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A bstract

Variousphysicale�ectsresulting from decoherencearediscussed in

the algebraic fram ework. In particular,itis shown thatthe environ-

m entm ay inducenotonly classicalpropertieslikesuperselection rules,

pointerstatesoreven classicalbehaviorofthe quantum system ,but,

whatism ore,italso allowsthe transition from statisticaldescription

ofin�nite quantum system s to quantum m echanics ofsystem s with

a �nite num ber ofdegrees offreedom . It is shown that such transi-

tion holds for the quantum spin system in the therm odynam ic lim it

interacting with the phonon �eld.

1 IN T R O D U C T IO N

The problem oftransition from m icroscopic to m acroscopic description of

Natureisa fundam entalonein thediscussion oftheinterpretation ofquan-

tum m echanics. In recent years decoherence has received m uch attention

and hasbeen accepted asthe m echanism responsible forthe appearance of

classicality in quantum m easurem entsand the absence in the realworld of

Schr�odinger-cat-likestates[1,2,3,4,5].Itwasalso shown thatdecoherence

is a universalshort tim e phenom enon independentofthe character ofthe

system and reservoir[6]. Di�erentdecoherence regim esthatare im portant

�
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fortheexperim entalsearch ofthetransition between classicaland quantum

worlds were discussed in [7]. The intuitive idea ofdecoherence is rather

clear: quantum interference e�ects form acroscopic system sare practically

unobservablebecause superpositionsoftheirquantum statesare e�ectively

destroyed by the surrounding environm ent. M ore precisely,it accepts the

wave function description ofsuch a system but contends that it is practi-

cally im possible to distinguish between vastm ajority ofitspurestatesand

the corresponding statisticalm ixtures. Therefore,this approach has been

called by Bella FAPP (forallpracticalpurposes)solution to the m easure-

m entproblem and to theSchr�odingercatparadox.However,in spiteofthe

progressin thetheoreticaland experim entalunderstanding ofdecoherence,

itsrange ofvalidity and itsfullm eaning stillneed to berevealed [8,9].

1.1 A lgebraic fram ew ork

Everybody agreesthatconceptsofclassicaland quantum physicsareoppo-

sitein m anyaspects.Therefore,in ordertodem onstratehow quantabecom e

classical,itisnecessary to expressthem in onem athem aticalfram ework.In

a recentpaper[10]such an algebraicfram ework which enablesa generaldis-

cussion ofenvironm entally induced classicalpropertiesin quantum system s

has been proposed. It is worth noting that the idea ofusing the sam e al-

gebraic description ofboth quantum and classicalm echanicswassuggested

in [11].In thisapproach observablesofany physicalsystem arerepresented

by self-adjointelem entsofsom eoperatoralgebra M ,theso-called von Neu-

m ann algebra,actingin aHilbertspaceassociated with thesystem .G enuine

quantum system sarerepresented byfactorsi.e.algebraswith atrivialcenter

Z(M )= C � 1,1 standsfortheidentity operator,whereasclassicalsystem s

are represented by com m utative algebras. Since a classicalobservable by

de�nition com m utes with allother observables so it belongs to the center

ofalgebra M . Hence the appearance ofclassicalproperties ofa quantum

system resultsin theem ergenceofan algebra with a nontrivialcenter,while

transition from a noncom m utative to com m utative algebra correspondsto

the passage from quantum to classicaldescription ofthe system .Since au-

tom orphic evolutions preserves the center ofeach algebra so this program

m ay be accom plished only ifwe adm it the loss ofquantum coherence,i.e.

thatquantum system sareopen and interactwith theirenvironm ent.

