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The direct variational optimization of the two-electron reduced density matrix (2RDM) can provide a reference-
independent description of the electronic structure of many-electron systems that naturally captures strong or non-
dynamic correlation effects. Such variational 2RDM approaches can often provide a highly accurate description of
strong electron correlation, provided that the 2RDMs satisfy at least partial three-particle N-representability conditions
(e.g., the T2 condition). However, recent benchmark calculations on hydrogen clusters [J. Chem. Phys. 153, 104108
(2020)] suggest that even the T2 condition leads to unacceptably inaccurate results in the case of 2- and 3-dimensional
clusters. We demonstrate that these failures persist under the application of full three-particle N-representability condi-
tions (3POS). A variety of correlation metrics are explored in order to identify regimes under which 3POS calculations
become unreliable, and we find that the relative squared magnitudes of the cumulant three- and two-particle reduced
density matrices correlates reasonably well with the energy error in these systems. However, calculations on other
molecular systems reveal that this metric is not a universal indicator for the reliability of reduced-density-matrix theory
with 3POS conditions.

I. INTRODUCTION

The efficient and accurate description of large numbers
of strongly correlated electrons represents a serious theoreti-
cal and computational challenge. The standard zeroth-order
approach to this problem, the complete active space self-
consistent field (CASSCF)1–4 method, becomes impractical
for large numbers (i.e., > 20)5 of active electrons because
the complexity of the CASSCF wave function increases ex-
ponentially with this number. Consequently, a large number
of approximate CASSCF schemes have been devised that are
based on CI, including incomplete active space (e.g., restricted
active space [RAS] ,6,7 generalized active space [GAS] ,8–10

and related methods11,12), stochastic,13,14 and adaptive15,16 CI
approaches. Additional schemes utilize matrix product state
representations of the wave function,17–21 or reduced density
matrices (RDMs).22,23 The latter class of methods is unique
in that correlated electronic structure is described solely by
RDMs, without invoking any sort of wave function expansion.
This choice can be desirable, as RDM-based methods can de-
scribe complex systems with an effort that formally increases
only polynomially with system size.

It is well known that the N-electron wave function con-
tains more information than is required to evaluate the elec-
tronic energy. Because the electronic Hamiltonian contains at
most pairwise interactions, the electronic energy can be ex-
pressed exactly in terms of the two-electron RDM (2RDM),
and the 2RDM is thus a natural descriptor of the electronic
structure. The elements of the 2RDM could, in principle, be
determined directly by minimizing the energy with respect to
their variations, provided that one could guarantee that the op-
timal 2RDM is derivable from an antisymmetrized N-electron
wave function (or an ensemble of such wave functions). Such
a 2RDM is said to be N-representable.24 In the variational
2RDM (v2RDM) approach,22,23,25–50 the energy is minimized
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subject to the elements of the 2RDM while enforcing neces-
sary N-representability conditions, which can be organized
according to particle number.51,52 For example, at the two-
particle level, we have the PQG conditions of Garrod and
Percus,28 while the so-called T2 condition37,53 is classified
as a partial three-particle condition. The v2RDM approach
is systematically improvable in the sense that, as additional
higher-order conditions are applied, the v2RDM energy ap-
proaches the full CI one.

The optimization of the 2RDM subject to a set of N-
representability conditions is a semidefinite programming
(SDP) problem. With an appropriate SDP algorithm,54,55 the
v2RDM approach with PQG conditions can be realized at
O(n6) floating-point cost, where n is the number of active or-
bitals. This low scaling allows for the efficient description of
large numbers of strongly-correlated electrons – up to 64 elec-
trons distributed among 64 orbitals,56 for example. Hence, the
v2RDM approach affords the ability to make qualitative pre-
dictions of electronic structure in large systems with large ac-
tive spaces, e.g., allowing one to characterize the emergence
of polyradical character in one-22,41 and two-dimensional56,57

graphene nanoribbons. Nevertheless, it is well-known that the
v2RDM approach with two-particle constraints often signifi-
cantly over-correlates electrons (by as much as 20% in simple
diatomic molecules at equilibrium58), whereas partial three-
particle conditions (e.g., T2) and full three-particle condi-
tions (3POS) provide significantly more accurate results, al-
beit at higher [O(n9)] floating-point cost. Indeed, for small
molecules described by small basis sets, v2RDM calculations
with 3POS conditions seldom result in deviations from full
CI energies that are larger than 1× 10−3 Eh, even at far-
from-equilibrium geometries where non-dynamic correlation
effects become important.36

Recent benchmark calculations on hydrogen clusters59

have supplied additional evidence that the v2RDM approach
provides a reasonable description of strongly correlated sys-
tems where many other conventional approaches fail, par-
ticularly when enforcing partial three-particle constraints.
However, Ref. 59 also revealed unacceptably large errors in
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PQG+T2 calculations in certain cases, with errors on the or-
der of 10-50 mEh for 2- and 3-dimensional hydrogen clus-
ters at stretched geometries. These results call into question
the notion that the application of (partial) three-particle N-
representability conditions generally results in a quantitatively
correct description of electronic structure. In light of these
observations, we assess herein the quality of v2RDM calcu-
lations that enforce full three-particle N-representability con-
ditions for these problematic cases, and we find that 3POS,
too, sometimes yields unacceptably inaccurate results. We
find that the relative importance of three- and two-body cor-
relations, as measured by the relative squared magnitudes of
the cumulant three- and two-particle RDMs, provides a useful
gauge for the reliability of v2RDM calculations that enforce
3POS conditions in these systems. Additional calculations on
small-molecule systems, however, suggest that this metric is
not a universal indicator of the reliability of 3POS.

