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We present an approximate semiclassical (SC) framework for mixed quantized dynamics in Wigner phase space in a
two-part series. In the first article, we introduced the Adiabatic Hybrid Wigner Dynamics (AHWD) method that allows
for a few important ‘system’ degrees of freedom to be quantized using high-level Double Herman-Kluk SC theory while
describing the rest (the ‘bath’) using classical-limit Linearized SC theory. In this second article, we extend our hybrid
Wigner dynamics to nonadiabatic processes. The resulting Nonadiabatic Hybrid Wigner Dynamics (NHWD) has two
variants that differ in the choice of degrees of freedom to be quantized. Specifically, we introduce NHWD(E) where
only the electronic state variables are quantized and the NHWD(V) where both electronic state variables and a handful
of strongly coupled nuclear modes are quantized. We show that while NHWD(E) proves accurate for a wide range of
scattering models and spin-boson models, systems where a few nuclear modes are strongly coupled to electronic states
require NHWD(V) to accurately capture the long-time dynamics. Taken together, we show that AHWD and NHWD
represent a new framework for SC simulations of high-dimensional systems with significant quantum effects.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nonadiabatic quantum dynamics have been at the cen-
ter of many studies of chemical phenomena in the last
couple of decades, including, but not limited to, exci-
ton energy transfer in photosynthetic protein complexes
and molecular aggregates,1–5 the role of electron hole
pair excitations in energy relaxation of molecules at
metal surfaces,6–11 electron transfer reactions in biologi-
cally important systems,12 and dynamics through conical
intersections.13,14 Despite tremendous progress in numeri-
cally exact quantum dynamic simulation methods like the
Quasi-Adiabatic Path Integral (QUAPI),15 Hierarchy Equa-
tions of Motion (HEOM),16 Multi-Configuration Time De-
pendent Hartree (MCTDH),17–19 and Tensor-Train Split Op-
erator Fourier Transform (TT-SOFT),20 their expensive scal-
ing with respect to the number of degrees of freedom (dofs)
limits their use in complex chemical system simulations.

A wide array of approximate methods with varying ac-
curacy and computational cost have been developed, and a
summary can be found in Ref. 21. The ab initio Multi-
ple Spawning method (AIMS) propagates nuclear wavepack-
ets represented using a Gaussian basis that is allowed to
spawn new basis functions in regions of significant nona-
diabatic coupling.22,23 Multi-state imaginary-time path inte-
gral methods exploit classical trajectories to capture approx-
imate quantum dynamics in nonadiabatic systems.24–28 Ap-
proximate mixed quantum-classical (MQC) methods that treat
the nuclear dofs classically include Fewest Switches Surface
Hopping (FSSH) approach that allows stochastic ’hopping’
between electronic states,29,30 and the Ehrenfest approach, a
mean-field method where the force felt by the nuclear dofs is a
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weighted by the populations of the electronic states.30 Nuclear
tunneling may be included in the Ehrenfest approach using the
army ants tunneling method.31

Semiclassical methods based on the mapping Hamiltonian
have emerged as an alternative to mixed quantum-classical
methods since they offer a uniform dynamic framework for
the treatment of electronic and nuclear dofs.32–35 They rely
on mapping the discrete electronic dofs to continuous vari-
ables, such that exact quantum dynamics of the two coin-
cide. One of the primary features of the mapping approach
is its ability to facilitate the extension of a well-established
hierarchy of semiclassical dynamic (SC) approximations to
nonadiabatic dynamics. When used with the Meyer-Miller-
Stock-Thoss (MMST) mapping,36,37 sophisticated SC meth-
ods like the Herman-Kluk (HK) propagator38 have been
shown to be very accurate for nonadiabatic problems.39–46

However, they are prohibitively expensive for even relatively
low-dimensional systems, and become computationally feasi-
ble only when combined with phase-filtering techniques.47,48

Classical-limit SC methods like Linearized SC (LSC)49 offer
a numerically practical alternative, and have found tremen-
dous success in model system studies46,47,49–55 and in ab-
initio simulations.56–61 Furthermore, methods based on an
alternate mapping schemes,34,62,63 have been developed and
show some improvement in accuracy over their MMST
counterparts.35,62–65

Despite the success of classical-limit SC methods, avenues
to include quantization beyond the classical limit are desired
to be able to capture interference effects, and to overcome
deficiencies such as the inverted potential problem,44,45 and
the inability to predict wavepacket branching.46,47 The Par-
tial Linearized Density Matrix (PLDM) method,66,67 and the
Forward-Backward Trajectory Solution (FBTS),68,69 both of
which are approximately connected to the Quantum Clas-
sical Liouville Equation (QCLE),68 attempt to improve on
classical-limit methods by allowing for a forward-backward
trajectory structure for the mapped electronic dofs. How-
ever, a theoretical connection between these methods and a
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FIG. 1. A schematic of the hierarchy of nonadiabatic SC methods
with MMST mapping described in this article. Refer to the text for
details on the abbreviations used in the schematic.

full double Herman-Kluk (DHK) approximation for the nona-
diabatic correlation function has not been established. Estab-
lishing this relationship would not only provide a complete
understanding of these approximations but also allow for sys-
tematic improvements to incorporate quantized nuclear modes
and facilitate investigations into the role of nuclear quantum
effect in vibronic systems.

In the first article of this series70, hereon referred to as Pa-
per I, we introduced a novel SC method for mixed quantized
dynamics in adiabatic systems, the Adiabatic Hybrid Wigner
dynamics (AHWD) approach. The AHWD approach allows
for a handful of system dofs to be treated at the DHK level of
theory that capture almost all quantum effects including co-
herence effects while the remaining dofs are described using
LSC theory, a classical-limit dynamics. In Paper I, we demon-
strate that the AHWD offers a path to high accuracy quantum
dynamic simulations at a significantly reduced computational
cost by mitigating the sign problem common to high-level SC
theories like DHK. In this article, we introduce the Nonadia-
batic HWD (NHWD) approach that extends the mixed quan-
tized framework to nonadiabatic processes. In choosing the
dofs to be quantized, for nonadiabatic system studies, MQC
methods typically quantize the electronic state variables while
treating the nuclei classically. Here, we start with a similar
approximation by partitioning the problem into an electronic
‘system’ to be treated at the DHK level and a nuclear ‘bath’ to
be treated at the LSC level. The resultisg NHWD(E) expres-
sion features forward-backward trajectories for the mapped
electronic dofs, similar to the PLDM and FBTS. Exploiting
the flexibility of the hybrid Wigner dynamics framework, we
also introduce NHWD(V) that allows for the quantization of a
vibronic ‘system’ consisting of a select few important nuclear
dofs and the electronic dofs, while treating the rest of the nu-
clear dofs in the classical-limit. Both these methods offer a
way to systematically improve on classical-limit SC methods,
while maintaining a connection with the more sophisticated
DHK correlation function. A schematic of the methods dis-
cussed in this article is presented in Fig. 1.

The outline of the article is as follows. In Sec. II we present
an alternate avenue to the Double-Herman Kluk (DHK)
method in Wigner phase (hereon referred to as Wigner DHK)

for nonadiabatic systems described by the MMST Hamilto-
nian. We then perform a partial stationary phase approxima-
tion to derive the mixed quantized NHWD(E) and NHWD(V)
expressions. Sec. III describes details of the models used to
test the newly introduced NHWD methods, along with details
of the simulations. In Sec. IV the two methods are tested
against standard scattering models and spin-boson models pa-
rameterized for a variety of regimes. Sec. V concludes.

II. THEORY

A. Wigner DHK with MMST Mapping

Consider the Hamiltonian,

H(Z) =
1
2
P T ·m−1 ·P +U (X)+V (X) , (1)

where ZT ≡ (X,P )T is the 2D dimensional nuclear phase
space coordinate, and X and P are D-dimensional vectors
of nuclear positions and momenta respectively, m is a diago-
nal matrix of nuclear masses, U (X) is the state-independent
potential energy, and V (X) is the F × F dimensional dia-
batic potential energy matrix with the diabatic potential en-
ergy terms on the diagonal and their coupling as the off-
diagonal matrix elements. Using the MMST mapping,36,37

it can be mapped onto the Hamiltonian,

HMMST (Z) =
1
2
P T ·m−1 ·P +hel(z,X), (2)

where, zT ≡ (x,p)T is the 2F dimensional electronic phase
space variable, with x and p being F-dimensional vectors of
Cartesian position and momenta corresponding to the mapped
electronic states. XT ≡ (x,X)T and PT ≡ (p,P )T are the
full N-dimensional set of positions and momenta, where N =

F +D, making up the phase space vector ZT ≡ (X,P)T . The
electronic Hamiltonian is defined as,

hel(z,X) =
1
2
[
xT ·V (X) ·x+pT ·V (X) ·p−Tr [V (X)]

]
+U (X) . (3)

The Wigner DHK correlation function, introduced in Paper
I,70 can be used with MMST mapping to yield,

CWDHK
AB (t) =

1

(2π h̄)2N

∫
dZ̄0

∫
d∆Z0 ρ̃

∗
A(Z̄0,∆Z0)

× C̃t(Z̄0,∆Z0)B̃(Z̄t ,∆Zt)eiS̃t (Z̄0,∆Z0)/h̄. (4)

