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Tt is an observation of long standing that the world around us is (or ap—
pears to be) largely classical. The fiindam ental description of the world is
however quantum m echanical. A naturaland in portant question is whether
one can fomm ulate an approxin ate description in which certain degrees of
freedom are treated as essentially classical whilke coupling them to other de—
grees of freedom which are fully quantum . Such a description m ight be egpe—
cially In portant in exploring the dom ain between the fully classicaland fully
quantum regines. Aswell, it would be particularly usefl in a sub gct lke
quantum gravity where the fullquantum theory isnot known, and one cannot
m ake use of the sem iclassical approxin ation. In both these cases, a problm
of particular interest ishow one can describe and quantify the badkreaction
of the quantum variables on the classical ones. The positive and negative
features are discussed here of a proposalf]] which gives a m athem atical pre-
scription for coupling (quasi)classical and quantum variables w ith physically
desirable behavior.

T he traditional approach to coupling classical and quantum variables is
1o use expectation values wherever quantum varables appear In a m ixed set
of equations of m otion f]]. This treats the fill system as essentially classical
and has the virtue of producing the realist-desired description of a de nie
classical evolution. T his approach can be criticized on a num ber of grounds.
In particular, an expectation value is not the outcom e of a single m easure-
m ent but is an average ofthe outoom es ofan ensam ble of dentically prepared
m easuram ents. O ne m ight have expected that the interaction w ith the clas-
sical variables was In som e sense m easuring the quantum variables, but it is
certainly not averaging over repeated identicalm easurem entsfi]. The resul
of this m alapropos usage of expectation value is that this proocedure gives
physically wrong results when the expectation value deviates from them ost
likely outcom e(s) ofa single m easuram ent, as it does for exam ple in bin odal
distrbutions.

An explicit exampk (cf. @) illustrating the di culty is given by cou-
pling the m om entum p, of a particlea with the m om entum p, of a second
particleb through the interaction Ham iltonian H: = o p,. Consider rst
the fully quantum system , neglecting the selffl am iltonians of particlea and
. Suppose at tine t = 0 that the position of particlea is localized In a
wavepadket j (x5);0i with expected position X, and expected m om entum
zero. Suppose also that at tine t = 0 particleb is in a superposition oftwo



m om entum eigenstates of equal and opposite m om entum py,

s P :

j ;0i= iz (3;0i+ J p;01):
(T hisargum ent could bem ade w ith w avepadkets forparticleb, but it iseasier
to be explicit using eigenstates.) A system nitdally prepared in a product
state j ;0ij ;0iwillevolre to a correlated superposition
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So, or example, If &.) = Texp( ®. x%)’=2),then x, @b =

HMoexp( & @ X0)?=2) isJocalized about x, = %+ ut, asone would
expect from the solution of the H eisenberg equation ofm otion.

O n the otherhand, ifparticlea were classical and one coupled itsposition
to the expectation value of the m om entum of partickeb, there would be no
e ect because

h ;0p,j ;0i= O:

T his expectation value is the average of the two lkely outcomesp, and p,
of a measurem ent. Tt is not itself the outcom e of any m easurem ent. The
classical particlke is coupled to a phantom . (T he situation would be m ore
dram atic if the states were sst up so that the expectation value ofp, In state
j ;0iwere nonzero.)

A further di culy is exposed if one in agines that a m om entum m ea—
surem ent is subsequently m ade on j ;ti and particleb is profcted into an
eigenstate of de nite m om entum . The expectation value of py is suddenly
nonzero and the classical particle begins to feel the e ect of the coupling.
This is very peculiar behavior and would raise the relkvance of the ques—
tion ofwhen a m easurem ent is com pleted to a daunting ]evel| it would have
physically m eaningfiil consequences because the coupling between classical
and quantum system s would be changed by the act ofm easurem ent.

