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Electronic coherences are key to understanding and controlling photo-induced molecular trans-
formations. We identify a crucial quantum-mechanical feature of electron-nuclear correlation, the
projected nuclear quantum momenta, essential to capture the correct coherence behavior. For simu-
lations, we show that, unlike traditional trajectory-based schemes, exact-factorization-based methods
approximate these correlation terms, and correctly capture electronic coherences in a range of situ-
ations, including their spatial dependence, an important aspect that influences subsequent electron
dynamics and that is becoming accessible in more experiments.

Quantum electronic coherences are key factors influ-
encing many photo-induced molecular processes. They
serve as control knobs in chemical transformations [1-
6] and possibly impact photosynthetic energy flow in
biomolecules [7, 8], as well as quantum information sci-
ence processes [9]. Aside from the practical interest in
creating desired products, studying the generation and
evolution of coherences, including decay and revival,
reveals fundamental properties of how correlations be-
tween electrons as well as their interplay with nuclei af-
fect dynamics.

Electronic coherences are usually defined in the Born-
Oppenheimer (BO) representation, but nevertheless can
be extracted from experiment for the physical reason
that away from regions of strong non-adiabatic coupling
(NAC), components of the nuclear wavefunction on dif-
ferent BO surfaces evolve independently. The spatially-
resolved coherence is defined as [3} 6], [10]

ij(ga t) = X; (Ev t)Xk (Ev t) (1)

for j # k (and populations j = k), where the x;(R,?)
are projected nuclear wavefunctions defined via ex-
panding the molecular wavefunction in the BO basis:
YR,r.t) = > xi(R,t)PRr,;(r), with PR ; eigenstates
of the BO Hamiltonian Hpo|®R,;) = E}°|®Rr,;), where
variables r, R denote all electronic and nuclear coor-
dinates, respectively. While recent advances in exper-
imental techniques can measure the electronic coher-
ences with sub-A spatial resolution [2, 3] [11} [12], most
experiments instead measure the spatially-averaged co-
herence [TH6]], T'jx(t) = [ dRT;x(R,t), often referred to
as coherence tout court.

The electronic coherence thus measures the overlap
of the projected wavefunctions. Semiclassical consid-
erations have identified three mechanisms for how this
evolves in time, in particular for decoherence (i.e. its
decay) [13]: nuclear density overlap decay, pure de-
phasing, and electronic state transitions. But open ques-
tions remain in the nature of the electron-nuclear corre-
lation in influencing coherences, decoherences, and re-
coherences (i.e. revivals after decoherence): The semi-

classical analyses focus on the spatially-averaged coher-
ence and hold under some assumed wavepacket form
and behavior in certain limits [14], so then do these
three mechanisms provide a complete picture fully ac-
counting for correlated electron-nuclear dynamics, or do
other factors play a key role? While the three mecha-
nisms, and their interplay, have been identified in quan-
tum dynamical simulations [6], how do they explic-
itly appear in the equations of motion? Computational
challenges in modeling complex molecules mean that
mixed quantum-classical (MQC) methods are mostly
used, where one propagates an ensemble of classical nu-
clear trajectories each carrying a set of quantum elec-
tronic coefficients determined self-consistently through
a prescribed quantum-classical feedback; can we pre-
cisely identify which quantum properties of the nuclear
system influence the evolution of electronic coherence
and need to be approximated in such approaches? The
most commonly-used methods, Ehrenfest and surface-
hopping [15, [16] are both fundamentally unable to cor-
rectly capture coherence, with overcoherence in Ehren-
fest and internal inconsistency in surface-hopping [15}
17H19]. Ref. [20] pointed out that the commonly-used,
largely ad hoc, decoherence corrections are fundamen-
tally flawed since they act in a state-wise manner while
coherence is a state pair-wise property. Further, if an ex-
periment cannot resolve the spatial character in Eq.
an inherent signature of correlation, does it matter if the
MQC method does not capture it well if it captures the
spatial-average well?

Here we show that even when only the spatially-
averaged coherence is measured, the underlying spatial-
dependence strongly influences the time-dependence
(beyond pure dephasing), and that the projected nu-
clear quantum momenta, V,|x;|/|x;|, are key to capture
the correct behavior. Thus electron-nuclear correlation
terms that go beyond the earlier semiclassical analyses
are essential. Even in cases where traditional trajectory-
based MQC simulations yield the correct coherence
over the duration of one interaction event, their wrong
spatially-resolved coherence leads to poor behavior at



later times. Instead, methods based on the exact factor-
ization (EF) approach [21H25] better approximate these
terms and therefore the spatial structure, giving greatly
improved predictions, distinguishing between coher-
ence of wavefunctions on parallel surfaces (unlike ad
hoc decoherence-corrected methods) and gradual deco-
herence of non-parallel ones (unlike Ehrenfest). While
existing EF-based approximations contain a crucial de-
pendence on the overall nuclear quantum momentum,
we identify their neglect of the individually projected
quantities as the culprit for not accurately capturing re-
coherence events in regions of negligible NAC.