As defined in paper I,70, ρ̃∗
A(Z̄0,∆Z0) and B̃(Z̄t ,∆Zt) are

Wigner transforms smoothed by complex Gaussian functions,

B̃(Z̄t ,∆Zt) =
∫

dZ′BW (Z′)g
(
Z′; Z̄t ,∆Zt

)
. (5)
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ρ̃∗
A(Z̄0,∆Z0) is defined similarly, and the ∗ denotes complex

conjugate. The complex Gaussian function is defined as,

g
(
z; Z̄,∆Z

)
= det

(
Γ

π h̄

)1/2

e−
1
h̄ (Z−Z̄)

T ·Γ·(Z−Z̄)

× ei∆ZT ·JT ·(Z−Z̄)/h̄, (6)

where Γ is a 2N ×2N dimensional width matrix defined as,

Γ=

(
γh̄ 0
0 1

h̄γ
−1

)
, and J =

(
0 1

−1 0

)
, (7)

is the 2N × 2N dimensional symplectic matrix. In Eq. (4),
ρ̃∗

A(Z̄0,∆Z0) represents ρ̂A in the extended phase space of the
mean (Z̄) and difference (∆Z) variables. These are related to
the phase space variables of the forward and backward trajec-
tories as: Z̄ =

(
Z++Z−)/2 and ∆Z = Z+−Z−. Similarly,

B̃(Z̄t ,∆Zt) represents B̂ in the extended phase space evalu-
ated at time t at the end points of the forward and backward
trajectories Z±

t transformed into the mean and difference vari-
ables. The trajectories Z±

t follow the equations of motion,

Ẋ± =m−1 ·P±, (8)

Ṗ± =−∂hel(z
±,X±)

∂X± , (9)

ż± = V
(
X±) ·Je ·z± (10)

where Je is a 2F × 2F dimensional symplectic matrix in the
electronic variable space. These equations conserve energy
corresponding to the classical Hamiltonian HMMST (Z

±). The
prefactor C̃t and the action S̃t are related to their respective
counterparts in the conventional DHK expression as,

C̃t(Z
+
0 ,Z

−
0 ) = Ct

(
Z+

0
)
C ∗

t
(
Z−

0
)
, (11)

S̃t(Z
+
0 ,Z

−
0 ) =−P̄

T
t ·∆Xt + P̄

T
0 ·∆X0

+St(Z
+
0 )−St(Z

−
0 ), (12)

where St(Z
±
0 ) is the action of forward (backward) trajectory

and the prefactor is the product of forward and backward HK
prefactors individually defined as,

Ct (Z0)

= det
∣∣∣∣12
[
MXX+MPP− ih̄γ ·MXP+

i
h̄

γ
−1 ·MPX

]∣∣∣∣1/2

.

(13)

For more details of the Wigner DHK framework, including the
interpretation of the smoothed Wigner functions, refer to Pa-
per I.70 The equations of motion for the classical trajectories
and their monodromy matrices under the MMST Hamiltonian,
written in mean and difference variables, (Z̄t ,∆Zt), will be
used in subsequent sections and are provided in Appendix A.

B. nonadiabatic Hybrid Wigner Dynamics with Quantized
Electronic System: NHWD(E)

In this section we derive the NHWD(E) approximation
where the nuclear dofs are treated as the classical bath and

the electronic state dofs comprise the quantum system. This
choice is motivated by the success MQC methods like Ehren-
fest dynamics and surface hopping that are known to describe
nonadiabatic problems with reasonable accuracy while treat-
ing nuclei classically. An important difference being that in
the NHWD(E) framework we still capture important nuclear
quantum effects like zero-point energy and tunneling, only
omitting nuclear quantum coherence effects.

As we did when deriving the AHWD approximation for
adiabatic processes, we derive NHWD(E) by performing a
stationary phase approximation (SPA) over the nuclear vari-
ables. Details of this are provided in Appendix B. The result-
ing NHWD(E) approximation to the correlation function is,

CNHWD(E)
AB (t) =

1

(2π h̄)2F+D

∫
dz±

0

∫
dZ̄0

× [ρ̂AN ]W
(
Z̄0
)[

B̂N
]

W

(
Z̄t
)

× ρ̃
∗
Ae(z

±
0 )B̃e(z

±
t )

× C̃ NHWD(E)
t

(
z±

0 ,Z̄0
)

eiS̃NHWD(E)
t (z±

0 ,Z̄0)/h̄. (14)

In Eq. (14), we have assumed that the operator B̂ ≡ B̂e ⊗ B̂N
factorizes into nuclear and electronic parts and similarly for
ρ̂A, where the subscripts e and N refer to operators corre-
sponding to the electronic and nuclear dofs respectively. We
note that this assumption is not required but is made here for
simplicity. As a result of the SPA, the difference variables
for the nuclear dofs are constrained to be zero, ∆Zt = 0 re-
sulting in an LSC-like expression for the nuclei. Specifically,
the nuclear operators are represented in mean variable phase
space by their respective Wigner transforms, [ρ̂AN ]W

(
Z̄0
)

at
time zero and

[
B̂N
]

W

(
Z̄t
)

evaluated at time t in the second
line of Eq. (14). The electronic dofs are described by a DHK-
like correlation function where electronic operators are repre-
sented in the extended forward-backward phase space by their
respective smoothed Wigner functions, ρ̃∗

Ae
(z±

0 ) and B̃e(z
±
t ),

that appear in the third line of Eq. (14). The structure of the
trajectories is such that electronic dofs have separate forward
and backward trajectories, z±

t , whereas, the nuclear variables
are described by mean phase-space trajectories, Z̄t . This as-
pect is highlighted in the equations of motion,

˙̄X =m−1 · P̄ , (15)

˙̄P =−1
2
[
h′el(z

+,X̄)+h′el(z
−,X̄)

]
, (16)

ż± = V
(
X̄
)
·Je ·z± (17)

that conserve the Hamiltonian (not written in conjugate vari-
ables),

H̄(z±,Z̄) = P̄ T ·m−1 · P̄
+hel(z

+,X̄)+hel(z
−,X̄), (18)

and are used to compute the action and prefactor in line 4 of
Eq. (14) defined in the Appendix in Eq. (B11) and Eq. (B12)
respectively.

It is important to note that, as detailed in the derivation in
Appendix B, for the stationary phase conditions to hold, the
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electronic-nuclear (system-bath) and nuclear-electronic (bath-
system) blocks of the monodromy matrix must be set to zero,
as done in AHWD in Paper I. In order to ensure that the pref-
actor depends only on the electronic dofs and can be computed
using only the electronic-electronic block of the monodromy
matrix, we make a further approximation that h′′−(z

±,X̄) = 0.
For many widely used models of chemical systems like the
spin-boson model,71 the Frenkel exciton model,72 and the
linear-vibronic coupling model,73 where the state-dependent
part of the potential V ′′(X) = 0, this condition is automati-
cally satisfied. The approximation ensures that the nuclear-
nuclear block of the prefactor cancels exactly with the the
hessian of the phase obtained when performing the SPA. Ow-
ing to the harmonic nature of the Hamiltonian for the elec-
tronic phase space variables, simplifications can be made to
the electronic block of the monodromy matrix, as detailed in
Appendix B. The resulting prefactor is time-evolved accord-
ing to the equation of motion, Eq. (B8) that obey the symplec-
ticity condition in Eq. (B9).

As with AHWD, owing to the vanishing nuclear differ-
ence trajectory, we expect the overall phase to be smaller in
magnitude than for the corresponding DHK expression. For
electronic systems coupled to a large number of nuclear bath
modes, we find a significant numerical advantage when com-
pared to a full DHK calculation indicating that the mixed
quantized framework used here mitigates the sign problem.

Other approximate quantum dynamics methods for nonadi-
abatic problems that treat nuclear dofs classically while main-
taining forward-backward electronic phase space trajectories,
like Partially Linearized Density Matrix (PLDM)66,67 and the
Forward-Backward Trajectory Solution (FBTS)68,69 also fea-
ture very similar equations of motion. In PLDM, the final term
containing Tr[V

(
X̄
)
] in hel , which pertains to the zero-point

energy of the mapped electronic oscillators, is absent. FBTS
is identical to PLDM, when the symmetrized version of the
mapping Hamiltonian is used.68,69,74 NHWD(E) differs from
these methods in the presence of a SC prefactor, the complex
action term, and the smoothed Wigner functions for opera-
tors ρ̂Ae and B̂e. It is possible that with further simplifications
to these expressions, especially with specific choices of Γe,
as done in PLDM, we may find further connections between
these methods. Nonetheless, the similarity in the trajectory
structure of NHWD(E) with PLDM suggests improved per-
formance over LSC, and this is indeed the case as will be
highlighted in model systems in Sec. IV.

One of the key advantages of the HWD approach is its ver-
satility in choosing which dofs to treat as the quantum system.
We demonstrate this by deriving a version where we quantize
only the nuclear dofs while treating the electronic dofs in the
quantum-limit: the resulting NHWD(N) approximation is dis-
cussed in Appendix C. A more natural and important system-
bath partitioning is the vibronic system case where we choose
to include electronic dofs and a handful of nuclear dofs in the
quantum system and treat the remaining nuclear modes as the
classical bath. We discuss this case in detail in the following
section.

