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The quantum dynamics of correlated fermionic or bosonic many-body systems following external
excitation can be successfully studied using nonequilibrium Green functions (NEGF) or reduced
density matrix methods. Approximations are introduced via a proper choice of the many-particle
selfenergy or decoupling of the BBGKY-hierarchy, respectively. These approximations are based on
Feynman’s diagram approaches or on cluster expansions into single-particle and correlation operators.
In a recent paper [E. Schroedter, J.-P. Joost, and M. Bonitz, Cond. Matt. Phys. 25, 23401 (2022)]
we have presented a different approach where, instead of equations of motion for the many-particle
NEGF (or density operators), equations for the correlation functions of fluctuations are analyzed. In
particular, we derived the stochastic GW and polarization approximations that are closely related
to the nonequilibrium GW approximation. Here, we extend this approach to the computation of
two-time observables depending on the specific ordering of the underlying operators. In particular,
we apply this extension to the calculation of the density correlation function and dynamic structure
factor of correlated Hubbard clusters in and out of equilbrium.

I. INTRODUCTION

The dynamics of quantum many-body systems following
external excitation are of high interest in many areas such
as dense plasmas, nuclear matter, ultracold atoms or corre-
lated solids. There is a large variety of methods available
to simulate such systems which include real-time quan-
tum Monte Carlo, density matrix renormalization group
approaches, time-dependent density functional theory and
quantum kinetic theory. Among the many-particle ob-
servables that are accessible in experiments, a central role
is played by the correlation functions of density or spin
fluctuations and the corresponding dynamic structure
factors, see e.g. Ref. [1] for an overview. To compute
these quantities with correlation effects taken into account
there exist a variety of equilibrium simulations. The most
accurate results have been obtained from quantum Monte
Carlo simulations for correlated solids, e.g. [2–4], as well
as warm dense matter [5–7] where also the non-linear
response has been analyzed [8–10]. In addition, there
exists a variety of nonequilibrium approaches, including
dynamical mean field theory, e.g. [11, 12], time-dependent
DMRG, e.g. [13], and nonequilibrium Green functions
(NEGF), cf. [14] and references therein.

Here we concentrate on the NEGF approach [15–17]
because it can rigorously describe the quantum dynamics
of correlated systems in more than one dimension, e.g.
[18]. However, NEGF simulations are computationally
expensive, primarily, due to their cubic scaling with the
simulation time Nt (number of time steps). Only re-
cently, linear scaling with Nt could be achieved within
the G1–G2 scheme [19, 20] which could be demonstrated
even for advanced selfenergies, including the GW and the
T -matrix approximations. Even the nonequilibrium dy-
namically screened ladder approximation, which selfconsis-
tently combines dynamical screening and strong coupling,

is now feasible, at least for lattice models [21, 22].

The advantage of time linear scaling of the G1–G2
scheme comes at a price: the simultaneous propagation
of the time-diagonal single-particle and correlated two-
particle Green functions, G1(t) and G2(t), requires a large
computational effort for computing and storing all matrix
elements of G2. For example, the CPU time of GW-
G1-G2 simulations scales as N6

b , where Nb is the basis
dimension. Even though this difficulty can be relieved
using massively parallel computer hardware or embedding
selfenergy approaches [16, 23], it is well worth to look
for alternative formulations of the problem that are more
suitable for computations, ideally without loss of accuracy.

In Ref. [24] an alternative formulation of the quantum
many-body problem was presented that is based on a
stochastic approach to the dynamics of quantum fluctua-
tions. Extending earlier stochastic concepts in the kinetic
theory of classical systems, due to Klimontovich, e.g. [25–
27], and quantum systems by Ayik, Lacroix [28–30] and
many others, e.g. [31, 32], we derived an equation of

motion for the single-particle fluctuations, δĜ [see Eq. (2)
below], that is equivalent to the nonequilibrium GW ap-
proximation, in the weak coupling limit.

Here we extend the results of Ref. [24] to the nonequilib-
rium dynamics of two-time quantities (and their Fourier
transform) such as the density correlation function (and
the dynamic structure factor). This first requires to obtain
a semi-classical approach to the computation of commu-
tators of operators. This is achieved within a multiple
ensembles (ME) approach. With this extension we are
then able to compute the density response function and
dynamic structure factor, both, in the ground state and
for a far from equilibrium situation following an external
excitation. This constitutes a significant extension of
the quantum fluctuations approach of Ref. [24] that is
applicable to large systems and long simulation times.
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This paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II we intro-
duce the quantum fluctuations approach and establish its
connection to the exchange-correlation function of NEGF
theory. Here we also derive the expressions for the dy-
namic structure factor and the density response function,
This is followed, in Sec. III, by an introduction to our
stochastic approach to quantum fluctuations. Then, in
Sec. IV we present our numerical results for small and
moderate size Hubbard clusters. A summary and outlook
is given in Sec. V.

II. QUANTUM FLUCTUATIONS APPROACH

A. Notation and Definitions

In the following, we use the formalism of second quan-
tization, which is characterized by the bosonic/fermionic

creation (ĉ†i ) and annihilation (ĉi) operators and the
respective single-particle basis of the underlying single-
particle Hilbert space H, which induces the so-called Fock
space F . These operators have the following properties:[

ĉi, ĉ
†
j

]
∓
= δij ,

[
ĉi, ĉj

]
∓
=

[
ĉ†i , ĉ

†
j

]
∓
= 0 ,

where the upper/lower sign refers to bosons/fermions
respectively. Here, we consider a quantum many-particle
system, which is described by a generic Hamiltonian of
the form

Ĥ(t) =
∑
ij

hij(t)ĉ
†
i ĉj +

1

2

∑
ijkl

wijkl(t)ĉ
†
i ĉ

†
j ĉlĉk , (1)

where h denotes the single-particle contributions (from
the kinetic energy and an external potential), and a gen-
eral pair interaction w. Notice that both, h and w, are
allowed to be time-dependent in order to account for
changes in the external potential, e.g., due to lasers [33],
particle impact [34–36], or a change of the confinement
potential [18], whereas the time dependence of the interac-
tion potential allows for the computation of a correlated
initial state from an uncorrelated state via the adiabatic
switching method. Additionally, the interaction tensor w
obeys the symmetries

wijkl(t) = wjilk(t) = [wklij(t)]
∗ .

The central quantity of the NEGF theory is the one-body
Green function which is defined on the Keldysh contour
C for contour-time arguments z and z′ as

Gij(z, z
′) :=

1

iℏ

〈
TC

{
ĉi(z)ĉ

†
j(z

′)
}〉

,

where TC denotes the time-ordering operator on the con-
tour. Averaging is performed with the correlated unper-
turbed density operator of the system. In the following,
it will be sufficient to consider the correlation functions

G≷ for real time arguments. We define these functions
and the corresponding operators as

G
≷
ij(t, t

′) :=
〈
Ĝ

≷
ij(t, t

′)
〉
,

Ĝ<
ij(t, t

′) := ± 1

iℏ
ĉ†j(t

′)ĉi(t) ,

Ĝ>
ij(t, t

′) :=
1

iℏ
ĉi(t)ĉ

†
j(t

′) .

Additionally, we will only consider G≷ on the time-
diagonal (t = t′) and, therefore, denote G≷(t) := G≷(t, t).
On the real-time diagonal, the lesser component of the
one-body Green function is proportional to the single-

particle density matrix, nij(t) := ⟨ĉ†j(t)ĉi(t)⟩ = ±iℏG<
ij(t).

In this paper, we will not consider bosons in a condensate
and thus no anomalous correlators will appear. However,
an extension of our approach to that case is straightfor-
ward.

The cornerstone of the quantum fluctuation approach,
as developed in Ref. [24], is the single-particle fluctuation
operator,

δĜij(t) := Ĝ<
ij(t)−G<

ij(t) ≡ Ĝ>
ij(t)−G>

ij(t) , (2)

where it was used that, on the time-diagonal,
Ĝ>

ij(t)−Ĝ<
ij(t) =

1
iℏδij , for all t and, obviously, ⟨δĜij(t)⟩ =

0. Next, we define general two-particle fluctuations and
the associated correlation function as

L̂ijkl(t, t
′) := δĜik(t)δĜjl(t

′) ,

Lijkl(t, t
′) :=

〈
L̂ijkl(t, t

′)
〉
, (3)

Lijkl(t) := Lijkl(t, t) .

