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A bstract

In thiswork recently suggested (y M arshall, Sin on, Penrose and
Bouwm eester) experin ent of the quantum superposition ofa (quasi)—
m acroscopicm irror (an oscillating part ofa M ichelson interferom eter)
Interacting w ith a single photon is consequently interpreted by relative
decocherence. N am ely, it is shown that relative decoherence (based on
the spontaneocus uniary symm etry (superposition) breaking (e ective
hiding) ) on the photon caused by m irror is su cient to m odel real
m easuram ent w ith photon as a m easured quantum ob gct and m irror
as a m easuram ent device.
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1 Introduction

Recently M arshall, Sin on, Penrose and Bouwm eester [l] suggested a very
Interesting and in portant experim ent. T heirsprin ary ain isan experin ental
realization of an analogy of Schrdinger cat paradox RI.

P recisely it was creation of a realistic, ie. observable, quantum super-
position on a m esoscopic, even (quasi)m acroscopic system  (with 10'* atom s
and lnear din ensions of 10 m ). It is a tiny m irror (a oscillating part of a
M ichelson interferom eter w ith high— nes cavities) Interacting w ith a single
photon. M ore precisely speaking there is a quantum dynam ical interaction
between single photon (peing nidally n a quantum superposition) and m ir-
ror (being initially described by a wave packet) that do comm only a quantum
supersystem photon+ m irror. In conditions ofthe extram ely low tem perature
(lessthan 2m K , which elim inate any environm ental them icalabsolute deco-
herence) given dynam ical interaction periodically, ie. altemately correlates
(entanglks) photon and m irror into photon+ m irror or decorrelates (disenta—
gles) photon+ m irror into photon and m irror. D ynam ical restitution of cor-
relation breakse ectively previous quantum superposition ofthe photon and
does that the m irror be described by a quantum superposition of the wave
packets (m ore precisely speaking it is described by a second kind m ixture [3]
that includes given quantum superposition). But dynam ical decorrelation
breaks e ectively previous quantum superposition of the m irror and reverts
a quantum superposition of the photon which can be sin ply experin entally
tested (by detection of the photon Interference e ects). Quantum superpo—
sition of the photon would not be reverted in case that by correlation any
absolute decoherence on photon+ m irror, as well as on m irror itself appears.

For this reason revival of the quantum superposition of the photon can be



considered as an inm ediate and retrospective proof that m irror previously,
ie. during correlation hasbeen In a quantum superposition.

Second ain ofthe authors, ie. : "one long-tem m otivation for this kind
of experin ent is the search for unconventional decoherence processes" [1].
In other words authors considerate In plicitly di erent possbilities @ ithout
standard quantum m echanical form alism (B3] - [B] and its usual interpretation
6], [7] for an absoluite decocherence (collapse) on photon+m irror.

In thiswork suggested experim ent of the quantum superposition of given
m irror w illbe consequently analyzed in the conventionalway, ie. from view
point of the standard quantum m echanical form alisn including its usual in-—
terpretation.

Namely an in portant theorem will be proved that any exact quantum
superposition of the wave padkets (that does not represent any w ave packet)
tumse ectively approxin ately, ie. soontaneously and probabilistically (spon—
taneous unitary symm etry (superposition) breaking (e ective hiding)) in
som e of wave packets from superposition. Tt adm is that a relhtive and ef-
fective decoherence (collapse) be consequently de ned as a special case of
the general form alisn of the spontaneous sym m etry breaking (applicable in
m any di erent dom ains of the physics, eg. quantum eld theory, quantum
theory of ferro-m agnetisn , classicalm echanics ofthe deform able bodies, etc.)

Bl,P1.

