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A B SEN C E O F C LA SSIC A L A N D Q U A N T U M M IX IN G

L.L.Salcedo

Departam ento de F��sica M oderna,Universidad de G ranada,E-18071 G ranada,Spain

It is shown,underm ild assum ptions,that classicaldegrees offreedom dynam ically coupled to

quantum onesdo notinherittheirquantum 
uctuations.Itisfurthershown that,iftheassum ptions

are strengthen by im posing the existence ofa canonicalstructure,only purely classicalor purely

quantum dynam icsare allowed.

1.Thereisconsensusam ongphysiciststhatQ uantum M echanicsisthecorrectdescription ofNature,atleastwithin

the range ofpresently observable scales. Nevertheless,som e system s are routinely described using a classical,and

thusapproxim ated,dynam ics.Thiscan beso eitherforsim plicity ordueto thelack ofa consistentquantum theory.

Einstein’sG eneralRelativity isan exam pleofthelatter.In an excellentspeculativepaper[1],Boucherand Traschen

consider severalphysicalsystem s which require a m ixed description in term s ofquantum and classicaldegrees of

freedom ,m utually interacting. A good exam ple is provided by early universe physics,where fully quantum m atter

�elds are coupled to classicalgravitational�elds. The traditionalapproach to this problem has been to couple the

gravitational�eldsto theexpectation valuesofthequantum energy-m om entum tensor,seee.g.Ref.[2].Thiskind of

approach hasbeen criticized [1],on the groundsthatthe classical�eldsevolvedeterm inistically,hence,thequantum


uctuationsin this�elds,induced by theircoupling to the quantum �elds,arem issed.

This criticism (as wellas presum ably the challenge it presents) has led to look for a m athem atically consistent

description ofsem iquantized system s,i.e.,m ixed classical-quantum system s[3,1,4{6]. These system sare considered

by them selves,that is,not as the lim it ofa fully quantum theory. The fact that the classicaldescription is just

an approxim ation isdisregarded in thiscontext,since the purpose isto de�ne a m athem aticalstructure with som e

physicalinput.

In thisletteritisshown thatin facttherearesevereobstructionsto constructsuch a description and,ifitexistsat

all,itwillnotenjoy theelegantm athem aticalstructurescom m on to classicalorquantum m echanics.Sincepresently

there is no widely accepted de�nition ofwhat is m eant by a sem iquantized system ,and in order not to discard

potentially interesting choices,we should rely on properties as generalas possible,which m ust hold,in particular,

forthe purely classicaland purely quantum cases. Throughout,the degreesoffreedom willbe bosonic,though this

assum ption doesnotseem to be essentialforthe argum ents.

2. Itisassum ed (i)thatthe setofobservablesform san associative algebra A overthe �eld ofcom plex num bers.

LetA L bethealgebra spanned by thecoordinatesqi,theconjugatem om enta pi,i= 1;:::;N and theidentity E ,as

generators,i.e.,the setofform alseriesofordered productsofthem . Then the physicalalgebra A isde�ned asthe

quotientalgebra ofA L m odulo som eidentitiesam ong thegenerators(e.g.,com m utationsrelations).Theseidentities

characterize the algebra and are to be speci�ed. A willbe a non-com m utative algebra in general. By de�nition,

AE = E A = A for every observable A. As a consequence,E is the only elem ent with this property. In classical

m echanicsA isjustthe setofcom plex functionsin phase space and E isthe unity function.In quantum m echanics

we have the algebra ofoperatorsin the Hilbert space ofthe system . Here,the word observable is being used in a

slightly widersense thatusual,sinceitincludesnon-realfunctionsand non-Herm itian operatorsaswell.Thisaxiom

isalso presentin Refs.[1,4],

A second axiom (ii)refersto the tim e evolution ofthe observables(Heisenberg picture).Nam ely,thereisa fam ily

U ofevolution operatorsU(t1;t2)in A such thatU(t1;t1)isthe identity operatorand U(t1;t2)U(t2;t3)= U(t1;t3).

