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A bstract

D eveloping an earlier proposal Ne’em an, D am ngnovicetc.), we show herein that
there is a Landau ocontinuous phase transition from the exact quantum dynam ics to
the e ectively classical one, occurring via spontaneous superposition breaking (e ective
hiding), as a special case of the corresponding general form alisn Bemstein). C ritical
values of the order param eters for this transiion are determm ined by H eisenberg’s Inde-
term inacy relations, change continuously, and are in excellent agreem ent w ith the recent
and rem arkable experim ents w ith B ose condensation. It is also shown that such a phase
transition can sucessfiilly m odel selfcollapse (selfdecoherence), as an e ective classical
phenom enon, on the m easurem ent device. T his then induces a relative collapse (relative
decoherence) as an e ective quantum phenom enon on the m easured quantum ob gct by
m easurem ent.

W e dem onstrate this (ncluding the case of BoseE instein condensation) in the well-
known cases of the Stem-G erlach spin m easurem ent, Bell's Inequality and the recently
discussed quantum superposition on a m irror a la M arshall et al. These results provide
for a proof that quantum m echanics, In distinction to all absolute collapse and hidden—
variable theories, is local and ob Ective. There now appear no nsuperable obstaclks
to solving the open problem s n quantum theory of m easurem ent and foundation of
quantum m echanics, and strictly wihin the standard quantum -m echanical form aliam .
Sin ply put, quantum m echanics is a eld theory over the H ibert space, the classical
m echanics characteristics of which em erge through spontaneous superposition breaking.
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1 Introduction

E xtending a supposition from Ref. [45], by m eans of a com plex m athem atical form alisn  (superop—
erator technique) and w ithout an inm ediate physical explanation, Ref. [L7] suggests that there is a
Landau continuous phase transition W ith soontaneous sym m etry breaking) [40] induced by (Quan-—
tum ) m easuram ent. Sin ilar suggestions and indications m ay also be found in Refs. [45,28,2,24,25].
There, as In Ref. [17], the underlying sym m etry and the m echanism of its breaking is not clari ed.
In these works, essentially, it is in plicitly or explicitly assum ed that the spontaneous breaking of
symm etry or quantum superposition In every individualm easurem ent occurs under the in uence of
a ner (quantum -m echanically non-observabl) and weak transquantum dynam ics, the averaging of
which over the statistical ensam ble ought to reproduce the predictions of the standard quantum -
m echanical form alisn . That is, such soontaneous sym m etry breaking corresoonds to what In the
general form alism [10,31,50,24,25,15] is called actualordynam ical sym m etry breaking, where a am all
asym m etric dynam ical perturbation induces an exact breaking of the unperturbed sym m etrical dy—
nam ics in every individualcase. Tt isnot hard to see that this interpretation directly leads to theories
of hidden variabls [9], which are, as is welkknown [7,5,6], necessarily superlim inal, ie., non-local
and thus physically unacosptable. @A dopting the conospt of non-local theordies of hidden variables
would necessarily in ply discarding not only the theory of relativity, but also ofthe entire eld theory
aswe know it [50].)

Herein, the identi cation ofm easuram ent w ith a spontaneous symm etry (superoosition) breaking
(e ective hiding) is fom alized and provided with a clar physical explaination. That is, we will
show that there is a typical Landau continuous phase transition from quantum to classicaldynam ics,
w ith a corresponding spontaneous breaking (e ective hiding) ofthe quantum superposition, ie., the
global quantum -dynam ical U (1) symm etry. C ritical values of the order param eters for this phase
transition are determ ned by Heisenberg’s indetemm inacy relations, change contiuously, and are
well supported by recent experin ents w ith B ose condensation [3,4]. T his spontaneous superposition
breaking represents a particular exam ple ofthe general form alisn of spontaneous sym m etry breaking
(e ective hiding) [10,31,50,24,25,15], applicable in diverse dom ains of physics (classicalm echanics of
deform abl bodies, quantum theory of ferrom agnetism , quantum theory ofuni ed elds, etc.). Justas
all these applications of sym m etry breaking correspond to a phase transition, so too does the present
case: it is a transition from the (exact) quantum dynam ics to the (@pproxin ate) classical dynam ics
(cbtaned, In tum, by standard averaging of the quantum dynam ics). And, while superposition and
the globalU (1) sym m etry rem ain unbroken in the quantum analysis, classicaldynam icsbreaksthenm .

T hisphase transition can beused tom odelthe selfoollapse (selfdecoherence) on them easurem ent
device whidch, togetherw ith a correlative dynam ical interaction between the m easurem ent device and
the m easured quantum ob gct, induces the relative collapse (rrlative decoherence) as an e ective
quantum phenom enon e ected on the m easured quantum ob gct by the (Quantum ) m easurem ent.
T his provides for solving all open problem s in quantum theory of m easurem ent and fiundation of
the quantum m echanics [46,8], and strictly within standard quantum -m echanical form alisn [46,19,
43,11,12]. W e illustrate this by the exam plk of the Stem-G erlach’s soin m easurem ent 22,1], Bell's
hequality [7] (hcluding the proofthat quantum m echanics, In distinction to allabsolute collapse [46],
non-unitary (nonlinear) dynam ics [26], absolute environm ental decoherence [39,51,52,53] and hidden
variabl theories [9], is ocaland ob Ective), and the quantum superposition on a m irror experin ent,
recently suggested by M arshallet al. [42].



