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Abstract

Over the last decades, theoretical photochemistry has produced multiple techniques
to simulate the nonadiabatic dynamics of molecules. Surprisingly, much less effort has
been devoted to adequately describing the first step of a photochemical or photophysical
process: photoexcitation. Here, we propose a formalism to include the effect of a laser
pulse in trajectory-based nonadiabatic dynamics at the level of the initial conditions, with
no additional cost. The promoted density approach (PDA) decouples the excitation from
the nonadiabatic dynamics by defining a new set of initial conditions, which include an
excitation time. PDA with surface hopping leads to nonadiabatic dynamics simulations in
excellent agreement with quantum dynamics using an explicit laser pulse and highlights
the strong impact of a laser pulse on the resulting photodynamics and the limits of the
(sudden) vertical excitation. Combining PDA with trajectory-based nonadiabatic methods
is possible for any arbitrary-sized molecules using a code provided in this work.
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Since the development of femtochemistry, the field of ultrafast spectroscopy has been
flourishing, offering over the years a plethora of strategies to investigate the dynamics of
photoexcited molecules.1–4 Current cutting-edge experiments performed at advanced light
sources can probe photochemical reactions with precisely controlled femto/attosecond laser
pulses and measure fine details of nuclear and sometimes even electronic evolution.5 This fast
experimental pace has, of course, also greatly stimulated the development of theoretical ap-
proaches to describe the excited-state dynamics of molecules beyond the Born-Oppenheimer
approximation, also called nonadiabatic molecular dynamics.6–10

Over the last decades, the field of nonadiabatic molecular dynamics has provided a large
toolbox of methods for describing the evolution of molecules following photoexcitation to an
excited electronic state,11–13 often based on trajectories when the molecule is treated in its
full dimensionality.10,14,15 When combined with high-level electronic-structure techniques to
describe the underlying electronic energies and nonadiabatic couplings, nonadiabatic molecular
dynamics methods can be used to accurately model the excited-state dynamics of molecules
and provide interpretation and guidance to experiments.

Yet, to describe a photochemical experiment reliably, it is crucial to account for all its
steps: excitation of the molecule by a laser pulse (or light), evolution in the (coupled) excited
electronic states, and formation of photoproducts (in the excited or ground electronic state).
In contrast to the extensive developments in electronic-structure theory and nonadiabatic
dynamics, it is striking to realize how primitive is the description of the photoexcitation pro-
cess in current nonadiabatic simulations.16 As an example, let us consider a recent prediction
challenge presented to the nonadiabatic-dynamics community, aiming at simulating the pho-
tochemistry of cyclobutanone and predicting the time-resolved ultrafast electron diffraction
signal resulting from this dynamics before the experiment is conducted.17 While the experi-
mentalists provided all the details about the laser pulse they would use for the photoexcitation
of cyclobutanone, not a single group incorporated the pulse explicitly, including the authors
of the present work. This observation can be rationalized by the associated computational
cost of including a laser pulse explicitly in nonadiabatic dynamics simulations18–20 and the
fact that including an explicit laser pulse tends to stretch the approximations of mixed quan-
tum/classical methods like fewest-switches surface hopping (FSSH).21,22 However, it is still
striking that almost half of the proposed predictions completely ignored the underlying ef-
fect of the laser pulse on the photoexcitation, that is, the energy spectrum and temporal
spread of the pulse. The remaining predictions used a simple energy window based on the
pulse spectrum to select initial conditions for the dynamics, yet with multiple definitions for
the window. The pulse duration was also often ignored assuming instantaneous excitation.
This recent observation, based on state-of-the-art simulations, reveals the following: the field
of nonadiabatic molecular dynamics critically lacks a standard approach to account for the
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photoexcitation by a laser pulse properly.
In this Letter, we propose to establish a systematic scheme for the explicit inclusion of

photoexcitation in nonadiabatic molecular dynamics simulations at the level of the initial
conditions, with no additional cost. This strategy is derived from the concept of promoted
nuclear density – and as such coined promoted density approach (PDA) – and can be straight-
forwardly applied to trajectory-based nonadiabatic molecular dynamics methods as it simply
selects from the traditional initial conditions (nuclear positions and momenta) based on the
laser pulse spectral intensity and complements them with an ’excitation time’. The PDA
can also be used to justify a proper way of performing energy windowing and convolution in
nonadiabatic dynamics.

PDA finds its origin in the derivation of a time-dependent excited-state nuclear density
formula based on first-order perturbation theory, considering a weak field regime for the laser
pulse. The first work on this topic was proposed by Martens et al,23 further extended by Shen
and Cina24 and later by Meyer and Engel,25 all considering a Gaussian laser pulse and constant
transition dipole moment. Following their work, Martínez-Mesa and Saalfrank generalized the
equation for an arbitrary pulse envelope using the pulse envelope Wigner representation.26

PDA builds on all the aforementioned works and encompasses any arbitrary laser pulse, as
well as position-dependent transition dipole moments.

Let us discuss the key steps in the derivation that lead to PDA (a detailed derivation is
proposed in the SI). We consider a molecular system with a ground (g) and an excited (e)
electronic state, coupled through a weak interaction defined in the position representation as

V̂int(R, t) = −µ⃗eg(R) · E⃗0E(t) , (1)

where µ⃗eg denotes the transition dipole moment depending on nuclear configuration R, E⃗0 is
the electric field amplitude E0 multiplied by the polarization vector λ⃗ of the field, and E(t) is
a real time-dependent electric field. The excited-state nuclear density for such a system can
be expressed using first-order perturbation theory as

ρe(R, t) =
1

h̄2
eLet

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
e
i
h̄
Ĥeτ ′ V̂int(R, τ

′)e−
i
h̄
Ĥgτ ′ρg(R)e

i
h̄
Ĥgτ V̂int(R, τ)e

− i
h̄
Ĥeτ dτ ′ dτ , (2)

where eLet is the excited-state quantum Liouville propagator defined as eLetρ = e−
i
h̄
Ĥetρe

i
h̄
Ĥet

and Ĥg/e = T̂ +Eelg/e(R) is the time-independent Hamiltonian for either the ground or excited
electronic state with Eelg/e(R) standing for the respective electronic potential energy surfaces
(and T̂ for the nuclear kinetic energy operator). We note that also the Liouvillian and
Hamiltonian are position-dependent, but we drop R here to simplify the notation. The ground-
state nuclear density, ρg, is considered to be stationary under the Ĥg Hamiltonian.
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The integrals in Eq. (2) can be disentangled by substituting τ = t ′ + s
2

and τ ′ = t ′ − s
2
,

leading to

ρe(R, t) =
1

h̄2

∫ ∞

−∞
eLe(t−t

′)ρp(R, t
′) dt ′ , (3)

where ρp is a promoted nuclear density, defined as

ρp(R, t
′) =

∫ ∞

−∞
e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 V̂int

(
R, t ′ − s

2

)
e
i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2ρg(R)e

i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2 V̂int

(
R, t ′ +

s

2

)
e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 ds . (4)

Identifying the promoted density above allows us to separate the photoexcitation process
(Eq. (4)) from the excited-state dynamics (Eq. (3)). The promoted nuclear density is the
central quantity of our derivation and represents the nuclear density promoted to the excited
electronic state at time t ′, which we call the excitation time. As such, ρp is proportional to
the interaction strength represented as E0. The promoted nuclear density, once propagated
in the excited electronic state from time t ′ to t and integrated over all excitation times t ′,
reconstructs the correct excited-state density at time t, ρe(R, t).

The expression for the promoted nuclear density, Eq. (4), can be simplified by applying
twice the first-order Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff formula to the operators on both sides of the
ground-state density ρg (see SI for the detailed derivation and analysis of terms neglected),
leading to

ρp(R, t
′) = |µ⃗eg(R) · E⃗0|2

[∫ ∞

−∞
E(t ′ +

s

2
)E(t ′ − s

2
)e−

i
h̄
∆Eeleg(R)s ds

]
ρg(R)

= |µ⃗eg(R) · E⃗0|2WE(t ′,∆Eeleg(R)/h̄)ρg(R) , (5)

where we have identified the term between squared brackets as the Wigner pulse representa-
tion WE,27 defined as

WE(t ′, ω) =
∫ ∞

−∞
E
(
t ′ +

s

2

)
E∗

(
t ′ − s

2

)
e−iωs ds . (6)

The Wigner pulse representation can be viewed as a quasiprobability function for the laser
pulse to have a certain pulse frequency at a given time, similar to the concept of a Wigner
distribution in quantum mechanics. We will come back to the meaning and properties of WE
as soon as we finish this derivation.

Finally, inserting the promoted density into the expression for the excited-state nuclear
density (Eq. (3)) and taking a classical limit by retaining only the lowest-order term in h̄ in
the Wigner transform of the density operator results in the final formula for PDA,
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ρcle (R,P, t) =
1

h̄2

∫ ∞

−∞
eL
cl
e (t−t ′)ρclp (R,P, t

′) dt ′

=
1

h̄2

∫ ∞

−∞
eL
cl
e (t−t ′)

[
|µ⃗eg(R) · E⃗0|2WE(t ′,∆Eeleg(R)/h̄)ρclg (R,P)

]
dt ′ , (7)

where P stands for the nuclear momenta and Lcl is the classical Liouvillian. This semiclassical
approximation limits the formula to cases where the interference effects in the excited state
can be ignored (see SI).

Eq. (7) as such is derived to describe the excited-state nuclear density following the
interaction with the laser pulse (see SI for a detailed discussion). However, we can extend
the reach of Eq. (7) such that it describes the excited-state density also during the pulse by
altering the upper integration limit to t instead of ∞,

ρcle (R,P, t) =
1

h̄2

∫ t

−∞
eL
cl
e (t−t ′)

[
|µ⃗eg(R) · E⃗0|2WE(t ′,∆Eeleg(R)/h̄)ρclg (R,P)

]
dt ′ . (8)

This modification means that only the contributions of the promoted density to ρe coming
from times before the current time t are included. Any contributions to ρe coming from the
promoted density at later times t ′ > t are neglected. This empirical alteration of the upper
integration limit affects the overall equation only during the pulse interaction and not for
times t after the pulse. This modification allows PDA to describe the excited-state nuclear
density within the pulse duration while not altering the final excited-state density after the
pulse. More details on this procedure (and its numerical validation) are provided in the SI.

Eq. (8) provides a clear interpretation of the excitation process: for every time t ′ of
the laser pulse, the initial ground-state nuclear density is first multiplied by the transition
dipole moment and the Wigner representation of the pulse and then promoted to the excited
electronic state to be propagated from time t ′ to a desired time t. The propagation is
governed by the time-independent Hamiltonian for the excited electronic state, without the
explicit laser pulse. Integration over all times t ′ during the pulse until the current time t
reconstructs the full excited-state nuclear density at time t, while the ground-state density
remains unperturbed. This whole process is further illustrated in Fig. 1.

