
Strong coupling Møller-Plesset perturbation theory

Yassir El Moutaoukal,†,‡ Rosario R. Riso,†,‡ Matteo Castagnola,† Enrico Ronca,¶

and Henrik Koch∗,†

†Department of Chemistry, Norwegian University of Science and Technology, 7491

Trondheim, Norway

‡These authors contributed equally to this work

¶Department of Chemistry, Biology and Biotechnology, University of Perugia, Via Elce di

Sotto, 8, 06123, Perugia, Italy

E-mail: henrik.koch@ntnu.no

Abstract

Perturbative approaches are methods to efficiently tackle many-body problems, of-

fering both intuitive insights and analysis of correlation effects. However, their applica-

tion to systems where light and matter are strongly coupled is non-trivial. Specifically,

the definition of suitable orbitals for the zeroth-order Hamiltonian represents a signifi-

cant theoretical challenge. While reviewing previously investigated orbital choices, this

work presents an alternative polaritonic orbital basis suitable for the strong coupling

regime. We develop a quantum electrodynamical (QED) Møller-Plesset perturbation

theory using orbitals obtained from the strong coupling QED Hartree-Fock. We assess

the strengths and limitations of the different approaches and emphasize the essential

role of using a consistent molecular orbital framework to achieve an accurate descrip-

tion of cavity-induced electron-photon correlation effects.
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1. Introduction

Strong coupling between electromagnetic vacuum fluctuations and matter allows for non-

invasive engineering of molecular properties.1–6 To achieve such a regime, experimentalists

couple molecules with optical devices able to confine the electromagnetic fields in small quan-

tization volumes.7–9 When molecular excitations interact with the quantized fields, hybrid

states called molecular polaritons are formed.10–12 Such states display unique features that

can be adjusted by tuning the properties of the quantized field.13 Potential applications

of polaritonic chemistry range from the modification of molecular absorption and emission

spectra to the potential catalysis of chemical reactions.14–20

While experimental efforts keep advancing into the ultrastrong coupling regime, a theo-

retical comprehension of the experimental results is still necessary.21–26 Modeling the light-

matter interplay requires the use of QED theory in order to capture the correlation effects

between electrons and photons.27–32 Several quantum chemistry ab initio methodologies

have been extended to QED environments, such as the quantum electrodynamical den-

sity functional theory (QEDFT)33–36 and the quantum electrodynamical coupled cluster

(QED-CC).37–41 Despite its computational affordability, the accuracy of QEDFT relies on

an electron-photon correlation functional that is challenging to model,36 while the more

accurate QED-CC exhibits a steep computational scaling with system size.42

Perturbative methodologies are reliable alternatives to estimate correlation at a cheaper

computational cost while providing, at the same time, an intuitive understanding of the

complex interplay between the components of the many-body system. Inside an optical

cavity, perturbative approaches can either be obtained by excluding the field-dependent

terms from the unperturbed Hamiltonian, in line with what is reported by Haugland et

al.,43 or by retaining the mean-field effects of the cavity in the zeroth-order Hamiltonian.

Bauer et al.44 reported an implementation of the first QED versions of the second order

Møller-Plesset methodology (MP2) and the algebraic diagrammatic construction for the po-

larization propagator (ADC(2)). Specifically, the method are built starting from two possible
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reference states: the standard non-polaritonic Hartree-Fock state (QED(np-HF)-MP2 and

QED(np-HF)-ADC(2)), and the QED Hartree-Fock (QED-HF) wave function (QED-MP2

and QED-ADC(2)). These approaches seem to accurately describe light-matter states while

incorporating a significant part of many-body correlation. These are surprising findings

as Haugland et al.28 demonstrated that the QED-HF molecular orbitals display unphysical

properties, such as their lack of origin invariance for charged molecular systems due to an

incorrect construction of the QED-Fock operator posing issues when developing post-HF

perturbation theories.

The polaritonic molecular orbital problem for QED environments was addressed by Riso

et al.45 introducing a novel ab initio approach named strong coupling quantum electrody-

namics Hartree-Fock (SC-QED-HF) theory. This model not only provides fully consistent

molecular orbitals by dressing the electrons with the cavity photons, but is also able to

capture to some extent electron-photon correlation already at the mean-fied level. Recent

improvements in the convergence of SC-QED-HF by means of second order algorithms46

prompted us to develop of a Møller-Plesset perturbation theory starting from this alterna-

tive reference wave function. We denote this method as SC-QED Møller-Plesset perturbation

theory. Another perturbative approach based on a wave function parametrization similar

to the SC-QED-HF was recently published, namely the Lang-Firsov Møller-Plesset scheme

(LF-MP2).47 The main difference between the two methods is that the diagonal Lang-Firsov

transformation in LF-MP2 is not performed in a basis that diagonalizes the dipole operator.

Our findings demonstrate that the developed SC-QED-MP2 accurately reproduces the

field-induced electron-photon correlation effects by capturing them already at the mean-field

level. This is especially the case as the light-matter coupling increases due to the exactness

of the reference wave function in the infinite coupling limit. Moreover, because of the non

size-intensitivity of the zeroth-order Hamiltonian in QED-MP2 theory, unphysical behavior

in the long-range regime between two molecular systems is observed. For the same reason,

this issue also emerges for the LF-MP2 method demonstrating that the choice of basis in
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QED ab initio approaches is a delicate matter.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe the different choices for

the zeroth-order Hamiltonian, deriving the energy expressions for QED-MP2, QED(np-

HF)-MP2, and SC-QED-MP2 theory. In this Section we also show the differences between

the SC-QED-MP2 and LF-MP2 approaches. In Section 3, we compare the performance of

methodologies, focusing on coupling and frequency dispersions, intermolecular interactions,

and cavity polarization orientational effects. Finally, our concluding remarks are presented

in Section 4.

2. Theory

The interaction between light and matter inside an optical cavity can be modeled using the

single-mode Pauli-Fiertz Hamiltonian in the dipole approximation and length gauge48–52

H = He + ωb†b+
λ2

2
(d · ϵϵϵ)2 − λ

√
ω

2
(d · ϵϵϵ)(b† + b), (1)

where b and b† annihilate and create photons of frequency ω and with polarization ϵϵϵ. The

λ parameter represents the light-matter coupling strength for a field confinement volume V

and relative permittivity for the medium within the cavity ϵr

λ =

√
2π

ϵrV
, (2)

while d is the molecular dipole operator28

d =
∑

pq

(
de
pq +

dnuc

Ne

δpq

)
Epq, (3)

with de being the electronic dipole operator and dnuc the nuclear dipole moment of a system

of Ne electrons. The second quantization formalism for the electrons has been adopted in
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Equation (1) such that

Epq =
∑

σ

a†pσaqσ

epqrs = EpqErs − δrqEps,

(4)

with a†pσ and apσ respectively create and annihilate an electron in the orbital p with spin σ.

