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We present a novel approach to model ultrafast time-dependent nonlinear optical polarization sensitive signals emitted
from randomly-oriented molecules. By projecting the laboratory-frame analyzer polarization axis into the molecular-
frame and linking that axis with the density matrix through a tensor product, we demonstrate an approach to find a
specific molecular orientation that yields a good approximation to simulated four-wave mixing signals produced by the
same model but with averaging over molecular orientation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nonlinear spectroscopic methods have provided rich and
deep insight into electronic and nuclear dynamics in atomic
and molecular systems. Recent examples include the observa-
tion of long range ultrafast energy transfer between optically
active donor and acceptor molecules, which were excited in
a microcavity1, a study of charge transfer dynamics between
electron donor and acceptor regions in oligomers2, and the
observation of phonon softening in resonant nanoelectrome-
chanical systems3. The analysis of the measured spectra re-
quire sophisticated theoretical treatments. Many approaches
to simulate nonlinear spectra using any of several quantum
chemistry packages4,5 offer the ability to compute frequency
domain nonlinear responses to the desired order. Such proce-
dures are usually computationally intensive depending on the
the size and complexity of the molecular system.

Recent advances in the computation of nonlinear time-
domain resolved spectra show promising advantages in the
interpretation of ultrafast molecular dynamics. Rose, and
Krich6 have implemented an efficient means of simulating
time domain nonlinear spectra with the Ultrafast Ultrafast
(UF2) software package, which simulates nonlinear spectra
using a Fourier-based approach with a Runge–Kutta–Euler
direct propagation method to estimate the spectroscopic sig-
nals from the Liouville equation. They also demonstrated the
ability to automatically compute signals from all Feynman
diagrams up to the 5th order7 and treat the case of an open
quantum system8. Other simulation methods, such as those
based on the nonlinear-response-function (NRF) approach9,
have been developed and applied toward predicting nonlinear
signals that are due to nonadiabatic dynamics in molecular
systems in the XUV and X-Ray regimes10. Taken together,
the collection of methods and packages are both powerful and
general. However, these approaches do not typically include
polarization sensitivity in the quantum level simulation and
can become significantly more expensive under orientational
averaging.

Polarization spectroscopies measure the signal fields with

one or more specified polarization direction, which in turn
specifies the physically relevant information to be measured.
In particular, polarization sensitive spectroscopies are estab-
lished to be sensitive to molecular orientations9,11–13. By
explicitly connecting polarization sensitivity into a nonlinear
time-domain simulation method, we aim to access molecular
frame information, such as electronic motion in the molecular
frame, using these polarization sensitive techniques.

One consequence of the sensitivity of nonlinear polariza-
tion to molecular orientation that relates to isotropic samples,
as discussed by Gelin et al.9, is that orientational averag-
ing must be done in order to properly represent an observed
polarization sensitive signal. While not unique to polariza-
tion spectroscopy14,15, as many spectroscopic signals are ori-
entation dependent, this requirement of orientational averag-
ing, when considering spectroscopic signals of isotropic sam-
ples, does impose extra computational cost on any method
that is trying to simulate spectra of isotropic samples. For
the case of a third order polarization calculation, which is
typically used to describe time resolved optical Kerr effect
spectroscopy16–18, a general method to account for orienta-
tional averaging requires sampling a minimum of 27 differ-
ent orientations9. If all of the 81 different tensor elements of
the 3rd-order susceptibility are calculated, 81 different orien-
tations may be required15,16. Consequently, orientational av-
eraging adds a minimum factor of 27 to the cost of 3rd-order
spectroscopy simulations.

We present a method to recover molecular frame informa-
tion for a sample of randomly-oriented molecules to iden-
tify a single representative orientation of a molecular target
that generates approximately the same signal as is achieved
through orientation averaging. To find the representative ori-
entation, we introduce the projected density matrix, an object
containing information about both the molecular frame den-
sity matrix and the laboratory frame measurement axis. A
consequence of this implicit representation of the molecular
and laboratory frames is that the projected density matrix al-
lows for perturbative simulations to retain more detailed quan-
tum information that may otherwise be lost by orientation av-
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eraging.
We apply the following procedure illustrated in Fig. 1 to

approximate orientationally averaged nonlinear polarization
calculations using a single molecular orientation. First, we
perform an orientationally averaged calculation over a narrow
simulation time window using the projected density matrix.
We then compute signals for a series of fixed orientations,
comparing each signal with the orientation-averaged result.
A representative orientation is found if the corresponding sig-
nal agrees with the orientation-average. Under the assumption
that this representative orientation is a valid approximation of
the averaged signal over extended time-windows, we expand
the real-time simulation and thus expand the time-delay win-
dow of the simulation with a significant computational cost
reduction offered by the single geometry. The approach en-
ables time-domain calculations that are directly comparable
with experiments, while still accounting for orientational av-
eraging. After presenting the theoretical framework, we im-
plement the method, apply it to the simulation of an electronic
model of nitrobenzene, and demonstrate the capabilities with
time resolved optical Kerr effect simulations to investigate the
dependence of the retrieved representative molecular orienta-
tion on the applied pulse durations.

II. THE PROJECTED DENSITY DENSITY MATRIX -
INTRODUCTION, JUSTIFICATION, AND APPLICATION

At its core, the projected density matrix encodes informa-
tion about both the quantum state of a model system and the
orientational information of that system. The latter is included
by combining the laboratory frame polarization measurement
axis and the molecular frame density matrix through the inclu-
sion of a unit vector s that represents the polarization analyzer
measurement axis. The s vector is a molecular-frame repre-
sentation of the laboratory frame of reference (Fig. 2), which
is defined by the analyzer polarization axis, onto which polar-
ization signals are projected. We define the projected density
matrix as the tensor product of s with the density matrix |ρ⟩⟩:

|⃗ρpro j⟩⟩= s⊗|ρ⟩⟩ (1)

The projected density matrix implicitly accounts for the
molecular polarization projected onto the polarization ana-
lyzer, corresponding to a polarization-sensitive measurement.
We apply the projected density matrix to find single molecu-
lar orientations that are good approximations of the orienta-
tionally averaged signal. The relationship between the polar-
ization signals computed from the electronic polarization, the
projected density matrix, and an approximate single molecule
orientation is shown as follows

Signal[P] = Signal[⟨⟨⃗µmol |⃗ρpro j⟩⟩ave]

≈ Signal[⟨⟨⃗µmol |⃗ρ(Rfit)⟩⟩]
(2)

where P is the time- and delay-dependent polarization of the
system along the measurement axis, µ⃗mol is the molecular

frame dipole operator of the system, (·)ave denotes orienta-
tional averaging, Signal[·] is a functional that computes the
signal from P, and Rfit is the rotation operator that defines the
single molecule orientation that best approximates the orien-
tationally averaged signal. This further provides information
about the orientation of molecules producing simulated sig-
nals that are highly representative of the signals produced in
the ensemble-average of randomly-oriented molecules, which
can be retrieved and used to interpret experimental measure-
ments that were performed in the laboratory frame.

