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WEAK COMMUTATION RELATIONS OF UNBOUNDED
OPERATORS AND APPLICATIONS

FABIO BAGARELLO, ATSUSHI INOUE, AND CAMILLO TRAPANI

ABSTRACT. Four possible definitions of the commutation relation [S, T =
1 of two closable unbounded operators 5,7 are compared. The weak
sense of this commutator is given in terms of the inner product of the
Hilbert space H where the operators act. Some consequences on the
existence of eigenvectors of two number-like operators are derived and
the partial O*-algebra generated by S, T is studied. Some applications
are also considered.

1. INTRODUCTION

Giving a meaning to a formal commutation relation [A, B] = C, when
A, B,C' are unbounded operators, can really be a touchy business. It is
well known that even the fact that two operators commute can be under-
stood in several different ways giving rise to deeply different conclusions.
Nelson’s example [I3] provides a beautiful instance where A, B are essen-
tially selfadjoint on a common invariant dense domain D, they commute
(i.e. ABE = BAE, for every £ € D) but the corresponding spectral families
(or, equivalently, the corresponding unitary groups they generate) do not
commute. The situation becomes even more involved if we want to express
a commutation relation [A, B] = C, with C' # 0. Commutators for un-
bounded operators can easily be meaningless. However, in many concrete
applications, like in Quantum Theories, they play a so relevant role to de-
serve a full-fledged mathematical consideration. In recent papers by one
of us [3]-[5], generalizing the commutation relations for bosons [a,a’] = 1,
the more general case [a,b] = 1, where b is not the adjoint of a, has been
considered and several interesting results on these pseudo-bosons have been
derived, in particular for what concerns the existence and the behavior of
bases of eigenvectors of two non self-adjoint operators.

Very likely, the most relevant link between commutators and operators is
provided by the representation theory of infinite-dimensional Lie algebras.
Let us in fact consider the Heisenberg Lie algebra h generated by three
elements a, b, ¢ whose Lie brackets are

[av b] =¢ [av C] = [bv C] =0.
Representations of this Lie algebra have been extensively studied in the lit-
erature giving rise to a considerable amount of papers and monograph (we

refer to [0l [12] and references therein). One of the most relevant results
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in this topic is the Stone - von Neumann theorem which states that every
integrable representation of h is unitarily equivalent to the Schrodinger rep-
resentation given by the annihilation operator a and by the creation operator
a', which satisfy the boson commutation relation [a,a] = 1. Thus studying
operators A, B, with B # Af, which satisfy, in some sense, the commutation
relation [A, B] = 1 corresponds, finally, to analyzing certain nonintegrable
representations of . We will not however pursue this line.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we discuss and com-
pare four different definitions of the commutation relation [S,7] = 1, the
operators S,T being picked in the maximal partial O*-algebra LT(D,H)
on a dense domain D of Hilbert space H. To be more definite we recall
that L£T(D,H) denotes the set of all (closable) linear operators X such that
D(X) = D, D(X*) D D. The set LI(D,H) is a partial *-algebra with
respect to the usual sum X7 + Xo, the scalar multiplication AX, the invo-
lution X + XT := X*[D and the (weak) partial multiplication X;0X, =
X7 X,, defined whenever X5 is a weak right multiplier of X (we shall write
X, € RY(X1) or X; € L¥(X>)), that is, whenever XoD C D(X;™*) and
X1*D € D(X5*). Any t—invariant subspace 9 of L(D, H) stable under the
weak multiplication is called a partial O*-algebra. By L£T(D) we will denote
the maximal O*-algebra on D consisting of all element X € £T(D,H) which
leave, together with their adjoint, the domain D invariant. A *-subalgebra
of £1(D) is named an O*-algebra.

Among the possible definitions, we focus our attention, in particular, to
the weak form of the commutation relation [S,7] = 1, which is given in
terms of the inner product of H. This choice reveals to be sufficient for
the analysis of the existence of eigenvectors and for the construction of
intertwining operators considered in Section Bl

The commutation relation [S,7] = 1 (even when T # ST) plays a rele-
vant role in concrete applications to quantum mechanics, and have strong
connections with what in the physical literature is called pseudo-hermitian
quantum mechanics, (see [0] and references therein).

Section [ is devoted to the construction of the partial O*-algebra gener-
ated by two operators S, T satisfying the commutation relation [S,7T] = 1
in weak sense. The main outcome is that this partial O*-algebra decom-
poses into a regular part (a partial *-algebra of polynomials in the variables
S,T,ST,TT) and a singular part whose control is more difficult. This is
closely reminiscent of similar results discussed in [I, Ch.3] for the case of
commuting operators.