Hence, Eq. (8) offers a strategy to decouple the excitation process from the subsequent
excited-state dynamics. By considering that the early times of the excited-state dynamics
behave adiabatically, we can combine the description of photoexcitation discussed above to
existing methods for excited-state molecular dynamics like fewest-switches surface hopping
or ab initio multiple spawning. The only required additional step consists of sampling the
promoted nuclear density ρclp (R,P, t

′), but this is a simple task once we have the ground-

6



Figure 1: Illustration of photoexcitation and subsequent dynamics of the excited-state nuclear
density ρe (green) depicted in terms of ground-state nuclear density ρg (blue) and promoted
nuclear density ρp (yellow). Snapshots are given at four different times during the pulse
interaction with a molecular system.

state nuclear density, as we should soon see. At the end of our derivation, we would also like
to state that the range of validity of Eq. (8) is limited and a detailed discussion about its
assumptions and approximations is provided in the SI.

Before turning to the practical implementation of PDA, we briefly return as promised to the
Wigner pulse representation – the key component of Eq. (8). Omitting their polarization, laser
pulses can be either represented in the time domain as a time-dependent electric field E(t) or
in the frequency domain as a pulse spectrum Ẽ(ω). These two representations are connected
via a Fourier transform Ẽ(ω) =

∫∞
−∞ E(t)e

−iωt dt. The Wigner pulse representation WE
provides a way to obtain simultaneous temporal and frequency information by representing
the pulse in both the time and frequency domain. As its cousin from quantum mechanics,
the Wigner pulse representation does not have a proper physical meaning as such, but its
integrated forms provide important insights. In particular, integration over frequency

∫ ∞

−∞
WE(t, ω) dω = 2π |E(t)|2 ≈ I(t) (9)

yields the pulse intensity profile I(t)a while integration over time

∫ ∞

−∞
WE(t, ω) dt =

∣∣Ẽ(ω)
∣∣2 ≈ S(ω) (10)

aFor pulses in form ε(t) cos(ω0t) the intensity is defined as I(t) = 1
2ϵ0cnε

2(t) where ϵ0 is the permittivity,
c is the speed of light and n is the material refractive index.27
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gives the spectral intensity S(ω).27 Both I(t) and S(ω) are the quantities actually accessible
experimentally (unlike E(t) and Ẽ(ω)), providing a more direct connection to laser experi-
ments. Similarly to the Wigner representation of density,WE can also acquire negative values
making it rather quasiprobability than probability function. The occurrence of negative values
hinders practical sampling from the distribution, yet we will discuss later that WE is positive
for the usual Gaussian envelope and only minor problems appear for other standard pulse
envelopes.

Let us now illustrate some of the quantities discussed above with the practical example of
sodium iodide (NaI) interacting with a Gaussian laser pulse. The parameters for the sodium
iodide Hamiltonian are provided in the SI. We define the electric field of the Gaussian laser
pulse asb

E(t) = exp

(
−2 ln 2 t

2

τ2

)
cos (ω0t) , (11)

where ω0 is the frequency of oscillations and τ corresponds to the full width at half maximum
(FWHM) parameter of the pulse intensity I(t) ≈ ε2(t) = exp

(
−4 ln 2 t2

τ2

)
. We advocate for

using the FWHM parameter for the intensity profile rather than for the field envelope ε (i)
because the intensity is the experimentally accessible and reported quantity and (ii) because
the population transfer to the excited electronic state is proportional to the intensity. Such a
definition of τ hence minimizes disparities between experiments and theoretical investigations.

The Wigner pulse representationWE for a specific pulse with τ = 20 fs and h̄ω0 = 3.68 eV
(corresponding to ∆Eeleg at a NaI distance of 2.74 Å) is represented in Figure 2A alongside
the pulse intensity I(t) (panel B), spectral intensity S(ω) (panel C), and oscillating electric
field E(t) (inset). The plotted WE depicts the probability for a molecular geometry with
excitation energy ∆E to be promoted to the excited state throughout the pulse duration.
The spectral intensity for a 20-fs pulse is already quite narrow, targeting only a part of the
NaI absorption spectrum. Thus, only a fraction of the ground-state probability density can
potentially be excited.

Having now a mental picture of the Wigner pulse representation and an equation for the
promoted nuclear density (Eq. (8)), we can devise PDA – a practical implementation for
sampling initial conditions for nonadiabatic dynamics that incorporate implicitly the effect of
a laser pulse, in other words, sampling the promoted nuclear density ρclp . We start by the usual
sampling of the ground-state nuclear probability density ρclg (R,P), producing a set of Ng pairs
of nuclear positions and momenta {Ri ,Pi}Ngi=1. Different techniques can be used for this task,
e.g., the harmonic Wigner sampling28,29 (available in most codes for nonadiabatic molecular

bWe note that defining pulses in the form of an envelope multiplied by an oscillating phase is generally not
in line with Maxwell equations and works only for pulses with τ > 2 fs in the visible region and τ > 1.2 fs for
UV pulses. More details about the limit of the pulse envelope formulation and its derivation are provided in the
SI.
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Figure 2: Illustration of the Wigner pulse representation and associated quantities for a laser
pulse applied to sodium iodide. (A) Wigner pulse representation WE for a Gaussian pulse
with τ = 20 fs and h̄ω0 = 3.6792 eV. Dashed lines correspond to a region containing twice
the FWHM parameters of pulse intensity and spectral intensity. The pulse electric field is
plotted as an inset. (B) Projection ofWE on the time axis (pulse intensity I). (C) Projection
ofWE on the frequency axis (pulse spectral intensity S) and the absorption spectrum of NaI.
The sticks represent a sample of 50 ground-state geometries sampled from the ground-state
Wigner distribution, with the blue colour used to represent geometries in resonance with the
pulse.

dynamics) or ab initio molecular dynamics with quantum thermostat.30–32 Then, excitation
energies (∆Eeg(R)) and transition dipole moments (µ⃗eg(R)) to the excited electronic state
of interest must be obtained for each sampled nuclear configuration Ri – this process is
also commonly performed to calculate a photoabsorption cross-section from the sampled
geometries using the nuclear ensemble approach.33 Having collected this information, we
now take the first step beyond the standard workflow and randomly select an excitation time
t ′ (from a time window surrounding the laser pulse of interest) and a position-momentum
pair {Ri ,Pi}. Using this random excitation time t ′ and {Ri ,Pi}, a transition probability
p = |µ⃗eg(Ri) · E⃗0|2WE(t ′,∆Eeg(Ri)) can be obtained based on Eq. (5). This probability is
compared to a uniformly generated random number and, if this random number is smaller
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than the transition probability, the initial condition {Ri ,Pi , t ′} is accepted. This process
of random selection is iterated until a desired number of initial conditions Np is created
{Rj ,Pj , t ′j}Npj=1 (see Algorithm S1 in the SI for an algorithmic representation of the process).c

The excitation time t ′j stands for the actual time within the laser pulse envelope when the
trajectory is initiated in the excited electronic state with {Rj , Pj} (in contrast, the vertical
sudden approximation would initiate all trajectories at the excitation time t ′ = 0). We note
that some {Ri , Pi} pairs may not be selected at all for excitation, while some other {Ri , Pi}
pairs may get excited at various times during the pulse; in other words, we can assign no or
multiple excitation times t ′ to any given {Ri , Pi} pair. The algorithm is straightforwardly
extended to photoexcitation toward multiple excited electronic states by randomly selecting
also the excited state (see SI). A user-friendly Python implementation of the algorithm is
available,34,35 and a detailed description of the code is provided in the SI.

Once the initial conditions {Rj ,Pj , t ′j}Npj=1 are sampled, the trajectory-based nonadiabatic
dynamics simulation can be initiated in the electronic state of interest from unique position-
momentum pairs {Rj , Pj} within the initial conditions, starting at time 0. Finally, these
resulting simulations should be shifted to their respective excitation times t ′j before analysis.
We propose to start the simulations at time 0 and then shift them to t ′j to avoid repeated
calculations of the same simulation just shifted to a different initial time. This way, the unique
trajectories are used multiple times by shifting them to different t ′j s. Note that the trajectory
itself is considered fixed in the ground state until time t ′j , when it is promoted to the excited
electronic state.

We now move to a numerical demonstration of PDA performance. To do so, we propose to
compare the results of numerically-exact quantum dynamics (QD) simulations of NaI including
explicitly a laser pulse to those obtained with FSSH using PDA, that is, incorporating the
laser pulse implicitly in the initial conditions as described above.

We start by comparing QD with an explicit laser pulse and FSSH+PDA for the photoex-
citation of NaI resulting from three 20-fs laser pulses with different frequencies (Figure 3A).
Our comparison is based on the expectation value of the NaI bond length in the first adiabatic
excited state S1, ⟨R⟩S1, and its standard deviation, ⟨∆R⟩S1. FSSH combined with PDA is in
excellent agreement with the result obtained by QD with the explicit laser pulse (Figure 3B,
note the perfect overlap between dashed and solid lines). Increasing the pulse frequency gen-
erates an excited nuclear wavepacket that takes longer to return to the Franck-Condon region
following photoexcitation. The 20-fs pulses promote only small portions of the ground-state
nuclear density, as seen in Figure 2 depicting the low-frequency pulse. The resulting excited
nuclear wavepacket is promoted on different regions of the potential energy curve depending

cWe use index j for the initial conditions generated by PDA, while the index i is reserved for the ground-state
sampling of position-momentum pairs {Ri ,Pi}.
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Figure 3: Photoexcitation of NaI with laser pulses of different frequencies, comparing QD with
an explicit laser pulse and FSSH with PDA. (A) Potential energy curves of NaI (full range with
sketched nuclear wavepacket evolution is given in the inset) alongside the ground-state density
(violet) and the absorption spectrum (green) calculated with the nuclear ensemble method.
The different frequencies h̄ω of the applied laser pulse are depicted. (B) Expectation values
of the NaI bond length in S1 for three different laser pulse frequencies, comparing quantum
dynamics with an explicit 20-fs laser pulse (solid lines) and PDA combined with FSSH nona-

diabatic dynamics (dashed lines). The shaded area represents ⟨∆R⟩S1 =
√
⟨R2⟩S1 − ⟨R⟩2S1

of the nuclear wavepacket (QD) or trajectories (FSSH). Simulations considering vertical ex-
citation are provided as validation. (C) Same as in panel B but for FSSH using a simple
windowing approach combined with a time convolution (dashed lines).

on the laser pulse frequency, each possessing then a different total energy resulting in different
periods of oscillations. The violet dashed and solid lines in Figure 3B represent the dynam-
ics obtained from a vertical (or sudden) excitationd of the ground-state nuclear wavefunction
(both in QD and FSSH). While this set of simulations serves as a test of consistency between
QD and FSSH (nearly indistinguishable results are obtained), they also clearly spotlight the
remarkable differences between the dynamics triggered by the vertical (sudden) excitation
and those obtained by considering the effect of a laser pulse. These results make it clear
that using different laser pulses triggers excited-state dynamics with distinct timescales and

dVertical (or sudden) excitation assumes that the whole unchanged ground-state nuclear density is promoted
to the excited electronic state instantaneously at time t, i.e., ρp = |µ⃗eg · E⃗0|2δ(t)ρg.
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incorporating such effects is crucial for a proper comparison with an experiment: here, the
range of oscillation periods varies from 900 to 1500 fs depending on the laser pulse.

