arXiv:1802.02372v2 [hep-th] 12 Jan 2021

NCU-HEP-k071 Feb. 2018 ed. Mar. 2019

The First Physics Picture of Contractions from a Fundamental Quantum Relativity Symmetry Including all Known Relativity Symmetries, Classical and Quantum

Otto C. W. Kong, Jason Payne

Department of Physics and Center for High Energy and High Field Physics, National Central University, Chung-li, Taiwan 32054

Abstract

In this article, we utilize the insights gleaned from our recent formulation of space(-time), as well as dynamical picture of quantum mechanics and its classical approximation, from the relativity symmetry perspective in order to push further into the realm of the proposed fundamental relativity symmetry SO(2, 4). The latter has its origin arising from the perspectives of Planck scale deformations of relativity symmetries. We explicitly trace how the diverse actors in this story change through various contraction limits, paying careful attention to the relevant physical units, in order to place all known relativity theories – quantum and classical – within a single framework. More specifically, we explore both of the possible contractions of SO(2, 4) and its coset spaces in order to determine how best to recover the lower-level theories. These include both new models and all familiar theories, as well as quantum and classical dynamics with and without Einsteinian special relativity. Along the way, we also find connections with covariant quantum mechanics. The emphasis of this article rests on the ability of this language to not only encompass all known physical theories, but to also provide a path for extensions. It will serve as the basic background for more detailed formulations of the dynamical theories at each level, as well as the exact connections amongst them.

Keywords: Relativity Symmetry, Quantum Relativity, Deformed

Email address: otto@phy.ncu.edu.tw (Otto C. W. Kong)

Relativity, Lie Algebra Contractions, Coset Spaces as Configuration/Phase Spaces, Covariant Relativistic Quantum and Classical Dynamics,

1. Introduction

In the recent studies [1, 2], we have given a successful formulation of quantum dynamics on a quantum space from a representation of what is essentially the U(1) central extension of the Galilean symmetry ~G(3) or that of its H_R(3) subgroup. The latter has one less generator, which is the time translation one. It is a semidirect product of the Heisenberg-Weyl group H(3) with the SO(3) rotations among the position observables X_i and the momentum observables P_i. The dynamics part is a Heisenberg picture formulation on the extension of the unitary representation of the group to one of the group C^∗-algebra as the algebra of observables. Contraction of the symmetry to trivialize the central extension gives the classical approximation. The contraction applied to the representations gives Newtonian dynamics exactly [2]. The formulation bases on the the Hilbert space spanned by the canonical coherent states constructed from the corresponding coset spaces of the relativity symmetry group. It is established that the projective Hilbert space can be justified to be taken as a quantum model of the physical space, the classical limit of which as given from the contraction can be seen as exactly the Newtonian space model. Taking the latter challenging perspective or not, it is interesting to see if the approach can go further, like incorporating Lorentz symmetry and beyond.

Since Einstein, physicists have learned to appreciate how intimately connected the notion of spacetime is with its relativity symmetry – the symmetry of admissible reference frame /coordinate transformations. With the development of the mathematics of group theory and their representations, as well as their applications in physics (mostly in quantum mechanics), we have also learned to appreciate the perspective of taking the symmetry as the starting point for the construction of a theory. In particular, both Newtonian space-time and Minkowski spacetime can be thought of as a (coset) representation space of the Galilean and Poincaré symmetry groups, respectively. The Newtonian model, as an approximation of the Einstein/Minkowski one, can be retrieved as a symmetry contraction limit [3, 4, 5]. The latter is just the mathematical way to implement, from the relativity symmetry perspective, the physical notion of taking the c → ∞ limit, when all of the involved velocities are small compared to that of light (c). More interestingly, one can reason the other way around. The symmetry (algebra) of the Galilean boosts plus rotations is unstable against perturbations. When the vanishing structure constants in the commutator of two boost generators are made nonzero, one is forced to retrieve the (algebra of) the Lorentz symmetry as the unique (up to isomorphism) stabilized symmetry, with^1_c as the deformation parameter corresponding to an invariant speed c. Even if c as never been measured to be finite, honest physicists can do nothing but give^1_c a lower bound. Whatever nonzero value for^1_c we admit, Lorentz symmetry provides one with a correct description of the relevant physics, while the Newtonian model can never be confirmed to be (exactly) correct – merely correct up to some limitation in our measurements. Our proposed fundamental quantum relativity symmetry of SO(2, 4) [6] comes from the idea of a fully stabilized symmetry, essentially incorporating all the known fundamental constants G, ℏ, and c into the algebra structure, with and the Poincaré symmetry as (part of) a contraction limit. It is a formulation of the deformed relativity approach within the Lie group/algebra setting [7, 8]. For the sake of convenience, we note first the SO(2, 4) algebra is defined by [J_{RS} , J_{MN} ] = −i(η_{SM}J_{RN} − η_{RM}J_{SN} + η_{RN} J_{SM} − η_{SN} J_{RM}) , (1) where R, S, M, and N range from 0 to 5, and we choose the metric convention η_{MN} = (−1, 1, 1, 1, 1, −1). All SO(m, n) symmetries involved in this article are (preserved) subgroups/subalgebras of SO(2, 4) for which we typically skip repeating the commutator structures among the J-generator sets. Our recent studies [1, 2] put the relations between simple quantum mechanics and Newtonian mechanics under the same perspective. The current article is about fully connecting them all.

In Ref.[9], we looked into various contraction limits of the SO(2, 4) symmetry, as well as the corresponding contractions of the relevant coset space representations. The focus there was on symmetries that maintain a SO(m, n) subgroup. (m + n) ≤ (2 + 4) is called the dimension of the relativity symmetry and the most interesting symmetries are obtained by contractions which take that dimension down one at a time. The first step of the contraction is fixed as SO(2, 4) → ISO(1, 4) [6]. Options for the further contractions from ISO(1, 4) were explored mathematically, while focusing on physically plausible pictures that result in, and hence go beyond, G(1, 3) – a (1+3)D relativity symmetry of Galilean type. The present analysis, however, focuses on the contraction sequences passing through H_R(1, 3) instead. By this we mean a

(1 + 3)D relativity symmetry of the Heisenberg-Weyl type. More specifically, it is a symmetry with generators X_μ and P_μ, each transforming as components a four-vector under the SO(1, 3) subgroup generated by J_{μν} , together with a central charge generator giving the X-P commutator a Heisenbergtype commutation relation. In total, the full H_R(1, 3) group therefore has 15 generators. Further contraction to some simple extension of an H_R(3) group obviously works though it is not exactly trivial that the extended part causes no consistence problem with the known quantum physics. In fact, the whole U(1) central extension ~G(3) of the Galilei group G(3) survives in the contracted symmetry we are after.

The H_R(3) symmetry is an invariant subgroup of ~G(3). A sketch of the story is as follows: owing to the semidirect product structures

~G(3) = H_R(3) ⋊ T_t = H(3) ⋊ (SO(3) × T_t) , (2)

where T_t denotes the one parameter group of time translations, the standard Hilbert space representation of the Heisenberg-Weyl group H(3) serves as a (spin zero) representation of H_R(3), or ~G(3), in which the extra generators are simply represented by combinations of X̂_i and P̂_i, i.e. the operators representing X_i and P_i. The other relativity transformations act on H(3) as outer automorphisms, as well as on its group algebra as inner automorphisms. The optimum framework for conceptual clarity is provided by formulating the Hilbert space as being spanned by the set of canonical coherent states e^{iθ}|p^i, x^i⟩. Such states can themselves be identified with a coset space of H_R(3) or ~G(3), and moreover in a way, as the group manifold of H(3). The latter admits the coordinates (p^i, x^i, θ), with each group element given in the form e^{i(piXi−xiPi+θI)}, where I is the central charge. On the Hilbert space K of wavefunctions ϕ(p^i, x^i) = ⟨p^i, x^i|ϕ⟩, X̂_i and P̂_i are given by x_i⋆ = x_i + i∂_pi , p_i⋆ = p_i − i∂_xi , (3) where ⋆ is the Moyal star product (in the ℏ = 2 units). The full algebra of observables is essentially the group C^∗-algebra C^∗(H(3)), represented as (L^∞) functions of the six basic operators listed above, C(p_i⋆, x_i⋆) = C(p_i, x_i)⋆; or, equivalently, the multiplier algebra M^′ = {β ∈ S^′ : β ⋆ α ∈ L^2, ∀α ∈ L^2} represented as IB(K). Observe that K actually sits inside the group algebra as the collection of partial isometries ϕ(p^i, x^i)⋆. Moreover, each real function α(p^i, x^i) gives rise to a Hermitian operator α(p^i, x^i)⋆ ≡ α(p_i⋆, x_i⋆). Such an operator generates a one parameter group of unitary transformations on K. The Heisenberg picture, envisaged as corresponding to a group of automorphisms on C(p_i⋆, x_i⋆), can then be matched to the Schrödinger picture given by the latter description. The case in which α(p^i, x^i)⋆ is the energy operator yields time translation/evolution, and when the the energy operator is furthermore given by^{pipi}_{2m} ⋆, corresponding to a free particle, one obtains the Hamiltonian among the ~G(3) generators.

The above description of quantum mechanics does not seem to offer any notion of the quantum configuration space, to say nothing of a quantum model of physical space. The Hilbert space K, as a quantum phase space, is essentially the only variety of irreducible unitary representation of H(3). Ref.[1], however, gives a clear justification for also interpreting K as a configuration space, from the perspective provided by the relevant coset space structures, as well as the relativity contraction limit trivializing the Heisenberg commutation relation yielding the classical/Newtonian approximation. The configuration space of a free particle is the only model of physical space one can have from any theory of particle dynamics; hence, from the quantum relativity perspective, the projective Hilbert space P(K), as an infinitedimensional manifold, should be taken as the quantum model of physical space. Unlike the classical phase space, the quantum phase space as a representation of the its relativity symmetry is irreducible. The classical phase space is a sum of the configuration space and the momentum space, which is a splitting that cannot be made at the quantum level. As an irreducible representation of the quantum symmetry and the observable algebra, K becomes reducible upon the contraction. This can be seen as reducing the representation to the simple sum of the one-dimensional rays associated with the coherent state or the position eigenstate basis. Only such rays survive as pure (classical) states in the contraction limit. That is to say, the corresponding projective Hilbert spaces are exactly the phase space and (configuration) space cosets of the classical Galilean symmetry.

This picture works well from the dynamical point of view, as well [2]. Implementing the contraction on the observable algebra as the extension of the unitary representation of H(3) to C^∗(H(3)) results in the classical Poisson algebra. In other words, the deformation of C(p^i, x^i) to C(p^i⋆, x^i⋆), as in deformation quantization, is really a deformation of the corresponding relativity symmetry implemented on a representation of the relevant group C^∗-algebra, which can be matched with a coset space representation and the corresponding unitary group representation (essentially on the Koopman-von Neumann Hilbert space of mixed states). The contraction is the ‘inverse’ of the deformation, hence our formulation is one of dequantization.