II. THEORY

The non-relativistic electronic energy for a many-electron
system may be be expressed as

E =
1
2 ∑

στ

∑
pqrs

2Dpσ qτ
rσ sτ

(pr|qs)+∑
σ

∑
pq

1Dpσ
qσ

hpq, (1)

where (pr|qs) represents an electric repulsion integral in Mul-
liken notation, hpq represents the sum of electron kinetic en-
ergy and electron–nucleus potential energy integrals, the la-
bels p, q, r, and s refer to orthonormal spatial orbitals, and σ

and τ indicate α- or β -spin functions. The symbols 1Dpσ
qσ

and
2Dpσ qτ

rσ sτ
refer to elements of the one- and two-particle reduced

density matrices (the 1RDM and 2RDM), which are defined
as

1Dpσ
qσ

= 〈Ψ|â†
pσ âqσ |Ψ〉. (2)

and
2Dpσ qτ

rσ sτ
= 〈Ψ|â†

pσ â†
qτ âsτ ârσ |Ψ〉, (3)

respectively. Here, â† and â represent the fermionic cre-
ation and annihilation operators of second quantization, re-
spectively. The electronic energy given by Eq. 1 is an exact
functional of the 1RDM and the 2RDM, which leads the tan-
talizing prospect of the direct optimization of the the elements
of these matrices, without knowledge of the wave function.
However, physically meaningful results depend upon our abil-
ity to guarantee that the RDMs are derivable from an ensem-
ble of antisymmetrized N-electron wave functions. In the fol-
lowing subsections, we review some necessary yet insufficient
conditions for the ensemble N-representability of the 2RDM
that can be defined in terms RDMs involving up to three cre-
ation/annihilation operator pairs.

A. Two-particle N-representability conditions

We begin by defining basic statistical conditions that must
be satisfied by any RDM representing a many-fermion system.

First, RDMs must be Hermitian, and they must respect parti-
cle exchange symmetry. For example, the 1RDM must satisfy
1Dpσ

qσ
= 1Dqσ

pσ
, while the 2RDM must satisfy 2Dpσ qτ

rσ sτ
= 2Drσ sτ

pσ qτ
,

and
2Dpσ qτ

rσ sτ
=−2Dpσ qτ

sτ rσ
=−2Dqτ pσ

rσ sτ
= 2Dqτ pσ

sτ rσ
(4)

Second, because the electronic Hamiltonian does not break
particle-number symmetry, the wave function must be an
eigenfunction of the particle number operator. As a result,
the RDMs must satisfy trace constraints of the form

〈Ψ|N̂σ |Ψ〉= Nσ , (5)
〈Ψ|N̂σ N̂τ |Ψ〉= Nσ Nτ , (6)

where Nσ and Nτ are particle-number operators for particles
of spin σ and τ , respectively, i.e.,

N̂σ = ∑
p

â†
pσ

âpσ
. (7)

These particle-number operators can also be used to generate
constraints that connect RDMs of different ranks. For exam-
ple, one can project N̂τ |Ψ〉=Nτ |Ψ〉 onto all subspaces defined
by 〈Ψ|â†

pσ
âqσ

as

∀p,q : 〈Ψ|â†
pσ

âqσ
N̂τ |Ψ〉= Nτ〈Ψ|â†

pσ
âqσ
|Ψ〉. (8)

Equation 8 defines contraction relationships between the spin-
blocks of the 2RDM and the 1RDM. Lastly, high-spin eigen-
states of Ŝ2 and Ŝz should satisfy,60,61

〈Ψ|Ŝ2|Ψ〉= S(S+1). (9)

and

∀p,q : 〈Ψ|â†
pσ

âqτ
Ŝ+|Ψ〉= 0. (10)

The constraints represented by Eqs. 5, 6, 8, 9, and 10 can all be
expressed in terms of the 1RDM and 2RDM by inserting the
second-quantized definitions of the number and spin operators
and bringing the resulting expressions to normal order with
respect to the true vacuum.

