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The powerful molecular dynamics (MD) simulation is badichlased on a picture that the atoms experience
classical-like trajectories under the exertion of cleaisforce field determined by the quantum mechanically
solved electronic state. In this work we propose a quantajedtory approach to the MD simulation with
surface hopping, from an insight that an effective “obsgové is actually implied in the MD simulation through
tracking the forces experienced, just like checking thean®tesult in the quantum measurement process. This
treatment can build the nonadiabatic surface hopping dynamicalfoundation, instead of the usual artificial
and conceptually inconsistent hopping algorithms. Thecotff and advantages of the proposed scheme are
preliminarily illustrated by a two-surface model system.

A full gquantum mechanical treatment for molecular dy- or another, not somewhere in between. And, the trajec-
namics (MD) would break down along the increase of tories distribution is achieved by allowing hops between
atomic degrees of freedom. As a result, in practice the surfaces according to some probability distribution.

MD technique based on an assumption that atomic mo-

tions are governed bglassicalmechanics has proved to ( A)
be a very powerful tool[J1}5]. The MD simulations usu-

ally rely on the Born-Oppenheimer (BO) approximation,

which decouples the electronic and atomic motions. That

is, the atoms experience classical-like trajectories unde

the exertion of appropriate classical force field, which is V@R
determined by a single potential energy surface (PES) as- e
sociated with a single electronic state. On the other aspect
the electronic states are solved from the time-independent
Schroddinger equation for a series of atomic geometries

Reaction Coordinate (R)

(configurations).
(B)
In many situations, however, when the energy separa- V.(R)
tion of different PESs becomes comparable with the mag-
nitude of the nonadiabatic coupling (typically in the prox- Vg(R)
imity of conical intersection, see Fig. 1), the BO approxi-
mation may often fail. In this case, since each nondegen- Electronic States Atomic Potentials

erate electronic state defines a distinct BO PES, a transi-

tion between electronic states would change, often drasti-F|G. 1: (A) Schematic atomic potentials in terms of adiabati

cally, the forces experienced by the atoms. Proper accounisolid) and diabatic (dashed) representations for thetreleic

for this nonadiabaticeffect is of crucial importance in  ground and first excited states along the reaction coomlinat

practice. The treatment of nonadiabatic effects in MD has (B) Measurement analogy by dividing the molecular systetm in

a long history. The most widely applied include the so- two subsystems, and regarding the atomic part as a “measure-

called “Ehrenfest” or “time-dependent-Hartree mean-field Ment apparatus” which continuously probes the distinct-ele

(TDHMF)” approach [P 8], the “trajectory surface- tronic states by the experienced distinct forces.

hopping (TSH) methodg[9—[L6], and their mixed schemes

[@] The former approach views that the electronic A variety of trajectory-based methods have been devel-

wavefunction might in general be a linear combination oped. Among them, the most typical one is Tulliésvest

of the BO adiabatic functions, the atomic effective poten- switches surface hoppir§SSH) algorithm[[]5]. This al-

tial is thus calculated by averaging the electronic Hamil- gorithm is based on the following insights/argumeris:

tonian over such wavefunction, while the BO adiabatic The atomic trajectories determine the probabilities of-ele

functions are determined self-consistently with the atomi  tronic transitions and the electronic transitions, in furn

trajectory. The TSH, a more appropriate methodology for strongly influence the forces governing the trajectories.

dynamics propagation of nonadiabatic systems, is how-(ii) The atoms evolve on individual single PES and the

ever based on an insight that the trajectories should splitnonadiabatic effects are included by allowing hopping

