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Consistent classical and quantum mixed dynamics
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A recent proposal for mixed dynamics of classical and quantum ensembles is shown, in contrast to
other proposals, to satisfy the minimal algebraic requirements proposed by Salcedo for any consistent
formulation of such dynamics. It is further shown that additional desirable requirements, related to
separability, may be satisfied by imposing a weak ‘independence’ constraint on the class of physical
ensembles. Although the mixed dynamics is formulated in terms of ensembles on configuration
space, thermodynamic mixtures of such ensembles may be defined which are equivalent to canonical
phase space ensembles on the classical sector. Hence, the formulation appears to be both consistent
and physically complete.

PACS numbers: 03.65.Ta

I. INTRODUCTION

Many proposals have been made for mixing classi-
cal and quantum dynamics [1, 2]. These proposals
may be broadly classified into mean-field, phase-space
and trajectory categories, and all fail some important
criterion - such as conservation of energy and prob-
ability, back-reaction by the quantum component on
the classical component, positivity of probabilities, cor-
rect equations of motion in the limit of no interac-
tion, and describing all interactions of physical interest
[2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11]). Hence, while often of
practical interest for calculations in molecular dynam-
ics [10, 11, 12], the above proposals have not led to a
formulation of mixed classical and quantum dynamics
that may be regarded as physically fundamental. Such
a formulation would not only be of interest for making
physically-consistent numerical calculations, but also for
modelling ‘classical’ measurement apparatuses and cou-
pling quantum systems to classical spacetime metrics [4].
Recently, a new proposal has been made that falls out-

side the above categories [13]. It is based on the de-
scription of physical systems by ensembles on configura-
tion space, and satisfies all of the abovementioned cri-
teria. Moreover, it has been successfully applied to dis-
cuss position and spin measurements, interacting classi-
cal and quantum oscillators, and the coupling of quantum
fields to classical spacetime [13, 14]. However, while this
‘configuration-ensemble’ approach is therefore a promis-
ing formulation of mixed dynamics, only particular ob-
servable properties, such as position, momentum, energy
and angular momentum, have been discussed in any de-
tail. Hence, further investigation is necessary to deter-
mine whether it is fully self-consistent.
In this regard, Salcedo has recently specified two “min-

imal requirements for a consistent classical-quantum for-

mulation” [10]:

(i) a Lie bracket may be defined on the set of observables,
and

(ii) the Lie bracket is equivalent to the classical Poisson

bracket for any two classical observables, and to
(ih̄)−1 times the quantum commutator for any two
quantum observables.

These have been previously justified on physical grounds
by Caro and Salcedo [6], and are higly nontrivial: none
of the abovementioned proposals, in those cases where
they have been sufficiently developed to identify the gen-
eral ‘classical’ and ‘quantum’ observables of the the-
ory, satisfy both requirements [6, 10, 11]. These mini-
mal requirements therefore provide a critical test for the
configuration-ensemble approach to mixed dynamics.
In Sec. II it is shown that the configuration-ensemble

formulation, unlike other proposals, does pass the above
test. In particular, a Lie algebra of observables may be
defined that satisfies requirements (i) and (ii) above.
Moreover, it is shown in Sec. III that the additional

reasonable requirement

(iii) The Lie bracket of any quantum observable with
any classical observable vanishes,

may also be satisfied, by imposing a weak ‘independence’
constraint on the set of physical ensembles. This require-
ment has been suggested previously by Caro and Salcedo
[6] (see equation (18) thereof), and implies, for example,
that the classical and quantum components of a mixed
ensemble will evolve independently under a Hamiltonian
that is the sum of a classical and a quantum Hamiltonian.
The consistent description of measurement interactions is
also discussed in Sec. III.
Finally, in Sec. IV it is shown that the configuration-

ensemble approach is consistent with thermodynamics.
In particular, a generalised ‘canonical ensemble’ may be
defined as a suitable mixture of distinguishable station-
ary ensembles on configuration space, which is equivalent
to the usual canonical ensemble on phase space for an er-
godic classical system, and to the usual canonical ensem-
ble on Hilbert space for a quantum system. This demon-
strates that the formulation of the approach on configu-
ration space is not a barrier to describing all physically
relevant systems (and also implies classical statistical me-
chanics may be given a Hamilton-Jacobi formulation).

http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.2505v1
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II. OBSERVABLES IN THE