To find the representative orientation, we perform a fit that
uses information from the orientationally averaged projected
density matrix to constrain sampled orientations and find the
best fit orientation using comparisons against single orienta-
tion calculations. This fit allows us to recover the single lab
frame molecular orientation that best approximates the signal.
To find the corresponding rotation operator (R), we first de-
compose the orientationally averaged projected density ma-
trix into an approximate molecular frame polarization ana-
lyzer axis sapprox and a recovered density matrix |ρ⟩⟩approx in
the following manner.

|⃗ρpro j⟩⟩ave ≈ s(R)approx ⊗|ρ(R)⟩⟩approx (3)

This decomposition suggests two different approaches to
find R. In the first and simplest approach, we can use sapprox
to constrain the orientation of the molecule and perform a
1-dimensional search to find the representative signal (Sec-
tion II D). In the second approach, in principle we can use the
recovered density matrix |ρ⟩⟩approx to perform a fit against the
orientationally dependent density matrix |ρ(R)⟩⟩. Computa-
tionally, this can be more demanding than the first approach,
as it involves recomputing the density matrix for a variety of
orientations. The benefit of the second approach is it allows
the direct determination of the rotation operator that best ap-
proximates the average signal without performing a search. In
this work we primarily focus on the first method.

In the following section (Section II A), we will derive the
projected density matrix for a given lab frame analyzer polar-
ization axis êpol and it’s molecular frame counterpart s that
defines a measurement axis for a specified polarization re-
sponse. To accomplish this, we will start by considering the
transformation of this polarization signal from the lab frame
to the molecular frame. This transformation is at the heart
of the projected density matrix and will be used to justify the
projected density matrix as a means to encode the quantum
mechanics of the system and to describe the resulting polar-
ization signal. After deriving the projected density matrix in
the general case, we will then explore how this object behaves
in the context of perturbation theory (Section II B). In partic-
ular, we will show that, unlike the molecular-frame density
matrix, the projected density matrix transforms like the sig-
nal it represents under orientational averaging. This allows
us to retain density matrix information after the orientational
averaging process. Using this result, we will then present an
approximation method, where we determine a single molec-
ular orientation that produces signals almost identical to the
orientation-averaged signals (Sections II C, II B). We discuss
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FIG. 1. Workflow diagram illustrating the steps used when simulating orientationally averaged nonlinear spectroscopic signals using a repre-
sentative orientation given an orientationally averaged calculation. (1) First an orientationally averaged calculation over a restricted simulation
time window given the desired order of perturbation theory is performed. (2b1) This is used to compute the molecular frame polarization
analyzer axis s for each moment in simulation time (t), for each density matrix element (ρi j), and for each time-delay (Tdelay) between the
incident pulses. (2b2) For each time-delay, we compute an average save that approximates the time-integrated system response by averaging s
over simulation time and over each density matrix element. (2b3) Using the averaged save, a single orientation fit of the signal is performed in
which the computed time-delay-dependent signals from the orientationally averaged calculation (2a) and the single orientation calculation are
compared. To perform the fit, we use the save and samples of the remaining independent angle to define a set of molecular orientations that
are used in the comparison. (3) Using the best sampled fit, we can lastly use the recovered orientation, which we use as an approximation for
orientational averaging, to extend the simulation window (4).

FIG. 2. A representative lab frame orientation of nitrobenzene re-
covered from a 3-level orientationally averaged third order projected
density matrix calculation of nitrobenzene. In this calculation, the
included states were S0, S1, and S2 and the pulse duration was 15 fs
with a central wavelength of 780 nm. We note that here that the lab
frame axes are defined as follows: ẑlab is the pulse propagation axis,
x̂lab is aligned along the probe polarization axis, and ŷlab is the ana-
lyzer polarizer axis. The molecular frame axis ẑmol is aligned along
the CN bond axis, ŷmol is aligned normal to the plane of the ring, and
x̂mol is orientated in the plane of the benzene ring.

applications of this framework to compute approximate ori-
entationally averaged signals over longer time durations, by
exploiting the computational cost savings gained from using
single molecular orientation calculations (Section III).

A. Derivation and Justification of the Projected Density
Matrix from Molecular Frame and Lab Frame Polarization
Signals

The relationship between a signal that is proportional to a
dipole operator in the laboratory frame µ⃗lab and the dipole op-

erator in the molecular frame µ⃗mol is essentially a rotation14,15

from the molecular frame (defined by the êmol
i unit vectors) to

the laboratory frame (defined by the êlab
i unit vectors). This

rotation can be described using a rotation operator (R) as fol-
lows:

⟨⟨⃗µlab|ρ⟩⟩= R−1⟨⟨⃗µmol |ρ⟩⟩ (4)

When performing a polarization sensitive measurement, the
polarizer will define a lab-frame measurement axis êpol that
will reject the dipole signal orthogonal to this axis. This effect
can be added to Eq. 4 by simply taking the scalar product of
êpol on both sides of the equation giving the following:

êpol · ⟨⟨⃗µlab|ρ⟩⟩= êpol ·R−1⟨⟨⃗µmol |ρ⟩⟩ (5)

Expanding the right hand side (RHS) of Eq. 5 and collecting
the terms under the trace yields

êpol · ⟨⟨⃗µlab|ρ⟩⟩= Tr
[(

µ
mol
x ,µmol

y ,µmol
z

)
· (sxρ,syρ,szρ)

