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1ELTE, Eötvös Loránd University, Institute of Chemistry,
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This work is concerned with two-spin-1/2-fermion relativistic quantum mechanics, and it is about
the construction of one-particle projectors using an inherently two(many)-particle, ‘explicitly cor-
related’ basis representation, necessary for good numerical convergence of the interaction energy.
It is demonstrated that a faithful representation of the one-particle operators, which appear in
intermediate but essential computational steps, can be constructed over a many-particle basis set
by accounting for the full Hilbert space beyond the physically relevant anti-symmetric subspace.
Applications of this development can be foreseen for the computation of quantum-electrodynamics
corrections for a correlated relativistic reference state and high-precision relativistic computations
of medium-to-high-Z helium-like systems, for which other two-particle projection techniques are
unreliable.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Recent developments of precision spectroscopy experimental techniques [1–9] have triggered in-
terest in the computation of the relativistic energy by direct solution of the Dirac equation instead
of computing increasingly high orders and increasingly complicated perturbation theory corrections
to the non-relativistic energy [10–19]. High-precision computation of the Dirac relativistic energy
automatically carries high (all) orders of relativistic corrections. In particular, basis set methods
[20] as well as finite-element techniques [21] were recently developed to compute high-precision
eigenstates of the one-electron Dirac equation for H+

2 -like two-center systems to catch up with
the increasing experimental accuracy. Precision spectroscopy and precision physics experiments
are becoming available also for poly-electronic systems [2, 3, 6], the ongoing (two-electron) triplet
helium puzzle is an illustrative example [3, 6, 18].
Regarding the theoretical framework for two-electron and two-spin-1/2 fermion systems, we have

recently elaborated [22–24] the Bethe–Salpeter equation [25] and its equal-time variant pioneered
by Salpeter [26] and Sucher [27] (see also Araki [28]). The no-pair approximation to the equal-time
Bethe–Salpeter(–Sucher) equation results in the no-pair Dirac–Coulomb(–Breit), in short, DC(B)
Hamiltonian. A high-precision solution of the no-pair DC(B) equation can be achieved by using
explicitly correlated basis functions [29–39], similarly to the non-relativistic Schrödinger case [40–
45]. To construct the no-pair Hamiltonian, not only the Hamiltonian matrix elements but also the
projector states must be constructed during the computations. It turns out that the computation
of the (positive-energy) projectors is non-trivial in an explicitly correlated framework. Although
the projector states are based on one-electron properties and do not contain any information about
the electron-electron interaction, if we used an orbital-based projector, the accuracy of the orbital
representation would limit the precision of the solution of the interacting eigenvalue problem. For
this reason, Li, Shao, and Liu proposed [46] to use a large, auxiliary one-electron basis set for
the projector representation. Bylicki, Pestka, and Karwowski developed an inherently two-electron
projector over an explicitly correlated basis set by relying on specific properties of the complex-
coordinate rotated (CCR) two-electron Dirac Hamiltonian [29]. The choice of the projector has
been the subject of recent research [47] considering also old arguments from Mittleman [48].
In our recent explicitly relativistic computations, we used the CCR projector and a simple energy-

cutting scheme. Although both approaches worked well and allowed us to converge the no-pair
Dirac–Coulomb(–Breit) energy to more than 8 significant digits [34, 35, 37, 38], none of them was
without problems, especially beyond the lowest Z values. Furthermore, the computation of the
quantum electrodynamics corrections to the correlated relativistic energy, which is ongoing work
in our research group [22–24], requires a systematic computational approach to the construction
of the different non-interacting, two-electron subspaces (++, +−, −+, or −−, Fig. 1), which
motivated the development of an inherently one-particle scheme while working with non-separable
two-particle basis functions.

II. AN EXPLICITLY CORRELATED NO-PAIR DIRAC–COULOMB(–BREIT)
COMPUTATIONAL APPROACH IN A NUTSHELL

The Dirac Hamiltonian for a spin-1/2 particle with mass ma is

h̃[4]
a = c(α[4] · pa) + β[4]mac

2 + UaI
[4] , h[4]

a = h̃[4]
a − I [4]mac

2 , (1)

where a = 1, 2 is the index of the particle and we have also defined the operator shifted with
mac

2 to match the non-relativistic energy scale. The α[4] and β[4] Dirac matrices have their usual
definition,

α[4] =

(
0[2] σ[2]

σ[2] 0[2]

)
, β[4] =

(
I [2] 0[2]

0[2] −I [2]

)
(2)

with the σ[2] = (σ
[2]
x , σ

[2]
y , σ

[2]
z ) Pauli matrices and the I [n] n-dimensional unit matrix. c is the

speed of light, which is the inverse of the fine-structure constant in atomic units, c = 1/α. pa

labels the momentum operator, and Ua carries the interaction potential energy due to an external
electromagnetic field, e.g., the Coulomb interaction energy of the electrons with the clamped atomic
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Figure 1. Visual representation of the one-particle +, −, and the two-particle ++, +−, −+, and −−
subspaces of the one- and two-particle Dirac Hamiltonians.

nuclei,

Ua = −
∑
A

ZA

|ra −RA|
, (3)

where ra is the position of the particle (electron) a, ZA and RA are the charge number and position
of the nucleus A.

By solving the Dirac equation,

h[4]
a

∣∣∣φ(4)
ia

〉
= eia

∣∣∣φ(4)
ia

〉
, (4)

the eia single-particle energies can be separated into two branches according to the lowest-energy
bound-state solution and the large (∼ 2mac

2) gap in the energy spectrum. The states in the
higher(lower)-energy branch constitute the so-called positive(negative)-energy space,

L
[4]
a+ =

∑
i

∣∣∣φ+(4)
ia

〉〈
φ
+(4)
ia

∣∣∣ , L
[4]
a− =

∑
i

∣∣∣φ−(4)
ia

〉〈
φ
−(4)
ia

∣∣∣ , (5)

where
∣∣φ+

ia

〉
(
∣∣φ−

ia

〉
) has a corresponding e+ia (e−ia) single-particle energy from the upper (lower)

branch, and the i index runs over both the continuous and discrete part of the spectra.