Sin ply put, instead ofthe w idely accepted belief (characteristic of theories w ith absolute collapse
and hidden varables) that quantum m echanics is an essentially m echanistic theory (a discretuum
theory w ith actions at a distance), ie., that through a convenient extension ofthe standard form alism
(through nonlinear tem s, etc.) tums quantum m echanics Into a m echanistic theory, we prove the
opposite: Q uantum m echanics isin fact a true Jocal eld theory overa H ibert space (see appendix B),
the classicalm echanics characteristics ofw hich em erge through a spontaneous superposition breaking
(see Sec. 2, 3, and appendices A and C), such as it happens, eg., In the m easuram ent process (see
Sec. 4). This will, entirely within the standard quantum -m echanical form align , establish a natural
relationship between the general fom alisn of classical and quantum m echanics; In fact, this also
provides a relationship between quantum m echanics and quantum eld theory.

2 A Simple Quantum System

Consider a sin ple quantum system w ith the unitary quantum -dynam ical evolution operator, U (t),
and a quantum -dynam ical state of unit nom*:

0 0 0 . X 0 0

JoOi=U @©Jj1i= G Hn ©O1 5 1)
which evolves detem mnistically in tine, t. Here, j i represents the initial quantum state, whike c,
for 8n represent the constant superposition coe cients, which satisfy the uni nom condition:

X
mf=1: @)

W riting B = fj1,1;8ng forthe initialbasis in a H ibert space, H o, on which the action of coordnate
and m om enta cbservables (and analytic fiinctions thereof) are de ned?,

B®=U®B=fU © Ji= J,®O1;8ng Q)

then represents the corresponding tin e-dependent basis. Tt iswellknown that quantum dynam ics (1)
isgbkally U (1)-symm etric, ie., that it is hvarant w ith respect to the follow ing glokal transform ation

J0i7 § %bi=e jwi; 848 ; @)

where isan arbitrary real constant.

2.1 Symm etry and superposition breaking

W e next de ne the follow Ing uniary operator:

W[ ©]= expfi" ©g; where ©=3J®©ih ©J; ©)

1T hroughout, operators are set in boldface type, and vector spaces in script.

2This H ibert (sub)space is som etin es referred to as the \orbital H ibert space", in a direct reference to
the Hydrogen atom , and in contradistinction from the H ibert (sub)space spanned by the soin factors in
that archetypical case. M ore generally, a distinction between \positional” and \orientational" variables{and
hence subspaces of the total H ibert space{m ight be preferable. A in ing here at a general setting, we avoid
this reference, supplant it w ith the arguably m ore verbose but also m ore general characterization, and use
\H 5" for this \positionalH ibert (sub)space" hereafter.
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with " a realparam eter and the progctor (t), which generates the transform ation. O bviously, we
then have that:

W[ ®]]oi=e " Oi; 6)

and, on the state j ©i, W «( () reproduces the transfom ation 4). Since this leaves the quantum
dynam ics Invariant, the state (6) is equivalent to (1). Therefore, as a symm etry of the particular
quantum state j i (@nd so \ultra-docal" on the H ibert space; see appendix B for a m ore precise
de nidon), W «[ (0] represents a subgroup of the global quantum -dynam ical U (1) symm etry. It
is not hard to see that this quantum -dynam ical state symmetry, W «[ (0], conserves exactly the
quantum dynam icalstate j (©)iasa superposition, w ith constant coe cients, In any tin e dependent
basis ofH 4, which evolves equivalently to j ()i, ie., according to the quantum -dynam icalevolution
ofthe system . In this sense, W «[ ) ] prefers none of these bases.

Now suppose that there exists a tine , so that for t > the ollow ing two approxin ation
conditions are satis ed:

A,: Any quantum state from B (t) represents a wave packet. Aswellknown [43], then (exospt, of

course, for any one xedkandAkd=efA g A Jui):

S
hy ©A 1,01 4, A h, ©R %9, ©1 ha oA 1,02  8n; (7)

for any observable A de ned to act on H oo. A1l such observables m ay be given as form al
analytical functions of the m om entum or coordinate cbservables, de ned to act on H ,.)

A,: Allquantum states from B (t) are weakly interfering. That is,
OA 3w ©1 7 W OR P OL o 7 8njm ; ®)
or, equivalently:
hh®OA 01 i ORI 0L 2@, pA+4, pA); 8nmén; (9

for any observable A de ned overH .

It isvery In portant to note that, according to the standard quantum -m echanical form alism [46,19,43],
there isan up to the globalU (1)-equivalence (4) uniquely determm ined basis, B (t), which satis esboth
approxin ation conditions, A; and A,, aftera tine

Sub Ect to these approxin ation conditionsA; and A,, Egs. () and (6) tum into

X
Wl ]’ expfi" ¥ o ©g; and (10)
X
W[ 017 L G expfi', g i, 01 ; (1)
p p P
w here the crosstem s in = ( GO ( joceme®) ¥, (© are being neglected.

&t should be clear that the resulting, transform ed quantum state (11) is not a globally U (1)—
equivalent copy of the quantum -dynam ical state (1). That is, In general, the various superposi-
tion tem 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. It should be clkar that this decoherence is very sin ilar to the deco-
herence between classical waves, and rather dissim ilar from the absolute environm ental decoherence
In Refs. 39,51,52,53]. This then in plies that the approxin ation A ;A , breaks both the quantum -
dynam ical state symm etry (6), and also the global quantum -dynam icalU (1) symm etry (4). That is,
the result of the approxim ation A ;A , cannot be achieved by a quantum -dynam ical evolution: it is
discontinuously inaccessble by exact quantum -dynam ical evolution.

It iswellknown [19,43] that only those quantum -dynam ical states which satisfy the wave padket
approxin ation A;;A, can be consistently regarded as classical dynam ical states, ie., as classical
particles. In otherwords, a quantum -dynam icalstate can be stable in the sense of classicaldynam ics’
only if it satis es the wave packet approxin ation. And, the otherway around, a quantum -dynam ical
state that does not satisfy the wave packet approxin ation cannot be classically stabl. Furthem ore,
classical dynam ics is lndeed a wellkde ned, approxin ating lim it of quantum dynam ics, cbtained by
standard averaging; see below (and espoecially appendix C) form ore details.