In addition to the straightforward equality constraints de-
tailed above, more complex constraints govern allowable
eigenvalues of various RDMs. Such constraints can be
derived51 by defining a set of operators ĈI that generate ba-
sis functions from the wave function as

|ΨI〉= ĈI |Ψ〉. (11)

The Gram matrix, M, associated with this basis has elements

MI
J = 〈ΨI |ΨJ〉= 〈Ψ|Ĉ†

I ĈJ |Ψ〉 (12)

and must be positive semidefinite. When ĈI is taken to be a
single annihilation operator âp, it can be seen that the result-
ing Gram matrix is the 1RDM. When ĈI is a pair of annihi-
lation operators âpâq, the 2RDM is obtained. When ĈI is a
creation operator â†

p, a pair of creation operators â†
pâ†

q, or a
pair of creation-annihilation operators â†

pâq, one obtains the
1-hole RDM 1Q, 2-hole RDM 2Q, and particle-hole RDM 2G
respectively. The positive semidefiniteness of 2D, 2Q, and 2G
(plus 1D and 1Q) constitutes the PQG conditions derived by
Garrod and Percus.28
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B. Three-particle N-representability conditions

When ĈI takes the form of a three body operator, four addi-
tional unique RDMs can be defined:

3Dpσ qτ rκ

sσ tτ uκ
= 〈Ψ|â†

pσ â†
qτ â†

rκ âuκ âtτ âsσ |Ψ〉, (13)

3E pσ qτ rκ

sλ tµ uν
= 〈Ψ|â†

pσ â†
qτ ârκ â†

uν âtµ âsλ |Ψ〉, (14)

3F pσ qτ rκ

sλ tµ uν
= 〈Ψ|â†

uν âtµ âsλ â†
pσ â†

qτ ârκ |Ψ〉, (15)

and

3Qpσ qτ rκ

sσ tτ uκ
= 〈Ψ|âpσ âqτ ârκ â†

uκ â†
tτ â†

sσ |Ψ〉. (16)

Here, like σ and τ , the labels κ , λ , µ , and ν indicate to
α- or β -spin functions. For non-relativistic Hamiltonians,
the non-zero spin blocks of 3E and 3F are those for which
the number of α-spin (β -spin) creation operators equals the
number of α-spin (β -spin) annihilation operators. Full “3-
positivity” (or 3POS) requires the positive semidefiniteness of
all four of these RDMs, as well as appropriate relations link-
ing them to the 2RDM. Similar to what was done in Eq. 8
we can project N̂κ |Ψ〉= Nκ |Ψ〉 onto all subspaces defined by
〈Ψ|â†

pσ â†
qτ âsτ ârσ to obtain

〈Ψ|â†
pσ â†

qτ âsτ ârσ N̂κ |Ψ〉= Nκ〈Ψ|â†
pσ â†

qτ âsτ ârσ |Ψ〉. (17)

The right-hand side of Eq. 17 is an element of the 2RDM
(Eq. 3), scaled by Nκ . Inserting the second-quantized defi-
nition of N̂κ into the left-hand side of Eq. 17 and bringing the
resulting expression to normal order (relative to the true vac-
uum) then yields contraction relationships between the spin-
blocks of the 3RDM (3D) and the 2RDM.

Due to the large floating-point and memory costs associ-
ated with manipulating the 3-body RDMs, 3POS constraints
are rarely enforced. Because the sum of two positive semidefi-
nite matrices are also positive semidefinite, weaker constraints
based on the non-negativity of

T1 = 3D+ 3Q (18)

T2 = 3E+ 3F (19)

can be defined,37,53 with the T2 constraint being the stronger
constraint of the two. One nice feature of these partial three-
particle conditions is that the right-hand sides of Eqs. 18 and
19 do not explicitly depend on any three-body RDMs.

C. Electron correlation metrics

A variety of metrics have been put forth to quantify the de-
gree of electron correlation in many electron systems; these
metrics are often defined in terms of one- or two-body quanti-
ties. In this work, at the one-particle level, we consider the von

Neumann entropy, which borrows concepts from information
theory,62 quantifying the degree of correlation as

S(1D) =−∑
p

npln(np). (20)

Here, np is the occupation of the pth natural spin-orbital, and
the natural spin orbitals are obtained as the eigenfunctions of
1D. The von Neumann entropy is zero for an uncorrelated
wave function, where all np are zero or one; it exhibits its
maximum value when all spin-orbitals are partially occupied,
with equal occupations.

At the two-particle level, correlation metrics are generally
expressed in terms of the two-particle cumulant RDM (or 2-
cumulant, 2λ ), which is the portion of the 2RDM that is not
expressible in terms of the 1RDM:63–65

2
λ

pσ qτ
rσ sτ

= 2Dpσ qτ
rσ sτ
− 1Dpσ

rσ

1Dqτ
sτ
+δστ

1Dpσ
sτ

1Dqτ
rσ

(21)

The elements of the 2-cumulant associated with an uncorre-
lated wave function are all zero, and thus the magnitude of
this matrix, as measured by the Frobenius norm

||2λ ||=
√

∑
στ

∑
pqrs
|2λ

pσ qτ
rσ sτ
|2 (22)

can quantify the degree of correlation in the system.66–70 The
2-cumulant has the following nice properties that enhance its
utility as a correlation metric: (i) its Frobenius norm is invari-
ant to unitary transformations and (ii) the trace and square of
the Frobenius norm of the 2-cumulant are additive.67,69,71