The two-particle correlation function, Eq. (3), can be
considered a special case of the exchange-correlation func-
tion in standard NEGF theory [16],

Lijkl(z1, z2, z3, z4) :=G
(2)
ijkl(z1, z2, z3, z4)

−Gik(z1, z3)Gjl(z2, z4) ,

where G(2) is the two-particle Green function defined on
the Keldysh contour,

G
(2)
ijkl(z1, z2, z3, z4) := − 1

ℏ2
〈
TC

{
ĉi(z1)ĉj(z2)ĉ

†
l (z4)ĉ

†
k(z3)

}〉
.

Depending on the index combinations, the function L,
Eq. (3), is related to various correlation functions. In
particular, for i = k and j = l, it gives access to den-
sity fluctuations and the dynamic structure factor [37],
whereas other combinations contain information about
the current correlations.

B. Quantum dynamics in terms of fluctuations

The equation of motion (EOM) for G< on the time-
diagonal can be given in terms of two-particle fluctuations
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L [38],

iℏ
d

dt
G<

ij(t) =
[
hH, G<

]
ij
(t) +

[
I + I†

]
ij
(t) , (4)

where we introduced an effective single-particle Hartree
Hamiltonian,

hH
ij(t) := hij(t)± iℏ

∑
kl

wikjl(t)G
<
lk(t) ,

and a collision term,

Iij(t) := ±iℏ
∑
klp

wiklp(t)Lplkj(t) . (5)

We can equivalently write[
I + I†

]
ij
(t) =

〈 [
δÛH, δĜ

]
ij
(t)

〉
,

with the operator of an effective single-particle Hartree
potential induced by fluctuations,

δÛH
ij (t) := ±iℏ

∑
kl

wikjl(t)δĜlk(t) .

Eq. (5) can also be equivalently expressed in terms of
symmmetric two-particle fluctuations, i.e.,

Iij(t) = Sij(t) + ISij(t) , (6)

with the symmetrized collision term given by

ISij(t) := ± iℏ
2

∑
klp

wiklp(t)
{
Lplkj(t) + Llpjk(t)

}
and a symmetrization contribution of the form

Sij(t) :=
1

2

∑
kl

wkljk(t)G
<
il (t) .

The EOM for any quantity that depends on products
of δĜ, such as L, can simply be derived from the EOM
for the single-particle fluctuation operator which is given
by

iℏ
d

dt
δĜij(t) =

[
hH, δĜ

]
ij
(t) +

[
δÛH, G<

]
ij
(t) (7)

+
[
δÛH, δĜ

]
ij
(t)−

〈[
δÛH, δĜ

]
ij
(t)

〉
.

Note that Eq. (7) is nonlinear in δĜ, which leads, in

the EOMs for L, to terms that are cubic in δĜ and,
thus, a coupling to three-particle fluctuations. Therefore,
we require approximations decoupling the fluctuations
hierarchy.

C. Quantum Polarization Approximation

The approximation we want to consider here is the quan-
tum analogue of the classical polarization approximation
which is known to be equivalent to the Balescu-Lenard
kinetic equation which describes scattering of charged
particles on a dynamically screened pair potential [27].
Additionally, the polarization approximation is the classi-
cal limit of the nonequilibrium GW -approximation [39].
On the level of single-particle fluctuations, the quantum
polarization approximation (PA) can be derived by as-
suming

δL̂ijkl(t) ≈ δL̂
(0)
ijkl(t) , (8)

where δL̂ denotes fluctuations of two-particle fluctuations
included in the last line of Eq. (7) and δL̂(0) can be inter-
preted as fluctuations of ideal two-particle fluctuations,
L(0) := ±G>G<, defined as

δL̂
(0)
ijkl(t) := ±

{
G>

il (t)δĜjk(t) + δĜil(t)G
<
jk(t)

}
.

Applying the PA (8), to Eq. (7) leads to the EOM for

δĜPA of the form

iℏ
d

dt
δĜPA

ij (t) =
[
hHF, δĜPA

]
ij
(t) +

[
δÛHF, G<

]
ij
(t) ,(9)

where we introduced the effective single-particle Hartree-
Fock Hamiltonian and the operator of an effective single-
particle Hartree-Fock potential induced by fluctuations,

hHF
ij (t) := hij(t)± iℏ

∑
kl

w±
ikjl(t)G

<
lk(t) ,

δÛHF
ij (t) := ±iℏ

∑
kl

w±
ikjl(t)δĜlk(t) , (10)

with the (anti-)symmetrized interaction tensor, w±, de-
fined as

w±
ijkl(t) := wijkl(t)± wijlk(t) .

Although the EOM for G<, cf. Eq. (4), depends only
on one-time two-particle fluctuations, we will, however,
consider the more general set of EOMs for the two-time
two-particle fluctuations as this allows for access to two-
time observables that can be calculated from L(t, t′). Us-
ing Eq. (9), we find for two-time two-particle fluctuations
within the framework of the PA EOMs of the form (drop-
ping the superscript “PA”)

iℏ
∂

∂t
Lijkl(t, t

′) =
[
hHF, L

](1)
ijkl

(t, t′) + π
(1)
ijkl(t, t

′) , (11)

iℏ
∂

∂t′
Lijkl(t, t

′) =
[
hHF, L

](2)
ijkl

(t, t′) + π
(2)
ijkl(t, t

′) , (12)
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where we introduced Hartree-Fock terms of the form[
hHF, L

](1)
ijkl

(t, t′) :=
∑
p

{
hHF
ip (t)Lpjkl(t, t

′)

− hHF
pk (t)Lijpl(t, t

′)
}
,[

hHF, L
](2)
ijkl

(t, t′) :=
∑
p

{
hHF
jp (t′)Lipkl(t, t

′)

− hHF
pl (t′)Lijkp(t, t

′)
}
,

and the polarization terms,

π
(1)
ijkl(t, t

′) := ±iℏ
∑
pqr

{
w±

ipqr(t)Lrjpl(t, t
′)G<

qk(t)

− w±
pqkr(t)Lrjql(t, t

′)G<
ip(t)

}
,

π
(2)
ijkl(t, t

′) := ±iℏ
∑
pqr

{
w±

pjqr(t
′)Liqkp(t, t

′)G<
rl(t

′)

− w±
pqrl(t

′)Lirkp(t, t
′)G<

jq(t
′)
}
.

However, by applying the PA, we find that exchange
symmetries of the exact two-particle exchange-correlation
function are broken which are essential for energy conser-
vation and the stability of numerical calculations. This
problem can be circumvented by considering, instead, sym-
metric two-particle fluctuations, i.e., considering Eq. (6)
instead of Eq. (5) in Eq. (4) and symmetrizing the initial
conditions for L. As Eqs. (11) and (12) are linear in L,
this symmetrization is sufficient to restore the necessary
symmetries lost by introducing the PA.
As was shown in Ref. [24], the PA is equivalent to the
GW approximation with exchange corrections, as given
within the G1–G2 scheme, see Refs. [19–21], for weak
coupling. Furthermore, it has been shown in Ref. [24]
that assuming

δL̂ijkl(t) ≈ ±δĜil(t)G
<
jk(t) ,

leads to an approximation equivalent to the G1–G2–GW
approximation, in the weak coupling limit.

D. Density Response Function and Dynamic
Structure Factor

There is a variety of observables that depend on fluc-
tuations, which are generally not on the time-diagonal,
but depend on multiple (in general) independent time
arguments. Two particularly important observables are
the density response function and dynamic structure fac-
tor. Here, we consider the (retarded) density response
function which, for an arbitrary basis, is defined as

χR
ij(t, t

′) := iℏΘ(t− t′)
〈[

δĜii(t), δĜjj(t
′)
]〉

= iℏΘ(t− t′){Lijij(t, t
′)− Ljiji(t

′, t)}
= −2ℏΘ(t− t′)Im

[
Lijij(t, t

′)
]
, (13)

where exchanges symmetries of two-particle fluctuations
were used, i.e., Lijkl(t, t

′) = [Llkji(t
′, t)]∗. Hence, the

dynamics of χR in the PA is directly given by Eqs. (11)

and (12) for two combinations of indices for which δĜ
describes density fluctuations.