Coherences evolve due to population transitions from
NACs ((Pgr,;|V,Pr i) and (Pr ;j|VZPR.x)), but also
away from those regions when more than one BO sur-
face is populated. To avoid conflating effects from
NACs, we begin by considering the exact equation of
motion for the spatially-resolved coherence in a situa-
tion where all NACs are zero:
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where AE;;(R) = EZ°(R) — EP°(R) and the sum
over v is a sum over all nuclei. Eq (5.8) in the SM
gives the equation including the NACs. Atomic units
(h = m. = € = 1) are used throughout this article.
The first term on the right of Eq. ] can be absorbed in
a phase, while the evolution of the coherence magni-
tude depends on the instantaneous curvatures of the BO
projected wavefunctions. Instead, when integrated over
space, the explicit dependence on these curvatures van-
ishes, and we find

10k (t) = / AEL;(R)Ty; (R, 1)dR., 3)
that is, the spatially-averaged coherence explicitly de-
pends on the instantaneous relative difference in shape
of the BO surfaces weighted by the spatially-resolved
coherence. We make two key observations from Egs.
First, without correct spatial dependence of the coherence
(a dependence that inherently signifies electron-nuclear corre-
lation), the time-evolution of the spatially-averaged coherence
or populations will be wrong. Second, for parallel surfaces
(no pure dephasing) the magnitude of the spatially-averaged
coherence is constant (T j;(t) = €' (Fx=EitT ;. (0)), but there
is a spatial structure to these quantities that does evolve in
time (last two terms of Eq. (2)).

A deeper understanding of how nuclear motion in-
fluences coherences requires to discern local electron-
nuclear correlation effects arising from a classical-like
treatment of the nuclear motion via an ensemble of tra-
jectories from non-local effects from nuclear wavepacket
delocalization. To address this, we turn to the EF,

which, unlike Ehrenfest and surface-hopping, allows a
formulation of trajectory-based equations defining ex-
act unique forces on the nuclear trajectories when they
are treated classically [26H28], and evolution equations
for the populations and coherences. In EF, the molecular
wavefunction is represented by a single correlated prod-
uct, U(r,R,t) = x(R,t)®Pgr(r,t) with [|Pr(r,t)*dr =
1V R, t [29438]. (See also STlpplementary Material (SM)
for brief details from these works [39]). The EF yields the
notion of a unique nuclear wavefunction that satisfies a
Hamiltonian evolution and whose modulus and phase
give the exact nuclear density and nuclear current-
density, J, (R, t), of the molecular wavefunction [35}36],
central concepts to set up an exact trajectory-based ap-
proach.

Writing the EF nuclear wavefunction in terms of an
amplitude and phase, x(R,t) = ¢ B8 (R, )|, and
likewise for the projected BO wavefunctions, yx(R,t) =
Ik (R, )]+ ®Y we have, in the limit of negligible
NAC, (see Eq. (5.18) in the SM for the general case)
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In Eq. E} all quantities on the right are functions of R
and t, an overline indicates the average over j, k (g, =
(9j+gx)/2), and we have defined f,, , = V,, (S, —S). Fur-
ther, we defined the nuclear quantum momentum Q,
and projected components Qy, ,, for each state k through

Vo xR, 1) Vo xr(R, 1))
Q, = ————="and Q;, (R 1) = ——— ="
®)
while &, , is the “reduced” contribution
Vi|Cr(R )]
GIJ Evt = =5 1 — Ql/ - Wy 6
xR, 1) Co®, )] x—Q (6)

with Cr(R,t) = xx(R,?)/x(R,t), which represent co-
efficients of the conditional electronic wavefunction
Pr(r,t) when expanded in the BO basis, <I>R(r t) =
> OB 1) PR (1),

Our third key observation follows from Eq. (@): While
the first term on the right represents a convective con-
tribution to the time-derivative (see more shortly), both
the projected quantum momentum Q, j and the reduced
contribution &, 1, play a crucial role in capturing accurate
spatially-resolved populations and coherences, when away
from NAC regions. The only other term driving (the
magnitude of) the coherence or population evolution,
S Cu 2V (B = 2) = 52, [Cu2V2(S 45, —

(4)



2S,,), depends on differences in curvature of the adia-
batic phases, which semiclassically relates to the curva-
tures of the BO surfaces (see more shortly). A fourth
key observation is that in regions where the coherence be-
tween two states has locally collapsed to zero, only the terms
depending on &, ;) survive to drive time-evolution of the
spatially-resolved coherences and populations; thus, this is re-
sponsible for recoherence effects away from NACs, and will be
discussed in more detail shortly.