CONFIGURATION-ENSEMBLE APPROACH

A. General observables

The description of physical systems by ensembles on
configuration space may be introduced at quite a fun-
damental and generic level [13, 15]. The starting point
is simply a probability density P on the configuration
space of the system, the dynamics of which is assumed
to satisfy an action principle. Thus, there is a canoni-
cally conjugate quantity, S, on the configuration space,
and an ‘ensemble’ Hamiltonian, H̃[P, S], such that

∂P

∂t
=
δH̃

δS
,

∂S

∂t
= −

δH̃

δP
. (1)

Here δ/δf denotes the appropriate variational derivative
on the configuration space. For the particular case of
a continuous configuration space, indexed by ‘position
coordinate’ ξ, and a functional L[f ] of the form L[f ] =
∫

dξ F (f,∇f, ξ), one has the useful formula [16]

δL/δf = ∂F/∂f −∇ · [∂F/∂(∇f)].

As a simple example, the ensemble Hamiltonian

H̃Q =

∫

dq P

[

|∇S|2

2m
+
h̄2

8m

|∇P |2

P 2
+ V (q)

]

describes a quantum spin-zero particle of massm, moving
under a potential V (q). In particular, the equations of
motion (1) reduce in this case to the real and imaginary
parts of the Schrödinger equation

ih̄(∂ψ/∂t) =
[

−h̄2/2m)∇2 + V
]

ψ,

where ψ(q) := P 1/2eiS/h̄. Moreover, if the limit h̄→ 0 is

taken in the ensemble Hamiltonian H̃Q, the equations of
motion for P and S reduce to the Hamilton-Jacobi and
continuity equations for an ensemble of classical particles
[13]. Thus, in the configuration-ensemble approach, the
primary difference between quantum and classical me-
chanics lies in the choice of the ensemble Hamiltonian.
While a number of properties and applications of the

configuration ensemble formalism have been previously
considered, the description of ‘observables’ has only been
briefly alluded to, with emphasis on particular quanti-
ties such as position, momentum, spin and energy [13].
The general description is therefore addressed here, to
enable the properties of observables for mixed configura-
tion ensembles to be compared against the two minimal
requirements discussed in the Introduction.
Note first that the conjugate pair (P, S) allows a Pois-

son bracket to be defined for any two functionals A[P, S]
and B[P, S], via [16]

{A,B} :=

∫

dξ

(

δA

δP

δB

δS
−
δB

δP

δA

δS

)

(2)

(where integration is replaced by summation over any dis-
crete parts of the configuration space). Thus, the equa-

tions of motion (1) may be written as ∂P/∂t = {P, H̃}

and ∂S/∂t = {S, H̃}, and more generally it follows that

∂A/∂t = {A, H̃}

for any functional A[P, S]. The Poisson bracket is well
known to be a Lie bracket [16], and in particular is linear,
antisymmetric, and satisfies the Jacobi identity. Hence,
the first minimal consistency requirement, given in Sec. I
above, is automatically satisfied by choosing the observ-
ables to be any set of functionals of P and S that is closed
with respect to the Poisson bracket.
It is important to note that an arbitrary functional

A[P, S] will not be allowable as an observable in gen-
eral. This is analogous to the restriction of expectation
values to bilinear forms of linear Hermitian operators in
standard quantum mechanics, even though a commuta-
tor bracket can be more generally defined [17]. Thus, for
example, the infinitesimal canonical transformation

P → P + ǫ δA/δS, S → S − ǫ δA/δP

generated by any observable A must preserve the inter-
pretation of P as a probability density, i.e., the normal-
isation and positivity of P must be preserved. This im-
poses the respective fundamental conditions [13]

A[P, S + c] = A[P, S], δA/δS = 0 if P (ξ) = 0, (3)

where c is an arbitrary constant.
Note that each of the above conditions is consistent

with the Poisson bracket. First, defining I[P, S] :=
∫

dξ P , the normalisation condition is simply the require-
ment that I is invariant under allowed canonical trans-
formations, i.e., that δI = ǫ{I, A} = 0. Hence, if it holds
for two observables A and B, then it automatically holds
for {A,B} via the Jacobi identity, since

{I, {A,B}} = −{A, {B, I}} − {B, {I, A}} = 0.

