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Abstract. A continuous bundle of C∗-algebras provides a rigorous framework to study

the thermodynamic limit of quantum theories. If the bundle admits the additional

structure of a strict deformation quantization (in the sense of Rieffel) one is allowed

to study the classical limit of the quantum system, i.e. a mathematical formalism

that examines the convergence of algebraic quantum states to probability measures on

phase space (typically a Poisson or symplectic manifold). In this manner we first prove

the existence of the classical limit of Gibbs states illustrated with a class of Schrödinger

operators in the regime where Planck’s constant ~ appearing in front of the Laplacian

approaches zero. We additionally show that the ensuing limit corresponds to the

unique probability measure satisfying the so-called classical or static KMS- condition.

Subsequently, we conduct a similar study on the free energy of mean-field quantum

spin systems in the regime of large particles, and discuss the existence of the classical

limit of the relevant Gibbs states. Finally, a short section is devoted to single site

quantum spin systems in the large spin limit.
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1 Introduction

A modern and rigorous way that establishes a link between classical and quan-
tum theories is based on the theory of quantization, generally referring to the
passage from a classical to a corresponding quantum theory. This goes back to
the time when the correct formalism of quantum mechanics was beginning to
be discovered. There is in principle no general “quantization” recipe working
in all cases, and different quantization schemes may lead to inequivalent results
with respect to other quantization methods. This is certainly unsatisfactory
and depending on the precise purpose, each method has its pros and cons. For
example, in geometric quantization (GQ) one aims to obtain a quantum me-
chanical system given a classical mechanical system whose procedure basically
consists of the following three steps: prequantization of the classical system, a
polarization method, and finally a metaplectic correction in order to obtain a
nonzero quantum Hilbert space [3]. This quantization scheme focuses on the
space of states and therefore on the Schrödinger picture. A major advantage
of GQ is that this technique is very efficient for controlling the physics of the
quantum system. Formal deformation quantization (FDQ) instead is based on
the construction of the quantum theory via a so-called ⋆ product defined in
terms of a formal parameter (typically Planck’s constant ~). FDQ is useful for
e.g. the construction of quantum states in terms of classical ones. The afore-
mentioned quantization procedures are used to obtain quantum mechanics from
classical methods. Even though such approaches often give accurate results,
they also have their drawbacks: the quantum theory is pre-existing compared
with its classical limit and not vice versa. Therefore, one should be able to
address the classical limit without the need of imposing a given structure of the
quantum model, i.e. that it is obtained as a suitable quantization of a classi-
cal one. It is precisely the latter point of view on which this paper is based.
Indeed, in this paper quantization is considered as the study of the possible cor-
respondence between a given classical theory, encoded by a Poisson algebra or
a Poisson manifold possibly equipped with a (classical) Hamiltonian and flow,
and a given quantum theory, mathematically expressed as a certain algebra of
observables or a pure state space, possibly equipped with a time evolution and
(quantum) Hamiltonian. This does not require at all that quantum theory is
formulated in terms of classical structures, and quantization and the classical
limit can therefore be seen as equivalent.

Probably the oldest and best-known example of a pair of a given classical and
given quantum theory is classical mechanics of a particle on Rn with phase space
R2n = {(q, p)} and ensuing C∗-algebra of observables given by A0 = C0(R

2n),
i.e. the continuous (complex-valued) functions on R2n that vanish at infin-
ity, under pointwise operations and supremum norm. Then, the corresponding
quantum theory is quantum mechanics with pertinent C∗-algebra A~ (~ > 0)
taken to be the compact operators B∞(L2(Rn)) on the Hilbert space L2(Rn)
for each non-zero ~.

Another perhaps less trivial example, originating in the field of mean-field
quantum spin systems, is the case for which the classical theory is encoded by
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the commutative C∗-algebra C(S(Mk(C))), i.e. the continuous functions on
the algebraic state space of the (k × k)- matrices, containing observables1 of
an infinite quantum system which describe classical thermodynamics as a limit
of mean-field quantum statistical mechanics. The case k = 2 corresponds to
the closed unit 3-ball S(M2(C)) ∼= B3 ⊂ R

3 with C(B3) the corresponding
C∗-algebra. The associated quantum theory is given by the N -fold symmetric
tensor product of the matrix algebra M2(C) with itself.

The final example we would like mention has been recently discovered [10]. It
concerns, as opposed to the previous example, quantum spin systems encoded by
local interactions, e.g. the quantum Heisenberg model. In this case, the classical
system is defined by the commutative C∗−algebra made of equivalence classes
generated by averages of local sequences, whilst the corresponding quantum
theory of dimension N is the C∗−algebra generated by such sequences of length
N .

A mathematically correct framework that makes the correspondence between
both (different) theories precise exists under the name (strict) deformation quan-
tization, developed in the 1970s (Berezin [4] and Bayen et al. [2]), further elabo-
rated by Rieffel [31, 32] and Landsman [19, 20]. In this approach the main idea is
to “quantize” a given classical (commutative) Poisson algebra into a given quan-
tum (non-commutative) C∗-algebra. In Landsman’s approach [20] the starting
point of a deformation quantization is often taken to be a continuous bundle of
C∗-algebras, which turns out to be highly effective in the study of the classical
limit [21, 26, 36]. Probably the most important ingredient in this framework is
the notion of the quantization map, whose design can be traced back to Dirac’s
fundamental ideas on quantum theory and, in view of the previous discussion,
it consists of a map Q~ : A0 ⊃ Ã0 ∋ f 7→ Q~(f) ∈ A~, where A0 (~ = 0) is a
commutative C∗−algebra containing a dense ∗-Poisson subalgebra Ã0 playing
the role of the observable algebra encoding a classical theory, whilst A~ (~ 6= 0)
is a non-commutative C∗-algebra characteristic for quantum theories.

1.1 Strict deformation quantization

To define a strict deformation quantization we take as starting point a continuous-
bundle of C∗−algebras (see e.g. [5, Def. IV.1.6.1] for the definition). In essence,
this is a triple A = (I,A, {π~ : A → A~}~∈I) made by C∗−algebras A, A~ where
~ takes values in a locally compact Hausdorff space I, and surjective homomor-
phisms π~ : A → A~ satisfying certain continuity conditions. In this way, a
continuous section of the bundle is an element A ∈ Π~∈IA~ for which there
exists A′ ∈ A fulfilling A~ = π~(A

′) for each ~ ∈ I.
For the purpose of this paper we quantize a Poisson ∗-algebra Ã0 densely

contained in C0(X) with X a Poisson manifold.

Definition 1.1 (Def. 7.1 [20]). A deformation quantization of a Poisson
manifold (X, {·, ·}) consists of:

1These exist under the name of macroscopic observables.
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(1) A continuous C∗-bundle A := (I,A, {π~ : A → A~}~∈I), where I is a
subset of R containing 0 as accumulation point and A0 = C0(X) equipped
with norms || · ||~;

(2) a dense ∗-subalgebra Ã0 of C0(X) closed under the action of the Poisson
brackets (so that (Ã0, {·, ·}) is a complex Poisson algebra);

(3) a collection of quantization maps {Q~}~∈I, namely linear maps Q~ :
Ã0 → A~ (possibly defined on A0 itself and next restricted to Ã0) such
that:

(i) Q0 is the inclusion map Ã0 →֒ A0 (and Q~(11A0) = 11A~
if A0 and

A~ are unital for all ~ ∈ I);

(ii) Q~(f) = Q~(f)
∗, where f(x) := f(x);

(iii) for each f ∈ Ã0, the assignments 0 7→ f, ~ 7→ Q~(f) when ~ ∈
I \ {0}, define a continuous section of A = (I,A, {π~ : A → A~}~∈I),
meaning that there exists an element Af ∈ A such that π~(A

f ) =
Q~(f) for each ~ ∈ I.

(iv) each pair f, g ∈ Ã0 satisfies the Dirac-Groenewold-Rieffel con-

dition:

lim
~→0

∣
∣
∣
∣

∣
∣
∣
∣

i

~
[Q~(f), Q~(g)]−Q~({f, g})

∣
∣
∣
∣

∣
∣
∣
∣
~

= 0.

If Q~(Ã0) is dense in A~ for every ~ ∈ I, then the deformation quantization is
called strict.2 (If Q~ is defined on the whole C0(X), all conditions except (iv)
are assumed to be valid on C0(X).) �

Elements of I are interpreted as possible values of Planck’s constant ~ and
A~ is the quantum algebra of observables of the theory at the given value of
~ 6= 0.

As mentioned in the first paragraph of the introduction, a standard ex-
ample of a strict deformation quantization is induced by the sequence A0 =
C0(R

2n), (~ = 0) and A~ = B∞(Rn), (~ > 0), with B∞(Rn) the C∗−algebra
of compact operators. Note that these algebras are non-unital.

1.2 Coherent pure state quantization

In the foregoing we have discussed the concept of quantization theory from the
point of view of observables. In that setting we have seen that the quantization
map played a crucial role, particularly defining a continuous cross-section of the

2It immediately follows from the definition of a continuous bundle of C∗-algebras that for
any f ∈ Ã0 the continuity properties, called the Rieffel condition, respectively the von

Neumann condition

lim
~→0

‖Q~(f)‖~ = ‖f‖∞; lim
~→0

‖Q~(f)Q~(g) −Q~(fg)‖~ = 0 (1.1)

automatically hold.
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given C∗−bundle. This is not the whole story as quantization maps may be
studied in their own right even without the additional structure of a continuous
bundle of C∗− algebras.

To do so, we first recall the well-known fact that the projective Hilbert space
PH associated to a Hilbert spaceH consisting of one-dimensional complex linear
subspaces of H admits the structure of a symplectic manifold with symplectic
form denoted by ΩPH [19, Ch. I]. Moreover, PH is equipped with a transition
probability

p : PH× PH → [0, 1]; p(ψ, ξ) = |〈Ψ,Ξ〉|2, (1.2)

where Ψ and Ξ are arbitrary lifts of ψ and ξ to unit vectors in H. Therefore,
the manifold PH can be seen as the pure state space of a quantum system. This
can be understood from a algebraic point of view as well. Indeed, if one focuses
on ∂eS(B∞(H)) i.e. the extreme boundary of the state space of the algebra of
compact operators on a Hilbert space, which in turn can be identified with the
convex set of pure states on B∞(H), it it not difficult to prove that the latter
set is isomorphic to the projective Hilbert space PH.3 In view of the previous
discussion one may then put A~ = B∞(H).

On the classical side, the pure state space of a classical system is a symplectic
manifold (S,ΩS), supporting the Liouville measure µL on S. Such a classical
pure state space may be seen as carrying the “classical” transition probability
p0, defined by p0(ρ, σ) := δρ,σ. Again, regarding the previous discussion one
may put A0 = C0(S).

This motivates the idea of quantization of a general symplectic manifold S
assumed to have finite dimension 2n <∞. We successively present the concept
of a pure state quantization of a symplectic manifold, the notion the Berezin
quantization map associated to a pure state quantization, and the concept of
coherent states.

Definition 1.2 (II. Def. 1.3.3 [19]). Let I0 ⊂ R that has 0 /∈ I0 as an accu-
mulation point and we write I := I0 ∪ {0}. A pure state quantization of a
symplectic manifold (S,ΩS) consists of a collection of separable Hilbert spaces
{H~}~∈I0 and a collection of smooth injections {q~ : S → PH~}~∈I0 for which
the following requirements are satisfied.