T hese defects of coupling to expectation values are comm only interpreted
as evidence dem onstrating the in possibility of coupling classical and quan-—
tum variables. This conclusion is too strong, but nevertheless the exam ple
carries an im portant lesson about the nature of classicalquantum interac—
tions. Consider what would happen if particlea were m ade increasingly
classical starting from the fully quantum result. The state j ;0i would go



over Into a \state"j(xq;0);01i w ith position x, = X9 and m om entum k., = 0.
The result of evolution follow Ing from the classical lm it of ﬁ]) is

= G+ REOERE S @EOES mith: @)
This has a \classical" particke in correlation with the state of a quantum
subsystem . The \classical" particle-a does not have a de nite position. Iks
soeci ¢ Jocation depends on the quantum state. In this exam ple that would
not be determ ined until the position ofparticlea were cbserved ora m om en—
tum m easuram ent wasm ade on partickb. Such m easuram ents would show
the position of particlea to be correlated to the outcom e of the m om entum
m easuram ent of particlkeb as comm on sense would suggest. An in portant
and physically desirable feature of coupling classical and quantum varables
then is that it be possibl for the value of a \classical" variable to depend on
the quantum state to which it is corelated. Such a variabl is not classical
In the realist sense of always having a de nite value, so to distinguish this,
it shallbe called quasiclhssical.

Onemay wellask in what sense a variable is to be classical if it does not
take de nie values. The answer lies at the heart of the new proposal. A
quasiclassical variable is one whose sslf-interference e ects can be neglected.
Tt is classicalbecause it does not exhibit cbservabl nterference phenom enon
In its self-nteraction. W hen ocoupled to a quantum system , the correlation
w ith quantum states w ill generally lnduce Interference behavior on the qua-
siclassical variables, but it is not an Intrinsic property of those variables. A
m athem atical encoding of this de nition w ill be proposed below , but it is
valuable to elaborate on its intuitive m eaning rst.

Every experin ent has a scale of resolution orm ininum experin ental er-
rorw ith which a m easurem ent can bem ade. A quasiclassical variable is one
whose quantum uctuations are negligbl (or at least an all) com pared to
the experim ental errvor w ith which the variabl is known. This is essentially
an operationalde nition ofwhat it m eans to appear classical. No varabl is
actually classical; if exam Ined closely enough, it will be seen to have quan-—
tum uctuations. But if the experin ental ervor is su clently large and the
wavepadket not too delocalized, the quantum uctuations will essentially
all take place w ithin the error range where they are indistinguishable from
(classical) m easuram ent uncertainty. In that instance, the varable is oper-
ationally Indistinguishable from being classical. It is a stronger assum ption



that this condition persist under evolution, but that is the property we desire
of classical variables and hence require of quasiclassical ones.

Tt should be em phasized that the apparent classical nature of a varable
is an experin ental artifact. Consider the location of the center of m ass of
a m acrom olecule of som e extended size. T he center of m ass is not a quasi-
classical variable n and of itself sin ply because the m ass is large. Rather it
is (if i is) because experm ent fails to m easure the location of the center of
m ass to the necessary resolution to see quantum e ects. A rguably it iseasier
to m easure the location of a concentrated point-like ob fct of a given m ass
than to m easure the location ofthe center ofm ass ofa com plicated extended
ob Ect of the same mass. It may be that the extended size and com plex
geom etry of the m acrom olecule m akes identifying the location of the precise
center ofm assdi cult. Thisisan In portant rem ark because m athem atically
the center ofm ass varabl behaves like a point particle, but experin entally
it isnot cbserved as such. P ractically speaking, one is satis ed w ith know Ing
the m acrom okculk as a whol is \there," and the location of the m olcule
as seen In som e averaged sense is happily attriouted to be that of the center
ofm ass for theoretical purposes. The m otion of the m olecule then behaves
classically because of the relatively In precise lim its that can be put on is
position and m om entum . Sin ilar ram arks would also hold for the other large
scale descriptors of them olecule like its linear din ensions, angularm om enta,
etc.