Such relative and e ective decoherence represents, of course, a consequent
form alization of Bohr principle of the whtive boundary (even com plem en—
tarity) between m easured quantum ob fct and m easurem ent device [6], [7].
Bohr said : "E specially, the sihgular position of the m easuring instrum ents
iIn the acoount of the quantum phenom ena, Jjust discussed, appears closely
analogous to wellknown necessity in rwelhativity theory of upholding an or-



dinary description of allm easurem ent process, Including a sharp distinction
between space and tin e coordinates, although the very essence of this the-
ory is the establishm ent of new physical law, in the com prehension ofwhich
we must renounce the custom ary ssparation of space and tin e ideas. The
dependence of the reference system , in rehtivity theory, of all readings of
scales and clocks m ay even be com pared w ith the essentially uncontrolable
exchange of the m om entum or energy between the ob cts of m easuram ents
and all nstrum ents de ning the spacetin e system of the reference, which
In quantum theory confronts us w ith the situation characterized by notion
of com plam entarity. In fact this new feature of natural philosophy m eans
a radical revision of our attitude as regards physical reality, which m ay be
paralleled w ith the fundam entalm odi cation ofall ideas regarding the abso—
lute character of physical phenom ena, brought about by the general theory
of relativity." [6]

Finall, i will be proved that In given M arshall et al. experim ent of a
quantum superposition of a m irror all conditions for relative decoherence on
the correlated photon+ m irvor are satis ed so that in this case photon can be
consequently treated as a m easured quantum ob fct and m irror as a m ea—
surem ent device. So, m irror can be exactly treated as a (quasi)m acroscopic
cbct In a quantum superposition (Schrdinger cat), but com plem entary, ie.
e ectively approxin ately it can be treated as a (quasi)m icroscopic m easure-
m ent device.

A 11 this Indicates, quite generally, that any absolute decoherence is not
necessary in any m easurem ent process. T hus, it will be suggested that, lke
ram arkable M ichelson experim ent that a m ed Einstein relativistic state—
m ent on the absence of the absolute space, M arshall et al. experin ent on
the quantum superposition of a m irror (really included in a M ichelson inter-



ferom eter) would to a mn Bohr statem ent on the absence of the absolute
decocherence (collapse) and on the com pleteness of the standard quantum
m echanical form align .

2 Relative decoherence as a spontaneousuni-
tary sym m etry (superposition) breaking

W ithin standard quantum m echanical form alisn [B]— B]dynam ics ofa quan-—
tum system is descrbed by Schrdinger equation

A @
H =i — @)
@t

where H represents corresponding Ham iltonian observable, — quantum
state ofthe unit nom from H ibert space H , t —tim em om ent and h reduced

P landk constant. Fom al solution of (1) can be presented by expression
©=U0 o @)

where U (t) represents corresoonding unitary evolution operator and o Ini-
tial quantum state. O bviously, there is detem inistic, ie. oneto-one corre-
soondence between initialand nalquantum state.

Let B = £ ,;8ng be an arbirary tin e independent basis n H and lt
U (B = fU (t) ,;8ng represents basis n H that represents the dynam ical
evolution of B. Then i follows
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In sense of (3) and (@) quantum m echanical dynam ical evolution conserves
superposition and uni nom of the quantum state during tin e and it does
not prefer any basis in H . It represents a fuindam ental sym m etry of quantum
m echanicaldynam ics, called unitary sym m etry, which practically m eansthat
all referential fram es, ie. allbases in H ibert space can be treated as com —
plktely sam e right. In thisway uniary sym m etry represents a very in portant
symm etry that connects the kinem atical aspects (characteristics of H ibert
goace) and dynam ical aspects of the quantum m echanics, lke G alilei sym —
m etry within classical m echanics or Lorentz sym m etry w thin special theory
of relativiy.

But there is follow ing, seem Ingly unam biguous, experin ental fact. By a
m easuram ent of som e ocbservable w ith eigen basisB realized on them easured
quantum obct O, In quantum state () given state tums exactly in som e
quantum state , from B wih probabilty w, ) = I( n; (©))3? Pr arbi
trary n. D uration ofthem easurem ent is relatively very short, so that during
thism easurem ent e ects of the dynam icalevolution of isolated O can be ne-
glected. In thisway given m easuram ent breaks exactly and absolutely unitary
symm etry (does absolute exact collapse), since even if it conserves unit nom
of the quantum state it breaks superposition. For this reason w ithin stan-
dard quantum m echanical form alisn m easurem ent cannot be consistently
presented by any exact quantum m echanical dynam ical evolution on O .

M oreover, von Neum ann proved (] that wihin standard quantum me-
chanical form alism m easurem ent cannot be presented by any exact quantum
m echanical dynam ical evolution even on the quantum supersystem O+M,
consisting from dynam ically interacting quantum subsystem s, O and m ea—

surem ent device M . T his von N eum ann proof is conceptually very sin ple.



