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Nonadiabatic quantum-classical mapping approaches have significantly gained in popularity in the past sev-
eral decades because they have acceptable accuracy while remaining numerically tractable even for large
system sizes. In the recent few years, several novel mapping approaches have been developed that display
higher accuracy than the traditional Ehrenfest method, linearized semiclassical initial value representation
(LSC-IVR), and Poisson bracket mapping equation (PBME) approaches. While various benchmarks have
already demonstrated the advantages and limitations of those methods, rigorous theoretical justifications of
their short-time accuracy are still demanded. In this article, we systematically examine the intra-electron cor-
relation, as a statistical measure of electronic phase space, which has been first formally proposed for mapping
approaches in the context of the generalized discrete truncated Wigner approximation (GDTWA) and which
is a key ingredient for the improvement of short-time accuracy of such mapping approaches. We rigorously
establish the connection between short-time accuracy and intra-electron correlation for various widely used
models. We find that LSC-IVR, PBME, and Ehrenfest methods fail to correctly reproduce the intra-electron
correlation. While some of the traceless Meyer—Miller—Stock—Thoss (MMST) approaches, partially linearized
density matrix (PLDM) approach, and spin partially linearized density matrix (Spin-PLDM) approach are
able to sample the intra-electron correlation correctly, the spin linearized semiclassical (Spin-LSC) approach
and the other traceless MMST approaches sample the intra-correlation faithfully only for two-level systems.
Our theoretical analysis provides insights into the short-time accuracy of semiclassical methods and presents

mathematical justifications for previous numerical benchmarks.

PACS numbers: Valid PACS appear here

I. INTRODUCTION

Mapping approaches (linearized phase space meth-
ods) are powerful tools for the simulation of nonadia-
batic processes in large scale condensed phase systems
because of their balance between manageable resource
requirements and reliable accuracy'*'. In such ap-
proaches, the quantum dynamics is approximated as clas-
sical dynamics of the phase space. The phase space
for the nuclear degrees of freedom are naturally chosen
as ordinary Wigner distributions, while different map-
ping approaches have different electronic phase space
choices, such as the phase space of Meyer—Miller—Stock—
Thoss (MMST) mapping harmonic oscillators'? 1%:19732,
continuous®* % or discrete®%*? spin phase space, phase
space of angle-action variables'®1%3% constrained phase
space!0718:39:40.43 “ote - The classical dynamics makes
the necessary computing resources scale only linear with
the system size. As a comparison, the required re-
sources of the numerical converged methods increase
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exponentially** %, One major drawback of the map-

ping approaches, however, is that they cannot capture
the nuclear quantum coherence correctly. Nevertheless,
this limitation usually does not harm the achieved ac-
curacy too much for the condensed phase systems®.
In the recent few years, various advanced mapping
approaches!315:17:20,21,27,35-38,4248-50  have heen pro-
posed. Compared to the traditional Ehrenfest®!, Poisson
bracket mapping equation®*?°? (PBME), and linearized
semiclassical initial value representation®’ (LSC-IVR),
these methods provide a significant improvement in accu-
racy but without seriously increasing the additional com-
putation efforts. The reason is that these methods choose
more suitable electronic phase spaces as compared to the
traditional methods. Despite these advances, a rigorous
connection between electronic phase space property and
short-time accuracy of mapping approaches is still miss-
ing.

In this work, such connection is established with the
help of intra-electron correlation®*%°%. Intra-electron
correlation is a measure of the statistical feature of the
electronic phase space that has first been formally pro-
posed in the context of the generalized discrete trun-
cated Wigner approximation (GDTWA). In the origi-
nal GDTWA paper®, the correct intra-electron correla-
tion sampling states that the statistical average of the
quadratic electronic (spin) phase space variables should
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be identical to the quantum expectation values of the
symmetrized product of the corresponding electronic op-
erators. A similar idea®® was also developed by Golosov
and Reichman for two-level spin—boson models. We re-
mind the readers that intra-electron correlation is dis-
tinguished from the static and dynamical correlation in
quantum electronic structure, or the correlation between
nuclei and electron®?.  We generalize the concept of
intra-electron correlation to both fully linearized map-
ping approaches and partially linearized mapping ap-
proaches. We prove that the correct intra-electron cor-
relation can improve the short-time accuracy in vari-
ous chemical motivated models. We also examine the
intra-electron correlations for several popular mapping
approaches. For each approach, we give either a proof
that it correctly samples the intra-electron correlation or
provide an explicit violation example. The mapping ap-
proaches considered in this article are Ehrenfest®, LSC-
IVR??, PBME?*2%52  four different tracelss MMST?%2!
(also named as modified LSC (mLSC)), spin linearized
semiclassical method (Spin-LSC) with both full sampling
and focus sampling®”3®, partially linearized density ma-
trix method?>?% (PLDM), and spin partially linearized
denstiy matrix method®>*® (Spin-PLDM) with both full
sampling and focus sampling. Our theoretical analysis
provides a measure for the short-time accuracy of map-
ping approaches.

This work is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we pro-
pose the general expression for the electronic expecta-
tion value, and we establish the rigorous connection be-
tween intra-electron correlation and short-time accuracy
for the methods considered in this article. In Sec. III, we
examine the intra-electron correlation for several popu-
lar mapping approaches. We either give a proof or an
explicit violation example for each of the methods. In
Sec. IV, we further analyze the short-time accuracy for
chemical motivated models. We also use the analysis to
explain the accuracy of previous numerical benchmarks
including Tully models, spin-boson models, and cavity-
modified molecular dynamics. In Sec. V, we summarize
the results. The proof that traceless MMST and Spin-
LSC capture the intra-electron correlation correctly for
two-level systems is listed in the Appendix A. The ex-
plicit time derivatives expressions are listed in the Ap-
pendix B.

Il. THEORY

This section contains four subsections. In the first sub-
section, we briefly review the general framework of map-
ping approaches. The force expression and evaluation of
observables of fully linearized methods and partially lin-
earized methods are introduced in the second and third
subsection, respectively. In the last subsection, we re-
write the methods in a unified expression, then establish
the rigorous connection between intra-electron correla-
tion and short-time accuracy.

