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ABSENCE OF CLASSICAL AND QUANTUM M IXING

L L. Saleedo
D egpartam ento de F sica M oderma, Universidad de G ranada, E-18071 G ranada, Spain

It is shown, under m ild assum ptions, that classical degrees of freedom dynam ically coupled to
quantum onesdo not inherit their quantum uctuations. It is further show n that, if the assum ptions
are strengthen by in posing the existence of a canonical structure, only purely classical or purely
quantum dynam ics are allowed.

1. T here is consensus am ong physicists that Q uantum M echanics is the correct description ofN ature, at least w ithin
the range of presently observable scales. Nevertheless, som e system s are routinely descrbed using a classical, and
thus approxin ated, dynam ics. T his can be so either for sin plicity or due to the Jack ofa consistent quantum theory.
E Instein’s G eneralR elativity is an exam ple of the Jatter. In an excellent speculative paper @4'], Boucher and T raschen
consider several physical system s which require a m ixed description In temm s of quantum and classical degrees of
freedom , m utually interacting. A good exam pl is provided by early universe physics, where fully quantum m atter

elds are coupled to classical gravitational elds. The traditional approach to this problem has been to couple the
graviational eldsto the expectation valies ofthe quantum energy-m om entum tensor, see eg. Ref. ['g:]. Thiskind of
approach has been criticized EL:], on the grounds that the classical elds evolve determm Inistically, hence, the quantum
uctuations In this elds, lnduced by their coupling to the quantum elds, arem issed.

This criticism  (as well as presum ably the challenge it presents) has led to look for a m athem atically consistent
description of sam iquantized system s, ie., m ixed classicalquantum system s B@,’fﬁ{iﬁ] T hese systam s are considered
by them selves, that is, not as the lim it of a fully quantum theory. The fact that the classical description is just
an approxin ation is disregarded in this context, since the purpose is to de ne a m athem atical structure with som e
physical input.

In this ketter it is shown that in fact there are severe obstructions to construct such a description and, if it exists at
all, i w illnot en py the elegant m athem atical structures comm on to classical or quantum m echanics. Since presently
there is no widely acoepted de nition of what is m eant by a sam iquantized system , and in order not to discard
potentially interesting choices, we should rely on properties as general as possible, which must hold, in particular,
for the purely classical and purely quantum cases. T hroughout, the degrees of freedom w illbe bosonic, though this
assum ption does not seem to be essential for the argum ents.

2. k isassumed (i) that the set of observables form s an associative algebra A over the eld of com plex num bers.

generators, ie., the set of fom al serdes of ordered products of them . Then the physical algebra A is de ned as the
quotient algebra of A1 m odulo som e dentities am ong the generators (eg., com m utations relations). T hese identities
characterize the algebra and are to be speci ed. A will be a non-com m utative algebra in general. By de nition,
AE = EA = A for every observable A . As a consequence, E is the only elem ent w ith this property. In classical
m echanics A is just the set of com plex fiinctions in phase space and E is the uniy function. In quantum m echanics
we have the algebra of operators in the H ibert space of the system . Here, the word observabl is being used in a
slightly wider sense that usual, since it includes non-real functions and non-H em itian operators aswell. T his axiom
is also present In Refs. 'E.',:ff],

A second axiom (i) refersto the tin e evolution of the cbservables H eisenberg picture). N am ely, there is a fam ily
U of evolution operators U (g ;t) n A such that U (g ;ty) is the identity operator and U (4 ;%)U ;) = U G;t).
Furthem ore, the evolution preserves the algebraic structure, that is, if two observables A ;, (ty) evolve to Aq;, (B),
and ¢ ;» are constant com plex num bers, ciA 1 () + @A, () evolvesto A, (B) + AL (B), and A ()A 2 (&) evolves to
A (BA, (). In otherwords, tin e evolution form sa grupoid ofalgebra autom orphisn sofA . Certainly, thisaxiom holds
both in classicaland in quantum m echanics, and it is hard to In agine an interesting form ulation which would violate
i. M oreover, the endom orphisn property follow s from the Schrodinger picture, since there the observables do not
evolve, and hence the algebraic structure is trivially preserved. N ote that U gives only the dynam ic tin e dependence
of observables, and also that, n principle, the operator U (4 ;t,) does not correspond to an algebra elem ent (eg., In
the purely classical case). O n the other hand, i is not assum ed that the system is conservative. T here can be tine
dependent external elds which break invariance under tin e translations. Sim ilarly, tin e reversal invariance is not
required.

