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The fewest switches surface hopping (FSSH) method proposed by Tully in 1990 [J. C Tully, J. Chem. Phys. 93,
1061 (1990)]—along with its many later variations—is basis for most practical simulations of molecular
dynamics with electronic transitions in realistic systems. Despite its popularity, a rigorous formal derivation
of the algorithm has yet to be achieved. In this paper, we derive the energy conserving momentum jumps
characterizing FSSH from the perspective of quantum trajectory surface hopping (QTSH) [C. C. Martens,
J. Phys. Chem. A 123, 1110 (2019)]. In the limit of localized nonadiabatic transitions, simple mathematical
and physical arguments allow the FSSH algorithm to be derived from first principles. For general processes,
the quantum forces characterizing the QTSH method provides accurate results for nonadiabatic dynamics
with rigorous energy conservation at the ensemble level within the consistency of the underlying stochastic
surface hopping without resorting to the artificial momentum rescaling of FSSH.

I. INTRODUCTION

The development and application of semiclassical
and mixed quantum-classical methods for simulating
molecular dynamics with nonadiabatic transitions
using a classical trajectory framework is an impor-
tant area of current research in theoretical chem-
istry. Current approaches include trajectory surface
hopping,1–3 mapping Hamiltonians,4–7 symmetrical
windowing of quasiclassical trajectories,8,9 ring polymer
methods,10,11 Gaussian wavepacket approaches,12,13

exact factorization,14,15 quantum-classical Wigner
function-based approaches,16–26 to cite just a few. In
general, these methods hold great promise in that
they allow the essential quantum features of complex
systems to be incorporated within the computationally
less demanding and intuitively appealing framework of
classical mechanics.

Currently, the most popular and practical quantum-
classical trajectory method is fewest-switches surface
hopping (FSSH), originally proposed by Tully in 19901,
and the subject of many later adaptations.2,3 Here, in-
dividual trajectories undergo stochastic transitions from
one (usually adiabatic) electronic state to another us-
ing probabilities calculated by solving a proxy electronic
Schrödinger equation associated with each trajectory,
which act as approximate local stand-ins for the ex-
act electronic quantum subsystem, in parallel with the
classical dynamics. Thinking and computing with indi-
vidual trajectories has many advantages, particularly in
many-dimensional systems, where “on the fly” electronic
structure methods are often employed to calculate forces
and couplings at the instantaneous trajectory coordinates
(see, e.g.,27–33).
Persistent challenges remain in correctly and consis-

tently incorporating quantum effects in the manifestly

a)email: cmartens@uci.edu

classical framework of trajectory ensemble methods. One
serious outstanding problem is the correct treatment of
quantum coherence and decoherence in the surface hop-
ping algorithm. In the original FSSH formulation,1,34 the
mixing of classical and quantum evolution at the indepen-
dent trajectory level results in an approximation to the
underlying quantum dynamics that is often too coher-
ent, leading to significant errors in some applications.2,3

A range of attempts have been made to correct this over-
coherence problem by adding dephasing to the method,
either phenomenologically or based on other assump-
tions, with varying degrees of success.35–41

A second challenge involves the balancing of the
quantum-classical energy budget during nonadiabatic
processes. Much thought and effort has gone into cor-
recting the classical trajectory dynamics to incorporate
the excess or deficit of quantum energy that accompa-
nies electronic transitions. The fundamental reason that
problems arise is that surface hopping as conventionally
formulated treats each trajectory as independent of the
other ensemble members. This greatly simplifies and
speeds up the numerical implementation. However, as we
have long emphasized,17–19,42–49 important quantum me-
chanical effects arise in the trajectory framework through
the interdependence of the members of the ensemble and
a relaxation of strict classical conservation laws at the
individual trajectory level.

Tully’s FSSH addresses the energy budget of quantum-
classical molecular dynamics using a physically moti-
vated but ad hoc approach that imposes an external con-
straint of energy conservation at the individual trajec-
tory level. The constrained quantity is the classical ki-
netic plus potential energy of each trajectory. For elec-
tronic transitions from higher to lower energy states, the
conservation is imposed by accompanying the stochastic
trajectory hop with an instantaneous classical momen-
tum jump that increases the kinetic energy by the same
amount as the decrease in electronic energy. In practice,
this is accomplished by solving a quadratic equation for
the energy-conserving change in momentum.1–3 Physical
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arguments suggest that the jump should be along the
nonadiabatic coupling vector between the two involved
adiabatic states. The undetermined sign of the jump is
assigned using physical arguments.2,3

For transitions from lower to higher electronic states,
a similar procedure is employed to decrease the classical
kinetic energy to accommodate the necessary increase in
electronic energy. If insufficient kinetic energy is avail-
able, the stochastic transition dictated by the quantum
evolution and the stochastic algorithm is artificially pre-
vented. These aborted transitions are termed “frustrated
hops”, and are responsible for a breakdown of the con-
sistency of the surface hopping method, defined as the
agreement between the state occupancy statistics of the
trajectory ensemble and the continuous populations of
the proxy density matrices.1–3

Attempts have been made to prove the validity of the
FSSH algorithm from first principles,41,50 but, in our
opinion, no definitive derivation has yet been given.