Finally, in Section Bl we discuss some more applicative aspects. In par-
ticular we derive two types of uncertainty relations for two operators S, T
satisfying the commutation relation [S,7] = 1 in weak sense. These two
uncertainty relations are proven to be independent by showing examples
where one of them possesses a state of minimal uncertainty and the other
not and viceversa.
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2. THE COMMUTATION RELATION [A, B] = 1

Let A, B be two closed operators with dense domain D(A) and D(B),
respectively, in Hilbert space H. We begin with a discussion about the
mathematical meaning of the formal commutation relation [A, B] = 1. Of
course we want the identity AB— BA = 1 to hold at least on a dense domain
D of Hilbert space H. For this we require that there exists a dense subspace
D of H such that

(D.1) D C D(AB)N D(BA);
(D.2) AB¢ — BA¢ =¢, V¢ € D, where, as usual, D(AB) = {£ € D(B) :
B¢ e D(A)}.
These two conditions do not provide any information about D(A*) and
D(B*) apart from the fact that they are dense subspaces of H. To get a
better control on these two operators we suppose

(D.3) D C D(A*) N D(B¥).
By the previous assumptions it follows that the operators S := A [ D and

T := B | D are elements of the partial *-algebra LT(D,H). It is readily
checked that the operators S and T satisfy the equality

(2.1) (T¢|stn) - (s¢|Th) = (€}, veneD.

It is then natural to consider (2I]) as a possible definition of the commu-
tation relation [S,T] = 1p (where 1p denotes the identity operator of D)
for a couple of elements of LT(D,H).

Lemma 2.1. Let S,T € LI(D,H) satisfy @1). Then, if SOT (resp. ToS)
is well defined then ToS (resp. SoT) is well-defined and

SoT —ToS = 1p.

Proof. Assume, for instance, that SoT is well-defined. Then, we have, for
every £,mn € D,

(s¢|rtn) = (Te|stn) —¢im)
= ((5aT)E|n) = (&) -

Hence, S : D — D(T™). Similarly one shows that 7T € D(S*), for every
n € D. Thus ToS is also well defined and the equality SoT — ToS = 1p
follows immediately. The proof under the assumption that 705 is well-
defined is analogous. O

Remark 2.2. If S,T" are the restrictions of A, B as above then we get a
stronger result: if either ST : D — D(T*) or TT : D — D(S*), then SoT
and ToS are both well-defined and SoT — TaS = 1lp. This follows from
the fact that (D.1) implies, evidently, that 7D C D(A) C D(S™) and
SD c D(B) C D(T™)

Before going forth we summarize some properties of semigroups of bounded
operators.
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Let t — V(t), t > 0, be a semigroup of bounded operators in Hilbert
space. We recall that V' is weakly continuous if

Jim (V)]0 = (V(to)€|n), VEn € A

A closed operator X is the generator of V() if

49

D(X) = {geﬂ;ag’ eﬂz%%<%ﬂ§\n> = (&), vneH}

and
Xe=¢, veeD(X).
If V(t) is a weakly continuous semigroup, then V*(¢) is also a weakly

continuous semigroup and if X is the generator of V(¢), then X* is the
generator of V*(t).

Remark 2.3.In the previous discussion the assumption that V(¢) is a weakly
continuous semigroup can be replaced with the assumption that V(t) is
strongly continuous since every weakly continuous semigroup is also strongly
continuous and its generator is densely defined [9, Ch.IX, Sect. 1].

We will say that an operator Xq € L(D,H) is the D-generator of a
semigroup V(t) if V/(¢) is generated by some closed extension X of X, such

that Xo C X C Xg*. The latter condition ensures us that if X is the
D-generator of V(t), then Xg is the D-generator of V*(t).

At the light of the previous discussion we give the following

Definition 2.4. Let S,T € £LI(D,H). We say that

(CR.1) the commutation relation [S,T] = lp is satisfied (in L£T(D,H)) if,
whenever SoT is well-defined, ToS is well-defined too and SoT —
ToS = 1p.

(CR.2) the commutation relation [S,T] = 1p is satisfied in weak sense if

<T5 ‘5T77> - <5§ ‘TT77> = (|n), VY&neD.

(CR.3) the commutation relation [S,T] = 1p is satisfied in quasi-strong
sense if S is the D-generator of a weakly continuous semigroup of
bounded operators Vg(«) and

(Vs(@)T¢ ) — (Vs(@)¢ T ) = a (Vs(a)é In), v, n € D, ¥a = 0.