Som e relevant conclisions can be extracted from these two axiom s. If a set of elem ents generates the algebra,
this property is m aintained through tin e evolution. This follow s from tin e evolution being an autom orphisn . The
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observabl E is tin e ndependent: for any observable A, the relation EA = A evolvesto E (H)A (t) = A (t) and thus
E (t) = E , usihg that A (t) is an arbirary observable, since tim e evolution is a bifction and A was arbirary. A nother
consequence is that com m utation relations of the orm R ();B ()]l = E are also preserved, since they evolve to
A ©);B (1= cE . In particular, if two observables com m ute at any given tin e they do so at any tim e.

A Jlast axiom (i) is needed referring to the comm utation relations. The classical dynam ics is characterized by
com m uting coordinates and m om enta which evolve according to Ham ilton’s equations. On the other hand, the
quantum dynam ics satis es the canonical com m utation relations and the H eisenberg evolution equation, dA=dt =
iH (t);A ]. For the sam iquantum dynam ics it is postulated that the classical com m utation relations hold am ong the
classicalgenerators and sin ilarly for the quantum sector. Furthem ore, the generators ofthe classical sector com m ute
w ith those of the quantum one. In other words, the com m utation relations are as follow s:

ijoyl= biipil= 0; iipyl= 11 E ; Lij=1;::5N 1)

where ; is zero ifi is the label of a classical degree of freedom , and unity (or h) if it Jabels a quantum one. These
are the de ning identities of the algebra of the sam iquantized system .

This axiom can be justi ed as follows. Certainly, egs. (-'1.:) are natural if the sam iquantized system oconsists of a
classical sector and a quantum sector without any interaction am ong them ; this is a physical assum ption. Since
both in classical and quantum dynam ics the com m utation relations are una ected by the choice of the Interaction,
one should expect that this is true as well In the sem iquantized case, and hence egs. (-'!4') follow . Another argum ent
can be given by introducing a second physical assum ption, nam ely, that the coupling am ong the two sectors can
be switched on and o by playing with suitable tin e dependent coupling constants. Now, we can in agine starting
w ith an uncoupled system , which satis es the relations (:1;'), sw itching on the Interaction to end up wih any given
fully coupled system . Since the comm utation relations are preserved by tin e evolution (even for non conservative
dynam ics) egs. ('g:) will hold too In an arbitrary coupled sem iquantized system . W e think that these considerations
m ake axiom (iil) inescapable.

Now, from the previous considerations, a quite strong result can be derived, nam ely, the subalgebra spanned by
the classical sector is nvariant under tim e evolution. To sim plify the notation, let us consider a system w ith just two
degrees of freedom , one of them , (o ;p1), quantum and the other (% ;p2) classical, ie.,, 1= land ;= 0 In egs. ('_]:).
Further, the coordinates and m om enta at t = ty are denoted by g, and p;, respectively. For any tine t, the set
fE ;a1 (©);p1 O (©) ;02 (g generates the whole algebra A, and o, () comm utes w ith all of them from egs. @:), thus
@ (£) comm utes with all the algebra elem ents and, in particular, with ¢ and p;, and the sam e holds forp, (t). On
the other hand, again using the cog m utation relations, every A 2 A isuniquely characterized by a set of coe cients
Gwmnskim;n= 0;1;::;,asA =, q\mnq]fpiog‘ BE. ItjsinmedjateEo see that any elem ent com m uting w ith
g cannot contain p; and vice versa. Therefore, g, (t) m ust be of the form nn Gon ©F PRE, and sim ilarly p; ().
In other words, ¢ and p, are comm uting ob fcts which evolve by them selves follow ing classical tra gctordes, w thout

uctuations. On the other hand, oy (t) and p; (t) m ay depend on & (t) and p; (t) which, In this regard, behave as
extemal sources.