For two spin-1/2 particles (electrons), the no-pair approximation to the equal-time Bethe–
Salpeter equation [22–24, 27] provides a linear eigenvalue equation with the Hamiltonian,

H [16] = L
[16]
++

(
h
[4]
1 ⊠ I [4] + I [4] ⊠ h

[4]
2 + V I [16] + bJ [4] ⊗B[4]

)
L
[16]
++ , (6)

where ⊗ is the usual direct product, and ⊠ is a block-wise direct product which allows us to
retain some of the quantities from the one-particle theory [49, 50], Eqs. (1)–(2). In particular,

L
[16]
++ = L

[4]
1+ ⊠ L

[4]
2+ projects onto the positive-energy space of both particles. The V Coulomb

interaction energy including the r12 distance of the electrons,

V =
1

r12
(7)

appears along the diagonal of H [16], whereas the Breit interaction is in the anti-diagonal blocks
[36, 37], according to

J [4] =

 0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0
0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0

 , B[4] = −1

2

3∑
i=1

3∑
j=1

[
δij
r12

+
1

2
{∇1i∇2jr12}

]
σ
[4]
1i σ

[4]
2j (8)
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with σ
[4]
1 = σ[2] ⊠ I [2] and σ

[4]
2 = I [2] ⊠ σ[2].

In Eq. (6), b is introduced for a compact definition of the Dirac–Coulomb (DC) (b = 0) and
Dirac–Coulomb–Breit (DCB) (b = 1) Hamiltonians.

The block-wise form of H [16] is

H[16] = L
[16]
++


(V + U) I[4] cσ

[4]
2 p2 cσ

[4]
1 p1 bB[4]

cσ
[4]
2 p2

(
V + U − 2m2c2

)
I[4] bB[4] cσ

[4]
1 p1

cσ
[4]
1 p1 bB[4]

(
V + U − 2m1c2

)
I[4] cσ

[4]
2 p2

bB[4] cσ
[4]
1 p1 cσ

[4]
2 p2

(
V + U − 2m12c2

)
I[4]

L
[16]
++ , (9)

where m12 = m1 +m2, U = U1 + U2. We also note that an energy shift is also introduced in the
single-particle part of the diagonal elements for straightforward comparison with the non-relativistic
energy scale (Fig. 1).

The no-pair energy, E, and wave function, Ψ(16), are determined by the eigenvalue equation,

H [16]
∣∣∣Ψ(16)

i

〉
= Ei

∣∣∣Ψ(16)
i

〉
. (10)

For the numerical solution of this eigenvalue equation, Ψ(16) is expanded over a sixteen-
dimensional spinor basis set [34–38],

∣∣∣Ψ(16)
i

〉
=

Nb∑
n=1

16∑
q=1

cnq,iP
ζ[16]
G A[16]X [16]|Φ(16)

nq ⟩ , (11)

where cnq,i is the linear expansion coefficient, A[16] is the anti-symmetrization operator for the two

electrons [35], and P
ζ[16]
G is a projector corresponding to the ζ irreducible representation (irrep) of

the G point group [38, 51].

Furthermore, we implement the basis representation of H [16] using the X [16] kinetic balance
matrix [35–37, 52, 53],

X [16] =


1[4] 0[4] 0[4] 0[4]

0[4]
σ

[4]
2 p2

2m2c
0[4] 0[4]

0[4] 0[4]
σ

[4]
1 p1

2m1c
0[4]

0[4] 0[4] 0[4]
(σ

[4]
1 p1)(σ

[4]
2 p2)

4m1m2c2

 . (12)

X [16] automatically ensures necessary spatial symmetry relations, and it is understood as part of
the basis set definition.

In our explicitly correlated computations, we have implemented X [16] as a transformation of
the Hamiltonian, X†[16]H [16]X [16] [35, 36], as well as the identity operator, which gives rise to the
X†[16]X [16] metric. The detailed expressions can be found in Refs. 35 and 36.

A |Φ(16)
nq ⟩ sixteen-component basis function can be defined as

|Φ(16)
nq ⟩ = I(16)q |Θn⟩ (13)

with (I
(16)
q )p = δpq (in the elementary spinor representation). Θn(r) is a floating explicitly corre-

lated Gaussian (fECG) function [40, 42, 54, 55],

Θn(r) = exp
[
− (r − sn)

T
An (r − sn)

]
, (14)

where the An = An ⊗ I [3] positive-definite exponent matrix with An ∈ R2×2 and the sn ∈ R3×2

‘shift’ vector are optimized variationally by minimization of the non-relativistic energy. In this
work, numerical results are reported within the singlet basis sector (in the LS coupling scheme
for atoms), which dominates the no-pair energy of low-Z systems. Triplet basis functions can be
added according to Ref. 38, and their leading-order contribution to the no-pair energy is at α4Eh

order in excellent numerical agreement with non-relativistic QED.
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III. POSITIVE-ENERGY PROJECTORS

In order to construct the matrix representation of H [16], Eq. (6), we must be able to deal with

the L
[16]
++ projection ‘operator’. A formal definition of the two-electron projector can be written as

L
[16]
++ = L

[4]
1+ ⊠ L

[4]
2+ with L

[4]
a+ =

h̃
[4]
a + |h̃[4]

a |
2|h̃[4]

a |
, (15)

where the absolute value of the Hamiltonian is understood as |h̃[4]
a | =∑i |ẽia||φ

(4)
ia ⟩⟨φ(4)

ia | (note h̃a

from Eq. (1)).

