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Establishing the underlying links between the diverse landscape of theoretical frameworks for
simulating strongly correlated matter is crucial for advancing our understanding of these systems. In
this work, we focus on the Ghost Gutzwiller Approximation (gGA), an extension of the Gutzwiller
Approximation (GA) based on the variational principle. We derive a framework called “Ghost
Density Matrix Embedding Theory” (gDMET) from quantum embedding (QE) principles similar
to those in Density Matrix Embedding Theory (DMET), which reproduces the gGA equations for
multi-orbital Hubbard models with a simpler implementation. This derivation highlights the crucial
role of the ghost degrees of freedom, not only as an extension to the GA, but also as the key element
in establishing a consistent conceptual connection between DMET and the gGA. This connection
further elucidates how gGA overcomes the systematic accuracy limitations of standard GA and
achieves results comparable to Dynamical Mean Field Theory (DMFT). Furthermore, it offers an
alternative interpretation of the gGA equations, fostering new ideas and generalizations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Theoretical frameworks based on QE principles [1, 2]
have emerged as powerful tools for studying strongly cor-
related matter. Among these, DMFT [3–7] is a well-
known and widely used method. Other methods, such
as the GA [8–15], its recent extension gGA [16–18], the
Rotationally Invariant Slave Boson (RISB) theory [19–
21], the Slave Spin theory [22, 23], and DMET [24–32],
have also made significant contributions. In this work,
we focus on GA and gGA, both of which are based on
the variational principle and, as DMFT, on the limit of
infinite dimensionality [8, 9].

The key idea underlying gGA is to expand the GA
variational space by incorporating auxiliary “ghost”
fermionic degrees of freedom —which is a common
theme with different frameworks such as: extensions to
DMET [33], matrix product states and projected entan-
gled pair states [34], the ancilla qubit techique [35], and
recent extensions of neural network states [36]. It also
presents suggestive analogies with the physical concepts
of “hidden Fermion” [37] and “hidden Fermi liquid” [38].

The gGA variational extension allows achieving an ac-
curacy comparable to that of DMFT, but with a substan-
tially lower computational cost [16, 17, 39, 40]. Addition-
ally, the gGA, like the GA, can be reformulated using a
RISB perspective [41–44], providing us with an exact re-
formulation of the many-body problem that reduces to
gGA at the mean field level. This alternative formula-
tion may pave the way to develop practical implementa-
tions for adding systematically quantum-fluctuation cor-
rections towards the exact solution.

In Refs. [13, 16, 17] it was shown that the GA and
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the gGA can be both formulated using a typical QE
algorithmic structure, analogous to DMET. This struc-
ture involves the recursive computation of an Embedding
Hamiltonian’s (EH) ground state for each correlated frag-
ment of the system. In practice, this approach offers new
opportunities to reduce the computational costs of GA
and gGA —e.g., by employing density matrix renormal-
ization group [45], variational quantum eigensolvers [46–
48], or other classical methods [49, 50], to compute the
EH’s ground state. Subsequently, the comparison be-
tween the GA and DMET equations was also discussed
in Refs. [51, 52], where it was noted that the main math-
ematical difference between the DMET and the GA, as
formulated in Refs. [13, 21] using a QE structure, is that
the latter involves variational parameters encoding the
quasi-particle spectral weights of the correlated degrees
of freedom, which are effectively set to 1 in DMET.

The mathematical similarities between GA, gGA, and
DMET algorithms, outlined above, suggest a possible
underlying physical connection between these methods.
However, such a connection has not been established yet.

In this paper we address this issue by deriving the
gDMET: a QE method based on principles similar to
those of DMET, possessing self-consistency conditions
mathematically equivalent to those found in the gGA
variational-energy minimization framework [16, 17]. This
clear correspondence between gGA and gDMET offers a
valuable alternative perspective on interpreting the phys-
ical implications of the resulting equations, and intro-
duces a practical advantage with a simpler implementa-
tion. Furthermore, as our approach yields non-arbitrary
self-consistency conditions consistent with the variational
principle in the infinite-dimensional limit, it could serve
as a guide for developing new QE methods with enhanced
accuracy and broader applicability, e.g., for systems with
non-local interactions [53–58], at finite temperature [59–
62], and out of equilibrium [63–68].
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Figure 1. Schematic 1-dimensional representation of the ef-
fective Hamiltonian Ĥ∗ in the ideal scenario described in
Sec. II A. The physical degrees of freedom c†iα = f†

iα, α =
1, .., νi, are represented by blue circles. The additional ghost
modes f†

ia, a = νi+1, .., Bνi, are represented by green circles.

II. DERIVATION OF gDMET: THE gGA FROM
QE SELF-CONSISTENCY PRINCIPLES

Let us consider a generic multi-orbital Fermi-Hubbard
Hamiltonian represented as follows:

Ĥ =
N∑
i=1

Ĥi
loc[c

†
iα, ciα] +

∑
i̸=j

T̂ij (1)

T̂ij =

νi∑
α=1

νj∑
β=1

[tij ]αβ c
†
iαcjβ , (2)

where i and j label the fragments of the system, Ĥi
loc

is a generic operator lying within the i fragment (i.e.,

constructed with c†iα, ciα), including both one-body and
two-body contributions, and α labels all Fermionic modes
within each fragment.

The key idea underlying QE frameworks is to describe
the interaction of each fragment with its environment in
terms of an EH, consisting of the fragment and an entan-
gled quantum bath. In principle, it can be demonstrated
that the fragments can always be exactly embedded by
baths no larger than the fragments themselves. However,
this result is purely formal. In DMET a practical approx-
imation to the bath of the EH is built from a one-body
state, which is generally constructed as the ground state
of an auxiliary one-body Hamiltonian Ĥ∗, determined by
appropriate self-consistency conditions.

The goal of this section is to develop the gGA from QE
self-consistency principles reminiscent of DMET. Like
gGA, our construction will involve an effective one-body
Hamiltonian Ĥ∗ featuring auxiliary Fermionic degrees of
freedom, that will serve to enrich the description of many-
body effects compared to classical DMET frameworks.

A. The gDMET quasiparticle Hamiltonian

In our approach, we construct the effective Hamilto-
nian Ĥ∗, also called “quasiparticle Hamiltonian,” as in

the gGA literature:

Ĥ∗[R,Λ] =
N∑
i=1

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λi]ab f
†
iafib +

∑
i ̸=j

T̂ij

T̂ij =

Bνi∑
a=1

Bνj∑
b=1

[RitijR†
j ]ab f

†
iafjb , (3)

where R = (R1, ..,RN ), Λ = (Λ1, ..,ΛN ), we assume
that B > 1 is an odd number, and we introduce modes

f†ia, with original Fermionic modes c†iα expressed as linear
combinations:

c†iα =

Bνi∑
a=1

[Ri]aαf
†
ia (α = 1, .., νi) . (4)

Similarly to all DMET implementations, the entries of
the parameters Λi and Ri characterizing Ĥ∗ are initially
unspecified, and will be determined self-consistently.

For Eq. (4) to be consistent and provide c†iα and f†ia
modes both satisfying canonical anticommutation rules:

{fia, f
†
jb} = δijδab (5)

{ciα, c
†
jβ} = δijδαβ , (6)

the condition R†
iRi = 1 (where 1 is the identity matrix)

has to hold true. When this condition is satisfied ex-
actly, the modes f†ia can be chosen in such a way that
[Ri]aα = δaα ∀ a, α ≤ νi and [Ri]aα = 0 otherwise.
This ideal scenario, corresponding to the system repre-
sented in Fig. 1 is useful for interpreting the gGA equa-
tions from a DMET perspective. Specifically, it allows
interpreting Ĥ∗ as an effective Hamiltonian approximat-
ing many-body interactions between fragments and their
environments using one-body operators; with “hopping”
(non-local) terms retained as in the original Hamiltonian

Ĥ, and new “ghost” or “ancilla” Fermionic degrees of
freedom introduced locally in all fragments to enrich the
approximate description of many-body effects induced by
local interacting terms of Ĥ.
For later convenience, we rewrite Eq. (3) as follows:

Ĥ∗[R,Λ] =
N∑

i,j=1

[Πih∗Πj ]ab f
†
iafjb , (7)

where we introduced the matrix:

h∗ =


Λ1 R1t12R†

2 . . . R1t1NR†
N

R2t21R†
1 Λ2 . . .

...
...

...
. . .

...

RN1tN1R†
1 . . . . . . ΛN

 (8)

and the projectors over the degrees of freedom corre-
sponding to each fragment:

Πi =

δi1 [1]Bν1×Bν1
. . . 0

...
. . .