]
,

(6)
where the components si represent the relative contributions

of each component of the molecular frame electronic polariza-
tion to the lab frame polarization. The si components repre-
sent a rotation of the lab-frame defined measurement axis êpol

into the molecular frame, which is written explicitly as fol-
lows:

si = êpol ·R−1êmol
i ; i = x,y,z (7)
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Eq. 6, combined with the definition of the components of
s in equation 7, are then used to recover the definition for the
projected density matrix:

|⃗ρpro j⟩⟩=

sx|ρ⟩⟩
sy|ρ⟩⟩
sz|ρ⟩⟩

= s⊗|ρ⟩⟩ (8)

With this definition, we express measurable polarization
signals in terms of the projected density matrix by rewriting
the RHS of Eq. 6. This gives us the following expression for
a polarization sensitive lab frame signal in terms of the pro-
jected density matrix:

êpol · P⃗sig = êpol · ⟨⟨⃗µlab|ρ⟩⟩= ⟨⟨⃗µmol |⃗ρpro j⟩⟩ (9)

B. Perturbation Theory and Orientational Averaging using
the Projected Density Matrix

Including orientational information in the projected density
matrix has several useful consequences when considering ori-

entationally averaged perturbative signals. Before we discuss
these implications, we will first provide a brief review of time-
dependent perturbation theory. The goal of this discussion is
two-fold: first, we need to generate a set of expressions that
will be used in our implementation of perturbative simula-
tions later, and second, we aim to further justify the projected
density matrix by exploring how, under rotational averaging,
the perturbed projected density matrix will transform like the
signal it represents. These properties result in an important
consequence: upon rotational averaging, the 3rd-order pro-
jected density matrix retains the quantum information about
the model system.

In a typical molecular frame perturbative treatment of the
nth-order polarization response16,19, the nth-order correction
to the polarization in the time domain is expressed in terms
of a time ordered integral expression, where the inner tensor
product of an nth-order response function S(n)mol(t,τn, ...,τ1) is
taken with the appropriate number of interacting fields E⃗mol

m .
Expressions for these response functions can furthermore be
derived from the Liouville equation by considering a Dyson
series expansion of a dipole perturbation in the interaction
picture20. Expressions for the nth-order molecular frame po-
larization response in terms of the classical response function
and a quantum mechanical treatment are shown in Eqs. 10a
and 10b, respectively:

P⃗(n)
mol =

∫ t

t0
dτ1...

∫
τn−1

t0
dτnS(n)mol(t,τn, ...,τ1)

n

∏
m=1

E⃗mol
m (t,τm) (10a)

P⃗(n)
mol =

(
−i
h̄

)n ∫ t

t0
dτ1...

∫
τn−1

t0
dτn

[
⟨⟨⃗µmol |

(
U0
(
∆Tf
) n

∏
m=1

µ⃗molU0 (∆τm)

)
|ρ0⟩⟩

]
n

∏
m=1

E⃗mol
m (10b)

Here, we identify the nth-order response function S(n)mol as the
bracketed term in Eq. 10b. U0 is the unperturbed time evolu-
tion operator in Liouville space, µ⃗mol is the molecular frame
dipole operator, |ρ0⟩⟩ is the unperturbed density matrix, and
the amount of time between the interactions in perturbation
theory is denoted by ∆τm and ∆Tf , which have the following
definitions:

∆Tf = t − τ1

∆τm =

{
τm − τm+1, if m < n
τn − t0, m = n

To translate the molecular frame polarization expressions of
Eqs. 10a and 10b into laboratory frame expressions14,15 most
relevant to practical simulations and experiments, we simply
include the rotation operator R that translates the lab frame
measured fields E⃗ lab and polarization P⃗(n)

lab into their molecular
frame counterparts. After applying this operation to both sides
of Eq. 10b and solving for the lab frame response function
S(n)lab, we get the following:

S(n)lab ≡ R−1(θ ,φ ,ψ)S(n)mol(t,τn, ...,τ1)
n

∏
m=1

R(θ ,φ ,ψ) (11a)

S(n)lab = R−1(θ ,φ ,ψ)⟨⟨⃗µmol |

(
U0
(
∆Tf
) n

∏
m=1

µ⃗molR(θ ,φ ,ψ)U0 (∆τm)

)
|ρ0⟩⟩ (11b)
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These relations are then used to compute the lab frame nth-
order polarization response via the following expression:14–16

P⃗(n)
lab ∝

∫ t

t0
dτ1...

∫
τn−1

t0
dτnS(n)lab

n

∏
m=1

E⃗ lab
m (t,τm) (12)

In order to perform a molecular frame to lab frame trans-
formation of the perturbed density matrix, we follow a similar
procedure. First, we consider the following equivalent expres-

sion for the nth-order molecular frame polarization in terms of
the nth-order correction to the density matrix ρ(n)19:

P⃗(n)
mol = ⟨⟨⃗µmol |ρ(n)⟩⟩ (13)

Again, from perturbation theory19, the nth-order correction
to the density matrix, using optical fields defined in the labo-
ratory frame, is expressed as follows:

|ρ(n)(θ ,φ ,ψ)⟩⟩ ∝

∫ t

t0
dτ1...

∫
τn−1

t0
dτn

(
U0
(
∆Tf
) n

∏
m=1

(⃗µR(θ ,φ ,ψ)U0 (∆τm)) |ρ0⟩⟩

)
n

∏
m=1

E⃗ lab
m , (14)

where the term in parentheses of Eq. 14 is roughly analo-
gous to S(n)lab (Eq. 11b), except for the perturbation correction
to the density matrix, as apposed to the perturbation correction
to the polarization signal.

