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Semi- and quasi-classical (SC) theories can handle arbitrary interatomic interactions and are thus well-suited
to predict quantum dynamics in condensed phases that encode energy and charge transport, spectroscopic
responses, and chemical reactivity. However, SC theories can be computationally expensive and inaccurate.
When combined with generalized quantum master equations (GQMEs), the resulting SC-GQMEs have been
observed to enhance the efficiency and accuracy of SC dynamics. Yet, while the mechanism responsible for
improved efficiency is clear, the underlying improved accuracy remains elusive. What is worse, SC-GQMEs
can yield unphysical dynamics in challenging parameter regimes—a shortcoming that might be avoided if the
mechanism of accuracy improvement were understood. Here, we uncover this mechanism. We leverage short-
time analyses to prove that exact, “left-handed” time-derivatives delay the onset of SC inaccuracy, and show
that their numerical integration yields dynamics with improved accuracy, even without the GQME. We find,
however, that these derivatives are a double-edged sword: while offering greater short-time accuracy, they
become unphysical in challenging parameter regimes. Because short-lived memory kernels can leverage short-
time accuracy while circumventing long-time instability, we develop a protocol to unambiguously determine
the memory kernel cutoff, even in challenging regimes where previous treatments had failed. Our protocol
employs only accessible SC calculations and combines self-consistency with mixed-accuracy auxiliary kernels
to triangulate a propitious kernel cutoff, yielding SC-GQME dynamics that are more accurate than the direct
application of SC theory, while remaining physical and accurate over arbitrary times. Our insights into
accuracy improvement, identification of when the SC-GQME is advantageous, and kernel cutoff protocol are
general and can be expected to apply to complex systems that go beyond simple models.

Accurate quantum dynamics is essential for describing
fundamental processes such as charge transfer in solu-
tion, energy transport in light-harvesting complexes, and
the optical spectra of molecules. When a problem can be
written in terms of an open quantum system coupled to a
Gaussian environment,1 one can use a variety of numeri-
cally exact methods.2–14 However, many physical systems
exhibit anharmonic interactions that can engender non-
Gaussian statistics, including spin systems,15–18 photo-
synthetic complexes,19,20 electrochemical interfaces,21–23

and technologically relevant semiconductors.24–27 Hence,
approximate methods become necessary. Among these,
the semi- and quasi-classical hierarchy28–43 stands out
due to its compatibility with generally anharmonic ab
initio forces and ability to treat non-Gaussian fluctua-
tions. Yet, despite their promise, semiclassics involve
uncontrolled approximations that can lead to inaccurate
dynamics.

Semi- and quasi-classical (SC) theories treat some de-
grees of freedom quantum mechanically and others clas-
sically, offering a means to approximate quantum dy-
namics in systems where a fully quantum description
is intractable. This family of methods has been instru-
mental in understanding superconductivity,44,45 model-
ing charge transport from first principles,46–48 describing
complex interactions in spin systems,49–51 and simulat-
ing linear and non-linear spectroscopies.52–65 However,
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SC methods are beset by problems, such as violating
detailed balance66–69 and creating artificial resonances
or shifts in spectroscopic peaks.59,70–74 Researchers have
adopted various strategies to address these challenges.
For example, one can incorporate more quantum effects
using the path integral formalism75–81 or the quantum-
classical Liouville equation,82–85 but this generally en-
tails a trade-off between higher accuracy and increased
computational cost. Another way is to partition a sys-
tem’s degrees of freedom into two different categories
and treat one set with numerically exact or perturba-
tive approaches and the other set semiclassically,86–91

but this generally requires Gaussian environments or ex-
actly solvable Hamiltonian partitions. Finally, one can
combine SC theory with generalized quantum master
equations (GQME). These SC-GQMEs extract the non-
Markovian generator of the dynamics, i.e., the mem-
ory kernel, using SC theory, enabling the subsequent
solution of the GQME. SC-GQMEs have been shown
to provide significant boosts in accuracy and efficiency
to SC methods, and have been demonstrated both in92

and out93–103 of equilibrium, for atomistic systems,104

multi-state problems,105,106 and even multitime correla-
tion functions for nonlinear spectroscopies.107 However,
fundamental questions remain regarding the source of
their improved accuracy, when they are advantageous,
and why they sometimes fail. We consider these ques-
tions here.

How and when do GQMEs improve SC dynamics?
Early work posited that it was the confluence of short-
lived memory kernels and the short-time accuracy of
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SC methods that endowed SC-GQMEs with improved
accuracy.96 However, later work showed that long-lived
memory kernels could still improve the accuracy of SC
dynamics, and proposed that this improvement arises
from exact sampling of bath correlations at time t = 0
used to construct the SC-GQME kernel.97 Building on
these insights, Ref. 98 established mathematical require-
ments for when one should expect the self-consistent ex-
traction of the memory kernel in the SC-GQME to pro-
vide either the same or different (not necessarily better)
level of accuracy compared to the original SC dynamics.
Indeed, it was later shown that the SC-GQME can gener-
ate worse dynamics than the original SC approximation,
even with unphysical, negative populations, in systems
with large energy biases and system-bath coupling.102

This is a worrying situation because, to date, no diagnos-
tic exists to determine if and when the SC-GQME should
be expected to improve SC dynamics. This presents a
problem when describing complex processes where exact
quantum dynamics become challenging, including energy
flow in photosynthetic complexes or charge transport in
transition metal oxides, which exhibit strong electronic-
nuclear coupling and significant energetic disorder.108–110

Here, we resolve these issues by addressing the follow-
ing questions:

Q1: What is the mechanism of accuracy improvement
in the SC-GQME?

Q2: What is the role of self-consistency in the SC-
GQME?

Q3: How can one reliably improve SC dynamics with
and without the SC-GQME?

In particular, we leverage a short-time expansion anal-
ysis to demonstrate that improved accuracy arises from
exact time derivatives on the initial condition that de-
lay the onset of error arising from the SC approximation.
This enables us to show that simple numerical integra-
tion of these time derivatives yields improved accuracy,
even in the absence of the GQME. However, we find that,
while offering greater short-time accuracy, these time-
derivatives can become inaccurate, even unphysical, at
long times in challenging parameter regimes. Return-
ing to the SC-GQME, our analysis shows that the self-
consistent structure of the SC-GQME is not strictly nec-
essary to improve the accuracy of SC dynamics. Instead,
we establish that it can help ensure sum rules, such as
population conservation in the calculated nonequilibrium
averages of reduced density matrices. By understand-
ing static sampling errors in SC correlation functions, we
show that one can impose the same conservation laws
with a predictable uniform shift of the time derivatives.
Noting, then, that SC-GQMEs are most beneficial when
they exhibit short-lived kernels that capitalize on short-
time accuracy while circumventing long-time instability
of exact time derivatives, we propose a new, unambigu-
ous protocol to truncate the memory kernel, even in chal-
lenging parameter regimes where previous protocols had

failed. With this protocol, the resulting SC-GQME dy-
namics are more accurate than the direct SC approxima-
tion. Importantly, this metric is self-contained and only
requires access to the SC dynamics used to construct the
SC-GQME kernel.

I. SC METHOD AND ILLUSTRATIVE MODELS

While our conclusions in this work are independent
of the choice of SC theory and model, we illustrate our
arguments by employing the linearized semiclassical ini-
tial value representation (LSC) method31 as our choice
of SC theory to simulate the reduced (spin) density ma-
trix dynamics of the spin-boson model.111 Specifically,
we quantify the accuracy of SC theory and our modi-
fications to it by benchmarking against the population
dynamics, ⟨σz(t)⟩, obtained using the numerically exact,
path integral-based time-evolving matrix product opera-
tor (TEMPO) approach.112

We choose the spin-boson model because it is the
paradigmatic open quantum system that illustrates de-
coherence, dissipation, and thermalization, and can be
used to model electron, charge, and spin transfer in the
condensed phase.111,113 The model consists of a central
spin connected to a Gaussian thermal environment,

Ĥ = (ε+ V̂B)σ̂z +∆σ̂x +
1

2

∑
n

(
p̂2n + ω2

nx̂
2
n

)
, (1)

where {σ̂i} are Pauli matrices, ε is spin’s bias, ∆ is its
diabatic coupling, ωn, p̂n, and x̂n, are the frequency and
mass-weighted momenta and positions of the nth oscilla-
tor in the thermal bath, and V̂B =

∑
n cnx̂n is the bath

part of the system-bath coupling, with cn being the cou-
pling to the nth oscillator. The spectral density,

J(ω) =
π

2

∑
n

c2n
ωn

δ (ω − ωn) (2)

determines the coupling between the system and bath.
For simplicity, we employ an Ohmic spectral density
with an exponential cutoff J(ω) = ηωe−ω/ωc , where
η = πλ/ωc, is the Kondo parameter, and λ =
1
π

∫∞
0

dω J(ω)/ω is the reorganization energy quantifying
the strength of system-bath coupling and ωc is the cutoff
frequency that determines how quickly the thermal bath
dissipates energy.
Arguably the simplest method in the SC hierar-

chy, the LSC method31,77 is equivalent to truncated
Wigner approximation50,114,115 and analogous to mean-
field Ehrenfest theory.116,117 Because LSC contains the
least quantum treatment, it offers a hard test for our
analysis. LSC encodes quantum mechanics only in the
initial and final conditions for measurement and employs
classical dynamics to evolve all variables. In Wigner
phase space, LSC approximates a quantum correlation
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function thus:

CAB(t) = Tr{ρ̂BÂeiLtB̂}

≈ (2π)−f

∫
dΓ (ρ̂BÂ)WΓ eiL

W tBW
Γ

= (2π)−f

∫
dΓ (ρ̂BÂ)WΓ BW

Γ (t).

(3)

Here, f is the total number of degrees of freedom (elec-
tronic and nuclear), Γ = {X,P,x,p} constitutes the
phase space for the subsystem and bath, and LW is the
Wigner-transformed118,119 quantum Liouvillian, which is

equivalent to the classical Poisson bracket, with eiL
W t be-

coming the classical Hamiltonian propagator. To obtain
a continuous, Cartesian representation of the spin’s outer
product states, {|j⟩ ⟨k|} 7→ {X,P}, the LSC treatment
of such open quantum systems employ the Meyer-Miller-
Stock-Thoss mapping.120,121 We refer the reader to the
Supplementary Information (SI) Secs. (IA) and (IB) for
details on exact simulations and LSC simulations, which
we propagate using a split-operator algorithm.122

II. SELF-CONSISTENT GQMES

We start by delineating the anatomy of GQMEs and
SC-GQMEs, which necessitates introducing new nota-
tion. Here, we provide a table summarizing our notation
(see Table I).

C(t) Correlation function

K(t) Memory kernel[
C(t)

]
LSC

LSC approximated C(t)

∂n
t

[
C(t)

]
LSC

nth numerical time derivative of[
C(t)

]
LSC[

Ċ(nL/nR)(t)
]
LSC

LSC approximated nth left- or
right-handed derivative(s) of C(t)[

C(nL/nR)(t)
]
LSC

Integrated
[
Ċ(nL/nR)(t)

]
LSC[ ˙̄C(nL/nR)(t)

]
LSC

Statically shifted
[ ˙̄C(nL/nR)(t)

]
LSC[

C̄(nL/nR)(t)
]
LSC

Integrated
[ ˙̄C(nL/nR)(t)

]
LSC

K(x)(t) Auxiliary kernel, x ∈ {1, 3b, 3f}

K(nL)
LSC (t)

Memory kernel constructed from[
C̄nL(t)

]
LSC

and its time derivatives

TABLE I. Summary of notation.

GQMEs123–125 are low-dimensional equations of mo-
tion for a few “interesting” degrees of freedom, say elec-
tronic excitations in a molecular aggregate,126 transition
dipoles in a spectroscopy experiment,106,127 density fluc-
tuations in a liquid,128 or electric and thermal currents in
materials.129 One can derive a GQME using projection
operator techniques,130,131 and the choice of projection
operator, P = |A)(A|, determines which degrees of free-
dom one is interested in tracking, {Aj}. This procedure

yields a Volterra equation for C(t), the correlation func-
tion or nonequilibrium average of interest:

Ċ(t) = C(t)Ċ(0)−
∫ t

0

ds C(t− s)K(s), (4)

where C(t) = (A|eiLt|A), L is the Liouvillian for the
entire system, and K(t) is the memory kernel, which de-
scribes the influence of all degrees of freedom not included
in {Aj}. The definition of the inner product, (A|Ô|B)
depends on the definition of the projection operator and
should be chosen to ensure the idempotency of the pro-
jector, P2 = P, and its complement Q = 1−P. Here, we
illustrate our ideas using a definition of the inner prod-
uct that yields nonequilibrium averages in the electronic
subspace of an open quantum system linked to a bosonic

reservoir: (Aj |O|Ak) ≡ Tr[ρ̂BA
†
jOAk], with ρBA

†
k en-

coding the initial condition. In particular, we consider
the Argyres-Kelley projector,132 for which Aj ∈ {|j⟩ ⟨k|}
spans the coherences and populations of the discrete sub-
space, but note that the same conclusions arise when us-
ing the population projector,133 for which Aj ∈ {|j⟩ ⟨j|}
spans only the populations. Nevertheless, our conclu-
sions are general and apply both in and out of equilib-
rium and for other definitions of the inner product.
The projected propagator, eiQLt, in the memory ker-

nel, K(t) = (A| (LQ) eiQLt (QL) |A) has historically
made this quantity difficult to calculate. However, one
may invoke the Dyson identity to obtain a self-consistent
expansion of the memory kernel,97,134

K(t) = K(1)(t) +

∫ t

0

ds K(3b)(t− s)K(s), (5)

into two auxiliary kernels

K(1)(t) = (A| (LQ) eiLt (QL) |A), (6a)

K(3b)(t) = i(A| (LQ) eiLt|A), (6b)

that no longer use the projected propagator. This en-
ables one to use any dynamics solver to obtain K(1)(t)
and K(3b)(t). Evaluating K(1)(t) and K(3b)(t) using SC
dynamics is what constitutes the SC-GQME.
When employing exact quantum dynamics, one can al-

ternatively derive an equally valid self-consistent expan-
sion of the memory kernel,97

K(t) = K(1)(t) +

∫ t

0

ds K(t− s)K(3f)(s), (7)

where,

K(3f)(t) = i(A|eiLt (QL) |A). (8)

Equations (5) and (7) are equally valid when using nu-
merically exact quantum dynamics to evaluate the aux-
iliary kernels and yield the same memory kernel and
GQME dynamics. However, this equivalence does not
generally hold when using approximate dynamics.97 For
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FIG. 1. Accuracy improvement in the SC-GQME and its relation to left- and right-handed derivatives.
Nonequilibrium population dynamics in the spin–boson model subject to initial condition ρ(0) = ρB |1⟩ ⟨1| with parameters
ϵ = ∆, β = 5.0∆−1, ωc = 2.0∆, η = 0.2∆ with Ohmic spectral density. Panels compare exact (black) and LSC dynamics (gray)

with (A) K(3b)(t) as the generator of the SC-GQME, (B) K(3f)(t) as the generator of the SC-GQME. Panels (C) and (D) show

the dynamics obtained by integrating
[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

and
[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

, respectively.

example, noting that one can rewrite K(1)(t) as a time
derivative of K(3b)(t) and K(3f)(t), i.e.,

K(1)(t) = K̇(3b)(t)−K(3b)(t)Ċ(0), (9a)

K(1)(t) = K̇(3f)(t)− Ċ(0)K(3f)(t), (9b)

Ref. 97 showed that adopting K(3b)(t) as the generator of
the memory kernel yielded a backward SC-GQME with
improved dynamics but using K(3f)(t) as the generator
of the memory kernel resulted in a forward SC-GQME,
whose dynamics were as inaccurate as the original SC dy-
namics (see Fig. 1 (A) and (B)). We provide expressions
for all auxiliary kernels in SI Sec. IIC.