Nam ely, et O before m easurem ent be in a quantum state
°= & . 5)

Here B, = £ 9;8ng represents eigen basis of the m easured observabk in
H ibert space Hy 0f0, whik ¢, for 8n represent superposition coe cients
that satisfy nom alization condition
X
mf=1 (6)

n

Letbeforem easurement M be in a quantum state § from By = £ U

.
n

8ng
that represents eigen basis ofthe so—called pointer cbservable In H ibert space
Hy ofM . Then before measurament O+M is described by noncorrelated
quantum state

°© "= a9 0 (7)

from H, Hy where  represents tensorialproduct.

U sual em pirdcal facts that characterize m easurem ent need that unitary
evolution operator U .y corresponding to m easuram ent be determ ned in
such way that it restitutes oneto-one correspondence between By and By
w ithout any changing ofthe superposition coe cientsin (7). It sin ply m ean
that after m easuram ent treated as a quantum m echanical dynam ical evolu—
tion on O +M thisO+M mustbe nally n the follow Ing correlated quantum
Sstate

OoO+M 0] M (8)

from H, Hy .
However w thin standard quantum m echanical orm alism  °*M (as the
nal result of the quantum m echanical dynam ical evolution on O+M ) is
di erent from any pure orm ixed quantum state ofO+M that can corresoond



to nalem pirical m easurem ent results. P recisely within standard quantum
mechanical form alisn  °*" isdi erent from any O M or from m ixture
of such quantum states w ith corresponding statisticalweights w, = 5, ¥ 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 of the change of the quantum state within
standard quantum m echanical form alism . O rigin ofthe quantum m echanical
dynam ical evolution is m ore or lss clar, whilke origh ("place and tine")
of the m easuram ent, precisely decoherence (collbpse) is com pletely unclear
and i must be ad hoc postulated (von Neum ann profction postulate), ke
absolute space In classicalm echanics. In any way it represents a serious open
problm In quantum m echanics foundation [L0].

T here are two opposite attem pts of the solution of given problam . F irst
one acospts unitary symm etry (superposition) breaking (decoherence, col-
lapse) by m easuram ent as an absolute exact phenom enon. Sin ultaneously it
considers that standard quantum m echanical form alian is ilncom plete (even
contradictory) and that it must be extended by som e unconventional but
com plete theory. But, as it is welkknown [11] — [L3], such solution is very
nonplausble since it predicts basic contradiction between quantum m echan-
ics and theory of relativity and forbids building of any consistent quantum

eld theory.

Second one attem pt of the solution of m easurem ent or decoherence (col-
lapse) problem represents Bohr relative boundary between O and M or el
ative decoherence (collapse) principle (this principle represents general form
of the Bohr com plem entarity principle) [6], [7]. Ik supposes that quantum
m echanical dynam ical evolution represents unigue com pktely exact form of



the quantum state change which inplies that unitary symm etry stands at
ways exactly conserved. A lso, i means that nal resul of the com pltely
exact interaction between O and M isgiven by °*™ (8), so that absolute
boundary between O and M or absolute decoherence ( collapse) does not exist
atall.

But introduced supposition needs that m easurem ent be de ned in an es-
pecialway but w ithin standard quantum m echanical form alisn exclusively.
Tt seam s that B ohr suggested that exact decoherence (collapse) on the quan-—
tum m echanically exactly described O is not absolutely exact but only =k
atively and e ectively exact. Nam ely, i appears only in relation to approx—
In ately quantum m echanically, ie. "classical m echanically" described M .
In this sense given "classical" description of M generates e ective and rela—
tive boundary between quantum describbed O and "classically™ described M .
M ore precisely speaking [14], [15] By must be an especially chosen kasis of
weakly interfering wave packets which m eans that the distance between cen-
ters of any two wave packets m ust be greater than any wave padket w idth),
whik B, isexactly uniquely correlated By by U o+m - Obviously given exact
unigque quantum dynam ical correlation between By and By forbids any si-
m ultaneous exact unam biguous quantum dynam ical correlation between any
basis nocom patlble wih B, in Hy and By . In other words it m eans that
m utually noncom m utative cbservable of O can be m easured neither sin ulta—
neously nor by the sam e m easurem ent device which, cbviously, corresponds
to H eisenberg uncertainty relations.