In orbital-based approaches, the construction of the one-particle projectors is straightforward
[51, 56, 57]. So, it may first sound like a practical idea to apply an orbital-based approach only for
the construction of the positive-energy projector (‘non-interacting space corresponding to positive
energies’) and use it in the full computation (also including the electron-electron interaction) with
an explicitly correlated basis set [35, 58, 59]. In this case, the most demanding part of the com-
putation is the evaluation of the overlap matrix of the explicitly correlated basis set and a large,
auxiliary orbital-based (determinant) basis. (An auxiliary basis set was first proposed by Liu [58]
to allow for using a larger basis set for the projector.) Unfortunately, a closer look at this problem,
as well as our numerical experience, shows that even with a large auxiliary basis set, the precision
of the no-pair energy is limited by the size of the auxiliary orbital basis, and any benefit from using
an explicitly correlated basis set is lost.

In essence, a faithful projector (matrix) representation within the subspace spanned by our ex-
plicitly correlated basis set is extremely important. So, we must be able to construct the projectors
beyond an orbital representation, i.e., over inherently ‘two-particle’ basis states.

Computational strategies for the construction of the (positive-energy) projector over an explicitly
correlated basis space have been developed in the past (including our work), but none of them is
without problems. In what follows, we provide a short overview of each technique and explain the
known deficiencies.

A. Energy cutting projection technique

The energy-cutting technique starts with the computation of the eigenstates of the two-electron,
non-interacting, bare (unprojected) Hamiltonian over the explicitly correlated basis set,

H
[16]
0 = h

[4]
1 ⊠ I [4] + I [4] ⊠ h

[4]
2 . (16)

Then, the non-interacting energy levels are arranged in increasing energetic order, and only those
states are retained in further computations for which the energy is larger than a certain energy
threshold (Eth). This threshold energy is a (tight) lower bound to the non-interacting ground-state
energy. This computational technique was conceived [34–36] as a quick, preparatory check before
the more involved complex-coordinate rotation (CCR) (vide infra) projection [29] is carried out.
The no-pair Hamiltonian (matrix) constructed with this projector is hermitian, but the cutting
projector contains contaminant BR (+− and −+) states with energy larger than the Eth threshold,
and for this reason, it is not a rigorous projection technique.

For the compact, variationally optimized ECG basis sets used throughout our work [22, 34–36, 39,
60], the simple cutting technique was found to work surprisingly well. For the extensively studied
low-Z systems, the no-pair (cutting) energies are in excellent agreement with the more rigorous
no-pair (CCR) energies, and the α fine-structure-constant dependence of the no-pair energy is in
excellent numerical agreement with the relevant non-relativistic QED (nrQED) values, currently
in use as golden standard theory reference for precision spectroscopy [61–66].

Even more, we have conjectured that the simple ‘cutting projector’ provided numerical results
superior to the CCR projector (vide infra) for medium-Z systems. At the same time, we were
aware of the fundamental limitations of the cutting projection technique and have considered the
CCR projector in principle better, but less useful in practical (ECG) computations.
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B. Complex-coordinate rotation and energy punching projection techniques

The complex coordinate rotation (CCR) technique is based on the different behaviour of the
positive- and negative-energy branches of the one-electron Hamiltonian upon the r → reiϑ complex
scaling, i.e., complex-coordinate rotation, of the particle’s coordinates for atoms [29, 35] and also
molecules [35]

ra → rae
iϑ : h[4]

a → h̄[4]
a (ϑ) = c(α[4] · pa)e

−iϑ + (β[4] − I [4])mac
2 + Ūa(ϑ)I

[4] , (17)

Ūa(ϑ) = −
∑
A

ZA

|raeiϑ −RA|
. (18)

The eigenvalues corresponding to the h ≈ c(α[4] ·p)e−iϑ+(β[4]−I [4])mc2 approximation, i.e., large
momentum limit with negligible contribution from the external potential, are [67]

lim
|e|→∞

ē(e, ϑ) =

{
+
√
e−2iϑe2 +m2c4 −mc2 ≈ +e−iϑe− 1

2m
2c4 for e ≫ 0 ,

−
√
e−2iϑe2 +m2c4 −mc2 ≈ −e−iϑe− 3

2m
2c4 for e ≪ 0 ,

(19)

which shows the qualitatively different ‘rotation’ of the positive- and negative-energy branches
(about different ‘centers’, Fig. 3) in the complex plane upon changing ϑ.
This behaviour was first exploited by Bylicki, Pestka, and Karwowski [29] to separate the positive-

energy (L++) eigenfunctions of the the two-electron, non-interacting Hamiltonian,

H
[16]
0 (ϑ) = h

[4]
1 (ϑ)⊠ I [4] + I [4] ⊠ h

[4]
2 (ϑ) , (20)

represented over an explicitly correlated basis set. Due to the qualitatively different ϑ trajectories
of the eigenvalues from the + and − branches, Eq. (19), the ++, the Brown–Ravenhall (BR: +−,
−+), and the −− subspaces can be distinguished even in a non-separable (explicitly correlated)
basis set.
In principle, the identification of the ++ states can be performed for any ϑ rotation angle, which

is sufficiently large for a clear distinction of the different branches. Then, for the selected ϑ angle,
the (CCR transformed) no-pair Hamiltonian matrix can be constructed and its eigenvalues are the
no-pair energies. The no-pair energies of the bound states (including the physically relevant ground
state) are real (within basis convergence), but the no-pair-CCR-Hamiltonian is non-hermitian, so
the variational upper-bound property of the energy is lost and one has to work with the left- and
right-handed no-pair-CCR eigenfunctions in further (e.g., perturbation theory) computations.
a. A punching projector? In principle, it should be possible to eliminate the non-hermitian

feature of the no-pair (CCR) Hamiltonian, by tracking the ++ (BR and −−) branches back to the
ϑ → 0 limit. It is important to note that since we are interested in the computation of bound states,
any small ϑ value may be appropriate for which the different branches can be clearly (numerically)
separated. ‘Back-rotating’ the CCR branches (ϑ → 0) to the real axis would allow us to identify the
BR states that contaminate our energy cutting list (above the Eth threshold energy and retained
for positive-energy computations with the cutting projector). In principle, this technique, named
‘punching projection’ [35] (we punch a ‘hole’ in the cutting energy list where the contaminating
BR state is identified), would combine the rigour of the CCR projector and the hermiticity of the
cutting projector.
Unfortunately, for medium-Z nuclear charge numbers, we noticed ambiguities in separating the

different branches of the H
[16]
0 (ϑ) Hamiltonian (Z = 18 subfigure in Fig. 3).