III. MECHANISM FOR ACCURACY IMPROVEMENT

The difference in accuracy improvement afforded by
K(3b)(t) and K(3f)(t) continues to be particularly sur-
prising since the only difference between these auxiliary
kernels is the direction in which one applies the Liou-
villian operator as the generator of the time derivative,
either on the initial condition in Eq. (6b) or the final
measurement in Eq. (8). Hence, there exists an asymme-
try when taking the analytical derivative on the initial
versus final conditions from a semiclassical perspective.

To highlight this asymmetry, we rewrite the auxiliary
kernels by explicitly noting whether they invoke right- or
left-handed derivatives of C(t)—ĊR(t) and ĊL(t), respec-

tively. To obtain such expressions, one substitutes the
definition of Q into the form of each auxiliary kernel,

K(1)(t) =− C̈LR(t) + Ċ(0)ĊR(t) + ĊL(t)Ċ(0)
− Ċ(0)C(t)Ċ(0) (10a)

K(3b)(t) =− ĊL(t) + Ċ(0)C(t) (10b)

K(3f)(t) =− ĊR(t) + C(t)Ċ(0) (10c)

where,

ĊL(t) = −i(LA|eiLt|A), (11a)

ĊR(t) = i(A|eiLt|LA), (11b)

C̈LR(t) = (LA|eiLt|LA). (11c)

Because performing a numerical time derivative of C(t)
is equivalent to taking a single right-handed derivative,98

it appears that the SC-GQME relies on this asymme-
try to obtain accuracy improvements. While true for
the first right-handed derivative, we show more broadly
where this ostensible equivalence holds in Eqs. (13)-(15).

A. Is self-consistency necessary?

Given that the only difference in constructing the back-
ward and forward SC-GQMEs is their use of left- versus
right-handed time derivatives, respectively, can one ob-
tain similar improvements by directly integrating ĊL(t)
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versus ĊR(t) to recover C(t)? Specifically, one could cal-
culate C(t) by integrating the time-derivative, bypassing
the self-consistent structure of the SC-GQME altogether,

C(L/R)(t) ≡ C(0)−
∫ t

0

ds Ċ(L/R)(s). (12)

To pursue this question, we return to the population dy-
namics in Fig. 1 (A) and (B). Panels (C) and (D) show
the results of numerically integrating the LSC approxi-
mations to ĊL(t) and ĊR(t) that we used to construct the
backward and forward SC-GQMEs, respectively. We pro-
vide expressions for these derivatives in SI Sec. IID. The
results show that integrating

[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

yields dynamics
that closely match the numerically exact dynamics and
the improved dynamics afforded by the backward SC-
GQME that uses K(3b)(t), while integrating

[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

reproduces the original and inaccurate LSC dynamics for
⟨σz(t)⟩ and the forward SC-GQME dynamics obtained
from K(3f)(t). We thus conclude that self-consistency
is not strictly necessary to improve the accuracy of SC
dynamics.

Figure 1 raises two intriguing questions. First, how
does integrating

[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

produce any accuracy im-

provement whereas
[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

does not? To answer Q1,
we must understand this asymmetry. The following ob-
servation also motivates a second question: while both
the backward SC-GQME and the numerical integration
of

[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

yield predictions with improved accuracy,
the two do not exactly agree with each other. So, why
do they differ? To apply the SC-GQME in a controlled
manner, we must resolve these questions.

B. Why does CR(t) not improve accuracy?

We start with the null result by explaining why[
ĊR
jk(t)

]
LSC

yields no improvement. This is because the

time-derivative of the LSC-approximated Cjk(t) equals
the LSC-approximated correlation function where the ro-
tation caused by the time derivative (i.e., the action of
the Liouvillian on Ak) is done quantum mechanically, be-
fore application of the LSC approximation. This latter
expression is the definition of the right-handed derivative,

∂t[Cjk(t)]LSC =

∫
dΓ (ρ̂BAj)

W
eiL

W t(iLW )Ak
W ,

=

∫
dΓ (ρ̂BAj)

W
eiL

W t (iLAk)
W

= [ĊR
jk(t)]LSC,

(13)

where ∂t denotes the numerical time derivative. Hence,
since

[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

= ∂t[Cjk(t)]LSC, its numerical integral
cannot produce any accuracy improvement.

We note, however, that right-handed and numerical
derivatives are not equivalent to all others—if they were,
then the LSC approximation would recover the full quan-
tum dynamics. In fact, there is a critical value n∗—which

depends on the model and the observable—beyond which
the (quantum mechanical) right-handed and numerical
(SC) derivatives acting on the measured variable cease
to agree,

((iL)nAk)
W ̸= ((iL)W )nAk

W , for n ≥ n∗. (14)

The explanation for this is simple: the two flavors of
derivative agree when the application of the Wigner
transform on the resulting Liouvillian-rotated operator
have no correction terms arising from the Moyal prod-
uct (see SI Sec. IIIA). In the case of the spin-boson (and
related energy and charge transfer models), this equiv-
alence holds for the first few derivatives of subsystem
operators, {|j⟩ ⟨k|} (see SI Sec. IIIA). Hence, one can
conclude,

∂t[Cjk(t)]LSC = [ĊR
jk(t)]LSC. (15)

This equivalence breaks down at different orders for dif-
ferent operators. For example, in the spin-boson model,
n∗ = 4 for σz, while n∗ = 3 for σx (see SI Sec. IIIB).
While one could expect discrepancies to arise in the evo-
lution of these operators at orders beyond n∗, the order
of accuracy of their correlation functions can be higher,
as closure against the initial condition can fortuitously
cancel some of the erroneous terms (see SI Sec. IIID).

We now turn to ĊL
jk(t). Here, the Liouvillian acts on

the initial condition, ρ̂BA
†
j , where we demonstrate that

the order of applying the Wigner transformation matters
even at the level of the first derivative (see SI Sec. IIIC),

(iLρ̂BAj)
W ̸= iLW (ρ̂BAj)

W
. (16)

This implies that,

∂t[Cjk(t)]LSC ̸= ĊL
jk(t). (17)

Hence, upon integrating ĊL
jk(t), one should not expect

to recover the original LSC approximation to Cjk(t).
This condition is compatible with earlier work delin-
eating conditions for when the SC-GQME can be ex-
pected to give the same level of accuracy as the origi-
nal SC dynamics.98 Yet, while this analysis shows why[
CR(t)

]
LSC

=
[
C(t)

]
LSC

and
[
CL(t)

]
LSC

̸=
[
C(t)

]
LSC

, it

does not explain how employing ĊL(t) leads to improved
dynamics.

C. Why and how does CL(t) improve accuracy?

We answer this question by turning to short-time anal-
ysis based on Taylor expansions. We distinguish between
two types of Taylor expansions, one on a Heisenberg-
evolved operator:

Ak(t) =

∞∑
n=0

in
LnAk

n!
tn, (18)
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χn

Expansion Coefficient Number, n

Exact [CL(t)]LSC[CR(t)]LSCC(t)LSC

χn

χn ≡ Tr{ ̂ρB
̂A†
j (iℒ)n ̂Ak}

[C(t)]LSC

[CL(t)]LSC

[CR(t)]LSC

χ0 χ1 χ2 χ3 χ4

C(t) = χ0 + χ1t + 1
2! χ2t2 + 1

3! χ3t3 + . . .

∂t[C(t)]LSC ∂2
t [C(t)]LSC ∂3

t [C(t)]LSC ∂4
t [C(t)]LSC

[ ·CR(t)]LSC ∂t[ ·CR(t)]LSC ∂2
t [ ·CR(t)]LSC ∂3

t [ ·CR(t)]LSC

[C(t)]LSC

[C(t)]LSC

[C(t)]LSC [ ·CL(t)]LSC ∂t[ ·CL(t)]LSC ∂2
t [ ·CL(t)]LSC ∂3

t [ ·CL(t)]LSC

FIG. 2. Schematic of how left-handed derivatives can delay the onset of inaccuracy of semiclassical dynamics.
Left: Taylor expansion of a representative correlation function, C(t), where χn represents the nth static coefficient. Green
checks indicate agreement with the exact static coefficient while an orange (red) diamond suggests minor (major) disagreement
with the exact static coefficient. Right: graphical representation of the static coefficients of the same representative correlation
function, C(t). Top right: the static moments of

[
CR(t)

]
are identical to C(t) and have minor disagreement from exact dynamics

at 4th order (yellow region). Larger disagreements arise at higher orders (red region). Bottom right: the static moments of[
CL(t)

]
match the exact quantum dynamics through 4th order, but minor disagreements arise at 5th order.

and one on the correlation function itself:

Cjk(t) =
∞∑

n=0

in
C(n)
jk (0)

n!
tn, (19)

where C(n)
jk (0) ≡ dn

dtn Cjk(t)
∣∣
t=0

. The critical concept
here is how the accuracy of these short-time expansions
changes when one applies the SC approximation directly
to C(t) versus to versions of the correlation functions
where one applies left-handed derivatives.

We consider the Taylor expansion of the SC-
approximated Ak(t) and C(t). The LSC approximation
to an operator’s evolution takes the form:

[Ak(t)]LSC = eiL
W tAW

k =

∞∑
n=0

in
(LW )nAW

k

n!
tn. (20)

In contrast, to recover the exact quantum dynamics of
this operator in phase space, one would instead need to
apply the Wigner transform to both sides of Eq. (18),
meaning that one instead requires (LnAk)

W . While we
may expect (LnAk)

W = (LW )nAW
k for low n, this equal-

ity breaks down at a threshold order that depends on the
form of Ak.

135 For example, in the case of Ak = σz, we
have already shown the order at which these start to dif-
fer is n = 4 (see Eq. (14) and SI Sec. IIIB). Naively, this
suggests that the LSC approximation to the quantum
dynamics of ⟨σz(t)⟩ is only accurate to O(t4) in a Taylor
series in time. However, a serendipitous error cancella-
tion via closure against the initial condition leads some
erroneous terms to average out to zero. In the case of
population dynamics subject to an initial excitation on

site 1, the deviation between the exact and LSC dynam-
ics only starts at n = 6 order (see SI Sec. IIID).
We now posit that modifying the sequence of exact left-

handed versus right-handed derivatives consistent with
the LSC approximation in Eq. (19) allows one to ob-
tain different predictions for C(t) while still using SC dy-
namics. Specifically, we hypothesize that incorporating
a left-handed derivative into C(t), before applying the
LSC approximation, can delay the onset of inaccuracy in
the LSC dynamics. Indeed, the Taylor expansion for the
left-handed version of Eq. (12) takes the form:

CL(t) = C(0) +
∞∑

n=1

in
C(1|n−1)(0)

n!
tn, (21)

where C(1|n−1)
jk (0) = ∂

(n−1)
t ĊL(t)

∣∣
t=0

denotes the quan-
tity obtained by taking an exact quantum mechanical
derivative on the initial condition followed by Wigner
transformation and all other derivatives as the outcome
of the repeated application of LW on the final measure-
ment. This modification of derivatives does not change
the order at which the operator’s LSC evolution differs
from the exact quantum result (see Eq. (14)). However,
it alters the initial condition against which the opera-
tor is closed, leading one to conclude that the order of
accuracy for the resulting [CL(t)]LSC can be changed rel-
ative to [C(t)]LSC (see schematic in Fig. 2). In the case of
population dynamics subject to an initial excitation on
site 1, this new closure yields greater error cancellation
and the deviation between exact and LSC dynamics de-
scribed by Eq. (21) starts beyond n = 6 (see SI Sec. IIID).
Hence, our hypothesis is correct: by taking an exact left-



7

handed derivative before Wigner transformation, we have
delayed the onset of error from the LSC approximation
in the short-time expansion of the correlation function of
interest.

D. When does CL(t) struggle?

Just as the SC-GQME stops improving SC dynam-
ics in challenging parameter regimes,102 one might ex-
pect there to be cases where CL(t) is not sufficient to
improve the accuracy of LSC dynamics. These param-
eter regimes include instances of large bias, which can
be expected to exacerbate the difficulties SC methods
face in capturing detailed balance, and strong system-
bath coupling regimes where the mean-field approxima-
tion in LSC is known to fail. For example, in Fig. 3
panels (A), (B), and (C) we show that [ĊL(t)]LSC ceases
to provide an advantage over [C(t)]LSC as a function of
increasing system-bath coupling, η. Most worrying, how-
ever, is the unphysical dynamics of

[
CL(t)

]
LSC

, exhibiting
negative populations in the case with the highest cou-
pling, η = 1, in panel (C). In such parameter regimes
where the one left-handed derivative proves not only in-
sufficient but instead catastrophic, one might wonder if
taking additional left-handed derivatives can help. This
expectation aligns with our hypothesis that adopting ex-
act left-handed derivatives delays the onset of inaccuracy
for the correlation function. Yet, as we show below, one
must strike a balance between the delayed onset of inac-
curacy in time and the complexity of the initial condition
to be sampled, as generated by the repeated action of the
exact Liouvillian.

We illustrate this complexity of the initial condition
by considering a correlation function starting from the
initial condition ρ̂B |1⟩ ⟨1|,

[C1B(t)]LSC =

∫
dΓ ρWB [|1⟩ ⟨1|]WBW

Γ (t). (22)

Upon taking the first left-handed derivative, we obtain,

[ĊL
1B(t)]LSC =

∫
dΓ (LρWB |1⟩ ⟨1|)WBW

Γ (t)

= i

∫
dΓ ρWB ([σW

y + ξW [|1⟩ ⟨1|]W )BW
Γ (t),

(23)

where ξW =
∑

n

−cn tanh( βωn
2 )pn

ωn
. The complexity of

Eq. (23) is greater than that of Eq. (22) as one must
evaluate correlation functions where the initial condition
contains contributions from both coherences (σW

y ) and

populations (|1⟩ ⟨1|)W dressed by bath operators (ξW ).
Leveraging the intuition that Monte Carlo integration
of increasingly complex operators becomes more difficult
and computationally demanding, one might imagine that
converging these correlation functions subject to these
more complex initial conditions takes significantly more
sampling than one would require for Eq. 22. In turn, one
can expect that incomplete cancellation of error from fi-
nite sampling at the level of Eq. 23 gets amplified in
the integrative construction of CL(t) in Eq. (12). Indeed,
∼ 105 trajectories suffice to converge Eq. (22), while con-
verging Eq. (23) ∼ 106 trajectories to achieve similar
accuracy when using Eq. (12).
This complexity only rises further when we pursue the

second left-handed derivative,

[C̈2L
1B(t)]LSC =

∫
dΓ (L2ρWB |1⟩ ⟨1|)WBW

Γ (t)

=

∫
dΓ ρWB

[
2∆2σW

z + 2∆(ε+ V W
B )σW

x + 2iξWσW
y + 2(φW − ζW )(|1⟩ ⟨1|)W

]
BW

Γ (t).