into branches, i.e., each trajectory should be on one statgrom one PES to anotherccording to the weight of the
respective electronic statén the past two decades, stim-
ulated by Tully’s work, a variety of variants of the FSSH
algorithm and a large number of applications have been
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Nevertheless, theoherencdetween states, maintained as the BO potential energy surface (PES). The quantity
in the FSSH algorithm is usually wrong because of the in- d;;(R) characterizesonadiabatic couplindetween the
dependent trajectory approach (see the recent reﬂew [5])(jth andkth) PESs, which has an effect of driving surface
The underlyingconceptualdifficulty can be further un-  hopping. This can be seen more clearly by the follow-
derstood as follows. In the FSSH algorithm, the nonadia- ing. Thecoherentelectronic evolution is governed by the
batic effect is treated by allowing hopping from one PES Schrodinger equatioi v = H.; ¥, which results in a set
to another, with the hopping probability determined by the of coupled equations far; (t)
weight change of the respective electronic stateguian-
tum superpositionPhysically, however, the atomatas- i — Z [V»k(R) _iER-d ‘k(R)} ck
sical trajectory along a specific individual PES implies ! — !
that it mustcollapsethe electronic state onto the corre- _
sponding BO wavefunction, according to tiistinctclas- = Z Hj(R)ck. 4
sical force experienced. In other words, we carlonger Jk
treat the electronic state in a quantum superposition of the _
many different components, as in contrast proposed in theln this expression, we can understafg, (R) as an ef-
FSSH approacH[]5]. As shown in Fig. 1(B), through an fective Hamiltonian matrix in the selected basis, which
analogy with quantum measurement or with the more pop- straightforwardly describes the evolution of the state
ular Schrodinger’s Cat paradox, the FSSH algorithm sim- amplitudesc;(t). In terms of a projective operator
ply means that we are still treating the radioactive decay form, the effective Hamiltonian can be expressed as
in aquantum superposition statehile having foundthe ~ H(R) = =, Hjx(R)|#;(R))(¢x(R)|. Using the prop-
Cat definitely “alive” or “dead”. erty d*,(R) = —dx;(R), one can prove thatl(R) is

In this work, rather than designing certain wiser algo- Hermitian, as it should be. Moreover, corresponding to
rithms for the TSH probability, we would like toiewthe  the BO adiabatic basis, we have even simpler results:
problemin an alternative wayand accordingly propose a Hj;j(R) = ¢;(R); and Hjx(R) = Qx(R) = —ihR -
quantum trajectory approach to the_ MD_ simula_tion. That dj;;(R). if j # k. In this way, we see that it is the prod-
is, we are able to developself-consistenin physics and ¢t of R andd;,,(R) that characterizes the nonadiabatic
hopefully highly implementable stochastic MD scheme, coupling between the BO potential surfaces.
which quite naturally renders the TSH in the most funda- It was merely based on Etﬂ (4), which describes the

mental notion ofuantum jump guantum mechanicalvolution of the superposition ampli-
tudes of electronic states, that the highly celebrated FSSH
Formulation— For the purpose to be clear soon, we algorithm was proposed[|L5], with the following central
introduce the electronic Hamiltonian by Subtracting the idea. From the “normalized” popu|ation Change of the

atomic kinetic energy from the total Hamiltonian as electronic statee;(R)), defined ag; (t) = [|¢;(t)]* —
5 lej(t + At)[?]/|e;(t)|?, one performs a standard Monte-
Hu(r,R) = — Z h_v? +V(r,R). 1) Carlo choice (with this probability,()) to determine
2m; whether or not éhopping evenshould take place, from

! the BO potential surfacg; (R) to another one.

Here, the first term describes the kinetic energy of elec- Intuitively, this looks indeed a promising algorithm,
trons. We use- denoting all the electronic coordinates, since the BO potential surfadé (R) is anyhow associ-

i.e,r ={r;;j=1,2,---}. And, formally,R denotes the  ated with the electronic state;(R)), one can then con-

atomic configuration. _ _ clude that thechangeof the electronic occupation proba-
We expand the electronic wavefunction by a set of bility mustimply a surface-hopping event occurred. Nev-
known basis functions (r,R) = >_, ¢;(t)¢;(r,R). In ertheless, in each single realization of MD trajectory, the

principle, {¢;(r,R)} can be any electronic basis func- atomic motion experiences a series of distinct PESs (but
tions, while in practice it would be convenient to chose not their weighted superposition), together with succes-
them as the Born-Oppenheimer adiabatic wavefunctions.sive hopping between them. Based on the entanglement-
That is, He(r,R)¢;(r,R) = ¢;(R)¢;(r,R), which type correlation between the electronic states and the
means that;(r, R) are the instantaneous eigenstates of atomic PESs, see Fig. 1(B), tokassical trajectory treat-
H,(r,R), for a givenR = R(¢). These basis wave- mentfor the atomic motion mustollapsethe electronic
functions, together with the corresponding eigen-ensrgie state to an individual one, with the result determined by
¢;(R), are the standard output of the usual quantum chem-the classical force experienced by the atoms. In other
istry computation. Using the selected basis functions, we words, we can no longenappropriately maintain the
further introduce electronic state in a quantum superposition of two (or
many) different component®;(R)), as in contrast as-
Vie(R) = (¢;(r,R)[Hei(r, ¢5(r,R))|¢x(r,R)), (2) sumed in the FSSH approa[15]. In essence, using the

d;jx(R) = (¢;(r,R)|VRr|¢x(r,R)). (3) term of Schrodinger’s Cat paradox, the mixed quantum-
' classical FSSH treatment égjuivalentto treating the ra-
Obviously, for the BO adiabatic basig;. (R) is diagonal, dioactive decay still in “quantum superposition”, while

Vir(R) = ¢;(R)d;1 = V;(R)d,,. EachV;(R) is known one has definitely found the Cat “alive” or “dead”.



