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Abstract

When can we uniquely map the dynamic evolution of a classical density to a time-
dependent potential? In equilibrium, without time dependence, the one-body den-
sity uniquely specifies the external potential that is applied to the system. This
mapping from a density to the potential is the cornerstone of classical density func-
tional theory (DFT). Here, we derive rigorous and explicit conditions for such a
unique mapping between a nonequilibrium density profile and a time-dependent
external potential. We thus prove the underlying assertion of dynamical density
functional theory (DDFT) — with or without the so-called adiabatic approxima-
tion often used in applications. We also illustrate loopholes when our conditions are
violated so that two distinct external potentials result in the same density profiles
but different currents — as suggested by the framework of power functional theory
(PFT).

1 Introduction

The foundation of classical density functional theory (DFT) [21, 9, 10] rests on the fact
that the one-body density uniquely determines the external potential and hence the un-
derlying Hamiltonian if the interaction potential is known. In essentially all relevant cases,
there exists a unique mapping from the one-body density ρ(x) to an external potential
V (x) for x ∈ Rd in d dimensions and for a given interaction potential, temperature, and
number of particles (or chemical potential). Remarkably, because of this unique map-
ping, the one-body density specifies a many-body system in equilibrium and hence all
higher-body correlations. The existence of such a unique density–potential mapping was
first proven in the context of quantum mechanics by Hohenberg and Kohn [15], Kohn and
Sham [16], and Mermin [21]. Mermin’s generalized arguments can be directly applied to
classical many-body systems as elaborated by Evans [9] and later rigorously confirmed
by Chayes, Chayes, and Lieb [3]. The unique mapping exists under mild and natural
conditions on the density and interparticle interactions that essentially assume finite en-
ergies. Among others, this result implies a formal equivalence of Mermin-Evans DFT to
the alternative framework [7] based on Levy constrained search [17] (which does not a
priori restrict to density profiles that are realizable by an external potential).
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Here, we are interested in the generalization of unique density–potential mappings to
the time-dependent case, i.e., to classical dynamical density functional theory (DDFT) [20,
1, 29], as first derived by Marconi and Tarazona [20] from the stochastic Langevin equation
and later by Archer and Evans [1] from the corresponding Smoluchowski equation or by
Español and Löwen using the projection operator formalism [8]. More specifically, we
study the fundamental relation between the time-dependent external potential V (x, t) and
one-body density ρ(x, t), which will naturally also involve the one-body current j(x, t).
To this end, we use the exact nonequilibrium interaction force, i.e., we do not rely on
an “adiabatic” approximation that equates equilibrium and nonequilibrium correlations
(which is usually required for explicit calculations in DDFT). Therefore, our results also
pertain to the recently developed superadiabatic extension of DDFT [30, 31] as well as to
the framework of power functional theory (PFT) [27] derived by Schmidt and Brader [28],
where both approaches incorporate “superadiabatic” forces that are neglected in standard
(adiabatic) DDFT approximations. The underlying variational principle of PFT, based on
Levy constrained search [17], entails the existence of a unique mapping from both ρ(x, t)
and j(x, t) to V (x, t). Since our pursuit of unique density–potential mappings neither
requires an approximation nor a specific framework, our results shed light on the relation
between DDFT and PFT on a formal level and help, in particular, to better understand
the role of the current.

We explicitly address the question: under which conditions can we uniquely map a
classical time-dependent density ρ(x, t) to an external potential V (x, t)? As in the case
of equilibrium DFT, if such a unique mapping is established, we can assert that the
density profile ρ(x, t) specifies the Hamiltonian and hence all relevant information about
the system, including higher-order correlations. Hence, this question is of fundamental
importance and practical relevance to the study of time-dependent many-body systems.

In quantum mechanics, an argument for the unique mapping from time-dependent
densities ρ(x, t) to potentials V (x, t) was provided by Runge and Gross in 1984 [26], which
became the foundation of time-dependent density functional theory (TDDFT). Assuming
time-analytic potentials and smooth densities, they linked the question for uniqueness of
the density–potential mapping to that of the solution for an elliptic partial differential
equation (PDE). However, as pointed out later [36, 6, 12, 13], this solution is unique
only under certain conditions on both ρ(x, t) and V (x, t). These joint assumptions on the
density and potential are more complex than in equilibrium, where the conditions only
depend on ρ(x) [3]. Intuitively speaking, these more intricate assumptions arise in the
time-dependent case because more states are allowed than in equilibrium.

For classical systems, Chan and Finken [2] asserted uniqueness following the idea of
Runge and Gross [26]. However, because higher-body correlations due to interparticle
interactions were omitted, the argument so far holds only under the adiabatic approxi-
mation. Moreover, no conditions have hitherto been stated for the uniqueness of classical
density–potential mappings. In fact, this omission is more critical in the classical setting
than it would be in the quantum case since for the latter, counterexamples to unique
mappings are considered to be “largely unphysical” [13] and are hence often neglected.
By contrast, diverging potentials are not only relevant but even common in classical
statistical physics.

In this work, we close these two gaps by proving explicit conditions for the uniqueness
of classical density–potential mappings based on an exact hierarchy for the n-body densi-
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ties. Importantly, our conditions are independent of the adiabatic approximation. Thus,
we provide a mathematically rigorous foundation of classical DDFT. At the same time,
our conditions exemplify loopholes, where uniqueness cannot be assumed so that a more
general framework, like PFT, is required that relies on both the density and current.

To this end, we first specify our setting in Sec. 2 and derive the hierarchy of reduced
Smoluchowski equations for all time-dependent n-body densities ρn(x1, . . . , xn, t) in Sec. 3;
see Theorem 3.1. Since we are concerned with possibly diverging potentials, we accurately
derive the boundary contributions and find that all corresponding terms vanish if and only
if the Yvon-Born-Green (YBG)-hierarchy holds on average at the boundary.