(24)

Here C̈2L(t) = −(L2A|eiLt|A), V W
B =

∑
n cnxn,

φW =
∑

n cnωn tanh(βωn/2)xn, and ζW = 2(ξW )2 −∑
n c

2
n
tanh(βωn/2)

ωn
. Equation (24) poses a monumental

challenge to converge, requiring ∼ 107 − 108 trajectories.
Recovering C(t) from its second time derivative simply
requires double integration,

C2L(t) = C(0) +
∫ t

0

ds1

∫ s1

0

ds2 C̈2L(s2). (25)

Starting with an easy parameter regime, Fig. 3 (A)
and (D) show that

[
CL(t)

]
LSC

in Eq. (12) yields a

more accurate result at long times than
[
C2L(t)

]
LSC

in

Eq. (25)—despite our expectation that the second left-
handed derivative should provide greater accuracy. This

small but significant disagreement illustrates the diffi-
culty of striking a balance between increased accuracy
at short times and the much higher computational cost
of converging the second left-handed derivative.

Despite the greater complexity of the second left-
handed derivative, one might envision parameter regimes
where the first derivative struggles but the second deriva-
tive can delay the onset of inaccuracy. Figure 3 (E)
and (F) focus on stronger system-bath coupling, which is
challenging to SC theories. Consistent with the mech-
anism of short-time accuracy that we have outlined,
[CL(t)]LSC in (C) offers a short-time improvement over
[C(t)]LSC, but deviates from the exact result, even turning
unphysical at long times. As hypothesized,

[
C2L(t)

]
LSC

can offer greater short-time accuracy than
[
CL(t)

]
LSC
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FIG. 3. Extent to which left-handed derivatives can improve the accuracy of semiclassical dynamics. Comparison
of exact (black) and LSC (gray) population dynamics to integrating

[
CL(t)

]
LSC

and
[
C2L(t)

]
. All panels correspond to the

spin–boson model with ϵ = ∆, β = 5.0∆−1, ωc = ∆, an Ohmic spectral density, and varying system–bath coupling, η, subject
to initial condition ρ(0) = ρB |1⟩ ⟨1|. Red shaded regions denote unphysical negative populations.

in (F), but ultimately falls prey to long-time instabil-
ity in both (E) and (F). These results suggest that
although first and second left-handed derivatives pro-
gressively improve short-time accuracy—with diminish-
ing gains—both approaches ultimately exhibit long-time
instability in challenging parameter regimes.

E. Summary

Our above analysis establishes a framework that elu-
cidates how to improve the accuracy of SC dynamics
via left-handed derivatives. We show that exact (left-
handed) derivatives acting on the initial condition before
transforming into SC phase space delay the onset of inac-
curacy in short-time SC dynamics, providing a concrete
answer to Q1, even if long-time inaccuracy can become
worse. While one can, in principle, employ any num-
ber of analytical derivatives on the initial condition to
further delay inaccuracies, this approach is analytically

demanding, generally inaccessible unless one has access
to an explicit Liouvillian, and poses a significant com-
putational challenge. However, SC-GQMEs may provide
an advantage over direct integration of these left-handed
derivatives. This is because a GQME’s memory kernel
may decay on fast timescales—perhaps faster than the
onset of the instability in the left-handed derivatives. In
such cases, the SC-GQME can benefit from the enhanced
short-time accuracy afforded by the left-handed deriva-
tives while offering a path to construct well-behaved and
improved dynamics over all time. Hence, we turn back
to the SC-GQME to uncover how it operates and de-
termine whether it works at all differently from simply
integrating left-handed derivatives.
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IV. APPARENT DIFFERENCES, CONSERVATION
LAWS, & SAMPLING ERRORS

While it appears that the SC-GQME improves the ac-
curacy of LSC dynamics by leveraging the left-handed
derivative ĊL(t) in K(1)(t) and K(3b)(t) (see Eq. (6a)
and (6b)), Fig. 1 (A) and (C) demonstrate that pre-
dictions from the SC-GQME do not exactly match pre-
dictions from [CL(t)]LSC , especially at long times, de-
spite both yielding improved accuracy. This discrepancy
motivates Q2 and implies that the SC-GQME, perhaps
through its self-consistent construction of the memory
kernel, is doing something different than simply integrat-
ing

[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

. Motivated by this insight, we ask how

the SC-GQME and
[
CL(t)

]
LSC

differ for alternative met-
rics, including conservation laws.

To address Q2, we consider the extent to which[
CL(t)

]
LSC

and the SC-GQME conserve probability, h,
in the electronic subsystem. To illustrate this point, we
describe the time-dependence of h using matrix elements
of ĊL(t). Specifically, we consider the matrix elements

of ĊL(t) that correspond to initializing an excitation in
state |1⟩ ⟨1| and measuring the excitation in site |1⟩ ⟨1|
and |2⟩ ⟨2|,

dhL

dt
= ĊL

11(t) + ĊL
12(t), (26)

In the spin-boson model, exact quantum dynamics triv-
ially satisfy this conservation law,

dhL

dt
= iTr {ρ̂Bσ̂y}+ iTr{[V̂B , ρ̂B ]} = 0. (27)

However, under the LSC approximation, finite sampling
of the initial conditions can cause this condition to no
longer be strictly satisfied,

dhL
LSC

dt
= i

∫
dΓ ρWB σW

y + i

∫
dΓ ξW ρWB ≈ 0. (28)

As the right-hand side of Eq. (28) is calculated from
sampling of initial conditions and is independent of the
generator of dynamics, it remains a constant through
time. Therefore, one would expect the total popula-
tion to change linearly when integrating

[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

. As

such, when one samples
[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

and integrates it us-

ing Eq. (12), one should not expect to conserve the total
electronic population to high precision, i.e., it should not
obey the probability conservation law.

This static error biases the entire LSC correlation func-
tion and is magnified upon numerical integration. If this
insight is correct, by removing the zero-time bias uni-
formly across time and instead replacing the zero-time
value by either the analytical answer or a highly con-
verged static calculation,

˙̄CL(t) = ĊL(t)− ĊL(0) + Ċref(0), (29a)

¨̄C2L(t) = C̈2L(t)− C̈2L(0) + C̈ref(0), (29b)

one should conserve population upon numerical integra-
tion of the left-handed derivatives. Figure 4 demon-
strates this to be true.

6

4

2

0
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C
(t

)

×10 5

(A)
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Time ( 1)

0

1

h(
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h2L LS
C
(t

)

×10 1

(B)

[ L(t)]LSC

[ L(t)]LSC

[ 2L(t)]LSC

[ 2L(t)]LSC

FIG. 4. A simple shift allows left-handed derivatives
to conserve population. Conservation of total population,
h, in (A)

[
CL(t)

]
LSC

versus
[
C̄L(t)

]
LSC

and (B)
[
C2L(t)

]
LSC

versus
[
C̄2L(t)

]
LSC

for a spin-boson model with parameters

ϵ = ∆, β = 5.0∆−1, ωc = 2.0∆, η = 0.2∆ subject to initial
condition ρ(0) = ρB |1⟩ ⟨1|.

Interestingly, the current formulation of the SC-GQME
preserves the total population, h, for the Argyres-Kelley
and population-based projectors in spin-boson model-like
problems. However, this is a fortuitous accident arising
from the structure of Ċ(0) and its action in the auxiliary
kernels for these projectors, respectively (see SI Sec. IV).
As previous studies98 have proven, if one constructs a
memory using a correlation function and its (commensu-
rably accurate) time derivatives, one must predict the
same correlation function from the SC-GQME. Thus,
if one builds the memory kernel using only the cor-
rected

[
C̄L(t)

]
LSC

, which preserves population, and its
time derivatives, the SC-GQME must return the same
population-conserving dynamics observed in

[
C̄L(t)

]
LSC

.

Figure 5 verifies this fact, with
[
C̄L(t)

]
LSC

matching the
dynamics of the SC-GQME whose memory kernel we
built using

[
C̄L(t)

]
LSC

and its time derivatives within

0.01% error. Figure 5 also reveals that the traditional SC-
GQME (labeled ‘SC-GQME’), which uses mixed (0th and
1st) left-handed derivatives to construct the auxiliary ker-
nels, mixes two levels of accuracy and thus yields similar
(albeit not the same) dynamics as the SC-GQME built
consistently from the left-handed derivative

[
C̄L(t)

]
LSC

and its time-derivatives.
In summary, we demonstrate that dynamics predicted

from integrating
[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

and the SC-GQME differ
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FIG. 5. Resolving apparent discrepancies between the
SC-GQME and the left-handed derivative. Nonequi-
librium population dynamics for the spin-boson model with
ϵ = ∆, β = 5.0∆−1, ωc = ∆, an Ohmic spectral density, and
subject to initial condition ρ(0) = ρB |1⟩ ⟨1|. (A) η = 0.4∆.
(B) η = ∆. Red shaded regions denote nonphysical nega-
tive populations. Note that the dynamics obtained from the
single-accuracy SC-GQME built on the shifted left-handed
derivative,

[
C̄L(t)

]
LSC

-SC-GQME (dashed cyan line), and the

direct integration of
[
C̄L(t)

]
LSC

(dashed red line) agree, in
contrast to the more strongly oscillatory dynamics predicted
with the traditional SC-GQME (dashed dark blue line), which
is built on mixed-accuracy inputs to the auxiliary kernels. Use
of single-accuracy constructions validates the use of equiva-
lence proofs97,98 for GQME dynamics.

due to the preservation of conservation laws. We find
that the source of this error was a time-independent sam-
pling bias that numerical integration amplifies when ob-
taining

[
CL(t)

]
LSC

from
[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

or
[
C2L(t)

]
LSC

from[
C̈2L(t)

]
LSC

. We show that we could fix this problem

easily by shifting
[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

and
[
C̈2L(t)

]
LSC

by the ap-

propriate reference constants, as given by Eqs. (29). Use

of these corrected left-handed derivatives,
[ ˙̄CL(t)

]
LSC

and[ ¨̄C2L(t)
]
LSC

, leads to internally consistent integrated and
SC-GQME dynamics that conserve population. Finally,
our work reveals that employing the same level of left-
handed derivatives in the construction of the auxiliary
kernels—in contrast to the mixed-accuracy objects rely-
ing on different numbers of left-handed derivatives em-
ployed in previous versions of the SC-GQME—ensures
the internal consistency of the SC-GQME dynamics. To-
gether, these observations allow one to answer Q2 and
clarify the role of self-consistency in SC-GQME. The self-
consistent structure of the SC-GQME preserves conser-
vation laws when constructed with mixed-accuracy or

biased auxiliary kernels. However, the self-consistency
neither improves nor impairs the SC-GQME relative to
integrating a shifted left-handed derivative (which obeys
conservation of population), provided that the auxiliary
kernels are constructed from the same number of corre-
spondingly shifted left-handed derivatives.

V. WHEN IS THE SC-GQME ADVANTAGEOUS?

Until now, we have seen that the SC-GQME appears
to offer the same level of accuracy as C̄L(t). However,
we have not yet exploited one of the central benefits
of the GQME: when appropriately designed, a GQME’s
K(t) decays faster (at τK) than C(t) (at τC). In such
cases, one only needs to simulate C(t) for short times
to construct K(t), which then enables one to generate
GQME dynamics over arbitrary times at comparatively
trivial computational cost. When τK ≪ τC , the reduc-
tion in the computational cost can reach multiple or-
ders of magnitude.136–138 Beyond this efficiency boost,
a short-lived memory kernel can have a second benefit in
SC-GQMEs: that

[
C̄L

]
LSC

and
[
C̄2L

]
LSC

may be able to
offer improved accuracy over t ∼ τK before their accuracy
degrades for t > τK, allowing one to avoid the long-time
instabilities evident in Fig 3 (E) and (F). Under these
conditions, the SC-GQME may offer improved accuracy,
even for parameter regimes where the single and dou-

ble integration of
[ ˙̄CL(t)

]
LSC

and
[ ¨̄C2L(t)

]
LSC

would be
expected to fail. We demonstrate this below.

A. Difficulties of choosing τM

In well-behaved dissipative problems, the memory ker-
nel decays to 0, allowing one to set an upper bound on
the convolution integral in Eq. (4) equal to the mem-
ory lifetime, τM , for t ≥ τM . This protocol accurately
recovers the correlation function C(t). Early implemen-
tations of the GQME that employed exact solvers for
impurity models routinely showed that their GQME dy-
namics converged with increasing cutoff time, τM .139–141

This type of analysis also allowed researchers to iden-
tify τM in SC-GQMEs.95,96 However, subsequent work
showed that memory kernels exhibit high-frequency os-
cillations when the spectral density of the system spans
a wide energetic breadth, making it difficult to identify
its decay timescale.97 Further, the limited accuracy of
SC methods can result in memory kernels that do not
decay fully.97,99 To resolve this ambiguity, Ref. 97 pro-
posed the idea of a “plateau of stability”, corresponding
to the range of time during which truncating the mem-
ory kernel ceases to influence the SC-GQME dynamics.
In practice, one determines τM as any point within this
plateau of stability. Unfortunately, these same studies
demonstrated that the size of this plateau of stability de-
pends on the parameter regime.92,97 Even worse, in some
parameter regimes, this plateau of stability may not even
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FIG. 6. Vanishing “plateaus of stability” complicate the choice of the memory kernel truncation time, τK.
Memory kernel elements (left) and nonequilibrium population dynamics (right) for the spin-boson model with ϵ = ∆, β =
5.0∆−1, ωc = ∆, as a function of increasing system-bath coupling, η, with an Ohmic spectral density, and subject to initial
condition ρ(0) = ρB |1⟩ ⟨1|. Green shaded regions indicate the plateau of stability in (A) and (C), and vertical dotted lines
correspond to proposed memory kernel cutoffs, τK. Memory cutoffs chosen within this region yield accurate population dynamics
shown in (B) and (D). For strong system–bath coupling, the plateau of stability vanishes. Truncation at different times (blue
dashed lines in (E)) generate population dynamics (F) with differing long-time limits. Red shaded regions denote unphysical,
negative populations.

exist.92,97,99,102 Thus, in challenging parameter regimes,
choosing τM via a disappearing plateau of stability be-
comes ambiguous at best and impossible at worst.

Figure 6 illustrates how the plateau of stability be-
comes narrower and even disappears as the parameter
regime becomes more challenging to LSC—in this case,
as η increases. Despite this difficulty, the smoothness
of the SC kernels in Fig. 6 (E) enables us to serendip-
itously choose a good τM value (i.e., one that leads to
SC-GQME dynamics that closely match the exact bench-
mark) by picking the second dip of the memory ker-
nel. But, why not pick any point after this? Doing
so yields suboptimal—even unphysical—dynamics. The
situation worsens when the physical problem involves
broader spectral densities, e.g., of a Debye form. In
such cases, the resulting SC memory kernels display high-
frequency noise97 that, while globally innocuous, makes
it difficult to visually identify when the memory ker-
nel has decayed, revealing the need for an automated
method, such as that of plateau of stability identifica-
tion. Yet, this plateau disappears as the coupling grows,
making it clear that a more general method is required.