The unique and unambiguous definition of the total
nuclear density and current-density rooted in the EF, al-
lows us to derive an exact trajectory-based equation from
Eq. (). We represent the nuclear density as a sum over
d-functions (or very narrow Gaussians) centered at a tra-

jectory position g(l )(t)

xR -RU (1)) )

where E(I ) (t) satisfy classical Newton’s equations [21}
22] with a generalized Lorentz force dependent on
®r [26428]. The gradient of the phase S becomes
v,S — M,,E(t) — A where A is the vector poten-
tial in the nuclear Hamiltonian (see SM), and the time-
derivative along the trajectory given by the convective
derivative d/dt = 0, + ), R{" - V,. The spatially-
resolved and -averaged coherences and populations be-
come trajectory—ensembles:

Tk (R, 1) Z&R RO e (1)
N ZCj )CP (1) 8)
I
Then Eq. f]becomes
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where all are functions of ¢ alone, and we use the short-
hand (" = g(R(t)).

Away from any NAC, Eq. [J] gives the exact equa-
tion for the magnitude of the electronic populations
and coherences that trajectory-based methods should
be aiming for. The full equation including the NACs,
and phases, is given in the SM (Eq. (5.33-5.35)). The
I-dependence gives the spatially-resolved character in
the trajectory-picture: while the electronic populations
(C’;(I)CJ(-I)( )) and coherences (C’*(I C’é;j (t)) for each in-
dividual trajectory evolve in time in the case of parallel
surfaces, their sum over trajectories should remain con-
stant in the limit of a large sampling of the initial distri-
bution, analogous to the discussion below Eq. (3). Time-

dependence of the individual C,EI) (t) indicates spatial-
dependence in the coefficients, crucial for getting the
correct populations and coherences, even when only
ensemble-averaged quantities are measurable, as dis-
cussed earlier and as we will see explicitly shortly.

The traditional trajectory-based methods (Ehren-
fest, surface-hopping) give strictly zero time-evolution
throughout the ensemble when NACs are negligible
because they have no non-local quantum momentum
terms, and ad hoc decoherence corrections to surface-
hopping cause spurious decays. Our examples will
demonstrate this has drastic consequences for interme-
diate and long-term coherence and population dynam-
ics. The prime importance of the projected quantum
momenta in Eq.|9|is, on the other hand, partially recog-
nized in the EF-based CTMQC method [21} 22], which
approximates these terms. Derived from a well-defined
series of approximations on the exact electronic and nu-
clear equations, the resulting CTMQC equations neglect
G, i, effectively approximating Q, 1 by Q, Vk,v. We
find (again, for negligible NAC)

* (I) * (I)
(d|CjCk|> _ <d|CjCk> e e
dt exact dt CTMQC ’
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This expression assumes the semiclassical approxima-
tion for the gradient of the phase of the electronic
coefficients flEIl) = — fg VI,EI(I) dt, valid away from
NACs [22].

A consequence of CTMQC'’s neglect of & would be
spurious population transfer in regions of zero NAC
that is however fixed in implementations by redefining
the quantum momentum to enforce no net transfer in
these cases [21) 22} 40]. However, another consequence,
that is not fixed by this redefinition, is CTMQC’s in-
ability to capture recoherence away from NAC regions
as noted in the fourth observation made earlier. Con-
sider the situation where, at some time ¢, C’,ij)(t) =0
for trajectory I and C](-J) (t) = 0 for trajectory J. If the
forces on the nuclei cause the two trajectories to move to
the same spatial region, the magnitude of the coherence
T,x(t) should increase from zero for both these trajec-
tories. Now, in the exact trajectory equation Eq. (9) for
trajectory I, the |C’,il) ()] in front of the sum on the right
sets all terms to zero except for the term involving QS,I,)C

since in that term |C’]£I) (t)] is in the denominator:

\C(I ‘ZZ 2\0

v, 100}, (1) —£01)
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This is non-zero when for a neighboring trajectory .J,
C,i‘]) (t) # 0, (i.e. V,|Ck| # 0). This spatial-dependence
of the coefficients, contained in the reduced projected
quantum momentum &y ,, is key to the growth of the
coherence. CTMQC neglects this term and as a result,
CTMQXC fails to capture recoherence.

Our first example, EL20-SAC, consists of two parallel
electronic states that eventually reach a single avoided
crossing (SAC) [15], and a third non-parallel state un-
coupled to the others [20] (inset of Fig.[T). The Hamilto-
nian is given in the SM.

