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A bstract

Developing an earlier proposal(Ne’em an,Dam njanovi�c,etc.), we show herein that

there is a Landau continuous phase transition from the exact quantum dynam ics to

the e�ectively classicalone,occurring via spontaneoussuperposition breaking (e�ective

hiding),as a specialcase ofthe corresponding generalform alism (Bernstein). Critical

valuesofthe orderparam eters forthistransition are determ ined by Heisenberg’sinde-

term inacy relations,changecontinuously,and arein excellentagreem entwith therecent

and rem arkableexperim entswith Bosecondensation.Itisalso shown thatsuch a phase

transition can sucessfully m odelself-collapse (self-decoherence),asan e�ective classical

phenom enon,on them easurem entdevice.Thisthen inducesa relative collapse(relative

decoherence)asan e�ective quantum phenom enon on the m easured quantum objectby

m easurem ent.

W e dem onstrate this(including the case ofBose-Einstein condensation)in the well-

known cases ofthe Stern-G erlach spin m easurem ent,Bell’s inequality and the recently

discussed quantum superposition on a m irror�a la M arshalletal. These resultsprovide

fora proofthatquantum m echanics,in distinction to allabsolute collapse and hidden-

variable theories, is localand objective. There now appear no insuperable obstacles

to solving the open problem s in quantum theory of m easurem ent and foundation of

quantum m echanics,and strictly within the standard quantum -m echanicalform alism .

Sim ply put,quantum m echanics is a �eld theory over the Hilbert space,the classical

m echanicscharacteristicsofwhich em erge through spontaneoussuperposition breaking.
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1 Introduction

Extending a supposition from Ref.[45],by m eansofa com plex m athem aticalform alism (superop-
eratortechnique)and withoutan im m ediatephysicalexplanation,Ref.[17]suggeststhatthereisa
Landau continuousphase transition (with spontaneoussym m etry breaking)[40]induced by (quan-
tum )m easurem ent. Sim ilarsuggestionsand indicationsm ay also be found in Refs.[45,28,2,24,25].
There,asin Ref.[17],the underlying sym m etry and the m echanism ofitsbreaking isnotclari�ed.
In these works,essentially,it is im plicitly or explicitly assum ed that the spontaneous breaking of
sym m etry orquantum superposition in every individualm easurem entoccursundertheinuence of
a �ner(quantum -m echanically non-observable)and weak trans-quantum dynam ics,theaveraging of
which over the statisticalensem ble ought to reproduce the predictions ofthe standard quantum -
m echanicalform alism . That is,such spontaneous sym m etry breaking corresponds to what in the
generalform alism [10,31,50,24,25,15]iscalled actualordynam icalsym m etry breaking,whereasm all
asym m etric dynam icalperturbation inducesan exactbreaking ofthe unperturbed sym m etricaldy-
nam icsin every individualcase.Itisnothard toseethatthisinterpretation directly leadstotheories
ofhidden variables[9],which are,asiswell-known [7,5,6],necessarily superlum inal,i.e.,non-local
and thusphysically unacceptable. (Adopting the concept ofnon-localtheories ofhidden variables
would necessarily im ply discarding notonly thetheory ofrelativity,butalsooftheentire�eld theory
asweknow it[50].)

Herein,theidenti�cation ofm easurem entwith aspontaneoussym m etry (superposition)breaking
(e�ective hiding) is form alized and provided with a clear physicalexplaination. That is,we will
show thatthereisatypicalLandau continuousphasetransition from quantum toclassicaldynam ics,
with a corresponding spontaneousbreaking (e�ectivehiding)ofthequantum superposition,i.e.,the
globalquantum -dynam icalU(1) sym m etry. Criticalvalues ofthe order param eters for this phase
transition are determ ined by Heisenberg’s indeterm inacy relations, change continuously, and are
wellsupported by recentexperim entswith Bosecondensation [3,4].Thisspontaneoussuperposition
breakingrepresentsaparticularexam pleofthegeneralform alism ofspontaneoussym m etry breaking
(e�ectivehiding)[10,31,50,24,25,15],applicablein diversedom ainsofphysics(classicalm echanicsof
deform ablebodies,quantum theoryofferrom agnetism ,quantum theoryofuni�ed �elds,etc.).Justas
alltheseapplicationsofsym m etry breaking correspond toaphasetransition,so toodoesthepresent
case:itisa transition from the(exact)quantum dynam icsto the(approxim ate)classicaldynam ics
(obtained,in turn,by standard averaging ofthequantum dynam ics).And,whilesuperposition and
theglobalU(1)sym m etry rem ain unbroken in thequantum analysis,classicaldynam icsbreaksthem .

Thisphasetransitioncanbeused tom odeltheself-collapse(self-decoherence)onthem easurem ent
devicewhich,togetherwith acorrelativedynam icalinteraction between them easurem entdeviceand
the m easured quantum object,induces the relative collapse (relative decoherence) as an e�ective
quantum phenom enon e�ected on the m easured quantum object by the (quantum ) m easurem ent.
This provides for solving allopen problem s in quantum theory ofm easurem ent and fundation of
the quantum m echanics[46,8],and strictly within standard quantum -m echanicalform alism [46,19,
43,11,12]. W e illustrate thisby the exam ple ofthe Stern-Gerlach’sspin m easurem ent[22,1],Bell’s
inequality[7](includingtheproofthatquantum m echanics,in distinction toallabsolutecollapse[46],
non-unitary (nonlinear)dynam ics[26],absoluteenvironm entaldecoherence[39,51,52,53]and hidden
variabletheories[9],islocaland objective),and thequantum superposition on a m irrorexperim ent,
recently suggested by M arshalletal.[42].
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Sim ply put,instead ofthewidely accepted belief(characteristicoftheorieswith absolutecollapse
and hidden variables) thatquantum m echanics is an essentially m echanistic theory (a discretuum
theorywith actionsatadistance),i.e.,thatthrough aconvenientextension ofthestandard form alism
(through nonlinearterm s,etc.) turnsquantum m echanics into a m echanistic theory,we prove the
opposite:Quantum m echanicsisin factatruelocal�eld theoryoveraHilbertspace(seeappendixB),
theclassicalm echanicscharacteristicsofwhich em ergethrough aspontaneoussuperposition breaking
(see Sec.2,3,and appendicesA and C),such asithappens,e.g.,in the m easurem entprocess(see
Sec.4). Thiswill,entirely within the standard quantum -m echanicalform alism ,establish a natural
relationship between the generalform alism ofclassicaland quantum m echanics;in fact,this also
providesa relationship between quantum m echanicsand quantum �eld theory.

2 A Sim ple Q uantum System

Considera sim ple quantum system with the unitary quantum -dynam icalevolution operator,U (t),
and a quantum -dynam icalstateofunitnorm 1:

j	(t)i= U (t)j	i=
X

n

cn jun(t)i ; (1)

which evolvesdeterm inistically in tim e,t. Here,j	irepresentsthe initialquantum state,while cn

for8n representtheconstantsuperposition coe�cients,which satisfy theunitnorm condition:

X

n

jcnj
2 = 1 : (2)

W ritingB = fjuni;8ngfortheinitialbasisin aHilbertspace,H qp,on which theaction ofcoordinate
and m om enta observables(and analyticfunctionsthereof)arede�ned2,

B(t)= U (t)B = fU (t)juni= jun(t)i;8ng (3)

then representsthecorrespondingtim e-dependentbasis.Itiswellknown thatquantum dynam ics(1)
isglobally U(1)-sym m etric,i.e.,thatitisinvariantwith respecttothefollowingglobaltransform ation

j	(t)i7! j	 0(t)i= e
i�
j	(t)i ; 8t;8	 ; (4)

where� isan arbitrary realconstant.

2.1 Sym m etry and superposition breaking

W enextde�nethefollowing unitary operator:

W "[	(t)]= expfi"� 	 (t)g ; where � 	 (t)= j	(t)ih	(t)j; (5)
1Throughout,operatorsare setin boldface type,and vectorspacesin script.
2ThisHilbert(sub)space issom etim esreferred to asthe \orbitalHilbertspace",in a directreference to

the Hydrogen atom ,and in contradistinction from the Hilbert (sub)space spanned by the spin factors in
thatarchetypicalcase.M oregenerally,a distinction between \positional" and \orientational" variables{and
hence subspacesofthe totalHilbertspace{m ightbepreferable.Aim ing here ata generalsetting,we avoid
thisreference,supplantitwith the arguably m ore verbose butalso m ore generalcharacterization,and use
\H qp" forthis\positionalHilbert(sub)space" hereafter.
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with "arealparam eterand theprojector� 	 (t),which generatesthetransform ation.Obviously,we
then havethat:

W "[	(t)]j	(t)i= e
i"
j	(t)i ; (6)

and,on thestatej	(t)i,W "(	(t))reproducesthetransform ation (4).Sincethisleavesthequantum
dynam ics invariant,the state (6)is equivalent to (1). Therefore,as a sym m etry ofthe particular
quantum state j	(t)i(and so \ultra-local" on the Hilbertspace;see appendix B fora m ore precise
de�nition),W "[	(t)]represents a subgroup ofthe globalquantum -dynam icalU(1) sym m etry. It
is not hard to see that this quantum -dynam icalstate sym m etry,W "[	(t)],conserves exactly the
quantum dynam icalstatej	(t)iasasuperposition,with constantcoe�cients,in any tim edependent
basisofH pq,which evolvesequivalently toj	(t)i,i.e.,accordingtothequantum -dynam icalevolution
ofthesystem .In thissense,W "[	(t)]prefersnoneofthesebases.

Now suppose that there exists a tim e �, so that for t > � the following two approxim ation
conditionsaresatis�ed:

A 1:Any quantum state from B(t)representsa wave packet. Aswellknown [43],then (except,of
course,forany one�xed k and A k

def= A � hukjA juki):

�
�
�hun(t)jA jun(t)i

�
�
� � 4

un(t)A �

q

hun(t)jA
2
jun(t)i� hun(t)jA jun(t)i2; 8n ; (7)

for any observable A de�ned to act on H qp. (Allsuch observables m ay be given as form al
analyticalfunctionsofthem om entum orcoordinateobservables,de�ned to acton H qp.)

A 2:Allquantum statesfrom B(t)areweakly interfering.Thatis,
�
�
�hun(t)jA jum (t)i

�
�
� ’

�
�
�hun(t)jA jun(t)i

�
�
��nm ; 8n;m ; (8)

or,equivalently:
�
�
�hun(t)jA jun(t)i� hum (t)jA jum (t)i

�
�
� � 1

2
(4

un(t)A + 4
um (t)A ); 8n;m 6= n ; (9)

forany observableA de�ned overH qp.

Itisveryim portanttonotethat,accordingtothestandardquantum -m echanicalform alism [46,19,43],
thereisan up totheglobalU(1)-equivalence(4)uniquely determ ined basis,B(t),which satis�esboth
approxim ation conditions,A 1 and A 2,aftera tim e�.

Subjectto theseapproxim ation conditionsA 1 and A 2,Eqs.(5)and (6)turn into

fW "[	(t)]’ expfi"
X

n

jcnj
2
� un(t)g ; and (10)

fW "[	(t)]j	(t)i’
X

n

cn expfi"jcnj
2
gjun(t)i ; (11)

wherethecross-term sin � 	 = (
P

n cn jun(t)i)(
P

n0c
�
n0hun0(t)j)’

P

n jcnj
2� un(t)arebeing neglected.

It should be clear that the resulting,transform ed quantum state (11) is not a globally U(1)-
equivalent copy ofthe quantum -dynam icalstate (1). That is,in general,the various superposi-
tion term s in (11) clearly acquire di�erent phases,so that they,relative to the superposition (1),
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becom e m utually decoherent. Itshould be clearthatthisdecoherence isvery sim ilarto the deco-
herencebetween classicalwaves,and ratherdissim ilarfrom theabsoluteenvironm entaldecoherence
in Refs.[39,51,52,53]. Thisthen im pliesthatthe approxim ation A 1;A 2 breaksboth the quantum -
dynam icalstatesym m etry (6),and also theglobalquantum -dynam icalU(1)sym m etry (4).Thatis,
theresultoftheapproxim ation A 1;A 2 cannotbeachieved by a quantum -dynam icalevolution:itis
discontinuously inaccessible by exactquantum -dynam icalevolution.

