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In this letter, we present the first fully analytic derivation and implementation of nuclear gradients for the
G0W0 method. For this, we leverage the recently established connection between the G0W0 approach and
equation-of-motion unitary coupled-cluster theory for charged excitations [J. Chem. Phys. 158, 124123 (2023)].
Analytic gradients are obtained through the Lagrangian technique and are implemented and validated by
comparison with finite-difference calculations. For G0W0, we examine the effect of the Tamm–Dancoff ap-
proximation for evaluating the screened Coulomb interaction. Finally, we compare G0W0 adiabatic ionization
potential and electron affinities to wavefunction-based electronic structure methods, and experimental values.

I. INTRODUCTION

The GW method1 is a well-established approach for
determining quasiparticle (associated with electron re-
moval and addition processes) energies in condensed mat-
ter physics, c.f. Refs. 2–5. Particularly, the non-self-
consistent G0W0 variant is widely used due to its bal-
ance between computational cost and accuracy6. Within
the last decade, the GW (G0W0) method has also been
adopted in molecular quantum chemistry with great
success6–18. In spite of its popularity, the determination
of exact analytic properties, e.g., quasiparticle nuclear
gradients, has not been achieved, yet.
Having access to these quantities is, however, essential
for determining quantities such as adiabatic ionization
potentials and electron affinities, which are of central im-
portance for understanding redox processes in molecular
and condensed matter systems, c.f. Refs. 19–21. Fur-
thermore, the gradients allow for the determination of
electron-phonon couplings that include many-body elec-
tron correlation effects. The necessity for including these
effects has been highlighted, for example, in Refs. 22–
25. To date, their analytic evaluation within the G0W0

approximation has been only achieved approximately,
c.f. Refs. 22,25–27. Furthermore, they allow for the de-
termination of zero-point renormalization effects28, and
many more important properties, c.f. Refs. 29,30. Lastly,
G0W0 nuclear gradients constitute an important ingre-
dient towards determining fully analytic G0W0-BSE

31–34

nuclear gradients35–37.
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FIG. 1: Illustration of vertical and adiabatic ionization
potential (vIP/aIP) of state ν.
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In this work, we demonstrate how G0W0 quasiparti-
cle nuclear gradients can be obtained through the re-
cent reformulation of G0W0 in Ref. 38, together with
the Lagrangian technique39–41. Another prerequisite,
when determining relaxed excited state nuclear gradi-
ents, arises from identifying the proper ground-state en-
ergy EN

0 (compare Fig. 1). From Ref. 38, EN
0 can be

unambiguously identified as the direct Random-Phase-
Approximation (dRPA) [or direct-ring unitary coupled-
cluster doubles (drUCCD)] energy38. Analytic gradients
for drUCCD will therefore also be presented, which con-
stitute an alternative route for determining dRPA nuclear
gradients42–44. Lastly, the effect of the Tamm–Dancoff
Approximation (TDA), for which also EN

0 reduces to the
mean-field energy, for evaluating the screened Coulomb
interaction will be investigated.

II. THEORY

Within the G0W0 approximation, the ν-th quasiparti-
cle energy (EQP

ν ) is obtained as[
F+ΣΣΣc(E

QP
ν )

]
Uν = EQP

ν Uν , (1)

where F denotes the Fock matrix (in the Hartree–Fock
approximation), ΣΣΣc(E

QP
ν ) the energy dependent correla-

tion self-energy, and Uν the excitation vector. In Ref. 38
the exact relationship of this procedure to an equation-
of-motion (EOM) coupled-cluster (CC) approach for ion-
ization potentials (IP) and electron affinities (EA) within
the quasi-boson formalism has been demonstrated.
Within the quasi-boson formalism, the electron-boson lin-
ear coupling Hamiltonian, underlying the G0W0 approx-
imation, is38,45

Ĥ = F̂e + V̂eB + ĤB (2)

F̂e =
∑
pq

Fpq

{
â†pâq

}
(3)

V̂eB =
∑
pq,I

V I
pq

{
â†pâq

}(
b̂†I + b̂I

)
(4)

