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Abstract. We study quantum particles in interaction with a force-carrying field, in the quasi-
classical limit. This limit is characterized by the field having a very large number of excitations
(it is therefore macroscopic), while the particles retain their quantum nature. We prove that the
interacting microscopic dynamics converges, in the quasi-classical limit, to an effective dynamics
where the field acts as a classical environment that drives the quantum particles.
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1. Introduction and main results

This paper is devoted to the study of the quasi-classical dynamics of a coupled quantum
system composed of finitely many non-relativistic particles interacting with a bosonic
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field. The quasi-classical regime is concretely realized by taking a suitable partial semi-
classical limit, introduced by the authors in [16, 17] to derive external potentials as effect-
ive interactions emerging from the particle-field coupling. The physical meaning of such
limit is discussed in §1.1.

Our analysis clarifies, both mathematically and physically, the role played by external
macroscopic classical force fields acting on quantum systems, and in which regime such
macroscopic fields provide an accurate description of the interaction between an open
quantum system and its environment (bosonic field).

In order to study the dynamical quasi-classical limit, we develop a mathematical
framework of infinite-dimensional quasi-classical analysis, in analogy with the semi-
classical scheme initially introduced in [6-9], and further discussed in [22,23]. Such a
framework allows us to characterize the quasi-classical behavior of quantum states which
are not factorized, i.e., in which the degrees of freedom of the quantum particles and the
bosonic field are entangled. Although our mathematical scheme is more general, we are
going to focus our attention on three concrete models of interaction between particles and
force-carrying fields: the Nelson, Pauli-Fierz, and Frohlich polaron models (see §1.4).
Note that partial semiclassical limits have already been studied, with somewhat differ-
ent purposes, in [10-12, 32], as well as in the context of adiabatic theories (see, e.g.,
[48,53-55]).

The paper is organized as follows. In the rest of §1 we introduce the paper’s math-
ematical framework, and we formulate and motivate our results. In §2 we develop the
main technical tools for the subsequent analysis, which we call quasi-classical analysis,
in analogy with the more familiar semiclassical analysis. In fact, quasi-classical analysis
is semiclassical analysis on a bipartite system, where only one part is semiclassical, and
the other is quantum. In §3 we describe the relevant features of the microscopic Nelson
model, which we use as a reference to explain the strategy of the proof of Theorem 1.6
below. We then take the limit as ¢ — 0 of the microscopic integral equation of motion
in §4, while in §5 we discuss the uniqueness of solutions to the quasi-classical equa-
tion obtained by performing the aforementioned limit. In §6 we put together the results
obtained in §§2 to 5, and prove Theorem 1.6 for the Nelson model, and thus consequently
also Corollary 1.14 and Theorem 1.16. In §7, we provide the technical modifications
needed to prove the aforementioned theorems for the Pauli—Fierz and polaron models.

1.1. Physical motivation

The quasi-classical description, combining a quantum system with a classical force field,
is often used in physics to model external macroscopic forces acting on a quantum particle
system. The best known examples are atoms and electrons in a classical electromag-
netic field (see, e.g., [15]), and particles subjected to external potentials, such as systems
of trapped atoms and of particles in optical lattices. Since these external force fields
are macroscopic, they are heuristically taken as classical, and inserted in the particles’
Hamiltonian in the same way their microscopic counterparts would appear. Note that in
the literature the terminology “quasi-classical” is often used as synonymous with semi-
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classical, while here we use it to stress that the classical limit we consider is not complete,
but applies only to a part (radiation field or environment) of the microscopic system.

In this paper we provide a detailed analysis of the quasi-classical dynamical scheme,
and discuss its validity as an approximation of a more fundamental microscopic model,
thus justifying and completing the above heuristic picture. The basic idea is the following:
in experiments, the external force fields are considered macroscopic because they live
on an energy scale much larger than the ones of the quantum particles under study: the
number of field’s excitations is much larger than the number of quantum particles in the
system. Let us denote by N the number of particles in the system. The force field is itself
a quantum object, and its excitations are created and annihilated by the interaction with
the particles. Let us denote the field’s number operator by

dg(1) = /dkaT(k)a(k), (1.1)

where § stands for the second quantization functor. Therefore, the field is macroscopic
if the state W of the coupled system particles+field is such that (¥|d&€(1)|¥) > N. The
number of particles N is fixed, and therefore of order 1. In other words, the quasi-classical
configurations are the ones for which

(W]dg (1)|W) > 1. (1.2)

We thence introduce a quasi-classical parameter ¢, playing the role of a semiclassical
parameter but only for the field’s degrees of freedom: when ¢ — 0, the system becomes
quasi-classical. We quantify ¢ as follows: a quasi-classical state W, is a state such that

(We|dG (1)[We) ~ 1/e.

In other words, ¢ is proportional to the inverse of the average number of excitations of the
force-carrying field. It follows that on quasi-classical states,

(W, [ed§ (1) W) = [ dk (W, s ()a (k)| ,)
- / dk (W] (K)ax ()W) < C. (1.3)

where a’(-) := /e a®(-). The creation and annihilation operators a’ satisfy e-dependent
semiclassical canonical commutation relations:

[ae(K), al (K)] = e8(k — K). (1.4)

It is therefore clear that a quasi-classical state is a state that behaves semiclassically only
with respect to the field’s degrees of freedom.

It remains to understand which microscopic dynamics would yield, in the quasi-
classical limit, an external potential acting on the particles and generated by the macro-
scopic field. In concrete applications, the macroscopic field is not affected by the quantum
system and acts as an environment. Therefore, the coupling should be such that the
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particles do not back-react on the environment, at least to leading order in ¢ and for times
of order 1. In addition, we may think that the environment itself either evolves freely, or
remains constant in time. The absence of back-reaction is determined by the e-scaling of
the microscopic interaction, while the dynamical behavior of the environment is determ-
ined by the e-scaling of the field’s free part. It turns out that it is indeed possible to tune
the scaling of the interaction in such a way that, in the limit as ¢ — 0, the latter is precisely
weak enough to make the system decouple only partially: the classical field obeys a linear,
unperturbed, evolution, while the quantum system’s dynamics is driven by the classical
field itself. The scaling yielding such a behavior is introduced in §1.4, and discussed in
§1.5. Let us stress that, in contrast to a complete semiclassical limit, in the quasi-classical
regime the aforementioned partial decoupling prevents any nonlinearity from appearing
in the effective dynamics of both the classical field and the quantum system.

In §1.5 we prove that the quasi-classical description can be rigorously obtained from
microscopic models of particle-field interaction in the limit ¢ — 0 of a very large number
of average field’s excitations. Since such limit is a semiclassical limit on the field only,
the resulting structure of quasi-classical systems is that of a hybrid quantum/classical
probability theory. The quantum system is driven by the classical environment, whose
configuration is a classical probability with values in the quantum states for the particles.
This mathematical structure is described in detail in §1.3.

1.2. Notation

Since we are going to consider a tensor product Hilbert space of the form H ® XK., we
will distinguish between the full trace Tr(-) of operators on H ® K, and the partial traces
trgc(+) and trg, (-) with respect to I and K., respectively.

We adopt the following convenient notation: an operator acting only on the particle
space I is denoted by a calligraphic capital letter (e.g., T or T;), whereas an operator
on the full space H ® XK, is identified by an italic capital letter (e.g., H¢). Given an
operator 7 on JH{, we also conveniently denote its extension to H ® K, i.e. T =T ® 1,
by the italic counterpart 7.

Given a Hilbert space X, we denote by L (X), p € [1, o], the p-th Schatten ideal
of B(X), the space of bounded operators on X. More generally, the set £(X) consists of
all linear operators on X. We also denote by Lf_(f)C) and B (X) the cones of positive
elements, and by Li,l(X) the set of positive elements of norm 1. The corresponding
norms are denoted by keeping track of the space, except for the case of the operator norm,
for which we use the short notation || - || := || « |l5(x)-

The space of finite measures on a measure space (X, ) is denoted by M(X, X), while
the subset of probability measures is P(X, X). If X is a Hausdorff topological space and
3 is the Borel o-algebra, we denote by M(X) the finite Radon Borel measures on X, and
by P(X) the subset of probability measures.

Throughout the paper, given a set S we denote by 1g its indicator function. The
symbol C also stands for a finite positive constant, whose value may vary from line to
line.
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1.3. Quasi-classical system

We consider a microscopic system consisting of two parts in interaction. The first one
contains objects whose microscopic nature remains relevant, while the second is a semi-
classical environment. For the sake of clarity, we focus on a specific class of systems: non-
relativistic quantum particles in interaction with a semiclassical bosonic force-carrying
field (electromagnetic, vibrational, etc.). It is not difficult to adapt the techniques to other
coupled systems as well, consisting of a quantum and a semiclassical part. We denote by
H the Hilbert space of the quantum part, and by X, the Hilbert space of the semiclassical
part, which carries an e-dependent, semiclassical, representation of the canonical com-
mutation relations as in (1.4). Therefore, the microscopic theory is set in the Hilbert space
H® Ke.

We restrict our attention to Fock representations of the canonical commutation rela-
tions. Therefore, we assume that

K = 5:(5) = PH*",

n=0

the symmetric Fock space constructed over a separable Hilbert space ). The space } is
the space of classical fields." The canonical commutation relation (1.4) in K, reads, for
any z,w € b,

[as(2). af (w)] = e(zfw)s,

and the quasi-classical limit corresponds to the limit as ¢ — 0.
According to the notation above, a microscopic Fock-normal state is thus described
by a density matrix
Te e L) [(H®XK,). (1.5)

The dynamics is generated by a self-adjoint and bounded-from-below Hamiltonian on
H ® K., which we denote by H,. Given the unitary dynamics e~ itHe the evolved state
is

[o(t) := e iHe ol tHe, (1.6)

Let us now turn our attention to the effective quasi-classical system in the limit as
& — 0. This is a hybrid quantum-classical system, in which the classical part acts as an
environment for the quantum part. In fact, as we will see, the classical field affects the
quantum particles, but the converse is not true: the interaction is not strong enough to
cause a back-reaction of the particles on the classical field.

The basic observables for the classical fields are the elements z € 1), or, more precisely,
the real vectors of the form z 4 Z. Scalar observables in a generalized sense are functions
z > f(z) € C semiclassically called symbols. In addition to scalar or field observables,

IStrictly speaking, the space § should be the Hilbert completion of the set of test functions
for the classical fields, but in the following we are going to restrict our attention to classical fields
belonging to such space.
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there are more general observables involving both subsystems, which are thus represented
by operator-valued functions z — % (z), where ¥ (z) is a linear operator on the particle
Hilbert space J{. Note that one can easily associate an operator-valued function to a scalar
symbol as well, by simply setting ¥ (z) = f(z) - 1, where 1 € B(JH) stands for the identity
operator.

A state of the classical field (environment) is a Borel probability measure u € P(),
while a state of the quantum particles is a density matrix y € L}hl (). Since in the quasi-
classical regime the environment affects the behavior of the quantum particle system, a
quasi-classical state is a state-valued probability measure

m € P(h; £L(30)). (1.7)

A state-valued measure thus takes values in Lﬂr(ﬂ{), but it can also be conveniently
described by its norm Radon-Nikodym decomposition (see Proposition 2.2): a pair
(Mm, Ym(2)) consisting of a scalar Borel (probability) measure (44, and a .y -integrable,
almost everywhere defined function y,(z) € Lﬂr’l (H) taking values in normalized dens-
ity matrices, i.e.,

dm(z) = ym(2)dpm(2). (1.8)

In other words, a generic normalized quasi-classical state consists of a measure [y
describing the environment, and a function yy,(z) describing how (almost) each config-
uration of the field affects the quantum particles’ state. The quasi-classical equivalent of
taking the partial trace with respect to the field’s degrees of freedom is integrating with
respect to the quasi-classical state-valued measure, i.e., for any operator-valued function
F(z) € B(H),

/ dm(z) F(2) = / i (2) Y () F (2. (1.9)
b b

Note that when integrating against the state-valued measure, it is a priori relevant to keep
the order as in the above expression, since ¥ (z) might not commute with yy, (2).

The quasi-classical evolution also consists of two parts: an evolution of the envir-
onment’s probability measure [y, and one of the quantum system for (almost) every
configuration of the classical field. The evolution of the environment depends on the
choice of a scaling parameter for the field’s part in H,, and we consider two cases: either
the environment is stationary, e.g., it is at equilibrium, or it evolves freely. Concretely, the
environment is evolved by a unitary, linear, flow eTitvo . h — b, t € R, of classical fields,
where w is a positive self-adjoint operator on ) (typically, a multiplication operator by
the dispersion relation of the field), and v € {0, 1}, depending on the chosen scaling. This
flow pushes forward the measure iy, yielding

P i= (€7) 4 . (1.10)

The explicit action of the pushforward, as is well-known, is as follows: for all measurable
Borel sets B C b,

(€7 )ap)(B) 1= (e B). (LD
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where e/!”® B stands for the preimage of B with respect to the map e ' The quantum
part of the evolution is generated by a map from field configurations to two-parameter
groups of unitary operators z — (U;,s(2))s,ser, and it acts as

Ve (2) i= Us s (2) Y (2) U] (2). (1.12)

Let us remark that the pushforward of the measure does not affect the Radon—Nikodym
derivative ym / s(z), but only the integrated functions.

The quantum evolution is unitary for (almost) all configurations of the field. However,
a measurement on the classical system modifies the quantum state in a non-unitary, but
explicit, way. Let f(z) be a scalar field’s observable and suppose it is fi-measurable.
For A € C, let us define the level set of f as

By ={zeb| f(z) =A}.

Then the conditional quantum state Yy ; s|r=3 € Ll+ 1 (3) at time ¢ € R, describing the
state of the quantum system conditioned on an observed value A of the classical observ-
able f,is given by

Vansslps = [b At tss(2) Vs (2) 15, (2)
- / | Ghtann (2) U (2)yan (UL (2,
ez(t—s)vw B/\

where (f4m,2)rec i8 the disintegration of py, with respect to the function f. The con-
ditional evolution (¢, §) = Ym.,s|f=2 is clearly non-unitary but it preserves positivity:
the dynamics is in general non-Markovian, unless either By = {z} or um = J5,, i.e.,
the group property might not be satisfied. One should not indeed expect that, for any
t,s,7 > 0, there exists some two-parameter unitary group W, s € B(J() such that

Ym,t,s |f=/l = Wt,rym,r,s |f=/1 W;r,r-

The quantum state at time ¢ € R, conditioned on the fact that f* (or any other observ-
able) is observed, irrespective of its value, is denoted by yu ¢ s, is independent of f', and
is given by

Ym,t,s = / dA ) dﬂm,)&(z) ut,s(z)ym(z)uj,s(z)
C el(t—s)vw B,\
= | a1 Urs UL ).