Itiswellknown [19,43]thatonly thosequantum -dynam icalstateswhich satisfy thewavepacket
approxim ation A 1;A 2 can be consistently regarded as classicaldynam icalstates,i.e.,as classical
particles.In otherwords,aquantum -dynam icalstatecan bestablein thesenseofclassicaldynam ics3

only ifitsatis�esthewavepacketapproxim ation.And,theotherway around,aquantum -dynam ical
statethatdoesnotsatisfy thewavepacketapproxim ation cannotbeclassically stable.Furtherm ore,
classicaldynam icsisindeed a well-de�ned,approxim ating lim itofquantum dynam ics,obtained by
standard averaging;seebelow (and especially appendix C)form oredetails.

Now,it is not hard to see from Eqs.(7) and (8),that no nontrivial(quantum ) superposition
ofweakly interfering wave packetscan itselfrepresenta wave packet. Thisthen im pliesthatevery
quantum -dynam icalsuperposition ofweakly interfering wave packets,while quantum -dynam ically
stable,m ustbe classically unstable.Nevertheless,any quantum superposition ofweakly interfering
wave packetscontainslocally stable term sin the sense ofclassicaldynam ics,corresponding to any
wave packetfrom the given superposition. Forthisreason,any superposition ofweakly interfering
wave packets is a perfectly stable state at the quantum levelof the analysis. However, in the
approxim ateclassicalanalysis,thesam esuperposition necessarilyturnsspontaneouslyandarbitrarily
into oneofitslocally stableterm s,i.e.,oneofthewave packets.

Thus,the weakly interfering wave packetapproxim ation,A 1,A 2,inducesa spontaneous\tran-
sition" ofthe quantum superposition,j	(t)i,into one ofitsconstituentwave packets,ju n(t)i,with
thewell-known probability (seeappendix A)

wn = jcnj
2
; (12)

butonly attheapproxim ate,classicalleveloftheanalysis4.(In theexact,quantum dynam icsthere
isno transition from j	(t)iatthisorany other�xed m om entt> �.) Thistransition representsa
spontaneousquantum superposition breaking by the classicalanalysis. M ore generally,we observe
a spontaneousbreaking (e�ective hiding)oftheglobalU(1)quantum -dynam icalsym m etry and the
W "[	(t)]quantum -dynam icalstate sym m etry atthe approxim ate,classicallevelofanalysisand in
theuniquely determ ined basis,B(t).

Herewereferto thegeneralde�nition ofspontaneoussym m etry breaking,wherein theobserved
state(classicalparticle)lacksthesym m etry ofthe(exact,quantum -)dynam icalequationsowing to
theim position of\boundary conditions" (thewavepacketapproxim ation:A 1;A 2).

Indeed,the form alsim ilarity ofthisspontaneousand arbitrary choice ofone ofthe constituent
wave packet states,jun(t)i,with the arbitrary choice ofa direction in which an originally axially
sym m etric rod bends under longitudinalcom pression is inescapable. Other exam ples ofgeneral

3W e suppose,and show (see appendix C),thatclassicaldynam icsrepresentsa well-de�ned theory,spec-
i�ed asa sim ple(by quantum averaging only)approxim ation ofthe exactquantum dynam ics.

4In lieu ofa standard term and forwantofa betterword,wewillreferto thistransition as\classicizing."
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form alism ofthe spontaneous sym m etry breaking (e�ective hiding at an approxim ate levelofthe
analysis)[10,31,50]readilycom etom ind,suchasthespontaneouslyandarbitrarilychosenorientation
oficecrystalsem ergingin super-cooled water,orofm agneticdom ainsin aferrom agnet.Thede�ning
featuresofspontaneoussym m etry breaking arepresentin allofthem .

2.2 Som e detailsofthe spontaneoussuperposition breaking

Besidesthe above quoted very essence ofspontaneoussym m etry breaking,we note,m oreprecisely,
thatin any such situation there are two coexisting,butradically distincttypesofsolutionsofthe
dynam icalequations: those with exact (unbroken,explicit,com plete) sym m etry,and,those with
approxim ate (broken,hidden,reduced)sym m etry. The form erpreserve the originalsuperposition,
whilethelatterbreak it.Eitherofthesecan bechosen quitearbitrarily,butaform altransition from
the sym m etric state into a state with broken sym m etry isnotdescribable by the underlying exact
(quantum )dynam ics.

To see this,note thatthe action ofthe exact(quantum )evolution operator,U (t),islinear(1),
and hence by de�nition preserves superposition. Therefore,this evolution operator cannot bring
aboutthe superposition breaking seen asa distinction between the exact(quantum )solutionsand
theapproxim ate(classical)ones.

In ourpresentsituation,the cause forthistransition isprovided by the im position ofthe wave
packet approxim ation, corresponding to the approxim ate, classicallevelofanalysis. (This then
additionally correspondstheapproxim atenessoftheclassicallevelofanalysistotheapproxim ateness
ofitssolutions.) Furtherm ore,viewing the form altransition from j	(t)ito one ofitswave packet
constituents,jun(t)i,atthe approxim ate,classicallevelofanalysis,thisspontaneoussuperposition
breaking provides a classicalstabilization ofthe system . (Atthe exact,quantum -dynam icallevel,
such stabilization isneitherneeded nordoesitoccur.)

Spontaneous sym m etry breaking in generalhas the well-known consequence ofthe appearance
ofGoldstone bosons. Fora com plete identi�cation ofthe above processasspontaneoussym m etry
breaking,we m ustturn to identifying thisfeatureasitism anifested in ourcase.To thisend,note
thatEq.(12)quotesthe a prioriprobability forthe transition j	(t)i! ju n(t)i. A posteriori,the
probabilitiesbecom e ~wk = �nk,8k,with n �xed by thegiven transition.TheGoldstonem odewould
then haveto correspond to a transform ation involving allofthecom ponents,juk(t)i,oftheoriginal
superposition,j	(t)i| forallbutoneofwhich,however,thea posterioriprobability vanishes.This
in turn m akestheGoldstonem ode(s)unobservablein allclassical(approxim ate)system sofanalysis,
in each ofwhich an arbitrary butde�nite junihasbeen spontaneously selected. Am usingly,in this
respect,thequantum analysisagrees:Being exact,itpreservesthesuperposition,breaks(hides)no
sym m etry,and so inducesno Goldstone m ode. A m ore detailed analysisofthe involved sym m etry
structureand breaking ispresented in Appendix B.

Finally,itisnothard to see thatright-hand side ofEq.(9)ispractically a constant,which is,
through A 1,determ ined by Heisenberg’sindeterm inacy relations.On the otherhand,the left-hand
sideofEq.(9)istim e-dependent.Thereby,Eq.(9)becom estheconditionforthephasetransition[40],
where the left-hand side ofEq.(9)playsthe r̂ole ofthe orderparam eter,continuously changing in
tim e,whiletheright-sideofEq.(9)representsthecriticalvalueofthisorderparam eter,whencethis
correspondsto a Landau ,continuousphasetransition.

6



2.3 Spontaneoussuperposition breaking and experim ents

So far,we have shown thatthe use ofa weakly interfering wave packetbasisspontaneously breaks
(hides)superposition ofsuch statesand with itthe(ultra-localin theHilbertspace)sym m etry (6).
Itofcourserem ainstoexploreifthisspontaneoussuperposition breakingisexperim entally veri�able.

The experim entalpreparation ofa sim ple quantum system into a wave packet (a particle for
a \m acroscopic" classicalm odel) during a �nite tim e period (during which the dissipation ofthis
packet m ay be neglected) israther sim ple. However,the preparation ofa quantum system into a
superposition ofweakly interfering wave packets,ifpossible at all,appears to be technically very
com plicated sothatithasthusfarnotbeen realized.Itisthusnotclearwhethersuch asuperposition
of\classicalparticles" can be achieved in practice,nor whether its breakdown occurs explicitly,
dynam ically orspontaneously.

Nevertheless,we should like to argue thatan experim entalveri�cation ofspontaneousbreaking
(hiding)ofsuperposition on a sim ple quantum system ispossible,in agreem entwith the above. In
fact,it is possible to so interpret the recent experim entalresults ofRefs.[3,4],con�rm ing Bose-
Einstein condensation [27].

In an idealgasofBosequantum system s(in realexperim ents,theseareatom sofRubidium [3],
Sodium [4],etc.) in therm odynam ic equilibrium attem perature T with itsenvironm ent,the ther-
m odynam icalaverage value ofm om entum ofeach individualsystem is hpi =

p
m kB T,where m

is the m ass ofthe system and kB the Boltzm an constnat. According to de Broglie’s relation,the
therm odynam icalaverage value ofthe corresponding wavelength isthen h�i= h=hpi= h=

p
m kB T,

whereby h�idecreaseswith thetem peratureT and vice versa.

Roughly [3,4,16],ifh�i is less than the therm odynam icalaverage distance between two Bose
system s,h4 xi,andwhich holdsfortem peraturesaboveacertaincriticalvalue,Tc(inrealexperim ents
about10� 9K,which isfarbelow com m on everyday tem peratures),then the wave packets ofthese
system sareindeed approxim ately weakly interfering,and thesystem saree�ectively both separated
and separable (m ay be identi�ed individually) so thatthey obey Boltzm an statistics. However,if
h�i> h4 xi,thatis,forT < Tc,thewave functionsoftheindividualBosesystem sno longersatisfy
the wave packet approxim ation and also do interfere. The Bose system s are no longer resolvable
and they form a single Bose-Einstein super-system (condensate,collective),which can no longer
be described by the wave packet approxim ation ofthe quantum state,and which itselfobeys the
Bose-Einstein statistics.

According to Einstein’s originalconsiderations [27],the form ation ofBose-Einstein condensate
(forT < Tc)occursstrictly statistically,thatis,totally spontaneously and withoutany (non-ideal,
additional,dynam ical) interaction between the Bose (sub)system s. Also,the de-condensation5 of
thecondensate(forT > Tc)occurstotally spontaneously,withoutany interaction between theBose
(sub)system s.

5Strictly speaking,evaporation refersto a transition into the gaseousphase only nearthe surface ofthe
liquid and sublim ation is the analogue for a solid. As the phase transition is here occurring throughout
the volum e ofthe substance,boiling would perhapsbe a m ore adequate term ,exceptthatthisalso carries
connotationsofbubbling,turbulenceand dynam icalvehem ence.Asneitheroftheseneed apply in thecase
ofthe reverse ofBose-condensation,we willadhereto thelessrichly associated term de-condensation.
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Note that,in realexperim ents [3,4],itisim possible to com pletely suppress the (non-ideal,dy-
nam ical)interactionsbetween thealkaliatom s(asm odelBosesystem s),ortheinteraction between
these and the environm ent. These additionalinteractionsa�ectthe instability ofthe Bose conden-
sate,and determ ine the m ode ofits decay even while T < Tc. Thereby the alkaliatom s cannot
serveasan e�ectivem odelforan idealgasofBosesystem sforvery long tim es.Nevertheless,during
su�ciently shortperiods(a few seconds)during which an e�ectiveapproxim atem odeling ofan ideal
gasofBosesystem sby alkaliatom sispossible,thesaid additionalinteractionshaveno inuenceon
thespontaneouscharacterofform ing (forT < Tc)ordecaying (forT > Tc)oftheBosecondensate.
Furtherm ore,it is not hard to see that assum ing a sizable e�ect ofthese additionalinteractions
on the statisticsofthe idealBose gaswould lead to irreconcilable contradictionswith the existing
experim ents.

Thusweconcludethat,duringthetim eperiodwhenitispossibletoe�ectivelym odelanidealBose
gasusing alkaliatom s,the experim entally veri�ed Bose condensation (aswellasde-condensation)
representsatypicalLandau continuousphasetransition,wherethetem perature,T,m ay beregarded
asthecontinuously variableorderparam eter,with thecriticalvalueTc.