Considering a representation of the system in position
space, i.e., Gij(t) → G(r, r′, t), we additionally introduce
the center-of-mass and relative time and position, i.e.,

τ := t1 − t2 , T :=
t1 + t2

2
,

r := r1 − r2 , R :=
r1 + r2

2
.

With this, two-particle fluctuations can then be expressed,
equivalently, as

L(r1, r2, t1, t2) → L(r,R, τ, T ) .

Next, the dynamic structure factor is defined as the
Fourier transform of the correlation function of fluc-
tuations of the charge density (intermediate scattering
function), i.e., we consider the Fourier transform of two-
particle fluctuations with respect to the relative time and
position

S(q, ω,R, T ) :=

∫ ∞∫
−∞

L(r,R, τ, T )ei(ωτ−r·q)dτd3r(14)

For systems in equilibrium, the dynamic structure factor
does not depend on the center-of-mass time, T , where
the same applies for spatially homogeneous systems with
respect to the center-of-mass position, R. Analogously,
this applies also to the density response function in the
general case.

In similar manner one can also define the response
function and structure factor of spin density fluctuations
which, however, will not be considered in this work.

III. STOCHASTIC APPROACH TO THE
QUANTUM FLUCTUATION DYNAMICS

A. General Concept

The stochastic mean-field theory (SMF) was first
introduced by Ayik [28] and later extended by Lacroix
and many others, see e.g., Refs. [29, 30]. Here, quan-
tum mechanical operators are replaced by stochastic
quantities, i.e., δĜij(t) → ∆Gλ

ij(t), and the quantum
mechanical expectation value by the standard stochastic
expectation value, i.e., ⟨·⟩ → (·). In practice, the
stochastic expectation value is approximated by the
arithmetic mean, where the superscript “λ” denotes a
random realization, each of which is generated for the
initial state according to a statistical ensemble and then
propagated in time. This allows operator equations,
e.g., Eqs. (7) and (9), to be solved approximately.
Effectively, this is done at the single-particle level and



5

only involves simple mean-field dynamics. The solution
of the many-body problem therefore essentially reduces
to the construction of a probability distribution for the
initial state, mean-field dynamics and semi-classical
averaging [29].

Replacing products of non-commuting operators with
random variables, however, requires symmetrization of
said products. The probability distribution describing
the initial state at t = t0 is then constructed in such a
way that all symmetrized quantum mechanical moments
are equal to the semi-classical moments. For the case
of an ideal (uncorrelated) state, the first two quantum
mechanical moments are given by

⟨δĜij(t0)⟩ = 0 , (15)

Lijkl(t0) = ⟨δĜik(t0)δĜjl(t0)⟩ = − 1

ℏ2
δilδjknj(1± ni) ,

(16)

with ni := ±iℏG<
ii(t0). We underline that considering

only an ideal initial state is not a restriction because a
correlated initial state can be produced from an ideal state
via the adiabatic switching method, e.g. Ref. [40, 41]. It
has to be noted, however, that no probability distribu-
tion exists which reproduces all symmetrized quantum
mechanical moments [42].

B. Stochastic Polarization Approximation

We now apply the SMF approach to the PA, i.e., Eq. (9),
and find the stochastic polarization approximation (SPA),
which is of the form (we drop the superscript “SPA” be-
low and imply that all further considerations within the
framework of the SMF theory are done using the SPA)

iℏ
d

dt
∆Gλ

ij(t) =
[
hHF,∆Gλ

]
ij
(t) +

[
∆UHF,λ, G<

]
ij
(t) ,

where we introduced the SMF-analogue of the effective
single-particle Hartree-Fock potential induced by fluctua-
tions, cf. Eq. (10),

∆UHF,λ
ij (t) := ±iℏ

∑
kl

w±
ikjl(t)∆Gλ

lk(t) .

Applying the PA to the SMF theory leads to a neglect
of any coupling to higher moments and thereby reduces
the impact of choosing an approximate probability
distribution for the initial state. In fact, extensive
calculations within the framework of the Hubbard
model indicate that all distributions are equivalent,
provided they correctly describe the first two moments.
Analogously, we can derive a stochastic version of the
GW approximation (SGW) within the fluctuations
framework for weak coupling [24].

The numerical scaling (CPU time and memory) of this
approximation is proportional to the number of samples
K. The CPU-time scaling of the SPA/SGW is given by
O(KN4

bNt), where Nb the number of basis states and
Nt the number of time steps. Due to this dependence,
the specific choice of sampling allows for optimization
and can make this approach advantageous compared to
the G1-G2-GW approximation which has a scaling of
O(N6

bNt) [20].

C. Multiple Ensembles Approach

Although the SMF approach allows for a solution of
certain operator equations and provides several other ad-
vantages compared to other methods, there are significant
shortcomings of this theory that have to be addressed.
The most striking is the semiclassical nature of the ap-
proach, i.e., the attempt to describe a quantum mechani-
cal system using a classical probability distribution. Even
if the SPA restricts the number of significant moments,
this stochastic approximation poses major limitations as
quantum coherence effects cannot be properly accounted
for, thus, restricting this approach to weakly and mod-
erately coupled systems. Additionally, this approach is
unable to compute any observables that depend on the
ordering of the underlying operators, e.g., the density
response function, cf. Eq. (13). Here, we introduce a
partial solution to this problem within the framework
of the SPA (or equivalently any approximation to the
fluctuations hierarchy that only takes into account the
first two moments).

1. Basic Ideas

The solution we propose is the multiple ensembles (ME)
approach. Instead of considering only one statistical
ensemble to describe realizations of the initial state, we
consider two equivalent ensembles, and replace quantum
fluctuations according to

δĜij → (∆G
(1),λ
ij ,∆G

(2),λ
ij ) , (17)

whereas products of operators are replaced based on their
ordering:

L̂ijkl = δĜikδĜjl → L̃λ
ijkl := ∆G

(1),λ
ik ∆G

(2),λ
jl . (18)

Analogously, we define the expectation value of two-
particle fluctuations within the ME approach as

L̃ijkl(t, t
′) := L̃λ

ijkl(t, t
′) ,

L̃ijkl(t) := L̃ijkl(t, t
′) .

Here, we see why this approach is restricted to approxi-
mations that only consider the first two moments. For
example, the exact EOM for δĜ, cf. Eq. (7), includes
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terms which are quadratic in δĜ. These terms would then
be replaced by scalar quantities, cf. Eq. (18), whereas all

terms that are only linear in δĜ would be replaced by
two component quantities, cf. Eq. (17). Additionally, we
are unable to properly define third and higher moments
within this approach. This is, however, not a problem
within the framework of the SPA since higher moments
are neglected, and all considered observables only depend
on two-particle fluctuations, including the correlation
energy and the density response function.

Since we do not require any additional symmetrization,
by applying the ME, compared to standard SMF theory,
the constraints for the initial state are given by replacing
the operators in Eqs. (15) and (16) according to Eqs. (17)
and (18),

∆G
(1),λ
ij (t0) = ∆G

(2),λ
ij (t0) = 0 , (19)

∆G
(1),λ
ik (t0)∆G

(2),λ
jl (t0) = − 1

ℏ2
δilδjknj(1± ni) .(20)

The single-particle fluctuation operator, δĜ, obeys the
symmetry

δĜij = −δĜ†
ji .