T hus, com pktely exactquantum description ofO+M (W thout any bound—
ary between O and M ) and hybrid description ofO+M (e ectively exact de—
scription of O and "classical" description of M ) exist sin ultaneously but on
the discretely di erent levels ofthe analysis accuracy. A ny ofthese two levels



can be chosen quite arbitrary but relative and e ective decoherence exists on
the level of hybrid description only. In this way Bohr principle of the rela—
tive boundary and relative decoherence yields a solid basis for understanding
of the m easuram ent process w thin standard quantum m echanical form align

w ithout any contradiction (in previously noted sense [11] - [13]) w ith theory
of relativity or quantum eld theory.

However, as it has been pointed out [L0], m easuram ent cannot be com -
plktely form alized by presented suppositions on the relative boundary or rel-
ative decohenrece principle only. Nam ely, even for By as a basis of weakly
interfereing wave packets °*™ conserves the same orm (8) that cannot to
explain appearance of © " with probability w, for atbitrary n in case
of an ndividualm easurem ent.

N evertheless, noted problem of the consequent fom alization of the rel-
ative boundary or relative decoherence principle can be solved in follow ing
way. It can be ocbserved that a physical state is dynam ically stable if it sat—
is es corresponding dynam ical equation, ie. corresponding Ham ilton least
action principle. In this sense a quantum state is quantum m echanically
always dynam ically but it is not always classical m echanically dynam ically
stablk. P recisely goeaking a quantum state is classicalm echanically dynam —
ically stablk only in wave packet approxim ation whik in all other cases it is
clhssical m echanically dynam ically nonstablke. A s it is weltknown [B], Bl a
quantum state satis eswave packet approxin ation if follow Ing is satis ed

NI

WGE)F ((;E%y (;E)?) )

ie. ifabsolute value ofaverage value of any cbservable X from orbitalH ibert
Sace In  ism any tin es greater that the standard deviation £ in
Further it isnot hard to see that follow Ing is satis ed. Any quantum state
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representing a (nontrivial) superposition of weakly interfering wave packets
from som e lasis of H ilert space does not represent any wave packet. Ttm eans
that any superposition of the weakly interfering wave packets is quantum m e~
chanically dynam ically stablk but that it is classicalm echanically dynam ically
nonstabk. For this reason given superposition w thout any is change on the
quantum Jlevel of analysis accuracy tums spontaneously (dynam ically nonob—
servably and probabilistically), under condition of the conservation of unit
nom ofthe quantum state, In itsarbitrary wave packet on the "classicalm e-
chanical” level ofthe analysis accuracy. T his sopontaneous unitary sym m etry
(precisely superposition) breaking (e ective hiding), representing an especial
case of the general form alisn of the spontaneous symm etry breaking @p—
plicable In di erent dom ains of the physics: quantum eld theory, quantum

theory of the ferro-m agnetism , classicalm echanics of the deform able bodies,
etc.) B, BJ, can be treated as a selfdeccherence (selfollapse) . In thisway an
In portant theorem on the selfdecoherence as spontaneous unitary symm etry
(superposition) breaking (e ective hiding) is proved.

Such "classicalm echanical” selfdecoherence appears obviously on M and,
by m eans of the previously quantum m echanically dynam ically realized cor—
relation between O and M , it m anifests itself m ediately as an e ective exact
quantum m echanical relative decoherence (collapse) on O .

So, it can be concluded that Bohr principle of the relative boundary or
relative decoherence can be consequently fomm alized w ithin standard quan-—
tum m echanical form alisn by m eans of the spontaneous uniary symm etry

(superposition) breaking.