ĤB =
∑
IJ

AIJ b̂
†
I b̂J +

1

2

∑
IJ

BIJ

(
b̂†I b̂

†
J + b̂I b̂J

)
, (5)

where Fpq denotes the electronic Fock matrix,

â†p(b̂
†
I)/âp(b̂I) denote Fermionic (Bosonic) cre-

ation/annihilation operators, and {. . . } normal-ordered
fermionic operators with respect to the Fermi vacuum.
V I
pq is

V I
pq = (pq|I) = (pq|ia) = V ia

pq , (6)
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AIJ = Aia,jb = δijFab − δabFij + (ia|jb), (7)

and

BIJ = Bia,jb = (ia|jb). (8)

In the following, the usual notation of electronic indices
(i, j, k, . . . denote occupied orbitals, a, b, c, . . . denote vir-
tual orbitals, and p, q, r, s, . . . general orbital indices) is
used, and electron repulsion integrals are expressed in
(11|22) (Mulliken) notation. Furthermore, real orbitals
are assumed throughout. Bosonic indices are denoted
with capital Latin letters I, J,K, . . . (referring to com-
posite Fermionic indices I = ia). All non-number con-
serving Bosonic contributions can be removed by unitary
transformation

H̄ = e−σ̂Ĥeσ̂, (9)

with

σ̂ =
1

2

∑
IJ

tIJ

(
b̂†I b̂

†
J − b̂I b̂J

)
. (10)

The amplitudes tIJ are determined from

JIJ =
〈
0
∣∣ [H̄, b̂†I b̂

†
J − b̂I b̂J

] ∣∣0〉 !
= 0, (11)

and the ground-state [direct Random-Phase Approxima-
tion (dRPA)] energy is46

EdRPA =
〈
0
∣∣H̄∣∣0〉+ EHF. (12)

Note that the above procedure is identical to the direct-
ring unitary coupled-cluster doubles (drUCCD) method,
i.e. EdRPA = EdrUCC. Furthermore, we assume a
Hartree–Fock (HF) reference mean-field state through-
out for simplicity. A generalization to other mean-field
references is straightforward. Additionally,

∣∣0〉 refers to∣∣0F0B〉, i.e, the combined Fermionic and Bosonic refer-
ence state.
Within the quasi-boson formulation of G0W0, quasiparti-
cle energies (associated withN±1 processes) are obtained
through the equation-of-motion (EOM) approach38,45. In

this case the excitation operator R̂QP
ν for quasiparticle ν

reads

R̂QP
ν =

∑
m

ĈmRν,m

=
∑
i

âiRν,i +
∑
a

âaRν,a

+
∑
iI

âib̂
†
IRν,iI +

∑
Ia

b̂I âaRν,Ia, (13)

and quasiparticle energies are obtained from

H̃QPRν = EQP
ν Rν . (14)

H̃QP denotes

H̃QP = S−1HQP, (15)

where

HQP
nm =

〈
0
∣∣ [Ĉ†

n

[
H̄, Ĉm

]] ∣∣0〉, (16)

and

Snm =
〈
0
∣∣ [Ĉ†

n, Ĉm

] ∣∣0〉. (17)

Note that in this convention the quasiparticles are associ-
ated with the following physical processes depending on
whether they describe holes or particles

hole: EQP
ν = EN

0 − EN−1
ν ,

particle: EQP
ν = EN+1

ν − EN
0 . (18)

Here response properties of the G0W0 method, e.g., nu-
clear gradients, are determined by the Lagrangian tech-
nique. The Lagrangian LQP

ν for quasiparticle ν is

LQP
ν (RQP

ν ,λλλ,M,Z,C, t) = fνG
QP
ν [RQP

ν , EQP
ν ] + EdrUCCD

+
∑
IJ

ZIJJIJ

+
∑
ia

λiaFia

+
∑
pq

Mpq (Spq − δpq) , (19)

with ZIJ , λia, and Mpq denoting the Lagrange multipli-
ers. In particular, ZIJ enforces the amplitude equation
[Eq. (11)], λia the Brillouin condition, and Mpq the or-
thonormality of the molecular orbitals. Note that atom-
centered basis functions are assumed throughout. fν de-
notes the sign function, i.e.,

fν = sgn
(
EQP

ν − ϵF
)
, (20)

and ϵF the Fermi energy. fν is used to obtain total
EN+1

ν /EN−1
ν energies [compare Eq. (18)]. The quasipar-

ticle functional GQP
ν [Rν , E

QP
ν ] of excitation ν is47

GQP
ν [RQP

ν , EQP
ν ] =RQP,T

ν H̃QPRQP
ν

− EQP
ν

(
RQP,T

ν RQP
ν − 1

)
. (21)