C. nonadiabatic Hyrbrid Wigner Dynamics with Quantized
Vibronic System: NHWD(V)

For many problems in condensed phase chemistry a few
important vibrational dofs mediate nonadiabatic energy and
population transfer, whereas a vast majority of environmen-
tal/bath modes only contribute indirectly through their cou-
pling to the vibrational dofs of interest. In such problems, it
is important to quantize the complete vibronic system — con-
sisting of electronic dofs and the important vibrational dofs
— while treating the bath modes classically to make the cal-
culation computationally feasible. In this section we derive
the NHWD(V) apporximation where we quantize a vibronic
system.

We partition the nuclear phase-space vector Z, into the
“important" dofs included in the vibronic system Zs, and
those included in the bath Zb. The complete vibronic system
then consists of the electronic dofs and the important vibra-
tional dofs, ZT

s ≡ (z,Zs)
T . The full system-bath phase-space

vector can then be written as ZT ≡ (Zs,Zb)
T .

To derive the NHWD(V) method, nuclear bath variables
are treated using a stationary phase approximation, with de-
tails of the derivation provided in Appendix D. The resulting
NHWD(V) approximation to the quantum correlation func-
tion is,

CNHWD(V)
AB (t) =

1

(2π h̄)2Ns+Nb

∫
dZ±

0,s

∫
dZ̄0,b

×
[
ρ̂Ab

]
W

(
Z̄0,b

)[
B̂b
]

W

(
Z̄t,b

)
× ρ̃

∗
As(Z

±
0,s)B̃s(Z

±
t,s)

× C̃ NHWD(V)
t (Z±

0,s,Z̄0,b)e
iS̃NHWD(V)

t (Z±0,s,Z̄0,b)/h̄.

(19)

In Eq. (19), we have assumed that the operator B̂ ≡ B̂s ⊗ B̂b
factorizes into nuclear and electronic parts and similarly for
ρ̂A. This assumption is not required and has been made for
the sake of simplicity. The structure of the correlation func-
tion corresponds to a DHK-like treatment for the vibronic sys-
tem variables, and an LSC-like treatment for the nuclear bath
variables. As a consequence of the stationary phase treatment
of the bath, the difference variables for the nuclear bath dofs
are constrained to be zero, ∆Zt,b = 0 and the nuclear bath op-
erators are represented in mean variable phase space by their
respective Wigner transforms,

[
ρ̂Ab

]
W

(
Z̄0,b

)
at time zero and[

B̂b
]

W

(
Z̄t,b

)
at time t. These appear in the second line of

Eq. (19). Similar to a DHK calculation, the vibronic system
operators are represented in the extended forward-backward
phase space by their respective smoothed Wigner functions,
ρ̃∗

As
(Z±

0,s) and B̃s(Z
±
t,s), that appear in the third line of Eq. (19).

The structure of the trajectories is such that vibronic system
variables are evolved through separate forward and backward
trajectories, Z±

t,s, whereas, the nuclear bath variables are de-
scribed using mean phase space trajectories, Z̄t,b. We empha-
size here that the trajectories feel the full potential along with
the system bath coupling Usb(X) and Vsb(X) as highlighted
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in the equations of motion,

Ẋ±
s =m−1

s ·P±
s , (20)

Ṗ±
s =−∂hel(Z

±
s ,X̄b)

∂X±
s

, (21)

˙̄Xb =m−1
b · P̄b, (22)

˙̄P b =−1
2

[
∂hel(Z

+
s ,X̄b)

∂X̄b
+

∂hel(Z
−
s ,X̄b)

∂X̄b

]
, (23)

ż± = V (X±
s ,X̄b) ·Je ·z±, (24)

that conserve the Hamiltonian (not written in conjugate vari-
ables),

H̄(Z±
s ,Z̄b) =

1
2
P+

s
T ·m−1

s ·P+
s +

1
2
P−T

s ·m−1
s ·P−

s

+ P̄ T
b ·m−1

b · P̄b

+hel(Z
+
s ,X̄b)+hel(Z

−
s ,X̄b). (25)

Analogous to the NHWD(E), the off-diagonal system-bath
blocks of the monodromy matrix are assumed to vanish to
satisfy the stationary phase conditions arising from the SPA
for the bath dofs. Effectively, only for the propagation of the
monodromy matrices, we assume the system-bath couplings
in the potential vanish, Usb(X) = Vsb(X) = 0. The state-
independent and state-dependent system bath couplings are
defined in Eq. (D3). Enforcing this yields a prefactor expres-
sion that can be separated into system and bath prefactors.
As with NHWD(E), we further facilitate the cancellation of
the bath prefactor with the Hessian from the SPA by assum-
ing ∂ 2h−

∂X̄2
b
= 0, implying ∆Mbb(t) = 0. For standard models

like the electron transfer model75, the spin-boson model,71,
the linear-vibronic coupling model,73 and models of exciton-
polariton chemistry,76 V ′′

b (Xb) = 0, and this condition is au-
tomatically satisfied. With this approximation, following sim-
ilar arguments from the AHWD case in paper I,70 the bath
block of the monodromy matrix is not required in the calcula-
tion. We thus only need to propagate the system monodromy
matrix, which follows the equations of motion, Eq. (D4) and
the symplecticity condition, Eq. (D5). It is used to calculate
the NHWD(V) prefactor, C̃ NHWD(V)

t (Z±
0,s,Z̄0,b), which is de-

fined in Eq. (D7).
In cases where the vibronic system consists of a select few

important nuclear dofs and the bath consists of a large number
of dofs representing an environment, the fact that the prefac-
tor only requires the system monodromy matrix elements is a
considerable reduction in the cost of the calculation, as com-
pared to a full DHK calculation. Moreover, noting that the
form of the prefactor, Eq. (D7), is the same as that of the DHK
prefactor for the forward-backward system trajectories, well
established approximations to it are available to accomplish
a further reduction in numerical cost.77,78 The NHWD(V) ac-
tion, S̃NHWD(V)

t (Z±
0,s,Z̄0,b), is defined in Eq. (B11), and can be

expected to be smaller in magnitude than the full DHK action
in Eq. (12), leading to a less oscillatory integral in Eq. (19)
when compared to a full DHK calculation. However, the ac-
tion is expected to be not as small as the NHWD(E) case,

V11(R) V22(R) V12(R)

-4 -2 0 2 4
0

0.01

0.02

R

V
(R

)

Scattering Model 1

-4 -2 0 2 4
0

0.04

0.08

R

Scattering Model 2

FIG. 2. Plots showing the matrix elements of the diabatic potential
energy matrix for the scattering models 1 (left) and 2 (right). The leg-
end highlights the colors corresponding to the diabatic states V11(R)
and V22(R), and the coupling V12(R).

making the NHWD(V) correlation function more expensive to
converge as may be expected from expanding the system size,
in general. Lastly, we note that a similar approximate scheme
capable of quantizing a vibronic system has been introduced
by Provazza and Coker.79 However, the method involves ap-
proximations to the prefactor and the connection with DHK
theory are not apparent.

III. MODEL SYSTEMS AND SIMULATION DETAILS

We test NHWD(E) and NHWD(V) on standard benchmark
models for nonadiabatic dynamic methods. We start with scat-
tering models 1 and 2, that feature an avoided crossing,46 with
one nuclear dof (R) and two electronic states. The diabatic
potentials are given by,

V11(R) =V1 (1+ tanh(αR)) , (26)
V22(R) =V2 (1− tanh(αR)) , (27)

V12(R) = ae−b(R+ f )2
, (28)

with the parameters for the two model given in Table. I. Plots
for the two models are shown in Fig. 2. For both mod-
els the nuclear dof is initialized in a coherent state centered
at Ri = −5, and initial momentum Pi directed towards the
avoided crossing. Two cases are considered — the low energy
case with kinetic energy 0.03 a.u. corresponding to Pi = 10.9
a.u., and the high energy case with kinetic energy 0.1 a.u.,
corresponding to Pi = 19.9 a.u. The width of the nuclear co-
herent state is chosen to be γi = 0.25 a.u., and the nuclear mass
is taken to be the mass of a proton, m = 1980 a.u. The system
is assumed to start in state 1, with the electronic part of the
initial density taken to be a projection onto state 1, yielding a
density matrix, ρ̂ = |Zi;γi⟩⟨Zi;γi|⊗ |1⟩⟨1|. For both models,
we calculate time dependent expectation values of the Pauli
spin matrices ⟨σi(t)⟩ for i ∈ {x,y,z}. Exact quantum dynamic
calculations performed using a Colbert-Miller discrete vari-
able representation (DVR) grid are used as a benchmark.80

We use the scattering models to test the performance of the
NHWD(E) approximation.

We also study the spin-boson model71, which is a proto-
typical model for nonadiabatic energy transfer in a condensed
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FIG. 3. Expectation values as a function of time are plotted for the Pauli spin matrices σz (left column), σx (middle column) and σy (right
column) for scattering model 1. Top and bottom rows corresponds to high and low initial kinetic energy cases respectively. Exact quantum
dynamical calculations performed on a DVR grid80 are compared with NHWD(E) (red), PLDM (blue) and LSC (green). NHWD(E) and
PLDM overlap with each other in all panels.