In order to derive an expression for the perturbed projected
density matrix, all that is necessary is to combine the results
of Eq. 14 with the definition of the projected density matrix
in Eq. 8. This lets us express the nth-order correction to the
projected density matrix as follows:

|⃗ρ(n)
pro j⟩⟩=s(θ ,φ ,ψ)⊗|ρ(n)(θ ,φ ,ψ)⟩⟩=

êpol ·R−1(θ ,φ ,ψ)êmol
x |ρ(n)(θ ,φ ,ψ)⟩⟩

êpol ·R−1(θ ,φ ,ψ)êmol
y |ρ(n)(θ ,φ ,ψ)⟩⟩

êpol ·R−1(θ ,φ ,ψ)êmol
z |ρ(n)(θ ,φ ,ψ)⟩⟩

 (15)

There are a few observations to make at this stage. First,
when comparing the expressions for the lab frame perturbed
response function in Eq. 11b to that of the equivalent response
function term for the perturbed density matrix with lab frame
defined fields in Eq. 14, we find that these expressions are
nearly identical, except for the lack of both the final con-
tracting dipole operator and the corresponding inverse rota-
tion operator in the perturbed density matrix in Eq. 14. As
such Eqs. 14 and 11b effectively represent two different ex-
pressions for the nth-order response within the same perturba-
tive treatment of the relevant system. After rotational averag-
ing, the two orientationally averaged quantities of Eqs. 14 and
11b have different intrinsic permutation symmetries because
of the different number of rotation operators. Specifically, the
orientation-averaged density matrix (Eq. 14) is almost always
zero, even when the orientation-averaged signal (Eq. 11b) is
non-zero. After the inverse rotation operator is reintroduced
in the nth-order projected density matrix (Eq. 15), one may
expect that under orientational averaging the resulting pro-
jected density matrix should have the same intrinsic permuta-
tion symmetry as the signal it represents. This is most clearly
illustrated when considering the intrinsic response function
and the perturbed density matrix in the case of first order per-
turbation theory:

S(1)lab(R) = R−1⟨⟨⃗µmol |U0
(
∆Tf
)

µ⃗molRU0 (∆τ1) |ρ0⟩⟩ (16a)

|ρ(1)(R)⟩⟩i1...in = U0
(
∆Tf
)

µ⃗RU0 (∆τ1) |ρ0⟩⟩ (16b)

In this case, the first order orientationally averaged re-
sponse function ⟨S(1)lab⟩ will have nonzero terms along its di-
agonal elements14–16. However, the corresponding orienta-
tionally averaged first order correction to the density matrix
⟨|ρ(1)(R)⟩⟩i1...in⟩, as it only contains one rotation operator,
must be exactly zero, because the rotational average of a sin-
gle static vector (as defined by µ⃗) must be zero.

For the nth-order projected density matrix (Eq. 15), the el-
ements of the perturbed projected density matrix transform
like the signal they represent, due to the inclusion of the in-
verse rotation operator. This lets the projected density matrix
retain dynamical information about the quantum evolution of
the system after orientational averaging. In the following sec-
tions, we will show how we can use this dynamical informa-
tion, which is retained after this transformation, to interpret
results from simulations and greatly speed up time-dependent
calculations.
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C. Recovering Molecular Frame Information using the
Projected Density Matrix

By definition, s is a unit vector with real components de-
scribing the lab frame analyzer polarization axis in the molec-
ular frame ( Eq. 7). As such, s must have real components and
unit magnitude, as shown in Eq. 17:

||s||real =

√
(s̃x)

2 +(s̃y)
2 +(s̃z)

2 = 1 (17)

However, because the elements of the density matrix are
complex, the tensor elements of the projected density matrix
must also in general be complex. Given the rich information
contained in the projected density matrix, this presents an op-
portunity to over-determine s by recovering a set of measure-
ment axes srec

i j for each real and imaginary component of the
density matrix element contained in the given projected den-
sity matrix. By averaging these recovered vectors, we can re-
cover the measurement axis s as well as confidence intervals
associated with this vector up to an overall sign ambiguity,
which is due to the double-ended nature of the polarization
vector. In principle, this recovered measurement axis can then
be used to determine the Euler angles that are associated with
the orientation of the model molecule.

To start this analysis, first consider the following relation-
ship between the elements of the projected density matrix and
the corresponding orientational decomposition, as shown in
Eq. 18:

⟨⟨i j|⃗ρpro j⟩⟩= s⟨⟨i j|ρ⟩⟩ ≈ srec⟨⟨i j|ρapprox⟩⟩ (18)

In this equation, we see that the vector orientation comes
purely from the analyzer polarization axis s, whereas the com-
plex magnitude of the vector stems from the density matrix
element itself. This suggests that we can recover a vector ap-
proximating s, using the following procedure. First, we sepa-
rate the real and imaginary components of each density matrix
element. As a result we get two separate real valued vectors
that can be normalized into unit vectors. By normalizing these
vectors, we isolate the real and imaginary parts, and recover
the srec

i j vector up to a sign ambiguity for each density matrix
element. This is summarized in Eqs. (19a and b):

R [⟨⟨i j|⃗ρpro j⟩⟩]∣∣∣∣R [⟨⟨i j|⃗ρpro j⟩⟩]
∣∣∣∣

real

≡±sreal
i j (19a)

I [⟨⟨i j|⃗ρpro j⟩⟩]∣∣∣∣I [⟨⟨i j|⃗ρpro j⟩⟩]
∣∣∣∣

real

≡±simag
i j (19b)

In principle, these two normalized vectors should recover
the same vector quantity s rec

i j . Additionally, for a single orien-
tation, each density matrix element is expected to produce the
same vectors s rec

i j . As such, averaging the resulting recovered
s rec

i j vectors over both the real and imaginary components of
the sampled density matrix elements should give us a good
representation of the molecular frame polarization analyzer

axis s. Additionally, we can compute the averaged recovered
srec as well as confidence intervals from these recovered si j
vectors. The final expression for srec from averaging the si j
terms from both the real and imaginary components of the
projected density matrix is:

⟨simag
i j ⟩+ ⟨sreal

i j ⟩
2

= srec (20)

Lastly, factoring out srec from the given projected density
matrix, as illustrated in Eq. 18, allows us to compute an ap-
proximate, recovered density matrix up to an overall sign am-
biguity. Now that we have a procedure for recovering the mea-
surement axis srec and the density matrix |ρapprox⟩ from a given
projected density matrix, we can next discuss an approxima-
tion method based on this procedure by which we compute the
measurement axis and density matrix that best approximates
the projected density matrix after orientational averaging.