Recently, we proposed an alternative approach to tra-
jectory surface hopping, which we call quantum trajectory
surface hopping (QTSH).51,52 QTSH is an independent
trajectory approximation to consensus surface hopping
(CSH),53 our earlier method that solves the quantum-
classical Liouville equations with interacting trajecto-
ries. CSH does not introduce a proxy density matrix,
as done in FSSH, but calculates the local quantum den-
sities and coherences collectively from the trajectory en-
semble. QTSH, on the other hand, treats the trajectories
independently, and employs the proxy density matrix ap-
proximations of FSSH.

FSSH and QTSH differ significantly in their treatment
of the quantum-classical energy budget. In particular,
QTSH employs quantum forces coupling the electronic
transitions to the (now non-) classical trajectory evolu-
tion rather than employing the ad hoc momentum jumps
of FSSH. These forces are derived from a rigorous solu-
tion of the coupled partial differential equations of the
quantum-classical Liouville equation using a trajectory
ensemble ansatz.51,52

In this paper, we address the energy budget of
quantum-classical dynamics from the perspective of inde-
pendent trajectory surface hopping. Using the quantum-
classical Liouville equation as a starting point, we briefly
review the derivation of the quantum trajectory surface
hopping (QTSH) method51,52 and compare it with the
existing FSSH approach. By analyzing the effect of the
quantum force of QTSH for localized nonadiabatic tran-
sitions, we derive the FSSH momentum jump in the limit
of localized population transfer and show that classical
energy conservation emerges rigorously from the inter-
play of the QTSH forces coupling electronic and nuclear
degrees of freedom for general transitions.

The organization of the rest of this paper is as follows.
In Sec. II, we review the relevant background theory of
nonadiabatic dynamics and the quantum-classical Liou-
ville equation. The quantum Hamiltonian and density
matrix are briefly described for a system with two elec-

tronic states in the diabatic and adiabatic representa-
tions, as well as the semiclassical limit of the theory in
the Wigner representation. In this context, we consider a
simple model of the density matrix evolution for localized
transitions. Section III describes the QTSH method and
compares its treatment of the quantum-classical energy
budget with that of the FSSH approach. In Sec. IV, we
analyze the quantum-classical energy budget and give a
simple but rigorous derivation of the FSSH momentum
jump from QTSH in the limit of localized transitions. In
Sec. V we present numerical simulations of a nonadia-
batic transition in a one-dimensional two state system.
We compare QTSH with exact quantum wavepacket re-
sults from the perspective provided by our analysis in
Sec. IV. A discussion is given in Sec. VI.

II. THEORY

We start with the coupled electronic-nuclear dynamics
of a two electronic state system in the diabatic repre-
sentation. The Hamiltonian is a 2× 2 matrix of nuclear
operators, given by

ĤD = T̂D +VD. (1)

The kinetic energy T̂D is diagonal in the diabatic repre-
sentation:

T̂D =

(
T̂ 0

0 T̂

)
, (2)

where T̂ = − ℏ2

2m∇2 is the nuclear kinetic energy opera-
tor. The potential matrix is non-diagonal in the diabatic
representation,

VD =

(
V1(q) V12(q)
V12(q) V2(q)

)
, (3)

where V1(q) and V2(q) are the diabatic state potentials
and V12(q) is the real valued off-diagonal diabatic cou-
pling between electronic states |1⟩ and |2⟩.
The potential matrix can be diagonalized by a unitary

transformation U(q):

VA(q) = U†(q)VD(q)U(q) =

(
V+(q) 0
0 V−(q)

)
, (4)

where the unitary transformation matrix

U(q) =

(
cos(ϕ(q)2 ) − sin(ϕ(q)2 )

sin(ϕ(q)2 ) cos(ϕ(q)2 )

)
(5)

is a function of the coordinates q and

ϕ(q) = tan−1

(
2V12(q)

V1(q)− V2(q)

)
(6)

is the mixing angle. The coordinate dependence of ϕ(q)
assures that the adiabatic potential matrix is diagonal
for each configuration q.
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The eigenvalues of the matrix VD are the adiabatic
potentials, and are given by

V±(q) =
V1(q) + V2(q)

2
±

√(
V1(q)− V2(q)

2

)2

+ V 2
12(q).

(7)
Due to the coordinate dependence of U(q), the kinetic

energy TA = U†(q)TDU(q) is not diagonal in the adia-
batic representation, but is given by

TA =

(
1

2m (p̂2 + ℏ2d2) − iℏ
2m (d · p̂+ p̂ · d)

iℏ
2m (d · p̂+ p̂ · d) 1

2m (p̂2 + ℏ2d2)

)
, (8)

where p̂ = −iℏ∇ is the nuclear momentum operator and
d(q) = ⟨+| ∇ |−⟩ is defined as the nonadiabatic coupling
vector. The adiabatic Hamiltonian can then be written as
HA = U†(q)HDU(q) = TA +VA. (In what follows, we
will neglect the diagonal Born-Oppenheimer corrections
ℏ2d2/2m.)