(CR.4) the commutation relation [S,T] = 1p is satisfied in strong sense if S
and T are D-generators of weakly continuous semigroups of bounded
operators Vg (), V() respectively, satisfying the generalized Weyl
commutation relation

Vs(a)Vr(B) = e Vi (B)Vs(a), Va,B > 0.
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Remark 2.5. If (CR.3) holds, then one can easily prove that , for every
a >0, Vs(a) : D — D(T™) and Vg(a)* : D — D(T*). Hence Vs(a)oT and
ToVs(a) are both well-defined (we use the same notation for Vg(«) and for
its restriction to D) and we have

Vs(a)oT — ToVg(a) = aVs(a).
Proposition 2.6. Let S,T € L1(D,H). The following implications hold:
(CR.4) = (CR.3) = (CR.2) = (CR.1).
Proof. Assume that (CR.4) holds. Then if £, € D we have
(Vs(a)T¢n) (T Vs (a)n)
= (1 O s )

5—0 B

= lim <Vs( )w%i\ >

_ M< PV (3 (0) - Vst m>

aBV
- éi%<VS =)

o (vl [V

_ <S(a ‘TTn>+a(VS(0<)§\77>'

Thus (CR.3) holds.
Now assume that (CR.3) holds. Then if £, € D we have

<T§‘5Tn> — lim <T§ Wﬁ

a—0

= lim <MT§ |77>
a—0 «

— iy {(B ety )+ vt o}
(se|Tn) + ().
(CR.2)=(CR.1): this is nothing but Lemma 211

O

Remark 2.7. The implications in the other direction do not hold, in gen-
eral, also in the case where stronger assumptions on the operators S,7T" or
on the semigroups they generate are made. For instance, there exist two
essentially selfadjoint operators P, () defined on a common invariant dense
domain D such that PQE — QP& = —i€, for £ € D, but the unitary groups
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Up(t),Uq(s) generated by P, @ do not satisfy the Weyl commutation re-
lation Up(t)Ug(s) = € Uq(s)Up(t), s,t € R, see [7] or [I3, VIIL5]. For
a complete analysis of the canonical commutation relations (for symmetric
operators) we refer to [10, [I1].

Remark 2.8. It is easily seen that if [S,T] = 1p in anyone of the senses
(CR.1), (CR.2) or (CR.4) of Definition 24, then [T, ST] = 1p in the same

sense.

3. SOME CONSEQUENCES OF THE WEAK COMMUTATION RELATION

3.1. Existence of eigenvectors. Let S,T € LI(D,H) satisfy the commu-
tation relation [S,T] = 1p in weak sense. Assume that there exists a vector
0 # & € D such that S§, = 0. Then

(3.1) (T¢o|Stn) = (&olm), W¥neD.
This implies that Ty # 0 (otherwise, §y = 0) and

T¢o € D(S™), S™T¢ = ¢ e D.
Thus T can be applied once more and we get
(3.2) (TS™)T& = T(S™T&) = Té.
Hence T¢ is an eigenvector of T'S™* with eigenvalue 1.

Remark 3.1. From (B2 it follows
(To|s™n) = ((Ts™)Teo| 8™ ) = (¢oln) . ¥neD.
Hence (T'S™)T¢, € D(S™) (which is obvious) and
STH(TSTVT¢y = &9 = (TST*)2T¢y = T¢.

By induction one can prove that T¢ € D((T'S™)"), for all n € N, and
(TSP TEy = T¢.

Let us now assume that T¢y € D. Then we have

(T(T¢) |Stn) = (S(T&) [T ) = (T&oIn), vy e D.

Whence we obtain
(1% |S™ ) ~ (& |T™n) = (T¢oln), ¥neD
since STy = S*T¢y = &. Finally
(3.3) (% |S™ ) = 2(T¢oIn), VneD.
This implies that T2¢y € D(S™*) and ST*T2¢, = 2T°¢y. Therefore
(TST)T2¢y = 272,

Also T?¢y # 0, since, otherwise, T¢y = 0 by ([B3)). Iterating this procedure
we conclude that
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Proposition 3.2. Let S,T € LI(D,H) satisfy the commutation relation
[S,T] = 1lp in weak sense. Assume that there exists a nonzero vector &y € D
such that S& = 0 and the vectors Téy, T, ... T" €&y all belong to D. Then

(i) T is an eigenvector of TS™ with eigenvalue n;
(i) Tn~1¢y is eigenvector of SY*T with eigenvalue n.

