with 1% noise (triangles). The
dotted line shows the reconstruction without the use of SF artificial-
data. The purple shaded area indicates the standard deviation of re-
construction upon resampling from the noise distribution.

For the proposed model, deconvolution of temperature ef-
fects constitutes a difficult challenge. In contrast to most
common electron density reconstructions, using, for example,
the widely spread kappa-refinement pseudo-atom multipolar
model [22, 42], our approach to 1-RDM determination relies
on a linear expression (2) which, combined with linear con-
straints (Sec. II B), makes it possible to use positive semi-
definite programming methodology. Insertion of the Debye-
Waller formulation to account for the thermal effect destroys
such a linearity. While an alternative formulation is currently
under development, it was decided for the present work to
explore the possibility of treating sequentially both problems.
First, an ab-initio 1-RDM is computed with the basis set of the
model. Then, the Atomic Displacement Parameters (ADP) are
determined from high-order structure factors (sin θ/λ > 0.7

Å−1) as explained in Sec. II C. Then, these ADP values B are
fixed and incorporated into the model. Therefore, the model
remains linear for the 1-RDM refinement step, since a mere
factor e−q·B·q is added to the SF operators. The quality of
such ADPs depends heavily on the model basis-set, and one
cannot expect the refined P matrix to be exempt from ther-

mal motion contamination. As shown in the lower panel of
Fig. 3(b) and Fig. 4(b), the reconstructed 1-RDM and defor-
mation density continue to worsen, which is clear evidence
that the thermal motion effect has not been thoroughly de-
convoluted. Although Compton data is assumed to be unper-
turbed at such low temperatures, the off-diagonal region con-
tinues deteriorating. It must be attributed to the sparsity of
reliable information from momentum space, which cannot be
compensated for by the SFs. Our independent-atom Debye-
Waller description’s poor performance is clearly shown by
unphysical electron depletion in the vicinity of nitrogen cen-
tres shown in Fig. 4(b). Further, it is confirmed by the sig-
nificant differences between the refined and reference (from
CRYSTAL14) ADP for the nitrogen nuclei (about 25% dis-
crepancy). When real data is involved, this very crude scheme
will necessitate the addition of the previously mentioned two-
centre terms in (13) and a more thorough inclusion of the
Debye-Waller contribution in the general refinement. The fea-
ture is currently being implemented.

C. Further restrictions: frozen-core and symmetry

In the previous section, we discussed how the combination
of noise and thermal motion affects the 1-RDM reconstruc-
tion using (2). To mitigate such problems, a possible method
is to reduce the degree of freedom of the model, thus mak-
ing it more robust against noise contamination. As introduced
in Sec. II B, one would naturally first invoke the necessity of
applying symmetry restrictions to the model. An overall im-
provement in reconstruction quality is observed as unneces-
sary free parameters are eliminated.

A further limitation of the active space is obtained by freez-
ing the core electron contribution to the density matrix. This
well-spread procedure does not affect our ability to absorb
momentum space data, which primarily describes delocalised
valence electrons. On the SF side, freezing the core compo-
nent of the 1-RDM helps stabilise the refinement against high-
order reflections, which are the most affected by the noise
and nuclear motion, while preserving nearly all the model’s
flexibility. In this subsection, we report the impact of such a
scheme under the non-ideal reconstruction scenarios.

When the frozen-core and symmetry restrictions are added
to those concerning N-representability, Fig. 3 (b - upper
panel) shows that the distortion in the reconstructed 1-RDM
is greatly reduced. In this case, even in the presence of noise
and thermal agitation, the model catches most of the features
observed in the reference 1-RDM (Fig. 3(a). Note that the
most significant discrepancy is in the off-diagonal region cor-
responding to the long-range interaction between hydrogen
and carbon, which are second neighbours. Such a striking im-
provement confirms that limiting the active space can effec-
tively improve the reconstruction’s robustness against noise.
The standard deviation on the reconstructed 1-RDMs with
and without additional constraints (Fig. 3(c)) was estimated
upon resampling from the Gaussian noise distribution. It is
observed that the restriction of active space distinctly dimin-
ishes the uncertainty of the reconstruction.
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Interestingly, such a betterment in the 1-RDM modelling
brings only minor changes to the resulting deformation den-
sity near the nuclei. Similarly, no major improvement is ob-
served for the DCP anisotropy reconstruction (see Supple-
mentary Information). This seemingly paradoxical observa-
tion can be resolved when adopting an optimization problem
perspective.

