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Certain systems in physics are commonly referred to as “Hamiltonian systems™; these are all closed
systems: open systems, which may undergo damping or growth phenomena, are “non-Hamiltonian.” The
mathematical basis of this distinction is a little-known theorem of Helmholtz, stating necessary and
sufficient conditions on the functions whose vanishing expresses the equations of motion, that a Lagrange
function exist in a certain sense. When the Helmholtz conditions are satisfied, the equations of motion
always can be written as G, (x,%,%,t) = (d/dt)f,,(x,%,t) — fi,(x,%,t) =0, n = 1-N, but many systems of
physical importance having this form fail to satisfy those conditions. The present paper is the first of a
planned series presenting a new classical Hamilton-Lagrange mechanics for systems having equations of the
form just stated, restricted for convenience to the case det ||of,,/3%,[540, but with otherwise
arbitrary fi,,f;,. To get around the Helmholtz conditions in a way useful for application to modern
theoretical physics (quantum mechanics and statistical mechanics), we have generalized the classical
formalism. The new mechanics subsumes the old in a very reasonable and theoretically promising way. A
formal quantization leads to a generalized Schrodinger equation of a state function whose natural physical
interpretation is a density function (density “matrix”), rather than a “half density,” or wave function.
Another, for closed systems, gives the usual Schrodinger equation twice—once for ys and once for ys*, while
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a third gives a classical Hamilton-Jacobi partial differential equation.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the early part of the century, the classical
Rutherford atom, dynamically unstable owing to
the effects of radiation damping, was salvaged by
the Bohr quantum conditions. As corresponding
quantum phenomena, such as excited atom decay
to a ground state and level (Lamb) shift, have been
well described by quantum electrodynamics (QED),
a phenomenological quantum theory of damping or
“friction,” no doubt has seemed unnecessary.
However, recent heavy-ion nuclear scattering data
at high energy, for example, show effects which
appear to require the operation of strong friction
forces between the two nuclei at close ranges dur-
ing the time of collision and while the nuclear
surfaces are in contact.! Theoretical approaches
having appropriate (and inappropriate) classical
limits have been devised to treat such problems
as this, and some of these have greater generali-
ty than others.*»® Nevertheless, a satisfactory,
clearcut first-principles phenomenological quan-
tum mechanics for open systems still appears
lacking; the current theoretical situation seems
analogous to and more reminiscent of the days of
the pre-Schrddinger “old quantum theory” than
those of the post-1925 era of the “new quantum
theory.”

While microscopic many-body-theory techniques
are available for analysis of macroscopic proces-
ses, these also give redundant and physically in-
appropriate information; and the desired informa-
tion can be difficult to extract. Indeed, quantum
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electrodynamics tells of many assumed subproc-
ess contributions ( Feynman diagrams) to the be-
havior of atomic systems, such as involve bare-
mass and coupling-constant parameters, but which
are observable only to unphysical, “ideal observ-
ers.”® Here, “physically observable” seems even
to imply phenomenological or “macroscopic”
(specifically: renormalized).

Also, it is interesting to note, save for the
Vlasov equation, the absence of a proper Liouville
theorem for the single-particle “phase” space of
a particle in a gas or an electron in a plasma.
For, owing to collisions, a single-particle Ham-
iltonian does not exist. There are various gener-
alizations of the Liouville equation; one example,
based upon the theory of stochastic processes, is
the Fokker-Planck equation.® But a statistical
mechanics devised for single-particle motions and
employing a Gibbsian-ensemble-type approach®
would require generalization of the Liouville equa-
tion along other lines, e.g., to the theoretical
mechanics of the single-particle motion as that of
a non-Hamiltonian elementary system.

We believe that an open-system phenomenologi-
cal Schrodinger theory, and a statistical mechan-
ics grounded in generalized Liouville equations as
indicated above, are both likely to find useful ap-
plications. In addition, there are broadly theoret-
ical, fundamental issues involved. It seems evi-
dent that, apart from an intrinsic interest of its
own, the classical subject deserves serious inves-
tigation.

To begin, it may be that a given system of equa-
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tions is not derivable from a Lagrangian directly
(see below), but that an equivalent set, with inte-
grating factors, can be so derived. Unless one
admits extra variables (about which, more later),
open systems require integrating factors. But the
effect of the latter appears to be to destroy the
all important possibility for an interpretation of
the Hamiltonian as system energy. The last cru-
cial point has been stressed by Havas’ and is dis-
cussed further below. Recently, H. Dekker® has
constructed a very interesting scheme, in which
this requirement is met.

We remark additionally that Santilli® gives a de-
tailed exposition of mathematical features of the
problem when integrating factors are admitted,
and also proposes a new scheme, based upon a
non-Lie algebraic (Lie-admissible) time-evolu-
tion law for the Hamiltonian variables. We will
review some of Havas’s early analysis next and
then define the scope of the present work.