Finally, the electronic Hamiltonian in the Born-Oppenheimer approximation He is defined

as42

He =
∑

pq

hpqEpq +
1

2

∑

pqrs

gpqrsepqrs, (5)

where hpq and gpqrs are the one and two electron integrals. In the following, we label oc-

cupied orbitals in the HF reference with the letters i, j, k... while the virtual orbitals are

labeled a, b, c... General orbital indices are labeled with p, q, r, s. In addition to the standard

electronic terms, the strong coupling Hamiltonian in Equation (1) has three additional field-

induced contributions, i.e. the purely photonic Hamiltonian ωb†b, the bilinear light-matter

term, λ
√

ω
2
(d · ϵϵϵ)(b† + b), explicitly correlating the field and the electrons, and finally the

dipole self-energy (DSE) term, λ2

2
(d · ϵϵϵ)2, needed to ensure that the Hamiltonian is bound

from below.53

Rayleigh–Schrödinger (RS) perturbative schemes rely on a partition of the full Hamilto-

nian into a zeroth-order unperturbed Hamiltonian, H(0), whose eigenfunctions are known,

and a perturbation.54 The perturbation V can be as complicated as needed to describe the

physics of the overall system. When H(0) is chosen to be the Fock operator from a mean-

field theory, aimed at capturing the main physical properties of the system, we obtain the

Møller-Plesset (MP) perturbation hierarchy.55 Accordingly, the perturbation V is defined

such that when added to the ”solvable” zeroth-order Hamiltonian H(0), the full Hamiltonian

is recovered

V = H −H(0) (6)
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and incorporates all the correlation effects of the many-body system. The definition of an

appropriate zeroth-order Hamiltonian is critical to ensure that perturbative methodologies

provide a reliable description of the system, particularly if only a few orders in perturbation

theory are considered.42

In this Section, we first review different choices for QED Møller-Plesset perturbation

theory.44 Then, we present the SC-QED-MP2 approach with the unperturbed Hamiltonian

derived from the polaritonic mean field treatment of SC-QED-HF theory. Lastly, we re-

view the LF-MP2 method with emphasis on the differences between this approach and the

developed SC-QED-MP2 method.

QED-MP2

In the quantum electrodynamics Hartree-Fock method, the wave function is written as

|ψ⟩ = exp
(
−z(b− b†)

)
|HF⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ , (7)

which is composed of the bosonic vacuum |0⟩ and an electronic Hartree-Fock Slater deter-

minant, |HF⟩, where the low lying orbitals are occupied. The coherent-state transformation

UQED−HF = exp
(
−z(b− b†)

)
(8)

depends on the factor z = λ√
2ω

⟨d · ϵϵϵ⟩ which is updated throughout the SCF procedure

together with the orbitals and

⟨d · ϵϵϵ⟩ =
∑

pq

(
de
pq +

dnuc

Ne

δpq

)
Dpq, (9)

where Dpq = ⟨HF|Epq |HF⟩ are the one-body density matrix elements. It is convenient to

change the quantum picture by applying the transformation to the light-matter Hamiltonian
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in Equation (1)

HQED−HF = U †
QED−HF H UQED−HF

= He + ωb†b+
λ2

2
((d− ⟨d⟩) · ϵϵϵ)2

− λ

√
ω

2
((d− ⟨d⟩) · ϵϵϵ)(b† + b),

(10)

such that the origin-independence becomes explicit. In this representation, the QED-HF

wave function reads

|R⟩ = |HF⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ ≡ |HF, 0⟩ . (11)

Bauer et al.44 proposed the QED-HF Fock operator plus the field energy ωb†b as the zeroth-

order Hamiltonian for the QED-MP2 approach. Additionally, we highlight that the expec-

tation value of the dipole squared (≡ ⟨d · ϵϵϵ⟩2) should be included as well in the unperturbed

Hamiltonian if not included in the perturbation V .44 The unperturbed Hamiltonian then

reads

H
(0)
QED-HF =

∑

pq

FQED-HF
pq Epq + ωb†b+

λ2

2
⟨d · ϵϵϵ⟩2 , (12)

where the Fock matrix elements are

FQED-HF
pq = hpq +

∑

i

(2gpqii − gpiiq)

+
λ2

2

∑

a

(d · ϵ)pa (d · ϵ)aq −
λ2

2

∑

i

(d · ϵ)pi (d · ϵ)iq .
(13)

We point out that the coherent-state transformation does not change the electronic Hamilto-

nian. This will not be the case for the SC-QED-MP2 theory, and a correct transformation of

the Fock matrix elements will be important to ensure orbital origin invariance. For charged

molecules, the Fock matrix in Equation (13) is not origin invariant. Specifically, upon a shift
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a of the molecular system, the Fock changes by

λ2(δpq,vir − δpq,occ)

2

[
Qtot (a · ϵ) (d · ϵ)pq +

Q2
tot (a · ϵ)2 δpq

2

]
, (14)

where Qtot is the total system charge. Since the unperturbed Hamiltonian changes upon

displacement of a charged molecular system, we expect an unphysical behavior of QED-

MP2. Nonetheless, only rarely we do work with charged molecules and the problem can

eventually be solved using the SC-QED-HF orbitals. However, a more severe problem of the

Fock operator in Equation (13) is the non size-intensivity. That is, for two systems A and B

infinitely separated, the Fock operator is not equal to the sum of the two subsystems Fock

operators

FQED-HF
AB ̸= FQED-HF

A + FQED-HF
B . (15)

The orbital energies of the system A, instead, change if another system B is added in the

cavity regardless of the distance between A and B. Upon insertion of molecule B, indeed,

FQED-HF
A changes because the contribution from the nuclei of B needs to be added in the

dipole operator. This might create problems when dealing with multi-component systems.

Nonetheless, we point out that the QED-HF method is size-extensive, i.e. the energy of a

bipartite system where the subsystems A and B are far apart equals the sum of the individual

subsystem energies. For this reason, QED-HF is unable to account for the cavity-induced

non size-extensive effects.56

The QED-MP1 and QED-MP2 energy corrections are given by the expressions

E
(1)
QED−MP1 = −

∑

ij

(2gQED-HF
iijj − gQED-HF

ijji ) (16)
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E
(2)
QED−MP2 = −1

2

∑

aibj

(
2gQED-HF

aibj − gQED-HF
ajbi

)
gQED-HF
aibj

ϵQED-HF
a − ϵQED-HF

i + ϵQED-HF
b − ϵQED-HF

j

− λ2ω

2

∑

ai

(d · ϵ)2ai
ϵQED-HF
a − ϵQED-HF

i + ω
,

(17)

where the redefined two electron integrals read

gQED-HF
pqrs = gpqrs + λ2(d · ϵ)pq(d · ϵ)rs. (18)

Similarly to what happens with the standard MP2 scheme, the QED-HF energy is the sum of

the zeroth and first-order energies. We point out that neglecting the contribution ∝ ⟨d · ϵϵϵ⟩2

in the zeroth-order Hamiltonian in Equation (12) would have led to the wrong QED-HF en-

ergy. Thus, the first non-vanishing correction to the QED-HF energy occurs in second-order

of perturbation theory. The QED-MP2 correction in Equation (17) consists of two terms.

The first term contains a contribution similar to the double excitations in the purely elec-

tronic MP2. However, it is important to highlight that the dipole contributions in gQED-HF
pqrs

make the first term non size-extensive. The second term in Equation (17), instead, stems

from the bilinear term of the Hamiltonian. It consists of contributions from single excitations

in the electronic Hilbert space He, coupled with single excitations in the photonic Hilbert

space Hph (double excitations in the polaritonic Hilbert space Hpol = He ⊗ Hph). This

term is size-extensive and partially cancels the DSE contribution to the QED-HF energy.57

Regarding size-intensivity, when changing the distance between two molecules that are al-

ready significantly far apart from each other, only the diagonal elements of the dipole matrix

change significantly. Those elements enter the QED-MP2 energy correction in Equation (17)

through the orbital energies in the denominator as

ϵQED-HF
p ∝

(
dNUC
A

Ne

+
dNUC
A

Ne

)2

(δp,virt − δp,occ)

∝ (1 +RAB)
2(δp,virt − δp,occ),

(19)
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where RAB is the distance between the two molecules. Therefore easy to see that the QED-

MP2 energy correction vanishes as 1/R2
AB.

