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A bstract

In thiswork recently suggested (by M arshall,Sim on,Penroseand

Bouwm eester)experim entofthequantum superposition ofa (quasi)-

m acroscopicm irror(an oscillating partofa M ichelson interferom eter)

interactingwith asinglephoton isconsequently interpreted by relative

decoherence.Nam ely,itisshown thatrelative decoherence(based on

thespontaneousunitary sym m etry (superposition)breaking (e� ective

hiding) ) on the photon caused by m irror is su� cient to m odelreal

m easurem entwith photon asa m easured quantum objectand m irror

asa m easurem entdevice.
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1 Introduction

Recently M arshall,Sim on,Penrose and Bouwm eester [1]suggested a very

interestingandim portantexperim ent.Theirsprim aryaim isanexperim ental

realization ofan analogy ofSchrdingercatparadox [2].

Precisely it was creation ofa realistic,i.e. observable,quantum super-

position on a m esoscopic,even (quasi)m acroscopicsystem (with 1014 atom s

and lineardim ensionsof10�m ). Itisa tiny m irror(a oscillating partofa

M ichelson interferom eter with high-�nes cavities) interacting with a single

photon. M ore precisely speaking there isa quantum dynam icalinteraction

between singlephoton (being initially in a quantum superposition)and m ir-

ror(beinginitiallydescribed by awavepacket)thatdocom m onlyaquantum

supersystem photon+m irror.In conditionsoftheextrem ely low tem perature

(lessthan 2m K,which elim inateanyenvironm entaltherm icalabsolutedeco-

herence)given dynam icalinteraction periodically,i.e. alternately correlates

(entangles)photon and m irrorinto photon+m irrorordecorrelates(disenta-

gles)photon+m irrorinto photon and m irror. Dynam icalrestitution ofcor-

relation breakse�ectively previousquantum superposition ofthephoton and

doesthatthe m irrorbe described by a quantum superposition ofthe wave

packets(m oreprecisely speaking itisdescribed by a second kind m ixture[3]

that includes given quantum superposition). But dynam icaldecorrelation

breakse�ectively previousquantum superposition ofthe m irrorand reverts

a quantum superposition ofthephoton which can besim ply experim entally

tested (by detection ofthe photon interference e�ects). Quantum superpo-

sition ofthe photon would notbe reverted in case thatby correlation any

absolutedecoherence on photon+m irror,aswellason m irroritselfappears.

Forthisreason revivalofthe quantum superposition ofthe photon can be
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considered asan im m ediate and retrospective proofthatm irrorpreviously,

i.e.during correlation hasbeen in a quantum superposition.

Second aim oftheauthors,i.e.:"onelong-term m otivation forthiskind

ofexperim ent is the search for unconventionaldecoherence processes" [1].

In otherwordsauthorsconsiderate im plicitly di�erentpossibilities(without

standard quantum m echanicalform alism [3]-[5]and itsusualinterpretation

[6],[7]foran absolute decoherence (collapse) on photon+m irror.

In thiswork suggested experim entofthequantum superposition ofgiven

m irrorwillbeconsequently analyzed in theconventionalway,i.e.from view

pointofthestandard quantum m echanicalform alism including itsusualin-

terpretation.

Nam ely an im portant theorem willbe proved that any exact quantum

superposition ofthewavepackets(thatdoesnotrepresentany wavepacket)

turnse�ectivelyapproxim ately,i.e.spontaneouslyandprobabilistically(spon-

taneous unitary sym m etry (superposition) breaking (e�ective hiding)) in

som e ofwave packetsfrom superposition. Itadm itsthata relative and ef-

fective decoherence (collapse) be consequently de�ned as a specialcase of

thegeneralform alism ofthe spontaneoussym m etry breaking (applicable in

m any di�erentdom ainsofthe physics,eg. quantum �eld theory,quantum

theoryofferro-m agnetism ,classicalm echanicsofthedeform ablebodies,etc.)

[8],[9].

Such relativeand e�ectivedecoherencerepresents,ofcourse,aconsequent

form alization ofBohr principle ofthe relative boundary (even com plem en-

tarity)between m easured quantum objectand m easurem ent device [6],[7].