The system is initialized in a 50 : 25 : 25 coherent su-
perposition of three gaussian nuclear wavepackets with
center momentum 40 bohr~! and position —26 bohr.
The model illustrates fundamental aspects of electronic
coherences. First, their pair-wise nature [20]: coherence
between the pair of parallel states should be maintained
while coherence between non-parallel states should be
lost due to diverging wavepackets. Second, the need
to accurately describe the spatially-resolved coherence,
as this is key to correctly capture the dynamics even of
spatially-averaged quantities, when later entering into
the NAC region.

Figure [1] shows the magnitude of the spatially-
averaged electronic coherences [41] and first-excited
population, obtained from Ehrenfest (EHREN), surface-
hopping with energy-based decoherence correction
(SHEDC) [42},143], EF-based CTMQC, EF-based surface-
hopping (SHXF) [23] 44], and the exact calculations.
Consider first before the SAC is reached. As expected,
Ehrenfest captures the spatially-averaged coherence be-
tween the parallel surfaces but fails to capture the de-
coherence between the non-parallel surfaces, while in
SHEDC the parallel coherence erroneously decays and
the non-parallel decays much too quickly. Instead, CT-
MQC does a good job for both. The more approxi-
mate SHXF predicts too long non-parallel coherence de-
cay time, and the parallel coherence shows some devia-
tion from constant. All methods capture the (trajectory-
averaged) populations well at early times. However,
once they reach the SAC, only CTMQC reasonably cap-
tures the population and coherence dynamics at the
right time, albeit with an overestimation, before settling
to about the right values. SHXF gets the trend in the
right direction, but the timing and duration of the event
is too long. The traditional trajectory-based methods are
completely wrong: SHEDC shows hardly any transfer
and wrong coherence behavior, and Ehrenfest’s popu-
lation goes in the wrong direction. We note that the
thawed Gaussian approach of Ref. [14], not shown here,
would approximate the early behavior well but has no
mechanism to include NAC coupling.

Why the spatially-averaged electronic quantities are
poor at later times in the traditional trajectory-based
methods is revealed by inspecting the spatially-resolved
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FIG. 1. Electronic state populations of the first excited state
(top left), adiabatic PES (top right), magnitude of electronic
coherences between non-parallel states 1 and 2 (or 3) (bottom
left) and parallel states 2 and 3 (bottom right) for EL20-SAC.
The NAC is only non-zero near the SAC localized at R = 0.
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FIG. 2. Snapshots of the exact density (orange shaded), density
reconstructed from the distribution of CTMQC (blue shaded)
and Ehrenfest trajectories (green shaded) and corresponding
spatially-resolved coherences between the two parallel sur-
faces.

quantities at earlier times, as plotted in Fig.[2} Even be-
fore there is a clear splitting between the wavepackets
on non-parallel surfaces (e.g. ¢t = 320 a.u.), we see a
distinct curvature in the exact spatially-resolved coher-
ence (also in populations, not shown), captured well by
CTMQC but completely missed in Ehrenfest which re-
mains structureless until the avoided crossing region.
The projected quantum-momentum terms in the equa-
tion of motion create this spatial structure; these terms
are well-approximated by CTMQC but absent in the
traditional methods, yet the latter correctly ensemble-
average to zero before the SAC is reached. The incorrect
spatial structure in Ehrenfest and SHEDC lead to incor-
rect ensemble-averaged populations and coherences at
later times, since trajectories enter the SAC with wrong
coefficients.

The second model, denoted 3HO, consists of three
uncoupled harmonic oscillators, two of which are par-
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FIG. 3. Asin Fig. 1, but for the 3HO model.

allel (inset of Fig. ; the Hamiltonian is given in the
SM. The system is initialized in a 50 : 25 : 25 coher-
ent superposition of three gaussian nuclear wavepack-
ets with zero momentum centered at —4 bohr. While the
wavepackets on the parallel surfaces maintain constant
coherence, they show successive decoherences and reco-
herences with the wavepacket on the non-parallel sur-
face. Figure [3|shows that, again, while Ehrenfest main-
tains coherence between all states, SHEDC shows deco-
herence for all. SHXF shows similar behavior to SHEDC,
and both suffer from spurious population transfer [38].
CTMQC on the other hand, correctly captures the first
decoherence event while maintaining constant spatially-
averaged coherences between the parallel surfaces, and
correctly constant populations, due its redefinition of
the quantum momentum preventing spurious net trans-
fer. However, the recoherence is absent in all the meth-
ods, and would also be in the thawed Gaussian ap-
proach (not shown). This is because we enter the do-
main of the fourth observation made earlier and Eq. (11),
where, after the first decoherence, the &,, are the only
terms that can drive coherence change, and is missing
in all approaches. The importance of &,, is evident from
the snapshots of the exact ), Q1 and &, shown in the SM
(Fig. S.1), where & displays large features that largely
cancel those in @), crunching it down to yield a relatively
small Q..