...
0 . . . δiM [1]BνM×BνM

 , (9)
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Figure 2. Schematic representation of the EH Ĥi
emb. The frag-

ment degrees of freedom c†iα, α = 1, .., νi, are represented by a

blue circle, while the additional bath modes f†
ia, a = 1, .., Bνi,

are represented by a green ellipse. The matrix Λc
i encodes the

bath degrees of freedom and the ghost modes, while the ma-
trix Di encodes the hybridization with the fragment.

where [1]n×n is the n× n identity matrix.

B. Construction of the Embedding Hamiltonians

In this section, we outline the construction of embed-
ding Hamiltonians for individual fragments of Ĥ, leverag-
ing a general theorem based on the Schmidt decomposi-
tion, here provided in the supplemental material for com-
pleteness [69]. This theorem, a standard result in DMET
frameworks [70], allows expressing the active part of the

ground state |Ψ0⟩ of Ĥ∗ (see Eq. (3)) for each fragment
i. Specifically, the theorem demonstrates that the active
part corresponds to the ground state of a one-body EH
involving Bνi fragment degrees of freedom, denoted as
f†ia, and Bνi “bath” degrees of freedom entangled with

it, denoted as b†ia, given by the following equation:

b†ia =

N∑
j=1

Bνj∑
b=1

[Bj
i ]ba f

†
jb (a = 1, .., Bνi) , (10)

where the entries of the matrices Bj
i are given by the

following equation:

[Bj
i ]ba = (1− δij)

[
Πjf(h∗)Πi

1√
t∆i(1−t∆i)

]
ba

, (11)

where:

[∆i]ab = ⟨Ψ0| f†iafib |Ψ0⟩ (a, b = 1, .., Bνi) (12)

and t∆i indicates the transpose of ∆i. For later conve-
nience, we define also the following matrix:

Bi =

N∑
j=1

Bj
i . (13)

As explained in the supplemental material [69], the
resulting effective one-body embedding Hamiltonian as-
sociated to each fragment i is the following:

Ĥi
0 =

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λi]ab f
†
iafib −

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λc
i ]ab b

†
iabib

+

Bνi∑
a,b=1

([
D0

i

]
ba
f†iabib +H.c.

)

=

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λi]ab f
†
iafib −

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λc
i ]ab b

†
iabib

+

Bνi∑
a=1

νi∑
α=1

(
[Di]bα c†iαbib +H.c.

)
, (14)

where:

[Λc
i ]ab = −[ΠiB†

ih∗BiΠi]ab (15)[
D0

i

]
ba

= [Πih∗Bi]ab =
∑
j

[
RitijR†

jB
j
i

]
ab

(16)

[Di]ba =
∑
j

[
tijR†

jB
j
i

]
ab
, (17)

and in the last step of Eq. (14) we used Eq. (4).

Given Ĥi
0, we construct the following approximation to

the actual EH of each impurity for the original interacting
Hamiltonian Ĥ (Eq. (1)) as follows:

Ĥi
emb = Ĥi

0 −
Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λi]ab f
†
iafib + Ĥi

loc[c
†
iα, ciα]

= Ĥi
loc[c

†
iα, ciα]−

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λc
i ]ab b

†
iabib

+

Bνi∑
a=1

νi∑
α=1

(
[Di]bα c†iαbib +H.c.

)
, (18)

which is represented schematically in Fig. 2.
This working hypothesis, which will enable us to re-

cover the gGA equations, can be physically motivated by
noting that the fragment portion of the EH is already
known to be Ĥi

loc. Therefore, that part does not need to
be approximated.
Note that Ĥi

emb involves explicitly only the νi frag-

ment modes c†iα and Bνi bath modes b†ia. However, it

is crucial to understand that, by construction, Ĥi
emb ex-

ists within the extended Hilbert space containing all Bνi
impurity degrees of freedom f†ia, not only the physical
ones. As explained in the supplemental material [69],
the EH construction requires that the total EH system
(including the additional (B − 1)νi auxiliary modes) is
half-filled, containing Bνi Fermions in total. This re-
quirement introduces the challenge of assigning the avail-
able Bνi Fermions between the (B−1)νi auxiliary modes
and the physically relevant portion of the EH, corre-
sponding to the (B + 1)νi modes explicitly appearing in
Eq. (18). The same question arises within the context
of gGA [16, 17, 69], where different choices for assigning
Fermions may lead to different variational states, among
which the physical solution is the one resulting in the
lowest variational energy.
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In previous work it was found that the physically rel-
evant solution is generally obtained when the physically
relevant portion of the EH, corresponding to the (B+1)νi
modes explicitly appearing in Eq. (18), is itself half filled,
i.e., it contains νi(B+1)/2 Fermions (which is integer for
odd B, as we previously assumed in Sec. IIA). Therefore,
from now on we are going to call |Φi⟩ the ground state

of Ĥi
loc within the subspace with νi(B + 1)/2 Fermions.

C. Self-consistency conditions

We now postulate the following self-consistency condi-
tions for determining the parameters Ri and Λi:

⟨Ψ0[R,Λ]| b†iabib |Ψ0[R,Λ]⟩ = ⟨Φi| b†iabib |Φi⟩ (19)

⟨Ψ0[R,Λ]| c†iαbib |Ψ0[R,Λ]⟩ = ⟨Φi| c†iαbib |Φi⟩ . (20)

This working hypothesis, that will allow us to recover
the gGA equations, can be physically motivated by ob-
serving that the role of |Ψ0⟩ is to approximate the en-
vironment of each fragment and its interaction with the
fragment itself, which are directly related with Eqs. (19)
and (20), respectively.
Note that, as shown in the supplemental material [69],

the left hand side of Eq. (19) is given by:

⟨Ψ0[R,Λ]| b†iabib |Ψ0[R,Λ]⟩ = [1−∆i]ab . (21)

Similarly, the left hand side of Eq. (20) is given by the
following equation:

⟨Ψ0[R,Λ]| c†iαbib |Ψ0[R,Λ]⟩

=

Bνi∑
a=1

[Ri]aα⟨Ψ0[R,Λ]| f†iabib |Ψ0[R,Λ]⟩

=

Bνi∑
a=1

[Ri]aα[∆i(1−∆i)]
1
2

ab . (22)

D. Summary

In summary, the solution to the gDMET quantum em-
bedding problem is given by the following identities:

Ĥ∗[R,Λ]|Ψ0⟩ = E0|Ψ0⟩ (23)

[∆i]ab = ⟨Ψ0| f†iafib |Ψ0⟩ (24)

Bj
i = (1−δij)Πjf(h∗)Πi

1√
t∆i(1−t∆i)

(25)

Bi =

N∑
j=1

Bj
i (26)

[Di]bα =

N∑
j=1

[
tijR†

jB
j
i

]
αb

(27)

[Λc
i ]ab = −[ΠiB†

ih∗BiΠi]ab (28)

Ĥi
emb|Φi⟩ = Ec

i |Φi⟩ (29)

⟨Φi| b†iabib |Φi⟩ = [1−∆i]ab (30)

⟨Φi| c†iαbib |Φi⟩ =
Bνi∑
a=1

[Ri]aα[∆i(1−∆i)]
1
2

ab , (31)

where the embedding parameters Λc
i and ∆i, characteriz-

ing the EH Ĥi
emb of the fragments, depend on Ri and Λi

through the steps described above; Eq. (29) consists in

computing the ground state of Ĥi
emb; and Eqs. (30),(31)

are the self-consistency conditions to be satisfied for de-
termining Ri and Λi.
In the supplemental material, we provide a proof that

the gDMET equations presented above are indeed math-
ematically equivalent to the gGA equations [69]. This
equivalence allows for a complementary physical interpre-
tation. Furthermore, our approach introduces a practical
advantage, as Eq. (28) offers a simpler method for cal-
culating Λc

i compared to the expression used in previous
GA/gGA implementations [69].
A key mathematical distinction of our approach, com-

pared to other DMET implementations proposed in the
literature, is that Eqs. (23)-(31) do not form an under-
determined system, but can be exactly satisfied simulta-
neously. The primary reason is that the combined num-
ber of independent entries of Λi and Ri is equal to the
number of independent EH density matrix elements ap-
pearing in the left-hand sides of Eqs. (30),(31). In clas-
sic DMET frameworks, however, the matrices Ri are not
considered as free parameters, and the parameters Λi are
insufficient for exactly satisfying the QE self-consistency
conditions. The standard DMET approach to tackle this
problem is to address the self-consistency conditions only
approximately, with respect to an arbitrary notion of dis-
tance. On the other hand, the QE framework derived in
this work relies on the assumption that the matrices Ri

satisfy the condition R†
iRi = 1, which should therefore

be interpreted as a “sanity check” of the theory, but is
not generally exactly verified. The discrepancy between

the ideal assumption of R†
iRi = 1 and the actual matrix

conditions found in practice hints at a common underly-
ing physical reason that is relevant to both our approach
and the classic DMET frameworks.
From a physical standpoint, this common underly-

ing physical reason can be traced back to the role of
the ghost degrees of freedom. In classic GA (i.e., for
B = 1, corresponding to the limiting case without ghost