On the otherhand,following the above argum ents,Bose condensation occurswhen theapprox-
im ation ofweak interference between the wave packets beginsto fail,and the exactsuperposition
becom esnotable.Sim ilarly,Bosede-condensation occurswhen thisapproxim ation becom esvalid and
the superposition becom eshidden. In addition,Tc isdeterm ined by the characteristicsofthe wave
packet approxim ation,i.e.,Heisenberg’s indeterm inacy relations. (\The Bose-Einstein condensate
thereforeisa rareexam pleoftheuncertainty principlein action in m acroscopicworld." [16])Thus,
itnecessarily follows thatthe Bose de-condensation is a specialcase ofspontaneous superposition
breaking (hiding),justasBose condensation isa specialcase ofspontaneousrevealing ofsuperpo-
sition. In thisprecise sense,the spontaneoussuperposition breaking (hiding)in a sim ple quantum
system described theoretically in x2.1{2.2 isan experim entally veri�ed phenom enon.

Itrem ainstoclarifytheconceptualconundrum stem m ingfrom apossibleinferencefrom theabove
discussion thattheBosecondensatewastreated asasim plequantum system (withoutseparablesub-
system s)although itis,by com m on intuition,understood ascom posed ofa collection ofindividual
Bose(sub)system s,such asalkaliatom s.Conversely,itrem ainsto dispeltheapparentcontradiction
between thequoted and experim entally veri�ed statem entthatthequantum statesofdi�erentBose
system sm ay besuperposed and do interfere[3,4],on onehand,and thefactthata superposition of
quantum statesofdi�erentquantum system sisim possiblewithin thestandard quantum -m echanical
form alism [46,19,43,11,12],on theother.

Suppose that,1;2;� � � ;n labelsim ple quantum system s(them selvescontaining no sub-system s),
which are exactly described (in Schr�odinger’s picture,say) by the states j	 1i;j	 2i;� � � ;j	ni,be-
longing to the Hilbert spaces H 1;H 2;� � � ;Hn,respectively. It is then possible to de�ne the quan-
tum super-system 1+2+� � � +n with sub-system s1;2;� � � ;n,exactly described by thequantum state
j	 1i
 j	2i
 � � � 
 j	ni,from the Hilbert space H 1
 H2
 � � � 
 Hn,where 
 is the tensor product.
Thisquantum state ofthe super-system iscalled non-correlated ornon-entangled. However,there
existalso so-called correlated orentangled quantum statesofthesuper-system which arenon-trivial
superpositionsofthenon-correlated sub-system ic states.

Following the standard quantum -m echanicalform alism [46,19,43,11,12,7]and the em piricalre-
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sults[5,6],thesuper-system 1+2+� � � +n can beregarded ascom prised ofthesub-system s1;2;� � � ;n

ifand only iftheso de�ned super-system isdescribed by a non-correlated (non-entangled)quantum
state.Conversely,ifthesuper-system 1+2+� � � +n isdescribed by a correlated (entangled)quantum
state| it m ust be regarded as a sim ple system ,inseparable into the sub-system s 1;2;� � � ;n. This
im plicitly indicatesthepossibility thatthequantum statein a Hilbertspacerepresentsan intrinsic
ontology ofthequantum system and notjustan abstractconstruction.

Suppose now that1;2;� � � ;n representBose system sofan idealgas.LetBdef= fj	 ki;8kg be an
eigen-basisoftheobservableofenergy(and linearm om entum ,in thisspecialcase),ofnon-degenerate
spectrum in theHilbertspace H forn = 1 (where we m ay drop theindex 1).Forsom e n quantum
statestaken from B,fj	 k1i;j	 k2i;� � � j	knig,the Bose super-system m ay be exactly described by
thequantum state:

�
�
�	1+ 2+ � � � + n

E
def= 1p

n!

X

J

�̂
J

�
�
�	1k1

E



�
�
�	2k2

E


 � � � 

�
�
�	nkn

E

; (13)

where �̂
J
perform stheJth perm utation ofsubscriptsoftheuncorrelated quantum stateon which it

acts,so J = 1;2;� � � ;n!.Clearly,j	1+ 2+ � � � + niisa nontrivialsuperposition ofnon-correlated quantum
states, and so is itself a correlated quantum state. This then im plies that the exact quantum -
m echanicalBose super-system 1+2+� � � +n m ust be regarded as a sim ple quantum system , and
that here 1;2;� � � ;n cannot correspond to realistically separable Bose sub-system s of the super-
system ;here,1;2;� � � ;n m ay bespoken ofassub-system sonly conditionally,i.e.,form ally.Thus,the
correlated quantum state,i.e.,superposition j	 1+ 2+ � � � + niprecisely determ inestheconceptofa Bose
collective,condensate orsuper-atom .

However, if the condition that the quantum states from B m ay be regarded, approxim ately,
as weakly interfering wave packets is satis�ed,the correlated quantum state ofthe super-system ,
i.e., the superposition j	 1+ 2+ � � � + ni spontaneously decays into its individualsuperposition term s.
That is,j	 1+ 2+ � � � + ni undergoes a phase transition into a m ixture ofuncorrelated quantum states
�̂
J

�
�
�	1k1

E



�
�
�	2k2

E


 � � � 

�
�
�	nkn

E

forJ = 1;2;� � � ;n!,and with equalprobabilities,i.e.,statisticalweights
of 1

n!
each. Thisthen,according to the principles ofthe standard quantum -m echanicalform alism ,

alsom eansthattheBosesuper-system (condensate,collective,super-atom )1+2+� � � +n reallydecays
into separablesub-system s1;2;� � � ;n.

Note that the energy ofeach non-correlated state in the m ixture is perfectly equal,i.e.,that
the foregoing assum ptions im ply that allnon-correlated quantum states ofthe super-system have
identicalexpressionsfortheenergy ofthesuper-system .Thisperm itsthefurtherapproxim ation in
which one strictly accounts only for the distribution ofthe energy ofthe super-system across the
sub-system s but not for their spatialposition. This approxim ation is characteristic ofstatistical
m echanicsand therm odynam ics.

W em ay thusde�ne thetherm odynam ic averaging forlargen and equilibrium processescharac-
terized by the tem perature T. In addition,we assum e thatalldynam icalinteractionsofthe Bose
super-system 1+2+� � � +n and itsenvironm entm ay be e�ectively described asthe action ofa �eld
on the super-system and nota correlated dynam icalinteraction ofthe super-system and the envi-
ronm ent.Thetherm odynam icaveragequantum stateofthesuper-system m ay berepresented in the
form ofa correlated quantum state

j	 1+ 2+ � � � + ni = 1p
n!

X

J

�̂
J

�
�
�	1k1

E



�
�
�	2k2

E


 � � � 

�

�
�	nkn

E

; (14)

9



where
�
�
�	iki

E

denotethetherm odynam ically,i.e.,statistically averaged (energetically m ostfavorable)
quantum stateson theith Bosesub-system .Tothesetherm odynam ically favorablequantum statesof
thesub-system wem ay,in thewavepacketapproxim ation,ascribetherm odynam ic,i.e.,statistically
averaged (m ostfavorable)deBrogliewave lengths�k1;�k2;� � � ;�kn.

Even with no furtherdetails,itfollowsthatforT > Tc,i.e.,in the case ofweak interaction of
the therm odynam ically averaged sub-system states as wave packets,the therm odynam ically aver-
aged correlated quantum state (the Bose super-system superposition) spontaneously decays into a
m ixtureofnon-correlated super-system states,and each such non-correlated stateisrepresented by
a (factorized,i.e.,separated) tensor product oftherm odynam ically averaged sub-system quantum
states.Conversely,forT < Tc,i.e.,upon failureoftheweak interaction approxim ation forthether-
m odynam ically averaged sub-system s states,the resulting m ixture ofnon-correlated super-system
statesspontaneously passesinto a therm odynam ically averaged correlated quantum state,i.e.,into
a super-system superposition.

This,wehope,clari�estheaboveconceptualconundrum .

In m uch thesam e way,som e othertheoreticalpredictions[38]and theirexperim entalcon�rm a-
tions[23]aboutthe de Broglie wavelengthsoftwo-and m ulti-photon wave packets,i.e.,correlated
photon super-system s,m ay also be regarded asan indirectcon�rm ation ofthe existence ofsponta-
neoussuperposition breaking.

2.4 A topicalsum m ary

Letusindulge in a briefand heuristic review ofthe propertiesuncovered thus far,prom pting our
identi�cation ofthe superposition and sym m etry breaking,and com paring with som e wellknown
exam plesofthisubiquitousphenom enon.

2.4.1 U nderlying m icrophysics

In the well-known (even everyday) exam plesofphase transition,the m icroscopic physics isunder-
stood to govern allim portantdynam icalaspects.Thus,forexam ple,in the case ofa thin,straight
rod com pressed longitudinally on both endsitisthese boundary conditionsthatpredeterm ine the
ultim ate geom etry ofthe bending ofthe rod. In m uch the sam e way and asdiscussed above,itis
the detailsofthe weakly interfering wave packetdynam ics(required fora classicaldynam ics)that
predeterm inesthedecoherence phenom enon.

2.4.2 A rbitrary selection

Theactualdirection (with respecttothelaboratory,Earth,Universe,...) in which therod eventually
bends is (in the absence ofim purities,inhom ogeneities and transversalexternalinuence) totally
arbitrary. In the sam e vein,the choice ofone ofthe (very) m any weakly interfering wave packets
onto which thedecoherence focusesistotally arbitrary and random .

2.4.3 O rdering param eter

The rod bendsowing to the factthatthe externally im posed com pressive forcesovercom e the de-
form ability param etersofthem aterial;thisofcourseidenti�esthecom pressiveforceastheordering
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param eter. In ourcase,ofa \classicization" ofan inherently quantum dynam ics,the ordering pa-
ram eteristhe\distance" between theexpectation valueofthegiven operator(characteristicforthe
given process)in one and the otherweakly interfering wave packetstate,i.e.,in one and the other
classiciziation.Thus,once two possible classicizations(pointilizations)begin to di�ersubstantially,
thequantum dynam icsbecom ese�ectively described by theclassical.

2.4.4 Sym m etry breaking

In the case ofthe bending ofan initially perfectly straight rod,the continuous (rotational,axial
U(1))sym m etry ofthe rod breaksdown to nothing. (M ore generally,one expects a possibly non-
trivialsubgroup ofthe originalsym m etry group.) Asdiscussed in x 2.1{2.2,and in m ore detailin
appendix B,in thecase ofthe(phase)transition from a generalsuperposition,j	ito a constituent
weakly interacting wave packet,juni,the sym m etry which isbeing broken isgenerated by the pro-
jector� 	 (t)

def= j	(t)ih	(t)jand isclosely related to thequantum -dynam icalU(1)sym m etry (6).

2.4.5 G oldstone m odes...

It is a well-known (and rigorous) theorem that allsym m etry breaking-physicalprocesses induce
Goldstone m odes. In the case ofthe bending rod,thisisseen asfollows: before bending,the rod
hastwo transversalvibrationalm odes,both ofwhich have nonvanishing frequencies/energies;after
the bending,the radialvibrationalm ode stillhas a nonzero frequency/energy,but the rotational
m ode (about the axis de�ned by the previously unbent rod) has a vanishing frequency: this is
the Goldstone m ode. Note that,as a (previous sym m etry) transform ation,the Goldstone m ode
represents a transition from one ofthe possible results (directions) ofthe bending ofthe rod into
another,and rangesoverallofthem .

In thecase ofclassicization ofquantum dynam icsby weakly interfering wave packets,theGold-
stone m ode m ust correspond to a transform ation am ongst allofthe various com ponents,juk(t)i,
ofthe originalsuperposition,j	(t)i. It is therefore generated by operators including allthose of
the type jui(t)ihuj(t)j,8i6= j,\rotating" any one ofthe possible classicizations ofthe inherently
quantum dynam icsinto another,and ranging overallpossibilities;seeappendix B.

2.4.6 ...are unobservable

However,x2.2 shows that the a posteriori probabilities for the transition into any ofthe weakly
interfering wave packets are ~wk = �nk,8k,so thatthe probability into any one ofthe notrealized
onesis ~wk = 0,k 6= n.Therefore,notoneofthepossibleGoldstonem odesrepresentsan observable
within any oneoftherealized classicizationsofthequantum dynam ics6.