TABLE I. Parameters for scattering models 1 and 2 in atomic units.
Model V1 V2 α a b f

Scattering model 1 0.01 0.01 1.6 0.005 1.0 0
Scattering model 2 0.04 0.01 1.0 0.005 1.0 0.7

phase environment. The Hamiltonian is,

H(X,P ) =
D

∑
j=1

[
P2

j

2m j
+

1
2

m jω
2
j X2

j

]
1

+

(
ε +

D

∑
j=1

c jX j

)
σz +∆σx, (29)

with (X j,Pj), j ∈ [1,D] corresponding to the nuclear positions
and momenta of the jth mode respectively, ε is the energy bias
parameter between the two electronic states, and ∆ is the con-
stant coupling between them. The nuclear dofs consist of D
harmonic oscillators with m j = 1, frequencies ω j, and cou-
pling constants c j. All parameters are in atomic units. The
spectral density of the nuclear modes determines their fre-
quencies. Here we employ an Ohmic spectral density with
exponential cut-off,71

Jbath(ω) =
πξ

2
ωe−ω/ωc (30)

where ωc is the characteristic frequency and ξ is the Kondo
parameter that determines the strength of the coupling to the
electronic variables. The spectral density is discretized into D

modes as,

Jbath(ω) =
π

2

D

∑
j=1

c2
j

m jω j
δ (ω −ω j), (31)

using the discretization procedure from Craig and
Manolopoulos.81 Convergence was achieved with D = 50 for
all models considered here. We investigate 6 models, named
(a)-(f), that cover a wide range of physical regimes: high and
low temperature, symmetric and asymmetric electronic states,
and weak versus strong coupling to nuclear modes.62,64,82

Parameters for these models are provided in Table II. The
initial density is obtained by assuming a thermal distribution
of nuclear modes with zero system-bath coupling and with a
single electronic state |1⟩ occupied,

ρ̂ =
e−βHnuc

Tr
[
e−βHnuc

] ⊗|1⟩⟨1| (32)

where Hnuc(Ẑ) ≡ ∑
D
j=1

P̂2
j

2m j
+ 1

2 m jω
2
j X̂2

j . For all models, we
calculate time dependent expectation values of the Pauli spin
matrices ⟨σi(t)⟩ for i ∈ {x,y,z}. As a benchmark,we perform
exact quantum dynamic calculations. For models (a)-(d) we
use SMatPI83–85 with QUAPI,15 and for models (e)-(f) we use
SMatPI with Blipsum,86 as implemented in the PathSum code
package.83,86–88

We note that although it is common to refer to the nuclear
dofs as the thermal bath, we intentionally refrain from doing
so and refer to them as the nuclear modes/dofs to avoid confu-
sion with the different system-bath partitionings in NHWD(E)
and NHWD(V). To test the effect of quantizing the elec-
tronic dofs, we use the NHWD(E) method, where all nuclear
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TABLE II. Parameters for spin-boson models (a)-(f). ∆ = 1 a.u. in
all models. All parameters are in atomic units.

Model ε ξ β ωc Ω ω1 ω2

a 0 0.09 0.1 2.5 2 1.996 -
b 0 0.09 5 2.5 2 1.996 -
c 1 0.1 5 2.5 2

√
2 2.771 -

d 1 0.1 0.25 1.0 2
√

2 2.659 -
e 0 2 1 1.0 2 2.040 0.994
f 5 4 0.1 2.0 2

√
26 5.318 9.210

modes are treated as the classical bath. With the NHWD(V)
method, we explore the effect of quantizing select nuclear
modes on the electronic populations and coherences. Here,
these select nuclear modes and the electronic variables consti-
tute the quantized vibronic system and the rest of the nuclear
modes constitute the classical bath. In the vibronic system, we
choose 1-2 nuclear dofs with frequencies ω j such that integral
multiples of ω j are nearly resonant with the Rabi frequency
(Ω) of the electronic sub-system. Table II lists the Rabi fre-
quency and frequencies of the quantized nuclear modes in
NHWD(V) calculations (ω1 and ω2) for all the models.

As is standard in the MMST mapping,47 the electronic
part of the initial density matrix is mapped onto singly ex-
cited harmonic oscillator states, |1⟩⟨1| → |11,02⟩⟨11,02|. For
NHWD(E), initial phase space points for the forward and
backward trajectories of the electronic system, z±

0 , are then
sampled from the absolute magnitude of the coherent state
matrix element,

∣∣〈z+
0

∣∣11,02
〉〈

11,02
∣∣z−

0

〉∣∣, and those for the
mean trajectory of the nuclear bath, Z̄0, are sampled from
the Wigner transform of the initial nuclear coherent state,
[|Zi;γi⟩⟨Zi;γi|]W (Z̄0).

For the spin-boson models, for both NHWD(E) and
NHWD(V), the initial phase space points for the forward and
backward trajectories of the electronic system, z±

0 , are sam-
pled from the absolute magnitude of the coherent state ma-
trix element,

∣∣〈z+
0

∣∣11,02
〉〈

11,02
∣∣z−

0

〉∣∣. For NHWD(E) all
nuclear modes are treated as the classical bath, and thus the
initial phase space points for their mean trajectories, Z̄0,b,
are sampled from the Wigner transform of the nuclear Boltz-
mann operator,

[
e−βHnuc(Ẑb)

]
W
(Z̄0,b). As mentioned earlier,

for NHWD(V), the nuclear modes are partitioned into sys-
tem and bath nuclear modes. The initial phase space points
for the forward and backward trajectories of the system nu-
clear modes, Z±

0,s, are sampled from the absolute magnitude of

the coherent state matrix element,
∣∣∣〈Z+

0,s

∣∣∣e−βHsys(Ẑs)
∣∣∣Z−

0,s

〉∣∣∣,
whereas those for the mean trajectories of the classical bath
nuclear modes, Z̄0,b, are sampled from the Wigner trans-
form of the uncoupled bath Hamiltonian Boltzmann distri-
bution,

[
e−βHbath(Ẑb)

]
W
(Z̄0,b). Note that here the Hamilto-

nian corresponding to the full set of uncoupled nuclear modes
has been divided into system and bath parts as Hnuc(Z) =
Hsys(Zs) +Hbath(Zb). Finally, we also note that for all the
cases where initial phase space points are sampled from the
absolute magnitude of a coherent state matrix element, we

TABLE III. Number of trajectories used for calculations for spin-
boson models (a)-(f). NHWD(V)-1 and NHWD(V)-2 correspond to
NHWD(V) calculations with 1 and 2 nuclear modes included in the
vibronic system, as described in the text.

Model LSC NHWD(E) NHWD(V)-1 NHWD(V)-2

a 107 107 107 -
b 106 106 106 -
c 106 106 106 -
d 106 106 106 -
e 106 106 106 107

f 107 107 107 107

have used the connection between the smoothed Wigner trans-
form of an operator and its coherent state matrix element from
Paper I.70 Sampling from the absolute magnitude of either is
completely equivalent.

For all the models considered, unless otherwise stated, we
use the symmetrized version of the mapping Hamiltonian,74

which corresponds to partitioning the state dependent dia-
batic matrix such that Tr[V (X)] = 0. Classical trajectories
are propagated using the symplectic MInt algorithm.47 For
the scattering models, a timestep of 1.5 a.u. and 0.5 a.u.
is used for the high and low energy cases respectively. For
all the spin boson models, a timestep of 0.01 a.u. is used.
Trajectories breaking energy conservation, as indicated using
|1−E(t)/E(0)| ≥ Etol , or breaking the symplecticity for the
system monodromy matrices within a tolerance of Stol are dis-
carded. For the scattering models, Etol = Stol = 10−4, whereas
for the spin-boson models, Etol = Stol = 10−3. For both scat-
tering models and spin-boson models (a),(d)-(f), < 1% of to-
tal trajectories are discarded, whereas for the low-temperature
spin-boson models, (b) and (c), < 2% of total trajectories are
discarded. For the scattering models, 106 and 107 trajectories
are used to yield converged NHWD(E) results for models 1
and 2 respectively. Table III presents the number of trajecto-
ries used in the spin-boson models. The large number trajec-
tories required is due to the calculation of the ⟨σx⟩ and ⟨σy⟩,
which are more expensive than ⟨σz⟩ calculations. In general
NHWD(E) and NHWD(V) calculations are more expensive
than LSC calculations, but as discussed in the upcoming sec-
tion, also yield improved results.