Proof. For proving (i), we proceed by induction. For n = 1 the statement is
true. Assume it is true for n — 1. Then we have,

(3.4) (T &) [T ) — (ST o) [T ) = (T" 6o In), ¥neD.

By the assumption, 7"~ ¢ € D(T'S™) and (T'S)T" ¢ = (T'S™)T" ¢ =
(n — 1)T"1¢&y; thus by (B4, we obtain

<T"§0 ‘STn> —(n—1) <T"_1§0 ]7]) = <T"_1§0 ]7]) , Vnen.

This implies that T € D(S™) and S™*T"¢ = nT"1&. The latter
equality shows (ii) and implies that (T'ST*)T"&y = nT"&. O

Remark 3.3. If & # 0, the vectors &y, T&y, T2, ... T"Ey are linearly inde-
pendent, being eigenvectors corresponding to different eigenvalues.

Proposition 3.4. Let S,T € LI(D,H) satisfy the commutation relation
[S,T) = llp in weak sense. Let & € D and assume that T*¢ € D for k < n,
n € NU{oco}. Then S¢€ € D(TT)*), k <n and

STke — (TT*)kSe = kT* e, k< n.
Proof. Again, we use induction on k. For k& = 1, the statement follows

directly from the weak commutation rule. Assume the statement is true for
k — 1. Then

STk = ST Y(T¢)
= (k= )T*>(T) + (TT)15T¢
(k= )T+ (TP 1 (TS + )
= KT le 4 (TT)kse.

Remark 3.5. In particular if S¢ = 0 then ST*¢ = kTF-1¢.

If the assumptions of Proposition are satisfied one may have that the
largest n for which T"¢y € D is finite or infinite. As we have seen the point
spectrum o,(7TS™) contains all natural numbers up to n. Let us denote by
No the subspace of D spanned by {&,, T, ...T"¢} and by N := Nj its
closure in H. Clearly T'S™ leaves N invariant. The restriction of T.S™* to
N, denoted by (T'S™*)g, behaves in quite regular way. We have indeed

Proposition 3.6. In the assumptions of Proposition[3.2, the point spectrum
o, ((T'S™)o) of the operator (T'S™*)g, the restriction of TS™ to Ny, consists
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exactly of the set {0,1,...,n}, where n € NU {oco} is the largest natural
number such that the vectors Ty, T?¢o, ... T" &y all belong to D. FEach
eigenvalue is simple (in Ny).

Proof. Let Ao be an eigenvalue of (T'S™)g and 0 # 1y = > r—o wTrE a
corresponding eigenvector. Then

TSV o — Xovbo = D> kT ¢ — Mo Y T 0 =D pr(k — Xo)T 6o = 0.

k=0 k=0 k=0

The linear independence of the vectors {T%¢y,k = 0,1,...n} then implies
that either p; = 0 which is absurd, or that there exists k£ € {0,1,...,n}
such that p; =0 for j # k and Ao = k.

O

Example 3.7. Let us consider the Hilbert space L?(R,wdx) where the
weight w is a positive continuously differentiable function with the properties

L] hnqx%%+m3u( ) =0
° fR x)dx < oo.
Let

D(p) = {f € L*(R,wdx) : 3g € L*(R,wdx), f(z) = /x g(t)dt} .

For shortness, we adopt the notation f’'(z) = g(x), for f € D(p).
D(q) = {f € L*(R,wdz) : zf(z) € L*(R, wdz)}.
Put D = D(q) N D(p). Then both the operators S, T defined by
(SH@) = F),  (TH@) =af@), feD
map D into L*(R,wdz).

The operator T is symmetric in D. As for S, we have (formally) for f € D
and g € L*(R,wdx),

(Sflg) = /f D)g@)w /f (@) (@))ds

S / f(2)g @)w(x)dz — / f(a)g(@)w' (z)dx
R

- - [ i@ - [ 1 T“;((; wla)dz.
Thus, g € D(S*) if, and only if g € D(p) and g% € L*(R,wdz). In this

(50)a) = o) - o) 22

Hence S € £1(D,H), with # = L*(R, wdz) if, and only if,

M@
[ lat@)P e < o
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This is certainly satisfied if, for instance, w’/w is a bounded function on R.
Now, for f,g € D, we have

<Tf‘STg> — <Sf‘TTg> =— /Ra:f <?+§%’> wda;—/Rf’azgwdx
= - /]R o(f'gw + fg'w + fgw)dx

— —/Rx(fyw)’de/Rfﬁwdx: (flg).

Hence, the commutation relation [S,T] = Ip is satisfied in weak sense.
The function ug(z) = 1, for every = € R, is clearly in the kernel of S for
every function w satisfying the assumptions made so far.
Now we make some particular choice of w.