Fermionic degrees of freedom), R†
iRi = Zi represents the

quasi-particle weight of the i degrees of freedom. Since
generally the eigenvalues of Zi are smaller than 1, the
QE procedure above becomes less justified in the corre-
lated regime from a DMET perspective (while it remains
perfectly justified from the GA variational perspective).
In contrast, gGA incorporates ghost Fermionic degrees

of freedom, where R†
iRi represents the entire spectral

weight of the i degrees of freedom, including both the
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quasiparticle weight and the contribution of the Hub-
bard bands. Therefore, in gGA one generally finds that

R†
iRi ∼ 1 in all physical regimes, ranging from the

weakly correlated to the strongly correlated. This fact
can be interpreted as an a-posteriori indication that the
additional ghost degrees of freedom allow us to capture
with higher precision the many-body effects induced by
local interacting terms of Ĥ, justifying our procedure.
In light of the above discussion, we argue that the ghost

degrees of freedom play a pivotal role in unifying the
DMET and gGA perspectives, offering a common frame-
work that successfully captures many-body effects, while
adhering to the principles of both approaches.

III. GAUGE FREEDOM AND QE GAUGE
FROM SINGULAR VALUE DECOMPOSITION

In this section, we discuss the gauge invariance of the
equations derived in our paper. By inspection, one can
verify that Eqs. (24)-(31) are invariant with respect to
the following set of gauge transformations:

|Ψ0⟩ → Û† (θ1, .., θN ) |Ψ0⟩ (32)

|Φi⟩ → Û†
i (θi) |Φi⟩ (33)

Ri → u†i (θi)Ri (34)

Di → tu (θi)Di (35)

∆i → tui (θi)∆i
tu†i (θi) (36)

Λi → u†i (θi) Λiui (θi) (37)

Λc
i → u†i (θi) Λ

c
iui (θi) , (38)

where θi are Hermitian matrices of Lie parameters and:

ui (θi) = eiθi (39)

Ûi (θi) = ei
∑Bνi

a,b=1[θi]abb
†
iabib (40)

Û (θ1, .., θN ) = ei
∑

i

∑Bνi
a,b=1[θi]abf

†
iafib . (41)

In the context of our derivation of the QE equations,
the invariance under the given set of gauge transforma-

tions stems from the fact that the choice of the fia modes

is arbitrary, as long as they can span the physical ciα
modes. The term “gauge” refers to the idea that such a
basis choice does not impact physical quantities, since all
parameters related by this group of transformations are
effectively equivalent. In particular, note that Eq. (33)
corresponds to applying any unitary transformation to
the bath of the effective Hamiltonian, which does not af-
fect the expectation values of fragment observables in the
EH (as in DMFT).
Importantly, as discussed in Sec. II A, if the identity

R†
iRi = 1 was exactly satisfied, we would be able to

choose a gauge that corresponds to the ideal scenario
depicted in Fig. 1 —which was used to justify our QE

procedure. On the other hand, even when R†
iRi = 1 is

verified only approximately, we can leverage the gauge
freedom to transform Ri into a form that closely resem-
bles the ideal scenario depicted in Fig. 1 (which we are
going to refer to as the “QE gauge”). To illustrate this
point, we will present an argument based on the singular
value decomposition (SVD) of Ri.

The SVD theorem states that it is always possible to
express a rectangular matrix such as Ri as follows:

Ri = UiΣiV
†
i , (42)

where Ui is a Bνi × Bνi matrix, Vi is a νi × νi uni-
tary matrix and Σi is a Bνi × νi diagonal matrix, where
[Σi]αα ≥ 0 ∀α ≤ νi are the so-called “singular values”,
and [Σi]aα = 0 ∀ a > νi. This property arises from the
fact that the SVD captures the effective rank ofRi, which
is νi, and the non-zero singular values correspond to the

contributions from the physical ciα modes. In our con-
text of application inherent in the gGA equations, where
we know that:

R†
iRi ≃ 1 , (43)

is accurately satisfied, we have that [Σi]aα ≃ δaα for a ≤
νi, as it can be readily verified by noting that:

Σ†
iΣi = V †

i R
†
iRiVi . (44)

Let us define the gauge transformation ui = UiV̄
†
i ,

where V̄i is a unitary block matrix with entries [V̄i]αβ =
[Vi]αβ ∀α, β ≤ νi, [V̄i]ab = δab ∀ a, b ≥ νi + 1, and 0
elsewhere. By applying such gauge transformation to Ri

we can bring it into a form close to the one corresponding
to the ideal scenario of Fig. 1. In fact:

R′
i = u†iRi = V̄iΣiVi , (45)

which has entries:

[R′
i]αβ ≃ δαβ ∀α, β ≤ νi (46)

[R′
i]aα = 0 ∀ a > νi , (47)

where Eq. (46) holds true because the corresponding
block of R′

i consists of a unitary rotation of the singular
values of Σi, which we know to be approximately 1 under
our hyphotesys, see Eqs. (43) and (44).

In the arguments presented above, it is important to
emphasize that the construction allowing us to obtain
an Ri matrix with the ideal form depicted in Fig. 1 is
specifically applicable only to the gGA framework, where

B > 1, as our key hypothesis that R†
iRi ≃ 1 is not

satisfied in the case of the classic GA with B = 1.
In the following subsection, we will provide a concrete

illustration of the gauge-fixing construction explained
above. Specifically, we will apply these concepts to the
simple case of the Hubbard model at particle-hole sym-
metry, within the gGA framework with B = 3, as previ-
ously studied in Ref. [16]. This example will serve to fur-
ther clarify the gauge-fixing procedure and demonstrate
the practical utility of the auxiliary ghost modes in cap-
turing the many-body effects arising in this system.
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QE gauge fixing for single-band Hubbard model

Let us consider the special case of a single-band Hub-
bard model (νi = 1) satisfying particle-hole symmetry
and translational invariance. The translational invari-
ance implies that Ri = R and Λi = Λ are independent of
the fragment i. Furthermore, as previously pointed out
in Ref. [16], the particle-hole symmetry condition implies
that, in the gauge that diagonalizes Λ, we have:

R =

 √
z√
h/2√
h/2

 , Λ =

0 0 0
0 l 0
0 0 −l

 ; (48)

where z representes the quasi-particle weight, h repre-
sents the spectral weight of the Hubbard bands, and l
controls the position of the Hubbard bands.

In such simple case, the SVD of R:

R = UΣV † (49)

can be realized as follows:

U =
1√
z + h


√
z −

√
h 0√

h
2

√
z
2 −

√
z+h
2√

h
2

√
z
2

√
z+h
2

 (50)

Σ =

√
z + h
0
0

 (51)

V = 1 , (52)

and the QE gauge fixing procedure above reduces to per-
forming the following matrix multiplications:

R′ = U†R =

√
z + h
0
0

 ≃

1
0
0

 (53)

Λ′ = U†ΛU =
−l√
z + h

 0 0
√
h

0 0
√
z√

h
√
z 0


≃ −l

 0 0
√
h

0 0
√
z√

h
√
z 0

 , (54)

where in the last step of Eqs. (53) and (54) we used that
z + h = Σ†Σ ≃ 1, consistently with the fact that the
gGA framework captures both the quasiparticle weight
and the Hubbard bands.

Therefore, the gauge transformation above reproduces
the scenario represented in Fig. 1, featuring the same
non-local terms as the original Hamiltonian and addi-
tional ghost Fermionic degrees of freedom interacting lo-
cally with each fragment. It is important to remember
that, as previously explained below Eq. (4), this reduc-
tion is exact only under the hypothesis that R†R =
z+h = 1, which, while being satisfied accurately in gGA,
is not met exactly.