Now, it is not hard to see from Egs. (7) and (8), that no nontrivial (quantum ) superposition
of weakly Interfering wave padkets can itself represent a wave padket. This then in plies that every
quantum -dynam ical superposition of weakly interfering wave padkets, while quantum -dynam ically
stable, m ust be classically unstable. N evertheless, any quantum superposition of weakly interfering
wave packets contains locally stable term s in the sense of classical dynam ics, corresponding to any
wave packet from the given superposition. For this reason, any superposition of weakly interfering
wave padkets is a perfectly stable state at the quantum Jevel of the analysis. However, In the
approxin ate classical analysis, the sam e superposition necessarily tums spontaneously and arbitrarily
Into one of its locally stable temm s, ie., one of the wave packets.

Thus, the weakly interfering wave padket approxin ation, A1, A,, induces a gpontaneous \tran-—
sition" of the quantum superposition, j ()i, lnto one of is constituent wave packets, 11 , ©1i, wih
the wellknown probability (see appendix A)

Wo= Fu7; (12)

but only at the approxin ate, classical level of the analysis’. (In the exact, quantum dynam ics there
is no transition from j ()i at this or any other xed moment t> . This transition represents a
soontaneous quantum superposition breaking by the classical analysis. M ore generally, we observe
a spontaneous breaking (e ective hiding) of the globalU (1) quantum -dynam ical sym m etry and the
W «[ (©] quantum -dynam ical state symm etry at the approxin ate, classical level of analysis and In

the unigquely detem ned basis, B (t).

Here we refer to the general de nition of spontaneous sym m etry breaking, wherein the observed
state (classical particle) lacks the symm etry ofthe (exact, quantum -) dynam ical equations ow Ing to
the in position of \boundary conditions" (the wave packet approxin ation: A ;A ).

Indeed, the form al sin ilarity of this spontaneous and arbitrary choice of one of the constituent
wave padket states, j1, (©i, with the arbirary choice of a direction n which an orighally axially
symm etric rod bends under longitudinal com pression is nescapable. O ther exam ples of general

3W e suppose, and show (see appendix C), that classical dynam ics represents a wellkde ned theory, spec—
ied asa sinplke by quantum averagihg only) approxin ation of the exact quantum dynam ics.
4Tn lieu of a standard term and for want of a better word, we w ill refer to this transition as \classicizing."
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form alism of the spontaneous symm etry breaking (e ective hiding at an approxin ate level of the
analysis) [10,31,50] readily com etom Ind, such asthe spontaneously and arbitrarily chosen orientation
of ice crystals em erging in super-cooled w ater, or ofm agnetic dom ains in a ferrom agnet. The de ning
features of spontaneous sym m etry breaking are present n allof them .

2.2 Som e details of the spontaneous superposition breaking

Besides the above quoted very essence of spontaneous sym m etry breaking, we note, m ore precisly,
that In any such situation there are two coexisting, but radically distinct types of solutions of the
dynam ical equations: those wih exact (unbroken, explicit, com plkte) symm etry, and, those w ith
approxin ate (oroken, hidden, reduced) symm etry. T he fom er preserve the original superposition,
while the latterbreak it. E ither of these can be chosen quite arbitrarily, but a form al transition from
the symm etric state into a state with broken symm etry is not describabl by the underlying exact
(uantum ) dynam ics.

To see this, note that the action of the exact (quantum ) evolution operator, U (t), is lnear (1),
and hence by de niion preserves superposition. T herefore, this evolution operator cannot bring
about the superposition breaking seen as a distinction between the exact (quantum ) solutions and
the approxin ate (classical) ones.

In our present situation, the cause for this transition is provided by the in position of the wave
packet approxin ation, corresponding to the approxin ate, classical kevel of analysis. (T his then
addiionally corresponds the approxin ateness ofthe classical level of analysis to the approxin ateness
of its solutions.) Furthemn ore, view ing the form al transition from j (i to one of its wave packet
constituents, j1, (i, at the approxin ate, classical level of analysis, this spontaneous superposition
breaking provides a classical stabilization of the system . (@At the exact, quantum -dynam ical evel,
such stabilization is neither needed nor does it occur.)

Spontaneous sym m etry breaking in general has the wellknown consequence of the appearance
of G odstone bosons. For a com plte identi cation of the above process as spontaneous symm etry
breaking, we must tum to identifying this feature as it ism anifested in our case. To this end, note
that Eq. (12) quotes the a priori probability for the transition j i ! 1, ®i. A posteriori, the
probabilitiesbecom e wy, = .1, 8k, wih n xed by the given transition. T he G oldstone m ode would
then have to correspond to a transform ation volwing all of the com ponents, ji (i, of the original
superposition, j (t)i| for allbut one of which, however, the a posteriori probability vanishes. This
In tum m akes the G oldstone m ode (s) uncbservabl In allclassical (@pproxin ate) system s of analysis,
In each of which an arbitrary but de nite J1,1 hasbeen spontaneously selected. Am usingly, in this
respect, the quantum analysis agrees: Being exact, it preserves the superposition, breaks tides) no
symm etry, and so induces no G oldstone m ode. A m ore detailed analysis of the involved sym m etry
structure and breaking is presented in Appendix B .