The system density matrix in the diabatic representa-
tion is

ρ̂D =

(
ρ̂11 ρ̂12
ρ̂21 ρ̂22

)
, (9)

where ρ̂ij are operators acting on the nuclear degrees of
freedom. The corresponding adiabatic density matrix is

ρ̂A =

(
ρ̂++ ρ̂+−
ρ̂−+ ρ̂−−

)
. (10)

The two representations are connected by the unitary
transformation U(q):

ρ̂A = U†ρ̂DU. (11)

The quantum Liouville equation for the electronic-
nuclear dynamics in the diabatic representation is

iℏ
dρ̂D
dt

= [HD, ρ̂D]. (12)

In the adiabatic representation it is given by

iℏ
dρ̂A
dt

= [HA, ρ̂A]. (13)

A mixed quantum-classical description of the
electronic-nuclear dynamics is obtained by representing
the nuclear degrees of freedom in the Wigner-Moyal
representation,54,55 an exact phase space description of
quantum mechanics, and then taking the semiclassical
limit. This approximation retains only the lowest order
terms in ℏ of the Moyal series expansion of the exact
nuclear phase space formalism.

Following this program, the quantum-classical Liou-
ville equation in the diabatic representation is found to
be16

∂ρ11
∂t

= {H11, ρ11}+ {V, α} − 2V

ℏ
β (14)

∂ρ22
∂t

= {H22, ρ22}+ {V, α}+ 2V

ℏ
β (15)

∂α

∂t
= {H0, α}+ ωβ +

1

2
{V, ρ11 + ρ22} (16)

∂β

∂t
= {H0, β} − ωα+

V

ℏ
(ρ11 − ρ22) . (17)

The diabatic coherence is expressed above in terms of its
real and imaginary parts as ρ12 = α+iβ, and we have de-
fined the average Hamiltonian H0 = (H11 +H22)/2 and
frequency ω = (H11 − H22)/ℏ. All higher order terms
in ℏ have been neglected, leading to a classical-limit for-
malism that retains only the most important nonclassical
corrections.56

The quantum-classical Liouville equation for the sys-
tem in the adiabatic representation is18,51,52

∂ρ++

∂t
= {H++, ρ++} − ℏ {d · v, β} − 2d · vα (18)

∂ρ−−

∂t
= {H−−, ρ−−} − ℏ {d · v, β}+ 2d · vα (19)

∂α

∂t
= {Ho, α}+ ωβ + d · v (ρ++ − ρ−−) (20)

∂β

∂t
= {Ho, β} − ωα− ℏ

2
{d · v, ρ++ + ρ−−} , (21)

where here ρ+− = α + iβ, H++ = p2/2m + V+(q),
H−− = p2/2m + V−(q), Ho = 1

2 (H++ + H−−), and
ω(q) = (V+(q)−V−(q))/ℏ. V+(q) and V−(q) are the adi-
abatic potentials—the position-dependent eigenvalues of
the diabatic potential matrix. The quantity v(q,p) = q̇
is the velocity. It should be noted that, in the adiabatic
representation, the canonical momentum p is not equal
tomq̇. The canonical momentum appears in the diagonal
kinetic energy, while the velocity appears in nonadiabatic
coupling terms.57

The density matrix elements ρmn(q,p, t) are now
phase space Wigner functions rather than quantum op-
erators. The relations between these functions in the di-
abatic and adiabatic representations are nontrivial.58 In
the general case, the exact formal relationship can be ob-
tained by employing the Moyal, or star, product55 rather
than the simple matrix product in the unitary transfor-
mation equations. In the semiclassical limit, an extensive
discussion and explicit transformation equations are pre-
sented in Ref.58

For localized density matrix elements, we can simplify
the transformations of Ref.58 The resulting expressions
for the adiabatic matrix elements in terms of diabatic
elements become

ρ++ =
ρ11 + ρ22

2
+

ρ11 − ρ22
2

cosϕ+Re ρ12 sinϕ (22)
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ρ−− =
ρ11 + ρ22

2
− ρ11 − ρ22

2
cosϕ− Re ρ12 sinϕ (23)

α = −ρ11 − ρ22
2

sinϕ+Re ρ12 cosϕ (24)

β = Im ρ12, (25)

with a corresponding set of equations for the inverse
transformation.58 (This is equivalent to approximating
the Moyal product as the algebraic product in the trans-
formation equations.55)

III. QUANTUM TRAJECTORY SURFACE HOPPING
(QTSH)

In this Section, we briefly review the quantum tra-
jectory surface hopping (QTSH) method51,52 as imple-
mented in the adiabatic representation. The QTSH
method solves the coupled partial differential equations
in Eqs. (18)–(21) using a stochastic ensemble of in-
dependent trajectories. The hopping of the trajecto-
ries is treated using the fewest switches algorithm of
FSSH.1,51,52 In particular, for an ensemble of sizeN , each
independent trajectory carries with it a “proxy” density
matrix amn,j (j = 1, 2, . . . , N) that represents approxi-
mately the electronic state of the system.51,52

The QTSH treatment of the classical motion, on the
other hand, differs significantly from the FSSH approach.
The trajectory equations of motion can be derived by
considering the time evolution of the total nuclear den-
sity ρ = ρ++ + ρ−−. Equations of motion for the trajec-
tory variables (qj(t),pj(t)) (j = 1, 2, . . . , N) are derived
by demanding that the phase space partial differential
equation evolves according to the quantum-classical Li-
ouville equation.51,52

Defining the independent variables Γ = (q,p) and the
trajectories Γj(t) = (qj(t),pj(t)) (j = 1, 2, . . . , N), the
elements of the phase space density matrix functions are
each represented by the trajectory ensemble as:

ρ++(Γ, t) =
1

N

N∑
j=1

σj(t) δ(Γ− Γj(t)) (26)

ρ−−(Γ, t) =
1

N

N∑
j=1

(1− σj(t)) δ(Γ− Γj(t)) (27)

α(Γ, t) =
1

N

N∑
j=1

αj(t)δ(Γ− Γj(t)) (28)

β(Γ, t) =
1

N

N∑
j=1

βj(t)δ(Γ− Γj(t)). (29)

The parameters σj(t) are binary integers equal to 0 or
1 depending on whether a trajectory is on the lower or
upper surface, respectively. Population transfer is ac-
complished by sudden random hops of σj between its
two values. These surface hops are determined stochas-
tically using the FSSH algorithm.1,51,52 The parameters
αj(t) and βj(t) are real numbers that correspond to the
amplitude and phase of the real and imaginary parts of
the coherence carried by the jth trajectory.
A proxy density matrix aij (i, j = +,−) is employed

to represent the quantum state of each independent tra-
jectory. The evolution of this density matrix is given
by1,51,52

ȧ++,j = −2d(qj) · vj αj (30)

ȧ−−,j = 2d(qj) · vj αj (31)

α̇j = ω(qj)βj + d(qj) · vj (a++,j − a−−,j) (32)

β̇j = −ω(qj)αj . (33)

Here, we have represented the coherence in terms of real
and imaginary parts: a+−,j = αj + iβj . The continuous
probabilities a++,j and a−−,j are related to the stochastic
integers σj by the consistency condition of surface hop-
ping: < σj >≃ a++,j , and their evolution determines the
hopping probabilities of the stochastic algorithm1,51,52.
The QTSH equations of motion for qj(t) and pj(t) are

derived by considering the partial differential equation
for evolution of the total nuclear density ρ = ρ+++ρ−−:

∂ρ

∂t
= {H++, ρ++}+ {H−−, ρ−−} − 2ℏ{d · v, β}. (34)

The sink and source terms of the individual densities,
Eqs. (18) and (19), cancel in the equation of motion
for the total nuclear density ρ. What remains are the
contributing separate classical evolution of the ensem-
bles ρ++ and ρ−− (the first two terms above) plus a
quantum contribution −2ℏ{d · v, β}. This latter term
does not change the normalization of the total density,
as the phase space trace of a Poisson bracket vanishes,
but nonetheless leads to nonclassical corrections to the
evolution of the density—and thus the motion of the un-
derlying trajectory ensemble.
Inserting the trajectory ensemble ansatz into the par-

tial differential equation for the total nuclear density
leads to a set of ordinary differential equations for the
canonical phase space variables of the trajectories,51,52

q̇j =
pj

m
− 2ℏβj

d(qj)

m
(35)

ṗj = −∇V (qj , σj) + 2ℏβj (vj · ∇)d(qj) (36)
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for j = 1, 2, . . . , N . Here, V (qj , σj) = σjV+(qj) + (1 −
σj)V−(qj) is the instantaneous (upper or lower, depend-
ing on the value of σj) adiabatic potential guiding the
jth trajectory.

We note that the canonical coordinates (qj ,pj) de-
rive from a Hamiltonian incorporating a quantum state-
dependent vector potentialAj = −2ℏβjd(qj), and so the
relationship between momentum and velocity is not one
of simple proportionality.

Following Miller and coworkers,9 we introduce the
kinematic momentum pk, which corresponds to the dia-
batic momentum or, equivalently, to the mass times ve-
locity:

pkj = mq̇j = pj − 2ℏβjd(qj). (37)

We can derive the classical equations of motion in terms
of the kinematic (q,pk) rather than the canonical (q,p).
Taking the time derivative of Eq. (37) gives

ṗkj = ṗj − 2ℏβ̇jd(qj)− 2ℏβjḋ(qj). (38)

We can then use the relation

ḋ(qj) = (vj · ∇)d(qj) (39)

and the proxy density matrix equation of motion

β̇j = −ω(qj)αj(t) (40)

to obtain, finally, the classical equations of motion for
the coordinate and kinematic momentum:

q̇j =
pkj

m
(41)

ṗkj = −∇V (qj , σj) + 2ℏω(qj)d(qj)αj . (42)

The kinematic momentum pkj evolves under both the

classical force −∇V (qj , σj) and a quantum force FQ
j =

2ℏω(qj)d(qj)αj . The latter depends on the nonadia-
batic coupling vector d(qj) as well as the real part of the

electronic coherence αj . (FQ
j can be recognized as be-

ing closely related to the off-diagonal Hellman-Feynman
force.59,60)

The QTSH trajectories do not separately conserve
energy—and there is no reason why they should! For
a quantum mechanical state, only the expectation value
(as well as higher moments) of the Hamiltonian should
be preserved by the time evolution. Trajectories, in
our view, are computational tools for evolving quantum
states, and should not be taken to be “real” physical
quantities.