T he central argum ent that is exploited to understand the interaction of
quantum variables and quasiclassical ones is the follow ing. Q uasiclassical
variables, as actually part of a fully quantum system , are coupled to other
quantum varables. This coupling can produce evolution which extends the
wavepadket of a quasiclassical variable beyond the range of its associated
experin ental ervor. W hen this happens, the quasiclassical variable is In cor—
relation w ith the state of those other variables. If the coupling to the other
quantum variabls were tumed o , the quasiclassical variabl would be In
a delocalized state which could be binned into a set of experin ental error
Intervals. W ihin each such intervalthe quasiclassical state would be persis—
tent by the assum ption of negligble sslfinterference. It isthus operationally
classical within each Interval. W hich particular interval occurs, or which
set of Intervals is possible, depends on the quantum state to which the qua—
siclassical variable is correlated. A s the know ledge of this state is re ned
by m easurem ent-observation, know ledge of the quasiclassical variabl is also



re ned.

One ocould preem ptively observe the quasiclassical variable. Repeated
m easuram ents of identically prepared situationswould revealthat it doesnot
have the realist property of having a de nite value (W ithin experim ental er—
ror) . This isexpected: when correlated to other quantum states, a quasiclas—
sical variable need not be localized w thin a sihglk experin ental error range.
C onventionally, one attributes this not to the underlying quantum nature
of the quasiclassical variable, but to the correlated quantum states. These
states are viewed as the outcom es of a quantum \event" which triggered the
non-classical behavior. T he situation is the sam e as w ith Schrodinger’s cat.
From the fully quantum standpoint, this attribution isa ction, but in the
quasiclassical fram ew ork it \explains" why m ore than one outcom e ispossible
for a classical ob ct. O nce the quasiclassical variable is relocalized w ithin a
single m easurem ent Interval it w ill persist w thin a neighborhood ofthat size
until it is disrupted by Interaction w ith further quantum system s.

T he paradigm atic exam ple of a quantum event is that of a spin passing
through a Stem-G erlach apparatus, and thisw illbe discussed below . To take
am ore extram e exam ple to illustrate the signi cance ofm easurem ent scales,
consider the case ofgravity. Q uantum gravitational uctuationsare expected
to be in portant at scales around the P lanck length (10 ** an). At length
scales of general interest, they are m any orders of m agnitude sn aller than

uctuations of quantum m atter variables. N eglecting quantum gravitational
corrections to m atter processes relative to the contrbution of quantum m at—
ter uctuations is generically Jjusti able. Since quantum gravitational uc—
tuations are on a much an aller scale than can be seen experim entally, and
this condition persists under ordinary evolution, one can ignore the quantum
nature of the gravitational eld and treat the badckground of spacetin e as
quasiclassical.

T here is however the possibility of backreaction of the quantum m atter

elds on the gravitationalbadckground. W hike quantum m atter uctuations
are very an all on the length scales typically in portant for classical gravity
and theirneglect isusually justi ed, these uctuations can lead to qualitative
changes in classical evolution, possbly by triggering nstabilities. Thism ay
be particularly in portant in the early universe. In a di erent context, quan—
tum uctuations of a scalar eld ampli ed by In ation have already been
proposed as the source of uctuations In the coam ic m icrow ave badckground
radiation and as seeds for galaxy form ation B1.
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A thought experin ent m akes the point sharper and again illistrates the
failing of the prescription of coupling to expectation values. Choptuik [§] has
recently shown that classically a black hole form s from soherdically sym m etric
collapse of a m assless scalar eld whose initial con guration is param etrized
by a parameter when exceeds a criticalvalue . For < , noblck
hole form s and the background settles down to at space as the scalar eld
disperses. In agine a wavepacket In = of such initial con gurations. Choose
the wavepacket to be localized so that it extends into the region above
while the expectation valuie of islssthan ,h i< . Coupling to the
expectation valuie would lead to the conclusion that no black holk fom s.
Physical Intuition leads one to expect instead that a black hole should form
w ith a probability re ecting the lkelhood of nding the scalar edwih >