A. General framework of mapping approaches

Consider a non-adiabatic Hamiltonian in the diabatic
representation of nuclei in one spatial dimension coupled
to S electronic states,

N2

i - ;’—m FU(R)+V(2), (1)
. s
V(z)= %: k) Vi (2)(1], (2)

where m is the mass of the particle, and & and p are the
nuclear position and momentum operators, respectively.
For convenience, we prepare the initial product states in
the form p(0) = puuc(0) ® pe1(0) and per(0) = |r) (r|. For
the explicit examples that demonstrate a wrong intra-
electron correlation sampling, we set r = 1. 'We point
out that the methods considered in this article, some of
which have correct intra-electron correlation for initial
diagonal states, also have correct intra-electron corre-
lation for non-diagonal states, and even arbitrary elec-
tronic operators. In comparison, GDTWA can have cor-
rect intra-electron correlation for diagonal states, while
correct intra-electron correlation for non-diagonal initial
states cannot be guaranteed.

The mapping approaches considered in this article be-
long to two classes, fully linearized and partially lin-
earized methods. Both methods suppose that the quan-
tum dynamics can be approximated as the classical dy-
namics in the classical phase space.

The treatment of the nuclear degrees of freedom is
rather straightforward. The initial nuclei phase space
distribution is selected as the Wigner function of the nu-
clear density matrix (up to a prefactor)b*%,

(e (0w (0. p0)

(Pnuc(o))w(woapo):fdn<w—glpnuc(o)|x+g)eipz.)
3

The generalization to multidimensional systems is
straightforward by replacing x, p,n by the corresponding
vectors and the pre-factor (27)7! by (27)~%, where d is
the dimension of the system. Specifically, for any scalar
function g, the Wigner transformation gives

Wnuc('r()ap()) =

g(z) = (9(2))w(x,p),
g(p) = (9(p))w(x,p),

poe) = (PHDLIDD ),
Py = (P9@) 9@ + 290Dy
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Consider an arbitrary nuclei observable Onuc. The sta-
tistical average of its Wigner function Oy nue(Zo,po) =

(Onue)w (0, po) over the Wigner distribution is exactly



identical to its quantum expectation value (Onuc)
(Onuc) = Tr{p(0)Onuc },
= % f dzodpo(pruc(0))w (20,0 ) (Onuc)w (20, o)
= f dzodpoWhue (20, 0) Ow muc(T0, Po) » (5)

where Tr{}, represents the trace over all quantum DoFs.
In this article, we use operator with subscript “nuc” to
represent the nuclear observables. Further below, we will
denote traceless electronic observables as O, and arbi-
trary electronic observables as B and C.

Unlike the nuclei DoF, the electronic subsystem is dis-
crete. A more severe problem is that the electronic DoF
does not have an immediate expression in position and
momentum operators. Various different mapping ap-
proaches are developed to resolve this problem. The ba-
sic idea of those methods are similar, i.e., to find the
proper phase space to describe the electronic subsystem.
Successful attempts include the SU(S) Schwinger bo-
son (MMST harmonic oscillator) phase space!? 1219732,
Stratonovich-Weyl (SW) spin phase space®® %5 Woot-
ters’ spin discrete phase space®*%°% action-angle phase
space'®19 etc. In this article, we mainly focus on SU(.S)
Schwinger boson (harmonic oscillator) phase space and
Stratonovich—Weyl spin phase space. We denote the col-
lection of electronic phase space variables by I'. For all
the methods considered in this article, the equations of
motions (EOMs) of nuclear classical phase space vari-
ables are

jjt = pt/m ) (6)

P = =0, U(xy) + F(Ty,2¢)
where F(T'y,2;), as a I'y,z4-dependent function, is the
electron back-action force to the nuclei, and it can be
expressed as

F(Ty,20) = - Tr{ 8‘2(”) F(I‘t)} , (7)

where, depending on the situation, Tr{} represents the
trace over the electronic DoFs or the usual matrix trace.
The EOMs of F/(T';) have a unified expression,

d . P
EF(B) =i[F(Ty),V(z)], (®)

The explicit form of F' (T}), and the way to evaluate ob-
servables will be given in the following two subsections.

B. Fully linearized methods

For the fully linearized methods considered
in this article, the electronic phase space vari-
ables are the positions and momenta of S

fictitious particles?’ 233738 T, = (X, P) =

(X1(t), Xa(t), -, Xs(t), Pr(t), Pa(t), -, Ps(t)). In
these methods, the treatment of the electronic DoFs is
similar in spirit to the truncated Wigner approximation
(TWA) for pure nuclei DoFs?. The initial electronic
phase space distribution, W (T), is generated accord-
ing to pe(0), then the phase space variables are sampled
according to the initial phase space distribution and
propagated. The expectation of any traceless electronic
observable O is evaluated as the statistical average of
the corresponding phase space expression over the phase
space trajectories (O(t)),,. For convenience, we define

the matrix K (X, P,)

(Xm(t) + ZPm(t))(Xn(t) B ZPn(t))

Kmn(Xt;Pt): )

- (9)

Then, the explicit forms of F(T';), and the EOMs of T;
are

Fy(Ty) = K(X¢, P) (10)

(1) = 3 Lo 2 Lm0

an((Et) + Vnm(xt)
2

Pp(t)=-3 Xn(t)

The corresponding phase space expression of O is given
by the replacement

O - Tr{OK(X,P)}, (13)

and the time dependent expectation value (O(t)) is ap-
proximated as

(O(1)) » {(O(1)),

= f dzodpodl'oWaue (20, po) Wer(To) Tr{ OK (X, P,) } .
(14)

Different fully linearized methods choose different initial
electronic phase space distributions We(T'g). The ex-
plicit expression of W (T'g) for each method will be listed
in the corresponding section.

C. Partially linearized methods

In the partially linearized methods, the initial elec-
tronic phase space sampling is achieved by inserting the
“closure relation” of either coherent state?>?% (Eq. (70)
for PLDM) or spin coherent state®”% (Eq. (55,61)
for Spin-PLDM) between p.(0) and forward/backward
propagator e *H! /et Therefore, two sets of electronic
phase space variables T’ = (X, P, X', P') are required. We



suppose that (X, P;) is used to represent the forward
propagator and (X[, P/) is used to represent the back-
ward propagator. The forward and backward propagator
in each single phase space trajectory are approximated as
W (Xo, Py, t) and WT(X{, P},t), and they satisfy the fol-
lowing initial conditions and EOMs,

. . I
W(X07P070):K(X07P0)_%7

%W(X07P07t) :_iv(xt)W(Xf)uPOut)? (15)

and analogously for WT(X(’J,Pé,t) by taking the hermi-
tian conjugate and replacing Xo, Py by X{, Pj. Here, v
is the zero-point energy (ZPE) parameter and differs in
PLDM and Spin-PLDM. Furthermore, each set of elec-
tronic phase space variables has the same form of EOMs
as the fully linearized scenario, i.e., Egs. (11) and (12).