The presence of integrating factors, or multi-
pliers, to a set of classical equations can cause
trouble with physical interpretation for a corres-
ponding quantum theory. Trivially, if the La-
grangian L does not have units of energy, neither
does the Hamiltonian H, and in the Schrédinger
equation

(in%-y)zpm, (1.1)

where ¢ is the time, 7 has the wrong units.
Another example is provided by the Lagrangian'®

L=e"(3mx® - smwix?) (1.2)
for which the Euler-Lagrange equation is

d (8L\ 8L _ .. ., . 2

—|=)-—= =0 1.3
7 (8x) ox ¢ (m#% + myx +mwix)=0, (1.3)
which, as e”! cannot vanish, is equivalent to the
equation of a one-dimensional damped oscillator.
The Hamiltonian*! (derivable from L) widely dis-
cussed in the literature of this subject,

H=(1/2m)p2e " + tmwie™t , (1.4)

has units of energy, but not the physical signifi-
cance of a system energy. And the physical inter-
pretation of the Schrdodinger equation from Eq.
(1.4) has been controversial.?

There is a general theorem due to Helmholtz
stating necessary and sufficient conditions that,
given a set of functions, G,=G (v,%,X,t), n=1-N,
there exists a function L= L(x,%,¢) such that

d(8L\ 8L _ . _
dt(aa'c")_axn=c"’ n=1-N. (1.5)

The Helmholtz conditions are!®

8G, _0Gnm

%, 0%, ’ (1.6)
R S T
3G, _8Gn _1 i(&?.uﬁm), (1.8)
9, ox, 2dt\ox, 8x,

Applied to the example
G=mE+myx+mwix, y+0, (1.9)

the Helmholtz conditions fail, yet while applied to
¢"G, they are satisfied. The general situation is
more or less typified here, that “integrating fac-
tors” such as e”f in the example, sometimes can

be found when the G, are such that Egs. (1.5) can-
not be satisfied. .

Havas has argued that some form of standardi-
zation of the classical Hamilton-Lagrange mech-
anics is needed for a suitable basis of canonical
quantization. It should be possible to couple any
system, whether open or closed, to a measuring
apparatus for a physical interpretation of the
quantum theory; so there should exist a joint
Hamiltonian. This requires “normalization” of the
system Hamiltonian function to that of the appara-
tus. The situation is similar even in classical
statistical mechanics, since no physical interpre-
tation seems possible if coupling to other systems
cannot be effected.

In applications of physical interest, the formul-
ations of physical laws provide bases of choice for
functions G, to express the equations of motion.
Thus for the motion of a relativistic particle in an
electric field, we may require

3. E0m

G, = (17-)';’26'2)'1/ 2 <m52"+ 'i{—:):z*,z?:;mxn) —qE"(f,t) R
' (1.10)

where E_ is the x, component of the field, m the
particle mass, ¢ its charge, and ¢ the speed of
light én vacuo. The integrating factor
(1-%2c"2)/ 2! gives a physically uninteresting
choice, however,

G =i + XX (1= 2E R0, (1.11)

n LA C-2 n o ’
which no longer has the form or even the units
needed (i.e., force) to assure a Hamiltonian with
the significance of particle energy.

Accordingly, we propose to set a standardization
criterion at the stage of the equations of motion
themselves, and we suppose that a set of func-
tions G (x,%,%,¢) has been specified on physical
grounds to begin with. Furthermore, we require
that a Hamiltonian formulation for a classical
system have the property that the associated
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Lagrangian, defined by Legendre transformation
from H in the usual way, satisfy Eqs. (1.5) for the
given G,. With these restrictions the traditional
domain of classical theoretical mechanics is sub-
sumed as the class of systems satisfying the
Helmholtz conditions. All of these systems are
closed systems, exhibiting time-symmetric be-
havior, i.e., no damping or amplification, no
creation or annihilation, no transient degrees of
freedom (as an “acceleration” coordinate in an in-
elastic process), etc. Classical Hamilton-La-
grange theoretical mechanics, thus restricted,
does not exist for the non-Helmholtz case.

The present paper is the first of a planned ser-
ies describing a generalized Hamilton-Lagrange
theory for treating systems represented by func-
tions G, expressible in the form

Gn(x,fc,;'\?,t)

= fal B =i 5,0), m=1-N (1.12)
for arbitrarily specified f,,, f,,- This includes,
along with many more, all those cases for which
the Helmholtz conditions are met, as we will show
(in a later paper): save for a restriction which we
have imposed for simplicity, to the so-called
“standard case,” namely,

det #0, (1.13)

9f2n
ax,

which in the Helmholtz case corresponds to

92L
o 9% ,,

det #0. (1.14)

The condition (1.14) assures that the equations of
the generalized momenta can be solved uniquely
for the velocities so that the Hamilton function is
fixed uniquely by L. The new formalism subsumes
the old in a very natural way, and canonical quan-
tization gives a surprising, and gratifying, pre-
liminary result (see below).

For orientation to the formalism we will present,
we make a few initial remarks. One of the main
mathematical instruments of our approach is the
Dirac formalism of weak and strong equality.!?