Then, we prove our main results in Sec. 4, i.e., we rigorously derive generic conditions
that guarantee a unique mapping from the time-dependent one-body density ρ(x, t) to
the external potential V (x, t). As a mere technicality, we begin by noting that uniqueness
can only hold up to physically irrelevant differences like a constant offset. We capture
these subtleties by the definition of diffusion-equivalent potentials; see Definition 4.1.

Similar to the idea of Runge and Gross (or Chan and Finken) [26, 2], we assume
analytic potentials and can thus reduce the uniqueness of the mapping to the uniqueness
of a solution to a (semi-)elliptic PDE. In contradistinction to the available proofs in
quantum mechanics [26, 12, 13, 24], we explicitly have to take the hierarchy of reduced
Smoluchowski equations into account. By doing so, our proof requires no approximation
of n-point correlations. Hence, the fundamental question of uniqueness does in no way
depend on the adiabatic approximation.

Moreover, our rephrasing of the problem allows us to obtain a physically intuitive
condition for uniqueness. Theorem 4.4 asserts that if the density does not vanish at the
boundary, then a unique solution can be guaranteed for no-flux boundary conditions or,
in fact, any specified flux in or out of the system. Even more generally, we prove that
uniqueness holds for a suitable asymptotic behavior of ρ(x, t) and V (x, t); see Theorem 4.6.

In Sec. 5, we demonstrate that such a simultaneous condition on the density and
potential is inevitable. More specifically, we present explicit counterexamples to unique-
ness where for two different external potentials, the same ρ(x, t) is attained at all times.
Obviously, these examples violate the conditions of our theorems. For an exponentially
fast decaying density profile, a non-unique external potential must necessarily include
an exponential divergence (in space). In contrast, if the density profile has heavy tails,
already a polynomial divergence of V (x, t) can lead to non-unique mappings. Hence, the
conditions on the asymptotic behavior have to depend on both ρ(x, t) and V (x, t).

To conclude the discussion of counterexamples in Sec. 5, we embed our findings in the
framework of PFT. A unique mapping to an external potential implies a unique current
j(x, t). In contrast, if a suitable external potential V ′(x, t) that violates our conditions
is added, it causes a divergence-free current j′(x, t) that does not change the density
ρ(x, t). Such counterexamples have been simulated via a numerical procedure known
as custom flow [4, 5] that determines, in line with PFT, the unique external force field
as a functional of ρ(x, t) and j(x, t). The hierarchy of Smoluchowski equations from
Theorem 3.1 emphasizes the necessity of this approach for interacting systems. For the
ideal gas (or under the adiabatic approximation), our analytic formula 5.2 can be applied
to systematically construct counterexamples for effectively one-dimensional systems.

Finally, Section 6 provides an outlook. We discuss some open questions and possible
generalizations.
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2 Densities and Smoluchowski operators

We here consider an overdamped many-body system with a fixed number of particles
N > 0 in an open domain Ω ⊆ Rd, d ≥ 1. The interaction between the particles is given
by a pair potential U(x, y) with x, y ∈ Ω. As usual, the pair potential is symmetric and
only depends on the relative distance, i.e., U(x− y) := U(x− y, 0) = U(x, y). The inverse
temperature β and diffusion constant D are fixed.

As a side-remark, in a slight abuse of notation that is common in physics, we denote
a function together with its arguments, e.g., U(x, y) may represent the potential itself or
the function evaluated at positions x, y. The meaning should always be clear from the
context.

Since our motivation are applications in classical physics, we restrict our analysis to
smooth functions (rather than aiming for the greatest possible generality). More pre-
cisely, we assume throughout the paper that all density profiles and potentials are twice
continuously differentiable in space, i.e., on Ω, and continuously differentiable in time,
i.e., for t ≥ 0 (where we assume differentiability from the right-hand side for t = 0).

We characterize our system by its symmetric N -body probability density PN(xN , t),
where xN is a shorthand notation for a collection of positions x1, . . . , xN ∈ Ω. Note that
PN(xN , t) is a simple function of time t ∈ R but a density in the spatial coordinates xN .
More precisely, it is the density of an intensity measure (which assigns to each Borel set
the number of particles inside). Hence, the total mass of the measure is constant and
given by ∫

P (xN , t) dxN = 1.

Here and in the following, each unspecified integral is over the full domain.
We obtain the (reduced) n-body densities ρn(xn, t) with n ≤ N from the symmetric

N -body probability density PN(xN , t) by applying the n-body density operator:

ρn(xn, t) :=

∫
PN(yN , t)

∑
i1 6=i2 6=... 6=in

δ(x1 − yi1) . . . δ(xn − yin) dyN

=
N !

(N − n)!

∫
PN(yN , t)δ(x1 − y1) . . . δ(xn − yn) dyN

=
N !

(N − n)!

∫
PN(xn, yN−n, t) dyN−n,

(2.1)

where δ denotes a Dirac delta distribution.
The evolution of PN(xN , t) under an external potential V (x, t) for time 0 ≤ t < ∞

obeys by the following N -body Smoluchowski equation:

∂tPN(xN , t) = D
N∑
i=1

∇2
xi
PN(xN , t)−Dβ

N∑
i=1

∇xi

[
PN(xN , t)Fi(x

N , t)
]
, (2.2)

where the force Fi(x
N , t) on particle i ∈ {1, 2, . . . N} is defined as

Fi(x
N , t) := −∇xi

V (xi, t)−
N∑
j=1
j 6=i

∇xi
U(xi − xj). (2.3)
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The same definition of Fi(x
N , t) holds for any number of particles, say n < N . Let us also

point out here that the index i always refers to the ith argument, e.g., Fn+1(xn, y, t) =
−∇yV (y, t)−∇y

∑n
j=1 U(y − xj).