When nonadiabatic dynamics simulations account for a laser pulse implicitly, they usually
do so in a simple way by imposing an energy window on the selection of initial conditions
(symbolized by the vertical dashed lines in Figure 2). Testing this windowing approach reveals
that, although less accurate than PDA, it still captures the major effects created by the laser
pulse and brings a large improvement over the vertical excitation approach (Figure 3C). The
definition of this energy window is, nevertheless, arbitrary. PDA allows us to validate a more
rigorous scheme to perform a simple windowing. Considering the properties of the Wigner
pulse representation given in Eqs. (9) and (10), we can approximate it as

WE(t, ω) ≈ I(t)S(ω) (12)

and recast Eq. (7) into the following, simplified form

ρcle (R,P, t) =
1

h̄2

∫ ∞

−∞
I(t − t ′)eLcle t ′

[
|µ⃗eg(R) · E⃗0|2S(∆Eeleg(R)/h̄)ρclg (R,P)

]
dt ′ , (13)

where the integral has a structure of convolution. Eq. (13) provides a clear recipe for a simple
windowing and convolution approach that we coined PDAW (promoted density approach for
windowing). We can assign a weight

wi = |µ⃗eg(Ri) · E⃗0|2S(∆Eeleg(Ri)/h̄) (14)

to each position-momentum pair {Ri ,Pi} from the ground-state sampling. Then, we prop-
agate {Ri ,Pi} in the excited state and calculate an observable Oi(t) for each trajectory.
The total time-dependent observable O is then calculated by summing the weighted (and
normalized) observables obtained from each initial condition and convoluting the result with
the adequate form of the normalized pulse intensity Ī(t) = I(t)/

∫∞
−∞ I(t

′) dt ′:

O(t) =
∫ ∞

−∞
Ī(t − t ′)

∑
i wiOi(t ′)∑
i wi

dt ′ . (15)

We emphasize that the weights wi are based on the pulse spectral intensity S(ω) and not
the pulse spectrum Ẽ(ω). Applying the PDAW scheme to FSSH for the three Gaussian laser
pulses described in Fig. 3 outperforms the standard windowing and yields the same results
as FSSH combined with PDA, except for dynamics during the pulse as PDAW is based on
Eq. (7) and not Eq. (8) (see SI). However, we note that PDAW is still an approximation to
PDA and Eq. (12) will not be valid in general, e.g. for chirped pulses with long duration (see
SI).
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How good is PDA to describe pulses of different durations? Let us test the approach
for a series of Gaussian pulses with parameters τ = 1, 2.5, 5, 10, and 20 fs considering the
central frequency h̄ω0 = 3.6792 eV (Figure 4). In Figure 4A, we represent the product of
the pulse spectral intensity S with the ground-state density ρg, demonstrating the portions
of ρg targeted with the laser pulses of different durations. While the shortest 1-fs laser pulsee

encompasses almost the whole ground-state density, the longest 20-fs pulse strikes only a
small part of it. Again, PDA combined with FSSH leads to results in excellent agreement with
QD using an explicit laser pulse for all pulses tested (Figure 4B), despite the strong effect
of the laser pulse on the resulting excited-state dynamics. While the 1-fs pulse leads to a
nonadiabatic dynamics closely matching the one obtained after a vertical excitation (depicted
in Figure 3B), the 20-fs pulse creates a more confined excited-state nuclear wavepacket
(compare shaded areas in Figure 4B). These results once again strongly advocate for including
the effect of a laser pulse in nonadiabatic molecular dynamics.

So far, we have shown that PDA combined with FSSH leads to nonadiabatic dynamics
simulation in excellent agreement with quantum dynamics including an explicit laser pulse.
Yet we note that the selected cases are all within PDA’s approximations, such as short pulse
duration or positive pulse Wigner representation, summarized in SI. To stress its applicability,
we pushed the approach out of its comfort zone in different ways. We briefly summarize here
our findings and the interested reader can refer to the SI for the results and comparisons. PDA
combined with FSSH provides excellent results even for 100-fs long laser pulse, but disparities
with the QD results start to appear for a 500-fs pulse with FSSH. These disparities are not per
se due to a limitation of PDA for describing such long pulses but are caused by the appearance
of quantum-interference effect in the dynamics when the excited-state wavepacket returns
to the Franck-Condon region while the interaction with the laser pulse is still going on. We
also tested different envelopes for the laser pulse, such as the Lorentzian envelope which
exhibits negative regions in its Wigner pulse representation. Both strategies introduced for
dealing with negative values – either ignoring them or taking their absolute value – perform
well although the agreement is not as perfect as for the Gaussian pulses. Notably, our test
simulations show that PDA can also capture excited-state dynamics during the pulse, for
which the running equations are in principle not derived. PDAW proved to be also applicable
for excited-state dynamics involving Lorentzian pulses, even if it lacks the dynamical effects
observed during the pulse with PDA. Finally, we confirmed the applicability of the PDA
strategy for chirped laser pulses.

As a final example, we wish to illustrate the applicability of PDA to a larger molecular
system, combined with on-the-fly FSSH dynamics. We selected protonated formaldimine as

eA 1-fs laser pulse with a central frequency corresponding to h̄ω0 = 3.6792 eV is just at the boundary of
being valid within a pulse envelope formalism (see SI).
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Figure 4: Photoexcitation of NaI with laser pulses of different durations, comparing QD with
an explicit laser pulse and FSSH with PDA. (A) The ground-state nuclear density ρg (dashed
line) and its product with the spectral intensity S(ω) (filled areas) for pulses of different
duration τ . (B): Expectation values of the NaI bond length in S1 for the different laser pulse
durations given in (A), all with h̄ω0 = 3.6792 eV, for QD with an explicit laser pulse (solid
lines) and FSSH using PDA (dashed lines). The shaded area represents ⟨∆R⟩S1 of the nuclear
wavepacket (QD) or trajectories (FSSH). We note that the dashed lines are hardly visible as
they almost perfectly overlap the corresponding solid lines.

an example – a molecule well-known to the community and often used for benchmarking
nonadiabatic dynamics36,37 – and simulated its interaction with a Gaussian laser pulse (ω0 =
0.40 a.u. and τ = 20 fs). The photodynamics of protonated formaldimine is particularly
interesting as the population transfer from the photoexcited S2 states is notoriously fast. To
demonstrate that PDA can also be used as a post-processing tool for FSSH dynamics, we
reuse the 500 position-momentum pairs {Ri ,Pi}500i=1 and corresponding FSSH trajectories from
our previous work considering vertical excitation.36 From these position-momentum pairs, we
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generated a set of 50000 initial conditions {Rj ,Pj , t ′j}50000j=1 using PDA that contains only 63
unique positions and momenta, i.e. only 63 FSSH trajectories are required (see Figure 5).
These 63 trajectories were shifted to different initial times t ′j creating a new set of 50000
trajectories used for the analysis.

Figure 5: Photodynamics of protonated formaldimine, comparison between FSSH and the
vertical (sudden) approximation and FSSH using PDA.(A) The Wigner pulse representation
with pulse intensity, spectral intensity, and absorption spectrum of protonated formaldimine.
The excitation energies of the 500 nuclear position-momentum pairs are represented as sticks
with a height proportional to |µS2S0(Ri)|2. Blue sticks are used to depict the pairs that were
selected by PDA while green sticks indicate pairs that were not promoted by the pulse. (B)
Time trace of the adiabatic electronic populations for FSSH with a vertical excitation. (C)
Time trace of the adiabatic electronic populations for FSSH with PDA. (D) Mean carbon-
nitrogen bond length (RCN) during the FSSH dynamics initiated from a vertical excitation.
(E) Mean carbon-nitrogen bond length (RCN) during the FSSH dynamics initiated from PDA.

The photodynamics of protonated formaldimine is significantly altered by including an
implicit laser pulse within PDA. The FSSH simulations with a vertical excitation provide a
lifetime for the S2 electronic state that is comparable to the pulse duration used with PDA. As
a result, the population of the S2 electronic state only reaches a maximum of only 0.4 when
the 20-fs laser pulse is included, as the sink of the S2 population (via nonadiabatic processes)
is faster than the source of population from S0 caused by the laser pulse. The overall
population dynamics is also more spread in time within PDA, exemplifying the importance
of pulse duration effects on ultrafast processes like internal conversion. The time evolution
of the mean bond length (RCN) is also affected by the finite-energy spectrum of the 20-fs
laser pulse, leading to a faster extension in comparison to the FSSH dynamics invoking a
vertical excitation. While none of these effects are surprising, they clearly demonstrate the
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profound consequences of adequately including the effect of a laser pulse in nonadiabatic
molecular dynamics. Furthermore, the results highlight that PDA can be used to infer the
laser pulse effects in a post-processing manner from already calculated simulations considering
vertical excitation. This can be particularly useful when studying novel molecules for which
experiments have yet to be conducted.

In conclusion, we proposed a formalism coined PDA for the implicit inclusion of arbitrary
laser pulses in nonadiabatic molecular dynamics at the level of the initial conditions. The
core component of this method is the Wigner pulse representation used to calculate an
(approximate) promoted nuclear density for the subsequent excited-state dynamics. Sampling
the promoted density is the only additional step required in comparison to the standard
approach invoking a vertical excitation. We have demonstrated the performance and possible
limitations of the formalism by simulating the photoexcitation of NaI with FSSH and PDA
using a broad range of laser pulses, leading to excellent agreements with QD simulations
including explicitly the laser pulse. The excellent performance of FSSH+PDA contrasts with
the poor performance of FSSH when coupled to an explicit laser pulse, as reported in earlier
works.21,22 We also derived the approximate PDAW formalism that sets the simpler energy
windowing and intensity convolution strategy on firm ground. The applicability of the PDA
approach to molecular systems (and its use as a postprocessing tool, that is, allowing to
test the effect of various laser pulses using the same set of nonadiabatic trajectories) was
demonstrated with the photoexcitation of protonated formaldimine. Both PDA and PDAW
are implemented in a user-friendly Python code promdens.py available as a Python package
in the PyPI repository34 or on GitHub35 (a full description of the code and its availability is
provided in the SI), using as an input only the results of a spectrum calculation obtained with
the nuclear ensemble method. The technique is easy to extend to multiple electronic states,
yet further developments are needed to describe a coherent superposition of electronic states
within the present framework. Overall, the results of our simulations stress the importance
of including the laser pulse in nonadiabatic molecular dynamics and the potential dangers of
using the vertical (sudden) excitation.
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1 Intensity, spectrum, and Wigner representation of a laser

pulse

In this Section, we aim to review some basic properties of laser pulses and justify facts

mentioned in the main text. We start by defining the time-dependent electric field of the

laser pulse as E⃗(t) = E⃗0E(t), where E⃗0 is the electric field amplitude E0 multiplied by the

polarization vector λ⃗ of the field. In the following, we will focus on the time-dependent

complex scalar field E(t),

E(t) = ε(t)eiγ(t) , (1)

where ε(t) is an envelope and γ(t) is a phase defined as

γ(t) = ϕ0 + ω0t + βt
2 , (2)

with ϕ0 being the carrier-envelope phase, ω0 the carrier frequency, and β the quadratic phase

modulation or linear chirp parameter. The instantaneous frequency of a pulse, i.e., the

frequency of the oscillations at every point in time, is then defined as the time derivative of

the phase γ,
dγ

dt
= γ̇ = ω0 + 2βt . (3)

For unchirped pulses (β = 0), the instantaneous frequency equals to ω0. We note that defin-

ing the field E as a complex function has the advantage that the spectrum contains only the

positive-frequency contributions while defining the field as a real function E(t) = ε(t) cos γ(t)

creates a symmetric spectrum with unphysical negative-frequency components. So while we

use the real electric field in the Hamiltonian for the quantum dynamics simulations, we rather

work with the complex electric field when deriving its properties.