In the Dirac formalism, if one is given a Lagrang-
ian, the Hamiltonian is not uniquely fixed if pri-
mary constraints are present, but is fixed only up
to strong equality (i.e., only as to value and gra-
dient in the constraint hypersurface!®), In this pa-
per we will find a Lagrangian that is also not
uniquely fixed, but only to a strong equality de-
fined over the space of coordinates plus velocities.
The resulting Hamilton-(Dirac)-Lagrange theory is
consistent and exhibits remarkable symmetries,
along with a new universal bisymmetric structure

reminiscent of, but distinct from that of the sym-
plectic bisymmetry of the ordinary canonical for-
malism. The new bisymmetry appears in the cor-
responding quantum theory, for the Helmholtiz
case, in the guise of antiunitarily equivalent rep-
resentations of a system by ¥ and $*. (See Sec.
IV for details.)

In the present scheme a universal constraint
hypersurface, which is 2N -dimensional and whose
manifold corresponds to the usual phase space, is
embedded in a doubled, 4N-dimensional phase
space. Together with the constraints, the doubling
gives rise to identical duplicate classical repre-
sentations of system motion [by generalized Ham-
iltonian equations (3.19) or (3.20)], and this is the
source of the duplicate representation by ¥ and
P* in the quantum theory. But that feature now is
present in the classical theory even for open sys-
tems. Finally, as canonical covariance over the
doubled phase space will control the general
transformation properties of Eqs. (3.19) and (3.20)
a generalized canonical covariance structure also
is implied. ’

On physical grounds we rejected earlier the ap-
proach through Lagrangian theory which requires
use of integrating factors to the G (x,%,%,¢).
There is a general theorem of Hamiltonian theory
due to Lie and Koenigs!* which states that any
system of first-order equations can be given a
Hamiltonian form, by addition of extra coordi-
nates, and an analogous result was proved by
Havas for first-order equations for Lagrangian
theory.” Results such as these seem too general
to be of much use and, without some sort of
bounding consideration problems of physical inter-
pretation, seem likely to get out of hand. More-
over, dynamical laws of particle motions are nor-
mally framed as second-order equations, and this
further reduces the convenience of theorems of
this sort.’® The matter was made somewhat less
vague, nevertheless, by G. D. Birkhoff,'® who
wrote down a Hamiltonian, alsoinadoubled space,
that does the job for a given first-order set of
equations. Despite certain similarities of the
Birkhoff Hamiltonian to our Eq. (2.13) below, the
scheme we are developing is a departure from
the usual mechanics, as noted earlier. We will
discuss the Birkhoff Hamiltonian specifically in
Sec. II.

Our original motivation in the present undertak-
ing was to explore the consequence of quantization
from the equations of motion of a classically ra-
diating charge, with the Abraham-von Laue four
vector of radiation reaction,!” or a “moral equi-
valeni” of that,'® included rather than omitted. It
is clear to us now, as it was not when we first
began, that a consequence of the absence of a

’



20 NEW CLASSICAL HAMILTON-LAGRANGE MECHANICS... 2373

suitable classical formalism has been that theo-
ries of radiation and particle creation and annihil-
ation, methods of statistical mechanics and kinetic
theory, and even the measurement theory of quan-
tum mechanics, have not had opportunity to de-
velop along lines other than those rooted in closed-
system limited Hamiltonian theory. It is difficult
to refrain from repeating the observation made
earlier, that in the case of quantum electrodyna-
mics the simple “microscopic” (unrenormalized)
description is really supposed to be unphysical,
i.e., the bare masses and charges are not the
observed quantities, while the renormalized theo-
ry seems to correspond to a kind of coarse -grain-
ing description, with physically observable cor-
responding to macroscopic. These remarks, of
course, can be applied as well to theories of non-
Abelian gauge-field interactions.

The formalism begun herein is restricted to sys-
tems for which the G (x,%,%,¢) are linear in the
%,, however, which can be seen from Eqgs. (1.12).
This prevents us from considering the problem
of radiation at this stage since the accelerations
necessarily enter quadratically into the equations
of motion. So for those applications it is desirable
to generalize the present formalism to include the
case of G, nonlinear in the ¥,

In later papers we will establish formal results
concerning the relation of the new mechanics to
the old, construct the generalized covariance
theory for the new scheme, and extend our theory
to the case of nonlinear G,. The plan of the pres-
ent paper is as follows: In Sec. II we begin by
producing universal Hamiltonian and Lagrangian
theories. In Sec. III we introduce the formalism
of the bisymmetric structure for the Lagrangian
and Hamiltonian theories, along with the genera-
lized Hamiltonian and Lagrangian equations, In
Sec. IV we provide an interpretation of the new
scheme and explore briefly its relationship to
quantum theory. In Sec. V we conclude the paper.