D. Approximating Orientationally Averaged Signals using a
Single Molecular Frame Orientation

Under orientational averaging, the projected density matrix
can be written as:

|⃗ρpro j⟩⟩ave =
∫

s(R)⊗|ρ(R)⟩⟩dR

=

∫ êpol ·R−1êmol
x |ρ(R)⟩⟩dR∫

êpol ·R−1êmol
y |ρ(R)⟩⟩dR∫

êpol ·R−1êmol
z |ρ(R)⟩⟩dR

 (21)

Applying the results of perturbation theory to Eq. 21 lets
us write the nth-order correction of the rotationally averaged
projected density matrix as:

|⃗ρ(n)
pro j⟩⟩ave =

∫
s(R)⊗|ρ(n)(R)⟩⟩dR

=êpol ·

∫ R−1êmol
x |ρ(n)(R)⟩⟩dR∫

R−1êmol
y |ρ(n)(R)⟩⟩dR∫

R−1êmol
z |ρ(n)(R)⟩⟩dR

 (22)

Here, we approximate the orientationally averaged pro-
jected density matrix as a single orientation projected density
matrix, which is represented by the tensor product of a sin-
gle molecular frame analyzer polarization axis (represented
by sapprox) and a single density matrix (represented by ρapprox).
Effectively, this assumes that there is a single dominant ori-
entation of the molecule that contributes to a measured po-
larization selective signal. This can be justified as follows.
Using time-dependent perturbation theory16,19, a signal is ob-
tained from a finite sequence of specific interactions acting
on transition dipole matrix elements. Since each transition
will be maximized if the perturbing field is aligned along the
transition dipole axis, this suggests that, for any given inter-
action sequence, there should be some molecular orientation
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that maximizes the projection of the perturbing fields with re-
spect to the mediating transition dipoles and thus the resulting
signal. While many such sequences of transitions can and do
exist, the pathways that have major contributions to the net
signal may go through a similar sequence of dipole transi-
tions. If this is the case, the orientation that maximizes all
of these contributions could be representative of the net ori-
entationally averaged signal. We represent this approximation
in the following equation:

|⃗ρpro j⟩⟩ave =
∫

s(R)⊗|ρ(R)⟩⟩dR ≈ sapprox ⊗|ρapprox⟩⟩ (23)

Using the procedure outlined in the Section II C, we recover
both an approximate density matrix and the approximate ori-
entation of the analyzer polarization axis sapprox in the molec-
ular frame. Mathematically, this information by alone insuf-
ficient to fully determine the molecular orientation that best
represents the orientationally averaged signal. This is because
a rotation matrix in R3 is defined by three independent Euler
angles, whereas a vector in R3 can be determined from only
two Euler angles. One straightforward way to work around
this limitation is to simply sample the signal from orientations
that are constrained by the molecular frame orientation of the
polarization axis. Effectively, this reduces a 3-dimensional
search to a 1-dimensional search for the signal that best ap-
proximates the orientation-averaged calculation. To perform
this search, we compute the molecular frame to lab frame ro-
tation matrix by considering two separate axis-angle rotations
prior to performing the perturbation calculation as follows

Rmol-to-lab = R2(êorth,θalign)R1(sapprox,θr) (24)

In Eq. 24 we rotate the molecule around the approximate
molecular frame polarization analyzer axis sapprox by a vari-
able amount θr. Such rotations don’t change the relative ori-
entation of the polarization axis in the molecular frame, as this
θr is the undetermined degree of freedom to be searched over.
To align the molecular frame polarization analyzer axis to the
lab frame polarization axis, we perform a second axis-angle
rotation that aligns sapprox to the lab-frame polarization axis,
which we have defined to be along the y-axis. This is done by
finding the orthogonal axis êorth between the y-axis and sapprox
and rotating around the êorth axis by the angle θalign between
these two unit vectors. Note that, because êorth has a defined
value, and because θalign is determined from a calculation in-
volving êorth and sapprox, the rotation matrix R2 is effectively
determined by sapprox.

With this framework in place, in the next section we will de-
rive these dominant molecular orientations by computing the
exact orientationally averaged projected density matrix over
a short real-time interval. Next, we will perform a fit to de-
termine the orientation. We then perform molecular frame
calculations over longer simulation time durations, using this
recovered orientation as a low computational cost alternative
to orientational averaging, to simulate the approximate signals
produced by a sample of randomly oriented molecules.

III. PERTURBATIVE SIMULATIONS OF
ORIENTATIONALLY AVERAGED SIGNALS USING THE
PROJECTED DENSITY MATRIX FORMALISM

We now aim to better understand how the electronic struc-
ture of nitrobenzene contributes to a simulated optical Kerr
effect signal. We simulate a time resolved optical Kerr effect
experiment, where the pump and probe pulses are linearly po-
larized with a relative angle of 45◦ between them (see Fig. 2).
The optical Kerr effect signal, orthogonal to the probe pulse, is
produced by the transient nonlinear refractive index.17,18 The
signal is analyzed with a polarizer crossed at 90◦ to the probe
polarization to block the probe pulse. The time averaged po-
larization signal is measured as a function of the time-delay
between the pump and probe pulses, resulting in a time delay
dependent optical Kerr effect spectrum.

To model the electronic component of the polarization sig-
nal, we apply a damped N-level electronic model to describe
the interaction of nitrobenzene with an incident electric field.
This effectively isolates an electronic contribution to the opti-
cal Kerr effect signal.

To parameterize the energy levels and dipole transitions of
the model, we performed electronic structure calculations of
nitrobenzene in a frozen nuclear geometry, using a Multi-
configuration Self Consistent Field (MCSCF) wavefunction
method, as implemented in the Dalton quantum chemistry
package4 with the the dipole transitions of nitrobenzene being
computed using a response theory method21. The calculations
were performed using a double zeta augmented Dunning cor-
relation consistent basis with an active space consisting of 14
active electrons that are distributed among 11 orbitals. This
active space was chosen based on previous electronic struc-
ture calculations that accurately described nondissociative re-
laxation mechanisms in nitrobenzene after excitation22.

Prior gas phase measurements23 have found that the NO2
functional group has a significant out-of-plane probability dis-
tribution, with an average dihedral angle of 13◦ between the
benzene ring and the NO2 functional group. Therefore, in the
present model, we optimize the ground state electronic struc-
ture in the average geometry.