Again the conditional evolution (¢, s) —> ym s preserves both positivity and the trace,
but it is still non-Markovian in general. It would be interesting to study the states of
the environment, if any, not concentrated in a single field configuration, that make the
conditional evolution Markovian, and possibly non-unitary. Such measures would yield a
quasi-classical evolution on the open quantum system of Lindblad type (see e.g. [40,44]).
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1.4. The concrete models: Nelson, Pauli—Fierz, and polaron

Let us define more concretely the three models of interaction between non-relativistic
particles and bosonic force carrier fields that we consider throughout the paper: the Nel-
son, Pauli-Fierz, and polaron models.

1.4.1. Nelson model. The Nelson model describes quantum particles (e.g., nucleons),
interacting with a force-carrying scalar field (e.g., a meson field), and was the first to
be rigorously studied [46]. In this paper, we restrict our attention to the regularized Nel-
son model, where the interaction is smeared by an ultraviolet cutoff. We consider N,
d-dimensional, non-relativistic, spinless particles, and therefore H = L2 (Rd N ). The clas-
sical fields are usually taken to be in h = L2(R?), but other choices may be possible, e.g.,
a cavity field, whose classical space would then be £2(Z¢). The Hamiltonian H, has the

form
N

Hy = Ko +v(e)d5e(0) + ) lal (A(x)) + a(A(x;)].
j=1
where Ko = Ko ® 1, with K self-adjoint and bounded from below on J; w is a pos-
itive operator on §y and d%,(w) its second quantization, i.e., the Wick quantization of the
symbol
k(z) = (z|w|z)y; (1.13)

and A € L*®(R?;p) is the coupling factor.

If one naively replaces the quantum canonical variables a* with their classical coun-
terparts, i.e., z¥, one can easily deduce that the quasi-classical effective potential for the
model above is given by the symbol z > V(z), where (see also [16, §2.2])

N

V(z) =) 2Re (z]A(x)))5 € B(H). (1.14)
j=1

In most practical applications A(x; -) € h = L?(R%) has the following explicit form:
A(x:K) = Ao(K)e KX, Ao € L2(RY).

This leads to the effective potential V(z) being the Fourier transform of an integrable
function, and thus continuous and vanishing at infinity. In order to obtain more singular
potentials, it is necessary to consider microscopic states whose measures are not concen-
trated as Radon measures in f) [16, §2.5]. This would, however, make the analysis more
involved. We thus restrict our attention to states whose measures are indeed concentrated
in § (see Remark 1.11 for additional details).

1.4.2. Pauli-Fierz model. We consider the class of Pauli-Fierz models describing N
non-relativistic, spinless, extended d-dimensional charges moving in ]Rd, d > 2, inter-
acting with electromagnetic radiation in the Coulomb gauge. Adding spin, adopting a
different gauge, or constraining particles to an open subset of R¢ would not affect the
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results, but make the analysis more involved. The particles’ Hilbert space is thus H =
L?(R4N), while the classical fields are in ) = L2(R?; C?~1). The Hamiltonian H, is
customarily written as

N
He =) (=iVi + Ac(x)))” + W(x1,....xn) + v(6)d5 (o),
j=1

with
Ac(x) = al (A(x) + as(A(x)).

In the above, W = W, 4+ W, is a multiplicative potential describing the interaction
among charges, with ‘W; € Llloc(RdN; R*) and Wo(—A + 1)_1/2 € B(H); w is the
field’s dispersion relation, a positive multiplication operator on § such that ™! is also
a positive self-adjoint operator on J, e.g., w(k) = |k|; and A = (A4, ..., Ay) with
g€ LR D(w V2 + w'/?)) forall £ € {1,...,d} and V - A(x) = 0, is the particles’
charge distribution. We denote by D(w™'/2 + w'/2) C § the intersection of the self-

adjointness domains of w~'/2 and w'/2.
In this case, we have Ky = —A + W and the effective potential can be easily seen to
be [17, §1.2]
N
V(z) = 42 [—i Re (z|A(x}))5 - V; + (Re (z]A(x;))5)?]. (1.15)
j=1

Notice that the interaction term in H; is not the Wick quantization of the above symbol
V(z), because H, is not normal ordered and an additional term is missing, i.e.,

N d
eSS IR = Oce),

j=1£=1

but such a contribution vanishes as ¢ — 0. Similarly to the Nelson model, the effective
interaction V(z) describes the minimal coupling of the particles with a magnetic potential
that is continuous and vanishing at infinity.

1.4.3. Polaron. Frohlich’s polaron [29] describes electrons moving in a quantum lattice
crystal. The N d-dimensional electrons are modeled as non-relativistic spinless particles,
and thus again H = L2(R4Y). For the phonon vibrational field, ) = L?(R¢). The
Hamiltonian H, is formally written as

He = =A +al (9 (x))) + ae(@(x;)) + W(x1, ..., xn) + v(£)dG:(1),

with the particles’ potential W satisfying the same assumptions as in §1.4.2 for the Pauli—

Fierz model. In addition,
—ikx

d(x; k) := a|k|(d——1)/2’
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with o € R, is the polaron’s form factor and, for all x € R4, it does not belong to b.
Hence, H; as written above is only a formal expression. However, it makes sense as
a closed and bounded-from-below quadratic form: one can find a parameter r € R, a
splitting ¢ = ¢, + x, with

¢r (x: k) 1= Ty <y (K@ (x: K),

and some A, € L“(Rd; bd ) such that, as a quadratic form,

Hy=—-A+ a;r(¢r(xj)) + as(dr(x5)) + [V}, as(Ar (x5)) — a;r(kr(xj))]
+ W(x1,...,x5) + v(e)d&:(1),

where the commutator between two vectors of operators involves a scalar product.
In the polaron model Ky = —A + W, and the effective potential is given by [16, §2.3]

N
V(z) =2 Re(zl(x;))p + [<i V), Im(A,(x;)]2)5)].
Jj=1

Notice that one could formally resum the two terms above, obtaining the same expression
(1.14) as in the Nelson model. In the case of the polaron, the potential V(z) is not neces-
sarily bounded, but still relatively form bounded with respect to —A. In fact, V(z) can be
any function in H@~D/2(R9) N L2 _(R%).

Let us also remark that in the polaron case, the quasi-classical limit is mathematic-
ally analogous to the strong coupling limit. Strongly coupled polarons have been widely
studied in the mathematical literature both from a dynamical and a variational point of
view (see, e.g., [25-28, 33,34, 36,41-43]). Compared to the available dynamical results
[25,27,33,41], our quasi-classical approach has the advantage of being applicable to a
very general class of microscopic initial states. However, we have no control on the errors
and we are not able to derive the higher order corrections to the effective dynamics, i.e.,
the ones given by the Landau—Pekar equations.

1.5. Main results

Before stating our main results, we provide more technical details about the general struc-
ture of the models we are considering in this paper, by specifying some assumptions that
are sufficient to prove our main results, and that are satisfied in the above concrete models.
We do not strive for the optimal assumptions nor for the most general setting.
First of all, we remark that all the Hamiltonians introduced in §1.4 can be cast in the
form
H, = Ko ® 1+ v(e) 1 ®0pY,(ic) + OpYk(V) + O(e), (1.16)

where K is self-adjoint and bounded from below on JH, and describes the particle’s
system when it is isolated; v () is a quasi-classical scaling factor such that

v = ling)ev(s) € {0, 1}, (1.17)
E—>



Quasi-classical dynamics 741
y

and the two relevant scalings are v(e) = 1, yielding an environment that remains constant
in time, and v(e) = 1/¢, yielding an environment that evolves freely; « is the symbol given
by (1.13) for a densely defined, positive operator @ on §. Given a symbol z > F (z), we
denote by Opr/id‘(f‘” ) its Wick quantization, so that in particular OpXViCk(K) = d&.(w).
The symbol z + V(z) is operator-valued and polynomial, and it describes the interaction
between the particles and the environment. The possible concrete choices of V have been
presented in §1.4. Finally, @ (¢) is a bounded particle operator of order &.

To study the limit as ¢ — 0 of the evolved states ['¢(¢), we make the following very
general assumption on” I';(0) = T',:

38 > 0,3Cs < 4001 Tr(Te(dg:(1) + 1)?) < Cs, (A1)

which is for instance satisfied if the state scales with ¢ as in (1.3), or if it is formed by a
coherent superposition of vectors with a finite number of force carriers. This assumption
is sufficient to prove the existence of a subsequence {&, }nen — 0 such that Iy, converges
to a quasi-classical state m in the sense of Definition 1.1 below. For the polaron and Pauli—
Fierz models, an additional assumption is necessary to study the limit as ¢ — 0 of ['¢(¢),
due to the fact that such models are “more singular” than the Nelson model:

AC < 400 : Tr(Te(Ko + d6:(w))) < C. (A1)

Finally, in order to ensure that no loss of mass occurs along the weak limit, or equivalently,
that the quasi-classical limit point m is still normalized and [[w(h) || z1(5¢) = 1, we also
need control of the particle component of the state I';. We thus define the reduced density
matrix for the particles as

Ve 1= tre, T's € £} 1(30), (1.18)
and impose the following alternative conditions on y:
A >0, A1 € LO(H) : trac(Ays) < C < 400, (A2)
or
W ell@): <y (A2)

We are going to comment further on the above conditions in Remarks 1.9 and 1.10, but we
point out here that the second is stronger than the first, in the sense that (A2") implies (A2).
A simple but relevant case in which (A2') is trivially satisfied is given by product states
of the form y ® ¢, with y € thl(f}() independent of ¢. By contrast, the more general
assumption (A2) seems at first glance to be also more arbitrary, but it could be put in
relation to the physics of the model (see Remark 1.10).

Let us denote by ['; the non-commutative Fourier transform or generating map of a
state T, € L_lhl(ﬂ-f ® Ke), ie.,

Te(n) = trac, (T We()) € £1(30) (1.19)

ZFor simplicity, we set the initial time s equal to 0.
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for any 1 € b, where W, (1) is the Weyl operator on XK,:
We() = ei(a;(n)+a£(n)). (1.20)

Analogously, to any state-valued measure mt € M(bh; L1+(1H)) there corresponds the Four-
ier transform

A = / At (2) Y ()2 R € £1(3¢) (1.21)
b
forn € .

Definition 1.1 (Quasi-classical convergence). Let I’y € L}hl(ﬂ{ ® Ke) and m €
M(H; L}r(ﬂ{)). We say that
I, —m (1.22)

e—>0
if f‘s(n) —W% fit(n) pointwise for all 7 € § in the weak-* topology in £!(J), i.e., when
£—>

testing against compact operators in £°°(H).

This definition is given in terms of the Fourier transforms in order to completely char-
acterize the limit quasi-classical measure nt. On the other hand, from the physical point
of view, it is relevant to study the convergence of expectation values of quantum observ-
ables, which is discussed in §2 and specifically in Theorem 1.16. Note that in light of
Proposition 2.3, assumption (A1) guarantees that any such I'; admits at least one limit
point in the sense of Definition 1.1.

In the following, we may omit the superscript 4 in I', X w if it is clear from the
context that we are considering the quasi-classical convergence of Definition 1.1 (and not
its stronger counterpart of Definition 1.4 below).

Remark 1.2 (Reduced density matrix). We point out that the reduced density matrix y,
for the particle system given in (1.18) can be obtained by evaluating the non-commutative
Fourier transform (1.19) at n = 0, i.e.,

Ve :=trgc, I'e = i-\‘(s(o)-

Hence, the convergence I, k—) m can be easily seen to imply that
——+o0

Yex w—*> bdﬂm(z) Ym(2), (1.23)

k—+o0

where we have denoted by w the weak-* operator topology.

Remark 1.3 (Product states). As a special case, we observe that if I is a physical product
state,’ i.e., there exist y € £} | (H) and ¢, € L] | (K,) such that T = y ® g, then

I, Lo = Ce —> MU and Y (2) = y. (1.24)
e—0 e—0

3Product states are the mathematical formulation of the fact that the two parts of the system are
independent. Since ¢ characterizes only the behavior of the field, it is not physically relevant to put
an e-dependence on the particle part.
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The proper definition of convergence of scalar measures was given in [16], but it coincides
with Definition 1.1 when H = C.

A stronger notion of quasi-classical convergence can be given, lifting the weak-* con-
vergence of the Fourier transform in Definition 1.1 to weak convergence, i.e., by testing
with bounded operators B € B(H). This leads to the following definition.

Definition 1.4 (Bounded quasi-classical convergence). Let ', € L}hl (H®X,)andm €

M(H; L}r(ﬂ{)). Then we write

bqc
I, — m (1.25)

e—>0

if f'a(n) L()) fit(n) pointwise for all € b in the weak topology in £!(3), i.e., when
e—>
testing against bounded operators in B(F).

