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Strong/static electronic correlation mediates the emergence of remarkable phases of matter, and
underlies the exceptional reactivity properties in transition metal-based catalysts. Modeling strongly
correlated molecules and solids calls for multi-reference Ansätze, which explicitly capture the com-
petition of energy scales characteristic of such systems. With the efficient computational screening
of correlated solids in mind, the ghost Gutzwiller (gGut) Ansatz has been recently developed. This
is a variational Ansatz which can be formulated as a self-consistent embedding approach, describing
the system within a non-interacting, quasiparticle model, yet providing with accurate spectra in
both low and high energy regimes. Crucially, small fragments of the system are identified as respon-
sible for the strong correlation, and are therefore enhanced by adding a set of auxiliary orbitals,
the ghosts. These capture many-body correlations through one-body fluctuations and subsequent
out-projection when computing physical observables. gGut has been shown to accurately describe
multi-orbital lattice models at modest computational cost. In this work, we extend the gGut frame-
work to strongly correlated molecules. To adapt the gGut Ansatz for molecular calculations, we
address the fact that, unlike in the lattice model previously considered, electronic interactions in
molecules are not local. Hence, we explore a hierarchy of approximations of increasing accuracy cap-
turing interactions between fragments and environment, and within the environment, and discuss
how these affect the embedding description of correlations in the whole molecule. We will compare
the accuracy of the gGut model with established methods to capture strong correlation within ac-
tive space formulations, and assess the realistic use of this novel approximation to the theoretical
description of correlated molecular clusters.

I. INTRODUCTION

Strong electronic correlation enables the emergence
of electronic states with remarkable tuneability [1], be
it in the form of unconventional superconductors [2–
6], ferroelectric perovskites [7, 8], bilayer transition-
metal dichalcogenides [9, 10] or catalytic molecular com-
plexes [11–14]. The underlying motif is the competition
of multiple energy scales governing the electronic mo-
tion, most often potential energy driven localization and
kinetic energy favored delocalization [15, 16]. An exten-
sive body of research has been dedicated to capturing
strong correlation computationally, resulting in a wide
palette of theoretical and numerical approaches aiming
to provide the most accurate predictions possible for dif-
ferent observables [17–20]. An important complement
to this research lines is the development of simplified
models, which while reducing the computational com-
plexity aim to remain qualitatively reliable. These can
be invaluable tools for performing exploratory studies of
families of materials, or for proposing phenomenologi-
cal explanations for correlated behavior. A successful
programme in this direction has been pursued in terms
of embedding approximations, such as dynamical mean-
field theory (DMFT) [21–30], density-matrix embedding
theory (DMET) [31–34], energy-weighted DMET [35, 36],
or self-energy embedding theory (SEET) [37–39], which
capture correlation in terms of a small number of orbitals,
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deemed as the main causes for such correlation.
Embedding approximations vary in their computa-

tional complexity and in the range of observables they
give access to. In particular, accessing spectral informa-
tion, related to ionization potentials and (inverse) photo-
emission spectra, is typically associated with a large com-
putational overhead. Indeed, this usually requires eval-
uating the one-body Green’s function (GF) either di-
rectly from a correlated auxiliary impurity model [21],
or in terms of increasingly complex expectation val-
ues [35]. Obtaining correlated spectra from an effective,
non-interacting model would thus offer a complementary
route to evaluating opto-electronic properties of corre-
lated solids and molecules phenomenologically.
Such a route is provided by the ghost Gutzwiller frame-

work (gGut) [40–46], a generalization of the Gutzwiller
Ansatz [47–52] which models correlation in terms of
Slater determinants where the weight of expensive charge
fluctuations is supressed by local linear operators. This
is also equivalent to an effectively non-interacting quasi-
particle Hamiltonian self-consistently coupled to an in-
teracting impurity model. Crucially, however, upon self-
consistency spectral information is evaluated in terms
of the quasi-particle Hamiltonian, not the impurity
model, making its description computationally inexpen-
sive. This is achieved by adding auxiliary quasi-particle
states to the Ansatz, which are ultimately projected out
when computing observables of the physical system. Fur-
ther, this embedding framework derives from a varia-
tional wave function Ansatz, simplifying the access to
forces and electron-vibration couplings as well.
So far, the gGut approach has been successfully ap-
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the Gutzwiller and ghost
Gutzwiller Ansatz. Gutzwiller corresponds to the limit with
no ghost orbitals. Local interactions are marked with the
symbol U . See text for details.

plied to investigate lattice models relevant to a family
of strongly correlated materials, such as cuprate super-
conductors, iron pnictides and perovskite materials [40–
45]. However, all these models had exclusively local
interactions, simplifying the embedding approximation.
To investigate the applicability of this method to cor-
related molecular systems, it is imperative to ascertain
how to reliably recover non-local interactions, as they are
paramount to describing from complex catalytic centres,
to simple bond breaking.

In this work, we aim to perform such a study, and pro-
pose a gGut based approximation that captures non-local
electronic correlation. After a brief heuristic summary of
the main ingredients in the gGut framework, we intro-
duce our approximation and a summary of its algorithmic
structure. We exemplify the capabilities and limitations
of this approach on two toy models, the Hubbard dimer
at half-filling and the H2 molecule in minimal basis. We
then proceed to studying its performance on two simple
yet non-trivial dissociation scenarios: the H2 molecule in
the cc-pvDz basis, and the H6 ring in minimal basis. We
conclude the paper with a discussion of how this initial
approximation can be enhanced in future steps towards
a more rigorous inclusion of non-local correlations within
quantum embedding.

II. EMBEDDING WITH AUXILIARY
QUASIPARTICLES - GHOST GUTZWILLER

This section briefly discusses the Gutzwiller and ghost
Gutzwiller approaches from a heuristic point of view. For
detailed derivations of the formalism, as developed for
models with exclusively local interactions, we refer to the
existing literature [49–51, 53]. Here we provide a narra-
tive description of what the method can provide, as well
as the main equations involved. Finally we introduce an
approach to recover the effect of non-local interactions in
the gGut framework.

Briefly, both Gutzwiller and gGut are variational
Ansätze in which the test wave function is composed
of a single Slater determinant and a projection opera-
tor. This is a common structure, which can be opti-

mized with Monte Carlo sampling, e.g., in terms of Jas-
trow factors [20, 54–57], or other minimization strate-
gies [58, 59]. However, instead of performing the varia-
tional optimization exactly, here we apply an approxima-
tion based on spatial locality to formulate it instead as
an embedding problem [51]. This comes at the price of
reducing the quantitative accuracy, but provides with a
computationally flexible and comparatively inexpensive
method, which has been shown to give direct access to
qualitatively faithful spectral information.