Similarly, the positivity condition may be rewritten as
δP = ǫ{P,A} = 0 whenever P (ξ) = 0 (otherwise P (ξ)
can be decreased below 0 by choosing the sign of ǫ ap-
propriately), which again holds for {A,B}, if it holds for
A and B, as a consequence of the Jacobi identity.
It follows that the observables corresponding to a

configuration-ensemble description should be chosen as
some set of functionals satisfying the normalisation and
positivity constraints (3), that is closed with respect to
the Poisson bracket in Eq. (2). Under any such choice,
the first minimal requirement (i) in Sec. I is automat-
ically satisfied, where the Lie bracket is identified with
the Poisson bracket.

B. Classical and quantum observables

To determine whether the second minimal require-
ment (ii) in Sec. I is also satisfied, it is necessary to
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first define the ‘classical’ and ‘quantum’ observables of
a mixed quantum-classical ensemble.
Consider, therefore, a mixed quantum-classical ensem-

ble, indexed by the joint configuration ξ = (q, x), where
q labels the quantum configuration and x labels the clas-
sical configuration. For example, q may refer to the posi-
tion of a quantum system, or, more generally, label some
complete set of kets {|q〉} [15]. In contrast, x will always
be taken here to refer to some continuous set of coor-
dinates on a classical configuration space (to enable the
discussion of classical phase space relations). Hence, the
mixed ensemble is described by two conjugate quantities
P (q, x, t) and S(q, x, t).
First, for any real classical phase space function

f(x, k), define the corresponding classical observable Cf

by

Cf :=

∫

dq dxP f(x,∇xS). (4)

(where integration with respect to q is replaced by sum-
mation over any discrete portions of the quantum config-
uration space). This is similar in form to a classical aver-
age, and hence the numerical value of Cf will be identified
with the predicted expectation value of the correspond-
ing function f(x, k). It is easily checked that Cf satisfies
the required normalisation and positivity conditions (3).
Note that, for classical observables, ∇xS plays the role
of a momentum associated with the configuration (q, x).
The Poisson bracket of any two classical observables

Cf and Cg follows, using Eq. (2) and integration by parts
with respect to x, as

{Cf , Cg} =

∫

dq dx [−f∇x · (P∇kg) + g∇x · (P∇kf)]

=

∫

dq dxP (∇xf · ∇kg −∇xg · ∇kf)

= C{f,g}, (5)

where all quantities in the integrands are evaluated at
k = ∇xS, and {f, g} denotes the usual Poisson bracket
for phase space functions. Hence, the Lie bracket for clas-
sical observables is equivalent to the usual phase space
Poisson bracket, as required. Given that the observables
are evaluated on a configuration space, rather than on a
phase space, this is a somewhat remarkable result.
Second, for any Hermitian operator M acting on the

Hilbert space spanned by the kets {|q〉}, define the cor-
responding quantum observable QM by

QM :=

∫

dq dxψ∗(q, x)Mψ(q, x) (6)

=

∫

dq dq′ dx (PP ′)1/2ei(S−S′)/h̄〈q′|M |q〉,

where ψ(q, x) := P (q, x)1/2eiS(q,x)/h̄, P = P (x, q), P ′ =
P (x, q′), etc (and where integration with respect to q and
q′ is replaced by summation over any discrete portions of
the quantum configuration space). This is similar in form

to a quantum average, with respect to the ‘hybrid wave-
function’ ψ(q, x), and hence the numerical value of QM

will be identified with the predicted expectation value of
the corresponding operator M . It follows immediately
from the second equality in Eq. (6) that QM satisfies the
normalisation and positivity conditions (3).

To evaluate the Poisson bracket of any two quantum
observables QM and QN , it is convenient to first express
the Poisson bracket in terms of the hybrid wavefunction
ψ(q, x) and its complex conjugate ψ∗(q, x). One has in
particular for any real functional A[P, S] that

δA

δP
=
∂ψ

∂P

δA

δψ
+
∂ψ∗

∂P

δA

δψ∗
=

1

ψ∗ψ
Re

{

ψ
δA

δψ

}

,

δA

δS
=
∂ψ

∂S

δA

δψ
+
∂ψ∗

∂S

δA

δψ∗
= −

2

h̄
Im

{

ψ
δA

δψ

}

,

and hence, noting −ad+ bc = Im{(a+ ib)(c− id)}, that

{A,B} =
2

h̄
Im

{
∫

dq dx
δA

δψ

δB

δψ∗

}

. (7)

Recalling that M and N are Hermitian, so that ψ∗Mψ
may be replaced by (Mψ)∗ ψ in equation (6), it immedi-
ately follows that

{QM , QN} =
2

h̄
Im

{
∫

dq dx (Mψ)∗Nψ

}

= Q[M,N ]/(ih̄),

(8)
where [M,N ] denotes the usual quantum commutator
MN −NM . Hence, the Lie bracket for quantum observ-
ables is equivalent to the usual quantum commutator, as
required.