In shorthand notation, we combine all forces into a single vector F (xN , t) ∈ RdN (and
analogously define the gradient ∇xN ). We, moreover, define the N -body current field
JN(xN , t) ∈ RdN as

JN(xN , t) := −D∇xNPN(xN , t) +DβPN(xN , t)F (xN , t)

that obeys the continuity equation

∂tPN(xN , t) = −∇xNJN(xN , t),

which is then equivalent to the Smoluchowski equation. By defining the Smoluchowski
operator

ÔN := D
N∑
i=1

∇xi

[
∇xi
− βFi(x

N , t)
]
,

we can write the Smoluchowski equation (2.2) more succinctly as

∂tPN(xN , t) = ÔNPN(xN , t). (2.4)

For our derivation of a reduced Smoluchowski equation for ρn(xn, t) in the next section,
it is useful to define partial Smoluchowski operators as

Ô−n,N := D
n∑

i=1

∇xi

{
∇xi
− βFi(x

N , t)
}
,

Ô+
n,N := D

N∑
i=n+1

∇xi

{
∇xi
− βFi(x

N , t)
}
.

The behavior of the system is determined by an initial value boundary problem that, in
our case, is defined by the Smoluchowski equation (2.4), the initial condition P

(0)
N (xN) :=

PN(xN , 0) at time t = 0 (for all spatial coordinates), and a boundary condition on ∂Ω
(for all times). A quite general condition is defined by an oblique derivative boundary
problem with variable coefficients; see [11, Section 6.7]. Among others, such a choice
allows for a no-flux boundary condition in the physical sense, i.e., the vanishing of the
normal component of the current field. The oblique derivative boundary condition also
includes the classical Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions as special cases.

We say that a solution PN(xN , t) is well behaved if it has the following properties
for all 0 ≤ t < ∞, xN ∈ ΩN , and n < N : (i) as a function of spatial coordinates xN ,
PN(xN , t) is twice continuously differentiable on Ω; and as a function of time t, PN(xN , t)
is continuously differentiable for t ≥ 0; (ii) moreover, ∂tPN , ÔNPN , ÔnPN , and Ô±n,NPN

are Lebesgue integrable; (iii) finally, the average n-body interaction force on particle
i ∈ {1, . . . , n} exists and is continuously differentiable on Ω and for t ≥ 0:

Ei(x
n, t) := −

∫
ρn+1(xn, y, t)∇xi

U(xi − y) dy. (2.5)
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For convenience, we also define Ei(x
n, t) ≡ 0 for n ≥ N . The index is analogously defined

to that of the force Fi(x
n, t).

In the following, we always assume the existence of a well-behaved solution. Even
though a proof of existence is beyond the scope of this paper, we briefly discuss condi-
tions that are to be expected and a strategy in the outlook. Moreover, we formally assume
that Ω is bounded so that it has a well-defined (and sufficiently smooth boundary) ∂Ω.
Nevertheless, our results immediately apply to unbounded Ω whenever the integrals con-
verge appropriately.

3 Hierarchy of reduced Smoluchowski equations

The physics literature usually neglects all boundary terms in the derivation of a reduced
Smoluchowski equation [18]. These boundary terms are essential, however, to derive nec-
essary conditions for a unique density–potential mapping (since non-unique counterexam-
ples involve diverging external potentials).

We, therefore, first derive a reduced Smoluchowski equation paying special attention to
the boundary terms. Moreover, since we do not rely on the adiabatic approximation but
instead consider the exact dependencies between n-body densities, we derive a complete
set of reduced Smoluchowski equations for all orders.

Theorem 3.1. The reduced n-body density ρn(xn, t) with 1 ≤ n < N obeys the following
reduced Smoluchowski equation for a bounded domain Ω with a piecewise smooth boundary
∂Ω:

∂tρn(xn, t) = D
n∑

i=1

∇xi
{[∇xi

− βFi(x
n, t)] ρn(xn, t)− βEi(x

n, t)}

+D

∮
∂Ω

{[∇y − βFn+1(xn, y, t)] ρn+1(xn, y, t)− βEn+1(xn, y, t)} dy.
(3.1)

Proof. Under our assumptions, we can apply the n-body density operator to the N -body
Smoluchowski differential equation (2.4). First, we use

∂tρn(xn, t) =
N !

(N − n)!

∫
∂tPN(xn, yN−n, t) dyN−n

and ÔN = Ô−n,N + Ô+
n,N to obtain

∂tρn(xn, t) =
N !

(N − n)!

∫
Ô−n,NPN(xn, yN−n, t) dyN−n

+
N !

(N − n)!

∫
Ô+

n,NPN(xn, yN−n, t) dyN−n.

(3.2)

To simplify the first term on the right-hand side, we note that

Ô−n,N = Ôn +Dβ

n∑
i=1

∇xi

[
N∑

j=n+1

∇xi
U(xi − xj)

]
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and hence

N !

(N − n)!

∫
Ô−n,NPN(xn, yN−n, t) dyN−n = Ônρn(xn, t)

+Dβ
N !

(N − n)!

∫ n∑
i=1

∇xi

[
PN(xn, yN−n, t)

N∑
j=n+1

∇xi
U(xi − yj)

]
dyN−n.

(3.3)

Using the average n-body interaction force Ei from (2.5), we can further simplify the
remaining integral:

N !

(N − n)!

∫ n∑
i=1

∇xi

[
PN(xn, yN−n, t)

N∑
j=n+1

∇xi
U(xi − yj)

]
dyN−n

=
n∑

i=1

∇xi

∫ N∑
j=n+1

N !

(N − n)!
PN(xn, yN−n, t)∇xi

U(xi − yj) dyN−n

=
n∑

i=1

∇xi

∫
N !

[N − (n+ 1)]!

∫
PN(xn, y, zN−(n+1), t) dzN−(n+1)∇xi

U(xi − y) dy

= −
n∑

i=1

∇xi
Ei(x

n, t).