A. Heuristic of the Gutzwiller Approximation And
the Role of Ghosts

The Gutzwiller variational wave function |ΨG⟩ is com-
posed of two main ingredients: a Slater determinant
|Ψqp⟩, and a projection operator P , both of which are op-
timized to minimize the ground state energy of a physical
Hamiltonian of interest Hphys,

|ΨG⟩ = P |Ψqp⟩ ,

EG
0 = min

P,Ψqp

⟨ΨG|Hphys|ΨG⟩
⟨ΨG|ΨG⟩

.
(1)

The Slater determinant is obtained as the ground state
of an effective, one-body model for the system of inter-
est, the quasi-particle Hamiltonian Hqp, defined below.
Being a one-body model, it can capture correlation ef-
fects primarily through a renormalization of the one-body
Hamiltonian terms, and possibly by adding an auxiliary
single particle potential. Both physical and quasi-particle
Hamiltonians are schematically represented in Fig. 1,
where physical orbitals are shown as circles and quasi-
particle ones as diamonds/squares.
On the other hand, the projector P is a map between

the quasi-particle and the physical Hilbert spaces, and
thus in general contains a number of variational parame-
ters which is exponentially large in the system size. Per-
forming an energy optimization over such a number of pa-
rameters is a daunting task, computationally expensive
and prone to local minima. We alleviate this complexity
by introducing the Gutzwiller approximation, essentially
a large coordination number approximation which be-
comes exact in the limit of infinite dimensions. Within
this local approximation, the projector only acts within
a restricted set of physical and quasi-particle orbitals at
a time. In essence, we define a fragmentation in the sys-
tem, and the projector splits into smaller sub-projectors
P =

∏
I PI , which only map onto electronic configura-

tions local to each fragment I. This reduces the num-
ber of variational parameters, and further allows us to
evaluate the expectation values that enter in Eq. (1) an-
alytically [50]. Indeed, we can split the energy expec-
tation value in Eq. (1) into terms local to each frag-
ment, and the non-local contributions of the Hamiltonian
Hphys =

∑
I H

loc
I +H latt
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⟨ΨG|Hphys|ΨG⟩ =
∑
I

⟨Ψqp|P †H loc
I P |Ψqp⟩+ ⟨Ψqp|P †H lattP |Ψqp⟩ ,

=
∑
I

⟨Ψqp|P †
IH

loc
I PI |Ψqp⟩+ ⟨Ψqp|Hqp|Ψqp⟩ ,

(2)
where in the last line we have introduced Hqp, such

that it fulfills ⟨Ψqp|Hqp|Ψqp⟩ = ⟨Ψqp|P †H lattP |Ψqp⟩.
Now, within the Gutzwiller approximation and assum-
ing that H latt contains no interactions, Hqp can be de-
rived [53] by performing the following substitution on the
physical creation/annihilation operators c†α

P †
I c

†
αI
PI →

∑
aI

RI,†
aIαI

d†aI
, (3)

which essentially defines the quasi-particle orbitals{
d†aI

}
in terms of renormalization matrices R⃗ =

{
RI

}
.

We will henceforth use greek indices and operators c†αI
to

refer to physical orbitals, and latin indices a, b and oper-
ators d†aI

for quasi-particle orbitals. Further, we employ
composite indices xI , where capital lettes I, J identify
fragments and small case letters identify orbitals.

Even after this simplification, one would need to vari-
ationally optimize the parameters defining the local pro-
jectors PI , which are still exponential in the local Hilbert
space sizes. Within the already established high coordi-
nation number limit, this final optimization can be ex-
actly substituted by finding the ground state of an auxil-
iary impurity Hamiltonian Himp

I for each sub-projector,
shown in the rightmost part of Fig. 1. Like in DMET,
in the Gutzwiller method these impurity models have ex-
actly as many bath orbitals as impurity orbitals. Thus,
within the Gutzwiller approximation, it is possible to
formulate the variational Ansatz as an embedding-like
approach in which local fragments of the quasi-particle
Hamitlonian are mapped into impurity models. The pa-
rameters of this mapping are fixed by a self-consistent
condition, imposing that the local one-body reduced den-
sity matrices (1-RDM) of the quasi-particle Hamiltonian
match the bath 1-RDMs of the the impurity models, as
shown in Fig. 1. This condition is imposed by adding

local one-body potentials λ⃗ = {λI} to Hqp, working es-
sentially as Lagrange multipliers. While the Gutzwiller
approximation technically makes the calculation non-
variational, except in the infinite-dimensional limit, most
if not all previous studies seem to find a nonetheless vari-
ational behavior of the converged energy [40, 43–45, 51].

Once the self-consistency is reached, one obtains a
quasi-particle and, potentially several, impurity Hamil-
tonians which represent the correlated system studied
within the Gutzwiller approximation. Local (fragment)
quantities can be evaluated from the impurity models,
while non-local information such as momentum depen-
dent energy dispersions are accessed through the quasi-
particle Hamiltonian. Remarkably, this embedding gives
qualitatively accurate spectral functions despite spectral

3 2 1 0 1 2 3

U/D = 0.0Ng = 0
Ng = 2

3 2 1 0 1 2 3

A(
)

U/D = 1.5

3 2 1 0 1 2 3
/D

U/D = 4.0

FIG. 2. Example of the effect of ghosts when capturing corre-
lated spectra. Spectral function A(ω) for the one-band Hub-
bard model at half-filling in the Bethe lattice for 3 differ-
ent interactions in Gutzwiller (Ng = 0) and ghost Gutzwiller
(Ng = 2) approximations. See text for details.

information never entering the self-consistency explicitly.
Further, being effectively variational, it can be used to
compute forces, a direction which is yet to be fully ex-
ploited.

The Gutzwiller approximation has seen great success
in the description of strongly correlated phenomena. Fa-
mously, it provided the first picture of the paramagnetic
Mott transition within the so-called Brinkman-Rice sce-
nario [47, 48]. This can be exemplified by solving the
one-band Hubbard model at half-filling in the Bethe lat-
tice, where the Gutzwiller approximation to the expecta-
tion values is exact. Here the fragmentation of the system
corresponds to a single site/orbital per fragment, with all
sub-projectors and impurity models being equal by space
translational invariance. Fig. 2 shows the resulting spec-
tral function for different interaction strenghts as blue
curves. The onset of Mott localization is shown in a pro-
gressive narrowing of the metallic band at zero frequency,
and a first order transition to a gapped phase beyond a
critical interaction strength. However, this picture is far
from perfect: indeed, the Brinkman-Rice scenario sees a
metal to insulator transition with no symmetry break-
ing, but it does so by losing all spectral weight in the
insulating phase (see blue curve in the lower panel of
Fig. 2). In other words, it misses the high-energy, in-
coherent Hubbard bands. From the embedding picture
of the Gutzwiller Ansatz, the explanation for this short-
coming is rather simple: since the impurity model has a
single impurity orbital, it only has a single bath. This
single bath cannot capture at the same time the metallic
band at zero frequency as well as the high-energy Hub-
bard bands. Consequently, it is possible to address this
limitation of the Gutzwiller Ansatz by adding more bath
orbitals to the impurity model: this is the role of the
ghosts in gGut. Ghosts are auxiliary orbitals added to
the quasi-particle Hamiltonian (see red squares in Fig. 1),
which have to be projected out by the projector op-
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erator. They enhance the variational flexibility of the
Ansatz, while simultaneously increasing the number of
baths into the impurity model. This simple modifica-
tion of the method allows capturing the elusive Hubbard
bands, see orange curves in Fig. 2. Moreover, we have
shown how in the multi-orbital settings ghosts allow to
correctly capture orbital selective Mott physics, crystal-
field mediated insulator-insulator transitions, and Hund’s
metallicity [43]. It is worth emphasizing that this qual-
itatively accurate spectral information is obtained from
an embedding method which is formulated around the
static 1-RDM exclusively.

All previous studies of the gGut Ansatz were per-
formed in systems presenting purely local interactions,
but its variational structure does not pose any real lim-
itation a priori to apply it on systems with non-local
interactions. Before proposing a way to include these
non-local effects, we will briefly review the algorithmic
formulation of the approach in lattice models with local
interactions, to introduce the fundamental equations.

B. The ghost Gutzwiller Approach for Lattices

As described above, there are three Hamiltonians en-
tering a gGut calculation: the physical, quasi-particle,
and impurity Hamiltonians. In the lattice setting, the
physical Hamiltonian is often assumed to have exclusively
local interactions, and thus is written as:

Hphys = H latt +
∑
I

H loc
I ,

H latt =
∑
I ̸=J

∑
αIβJ

tαIβJ
c†αI

cβJ

H loc
I =

∑
αIβI

tαIβI
c†αI

cβI

+
1

2

∑
αIβI γIδI

UαIβI γIδI c
†
αI

c†γI
cδI cβI

.