After making the Lagrangian stationary with respect to
its parametersRQP

ν ,λλλ, M, C (orbital coefficients), Z, and

t, the nuclear gradients becomes: GQP
ν =

∂LQP
ν

∂R . Note
that gradients within the Tamm–Dancoff Approximation
(TDA) for the screened Coulomb interaction (G0W0-

TDA) are obtained by substituting H̄ with Ĥ in Eq. 16.
In this case, neither the amplitudes t nor the multipliers
Z need to be considered in LQP

ν , resulting in a lower com-
putational scaling of O(N5) compared to G0W0 [O(N6)].
Details regarding EOM-CC nuclear gradients in general
are presented in Refs. 48–50. Specific working equations
and implementation details for G0W0 are given in the
Appendix (Sec. VI).

III. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

A first pilot implementation of the G0W0 nuclear gradi-
ents has been realized in a python code that heavily relies
on functionalities provided by PySCF51,52. Throughout
this manuscript, no diagonal approximation for deter-
mining quasiparticle energies is imposed. Geometry op-
timizations have been performed using the PyBerny53

interface of PySCF, and the following modified thresh-
olds are used: maximum component and root mean
square of the gradient (‘gradientmax’/ ‘gradientrms’) are
set to 10−4 Ha/Bohr, and the largest value and root
mean square in the change of coordinates (‘stepmax’/
‘steprms’) are set to 10−4 Bohr.
The drUCCD amplitudes are determined following the
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procedure described in Ref. 45. At convergence, the
change of the amplitudes from the previous iteration is
< 10−10. Quasiparticle energies have been determined
within the EOM approach38,54 using the Davidson pro-
cedure until the change in the quasiparticle energy is
smaller than 10−10 Ha. Additional technical thresholds
are presented in the Appendix (Sec. VI).
SCF and geometry optimizations for systems with an
odd number of electrons have been performed based on
the restricted open-shell framework, as implemented in
PySCF.

IV. RESULTS

A. Finite differences

In the first step, the completeness of the Lagrangian
[Eq. 19], and the correctness of the implementation is
demonstrated by comparing the analytic evaluation of the
nuclear gradients to numerical nuclear gradients obtained
from finite difference calculations. In the latter case a
step-size of ∆ = 0.01 Ha/Å (along the bond-direction) in
a four-point formula has been used

Gnum =
1

12∆
(E[Rb − 2∆]− 8E[Rb −∆]

+8E[Rb +∆]− E[Rb + 2∆]) . (22)

The absolute deviation of the gradient for drUCCD,
G0W0 and G0W0-TDA are presented in Tab. I, Tab. II,
and Tab. III respectively. It can be seen that the gradi-
ents agree within 10−6 Ha/Å.

TABLE I: drUCCD numerical Gnum, analytic Gan

nuclear gradient along the bond direction, and absolute
difference ∆G for five diatomic molecules in

Ha/Å (HF/cc-pvtz).

Molecule Gnum Gan ∆G

H2
a 0.008526 0.008526 0.000000

HClb 0.010702 0.010702 0.000000

HFb 0.020717 0.020716 0.000001

N2
a 0.079904 0.079904 0.000000

COa 0.052797 0.052797 0.000000

a) Bond length taken from Ref. 55

b) taken from Ref. 56

B. Excited state relaxation

Having established the overall correctness of the nu-
clear gradients, they can be used for determining bond
lengths and adiabatic energies of electron-attaching
(aEA)/ionizing processes (aIP), as illustrated in Fig. 1.
First, the bond length of different (energetically lowest)
ionization and electron addition processes in diatomic
molecules is investigated. The results are presented in
Tab. IV together with alternative wavefunction-based
quantum chemistry procedures (ADC(3) and EOM-
CCSD taken from Ref. 57). In all cases, smaller bond
length for G0W0-TDA compared to G0W0 and a larger
deviation from the experimental value for G0W0-TDA
compared to G0W0 is observed. Furthermore, a good
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FIG. 2: Experimental versus theoretical (G0W0,
G0W0-TDA, and ∆ SCF within the Hartree–Fock
approximation) adiabatic ionization potentials and
electron affinities for 15 processes (displayed in