It is important to note, as illustrated in Ref.[2], that our picture of (quantum) relativity symmetries within the Lie group/algebra setting is a lot more powerful and generic than it may seem to be. The group C^∗-algebra provides one with a noncommutative algebra to be taken as the observable algebra, on which the Lie group acts via automorphisms. It appears there is little reason to expect that the collection of all noncommutative algebras obtainable as the group C^∗-algebra of some Lie group is not enough to describe the observable algebra of any fundamental physical theory we might have in mind. Moreover, to the extent that we would like to be able to retrieve some (quantum/noncommutative) spacetime picture out of it, we do expect a notion of relativity symmetry underlying everything. In physics, it sure looks as though we need little beyond the basic set of phase space coordinate observables in order to describe all observables, though there may be a generalized notion of the latter beyond the classical position and momentum observables. This basic set is to be found among the generators of the relativity (Lie) algebra, while the full set is offered by the corresponding group C^∗-algebra, interpreted as functions on this basic set. Thus, this basic set should be enough to fully illustrate the spacetime picture one is after. Specifically, the noncommutative geometry [10] of the C(p_i⋆, x_i⋆) algebra should be some manner of geometry equipped with the noncommutative coordinates p_i⋆ and x_i⋆.

The success of the 3D quantum relativity picture naturally leads to the question of whether or not the analogous (1+3)D picture works as well. This question will be addressed below, together with the related question of how the 3D picture is to be retrieved from the (1 + 3)D picture as a relativity symmetry contraction limit. It is important to note that the “dimension” in both 3D and (1 + 3)D here is merely the dimension of the relativity symmetry, which corresponds to the dimension of the corresponding space(time) in only the classical cases. It can also likely be thought of as some variety of noncommutative dimension – for instance, the 3D quantum relativity has three (noncommutative) X̂_i coordinate observables. Our first quantum space model in this setting is infinite-dimensional when thought of as a (commutative) manifold. Models for the higher levels, yet to be constructed, may even go completely beyond such real number geometric pictures.

The primary goal of the recent articles [1, 2] was to present a detailed picture of the feasibility of this whole scheme at the first level. We will illustrate here not only that a (1 + 3)D picture of what we have done in Refs. [1, 2] can be formulated, but also that the relevant coset space representations (of the H_R(1, 3) relativity symmetry) can be incorporated in sequences of representations starting from SO(2, 4), pass through H_R(1, 3), as well as including the extended symmetries of H_R(3) or ~G(3), before eventually arriving at those relevant for Newtonian physics. We will, however, only briefly discuss the key notions relating to the full formulation of the associated dynamical theories, leaving such detailed investigations to be reported on in future publications. Moreover, we mostly leave such discussions until the end of the present article.

Let us elaborate a bit more on the basic framework of the program, especially in regards to one of the more challenging aspects that is crucial to the formulation and interpretation of the physical pictures at the various levels. The SO(2, 4) symmetry can be seen as arising from a stabilization of the algebra containing the Poincaré symmetry and the 3D Heisenberg algebra. Both from the perspective of our relativity symmetry stabilization, and that of requiring a consistent physical account for the relevant structures, we need to supplement these fourteen generators with an additional generator X_0, promoting the Heisenberg structure to that of the (1 + 3)D version. While it looks like we can essentially use the Galilean boost K_i generators as the position observable X_i (=^1_m K_i) at the 3D relativity symmetry level, we need the full ~G(3) symmetry (as the U(1) central extension of the quantum relativity symmetry), which cannot be obtained from the Poincaré symmetry ISO(1, 3). In fact, the latter has one less generator. One can contract ISO(1, 3) to G(3) [5] or to H_R(3) ≡ C(3) [9], but that is not enough. Similarly, in order to have a (1 + 3)D picture of both quantum and classical physics from this perspective, we need two different relativity symmetries connected by a contraction trivializing the Heisenberg commutation relation. As the Poincaré symmetry does not even admit a nontrivial U(1) central extension, this ten generator framework is certainly not enough. The SO(2, 4) symmetry is supposed to possess some manner of invariant length and invariant momentum, characterizing the noncommutativity among momentum and position observables, respectively, eventually. The X_μ generate what are called “momentum boosts,” which would be contracted to commuting momentum translations at the lower levels. We have looked somewhat into the physics of such momentum boosts/translations in various settings [6, 9, 11]

(see also [12, 13]). The basic feature that will likely be applicable in all cases is that p^μ has to be generally defined as the derivative of x^μ with respect to a new invariant parameter σ, i.e. p^μ =^{∂xμ}_{∂σ} , and this is independent of the Newtonian idea of mass times velocity (p^i = mv^i). In the case of an Einsteinian particle of mass m, we need to have σ =^τ_m , where τ is the particle’s proper time, in order to retrieve the desired Einsteinian momentum expressions. Note that from the point of view of Hamiltonian mechanics, which is definitely the preferred setting for classical physics within the contraction formulation [2], even p^i = mv^i is to be interpreted as an equation of motion, rather than a definition of momentum.

From the phase space geometry point of view, at both classical and quantum levels, having momentum translations is as natural as having position translations, and they are, indeed, strongly suggested from the canonical coherent state picture. The crucial challenge that still needs to be fully appreciated is that such momentum translations would change the Einsteinian invariant particle mass. Moreover, we should be able to see this fact as a variety of reference frame transformation, though not necessarily one that is practically implementable. It is particularly interesting to note that the invariant parameter σ has essentially been introduced in the theory of covariant quantum mechanics [14, 15], which has a (1 + 3)D version of the Schrödinger equation. The latter theory is somewhat aligned with the basic spirit of the (1 + 3)D quantum relativity presented here. It is not, therefore, much of a surprise that that it is more or less the theory of quantum mechanics we obtained. Admitting such kinds of physical pictures as plausible theories – only the limiting cases of which have been explored in the presently established cases – seems to be very reasonable. Given that, we will illustrate below how our whole framework of quantum relativity looks quite promising, with step-by-step contractions, at least at the kinematical level. Furthermore, a first look at the dynamical setting will be discussed here. As we mentioned above, a fully dynamical analysis along the lines of Ref.[2], and the explicit contractions giving the lower levels as approximations, has to be left to future publications.

We begin, in the next section, with the picture of the H_R(1, 3) symmetry as a quantum relativity symmetry, and then briefly discuss the picture of covariant quantum mechanics that would result from the coherent state representations. This is based on the relevant cosets, in a fashion paralleling the case of the H_R(3) symmetry. In Section 3, analysis of the potential contractions from SO(2, 4) illuminates which sequences of cosets give rise to those for the desired H_R(1, 3) symmetry. Particular attention is paid to the notion of physical dimensions, or the introduction of physical units, which can be seen as a consequence of the contractions. Section 4 deals with contractions applied to the Lorentz symmetry sitting within the H_R(1, 3) symmetry. The focus is on determining the 3D relativity symmetry pictures coming out of the quantum level first, and then taking them further down to the classical level. The quantum picture seems to be somewhat richer than that of the H_R(3) or ~G(3) relativity symmetry – some key physical issues related to this will be addressed in the last sections, after the analysis of the contractions of H_R(1, 3) to classical symmetries – before further contracting the Lorentz symmetry – in Section 5. Section 6 focuses particularly on the issue of physical dimensions for quantities and their relations at various levels of the relativity symmetries as traced through the contraction scheme. Interesting enough, it reveals a role of the Planck constant ℏ different from the usual thinking. Finally, we provide some discussions and concluding remarks in Section 7. Note that we skip citations of the background references directly involved in analysis of the kind presented in Ref.[2], and leave it to interested readers to check the discussion and references contained therein.

2. (1 + 3)D Quantum Relativity Symmetry, Covariant Quantum Mechanics, and Classical Limits

The quantum relativity symmetry perspective takes the Heisenberg commutation relation as a part of the relativity symmetry algebra. In order to have a similar formulation with the Lorentz symmetry of SO(1, 3) incorporated, the natural candidate to consider is that of the H_R(1, 3) symmetry. We will first highlight the particularly relevant coset space representations, in view of the analysis of Ref.[1]. The nonzero commutators among the generators outside of the pure SO(1, 3) portion are taken to be [J_{μν} , X_σ] = −i(η_{νσ} X_μ − η_{μσ} X_ν ) , [J_{μν} , E_σ] = −i(η_{νσ} E_μ − η_{μσ} E_ν ) , [X_μ, E_ν ] = 2iη_{μν} I . (4) Perhaps we should explain here our not-so-conventional notation. The last commutator is the (1 + 3)D Heisenberg commutation relation in which we use E_μ, rather than P_μ, and have an additional factor of 2. The former is actually a natural feature of the relativity symmetry contraction picture, in which the introduction of P_μ =^1_c E_μ with a nontrivial c is really appropriate for taking the c → ∞ contraction limit described below^1. The factor of 2 arises from taking ℏ = 2 units, which is the preferred choice of units for quantum mechanics. Note that the algebra would be the same under any independent changes of units for X_μ and E_μ, as such variations can be absorbed into a redefined I. As I commutes with everything else, it has to be represented by a scalar multiple of the identity operator in any irreducible unitary representation. It is most convenient to choose a system of physical units such that I in the above algebra can be taken as exactly the identity, and therefore I is dimensionless. The physical dimension of X_μ and E_μ would then be reciprocals of one another, and an even better choice would be to take all of them as dimensionless.

The first coset of interest is obtained by factoring out the copy of ISO(1, 3) generated by the J_{μν} and X_μ generators. The infinitesimal transformations of H_R(1, 3), or equivalently the action of the algebra element^{2 1}_2 ω^{μν} J_{μν} +p̄^μX_μ − λ̄μE_μ + θ̄I on the coset space coordinates (λμ, θ), is given as follows:

• H_R(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3) : — dλ^μ dθ 0 = ω^μ_ν 0 λ̄^μ 2p̄_ν 0 θ̄ 0 0 0 λ^ν θ 1 = ω^μ_ν λ^ν + λ̄^μ 2p̄_ν λ^ν + θ̄ 0 . (5)

Another coset space of interest is H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3), given by

• H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) : — dp^μ dλ^μ dθ 0 = ω^μ_ν 0 0 p̄^μ 0 ω^μ_ν 0 λ̄^μ −λ̄_ν p̄_ν 0 θ̄ 0 0 0 0 p^ν λ^ν θ 1 = ω^μ_ν p^ν + p̄^μ ω^μ_ν λ^ν + λ̄^μ p̄_ν λ^ν − λ̄_ν p^ν + θ̄ 0 . (6)

1 One can introduce P_μ =^1_c E_μ and I =^1_c F , with c being the speed of light, to write the algebra in terms of J_{μν} , X_μ, P_μ, and I as generators. The latter form would be more familiar looking. Physics at that level would be better described in c = 1 units anyway. Even a simple contraction picture of the Poincaré to Galilean symmetry has the same feature. Interested readers can see Ref.[5], which gives a detailed pedagogical description of the story.