(1) There exists a positive function c : I0 → R \ {0} such that for all ~ ∈ I0
and all ψ ∈ PH~ one has

c(~)

∫

S

dµL(σ)p(q~(σ), ψ) = 1. (1.3)

(2) For all fixed f ∈ Cc(S) and ρ ∈ S the function

~ 7→

∫

S

dµL(σ)p(q~(ρ), q~(σ))f(σ) (1.4)

3For the algebra of compact operators states ω bijectively correspond to density matrices ρ
via the map ω(·) = Tr(ρ ·), i.e. each state is normal. In particular, each pure state corresponds
to a normal pure state on B(H), which in turn identifies a one-dimensional projection on H.
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is continuous on I0 and satisfies

lim
~→0

c(~)

∫

S

dµL(σ)p(q~(ρ), q~(σ))f(σ) = f(ρ). (1.5)

(3) For each ~ ∈ I0 the map q~ is an approximate symplectomorphism, in
that, (pointwise)

lim
~→0

q∗~ΩPH~
= ΩS , (1.6)

where q∗
~
is the pull-back.

In the above we have denoted the Liouville measure induced by the symplectic
form ΩS by µL. �

We would like to point out to the reader that condition (1) in Def. 1.2 defines
a so-called resolution of the identity. Furthermore, it is not difficult to show the
satisfying result

lim
~→0

p(q~(ρ), q~(σ)) = p0(ρ, σ) = δρσ, (1.7)

i.e. in quantizing pure states the quantum mechanical transition probabilities
converge to the classical ones as ~ → 0. In what follows we shall occasionally
adopt the short-hand notation µ~ := c(~)µL.

A pure state quantization naturally leads to the quantization of observables
by means of Berezin quantization maps.

Definition 1.3 (II. Def. 1.3.4 [19]). Let {H~, q~}~∈I0 be a pure state quantiza-
tion of a symplectic manifold (S,ΩS). The Berezin quantization of a function
f ∈ L∞(S) is the family of operators {QB

~
(f)}~∈I0 , where Q

B
~
(f) ∈ B(H~) is

defined by polarizing

ψ(QB
~ (f)) := c(~)

∫

S

dµL(σ)f(σ)(q~(σ), ψ), (1.8)

where ψ ∈ PH~. Convergence of the integral is guaranteed because of (1.3). �

In case that f ∈ L1(S, dµ~)∩L
∞(S), the operator QB

~
(f) may be written as

a Bochner integral

QB
~ (f) = c(~)

∫

S

dµL(σ)f(σ)[q~(σ)],

where [q~(σ)] is the projection onto the one-dimensional subspace in H~ whose
image in PH~ is q~(σ).

One can show that the following properties automatically hold.

Theorem 1.4 (II. Thm. 1.3.5 [19]). Assume f ∈ L∞(S,R).

7



• QB
~

is positive, that is, f ≥ 0 almost everywhere on S implies QB
~
(f) ≥ 0

in B(H~).

• QB
~
(f) is self-adjoint.

• If f ∈ L1(S, µ~) then QB
~
(f) ∈ B1(H~), i.e. QB

~
(f) is trace-class. Its

trace is given by

Tr(QB
~ (f)) = c(~)

∫

S

dµL(σ)f(σ). (1.9)

• The operator QB
~
(f) is bounded by

||QB
~ (f)|| ≤ ||f ||∞. (1.10)

• If f ∈ C0(S), then QB
~
(f) ∈ B∞(H~), (i.e Q

B
~
(f) is compact) and QB

~
:

C0(S) → B∞(H~) is continuous.

For a given pure state quantization, one may introduce the additional notion
of coherent states.

Definition 1.5 (Def.1.5.1 [19]). A pure state quantization {H~, q~}~∈I0 of (S,ΩS)
is said to be coherent if each q~(σ) ∈ PH~ can be lifted to a unit vector
Ψσ

~
∈ H~, and the ensuing map σ 7→ Ψσ

~
from S to H~ is continuous. The

unit vectors Ψσ
~
coming from a coherent pure state quantization are called co-

herent states. �

Fortunately, in several cases of physical interest the Berezin quantization
associated to a coherent pure state quantization of a symplectic manifold also
satisfies the conditions of a strict deformation quantization according to Defini-
tion 1.1.4 We refer to Appendix A for two important examples for which this
is indeed the case.

1.3 Classical limit

A (strict) deformation quantization of a Poisson manifold X naturally leads to
the quantization of classical observables. In this fashion, the aforementioned
quantization map Q~ which associates (self-adjoint) quantum operators a ∈ A~

to classical observables f ∈ Ã0 ⊂ A0 plays a crucial role in the study of the
classical limit. In algebraic quantum theory this limit is made rigorous by means
of considering a sequence of algebraic states5 ω~ : A~ → A0, that, depending on
the physical situation, may depend on ~.6 More precisely, given a sequence of

4For general Poisson manifolds this does not hold since there may not even exist an addi-
tional symplectic structure.

5Positive linear functionals of norm one.
6We stress that ~ has several interpretations depending on the physical system one consid-

ers, e.g. Schrödinger operators for which ~ occurs as Planck’s constant (§3.1), or quantum spin
systems where ~ plays the role of 1/N , with N denoting the number of lattice sites (Section
4), or the spin quantum number (§4.5), and so on. Letting ~ → 0 (provided this limit is taken
correctly) should be understood as a way to generate a classical theory, formalized by (1.11).
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quantization maps Q~ : Ã0 ∋ f 7→ Q~(f) ∈ A~, we say that a sequence of states
ω~ : A~ → C is said to be have a classical limit if the following limit exists7

and defines a state ω0 on Ã0,

lim
~→0

ω~(Q~(f)) = ω0(f), (f ∈ Ã0), (1.11)

where Q~ is the quantization map associated with the given (strict deformation
or pure state) quantization. By construction, this approach provides a rigorous
meaning of the convergence of algebraic quantum states ω~ to classical states ω0

on the commutative algebra Ã0, when ~ → 0. The idea behind this formalism
is that one is allowed to conveniently exploit the properties of the quantization
maps highly suited for studying the semi-classical behavior of various quantum
systems [21, 26, 36, 37].

A special case of interest are the algebraic quantum (vector) states ω~(·) :=
〈ψ~, (·)ψ~〉 induced by some normalized unit vector ψ~ forming a sequence in
a Hilbert space on which the observables Q~(f) act. The subscript ~ indi-
cates that the unit vectors might depend on ~, which is for example the case
when ψ~ corresponds to eigenvectors of a ~-dependent Schrödinger operatorH~,
or in case of spin systems, to eigenvectors ψN of a sequence of quantum spin
Hamiltonians HN . The main advantage of this C∗−algebraic approach is that
it typically circumvents convergence problems in Hilbert space. Indeed, the
relevant eigenvectors of such operators generally have no limit in the ensuing
Hilbert space. These issues have been presented from a technical perspective in
[21, 26, 27, 36, 37], where in particular a complete interpretation and rigorous
notion of the classical limit of quantum systems have been presented. Further-
more, by taking ψ~ to be a ground state eigenvector of a sequence of quantum
Hamiltonians H~, this algebraic approach has shown its efficiency in the study
of spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) showing up as emergent phenomenon
in the classical limit at zero temperature.

In this paper we extend these ideas to β-KMS states, initially used to de-
scribe quantum states which are in thermal equilibrium at a given (inverse)
temperature β [18, 25]. Their connection with C∗ -dynamical systems has been
extensively studied through the years, and β-KMS states have turned out to
be extremely useful in operator algebras as well [7, 8]. Besides the fact that
these states are used in quantum mechanics, also in classical mechanics they
have shown major importance. The classical analog of the KMS condition has
been introduced in [17] and is often studied in the context of infinite classi-
cal systems in the continuum. In turns out that the classical KMS condition
can be formulated within the context of Poisson and symplectic geometry and
naturally leads to the concept of phase transitions [11]. Given a Poisson man-
ifold (X, {·, ·}) and a vector field Y , the set of β-KMS states (X, {·, ·}, Y, β)
is a convex set which by construction depends on the choice of Y and β [11].
In this setting, a (classical) phase transition would occur whenever different

7We emphasize that this notion of convergence is stronger than the usual approach based
on weak-∗ compactness and the study of converging subsequences. Depending on the situation
one can of course weaken the notion of classical limit defined in (1.11).
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choices for Y, β produce non-isomorphic convex sets. In this paper we will not
go into these details. We instead first focus on symplectic manifolds of finite
dimension and consider a special class of classical β-KMS functionals, namely
Gibbs functionals.8 In some cases these uniquely define the β-KMS functional
for a given dynamics and actually define a state. We examine several cases in
quantum as well as classical theories, and finally prove that the classical limit
(viz. equation (1.11)) for Gibbs states induced by certain quantum Hamilto-
nians depending on a semi-classical parameter, exists as a probability measure
satisfying the classical (or static) KMS condition. Secondly, we extend these
ideas to mean-field quantum spin systems in the limit of large particles. We
hereto first prove the existence of the limit of the mean-field free energy. This
result is not completely “new”, i.e. similar results are described in [15] and
the citations herein. However, in such works the underlying correct algebraic
structure of strict deformation quantization establishing the link between clas-
sical and quantum theory is not highlighted at all. Subsequently, we provide a
condition which ensures the existence of the classical limit of the Gibbs state.
Finally, these ideas are adapted to a study concerning the free energy of a single
quantum spin system in the large spin limit.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we first introduce the general
notion of a C∗-dynamical system in quantum and classical theories followed by
the definition of Gibbs states in quantum and classical theories (we particularly
refer to Prop. 2.3, Def. 2.4 and Prop. 2.5). Consequently, in Section 3 we
use the aforementioned concepts in order to prove a result regarding the con-
vergence of the corresponding quantum Gibbs states to the classical ones (cf.
Proposition 3.3). This is illustrated with a class of Schrödinger operators (see
§3.1). In Section 4 mean-field theories are introduced and emphasized with a
well known example. In Section 4.2 the mean-field free energy associated with
mean-field quantum spin systems in the limit of large particles (or lattice sites)
is studied. In §4.3 the classical limit of the ensuing Gibbs states is discussed,
and in §4.4 a special case involving symmetry is addressed. In §4.5 a similar
study is conducted in the limit of large spin quantum numbers. Finally, in the
appendices useful definitions and technical concepts, particularly adapted to the
manifolds R2n and S2 necessary for the purpose of this paper are provided.

2 Dynamics and KMS states in quantum and

classical mechanics

We introduce the general notion of time evolution in algebraic quantum and
classical theory followed by some results on quantum and classical KMS states.
Let us first recall the definition of a C∗- dynamical system.

Definition 2.1. A C∗-dynamical system (A, α) is a C∗-algebra A equipped
with a dynamical evolution, i.e., a one-parameter group of C∗-algebra auto-

8We stress that a classical β-KMS functional is not necessary normalizable and therefore
does not always define a state.
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morphisms α := {αt}t∈R that is strongly continuous on A: the map R ∋ t 7→
αt(A) ∈ A is continuous for every A ∈ A. �

In this algebraic context the above definition equally applies to commuta-
tive as well as non-commutative C∗-algebras. Let us start on the quantum
(non-commutative) side.

Quantum side

Let t 7→ Ut by a strongly continuous one-parameter group of unitaries acting on
a Hilbert space H. As a result of Stone’s Theorem, there exists a a self-adjoint
operator H densely defined on H such that Ut = eitH , for all t ∈ R. This fur-
thermore induces a one-parameter subgroup of automorphism on B(H), namely
αt(a) = Ut(a)U

∗
t .

9 However, even if the one-parameter group of unitaries on a
Hilbert spaceH is strongly continuous, it is not necessarily true that the induced
one-parameter group of automorphisms αt on B(H) is strongly continuous as
well [7], which might happen in the case of unbounded generators. Nonetheless,
this condition is satisfied when dealing with the observable algebra of compact
operators, even if the self-adjoint generator of U is unbounded [26, Prop. 6.2].

Given a C∗-dynamical system (A, α) describing a quantum theory, a natural
question is to ask how to characterize thermal equilibrium states. The solution
relies on a definition introduced by Hugenholtz, Haag and Winnink [16] giv-
ing a characterization of states satisfying the so-called Kubo Martin Schwinger
(KMS) conditions, firstly studied by Kubo, Martin and Schwinger [18, 25]. In
their honour they are therefore called KMS states. For sake of completeness let
us recall the definition of a KMS state at a given inverse temperature β, also
denoted by KMSβ-state.