. Onewould say that quantum uctuations ofthe scalar eld{re ected by
the nonvanishing am plitude of the wavefinction above the critical valie{lead
to form ation of the black hole. C learly, once a black hol fom s, subssquent
evolution In its presence willbe qualitatively di erent from evolution in at
goace. Ik is to be able to com pute the probabilities of such events that a
m eans of coupling quasiclassical and quantum variables is needed.

The m athem atical in plem entation of these ideas is com paratively sin ple
at rst sight, whilke closer analysis reveals a num ber of subtlkties. C onsider for
convenience a system oonsisting of one quasiclassical degree of freedom and
one quantum degree of freedom . T he extension to m any variable system s is
straightforward. In brief, one has a pair of quantum canonicalvariables (Q;p)
satisfying the canonical com m utation relation [g;p]l= ih and a com m utative
pair of quasiclassical canonical variables (x;k) satisfying a classical P oisson
bracket relation fx;kg= 1. Analogy to the canonical com m utation relations
for a twovariabl quantum system suggests it is natural to assum e all of
the canonical variables commute except g, p. This enables one to de ne
functions of the canonical variables. The Ham iltonian is such a function,
H = H &;k;g;p;t) . Ifone form s the coupled H eisenberg-H am ilton equations
using this H am iltonian, one has the equations (@t the initialtin e)

_j- 'H ]. (3)
h PiH i

xM®3Fo0= fx;Hg; k)30 = tk;H g;

Q)i o = fh;ﬂ B p®io

where g(0) = gip(0) = p;x 0) = x;k 0) = k.



T he evolved variables q(t);p ) ;x (£), and k (t) are In general functions of
a;p;x;k and t. W hik they divide Into canonically conjugate pairs of purely
quantum and purely quasiclassicaltype at the initial instant, once Interaction
begins, they generally lose their particular identi cation as purely quantum
or quasiclassical, though they m aintain their canonical conjugacy. This is a
consequence of the coupling and is what enables the quasiclassical variable
to com e into correlation w ith the quantum state. N ote that there w illalvays
be som e combination of the evolved variables which form purely quantum
and purely quasiclassical pairs, but generally not (@);p ) and & ©);k ©)).
This is the initial structure of the quasiclassical theory, and everything is
fairly straightforward. T he subtlkties begin to appear as one looks closer.

F irst, the question of states m ust be addressed. T he quantum canonical
variables (g;p) are operators which act on states In a H ibert space, aswell
asbeing algebraic elem ents w ith the canonical com m utation relations. Som e
sim flar structure is needed for the quasiclassical variables to act upon. This
has not been fully worked out, but the natural starting point is to treat x
and k as acting on states jx%k";0i as m ultiplication operators,

xjx%k%;0i= x9x%k";04;  kjx%k%);0i= k*%k%;01: )

D espite this \operator" nature of x and k, for correspondence w ith fam i~
jar experience, the tem operator w ill be reserved to functions nvolving the
g-num ber cperators g and p Which m ay nvolve x and k as chum ber param —
eters). T he nature of the states associated w ith the quasiclassical variables
In the Schrodinger picture is unclear at the present tine, and, In case of
confiision, it is recom m ended that one use the H eisenberg picture w here the
states can be de ned as ordinary pint probability distrbutions in %k% at
the initial instant.