Tab. VII) in eV. The aug-cc-pvtz basis set is used
throughout.

agreement between G0W0, ADC(3)/CCSD, and experi-
ment is found.
Next, the lowest aIPs and aEAs for G0W0, G0W0-TDA,
and ∆SCF (Hartree–Fock) versus experimental estimates
(taken from 59) for 15 electron addition and removal
processes in small molecular systems are investigated.
The results are shown in Fig. 2, and the individual pro-
cesses together with their experimental values are listed in
the Appendix, Tab. VII. The error distributions and the
mean-absolute errors (MAE) are displayed in Fig. 3. The
best agreement with experimentally determined energies
is observed for G0W0 (MAE = 0.19 eV) with an accu-
racy comparable to the performance of the G0W0 method
for determining vertical quasiparticle energies6,15,18,60,61.
Approximating the screened Coulomb interaction within
the TDA results in an MAE = 0.30 eV. The largest devi-
ation (MAE = 0.95 eV) is obtained for adiabatic energies
determined from the ∆ SCF procedure.
Next, the aIPs and aEAs for various medium-sized or-

G0W0 G0W0-TDA ∆ SCF
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FIG. 3: Error distribution and mean-absolute error
(MAE) for G0W0, G0W0-TDA, and ∆SCF within the
Hartree–Fock approximation relative to experimental
values for 15 processes (displayed in Tab. VII) in eV.

The aug-cc-pvtz basis set is used throughout.
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TABLE II: EN−1 (with and without the TDA) numerical Gnum, analytic Gan nuclear gradients along the bond
direction, and absolute difference ∆G for five diatomic molecules in Ha/Å (HF/ccpvtz).

G0W0-TDA G0W0

Molecule Gnum Gan ∆G Gnum Gan ∆G

H2
a -0.261017 -0.261017 0.000000 -0.270697 -0.270698 0.000001

HClb -0.034377 -0.034377 0.000000 -0.027896 -0.027896 0.000000

HFb -0.108402 -0.108402 0.000000 -0.116077 -0.116078 0.000001

N2
a -0.118181 -0.118181 0.000000 -0.274598 -0.274598 0.000000

COb 0.219044 0.219044 0.000000 0.157933 0.157932 0.000001

a) Bond length taken from Ref. 55, b) taken from Ref. 56

TABLE III: EN+1 (with and without the TDA) numerical Gnum, analytic Gan nuclear gradients along the bond
direction, and absolute difference ∆G for five diatomic molecules in Ha/Å (HF/ccpvtz).

G0W0-TDA G0W0

Molecule Gnum Gan ∆G Gnum Gan ∆G

H2
a -0.145433 -0.145433 0.000000 -0.145875 -0.145875 0.000000

HClb -0.203715 -0.203715 0.000000 -0.200577 -0.200578 0.000001

HFb -0.132585 -0.132586 0.000001 -0.158019 -0.158019 0.000000

N2
a -0.287638 -0.287638 0.000000 -0.416743 -0.416744 0.000001

COb -0.262626 -0.262626 0.000000 -0.334561 -0.334561 0.000000

a) Bond length taken from Ref. 55, b) taken from Ref. 56

TABLE IV: Bond-length of different electron addition
and removal processes for diatomic molecules