B. Triangulating accuracy limits

Figure 6 reveals a major challenge for the SC-GQME:
when the plateau of stability disappears, how does one
choose a favorable τM without prior knowledge of the ex-
act dynamics? To answer this question and address Q3,
we leverage our understanding of the short-time dynam-
ics to identify the ideal cutoff time for the memory ker-
nel. We know, for example, how to ensure that the SC-
GQME retains the same accuracy as the dynamics from
which we build its memory kernel. That is, if one uses
[C(t)]LSC and its numerical time derivatives, ∂t[C(t)]LSC
and ∂2

t [C(t)]LSC, to construct K(t) ≡ K(0L)
LSC (t), the result-

ing SC-GQME dynamics are identical to [C(t)]LSC.97,98
Our analysis above also reveals that if one uses dynam-
ics obtained from the single-accuracy first left-handed

derivative, [C̄L(t)]LSC and [ ˙̄CL(t)]LSC, and its numeri-

cal time derivative, ∂t[
˙̄CL(t)]LSC, to construct K(t) ≡

K(1L)
LSC (t), the resulting SC-GQME dynamics are identi-

cal to [C̄L(t)]LSC. Hence, if one were to use
[
C̄2L(t)

]
LSC

,
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and nonequilibrium population dynamics (E-F) for the spin-boson model with ϵ = ∆, β = 5.0∆−1, ωc = ∆, as a function
of increasing system-bath coupling, η, with an Ohmic spectral density, and subject to initial condition ρ(0) = ρB |1⟩ ⟨1|. We

choose τM as the time when the RMSE of K(1L)
LSC (solid red line) and K(2L)

LSC (dashed purple line) start to deviate with a threshold
of 5.0 × 10−3 (dashed blue line). Memory truncation times: τM = 0.82 in (C) and τM = 0.71 (D). (Insets): Enlarged view of
the memory kernels (A-B) and RMSE (C-D) around τM . (E-F) Note that the resulting population dynamics from KLSC

1L with
memory truncation (dashed blue) are always better than the direct LSC approximation (gray) while avoiding the unphysical
behavior evident at long times when using the SC-GQME without (dashed red) memory truncation. The shaded blue region
highlights the time up to τM . Red shaded regions denote nonphysical negative populations.

[ ˙̄C2L(t)
]
LSC

, and
[ ¨̄C2L(t)

]
LSC

to construct K ≡ K(2L)
LSC (t),

one should recover dynamics consistent with
[
C̄2L(t)

]
LSC

.
Since increasing the number of left-handed derivatives
progressively extends the short-time accuracy of the LSC
dynamics, we propose that the memory kernels obtained
from each of these protocols should offer short-time ac-
curacy for increasingly longer times before long-time in-
accuracy, or even instability, becomes dominant.

To test this hypothesis, we construct

{K(0L)
LSC (t),K

(1L)
LSC (t),K

(2L)
LSC (t)}—memory kernels with

0, 1, and 2 left-handed derivatives. Given the pro-
gressively longer short-time accuracy of these memory
kernels, we expect all three kernels to agree over a short

time. When the the inaccuracy in K(0L)
LSC (t), which is

the memory kernel built form correlation functions that

remain accurate to the lowest order, sets in at time

τ0,1, we expect K(0L)
LSC (t) to start deviating from K(1L)

LSC (t)

and K(2L)
LSC (t). Then, at τ1,2 we expect K(1L)

LSC (t) to start

differing from K(2L)
LSC (t), which continues to be accurate

for some time after this point. Figures 7 (A) and (B)
confirm the validity of this expectation. However, in the
absence of exact dynamics, one cannot determine how

long after τ1,2 this short-time accuracy in K(2L)
LSC (t) lasts.

Conservatively, one might truncate K(1L)
LSC (t) or K(2L)

LSC (t)
at τ1,2. In addition, anticipating our results, one might
also worry about the higher nL left-handed derivatives
leading to unphysical long-time limits—a point to which
we return later. This protocol, however, leads to some
ambiguity: which memory kernel element should one
choose to test this? One might also imagine that it
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FIG. 8. Our RMSE protocol affords even greater accuracy when combined with mixed-accuracy kernels. Here,
we report analogous results to Fig. 7 with the main difference being that we compare single-accuracy and mixed-accuracy

constructions of the memory kernels. That is, we construct K(1L)
LSC (t) from single-accuracy auxiliary kernels and K(t) from

the SC-GQME using mixed-accuracy auxiliary kernels defined in Eq. (10). Memory truncation times: τM = 2.26 in (C) and
τM = 1.53 (D). Particularly noteworthy in (E-F) is the closer agreement to the numerically exact population dynamics (black

line) of K(1L)
LSC (t) coupled with our proposed RMSE-based memory truncation protocol.

might be difficult to implement this protocol when the
memory kernels are noisy or have high-frequency noise,
as observed in systems with broad spectral densities.

C. A new protocol to choose τM

To avoid these ambiguities, we propose to use a noise-
robust root mean squared error (RMSE) metric. RMSE
metrics integrate the error over time added over all en-
tries of the correlation function between reference dy-

namics, Cref
jk (t), and GQME dynamics, CGQME

jk (t; τM ), ob-
tained subject to a proposed choice of cutoff time, τM ,

RMSE(τM ) =

√√√√ 1

T

∫ T

0

dt
∑
jk

|Cref
jk (t)− CGQME

jk (t; τM )|2.

(30)
These metrics have recently been used to choose
non-Markovian generator lifetimes for conformational

dynamics in biophysics,142,143 charge transport in
solids,129,136,137 and even linear and nonlinear spectro-
scopic responses.127,144 For SC-GQMEs, the natural ref-
erence would be either the numerically exact result or the
choice of SC theory in the problem. However, access to
numerically exact solutions would defeat the purpose of
resorting to SC dynamics, and choosing the SC dynam-
ics as a reference can introduce ambiguities. For exam-
ple, choosing τM when the RMSE built with respect to
the bare SC dynamics becomes minimal would bias the
GQME to recover the original SC approximation, which
is what we want to improve in the first place. Alterna-
tively, while SC dynamics built on left-handed derivatives
offer greater accuracy at short times, choosing these as
the reference could bias the GQME to recreate unphysical
instabilities at long times when the parameter regime is
challenging to SC theory. We propose a middle ground.
Since the bare SC dynamics remains physical through-
out, we use it as the reference for the RMSE from which
we choose when to cut off the memory kernel obtained
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from SC dynamics built on left-handed derivatives, i.e.,
Cref(t) ≡ [C(t)]LSC.

We expect the RMSE for the bare SC dynamics

K(0L)
LSC (t) to decrease monotonically with increasing τM

(gray curves in Figs. 7 (C) and (D)). In contrast, we ex-

pect the RMSE for K(1L)
LSC (t) and K(2L)

LSC (t) to decrease for a

short time before deviating from the RMSE for K(0L)
LSC (t).

Like for the memory kernels, these deviations should oc-
cur at τ0,1 and τ1,2. Figures 7 (C) and (D) show that the

RMSE lines for K(1L)
LSC (t) and K(2L)

LSC (t) exhibit a minimum
in the RMSE before starting to increase again. Choosing
this value of τM produces GQME dynamics that closely
track [C(t)]LSC (see SI Fig. S2 in SI Sec. V). One may also
be tempted to choose the next intersection point between

the RMSE curves for K(0L)
LSC (t) and K(1L)

LSC (t) and K(2L)
LSC (t).

While this choice yields improved dynamics relative to
[C(t)]LSC, it is still suboptimal. We then expect to ob-

serve the RMSE curves for K(1L)
LSC (t) and K(2L)

LSC (t) to start
deviating from each other when the short-time accuracy

of K(1L)
LSC (t) wanes, at τ1,2 (dashed blue line in Figs. 7 (C)

and (D), which agree with the dashed blue lines in (A)
and (B)). This intersection offers an unambiguous proto-

col for identifying the point in time when K(1L)
LSC (t) and

K(2L)
LSC (t) should offer improved GQME dynamics relative

to K(0L)
LSC (t) while remaining physical. Indeed, Figs. 7

(E) and (F) confirm this expectation, with the memory-

truncated K(1L)
LSC dynamics (dashed blue line) exhibiting

greater accuracy than the bare LSC dynamics (gray line)

while avoiding the unphysical behavior of the K(1L)
LSC dy-

namics subject to no cutoff (dashed red lines).

Yet, we argue that the performance of our truncated
GQME dynamics can be better. Effective triangulation
of the optimal τM requires kernels that maintain short-
time accuracy and long-time stability. Although the sec-
ond left-handed derivative can provide additional short-
time accuracy, its propensity for long-time instability (see
Figs. 7 (A) and (B)) makes it a double-edged sword. To
extend the stability of the RMSE curves—potentially al-
lowing the curves to overlap for longer times—we propose
using kernels that have at most one left-handed deriva-

tive, such as K(1L)
LSC . One must then introduce a second

construction for comparison to triangulate τM . While

one might be tempted to use K(0L)
LSC , it has less short-

time accuracy relative to K(1L)
LSC and the RMSE curves

from each construction deviate at very short times (see
Fig. 7 (C) and (D)). Instead, we turn to mixed-accuracy
constructions. Specifically, we invoke the traditional SC-
GQME memory kernel construction, whose auxiliary ker-
nels are given by Eq. (10). The only difference between

K(1L)
LSC and the traditional SC-GQME kernel lies in the

construction of the K(1) auxiliary kernel. That is, for
the former, one constructs K(1) using only the first left-
handed derivative, whereas for the latter, one uses both
the original SC approximation,

[
C(t)

]
LSC

, and the first

left-handed derivative,
[
CL(t)

]
LSC

.

This mixing generally endows the SC-GQME memory
kernel with long-time stability as well as different levels

of short-time accuracy compared to K(1L)
LSC (t). Thus, we

propose to triangulate τM using a single-accuracy kernel,

K(1L)
LSC (t) and a mixed-accuracy kernel, K(t), from the SC-

GQME. Thus, we expect both kernels to maintain long-
time stability, but with different degrees of short-time
accuracy, which we confirm in Fig. 8 (A) and (B).

Consistent with our proposal, the truncated dynamics

from K(1L)
LSC (t) (dashed light-blue lines) in Figs. 8 (E) and

(F) exhibit greater accuracy than those in Figs. 7 (E) and
(F), including a better estimate of the long-time limit.
Thus this protocol performs well in difficult parameter
regimes, such as those characterized by high system-bath
coupling, high energy bias, or broad spectral densities
(e.g., Debye), which we examine in Fig. S3 and S4 in SI
Sec. V. Thus, this RMSE-based protocol leveraging the

single-accuracy K(1L)
LSC (t) and mixed-accuracy SC-GQME

kernel gives both an unambiguous path to identifying the
kernel cutoff time, τM , and significantly improves the ac-
curacy of SC dynamics across parameter regimes and sys-
tems, even those that had proved previously inaccessible
for improvement through the SC-GQME.

D. Summary

The SC-GQME does provide a tangible benefit over
integrating left-handed time derivatives, and our analy-
sis reveals when it is most advantageous. Specifically,
when the memory kernel decays faster or even on sim-
ilar timescales with the onset of inaccuracy—or even
instability—in the left-handed derivatives, one can ben-
efit from the latter’s enhanced short-time accuracy and
generate accurate GQME dynamics for arbitrarily long
times, even in parameter regimes where previous studies
had encountered difficulties. We achieved this by refram-
ing how to choose the memory cutoff, τM : instead of seek-
ing a plateau of stability, which can become ambiguous in
difficult parameter regimes, we shift to an RMSE-based
analysis referenced to accessible SC dynamics to obtain a
practical protocol for identifying a τM . This protocol ad-
dresses Q3: it is physically meaningful and yields predic-
tions that are more accurate than the bare LSC dynam-
ics in parameter regimes where the traditional plateau
does not exist. This approach further demonstrates that
higher-order left-handed derivatives enhance short-time
accuracy at the expense of long-time stability. This bal-
ance of short-time accuracy and long-time stability moti-
vates the comparison of single- and mixed-accuracy ker-
nel constructions that balance the competing effects, ef-
fectively extending the window of reliable short-time dy-
namics. These ideas demonstrate that the SC-GQME
is more than the sum of its constituent SC approxima-
tions: when paired with a principled cutoff strategy, it
offers a robust framework for leveraging the short-time
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Left-handed time derivatives

 Delay onset of inaccuracies from the 
SC approximation in time


SC-GQME With No Derivatives 
on Initial Condition

• No Improvement in accuracy


• Stable at long times

How to improve accuracy and/or efficiency of 
semiclassical (SC) dynamics

Finite memory lifetime

Reduce simulation cost by truncating 
memory kernel

Integrating time derivatives

• Short time accurate


• Instabilities at long times

• Left-handed derivatives yield short-time accuracy


• Memory kernel preserves physical constraints


• Memory cutoffs can provide accurate and stable 
long-time dynamics

SC-GQME: best of both worlds

Memory truncation protocol

• RMSE protocol with respect to SC dynamics


• Leverage self-consistency and mixed accuracy 
auxiliary kernels to triangulate optimal cutoff


Remaining challenge: find optimal memory cutoff

FIG. 9. Summary of mechanisms that can improve the accuracy and efficiency of SC dynamics. Without
GQMEs: left-handed derivatives can delay the onset of inaccuracy when the Liouville-rotated initial condition keeps a similar
or better order of accuracy in correlation function (as opposed to the SC-evolved operator). These left-handed derivatives do
not require the use or design of a projection operator—only the ability to calculate the correlation functions arising from the
rotated initial condition. With SC-GQMEs: for favorable parameter regimes, the left-handed derivative suffices and short-lived
kernels primarily offer the ability to reduce computational costs; for challenging parameter regimes, short-lived kernels enable
the SC-GQME to improve accuracy via the left-handed derivative mechanism, which offers greater short-time accuracy, while
avoiding its long-time instability. Across SC-GQMEs, short-lived kernels, whose lifetimes depend on the choice of projector and
physical problem, can improve computational efficiency, although one must also consider the sometimes greater computational
cost of converging the correlation functions associated with the left-handed derivative. Our memory truncation protocol offers
an unambiguous approach to identifying kernel lifetimes, even in challenging parameter regimes where previous proposals fail.

accuracy of SC dynamics to make reliable and physically
meaningful predictions of long-time dynamics.

VI. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have addressed a fundamental and
long-standing challenge in SC-GQMEs—how and when
the SC-GQME improves the accuracy of semiclassical
dynamics—through an extensive and systematic study.
To resolve this main challenge, we addressed three main
questions, Q1 – Q3, delineated in our introduction. We

began by discovering that analytically acting with a (left-
handed) time derivative on the initial condition of a SC
correlation can improve its accuracy, even in the ab-
sence of the GQME. This finding allowed us to answer
the first question (Q1) by demonstrating that the im-
provement could be understood through the short-time
expansions of the exact and LSC-approximated correla-
tion functions. However, we also showed that while left-
handed derivatives can progressively improve short-time
accuracy, they can become more inaccurate, and even un-
physical, at long times, especially in parameter regimes
that are challenging to SC theory. What is more, their in-
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tegrated dynamics did not exactly match the predictions
from the SC-GQME, especially at long times. This latter
discrepancy between integrated and SC-GQME dynam-
ics prompted us to address the second question (Q2) and
show how the self-consistent SC-GQME formulation can
(i) appear to preserve physical constraints, such as con-
servation of population, and (ii) alter the predicted dy-
namics by mixing time derivatives with various levels of
accuracy. Having resolved these apparent discrepancies,
we turned to the third question (Q3) by leveraging these
novel insights with the finite lifetime of the SC-GQME’s
memory kernel to reap the benefits of short-time accu-
racy from these derivatives while avoiding the dangers
of their long-time instability. We achieved this by in-
troducing a new protocol that employs an RMSE metric
evaluated with respect to the LSC dynamics to unam-
biguously identify a beneficial kernel cutoff. Our proto-
col avoids the difficulties of previous approaches relying
on a plateau of stability, which is known to disappear in
difficult parameter regimes. Instead, we leverage the self-
consistent structure of the memory kernel to construct
single-accuracy and mixed-accuracy kernels to triangu-
late the latest point at which the resulting memory ker-
nels exhibit short-time accuracy. We proposed this point
as a proxy for the kernel cutoff time, and demonstrated
that it gives truncated dynamics with greater accuracy
than the bare LSC approximation and of the integrated
left-handed derivatives even in parameter regimes where
previous protocols have failed. For a schematic summary
of the key findings in our work, we refer the reader to
Fig. 9.