For both models, to calculate the time-dependent expecta-
tion value of the Pauli spin matrices ⟨σi(t)⟩ for i ∈ {x,y,z},
we use σz = |1⟩⟨1| − |2⟩⟨2|, σx = 2 Re(|1⟩⟨2|) and σy =
2 Im(|1⟩⟨2|). These are then mapped onto harmonic oscilla-
tor states as prescribed in the MMST mapping, B̂e ≡ |i⟩⟨ j| →∣∣1i,0k ̸=i

〉〈
1 j,0k ̸= j

∣∣.47 Not that B̂N = 1̂. The results presented
here are all normalized such that Tre[ρ̂e(t)] = 1 at all times.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Scattering Models

For the scattering models, we track the expectation values
of the Pauli spin matrices as a function of time using three
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FIG. 4. Expectation values as a function of time are plotted for the Pauli spin matrices σz (left column), σx (middle column) and σy (right
column) for scattering model 2. Top and bottom rows corresponds to high and low initial kinetic energy cases respectively. Exact quantum
dynamical calculations are compared with NHWD(E) (red), PLDM (blue) and LSC (green). NHWD(E) and PLDM overlap with each other in
all panels.

approximate dynamic methods — NHWD(E), PLDM, and
LSC, —and we compare the results against numerically ex-
act calculations performed on a DVR grid.80 In Fig. 3 we plot
the expectation values for the three Pauli matrices for Tully
Model 1 for both high and low initial kinetic energy cases. In
both cases the initial kinetic energy is sufficient to cross the
potential barrier and minimal reflection is expected. LSC cal-
culations are already very accurate for this model, and PLDM
and NHWD(E) are seen to marginally improve LSC results
for both σz and σy. Interestingly, PLDM and NHWD(E) re-
sults are identical in all panels, and require similar number of
trajectories for convergence.

In Fig. 4 we plot results for scattering model 2. For this
model, the high kinetic energy case has sufficient high en-
ergy to allow transmission on state 1, whereas for the low
energy case, significant reflection is expected. Owing to the
presence of both transmission and reflection channels for the
energies considered, this model is a more stringent test for
the methods in question than model 1. LSC is seen to be
fairly accurate for the high-energy case, with both PLDM and
NHWD(E) offering marginal improvements. For the low en-
ergy case, LSC fails to capture the full extent of population
transfer, and the magnitude of the coherences is also smaller
in LSC calculations when compared against the exact result.
Both PLDM and NHWD(E) predict more population transfer
than LSC, which is in slightly better agreement with the exact
result. Similarly, the amplitude of σy is also predicted bet-
ter by PLDM and NHWD(E) than LSC. Again, PLDM and
NHWD(E) provide identical results.

The calculations with the scattering models are meant to
serve as a simple test of the NHWD(E) method and it is seen
to yield comparable results to LSC. Interestingly, for both

models and both kinetic energy cases considered, NHWD(E)
results are identical to those obtained using PLDM. In Ap-
pendix E, we present calculations performed using the stan-
dard MMST Hamiltonian, and see that NHWD(E) and PLDM
yield distinct results. Our calculations with the symmetrized
Hamiltonian seem to suggest deeper connections between
NHWD(E) and PLDM when a symmetrized Hamiltonian is
used. Investigations into these similarities, and the discrep-
ancies between LSC and NHWD(E) results, especially for σx
will be the subject of future studies.

B. Spin-Boson Models

In Fig. 5, we plot the expectation values of the Pauli spin
matrices calculated using LSC, NHWD(E) and NHWD(V).
We note that for all spin-boson models, (a)-(f), results using
NHWD(E) are identical to PLDM results (not shown). For
NHWD(V) calculations shown in Fig. 5, one nuclear dof res-
onant with the Rabi frequency of the electronic sub-system
(ω1 in Table II) is quantized.

We first consider the symmetric models with weak coupling
to the bath, models (a) and (b). For these models, LSC is
very accurate for ⟨σz⟩ and ⟨σy⟩. Both NHWD(E)/(V) preserve
this accuracy and also improve upon LSC for ⟨σx⟩ which un-
derestimates the long-time plateau value for both these mod-
els. For the high temperature case, model (a), NHWD(E)/(V)
both yield essentially exact results for all three Pauli opera-
tors. For the low temperate case, model (b), NHWD(E)/(V)
predict slightly damped oscillations for ⟨σz⟩ and ⟨σy⟩. It
has been observed that employing the spin-mapping frame-
work can remedy this issue.64 Moreover, both NHWD(E) and
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FIG. 5. Expectation values as a function of time are plotted for the Pauli spin matrices σz (left column), σx (middle column) and σy (right
column) for spin-boson models (a)-(d). Calculations performed using LSC (blue), NHWD(E) (red), and NHWD(V) (green) are compared
against exact results. NHWD(E) and NHWD(V) results overlap whenever they are not clearly distinguishable.

NHWD(V) are unable to capture the correct long-time plateau
of ⟨σx⟩. It has been shown that employing an identity trick
with LSC,54,89 or using spin-mapping methods like spin-LSC
or spin-PLDM can improve the long-time plateau value.64

For the high temperature asymmetric models with weak cou-
pling, model (d), NHWD(E)/(V) improve on LSC to yield
exact results. In the low temperature asymmetric model (c),
NHWD(E)/(V) improve upon LSC, but do not match exact
results, especially at longer times, and notably, predict oscil-
lations that are damped compared to exact results. However,
similar to model (b), these can be improved using the identity-
trick or the use of the spin-mapping framework.54,64,89

For these models with weak-coupling to the bath,
NHWD(E), which yields identical results to PLDM, provides
significant improvements to LSC. Moreover, in cases where

good agreement with exact results is not observed, it has al-
ready been shown employing an identity trick with MMST
mapping, or switching to the spin mapping-framework can
yield significant improvements. These observations suggest
that the shortcomings of the NHWD(E) method stem from the
MMST framework, and not from the approximations in the
semiclassical HWD method. Lastly, quantizing a bath mode
resonant with the Rabi frequency of the electronic sub-system
within the NHWD(V) framework does not yield any signifi-
cant improvement in accuracy.

Models (e) and (f) have stronger coupling to the nuclear
bath compared to the models considered so far. In these
models NHWD(E), which again is identical to PLDM (not
shown), does not reliably provide an improvement to LSC.
This is reasonable considering that the assumption of van-



10

LSC NHWD(E) NHWD(V) Exact

0 2 4 6 8 10
0

0.5

1

Time

σ
z
(t
)

0 2 4 6 8 10
-0.5

-0.25

0

Time

σ
x
(t
)

0 2 4 6 8 10

-0.5

-0.25

0

Time

σ
y
(t
)

e) Symmetric
Strong Bath

0 2 4 6 8 10

0

0.5

1

Time

σ
z
(t
)

0 2 4 6 8 10

-0.05

0

0.05

Time

σ
x
(t
)

0 2 4 6 8 10
-0.15

-0.1

-0.05

0

Time

σ
y
(t
)

f) Asymmetric
Strong Bath

FIG. 6. Expectation values as a function of time are plotted for the Pauli spin matrices σz (left column), σx (middle column) and σy (right
column) for spin-boson models (e) &(f). Calculations performed using LSC (blue), NHWD(E) (red), and NHWD(V) (green) are compared
against exact results.

ishing electronic-nuclear monodromy matrix blocks made in
NHWD(E) gets worse for strong coupling. However, if one
nuclear dof resonant with the Rabi frequency of the elec-
tronic sub-system (ω1 in Table II) is also quantized within
the NHWD(V) framework, significant improvements over
LSC are observed. Specifically, for both models (e) and
(f), NHWD(V) significantly improves ⟨σz⟩ results, while also
marginally improving ⟨σx⟩.

So far, we have only quantized one nuclear dof reso-
nant with the Rabi frequency of the electronic sub-system in
NHWD(V) simulations. Here we inspect the effect of quan-
tizing a second nuclear dof resonant with the Rabi frequency,
with their frequency presented in Table II. For weak-coupling
models (a)-(d), we see no improvement over quantizing just
one mode (not shown). In Fig. 7, we plot the expectation val-
ues of ⟨σz⟩ for the strong-coupling models (e) and (f). For
model (e), quantizing a second nuclear dof improves the long-
time accuracy of NHWD(V), as seen in the inset. For model
(f), quantizing the a second nuclear dof brings NHWD(V) in
agreement with the exact QUAPI results for the time studied
here. No improvements are seen in ⟨σx⟩ and ⟨σy⟩ on quantiz-
ing a second nuclear dof (not shown).

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this article, we have introduce two novel SC dy-
namic methods for nonadiabatic problems, NHWD(E) and
NHWD(V), in conjunction with the MMST Hamiltonian.
Both methods have been derived from the full DHK correla-
tion by treating the bath dofs using a stationary phase approx-
imation. Subsequent approximations that facilitate the reduc-

tion in the dimensions of the SC prefactor for both methods
have also been outlined. Interestingly, the trajectory struc-
ture that emerges for NHWD(E) is very similar to the well
known PLDM and FBTS methods. This result is not sur-
prising, but provides insights into the approximations inher-
ent in these approaches. As evidenced by the derivation of
the NHWD(E) method, the quantized treatment of the elec-
tronic dofs in both PLDM and FBTS inherently assumes that
the electronic-nuclear coupling is ignored in the semiclassical
prefactor for these methods. Moreover, the observation that
both PLDM and NHWD(E) yield identical results for all mod-
els studies in this article when a symmetrized MMST Hamil-
tonian is used, suggests that deeper connections between these
methods might exist and need to be investigated.