Let us consider w(z) = wqa(z) = (1 4+ 2%)7%, o > 2. It is easily seen that
wq(x) satisfies all the conditions we have required (for instance w/, /w, is
bounded). The function ug(z) = 1, which belongs to L?(R,wqdx) for any
a > %, satisfies Su = 0 and the largest n for which T"ugy belongs to D
satisfies n < 2a — % Hence, the dimension of the corresponding subspace
Ny is [2a— 3] + 1.

Let us now take w(z) = e=**/2 and D the subspace consisting of all
polynomials in z. In this case the functions uy(z) = ¥, k = 1,2,..., belong
to D and they satisfy T'S™u;, = kuy, for every k € N. The subspace N
coincides in this case with D. One can readily check that every complex
number A with A > —% is an eigenvalue of T'ST™*; but the corresponding
eigenvector is in D if and only if R\ is a natural number.

As we have seen with the previous examples the subspace N spanned by
{T*¢y,k € N} can be finite dimensional. Thus N := (T'S™), is a bounded
symmetric operator on Ny = N = C", having the numbers 0,1,...,n as
eigenvalues. Hence N is positive and thus there exists an operator C' € B(N)
such that N = CTC. None of the possible solutions of this operator equation
can, however, satisfy the commutation relation [C,C'] = 1, due to the
Wiener -Wielandt - von Neumann theorem. If N is infinite dimensional
then N may fail to be symmetric, as the last case in Example B.7 shows.

3.2. Existence of intertwining operators. As noticed in Remark 2.8] if
[S,T] = llp in weak sense, then [T, ST] = lp in weak sense, too. Hence
it is worth considering the situation where the assumptions of Proposition
hold not only for the pair S, T but also for the pair 77, ST. This means
that we assume that there exists also a nonzero vector 7y € D such that
Ty = 0 and the vectors Stng, (ST)2ng, ... (ST)™ g all belong to D, then
Proposition gives that

(i) (ST)™ng is an eigenvector of STT* with eigenvalue m;
(ii) (ST)™=1ng is eigenvector of T*ST with eigenvalue m.
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Let m € NU {oo} be the largest natural number such that the vectors
Stng, (S1)%no, ..., (ST)™ g all belong to D and M the linear span of these
vectors. Then the point spectrum o, ((STT*)g), of the operator (STT*)q :=
STT* | My, consists, as before, of the numbers {0,1,...,m}.

One may wonder if any relation between the two numbers n and m can
be established. The answer is negative, in general. Indeed, the operators
S, T considered in the second case of ExampleB.7 provide an instance where
n = oo and m = 0. Thus it is apparently impossible to find a relationship
between Ny and M, without additional assumptions.

Let us now call & := \/LHT’“&], k=1,...,n and n, := ﬁ(ST)T’nO, r =
1,...,m. It is always possible to choose the normalization of & and 79 in
such a way that (£ |no) = 1.We put F¢ := {{sk=1,...,n} Fy = {nr =
1,...,m}. Then we have

Lemma 3.8. The sets F¢ and F;, are biorthogonal:
(& nj) = dij,
foralli=1,... . nandj=1,...,m.

The proof of this Lemma easily follows from the fact that & and 7; are
eigenvectors of the two (non self-adjoint) operators, T'ST* and STT*, having
the property (7.ST*)* D SiT* D SiT*.

Assume now that n = m = oo. Thus the subspaces Ny and M, are
both infinite dimensional. Then we can define two operators which obey
interesting intertwining relations. More in detail, let us define K¢ via its
action on the basis F: K¢(n;) = &, j € N We can also introduce a
second operator K, via its action on the second basis constructed above, F¢:
K, (&) = nj, 7 € N. Both the operators K¢ and K, are then extended by
linearity to Mg and N, respectively. It is clear that one is the inverse of the
other: K; = K £ ! but in general neither K¢ nor K, are bounded. A direct
computation shows that they obey the following intertwining relations:

Ky (T8™) 6 = (S177) Ky, W0 € Mo

Ke (STT) w = (TS™) Kew, v € Ay,

In particular, if Np = Mo = H and K¢ and K, are bounded, it is possible
to show that F¢ and F, are Riesz bases of H and an orthonormal basis

€ = {e;} can be defined by, for instance, e; = K%mgj (see [3]).