To our knowledge, no studies have considered the infor-
mation contained in the three-body cumulant RDM (the 3-
cumulant, 3λ ) as a measure of correlation in many-body
systems. This quantity contains information regarding pure
three-body correlation effects, the magnitude of which can be
quantified via the Frobenius norm of the 3-cumulant

||3λ ||=
√

∑
στκ

∑
pqrstu

|2λ
pσ qτ rκ

sσ tτ uκ
|2 (23)

where64,65,72

3
λ

pσ qτ rκ

sσ tτ uκ
= 3Dpσ qτ rκ

sσ tτ uκ

− 1Dpσ
sσ

2
λ

qτ rκ

tτ uκ
+δστ

1Dpσ

tτ
2
λ

qτ rκ
sσ uκ

+δσκ
1Dpσ

uκ

2
λ

qτ rκ

tτ sσ

− 1Dqτ

tτ
2
λ

pσ rκ
sσ uκ

+δστ
1Dqτ

sσ

2
λ

pσ rκ

tτ uκ
+δτκ

1Dqτ
uκ

2
λ

pσ rκ

sσ tτ

− 1Drκ
uκ

2
λ

pσ qτ

sσ tτ +δσκ
1Drκ

sσ

2
λ

pσ qτ

uκ tτ +δτκ
1Drκ

tτ
2
λ

pσ qτ
sσ uκ

− 1Dpσ
sσ

1Dqτ

tτ
1Drκ

uκ

−δστ δσκ
1Dpσ

tτ
1Dqτ

uκ

1Drκ
sσ

−δστ δσκ
1Dpσ

uκ

1Dqτ
sσ

1Drκ

tτ

+δτκ
1Dpσ

sσ

1Dqτ
uκ

1Drκ

tτ

+δσκ
1Dpσ

uκ

1Dqτ

tτ
1Drκ

sσ

+δστ
1Dpσ

tτ
1Dqτ

sσ

1Drκ
uκ

(24)

As in the case of the 2-cumulant, the Frobenius norm of the
3-cumulant is invariant to unitary transformations, and Tr(3λ )
and ||3λ ||2 are additive.
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D. Spin correlation metrics

We also consider the possibility of spin frustration, or the
inability to maximize antiferromagnetic interactions, in the
H10 model systems. We quantify the manifestation of spin
frustration using a single scalar quantity: the sum of the abso-
lute values of site-wise spin correlations59,73

〈Ŝ2〉abs = ∑
i j
|〈Ŝi · Ŝ j〉|. (25)

Here, Ŝi represents the spin operator associated with local-
ized orbital, φi, which is localized using the Pipek-Mezey
procedure.74 This quantity is expressible in terms of the
1RDM and 2RDM and reduces to the usual spin-squared ex-
pectation value, 〈Ŝ2〉, if the absolute value in Eq. 25 is lifted.

III. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

Following Ref. 59, electronic energies of 1-dimensional
(chain, ring), 2-dimensional (sheet), and 3-dimensional (pyra-
mid) H10 clusters were evaluated at the full CI and v2RDM
levels of theory. All geometries were obtained from the
GitHub repository associated with Ref. 59 (see Ref. 75).
All full CI calculations were performed using the GAMESS
package,76 and full CI RDMs were computed using an in-
house code from wave function expansion coefficients gener-
ated by GAMESS. All v2RDM optimizations were carried out
using hilbert,77 which is a plugin to the PSI4 package.78 A
similar implementation can be found in the version 5.4 release
of the Q-Chem package.79. All full CI and v2RDM calcula-
tions were carried out within the STO-6G basis set,80 within
the basis of restricted Hartree–Fock molecular orbitals.

Additional calculations on small-molecule systems were
performed at the CI- and v2RDM-driven CASSCF levels of
theory. We refer the reader to Refs. 22 and 23 for a descrip-
tion of how the v2RDM approach can be applied to active-
space-based computations. All CI- and v2RDM-CASSCF cal-
culations used full-valence active spaces, and the electron-
repulsion integrals were represented using the density fit-
ting approximation;81,82 the primary and auxiliary basis sets
were cc-pVQZ83 and cc-pVQZ-jk,84 respectively. CI-based
CASSCF calculations were performed using the PSI4 pack-
age, and v2RDM-based CASSCF calculations were carried
out using hilbert.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We now assess the accuracy of v2RDM-derived energies
for 1-, 2-, and 3-dimensional H10 clusters when optimized
RDMs satisfy partial or full three-particle N-representability
conditions. The geometries of these structures are depicted
in Fig. 1; for a more detailed description of these geome-
tries, we refer the reader to Refs. 59 and 75. Figure 2 illus-
trates errors in energies obtained from v2RDM calculations
performed under PQG+T2 and 3POS conditions, with ener-
gies from full CI serving as reference values. Here, the label

TABLE I. Non-parallelity errors (Eh) for v2RDM-based descriptions
of potential energy curves for 1-, 2-, and 3-dimensional H10 clusters.