The NHWD(V) method provides an avenue to study the
role of quantized nuclear dofs in nonadiabatic problems. The
hybrid nature of the approach, which treats a majority of the
nuclear dofs as a classical bath, facilitates numerical conver-
gence by significantly mitigating the sign problem. It is im-
portant to note that for the spin-boson models studied here,
the Quantum-Classical Liouville Equation (QCLE) provides
an exact description of the dynamics.90–92 This suggests that
if the electronic dofs and their coupling to the nuclear dofs is
treated exactly within the QCLE, a classical treatment of the
nuclear dofs is sufficient to provide an exact description of the
spin boson model. However, in the context of the SC methods
described in this article, ‘quantizing’ the system dofs refers to
a full forward-backward SC treatment, not an exact quantum-
mechanical treatment. Furthermore, with the NHWD frame-
work, the system-bath interactions are also approximated in
the SC prefactor. Thus, the fact that ‘quantizing’ just the elec-
tronic dofs in the NHWD(E) method does not yield exact re-
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FIG. 7. Expectation values as a function of time are plotted for
the Pauli spin matrix σz for spin-boson models (e) & (f). Calcu-
lations performed using LSC (blue), NHWD(E) (red), NHWD(V)
with one quantized nuclear dof, denoted as NHWD(V)-1 (green), and
NHWD(V) with two quantized nuclear dofs, denoted as NHWD(V)-
2 (purple), are compared against exact results.

sults for the spin-boson model is not surprising. Moreover, in
conjunction with the results presented for the strong-coupling
spin boson models, this analysis suggests that although quan-
tizing the nuclear modes is not required with an exact treat-
ment of the electronic dofs, a SC treatment does benefit from
nuclear quantization.

Preliminary investigations using the spin-boson models for
both NHWD(E) and NHWD(V) presented in this article high-
light that both methods show great promise for further inves-
tigations. In particular, NHWD(E) does not require the nu-
clear Hessian matrix, and can serve as a potential improve-
ment over ab-initio LSC calculations.61 NHWD(V) can be
used to investigate the role of nuclear quantum effects in mod-
els of electron-transfer and the role of quantizing the photonic
dofs in the exciton-polariton chemistry.76 Futhermore, given
its versatility in choosing the vibronic system, NHWD(V) is
perfectly suited to the study of ultrafast relaxation dynamics
involving conical intersections in conjunction with vibronic
coupling models for molecular systems.53,93–96 Investigations
into the accuracy and computational benefits offered by ap-

proximations to the SC prefactor,77,78 along with phase fil-
tering techniques to facilitate numerical convergence47,48,97,98

can potentially bring down the cost of these SC methods and
pave the way for their widespread use in simulations of nona-
diabatic chemistry.
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Appendix A: Nonadiabatic DHK in Mean-Difference Variables

As discussed in Paper I,70 a DHK correlation function gen-
erally involves calculation of a forward backward trajectory
pair, Z±

t . However, to derive variants of NHWD, we need to
rewrite the expression in terms of mean and difference vari-
ables, (Z̄t ,∆Zt). Following paper I,70, the sum Hamiltonian
is defined similarly as in the Born-Oppenheimer case, but this
time using the MMST Hamiltonian, Eq. (2),

H̄MMST (Z
±) =

1
2
P+T ·m−1 ·P++

1
2
P−T ·m−1 ·P−

+hel(z
+,X+)+hel(z

−,X−). (A1)

It propagates a pair of forward-backward trajectories, Z±
t ,

and can also be converted to mean and difference variables
to propagate the mean and difference trajectories, (Z̄t ,∆Zt).
Here it is presented in forward-backward variables Z± for the
sake of compactness. To obtain the equations of motion for
mean and difference variables, we need to obtain their respec-
tive conjugate momenta. This can be done following a similar
procedure as that followed in Paper I, to obtain the equations
of motion for the nuclear variables,

˙̄X =m−1 · P̄ , (A2)

∆Ẋ =m−1 ·∆P , (A3)

˙̄P =−1
2

h′+(z
±,X±), (A4)

∆Ṗ =−h′−(z
±,X±), (A5)

where h± = hel(z
+,X+)±hel(z

−,X−) and ′ denotes deriva-
tive with respect to the nuclear position. Similar to the Born-
Oppenheimer case, the nuclear mean and difference trajecto-
ries feel a mean and difference of the electronic Hamiltonian.
For the electronic variables the equations of motion are,

˙̄z =
1
2
V+ ·Je · z̄+

1
4
V− ·Je ·∆z, (A6)

∆ż =
1
2
V+ ·Je ·∆z+V− ·Je · z̄, (A7)

where V± = V (X+)±V (X−) and Je is a 2F ×2F dimen-
sional symplectic matrix. It is important to note here that X̄
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and P̄ are not conjugate variables, and the same is true for
the difference positions and momenta,70 but the equations of
motion, Eqs. (A3) - (A7) conserve the Hamiltonian, Eq. (A1)
written in these non-conjugate variables, H̄MMST (Z̄,∆Z). The
forward-backward action is,

St(Z
+
0 )−St(Z

−
0 ) =

∫ t

0
dτ
[
P̄τ ·m−1 ·∆Pτ

+ẋ+
τ p

+
τ − ẋ−

τ p
−
τ −h−(z±

τ ,X
±
τ )
]
. (A8)

Written in a mean-difference variable basis, ZT
md ≡

(
Z̄,∆Z

)T ,
the monodromy matrix can be written as,70

Mmd =

(
M̄ ∆M

4∆M M̄

)
, (A9)

where M̄ = MZ̄Z̄ = M∆Z∆Z and ∆M = MZ̄∆Z = 1
4M∆ZZ̄.

The structure of the monodromy matrix is similar to the Born-
Oppenheimer case. The equations of motion also have a sim-
ilar structure,

Ṁmd =

(
A 1

4 B
B A

)
·Mmd , (A10)

with,

A =


0 ∂ ˙̄x

∂X̄
1
2V+ 0

0 0 0 m−1

− 1
2V+ − ∂ ˙̄p

∂X̄
0 0

− ∂ ˙̄p
∂X̄

T
− 1

2 h′′+ − ∂ ˙̄x
∂X̄

T
0

 , (A11)

and,

B = 4


0 ∂ ˙̄x

∂∆X
1
4V− 0

0 0 0 0
− 1

4V− − ∂ ˙̄p
∂∆X

0 0
1
4

∂∆ ṗ
∂X̄

T
− 1

4 h′′− − 1
4

∂∆ẋ
∂X̄

T
0

 , (A12)

with intial conditions M̄(0) = 1 and ∆M(0) = 0. The mon-
odromy matrix follows the symplecticity conditions,

M̄T ·J ·M̄ +4∆MT ·J ·∆M = J , (A13)

and,

M̄T ·J ·∆M =
(
M̄T ·J ·∆M

)T
. (A14)

The following identities relating some of the blocks of the ma-
trices A & B will be used in deriving variants of NHWD,

∂ ˙̄x
∂X̄

=
∂∆ẋ
∂∆X

=
1
2
V ′
+ · p̄+ 1

4
V ′
− ·∆p, (A15)

∂ ˙̄p
∂X̄

=
∂∆ṗ
∂∆X

=−
[

1
2
V ′
+ · x̄+

1
4
V ′
− ·∆x

]
, (A16)

∂ ˙̄x
∂∆X

=
1
4

∂∆ẋ
∂X̄

=
1
4
V ′
− · p̄+ 1

8
V ′
+ ·∆p, (A17)

∂ ˙̄p
∂∆X

=
1
4

∂∆ ṗ
∂X̄

=−
[

1
4
V ′
− · x̄+

1
8
V ′
+ ·∆x

]
. (A18)

Appendix B: Deriving NHWD(E).

Here we derive the NHWD(E) approximation from nonadi-
abatic Wigner-DHK correlation function,

CW−DHK
AB (t) =

1

(2π h̄)2N

∫
dZ̄0

∫
d∆Z0

∫
dZ
∫

dZ′ [ρ̂A]W (Z)

g∗
(
Z; Z̄0,∆Z0

)
BW (Z′)g

(
Z′; Z̄t ,∆Zt

)
× C̃t(Z̄0,∆Z0)eiS̃t (Z̄0,∆Z0)/h̄, (B1)

and performing the integrals over the nuclear variables ΞT =

(Z,Z ′,∆Z0)
T by the stationary phase approximation (SPA)

while keeping the integrals over the electronic variables, ξT =

(z,z′,∆z0)
T exact. The integrals over all the mean variables

Z̄0 are performed exactly. The phase φ (ξ ≡ (ξ,Ξ)) in the
SPA, as in AHWD, is identified as the action S̃t(Z̄0,∆Z0)
along with exponential contributions from g∗

(
Z; Z̄0,∆Z0

)
and g

(
Z′; Z̄t ,∆Zt

)
,

φ(ξ ) = i
(
Z− Z̄0

)T ·Γ ·
(
Z− Z̄0

)
−∆ZT

0 ·JT ·
(
Z− Z̄0

)
+ i
(
Z′− Z̄t

)T ·Γ ·
(
Z′− Z̄0

)
+∆ZT

t ·JT ·
(
Z′− Z̄t

)
+ S̃t(Z̄0,∆Z0). (B2)

The stationary phase equations emerge as,

∂φ

∂Z
= 2iΓN ·

(
Z− Z̄0

)
+JT

N ·∆Z0 = 0, (B3)

∂φ

∂Z ′ = 2iΓN ·
(
Z ′− Z̄t

)
+JT

N ·∆Zt = 0, (B4)

∂φ

∂∆Z0
= JN ·

(
Z− Z̄0

)
+
[
M̄T ·JT ·

(
Z′− Z̄t

)]
N

−2i
[
∆MT ·Γ ·

(
Z′− Z̄t

)]
N = 0, (B5)

where the subscript N denotes the nuclear components of the
vector, or nuclear-nuclear block of a matrix. Analogous to
AHWD, the stationary phase conditions emerge to be