Bohrsaid :"Especially,the singularposition ofthe m easuring instrum ents

in the account ofthe quantum phenom ena,just discussed,appears closely

analogous to well-known necessity in relativity theory ofupholding an or-
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dinary description ofallm easurem entprocess,including a sharp distinction

between space and tim e coordinates,although the very essence ofthisthe-

ory istheestablishm entofnew physicallaw,in thecom prehension ofwhich

we m ust renounce the custom ary separation ofspace and tim e ideas. The

dependence ofthe reference system ,in relativity theory,ofallreadings of

scalesand clocksm ay even be com pared with the essentially uncontrolable

exchange ofthem om entum orenergy between theobjectsofm easurem ents

and allinstrum ents de�ning the space-tim e system ofthe reference,which

in quantum theory confrontsuswith the situation characterized by notion

ofcom plem entarity. In fact this new feature ofnaturalphilosophy m eans

a radicalrevision ofourattitude asregardsphysicalreality,which m ay be

paralleled with thefundam entalm odi�cation ofallideasregarding theabso-

lute characterofphysicalphenom ena,broughtaboutby the generaltheory

ofrelativity." [6]

Finally,itwillbe proved thatin given M arshalletal. experim ent ofa

quantum superposition ofa m irrorallconditionsforrelativedecoherenceon

thecorrelated photon+m irroraresatis�ed sothatin thiscasephoton can be

consequently treated as a m easured quantum object and m irror as a m ea-

surem entdevice. So,m irrorcan beexactly treated asa (quasi)m acroscopic

objectin a quantum superposition (Schrdingercat),butcom plem entary,i.e.

e�ectively approxim ately itcan betreated asa (quasi)m icroscopicm easure-

m entdevice.

Allthis indicates,quite generally,that any absolute decoherence is not

necessary in any m easurem entprocess.Thus,itwillbe suggested that,like

rem arkable M ichelson experim ent that a�rm ed Einstein relativistic state-

m ent on the absence ofthe absolute space,M arshallet al. experim ent on

thequantum superposition ofa m irror(really included in a M ichelson inter-
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ferom eter) would to a�rm Bohr statem ent on the absence ofthe absolute

decoherence (collapse) and on the com pleteness ofthe standard quantum

m echanicalform alism .

2 R elative decoherenceasa spontaneousuni-

tary sym m etry (superposition) breaking

W ithin standard quantum m echanicalform alism [3]-[5]dynam icsofaquan-

tum system isdescribed by Schrdingerequation

Ĥ 	= i�h
@	

@t
(1)

where Ĥ represents corresponding Ham iltonian observable, 	 - quantum

stateoftheunitnorm from HilbertspaceH ,t-tim em om entand �h reduced

Planck constant.Form alsolution of(1)can bepresented by expression

	(t)= U (t)	 0 (2)

whereU (t)representscorresponding unitary evolution operatorand 	 0 ini-

tialquantum state. Obviously,there isdeterm inistic,i.e. one-to-one corre-

spondencebetween initialand �nalquantum state.

LetB = f	 n;8ng be an arbitrary tim e independent basisin H and let

U (t)B = fU (t)	 n;8ng representsbasisin H thatrepresentsthe dynam ical

evolution ofB.Then itfollows

	(t)=
X

n

(	 n(t);	(t))	 n(t)=
X

n

(	 n;	 0)	 n(t) (3)

where
X

n

j(	 n(t);	(t))j
2
=

X

n

j(	 n;	 0)j
2
= 1 (4)
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In sense of(3)and (4)quantum m echanicaldynam icalevolution conserves

superposition and unitnorm ofthe quantum state during tim e and itdoes

notpreferany basisin H .Itrepresentsafundam entalsym m etry ofquantum

m echanicaldynam ics,called unitarysym m etry,which practically m eansthat

allreferentialfram es,i.e. allbasesin Hilbertspace can be treated ascom -

pletely sam eright.In thisway unitarysym m etry representsaveryim portant

sym m etry thatconnects the kinem aticalaspects (characteristics ofHilbert

space) and dynam icalaspects ofthe quantum m echanics,like Galileisym -

m etry within classicalm echanicsorLorentzsym m etry within specialtheory

ofrelativity.