2Strictly speaking, we should write the algebra elements with a factor of −i, which we leave out here and below. The true generators of the real Lie algebra are really of the form −iJ, rather than simply J itself. The conventional −i is, of course, to have the ‘generators’ J represented by Hermitian operators in a unitary representation.

These two cosets can be matched with their own associated coherent states, defined in terms of the unitary representation of operators on H(3) given by e^{iθ}|λ^μ⟩ = e^{i(θÎ−λμÊμ)} |0⟩ and e^{iθ}|p^μ, λ^μ⟩ = e^{i(θÎ+pμX̂μ−λμÊμ)} |0, 0⟩, respectively. Each set of such states (without the phase factor) can be taken as a basis spanning a Hilbert space. Just as Ê_μ effectively stands in for P̂_μ, λ^μ stands in for x^μ – this means no more than expressing the same quantities in different physical units (see footnote 1). Taking c = 1 units, one can simply identify each of these pairs. The two corresponding Hilbert space representations are, of course, equivalent. On each of the Hilbert spaces, as constructed above, a transformation (of the relativity group) takes a coherent state to another coherent state, exactly in accordance with the transformation between the corresponding coset space points. The |λ^μ⟩ states are therefore eigenstates of X̂_μ with eigenvalue λ^μ. As such, we have a wavefunction representation of a generic state |ϕ⟩ given by ϕ(λ^μ) ≡ ⟨λ^μ|ϕ⟩, which are essentially the same as the wavefunctions found in covariant quantum mechanics [14]. Wavefunctions on the canonical coherent state basis of |p^μ, λ^μ⟩, as given by ϕ(p^μ, λ^μ) ≡ ⟨p^μ, λ^μ|ϕ⟩, can be acted on by X̂_μ and Ê_μ via the star product action

X̂^L_μ = λ_μ⋆ = λ_μ + i∂_{pμ} ,

Ê^L_μ = p_μ⋆ = p_μ − i∂_{λμ} , (7)

with a generic operator from C^∗(H(1, 3)) considered as the operator function α(p_μ⋆, λ_μ⋆) = α(p_μ, λ_μ)⋆. The latter is a great setting for the description of the dynamics in the Heisenberg picture and its contraction to the classical limit [2]. The observables in the classical limit would be α(p^c_μ, λ^c_μ) functions of the classical phase space variables, the coset space picture of which will be obtained below. The Hilbert space becomes completely reducible as the sum of the one dimensional rays of the basis states. In other words, it effectively becomes the classical coset space in the contraction limit. In terms of the wavefunctions, only the coordinate delta functions δ(p^c_μ, λ^c_μ) survive as pure states [1, 2].

The contraction to the classical limit is morally about decoupling I – removing it from any consideration of kinematics or dynamics. Fortunately, this is straightforward, as shown in Ref.[1]. One simply introduces X^c_μ =^1_k X_μ and E^c_μ =^1_k E_μ, and then takes the resulting commutation relations to the k → ∞ limit. Apart from having X_μ and E_μ replaced by X^c_μ and E^c_μ, the algebra resulting from this further contraction only differs from the original by the now vanishing [X^c_μ, E^c_ν ]. The resulting symmetry is that of S(1, 3) [9]. If the H_R(1, 3) symmetry can be taken as the relativity symmetry for quantum physics on Minkowski spacetime, S(1, 3) would be the appropriate one for corresponding classical theory. As an example, let us illustrate the contracted result of the first coset above as • S(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3) : — dλ^μ_c dθ 0 = ω^μ_ν 0 λ̄^μ_c 2 k^2 p̄ν 0 θ̄ 0 0 0 λ^ν_c θ 1 = ω^μ_ν λ^ν_c + λ̄^μ_c θ̄ 0 . (8)

Apart from the completely decoupled θ coordinate, we have Minkowski space coordinated by the finite four-vector λ^μ_c = kλ^μ, which obey the relativity symmetry consisting of translations and Lorentz transformations. Note that for the other coset, S(1, 3)/SO(1, 3), we also need p^μ_c = kp^μ: these are from the relations p^μ_c X^c_μ = p^μX_μ and λ^μ_c E^c_μ = λ^μE_μ.

As was mentioned in the introductory section, the physical picture with H_R(1, 3) and its classical limit is somewhat different from, or rather more general than, the limiting case as described by Einsteinian (special) relativity, and it is not our plan to give the full formulation and analysis of that case in this article. We will only give a brief sketch, drawing on references from the literature, to illustrate how such theories look very plausible as sensible generalizations of those based on Einsteinian relativity. In fact, some earlier efforts of our group developed a formulation of quantum and classical physics in a very similar setting [12, 13], most parts of which are expected to still be feasible within the current framework. The setting presented in this earlier work is that of a G(1, 3) relativity – obtained from an alternative path of contractions from ISO(1, 4) – and its U(1) central extension, i.e. a ~G(1, 3) relativity. The quantum mechanics based on the latter can be seen as a geometric group quantization [16, 17] of the classical G(1, 3) theory. Then, based on the lessons of Ref.[2], we can infer that the basic quantum theory would mainly be a story of the H(1, 3) invariant subgroup and its group C^∗- algebra. To the extent that the rest of the generators are to be represented as some Hermitian function α(p_μ⋆, λ_μ⋆) generating inner automorphisms of the observable algebra, they have no significance in the formulation of the quantum dynamics. Their role is no different from any generic Hermitian observable, which also generates an automorphism, and the corresponding unitary transformation on the Hilbert space of ϕ(λ^μ). In the case of the 3D version of ~G(3) and G(3), the only special importance of the time translation generator is in the classical coset space representation that depicts Newtonian space-time, and the corresponding description of the Galilean boosts as spacetime reference frame transformations. The analog of the latter here in our (1+3)D case is the parameter σ mentioned in the introductory section and the generator giving its translations^3. We surely can proceed happily without it and formulate the σ-translation only through an automorphism arising from the right generator.

The naive quantum dynamical picture for states, as described by the wavefunctions ϕ(λ^μ) (or more conventionally as ϕ(x^μ) in the literature), is given by a proper time evolution of the form of the Schrödinger equation with −^{ℏ2}_2 P̂_μP̂^μ as the Hamiltonian operator. Here, of course, we use P̂_μ = −iℏ^∂_{∂λμ} . The lesson of the previous paragraph suggests that so long as we take the operator as the generic generator of a unitary flow, we get an associated ‘equation of motion’ with the flow parameter as the ‘time’. The operator is to be taken as determining a version of free particle Hamiltonian G̃(1, 3) dynamics, the corresponding classical case of which retrieves exactly the particle dynamics as described by Einsteinian special relativity [13]. The Klein-Gordon equation would be obtained as the ‘time’ independent equation of motion where the particle rest mass (squared) has the role of an eigenvalue, rather than being an intrinsic characteristic of the particle. The ‘time’ parameter in this case is σ, from which the Einstein proper time is given by dividing it by the mass. On the other hand, a formulation of Heisenberg picture dynamics as automorphism flow on α(p_μ⋆, λ_μ⋆) = α(p_μ, λ_μ)⋆ would have the classical limit from the contraction given above given by Poisson/Hamilton dynamics, in agreement with that corresponding to G(1, 3). Therefore, we consider the H_R(1, 3) to S(1, 3) picture presented here to be convincingly acceptable at this stage.

It should be noted that the kind of Lorentz covariant formulation of classical and quantum mechanics has a long history. Readers can check, for

3Contractions of ISO(m, n) to G(m, n) or H_R(m, n) (also commonly denoted by C(m, n)) differ only for one generator of the algebra, which plays the role of the time translation generator in G(3) and the central charge needed for the Heisenberg commutation relation as in H_R(3); for G(1, 3), it gives translations of an absolute (proper) time-like coordinate σ in a five dimensional ‘spacetime’ coset picture, besides the then relative coordinate time t, as in the (1 + 3)D Minkowski spacetime.

example, the books by Fanchi [15] and Trump and Schieve [18], especially for the history and references.

3. The H_R(1, 3) Cosets from a Contraction of SO(2, 4)

Following Ref.[6] closely would require the contraction to go through an intermediate ISO(1, 4); however, it is of interest to explore alternatives.

3.1. SO(2, 4) → ISO(1, 4) → H_R(1, 3)

Let us first trace the contraction sequence explicitly, giving due attention to the important physical notion of the physical dimensions of quantities. From the Lie algebra of SO(2, 4), as given by Eq.(1), we introduce the rescaled generators E_A = −^1_λ J_{A5}, A from 0 to 4, and proceed to take them to the λ → ∞ limit. This results in the following commutators [J_{AB} , E_C ] = −i(η_{BC} E_A − η_{AC} E_B ) , [E_A, E_B ] = − i λ^2

J_{AB} → 0 . (9)

A generic element of the algebra can be written as 1 2 ω^{MN} J_{MN} = 1 2 ω^{AB} J_{AB} − λ ω^{A5}E_A −→ 1 2 ω^{AB} J_{AB} − λ^AE_A , where the λ^A = λ ω^{A5} are taken to be finite in the λ → ∞ limit. These λ^A are the new parameters for the contracted algebra, which are matched to generators E_A, and they have the physical dimensions [λ]^{−1} (while λ^A has dimension [λ]). The resulting symmetry is ISO(1, 4). Note that the natural choice of physical units in the SO(2, 4) case is no unit at all, i.e. all J_{MN} and ω^{MN} are dimensionless. The physical meaning of the λ → ∞ contraction as an approximation [4, 9], however, says that observables corresponding to the E_A generators appear to be different kinds of physical quantities than the J_{AB} . Reflecting on the physical meaning of this statement about the ISO(1, 4) symmetry, physicists would introduce a physical unit for E_A (different from that of J_{AB} ) – the actual finite numerical value of λ with respect to this unit would be taken as a fundamental constant. That is, for example, the nature of the speed of light c [5].

For the second contraction, we want to separate E_4 from the remaining E_μ, and rescale either one along with the J_{μ4}. Again, the idea is to reduce the dimension of the relativity symmetry by one, specifically from (1 + 4) to (1 + 3). Summarizing the results in Ref.[9]: taking E_μ through this contraction yields the aforementioned G(1, 3), while rescaling E_4 instead results in the C(1, 3) symmetry; performing neither or both gives S(1, 3), which itself can be obtained by a further contraction from G(1, 3) or C(1, 3). The C(1, 3) notation comes from C(3) – the so-called Carroll symmetry that has been around in relativity symmetry discussions for some time (see for example Ref.[19]), but apparently without realizing it has anything to do with quantum mechanics. Mathematically, the Carroll symmetry is really just what we have denoted by H_R, and as such we will drop the C(m, n) notation in favor of H_R(m, n) for the remainder of this paper. An explicit illustration of the contraction ISO(1, 4) → H_R(1, 3) can be given as the p → ∞ limit applied to X_μ =^1_p J_{μ4} and F =^1_p E_4; we then obtain (skipping the [J, J] part)

[J_{μν} , X_σ] = −i(η_{νσ} X_μ − η_{μσ} X_ν ) , [X_μ, X_ν ] = i p^2 J_{μν} → 0 , [J_{μν} , E_σ] = −i(η_{νσ}E_μ − η_{μσ}E_ν ) , [E_μ, E_ν ] = 0 , [E_μ, F ] = 0 ,

[X_μ, E_ν ] = iη_{μν} F , [X_μ, F ] = − i p^2

E_μ → 0 , [J_{μν} , F ] = 0 , (10)

which, upon identifying F with 2I, is exactly the algebra of Eq.(4).