Z = Z̄0, Z ′ = Z̄t , and ∆Zt = 0. (B6)

However, these conditions are not sufficient to satisfy all three
SP equations. To satify Eq. (B5), we must make a further ap-
proximation that the system-bath and bath-system blocks of
the monodromy matrices vanish. Here these correspond to the
electronic-nuclear (eN) and nuclear-electronic (Ne) blocks of
the monodromy matrices. Following similar analysis as in Pa-
per I, this can be achieved if the following blocks of matrices
A and B vanish:

AeN =

(
∂ ˙̄x
∂X̄

0

− ∂ ˙̄p
∂X̄

0

)
,

ANe =

(
0 0

− ∂ ˙̄p
∂X̄

T
− ∂ ˙̄x

∂X̄

T

)
,

BeN = 4

(
∂ ˙̄x

∂∆X 0
− ∂ ˙̄p

∂∆X 0

)
,

BNe =

(
0 0

∂∆ ṗ
∂X̄

T
− ∂∆ẋ

∂X̄

T

)
. (B7)
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Setting these blocks to zero amounts to assuming that the rate
of change of the electronic phase space variables is indepen-
dent of the nuclear positions, or equivalently that the force felt
by the quantized electronic states is independent of the posi-
tion of the classical bath. This assumption is similar in spirit to
the vanishing system-bath coupling assumption in the AHWD
case. It is important to note that this assumption is only made
in the propagation of the monodromy matrices, not in the tra-
jectories themselves. For the special case that V (X) is a con-
stant matrix (electronic states uncoupled from the nuclei), this
condition is automatically satisfied. With these assumptions
in place, the stationary phase conditions Eqs. (B3)- (B5) are
satisfied. As a consequence, the classical nuclear dofs have
only a mean trajectory, Z̄t , with the difference trajectory be-
ing constrained to be ∆Zt = 0. The equations of motion are
presented in the main text in Eqs. (15)-(17).

In the case of AHWD in Paper I, the assumption of vanish-
ing system-bath coupling that led to the system-bath blocks of
the monodromy matrices to vanish, also yielded the simplifi-
cation that ∆Mbb = 0.70 This simplification allowed the can-
cellation of the bath part of the prefactor with the Hessian of
the phase appearing from the SPA. In the case of NHWD(E),
the assumptions that lead to vanishing off-diagonal blocks of
the monodromy matrices, that is setting all the matrices in
Eq. (B7) to zero, separate the prefactor into electornic and
nuclear prefactors, but do not lead to ∆Mbb ≡ ∆MNN =
0. Thus, in order to simplify the prefactor, we need to set
∆MNN(t) = 0, by making a further approximation, h′′− = 0.

Since h′′− ∝
∂ ˙̄P t

∂∆Xt
, this amounts to assuming that the force on

the mean nuclear trajectory is independent of the nuclear dif-
ference variable. For systems where V ′′(X) = 0, which is the
case in many models mentioned in the main text, this condi-
tion is already satisfied. With this assumption, ∆MNN(t)= 0,
and following a similar reasoning as in AHWD the bath part
of the prefactor cancels the Hessian of the phase.

Furthermore, given that the MMST Hamiltonian is har-
monic in the electronic phase space variables, the monodromy
matrix for the electronic variables follows the equation of mo-
tion,

˙̄M ee =

(
0 V (X̄)

−V (X̄) 0

)
·M̄ee (B8)

with initial condition M̄ee(0) = 1, and the difference mon-
odromy matrix simplifies to ∆Mee(t) = 0. The mean mon-
odromy matrix satisfies the symplecticity condition,

M̄T
ee ·Je ·M̄ee = Je. (B9)

The prefactor simplifies to Eq. (B12), and only requires the
electronic-electronic monodromy matrix. Taken together the
NHWD(E) approximation to a correlation function can be
written as

CNHWD(E)
AB (t) =

1

(2π h̄)2F+D

∫
dz±

0

∫
dZ̄0 ρ̃

∗
Ae(z

±
0 )B̃e(z

±
t )

× [ρ̂AN ]W
(
Z̄0
)[

B̂N
]

W

(
Z̄t
)

× C̃ NHWD(E)
t

(
z±

0 ,Z̄0
)

eiS̃NHWD(E)
t (z±

0 ,Z̄0)/h̄.

(B10)

Details on the phase space functions of the operators and tra-
jectory structure are provided in the main text. The NHWD(E)
action is,

S̃NHWD(E)
t (z±0 ,Z̄0)

≡−p̄T
t ·∆xt + p̄T

0 ·∆x0 +St(z+0 ,Z̄0)−St(z−0 ,Z̄0)

=−p̄T
t ·∆xt + p̄T

0 ·∆x0

+
∫ t

0
dτ
[
ẋ+

τ p
+
τ − ẋ−

τ p
−
τ −h−(z±

τ ,X̄τ)
]
, (B11)

where h−(z±,X̄) = hel(z
+,X̄) − hel(z

−,X̄). The
NHWD(E) prefactor is,

C̃
NHWD(E)

t
(
z±

0 ,Z̄0
)
= det(2Γe)

−1/2

×det
[
Γe ·M̄ee −Je ·M̄ee ·Je ·Γe

]1/2
. (B12)

Only the electronic-electronic monodromy matrix, M̄ee, is
required, which follows the equation of motion given by in
Eq. (B8) and the symplecticity condition, Eq. (B9).

Appendix C: Nonadiabatic Hybrid Wigner Dynamics with
Quantized Nuclei and Classical Electronic States: NHWD(N)

It has been shown previously that quantizing the nuclei can
accurately predict the branching of the nuclear wavepacket af-
ter encountering an avoided crossing47. Here, we derive a ver-
sion of HWD with quantized nuclei and classical electronic
states. We refer to this method as NHWD(N) with the first N
referring to a nonadiabatic problem and the (N) referring to
the quantized nature of the nuclear dofs.

We start from the full DHK-Wigner correlation function,
Eq. (B1) and perform the integrals over the electronic dofs
ξ= (z,z′,∆z0)

T by SPA while keeping the integrals over the
nuclear dofs ΞT = (Z,Z ′,∆Z0)

T exact. The integrals over
all the mean variables Z̄0 are performed exactly, and the phase
in the SPA is the same as in Eq. (B2). As can be expected by
now, the the stationary phase conditions emerge as,

z = z̄0, z′ = z̄t , and ∆zt = 0. (C1)

As in the other cases, these conditions are not sufficient to
satisfy all three SP equations. We must make a further ap-
proximation that the system-bath and bath-system blocks of
the monodromy matrices vanish to satisfy all three SP equa-
tions. Here these blocks correspond to the nuclear-electronic
(Ne) and electronic-nuclear (eN) blocks of the monodromy
matrices. Following analysis similar to that in the derivation
of AHWD in Paper I,70 this corresponds to setting the off-
diagonal blocks of A and B in the system-bath basis, given in
Eq. (B7) to zero. Using Eqs. (A15)-(A18) and the equations
of motion, Eq. (C3), this can be interpreted as ignoring the
dependence of the nuclear mean and difference force on the
electronic phase space variables only in the monodromy ma-
trix propagation. Again, this is similar in spirit to assuming
that the nuclear-electronic (system-bath) coupling vanishes
for propagating monodromy matrices.
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With these assumptions the stationary phase equations are
satisfied and the trajectories follow the equations of motion,

Ẋ±
=m−1 ·P±, (C2)

Ṗ±
=−h′el(z̄,X

±), (C3)

˙̄z =
1
2
V+ ·Je · z̄. (C4)

where V+ = V (X+) + V (X−) and Je is a 2F × 2F di-
mensional symplectic matrix. The nuclear forward-backward
trajectories both feel the effect of the mean electronic phase
space variables, and in turn also influence its motion. The tra-
jectories conserve the Hamiltonian (not written in conjugate
variables),

H̄(Z±, z̄) =
1
2
P+T ·m−1 ·P++

1
2
P−T ·m−1 ·P−

+hel(z̄,X
+)+hel(z̄,X

−), (C5)

The assumption of the vanishing off-diagonal monodromy
matrix blocks separates the prefactor into nuclear and elec-
tronic prefactors. But like the NHWD(E) case, a further ap-
proximation is necessary so that the bath prefactor, which
in this case is the electronic prefactor, cancels the Hessian
from the SPA. As before, for this to be true, we require,
∆Mbb(t)≡∆Mee(t) = 0 which can be achieved by setting,
V− = 0. This is a very peculiar condition which is only true
for constant diabatic potential energy matrices. We interpret
the appearance of this peculiar condition as an indication that
only quantizing the nuclear variables while keeping electronic
states classical is only a good approximation when the prob-
lem involves “flat" diabatic potential matrices uncoupled from
the nuclear dofs. With this approximation, ∆Mee(t) = 0 and
following similar reasoning as in NHWD(E) and HWD(A),
the electronic prefactor cancels the Hessian from the SPA. The
equations of motion for the nuclear monodromy matrices are,

˙̄MNN = ANN ·M̄NN +BNN ·∆MNN , (C6)