(4)

where we distinguish between local Hamiltonians H loc
I

including all terms involving a single site I, and a lattice
Hamiltonian H latt including the one-body terms between
different lattice sites I, J . When performing a gGut cal-
culation on this Hphys, a natural fragmentation choice
corresponds to each site I belonging to its own fragment,
and hence the full projector operator is split as a product
of local single-site projectors, which are equal in presence
of space translation symmetry. The quasi-particle Hamil-
tonian will keep the non-local terms, possibly renormal-

ize them with a set of local matrices R⃗, and add local

one-body potentials λ⃗ to model local correlations.

Hqp =
∑
I ̸=J

∑
aIbJ

∑
αIβJ

RI,†
aIαI

tαIβJ
RJ

βJbJ
− δIJλ

I
aIbI

 d†aI
dbI .

(5)

In the normal Gutzwiller approximation, there are as
many quasi-particle orbitals as physical ones, whereas in
gGut there are more, since one adds also the ghosts. The

matrices R⃗ and λ⃗ are the self-consistent parameters of
the method, since they are the variational parameters
defining of the Slater determinant in Eq. (1). In the
presence of space translational invariance, each RI and
λI are assumed to be equal. Meanwhile, the variational
parameters of the projector are determined by finding
the ground state of the impurity models, which carry the
local Hamiltonians H loc

I . These impurity models corre-
spond to each isolated fragment of the physical system
hybridized with a bath. This bath derives from the local
(fragment) space of the quasi-particle Hamiltonian.

Himp
I = H loc

I +
∑
αIaI

(
V I
αIaI

d†aI
cαI

+ h.c.
)
−

∑
aIbI

λI,c
aIbI

d†aI
dbI .

(6)
Note that in these impurity models, there are as many

impurity orbitals as physical orbitals in the correspond-
ing fragment in Hphys, and as many bath orbitals as
quasi-particle orbitals in the corresponding fragment in
Hqp. Again, in the presence of space translational sym-
metry, all these impurity models are equal, and hence
only one needs to be solved in any given iteration. The
exact relations between (λI,c, V I) and the quasi-particle
Hamiltonian Hqp are given by

√
∆II,qp

(
I−∆II,qp

)
· V I =

∑
J ̸=I

∆IJ,qp ·RI,† · tIJ , (7)

and

λI,c
aIbI

= −λI
aIbI+

{
∂

∂∆qp
aIbI

[
RI ·

√
∆II,qp(I−∆II,qp) · V I

]
+ h.c.

}
(8)

where we have introduced the quasi-particle 1-RDM

∆qp
aIbJ

= ⟨d†aI
dbJ ⟩qp, ∆IJ,qp refers to the block of the

quasi-particle 1-RDM corresponding to fragments I, J ,
and similarly for tIJ for the one-body Hamiltonian com-
ponents. The self-consistency condition of the gGut em-
bedding is formulated in terms of the quasiparticle and
impurity model 1-RDMs as:

⟨ dbI d
†
aI

⟩imp = δaIbI −∆I,imp
aIbI

!
= ∆qp

aIbI
= ⟨ d†aI

dbI ⟩qp .
(9)

Since the self-consistency only involves the static 1-
RDM, the full simulation is computationally less expen-
sive than embedding approaches requiring the impurity
GF, like DMFT. The self-consistency condition in Eq. (9)
is typically enforced iteratively. At the ℓ-th iteration we
run through the above equations, and finally propose a

new R⃗ and ∆qp as
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∆II,qp,ℓ+1 = I−∆I,imp,ℓ
bath−bath,

RI,ℓ+1 ·
√

∆II,qp,ℓ+1(I−∆II,qp,ℓ+1) = ∆I,imp,ℓ,t
bath−imp.

(10)

Where ∆I,imp
bath−imp denotes the off-diagonal block of the

I-th impurity model RDM between the impurity and

bath orbitals, and ∆I,imp
bath−bath the corresponding bath-

bath block. Obtaining a new λ⃗ in the following iteration
implies thus formally a fitting problem, to enforce that
the quasi-particle Hamiltonian in Eq. (5) has the 1-RDM
obtained from Eq. (10). This fitting step can be substi-
tuted by using the equation for λc in Eq. (8) to propose a
new λ, which at self-consistency typically leads to a Hqp

with the right 1-RDM.
Once the self-consistency is reached, we obtain a set of

R⃗ and λ⃗ defining the variationally optimal gGut Ansatz.
From this, observables of interest can be extracted, such
as the ground state energy EG

0 or the spectral function
A(ω). The ground state energy follows

EG
0 =

∑
I

EI
imp+

∑
I ̸=J

∑
aIbJ

∑
αIβJ

RI,†
aIαI

tαIβJ
RJ

βJbJ

 ∆qp
aIbJ

,

(11)
where the first term is the sum of the ground state ener-

gies EI
imp of the impurity models, while the second term

is the ground state energy of Hqp minus the contribution

from the on-site potentials λ⃗. The spectral function is
related to the imaginary part of the Green’s function as
A(ω) = − 1

πℑ [TrG(ω)], and the Green’s function can be
obtained as

GαIβJ
(ω) =

∑
ab

RI
αIaJ

[
1

(ω + i0+)I−Hqp

]
aIbJ

RJ,†
bJβJ

.

(12)
Essentially, one has to compute the Green’s function

of the quasi-particle Hamiltonian (the resolvent on the
right hand side of Eq. (12)), and project it back to the

physical space using the R⃗ matrices.

C. The ghost Gutzwiller Approach for Molecules

In order to apply the gGut formalism to molecular sys-
tems, we have to drop the assumption that the physical
Hamiltonian includes only local interactions. Regardless
of what fragmentation we propose for the Gutzwiller em-
bedding, there will be in general interactions beyond any
fragment Hilbert space. Given the comparative lack of
symmetries between most molecular systems and crys-
talline solids, we will also generalize the structure of the
projection operator, allowing for different local projec-
tors for each fragment. Finally, unlike in the lattice

model case above, real systems typically have uncorre-
lated electrons, which are in orbitals or bands well above
or below the Fermi level. For this reason, we want to
allow for a set of orbitals, henceforth the “uncorrelated
space”, which will not be acted upon by any projector.
For this orbital subset, we will reserve the index Y . The
molecular Hamiltonian can hence be divided into three
components

Hphys =
∑
I

H loc
I +H loc

Y +Hhyb,

H loc
I =

∑
αIβI ,σ

tαIβI
c†αIσcβIσ

+
1

2

∑
αIβIγIδI

σσ′

UαIβI γIδI c†αIσc
†
γIσ′cδIσ′cβIσ

,

H loc
Y =

∑
αY βY ,σ

tαY βY
c†αY σcβY σ

+
1

2

∑
αY βY γY δY

σσ′

UαY βY γY δY c†αY σc
†
γY σ′cδY σ′cβY σ,

Hhyb =
∑
I ̸=J

Hhyb
IJ +

∑
I

Hhyb
IY ,

(13)

where Hhyb
IJ collects the one- and two-body terms

which include orbitals from at least two distinct frag-

ments I, J , andHhyb
IY collects the terms including orbitals

only from fragment I and at least one uncorrelated or-
bital. Note that in our lattice example above, H loc

Y would
be exactly zero, HHyb would be exclusively composed of
hoppings between different lattice sites, and all corre-
lated Hamiltonians H loc