Inserting this result in (3.3) and finally in (3.2), we have

∂tρn(xn, t) = Ônρn(xn, t)−Dβ
n∑

i=1

∇xi
Ei(x

n, t) +B(xn, t),

where we define the boundary term by

B(xn, t) :=
N !

(N − n)!

∫
Ô+

n,NPN(xn, yN−n, t) dyN−n

= D
N !

(N − n)!

∫ N−n∑
i=1

∇yi

{
∇yi − βFn+i(x

n, yN−n, t)
}
PN(xn, yN−n, t) dyN−n

= D
N !

[N − (n+ 1)]!

∮
∂Ω

∫ {
∇y − βFn+1(xn, y, zN−(n+1), t)

}
× PN(xn, y, zN−(n+1), t) dzN−(n+1) dy.

The last equality holds by the divergence theorem. To prove 3.1, it remains to show that

N !

[N − (n+ 1)]!

∫ {
∇y − βFn+1(xn, y, zN−(n+1), t)

}
PN(xn, y, zN−(n+1), t) dzN−(n+1)

= [∇y − βFn+1(xn, y, t)] ρn+1(xn, y, t)− βEn+1(xn, y, t).

This assertion follows from the fact that

Fn+1(xn, y, zN−(n+1), t) = Fn+1(xn, y, t)−
N−(n+1)∑

j=1

∇yU(y − zj)
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and

− N !

[N − (n+ 1)]!

∫ N∑
j=n+2

[∇yU(y − xj)]PN(xn, y, zN−(n+1), t) dzN−(n+1)

= − N !

[N − (n+ 2)]!

∫
[∇yU(y − z)]

∫
PN(xn, y, z, vN−(n+2), t) dvN−(n+2) dz,

where the last expression is, by definition, equal to En+1(xn, y, t).

Remark 3.2. The two expressions in curly brackets in the first and second line of the
reduced Smoluchowski equation (3.1) for ρn(xn, t) are those of the YBG hierarchy [14,
Sec. 4.2] for order n and n + 1, respectively. In equilibrium, the two expressions always
vanish, which is in agreement with ∂tρn(xn, t) ≡ 0. Out of equilibrium, all boundary terms
vanish if and only if the YBG hierarchy holds on average at the boundary.

From now on, we only consider the case of vanishing boundary terms in the reduced
Smoluchowski equations. Thus, we recover the well-known (reduced) Smoluchowski equa-
tion for the one-body density:

∂tρ(x, t) = D∇x

{
[∇x + β∇xV (x, t)] ρ(x, t) + β

∫
ρ2(x, y, t)∇xU(x− y) dy

}
(3.4)

where here and in the following we use ρ(x, t) := ρ1(x, t). More generally, for the n-body
densities, we obtain:

∂tρn(xn, t) = D
n∑

i=1

∇xi

{
[∇xi

+ β∇xi
V (xi, t)] ρn(xn, t) + βρn(xn, t)∇xi

n∑
j=1
j 6=i

U(xi − xj)

+ β

∫
ρn+1(xn, y, t)∇xi

U(xi − y) dy

}
.

(3.5)

That the boundary terms vanish must, of course, be confirmed for each example. A viola-
tion of this condition can lead to spurious counterexamples to our uniqueness theorems 4.4
and 4.6 (as discussed below).

Based on (3.4), we define the one-body current j(x, t) as

j(x, t) := −D [∇x + β∇xV (x, t)] ρ(x, t)−Dβ
∫
ρ2(x, y, t)∇xU(x− y) dy, (3.6)

so that it obeys the following continuity equation

∂tρ(x, t) = −∇xj(x, t).

The definition is equivalent to the ensemble average of a current operator [27].

4 Uniqueness theorems

We now turn to the central question of this paper. Given an initial condition P
(0)
N (xN),

does ρ(x, t) uniquely specify V (x, t) for t > 0?
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There are two obvious limitations to uniqueness. First, the mapping can only be
unique for x ∈ Ω where and when ρ(x, t) > 0. Variations in V (x, t) outside the support
of ρ(x, t), i.e., in the complement of the set supp(ρ) := {(x, t) ∈ Ω×R+

0 : ρ(x, t) > 0}, do
not change the time evolution of the system as determined by the Smoluchowski equation.
Secondly, adding a time-dependent constant to the potential does not change the time
evolution either. In fact, for disjoint subsets of the support, we can add different constants
to each subset.

We can combine both limitations in a single statement; a difference of the potentials
that is constant on the support of ρ(x, t) has no effect on the density. Note that, in
general, the potentials can differ by more than just an offset. For a similar restriction of
the uniqueness in equilibrium DFT for the canonical ensemble, see Example 9.1 in [3].

Definition 4.1. Two external potentials V (x, t) and V ′(x, t) are said to be diffusion equiv-
alent, V (x, t) ∼ V ′(x, t), for a given one-body density ρ(x, t) if the difference d(x, t) :=
V ′(x, t)− V (x, t) is constant on supp(ρ).

This definition allows us to formulate our strategy of proof more specifically. In the
following, we consider two systems with densities ρ(x, t) and ρ′(x, t) and with external po-

tentials V (x, t) and V ′(x, t). Both systems start from the same initial condition P
(0)
N (xN),

and the same boundary conditions are applied. Our aim is to derive conditions for which
an equivalence of ρ(x, t) and ρ′(x, t) implies diffusion equivalence of V (x, t) and V ′(x, t),
or equivalently that the difference

d(x, t) := V (x, t)− V ′(x, t) (4.1)

is diffusion equivalent to a function that is constant zero. For convenience, we will actually
show the contrapositive. If the two potentials are not diffusion equivalent, then the
densities must differ, and thus ρ(x, t) uniquely determines V (x, t).