Finally, it is not hard to see that right-hand side of Eq. (9) is practically a constant, which is,
through A ;, detem ined by H eisenberg’s Indeterm inacy relations. O n the other hand, the left-hand
side ofE gq. (9) istin edependent. T hereby, Eq. (9) becom esthe condition forthe phase transition [40],
where the lkeft-hand side of Eqg. (9) plays the r©k of the order param eter, continuously changing In
tin e, while the right-side of Eqg. (9) represents the critical value ofthis order param eter, whence this
corresoonds to a Landau , continuous phase transition.
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2.3 Spontaneous superposition breaking and experim ents

So far, we have shown that the use of a weakly interfering wave packet basis sopontaneocusly breaks
(hides) superposition of such states and w ith it the (Wlra—local in the H ibert space) symm etry (6).
Tt of course rem ans to explore ifthis spontaneous superposition breaking is experin entally veri able.

T he experin ental preparation of a sinpl quantum system Into a wave packet (@ particke for
a \m acroscopic" classicalm odel) during a nite tin e period (during which the dissippation of this
packet m ay be neglected) is rather sin ple. However, the preparation of a quantum system into a
superposition of weakly interfering wave packets, if possible at all, appears to be technically very
com plicated so that it hasthus farnot been realized. It isthusnot ckarw hether such a superposition
of \classical particles" can be achieved In practice, nor whether its breakdown occurs explicitly,
dynam ically or spontaneously.

N evertheless, we should lke to argue that an experin ental veri cation of spontaneous breaking
(hiding) of superposition on a sim ple quantum system is possible, In agreem ent w ith the above. In
fact, it is possblk to so interpret the recent experin ental results of Refs. [3,4], con m Ing Bose—
E instein condensation R7].

In an idealgas of Bose quantum system s (in real experin ents, these are atom s of Rubidim [3],
Sodium [4], etc.) in them odynam ic equilbbrium at tem perature T w ith its environm ent, the ther-
m odynam ical average valuie of m om entum of each individual system is hpi = P mk, T, where m
is the m ass of the system and k, the Bolzm an constnat. A coording to de B roglie’s relation, the
therm odynam ical average value of the corresponding wavelength isthen h i= h=hpi= h= mk, T,
whereby h 1 decreases w ith the tem perature T and vice versa.

Roughly [3,4,16], if h i is less than the them odynam ical average distance between two Bose
system s, 4 xi, and w hich holds fortem peratures above a certain criticalvalue, T, (in realexperin ents
about 10 °K, which is far below comm on everyday tem peratures), then the wave packets of these
systam s are ndeed approxin ately weakly Interfering, and the system s are e ectively both separated
and ssparable M ay be denti ed individually) so that they obey Bolzm an statistics. However, if
h i> M xi, that is, for T < T, the wave functions of the Individual B ose system s no longer satisfy
the wave packet approxin ation and also do Interfere. The Bose systam s are no longer resolvable
and they form a single BossE nstein supersystem (condensate, collective), which can no longer
be described by the wave packet approxin ation of the quantum state, and which iself obeys the
Bos=eE Instein statistics.

A ccording to E Instein’s original considerations [27], the form ation of BoseE Instein condensate
(for T < T.) occurs strictly statistically, that is, totally spontaneously and w ithout any (on-ideal,
additional, dynam ical) interaction between the Bose (sub)system s. A lso, the de-condensation® of
the condensate (for T > T.) occurs totally spontaneously, w ithout any interaction between the Bose
(sub)systeam s.

SStrictly speaking, evaporation refers to a transition into the gaseous phase only near the surface of the
liquid and sublim ation is the analogue for a solid. A s the phase transition is here occurring throughout
the volum e of the substance, boiling would perhaps be a m ore adequate termm , exospt that this also carries
connotations of bubbling, turbulence and dynam ical vehem ence. A s neither of these need apply in the case
of the reverse of B ose-condensation, we w ill adhere to the lss richly associated term de-condensation.



N ote that, in real experim ents [3,4], i is In possible to com pltely suppress the (on-ideal, dy—
nam ical) interactions between the akaliatom s (@sm odel B ose systam s), or the Interaction between
these and the environm ent. T hese additional interactions a ect the instability of the B ose conden-
sate, and determm ine the m ode of is decay even while T < T.. Therby the akali atom s cannot
serve as an e ective m odel for an idealgas of B ose systam s for very long tin es. N evertheless, during
su ciently short periods (@ few seconds) during which an e ective approxin ate m odeling ofan ideal
gas of B ose system s by akaliatom s is possible, the said additional Interactions have no in uence on
the spontaneous character of form Ing (for T < T.) ordecaying (for T > T.) ofthe Bose condensate.
Furthem ore, i is not hard to see that assum .ng a sizablk e ect of these additional interactions
on the statistics of the ideal Bose gas would lead to irreconcilable contradictions w ith the existing
experin ents.

T huswe conclude that, during the tim e period w hen it ispossbleto e ectively m odelan idealBose
gas using alkali atom s, the experim entally veri ed Bose condensation (as well as de-condensation)
represents a typical Landau continuous phase transition, w here the tem perature, T, m ay be regarded
as the continuously variable order param eter, w ith the critical value T..

O n the other hand, ©ollow iIng the above argum ents, B ose condensation occurs when the approx—
In ation of weak interference between the wave packets begins to fail, and the exact superposition
becom esnotable. Sin ilarly, B ose de-condensation occurs w hen this approxin ation becom es valid and
the superposition becom es hidden. In addition, T. is detem ined by the characteristics of the wave
packet approxim ation, i.e., Heisenberg’s indeterm inacy relations. (\T he BoseE nstein condensate
therefore is a rare exam pl of the uncertainty principle in action in m acroscopic world." [16]) Thus,
it necessarily follow s that the Bose de-condensation is a special case of spontaneous superposition
breaking (iding), just as Bose condensation is a special case of spontaneous revealing of superpo—
sition. In this precise sense, the spontaneous superposition breaking thiding) in a sim ple quantum
system described theoretically n x 2.1{2 2 is an experim entally veri ed phenom enon.