A key ram ark is necessary at this point about the uncertainty principle
w ith respect to quasiclassical variables. T he in pression m ay be given by the
notation that the values of both x and k are known wih In nite precision.
This isa false in pression. A s discussed above, In a realm easurem ent situa—
tion, there is an experin ental resolution, or an experim ental error, to which
variables are observed. T he fact that a variabl hasbeen identi ed as quasi-
classicalm eansthat itsquantum uctuations are persistently localized inside
such an Interval. This in tum in plies that one is well above the quantum
lin it when cbserving that variable. T he variabl appears classical precisely



because one is not cbserving it too closely. In the quasiclassical approxin a—
tion, one idealizes the variablk as fully classical when not interacting w ith
quantum variables), but this is of course only a useful ction. O ne cannot
tum around and attem pt to m easure the variable m ore closely, or the quasi-
classical approxin ation w illbreak down. It ispossble that it w illprove usefiil
to In plam ent a coarsegraining on the scale of the experin ental error to dis-
courage attrbuting signi cance to ne structure in the quasiclassical variable
state on scals an aller than this. The interplay between the experin ental
resolution and the m athem atical form alism representing the quasiclassical
variables is an agpect of this approach which needs further analysis.

Tum attention to the treatm ent of dynam ics In this form alisn . The rst
point is that the Poisson bracket is de ned as

f b
g SE69 EFEg

: ®)
@x @k Qk@x

By analogy to a two-variable classical system , it is assum ed that the x and
k derwatives of g and p are zero. This m eans that one can com pute, for
exam ple,
04, = S8,

x® 3o K :
This will not be a cnum ber if a gnumber m ultiplies a function ofk In H .
T he tim e derivative of a \classical" quantity needn’t be a cnumber! This is
precisely what enables the quasiclassical variables to correlate w ith the state
ofthe quantum ones.

A sin pl exam ple w ill dram atize this. Suppose that one couples a soin—
1/2 particle to a quasiclassical particle through the Ham ittonian H; = &k .
T he equations of m otion (heglecting the selfH am iltonian for the quasiclas-
sical partick) are

x{t)=c.; kO=0: (6)

T he solutions to the equations ofm otion are
xk)=x+c,t k)= k: (7)

T he solution for x (t) involves the operator ,.
Suppose that the niial state of the system is given by the product state

3% 0);0i3+ xi; ®)



w ith the spin ordented in the + x direction and the particle initially at rest.
T he operatornature ofx (t) can be interpreted by decom posing the the quan—
tum state into eigenfiinctions of the operator com ponent of x (t) . T he opera—
torthen retumsa cnum ber eigenvalue foreach com ponent, and a probability
that that eigenvalue w illbe realized. H ere, one decom poses j+ xi into eigen—
statesof , and nds the evolved state in the Schrodinger picture to be

21—1=2 je’+ k)it it J& ckd)tgH L 9)
T here is a probability of 1=2 that the quasiclassical particle w ill have either
position x° ct at tin e t, depending on the state of the spin to which it is
correlated.

A s discussed above, the quasiclassical variable w ill have an associated
experin ental error. T he two possible outcom es for the position of the quasi-
classical particle w illnot be distinguishable until their centers have separated
by m ore than this am ount, and they can be resolved. A fter they are capable
of being resolved, one has a superposition of quasiclassical (\m acroscopic")
states correlated to quantum states. This is the sam e situation as with
Schrodinger’s cat. By observing either the quasiclassical state or the soin,
one destroys the superposition. O ne interprets the m ultiple possble quasi-
classical outcom es as a consequence ofthe quantum \event" ofthe passage of
the soin through the m agnetic eld in plicit in the interaction H am iltonian.

T he situation in the general case is sim ilar to this. By decom posing the
quantum state into elgenfunctions of the operator part of the cbservable of
Interest, one can determm Ine the possible values that the cbservable takes and
w ith what probability. This is of course exactly the procedure one takes to
predict the possble outcom es of a m easurem ent 1n a fully quantum problem .
If the quasiclassical state is initially in a pint probability distribution and
not speci ed by a soeci ¢ value, then one must also take this Into acoount
when determ Ining the possible values of the quasiclassical variables in the
cbservable.