As expected, the auxiliary degrees of freedom (corre-
sponding to the first component of the matrices above)
are decoupled from the auxiliary modes in the uncorre-
lated regime, where the spectral weight h of the Hub-
bard bands vanishes. On the other hand, such coupling
becomes stronger as the interaction strength grows and,
in the Mott phase, where the quasiparticle weight z van-
ishes, it becomes commensurate to l ≃ U , where U is the
Hubbard interaction strength of the model. This is con-
sistent with the notion that Ĥ∗, parametrized by R and
Λ, serves as an effective Hamiltonian aiming to approxi-
mate the many-body interactions between the fragments
and their respective environments with one-body oper-
ators. Consequently, it is natural that the ghost modes
are useful only when many-body interactions are present.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this study we derived the gDMET framework: a
QE method based on principles that echo the founda-
tional concepts underlying DMET, that is mathemati-
cally equivalent to the gGA. This reformulation offers
an alternative, mathematically precise interpretation of
the gGA equations, uncovers the underlying physical link
between the two methods, and introduces a practical ad-
vantage with a simpler implementation.

A key aspect of our analysis is the crucial role of the
ghost degrees of freedom in connecting the DMET and
gGA perspectives, i.e., their necessity for formulating a
unified framework that adheres to the principles of both
approaches. In relation to this point, it is interesting to
note that, as shown in Ref. [17], the limitations of stan-
dard GA in capturing charge fluctuations in the strongly
correlated regime, particularly in the Mott phase, are
directly tied to the method’s inability to capture the en-
tire spectral weight, and that the introduction of ghost
degrees of freedom in gGA resolves these issues, provid-
ing results with accuracy essentially equal to DMFT. Our
study suggests a possible association between the require-
ment of ghost degrees of freedom for achieving satisfac-
tory accuracy and the feasibility of formulating the gGA
equations also from a DMET perspective, contingent on
the inclusion of ghost degrees of freedom.

Finally, the connection between gGA and DMET es-
tablished here may pave the way for novel methodological
generalizations, leveraging on the combined strengths of
the variational perspective underlying the gGA frame-
work and the QE perspective underlying DMET.
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[44] Nicola Lanatà, “Operatorial formulation of the ghost ro-
tationally invariant slave-boson theory,” Phys. Rev. B
105, 045111 (2022).

[45] Steven R. White, “Density matrix formulation for quan-
tum renormalization groups,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 69, 2863–
2866 (1992).

[46] Jules Tilly, Hongxiang Chen, Shuxiang Cao, Dario Pi-
cozzi, Kanav Setia, Ying Li, Edward Grant, Leonard
Wossnig, Ivan Rungger, George H. Booth, and Jonathan
Tennyson, “The variational quantum eigensolver: A re-
view of methods and best practices,” Physics Reports
986, 1–128 (2022), the Variational Quantum Eigensolver:
a review of methods and best practices.

[47] Yongxin Yao, Feng Zhang, Cai-Zhuang Wang, Kai-Ming
Ho, and Peter P. Orth, “Gutzwiller hybrid quantum-
classical computing approach for correlated materials,”
Phys. Rev. Research 3, 013184 (2021).

[48] John Rogers, Tao Jiang, Marius S. Frank, Ove Chris-
tiansen, Yong-Xin Yao, and Nicola Lanatà, “Er-
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[50] Nicola Lanatà, Yong-Xin Yao, Xiaoyu Deng, Cai-Zhuang

Wang, Kai-Ming Ho, and Gabriel Kotliar, “Gutzwiller
renormalization group,” Phys. Rev. B 93, 045103 (2016).

[51] Thomas Ayral, Tsung-Han Lee, and Gabriel Kotliar,
“Dynamical mean-field theory, density-matrix embed-
ding theory, and rotationally invariant slave bosons: A
unified perspective,” Phys. Rev. B 96, 235139 (2017).

[52] Tsung-Han Lee, Thomas Ayral, Yong-Xin Yao, Nicola
Lanatà, and Gabriel Kotliar, “Rotationally invariant
slave-boson and density matrix embedding theory: Uni-
fied framework and comparative study on the one-
dimensional and two-dimensional hubbard model,” Phys.
Rev. B 99, 115129 (2019).

[53] Thomas Ayral, Silke Biermann, and Philipp Werner,
“Screening and nonlocal correlations in the extended
hubbard model from self-consistent combined gw and
dynamical mean field theory,” Phys. Rev. B 87, 125149
(2013).

[54] Hanna Terletska, Tianran Chen, and Emanuel Gull,
“Charge ordering and correlation effects in the extended
hubbard model,” Phys. Rev. B 95, 115149 (2017).

[55] G. Rohringer, H. Hafermann, A. Toschi, A. A. Katanin,
A. E. Antipov, M. I. Katsnelson, A. I. Lichtenstein, A. N.
Rubtsov, and K. Held, “Diagrammatic routes to nonlocal
correlations beyond dynamical mean field theory,” Rev.
Mod. Phys. 90, 025003 (2018).

[56] R. Chitra and G. Kotliar, “Effect of long range coulomb
interactions on the Mott transition,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 84,
3678–3681 (2000).

[57] Garry Goldstein, Nicola Lanatà, and Gabriel Kotliar,
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[58] Nicola Lanatà, “Local bottom-up effective theory of non-
local electronic interactions,” Phys. Rev. B 102, 115115
(2020).

[59] W.-S. Wang, X.-M. He, D. Wang, Q.-H. Wang, Z. D.
Wang, and F. C. Zhang, “Finite-temperature Gutzwiller
projection for strongly correlated electron systems,”
Phys. Rev. B 82, 125105 (2010).

[60] M. Sandri, M. Capone, and M. Fabrizio, “Finite-
temperature Gutzwiller approximation and the phase di-
agram of a toy model for V2O3,” Phys. Rev. B 87, 205108
(2013).
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Supplemental material for:
Derivation of the Ghost Gutzwiller Approximation from Quantum Embedding

principles: the Ghost Density Matrix Embedding Theory

In Sec. I of this supplemental material we derive a standard general result in DMET, concerning the Schmidt
decomposition of single-particle wavefunctions in bipartite Fermionic systems.

In Sec. II, for completeness, we outline the standard variational derivation of the gGA equations as formulated in
Ref. [1], with a modified notation consistent with the main text of this work.

In Sec. III we demonstrate explicitly the equivalence of the gDMET equations, derived in the main text from a QE
perspective, and the standard gGA equations, as derived in Sec. II from a variational principle.

In Sec. IV we write explicitly the gDMET equations in momentum representation, for systems with translational
symmetry.
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I. SCHMIDT DECOMPOSITION OF SLATER DETERMINANTS

In this section we prove the standard theorem concerning the Schmidt decomposition of single-particle wavefunctions
in bipartite Fermionic systems, following the derivation of Ref. [2].

Let us consider a Fermionic system composed by a fragment A generated by Fermionic modes a†i , i = 1, .., nA and

an environment B generated by Fermionic modes a†i , i = nA + 1, .., n = nA + nB .
Given a single particle wavefunction:

|Ψ0⟩ = c†1 . . . c
†
N |0⟩ , (1)

we can express the modes c†p, p = 1, .., N in terms of the a†i modes as follows:

c†p =

n∑
i=1

Dipa
†
i , (2)

where D is a n×N matrix.
We are going to show that it is possible to write explicitly |Ψ0⟩ in the following form:

|Ψ0⟩ =
2nA∑
k=1

σk|αk⟩ ⊗ |βk⟩ , (3)

where |αk⟩ belongs to A and |βk⟩ belongs to B.
It can be readily verified that the single particle density matrix of |Ψ0⟩ is given by:

ρij = ⟨Ψ0| a†iaj |Ψ0⟩ = [DD†]ji . (4)

A. Choice of the c†p modes

The state |Ψ0⟩ is invariant with respect to any unitary transformation of the modes c†p. Such change of basis
corresponds to performing a transformation:

D → DΩ , (5)

where Ω is an arbitrary N ×N unitary matrix.
By exploiting such freedom it is possible to reduce D to the following block form:

D =

[
P 0

Q E

]
, (6)

where P is nA × nA. Once such choice is made it is still possible to exploit the freedom [Eq. (5)] applying a unitary
transformation of the form:

Ω =

[
W 0

0 0

]
, (7)

therefore modifying D as follows: [
P 0

Q E

]
→

[
PW 0

QW E

]
, (8)

Within any of such choices of basis for the c†p modes, the single particle density matrix of |Ψ0⟩ is given by the
transpose of the following matrix:

DD† =

[
PP † PQ†

QP † QQ† + PP †

]
. (9)
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Note that PP † is the transpose of the restriction to the A system of the single-particle density matrix ρ, which we
call ∆:

t∆ = PP † . (10)

As such, it is also invariant with respect to any transformation of the form [Eq. (8)] (as the whole matrix tρ = DD†).
It is useful to note that, instead, P †P is not invariant under the transformation P → PW , but it trasnforms as

follows:

P †P →W †P †PW . (11)

This freedom can be used for diagonalizing P †P . We call n0 the diagonal eigenvalue matrix of P †P , and note that
these are the same eigenvalues of t∆ = PP † (and, therefore, of ∆ itself). As we are going to show below, this basis
choice is useful for the purpose of deriving an explicit Schmidt decomposition of |Ψ0⟩ (see Eq. (3)). Therefore, from
now on we will choose to express |Ψ0⟩ in terms of modes c†p such that P †P = n0 is diagonal.