QED-(non-polaritonic HF)-MP2

Even in the strong coupling regime, electron-electron correlation is dominating over the

electron-photon one. It is therefore reasonable to substitute the QED-HF Fock matrix in

equation Equation (12) with the cavity free Hartree-Fock counterpart. Proceeding with this

choice, we end up with the QED non-polaritonic HF Møller-Plesset perturbative scheme,44

QED(np-HF)-MP2, with the zeroth-order Hamiltonian

H
(0)
QED-np-HF =

∑

pq

FHF
pq Epq + ωb†b, (20)

and the Fock matrix elements are

FHF
pq = hpq +

∑

j

(2gpqjj − gpjjq) . (21)

The reference wave function is again Equation (11) and the zeroth-order Hamiltonian in

Equation (20) does not account for any cavity effect on the electronic system. For this rea-

son, as the coupling between light and matter increases, we expect the accuracy of QED(np-

HF)-MP2 to diminish because the field effects become progressively more significant, and

their inclusion in the zeroth-order (mean-field) Hamiltonian becomes important. In this

framework, the unperturbed Hamiltonian is both origin invariant and size-extensive, i.e.

H
(0)
AB = H

(0)
A +H

(0)
B for largely separated A and B. Straightforwardly, when the two subsys-

tems are infinitely far apart, the total energy reaches a plateau.

The QED(np-HF)-MP1 and QED(np-HF)-MP2 energy corrections are given by the ex-

pressions

E
(1)
QED(np-HF)-MP1 = −

∑

ij

(2giijj − gijji) + λ2
∑

ai

(d · ϵ)2ai (22)
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E
(2)
QED(np-HF)-MP2 =− 1

2

∑

aibj

(
2gQED-HF

aibj − gQED-HF
ajbi

)
gQED-HF
aibj

ϵHF
a − ϵHF

i + ϵHF
b − ϵHF

j

− λ2ω

2

∑

ai

(d · ϵ)2ai
ϵHF
a − ϵHF

i + ω
−
∑

ai

(
FQED-HF
ai

)2

ϵHF
a − ϵHF

i

,

(23)

where the Fock matrix elements FQED-HF
pq and the two electron integrals gQED-HF

pqrs are defined

respectively in Equation (13) and Equation (18). The correction up to the first order (with

Equation (22)) of the zeroth-order energy gives the energy of the HF state in the cavity.

This energy is higher compared to its polaritonic counterpart since the orbitals are not

optimized including the DSE contribution. By comparing the second order energy correction

in Equation (23) with the expression from QED-MP2 theory, we notice that the two first

terms change in the denominators with the cavity-free HF orbital energies. Moreover, an

additional single electronic excitation contribution appears because the Brillouin theorem is

not satisfied

⟨R|
[
HQED−HF, E

−
ai

]
|R⟩ ≠ 0. (24)

Strong coupling QED-MP2

In the strong coupling quantum electrodynamics Hartree-Fock method, the wave function

parametrization for the light-matter system is:

|ψSC⟩ = exp

(
− λ√

2ω

∑

p

ηpẼpp(b− b†)

)
|HF⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ , (25)

where the tilde ∼ denotes integrals and operators in the basis that diagonalizes (d · ϵ):

∑

rs

Crp(d · ϵϵϵ)rsCsq = (d̃ · ϵϵϵ)ppδpq, (26)

where C is an orthonormal rotation matrix connecting molecular and dipole orbitals. The

{ηp} orbital specific coherent-state parameters in Equation (25) account for the field rear-
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rangement to orbital excitations and are variationally optimized for the ground state through

the SCF procedure. Once again, it is convenient to change the quantum picture before par-

titioning the Hamiltonian into H(0) and V . We apply the SC-transformation

USC = exp

(
− λ√

2ω

∑

p

ηpẼpp(b− b†)

)
(27)

to the Pauli-Fierz Hamiltonian in Equation (1)

HSC = U †
SC H USC

=
∑

pq

h̃SCpq YpqẼpq +
1

2

∑

pqrs

g̃SCpqrsYpqrsẽpqrs

+ ωb†b− λ

√
ω

2

∑

p

((d̃ · ϵϵϵ)pp − ηp)Ẽpp(b+ b†),

(28)

and the reference wave function |R⟩ is again defined in Equation (11). The redefined SC one

and two electron integrals entering in Equation (28) read as

h̃SCpq = h̃pq +
λ2

2
((d̃ · ϵϵϵ)pp − ηp)

2δpq (29)

g̃SCpqrs = g̃pqrs + λ2((d̃ · ϵϵϵ)pp − ηp)((d̃ · ϵϵϵ)rr − ηr)δpqδrs, (30)

while, the Ypq and Ypqrs photonic operators are defined as follows

Ypq = exp

(
λ√
2ω

(ηp − ηq)(b− b†)

)
(31)

Ypqrs = exp

(
λ√
2ω

(ηp − ηq + ηr − ηs)(b− b†)

)
. (32)

In line with the previous approaches, we define the zeroth-order Hamiltonian as

H
(0)
SC =

∑

pq

F SC
pq Epq + ωb†b (33)
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For this approach, there is no need to add the expectation value of the dipole squared contri-

bution because the SC-transformation in Equation (27) shifts the bosonic operators linearly

with the {ηp} parameters. These contributions are already reabsorbed in the SC-redefined

integrals in Equations (29) and (30). This is not the case for the previous methods where the

shift brought by the QED-HF transformation in Equation (8) is ∝ ⟨d · ϵϵϵ⟩. Furthermore, as

mentioned earlier, the effect of the SC-transformation in Equation (27) on the Fock matrix

elements

F̃ SC
pq = h̃SCpq Qpq +

1

2

∑

rs

(2g̃SCpqrs − g̃SCpsrq)QpqrsD̃rs (34)

is non-trivial due to the introduction of the gaussian factors

Qpq = ⟨Ypq⟩0 = exp

(
− λ2

4ω
(ηp − ηq)

2

)
(35)

Qpqrs = ⟨Ypqrs⟩0 = exp

(
− λ2

4ω
(ηp − ηq + ηr − ηs+)2

)
, (36)

that carry the ω-correlation captured at the mean field level. The SC-QED-HF Fock is fully

origin invariant as any displacement of the system (i.e. a change of the diagonal elements

of (d̃ · ϵ)) is readily reabsorbed by an appropriate change of the optimal {ηp} parameters.

Moreover, the Fock matrix elements in Equation (34) are also size-intensive as demonstrated

in Ref. 45. The orbital specific coherent-state transformation in Equation (25) inherently

introduces correlation between electrons and photons, with significant implications on the

perturbative energy corrections

E
(1)
SC-QED-MP1 =−

∑

ij

(2gSCiijj − gSCijji) (37)

E
(2)
SC−QED−MP2 = −

∞∑

n=1

∑

ai

⟨R|HSC |ai , n⟩2
nω + ϵa − ϵi

−
∞∑

n=2

⟨R|HSC |HF, n⟩2
nω

− 1

2

∞∑

n=0

∑

aibj

⟨R|HSC |abij , n⟩
2

nω + ϵa + ϵb − ϵi − ϵj
.