Butthere isfollowing,seem ingly unam biguous,experim entalfact. By a

m easurem entofsom eobservablewith eigen basisB realized on them easured

quantum objectO,in quantum state	(t)given state turnsexactly in som e

quantum state 	 n from B with probability wn(t) = j(	 n;	(t))j
2 for arbi-

trary n.Duration ofthem easurem entisrelatively very short,sothatduring

thism easurem ente�ectsofthedynam icalevolution ofisolated O can bene-

glected.In thisway given m easurem entbreaksexactlyand absolutelyunitary

sym m etry (doesabsoluteexactcollapse),sinceeven ifitconservesunitnorm

ofthe quantum state itbreakssuperposition. Forthisreason within stan-

dard quantum m echanicalform alism m easurem ent cannot be consistently

presented by any exactquantum m echanicaldynam icalevolution on O.

M oreover,von Neum ann proved [4]that within standard quantum m e-

chanicalform alism m easurem entcannotbepresented by any exactquantum

m echanicaldynam icalevolution even on the quantum supersystem O+M ,

consisting from dynam ically interacting quantum subsystem s,O and m ea-

surem entdevice M .Thisvon Neum ann proofisconceptually very sim ple.
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Nam ely,letO beforem easurem entbein a quantum state

	
O
=

X

n

cn	
O
n (5)

Here BO = f	 O
n ;8ng represents eigen basis ofthe m easured observable in

Hilbertspace H O ofO,while cn for8n represent superposition coe�cients

thatsatisfy norm alization condition

X

n

jcnj
2
= 1 (6)

Letbeforem easurem entM bein a quantum state	 M
0
from BM = f	 M

n ;8ng

thatrepresentseigen basisoftheso-called pointerobservablein Hilbertspace

H M ofM .Then before m easurem ent O+M is described by noncorrelated

quantum state

	
O

 	

M
=

X

n

cn	
O
n 
 	

M
0

(7)

from H O 
 HM ,where
 representstensorialproduct.

Usualem piricalfacts that characterize m easurem ent need that unitary

evolution operatorU O + M corresponding to m easurem ent be determ ined in

such way thatitrestitutesone-to-one correspondence between BO and BM

withoutany changingofthesuperposition coe�cientsin (7).Itsim ply m ean

thatafterm easurem enttreated asa quantum m echanicaldynam icalevolu-

tion on O+M thisO+M m ustbe�nally in thefollowing correlated quantum

state

	
O + M

=
X

n

cn	
O
n 
 	

M
n (8)

from H O 
 HM .

Howeverwithin standard quantum m echanicalform alism 	 O + M (asthe

�nalresult ofthe quantum m echanicaldynam icalevolution on O+M ) is

di�erentfrom any pureorm ixed quantum stateofO+M thatcan correspond
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to �nalem piricalm easurem entresults. Precisely within standard quantum

m echanicalform alism 	 O + M isdi�erentfrom any 	 O
n 
 	Mn orfrom m ixture

ofsuch quantum stateswith corresponding statisticalweightswn = jcnj
2 for

8n.

In this way,according to von Neum ann proof,determ inistic dynam ical

evolution and probabilistic m easurem ent represent two exact but quite in-

dependent and di�erent ways ofthe change ofthe quantum state within

standard quantum m echanicalform alism .Origin ofthequantum m echanical

dynam icalevolution is m ore or less clear,while origin ("place and tim e")

ofthe m easurem ent,precisely decoherence (collapse) is com pletely unclear

and itm ustbead hocpostulated (von Neum ann projection postulate),like

absolutespacein classicalm echanics.In any way itrepresentsaseriousopen

problem in quantum m echanicsfoundation [10].

There are two opposite attem ptsofthe solution ofgiven problem . First

one accepts unitary sym m etry (superposition) breaking (decoherence,col-

lapse)by m easurem entasan absolute exactphenom enon.Sim ultaneously it

considersthatstandard quantum m echanicalform alism isincom plete (even

contradictory) and that it m ust be extended by som e unconventionalbut

com plete theory. But,as it is well-known [11]-[13],such solution is very

nonplausiblesinceitpredictsbasiccontradiction between quantum m echan-

icsand theory ofrelativity and forbidsbuilding ofany consistentquantum

�eld theory.