Once again, we want to trace the (relative) physical dimensions of the quantities represented by the generators through the contraction. One can see that E_μ possesses the dimensions [λ]^{−1}, while X^μ has [p]^{−1}, and F carries the dimensions of [λ]^{−1}[p]^{−1}. Obviously, the dimension of F is that of ℏ. Generic elements of the algebras are related as follows: 1 2 ω^{AB} J_{AB} − λ^AE_A = 1 2 ω^{μν} J_{μν} + p ω^{μ4}X_μ − λ^μE_μ − pλ^4F −→ 1 2 ω^{μν} J_{μν} + p^μX_μ − λ^μE_μ + fF . (11)

Note that p^μ = p ω^{μ4} and f = −p λ^4 are the finite parameters at the corresponding contraction limits, with physical dimensions of [p] and [λ][p], respectively.

The sequence of symmetry contractions can moreover be implemented on the coset spaces SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 4) and SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 3), which are in turn contracted as SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 4) → ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 4) → H_R(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3) , and SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 3) → ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 3) → H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) . The coset space SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 4) can be considered as the hyperbolic space, sitting inside of the (2 + 4)D pseudo-Euclidean space with coordinates Z^M, defined by the condition η_{MN} Z^MZ^N = −1 . The infinitesimal action of SO(2, 4) on these coordinates is simply given by

dZ^M = ω^M_N Z^N . (12)

In order to see how the contraction can be implemented more explicitly, let us first rewrite the above as • SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 4): — ( dZ^A dZ^5 ) = ( ω^A_B ω^A_5 ω^5_A 0 ) ( Z^B Z^5 ) = ( ω^A_B^{−1}_λ λ̄^A −1 λ η_{BA}λ̄^A 0 ) ( Z^B Z^5 ) , (13)

where following the above, we use λ̄^A (= λω^{A5}) in place of λ^A in the transformation, mostly to distinguish it from the latter in the coset space coordinates below. One merely needs to use the new coordinates λ^A = λZ^A, focused on the region around the point Z^5 = −1, and then take the picture to the λ → ∞ limit. λ̄^A becomes what is essentially a translation of λ^A. The following would be the result of this. • ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 4): — ( dλ^A d(1) ) = ( ω^A_B λ̄^A 1 λ^2

λ̄_B 0 )( λ^B 1 ) = ( ω^A_B λ^B + λ̄^A 1 λ^2 λ̄_B λB ) → ( ω^A_B λ^B + λ̄^A 0 ) . (14)

This is exactly the structure we have for the ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 4) coset, akin to a five dimensional Minkowski space. Contraction pictures of this kind are quite standard, and are well-described with a geometric language [4].

Another account based on more physical reasoning can be given as follows: for large values of |Z^5|, probably with all |Z^A| large as well, we can take approximation of the SO(2, 4) coset space as satisfying η_{MN} Z^MZ^N = 0; hence, it is no longer curved. This is equivalent to η_{AB} Z^AZ^B = |Z^5|^2, the latter of which can be taken as a free (positive) parameter, and we can forget about Z^5 as a coordinate. One would then describe all of the large numerical values of Z^A by some λ^A, with a convenient choice of physical units, which reduces the size of their numerical values. This is in much the same vein as how the Planck length provides a natural length scale for nature compared to which the usual scale of laboratory physics is essentially infinite. Planck length is expected to be a notion of minimal length, close to the scale of which we expect very nontrivial structure of spacetime. In the ‘normal’ setting of laboratory physics, we can neglect this and see that the notion of metric distance has no lower bound. This is precisely the spirit behind introducing a relativity deformation to SO(2, 4), and the above contraction is the ‘inverse’ of this deformation.

Going from ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 4) to H_R(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3) is straightforward, we have: • ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 4) → H_R(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3): — dλ^μ df 0 = ω^μ_ν −^1_{p2} p̄^μ λ̄^μ p̄_ν 0 f̄ 0 0 0 λ^ν f 1 = ω^μ_ν λ^ν + λ̄^μ p̄_ν λ^ν + f̄ 0 , (15)

in which we have used f and p̄^μ instead of λ^4 and ω^{μ4}. The result is to be read at the p → ∞ limit, though we show the terms vanishing in the limit in the calculation so that readers can easily trace how the result is obtained (a presentational feature that we will maintain below). The coset is, of course, the same as the somewhat differently written Eq.(5).

Similar considerations to those given above lead us to write: • SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 3) → ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 3) — dλ^A d(1) dY^μ dY^4 = ω^A_B λ̄^A 0 0 1 λ^2

λ̄_B 0 0 0 0 0 ω^μ_ν ω^μ_4 0 0 ω^4_ν 0 λ^B 1 Y^ν Y^4 = ω^A_B λ^B + λ̄^A 0 ω^μ_ν Y^ν + ω^μ_4 Y^4 ω^4_ν Y^4 , (16)

which is simply the sum of two parts, namely ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 4), as described above in Eq.(14), and SO(1, 4)/SO(1, 3), described along the lines of Eq.(13) in terms of the Y^A coordinates. It is then straightforward to take a further contraction, essentially along the lines of taking SO(1, 4)/SO(1, 3) to ISO(1, 3)/SO(1, 3), and similar to the discussion above (here with p^μ = pY^μ and Y^4 ∼ 1). The resulting coset space is given by • ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 3) → H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) — dp^μ dλ^μ df d(1) = ω^μ_ν 0 0 p̄^μ 0 ω^μ_ν 0 λ̄^μ 0 p̄_ν 0 f̄ 1 p^2 p̄ν 0 0 0

p^ν λ^ν f 1 = ω^μ_ν p^ν + p̄^μ ω^μ_ν λ^ν + λ̄^μ p̄_ν λ^ν + f̄ 0 , (17)

which can be seen as giving essentially the same physical picture as Eq.(6). We leave details of the various issues one might be concerned with to be discussed below.

3.2. SO(2, 4) → ISO(2, 3) → H_R(1, 3) and SO(2, 4) → H_R(1, 3) Directly ISO(2, 3) is an obvious alternative symmetry between SO(2, 4) and H_R(1, 3), the contraction sequence of which should not be expected to be much different from the one given above passing through ISO(1, 4). We sketch it briefly here to address any differences that may be worth some attention.

Basically, one has to take the two contractions in reverse order, namely taking X_μ =^1_p J_{μ4} and X_5 = −^1_p J_{45}, for the first step, and then E_μ = −^1_λ J_{μ5} and F =^1_λ X_5 for the second. The cosets of ISO(2, 3)/SO(2, 3) and ISO(2, 3)/SO(1, 3), obtainable from the contraction of SO(2, 4)/SO(2, 3) and SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 3), respectively, have essentially the same basic structure as ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 4) and ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 3). Note, however, that ISO(2, 3)/SO(2, 3) is a pseudo-Euclidean space with signature {−1, 1, 1, 1, −1}, and the five vectors have as coordinates p^μ and p^5 = p ω^{54}, instead of λ^A. For H_R(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3), obtained from the latter, we have

• H_R(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3) from ISO(2, 3)/SO(2, 3) : — dp^μ df 0 = ω^μ_ν^1_{λ2} λ̄^μ p̄^μ −λ̄_ν 0 f̄ 0 0 0 p^ν f 1 = ω^μ_ν p^ν + p̄^μ −λ̄_ν p^ν + f̄ 0 . (18)

One should observe that we have the same expression df = −λ̄_ν p^ν + f̄ for the H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) coset coming from ISO(2, 3)/SO(1, 3), which is however different from those given in the above presentation of the H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) coset. The coset itself should obviously be the same as the one obtained from

ISO(1, 4)/SO(1, 4) as we have the same H_R(1, 3) group and SO(1, 3) subgroup. The difference in the explicit transformation of f, which corresponds to the phase of a state in the associated quantum mechanics being described, can in fact be appreciated via a U(1) central extension analysis [17]. The group generated by the Heisenberg algebra can be written with formally different group products that are related by some cocycle. This issue also explains the different forms given in the coset presentations of the previous section compared with those in this section. The H_R(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3) coset is, however, not really the same as the other ones above, as the ISO(1, 3) subgroups we are concerned with here are really different from the ones with generators originating as J_{μν} and J_{μ5}, and J_{μν} and J_{μ4} in the other cases. We will not attempt to formulate any dynamical models for physics above the H_R(1, 3) level at this point, and will leave the issues concerning dynamics for future investigation. At the H_R(1, 3) level, it is obvious that we have something like the configuration space coset in one case, and something like the momentum space coset in the other, which are also precisely what we get upon further contractions to decouple the quantum central charge F .

One other alternative that is actually more interesting is to contract SO(2, 4) to H_R(1, 3) directly, which can be achieved by taking E_μ = −^1_λ J_{μ5}, X_μ =^1_p J_{μ4}, and F = −^1_{pλ} J_{45} simultaneously to the λ, p → ∞ limit. This is more naturally done by simply identifying λ and p. We keep them separate here mostly for easy comparison with the two-step contraction pictures. One particularly noteworthy point is that for the phase space coset of H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) the two alternative sequences of contractions described above give different expressions for df: f from the contraction of λ^4 yields a p̄_ν λ^ν contribution while F from p^5 results in −λ̄_ν p^ν , both obviously a consequence of the nontrivial X_μ-E_ν commutation relation. It is easy to appreciate the fact that taking the single step contraction from SO(2, 4) should not show any preference for one of the two expressions over the other; hence a more symmetric form of Eq.(6) is to be expected, i.e., with df =^1_2 (p̄_ν λ^ν −λ̄_ν p^ν )+f̄.