It rem ains to clarify the concsptualconundrum stem m Ing from a possble nference from the above
discussion that the B ose condensate was treated as a sim ple quantum system (W ithout ssparable sub—
system s) although it is, by comm on Intuition, understood as com posed of a collection of individual
Bose (sub)systam s, such as akaliatom s. C onversly, it ram ains to dispel the apparent contradiction
between the quoted and experim entally veri ed statem ent that the quantum states ofdi erent Bose
system sm ay be superposed and do Interfere [3,4], on one hand, and the fact that a superposition of
quantum states ofdi erent quantum system s is in possible w ithin the standard quantum -m echanical
form alisn [46,19,43,11,12], on the other.

Suppose that, 1;2; ;n label sin ple quantum system s (them selves containing no sub-system s),

which are exactly describbed (In Schrodinger's picture, say) by the states J 11i;7 »i; n iy Joe—

Ionging to the H ibert spaces H {;H »; nriEoectively. Ik is then possble to de ne the quan-—

tum super-system 1+ 2+ +n wih sub-system s 1;2; ;n, exactly describbed by the quantum state
J1i JLi ni, from the Hibert space H; H, ns Where is the tensor product.

This quantum state of the supersystem is called non-correlated or non-entangled. H owever, there

exist also so—called correlated or entangled quantum states of the supersystem which are non-trivial
superpositions of the non-correlated sub-system ic states.

Follow Ing the standard quantum -m echanical form alisn [46,19,43,11,12,7] and the em pirical re-
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suls [5,6], the supersystem 1+ 2+ +n can be regarded as com prised of the sub-system s 1;2; e
ifand only ifthe so de ned supersystan is describbed by a non-correlated (non-entangled) quantum

state. C onversely, if the supersystem 1+ 2+ +n isdescribbed by a correlated (entangled) quantum
state| it must be regarded as a sinple system , lnssparabl into the sub-system s 1;2; ;n. This

In plicitly indicates the possbility that the quantum state n a H ibert space represents an intrinsic

ontology of the quantum system and not just an abstract construction.

Suppose now that 1;2; ;N represent Bose system s of an ideal gas. L%?:fBj x1; 8kg be an
eigen-basis of the cbservabl ofenergy (@and linearm om entum , in this specialcase), ofnon-degenerate
soectrum in the H ibert space H forn = 1 wWhere wem ay drop the Index 1). For som e n quantum
states taken from B, £J «,1i;]J x, 17 x, 19, the Bose supersystem m ay be exactly descrbed by
the quantum state:

1+ 2+ Er{ief 1 X lE 2E nE
= P Ton k2 kn 7 13)
J

where % perfom s the J% pem utation of subscripts of the uncorrelated quantum state on which it
acts, so J = 1;2; ;n!. Clark,?  i%sa nontrivial superposition of non-correlated quantum
states, and so is itself a correlated quantum state. This then inplies that the exact quantum —
m echanical Bose supersystem 1+ 2+ +n must be regarded as a sin 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 be spoken of as sub-system s only conditionally, ie., form ally. T hus, the
correlated quantum state, ie., superposition j 2" ibrecisely detem ines the concept of a Bose
collective, condensate or superatom .

However, if the condition that the quantum states from B may be regarded, approxin ately,
as weakly interfering wave packets is satis ed, the correlated quantum state of the supersystam,
ie., the superposition j *?*  ispontaneously decays into its individual superposition tem s.
That i5, J "%,  1'undergoes a phase transition into a m ixture of uncorrelated quantum states

E
N . R oPrd=1;2; ;n!, and w ith equalprobabilities, ie., statistical weights

J

of n% each. This then, according to the principles of the standard quantum -m echanical form alian ,

alsom eansthat the Bose supersystam (condensate, collective, superatom ) 1+ 2+ +n really decays
Into ssparable sub-system s 1;2; in.

N ote that the energy of each non-correlated state In the m xture is perfectly equal, ie., that
the foregoing assum ptions in ply that all non-correlated quantum states of the super-system have
Identical expressions for the energy of the super-systam . T his pem its the further approxin ation in
which one strictly accounts only for the distribbution of the energy of the supersystem across the
sub-system s but not for their spatial position. This approxin ation is characteristic of statistical
m echanics and them odynam ics.

W em ay thus de ne the them odynam ic averaging for lJarge n and equilbbrium processes charac—
terized by the tem perature T . In addition, we assum e that all dynam ical interactions of the Bose
supersystem 1+ 2+ +n and is environm ent m ay be e ectively described as the action ofa eld
on the supersystem and not a correlated dynam ical interaction of the supersystem and the envi-
ronm ent. T he themm odynam ic average quantum state ofthe super-system m ay be represented in the
form of a correlated quantum state

X E E E
j 1+ 2+ 0= p]': A 1 2 n ; 14)



— =
w here ]ﬁ denote the them odynam ically, ie., statistically averaged (energetically m ost favorable)

quantum states on the i B ose sub-system . To these them odynam ically favorable quantum states of
the sub-system wem ay, In the wave packet approxin ation, ascribe therm odynam ic, ie., statistically
averaged (m ost favorablk) de B roglie wave lengths _kl ;_k2 ; _kn o

Even with no further details, it follow s that for T > T, ie., In the case of weak interaction of
the themm odynam ically averaged sub-systam states as wave padkets, the them odynam ically aver-
aged correlated quantum state (the Bose super-system superposition) spontaneously decays into a
m xture of non-correlated super-system states, and each such non-correlated state is represented by
a (factorized, ie., ssparated) tensor product of themm odynam ically averaged sub-system quantum
states. Conversly, or T < T, ie., upon failire of the weak interaction approxin ation for the ther-
m odynam ically averaged sub-system s states, the resulting m ixture of non-correlated super-system
states spontaneously passes into a them odynam ically averaged correlated quantum state, ie., nto
a supersystem superposition.

