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Mapping methods, including the Meyer—Miller—Stock—Thoss (MMST) mapping and spin-
mapping, are commonly utilised to simulate nonadiabatic dynamics by propagating classi-
cal mapping variable trajectories. Recent work confirmed the Momentum Integral (MInt)
algorithm is the only known symplectic algorithm for the MMST Hamiltonian. To our
knowledge, no symplectic algorithm has been published for the spin-mapping represen-
tation without converting to MMST variables and utilising the MInt algorithm. Here, we
present the Spin-MlInt algorithm which directly propagates the spin-mapping variables.
First, we consider a two-level system which maps onto a spin-vector on a Bloch sphere and
determine that the Spin-MlInt is a symplectic, symmetrical, second-order, time-reversible,
angle invariant and geometric structure preserving algorithm. Despite spin-variables re-
sulting in a non-invertible structure matrix, we rigorously prove the Spin-MInt is sym-
plectic using a canonical variable transformation. Computationally, we find that the Spin-
Mint and MlInt algorithms are symplectic, satisfy Liouville’s theorem, provide second-
order energy conservation and are more accurate than a previously-published angle-based
algorithm. The Spin-MlInt is significantly faster than the MInt algorithm for two elec-
tronic states. Secondly, we extend this methodology to more than two electronic states
and present accurate population results for a three-state morse potential. We believe this
to be the first known symplectic algorithm for propagating the nonadiabatic spin-mapping
Hamiltonian and one of the first rigorously symplectic algorithms in the case of non-trivial
coupling between canonical and spin systems. These results should guide and improve

future simulations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Nonadiabatic dynamics governs many interesting phenomena involving light and energy trans-
fer. Simulation is particularly challenging to implement due to the coupled nuclear and electronic
degrees of freedom (DoF). Full quantum methods, such as Multi-Configurational Time-Dependent
Hartree Fock (MCTDH) and wavepacket methods, '~ are extremely accurate but limited to smaller
systems by the large computational expense associated. For single surface (adiabatic) systems,
many classical-scaling methods have been introduced including ring-polymer molecular dynam-
ics (RPMD), the associated centroid molecular dynamics (CMD) and thermostatted (T)-RPMD,
and the Linearised Semiclassical Initial-Value Representations (LSC-IVR).5-2¢ Several extensions
for nonadiabatic dynamics are available such as mean-field RPMD, nonadiabatic (N)-RPMD and
mapping variable (MV)-RPMD for RPMD,?’~?° and Mixed Quantum Classical (MCQ)-IVR for
IVR methods.?*3> Additionally, several mixed quantum-classical methods exist including Ehren-

fest methods, surface hopping and mapping methods.!>36-48

Here, we focus on trajectory-based mapping methods which map the discrete quantum system
onto continuous variables which can be propagated classically. One well-established method is the
Meyer-Miller-Stock-Thoss (MMST) mapping which obtains electronic positions and momenta
and evolves under the MMST Hamiltonian using Hamilton’s equations of motion (EOM).!%4?
Alternatively, spin-mapping obtains a spin-vector on the surface of a Bloch sphere (in the two-
level case) which follows Heisenberg’s EOM.#+4%-30 This is an advantageous representation as it
removes two redundant DoF compared to the MMST representation.**** The two representations
are related, where elements of the spin-vector can be calculated from MMST variables and the
Hamiltonians are equivalent under the addition of a zero-point energy (ZPE) parameter to the
MMST Hamiltonian.****! A ZPE fitting parameter was first introduced by Stock and Miiller to
mitigate ZPE leakage and many possibilities were tested.’>>3 However, spin-mapping derives this
as a function of the number of states and leads to a parameter that is close to what was previously

found to be optimal.**

Historically, spin-mapping was limited to two electronic states.**>* However, spin-coherent
states and the SU (N) Lie group have been harnessed to generalise to more states and we use this

approach to extend this work.**>1>3 While many of the nonadiabatic ring-polymer methods utilise

d 54,55

the MMST mapping, a spin-mapping (SM)-NRPMD has been propose which alongside

h 56-58

the flurry of spin-mapping methods including a partially linearized approac an ellipsoidal

2



method,® generalisation to multiple states, 99155

and the Mapping Approach to Surface Hopping
(MASH), highlights the interest in spin-mapping approaches.*%-64 As far as we are aware, none
of the mapping methods developed thus far reproduce Rabi oscillations, scale classically with
system size, conserve the quantum Boltzmann distribution, have a clear derivation from exact
quantum dynamics and produce accurate dynamics.®®> Recent work showed that such a method is
unlikely to be obtained through use of MMST variables and the related electronic state descriptors
but an alternative metric, such as a spin-mapping metric, may achieve this in future.5’

To investigate dynamical properties of nonadiabatic systems, mapping methods are often

utilised to approximate correlation functions of the form,

Cup = %Tr[e_ﬁﬁA(O)f?(t)], (1)

where ¢ P is the quantum Boltzmann distribution at inverse temperature, § = 1 /kpT, A and B

are operators and Z is the partition function given by,

A

Z =Trle PH). 2)

To approximate these, many molecular dynamics trajectories are required to ensure that enough
phase-space is sampled. Therefore, we need accurate propagation algorithms.

For Hamiltonian systems, algorithms can be symplectic which arises from exact Hamiltonian
or sub-Hamiltonian integration and results in no/little energy drift over time when propagating
the dynamics.®” This is also advantageous for methods that have a phase-factor as a symplectic
integrator aids convergence.!'>%8%% Although many algorithms have been developed for the MMST

Hamiltonian,26-68.70.71

a recent study has shown that the MlInt algorithm is the only rigorously
symplectic integrator.%%%8 As far as we are aware, no such algorithm has been proposed for the
spin-mapping representation.** While an angle-based algorithm has been utilised for the spin-
mapping Hamiltonian, it is known to have instabilities and it was subsequently suggested that to
obtain symplectic propagation, one should transform into MMST variables and propagate with the
Mint algorithm before transforming back.**-31-3% Therefore, we believe it would be advantageous
to be able to propagate the spin-variables directly for the spin-mapping Hamiltonian to reduce
both the computational cost and the opportunity for errors to arise. Other algorithms have been
suggested for general spin-systems,’>~’® but many assume a separable Hamiltonian, use a Split-
Liouvillian approximation (which we later show results in a loss of symplecticity for the spin-

mapping Hamiltonian) or are not applicable to a system with a non-trivial coupling between the

nuclear and electronic DoF. Hence, we do not consider them further in this work.



In this article, we present a spin-mapping approach to the Mlnt algorithm (the Spin-MlInt al-
gorithm) which we believe to be the first symplectic algorithm for the spin-mapping Hamiltonian,
following a similar flowmap to the Mlnt algorithm and inheriting many of its properties. The
structure of this article is as follows. In section II, we present background theory, including the
Mlnt algorithm and spin-mapping. In section III, we present the methodology of the Spin-MInt
algorithm (generalised to N states in Appendix E) and its properties. Algebraically, we deter-
mine that the Spin-MInt is symplectic via a canonical variable transformation.’! In section IV,
we present computational results. For a two-level system, we compare a single trajectory using
the Spin-MlInt, MInt and an angle-based algorithm.3!->466.68 The Spin-MInt and MInt algorithms
produce identical evolution and are more accurate than the angle-based algorithm. For an en-
semble of trajectories, we compare position and electronic population auto-correlation functions,
satisfaction of Liouville’s theorem, symplecticity and energy conservation for the Spin-MInt and
Mint algorithms. Additionally, for a three-state Morse potential, we present population dynam-
ics in agreement with the exact result. We find that for the two-level system, the Spin-MlInt is

significantly faster than the MInt algorithm. We conclude in section V.