Definition 2.2. Consider a C∗-dynamical system given by a C∗-algebra A and
a strongly continuous representation αt of R in the automorphism group of A.
A linear functional ω : A → C is called a β-KMS-state if the following re-
quirements are satisfied:

(1) ω is positive, i.e. ω(A∗A) ≥ 0 for all A ∈ A;

(2) ω is normalized, i.e. ‖ω‖ := sup{|ω(A)| : |‖A‖ = 1} = 1;

(3) ω satisfies the KMSβ-condition: for all A,B ∈ A there is a holomorphic
function FAB on the strip Sβ := R× i(0, β) ⊂ C with a continuous exten-
sion to Sβ such that

FAB(t) = ω(Aαt(B)) and FAB(t+ iβ) = ω(αt(B)A) .

�

9At least on the algebra B(H) this construction is invertible, meaning that each strongly
continuous one-parameter group of automorphisms αt on B(H) can be obtained in this way.
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For the purpose of this paper we are interested in an important class of KMS
states, namely Gibbs states. The reason is that it is not at all clear what generic
KMS states look like; this heavily depends on the choice of observable algebra
and the given dynamics, which may not assume the standard Heisenberg form.
Furthermore, it may happen that the partition function (and hence Gibbs state)
is not well defined due to singularities of the pertinent Hamiltonian. The latter
is circumvented by imposing additional regularity conditions (cf. Prop. 2.3).

If H is a Hilbert space and H a self-adjoint linear operator on H, dubbed
Hamiltonian, the Gibbs equilibrium state at inverse temperature β is defined as
a state over B(H), i.e. the algebra of bounded operators over H, by [8]

ωβ(A) =
Tr[e−βHA]

Tr[e−βH ]
, (2.1)

provided e−βH is trace-class. As mentioned above, Gibbs states in general are
not the only KMS states at inverse temperature. Nonetheless, the following
proposition shows that if the algebra of observables is not too large and the
Hamiltonian of physical interest is sufficiently regular, all KMS states at fixed
β are uniquely defined in terms of the Gibbs state.

Proposition 2.3. For a given Hilbert space H, let A = B∞(H) be the C∗−algebra
of compact operators over H. Given a self-adjoint Hamiltonian H inducing a
(necessarily strongly continuous) one-parameter group of automorphisms αH on
A, i.e. αH

t (A) = eitHAe−itH , (A ∈ B∞(H)). Assume that for any 0 < β < ∞
the operator e−βH is trace-class. Then, the following functional defines the
unique β-KMS state on A for the one-parameter group αH ,

ωβ(·) := Z−1Tr[e−βH ·], (2.2)

where Z denotes the partition function associated to H. �

This result follows from fact that each state on B∞(H) is normal, i.e. it arises
from a density matrix via the trace. See [8, Ex. 5.3.31] for the details.

To move on our discussion we now focus on classical theories encoded by com-
mutative C∗-algebras of the form A0 := C0(X).

Classical side

A C∗-dynamical system can also be constructed for the commutative C∗-algebra
A0 := C0(X) (with X a locally compact Hausdorff space) equipped with the C∗-
norm || · ||∞. In particular, if X is a symplectic or a Poisson manifold one can
consider the associated Poisson subalgebra (C∞(X), {·, ·}) of A with Poisson
structure denoted by {·, ·}. A C∗-dynamical system structure is guaranteed in
the case that the dynamical evolution is induced by the pullback action of a com-
plete Hamiltonian flow φh, generated by a Hamiltonian function h ∈ C∞(X),
i.e., αh

t (f) := f ◦ φht for every f ∈ C0(X) and t ∈ R. It is easy to show that
(C0(X), αh) is a C∗-dynamical system (in particular αh leaves C0(X) invariant
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and is strongly continuous). In such cases states ω correspond to regular Borel
probability measures µω over X , or more generally, to positive measures on X .
The pure states in turn correspond to Dirac measures δσ (σ ∈ X).

Analog to the quantum case one may wish to obtain a “classical” KMS con-
dition characterizing thermal equilibrium states on a commutative C∗-algebra
A0. To this avail, one typically considers a dense ∗-Poisson subalgebra Ã0 ⊂ A0.
In the case that C∞

c (X) ⊂ A0, the algebra of compactly supported smooth func-
tions on X , where X is a Poisson (or symplectic) manifold, such a classical KMS
condition can indeed be formalized (see [17] and also [1, 13]). For sake of com-
pleteness the definition is given below.

Definition 2.4. Given a Poisson manifold X together with a vector field Y ∈
Γ(TS), a linear, positive functional ϕ : C∞

c (X) → C is called a classical (Y,β)-
KMS functional for β > 0 if

ϕ({f, g}) = βϕ(gY (f)), ∀f, g ∈ C∞
c (X). (2.3)

�

This condition is also called the static classical KMS condition, and can be
extended to a dynamical classical KMS condition in the case where Y has a
complete flow [6]. For symplectic manifolds it is relatively easy to classify the
classical KMS states. Similar to the quantum case (cf. Prop. 2.3), we have the
following result.

Proposition 2.5. Given a finite-dimensional connected symplectic manifold
(S,ΩS) together with a Hamiltonian vector field Y h ∈ Γ(TS), where h ∈ C∞(S)
denotes the Hamiltonian function. Assume e−βh ∈ L1(S). Then, the following
positive linear functional is (up to a constant) the unique (Y h, β)-KMS func-
tional for β > 0 on any Poisson ∗-subalgebra Ã0 of C0(S) containing C

∞
c (S):

ϕβ(f) :=

∫

S

e−βhfdµ0, (f ∈ C0(S)); (2.4)

where µ0 denotes the Liouville measure on S.

Proof. We first consider the vector space C∞
c (S). As a result of [6, Theorem 4.1]

or [11, Remark 4], the assignment C∞
c (S) ∋ f 7→

∫

S
e−βhfdµ0 defines the unique

classical (Y h, β)-KMS functional for β > 0, where Y h denotes the Hamiltonian
vector field induced by h. Let us denote this functional by ϕ̃β . Furthermore, as
C∞

c (S) ⊂ C0(S) is dense in the uniform topology, given f ∈ C0(S), we can find
a sequence (fn)n ⊂ C∞

c (S) such that fn → f in the uniform norm. Applying
the functional ϕ̃β to this sequence yields

ϕ̃β(fn) =

∫

e−βhfndµ0. (2.5)

13



By the Lebesgue Dominated Convergence Theorem, we conclude

ϕβ(f) := lim
n→∞

ϕ̃β(fn) =

∫

e−βhfdµ0. (2.6)

Hence the functional ϕ̃β extends to C0(S), and this extension is unique by con-
struction. This functional does not satisfy the classical KMS condition (2.3)
on all of C0(S), as C0(S) has no differentiable structure. Nonetheless, view-
ing (S,ΩS) as a Poisson manifold we can always restrict ϕβ to any Poisson-
subalgebra Ã0 of C0(S) containing C

∞
c (S). To show that the ensuing functional

on Ã0 is the unique (Y h, β)-KMS functional for β > 0, a similar density argu-
ment can be applied exploiting the fact that the functional ϕ̃β on C∞

c (S) is the
unique (Y h, β)-KMS functional for β > 0.

In the proof of Proposition 2.5 we have uniquely extended the positive linear
functional ϕ̃β initially defined on C∞

c (S) to all of C0(S), which we in turn
denoted by ϕβ . Scaling this functional by 1/c where c :=

∫

S e
−βhdµ0 (this is

a finite number due to the fact that e−βh ∈ L1(S)) and using an approximate
identity for the C∗-algebraC0(S) one can show that ||ϕβ′|| = 1, where we defined
ϕβ′ := ϕβ/c. Since C∞

c (S) ⊂ Ã0 ⊂ C0(S) are both dense in C0(S), the norm
||ϕβ′|| = 1 coincides with its restriction to C∞

c (S) and to Ã0. In particular,
the restriction ϕβ′ to Ã0 actually defines a state on Ã0. This state is called a
classical Gibbs state at inverse temperature β > 0.

3 The classical limit in the context of symplectic

manifolds

In this section we discuss the classical limit of Gibbs states induced by a certain
class of possibly unbounded (self-adjoint) Hamiltonians H~ parametrized by
a semi-classical parameter ~. The Hamiltonians we consider naturally have a
classical counterpart on a symplectic manifold, which again highlights the idea
that both quantum theory and classical theory exist in their own right. More
precisely, we assume the following set-up.

Assumption 3.1.

(i) Existence of a coherent pure state quantization {H~,Ψ
σ
~
}~∈I of a symplec-

tic manifold (S,ΩS) with corresponding Hilbert spaces {H~}~∈I (cf. Def.
1.2, Def. 1.5).

(ii) H~ is bounded below, its domain (on which H~ is essentially self-adjoint)
contains the ensuing coherent states Ψσ

~
, and e−tH~ ∈ B1(H~) for all t > 0

and each ~ > 0.

(iii) Existence of two continuous functions ȟ~ and ĥ~ on (S,ΩS) defined by

ȟ~(σ) = 〈Ψσ
~ , H~Ψ

σ
~〉, (3.1)
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and the (in general non-unique) function ĥ~, via the equation

H~φ =

∫

S

dµ~(σ)ĥ~(σ)〈Ψ
σ
~ , φ〉Ψ

σ
~ , φ ∈ S (H~), (3.2)

such that ȟ~ and ĥ~ both converge pointwise to a continuous function h0
on (S,ΩS), and all ȟ~, ĥ~ and h0 are exponentially integrable, meaning
that f ∈ C(S) satisfies e−tf ∈ L1(S, dµ~) ∩ L

∞(S, dµ~), for each t > 0.

Remark 3.2. The function h0 is also called the principal symbol, ĥ~ the
upper or contravariant symbol and ȟ~ the lower or covariant symbol

associated to the operator H~. �

The above assumption allows us to prove the existence of the classical limit
of Gibbs states.

Proposition 3.3. Let H~ be an operator satisfying Assumption 3.1. Consider
the β- Gibbs state ωβ

~
(β <∞) given by

ωβ
~
(·) =

Tr[ · e−βH~ ]

Tr[e−βH~ ]
. (3.3)

Then the following limit exists for any real-valued f ∈ C0(S)

lim
~→0

∣
∣
∣
∣
ωβ
~
(QB

~ (f))−

∫

S dσf(σ)e
−βh0(σ)

∫

S
dσe−βh0(σ)

∣
∣
∣
∣
= 0, (3.4)

where dσ denotes the Liouville measure on S and QB
~
is the Berezin quantization

map associated with the given coherent pure state quantization.

In order to prove the proposition we start with a result relating the classical
and quantum partition functions. This result can be seen as a corollary of the
so-called Berezin-Lieb inequality (we refer to the books [14] and [9] for a detailed
discussion on this topic). For sake of completeness we state the result by means
of the following lemma.

Lemma 3.4. Under Assumption 3.1 it holds

lim
~→0

∣
∣
∣
∣

1

c(~)
Tr[e−βH~ ]−

∫

S

dσe−βh0(σ)

∣
∣
∣
∣
= 0.

Proof. On the one hand, since e−tH~ is trace-class we can use the resolution of
the identity of coherent state vectors Ψσ

~
[9, Prop. 6] and obtain

Tr[e−βH~ ] = c(~)

∫

S

dσ〈Ψσ
~ , e

−βH~Ψσ
~〉.