These ambiguities are absent for the proposed h1h2 projection approach, by construction.

IV. CONSECUTIVE PROJECTION TO THE ONE-PARTICLE SPACES

To rigorously eliminate the positive-energy BR space while using the Hilbert space spanned by
the explicitly correlated basis functions, we propose a two-step projection scheme for a two-spin-1/2
fermion system. In the first step, we identify the positive-energy subspace of the h1 Hamiltonian
(‘1+’) within the Hilbert space spanned by the basis functions, and then, within this 1+ subspace,
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we select the positive-energy subspace of h2, which defines the ‘1+2+=++’ subspace. Alternatively,
we could start with h2, and then, continue with h1, resulting in the same ++ subspace (vide infra).

But how to construct the matrix representation of h1 and h2 over a non-separable basis space?!
Aren’t they the same matrices, half of the matrix representation of the non-interacting two-particle
Hamiltonian, (h1 + h2)/2? Well, to have a faithful representation of a one-particle quantity over
a two-particle space, we must use the entire Hilbert space, beyond its (physically relevant) anti-
symmetric subspace. So, we construct the h1 and h2 matrices over two-particle basis functions,
and both the anti-symmetrized and the symmetrized two-particle functions must be included.
(Alternatively, we could simply work with a non-symmetrized spinor-spatial basis set.)

We define the permutational antisymmetrization and symmetrization operators as

A =
1

2
(1− P12) and S =

1

2
(1 + P12) , (21)

which are idempotent, AA = A and SS = S, and thus,[
Ah

[16]
1 A Ah

[16]
1 S

Sh[16]
1 A Sh[16]

1 S

]
=

1

2

[
A(h

[16]
1 + h

[16]
2 )A A(h

[16]
1 − h

[16]
2 )S

S(h[16]
1 − h

[16]
2 A S(h[16]

1 + h
[16]
2 )S

]
, (22)

[
Ah

[16]
2 A Ah

[16]
2 S

Sh[16]
2 A Sh[16]

2 S

]
=

1

2

[
A(h

[16]
1 + h

[16]
2 )A A(h

[16]
2 − h

[16]
1 )S

S(h[16]
2 − h

[16]
1 )A S(h[16]

1 + h
[16]
2 )S

]
, (23)

and [
A(h

[16]
1 + h

[16]
2 )A A(h

[16]
1 + h

[16]
2 )S

S(h[16]
1 + h

[16]
2 )A S(h[16]

1 + h
[16]
2 )S

]
=

[
A(h

[16]
1 + h

[16]
2 )A 0[16]

0[16] S(h[16]
1 + h

[16]
2 )S

]
. (24)

The result of this simple calculation is, of course, textbook material, e.g., [68, 69].

Then, if we use the short notation for spinor basis functions in the permutationally anti-
symmetric and symmetric subspaces by ak and sj (k = 1, . . . , NA and j = 1, . . . , NS), we can
build and diagonalize the h1 and h2 Hamiltonians as

h1 =

(
⟨ak|h[16]

1 |ai⟩ ⟨ak|h[16]
1 |sj⟩

⟨sl|h[16]
1 |ai⟩ ⟨sl|h[16]

1 |sj⟩

)
=

NA+NS∑
n=1

λ(1)
n |χ(1)

n ⟩⟨χ(1)
n | , (25)

and

h2 =

(
⟨ak|h[16]

2 |ai⟩ ⟨ak|h[16]
2 |sj⟩

⟨sl|h[16]
2 |ai⟩ ⟨sl|h[16]

2 |sj⟩

)
=

NA+NS∑
n=1

λ(2)
n |χ(2)

n ⟩⟨χ(2)
n | . (26)

λ
(1)
n , χ

(1)
n and λ

(2)
n , χ

(2)
n (n = 1, . . . , NA +NS) are distinct sets of eigenpairs. For the special basis

parameterization of the ECGs with s = 0, Eq. (14), λ
(1)
n = λ

(2)
n and the corresponding χ

(1)
n and

χ
(2)
n eigenfunctions are related, they differ only in their relative phase over the anti-symmetric and

symmetric subspaces.

To build the matrix representation of h1 (h2) over the explicitly correlated basis set, we consider

the h
[16]
1 (and h

[16]
2 ) operator in which the identity over the second particle spinor space is explicitly

written as

h
[16]
1 = h

[4]
1 ⊠ I [4] =


U11

[4] 0[4] cσ
[4]
1 p1 0[4]

0[4] U11
[4] 0[4] cσ

[4]
1 p1

cσ
[4]
1 p1 0[4] (U1 − 2m1c

2)1[4] 0[4]

0[4] cσ
[4]
1 p1 0[4] (U1 − 2m1c

2)1[4]

 , (27)
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has
1

A

S

A S

diag.

Las
1− Las

1+

has
1 eigenvectors:

has
2

Las
1+has

2 Las
1+

diag.

