
NT@UW-24-10

Extended Generator Coordinate Method: eGCM

Aurel Bulgac1

1Department of Physics,University of Washington, Seattle, Washington 98195–1560, USA
(Dated: August 13, 2024)

The generator coordinate method (GCM) was introduced in nuclear physics by Wheeler and his
collaborators in 1950’s and it is still one of the mostly used approximations for treating nuclear large
amplitude collective motion (LACM). GCM was inspired by similar methods introduced in molecular
and condensed matter physics in the late 1920’s, after the Schrödinger equation became the tool of
choice to describe quantum phenomena. The interest in the 1983 extension of GCM by Reinhard,
Cusson and Goeke, which includes internal excitations, was revived in recent years, but unfortunately
this new time-dependent GCM (TDGCM) framework has a serious flaw, which prevents it from
describing correctly many anticipated features in a properly formulated TDGCM framework, such
as interference and entanglement. I present here an alternative formulation, the extended GCM
(eGCM), which is free of difficulties encountered in previous TDGCM implementations.

The early attempts to describe molecular spectra by
W. Heitler, F. London, J. C. Slater, L. Pauling, and oth-
ers used hybridized localized atomic orbitals, centered on
atoms. Later F. Hund, R. S. Mulliken, and J. Lennard-
Jones introduced delocalized molecular orbitals, which
proved more flexible in practice. The atomic orbitals
describe electrons in various states centered at atom po-
sitions, e.g. the σ− and π−orbitals used to describe the
valence electrons in a carbon atom. At each atomic site
this set of orbitals is not complete and higher energy ex-
citations of the system are thus not included. In the case
of carbon atoms the excitation of the deep lying elec-
trons with principal quantum numbers n = 1 and l = 0
or to levels with n ≥ 3 are not allowed. Whether this is
a good approximation naturally depends on the specific
problem considered, which typically encompasses rela-
tively low energy local excitations of the quantum system
under consideration. These ideas propagated further in
condensed matter theory in order to describe the band
structure of solids [1] and lately in the high-temperature
superconductivity in the Hubbard model [2]. Localized
or delocalized orbitals describe electrons in various quan-
tum states, including the spin degrees of freedom.

These ideas also inspired J. A. Wheeler and his stu-
dents D. A. Hill and J. J. Griffin [3, 4] to introduce
a description of nuclear LACM, nuclear fission in par-
ticular, for which they coined the term GCM. Wheeler
and collaborators considered however a simplified ver-
sion of the molecular and condensed matter frameworks,
by using at “each site,” in that case for a particular nu-
clear shape typically characterized by a quadrupole Q20

and an octupole deformation Q30, only the ground states
of a nucleus with that shape, and the wave function of
the nucleus was represented as a linear superposition of
these fixed shape ground states. In nuclear literature
the GCM was considered over the years in two flavors,
with time-independent “generator wave function” func-
tion f(Q) and with a time-dependent “generator wave

function” f(Q, t) respectively

Ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξA) = ⨋
Q
f(Q)Φ(ξ1, . . . , ξA∣Q), (1)

Ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξA, t) = ⨋
Q
f(Q, t)Φ(ξ1, . . . , ξA∣Q), (2)

but in both cases with static (generalized) Slater determi-
nants Φ(ξ1, . . . , ξA∣Q) [5–8], as solutions of chosen by “ed-
ucated guesses” of a restricted set of nuclear shape con-
straint Hartree-Fock (HF) or Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov
(HFB) solutions. These two choices are neither well nor
uniquely defined and consequently the “sum” over “nu-
clear shapes” parametrized by the multidimensional vari-
able Q lead to a uncontrolled approximation of the many-
fermion wave function Ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξA) or Ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξA, t).
A correct expansion in terms of either static or time-
dependent (generalized) Slater determinants should in-
clude all possible many-fermion excitations at a “given
shape,” not only the “ground state” at a given “shape.”
At the same time by including all excited states at all
“nuclear shapes” will make the entire set overcomplete.
In the literature, as far as I know, there is no study of
the accuracy of the GCM or of the accuracy of the similar
framework based on molecular orbitals. At best, studies
demonstrate that there is “agreement” with observations
when a reasonable basis set of wave functions, chosen by
educated guesses, is used.