II. BACKGROUND THEORY

Here, we present the background theory of the MMST mapping, the MInt algorithm and spin-
mapping. As spin-mapping was first introduced for a two state system,** resulting in a three
dimensional spin-vector, we present this section with one nuclear and two electronic DoF. This

also allows easy computational comparison between algorithms on the simplest system.%¢

A. MMST Representation

1. MMST Hamiltonian

The MMST Hamiltonian is
P? 1, ¢ T
Hyivst = o +Vo(R) + 3 {p'VR)p+q V(R)q—yTr[V(R)]}, (3)

where R and P are the nuclear position and momenta and the mapping variables, q and p, are
the electronic position and momenta. The ZPE parameter, 7, introduced by Stock and Miiller to

reduce ZPE-leakage, is unity in the standard MMST mapping.>?> ZPE-leakage occurs when energy
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unphysically flows between states.®® The diabatic potentials, Vo(R) and V(R), are dependent on
nuclear position and are the state-independent and state-dependent potentials respectively. For a

two-level system, V(R) typically has the following form,

V(R) = . 4)

where A is the coupling between electronic states, * represents the complex conjugate and V; /, are

the state energies.

2. Mlint Algorithm

The MInt algorithm is the only known symplectic algorithm for propagation of the MMST

Hamiltonian.%%-%8 The Hamiltonian is split into two parts such that,

P2
Hi mmsT = o (5a)
1
Hymmst = Vo(R) + 3 {p'V(R)Pp+q"V(R)q—yTr[V(R)]}, (5b)

and the MInt algorithm integrates both sub-Hamiltonians exactly. Here, we derive the MInt algo-
rithm with the ZPE parameter such that it can be directly compared with the Spin-MInt algorithm.

One may note that if the diabatic potential matrix is traceless, V(R), which is common in spin-

mapping approaches,** this term is zero. The flow map for the algorithm is as follows,%6-68
Mint .__
‘PH AT qDHl,MMSTaAf /2° CI)HZA,MMSTA'/‘ © q)Hl,MMSTaAt /2> (6)

where the overall evolution for a timestep, Af, is performed by sandwiching the evolution of
H, mmst with two half timestep evolutions of Hj mmst. In this notation @ represents exact

sub-evolution and W is approximate evolution.® Evolution can be performed with the two sub-

Hamiltonians swapped at an increased computational cost.®6-:63
The propagation equations are based on Hamilton’s EOM where, 124366
. OH . JH
R=%p - P="%r 7
JH JH
; (7b)

q:a—p s pz—a—q,

which can be integrated exactly for each sub-Hamiltonian.
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For Hi mwmst, the only propagated variable is the nuclear position where,

R(t+At/2) =R(t) +%At, (8)

and all other variables are unchanged.%6-8

For H, mmsT, the nuclear position is unchanged and all other variables are propagated using,

P=—Vj(R ——{ p)"V'(R)(q+ip) — YTr[V'(R)]}, (92)
where the prime indicates the derivative with respect to R. The MInt algorithm utilises the fact that
 and p are independent of P but P depends on { and p such that one can solve for time-evolved q

and p and then use these values to solve for time-evolved P.66-:68

The electronic propagation in Eqn. (9b) becomes,

[q+ip](t +Ar) = e V¥ [q+ip] (1), (10)

as is seen for many MMST integrators,?3:66:68.70.71 and we use the shorthand [q + ip](t) = q(t) +

ip(t). The decomposition of the diabatic potential matrix is,
V =SAST, (11)

where S is the eigenvectors and A is a diagonal matrix of the eigenvalues. In Section IA of the
Supplementary Material, an algebraic form of S and A and their derivatives for the potential matrix

in Eqn. (4) where A is real is presented. Hence,

q(r +Ar) = Cq(r) —Dp(2), (12a)
p(t+At) = Cp(r) + Dq(2), (12b)

where,
C =Scos(AA)ST |, D= —Ssin(AAr)ST. (13)

For the nuclear momentum propagation, Eqn. (10) is used to obtain the propagation of P in terms

of () and p(¢), such that integration results in,

P(ar) = — {vg(®) ~ Lrevim) b — 3 /0 Y {la—ip]" )YV (R)e™¥[q+ip] (0) }

(14)



The derivative of the potential in the adiabatic basis is defined as, G = STV’S, and inserting SST

identities into Eqn. (14) results in,

P(t+At) =P(t) — {v(; (R) — %/Tr[V’ (R)] } At
3 [ ar{la- )8 Ge Mg i)}, as)
0

where the MInt approach to the integral is,

At , ]
I= [ dt SeMGe MST—E+iF. (16)
0
If we define,
4
A Ar n=m
C,,=4{ (17a)
—(STS")umsin(AumAt) 1 #m,
(
_ 0 n=m
Eon = (17b)
[cos(AumAt) —1](STS )y 1 #m,
where A = (A)m — (A) s such that,
E:=S'I'S , F:=ST=S, (18)

where E is symmetric and F is skew-symmetric.?®%8 The nuclear momentum propagation is then,

Pli+ 1) = P~ {V§(R) ~ PV (R)] } A — - {a"()Ea(t) + " ()E(r) 2" (\)F(1)}

(19)

The Mlnt algorithm follows the flow map in Eqn. (6), propagating R with Eqn. (8) for Hj mmsT, q
and p with Eqn. (12) and P with Eqn. (19) for H mmst. Further algorithmic details and extension
to multiple states is seen in Ref. [68], where here we have used a similar notation to Ref. [66] but

included the ZPE parameter, 7.

B. Symplecticity

A Hamiltonian system can be described by,%-68

0z
2 =IV,H(z1), (20)



where J is the structure matrix and z contains the system variables which for the MMST mapping

is, 2T = [R,P,q",p"]. In this case where Hamilton’s EOM are utilised,

O I
J= : 21
-1 0O

where O and I are the zero and identity matrices respectively. For canonical systems, a Hamilto-

nian integrator is symplectic if it fulfils the following condition,56-68

My 'M=J"1, (22)

where M is the monodromy matrix defined as,

X
M= % where Mxy = oxX(t)

970 Y (0) @3)

which is a matrix of differentials expressing how the time-evolved phase-space variables depend
on the initial phase-space variables’® This can be computed for each timestep and multiplied with

the previous timestep matrices to obtain the monodromy matrix for the overall trajectory,®®
M(2At) = M(Ar — 2A1)M(0 — At). (24)

For a split Hamiltonian system, H = H| + H,, the monodromy matrix is calculated for each
timestep according to the algorithmic flow map.®®%7 The Mint algorithm is the only known sym-
plectic algorithm for the MMST Hamiltonian where the criteria in Eqn. (22) is proven both alge-
braically and numerically.®668 We present the algebraic forms of the monodromy matrices for the

Mlint algorithm in Appendix A.

C. Spin Mapping Representation

Spin mapping maps a two-level quantum system onto a classical spin vector on a Bloch sphere
by using the equivalence to a spin-1/2 particle in an external magnetic field (which is in a one-
to-one correspondence with the Hamiltonian), as seen in Fig. 1.** The spin vector can then be

propagated using Heisenberg’s EOM,*->4

S=HxS, (25)



where,

sin O cos ¢
S= |sinBOsing | . (26)

cos O

The quantum-mechanical trace in the correlation function, Eqn. (1), is often calculated by using

a Wigner transform,

Aw(q,p)z/_ dye_ﬁ”y<q+§‘fi‘q—§>, (27)

which maps the quantum operators onto a continuous phase-space such that the correlation func-
tion can be calculated with classical-like integrals. However, as the spin-vector is not continuous
in the Hilbert space (as it is on the surface of the Bloch sphere) the Wigner transform cannot easily
be utilised. Instead, the Stratonovich-Weyl transform is used which maps the operators onto a
continuous function on the Lie group/manifold, which in the two state case is the surface of the
sphere.44’49’5"54 There are different transforms; known as Q-, P- and W-functions, which for two
states result in radii of 1/2, 3/2 and v/3/2 respectively.**>* As the correlation functions tested
here are written in the MMST formalism and we sample MMST variables prior to transforming

into the spin-variables, we do not require the Stratonovich-Weyl transform explicitly.