The state energy E in the density matrix representa-
tion corresponds to the trace E = TrĤAρ̂A. In terms of
the trajectory ensemble, this becomes

E =
1

N

∑
j

Ej . (43)

Due to the independent trajectory approximation, the
total is an average over individual trajectory energies,
each given by

Ej =
1

2m
p2
j + V (qj , σj)− 2ℏβjdj(qj) ·

pkj

m
, (44)

where V (qj , σj) = σjV+(qj)+(1−σj)V−(qj). (Note that
the canonical momentum pj appears in the quadratic ki-
netic energy, while the kinematic momentum pkj appears
in the coherence energy, as discussed above.)
The jth trajectory energy can be written in a simpler

form in terms of the kinematic momentum:

Ej =
1

2m
pk

2
j + V (qj , σj). (45)

(Eqs. (44) and (45) differ by a term proportional to
ℏ2β2

jd
2
j/m, which we ignore here. This approximation

is consistent with neglecting the higher order ℏ2d2/2m
diagonal Born-Oppenheimer corrections.)
By taking the time derivative of Eq. (43) and employ-

ing the QTSH equations of motion, it can be shown that
the total energy E is conserved within the so-called con-
sistency of surface hopping, which equates the average
change of the stochastic variables σj with the continuous
populations of the proxy density matrices51,52:

< σ̇j >≃ ȧ++,j . (46)

The classical trajectory equations for the QTSH
method should be contrasted with those of the fewest
switches surface hopping (FSSH) approach1–3. In FSSH,
there is no distinction between kinematic and canonical
momenta. The phase space variables are treated purely
classically between hops:

q̇j =
pkj

m
(47)

ṗkj = −∇V (qj , σj). (48)

When a state transition occurs, the FSSH method im-
poses energy conservation by instantaneously changing
the momentum by a momentum jump

pkj → pkj +∆pkj . (49)

For a hop down or up in energy, the boost in momentum
is chosen to satisfy

(pk +∆pk)
2

2m
=

p2
k

2m
± ℏω(q). (50)

Where + and − correspond to downward and upward
transitions, respectively. For upward hops, an additional
complexity occurs if the right side of Eq. (50) is negative.
In that case, the classical trajectory does not have enough
energy to attain the upper electronic state, and the hop
is said to be “frustrated” and does not occur, even if the
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stochastic algorithm predicts it. This discrepancy erodes
the consistency of the surface hopping method.

The treatment of energy conservation by FSSH is an ad
hoc algorithm that is based on physical reasoning rather
than by any rigorous appeal to the underlying theory.
Nonetheless, the physical reasoning is sound, and in the
correct limit of a temporally localized transition of a spa-
tially localized state with well-defined initial and final
momenta and kinetic energy, a rigorous theory should
indeed reproduce the FSSH algorithm. We investigate
this rigorous connection in the next Section.

IV. DERIVATION OF FSSH MOMENTUM JUMPS
FROM QTSH

We now consider a simple two state model of a local-
ized nonadiabatic transition. We first analyze the case
where the system starts initially on the upper adiabatic
surface and experiences an electronic transition to the
lower adiabatic surface that is accompanied by nuclear
dynamics. We assume that the transition occurs in a lo-
calized region around, for instance, an avoided crossing,
and that the population transfer is complete. Our aim is
to investigate the energy flow between the electronic and
nuclear degrees of freedom that accompanies this transi-
tion using the QTSH formalism.51,52

The initial adiabatic density matrix for this process is
of the form

ρA(to) =

(
ρ(to) 0
0 0

)
(51)

with all probability on the upper state, while the final
density matrix is

ρA(tf ) =

(
0 0
0 ρ(tf )

)
, (52)

with complete population transfer to the lower state.
Here to and tf are the initial and final times, respectively.
We take ρ(q,p, t) to be a localized state in phase

space evolving under coupled electron-nuclear dynamics.
In the limit of complete localization, one can consider
ρ(q,p, t) ≃ δ(q− q(t))δ(p− p(t)), in other words, a sin-
gle trajectory.

In the diabatic representation, the initial and final den-
sity matrices correspond to the same diabatic state being
populated, so ρD(t) can be written throughout the pro-
cess as

ρD(t) =

(
ρ(t) 0
0 0

)
. (53)

We assume that this form holds approximately for all
t ∈ (to, tf ). In this limit, the adiabatic density matrix
can, to a good approximation, be written as

ρA(t) =

(
1
2 (1 + cosϕ(t)) − 1

2 sinϕ(t)
− 1

2 sinϕ(t)
1
2 (1− cosϕ(t))

)
ρ(t).

(54)

V
(q
)

q

FIG. 1. Schematic representation of a localized quantum state
undergoing a nonadiabatic transition from the upper to lower
adiabatic state at an avoided crossing. Potentials and param-
eters are described in the text.

φ
(q

)/
π

q

d
(q

)

q

q

α
(q

)

q
u

a
n

tu
m

 f
o

rc
e

q

a) b)

c) d)

FIG. 2. (a) The nonadiabatic mixing angle ϕ(q), (b) the nona-
diabatic coupling vector d(q), (c) the real part of the coher-
ence α(q), and (d) the quantum force FQ(q) for the process
shown in Fig. (1), as described in the text.

where the angle ϕ(t) is evaluated at the center of the lo-
calized state ρ(q, p, t). Here, we have employed the trans-
formation equations (22)–(25) and the diabatic state
ansatz, Eq. (53).
In Fig. (1) we depict schematically the nonadiabatic

transition of a localized state in one dimension. The sys-
tem begins on the upper adiabatic potential and evolves
until it encounters an avoided crossing with the lower
adiabatic state at q∗ = 0. At this point, the popula-
tion transfers to the lower potential, indicated by the red
downward arrow, where it resumes its evolution. The
motion of the state is in the positive q direction, indicat-
ing that the kinematic momentum pk is positive. During
the transition, we expect the value of pk to become larger
and the kinetic energy p2k/2m to increase by a quantity
equal to the energy gap ℏω(q∗). The state is localized in
coordinate space (and in momentum space) throughout
the process.