Over the many decades of GCM use in nuclear physics,
the belief, or rather the hope, has been that the total
wave functions will follow an adiabatic evolution from one
instantaneous “ground state shape” to the next neighbor-
ing instantaneous “ground state shape,” which led to the
development of the adiabatic time-dependent Hartree-
Fock theory [5]. In chemistry it has been known for
decades that this naive Born-Oppenheimer approxima-
tion [9] is violated [10]. There are also other possible
theoretical frameworks [11–15]. In the case of nuclear
LACM the nuclear shape has to evolve typically in low
energy nuclear dynamics in such a manner that the lo-
cal Fermi momentum distribution remains approximately
spherical [16–20]. Otherwise the volume contribution to
the energy of the nucleus will change. Nuclear systems
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are saturating many fermion systems and in the low en-
ergy dynamics the contribution to the volume energy
and the average density should remain essentially con-
stant [3, 16, 21]. Only the Coulomb and surface isoscalar
and isovector contributions to the total nucleus energy
can vary considerably, in agreement with the brilliant in-
sight Meitner and Frisch [21] had in the case of nuclear
fission. The energy contribution due to the emergence
of pairing correlations is always a small contribution. In
the Bethe-Weiszäcker mass formula the odd-even correc-
tion term is about 3 times smaller than the root mean
square error of the binding energy of any nucleus with
an atomic mass larger than A = 16. At a well defined
“nuclear shape” a many nucleon system has a very rich
spectrum of excited states, qualitatively similar to the
various states of electron systems, or similar to the full
spectrum of a nucleus described in a large shell model
basis. While changing its shape a nucleus does not have
to hop from one ground state of a given shape to another
ground state of a different shape only. This “conspicu-
ous” deficiency was attempted to be “fixed” in Ref. [22],
in an approach where only a patently insufficient num-
ber of excited states was taken into account. As far as
I am aware this (uncontrollable) extension of GCM [22]
was never shown to lead to a satisfactory description of
LACM, and moreover, it is not clear whether such an
extension is numerically feasible or practically meaning-
ful if all relevant quasiparticle excitations are taken into
account.

It is widely recognized that LACM of a fissioning nu-
cleus beyond the outer fission barrier is a strongly dissipa-
tive non-equilibrium process [23–26] and the adiabaticity
invoked by Wheeler and collaborators [3, 4] is an un-
physical assumption, which however is still widely used
in GCM “microscopic” approaches to nuclear fission up
to the scission configuration [6–8]. In theoretical studies
of LACM in the first and second potential well, and in
particular in the case of spontaneous fission [27, 28] the
attitude is that the collective motion is adiabatic. The
argument brought forward in the case of spontaneous fis-
sion, which is to a large extent an under the barrier pen-
etration process, is that due to pairing effects the adia-
batic approximation is valid. This goes against the solid
theoretical arguments presented by Caldeira and Leggett
[29] and widely accepted in condensed matter physics,
that the coupling to internal excitations (in nuclear lan-
guage parlance, coupling to excitations above “the instan-
taneous ground shape” and when "polarization effects"
are neglected) leads to longer tunneling times. This is
in qualitative agreement with experimental observations
of the spontaneous life-times of odd-mass and odd-odd
nuclei [30], and also with our recent findings [14], where
in particular we demonstrate that the Pauli blocking ap-
proximation is not valid in non-equilibrium processes and
therefore Cooper pairs are broken during LACM.