Sz

FIG. 1. The expectation values of the spin-operators form a basis of Cartesian coordinates where a Bloch
sphere of radius, r,, can be defined. The motion of the spin-vector (purple) on the surface is circular around
the Hamiltonian vector. When the spin-vector is on either of the poles (orange circle), the population is

entirely in one state.



The spin-mapping Hamiltonian is,**

2

P 1 1
SM(“) m +V0( )+ > r[V] + > u, (28)
where,
H, A*+A
H= |m| = |ia—a)|. (29)
Hz Vl - V2

where we see that H, is twice the real part of the coupling (A) and H, is twice the imaginary part.

We define our scaled spin-vector as,

Uy Sy sin @ cos ¢
u= |y,| =2rs |S,| =2r |sinBsing |, (30)
u; S cos 6

where ry is the spin radius and the elements of S are the spin-vector in Eqn. (26).** Hence, the

spin-mapping Hamiltonian transforms as,

Hep(u) = % +Vo(R) + %Tr[V] + % (2Re(A)uy + 2Im(A)uy + (Vi — Vo)), (31)
which is equivalent to the ZPE-Reduced MMST Hamiltonian, where v = 2r; — 1, due to the fol-
lowing coordinate transform for a two state system,**

Ux = 4192+ P1p2, (32a)
Uy =q1p2 —q2p1, (32b)
u; = 3(q1+ Pt — 43— p3), (32c)

where ( and p are canonical variables of the system and the spin-radius is,
4ry=qi +pi+ a5 +p3- (33)

Several approaches for integrating the spin-mapping Hamiltonian have been proposed, these
include converting into MMST variables to utilise one of the MMST algorithms***>% and the
angle-based algorithm outlined in Appendix D which we later show is not symplectic.’!3%> Di-
rect angle propagation can become unstable and hence, an algorithm extension has been developed
where in these regions the elements of the spin-vector are directly propagated.> As far as we are
aware, the only suggested symplectic scheme would be converting to the MMST representation

and using the MInt algorithm.
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III. METHODOLOGY

We now present the Spin-MlInt algorithm and its properties for the simplest possible nona-

diabatic system of one nuclear and two electronic DoF. We extend the Spin-MInt algorithm to

multiple nuclear and electronic states in Appendix E.*%-!

A. Spin-MlInt Algorithm

We split the spin-Hamiltonian into two sub-Hamiltonians,

P2
Hism = o’ (34a)
m
1 1
Hysm = Vo(R) +=Tr[V]+ ~H u, (34b)

2 2

such that we can define the Spin-MlInt algorithm with the following flow map,

Spin-Mlnt | — &

Hg\, At Hl,SM?% © (I)HZ,SM’AZ © (I)Hl M & (35)

SM> 3

where only the integration of Hsm, P, gy ar, differs from the Mint algorithm as Hysm =
Hi mmsT 6668 For Hj sm, the evolution of R is identical to the Mlnt, Eqn. (8), and all other
variables are unchanged.

For H; sum, the EOM follow from Eqn. (7) and Eqn. (25),

P=—-Vi(R)— %Tr[V'(R)] — %H’ u(r), (36a)
ly = uHy —u,H,, (36b)
uy = —uHy+u,H,, (36¢)
l; = uyH, — u H,y. (36d)

For the electronic propagation, we can recast the cross product in Eqn. (25) as a matrix multipli-
cation,
0 _HZ Hy ux
u=|H, 0 —H| |u (37a)
—-H, H. O u,

0 —i(Vi=Va)  A—A* Uy
=—i|i(Vi—W) 0 —i(A*+A)| |uy (37b)
—(A—A*) (AT +A) 0 u;
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= —iWu, (37¢)

where W is Hermitian, skew-symmetric, and all elements are imaginary or zero. We could define
this with an entirely real skew-symmetric matrix, but diagonalisation (which we later require) is
only possible over the complex parts of a skew-symmetric matrix. Hence, we define W to be i
times the skew-symmetric matrix such that the diagonalisation is real.

We then integrate to obtain,
u(t+Ar) = e WAu(p), (38)

which has the same form as the electronic propagation from the MInt algorithm,®6-%8 Eqn. (10),
except that W is 3 x 3 and V is 2 x 2. This is a similar form to the spin-propagation of a time-
reversible algorithm recently developed for MASH.%! We note that as the MASH approach does
not have a well-defined Hamiltonian, the Spin-MInt algorithm will not be applicable and symplec-
tic propagation is unlikely to be obtained.*>¢!

We decompose W into its eigenvalues and eigenvectors,
W =Sy AyS}, (39)

where as W is Hermitian, the conjugate transpose, represented by T, is the eigenvector inverse.

The propagation is then,
u(t+Ar) = Sye MAS u(r). (40)
The momentum integral in Eqn. (36a) integrates as,
1 ror

P(At) = P(0) — At {V()(R) + %Tr[V’(R)]} =3/, H' -~ WVu(0), (41)

such that defining the last term as the integral, ,, and using the decomposition in Eqn. (39) and

inserting SWS&, identities,
At ,
L= | HSye ™IS u0). (42)
0
Element-wise integration results in,
I, = H'Sy YS!, u(0), (43)
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where,

f(e’i)“"m—l) n=m and A,#0
Yom = q At n=m and A,=0 (44)
0 n#m,

and A, is the eigenvalue. As W is an odd-rank 3 x 3 Hermitian matrix, one of the eigenvalues will
be zero, and the other two are a +A pair.

Overall, the integration of P is,

P(t+At) = P(t) — At (V{) + %Tr[v’]) - %H’SWTS&,u(t), (45)

which can be implemented analytically. In Appendix B, we show that trajectories from the Spin-

MInt propagation equations will be the same as with the MInt algorithm.

B. Algorithm Steps

The Spin-MlInt algorithm for the flow map in Eqn. (35) is,

1. Evolve nuclear position for Az/2 using Eqn. (8).

2. Calculate V(R,Ar/2), Vo(R,At/2) and derivatives with the updated nuclear position.
3. Calculate W(R,Az/2) from V(R,At/2) and find Sy and Ay that diagonalise W.

4. Evolve u for Az using Eqn. (38).

5. Use Ay to calculate Y. Find the derivative of H.

6. Evolve nuclear momentum for At with Eqn. (45).

~

. Repeat step 1 for the second half-timestep of Hj.

such that repeating for N timesteps results in a simulation of length NA¢ time units.

C. Spin-MInt Properties

We wish to prove that the Spin-MInt algorithm is a symplectic, symmetric, second-order, time-

reversible, angle invariant and structure preserving method.

13



1. Symmetric and Second-Order

A symmetric algorithm is defined as (Py,) ™' = W_,;.67%8 As exact evolution under any Hamil-
tonian or sub-Hamiltonian is symmetric,”-%% and ‘Pzzl;ljxlm is a symmetric composition of exact
sub-Hamiltonian evolutions (where H; is symmetrically split around H;), we immediately see that

Spin-MlInt . .
‘PHSMa A 1S Symmetric.