Furtherm ore,the evolution preserves the algebraic structure,that is,iftwo observables A 1;2(t0) evolve to A 1;2(t),

and c1;2 areconstantcom plex num bers,c1A 1(t0)+ c2A 2(t0)evolvesto c1A 1(t)+ c2A 2(t),and A 1(t0)A 2(t0)evolvesto

A 1(t)A 2(t).In otherwords,tim eevolution form sagrupoid ofalgebraautom orphism sofA .Certainly,thisaxiom holds

both in classicaland in quantum m echanics,and itishard to im aginean interesting form ulation which would violate

it. M oreover,the endom orphism property followsfrom the Schr�odingerpicture,since there the observablesdo not

evolve,and hencethealgebraicstructureistrivially preserved.NotethatU givesonly thedynam ictim edependence

ofobservables,and also that,in principle,the operatorU(t1;t2)doesnotcorrespond to an algebra elem ent(e.g.,in

the purely classicalcase). O n the otherhand,itisnotassum ed thatthe system isconservative.There can be tim e

dependent external�elds which break invariance undertim e translations. Sim ilarly,tim e reversalinvariance is not

required.

Som e relevant conclusions can be extracted from these two axiom s. Ifa set ofelem ents generates the algebra,

thisproperty ism aintained through tim e evolution. Thisfollowsfrom tim e evolution being an autom orphism . The
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observable E istim e independent: forany observable A,the relation E A = A evolvesto E (t)A(t)= A(t)and thus

E (t)= E ,using thatA(t)isan arbitrary observable,sincetim eevolution isa bijection and A wasarbitrary.Another

consequence is that com m utation relations ofthe form [A(t0);B (t0)]= cE are also preserved,since they evolve to

[A(t);B (t)]= cE .In particular,iftwo observablescom m ute atany given tim e they do so atany tim e.

A last axiom (iii) is needed referring to the com m utation relations. The classicaldynam ics is characterized by

com m uting coordinates and m om enta which evolve according to Ham ilton’s equations. O n the other hand, the

quantum dynam ics satis�es the canonicalcom m utation relations and the Heisenberg evolution equation,dA=dt =

i[H (t);A]. Forthe sem iquantum dynam icsitispostulated thatthe classicalcom m utation relationshold am ong the

classicalgeneratorsand sim ilarly forthequantum sector.Furtherm ore,thegeneratorsoftheclassicalsectorcom m ute

with thoseofthe quantum one.In otherwords,the com m utation relationsareasfollows:

[qi;qj]= [pi;pj]= 0; [qi;pj]= i�i�ijE ; i;j= 1;:::;N ; (1)

where �i iszero ifiisthe labelofa classicaldegree offreedom ,and unity (or�h)ifitlabelsa quantum one. These

arethe de�ning identitiesofthe algebra ofthe sem iquantized system .

This axiom can be justi�ed as follows. Certainly,eqs.(1) are naturalifthe sem iquantized system consists ofa

classicalsector and a quantum sector without any interaction am ong them ; this is a physicalassum ption. Since

both in classicaland quantum dynam icsthe com m utation relationsare una�ected by the choice ofthe interaction,

one should expectthatthis istrue aswellin the sem iquantized case,and hence eqs.(1)follow. Anotherargum ent

can be given by introducing a second physicalassum ption,nam ely,that the coupling am ong the two sectors can

be switched on and o� by playing with suitable tim e dependent coupling constants. Now,we can im agine starting

with an uncoupled system ,which satis�es the relations (1),switching on the interaction to end up with any given

fully coupled system . Since the com m utation relations are preserved by tim e evolution (even for non conservative

dynam ics)eqs.(1)willhold too in an arbitrary coupled sem iquantized system . W e think thatthese considerations

m akeaxiom (iii)inescapable.

Now,from the previous considerations,a quite strong resultcan be derived,nam ely,the subalgebra spanned by

theclassicalsectorisinvariantundertim eevolution.To sim plify thenotation,letusconsidera system with justtwo

degreesoffreedom ,oneofthem ,(q1;p1),quantum and theother(q2;p2)classical,i.e.,�1 = 1 and �2 = 0 in eqs.(1).

Further,the coordinates and m om enta at t = t0 are denoted by qi,and pi,respectively. For any tim e t,the set

fE ;q1(t);p1(t);q2(t);p2(t)g generatesthe whole algebra A ,and q2(t)com m uteswith allofthem from eqs.(1),thus

q2(t) com m uteswith allthe algebra elem ents and,in particular,with q1 and p1,and the sam e holdsfor p2(t). O n

the otherhand,again using the com m utation relations,every A 2 A isuniquely characterized by a setofcoe�cients

ck‘m n,k;‘;m ;n = 0;1;:::,asA =
P

k‘m n
ck‘m nq

k
1
p‘
1
qm
2
pn
2
E .Itisim m ediateto seethatany elem entcom m uting with

q1 cannotcontain p1 and vice versa. Therefore,q2(t) m ustbe ofthe form
P

m n
cm n(t)q

m
2
pn
2
E ,and sim ilarly p2(t).