I would be equal in the presence
of space translational invariance.
Now, within this fragmentation, we will propose a vari-

ational Ansatz based on the following projector

|ΨG⟩ = P |Ψqp⟩ =
∏
I

PI |Ψqp⟩ , (14)

where each local projector PI may be different from
each other, and there is no projection operator acting on
the uncorrelated orbitals (which can be seen as PY = I).
Because of this, we cannot add ghosts to these orbitals.
This is not a severe approximation, since the underlying
Slater determinant can be exact for uncorrelated elec-
trons.
In principle, it is possible to apply the standard deriva-

tion of the Gutzwiller formalism to the Hamiltonian in
Eq. (13), the same way as for lattice models, to arrive
at an embedding description. This can be done by writ-
ing out the expectation values of the different Hamilto-
nian terms using the Ansatz in Eq. (14), and invoking
the Gutzwiller, i.e., large coordination number, approx-
imation. Since each correlated fragment has a different
projector, each will generate a different impurity model,
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which will have to be solved explicitly in every iteration.
Besides this, the main differences with the case of lo-
cal interactions will be that (i) the impurity model will
include interactions between the impurity and bath or-
bitals and (ii) the quasi-particle Hamiltonian will feature
all the interaction terms in H loc

Y and Hhyb. The interac-
tions in H loc

Y will appear as-is, while those in Hhyb will
be renormalized by tensors χ arising from the Gutzwiller
approximation analogously to the R tensors in Eq. (3),
e.g., as

P †
I c

†
αI
cβI

PI →
∑
aIbI

χI
aIbI αIβI

d†aI
dbI . (15)

While this would correspond to the most rigorous ap-
plication of the gGut Ansatz to the molecular Hamilto-
nian, and hence would account for non-local interactions
in the most accurate way, the proliferation of additional
self-consistent parameters χ will also greatly increase the
complexity of the self-consistency convergence. To gauge
how well this type of variational embedding may capture
non-local correlations in molecular systems, and whether
this type of strategy offers any potential advantage, it is
advisable to instead start from a simplified approxima-
tion to the Ansatz. This is the goal of the present work,
and the simplification will be performed by decoupling
the interactions in H loc

Y and Hhyb in mean-field.

D. Mean-Field decoupling of Non-Local
Interactions

The simplest approximation to be performed on the
non-local interactions is a mean-field decoupling follow-
ing

c†ασc
†
γσ′cδσ′cβσ → c†ασcβσ⟨c

†
γσ′cδσ′⟩+ c†γσ′cδσ′⟨c†ασcβσ⟩

− δσσ′

[
c†ασcδσ⟨c

†
γσcβσ⟩+ c†γσcβσ⟨c

†
ασcδσ⟩

]
− ⟨c†ασcβσ⟩⟨c

†
γσ′cδσ′⟩+ δσσ′⟨c†ασcδσ⟩⟨c

†
γσcβσ⟩.

(16)

We will assume for simplicity a restricted (i.e. spin in-

dependent) mean field, such that ⟨c†ασcβσ⟩ = ⟨c†αcβ⟩ ≡
∆mf

αβ . The idea is to perform the mean-field decou-
pling directly on the molecular Hamiltonian, before ap-
plying the gGut Ansatz. This decoupling is performed on
all non-local interaction terms, such that the one-body
terms in Eq. (13) become

t̃αβ = tαβ +
∑
I,J

uIJ
αβ +

∑
I

[
uIY
αβ + uY I

αβ

]
+ uY Y

αβ − uDC
αβ ,

uAB
αβ =

∑
γA∈A
δB∈B

[2Uαβ γAδB − UαδB γAβ ] ∆
mf
γAδB

,

uDC
αβ =

{
uII
αβ if α and β both in the same fragment I

0 otherwise
,

(17)

where the final term uDC is a double counting correc-
tion, since local fragment interactions are not mean-field
decoupled. Note that, in a fragmentation involving multi-
ple fragments, this type of mean-field decoupling does not
correspond to an expectation value on the original Hamil-
tonian in Eq. (13). Therefore, despite the gGut Ansatz
being still variational up to the local approximation, this
complete scheme of mean-field + gGut (mf+gGut) loses
the variational property.

After applying the mean-field decoupling in Eq. (17),
the molecular Hamiltonian becomes an effective
impurity-model-like Hamiltonian, composed exclu-
sively of locally interacting fragments, and possibly a
non-interacting, uncorrelated subspace, following:

H̃phys =
∑
I

H̃ loc
I + H̃ loc

Y + H̃hyb,

H̃ loc
I =

∑
αIβI ,σ

t̃αIβI
c†αIσcβIσ

+
1

2

∑
αIβIγIδI

σσ′

UαIβI γIδI c†αIσc
†
γIσ′cδIσ′cβIσ

,

H̃ loc
Y =

∑
αY βY ,σ

t̃αY βY
c†αY σcβY σ,

H̃hyb =
∑
I ̸=J

∑
αIβJ ,σ

t̃αIβJ
c†αIσcβJσ

+
∑
I

∑
αIβX ,σ

(
t̃αIβX

c†αIσcβXσ + h.c.
)
,

(18)

This Hamiltonian can then be treated with the gGut
Ansatz in exactly the same way as the lattice Hamilto-
nian in the previous subsection, since the only explicit in-
teractions it presents are fully localized to the fragments.
The only difference from the calculation described in the
previous subsection is that the mean-fields for the non-
local interaction decoupling, which enter the effective
one-body terms t̃, have to be determined self-consistently
with the Gutzwiller solution. In essence, the expectation

values ∆mf
αβ = ⟨c†αcβ⟩ have to be evaluated within the

gGut approximation, namely
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∆mf
αβ =


⟨c†αcβ⟩imp if α, β ∈ I∑

ab RI,†
aα ⟨d†adb⟩qp R

J
βb if α ∈ I, β ∈ J, I ̸= J∑

a RI,†
aα ⟨d†adβ⟩qp if α ∈ I, β ∈ X

⟨d†αdβ⟩qp if α, β ∈ Y

(19)

With this prescription, the mean-field and gGut self-
consistencies can be performed alternately: start with
some guess mean-field, e.g., from a Hartree-Fock calcu-
lation, then run a gGut calculation at fixed mean-field,
update the mean-fields with the converged gGut wave
function, and repeat until the mean-fields are converged.
The steps in the algorithm are presented in Alg. 1. One
can also consider running this approximation in a “one-
shot” fashion, i.e., without the outer self-consistency for
the mean-field.

Algorithm 1: Mean-Field + ghost Gutzwiller
algorithm.

Input : t, U

Output: ∆mf , R⃗, λ⃗
∆mf ← HF ;
while ∆mf not converged do

R⃗, λ⃗← R⃗0, λ⃗0 ;

while R⃗, λ⃗ not converged do

∆qp ← Hqp ← R⃗, λ⃗ Eq. (5) ;

V⃗ ← ∆qp, R⃗ Eq. (7) ;

λ⃗c ← ∆qp, λ⃗, R⃗, V⃗ Eq. (8) ;

∆⃗imp ← H⃗imp ← V⃗ , λ⃗c Eq. (6) ;

R⃗, ∆qp ← ∆⃗imp Eq. (10) ;

λ⃗ ← ∆qp, λ⃗c, R⃗, V⃗ Eq. (8) ;
end

∆mf ← R⃗,∆qp, ∆⃗imp Eq. (19) ;
end

We have a hierarchy of Gutzwiller-like approximations
to treat the electronic correlation in molecular systems:
(i) one-shot mf+gGut approximation, (ii) self-consistent
mf+gGut and (iii) the rigorous gGut Ansatz without
the previous mean-field decoupling. In the following
sections, we will examine the performance of the first
two approaches for a series of bond breaking scenarios
in small molecular systems, since the description of any
bond breaking phenomenon requires capturing non-local
correlations correctly. From the following results, it will
become apparent that both one-shot and self-consistent
formulations provide with qualitatively equivalent, when
not quantitatively identical, descriptions. This will be
useful in calculations for larger systems, in which each
gGut self-consistency may require a significant amount
of computational time.
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FIG. 3. Ghost Gutzwiller calculations on the Hubbard dimer
at half-filling, for different interaction strengths U given in
units of the hopping t. Reported are the error of the ground
state energy, divided by U (upper panel) and the gap of the
spectral function (lower panel). Results are shown for two
different fragmentations, with and without ghosts. See text
for details.