To formulate the picture of the passage of SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 3) to H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) along the contraction, one can use a description of the first coset space by a set of eleven coordinates: Z^μ, Z^5, Y^A and W , with (Z^μ,^{−W}_{Y 5} , Z^5) and (Y^A,^{−W}_{Z4} ) transforming as six-vectors under SO(2, 4), i.e. W = −Z^4Y^5. We have dZ^μ dZ^5 dW dY^4 dY^μ = ω^μ_ν ω^μ_5^{−1}_{Y 5} ω^μ_4 0 0 ω^5_ν 0^{−1}_{Y 5} ω^5_4 0 0 −Y^5 ω^4_ν −Y^5 ω^4_5 0 −Z^4 ω^5_4 −Z^4 ω^5_ν 0 0^{−1}_{Z4} ω^4_5 0 ω^4_ν 0 0^{−1}_{Z4} ω^μ_5 ω^μ_4 ω^μ_ν

Z^ν Z^5 W Y^4 Y^ν . (19)

This coset description is really just putting together the SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 4) coset picture of Z^M with η_{MN} Z^MZ^N = −1, and the SO(2, 4)/SO(2, 3) coset picture of Y^M with η_{MN} Y^MY^N = +1. The overlapping coordinate W allows for the description of the two pairs to be put into a single framework as the full SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 3) coset. Complementary cosets of SO(1, 4)/SO(1, 3) and SO(2, 3)/SO(1, 3) in

SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 4) × SO(1, 4)/SO(1, 3) = SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 3) = SO(2, 4)/SO(2, 3) × SO(2, 3)/SO(1, 3) are described by (Y^μ, Y^′) with (Y^′)^2 = (Y^4)^2−(Y^5)^2 giving η_{μν} Y^μY^ν +(Y^′)^2 = +1, and (Z^μ, Z^′) with (Z^′)^2 = (Z^5)^2 − (Z^4)^2 giving η_{μν} Z^μZ^ν − (Z^′)^2 = −1, respectively. Following the above analysis, this contraction is to be implemented with new parameters λ̄^μ = λ ω^{μ5}, p̄^μ = p ω^{μ4}, and f̄ = −λp ω^{45} in the λ, p → ∞ limit, using the new coordinates λ^μ = λ Z^μ, p^μ = p Y^μ, and r = λp W , under the conditions Z^5 ∼ −1 and Y^4 ∼ 1. We have • SO(2, 4)/SO(1, 3) → H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) — dλ^μ d(1) dr d(1) dp^μ = ω^μ_ν λ̄^{μ −1}_{p2} p̄^μ 0 0 −1 λ λ̄_ν 0^{−1}_{λp2} f̄ 0 0 p̄_ν f̄ 0 f̄ −λ̄_ν 0 0^1_{λ2p}f̄ 0^{−1}_p p̄_ν 0 0^{−1}_{λ2} λ̄^μ p̄^μ ω^μ_ν λ^ν 1 r 1 p^ν = ω^μ_ν λ^ν + λ̄^μ 0 p̄_ν λ^ν− λ̄_ν p^ν+ 2f̄ 0 ω^μ_ν p^ν + p̄^μ ,

(20)

assuming λ^4 → −λ and p^5 → p. Identifying the r coordinate as 2f, or taking r as θ and θ̄ = 2f̄ instead [cf. Eq.(6)], we have obtained exactly the symmetric description of the H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) coset. Alternatively, we can think of taking −^1_{pλ} J_{45} as 2I instead of F , which therefore naturally yields θ̄I = ω^{45}J_{45}, giving us θ̄ = −2pλω^{45} = 2f̄. The W (or r) coordinate is especially introduced to have r bearing the dimensions of pλ; thereby fitting the contracted symmetry with the F , or I, generator. This analysis actually indicates that using the generator I provides a more natural picture [cf. the ℏ = 2 units for quantum mechanics]. It would be good to have an understanding of the λ^4 → −λ and p^5 → p assumption. Thinking about the two contraction parameters as one, this assumption is firstly the statement that the magnitude of λ^4(= λZ^4) and p^5(= pY^5) have to go to ∞ with the contraction parameter, i.e. |Z^4| ∼ |Y^5| → 1. Otherwise, if they go as any other power of the contraction parameter, one would have either dr = 0, for the two staying finite, or dr → ∞. Neither case can be thought of as a sensible result. The signs are a bit more tricky. Explicitly, we have dr = p̄_ν λ^ν Y^5 +f̄(Y^5 −Z^4)+λ̄_νp^ν Z^4. Switching both signs hence only changes r to −r, which does not change the actual physical picture being described. Taking both going to ∞ with the same sign kills the f̄ term, which also seems unreasonable. We are not able to, however, say more about this aspect of the coset contraction picture.

3.3. Remarks About Physical Dimensions

We explained above how the physics at the level before and after the first λ → ∞ contraction would lead one to see λ as a fundamental constant with physical dimensions. This comes with the the pair λ_A and E^A getting physical dimensions being reciprocal of one another. Similarly, the p → ∞ contraction, whether taken before or after the λ → ∞ limit would lead to the introduction of another fundamental physical unit: [p]. The parameters p^μ and p^5 would have the dimensions of [p], while X_μ and X_5 have that of [p]^{−1}. This also means that f would have the dimensions of [p][λ], and F would have that of [p]^{−1}[λ]^{−1}. The latter is obviously essentially that of ℏ(c^{−1}); however, the single step contraction SO(2, 4) → H_R(1, 3) would suggest identifying p and λ – both would then be ℏ^12 (c^{− 1}2 ). J and ω remain dimensionless. These are the pictures of physical dimensions suggested by the contraction analysis at the algebra and coset levels. With that said, however, the dynamical picture will usually have J given by the orbital angular momentum; hence having the units of ℏ. A more proper way of expressing this fact should actually be that (the orbital part of) J_{μν} is represented by^{(c)}_ℏ (X̂_μÊ_ν −Ê_μX̂_ν ).

4. Contracting the Lorentz Symmetry at the Quantum Level Before Going to the Classical Limit

We can also consider first contracting H_R(1, 3) to the relativity symmetry of Schrödinger quantum physics before going to the classical limit. With K_i =^1_c J_{0i}, we must also set P_i =^1_c E_i while keeping E_0 untouched, in order to maintain the Galilean commutation relations between K_i and P_i. Maintaining the 3D Heisenberg commutation relation requires putting G =^1_c F and keeping X_i unchanged, which forces us to set T =^1_c X_0. Taking these to the c → ∞ limit, we obtain [J_{ij} , X_k] = −i(δ_{jk}X_i − δ_{ik}X_j ) , [J_{ij} , P_k] = −i(δ_{jk}P_i − δ_{ik}P_j) , [J_{ij} , K_k] = −i(δ_{jk}K_i − δ_{ik}K_j ) , [K_i, K_j ] = − i c^2 J_{ij} → 0 , [K_i, H] = −iP_i , [K_i, P_j] = − i c^2 δ_{ij} H → 0 , [X_i, P_j] = iδ_{ij} G , [T, H] = −iG , [K_i, T ] = − i c^2

X_i → 0 , [K_i, X_j] = −iδ_{ij} T ,(21)

where H ≡ E_0. The set of generators {J_{ij}, K_i, P_i, H} provides us with the Newtonian/Galilean symmetry of G(3) as a subalgebra. The {J_{ij} , X_i, P_i, G} set supplies us with a copy of H_R(3). The generators {J_{ij} , X_i, K_i, T } yields another copy of H_R(3). As such, we will henceforth denote the full symmetry by H_{GH} (3). Note also that there is an important difference between the way the two H_R(3) subalgebras sit inside of H_{GH} (3). While the X-P commutator is a central charge for the full algebra, the X-K commutator is central only within the H_R(3) subalgebra it belongs to. Furthermore, observe that the G̃(3) symmetry considered in Refs.[1, 2] is more akin to the subgroup generated by {J_{ij}, X_i, P_i, H, G}, though within the framework presented there the subgroup generated by {J_{ij}, K_i, P_i, H, G} could serve equally well, assuming K_i = mX_i (as one has for a classical particle within the Newtonian framework). The story is somewhat more complicated here as we have a nonzero K-X commutator. That in and of itself actually causes no harm in the context of the coset representations we are concerned with here. Actually, that suspicious looking commutator can and will be killed in the classical limit, as shown below.

In order to retrieve the symmetry for Galilean/Newtonian classical physics, we can take another further contraction to kill the X-P commutator, or more accurately to decouple G which requires also killing the T -H commutator. Besides, [K_i, X_j] = −iδ_{ij} T looks strange, at least for Newtonian physics in which one should have essentially K_i = mX_i for a particle of mass m. One would like to kill that commutator too. This will leave essentially [K_i, H] = −iP_i as the only nonzero commutators not involving J_{ij} . We will denote the symmetry resulting from this by S_G(3). One nice way to achieve this is the contraction obtained by taking K^c_i =^1_k K_i, P^c_i =^1_k P_i, X^c_i =^1_k X_i, and T^c =^1_k T to the k → ∞ limit. We will however implement the contraction in a more messy manner with a few different parameters. The basic consideration here is to allow more room to cater for fixing the units or physical dimensions of all quantities to match exactly with the conventional usage in Newtonian physics, as well as to reconcile with the alternative contraction sequence below. Explicitly, we take

K^c_i = 1 k K_i , P^c_i = 1 k_pk P_i , H^c = 1 k_p H , X^c_i = 1 k_x X_i , T^c = 1 k_x T , (22)

with k, k_p → ∞ simultaneously and also k_x → ∞. The last limit in itself does not make essential change to the algebra. The notation with the superscript is to indicate the quantities as classical ones compared to the original which are considered quantum ones.

The algebra element transition can be written as 1 2 J_{μν} ω^{μν} + X_μ p^μ + E_μ λ^μ + F f −→ 1 2 J_{ij}ω^{ij} + K_iv^i + X_ip^i + T e + P_ix^i + Ht + Gg −→ 1 2 J_{ij}ω^{ij} + K^c_i v^i_c + X^c_i p^i_c + T^ce_c + P^c_i x^i_c + H^ct_c + Gg , (23)

where v^i = c ω^{0i}, e = c p^0, x^i = c λ^i, t = λ^0, and g = cf, which are followed by v^i_c = k v^i, p^i_c = k_x p^i, e_c = k_xe, x^i_c = k_pk x^i, and t_c = k_pt. Again, the subscripts of_c denote the quantities being classical ones. With all this understood, it is straightforward to trace the contraction of the H_R(1, 3) cosets discussed above. Note that the ISO(1, 3) subgroup of H_R(1, 3) to be factored out of the first coset [cf. Eq(15)] is contracted to the copy of H_R(3) obtained from the set {J_{ij} , X_i, K_i, T }. We find that

• H_{GH} (3)/H_R(3) from H_R(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3) : — dt dx^i dg 0 = 0^1_{c2} v_j 0 t̄ v^i ω^i_j 0 x̄^i −ē p̄_j 0 ḡ 0 0 0 0 t x^j g 1 = t̄ v^it + ω^i_jx^j + x̄^i −ēt + p̄_j x^j + ḡ 0 ; (24)

• H_{GH} (3)/H_R(3) → S_G(3)/S(3) : — dt_c dx^i_c dg 0 = 0 0 0 t̄_c v^i_c ω^i_j 0 x̄^i_c −^1_{kxkp} ē_c^1_{kxkp} p̄_{cj} 0 ḡ 0 0 0 0 t_c x^j_c g 1 = t̄_c v^i_ct_c + ω^i_jx^j_c + x̄^i_c ḡ 0 ;(25)

• H_{GH} (3)/ISO(3) from H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) : — de dp^i dt dx^i dg 0 = 0 v_j 0 0 0 ē 1 c^2 v

i ω^i_j 0 0 0 p̄^i 0 0 0^1_{c2} v_j 0 t̄ 0 0 v^i ω^i_j 0 x̄^i 0 0 −ē p̄_j 0 ḡ 0 0 0 0 0 0 e p^j t x^j g 1 = v_jp^j + ē ω^i_jp^j + p̄^i t̄ v^it + ω^i_jx^j + x̄^i −ēt + p̄_j x^j + ḡ 0 ;

(26) • H_{GH} (3)/ISO(3) → S_G(3)/ISO(3) : — de_c dp^i_c dt_c dx^i_c dg 0 = 0^1_k v_{cj} 0 0 0 ē_c 0 ω^i_j 0 0 0 p̄^i_c 0 0 0 0 0 t̄_c 0 0 v^i_c ω^i_j 0 x̄^i_c 0 0 −^1_{kxkp} ē_c^1_{kxkp} p̄_{cj} 0 ḡ 0 0 0 0 0 0 e_c p^j_c t_c x^j_c g 1 = ē_c ω^i_jp^j_c + p̄^i_c t̄_c v^i_ct_c + ω^i_jx^j_c + x̄^i_c ḡ 0 .