Second oneattem ptofthesolution ofm easurem entordecoherence (col-

lapse)problem representsBohrrelative boundary between O and M orrel-

ativedecoherence(collapse)principle(thisprinciplerepresentsgeneralform

ofthe Bohr com plem entarity principle) [6],[7]. It supposes that quantum

m echanicaldynam icalevolution represents unique com pletely exactform of

8



the quantum state change which im plies that unitary sym m etry stands al-

ways exactly conserved. Also,it m eans that �nalresult ofthe com pletely

exactinteraction between O and M isgiven by 	 O + M (8),so thatabsolute

boundarybetween O and M orabsolutedecoherence(collapse)doesnotexist

atall.

Butintroduced supposition needsthatm easurem entbede�ned in an es-

pecialway butwithin standard quantum m echanicalform alism exclusively.

Itseem sthatBohrsuggested thatexactdecoherence(collapse)on thequan-

tum m echanically exactly described O isnotabsolutely exact butonly rel-

atively and e�ectively exact. Nam ely,itappearsonly in relation to approx-

im ately quantum m echanically,i.e. "classicalm echanically" described M .

In thissense given "classical" description ofM generatese�ective and rela-

tiveboundary between quantum described O and "classically" described M .

M ore precisely speaking [14],[15]BM m ustbe an especially chosen basisof

weaklyinterferingwavepackets(which m eansthatthedistancebetween cen-

tersofany two wave packetsm ustbegreaterthan any wave packetwidth),

whileBO isexactly uniquely correlated BM by U O + M .Obviously given exact

unique quantum dynam icalcorrelation between BO and BM forbidsany si-

m ultaneousexactunam biguousquantum dynam icalcorrelation between any

basis incom patible with BO in H O and BM . In other words it m eans that

m utually noncom m utativeobservableofO can bem easured neithersim ulta-

neously norby the sam e m easurem entdevice which,obviously,corresponds

to Heisenberg uncertainty relations.

Thus,com pletelyexactquantum description ofO+M (withoutanybound-

ary between O and M )and hybrid description ofO+M (e�ectively exactde-

scription ofO and "classical" description ofM )existsim ultaneously buton

thediscretely di�erentlevelsoftheanalysisaccuracy.Any ofthesetwolevels
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can bechosen quitearbitrary butrelativeand e�ectivedecoherenceexistson

the levelofhybrid description only. In thisway Bohrprinciple ofthe rela-

tiveboundary and relativedecoherenceyieldsasolid basisforunderstanding

ofthem easurem entprocesswithin standard quantum m echanicalform alism

withoutany contradiction (in previously noted sense[11]-[13])with theory

ofrelativity orquantum �eld theory.

However,asithasbeen pointed out[10],m easurem ent cannotbe com -

pletely form alized by presented suppositionson therelativeboundary orrel-

ative decohenrece principle only. Nam ely,even forBM asa basisofweakly

interfereing wavepackets	 O + M conservesthesam eform (8)thatcannotto

explain appearance of	 O
n 
 	Mn with probability wn forarbitrary n in case

ofan individualm easurem ent.

Nevertheless,noted problem ofthe consequent form alization ofthe rel-

ative boundary orrelative decoherence principle can be solved in following

way.Itcan beobserved thata physicalstateisdynam ically stable ifitsat-

is�es corresponding dynam icalequation,i.e. corresponding Ham ilton least

action principle. In this sense a quantum state is quantum m echanically

always dynam ically butitis notalways classicalm echanically dynam ically

stable.Precisely speaking a quantum state isclassicalm echanically dynam -

ically stable only in wave packetapproxim ation while in allother casesitis

classicalm echanically dynam ically nonstable. As it is well-known [3],[5]a

quantum state	 satis�eswavepacketapproxim ation iffollowing issatis�ed

j(	;Â	)j� ((	; Â
2
	)� (	; Â	)

2
)
1

2 (9)

i.e.ifabsolutevalueofaveragevalueofanyobservable Â from orbitalHilbert

spacein 	 ism any tim esgreaterthatthestandard deviation Â in 	.