III. EMBEDDING OF TOY MODELS

To exemplify the capabilities of the mf+gGut Ansatz,
and illustrate the features discussed in the previous sec-
tion, we employ this approximation on two toy models:
the Hubbard dimer at half-filling, and the H2 molecule in
minimal basis (sto-3g). We will concentrate on the qual-
ity of the ground state energy and spectral function A(ω)
for different fragmentations and numbers of ghosts Ng.
Throughout this section, we will use the following short-
hand notation to label fragmentations: (Nfrag × Norb).
This denotes a fragmentation in which there are Nfrag

fragments, each containing Norb orbitals. When appro-
priate, the nature of these orbitals will be specified in
the text. For all the calculations in this section, both the
one-shot and self-consistent formulation of the mf+gGut
approximation give essentially identical results, so only
self-consistent data will be reported.
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A. The Hubbard Dimer - Role of Multiple
Fragments and Ghosts

Simple though it is, the Hubbard dimer at half-filling
already presents some of the main ingredients character-
izing strong correlation, which has made it a common
benchmark case to study new approximations [60–66].
The Hamiltonian reads

HHD =− t
∑
σ

(
c†1σc2σ + h.c.

)
+ U

∑
I=1,2

nI↑nI↓

− U

2

∑
I=1,2,σ

nIσ,
(20)

where t is the hopping between both sites, U the lo-

cal Hubbard repulsion, and nIσ = c†IσcIσ. This sys-
tem is gaped for all interaction strengths U , with the
gap increasing linearly with U in the large U limit. A
mean-field solution of the problem changes character at
U/t = 2, the point at which a symmetry broken (un-
restricted) Hartree-Fock solution is variationally better
than a symmetric (restricted) solution. In this sense, its
behavior as a function of U/t shares many similarities
with a bond breaking scenario, transitioning from a de-
localized to a localized nature. Thus, despite not having
explicitly non-local interaction terms in the Hamiltonian,
the Hubbard dimer example will allow us to illustrate
the role of the embedding fragmentation and number of
ghosts.

In Fig. 3 we present the error in the ground state
energy ∆E0 from different ghost Gutziller Ansätze (up-
per panel), and the gap of the spectral function (lower
panel), both as a function of the interaction strength U/t.
Since there are only two-orbitals, we can only choose
two different, non-trivial, fragmentations: taking one of
the two orbitals as a correlated fragment, while leaving
the other orbital uncorrelated (1 × 1), and correlating
both orbitals in different fragments (2 × 1). For both
fragmentations, we consider calculations with no ghosts,
hence pure Gutzwiller Ansätze, and simulations with two
ghosts for each correlated orbital. Note that in the (2×1)
simulations, no explicit mean-field decoupling of the in-
teractions is undertaken, although each impurity is only
allowed to couple through the one-body Hqp.

Both the ground state energy error ∆E0 and the spec-
tral gap in Fig. 3 show that correlating only one of the two
site-orbitals leads to essentially mean-field results: ∆E0

has an approximate asymptote linear with U/t, and the
spectral gap has a weak dependence from U/t, closing
slightly instead of linearly opening up. This is not sur-
prising, since the uncorrelated orbital remains completely
in mean-field in Hqp. In restricted mean-field, the Hub-
bard repulsion becomes a chemical potential shift, and
hence electrons in the second orbital cannot localize at
large repulsion strengths unless they belong to a corre-
lated fragment, with its own impurity model. Adding
ghosts to the other orbital cannot change this behavior,

and indeed the results for the (1× 1) fragmentation with
and without ghosts are identical.
Correlating both orbitals in different fragments imme-

diately recovers the right asymptotic behaviour of the
ground state energy in the large interaction limit, with a
significant error present only around the intermediate in-
teraction regime U/t ∼ 5. However, before the introduc-
tion of ghosts, the spectral behavior is still qualitatively
wrong. Indeed, the (2×1) simulations with Ng = 0 show
a spectral gap that very closely resembles the Brinkman-
Rice scenario of the Mott transition discussed above:
the gap initially is reduced, and at a critical interaction
strength completely closes. Examining the full spectral
function A(ω) reveals that after this critical interaction
(U/t ∼ 7.8), the spectrum is exactly zero, owing to R
tending to zero in this limit, exactly as in the treatment
of a Hubbard lattice with the Gutzwiller approximation.
Just like in that case, this can be resolved by adding
ghosts. Introducing two ghosts per correlated orbital is
enough to recover the right asymptotic behaviour of the
gap at large interactions. There is still a first order tran-
sition between this behaviour at large U/t, and the low
U/t regime, in which the gap still decreases with increas-
ing U/t. In essence, the gGut description of the Hubbard
dimer inherits the properties of the gGut model for the
Mott transition in the Hubbard lattice, since the under-
lying impurity models in both cases are essentially equiv-
alent. This motif will be repeated through the different
systems studied in this work.

B. The H2 Molecule in Minimal Basis - Non-Local
Approximations

The H2 molecule in minimal basis (sto-3g) is essentially
a Hubbard dimer with dense interaction tensor Uαβ γδ.
Hence, we can use it as middle step between toy-models
and more reasonable ab initio molecular models. We con-
sider the ground state energy E0 and the spectral gap of
the H2 molecule as a function of the inter-atomic dis-
tance R for the same fragmentations as in the Hubbard
dimer case, now in terms of the two atomic 1s orbitals,
and for different numbers of ghosts Ng, shown in Fig. 4.
Note that in this case, all fragmentations involve explicit
mean-field decouplings of some interaction terms. Here,
the orbital fragmentations were defined using orthonor-
mal, atomic-like orbitals obtained by rotating the canon-
ical orbitals from restricted HF calculations.
The behaviour of the gGut approximation in the H2

molecular case is completely analogous to that of the
Hubbard dimer. Examining the ground state energy
E0, we observe again that correlating just one of the 1s
atomic orbitals is only marginally better than Hartree-
Fock (HF) in the dissociation regime, while there is a
reasonable improvement in the bound region. Correlat-
ing both 1s orbitals separately, the energy recovers the
right behaviour at the dissociation limit, and we observe
a region of major disagreement somewhere around the
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FIG. 4. Ghost Gutzwiller calculations on the Hydrogen
molecule in sto-3g basis, as a function of intermolecular dis-
tance R. Reported are the ground state potential energy sur-
face (upper panel) and the gap of the spectral function (lower
panel). Results are shown for two different fragmentations,
with and without ghosts. See text for details.

Coulson-Fisher point. Notably, around the bound re-
gion the (2 × 1) fragmentations report non-variational
energies, a consequence of the multi-fragment version of
the mean-field decoupling introduced in Eq. (18), rather
than of the Gutzwiller approximation itself. In this light,
the better agreement of the energy in the (1 × 1) frag-
mentation may be due to error cancellation between the
mean-field decoupling in Eq. (18) and the quasi-particle
approximation for one of the 1s orbitals in the Gutzwiller
Ansatz. For either fragmentation, adding ghosts does not
seem to significantly change the energy.

Examining the spectral gap in the lower panel of Fig. 4
presents a similar picture as with the Hubbard dimer.
Here, since the exact gap actually closes with increasing
inter-atomic distance, the Brinkman-Rice behavior of the
gap is at first fortuitously correct for all gGut Ansätze.
Nevertheless, the dissociation limit again differenciates
between the various fragmentations, and highlights the
role of the ghosts. All (1×1) simulations, and the (2×1)
one without ghosts, fundamentally fail to capture the
spectral gap at large inter-atomic distance, and in fact
completely close the gap in the dissociation limit. The
(1× 1) simulations do not lose all spectral weight, while

the (2×1) does, following completely the Brinkman-Rice
scenario. Once ghosts are included in the (2 × 1) frag-
mentation, upon a first-order phase transition the right
gap asymptote is recovered in the dissociation limit.
The analysis of these two toy models shows that the

main features of how the Gutzwiller framework models
correlation, particularly regarding the role of ghosts in
capturing spectral properties, survive in the mf+gGut
approximation to non-local interactions. We can now
turn our attention to more complex test cases.