A second-order method has a flow map that deviates from the exact solution on order (Ar)2.5
Using the same reasoning as for the MInt algorithm,®® a symmetric method necessarily has even
order and a symplectic method has order greater than or equal to 1. Thus, the Spin-MInt must be

at least second order.

2.  Symplecticity

We can infer symplecticty of the Spin-MInt algorithm from the evolution equations being
equivalent to the MInt and therefore, the algorithm is a composition of exact sub-Hamiltonian
integrations and will be symplectic for any number of electronic states.56-68

To rigorously prove symplecticity, we need to define a structure matrix for the spin-variables
such that we can evaluate the symplecticity criterion in Eqn. (22). We can describe a Hamiltonian

system with Eqn. (20), where ' = [R, P, uy,uy,u;). However, as the spin-variables are evolved

with Heisenberg’s EOM, Eqn. (25), the structure matrix would be,

0 10
J=1-10 o0/, (46)
0T 0T K

where, 0 = [0,0,0] and,

K=|-u 0 u |, 47)

which is the spin-rotation matrix. However, K is singular and non-invertible, due to non-canonical
spin-variables. Hence, the full structure matrix, Eqn. (46), is also non-invertible which makes

evaluating the symplecticity criterion challenging.
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Whilst previous work has suggested defining a non-canonically symplectic integrator, or more
commonly referred to as a Poisson integrator, as one that is structure preserving where the spin-
magnitude is conserved throughout simulation.”>#" In section IIIC4, we show that this is not
sufficient to prove symplecticity when there is non-trivial coupling between canonical and spin
systems. We would like to prove that this algorithm is symplectic in a more rigorous manner.

In Ref. [ 54], the idea of canonical conjugate variables to re-obtain Hamilton’s EOM is dis-

cussed. These conjugate variables are,

= — 48
¢ drycos @ (432)
) JoH.
recosf = — ;(;M, (48b)
which results in the structure matrix,
O I
J= , (49)
-1 0

which is the same as the MMST representation, Eqn. (21), in the 4 x 4 form. The system is then

described by z" = [R, ¢, P, s cos 8] such that the monodromy matrix is,

Mgr Mgy Mgp Mg/, cos6

M M M My,
Mgy = oR 09 oP ¢rscos 6 . (50)

Mpr Mpy Mpp Mpy, cos 6

_Mrs cosOR Mrs cos ¢ er cosOP er cosBrgcos O |

We define the monodromy matrix elements for the Spin-MInt algorithm in Appendix C. In Sec-
tion IE of the Supplementary Material, we show this matrix satisfies Liouville’s theorem (|M| = 1)
which results in phase-space preservation. In Section ID of the Supplementary Material, we define
an explicit version of the monodromy matrix for two states where H, = 0, which is equivalent to
the form in Appendix C but challenging to generalise for more than two electronic states. Whilst
we can infer symplecticity from the exact sub-Hamiltonian evolution, we algebraically prove sym-
plecticity in Section IF of the Supplementary Material for two states with H), = 0 using the explicit
form of the monodromy matrix.

The Spin-MInt is therefore, to the best of our knowledge, the first known symplectic algo-
rithm for a spin-mapping Hamiltonian and we have rigorously prove symplecticity despite a non-

invertible spin-variable structure matrix via a canonical coordinate transform.
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3. Time-Reversible

A method with flow map W is time-reversible (under an involution X) if ¥ = X¥~!(Xz).67:68

To determine the form of the involution matrix, we first investigate the time-reversal behaviour of
the variables, z' = [R, ¢, P, r;cos 0].

Trivially, R is unchanged under time-reversal and P — —P. We note that u, = 2r;cos 6 and
tan(@) = uy/uy. Using the transformation in Eqn. (32), we see that u, and u, are unchanged
due to the even p term order. Hence, rycos 0 is unchanged under time-reversal. As uy — —u,,

tan(¢) — —tan(¢) and as tan is an odd function results in ¢ — —¢. The involution matrix is then,

(1 0 0 o]
0-10 0
y = . (51)
00 —10
0 0 0 1]

Since Hy sm(R, ¢, P,rycos 0) = Hy sm(R, — ¢, —P, rgcos 0), evolution under this sub-Hamiltonian
will be time-reversible, and Hjgv is time-reversible.%® Therefore, the Spin-MInt is a time-

reversible algorithm as these evolution maps are composed symmetrically.

4. Structure Preservation and Angle Invariance

We can show that the Spin-MInt algorithm preserves the geometric structure of the Poisson
bracket by preserving the Casimirs’ of the bracket,”>8! which results in conservation of the mag-
nitude of u and further details are found in Ref. [49]. The spin-vector is evolved under Eqn. (38)

such that the transformation is,
T =W, (52)

where as W is Hermitian, the transformation matrix is unitary. The norm of the spin vector is

preserved as,
[[Tul|* = (Tw)"(Tw) = [ul|*, (53)

such that, (u|u) is conserved. We show this numerically in the Supplementary Material Figure
S.9. We note that structure preservation is a weaker criteria than symplecticity, as one can derive a

structure preserving but not symplectic spin-mapping algorithm utilising a Split-Liouvillian (SL)
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formalism. We algebraically show this in the Supplementary Material Section IG where we obtain
a structure preserving electronic evolution but not an exact sub-Hamiltonian H» sy evolution.
Structure preservation also results in an invariance to the overall phase of the spin-vector. A

phase-space transformation is described by,
ii=e %u, (54)

which commutes with T for any scalar 8. Therefore, the spin-vector evolution is unaffected by

any angle shift using Eqn. (54) and back again.

IV. RESULTS

For algorithmic comparison, we utilise the same models used in Ref. [66] to extend our bench-
marking to spin-mapping algorithms using one nuclear and two electronic DoF.?® These models

are for a one-dimensional spin-boson model where the diabatic potential matrix is,

V=Vy+V (55)

1 5, a+ Kx A
= -—mox 1+ , (56)
2 A —a—Kx
where we have split into a traceless state-dependent matrix, V, and a state-dependent matrix,
Vo. We note that neither algorithm requires a traceless V matrix and we use this model to allow
literature comparison.®® We utilise reduced units where m = i = @ = 1. There are three models
with different values of electronic coupling, A and energy bias, o, outlined in Table I. In all three
models we choose the vibronic coupling, k = 1. Model 1 is in the adiabatic limit where there

is strong electronic coupling. Model 2 is in the inverted Marcus regime where there is a large

energy bias between surfaces. Model 3 is an intermediate regime which is the most challenging to

simulate due to similar timescales of electronic and nuclear dynamics.®®
Model| o A
1 0 4
2 2 1
3 0 1

TABLE I. Values for the potential matrix constants for Models 1-3 from Refs. [28,66].
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We use the same distribution and sampling as outlined in Appendix D of Ref. [66]. We sample
the electronic q and p and transform this into the u vector for propagation with the Spin-MlInt
algorithm or angles 0 and ¢ for the angle-based algorithm outlined in Appendix D. This ensures
that we can compare the algorithms as the starting variables are equivalent and the same sampling
is used for ensemble calculations. It is easier to convert from ¢ and p into the spin-variables as
there is a larger number of MMST variables compared to either spin-representation. We use the

single-bead form of the NRPMD distribution,?8:6

ngyw&—W—MWHme 57)

such that the partition function is

Z={(Q)p. (58)

where Q = pTe BV/2q x qTe BV/2p is the weighting (positive definite for a single bead).