T his, we hope, clari es the above conceptual conundrum .

In much the sam e way, som e other theoretical predictions [38] and their experin ental con m a—
tions R3] about the de B roglie wavelengths of two—and m ultiphoton wave packets, ie., correlated
photon super-systam s, m ay also be regarded as an indirect con m ation of the existence of sponta—
neous superposition breaking.

24 A topical summ ary

Let us indulge In a brief and heuristic review of the properties uncovered thus far, prom pting our
denti cation of the superposition and symm etry breaking, and com paring w ith som e well known
exam ples of this ubiquitous phenom enon.

2.4.1 Underlying m icrophysics

In the welkknown (even everyday) exam ples of phase transition, the m icroscopic physics is under-
stood to govem all in portant dynam ical aspects. Thus, for exam ple, In the case of a thin, straight
rod com pressed longitudinally on both ends it is these boundary conditions that predeterm ine the
ultin ate geom etry of the bending of the rod. In much the sam e way and as discussed above, it is
the details of the weakly Interfering wave padket dynam ics (required for a classical dynam ics) that
predetem Ines the decoherence phenom enon.

242 Arbitrary selection

T he actualdirection W ith respect to the laboratory, Earth, Universs,...) in which the rod eventually
bends is (In the absence of In purities, inhom ogeneities and transversal extemal In uence) totally
arbitrary. In the sam e vein, the choice of one of the (very) m any weakly interfering wave padckets
onto which the deoccherence focuses is totally arbitrary and random .

2.4.3 O rdering param eter

The rod bends ow Ing to the fact that the extemally in posed com pressive forces overcom e the de—
form ability param eters of the m aterdal; this of course identi es the com pressive force as the ordering
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param eter. In our case, of a \classicization" of an inherently quantum dynam ics, the ordering pa-—
ram eter is the \distance" between the expectation value of the given operator (characteristic for the
given process) In one and the other weakly interfering wave packet state, ie., In one and the other
classiciziation. T hus, once two possble classicizations (ointilizations) begin to di er substantially,
the quantum dynam ics becom es e ectively described by the classical.

244 Symm etry breaking

In the case of the bending of an Iniially perfectly straight rod, the continuous (rotational, axial
U (1)) symm etry of the rod breaks down to nothing. (M ore generally, one expects a possibly non-—
trivial subgroup of the original symm etry group. A s discussed In x 21{22, and In m ore detail In
appendix B, in the case of the {phase) transition from a general superposition, j i to a constituent

weakly interacting wave packet, ji1,1i, the symm etry which is being broken is generated by the pro-

de

Bctor () =4 (mih ©7jand is csely related to the quantum -dynam icalU (1) symm etry (6).

245 Goldstone m odes...

It is a weltkknown f(and rigorous) theorem that all symm etry breaking-physical processes induce
G odstone m odes. In the case of the bending rod, this is seen as follow s: before bending, the rod
has two transversal vibrational m odes, both of which have nonvanishing frequencies/energies; after
the bending, the radial vibrational m ode still has a nonzero frequency/energy, but the rotational
mode (about the axis de ned by the previously unbent rod) has a vanishing frequency: this is
the G oldstone m ode. Note that, as a (previous symm etry) transform ation, the G oldstone m ode
represents a transition from one of the possbl results (directions) of the bending of the rod into
another, and ranges over all of them .

In the case of classicization of quantum dynam ics by weakly interfering wave padkets, the G old-
stone m ode m ust correspond to a transform ation am ongst all of the various com ponents, ji. @i,
of the origmhal superposition, j (i. It is therefore generated by operators including all those of
the type il 816 J, \rotating" any one of the possible classicizations of the inherently
quantum dynam ics into another, and ranging over all possibilities; see appendix B .

246 ..are unobservable

However, x2 2 shows that the a posteriori probabilities for the transition into any of the weakly
Interfering wave padkets are wy = i, 8k, s0 that the probability into any one of the not realized
ones iswy = 0,k & n. Therefore, not one of the possible G oldstone m odes represents an cbservable
w ithin any one of the realized classicizations of the quantum dynam ics’.

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

Consider next a com plex quantum system \1+ 2", orm ore precisely, a quantum super-system con—
sisting of the quantum sub-system s 1 and 2. As standard, this supersystem is equipped wih a

W e couldn’t help but notice the potential of an am using application of such G oldstone transitions as a
Scit ivehicle of travel between parallel U njyerses| which thus are equally w thin the SciF irealn .
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particular, correlationary, uniary quantum -dynam ical evolution operator U 14, (t) and correspond-
ngly, a correlated, quantum -dynam ical state:
E E X E E

P = U0 Y= a o} (] (15)
which evolves determ inistically in tine. Here, j !*?i is the initial quantum -dynam ical state from
the H ibert superspace H ; Hyq representing tensorial product of the H ibert subspace H; and
H ibert's subspace H 54, (on which the action of coordinate and m om entum operators and analytic
functions thereof iswelkde ned). Let B; = £ rlli;8ng denote a tin e-independent basis in H ;, and
B, = £j 2{®1i;8ng a tin edependent basis n H 5, B, = £3j 2i;8ng being the mitial orm of
B, (t), whilke ¢,, 8n, are the constant superposition coe cients that satisfy the unit nom condition
analogous to ().