(38)
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For explicit derivation of the SC-QED Møller-Plesset corrections we refer the reader to the

Supporting Information. Once again, the sum of the zeroth and first-order energies is the

SC-QED-HF energy. We highlight that the Hamiltonian now connects |HF, 0⟩ and states

that include more than one photon. The excitations contributing to the second-order energy

correction can be divided into three classes:

1. Double excitations in the electronic reference with an arbitrary photon number |abij , n⟩.

The contribution for n = 0 is equivalent to the first term in Equation 17 while all the

other terms are SC-QED-MP2 specific;

2. Single excitations in the electronic reference with a photon number larger than zero

|ai , n⟩. The |ai , 0⟩ terms do not contribute because of the SC-QED-HF Brillouin condi-

tion in the orbital part

⟨R|
[
HSC, E

−
ai

]
|R⟩ = 0. (39)

The |ai , 1⟩ term incorporates the light-matter bilinear contribution;

3. Excitations in the field part only |HF, n⟩. These terms are specific to SC-QED-MP2.

Their presence demonstrates that in the SC-QED-MP2 scheme photons and electrons

are treated on an equal footing. The contribution for n = 1 is zero because of the

SC-QED-HF Brillouin condition in the photonic part

⟨R|
[
HSC, Ẽpp(b− b†)

]
|R⟩ = 0. (40)

Lang-Firsov MP2

Recently, a Møller-Plesset perturbative approach up to the fourth order and based on a wave

function similar to the SC-QED-HF one has been published.47 The LF-HF wave function

parametrization reads

|ψLF⟩ = ULF UCS |HF⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ , (41)
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where the transformations are given by

ULF =
∏

α

exp

(
− λ√

2ω

∑

p

ηαp Ēpp(bα − b†α)

)
(42)

UCS =
∏

α

exp
(
−zα(bα − b†α)

)
. (43)

Here α denotes cavity modes, while {ηαp } and {zα} are variational parameters. The difference

with respect to SC-QED-MP2 is the basis choice. In Equation (42), the Ēpp operator is

in the orthogonalized Löwdin basis, which differs from the dipole basis that diagonalizes

(d · ϵ). Furthermore, the total transformation in Equation (41) is redundant. In fact, the

two transformations commute and UCS can be reabsorbed in ULF by an appropriate shift of

the {ηαp } parameters. For this reason, in the remaining of this Section we neglect the {zα}

parameters. Using a generic basis may seem advantageous for developing a multi-mode ab

initio polaritonic theory. However, there are physical reasons that keep us relying on the

dipole basis. Not only in the dipole basis is the wave function exact in the infinite coupling

limit, but not using it would lead to non size-intensive molecular orbitals. If we consider the

single-mode case, the DSE contribution to the Fock matrix elements are

F̄DSE
pq =

λ2

2

∑

r

((d̄ · ϵϵϵ)− η)pr((d̄ · ϵϵϵ)− η)rqQpq

+ λ2((d̄ · ϵϵϵ)− η)pq
∑

rs

((d̄ · ϵϵϵ)− η)rsQpqrsD̄rs

− λ2

2

∑

rs

((d̄ · ϵϵϵ)− η)ps((d̄ · ϵϵϵ)− η)rqQpqrsD̄rs,

(44)

where we redefined the η-vector as a diagonal matrix (ηpq = ηpδpq). For a bipartite system

where the subsystems A and B are far apart, the r and s summation in the Coulomb term

(second line in Equation (44)) is over both A and B orbitals. This implies that the Fock

matrix, as in QED-MP2, is not size-intensive because of the contributions from system B to

the F̄DSE
pAqA

elements.
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3. Results and discussions

In this Section, we assess the performance of the QED-MP2, QED(np-HF)-MP2, LF-MP2

and the developed SC-QED-MP2 methods. We focus on cavity coupling and frequency dis-

persions, intermolecular potential energy curves for different kinds of interactions and lastly

orientational effects of the polarization vector with respect to the molecular system. We use

the QED-CCSD28 as the benchmark for the perturbative results. The QED-MP2, QED(np-

HF)-MP2 and SC-QED-MP2 methods have been implemented in a development version of

the eT program.58 The LF-MP2 calculations have been performed using the Polar pro-

gram,59 which is supported with some routines from the PySCF package.60 All calculations

have been performed using the aug-cc-pVDZ basis set.61,62 The molecular structures have

been optimized using the ORCA software63 with DFT-B3LYP functional and using a def2-

SVP basis set. We point out that to compare the Møller-Plesset perturbative methods

with the QED-CCSD theory, one should focus on the qualitative trend of the curves rather

than total energies. Perturbative methods, as well as coupled cluster approaches, are non-

variational and lower energies are not necessarily indicative of better performance. For the

results obtained with the SC-QED-MP2 approach, the infinite summation in the photonic

space in Equation (38) is truncated when the contributions are smaller than 10−12 a.u. In

the LF-MP2 calculations the truncation is made after considering 17 photons in the photonic

space, which is more than enough to converge the results.

Cavity coupling and frequency dispersions

In Figure 1, we show the energy dispersions of an ammonia molecule in an optical cavity

with a frequency of ω = 8.16 eV as a function of the light-matter coupling parameter λ.

The cavity polarization is aligned along the C3 symmetry axis of the molecule. The λ =

0a.u. energy is set to zero for all the methods. All the presented methodologies capture the

qualitative effect of the field, i.e. the energy increases with increasing light-matter coupling.
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ε

Figure 1: Coupling dispersions for an ammonia molecule. The cavity frequency is set to ω = 8.16 eV, while
the polarization ϵϵϵ is along the C3 axis. For realistic coupling values, λ ≤ 0.05 a.u., all the methods show
the same increasing trend. For SC-QED-MP2, the inclusion of electron-photon correlation at the mean-field
level becomes important for larger couplings.

The mean-field approaches, i.e. the QED-HF and SC-QED-HF, overestimate this trend,

which is decreased by including more electron-photon correlation. However we observe that

the SC-QED-HF approach performs better by capturing some electron-photon correlation

already at the mean-field level.45,46 Within the Møller-Plesset methods, QED-MP2 performs

worse than the others, overestimating the trend of QED-CCSD and lying close to SC-QED-

HF at higher couplings. This is not surprising considering the ill-defined molecular orbitals

of the reference QED-HF. The QED(npHF)-MP2 and SC-QED-MP2 methods perform well,

following for all coupling values the QED-CCSD trend. However, as discussed in Section 3,

we expect that for very strong values of the light-matter coupling the QED(np-HF)-MP2

should exhibit a decrease in accuracy. This effect is displayed in the zoom panel on the

left where, at higher couplings, the SC-QED-MP2 becomes the most accurate methodology.

This observation is in agreement with the fact that the reference SC-QED-HF wave function
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becomes exact in the infinite coupling limit. However, we point out that realistic λ values for

strongly coupled systems are smaller than 0.05 a.u. (corresponding to a quantization volume

of around 1 nm3).

ε

Figure 2: Frequency dispersions for an ammonia molecule. The cavity light-matter coupling is set to λ =
0.05 a.u., while the polarization ϵϵϵ is along the C3 axis. The SC-QED-MP2 approach reproduces well the
QED-CCSD trend for the whole range of ω.