Remark 1.5 (Mass conservation). Bounded convergence ensures that no mass is lost in

bqc
the quasi-classical limit: in fact, if LL,I (H®X,)>T, - m, then
tro¢ / du(z) = tre ((0)) = lim trac ([ (0)) = 1, (1.26)
b &e—>

and therefore m € P(h; L1 (). By contrast, there are normalized states Iy €
Li,l(ﬂ{ ® XK¢) that converge to a quasi-classical measure with mass less than 1, and
possibly zero, thus occurring in a loss of mass phenomenon. For example, let us consider
a state similar to the one defined in Remark 1.3, where however y = y, also depends on &,

Ye = len(e)){en(e)l;

{en }neN being an orthonormal basis in J, and n(¢) —6 ~+o00. Then y, ® ¢ — 0, the zero
e—>
state-valued measure, and thus all the mass is lost in the limit.
Our main result (see Theorem 1.6 and Corollary 1.14 below) is that initial conver-

gence is propagated in time: for all # € R, I's, (¢) converges to the quasi-classical state m,
defined by the norm Radon—Nikodym decomposition

dnt, = Us0(2)ym (2) U] (2)d((e7) s ). (1.27)

where U, s(z) is the above mentioned quasi-classical two-parameter unitary group of
evolution, which turns out to be weakly generated by the time-dependent Schrodinger
operator

Ky = Ko+ Vi(2) (1.28)

with
Vi (2) 1= V(e 7). (1.29)

Notice again that the pushforward in (1.27) does not affect the Radon—Nikodym deriv-
ative Uy,0(2) Ym (z)‘u;r’o(z). The interplay between the quasi-classical limit and the time
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evolution can be summed up in the following commutative diagram involving the Radon—
Nikodym derivatives:

I, a > Te(t)
e—0 e—>0 (1.30)
(1.27) . i —itvw
Y (2)d b (2) ¢ > Us0(2)ym(2) U, o(2)d((e )« M)

where we have decomposed the initial state-valued measure as dm(z) = ym(z)dpum(z)
with yy, € L}hl (H) and py € M(b), and the convergence is always along a given sub-
sequence {&; }neN-

We now state the first result in detail. Recall that we say that m € M(b; Lﬂr’l) is a
probability measure, and thus m € P(h; L}i_’l) whenever ||t ()| ;150 = 1.

Theorem 1.6 (Quasi-classical evolution in the Schrodinger picture). Let v(e) be such
that ev(e) »> v € {0,1} as ¢ - 0, and let Ty € LL’I(J{ ® K¢) be a state satisfying
assumption (Al). Let also (A1") be satisfied for the polaron and Pauli—Fierz models. Then
there exist a subsequence {&, }neN and a measure m € M(bh; L}hl (H)) such that

P (1.31)
n—-+oo
and if (1.31) holds, then forallt € R,
Ty, (1) ——> (1.32)
n——+o0o

where w; is given by (1.27).

Corollary 1.7 (Mass conservation). If in addition T, satisfies assumption (A2) or (A2'),
then m € P(b; L}H(ﬂ-f)) and thus w; € P(h; Lﬁ_,l(ﬂf)) for all t € R. Furthermore, if
(A2) also holds for y¢(t) foranyt € [0,T), T € RY, then forallt € [0,T),

bqc
e, (t) —— my.
n—+o00

Remark 1.8 (Extraction of a subsequence). Let us point out that, as anticipated above, the
limit measure m at initial time, according to Definition 1.1, might depend on the choice of
the subsequence {¢, },en — 0. However, we stress that the convergence at time ¢ stated
in (1.32) occurs along the same subsequence.

Remark 1.9 (Loss of mass). Theorem 1.6 holds irrespective of any possible loss of mass
for the initial-time convergence. The quasi-classical evolution preserves the mass, thus
proving that the same amount of mass is lost at any time. Conditions (A2) and (A2') ensure
that no mass is lost at initial time, and thus at any further time. Another sufficient condition
to ensure no loss of mass is the so-called (PI) condition, which will be discussed in detail
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in §1.6. However, as suggested by the fact that physical factorized states y ® ¢, do not
lose mass, this peculiar loss of mass phenomenon is due either to a “bad” correlation
between the field and particle subsystems, or to a somewhat artificial dependence of the
particle subsystem on the quasi-classical parameter in an uncorrelated state (see §1.6 for
a more detailed discussion).

Remark 1.10 (Assumptions (A2) and (A2')). The implications and the meaning of
assumptions (A2) and (A2’) are a priori quite different. For instance, (A2) provides uni-
form control on the reduced density matrix y, but has little physical motivation, unless the
two subsystems in the state are uncorrelated (i.e., the state has a tensor product structure).
Assumption (A2) on the other hand implies the stronger convergence of I'; to m in the
bounded quasi-classical sense of Definition 1.4. Such a stronger convergence holds true
however only at initial time, and its propagation along the time evolution is typically very
difficult to prove. A notable exception is given by trapped particle systems, i.e., when Ko
has compact resolvent and thus one can take 4 = (Ko + 1)5, for some § > 0, in (A2).
Thus, in this case the assumption Tr(Ts(Ko + d¥:(w))®) < C on the initial state is suffi-
cient to strengthen the convergence at any time (see, e.g., [3, Lemma 3.4] for the Nelson
model and §7.2 for the polaron and Pauli-Fierz models). As already remarked, the two
assumptions are in fact related, because (A2') implies (A2).* However, due to the different
physical implications (particles’ trapping on the one hand, isolation of the subsystems on
the other), we preferred to keep the two separated.

Remark 1.11 (Rougher potentials). As already remarked in §1.4, states satisfying (A1)
yield effective potentials V; that are “regular”. For example, no confining potential can
be obtained with such quasi-classical states. It is possible to obtain more general effective
potentials relaxing assumption (A1) to accommodate states whose limit are cylindrical
measures [23], but the analysis becomes more complicated. In the polaron model, for
coherent states, whose cylindrical measure is concentrated in a single “singular” point
(a suitable tempered distribution), the analysis has been carried out in [14] to obtain an
effective (time-dependent) point interaction.

Before proceeding further we discuss in some detail the scaling factor v(e) that
appears in front of the free energy of the field in the Hamiltonian H,. Physically, one
should distinguish between two relevant situations: v(¢) = 1 and v(g) = 1/¢; all the other

4The inference (A2')=>(A2) can be proved as follows. Since y is a positive trace class oper-
ator, it can be decomposed as y = ZjeN l;)(@;j|, where (¢j)jen is an orthonormal basis of
H and A; > O are the singular values satisfying jeN Aj < +o0. Therefore, there exists a non-
negative sequence (ij)jen such that u; — +oo0 and Z;’eN MjA; < +oo. In fact, if there are
only a finite number of nonzero )Lj' s, then the existence is trivial, while if the number of nonzero
Ajs is infinite, one can set, for all k € N, Jy = min{J € N | ZJsj Aj < Z’k}, and puj =1
for j < Jo,and pu; = 2k/2 for Jx < j < Jr41- Then, by construction, the inverse of the operator

. /2. ,1/2 /2. ,1/2
Ay =5, e 119} is compact and trg (Ay ve) = trac (Ay ey %) < trac (A 2y Ay/%) =
2 jeN Mjhj < +00, so that y, satisfies assumption (A2).
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possibilities are physically less relevant, and yield the same qualitative results, up to res-
caling of the parameters. Let us remark first, however, that despite the fact that the two
cases yield different evolutions for the classical field, the interaction is always too weak to
cause a back-reaction of the particles on the field when ¢ — 0. Thus, the quasi-classical
field can indeed be seen as an environment.

Remark 1.12 (v = 0). When v(g) = @(¢7%), § < 1, the quasi-classical field remains con-
stant in time. In fact, in that case v = lim,—¢ v(¢) = 0, and therefore U, s(z) = U;—s(2)
is the strongly continuous group generated by the self-adjoint operator Ko + V(z), with,
e.g., V(z) = Z,N:l 2Re (A(x;)|z)y for the Nelson model. Also, the measure (i, is con-
stant: yu; = p for all ¢ € R. Therefore, in the scaling determined by v(g) = O (s7%) the
radiation field does not evolve. Let us remark that, in the case of the polaron, this is the
scaling equivalent, up to suitable rescalings, to the well-known strong coupling regime.

Remark 1.13 (v = 1). When v = 1, e.g., if v(¢) = 1/¢, the quasi-classical radiation
field evolves in time in a non-trivial way, obeying a free field equation, and therefore the
effective evolution operator for the particles U; s(z) has a time-dependent generator. For
the regularized Nelson model, such a free evolution is given by the Klein—Gordon-like
equation

(8% + w*(D))A =0, (1.33)

where w(D) is the pseudodifferential operator defined by the Fourier transform of the
function w; for the Pauli-Fierz model it is given by the free Maxwell equations in the
Coulomb gauge, and for the polaron by the equation (9% + 1)A = 0. Here, for clarity,
we have written such equations in the usual form, which involves the real field A and its
time derivatives. Throughout the paper, however, we use the complex counterpart of that
real field, denoted by z, and which is given in terms of A, e.g., in the regularized Nelson
model, by
z =3 (w2(D)A +iw™V2(D)d, A),

Hence, the evolution equation for z becomes i d;z = wz.
A consequence of Theorem 1.6 is that, for any compact operator B € L%°(XH), its

Heisenberg evolution satisfies

Tr(T, e/ Hen Be~1tHeny A A (2) tae[ym (D) U] o () BUro(2)].  (1.34)

n—-+o00

There is also a counterpart of the above statement for the particle degrees of freedom
alone: for any I, as in Theorem 1.6, the following weak-* convergence holds in £!(3):

trac, (e Hen T, it Heny / e (2) Uro(2) (D) U 4(2), (1.35)
’ n—-+o00 3 ’
i.e., the particle state obtained by tracing out the field degrees of freedom evolves as

& — 0 into the right hand side of the above expression. When the state is a product state,
the above result can be made more explicit (see also Remark 1.3):
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Corollary 1.14 (Quasi-classical evolution of product states). Let ¢, € L}i_’l(iKg) be a
field’s state such that for all y € L}i_’l (H), ¥y ® g satisfies assumption (A1), and (A1)
for the polaron and Pauli—Fierz models, so that there exists ju € N(Y) such that

Sen ——— K- (1.36)

n—+oo

Then, for all B € L®(H) and all t € R,
tric,, (g, !t Hon Be™1Hen) —— / Uo s (2) BUr,0(2) A (2). (1.37)

Remark 1.15 (Bounded operators). It would obviously be more satisfactory to extend
the above result to bounded operators B € B(H). However, this cannot be done in full
generality because the convergence in Definition 1.1 holds in the weak-* topology. As
explained in Remark 1.10 and §1.6, one can lift the convergence to the weak topology,
and thus extend the statement above to bounded observables, if an additional regularity
on the initial state is assumed and such a regularity can be propagated by the dynamics,
which can be done for example whenever the particle system is trapped.

The analogue of Corollary 1.14 for non-product states and more complicated observ-
ables, i.e., self-adjoint operators acting on the full Hilbert space, is more involved to state
and holds true only for a subclass of such operators. We indeed introduce a class of oper-
ators on H ® XK., consisting of polynomials with m creation and » annihilation normal
ordered operators, with arguments possibly depending on the particle’s positions: expli-
citly, we consider operators Opg“k(? ) obtained as the Wick quantization of symbols
F € 84 m, 1.e., of the form

N
F(2) =Y (A (x))p - (2Aex))p (et (DI2)5 -+ (Aeem(XDI2)5, (St

J=1

where A; € LOO(R”Z;E)),]' =1,....m+ L.
To state the result, we also need to make more restrictive assumptions on the initial
state I';:

15 > EICg < 400 @ Tr(Te(dl:(1) + 1)28) < Cs, Nelson model,
§ = 1, AC < 400 : Tr(THZ) < Cv(e)?, Pauli-Fierz model,  (Ag)
38 € N,,3Cs < +oo : Tr(TH?) < Csv(e)?, polaron.

Theorem 1.16 (Quasi-classical evolution in the Heisenberg picture). Let Ty €

1(9—[ ® Ke) be a state satisfying assumption (Ag), so that there exists m €
J\/[(b £l +(30)) such that

ry, —— m. (1.38)
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Then, for all ¥ € 8¢, with (£ +m)/2 <26, allt e R and all §,T € B(H) such that
either § or T is in L% (KH),

Tr(Te, (1) TOpY “(F)S) — e ( / dm, (2) 7$(z)s)
n—>—+0oo E)

= try, ( /5 e (2) U0 (2) v (2) U0 (2) TF (€711 2) S ) (139)

Remark 1.17 (Regularity assumptions for the Pauli-Fierz model). The constraint § = 1
for the Pauli-Fierz model is due to some technical difficulties in propagating in time
higher order regularity of the number operator, due to the fact that the number operator
and the field’s kinetic term are not comparable in that case, since the field carriers may be
massless.

1.6. Semiclassical analysis and sketch of the proof

In this section we present a short sketch of the proof and discuss some of the key features
of semiclassical analysis for infinite-dimensional systems, which is the core tool of our
analysis. This discussion is meant to clarify the role of our assumptions and propose
alternative approaches.

One of the main points in our investigation is the convergence of a family of quantum
states as ¢ — 0 to a quasi-classical Wigner measure in the sense of either Definition 1.1 or
Definition 1.4. The latter is clearly preferable but there are known obstructions. Indeed, in
infinite-dimensional semiclassical analysis with no additional degrees of freedom (which
we refer to as the scalar case), i.e., when the limit Wigner measure is a conventional scalar
measure, there can be two types of defects of convergence for a given family {T's}sc(0,1)
of normalized states:

e a loss of mass, as in the finite-dimensional case, i.e., the limit measure may not be a
probability measure and have a total mass strictly less than 1;

e a dimensional loss of compactness that is characteristic of the infinite-dimensional set-
ting (see [6, §7.4]), where the mass is preserved but the expectation values of operators
obtained as Wick quantizations of non-compact symbols do not converge to their limit
expressions.

These defects are prevented by formulating conditions that are both sufficient and reas-
onable to verify in a relevant class of concrete examples: the loss of mass is prevented
by imposing an e-uniformity condition on the expectation of some power of the number
operator, analogous to assumption (A1) given above (see also [6, §6.1]); loss of compact-
ness is prevented by the so-called (PI) sufficient condition [2, 8], which reads as follows:
forallk € N,

lim Te (A5, (1) T) = / duz) [z,
E—>

If the above condition holds, then the expectations of all Wick polynomial bounded sym-
bols converge.
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A key difference of our quasi-classical setting compared to the scalar case is that
assumption (A1) is not sufficient to ensure that no mass is lost in the limit: the correlation
with the J{-degrees of freedom may cause a new type of mass defect, as exemplified by
the product state y, ® ¢, introduced above in Remark 1.5, which satisfies assumption (A1)
and converges to the state-valued measure 0 with no mass. Assumptions (A2) and (A2')
are both conditions on the J{-degrees of freedom that are sufficient to prevent this quasi-
classical defect and whose usefulness has been discussed in Remark 1.10. Note, however,
that the defect of compactness mentioned above may also occur: it is indeed not difficult
to produce examples of states with no loss of mass but a defect of compactness, simply
tensoring any scalar example of such defect with an J{-state that is independent of the
quasi-classical parameter ¢. In order to overcome the defect of compactness in the quasi-
classical limit, a straightforward analogue of the scalar (PI) condition can be formulated:

i Tr@5. (1) = [ dium(@) 2134, YO < k< K. (Ple)
&> 5

so that the scalar condition (PI) of [2, 8] corresponds here to condition (Pl.,). We allow
for a possibly finite index K for a motivation to be explained in detail below, related to
the propagation in time of the condition.