The potentials used to produce Fig. (1) are generaliza-
tions of Tully’s original system.1 In particular, the adia-
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batic potentials are V1(q) = sgn(q)a(1 − exp(−b|q|) and
V2(q) = −V1(q). The off-diagonal diabatic coupling is
V12(q) = c exp(−dq2). The numerical values of the po-
tential parameters, in atomic units, are a = 0.01, b = 1.6,
c = 0.002, and d = 1.0. The mass is m = 2000 atomic
units. The value of c in the present paper is smaller than
the c = 0.005 value in Ref.1, leading to stronger and more
localized nonadiabatic coupling in our model.

In Fig. (2) we show the nonadiabatic mixing angle ϕ(q)
(a), the nonadiabatic coupling vector d(q) (b), the real
part of the coherence α(q) (c), and the resulting quantum
force FQ(q) = 2ℏω(q)d(q)α(q) (d) given by our model
potentials. The coupling, coherence, and quantum force
exhibit changes in a relatively localized region around the
avoided crossing, in qualitative agreement with the limit
considered analytically here. The coupling d(q) and co-
herence α(q) are both negative throughout the process.
The localized quantum force, on the other hand, is a pos-
itive impulsive term, consistent with its role in increasing
the momentum and kinetic energy of the nuclear motion.

The total energy of the state of the system is given
by E = Tr(HAρA). Using the Hamiltonian and density
matrix, this becomes

E(t) =
p2

2m
+ V (q, σ)− 2ℏβd(q) · pk

m
, (55)

where (q(t),p(t)) is our trajectory and V (q, σ) =
σV+(q) + (1 − σ)V−(q). (Our ensemble here has re-
duced to a single trajectory, and so we have dropped the
subscript j). The canonical classical energy in the first
two terms is augmented by a coherence energy Ecoh. =

−2ℏβd(q(t)) · pk(t)
m .

As noted above, the energy can be written more simply
in terms of the kinematic momentum pk(t) = p(t) −
2ℏβ(t)d(q(t)). We find

E =
p2
k

2m
+ V (q, σ) =

p2
k

2m
+ σℏω(q) + V−(q), (56)

where ℏω(q) = V+(q)− V−(q).
Using the kinematic momentum, we can separate the

energy into two terms: the electronic state-dependent
potential energy Eelec. = V (q, σ) and the classical kinetic
energy Ekin. = p2

k/2m that depends only on the nuclear
motion. In this representation, the coherence energy does
not appear in the energy budget. Quantum effects are
nonetheless still present.

In the Born-Oppenheimer approximation, the elec-
tronic parameter σ(t) is constant, assuming values of 0
or 1. In this limit, the nuclear dynamics are governed
by purely classical motion on the appropriate adiabatic
potential, V+ or V− for σ = 1 or σ = 0, respectively. The
equations of motion for the classical variables and elec-
tronic state parameters in the Born-Oppenheimer limit
are

q̇ =
pk

m
(57)

ṗk = −∇V (q, σ) (58)

σ̇ = 0 (59)

α̇ = ω(q)β (60)

β̇ = −ω(q)α. (61)

When nonadiabatic transitions occur, however, nonclas-
sical forces appear, as described by the QTSH formalism.
The equations of motion are generalized to

q̇ =
pk

m
(62)

ṗk = −∇V (q, σ) + 2ℏω(q)d(q)α (63)

σ̇ = −2
d(q) · pk

m
α (64)

α̇ = ω(q)β +
d(q) · pk

m
(2σ − 1) (65)

β̇ = −ω(q)α (66)

Here, we have made the substitution of the stochastic
integer parameter σ for the continuous electronic popu-
lation a++. The consistency of surface hopping is equiv-
alent to assuming that the average σ is equal to the con-
tinuous population parameter across a trajectory ensem-
ble: < σ >≃ a++. For localized transitions resulting
in complete population transfer, both of these quantities
are integers except during a brief excursion, where their
values change by unity.
Such a transition occurs at a localized crossing time

t = t∗, or, equivalently, around a localized configuration
q(t∗) = q∗. We shall calculate the changes in the con-
stituents of the total energy as well as the work done
by the quantum forces that the electronic and nuclear
degrees of freedom exert on each other during that tran-
sition.
The electronic transition from the upper (σ = 1) state

to the lower (σ = 0) state is assumed to be localized
within a short time interval of duration 2ϵ that is sym-
metric around t = t∗. During this interval, we assume
that the classical forces and dynamics leave q and pk es-
sentially unchanged. The change in σ during this interval
is given by

∆σ = −1. (67)

For a fixed nuclear coordinate q = q∗, the change in
electronic energy during the transition is

∆Eelec. = ℏω(q∗)∆σ = −ℏω(q∗). (68)

This change in electronic energy is negative for a tran-
sition from upper to lower state. To conserve the total
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energy, the classical kinetic energy must increase by the
same amount:

∆Ekin. = −∆Eelec. = +ℏω(q∗). (69)