Remark 3.9. The analysis made so far started with the assumption that
[S,T] = 1p in weak sense. It is then natural to pose the question which
improvements are obtained if we consider, instead, that (CR.3) or (CR.4)
is fulfilled. More precisely, assume that (CR.3) is satisfied and that there
exists a nonzero § € D such that, Vg(a)& = &, for every a > 0 (i.e., an
invariant vector for Vg(«)). This implies, as it is easily seen that S = 0
and so everything goes through in the very same way as before.
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It is worth mentioning here that the properties discussed in Sections [B.]]
and depend in an essential way on the nonzero vectors &y and 7 satisfy-
ing, respectively, S& = 0 and Tt7y = 0: choosing different elements in the
kernels of S and T may give drastically different results.

4. THE PARTIAL O*-ALGEBRA GENERATED BY S AND T

In this Section we will describe the partial O*-algebra generated by S, T €
L1(D,H) such that [S,T] = lp in weak sense, starting from observing that
in the case where S, T € LT(D) and ST—TS = 1 p the O*-algebra generated
by them is very regular in the sense that it consists only in polynomials in
the variables S¥T", (ST (TT)*, with k,h,7,s € N. As we shall see below,
the situation becomes more involved if S and T do not leave the domain D
invariant. For an analogous analysis for commuting operators we refer the
reader to [Il Sect. 3.3].

Let S,T € LI(D,H) satisfy the commutation relation [S,7] = lp in
weak sense. Assume that S* = ST, T* = TT. This clearly implies that

(STYE = (§*)k, (TTk = (T*)*. We want to describe the partial O*-algebra
NS, T| generated by S,T and study its structure. We begin with defining
the power length of S, ST, T and T'.

Let myg be the largest of the numbers k € NU{oo} satisfying D C D(?k) N
—k
D(ST"). Suppose that

(4.1) D c D(TS) N D(T*S?).
Then, if n € D,
(se|Tn) = (T'€|Sn ) + (€ln) = (¢[TSn) + (¢ n), vEeD.
Hence,
(4.2) n e D(S™T) = D(ST) and STn=TSn+n.

Similarly, from the equality

(s¢|rtn) = (T¢|stn) — () = (¢|T"s™n) — (), veeD,
we obtain
(4.3) ne D(S*T) and S*T'n=T*STy—n.
Suppose (1)) holds and that

(4.4) D ¢ D(TS’) N D(T*S*2).
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Then, if n € D, for every £ € D, we get

(s'¢[sTn) = (S'¢[Tsn+n) by ([@2)
- <ST5 |TS77> + <5T5 In>
= (Tt lsn) + (€15n) by @)
— ($"T'¢ +¢€1Sn ) + (€]5m) by ([€2)
= (¢|T5n) + ¢ l25m) by ([@2).
Hence,
(4.5) n € D(S°T) and S°Tny =TS n+ 2.

Similarly, one can prove

(4.6) ne D(S*TT) and S**TTy=1T%5**n — 25

Repeating the above argument, we get that, if

(4.7) D c (DTS nD(T*s*),
k=1

then

(4.8) D c () D(E"T) n D(S*TT)
k=1

and

(4.9) S're =TS + k5" ¢, veeD.

Thus we define my as the largest of the numbers n € NU {oco} such that
Dc (DTS n DT 5*).
k=1
Then, mg > my,
D c () D(5"T) n D(S*TT)
k=1
and

(4.10) S're =TS'¢+ kS ',
ST = 7 §*F¢ — kg Tle . veeDand 0 < k < my.
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Now, suppose that
D ¢ D(T?) N D(T**) N D(T"S) N D(T*2SH).
Changing S and 7" in (4.5) and (4.6]), we get
D c D(ST?) N D(S*T*?)
and
(4.11) ST ¢ =T S¢ +2T¢
S*T**¢ = T**ST¢ —2T7¢, Ve eD.
Now suppose that
Dc ﬁ D(T*5") n D(T*25*).
k=0

Then, if n € D, for every & € D, we get

<ST§ ‘§T2n> - <ST§ ‘Tzsn + 2Tn> by (EIT)
= ("¢ |Sn ) + (¢]25Tn)
- <S*T*2§ +orte \Sn> + (¢ |25T) by (EII)
- <g ‘T2§2n> +(¢|2TSn) + (¢ |25Tn)
= <§ ‘72 S0 + 4T Sn + 277> by @2).
Hence,
ne DS T and §° Ty =T 8°n + 4TSy + 2.
Similarly,

ne D(S*2 T*Z) and S*2 T*%y = T2 §*2y — AT*S*n — 2.
Repeating the above argument, we get that, if