Within the standard SMF approach, we construct the
random variables so that this symmetry is preserved, i.e.,
∆Gλ

ij = (−∆Gλ
ji)

∗. For the ME approach, however, we
demand, instead, that the fluctuations obey the symmetry

∆G
(1),λ
ij ≡ −(∆G

(2),λ
ji )∗ . (21)

Thus, the newly defined two ensembles reduce to a sin-

gle random variable, and we define ∆Gλ
ij := ∆G

(1),λ
ij ≡

−(∆G
(2),λ
ji )∗. Imposing this relation we, therefore, find

for two-particle fluctuations within the ME approach,

L̃ijkl(t, t
′) =

[
L̃lkji(t

′, t)
]∗

,

thus reproducing one of the exchange properties of the
exact two-particle fluctuations. Furthermore, Eqs. (19)
and (20) take to following form,

∆Gλ
ij(t0) = 0 ,

∆Gλ
ik(t0)(∆Gλ

lj(t0))
∗ =

1

ℏ2
δilδjknj(1± ni) .

Again, we only consider the ME approach from this point
onward, unless stated otherwise.

D. Semiclassical dynamics of the fluctuations

The dynamics of G< and ∆Gλ, within the ME ap-
proach, directly follow from Eqs. (4) and (9) with the

symmetric collision term [cf. Eq. (6)],

iℏ
d

dt
G<

ij(t) =
[
hH, G<

]
ij
(t) +

[
S + S†

]
ij
(t)

+
[
IME + IME†

]
ij
(t) , (22)

iℏ
d

dt
∆Gλ

ij(t) =
[
hHF,∆Gλ

]
ij
(t) +

[
∆UHF, G<

]
ij
(t) ,(23)

where we defined the ME-collision term, IME, as

IME
ij (t) := ± iℏ

2

∑
klp

wiklp(t)
{
L̃plkj(t) + L̃lpjk(t)

}
.

Notice that we again have to resort to symmetrized expres-
sions (anticommutator) due to the symmetry breaking of
the underlying approximation.

E. Sampling

The sampling methods for the ME approach are analo-
gous to those of the standard SMF approach. Here, we
focus on two approaches to sampling the initial state:
stochastic and deterministic sampling that are briefly
explained in the the following.

1. Stochastic Sampling

The standard approach for the construction of the
initial state, within the standard SMF theory, is stochastic
sampling. Here, known probability distributions, such
as a Gaussian distribution or a uniform distribution, are
chosen to reproduce the symmetric moments. For the
ME approach, we consider a set of independent complex
random variables ∆Gλ

ij(t0) with zero mean and variance
given by

|∆Gλ
ij(t0)|2 =

1

ℏ2
nj(1± ni) . (24)

As mentioned in Sec. III A, the expectation value is usually
approximated by the arithmetic mean, i.e., a sufficiently
large number of random realizations of the initial state is
generated according to said constraints, cf. Eq. (24).

2. Deterministic Sampling

In Ref. [24], a new sampling method was proposed
for the special case of fermions at zero temperature [43].
The idea of the so-called “deterministic sampling” is to
consider a system of nonlinear equations and construct a
solution that exactly satisfies the properties of the initial
state. The algorithm of Ref. [24] has to be adjusted only
slightly for the ME approach. It follows that the system
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of nonlinear equations is given by

M∑
λ=1

∆nλ
ij = 0 , (25)

M∑
λ=1

∆nλ
ik(∆nλ

lj)
∗ = Mδilδjkδnj ,1δni,0 , (26)

with ∆nλ
ij := −iℏ∆Gλ

ij(t0) and M ∈ N. The parameter
M has to be chosen such that a solution of the system of
equations exists.

Here, we consider a fermionic system with spin configu-
rations ↑, ↓ [44] and assume spin symmetry of the initial

state, i.e., n↑
i = n↓

i . Let Nb ∈ N denote the size of the
basis for one spin component and Np, Nh ∈ N denote the
number of occupied and unoccupied orbitals, respectively,
for one spin component, i.e., Np+Nh = Nb. Without loss

of generality, we assume n↑
i = n↓

i = 1 for i = 1, . . . , Np

and n↑
i = n↓

i = 0 for i = Np + 1, . . . , Nb. A solution to
Eqs. (25) and (26) can be found analogously to Ref. [24]
by setting K = 4M = 4NpNh and

∆nαβ,σ =

(
0 Aαβ,σ

0 0

)
with Aαβ,σ ∈ CNh×Np . The matrix Aαβ,σ is of the form

Aαβ,↑
ij :=

{
(−1)β(M/2)1/2 for φ(i, j) = α, β ∈ {1, 2} ,
0 else,

Aαβ,↓
ij :=

{
(−1)β(M/2)1/2 for φ(i, j) = α, β ∈ {3, 4} ,
0 else,

for (α, β) ∈ {1, . . . ,M}×{1, . . . , 4} and an arbitrary bijec-
tion φ : {1, . . . , Np} × {1, . . . , Nh} → {1, . . . ,M}. Using
this approach for the construction of a solution, we only
require a total of 8NpNh samples, thus deterministic sam-
pling for the ME approach has an advantageous numerical
scaling compared to the standard deterministic sampling
which requires 16NpNh samples.

F. Application to the Density Response Function
and Dynamic Structure Factor

We now apply the ME approach to the density response
function, Eq. (13), and find

χR,ME
ij (t, t′) :=− iℏΘ(t− t′)

{
∆Gλ

ii(t)(∆Gλ
jj(t

′))∗

− (∆Gλ
ii(t))

∗∆Gλ
jj(t

′)
}

=2ℏΘ(t− t′)Im
[
∆Gλ

ii(t)(∆Gλ
jj(t

′))∗
]

=− 2ℏΘ(t− t′)Im
[
L̃ijij(t, t

′)
]
, (27)

thus reproducing the result of Eq. (13).

Because we require the two ensembles to satisfy
Eq. (21), realizations of single-particle fluctuations are
not necessarily purely imaginary, thus, implying that
the imaginary part of products of fluctuations can be
nonzero, in general. If we required each ensemble to

be anti-Hermitian, i.e., ∆G
(n),λ
ij = −(∆G

(n),λ
ji )∗, for

n ∈ {1, 2}, the diagonal elements would be purely
imaginary for arbitrary times. This implies that these
products would be real, hence, the retarded density
response function would be purely imaginary. The exact
density response function, however, is real [16].

Analogously to previous considerations, the dynamic
structure factor follows within the ME approach, cf.
Eq. (14). This multiple ensembles approach thus pro-
vides direct access to spectral two-particle quantities. In
equilibrium, the result depends only on the time differ-
ence, τ . However, our approach remains fully valid in
nonequilibrium, where the density response, in addition,
depends on the center-of-mass time, T .

G. Application to the Fermi-Hubbard Model

1. Hubbard Hamiltonian

For the Fermi-Hubbard model, the general pair-
interaction of Eq. (1) transforms into

wαβγδ
ijkl = Uδijδikδilδαγδβδ(1− δαβ) ,

with the on-site interaction U and the spin components
being denoted by greek indices. Additionally, the kinetic
energy is replaced by a hopping Hamiltonian

hij = −δ⟨i,j⟩J ,

which includes nearest-neighbor hopping, i.e., δ⟨i,j⟩ = 1,
if the sites i and j are adjacent, and δ⟨i,j⟩ = 0, if they are
not. The total Hamiltonian is then given by

Ĥ = −J
∑
⟨i,j⟩

∑
σ

ĉ†iσ ĉjσ + U
∑
i

n̂↑
i n̂

↓
i + Ĥx(t) ,

where Ĥx describes a possible external excitation of the
system. Here, we only consider one-dimensional chains
and choose two types of excitations. The first is a potential
“kick” applied to the first site:

Ĥx
I (t) = H0(t− t0)

(
n̂↑
1 + n̂↓

1

)
, (28)

where H0(t− t0) describes a narrow pulse at time t = t0
with amplitude H0. The second is a confinement “quench”
applied to the central part of the chain [18]:

Ĥx
II(t) = V0(t− t0)

M∑
i=1

(
n̂↑
i + n̂↓

i

)
, (29)
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consisting of M connected sites where we will use M =
N/2. At time t = t0 the potential is switched off which
initiates a diffusion-type process.