In orderto study decoherence,analysisofthe evolution ofthe reduced

density m atricesobtained by tracing outtheenvironm entalvariablesisthe

m ost convenient strategy. M ore precisely,the joint system com posed ofa
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quantum system and itsenvironm entevolvesunitarily with theHam iltonian

H consisting ofthree parts

H = H S 
 1E + 1S 
 H E + H I: (1)

Thetim e evolution ofthereduced density m atrix isthen given by

�t = TrE (e
�

i

�h
tH
(�0 
 !E )e

i

�h
tH
); (2)

whereTrE denotesthepartialtracewith respectto theenvironm entalvari-

ables,and !E is a reference state ofthe environm ent. Alternatively,one

m ay de�nethetim e evolution in theHeisenberg pictureby

Tt(A) = PE (e
i

�h
tH
(A 
 1E )e

�
i

�h
tH
); (3)

whereA 2 M isan observableofthesystem and PE denotestheconditional

expectation onto the algebra M with respectto the reference state !E . In

thispaperweshallwork in theHeisenberg picture.SuperoperatorsTtbeing

de�ned asthecom position ofa �-autom orphism and conditionalexpectation

satisfy in generala com plicated integro-di�erentialequation. However,for

a large classofm odels,thisevolution can beapproxim ated by a dynam ical

sem igroup Tt = etL,whose generator L is given by a M arkovian m aster

equation, see [12,5,13]. It represents on the algebraic levelirreversible

evolution ofthesystem .

W earenow in a position to discussrigorously thedynam icalem ergence

ofclassicalobservables.Aswasshown in [10]foreach (up to som etechnical

assum ptions)M arkov sem igroup Tton M onem ayassociateadecom position

M = M 1 � M 2 (4)

such that both M 1 and M 2 are Tt-invariant and the following properties

hold:

(i)M 1 isa von Neum ann subalgebra ofM and the evolution Tt when re-

stricted toM 1 isreversible,given byaoneparam etergroup of
�-autom orphism s

ofM 1.

(ii) M 2 is a linear space (closed in the norm topology) such that for any

observable B = B � 2 M 2 and any statisticalstate � ofthesystem there is

lim
t! 1

< TtB > � = 0; (5)

where< A > � standsfortheexpectation value ofan observable A in state
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Theaboveresultm eansthatany observableA ofthesystem m ay bewritten

asa sum A = A 1 + A 2,A i2 M i,i= 1;2,and allexpectation valuesofthe

second term A 2 are beyond experim entalresolution after the decoherence

tim e.Therefore,ifdecoherenceise�cientthen alm ostinstantaneously what

we can observe are observables contained in the subalgebra M 1. In other

wordsweapply Borel’s0th axiom :Eventswith very sm allprobability never

occur. Hence allpossible outcom es ofthe process ofdecoherence can be

directly expressed by the description ofthis subalgebra and its reversible

evolution.

1.2 Four aspects ofdecoherence

O ne ofthe e�ects resulting from decoherence which has been widely dis-

cussed so far is the destruction of m acroscopic interferences or, in other

words,environm entally induced superselection rules. They arise when the

phase factors between states belonging to two distinct subspaces of the

Hilbert space ofthe quantum system are being continuously destroyed by

theinteraction with itsenvironm ent.Thelossofquantum coherencein the

M arkovian regim ewasestablished in anum berofpapers[14,15]givingclear

evidenceofdynam icalappearanceofsuperselection rules.Itwasalso shown

thatsuperselection rulesm ay em erge through the interaction ofa charged

particle with electrom agnetic �elds[16]. Expressing these resultsin term s

ofthe algebraic language we willsay that decoherence induces superselec-

tion rulesin thequantum system ifthealgebra M 1 isstillnoncom m utative

buthasa nontrivialcenterZ(M 1).Indeed,in such a case the algebra M 1

is a block algebra with respect to the decom position ofthe Hilbert space

H = � H � associated with the centralprojections in M 1. The discrete-

nessorcontinuity ofthecenterZ(M 1)correspondsthereforeto thecase of

discrete orcontinuoussuperselection rules.