A. Single Trajectory Comparison

For a single trajectory, we compare the accuracy of the Spin-MInt algorithm against the MInt
algorithm and an angle-based algorithm from Ref. [ 54].>*% The angle-based algorithm directly
propagates 6 and ¢ and is outlined in Appendix D.>'* In Figure 2, we show the propagation
of u, using the three algorithms. We find that a small timestep is required to obtain accurate
propagation using the angle-based algorithm. However, the Spin-MInt and MInt algorithms are
much more tolerant of a large timestep, capturing the correct dynamics at all timesteps in Figure 2.
The Spin-MInt and MInt algorithms are identical in propagation, as seen in the SI for nuclear and
electronic variables with all three models (Figure S.1-S.6).

It has been noted in the literature that when 0 — 0,n7m, angle-based algorithms are likely to
become unstable and swapping to propagation of the spin-vector is advised.’!>* However, as this
makes computing the monodromy matrix complicated, to compare the symplecticity and satis-
faction of Liouville’s theorem, we focus on trajectories that do not reach these unstable regions.
In Figure 3, we present the symplecticity criterion and satisfaction of Liouville’s theorem for the
trajectory in Figure 2 using Model 1 with At = 0.1.

To compare the symplecticity, we evaluate the symplecticity criterion by defining an error

matrix,%0

E.=M'J"'M - J!, (59)
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FIG. 2. Propagation of u, for a single trajectory using Model 1 and the MInt (cyan dotted circles), Spin-MInt
(purple dashed) and angle-based (orange) algorithms at three different timesteps: 0.1 (top), 0.01 (middle)
and 0.001 (bottom). The Spin-MInt and MlInt results are identical at all timesteps whilst the angle-based

algorithm deviates for the 0.1 and 0.01 timesteps indicating lower accuracy.

where for a symplectic integrator the elements of Ey, ¢;;, will be zero.”* We then utilise the Frobe-

nius Norm to track the size of the error matrix,®

|[Ee||F = (60)

where the matrix size is n x n.”* In Figure 3 (a), we show a logarithmic plot of ||[E,||r against time
for the single trajectory in Figure 2. The Spin-MInt (purple) and Mlnt (cyan) algorithms remain
below 107! for the whole trajectory and therefore are symplectic. However, the angle-based
algorithm (orange) rapidly increases to the order of 10~!, indicating lack of symplecticity.

We can define two mathematically identical ways of implementing the Spin-MInt algorithm for
the two-state potential tested in Eqn. (55). To calculate e "/, one can decompose into eigenvalues

and eigenvectors (resulting in the monodromy matrix in Appendix C) or through an explicit form
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outlined in the Supplementary Material Section ID. In Figure S.8 of the Supplementary Material,
we show that the explicit form of the monodromy matrix results in lower floating point error.
However, this explicit form is not easily extendable to more than two states such that we use the

decomposition method and the monodromy in Appendix C here.

(a) Symplecticity
100k

10—16‘ 1 1 1 1

100L (b) Liouville’s Theorem

—_
o
|
w
&

Angle —— Spin-MInt —— Mint

FIG. 3. (a) The error matrix Frobenius norm and (b) the Liouville’s theorem criterion as a function of
time using Model 1 and Ar = 0.01, for a single trajectory using the Spin-MInt (purple), MInt (cyan) and
angle-based (orange) algorithms. As the MlInt and Spin-MlInt algorithms measure floating point error in
both plots, Liouville’s theorem and symplecticity are satisfied. The angle-based algorithm does not satisfy

symplecticity or Liouville’s theorem.

To evaluate satisfaction of Liouville’s theorem, where |M| = 1,568283 we plot (M| —1)? in
Figure 3 (b). We see that the Spin-MInt and MlInt algorithms satisfy Liouville’s theorem. The
angle-based algorithm does not satisfy Liouville’s theorem as the orange line is not within floating
point error which is uncommon for a mapping algorithm.%® From the algebraic monodromy in Ap-
pendix D, it is clear that the determinant will initially deviate from unity on &'(At) as in Eqn. (D.5)
such that it is zero order with respect to timestep when propagating for a given length of time.%®
In the Supplementary Material Figure S.7 we see that a smaller timestep does not improve the

satisfaction of Liouville’s theorem.

For a single trajectory, the Spin-MInt and MlInt algorithms result in the same propagation of
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variables and are both symplectic. As the angle-based algorithm is not symplectic or satisfies
Liouville’s theorem and requires a small timestep to accurately capture the dynamics, we do not

consider it further in our search for a symplectic spin-mapping algorithm.

B. Ensemble Properties

To test the ensemble properties, we define the same criteria as in Ref. [66] and weight by Q,%

L (Ee][F)i(1)Qi(0)

([Exl[F)p = ; (61)
e Lio10i(0)
where i is the trajectory index. For Liouville’s theorem, we evaluate
Y/ (IM;(8)] — 1)20;(0
<(|M| . 1)2>p i 1(| z( )| ) z( )’ (62)

J
i=1 Qi(0)
where we square the deviation to ensure no error cancellation.®® Satisfying Liouville’s theorem

does not always indicate an accurate algorithm as it is equivalent to having a divergenceless

(a) Symplecticity

10710 -

10—12

(D)),

10714

10716 1 1 1 1

1072 (b) Liouville’s Theorem

U 10723
10—25

10—27

((M(1)] - 1)%)

10729

—— Spin-MlInt —— MInt

FIG. 4. (a) The error matrix Frobenius norm and (b) the Liouville’s theorem criterion as a function of time
using Model 1 and Ar = 0.1, averaged over a million trajectories using the Spin-Mlnt (purple) and MlInt
(cyan) algorithms. In (a) the algorithms are symplectic and in (b) the algorithms satisfy Liouville’s theorem

as both plots measure floating point errors.
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Liouvillian.®®%* However, as the Mint algorithm does satisfy this,*® we wish to prove this for
the Spin-MInt.

In Figure 4a, we present the logarithmic plot of ||E;||r against time for Model 1 with Ar = 0.1.
Both algorithms remain below 107'2, with a small build up of floating-point errors,% for the
entire simulation time. Both algorithms are therefore symplectic.5%%® In Figure 4b, we see that
both algorithms satisfy Liouville’s theorem and conserve volume phase-space.

For energy conservation, the criterion is,00

L —£(0))20i(0
(el —e(0) = E=LEG—EA0), 63

where the energy, €, is calculated by evaluating the Hamiltonians, Eqn (3) and Eqn. (31) for the

L (a)

—5.7355

—5.7360

—5.7365

(t)

Y —5.7370

—5.7375

—5.7380

T ——

10—1 -
107
107°H

1077

((e(t) - €(0))2),

= Spin-MInt —— Mint
- A At =0.01 — ® At=0.1 - W At=1.0

FIG. 5. Energy conservation of Model 1 with (a) a single trajectory and At = 0.1 (solid/circle) and (b)
averaged using At = 0.1 (solid/circle), At = 0.01 (dotted/triangle) and Ar = 1.0 (dashed/square) with the
Spin-Mlnt (purple) and MInt (cyan) algorithms. The energy is the same for both algorithms and is conserved

by noting the y-axis scale on (a) and is second-order with respect to timestep in (b).
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Mint and Spin-Mlnt algorithms respectively, at each timestep.

In Figure 5, we plot the energy conservation for (a) a single trajectory and (b) an ensemble
of trajectories. We see that the Spin-MInt and MInt algorithms both conserve energy for a single
trajectory, noting the very small oscillations in (a), and for an ensemble of trajectories. For the
ensemble, both algorithms are easily shown to be second-order as changing the timestep by a
factor of 10 results in a change of 10* in the energy criterion.%® This agrees with the algebraic
determination of order for the Mlnt in Ref. [68] and the derivation in Section III C for the Spin-
MInt.%® For a symplectic algorithm, this means the energy of the approximate Hamiltonian is
exactly conserved which differs from the exact Hamiltonian by the order of the algorithm,%-68
resulting in energy conservation at exponentially long-times with fluctuations on &'(Ar?).%6

The corresponding energy conservation for Models 2 and 3 are included in the Supplementary

Material (Figures S.10 and S.11) as well as structure preservation resulting in spin-magnitude

conservation for the Spin-MInt in Figure S.9.