In Figure 2, we plot the cavity frequency energy dispersions for the same system with

the light-matter coupling set to λ = 0.05 a.u. The offset is chosen in order to unbias the

comparisons with respect to the electron-electron correlation. To this end, the QED-HF

and SC-QED-HF curves are shifted by the electron-electron correlation captured by CCSD

outside the cavity. On the other hand, for QED-MP2, QED(np-HF)-MP2 and SC-QED-

MP2 we shift the curves by the difference of the electron-electron correlation between MP2

and CCSD outside the cavity. Finally, the zero energy point is equal to the QED-CCSD

results at low frequencies. One of the main strengths of SC-QED-HF is its ability to exhibit

a qualitatively correct frequency dispersion of the energy, even at the mean-field level.45,46

The SC-QED-HF curve matches the QED-CCSD dispersion at extremely high frequencies.
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In fact, in that range of ω, light and matter are effectively decoupled. At small cavity

frequencies, the SC-QED-HF curve overestimates the QED-CCSD results because of the

additional electron-photon correlation captured by coupled cluster. In contrast, the QED-

HF method does not display any correlation at all and the energy remains constant. All

the Møller-Plesset methodologies display the correct dispersion trend. However, the QED-

MP2 and QED(np-HF)-MP2 methods perform worse compared to SC-QED-MP2, which

matches the QED-CCSD results for the whole frequency range. We claim that this happens

because the electron-photon correlation is captured only perturbatively by QED-MP2 and

QED(np-HF)-MP2. The SC-QED-MP2, on the other hand, relies on a cavity-consistent set

of molecular orbitals and the electron-photon correlation is already naturally included in the

zeroth-order Hamiltonian.

Intermolecular interactions

ε

ε

Unphysical 
behaviour!

Figure 3: Dissociation curves for two H2 molecules in an optical cavity with frequency and light-matter
coupling set to ω = 27.2 eV and λ = 0.01 a.u. On the left the polarization ϵϵϵ is orthogonal to the displacement
direction, while on the right it has a component 1/

√
3. When the polarization has a component along the

displacement direction the QED-MP2 method displays an unphysical behavior in the long-range regime.

Long-range effects become significant when intermolecular interactions are considered,

for example in the case of the van der Waals interaction between two hydrogen molecules

shown in Figure 3. In particular, we plot the dissociation potential energy curves of the
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Møller-Plesset approaches. All the curves are shifted such that the minima are set to zero.

The cavity frequency and the light-matter coupling are set to ω = 27.2 eV and λ = 0.01 a.u.

On the left we show the results for a polarization along to the z axis (orthogonal to the

displacement direction). On the right, instead, we plot the results for a field polarization

of ϵ =
(

1√
3
, 1√

3
,− 1√

3

)
. For the first polarization we notice that all the methods provide a

good description around the equilibrium distance. The Møller-Plesset methods overestimate

the attractive part of the potential ∝ −1/r6. From the second polarization on the right,

the QED(npHF)-MP2 and SC-QED-MP2 perform in a similar way, while the QED-MP2

displays an unphysical behavior in the long-range regime. For symmetry arguments, this

behavior has to be due to the polarization component along the displacement direction. We

stress that the system is not charged. For this reason the issue does not emerge from the

origin dependent molecular orbitals for charged systems. The problem stems from the non

size-intensivity of the zeroth-order Hamiltonian which is based on ill-defined orbital energies

for separated systems.

ε ε

λ=0.005 a.u. λ=0.01 a.u.

Figure 4: Dissociation curves for two water molecules in a hydrogen bonding geometry inside a cavity. The
frequency is set to ω = 8.16 eV, while the polarization ϵϵϵ is along to the displacement direction. The light-
matter coupling is set to λ = 0.005 a.u. on the left and λ = 0.01 a.u. on the right. The unphysical behavior
displayed by QED-MP2 is enhanced at higher couplings.

In Figure 4, we investigate the behavior of the Møller-Plesset approaches for a hydrogen-

bonded geometry of the water dimer. The leading term of the intermolecular interaction
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is given by the dipole-dipole interaction, however, the charge-transfer component along the

hydrogen bridge is known to be non-negligible.64 The cavity frequency is set to ω = 8.16 eV,

while the light-matter coupling is set to λ = 0.005 a.u. in the left plot and λ = 0.01 a.u. in

the right one. For both the plots the polarization vector is along the y axis (the displacement

direction). The QED(np-HF)-MP2 and SC-QED-MP2 reproduce qualitatively well the po-

tential curve but underestimate the binding energy, contrary to what is observed for the van

der Waals interaction in Figure 3. With the polarization along the displacement direction,

the QED-MP2 approach displays again an unphysical behavior due to the ill-defined molec-

ular orbitals of the reference QED-HF. Comparing the plots at different couplings we can

see that the issue is enhanced with increasing the light-matter coupling λ. This observation

is consistent with the λ2-scaling of the non size-intensive terms of the Fock matrix elements

in Equation (13).

ε

λ=0.005 a.u. λ=0.005 a.u.

ε

Figure 5: Dissociation curves inside a cavity for a benzene and a water molecule in two different geometries.
For both cases the frequency is set to ω = 2.27 eV, while light-matter the coupling is set to λ = 0.005 a.u.
The polarization ϵϵϵ is along to the displacement direction. The unphysical behavior displayed by QED-MP2
changes an unbounded intermolecular interaction into a bounded one (see plot on right).

In Figure 5, we show the behavior of the perturbative approaches for a dipole-induced

dipole system composed by a benzene and a water molecule. The polarization vector ϵϵϵ is

again along the displacement direction, while the light-matter coupling and cavity frequency

are set to λ = 0.005 a.u. and ω = 2.27 eV. On the left, the system is bonded because one
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of the water hydrogens points toward the benzene. On the right, instead, the system shows

a metastable minima because the oxygen of the water molecule is pointing toward the ring.

This is due to the repulsive interaction between the π electrons cloud of the benzene and the

lone pairs on the oxygen atom. Yet again, the trend of the Møller-Plesset approaches is the

same, with the QED-MP2 displaying an unphysical behavior. However, for the metastable

sytem on the right, this issue is even more troublesome because a physically unbounded

system is turned into a bounded one.

From the results shown, is clear that SC-QED-MP2 and QED(npHF)-MP2 are well be-

haved and capture the different kinds of intermolecular interactions. Using a wave function

parametrization similar to SC-QED-HF, but in another basis, is not sufficient to obtain the

similar accuracy. In Figure 6, we show the comparison between SC-QED-MP2 and LF-MP2

ε

LF

Figure 6: Comparison between SC-QED-MP2 and LF-MP2 dissociation curves for two H2 molecules in an
optical cavity with frequency and light-matter coupling set to ω = 2.72 eV and λ = 0.01 a.u. The polarization
ϵϵϵ is along the displacement direction. The LF-MP2 method displays the same unphysical behavior as QED-
MP2.

for the two hydrogen van der Waals system. The cavity frequency and the light-matter

coupling are set to ω = 2.72 eV and λ = 0.01 a.u., while the polarization vector ϵϵϵ is along

the displacement direction. The LF-MP2 approach behaves like the QED-MP2 due to the
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non size-intensivity of the Fock matrix in a basis that differs from the dipole basis. This

demonstrates that the choice of basis is critical in ab initio polaritonic models.

Polarization orientational effects

a)

b)

ε

ε

ε

ε

ε

ε

ε

ε

8

Figure 7: Field polarization ϵϵϵ orientational effects on chloroethylene (a) and water (b) inside an optical
cavity with frequency and the light-matter coupling set to ω = 2.72 eV and λ = 0.01 a.u. For both molecules,
two orthogonal rotations of the field polarization are shown.