These insights open the door to applying the SC-
GQME as a principled and reliable tool, and general-
izing it to problems beyond model systems, even when
one does not have access to exact benchmarks. By pro-
viding a clear framework for balancing the short-time ac-
curacy of left-handed derivatives with the long-time sta-
bility enabled by memory truncation, our work enables
the SC-GQME to deliver dynamics that are more accu-
rate than the direct SC approximation. This approach
is directly applicable to a wide variety of problems, in-
cluding charge and energy transport and linear and non-
linear spectroscopies where both transient and long-time
accuracy is imperative. More broadly, our findings sug-
gest that the SC-GQME can be systematically leveraged
to capture the quantum dynamics of increasingly com-
plex and atomistic environments, even ones with non-
Gaussian statistics.
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I. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

In this section, we describe the details of all simulations employed in this work. We set

ℏ = 1 for the remainder of this Supplementary Information (SI).

A. Exact dynamics

For all exact benchmark calculations, we perform time-evolving matrix product operator

(TEMPO)1 calculations using the open-source Open Quantum Systems in Python (OQuPy)2

and PATHSUM3 packages. All simulations were run with a timestep of 0.01∆−1, a memory

length of 250 timesteps, and precision of 10−7.

B. LSC dynamics

We performed all our semiclassical dynamics with an in-house implementation of the

standard LSC approach.4–7 The basic idea of LSC is to approximate the quantum dynamics

of a system via its classical dynamics subject to quantum mechanical sampling of the initial

conditions and measurement of the operators at initial, t = 0, and final times, t. Because

classical dynamics is defined with respect to conjugate variables, generally position and

canonical momenta, one needs to map discrete degrees of freedom (DOFs), like outer product

{|j⟩ ⟨k|}, onto continuous DOF and then evaluate the dynamics using the classical limit of

the semiclassical propagator. Here, we provide the full details of our implementation.

Continuous mapping of discrete states: The mapping connecting discrete and contin-

uous DOFs is generally based on representations of spin operators by bosonic operators,

although alternative approaches based on action-angle variables are also possible. We em-

ploy the mapping initially introduced by Meyer and Miller8 and later rigorously derived

by Stock and Thoss9—the (MMST) map—that translates all outer products of an N -level

system to N harmonic oscillators,

|j⟩ ⟨k| → â†j âk, (A1)

where â†j (â†j) is the creation (annihilation) operator for the jth boson. This mapping pre-

serves the commutation relationships of spin operators when restricted to the first excitation

subspace, but the bosons can, in principle, access an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space when

S3



employing approximate dynamics. This map is exact when it is restricted to the oscillator

subspace with a single excitation, |1j⟩ ∈ {|11⟩ = |1, 0, ..., 0⟩ , ..., |1N⟩ = |0, 0, ..., 1⟩], and holds

appeal because these bosonic operators can be written in terms of continuous Cartesian

coordinates,

âj = (X̂j + iP̂j)/
√
2, (A2a)

â†j = (X̂j − iP̂j)/
√
2, (A2b)

and thus have a direct classical analog. Here, X and P are the mapped coordinate and

momentum operators for the mapped subsystem states.

Wigner phase space: Because the outer products of many-body harmonic oscillator states

in the ground or first excited state have a well-known spatial representation, this mapping al-

lows one to move to continuous phase space through, for example, a Wigner transformation.10

In Wigner phase space, a correlation function takes the form

C(t) = Tr
{
ρ̂B |j⟩ ⟨k| eiLt |n⟩ ⟨m|

}
(A3)

= (2π)−f

∫
dΓ
(
ρ̂B |j⟩ ⟨k|

)W(
eiLt |n⟩ ⟨m|

)W

. (A4)

Here, f describes the total number of DOFs (electronic and nuclear), L(·) ≡ [Ĥ, ·] is the

quantum mechanical Liouville operator, and the W superscript denotes a Wigner transfor-

mation of the operators,11

AW (Q,Π) =

∫
dZ e−iZΠ

〈
Q+

Z

2

∣∣Â∣∣Q− Z

2

〉
, (A5a)

where Q ≡ (X,x) and Π ≡ (P,p) contain the phase space variables for the system and

bath. The Wigner transform of a product of operators takes the form,

(AB)W = AW (Q,Π) eΛ/2iBW (Q,Π) , (A6)

where eΛ/2i is referred to as the Moyal product and

Λ = ∇Π∇Q −∇Q∇Π (A7)

is the generator of the Poisson bracket when acting to the left on Wigner-transformed Hamil-

tonian, AWΛHW = {HW , AW}PB, where {AW , BW}PB =
∑N

i=1

(
∂AW

∂Qi

∂BW

∂Πi
− ∂AW

∂Πi

∂BW

∂Qi

)
is

the Poisson bracket.
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LSC approximation: One can recover the LSC approximation by keeping the lowest order

contribution of Λ in the expansion of the propagator,4,6,7,12[
C(t)

]
LSC

= (2π)−f

∫
dΓ
(
ρB |j⟩ ⟨k|

)W
eiL

W t
(
|n⟩ ⟨m|

)W
, (A8)

where LW (·) ≡ i{HW , ·}PB. Equation (A8) highlights that one can approximate C(t) by

generating classical dynamics using a phase-space representation of the Hamiltonian subject

to properly quantized (Wigner transformed) initial and final conditions.

Wigner transformation of Hamiltonian: To bring the spin-boson Hamiltonian to

Wigner phase space, one applies a Wigner transformation to the bosonic creation and anni-

hilation operators defined in Eqs. (A2a) and (A2b),

(aj)
W = (Xj + iPj)/

√
2, (A9a)

(a†j)
W = (Xj − iPj)/

√
2. (A9b)

These definitions of the Wigner-transformed bosonic creation and annihilation operators

allow one to express the spin–boson Hamiltonian (see Eq. (1) in the main text of the

manuscript) as,

HW = (ε+ V W
B )σW

z +∆σW
x +

1

2

∑
n

(
p2n + ω2

nx
2
n

)
, (A10)

where {σW
i }, i ∈ {x, y, z}, are Wigner-transformed Pauli matrices constructed from Wigner-

transformed bosonic creation and annihilation operators,

σW
z =

1

2

(
X2

1 + P 2
1 −X2

2 − P 2
2

)
σW
x = X1X2 + P1P2,

σW
y = X1P2 −X2P1.

(A11)

Wigner transformation of initial and final conditions: To quantize the initial and final

conditions in Eq. (A8), we Wigner-transform the outer-product states mapped with MMST.

Here the spin-state, |j⟩ ⟨k| → |1j, 0̸=j⟩ ⟨1j, 0̸=k|, whose corresponding Wigner transform,

defined in Eq. (A5a) is,

(|j⟩ ⟨k|)W (X,P) =

∫
dZ e−iZP

〈
X+

Z

2
|1j, 0̸=j⟩ ⟨1k, 0̸=k|X− Z

2

〉
,

= ϕ (X,P)
[
(Xj − iPj)(Xk + iPk)−

1

2
δjk
]

≡ 2ϕ(X,P)σW
jk ,

(A12)
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where ϕ (X,P) = 2N+1πNexp [−
∑

i(X
2
i + P 2

i )]. This definition of the Wigner-transformed

MMST outer-product states in Eq. (A12) yields Pauli matrices, {σ̃W
i }, i ∈ {x, y, z}, that

differ from those obtained by Wigner-transforming the corresponding bosonic creation and

annihilation operators given in Eq. (A11),

σ̃W
z = 2ϕσW

z

σ̃W
x = 2ϕσW

x ,

σ̃W
y = 2ϕσW

y .

(A13)

Initial sampling and measurement of subsystem operators: We initialize subsystem

variables by stochastically sampling from ϕ, which corresponds to the Wigner distribution

of the collective N -oscillator ground state, consisting of a Gaussian distribution with a mean

and standard deviation,

X̄ = 0, ∆X =
1√
2
, (A14a)

P̄ = 0, ∆P =
1√
2
. (A14b)

To bias the sampling and account for the bra (j) and ket (k) oscillators in their first excited

state, we record the value of
[
(Xj − iPj)(Xk + iPk)− 1

2
δjk
]
at t = 0 and multiply it by the

appropriate value of the operator measured at time t.

To measure subsystem operators at times t ≥ 0, we evaluate the Wigner transformed

value of the MMST mapped outer-product state (|n⟩ ⟨m|)W in Eq. (A12) at time t:

eiL
W t
(
|n⟩ ⟨m|

)W
= 2ϕ(X(t),P(t))σW

nm(X(t),P(t)). (A15)

For systems, like the spin-boson model and many others, where the total electronic density

is conserved, ϕ(t) = ϕ is constant.

Bath discretization and initial sampling: For each trajectory, we must also initialize

the phase-space variables for the bath. We discretize the bath into nosc = 300, employing

the following relations for the frequency, ωn, and coupling constant, cn for the nth oscillator

obeying an Ohmic spectral density,13

ωn = ωc ln

(
n− 1

2

nosc

)
, (A16a)

cn = ωn

√
2λ

nosc

, (A16b)
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where ωc is the cutoff frequency and λ is the reorganization energy. One can then sample

the positions and momenta of each bath oscillator from its Wigner-transformed canonical

density. For harmonic oscillators, the Wigner-transformed canonical density takes the form,

ρWB =
nosc∏
n

tanh(βωn/2)

π
exp

[
−2 tanh(βωn/2)

ωn

(1
2
p2n +

1

2
ω2
nx

2
n

)]
. (A17)

Equation (A17) shows that the phase-space variables of the bath may be sampled from a

Gaussian distribution with mean and standard deviation,

x̄n = 0, ∆xn =

[
2ωn tanh

(
βωn

2

)]−1/2

, (A18a)

p̄n = 0, ∆pn =

[
ωn

2 tanh
(
βωn

2

)]1/2 . (A18b)

Algorithm for classical evolution: We propagate the classical trajectory using a split-

operator scheme14 in which the system and bath contributions to the Liouvillian are evolved

sequentially across a timestep. Consistent with the split-operator scheme, the subsystem

variables are held constant during a bath evolution step and vice versa. The evolution of the

entire system, (Q(t),Π(t)) → (Q(t+∆t),Π(t+∆t)), over one timestep, ∆t, thus involves

three steps:

1. Evolve bath variables over ∆t/2, (x(t),p(t)) → (x(t+∆t/2),p(t+∆t/2)), subject to

the subsystem variables being frozen at t.

2. Evolve bath variables over ∆t, (X(t),P(t)) → (X(t + ∆t),P(t + ∆t/2)), subject to

the bath variables being frozen at t+∆t/2.

3. Evolve bath variables over ∆t/2, (x(t+∆t/2),p(t+∆t/2)) → (x(t+∆t),p(t+∆t)),

subject to the subsystem variables being frozen at t+∆t.

Half timestep evolution of the bath: We illustrate this half timestep evolution for the first

half timestep. The evolution over the second half timestep is done according to item 3 above.

During the evolution of the bath during the first half timestep, σ̂z(t) 7→ 1
2

(
X2

1+P 2
1 −X2

2−P 2
2

)
is fixed. This permits an analytical update of the position and momentum of each bath

oscillator over the half-timestep,

xn

(
t+∆t/2

)
=
[
xn(t) + γn(t)

]
cos(ωn∆t/2) +

pn(t)

ωn

sin(ωn∆t/2)− γn(t),

pn
(
t+∆t/2

)
= pn(t) cos(ωn∆t/2)−

[
xn(t) + ωnγn(t)

]
sin(ωn∆t/2),

(A19)
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where γn(t) = cn/ω
2
nσ

W
z (t).

Full timestep evolution of the subsystem: The instantaneous subsystem Hamiltonian defined

from the Wigner-transformed bosonic creation, (a†)W , and annihilation, (a)W , operators is,

HW
S (t) =

1

2

[
ε+V W

B (t)
](
X2

1 (t)+P 2
1 (t)−X2

2 (t)−P 2
2 (t)

)
+∆

(
X1(t)X2(t)−P1(t)P2(t)

)
, (A20)

where the classical bath provides a fluctuating contribution to the bias, V W
B (t) =

∑
n cnxn(t).

The quadratic nature of the Hamiltonian enables us to reexpress it as,

HW
S (t) =

1

2
zT (t)M(t)z(t), (A21)

where,

z(t) =


X1(t)

X2(t)

P1(t)

P2(t)

 , (A22)

and,

M(t) =

HW
S (t) 0

0 HW
S (t)

 , HS =

ε+ V W
B (t) ∆

∆ −ε− V W
B (t)

 . (A23a)

By diagonalizingHS(t) = U(t)Ω(t)U−1(t), we can represent the time-dependent Hamiltonian

in the basis of eigenvectors,

HW
S (t) = z̃T (t)Ω(t)z̃(t), (A24)

with z̃(t) = U−1(t)z(t), z̃T (t) = zT (t)U(t), and

U(t) =

U(t) 0

0 U(t)

 , Ω(t) =

Ω(t) 0

0 Ω(t)

 . (A25)

In this eigenbasis, we can write HW
S (t) using rotated positions and momenta, X̃ and P̃ ,

HW
S (t) =

2∑
k=1

1

2
Ωk(t)

(
X̃2

k(t) + P̃ 2
k (t)

)
, (A26)

where Ωk(t) is the k
th eigenvalue of HW

S (t). After this canonical transformation, the classical

equations of motion can still be derived from Hamilton’s equations of motion,

X̃k(t+∆t) = X̃k(t) cos(Ωk(t)t) + P̃k(t) sin(Ωk(t)t),

P̃k(t+∆t) = P̃k(t) cos(Ωk(t)t)− X̃k(t) sin(Ωk(t)t).
(A27)
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To complete the evolution of the subsystem over the timestep, we transform the rotated

variables back to the original phase space using the inverse transformation z(t + ∆t) =

U(t)z̃(t+∆t).

After the subsystem is evolved over the full timestep, we evolve the bath according to

item 3 of the algorithm using Eq. (A19). We employ a timestep of ∆t = 0.01∆−1 for all sim-

ulations in this paper unless otherwise specified. Convergence of the LSC approximated cor-

relation functions requires between 105 to 106 trajectories. Convergence of time-derivatives

takes more trajectories with a single-time derivative taking between 106 - 107 trajectories

and a second-time derivative taking > 1.0× 107 trajectories.

II. EXPRESSIONS FOR AUXILIARY KERNELS AND TIME

DERIVATIVES

Here, we provide explicit expressions for the auxiliary kernels needed to construct the

SC-GQME. Our expressions in this section closely follow the notation set in Ref. 15–17.

Specifically, we articulate the kernel construction problem in terms of static and dynamic

matrices.

The dimensions of the static and dynamic matrices, as well as the correlation function

C(t), memory kernel, and auxiliary kernels, depends on the choice of projection operator.

We use the Argyres-Kelley (AK) projector,18 which spans subsystem populations and coher-

ence, Aj ∈ {|j⟩ ⟨k|}, with ρB = e−βĤB/Tr{e−βĤB}. However, we again note that the same

conclusions arise when using the population projector,19 which only spans the populations,

Aj ∈ {|j⟩ ⟨j|}, but we remark that this choice of projector and the parameter regime of the

system under study determine the memory kernel lifetimes. We order this basis of outer

product states thus: A1 = |1⟩ ⟨1| , A2 = |1⟩ ⟨2| , A3 = |2⟩ ⟨1| , A4 = |2⟩ ⟨2|, where A2 = A∗
3.