II. UNIVERSAL HAMILTONIAN AND LAGRANGIAN

A. Hamiltonian

The Euler-Lagrange equations produced from
the Lagrangian

‘co(x7z ,;C,é :t)
=D F1a® % 08 +Y ol X, 102, (2.1)

consist of the N equations,

G, (x,%,%,t)

d . .
=Ef2"(x,x,t)—fm(x,x,t)=0, n=1-N, (2.2)

together with another N, with which the subsidiary
conditions,

2,=0, n=1-N, (2.3)

are always consistent. To obtain Eqs. (2.3) them-
selves we introduce N more auxiliary coordinates,
Y1s---+,Y, and a slightly different Lagrangian
: .. 1
Lo=-L =L (x,2,x,2,t;y)= £0+2 3 V.22, (2.4)
n

The new Euler-Lagrange equations now uniquely
imply Eqs. (2.2) and (2.3), and allow arbitrary
time dependence for the auxiliary coordinates.

In passing to the Hamiltonian formalism one
encounters N first-class constraints,

o

8y,
the wavy equal sign denoting weak equality after
Dirac.'*1%1° We need only the N relations,

p,"=f2,,(x,5c,t), n=1-N, (2.6)

assumed soluble for the %, to obtain the total
Hamiltonian

=py %0, n=1-N, (2.5)

Hp =~ _E"fm(x ,3'c,t)z"+2'l inp,"

1 .
_ZE ynzi+zvnpy", (2.7)
n n

where the v, are arbitrary functions of the time.
We have used the Dirac sign = to denote strong
equality.

The consistency conditions to Eqs. (2.5) are

0~p, ~{p, Hr}~%2%, n=1-N, (2.8)
so that?°
2,0, n=1-N; (2.9)

also,
z%~0, n=1-N. (2.10)

Equation (2.9) are secondary constraints and the
consistency conditions to these may be taken to be

p, ~0, n=1-N, (2.11)
*n
provided
det ”2& £0, (2.12)
%,

which is guaranteed by the assumed uniqueness of
the solutions to Eqgs. (2.6).

The auxiliary coordinates may be discarded
from the total Hamiltonian. The third term in Eq.
(2.7) actually vanishes by Eq. (2.10), and the sole
effect of the last term in the canonical equations

- is to give back the physically irrelevant equations
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of the y,and p, . So we have®

Hp =33 "F  (%,b,,1)2 3 Fol6,0,,)by , (2.13)

where we have written
—fi%,%,8)=F (% ,p,,1), (2.14a)
%= F o (% ,0,,). (2.14b)

As f,,, f., are arbitrary, Eq. (2.13) holds univer-
sally; so we refer to ¥ as the universal Hamilton-
ian. Similarly, the 2N first-class constraints,
Egs. (2.9) and (2.11), are the same for all sys-
tems; they will be called the universal constraints,
and the 2 N-dimensional hypersurface they define,
the universal hypersurface.

B. Lagrangian

If two Lagrangians, £ and £ differ by an “O,
term,” by which is meant a function of (x,%,z,%,?)
vanishing quadratically in the z, and z,, for small
values of these, the universal Hamiltonian is un-
affected. We show this as follows. Equations (2.9)
will still hold as they are consistency conditions
to Eqs. (2.5); while the consistency conditions giv-
ing Eqs. (2.11) are more conveniently for present
purposes expressed as

z,~0, n=1-N. (2.15)
Given

£=£+0,, (2.16)
we have

= 88 o .

pxn_aﬁ.f,, +02—p"n’ (2173)

— _ 35 9 N

p‘n_ 32.,, * Bé,, Oszzn’ (2.17b)

whence, supposing the appropriate eliminations to

have been performed for the computation of (TC,

the uniqueness of which is assured by Eq. (2.12),
3=y (Py %yt b 2= L =5 (2.18)

n

for Eq. (2.16), combined with Egs. (2.9) and (2.15)

guarantees £~ £, while Egs. (2.15), (2.17a) and

(2.17b). give the rest.??

From the point of view of the canonical formal-
ism it is therefore unnecessary to specify £ to
more than a strong equality on the “expanded con-
figuration space,” of coordinates plus velocities,
with the hypersurface defined by Eqs. (2.9) and
(2.15) being used to define weak and strong equali-
ty on this space. If we regard Eq. (2.4),as a strong
equation, the last term vanishes and the auxiliary
coordinates, with this, disappear from the La-
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grangian theory now also. We really do not need
the auxiliary coordinates at all. They have been
an aid to constructing 3¢ and the constraint for-
malism, and now can be dismissed entirely. The
strongly specified Lagrangian
£uz:fln(x,ic,t)z"+2f2"(x,92,t)é" (2.19)
n n
is the universal Lagrangian for systems defined
by Egs. (2.2). Equations (2.3) are now to be re-
appended to the equations of motion as subsidiary
conditions, but no arbitrary (gauge) functions are
introduced into 3¢ as a consequence.

C. Simple example

For a single particle experiencing linear damp-
ing one has the equations of motion

d%‘;mﬁ —myR+FE 1), (2.20)
for whiph

L [—myE+F X, 1)] T+ mi-7, (2.21)
so that

B, =mx (2.22)
and

K~ [yp,~3(X,1)] Z+m™p, D, (2.23)
Evidently, '

Bo=—ymi+mino0 . (2.24)

We note the crossed associations p,~X and p,~Z.