In summary, we identified the key role played by
the projected nuclear quantum momentum, a signa-
ture of electron-nuclear correlation missed in earlier
analyses, in determining the correct spatially-resolved
electronic coherence, and the importance of spatial-
resolution in influencing subsequent spatially-averaged
coherences. The EF approach allows the definition of
exact trajectory-based equations for the electronic coeffi-
cients, thanks to the notion of a single nuclear wavefunc-
tion with the correct density and current-density. Un-
like traditional trajectory-based methods, the EF-based
CTMQC is promising for simulating electronic coher-
ences in molecules, because it approximates the pro-

jected nuclear quantum momentum, and accurately pre-
dicts coherences and populations in models in which
traditional trajectory-based methods fail, distinguishing
coherence between parallel surfaces and decoherence
between non-parallel. Future work will explore a correc-
tion to CTMQC that reinstates the neglected &,,, which
should then capture recoherence, while simultaneously
eliminating the need for redefining the quantum mo-
mentum.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

SM.1 EXACT FACTORIZATION OF THE MOLECULAR WAVEFUNCTION

The full time-dependent molecular wavefunction can be exactly factorized as a single correlated product [29-
38, ¥(r,R,t) = x(R,t)®Pr(r,t) where the electronic wavefunction satisfies the partial normalization condition
J1®gr(r,t)|?dr = 1VR,t. The marginal factor x(R,t) = ' @’t)b((g, t)| is interpreted as a nuclear wavefunction
because its modulus-square gives the exact nuclear density and the gradient of its phase the exact nuclear current-
density (and nuclear velocity field) of the molecular wavefunction:

NRAOP = [ |0 R P (5.12)
ViSR,t) TRt AR
VR, 1) = e “ N®OP M, (S.13)

with M, J, (R, t) = Im(¥(R,t)|V,¥(R,?)),. The time-evolution for the electronic and nuclear subsystems satisfy

i Pr(rt) = |[Ha(t,R)— (R, 0)] Pr(r, ) (5.15)
The nuclear equation is of Schrodinger form with Hamiltonian
. (—iV, + Ay (R, 1))?
Hy(R.t) =) A +e(Ryt). (S.16)

v

The scalar ¢(R,t) = (DR (t)|He — 10| PR (1)), and vector potentials A, (R,t) = —i(Pr(1)|V,Pr(t)), incorporate
the effect of the electronic wavefunction in the nuclear subsystem. On the other hand, the electronic equation is
non-linear with electronic Hamiltonian defined as

H,(r,R) = Hpo(r;R) + Uy PR, X] (5.17)

and electron-nuclear coupling operator defined as

i 1 [(=iV, AR 1) [ ~iVox(R, 1)
Yew = Zu: M, 2 ( X(R. )

+A,(R, t)) (—iV, — AL (R, t))] (5.18)

which incorporates the effect of the nuclear wavefunction in the electronic subsystem.
Note that the factorized form of ¥(r, R, ?) is exact and unique up to a R and ¢ dependent phase, i.e x(R,t) —

61‘0(2,1&))((&’ t), :I;E(g’ t) - e—”(&”@g(g t), \T/(g, R,t) — ¥(r,R,t), with ¢(R,t) and A, (R,t) transforming accord-

ing to standard electrodynamic potentials A, (R, t) = A (R, 1) + V,0(R,t) and (R, t) = ¢(R, 1) + ),0(R, ).

Although the single-product form of the exact factorization (EF) approach resembles the form of the molecular
wavefunction in the Born-Oppenheimer approximation, a significant distinction is that in the former, the equations
for the electronic and nuclear wavefunctions must be solved self-consistently, while in the latter, the electronic equa-
tion can be solved first for each R and then the nuclear equation solved.

While both the Born-Huang expansion and the exact factorization approach are formally exact, the advantage of
using the exact factorization approach for these problems is that it enables the definition of a unique unambiguous
force [21} 26-28) 145] that drives nuclear trajectories in mixed quantum-classical (MQC) schemes. This force incor-
porates coupling to electrons (and any external fields) in a rigorous way. While the Born-Huang expansion also
gives a formally exact representation of the molecular wavefunction, it is more challenging to derive a consistent
set of equations in MQC schemes because nuclear wavepackets on different electronic surfaces experience different
forces, which gives ambiguity to the force on a classical trajectory at a given nuclear position. For example, Ehren-
fest simply takes an average of the adiabatic forces, weighted by the electronic coefficients, but this mean-field force
cannot yield wavepacket splitting, becoming increasingly unphysical away from regions of strong electron-nuclear
coupling (avoided or conical intersections). To avoid this, the surface hopping scheme instead uses an adiabatic



force at all times, but to account for coupling must stochastically hop between active states. While there are more
sophisticated trajectory-based schemes stemming from the Born-Huang expansion (e.g. variational multiconfigura-
tion Gaussian [46]], ab initio multiple spawning [47] 48], multi-configurational Ehrenfest [49] 50], ab initio multiple
cloning [51]]), the simplicity and physicality of a single unique nuclear force defined over the ensemble of classical
trajectories, with each trajectory associated with quantum electronic coefficients, gives EF-based MQC a particular
advantage, conceptually as well as numerically.