In thisway it can be stated that, there are, practiaclly only two possi-
bl general ways for solution of the problem of the quantum m easurem ent:

rst one with absoluite decoherence and second one w ith relative decoher-

11



ence. Independently from noted theoretical nonplausbility of the absolute
decoherence theordies and theoretical plausbility of the relative decoherence
theories naldecision which of these two general types of theordes is physi-
cally acosptable can be obtained only by m eans of a convenient experim ent
fm easurem ent). Such experin ent must to detect exact quantum superpo—
sition e ects, if they exist, on O+ M , and, w ithout any principal changing
(exoept corresponding approxin ation) of the dynam ical Interaction between
O and M , decoherence e ects, if they exist, on O + M . In case of the positive
detection In both cases it can be stated that M realizes relative decoherence
on O and that experim ent veri es relative decoherence theories. In case of
the positive detection In second case only it can be stated that M realizes
absolute decoherence on O and that absolute decoherence theories are veri-
ed.

Tt can be observed that suggested experin ent can be very hardly techni-
cally realized on usualm easurem ent devices that represents very m acroscop—
ical ob cts w ith extram ely weakly m anifestable quantum characteristics. Tt
represents basical reason why problem of the m easurem ent w thin quantum
m echanics is not yet de nitely solved! But it can be pointed out that theo—
ries of the relative decoherence does not need that M be only m acroscopical.
R elative boundary can be transhted toward m ezoscopic, even m icroscopic
system s that can be conveniently chosen for m easurem ent devices.

In further work it willbe shown that M arshall et al. experin ent on the
superposition ofthem irror [L] represents an experin ent that can com pletely
to check theordes ofthe absolute decoherence aswellas theordes ofthe relative
deccherence. In other words this experin ent is com pletely able to answer
there is an absolute or relative decoherence w thin quantum m echanics and
nature. In this sense M arshall et al. experin ent would be com pared w ith

12



rem arkableM ichelson experim ent thata m ed absence ofthe absolute space.

3 Quantum Superposition of a M irror as an
experim ental test of the relative decoher—
ence existence

Suggested experin ental circum stances of the quantum superposition of a
m irror is discussed In [1] while theoretical basis of this experin ent is accu—
rately given In [L6} [19]. Em phasis of [L], [L6] — [19] is the possbility that a
(quasi)m acroscopic m irror (like Schrdinger cat R]) be In a quantum super-
position w ithout any absolite decoherence. N am ely it is supposed In plicithy
in [1], [L6] — [19] that absolute decoherence really exists but that it can be
caused by environm entaltherm alin uences or by som e other unconventional
way. Supposing that at extrem ely low tem perature (an aller than 2m K ) such
environm ental In uences can be neglected In given m irror experim ent it is
concluded in [1], [L6] — [L9] that here absolute decoherence does not occur.
Tt represents a correct conclusion that, very probably, should be a m ed by
realization of the experim ent.

Butin [1], [L6] - [L9] the possibility that In given experim ent w ith m irror
a relative decoherence can appear and relative boundary principle can be
a m ed isnot considered. In furtherwork it willbe shown that in the same
m irror experin ent all conditions for relative decoherence are satis ed so that
it can be expected that realexperim ent should to a m relative decoherence
concepts. P recisely soeaking it will be dem onstrated that single photon in
M ichelson interferom eter can be treated as O and tiny oscillating m irror as
M 1n sense of the relative decoherence discussed in the previous section of

thiswork. In other words it w illbe dem onstrated that here both cases, st
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one with quantum superposition on O+M , and second one with absolute
or relative decoherence on O caused by M only (sihce environm ent can be
neglected) exist and can be realistically experim entaly checked. For rela—
tive boundary view point environm entalin uences can to cause only relative
decoherence (collapse) too whilk quantum superposition, that really exist
on the supersystem O +M + environm ent is extrem ely hardly experin entally
checkabl.)

Since In [1], 6] — [19] all experim ental and theoretical details of the
quantum superposition of given m irror have been presented clearly and com —
pktely attention of this work will be directed on the principal aspects of
given experim ent only.