Furtheritisnothard toseethatfollowingissatis�ed.Anyquantum state
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representing a (nontrivial) superposition ofweakly interfering wave packets

from som ebasisofHilbertspacedoesnotrepresentanywavepacket.Itm eans

thatany superposition oftheweaklyinterferingwavepacketsisquantum m e-

chanicallydynam icallystablebutthatitisclassicalm echanicallydynam ically

nonstable.Forthisreason given superposition withoutany itschangeon the

quantum levelofanalysisaccuracy turnsspontaneously (dynam ically nonob-

servably and probabilistically),under condition ofthe conservation ofunit

norm ofthequantum state,in itsarbitrary wavepacketon the"classicalm e-

chanical" leveloftheanalysisaccuracy.Thisspontaneousunitary sym m etry

(precisely superposition)breaking (e�ectivehiding),representing an especial

case ofthe generalform alism ofthe spontaneous sym m etry breaking (ap-

plicable in di�erentdom ainsofthephysics:quantum �eld theory,quantum

theory oftheferro-m agnetism ,classicalm echanicsofthedeform ablebodies,

etc.) [8],[9],can betreated asaselfdecoherence(selfcollapse).In thisway an

im portanttheorem on the selfdecoherence asspontaneousunitary sym m etry

(superposition)breaking (e�ective hiding)isproved.

Such "classicalm echanical" selfdecoherenceappearsobviously on M and,

by m eansofthepreviously quantum m echanically dynam ically realized cor-

relation between O and M ,itm anifestsitselfm ediately asan e�ective exact

quantum m echanicalrelative decoherence(collapse)on O .

So,itcan be concluded thatBohrprinciple ofthe relative boundary or

relative decoherence can be consequently form alized within standard quan-

tum m echanicalform alism by m eansofthe spontaneousunitary sym m etry

(superposition)breaking.

In thisway itcan be stated that,there are,practiaclly only two possi-

ble generalwaysforsolution ofthe problem ofthe quantum m easurem ent:

�rst one with absolute decoherence and second one with relative decoher-
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ence. Independently from noted theoreticalnonplausibility ofthe absolute

decoherence theoriesand theoreticalplausibility ofthe relative decoherence

theories�naldecision which ofthese two generaltypesoftheoriesisphysi-

cally acceptable can beobtained only by m eansofa convenientexperim ent

(m easurem ent). Such experim ent m ust to detect exact quantum superpo-

sition e�ects,ifthey exist,on O+M ,and,without any principalchanging

(exceptcorresponding approxim ation)ofthedynam icalinteraction between

O and M ,decoherencee�ects,ifthey exist,on O+M .In caseofthepositive

detection in both casesitcan bestated thatM realizesrelativedecoherence

on O and thatexperim ent veri�esrelative decoherence theories. In case of

the positive detection in second case only it can be stated thatM realizes

absolute decoherence on O and thatabsolute decoherence theoriesare veri-

�ed.

Itcan beobserved thatsuggested experim entcan bevery hardly techni-

cally realized on usualm easurem entdevicesthatrepresentsvery m acroscop-

icalobjectswith extrem ely weakly m anifestablequantum characteristics.It

representsbasicalreason why problem ofthem easurem entwithin quantum

m echanicsisnotyetde�nitely solved! Butitcan be pointed outthattheo-

riesoftherelativedecoherencedoesnotneed thatM beonly m acroscopical.

Relative boundary can be translated toward m ezoscopic,even m icroscopic

system sthatcan beconveniently chosen form easurem entdevices.

In furtherwork itwillbe shown thatM arshalletal. experim enton the

superposition ofthem irror[1]representsan experim entthatcan com pletely

tochecktheoriesoftheabsolutedecoherenceaswellastheoriesoftherelative

decoherence. In other words this experim ent is com pletely able to answer

there isan absolute orrelative decoherence within quantum m echanicsand

nature. In this sense M arshalletal. experim ent would be com pared with
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rem arkableM ichelson experim entthata�rm edabsenceoftheabsolutespace.