3 A Landau continuous Phase Transition: a Q uantum Super-System

Considernexta com plex quantum system \1+ 2",orm oreprecisely,a quantum super-system con-
sisting ofthe quantum sub-system s 1 and 2. As standard,this super-system is equipped with a

6W e couldn’thelp butnotice the potentialofan am using application ofsuch G oldstone transitionsasa
Sci-Fivehicle oftravelbetween parallelUniverses| which thusare equally within theSci-Firealm .
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particular,correlationary,unitary quantum -dynam icalevolution operatorU 1+ 2(t)and correspond-
ingly,a correlated,quantum -dynam icalstate:

�
�
�	1+ 2(t)

E

= U 1+ 2(t)
�
�
�	1+ 2

E

=
X

n

cn

�
�
�	1n

E



�
�
�	2n(t)

E

(15)

which evolves determ inistically in tim e. Here,j	 1+ 2i is the initialquantum -dynam icalstate from
the Hilbert superspace H 1 
 H2qp representing tensorialproduct ofthe Hilbert subspace H 1 and
Hilbert’ssubspace H 2qp (on which the action ofcoordinate and m om entum operatorsand analytic
functionsthereofiswell-de�ned). LetB1 = fj	 1

ni;8ng denote a tim e-independentbasisin H 1,and
B2(t) = fj	 2

n(t)i;8ng a tim e-dependent basis in H 2qp,B2 = fj	 2

ni;8ng being the initialform of
B2(t),while cn,8n,are the constantsuperposition coe�cientsthatsatisfy the unitnorm condition
analogousto (2).

Itisnothard to see that(15)possessesboth a globalU(1)quantum -dynam icalsym m etry akin
to (4),and also itssub-sym m etry im plem ented by theunitary operator

W "[	
1+ 2(t)]= exp

n

i"
�
�
�	1+ 2(t)

E D

	 1+ 2(t)
�
�
�

o

; (16)

with thecontinuousrealparam eter",and theLiegroup generatorj	 1+ 2(t)ih	 1+ 2(t)j.

Suppose again thatthere issuch tim e �,so thatwhen t> � then,forB2(t)and any observable
A 2 thatactsin H 2qp,certain approxim ation conditionsanalogousto A 1 and A 2 aresatis�ed. Also,
letuspointoutthat,aftert= �,B2(t)isthe unique (up to the U(1)phase (4),i.e.,including all
ofitsglobally U(1)-transform ed pictures) basisin H 2qp thatisable to satisfy both approxim ation
conditions.W ith theseassum ptions(to which wereferasthe‘sub-system ic weakly interfering wave
packet approxim ation on the sub-system 2’or,‘sub-system ic approxim ation on 2’for short),the
state(15),underaction of(16),turnsinto

fW "[	
1+ 2(t)]

�
�
�	1+ 2(t)

E

=
X

n

cn expfijcnj
2
"g

�
�
�	1n

E



�
�
�	2n(t)

E

: (17)

Theobtained quantum state(17)doesnotrepresentany globalU(1)-transform ofthequantum -
dynam icalsate(15)and soisnotphysically equivalenttoit.Thatis,thecorrespondingsuperposition
term sin (15)and (17)aredecoherent.Therefore,thegiven sub-system icapproxim ation on 2 breaks
theglobalU(1)quantum -dynam icalsym m etry aswellastheW �[	 1+ 2(t)]quantum -dynam icalstate
sym m etry (and preferstheuniquebasisB1
 B2(t))on thewholesuper-system 1+ 2.In otherwords,
thegiven sub-system icapproxim ation on 2cannotbeachieved by quantum -dynam icalevolution (15)
on the super-system 1 + 2,so that the results ofthis sub-system ic approxim ation on 2 m ust be
discontinuously inaccessible by theexactquantum -dynam icalevolution (15)on thequantum super-
system 1+ 2.

Thisanalysis,com pletely analogoustothatin theprevioussection,pointssim ply atthefactthat
the above sub-system ic approxim ation on 2 producesa spontaneoussuperposition breaking on the
super-system 1+ 2,and a corresponding Landau continuousphasetransition from j	 1+ 2(t)ito som e

�
�
�	1n

E



�
�
�	2n(t)

E

; forsom en ; (18)

with probability (statisticalweight)ofwn,given analogously to (12).
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Owing to thecorrelation characteristicsofthequantum -dynam icalstate(15),sim ultaneously to
given sub-system ic approxim ation on 2,the sub-system 1 becom esdescribed,with probability wn,
by thequantum statej	 1

nifrom uniquely (up to theglobalU(1)phase)determ ined basisB1 even if
quantum statesfrom B1 satisfy no approxim ating condition.

In thisway,the sub-system ic approxim ation on 2 e�ectively splitsthe super-system 1+ 2 into
2 (described by the corresponding statisticalm ixture ofthe quantum states from uniquely deter-
m ined basisB2(t)whose quantum statessatisfy given approxim ation conditions),and 1 (described
by correlated statisticalm ixtureofthequantum statesfrom theuniquely determ ined basisB1 whose
quantum statesdo notsatisfy any approxim ation condition).

But in the exact description (discontinuously distinct from the approxim ate sub-system ic de-
scription on 2) ofthe quantum super-system 1 + 2,this super-system is described exclusively by
thecorrelated quantum -dynam icalstatej	 1+ 2(t)i(15),which,within standard quantum -m echanical
form alism [46,19,43,11,12,7]and in fullagreem ent with existing experim entalfacts [5,6],does not
adm it any separation ofthe quantum super-system 1 + 2 into its quantum sub-system s 1 and 2
described by pureorm ixed quantum states.Stated sim ply:thetruestate,j	 1+ 2(t)i,in general,does
notfactorizeinto anything likethesub-system ic approxim ation on 2,j	 1

ni
 j	2n(t)iforany n.

4 M easurem ent A s a C ontinuous Phase Transition

4.1 The quantum m easurem entconundrum

Letus�rstrecallsom efactsaboutthequantum m easurem ent.

Consider a quantum system ,the objectofthe m easurem ent,O ,which is,justbefore the m ea-
surem ent,exactly described by thequantum -dynam icalstate

�
�
�	O

E

=
X

n

cn

�
�
�	On

E

; (19)

ofunit norm and belonging to the Hilbert space H O . Let BO =
n�
�
�	On

E

:A
�
�
�	On

E

= an

�
�
�	On

E

;8n
o

betheeigen-basisofthe tim e-independentm easured observable,A ,acting on H O ,and thecn’sare
constantsuperposition coe�cients,which satisfy thenorm alization condition analogousto (2).

During theshortperiod ofthem easurem ent,
�
�
�	O

E

turnsexactly into som equantum state
�
�
�	On

E

from BO with the probability wn,given in a form analogousto (12). This transition is called the
collapse(reduction,decoherence,etc.) ofthestateoftheobject.

Therefore,the collapse representsan exact(non-approxim ate)resultofthe m easurem enton O .
Itcorrespondsto an equally exactbreaking ofthequantum superposition (19).Forthisreason,the
collapse cannotbe explained by any quantum -dynam icalevolution ofthe isolated objectO ,asany
such evolution m ustbedeterm ined by acorrespondingunitaryoperatorthatpreservessuperposition.
Thisincom patibility is,essentially,thequantum m easurem entconundrum .

4.2 Som e attem ptsto resolve the conundrum

The quantum -dynam icalinteraction between the object,O ,and a m easurem ent device, M ,was
m odeled by von Neum ann [46]in following way. He supposed that,before the quantum -dynam ical
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interaction with O corresponding to the m easurem ent, M is described by a quantum -dynam ical
state ofunit norm ,

�
�
�	M

0

E

,taken from BM = f
�
�
�	Mn

E

;8ng,the eigen-basis ofthe so-caled pointer
observable ofM on the Hilbertspace H M . Then,the quantum super-system O + M is,before the
quantum -dynam icalinteraction between O and M corresponding to them easurem ent,described by
theuncorrelated quantum -dynam icalstate

�
�
�	O

E



�
�
�	M

0

E

: (20)

Von Neum ann represented a sim pli�ed,short-lived quantum -dynam icalinteraction between O

and M by a practically tim e-independent unitary quantum -dynam icalevolution operator,U O + M ,
determ ined by thecorrelating condition:

U O + M

�
�
�	On

E



�
�
�	Mm

E

=
�
�
�	On

E



�
�
�	Mn+ m

E

; 8n;m : (21)

Then,during theshort-lived quantum -dynam icalinteraction between O and M ,theinitialquantum
state (20) evolves quantum -dynam ically into the uniquely determ ined, correlated,�nalquantum
stateofO + M : �

�
�	O + M

E

=
X

n

cn

�
�
�	On

E



�
�
�	Mn

E

: (22)

In addition,von Neum ann [46]supposed thattheaboveexperim entalfactson them easurem ent
on O can be sim ply extended in the sense thatthe exact collapse on O im plies thatthere indeed
exists an exact orabsolute collapse,i.e.,superposition braking on O + M . This isunderstood to
m ean that,afterthem easurem ent,O + M isexactly described by a quantum state

�
�
�	On

E



�
�
�	Mn

E

(23)

with probability wn given analogously to (12). However,itisvery im portantto note thatneither
thesupposition (22)northecollapseof(22)into (23),haveeverbeen veri�ed experim entally so that
this can only be regarded as a hypothesis,called the \von Neum ann projection postulate" or the
\absolutecollapsepostulate."

Ifoneacceptstheabsolutecollapsepostulate,itfollowsim m ediately thatthequantum -dynam ical
interaction between O and M described by (22) cannot explain this absolute collapse,since this
quantum -dynam icalinteraction and absolute collapse are obviously discontinuously (inaccessibly)
di�erent.Onem usteitherrejectthepossibility ofa com plete dynam icaldescription ofthephysical
phenom ena (by introducing the physically indescribable abstract Ego ofthe hum an observer [46],
etc.) or extend the standard quantum -dynam icalevolution. The latter is done through di�erent
types ofnon-unitary (nonlinear) types ofdynam ics with isolated O + M , e.g.[26], by di�erent
typesofnon-unitary (nonlinear)dynam icalinteraction with environm ent[39,51,52,53],or�nally,by
introducing varioustypesofhidden variables[9].

However,each ofthese groups of\solutions" is beset with problem s [8]. In the last case one
considers,explicitly orim plicitely,anon-spontaneousand dynam icalbreakingofthequantum super-
position.Ref.[26]attem ptsto build a \uni�ed dynam icsform icroscopicand m acroscopicsystem s"
through a nonlinear dynam ics ofisolated O + M ,which in turn causes a \spontaneous localiza-
tion",i.e.,a spontaneouscollapse on O . Nevertheless,this\spontaneouslocalization" representsa
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dynam icalunitary sym m etry breaking com pletely di�erentfrom theself-collapseasspontaneoussu-
perposition breaking in oursense.By contrast,in ourproposal(seebelow),thereiseithertheexact
quantum dynam ics or the discontinuously (inaccessibly) di�erent approxim ate classicaldynam ics,
and no uni�ed quantum -classicaldynam ics.

In Refs.[39,51,52,53], decoherence is a non-unitary dynam ical interaction between the non-
isolated O + M and itsenvironm ent,which causesan absolutetransition from quantum to classical
dynam icswith dynam icalbreaking ofthe quantum superposition. A sim ilarphenom enon ofa dy-
nam icalbreaking ofthe quantum superposition existsalso in the di�erenttypesofhidden variable
theories[9].Theseareagain com pletely di�erentfrom thecontinuousphasetransition from quantum
to classicaldynam icswith spontaneoussuperposition breaking,asproposed herein.