An essential step in the proof is to reduce the uniqueness of the mapping to the unique-
ness of a solution to a (semi-)elliptic PDE. As discussed in the introduction, this approach
is, in parts, similar to the argument by Runge and Gross (or Chan and Finken) [26, 2], but
it differs in that we have to take the hierarchy of reduced Smoluchowski equations from
Theorem 3.1 into account. We, of course, pay close attention to a rigorous treatment of
the boundary terms. Additionally, we rearrange the argument to obtain generic boundary
conditions. Thus, we prove that a no-flux boundary condition always implies uniqueness
(if the density does not vanish).

The main advantage of our strategy is a physically intuitive proof that helps to clarify
the essential physical questions. This intuition comes at the price of the following three
additional assumptions that could possibly be avoided by alternative methods, like a
fix-point scheme that has already been employed in the quantum case [25, 24].

The first assumption (A1) for our proof is that the external potentials V (x, t) and
V ′(x, t) are real analytic in time for t ≥ 0. By including the start time t = 0, we assume
that the potentials are right differentiable and that the corresponding Taylor series at the
origin converges in a neighborhood. Hence, the derivatives at the origin uniquely specify
the potential at all times (according to the identity theorem for analytic functions).

Our second assumption (A2) is that the n-body densities ρn(xn, t) and ρ′n(xn, t) for all
n = 1, 2, . . . N are infinitely often differentiable from the right at t = 0. Note that we do
not require them to be time analytic.
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Thirdly, we can only derive explicit conditions for uniqueness if the support of ρ(x, t)
does not change with time, which is essentially equivalent to redefining the domain Ω.
Hence, our third assumption (A3) is that ρ(x, t) > 0 for all x ∈ Ω and t ≥ 0. Without
loss of generality, we also assume that Ω is connected.

Taking advantage of our analytic potentials, we will consider the time derivatives of
their difference; see (4.1). Hence, we define for k ∈ N0:

dk(x) := ∂kt d(x, t)
∣∣∣
t=0
.

By (A3), V (x, t) and V ′(x, t) are diffusion equivalent if and only if ∇xd(x, t) = 0 for all
x ∈ Ω and t ≥ 0, which is equivalent to ∇xdk(x) ≡ 0 for all k ∈ N0 by (A1). Let V (x, t)
and V ′(x, t) be not diffusion equivalent; then there exists a smallest non-negative integer,
say l, for which ∇xdl(x) 6≡ 0.

The proof of our theorems rests on the following lemma. It allows an exact treatment
of the average n-body interaction forces for all orders of n (via the hierarchy of reduced
Smoluchowski equations).

Lemma 4.2. Given two many-body systems with identical initial and boundary conditions
that satisfy assumptions (A1)–(A3) as described above. Let V (x, t) and V ′(x, t) be not
diffusion equivalent and let l ∈ N0 be the smallest integer for which ∇xdl(x) 6≡ 0. Then

∂kt [ρn(xn, t)− ρ′n(xn, t)]
∣∣∣
t=0
≡ 0 for all n = 1, 2, . . . N and k = 0, 1, . . . l (4.2)

and

∂l+1
t [ρ(x, t)− ρ′(x, t)]

∣∣∣
t=0

= Dβ∇x [ρ(x, 0)∇xdl(x)] . (4.3)

Proof. We first prove (4.2) by an induction-like argument. This equation obviously holds
for k = 0 by (2.1) because both many-body systems start from the same initial condition

P
(0)
N (xN). In the case l > 0, assume that (4.2) holds for all k = 0, 1, . . .m for some
m < l. We need to show that it is also true for m+ 1. Therefore, we subtract the reduced
Smoluchowski equations (3.5) for the n-body densities of the two many-body systems,
take m additional time derivatives and evaluate the derivatives at t = 0:

∂m+1
t [ρn(xn, t)− ρ′n(xn, t)]

∣∣∣
t=0

= D
n∑

i=1

∇2
xi
∂mt [ρn(xn, t)− ρ′n(xn, t)]

∣∣∣
t=0

+Dβ
n∑

i=1

∇xi
∂mt [ρn(xn, t)∇xi

V (xi, t)− ρ′n(xn, t)∇xi
V ′(xi, t)]

∣∣∣
t=0

+Dβ
n∑

i,j=1
j 6=i

∇xi

{
∂mt [ρn(xn, t)− ρ′n(xn, t)]

∣∣∣
t=0
∇xi

U(xi − xj)
}

+Dβ

n∑
i=1

∇xi

∫
∂mt
[
ρn+1(xn, y, t)− ρ′n+1(xn, y, t)

]∣∣∣
t=0
∇xi

U(xi − y) dy.

(4.4)
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The first, third, and last term on the right-hand side vanish directly since (4.2) holds for
k = m by our induction argument. For the remaining derivative in the second term, we
have

∂mt [ρn(xn, t)∇xi
V (xi, t)− ρ′n(xn, t)∇xi

V ′(xi, t)]
∣∣∣
t=0

=
m∑
k=0

(
m

k

)[
∂kt ρn(xn, t)

∣∣∣
t=0
∇xi

∂m−kt V (xi, t)
∣∣∣
t=0
− ∂kt ρ′n(xn, t)

∣∣∣
t=0
∇xi

∂m−kt V ′(xi, t)
∣∣∣
t=0

]

=
m∑
k=0

(
m

k

)[
∂kt ρn(xn, t)

∣∣∣
t=0
∇xi

dm−k(xi)
]
, (4.5)

where the last equality holds again because of our induction argument, i.e., we apply (4.2)
for k ≤ m. Now, since ∇xi

dk(xi) ≡ 0 for all k ≤ m < l, assertion (4.2) follows for all
k = 0, 1, . . . l.