A. Static matrices

We define the static matrices to describe subsystem rotations in the spin-boson model,

Z+
jk = Trsys{{σ̂z, A

†
j}Ak}, Z−

jk = −Trsys{[σ̂z, A
†
j]Ak}, X−

jk = −Trsys{[σ̂x, A
†
j]Ak}. (B1)

The two leftmost matrices were first introduced in Ref. 15, and we introduce the third, which

is necessary for the analysis in this paper. In the basis of outer products defined by the AK
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projector, these matrices take the following forms,

Z+ =


2 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 −2

 , Z− =


0 0 0 0

0 −2 0 0

0 0 2 0

0 0 0 0

 , X− =


0 1 −1 0

1 0 0 −1

−1 0 0 1

0 −1 1 0

 . (B2)

B. Dynamical matrices

To construct correlation functions and all auxiliary kernels necessary for our analysis, we

use the following dynamical matrices,

q(0,0)(t) = Tr{ρ̂BA†
jAk(t)}

q(0,1)(t) = Tr{ρ̂BA†
jAk(t)V̂B(t)},

q(1s,0)(t) = Tr{{V̂B, ρ̂B}A†
jAk(t)},

q(1a,0)(t) = Tr{[V̂B, ρ̂B]A
†
jAk(t)},

q(1s,1)(t) = Tr{{V̂B, ρ̂B}A†
jAk(t)V̂B(t)},

q(1a,1)(t) = Tr{[V̂B, ρ̂B]A
†
jAk(t)V̂B(t)},

q(2s,0)(t) = Tr{{V̂B, {V̂B, ρ̂B}}A†
jAk(t)},

q(2a,0)(t) = Tr{[V̂B, [V̂B, ρ̂B]]A
†
jAk(t)},

q(1b1s,0)(t) = Tr{[ĤB, {V̂B, ρ̂B}]A†
jAk(t)},

q(1b1a,0)(t) = Tr{[ĤB, [V̂B, ρ̂B]]A
†
jAk(t)}.

(B3)

The first six dynamical matrices have been introduced in Ref. 15, and we introduce the last

four dynamical matrices. The expressions for the dynamical matrices in Eq. (B3) are exact.

S10



For our analysis, we need their LSC approximations, which take the forms,

q
(0,0)
jk (t) ≈

∫
dΓ ρWB A†W

j AW
k (t),

q
(0,1)
jk (t) ≈

∫
dΓ ρWB A†W

j AW
k (t)V W

B (t)

q
(1s,0)
jk (t) ≈ 2

∫
dΓ ρWB V W

B A†W
j AW

k (t),

q
(1a,0)
jk (t) ≈ 2i

∫
dΓ ρWB ξWA†W

j AW
k (t),

q
(1s,1)
jk (t) ≈ 2

∫
dΓ ρWB V W

B A†W
j AW

k (t)V W
B (t),

q
(1a,1)
jk (t) ≈ 2i

∫
dΓ ρWB ξWA†W

j AW
k (t)V W

B (t),

q
(1b1s,0)
jk (t) ≈ 2i

∫
dΓ ρWB θWA†W

j AW
k (t),

q
(1b1a,0)
jk (t) ≈ 2

∫
dΓ ρWB φWA†W

j AW
k (t),

q
(2s,0)
jk (t) ≈ 4

∫
dΓ ρWB (V W

B )2A†W
j AW

k (t),

q
(2a,0)
jk (t) ≈ −2

∫
dΓ ρWB ζWA†W

j AW
k (t).

(B4)

Here, we have invoked the following Wigner-transformed bath operators,(
{V̂B, ρ̂B}

)W
= 2V W

B ρWB(
{V̂B, {V̂B, ρ̂B}}

)W
= 4(V W

B )2ρWB ,

V W
B =

∑
n

cnxn,

(B5)

(
[V̂B, ρ̂B]

)W
= 2iξWρWB ,

ξW = −
∑
n

cnpn
tanh (βωn/2)

ωn

,(
[V̂B, [V̂B, ρ̂B]]

)W
= −2ζWρWB

ζW = 2(ξW )2 −
∑
n

c2n
tanh (βωn/2)

ωn

,

(B6)

(
[ĤB, {V̂B, ρ̂B}]

)W
= 2θWρWB ,

θW = −i
∑
n

cnpn,
(B7)
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(
[ĤB, [V̂B, ρ̂B]]

)W
= 2φWρWB ,

φW =
∑
n

cnωn tanh(βωn/2)xn,
(B8)

C. Auxiliary Kernels

Using the static and dynamical matrices defined in Secs. II A and IIB, the auxiliary

kernels for the SC-GQME (see Eqs. 6a, 6b, and 8 in the main manuscript) take the forms,

K(3b)(t) =
i

2
Z−q(1s,0)(t)− i

2
Z+q(1a,0)(t),

K(3f)(t) = iq(0,1)(t)Z−,

K(1)(t) =
1

2

[
Z−q(1s,1)(t) + Z+q(1a,1)(t)

]
Z−.

(B9)

D. Time Derivatives

We can also express time derivatives using the static and dynamical matrices defined

in Secs. II A and IIB. We start with expressions for the first left- and right-handed time

derivatives, which correspond to the action of a single Liouvillian acting on either the initial

condition, ĊL(t), or the final measurement, ĊR(t),

ĊL(t) = −i
(
εZ− +∆X−

)
q(0,0)(t)− i

2
Z−q(1s,0)(t)− i

2
Z+q(1a,0)(t), (B10a)

ĊR(t) = −iq(0,0)(t)
(
εZ− +∆X−

)
− iq(0,1)(t)Ẑ−. (B10b)

The second left-handed derivative requires many more terms,

C̈2L(t) =−
(
ε2Z−Z− + ε∆X−Z− + ε∆Z−X− +∆2X−X−

)
q(0,0)(t)

− 1

2

(
2εZ−Z− +∆X−Z− +∆Z−X−

)
q(1s,0)(t)− 1

2
∆Z+X−q(1a,0)(t)

− 1

2
Z−q(1b1s,0)(t)− 1

2
Z+q(1b1a,0)(t)− 1

4
Z−Z−q(2s,0)(t)− 1

4
Z+Z+q(2a,0)(t).

(B11)

We note that sequential derivatives incur a greater computational cost partly because they

require converging the linear combination of ever more correlation functions, placing stricter

convergence requirements on their individual constituents.
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III. NOT ALL DERIVATIVES ARE CREATED EQUAL

In this section, we interrogate the differences between numerical, right-handed (those

where the Liouvillian acts on the final measurement), and left-handed time derivatives (those

where the Liouvillian acts on the initial condition).

A. Low-order equivalence of numerical and right-handed time derivatives

Numerical and right-handed derivatives are not generally equivalent. Here, we show

when they start to differ. We further illustrate that, as one might expect, the numerical

integration of right-handed derivatives recovers the original LSC approximation for the low

orders over which numerical and right-handed derivatives agree. We start by illustrating

how to determine the orders at which numerical and right-handed derivatives agree.

The difference between the nth numerical derivative, which arises from applying the time

derivative to an already SC-approximated correlation function,

∂n
t [Cjk(t)]LSC =

∫
dΓ

(
ρBA

†
j

)W
eiL

W t(iLW )nAk
W , (C1)

and the nth right-handed derivative,

[CnR(t)]LSC =

∫
dΓ

(
ρBA

†
j

)W
eiL

W t ((iL)nAk)
W , (C2)

is that the latter requires one to perform the Wigner transformation on the n-times

Liouvillian-rotated quantum mechanical operator being evolved. Here, the nR superscript

denotes the nth right-handed derivative. To understand this difference more concretely,

we consider the action of the Liouvillian on the final measurement in the numerical and

right-handed derivative given in Eq. (C1) and (C2) when n = 1,

(iLW )Ak
W = −

{
HW , AW

k

}
PB

, (C3a)

((iL)Ak)
W = i

(
HW eΛ/2iAW

k − AW
k eΛ/2iHW

)
. (C3b)

The expressions in the equations above differ due to their functional dependence on Λ.

Equation (C3a) has a linear dependence on Λ, {AW , BW}PB = −(AWΛBW ), while Eq. (C3b)

contains higher-orders of Λ via e−Λ/2i =
∑∞

m
1
m!

(
Λ
2i

)m
. Hence, Eqs. (C3a) and (C3b) show

that the numerical and right-handed derivatives generally differ.
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However, when n = 1, each protocol yields equivalent results for the spin-boson Hamilto-

nian and a final measurement that is defined solely by mapped outer-product states. This

equivalence follows from the fact that, under these conditions, the treatment of the final

measurement in the right-handed derivative simplifies to the Poisson bracket. One can

see this by starting with Eq. (C3b) and utilizing the antisymmetry of the Moyal product

AW eΛ/2iBW = BW e−Λ/2iAW which allows one to write,

((iL)Ak)
W = 2i

[
HW sinh

(Λ
2i

)
AW

k

]
,

= 2i
[
HW

((Λ
2i

)
+

1

3!

(Λ
2i

)3)
+ ...

)
AW

k

]
.

(C4)

In the spin-boson model (and related models, like the Frenkel exciton model), one only needs

to consider the first term of this expansion when acting on a subsystem-only operator like

AW
k . This behavior arises from the structure of the Wigner transformed MMST-mapped

outer products of discrete states, (|j⟩ ⟨k|)W = ϕ(X,P)f(X,P) (see Eq. (A12)). Here, one

only needs to consider the action of Λ on f(X,P),

HWΛ
(
ϕf
)
= ϕ

(
HWΛf

)
+
(
HWΛϕ

)
f

= ϕ
(
HWΛf

)
,

(C5)

since HWΛϕ = 0. From the definition of the Wigner transformed MMST-mapped outer

products (see Eq. (A12)), f(X,P) can only be quadratic in each of subsystem phase-space

variables. Thus,

HW
(Λ
2i

)m
AW

k = 0, m > 2, Ak ∈ {|j⟩ ⟨k|}. (C6)

Equation (C6) allows one to further simplify the expansion in Eq. (C4),

((iL)Ak)
W = 2i

[
HW

(Λ
2i

)
AW
]
,

= HWΛAW
k ,

= −{HW , AW
k }PB = (iLW )AW

k .

(C7)

Hence, in the spin-boson model, for subsystem operators alone, and when n = 1, the nu-

merical and right-handed derivatives are equivalent to each other. Thus, upon integration,

the LSC-approximated right-handed time derivative returns the original LSC-approximated

correlation function, explaining the results of Fig. 1D in the main manuscript.
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B. Higher-order numerical and right-handed derivatives generally differ

Although the lower-order numerical and right-handed derivatives are equivalent, there

is a critical order, n∗, where they begin to differ. This critical order, n∗, depends on the

choice of observable whose derivatives one is interested in calculating. We illustrate this

by focusing on the numerical and right-handed derivatives of σ̂z and σ̂x. For simplicity, we

consider a bath containing a single oscillator that has a position, x, momentum, p, coupling

strength, c, and frequency, ω. To generalize this to a many-oscillator bath, one may use the

following replacements: c →
∑

n cn, c
2 →

∑
n c

2
n, and cx →

∑
n cnxn.

We begin with the first four numerical derivatives of σ̃W
z ,

∂1
t σ̃

W
z = 2∆σ̃W

y ,

∂2
t σ̃

W
z = 4 (ε+ cx)∆σ̃W

x − 4∆2σ̃W
z ,

∂3
t σ̃

W
z = −8

(
ε2∆+∆3

)
σ̃W
y − 16ε∆cxσ̃W

y + 4∆cpσ̃W
x − 8∆c2x2σ̃W

y ,

∂4
t σ̃

W
z = 16∆2

(
(ε+ cx)2 +∆2

)
σ̃W
z − 16∆ (ε+ cx)

(
(ε+ cx)2 +∆2

)
σ̃W
x

− 24∆c2xpσ̃W
y − 4∆ω2cxσ̃W

x −4∆c2
(
σW
z σ̃W

x

)
.

(C8)

While the first three right-handed derivatives are equivalent to the first three numerical

derivatives of σ̂z in the LSC treatment, i.e., ∂n
t σ̃

W
z =

(
σ̃nR
z

)W
for n ≤ 3, the fourth numerical

derivative produces an extra term (in red, above):

(
σ̃4R
z

)W
=
[
16∆2

(
(ε+ cx)2 +∆2

)
σ̃W
z − 16∆ (ε+ cx)

(
(ε+ cx)2 +∆2

)
σ̃W
x

− 24∆c2xpσ̃W
y − 4∆ω2cxσ̃W

x

]
.

(C9)

This additional term emerges from the non-commutativity between bath operators and

HSB, causing terms beyond first order in Λ to survive in the Moyal product expansion

(see Eq. (C4)). To see this, consider the numerical and right-handed time derivatives acting

on 4∆cpσ̃W
x , which is present in the third order of Eqs. (C8) and (C9). Starting with the

system-bath contribution to the numerical time derivative,

(iLW
SB)4∆cpσ̃W

x = −4∆c{cxσW
z , pσ̃W

x }PB,

= −8∆ϕc2
(
{σW

z , σW
x }PBxp+ {x, p}PBσ

W
z σW

x

)
,

= −4∆c2
(
2xpσ̃W

y + σW
z σ̃W

x

)
.

(C10)
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In contrast, consider the full Moyal product for the system-bath contribution to the right-

handed derivative,

((iLSB)4∆cp̂σ̂x)
W = 4i∆c

(
cxσW

z eΛ/2ipσ̃W
x − pσ̃W

x eΛ/2icxσW
z

)
,

= 8i∆ϕc2
(
(xeΛB/2ip)(σW

z eΛS/2iσW
x )− (peΛB/2ix)(σW

x eΛS/2iσW
z )
)
,

= −8∆ϕc2
(
(xp+

i

2
)σW

y + (px− i

2
)σW

y

)
,

= −4∆c2
(
2xpσ̃W

y

)
,

(C11)

where we have used the fact that subsystem and bath variables commute, which allows for

the factorization, eΛ/2i = e(ΛS+ΛB)/2i = eΛS/2ieΛB/2i. Thus, the critical order at which the

numerical and right-handed derivatives acting on observable σ̂z in the spin-boson model

treated within the LSC approximation start to differ is n∗ = 4.

Turning to σ̂x, we again start with its numerical time derivatives up to 3rd order,

∂1
t σ̃

W
x = −2εσ̃W

y − 2cxσ̃W
y

∂2
t σ̃

W
x = −4

(
ε+ cx)2σ̃W

x + 4∆
(
ε+ cx)σ̃W

z − 2cpσ̃W
y ,

∂3
t σ̃

W
x = 8

(
ε+ cx)3 + 8∆2

(
ε+ cx) + 2cω2]σ̃W

y − 12εcpσ̃W
x + 8∆cpσ̃W

z +2c2
(
σW
z σ̃W

y

)
.

(C12)

For σ̂x, the right-handed derivatives only begin to differ at n = 3,

(
σ̃3R
x

)W
= 8[

(
ε+ cx)3 + 8∆2

(
ε+ cx) + 2cω2]σ̃W

y − 12εcpσ̃W
x + 8∆cpσ̃W

z . (C13)

Thus, the degree of equivalence between of numerical and right-handed derivatives are equiv-

alent depends on the system and the observable of interest in the final measurement.