PQG PQG+T2 3POS
chain 0.0228 0.0027 0.0004
ring 0.0382 0.0074 0.0016
sheet 0.1108 0.0363 0.0226
pyramid 0.1073 0.0438 0.0283

“r” refers to nearest-neighbor H–H distance. In the case of
the 3-dimensional (pyramid) structure, we only consider H–H
distances up to 1.55 Å because, beyond this distance, a state-
crossing occurs at the full CI level. With the conditions em-
ployed in this work, the v2RDM approach can only describe
the ground state of a given spin symmetry; comparing v2RDM
results to energies for two different CI states complicates our
analysis.

Inspection of Fig. 2 reveals the following. First, because
PQG+T2 and 3POS conditions are necessary yet insufficient
conditions for ensemble N-representability of the 2RDM,
v2RDM provides a lower bound to the full CI energy at
all geometries, and energies from 3POS calculations always
provide the better lower-bound. Second, for both of the 1-
dimensional models (H10 chain and ring), 3POS calculations
are highly accurate, exhibiting errors no larger than 1.7 mEh.
PQG+T2 calculations are slightly less accurate for these 1-
dimensional systems, with a maximum error of nearly 8 mEh
in the case of the ring geometry. On the other hand, v2RDM
yields significantly less accurate energy estimates for both the
sheet and pyramid geometries. This behavior was reported
previously in Ref. 59 at the PQG+T2 level of theory. Here,
we note that 3POS energies are somewhat more accurate than
those from PQG+T2, but errors exceeding 20 mEh are still
observed for both the sheet and pyramid structures.

Table I provides non-parallelity errors (NPEs) for v2RDM-
derived energies, where the NPE is defined as the difference
between the maximum and minimum absolute deviations of
v2RDM energies from full CI ones. The NPE are evaluated
for the range 0.70 Å–2.00 Å for the ring, chain, and sheet ge-
ometries and 0.70 Å–1.55Å for the pyramid geometry. Again,
we find that 3POS is highly accurate for the chain and ring
models (with NPE values of only 0.4 and 1.6 mEh, respec-
tively), while larger NPE values are observed for the sheet
and pyramid structures (22.6 and 28.3 mEh, respectively).
PQG+T2 constraints yield somewhat larger NPE values for
all H10 models, while two-particle constraints alone (PQG)
lead to significantly less accurate potential energy curves. The
NPE values for v2RDM with PQG conditions exceed 100 mEh
for both the sheet and pyramid structures.

Having established that 3POS improves upon PQG+T2 but
nevertheless has large errors associated with it in certain cases,
it is desirable to develop a correlation metric that could indi-
cate the reliability of energies from v2RDM calculations per-
formed under 3POS conditions. Figure 3 depicts several pos-
sible full-CI-based correlation metrics that depend upon one-,
two-, or three-particle quantities. Panel (a) of Fig. 3 illustrates
the correlation energy (defined as the difference between the
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FIG. 1. Structures of the H10 clusters considered in this work; each structure is characterized by the nearest-neighbor distance, r.

full CI and restricted Hartree-Fock energies) for each system
as a function of nearest-neighbor distance, r. For each sys-
tem, the magnitude of the correlation energy increases with
increasing r, and the largest-magnitude correlation energies
are associated with the chain and ring geometries at 2.0 Å.
Neither of these properties correlate well with the energy error
exhibited by 3POS; the errors do not increase monotonically,
and the largest errors occur in the spin recoupling region, well
before r = 2.0 Å. Moreover, 3POS errors for the sheet geom-
etry are significantly larger than those for the chain and ring
structures, despite the correlation energy suggesting that the
latter are the most correlated systems. Panel (b) of Fig. 3 de-
picts the full CI von Neumann entropy, which also correlates
poorly with the energy errors associated with 3POS. As with
the correlation energy, the entropy increases monotonically
with increasing r, and the chain, ring, and sheet geometries
all appear to be similarly correlated at r = 2.0 Å, according to
this metric. The squared magnitude of the full CI 2-cumulant
is depicted in panel (c) of Fig. 3. Again, this metric does not
correlate well with the 3POS energy errors. ||2λ ||2 increases
monotonically with r, and the chain and ring structures ap-
pear to be far more correlated than the sheet structure at large
r, according to this metric.

The squared magnitudes of the 3-cumulant presented in
panel (d) display fundamentally different behaviors. First, it
is clear that the ||3λ ||2 values, like the 3POS energy errors, do
not increase monotonically with r; rather, they exhibit maxima
at stretched geometries. However, the r values at which these
maxima occur do not coincide with the r values at which we
observe the largest energy errors from 3POS, particularly for
the chain and ring structures. Second, ||3λ ||2 values for the
pyramid at small and intermediate r are significantly larger
than those for other structures at similar r values, which is
consistent with the relative energy errors for the pyramid ge-
ometry, as compared to the other structures. Third, ||3λ ||2
values for the sheet geometry at large r are significantly larger

than those associated with the chain and ring structures, which
is also consistent with the behavior of the 3POS energy errors
in Fig. 2. These observations lead us to suspect that larger
energy errors in 3POS could be linked to large-magnitude
three-body correlations. In panel (e) we illustrate the ratio
of ||3λ ||2 to ||2λ ||2, which we interpret as the relative impor-
tance of pure three-body and two-body correlations. Here, we
observe some similarities to the behavior of ||3λ ||2 depicted in
panel (d), with the primary difference being that the maxima
in the curves associated with the chain and ring geometries
are shifted to smaller r. For the chain, ring, and sheet geome-
tries, the maxima in ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 correlate reasonably well
with the largest-magnitude energy errors for 3POS depicted in
Fig. 2.