Anotheraspectofdecoherencewhich wasanalyzed in anum berofm odels

is the selection ofthe preferred basis ofpointer states,the so-called einse-

lection,[5,17,18].Itoccurswhen thereduced density m atrix ofthesystem

becom esapproxim ately diagonalin a tim em uch shorterthan therelaxation

tim e.M ostm odelspredictthatthesestatesexistand areorthogonalsothey

allow to de�nea uniquesetofalternativeeventswith wellde�niteprobabil-

ities.Itfollowsthatpointerstatesdo notevolve atall,whileallotherpure

statesdeterioratein tim eto classicalprobability distributionsovertheone-

dim ensionalprojections corresponding to these states. However,it should
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be pointed outthatthe algebra generated by these projectionsisalwaysof

a discrete type,and,as was shown in [19],the discreteness is unavoidable

aslong aswe considerquantum system swith a �nite num berofdegreesof

freedom . A new perspective isopened when we considerquantum system s

in the therm odynam ic lim it. In [20]itwas shown thatthe interaction be-

tween an in�nite quantum spin system linearly coupled to a phonon �eld

yieldsa selection ofa continuous fam ily ofpointerstates corresponding to

an apparatuswith continuousreadings.Theseresultssuggestthe following

de�nition.W ewillsay thatdecoherenceinducespointerstatesofthequan-

tum system ifM 1 iscom m utative and therestriction oftheevolution Tt to

M 1 is trivial,i.e. Tt(A)= A for any observable A 2 M 1 and alltim es t.

Thediscretenessorcontinuity ofthepointerstatescorrespondsagain to the

sam e property ofthe algebra M 1.

Theorigin ofdeterm inistic lawsthatgovern the classicaldom ain ofour

everyday experience has also attracted m uch attention in recent years. In

particular,the em ergence ofclassicalm echanics described by di�erential,

and hencelocal,equationsofm otion from theevolution ofdelocalized quan-

tum stateswasatthecenterofthisissue.Forexam ple,thequestion in which

asym ptoticregim enon-relativisticquantum m echanicsreducesto itsances-

tor,i.e. Ham iltonian m echanics,wasaddressed in [21]. Itwasshown there

thatforvery m any bosonswith weak two-body interactionsthere isa class

ofstatesforwhich tim eevolution ofexpectation valuesofcertain operators

in thesestatesisapproxim ately described by a non-linearHartreeequation.

The problem under what circum stances such an equation reduces to the

Newtonian m echanics ofpoint particles was also discussed in that paper.

A di�erent point ofview was taken in a sem inalpaperby G ell-M ann and

Hartle[22].They gave a thorough analysisoftheroleofdecoherencein the

derivation ofphenom enologicalclassicalequationsofm otion.Variousform s

ofdecoherence (weak,strong) and realistic m echanism s for the em ergence

ofvarious degrees ofclassicality were also presented. In the sam e spiritit

was shown in [23]that an in�nite quantum system subjected to a speci�c

interaction with another quantum system m ay be e�ectively described as

a sim ple classicaldynam icalsystem . M ore precisely,the e�ective observ-

ablesofthesystem wereparam eterized by a singlecollective variablewhich

underwenta continuousperiodicevolution.Theseresultslead usto thefol-

lowing de�nition. W e willsay that decoherence induces classicalbehavior

ofthe quantum system ifM 1 iscom m utative and itsevolution isgiven by

a continuousow on thecon�guration space ofthealgebra M 1.

W hile the interaction ofquantum system swith theirenvironm entcon-
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tributesa greatdealto theappearanceofclassicalreality likesuperselection

rules,pointerstatesand classicaldynam ics,thisisnotthewholestory.Itis

clearfrom the above discussion thatsom ething ism issing in the presented

e�ects ofdecoherence. Indeed,it m ay happen that phase factors are de-

stroyed in such a speci�c way thatthe observablesim m une to decoherence

form again a noncom m utative algebra with a trivialcenter.In such a case,

which,asfaraswe know,hasneverbeen addressed,one m ay speak ofthe

appearanceofa new genuinequantum system withoutany classicalproper-

tiesand with com pletely di�erentquantum properties.Them ostinteresting

exam ple ofsuch an e�ectisofcourse the reduction ofan in�nite quantum

system to a quantum system possessing only one degree offreedom . This

would help in theunderstanding how itispossiblethatquantum m echanics

isso e�cientin theworld,wherealm ostallquantum objectsshould bede-

scribed in term sofquantum �eld theory.Thepossibility ofsuch transition

isthe m ain objective ofthe presentpaper.Foritsderivation we considera

com pletely solvablebutsim pli�ed m odelofan in�nitearray ofspin-1
2
parti-

cles.Sinceweneglecttheposition variableswhatweachieve isa toy m odel

ofquantum m echanicsrepresented by a spin algebra of2� 2 m atriceswith

the Ham iltonian evolution given by the third Paulim atrix.Thissim pli�ed

m odelsuggests,however,thepossibilityofderivingtheSchr�odingerequation

form quantum theory ofin�nitesystem sinteracting with theirenvironm ent.