The intensity of the field, which is the experimentally measured quantity, is defined as

I(t) =
1

2
ϵ0cnε

2(t) , (4)

where ϵ0 is the permittivity, c is the speed of light and n is the material refractive index.
S1

The spectrum of the field comes from the Fourier transform of E,

Ẽ(ω) = F [E(t)] =
∫ ∞

−∞
E(t)e−iωt dt = |Ẽ(ω)|eiφ(ω) , (5)

where |Ẽ(ω)| denotes the spectral amplitude and φ(ω) spectral phase. However, the exper-
imentally accessible quantity is rather the spectral intensity S(ω) than the spectrum. The

spectral intensity can be derived as

S(ω) =
ϵ0cn

π

∣∣Ẽ(ω)
∣∣2 (6)

and equals to the square of the pulse spectrum Ẽ multiplied by constants.S1

Let us now comment on the parameters used to determine and report pulses. The ex-
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perimentally accessible quantities are the intensities I(t) and S(ω). Therefore, the full width

at half maximum (FWHM) values for the temporal resolution (τ) and the spectral resolution

(Ω) are determined from the respective intensities. On the other hand, theoreticians are usu-

ally accustomed to working with the electric field E(t) and pulse spectrum Ẽ(ω) and report

the FWHM quantities for them – this disparity often leads to a misunderstanding between

theoreticians and experimentalists. The way one defines the FWHM parameters is arbitrary,

but we need to remain consistent. In this work, we advocate the use of the FWHM param-

eters for intensities. Not only are they directly provided in experiments but intensities also

determine the temporal convolution of theoretical quantities and the energy windowing, as

we will show later. In practice, this means that when we set the parameter τ , it is for the

FWHM of the intensity I(t) ≈ ε2(t) and not the field envelope ε(t). The FWHM parameter
of the envelope ε(t) depends on the specific envelope form and is easy to convert.

In analogy to quantum mechanics, where we can represent the wavefunction in either

position or momentum space but never in both simultaneously, we cannot directly represent

the field in the time and frequency domains together due to their Fourier transform rela-

tionship. Nevertheless, we can borrow the concept of Wigner representation from quantum

mechanics, which allows us to construct phase-space quantities, for laser pulses. The Wigner

representation WE of a laser pulse defined by E(t) readsS1

WE(t, ω) =
∫ ∞

−∞
E
(
t +

s

2

)
E∗

(
t − s
2

)
e−iωs ds (7)

=
1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
Ẽ
(
ω +

s

2

)
Ẽ∗

(
ω − s

2

)
eits ds (8)

and presents a simultaneous representation of the laser pulse in the time and frequency

domain.

However, we need to approach the concept of a Wigner representation for laser pulses

with the same care as in quantum mechanics. The Wigner representation of a laser pulse

allows us to plot the correlation between the temporal and spectral domains, which is useful

especially for chirped pulses, but one should not think about it as a physical object. For

example, we cannot interpret the Wigner representation as a probability density of a certain

frequency at a given time because WE can acquire negative values. Measurable physical
quantities can be obtained from integrated Wigner distribution: if we integrate WE over the
frequency domain,

∫ ∞

−∞
WE(t, ω) dω =

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
E
(
t +

s

2

)
E∗

(
t − s
2

)
e−iωs ds dω (9)

=

∫ ∞

−∞
E
(
t +

s

2

)
E∗

(
t − s
2

)∫ ∞

−∞
e−iωs dω ds (10)

= 2π

∫ ∞

−∞
E
(
t +

s

2

)
E∗

(
t − s
2

)
δ(s) ds (11)

= 2π |E(t)|2 = 2πε(t)2 ≈ I(t) , (12)

we get the square of the field envelope which is proportional to the intensity I(t). We used
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the identity
∫∞
−∞ e

−iωs dω = 2πδ(s). On the other hand, if we integrate over the time domain
using the definition Eq. (8),

∫ ∞

−∞
WE(t, ω) dt =

1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
Ẽ
(
ω +

s

2

)
Ẽ∗

(
ω − s

2

)
eits ds dt (13)

=
1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
Ẽ
(
ω +

s

2

)
Ẽ∗

(
ω − s

2

)∫ ∞

−∞
eits dt ds (14)

=

∫ ∞

−∞
Ẽ
(
ω +

s

2

)
Ẽ∗

(
ω − s

2

)
δ(s) ds (15)

=
∣∣Ẽ(ω)

∣∣2 ≈ S(ω) , (16)

we obtain the square of the pulse spectrum which is proportional to the spectral intensity S(ω).

Similarly, various moments of the field, the instantaneous frequency, and other quantities can

be obtained, for which we refer the reader to Ref. S1.

The Wigner pulse representation WE can be recast into a simpler form if the pulse is
defined in terms of an envelope ε and an oscillating phase γ (see Eq. (1)). Substituting

Eq. (1) into Eq. (7) leads to

WE(t, ω) =
∫ ∞

−∞
ε
(
t +

s

2

)
eiγ(t+s/2)ε∗

(
t − s
2

)
e−iγ(t−s/2)e−iωs ds (17)

=

∫ ∞

−∞
ε
(
t +

s

2

)
ε∗

(
t − s
2

)
e−i [ωs+γ(t−s/2)−γ(t+s/2)] ds (18)

=

∫ ∞

−∞
ε
(
t +

s

2

)
ε∗

(
t − s
2

)
e−i [ω−γ̇(t)]s ds , (19)

where we employed a Taylor expansion to derive γ(t − s/2)− γ(t + s/2) = −(ω0+2βt)s =
−γ̇(t)s. The time derivative of the phase γ̇ stands for the instantaneous frequency, see
Eq. (3). We can now define a Wigner representation of the pulse envelope

Wε(t, ω) =
∫ ∞

−∞
ε
(
t +

s

2

)
ε∗

(
t − s
2

)
e−iωs ds . (20)

Note that the complex conjugation is not necessary for real envelopes yet we keep it to

highlight the analogy to WE. Following from Eq. (19), WE and Wε are connected via a
simple relation:

WE(t, ω) =Wε(t, ω − γ̇) . (21)

The concept of Wε is less general than WE, as it works only for pulses defined as in Eq. (1)
and is not suitable for ultrashort pulses (see Section 2). Yet, it is more efficient for numerical

implementations and is utilized in our Python code (described in Section 7).
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2 Limits of the laser pulse definition via a pulse envelope

Through this work, we represent laser pulses in the form of an envelope times an oscillating

field, as in Eq. (1). Although it is the most often used representation of a laser pulse, care

is needed when using it. The following condition for a laser pulse in free space must hold

∫ ∞

−∞
E(t) dt = 0 (22)

to fulfill Maxwell equations. Several reasons for this condition to hold are comprehensively

presented in Ref. S2. We shall mention only one of them here: if the integral over the electric

field is not equal to zero, a direct current is induced, which is unphysical in free space.

Whether a laser pulse is physical and fulfills the condition provided by Eq. (22) can be

easily verified from the zero frequency component of the pulse spectrum Ẽ:

∫ ∞

−∞
E(t) dt =

∫ ∞

−∞
E(t)ei(ω=0)t dt = Ẽ(0) = 0 . (23)

Thus, if a given definition of a laser pulse exhibits a nonzero spectrum at zero frequency, this

laser pulse is not physical. As such, Eq. (23) provides a quick check of whether a laser pulse

definition is physical or not.

While for longer pulses (more than a few femtoseconds), the definition of a laser pulse

given by Eq. (1) is valid based on the condition given in Eq. (22), ultrashort pulses shorter than

a femtoseconds approach the physical limits of such a representation. To further highlight

this limitation, we have estimated the range of validity of laser pulses defined with a Gaussian

Figure S1: Validity of the Gaussian envelope representation for laser pulses. For each field

frequency ω, we calculated the envelope FWHM parameter (τ) at which the normalized

(maximum equal to 1) pulse spectrum has a value of 0.01 at zero frequency, i.e., Ẽ(0) = 0.01.

If the value of Ẽ(0) is less than 0.01, we consider that the condition given by Eq. (22) is

fulfilled. If the value of Ẽ(0) is bigger than 0.01, we consider that the pulse is unphysical.

The fit of the curve with an inverse function yields τ [fs] = 3.5730048296/h̄ω[eV].
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envelope, ε(t) = exp
(
−2 ln 2 t2

τ2

)
(see Figure S1). Based on Figure S1, we propose a rule

of thumb for estimating whether a laser pulse can or cannot be represented as a Gaussian

envelope time an oscillating field: If τ (in femtoseconds) for the Gaussian envelope is larger

than 3.6 divided by h̄ω (in electronvolts), the pulse is physical and fulfills Maxwell equations.

Expressed for different wavelengths of light: the τ parameter should be bigger than 2 fs in

the visible range and larger than 1.2 fs for UV pulses. Note that for a 2 fs pulse, the spectral

bandwidth Ω is roughly 1 eV, and for a 1.2 fs pulse it is about 1.5 eV. Such bandwidths are

broad enough to encompass the typical absorption bands of a molecule, making the vertical

excitation approximation well justified for such short pulses.

We note that we can easily define pulses fulfilling the condition of Eq. (22) by using the

vector potential A⃗(t) = A⃗0A(t), where A⃗0 is the vector potential amplitude A0 multiplied by

the polarization vector λ⃗. The electric field is defined from the vector potential as

E⃗(t) = −1
c

dA⃗(t)

dt
= −1

c
A⃗0
dA(t)

dt
= A⃗0E(t) . (24)

Thus, any definition of A(t) that gives a value of zero at the limits of t = +∞ and t = −∞
will create an electric field fulfilling the condition of Eq. (22):

∫ ∞

−∞
E(t) dt = −1

c

∫ ∞

−∞

dA(t)

dt
dt = −1

c

[
lim
t→∞

A(t)− lim
t→−∞

A(t)

]
= 0 . (25)

Returning to pulses defined by a pulse envelope, one can consider a vector potential in

the following form

A(t) = − c
ω
ε(t) sin(ωt) . (26)

The scalar electric field obtained from such a definition reads

E(t) = −1
c

dA(t)

dt
= ε(t) cos(ωt) +

1

ω
ε̇(t) sin(ωt) , (27)

where the first term, ε(t) cos(ωt), is the standard envelope times oscillating phase (real in this

case) while the second term, 1
ω
ε̇(t) sin(ωt), acts like a correction ensuring that the condition

of Eq. (22) is fulfilled. Hence, we can define even ultrashort pulses in terms of envelopes, as

long as we do so for the vector potential and work with the corresponding correction term.