We compare two different electronic structure models,
starting with a simple 3 level model, applying the ground elec-
tronic state S0, and the lowest two singlet excited states S1, and
S2. We also employ a 5 level model, which includes 5 singlet
states S0, S1, S2, S8 and S12. The latter two states are cho-
sen for their computed strong transition dipole moments. The
decay and dephasing rates included in the time evolution op-
erator U0 (Eq. 10b) are dependent on the electronic structure,
and are all on the approximate order of magnitude (∼100 fs)
as measured in experiments24,25.

A. Simulation Results of Optical Kerr Effect Signals using
the Projected Density Matrix Formalism

Using the nitrobenzene electronic structure model de-
scribed in Section III, a simulation of the polarization sig-
nal proceeds with the procedure summarized in Fig. 1. First
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a.

b.

FIG. 3. Simulated optical Kerr effect signal (a) as a function of time
delay between two Gaussian transform-limited pulses with 7.5 fs du-
ration and 780 nm central wavelength, and (b) third order polariza-
tion amplitude as a function of simulation time when the incident
pulses are time-overlapped at 0 fs. The simulations employ the 3-
level model described in Section III and orientation averaging.

we perform an orientationally averaged simulation (Step 1 in
Fig. 1) over a limited simulation time window (−44 fs to +44
fs) which allows us to compute the orientationally averaged
projected density matrix as a function of simulation time and
time delay, shown in Fig. 3.

We compute the orientationally averaged signal (Step 2a
in Fig. 1) directly from the orientationally averaged projected
density matrix of Eqs 2 and 9. Through these calculations we
compute a time dependent polarization for each time delay
(Fig. 3b). From these polarization responses we compute a
time delay dependent signal (Fig. 3a). This time delay depen-
dent signal is what will be used as the basis for comparison in
the later fitting steps.

In Fig. 4 we show the signals separated by density matrix
element, offering insight into how the density matrix elements
contribute to the computed signal after orientational averag-
ing. From these calculations we can see that the three most
important density matrix elements in the 3-state simulation as
ordered by peak height are the (S1, S1) and (S0, S0) popula-
tions, followed by the (S1, S2) coherence with asymmetry in

FIG. 4. The orientationally averaged optical Kerr effect signal for
each density matrix element as a function of time delay as computed
from the orientationally averaged projected density matrix.

the signal primarily coming from the (S1, S2) coherence.
From the orientationally averaged calculations, we then

compute the molecular frame polarization analyzer axis s
(Step 2b1 in Fig. 1) as a function of simulation time, time
delay, and density matrix element for both the real and imag-
inary components of the projected density matrix. The re-
sults of a 3-level calculation are shown in Fig. 5, where we
plot the component values of s as a function of simulation
time for the case of overlapped pump and probe pulses, both
of which are Gaussian transform limited 7.5 fs pulses with a
center frequency of 780 nm. Note the recovered s components
are shown using only the real component of the projected den-
sity matrix but later steps in the workflow of Fig. 1 also use s
as computed from the imaginary component of the projected
density matrix.

Next, from the recovered molecular frame analyzer polar-
ization s(t,Tdelay,ρi j), an average save is computed (Step 2b2
in Fig. 1) using the steps outlined in section II C. Here we
perform calculations using both our 3-state model with the
computed S0, S1, and S2 singlet states of nitrobenzene, and a
5-state model using states S0, S1, S2, S8, and S12. The results
from each of the two simulations are shown in Table I.

sx sy sz
3 state 0.3643±0.0034 0.1980±0.0080 0.527736±0.000030
5 state 0.3448±0.0026 0.1791±0.0066 0.509887±0.000033

TABLE I. Recovered components of the averaged molecular frame
polarization analyzer axis s and standard errors from third order ori-
entationally averaged projected density matrix calculations, using a
pair of Gaussian transform-limited pulses with 7.5 fs duration and
780 nm central wavelength.

We compute the time-averaged signal in Step 2b3 of Fig. 1
from the average molecular frame analyzer polarization save.
In Step 3, using the orientationally averaged signal from
Step 1, and by using the averaged save to constrain the search
space (Sec. II D), we evaluate the resulting time delay depen-
dent signals by using the following fit function:
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FIG. 5. Vector components of the molecular frame polarization analyzer axis s(t,Tdelay,ρi j) as a function of simulation time. Each density
matrix element is shown in a separate panel. The simulation employs two 7.5 fs IR pulses with 0 delay, and the 3-level model described in
Section III. Here we show the component values of s using only the real component of the projected density matrix. To find the averaged s we
use calculated molecular frame polarization axes s from both the real and imaginary components of s.

R2
norm = ∑(∥⟨Signal⟩∥−∥Signal(save,θr)∥)2 (25)

This evaluation function is chosen to compare the orienta-
tionally averaged signal with a single orientation calculation,
and with the appropriate normalization. In the orientationally
averaged calculation, many orientations produce weak contri-
butions to the polarization response. By contrast, in the sin-
gle orientation calculation, those weak contributions are ex-
cluded, resulting in single orientation delay-dependent signals
with peak values that are significantly larger than the orienta-
tionally averaged signal. To account for the different signal
scales in the evaluation function, first we normalize the sin-
gle orientation signal, and the orientationally averaged signal,
then take the R2 from those normalized singles giving us the
R2

norm which we use to evaluate the quality of the fits.
Sampling the remaining undetermined Euler angle θr as de-

fined in Eq. 24 from 0 to 2π yields the results of Fig. 6 with
the θr producing the largest amplitude and the best fit denoted
by * and **, respectively. Using the angle θr giving the best
fit, we recover a lab frame representative orientation of the
nitrobenzene model as shown in Fig. 2.

We find that the simulation with the fixed orientation al-
lows significant computational cost savings compared to the
simulation employing explicit orientational averaging (Fig. 4).
Specifically, for the present 3-state nitrobenzene model, we
find a computational cost saving of 1000 for the fixed ori-
entation simulations compared to orientation averaging. For
the 5-level nitrobezene model, we find a similar if somewhat

smaller computational cost saving of 500. As expected, at the
level of third order time-dependent perturbation theory where
the computational cost scales with t3. As such, we find the
simulations employing the 3-level model and the fixed orien-
tation have the same computational cost as the orientationally
averaged calculation with a factor of 10 shorter time window.