The nuclear DoF moves along the mean force of for-
ward and backward electronic phase space variables,
which leads to

2 1 pl
B(T) = K(Xi, Py) + K(X{, P)

2 )

(16)

up to an arbitrary additional matrix which is propor-
tional to the identity due to the traceless of V. The
expectation value of a traceless operator O reads as

(Ot = [ dodpodTsWane(0,p0) (X0, o)

X h(X67 PL;) T‘T{W(X07 P07 t)pel(O)WT(Xéa P0,7 t)o} )

(17)
where h(Xo, Py) and h(X{), Pj) are method-dependent
sampling weights that appear in the “closure relations.”
For details, see Secs. III. Fully linearized approaches
can be regarded as approximations of partially linearized
approaches®>2%°7 Usually, the partially linearized ap-
proaches provide more accurate results than the fully lin-
earized approaches.

D. Intra-electron correlation and short-time accuracy

In the previous subsections, we have briefly reviewed
the approaches considered in this article. Now we are
at the position to re-write them in a unified expression.
With the help of such a re-formulation, we will establish
the rigorous connection between short-time accuracy and
intra-electron correlation.

For the methods considered in this article, the expec-
tation value (O(t)),, can be expressed through the fol-
lowing unified form

(O, = [ drodpoWane(o,p0)(Tr{A(To,1)0})

= [ dzodpodToWae (0. 0) (L) Te{A(T0. )0}
(18)
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where A(Tg,t) and f(Iy) are method-dependent and
initial state-dependent quantities, and the double an-

gle bracket means the integration over the weight factor
f(To). The EOM of A(Tq,t) is unified

© AT, 1) = i[A(To, ),V (0], (19)

To summarize, the EOMs Eq. (6,7,8,19), and the observ-
ables evaulation expression Eq. (18) give the unnified ex-
pressions of mapping approaches considered in this arti-
cle. For the fully linearized approaches,

f(To) = Wa(Xo, Po), (20)
A(To,0) = Fi(To) = K (Xo, P), (21)

while for the partially linearized approaches,
f(To) = h(Xo, Po)h(Xp, Py) (22)
A(T0,0) = W (Xo, P, 0)pa(0)W' (X5, F,0),  (23)

W(XOaPOaO) + WT(X(,JvPO,vO)
5 .

Fy(To) = (24)

With the help of this unified form, it becomes appar-
ent that the first as well as second time derivatives of
(O(1)),, and (O(t)) at t =0 coincide. The difference be-
tween the third time derivatives at ¢ = 0 is (the individual
expressions are reported in Appendix B)

3 R 3 R
OO, o = 25 (O0) o =

1 s OV (R0) 0V (Z0) OV (&o), A OV (&)
“ O e T e Tem 1 T aa

+i/d$0dp0Wnuc(x0;p0)

x <<TY{/1(1“0,0)[O, 82(“) ]} Tl“{ ‘W(“’O)F(ro)}%».

X0 (91:0

(25)

After integrating out the nuclear DoF, the vanishing of
Eq. (25) requires
0105+ 050
Tr{ pcl(o)%}

= (Tr{A(0,0)01} Tr{F('0)02}), (26)

where O7 and O, are two arbitrary traceless electron op-
erators, or equivalently, they are arbitrary generalized
Gell-Mann matrices. Thus, Eq. (26) is the definition of
the methods with correct intra-electron correlation sam-
pling, which generically have a higher short-time accu-
racy than the methods with wrong intra-electron corre-
lations. We stress that the O(t3)/O(t?) accuracy for the
methods with/without correct intra-electron correlations
can be improved when the Hamiltonian H and evaluation
observable O have specific forms. Detailed discussions
can be found in the Sec. IV.



The intra-electron correlation can be written more ex-
plicitly, for the fully linearized methods,

Tr{pcl(t))ioloz : 00 }
= (Tr{K (X0, Py)O1} Tr{K (X0, Po)O2}) , (27)
and for the partially linearized methods,
0025020
= (Te{W (Xo, Py, 0)pa (0)W(X(, P5,0)0: }

XTr{K(XOapo);K(X67P6)02}>>

(28)

The intra-electron correlation for the fully linearized
methods considered in this article is identical to its
original definition®*?. However, modifications are re-
quired for the partially linearized methods. Inter-
estingly, the definition of intra-electron correlation for
the partially linearized methods looks asymmetric. In
fact, such asymmetry represents the different roles of
O1 and Oy in the partially linearized methods. The
term Tr{W (Xo, Py,0)pe1(0)WT(X}, P, 0)01 } represents
K(XO,PO);K(X{),P{))OAQ}

the observable evaluations and Tr{

represents the back-action force. As a comparison, the
back-action force representations and the observable eval-
uations for the fully linearized methods considered in this
article are symmetrical.

I1l.  CLASSIFICATION

In this section, we examine the intra-electron correla-
tion for several popular methods. Those methods can
be classified into three categories, namely, wrong intra-
electron correlation, correct intra-electron correlation
only for 2-level systems, and correct intra-electron cor-
relation. Three traditional methods, Ehrenfest, PBME,
and LSC-IVR fall into the first category. mLSC/¢!¢?,
mLSC/¢?$?, full spin-LSC, and focus spin-LSC fall into
the second category. mLSC/¢¢!, mLSC/¢%¢!, single
Wigner mLSC, full spin-PLDM, focus spin-PLDM, and
PLDM fall into the third category. Readers who are not
interested in the proof of the respective classifications or
explicit violation examples can skip this section.

A. Ehrenfest, PBME and LSC-IVR

In this subsection, we examine the intra-electron cor-
relation Eq. (27) for MMST mappings. The Ehrenfest
method is the simplest MMST mapping approach, in
which the electronic DoFs are sampled on a single point”®!

Fonentest () = —=3(X2 + P2 ~2) [[ (X2 + P2). (29)
T

n#*r

Other, more advanced MMST approaches®’ ?® map

the electronic system onto S harmonic oscillators within
the singly-excited harmonic oscillators (SEO) subspace
(SU(S) Schwinger bosons). The electronic state |m)
maps onto | M) which represents the m-th oscillator being
on the first excited state and other oscillators being on
the ground states. The projector on the SEO subspace
is defined as II; = Y3, |M){(M]|. The creation, annihi-
lation, position, and momentum operators for the m-th
oscillator are defined as @, @y, Xp = (al, + am)/V/2,
and P, = i(al, - am)/\/2, respectively.