Restricting to states that satisfy condition (Plg), for suitable K € N,, allows one
to use some powerful tools of infinite-dimensional semiclassical analysis (see, e.g., [2,
Appendix B]) that make the study of quasi-classical dynamics less involved, and allow one
to obtain stronger results. In particular, the convergence in Theorem 1.6 can be lifted to
bounded quasi-classical convergence of Definition 1.4, and Theorem 1.16 holds for a more
general class of symbols. There are, however, also some drawbacks. The most relevant
one is that there are states of physical relevance that do not satisfy condition (Plg), or
that are defined by abstract and a priori considerations, in a way that does not provide
enough information to test the validity of such a condition. The primary examples of this
kind are states satisfying suitable variational problems (e.g., ground states of physical
problems related to the ones under study, perhaps with an additional external potential
that is removed at the initial time, or states belonging to some minimizing sequence of the
model). In addition, there is a technical difficulty: condition (Plx) is in general difficult
to propagate in time. As will be explained later, to prove its propagation one has to rely
on a propagation estimate for the number operator up to power K. This is possible for the
Nelson model for all K € N, [20], and for the Pauli-Fierz model, at least for K < 2 [5].
However, it does not seem feasible for the polaron model.

In view of the above considerations, in this paper we mainly focus on the more general
class of states satisfying only assumption (A1), which can thus be defective both in mass
and compactness, as in the main results presented in §1.5. Let us remark that, in order
to consider more general states, a finer technical analysis on our part is required; this,
however, makes the proofs also slightly more involved. We believe that it is interesting to
present the results in such generality, both from a physical and a mathematical standpoint.
Nonetheless, we also believe that it makes sense to informally present the proof of our
results that can be obtained using condition (Plg), for arbitrary K € N, in the Nelson
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model, and for K < 2 in the Pauli-Fierz model. The purpose of the outline is twofold: on
the one hand it serves as a summary of the semiclassical strategies used throughout the
paper, on the other hand it allows us to emphasize the simplifications obtained by using
condition (Plg), and thus also the subtleties we had to face otherwise.

Let us thus assume, only in this section, that (PIx) holds true, so that the statement
of Theorem 1.6 takes the following stronger form: there exist a subsequence {&, }neN and
a probability measure m € P(bh; LL,I (%)) such that

& — > m, (1.40)
n—+o0o
and if (1.40) holds, then for all ¢ € R,
bqc
e, (1) —— my, (1.41)
n—-+4o00

where m; is given by (1.27). In addition,
Tr[Te,, () TOpY ™ ((z®|52®™) goue) S] ——> tryc [ / du, (2) T (2®02%™)mue s}
" n—>+o00 5

= troc [ / ditm(2) ‘ut,o(z)ym(z)‘uo,t(z)T((e—"’”wz)®‘|5(e—””wz)®m>b®szs}
b
forall 7,8 € B(H) and all b € B(H @ h®™ , H @ h®¢) with (m + £)/2 < K.
The main steps of the proof of the above results are the following:
(1) First of all, we pass to the interaction representation, setting
Yo(r) i= el Kotv@dZe@), (1)~it Kotv(e)dbe (@)
and write Duhamel’s formula for the time evolution of its Fourier transform:

[Te()](n) = [Te(5)](n)

N o ot
—i Z / dr e/ try, ([(pa(ef”s"(s)"’)u(xj)), Ta(t)]Wa(n))ef”‘Ko, (1.42)

where ¢.(z) := ag (z) + a¢(z) is the field operator.

(ii) Now, the goal is to extract a common subsequence of Y, (¢) that converges for
all times ¢ € R. Hence, one first needs to show that, at any time ¢ € R, Y, (#) converges
along a suitable subsequence. In order to do that, we need to verify that condition (Plx)
(resp. (A1), in the case of Theorem 1.6) is satisfied for any r € R, which guarantees
convergence in the sense of Definition 1.4 (resp. Definition 1.1) at all times. Let us sketch
how it is possible to propagate (Plx) in the Nelson model: the Duhamel formula

Tr(dg: (1)F Yo (1)) = Tr(dg: (1) 1:(0))

—i / t Tr([dg: (1), gs (e @1 (x;))] Y2 (1)) dr
0
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yields

1dSe (¥, 9e(e "™ O AN T (O] 21 (30056,

< e Ci[l(dGe(1) + D el 21 (segc,

The trace norm on the right hand side is uniformly bounded with respect to ¢ (see, e.g.,
Proposition 3.2 below), yielding

Tr(dG:(D)* Ye (1)) = Tr(dg:(1)* Ye(0)) + O, (e).

This implies that condition (Plx) holds for all times provided it holds at the initial time.
Let us remark again that such propagation estimate (more precisely, the e-uniform number
estimate) is not available for the polaron model, nor for the Pauli-Fierz model whenever
k > 3.

(iii) Once convergence of Y, () is obtained, one has to prove that { T, tee(0,1) 18
uniformly equicontinuous as a family of functions of time. This can be done by exploiting
(PIg) once more:

Tr([pe (e ™V ©UA(x;)), Ye ()] Wa(n))
= Tr(Ye(1)(dG:(1))* (dG: (1) [We (), @e(e ™V ©2A(x;))]) = O(D).

(iv) After the extraction of a subsequence s, (1) converging at all times, we take the
limit as €,, — 0 of (1.42); by (Plx), the convergence follows by a direct generalization to
operator-valued symbols of the analysis done in the scalar case, e.g. in [2, Appendix B].
On the other hand, to study the limit under assumption (A1) alone, we have to develop
a specific quasi-classical calculus for the symbols appearing in the energy functionals of
the three models. We take advantage of an approximation by simple functions that allows
one to separate the two types of degrees of freedom, at the same time making the symbol
compact and thus convergent without additional assumptions (see §2).

(v) The equation obtained in the limit from the Duhamel equation is a transport equa-
tion for the Fourier transform of the quasi-classical measures in interaction picture 1;:

un =gt i [ ar | e @ ety e
s
We prove that this equation has a unique solution, given by
1 = (s Uro () v (UL (2)):
once the interaction representation is removed, that yields
duty = Ur,0(2)ym () UL o(2) (™) i),
as expected (see §5).

(vi) The aforementioned uniqueness allows one finally to extend the convergence to
the original sequence Yy, (¢).
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2. Quasi-classical analysis

In this section we introduce the quasi-classical asymptotic analysis, needed to study the
dynamical limit of quasi-classical systems. In particular, we have to develop a semiclas-
sical theory for operator-valued symbols, since the latter are crucial to characterize the
interaction part of the dynamics. The key tools presented here are
e the convergence of regular states to state-valued measures in the quasi-classical limit
(Proposition 2.3) in the sense of Definition 1.1;
o the convergence of the expectation values of suitable classes of operators to their clas-
sical counterparts (Proposition 2.6).
Note that, in the context of finite-dimensional semiclassical analysis, operator-valued
symbols corresponding to additional degrees of freedom have already been studied [13,
24,30, 31] (see also [56, Appendix B] and references therein), although with different
applications in mind.
We start by clarifying the notion of state-valued measure.

Definition 2.1 (State-valued measure). An additive measure m on a measurable space
(X, X) is H-state-valued if

o m(S) € LY (H) forany S € X;

e m(0) =0;

e 1 is unconditionally o-additive in the trace norm.

An H-state-valued measure is a probability measure if [|[m(X)[| ., = 1. We denote by
M(X, =; L1 (H)) and P(X, =; L1 () and by M(X; L1 (H)) and P(X; L] (H)) the
spaces of J{-state-valued measures and probability measures, respectively, with respect
to either a generic or the Borel o-algebra, in case X is a topological space.

Using the Radon—Nikodym property and positivity, there is a simple characterization
of state-valued measures:

Proposition 2.2 (Radon—Nikodym decomposition). Forany m € M(X, X; L}r (H)), there
exists a scalar measure Ly € M(X, ) with

P (X) = ”m(X)”Ll(g.()
and a [Ly-a.e. defined measurable function Yy : X — Lﬁ_,l () such that forany S € %,
() = [ () (2 e
with the right hand side meant as a Bochner integral. In addition, m € M(X, X; L}l_(ﬂ-f))

is an H-state-valued probability measure iff uw is a probability measure. We call
(Mm; Ym(2)) the Radon—Nikodym decomposition of .



Quasi-classical dynamics 753

Proof. First of all we point out that the separable Schatten space £!(3() of trace class
operators has the Schatten space £°°(JH) of compact operators as predual, and therefore
it has the Radon—Nikodym property (see, e.g., [18, 19]). In addition, since m takes values
in positive operators, we can define its “norm” measure as

m(-) = [[m(-) g1e50)- (2.2)

In fact, m is a scalar measure such that m <« m <« m, i.e., m and m are absolutely
continuous with respect to each other. The latter property can indeed be easily seen as
follows: m(S) = 0, as an element of the vector space LL(Q{), if and only if m(S) =
1) g1 g = O-

Moreover, the Radon—Nikode property guarantees the existence of the Radon—Niko-
dym derivative 4 € L1(X, du; £} (3()) such that

m(s) = /S e fi—r:(z) 2.3)

for any measurable S € ¥ and any scalar measure p such that m is absolutely continuous
with respect to u.

In our setting, compared to the more general case of Banach-space-valued vector
measures, there is an additional notion of positivity, as discussed above. That notion natur-
ally singles out a given scalar measure, with respect to which m is absolutely continuous.
The measure is the “norm” measure m defined in (2.2). Indeed, combining the mutual
absolute continuity of m and m with the existence of the Radon—Nikodym derivative, we
deduce that, for any measurable S C §,

d
w(S) = / dm(z) 2 (2), 2.4)
S dm
and that, m-a.e.,
dm
— #0
dm 7
Therefore, we can rewrite

-1

d

) = [one| e e Pl o e

S m £l dm L1(50)

and setting
dpi (2) = Hd—m(z) dm(z), (2.6)
L1(F)
Y (2) = —( )H—(z) , 2.7)
L£1(30)

we obtain the sought Radon—Nikodym decomposition. ]
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Letnow F : X — B(H) be a measurable function with respect to the weak-* topology
on B(H). It is then natural to define the (£'-Bochner) integrals of f with respect to m as
follows: for any S € X,

/ dm(z) F(z) = / A () Y () F2), 2.8)
S S
/ F(2)dm(z) == / Qi (2) F()ym (). 2.9)
S S

Notice that one has to keep track of the order inside the integral, i.e., putting the measure
on the right or on the left of the integrand is not the same, because y,, might not commute
with F(z), since both are operators on J.

State-valued measures are important since they are the quasi-classical counterparts
of quantum states (see [23] for a detailed discussion). Operator-valued symbols, such as
the aforementioned ¥, are correspondingly the quasi-classical counterparts of quantum
observables. From a general point of view, we can summarize the main objective of quasi-
classical analysis as follows.

Let Op, () be a “quantization” of ¥ acting on J{ ® K, where the space X, carries
a semiclassical representation of the canonical commutation relations corresponding to a
symplectic space (V, o) of test functions, and let ', be a quantum state converging to the
Borel state-valued measure m on the space V' of suitably regular classical fields. Then
we would like to prove that

liII(l) troc, (CeOp(F)) = f dm(z) ¥ (2),

E—> 1744

lirr(l) trx, (Op, (F)Is) = [ F (z)dm(z), (2.10)
£—> v/

where the convergence holds in a suitable topology of £! (7).

It is however difficult to obtain such results for general symbols and quantum states.
The most important obstruction is indeed the difficulty of defining a proper quantization
procedure for symbols acting on infinite-dimensional spaces. However, for the theories
of particle-field interaction under consideration (Nelson, polaron, Pauli—Fierz), the inter-
action terms in the quasi-classical Hamiltonians contain only symbols of a specific form.
We can therefore restrict our analysis to such type of symbols.

Let us recall that we are considering the following concrete setting: H = L2(R4V),
where d is the spatial dimension on which the particles move and N is the number of
quantum particles; X, = §;(§), the symmetric Fock space over the complex separable
Hilbert space I, carrying the standard e-dependent Fock representation of the canonical
commutation relations

[as(2), af ()] = e(z|n)y.

Finally, we are interested in the case V' = b, i.e., the space of test functions coincides
with the space of classical fields. The type of symbols ¥ is given by the class defined
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in (8¢ ), i.e.,

N
F(2) =Y (1A (x))p - (21Aex))p (ke 1 (X)12)5 -+ (Aem (X7)12)5,

j=1

where the functions A; € L®([R;p) forany j € {1,...,£+ m} should be considered as
fixed “parameters”, and F (z) acts as a multiplication operator on L2(RN).

Since ¥ is a polynomial symbol with respect to z and z, it is natural to quantize it by
the Wick quantization rule. For such simple symbols the Wick rule has a very simple form:
substitute each z with a, and each z with a;r, and then put the expression so obtained in
normal order, by moving all the creation operators to the left of the annihilation operators.

Then we obtain

N
OpY' ™ (F) =Y al(li(x)))-+-af e (x)as(Aeg1 (X)) -+ @eQprm(x)).  (2.11)
j=1
as a densely defined operator on L2(R4Y) ® €,.(h).