(27)

The first thing we want to note regarding the above results is that the classical picture of what would be the configuration/physical space [Eq.(25)] and phase space [Eq.(32)] are very good. While we have a relativity symmetry group identification that is bigger than the Galilei group, the corresponding cosets are essentially trivial extensions of those from the latter. The simultaneous existence of K^c_i and X^c_i as now commuting generators allows for the standard relation of K^c_i = mX^c_i , which can be taken as a relation between the representations of interest for the otherwise independent generators of the background symmetry algebra. The (infinitesimal) momentum translations, as given by p̄^i_c, can be interpreted as merely a consequence of a Galilean boost with p̄^i_c = mv^i_c imposed. As said before, one expects the latter equation to be retrieved from a Hamiltonian equation of motion under the proper setting. We have also the extra – but completely decoupled – energy (e_c) and ‘quantum phase’ (g) translation symmetries, which are irrelevant to the irreducible representations as given by the standard Newtonian configuration/physical space of x^i_c and momentum space of p^i_c. The phase space is the simple sum of the two, and consequently a reducible representation. The energy translation picture is even there in Newtonian physics as the arbitrariness in setting a reference zero point for potential energy. This is an incredibly encouraging result, indicating that the full scheme envisioned here can make good sense from a physical perspective. The symmetry picture obtained here for the quantum level, however, needs to be considered more carefully, and so this will be addressed below.

5. Einsteinian/Minkowski Contracted to Galilean/Newtonian Physics

We have briefly addressed the various classical limits of our (1 + 3)D picture of a quantum relativity symmetry, and in particular the symmetry S(1, 3), in Section 2. We take up the issue further here, and trace its contraction to 3D classical relativity. Again, the key feature is that H_R(1, 3) is quite a bit bigger than the usually considered Poincaré symmetry. Therefore, its classical limit is likely to be also somewhat different from the standard Einsteinian relativity. The question is whether or not it gives a sensible physical picture – one which includes the latter in some sort of limit. Again, we first focus on the coset structures.

Firstly, we give the infinitesimal transformation descriptions of the two relevant cosets, namely from Eqs.(15) and (17), under the contraction to S(1, 3). The latter is taken here explicitly as the k_x, k_p → ∞ limit of X^c_μ = 1 k_x Xμ and E c μ =^1_{kp} E_μ. The results are simply given by

• S(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3) from H_R(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3): — dλ^μ_c df 0 = ω^μ_ν 0 λ̄^μ_c 1 k_xk_p p̄cν 0 f̄ 0 0 0 λ^ν_c f 1 = ω^μ_ν λ^ν_c + λ̄^μ_c f̄ 0 , (28)

• S(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) from H_R(1, 3)/SO(1, 3): — dp^μ_c dλ^μ_c df 0 = ω^μ_ν 0 0 p̄^μ_c 0 ω^μ_ν 0 λ̄^μ_c 0^1_{kxkp} p̄_{cν} 0 f̄ 0 0 0 0 p^ν_c λ^ν_c f 1 = ω^μ_ν p^ν_c + p̄^μ_c ω^μ_ν λ^ν_c + λ̄^μ_c f̄ 0 , (29)

where λ^μ_c = k_pλ^μ and p^μ_c = k_xp^μ. Note that these results are exactly the same, apart from a normalization of the decoupled ‘quantum phase’ (as given by f here), as if we had applied the contraction to the forms of the cosets as given in Sec.II instead. We have Minkowski spacetime arising as S(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3) ∼ ISO(1, 3)/SO(1, 3), here described by four ‘time’ coordinates, and a matching phase space with four additional momentum coordinates. As discussed somewhat in the introductory section, these momentum translations are beyond the standard Einsteinian formulation. Note that here they are transformations independent from, and in addition to, the Lorentz boosts, as described infinitesimally by the ω^μ_ν . Thinking about the E_μ generators and the corresponding p^μ parameters as describing the energymomentum four-vector as observables, having their components transforming as a Lorentz four-vector is of course an actual necessity, so long as all p^μ, for example, are to be included as phase space coordinates.

The next contraction to consider is again taking the Lorentz boosts to the Galilean boosts, as in the last section. We take K^c_i =^1_{ck} J_{0i}, P^c_i =^1_{ck} E^c_i , and T^c =^1_c X^c_0 to the c, k → ∞ limit, obtaining

[J_{ij} , K^c_k] = −(δ_{jk}K^c_i − δ_{ik}K^c_j ) , [K^c_i , K^c_j ] = − 1 c^2k^2 J_{ij} → 0 , [K^c_i , H^c] = −P^c_i , [K^c_i , P^c_j ] = − 1 c^2k^2 δ_{ij} H^c → 0 , [J_{ij} , P^c_k ] = −(δ_{jk}P^c_i − δ_{ik}P^c_j ) , [J_{ij} , H^c] = 0 , [P^c_i , H^c] = 0 ,

[K^c_i , T^c] = − 1 c^2k

X^c_i → 0 , [K^c_i , X^c_j ] = − 1 k δ_{ij} T^c → 0 , (30) where we have introduced H^c ≡ E^c_0 . This result, is exactly the same as the result given in the last section, for S_G(3). The non-minimal forms we have been writing the contractions of H_{GH} (3) → S_G(3) above and the S(1, 3) → S_G(3) here give room to accommodate that exact matching of final results for the two alternative contraction sequences from H_R(1, 3).

The cosets for the Newtonian configuration/physical space(-time) and phase space, exactly as given in the last section, are also to be obtained from this alternative line of contractions, which are given by

• S(1, 3)/ISO(1, 3) → S_G(3)/S(3) : — dt_c dx^i_c df 0 = 0^1_{c2k2} v_{cj} 0 t̄_c v^i_c ω^i_j 0 x̄^i_c 0 0 0 f̄ 0 0 0 0 t_c x^j_c f 1 = t̄_c v^i_ct_c + ω^i_j x^j_c + x̄^i_c f̄ 0 , (31)

• S(1, 3)/SO(1, 3) → S_G(3)/ISO(3) : — de_c dp^i_c dt_c dx^i_c df 0 = 0^1_k v_{cj} 0 0 0 ē_c 1 c^2k v i c ω^i_j 0 0 0 p̄^i_c 0 0 0^1_{c2k2} v_{cj} 0 t̄_c 0 0 v^i_c ω^i_j 0 x̄^i_c 0 0 0 0 0 f̄ 0 0 0 0 0 0 e_c p^j_c t_c x^j_c f 1 = ē_c ω^i_jp^j_c + p̄^i_c t̄_c v^i_ct_c + ω^i_jx^j_c + x̄^i_c f̄ 0 ,

(32)

where v^i_c = ckω^{0i}, x^i_c = ckλ^i_c, and e_c = cp^0_c, with t_c ≡ λ^0_c .

6. On The Physical Dimensions of Quantities and the Nature of ℏ

We would like to look into the issue of physical dimensions in some more detail. We have discussed how the contraction processes, as well as the studying of theories on the lower levels of the contraction sequences, suggest the introduction of (relative) physical dimensions to various quantities in terms of a ‘natural’ choice of different physical units; units which would not naturally be used in the more fundamental theory. The relationship between the units chosen by humans and the truly natural (numerical) representations of such ‘quantities’ in the mathematical structure lurking beneath gives rise to fundamental constants in physics such as c, ℏ, and G. For example, taking the Galilean approximation of Lorentz symmetry suggests space and time are independent; hence to be measured in different units. With Lorentz symmetry,^1_{c2} is just a structural constant of the SO(1, 3) symmetry algebra, which is stable against deformation [5], meaning any nonzero value(s) of the structural constants^1_{c2} give the same symmetry, and the natural choice is c being unity and dimensionless. This corresponds to a nontrivial, fixed value in, say, meters per second. We have also explicitly traced the physical dimensions of quantities through each of the steps of various contractions in Section 3. The latter illuminates an idea that can be easily applied to all of the other cases discussed above.

Let us try to see what we can learn from this coupled with our practical usage of physical dimensions. Firstly, we tabulate all of the quantities with physical dimensions obtainable from tracing through all the above contraction analysis. In Table 1, we present the results for each relativity symmetry level – first for the coset coordinates and the parameters of (infinitesimal) transformations, followed by the symmetry generators. Note that the former parameters serve as coordinates of the group manifolds, coordinates of the cost spaces, and parameters each for a one-parameter group of transformations generated by a particular symmetry generator, while the latter correspond also to physical observables or conserved quantities under the transformations. Moreover, we have a cross matching between space-time and energy-momentum parts; the momentum observables P_μ are generators of translations in positions x^μ the observables of which as X_μ generates translations of p^μ. We want to be able to identify at least the physical dimensions of P_μ and p^μ as well as X_μ and x^μ, and similarly for the corresponding quantities at various levels of the contractions from H_R(1, 3) onwards, e.g. E^c_μ and λ^μ_c or T and t. In fact, we have arranged in those columns like p^i with P_i instead of x^i with P_i as in ω^{μν} with J_{μν} . To achieve that identification of physical dimensions, one needs to rescale all generators by a constant parameter with nontrivial dimension. That is the common physicists’ convention, like putting the generators of rotations as angular momentum with its physical dimension. We apply exactly that to give results in the last row under each symmetry. It works perfectly except in the case of S_G(3) in which we have to further take the contraction parameter k to have no physical dimension. With that assumed, we can see then for the quantities under S_G(3) to be those taken in Newtonian physics we have [λ][k_x] = [T ] and [p][k_p] = [M][L][T ]^{−1} where c has been taken as the speed of light hence [c] = [L][T ]^{−1}. Moreover, those are the three basic units or independent fundamental constants.