Retum to the general issue of dynam ics, and consider again the equa-
tions ofm otion E) . These are not su cient In them selves to detemm ine the
full evolution in general. Suppose one wanted to com pute the second tim e
derivative of x at t= 0. This should be given by the bracket of x w ith the
Ham iltonian, but what bracket? The rst derivatives were easy to com pute
because they each involved a canonical variabl of eitther purely quantum or
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purely quasiclassical type. If there is nontrivial coupling between the qua-
siclassical and quantum varables, generally the rst derivatives will be a
m ixture of quasiclassical and quantum variables. It is necessary to de ne the
bracket between two such m ixed expressions.

Because quantum factor ordering inform ation is lost in the classical lim i,
as one canonical pair becom es quasiclassical, the quantum canonicalbracket
does not have a unigue correspondence to a quasiclassical bracket. This is
the fam iliarproblem in the classicalquantum correspondence. T here aretwo
com paratively natural candidates for quasiclassical brackets.

O ne is the quasiclassical bracket proposed in [ll]. For A ;B functions of
the quantum and quasiclassical variables,

GAGB (@A@GB

1
Bl = —R;B]+ — —_— 10
BB I, . RA;B] ex ek Ok ex 10)
IfA = Uf andB = Vg,whereU;V are functionsofqg;p and f;g are functions

of x;k, this takes the fom
1 .
U t;vgl, = E U;VIfg+ 1hUV £f;gg: 11)

T his bracket is not antisym m etric and hence not hemm itian.

A second bracket, which is antisym m etric and hem itian, is the bracket
proposed independently by A kxandrov [§] and by Boucher and Traschen (]]
ABT).ForA ;B functions of the quantum and quasiclassical variabls,

1 1 A @B A @B B QA B QA
R;Bl= —R;B]+ = @—@— @—@—+@—@— @—@— 12)
ih 2 @x Qk Qk @x Qk @x @x @k
IfA=Uf andB = Vg, thisis
1 1
Uf;vgl= E[U;V]ngr E(UV + VU)ff;qgg: 3)

Both of these brackets give the correct relations am ong the canonical
variables (Q;p) and (x;k), but note that the factor of ih has been divided
out of the purely quantum ocomm utator. Both can be obtained by taking the
classical lin it in an appropriate way 1. Choosing one in poses a canonical
structure on the algebra of functions of all the canonical variables.
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An inportant issue is whether these brackets are derivations, that is,
whether they satisfy a product rulkefd],

R;BCl= R;BIC+BR;CI: (14)

The answer is that neither isunconditionally a derivation [§]. The problem is
that taking the bracket of a variablk is Ike taking a tin e derivative, and as
we have already seen, taking a tin e derivative can change a cnumber Into
som ething gnum bervalied. The result isthat the factors in a product which
comm ute Initially m ay not comm ute w ith the factors produced by taking a
derivative or bracket. Since the outocom e depends on the order of factors, a
product rule w illnot hold in general. A preferred ordering m ust hold initially
to have a product rule. By choosing such an ordering, one is not a ecting
the value of the bracket, only m aking it possible to evaluate w ith a product
rule.
T o be precise, consider the quasiclassicalbracket ([Q).ForA ;B ;C general
fiinctions of quantum and quasiclassical variables, one ndsf]
. _ . . @a _ @€C @a _ _€C
R;BCl,= R;BLLC+BR;CI, + [@—X,B]E [@—k'B]&'
Since thisbracket is not antisym m etric, there is a di erent rule when acting
from the right

15)

. _ . . @B @A @B @A
BC;AlL = B;ALC+BIE;A] + &C,a] ED,&]'
Ifone decom poses BC asa sum oftemm s ofthe form fU wih £ on the kft,
where U isquantum and f is quasiclassical, then a product rule holds In the
rst case. In the second case, a product rule holds if B C is decom posed as a
sum oftem sU £, with £ on the right.