In order to eliminate the aboviconsistencyin the largel’;), one can generate the desired TSH picture. That
FSSH algorithm, we propose that one should apply ais, the largd’,; correspond to MD simulation under dis-
measurement-based description to the electronic state evotinct forces. Then, under the influence of the atomic tra-
lution, instead of using thdR-dependent Schrodinger jectory motion, the nonadiabatic coupling will drive a se-
equation. Indeed, sind® enters the Schrodinger equa- ries of stochastigumpsbetween the BO states. This is
tion, this partly accounts for the effect of the atomic mo- nothing but the desired “surface hopping” behavior which
tion on the electronic state evolutionBut this is not can be generated, in the existing schemes, only by con-
enough Actually, the atomic motion is continuously get-  structing various hopping “algorithms”, non-dynamically
ting the state informatiorof the electrons, via the corre- Alternatively, applying Eq.|]5) in a weaker observa-
lation between the PES and the electronic state. As a redion regime (with smalled’,;), while the atomic mo-
sult, in addition to involving R” as an external parameter tion propagates along a single PES away from the level-
in the electronic Schrodinger equation, one should at thecrossing area, the Ehrenfest-type mean field approach
same time account for thigackactionof the electronic-  is restored in the proximity of the level-crossing area.
stateinformation gain This means that the atomic mo- That is, by computing the potential energy WaR) =
tion isin essencenaking a continuous quantum measure- Tr[H.(r, R)p(t)], the effect of quantum superposition of
ment on the electronic state. The distinct “force” experi- the BO potential surfaces is taken into account. In our
enced by the atomic trajectory motion, effectively, plays opinion, this effect should exist there. Using the term of
the same role as the metedatputin quantum measure- quantum measurement, this simply corresponds tm-an
ment process. complete observatioim the level crossing area where the

After the aboveonceptuapreparation, we can thenap- atomic motion, particularly in the case of strong nonadi-
ply the established quantum trajectory equation (QTE) to abatic coupling, does ndully distinguishwhich poten-
account for the backaction effect owinggtate informa- tial surface, but only experiences a mixed force. We be-

tion gainas follows [3]1] lieve that applying the proposed approach to the above
, regime is a valuable extension of the hybrid TSH-TDHMF
YT ‘ , scheme.
b=~ [HR)L0] + 310D M R)
J

Illustrative Demonstration— Below we illustrate how
+Z VEeiHIM;(R)] p (). () the approach proposed above can generate the TSH be-
J havior,dynamically(or physicallyin essence), instead of

Here, p is the electronic state density matrix, with ele- USing theprobability algorithmsio generate the “hopping”

mentsp;,. The diagonal elements describe population events. _For s!mplicity, we restrict our demonstration to
probabilities on the BO states, while the off-diagonal el- & oné-dimensional (1D) two-surface example. Because
ements describe quantum coherence between them. Not@f the 1D nature, in what follows we denot&™ sim-
that, on the left hand side of Ef] (5), we have made a con-Ply by “R". To be specific, we model the two BO po-
vention thay represents” , jsxl®; (R)) (¢x(R)], but not tential surfaces as schematically shown in Fig. 2(A). For
d : . - . |R — Ry| > a, we assumez(R) —e1(R) = a|R — Ro|;
415 k105 (R)) (@(R)[]. Accordingly, A (R) in the : iabati :
dt Leajk ik 1% _ e L while for |[R — Ry| < a, the adiabatic energy difference
above QTE is the effective Hamiltonian defined in Eﬂq (4). isa constant»(R) — 1 (R) = A. Here, the scale of the

In Eq.@i), the measurement op_eratqr/_[j(R) - level-crossing area is determined by= A/«. Rather
[9(R)){#;(R)|, corresponds to an identification (dis- hap 5 real MD simulation, following the Landau-Zener
crimination) to the electronic statg;(R) by the atomic model, we assume a constant speed for the atomic mo-

m,‘ljltié)n't I itshwell kntown thr?t any stzt;\rt]discrimitnation tion, i.e.,R(t) = vt. Moreover, the nonadiabatic coupling
will destroy the quantum coherence (the quantum SUPer- oo foterisod aflyy — (Hoy)* — —ihwd = —ih),

position). This effect is described by the second term in from an assumption ok - dis(R) = vB.