In order to prove weak convergence as in (2.10) for TOpX"iCk(.ﬁ‘7 )S with §,7 € B(H),
we need suitable hypotheses on the quantum state Iy, and some preparatory results. The
following condition ensures that all the quasi-classical Wigner measures corresponding
to a state I'; € £} | (H ® K,) are concentrated as Radon L?-state-valued probability
measures on §). Recall the definition (1.20) of the Weyl operator W¢(1), n € b, and the
Fourier transform (1.21) of a measure m € M(}; LL(?‘C)). Recall that in this section and
the rest of the paper we consider only the convergence defined in Definition 1.1 and so

. . . qc
we simply write 'y —— w instead of [y —— .
e—0 £—>0

Proposition 2.3 (Convergence of quantum to classical states). Let Iy € Lﬂr’l (H®X,)
be such that there exists § > 0 such that

Tr(TCe(d5:(1) + 1)*) < C. (2.12)

Then there exists at least one subsequence {e,}nen and an H-state-valued cylindrical
measure wm (which may depend on the sequence) such that

ey ——m (2.13)

in the sense of Definition 1.1. Furthermore, all cluster points w of Iy are state-valued
Radon measures on Yy, and, for any 0 < §' < 6, there exists Css < Cg, with Co = 1, such
that

H /5 (@) Y @212 + D

— [@un@ 213 + 0¥ <G 219
LL(30) b

If in addition T satisfies either assumption (A2) or (A2"), then w is a probability meas-
ure, i.e.,

H fh A (2) Y (2)

= /dum(z) =1. (2.15)
L£1(30) b
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In order to prove the last part of the above proposition, we need a couple of preparatory
results that will be useful in §7.1 as well.

Lemma 2.4. Let T be a densely defined self-adjoint operator on H, and 1,,(T) its spec-
tral projection on the interval [—m, m], m € N. Then the set of operators

KR :={Bn = 1u(T)B1Lu(T) | B € LT (H), m € N} (2.16)
separates the points in L}i_(ﬂ-f) with respect to the weak-* topology.
Proof. Lety € £ (3) be such that, for all B,, € &,
trac (Y B) = 0.
Let Zj Ajl¥i) (| be the decomposition of y. Then
2 AU 1Bml W)z =0 = (¥j|BmlYy)oc = 0. ¥j €N,
JjEN

by positivity of 8. Taking the limit m — + o0 of the last equation, one finds that for any
BelLP(H)and j €N,

(| BlYj)ac =0, (2.17)
but, taking in particular B = |y;)(¥;|, we get ¥; = 0 for any j € N, and therefore
}/ = 0 |

Proposition 2.5 (Convergence of general state sequences). Let I'; € L}i_’l(ﬂ{ ® K¢) be
such that

o assumption (Al) is satisfied,

o |trgc(Ty:T)| < C for some self-adjoint T € L(FH), where y, is given by (1.18).

Then
TTe, T —— Tm7T, (2.18)

where the latter is defined by the Radon—Nikodym decomposition (v, T ym (2)T).

Proof. Since |tro¢(Ty.T)| < C, T T, T is a quasi-classical family of states and thus there
exists a generalized subsequence (I e )aea of I'g,, and a cylindrical state-valued measure
1 such that (see [23] for additional details)

e TT,,, T converges to u when tested on the Weyl quantization of smooth cylindrical
symbols,

° trgc(?'f‘gna (n)T B) converges to trac(y(n)B) for all n € h and B € L°(H), where
y(n) € L1(H) has yet to be determined.
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Now, let X € K. Then T KT € L£°°(H) and therefore
hm trac (T Fena T K) = hm trg{(ana MTKT) =trgc(mi(n) TKT)

= trge(Tm(n) T K).

However, the set & separates points by Lemma 2.4, and therefore we can conclude that

y(n) = Ta(n)7T.

On the other hand, an analogous reasoning when testing with the Weyl quantization
of smooth cylindrical symbols yields

-~

n=J9m7T.

Therefore, we conclude that 7T, , 7 — T w7 . Finally, let Fen be any generalized
a€A

subsequence such that for any n € ) and B € L>°(H),

Jim trsc(T T, , ()T B) = trac(y' (1) B).

Then, repeating the above reasoning it follows that y’(n) = T @(n)T . In other words, the
cluster point is unique, and therefore 71, T —T—> Tm T |
—>T00

Proof of Proposition 2.3. The key result about the weak-* convergence in the semiclas-
sical case is proven in [6, Theorem 6.2]. The generalization to the quasi-classical setting
is trivial: for all compact operators 8 € L£°°(H) and all 5 € §, one immediately gets

lim Tr(I, We, () B) = trac (/ dum(z) Vm(z)eZi Re(nz)bo@)
n—00 b
= trgc (M (n) B). (2.19)

where B := 8 ® 1. Moreover, the Fourier transform it : § — £!(L?) identifies uniquely
the measure m by Bochner’s theorem [23]. The bound (2.14) is also an immediate exten-
sion of [6, Theorem 6.2] to the quasi-classical case.

It remains to prove that under either assumption (A2) or (A2'), m € P(h; LL(?—C)).
Let us start by assuming (A2). Then, by Proposition 2.5, for any bounded B € B(H), and

neb,
nETmtr%(fS"(n)B) = 1im tr}f(Al/zfgn(n)Al/zA_l/zBA_l/z)
= trg}c(Al/zm(n)AI/ZA_I/ZD@A_I/Z) = troc (1 (n) B).
In particular, for n = 0 and 8 = 1,

L= lim ts(ye,) = lim_trse(Fs, (0)) = troc((0)) = trac (m(b)).

If we instead assume (A2'), the proof goes as follows. Since I, ——+——> m, it follows
n—>-+00

that y,, converges in the weak operator topology to 1t(0), by compactness of rank-one
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operators. Let {m;};en be the eigenvalues of f1(0), and {y;};en the corresponding
eigenvectors. By the aforementioned weak operator convergence, it follows that for any
j eN,

im (Y ve, [¥))ac = (¥ 0 O)|Y))ac = m;. (2.20)

n—+oo

On the other hand, by (A2'), we can apply Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem to

the series
+o00

D W Ven V7)o

j=0
since (Y |Ve, |¥)3c < (¥;y|¥))ac, and

+o00

trac(y) = Y _ (W 1¥I¥)ac < +oo.

Jj=0
Therefore,

+o0o +o00

1= lim (Vi lVeu Vi) ae = Z

n——+o00

“+o00
Jlim (Y17e, [)ac = Y mj = trge((0)). m
=0 =0 j=0

It is clear that together with Proposition 2.3, all the other results that hold in semiclas-
sical analysis for infinite dimensions can be adapted to quasi-classical analysis, consider-
ing the semiclassical symbols and corresponding quantizations in tensor product with
the identity acting on J{, replacing Wigner scalar measures with state-valued Wigner
measures, and replacing convergence of the trace with £!(3()-weak-* convergence of the
partial trace, i.e., one should test the partial traces and integrals with compact operators.

Proposition 2.6 (Convergence of expectation values). Let ¥ € 8 ,,, and let Ty €
L}H (H ® K;). Assume that there exist 8§ > (n + m)/2 such that

Tr(Te(d%:(1) + 1)°) < C. 2.21)

If T, —+> wm, then forany §,7 € B(H), B € LC(H) andn € b,
n—>+00

lim Tr(T, TOpY*(F)S(8B ® We, (1))

n—-+o0o

= tryc [ / dp (2) Y (2) T F (2)S * ReW)h:e], (2.22)
b

with an analogous statement with I, and TOpXiCk(fF )S interchanged.

To prove Proposition 2.6, we need the following preparatory lemma, which introduces
approximation of ¥ by simple functions.

Lemma 2.7. Let ¥ € 8¢ . Then there exists a sequence {Fuy}pmen of operator-valued
Sfunctions Fyy : h — B(H) such that
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e forall z €},
lim ||F(z) — Fu(2)]4 = 0; (2.23)
M—o0

o Fu(2) acts as the multiplication operator by

N J(M)

Far(2)=> "> (zlona)p - (Zlord)p(@res1]2)s - (@reemlz)pln, (x).  (2.24)
i=1k=1

where J N — N, p;;ebh 1 e{l,... . £+ m}, and 1p; is the characteristic function

of the Borel set B; C R4 and the Bj are pairwise disjoint.

Proof. 1t is sufficient to prove the convergence in the case N = 1, n = 1, m = 0, since the
case N = 1, n = 0, m = 1 is perfectly analogous, and the general one, N € N, n € N,
m € N, can be obtained by combining the approximation for each term of the product
within each term of the sum and possibly reordering the sum.

So let us restrict to the case ¥ (z) = (z|A(x))y, X € R4, acting as a multiplication
operator on H = L2(R?). Since both % (z) and

J(M)
Fu(z) = D (Zler)sle, (%) =: (z|An ()5 (2.25)
k=1

are multiplication operators, we have

I92) = ot Dl gy = €55 SUpEIA) = g ().
xeR

Now, let us fix z € b and consider ¥ (z) = F,(x) only as a function of x € R¢. We
can decompose ¥, (x) = Fr(x) + i Fc(X), and split both the real and imaginary parts
as Fryc (X) = Fr/c,+(X) — Fr/c,—(X). Setting K := ||A|| we can partition the
positive real half-line as

Loo(R4.h)’

M
Ry =AU | ] Ap.
m=1
where
A= [K|zllg. 00),  Am = K[Z7 1zllg, 37 1121l5)- (2.26)

Let us now focus on the positive real part Fr,+(x). We can introduce the measurable sets
Dt = Fpl(A). D= Fgl(4m).
By construction, DT = @, while, for all m € {1, ..., M}, there exists n; € b such that
{m|2)p € Am.

For any given x € R¥, there is a single /2 € {1, ...,2M} such that Fr,+(x) € A;g. There-
fore, uniformly with respect to x € D;;t,

| PR+ (%) = (1 12)5] < K|zll5/M. (2.27)
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Repeating the same procedure for the real negative and complex positive and negative
parts, we obtain collections of sets and elements, respectively,

DM M (BRI

approximating ¥gr,— and F¢ +.
Let us now define a collection { By },1(‘4:4 , of disjoint Borel sets of R for simple approx-

imation of ¥ (z). We first identify k € {1, ..., M4} with the image j(mq, my, mz, my)
with respect to some fixed set bijection ; : {1, ..., M}4 — {1,..., M*}, and set
By =D} ND, NEr NE,. (2.28)

Then we define ¢y := n% — Ny, + 1(5;3 —§,,,) and

M4

Fu(2) = Y _(zlor)plp, (%)
k=1
M

= D e = M T EES = En IS LB, Gy g gy ) (2:29)

my,mp,m3,ma=1

By construction,

and thus the convergence is proved. ]

Corollary 2.8. The approximating function $y(z) can be rewritten as

N
Far(z) =Y {2l Ama ))g -+ (211, %)) (Ange1 (%)12)5 - (Agegm (%7)]2)p.
j=1
(2.31)
where Ay j € L®(R?:Y), j € {l,...,£+m}, and
M1—1>n—|}oo ”)U - AM,]' ||L°°(]Rd;f)) =0. (2.32)

Proof. Again, it is sufficient to prove the corollary for N = 1, n = 1, m = 0, the other
cases being direct consequences. The function Ajs approximating A is defined in (2.25)
in the proof of Lemma 2.7, i.e.,

J(M)

() =) gl (%),

k=1
From the same proof it also follows that, for all z € h and all x € R4,

[(z1A() = Am ()5 = 4K]|z[lp/ M.
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Therefore,

esssup [A(x) — Ay (X)[ly = esssup sup [(z|A(x) — An (X))p] < 4K/M.

xeR4 xeR4 ”Z”b=1
and the convergence is proved. ]

Proof of Proposition 2.6. Let us prove (2.22). Let us approximate ¥ (z) with Fyr(z), as
dictated by Lemma 2.7. The advantage of Fs(z) is that its dependence on the z and x
variables is separated, and thus its Wick quantization is a finite sum of tensor products of
operators:

N J(M)

OpY ™ (Fp) =D Y 1p, (%) ® al(pr1) - af (0k.)ae (@i e1) -+~ Ao (Pt m)
j=1 k=1

N
=Y al(a (%) af Qoare %) aeQag,e41(%) -+ aeAageam (). (2.33)
j=1

Next we exploit the linearity of Wick quantization to split

Tr(Le, TOpy, () S(B ® We, (1)) = Te(Te, TOP N (F — F31)S(B ® We, (1))
+ Tr(Ts, TOp, ™ (Far) S (B ® We, (1)) (234)

The first term on the right hand side can be estimated using well-known estimates for cre-
ation and annihilation operators, the hypothesis on the expectation of the number operator,
and Corollary 2.8:

|Tt(Ce, TOPY'™(F — Fpr)S(B ® We, (1))| < NIBINT IS || Tr(Ts, dGe (1) EHm™72)
L+m

X Z A1 ||L°°(Rd,f)) e ”/\p - AM,p”Loo(]Rdjf)) Tt ”AM,Z-Hn ”LC’O(Rd,b)
p=1

.....

where we have used the fact that the [Apm,p ;o (R ) € all uniformly bounded with
respect to M by (2.32). The right hand side of the above expression then converges to
zero as M — +oo by Corollary 2.8, uniformly in &,.

Let us now discuss the limit as # — +oc of the second term on the right hand side
of (2.34): for any B € £L>®(L2(RN?)), using the first identity of (2.33), we obtain

Tr(Ts, TOp,, ““(Fa)S(B & W, (1))
N J(M)

= Z Z tra (trac, (Te, af, (9r,1) -+~ ae(@r tm) We, (1) 1B, (%,)S BT).
j=1 k=1
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Now, on the one hand we know that I';,, — m by Proposition 2.3, and on the other hand

al (@,1) ae(@re+m) = OPy ™ ((z|gr,1)p +** (@kt+m|Z)p).

where the scalar symbol on the right hand side is polynomial and cylindrical. There-
fore, since 1p, (x;)S BT € L®(L*(RN?)), by the quasi-classical analogue of [6, The-
orem 6.13],

lim Tr(Te, TOpY X (F31)S(B ® W, (1))

n—+00
N .
=3ty ( /5 dptm (2) € R0 (210 1 g - ( @k 4m]2)5 Y (2) 1, (x,-)sm).

The proof is then concluded by taking the limit as M — oo of the last expression, which
by dominated convergence yields the sought result. ]

3. The microscopic model

Our aim is to study systems of non-relativistic particles in interaction with radiation. As
discussed previously, the techniques developed in this paper allow one to study some
well-known classes of explicit models (Nelson, polaron, Pauli-Fierz). Here we carry out
the detailed analysis only for the simplest example, the Nelson model, in order to convey
the general strategy without too many technical details. The main adaptations needed for
the polaron and Pauli-Fierz systems are outlined in §7.