2. Implementation of SPA-ME

The EOMs for the single-particle Green function and
fluctuations in SPA-ME, Eqs. (22) and (23), take the
following form,

iℏ
d

dt
G<,σ

ij (t) =
[
hσ, G<,σ

]
ij
(t) +

[
I + I†

]σ
ij
(t), (30)

iℏ
d

dt
∆Gλ,σ

ij (t) =
[
hσ,∆Gλ,σ

]
ij
(t)

+
[
∆Uλ,σ, G<,σ

]
ij
(t), (31)

where the Hartree-(Fock)-Hamiltonian and fluctuation
Hartree-Fock-potential in Eqs. (30) and (31) become, in
the Hubbard basis (without external excitation),

hσ
ij(t) := hHF,σ

ij (t) ≡ hH,σ
ij (t) = −δ⟨i,j⟩J − iℏδijUGσ

ii(t),

∆Uλ,σ
ij (t) := ∆UHF,λ,σ

ij (t) ≡ ∆UH,λ,σ
ij (t) = −iℏδijU∆Gλ,σ

ii (t).

Here, σ =↑ (↓) implies σ =↓ (↑). This shows that all
exchange contributions vanish, due to the specific choice
of the pair-interaction so that, in this case, the SPA is
equivalent to SGW. The collision term in Eq. (30) takes
the form

Iσij(t) = − iℏ
2
U
{
L̃σσ
iiij(t) + L̃σσ

iiji(t)
}
,

whereas the contributions due to symmetrization become

Sσ
ij(t) =

1

2
UGσ

ij(t) = −S†,σ
ij (t).

Thus, symmetrization also does not lead to any additional
contributions in the Hubbard basis. Including the external
excitation, cf. Eq. (28), effectively leads to a modification
of the on-site interaction of the form U → U + Hx

i (t),
i.e., the on-site interaction U increases for the first site at
t = t0 by the amplitude H0.
The initial state of the system in the natural orbital

basis of n(t0) is chosen such that

Gσ
ij(t0) = − 1

iℏ
δijn

σ
i ,

∆Gλ,σ
ij (t0) = 0,

∆Gλ,σ
ij (t0)(∆Gλ,σ′

lk (t0))∗ =
1

ℏ2
δilδjkδσσ′δnσ

j ,1
δnσ

i ,0
.

Depending on the system’s configuration, it becomes nec-
essary to perform a transformation from the natural or-
bital basis to the Hubbard basis. This can be achieved

by diagonalization of the Hamiltonian and the transfor-
mation of G and ∆Gλ using its eigenvectors.
In general, it is necessary to compute a nontrivial

interacting ground state from which the externally driven
dynamics start. Here, this is done using the so-called
“adiabatic switching method” [18] by replacing the on-site
interaction U with a time-dependent interaction U(t).
Calculations then start at ts with an uncorrelated ground
state, with U(ts) = 0. The on-site interaction is then
increased monotonically and sufficiently slowly such that,
at t0, the system is in a fully correlated ground state
with U(t0) = U .

Our main focus will be on the investigation of the
density response function, χR [cf. Eq. (27)], which is,
within the framework of the ME approach, given by

χR,ME
ij (t, t′) = −2ℏΘ(t− t′)

∑
σσ′

Im
[
L̃σσ′

ijij(t, t
′)
]
.

By again considering the relative time τ and center-of-
mass time T , the Fourier transform of the density response
function with respect to τ is given by

χR,ME
ij (ω, T ) =

∫ ∞

−∞
χR,ME
ij (τ, T )eiωτdτ . (32)

The spatial coordinate of a lattice site can be defined
as xi := a0i for a one dimensional chain with a0 denot-
ing the characteristic distance of two adjacent sites [45].
Additionally, we now consider equilibrium and periodic
boundary conditions (PBC) so that there is no center-
of-mass dependence for time and space. We then also
consider a Fourier transform with respect to the spatial
relative coordinate, i.e.,

χR,ME(q, ω) =

∫
χR,ME
ij (ω)e−iqrijdrij ,

with rij := xi−xj . Analogously, we calculate the dynamic
structure factor for said system within the ME approach
as

SME(q, ω) =
∑
σσ′

∫ ∫ ∞

−∞
L̃σσ′

ijij(τ)e
i(ωτ−rijq)dτdrij ,

= −4Im
[
χR,ME(q, ω)

]
. (33)

A generalization to nonequiblirium and spatially inho-
mogeneous systems is straightforward but will not be
considered here.
For the density response of a system in the ground

state (or thermodynamic equilibrium) and the dynamic
structure factor we set t′ = t0 and propagate only

∆Gλ,σ
ij (t). The final step is the averaging over the

realizations λ to calculate the two-particle fluctuations
and all further observables.

A different approach to the calculation of the Fourier
transform of the density response function as well as the



9

dynamic structure factor is provided by considering a
kick excitation of the system, e.g. to the first site, cf.
Eq. (28), following the idea of Ref. 14 as this produces
a spectrally broad excitation that excites all transitions
that are quantum-mechanically allowed [14, 46]. In linear
response we then find

ni(t) =

∫ t

t0

χR
i1(t− t̄)Hx

0 (t̄)dt̄ , (34)

χ11(ω) =
ñ1(ω)

H̃0(ω)
,

where ñi(ω) and H̃0(ω) denote the Fourier transforms of
the density on site i and the kick excitation, respectively.
The dynamic structure factor then also immediately
follows, cf. Eq. (33).

As we are primarily interested in the Fourier transform
of the density response function, we introduce a small ex-
ponential damping in the results of the time propagation
with a factor of e−ηt to mitigate the influence of the finite
propagation length. Although this leads to a broadening
of the spectral quantities, this allows for better compara-
bility of the results. The damping constant is chosen such
that e−ηtmax < 10−4, where tmax denotes the maximum
propagation time.
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h̄ω/J
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|χ
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1
(ω
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/
a
.u

.

U = 0.00J

(a)

2.00 2.25 2.50 2.75

h̄ω/J

U = 1.00J

(b)
SPA-ME

SPA-ME (kick)

exact

Figure 1. Fourier transform of the density response function
(arbitrary units) for the first site of a half-filled Hubbard dimer
without PBC, using SPA-ME with (blue lines) and without
(orange lines) a kick excitation at U = 0.0J (a) and U = 1.0J
(b). The results are compared to the Fourier transform of the
analytical result. The damping constant was chosen to be
η = 0.005J/ℏ.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We now present numerical results within the stochastic
polarization approximation, systematically extending the

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4

U/J

2.0

2.2

2.4

2.6

2.8

∆
E
/
J

exact

SPA-ME

SPA-ME (kick)

Figure 2. Coupling dependence of the excitation energy of
a Hubbard dimer, for the dipole-allowed transition from the
ground state, cf. Fig. 1. Comparison of the present SPA-ME
simulations with (blue line) and without (orange line) a kick
excitation to the analytical solution.

results of Ref. [24] to response functions. First, we con-
sider the ground state and excitation properties of small
Hubbard clusters with and without PBC, including the
Hubbard dimer and a six-site system, where benchmarks
against exact results are possible. We then, in Sec. IVB
turn to larger clusters containing 50 sites with PBC and
compare results for the density response function and
dynamic structure factor for SPA-ME and RPA. Finally,
in Sec. IVC we study the nonequilibrium dynamics and
density response of Hubbard clusters following a short
external excitation and a confinement quench.

A. Test of the ME approach for small Hubbard
clusters in the ground state

First, we consider a Hubbard dimer at half-filling with-
out PBC. The peak positions of the Fourier transform
of the retarded density response function correspond to
energies of particle-hole excitations of the ground state.
For the Hubbard dimer, there is only one dipole-allowed
excitation from the ground state with an excitation energy
of the form

∆E =
U

2
+

√
U2 + 16J2

2
. (35)

In Fig. 1 the Fourier transform of the ground state
result for the retarded density response function at
site 1, χ11(ω), Eq. (32), is shown. Comparison with
analytical results confirms that this quantity yields the
excitation spectrum of the system which contains a
single excitation with the energy ∆E, Eq. (35), which
is exactly reproduced in the non-interacting case. Even
for U = 1.0J the result is in good agreement with
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Figure 3. Fourier transform of the density response function
(arbitrary units) for the first site of a half-filled six-site system
with PBC using SPA-ME with (blue lines) and without (orange
lines) kick excitation at U = 0.0J (a) and U = 1.0J (b). The
results are compared to the Fourier transform of an exact
diagonalization (CI) calculation for the time-dependent density
response function. A damping constant of η = 0.03J/ℏ for the
exponential damping of the time propagation was used.

the analytical benchmark with regards to the peak
position. However, for the relative peak height, significant
deviations are visible. As the squared modulus of χR(ω)
is proportional to the excitation amplitude, these results
imply that SPA-ME overestimates the dipole-allowed
transition probability.