IV. EMBEDDING OF NON-TRIVIAL
MOLECULES

In this section, we employ the mf+gGut Ansatz on
two distinct limits of non-trivial bond dissociation: (i)
the case of the H2 molecule in cc-pvDz basis, and (ii) the
H6 molecular ring in minimal basis (sto-3g). These corre-
spond to two distinct limits for an embedding treatment.
In the first one, only a small fraction of the orbitals are
actually correlated (arguably 2 out of all 10), such that
a modest fragmentation leaving most orbitals in the un-
correlated space should reproduce the main low-energy
features of the system reliably. In the second case, all
orbitals are actually correlated, so full fragmentations of
the system are necessary. In both cases dissociations,
the system undergoes a process of electron localization
in which nevertheless the non-local Coulomb interactions
are crucial for an accurate description of the energetics,
and hence represent stringent tests of the actual relia-
bility of our proposed scheme in the ab initio setting.
This type of system has been considered previously for
understanding how other embedding approaches fare in
systems with non-local interactions [32, 38, 67–69].
We use the same atomic-like, orthonormalized, local-

ized orbitals to define the embedding fragmentations in
each case.

A. Diatomic Dissociation - H2 in cc-pvDz basis

The H2 molecule model in cc-pvDz basis consists of
5 orbitals per atom, which can be localized into a 1s, a
2s, and three 2p orbitals. For the purposes of describ-
ing the σ bond breaking when separating both H atoms,
arguably only 2 orbitals out of the 10 should be neces-
sary: in essence, a bonding/anti-bonding pair. Conse-
quently, we can compare the effect of different fragmen-
tations on the description of this system with mf+gGut,
and use as reference both exact results and a complete
active space self-consistent field (CASSCF) calculation
with 2 electrons and 2 orbitals (2e, 2o), arguably a static
form of embedding. Further, we will show the differences
between performing mf+gGut calculations in the single
shot and self-consistent variants.
For the case of H2 in cc-pvDz basis, we will concen-

trate on the ground state across the dissociation, shown
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FIG. 5. Potential energy surface for the dissociation of the Hydrogen molecule in cc-pvDz basis, within Gutzwiller embedding
with different fragmentations. Non-local interactions are decoupled in mean-field, which couples with the Gutzwiller embedding
in a one-shot (right panel) and self-consistent (left panel) manner. Different fragmentations are tested, see text for details.

in Fig. 5, and defer an analysis of spectral features for H6

in the following subsection. Hence, and since the previ-
ous results show that the ghosts have little effect on the
energy, we will show results for Ng = 0 simulations. We
consider the following fragmentations:

1. (1× 1): Single fragment composed of the 1s orbital
of one of the H atoms.

2. (2× 1): Two fragments, each with the 1s orbital of
each atom.

3. (1×2): Single fragment with the 1s orbitals of both
atoms.

4. (2× 2): Two fragments, each having the 1s and 2s
orbitals of each atom.

When comparing the one-shot calculations (right panel
of Fig. 5) with the self-consistent ones (left panel), it be-
comes apparent that both are qualitatively equivalent,
and in fact are also in great quantitative agreement for
most of the potential energy surface. Infact, the main
difference is the behaviour of the surfaces around the
Coulson-Fisher point. Since this is the point where an un-
restricted mean-field treatment would break symmetries,
it is perfectly reasonable that precisely in this regime the
mean-field decoupling would have the most readjustment
to do in response to the correlation in the Gutzwiller
wave function. In the bound and dissociation limits,
the difference between the ground state energies in the

one-shot and self-consistent variants is consistently be-
low 0.1 mHa, well below chemical accuracy. This is quite
encouraging, as the self-consistent method can be sig-
nificantly more expensive in computational ressources.
This suggests that for challenging systems where full self-
consistency may be computationally prohibitive, a sim-
ple one-shot calculation has the potential of providing a
qualitatively correct description of correlated phenomena
such as bond breaking.

Comparing the potential energy surfaces for the dif-
ferent fragmentations, we recover a very similar picture
to that obtained for the minimal basis H2 calculations.
The single atom, single 1s orbital fragmentation (1 × 1)
behaves essentially in a mean-field way towards the dis-
sociation limit, although it does recover about half of
the correlation energy in the bound region (see inset in
Fig. 5). Correlating both 1s orbitals in separate frag-
ments [(2× 1)] or in one and the same fragment [(1× 2)]
significantly improves the dissociation limit, although a
fix amount of correlation energy is missing. This is likely
due to charge fluctuations between the 1s and 2s orbitals
in the atomic limit, since a fragmentation including both
these orbitals in two atomic fragments [(2 × 2)] exactly
recover the right dissociation energy. The (2 × 1) and
(1 × 2) results significantly differ in the bound region,
in which paradoxically the (2 × 1) fragmentation gives
almost exact energies, while the (1 × 2) fragmentation
is much more similar to the (1 × 1) one (and inciden-
tally, the CASSCF results). This is at first surprising,
since the (1 × 2) fragmentation contains all interactions
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between the two atomic 1s orbitals explicitly, while the
(2×1) one decouples them in mean-field. In this case, it is
likely a fortuitous error cancellation between the decou-
pled 1s-1s interactions, and the 1s-2s/1s-2p interactions
lowering the energy of the (2× 1) fragmentation.
All in all, the (2 × 2) fragmentation reproduces the

potential energy surface with the best average accu-
racy across the inter-atomic distances. While this is in
good agreement with the intuition that only two orbitals
should be correlated at any one point in the calculation,
ideally one would find a single fragment embedding with
two orbitals reproducing the full surface. The CASSCF
simulations with 2 electrons and 2 orbitals show that
Gutzwiller is already describing the bound region accu-
rately, since it perfectly agrees with the (1 × 2) frag-
mentation, while at the same time suggesting that the
dissociation regime can be treated better: the CASSCF
results can reproduce the exact dissociation energy with
just two “embedded” orbitals. The main difference be-
tween CASSCF and Gutzwiller is the orbital optimiza-
tion inherent in the former. The variational orbital opti-
mization is effectively selecting which interaction terms
are treated explicitly, and which decoupled in mean-field.
In this particular case, the CASSCF is likely a mixing of
1s and 2s orbitals in the dissociation limit, recovering all
the atomic correlation energy. While a similar orbital
optimization can perhaps be devised for the Gutzwiller
embedding, it does not seem to be necessary for a quali-
tative description at this stage. And further, the (2× 2)
fragmentation seems to be doing better than CASSCF
(2e, 2o), while only adding a polynomial overhead to the
computational burden, i.e., solving two impurity models
instead of one.

The mean-field + Gutzwiller Ansatz seems to be po-
tentially capable of providing comparable results to es-
tablished active space methods for ground state energies.
Now, we can turn our attention to one of particularities
of the Gutzwiller framework: the possibility of inexpen-
sively accessing spectral functions from the quasi-particle
Hamiltonian.