Eqs. (2), (5) and (8) are the main results of this sec-
tion. They imply that any set of observables containing
the quantum observables Cf and the quantum observ-
ables QM , that is closed under the Poisson bracket, will
satisfy both of the minimal requirements (i) and (ii) in
Sec. I for a consistent mixed quantum-classical formu-
lation. In the following sections, it will be shown that
further desirable properties can also be accommodated
within the configuration-ensemble formulation.

III. INTERACTION AND MEASUREMENT

In contrast to other proposals for mixed dynamics, the
configuration-ensemble approach has been shown to pass
the critical test of meeting the two minimal consistency
requirements (i) and (ii) in Sec. I. However, while the ap-
proach thereby gains a special status, there are a number
of other requirements that may reasonably be expected of
a physical theory. Some of these, related to local aspects
of interaction and measurement, are discussed below.
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A. An independence constraint

One natural requirement for a mixed quantum-classical
formulation is that it is able to consistently describe non-
interacting classical and quantum systems. For example,
in the case of interacting classical and quantum spin-zero
particles having masses m and m′ respectively, consider
the ensemble Hamiltonian [13]

H̃ = H̃C + H̃Q + H̃I , (9)

comprising classical and quantum kinetic terms

H̃C =
1

2m

∫

dq dxP |∇xS|
2
,

H̃Q =
1

2m′

∫

dq dxP

[

|∇qS|
2
+
h̄2

4

|∇qP |
2

P 2

]

,

and an interaction term

H̃I =

∫

dq dxP V (q, x, t)

for some potential function V (q, x, t). Note that H̃C

and H̃Q correspond to f(x, k) = |k|2/(2m) and M =

−h̄2|∇q|
2/(2m′) in Eqs. (4) and (6), respectively, and

that the normalisation and positivity conditions (3) are
trivially satisfied. One expects that the particular choice
V ≡ 0 should lead to independent evolution of the clas-
sical and quantum components, corresponding to nonin-
teraction between the components. However, a straight-
forward calculation yields the Poisson bracket

{H̃C , H̃Q} = 2h̄2
∫

dq dxP (∇xS) · ∇x(P
−1/2∇2

qP
1/2),

which does not vanish identically for arbitrary P and S.
There are two possible ways to resolve the above issue.

The first is to permit a description in which the cou-
pling between quantum and classical systems can never
be turned off. This might be used to advance, for ex-
ample, a new mechanism for physical decoherence, that
relies purely on the existence of classical as well as quan-
tum ensembles. However, this ‘interaction without inter-
action’ option will not be considered further here. The
second possibility is to impose the dynamical constraint
that the above Poisson bracket must indeed vanish for
all physical ensembles. This is closely analogous to the
imposition of ‘weak constraints’ in quantum field theory,
which similarly determine a class of physical states [18].
It is this second option that will be investigated here.
In particular, consider the assumption that the canoni-

cal transformation generated by any classical observable,
Cf , when applied to any physical configuration ensem-
ble, (P, S), cannot alter any quantum observable, QM ,
and vice versa. This implies the weak constraint

{Cf , QM} ≈ 0, (10)

where ≈ is used to denote equality only for the class
of physical ensembles, similarly to the notation used in
quantum constraint theory [18]. Note that this constraint
corresponds to requirement (iii) in Sec. I being satisfied
for all physical ensembles.
The set of ensembles compatible with the indepen-

dence constraint (10) is in fact very large, and includes
all ensembles likely to appear in any calculation involv-
ing the interaction of classical and quantum ensembles.
For example, as shown below, it includes any configura-
tion ensemble (P, S) for which the classical and quantum
components are independent at some time, i.e., for which
there is some time t0 such that [13]

P (q, x, t0) = PQ(q)PC(x), S(q, x, t0) = SQ(q) + SC(x).
(11)