As mentioned earlier, the 1-RDM reconstruction was de-
fined through (10) as a least-squares minimization problem
given the SF and DCP data. Therefore, introducing constraints
such as (12a) - (12d) can only result in a new optimal solution
with higher χ2 value, i.e. a worse fit to the SF and DCP. Con-
sequently, the DCP anisotropies and deformation density are
not likely to be improved because they only depend on our
ability to fit the Compton data and a set of Fourier coefficients
of the electron density. However, a 1-RDM is a function in
6-D space which contains more information than its limited
number of projections given by the data values. In such a case,
it is well-founded to believe that restricting the size of solution
space effectively regularizes the model, giving it stronger pre-
dictive ability.

FIG. 6. Mean field energy (see text) of one urea molecule recon-
structed from 1% noisy data. Dashed and solid lines with circle and
triangle data points represent the reconstruction with 0 K and 50 K
SF data, respectively, and with identical Compton data. Blue lines
show the reconstruction with no additional constraints. Light blue
and red lines show the results when symmetry and core electron con-
straints are used. The purple dotted line shows the virial ratio of a 0
K 1% noisy data reconstruction with additional restrictions.

Estimating the total electron energy from experimental SF
is a well-known, difficult challenge. Adding Compton scat-
tering information does not significantly facilitate the task.
However, on a mere relative scale, the energy criterion can
be employed to compare the performances of different refine-
ment strategies. Throughout this work, a recurrent question
has been to evaluate the optimal cut-off value in sin θ/λ for
the structure factors. In a perfect world, free from thermal
motion, high-Miller-indices reflections should be retained as
long as they rise above statistical noise. The solid curve in
Fig. 6 shows that, for an ideal 0 K set of SF, the total electron
energy stabilizes for any cut-off value above 0.7 Å−1. It is
no longer true when data values are affected by temperature
agitation. In the 50 K case (dashed curve), SF correspond-
ing to sin θ/λ > 0.7 Å−1contribute to a significant deteriora-
tion of the reconstruction from an electron-energy perspective.
As shown in Fig. 6 (all dashed-curves), minimum energy is

reached when only reflections lower than 0.7 Å−1are included
in the set. Then, as one increases the Ewald sphere radius, the
total energy starts rising continuously. This confirms that the
additional high-order reflections, which are the most affected
by thermal motion, are not sufficiently well deconvoluted by
the one-centre Debye-Waller model and merely contribute to
perturbing the refinement process.

When symmetry enforcement alone is applied, an overall
betterment can already be observed under 0 K and 50 K sce-
narios. More remarkably, introducing an additional frozen-
core component not only further reduces the perturbation
instilled by high-order reflections but also dramatically im-
proves the reconstruction ability when only a small amount
of reflection data is available. Thus, both restrictions effec-
tively increase the stability of the model by filtering out most
of the perturbation brought by thermal motion and noise con-
tamination and by reducing the number of unnecessary free
parameters. In addition, the behaviour of the fully restricted
model in the reduced qmax domain suggests the possibility of
reconstructing the 1-RDM with a limited amount of low-angle
SF data, those that describe the most diffused electrons.

Let us insist that the Hartree-Fock-like energy computed
here is only meaningful as an indicator of the reconstruction
quality since it uses both position and momentum space elec-
tron densities. However, due to the intrinsic difficulty of pre-
dicting energy from 1-RDMs, the question of whether one
could accurately determine the total (or interaction) energy
from scattering experiments should be left for more careful
examination and discussion.

IV. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this work, an improved 1-RDM reconstruction method
has been tested on a system which is significantly larger than
those previously investigated [18, 19]. The crucial role played
by momentum space information, originating from Compton
scattering data, is confirmed. It is instrumental in the qual-
ity of the reconstruction, even when the weak anisotropy is
buried under statistical noise. The two main additions to the
model, symmetry restrictions and frozen-core contributions,
are evidenced to drastically stabilize the 1-RDM reconstruc-
tion process against statistical noise and temperature effects.
Meanwhile, with no additional constraints, it is shown that
the resulting energies, evaluated from the modelled 1-RDM,
closely satisfy the virial theorem. As a consequence, the ap-
proximated total energy and virial ratio were found to be valu-
able indicators to identify an optimal portion of the Ewald
sphere, which balances pertinent information and noise con-
tamination.