S0, befPore exact quantum m echanical dynam ical interaction with tiny
m irrorm , photon p, that propagates through M ichelson Interferom eter, is in
a quantum superposition

5 Pi= pl—z (BPi+ APD) 10)

where BPi represents quantum state of p propagating through interferom e-
ter am B withoutm whilk APi represents quantum state of p propagating
through Interferometer arm A with m . (G iven quantum superposition on
P can be sin ply Inm ediately detected by corresponding interference e ects
detectorsbut such detection would represent a radical revision ofgiven exper-
In ental schem e.) Simultaneously m is, before interaction w ith p, described
by a rested wave packet " i so that p+m is descrbed, before interaction by
nonoorrelated quantum state

1
jfi Pi= p—i(:Bp'H S R 11)
E xact quantum m echanical dynam ical interaction between p and m [1],

14



[L6]-[19] changes j P1i {1 i during tim e t Into follow iIng quantum state

3P 0i= Poem( IO BT Fiv £l ORT Hlkio"D:

12)
Here !, represents constant p frequency, !, — constant m frequency, k —
constant param eter that quanti es the digplacem ent ofm In units ofthe size
of the ground state wave packet. Also, here f k;!n;t) = exp@k® (Int
sin !, t)) represents a quasiperiodical W ith period T, = '2_m function, and
T Kk;m ;t)ia periodical with period T, ) quantum state such that

PkilniTy)"1i= P14 13)

Tt m eans that, according to (12),(13), p+tm is initially, ie. In zero tinem o—
m ent, aswellas in follow Ing latertim em om ents T, ;2T,, ::: exactly described
by a noncorrelated quantum state, whilke in allothertinem om ents p+m is
exactly descrlbed by a correlated quantum state. M ore precisely speaking
there isa relatively sm all (in respect to Ty, ) tim e Intervals T, 5;nTy + 3)
forn=0,1,2,... whose equivalent durations depend from experim ental cir-
cum stances. W ithin any of these intervals p+m is describbed by a noncorre—
lated quantum state whik w ithout these Intervals it is describbed by a non—
correlated quantum state In a satisfactory approxin ation. For this reason 5

can be treated as a tin e nterval of an e ective correlation or decorrelation.)

It is satis ed
i Pk LD i= P okl D i I kDT L F i+ i Q4)

where " i g k;'lp;"iand P i T K;!'n ;0" iare tin e dependent
wave packets of m . They m ove periodically in opposite directions so that
distance between these two padkets becom es m axin al, close to 2k, in tine
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mom ents - ;3 ; i and m inin al, ie. zero i tine moments 0, Ty ;2T ; it
. Obviously, (14), except n tine mom ents 0, Ty ;2T ;:: (Preciely tine
intervals T, 50Ty + 5) forn=0,1,2,... ), represents a nontrivial quantum

superposition (for this reason 5 can be treated as a tin e interval of the

2
restitution of an e ective decoherence or coherence too).
Under a condition

k2 1 (15)

momentum thatm obtains from p is greater than initialm om entum uncer—
tainty ofm . A lso f m eans that m axim aldistance between tw o superposition
tem s P 1 and P 1 becom es equal or greater than one size of the ground
state wave packet of m , " i. Roughly speaking under condition (15) m ap-
pears sin utaneously in two places distinct from initial. Tt can be added that
under condition (15) wave packets " 1 and P} 1 becom e weakly interfering
not only m utually but w ith wave padket of the ground state ofm , P" i too.

A s it hasbeen noted, in [1] it is dem onstrated that for tem perature less
than 2 mK them al in uence of the environment on m can be neglected.
For this reason, for given tem perature, environm ent cannot to generate any
(absolute) decoherence on p+m .

A1l this adm its follow ing conclusions. Initially noncorrelated ptm de—
scribed by (11), with p in a quantum superposition (10), evolves dynam ically
during tin e interval (0;5) in a correlated quantum state (12). G iven cor-
related quantum state Includes, roughly speaking, a subsystem ic e ective
decoherence on p and subsystem ic quantum superposition ¢ ionm (pre—
cisely speaking m is describbed by a second kind m xture B] of Initial wave
packet " i and quantum superposition " i (14) ). This quantum superpo-—
sition (12), w ithout any decorrelation or w ithout any subsystem ic coherence
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revival on p orw ithout any subsystem ic decoherence of (14), evolves dynam —

jcally during tin e interval (0+ 5+ T 5).Duu::ing‘t:'mejntervalCIm Tn)