In Figure 7, we investigate the orientational effects of the field polarization ϵϵϵ for chloroethy-

lene (a) and water (b). For both molecular systems we perform two orthogonal rotations of

the polarization vector ϵϵϵ (left and right plots). The cavity frequency and the light-matter

coupling are set to ω = 2.72 eV and λ = 0.01 a.u. The offset of the curves is chosen such that

they all start and end at zero energy. In all the four cases we observe that the θ-dispersions
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reach a maximum when the polarization lies in the molecular plane. The closer the polariza-

tion vector is to the molecular plane, the orientational effects are described less accurately

by the mean-field and perturbative approaches. For chloroethylene (a) the SC-QED-HF per-

forms the best, while all the other approaches overestimate the orientational effects. Among

the perturbative methods, the QED(np-HF)-MP2 outperforms the others. For water (b),

instead, we observe that the perturbative approaches perform collectively better with respect

to the mean-field methods. In particular, when the rotation is parallel to the C2 symmetry

axis, the SC-QED-MP2 performs best. In the orthogonal case, instead, the QED-MP2 and

QED(np-HF)-MP2 are closer to the QED-CCSD curve.

4. Conclusions

Perturbative approaches can efficiently model complex many-body problems providing in-

tuitive insight into electron-photon correlation effects. In this study, building upon the

work of Bauer et al.,44 we have development of a Møller-Plesset perturbation theory based

on the reliable SC-QED-HF polaritonic molecular orbitals.45,46 Our analysis reveals that

employing a fully consistent molecular orbital framework for the zeroth-order Hamiltonian

is critical to effectively capture the cavity-induced electron-photon correlation effects. For

instance, the cavity coupling and frequency dispersions are well reproduced by the SC-QED-

MP2 approach which includes some correlation effects at the mean-field level. On the other

hand, the QED-MP2 and QED(np-HF)-MP2 methods capture the electron-photon correla-

tion only perturbatively, and higher orders in perturbation theory may be needed in order

to obtain higher accuracy. However, Møller-Plesset perturbation theory is not guaranteed

to converge and further investigations of the converge properties in the polaritonic Hilbert

space Hpol = He ⊗Hph may provide interesting numerical insights.65–67 The use of a correct

molecular orbital theory is crucial in order to avoid unphysical behavior, such as the ones

displayed by QED-MP2 and LF-MP2 in the long-range regime of intermolecular interactions.
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The LF-MP2 method, although being similar to SC-QED-MP2, does not employ the dipole

basis and therefore looses the size-intensivity of the Fock matrix. We also point out that the

generalization to an ab initio multi-mode QED Hamiltonian is less trivial than just having a

diagonal transformation for each mode. Care must be taken in order to obtain a multi-mode

molecular orbital theory. Efforts in this direction are currently under study.

This work paves the way for the development of more accurate perturbative approaches,

such as QED versions of CC2 and CC3. Similarly, active space methodologies can only be

extended to QED environments for fully consistent molecular orbital theories. Continuous

advancements in experimental setups to achieve larger coupling strengths may advocate for

using SC-QED-MP2 in forthcoming studies.
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S1. QED Møller-Plesset perturbation theory

Consider an ab initio QED Hamiltonian H able to model a molecular system interacting

with a set {α} of non-interacting bosons.1 This many-body Hamiltonian can be split in

three terms

H = Hmol +
∑

α

Hα +Hint, (1)

where Hmol is the molecular Hamiltonian, Hα is the α-boson Hamiltonian and lastly Hint

is the interaction between the molecular system and the bosonic fields. Working in the

Born-Oppenheimer approximation, the molecular HamiltonianHmol reduces to the electronic

Hamiltonian

Hel =
∑

pq

hpqEpq +
1

2

∑

pqrs

gpqrsepqrs, (2)

1



where hpq and gpqrs are the one and two electron integrals. The second quantization formalism

is adopted, so

Epq =
∑

σ

a†pσaqσ

epqrs = EpqErs − δrqEps,

(3)

with a†pσ and apσ respectively creating and annihilating an electron in the orbital p with

spin σ. On the other hand, each field Hamiltonian Hα is written as a collection of quantum

harmonic oscillators

Hα =
∑

kα

ωkαb
†
kα
bkα , (4)

where k runs over boson modes and bk,α, b
†
k,α do annihilate, create bosons of frequency

ωk,α. These harmonic oscillators are generally coupled linearly with the electronic degrees of

freedom

Hint =
∑

kα

∑

pq

gkαpq Epq(bkα + b†kα), (5)

where gkαpq are coupling constants that can be in any order of accuracy in the multipolar

expansion of the interaction.

This Hamiltonian

H = Hel +
∑

kα

ωkαb
†
kα
bkα +

∑

kα

∑

pq

gkαpq Epq(bkα + b†kα) (6)

is defined in a space

H = Hel

⊗

α

Hα, (7)

where Hel is the electronic Hilbert space and Hα is the α-boson Hilbert space. This tensor

space is spanned by the states

{|µ⟩
⊗

α

U coh
α |n1α , ..., nkα , ...⟩} (8)

2



where |µ⟩ is an electronic occupation number state (ONS) and |n1α , ..., nkα , ...⟩ is an α-bosonic

ONS. For the electronic ONSs |µ⟩, the quasiparticle formalism is adopted by considering as

a reference the Hartree-Fock state

|HF⟩ =
nocc∏

i,σ

a†iσ |vac⟩ , (9)

where the low-lying molecular orbitals of the electronic vacuum |vac⟩ are occupied. So, the

|µ⟩ states are defined as excitations of the reference |HF⟩

|µ⟩ = τµ |HF⟩ , (10)

where τµ is an excitation operator and considering τ0 = I, the identity. For the α-boson

ONSs, we consider as a reference the vacuum

|0α⟩ = |01α , ..., 0kα , ...⟩ . (11)

So, the |n1α , ..., nkα , ...⟩ are defined as excitations on this vacuum

|n1α , ..., nkα , ...⟩ =
∏

kα

1√
nkα !

(b†kα)
nkα |0α⟩ , (12)

where the set {nκα} are the occupation numbers of the α-boson modes. The U coh
α in Eq. (8)

are coherent-states transformations of the form

U coh
α =

∏

kα

exp
(
−zkα(bkα − b†kα)

)
, (13)

where zkα is a coherent-state parameters. We can change the quantum picture by passing in

3



the coherent-state basis for each boson and applying all the U coh
α to the Hamiltonian

Hcoh =
∏

α

U coh †
α H U coh

α . (14)

In this picture, the Hamiltonian is defined in a space spanned by the states

{|µ⟩
⊗

α

|n1α , ..., nkα , ...⟩ ≡ |µ, {nkα}⟩}. (15)

Due to the correlation between the particles of the many-body system, the exact eigen-

states of Hcoh are complicated to model and most likely unknown in a finite order expansion

of the basis in Eq. (15). For this reason we can rely on Rayleigh-Shrödinger perturbation

theory and split Hcoh in a zeroth-order solvable part H
(0)
coh and a fluctuation potential V

where all the correlation effects do reside

Hcoh = H
(0)
coh + γV. (16)