3 Q uantum Superposition ofa M irror as an

experim entaltest of the relative decoher-

ence existence

Suggested experim entalcircum stances of the quantum superposition ofa

m irrorisdiscussed in [1]while theoreticalbasisofthisexperim ent isaccu-

rately given in [16]-[19].Em phasisof[1],[16]-[19]isthepossibility thata

(quasi)m acroscopic m irror(like Schrdingercat[2])be in a quantum super-

position withoutany absolutedecoherence.Nam ely itissupposed im plicitly

in [1],[16]-[19]thatabsolute decoherence really exists butthatitcan be

caused by environm entaltherm alin
uencesorby som eotherunconventional

way.Supposing thatatextrem ely low tem perature(sm allerthan 2m K)such

environm entalin
uences can be neglected in given m irror experim ent it is

concluded in [1],[16]-[19]thathere absolute decoherence doesnotoccur.

Itrepresentsa correctconclusion that,very probably,should bea�rm ed by

realization oftheexperim ent.

Butin [1],[16]-[19]thepossibility thatin given experim entwith m irror

a relative decoherence can appear and relative boundary principle can be

a�rm ed isnotconsidered.In furtherwork itwillbeshown thatin thesam e

m irrorexperim entallconditionsforrelativedecoherencearesatis�ed sothat

itcan beexpected thatrealexperim entshould toa�rm relativedecoherence

concepts. Precisely speaking itwillbe dem onstrated thatsingle photon in

M ichelson interferom etercan be treated asO and tiny oscillating m irroras

M in sense ofthe relative decoherence discussed in the previous section of

thiswork.In otherwordsitwillbedem onstrated thathereboth cases,�rst
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one with quantum superposition on O+M ,and second one with absolute

orrelative decoherence on O caused by M only (since environm ent can be

neglected) exist and can be realistically experim entaly checked. (For rela-

tiveboundary view pointenvironm entalin
uencescan to causeonly relative

decoherence (collapse) too while quantum superposition, that really exist

on the supersystem O+M +environm entisextrem ely hardly experim entally

checkable.)

Since in [1], [16]- [19]allexperim entaland theoreticaldetails ofthe

quantum superposition ofgiven m irrorhavebeen presented clearly and com -

pletely attention ofthis work willbe directed on the principalaspects of

given experim entonly.

So,before exact quantum m echanicaldynam icalinteraction with tiny

m irrorm ,photon p,thatpropagatesthrough M ichelson interferom eter,isin

a quantum superposition

j	
p
i=

1
p
2
(jB

p
i+ jA

p
i) (10)

where jB pirepresentsquantum stateofp propagating through interferom e-

terarm B withoutm while jA pirepresentsquantum state ofp propagating

through interferom eter arm A with m . (Given quantum superposition on

p can be sim ply im m ediately detected by corresponding interference e�ects

detectorsbutsuch detection would representaradicalrevision ofgiven exper-

im entalschem e.) Sim ultaneously m is,before interaction with p,described

by a rested wavepacketj0m iso thatp+m isdescribed,beforeinteraction,by

noncorrelated quantum state

j	
p
i
 j0

m
i=

1
p
2
(jB

p
i+ jA

p
i
 j0

m
i (11)

Exactquantum m echanicaldynam icalinteraction between p and m [1],
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[16]-[19]changesj	 pi
 j0m iduring tim etinto following quantum state

j	
p+ m

(t)i=
a
p
2
exp(� I!pt)(jB

p
i
 j0

m
i+ f(k;!m ;t)jA

p
i
 jg(k;!m ;t)

m
i):

(12)

Here !p represents constant p frequency, !m - constant m frequency, k -

constantparam eterthatquanti�esthedisplacem entofm in unitsofthesize

ofthe ground state wave packet. Also,here f(k;!m ;t) = exp(ik2(!m t�

sin!m t))represents a quasiperiodical(with period Tm = 2�

!m
function,and

jg(k;m ;t)ia periodical(with period Tm )quantum statesuch that

jg(k;!m ;Tm )
m
i= j0

m
i (13)

Itm eansthat,according to (12),(13),p+m isinitially,i.e.in zero tim em o-

m ent,aswellasin followinglatertim em om entsTm ;2Tm :::,exactly described

by a noncorrelated quantum state,while in allothertim e m om entsp+m is

exactly described by a correlated quantum state. (M ore precisely speaking

thereisarelatively sm all(in respecttoTm )tim eintervals(nTm �
�

2
;nTm +

�

2
)

forn=0,1,2,... whose equivalentdurations� depend from experim entalcir-

cum stances. W ithin any ofthese intervalsp+m isdescribed by a noncorre-

lated quantum state while withoutthese intervalsitisdescribed by a non-

correlated quantum statein a satisfactory approxim ation.Forthisreason �

2

can betreated asa tim eintervalofan e�ectivecorrelation ordecorrelation.)