B. Hydrogen rings

Our last example is the dissociation of a H6 ring in
sto-3g basis. In the dissociation process, all H atoms
are pulled apart at the same time. This case presents a
marked difference from the H2 dissociation: here all or-
bitals are important to consider correlation, as in the dis-
sociation limit each one will be exactly half-filled. Con-
sequently, we will first concentrate on the effect that dif-
ferent fragmentations have on the ground state energy.
Besides this, we will also carefully analyze the descrip-
tion of the spectral function of the molecule across the
potential energy surface, and will unveil how both the
number of ghosts Ng, but also the fragmentation, play
a role to providing an accurate description. As before,
we choose the fragment orbitals from localized, atomic-
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FIG. 6. Potential energy surface for the dissociation of the
H6 ring in sto-3g basis, within the Gutzwiller approximation.
Different fragmentations are tested, and compared to exact
results and two different falvors of active space methods, see
text for details.

orbital-like, orthonormalized rotations of the canonical
orbitals obtained from a previous restricted HF calcula-
tion. In the full molecule, there are 6 1s orbitals localized
to each H atom.
Fig. 6 shows the potential energy surface for the H6

dissociation for four different fragmentations within self-
consistent mf+gGut:

• (1 × 1): One fragment composed of the 1s orbital
of only one of the six H atoms.

• (6× 1): Six fragments, one for each 1s orbital.

• (3 × 2): Three fragments (dimers) composed from
two 1s orbitals from neighboring H atoms.

• (2 × 3): Two fragments (trimers) composed from
three 1s orbitals from neighboring H atoms.

These are in turn compared to exact results and two
flavours of active space methods: CASSCF and CASSCF
plus multi-reference perturbation theory (NEVPT2). As
expected, the (1 × 1) fragmentation essentially provides
mean-field results. All full-molecule fragmentations re-
sult in a reasonably faithful qualitative description of
the full potential energy surface, including both bound
and dissociation limits. These compare favorably with
CASSCF calculations with active spaces of (2e, 2o) and
(4e, 4o), which share the main short-coming of the single
fragment (1 × 1) embedding, that of completely missing
the correlation in some atoms. To address this, we also
compare to NEVPT2 simulations. Around the bound
region, the largest trimer fragmentation is necessary to
obtain comparable results to NEVPT2 (4e, 4o), but none
of the NEVPT2 calculations can capture the dissociation
behavior correctly. The mf+gGut embedding can thus
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provide comparable, and on occasion better, results to
sophisticated multi-reference correlation approaches.

Unsurprisingly, the larger the embedded fragments the
better the overall description of the potential energy sur-
face: the non-variational overestimation of the energy is
reduced when moving from single atom to trimer embed-
ding, and the bump of the Gutzwiller potential energy
surface is also reduced in this direction. Interestingly,
however, for the regime around R ∼ 3.5 Bohr, the dimer
fragmentation (3×2) is better than the trimer one (2×3).
This is likely related to the fact that the embedded dimers
can build singlet states individually, while the trimers
cannot, and have to build an overall singlet at the quasi-
particle level. In other words, around the bound region
it is generally better to include more interactions explic-
itly into the model, whereas to capture the dissociation
and electron localization it can be advantageous to have
a fragment which can stabilize the right symmetries, in
this case the spin state. This notion, which is already sug-
gested at the level of the energy, will become much more
apparent when analyzing the spectral function A(ω).

One of the main advantages of the Gutzwiller-based
is that it gives access to the spectral function, which is
related to (inverse) photo-emission spectra, in terms of
the one-body quasi-particle Hamiltonian, see Eq. (12). In
this case, we can use the spectral function to analyze the
nature of the Gutzwiller solution in the H6 dissociation,
and understand the model for bond breaking that it is
introducing. In Fig. 7 we present the spectral function
for three different bond lengths, in the bound, intermedi-
ate and dissociated regions, for the different full-molecule
fragmentations compared to the exact results. In general,
the picture follows quite closely what one would expect
from the Brinkman-Rice scenario for the Mott transi-
tion: at the bound region, where electrons are mostly
delocalized, all fragmentations provide reasonably accu-
rate spectra functions. The satellites at ∼ −1.1 Ha are

not present, and the double peak at ∼ 1.2 Ha is merged
into one, but this can be partially remedied by introduc-
ing ghosts (see Fig. 8). Towards the dissociation, when
electrons localize, the atomic fragmentation (6×1) closes
the gap before ultimately losing all spectral weight after
a first order transition, just like in the Gutzwiller picture
of the Mott transition. In contrast, the dimer and trimer
embeddings keep a finite spectral weight throughout the
full dissociation, and also qualitatively develop the cor-
rect spectral structure of two isolated peaks. However,
they too lose spectra weight, such that the spectral func-
tion is not normalized to one in this case either. It seems
thus that, regardless of the fragmentation, the Gutzwiller
Ansatz loses some spectral weight when the electrons of
the system localize. This comes from the renormalization
factors R decreasing in magnitude to effectively decou-
ple the embedded fragments from each other. The right
atomic limit is however buried below this harsh decou-
pling, as can be seen from the dimer and trimer results,
so there is hope that adding ghosts will then recover the
full spectral function in the dissociation limit, as was the
case in the lattice models.

Fig. 8 shows the spectral functions of H6 for the same
3 configurations as Fig. 7, but for the (6x1) fragmenta-
tion with different numbers of ghosts Ng. These are the
number of ghosts in each fragment, such that the quasi-
particle Hamiltonian in the case of Ng = 4 has 30 orbitals
in total. We see that the addition of ghosts greatly im-
proves the spectral functions throughout. In the bound
region, the addition of ghosts improves the position o
the shoulder at ∼ −0.8 Ha, and adds satellite peaks to
the spectrum in qualitatively the right regions. Still, the
satellites positions are not accurate, and while increasing
the number of ghosts steadily improves them, it does so at
the cost of adding spurious peaks. After all, these corre-
lated spectral functions come from the spectral function
of the quasi-particle Hamiltonian, and hence will show in
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FIG. 8. Spectral function of the H6 ring in sto-3g basis for the equilibrium geometry (left), around R = 3.8 Bohr (Center),
and in the dissociation limit (right). Computed with ED the ghost Gutzwiller approximations for the (6x1) fragmentation and
different numbers of ghosts. See texts for detail.

principle as many poles as orbitals in Hqp.

Nevertheless, the merit of the ghosts lies not on the
fine tuning in the bound region, gGut is still a qualitative
method. It lies instead in the significant improvement of
the spectra in the intermediate and dissociation regimes.
Adding ghosts essentially provides exact spectra in the
dissociation limit, completely curing the spectral weight
loss in the Ng = 0 simulation. This is completely anal-
ogous to the case of the Mott transition of the Hubbard
model in Fig. 2. While the intermediate regime also sig-
nificantly improves, developing two distinct peaks much
closer to the exact ones, there is also a pronounced peak
that appears at zero frequency. This is extremely evoca-
tive of a Kondo resonance in the Mott transition, and is
indeed a spurious peak that is coming from the underly-
ing impurity model description in gGut for the (6 × 1)
fragmentation. In this case, each atom is hybridized with
a finite, non-interacting bath, exactly as happens in the
DMFT picture of the paramagnetic Mott transition. To-
wards dissociation, each of these atoms essentially decou-
ple, and are populated by a single electron. At the same
time the total wave function of the impurity model cor-
responding to each atom has to be a singlet, given the
current spin-independent (paramagnetic) formulation of
the Ansatz, and this can only be done by hybridizing with
the bath. The electron localization and single-impurity-
singlet condition in this embedding lead naturally to a
Kondo-like resonance, which is the spurious peak that
appears in the spectrum. This clearly unveils the par-
ticular model with which the gGut Ansatz is attempting
to describe the chemical bond breaking. This spurious
degree of freedom can finally be eliminated by choosing
a fragmentation including more than a single atom per
fragment.

Indeed, in Fig. 9 we present the spectral function for
the dimer fragmentation (3× 2) for different numbers of
ghosts. In this case, the addition of ghosts does not intro-
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FIG. 9. Spectral function of the H6 ring in sto-3g basis around
R = 3.8 Bohr. Computed with ED the ghost Gutzwiller ap-
proximations for the (3x2) fragmentation and different num-
bers of ghosts. See texts for detail.

duce the spurious peak at zero frequency. After all, the
impurity models now include dimers, not single atoms,
and these can form singlets in the half-filled limit with-
out needing to involve the bath. This analysis clarifies
how the chemical bond breaking is modelled within the
embedding perspective, and shows that the gGut Ansatz
can capture the spectral functions of correlated molecular
systems accurately.