Then,according to theoretical[7]and experim ental[5,6]analyses,itfollowsthatsuch supposed
extensionsofquantum dynam icscannotbelocalin senseofthetheoryofrelativity,i.e.,theym ustin-
cludesom esuperlum inaldynam icale�ects,which we�nd physically unjusti�able.Thatis,supposing
thatthestandard quantum -m echanicalform alism representsan averaging ofa m oreprecisedynam -
icalform alism ofsub-quantum ,i.e.,subm icroscopic,m esoscopic,m acroscopic orm egascopic scales,
itfollows[7,5,6]thatsuch a m ore precise dynam icalform alism m ustbe superlum inal. In particu-
lar,such nonlocalextensionsofthe quantum m echanicscannotbe incorporated into contem porary
relativisticquantum �eld theory [50].

The absolute collapse postulate m ay be rejected and replaced by a supposition regarding the
relativecollapseasitisphenom enologically (and in im m ediateagreem entwith experim entalfacts[5,
6],butwithoutacom pletetheoreticalform alization)suggested in theCopenhagen interpretation [11,
12]. Here one supposes that only the correlated quantum -dynam icalstate

�
�
�	O + M

E

,as given in
Eq.(21),describes the quantum super-system O + M com pletely and exactly. That is,quantum
m echanicsrepresentsanobjectiveandcom pletetheoryofthesuper-system O + M ,wheretheabsolute
collapse in form (23)doesnotactually occur. Thissupposition hasalso neverbeen experim entally
veri�ed. Further,it is suggested that (21) m ay be approxim ated by (22),and this then can be
called the relative (and e�ectively exact) collapse on O with respect to self-collapsed M ,ifM is
described e�ectively approxim ately,i.e.,\classical-dynam ically" in a phenom enologicalsense.Note
thatthereexistdi�erentattem pts[14,39]ofaconsistentquantum form alizationoftheterm \classical-
dynam ically." However,they requireonly thatBM (t)bea basisofweakly interfering wave packets,
or,m oreprecisely,thatunderagiven approxim atingcondition thestate

�
�
�	O + M

E

,asgiven in Eq.(22),
betransform ed:

fW "[	
O + M ]

�
�
�	O + M

E

=
X

n

cn expfi"jcnj
2
g
�
�
�	On

E



�
�
�	Mn

E

: (24)

Even as (24) is discontinuously (inaccessibly) distinct from (22),it is,as correctly pointed out in
Ref.[8],justasdistinctfrom (23),so thattheaboveapproxim ation isnotsu�cientforthecom plete
quantum form alization oftherelativecollapse.

4.3 M easurem entasa phase transition

A sim plecom parison ofthecontentofthisandtheprevioustwosections,x3andx2,indicatesthatthe
relativecollapsecould beunam biguously and com pletely m odeled by thepresented continuousphase
transition from quantum into classicaldynam ics with spontaneous superposition breaking on the
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quantum super-system . Obviously,O here correspondsto 1,M to 2,and,the transition from (22)
through (24) into (23) corresponds to the above phase transition with spontaneous superposition
breaking from (15)through (17)into (18). M oreoversince the presented superposition breaking is
spontaneousand non-dynam ical,itindicatesthatnosuperlum inale�ect(characteristicofdynam ical
breaking ofsuperposition) should exist. Allthiswould rea�rm and com plete the form alization of
theCopenhagen interpretation.

A com plete form alization ofthe relative collapse by a phase transition with spontaneoussuper-
position breaking howeverstillneedsa generalization (entirely within standard quantum -m echanical
form alism )ofthe sim pli�ed form ofU O + M (21). Thisgeneralization should correspond to U 1+ 2(t)
satisfying both (15)and (21)forBM ,which thusbecom estim e-dependentjustlikeB2(t).

The required generalization ofU O + M ,i.e.,von Neum ann’s quantum -dynam icalinteraction be-
tween O and M (1 and 2,in general),can be realized relatively sim ply in the following way. Since
the correspondence between the integral(with the evolution operator)and the di�erentialform of
the quantum -dynam icalevolution is well-known [19,43],we turn to generalizing von Neum ann’s
dynam icalinteraction between 1 and 2 in thedi�erentialform .

LettheHam iltonianobservableof1+2betim e-independent(sothat1+2representsaconservative
system )and letithavethefollowing form :

H 1+ 2 = H 1 
 1l+ 1l
 H2 + V 1 
 V2 : (25)

Here,H 1 isthe Ham iltonian ofthe isolated sub-system 1,H 2 the Ham iltonian ofthe isolated sub-
system 2,and V 1 
 V2 thepotentialenergy observablepertaining to theinteraction between 1 and
2;1listhe(appropriate)unitoperator.

Supposenow thatA 1 representsthem easured observableon thesub-system 1,and thatA 1,H 1

and V 1 allcom m ute with each other so thatthey have com m on eigen-basis B1,which we further
taketo betim e-independent.

Schr�odinger’sequation for1+2 then hasform :

H 1+ 2

�
�
�	1+ 2

E

= i~
� d

dt

 1l+ 1l


d

dt

� �
�
�	1+ 2

E

;
�
�
�	1+ 2

E

2 H = H 1
 H2 : (26)

Suppose furtherm ore that a �nalsolution of(26) is given in the form ofthe correlated quantum
state(15)undertheinitialcondition analogousto (20),and supposethatB2(t)isa tim e-dependent
basisforthesub-system 1.Upon projecting along H 1,Eq.(26)becom es

h

H 2 + v1nV 2

i�
�
�	2n

E

= i~
d

dt

�
�
�	2n

E

; where V 1

�
�
�	1n

E

= v1n

�
�
�	1n

E

; 8n ; (27)

and wherej	 1

ni2 B1 whilej	 2

ni2 B2(t).

Assum ingthatV 1 hasanon-degeneratespectrum ofeigenvalues7,Eq.(27)representsasystem of
m utually independentequationswith a com m on initialcondition analogousto (20).Forthisreason,
and according to them athem aticalfoundationsofthestandard quantum -m echanicalform alism [46,
19,43],it becom es obvious that B2(t) = fj	 2

ni;8ng cannot represent a basis in H 2 at any (and
7Thenon-degeneracy assum ption ism erely a technicalsim pli�cation here.
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especially not at the initial) tim e. Therefore,the state (15)could nothave been be a solution of
Eq.(26),atany tim e.

Nevertheless,itispossible thatallquantum statesfrom B2(t)satisfy the wave packetapproxi-
m ation aswellasthatthe initialcondition,before the m easurem ent and corresponding to (20),is
satis�ed:

h	 2

n(0)jx2j	
2

n(0)i= h	 2

0
jx2j	

2

0
i; 8n: (28)

Furtherm ore,wewillassum ethatV 2 ischosen in such a convenientway thattheexpression
�
�
�h	2njx2j	

2

ni� h	2m jx2j	
2

m i
�
�
�; 8n;m 6= n ; (29)

isa m onotonously increasing function (from itsinitialvalueofzero),whiletheexpression

1

2

�

4 	 2
n
x2 + 4 	 2

m
x2

�

; 8n;m 6= n ; (30)

rem ains well-nigh constant in tim e (which im plies thatalldisipations ofthe wave packets are ne-
glected).Obviously,theexpressions(28)m ay betreated asaseriesofordering param eterswhilethe
expressions(30)de�nethecorresponding seriesoftheircriticalvaluesin a Landau continuousphase
transition.

Note that in the m om ent �nm when the expression (29) becom es equalto (30),	 2

n becom es
weakly interfering and e�ectively (in thesense ofaveraged valueapproxim ation)orthogonalto 	 2

m ,
for8n;m 6= n.Finally,thereisa tim e,

� � �nm ; 8n;m 6= n ; (31)

when allquantum statesfrom B2(t)becom e e�ectively weakly interfering and orthogonal. Atthis
m om ent,B2(t)also becom ese�ectively (approxim ately)a com plete basisin H 2. (Itisnothard to
see that � is �nite for any �nite and com plete basis,B̂2(t),in a �nite subspace Ĥ 2 � H2,which
correspondsto real/actualm easurem ents.)

M oreover,atthe tim e �,the state (15)becom esan e�ective solution ofEq.(26). Thus,on one
hand,quantum -dynam icalevolution restitutesthecorrelationsbetween thesub-system s1 and 2,or,
sim ply speaking,extends the superposition from 1 onto the com plete system 1+ 2. On the other
hand,atthetim e�,within a sub-system ic approxim ation oftheweakly interfering wave packetsof
2 and according to the previousdiscussion,there occursa self-collapse on 2 and a relative collapse
on 1. Thus,the quantum -dynam icalinteraction between 1 and 2 and the m easurem ent which 2
realizeson 1 both occursim ultaneously,and both asthecorresponding phasetransitions,butin the
discontinuously (inaccessibly)di�erentlevelsoftheanalysis.

Therefore,weconcludethatthem easurem entcan becom pletely m odeled byaLandau continuous
phasetransition with spontaneoussuperposition breaking on thequantum super-system .

4.4 A sim ple exam ple

Letusconsidernow aconcrete,sim plebutsigni�cantexam ple,ofam easurem entm odeled by aLan-
dau continuousphasetransition with spontaneoussym m etrybreaking.Thatis,thewell-known [22,1]
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exam ple ofStern-Gerlach’s spin m easurem ent willbe considered from the aspect ofthe described
phasetransition.

Followingtheforegoingdiscussion,let1+ 2beasingle(Ag)atom in am agnetic�eld,B z,directed
along the z-axis. (The x-coordinate from the above discussion here becom esthe z-coordinate.) As
isusually thecase,let

�z =
�@B z

@z

�

� 103T/m : (32)

Here,H 1 willrepresentthe\internal",two-dim ensionalspin Hilbertspace,whileH 2qp willstand for
the\external",ororbitalHilbertspaceforz-coordinate.Then,beforeinteraction with them agnetic
�eld,1+ 2 isdescribed by initialquantum state

�
�
�	1+ 2in

E

=
�

c� j� i+ c+ j+i
�



�
�
�	2

0

E

: (33)

Here,B1 = fj� i;j+ig represents the eigen-basis ofthe z-com ponent ofthe spin observable,Sz,
with eigenvaluesf� 1

2
~;+ 1

2
~g,whilec� and c+ representthecorresponding superposition coe�cients

which satisfy thenorm alization condition

jc� j
2 + jc+ j

2 = 1: (34)

Also,j	 2

0
irepresentstheinitialwavepacketofthecenterofm assoftheatom ,so that:

h	 2

0
jzj	 2

0
i= 0 ; h	 2

0
jpzj	

2

0
i= 0 : (35)

Further,thepotentialisgiven by

V 1 
 V2 = �
�

2
�B

m ~
Sz

�


 Bz ; (36)

where�B � 10� 23Nm /T isBohr’sm agneton.Also,wem ay select
�
�
�	1+ 2

E

= c� j� i

�
�
�	2�

E

+ c+ j+i

�
�
�	2

+

E

; (37)

whereB2 = f	 2

� ;	
2

+
g istheeigen-basisofSz.Then

h	 2

� jzj	
2

� i= �
�B

2m
�zt

2
; (38)

wherem � 1025kg representsthem assoftheatom ,and

h	 2

� jpzj	
2

� i= � �B �zt: (39)

Finally,a rough estim ateyields:

1

2

�

4
	
2

�
z+ 4

	
2

+

z

�
def= �z � 10� 9m (40)

while �
�
�h	2

+
jzj	 2

+
i� h	2� jzj	

2

� i
�
�
� =

�B

m
�zt

2
; (41)

so that,thequantity (41)becom esequalto criticaldistance(40)atthecriticalm om ent

t= �c =

s

�zm

�B �z
� 10� 7s: (42)

Thisshowsthat,afterthe action ofthe m agnetic �eld and before any detectoraction on 1+ 2,
the self-collapse on 2 and the relative collapse on 1 occur already in typicalm icroscopic dom ains,
underthe corresponding approxim ation conditions. Atthe sam e tim e,i.e.,afterthe action ofthe
m agnetic�eld butbeforeany detectoraction on 1+ 2,thecollapseon 1+ 2doesnotoccuratalland
1+ 2 isexactly described by corresponding correlated quantum state(37),asitiswell-known [22].
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4.5 To sum m arize the foregoing

Upon the above analysisofthe m easurem ent process,which dem onstrated thatm easurem ent m ay
be com pletely form alized in term sofspontaneoussuperposition breaking,the following conclusion
em ergesnaturally.