2 D EC O H ER EN C E IN D U C ED SPIN A LG EB R A

Therearetwo approachesto thealgebraicstructureassociated with a quan-

tum system .In the�rstoneonestartswith theHilbertspaceofstatesofthe

system and subsequently introducesthealgebra ofoperatorscorresponding

to physicalobservables.In thesecond approach ofstatisticalm echanicsone

postulates certain structuralfeatures,like canonicalcom m utation or anti-

com m utation relations,ofan abstractalgebra,and then recoversthe tradi-

tionalpointofview by passing to a particularrepresentation,the so-called

G elfand-Naim ark-Segal(G NS in short)representation,ofthe algebra [24].

Clearly,thedescription ofquantum system sin thetherm odynam iclim itby

statisticalm echanicsisan idealization ofa�nitephysicalsystem with ahuge

num berofdegreesoffreedom by an in�nitetheoreticalm odel.Nevertheless,

such an approach proved to bevery e�cientin m any concreteproblem s.In

thissection we use thisalgebraic fram ework to discussthe transition ofan

in�nitesystem ofspin-1
2
particles,linearly coupled to a phonon �eld,to the
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spin algebra.

2.1 T he m odel

The in�nite quantum spin system consists ofa set ofnoninteracting spin-
1

2
particles �xed at positions n = 1;2;:::and exposed to a m agnetic �eld.

Thealgebra M ofitsbounded observablesisgiven by the�-weak closureof

�0(

1
1 M 2�2 ),where �0 is a (faithful) G NS representation with respectto

a tracialstate tron the G lim m algebra 
 1
1 M 2�2 ,and M 2�2 isthe algebra

generated by Paulim atrices.LetuspointoutthatM isnota "big" m atrix

algebra.Itisa continuousalgebra (factoroftypeII1)in which thereareno

pure states.In fact,any projection e2 M containsa nontrivialsubprojec-

tion f 2 M . Itisworth noting thatthe absence ofm inim alprojectionsis

a new feature which m ay bepresentonly in system sin the therm odynam ic

lim it. Since the particles are noninteracting,their evolution is given by a

free Ham iltonian which correspondsto the interaction ofthe spinswith an

externalm agnetic �eld parallelto the z-axis and ofstrength H (n) at the

site n

H S = �0

 

� g�B

1X

n= 1

H (n)�
3
n

!

; (6)

where g isthe Land�e factor,�B isthe Bohrm agneton and �3n isthe third

Paulim atrix in thenth site.W eassum ethatthem agnetic�eld decreasesas

H (n)� (1
q
)n forsom eq� 2.Sincethecoe�cientsH (n)aresum m able,the

Ham iltonian H 0 isbounded.M oreover,itseigenvaluesare nondegenerate.

The reservoir is chosen to consist ofnoninteracting phonons ofan in-

�nitely extended one dim ensionalharm onic crystalat the inverse tem per-

ature � = 1

kT
. The Hilbert space H representing pure states ofa single

phonon is(in them om entum representation)H = L2(R ;dk).A phonon en-

ergy operatorisgiven by the dispersion relation !(k)= jkj(�h = 1;c= 1).