Las
2−

1+ Las
2+

1+ La
++ := La

1+La
2+

1+

1
4dimA *

A

Figure 2. Main steps of the construction of the L++ positive-energy projector by consecutive diagonaliza-
tion of the one-particle Hamiltonians over the explicitly correlated basis set. In the final step labelled with
∗, the selected basis states are expressed as a linear combination of the anti-symmetrized elementary ECG
spinor basis f, Eq. (11).

and similarly

h
[16]
2 = I [4] ⊠ h

[4]
2 =


U21

[4] cσ
[4]
2 p2 0[4] 0[4]

cσ
[4]
2 p2 (U2 − 2m2c

2)1[4] 0[4] 0[4]

0[4] 0[4] U21
[4] cσ

[4]
2 p2

0[4] 0[4] cσ
[4]
2 p2 (U2 − 2m2c

2)1[4]

 . (28)

The matrix representations of the one-electron Hamiltonians are constructed, similarly to the two-
electron Hamiltonian, using the two-particle kinetic balance, Eq. (12), implemented as a transfor-
mation or metric. Then, the X-transformed one-electron Hamiltonians are

X†h
[16]
1 X

=


U11

[4] 0[4]
p2
1

2m1
1[4] 0[4]

0[4]
U1p

2
2

4m2
2c

2 1
[4] 0[4]

p2
1p

2
2

8m1m2
2c

2 1
[4]

p2
1

2m1
1[4] 0[4]

(σ
[4]
1 p1)U11

[4](σ
[4]
1 p1)

4m2
1c

2 − p2
1

2m1
1[4] 0[4]

0[4]
p2
1p

2
2

8m1m2
2c

2 1
[4] 0[4]

(σ
[4]
1 p1)U11

[4](σ
[4]
1 p1)p

2
2

16m2
1m

2
2c

4 − m1p
2
1p

2
2

8m2
1m

2
2c

2 1
[4]


(29)

and

X†h
[16]
2 X

=


U21

[4] p2
2

2m2
1[4] 0[4] 0[4]

p2
2

2m2
1[4]

(σ
[4]
2 p2)U21

[4](σ
[4]
2 p2)

4m2
2c

2 − p2
2

2m2
0[4] 0[4]

0[4] 0[4]
p2
1U21

[4]

4m2
1c

2

p2
1p

2
2

8m2
1m2c2

1[4]

0[4] 0[4]
p2
1p

2
2

8m2
1m2c2

1[4]
p2
1(σ

[4]
2 p2)U21

[4](σ
[4]
2 p2)

16m2
1m

2
2c

4 − m2p
2
1p

2
2

8m2
1m

2
2c

2 1
[4]

 . (30)

Finally, we can check that the h
[16]
1 +h

[16]
2 sum gives the non-interacting two-particle Hamiltonian

H
[16]
12 (H [16] with V = 0 and B[4] = 0), and the same identity also applies to the transformed
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Figure 3. Non-interacting energies computed with the CCR (◦, ◦, ◦) and the h1h2 (•, •, •) projection
techniques. The CCR energies (of non-bound states) are rotated in the complex plane corresponding to
the ϑ = 10−7 CCR angle. Twice the one-electron Dirac energy of the physical ground-state, 2Egs(1e

−) is
also shown, and a lower bound to this value is used as the threshold energy in the cutting projector.

Hamiltonians,

X†h
[16]
1 X +X†h

[16]
2 X = X†H

[16]
0 X . (31)

Ref. 35 reports the two-electron expression, X†H
[16]
0 X, in detail.

This consecutive projection technique, which we call henceforth the ‘h1h2 projection’ for short,
has been implemented in the in-house developed QUANTEN computer program according to the
algorithmic steps shown in Fig. 2. The procedure is formally and numerically invariant to the
exchange of h1 and h2. In particular, identical no-pair energies are obtained if we first diagonalize
h1, and then, h2 or vice versa. We note that a similar construction of the −− subspace (retaining
the negative-energy part in both one-electron steps) is also invariant to the actual ordering of
the h1 and h2 diagonalization steps. At the same time, if we adopted the same procedure for
the construction of the +− space, the result would depend on the h1 and h2 order, likewise the
construction of the −+ space (alone), but if we unify the +− and −+, then the resulting BR
(+− and −+) subspace is invariant to the order of the h1 and h2 diagonalization steps. So, we
plan to further develop the present procedure to avoid a prescribed ordering and to construct the
intersection of the relevant h1σ1

and h2σ2
subspaces (σ1, σ2 = + or −) over the two-particle basis

space. The procedure to compute the intersection of two vector spaces is often referred to as the
‘Zassenhaus algorithm’.
We also note that beyond two electrons, one has to consider the corresponding (larger) permuta-

tion group (of the identical particles) and include all irreducible representations (irreps), or simply
work with asymmetric basis states, and then, project to the Pauli-allowed irrep (if needed) in the
final step.
Furthermore, the procedure (Fig. 2) can be straightforwardly adapted to two-spin-1/2 pre-Born–

Oppenheimer, no-pair Dirac–Coulomb(–Breit) computations [39], as a fundamentally rigorous re-
placement to the simple cutting projector.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

A. Characteristics of the projection techniques in action

Figure 3 highlights features of the CCR, the cutting, and the h1h2 projection techniques for the
examples of He (Z = 2) and Ar16+ (Z = 18).
The CCR projector exploits the different ‘rotation’ of the complex-scaled energies of the different

branches in the complex plane with respect to the ϑ CCR angle, Eqs. (17)–(19). The linear energy
dependence of the complex energy in the large momentum limit, Eq. (19), is also shown for the ++
and −− branches. An automated assignment of the non-interacting two-particle states to the ++
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Table I. No-pair Dirac–Coulomb energies, in Eh, computed with the newly developed h1h2 projector for
the example of atomic and molecular ground states (with clamped nuclei). All converged digits and an
additional 1-2 digits are shown. Deviation of the energies from cutting projector results (using the same
basis set),∗ δE = Ecutting − Eh1h2 , in Eh, is also shown. All deviations are smaller than the estimated
basis convergence error of the energy.