D. Birkhoff’s Hamiltonian
Birkhoff observed!® that the equations, for arbi-
trary functions X,

dq; _ =1
2t =X,(q,t), i=1-n, (2.25)

are produced from the Hamiltonian

HB=‘ZXj(qvt)pjy (2'26)
]

where the p, are » additional coordinates conjugate

to the g;. The equations of the p,, concomitant un-

der Eq. (2.26), are

ap; _ 8X; = ‘
ek ;% by, t=1-N. (2.27)
If we apply a Legendre transformation to Hy
with the p, as active variables, we find the La-

grangian

LB=Zé1p1_HBEOy (2.28)
i
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since the defining equations for the transformation
are '
. 9Hp

———=_Xj(q’t), j=1-n.

4=, (2.29)

On the other hand, a Legendre transformation of
Eq. (2.13) for ¥, with p,, p, active, gives Eq.
(2.19). Despite the striking difference, the func-
tion Hy will be the same as the function appearing
on the right-hand side of Eq. (2.13) for ¥, provid-
ed n=2N and we make the identifications,

Q1 Gy=X1 Xy =Pt =Day=Z1° 2y

px""pN"pxl"'?xN; qNu"'qu"pzl'“PzN?

XN+1".X2N"’F11"'F1N; "Xx'”'"XN"Fm'”FzN'
(2.30)

The staggering of the correspondences reflects the
crossed associations of conjugate variables to ve-
locities noted for the example of Sec. IIC.

Two features of the present formalism disting-
uish it from the usual mechanics. One is the oc-
currence of tetrads of crossed pairs, (x,p,) and
(z,p,), half of which are first-class (and there-
fore crossed-pair) constraints. A second is the
fact that 3¢ and £ are specified only to strong
equality, and hence do not represent functions,
two members of a given class being allowed to
differ by a strongly vanishing function. Thus it is
meaningless to infer from Eq. (2.30) that Hp =3C.
Moreover, regarded as a transformation (the in-
verse of), Eq. (2.30) will not be available to us,
even though it is canonical, as its effect would be
to destroy the crossed association structure de-
fined by the universal constraints. So Hy also can-
not be equivalent to (any of the representatives of)
Jin this formalism.

We will give substance to these remarks through
the developments of Sec. III, where we deal with
the constraints.

III. GENERALIZED MECHANICS: CENTRAL
COORDINATES AND PRINCIPAL COORDINATES

For convenience we rewrite the expressions
here for the universal Lagrangian and Hamiltonian,
Egs. (2.13) and (2.19):

-cﬁ'Zfln(_x,J'c,t)z"+z:f2"(x,fc,t)é" (3.1)
n n .
K=Y P (6,00 12+ 9 Fof6,0, 80P, - (3.2)
n n
The formalism will contain two classes of coordi-
nate system, the one used in Eqgs. (3.1) and (3.2)

and consisting of the (x,z,p,,p,)—these will be
called central coordinates—and another, intro-

duced below, to be called principal coordinates.
Before introducing these we note a gauge feature
of the present scheme.

A. Addition of a time derivative to £
The most general time derivative of a function of
the coordinates and the time can be written

d
£~
AL E,, z2,@,x,t), (3.3)

where the @, are arbitrary, so that under
L~-L+AL (3.4)

we find the generalized gauge transformation
o Fifurt 2a (3.5)
1n 1n in dt no .

on—’fén=f2n+an' (36)

The transformations (3.5) and (3.6) leave Egs. (2.2)
invariant,

d
77 fon=f1n=0. (3.7)

Conversely, the transformations (3.5) and (3.6) of
the f,,, fa,, induce (3.4) via Eq. (3.1). Some of the
significance of the foregoing will be apparent
presently.

B. Principal coordinates

We perform a point transformation of the (x,,z )
to a new set of coordinates (£,, £/) which are the
principal coordinates for the problem

(3.8a)
(3.8b)

£,=%,+32,,
E:7=xn_ 32 n*
The transformation of Egs. (3.8), induces a canon-
ical transformation in the phase space, the other
half of which is determined by

Po=ba*2bx, (3.92)
~pa=ba,~2Ds, - (3.9b)

Notice (£, &;,p,,p}) is canonical, while (£,,&2,p,,
—p1) is not. The universal constraints are given
by

(3.102)
(3.10b)

z2,=8,~£,~0,
Dy =bp+ b~ 0.
We write £ and JC in an alternative form,
e~L(E,E,0-L(E, & 0+ 088, & ¢, 8,0),
(3.11)
K= H(E,p,t)-H(E', —p',t)+03(E,p; &, ~p’, 1),
(3.12)
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where the function pairs (L,6£) and (H,53¢) may be
chosen arbitrarily. Equations (3.11) and (3.12) will
be called “principal decompositions” of £ and 3C;
L and H are “principal part” functions; and §£ and
53 “residual part” functions of the respective de-
compositions. We substitute Eqs. (3.8) and (3.9)
into Eqgs. (3.11) and (3.12) and expand in Taylor
series about vanishing (z,%) and (z,p,), respect-
ively, retaining only first-order terms since high-
er-order contributions all vanish strongly. The
resulting expressions, upon comparison with Eqgs.
(3.1) and (3.2), yield