Dc () D(T*5") nD(T*25%),

k=0

then

(4.12) D c (| D T?) n D(s*F1+2)
k=0

and, for every n € D,

13
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2 n—1
(4.13) 5" 7277 =T gkn + Z Z ozkngggn
k=0 (=0
2 n—1
(414) S*k T*277 _ T*Q S*kn - Z Z akZT*ks*gny
k=0 (=0

where the ay,’s are integer numbers.
Thus we may define mg as the largest n € NU {0} U {oco} satisfying

D c () D(T*5") n D(T*257),

k=0
Clearly, mo > m1 > mg and (@&I12), @I3) and [@I4) hold for every k =
0,...,mo. In the very same way, if all powers up to ng of 17" are defined,

repeating the above procedure with the appropriate assumptions on the
domains, we can define numbers

mo = M1 > Mg > -+ > My,

and for every r = 1,...,ng we will get, for every n € D,
r o mp—1
(4.15) ST y=T"5n+3 Y a5
k=0 (=0
r mp—1
(4.16) S*k T*T’n — T S*k?? N Z Z akgT*kS*éT].
k=0 ¢=0

— — —k
;From the assumptions S* = St | T* = Tt it follows that S*¥ = St
_k —
T*F = TT". Hence we put X*) = x" I'D, with X € {S, ST, T, T},
By (4I5) and (4.I6]), we can define the regular part R[S, T] of the partial
O*-algebra M[S,T| generated by S, T as

mo

k
R[S, T] = {zo“”(s, T) =3 (aroS™® + Bros™™)
k=0

mi
+ 3 (apSOTO 4 gy 5T 7D
k=0

i k n
+ Z(aknOS(R)T(”O) +BknOST( )TT( O)); Oékj, /Bkj c (C
k=0
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The singular part S[S,T] of M[S,T] is defined as
S[S,T] := M[S, T]\ R[S, T].
In order to describe the singular part S[S,T] we define the following sets.

= linear span {pM[S,T] = pgo) [S, T ng)) [S,T];
P 18.71.95"(5.T) € R[S, T],p\" [, 7] € L* (55" [S.T))}
= linear span {p?[S,T] = pgl)[S, T] ngl)[S, T
P19, 71,95"15.T] € £41S.T),p[5, 7] € L* (5[, 7))}

Then, we have

R[S, T) C ¥4[S,T] C oS, T) C ---.
Now put,

S1[S,T] = X4[S, T\ R[S, T]

So[S, T = Ea[S, T)\ £4[S, T

Then, one has

S8, 1] = | J SelS. 7.
k=1
Thus, the following statement holds.

Theorem 4.1. Let S, T € LI(D, H) satisfy the commutation relation [S, T] =
1p in weak sense and S* = ST T* = Tt. Then, the partial O*-algebra
MIS,T] generated by S and T decomposes into a regular part R[S,T]| and
a singular part S[S, T, as described above.

5. UNCERTAINTY RELATIONS AND OTHER APPLICATIVE ASPECTS
If A€ LI(D,H) and z € C, we define, for £ € D with [|¢|| = 1,
(AA)e(2) = [[(A = z1p)E]-
We notice that for z = (A€ |€), we obtain

(AA)e == (AA)((AE[€)) = ((AEJAL) — (AL &) )2

which reduces to the well known uncertainty of A when A is selfadjoint and
¢ € D(A?).
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Let now S,T € LI(D,H) satisfy (CR.2) Then, as it is easily seen, S — 21l
and T — w1l also satisfy (CR.2) and a simple application of the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality gives, for every £ € D, with ||| = 1,

(€l¢) < 2max{||(S—2Lp)E|, [I(ST—ZLp)¢ ||} max{|[(T—wlp)¢||. [|(TT~wLp )¢ };

(5.1)  (£[¢) < 2max{(AS)e(2), (AS)¢(2)} max{(AT)¢(w), (AT")¢(w)}.

The latter inequality reads as an uncertainty principle for non necessarily
selfadjoint operators satisfying (CR.2).

In the case of symmetric operators, if one of them is bounded from below
it is known that there exists no vector £ for which the previous inequality
becomes an equality (Arai [2]). We discuss here a similar result concerning
non self-adjoint (or even symmetric) operators, whose proof will be based,
rather than on a general theorem, on explicit counterexamples.

The first step consists in finding a reasonable counterpart of the Heisen-
berg uncertainty relation for non commuting operators which are not neces-
sarily self-adjoint. One possibility is given, as we have seen, by the inequality
(E1). But this is not the only possible choice of uncertainty relation for S
and T'. As a matter of fact, it is natural to consider the following second
possibility: let ag and ap be two arbitrary (but fixed) real quantities and
let D = ag(S+ST) and E = iap(T —TT). Hence D = D' and E = ET. Let
us now suppose that (in the usual weak sense)

[ST,T]—[S,TT] = 0.