Eh1h2
δE

He –2.903 856 631 6 5 · 10−12

Li+ –7.280 698 894 5 9 · 10−12

Be2+ –13.658 257 602 3 –6 · 10−11

Ar16+ –314.246 104 2 –3 · 10−8

H2 –1.174 489 753 7 –6 · 10−12

H+
3 –1.343 850 526 1 2 · 10−12

HeH+ –2.978 834 635 4 3 · 10−14

∗: The ECG basis set, taken from Refs. 35, 37, includes 700 (He), 400 (Li+), 300 (Be2+), 800
(Ar16+), 800 (H2), 400 (H+

3 ), 1200 (HeH+) functions. The threshold energy in the cutting
projector was the (analytically calculable) non-interacting energy for the atomic systems. For the
molecular systems (no analytic value is known), and Eth was within a 1 Eh lower bound to the
numerically computed non-interacting energy, and its variation within this lower-bound window
did not affect the no-pair energies shown in the table (Fig. 4).

(−−) branch is performed based on the distance of their energy from this ++ (−−) limiting linear
function. It can be observed in the figure that the Z = 2 states can be sorted into the different
branches without problems, but ambiguities arise already for Z = 18 (shown as an example of
the problematic behaviour). By experimenting with the possible assignments of the states in the
grey-shaded area, substantial variations in the no-pair energy can be observed (especially for even
larger Z values). In the infinite basis limit, these ambiguities are expected to disappear, and we
also note that Bylicki, Pestka, and Karwowski had a clearer separation of the branches in their
Hyleraas CI procedure [29]. With our compact ECG basis set, the no-pair DC(B) energies appear
to converge to a well-defined value, and their α fine-structure constant dependence is consistent
with nrQED values to high precision [35, 37, 38], if the positive-energy projector can be assigned
unambiguously.
The ambiguities experienced with the CCR projector (and ECGs, Fig. 3) are absent for the newly

proposed h1h2 projector. The h1h2 non-interacting, two-electron energies are plotted in Fig. 3 along
the x axis. The non-interacting states are automatically assigned to the ++, BR=(+−,−+) and
−− branches by construction (labelled in colour Fig. 2), and they are obtained in independent
computations.
The colour coding of the energies along the x (real) axis, available from the h1h2 scheme, makes

the fundamental deficiency of the cutting projector apparent. The cutting projector includes all
non-interacting states for which the energy is larger than the predefined Eth threshold. In the
figure, we observe grey dots among the many red dots along the x axis, which correspond to the
positive-energy BR states contaminating the ++ space of the cutting projector.
It is interesting to add that the back-rotated (ϑ → 0) CCR non-interacting energies (proposed

for a punching(CCR) projector, if it can be unambiguously defined) are not identical with the
h1h2 energies, but they typically agreed to 5-6 digits in our computations. We can understand this
small deviation originating from the different manipulations over a correlated basis set, and the
deviations are expected to disappear in the infinite basis limit.

B. Numerical application of the h1h2 projector: computation of the no-pair energy

As a first application of the h1h2 projector, we computed the no-pair Dirac–Coulomb energy for
a range of atomic and molecular systems. In Table I, the h1h2 no-pair DC energies are compared
with the no-pair energies of former cutting projector results [35, 37]. The deviation of the (funda-
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Figure 4. Projected Dirac–Coulomb energy of the helium-atom ground state computed with the cutting
projector as a function of the Eth threshold energy used to define the projector (a). The fraction of the
retained basis states in the projector with respect to the total (++, +−,−+, −−) spinor space is shown
in subfigure (b). The number of ECG functions is N = 700 (Table I) and Eh1h2 = –2.903 856 632 Eh.

mentally correct) h1h2 and the (practical) cutting projector is very small, smaller than the basis
set convergence error of the energy.
We also note that we obtain higher (so, in a variational sense, worse) energies if we use the

punching(CCR) projector constructed by following back the assigned CCR branches to the real
axis (ϑ → 0). Alternatively, we can delete states from the cutting projector space based on the h1h2

positive-energy list (by simple energy comparison), named punching(h1h2) projector. The no-pair
energies obtained either with the punching(CCR) or the punching(h1h2) projectors are typically
2-3 orders of magnitude less accurate (in a variational sense) than the h1h2 no-pair energies (in
excellent agreement with the cutting projector results, Table I). We can attribute this difference
to a slower convergence rate of the no-pair (punching) energy for finite basis sizes.

C. Why is the energy-cutting projector so good and when does it fail?

For small to medium Z values, the simple energy-cutting projector was found to perform ex-
tremely well in practical computations, although it suffers from (positive-energy) BR contamina-
tion, which would certainly manifest itself in the infinite basis limit.
To better understand this numerical behaviour, we varied the Eth threshold energy for the

example of the helium atom ground state. Figure 4 shows the deviation of the no-pair Dirac–
Coulomb energy as a function of the Eth threshold energy, which is used in the definition of the
cutting projector. There is a surprisingly long ‘plateau’ at the beginning of the cutting energy
curve (Fig 4a), where its deviation from the h1h2 no-pair energy is negligible (smaller than the
basis set convergence error). Along this plateau, there is only a small increase in the number of
contaminating states (Fig 4b).
Then, at around −2mc2 (the ‘mid-point’ of the BR energy range, also note the −mc2 shift for

both particles in Eq. (9)), we observe a sudden jump, almost all the positive energy and BR states
become part of the cutting projector (ca. 75 % in Fig. 4b), and the cutting energy jumps to
the range very close to the ‘eigenvalue’ of the bare (unprojected) interacting Hamiltonian. Then,
by further lowering the Eth value, the entire space becomes part of the ‘projector’ (no projec-
tion happens) and we reach the eigenvalue of the unprojected Hamiltonian (at least a numerical
approximation to its real part [30]). We note that the unprojected interacting Hamiltonian is
considered to be problematic [30–32], and it is only the positive-energy projected (no-pair) DC(B)
Hamiltonian which has been derived from relativistic QED [22, 23, 27, 70–72].
So, Figure 4 highlights the robustness of the no-pair energy computed with the cutting projector

with respect to small variations of the threshold energy near its physically motivated value, at least
for the example of the ground state of the helium atom and an extensively optimized, compact
ECG basis set.
It is also interesting to note in Fig. 4 that the projected relativistic energy increases by including
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Ecutting Eh1h2