Thus, at time t0 the ensemble is fully described by two
conjugate pairs (PQ, SQ) and (PC , SC), corresponding
to the quantum and classical components respectively.
Note that such independent initial conditions are gen-
erally assumed in any model of classical-classical and
quantum-quantum interactions, including measurement
interactions, and thermal interactions between a given
system and a heat reservoir.
To show that all ensembles satisfying Eq. (11) au-

tomatically satisfy constraint (10), it is convenient to
use the representation of the Poisson bracket in Eq. (7).
First, from Eq. (4) one has

Cf =

∫

dq dxψ∗ψ f(x, k), k =
h̄

2i

(

∇xψ

ψ
−

∇xψ
∗

ψ∗

)

,

and hence that

δCf

δψ
= ψ∗f + ψ∗ψ (∇kf) ·

∂k

∂ψ

−∇x ·

(

ψ∗ψ (∇kf) ·
∂k

∂(∇xψ)

)

= ψ∗f −
h̄

2i

ψ∗

ψ
(∇kf · ∇xψ)−

h̄

2i
∇x · (ψ∗∇kf) .

Second, from Eq. (6) one has δQM/δψ
∗ = Mψ. Now,

Eq. (11) is equivalent to a factorisation ψ(q, x, t0) =
ψQ(q)ψC(x) of the hybrid wavefunction, implying that
f(x, k) is independent of q. Hence, at time t0, one ob-
tains
∫

dq dx
δCf

δψ

δQM

δψ∗
=

∫

dq ψ∗
QMψQ

{
∫

dxψ∗
CψCf

−
h̄

2i

∫

dx [ψ∗
C(∇kf · ∇xψC)− ψC∇x · (ψ∗

C∇kf)]

}

=

∫

dq ψ∗
QMψQ

∫

dxψ∗
CψCf,

where integration by parts has been used to obtain the
final result. This expression is clearly real, implying im-
mmediately from Eq. (7) that

{Cf , QM} = 0



5

at time t0. Hence, since Poisson brackets are preserved
under Hamiltonian evolution, this holds for all times, and
the independence constraint (10) is satisfied for P (q, x, t)
and S(q, x, t) as claimed.
More generally, it also follows that the constraint is

satisfied by any ensemble related to an independent en-
semble via some canonical transformation.
It is concluded that requirement (iii) in Sec. I can

consistently be accommodated within the configuration-
ensemble approach, as a weak constraint on the set of
physical ensembles as per Eq. (10).

B. Measurement aspects

Examples of measurements of position and spin on
quantum ensembles, via interaction with an ensemble
of classical pointers, and the corresponding decoher-
ence of the quantum component relative to the classical
component, have been described previously within the
configuration-ensemble approach [13]. Here it is noted
that a simple model exists for describing the measure-
ment of any quantum observable via a classical measur-
ing apparatus, and that this model is consistent with the
weak independence constraint (10).
In particular, the measurement of an arbitrary quan-

tum observable, QM , may be modelled by the ensemble
Hamiltonian

H̃ := H̃0 + κ(t)

∫

dq dxψ∗(q, x)

(

h̄

i

∂

∂x

)

Mψ(q, x),

where κ(t) vanishes outside the measurement period,
and x denotes the position of a one-dimensional classical
pointer (with integration over q replaced by summation
over any discrete values). Note that the interaction term
satisfies the normalisation and postivity constraints (3).
As will be shown, this term correlates the eigenvalues of
M with the position of the pointer, in a manner rather
similar to purely quantum models of measurement.
It is convenient to assume that the measurement takes

place over a sufficiently short time period, [0, T ], such

that H̃0 can be ignored during the measurement. The
equations of motion during the interaction then follow
via Eqs. (1) and (7) as being equivalent to the hybrid
Schrödinger equation

ih̄
∂ψ

∂t
= κ(t)

(

h̄

i

∂

∂x

)

Mψ.