Taking all different results into account, we have shown
how the mf+gGut embedding framework can reliable
capture the electronic correlation, both local and non-
local, in correlated molecular systems with qualitative
and sometimes even quantitative accuracy. In terms
of ground state energies, it can recover bond breaking
potential energy surfaces faithfully, and in cases with
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great agreement with established complete active space
methods. Furthermore, upon convergence it provides ac-
cess to accurate spectral functions in terms of the non-
interacting quasi-particle Hamiltonian Hqp, despite the
underlying self-consistency not invoking spectral infor-
mation at any point. This type of embedding shows
hence promise for studying photo-emission spectra in
correlated molecules which may be beyond the compu-
tational reach of more accurate multi-reference meth-
ods, as well as for proposing interpretable pictures for
the origin of correlation in complex molecular systems,
in terms of the underlying impurity models and quasi-
particle Hamiltonian.

V. DISCUSSION - BEYOND MEAN-FIELD
DECOUPLING OF NON-LOCAL INTERACTIONS

The results of the previous sections show how the
mf+gGut approximation can provide qualitatively cor-
rect descriptions of the non-local correlations in molec-
ular systems, particularly within bond dissociation sce-
narios. This includes potential energy surfaces, as well
as spectral functions, which are related to measurable
(inverse) photo-emission spectra. Beyond this compara-
tively simple σ bond dissociations, it will be interesting
to pursue a thorough analysis of the quality of the ground
state energy within the Ansatz in a broader range of sys-
tems, as well as investigating the convergence of corre-
lated spectral features, such as shake-up satellites [70–
75], with the number of ghosts.

Despite the encouraging successes in these initial cal-
culations, some short-comings of the current approxima-
tion are clearly apparent. Most notably, the loss of the
variationality of the energy, which as discussed in the
theory section is related to the multi-fragment version of
the mean-field decoupling performed prior to the gGut
embedding. While a qualitatively correct picture of the
electronic correlation seems still achievable, potential ap-
plications of this framework to systems presenting small
energy gaps, such as the spin gaps in iron-sulphur clus-
ters [76–78], will require a refinement of the methodology.

One potential option would be recovering the neglected
electronic correlation in the mean-field decoupling, for in-
stance by devising some perturbative correction. Indeed,
the gGut embedding is still, at its core, a variational wave
function method, just not for the exact system Hamilto-
nian, but to an “impurity-model-like” version of it. It
should thus be possible to express the missing correla-
tion due to the presence of full non-local two-body terms
in the Hamiltonian as a perturbation on top of the gGut
solution, and evaluate at least a first order correction to
the energy by computing the expectation value of the cor-
responding perturbation operator. This will require the
introduction of renormalization tensors χ in Eq. (15),
equivalent to the R tensor which arises from evaluat-
ing the expectation value of non-local hoppings [50] in
Eq. (3). Just like in the case of R, the value of χ can

be determined from correlation functions in the impurity
models alone [79]. This would thus represent a first step
into recovering the missing non-local correlations in the
current implementation.

Ultimately, however, one should aim to rigorously in-
clude non-local interactions into the gGut Ansatz. This
means abandoning the mean-field decoupling before ap-
plying the embedding, and instead evaluating all relevant
non-local expectation values which will arise in Eq. (1).
This will result in three main differences with the current
algorithm: (i) the presence of the renormalization ten-
sors χ arising from the presence of non-local interactions,
which will need to be included in the self-consistency, (ii)
the emergence, through the tensors χ, of impurity-bath
interaction terms in the impurity Hamiltonians and (iii)
the presence of non-local interaction terms in the quasi-
particle Hamiltonian. The effect of (i) on the conver-
gence properties of the self-consistency have to be sub-
ject to their own study, but for the current discussion
let us assume that a stable fix-point can still be found
in reasonable time. The second point, the appearance
of impurity-bath interactions, does not need to be a ma-
jor hindrance, as the spirit of any embedding approach
relies in choosing a small enough impurity (fragment).
Hence, as long as obtaining an accurate representation
of the 1-RDM of the impurity model is still computa-
tionally feasible, point (ii) is no issue of concern. Indeed,
for small enough fragments and numbers of ghosts, exact
diagonalization (ED) methods are applicable regardless
of the presence of bath-impurity interactions. For larger
impurity models than what ED can handle, a palette of
different correlated approaches exists with a marked his-
tory of success in approximating 1-RDMs accurately at
a moderate cost, e.g. selected configuration interaction
methods [80–88], tensor network approaches [19, 89–95],
or coupled-cluster based techniques [96–104].

On the other hand, point (iii) poses a great challenge.
Indeed, the quasi-particle Hamiltonian has at least as
many orbitals as the physical one, more in the case that
ghosts are added. Hence, making it a fully interacting
Hamiltonian results in the “quasi-particle” problem be-
ing exactly as difficult to solve as the original one. How-
ever, this is still a “quasi-particle” Hamiltonian, as all
sources of local, i.e. in-fragment, electronic correlation
have been relegated to the impurity models. There-
fore, approximating the effect of non-local correlations in
Hqp should be an acceptable trade-off, if the embedded
fragments have been chosen judiciously. The simplest
such approximation would be a complete mean-field de-
coupling of the non-local interactions, which would lead
us to an Hqp very similar to the one in the mf+gGut
method presented in this work. Despite this apparent
similarity, there are two main differences which make the
approximation discussed in this section more accurate:
first, non-local interactions are only decoupled in mean-
field at the quasi-particle level, but they still enter both
the variational self-consistency, through the tensors χ, as
well as the impurity models, through the impurity-bath



15

interactions. In this sense, this mean-field decoupling
should lose significantly less physical information than
the strategy presented in the current work, which com-
pletely decouples all manners of non-local correlations in
mean-field before establishing the embedding treatment.
Moreover, a full mean-field decoupling of all non-local in-
teractions in Hqp would still correspond to a variational
approximation for the effect of non-local interactions,
since these are all the interaction terms in this Hamilto-
nian. Thus, this scheme will also remedy one of the main
shortcomings of the present implementation: the loss of
variationality in the energy (beyond that caused by the
Gutzwiller approximation itself). Furthermore, in cases
where a mean-field decoupling is not accurate enough,
one can again leverage the fact that only the 1-RDM and
energy are needed for the self-consistency to use more
complex approximations capturing more electronic cor-
relation, such as perturbative schemes or coupled cluster
methods.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Taking everything into consideration, the ghost
Gutzwiller framework represents a promising alternative
Ansatz to treat electronic correlation in molecular sys-
tems within quantum embedding, based on introducing
auxiliary, non-interacting quasi-particle states to model

correlation in terms of additional one-body fluctuations.
It can provide qualitatively accurate energies, as well as
spectral functions in correlated molecules, with a trans-
parent interpretation in terms of impurity models and
moderate computational cost. This work has shown
an initial approximation to treat non-local correlations,
which despite its simplicity correctly captures bond dis-
sociation in toy models, the Hydrogen molecule and Hy-
drogen rings. Moreover, we have discussed possible fu-
ture directions to complement the formalism, and recover
the main correlation contributions missing in the cur-
rent approach. While further work is necessary to assess
the quality of the approximation in more challenging sys-
tems, such as transition-metal clusters, this initial study
presents encouraging results suggesting that embedding
using auxiliary quasi-particle states can become a use-
ful tool in the study of strong correlation in molecules.
Particularly, the variational origin of the method allows
the evaluation of forces, such that this embedding could
find applications in systems where vibronic couplings are
important.
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