E
[E

h
]

0

−1

−2

−3

−4

Egs

Figure 5. Illustration of the qualitative failure of the cutting projector and the robustness of the newly
developed h1h2 projector for the ultra-relativistic α = 1/2.5 fine-structure constant value (instead of the
CODATA18 α0 = 1/137.035999084). The energy levels correspond to the Dirac–Coulomb Hamiltonian
and the helium atom, the physical ground state is labelled with Egs. The threshold energy of the cutting
projector was Eth = −5.1.

larger portions of the two-particle space in the ‘extended projector’. To better understand this
behaviour, it is necessary to observe that if not the no-pair projector but the artificially extended
projector (Fig. 4) is used, then the physical state is obtained as (a highly) excited state in the
energy list, and the energy of most BR states is by −2mc2Eh less than the energy of the no-pair
ground state. Then, by second-order perturbation theory, we can estimate the energy contribution
to the no-pair ground state due to the low-energy BR states as

E[2] =

E0>Ek>Eth∑
k

∣∣〈Ψ0

∣∣V [16]
∣∣Ψk

〉∣∣2
E0 − Ek

, (32)

where both the nominator and the denominator are positive, hence the negative-energy BR states
increase the energy (higher-order perturbative corrections are negligible due to the large energy
difference).

All in all, Fig. 4 highlighted the remarkable stability of the no-pair energy with respect to the
choice of the threshold energy used to define the cutting projector. Nevertheless, the cutting
projector has a fundamental deficiency. If we increased the basis size approaching the infinite basis
limit, Brown–Ravenhall continuum states would accumulate above the Eth threshold energy and
the lowest-energy ‘no-pair’ state would be obtained an excited state (in the continuum starting at
Eth). We have not yet detected such an example during the extensive study of low-Z systems (with
a compact ECG basis) and α values near the CODATA18 α0 = 1/137.035999084 recommended
value. So, we designed a stress test for the cutting projector to numerically observe this failure.

Figure 5 shows an example computation for the helium atom (using N = 100 ECG functions)
corresponding to α = 1/2.5, which models an ultra-relativistic situation. In this case, we obtained
an incorrect state (from the discrete representation of the BR continuum) as the lowest-energy state
of the no-pair (cutting) Dirac–Coulomb computation. We can observe in Fig. 5 that the physical
ground-state energy also appears in the energy list, but it is the first excited state. Regarding
the higher-energy states, there is (mostly) good agreement between the h1h2 and the cutting
energy spectrum, but the cutting energy list contains a few additional (spurious) states, which are
attributed to the unphysical BR pollution of the cutting projector space.

Finally, as a technical side remark, our current h1h2 implementation is numerically more sensitive
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than the cutting projection approach, and all computations in Table I required quadruple precision
arithmetic, while double precision was sufficient for the cutting projector computations.

VI. SUMMARY, OUTLOOK AND CONCLUSIONS

A consecutive one-particle projection scheme has been proposed for explicitly correlated relativis-
tic computations. All computational steps are carried out over the explicitly correlated, two-particle
basis space with the intermediate matrix representation of inherently one-particle operators (e.g.,
h1) constructed over the entire (permutationally antisymmetric and symmetric) Hilbert space. As a
first application of the one-particle projection scheme, the no-pair relativistic energy of two-electron
atomic and molecular systems was computed (within the Born–Oppenheimer approximation), and
it was found to be in excellent numerical agreement with the simple energy-cutting projector re-
sults within the estimated basis convergence error. The α fine-structure constant dependence of
the cutting-projector no-pair energies was formerly demonstrated [35, 37–39] to be in excellent
numerical agreement with the relevant, high-precision non-relativistic QED values, used as the
current theory benchmark for precision spectroscopy.
The one-particle projection scheme is expected to perform similarly well for medium-to-high-

Z systems, and also in the infinite basis set limit, for which the simple energy cutting fails (for
fundamental reasons) and the complex coordinate rotation projector was found to be inefficient.
Furthermore, the one-particle projection scheme can be extended to construct not only the

positive-energy (++), but also the negative-energy (−−) as well as +− and −+ subspaces (sepa-
rately), which is a prerequisite for the evaluation of quantum electrodynamics corrections to the
correlated, no-pair energy [22–24].
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[36] D. Ferenc, P. Jeszenszki, and E. Mátyus, J. Chem. Phys. 156, 084110 (2022).
[37] D. Ferenc, P. Jeszenszki, and E. Matyus, J. Chem. Phys. 157, 094113 (2022).
[38] P. Jeszenszki and E. Mátyus, J. Chem. Phys. 158, 054104 (2023).
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Table S1. Data for Figure 4 of the manuscript: Projected Dirac–Coulomb energy of the helium atom
ground state as a function of the Eth threshold energy used to define the cutting projector. All energies
are in Eh units.

Eth Ecutting (Ecutting − Eh1h2)10
9 N [%]

–4.1 –2.903 856 631 6 –0.002 26.0
–6259 –2.903 856 631 6 –0.002 26.0
–12514 –2.903 856 631 6 –0.001 26.1
–18769 –2.903 856 631 6 –0.002 26.3
–25025 –2.903 856 631 6 –0.002 26.6
–31282 –2.903 856 630 5 1.045 27.4
–37528 –2.903 856 568 5 63.041 39.2
–43794 –2.903 856 508 2 123.306 72.6
–56307 –2.903 856 508 2 123.158 73.7
–62563 –2.903 856 508 3 123.256 73.9
–68820 –2.903 856 508 4 123.199 74.0
–75076 –2.903 856 508 5 123.097 74.0
–75200 –2.903 856 508 3 123.238 85.9
–100000 –2.903 856 507 5 124.054 98.0
–200000 –2.903 856 505 3 126.245 99.3
–500000 –2.903 856 504 6 126.946 99.8

–1000000 –2.903 856 504 0 127.533 99.9
no projection –2.903 856 504 7 126.916 100

Table S2. He atom no-pair Dirac–Coulomb energy (ground state, singlet basis sector). Comparison of
the cutting, the h1h2, and the punching projectors. The punching(CCR) and punching(h1h2) projector
results are identical in this example. The energies and the ∆Eh1h2 = Ecutting − Eh1h2 and ∆Epunching =
Ecutting − Epunching energy differences are in Eh units. N is the number of ECG functions. Quadruple
precision arithmetic is used in all computations.