To connect the present discussion to the topics of the previous chapter, one would have to

calculate the Wigner transformation from the full electric field formalism, i.e., calculate WE,
and not just from the pulse envelope formalism (Wε). Finally, the equations above connect
our work with the work of Mart́ınez-Mesa and SaalfrankS3 who derived their equation for

excited-state density in terms of Wε.
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3 Derivation of the time-dependent excited-state density

In this Section, we outline a complete derivation of the time-dependent excited-state density

formula as presented in Eq. (8) in the main article. The original fundamental work on this

topic was published by Li, Fang, and MartensS4 creating a framework for calculating pump-

probe spectra. The work was then extended by Shen and CinaS5 who alleviated some of the

approximations introduced previously. While both works derived their leading formula in the

density matrix formalism using the quantum Liouville equation, a similar formula was derived

by Meier and EngelS6 in 2002 from a wavefunction perspective rather than the density matrix

perspective, avoiding problems with continuum states. Yet, all the aforementioned works

considered a specific form of the laser envelope, usually a Gaussian one. The generalization

to an arbitrary pulse envelope was achieved by Mart́ınez-Mesa and Saalfrank,S3 who realized

that the interaction can be expressed as the pulse envelope Wigner transform Wε. Although
this generalization brings some flexibility, it still relies on representing the pulse as an envelope

times an oscillating phase, which may not always be justifiable for ultrashort pulses (see

Section 2). Furthermore, none of the works discussed above-derived equations considering

the dependence of the transition dipole moment on nuclear positions (but instead considered

it as constant). In the following paragraphs, we derive an equation for the excited-state

density following a path similar to Meier and Engel, yet for a general electric field. Inspired

by Mart́ınez-Mesa and Saalfrank, we express the laser pulse in the Wigner representation,

but without any restriction on its form – making our formulation compatible with ultrashort

pulses. We will show how the pulse envelope formulation appears from our formalism, offering

a connection with the work of Mart́ınez-Mesa and Saalfrank. We also generalize the formalism

to position-dependent transition dipole moments. We finally propose a detailed discussion on

the underlying assumptions of the strategy and the validity of its approximations.

Let us consider a molecular system with two electronic states characterized by the (sta-

tionary) electronic wavefunctions φg (ground state) and φe (excited state), as well as time-

dependent ground-state (ψg(t)) and excited-state (ψe(t)) nuclear wavefunctions. The total

nuclear wavefunction for the system reads

|Ψ(t)⟩ =
(
ψg(t)

ψe(t)

)
. (28)

The Hamiltonian for our system, expressed in the basis of the two electronic states, can be

separated into a time-independent Hamiltonian H0 and a small interaction term Vint as is

typical in perturbation theory,

H = H0 + Vint =

(
Ĥg 0

0 Ĥe

)
+

(
0 V̂int
V̂int 0

)
. (29)

The components of the time-independent Hamiltonian,

Ĥg(R) = T̂ + E
el
g (R) (30)

Ĥe(R) = T̂ + E
el
e (R) , (31)
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depend on the nuclear kinetic energy operator T̂ and the electronic energies Eelg/e(R), where

R is the the nuclear position vector. Note that the derivation is performed in the position

representation; therefore, operators depending only on R do not bear the ∧ in our notation.
The time-dependent interaction of the molecule with the electric field is defined within the

dipole approximation as

V̂int(R, t) = −µ⃗eg(R) · E⃗0E(t) , (32)

with µ⃗eg(R) denoting the position-dependent transition dipole moment ⟨φe |µ̂|φg⟩, E⃗0 standing
for the laser electric field amplitude, and E(t) being a real time-dependent electric field. From

now on, we will not specifically emphasize the dependence of Ĥg/e, E
el
g/e, V̂int, and µ⃗eg on

the nuclear positions R for the sake of simplicity, yet it needs to be borne in mind during the

derivation.

We want to solve the time-dependent Schrödinger equation,

i h̄
d|Ψ(t)⟩
dt

= (H0 + Vint) |Ψ(t)⟩ , (33)

in terms of first-order perturbation theory, where the nuclear wavefunction is defined through

the zero-order and first-order wavefunctions |Ψ⟩ = |Ψ(0)⟩ + |Ψ(1)⟩. Considering the initial
conditions ψ

(1)
g (t0) = ψ

(1)
e (t0) = ψ

(0)
e (t0) = 0, and ψ

(0)
g (t0) = ψg, the working equations read

|Ψ(0)(t)⟩ = e− ih̄H0(t−t0)|Ψ(t0)⟩ (34)

|Ψ(1)(t)⟩ = − i
h̄
e−

i
h̄
H0t

∫ t

t0

e
i
h̄
H0t

′
Vint(t

′)|Ψ(0)(t ′)⟩ dt ′ . (35)

Solving the equations for the excited-state nuclear wavefunction leads to

ψe(t) = −
i

h̄
e−

i
h̄
Ĥet

∫ t

t0

e
i
h̄
Ĥet ′ V̂int(t

′)e−
i
h̄
Ĥg(t ′−t0)ψg dt

′ . (36)

Reading the equation from the right, the initial ground-state nuclear wavefunction ψg is

propagated in the ground electronic state from time t0 to t
′, at time t ′ it interacts with the

laser pulse and gets promoted to the excited electronic state, before being (back) propagated

to time 0.a This is done for all times between t and t0 yielding what we will call a time-zero

excited-state wavefunction ψz ,

ψz(t) =

∫ t

t0

e
i
h̄
Ĥet ′ V̂inte

− i
h̄
Ĥg(t ′−t0)ψg dt

′ . (37)

The wavefunction ψz is constructed such that, if propagated in the excited state from time

aTo clarify, the propagation does not go from t ′ back to time t0 but to the time zero (t = 0). Nevertheless,
we could backpropagate to an arbitrary time given we would then propagate from this arbitrary time back to

the time t. In the end, the operator acting is e−
i
h̄
Ĥe(t−t ′). For convenience in our derivation, we work with time

0.
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0 to time t, it yields the correct excited-state wavefunction ψe(t),

ψe(t) = −
i

h̄
e−

i
h̄
Ĥetψz . (38)

The wavefunction ψz is generally time-dependent since the upper integration limit depends

on t. However, if time t is a time after the pulse, it becomes a stationary (time-independent)

wavefunction. Therefore, ψz can be viewed as the initial condition already incorporating the

laser pulse that only needs to be propagated in the excited state. However, to obtain a useful

formulation for trajectory-based techniques, we need to articulate this equation in terms of

densities rather than wavefunctions.

The excited-state density ρe(t) = |ψe(t)⟩⟨ψe(t)| can be written in terms of time-zero
excited-state density ρz(t) = |ψz⟩⟨ψz | and the quantum Liouville operator in the excited
state Le,

ρe(t) = |ψe⟩⟨ψe | =
1

h̄2
e−

i
h̄
Ĥet |ψz⟩⟨ψz |e

i
h̄
Ĥet =

1

h̄2
eLetρz(t) . (39)

From now on, we focus only on the dynamics after the laser pulse. Thus, we set the integra-

tion limits in Eq. (37) such that they encompass the whole pulse, making ρz time-independent.

Since the interaction is zero when the laser pulse is over, we can integrate from −∞ to ∞
without any loss of generality for dynamics after the pulse. Eq. (39) is then valid only for

times t after the laser pulse. The time-independent density ρz now takes the form

ρz =

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

−∞
e
i
h̄
Ĥeτ ′ V̂int(τ

′)e−
i
h̄
Ĥgτ ′|ψg⟩⟨ψg|e

i
h̄
Ĥgτ V̂ ∗int(τ)e

− i
h̄
Ĥeτ dτ ′ dτ . (40)

We now consider that the initial ground-state density ρg is an eigenfunction of the time-

independent ground-state Hamiltonian Ĥg.
b Substituting τ = t ′ + s

2
and τ ′ = t ′ − s

2
, we

get

ρz =

∫ ∞

−∞
e
i
h̄
Ĥet ′

[∫ ∞

−∞
e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 V̂int

(
t ′ − s

2

)
e
i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2ρge

i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2 V̂ ∗int

(
t ′ +

s

2

)
e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 ds

]
e−

i
h̄
Ĥet ′ dt ′

(41)

=

∫ ∞

−∞
e
i
h̄
Ĥet ′ρp(t

′)e−
i
h̄
Ĥet ′ dt ′ =

∫ ∞

−∞
e−Let

′
ρp(t

′) dt ′ , (42)

where e−Let
′
is a backward propagator from time t ′ to time 0 and what we denoted as a

promoted density ρp is defined as

ρp(t
′) =

∫ ∞

−∞
e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 V̂int

(
t ′ − s

2

)
e
i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2ρge

i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2 V̂ ∗int

(
t ′ +

s

2

)
e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 ds . (43)

The distinction between ρz and ρp and their interpretation are represented graphically in

Fig. S2.

bThis means that ρg is stationary under Ĥg and that e
− i
h̄
Ĥgt ′ |ψg⟩ = e−

i
h̄
E0g t

′ |ψg⟩.
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Figure S2: Schematic representation of the photoexcitation process and subsequent excited-

state dynamics expressed in terms of the time-zero density ρz and the promoted density

ρp (left), as well as only the promoted density ρp (right). Both pictures lead to the same

excited-state density ρe.