In 1983 Reinhard et al. [31] suggested to replace the
static fixed set of ground states a nucleus evolves through
during a LACM with the solutions of a time-dependent

HF problem. In this framework the total time dependent
nuclear wave function of the nucleus acquires a more com-
plex structure, it is in general an infinite sum/integral
over many (generalized) time-dependent Slater determi-
nants Φ(ξ1, . . . , ξA∣Q, t). Allegedly, this prescription may
describe a dissipative non-equilibrium process such as nu-
clear fission. Reinhard et al. [31] implicitly assumed that
various TDHF trajectories ΦQ(ξ1, . . . , ξA, t) are started
simultaneously and span a sufficiently large set of ini-
tial nuclear shapes, described by the shape (multidimen-
sional) parameter Q. It is straightforward to show that
the “generator wave functions” f(Q, t) are solutions of
the time-dependent Hill-Wheeler equation

ih̵⨋
Q′
⟨Φ(Q, t)∣Φ(Q′, t)⟩∂tf(Q′, t)

= ⨋
Q′
⟨Φ(Q, t)∣H −HMF ∣Φ(Q′, t)⟩f(Q′, t), (3)

where the nucleon coordinates ξ1, . . . , ξA have been sup-
pressed and the matrix elements ⟨Φ(Q, t)∣Φ(Q′, t)⟩ and
⟨Φ(Q, t)∣H − HMF ∣Φ(Q′, t)⟩ are evaluated by integrat-
ing over the nucleon degrees of freedom ξ1, . . . , ξA. Here
H and HMF stand for the many-body and mean field
Hamiltonians, and ih̵∂tΦ(Q, t) =HMFΦ(Q, t).

In order to understand the incompleteness of the argu-
ments presented by Reinhard et al. [31] I have to make
a detour to introducing in quantum many-body theory
collective and intrinsic degrees of freedom, a process de-
scribed a long time ago by Feynman and Vernon [32],
from which either a classical [33, 34] or quantum Fokker-
Planck equation [35–37] for the “collective degrees of free-
dom” can be derived. In the GCM framework one typi-
cally interprets the (generalized) Slater determinants la-
bels Q as a set of collective variables, thus practically in-
troducing a poor man’s Feynman-Vernon separation be-
tween the “collective degrees of freedom Q”, which need
to be requantized, and the "intrinsic degrees of freedom
ξ1,...,A." In GCM this is achieved by adopting the Gaus-
sian overlap approximation (GOA) [5–8] of the norm and
Hamiltonian overlaps and “deriving” a Schrödinger-like
equation for the “collective degrees of freedom Q.” In
the most theoretically advanced implementation of the
TDDFT extended to superfluid systems [23–25], as in any
previous time-dependent mean field approach the “collec-
tive degrees of freedom Q” are simply labels, and mixing
different TDDFT trajectories for each specific Q requires
knowledge of the function either f(Q) or f(Q, t), which
can be obtained only by solving the corresponding static
or time-dependent GCM equations or using other phe-
nomenological or microscopic approaches [38–47].

A very instructive example of a GCM-like application,
though it was never considered as one, is the treatment
of pairing correlations, and specifically the treatment of a
bound electron pair by Cooper [48]. The pairing Hamil-
tonian in second quantization is

Ĥ =
Ω

∑
k=1

εk[a†
kak + a

†
k
ak] + g∑

k,l

a†
ka

†
k
alal, (4)
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and the electron pair wave function is ∣ϕ⟩ = ∑k Cka
†
ka

†
k
∣0⟩,

with a sum over two-fermion Hartree-Fock states in time
reversed states k and k, and here the coefficients Ck are
obtained as solution of a GCM-like equation, in which the
norm overlap is diagonal, while the Hamiltonian overlap
is not. As in GCM, this Hamiltonian Ĥ leads to hops
between different “generator coordinate” states a†

ka
†
k
∣0⟩,

where ∣0⟩ is the vacuum state. In GCM calculations the
basis states are not typically orthogonal to each other and
the norm overlap as a result is non-diagonal, which leads
to the usual technical problems. One can extend trivially
Cooper [48]’s treatment of a single pair to several pairs,
with the complication that the number of components in
the corresponding many-pair wave is very large Ω!

N !(Ω−N)! ,
where N is the number of pairs. One should switch to the
treatment of the pairing correlations within the Hartree-
Fock-Bogoliubov (HFB) approximation when N ≥ 5, and
then the many-fermion wave function describes a canon-
ical ensemble of particles when N ≥ 5 and the particle-
number fluctuations are relatively small.