In fact, we usually describe quantum mechanics without and with Lorentz symmetry (as in the so-called relativistic quantum mechanics) using physical quantities in the same units as their classical limits. The quantum theories are described with relativity symmetries H_{GH} (3) and H_R(1, 3), respectively, here; and S_G(3) and S(1, 3) are the classical limits. That would correspond to having no physical dimensions for k_x and k_p, hence λ and p as the invariant time and momentum, respectively. λcp should then be ℏ. That is the basic picture discussed along with the SO(2, 4) → H_R(1, 3) contractions above.

A very interesting point to note from all the analysis about the notion of physical dimensions is that the Planck constant ℏ, though usually taken to be characterizing the quantum nature of things actually has its origin mostly from the higher level contraction. Though taking the naive ℏ → 0 limit trivializes the Heisenberg commutation relation and decouples the central charge generator for the quantum phase, that should not be taken as the relativity symmetry contraction to give classical limits. This result is in line with our analysis in Ref.[2]. Unlike c, which is the contraction parameter introduced for contraction from Lorentz symmetry to Galilean, ℏ, or its inverse, plays no such role between quantum and classical physics. Physics with Lorentz symmetry should be described in c = 1 units with space and time described in the same way, which is well justified from the contraction analysis here. Taking ℏ = 1 units for quantum physics however cannot be justified in parallel.

Let us look at the physical dimension issue in relation to ℏ from another point of view. A single step contraction from SO(2, 4) yields H_R(1, 3) with one parameter which would essentially be √ ℏ: λ = p = √ ℏ^4. The resulting structure has a more symmetric role for E_μ and X_μ, and this corresponds to our natural choice of phase space coset, as used in Section 2 [cf. Eq.(6)], and similarly in Refs.[1, 2] where the focus is really just the H(1, 3), or H(3), subgroup. The contraction parameter √ ℏ is then introduced to get an approximation to the physics of the otherwise SO(2, 4) relativity symmetry. As such, the approximation is the ℏ → ∞ limit! This is the true parallel of √ ℏ to c, based on the results here.

4The standard ℏ dimension is that of λpc; hence giving the correct choice as λ = p = √_ℏ c . Here, we are neglecting c, which should be taken to be trivial at this level. All of the ℏ’s here should actually be^ℏ_c . The exact dimensions – including the c factors – are given in Table 2.

More explicitly, one takes E_μ = −^{1√}_ℏ J_{μ5} and X_μ =^{1√}_ℏ J_{μ4} to the limit where [E_μ, E_ν ] = −[X_μ, X_ν ] = −^i_ℏ J_{μ,ν} → 0. Following the contraction notion naively, one would expect that the very small quantum ℏ is really to be taken as a big parameter, with dimensions much smaller compared to the SO(2, 4) physics of noncommuting E_μ and noncommuting X_μ. At the Galilean level, we do not see the invariant speed c among the structural constants of the relativity symmetry (or otherwise), but we have physics with the dimension [c] (or equivalently, different physical dimensions for time and distance); at the usual quantum level, as in H_R(1, 3) [or H_{GH} (3)], we do not see ℏ in the the part of the symmetry description, but have a notion of the physical dimension of [ℏ]. The explicit ℏ in the Heisenberg commutation relation [X̂, P̂ ] = iℏ should be taken only at the level of the representation of the symmetry, not that of the symmetry of the Heisenberg algebra. The central charge generator has the physical dimension of ℏ and is represented by ℏ times the identity operator on the Hilbert space. c being an invariant parameter is an issue of Lorentz symmetry; the physics of the SO(2, 4) symmetry only is to reveal ℏ as an invariant, like under (quantum) reference frame transformations. Looking at things from this perspective, this does not seem to be unreasonable at all, though it is saying that our earlier thinking about the role of ℏ was quite wrong. That is one key lesson here.

Beyond the coset level, we have to look at the unitary representations arising from coherent state constructions, which again suggests the natural choice of using identical units for E_μ and X_μ. Note that the exact nature of such formulations at the (1 + 3)D and 3D relativity symmetry levels are not the same. At the 3D level of H_{GH} (3), this means identical units for P_i and X_i, or equivalently, for p^i and x^i. Identical units for E_μ and X_μ would yield P_i and X_i with units differing by a factor of c, upon taking the Lorentz to Galilean contraction, as shown explicitly in Table 2.

The classical pictures, as presented in Table 2, deserve some further attention. By not having different dimensions for the ‘length’ and ‘momentum’ at the quantum level (explicitly H_R(1, 3) here), we must introduce that splitting at the classical level to retrieve the usual pattern of physical dimensions. This is to be achieved by having different nontrivial physical dimensions for k_x and k_p. Not doing this would have, for example, kept X^c_μ and E^c_μ of S(1, 3) as having the same physical dimensions. In fact, we need [k_x] = [k_p]^{−1} to have the exact matching with our familiar usage of classical physical units. If such a two parameter contraction sounds odd, one can certainly implement it in two separate steps. Adopting this convention, we again have a story fully consistent with known, practical physics. Note that from the pure theoretical perspective of successive approximations to the fundamental physics of SO(2, 4) through the contraction the choice of physical units are not optimal. The practical choice of our system of physical units is simply contingent on the human cultural history.

7. Concluding Remarks

In the preceding sections we first put together the relevant relativity symmetry contractions and the resulting contractions of the relevant coset space representations, starting from the SO(2, 4) symmetry. The coset space representations are what can be called the (configuration) space coset and the phase space coset at each level, which in the classical cases give pictures of space and phase space for a single particle system (or the center of mass of a system of particles). We have considered alternative contraction sequences, such as taking the Lorentz symmetry to the Galilean limit first before going from the quantum case to that of classical physics and the other way round – achieving virtually the same result. We essentially recover Newtonian spacetime and phase space, as well as Minkowski spacetime. The (1+3)D relativity symmetry has a phase space picture with full Minkowski energy-momentum four-vector coordinates admitting independent translations in all directions. Earlier analysis indicates that, at least for Hamiltonian evolution as generated by the square of the energy-momentum four-vector, one recovers particle dynamics of Einsteinian special relativity with proper time (or rather proper time/rest mass) as the evolution parameter. All of this can be considered as preliminary success of the scheme being advocated for here, which now includes all known particle dynamical pictures with their identified relativity symmetries. This is the key message of this article.

As discussed in the introduction, the relativity symmetry perspective requires going beyond the Poincaré symmetry and its stabilization. Formulating physics consistent with all available experimental results within this scheme may already be quite a challenge. The more exciting prospect of obtaining new predictions is even more interesting. A key point to be made here is that the proper interpretation of theories of this kind is also likely to require adjustments to our understanding of existing physical concepts beyond our old frameworks. One example we have discussed a bit above is the version of quantum mechanics with the H_R(1, 3) symmetry. The basic features of said quantum theory would be like those found in covariant quantum mechanics, which has been studied by various authors before while being mostly neglected by other physicists. Extending a ϕ(x^i) wavefunction to one of the ϕ(x^μ) wavefunctions, and considering its proper time evolution, sounds like a very natural way to put quantum mechanics within the framework of Einsteinian special relativity. There has actually been a long history, comprised of many diverse efforts, along this line, which also brought up key notions such as mass indefiniteness, the introduction and interpretation of antiparticles, and the direction of time (etc.), which are to be addressed below. As such, we do not even consider it of much interest to the readers to cite here more references pertaining to these issues. On the other hand, though, a particularly noteworthy reference comes from Feynman’s work on quantum electrodynamics [20]. The master went beyond everybody, actually taking the Klein-Gordon equation exactly as the σ-independent equation (again σ =^τ_m ) of the σ-evolution Schrödinger equation in covariant quantum mechanics, and discussed the^{dt}_{dσ} < 0 case in connection with the notion of antiparticles [21]. Readers interested in more details regarding this point are suggested to consult Refs.[12, 13], which present analyses in that direction based on a setting that is somewhat different from, but very compatible with, the one presented here. A key point is that – like what lies behind the wisdom of Stückelberg-Feynman – all theoretical results presented there should be (re-)interpreted in laboratory terms, based on a coordinate time t with its forward-increasing direction, at least to the extent that a classical time idea is involved at all. For example, things ‘evolving’ backwards in time is to be interpreted in our forward-increasing time somewhat differently – in exactly the same vein as thinking of a particle moving backward in time as an antiparticle moving forward in time.

We want to leave this subject matter until we have a full dynamical analysis of the H_R(1, 3) theory and its contraction limits, except for one final point: the question of the interpretation of the ϕ(x^μ) wavefunction. A Born probability interpretation may be tricky. It has considered to be a consistent framework though [15]. We have an alternative picture to advocate. Our perspective is that quantum mechanics is about quantum models of spacetime to which the classical models provide only an approximation. These quantum models, like the example discussed in Ref.[1], are not finite-dimensional, real number geometries. The (projective) Hilbert space of a quantum system provides one with a real-number-geometric description of the otherwise noncommutative geometry. A wavefunction as a description of a vector in the

Hilbert space is really the infinite number of coordinates under a fixed choice of coordinate frame, where the basis is being provided by |x^μ⟩ in this case. A quantum state has a completely fixed position (in the quantum spacetime) without an uncertainty. However, such a position is to be described by some noncommutative values instead of real number values, or equivalently an infinite number of the latter. How single classical-physics-like real number values of a (repeated) von-Neumann measurement, and the probability distribution of such results, is obtained is only a matter of the kind of measurements being performed. This can be considered quite well-explained by decoherence theory, at least for standard quantum mechanics. Of course, how to better understand the nature of these noncommutative coordinate values, especially for the case of the physical time variable T̂ , is a key challenge.

Among all of the coset results presented here, the one whose details are less obvious – which apparently would provide quite a challenge in formulating a dynamical theory – is actually the case of 3D quantum relativity symmetry H_{GH} (3) [cf. Eqs.(24) and (26)]. Looking at it from the formulation of quantum mechanics as discussed in Ref.[2], however, we see that this does not actually present much of problem. We still have H(3) as an invariant subgroup. The cosets still possess an absolute Newtonian time, at least if we write quantum mechanics based on the first coset, i.e. with the ϕ(x^μ) wavefunction. The only somewhat nontrivial issue is the quantum phase contribution from the energy-time product. So long as we do not consider energy translations, the extra contribution drops out; hence, the usual formulation works perfectly, at least as a special case. While a canonical coherent state formulation from the phase space coset looks somewhat complicated, we know the physical story has to be the same as in the other case, as the irreducible unitary representation on the Hilbert space for the H(3) part is essentially unique. What is promising is that, again, a unitary Hilbert space representation of H_R(1, 3), with the corresponding extension to its group C^∗- algebra (at least for the case of the canonical coherent states), should give a fully dynamical picture of the theory. The case has been fully elaborated for the H_R(3) setting in Ref.[2]. The various contractions of which would give the corresponding dynamical descriptions at the H_{GH} (3), S(1, 3), and S_G(3) levels, which should agree with known physics. The coset-level story appears promising enough, as illustrated here. What else can be learned from such a fully dynamical analysis is the exciting task at hand, on which we hope to be able to report soon. The grand game plan is, of course, to push back up to the highest level of SO(2, 4) relativity and formulate its dynamical picture.