SM.2 EXACT EQUATIONS FOR THE EVOLUTION OF ELECTRONIC COHERENCES

The electronic coherence defined in Eq. (1) of the main text, is based on the projected nuclear wavefunctions
x;j (R, t) in the Born-Huang basis, ¥(r, R, ) 20 >~ X (R, t)®R,;(r). The full, exact, equation for the time evolution
of the magnitude of the electronic coherences of Eq.(1), including non-adiabatic couplings, reads:

—Z Dinw(R jn(g, t) +2xj(§, t)dpn o (R) - Voxa (R, 1)]
n#k

+ Z nj, I/ nk(§7 t) + 2Xkdjn,u<§) : VVX:L(§7 t)] > (819)
n#j

where we have assumed real BO states, no geometric phase effects, AEy; = Ej, — Ej, and where d,.;,(R) and
Dk, (R) are the non-adiabatic coupling vectors (qSR n \Vl,(j)R %)r and scalar couplings <¢R | V2 QSR k) respectively.

Writing the wavepackets in polar form, i.e x,(R,t) = [xn (R, t) |e’5 (B we have

Voxe(B.t) = (iVuSe(RB,t) — Qui(R.1) xi(R, 1) (S.20)
VixveRt) = (QuiR.t) —2iQ, k(R 1) - VuSk(R, 1) +iVoSk(R, 1) — (Vu.Sk(R.1))?) xi(R, t) (S.21)

where the k-th state projected quantum momentum and quantum potential read

9 r(Rt) = —————F and QuipRit) = —————. (5.22)
e X 35 e ]
We now write these quantities in terms of the exact factorization concepts, where we note that

PR E Y (R )Pr () = (R HPEO(x,1) = x(R. 1) Y Ch(R, PR (x) (S.23)

k k

where in the last equality the time-dependent conditional electronic wavefunction is represented by its coefficients
{C}\} in the expansion, which also represent the projected nuclear wavefunction via:

Pr(r,t) =D Cr(R, PR(x) and xi(R,t) = X(R)Ck(R. ). (5:24)
- R

Writing the nuclear wavefunction x and the coefficients Cy also in polar form, x(R,t) = |x(R, )] B and

Cr(R, t) = |Cr(R, t)[e"*, Eq. means we can relate

We define the k-th state reduced quantum momentum as

SR t)__w (S.26)
— |Ck (27 t)‘ ‘
which allows us to write, equivalently to Eq
vuck (E? t) = (lvu% (§7 t) - 6V,k(§? t)) Ck (§7 t) (827)



Note that the reduced and projected quantum momenta, &, (R, t) and Q, (R, 1), are related through the nuclear
quantum momentum Q, (R, ?)

VxR, 1)
IX(R,1)|

In terms of these quantities, we write, omitting the dependencies to avoid notational clutter,

Ql/ (Ea t) = - = GD,k(Ev t) + Qu,k(ga t) v v, k (528)

i0,T (R, t) = AE,;T 7k+Z

- 5

v n;ék v,n#j

(AQ,, ik +2iQ,,;V,8; —iV2S; — (V,5;)* +2iQ, 1V, Sk — iV2S) + (VVSk)Q)

Ly .
. Vusn - 2dkn,u . Qu,n)] + Z ﬁ [Dnj,y - 2Zdjn,u . vySn - ]n v QV n])

(S.29)

where we define Ag;;, = g;—gx for any quantity. The advantage of writing in terms of exact factorization quantities
means we can relate terms to the nuclear density and current-density (with an eventual view towards establishing
a mixed quantum-classical method): from Eq. the inline equation for A, below Eq. (5.5), and the expansion in

Eq.[S.24] we have
M,J, M,J

VoS =MV, =="C - A, == S OPVy —Im Y CFCrd (S.30)
x| x| p m
and
1 Mu v© Ju
VS = MUJ,,'V,,—Q—#LQ—V,,'AV
x| x|
M, .
= i (Vo 30 +2(Qui = 6u) - J0) = SICIP (Vi —26,,V,3) —ImV, - Y CiCidy i (S.31)
l kl

where we wrote Q, = Q, 1 — 6,1 (Eq. (5.28)). In regions where the NACs are zero, this gives

M,J
{ —iAQ, ik +2(Qu; + Quik) (ﬁ— Z |Cl|2vu'7l>
= 1

oM,
+2 (Qy,j . vz/Y] + Qu,kr . sz%) - W (vu . Ju + M_ 6u,k - GV,j) . Jl/)