There were a few attempts in recent literature [49–54]
to implement the framework suggested by Reinhard et al.
[31], but the results obtained so far have not shown how
to obtain the expected mass and charge distributions of
fission fragments (FFs) or how to describe an expected ef-
fective mixing between different trajectories [54], or with
a better accuracy than in a quite wide variety of other
approaches [38–47].

There are several reasons why the framework outlined
by Reinhard et al. [31] is not going to succeed in describ-
ing the non-equilibrium dynamics of a many-fermion sys-
tems, since the initial conditions are not well defined. As
shown in Refs. [24, 25], fission trajectories started along
the rim of the outer fission barrier, after a very short
time appear to focus into a rather narrow bundle. Un-
fortunately these trajectories reach a particular set of FF
separations at different times, as the saddle-to-scission
times vary quite a bit, depending on the initial values
of Q, and as a result the norm and Hamiltonian over-
laps evaluated of a given time t, counted from the time
each specific trajectory was started, leads to practically
vanishing values of the Hamiltonian overlaps and there-
fore to no “expected quantum mixing” ’ between differ-
ent trajectories parametrized by the “classical variables
Q” [54]. The situation in this case is very similar to the
old two-slit experiment, with either light waves or quan-
tum objects. In this experiments it is always assumed
that the wave front of incoming plane wave is parallel
to the two-slit screen, which in its turn is parallel to the
screen where the interference pattern is observed. In this
case the position of a minimum or maximum interference
is given by the difference in paths from the two slits to
the point on the screen. By design the two slits emit
spherical waves, according to Hyugens’s principle. If the
angle between the normals to the initial wave front and
the two-slit screen is non-zero, the phase difference has
to be evaluated in a different manner than in textbooks.

The same happens in case of induced fission. An incident
low energy neutron beam excites the system in its ground
state potential well and different “classical trajectories,”
described by the “collective variables Q,” reach the rim
of the outer fission barrier at different times.

The solution to this apparently complicated problem is
rather simple. Instead of the norm and Hamiltonian over-
lap matrix elements in Eq. (3) one should now evaluate
the generalized norm and Hamiltonian overlap matrix el-
ements and solve the enhanced GCM (eGCM) equations

E ⨋
Q′,t′
⟨Φ(Q, t)∣Φ(Q′, t′)⟩f(Q′, t′)

= ⨋
Q′,t′
⟨Φ(Q, t)∣H ∣Φ(Q′, t′)⟩f(Q′, t′). (5)

using the standard GCM approach and without resorting
to GOA. In this case the number of “important” configu-
rations is much larger, since in general t ≠ t′ and not only
Q ≠ Q′ as in typical GCM calculations. In the case of gen-
eralized Slater determinants, which have to be considered
in the case of induced fission, as was amply demonstrated
in Ref. [55], one has to include all allowed quasiparti-
cle states in constructing a time-dependent “trajectory,”
which for a typical situation in a box 302 ×60 fm3, which
is a very large number 4 × 302 × 60 = 216,000, unlike in
all known to us real-time numerical simulations of fis-
sion used by other authors in literature so far. Fortu-
nately, there is a rather simple solution to this problem,
at each specific set of values (Q, t) one should introduce
the canonical wave functions and in that case the size of
the needed number of quasiparticle wave functions dra-
matically drops to a several hundreds, see Fig. 1 and
Refs. [55, 56], and the needed norm and Hamiltonian
overlaps can be evaluated rather rapidly.

It is instructive to develop an intuition concerning the
meaning and importance of the parameters (Q, t). In an
analogy with the two-slit experiment, or more appropri-
ately with a non-uniform diffraction grating with a finite
number of slits, one can associate Q with the label of a
specific slit, in this case including not only the (Q20,Q30)
position of the initial point on the rim of the outer bar-
rier, but also the Euler angle specifying the orientation
of the nucleus, if one performs also an angular momen-
tum projection. The parameter t can be linked to the
distance from the “slit” to the point where the trajectory
“hits” the “screen,” and where the interference is finally
“observed.”