A sin ilar result holds for the ABT bracket @) . There, one nds

16)

RhR;BC]= BC;A] = R;BIC+BR;C]I+ a7
1 @A @c @A @c @B @A @B @A
- —iBl— —;Bl—+ —C;— —C;,—1]:
2 [@x ]@k [@k ]@X @k c @X] @x = @k]

Ifone decom posesB C asa sum of sym m etrically orderedtenns% (fUu+Uf),
where U is quantum and f is quasiclassical, then a product rul holds,

[B;%(fU+Uf)]]=% R;f0+ £fR;UI+ B;UIE+ URGED = (18)
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B ecause of the particular ordering of the quantum operatorsU;V i {IJ),
the bracket is seen not to be antisym m etric and hence not hem itian. This
leads to the possbility that H;H ], $ 0, which In tum can lkad to the
peculiar situation that an ostensbly tim e-independent Ham iltonian has a
tin edependent evolution. T hese features seriously com plicate evolution and
m ay be unphysical, so thisbracket w illnotbeused. The ABT quasiclassical
bracket ) is antisym m etric and hem itian and w illbe used for evolution.

Having chosen the quasiclassical bracket, one can now fomulate the
derivative of a general tim edependent function. The equation of m otion
fora function A @);p ) ;x ©);k ©;t) with initalvalue A (;p;x;k;0) is

dA @®©);p®©;x©;k©;D
dt

= PR @Oip®ix®i;k®);0;H] 19

N @A @©);p®©;x©;k©;D
Qt

’

whereH = H (@;p;x;k;t) isthe Ham iltonian in tem s ofthe Initial variables.
In particular, this gives the equations ofm otion for q(t);p();x (t); and k (t),

g = kb®;H I; p® = PPO:;HEL; 20)
xt) = k©;H]; k)= k©,;H I:

Tt is very in portant to em phasize that H = H (q;p;%x;k;t) is the Ham il-
tonian expressed In tem s ofthe initialvariables. T his isnecessary to be able
to evaluate thebracket. IfA were expressed in temm s ofthe originalvariables,
one could use ) to evaluate the bracket. A fematively, one could put H
into symm etrically ordered form and use the product ruk (1§) to sin plify
the bracket. T he ordering rule which enables the bracket to satisfy a prod—
uct nule isonly known In tem s of the nitial variables. This is because the
m ultiplicative properties of the canonical variables can change w ith tim e, so
that onem ay have kK ({);k (t)]% 0. The requiram ent that an expression be
symm etrically ordered as a product of a cnumber and a g-number cannot
be easily satis ed in tem s of the evolved varables.

Furthem ore, x(t) and k (t) are not generally cnumbers, even if they
happen to mutually commute. One cannot take derivatives w ith respect
to them W ithout extending the de nition of the derivative). This m eans
particularly that the quasiclassicalbracket isnot given In tem softhe evolved
variables by an expression of the fom ) with x;k replaced by x (t);k (£) .
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N evertheless, one desires that the canonical relations between the canon—
icalvariables com puted w ith the quasiclassical bracket be preserved in tin e,
eg. kK©;kt) 1= 1. In purcly quantum or classical theory, this follow s from
the Jacobi ddentity for the bracket, but the Jacobi identity does not hold in
general or the quasiclassical bracket f{]]. One nds

[R;BL;C] [R:;CI;B]l BR;B;CII = @1)
= ffA;Bg;Cg fA;fB;Cgg ffA;Cg;Bg+ fA;fC;Bgg
ffB;Cg;Ag fB;fC;Agg ffB;Aqg;Cg+ fB;fA;Cgg
ffC;Ag;Bg fC;fA;Bgg ffC;Bg;Ag+ fC;fB ;Agg:

T he right hand side of this equation would vanish ifthe Jacobi identity were
satis ed. Them ain di culyy is the noncom m utative nature of A ;B ;C , but
acoepting the ordering it beocom es as if one is m issing part of the Jacobi
dentity as it applies to the Poisson bracket. There are obvious additional
temm s that one could add (m aintaining ordering) which would cause this to
vanish, but there does not seem to be a way to rede ne the bracket so that
they occur naturally. For instance, a temm like £fA ;C g;B g but where the
di erentiated B is ordered between A and C would cancel against the st
two tem s on the right hand side.