∆ṀNN = ANN ·∆MNN +
1
4

BNN ·M̄NN , (C7)

with,

ANN =

(
0 m−1

− 1
2 h′′+ (z̄,X±) 0

)
, (C8)

BNN =

(
0 0

−h′′− (z̄,X±) 0

)
, (C9)

initial conditions, M̄NN(0) = 1, ∆MNN(0) = 0. The
monodromy matrices satisfy symplecticity conditions simi-
lar to Eqs. (A13) and (A14), with J replaced by JN . The
NHWD(N) approximation to a correlation function becomes,

CNHWD(N)
AB (t) =

1

(2π h̄)2D+F

∫
dZ±

0

∫
dz̄0 ρ̃

∗
AN
(Z±

0 ) [ρ̂Ae ]W (z̄0)

× B̃N(Z
±
t )
[
B̂e
]

W (z̄t) C̃
NHWD(N)

t
(
Z±

0 , z̄0
)

× eiS̃NHWD(N)
t (Z±

0 ,z̄0)/h̄. (C10)

Again we have assumed that the operator B̂ ≡ B̂e ⊗ B̂N factor-
izes into nuclear and electronic parts and similarly for ρ̂A. The
nuclear prefactor is,

C̃
NHWD(N)

t
(
Z±

0 , z̄0
)

= det(2ΓN)
−1/2 det

[
ΓN ·M̄NN −JN ·M̄NN ·JN ·ΓN

+2iJN ·∆MNN +2iΓN ·∆MNN ·JN ·ΓN ]
1/2 , (C11)

and the action is,

S̃NHWD(N)
t (Z±

0 , z̄0)

≡−P̄ T
t ·∆Xt + P̄ T

0 ·∆X0 + S̃t(Z
+
0 , z̄0)− S̃t(Z

−
0 , z̄0)

=−P̄ T
t ·∆Xt + P̄ T

0 ·∆X0

+
∫ t

0
dτ
[
P̄τ ·m−1 ·∆Pτ −

{
hel(z̄τ ,X

+
τ )−hel(z̄τ ,X

−
τ )
}]

.

(C12)

NHWD(N) will primarily be used when nuclear quantum ef-
fects are necessary to include. However, the accuracy of this
method is untested as of now, and the fact that electronic states
are being treated classical may render this method inaccurate.

Appendix D: Deriving NHWD(V)

To derive NHWD(V), we start from the full DHK-Wigner
correlation function, Eq. (B1) and perform the integrals
over the nuclear bath ΞT

b =
(
Zb,Z

′
b,∆Z0,b

)T by SPA
while keeping the integrals over the vibronic system ξs =(
Zs,Z

′
s,∆Z0,s

)T , exact. The integrals over all the mean vari-
ables Z̄0 are performed exactly, and the phase in the SPA is
the same as in Eq. (B2). Again, as can be expected by now,
the the stationary phase conditions emerge as,

Zb = Z̄0,b, Z ′
b = Z̄t,b, and ∆Zt,b = 0. (D1)

As in the other cases, these are not sufficient to satisfy all three
SP equations. We must make a further approximation that
the system-bath and bath-system blocks of the monodromy
matrices vanish to satisfy all three SP equations. Following
similar analysis as in the other cases, this can be achieved if
the following blocks of matrices A and B vanish:

Asb =


∂ ˙̄x

∂X̄b
0

0 0
− ∂ ˙̄p

∂X̄b
0

− ∂ 2h+
∂X̄b∂X̄s

0

 ,

Abs =

(
0 0 0 0

− ∂ ˙̄p
∂X̄b

T
− ∂ 2h+

∂X̄s∂X̄b
− ∂ ˙̄x

∂X̄b

T
0

)
,

Bsb = 4


∂ ˙̄x

∂∆Xb
0

0 0
− ∂ ˙̄p

∂∆Xb
0

− ∂ 2h−
∂X̄b∂X̄s

0

 ,
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Bbs =

(
0 0 0 0

∂∆ ṗ
∂X̄b

T
− ∂ 2h−

∂X̄s∂X̄b
− ∂∆ẋ

∂X̄b

T
0

)
, (D2)

where it is understood that the Hessians of h± are evaluated
with the SP condition imposed. Setting these to zero can be
interpreted as the forces on the vibronic system being inde-
pendent of the nuclear bath. In the case where the nuclear
modes in the vibronic system are uncoupled from those in the
bath, the relevant parts of the Hessians of h± are zero, but this
is generally not the case.

With these assumptions, all three stationary phase equa-
tions are satisfied, and the resulting trajectories conserve the
Hamiltonian, Eq. (25) and follow the equations of motion,
Eqs. (21)-(24). The vibronic system has forward and back-
ward trajectories that feel the mean trajectory of the bath. The
assumption of the vanishing off-diagonal monodromy matrix
blocks separates the prefactor into vibronic system and nu-
clear bath prefactors. The components of electronic Hamilto-
nian take the form,

U(X)≡Ub(Xb)+Usb(X)+Us(Xs)

V (X)≡ Vs(Xs)+Vsb(X)+Vb(Xb) (D3)

where the former are state-independent potential terms for
the bath, system-bath coupling and the system respectively,
whereas the later are the system part, the system-bath coupling
and bath part of the state-dependent diabatic potential energy
matrix. For such a Hamiltonian, one of the assumptions re-
quired to make the off-diagonal blocks of the Monodromy ma-
trix vanish, amounts to setting Usb(X) = Vsb(X) = 0 in the
monodromy matrix propagation. This is equivalent to setting

∂ 2h±
∂X̄s∂X̄b

= 0 in Eq. (D2). For many standard models men-
tioned in the main text, V ′′

b (Xb) = 0, and this approximation

also implies ∂ 2h−
∂X̄2

b
= 0, in turn implying ∆Mbb(t) = 0. With

this approximation, the bath prefactor cancels the Hessian due
to the SPA approximation, following the arguments from the
AHWD case in paper I.70 We thus only need to propagate the
system monodromy matrix, which follows the equations of
motion,

Ṁ±
ss = Js ·

∂ 2H̄(Z±
s ,Z̄b)

∂Z±2
s

·M±
ss , (D4)

with M±
ss (0) = 1, and follows the symplecticity condition

M±T

ss ·Js ·M±
ss = Js. (D5)

Putting all the pieces together the expression for the
NHWD(V) correlation function is,

CNHWD(V)
AB (t) =

1

(2π h̄)2Ns+Nb

∫
dZ±

0,s

∫
dZ̄0,b ρ̃

∗
As(Z

±
0,s)B̃s(Z

±
t,s)

×
[
ρ̂Ab

]
W

(
Z̄0,b

)[
B̂b
]

W

(
Z̄t,b

)
× C̃ NHWD(V)

t (Z±
0,s,Z̄0,b)e

iS̃NHWD(V)
t (Z±0,s,Z̄0,b)/h̄.

(D6)
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FIG. 8. Expectation values as a function of time are plotted for
the Pauli spin matrix σz for low energy scattering model. Calcu-
lations performed using LSC (green), NHWD(E) (red), and PLDM
(blue) are compared against exact results. Solid and dashed lines de-
note results calculated using the symmetrized and standard MMST
Hamiltonian respectively.

The NHWD(V) prefactor only requires the system-system
block of the monodromy matrix, and is defined as,

C̃ NHWD(V)
t (Z±

0,s,Z̄0,b)

= det(2Γs)
−1/2 det

[
1
2
(Γs + iJs) ·M+

ss · (1s + iJs ·Γs)

+
1
2
(Γs − iJs) ·M−

ss · (1s − iJs ·Γs)

]1/2

. (D7)

The NHWD(V) action is,

S̃NHWD(V )
t (Z±

0,s,Z̄0,b)

≡−P̄
T
t,s ·∆Xt,s + P̄

T
0,s ·∆X0,s + S̃t(Z

+
0,s,Z̄0,b)− S̃t(Z

−
0,s,Z̄0,b)

=−P̄
T
t,s ·∆Xt,s + P̄

T
0,s ·∆X0,s +

∫ t

0
dτ
[
P̄τ,s ·m−1

s ·∆Pτ,s

+ ẋ+
τ p

+
τ − ẋ−

τ p
−
τ −

{
hel(Z

+
τ,s,X̄τ,b)−hel(Z

−
τ,s,X̄τ,b)

}]
.

(D8)

Details of the correlation function, trajectory structure and the
prefactor are provided in the main text.

Appendix E: Standard vs. Symmetrized MMST Hamiltonian

In this appendix we present calculations of ⟨σz⟩ for the low
energy case of scattering model 2 predicted by various meth-
ods, when the symmetrized versus the conventional MMST
mapping Hamiltonian is used. As seen in Fig. 8 and has been
reported earlier,74 the symmetrized version yields more ac-
curate results for all methods studied here. More interest-
ingly, NHWD(E) and PLDM results are identical with the
symmetrized Hamiltonian, but that is not the case with the
conventional Hamiltonian. This is also observed for the high-
energy case and scattering model 1 (not shown). This obser-
vation seems to suggest that in general NHWD(E) is a dis-
tinct method when compared to PLDM, as also evidenced by
other differences mentioned in the main text. However, when
a symmetrized Hamiltonian is used, there might be connec-
tions between the two. These will be investigated in future
studies.
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