Funle i )= 2D g iy, (3.13w)
n
Fonltt % z)_gﬂx"—t—) O gl % ,1) (3.13b)
with
6f1n(x$;€’t)
9 . .
= 0L(&,8; &, 8,1) L (3.14a)
agn Eloex, & b
Of 2ol , %, 1)
=2 £ : (3.14b)
aén Y [{EERINE ’ ’

and with analogous equations for the Hamiltonian
quantities,

Fx ,pz,t)——(—’?z’—t) OF, (% ,p,,t), (3.152)
Foopot)= Ll op, 0 ), (3.150)
where
8F (% ,b,,1)
2]
=5t (e_s,p-,g;—p',t)( . (3.162)
n &bty = p'spep,
an(xrp.wt)
d3C(& ,=p',t 3.16b
ap,, b3 &b, )le'===x,-p'=»=»,- (3.16b)

‘We have written Egs. (3.13)-(3.16) as strict equa-
tions since they involve only coordinates of points
in the universal hypersurface and are independent
of the constraints.

The Euler-Lagrange equations from Eq. (3.1)
are Egs. (2.2). If a principal decomposition of £
exists for which 6£= 0, then Eqs. (3.13) and
(3.14) give

- = —-—=0. (3.17)

It may be that 6£# 0, but a gauge transformation
(3.5) and (3.6) exists, sending £—~£ + AL, and
where £+ AL has a principal decomposition with
vanishing residual part. In this case Eqs. (3.17)
are again recovered. In the most general case

&£ cannot be made to vanish in this way, and this
is the non-Helmholtz case, where a “Lagrange po-
tential” does not exist.

Generalized Hamiltonian equations in the univer-
sal hypersurface now follow from the canonical
equations for 3¢, via Egs. (3.2) and (3.15) and
(3.16); these are

. _8H
x,= . +0F,, , (3.18a)
. oH

be, ox (3.18Db)

In the Helmholtz case where 6£ vanishes (having
been brought to zero by a gauge transformation,
let us say), the Legendre transformation to 3¢
factors, and Eq. (3.11) induces a natural principal
decomposition of ¥ for which 63 vanishes. Equa-
tions (3.18) then reduce to the ordinary Hamilton
equations. In the general case OF OF,, cannot
be brought to zero in this way.

There is a difficulty with Egs. (3.18), namely
that the x, and p, all have vanishing Poisson
bracket with one another. However, if we start
from Eq. (3.12) we find

in?

: 3

gn 31) o T OF 2,1(5 b, i) (3.193.)

i)n% —ag —6F1,,(£’p’t) ’ (3.19b)
Iy oH’ I —n

g ( p )+6F ( ’ p ’t)} (3.203.)
=Py~ —g—lgr—bFl,,(E', -p',t), (3.200)

where H'=H(¢', -p’,t) and we have used
6H(£l7_pl; E,P,t)ﬁ '—5H(£yp’s g’,'—P”t) ) (3'21)

which follows from Eqgs. (3.1), (3.10), and (3.12);
Eq. (3.21) is needed to obtain the identity of the
residual term functions in Eqgs. (3.20) to those in
Egs. (3.19). Since the (£,p) variables satisfy the
usual fundamental Poisson-bracket relations, as
do the (&/, -p’) apart from a sign, the previous
difficulty with Eqs. (3.18) is now removed. Thus
the formalism has produced duplicate sets of gen-
eralized Hamiltonian equations, in terms of the
unprimed variables and the primed variables,
separately [as well as-Eqgs. (3.18)].

From Eqgs. (3.19) the divergence of the phase
fluid velocity vector (é,[)) no longer vanishes un-
less the 6F terms do; so the Liouville theorem
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will be affected. Thus, for instance, in the gener-
al case 53¢ will not vanish, but it can always be
sent to zero by canonical transformation, and with
it the residual (6F) terms in the gene'ralized Ham-
iltonian equations. However, such a transforma-
tion need not be canonical with respect to the uni-
versal hypersurface manifold; also, canonical in-
variance in the full space will induce a significant
transformation structure in the manifold, an intri-
cate matter whose consideration we defer to a la-
ter paper. We consider some examples now.