in Å (HF/aug-cc-pvqz). CCSD refers to
EOM-EA/IP-CCSD,

Process G0W0 G0W0-TDA ADC(3)a CCSDa experimentb

NO+→NO· 1.139 1.100 1.123 1.138 1.154

OH−→OH· 0.951 0.947 0.951 0.966 0.970

CO→CO+ 1.092 1.081 1.108 1.104 1.128

a) taken from Ref. 57

b) taken from Ref. 58

ganic molecules in the cc-pvdz basis set are compared.
The aIPS for G0W0 and G0W0-TDA are shown in Tab. V.
Tab. V also contains aIPs for ADC(2) and EOM-IP-
CCSD calculations, taken from Ref. 57. The MAE for
both G0W0 and G0W0-TDA with respect to experiment
is 0.19. The largest G0W0 deviation of 0.36 eV is found
for quinone while the largest deviation for G0W0-TDA
is −0.36 eV for α-pyranose. For quinone, nitrobenzene,
and uracil, both G0W0 and G0W0-TDA, are considerably
more accurate than ADC(2), relative to EOM-IP-CCSD
and experiment. The aEAs are displayed in Tab. VI.
There it can be seen that the overall deviation relative
to the experimental aEAs is increased, resulting in an
MAE of 0.97 eV/0.93 eV for G0W0 and G0W0-TDA,
respectively. However, for quinone, nitrobenzene, and
uracil an excellent agreement (largest deviation of 0.15 eV
for G0W0-TDA) with aEAs from EOM-EA-CCSD57 is
found. In contrast, ADC(2)57 results in substantially
larger deviations relative to EOM-EA-CCSD. Disentan-
gling the precise origin of the deviations from the experi-
ment, both for G0W0 and G0W0-TDA, would require the
evaluation of aIPs and aEAs in considerably larger basis
sets, and the consideration of zero point vibrational en-
ergy corrections, which is outside the scope of this work.

TABLE V: Adiabatic ionization potential (aIP) for
medium-sized organic molecules for various electronic

structure methods in eV (HF/cc-pvdz). The
mean-absolute error (MAE) for G0W0 and G0W0-TDA
with respect to experimental values are also shown.

CCSD refers to EOM-IP-CCSD

Molecule G0W0 G0W0-TDA ADC(2)a CCSDa experiment

quinone 10.36 9.74 7.61 9.75 10.00±0.1b

nitrobenzene 9.81 9.88 9.18 9.73 9.94±0.08b

uracil 9.24 9.17 7.39 8.92 9.20b

thymine 8.83 8.78 - - 8.95±0.05c

benzene 8.95 9.01 - - 9.24b

naphthalene 7.81 7.93 - - 8.14b

α-pyranose 9.03 8.74 - - 9.10d

MAE 0.19 0.19 - - -

a) taken from Ref. 57

b) taken from Ref. 62

c) taken from Ref. 63

d) taken from Ref. 64

V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In summary, fully analytic nuclear gradients for the
G0W0 approximation have been derived and imple-
mented for the first time. The derivation is based on
the recently established connection between the G0W0

method and EOM-drUCCD38 and highlights the im-
portance of establishing connections between the fields
of quantum-chemistry and theoretical condensed matter
physics, see also Refs. 66–70.
Using these gradients, we have benchmarked the accu-
racy of the G0W0 method, with and without the TDA
approximation for the screened Coulomb interaction, to
determine the adiabatic electron affinities (aEA) and ion-
ization potentials (aIP) for various molecular systems.
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TABLE VI: Adiabatic electron affinities (aEAs) for
medium-sized organic molecules for various electronic

structure methods in eV (HF/cc-pvdz). The
mean-absolute error (MAE) for G0W0 and G0W0-TDA
with respect to experimental values are also shown.

CCSD refers to EOM-EA-CCSD.

Molecule G0W0 G0W0-TDA ADC(2)a CCSDa experiment

quinone 1.00 0.90 2.21 1.05 1.85±0.01b

nitrobenzene 0.02 −0.03 1.17 0.00 1.00±0.01b

uracil −0.98 −1.01 0.29 −0.94 0.08b

benzene −2.27 −2.06 - - −1.15c

naphthalene −1.04 −0.88 - - −0.20b

MAE 0.97 0.93 - - -

a) taken from Ref. 57

b) taken from Ref. 62

c) taken from Ref. 65

Overall, a similar accuracy for aEAs/aIPs as for verti-
cal IPs/EAs is observed. This indicates that the ‘GW
miracle of many-body perturbation theory6 potentially
also holds for linear response properties making it a vi-
able alternative to wavefunction-based quantum chemical
methods for molecular systems. A more comprehensive
assessment of aIPs/aEAs, and also other linear-response
properties is planned in a follow-up study.
Currently, the computational cost for evaluating G0W0

properties scales as O(N6), and as O(N5) for G0W0-
TDA. Future efforts aim to reduce this scaling, for in-
stance, by employing the auxiliary-boson expansion in-
troduced in Ref. 45. Additionally, the approach will
be extended to translationally invariant systems, en-
abling, among other advances, the determination of fully
analytic electron-phonon couplings within the G0W0

approximation22,25–27. Finally, the derivation of analytic
quasiparticle energy derivatives presented in this work
marks an important step toward the development of fully
analytic nuclear gradients within the G0W0-BSE frame-
work.
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VI. APPENDIX A: G0W0 NUCLEAR GRADIENTS