57
a dynam icaldecorrelation on pt+m , a subsystem ic coherence revivalon p and
a subsystem ic decoherence on m occur. So n tinemoment T, there is a
com plkte dynam ical retum ofpt+tm in a lke initial, noncorrelated quantum

state which can be sim ply in m ediately checked by corresponding detection of
the interference e ects on p only. Positive detection ofp interference e ects
adm is a consistent m ediate and retrogpective statem ent that previously, n
O+ 5T 5), ptm has been n a correlated quantum state and m 1n a
quantum superposition. But the sam e positive detection represents none in —
m ediate and predictive detection of corresoonding correlated quantum state
of ptm or corresponding susosystam ic quantum superposition ofm . A lso,
given detection representing an additional, controlm easurem ent changes rad—
ically previous dynam icalevolution on p+m . W ithout this detection dynam —
ical evolution on p+m occurs n any later tin e m om ent periodically In an
equivalent way.

O n the basis of the previous analysis it can be expected that real experi-
m ent w ill show that dynam ical Interaction between p and m does not cause
any absolute decoherence on p+m in any tin e m om ent.

But it is not hard to see that during (O + 57T 5), when ptm is In
correlated quantum state (12), all conditions for an e ective approxin ation
of this state by relatively decoherent state (presented In previous section of
thiswork) are satis ed.

Firstly, p+ m is really descrbed by a correlated quantum state j ™ ()i
12).

Secondly, m is e ectively subsystem ically described by a second kind
m xture of the nitial wave packet " i and §" i representing an quantum
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superposition of the wave packets P iand pf 1.

Thirdly , according to (12) there is one-to-one correlation between BPi
and " i from one, and between APiand H" i from other side.

Fourth, according to (15), all three wave packets " i,9" 1 and P} i are
m utually weakly nterfering.

For this reason, according to theoram of the selfdecoherence, during
O+ 5;Tn + 5) on subsystem ically e ectively approxin ately, ie. "classicaly"
describbed M e ective approxin ate selfdeccherence exists. Sin ultaneously,
acocording to quantum correlation (12), In relation to selfdecocherent m on
subsystam ically e ectively quantum m echanically exactly describbed p e ec—
tive exact relative decoherence exists. Thise ective and relative decoherence
on p can be certainly a m ed by additional controlm easuram ent, ie. by de—
tection of the com plte absence of the Interference e ects on p only during
given tin e Interval. Certainty of the detection of absence of nterference ef-
fects on p can be, In sense of E instein criterion R0], used asa su cient proof
that before detection p is e ectively In a relatively decoherent state caused
by selfdecoherence on m . Thus, in sense of E Instein criterion given detec—
tion is neither m ediate nor retrospective, but of course such detection as an
additional m easurem ent changes radically previous dynam ical evolution on
pt+m . O foourse, equivalent detection in tin e m om ent T, , In sense of previ-
ousdiscussion, can to a m that previous decoherence is really e ective and
relative but not absolute.

A1l this adm its that during O + 5;Ty 5) exact correlated quantum
state § P'™ ()i (12) on p+m can be e ectively approxin ated by a discretely
di erent hybrid description of p+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 ent device. A Iso, it can be pointed
out that here tin e interval (0;5) can be treated in two discretely di erent
ways. Exactly quantum m echanically dynam ically it represents the tin e in-—
terval of the dynam ical realization of the correlation between p and m . But
e ectively approxin ately quantum m echanically, or "classically" it represents
a tin e Interval of the relative decoherence realization.
In thisway it is proved that M arshall et al. experin ent of the quantum

superposition of a m irror represents an experim ental test that should to af-

m the relative decoherence conospt, ie. relative boundary principl and
com pleteness of the standard quantum m echanical form aliam .

4 Conclusion

In conclusion follow ing can be only repeated and pointed out. M arshall et
al. experim ent of the quantum superposition of a m irror should to testify
not only a (quasi)m acroscopic quantum superposition. It should to testify
also relative decoherence (as a spontaneous unitary symm etry (superoosi—
tion) breaking (e ective hiding) ), ie. relative boundary principle and com —
plkteness of the standard quantum m echanical form alisn . In this sense it
would have sam e signi cance In foundation of the quantum m echanics as
well as rem arkable M ichelson experin ent in foundation of the special theory
of relativity. It is a curosity that both experim ents use practically identi-
cal experin ental circum stances and that they negate absolute concepts, ie.
concepts of the fundam ental sym m etries absolute breaking.
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