In Fig. 2 the peak position of the density response
function is analyzed in more detail over a broader range
of coupling parameters. There are only minor deviations
from the exact result, for U ≲ 0.5J . Not surprisingly,
these deviations increase monotonically with increasing
U/J since SPA is a weak coupling approximation. Also,
the functional form of the U -dependence deviates from
the analytical solution which increases faster than linear,
whereas the slope of the SPA-ME result is sublinear.

Next, we extend the analysis to a larger system where
the excitation spectrum contains more than one transition.
We consider a half-filled six-site chain with PBC for the
case of a non-interacting system (U = 0.0J) as well as for
moderate coupling (U = 1.0J). For the non-interacting
case we again find excellent agreement between SPA-ME
and the exact results which were obtained from CI cal-
culations. Moreover, differences are visible for moderate
coupling. We see in Fig. 3 that the peak positions of
the present SPA-ME calculations are in very good agree-
ment with exact diagonalization results, however, the
peak height of the third peak shows significant deviations,
which are less pronounced than for the dimer. The other
peaks only display minor deviations and show good quali-

tative agreement. In general, we observe that the quality
of our density response results improves with increasing
system size [24].

B. Ground state density response results for large
Hubbard clusters

We now turn to larger Hubbard clusters. As an example,
we consider a chain with periodic boundary conditions
(i.e., a ring), which is half-filled with 50-sites for different
coupling strengths. A similar simulation as for six sites,
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. (a) SPA-ME exact
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Figure 4. Panel (a): Fourier transform of the density response
function (arbitrary units) for the first site of a half-filled
50-site ring at U = 0.0J using SPA-ME. The results are
compared to the analytical result. Panel (b): relative error of
the Fourier transformed density response. A damping constant
of η = 0.02J/ℏ was used.

cf. Fig. 3, yields for the case of a 50-site ring a much
more complex spectrum which is shown in Fig. 4. We
start with the case of a non-interacting system (U = 0.0J)
at half filling and observe excellent agreement with the
analytical result for the tight-binding limit as the relative
error is of the order of 10−6.
Next, we consider in Fig. 5 the Fourier transform

with respect to the spatial and time coordinate of the
density response function from SPA-ME calculations.
On the left side the non-interacting system is displayed,
while the right side shows the results for a moderately
coupled system at U = 1.0J . Here, we see that the
results for the non-interacting case for a finite system
with PBC closely resemble the known results for the
infinite chain [47]. The artificial damping of the time
propagation leads to a broadening of the peaks due to
the finite size of the system, thus causing them to merge
into a continuous spectrum. At U = 1.0J we see that
the previously visible peaks start to vanish whereas the
main peaks are slightly shifted upwards. Additionally,
Fig. 5 displays the lines of the main peaks for the density
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Figure 5. Fourier transform of the density response function
(arbitrary units) of a half-filled 50-site ring at U = 0.0J (left)
and U = 1.0J (right) using SPA-ME. The dashed lines denote
the corresponding peak positions from RPA calculations. A
damping constant of η = 0.2J/ℏ was used.

response function obtained from RPA calculations. Here,
we see that there is excellent agreement between the two
approximations with regards to the chosen representation.
This comparison of SPA-ME and RPA is further extended
in the following.

We now consider the dynamic structure factor of the
same system but for varying interaction strengths and
specific wave numbers and closely compare results from
SPA-ME to RPA calculations. As the GW approximation
for a system in equilibrium is equivalent to the RPA, this
is directly extending our comparison of the two approx-
imations from Ref. [24]. The time-dependent SPA-ME
results are multiplied by a factor of e−ηt with damping
constant η = 0.2J/ℏ and the same damping constant, η,
is used for the RPA calculations, see Eqs. (B1) and (B2).
This is done to broaden the δ-like peaks due to the finite
system size and better comparability to the infinite chain.

First, we consider the dynamic structure factor for
a fixed wave number q = π/a0 for different interactions
strength. Figure 6 shows that there is excellent agreement
between the SPA-ME and RPA results, for weak coupling.
With increasing interaction strength deviations become
more pronounced, however, only for U = 2.0J significant
differences between the two approximations are visible. As
both approximations are only applicable within the weak
coupling regime, this coupling strength is beyond their
validity anyway. Moreover, both approximations show a
main peak located at ω ∼ 3.9J/ℏ for U = 0.0J with S ∼
1.0a.u.. With increasing interaction strength this peak
is shifted towards higher frequencies (ω ∼ 4.2J/ℏ) and
height with S ∼ 1.6a.u. at U = 2.0J , where the RPA peak
is shifted to slightly higher frequencies compared to the
SPA-ME peak [S ∼ 1.7a.u. at ω ∼ 4.3J/ℏ]. Additionally,
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Figure 6. Dynamic structure factor of a half-filled 50-site ring
at q = π/a0 for different U using SPA-ME (solid lines) and
RPA (dashed lines).

we observe that, due to the finite system size, there are a
number of peaks visible next to the main peak which do
not exist in the infinite chain. These peaks become less
pronounced with increasing interaction strength. Here,
the RPA results deviate, for U = 2.0J , from the SPA-ME
results in that there is a slightly larger downward shift
visible for the peak height.

Next, we consider in Fig. 7 the dynamic structure
factor for two different wave numbers, q1 = 3π/(5a0)
and q2 = π/(5a0), at different U , using only SPA-ME.
For q2 we see that only a single peak is visible for each
U located at ω ∼ 1.2J/ℏ with a height of S ∼ 0.77a.u.
while none of the other peaks due to the finite system size
are present. With increasing interaction strength a slight
downward shift of the peak height is observed, in contrast
to the previous results. Again, however, the peak position
is shifted towards higher frequencies. Here, both shifts are
not as pronounced as for the previous case. This changes
for q1 where the position of the main peak is shifted from
ω ∼ 3.1J/ℏ to ω ∼ 3.4J/ℏ, thus displaying a stronger shift
compared to the case q = π/a0. Additionally, here the
build up of the finite size peaks is observed. However, the
peak height is shifted significantly downward, compared
to q1 and even q = π/a0. Moreover, the peaks become
less pronounced with increasing interactions strength so
that they are barely visible for U = 2.0J . Last, the height
of the main peak at U = 0.0J is located at S ∼ 1.1a.u.
and shifted upwards to S ∼ 1.5a.u. at U = 2.0J .

C. Nonequilibrium density response following an
external kick excitation of a single site

After computing the density response for a system in
the ground state, we now turn to the time-dependent
density response following a rapid weak external pertur-
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Figure 7. Dynamic structure factor of a half-filled 50-site ring
at q1 = 3π/(5a0) (solid lines) and q2 = π/(5a0) (dash-dotted
lines) for different U using SPA-ME.

bation (“kick”). Here, we again consider two approaches:
first, computation of the density response function from
a ground state calculation with subsequent calculation of
the density response in linear response theory according
to Eq. (34). The second approach is a direct nonequilib-
rium calculation following the external kick perturbation
of the first site, cf. Eq. (28).

Let us first return to Fig. 1 where the present kick
results have been included. Here, we see that, for the
non-interacting case, the results from the nonequilibrium
SPA-ME calculation agree with both the analytical
and the equilibrium SPA-ME results. However, for
the moderately coupled system we observe significant
deviations, as an additional peak at ω = 2.75J/ℏ appears.
This effect is known from NEGF calculations [46]. More-
over, we see that the peak position of the equilibrium
approach is well reproduced by one of the peaks from
the nonequilibrium calculation. This trend is also visible
when considering other interactions strengths, as shown
in Fig. 2. Here, we see only minor deviations between the
two approaches. Nonetheless, the height of the main peak
shown in Fig. 1 is significantly reduced for the kick results.