For an initially independent ensemble at time t = t0 = 0,
as per Eq. (11), this equation may be trivially integrated
to give

ψ(q, x, T ) =
∑

n

cn ψC(x−Kλn) 〈q|n〉 (12)

at the end of the measurement interaction, where K =
∫ T

0
dt κ(t), |n〉 denotes the eigenstate corresponding to

eigenvalue λn of M , and cn = 〈n|ψQ〉 (with |ψQ〉 defined
via 〈q|ψQ〉 := ψQ(q)). It has been assumed for simplicity
here that M is nondegenerate (the degenerate case is
considered further below).
The pointer probability distribution after measure-

ment follows immediately from Eq. (12) as

P (x, T ) =

∫

dq ψ∗ψ =
∑

n

|cn|
2PC(x−Kλn). (13)

Hence, the initial pointer distribution is displaced by an
amount Kλn with probability |cn|

2, thus correlating the
position of the pointer with the eigenvalues ofM . In par-
ticular, choosing a sufficiently narrow initial distribution
PC(x) (eg, a delta-function), the displaced distributions
will be nonoverlapping (corresponding to a ‘good’ mea-
surement), and eigenvalue λn will be perfectly correlated
with the measured pointer position.
The above shows that the measurement of any quan-

tum observable may be modelled via interaction with a
strictly classical measuring apparatus. Note that ‘col-
lapse’ of the quantum component of the ensemble can
also be modelled, if desired. Suppose in particular that
the ‘real’ position of the pointer is determined to be x =
a. This must correspond to just one of the nonoverlap-
ping distributions PC(x−Kλn), and updating P (q, x, T )
via Bayes theorem implies, via Eqs. (12) and (13), that

Pa(q, x, T ) = δ(x−a)P (q, a, T )/P (a, T ) = δ(x−a) |〈q|n〉|2.

Moreover, it is natural to update the conjugate quantity
S(q, x, t) via the minimal substitution

Sa(q, x, t) = S(q, a, T ).

Note that the ‘collapsed’ ensemble after measurement
thus has the form of Eq. (11) (with quantum component
described by ψa(q) = 〈q|n〉 up to a phase factor), im-
plying that collapse is compatible with the independence
constraint (10).
Finally, for a degenerate operator M with eigenvalue

decomposition
∑

n λnEn, similar results are obtained,
but with cn〈q|n〉 in Eq. (12) replaced by 〈q|En|ψQ〉, |cn|

2

by pn = 〈ψQ|En|ψQ〉, and the ‘collapsed’ quantum com-

ponent by ψa(q) = (pn)
−1/2〈q|En|ψQ〉.

IV. MIXTURES AND THERMODYNAMICS

It has been demonstrated above that the configuration-
ensemble approach provides a consistent formulation of
mixed quantum and classical dynamics. However, given
that this approach describes classical ensembles via a
configuration space, rather than a phase space, this raises
a potential completeness issue: do all classical phase
space ensembles have a counterpart in this approach?
Further, given the lack of a natural phase space entropy,
can the configuration-ensemble approach deal with ther-
mal ensembles in a manner that is compatible with both
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classical and quantum thermodynamics? It is shown
briefly below that both these questions have positive an-
swers.
The central concept required is that of a mixture of

configuration ensembles. In particular, if a physical sys-
tem is described by the configuration ensemble (Pj , Sj)
with prior probability pj , then it may be said to corre-
spond to the mixture {(Pj , Sj); pj}. For quantum en-
sembles, such mixtures are conveniently represented by
density operators. More generally, however, there is no
similarly convenient representation. The average of any
observable A[P, S] over a mixture is given by

〈A〉 =
∑

j

pj A[Pj , Sj ]. (14)

The first question posed above can now easily be an-
swered, using the fact that any classical phase space
point, γ = (x′, k′), may be described by a classical con-
figuration ensemble (Pγ , Sγ), defined by

Pγ(x) := δ(x− x′), Sγ(x) := k′ · x.

In particular, the value of any classical observable Cf ,
corresponding to the average value of f , follows via
Eq. (4) as

Cf [Pγ , Sγ ] = 〈f〉γ = f(x′, k′). (15)

It follows immediately that any classical phase space
ensemble, represented by some phase space density
p(x′, k′), may equivalently be described by the mixture
{(Pγ , Sγ); p} of classical configuration ensembles.
To address the second question above, one further re-

quires the notions of ‘stationary’ and ‘distinguishable’
configuration ensembles. First, stationary ensembles
are those for which all observable quantities are time-
independent, and are characterised by the property [13]

∂P/∂t = 0, ∂S/∂t = −E, (16)

for some constant E. Second, two configuration ensem-
bles are defined to be distinguishable if there is some ob-
servable which can distinguish unambiguously between
them, i.e., the ranges of the observable for each ensemble
do not overlap. Thus, for example, two quantum ensem-
bles are distinguishable if the corresponding wavefunc-
tions are orthogonal, while two classical ensembles are
distinguishable if the ranges of (x, k) over the supports
of the ensembles are nonoverlapping (with k = ∇xS).
A thermal mixture may now be defined as a mixture of

distinguishable stationary ensembles {(P, S); p(P, S|H̃)}
such that

p(P, S|H̃) ∼ e−βH̃[P,S], β > 0. (17)