The γ parameter is introduced in order to keep track of the perturbation orders of the ex-

pansion throughout the derivation. Following the Møller-Plesset (MP) scheme for electronic

structure theory,2 in the zeroth-order Hamiltonian we can consider the Fock operator coming

from a mean-field treatment of the correlation effects

Fcoh =
∑

pq

F coh
pq Epq, (17)

where F coh
pq are Fock matrix elements. Due to the presence of the bosons in the overall

system, it is wise to add the harmonic oscillators in H
(0)
coh as well

H
(0)
coh =

∑

pq

F coh
pq Epq +

∑

kα

ωkαb
†
kα
bkα . (18)

4



The states in Eq. (15) are eigenfunctions of (18)

H
(0)
coh |µ, {nkα}⟩ = Eµ,{nkα} |µ, {nkα}⟩ (19)

with eigenvalues

Eµ,{nkα} = 2
∑

i∈occ(µ)
ϵi +

∑

kα

nkαωkα , (20)

where the sum in i runs over the occupied orbitals of the µ-determinant and ϵi are the orbital

energies. To obtain Eq. (20) we made use of the diagonal form of the Fock matrix in the

canonical basis. The fluctuation potential V is straightforwardly defined as

V = Hcoh −H
(0)
coh . (21)

In order to see how the states in Eq. (15) are affected by the presence of the perturbation

V , we expand them perturbatively in γ

|µ, {nkα}⟩(0) + γ |µ, {nkα}⟩(1) + γ2 |µ, {nkα}⟩(2) + ... (22)

and the same we do for the associated energies

E
(0)
µ,{nkα} + γE

(1)
µ,{nkα} + γ2E

(2)
µ,{nkα} + ... (23)

The terms in zeroth-order with respect to γ are the ones showing in Eq. (19) and (20). Now,

we can insert Eqs. (22) and (23) in the Shrödinger for the Hamiltonian in Eq. (16)

(H
(0)
coh + γV )(|µ, {nkα}⟩(0) + γ |µ, {nkα}⟩(1) + γ2 |µ, {nkα}⟩(2) + ...) =

= (E
(0)
µ,{nkα} + γE

(1)
µ,{nkα} + γ2E

(2)
µ,{nkα} + ...)(|µ, {nkα}⟩(0) + γ |µ, {nkα}⟩(1) + γ2 |µ, {nkα}⟩(2) + ...)

(24)

5



and notice that the equation must hold in each order γn of the perturbation expansion:

γ0 : H
(0)
coh |µ, {nkα}⟩(0) = E

(0)
µ,{nkα} |µ, {nkα}⟩(0) (25)

γ1 : H
(0)
coh |µ, {nkα}⟩(1) + V |µ, {nkα}⟩(0) =

= E
(0)
µ,{nkα} |µ, {nkα}⟩(1) + E

(1)
µ,{nkα} |µ, {nkα}⟩(0)

(26)

γ2 : H
(0)
coh |µ, {nkα}⟩(2) + V |µ, {nkα}⟩(1) =

= E
(0)
µ,{nkα} |µ, {nkα}⟩(2) + E

(1)
µ,{nkα} |µ, {nkα}⟩(1) + E

(2)
µ,{nkα} |µ, {nkα}⟩(0)

(27)

...

At the zeroth-order in (25) we have the Shrödinger equation in (19).

For the first-order in (26) we can expand |µ, {nkα}⟩(1) in the zeroth-order basis

|µ, {nkα}⟩(1) =
∑

ν,{nkβ
}
c
(1)
µ,{nkα}; ν,{nkβ

} |ν, {nkβ}⟩(0) (28)

and project on (0)⟨µ, {nkα}| to obtain the first-order energy correction

E
(1)
µ,{nkα} =

(0)⟨µ, {nkα}|V |µ, {nkα}⟩(0) . (29)

On the other hand, if we project on a generic (0)⟨ρ, {nkθ}| different from (0)⟨µ, {nkα}|, we

6



obtain the expression for the expansion coefficients in Eq. (28)

c
(1)
µ,{nkα}; ν,{nkβ

} = −
(0)⟨ν, {nkβ}|V |µ, {nkα}⟩(0)

E
(0)
ν,{nkβ

} − E
(0)
µ,{nkα}

; ν, {nkβ} ≠ µ, {nkα}. (30)

To obtain Eq. (29) and Eq. (30) we made use of the orthogonality of the zeroth-order basis

and of Eq. (25). So, the first-order correction of the basis eigenstates is

|µ, {nkα}⟩(1) = |µ, {nkα}⟩(0) −
∑

ν,{nkβ
}

(0)⟨ν, {nkβ}|V |µ, {nkα}⟩(0)

E
(0)
ν,{nkβ

} − E
(0)
µ,{nkα}

|ν, {nkβ}⟩(0) . (31)

For the second-order in (27) we can again expand |µ, {nkα}⟩(2) in the zeroth-order basis

|µ, {nkα}⟩(2) =
∑

ν,{nkβ
}
c
(2)
µ,{nkα}; ν,{nkβ

} |ν, {nkβ}⟩(0) (32)

and project on (0)⟨µ, {nkα}| to obtain the second-order energy correction

E
(2)
µ,{nkα} = −

∑

ν,{nkβ
}

(0)⟨ν, {nkβ}|V |µ, {nkα}⟩(0) (0)⟨µ, {nkα}|V |ν, {nkβ}⟩(0)

E
(0)
ν,{nkβ

} − E
(0)
µ,{nkα}

; ν, {nkβ} ≠ µ, {nkα}.

(33)

Yet again, with the same technique used before we can determine the second-order correction

to the eigenstates.

Iterating the procedure we can obtain the energy and eigenstates corrections in all orders

of the Møller-Plesset perturbation hierarchy with the well known 2n+ 1 rule.
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S2. Strong coupling QED-MP2

We consider the single-mode Pauli-Fierz Hamiltonian modeling the light-matter interaction

between a molecular system and a cavity photon3

H = He + ωb†b+
λ2

2
(d · ϵϵϵ)2 − λ

√
ω

2
(d · ϵϵϵ)(b† + b) (34)

where b and b† annihilate and create a photon of frequency ω and with polarization ϵϵϵ. This

Hamiltonian is in the length gauge, with

d =
∑

pq

dpqEpq (35)

being the molecular dipole operator. The λ parameter represents the light-matter coupling

strength. For the ground-state wave function parametrization we consider the SC-QED-HF

Ansatz4,5

|ψ⟩ = exp

(
− λ√

2ω

∑

p

ηpẼpp(b− b†)

)
|HF, 0⟩ , (36)

where the electrons are dressed with cavity photons by means of the orbital specific coherent-

state transformation

USC = exp

(
− λ√

2ω

∑

p

ηpẼpp(b− b†)

)
. (37)

The tilde ∼ symbol denotes integrals and operators in the basis that diagonalize (d · ϵ):

∑

rs

Crp(d · ϵϵϵ)rsCsq = (d̃ · ϵϵϵ)ppδpq, (38)

where C is an orthonormal rotation matrix connecting molecular and dipole orbitals

d =
∑

p

d̃ppẼpp. (39)

Now we apply the QED Møller-Plesset perturbation theory developed in the previous

8



section to the Hamiltonian (34) and the wave function (36). Proceeding, we first change the

quantum picture by SC-transforming the Pauli-Fierz Hamiltonian

HSC = U †
SC H USC

=
∑

pq

h̃SCpq YpqẼpq +
1

2

∑

pqrs

g̃SCpqrsYpqrsẽpqrs

+ ωb†b− λ

√
ω

2

∑

p

((d̃ · ϵϵϵ)pp − ηp)Ẽpp(b+ b†),

(40)

where the redefined SC one and two electron integrals are

h̃SCpq = h̃pq +
λ2

2
((d̃ · ϵϵϵ)pp − ηp)