To prove (4.3), we subtract the reduced Smoluchowski equations (3.4) for the one-body
densities of the two many-body systems, take l additional time derivatives and evaluate
the result at t = 0:

∂l+1
t [ρ(x, t)− ρ′(x, t)]

∣∣∣
t=0

= D∇2
x∂

l
t [ρ(x, t)− ρ′(x, t)]

∣∣∣
t=0

+Dβ∇x∂
l
t [ρ(x, t)∇xV (x, t)− ρ′(x, t)∇xV

′(x, t)]
∣∣∣
t=0

+Dβ∇x

∫
∂lt [ρ2(x, y, t)− ρ′2(x, y, t)]

∣∣∣
t=0
∇xU(x− y) dy.

The first and last term on the right-hand side vanish by (4.2). Thus, we have

∂l+1
t [ρ(x, t)− ρ′(x, t)]

∣∣∣
t=0

= Dβ∇x∂
l
t [ρ(x, t)∇xV (x, t)− ρ′(x, t)∇xV

′(x, t)]
∣∣∣
t=0

= Dβ∇x

l∑
k=0

(
l

k

)[
∂kt ρ(x, t)

∣∣∣
t=0
∇x∂

l−k
t V (x, t)

∣∣∣
t=0
− ∂kt ρ′(x, t)

∣∣∣
t=0
∇x∂

l−k
t V ′(x, t)

∣∣∣
t=0

]
= Dβ∇x

l∑
k=0

(
l

k

)[
∂kt ρ(x, t)

∣∣∣
t=0
∇xdl−k(x)

]
,

where the last equality holds again by (4.2). Since ∇xdl−k(x) ≡ 0 for all 0 < k ≤ l, we
have proven (4.3) which concludes the proof.

The n-body densities ρn(xn, t) are highly relevant for the correct dynamic evolution
of the one-body density ρ(x, t). The preceding lemma provides control over these contri-
butions in our proof. In fact, they no longer appear explicitly.

To prepare our first main theorem that guarantees uniqueness under suitable boundary
conditions, we define the normal flux j⊥(x, t) at the boundary via an extension of the
current j(x, t) from (3.6) to ∂Ω:

j⊥(x, t) = −Dn(x)∇xρ(x, t)−Dβn(x)ρ(x, t)∇xV (x, t)

−Dβ
∫
ρ2(x, y, t)n(x)∇xU(x− y) dy,

(4.6)
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where n(x) denotes the outward unit normal on ∂Ω. As before, the product of vectors is
consistently interpreted as a scalar product. We can utilize (in our proof of uniqueness)
this common choice for a physical boundary condition via the following lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Given two many-body systems and potentials as in Lemma 4.2. If the
boundary conditions specify the normal flux j⊥(x, t) for all x ∈ ∂Ω, then

n(x)ρ(x, 0)∇xdl(x) ≡ 0, (4.7)

where l again denotes the smallest integer for which ∇xdl(x) 6≡ 0.

Proof. Since the normal flux is equivalent for the two systems, subtracting (4.6) yields

−Dn(x)∇x[ρ(x, t)− ρ′(x, t)]−Dβn(x)[ρ(x, t)∇xV (x, t)− ρ′(x, t)∇xV
′(x, t)]

−Dβn(x)

∫
[ρ2(x, y, t)− ρ′2(x, y, t)]∇xU(x− y) dy = 0

for all x ∈ ∂Ω. By applying l subsequent time derivatives and (4.2), we get

n(x)∂lt[ρ(x, t)∇xV (x, t)− ρ′(x, t)∇xV
′(x, t)]

∣∣∣
t=0

= 0,

and so the assertion follows by the same argument as in (4.5).

Next, we state our first main Theorem 4.4 that holds for a quite general and physically
intuitive boundary condition that (i) specifies the flux in and out of the system and that
(ii) requires a nonvanishing density at the boundary. The second condition is necessary
because our first condition on the flux is quite generic. Below, we will drop (ii) at the
expense of (i), i.e., a more precise specification of the behavior of ρ(x, t) and d(x, t) for
x→ ∂Ω allows for a more general Theorem 4.6.

For now, we require that ρ(x, t) does not vanish at ∂Ω, i.e., ρ(x, t) is allowed to diverge
at the boundary but if a smooth extension of ρ(x, t) to ∂Ω exists, then it must be positive.

Theorem 4.4. For a many-body system satisfying (A1)–(A3) and with a given normal
flux j⊥(x, t) at the boundary ∂Ω, the external potential V (x, t) is uniquely determined (up
to diffusion equivalence) by ρ(x, t) if the initial density does not vanish at the boundary.

As a special case, no-flux boundary conditions imply a unique density–potential map-
ping if the density is strictly positive at the wall.

Proof. Consider two many-body systems as described above with identical initial and
boundary conditions and the same normal flux j⊥(x, t). Our aim is to prove that the
density–potential mapping is unique, i.e., ρ(x, t) ≡ ρ′(x, t) implies V (x, t) ∼ V ′(x, t). We
do so by showing the contrapositive, i.e., if V (x, t) and V ′(x, t) are not diffusion equivalent,
then ρ(x, t) must differ from ρ′(x, t) for some x ∈ Ω and t > 0. By (A2), the densities are
not equivalent if

∂kt [ρ(x, t)− ρ′(x, t)]
∣∣∣
t=0
6≡ 0, (4.8)

for some k ∈ N. Let l denote the smallest integer for which ∇xdl(x) 6≡ 0, as in Lemma 4.2,
and consider the case k = l + 1.
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Using (4.3), we can reduce the proof of uniqueness for the density–potential mapping
to a proof that the following elliptic PDE

∇x [ρ(x, 0)∇xdl(x)] = 0 (4.9)

has only trivial, i.e., constant, solutions. In that case, ∇xdl(x) 6≡ 0 together with (4.3)
implies (4.8).