Itfollows thatthe Hilbertspace ofthe reservoir isF 
 F ,where F isthe

sym m etric Fock space over H . A phonon �eld �(f) = 1p
2
(a�(f)+ a(f)),

wherea�(f)and a(f)are given by theAraki-W oodsrepresentation [25]:

a
�
(f) = a

�
F ((1+ �)

1=2
f)
 I + I
 aF (�

1=2 �f); (7)

a(f) = aF ((1+ �)
1=2

f)
 I + I
 a
�
F (�

1=2 �f): (8)

Here a�F (aF ) denotes respectively creation (annihilation) operators in the

Fock space, and � is the therm alequilibrium distribution related to the
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phononsenergy according to thePlanck law

�(k) =
1

e�!(k)� 1
: (9)

Since the phonons are noninteracting,their dynam ics is com pletely deter-

m ined by the energy operator

H E = H 0 
 I � I
 H 0; (10)

where H 0 = d�(!)=
R
!(k)a�F (k)aF (k)dk describesdynam icsofthe reser-

voiratzero tem perature.Thereferencestate ofthereservoiristaken to be

a gauge-invariantquasi-free therm alstate given by

!E (a
�
(f)a(g)) =

Z

�(k)�g(k)f(k)dk: (11)

Clearly,!E isinvariantwith respecttothefreedynam icsoftheenvironm ent.

The Ham iltonian H ofthe jointsystem consistsofthe three partsH =

H S + H E + H I,where H I isthe interacting Ham iltonian. W e assum e that

the coupling is linear (as in the spin-boson m odel),i.e. H I = �Q 
 �(g),

where

Q = �0

 
1X

n= 1

an�
1
n

!

; (12)

�1n stands for the �rst Paulim atrix in the nth site,� > 0 is a coupling

constant,and an � (1
p
)n forsom ep � 2.Again,sincethecoe�cientsa n are

sum m able,the coupling operator Q is bounded and has a nondegenerate

spectrum . Finally, we im pose som e restriction on the test function g(k)

ofthe phonon �eld. W e assum e that g(k) = jkj1=2�(k),where �(k) is an

even and realvalued function such that:(i)� isdi�erentiablewith bounded

derivative,(ii)forlarge jkj,j�(k)j� C

k2+ �,C > 0,� > 0,and �(0)= 1.The

behavior ofthe testfunction g atthe origin and itsasym ptotic bound are

taken to ensurethatH isessentially self-adjoint.Henceitinducesa unitary

evolution ofthecom pound system .

2.2 D escription ofe�ective observables

The reduced (irreversible)dynam icsofthe system isgiven by Eq.(3)with

the Ham iltonian H introduced in the previoussubsection.Because neither

H S and H I,nor H E and H I com m ute,it is a nontrivialstep to derive an

explicit form ula for the superoperators Tt. However,as was m entioned in
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the Introduction,one m ay apply the M arkovian approxim ation to sim plify

the problem .Because thetherm alcorrelation function

< �t(g)�(g)> = !E (e
itH E �(g)e

�itH E �(g))

= !E (�(e
it!
g)�(g)) (13)

is integrable,we use the so-called singular coupling lim it to conclude that

Tt= etL isa quantum M arkov sem igroup with thegeneratorL given by the

following m asterequation,see [20],

L(A) = i[H S � bQ
2
;A]+ LD (A); (14)

where

LD (A) =
2��

�
(Q AQ �

1

2
fQ 2

;Ag); (15)

and b=
R
1

0
�2(k)dk > 0.The�rstpartin Eq.(14)isthecom m utatorwith

a new collective Ham iltonian H C = H S � bQ 2,while the second term is a

dissipative operator.Thecollective Ham iltonian

H C = � �0

 

g�B

1X

n= 1

H (n)�
3
n

!

� �0

0

@ b

1X

n;m = 1

J(n + m )�
1
n�

1
m

1

A ; (16)

where J(n) = an,is sim ilar to that ofthe anisotropic Heisenberg m odel

with an in�nite range interaction. However,the potentials H (n)and J(n)

are nottranslationally invariant.

W e arenow in a position to form ulateourm ain result(itsproofwillbe

given in theAppendix).

THEO REM :For the sem igroup Tt = etL the decom position (4) holds with

M 1 = C � 1S. Ifwe putin Eq. (12) a1 = 0,then M 1 = M 2�2 and for any

A 2 M 1

Tt(A) = e
ith1�

3

Ae
�ith 1�

3

; (17)

where h1 = H (1).