In practice, the nuclear gradients for quasiparticle ν are
computed, after the Lagrangian is stationary with respect
to its parameters, as

GQP
ν =

∂LQP
ν (Z,λλλ,M,C, t)

∂R

=
∑
pq

∂hpq

∂R
γ̃pq +

1

2

∑
pqrs

∂(pq|rs)
∂R

Γ̃pqrs

+
∑
pq

∂Spq

∂R
Mpq. (A1)

The one- and two-particle reduced density matrices γ̃pq
and Γ̃pqrs are

γ̃ν,pq = γMF
pq + γdrUCCD

pq + γQP
ν,pq + γλ

pq + γZ
ν,pq, (A2)

and

Γ̃ν,pqrs = ΓdrUCCD
pqrs + ΓQP

ν,pqrs + ΓZ
pqrs + Γ1

ν,pqrs, (A3)

where Γ1
ν,pqrs contains contributions from γ̃ν,pq to Γ̃ν,pqrs

because of the definition of the energy functional [com-
pare Eq. (A1)]. γMF

pq denotes the mean-field den-

sity matrix, and γλ
pq is the λ-Lagrange multiplier den-

sity matrix. In case of the G0W0 nuclear gradi-
ents, γdrUCCD

pq /ΓdrUCCD
pqrs , γQP

ν,pq/Γ
QP
ν,pqrs and γZ

ν,pq/Γ
Z
pqrs are

method-specific and their derivation is outlined below.
The drUCCD density matrices γdrUCCD

pq /ΓdrUCCD
pqrs are ob-

tained as

γdrUCCD
pq =

∂EdrUCCD
c

∂Fpq
, (A4)

and

ΓdrUCCD
pqrs =

∂EdrUCCD
c

∂Vpqrs
, (A5)

where EdrUCCD
c denotes the drUCCD correlation energy.

The contributions to γdrUCCD
pq are

γdrUCCD
ab =

∑
i

ΓA
iaib

γdrUCCD
ij =

∑
a

ΓA
iaja. (A6)

Similarly for ΓdrUCCD
pqrs , one fnds

ΓdrUCCD
iajb = 2

(
ΓB
iajb + ΓA

iajb

)
(A7)

where we have made use of the fact that Bosonic
indices correspond to Fermionic electron-hole pairs

(I ≡ ia). ΓA
iajb is

〈
0
∣∣e−σ̂ b̂†iab̂jbe

σ̂
∣∣0〉, and ΓB

iajb =〈
0
∣∣e−σ̂ 1

2

(
b̂†iab̂

†
jb + b̂iab̂jb

)
eσ̂
∣∣0〉. In practice, ΓA

iajb and

ΓB
iajb are constructed iteratively using the the bosonic

density operator Γ̂B
iajb = 1

2

(
b̂†iab̂

†
jb + b̂iab̂jb

)
and ΓA

iajb =

b̂†iab̂jb, as

Γ̄A,B(n+ 1) =
[
Γ̄(n), σ̂

]
, (A8)

until the norm ||Γ̄A,B(n)||
n! < 10−9. This procedure is ana-

log to the construction of H̄. Details are presented in
Appendix A of Ref. 45.
The quasiparticle density matrices are obtained analo-
gously from the derivative of EQP

ν

γQP
ν,pq =

∂EQP
ν

∂Fpq
, (A9)

and

ΓQP
ν,pqrs =

∂EQP
ν

∂Vpqrs
. (A10)
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The equations are

γQP
ν,ij = Rν,iRν,j +

∑
I

Rν,iIRν,jI

+
∑
ka

R̃ν,k(ja)R̃ν,k(ia) −
∑
ba

R̃ν,(ib)aR̃ν,(jb)a

γQP
ν,ab = Rν,aRν,b +

∑
I

Rν,IaRν,Ib

+
∑
ac

R̃ν,(ia)cR̃ν,(ib)c −
∑
kj

R̃ν,k(ja)R̃ν,k(jb)