We observe that, since D†D = 1, we have:

P †P +Q†Q = 1 (12)

Q†E = 1 . (13)

From Eq. (12) it follows that, within our basis choice for the c†p modes:

Q†Q = 1− n0 , (14)

which is also diagonal.
We consider the following matrices:

P̃ = P
1√
P †P

= P
1√
n0

(15)

Q̃ = Q
1√
Q†Q

= Q
1√

1− n0
, (16)

which satisfy the following equations:

P̃ †P̃ = 1 (17)

Q̃†Q̃ = 1 , (18)

and define the following operators:

c†A,k =

nA∑
i=1

P̃ik a
†
i (k = 1, .., nA) (19)

c†B,k =

nB∑
j=1

Q̃jk a
†
j+nA

(k = 1, .., nA) (20)

c†B,l =

nB∑
j=1

Ejl a
†
j+nA

(l = nA + 1, .., N) , (21)

which, because of Eqs. (17) and (18), are independent modes obeying the canonical anticommutation rules.
Using the definitions above, it can be readily verified that:

|Ψ0⟩ =
2nA−1∑
Γ=0

nA∏
k=1

[√
n0kk

]qk(Γ) [√
1− n0kk

]1−qk(Γ)

(|A,Γ⟩ ⊗ |B,Γ⟩)⊗ |ψC⟩ , (22)

where:

|A,Γ⟩ = [c†A,1]
q1(Γ) . . . [c†A,nA

]qnA
(Γ) |0⟩ (23)
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|B,Γ⟩ = [c†B,1]
1−q1(Γ) . . . [c†B,nA

]1−qnA
(Γ) |0⟩ (24)

|ψC⟩ = c†B,nA+1 . . . c
†
B,N |0⟩ , (25)

providing us with an explicit realization of Eq. (3).
For later convenience, we calculate the components of the single-particle density matrix in terms of the modes

[Eqs. (19)-(21)]:

⟨Ψ0| c†A,kcA,k′ |Ψ0⟩ =
nA∑

i,i′=1

P̃ikP̃
†
k′i′ρii′

=

[
1√
P †P

P †PP †P
1√
P †P

]
k′k

=
[
P †P

]
k′k

= δkk′n0kk . (26)

Similarly, we see that:

⟨Ψ0| c†A,kcB,k′ |Ψ0⟩ =
nA∑

i,i′=1

P̃ikQ̃
†
k′i′ρi,i′+nA

=

nA∑
i,i′=1

P̃ikQ̃
†
k′i′ [DD

†]i′+nA,i

=

nA∑
i,i′=1

P̃ikQ̃
†
k′i′ [QP

†]i′i

=

[
1√
Q†Q

Q†QP †P
1√
P †P

]
k′k

=
[
P †P

]
k′k

=
[√

Q†Q
√
P †P

]
k′k

= δkk′

√
n0kk(1− n0kk) , (27)

and that:

⟨Ψ0| c†B,kcB,k′ |Ψ0⟩ =
nA∑

i,i′=1

Q̃ikQ̃
†
k′i′ρi+nA,i′+nA

=

[
1√
Q†Q

Q†QQ†Q
1√
Q†Q

]
k′k

=
[
Q†Q

]
k′k

= δkk′(1− n0kk) . (28)

B. Reformulation in the original basis

Note that Eq. (22) depends on P̃ and Q̃, that are obtained from the implicit procedure above. Below we derive a
more practical expression, explicitly written as a function of the single-particle density matrix ρ of |Ψ0⟩ in the original
basis, see Eq. (4). To achieve this we note that:

[DD†]AA =t ∆ = PP † = P̃ n0P̃ † (29)

[DD†]AB = PQ† = P̃
√
n0(1− n0)Q̃†

= P̃
√
n0(1− n0)P̃ †P̃ Q̃†

=
√

t∆(1−t ∆) P̃ Q̃† . (30)

From this we can deduce that:

Q̃ = [DD†]BA
1√

t∆(1−t ∆)
P̃ . (31)
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By exploiting the unitarity of P̃ and multiplying Eqs. (19) and (20) by P̃ † on the right hand side, we obtain the
following set of independent anticommuting Fermionic modes:

a†k (k = 1, .., nA) (32)

b†k =

nB∑
j=1

Bjk a
†
j+nA

(k = 1, .., nA) (33)

c†B,l =

nB∑
j=1

Ejl a
†
j+nA

(l = nA + 1, .., N) , (34)

where:

B = Q̃P̃ † = [DD†]BA
1√

t∆(1−t ∆)
. (35)

From the equations above it follows that, ∀ j = 1, .., nB :

a†j+nA
=

nA∑
k=1

B†
kj b

†
k + . . . , (36)

where the dots indicate a linear combination of the fully-occupied modes c†B,l (l = nA + 1, .., N) and the remaining

fully-empty modes in |Ψ0⟩.

C. Quantum embedding (QE) projection

Let us consider a single particle Hamiltonian lying within the Hilbert space spanned by the Fermionic modes a†i ,

i = 1, .., nA and a†i , i = nA + 1, .., n = nA + nB :

H =

n∑
i,j=1

hij a
†
iaj

=

nA∑
i,j=1

hAA
ij a†iaj +

nB∑
i,j=1

hBB
ij a†i+nA

aj+nA

+

nA∑
i=1

nB∑
j=1

[
hAB
ij a†iaj+nA

+H.c.
]
. (37)

From the Schmidt decomposition of the ground state |Ψ0⟩ of H, we construct the embedding projector:

PA =
∑
Γ,Γ′

δNΓ+NΓ′ ,nA
(|A,Γ⟩⊗|B,Γ′⟩) (⟨A,Γ|⊗⟨B,Γ′|)⊗ PA

C , (38)

where:

PA
C = |ψC⟩⟨ψC | , (39)

NΓ indicates the number of Fermions in the multiplet Γ. The δNΓ+NΓ′ ,nA
encodes the fact that, since |Ψ0⟩ has

N Fermions and |ΨC⟩ has N − nA Fermions (see Eq. (25)), the |A,Γ⟩ and |B,Γ⟩ multiplets combined contain
N − (N − nA) = nA Fermions.
Note that, by construction the projector PA satisfies the identity:

PA|Ψ0⟩ = |Ψ0⟩ . (40)

It can be straightforwardly verified that:

Hemb
A = PAHPA (41)
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= PA

 nA∑
i,j=1

hAA
ij a†iaj +

nB∑
q,q′=1

[
B†hBBB

]
qq′
b†qbq′

+

nA∑
i,q=1

([
hABB

]
iq
a†i bq +H.c.

)
+ const

PA .

The single-particle density matrix for the ai and bj modes can be computed, e.g., from Eqs. (26)-(28) and the fact
that:

a†i =

nA∑
k=1

P̃kic
†
A,k (42)

b†i =

nA∑
k=1

P̃kic
†
B,k . (43)

From these equations one readily obtains that:

⟨Ψ0| a†iaj |Ψ0⟩ = ∆ij (44)

⟨Ψ0| a†i bj |Ψ0⟩ = [∆(1−∆)]
1
2
ij (45)

⟨Ψ0| b†i bj |Ψ0⟩ = [1−∆]ij . (46)

D. Summary

In summary, given a generic quadratic Fermionic Hamiltonian:

H =

n∑
i,j=1

hij a
†
iaj

=

nA∑
i,j=1

hAA
ij a†iaj +

nB∑
i,j=1

hBB
ij a†i+nA

aj+nA

+

nA∑
i=1

nB∑
j=1

[
hAB
ij a†iaj+nA

+H.c.
]
. (47)

where n = nA + nB , we deduced that |Ψ0⟩ is the tensor product of the ground state of

Hemb
A =

nA∑
i,j=1

hAA
ij a†iaj +

nA∑
q,q′=1

[
B†hBBB

]
qq′
b†qbq′

+

nA∑
i,q=1

([
hABB

]
iq
a†i bq +H.c.