This result shows that the in�nite quantum spin system , subjected to a

speci�c interaction with the phonon �eld,after the decoherence tim e m ay

bee�ectively described asaquantum system with onlyonedegreeoffreedom

(generalization to a �nitenum berofdegreesoffreedom isstraightforward).
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In other words,the environm ent forces the spin particles to behave in a

collectiveway whatallowsintroduction ofthreecollectiveobservableswhich

satisfy thestandard com m utation relationsofspin m om enta.Although,the

presented m odelneglectsposition variablesand so isnotcom plex enough to

allow derivation ofthe Schr�odinger equation,it suggests that decoherence

induced reduction ofquantum statisticalm echanicsofm any body system s

to quantum m echanicsofwave functionsispossible.

*

A Proofoftheorem

Step 1. It is clear from the form ofthe generator L,see Eq. (14),that

itgeneratesa sem igroup ofcom pletely positive and norm alsuperoperators

which are contractive in the operator norm . M oreover,trL(A)= 0,which

im pliesthatthesem igroup Tt istrace preserving.Hencethedecom position

(4)followsfrom Theorem 11 in [10].

Step 2.ThesubalgebraM 1 isde�ned by theproperty T
�
tTtx = TtT

�
tx =

x forallt� 0 [23].Hence

1\

l= 0

kerLD � �
l
H C

� M 1;

where�H C
(� )= i[HC ;� ].W e prove now the reverse inclusion.Supposethat

x 2 M 1.Then,by di�erentiating theequation T
�
tTtx = x attim et= 0,we

getM 1 � kerLD .Assum ethat

M 1 �

n�1\

l= 0

kerLD � �
l
H C

forsom e n � 1.Because

dn+ 1

dtn+ 1
T
�
tTtxjt= 0 = 0

so

dn+ 1

dtn+ 1
T
�
tTtxj0 =

= (� �H C
+ LD )

n+ 1
(x)+

nX

m = 1

�
n + 1

m

�

(� �H C
+ LD )

n+ 1�m � (�H C
+ LD )

m
(x)

10



+ (�H C
+ LD )

n+ 1
(x)

= (� 1)n+ 1�n+ 1
H C

(x)+ (� 1)nLD � �
n
H C

(x)+ �
n+ 1
H C

(x)+ LD � �
n
H C

(x)+

nX

m = 1

�
n + 1

m

�

(� �H C
+ LD )

n+ 1�m � �
m
H C

(x)

= (� 1)n+ 1�
n+ 1
H C

(x)+ (� 1)nLD � �
n
H C

(x)+ �
n+ 1
H C

(x)+ LD � �
n
H C

(x)+

nX

m = 1

�
n + 1

m

�

(� 1)n+ 1�m �
n+ 1
H C

(x)

+

nX

m = 1

�
n + 1

m

�

(� 1)n�m LD � �
n
H C

(x)= �
n+ 1
H C

(x)

n+ 1X

m = 0

�
n + 1

m

�

(� 1)n+ 1�m

+ f1+ (� 1)n[

n+ 1X

m = 0

�
n + 1

m

�

(� 1)m � (� 1)n+ 1]gLD � �
n
H C

(x)= 2LD � �
n
H S
(x)= 0:

Hence,by induction,

M 1 �

1\

l= 0

kerLD � �
l
H C

:

Step 3.LetC1 (respectively C3)bea C
�-subalgebra in theG lim m alge-

bra generated by f�
i1
1
:::�inn g,where ik = 0;1 (ik = 0;3 respectively),and

n 2 N . Then both �0(C1) and �0(C3) are m axim alAbelian self-adjoint

algebras(m .a.s.a in short)in M such that�0(C1)\ �0(C3)= C � 1S. The

choiceofcoe�cients(H (n))and (a n)guaranteesthatL
1 (Q )= �0(C1)and

L1 (H S)= �0(C3),whereL
1 (Q )isthevon Neum ann algebra generated by

operatorQ .Hence L1 (Q )\ L1 (H S)= C � 1S.