O ne realization of the above picture is the traditional approach to sem iquantization, nam ely, the quantum degrees
of freedom m ove in the presence of the classical background. On the other hand, the classical degrees of freedom
are coupled to the expectation values of the quantum variables. For instance, if the system consists of two coupled
ham onic oscillators, the equations of m otion take the follow ing fom :

da ® _ P ® dp1 © _ 2 .
ot — e mylfa® gz ®; (2a)
do, () _ P2 © dp; (t) _ )2 L
ot n, ; ot my!sp ) g@hy i, : (2b)

Here, ; isthe state ofthe quantum sector In H eisenberg picture, ie., a certain tin e independent w avefiinction in the
H ibert space of g; and p; . Technically, our axiom s apply here by considering hop i , and o1, as xed param eters,
that is, independent of g ;» and p;;» . Indeed, we can take expectation values ofegs. C_Z-é) In 1, and solve the resulting
system for g (t) and p; (t); they will depend dynam ically on &, p; and t (@swellas on the xed parametershg i |
and hppi | ). Substituting the classical solution in egs. {_éc:'l), a ) and p; () are obtained as fiinctionsof gy, P1, %, P2
and t. A fferwards, to extract m eaningfiill physical results, one m ust choose precisely ; as the state of the quantum
sector in H eisenberg picture, but this is not required by our axiom s. It is inm ediate to check that egs. ('_2) preserve
the comm utation relations @.'): @ (t) and p, (t) are jJust ordinary functions and hence are com m uting ob gcts; ¢ (&)
and p; (t) describe a purely quantum ham onic oscillator coupled to an applied extemal oroe gt (t) .



If one insisted in kegping the operator g (t) n eg. (Q-k_)'), Instead of its expectation value, ie.,

dp; ()
dt

= mylip® gBx ©; @3)

a violation of the com m utation relationswould result. For Instance, assum ing that egs. @') hold at t= 0, and, there,
treating ;2 as free param eters, onewould nd [p; (€);p2 (©)]1= ( 1 2)igO)tE + O ), which only vanishes if either
g= 0 and thus the two subsystem s are decoupled, orelse if | = 5, ie., the purely classical case if they vanish, or
the purely quantum case, if they do not. Sin ilarly, [y ();p, )] would break down at O ).

3. The canonicalstructure ofboth classicaland quantum m echanics (P oisson bracket and com m utator, regoectively)
has been invoked in the literature E.',:_d], as a guiding principle to de ne sem iquantized theories. From this point of
view , It is of interest to consider w hether there exist canonical structures Interpolating betw een the quantum and the
classical 1im its.

Let us then study which new oconstraints are found if, In addition to previous assum ptions (i), a canonical
structure is present. For convenience, the relations @:) are rew ritten in the fomm :

[ 7 1= E; i = 1;::52N )

w here the single sym bol has been introduced to denote both g; and p;, and is an antisym m etric tensor w ith
com plex com ponents.

T he canonical structure is introduced by three new postulates. F irst, there exists () a Liebracket (; ) n A, which
generates the (In niesin al) canonical transform ationsby B = @A;B),A;B 2 A, and in particular tim e evolution
is a canonical transform ation

da ©
dat

= ®H ©;AWO); ©)

where H (t) 2 A is the Ham ilttonian of the system . Second, it is assum ed (v) that the canonical transform ations are
algebra autom orphisn s. O f oourse, axiom s () and (v) Inply (i). And third, the ©llow ing canonical relations are
assum ed (vi):

(7 )= Ej i = 171528 ©®)

w here is the usual sin plectic m atrix, nam ely, zero for (g;q) or (o;p) and ;5 for (gi;p;), comm on to classicaland
quantum m echanics.