By the spectral theorem,

〈Ψσ
~ , e

−βH~Ψσ
~〉 =

∫ ∞

0

e−βλdνσ~ (λ),
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where νσ
~
(F ) = 〈PH~

F Ψσ
~
,Ψσ

~
〉, and PH~

F denotes the spectral probability measure
on [0,∞) associated to the operator H~. Since the function x 7→ e−βx is convex
on [0,∞) we can apply Jensen’s inequality for probability measures, obtaining

e−β
∫

∞

0
λdνσ

~
(λ) ≤

∫ ∞

0

e−βλdνσ~ (λ).

Since Ψσ
~
∈ D(H~) (σ ∈ S) it follows that

∫ ∞

0

λdνσ~ (λ) = 〈Ψσ
~ , H~Ψ

σ
~〉.

Combining the above results and integrating over the phase space S with respect
to the measure dµ~(σ) = c(~)dσ yields the inequality

c(~)

∫

S

dσe−βȟ~(σ) ≤ Tr[e−βH~ ].

On the other hand, the second hypothesis of Assumption 3.1 and the spectral
theorem imply the existence of an orthonormal basis of H~ given by eigenfun-

tions {φ
(i)
~
} of H~. Then,

〈φ
(i)
~
, e−βH~φ

(i)
~
〉 = e−β〈φ

(i)
~

,H~φ
(i)
~

〉 = e−βc(~)
∫

S
dσĥ~(σ)|Φ

(i)
~

(σ)|2 ,

where Φ
(i)
~
(σ) = 〈Ψσ

~
, φ

(i)
~
〉. An application of Jensen’s inequality applied to the

probability measure c(~)|Φ
(i)
~
(σ)|2dσ yields

〈φ
(i)
~
, e−βH~φ

(i)
~
〉 ≤ c(~)

∫

S

e−βĥ~(σ)|Φ
(i)
~
(σ)|2dσ.

Taking the sum over all i and observing that
∑

i |Φ
(i)
~
(σ)|2 = 1, gives

Tr[e−βH~ ] ≤ c(~)

∫

S

e−βĥ~(σ)dσ,

which exists as a result of hypothesis (iii) of Assumption 3.1. In summary,

∫

S

dσe−βȟ~(σ) ≤
1

c(~)
Tr[e−βH~ ] ≤

∫

S

e−βĥ~(σ)dσ.

Since ȟ~ and ĥ~ are both assumed to converge pointwise to h0, the result follows
as an application of dominated convergence theorem.

Proof of Proposition 3.3. The proof is based on the ideas mentioned in the pa-
per [22] and a C∗-version of the Peierls-Bogolyubov Inequality [33, Thm 7],
namely

Tr[eAB]

Tr[eA]
≤ log

(
Tr[eA+B]

Tr[eA]

)

, (3.5)
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whenever B is bounded and self-adjoint, A is self-adjoint and bounded above
such that Tr(eA) < ∞. For t > 0 we apply this inequality to B = −βtQB

~
(f)

(with f real-valued so that QB
~
(f) is self-adjoint and compact (cf. Prop. 1.4)),

and to A = −βH~ which by the hypotheses is self-adjoint, bounded above and
its exponential e−βH~ has finite trace. Let us define

FQ
~
(t) := −β−1log

[
1

c(~)
Tr[e−β(H~+tQB

~
(f))]

]

. (3.6)

Hence, with t > 0 we see

[FQ
~
(0)− FQ

~
(−t)]/t ≥ ωβ

~
(QB

~ (f)) ≥ [FQ
~
(t)− FQ

~
(0)]/t. (3.7)

An application of the previous lemma yields the inequality

ŽH~
≤ ZH~

≤ ẐH~
,

where ZH~
denotes the quantum partition function associated to H~, i.e. ZH~

=

Tr[e−βH~ ], ŽH~
= Tr[QB

~
(e−βȟ~)], and ẐH~

= Tr[QB
~
(e−βĥ~)]. Note that these

expressions make sense by hypothesis (iii) of Assumption 3.1. It follows that

F̂ cl(0, ~) ≤ FQ
~
(0) ≤ F̌ cl(0, ~),

where, similarly as before, we defined for any t ∈ R the functions

F̂ cl(t, ~) := −β−1log

[ ∫

S

e−β(ĥ~(σ)+tf(σ))dσ

]

;

F̌ cl(t, ~) := −β−1log

[ ∫

S

e−β(ȟ~(σ)+tf(σ))dσ

]

.

We point out to the reader that, if A and B are operators, then (A + B)∗ =
A∗ + B∗ if A is densely defined and B ∈ B(H). As a result the operator
H~+λQB

~
(f) is self adjoint on D(H~). Moreover, as a corollary of [33, Thm. 4]

using that e−βH~ is trace-class, we observe,

Tr[|e−β(H~+tQB
~
(f))|] = Tr[e−β(H~+tQB

~
(f))] ≤ Tr[e−βH~e−βtQB

~
(f))] <∞,

so that in particular e−β(H~+tQB
~
(f)) is trace-class. Repeating the same argument

as in the lemma applied to e−β(H~+tQB
~
(f)) we obtain

∫

S

e−β(ȟ~(σ)+tf(σ))dσ ≤
1

c(~)
Tr[e−β(H~+tQB

~
(f))] ≤

∫

S

e−β(ĥ~(σ)+tf(σ))dσ.

This combined with (3.7) yields

[F̂ cl(t, ~)− F̌ cl(0, ~)]/t ≤ ωβ
~
(QB

~ (f)) ≤ [F̌ cl(0, ~)]− F̂ cl(−t, ~)]/t.
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By the dominated convergence theorem using continuity of the logarithmic func-
tion on the positive real axis, we observe

F̌ cl(t, ~) → F cl(t, 0) := −β−1log

[∫

S

e−β(h0(σ)+tf(σ))dσ

]

, (~ → 0), (3.8)

and similarly, F̂ cl(t, ~) → F cl(t, 0), (~ → 0). We can therefore drop the second
zero and we write F cl(t) := F cl(t, 0). Hence,

[F cl(t)− F cl(0)]/t ≤ lim sup
~→0

ωβ
~
(QB

~ (f)) ≤ [F cl(0)− F cl(−t)]/t.

Since F cl is differentiable in t ∈ R we must have limt→0+ [F
cl(t) − F cl(0)]/t =

limt→0+ [F
cl(0) − F cl(−t)]/t = d

dt |t=0F
cl(t). It is not difficult to see that the

derivative equals

d

dt

∣
∣
∣
∣
t=0

F cl(t) =

∫

S dσf(σ)e
−βh0(σ)

∫

S
dσe−βh0(σ)

.

We conclude that

lim
~→0

ωβ
~
(QB

~ (f)) =

∫

S
dσf(σ)e−βh0(σ)

∫

S dσe
−βh0(σ)

. (3.9)

This proves the proposition.

By Proposition 2.5 it immediately follows that (3.9) corresponds to the
unique classical Gibbs states defined on any Poisson ∗-subalgebra Ã0 of C0(S)
containing C∞

c (S).

3.1 Schrödinger operators

We now discuss the classical limit of Gibbs states induced by Schrödinger op-
erators. The relevant manifold R2n admits a coherent pure state quantization
according (Appendix A.1) with ensuing quantization maps defined by compact
operators provided the quantized functions are taken in C0(R

2n) (A.4).
We consider ~-dependent10 (unbounded) Schrödinger operators H~ defined

on some dense domain of H = L2(Rn, dx). Such operators are defined by

H~ := −~2∆+ V , ~ > 0 , (3.10)

where ∆ denotes the Laplacian on Rn, and V denotes multiplication by some
real-valued function on Rn, playing the role of the potential. In order to meet
the hypotheses of Assumption 3.1 one may require the following conditions on
the potential.

10We stress that under a certain scale separation the physical meaning of the limit in
Planck’s constant ~ → 0 in this context can be interpreted as the limit m → ∞, where m

denotes the mass of the quantum particle. Indeed, the limit ~ → 0 where ~ occurs as − ~
2

2m
in

front of the Laplacian at fixed mass (usually set to unity) of a general Schrödinger operator
can be equivalently obtained by sending m to infinity at fixed ~ [26].
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(V1) V is a real-valued smooth function on Rn.

(V2) infx∈Rn V (x) = minx∈Rn V (x) = c > −∞ .

(V3) e−tV ∈ L1(Rn) ∩ L∞(Rn) for t > 0.

By standard results it follows that the ensuing Schrödinger operator H~ is es-
sentially self-adjoint on C0(R

2) and the Schwartz space S (Rn) is included in
the domain of H~ [30].

Example 3.5. A main example of a potential satisfying the hypotheses 3.1 is
the function V (q) := (q − 1)2 on Rn describing

(i) a double well potential on R1, i.e. n = 1;

(ii) a Mexican hat potential on R2, with n = 2.
�

As a result of [34, Chapter 8], for h0(q, p) := p2+V (q) and β > 0 the bound

Tr[e−βH~ ] ≤
1

(2π~)n

∫

R2n

dnqdnpe−βh0(q,p) (3.11)

automatically holds. As a result of condition (V 3), the function e−βh0 ∈
L1(R2n) ∩ L∞(R2n) (β > 0), so that by Theorem 1.4 it follows that the right-
hand side of (3.11) is finite for each ~ > 0. Since e−βH~ is positive, we now may
conclude that e−βH~ is a trace-class operator. Therefore, Proposition 2.3 ap-
plies, so that the state ωβ

~
defined by (2.2) for the Hamiltonian H~ is the unique

β-KMS state for the one-parameter subgroup t 7→ αH~

t ∈ Aut(B∞(H)) gener-
ated by H~. In order to show that Proposition 3.3 applies it suffices to prove

Lemma 3.4 for H~. To this avail, since Ψ
(q,p)
~

∈ S (Rn) ⊂ D(H~) ((q, p) ∈ R2n)
is not difficult to see that (see e.g. [35])

ĥ~(q, p) = 〈Ψ
(q,p)
~

, H~Ψ
(q,p)
~

〉 = p2 +
n~

2
+ V (q).

Combining the above results and integrating over the phase space R2n with
respect to the measure dµ~(q, p) =

1
(2π~)n d

nqdnq (for c(~) = 1
(2π~)n ) yields the

inequality

1

(2π~)n

∫

R2n

dnqdnpe−β(p2+n~

2 +V (q)) ≤ Tr[e−βH~ ] ≤
1

(2π~)n

∫

R2n

dnpdnqe−βh0(q,p),

or equivalently
∫

R2n

dnqdnpe−β(p2+n~

2 +V (q)) ≤ (2π~)nTr[e−βH~ ] ≤

∫

R2n

dnpdnqe−βh0(q,p).

Since p2+ n~
2 +V (q) converges pointwise to p2+V (q) an application of dominated

convergence theorem now proves that

lim
~→0

∣
∣
∣
∣
(2π~)nTr[e−βH~ ]−

∫

R2n

dnqdnpe−βh0(q,p)

∣
∣
∣
∣
= 0,

which therefore shows the validity of Lemma 3.4.
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4 Mean-field theories

Mean-field theories (MFTs) play an important role as approximate models of
the more complex nearest neighbor interacting spin systems. Their relatively
simple structure allows for a detailed analysis of limit |Λ| → ∞, especially in
view of spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) and phase transitions.

Homogeneous mean-field quantum spin systems fall into the class of MFTs.
They are defined by a single-site Hilbert space Hx = H = Ck and local Hamil-
tonians of the type

H̃Λ = |Λ|h̃(T
(Λ)
0 , T

(Λ)
1 , · · ·, T

(Λ)
k2−1), (4.1)

where h̃ is a polynomial in k2 − 1 variables, and Λ ⊂ Zd denotes a finite lattice
on which H̃Λ is defined and |Λ| denotes the number of lattice points (see e.g.