C. Correlation Functions

To approximate the correlation functions in Eqn. (1), we calculate the following where for
the position auto-correlation function A = B = R and for the population auto-correlation function

A= A, and B = B,,,%°

~ (R(0) R(1) Q)p

Crr (t) ~ <Q>p s (64a)
A0 BA(1) Q)
Con(t) ), ; (64b)

where Q(q(0),p(0)) and initial conditions are sampled as outlined in Ref. [66], specifically

Eqn. (D.14) for J trajectories. Averaging over trajectories results in,

~ ¥ ( ) Ri(t) Qi(0)
Crr(t) = : (652)
1Qz( )
~ 1 Api it
ri 1Ql( )
where index i refers to the i-th trajectory. The initial electronic state population is defined as,%7!
—BV/2
An = M[Te;pwzq]n’ (66)
pe q
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where as we sample q and p before transforming into spin-mapping variables, we do not need to

define this in terms of u. The electronic populations at time 7 are,’!

Bunmmst = = (Xu (1) + Po(1)* = 1), (67)

| =

for the MlInt algorithm and, for the Spin-MlInt algorithm with two electronic states

1
BI,SM:rs‘f‘E(”z_l), (68a)

1
BzysM =ry— E(uz + 1) (68b)

We present the correlation functions in Figure 6 for all three models tested. We see that the
Spin-MInt and MlInt algorithm reproduce the same correlation functions, as expected from the
equivalent propagations. Previous work has shown that the MInt algorithm produces accurate
correlation functions and the results here agree with the literature.®®71 In Model 1, we see the fast
oscillations in the electronic population auto-correlation function as expected from a system close

to the adiabatic limit, indicating that the electronic dynamics are on much faster timescale than the

2 2 2
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
1F 1F 1+
=
<
S of oF oF
—1F —1F —1F
1 1 1 1 1 1
0.4 0.04 0.5
=== Spin-MInt
0.03 04F ¢ Mint
0.3H
=
= 0.02F 0.3F
QO
0.2F
0.01F 0.2+
1 1 1 1 1
015 2 4 0005 2 4 0-15 2 4

t
FIG. 6. The nuclear position, Cgg (), and electronic population, Cy (t), autocorrelation functions for Models
1, 2 and 3 using At = 0.1 with the Spin-MlInt (purple solid) and MInt (cyan dotted circle) algorithms. Both

algorithms result in the same correlation functions and agree with the literature.®
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nuclear dynamics. The energy bias in Model 2 results in a fast equilibrium forming, which is seen
as a loss of population in the first electronic state.®®”! For Models 2 and 3, there is weak coupling
which results in slower oscillations. However, Model 3 is the most challenging to simulate due to
the additional lack of energy bias. Therefore, the Spin-MInt accurately captures the dynamics in

the same way the MInt algorithm does.

D. Three State Results

In Appendix E, we generalise the Spin-MInt algorithm to multiple electronic and nuclear states.
Here, we model a three state system with one nuclear DoF, a Morse potential model,”'®> with the

potential matrix,

2
Vii = Dj; <1 — e_aii(R_Rii)> +cii, (69a)

Vi; = Agje @i(RRij)?, (69b)

Model C

Model B

Model A

— 0.03f

Potential

= Spin-MInt
® Mint
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1 1 1
0 1000 2000 3000 0 1000 2000 3000 0 1000 2000 3000
t t t

FIG. 7. Three state Morse potential results for Models A, B and C with the diabatic potential energy surfaces
(top row) and state populations (bottom row). Focused initial conditions are prepared on the first state (red)
at the vertical arrows. Parameters are in Table S.2 in the Supplementary Material. The MlInt (circles) and
Spin-Mlnt (solid line) result in identical population dynamics that agree closely with the exact result from

literature (dotted).>!83
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where we have three models (A/B/C) with tabulated parameters in the Supplementary Material
(Table S.2), and we focus the initial sampling on the first state as detailed in Section II of the
Supplementary Material.

In Figure 7, we plot the population dynamics of the three states, calculated using,

1
P MMST = 3 (gn+pa—7). (70)

for the MMST representation where for N electronic states, ¥y = 2(r;— 1) /N and,

N 2 2(n—1
) ( mgm>— (n )Qyn

m=n-+1

1
@n,SM:N'Frs

: (71)

for the spin-mapping representation where € is defined in Eqn (E.9). We see that these results

agree with previous literature,>!8

and conclude that the generalised Spin-MlInt algorithm is accu-
rate. The results here were calculated using a 1.0 timestep and 10 trajectories. For Models B/C,
5 x 10° trajectories were required in the literature,! so the Spin-MInt algorithm provides faster

convergence of these results.

E. Computational Timings

In Table S.3 of the Supplementary Material, we present computational timings for the MlInt
(both in MMST variables and transforming into spin-mapping variables) and Spin-MInt algo-
rithms using the two and three state models discussed. We find a significant speed up using the
Spin-MlInt for the two-level system compared to the MInt algorithm, which motivates utilisation
of this algorithm for two-level spin-mapping systems. In comparison to previous work,® this im-
plementation of the MInt is faster due to the ordering of sub-Hamiltonian propagation in the flow
map, Eqn. (6), which has a lower computational cost.®® However, for larger systems, the Spin-
Milnt has poorer scaling than the Mlnt, likely due to the N> — 1 spin-mapping vector compared to
2N variables for the MMST representation. Despite this, a faster implementation may be possible
and direct sampling of the spin-mapping variables is likely to lower the associated generalised

Spin-MInt computational cost.

V.  CONCLUSIONS

We have presented the first known symplectic algorithm for propagation of the spin-vector

using the spin-mapping Hamiltonian. Whilst previous work has assumed structure preservation
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results in symplecticity, we have shown this is not sufficient for the non-trivial coupling between
the canonical nuclear and electronic spin systems through a Split-Liouvillian formalism (Supple-
mentary Material Section IG). Instead, we have rigorously proven symplecticity (Supplementary
Material Section IF) when the structure matrix is non-invertible by defining the monodromy ma-
trix in conjugate canonical variables. The Spin-MlInt provides the same evolution as the MInt
algorithm, shown both algebraically (Appendix B) and numerically (Figure 2).

For a two-state model, we compared single trajectories to the MlInt algorithm and an angle-
based algorithm.’*%%-%8 The angle-based algorithm required small timesteps to accurately propa-
gate the variables and is not symplectic or satisfies Liouville’s theorem, in contrast to the Spin-
Mint and MlInt algorithms which satisfy all these criteria. Hence, we did not consider the angle-
based algorithm further. For an ensemble, we find that the Spin-MInt and MlInt algorithm ac-
curately capture the correlation functions,% satisfy Liouville’s theorem, are symplectic and have
second-order energy conservation. The Spin-MInt is also structure preserving, although this is a
weaker condition than symplecticity.