Substituting the definition of interaction potential (Eq. (32)) into Eq. (43), we get

ρp(t
′) =

∫ ∞

−∞
E
(
t ′ +

s

2

)
E
(
t ′ − s

2

)
e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2

[
µ⃗eg · E⃗0

]
e
i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2ρge

i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2

[
µ⃗eg · E⃗0

]
e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 ds ,

(44)

where we consider the electric field as a real function, i.e., E∗(t) = E(t). The task is now

to deal with the operator e−
i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2

[
µ⃗eg · E⃗0

]
e
i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2 . If we consider that the transition dipole

moment is a constant, we can take advantage of the Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff (BCH)

formula (eÂeB̂ = eÂ+B̂+
1
2
[Â,B̂]+···) to its first order, and express the operator as an exponential

of the electronic energy difference

e−
i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2

[
µ⃗eg · E⃗0

]
e
i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2 = µ⃗eg · E⃗0e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 e

i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2
BCH≈ µ⃗eg · E⃗0e−

i
h̄
(Eele −Eelg ) s2 . (45)

While this approach is convenient, we decided here to retain the dependence of the transi-

tion dipole moment on the nuclear coordinates and instead to apply the first-order Baker–
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Campbell–Hausdorff formula twice

e−
i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2

[
µ⃗eg · E⃗0

]
e
i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2 = e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 eln(µ⃗eg ·E⃗0)e

i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2 (46)

BCH≈ e− ih̄ Ĥe s2+ln(µ⃗eg ·E⃗0)e ih̄ Ĥg s2 (47)

BCH≈ e− ih̄ (Ĥe−Ĥg) s2+ln(µ⃗eg ·E⃗0) (48)

= e−
i
h̄
(Eele −Eelg ) s2+ln(µ⃗eg ·E⃗0) = µ⃗eg · E⃗0e−

i
h̄
∆Eeleg

s
2 . (49)

These approximations are in general valid for short times (meaning that the laser pulse should

be of a short duration) and slowly varying µ⃗eg and ∆E
el
eg. The limits of these approximations

will be studied at the end of this Section, with all the other approximations and assumptions

made throughout the derivation. Taking Eq. (49) and inserting it into Eq. (44) leads to

ρp(t
′) = |µ⃗eg · E⃗0|2

∫ ∞

−∞
E(t ′ +

s

2
)E(t ′ − s

2
)e−

i
h̄
∆Eelegs dsρg (50)

= |µ⃗eg · E⃗0|2WE(t ′,∆Eeleg/h̄)ρg , (51)

where we have identified the Wigner representation of the pulse WE as defined in Eq. (7).
Our Eq. (51) for a general form of laser pulses can be also written in terms of the pulse

envelope Wigner transform Wε, as introduced by Mart́ınez-Mesa and Saalfrank,S3 using the
identity defined in Eq. (21), leading to

ρp(t
′) = |µ⃗eg · E⃗0|2Wε(t ′,∆Eeleg/h̄ − γ̇)ρg , (52)

which is designed for laser pulses defined as an envelope times an oscillating phase (see

Eq. (1)).

The time-dependent excited-state density ρe from Eq. (39), combined with Eq. (42) and

Eq. (51), now reads

ρe(t) =
1

h̄2

∫ ∞

−∞
eLe(t−t

′)ρp(t
′) dt ′

=
1

h̄2

∫ ∞

−∞
eLe(t−t

′)
[
|µ⃗eg · E⃗0|2WE(t ′,∆Eeleg/h̄)ρg

]
dt ′ (53)

and provides a clear interpretation of the photoexcitation process. For each time t ′, the
stationary ground-state density is multiplied by the Wigner pulse transform at time t ′ and
by the squared projection of the transition dipole moment on the electric field amplitude

|µ⃗eg · E⃗0|2 – we denote this the promoted density ρp. The density promoted at time t ′ is
then propagated in the excited electronic state from time t ′ until the desired time t. Finally,
integration over all the times t ′ reconstructs the excited-state density at time t.
As stated earlier, Eq. (53) is formally valid only for times t after the pulse duration since

we changed the upper integration limit from t to ∞ in Eq. (37). This modification was
necessary to obtain the Wigner pulse transform WE, which requires integration from −∞ to
∞, in the equations. However, this modification leads to a loss of validity during and before
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the pulse. To clarify this statement, let us examine the behavior of Eq. (53) during the pulse

interaction by splitting the integral into two as

ρe(t) =
1

h̄2

(∫ t

−∞
eLe(t−t

′)ρp(t
′) dt ′ +

∫ ∞

t

eLe(t−t
′)ρp(t

′) dt ′
)
. (54)

The first integral takes the promoted density ρp excited before the current time (t
′ < t)

and propagates it forward in time with eLe(t−t
′). Conversely, the second integral goes over

excitation times larger than the current time (t ′ > t) and, therefore, takes the promoted

density in the future and propagates it backward in time with e−Le |t−t
′| as t− t ′ < 0. In other

words, the first integral accounts for the density that has been promoted to the excited state,

while the second integral takes care of the density that is yet to be promoted to the excited

state. Thus, if our current time t is after the pulse, the second integral is equal to zero and

we can write

ρe(t) =
1

h̄2

∫ t

−∞
eLe(t−t

′)ρp(t
′) dt ′

=
1

h̄2

∫ t

−∞
eLe(t−t

′)
[
|µ⃗eg · E⃗0|2WE(t ′,∆Eeleg/h̄)ρg

]
dt ′ . (55)

If our current time t is during or before the pulse, neglecting the second integral means

that we discard the future excited-state density and only account for the part that has been

already excited. We retain only the first integral in PDA, trying to alleviate the restriction

of Eq. (53) to describe only the density for times after the pulse. The excitation picture

stemming from Eq. (55) is illustrated in Fig. S3, and is easy to convert into an algorithm for

modeling photoexcitation processes in pump-probe excitation, see Section 4.

Figure S3: Illustration of the promoted density approach for photoexcitation and subsequent

dynamics. The promoted density is depicted at four different times (t1 < t2 < t3 < t4) along

with the excited-state density, which consists of propagated promoted densities from earlier

times (see also Fig. S2).

The final approximation to make this scheme applicable to trajectory-based nonadiabatic

dynamics approaches is to take the Wigner representation of the density operators, retaining
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only the lowest order of h̄. The classical excited-state density then reads

ρcle (R,P, t) =
1

h̄2

∫ t

−∞
eL
cl
e (t−t ′)

[
|µ⃗eg(R) · E⃗0|2WE(t ′,∆Eeleg(R)/h̄)ρclg (R,P)

]
dt ′ . (56)

We emphasized the dependence of all the terms on nuclear positions R and momenta P for

clarity. Eq. (56) is the final equation for simulating excited-state dynamics triggered by a

laser pulse. The scheme emanating from Eq. (56) is simple: one only needs to calculate the

promoted density ρp for all times t
′ during the pulse and then propagate this promoted density

in the excited electronic states with the standard techniques of nonadiabatic dynamics, e.g.,

trajectory surface hopping or ab initio multiple spawning. Eq. (56) also provides a simple

recipe to construct the promoted density ρp: take the ground-state density and multiply it by

the Wigner pulse representation and the squared projection of the transition dipole moment

on the electric field amplitude.

Let us finish this Section by summarizing the different assumptions and approximations

made to derive Eq. (56).

1. Eq. (56) was derived within the framework of first-order perturbation theory with all

its assumptions, meaning that this equation cannot be used for two-photon processes,

strong-field regimes, etc.

2. The off-diagonal matrix elements, like the nonadiabatic coupling terms, were considered

to be zero in our starting Hamiltonian. This assumption decouples the photoexcitation

process from the nonadiabatic ones and might not be well justified if the nonadiabatic

couplings are non-negligible in the Franck-Condon region.

3. PDA was initially derived to describe the nuclear density in the excited state after

the laser pulse, yet we attempted to alleviate this approximation in Eq. (55), without

affecting the obtained excited-state density after the pulse. This modification improves

the dynamics during the laser pulse (see Figs. S7 and S10), however, it should be taken

with care.

4. The derivation of Eq. (56) assumes a position-dependent transition dipole moment,

utilizing the Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff formula to first order. To assess the validity

of this assumption, we discuss here the importance of the second-order term. In the

following, we will use the notation µ̃ = µ⃗eg · E⃗0 for simplicity. The second-order Baker–
Campbell–Hausdorff formula reads

e−
i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 µ̃ = e−

i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 eln(µ̃)

BCH≈ e− ih̄ Ĥe s2+ln(µ̃)− is4h̄ [T̂ ,ln(µ̃)] , (57)

where the commutator takes the form

[
T̂ , ln(µ̃)

]
= − i h̄
2m

(
p̂
d ln(µ̃)

dx̂
+
d ln(µ̃)

dx̂
p̂

)
=
h̄2

2m

[(
µ̃′

µ̃

)2
− µ̃

′′

µ̃
− 2 µ̃

′

µ̃

d

dx

]
. (58)
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Hence, the first correction to the transition dipole moment will be small if (i) the

derivatives of the transition dipole moment vary slowly compared to its value and (ii)

the laser pulses are short as we integrate the term over the pulse duration. The ap-

proximation might not be justified for long laser pulses and quickly varying transition

dipole moments.

5. We have also used a short-time approximation by using the first-order Baker–Campbell–

Hausdorff formula for the propagator e−
i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 e

i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2 . This approximation can again be

relaxed by considering the second-order term

e−
i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 e

i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2
BCH≈ e− ih̄∆Eeleg s2− 1

8h̄2
[T̂ ,∆Eeleg]s2 , (59)

where the commutator can be written as

[
T̂ ,∆Eeleg

]
= − i h̄
2m

(
p̂
d∆Eeleg
dx̂

+
d∆Eeleg
dx̂

p̂

)
= − h̄

2

2m

(
d2∆Eeleg
dx2

+ 2
d∆Eeleg
dx

d

dx

)
. (60)

Combining these two expressions together results in

e−
i
h̄
Ĥe
s
2 e

i
h̄
Ĥg
s
2
BCH≈ e−

i
h̄
∆Eeleg

s
2
+ 1
16m

(
d2∆Eeleg

dx2
+2

d∆Eeleg
dx

d
dx

)
s2

. (61)

As stressed in point 4 above, this analysis means that Eq. (56) might not be justified

for long laser pulses and significant nuclear gradient differences.

Let us try to establish a range of validity to neglect the second-order contribution. If one

retains only the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (60) (as the derivative makes

the exponential difficult to evaluate), the pulse duration should follow the following

condition:
1

8m

d2∆Eeleg
dx2

τ2 < 1 . (62)

Note that the factor 8 instead of 16 appears because we have the exponential twice in

the derivation. Considering the photoexcitation of NaI from its ground-state minimum,

we obtain τ < 45 fs.

6. The transition to classical nuclear densities assumed the truncation of the terms with

a higher order in h̄ in the exact Wigner representation of the quantum operators. The

approach is then not suitable for situations where strong quantum effects play a role

(which is compatible in any case with the use of most trajectory-based approaches to

nonadiabatic dynamics). As such, we expect PDA to be valid for molecular cases where

the nuclear ensemble method is capable of adequately describing absorption spectra.
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4 Algorithm to use the promoted density approach for sin-

gle and multiple excited states

In the main text, we have proposed a practical implementation of Eq. (56), coined pro-

moted density approach (PDA). We provide here its algorithmic description (Algorithm 1).

The algorithm randomly selects the (nuclear) position-momentum pairs {Ri , Pi} from the
(approximate) ground-state density, randomly selects an excitation time t ′, and calculates
a probability p based on Eq. (56). At that stage, negative probabilities must be handled

if they occur. The probability p is then compared to a random number generated from a

uniform distribution in the range 0 to pmax, where pmax is the maximum probability that can

be determined from the available position-momentum pairs and excitation times.

Algorithm 1: The PDA algorithm used to sample the promoted density ρclp (R,P, t
′).