Eq. ﬂi), with the dephasing ralg,; corresponding to dis- ) . .
crimination of the state; (R). Here the Lindblad-type su- In Fig. 2(B) and (C) we display some representative
guantum trajectories. First, we notice that the nonadia-

peroperator mean_Q[Mj]p - MijJT - %{M;Mj’p}‘ batic coupling (withconstantmagnitude £2”) can cause
Finally and very importantly the last term in Eq|]5) efficient transitiongargelyin the proximity of the conical
accounts for the effect of staiaforma_tmn gan _The intersection area, because of the relatively small energy
involved superoperat?r, more expTI|C|tIy, is defined as separation between the PESs. Also, in the whole range,
H[M;lp = Mjp + pM] — (M; + M])p, where(M; + Eq. () will give a quantum mechanicalfyure (but not
MJT> = Tr[(M; + M;)p]. &;(t) are the Gaussian unitary) evolution for the electronic state. Fig. 2(B) cor-
stochastic noises, satisfying the ensemble average propresponds to a situation with relatively weak coupling and
erty E[&; ()& (t')] = d;10(t — t'). Notice that the last ~ weak observation. In this case, in the intersection area the
term in Eq.[}) is not originated from argkternalnoise, electronic state consists of a superposition of the BO ba-
but from anintrinsic stochastic collapse (quantum jump) sis states. Using this state to calculate the atomic forces,
associated with “observation”, i.e., the quantum measure-desirably, should be an extension of the usual mean-field
ment postulate. approach. However, if we increa$g, further, as shown
Applying Eq. {}5) in a strong observation regime (with in Fig. 2(C), in the proximity of the central level-crossing



4

onecannotaverage first Eq [[5), since for different trajec-
€xR) tories the stochastic atomic forces experienced would be
. i A different. Obviously, this feature cannot be captured by
A) the averaged master equation. In other words, the aver-
&Ry /o aged master equation does not allow us to correctly com-
" 2a pute the atomic forces, we are then unable to propagate the
: R atomic motion based on Newton’s law. This is the reason
1 Ro that in literature, when one attempts to introddeeoher-
05k TW ence the master equation approach does not work.
R (8)
S
05f (@)= (L5, 30) ?WLL 03

()

1 T :
I ! J o
& le I © 01

o 97:777:=77777f*77 1
~ *ﬁ—ﬁ-v-‘
0.3- @ rq) =060 \u‘u‘ % 0.5 1 15 2 2.5 3
80 90 100 110 120
time

0.4 1.0

02f-"- :
FIG. 2: Demonstration of the surface-hopping behavior.: (A) | __ __ocmmmmmmmmms Do s

The model we used in our numerical simulation. (B) and (C): 0
Four representative trajectories (red curves) from twagsoof
parameters, while the cyan curves stand for the resultg ef 0
in the absence of “observation”. Other parametérs= 1.0 and
« = 10. In the simulation (also in Fig. 3 and in the main-text FIG. 3: Nonadiabatic transition probability from the initstate
discussion) we assuni&,; = I'yo = T'y. |¢p1(R—-o0)) to the final ong¢2 (R )). R+oo represent the ini-

tial and final asymptotic reaction coordinates. This prdiigb

indicates the distribution of the final “products”. (A) Depe

“ - . . dence on the nonadiabatic coupling strength in the abseince o
area the sharp “surface hopping” behavior will appear dephasing 'y = 0). (B) Dephasing effect on the transition

eventually. probability. ParametersA = 1.0 anda = 10.
We emphasize in this context that, very importantly,
even for a weak strength, the trajectory willgradu- In Fig. 3(A), we show the dependence of the nonadia-