C. Left-handed derivatives differ from numerical time derivatives

More so than right-handed derivatives, left-handed derivatives (which also depend on the

initial condition in the correlation function or nonequilibrium average of interest) differ from

numerical derivatives within LSC dynamics. We establish this difference by showing that

left-handed and numerical time derivatives differ from each other at all orders.

We begin by comparing expressions for the numerical and left-handed derivatives,

∂t[Cjk(t)]LSC =

∫
dΓ

(
ρBA

†
j

)W
eiL

W t(iLW )Ak
W , (C14a)

=

∫
dΓ
(
− iLW

(
ρBA

†
j

)W)
eiL

W tAk
W , (C14b)
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and

[ĊL(t)]LSC =

∫
dΓ

(
−iLρBA†

j

)W
eiL

W tAW
k . (C15)

The expressions in Eqs. (C14) and (C15) differ from each other due to their treatment of

the initial condition. Unlike numerical and right-handed derivatives, whose treatments of

the final measurement did not lead to any differences until 3rd or 4th order (depending on

the observable of interest), the treatment of the initial condition from a left-handed time

derivative differs from a numerical derivative even at 1st order within the spin-boson model.

To see this, consider the treatment of the initial conditions in Eqs. (C14) and (C15),

(−iLW )
(
ρBA

†
j

)W
= {HW , ρWB A†W

j }PB (C16a)(
− iLρBA†

j

)W
= −i

(
HW eΛ/2iρWB A†W

j + ρWB A†W
j eΛ/2iHW

)
. (C16b)

Even superficially, Eqs. (C16a) and (C16b) are different because the former is linear in Λ,

while the latter contains higher orders of Λ. Even in the spin-boson model, these higher

orders of Λ are non-zero when acting on the system-bath initial condition:(
− iLρBA†

j

)W
= −2i

[
HW

((Λ
2i

)
− 1

3!

(Λ
2i

)3)
+ ...

)
ρWB A†W

j

]
. (C17)

In this situation, the observable of interest contains contributions from subsystem and bath

variables. Because HW
SB in the spin-boson Hamiltonian is quadratic in subsystem variables

and linear in bath variables, it is possible for the second term in the expansion (third

order in Λ) to be non-zero if the observable of interest is also at least second order in

subsystem variables and linear in bath variables. Since the subsystem initial condition is

effectively quadratic (remember that ϕ does not contribute) and ρWB features an exponential

dependence on the bath variables, one must consider the second term in the expansion of

the Moyal product in Eq. (C17),(
− iLρBA†

j

)W
= −2i

[
HW

((Λ
2i

)
− 1

3!

(Λ
2i

)3)
ρWB A†W

j

]
= (−iLW )

(
ρBA

†
j

)W
+

2i

3!
HW

(Λ
2i

)3
ρWB A†W

j .

(C18)

Equation (C18) highlights that the treatment of the initial condition in numerical and left-

handed time derivatives differs even at 1st order in the spin-boson model. Hence, if one

evaluates an LSC approximated left-handed derivative (see Eq. (C15)), one should not

obtain the numerical time derivative of the LSC approximated correlation function (see

Eq. (C14b)). In this scenario, upon integration, the left-handed derivative must produce a

different prediction for the correlation function than the bare LSC dynamics.

S17



D. Short-time analysis of correlation functions

While the previous analysis identifies when right- and left-handed derivatives match the

result of numerical derivatives, it does not explain why integrating left-handed derivatives

can lead to improved LSC dynamics. To address this question, here, we analyze the short-

time accuracy of various LSC-approximated correlation functions relative to exact quantum

mechanical expressions. This analysis reveals how a LSC-approximated left-handed deriva-

tive can produce a correlation function with greater accuracy.

A straightforward way to describe short time behavior is through a Taylor expansion

around t = 0. The coefficients (static moments) from these expansions offer a direct means

to assess the relative short-time accuracy of a given correlation function. We start by

considering the Taylor expansion of a correlation function,

Cjk(t) =
∞∑
n=0

C(n)
jk (0)

n!
tn, (C19)

where C(n)
jk ≡ ∂n

t Cjk(t)
∣∣
t=0

. To keep our analysis as transparent as possible, we focus on

C(t) = Tr{ρ̂B |1⟩ ⟨1| eiLtσ̂z}, where ρ̂B is the canonical density of the bath. This correlation

function corresponds to initializing an excitation in state |1⟩ ⟨1| and measuring the difference

in population on each site as a function of time. To calculate the static moments, one

computes the time derivative and evaluates at t = 0.

We start with the first 6 exact static moments of the correlation function,

∂t[C(t)]QM

∣∣
t=0

= 0,

∂2
t [C(t)]QM

∣∣
t=0

= −4∆2,

∂3
t [C(0)]QM

∣∣
t=0

= 0,

∂4
t [C(0)]QM

∣∣
t=0

= 16∆2
(
ε2 +∆2 + c2⟨x̂2⟩

)
,

∂5
t [C(0)]QM

∣∣
t=0

= 0,

∂6
t [C(0)]QM

∣∣
t=0

= −16∆2
(
4
(
ε2 +∆2

)2 − 8c2⟨p̂2⟩+ 24ϵ2c2⟨x̂2⟩

+ 8∆2c2⟨x̂2⟩+ 9ω2c2⟨x̂2⟩−5εc2
)
.

(C20)

In the last line, we have highlighted in blue the term that the LSC-approximated Taylor

expansion captures incorrectly.
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We now consider the LSC-approximated correlation function (see Eq. (A8)),

[C(t)]LSC = (2π)−f

∫
dΓ ρWB σ̃W

11e
iLW tσ̃W

z ,

= (2π)−f

∫
dΓ ρWB (4ϕ2)σW

11e
iLW tσW

z ,

(C21)

where, we remind the reader, the MMST mapping of the outer product states gives

the following expression for the initial condition (|1⟩ ⟨1|)W ≡ σ̃W
11 = 2ϕσW

11 = ϕ(X2
1 +

P 2
1 − 1

2
), from. We find that the moments of the LSC-approximated correlation function,

∂n
t [C(t)]LSC

∣∣
t=0

, only begin to differ from the quantum mechanical moments at 6th order,

i.e., ∂n
t [C(t)]QM

∣∣
t=0

= ∂n
t [C(t)]LSC

∣∣
t=0

for n < 6, with

∂6
t [C(t)]LSC

∣∣
t=0

=

− 16∆2
(
4
(
ε2 +∆2

)2 − 8c2⟨p2⟩+ 24ϵ2c2⟨x2⟩+ 8∆2c2⟨x2⟩+ 9ω2c2⟨x2⟩
)

−16ε∆2c2

(2π)2

∫
dΓ ρWB σ̃W

11

[ (
σW
x σ̃W

x

)
− 5

(
σW
y σ̃W

y

)
+ 9

(
σW
z σ̃W

z

) ]
.

(C22)

We note that differences between the 6th static moments in Eqs. (C20) and (C22) arise

from the non-zero contributions of terms containing products of Wigner transformed Pauli

matrices consistent with previous analysis indicating that such contributions first appear

at 6th order for LSC-approximated population dynamics.20 Thus, through this short-time

analysis, we have determined that the LSC-approximated correlation function is accurate

up to O(t6). We note, however, that this order, O(t6), differs from the critical order we

identified for the operator for the population difference, σ̂z, i.e., O(t4) (see Eq. (C8) and

(C9)), indicating that one can benefit from error cancellation against an initial condition

resulting in some terms averaging out to 0. That is, the additional terms in Eq. (C9) relative

to Eq. (C8) do not contribute at t = 0 under the selected closure,

1

(2π)2

∫
dΓ ρWB σ̃W

11

(
σW
n σ̃W

m ) =
1

(2π)2

∫
dΓ ρWB (4ϕ2)σW

11

(
σW
n σW

m ) =
1

2
δn,m. (C23)

Thus, the initial condition can improve the accuracy of the LSC-approximated correlation

function relative to the accuracy of the LSC-evolved operator alone. However, the choice of

initial condition can change the order of such relative improvements.

Now, we consider what happens when we first act a left-handed derivative on the initial

condition and subsequently calculate the higher-order static moments by acting numerical

time derivatives. Doing this holds appeal because, as we have shown in Fig. 1c of the main
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manuscript, it can improve the accuracy of the semiclassically approximated correlation

function. The question is: how does this happen?

Consider the same correlation function as before, C(t). Here, we found that the LSC-

approximated evolution of σ̂z is accurate to O(t4), which closure with the initial condition

ρB |1⟩ ⟨1| improves in accuracy to O(t6). If one were to take a numerical time derivative

of this LSC-approximated correlation function, one should expect it to be accurate only to

O(t5) (i.e., the operator being evolved semiclassically becomes accurate only to O(t3)) such

that, upon numerical integration that simply undoes the numerical derivative, one should

recover the original LSC-approximated correlation function, which is accurate to O(t6).

Doing this numerical time derivative, as we have shown, is equivalent to performing the

right-handed derivative. However, if one were to apply a left-handed derivative, the LSC-

approximated operator being evolved remains accurate to O(t4). Then, because the choice

of initial condition can increase the accuracy of the LSC-approximated correlation function

relative to the LSC-approximated operator to different extents, one can hope that the new

initial condition generated by the exact Liouvillian-mediated rotation of the original initial

condition can, at worst, cause the same improvement as the original initial condition. If this

is the case, then the LSC-approximated time derivative of C(t) would be accurate to O(t7).

Upon numerical integration, C(t) would then become accurate to O(t6). That is, left-handed

derivatives could provide a mechanism to delay the onset of LSC-caused inaccuracy. Is this

true?

It is true, with errors emerging only beyond O(t6). This constitutes a significant im-

provement as the original LSC approximation to C(t) was only accurate to O(t6). Hence,

the correlation function, ĊL(t), has greater short-time accuracy than the original LSC ap-

proximated correlation function.

IV. POPULATION CONSERVATION IN SC-GQME

Here, we interrogate how the SC-GQME conserves population. We discover that popu-

lation conservation is not guaranteed from the self-consistent structure of the SC-GQME,

but rather emerges from the matrix structure of the auxiliary kernels.
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A. Preservation of column linear dependence via matrix multiplication

It is straightforward to show that right multiplication by a matrix with linearly dependent

columns preserves that linear dependence. To illustrate this property, we start by considering

an n× n matrix A. If A has a pair of linearly dependent k and k′ columns (where k ̸= k′),

then

Ajk = λAjk′ , (E1)

where λ is a constant. Considering an arbitrary n × n matrix, B, the pair of linearly

dependent columns in A are the same in the product BA,

(BA)jk =
∑
i

BjiAik,

= λ
∑
i

BjiAik′ ,

= λ(BA)jk′ .

(E2)

This property generally does not hold when the order of multiplication is reversed (i.e., the

product AB does not satisfy it).

B. Population conservation in GMEs

How does the mathematical observation above help us understand how GMEs conserve

total population? In our construction of C(t), the rows correspond to the initial condition

while the columns encode the final measurement. Specifically, when we use the AK projector,

which spans subsystem populations and coherences, the first column (indexed 1) refers

to measuring the population on site 1 (|1⟩ ⟨1|) and the last column (indexed 4) refers to

measuring the population on site 2 (|2⟩ ⟨2|). We can now describe the total population in

the system as a function of time subject to the jth initial condition, hj(t),

dhj

dt
= Ċj1(t) + Ċj4(t), (E3)

where j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. To conserve the total population through time, one must satisfy

Ċj1(t) = −Ċj4(t). (E4)

Equation (E4) implies that the GME preserves population when the first and fourth columns

(or any combination of columns describing the measurement of populations) of Ċ(t) are

linearly dependent with a proportionality factor λ = −1 (equal and opposite).
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To calculate Ċ(t) within the GME, one uses the Mori-Nakajima-Zwanzig equation,

Ċ(t) = C(t)Ċ(0)−
∫ t

0

ds C(t− s)K(s). (E5)

Equation (E4) requires the first and fourth columns of Ċ(t) to be equal and opposite for

the GME to conserve population. Equation (E5) then implies that, for Ċ(t) to satisfy

this condition, the terms on the right-hand side collectively must obey it. The first term,

C(t)Ċ(0), satisfies this property if one uses the analytical form of Ċ(0). This is because in

the spin-boson model Ċ(0) has equal and opposite first and fourth columns,

Ċ(0) = (A|L|A) =


0 −∆ ∆ 0

−∆ 2ϵ 0 ∆

∆ 0 −2ϵ −∆

0 ∆ −∆ 0

 . (E6)

One might also evaluate Ċ(0) numerically from one’s choice of approximate dynamics, but

Ċ(0) the resulting product may not have first and fourth columns that are equal and opposite.

However, if one uses the analytical form of Ċ(0), the first term on the right-hand side

of Eq. (E5) is guaranteed to have first and fourth columns that are equal and opposite.

Consequently, for Ċ(t) to conserve population, the second term on the right-hand side of

Eq. (E5) must exhibit the same column structure.

The second term on the right-hand site of Eq. (E5) contains an integral (sum) of products.

In each of these products, the memory kernel, K(t), appears on the right. Thus, each of

these products is guaranteed to have first and fourth columns that are equal and opposite

if the memory kernel also exhibits the same column structure. When the memory kernel

has this column structure, the second term on the right-hand side of Eq. (E5) has equal

and opposite first and fourth columns and the GME satisfies the population-preservation

condition in Eq. (E4). Hence, a GME constructed using the AK projector is guaranteed to

conserve population if the first term in Eq. (E5) is constructed using the analytical expression

of Ċ(0) and the memory kernel has columns that correspond to each population being equal

and opposite.
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C. The AK SC-GQME conserves total population

In the standard AK SC-GQME, one uses the analytical form of Ċ(0) to evaluate Ċ(t)

using Eq. (E5). Thus, to prove the AK SC-GQME conserves total population, we show the

memory kernel constructed in the SC-GQME has first and fourth columns (columns that

correspond to measuring populations) that are equal and opposite in sign.

We begin by noting that the memory kernel in the SC-GQME obeys the self-consistent

expansion in terms of auxiliary kernels given by Eq. (7) in the main manuscript,

K(t) = K(1)(t) +

∫ t

0

ds K(3b)(t− s)K(s). (E7)

One can Fourier transform both sides of this expression to obtain,

K̃(ω) = R̃(ω)K̃(1)(ω). (E8)

where R̃(ω) ≡
[
1− K̃(3b)(ω)

]−1

. Taking the inverse-Fourier transform, one obtains,

K(t) =

∫ t

0

ds R(t− s)K(1)(s). (E9)

The above expression reveals that we can write K(t) as the integral (sum) of products of

R(t) and K(1)(t). Hence, for the memory kernel to satisfy Kj1(t) = −Kj4(t), one only needs

to show that

K(1)(t) = −
[
C̈LR(t)

]
LSC

+ Ċ(0)
[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

+
[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0) + Ċ(0)
[
C(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0) (E10)

satisfies the same condition.

We prove that the first and fourth columns of each term in Eq. (E10) are equal and

opposite. First,
[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

does not on its own have any columns that are linearly dependent

as the finite sampling of static bath operators can introduce a static bias to individual matrix

elements. However, taking a right-handed time derivative of
[
C̈LR(t)

]
LSC

eliminates this

static bias as the derivative depends only on relative rates of change rather than absolute

values. We illustrate this by explicitly showing the LSC approximated matrix elements[
C̈LR
11 (t)

]
LSC

and
[
C̈LR
14 (t)

]
LSC

, which correspond to the second time derivative of initializing

a charge on site |1⟩ ⟨1| in the spin-boson model and measuring the total population at time
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t, sum to 0,[
C̈LR
11 (t)

]
LSC

+
[
C̈LR
14 (t)

]
LSC

=−
∫

dΓ ρWB σ̃W
y σ̃W

y (t) +

∫
dΓ ξWρWB σ̃W

11 σ̃
W
y (t)

+

∫
dΓ ρWB σ̃W

y σ̃W
y (t)−

∫
dΓ ξWρWB σ̃W

11 σ̃
W
y (t)

= 0.