It is not hard to see that (15) possesses both a globalU (1) quantum -dynam ical sym m etry akin
to (4), and also is sub-symm etry in plem ented by the unitary operator

n ED e}
W Yol exp i Y2 Y (16)

w ith the continuous real param eter ", and the Lie group generator j **2@ih 2 (1.

Suppose again that there is such tine , so that when t > then, for B (t) and any observable
A , that acts in H 4, certain approxin ation conditions analogousto A; and A, are satis ed. A lso,
¥t uspoint out that, aftert= , B, (t) is the unique up to the U (1) phase 4), ie., mcluding all
of its globally U (1)-transform ed pictures) basis in H 54, that is able to satisfy both approxin ation
conditions. W ith these assum ptions (to which we refer as the sub-systam ic weakly nterfering wave
packet approxin ation on the sub-system 2’ or, sub-systam ic approxin ation on 2’ for short), the
state (15), under action of (16), tums into

E X E E
Wl Mol Yo = g expfinf'g ] 20 - 17

T he obtained quantum state (17) does not represent any globalU (1)-transform of the quantum -
dynam icalsate (15) and so isnot physically equivalent to it. T hat is, the corresponding superposition
tetm s n (15) and (17) are deoherent. T herefore, the given sub-systam ic approxin ation on 2 breaks
the globalU (1) quantum -dynam ical symm etry aswellastheW [ 2 )] quantum -dynam ical state
symm etry (and prefers the unigque basisB; B, (t)) on the whole supersystem 1+ 2. In otherwords,
the given sub-system ic approxin ation on 2 cannot be achieved by quantum -dynam icalevolution (15)
on the supersystem 1+ 2, so that the results of this sub-system ic approxin ation on 2 must be
discontinuously inaccessible by the exact quantum -dynam ical evolution (15) on the quantum super-
systam 1+ 2.

T his analysis, com pltely analogous to that In the previous section, points sim ply at the fact that
the above sub-systam ic approxin ation on 2 produces a spontaneous superposition breaking on the
super-system 1+ 2, and a corresponding Landau continuous phase transition from j 2 ¢)ito some

E E

}1 Ii(t) ; forsomen ; (18)

w ith probability (statisticalweight) ofw,, given analogously to (12).
12



O w ing to the correlation characteristics of the quantum -dynam ical state (15), sin ultaneously to
given sub-systam ic approxin ation on 2, the sub-system 1 becom es described, w ith probability w,,
by the quantum state j }li from uniguely (up to the globalU (1) phase) determ ined basis B; even if
quantum states from B; satisfy no approxin ating condition.

In this way, the sub-systam ic approxin ation on 2 e ectively solits the supersystem 1+ 2 Into
2 (descrbed by the corresponding statistical m ixture of the quantum states from uniguely deter—
m Ined basis B, (t) whose quantum states satisfy given approxin ation conditions), and 1 (described
by correlated statisticalm ixture ofthe quantum states from the uniquely determm ined basisB; whose
quantum states do not satisfy any approxin ation condition).

But In the exact description (discontinuously distinct from the approxin ate sub-system ic de—
scription on 2) of the quantum supersystem 1+ 2, this supersystem is described exclusively by
the correlated quantum -dynam icalstate § "2 @i (15), which, w ithin standard quantum -m echanical
form alisn [46,19,43,11,12,7] and in full agreem ent w ith existing experim ental facts [5,6], does not
adm i any ssparation of the quantum supersystem 1+ 2 into its quantum sub-system s 1 and 2
described by pure orm ixed quantum states. Stated sin ply: the true state, § *? (v, in general, does
not factorize into anything like the sub-system ic approxin ation on 2, j rlli 3 ﬁ (iforany n.

4 M easurem ent A s a Continuous P hase T ransition

4.1 The quantum m easurem ent conundrum
Let us 1rst recall som e facts about the quantum m easurem ent.

Consider a quantum system , the ob Ect of the m easuram ent, O , which is, just before the m ea—
surem ent, exactly describbed by the quantum -dynam ical state

E X E
° = o 9 ; (19)
n

n E E E o
of unit nom and belonging to the Hibert space Hy . Let By = °© A 9 =a 9 ;8n

n n

be the eigen-basis of the tin e-independent m easured observabl, A , acting on H 5, and the ¢,’s are

constant superposition coe cients, which satisfy the nom alization condition analogousto (2).
E E
D uring the short period of them easurament, © tumsexactly into som e quantum state 9

n

from By wih the probability w,, given in a form analogous to (12). This transition is called the
collapse (reduction, decoherence, etc.) of the state of the ob Ect.

T herefore, the collapse represents an exact (hon-approxin ate) result of the m easurament on O .
Tt corresponds to an equally exact breaking of the quantum superposition (19). For this reason, the
collapse cannot be explained by any quantum -dynam ical evolution of the isolated cbct O, as any
such evolution m ust be determ Ined by a corresponding unitary operator that preserves superposition.
T his incom patibility is, essentially, the quantum m easurem ent conundrum .