The mapping of [m) (n| can take two forms: it can ei-
ther be a pure creation-annihilation term®® af a, or a
creation-annihilation term projected onto the SEO sub-
space |[M)(N| = al a,1I; = af 1pa,*?, where 1l is the
projector of the ground state of fictitious oscillators. The
trace of the product of electronic DoF's can be represented
as the trace over all quantum DoF's of the mapping har-
monic oscillators,

:Tf{(z and;anﬁl)(;cklazalﬁl)} , (30)
s B q

where the operator B s replaced by either
(Zpmn Bmntl,an) or (Z,,n Bmnal,anlly), and the
SEO projector II; should appear at least once (anal-
ogously, one could drop II; from the sum over k,l in
the second line). The expression for the trace of the
product of multiple operators generalization is similar.
With the help of Eq. (30), one can use the standard
Wigner transformation Eq. (5) to express the trace of
the product of electronic operators. We list several
useful Wigner transformations for the mapping systems,

(X = iPy ) (X +1Py) = O
2 Y
(Xm —iPp)(Xpn +iPp) = 6n /2
. 3

(djndn)W(Xa P) =

(djndnﬁl)W(Xa P) =
(31)

(> Omnilhyin)w(Xo, Po) = Ti{OK (X0, Py)} ,

m,n

(> Omntyanlly)w (Xo, Po) = Te{OK (X0, Py) } ¢,

(32)

it et ot At
Ol,mnOzkl(aInanakal + alala;{nan)

2

)w (Xo, Po)

Tr{0:10,}
4 2
(33)

= Tr{OAlIA((Xo,Po)}TI"{OQK(XOJDO)} -



»Jklﬂ

(Io)w (Xo, Po) =

o(> ala, )w(Xo, Po) = () w(Xo, Po) - —¢ (34)

g p{ S X2+ Pi)} L )

is a conserved quantity.

Both PBME? and LSC-IVR?*? use
(ala 11, )w(Xo,Py) as the initial electronic phase
space. The major difference between the two methods is
in the mapping procedure of observables. PBME maps
the electronic observable onto pure creation—annihilation
terms, which yields (for a traceless observable O)

1

feeue(l) = 2(27)5

(X24P2-0)6,  (36)

while LSC-IVR maps the observables onto a creation—
annihilation term projected onto the SEO subspace,
which yields an effective sampling (for a traceless ob-

servable O)

Jusc-vr () = ﬁ(Xf +P? - %)052- (37)

Tr{pnuc®femtOAefmt} N (2 )S
q 7T

’I‘r{pnuc ® QrethOe_th}q N (27T)S

where a,b = 1,2. The different a,b combinations give
different mLSC/¢%¢* methods*”. For completeness, we
list the explicit form of f(I") for mLSC/¢%¢°,

fmrscygage (I') = S(2n )5{¢ [S(X2 +P?)
5
-2 (Xn PO (49)

The ¢' sampling for the identity operator can be ob-
tained by mapping the initial I and observable O( ) onto
(1)w(Xo, Py) and (3,,,, Omnal a1 )w (X, P;), while
the prescription of ¢? sampling for the identity opera-
tor is ad hoc. For the tracless part Qr, both ¢! and ¢?
sampling map QT onto (Zmn Qr,mnamanﬂl)W(XO;PO)

We point out that neither of Ehrenfest nor PBME or
LSC-IVR is able to correctly sample the intra-electron
correlation, even for a two-level system. As an explicit vi-
olation example, consider Oy = Oz = |1) (2| +]2) (1]. Then,

0102 + 0201

< 2

y=1, (38)
while
(Tr{K (X0, Py)O1} Tr{ K (X0, Po)Os } YEnrentest = 0,
(Tr{ K (Xo, Py)O1} Tr{K (X0, Po)O2} Jrsc-tvr =

(Tr{ K(Xo, Po)O1} Tr{K (X0, Po)O2} )paup =

B. mLSC

In recent years, modified LSC methods®’:?! have been
developed to improve the accuracy of MMST mappings.
The basic idea of mLSC methods is to separate the initial
state into identity and traceless parts,

el = 5+ Q), (10)

:S|T><7’|— =(S=-1)|r)y(r|- Z|m , (41)

M+r

and calculate their contribution to the expectation value
separately,

/dedpodFOWnuC(‘r07p0 ¢" Tr{ K ( XtuPt)O} (42)

/dedpodFOWnuC(‘r07p0 o° Tf{K X07PO)QT}T‘T{K(Xt7Pt)O} (43)

while they wuse different mapping for observables

o), ie., (Zmn Omntl an)w(Xe, P) for ¢' and
(Zmn mna anﬂl)W(Xt,Pt) for ¢2. One can also map
Qr onto (Zmn Qr mna an)W(XOapo) and map O(t)
onto (¥,n mnamanﬂl)W(Xt, P,) to obtain the ¢! sam-
pling of the traceless part.

There is also a mLSC named single Wigner mLSC?",
which uses the mapping (aJr aT)W(XO Py) for the 1n1t1al

operator and (X,,, O mna anﬂl)W(Xt,Pt) for observ-
ables (for a traceless O), which yields

1
2(2m)s
One can also use the separation Eq. (40) in single
Wigner mLSC. The traceless part is equivalent to the

fSingchigncr(F) = (Xr2 + Pr2 - l)d) . (45)



o mapping, and the identity part is obtained by
mapping I and O(t) onto (X,,al,am)w (Xo, Py) and
(Zmn Omnajnannl )W(Xt7 Pt)u respeCtIVGIY'

For mLSC methods, it is insightful to examine the
intra-electron correlation for the identity operator and
traceless operator separately. For the identity operator,
both a = 1,2 samplings hold the intra-electron correlation

’I‘r{olo2} = W / dro¢a TL“{K(X(),PO)OAl}

X TF{K(Xo, Po)OQ} . (46)
Applying Eq. (5) to Eq. (30) and using the Wigner trans-
formation Egs. (32), Eq. (46) can be obtained immedi-
ately.