The FSSH method imposes this conservation in an ad
hoc manner by artificially rescaling the momentum by a
“jump”, chosen to satisfy

(pk +∆pk)
2

2m
=

p2
k

2m
+ ℏω(q). (70)

The momentum jump ∆pk is chosen to solve this
quadratic equation in a direction parallel to the nonadi-
abatic coupling vector d(q∗). Practical implementations
have rules for selecting which root to choose, and what to
do if no solution can be found due to insufficient energy
or directional constraints (a “frustrated hop”).2,3

We now analyze the energy budget from the QTSH
perspective. From the equations of motion, we have

ṗk = −∇V (q, σ) + 2ℏω(q)d(q)α. (71)

The change in the kinematic momentum results from
two contributions: the classical force derived from the
currently occupied adiabatic potential and a quantum
force resulting from the electronic energy transition. This
change of electronic states does work on the nuclear de-
grees of freedom. We will calculate the result of this work
in what follows.

During the localized transition the classical force does
not have an appreciable effect on the nuclear dynamics.
We consider only the impulsive quantum force during the
transition. Here, we can take the coordinate q = q∗ to
be constant. The integrated effect of this force on the
momentum during this transition can be computed as

∆pk = 2ℏω(q∗)d(q∗)

∫ t∗+ϵ

t∗−ϵ

α(t)dt. (72)

The only time-dependent quantity during the transition
is the electronic coherence, which is rapidly created and
then dispersed by the flow of electronic population from
upper to lower state.

We showed above that this coherence can be described
simply in terms of the nonadiabatic mixing angle:

α(t) = −1

2
sinϕ(t) (73)

The value of ϕ transitions rapidly from ϕ = 0 for t < t∗

to ϕ = π for t > t∗. To simplify the integral, we change
integration variables from t to ϕ. We note that

dϕ = ϕ̇ dt. (74)

We can therefore write ϕ̇ as

ϕ̇ = ∇ϕ · q̇ = ∇ϕ · pk

m
. (75)

Using the definition of the nonadiabatic coupling vector

d = −1

2
∇ϕ (76)

gives

dt = −
(

m

2d(q∗) · pk

)
dϕ. (77)

The momentum jump can then be calculated:

∆pk =
1

2
ℏω(q∗)d(q∗)

(
m

d(q∗) · pk

)∫ π

0

sin(ϕ)dϕ. (78)

Noting that
∫ π

0
sin(ϕ)dϕ = 2, we obtain the final result:

∆pk = ℏω(q∗)d(q∗)

(
m

d(q∗) · pk

)
. (79)

From the perspective of the energy budget, the quan-
tum FQ does work We→n on the nuclear degrees of free-
dom, which changes the kinetic energy by an amount
∆Ekin.

61:

We→n = ∆Ekin. =

∫ tf

to

FQ(t) · v(t) dt (80)

In our localized approximation, this becomes

We→n = ∆Ekin. =
pk

m
·∆pk = ℏω(q∗). (81)

We recover the energy conservation expected on physi-
cal grounds: the electronic energy decrease ℏω(q∗) that
accompanies the downward electronic transition appears
as kinetic energy of the classical nuclear motion. The
quantum force FQ that accompanies the loss of electronic
energy does work on the nuclear degrees of freedom and
quantitatively transfers this energy into their kinetic en-
ergy.
By using the equation of motion for σ(t), Eq. (64), it

is straightforward to show that Wn→e, the work done on
the electronic degrees of freedom by the nuclear degrees
of freedom, obeys Wn→e +We→n = 0, ensuring that the
total energy is conserved.
We note that the explicit expression for the mo-

mentum jump, Eq. (79) resolves the ambiguity of the
quadratic equation root choice inherent in the FSSH
methodology.1–3

We now consider the case of nonadiabatic transitions
from a lower to an upper energy electronic state. The
analysis is similar, but with the boundary conditions of
the angle ϕ being ϕ = π for t < t∗ and ϕ = 0 for t >
t∗. We find that the momentum jump for the upward
transitions is the negative of the previous result:

∆pk =
1

2
ℏω(q∗)d(q∗)

(
m

d(q∗) · pk

)∫ 0

π

sin(ϕ)dϕ (82)

or

∆pk = −ℏω(q∗)d(q∗)

(
m

d(q∗) · pk

)
. (83)
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FIG. 3. Comparison of QTSH simulations with exact quan-
tum wavepacket dynamics for the system shown in Fig. (1),
as described in the text.

The additional consideration of available energy en-
ters the analysis for upward transitions. In particular,
enough nuclear kinetic energy must be available to make
the transition to the upper state. This corresponds to the
positive kinetic energy before the transition p2

k/2m to be
at least as large in magnitude as the negative ∆Ekin. ac-
companying the electronic excitation. Otherwise the hop
is “frustrated”, as previously discussed.

We can examine frustrated hops in the context of the
present analysis. In order for ϕ to fully transition from
ϕ = π to ϕ = 0 there must be enough kinetic energy
to keep the nuclear motion proceeding in its initial posi-
tive direction. If this is not the case, the sign of pk will
reverse before complete population transfer occurs, re-
versing the direction of motion. Accompanying this will
be a change in the sign of ϕ̇, so that ϕ has the time his-
tory π → ϕmin. → π rather than π → 0 for a successful
upward transition, where ϕmin. is the value reached by
the mixing angle when the momentum reversal occurs.
The total work done by the quantum force in this case is
∆Ekin. = 0, the expected accompaniment for the ∆σ = 0
failed transition. Correspondingly, the electronic degrees
of freedom do zero net work on the nuclear motion for
frustrated hops.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We now present numerical simulations of the model
system given above to illustrate the general behavior of
the QTSH method, and interpret the results from the
perspective of our analytic results.