Sihce (; ) is a Lie bracket, it is bilinear, antisym m etric and satis es Jacobi’s identity. This is a consistency
requirem ent am ong canonical transfom ations, which guarantees that o B;C) = (aB;C)+ ®B; aC), ie. the
bracket itself is nvariant. In particular, the relationship A;B) ) = @ ();B (t)) w illbe consistent w ith the equations
ofm otion. The endom orphism property of the canonical transform ations in plies that the Lie bracket is a derivation
In A, ie., it satis esthe product Lebniz) mule: A;BC)= @A;B)C + B A;C).From here i is in m ediate to deduce
that E is nvariant under canonical transform ations, that is, nE = @A;;E) = 0. A consequence of the two previous
observations is that the canonical relations between the are preserved by canonical transfom ations.

A snoted In ij] (see also B]), the brackets de ned in Refs. EI_;'] or Eﬁ] are not derivations, thus the algebraic structure
am ong observables is not preserved under tin e evolution (thus, violating axiom (ii)) and this seem s unphysical. A Iso
they are not Lie brackets, since they failto satisfy Jacobi’s identity. A s a consequence, the canonical relations are not
preserved either. A ctually, the bracket de ned in @:] is not even antisym m etric, hence, in general, the energy is not
conserved even by tin e Independent H am ilttonians, and hem iticity is broken by the dynam ic evolution ij,:_d]

W e still have to determ ined in which cases the canonical structure is consistent w ith axiom s (i) . Usihg only
linearity, antisym m etry, the product rule and the canonical relations ('_6), the bracket of every two ocbservables can be
worked out and (; ) becom es com pletely determ ined. Hence, it can be checked whether i adm its the com m utation
relations 621) . Indeed, arbitrary canonical transform ations of both sides in (EJ:) must coincide. Forany ; ; ; =

= + + + (7)

The last line Pllow s from repeatedly applying the product rule. Contracting this equation with , the Inverse
m atrix of , one conclides that consistency is only achieved if = i for some . In fact, from egs. i_I),



allthe ; areequalto . In other words, there can be jist one sector. Furthem ore, the com m utator of every two
observables can also be worked out usihg egs. (:9'); it Pllows that A;B]= i @A;B), for arbitrary A;B . There are
only two possbilities: rstthat isnon vanishing. In thiscase, we end up w ith the usualpurely quantum dynam ics.
Second, if vanishes, all variables are com m uting. M oreover, since the bracket is com pletely determ ined, it coincides
w ith the P oisson bracket. T hat is, the dynam ics is purely classical.

N ote that this resul is consistent w ith that found regarding eg. 63), nam ely, the canonical evolution generated by
an arbirary quadratic H am iltonian does not preserve the sam iquantized com m utation relations {_]:) .

T he previous result m eans that there are no quotient algebras of A1 of the form 2_4), and supporting a canonical
structure, which m ix the classical and the quantum cases. In passing, i can be proven ], that the bracket de ned
In A; by using only linearity, antisym m etry, Lebniz rule and the canonical relations @, satis es Jacobi’s identity
as a byproduct, and thus this w illbe true as well for any of the quotient algebras considered here if and only if the
bracket preserves the characteristic identities of that quotient algebra.

4. W e conclude that, assum ptions (iHil) prevent the classical sector from inheriting quantum uctuations and
further, assum ptions (i+vi) actually discard any non-trivial sem iquantized theory. N ote that fiirther details on how
to actually extract physical inform ation from the observables (eg., expectations values in the quantum case) are not
required to reach the previous conclusion. W e com m ent that the approach in Ref. E], based directly on tin e ordered
vacuum expectation values, is also awed since it breaks physical positivity of the expectation values. It is entirely
possble that there is no non-trivial (or at least elegant) sem iquantization schem e, since, after all, such a concept is
not presently known to be physically required.
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