Hence we have [D, E] = iC, where C = 2agarll = CT, so that the stan-
dard Heisenberg uncertainty relation allows us to conclude that AD,AFE, >

@ = |asar|. But, using the estimates (AD), < |ag| ((AS)¢ + (AS)L)
and (AE), < |ar| ((AT)HD + (AT)];), we conclude that, for all ¢ € D,

(5.2) <(AS)¢ v (AS);) <(AT)¢ + (AT);) > 1.

JFrom now on we will call UR; condition (B.I)) and URg condition (5.2])
(first and second uncertainty relation). We will now show that these are
really unequivalent conditions.

Remark 5.1. It can be useful to extend the above inequalities to the case in
which [S,T] = C, with C' # 1, in general. These extensions look like

mae{(AS),. (AS)]} max{ (AT, (AT)}) > (202

and

((a8), +(AS)L) (A7), + (AL ) = [®{(p. Co}.
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Let us start with showing that a vector which saturates UR; does not
necessarily saturate URg. Let a and af be such that [a,a’] = 1. We consider

the operators S = % (a+z’aT) and T = % (aT —I—Z'a). It is clear that

[S,T] =1, S # T1, and that [ST,T] — [S,T'] = 0. Let ®(z) be the coherent
state of a, [§]: a®(z) = z2®(z), for all z € C. An easy computation shows
that (AS), = (AS)L = (AT), = (AT)L = % Hence UR; is saturated by
®(z) while URjy is satisfied (this is obvious) but not saturated.

On the other hand, let us now show an example of a vector which saturates
URs but not UR;. For that, it is enough to take S = a and T = al.
Once again, we compute the uncertainty of these operators on ®(z), getting
(AS), = (AT)]; =0 and (AS)]; = (AT), = 1. Therefore UR; is saturated
while UR; is not.

These examples show that UR; and URs are really different conditions
and that both could be considered as uncertainty relations. However we
should also say that URj is relevant only if 7' # TT and S # —ST because,
if this is not the case, then E = 0 or D = 0 so that (5.2]) is trivialized,
while UR4 holds also for self-adjoint S and 7". We also notice that the two
inequalities are different also for finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. Let us
consider, indeed, $ = C2. If we take

0 s 0 0
S:<0 0>, and T:<q 0),

with real s and g, straightforward computations show that (AS),, = |s||p2|?,
(AS)L = [sller?, (AT)y = lgller[* and (AT)] = |gllpal?, where ¢ =
(01,92), le1]? + |p2/*> = 1. We conclude that URy is saturated only if

max (|¢1%, |¢2/?) = \/% llo1]? — |¢2/?| , which is always false. On the other

hand, UR; is saturated if 1 = [|¢1]? — |¢2]?
or if 9 = 1.

, which is always true if o1 =1

5.1. The Swanson model. We will now show, in a concrete model, that
UR; and URs need not be satisfied at once by a certain vector. This is our
version of the analogous result discussed in [2].

Let a and af be such that [a,a!] = 1, and let us introduce S = a cos(#) +
iatsin(@) and T = af cos(6) + iasin(). Here 6 is an angle which, in the
Swanson model, is assumed to belong to the open interval ]—%,%[, [].
However, this limitation is not useful here and will not be assumed. Let ¢
be a generic vector in D, and let us introduce the quantities C,, = <<,0, aTa<p>—

(e, ap)|? and E, =% {<cp,aT2<p> - <cp,aTcp>2}. Hence we find that
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We want to show now that, for particular choices of 8, there exists no state
which saturates UR; or URjs.

Let us first consider § = 0. Hence URy is saturated if and only if Cy, = 0,
which holds true if, for instance, ¢ is the vacuum of a (ap = 0) or if ¢ is a
coherent state for a (ap = zp, for some z € C related to ¢). On the other
hand, it turns out that UR; is saturated if and only if C, = —%, which is
never satisfied since Cy, is always (i.e. for all possible ¢ € D) greater or
equal to zero.

™

Let us now fix 6 = 7. In this case UR; is saturated if ¢ is such that
(Cy + %)—E?p = 1, while ¢ saturates URy if /(C, + %)—E?p = . Hence,
suppose that a vector g exists in D saturating the URy. For such vector,
then, we should have \/ (Cyy + %)_E?oo = 1 which is less than 3. Hence

o does not satisfies URy, which is impossible. Hence such a vector cannot
exist.
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