We have generalised the Spin-MInt algorithm to multiple nuclear and electronic states using
the spin coherent states from the literature.*>>! For a three-state Morse potential, we accurately
capture the population dynamics with fewer trajectories than required using an angle-based algo-
rithm in the literature.>! We find that the Spin-MInt algorithm is significantly faster than the MlInt
for the two-level system but seems to have poorer scaling with more electronic states. However, a
faster implementation may be possible, especially if sampling spin-mapping variables as opposed
to MMST variables and converting. This algorithm should be utilised in future spin-mapping
simulations to ensure accurate and symplectic propagation without the additional cost of variable

transformation.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The supplementary material comprises of three sections; additional algebra, the three-state
model and additional results. The additional algebra section includes decomposition of V and W
when A is real, an alternative Spin-MInt nuclear momentum propagation, an explicit form of e ='W/
and related integral and derivatives when A is real, proof of satisfaction of Liouville’s theorem and
symplecticity for the Spin-MInt algorithm, and a Split-Liouvillian spin algorithm. The three-state

model section tabulates model parameters and details the sampling. The additional results section
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consists of further two-state single trajectory (variable propagation and symplecticity at different
timesteps), ensemble trajectory results (spin-magnitude and energy conservation) and tabulated

computational timings.
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APPENDICES

A. Mint Monodromy Matrices

For the MMST variable system, the monodromy matrix is,00:68

Mgrr Mgq Mgrp Mgy ]
My Mg Mgp M

M — qR Ylqq YigP Yigp ’ (A.1)
Mpr Mpq Mpp Mpp

MpR Mpq MpP Mpp i
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such that the monodromy matrix for H; mmvst using the Mlnt is

(107
M B 0I 0 O A2
M,H; mmsT — 00T 1 of > (A.2)

00 0 1

N

where 0T = [0,0], the determinant is unity,

rion in Eqn. (22).66.68

Mwm b, yuse| = 1 and satisfies the symplecticity crite-

The monodromy matrix for H, pmvst can be found by defining,

a=—-p'E+q'F, (A.32)
" 1 Ty T/ Ty 1 /i

b=—AtVy'— (¢"E'q+p'E'p—2q'Fp) +§Tr[v JAt, (A.3b)

e=—q E—p'F, (A.3¢)

f=Cp+Dq, (A.3d)

g=Cq—D'p, (A.3e)

such that for the MInt,00:68
10T o0 o7
g CO0-D

Mm,H, yivst = be 1l a | (A4)

f DO C |

66,68

which is symplectic and satisfies Liouville’s theorem, such that the overall propagation of

Hi mmst and Ha mwvsT 18 symplectic.66’67

B. Equivalence to MInt

Here, we show the Spin-MlInt is equivalent to the MInt by comparing the integration equations

for H>. We note that u, can be expressed as,*

ue = (q—ip)"Si(q+ip). (B.1)

where S; = 1[9 ] is the first Pauli spin matrix and from Eqn. (10),6>8687

q+ip=—iV(q+ip), (B.2)
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such that,
iy = i(q—ip) [V, $1](q +ip), (B.3)

where V is real and symmetric. Decomposing V into traceless and identity-like components where,

V-V,

== A V) + V-
2 1 2
= L B4
V=14 nw| T2 (B.4)
The commutator is then,
[V.S1]=i(Vi =V2) 85, (B.5)

where S, is the second Pauli matrix. Substituting into Eqn. (B.3) and repeating for uy and u;, results
in Eqn. (37) which we integrate exactly. Therefore, the MInt and Spin-MlInt electronic evolutions
are equivalent.

We now do the same for the nuclear momentum propagation, comparing the integrated forms

of P as alternative integration methods have been shown to produce different results in previous

work.%¢ The Spin-MInt propagation of P in Eqn. (45) is equivalent to,
1 1
Psyv(t+At) = P(t) — At (V() + ETr[V’]) — ETr[(E +iF)C(u,0)], (B.6)

as outlined in Section IC of the Supplementary Material where,

u Uy — iU
C(u) = S (B.7)
ux—'l_luy _uz

which is related to the C(q,p) = (q+ip) ®(q — ip)T matrix,5>86
C(q,p) = C(u) + 2rI, (B.8)
such that we obtain the MInt P propagation, Eqn. (19),

Psm(t+Ar) = P(t) — At (v(;(R) + %n[v’(ze)]) - %Tr[(E +iF)(C(q,p,f)—2r,0)]  (B.9a)

= P(t) — At (Vé(R) - %/Tr[V'(R)]) - %Tr[(E+ iF)C(q,p,7)], (B.9b)

due to the symmetry of E/F and Tr[E] = Tr(V’)Az.%® Hence, both algorithms are equivalent. We

have chosen to propagate Eqn. (45) in the Spin-MInt algorithm to reduce computational cost.
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C. Spin-MInt Monodromy Matrices

For Hy sm, only R is propagated and so similar to the Mint, 5
(10 At/2m 0]
M 01 0 O
SM,H) sm — )
M loo 10
00 0 1]

which is easily shown to be symplectic.%¢

For Hj s\, this is significantly more complex. Defining the exponential matrix as,
Q — e—iW[ — SWe—iAwAtS"‘;V’
such that the nth row of e ='W’ is the vector Q,. The propagation of u is,

u(t) = Qiu(0),

uz(t) = Q3u(0).

Repeating for the derivative of e 7*"* with respect to R,

Q/ _ e—in’ _ S(/Ve_iAWAtS‘TV N iAtSWe—iAWAZA(/VS"};V + Swe—iAwAtsq/

(C.1)

(C.2)

(C.3)
(C.4)
(C.5)

(C.6)

such that Q/, is the n-th row of Q'. The eigenvalues, eigenvectors, and their derivatives are pre-

sented in Supplementary Material Section IB for the N = 2 system where Hy, = 0. For N > 2, there

exists algorithms in the literature to compute these.®33% We define the derivatives of u with respect

to the conjugate variables as,

—2cos¢/tan 6
du )
Vlzmz —2sin¢/tanf | ,
2
_du o
Vz—%— Uy
0

We note that,
1
rscos 0(t) = §Q3u(0),
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and,

Q:u(0)
tan¢ (1) = , (C.9
o0) Qiu(0)
such that derivatives of ¢ are,
20 (¢ 2(t dtan ¢ (t
(l)() — 5 ux( )2 an(P(), (ClO)
df(0)  uz(t) +ug(r) 9f(0)
where f is a ghost variable and,
dtan ¢ (¢) ) w3 (1) + 15 (1)
- 7 — ) = —_— C.ll
36 sec” ¢ (1) 20) (C.11)
such that derivatives are obtained using the quotient rule.
We define the monodromy matrix as,
(100 0]
M ab0c (C.12)
SM,H sm — , .
2,SM del f
g h 0 j]
with,
I\ /
a= ”X(QZ“g ”g(Ql“), (C.13a)
uy + uy
b= ”x(sz — ”g(QIVZ), (C.13b)
uy + uy
. ”x(Q2V1§ - uz(Qm), (C.13¢)
uy +uy

1 1 1
d=—At (V’O’ + 5Tr[v”]) —~ EH”swl‘sivu —~ EH’(sg,,‘rsiv +SwY'S), +SwYSiH)u, (C.13d)
1

e= —EH’SWTS‘Z,VZ, (C.13¢)
f= —%H/SWYS;CVVI, (C.13f)
g= %Q’su, (C.13g)
h= %Q3V2, (C.13h)
j= %QSVI, (C.13i)
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where u,/uy /u; are at evolved time, u/v /v, are at initial time and,

iz —id At —idn At
Lo _iAtd, e Al _ (o=l n=m and ).7&0

x, = | A ( ) ' (C.14)
0 otherwise,

is obtained from differentiation of Eqn. (44). The determinant is,
IMsy i, gy | = jb—ch =1, (C.15)

as shown in the Supplementary Material Section IE such that the Spin-MlInt satisfies Liouville’s

theorem. The symplecticity criterion is,

[0 ¢ -1 G

MgMﬂstJ_lMSMﬁZSMZ S b0l ) (C.16)
’ | 1 0 0 0
-G, 1 0 0|

where we show that C; = —e —ah+gb =0 and C; = —f — ja+ cg = 0 in Section IF of the

Supplementary Material, such that the Spin-MInt is rigorously symplectic.