2δpq (41)

g̃SCpqrs = g̃pqrs + λ2((d̃ · ϵϵϵ)pp − ηp)((d̃ · ϵϵϵ)rr − ηr)δpqδrs, (42)

while the Ypq and Ypqrs photonic operators are defined as follows

Ypq = exp

(
λ√
2ω

(ηp − ηq)(b− b†)

)
(43)

Ypqrs = exp

(
λ√
2ω

(ηp − ηq + ηr − ηs)(b− b†)

)
. (44)

The Hamiltonian in Eq. (40) is defined in a space spanned by the states

{|µ, n⟩} (45)

with |HF, 0⟩ being the optimized ground state. We define as the SC zeroth-order Hamiltonian

H
(0)
SC =

∑

pq

F SC
pq Epq + ωb†b, (46)

9



where the SC-Fock matrix elements read

F̃ SC
pq = h̃SCpq Qpq +

1

2

∑

rs

(2g̃SCpqrs − g̃SCpsrq)QpqrsD̃rs, (47)

where D̃pq are density matrix elements (in the dipole basis)

D̃pq = ⟨HF| Ẽpq |HF⟩ (48)

and the Gaussian factors carrying the ω-correlation are

Qpq = ⟨Ypq⟩0 = exp

(
− λ2

4ω
(ηp − ηq)

2

)
(49)

Qpqrs = ⟨Ypqrs⟩0 = exp

(
− λ2

4ω
(ηp − ηq + ηr − ηs)

2

)
. (50)

The states in Eq. (45) are eigenfunctions of (46)

H
(0)
SC |µ, n⟩ = Eµn |µ, n⟩ (51)

with eigenvalues

Eµn =
∑

i∈occ(µ)
ϵi + nω. (52)

Then, the perturbation V = HSC −H
(0)
SC reads

V =
∑

pq

h̃SCpq (Ypq −Qpq)Ẽpq +
1

2

∑

pqrs

g̃SCpqrsYpqrsẽpqrs

− 1

2

∑

pqrs

(2g̃SCpqrs − g̃SCpsrq)QpqrsD̃rsẼpq

− λ

√
ω

2

∑

p

((d̃ · ϵϵϵ)− ηp)Ẽpp(b− b†).

(53)

The sum of the zeroth and first-order energy for every state in (45) corresponds to the energy

10



associated to that state calculated at the mean-field level of theory. The first correction to

these energies happen to be in the second order of the QED Møller-Plesset perturbation

theory.

With the focus on building up correlation on top of the SC-QED-HF ground-state, the

QED-MP2 correction reads

E
(2)
HF,0 = −

∑

µ,n

⟨µ, n|HSC |HF, 0⟩ ⟨HF, 0|HSC |µ, n⟩
E

(0)
µ,n − E

(0)
HF,0

; µ, n ̸= HF, 0. (54)

In this last Equation we substituted V with HSC because of Eq. (51) and the orthogonality

of the basis states in Eq. (45). Because of the hermicity of the Hamiltonian, we can rewrite

this correction in the following manner

E
(2)
HF,0 = −

∑

µ,n

|⟨HF, 0|HSC |µ, n⟩ |2

E
(0)
µ,n − E

(0)
HF,0

; µ, n ̸= HF, 0. (55)

Now we go through each type of excitation that contributes to the correction in Eq. (55) and,

for each of them, we see which terms of the SC-Hamiltonian in Eq. (40) do contribute. The

photon energy ωb†b obviously never contributes, while for evaluation of the denominators we

use Eq. (52).

1. We first start by considering purely photonic excitations (µ = 0, n > 0). The n = 1

contribution is zero because of the Brillouin condition in the photonic part

⟨HF, 0|
[
HSC, Ẽpp(b− b†)

]
|HF, 0⟩ = 0. (56)

The SC-transformed electronic-like Hamiltonian

HSC
el =

∑

pq

h̃SCpq YpqẼpq +
1

2

∑

pqrs

g̃SCpqrsYpqrsẽpqrs (57)
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contributes for all the n > 1. Specifically

∞∑

n=2

|⟨HF, 0|HSC
el |HF, n⟩ |2

E
(0)
HF,n − E

(0)
HF,0

=
∞∑

n=2

(En)2

nω
, (58)

where

En = 2
∑

i

hnii +
∑

ij

(2gniijj − gnijji) (59)

and the the nth one and two electron integrals in the canonical basis depend from

the Laguerre polynomials obtained by calculation of the displacement Franck-Condon

factors

hnpq =
1√
n!

∑

rs

Cpr h̃
SC
rs Qrs

(
λ√
2ω

(ηr − ηs)

)n

Cqs (60)

gnpqrs =
1√
n!

∑

rs

CptCrv g̃
SC
tuvz Qtuvz

(
λ√
2ω

(ηt − ηu + ηv − ηz)

)n

CquCsz. (61)

2. Secondly, we consider single (S) excitations in the orbital space coupled with generic

photonic excitations (µ ∈ S, n > 0). The n = 0 contributions are zero because of the

Brillouin condition in the orbital part

⟨HF, 0|
[
HSC, E

−
ai

]
|HF, 0⟩ = 0. (62)

Using Slater-Condon rules for single excited determinants, we obtain

∑

µ∈S

∞∑

n=1

|⟨HF, 0|HSC |µ, n⟩ |2

E
(0)
µ,n − E

(0)
HF,0

=
∑

ai

∞∑

n=1

(F n
ai)

2

nω + ϵa − ϵi
, (63)

where the nth-Fock matrix elements read

F n
pq = hnpq +

∑

i

(2gnpqii − gnpiiq). (64)
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Again we made use of the displacement Franck-Condon factors:

⟨n|e−α(b−b†)|m⟩ =





√
m!
n!
αn−me−α2/2Ln−m

m (α2), n ≥ m

√
n!
m!

(−α)m−ne−α2/2Lm−n
n (α2), n < m

(65)

where Lq
p is the Laguerre q-th order polynomial of degree p.

3. Lastly, we consider doubly (D) excitations in the orbital space coupled with generic

photonic excitations (µ ∈ D, n > 0). In this case, all the n > 0 do contribute. No

more than double excitation need to be considered because, according to Slater-Condon

rules, the SC-Hamiltonian in Eq. (40) cannot connect states differing by more than

two occupied orbitals. Only the two electron part of the SC-transformed electron-like

Hamiltonian in Eq. (57) do contribute. Analogously to standard MP2 theory, this

correction reads

∑

µ∈D

∞∑

n=0

|⟨HF, 0|HSC |µ, n⟩ |2

E
(0)
µ,n − E

(0)
HF,0

=
∑

aibj

∞∑

n=0

gnaibj(2g
n
aibj − gnajbi)

nω + ϵa − ϵi + ϵb − ϵj
. (66)

So, the second order energy correction to the SC ground-state is

E(2) =−
∞∑

n=2

(En)2

nω
−

∞∑

n=1

∑

ai

(F n
ai)

2

nω + ϵa − ϵi
−

∞∑

n=0

∑

aibj

gnaibj(2g
n
aibj − gnajbi)

nω + ϵa + ϵb − ϵi − ϵj
. (67)

As well established by Møller-Plesset theory, this correction is size-extensive when consider-

ing two subsystems largely separated.
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