I will assume that one performs induced fission simu-
lations in a typical (64 fm)3 box, if angular momentum
projection is considered. Otherwise a 322 × 64 fm3 sim-
ulation box is appropriate. For evaluating the first and
second spatial derivatives the use of FFT, which leads to
machine precision and using powers of 2 is the best choice
for spatial dimensions [57, 58]. The lattice constant l = 1
fm corresponds to a maximum momentum cutoff in one
cartesian direction pmax = h̵π/l ≈ 600 MeV/c, which is of
the order of the maximum momentum cutoff considered
in chiral effective field theory of nucleon interactions. It
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would be sufficient to use a number NQ ≤ 15 for the set of
quadrupole and octupole deformations (Q20,Q30) for an
axially symmetric even-even compound nucleus along the
rim of the outer fission barrier, as was done in Refs. [23–
25]. It is also convenient to parameterize a given tra-
jectory in terms of the separation between FFs, starting
with a separation s ≈ 7 fm, when the neck is emerging,
until s ≈ 22 fm, when the FF shapes are relaxed and spa-
tially rather well separated, and use the relation between
the time t along the trajectory and the FFs separation
s(t), where t is the running time along a given trajectory.
Retaining for the eGCM a ∆s = 0.25 fm one would need
Ns = 60 different FFs separations along a given trajec-
tory. As it was amply demonstrated recently, see again
Fig. 1 and Refs. [56, 59, 60], it is sufficient to use not
more than hopefully Ncwfs < 200, . . . ,300 canonical wave
functions with the highest occupation probabilities, for
the proton and neutron subsystems respectively.

If one might try instead to eschew the determina-
tion of the canonical wave functions and use instead
quasiparticle wave functions with the highest occupa-
tion probabilities at each FF separation s, or use a
static or time-dependent Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer ap-
proximation, the errors are large, essentially irrespective
of how many states are included. A further simplification
of the eGCM framework can be achieved by adopting an
appropriate generalized Gaussian overlap approximation
(GOA) for the norm kernel ⟨Φ(Q, t)∣Φ(Q′, t′)⟩ and derive
a Schrödinger-like equation for f(Q, t). The GOA is how-
ever a further approximation, the accuracy of which was
not ever quantified, verified, and validated in any previ-
ous studies, as far as I am aware, and it was prompted
only to find a simple simulacrum to a “collective Hamilto-
nian quadratic in collective coordinates” to the Feynman-
Vernon influence functional, which emerges from a path
integral formulation of the many-body problem. As it
was shown in Ref. [61], in the case of nonlocal equations
a reduction to a second order partial differential equation
is not often possible, as the system has a behavior similar
to a birefringent medium.

In the case of fissioning even-even nuclei with axial
symmetry one can build a rather simple angular momen-
tum projection procedure of the nucleus as only the Euler
angles γ and β are needed and one can use the icosahe-
dral group with only 60 different angles to project on
the total spin J = 0 and 2, using the positions of the
60 carbon atoms in a C60 buckyball for different orienta-
tions of the “collective” variables (Q,Q′). This approach
is orders of magnitude more economic that the usual an-
gular momentum projecting techniques [5, 56, 62]. This
leads to a conservative estimate of the dimension of the
norm overlap matrices (separately for protons and neu-
trons) NeGCM = Nangles × Ncwfs × Ns × NQ = 60 × 200 ×
60 × 15 = 7,200,000, which is a number significantly
smaller than the largest dimensions of the shell-model
calculations [63, 64]. If an angular momentum projection
is not performed the dimension of norm overlap matri-
ces is significantly smaller NeGCM = Ncwfs ×Ns ×NQ =
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FIG. 1. The proton (solid lines) and neutron (dashed lines)
absolute error in particle numbers if only a reduced number of
canonical quasi-particle wave functions are used at different
times, along a induced fission trajectory of 238U, to evaluate
the total nucleon numbers.