In contradistinction to the understanding in theoriesofabsolute collapse and hidden variables,
quantum m echanicsishereby shown nottobean essentially m echanistictheory(adiscretuum theory
with actionsata distance). Instead,itisshown to be a truly com plete �eld theory (a continuum
theorywith localactions,seeSec.6)overan appropriateHilbertspace(seeappendix B),theclassical
m echanic characteristicsofwhich e�ectively em erge through a phase transition involving a sponta-
neoussuperposition breaking(seealsoappendicesA and C),asexhibited,e.g.,in thecaseofquantum
m easurem ent. Thisestablishes,and entirely within the standard form alism ofquantum m echanics,
a clearrelationship between classicalm echanics,quantum m echanicsand quantum �eld theory.

5 Q uantum M echanics A s a LocalT heory

Following the foregoing discussion and in agreem ent with the standard understanding ofquantum
physics [46,19,43], it follows that quantum -dynam icalevolution provides the unique, com pletely
exactform ofthe change ofthe quantum state in tim e. Thus,a quantum state representsthe real
physicalontology ofthe quantum system ,and it is a subset ofobservables acting on the Hilbert
spaceofsuch statesthatrepresentstherealphysicalspace.(Itisonly underspecialapproxim ating
conditionsthata quantum stateadm itsa reduction to theontology ofclassicalm echanical,and the
abstractspaceofcoordinateobservablesacting on theHilbertspaceto theusual\real" space.) This
m eansthat,asithasbeen supposed in the Copenhagen interpretation [11,12],quantum m echanics
represents a com plete and objective physicaltheory, even ifthe m easurem ent (m odeled here by
spontaneoussuperposition breakingon thequantum super-system )representsahybrid description of
thedynam icalinteraction.Thishybrid hasbeen shown tobee�ectively approxim ateand \classical"
on M ,whilee�ectively and relatively exact,butquantum on O .

Itiswellknown [43]thatthe non-relativistic,unitary,quantum dynam ics(Schr�odinger’sequa-
tion)generalizesstraightforwardly and withoutlossofunitarity into thespecial-relativisticquantum
dynam ics (the Klein-Gordon and the Dirac equations). In this sense,the dynam ics ofquantum
m echanicsislocal,i.e.,itisnotsuperlum inal.W enow turn to show thatthem easurem entprocess
(form alized through aspontaneoussuperposition breaking),sim ilarly leadstonosuperlum inale�ect.
Togetherwith thepreviousconclusion,thiswillthen im ply thatquantum m echanicsis,allin all,a
fully local(�eld)theory.

Letthequantum super-system 1+2bedescribed by acorrelated quantum -dynam icalstateofunit
norm , �

�
�	1+ 2

E

=
X

n

cn

�
�
�	1n

E



�
�
�	2n

E

; (43)

wherethecn’sareconstantsuperposition coe�cientsthatsatisfy norm alization condition analogous
to (2).HereB1 = j	 i

ni;8n representsa basisin an appropriateHilbertspace,H i,fori= 1;2,where
H 1 and H 2 arem utually equivalent.

Now letA ;B ;C ;D besom efourobservablessuch thatthecondition
�
�
�h	inj�j	

i
ni
�
�
� � 1 ; for� = A ;B ;C ;D ; and i= 1;2 (44)
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holdsexactly. Suppose furtherthat,for� = A ;B ;C ;D and overB2,the following approxim ation
conditions,sim ilarto A 1 and A 2 in x2.1,aresatis�ed:

a1:jh	 2

nj� j	 2

ni� 4 	 2
n
� �

q

h	 2

nj�
2j	 2

ni� h	2nj� j	 2

ni
2,8n,and

a2:h	 2

nj� j	 2

m i’ h	 2

nj� j	 2

ni�nm ,8n;m .

Applying these approxim ating conditions to j	 1+ 2i, sim ilarly to the application of the sub-
system ic approxim ation ofweakly interfering wavepacketson thesub-system 2,yields:
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thatis,
�
�
�h	1+ 2jA 
 B j	1+ 2i� h	1+ 2jA 
 D j	1+ 2i

�
�
�

� 2�
�

h	 1+ 2
jC 
 D j	1+ 2i+ h	 1+ 2

jC 
 B j	1+ 2i
�

: (46)

Theresulting inequality (46)isanalogous,in form ,toBell’sinequality [7].Ofcourse,theoriginal
Bellinequality referstoarbitraryfourquantum -m echanicalobservablesactingin an arbitraryHilbert
space,averaged by objective hidden variables. Instead,the inequality (46) refers to four special
quantum observables and their quantum -m echanicalaverage values,as wellas B2 and H 2,which
m ustsatisfy the particularapproxim ating conditions. Forthisreason,the inequality (46)doesnot
have the generalim plicationsto quantum m echanicsin the way thatBell’sinequalities(separating
quantum m echanicsfrom hidden variablestheoriesin general).

Recallnow thatin realexperim ents [5,6],the originalBell’sinequality isviolated,im plying in
turn thatallhidden variablestheoriesm ustbesuperlum inalornonlocaliftheyaretobeobjective.It
isnothard toseethatin thesam esituation,thereisnoconsistentway toobtain theinequalities(46)
in a corresponding approxim ation.In thisway,standard quantum m echanicalform alism ,including
m easurem entasaspontaneoussuperposition breaking(hiding)within well-de�ned aproxim ation con-
ditions,isin an excellentagreem entwith theexisting experim entalfacts[5,6]regarding theroughly,
intuitively and not very precisely term ed \quantum non-locality",\quantum distant correlations"
or\quantum entanglem ent".Nam ely,although exactconservation includesan independence ofthe
correlated quantum statesorgeneralsuperposition in a quantum super-system from distancesin the
usualspace,thisconservation doesnotdepend on any super-quantum orsuper-lum inaldynam ics,
but it is a naturalconsequence ofthe sym m etries ofthe dynam ically localquantum m echanical
dynam icalevolution and state.

Thus,quantum m echanicsisa truly local(�eld)theory,in thespeci�csenseused throughoutthe
presentarticle.
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6 Experim entalD istinction B etween A bsolute and R elative C ollapse

As note above,a direct experim entalveri�cation ofthe existence ofthe correlated quantum state�
�
�	O + M

E

ofO + M ,asdescribed in Eq.(22),hasneverbeen realized foratypicalm acroscopicsystem
M (with an Avogadro’snum berofatom sorm ore),forreasonsofextrem e techincaldi�culties.On
one side,a direct m easurem ent of

�
�
�	O + M

E

,as given in (20),(ifit exists) as a m easured quantum
system by som enew (and externalto O + M )m easurem entdevice,M M ,istechnically very hard.

On theotherhand,beforesuch a new m easurem entisdone,itisvery hard to elim inate various
quantum -dynam icalinteractions (realized by exchange ofa single photon orphonon,forexam ple)
between O + M and itsquantum -m echanically described environm ent,E .Such interactionsproduce,
in m any specialcases,thecorrelated quantum -dynam icalstateofO + M + E :
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(47)

where BE = f
�
�
�	En

E

;8ng is a (tim e-independent) basis in the Hilbert space H E ofE . The quan-
tum super-system O +M +E ,described by the correlated quantum -dynam icalstate (47),cannotbe
factorized (seaprated),within standard quantum -m echanicalform alism [46,19,43],into itsquantum
sub-system s each described eitherby pure orby m ixed quantum states,orm ore precisely,by cor-
responding m ixtures ofthe �rst kind representable by statisticaloperators[43,20]. However,as a
form alsub-system ofO +M +E ,O +M m ay bedescribed by a m ixed stateofthesecond kind8:
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Thism ixture (48)hasthe identicalform ,m athem atically,to the m ixture ofthe �rstkind obtained
by absolute collapse (ifit exists) by m easurem ent ofM on O . But the physicalm eaning ofthis
m ixture of the second kind (48) is only conditional(it depends on the basis BE ) and indirect.
Thatis,suppose thatforthe quantum super-system O +M +E ,described by (47),a m easurem ent
device (including M M ) realizes new,sub-system ic (considering only dynam icalinteraction with a
sub-system )m easurem enton O +M asa form alsub-system ofO +M +A.In thiscase,theobtained
resultsaree�ectively thesam easifO +M ,beforethisnew m easurem entand representing an isolated
quantum system ,hasbeen in a m ixture ofthe �rstkind,m athem atically identicalto a m ixture of
thesecond kind (48).

Butofcourse(ifabsolutecollapsedoesnotexist),beforethisnew m easurem ent,O +M hasbeen
only a form alquantum sub-system ofthe quantum super-system O +M +E in the pure quantum
state(47).Thatis,even ifaquantum -dynam icalinteraction between O +M and E doesnotgenerate
an absolute collapse on O +M +E (as any suggested non-unitary dynam icalinteraction with the
environm ent[39,51,52,53]which could generatesuch an absolutecollapsem ustbesuperlum inal),any
later,incom plete,sub-system ic m easurem enton O +M asa sub-system ofsuper-system O +M +E ,
on theaccountoftheneglecting E ,wille�ectively lead to theconclusion thattheabsolutecollapse
hasbeen occurred already by them easurem entthatM realized on O .

Thus,atthe quantum -m echanicallevelofanalysis and in general,the (sub-system ic) m ixtures
ofthe second kind are conditional,i.e.,they are notunam biguously determ ined. This fact is the

8The precise technicaland physicaldistinction between (the usual)m ixturesofthe �rstkind and those
ofthe second kind m ay befound in Ref.[20].
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m ain reason forEverett’sm any world orrelativestateinterpretation [21]notbeing com pleteatthe
quantum -m echanicallevelofanalysis.Com pletingEverett’sinterpretation requiressuch an extension
ofthe standard quantum -m echanicalform alism in which the m ixtures ofthe second kind would
becom e unconditional,i.e.,absolute. However,in thatcase,the super-system clearly also becom es
described by an absolutem ixtureofthe�rstkind,equivalentto absolutecollapse.Thus,com pleting
Everett’s interpretation produces som e kind ofsuperlum inalhidden variables theory,where every
branch ofthem ultiverse correspondsso a hom ogeneoussub-quantum sub-ensem ble.Thisprovidesa
cleardistinction between Everett’srelativestateand ourrelativecollapseinterpretation.

Notethatthesuppositionregardingtheenvironm entalabsolutedecoherencevs.standardquantum -
m echanicalform alism (with relativecollapseasspontaneoussuperposition breaking)correspondsin
asigni�cantwaytoM ach’sprinciplevs.Einstein’sgeneraltheoryofrelativity.Nam ely,both environ-
m entalabsolute decoherence and also M ach’sprinciple need an instantaneousaction ata distance,
contrary to fundam entalprinciplesand conceptsofthe relativistic,and in particularquantum �eld
theory [50].Forthisreason new signi�cantexperim entaldata [30]on thesub-system ic decoherence
by (therm al)interaction with environm entdo notrepresentany conclusive facton the existence of
theabsoluteenvironm entaldecoherence orsuper-system ic collapse.

In thisway,and owing to the noted technicaldi�culties,there isno unam biguosexperim ental
evidence(fornow)fortheexistence ofabsoluteorrelativecollapseon O + M .By contrast,on only
thesub-system O ,both typesoftheories(theonewith absolute and theonewith relative collapse)
yield e�ectively thesam econsequences,and which arein fullagreem entwith existing experim ental
facts. However,even ifthere isno realistic possibility forexperim entaldistinction between theory
oftheabsoluteand theory oftherelativecollapsein m acroscopicdom ainsasyet,itispossiblethat
such experim entaldistinction can berelatively sim ply realized in m icroscopicdom ains.

That is, from the aspect ofthe relative collapse theory, O and M can be quantum objects
from m icro,m eso,m acro orm ega dom ains.Forthisreason wecan chosesuch am icroscopicO and a
m icroscopicor(quasi)m esoscopicM sothatitisunam biguousthatO + M isdescribed byacorrelated
quantum -dynam icalstate,i.e.,thatquantum superposition on O + M exists. Also,O + M willbe
chosen in such way that any further quantum -dynam icalinteraction with its environm ent E can
be e�ectively neglected. Then we can introduce such an approxim ate sub-system ic description and
experim entaltreatem entofM corresponding to the presented selfcollapse (asa Landau continuous
phase transition with spontaneoussuperposition breaking)on M . Ifthen,unam biguously,relative
collapseoccurson O asan e�ectivequantum phenom enon itm eansthatrelativecollapsetheory,or,
precisely,m easurem ent m odeled by given Landau phase transition and spontaneous superposition
breaking,isexperim entally a�rm ed.