The input consists of the ground-state nuclear position-momentum pairs {Ri , Pi}
with their corresponding excitation energies ∆Ei = ∆E

el
eg(Ri) and transition dipole

moments µ⃗i = µ⃗eg(Ri).

estimate maximum probability pmax
j = 1

while j ≤ Np do
randomly select i ∈ {1, . . . , Ng}
randomly select t ′

calculate probability p = |µ⃗i · E⃗0|2WE(t ′,∆Ei)
if p < 0 then
handle negative probabilities (see Section 6.4)

end

randomly select R ∈ [0, pmax]
if R ≤ p then
accept {Ri , Pi , t ′} as an initial condition j
j = j + 1

end

end

The algorithm above can be easily extended for multiple excited states. Considering more

excited states in the derivation proposed in Section 3 means that first-order perturbation the-

ory would provide us with the same uncoupled formula (Eq. (36)) for each excited electronic

state. Thus, we would end up with an Eq. (56) for each electronic state considered. Hence,

extending PDA to multiple electronic states requires only one additional step: randomly se-

lecting the excited state s from a set of Ns excited states, see Algorithm 2. Note that in

such a case, the initial conditions generated by PDA contain additional information about the

excited state in which the nonadiabatic dynamics should be initiated, i.e., {Rj , Pj , t ′j , sj}.
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Algorithm 2: The PDA algorithm used to sample the promoted densities

ρcl,sp (R,P, t
′) considering multiple excited electronic states denoted by the index s.

The input consists of the ground-state nuclear position-momentum pairs {Ri , Pi}
with their corresponding excitation energies ∆Esi = ∆E

el
sg(Ri) and transition dipole

moments µ⃗si = µ⃗sg(Ri) from the ground state g to one of the Ns excited electronic

states considered.
estimate maximum probability pmax
j = 1

while j ≤ Np do
randomly select i ∈ {1, . . . , Ng}
randomly select s ∈ {1, . . . , Ns}
randomly select t ′

calculate probability p = |µ⃗si · E⃗0|2WE(t ′,∆Esi )
if p < 0 then
handle negative probabilities (see Section. 6.4)

end

randomly select R ∈ [0, pmax]
if R ≤ p then
accept {Ri , Pi , t ′, s} as an initial condition j
j = j + 1

end

end
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5 Computational details

5.1 NaI – sodium iodide

The reference (numerically-exact) quantum dynamics simulations were performed with the

split-operator technique in the diabatic basis using a time step of 0.25 a.u. and on a grid

with 8192 points between 3.7 and 75 a.u. The convergence of the results with respect to the

grid and the time step was thoroughly tested. The NaI diabatic Hamiltonian was reproduced

from Ref. S3 (originally coming from Ref. S7) and is defined as

Hd = T̂12 +

(
VX VXA + Vint(t)

VXA + Vint(t) VA

)
, (63)

where T̂ is the kinetic energy operator, VX and VA are the diabatic potential energy curves for

the ionic state X(1Σ+) and covalent state A(0+) respectively, VXA is the diabatic coupling,

and Vint is the interaction term defined as

Vint(t) = −µ⃗XA · E⃗0E(t) = −µXAE0E(t) , (64)

where µXA and E0 are magnitudes of their respective vectors. The diabatic potential energy

curves and the diabatic coupling are expressed in the following form:

VX(R) =

[
A2 +

(
B2
R

)8]
exp

(
−R
ρ

)
− e

2

R
− e

2 (λ+ + λ−)

2R4
− C2
R6
− 2e

2λ+λ−

R7
+ ∆E0 ,

(65)

VA(R) = A1 exp [−β1(R − R0)] , (66)

VXA(R) = A12 exp
[
−β12(R − Rx)2

]
, (67)

with all parameters summarized in Tab. S1. A visual representation of the Hamiltonian is

provided in Fig. S4.

The electric field intensity E0 was set to 0.001 a.u. to remain within the weak-field regime,

resulting in a maximum of 0.05% population transfer for the longest pulse. The scalar electric

field E(t) is defined in Eq. (11) in the main text. The precise pulse frequencies used in the

work are ω0 = 0.15250790, 0.14294844, and 0.13520905 a.u.

The bare diabatic Hamiltonian, that is, without the Vint(t) term, was transformed into the

adiabatic representation for the FSSH dynamics through the following transformation matrix

U =

(
cos θ sin θ

− sin θ cos θ

)
, (68)

where θ is the mixing angle defined as

θ =
1

2
arctan

2VXA
VXX − VAA

. (69)
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Figure S4: A visual representation of the terms used to build the NaI diabatic Hamiltonian

defined in Eq. (63).

Table S1: Parameters defining the NaI diabatic Hamiltonian, reproduced from Ref. S3

(the original diabatic parameters come from Ref. S7). The mass m was taken as the

reduced mass of NaI.

parameter value

A2 2760 eV

B2 2.398 eV1/8 Å

C2 11.3 eV Å6

λ+ 0.408 Å3

λ− 6.431 Å3

ρ 0.3489 Å

∆E0 2.075 eV

e2 14.3996 eV Å

A1 0.813 eV

β1 4.08 Å−1

R0 2.67 Å

A12 0.055 eV

β12 0.6931 Å−2

Rx 6.93 Å

µXA 0.1 a.u.

m 35480.251398 a.u.
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The adiabatic potential energy curves then read

Eel1,2 =
VXX + VAA
2

± 1
2

√
(VAA − VXX)2 + 4V 2XA (70)

and the nonadiabatic coupling vector is defined as

d12 = ⟨φad1 |
d

dR
φad2 ⟩ = −

dθ

dR
. (71)

The FSSH simulations were performed with an energy-decoherence parameter 0.1 a.u.S8

and a time step of 2.5 a.u. using the molecular dynamics code ABIN.S9 We note that the

previous study of NaI by Mart́ınez-Mesa and SaalfrankS3 reported only a minor effect of the

decoherence parameter on the predissociation dynamics. 10’000 position-momentum pairs

were sampled from the ground-state Wigner distribution (the harmonic approximation was

not invoked) and propagated with the FSSH method. We stress again here that the FSSH

simulations do not include the explicit interaction with a laser pulse.

5.2 Protonated formaldimine

To simulate the photodynamics of protonated formaldimine, we reused 500 FSSH trajectories

from our previous work on this molecule.S10 These 145fs-long trajectories employed a time

step of 0.24 fs and an energy-decoherence correction with the decoherence parameter 0.1

a.u.S8 The electronic structure was described by the FOMO-CASCI method,S11 considering

12 electrons in 8 orbital and a 6-31G* basis set. The Gaussian broadening parameter was

set to 0.2 a.u. More details about the methodology are available in the original Ref. S10.

5.3 Calculation of observables

Calculating observables with PDA is a slightly more complex task than when the vertical

sudden excitation is invoked. While all the (FSSH) trajectories are initiated in an excited

state at the very same time within the sudden vertical excitation, the number of trajectories

in the excited state increases gradually within PDA. This observation leads to an important

question: how should one evaluate an observable before and during the pulse when not all

the trajectories have yet been promoted?

We propose in this work to consider that each trajectory starts at time −∞ and remains
’fixed’ (or frozen) at their ground-state geometry until the excitation time t ′ is reached and
the trajectory gets promoted to the excited state, initiating its evolution. This strategy is

based on the Eq. (56), where the system is initially described by its stationary ground-state

density ρg before chunks of it get promoted to the excited state. We shall illustrate this

approach for the specific case of electronic-state populations. We consider the molecule in

its ground state (g) until time t ′ when it gets promoted to the excited state. From that
time, the population is governed by the nonadiabatic dynamics (starting in the excited state),

in other words, by the standard population pnonadi evaluated during typical FSSH or AIMS
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simulations. Hence, the time-dependent electronic state populations take the form:

pi(t) =

{
g t < t ′

pnonadi (t) t > t ′ .
(72)

Conversely, evaluating observables in a specific electronic state (s) is simply based on

trajectories active in that state at any given moment, i.e.,

Os(t) =
∑Ns(t)
i=1 Osi (t)
Ns(t)

, (73)

where Os is the desired observable in the electronic state s, Ns(t) is the time-dependent
number of trajectories propagated in the state s, and Osi is the observable evaluated for the
trajectories i . The sum is taken over all trajectories propagating in the given state s at time

t.

5.3.1 Population transfer in QD and PDA

While the comparison of ⟨R⟩S1 and ⟨∆R⟩S1 between QD and FSSH+PDA(W) can be done
directly from the simulation data due to the presence of a normalization in the formula for an

expectation value, the comparison of electronic populations shown in this Supporting Infor-

mation requires a normalization of the QD populations. As we mentioned at the beginning

of this Section, the field intensity E0 was set to trigger a maximum of 0.05% population

transfer to the excited electronic state, ensuring that our simulations are in the weak-field

limit. Contrarily, PDA considers only the promoted part of the density (0.05%) and ignores

the part remaining in the ground state. Thus, the QD electronic state populations must be

normalized such that they reflect only the excited part of the density. In practice, we have

taken the maximum of the QD excited-state population (0.05%) and rescaled it to 1. Note

that this rescaling strategy was only possible as the depopulation of the excited electronic

state due to nonadiabatic transitions happens long after the pulse.
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6 Extended tests of PDA and PDAW

In this Section, we present a series of extended tests of PDA and PDAW (as mentioned above

and in the main article) based on the photodynamics of NaI.

6.1 Comparing PDA, PDAW, and standard windowing

Figure S5: Supplement to Fig. 3 from the main article, including a comparison of FSSH simu-

lations using PDAW. The results highlight the improved performance of the windowing strat-

egy (PDAW) with respect to the most commonly used windowing approach. FSSH+PDAW

matches the results of FSSH+PDA. (A) Expectation values of the NaI bond length in S1 for

three different laser pulse frequencies, comparing quantum dynamics with an explicit 20-fs

laser pulse (solid lines) and PDA combined with FSSH nonadiabatic dynamics (dashed lines).

The shaded area represents ⟨∆R⟩S1 of the nuclear wavepacket (QD) or trajectories (FSSH).
(B) Same as in panel A but for FSSH combined with PDAW (dashed lines). (C) Same as in

panel A but for FSSH using a simple windowing approach combined with a time convolution

(dashed lines). (D) The width of the excited-state nuclear wavepacket ⟨∆R⟩S1 corresponding
to simulations in panel A (similar correspondence for panel E and panel F).
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6.2 Excitation with a chirped pulse: PDA vs. PDAW

Figure S6: Photodynamics of NaI following excitation with a 100-fs Gaussian pulse with

ω0 = 0.14294844 a.u. and a linear chirp parameter β = 2 × 10−6 a.u. (A) The Wigner
pulse representation of the chirped Gaussian pulse plotted with the absorption spectrum,

pulse intensity, and spectral intensity. (B) Adiabatic electronic state populations, expectation

values of the NaI bond length in S1, and its standard deviation ⟨∆R⟩S1 for PDA combined with
FSSH nonadiabatic dynamics (dashed lines), compared to the reference QD with an explicit

laser pulse (solid lines). (C) Same as in panel B but for PDAW. FSSH+PDA is in excellent

agreement with the QD results and outperforms FSSH+PDAW. Although not quantitative,

FSSH+PDAW can still capture the pulse effects qualitatively, demonstrating a weak effect

of the chirp.
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6.3 Long laser pulses with PDA

As discussed in Section 3, one of the approximations behind PDA assumes a short duration

of the laser pulse. Based on the second-order Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff (BCH) formula,

we have estimated (in the specific case of the photodynamics of NaI) that the pulse duration

should be shorter than 45 fs for this approximation to be valid. So far, we have applied only

pulses with a maximum value of τ = 20 fs, well below this estimated limit. Hence, we present

here additional simulations with 100-fs and 500-fs laser pulses to explore the boundaries of

the BCH approximation. The results presented in Fig. S7 reveal that the effect of the 100-fs

laser pulse is still perfectly captured by PDA. For the 500-fs pulse, we observe a sizeable

deviation from the QD result. However, we would rather attribute this deviation to quantum

interferences within the excited nuclear wavepacket caused by the long laser pulse, since the

period of oscillation in the excited state is similar to the pulse duration. Still, FSSH+PDA

manages to depict the adiabatic nuclear dynamics qualitatively, while the time evolution of the

adiabatic populations and the nuclear wavepacket width are better captured. These results

indicate that PDA is more robust with respect to the laser pulse duration than one would

expect from our estimated limit.