200×60×15 = 180,000. Since only the largest eigenvalues
of the norm overlap matrices are needed, full diagonal-
ization is not necessary. As it was recently shown in
Ref. [59], the differences between the number-projected
and number-unprojected number densities as a function
of time at any point in space are at most at the level
1% ≈ 1/

√
N as expected, in the case of induced fission

treated in TDDFT with pairing correlations included,
during the entire time-evolution from the top of the outer
fission barrier to complete fission fragments (FFs) sepa-
ration. Naturally, this new eGCM framework is equally
applicable to other cases of nuclear LACM, in particular
to collisions of heavy ions. Since the emergence of pow-
erful supercomputers during the last two decades or so,
the numerical implementation of eGCM appears to be
doable with many existing and rather modest computer
platforms.

The most contentious and difficult issue in using GCM
in nuclear LACM is the fact that, in DFT and in TDDFT
in particular, a true Hamiltonian does not exist and the
evaluation of the Hamiltonian overlap within GCM is not
well defined, and only various ad hoc recipes have been
used over time. The energy density functional depends
on powers of the number densities for proton, neutrons,
and corresponding spin-number densities as well and the
anomalous densities as well, and there is no meaning-
ful prescription suggesting what densities to use in the
"TDDFT Hamiltonian" overlap ⟨Φ(Q, t)∣H ∣Φ(Q′, t′)⟩.
None of the suggested “fixes” suggested by various au-
thors, see recent reviews [6, 7, 65], are satisfactory. After
scission hoping might occur between different trajecto-
ries only if the trajectories are in the same spatial re-
gion, when ∣s(t)− s(t′)∣ is relatively small for the Hamil-
tonian to lead to hoping, even if t ≠ t′. The norm over-
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lap kernel could be either diagonal or non-diagonal, but
hoping occurs only if the Hamiltonian overlap kernel is
non-diagonal, as it was the case for the Cooper pair.

The Hamiltonian overlaps ⟨Φ(Q, t)∣H ∣Φ(Q′, t′)⟩ in
Eq. (5) should be evaluated using the true many-body
Hamiltonian, thus not following the typical GCM ap-
proach [5–8] and without resorting to the GOA. If the
true many-body Hamiltonian has two- and three-body
interactions, the evaluation of the norm and Hamiltonian
overlaps with generalized mean field many-body wave
functions is a well defined procedure [5, 66, 67], which
has no ambiguity and eGCM can be used. One can use
the approach used in Ref. [68] in a Quantum Monte Carlo
evaluation of the equation of state of neutron matter to
evaluate the Hamiltonian overlap ⟨Φ(Q, t)∣H ∣Φ(Q′, t′)⟩,
with chiral effective field theory for 2- and 3-body con-
tributions with a local density dependence as described
there and TDDFT many-body wave functions ∣Φ(Q′, t′)⟩.
Alternatively, one can adapt the method used in Ref. [69],
where the long-range pion contributions, arising from chi-
ral effective field theory, to the a nucleus energy were
evaluated. In the eGCM both the norm and the Hamil-
tonian overlaps are expected to have non-diagonal terms.

In conclusion, I have outlined an enhanced GCM
framework, dubbed eGCM, which is free of a number
of undefined steps in previous formulations, which is
expected to correctly describe interference and entan-
glement between different “classical” fission trajectories,
parametrized by the initial shapes (Q20,Q30) on the rim
of the outer fission barrier and different Euler angles γ
and β. Since rather soon after scission many TDDFT
fission trajectories follow a very similar path [24, 25], dif-

ferent trajectories originating at different initial points
Q will find themselves in relatively close proximity of
each other, albeit each parametrized with a different
“time” t, which translates into to an actual FFs sepa-
ration s(t). Having many different trajectories in close
proximity of each other will result into a strong mixing,
a fact which seemed almost impossible to realize until
now [54]. Since LACM dissipation is now organically in-
corporated in TDDFT extended to pairing correlations,
there seem to be no other limitation to a full microscopic
approach to fission. The only nagging element is that by
construction GCM and equally the method of delocal-
ized orbitals in chemistry and condensed matter physics
are still uncontrollable approximations, even though the
framework is based on sound physical assumptions.
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