In Fig. (3) we show numerical results for our modified
Tully 1 system, described above. We show the results
of a QTSH simulation with 10000 trajectories and com-
pare our results with exact wavepacket simulations per-
formed using the method of Kosloff62. The inital Gaus-
sian wavepacket has a mean momentum ℏk = 10. Details
of the simulation can be found in Ref.51 We note that
here we are using the kinematic momentum rather than

 0
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FIG. 4. Total ensemble energy of the QTSH simulation shown
in Fig. (3). Also shown is the accumulated work performed
on the nuclear degrees of freedom by the quantum force, as
discussed in the text.

.

the canonical momentum in nonadiabatic coupling terms,
which improves the accuracy of the QTSH method.57

The quantities shown correspond to the populations
on state |+⟩ and |−⟩. These are given by the trace
of the corresponding density matrix elements: P+ =
(1/N)

∑
j σj(t) and P−(t) = 1 − P+(t). The quanti-

ties α(t) and β(t) are the real and imaginary parts of
trace of the coherence ρ+−(t): α(t) = (1/N)

∑
j αj(t)

and β(t) = (1/N)
∑

j βj(t). The quantum calculations
were performed in the diabatic representation and trans-
formed to the adiabatic representation for analysis. For
this system and initial conditions, the agreement between
QTSH and exact quantum results is essentially quantita-
tive.

In Fig. (4) we show the total ensemble energy E(t) =
(1/N)

∑
j pk

2
j/2m+V (qj , σj). The results show that the

total ensemble energy is conserved nearly exactly, indi-
cating that energy conservation of the state of the sys-
tem is indeed emerging from the quantum forces of the
QTSH method without momentum rescaling. Individual
trajectories do not separately conserve energy, but the
observable energy of the state is nonetheless constant in
time.

Also shown in the Figure is the time-dependent ac-

cumulated work We→n(t) = (1/N)
∑

j

∫ t

0
FQ
j (pkj/m)dt.

Unlike for the impulsive analytic results, the energy ex-
change between electronic and nuclear degrees of freedom
is spread over ca. 500 atomic time units rather than oc-
curring at a single point in time. As expected, the total
work done We→n(tf ) is approximately equal to the en-
ergy gap, which for our model is ℏω(q∗) = 0.004 atomic
units.

These results demonstrate the essentially quantitative
accuracy of the QTSH method for this simple and direct
classically-allowed electronic relaxation. We note that,
for this system and initial condition, FSSH gives results
that are essentially indistinguishable from the QTSH ob-
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servables (data not shown). Differences occur between
the trajectory approaches when processes are more non-
classical, and the more “quantum” treatment of the en-
ergy budget allows QTSH to simulate such processes
where the strict classical energy conservation of FSSH
leads to significant errors.52

VI. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we have investigated the energetics
of mixed quantum-classical systems from the perspec-
tive provided by quantum trajectory surface hopping
(QTSH), a method for simulating molecular dynamics
with electronic transitions using ensembles of indepen-
dent trajectories. In contrast with fewest switches sur-
face hopping (FSSH), the QTSH approach does not im-
pose energy conservation externally through instanta-
neous momentum jumps, but instead relies on rigorously-
derived quantum forces that act continuously to establish
energy conservation at the ensemble level.

Individual QTSH trajectories do not separately con-
serve energy—nor should they. Indeed, we have long em-
phasized that quantum effects show up naturally in tra-
jectory ensemble methods as a relaxation of strict classi-
cal constraints on individual trajectories.43,44,48,49,53 In-
dependent individual trajectories are not a part of quan-
tum theory, and should be viewed as a calculational
tool rather than real physical quantities. From the
perspective of the foundations of quantum mechanics,
trajectories are hidden variables, and as Bell’s theorem
established,63 a faithful hidden variable theory must be
nonlocal. This nonlocality shows up in QTSH as relax-
ation of individual trajectory energy conservation.

In the limit of localized nonadiabatic transitions, where
the the physical assumptions behind the FSSH algo-
rithm become quantitatively valid, the momentum jumps
should emerge from an exact theory. We establish this
connection by deriving the FSSH algorithm from the
QTSH equations of motion. The analysis also resolved
the ambiguity resulting from the ad hoc root search al-
gorithm used by FSSH to determine jumps by giving an
explicit expression for the momentum rescaling, Eq. (79).

For general nonadiabatic transitions that are not lo-
calized in time and space, the FSSH momentum jumps
are no longer rigorously valid. The feedback between nu-
clear and electronic degrees of freedom is always at work,
mediated by the quantum forces described here. QTSH
provides the correct treatment of the energy budget in
the general case, giving nearly quantitative agreement
with exact quantum simulations. The quantum forces
characterizing the QTSH method rigorously lead to en-
ergy conservation within the consistency of the underly-
ing stochastic surface hopping without artificial external
momentum rescaling.
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