In otherwords,q2 and p2 arecom m uting objectswhich evolveby them selvesfollowing classicaltrajectories,without


uctuations. O n the other hand,q1(t) and p1(t) m ay depend on q2(t) and p2(t) which,in this regard,behave as

externalsources.

O nerealization ofthe abovepictureisthetraditionalapproach to sem iquantization,nam ely,thequantum degrees

offreedom m ove in the presence ofthe classicalbackground. O n the other hand,the classicaldegrees offreedom

are coupled to the expectation valuesofthe quantum variables. Forinstance,ifthe system consistsoftwo coupled

harm onicoscillators,the equationsofm otion takethe following form :

dq1(t)

dt
=
p1(t)

m 1

;
dp1(t)

dt
= � m 1!

2

1
q1(t)� g(t)q2(t); (2a)

dq2(t)

dt
=
p2(t)

m 2

;
dp2(t)

dt
= � m 2!

2

2
q2(t)� g(t)hq1(t)i 1

: (2b)

Here, 1 isthestateofthequantum sectorin Heisenberg picture,i.e.,a certain tim eindependentwavefunction in the

Hilbertspaceofq1 and p1.Technically,ouraxiom sapply hereby considering hq1i 1
and hp1i 1

as�xed param eters,

thatis,independentofq1;2 and p1;2.Indeed,wecan takeexpectation valuesofeqs.(2a)in  1,and solvetheresulting

system forq2(t)and p2(t);they willdepend dynam ically on q2,p2 and t(aswellason the �xed param etershq1i 1

and hp1i 1
).Substituting the classicalsolution in eqs.(2a),q1(t)and p1(t)areobtained asfunctionsofq1,p1,q2,p2

and t.Afterwards,to extractm eaningfulphysicalresults,one m ustchoose precisely  1 asthe state ofthe quantum

sectorin Heisenberg picture,butthisisnotrequired by ouraxiom s.Itisim m ediate to check thateqs.(2)preserve

the com m utation relations (1): q2(t) and p2(t) are just ordinary functions and hence are com m uting objects;q1(t)

and p1(t)describea purely quantum harm onicoscillatorcoupled to an applied externalforce� g(t)q2(t).
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Ifoneinsisted in keeping the operatorq1(t)in eq.(2b),instead ofitsexpectation value,i.e.,

dp2(t)

dt
= � m 2!

2

2
q2(t)� g(t)q1(t); (3)

a violation ofthecom m utation relationswould result.Forinstance,assum ing thateqs.(1)hold att= 0,and,there,

treating �1;2 asfreeparam eters,onewould �nd [p1(t);p2(t)]= (�1 � �2)ig(0)tE + O (t2),which only vanishesifeither

g = 0 and thusthe two subsystem sare decoupled,orelse if�1 = �2,i.e.,the purely classicalcase ifthey vanish,or

the purely quantum case,ifthey do not.Sim ilarly,[q1(t);p2(t)]would break down atO (t
2).

3.Thecanonicalstructureofboth classicaland quantum m echanics(Poisson bracketand com m utator,respectively)

hasbeen invoked in the literature [1,4],as a guiding principle to de�ne sem iquantized theories. From this pointof

view,itisofinterestto considerwhetherthereexistcanonicalstructuresinterpolating between thequantum and the

classicallim its.

Let us then study which new constraints are found if, in addition to previous assum ptions (i-iii), a canonical

structureispresent.Forconvenience,the relations(1)arerewritten in the form :

[�
�
;�

�
]= �

��
E ; �;� = 1;:::;2N ; (4)

where the single sym bol�� hasbeen introduced to denote both qi and pi,and ��� isan antisym m etric tensorwith

com plex com ponents.

Thecanonicalstructureisintroduced by threenew postulates.First,thereexists(iv)aLiebracket(;)in A ,which

generatesthe (in�nitesim al)canonicaltransform ationsby �A B = (A;B ),A;B 2 A ,and in particulartim e evolution

isa canonicaltransform ation

dA(t)

dt
= (H (t);A(t)); (5)

where H (t)2 A isthe Ham iltonian ofthe system . Second,itisassum ed (v)thatthe canonicaltransform ationsare

algebra autom orphism s. O fcourse,axiom s(iv)and (v)im ply (ii). And third,the following canonicalrelationsare

assum ed (vi):

(�
�
;�

�
)= �

��
E ; �;� = 1;:::;2N ; (6)

where��� istheusualsim plecticm atrix,nam ely,zero for(q;q)or(p;p)and �ij for(qi;pj),com m on to classicaland

quantum m echanics.