C. Examples
1. Charged particle in a Lorentz force field

The equation of motion is

1,-1,=0, (3.22)
with

T,=qE+c ¥ xB), (3.23a)

I,=mv(1-c2v?)2/ 2 (3.23b)

where ¢ is the charge on | the particle, c is the
speed of light iz vacuo, V=X, E and B are the field
strengths, and m is the mass of the particle. The
choice, Egs. (3.23), leads to a universal Lagrang-
ian for which 6£ cannot be made to vanish. But if
we write

Feovo- c-x";j, B=vxX, (3.24)

the generalized gauge transformation of Sec. IIIA,
with azqc'lx, leads to an 'f{, ?; choice for which
a principal decomposition of £ having 6£ =0 can
be found. One has

- - _{ 8k dA
f ~fl=—qV30+qc 1<——a—t—+v><(V xA)+E-)

=Vs(-q¢+qc™V R), (3.25)
1,=-T=mv(1-c292)1 24 gcA
= Vg[- meX(1-c2 7 24 gev + K], (3.26)

so that £ is given by Eq. (3.11) with £ =~ 0 if we
take

= —mci(1-c 2V 2 gp+qc™V + x. (3.27)

2. Linear velocity damping of an oscillator

From the equation of motion

mi +myx+mwix=0, y#0, (3.28)
we take

fi= —myX—mwix , (3.29a)

fo=mi . (3.29b)

If we substitute for x,z in Eq. (3.1) in favor of
£, ¢, the choice, Eqgs. (3.29), gives

£ = (mE2-imw2E?) — (hmE? - tmw2t’?)
—imy(E+ E)(E- ). (3.30)

If we drop the ££ and £/£’ terms, as they are time
derivatives, then

L=imE-tmwig? (3.31a)
gives
5L~ —imy(tE - £'E), (3.31Db)

which does not vanish and cannot be gauge trans-
formed away.

Using the form (3.11) with (L,5<£) given in Eqgs.
(3.31) we have

(3.32a)
(3.32Dp)

p=mi+imyt’,
-p'=mE +imyt.

The universal Hamiltonian is
Je E—l-p2+lmw2gz+i7£p— [_1_(_p/)2+me2gl2
2m 2 0 2 zm 2 0

+37E (=p)]-2v[E'p- £ (=p")], (3.33)
where we have grouped the terms to suggest the
(most natural) identification of (H, 63¢), viz.

H=§lr—np2+%mw§§2+§7£p , (3.34a)

d3e= ~3y[E'p~ £+ (~-p")]. (3.34p)
The principal part function H is the Hamiltonian of
an undamped, rvesonance-frequency-shifted oscil-
lator. As before, 63 does not admit a principal
decomposition with vanishing residual part, and

it can be shown that there is no gauge transfor-
mation which will induce a vanishing 63C in the
canonical formalism.

The principal part functions L and H possess a
uniqueness only when £ ~0 and 3¢~ 0. In the
general case, however, there is (as yet) no ap-
parent basis for fixing either L or H. Neverthe-
less, Eqs. (3.31a) and (3.34a) are very natural
choices for the present problem, and the results
are interesting and suggestive. The uniqueness
problem for H seems important from a physical
point of view. It corresponds to the specification
of the system (or, putting it another way, to the
identification of the Heisenberg picture).

IV. DISCUSSION OF FORMALISM

We provide a conceptual picture of the structure
of the new formalism, and then turn to the pro-
blem of quantization.
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A. Interpretation of formalism

The present formalism requires an interpreta-
tion. It is different from the Hamilton-Lagrange
theory in essential respects. Thus although we
began our analysis by representing an N-dimen-
sional system by a point x, in an N-dimensional
configuration space, as in Eqgs. (2.2), we have
produced, instead, two different methods for rep-
resenting a classical system in a point space. In
the first, which is the central-coordinate method,
the system is represented once, by a point whose
motions are confined to a hypersurface in the
space. In the second, which is the principal-coor-
dinate method, the system is represented {wice,
by points which execute coordinated motions. The
two modes for representation of system behavior
are connected through the equation defining the
transformations between central and principal co-
ordinates. We depict the approach schematically
in Fig. 1. Thus the “extra” coordinates z, really
provide only apparent additional degrees of free-
dom; parallelling this, the equations of primed and
unprimed coordinates form duplicate sets.

Correspondingly, £ and 3 are not just the sys-
tem Lagrangian and Hamiltonian. Equally approp-
riately, we may put the matter this way: that the
quantities (f,,, f,,) and (F,,, F,,) completely char-
acterize the system behavior from the central-
coordinate point of view; while the principal-coor-
dinate method introduces principal decomposition
elements, viz., (L,5&£) and (H,3%), for the pur-
pose. The traditional Hamilton-Lagrange theory
does not have this structure, but only possesses
objects to which the principal part functions L and
H correspond.

Finally, as we saw in Sec. III, these structural
features over the big 4 N-dimensional phase space
induce a generalized Hamiltonian formalism over

£ A PRINCIPAL
COORDINATES x

S
<&
& |
» |
QQ
S |
S |
/ 4 >
PRINCIPAL COORDINATES
v}z
<2
&
Yoz

FIG. 1. In central coordinates the system is represen-
ted by a point: ONCE, keeping z2(¢)=0. In principal co-
ordinates the system is represented by a point: but now
TWICE, keeping é(£)—&°(t)=0

the 2 N-dimensional constraint manifold, in which
the latter plays the role of the usual phase space.