Itissatis�ed

jg
m
i� jg(k;!m ;t)

m
i= jg� (k;!m ;t)

m
i+ jg+ (k;!m ;t)

m
i� jg

m
�
i+ jg

m
+
i (14)

wherejgm
�
i� jg� (k;!m ;t)

m iand jgm
+
i� jg+ (k;!m ;t)

m iaretim edependent

wave packets ofm . They m ove periodically in opposite directions so that

distance between these two packets becom es m axim al,close to 2k,in tim e
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m om ents Tm
2
;3Tm

2
;:::and m inim al,i.e. zero in tim e m om ents0,Tm ;2Tm ;:::

. Obviously, (14),except in tim e m om ents 0,Tm ;2Tm ;:::(precisely tim e

intervals(nTm �
�

2
;nTm +

�

2
)forn=0,1,2,...),representsanontrivialquantum

superposition (for this reason �

2
can be treated as a tim e intervalofthe

restitution ofan e�ective decoherence orcoherencetoo).

Undera condition

k
2
� 1 (15)

m om entum thatm obtainsfrom p isgreaterthan initialm om entum uncer-

tainty ofm .Alsoitm eansthatm axim aldistancebetween two superposition

term s jgm
�
i and jgm

+
i becom es equalorgreaterthan one size ofthe ground

statewavepacketofm ,j0m i.Roughly speaking undercondition (15)m ap-

pearssim ultaneously in twoplacesdistinctfrom initial.Itcan beadded that

undercondition (15)wave packetsjgm
�
iand jgm

+
ibecom e weakly interfering

notonly m utually butwith wave packetoftheground stateofm ,j0m itoo.

Asithasbeen noted,in [1]itisdem onstrated thatfortem perature less

than 2 m K therm alin
uence ofthe environm ent on m can be neglected.

Forthisreason,forgiven tem perature,environm entcannotto generateany

(absolute)decoherence on p+m .

Allthis adm its following conclusions. Initially noncorrelated p+m de-

scribed by (11),with pin aquantum superposition (10),evolvesdynam ically

during tim e interval(0;�
2
) in a correlated quantum state (12). Given cor-

related quantum state includes, roughly speaking,a subsystem ic e�ective

decoherence on p and subsystem ic quantum superposition jgm ion m (pre-

cisely speaking m isdescribed by a second kind m ixture [3]ofinitialwave

packetj0m iand quantum superposition jgm i(14)).Thisquantum superpo-

sition (12),withoutany decorrelation orwithoutany subsystem iccoherence

16



revivalon p orwithoutany subsystem icdecoherenceof(14),evolvesdynam -

ically during tim einterval(0+ �

2
;Tm �

�

2
).Duringtim einterval(Tm �

�

2
;Tm )

adynam icaldecorrelation on p+m ,asubsystem iccoherencerevivalon pand

a subsystem ic decoherence on m occur. So in tim e m om ent Tm there is a

com plete dynam icalreturn ofp+m in a like initial,noncorrelated quantum

statewhich can besim ply im m ediatelychecked by correspondingdetection of

theinterference e�ectson p only.Positive detection ofp interference e�ects

adm itsa consistent m ediate and retrospective statem ent thatpreviously,in

(0+ �

2
;Tm � �

2
),p+m has been in a correlated quantum state and m in a

quantum superposition.Butthesam epositivedetection representsnoneim -

m ediate and predictive detection ofcorresponding correlated quantum state

ofp+m orcorresponding susbsystem ic quantum superposition ofm . Also,

given detection representingan additional,controlm easurem entchangesrad-

ically previousdynam icalevolution on p+m .W ithoutthisdetection dynam -

icalevolution on p+m occurs in any later tim e m om ent periodically in an

equivalentway.