With this representative orientation approximately describ-
ing a sample of randomly oriented molecules, we arrive at
Step 4 in the workflow of Fig. 1 and simulate the over an ex-
tended simulation time window (-218 fs to 218 fs) and an ex-
tended time delay window (-146 fs to 146 fs). The results of
this simulation are presented in Fig. 7. The simulation time-
dependent polarization is found to decay completely in about
150 fs, which is well within the longer time range. The delay
dependent signal decays sharply with the 7.5 fs pulse overlap
just after 0 delay, but rises more slowly between delays of -
100 fs and overlap. When fitting this negative delay rise to
an exponential, we retrieve a time constant of 12.7 fs which
is consistent with the set 13.1 fs dephasing time constant that
was set for the (S1, S2) coherence.

When we compare this delay- and time-dependence with
the fixed orientation results of Fig. 3, we note a good quali-
tative agreement between Fig. 7 and the orientationally aver-
aged signal over shorter simulation times in Fig. 3. In particu-
lar we note how in both the orientationally averaged and in the
longer fixed orientation simulation the rise time of the signal
in the simulation appears to be due to signal coming from the
(S1, S2) coherence (see Fig. 4) as seen in the decomposition
of the signals into the contributions from individual density
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a. {S0, S1, S2} b. {S0, S1, S2}

c. {S0, S1, S2, S8, S12} d. {S0, S1, S2, S8, S12}

FIG. 6. Results from sampling the signal over a range of Euler angles θr about the retrieved molecular frame polarization analyzer axis s
(Table I). In panels a. and c. a single star (*) label denotes the curve with the sampled signal with the highest peak value, and two stars (**)
label the sampled curve with the best fit as determined by the smallest normalized sum of square residuals value (R2

norm) as defined in Eq. 25.
Here we sampled θr with a step size of roughly 18 degrees and show only signals with peak signals within an order of magnitude of the largest
sampled signal. Panels b. and d. show the orientation-averaged signal and the best R2

norm of the sampled orientations.

matrix elements. We also not that the rise time is consistent
with the the specified dephasing rate for that coherence.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a method to recover molecular frame in-
formation for a sample of randomly-oriented molecules emit-
ting nonlinear optical spectroscopic signals. The method in-
volves the projection of a polarization analyzer axis onto the
density matrix, connecting the laboratory frame to the molec-
ular frame. This in turn allows the identification of a molec-
ular orientation that generates approximately the same sig-
nal as is achieved through orientation averaging. We demon-
strated the approach using an electronic model of nitroben-
zene and optical Kerr effect simulations, while employing
third order time-dependent perturbation theory. While we
have developed and applied the method to time-dependent
perturbation theory, we anticipate the method to be generally

applicable to both perturbative and nonperturbative calcula-
tions of nonlinear spectroscopic signals. This computational
cost-saving alternative to orientation averaging is expected to
enable new time-domain nonlinear spectroscopy simulations
of randomly-oriented molecules in the gas phase, liquids, and
solutions.
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a.

b.

FIG. 7. Simulated optical Kerr effect signal (a) as a function of time
delay between two Gaussian transform-limited pulses with 7.5 fs du-
ration and 780 nm central wavelength, and (b) third order polariza-
tion amplitude as a function of simulation time when the incident
pulses are time-overlapped at 0 fs. The simulation employ the 3-level
model described in Section III. and the representative orientation re-
trieved by the procedure described in Section II D.
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dau, J. Liu, E. I. Proynov, Y. M. Rhee, R. M. Richard, M. A. Rohrdanz, R. P.
Steele, E. J. Sundstrom, H. L. W. III, P. M. Zimmerman, D. Zuev, B. Al-
brecht, E. Alguire, B. Austin, G. J. O. Beran, Y. A. Bernard, E. Berquist,
K. Brandhorst, K. B. Bravaya, S. T. Brown, D. Casanova, C.-M. Chang,
Y. Chen, S. H. Chien, K. D. Closser, D. L. Crittenden, M. Diedenhofen,
R. A. D. Jr, H. Do, A. D. Dutoi, R. G. Edgar, S. Fatehi, L. Fusti-Molnar,
A. Ghysels, A. Golubeva-Zadorozhnaya, J. Gomes, M. W. D. Hanson-
Heine, P. H. P. Harbach, A. W. Hauser, E. G. Hohenstein, Z. C. Holden,
T.-C. Jagau, H. Ji, B. Kaduk, K. Khistyaev, J. Kim, J. Kim, R. A. King,
P. Klunzinger, D. Kosenkov, T. Kowalczyk, C. M. Krauter, K. U. Lao, A. D.
Laurent, K. V. Lawler, S. V. Levchenko, C. Y. Lin, F. Liu, E. Livshits, R. C.
Lochan, A. Luenser, P. Manohar, S. F. Manzer, S.-P. Mao, N. Mardirossian,
A. V. Marenich, S. A. Maurer, N. J. Mayhall, E. Neuscamman, C. M.
Oana, R. Olivares-Amaya, D. P. O’Neill, J. A. Parkhill, T. M. Perrine,
R. Peverati, A. Prociuk, D. R. Rehn, E. Rosta, N. J. Russ, S. M. Sharada,
S. Sharma, D. W. Small, A. Sodt, T. Stein, D. Stück, Y.-C. Su, A. J. W.
Thom, T. Tsuchimochi, V. Vanovschi, L. Vogt, O. Vydrov, T. Wang, M. A.
Watson, J. Wenzel, A. White, C. F. Williams, J. Yang, S. Yeganeh, S. R.
Yost, Z.-Q. You, I. Y. Zhang, X. Zhang, Y. Zhao, B. R. Brooks, G. K. L.
Chan, D. M. Chipman, C. J. Cramer, W. A. G. III, M. S. Gordon, W. J.
Hehre, A. Klamt, H. F. S. III, M. W. Schmidt, C. D. Sherrill, D. G. Truhlar,
A. Warshel, X. Xu, A. Aspuru-Guzik, R. Baer, A. T. Bell, N. A. Besley,
J.-D. Chai, A. Dreuw, B. D. Dunietz, T. R. Furlani, S. R. Gwaltney, C.-P.
Hsu, Y. Jung, J. Kong, D. S. Lambrecht, W. Liang, C. Ochsenfeld, V. A.
Rassolov, L. V. Slipchenko, J. E. Subotnik, T. V. Voorhis, J. M. Herbert,
A. I. Krylov, P. M. W. Gill, and M. Head-Gordon, “Advances in molecular
quantum chemistry contained in the Q-Chem 4 program package,” Molec-
ular Physics (2015).