This definition is, for present purposes, justified by its
consequences, but it may also be motivated by appealing
to properties of two distinct noninteracting systems in

thermal equilibrium, described by joint ensemble Hamil-
tonian H̃T , for which one expects

p(PP ′, S + S′|H̃T ) = p(P, S|H̃) p(P ′, S′|H̃ ′),

for pairs (P, S), (P ′, S′) of stationary ensembles.
For a quantum system with Hamiltonian operator H ,

the above definition immediately leads to the usual quan-
tum canonical ensemble represented by the density oper-
ator proportional to e−βH . It will now be shown that for
an ergodic classical system with phase space Hamiltonian
H(x, k), the corresponding thermal mixture of configu-
ration ensembles is equivalent to the classical canonical
ensemble with phase space density proportional to e−βH .
In particular, the ensemble Hamiltonian is given by

H̃ [P, S] = CH =

∫

dxP H [x,∇S],

and it follows from Eqs. (1) and (16) that the stationary
ensembles are then given by the solutions of the continu-
ity and Hamilton-Jacobi equations

∇x · [P∇kH(x,∇xS)] = 0, H(x,∇xS) = E.

Now, since H is time-independent, the general solu-
tion to the Hamilton-Jacobi equation for S is of the
form W (x) − Et, and generates a canonical transfor-
mation on phase space from (x, k) to a set of con-
stants of the motion, which may be chosen as the in-
tial values (x0, k0) at some fixed time [16]. One then
has E = H(xt, kt) = H(x0, k0), and a correspond-
ing set of solutions Sx0,k0

(x, t) := Wk0
(x) − H(x0, k0)t

of the Hamilton-Jacobi equation (where x0 = ∇k0
Wk0

[16]). Further, recalling that the classical velocity is
ẋt = ∇kH , the above continuity equation simply re-
quires that P (x)|ẋt| is constant along any given trajec-
tory (xt, kt). One may therefore define a corresponding
set of solutions by Px0,k0

(x) ∼ |ẋt|
−1 when x lies on the

particular trajectory having initial values (x0, k0), and
vanishing elsewhere.
The stationary ensembles (Px0,k0

, Sx0,k0
) are all dis-

tinguishable, since they correspond to a set of non-
overlapping trajectories defined by their initial values
(x0, k0). Hence, they are suitable for defining a thermal
mixture. Further, by construction, one has via definition
(4) that

Cf [Px0,k0
, Sx0,k0

] =

∫

dxt |ẋt|
−1f(xt, kt)

/

∫

dxt |ẋt|
−1,

where integration is along the trajectory defined by initial
point (x0, k0). Changing the variable of integration to t
then gives

Cf [Px0,k0
, Sx0,k0

] = lim
T→∞

1

T

∫ T

0

dt f(xt, pt), (18)

which is always well defined for ergodic systems. Further,
for such systems the righthand side is simply the mi-
crocanonical ensemble average of f(x, k), corresponding
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to constant energy E = H(x0, k0) [19]. Finally, noting

H̃ [Px0,k0
, Sx0,k0

] = H [x0, k0] by construction, the asso-
ciated thermal mixture in Eq. (17) is characterised by
p(x0, k0) ∼ e−βH[x0,k0], and it immediately follows via
Eqs. (14) and (18) that the average of f over the mixture
is the canonical ensemble average, as desired.

V. DISCUSSION

The configuration-ensemble approach satisfies the two
minimal requirements for a consistent formulation of
mixed dynamics, as shown in Sec. II. No other formula-
tion appears to be known which passes this critical test.
Further, an additional ‘independence’ requirement

may also be satisfied by imposing a weak constraint on
the class of physical ensembles, analogous to the use
of gauge constraints in quantum field theory, as shown
in Sec. III. This constraint is satisfied, for example, by
any mixed ensemble that is related to some pair of inde-
pendent quantum and classical ensembles by a canonical
transformation.
More generally, it should be noted that the