Asa concrete exam ple ofsuch m icro or(quasi)m acroscopic m easurem entwe shallrecallbriey
the dem onstration [47]ofthe appearance ofthe self-and relative collapse in an experim entofthe
quantum superposition ofa m irror suggested by M arshalletal.[42]. Here,a single photon that
propagates through a m odi�ed M ichelson’s interferom eter can represent O . That is,the m odi�ed
interferom eterhasone usual(m acroscopic and �xed)m irror,and anotherone which isunusual: it
is(quasi)m acroscopic(with � 1014 atom s,or,with a lineardim ension � 10�m )and itisoscillating;
thiscan represent M . The quantum -dynam icalinteraction (by m eansofphononsand high-�nesse
cavities)between O andM correlates(entangles)O andM intoO + M anddecorrelates(disentangles)
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O + M intoO and M alternatingly,i.e.,periodically in tim e.M oreprecisely,O and M arecorrelated
during tim eintervals(nT + 1

2
�;(n+ 1)T � 1

2
�)forn = 0;1;2;:::,whereT and � � T representsom e

positive tim e constants. Also,O and M are decorrelated during tim e intervals(nT � 1

2
�;nT + 1

2
�)

forn = 1;2;3;:::. During any decorrelation tim e interval,M is decribed by a wave packet while
O is described by a quantum superposition of"up-down" and "left-right" trajectory. During any
correlation tim e interval,O + M isexactly described by a correlated quantum state. In the given
experim entalcircum stancesthatincludeextrem ely low tem perature(lessthan 2m K)practically any
environm entalinuenceon O + M can beneglected sothatnoabsolutecollapse(decoherence)occurs
O + M atany tim e(including thecorrelation tim eintervals).

However,during any correlation tim e interval,M can be sub-system ically and e�ectively ap-
proxim ated by a m ixture ofthe second kind,consisting ofinitialrestwave packet from one and a
quantum superposition oftwo m ovable wave packets from other side. (This efective sub-system ic
superposition oftwo m ovablewavepacketsofM representstheprim ary aim ofM arshaletal.[42].)
In given experim entalcircum stances allthree wave packets refering on M satisfy the weak inter-
ference approxim ation condition,so that on M the self-collapse can occur. This m eans that the
given superposition ofthe two m ovable wave packetscannotbe observed directly sub-system ically,
i.e.,observed in an e�ectiveapproxim ation.However,on thebasisofquantum correlationsbetween
O and M and in relation to the self-collapsed M ,O isdescribed by a (decoherent)m ixture ofthe
second kind of"up-down" (corresponding tom ixtureofm ovablewavepacketsofM )and "left-right"
(corresponding to rest wave packet ofM ) quantum states. It corresponds to the relative collapse
thatoccurs on O as a consequence ofthe selfcollapse on M during the correlation tim e intervals.
Such relative collapse,i.e.,decoherence on O can besim ply tested by an additionaldetectorofthe
interference(even if,ofcourse,such additionaldetection breaksany furtherperiodicalalternation of
correlation and decorrelation on O + M ).

So,not unlike the rem arkable M ichelson-M orley interferom eter experim ent that a�rm ed Ein-
stein’s relativistic tenet of absence ofthe absolute space in (non-quantum ) m echanics and �eld
theory,theexperim entofM arshalletal.on thequantum superposition ofa m irror(in factincluded
in a M ichelson interferom eter)would a�rm Bohr’stenet[11,12]ofthe absence ofabsolute colapse
(decoherence)in quantum m echanics. Itisa fascinating curiosity thatboth experim entsuse prac-
tically identicalexperim entalcircum stances (while roughly a century apart),and that they both
negateabsolute concepts,i.e.,conceptsofabsolutebreaking offundam entalphysicalsym m etries.

Finally,anotherpossible and im portantexperim entaldistinction between absolute and relative
collapse m ay be served by the \delayed-choice for entanglem ent swapping" (DCES) [48,13](once
it is experim entally realized) to which we now turn,deferring a m ore detailed analysis for later.
Theoriginalexplanation ofDCES [48,13],which representsoneofthetypesofem pirist-pragm atist
interpretationsofquantum m echanics(analyzing sub-system ic m easurem entson correlated system s
perform ed by varionsm easuring devices),insistson the non-existence ofany objective (individual)
interpretation ofquantum states,and thata \quantum state is viewed as justa representative of
inform ation" [13]. Here isinform ation ad hoc understood,i.e.,postulated asan essentialcategory,
characteristic to the inseparable inform ation process (inform ationalcorrelate or totality). Such a
process includes both the source of inform ation (the inform ation object, i.e., the object, O , of
the m easurem ent) and the receptor ofinform ation (the inform ation subject, i.e.,the m easuring
device, M ) but,by assum ption, is not in any exact and unam biguous correspondence with any
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conceivable physicalobject. Clearly,thisrepresentsan extension ofthe usualquantum -m echanical
form alism [46,19]aswellastheusualtheoryofinform ation,andhasbeenappropriatelycriticized [49].

In our view,the DCES form alism is in fullagreem ent with the standatd quantum -m echanical
form alism and with the understanding ofthe quantum state ofthe super-system asa com plete de-
scription ofthequantum super-system asan unam biguousphysicalobject.However,DCES clearly
indicates the absence ofthe absolute collapse in the m easurem ent process,and especially in sub-
system icm easurem ent,which iscon�rm ed in subsequentsub-system ic and super-system ic m easure-
m ents. This also allows us to regard the exact unitary quantum -m echanicaldynam icalevolution
(which correlates/entangles the sub-system s and the super-system s) or m easurem ent as a reduced
form ofthisevolution,asarealisticm odelofthisinform ation process,and which onem ustnolonger
postulatead hoc.

7 C onclusions

W e have shown thata type ofa Landau continuous phase transition with spontaneous superposi-
tion breaking on the quantum super-system perm itsa com plete and consistentform alization ofthe
m easurem entwithin theunaltered standard quantum -m echanicalform alism .Thisalsocon�rm sthat
the quantum -dynam icalevolution represents the unique,com pletely exact change ofthe quantum
statein tim e,so thatquantum m echanicsrepresentsan objectiveand localphysicaltheory.Thatis,
quantum m echanicsisa true �eld theory overan appropriate Hilbertspace,the classicalm echanic
characteristicsofwhich e�ectively em ergeonlythrough aphrasetransition involvingthespontaneous
superposition breaking,e.g.,during the m easurem ent. Thisestablishesthe necessary and standard
conceptualunity ofclassicalm echanics,quantum m echanicsand quantum �eld theory. M etaphori-
callyspeaking,and paraphrasingBohr[12]:TheGood Lord (Nature)usesquantum dynam icsand so
needsno dice;butm en do,to determ inewhich classicalr̂oleto takein thegreatdram a ofexistence:
an actorora spectator,often notrealizing thatthey areboth.

A O n Probabilities

Forthesakeofcom pleteness,weproveherein thattheprobability (12)given by spontaneoussuper-
position breaking in theweakly interfering wavepacketapproxim ation really hasthegiven form .

Let a quantum system be described by a unit norm quantum state, j	i 2 H pq. Let A def=
fjani;8ngbeabasisofweakly interferingwavepacketsin H pq.Then,owingtotheweak interference
ofthe wave packets approxim ation condition,the m athem atically exactexpression forthe average
valuein thestatej	iofany observableB thatactsoverH pq can beapproxim ately presented by

h	jB j	i�
X

n

jhanj	ij
2
hanjB jani; (49)

dropping theo�-diagonalm atrix elem ents,i.e.,theinterference term s.

Letuschooseany oneparticularterm in theapproxim ating expansion (49):

jhanj	ij
2
hanjB jani: (50)
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Ofcourse,thiscorrespondsto thelocalpart,i.e.,thesuperposition m em ber

hanj	ija ni ; (51)

forthecorrespondingly arbitrary n,oftheexpansion:

j	i=
X

n

hanj	ija ni (52)

Sincethenorm of(51)is,obviously,lessthan onein general,onem ay concludethattheapproxim ate
localization (51)ofj	iand the corresponding approxim ate localization of(50)ofh	jB j	ido not
have a directphysicalm eaning forany arbitrary n asitviolatesthe requirem entofconservation of
the unitnorm forallreasonable physicalquantum states.Also,forthesam ereason,itwould follow
thath	jB j	iand j	icannotbeconsistently presented even by a sim ultaneoususeofalltheirlocal
parts,i.e.,term s(50)and (51),respectively.

However,theexpression (50)m ay betransform ed into theequivalentexpression

jhanj	ij
2
hanjB jani

4 jan iB
4 jan iB ; (53)

where,according to the characteristics ofthe approxim ate levelofthe analysis,hanjB jani=4 jan iB

m ay be consistently treated asthe e�ective (\exact")density distribution ofthe possible valuesof
B within theinterval:

Ijan i(B )
def=

�

hanjB jani� �
B
n ;hanjB jani+ �

B
n

�

; �
B
n

def= 1

2
4 jan iB ; (54)

forarbitrary n.

Now,onem ay supposethat(53)can begiven in theform

hanjB jani

4 jan iB
4 R jan iB ; (55)

where4 R jan iB representsthewidth ofthereduced interval,orsubinterval:

IR jan i(B )=
�

hanjB jani� �
R B
n ;hanjB jani+ �

R B
n

�

; �
R B
n

def= 1

2
4 R jan iB (56)

ofIjan i(B ),forarbitrary n.Thism eansthat,in fact,an additionalapproxim ation isintroduced.In
thisapproxim ation,thelocalpart,i.e.,superposition term (ofnonunitnorm ),hanj	ija niofthecom -
plete(and unitnorm )quantum statej	im ay bee�ectively presented by anew (and discontinuously
di�erentfrom j	i)proper(ofunitnorm )quantum stateja ni,forarbitrary n.

However,such a representation can be valid only on the reduced subintervalIR jan i(B ) ofthe
original,com plete interval,Ijan i(B ),ofthe possible values ofB , for an arbitrary n. Then, the
equivalenceof(53)and (55)gives

4 R jan iB = jhanj	ij
2
4 jan iB ; (57)

which can be treated asthe e�ective de�nition (determ ination)of4 R jan iB ,foralln. From thisit
followsthat

jhanj	ij
2 =

4 R jan iB

4 jan iB
; 8n : (58)
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Here, the expression 4 R jan iB m ay be treated as the m easure (width or length) of the interval
IR jan i(B ),while 4 jan iB m ay be understood to be the m easure (width or length) ofthe original
intervalIjan iB ,foralln.Then,according tothewell-known \geom etrical" probability de�nition [41]
and the given approxim ating conditions,Eq.(58) can be treated as the probability that,within
thegiven approxim ateanalysis,a possiblevalueofB belongsto a conveniently reduced subinterval
IR jan i(B ) ofthe com plete intervalIjan i(B ) ofthe values ofB ,forarbitrary n. Also,in this sam e
approxim ation,j	i m ay be e�ectively,probabilistically and globally represented by ja ni,for any
arbitrary n.

In otherwords,ifa quantum object form ally and approxim ately treated asa classicalparticle
should befound within thesubintervalIR jan i(x)ofIjan i(x)with theprobability

4 R jan i
x

4 jan i
x = jhanj	ij2,

quantum superposition would be totally excluded,and the classicalpicture would be totally self-
consistentand com plete.Conversely,ifthisquantum objectshould befound outsidethesubinterval
IR jan i(x) but within Ijan i(x),it would follow that it cannot be represented (classically) by a wave
packet.

Stated sim ply,by m eansofthe probabilistic conceptswithin thegiven approxim ation ofweakly
interfering wave packets,a localrepresentation ofj	i(which explicitly breakstheunitnorm ofthe
quantum state)can beform ally,e�ectively,and discontinuously changed intoaglobalrepresentation
ofj	i(ofunitnorm )by an arbitrary quantum statefrom A .