Let K ® K, = L2(RN) ® §.(L2(R?)) be the Hilbert space of the theory. Then the
Nelson Hamiltonian H, is explicitly given by

N
H, = Ko + v(e)dTe(@) + Y al (A(x))) + as(A(x))). 3.1)
j=1

where Ko = Ko ® 1 is the part of the Hamiltonian acting on the particles alone, such that
Ko is self-adjoint on D(Ko) C L2(R4N), v(e) > 0 is a quasi-classical scaling factor to
be discussed in detail below, w is the operator on L2(R%) acting as multiplication by the
positive dispersion relation of the field w(k), and A € L®(R¢; L2(R%)) =: LY le( is the
interaction’s form factor. In addition, let us define the set of vectors with a finite number
of field’s excitations C§°(dg,(1)):

C§o(dg:(1) = {y € L*RY) ® G:(h) | IM € N : a,(f1) -+~ as(fu)¥ =0,
VM > MY LPRY)). (B2)

The question of self-adjointness of H, has already been addressed in the literature and
indeed the following proposition holds:
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Proposition 3.1 (Self-adjointness of H, [21, Theorem 3.1]). The operator H; is essen-
tially self-adjoint on D(Ko) N D(d&,(w)) N C§°(d&,(1)).

Therefore, there exists a unitary evolution generated by H,,
Us(r) = e~z (3.3)

Now for any normalized density matrix I'; € thl(ﬂ-( ® K¢), we denote by T'z(¢) its
unitary evolution by means of U,(¢), i.e.,

Te(t) = Us(OT:U; (). (3.4)
The main aim of this paper is to characterize the asymptotic behavior as ¢ — 0 of

)/g(l) = trj(jg (Fs(t)) = trge(LZ(Rd))(Fg(t)). (35)

As stated in Definition 1.1 and characterized in Proposition 2.6, the quasi-classical limit
of a sufficiently regular state is determined by the weak convergence of its vector-valued
non-commutative Fourier transform Iz (¢) : § — £1(3{) defined in (1.19):

0 [Pe(O)](n) = trac, (Te () We(n)) = trae, (D (£) @ M-+asmy

Note that consequently y(¢) = [IA‘,S (0)](0).

The regularity of the state is given by (2.12), which should be satisfied at any time.
It is therefore necessary to ensure a proper propagation in time of such a regularity. An
estimate of that kind is however readily available for the Nelson model with cutoff:

Proposition 3.2 (Regularity propagation [20, Proposition 4.2]). Forany e > 0,t € R and
s eR,

Tr(Te(1)(@8e (1) + N2 +&)?)

@ESI I 1A
< OVE L Te(To(dGs (1) + N2 + 8)°),  (3.6)

T (0@5 (1) + N2 + )|

@) Vel8] 1l IAl
ecsé‘\/a [zl ”Lx L%Tr}Fs(d§8(1)+N2+8)8

. B

where cg(e) := max {2 + ¢, 1 + (1 + &)’}

Since the exponential in the above inequality is bounded uniformly with respect to
e € (0, 1), it follows that the bound (2.12) is satisfied by the state at any time with a
suitable time-dependent constant, provided it is satisfied by the state at # = 0: using the
fact that, for any § € R™,

A% (1) + 1)% < @g:(1) + N2 + &)’ < (dg.(1) + N>+ 1)}
< (N2 + 1)’dg.(1) + 1)°,
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we can use (3.6) to obtain

Te(C(dG() + 1)°) < Cs =

cs/2(D)8] [ [1A]

Tr(Te(£)(dG(1) + 1)) < Cs(N? + 1)Pe L < C(30),  (38)

which guarantees that the a priori bound (2.12) is preserved by the time evolution.

In analogy with the dynamical semiclassical limit for bosonic field theories (see, e.g.,
[3,4,9]), the quasi-classical dynamics is characterized by studying the limit ¢ — 0 of the
integral equation of evolution for the microscopic system. Let us sketch the main ideas.
Consider the family of states

{Fs(t)}se(o,l),te]R

at time ¢ = 0, satisfying the bound (2.12). Then for each fixed ¢ € R, there exists a
subsequence &, — 0 such that I'y, (¢) ——+——> m; in the sense of Definition 1.1 by Pro-
n—>-1+00

positions 2.3 and 3.2. In the next section we prove that it is actually possible to extract a
common subsequence &,,, — 0 such that forallt € R,

Iy, (1) —— my.
S”k()k—>+oo t

Hence one only needs to characterize the map ¢ — m;, and this is done by studying the
associated transport equation, obtained by passing to the limit in the microscopic integral
equation of evolution. Let us provide some intuition on that strategy. For later convenience
let us pass to the interaction representation and set

fs(t) = e—iv(s)tdﬁg(w)Fs(t)eiv(s)tdﬁg(a)). (3.9)

Then the microscopic evolution can be rewritten as an integral equation, using Duhamel’s

formula: ,

Fo() = To—i / dt [,(0). T (o)), (3.10)
0

where
Hy(r) := e V@HE%@) ([ (£)dg,(w))e!"©14% (@) (3.11)

In addition, H, — v(g)d§;(w) is the Wick quantization of an operator-valued symbol
Ko + V(z). Therefore, the quasi-classical analysis developed in §2 suggests that the
integral equation (3.10) converges, as ¢ — 0, to an equation for the measure fit;, obtained
by replacing

fs (1) ~ 1y,

H, —v(e)dg:(w) » Ko + V(2),

and substituting the quantum flow e~#*(®)?d4%(®) in the phase space ) = L2(R?) by its
classical counterpart, i.e.,

Z> e V97 Yz e L2(R). (3.12)
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In conclusion, we get the equation

At (2) = dfii(z) — i / v dia, 0 1Ko + VE 0, va @ GI3)
0

and the classical measure m; associated with the original state I'z(¢) is simply given by
the pushforward of i, through the flow (3.12), i.e.,

Te(t) v my = (V%) f,. (3.14)

Such an equation is the integral form of a Liouville-type equation. Once the con-
vergence of the microscopic to the quasi-classical integral equation has been established
(see §4), the crucial point is to prove that (3.13) has a unique solution that satisfies some
properties, given by the a priori information that we have on the quasi-classical measure
(see §5). As a final step (§6), we show that the convergence is in fact at any time ¢ > 0
along the same subsequence {&,},en. Let us remark that in order to make this heuristic
strategy rigorous, some technical modifications are necessary, in particular it is necessary
to pass to the full interaction representation.

We conclude the section with the rigorous derivation of the microscopic integral
evolution equation for the Fourier transform of I';(¢). By definition, for any n € [, the
Fourier transform [f“B ()](n) is a reduced microscopic complex state for the particles,
and therefore if I'; is regular enough, its time evolution can be described by means of
the microscopic generator H. It is technically convenient to use the evolved state in the
interaction picture, i.e.,

TE(Z) = eit(K0+v(8)dg8(w))Fg(t)e_it(K0+v(5)dgg(w)), (315)

in place of ['¢(¢), and therefore study the integral equation for Y. ().

Remark 3.3 (Regularity propagation for Yy). Since e!!(Kotv(@)d%(@) commutes with

d&, (1), one can easily realize that the results stated in Proposition 3.2, and consequently
the bound propagation in (3.8), also hold true for the density matrix Y, (¢) in the interac-
tion picture with the same constants.

Lemma 3.4. Let T, € Lﬁ_,l(}f ® K¢) be such that
Tr(Te(dg:(1) + 1)/?) < C.

Then, for any s,t € R,

[Te (1) = [Te()](n)

N
—iy / dz "0 troe, ([pe(e 7V OUN(X))). e (D)IWe () e 50, (3.16)
j=1""

weakly in LY (L2(RN?), where ¢q(-) = al(-) ~+ ag(+) is the Segal field.
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Proof. The proposition is an adaptation of [3, Proposition 3.5], and the proof follows
accordingly. The differences here are only the presence of an arbitrary bounded particle
observable, and that the Weyl operator acts only on the field’s degrees of freedom. There-
fore, we omit the details. n

4. The quasi-classical limit of time evolved states

In this section we focus on the quasi-classical limit as ¢ — 0O of the Fourier transform
'Y'g () of time evolved states in the interaction picture. The first and most relevant step is
the proof that it is possible to extract a common subsequence for the convergence of ’?g (t)
at any time (Proposition 4.3), which in turn follows from the uniform equicontinuity of
'Y'g (Proposition 4.2). Finally, we show (Proposition 4.5) that the limit measure satisfies
the transport equation of Lemma 3.4.

Let us start with a preparatory lemma.

Lemma 4.1 ([6, Lemma 3.1]). Forany 0 < § < 1/2, there exists a finite constant cg such
that for all n, & € b,

W )= We (€D @Ge (D) + 1) Nl < e min {0l 11573+ DIn—§1F°.  @.1)
We are now able to prove uniform equicontinuity of [?5(-)](-).
Proposition 4.2 (Equicontinuity of Y,). Let T, € L1+’1 (H ® K,) be such that
Tr(Te(d%:(1) + 1)'/?) < C.

Then [?8()]() iR x §h — LV(F) is uniformly equicontinuous with respect to s € (0, 1)
on bounded subsets of R x b if we endow L' (J) with the weak-* topology.

Proof. Letus fix 8 € L2(H) and (¢, 1), (5,E) € R x h with 0 < s < ¢. Then
|ese[ ([T 1) = [Te()1(9)) B]|
< Juse[([Te 1) = [Te()]m) B]|
+ Jwac[([Ye )] = [Te))@)B]| =: (1) + UD.  (4.2)
Let us consider the two terms separately. Making use of Lemma 3.4, we obtain

N t _ _
UEDD / dr | Tr([pe (A (x))). Te(D](B(7) ® We(e 7))

j=1"%

’

where ﬁ(r) = e~ 17Ko Bei™H0  Therefore,
(1) < 2N (B (dG:(1) + D40 A @F(D) + D745 50,y
t
x [ AT l@s + DT O @) + 1 e,
N

x Tr(Te (1) (A8 (1) + D)2
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where we have used the identity
@8 (D) + D7V4Te@ge(D) + DT 10 = Tr(Te(@)(@(D) + D'VZ). - (4.3)

Next, we apply [3, Corollary 6.2 (ii)] and (3.8), which follows from Proposition 3.2, to
deduce

t
(1) = CCpNW2 + D2 A] o 18] / dr exp{3IA] o 2171}
3 3
<C \exp{§||/\||L,?0LEt} — exp{5||)t||L$OLEs}|. 4.4)

The second term (II) is bounded by using again Proposition 3.2 and Lemma 4.1, and
the fact that e?* (Ko+v(©)d% (@) commutes with d§,(1):

(D) < | B 1(dGe (1) + DTV4We(n) — We(§)) (@ (1) + 1)~V4)
x Tr(Ye(5)(dG: (1) + 1)'/?)
< 1B 11(dG:(1) + D)™V (We() — We(£))(dG:(1) + 1) Tr(Tu(s) (A (1) + 1)1/3)

3|A K
Mo gl 2

< c174Crya(N2 + 1)V 8| (min {51 €]/} + De In—éllg

This concludes the proof. ]

By means of Proposition 4.2, we are now in a position to prove the existence of a
common subsequence, convergent for all times.

Proposition 4.3 (Existence of a converging subsequence). Let I'; € Lﬂ_’l(ﬂf ® K¢) be
such that there exists § > 1/2 satisfying

Tr(Te(d%:(1) + 1)°) < C.

Then, for any sequence {&, }nen With &, — 0, there exists a subsequence {&,, }reN With
en, — 0and a family {n;}:cr of state-valued probability measures indexed by time such
that forall t € R,
Y, (1) — n;. 4.5)
K k—>+oo

Furthermore, for any T > 0, there exists C(T') > 0 such that, for any t € [—T, T] and any
§ <6,

/5 dpia, () (1212 + 17 < €1, (4.6)

Proof. Let E 1= {t; }jeN C R be a dense countable subset of R, and let £, — 0. Using
a diagonal extraction argument, and Propositions 2.3 and 3.2 (see also Remark 3.3 and
(3.8)), there exists a subsequence &,, — 0 such that for all #; € E,

Ton (0 3220 M
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In addition, since ||["Y\'5(tj)](r])||£1(:}c) <1 for any n € h and t; € E, it follows that
7, 10 S 1, by Banach—Alaoglu’s theorem. Furthermore, by Proposition 4.2, for

any t;j,t; € E and any B € L2°(H),

|teoc[([Yen, (1) = e, (10)])()B]| < CleVsl — ecliel],

where the constants on the right hand side are independent of k. Therefore, we can take
the limit as k — 400 of the above inequality, obtaining, for all 8 € L>°(H),

| trac[(Re, (7) — B, (1) B]| < Clell — ecliel). 4.7)

Now, let ¢t € R be arbitrary. By density of E C R, there exists a sequence {f;};eN
of times in E such that z; — ¢. It follows that, for any n € b, {fi;; (n)},en is a weak-*
Cauchy sequence in the ultraweakly compact unit ball of the uniform space £ (7). Thus,
it converges when ¢; — ¢. Hence, we define

i, (n) = lvg>l+lg 1y (1), (4.8)

where the limit is meant in the weak-* topology. For any ¢ € R, n + @i;(n) is an ultra-
weakly continuous function such that

o IR 150 = 1
e 71+ 1i,(n) is a function of completely positive type (see, e.g., [23, Definition A.7]).

Therefore, by Bochner’s theorem for cylindrical vector measures [23, Theorem A.17],
1i; is the Fourier transform of a unique state-valued cylindrical probability measure n;.

Furthermore, by approximating Y, (¢) with Y, (z;) and using the uniform equicon-
tinuity of the non-commutative Fourier transform, one can prove that

Y, (1) — n;.
k k—+o00

Here, we have used Proposition 2.6 to lift the convergence from the weak-* to the weak
topology. This in particular implies that 1, is a probability Radon measure on I, because
it is a Wigner measure of Y (), satisfying the hypotheses of Proposition 2.3, thanks to
Proposition 3.2.