Since ( ; ) is a Lie bracket,it is bilinear,antisym m etric and satis�es Jacobi’s identity. This is a consistency

requirem ent am ong canonicaltransform ations,which guarantees that �A (B ;C ) = (�A B ;C )+ (B ;�A C ), i.e., the

bracketitselfisinvariant.In particular,therelationship (A;B )(t)= (A(t);B (t))willbeconsistentwith theequations

ofm otion.The endom orphism property ofthe canonicaltransform ationsim pliesthatthe Liebracketisa derivation

in A ,i.e.,itsatis�estheproduct(Leibniz)rule:(A;B C )= (A;B )C + B (A;C ).From hereitisim m ediateto deduce

thatE isinvariantundercanonicaltransform ations,thatis,�A E = (A;E )= 0. A consequence ofthe two previous

observationsisthatthe canonicalrelationsbetween the �� arepreserved by canonicaltransform ations.

Asnoted in [7](seealso [8]),thebracketsde�ned in Refs.[1]or[4]arenotderivations,thusthealgebraicstructure

am ong observablesisnotpreserved undertim eevolution (thus,violating axiom (ii))and thisseem sunphysical.Also

they arenotLiebrackets,sincethey failto satisfy Jacobi’sidentity.Asa consequence,thecanonicalrelationsarenot

preserved either. Actually,the bracketde�ned in [4]isnoteven antisym m etric,hence,in general,the energy isnot

conserved even by tim e independentHam iltonians,and herm iticity isbroken by the dynam ic evolution [7,8].

W e stillhave to determ ined in which cases the canonicalstructure is consistent with axiom s (i-iii). Using only

linearity,antisym m etry,theproductruleand thecanonicalrelations(6),thebracketofevery two observablescan be

worked outand (; )becom escom pletely determ ined.Hence,itcan be checked whetheritadm itsthe com m utation

relations (4). Indeed,arbitrary canonicaltransform ations ofboth sides in (4) m ust coincide. For any �;�;�;� =

1;:::;2N ,we�nd:

0 = (����;���E )= (����;[��;��])

= ������ + ��� ��� + ������ + ��� ��� (7)

The last line follows from repeatedly applying the product rule. Contracting this equation with ��� ,the inverse

m atrix of��� ,one concludes that consistency is only achieved if��� = i���� for som e �. In fact,from eqs.(1),
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allthe �i are equalto �. In otherwords,there can be justone sector. Furtherm ore,the com m utatorofevery two

observablescan also be worked out using eqs.(4);it follows that [A;B ]= i�(A;B ),for arbitrary A;B . There are

only two possibilities:�rstthat� isnon vanishing.In thiscase,weend up with theusualpurely quantum dynam ics.

Second,if� vanishes,allvariablesarecom m uting.M oreover,sincethebracketiscom pletely determ ined,itcoincides

with the Poisson bracket.Thatis,the dynam icsispurely classical.

Note thatthisresultisconsistentwith thatfound regarding eq.(3),nam ely,the canonicalevolution generated by

an arbitrary quadraticHam iltonian ���� doesnotpreservethe sem iquantized com m utation relations(1).

The previousresultm eansthatthere are no quotientalgebrasofA L ofthe form (4),and supporting a canonical

structure,which m ix the classicaland the quantum cases. In passing,itcan be proven [9],thatthe bracketde�ned

in A L by using only linearity,antisym m etry,Leibniz rule and the canonicalrelations(6),satis�esJacobi’sidentity

asa byproduct,and thusthiswillbe true aswellforany ofthe quotientalgebrasconsidered here ifand only ifthe

bracketpreservesthe characteristicidentitiesofthatquotientalgebra.

4. W e conclude that,assum ptions (i-iii) prevent the classicalsector from inheriting quantum 
uctuations and

further,assum ptions(i-vi) actually discard any non-trivialsem iquantized theory. Note thatfurther details on how

to actually extractphysicalinform ation from theobservables(e.g.,expectationsvaluesin the quantum case)arenot

required to reach thepreviousconclusion.W ecom m entthattheapproach in Ref.[5],based directly on tim eordered

vacuum expectation values,isalso 
awed since itbreaksphysicalpositivity ofthe expectation values. Itisentirely

possible thatthere isno non-trivial(oratleastelegant)sem iquantization schem e,since,afterall,such a conceptis

notpresently known to be physically required.
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