To show the uniqueness of the trivial solutions, we have to take the boundary condi-
tions into account. We start with (4.7) from Lemma 4.3. If additionally ρ(x, 0) > 0 for all
x ∈ ∂Ω (or if the density diverges), then (4.7) requires that ∇xdl(x) = 0 for all x ∈ ∂Ω;
in other words, dl(x) is bounded. Thus, we have obtained a stronger condition:

n(x)ρ(x, 0)d(x, 0)∇xdl(x) = 0. (4.10)

for all x ∈ ∂Ω.
Now, consider the following integral∫

dl(x)∇x [ρ(x, 0)∇xdl(x)] dx

= −
∫
ρ(x, 0) [∇xdl(x)]2 dx+

∮
∂Ω

ρ(x, 0)dl(x)∇xdl(x) dx (4.11)

using partial integration. By (4.10), the surface term vanishes, and we obtain∫
dl(x)∇x [ρ(x, 0)∇xdl(x)] dx = −

∫
ρ(x, 0) [∇xdl(x)]2 dx.

By our assumptions, the right-hand side is strictly negative. Therefore, the integral on
the left-hand side cannot vanish for all x ∈ Ω, which in turn implies that (4.9) has only
trivial solutions with constant dl(x).

Remark 4.5. Theorem 4.4 captures a common case where the density and the flux at
the boundary together uniquely specify the external potential and hence all higher-order
correlations. This assertion is consistent with the PFT framework, where the density and
current together yield a complete statistical description of a time-dependent many-body
system [28, 27].

However, for non-vanishing densities, our result is less restrictive since, in that case,
we only need to fix the normal flux at the boundary. The latter is often already defined by
the set up of the system (e.g., as a no-flux boundary condition for bounded domains).

Notice that in the proof of Theorem 4.4 the conditions on the flux and density are
only used to obtain (4.10), which in turn implies that the surface term vanishes in (4.11).
Therefore, we can immediately formulate a physically less intuitive but mathematically
more general theorem (that extends the uniqueness of the solutions to semi-elliptic PDEs
with one-body densities that can vanish at the boundary).

Theorem 4.6. Given two many-body systems satisfying assumptions (A1)–(A3) with
identical initial and boundary conditions. If∮

∂Ω

ρ(x, 0)dk(x)∇xdk(x)dx = 0 for all k ∈ N0, (4.12)

then we have a unique density–potential mapping, i.e., ρ(x, t) ≡ ρ′(x, t) implies V (x, t) ∼
V ′(x, t).
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From Theorem 4.6, we can distinguish different cases of uniqueness based on the be-
havior of ρ(x, t) close to the boundary. As before, condition (4.12) allows for diverging
densities if the gradient of the potential vanishes fast enough. In distinction to Theo-
rem 4.4, we can now assert uniqueness even if ρ(x, 0) ≡ 0 for all x ∈ ∂Ω as long as the
potential remains bounded. Conversely, we learn in this case that if we want to vary the
boundary flux, the potential must diverge.

Remark 4.7. This physically intuitive interpretation holds even for Ω = Rd, where the
density has to vanish at infinity (because ρ(x, 0) is normalized by the total number of
particles N and hence integrable). A violation of criterion (4.12), therefore, requires that
at least one of the potentials V (x, t) and V ′(x, t) diverges (rapidly) at infinity. As long
as the external potentials do not diverge (faster than allowed by our criterion), they are
uniquely specified by the density.

We expect that our results can be generalized to systems with nonintegrable density
profiles, to include such a simple case as the homogeneous bulk or, more interestingly,
periodic boundary conditions (which are common for simulations). Indeed, we find con-
sistent results when we discuss explicit examples for all of these scenarios in the following
section.

Remark 4.8. Theorem 4.6 can be generalized even further. Given two potentials V (x, t) 6∼
V ′(x, t); then, the corresponding densities will differ if suitable boundary conditions are
imposed on d(x, t), so that (4.9) has only trivial solutions. While this assertion is less
explicit than Theorem 4.6, it can be used to choose appropriate boundary conditions for
special settings (e.g., Dirichlet boundary conditions).

5 Loopholes to uniqueness

In the previous section, we derived physically relevant conditions for which the density–
potential mapping is unique. If we violate these conditions (e.g., by a vanishing density
and diverging potentials), then identical one-body densities can be obtained for different
external potentials; see Remark 4.7. The two systems will differ, however, in a divergence-
free current field.

A generic procedure to construct such counterexamples is indicated by (4.9). The
key idea is to add to the external potential a nontrivial solution of this elliptic PDE. For
the ideal gas or, more generally, under the adiabatic approximation, such an additional
potential leaves the one-body density ρ(x, t) unchanged.

Proposition 5.1. Assume that the two-body density ρx(x, y, t) is a functional of the one-
body density ρ(x, t). Let d(x, t) be a (nontrivial) solution of

∇x[ρ(x, t)∇xd(x, t)] = 0 (5.1)

for all x ∈ Ω and t ≥ 0 (which has to violate the boundary condition of Theorem 4.6).
Then adding d(x, t) to the external potential does not change the density ρ(x, t) but leads
to an (additional) divergence-free one-body current j(x, t) = −Dβρ(x, t)∇xd(x, t).
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Proof. Since (3.4) is linear in the external potential, the assertion follows directly from
the PDE if the equation is closed, i.e., if ρ2(x, y, t) is a functional of ρ(x, t). In that case,
the time derivative of the density does not change.

Importantly, if d(x, t) is a nontrivial solution of (5.1), then Theorem 4.6 no longer
applies. Hence, for general interaction potentials, ρ2(x, y, t) will be no longer a functional
of ρ(x, t), and our simple procedure breaks down; instead, the entire hierarchy of n-body
correlations has to be taken into account (which can be easily overlooked since it does not
impose additional conditions on the uniqueness theorem); see Theorem 3.1. As a practical
alternative, the potential that is then required to obtain a predefined flow profile can be
calculated numerically via the so-called custom flow procedure [4]; see also [5].