Given the prohibitive cost of full CI calculations, corre-
lation metrics based on this approach will not be useful in-
dicators for the reliability of approximate methods such as
v2RDM in general systems. As such, we evaluated the
v2RDM/3POS analogues of the metrics depicted in panels
(a)-(e) of Fig. 3 and depict them in panels (f)-(j). The same
general conclusions can be drawn regarding the poor corre-
lation between the energy error associated with 3POS and
the correlation energy [panel (f)], the von Neumann entropy
[panel (g)], the square magnitude of the two-cumulant RDM
[panel (h)], and the magnitude of the two-cumulant RDM
[panel (i)]. Moreover, as can be seen in panel (j), the r val-
ues at which the maximal ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 values occur agree
well with those depicted in panel (e). The only exception is
the pyramid system for which v2RDM/3POS predicts a maxi-
mum in ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2, whereas full CI predicts that this quan-
tity increase monotonically, at least up to 1.55 Å. From these
data, we conclude the following: (i) of all correlation metrics
considered, ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 appears to correlate the best with
energy errors associated with 3POS calculations, and (ii) the
3POS values of ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 are similar enough to those ob-
tained from full CI that the former can serve as a useful proxy
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FIG. 2. Errors in v2RDM energies (mEh) relative to those from full
CI for the (a) chain, (b) ring, (c) sheet, and (d) pyramid H10 clusters.
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for the latter. Hence, for the remainder of this work, we focus
on the metric ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 computed at the v2RDM/3POS
level of theory.

Panels (a) and (b) of Fig. 4 plot the absolute energy er-
ror from v2RDM calculations with 3POS conditions against
the ratio ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 computed at the same level of theory.
Note that additional data for the sheet structure are included in
this figure and the following analysis, in the range 2 Å < r ≤
3 Å. From panel (a), we can see that the statistical correlation
between these two quantities is poor, at least for the sheet and
pyramid geometries (simple linear fits to these data result in
R2 values of 0.74 and 0.63, respectively). Panel (b) of Fig. 4
provides a more detailed perspective of the region indicated
by the dashed box in panel (a). Here, we find that, for the

chain and ring geometries, the correlation between energy er-
ror and the squared cumulant norm ratio is much better; linear
fits to these data result in R2 values of 0.93 and 0.94 respec-
tively. However, the rate of change of the energy error with
respect to ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 is not consistent across structures,
which, along with the poor R2 values calculated for the sheet
and pyramid structures, suggests that this the squared cumu-
lant norm ratio would not be suitable as a universal metric for
quantifying energy error in 3POS calculations. Indeed, the R2

value resulting from a linear fit to the entire data set is only
0.69. Nonetheless, we can conclude that, for these systems,
large values of ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 are associated with large en-
ergy errors. For the sheet and pyramid structures, geometries
at which ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 exceeds 0.3 have absolute energy er-
rors associated with them that are larger than 2 kcal/mol and
5 kcal/mol, respectively. However, the converse cannot be
stated; a value of ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 < 0.3 does not guarantee a
small energy error.

Panels (c) and (d) of Fig. 4 depict a slightly different rep-
resentation of the energy error, the percent error in the corre-
lation energy captured by v2RDM theory, as a function of the
ratio ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2. Here, the correlation energy is defined as
the difference between the full CI and restricted Hartree-Fock
energies, within the STO-6G basis set. We find that the corre-
lation between these two quantities is, overall, slightly better
than in the case of the data presented in panel (a). Here, a sim-
ple linear fit to the total data set results in an R2 value of 0.85;
this improved correlation relative to that for the absolute en-
ergy error versus ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 is due to the excellent correla-
tion between the percent error and ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 for the sheet
structures (R2=0.97). On the other hand the R2 values for the
data corresponding to the chain and ring structures [see panel
(d)] are less good than described above (0.59 and 0.71, respec-
tively). The R2 value for the data corresponding to the pyra-
mid structure are similar using either measure of the energy
error (in this case 0.72). As above, values of ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 >
0.3 are associated with larger errors. For the sheet and pyra-
mid structures, geometries at which ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 exceeds
0.3 are associated with percent correlation energy errors that
are larger than 2.8% and 1.3%, respectively.