)
(48)

within the subspace with half-filling (i.e., with nA Fermions), and a state |ΨC⟩, where:

b†k =

nB∑
j=1

Bjk a
†
j+nA

(k = 1, .., nA) , (49)

the entries of the matrix B are given by the following equation:

Bjk =

nA∑
l=1

[
1√

∆(1−∆)

]
kl

⟨Ψ0| a†l aj |Ψ0⟩ (50)

=

nA∑
l=1

[
1√

∆(1−∆)

]
kl

[f(h)]jl (51)
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of the gGA variational ansatz. The wavefunction |ΨG⟩ is constructed by mapping a generic

single-particle wavefunction |Ψ0⟩ constructed in an auxiliary Hilbert space, using the operator P̂G. Both |Ψ0⟩ and P̂G are
determined variationally

=

[
f(h)

1√
t∆(1−t ∆)

]
jk

, (52)

where f is the Fermi function, l = 1, .., nA, j = 1, .., nB ,

∆ij = ⟨Ψ0| a†iaj |Ψ0⟩ (i, j = 1, .., nA)

= [ΠAf(h)ΠA]ji . (53)

The other entries of the single particle density matrix of Hemb
A are the following:

⟨Ψ0| a†i bj |Ψ0⟩ = [∆(1−∆)]
1
2
ij (54)

⟨Ψ0| b†i bj |Ψ0⟩ = [1−∆]ij . (55)

The state |ΨC⟩ is generated by other independent modes (that can be calculated, but we are are not going to need
explicitly).

The physical meaning of the result above is that, given a quadratic Hamiltonian and a fragment A, the ground
state |Ψ0⟩ can be expressed in terms of the 2nA “active” degrees of freedom ai (impurity) and bi (bath); while the
remaining “core” degrees of freedom, consisting of n − nA fully occupied states and nA + nB −N empty states, are
decoupled from the fragment A and its bath B. The equations above provide us with an explicit expression for the
many-body active component of |Ψ0⟩ in terms of its single-particle density matrix.
Within the context of QE theories, discussed in the main text, the result above can be used for constructing

self-consistently a state |Ψ0⟩ identifying the active degrees of freedom of any fragment of an extended correlated
system.

II. STANDARD VARIATIONAL FORMULATION OF THE gGA EQUATIONS

For completeness, in this section we provide a comprehensive derivation of the gGA method from the variational
perspective, as formulated in Ref. [1], but with a notation consistent with the main text of this paper.

Let us consider a generic multi-orbital Fermi-Hubbard Hamiltonian represented as in the main text:

Ĥ =

N∑
i=1

Ĥi
loc[c

†
iα, ciα] +

∑
i ̸=j

T̂ij (56)

T̂ij =

νi∑
α=1

νj∑
β=1

[tij ]αβ c
†
iαcjβ , (57)

where i and j label the fragments of the system, Ĥi
loc is a generic operator lying within the i fragment (i.e., constructed

with c†iα, ciα), including both one-body and two-body contributions, and α labels all Fermionic modes within each
fragment.
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A. The g-GA variational ansatz

The gGA consists in minimizing the variational energy with respect to a wave function represented as follows:

|ΨG⟩ = P̂G|Ψ0⟩ (58)

P̂G =

N∏
i=1

P̂i , (59)

where |Ψ0⟩ is a single-particle wavefunction constructed in an auxiliary Hilbert space, generated by Bνi degrees of

freedom f†ia (a = 1, .., Bνi) for each i, B ≥ 3 is an integer odd number, and:

P̂i =

2νi−1∑
Γ=0

2Bνi−1∑
n=0

[Λi]Γn|Γ, i⟩⟨n, i| (60)

|Γ, i⟩ = [c†i1]
q1(Γ)...[c†iqνi

]qνi (Γ) |0⟩ (61)

|n, i⟩ = [f†i1]
q1(n)...[f†iqBνi

]qBνi
(n) |0⟩ (62)

is an operator mapping the local auxiliary-space states into the physical space, see Fig. 1, where qi(j) represents the

i-th digit of j in binary representation, and the matrix Λi controls how P̂i modifies the weight of the local electronic
configurations. The key reason why the gGA variational ansatz generalizes the standard multi-orbital GA theory is
that Bνi > νi.
Here we focus on the normal phase. We observe that, for enforcing the symmetry condition that |ΨG⟩ is an

eigenstate of the number operator, we do not need to assume that P̂i commutes with the number operator, but only
that:

Bνi∑
j=1

qj(n)−
νi∑
j=1

qj(Γ) = mi ∀Γ, n | [Λi]Γn ̸= 0 , (63)

where mi is integer. In principle, mi could be regarded as an arbitrary variational parameter). In the present work,
following Ref. [1], we assume that B ≥ 3 is an integer odd number, and set mi = (B − 1)νi/2 (see Eq. (63)). The
standard GA theory is recovered in the special case B = 1.
As in the standard multi-orbital GA, the variational wave function is restricted by the following conditions:

⟨Ψ0| P̂†
i P̂i |Ψ0⟩ = ⟨Ψ0|Ψ0⟩ = 1 (64)

⟨Ψ0| P̂†
i P̂i f

†
iafib |Ψ0⟩ = ⟨Ψ0| f†iafib |Ψ0⟩ ∀ a, b = 1, ..., Bνi , (65)

which are commonly called “Gutzwiller constraints”. Furthermore, the so-called “Gutzwiller Approximation”, which
becomes exact in the limit of infinite coordination number [3, 4] —where Dynamical Mean Field Theory (DMFT) is
exact [5]— is assumed.

B. The g-GA variational-energy contributions

As in the standard multi-orbital GA, our goal is to evaluate the variational energy:

E(Ψ0, P̂G) = ⟨Ψ0| P̂†
GĤP̂G |Ψ0⟩ . (66)

The only difference is that |Ψ0⟩ resides within the auxiliary (extended) Hilbert space generated by the f†Ria operators,
where a ∈ {1, .., Bνi} and Bνi ≥ νi.
By employing the Gutzwiller approximation [3, 4] and enforcing the Gutzwiller constraints [Eqs. (64),(65)], it can

be shown that:

⟨Ψ0| P̂†
G c

†
iαcjβ P̂G |Ψ0⟩ =

Bνi∑
a=1

Bνj∑
b=1

⟨Ψ0|
(
[Ri]aαf

†
ia

)(
[Rj ]

†
βbfjb

)
|Ψ0⟩ ∀ i ̸= j , (67)

⟨Ψ0| P̂†
G Ĥ

i
loc[c

†
iα, ciα] P̂G |Ψ0⟩ = ⟨Ψ0| P̂†

i Ĥ
i
loc[c

†
iα, ciα] P̂i |Ψ0⟩ , (68)
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where the Bνi × νi matrices Ri are the solution of the following linear equation:

⟨Ψ0| P̂†
i c

†
iαP̂i fia |Ψ0⟩ =

Bνi∑
b=1

[Ri]bα⟨Ψ0| f†ibfia |Ψ0⟩ . (69)

C. Expectation values of local observables with respect to |Ψ0⟩

The evaluation of the total-energy components [Eqs. (67)-(69)] and the Gutzwiller constraints [Eqs. (64),(65)] all

involve expectation values with respect to |Ψ0⟩ of “local operators” (i.e., involving only f†ia and fia degrees of freedom
at fixed i). To evaluate these quantities, it is useful to introduce the so-called “local reduced density matrix” of |Ψ0⟩.

By exploiting the fact that Wick’s theorem applies to |Ψ0⟩ (since it is a single-particle wavefunction), it can be
readily verified that its reduced density matrix to the i subsystem is given by:

P̂ 0
i ∝ exp

−
Bνi∑
a,b=1

[
ln

(
1− t∆i

t∆i

)]
ab

f†iafib

 , (70)

where the entries of the Bνi ×Bνi matrix ∆i are given by:

[∆i]ab = ⟨Ψ0| f†iafib |Ψ0⟩ (71)

and t∆i indicates the transpose of ∆i.
From the definitions above, it can be straightforwardly verified that:

⟨Ψ0| P̂†
i P̂i |Ψ0⟩ = Tr

[
P 0
i Λ

†
iΛi

]
(72)

⟨Ψ0| P̂†
i P̂i f

†
iafib |Ψ0⟩ = Tr

[
P 0
i Λ

†
iΛi F̃

†
iaF̃ib

]
(73)

⟨Ψ0| P̂†
i Ĥ

i
loc[c

†
iα, ciα] P̂i |Ψ0⟩ = Tr

[
P 0
i Λ

†
i Ĥ

i
loc[F

†
iα, Fiα]Λi

]
(74)

⟨Ψ0| P̂†
i c

†
iαP̂i fia |Ψ0⟩ = Tr

[
P 0
i Λ

†
iF

†
iαΛi F̃ib

]
, (75)

where Tr is the trace and:

[P 0
i ]nn′ = ⟨n, i|P̂ 0

i |n′, i⟩ (n, n′ ∈ {0, .., 2Bνi − 1}) (76)

[Fiα]ΓΓ′ = ⟨Γ, i|ciα|Γ
′, i⟩ (Γ,Γ′ ∈ {0, .., 2νi − 1}) (77)

[F̃ia]nn′ = ⟨n, i|fia|n
′, i⟩ (n, n′ ∈ {0, .., 2Bνi − 1}) . (78)

D. Matrix of slave-boson amplitudes

Following Refs. [6–8], we introduce the so-called matrix of slave-boson (SB) amplitudes [9–11]:

ϕi = Λi

√
P 0
i . (79)

By substituting Eq. (79) in Eqs. (72)-(75), it can be readily verified that the Gutzwiller constraints can be rewritten
as follows:

Tr
[
ϕ†iϕi

]
= ⟨Ψ0|Ψ0⟩ = 1 (80)

Tr
[
ϕ†iϕi F̃

†
iaF̃ib

]
= ⟨Ψ0| f†iafib |Ψ0⟩ = [∆i]ab ∀ a, b = 1, ..., Bνi (81)

and that Eq. (69) can be rewritten as follows:

Tr
[
ϕ†iF

†
iαϕi F̃ia

]
=

Bνi∑
c=1

[Ri]cα [∆i(1−∆i)]
1
2
ca . (82)
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E. Embedding mapping

Following Ref. [8], we introduce the so called “embedding states,” which are related to the SB amplitudes as follows:

|Φi⟩ =
2νi−1∑
Γ=0

2Bνi−1∑
n=0

ei
π
2 N(n)(N(n)−1) [ϕi]Γn |Γ; i⟩ ⊗ UPH|n; i⟩ (83)

where

|Γ; i⟩ = [c†i1]
q1(Γ)...[c†iBνi

]qνi (Γ) |0⟩ (84)

|n; i⟩ = [b†i1]
q1(n)...[b†iBνi

]qBνi
(n) |0⟩ , (85)

UPH is a particle-hole transformation acting over the |n; i⟩ states and

N(n) =

Bνi∑
a=1

qa(n) . (86)

Note that the set of all embedding states represented as in Eq. (83) constitute a Fock space, corresponding to

an “impurity” (generated by the Fermionic degrees of freedom ciα, α ∈ {1, .., νi}) and a “bath” (generated by the

Fermionic degrees of freedom bia, a ∈ {1, .., Bνi}).
From the definitions [Eqs. (79),(83)] and the fact that we assumed mi = (B − 1)νi/2 (see Eq. (63)), it follows

that this is equivalent to assume that |Φi⟩ has a total of (B + 1)νi/2 electrons (i.e., that the embedding states are
half-filled).

It can be readily verified by inspection that the Gutzwiller constraints can be rewritten as follows:

⟨Φi|Φi⟩ = ⟨Ψ0|Ψ0⟩ = 1 (87)

⟨Φi| bibb
†
ia |Φi⟩ = ⟨Ψ0| f†iafib |Ψ0⟩ = [∆i]ab ∀ a, b = 1, ..., Bνi , (88)

the expectation value of the local terms of Ĥ can be calculated as:

⟨Ψ0| P̂†
i Ĥ

i
loc[c

†
iα, ciα] P̂i |Ψ0⟩ = ⟨Φi| Ĥi

loc[c
†
iα, ciα] |Φi⟩ (89)

and that Eq. (69) can be rewritten as:

⟨Ψ0| c†iαbia |Ψ0⟩ =
Bνi∑
c=1

[Ri]cα [∆i(1−∆i)]
1
2
ca . (90)

In summary, by substituting Eqs. (67) and (68) in Eq. (66) and using the equations above, we deduce that the
variational energy can be expressed as follows:

E =

N∑
i,j=1

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[
Ri tijR

†
j

]
ab
f†iafjb +

N∑
i=1

⟨Φi| Ĥi
loc[c

†
iα, ciα] |Φi⟩ , (91)

which has to be minimized with respect to the variational parameters while fulfilling the Gutzwiller constraints
[Eqs. (87), (88)].

F. Lagrange formulation of the gGA

As explained in Refs. 8, 11, and 12, the gGA variational-optimization problem formulated above can be solved by
extremizing the following Lagrange function:

L[Φ, Ec; R,Λ; D,Λc; ∆,Ψ0, E] = ⟨Ψ0| Ĥqp[R,Λ] |Ψ0⟩+ E(1−⟨Ψ0|Ψ0⟩)

+

N∑
i=1

[
⟨Φi| Ĥemb

i [Di,Λ
c
i ] |Φi⟩+ Ec

i (1− ⟨Φi|Φi⟩)
]
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−
N∑
i=1

 Bνi∑
a,b=1

(
[Λi]ab + [Λc

i ]ab
)
[∆i]ab +

Bνi∑
c,a=1

νi∑
α=1

(
[Di]aα [Ri]cα [∆i(1−∆i)]

1
2
ca + c.c.

) , (92)

where N is the total number of unit cells, E and Ec are real numbers, ∆i, Λ
c
i and Λi are Bνi × Bνi Hermitian

matrices, Di and Ri are rectangular Bνi × νi matrices. The auxiliary Hamiltonians Ĥqp and Ĥemb, which are called
“quasiparticle Hamiltonian” and “Embedding Hamiltonian,” respectively, are defined as follows:

Ĥ∗[R,Λ] =
N∑

i,j=1

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[
Ri tijR

†
j

]
ab
f†iafjb +

N∑
i=1

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λi]ab f
†
iafib (93)

Ĥi
emb[Di,Λ

c
i ] = Ĥi

loc

[
c†iα, ciα}

]
+

Bνi∑
a=1

νi∑
α=1

(
[Di]aα c

†
iαbia +H.c.

)
+

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λc
i ]ab bibb

†
ia , (94)

which coincide with the definitions emerged in the main text from the gDMET perspective.
As in the main text, for later convenience, we rewrite Eq. (93) as follows:

Ĥ∗[R,Λ] =
N∑

i,j=1

[Πih∗Πj ]ab f
†
iafjb , (95)

where we introduced the matrix:

h∗ =


Λ1 R1t12R†

2 . . . R1t1NR†
N

R2t21R†
1 Λ2 . . .

...
...

...
. . .

...

RN1tN1R†
1 . . . . . . ΛN

 (96)

and the projectors over the degrees of freedom corresponding to each fragment:

Πi =


δi1 [1]Bν1×Bν1

. . . 0
...

. . .
...

0 . . . δiM [1]BνM×BνM

 , (97)

where [1]n×n is the n× n identity matrix.
The saddle-point of the gGA Lagrange function L defined in Eq. (92) is given by the following equations:

Ĥ∗[R,Λ]|Ψ0⟩ = E0|Ψ0⟩ (98)

[∆i]ab = ⟨Ψ0| f†iafib |Ψ0⟩ (99)

Bνi∑
c,a=1

νi∑
α=1

[Di]cα [∆i (1−∆i)]
1
2 =

[
tijR†

jΠjf (h∗)Πi

]
αa

(100)

[lci ]s = −[li]s −
Bνi∑
c,b=1

νi∑
α=1

∂

∂ [d0i ]s

(
[∆i (1−∆i)]

1
2
cb [Di]bα [Ri]cα + c.c.

)
(101)

Ĥi
emb|Φi⟩ = Ec

i |Φi⟩ (102)

⟨Φi|bibb
†
ia|Φi⟩ = [∆i]ab (103)

⟨Φi|c†iαbia|Φi⟩ =
Bνi∑
c=1

[∆i (1−∆i)]
1
2 [Ri]cα , (104)

where f is the zero-temperature Fermi function (as in the main text), and in Eq. (101) we introduced the following
expansions of the matrices ∆i, Λi, Λ

c
i , in terms of an orthonormal basis of Hermitian matrices {[hi]s} (with respect

to the canonical scalar product (A,B) = Tr
[
A†B

]
):

∆i =

(Bνi)
2∑

s=1

[
d0i
]
s
t [hi]s (105)
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Λi =

(Bνi)
2∑

s=1

[li]s [hi]s (106)

Λc
i =

(Bνi)
2∑

s=1

[lci ]s [hi]s , (107)

where
[
d0i
]
s
, [li]s and [lci ]s are real-valued coefficients.