B. Quantization

Formal quantization from Eq. (3.12) with 83¢=~0
leads to a partial differential equation for a uni-
versal Schrodinger function ¥ (£, £/,¢) satisfying

zﬁ%;@:[ (,- aE > (g'mz b )],E.(m)

Consider, on the other hand, a system repre-
sented by a density matrix given by

p(s,z',t)=;wk¢k(£,t)wk<s',t)*, (4.2)

where the ¢, are a set of Schrodinger amplitude
functions governed by the time-dependent wave
equations

8 _ 22 N\
in= —H<£,—zﬁa£,t>~lfk, (4.3)

and where the real coefficients 7, sum to unity.
The state corresponding to p is a mixed state un-
less all the 7,, save one, are zero; in either case
p(&, &',t) satisfies Eq. (4.1). This suggests a phys-
ical interpretation of ¥(££’,4) as a density, in Eq.
(4.1).

In the presence of damping, however, the situa-
tion is a little less direct. We have seen that 563¢C
=~ 0 is not always possible. In the general case,
typified in the example of linear damping, Eq.
(4.1) is replaced by

8V _ , -
T { (6. -im3p ) (e +’”a£">]‘1’
+63C<£,—zh’ g,g +zﬁ8£,,>¢ (4.4)

On the other hand, in usual quantum damping the-
ory the density matrix for a dissipative system
typically satisfies an equation of the form

= (e -0 Hfer i) o
-z {T,p}H &7, (4.5)

where p denotes the density operator for which
p(&’, £’,¢) is the representative, viz.,

p(&, &, t)=¢|p(t) &Y, | (4.6)

and where I' is an operator associated with the
damping. Evidently, the last terms in Eqs. (4.4)
and (4.5) should correspond, but this correspon-
dence is not straightforward. In Eq. (4.4) the
primed and unprimed variables are eigenvalues of
distinct operators, while in any expansion of the
matrix element of I'j, appearing in Eq. (4.5),
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primed and unprimed variables instead are dis-
tinct values of the same operator, viz.,

Eo|O)=£]
£ |EN=8"]ED.

The root of the difference is the corresponding
classical theories, of course. In the case of Eq.
(4.4) the underlying classical formalism is real-
ized on a 4-(or 4N-) dimensional phase space,
while in the case of Eq. (4.5) the classical roots of
the description involve the usual 2-(or 2N-) di-
mensional phase space and only this.

On the other hand, if we start directly from
Egs. (3.19) and (3.20), corresponding to 53¢~ 0,
we recover the usual Schrodinger equation, in
duplicate, of course, and gratifyingly so (that for
the unprimed coordinates being for ¢ and for the
primed coordinates *). But if 63¢# 0, we are
forced to consider again some kind of generaliza-
tion and we cannot escape implications of the re-
marks made in the closing paragraph of Sec. III B.
Evidently, the quantum mechanics deriving from
the big 4 N-dimensional phase-space picture and
from the 2N -dimensional hypersurface should be
equivalent. We prefer to delay more serious con-
sideration of the overall quantization problem until
later, after the formal classical covariance theo-
ry has been constructed.

We make one further brief remark concerning
quantization. If we follow the usual procedure for
handling constraints, first used by Dirac,'? £~ £/
~ 0 and p+p’~ 0 would be realized as “wave”
equations restricting ¥. It is easy to show that
this would so restrict the physical states that the
right-hand side of Eq. (4.4) would vanish identical-
ly. All the dynamical information would be lost.
The method of Bergmann and Goldberg?? fails in
the same way. There the dynamical variables are
identified first in the classical theory; but the test
is so strict when applied to the present case that
there are no dynamical variables in the theory
(the entire phase space is annihilated at the
start).?4%

In the present paper we have treated the con-
straint problem by “peeling apart” the faces of the

(4.7a)
(4.70)

hypersurface, “refilling” the big phase space,
and representing the system motion with duplicate
principal-coordinate equations (Fig. 1).

We close by noting a remarkable feature of the
present formalism, when we quantize formally
from central coordinates. Starting from Eq. (3.2),
we obtain

8 LB )
zﬁjﬁ— [Fl(x"b"t)mapz +F2(x,pz,t)<-—zﬁax )]d) s

(4.4)

where ¢ is defined over the manifold of the con-
straint hypersurface, and x and p, commute. The
i7i factors cancel out of Eq. (4.4'), and the equa-
tion defines a family of integral surfaces in the
state space of the motion, which are composed of
the classical histories.?® Thus quantization from
principal coordinates gives a generalized Schré-
dinger equation, Eq. (4.4), while quantization
from central coordinates gives the classical limit,
from Eq. (4.4’), on a phase space having no Pois-
son-bracket algebra.

V. CONCLUSION

We have presented the beginnings of a formal-
ism extending the classical Hamilton-Lagrange
mechanics to a large class of open systems, for
which the Helmholtz conditions for the existence
of a Lagrange function for the equations of motion
are not satisfied. The new scheme is a generaliza-
tion of the traditional subject of mechanics and
subsumes the latter in a natural way. The equa-
tions of motion display a new, generalized, gauge-
invariance feature. We have derived classical
generalized Hamiltonian equations, and we have "
explored certain preliminary aspects of formal
quantization.
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