[20, Chapter 10]). Here T0 = 1Mk(C), and the matrices (Ti)
k2−1
i=1 in Mk(C)

form a basis of the real vector space of traceless self-adjoint k× k matrices; the
latter may be identified with i times the Lie algebra su(k) of SU(k), so that
(T0, T1, ..., Tk2−1) is a basis of i times the Lie algebra u(k) of the unitary group
U(k) on Ck. The macroscopic average spin operators are now defined by

T (Λ)
µ =

1

|Λ|

∑

x∈Λ

Tµ(x), (µ = 0, · · · , k2 − 1). (4.2)

Here Tµ(x) stands for Ik ⊗ · · · ⊗ Tµ ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ik, where Tµ occupies slot x, and Ik
is the unit matrix on C

k.
It follows directly from the definition that such models are characterized by

the property that all spins interact with each other which implies that these
models are permutation-invariant and that the geometric configuration includ-
ing the dimension is irrelevant. In what follows we therefore consider homo-
geneous mean-field quantum spin chains. We will often leave out the term
“homogeneous” in the forthcoming discussion.

Example 4.1. The Lipkin-Meshkov-Glick Model, or simply the LMG model,
used to serve to describe phase transitions in atomic nuclei [23], but later it was
found that the LMG model is relevant in the study of many other quantum sys-
tems such as cavity quantum electrodynamics (cavity QED) and spontaneous
symmetry breaking (SSB) [28]. Its Hamiltonian describes a mean-field interac-
tion, and in the one-dimensional case, it is defined on a chain of matrix algebras
M2(C)

⊗N of length N = |Λ|,11

H̃LMG
1/N :C2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ C

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

N times

→ C
2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ C

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

N times

;

H̃LMG
1/N =

λ

N

(

(
∑

x∈Λ

σ1(x))
2 + γ(

∑

x∈Λ

σ2(x))
2

)

−B
∑

x∈Λ

σ3(x), (4.3)

11As homogeneous mean-field quantum Hamiltonians systems are related to the quantization
maps Q1/N defined through (B.11)–(B.12), we use the subscript 1/N rather than N or |Λ|.
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where λ, γ,B ∈ R are given constants defining the type of interaction, the
anisotropic in-plane coupling, and the external magnetic field along z direction,
respectively. Regarding (4.1) is it not difficult to see that

h̃LMG(T
(N)
0 , T

(N)
1 , T

(N)
2 , T

(N)
3 ) = λ(S2

1 + γS2
2)−BS3, (4.4)

with Sµ ≡ T
(N)
µ (µ = 1, 2, 3).

�

4.1 Mean-field quantum spin systems, symbols and strict

deformation quantization

The traditional way of studying the large limit of lattice sites N = |Λ| exists
under the name thermodynamic limit, that is, a rigorous formalism in whichN as
well as the volume V of the system at constant density N/V , are sent to infinity.
The limiting system constructed in the limit N = ∞ is typically identified
with quantum statistical mechanics in infinite volume. In this setting the so-
called quasi-local observables are studied: these give rise to a non-commutative
continuous bundles of C∗-algebras Aq over base space I12 defined by

I = {1/N |N ∈ N∗} ∪ {0} ≡ (1/N∗) ∪ {0}, (4.5)

with the topology inherited from [0, 1] and N∗ := 1, 2, 3, · · · ,. For finite N ,
the fibers A1/N at 1/N are given by the N -fold (projective) tensor product
of a unital C∗-algebra A (e.g. a matrix algebra) with itself, and A0, i.e. the
fiber at N = ∞ or equivalently at 1/N = 0, is given by the quasi-local algebra
(Appendix B).

This is not the whole story, since the limit N → ∞ may also describe the
relation between classical (spin) theories viewed as limits of quantum statistical
mechanics. In this case the quasi-symmetric (also called macroscopic) observ-
ables are studied and these induce a continuous bundle of C∗-algebras Ac which
is defined over the same base space I = 1/N∗∪{0}, with fibers at 1/N > 0 given
by the N−fold symmetric tensor powers of A with itself, but as opposed to the
quasi-local bundle, the C∗−algebra Aπ

0 at N = ∞ is commutative (Appendix
B). Indeed, it can be shown that Aπ

0
∼= C(S(A)), the C∗−algebra of continuous

functions over the algebraic state space of the single site algebra A.
It is precisely the latter interpretation of the limit N → ∞ that relates mean

field quantum spin systems to strict deformation quantization, since the ensuing
MF Hamiltonians correspond to quasi-symmetric sequences which in turn are
defined by quantization maps, at least when A assumes the form A = Mk(C)
as precisely occurs when dealing with spin systems [21] (Appendix B). To make
this precise we need to introduce the notion of a classical symbol, that is,

12The elements of I can be thought of “quantize” values of Planck’s constant ~ = 1/N upon
which the limit N → ∞ is formally the same as the limit ~ → 0.

21



generally speaking a function

h̃N :=

M∑

j=0

N−jh̃j +O(N−(M+1)), (4.6)

for some M ∈ N and where each h̃j is a real-valued function on the manifold

one considers. The first term h̃0 is called the principal symbol.
For mean-field theories on a lattice it is the commutative C∗-bundle with

fibers SN(AN ) (N > 0) and C(S(Mk(C))) (N = ∞) and associated quan-
tization maps Q1/N defined through equations (B.11)–(B.12) that relates the
corresponding quantum Hamiltonian to these symbols. The classical symbol
h̃N will be a polynomial on S(Mk(C)) and its image under the maps Q1/N

yields the scaled mean-field quantum Hamiltonian H̃1/N/N in question, i.e. h̃N
is said to be the classical symbol of H̃1/N [36]. By construction, H̃1/N/N is a
quasi-symmetric sequence in the sense of (B.8). We moreover stress that the
scaling factor is essential: it principally says that the mean-field Hamiltonian
is of order N , an essential property for the study of phase transitions in the
regime N → ∞. Furthermore, we will see below that the associated principal
symbol exactly plays the role of the polynomial h̃ defined in the very beginning
of Section 4.

Example 4.2 (Example 4.1 revisited). Let us go back to the example of the
LMG model. We first note that

H̃LMG
1/N ∈ Sym(M2(C)

⊗N ), (4.7)

where Sym(M2(C)
⊗N ) is the range of the symmetrizer introduced in Appendix

B, cf. (B.5). We scale the quantum LMG model with a global factor 1/N , and
we rewrite H̃LMG

1/N /N as

H̃LMG
1/N /N =

λ

N2

( N∑

i6=j, i,j=1

σ1(i)σ1(j) + γ

N∑

i6=j, i,j=1

σ2(i)σ2(j)

)

−
B

N

N∑

j=1

σ3(j) +O(1/N) =

λ

(

S2,N(σ1 ⊗ σ1) + γS2,N (σ2 ⊗ σ2)

)

−BS1,N(σ3) +O(1/N) =

Q1/N (h̃LMG
0 ) +O(1/N), (4.8)

where O(1/N) is meant in norm (i.e. the operator norm on M2(C)
⊗N ) and

the classical LMG Hamiltonian under the identification S(M2(C)) ∼= B3 =
{(x, y, z) | x2 + y2 + z2 ≤ 1} reads

h̃LMG
0 : B3 → R; (4.9)

h̃LMG
0 (x, y, z) = λ(x2 + γy2)−Bz. (4.10)

Therefore, the LMG model indeed defines a quasi-symmetric sequence according
to (B.8)). �
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4.2 The free energy in the regime of large particles

In the forthcoming discussion we focus on (local) Gibbs states induced by mean-
field quantum spin Hamiltonians H̃1/N . Our interest is the limit N = |Λ| → ∞
where, as before, N = |Λ| correspond to the number of lattice points.

Let us first recall some basics in the case of matrix algebras. Each operator
AN ∈ AN =

⊗

x∈ΛMk(C) induces the Gibbs state defined by (2.2), i.e. ωβ
N (·) =

Tr(e−βAN ·)

Tr(e−βAN )
. This is the unique KMS state (at inverse temperature β) on the

matrix algebra A
N for the Heisenberg dynamics implemented by AN . Here,

Tr ≡ TrN denotes the usual trace on HN =
⊗

x∈ΛHx.
From a different perspective, one can introduce the local internal energy of

any operator AN by

UN (AN , ωN ) = ωN (AN ), (4.11)

and the local entropy by

SN (ωN ) = −Tr(ρN log(ρN )), (4.12)

where we have identified ωN with ρN ∈ AN , i.e. the density matrix ρN uniquely
corresponds to the state ωN in S(AN ) via ωN(·) = Tr(ρN ·). Finally, the local
free energy at β ∈ (0,∞) is defined as

F β
N (AN , ωN) = UN (AN , ωN )−

1

β
SN (ωN ), (4.13)

Given a local Gibbs state ωβ
N(·) = Tr(e−βAN ·)

Tr(e−βAN )
on AN it can be shown that

F β
N (AN , ω

β
N ) = inf

ωN∈S(AN )
F β
N (AN , ωN ) = −

1

β
logTr(e−βAN ), (4.14)

and this infimum is uniquely attained for the local Gibbs state. Hence, the
unique β−KMS local Gibbs state is precisely the unique minimizer of the local
free energy. We write

F β
N (AN ) := inf

ωN∈S(AN )
F β
N (AN , ωN ). (4.15)

The above implies that in finite quantum systems nothing really happens. In
contrast, the behavior of the system in the limit of large particles (viz. lattice
sites) does allow for interesting physical phenomena, in particular when consid-
ering mean-field Hamiltonians H̃1/N . To see this, we recall these H̃1/N are de-

termined (via H̃1/N = NH1/N ) by the continuous-cross sections H = (H1/N )N
of the continuous bundle of C∗− algebras Ac (Appendix B). These sequences
(H1/N )N (and thus also (H̃1/N )N ) are in particular permutation invariant for
each N > 0, so that the induced Gibbs states are permutation invariant as well,
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i.e. ωβ
1/N ∈ Sπ(A1/N ) for each N > 0.13 By a standard Hahn-Banach argu-

ment we can extend the Gibbs states to states ω̂β
1/N ∈ S(A0).

14 In this way, we

obtain a sequence (ω̂β
1/N ) of states in S(A0) of which we can take a convergent

subsequence ω̂β
1/Nj

with limit ωβ
0 (with respect with the weak-∗ topology)

ωβ
0 := lim

j→∞
ω̂β
1/Nj

, (4.16)

which is necessarily permutation invariant. It follows that for a local sequences
(A1/N )N one has

ωβ
0 ([A1/N ]N ) = (ωβ

0 ◦ ϕM )(A1/M ) = lim
j→∞

(ω̂β
1/Nj

◦ ϕM )(A1/M )

= lim
j→∞

(ω̂β
1/Nj

◦ ϕNj )(ϕM
Nj
A1/M ) = lim

j→∞
(ωβ

1/Nj
◦ ϕM

Nj
)(A1/M ), (4.17)

where ϕM (A1/M ) → [A1/M ⊗ IN−M ]N is the canonical embedding A1/N 7→ A0

(cf. (B.2)), and ωβ
1/Nj

= ω̂β
1/Nj

◦ ϕNj . By the celebrated quantum De Finetti

Theorem the permutation invariant state ωβ
0 assumes the form

ωβ
0 =

∫

S(Mk(C))

dµβ
0 (ω

′)(ω′)⊗∞, (4.18)

for a unique probability measure µβ
0 on S(Mk(C)), where for ω′ ∈ S(Mk(C))

the state (ω′)⊗∞ on A0 denotes the associated product state, which is clearly
permutation invariant.

In order to extend the notions of free energy to the infinite system, we con-
sider a (not necessarily permutation-invariant) state ω on the quasi-local algebra
A0. The restriction of ω to A1/N with respect to the canonical embedding will
be denoted by ω|1/N . We furthermore assume the local algebras to be matrix
algebras, so that as before

ω|1/N (A1/N ) = TrN (ρ|1/NA1/N ), (A1/N ∈ A1/N ) (4.19)

where ρ|1/N ∈ B(HN ) is the corresponding density operator. We occasionally
adapt the notation ρω to indicate the dependence on the state ω. For a quasi-
symmetric sequence H = (H1/N )N and ensuing Hamiltonian H̃1/N := NH1/N

we define the densities

13In what follows we will often use the subscript 1/N and notations A1/N = AN and
A0 = [A]∞ defined in (B.4) to indicate the correspondence between finite (quantum) and
infinite (classical) theory via the notion of continuous bundle of C∗−algebras over base space
I, cf. (4.5).