Figure S7: Photoexcitation of NaI triggered by a Gaussian laser pulse with a frequency

ω0 = 0.13520905 a.u. and three different FWHM parameter τ , comparing QD to FSSH

combined with PDA. (A) Adiabatic electronic state populations, expectation values of the

NaI bond length in S1, and its standard deviation ⟨∆R⟩S1 for a 20-fs laser pulse. PDA
combined with FSSH nonadiabatic dynamics (dashed lines) is compared to the reference QD

with an explicit pulse (solid lines). (B) Same as in panel A but for a 100-fs laser pulse. (C)

Same as in panel A but for a 500-fs laser pulse.
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6.4 Lorentzian envelope: negative Wigner probabilities and dynamics

during the pulse

The use of a Gaussian laser pulse in the main text and previous Sections is an ideal case

for PDA, since the Wigner representation of Gaussian pulses is strictly positive. However,

we show in the following that PDA can also be combined with other pulse envelopes once

a suitable strategy for dealing with negative probabilities stemming from WE is introduced.
Although WE should not be seen as a probability function, the PDA scheme considers WE
to be a probability, leading to issues when negative values appear (for non-Gaussian laser

pulses). First, let us define the Lorentzian envelope,

ε(t) =

[
1 +

4

1 +
√
2

(
t

τ

)2]−1
, (74)

where τ is the FWHM parameter for the intensity I(t) ≈ ε2(t). The Wigner pulse represen-
tation of the Lorentzian envelope is shown in Fig. S8, highlighting its negative regions. The

Gaussian envelope is also provided for comparison. Notice that the negative values emerge at

the ’outskirts’ ofWE, with small magnitudes in comparison to the maximum of the function.
As such, the negative regions appear as a minor contribution toWE and it could be tempting
to neglect them.

Based on this analysis, we propose two schemes for creating a modified Wigner pulse

representation W̃E that can handle the negative values of WE. First, one can consider the
absolute value of WE, i.e., W̃E = |WE|. In this case, the negative regions contribute to WE
with small positive values, and the ground-state density can also be promoted to the excited

state in these regions of t and ω. The second strategy consists of ignoring the negative

values completely, i.e., substituting the negative values with zeros:

W̃E =
{
0 if WE(t, ω) < 0
WE(t, ω) elsewhere

(75)

One could also consider PDAW as a strategy to handle negative values, since I(t) and S(ω)

are both positive functions. We tested all the aforementioned strategies on the photoexcita-

tion of NaI triggered by a Lorentzian pulse with ω0 = 0.13520905 a.u. and τ = 20 fs, see

Fig. S9. The results in Fig. S9 clearly demonstrate the ability of all these strategies to handle

negative probabilities and capture the laser pulse effects at an almost quantitative level. The

deviation from QD, observed for the populations and ⟨R⟩S1, are nearly negligible. The only
significant difference can be seen for the nuclear wavepacket width ⟨∆R⟩S1, but it is still
minor when compared to simulations using the sudden vertical excitation. Thus, all strate-

gies to deal with negative values in the Wigner pulse representation appear to work for this

test system, and we would favor neglecting the negative values based on the slightly better

agreement in the nuclear wavepacket width between FSSH+PDA and the QD reference.
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Figure S8: The Wigner representation of a Gaussian and a Lorentzian laser pulse. Blue depicts

positive values of the corresponding function, while red highlights its negative parts. The top

panels show WE using a linear scale, demonstrating the small contribution of negative values
to the overall WE. The bottom panels show WE in a logarithmic scale, which emphasizes
the structure of negative regions (barely visible using a linear standard scale).
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Figure S9: Photoexcitation of NaI with a Lorentzian laser pulse using a frequency ω0 =

0.13520905 a.u. and a FWHM parameter τ = 20 fs. The results of QD with an explicit

laser pulse are compared to those of FSSH with either PDA or PDAW. (A) Comparing QD

(solid lines) with FSSH combined with PDA (dashed lines), taking the absolute value of WE.
The adiabatic populations, expectation values of the NaI bond length in S1, and its standard

deviation ⟨∆R⟩S1 are reported. (B) Same as in panel A, but this time simply ignoring the
negative values of WE, i.e., setting them to 0. (C) Same as in panel A, but using PDAW
instead of PDA.

S-27



Figure S10: Zoom of the data reported in Fig. S9 in the time window around the laser pulse

(from -150 fs to 150 fs). The data demonstrate the ability of PDA to account for the nuclear

dynamics also during the laser pulse (missed, as expected, by PDAW).
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7 Python implementation of PDA and PDAW

Both PDA and PDAW were implemented in a user-friendly Python code called promdens,S12

available to the public on GitHub or as a Python package via PyPI. The code generates the

initial conditions (PDA) or weights and convolution parameters (PDAW) that can be used

to run and process trajectory-based simulations from any nonadiabatic dynamics code. In

this Section, we provide a brief set of guidelines on how to use this code, and we direct the

interested reader to the GitHub repository for more details and the manual.

7.1 Installation

The code is published on PyPI and can be installed with pip

$ pip install promdens

After installation, the code is available as a script via the promdens command. To print

help, run:

$ promdens --help

The minimum supported Python version is 3.7. The code depends on numpy and matplotlib

libraries that are automatically installed by pip.

7.2 Usage

The code requires information about the method (PDA or PDAW), the number of excited

states, the number of initials conditions to be generated, and the characteristics of the laser

pulse, such as the envelope type (Gaussian, Lorentzian, sech, etc.), the pulse frequency, the

linear chirp parameter, and the full width at half maximum parameter. The code can be

launched from a terminal with a series of flags as follows

$ promdens --method pda --energy˙unit a.u. --tdm˙unit debye --nstates 2 ←↩
--fwhm 3 --omega 0.355 --npsamples 10 --envelope˙type gauss ←↩
input˙file.dat

The input file should contain information about the excitation energies and magnitudes of

the transition dipole moments for each pair of sampled nuclear positions and momenta (label

by an index number).c In the following, we provide an example of the input file for the first

two excited states of protonated formaldimine:

#index dE12 (a.u.) —mu˙12— (Debye) dE13 (a.u.) —mu˙13— (Debye)

1 0.32479719 0.1251 0.40293672 1.351

2 0.32070472 0.2434 0.40915241 1.289

3 0.34574925 0.7532 0.38595754 1.209

4 0.33093699 0.1574 0.36679075 1.403

cIf the user would like to consider the pulse polarization E⃗0 as well, the quantity |µ⃗eg · E⃗0| should then be
provided.
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5 0.31860215 0.1414 0.36973886 1.377

6 0.31057768 0.0963 0.40031651 1.390

7 0.33431888 0.1511 0.40055704 1.358

8 0.31621589 0.0741 0.36644659 1.425

9 0.32905912 0.5865 0.36662982 1.277

10 0.31505412 0.2268 0.35529522 1.411

Using this input file and running the command line above, the user receives the following

output file called pda.dat containing information about excitation times and initial excited

states:

# Sampling: number of ICs = 10, number of unique ICs = 5

# Field parameters: omega = 3.55000e-01 a.u., linear˙chirp = 0.00000e+00←↩
a.u., fwhm = 3.000 fs, t0 = 0.000 fs, envelope type = ’gauss’

# index exc. time (a.u.) el. state dE (a.u.) —tdm— (a.u.)

3 15.09731061 1 0.34574925 0.29635106

3 25.94554064 1 0.34574925 0.29635106

3 61.98106992 1 0.34574925 0.29635106

4 7.38522206 2 0.36679075 0.55201877

8 -14.27561557 2 0.36644659 0.56067480

9 155.72500917 2 0.36662982 0.50244331

9 -44.31379959 2 0.36662982 0.50244331

10 94.19109952 2 0.35529522 0.55516642

10 -9.13220842 2 0.35529522 0.55516642

10 31.75086044 2 0.35529522 0.55516642

Inspecting this output file shows that the code generated 10 initial conditions accounting

for the effect of the laser pulse, yet only 5 unique ground-state samples (pairs of nuclear

positions and momenta) were used: indexes 3, 9, and 10 were selected more than once. The

initial conditions are also spread over both excited states. The user should then run only 5

nonadiabatic simulations: initiating the nuclear position-momentum pair with index 3 in the

first excited state and the nuclear position-momentum pairs with indexes 4, 8, 9, and 10 in

the second excited state.

If the same command were to be used with PDAW instead of PDA ( --method pdaw ),

the output file would look as follows

# Convolution: I(t) = exp(-4*ln(2)*(t-t0)ˆ2/fwhmˆ2)

# Parameters: fwhm = 3.000 fs, t0 = 0.000 fs

# index weight S1 weight S2

1 1.78475e-05 9.66345e-07

2 1.56842e-05 2.59858e-08

3 6.31027e-02 1.29205e-03

4 1.79107e-04 1.62817e-01

5 2.31817e-06 1.01665e-01

6 2.96548e-08 3.90152e-06

7 3.81650e-04 3.33694e-06
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8 2.36147e-07 1.75628e-01

9 1.47188e-03 1.37747e-01

10 1.33347e-06 3.55670e-01

The code provides the pulse intensity and weights necessary for the convolution described in

Eq. (15) in the main text. Note that the intensity should be normalized before being used

in the convolution. If only a restricted number of trajectories can be calculated, the user

should choose the indexes and initial excited states corresponding to the largest weights in

the file. For example, if one could run only 10 trajectories for the protonated formaldimine,

we would run the nuclear position-momentum pairs with indexes 3, 4, 7, and 9 starting in S1
and indexes 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, and 10 starting in S2.

If the user selects the option --plot , the code will produce a series of plots analyzing

the provided data and calculated results, e.g. the absorption spectrum calculated with the

nuclear ensemble approach, the pulse spectrum, or the Wigner pulse transform.

More information about the code is available in the manual on the GitHub repository (the

code is also thoroughly commented).
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