Similar behavior is observed for the six-site chain shown
in Fig. 3. Here, we also see that the peak positions are
well reproduced by the nonequilibrium simulations. How-
ever, significant deviations of the heights of most peaks
are visible, suggesting that the nonequilibrium scenario
modifies the transition probabilities of almost all allowed
transitions. We observe that, in contrast, the equilibrium
results are significantly closer to the amplitudes of the
exact solution.

In Fig. 8 we again consider the dynamic structure fac-
tor of a 50-site ring. At U = 0.5J for a wave number
q = π/a0, we see the aforementioned excellent agree-
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Figure 8. Dynamic structure factor for a half-filled 50-site ring
at U = 1.0J at q = π/a0 from SPA-ME with (blue line) and
without (orange line) a kick excitation and RPA. The time
propagated results were exponentially damped with damping
constant η = 0.2J/ℏ.

ment of the equilibrium SPA-ME and RPA results. The
nonequilibrium SPA-ME calculations display minor devia-
tions compared to the other approaches. Here, the former
are shifted slightly downward, for frequencies ω ≲ 3.0J/ℏ.
Additionally, we see that the position of the main peak
is shifted towards a smaller frequency with reduced peak
height. For larger frequencies (ω ≳ 4.7J/ℏ) we observe
an increase of the nonequilibrium results compared to the
other approaches, which is more pronounced compared to
aforementioned shift for smaller frequencies. A possible
explanation of these deviations is that nonequilibrium
simulations are known to capture correlation effects [14],
but whether this applies to the present excitation requires
further investigation, see also Sec. V.

Next, we again consider a half-filled six-site chain for
different interaction strengths (U/J = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0) and
compare the time-dependent density perturbation at the
first site for SPA-ME, from linear response theory and
the kick excitation, to CI results. Fig. 9 (a) shows that in
the non-interacting case both SPA-ME results from linear
response and nonequilibrium perfectly agree with the CI
data. In (b) we still see good qualitative agreement of
both calculations with the CI data with deviations start-
ing to increase for t ≳ 20ℏ/J . The linear response results
overestimate the amplitude of the oscillations compared
to the nonequilibrium calculation. For the moderately
coupled system with U = 1.0J we immediately see in (c)
that deviations between the results arise. The nonequilib-
rium SPA-ME results display better agreement with the
exact result for longer times (t ∼ 7ℏ/J) compared to the
linear response results (t ∼ 1ℏ/J). Both, however, fail to
accurately reproduce the oscillating behavior of the exact
result for times larger than ∼ 20ℏ/J as there appears to
be a time-dependent phase shift.
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Figure 9. Time-dependent density perturbation at the first
site for a half-filled six-site chain for three coupling strengths
[U = 0.0J (a), U = 0.5J (b) and U = 1.0J (c)] following
a kick excitation using SPA (blue lines) and CI. The data
are compared to linear response results from a ground state
SPA-ME calculation (orange lines), cf. Eq. (34).

Figure 10. Density response function for a half-filled ring with
6 sites at U = 0.1J following a confinement quench at t = 0.
Upper left (lower right) triangle corresponds to SPA-ME (CI)
results.

D. Nonequilibrium density response following a
confinement quench

As a final nonequilibrium setup, we consider a confine-
ment quench [18, 48] of a half-filled system, cf. Eq. (29).
This means, the initial state is such that the left half of
the sites is fully occupied, while the right half is empty.

Figure 11. Same as Fig. 10, but at U = 0.4J

Subsequently, at time T = 0, the confinement potential
is removed suddenly, resulting in a rapid expansion of
particles in the chain similar to a classical diffusion setup.
Thus, immediately after the quench, the system is in
strong nonequilibrium, providing an interesting test-bed
for our ME approach. In particular, we are interested at
this point in the density response during the relaxation
process. Again, we start with a small system containing
6 sites with periodic boundary conditions and compare
results of SPA-ME with those of exact diagonalization. In
Fig. 10, we present the two-time nonequilibrium density
response function for the half-filled ring at an interaction
strength of U = 0.1J obtained from the present SPA-ME
model. Recall that the Heaviside function in the defini-
tion of the retarded component leads to χR

ij(t, t
′) ≡ 0 for

t′ > t, cf. Eq. (13). This allows us to plot in the half
plane below the diagonal (black line) the corresponding
CI result for the density response function χR

ij(t
′, t), for

the transposed arguments. Obviously, there is very good
agreement between the two results. We now move on to
stronger coupling, U = 0.4J . The results are presented in
Fig. 11 where significant differences between the two re-
sults are visible. It is noticeable here that the same trends
are present for both results with respect to the phase of
the oscillations. However, deviations in their amplitudes
are visible. Moreover, we observe that the oscillations for
the exact result are damped with increasing relative time,
while the SPA-ME results illustrate the opposite trend.
Comparing the results for the two interaction strengths,
we notice that they differ mainly in the amplitude of the
oscillations.

For a better comparison of the CI and SPA-ME data,
we now present the results in 2D plots. There we show
the density response function vs. relative time, τ , for
fixed values of the center-of-mass time, T . In Fig. 12 we
consider the density response function for four values of
T for the case of weak coupling, U = 0.1J . Here, we see
only minor deviations of the SPA-ME result from CI. The
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Figure 12. Density response function for different times T following a confinement quench, for a half-filled ring with 6 sites at
U = 0.1J . Comparison of the present SPA-ME approach to CI calculations.
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Figure 13. Same as Fig. 12, but at U = 0.4J .

differences become more pronounced for T = 12.5ℏ/J
for oscillations with large amplitude, i.e. for τ ∼ 20ℏ/J .
Further, we observe in the course of the relaxation process
that there is a change in the frequencies of the oscillations.
Additionally, as the propagation time increases, there is
an increase in the amplitudes of the oscillations, with
this trend continuing until T = 12.5ℏ/J and then being
reversed.

For U = 0.4J we observe the previously mentioned
deviations of the SPA-ME result from the CI data. Only
for T = 5ℏ/J good agreement is visible. Already for
T = 10ℏ/J this holds only up to a relative time of
τ = 5ℏ/J . Afterwards we observe that there is a shift of
the phase of the oscillations, where significant deviations
in the amplitude increase. In particular, while the exact
result shows a damping of the oscillatory behavior, the
SPA-ME shows the opposite trend. This behavior is

also observed in a stronger form for later center-of-mass
times. It is noticeable that the minima of the density
response function are shifted downward for the SPA-ME
with increasing center-of-mass time, while there is no
significant increase in the maxima. The observed damped
behavior of the exact dynamics of the density response
function at U = 0.4J is also found for the density
evolution shown in Fig. 14 (b). Here, we again observe
that SPA-ME overestimates the oscillations while still
reproducing the exact phase. In (a) we see excellent
agreement of the SPA-ME and exact results similar to
the observed agreement for the density response function.

Finally, we turn again to larger systems for which,
however, no CI data are available for comparison.
Specifically, we consider a half-filled ring with 30 sites
at U = 0.1J and U = 0.4J , respectively, following an
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Figure 14. Density evolution at site 1 of a half-filled ring with
6 sites following a confinement quench.

analogous confinement quench. Figure 15 displays the
density response function versus relative time, for fixed
center-of-mass times. Here, we see for T = 5ℏ/J that the
oscillations of the density response function are damped
with increasing relative time. Moreover, we find that the
phases of the oscillations are the same for both on-site
interaction strengths, which is also observable for all later
center-of-mass times with only minor deviations between
the two. Again, we find that stronger coupling leads
to an increase of the amplitude. However, there is no
damping of the oscillations for either coupling strength
for larger center-of-mass times.

Lastly, we consider nonequilibrium density response
spectra of the same system at U = 0.1J and U = 0.4J ,
for large center of mass times, T ≥ 75, which are shown
in Fig. 16. These nonequilibrium spectra are obtained via
Fourier transform of the density response function with
respect to the relative time τ , for fixed center-of-mass
times T . Here, we see a relatively similar structure of the
spectra for both on-site interactions for T = 100ℏ/J . How-
ever, the transition probabilities are significantly larger
for U = 0.4J than for U = 0.1J , for all center-of-mass
times. Additionally, we find that the transition prob-
abilities for excitations are largest for T = 150ℏ/J at
U = 0.1J , compared to the other center-of-mass times,
whereas this is the case for T = 100ℏ/J at U = 0.4J .