Before moving on, we briefly consider the manifestation of
spin frustration in the H10 model systems, which was stud-
ied in detail in Ref. 59. To summarize those findings, clear
antiferromagetic ordering is observed for the chain and ring
structures, while the geometries of the sheet and pyramid
structures preclude such long-range ordering. Decreased spin-
spin correlations in the 2- and 3-dimensional structures can
be quantified in several ways, including the sum of the ab-
solute value of the site-wise spin-spin correlations. Table II
tabulates 〈Ŝ2〉abs (see Eq. 25) at the CI and v2RDM levels of
theory, calculated for the four H10 model systems at a near-
est neighbor H–H separation of 1.5 Å. CI results clearly in-
dicate a larger degree of spin-spin correlations in the chain
and ring structures, relative to that observed for the sheet and
pyramid structures. These trends are generally reproduced
by v2RDM with two-particle N-representability conditions
(PQG), although the quantitative agreement between PQG and
CI results is poor. Better agreement with CI can be obtained
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FIG. 3. Various correlation metrics, including (a) the correlation energy, (b) the non Neumann entropy, (c) the square magnitude two-particle
cumulant RDM, (d) the square magnitude of the three-particle cumulant RDM, and (e) the ratio ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 computed at the full CI level
of theory. Panels (f)-(j) depict the same metrics, evaluated at the v2RDM/3POS level of theory.
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FIG. 4. (a) Absolute energy errors (mEh) for v2RDM calculations under 3POS conditions as a function of ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 and (b) a zoomed-in
perspective of the data in the box indicated by dashed lines in panel (a); (c) percent errors in the v2RDM correlation energy and (d) a zoomed-in
perspective of the area indicated by dashed lines in panel (c).
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using PQG+T2 constraints. Results obtained using full three-
particle conditions (3POS) only improve slightly upon those
from PQG+T2 calculations, and we observe that 3POS results
in a clear systematic overestimation of the spin-spin correla-
tion for all structures. The degree to which 3POS overesti-
mates 〈S2〉abs is slightly smaller for the chain, ring, and sheet
structures (0.13, 0.10, and 0.19 respectively), as compared to
the pyramid structure (0.51). Despite these quantitative differ-
ences, 3POS does a good job of clearly delineating frustrated
and non-frustrated systems and also predicts the correct order-
ing of 〈S2〉abs values overall.

TABLE II. The sum of the absolute value of the site-wise spin-spin
correlation, 〈S2〉abs, for different H10 clusters at a nearest neighbor
H–H distance of 1.5 Å.

CI PQG PQG+T2 3POS
chain 17.42 18.50 17.67 17.55
ring 18.66 17.74 18.54 18.76
sheet 11.55 12.39 11.91 11.74
pyramid 10.86 12.12 11.41 11.37

It remains to be seen whether the conclusions we have
drawn regarding the relationship between ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 and
the energy errors of 3POS are translatable to other molec-
ular systems. Table III tabulates energy errors from full-

valence v2RDM-driven CASSCF calculations22,23 for several
small molecules at their equilibrium geometries,85 within the
cc-pVQZ basis set; errors are evaluated relative to energies
from CI-based CASSCF calculations. v2RDM theory pro-
vides a reasonable description of these systems when opti-
mized 2RDMs satisfy the two-particle (PQG) conditions; in
this case, energy errors are generally on the order of 10−3–
10−2 Eh, with the largest observed error being -13.5 mEh for
CH4. This result, in particular, is consistent with the results
of Ref. 36, which considered v2RDM- and full-CI based de-
scriptions of these same molecules in a minimal basis set. The
PQG error for CH4 was reported to be -11.7 mEh in that work.
Unsurprisingly, partial three-particle conditions (T2) signifi-
cantly reduce the energy errors associated with PQG calcula-
tions, with the largest observed error being only -0.7 mEh, in
the case of CO. The application of full three-particle condi-
tions results in nearly exact energies; the only molecule for
which we observe an absolute energy error larger than 10−4

Eh is H2O (-0.3 mEh). This high accuracy is, again, consistent
with the minimal-basis results of Ref. 36. These results in-
dicate that the high accuracy of 3POS previously observed in
minimal-basis calculations is retained in active-space-based
calculations such as v2RDM-driven CASSCF. Table III also
includes the ratio ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 determined from v2RDM-
derived RDMs that satisfy the 3POS conditions. We find that
this quantity is small for all systems considered here, well-
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TABLE III. CASSCF energies (Eh), the deviation of v2RDM ener-
gies from these reference values (mEh), and values of ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2
determined from 3POS calculations.

energy error
molecule CASSCF PQG PQG+T2 3POS ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2
BeH2 -15.8142 -0.5 0.0 0.0 0.022
BH -25.1873 -1.3 0.0 0.0 0.076
CH4 -40.2994 -13.5 -0.5 0.0 0.022
CO -112.921 -8.4 -0.7 0.0 0.047
H2O -76.1182 -2.2 -0.3 -0.3 0.020
NH3 -56.2972 -5.3 -0.5 0.0 0.021

below the threshold for concern (0.3) identified above for hy-
drogen clusters.