14Despite the fact that each limit point ω0 of the local Gibbs state is permutation-invariant,
i.e. an element of Sπ(A0) = {ω0 ∈ S(A0) | ω0 ◦ ϕM ∈ Sπ(AM ), ∀M ∈ N} (see (B.5) for the

definition), it is not necessarily true that at fixed N the extended state ω̂β
1/N

is in Sπ(A0).
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- mean-field internal energy U(H̃, ω) = limN→∞
1
N ω|1/N (H̃1/N )

- mean-field entropy S(ω) = limN→∞ − 1
N trN (ρω|1/N log (ρω|1/N ))

- mean-field free energy F β(H̃, ω) = U(H̃, ω)− 1
βS(ω),

providing the corresponding weak-∗ limits exist. The following result is proved
in the case of permutation invariant states.

Proposition 4.3. For all permutation invariant states ω on the quasi-local
algebra A0 and all quasi-symmetric sequences H = (H1/N )N , the above limits
exist and define weak-∗ continuous and affine functionals on S(C(S(Mk(C)))).

Proof. Let us first make the following observation. For product states ω⊗N and
a local sequence (A1/N )N (the quasi-local case follows from this) defined as in
(B.2), the following limit

lim
N→∞

ω⊗N (A1/N ) =: a0(ω), (4.20)

exists and defines a continuous function a0 ∈ C(S(Mk(C))). Since the product
state is permutation-invariant, the same function is obtained by considering its
symmetrized form A1/N := SN (A1/N ) (again, the result applies to the quasi-
symmetric case as well).

By the hypothesis the state ω ∈ S(A0) is permutation invariant and thus
assumes the form (4.18). The above observation (4.20) implies that, for any
quasi-local sequence (A1/N )N one may view ω as a state on C(S(Mk(C))), in
that

ω(a0) :=

∫

S(Mk(C))

dµω(ω
′)a0(ω

′). (4.21)

To prove the theorem we take H = (H1/N ) to be a symmetric sequence, so that
H1/N = SM,N (a1/M ) for some M whenever N ≥M . Then

U(H̃, ω) = lim
N→∞

1

N
ω|1/N (H̃1/N ) = ω|1/M (H1/M ) = ω(h0), (4.22)

where ω(h0) defined through (4.21). For the entropy a similar computation [15]
shows that

S(ω) = lim
N→∞

−
1

N
trN (ρω|1/N log (ρω|1/N )) = −

∫

S(Mk(C))

dµω(ω
′)Tr(ρω

′

log ρω
′

),

(4.23)

with ρω
′

∈Mk(C) the density matrix associated to the state ω′ ∈ S(Mk(C)). In
a similar fashion, for each ω ∈ S(Mk(C)) we can define s0(ω) := −Tr(ρω log ρω).
Clearly s0 ∈ C(S(Mk(C))), so that equation (4.23) becomes

lim
N→∞

−
1

N
trN (ρω|1/N log (ρω|1/N )) = ω(s0). (4.24)
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Hence,

F β(H̃, ω) := ω(h0)−
1

β
ω(s0), (ω ∈ S(C(S(Mk(C))))), (4.25)

or, similarly

F β(H̃, ω) =

∫

S(Mk(C))

dµω(ω
′)

(

h0(ω
′)−

1

β
s0(ω

′)

)

. (4.26)

The fact that the limits define weak-∗ continuous and affine functionals on
Sπ(A0) is standard, as explained e.g. in [15, Prop 3.2]. To conclude, we observe
that Sπ(A0), the convex set of permutation-invariant states on the algebra of
equivalence classes of quasi-local sequences, is isomorphic to S(Aπ

0 ), i.e. the
state space of the algebra of equivalence classes of quasi-symmetric sequences.
As explained in Appendix B, the algebra Aπ

0 is isomorphic to C(S(Mk(C))).
This completes the proof.

We have the following result for the mean-field free energy applied to Gibbs
states.

Theorem 4.4. Let β be a fixed inverse temperature and let H = (H1/N )N be
a continuous cross-section of the continuous bundle of C∗−algebras defined by
Ac (cf. Appendix B). Writing H̃1/N = NH1/N , one has

1

N
F β
1/N (H̃1/N ) → F β(H̃) when N → ∞, (4.27)

where

F β(H̃) = inf
ω∈S(C(S(Mk(C)))

F β(H̃, ω) = inf
ρ∈S(Mk(C))

F β(H̃, δρ), (4.28)

the function F β(H̃, ·) defined by (4.25) and δρ denotes the state given by point
evaluation (i.e. δρ(f) = f(ρ)).

Remark 4.5. In view of Theorem 4.4 we can extract a subsequence of the Gibbs
state converging to a probability measure supported on the set of minizers of
F β(H̃, ·). In the case of a unique minimizer we obtain convergence for the whole
sequence. �

Proof of Proposition 4.4. Let us first prove the first equality in (4.28). For sim-
plicity we take the continuous-cross section (H1/N )N to be symmetric (for the
quasi-symmetric case the result does not change due to the uniform topology in
which these sequences are approximated by a symmetric one). An upper bound
for the mean-field free energy is obtained as follows. Given ω ∈ S(Mk(C)) we
clearly have

1

N
F β
1/N (H̃1/N ) ≤

1

N
F β
1/N (H̃1/N , ω

⊗N). (4.29)
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Applying the limsup to the above inequality yields

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
F β
1/N (H̃1/N ) ≤ F β(H̃, ω⊗∞), (4.30)

where we have used Proposition 4.3 applied to the permutation-invariant state
ω⊗∞. In particular,

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
F β
1/N (H̃1/N ) ≤ F β(H̃). (4.31)

For the lower bound we proceed in a similar way as in Proposition 4.3 considering
a fixed convergent subsequence ωβ

1/Nj
⊂ ωβ

1/N of the ensuing Gibbs state induced

by H̃1/N as explained in the text around (4.16). It follows that

lim
j→∞

1

Nj
ωβ
1/Nj

(H̃1/Nj
) =

∫

S(Mk(C))

dµβ
0 (ω

′)h0(ω
′) = ωβ

0 (h0), (4.32)

where ωβ
0 is the relevant limit point and h0 is defined through (4.20). In order

to estimate the (minus) entropy term we use the sub-additivity property

Tr[ρβ1/Nj
log ρβ1/Nj

] ≥

⌊
Nj

n

⌋

Tr[ρ
(n)
1/Nj

log ρ
(n)
1/Nj

] + Tr[ρ
(Nj−n

⌊

Nj
n

⌋

)

1/Nj
log ρ

(Nj−n
⌊

Nj
n

⌋

)

1/Nj
],

(4.33)

with ⌊x⌋ the floor function and ρ
(n)
1/Nj

is the nth−particle reduced density matrix

associated with H̃1/Nj
.15 For any density matrix σ ∈ Mk(C), we can estimate

the second term in (4.33) in the following manner

Tr

[

ρ
(Nj−n

⌊

Nj
n

⌋

)

1/Nj
log ρ

(Nj−n
⌊

Nj
n

⌋

)

1/Nj

]

= Tr

[

ρ
(Nj−n

⌊

Nj
n

⌋

)

1/Nj

(

log ρ
(Nj−n

⌊

Nj
n )

⌋

1/Nj
− log σ

⊗(Nj−n
⌊

Nj
n

⌋

)
)]

+ Tr

[

ρ
(Nj−n

⌊

Nj
n

⌋

)

1/Nj
log σ

⊗(Nj−n
⌊

Nj
n

⌋

)
]

≥

(

Nj − n

⌊
Nj

n

⌋)

Tr

[

ρ
(1)
1/Nj

log σ

]

, (4.34)

using the basic properties of the partial trace and the fact that for any density
matrices σ1, σ2

Tr[σ1(log σ1 − log σ2)] ≥ 0, (4.35)

15Here we have omitted the very unreadable superscript β in ρ
β,(n)
1/Nj

.
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as a result of Klein’s inequality. If we take σ to be a density matrix of the form

ea/T r[ea] where a ≥ 0, it follows that Tr

[

ρ
(1)
1/Nj

log σ

]

is bounded from below

independently of N . Consequently,

lim inf
j→∞

1

Nj
Tr[ρβ1/Nj

log ρβ1/Nj
] ≥

1

n
Tr[ρ

(n)
0 log ρ

(n)
0 ], (4.36)

for all n ∈ N. By a similar argument as in the proof in Proposition 4.3 we obtain

lim inf
n→∞

−
1

n
Tr[ρ

(n)
0 log ρ

(n)
0 ] =

∫

S(Mk(C))

Tr(ρω
′

log ρω
′

)dµβ
0 (ω

′) = ωβ
0 (s0),

(4.37)

where s0 is defined in Proposition 4.3. In view of (4.32)–(4.37) it now follows
that

lim inf
j→∞

1

Nj
F β
1/Nj

(H̃1/Nj
) ≥

∫

S(Mk(C))

dµβ
0 (ω

′)

(

h0(ω
′) +

1

β
Tr(ρω

′

log ρω
′

)

)

= F β(H̃, ωβ
0 ).

This and the already obtained upper bound (4.31) in particular show that

lim
j→∞

1

Nj
F β
1/Nj

(H̃1/Nj
) = F β(H̃). (4.38)

Moreover, it may be clear that (4.38) holds for any convergent subsequence.
Hence,

lim
N→∞

1

N
F β
1/N (H̃1/N , ω

β
1/N ) = F β(H̃).

This proves the first equality of (4.28).
For the second equality in (4.28) we observe that the infimum of F β(H̃, ·)

is attained in the extreme boundary of S(C(S(Mk(C)))) as a result of Bauer
minimum principle, which is applicable since F β(H̃, ·) is weak-∗ continuous
and affine. The proof is concluded by observing that ∂eS(C(S(Mk(C)))) ∼=
S(Mk(C)), under the isomorphism δρ(f) = f(ρ).

Remark 4.6. The mean-field free energy functional, hence well-defined for all
permutation invariant states on the quasi-local algebra, can therefore be recasted
as functional on S(Mk(C)). Since S(Mk(C)) admits a Poisson structure [21] this
perfectly resembles the idea of the classical limit introduced in §1.3. �

To conclude this section we stress that the minimizers ρ of the mean-field
free energy functional obtained by Theorem 4.4 are solutions of the so-called
Gap-equation [12]

ρ(A) =
Tr(e−βH̃eff (ρ)A)

Tr(e−βH̃eff (ρ))
, (A ∈Mk(C)), (4.39)
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where H̃eff is the effective one-particle Hamiltonian which depends on ρ. Hence,
each minimizer corresponds to a Gibbs state. Of course, each of them satisfies
the KMS condition on Mk(C), but for an a priori different ρ−dependent dy-
namics.16 This is somewhat unsatisfactory in the algebraic formulation of phase
transitions for these models where one usually wishes to investigate the presence
of multiple KMS states for a given dynamics. A correct characterization of a
“classical” KMS condition on S(Mk(C)) therefore remains to be settled.