Finally, we inquire whether the nonequilibrium spectra,
for later times T , begin to approach the ground state
spectra. To this end, we have computed ground state
results for the same system that are displayed in Fig. 17.
A first observation is that the nonequilibrium transition
probabilities are significantly smaller than the ground
state counterparts. Moreover, we find that the overall
structure of the nonequilibrium spectra for T = 150ℏ/J
starts to resemble the ground state spectra, at least, for
U = 0.4J . Similarly to the ground state results, the

nonequilibrium spectra also vanish for frequencies larger
than 4J/ℏ. Clearly, for a better quantitative comparison,
longer nonequilibrium simulations would be desirable, as
well as a comparison to equilibrium spectra at a finite
temperature that takes into account the quench energy.
This analysis is subject of ongoing work.

V. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

In this paper we have extended our recent work on
a novel quantum fluctuations approach presented in
Ref. [24]. This approach starts from single time single-
particle density matrix operators and investigates their
fluctuations around their expectation value – the single-
particle density matrix (or time-diagonal Green function).
The approach is conceptionally similar to the classical
fluctuations approach of Klimontovich [25, 27] as well as
the stochastic mean field approximation of Ayik, Lacroix
and others [28–30]. All these methods have the attrac-
tive feature that correlation effects are mapped onto the
dynamics of an ensemble of fluctuating single-particle
quantities, and quantum expectation values are replaced
by semi-classical mean values.

The advantage of the present approach is that it starts
directly from the equations of motion for the nonequi-
librium Green functions (NEGF) which allows to use
well-known many-body approximations for the selfenergy,
for reference, e.g. [16, 17, 41]. This also allows us to
use results from recent dramatic accelerations of NEGF
simulations that were achieved by using the Hartree-Fock
GKBA and its transformation to time-local equations –
the G1–G2 scheme [19–21, 49]. There the gain in computa-
tion speed comes at the price of storing the nonequilibrium
two-particle Green function G2 the size of which rapidly
increases with the system size. One way to reduce the
basis dimension is an embedding approach [23]. On the
other hand, the present quantum fluctuations approach is
even more powerful as it avoids the computation of G2 in
favor of single-particle fluctuations δĜij(t) and their clas-
sical counterparts ∆Gλ

ij(t). This method was shown to
accurately reproduce G1–G2 simulations for single-time
quantities, within the nonequilibrium GW approximation
[24]. In the present paper, we presented a major further
extension to two-time observables that are composed of
single-particle fluctuations: the general correlation func-
tion Lijkl(t, t

′), the density correlation function χR
ij(t, t

′)
and the dynamic structure factor, S(q, ω).
To achieve this goal we first developed the multiple

ensembles idea which allows one to compute commuta-
tors within the present semi-classical approach. This
has led to the multiple ensembles stochastic polarization
(SPA-ME) approximation that was extensively tested for
Fermi-Hubbard chains in the numerics part of the pa-
per. The first tests were devoted to the density response
in the ground state. There the, SPA-ME approach is
conceptionally analogous to the GW approximation of
Bethe-Salpeter theory and the random phase approxi-
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Figure 15. Density response function for different center-of-mass times T following a confinement quench, for a half-filled ring
with 30 sites at U = 0.1J and U = 0.4J using SPA-ME.
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Figure 16. Fourier transform of the density response function
with respect to the relative time for a half-filled ring with
30 sites at fixed center-of-mass times, T , at U = 0.1J and
U = 0.4J using SPA-ME. The U = 0.1J results in (a), (b)
and (c) have been multiplied with a factor of 5. A damping
constant of η = 0.04J/ℏ was used.

mation of linear response theory [14]. We demonstrated
excellent agreement with the RPA within the validity
range of the approximation, i.e. for U/J ≲ 1.

The main advantage of the present approach is its
general applicability to correlated quantum systems in
nonequilibrium. We demonstrated this for two types of
external excitation: the first was a rapid potential kick
applied to one site of the system. The second was a
confinement quench in a system that was initially doubly
occupied in its central region and then expands towards
half filling. In both cases the SPA-ME approach allowed
us to study the buildup of the nonequilibrium density
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Figure 17. Same as Fig. 16, but for the ground state at
U = 0.1J and U = 0.4J .

response χR(τ, T ) as a function of physical time T that
as passed after the excitation. Performing benchmarks
against CI simulations, for small systems, we concluded
that, for weak coupling, the method is very accurate.
With increasing coupling, only the main features of the
nonequilibrium spectra are captured, as expected from a
weak coupling approximation. We then turned to larger
systems for which our method is expected to be more
accurate [24].

Based on these first proof of principle results we con-
clude that the present SPA-ME approach can be success-
fully applied to large systems for which the nonequilibrium
density response and the impact of correlation effects can
be studied for long propagation times. Work on a more
systematic analysis of the nonequilibrium dynamics, both
linear and nonlinear, and its dependence on the coupling



17

strength and excitation scenario is presently in progress.
A particularly interesting excitation scenario is to use a
short spatially monochromatic pulse. As was shown in
Ref. [14], nonequilibrium GW simulations of a uniform
system following such an excitation are expected to yield
high quality dynamic structure factors that are sum rule
preserving and include vertex corrections, thereby going
well beyond RPA.
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Appendix A: Analytical result for the density
response function of noninteracting Hubbard clusters

The hamiltonian of a 1D tight-binding chain with perio-
dic boundary conditions is given by

Ĥ0 = −J
∑
⟨n,m⟩

∑
σ

ĉ†nσ ĉmσ , (A1)

where only chains with 4N − 2 sites will be considered.
By transforming into the momentum basis

ĉ†nσ =
1√
N

∑
q

eiqmĉ†qσ ,

q =
π

N
· (−N ,−N − 2 , · · · , N − 2) ,

Eq. (A1) takes the form

Ĥ0 = −2J
∑
σ,q

cos(q) ĉ†qσ ĉqσ ,

where the time-dependent version of the field operators
is given by

ĉqσ(t) = e−
2iJ
ℏ cos(q)t ĉqσ .

From this we obtain the diagonal elements of the density
operator for site m,

n̂mσ(t) = ĉ†mσ(t)ĉmσ(t) =
1

N

∑
q,q′

ei(q−q′)mĉ†qσ(t)ĉq′σ(t) ,

and the commutator

[nmσ(t), nnσ′ ] =
2i

N2
δσ,σ′

∑
q,k,k′

sin
{
(q − k)m

+ (k − k′)n− 2J

ℏ
[cos(q)− cos(k)] t

}
ĉ†qσ ĉk′σ .

Thus, for zero temperature and half filling we obtain for
the density response function

χR
mn(t) =Θ(t)

4ℏ
N2

∑
q,k

sin
{
(q − k)(m− n)

− 2J

ℏ
[cos(k)− cos(q)] t

}
Θ[cos(q)] .

Appendix B: Random phase approximation for the
Hubbard-model

For the Hubbard-Hamiltonian in one dimension with
N lattice sites and

K̂ = Ĥ − µN̂ =
∑
kσ

ϵk ĉ
†
kσ ĉkσ

+
U

2N

∑
σ

∑
k,k′,q

ĉ†k+qσ ĉ
†
k′−q−σ ĉk′−σ ĉkσ ,

where ϵk = −2J cos(k)− µ, the density response function
in RPA takes the form

χR
RPA(q, ω) =

2ΠR(q, ω)

1− UΠR(q, ω)
, (B1)

where

ΠR(q, ω) =
1

N

∑
k

n(ϵk)− n(ϵk+q)

ℏω + ϵk − ϵk+q + iη
, (B2)

and n(ϵq) = Θ[cos(q)], for zero temperature and half
filling. The missing factor of two in Eq. (B2) and the
extra factor of two in Eq. (B1) in comparison to the
conventional form of these functions (compare [50]) are
due to the unusual spin-indices in the Hamiltonian.
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