(E11)

This property holds for all rows, j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. Thus, the first term in Eq. (E10) has first

and fourth columns that are equal and opposite. In the second term, the right side of the

product is
[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

. Because LSC dynamics conserve the total population,5 one can be

certain that this right-handed derivative, which is equivalent to the numerical derivative,

has first and last columns that are equal and opposite. Thus, because
[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

is on the

right side of the product in the second term on the right-hand side of Eq. (E10), this second

term also has first and fourth columns that are equal and opposite (see Eq. (E2)). Finally,

the last two terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (E10) contain products with Ċ(0) on the

right side. Since the analytical form of Ċ(0) has first and fourth columns that are equal

and opposite (see Eq. (E6)), and because Ċ(0) is on the right side of each of these products,

these terms also have first and fourth columns that are equal and opposite (see Eq. (E2)).

Thus, K(1)
j1 (t) = −K(1)

j4 (t).

We have thus demonstrated that the memory kernel constructed from the AK SC-GQME

has equal and opposite first and fourth columns (columns that correspond to measuring pop-

ulations). This proof only relied on the use of the analytical form of Ċ(0) (or an approximate

form that still obeys the same analytical constraints). Hence, the memory kernel constructed

using the SC-GQME predicts dynamics that preserve total population (see Eq. (E4)).

D. Numerical tests

We have analytically shown that the column structure K(1)(t)—specifically, that the sum

of the columns (1 and 4, in our case) that track populations for each initial condition are equal

and opposite—is what ensures population conservation in the SC-GQME. Now we illustrate

this numerically by modifying the construction of K(1)(t) in Eq. (E10). In particular, we

replace different components of this equation with analogues that, when computed exactly,

would lead the GME to again recover the exact result. However, upon making the LSC

approximation, these terms can change the resulting dynamics. Table S1 summarizes five
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Aux. Kernel Term 1 Term 2 Term 3 Term 4

K(1)(t) −
[
C̈LR(t)

]
LSC

[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0) Ċ(0)
[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

−Ċ(0)
[
C(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0)

K(1)
M1(t) −

[
C̈LR(t)

]
LSC

[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0) Ċ(0)
[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

−Ċ(0)
[
C(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0)

K(1)
M2(t) −

[
C̈LR(t)

]
LSC

[
ĊR(t)]LSCĊ(0) Ċ(0)

[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

−Ċ(0)
[
C(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0)

K(1)
M3(t) −

[
C̈2L(t)

]
LSC

[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0) Ċ(0)
[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

−Ċ(0)
[
C(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0)

K(1)
M4(t) −

[
C̈LR(t)

]
LSC

[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0) Ċ(0)
[
ĊR(t)

]
LSC

−Ċ(0)
[
CL(t)

]
LSC

Ċ(0)

K(1)
M5(t) −

[
C̈LR(t)

]
LSC

[
ĊL(t)

]
LSC

[
ĊL(0)

]
LSC

[
ĊL(0)

]
LSC

[
ĊR(t)

]
−
[
ĊL(0)

]
LSC

[
C(t)

]
LSC

[
ĊL(0)

]
LSC

TABLE S1. Modifications in the construction of K(1)(t). The first row corresponds to the original

construction of K(1)(t). The following rows describe quantum mechanically equivalent auxiliary

kernels to K(1)(t) that start to differ when the LSC approximation is imposed at different levels.

different variations of the construction of K(1)(t), with the first line corresponding to the

original SC-GQME expression for K(1)(t) in Eq. (E10). In blue are the replacements that

yield a memory kernel can be expected to continue to conserve probability because the

column structure remains unchanged. In red are the replacements that can be expected

to compromise population conservation. Figure S1 illustrates the extent to which these

variations of K(1)(t) conserve population, confirming the veracity of our analysis.

V. MEMORY CUTOFFS

In this section, we provide additional details on the effectiveness of the memory cutoff

protocol proposed in the main text. In particular, we describe the relative accuracy of

other potential memory cutoffs when using the root mean squared error (RMSE) metric.

Moreover, we demonstrate that our proposed protocol yields a reliable τM , even in case

scenarios that have historically exceeded the limits of SC dynamics.

A. Alternative memory cutoffs

In this section, we provide the SC-GQME dynamics obtained by applying memory cutoffs

selected from different points along the RMSE curves. In Fig. 7 of the main text, we

demonstrate that our protocol for choosing τM by computing the RMSE relative to LSC

dynamics from kernels constructed with varying levels of left-handed derivatives provides
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FIG. S1. Modifying column structure of K(1)(t) alters population conservation in SC-

GQME. Population flux, h, obtained from the SC-GQME dynamics of the spin-boson model with

parameters ϵ = ∆, β = 5.0∆−1, ωc = 2.0∆, η = 0.2∆ and an Ohmic spectral density and subject to

initial condition ρ(0) = ρB |1⟩ ⟨1|. Each panel corresponds to SC-GQME dynamics predicted from

a memory constructed using K(3b)(t) and the variations of K(1)(t) described in Table S1.

truncated dynamics with higher accuracy than LSC dynamics. One may also wonder about

the quality of dynamics one could obtain when truncating the memory kernel at other

notable times in the RMSE plots. Here, we use the same RMSE plots as in the main text

(Fig. 7) corresponding to systems with strong system-bath coupling (see Fig. S2 (A) and

(B)). Additionally, because both RMSE plots in Fig. S2 (A) and (B) share a similar structure,

we choose four new memory truncation times corresponding to distinct structural features.

Using each of these memory truncation times, we subsequently compare the corresponding

nonequilibrium population dynamics from the kernels to the exact and LSC dynamics.

At short times, all RMSE curves decrease from a shared initial value before reaching
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a minimum. Applying a cutoff in this region (gray-purple line), produces dynamics with

lower accuracy than the original LSC approximation, (see Fig. S2 (C) and (D)). Thus, if

one aims to improve the accuracy of LSC dynamics, one should never apply a memory

cutoff before the minimum in the RMSE curve. Alternatively, one can apply a cutoff at the

minimum itself (orange dashed lines). Because the RMSE is relative to the LSC dynamics,

this cutoff produces dynamics that roughly recover the original LSC dynamics and obtain

little to no improvement (see Fig. S2 (E) and (F)). Beyond their minimum, all RMSE curves

increase again. While additional improvement is expected over some time interval in this

regime, the optimal choice of memory cutoff becomes unclear in the absence of a well-defined

protocol. One distinct point in this region is the intersection between the RMSE curves for

K(0L)
LSC(t) and K(1L)

LSC(t) and K(2L)
LSC(t) (dashed blue line). By selecting τM at this intersection,

the kernel predicts nonequilibrium population dynamics with higher relative accuracy than

the original LSC dynamics, but, in general, this point cannot recover the exact long-time

limit (see Fig. S2 (G) and (H)). Finally, if one disregards all structurally distinct points

and chooses a memory cutoff beyond the RMSE minimum, there is no a priori guarantee

that the dynamics from the kernel remain physical. We illustrate this point by arbitrarily

selecting τM = 2.0∆−1 (dashed green line). In some parameter regimes, this selection of τM

allows the kernel to predict dynamics within graphical accuracy of the exact benchmark (see

Fig. S2 (I)), although this level of agreement is largely accidental. Thus, this choice of τM is

not always reliable, as it can predict unphysical dynamics in challenging parameter regimes

(see Fig. S2 (J)).
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FIG. S2. Alternative memory time cutoffs provide various levels of accuracy. Alterna-

tive choices for τM determined from RMSE curves relative to the LSC dynamics for the spin-boson

model with an Ohmic spectral density and ϵ = ∆, β = 5.0∆−1, ωc = ∆ at various system-bath

couplings, η, subject to initial condition ρ(0) = ρB |1⟩ ⟨1|. We generated these predictions using

single-accuracy kernels constructed with varying numbers of left-handed derivatives (see Fig 7 in

main text). (A-B): Four alternative values of τM . (C-D): Lower-than-LSC-accuracy population

dynamics obtained when choosing τM before the minimum in the RMSE plot (dotted line). (E-

F): LSC-level accuracy population dynamics obtained when choosing τM at the minimum (orange

dashed line). (G-H) Improved-accuracy population dynamics obtained when choosing τM as the

intersection between the RMSE curves for K(0L)
LSC(t) and K(1L)

LSC(t) and K(2L)
LSC(t) (dashed blue line).

Note that while these resulting dynamics are always physical, they fail to recover the exact long-

time limit. (I-J): Benchmark-accuracy population dynamics obtained when choosing a cutoff later

in time, such as τM = 2.0∆−1 (dashed green line). We remark that this agreement is accidental

and may become much worse, even unphysical, in challenging parameter regimes.

B. Previously inaccessible parameter regimes

Here, we illustrate the effectiveness of our RMSE protocol leveraging short-time accurate

and long-time stable kernels to triangulate a reliable τM across traditionally challenging

scenarios. Consistent with our final suggestion for the protocol that reproducibly yields

predictions of greatest accuracy in the main text (see Fig. 8), the kernels we use are the single-

accuracy K(1L)
LSC(t) and mixed-accuracy K(t), from the SC-GQME. Specifically, we consider

systems that are well beyond the accuracy limits of SC dynamics, such as those with high

energy bias between electronic states and systems with a Debye spectral density.

High energy bias: SC dynamics generally struggle to achieve accurate results in systems

with a strong energy bias.20–22 Even worse, previous work has observed that no plateau of

stability exists when using the SC-GQME in systems with increasing energy bias,23 limiting

its applicability increasingly. In light of this challenge, we test our protocol to triangulate

τM in a system with high energy bias by considering a spin-boson model with parameters

ε = 3.0∆, ωc = ∆, η = ∆, β = 0.3∆−1 with an Ohmic spectral density and a simulation

timestep of, ∆t = 5.0× 10−3∆−1. Figure S3 (A) shows that the RMSE curves relative LSC

dynamics from each kernel construction have a similar shape to those in Figs. 7 and 8 in
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FIG. S3. Our RMSE protocol predicts reliable τM in system with large energy bias.

RMSE protocol to determine τM , in the spin-boson model with an Ohmic spectral density and

ϵ = 3.0∆, β = 0.3∆−1, ωc = ∆, η = ∆, subject to initial condition ρ(0) = ρB |1⟩ ⟨1| (A) RMSE

relative to the LSC dynamics of predictions from single-accuracy and mixed-accuracy constructions

of the memory kernels. That is, we construct K(1L)
LSC(t) from single-accuracy auxiliary kernels and

K(t) from the SC-GQME using mixed-accuracy auxiliary kernels. (B) By selecting when the RMSE

curves diverge, τM = 2.70∆−1, the resulting nonequilibrium population dynamics from the SC-

GQME have higher relative accuracy to the original LSC dynamics and remain physical at all

times. The shaded blue region indicates the time up to τM .

the main text. Initially, the two RMSE curves start from the same point and decrease until

they reach a minimum. After the minimum, both curves increase and then eventually begin

to separate. We select τM as the point where the RMSE curve of K(1L)(t) first diverges from

that of the SC-GQME, indicated by the dotted blue line at τM = 2.70∆−1. Because this τM

lies beyond the RMSE minimum in Fig. S3 (A), we expect it to outperform LSC dynamics,

which we confirm in Fig. S3 (B). Although the truncated K(1L)
LSC(t) dynamics do not exactly

reproduce the benchmark long-time limit, Fig. S3 (B) highlights that our protocol can still

select a reliable τM that yields more accurate dynamics than the direct LSC approximation,

even in parameter regimes with large energy biases.

Debye spectral density: We also consider our protocol in systems with a broad Debye

spectral density. The Debye spectral density, which takes the form,

J(ω) =
2λωωc

ω2 + ω2
c

, (F1)

where λ is the reorganization energy and ωc is the cutoff frequency of the bath, provides

a more challenging case for trajectory-based dynamical methods due to the presence of

bath degrees of freedom with large frequencies.24 To address this challenge, we test our
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FIG. S4. Our RMSE protocol predicts reliable τM in system with Debye spectral den-

sities. RMSE protocol to determine τM , in the spin-boson model with an Debye spectral density

and ϵ = ∆, β = 5.0∆−1, ωc = ∆, and various amounts of system-bath coupling, η, subject to

initial condition ρ(0) = ρB |1⟩ ⟨1| (A-B) RMSE relative to the LSC dynamics of predictions from

single-accuracy and mixed-accuracy constructions of the memory kernels. That is, we construct

K(1L)
LSC(t) from single-accuracy auxiliary kernels and K(t) from the SC-GQME using mixed-accuracy

auxiliary kernels. (C-D) Because we cannot visually determine τM from (A-B), we plot the dif-

ference between the RMSE curve for K(1L)
LSC(t) and the RMSE curve for K(t) from the SC-GQME.

τM (dashed blue line) is selected as the last time the oscillations encompass 0 (dashed red line)

and and does not return to 0 thereafter. (E-F) The choice of τM from (C-D) provides reliable

nonequilibrium population dynamics even when the system has a Debye spectral density.

protocol by calculating the RMSE relative to the LSC dynamics in a spin-boson model with

the parameters, ϵ = ∆, ωc = ∆, β = 5.0∆−1 with a Debye spectral density and various

strengths of system-bath coupling, η (see Fig. S4 (A) and (B)). The RMSE curves exhibit
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a similar overall shape to those in other parameter regimes. However, unlike the previously

considered Ohmic spectral densities, the Debye spectral density produces RMSE curves that

appear significantly more jagged. This “noise” makes it more difficult to visually determine

when the RMSE curves in Fig. S4 (A) and (B) deviate from each other. To overcome this

problem, we plot the difference between the RMSE curves from K(1L)
LSC(t) and the RMSE

curve from K(t) (SC-GQME) in Fig. S4 (C) and (D). These panels highlight that the noise

can cause differences between the RMSE curves even at short times. In the main text, we

deterministically selected τM as the time point when the RMSE curves diverged from each

other (see Fig. 7 and 8). Here, to better account for the noise in Fig. S4 (C) and (D) while

remaining consistent with this framework, we select τM as the time when the oscillations

no longer encompass 0 (dashed red line) and the curve does not return to 0 thereafter. We

highlight the selected memory cutoffs in Fig. S4 (C) and (D) with dashed blue lines: for

η = 0.2∆, τM = 3.28∆−1 (see Fig. S4 (C)), and for η = ∆, τM = 0.72∆−1 (see Fig. S4 (D)).

To benchmark the spin-boson model with a Debye spectral density, we utilize the hierar-

chical equations of motion (HEOM) as a dynamical solver.25 For the given parameter regimes,

we setK = 10 and L = 26 to obtain converged dynamics. We utilize this benchmark to show

in Fig. S4 (E) and (F) that these choices of τM predict nonequilibrium population dynamics

that are of higher accuracy than the LSC counterparts at both strengths of system-bath

coupling. In the case of η = 0.2∆, the dynamics even match the exact long-time limit.

Hence, by employing the combination of single-accuracy and mixed-accuracy kernels, our

RMSE protocol enables us to determine a reliable τM that improves the LSC dynamics, even

when using challenging spectral densities and high reorganization energies.
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