The identity part of single Wigner mLSC also has the
correct intra-electron correlation,

{0105} = / dfoéf)(za ar)w(Xo, o)

X Tr{K(XO, PO)Ol} Tr{K (X0, Po)O02}. (47)
With the help of Wigner transformations Eq. (33) and
(34), and applying Eq. (5) to the fictitious oscillators,
the right hand side of Eq. (47) can be expressed as

—(2i)s f dFo[(ﬁ1)W(X0,PO) - S(ﬁO)W(XmPo)]

Ol,mnOQ,kldjndndel + d;;dldlndn)

x [( Zkl 5 Yw (Xo, o)
N TI‘{O4102}:| _ Tr{OIOQ} N STI‘{O4102} 3 STI‘{O4102} ,
(48)

which equals to the left hand side of the equation.

For the traceless operator, only the approach with b =1
can faithfully sample the intra-electron correlation for
systems with arbitrary S,

0102+0201
(000300 4 [,

Tr{K (Xo, Po)Qr} Tr{K (X0, Py)O1 } Tr{ K (X0, Py)O2 } .
(49)

The proof of Eq. (49) is quite similar to the proof of
the intra-electron correlation for the identity operator
Eq. (46). Applying Eq. (5) to Eq. (30), setting C' = Q.
and B = (01 O +02 0O, )/2, and using the Wigner transfor-
mation Eq. (33), E (49) can be obtained immediately.
Apparently, the proof does not use the diagonal QT prop-
erty, therefore, mLSC/¢%¢', a = 1,2, and single Wigner
mLSC can also capture correct intra-electron correlation
for non-diagonal initial states.

We also give an explicit violation example to show how
the approach with b = 2 fails to sample the intra-electron

correlation for a traceless operator in a S-level system,
where S > 2. Consider Oy = Oz =2) (3| +|3) (2|. Then,

{QTOlog-;OgOl} _2,

while

1 1

_i(X%+P%)]¢2(X2X3+P2P3)2 =-1. (50)

m

In the end of this subsection, we stress that the b = 2
approach for traceless operator samples the intra-electron
correlation perfectly for two-level system. The detailed
proof is listed in the Appendix A.

C. Spin-LSC

The spin mapping based on SW representation uses the
initial electronic phase space instead of the phase space of
the SU(S) Schwinger bosons. There are three different
common SW representations®”**, Glauber-P representa-
tion, Husimi-Q representation, and Wigner-W represen-
tation, which correspond to different ZPE vp =2, yq =0,
and

R?2-2 2/S+1-
W= = S (51)

Spin-LSC based on Wigner-W representation is the most
robust and accurate one®”*®. Thus, we only consider
Spin-LSC based on Wigner-W representation, and un-
less we specify otherwise mean the Wigner-W represen-
tation when we mention SW representation. We also use
yw to represent v when there is no ambiguity. Interest-
ingly, all three spin mappings can be interpreted under
the framework of the constrained phase space!7-39:40:43:58
and other ZPE parameters (even negative®®) are also pos-
sible.

The SW representation in Cartesian variables for the
spin system is

TI’{BC'} = dedefull(Xup)
XT‘T{WSCS(X,P)B} T‘T{WSCS(XVP)C}7 (52)

where B and C are arbitrary electronic opera-
tors. The definitions of the full sampling integration
weight ppi(X, P) and the SW transformation kernel
WSCS(X, P) are

SR

pran (X, P)—T5(Z( o+ Pl -R?),
Wees(X, P) = W (X, P,0) = K(X, P) - g . (53)



where the sampling radius®"* is

R*=2VS+1. (54)
We use the subscript “scs” since WSCS(X P) has a close
connection to the spin coherent state®”*°. One can use
the kernel and full sampling integration we1ght to express
the “closure relation” and arbitrary electronic operator

f: dedei'ull(va)WScs(X; P)v (55)

B = [ dXdPpun(X, P)Wees (X, P) Tr{Wies( X, P) B}
(56)

The full sampling Spin-LSC method approximates the
initial phase space distribution as the product of the full
sampling integration weight times the SW transforma-
tion of per(0), which yields

fspin-Lsc,fun (') = TY{WSCS(X, P)pe1(0) }pran(X, P),
(57)

and for pe1(0) = |r) (7]

1
Jspin-Lsc, (L) = 5(Xf +P? = y)pran (X, P).  (58)
There exists another initial sampling strategy that can
also express the trace of two electronic operators, “closure
relation” and arbitrary electronic operator, named focus

sampling?® 3%,

Pl (X P) = b (X2 P =9 -2) [T a(X2 4 P2 =),
(59)

T{BCY = [ dXary) (X, P)

x Tr{ Wies (X, P) B} Tr{ Wies (X, P)C}, (60)

i- > / dXdPp{"™ (X, P)Waes (X, P) (61)

B- Zdede(m)(X P)Wees (X, P) Tr{ Weea (X, P) B,
(62)

The focus sampling Spin-LSC samples the initial elec-
tronic phase space variables on several circles of the same
hypersphere surface as full sampling, rather than the en-
tire hypersphere surface, which gives

Zﬂ{WbCAX P)pa(0)}pM (X, P),
(63)

fSpin—LSC,foc

and for pe1(0) = |r) (7]

fspin-18C foc(I') = sz(Xa P).

In general, Spin-LSC cannot sample the intra-electron
correlation correctly except for the two-level systems.

(64)

Here, we list an explicit example with wrong intra-
electron correlation for any S > 2 systems. Considering
O1 = 0y =12) (3] +3) (2|, one has
0102 + 0201
{ 2
<<TY{01K(X07 Py)} T\Y{OAzK(Xm Po) })spin-LsC(full)
R* R? 2V/S+1 2
= (—-7)=—— - 5(VS+1-1
150 52 V7 52 sVSHI-L,
<<TY{01K(X07 Py)} T\Y{OAzK(Xm Po) })spin-LSC(focus)
2 — 9/
- % - QW. (65)

The proof of correct intra-electron correlation sampling
for 2-level systems is listed in the Appendix A.

)=0,

D. Spin-PLDM and PLDM

As we mentioned in the Sec. II, partially lin-
earized methods insert the “closure relations” be-
tween the initial density matrix and forward/backward
propagator?>28:39:36  Spin-PLDM?®"36 inserts the “clo-
sure relation” based on the SW transformation kernel

Eq. (55,61), which yields
hspin-pPLDM,tull (X0, Po) = pran(Xo, Fo) (66)
hspin-PLDM, foc(X0, Po) = Zpﬁ(’,’l) (X, P). (67)

The two versions of “closure relation” give the full sam-
pling Spin-PLDM and focus sampling Spin-PLDM, re-
spectively. The sampling radius and ZPE parameter are
identical to Eq. (54,51).