On thebasisofthepreviousanalysisitcan beexpected thatrealexperi-

m entwillshow thatdynam icalinteraction between p and m doesnotcause

any absolutedecoherenceon p+m in any tim em om ent.

But it is not hard to see that during (0+ �

2
;Tm � �

2
),when p+m is in

correlated quantum state (12),allconditionsforan e�ective approxim ation

ofthisstate by relatively decoherentstate (presented in previoussection of

thiswork)aresatis�ed.

Firstly,p+m isreally described by a correlated quantum statej	 p+ m (t)i

(12).

Secondly, m is e�ectively subsystem ically described by a second kind

m ixture ofthe initialwave packet j0m i and jgm i representing an quantum
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superposition ofthewavepacketsjgm
�
iand jgm

+
i.

Thirdly ,according to (12)there isone-to-one correlation between jB pi

and j0m ifrom one,and between jA piand jgm ifrom otherside.

Fourth,according to (15),allthree wave packetsj0m i,jgm
�
iand jgm

+
iare

m utually weakly interfering.

For this reason, according to theorem of the selfdecoherence, during

(0+ �

2
;Tm +

�

2
)on subsystem ically e�ectively approxim ately,i.e."classicaly"

described M e�ective approxim ate selfdecoherence exists. Sim ultaneously,

according to quantum correlation (12),in relation to selfdecoherent m on

subsystem ically e�ectively quantum m echanically exactly described p e�ec-

tiveexactrelativedecoherenceexists.Thise�ectiveand relativedecoherence

on pcan becertainly a�rm ed by additionalcontrolm easurem ent,i.e.by de-

tection ofthe com plete absence ofthe interference e�ectson p only during

given tim e interval.Certainty ofthedetection ofabsence ofinterference ef-

fectson p can be,in senseofEinstein criterion [20],used asa su�cientproof

thatbefore detection p ise�ectively in a relatively decoherentstate caused

by selfdecoherence on m . Thus,in sense ofEinstein criterion given detec-

tion isneitherm ediatenorretrospective,butofcoursesuch detection asan

additionalm easurem ent changes radically previousdynam icalevolution on

p+m .Ofcourse,equivalentdetection in tim em om entTm ,in senseofprevi-

ousdiscussion,can toa�rm thatpreviousdecoherenceisreally e�ectiveand

relativebutnotabsolute.

Allthis adm its that during (0 + �

2
;Tm � �

2
) exact correlated quantum

statej	 p+ m (t)i(12)on p+m can bee�ectively approxim ated by a discretely

di�erenthybrid description ofp+m corresponding to a relative collapse on

p as O caused by selfdecoherent m as M . In this way m is not only a

(quasi)m acroscopic system in a quantum superposition but it is,com ple-
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m entary,a (quasi)m icroscopic m easurem entdevice. Also,itcan be pointed

outthathere tim e interval(0;�
2
)can be treated in two discretely di�erent

ways.Exactly quantum m echanically dynam ically itrepresentsthetim ein-

tervalofthedynam icalrealization ofthecorrelation between p and m .But

e�ectivelyapproxim atelyquantum m echanically,or"classically"itrepresents

a tim eintervaloftherelativedecoherence realization.

In thisway itisproved thatM arshalletal. experim entofthequantum

superposition ofa m irrorrepresentsan experim entaltestthatshould to af-

�rm the relative decoherence concept,i.e. relative boundary principle and

com pletenessofthestandard quantum m echanicalform alism .

4 C onclusion

In conclusion following can be only repeated and pointed out. M arshallet

al. experim ent ofthe quantum superposition ofa m irror should to testify

notonly a (quasi)m acroscopic quantum superposition. Itshould to testify

also relative decoherence (as a spontaneous unitary sym m etry (superposi-

tion)breaking (e�ective hiding)),i.e.relativeboundary principleand com -

pleteness ofthe standard quantum m echanicalform alism . In this sense it

would have sam e signi�cance in foundation ofthe quantum m echanics as

wellasrem arkableM ichelson experim entin foundation ofthespecialtheory

ofrelativity. Itis a curiosity thatboth experim ents use practically identi-

calexperim entalcircum stancesand thatthey negate absolute concepts,i.e.

conceptsofthefundam entalsym m etriesabsolutebreaking.
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