+2) |G (Vi = 26,,V0m) = V2 (3 + ) — i(Vom)? +i(V.y5)?
l

—QiAVV'ij ' ( R t ‘2 Z |Cl| vy’Yl)

Oljk(R.t) = —iAB (R %R, 1) +Z

(S.32)

Rearranging and defining V, v, = f, 1 we obtain

ol (R, t) = —ij(RJ){zAEkJ +Z| 2[(2Afk] J,+V,-J, (Gy,k+6,,j)-Jy)

1 1.
> 5 [mgwk +Y G (2Qu, — Vo) - Afy+ > G (2Quk — Vo) - Af,
v v l l
} (5.33)

Afk V
je(R. 1) = AEy; + Z |;<|2 Z oM, {AQ gk A ) = 20F, 55 - Xl: |Cl|2fu,l:| (5.34)

HAY |CIPS - B+ ifD — i — 2008, 45> |Gy
l l

where again Af, ;, = £, — £,1,). We define I';, = I';et /" @in(rt)dt \where
g : s : J J
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such that

~ ~ vV, —28 Cy|?
L k(R 1) = rjk{ > ( |X|;’“ Z 8] { 4Q, i —2V,) - (£ — o) +46,, - fw} } (S.35)

v

where we use the notation gjz = (g; + gx)/2 to indicate an average over electronic states j and k.

We observe that d‘r”“‘ 2|fjk|% = 2Re (ij dz;k) = —2|fjk\2{..} where {..} indicates the term in the curly

dlTyel _ Tkl
dt at
we find - |I‘]k I{..} = —|T';&x|{..}, as written in Eq. (4) of the main text. We stress that this is the exact equation
for the magnltude of the coherence in the limit of negligible non-adiabatic couplings.
As in the main text, the trajectory-based equation for the populations and coherences follows from these equations
by replacing the nuclear density by a sum over delta-functions centered at each member I of the trajectory ensemble

brackets of Eq. (S.35), which is real. Then using the fact that the magnitudes of I' and T are the same,
d‘F] Kl _

Ny Nir

R, 1)* — ZI:(\XF)(I) =N1”ZI:6(R—R(”(t)) and (S.36)

Nﬁ

iRt) = xR0 R )C1(R. 1) OG0 (8.:37)

and integrating over R. The nuclear velocity and the divergence of the current-density become

J,
X2

= 9,Log(|x/?) o —2Q" - R (S.38)

R=R()

. . L J,
= RV’ SRO and Y .
R=R(® x|

R=R(" R=

H:g

where we have invoked the equation of continuity. The trajectory’s velocity R is given by classical equations of
motion derived from the classical nuclear Hamiltonian. Hence, we obtain after integrating Eq. over R

ALt ZC“ (”*{ME,E{MZ(ZM (1) R — 2D . RY) — ( s 46 I)) <1>>
I (I I) (1 (I I I
“Y o [zm ot 1P (201 - V) - At + SIICH (2000 - V) -t
YGRS £ D2 2 iag®) 3 ot zfgfg] } (839)
l l

Further, using the fact that Q, 1; = - %(G(VI,)C + (‘5 ) we write

Nir
w) . ; — . 1.
aru) = =3 el {mE,g;uz(mf,gp_ng) .Ryuzm{mnm
I I I I I
+Z\c§>|2 (221) - v.)- f££]+2|c”|2 (20 - v.) - At
l

+ad e Pel) ) + i) ? — i) ? —2iael) S o)
l l

} (S.40)

We consider the total time-derivative along the trajectory, defined using the convective derivative (Lagrangian frame)
djdt =0;+3_, R . V,. This yields:

Tk . _
d; — (875 + XV:RV . Vl,> ij = 8tF]k + ZR ZAfl, ki — QQ%]@]‘)FJ% (541)
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Eq. (5.40) with (S.41) gives the exact equation for the coherences for trajectory-based methods in regions of negligible
NAC. Writing in terms of the coefficients (Eq. (5.37)), we obtain

d(crcy) . o
Z % — _ZC’J,(I {Z 1Cy? [( z(/Ig)‘lc . QVV) . (fzg,ll) . sz,IJ)k) _|_46V{l) flE[l)}
I

I
+HAE, Z {ma( D HIAE)?) — 2inf(f) Z\cmﬁ ”>]} (S.42)

Afy Ry

Defining CJ(I)*C,(CI) = C;I)*C,gl)eif(a”“_z” %7 )% we can write

— (D
d(C;Ck) *(1 ) ()2 0 o (@) o)
e ZQM Z|C 2 [(4Qij—2VV> (£ —£50,) + 48 -fw] (S.43)

which by the same argument as given below Eq. W the equation holds for |C7 Cy| (1), as given in Eq. 10 of the main
text.