PLDM and PBME treat the initial electron density
matrix and observable in the same fashion, i.e., mapping
the initial electron density matrix and observable onto
the excited state of fictitious harmonic oscillators and
the pure creation—annihilation operator, respectively. In
PLDM?%2% the inserted identity is the “closure relation”
of the coherent state of the harmonic oscillators. The
“closure relation” and related properties of the coherent
states are

GXP{— anzl %(szn + P,%)}

(X, P) = n)° , (68)
Wes(X,P) = K(X,P), (69)
j - f AXdP®(X, P)We(X, P), (70)

O:fdXdeb(X,P)WCS(X,P)Tr{WCS(X,P)O},
(71)

which corresponds to the zero ZPE parameter of Eq. (15).
Therefore, the initial sampling of PLDM is given by

herom(Xo, Po) = (X, P). (72)



The proof of Spin-PLDM full sampling, Spin-PLDM
focus sampling, and PLDM satisfying the intra-electron
correlation is straightforward. Using the property of “clo-
sure relation” Eq. (55/61/70) and the operator expres-
sion via Wies (X, P)/Wes(X, P) Eq. (56/62/71) in the
right-hand side of Eq. (28), we can immediately obtain
the left-hand side of Eq. (28). Similar to the mLSC cases,
the proof does not use the explicit form of pe;, thus can
also applied to arbitrary electronic operators.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this section, we further investigate the connection
between intra-electron correlation and the short-time ac-
curacy of population dynamics for a selection of chemical

—(Im) (n| + |n) (m]) € A for

Im) (n]) e Ay for

A, - ﬁum (m] -

With the help of the classification of generalized Gell-
Mann matrices, the commutation relations have the fol-
lowing properties

(74)

where [AR,AI] = Agr + Ap means that the commuta-
tor between an operator spanned by [\B and an operator
spanned by Ap is spanned by Ap and Ag.

In this section, we always choose O € Ap because it
is connected with the population dynamics. Because of
symmetry, when O; and Oy belong to different classes of
generalized Gell-Mann matrices, Eq. (26) always holds
(Lh.s. = r.h.s. = 0) for the methods considered in this
article. Similarly, Eq. (26) also holds (l.h.s. = r.h.s.
= 0) when O1 # Oy, and 01,0, belong to Ag or A;
simultaneously.

_F(I‘t,:vt) = m{ﬁ(r ) 3,

1<pu<S(S-1)/2,
S(S-1)/2<pu<S(S-1),

m|m+1)(m+1|)eAp for

8V((Et)

motivated models. In particular, this allows us to explain
the order of short-time accuracy that has been observed
in previous numerical benchmarks. The correct intra-
electron correlations can improve the short-time accuracy
of population dynamics from O(t?) to O(t?) for a general
Hamiltonian with both real and imaginary off-diagonal
matrix elements, from O(t?) to O(t*) for the atom-in-
cavity models, and from O(t%) to O(t%) for spin-boson
models. However, the correct intra-electron correlation
cannot improve the short-time accuracy for scattering
models, as methods with correct and wrong intra-electron
correlations are both accurate up to O(t?).

We choose Ol and 02 as two generalized Gell-Mann
matrices. The generalized Gell-Mann matrices A can be
divided into three classes 42 the diagonal class AD, the
real off-diagonal class Ag, and the imaginary off-diagonal
class Ay

1<n<m<8§S,
1<n<mc<S§, (73)

S(S-1)<pu<S*-1, 1<m<S.

A. General Hamiltonian

In the usual chemical motivated models, V and thus

a\g;mo) are spanned by Ap and Ag, and hence [O, a‘ggo)]

is spanned by Ar. Therefore, Eq, (25) equals to zero and
all the considered methods are accurate up to O(t*) in
these scenarios. However, there do exist certain cases
in which V is spanned by all three types of generalized
Gell-Mann matrices, for instance, systems with light in-
duced conical 1ntersect1ons“q %0 and systems with mag-
netic forces® %3, In these cases, the methods with cor-
rect intra-electron correlation have higher short-time ac-
curacy than the wrong one.

B. Scattering models

In this subsection, we consider the most common 1%
spanned by Ap and Ag. In order to see the role of intra-
electron correlation, the fourth order time derivative of
(O(t)),,—(O(t)), and the time derivative of F'(I';, ;) are
required,

(75)
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d* . 1 82V(0) *V (0) 8V(O) 8V(O)
O heo 2 O o =~ (51000, T, TV ) -3([1C 1O 5
" oV (0),0V(0) OV(0) . ~, . OV(0), - 1 aV(o) R aV(o) 1
([100). V(). Z 22 o5 o, [[0(> 5 Lv<o>]>2m ([0, 701 Z5 2 ) 5
1. 9V(0), 0V(0) - v (0 .
100, 2OV oy (L (27O poyom, 2Oy
2m 0o o 2m- 0g
5 8V - oV
o [ ot Wone(o. o)1 {4 <Fo=t>{T‘f{F<Po G0}, ¥ a0)] + ([0, (o)), 22y
0
~ IV(x oV (z
0.2 iy 25, v a1y,
zo
(76)
[
where we already ignored the trivial canceling terms following relations
at ¢ = 0, such as the expectation of single electronic
operator and intra-electron correlation terms for Oy, N
Oy spanned by different generalized Gell-Mann matri- [O(t), 6VA(t)] =0,
ces classes. The explicit time derivative expressions of 0y
(O(t)) and (O(t)) are listed in the Appendix B. The o™V (t) .-
notation V(0) = V(t = 0) is equivalent to V(&y). The oz =0, m>1, (77)
2 [[0(0), BV(O)],aa‘;%O)]mthe first oUW
line of Eq. (76) tells us that the correct intra-electron oz 7

correlation cannot improve the short-time accuracy. This
phenomenon has already been observed in the short-time
population dynamics of Tully’s models in Ref. [47].

C. Cavity-modified molecular dynamics

Unlike the scattering models, atom-in-cavity models®*
have vanishing 828‘;(22), which means the methods with
correct intra-electron correlation are accurate up to at
least O(t*), while the methods with wrong intra-electron
correlation are only accurate up to O(¢*). This corol-
lary is confirmed in Ref. [64]. In Ref. [64], Saller et al.
reported that mLSC methods have tremendous improve-
ment over Ehrenfest, PBME, and LSC-IVR. Specifically,
mLSC/¢' ¢! (correct intra-electron correlation) outper-
forms mLSC/¢?¢? and mLSC/¢'¢? (wrong intra-electron

correlation) in the three-level systems.