III. PROOF OF EQUIVALENCE BETWEEN THE STANDARD gGA EQUATIONS AND THE gDMET
EQUATIONS DERIVED IN THE MAIN TEXT

Here we directly compare the gGA equations [Eqs. (98)-(103)], derived above from the standard variational per-
spective, with the following gDMET equations, derived in the main from QE principles reminiscent of DMET:

Ĥ∗[R,Λ]|Ψ0⟩ = E0|Ψ0⟩ (108)

[∆i]ab = ⟨Ψ0| f†iafib |Ψ0⟩ (109)

[Bj
i ]ba = (1− δij)

[
Πjf(h∗)Πi

1√
t∆i(1−t ∆i)

]
ba

(110)

[Di]bα =
N∑
j=1

[
tijR†

jB
j
i

]
αb

(111)

[Λc
i ]ab = −[ΠiB†

ih∗BiΠi]ab (112)

Ĥi
emb|Φi⟩ = Ec

i |Φi⟩ (113)

⟨Φi| b†iabib |Φi⟩ = [1−∆i]ab (114)

⟨Φi| c†iαbib |Φi⟩ =
Bνi∑
a=1

[Ri]aα[∆i(1−∆i)]
1
2

ab , (115)

where:

Bi =

N∑
j=1

Bj
i . (116)

We note that Eq. (98), Eq. (99), Eq. (102) and Eq. (104) are identical to Eq. (108), Eq. (109), Eq. (113) and
Eq. (115), respectively. The equivalence between Eq. (100) and Eq. (111) can be readily verified by inspection by
substituting Eq. (110) in Eq. (111); while the equivalence between Eq. (103) and Eq. (114) is a trivial consequence of

the canonical Fermionic anticommutation rules of the bath modes: {bia, b
†
ib} = δab.

Proof of equivalence between Eq. (101) and Eq. (112)

Proving the equivalence between Eq. (101) and Eq. (112) is not trivial, as Eq. (101) involves directional derivatives
of a function of the matrix ∆i with respect to the matrices t [hi]s, which do not generally commute with ∆i. To
circumvent this technical problem we use the following indirect strategy.

We know that both the gDMET equations [Eqs. (108)-(115)] for B = 1 and the gGA equations [Eqs. (98)-(103)]

for B = 1 (i.e., the standard GA) are sufficient for calculating exactly the solution of any one-body Hamiltonian Ĥ0,

and in such case all of the respective self-consistency conditions are exactly satisfied by setting Ĥ∗ = Ĥ0. Our proof
is based on the idea of writing explicitly this condition for a one-body Hamiltonian represented as follows:

Ĥ0 =

N∑
i,j=1

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[
Ri tijR

†
j

]
ab
f†iafjb +

N∑
i=1

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λi]ab f
†
iafib (117)
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where R,Λ are arbitrary fixed parameters.
From the observation above it follows that the following equations are satisfied exactly:

Ĥ0|Ψ0⟩ = E0|Ψ0⟩ (118)

[∆i]ab = ⟨Ψ0| f†iafib |Ψ0⟩ (119)

[Bj
i ]ba = (1− δij)

[
Πjf(h∗)Πi

1√
t∆i(1−t ∆i)

]
ba

(120)

[D0
i ]ba =

N∑
j=1

[
RitijR†

jB
j
i

]
ab

=

νi∑
α=1

[Di]bα[Ri]aα (121)

[Λc
i ]ab = −[ΠiB†

ih∗BΠi]ab (122)

Ĥi
emb|Φ0

i ⟩ = Ec
i |Φ0

i ⟩ (123)

⟨Φ0
i | b

†
iabib |Φ

0
i ⟩ = [1−∆i]ab (124)

⟨Φ0
i | f

†
iabib |Φ

0
i ⟩ = [∆i(1−∆i)]

1
2

ab (125)

⟨Φ0
i | f

†
iafib |Φ

0
i ⟩ = [∆i]ab , (126)

where h∗ is defined as in Eqs. (96),(97), and:

Ĥi
emb =

νi∑
a,b=1

[Λi]ab f
†
iafib +

νi∑
a=1

νi∑
α=1

[
D0

i

]
aα
c†iαb

†
ia +

νi∑
a,b=1

[Λc
i ]ab bibb

†
ia . (127)

Note that Eq. (122) coincides exactly with Eq. (112) (while Eq. (121) for D0
i is different from Eq. (111) for Di).

Our proof arises from the observation that also the standard GA framework leads to Eqs. (118)-(127), except for
the seemingly different expression for the EH bath parameters Λc

i :

[lci ]s = −[li]s −
Bνi∑
c,b=1

νi∑
α=1

∂

∂ [d0i ]s

(
[∆i (1−∆i)]

1
2
cb

[
D0

i

]
bc
+ c.c.

)

= −[li]s −
Bνi∑
c,b=1

νi∑
α=1

∂

∂ [d0i ]s

(
[∆i (1−∆i)]

1
2
cb [Di]bα [Ri]cα + c.c.

)
, (128)

where the first line of Eq. (128) stems from Eq. (101), considering that Ĥ∗ = Ĥ0 for the one-body system here
considered for our proof; while the second step stems from the fact that [D0

i ]ba =
∑νi

α=1[Di]bα[Ri]aα, as noted on the
right hand side of Eq. (121).

This implies that the gDMET and gGA expressions for Ĥi
emb must have the same Λi and D0

i , while they may (in
principle) have different Λc

i . On the other hand, whether we use the gDMET construction or the gGA construction,
the entries of the ground-state single-particle density matrix of the embedding Hamiltonian are given by [Eqs. (124)-
(126)], i.e., they must be the same in both approaches. In conclusion, provided that there not exist multiple possible
bath parameters providing the same ground-state single-particle density matrix of the EH (at fixed Λi and D0

i ), the 2
seemingly different expressions for Λc

i given by Eqs. (128) and (122) must be equivalent. On the other hand, Eq. (128)
is preferable for practical implementations, both because of its simplicity and because of its lower computational cost.

IV. THE gDMET EQUATIONS FOR TRANSLATIONALLY INVARIANT SYSTEMS

For completeness, in this section we write explicitly the gDMET equations [Eqs. (108)-(115)] for systems with
translational symmetry, represented as:

Ĥ =
∑
R

∑
i

Ĥi
loc[c

†
Riα, cRiα] +

∑
k

∑
ij

νi∑
α=1

νj∑
β=1

[tk,ij ]αβ c
†
kiαckjβ (129)

=
∑
R

∑
i

Ĥi
loc[c

†
Riα, cRiα] +

∑
R,R′

∑
ij

νi∑
α=1

νj∑
β=1

[tRi,R′j ]αβ c
†
RiαcR′jβ , (130)
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where k is the momentum conjugate to the unit-cell label R, the fragments within each unit cells are labeled by i, j,
the corresponding spin-orbitals are labeled by α, β, and:

tk,ij = ΠitkΠj (131)

is the hopping matrix expressed in momentum representation, which is related to the real-space representation as
follows:

tRi,R′j =
1

N
∑
k

eik(R−R′)tk,ij , (132)

where N is the number of k points. As in previous work [8], with no loss of generality, we assume that the second
term in Eqs. (129) and (130) is nonlocal, i.e., that:∑

k

tk,ii = 0 ∀ i , (133)

and all one-body and two-body local terms of the Hamiltonian are included in Ĥi
loc.

Using the definition above, Eqs. (108)-(115) can be rewritten as follows:

Ĥ∗[R,Λ]|Ψ0⟩ = E0|Ψ0⟩ (134)

[∆i]ab =
1

N
∑
k

⟨Ψ0| f†kiafkib |Ψ0⟩ (135)

[Bj
i (k)]ba =

[
Πj

(
f(t∗k)− δij

t∆i)Πi

) 1√
t∆i(1−t ∆i)

]
ba

(136)

[Di]bα =
1

N
∑
k,j

[
ΠitkΠjR†

jΠjBj
i (k)

]
αb

(137)

[Λc
i ]ab = − 1

N
∑
k

∑
jj′

[
Πi[Bj

i (k)]
†Πjt∗(k)Πj′Bj′

i (k)Πi

]
ab

(138)

Ĥi
emb|Φi⟩ = Ec

i |Φi⟩ (139)

⟨Φi| b†iabib |Φi⟩ = [1−∆i]ab (140)

⟨Φi| c†iαbib |Φi⟩ =
Bνi∑
a=1

[Ri]aα[∆i(1−∆i)]
1
2

ab , (141)

where Ĥi
emb is given by Eq. (94), while:

Ĥ∗ =
∑
k

∑
i,j

Bνi∑
a=1

Bνj∑
b=1

[
Ri tk,ijR

†
j

]
ab
f†kiafkjb +

∑
k

∑
i

Bνi∑
a,b=1

[Λi]ab f
†
kiafkib (142)

t∗k,ij = Πit
∗
kΠj = RiΠitkΠjR†

j . (143)
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