To summarize, we have defined the common subsequence, and the family of state-
valued probability measures obtained in the limit at any time. The last inequality (4.6) is
finally proved by again combining Propositions 2.3 and 3.2. ]

Once rewritten for the density matrix ['¢(¢), the result of Proposition 4.3 reads as
follows:

Corollary 4.4. If lim,_g ev(e) = v € R, then, under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.3,
there exists a common subsequence {ny }ren such that, forany t € R,

e, (1) ——> ;1= e 1 Ho((e717@) )l Ho, 4.9)
K k—~+o00



Quasi-classical dynamics 769

where (e~11V?) 11 is the measure obtained by pushing forward n; by means of the unitary
map e7v® 5 . Furthermore, forany T > 0,anyt € [-T,T] and any §' <6,

fb djtam, (2) (1212 + 1P < C(T). 4.10)

where C(T) is as in (4.6).

Proof. The result trivially follows from Proposition 4.3 by identifying e’!%0 B¢~ o
with 8 € B(H), as the bounded operator for the weak convergence, and using a very
general result for linear symplectic maps, and their quantization as maps on algebras of
canonical commutation relations [23, Proposition 6.1]. [

Thus, we have obtained a common convergent subsequence, and a map ¢ — 1, of
quasi-classical Wigner measures. The next step is to characterize that dynamical map
explicitly by means of a transport equation, and study the uniqueness properties of the lat-
ter. To do that, we study the convergence of the integral equation provided in Lemma 3.4.

Proposition 4.5 (Transport equation for 1(¢)). Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.3,
the family {1, };er of state-valued probability measures as in (4.5) satisfies in the weak
sense, i.e., when tested against any B € B(H), the integral equation

t
8,(n) = Ry () — i / dr / Qs (2) [Pe(e 0 2), yu, (X R0 @11y
s )

indexed by n € V), where

N
Ve () 1= e TH0Y()eT K0 = N "I TH0a Re (A (x;)|-)pe KO (4.12)
Jj=1

is meant as a map from Yy to B(H).

Proof. The existence of a common subsequence {&,, }keN, &n;, — 0, such that (4.5) holds
true is guaranteed by Proposition 4.3. Let us now fix s,7 € R; given the convergence
along the subsequence at any time, it is possible to let k — oo separately in all terms
of the microscopic integral equation of evolution given in Lemma 3.4, traced against an
arbitrary operator B € B(H).

For the integral term (second term on the right hand side of (3.16)), we make use
of Propositions 2.6 and 3.2, where the latter is used to prove that Y.(7) satisfies the
hypotheses of the former for all € [s, 7], using e 77%0 Be!7*0 a5 test operators. In order
to do that, it is necessary to take the limit within the time integral. That is possible thanks
to a dominated convergence argument, which makes use of the regularity assumption
on I';: for any bounded operator 8B, consider the integrand function

N
I(r) ==Y Tr([pe(e VO A(x))). Te(D)] (e 0 Be' ™ 0 @ W, (n))).
j=1
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Its absolute value is bounded, using standard Fock space estimates, as
[1(D)] < 2N (A oo ) 1BI Tr(Ye (D) (@G (1) + DY)

Using Proposition 3.2 (see (3.8) and Remark 3.3) and the regularity assumption on I', it
follows that the right hand side of the above expression is uniformly bounded by a finite
constant. Hence, /(t) is integrable on any finite interval [s, ¢], uniformly in . |

5. Uniqueness for the quasi-classical transport equation

In this section we study the properties of the transport equation for state-valued measures
obtained in Proposition 4.5 as the quasi-classical limit of the microscopic evolution of
states.

The first technical point is discussed in Lemma 5.1 below, where it is proven that it is
possible to exchange freely the two integrals of the aforementioned equation, which reads

du;(z) = du(z) — i / A djtn, () [Fole™ ™),y ()], (5.1
s
or equivalently, using the Radon—Nikodym decomposition n; = (ix,, Yn, (2)),
Vi (2)dfin, (2) = Yu, (2)dptn (2) — i /S t dt dptn, (2) [Ve(e™?2), v, ()], (5.2)
Let us discuss the Bochner integrability of ["Vvt (7™ 2), yu_ (2)] and justify the above

statement.

Lemma 5.1. Let {u,};er be the family of state-valued measures as in Proposition 4.3.
Then [V;(e7'"V®z), yu, (2)] is Bochner jiy, -integrable for any t € R, and the norm of the
integral is uniformly bounded with respect to t on compact sets.

Proof. By (4.6), we immediately see that
e, @120 = €0 53)

forall # € R and some C(¢) < +o00. Moreover, for fiy,-almost all z € b, ||yn, (2)||
= 1, so that

£1(30

1P €2 2). v, (Dl 15 < 21T (€2 2)]| < AN |4 oo a1 -
which implies the result via (5.3). ]

From now on, we assume that we are considering a solution ¢ — 1, that satis-
fies (4.11). Let us introduce some terminology: a family of measures ¢ — 1, solving
(4.11) in Proposition 4.5 for all n € by is called a weak or weak-x Fourier solution if
(4.11) holds true when tested against bounded or compact operators, respectively. Note



Quasi-classical dynamics 771

that every weak or weak-* Fourier solution is also a weak or weak-x* solution of (5.2),
respectively, where the latter are solutions obtained by testing with smooth cylindrical
scalar functions instead of Fourier characters. Let us further specify these last features.
We first have to properly define the set of test cylindrical functions.

Definition 5.2 (Cylindrical functions). A function f : ) — C is a smooth and com-
pactly supported cylindrical function over P, where P is an orthogonal projector and
dimPh < oo, if there exists g € C5°(Ph) such that forall z € b,

f(z) = g(Pz).

We denote by C(j"’yl (b) the set of all smooth cylindrical functions.

5C

Now, let f € Cgeyi(h) and let f : h — C be its Fourier transform, also cylindrical

5C

over Ph, defined as

fiey= [ apzemminer g =

e dPz e 2R EP2) o () = 2(PE), (5.4)

where dPPz stands for the Lebesgue measure on Pl). By testing (4.11) against a cylindrical
function g(P§), we get

/ dPE §(PE)R, (PE) = [ dPE §(PE), (PE)
Py Py

i /]P IPEE(PE) / e /ﬁ a2 (2) [P (e 2). yu, (2)]€2 Re PEIDD.

Hence, it follows that, for any f € C(;X’yl(b),

5C

/b dn,(2) f(2)= /b dny(2) f(2) —i / e [b dn.(2) O™y (). (5.5)

Now, fix s € R as the initial time, and the corresponding 1y = 1 as the initial datum.
Then the following map ¢ — 1, is easily checked to be both a weak and weak-* solution
of (5.2):

£ (g Vg (2) 7= (s Urs (D) (D) UL (2)). (5.6)

where U t,s(2) is the two-parameter unitary group on I generated by the time-dependent
generator Ve (e7i"v@z) € £(L?). Note that this evolution two-parameter group exists for
all z € hand ¢ € R, since the "{3, (e_i’”“’z) are bounded operators on J (see, e.g., [49]).
Furthermore, the solution given by (5.6) satisfies (5.3) at all times, provided the inequality
is satisfied by the initial datum.

It just remains to prove the solution in (5.6) is actually unique. This of course might
depend on the notion of solution we adopt, but proving weak-* uniqueness, we also get
uniqueness for stronger solutions (weak, Fourier weak-*, and Fourier weak). As a matter
of fact, the proof of uniqueness is actually independent of the notion of solution con-
sidered.
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Proposition 5.3 (Uniqueness for the transport equation for 1n;). Let s € R be the fixed
initial time, and let ng = n € M(h; H) be a Borel state-valued measure such that

/Bdun(z) Ills < C.

Then the integral transport equation (5.1) admits a unique weak-* solution n; that satis-
fies (5.3), defined by its norm Radon—Nikodym decomposition

(ty Vo (2)) = (s U s ()7 (D) UL (2)). (5.7)

This solution is continuous and differentiable on every Borel set in the strong topology
of LY(H) and its derivative d;n, is a self-adjoint but in general not positive state-valued
measure.

Proof. Any weak solution 1; of the transport equation (5.1) or (5.2) satisfying (5.3) is
continuous and can be weakly differentiated with respect to time on Borel sets. However,
given the structure of equation (5.2), it is easy to realize that the derivative actually exists
in the strong topology of £1(J{) and reads

o ny (z) = —i[Vi(e 7" z). ym, (2)]dptn, (2). (5.8)

To prove uniqueness, suppose that 11, is a solution satisfying (5.3). Since we already
know that (5.6) solves the equation, it is sufficient to prove that n; admits the Radon—
Nikodym decomposition (5.6) (recall Proposition 2.2). In order to do that, let us set

A7, (2) := U {2y, (2) U5 (2)d i, (2),
so that, using (5.2) once more, we get
13,1, (z) = U () [Vi(€7"®2), yu, (2)] U5 (2)dpin, (2)
— U} @)V (e®2), yu, ()] U 5 (2)d i, (2) = 0.

Hence, 1i; = niy = n. Therefore, n; has indeed the norm Radon—Nikodym decomposi-
tion (5.6). [

6. Putting it all together: Proof of Theorem 1.6

It is now possible to combine the results obtained in §§2 to 5, and thus prove Theorem 1.6.
We first state and prove the result for the evolution in the interaction picture and under a
stronger assumption on the initial datum, and then complete the proof by relaxing it and
going back to the evolution for Tz (¢).

Proposition 6.1 (Quasi-classical evolution in the interaction picture). Let [, €
Ll+’1 (H ® K¢) be such that there exists § > 1/2 satisfying

Tr(Te(d%:(1) + 1)°) < C.
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If T'y, — m, then
Y,, (1) —> n;, VieR, 6.1)
n—-+o00

where

1t = (. Ur0(2) Ve (2) U o (2)).

Proof. By Proposition 4.3, there exists a common subsequence &,, — 0 such that for all
t eR,
Y, (1) — ny.
Enk( ) k—+o00 !

Clearly, ny = m. Moreover, by Proposition 4.5, u; is also a weak solution of (5.2) satis-
fying Lemma 5.1 and (5.3). The weak solution of (5.2) satisfying (5.3) is however unique
by Proposition 5.3, and therefore n; has the Radon-Nikodym decomposition

(- Ur0(2)ym (2) U] (2))-

We now show that the convergence holds at any time along the original subsequence
{en}nen. Let us take a convergent subsequence of Y, (¢) at an arbitrary time 7, i.e.,

Tgnj (t) m I’I; (62)

Then, by convergence at time t = 0, we immediately see that
Ts,,/. 0) —— m.

Jj—>+oo

Hence, we can proceed as in the proof of Proposition 4.3 and extract a subsequence
{en i Jken of {4, }jen such that we have convergence at any time. Furthermore, again by
Proposition 4.5, the limit points 1, are weak solutions of the transport equation. There-
fore, by uniqueness of the solution, 1, = u,. Hence, all the convergent subsequences of
Y, (t) have the same limit point, which implies that Y, (¢) m . ]

The analogue for I'; of Proposition 6.1 is

Corollary 6.2. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 6.1, for any t € R,

T, (1) ———> m, = e 70 ((e7)m )e! 0. (6.3)
n—+o0o
Proof. In view of Proposition 6.1, this is a direct consequence of Corollary 4.4. |

The proof of Theorem 1.6 is almost complete; it remains only to extend the result
to states I'; € LL’ 1 (H ® X) satisfying the weaker condition that there exist § > 0 and
C < 400 such that

Tr(Te(d:(1) + 1)°) < C. (6.4)
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This is done by standard approximation techniques, using an argument originally pro-
posed in [8, §2] (see also [3, §4.5]). Let us briefly reproduce the key ideas here. Let I'g
satisfy (6.4), and define

) . Ar(dGe(1) + Dy (dG: (1) + 1)
¢ Tr(x (d%e(1) + DTexr (dGe(1) + 1))

where r > 0and x,(-) = x(:/r), x € Cg°(R), with 0 < y < 1 and y = 1 in a neighborhood
of zero. By functional calculus and (6.4), for any ¢ € R,

€Ll {(H®K,), (6.5)

ITe@) =T Ol ey ey = 1Te =T 1 | e,y = 0r(1) asr = oo,

uniformly in & € (0, 1). In addition, Fér) satisfies the assumptions of Proposition 6.1.
Suppose now that I's, — m, and for all r > 0, let &,, -y — 0 be a subsequence and m® a
state-valued measure such that Fg(;l(r) — m™ . Then, by Corollary 6.2, FS(ZN) (1) — mﬁ’)
for any ¢ € R, where the latter is defined by Theorem 1.6 with m in place of m. Finally,
let us extract a subsequence Eng, (rit) = 0 such that I‘gnkl .0y () — v;. By adapting the
argument in [8, Proposition 2.10] to state-valued measures, we find that for any fixed

reR,
/I;d|ﬂvr _Mm;f)| =o0,(1),

where |1y, — um<r)| is the scalar measure in the norm Radon—-Nikodym decomposition
t

of the total variation of the signed state-valued measure v; — mﬁ’) [23, §A.3], i.e., the
sum of its positive and negative parts. Hence, denoting by m; the measure appearing in
Theorem 1.6, we have

/ﬁdluv, — M| S/ﬁdluvt —Mm;r>|+/bdlumgr> — M, | = 0r(1).

Therefore, v, = mi,. Since any subsequence extraction yields the same result, it follows
that, for all € R, I, () — m,, thus concluding the proof of Theorem 1.6.

Corollary 1.14 is then a trivial application of the definition of w-* convergence and so
we omit the proof. It only remains to prove Corollary 1.7 and Theorem 1.16.

Proof of Corollary 1.71. We first of all remark that the quasi-classical evolution ¢ +— 11,
preserves the mass, i.e.,

Vi € R o)l oo = a5 g1 g

Therefore, for the first part of the statement, it suffices to prove that, under assumption
(A2) or (A), [m(®)] 11 ) = 1.

In the case of assumption (A2), we can actually show that quasi-classical convergence
can be lifted to bounded quasi-classical convergence. In fact, let 8 € B(JH) and consider

trg}c(f‘g(n)i)’) = trﬂ(f‘e’A(n)A—l/ZBA—l/z)’
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where
Lo a(n) = trac, (AT, A2 W, ()

is the Fourier transform of the state A'/2T',A'/2 € £ (H ® X,) by (A2). Therefore, on
the one hand, by Proposition 2.5, if I';, — wm, then

AI/ZFEAI/Z — :A)I/thA)I/Z;
on the other hand, since A~/28A71/2 € £°(F(), Theorem 1.6 guarantees that

troc (e, (1) B) = troc(Fe,, a(n) A2 BAT2)

n——+o00

d,bLm eZi Re(n|z)p tl'}c(Al/z)/m(Z)AI/ZA_I/ZJBA_I/Z)
b

= trgc (M (n) B). (6.6)

Choosing = 0 and 8 = 1 one concludes that ”m([’)”Ll(}c) = 1.