So, to conclude, the analysis presented above of contractions of coset representations indicates no inconsistency with established theories, which should be considered as successfully retrieved from the appropriate limits and special cases. More has to be learned and some technically-detailed challenges remain to be surmounted, from which we may discover new features about Nature.

Acknowledgements The authors are partially supported by research grants number 105-2112-M-008-017 and 106-2112-M-008-008 of the MOST of Taiwan.

References

[1] C.S. Chew, O.C.W. Kong, J. Payne, A Quantum Space Behind Simple Quantum Mechanics Advances in High Energy Physics 2017, Special Issue on Planck-Scale Deformations of Relativistic Symmetries, Article ID 4395918 (2017) 1-9.

[2] C.S. Chew, O.C.W. Kong, J. Payne, Observables and Dynamics, Quantum to Classical, from a Relativity Symmetry Perspective, NCU-HEP-k070 (2018) submitted; moreover, see the references therein.

[3] E. Inönü and E.P. Wigner, On the Contraction of Groups and their Representations, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. (US) 39, 510-524 (1953). See also and E. Saletan, Contraction of Lie Groups, J. Math. Phys. 2 (1961) 1-21;

[4] R. Gilmore, Lie Groups, Lie Algebras, and Some of Their Applications, Dover (2005).

[5] O.C.W. Kong and J. Payne, The Newtonian Limit of Special Relativity: A Relativity Symmetry Contraction Perspective, NCU-HEP-k067 (2017).

[6] O.C.W. Kong, A deformed relativity with the quantum ℏ, Phys. Lett. B 665 (2008) 58-61; see also arXiv:0705.0845 [gr-qc] for an earlier version with some different background discussions.

[7] G. Amelino-Camelia, Testable scenario for relativity with minimum length, Phys. Lett. B 510 (2001) 255-263; ibid. Relativity in Spacetimes with Short-Distance Structure Governed by an Observer-Independent (Plankian) Length Scale, Int. J. of Mod. Phys. D 11 (2002) 35-59; J. Magueijo and L. Smolin, Lorentz Invariance with an Invariant Energy Scale, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, Article ID 190403 (2002) 1904031- 1904034; ibid. Generalized Lorentz invariance with an invariant energy scale, Phys. Rev, D 67, Article ID 044017 (2003); J. Kowalski-Glikman and L. Smolin, Triply special relativity, Phys. Rev. D 70, Article ID 065020 (2004).

[8] H.S. Snyder, Quantized Space-Time, Phys. Rev. 71 (1947) 38-41;

C.N. Yang, On Quantized Space-Time, Phys. Rev. 72 (1974) 874. See also R.V. Mendes, Deformations, stable theories and fundamental constants, J. Phys. A 27 (1994) 8091-8104; C. Chryssomalakos and E. Okon, Generalized Quantum Relativistic Kinematics: A Stability Point of View, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 13 (2004) 1817-1850; ibid. (2004) 2003-2034.

[9] D.N. Cho and O.C.W. Kong, Relativity Symmetries and Lie Algebra Contractions, Ann. Phys. 351 (2014) 275-289.

[10] A. Connes, Noncommutative Geometry, Academic Press, 1994.

[11] A. Das and O.C.W. Kong, Physics of quantum relativity through a linear realization, Phys. Rev. D 73 (2006) 124029.

[12] O.C.W. Kong and H.-Y. Lee, Poincaré-Snyder Relativity with Quantization, NCU-HEP-k036 (2009).

[13] O.C.W. Kong and H.-Y. Lee, Classical and Quantum Mechanics with Poincaré-Snyder Relativity, NCU-HEP-k037 (2010).

[14] A. Kyprianidis, Scalar time parametrization of relativistic quantum mechanics: The covariant Schrödinger formalism, Phys. Rep. 155(1987) 1-27; and references therein.

[15] J.R. Fanchi, Parametrized Relativistic Quantum Theory, Kluwer Academic Publishers (1993).

[16] V. Aldaya and J.A. de Azcárraga, Quantization as a consequence of the symmetry group: An approach to geometric quantization, J. Math. Phys. 23 (1982) 1297-1305; V. Aldaya and J.A. de Azcárraga, Symmetries of the pre-Klein-Gordon bundle: a Lagrangian analysis of quantum relativistic symmetry, J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 18 (1985) 2639-2646; V. Aldaya and J.A. de Azcárraga, Group manifold analysis of the structure of relativistic quantum dynamics, Ann. Phys. 165 (1985) 484-504.

[17] J.A. de Azcárraga and J.M. Izquierdo, Lie Groups, Lie Algebras, Cohomology and Some Applications in Physics, Cambridge University Press (1995).

[18] M.A. Trump and W. C. Schieve, Classical Relativistic Many-Body Dynamics, Kluwer Academic Publishers (1999).

[19] H. Bacry and J.M. Levy-Leblond, Possible Kinematics, J. Math. Phys.

9 (1968) 1605-1614.

[20] R.P. Feynman, Mathematical formulation of the quantum theory of electromagnetic interaction, Phys. Rev. 80 (1950) 440-457; see also L. Hostler, Quantum field theory of particles of indefinite mass. I, J. Math, Phys. 21 (1980) 2461-2467.

[21] E.C.G. Stückelberg, La Mecanique du point materiel en theorie de relativite et en theorie des quanta, Helv. Phys. Acta 15 (1942) 23-37; R.P. Feynman, A Relativistic Cut-Off for Classical Electrodynamics, Phys. Rev. 74 (1948) 1430-1438.

Table 1: Table on Physical Dimensions of Quantities. ([pc] = [p][c] and [λkc]^{−1} = [λ]^{−1}[k]^{−1}[c]^{−1}, etc.) (Note that we need [k] to be 1, i.e. k as dimensionless).

SO(2, 4) ω^{MN} J_{MN} ISO(1, 4) λ^μ – [λ] ω^{AB} λ^4 – [λ] E_μ – [λ]^{−1} J_{AB} E_4 – [λ]^{−1} ISO(2, 3) ω^{μ5}, ω^{μν} p^μ – [p] p^5 – [p] J_{μ5}, J_{μν} X_μ – [p]^{−1} X_5 – [p]^{−1} H_R(1, 3) λ^μ – [λ] ω^{μν} p^μ – [p] f – [λp] X_μ – [p]^{−1} J_{μν} E_μ – [λ]^{−1} F – [λp]^{−1} ×[λp] X_μ – [λ] J_{μν} – [λp] E_μ – [p] F – H_{GH} (3) t – [λ] x^i – [λc] ω^{ij} v^i – [c] p^i – [p] e – [pc] g – [λpc] T – [pc]^{−1} X_i – [p]^{−1} J_{ij} K_i – [c]^{−1} P_i – [λc]^{−1} H – [λ]^{−1} G – [λpc]^{−1} ×[λpc] T – [λ] X_i – [λc] J_{ij} – [λpc] K_i – [λp] P_i – [p] H – [pc] G – S_G(3) t_c – [λk_p] x^i_c – [λckk_p] ω^{ij} v^i_c – [ck] p^i_c – [pk_x] e_c – [pck_x] T^c – [pck_x]^{−1} X^c_i – [pk_x]^{−1} J_{ij} K^c_i – [ck]^{−1} P^c_i – [λckk_p]^{−1} H^c – [λk_p]^{−1} ×[λpckk_xk_p] T^c – [λkk_p] X^c_i – [λckk_p] J_{ij} – [λpckk_xk_p] K^c_i – [λpk_xk_p] P^c_i – [pk_x] H – [pckk_x] S(1, 3) λ^μ_c – [λk_p] ω^{μν} p^μ_c – [pk_x] f – [λp] X^c_μ – [pk_x]^{−1} J_{μν} E^c_μ – [λk_p]^{−1} F – [λp]^{−1} ×[λpk_xk_p] X^c_μ – [λ][k_p] J_{μν} – [λpk_xk_p] E^c_μ – [pk_x] F – [k_xk_p]

Table 2: Table on Physical Dimensions of Quantities starting with one-step contraction to H_R(1, 3), equivalent to [λ] = [p] = [ℏ]^{12} [c]^{− 12} . (Note that we need [k] to be 1, i.e. k as dimensionless).

SO(2, 4) ω^{MN} J_{MN} H_R(1, 3) λ^μ – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 ω^{μν} p^μ – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 f – [ℏ][c]^{−1} X_μ – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^12 J_{μν} E_μ – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^12 F – [ℏ]^{−1}[c] ×[ℏ][c]^{−1} X_μ – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 J_{μν} – [ℏ][c]^{−1} E_μ – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 F – H_{GH} (3) t – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 x^i – [ℏ]^12 [c]^12 ω^{ij} v^i – [c] p^i – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 e – [ℏ]^12 [c]^12 g – [ℏ] T – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^{− 1}2 X_i – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^12 J_{ij} K_i – [c]^{−1} P_i – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^{− 1}2 H – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^12 G – [ℏ]^{−1} ×[ℏ] T – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 X_i – [ℏ]^12 [c]^12 J_{ij} – [ℏ] K_i – [ℏ][c]^{−1} P_i – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 H – [ℏ]^12 [c]^12 G – S_G(3) t_c – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 [k_p] x^i_c – [ℏ]^12 [c]^12 [k][k_p] ω^{ij} v^i_c – [ck] p^i_c – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 [k_x] e_c – [ℏ]^12 [c]^12 [k_x] T^c – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^{− 1}2 [k_x]^{−1} X^c_i – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^12 [k_x]^{−1} J_{ij} K^c_i – [c]^{−1}[k]^{−1} P^c_i – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^{− 1}2 [k]^{−1}[k_p]^{−1} H^c – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^12 [k_p]^{−1} ×[ℏ][k][k_x][k_p] T^c – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 [k][k_p] X^c_i – [ℏ]^12 [c]^12 [k][k_p] J_{ij} – [ℏ][k][k_x][k_p] K^c_i – [ℏ][c]^{−1}[k_x][k_p] P^c_i – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 [k_x] H^c – [ℏ]^12 [c]^12 [k][k_x] S(1, 3) λ^μ_c – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 [k_p] ω^{μν} p^μ_c – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 [k_x] f – [ℏ][c]^{−1} X^c_μ – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^12 [k_x]^{−1} J_{μν} E^c_μ – [ℏ]^{− 1}2 [c]^12 [k_p]^{−1} F – [ℏ]^{−1}[c] ×[ℏ][c]^{−1}[k_x][k_p] X^c_μ – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 [k_p] J_{μν} – [ℏ][c]^{−1}[k_x][k_e] E^c_μ – [ℏ]^12 [c]^{− 1}2 [k_x] F – [k_x][k_p]