configuration-ensemble approach has a number of inter-
esting applications outside the domain of mixed dynam-
ics, providing a basis for, eg, the derivation of classical
and quantum equations of motion [20], a generalisation of
quantum superselection rules [15], and, as seen in Sec. IV
above, a ‘Hamilton-Jacobi’ approach to classical statisti-
cal mechanics. Hence, overall, the approach appears to
be valuable in providing a fundamental tool for describ-
ing physical systems, and merits further investigation.
It is of interest to remark on how the configuration-

ensemble approach is able to avoid various ‘no-go’ the-
orems on mixed dynamics in the literature [5, 6, 7, 9].
This is essentially due to such theorems requiring a for-
mal assumption that the set of observables can be be
extended to form a product algebra, where the product
A ∗B is assumed to satisfy Cf ∗ Cg = Cfg, QM ∗QN =
QMN , and some further property such as the Leibniz
rule {A,B ∗ C} = {A,B} ∗ C + B ∗ {A,C}. How-
ever, the assumption of such a product algebra clearly
goes beyond the domain of observable quantities (eg,
the product of two Hermitian operators is not a Her-
mitian operator), and hence cannot be justified on phys-
ical grounds. Thus, any import of such ‘no-go’ theorems,
for the configuration-ensemble approach, where no such
product is defined or required, is purely formal in nature.
Note that for application to mixed dynamics, the set

of observables must be chosen such that it contains the
classical and quantum observables defined in Eqs. (4) and
(6), with all members satisfying the normalisation and
positivity conditions in Eq. (3). It must also, of course,
contain the Poisson bracket of any two of its members -
however, this can always be assured by replacing a given
set by its closure under the Poisson bracket operation.
It is of interest to consider what further physical condi-
tions might be imposed on the set of observables. For

example, for ensembles of interacting classical and quan-
tum nonrelativistic particles, it is reasonable to require
this set contains ensemble Hamiltonians of the form de-
fined in Eq. (9), with the potential function V restricted
to be of the form V (q − x, t). The equations of motion
will then be invariant under Galilean transformations, al-
though with the interesting property that the centre of
mass and relative motions do not decouple [13].
A more general condition that might be imposed on

observables is that they are homogenous of degree unity
with respect to the probability density P , i.e.,

A[λP, S] = λA[P, S] (19)

for all λ ≥ 0. Note that if this condition holds for two
observablesA andB, then it holds for the Poisson bracket
{A,B}, as may be checked by direct substitution into
Eq. (2). It is also easily verified to hold for the classical
and quantum observables defined in Eqs. (4) and (6).
Differentiating Eq. (19) on both sides with respect to λ
and choosing λ = 1 yields the numerical identity

A[P, S] =

∫

dξ P (δA/δP ) =: 〈δA/δP 〉, (20)

i.e., A can be calculated by integrating over a local den-
sity on the configuration space. Thus, the homogene-
ity condition consistently allows observables to be inter-
preted both as generators of canonical transformations
and as expectation values.
Finally, while the question of decoherence has not been

addressed in any detail here, it is worth noting that the
configuration-ensemble approach provides several possi-
bilities in this regard. First, for any mixed quantum-
classical ensemble, one may define a conditional quantum
wavefunction ψx(q) which describes the conditional deco-
herence of the quantum component relative to the classi-
cal component [13]. Second, as noted briefly in Sec. III A,
if the weak independence constraint (10) is not imposed,
then the very existence of a configuration-ensemble not
satisfying this constraint may lead to ‘interaction with-
out interaction’ and thus to intrinsic decoherence of the
quantum component. Third, while at any time the hy-
brid wavefunction ψ(q, x, t) describing a mixed quantum-
classical system always has a decomposition of the form

ψ(q, x, t) =
∑

n

√

pn(t)ψC,n(x, t)ψQ,n(q, t)

(eg, a Schmidt decomposition), only at particular times
(if at all, depending on the ensemble Hamiltonian), can
it have such a decomposition for which (i) the classical
ensembles corresponding to ψC,n(x, t) are classically dis-
tinguishable (see Sec. IV), and (ii) the quantum ensem-
bles corresponding to ψQ,n(q, t) are mutually orthogonal.
Moreover, unlike a Scmidt decomposition, such a decom-
position would be unique even for equal pn(t). Hence, de-
coherence could be modelled by imposing a spontaneous
‘collapse’ of the ensemble at such well-defined times, sim-
ilarly to the collapse model in Sec. III B.
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