D. Angle-based Algorithm

An alternative algorithm for propagating spin-mapping variables is to propagate the angles

directly.” 1>

The propagation for Hj gy is identical to the MiInt and Spin-MlInt. For H, v, a
Velocity-Verlet step is performed in the spin-mapping angles followed by nuclear momentum

propagation. The electronic EOM are,

rscos 0(At/2) = rycos 6(0) + 2Arssin 0(0) sin @ (0)Azr /2, (D.1a)
¢mw=mm+0m—w%4ﬁ£§%%ﬂAn (D.1b)
rscos O(Ar) = rycos 0(At/2) +2Argsin O (Az/2) sin @ (Ar)At /2, (D.1c)

and the nuclear momentum propagation is,
P(t) = P(0) — (Vo + (V] = V3)rscos 0(Ar)) . (D.2)

Alternatively, 8 can be propagated as propagating r, cos 6 is equivalent to utilising the chain rule.>*

The monodromy matrix is quite complex,
M9—¢7H2,SM - MPMrS cos G(AZ)M(]) (At)Mrs cos0(At/2)> (D.3)
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where we specify the elements that deviate from the identity matrix,

Mps1 = —(Vi + (V] = V3 )rgcos 6(Ar)) A, (D.4a)
Mp3s = (V| — V;)rssin 0(Ar)At, (D.4b)
M, cos6(ar) 42 = 2Arssin 6(Ar /2) cos ¢ (At)At /2, (D.4c)
sin @ (At)
MI’SCOSB(AI),44 =1- tan Q(At/z) At/29 (D.4d)
Myan 21 = (Vi = V2)At, (D.4e)
sin¢(0)
M =142A———At, D.4
oan22 = 1280 A ) D4D
cos ¢(0)
M = 20— A¢, D.4
o(ar),24 rysin® 0(Ar/2) (D4g)
Mrs cos0(At/2),42 — 2Ar,sin 0 (O) cos ¢ (0)At/2’ (D.4h)
sin¢ (0 .
M, coso(arj2)4a =1 —2A an 920; At/2, (D.4i)
and the determinant is,
(Mot 6| = My coso(ar) 44 X Mg (ar) 22 X My cosp(ar/2) 44 (D.5)
=1+ 0(N), (D.6)

such that Liouville’s theorem is satisfied on the order of As. Evaluating the symplecticity criterion
for each of these matrices results in terms that differ from the criterion on order of A¢. Hence, this

algorithm is unlikely to be symplectic for a finite timestep.

E. Generalisation to Multiple Nuclear and Electronic States

Here, we generalise the Spin-MlInt algorithm to multiple nuclear and electronic states. The
nuclear states, K, is straightforward and follows the same form as seen in Ref. [68]. The electronic
states, N, is more complex and we need to shift the formalism from the 3 dimensional Lie group
SU(2) to the N? — 1 dimensional SU(N).#>!

We first define a basis of the Lie algebra SU(N) which replaces the Pauli spin matrices. These
are the Generalised Gell-Mann (GGM) matrices,” 370 where we obtain N> — 1 matrices, S; where

i€{l,...,N*—1}. This comprises of N(N — 1)/2 symmetric matrices,
SAanm — Emn + Enma (El)
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N(N — 1)/2 antisymmetric matrices,

Sﬁnm = —i(Epn — Enm),

and N — 1 diagonal matrices,

n—I
. 2 2(n—1)
Sy = E; | — E..,
T Z < n(n—l) ll) n nn

=1

where E,,;,, is a N X N matrix with 1 in the (n,m)-th position and 0 elsewhere and,

Ocnm:n2+2(m—n)—1,
Brm :n2—|—2(m—n),

yn:nz—l,

for 1 <m<n<N and 2 <n<N.! These are ordered conventionally following the literature.

The spin-vector for N states as spin-coherent states is,**»!

N

Q) =} |n) (n|Q),

n=1

where the expansion coefficients are,

(n|Q)y_; 1<n<N-1
(n|Q)y = <N—1|Q)N_1cos97N n=N-1

— _,eWsin® p=N,
(N=1]Q)y_ e®sin n=N
which are defined recursively from (1|Q), = 1 such that,

Qanm = <Q‘§anm ‘Q> °

(E.2)

(E.3)

(E.4)
(E.5)
(E.6)

91,92

(E.7)

(E.8)

(E.9)

and likewise for the antisymmetric and diagonal GGM matrices.*® The angles are the general Euler

angles in a multidimensional Bloch sphere where N — 1 spheres are obtained such that 6, € [0, 7]

and ¢, € [0,27] and further details can be found in the literature.**-!

Here, we express the N? — 1 dimensional spin-vector in terms of the MMST variables where,

2r,Qq,, = (4 —ip)' S, (q+ip)
= Tr[SAanm C(q7 p)] >

35

(E.10)
(B.11)



and likewise for the antisymmetric and diagonal GGM matrices where C = (q +ip) @(q —ip)*.!
The squared radius of the hyper-sphere is,

N
Z qr+ py) =275, (E.12)

where the radius is often set by the Stratonovich-Weyl kernel used and r; here is twice what is used
earlier for N = 2.44931 For example, with the W kernel used for the three-state model in Figure 7,
rs = v/N + 1 such that RZ = 2+/N + 1.*%°! Other kernels can be seen in the literature.***°

The generalised spin-mapping Hamiltonian is,

Hs(Q) = 2P P +-Vo(R) + LTHV(R)] + sH- (21,), E13)

N

where R and P are K dimensional vectors of nuclear position and momentum, @ is a K X K

diagonal matrix of nuclear masses and the diabatic potential energy matrices are now N x N.>1.68

This is equivalent to the MMST Hamiltonian where y = 2(r; — 1) /N. H can be calculated by,
He,,, = 2Tr[V(R)S,,, . (E.14)

and likewise for the antisymmetric and diagonal matrices.”' Splitting this Hamiltonian results in,

1
Hysm= PP, (E.15)
1 1
Hysm = Vo(R) + NTr[V(R)] +5H- (2r,Q), (E.16)

such that the propagation of H; g for half a timestep is,

P, (O)AZ‘
4 ik

Ri(A/2) = Ri(0) + : (E.17)

which is seen in Ref. [68]. For H, sy, the derivative equations of motion for Q can we written in

terms of structure constants detailed in Appendix A of Ref. [51],
. —1 ~
Qi = TTr{Si[V; Sk]}Q.k = fiijij- (Elg)

The W matrix is the adjoint representation of the potential matrix, V(R), in the SU(N) Lie

group,””> which can be calculated by,
| N 5 .
Wap = ETr{Sa V. Spl} = ifijuH], (E.19)
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which is easily shown to give the W defined earlier for N = 2. The integration of Eqn. (E.18)
follows Eqn. (40),

Q(t + Ar) = Swe MAST Q(1), (E.20)
and the propagation of P is,
1 1
Pt +Ar) = Pu(t) — At (V’g + ]—VTr[Vk]> - 5Hkswrsévg(t), (E.21)

where V¥ is the derivative of V with respect to Ry and likewise for any powers of k. All eigenvalues
of W used to calculate Y, Eqn (44), are in +A non-zero pairs for even N? —1. For odd N*>—1,
there is an additional zero eigenvalue. The eigenvalue and eigenvector derivatives are not required
for trajectory propagation, only when calculating the monodromy, and for N > 2 algorithms exist
in the literature.3®

We recover the previous propagation equations when K = 1 and N = 2, leading us to believe

that the generalised Spin-MInt algorithm is be accurate and symplectic for all N > 2.
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