There are, however, two notable exceptions where Proposition 5.1 can indeed be ap-
plied: first, the ideal gas, for which ρ2(x, y, t) = ρ(x, t)ρ(y, t), and secondly, the (commonly
applied) adiabatic approximation [20, 1, 29] that relies on the correlations in equilibrium
which are functionals of the density according to the (time-independent) density–potential
mapping in classical DFT [3].

The example can be made even more explicit in one dimension. If the density
ρ(x, t) > 0 is effectively one-dimensional, i.e., homogeneous is all coordinates but one,
then the elliptic PDE (5.1) reduces to a Sturm-Liouville problem [33], which can be
solved explicitly:

d(x, t) =

∫ x

x0

c(t)

ρ(y, t)
dy (5.2)

with x0 ∈ Ω and c(t) a purely time-dependent constant. Thus, we obtain the following
example that was inspired by [19].

Example 5.2 (Localized density profile). Consider a one-dimensional ideal gas trapped
in a harmonic potential, i.e., subject to an external potential V (x, t) = x2 so that ρ(x, t) =
e−x

2
, where we set all constants to zero by our choice of units; see Fig. 1 (a). Since the

system is in equilibrium, there is no current j(x, t) ≡ 0.
Next, we add an external potential according to (5.2). The potential

d(x, t) = c(t)

∫ x

0

ey
2

dy

quickly diverges for x → ±∞. By construction, ρ(x, t) remains unchanged even though
particles get transported through the system. The trick is that the force is inversely pro-
portional to ρ(x, t), i.e., it pulls stronger when the density is lower. Hence, the current is
constant.

In this example, the potential d(x, t) has to diverge exponentially fast to get the same
density with different potentials. A slower divergence of d(x, t) suffices if the density
profile has a heavy tail, e.g., ρ(x, t) = 1/(1 + x2) for V (x, t) = log(1 + x2), in which case
d(x, t) = O(x3); see Fig. 1 (b).

According to Theorem 4.6, if the density vanishes at the boundary, then the nontrivial
solution d(x, t) must diverge. For such a counterexample to uniqueness, it is important to
check whether the boundary term of the Smoluchowski equation in Theorem 3.1 vanishes.
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x

.

.

V (x, t) = x2

ρ(x, t) = e−x
2

j(x, t) = 0

d(x, t) = c(t)
∫

x

0
ey

2

dy

ρ′(x, t) = e−x
2

j′(x, t) = −c(t)

(a) Exponential divergence

x

.

.

V (x, t) = log(1 + x2)

ρ(x, t) = 1

1+x
2

j(x, t) = 0

d(x, t) = c(t)(x + 1

3
x3)

ρ′(x, t) = 1

1+x
2

j′(x, t) = −c(t)

(b) Polynomial divergence

Figure 1: Schematics of non-unique density profiles. The same density profile is obtained
for non-interacting particles if only the even external potential is applied or if the uneven
external potential is added. The latter causes a constant current (as indicated by the
arrows at the bottom).

Otherwise, one may obtain inconsistent results. If the example above were to be applied
to a radially symmetric potential, it would result in a radially symmetric current that
would not change the density profile, but particles would be missing or accumulating at
the boundary.

Example 5.3 (Homogeneous bulk density). Even though a constant ρ(x, t) defined on
Ω = Rd is, strictly speaking, excluded from our setting, the construction principle of
Proposition 5.1 and (5.2) still works. It provides an obvious counterexample to uniqueness,
namely, a constant force applied to a constant density profile on Ω = Rd (even though,
strictly speaking, this example is excluded by our condition N < ∞). By adding the
potential d(x, t) = v(t)x, we obtain a constant gradient that results in a constant current
proportional to v(t). Note that a no-flux boundary condition again implies uniqueness.

Example 5.4 (Periodic density profiles). Our procedure can also be applied to systems
with periodic boundary conditions. Similar to the homogeneous bulk density, we obtain
a diverging potential on Rd in the nonunique case, but the forces remain bounded if the
density is strictly positive. Such an example with ρ(x, t) = cos2(x1) + ρ0 and ρ0 > 0 has
already been numerically studied in simulations of interacting particles, going beyond the
adiabatic approximation, within the framework of PFT and custom flow [4, 5].
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6 Outlook

So far, we have assumed the existence of a well-behaved solution P (xN , t), but a proof
of existence can be constructed similarly to our proof of uniqueness. Analogously, van
Leeuwen [32] generalized the argument by Runge and Gross [26] in quantum mechanics.
We, therefore, expect that our proof can also be generalized, but an additional difficulty
arises. The existence of a suitable potential requires the solution to an inhomogeneous
PDE analogous to (4.9). The resulting conditions on the density and interaction potential
should include, as a special case, the known conditions for systems in equilibrium [3].
Similar questions have recently been discussed in quantum mechanics [35].

Another open problem is to drop the condition of analytic potentials. As mentioned
above, a fixed-point approach as in [23, 24] could avoid this restriction. A useful gener-
alization would also be to include unnormalizable densities to rigorously treat periodic
boundary conditions.

Finally, we can generalize the pairwise-interacting passive particles to (i) many-body
interactions and marked particles, as well as to (ii) non-conservative forces, such as for
active particles. (i) Higher-body interactions lead to more complex average interaction
forces but do not change the structure of the hierarchy, so our method of proof should ap-
ply. Similarly, our proof should be generalizable to marked particles, where the marks may
represent different particle shapes or orientations [22]. (ii) If a known non-conservative
force field is added to (2.3), we expect that the corresponding terms drop out similar to
(4.2) and (4.4). Thus, the uniqueness of the density-potential mapping equally holds for
intrinsically nonequilibrium systems, such as active particles [34].
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[33] W. Walter. Gewöhnliche Differentialgleichungen. Springer-Lehrbuch. Springer Berlin
Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, seventh edition, 2000.
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