ally andstochasticallycollapse onto one of the energy sur-  patic transition on the coupling strength. We take= 0
faces. This is in sharp contrast with the prediction of the in order to reveal this mere dependence more clearly. We
Schrodinger equation. In that case, the state will renmaini observe aturnover behavior, with an optimal nonadia-
quantum superposition, after the evolution passes througtpatic coupling to make the transition reach maximum.
the central intersection area. We demonstrate this featurerhis feature indicates, in some counterintuitive manner,
by the cyan curves in both Fig. 2(B) and (C), where we that a faster atomic motion may not necessarily enhance
see that the final state is indeed in superposition. How- the transition probability. This behavior differs somehow
ever, a continuous “observation” will Collapse the state, from the prediction of the Landau-Zener formula, since
gradually, onto one of the basis states, eitdej or [¢2). that formula will give a larger transition probability for a
Then the desired picture of trajectory propagation along afaster speed. The reason is that, here, in the adiabatic BO
single energy surface is generated, by this dynamical andpasis, the faster atomic motion will enhance the nonadia-
physical means. batic coupling between the energy surfaces, while in the
In practice, to compare the stochastic MD simula- Landau-Zener model, expressed in a diabatic basis, the
tion with experiments, one should ensemble-average thepassage speed across the intersection area has no such ef-
stochastic trajectories. For the assunoeastantspeed fect .
of atomic motion, the trajectory distribution can be sim-  In Fig. 3(B), we show the decoherence effect on the
ply predicted by averaging the QTE first. This can be nonadiabatic transition. Here we observeexoherence-
done easily by removing the last (unraveling) term in enhancedransition behavior. But, this feature is not uni-
Eq. @S) and remaining only the first two terms. We ac- versal. It only corresponds toveeakdynamic tunneling
tually obtain the usual master equation. Then, from the regime. Actually, not shown in Fig. 3(B), if we tune the

density matrix, we get the probabilities (t) = p11(¢t) coupling strength into an intermediate tunneling regime,
andpz(t) = p22(t), which give the distribution ratio of  aturnoverbehavior can appear, whereaslecoherence-
the atomic trajectories in the asymptotic limit-& o). suppressedransition will take place in strong tunneling

We should note that, however, in practical MD simulations regime. We also observe that, if an efficient coupling per-



sists in the intersection area for longer time, the decoher-ferred.

ence will result in a finakqual occupatioron the both In a more heuristic manner, we may relate the problem
energy surfaces, as shown by the curve with= 1.5 in to the paradox of Schrédinger’s Cat. As illustrated in Fig.
Fig. 3(B). 1(B), we assume two electronic statég), and |e). Ac-

Finally, we remark that adecoherencen the TSH cordingly, we have two PESS$/,(R) and V,(R), which
should arise because the MD simulation is propagatedcorrespond to the Cat states “alive” and “dead”. If we in-
along a single trajectory determined by the gradients for sjst on regarding thethole systeras aclosedone, we will
an specific electronic state. In this propagation, the am- arrive to a (quantum) superposition of(R) andV,(R),
plitudes of all other states aeetificially restricted to be  exactly as the superposition of “alive” and “dead” states
also propagated along the same trajectory, even though then the Cat paradox. But, as is well known, the Cat para-
gradients of these other states would dissipate these amdox can be resolvednly by a neglect of the large number
plitudes along other directions. This effect has been dis- of microscopic degrees of freedom of the Cat and the sur-
cussed in detail and corrections to it have been proposedounding environment. It is merely this treatment that can
[B3-38]. For instance, in Ref| [B5], it was shown that the result in the emergence afassicalitywhich shows the
divergence between occupation and average population iCat in a state of either “alive” or “dead”, but not in be-
caused by the missing decoherence, and that this discreptween. We then arrive to two statement:In the semi-
ancy can be eliminated if the decoherence corrections aregjassical stochastic MD simulation, the essential picture
incorporated. of classical trajectory and surface hopping has implied an

incorporation of certain external environment andedn
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In the TSH-MD simulations, we can imagine that the
. . “observation”is realized through tracking the forces expe
Appendix A: Measurement I nterpretation rienced, just like checking the meter’s result in the quan-
tum measurement process. Together with the quantum
In this appendix we present a further discussion to re- nonadiabatic coupling, successive jumps then appear, ex-
late the stochastic MD simulation with quantum measure- actly like in the continuous measurement of a driving
ment. As mentioned in the main text, we can divide the syste]. Moreover, this approach is quite versatile.
whole system into two coupled electronic and atosuib- For instance, it can describe the possible “partial” hogpin
systemsas shown in Fig. 1(B). Under the BO approxima- behavior. That is, when the atomic motion passes through
tion, the relativelyheavyandslowly movingatomic sub-  the conical intersection region, the atoms may not be able
system largely experiences a classical-like trajectory mo to resolve the experienced force from which PES. In this
tion. Therefore, the atomic subsystem looks very like a case, the resultant state is still in quantum superposition
measurement meter, which is continuously “measuring” However, the state evolution should obey the quantum tra-
the electronic states by its experienced distinct forces. | jectory equation, Eq[k5), but not the Schrodinger equa-
this context, the PES (or force) is the meter’s output (mea- tion. We believe that this treatment is a valuable extension
surement result), from which the electronic state is in- of the hybrid TSH-TDHMF approach—[ll.Elg].
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