4.3 The classical limit of Gibbs states induced by mean-

field theories

We discuss the existence of the classical limit of the Gibbs state associated to a
general mean-field quantum spin Hamiltonian. As opposed to Section 3 where
the classical limit corresponded to the unique Gibbs state satisfying the classical
KMS condition (Proposition 3.3), the classical limit of the Gibbs state associated
with a mean-field Hamiltonian may not even exist. To illustrate this we make the
following observations. Consider two continuous cross-sections H = (H1/N )N
and A = (A1/N )N of the continuous C∗−bundle Ac (cf. Appendix B), fix a
real parameter t and consider the sum H + tA. As seen before the following
mean-field free energy

F β(H̃, ω, t) := U(H̃ + tÃ, ω)−
1

β
S(ω) = U(H̃, ω) + tU(Ã, ω)−

1

β
S(ω),

exists for permutation invariant states as a result of Proposition 4.3. For any
fixed t ∈ R it can be shown that the set of minimizers of F β(H̃, ·, t) is non-empty.

We now recall the following fact. For a concave, continuous function G over
a normed space X , an element rx ∈ X∗ is said to be a tangent functional to the
graph of G at x if

G(x+ ξ) ≤ G(x) + rx(ξ) (4.40)

for all ξ ∈ X . Moreover, there is a unique tangent functional to the graph of G at
x, if and only if G is differentiable at x and in this case the tangent functional
is the derivative of G at x. Thus, differentiability of G at x is equivalent to
uniqueness of the tangent functional at x.

The idea is to apply this to the mean-field free energy functional F β(H̃, t) :=
infω{F

β(H̃, ω, t). We have the following result.

Lemma 4.7. The function t 7→ F β(H̃, t) := infω{F
β(H̃, ω, t)} is concave and

continuous.

Proof. These are mainly standard arguments based on the affinity of the map
t 7→ F β(H̃, ω, t). Let R(t) = F β(H̃, t). Given α ∈ [0, 1] and t, s ∈ R we may

16This relies on the fact that due to the long-range interactions inherent to mean-field
models, no global (uniform) dynamics can be defined.
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thus estimate

R(αt+ (1− α)s) ≥ α inf
ω
{F β(H̃, ω, t)}+ (1− α) inf

ω
{F β(H̃, ω, s)}

= αR(t) + (1− α)R(s). (4.41)

Hence, R is concave. Continuity of R(t) again follows from standard arguments
and the fact that S(Mk(C)) is compact.

In view the previous discussion differentiability of R would be equivalent to
uniqueness of the tangent functional associated to the graph of R at t. We see
below that this condition is sufficient for the existence of the classical limit of
the Gibbs state.

To this avail, we let H = (H1/N )N be a continuous cross-section of the
C∗−bundle Ac, and consider the Gibbs state induced by the local Hamiltonians
H̃1/N = NH1/N . The idea is to evaluate this state on those A1/N for which
A = (A1/N )N is a continuous cross-section of the same bundle Ac. In view of
the proof of Proposition 3.3 for a real parameter t ∈ R we obtain the following
inequalities

log (Tr[e−β(H̃1/N)])− log (Tr[e−β(H̃1/N−tÃ1/N )])

βNt
≥ ωβ

1/N (A1/N )

≥
log (Tr[e−β(H̃1/N+tÃ1/N )])− log (Tr[e−β(H̃1/N )])

βNt
, (4.42)

where Ã1/N = NA1/N . Analogous to (4.14), for t > 0 the local free energy

associated to H̃1/N + tÃ1/N assumes the form

F β
1/N (H̃1/N , t) = −

1

β
log (Tr[e−β(H̃1/N+tÃ1/N )]), (4.43)

so that (4.42) reads

1
NF

β
1/N (H̃1/N , 0)−

1
N F

β
1/N (H̃1/N ,−t)

t
≥ ωβ

1/N (A1/N ) ≥

1
NF

β
1/N (H̃1/N , t)−

1
NF

β
1/N (H̃1/N , 0)

t
.

By Theorem 4.4 it follows that

lim sup
N→∞

ωβ
1/N (A1/N ) ≤

F β(H̃, 0)− F β(H̃,−t)

t
;

lim inf
N→∞

ωβ
1/N (A1/N ) ≥

F β(H̃, t)− F β(H̃, 0)

t
.
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Moreover, since F β(H̃, t) is concave in t the left and right derivative both exist

F β
− := lim

t→0+

F β(H̃, 0)− F β(H̃,−t)

t
;

F β
+ := lim

t→0+

F β(H̃, t)− F (H̃, 0)

t
.

If they are equal the function F β(H̃, ·) is differentiable at t = 0 and one finds
d
dt |t=0F

β(H̃, t) = limN→∞ ωβ
1/N (A1/N ) (cf. Thm. 3.3), which for macroscopic

observables is defined by (4.21).17 Of course, if the the minimizer for the mean-
field free energy is unique then it is clear that the classical limit exists, but this
in general does not hold. In any case, the following result is automatic due to
the above comments.

Corollary 4.8. The classical limit of the sequence of local Gibbs states exists
(cf. (1.11)) if the mean-field free energy R ∋ t 7→ F β(H̃, t) is differentiable at
t = 0. �

In more complex physical situations, the classical limit typically does not
exist. Nevertheless, we have seen in Theorem 4.4 that in such a cases one is
still allowed to study the possible weak-∗ limit points of the sequence of Gibbs
states.

Remark 4.9. We would like to point out to the reader that the main difference
with the proof of Prop. 2.3 is a different scaling in the free energy, which is due to
the fact that a one-particle system is considered there. In that case, the analog of
the limiting free energy is just the function (3.8), which is obviously differentiable
and therefore ensures the existence of the classical limit of the relevant Gibbs
state. For mean-field quantum spin systems, the scaling is different due to the
many-body character; the pertinent mean-field free energy is not necessarily
differentiable anymore as a function of t. Consequently, the limiting Gibbs
state may not exist. In addition, no coherent state are available on a Poisson
manifold. Therefore, the conditions of Assumption 3.1 do not apply to mean-
field systems, despite that fact both the upper and lower symbols will still
converge to the principal symbol, which is always a polynomial in k2 − 1 real
variables. �

4.4 Mean-field models with symmetry

In this section we examine another special class of local Gibbs states and study
the possible convergence to some probability measure on S(Mk(C)). More
specifically, we consider mean-field theories for which there is an additional
symmetry implemented by a Lie group G (assumed to be compact or discrete).
In other words, we assume the existence of a group action on the manifold

17Notice that the same statement is true for quasi-local sequences A = (A1/N )N , as the
local Gibbs state is permutation-invariant for each N , and so are its limit points.
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S(Mk(C)). For any g ∈ G we denote the pullback of the action of G on func-
tions f : S(Mk(C)) → C by ζg, i.e

ζg(f)(x1, · · · , xk2−1) = f(g−1 · (x1, · · · , xk2−1)). (4.44)

Now, if the associated principal symbol h̃0 is invariant under the induced G
action defined by (4.44), it can be shown that there is a unitary representation
g 7→ Ug such that

h̃0(T0, T1, · · ·, Tk2−1) = h̃0(T0, UgT1U
∗
g , · · ·, UgTk2−1U

∗
g ), (4.45)

and hence the sequence of local mean-field Hamiltonians is G-invariant, and as
seen before, this transfers to the ensuing local Gibbs state and each possible
limit point. We have the following result on Gibbs states which once again
encompasses the interplay between the quantization map and the classical limit.

Proposition 4.10. Let H̃1/N define a homogeneous mean-field theory with com-

pact or discrete Lie group G such that its principal symbol h̃0 is G−invariant
under the map (4.44). Then each limit point of the ensuing sequence (ωβ

1/N )N

of local Gibbs states gives a G-invariant probability measure µβ
0 whose support

is concentrated on some G-orbit in S(Mk(C)). If there is only one such orbit,
the classical limit exists, in that

lim
N→∞

∣
∣
∣
∣
ωβ
1/N (Q1/N (f))− ωβ

0 (f)

∣
∣
∣
∣
= 0, (f ∈ C(S(Mk(C))), (4.46)

where ωβ
0 ∈ S(C(S(Mk(C)))) is identified with the unique G-invariant probabil-

ity measure µβ
0 and Q1/N denotes the quantization map defined through (B.11)–

(B.12).

The proof is a direct consequence of [15, Prop 2.9] combined with the pre-
vious results and is therefore omitted.

4.5 The classical limit in the limit of large spin quantum

number

In the final part we discuss the classical limit for local Gibbs states in the
regime of large spin quantum number. To this avail the relevant manifold is the
two-sphere S2 which can be shown to admit a coherent pure state quantization
(cf. Appendix A.2) with ensuing Berezin quantization maps defined by (A.5),
satisfying the conditions of a strict deformation quantization in the sense of
Definition 1.1 as well. The pertinent Hilbert space HN has dimension N + 1.
Due to the uniform boundedness in N the limit of large number of particles
is physically not that interesting. In the same spirit as for mean-field theories
the idea is to scale the sections with a factor N and to consider the ensuing
operators H̃1/N := NH1/N . To see what these physically represent we make the
following observation.
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The Hilbert space HN can be realized as the symmetrized tensor product
of

⊗N
C2 used to describe permutation invariant systems of N qubits. This

is however not the only interpretation as already noticed by E. Majorana [24].
Indeed, he observed that a permutation invariant system of N qubits can be
identified with an arbitrary pure quantum state of dimension 2J , where J is the
spin quantum number defined by J := N/2. Therefore, the limit N → ∞
may also be interpreted as a classical limit in the spin quantum number J of a
single quantum spin system. It is the latter understanding which gives physical
significance to the operators H̃1/N . Indeed, by a result obtained by Lieb [22] one
has a correspondence between operators A on CN+1 and continuous functions
f ∈ C(S2) (upper symbols) such that A = QB

1/N (f). In the particular case
where A denotes a quantum spin operator, the functions f can be determined
(see Table 1 below). From this table one directly observes that, analogous

Spin operator f(θ, φ)

S3
1
2 (N + 2) cos (θ)

S1
1
2 (N + 2) sin (θ) cos (φ)

S2
1
2 (N + 2) sin (θ) sin (φ)

Table 1: Quantum spin operators on CN+1 and their corresponding upper sym-
bols G in spherical coordinates (θ ∈ (0, π), φ ∈ (0, 2π)).

to the mean-field Hamiltonians, the spin operators Sµ (µ = 1, 2, 3) become
unbounded as N → ∞. It is furthermore clear that the scaled operators 1

N Sµ

are asymptotically norm-equivalent to the operators QB
1/N (xµ), where the xµ

denote the standard coordinates on the sphere. Inspired by this idea we obtain
the following result on the classical limit in the regime of large spin quantum
numbers.

Proposition 4.11. Let H = (H1/N )N be a continuous cross-section of the

continuous bundle of C∗−algebras defined in Appendix A.2. Consider H̃1/N =
NH1/N . Then, there is a h0 ∈ C(S2) such that

1

N
F β
1/N (H̃1/N ) → inf

Ω∈S2
h0(Ω), when N → ∞. (4.47)

Proof. By definition of the continuous bundle there is a h0 ∈ C(S2) such that
H1/N satisfies

||H1/N −QB
1/N (h0)||N → 0, when N → ∞, (4.48)

where QB
1/N is defined by (A.5). To prove the proposition, a simple estimation

shows that it suffices to prove the statement for NQB
1/N (h0). Working with this

operator we first use Berezin-Lieb’s inequality and obtain

(N + 1)

4π

∫

S2

dµL(Ω)e
−Nβ〈ΨΩ

N ,QB
1/N (h0)Ψ

Ω
N 〉 ≤ Tr[e−βNQB

1/N (h0)] ≤ Tr[QB
1/N (e−βNh0)].
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This implies that

−
1

Nβ
log

(
N + 1

4π

∫

S2

e−βNh0(Ω)dµL(Ω)

)

≤
1

N
F β
1/N (NQB

1/N (h0))

≤ −
1

Nβ
log

(
N + 1

4π

∫

S2

dµL(Ω)e
−Nβ〈ΨΩ

N ,QB
1/N (h0)Ψ

Ω
N 〉

)

(4.49)

where we have applied (1.9) Since Ω 7→ 〈ΨΩ
N , Q

B
1/N (h0)Ψ

Ω
N 〉 converges to Ω 7→

h0(Ω) uniformly,18 it follows from Varadhan’s Theorem that 1
N F

β
1/N (NQB

1/N (h0))

converges to infΩ∈S2 h0(Ω). This concludes the proof of the proposition.