B T he State Sym m etry Structure over the H ilbert Space

W earenotawareofa detailed analysisin theexisting literatureofthesym m etry structureto which
we referthroughoutthis article,and willthus herein attem pt to describe itsbasic characteristics.
A fullaccountiswelloutside the scope ofthisarticle,butwe trusttheReaderwillunderstand the
m ain gistofthisintricatestructure.

Considera quantum -m echanicaltheory with an N -dim ensionalHilbertspace H .Being a vector
space,it is ofcourse possible to �nd m any di�erent bases for it,but let us specify a particular
one,B = fjui

n
:hunjum i = �n;m ;8n;m g,where we willassum e thatn;m range over a countable

(�nite,orin�niteifN = @0)set(including acontinuous(sub)rangechiey presenting notationaland
technicaldi�culties).An arbitrary statevectoristhen ofcoursegiven by thefam iliarsuperposition
j i =

P

n cn juni. In Eq.(5),we have de�ned a corresponding unitary operator (for notational
sim plicity wealso ignorealltim edependence atpresent),

W "[ ]= expfi"�  g ; where �  = j ih j: (50)

By acting (ultra-locally in theHilbertspace)on thestatejJiitself,thisoperatorm erely transform s
j iby a phase:

W "[ ]j i= e
i"
j i : (60)

M oregenerally,and owing to theidem potency ofprojection operators:

(�  )
2
� � ; ) expfi"�  g � 1l+ (�i"� 1)� ; (59)
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so that

expfi"�  gj�i=

8
>>>><

>>>>:

�i"j�i ifj�ikj i,i.e.,ifj�i= cj i,forc2 C,

j�i ifj�i? j i,i.e.,ifh�j i= 0,

j�i+ h j�i(ei"� 1)j i in general.

(60)

Thus,theoperatorW "[un]acts(1)asaU(1)phasetransform ation on thebasisvectorjuniitself,
but(2)astheidentity operatoron allotherbasiselem entsjum i2 B,form 6= n.Considerthen the
fam ily ofsuch (basis-dependently de�ned)operators:

W [B;~"]def= fW "n[un];8ng ; (61)

where ~" = ("1;"2;� � � ) is the N -vector oftransform ation param eters. Recalling then the above-
quoted two propertiesofthese operators,i.e.,the�rsttwo casesin thebasicresult(60),thefam ily
W [B;~"]would seem to havethestructureofa sheaf (seeRefs.[36,29])overtheHilbertspace,H :to
each basiselem entjuni,W [B;~"]associatesan ultra-localcopy oftheabelian group U(1)| thestalk,
generated by theoperatorjunihunj.In fact,wearenow �nally in theposition tospecify precisely:by
\ultra-local"weim ply thatweignorethealgebro-geom etricstructureofthefam ily W [B;~"]notonly
globally overthewholeHilbertspaceH ,buteven in any arbitrarily sm allneighborhood ofj i2 H .

Nevertheless,let us note that the two facts that: (a) H is a vector space rather than just a
topologicalspace and (b)the third case in the basic result(60),jointly com plicate m attersconsid-
erably. The action ofany one ofthe operatorsfrom the fam ily W [B;~"]on a general\point" in H

(represented by a generallinearsuperposition ofthejuni)isa nontrivialcom bination ofU(1)phase
transform ationsand \translations" (transform ing superpositions)in H .

Consequently,thefam ilyW [B;~"]constructed overtheHilbertspaceH asabovecannotbereadily
identi�ed with any ofthe algebro-geom etric structures wellknown and often used in theoretical
physics,such as bundles and sheaves. W [B;~"]is rather m ore com plicated than that,although it
doessharesom eofthede�ning propertiesofthesewell-known and oft-used structures.Furtherm ore,
itrem ainstocarefullyextractthebasis-independentcharacteristicsofthefam ilyW [B;~"],constructed
herein a m anifestly basis-dependentfashion.

Finally,wenotethattheobviousquantum -dynam icalrelevanceofthefam ily W [B;~"]providesa
generalized gauge-theoreticalstructure to quantum m echanics. Ratherim portantly,the base space
here isnotthe actual(real)spacetim e asin the well-known gauge theories,butthe Hilbertspace.
In view ofthis,theultra-locality in the Hilbertspace ofthe above de�nitionsturnsoutto bem ost
natural.Consequently,itisthenontrivialstructureoftheHilbertspace(itbeingboth avectorspace
and beingendowed with aconvergentscalarproductused tonorm alizethebasisvectors)thatinduces
thenontrivialaction (60)oftheoperators(50)on any open neighborhood ofj	i2 H ,howeversm all.
In fact,thebasicresult(60)m ay easily bere-castinto thefollowing in�nitesim al("2 � ")form :

h

1l� expfi"� g
i

j�i�

8
>>>><

>>>>:

� i"j�i ifj�ikj i,i.e.,ifj�i= cj i,forc2 C,

0 ifj�i? j i,i.e.,ifh�j i= 0,

� i"h j�ij i in general,

(62)
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which allowsusto interpret[1l� expfi"� g]assom ething like a covariantdeform ation operatoron
the fam ily W [B;~"]. A not too dissim ilar algebro-geom etric structure is also found in the study
ofm odulispaces ofCalabi-Yau m anifolds (see Ref.[44,37]and the bibliography therein) where it
leads to so-called variations of(m ixed) Hodge structures. It is then tem pting to conjecture that
the analogue ofthe so-called Picard-Fuchsequation [44]from thatstudy could play the r̂ole ofthe
dynam icalm asterequation in thisgeneralized gauge-theoretic approach to quantum m echanics. A
m orepreciseform ulation ofthisconjectureand itspossibleproofishoweverdeferred toalatere�ort.

Fortunately,astheultra-localpropertiesexhibited aboveshallsu�ceforourpresentpurpose,we
defera m orecarefulglobalanalysisofthefam ily W [B;~"]to a subsequentstudy.

Forthe restofthe discussion,we shallfocuson a given initialstate,j	i=
P

icijuii2 H ,and
notethat

� 	 =
X

i

jcij
2
juiihuij+

X

j> i

c
�
icjjujihuij+

X

j< i

c
�
icjjujihuij: (63)

This corresponds to the well-known Gauss decom position ofunitary,N � N m atrices into diago-
nal,upper-and lower-triangularm atrices,and isalso readily recognized in physics applicationsof
group theory asthecorresponding decom position ofgeneratorsoftheU(N )group into thediagonal
(charge),raising and lowering operators.

Notethattheoperator(5),i.e.,(50)associatesa copy ofthisgroup structureto any given single
state in the Hilbert space,and so also to the initialone,j	i. Let G 	 denote this (non-abelian,
U(N )-like)group de�ned ultra-locally atj	i2 H ,and letH n denote the U(1)subgroup generated
by � un = junihunjforany oneparticular,�xed n.

Then,�nally,theGoldstonem odesdiscussed in thesubsections2.1,2.2and 2.4,correspond tothe
(SU(N )-like)cosetG 	 =H n,herelikewisede�ned ultra-locally.Asseen from thedecom position (63),
theparticularclassicization-changing transform ationsdiscussed in thesubsections2.4.5and 2.4.6are
indeed theraising and lowering generatorsofthis(SU(N )-like)coset.

C Properties ofW eakly Interfering W ave Packets

Letusprovide a sim ple proofby contradiction thata nontrivialsuperposition ofweakly interfering
wavepacketscannotitself,in general,bea wavepacket.

Suppose that a unit-norm but other wise arbitrary superposition,j	i =
P

n cn juni,ofweakly
interferingwavepacketsjuni;8n and with coe�cientsc n;8n,isitselfawavepacket.Then,forevery
observable,A ,overtheappropriateHilbertspace,H qp,itm ustbethat

h	jA 2
j	i� h	jA j	i 2 (64)

since,by assum ption,
hunjA

2
juni� hunjA juni

2
; 8n : (65)

However,asitiseasilyseen thatexpandingtheleft-hand sideand oneofthefactorson theright-hand
sideofEq.(64),theuseofEq.(65)im pliesthat:

X

n

jcnj
2
hunjA juni

2
�

X

n

jcnj
2
hunjA junih	jA j	i ; (66)
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and so,fora positiveobservableA ,

hunjA juni� h	jA j	i ; 8n ; (67)

which,in turn,violatesthe weak interference assum ption (9). Thisim plies thatthatan arbitrary
nontrivialsuperposition ofweakly interfering wavepacketscannotitselfbea wavepacket.

Furtherm ore,thewavepacket(approxim ation)basishasthefollowing straightforward property.

Let A (x) be an observable A which is also an analyticalfunction ofthe observable x. (In a
specialcase,thisobservable m ay also representa quantum -dynam icalform ,e.g.,A = H � i~@

@t
.An

expansion oftheexpression h	jA (x)j	i def= hA (x)iinto a Taylorseriesaround h	jxj	i def= hxigives:

hA (x)i =
D

A (hxi)
E

+
D

A
0(hxi)

E

hx � hxii+ 1

2
A

00(hxi)
D

(x � hxi)2
E

+ � � �

= hA (hxi)i+ 0+ 1

2
A

00(hxi)(4 x)2 + � � � (68)

whereA 0(hxi)and A 00(hxi)arethe�rstand second derivativesofA by itsargum ent,hxi.

Roughly,the exactvalue on the right-hand-side ofEq.(68)m ay be expressed asa powerseries
in 4 x (thestandard deviation ofx in thegiven state),which very wellcorrespondsto perturbation
theory.Here,the4 x-independentterm (the�rstterm on theright-hand-sideof(68)doesnotcontain
4 x. Sim ilarly,the second term on the leftof(68),which m ay be form ally treated asa term linear
in 4 x,vanishesidentically.Finally,itisonly thethird term on theright-hand-sideof(68),i.e.,the
term quadraticin 4 x,which is4 x-dependentand nonzero.Thecondition

�
�
�hA (x)i�

D

A (hxi)
E�
�
� � 1

2
jA

00(hxi)j(4 x)2 ; (69)

thatis

4 x �

v
u
u
t
jhA (x)i� A (hxi)j

1

2
A

00(hxi
(70)

or,using (70),
hA (x)i�

�
�
�

D

A (hxi)
E�
�
� ; (71)

and
hA

2(x)i� hA (x)i2 (72)

m ay then be regarded as the strict condition for the wave packet approxim ation. That is, any
quantum state,j	i,which satis�esitm ay beregarded asa wavepacket.

Thus,in the wave packet approxim ation,the quantum dynam ics(the left-hand-side of(68)for
A (x)asa quantum -dynam icalexpression)reducesto the �rstterm on the right-hand-side of(68),
which then representstheclassicaldynam ics(with A (hxi)asthedynam icalexpression)withoutany
correction (term scontaining 4 x). Even forsm all,in the sense ofEqs.(69){(72),indeterm inacy in
4 x,in the analysisofthe coordinate x,the quantum dynam icsm ay be,owing to the vanishing of
thelinearterm ,regarded ase�ectively equalto theclassicaldynam ics.

On theotherhand,ifonerelaxestheconditions(70)and includeshigherorder(nonlinear)term s
in the Taylor series (68),a corresponding correction ofthe classicaldynam ics is obtained,i.e.,a
sem i-classicaldynam ics,which ultim ately approachestheexactquantum dynam ics.
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Itisnothard toseethatthesatisfaction ofthewavepacketapproxim ation conditionscorresponds
to theHeisenberg indeterm inacy relations.

Finally,when thewavepacketapproxim ation (and Heisenberg’sindeterm inacy relations)becom es
violated,i.e.,when theleft-hand-sideof(70)becom esequalto theright,theTaylorseries(68)fails
to converge. This sim ply m eans that the exact quantum dynam ics,which ofcourse continues to
exist| theleft-hand-sideof(68)| can nolongerbeconsistently represented startingfrom theclassical
dynam icsasthezeroth approxim ation.Thisalsom eansthattheHeisenberg indeterm inacy relations
specify thelim itswithin which thequantum dynam icsm ay bee�ectively projected intotheclassical.
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