6P. A. Rose and J. J. Krich, “Numerical method for nonlinear optical spectro-
scopies: Ultrafast ultrafast spectroscopy,” The Journal of Chemical Physics
150, 214105 (2019).

7P. A. Rose and J. J. Krich, “Automatic Feynman diagram generation for
nonlinear optical spectroscopies and application to fifth-order spectroscopy
with pulse overlaps,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 154, 034109 (2021).

8P. A. Rose and J. J. Krich, “Efficient numerical method for predicting non-
linear optical spectroscopies of open systems,” The Journal of Chemical
Physics 154, 034108 (2021).

9M. F. Gelin, L. Chen, and W. Domcke, “Equation-of-Motion Methods for
the Calculation of Femtosecond Time-Resolved 4-Wave-Mixing and N-
Wave-Mixing Signals,” Chemical Reviews 122, 17339–17396 (2022).

10M. Kowalewski, B. P. Fingerhut, K. E. Dorfman, K. Bennett, and
S. Mukamel, “Simulating Coherent Multidimensional Spectroscopy of
Nonadiabatic Molecular Processes: From the Infrared to the X-ray
Regime,” Chemical Reviews 117, 12165–12226 (2017).

11J. D. Gaynor, R. B. Weakly, and M. Khalil, “Multimode two-dimensional
vibronic spectroscopy. I. Orientational response and polarization-
selectivity,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 154, 184201 (2021).

12A. Tokmakoff, “Orientational correlation functions and polarization selec-
tivity for nonlinear spectroscopy of isotropic media. I. Third order,” The
Journal of Chemical Physics 105, 1–12 (1996).

13S. Woutersen and P. Hamm, “Structure Determination of Trialanine in
Water Using Polarization Sensitive Two-Dimensional Vibrational Spec-
troscopy,” The Journal of Physical Chemistry B 104, 11316–11320 (2000).

https://doi.org/10.1002/adom.202400821
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules29112678
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.nanolett.2c01250
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcms.1172
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcms.1172
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00268976.2014.952696
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00268976.2014.952696
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5094062
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5094062
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0024105
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0024104
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0024104
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.2c00329
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.7b00081
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0047724
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.471856
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.471856
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp001546a


Projected Density Matrix 12

14C. H. Kwak and G. Y. Kim, “Rigorous theory of molecular orientational
nonlinear optics,” AIP Advances 5, 017124 (2015).

15S. S. Andrews, “Using Rotational Averaging To Calculate the Bulk Re-
sponse of Isotropic and Anisotropic Samples from Molecular Parameters,”
Journal of Chemical Education 81, 877 (2004).

16R. W. Boyd, Non-Linear Optics, 3rd ed. (Academic Press, 2008).
17S. Palese, L. Schilling, R. J. D. Miller, P. R. Staver, and W. T. Lotshaw,

“Femtosecond optical Kerr effect studies of water,” The Journal of Physical
Chemistry 98, 6308–6316 (1994).

18D. McMorrow, W. Lotshaw, and G. Kenney-Wallace, “Femtosecond optical
Kerr studies on the origin of the nonlinear responses in simple liquids,”
IEEE Journal of Quantum Electronics 24, 443–454 (1988).

19S. Mukamel, Principles of Nonlinear Optical Spectroscopy (Oxford Uni-
versity Press, Inc, 1995).

20J. J. Sakurai, Modern quantum mechanics, 2nd ed., Wu li xue jing dian jiao
cai (ying yin ban) (Addison-Wesley, Boston, 2011).

21D. Jonsson, P. Norman, Y. Luo, and H. Ågren, “Response theory for static
and dynamic polarizabilities of excited states,” The Journal of Chemical

Physics 105, 581–587 (1996).
22A. Giussani and G. A. Worth, “Insights into the Complex Photo-

physics and Photochemistry of the Simplest Nitroaromatic Compound: A
CASPT2//CASSCF Study on Nitrobenzene,” Journal of Chemical Theory
and Computation 13, 2777–2788 (2017).

23A. Domenicano, G. Schultz, I. Hargittai, M. Colapietro, G. Portalone,
P. George, and C. W. Bock, “Molecular structure of nitrobenzene in the
planar and orthogonal conformations,” Structural Chemistry 1, 107–122
(1990).

24W. T. Lotshaw, D. McMorrow, C. Kalpouzos, and G. A. Kenney-Wallace,
“Femtosecond dynamics of the optical kerr effect in liquid nitrobenzene and
chlorobenzene,” Chemical Physics Letters 136, 323–328 (1987).

25M. Takezaki, N. Hirota, and M. Terazima, “Relaxation of nitrobenzene from
the excited singlet state,” The Journal of Chemical Physics 108, 4685–4686
(1998).

https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4906521
https://doi.org/10.1021/ed081p877
https://doi.org/10.1021/j100076a013
https://doi.org/10.1021/j100076a013
https://doi.org/10.1109/3.144
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.471911
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.471911
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.6b01149
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.6b01149
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00675790
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00675790
https://doi.org/10.1016/0009-2614(87)80260-9
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.475883
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.475883

	The Polarization Projected Density Matrix: A Practical Way to Recover Molecular Frame Information from Isotropic Samples
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The Projected Density Density Matrix - Introduction, Justification, and Application
	Derivation and Justification of the Projected Density Matrix from Molecular Frame and Lab Frame Polarization Signals
	Perturbation Theory and Orientational Averaging using the Projected Density Matrix
	Recovering Molecular Frame Information using the Projected Density Matrix
	Approximating Orientationally Averaged Signals using a Single Molecular Frame Orientation

	Perturbative Simulations of Orientationally Averaged Signals using the Projected Density Matrix Formalism
	Simulation Results of Optical Kerr Effect Signals using the Projected Density Matrix Formalism

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References