γQP
ν,ia = Rν,iRν,a

γQP
ν,ai = Rν,aRν,i, (A11)

with R̃ν,Ip denoting

R̃ν,Ip =
∑
J

Rν,Jp

[
et
]
JI

. (A12)

In practice, et is evaluated by Taylor expansion until the

norm of the n-th term ||T||
n! < 10−12. For ΓQP

ν,pqrs, one
finds

ΓQP
ν,iajb = 4

(∑
c

R̃ν,(ia)cR̃ν,(jb)c −
∑
k

R̃ν,k(ia)R̃ν,k(jb)

+Rν,iR̃ν,(jb)a +Rν,aR̃ν,i(jb)

)
ΓQP
ν,ijkc = 2Rν,iR̃ν,j(kc)

ΓQP
ν,kcij = 2R̃ν,j(kc)Rν,i

ΓQP
ν,abkc = 2Rν,aR̃ν,(kc)b

ΓQP
ν,kcab = 2R̃ν,(kc)bRν,a. (A13)

In the case of the TDA, the prefactor for the first term
in Eq. (A13) changes to two.
The density matrices associated with the Z-Lagrange
Multiplier requires the determination of these multipli-
ers. They are determined from

∂LQP
ν (Z,λλλ,M,C, t)

∂tKL

!
= 0. (A14)

Z is determined from solving the following system of lin-
ear equations

∂EdrUCCD
ν

∂tKL
+

∂EQP
ν

∂tKL
+
∑
IJ

ZIJ
∂JIJ
∂tKL

= 0. (A15)

Because
∂EdrUCCD

ν

∂tν,µ
= 0, this simplifies to

∂EQP
ν

∂tKL
+
∑
IJ

ZIJ
∂JIJ
∂tKL

= 0. (A16)

For the first term
∂EQP

ν

∂tKL
(only showing non-zero terms),

one finds

∂EQP
ν

∂tKL
=

∂

∂tKL

∑
ijI

Rν,iW
I
ijRν,jI +

∑
ijI

Rν,iIW
I
ijRν,j

+
∑
abI

Rν,aW
I
abRν,Ib +

∑
abI

Rν,bIW
I
abRν,a

+
∑
iaI

Rν,iW
I
iaRν,Ia +

∑
iaI

Rν,IaW
I
aiRν,i

+
∑
iaI

Rν,aW
I
aiRν,iI +

∑
iaI

Rν,iIW
I
iaRν,a

−
∑
iIJ

Rν,iIĀIJRν,iJ +
∑
aIJ

Rν,IaĀIJRν,Ja

)
,

(A17)

with

W I
pq =

∑
J

V J
pq

[
et
]
JI

, (A18)

and

ĀIJ =
∑
KL

[
et
]
IK

[A+B]KL

[
et
]
LI

. (A19)

The derivative requires the differentiation of
[
et
]
IJ

∂
[
et
]
IJ

∂tKL
=

M∑
n=0

1

(n+ 1)!

n∑
k=0

[
tn−k

]
IK

[
tk
]
LJ

. (A20)

Throughout this manuscript, the derivative is approxi-
mated with M = 5, which has been found to be sufficient
(compare Tabs. II,III). Similarly the gradient for

∂RIJ

∂tKL
=

∂

∂tKL

(
B̄+ B̄T

)
IJ

(A21)

is obtained, after rewriting B̄ as

B̄ =
∑
KL

[
et
]
IK

[A+B]KL

[
et
]
LI

+
∑
KL

[
e−t
]
IK

[B−A]KL

[
e−t
]
LI

. (A22)

With Z [Eq. (A16)], the density matrices γZ
pq and ΓZ

pqrs

are obtained by differentiation

γZ
pq =

∂
∑

iajb Zia,jbJia,jb

∂Fpq

ΓZ
pqrs =

∂
∑

iajb Zia,jbJia,jb

∂Vpqrs
. (A23)

VII. APPENDIX B: ELECTRON ADDITION AND
REMOVAL PROCESSES
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