D. Spin-boson models

For simplicity, we consider one 1d boson bath in
this subsection. The generalization to multi-dimensional
multi-bosons bath is straightforward. For the spin-boson
models®>% U (%) is a quadratic polynomial of . V(%)
depends on # linearly, and %—‘g is a diagonal position-
independent operator. The above conditions give the

These specific properties make the higher order deriva-
tive of (O(t)) and (O(t)),, simplified drastically. The
fourth order and fifth order time derivatives of (O(t))
and (O(t)),, at t = 0 coincide, and the difference of the
sixth time derivative vanishes when the method can cap-
ture the correct intra-electron correlations. For the ex-
plicit time derivatives, see the Appendix B. Therefore,
the methods with correct intra-elecron correlations are
accurate up to at least O(t%) for the population dynam-
ics of the spin-boson models, while the methods with
wrong intra-electron correlations are only accurate up to
O(t%). This coincides with previous reported numerical
observations that all advanced methods can improve the
accuracy in spin-boson models®":2%:2%:29:3%,37 (Notice that
S =2 in spin-boson models). Specifically, it gives an ex-
planation why single Wigner mLSC outperforms PBME.
The two methods are extremely similar, and the only
difference is that the projector of the SEO subspace II;
locates at the initial operator in PBME but at the ob-
servables in single Wigner mLSC.

The conclusion that correct intra-electron correlation
can improve accuracy discussed above is not limited to
spin-boson models. The time scale analysis also works
on the other models which has the property Eq. (77),
for instance, FMO model??:21:3937:38.67.68 and Frenkel
biexciton model*” 7. Our theoretical analyses in this
subsection give an explanation to the previous numeri-
cal observations?%21:3%:37:38 for FMO models, i.e., Spin-
PLDM, PLDM, and mLSC/¢'¢! sampling, give bet-
ter short-time results than Ehrenfest, PBME, LSC-IVR,
Spin-LSC, and mLSC/¢?¢>.



V. CONCLUSIONS

In this article, we have generalized the concept of intra-
electron correlation, which has first been introduced in
the context of the GDTWA®2, to various mapping ap-
proaches. We have established rigorous connections be-
tween short-time accuracy and intra-electron correlation
for various models. The correct intra-electron correlation
can improve the short-time accuracy for Hamiltonians
with both real and imaginary matrix elements, atom-
in-cavity models, and spin-boson models, while it can-
not for scattering models. We analytically prove that
the Ehrenfest method, LSC-IVR, and PBME fail to cor-
rectly sample the intra-electron correlation even for two-
level systems. Spin-PLDM, PLDM, three types of sam-
pling for initial identity operator in mLSC, and mLSC
with ¢? sampling for initial traceless operators can sam-
ple the intra-electron correlation faithfully for arbitrary
S-level systems. While mLSC with ¢? sampling for ini-
tial traceless operators and Spin-LSC successfully sample
the intra-electron correlation for two-level systems, they
cannot sample the intra-electron correlation for S-level
systems with S > 2.

Our theoretical analyses give explanations on the pre-
vious numerical observations??:21:3%37:38.47.64 and they
may provide a guideline for the development of future
mapping approaches with increased accuracy. They
also suggest that the benchmark results in Ref. [47] on
the two-level systems, which showed that mLSC/¢! ¢!,
mLSC/¢'¢?, and mLSC/¢?¢? have similar accuracy,
might be difficult to generalize to higher level sys-
tems. According to our analysis, mLSC/¢*¢! and
mLSC/¢?¢* should be more accurate than mLSC/ ¢! ¢>
and mLSC/¢?¢? for higher-level systems in the short-
time dynamics. Finally, we stress that the intra-electron
correlation is only a measure for the accuracy of short-
time dynamics, and methods that violate intra-electron
correlations can outperform methods with correct intra-
electron correlations in simulations of the long-time be-
havior. For instance, Spin-LSC, which incorrectly sam-
ples intra-electron correlations, has the best long-time
accuracy among the methods considered in this article
on FMO models®*36.
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Appendix A: Proof of intra-electron correlation for 2-level
system

In this Appendix, we will give the prove that traceless
MMST with ¢? sampling for initial traceless operators
and Spin-LSC can sample the correct intra-electron cor-
relation for 2-level systems. .

_For two level system, the traceless operators O1 and
O5 can only take the form

Ol = 81)35&m + Sl)yOA'y + SLZOA'Z s

(A1)
where all the coefficients of Pauli matrices are complex
numbers. Using the algebra of the Pauli matrices and

performing the integral in Eq. (49), one can immediately
obtain

TI‘{ A 0102 + 0201 }

02 = 82)15'1 + 827y6'y + 827Z6'z

- )

Qr >
ﬁ f dlo¢® Te{ K (Xo, Po)Q: } Tr{K (Xo, Po)O1 }

Tr{K (X0, Py)02} =0, (A2)



which means ¢? approach for the traceless operator can
sample the intra-electron correlation faithfully for 2-level
systems. Again, Q.- can be replaced by arbitrary traceless
operators without changing the conclusion.

For the Spin-LSC method applied to a 2-level system,
it is straightforward to verify that

0,05 + 0,0
Tr{pcl(o)M
2
fdFTI'{Wscs(XuP)pel(o)}pfull(XuP)
x Tr{ K(X,P)O:} Tt{ K (X, P)Os}
=S51,252,2 F S1,yS2,y T 51,252,z

/ A0 S T {Wees (X, Ppat(0) }ofl (X, P)

x Tr{K X,P)O;} Tr{K (X, P)O.}

} = S51,252.2 + S1,y52,y + 51,252,z 5

(A3)

=S81,252,x + S1,y52,y + 51,252,z 5

where Tr{pe1(0)} =1 is the only requirement of pe(0).
Due to the linearity of pe1(0) in the integral and quantum
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trace in above relations, one can immediately have
Tr{BOlO? + 0,04 }
2
- f dT Te{Wees (X, P) B} pran(X, P)
x Tr{ K (X, P)O1 } Tr{ K (X, P)O2}
= f 0 Y Te{Weeo (X, P) B p{™ (X, P)

x Tr{ K (X, P)O; } Tr{ K (X, P)O,}, (A4)

where B is an arbitrary operator. Therefore, both full

sampling and focus sampling can successfully capture the
intra-electron correlation for 2-level systems.