N Ecutting Eh1h2
∆Eh1h2

∆Epunching

10 –2.898 070 389 8 –2.898 070 389 8 –4 · 10−11

100 –2.903 856 456 9 –2.903 856 458 5 2 · 10−9 –7 · 10−18

200 –2.903 856 618 3 –2.903 856 618 2 –8 · 10−11 –7 · 10−15

300 –2.903 856 629 7 –2.903 856 629 7 5 · 10−13 –5 · 10−11

400 –2.903 856 631 3 –2.903 856 631 3 –6 · 10−12 –1 · 10−14

500 –2.903 856 631 5 –2.903 856 631 6 3 · 10−12 –1 · 10−8

700 –2.903 856 631 6 –2.903 856 631 6 5 · 10−12 –3 · 10−11

Table S3. He atom no-pair Dirac–Coulomb–Breit energy (ground state, singlet basis sector). Comparison
of the cutting, the h1h2, and the punching projectors. The punching(CCR) and punching(h1h2) projector
results are identical in this example. The energies and the ∆Eh1h2 = Ecutting − Eh1h2 and ∆Epunching =
Ecutting − Epunching energy differences are in Eh units. N is the number of ECG functions. Quadruple
precision arithmetic is used in all computations.

N Ecutting Eh1h2
∆Eh1h2

∆Epunching

10 –2.898 031 259 9 –2.898 031 259 8 –6 · 10−11

100 –2.903 827 907 1 –2.903 827 903 4 –4 · 10−9 –5 · 10−17

200 –2.903 828 103 0 –2.903 828 102 6 –4 · 10−10 –1 · 10−14

300 –2.903 828 118 3 –2.903 828 118 1 –2 · 10−10 –7 · 10−11

400 –2.903 828 120 7 –2.903 828 120 6 –1 · 10−10 –2 · 10−14

500 –2.903 828 121 1 –2.903 828 121 0 –1 · 10−10 –2 · 10−8

700 –2.903 828 121 1 –2.903 828 121 0 –1 · 10−10 –3 · 10−11
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Table S4. Ar16+ atom no-pair Dirac–Coulomb energy (ground state, singlet basis sector). Comparison
of the cutting, the h1h2, the punching(h1h2), and the punching(CCR) projectors. The energies and the
∆Eh1h2 = Ecutting −Eh1h2 and ∆Epunching = Ecutting −Epunching energy differences are in Eh units. N is
the number of ECG functions. Quadruple precision arithmetic is used in all computations.

N Ecutting Eh1h2 ∆Eh1h2 ∆ECCR
punching ∆Eh1h2

punching

100 –314.246 075 105 6 –314.246 074 912 8 –2 · 10−7 –3 · 10−5 –3 · 10−5

200 –314.246 094 310 9 –314.246 094 296 5 –1 · 10−8 –1 · 10−4 –9 · 10−5

300 –314.246 098 798 8 –314.246 098 658 5 –1 · 10−7 –4 · 10−6 –3 · 10−6

400 –314.246 103 139 2 –314.246 103 099 5 –4 · 10−8 –3 · 10−5 –3 · 10−5

500 –314.246 103 541 7 –314.246 103 498 5 –4 · 10−8 –8 · 10−6 –2 · 10−5

600 –314.246 103 563 3 –314.246 103 520 6 –4 · 10−8 –1 · 10−5 –4 · 10−5

700 –314.246 103 987 9 –314.246 103 954 2 –3 · 10−8 –1 · 10−5 –1 · 10−5

800 –314.246 104 156 6 –314.246 104 129 0 –3 · 10−8 –8 · 10−6 –8 · 10−6

Table S5. Ar16+ atom no-pair Dirac–Coulomb–Breit energy (ground state, singlet basis sector). Compar-
ison of the cutting, the h1h2, the punching(h1h2), and the punching(CCR) projectors. The energies and
the ∆Eh1h2 = Ecutting − Eh1h2 and ∆Epunching = Ecutting − Epunching energy differences are in Eh units.
N is the number of ECG functions. Quadruple precision arithmetic is used in all computations.

N Ecutting Eh1h2
∆Eh1h2

∆ECCR
punching ∆Eh1h2

punching

100 –314.176 869 342 3 –314.176 867 488 3 –2 · 10−6 –4 · 10−5 –4 · 10−5

200 –314.176 909 642 0 –314.176 909 395 8 –2 · 10−7 –1 · 10−4 –1 · 10−4

300 –314.176 914 174 9 –314.176 913 941 5 –2 · 10−7 –1 · 10−5 –7 · 10−6

400 –314.176 918 552 2 –314.176 918 405 7 –2 · 10−7 –5 · 10−5 –5 · 10−5

500 –314.176 918 980 8 –314.176 918 865 9 –1 · 10−7 –3 · 10−5 –2 · 10−5

600 –314.176 919 016 0 –314.176 918 889 6 –1 · 10−7 –4 · 10−5 –1 · 10−4

700 –314.176 919 461 6 –314.176 919 327 5 –1 · 10−7 –2 · 10−5 –2 · 10−5

800 –314.176 919 676 5 –314.176 919 546 5 –1 · 10−7 –2 · 10−5 –1 · 10−5
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