A Canonical examples of coherent pure state

quantizations

A.1 Coherent pure state quantization of R2n

We consider the manifold R2n with symplectic structure
∑n

k=1 dpk ∧ dqk. It is
well-know that this manifold admits a strict deformation quantization in the
sense of Definition 1.1. Additionally, it turns out that this manifold admits a
coherent pure state quantization as well. We hereto recall a result in [19, II.
Prop 2.3.1].

Theorem A.1 (II. Prop. 2.3.1). Let I = [0,∞) and H~ = L2(Rn, dx) for each
~ > 0. Denote by µL the Liouville measure on R2n which coincides with the
standard 2n-dimensional Lebesgue measure dnqdnp. For any (p, q) ∈ R

2n define

a unit vector Ψ
(q,p)
~

∈ H~ by

Ψ
(q,p)
~

(x) := (π~)−n/4e−
i
2p·q/~eip·x/~e−(x−q)2/2~ , (x ∈ R

n) , ~ > 0. (A.1)

Denote the projection of Ψ
(q,p)
~

∈ SH to PH by ψ
(q,p)
~

. Then the choices,

q~(p, q) = ψ
(q,p)
~

; (A.2)

c(~) =
1

(2π~)n
, (A.3)

so that dµ~(p, q) =
dnpdnq
(2π~)n , yield a coherent pure state quantization of (R2n,

∑n
k=1 dpk∧

dqk). The unit vectors Ψ
(q,p)
~

are called Schrödinger coherent states. For
f ∈ L∞(R2n) the Berezin quantization map QB

~
(f) then reads

QB
~ (f) =

1

(2π~)n

∫

R2n

dnqdnpf(q, p)|Ψ
(q,p)
~

〉〈Ψ
(q,p)
~

|, (A.4)

where |Ψ
(q,p)
~

〉〈Ψ
(q,p)
~

| is the one-dimensional projection onto the subspace spanned

by Ψ
(q,p)
~

∈ H~. �

18This is not difficult to see using the explicit form of the coherent spin states defined
through (A.6)–(A.7).
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Furthermore, for each ~ > 0 the map QB
~

: C0(R
2) → B∞(L2(Rn)) is a

surjection.

A.2 Coherent pure state quantization of S2

In this section we focus on the symplectic manifold (S2, sin θdθ ∧ dφ) where
θ ∈ (0, π) and φ ∈ (0, 2π). The existence of a strict deformation quantization
has been shown in [20, Thm. 8.1]. Also now a coherent pure state quantization
can be constructed. For f ∈ C(S2) the Berezin quantization map is defined by

QB
1/N (f) :=

N + 1

4π

∫

S2

dΩf(Ω)|ΨΩ
N 〉〈ΨΩ

N | ∈ B(SymN(C2)), (A.5)

where dΩ indicates the unique SO(3)-invariant Haar measure on S2 with
∫

S2 dΩ =

4π, B(SymN (C2)) denotes the algebra of bounded operators on the symmetrized

tensor product SymN (C2) ⊂
⊗N

n=1 C
2, and ΨΩ

N are the spin coherent states

constructed in the following manner. The vector space of the N -fold symmetric
tensor product on C2, i.e. SymN (C2) ⊂

⊗N
n=1 C

2 has dimension equal to N+1.
Using the bra-ket notation, let | ↑〉, | ↓〉 be the eigenvectors of σ3 in C2, so that
σ3|↑〉 = |↑〉 and σ3|↓〉 = −|↓〉, and where Ω ∈ S2, with polar angles θΩ ∈ (0, π),
φΩ ∈ (−π, π), we then define the unit vector

|Ω〉1 = cos
θΩ
2
|↑〉+ eiφΩ sin

θΩ
2
|↓〉. (A.6)

If N ∈ N, the associated N-coherent spin state ΨΩ
N := |Ω〉N ∈ SymN (C2),

equipped with the usual scalar product 〈·, ·〉N inherited from (C2)N , is defined
as follows [29]:

|Ω〉N = |Ω〉1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |Ω〉1
︸ ︷︷ ︸

N times

. (A.7)

The result stated in the following proposition provides a coherent pure state
quantization of S2.

Proposition A.2. Let I = (1/N∗)∪{0} (with the topology inherited from [0, 1]),
where N∗ = 1, 2, 3, · · · , ~ = 1/N (N ∈ N∗). Define H~ = SymN (C2). Denote
by µL the Liouville measure on S2 which coincides with the spherical measure
sin θdθdφ (θ ∈ (0, π) φ ∈ (0, 2π)). For any Ω := (θ, φ) ∈ S2 define a unit vector
ΨΩ

N ∈ H~ by (A.7). Denote the projection of ΨΩ
N ∈ SH~ to PH~ by ψΩ

N . Then
the choices,

q~(Ω) = ψΩ
N ; (A.8)

c(~) = (N + 1)/4π; (A.9)

so that µ1/N (θ, φ) = N+1
4π sin θdθdφ yield a coherent pure state quantization of

S2 on I. For f ∈ C(S2) the associated Berezin quantization maps QB
1/N (f) is

defined by A.5. �
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Moreover, as a result of [27] the maps (A.5) define a surjection of C(S2)
onto B(SymN (C2)) ∼=MN+1(C), the complex vector space of (N +1)× (N +1)
matrices.

Finally, it can be shown that this family of Berezin quantization maps gen-
erates a continuous bundle of C∗−algebras whose continuous cross-sections are
given by all sequences (H1/N ) for which H1/N ∈ B(SymN (C2)) and h0 ∈ C(S2),
and the sequence satisfies the following norm asymptotic equivalence property
[20, Thm. 8.1]

lim
N→∞

||H1/N −QB
1/N (h0)|| = 0. (A.10)

B Quasi-locality, quasi-symmetric sequences and

strict deformation quantization

We consider the standard C∗-inductive system over the projective tensor prod-
uct over I := 1/N∗ ∪ {0}. For this purpose, we take any unital C∗-algebra A

and set

A1/N :=

{

A
N N ∈ N;

[A]∞ N = ∞,
(B.1)

where AN := A⊗N denoted the projective tensor product of A with itself. The
C∗−algebra [A]∞ in turn is constructed in terms of the standard embedding
maps ϕM

N : AM →֒ AN with N ≥M defining local sequences

ϕM
N : AM ∋ AM 7→ AM ⊗ IN−M ∈ A

N , (B.2)

whose notion extends to quasi-local sequences (see [5, 7, 8]). More precisely, the
space [A]∞ is defined by the quotient

[A]∞ := {(A1/N )N | (A1/N )N quasi-local sequence}/ ∼, (B.3)

where (A1/N ) ∼ (A′
1/N ) if and only if limN→∞ ||A1/N − A′

1/N || = 0. Elements

of [A]∞ are therefore equivalence classes, and the ensuing norm is given by

||[A1/N ]N || := lim
N→∞

||A1/N ||,

so that [A]∞ is the completion of the space of these equivalence classes in this
norm, dubbed quasi-local algebra. Additionally, the fibers A1/N and A0 can be
shown to constitute a continuous bundle of C∗- algebras Aq over the base space
I = {0}∪1/N∗ ⊂ [0, 1] (with relative topology, so that (1/N) → 0 as N → ∞).19

The corresponding continuous cross-sections are the quasi-local sequences.

19The superscript q occurring in Aq indicates that this continuous bundle of C∗-algebras
corresponds to a non-commutative C∗-algebra of observables used to describe the thermody-
namic limit.
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We now extend the previous construction to the case of additional permuta-
tion symmetry. We set

Aπ
1/N :=

{

SN (AN ) N ∈ N;

[A]∞π N = ∞,
(B.4)

where SN is the symmetrization operator defined by continuous and linear
extension on elementary tensors

SN(A1 ⊗ . . .⊗AN ) :=
1

N !

∑

π

Aπ(1) ⊗ · · ·Aπ(N) , (B.5)

where the summation is over the elements π in the permutation group of order
N !. The space [A]∞π is defined in a similar was as before, that is, by the quotient
(B.3), where in this case “quasi-local sequences” is replaced by quasi-symmetric
sequences. To construct these we need to generalize the definition of SN . For
N ≥ M define a bounded operator SM,N : AM → AN , defined by linear and
continuous extension of

SM,N (A) = SN (A⊗ I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I
︸ ︷︷ ︸

N−Mtimes

), A ∈ A
M . (B.6)

Clearly, SN,N = SN . Now, a sequence (A1/N )N∈N is called symmetric if there
exist M ∈ N and A1/M ∈ A⊗M such that

A1/N = SM,N (A1/M ) for all N ≥M, (B.7)

and quasi-symmetric if A1/N = SN (A1/N ) if N ∈ N, and for every ǫ > 0,
there is a symmetric sequence (A′

1/N )N∈N as well as M ∈ N (both depending

on ǫ) such that

‖A1/N −A′
1/N‖ < ǫ for all N > M. (B.8)

Furthermore, for any quasi-symmetric sequence the following limit exists

a0(ω) = lim
N→∞

ωN (A1/N ), (B.9)

where ω ∈ S(A), and ωN = ω ⊗ · · · ⊗ ω
︸ ︷︷ ︸

N times

∈ S(A⊗N) is the unique (norm) contin-

uous linear extension of the following map that is defined on elementary tensors

ωN (A1 ⊗ · · · ⊗AN ) = ω(A1) · · · ω(AN ). (B.10)

The limit in (B.9) defines a function in C(S(A)) provided that (A1/N )N∈N is
quasi-symmetric, otherwise it may not exist.

In fact, a non-trivial result shows that [A]∞π is commutative and isomorphic
to C(S(A)), i.e. the C∗−algebra of continuous functions on the state space of
A. Also in this case we have a continuous bundle of C∗−algebras Ac over the
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same base space I = {0}∪1/N∗ ⊂ [0, 1], but as opposed to the previous bundle,
the C∗− algebra at N = ∞ satisfies [A]∞π

∼= C(S(A)).20 The continuous cross
sections of the bundle are the quasi -symmetric or macroscopic sequences.

It turns out that the C∗-bundle Ac relates to a strict deformation quantization
the state space S(A) in the case that A =Mk(C) [21]. Indeed, Xk := S(Mk(C))
is shown to admit a canonical Poisson structure. The quantization maps Q1/N

to be defined on a dense Poisson algebra Ãπ
0 ⊂ Aπ

0 := C(S(Mk(C))) are de-
fined as follows. First, our Poisson subalgebra Ãπ

0 is made of the restrictions to

S(Mk(C)) of polynomials in k2 − 1 coordinates of Rk2−1. As each elementary
symmetrized tensor of the form Tj1 ⊗s · · · ⊗s TjL (where iT1, . . . , iTk2−1 form
a basis of the Lie algebra of SU(k)) may be uniquely identified with a mono-
mial pL of degree L, one is allowed to define the quantization map Q1/N . More
precisely, if

pL(x1, . . . , xk2−1) = xj1 · · ·xjL where j1, . . . , jL ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k2 − 1},

the quantization maps Q1/N : Ãπ
0 ⊂ Aπ

0 → SN(Mk(C)
N ) act as

Q1/N (pL) =

{

SL,N(Tj1 ⊗s · · · ⊗s TjL), if N ≥ L

0, if N < L,
(B.11)

Q1/N (1) = Ik ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ik
︸ ︷︷ ︸

N times

., (B.12)

and more generally they are defined as the unique continuous and linear ex-
tensions of the written maps. It can be shown that the maps Q1/N satisfy all
the axioms of Definition 1.1, yielding a strict deformation quantization of Xk.
It follows directly from this construction that Xk does not admit a (coherent)
pure state quantization.
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