Step 4. W e show now that if[Q ;[Q ;x]]= 0 for som e x 2 M ,then

x 2 L1 (Q ). Letusde�ne the derivation �x(� )= i[� ;x]. If[Q ;[Q ;x]]= 0,

then [Q ;x]2 L1 (Q )since,by step 3,L1 (Q )isa m .a.s.a. SupposethatP

isa polynom ial.Then

�x(P (Q )) = i[Q ;x]P
0
(Q )2 L

1
(Q ):

This im plies that �x(L
1 (Q ))� L1 (Q ) since �x is continuous in the weak

operator topology. Because L1 (Q ) is com m utative so �xjL1 (Q ) = 0,and

hence [Q ;x]= 0.Because L1 (Q )isa m .a.s.a so x 2 L1 (Q ).

Step 5.Nextwe show thatkerLD \ L1 (H C )
0= C � 1S.Here L

1 (H C )
0

stands for the com m utant in M of the algebra L1 (H C ). Suppose that

x 2 kerLD \ L1 (H C )
0. Then [Q ;[Q ;x]]= 0 and [H C ;x]= 0. By step

4,x 2 L1 (Q ) which im plies that [H S;x]= [H C + bQ 2;x]= 0. Hence
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x 2 L1 (H S). Because,by step 3,L1 (Q )\ L1 (H S)= C � 1S so x = z1S,

wherez 2 C .

Step 6.By step 2,�H C
(M 1)� M 1.Hence,thederivation �1 := �H C

jM 1

is wellde�ned and bounded. Thus�1(� )= i[H1;� ],where H1 = H �
1 2 M 1

[26].By step 2 again,H 1 2 kerLD .O n theotherhand

[H C ;H 1]= � i�1(H 1) = [H 1;H 1]= 0:

Hence H 1 2 L1 (H C )
0and so,by step 5,H 1 isproportionalto the identity

operator.Supposenow thatx 2 M 1.Then [H C ;x]= � i�1(x)= 0,and so

x 2 L1 (H C )
0. Because x 2 kerLD so,by step 5,x is proportionalto the

identity operator.Hence M 1 = C � 1S.

Step 7. Finally,suppose that in Eq. (12) the coe�cient a 1 = 0. The

corresponding sem igroup we shalldenote by T1
t. LetA be a subalgebra in

M generated by f�0(�
k
1): k = 0;1;2;3g.Supposethatx 2 M .Then

x =

3X

k= 0

�0(�
k
1)xk;

whereoperatorsxk belong to A
0,thecom m utantin M ofalgebra A .LetSt

be a sem igroup on M with a generator L0 given by the following M arkov

m asterequation

L0(A) = i[H
0
S � bQ

2
;A]+ LD (A);

whereLD isde�ned in Eq.(15),and

H
0
S = �0

 

� g�B

1X

n= 2

H (n)�
3
n

!

:

Note thatthe sum m ation index rangesfrom 2 to in�nity.Then

T
1
t(x) =

3X

k= 0

�0(U
�
t�

k
1Ut)St(xk);

where Ut = e�ith 1�
3

1. Let L2(M ) be the noncom m utative Hilbertspace of

square integrable (with respectto the trace tr)operators. Since operators

�0(U
�
t�

k
1Ut),k = 0;1;2;3,are orthogonalin L2(M )so

kT1
t(x)k

2

L2 =

3X

k= 0

kSt(xk)k
2

L2:

12



Letusnoticethatthesem igroup St restricted to thecom m utantA
0hasthe

sam epropertiesasthesem igroup Tt.Hence,ifany ofxk isnotproportional

to the identity operator,then,by step 6,kSt(xk)kL2 < kxkkL2 forallt> 0.

ThuskT1
t(x)kL2 < kxkL2,too,which im pliesthatsuch an operatorcannot

belong to M 1. Hence,ifx 2 M 1,then xk = zk1S,zk 2 C ,for allk =

0;1;2;3,and so x 2 A .ItfollowsthatM 1 = A = M 2�2 ,and thedynam ics

on itisgiven by unitary operatorsUt.
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