For som e Ham iltonians having special form s (particularly not coupling
both the coordinates and m om enta of quasiclassical and quantum variabls),
a special case of the Jacobi identity holds and it is su cient to preserve the
brackets ofthe fundam entalcanonical variables. O nem ight conclude that the
quasiclassical approxin ation is not a good one for Ham iltonians not of one
ofthese fom s. N aturally one hopes that physically Interesting H am iltonians
are consistent, but this has not been proven and m ay not be true. W ork is
In progress to clarify this in portant issue.

The fact, H ;H ]= 0, In plies that the only tin edependence H has is its
explicit dependence. T his is good because i m eans that

H@b,pt;x®;k®);0)=H @p;x;k;8) = H;

even though the detailed expression of H in temn s of the evolved variables
m ay have an ordering which is not inm ediately obvious. The equation €4)
isnot In fact di erent from what one would naively expect.

The nhoonvenience of having to work with the mitial variables is not
as serious as one m ight In agine. W hen solving the H eisenberg equations of

14



m otion In quantum theory, one istrying to nd the expression for the evoled
variables In tem s ofthe niialones. H aving found a candidate solution, the
equations are veri ed by com puting the com m utator in the initial variables.
Tt is the sam e here.

Solutions to the equations of motion {24) are m ost easily found by de-
veloping a Taylor series expansion in tin e about the iniial valie. This is
done by evaluating higher tin e derivatives at the Iniial tin e by taking fur-
ther comm utators w th H . Since everything is evaluated at the Initialtin e,
one can proceed iteratively with littl di culty using (I2] to evaluate the
bradket expressions. A seoond solution technique would be to use canonical
transfom ationsfl], [LJ], but further work on this is needed.

T he goalofthe quasiclassical approach is to approxin ate a fiilly quantum
theory by treating approxin ately classical degrees of freedom as classical
w hen they are present In isolation yet coupling them to the quantum variables
In such a way that they m ay com e into correlation w ith the quantum state
during interaction. The possbility of correlation between a quasiclassical
variable and the states In a quantum superposition is the essential feature
captured In this approach which isboth cbserved physically and yet is absent
from the traditional sam iclassical description of coupling to the expectation
value. The quasiclassical approxin ation is im plem ented by neglecting the
self-nterference e ects of degrees of freedom which are persistently localized
w ithin their experim ental uncertainty.

A candidate m athem atical approach to the quasiclassical approxin ation
treatsthe canonicaloon jugates associated to the quasiclassical degrees of free—
dom asmuliplicatively com m utative and retains their canonical conjigacy
through a classical Poisson bracket. This m akes these degrees of freedom
behave classically in isolation. T he coupling to quantum degrees of freedom
is acoom plished by considering fiinctions ofboth com m utative and noncom —
m utative variables. A quasiclassical bracket is de ned which preserves the
canonical structure of the classical and quantum subalgebras and extends it
to pairs of functions of the m ixed st of varables. T his bracket is antisym —
m etric and hem iian and can be used to de ne equations ofm otion which
are essentially coupled Ham ilton-H eisenberg equations. The com plications
are that the candidate quasiclassical bracket satis es a product rule only
when acting on quantities ordered in a particular way and the Jacobi iden—
tity does not hold generally. A s a consequence, it isnot certain how much of
the canonical structure is preserved under evolution. T he canonical relations
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am ong the findam ental canonical variables are preserved for special Ham i
tonians, and work is In progress to determ ine for what class of H am iltonians
this is true.
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