The proof assuming (A2’) uses a dominated convergence argument. Let us denote by
{Prtken C L% (H) the projections onto the eigenspaces of m(h), i.e.,

wm(h) = Y mpPr,

keN

my € R being the associated eigenvalues. Then, for any k € N, we can apply The-
orem 1.6 to get

Tr(Ce, Px) = trac(Ve, Px) o (m()P) = agmy, 6.7
where o € N is the multiplicity of the eigenvalue my of mi(§)). Hence, by (A2),

1 =Tr(Te) = troc(ve) = Y trac(ve )
keN

< Z trac (Y Pr) = trac(y) < +oo.
keN

Therefore, by dominated convergence,

L= lim Te(Dy,) = lim 3 troc(ve, Pi) = Y lim trsc(ye, i)
keN

n—>+o0o keN
€
= Zakmk = ”m(b)”Ll(g{) u
keN

Proof of Theorem 1.16. First of all, assumption (Aj) is propagated in time by means of
Proposition 3.2. In addition, the measure m; is characterized by Theorem 1.6 at any time
t € R. Finally, the convergence of the expectations of the Wick quantizations of sym-
bols ¥ € 8, under condition (As), is given by Proposition 2.6. Combining the above
ingredients proves Theorem 1.16. |
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7. Technical modifications for Pauli-Fierz and polaron models

Theorem 1.6 is stated not only for the regularized Nelson model, but also for the Pauli—
Fierz and polaron models. The strategy of the proof for these cases is identical to the
one followed above for the Nelson model. However, one has to overcome some technical
difficulties related to the fact that such models are “more singular”. In particular, the
major difficulty is due to the presence of terms of type V - af(A(x)) and their adjoints
in the microscopic Hamiltonian H,. In this connection, one needs to propagate in time
some further regularity of quantum states, in addition to what is done in Proposition 3.2
for the Nelson model. Finally, some care has to be taken in defining the effective limit
dynamics U, s(z). We comment below on the technical adaptations needed to take care
of such difficulties.

7.1. Quasi-classical analysis of gradient terms

In order to deal with terms of the form V - af(A(x)) with A € L®(R4; h?), one needs
to extend the convergence proven in Proposition 2.6 to such observables. This is done in
two steps: first, it is possible to restrict the set of test observables using the set & defined
in Lemma 2.4, for it separates points, and then prove that with that restriction the expect-
ation values indeed converge (Proposition 7.1). In particular, Lemma 2.4 is used below
for the convergence of gradient terms, to solve possible domain ambiguities whenever the
gradient acts on the test operator: we end up with a form of the integral transport equation
for the measure that holds only when tested with particle observables in K (recall (2.16)),
setting 7 = K, where Ky is the self-adjoint free particle Hamiltonian. With such test-
ing it still makes sense to study uniqueness of the solution, since the aforementioned set
separates points.

Let us now consider the convergence of the expectation value of the gradient term. Let
us recall that a?( /) stands for either a.(f) or a;r( f), and correspondingly ( f IZ)g stands
for either (f|z)p or (z|f)y. Let us recall that in all the concrete models considered,
Ko > p > —o0, and

V(Ko + 1= p)~"% € B(H). (7.1)

Proposition 7.1 (Convergence of expectation values of gradient terms). Let 'y €
LL,I (H ® XK,) be such that there exists § > 1 such that

Tr(Te(Ko — p + (d%:(1) + 1)%)) < C. (7.2)

If T, —+> m, then forany B € K, any a, f € Randalln € §,
n—>1+0o0

lim_Te(Ty, (@9 - a, M) + fat, (A(x)) - V)(B ® W, (1))

n—+o0o

= e [ ) ) - A0IN + BNV ), 1
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lim Tr((@V-af, (A(x) + Ba, (A(0) - V)T, (B ® W, (1))

= ([ aha(2) @9 Q01 + BAWIENG - V) 018 ).

Proof. We prove the result for T(V - a,(A(x)) + a-(A(x)) - V), the other cases being
perfectly analogous.

First of all, we observe that (Ko — p)l/ngn (Ko — p)l/2 is a positive operator and
we can consider its quasi-classical convergence as n — +o00: by Proposition 2.5,

(Ko = p)'*Te, (Ko = )2 —— (Ko — ) Pm(Ko = )2 (75)

The term ['cag(A (X)) - V, in which the gradient acts directly on B, converges by
Proposition 2.6, since 9; B € L®(H) forall j =1,...,d and B € L2(H).

It remains to discuss the term ',V - a,(A(x)). This term requires suitable approxima-
tions. First of all, let us approximate each operator-valued symbol

FRE) = 3yl J=1....d,

by means of Lemma 2.7, and denote its approximation by Fj(ﬁ} It follows that, using
estimates analogous to the ones used in the proof of Proposition 2.6,

d d
| D Tr(Iedlae(3ux) = ORI (FADIE @ Weln)| = CILBI Y IES — F4).
j=

j=1

and the right hand side does not depend on ¢, and converges to zero as M — +oo. In
addition, let us recall that the symbol FJ(?‘} has the form

J(M)
A
F;(A} = > (¢jkl2)pls, ().
k=1

where J(M) € N, ¢jx € b,and By C R4 is a Borel set. Let us consider the convergence
as ¢, — 0 of each term of the above sums separately, for M fixed. In other words, let us
consider the convergence of

Tr(rsn 8j Ag, ((Pj,k)]lBk X (8 ® Wsn (71)))
= troc{trac, [Ts, ae,, (©,4) We,, (1)]0; 18, (x) B}

The operator a,(¢,, k) W:(n) is the product of the Weyl quantizations of two cylindrical
albeit not compactly supported symbols, over the complex Hilbert subspace spanned by
@j « and n. Therefore, by finite-dimensional pseudodifferential calculus, for all M there
exists a smooth compactly supported scalar symbol Fy k) o cse Oy ,(b) such that, for any
8 >1/2,

lae (@) We(n) — OpY¥ (FI*M](dGe (1) + 1) [l o,y = 00(1) + 06(1).  (7.6)
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Hence, the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, (7.2) and (7.1) yield

|Tr(T, 9 (ac, (9j.6) — OpY™ (FY5) 15, (x)(B ® We, (0)))]
< ClIBIl[ae(p; ) We () — Opy (FIRM)(dGe (1) + 1) |5 (xc. 850
x [tr((Ko + 1= p)V2(dg.(1) + ' Ty,)|
< C|[lae(g ) We () — OpY (FI MG (1) + 1) | 5o, @00)
x [ (Ko + 1= p + (dG(1) + PV, ]| = 00(1) + 0s(1).  (7.7)

In addition, for all 8’ > 1/2,
(rilz)pe® %20 — FFED @) (J1z][§ + 17" = 00(1) (78)
uniformly in z € . We can now take the limit as &, — 0 of the remaining term
Tr (T, 9;Opy ¥ (FY* ™)1, (x)B)
= e (trr, (Ko = p)' /T, (Ko = p)2OpI™ (FIA)) (Ko — p) /20,18, (x)

x B(Ko — p)_l/z).

Since the symbol F;j K1) §s in C&‘éyl(f)), this converges to (see [23] for further details)

troc (/;) dpwm (z) (Ko — p)1/2ym(z)([(0 — p)l/chgj’k’n)(Z)(Ko _ p)_l/zaj]lBk (x)
X :B(KO el p)—l/Z)

= troc ( /b e (2) Y (2) (Ko — p) /2 EY*M(2) (Ko — p)~/28;15, (x)ﬁ).

The limit as 0 — +o00 can then be taken by dominated convergence, at fixed M, thanks
to the uniform bound for § > 1,

/b Ayt (2) (136 (rm(2) (Ko — p)) + (1212 + DP) < C. (1.9)

which also allows us to take the limit as M — +o0. [

7.2. Propagation estimates and the pull-through formula

In this section we discuss the so-called pull-through formula, needed to characterize the
dynamics in the quasi-classical limit for the polaron model; as we are going to see, the
pull-through formula is key to propagate the a priori bounds on the initial state at later
times. The formula holds for the massive Nelson and the polaron model, therefore H, in
this section stands for any of the Hamiltonians defined above, although it is not needed
for the Nelson model with ultraviolet cutoff, as considered in this paper. Indeed, in that
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case, one can simply use the propagation estimates of Proposition 3.2, valid also in the
massless case.

Before discussing the formula, let us remark that the Pauli-Fierz and polaron Hamilto-
nians are self-adjoint and bounded from below. There is an extensive literature concerning
the self-adjointness of the Pauli—Fierz Hamiltonian (see, e.g., [21,37-39,45,52] and ref-
erences therein), which, under our assumptions, is self-adjoint on D(Kp) N D(d&,(w)).
The polaron Hamiltonian is also self-adjoint [27,35], but its domain of self-adjointness is
not explicitly characterized. On the other hand, its form domain is known, and it coincides
with the form domain of Ky + v(g)d&.(1).

We do not prove the pull-through formula, since it is discussed in detail for the massive
renormalized Nelson model in [1], and its independence of the semiclassical parameter
has been shown in [4]. The models we consider here are “contained” in the massive
renormalized Nelson model, in the sense that all the terms in the Hamiltonians contained
here are parts of or are analogous to some parts of the renormalized Nelson Hamiltonian.
Therefore, they have already been discussed in the aforementioned papers.

Proposition 7.2 (Pull-through formula). There exist finite constants a, b, independent
of €, such that for any € € (0, 1) and any YV, € D(H,),

a
4% (D) Well3cpa, < TS)II(HE + D)Vl yegux, - (7.10)

To study the quasi-classical limit of the (massless) Pauli—Fierz model, we cannot use
the pull-through formula; we use instead the following propagation result (see [5] for a
detailed proof).

Proposition 7.3 (Propagation estimate). Let H, be the Pauli-Fierz Hamiltonian with

either v(e) = 1 or v(e) = 1/e&. Then there exist finite constants Cy, C,, independent of ¢,

such that for any € € (0, 1), any W, € D(Kp) N D(dG:(w)) N D(dE:(1)) and any t € R,
[dg (1)~ *He Vellgcgx,

< Ci[llds (1) Wellscgs, + (Ko + dGs(@) + DWellgega, Je . (7.11)

In addition, there exist finite constants ¢, C > 0, independent of &, such that for any
e €(0,1) and any W, € D(H;) = D(Ko) N D(dG:(w)),

c|[(He + l)qjs”%@ﬂcg
=< [[(Ko + v(e)d&e (@) + DV |l3cgx, = CI(He + DWllyg,. (712
Let us now outline in more detail how one can use the pull-through formula in the
adaptations of the arguments to cover the polaron model. The main technicality is the
propagation of the a priori bound and regularity of the state. This can be achieved by a
direct application of Proposition 7.2: one can simply restrict the proof of Theorem 1.6 to

states satisfying

Tr(Te((Ko + A% (@) + 1)? + d5:(1)%)) < C. (7.13)
Tr(T. HZ) < Cv(e)?, (7.14)
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for any ¢ € (0, 1). Let us remark that the regularity assumptions above are not propagated
in time as they are, but they are rather used to control the following expectations at any
time t € R:

o Tr(Ts(2)Ko):
o Tr(Te(2)(dg:(1) + 1)3).
The first expectation is bounded uniformly in ¢ as in [ 14, Lemma 3.4], using the assump-
tion (7.13). The second expectation is bounded using Proposition 7.2 and assumption
(7.14). Once the bounds for the two quantities above are established at any time, it is pos-
sible to use Proposition 7.1 for the quasi-classical convergence of the interaction terms
appearing in the integral equation. The result is then extended to general states satisfy-
ing (A1) by means of the procedure outlined in §6.

For the Pauli-Fierz model one proceeds similarly, using Proposition 7.3 instead of the
pull-through formula. Theorem 1.6 is first proved for initial states such that

Tr(Te(Ko + dSe(@) + (d5:(1) + 1)%)) < C (7.15)

for ¢ € (0, 1). The needed regularity of the expectation of the number operator at any time
is then obtained thanks to Proposition 7.3. To bound the free particle part, one proceeds as
for the polaron model in [14, Lemma 3.4], the only difference being that instead of using
KLMN-smallness, which would be true only for small values of the particles’ charge, one
uses again the number estimate of Proposition 7.3 to close the argument (see [47] for addi-
tional details). Therefore, it is possible to apply Proposition 7.1 to get the quasi-classical
convergence of the gradient terms appearing in the integral equation, and Proposition 2.6
to get the convergence of quadratic terms in the creation and annihilation operators. The
proof can then be completed exactly as for the polaron model.

7.3. Quasi-classical evolution

In this section we briefly discuss the well-posedness of the effective evolution equation
for the polaron and Pauli-Fierz models with v(¢) = 1/¢. In fact, when v(g) = 1 orv =0,
the generator of U, 5(z), Ko + V(z), does not depend on time and therefore the evolution
is defined by Stone’s theorem, and the interaction picture ﬂt, s(z) is weakly generated by
t >V (2).

If however v(e) = 1/e, we need to prove the existence of a two-parameter group
(Us,5(2)); seg Of unitary operators satisfying

10, Uss(2)¥s = (Ko + Vi(2)) Uy (2) Vs,
iasut,s(Z)WS = _ut,s(z)(JCO + "Vs(Z)Ws,
Us,s(2) Vs = Vs,

for any ¢ € D(Ky), where D(Ky) is also the domain of self-adjointness for Ko + V;(z)
forall t € R.
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For the Pauli-Fierz model, it is easy to prove that the map ¢ — Ko + V;(2) is strongly
continuously differentiable on D(K). Therefore, a result of [S0] guarantees the existence
of (Us,s(2)); segr - Again, ‘ljlt,s (z) is then defined by ﬂ,,s (z) = e”‘KO‘u,,s (z)e"is%o and
it is weakly generated by V, (2). For the polaron model, on the other hand, the existence
of the quasi-classical dynamics follows from a general result concerning the evolution
generated by time-dependent closed quadratic forms with a time-independent common
core, proved, e.g., in [51, Theorem I1.27 & Corollary I1.28].
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