Finally, to define the exact trajectory-based propagation equations, we now go back and include the terms from
the NAC.

T k(R,t) = O,k (R, )P B3 4 911 (R, 1)NAC (S.44)
where
T, M,J,
&:ij(gat)NAC:* Z 2;\4 |:ZDkny+2dknu' < |X| | Afunldkzzcvlcf dVlm+zQun)>:|
v,n#k v ml

<Y 5

Vnsﬁj
+Z

so that for the trajectory-based coherences and populations, we obtain

D M,J,
|: n],l/den,u’< ‘ |2 +Z|Cl| Afunl“i’zzcl CnLdulmZQun>:|

[@ka D CiCndyim +2)  (Af 1 — 206, 1 + V) - dyim —2Afyyjk-20;cmdy7lm] (S.45)

lm ilm Ilm

*(I) ~(I) «(I) ~(D)\ P B2 (1) (1) \ NAC
AN s (NGl T (aehe] 16
1 d I dt dt .
where
NAC

dc; Vgl C:C) D .
(Jdtk == (jQJM)[ iDy), +2dy) - (MuRi”+Z|01(I)I2Af<”l+z2(c*c )hal)

v,n#k v . —

. CxCy) D . .
JﬂQu,n)m)] + Z % { Dr(LI7)V - 2d§i)u M,,RE,I) + Z |Cl(I)|2Af(I)l +1 Z(Cz Cm)(l dy Im — ZQ:(/I% ]
v 1

unséj
+Z

ml

(C3Ch)
) Z loaleic [2 ol +afD 98! v, + AfD

v,lm v,kj

] a®D

v,Im

(S.47)

SM.3 SIMULATION DETAILS

For the quantum dynamics (QD) simulations, the time-dependent Schrodinger equation is solved on a grid in the
diabatic basis using the split-operator method. The system is initialized in a coherent superposition of three gaussian
nuclear wavepackets

W (R,0)) = x(R,0) (|¢r,1) + |¢r2)/2 + |¢R,3)/2) (5.48)
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1/2 (R—Rg)? | .
with x(R,0) = (2752/2) e~ 22 TUR=R)P - The initial variance, position, momentum are (o, Ry, Py) =

(1 bohr, —26 bohr ™", 40 bohr) for the EL20-SAC model and (o, Ry, Py) = (0.223 bohr, —4 bohr, 0 bohr ) for the 3HO
model. For the EL20-SAC model the spatial grid is defined in the range [—26 : 28] bohr with 4000 grid points and
with a time-step of dt = 0.0012 fs. For the 3HO model the chosen spatial grid range is [—10 : 10] bohr with 2000 grid
points and with a time-step of dt = 0.0024 fs.

The trajectory-based simulations were performed in the G-CTMQC package [52] and the SHXF simulations in
the PYUNIXMD package [44]. In both models 1000 Wigner-sampled trajectories were run using the same initial
conditions as for the exact case. The initial trajectory ensemble for all methods, was initialized in a pure ensemble, i.e
each trajectory carries the same coherent superposition of electronic states. The active states for the surface hopping
simulations were stochastically selected to match the net populations at the initial time. We refer the reader to
Ref. [10] for a study on different choices (pure and mixed) of initial electronic state in trajectory-based methods.

Example 1: EL20-SAC

The Hamiltonian in the diabatic basis is given by

Vi(R) 0
H(R) = 0 Va(R) AR) (5.49)
0 AR) —Va(R)
with
Vi(R) = —0.03(R + 35) — 0.02
_ R _ ,—BIR|
B(R) = A (1 e )
NR) = Ce PR (S.50)
the chosen model parameters were A = 0.01 Ha, B = 1.6 bohr~! €' = 0.005 Haand D = 1bohr 2.
Example 2: 3HO
The Hamiltonian reads
$k1R? 0 0
H(R) = 0 1hkeR?+A 0 (S.51)
0 0 1koR? +2A

with k; = 0.005Ha2, ks = 0.02Ha? and A = 0.01 Ha.

SM.4 EFFECT OF &

To show the importance of &(R, t) we plotted time-snapshots of the exact Q1(R,t), &1(R,t) and Q:(R,t) during
the first recoherence event. We observe both the nuclear quantum momentum (); and the reduced contribution &,
are active during this event, and the large features that @); displays are offset largely by &, yielding a relatively
small Q;. As discussed in the main text, the & terms are responsible to induce recoherence away from NAC regions
causing a change in the electronic coherences which then activates the terms dependent on Q(R, t).
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FIG. S.1. Time snapshots of the exact density on the first (orange) and second (green) electronic states, nuclear quantum momen-
tum (blue line), and projected quantum momentum (black line) and crunch term (red line) on state 1 during the recoherence event
for 3HO model.
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