Lastly, we consider the potential energy curves for the dis-
sociation of molecular nitrogen and carbon monoxide. Table
IV presents energy errors from v2RDM-based CASSCF cal-
culations at several N–N and C–O distances. As above, all
calculations used the cc-pVQZ basis set and a full-valence
active space. Energy errors are with respect to energies ob-
tained from CI-based CASSCF, and v2RDM-driven CASSCF
calculations were carried out under 3POS conditions. To-
tal energies at the CI- and v2RDM-CASSCF levels of the-
ory can be found in the Supporting Information. We find
that 3POS provides highly accurate energies at all geome-
tries, with maximum errors of only 1.1 mEh and 0.6 mEh at
an N–N distance of 1.7 Å and a C–O distance of 2.0 Å, re-
spectively. For N2, ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 values evaluated using cu-
mulant RDMs that satisfy 3POS conditions are modest at all
geometries; the maximum observed value (0.105) occurs at
the same N–N distance as the largest 3POS error (1.7 Å). So,
for non-equilibrium geometries in this particular molecule,
our general conclusions from above hold: 3POS accurately
reproduces CI-derived energies, and the relative magnitudes
of three- and two-body correlations, as measured by the ratio
of the squared norms of the relevant cumulant RDMs, corre-
lates reasonably well with the energy error. On the other hand,
||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 values computed for CO are generally much
larger and do not peak at the same C–O distance for which we
observe the largest energy error (2.0 Å). The maximum value
of ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 we observe is 0.427 at a C–O distance of 2.5
Å; at this geometry, the 3POS energy error is only 0.2 mEh.
Clearly, the metric ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 does not correlate well with
the energy error in this case.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Variational two-electron reduced-density-matrix theory of-
fers a formally polynomially-scaling and systematically-
improvable description of the electronic structure of many-
electron systems in which nondynamic correlation effects
dominate. In particular, v2RDM calculations performed un-
der partial37 and full36 three-particle N-representability often
closely reproduce full-CI results, at least for small molecules,
at both equilibrium and non-equilibrium geometries.23,36 On
the other hand, recent benchmark studies on hydrogen clus-

TABLE IV. Errors in v2RDM-driven CASSCF energies (mEh) rel-
ative to CI-based CASSCF energies for N2 and CO at several inter-
atomic distances (r, Å), as well as v2RDM-derived ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2
values. RDMs from v2RDM-based calculations satisfy the 3POS
conditions.

N2 CO
r error ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 error ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2
1.0 0.0 0.041 0.0 0.034
1.1 0.0 0.052 0.0 0.044
1.2 0.1 0.064 0.0 0.056
1.3 0.2 0.078 0.1 0.071
1.5 0.6 0.103 0.2 0.112
1.7 1.1 0.105 0.4 0.167
2.0 0.5 0.050 0.6 0.267
2.5 0.0 0.010 0.2 0.427

ter models have revealed challenges for v2RDM carried
out under partial three-particle (PQG+T2) conditions;59 in
that work, v2RDM energies were shown to deviate from
full CI ones by 10-50 mEh for 2- and 3-dimensional clus-
ters at stretched geometries. Here, we have expanded the
benchmark study of Ref. 59 to include v2RDM calcula-
tions performed under full three-particle (3POS) conditions.
3POS consistently improves upon PQG+T2 results, provid-
ing quantitatively-accurate energies in the case of the 1-
dimensional (chain and ring) H10 models. As for the 2- and 3-
dimensional geometries, 3POS does reduce the energy errors
exhibited under the PQG+T2 conditions, but energy errors ex-
ceeding 20 mEh are still observed at stretched geometries. We
have found that these sizeable errors are often associated with
large 3-body correlations, as measured by ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2, but
this metric is not a universal indicator of the reliability of
3POS. First, in the case of the hydrogen chains, large values
of ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 indicate potentially problematic cases, but
small values do not necessarily guarantee reliable energetics.
Second, in molecular systems such as carbon monoxide, val-
ues of ||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 exceeding 0.4 are observed at stretched
geometries where 3POS reproduces CI-CASSCF energies to
within only a few tenths of one mEh.

Despite the critical lens through which we view v2RDM
results for the 2- and 3-dimensional hydrogen cluster mod-
els, the energies obtained under 3POS conditions are actu-
ally quite accurate, when compared to those obtained using
other approximate correlation models. As shown in Ref. 59,
standard low-order coupled-cluster methods (i.e., coupled
cluster (CC) with single and double excitations [CCSD],86

CCSD with perturbative triple excitations [CCSD(T)],87 and
completely renormalized CC with perturbative triple excita-
tions [CR-CC(2,3)]88) all display larger errors than v2RDM
with PQG+T2 conditions, for all four of the H10 model sys-
tems. CC methods tend to diverge at larger r, while v2RDM
calculations display comparatively moderate errors in this
limit. Hence, the v2RDM approach can be considered a
mostly reliable one for strong correlation problems, partic-
ularly when the optimal RDMs satisfy full three-particle N-
representability conditions. Nonetheless, v2RDM-derived re-
sults should be viewed with caution when large values of
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||3λ ||2/||2λ ||2 are observed.

Supporting Information Full CI and v2RDM (PQG,
PQG+T2, and 3POS) energies for the H10 clusters considered
in this work; CI- and v2RDM- (3POS) driven CASSCF ener-
gies for N2 and CO dissociation curves.
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