However, proper deconvolution of temperature-induced nu-
clear motion remains a challenging problem. In the current
approach, two main obstacles have been identified. Firstly,
our choice of limiting the flexibility of the temperature model
and the basis set to avoid bias in the assessment. Secondly, the
necessity of keeping the 1-RDM model linear. Both inevitably
led to strong discrepancies in atomic displacement parameters
but allowed for a reliable assessment of the model’s stability.
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Moreover, we have good reasons to believe that using a non-
linear version of the optimization, including two-centre tem-
perature factors and a better basis set, will drastically improve
the performance when real experimental data is considered.

The current method for 1-RDM reconstruction is essen-
tially a statistical inference procedure. Therefore, the qual-
ity of its outcome depends not only on the data distribution
but also on the prior distribution of the model. In the present
stage, a uniform prior was used, which means no prior knowl-
edge is assumed. In the future, one could consider a more
informed prior, for example, a Gaussian distribution centred
on a lower-level theory calculation. The use of additional pri-
ors will help the model’s performance, especially in the case

of poor data quality.
Finally, our results illustrate that 1-RDM reconstruction is

achievable for a system of moderate size from X-ray structure
factors and directional Compton profile measurements, even
when the momentum space information is drastically limited.
In the next step, such a method can be readily applied to actual
experimental data.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

A. Fitting score

Here, we list the unweighted fitting scores χ2 for different data sets and reconstructions. We note χ̃2
total the value of the

objective function in the optimization procedure and χ2
total the fitting score computed on the entire range of 0 K, noise-free

artificial-data.
Firstly, it can be observed that while the optimal objective function values for the 0 K and 50 K scenarios are similar, the χ2

SF
is substantially larger than the χ̃2

SF in the 50 K case, suggesting that the thermal motion is not perfectly accounted for by (13).
Secondly, in both the 0 K and 50 K cases, restrictions lead to an increase in the optimal fitting score χ̃2

total (for noised 0 K and 50
K data), but a decrease of the χ2

total (noise-free 0 K). Such an observation quantitatively confirms the assumption that restrictions
act as regularization, thereby improving reconstruction results.

Scenario χ̃2
SF χ̃2

DCP χ̃2
total χ2

SF χ2
DCP χ2

total

0 K 1% noise 2.683 2.084 4.766 1.798 0.871 2.669
0 K 1% noise sym. 3.090 2.272 5.362 1.336 0.734 2.070

0 K 1% noise sym. & core 3.190 2.271 5.362 1.234 0.741 1.975
50 K 1% noise 2.597 2.258 4.855 22.065 0.896 22.961

50 K 1% noise sym. 2.964 2.662 5.626 17.375 0.724 18.099
50 K 1% noise sym. & core 3.144 2.741 5.885 14.176 0.757 14.933

TABLE S1. χ̃2
SF =

∑
q(F̃ (q)− Tr(PFq))

2 for |q| < 0.7 and F̃ being the 1% noisy artificial-data. Similarly, χ̃2
DCP is the objective function

for noisy data. As a reminder, χ̃2
total = χ̃2

SF + χ̃2
DCP is the objective function being optimized, and the noised SF artificial-data is at respectively

0 K and 50 K for two different scenarios. χ2
total, χ

2
SF, χ

2
DCP refer to the fitting score with respect to the noise-free artificial-data using the entire

Ewald sphere up to 1.1 Å−1(always at 0 K).

B. Mean-field energies

We list the energies evaluated for different reconstructions. Note that the potential energies, hence the total energies, are
calculated with a Hartree-Fock Hamiltonian operator, which allows us to calculate an approximate energy with 1-RDMs. For
reference, the energies of the DFT 1-RDM with the pob-DZVP basis set are TDFT = 223.315, EDFT = −225.005. However,
one should keep in mind that these energies are evaluated with different methods and different basis functions, and are not meant
to be compared directly.

Scenario T VHF EHF Virial ratio
0 K 1% noise 224.554 -447.229 -222.675 0.99581

0 K 1% noise sym. 224.387 -447.546 -223.159 0.99726
0 K 1% noise sym. & core 224.909 -448.237 -223.327 0.99648

50 K 1% noise 223.844 -445.405 -221.561 0.99490
50 K 1% noise sym. 223.676 -446.073 -222.397 0.99714

50 K 1% noise sym. & core 224.884 -447.832 -222.949 0.99570

TABLE S2. The energies and Virial ratios evaluated for different reconstructed 1-RDMs. For potential energies VHF, a mean-field Hartree-Fock
energy operator is employed.
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