Appendix B: Explicit time derivatives

In this Appendix, we will list the explicit time deriva-
tive expressions of (O(t)),, and (O(t)) the general mod-
els, scattering models and spin-boson models. .

The first, second, and third time derivatives of (O(t))
and (O(t)),, for the most general observable and Hamil-
tonian are

di«j(t) :—z/dxodeWnuc(:co,po) Tr{A Fo,t)[ (a:t)]}» (B1)

440 = ~i{10@), V1)), (B2)

2 0Ny, = | dsodpWone o) (AT{AT0 [0,V @)V e ] AT [0, 200 1y oy
2 A ~ ~ t he OV

L100) = (106, VL V) -0, 20 e POV, (B4)

d3

S0W) = [ drodpoWae (o, po) (i Tr{ATo, O] [[0,V (@0)), V (@) ], V@) ] )
2qtef o010, ZEOL )y - g Ao 10,71, LED Ly
- ign Acro, oo, G0 28, Do) FTu) - 0Dy (B)
L0 =100, V0L V0L O ) -2 100, 2 O) v 20w, 20 o) 2
(21106, 701, 220 - (00, 71, WO i), 220 )J"’g;f%;
ci00), 5Oy L PO 6, V0 L i<%[é<t>, ALO
-iff0w, 2 2 it o, 20, (B6)
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where U(t) = e#*Ue "t and V (t) = ¢!tV e iHt, For O spanned by Ap and H spanned by Ap and Ag,
the fourth-order time derivatives of (O(t)) and (O(t)),,
at t =0 are

(O o - [ 2000 W (o p0>{<<Tr{A<ro o>{[[[[o V(x0)], v<a:o>] v<a:o>] v<a:o>]

dt4
o To m s Lo m
30 3‘2;1070)] (xO)F(Fo,Io);LamU(IO)] (16, V (x0)]. 3‘2:(611700) F(Fo,xo)r;aon(fco)]
+ Lo, W)y, {F(Fo)[aV(xo)7‘7(550)]}}}»}a (B7)
m Oxo Oz
R R R R R R 277 277
L0 heo = ([0 VOV OT )] )] + (5 [10(0). 2 ]

ol e B 5 3[[0(0), 8V(O)],af/(o)] 3[[0(0), aQV(O)] V(0)] + [[O(o),V(o)],aQ‘A/A(QO)]D
0o 0o 6:100 oz
2 277 ~2
- ({3[10(0), W“’H,@g(% 3(100), 2V (0)] + [(0(0). (o)), LDy 78
02 T Ty i m

9V (0)

5V(0) oV (0) =21, V(0)] + [[0(0), V(0)], 972 Jpo})

_(p_o{g[[O(O) %o ——1 Ao —-=—]+3[[0(0), 9 V(O)

0

+3<[[O(o>,ag—§1,v(0>]{ag§f)+ 6;0’}% (100, V), D200 o710, L
3 O O 160), 2Oy o)) (DO O 160, 7oy, 20 L

1 ., 9V(0), 0V(0) - 1 .0V(0) - oV (0)
(5000, OO v+ (2120 00, 1) (B

For O spanned by Ap and spin—boson Hamiltonian H, mapping approaches, the fourth, fifth, and sixth order
the first and second time derivative of the force in the  time derivatives of (O(t)) and (O(t)),, are

& i = imd oD v}
(BY)
2 o OV (@) o
(T = A0 V. v ).
dt4 00, /dwodpoWnuC(xo po)(Te { Ao, ){[[[[0, V (z)], V (@), V (20) ], V (1)
{10,701, 2O |« 10,V ) V], 22
_ [[07‘/(%)]7 a‘giﬂtﬁt) F(Ftaiﬂt);ﬂbaztU(UCt)]}}», (B10)




14

at .
(0w = ([[[[0M), V1.V, V1) ],V ()]) + ([[0®), V()],

dt*

) —

8V(t) ou(t), 1
04 ] 0Ty ''m
6V(t)

(2 2[00, Vo)), 2

MO v (1)) «[[100). 7 (1.7 (1), W(f)]n

8V(t)
0Ty ]} 2m )

V() 1
a—;@tb pye (B11)

cite{[0, v, 2201 ) - [100. 7o) Vo)

av (t) | av (t) oV (t)

([0 V(01 FE 25 s (P[00, (0]

"0, fdxodpoWnuC(xo po)(Tr { AT, ) {=i[[[[[0, V(@)1 V (2)], V (@) |, V (@) |, V (20) ]
S[[[10, ¥y, 220

([0, V(. (x»] V], EO Y (10,7 ),

dt5

21V () V(a:t)]+2[[[[O,V(It)],V(xt)],%ﬂit)%],f/(%)]
5‘7(%&)]&] 617(9515)&]

dxy m-  Oxy m

vif (F‘“””);f“U(“){3[[[O V), 200 v ] [0V ) Vi), 220,
(10, V), 202U A Py, (512

d5
a5

oV (t)
0y

)]+ [[I00. 70170l o] 2O

&C(t’] 70)
OV (t), V(1)
o el

(W) =-{[[[[100. VLV O] VO] V)]V 0 ] + (L g3 [[106), V(1))
8V(t)

VD] Vo)
+2[[[[0(). V(). V(1)].

«(3[[ [0, Vo). (

] v<t>] v ]+ 2[[low, vl ve),

@V_@]}_> +3¢<%[[[o<t>,mn,

0y 2m

. [[[[O<t>7v<t>J,V<t>]= V<t>]

-0 [0, v, 200

V(t)
0%y

-i({3[[[0®), V),

oV (t)
8xt

v+ [106. Vo vl 20 L

m

oV (t)
O0xy

8V(t)

2[00, 701, 2.0 0]+ [0, V01V ()], %

]}—>
v(6)]+[[[00). V(). V(1)]. }ag;t%)
oV (t) V()1 0V(H) 1
074 ]2m> ([0, V(1] 7= Er =~ 97, (t)]%
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where we already neglect the trivial canceling terms. Us- well as the properties of the spin-boson model Eq. (77),
ing the properties of Wigner transformation Eq. (4,5) as we obtain that the fourth and fifth order derivatives of



(O(t)) and (O(t))m at ¢ = 0 coincide, while the sixth
order derivatives coincide if the method can sample the
intra-electron correlation correctly.
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