42 Some attam pts to resolve the conundrum

The quantum dynam ical interaction between the ocbfct, O, and a m easurem ent device, M , was
m odeled by von Neum ann [46] in follow ing way. He supposed that, before the quantum -dynam ical
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interaction with O comggoonding to the measuremgnt, M is describbed by a quantum -dynam ical
state of unit nom, § ,taken from By = £ I ;8ng, the eigen-basis of the socaled pointer
observabl of M on the H ibert space Hy . Then, the quantum supersystem O + M is, before the
quantum -dynam ical interaction between O and M corresponding to the m easurem ent, described by

the uncorrelated quantum -dynam ical state

© no ©0)

Von Neum ann represented a sinpli ed, short-lived quantum -dynam ical Interaction between O
and M by a practically tin e-independent unitary quantum -dynam ical evolution operator, U ¢iy ,
determ ined by the correlating condition:

E E E E

Uosu o no= . w7 8njm : 1)

T hen, during the short-lived quantum -dynam ical interaction between O and M , the initial quantum
state (20) evolves quantum -dynam ically into the uniquely detem ined, correlated, nal quantum
state of O + M : Ex E E
= g 9 o 2)

o
+
=
o

In addition, von Neum ann [46] supposed that the above experin ental facts on the m easurem ent
on O can be sin ply extended in the sense that the exact collapse on O in plies that there indeed
exists an exact or absolute collapse, ie., superposition braking on O + M . This is understood to
m ean that, after them easurem ent, O + M is exactly described by a quantum state

E E
o) M 23)

n n

w ith probability w, given analogously to (12). However, it is very in portant to note that neither
the supposition (22) nor the collapse of (22) into (23), have ever been veri ed experin entally so that
this can only be regarded as a hypothesis, called the \von Neum ann profction postulate" or the
\absolute collapse postulate.”

Ifone accepts the absolute collapse postulate, it follow s In m ediately that the quantum -dynam ical
Interaction between O and M described by (22) cannot explain this absolute collapse, since this
quantum -dynam ical interaction and absolute collapse are cbviously discontinuously (inaccessibly)
di erent. O ne must either reect the possbility of a com plete dynam ical description of the physical
phenom ena (py introducing the physically indescribbable abstract Ego of the hum an observer [46],
etc.) or extend the standard quantum -dynam ical evolution. The latter is done through di erent
types of non-uniary (monlinear) types of dynam ics with isolated O + M , eg. 6], by di erent
types of non-uniary (honlinear) dynam ical interaction w ith environm ent [39,51,52,53], or nally, by
Introducing various types of hidden varables [9].

However, each of these groups of \solutions" is beset w ith prablem s B]. In the last case one
considers, explicitly or in plicitely, a non-spontaneous and dynam icalbreaking ofthe quantum super-
position. Ref. [26] attem pts to build a \uni ed dynam ics form icroscopic and m acroscopic system s"
through a nonlnear dynam ics of isolated O + M , which in tum causes a \spontaneous localiza—
tion", ie., a spontaneous collapse on O . N evertheless, this \spontaneous localization" represents a
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dynam icalunitary sym m etry breaking com pltely di erent from the selfcollapse as spontaneous su—
perposition breaking in our sense. By contrast, In our proposal (see below ), there is either the exact
quantum dynam ics or the discontinuously (nacoessbly) di erent approxim ate classical dynam ics,
and no uni ed quantum —classical dynam ics.

In Refs. [39,51,52,53], decoherence is a non-unitary dynam ical Interaction between the non-—
isolated O + M and its environm ent, which causes an absolute transition from quantum to classical
dynam ics w ith dynam ical breaking of the quantum superposition. A sim ilar phenom enon of a dy—
nam ical breaking of the quantum superposition exists also in the di erent types of hidden variable
theories [9]. These are again com plktely di erent from the continuousphase transition from quantum
to classical dynam ics w ith spontaneous superposition breaking, as proposed herein.

T hen, according to theoretical [7] and experin ental [5,6] analyses, it ©llow s that such supposad
extensions of quantum dynam ics cannotbe localin sense ofthe theory of relativity, ie., they m ust In—
clude som e superlum naldynam icale ects, which we nd physically unjisti able. T hat is, supposing
that the standard quantum -m echanical form alisn represents an averaging of a m ore precise dynam —
jcal form alisn of sub—quantum , ie., subm icrosocopic, m esoscopic, m acroscopic or m egascopic scales,
i ollow s [7,5,6] that such a m ore precise dynam ical form alisn m ust be superim nal. In particu—
lar, such nonlocal extensions of the quantum m echanics cannot be ncorporated Into contem porary
relativistic quantum eld theory [BO0].

T he absolute collapse postulate m ay be refcted and replaced by a supposition regarding the
relative collapse as it isphenom enologically (and In in m ediate agreem ent w ith experim ental facts 5,
6], but w ithout a com plete theoretical form alization) suggested in the C openhagen integpretation [11,
12]. Here one supposes that only the correlated quantum -dynam ical state °*M , as given i
Eqg. 1), descrbes the quantum supersystem O + M ocom plktely and exactly. That is, quantum
m echanics represents an ob ctive and com plete theory ofthe supersystem O +M , where the absolute
collapse In form  (23) does not actually occur. T his supposition has also never been experin entally
veri ed. Further, it is suggested that (1) may be approxin ated by (22), and this then can be
called the relative (and e ectively exact) collapse on O with resoect to selfoollapsed M , if M is
described e ectively approxin ately, ie., \classicaldynam ically" in a phenom enological sense. Note
that there exist di erent attem pts [14,39] ofa consistent quantum form alization ofthe term \classical-
dynam ically." However, they require only that By (t) be a basis of weakly intgrfering wave packets,
or, m ore precisely, that undera given approxin ating condition the state  ©*™
be transform ed:

,asgiven n Eq. 22),

E x E E
w. Oty oM - ¢ expfi"y, fg O S @4)

Even as (24) is discontinuously (naccessbly) distinct from (22), it is, as correctly pointed out in
Ref. [8], jast asdistinct from (23), so that the above approxin ation isnot su cient for the com plte
quantum fom alization of the relative collapse.

4.3 M easuram ent as a phase transition

A sin ple com parison ofthe content ofthisand the previoustw o sections, x3 and x2, ndicatesthat the
relative collapse could be unam biguously and com pletely m odeled by the presented continuous phase
transition from quantum into classical dynam ics with spontaneous superposition breaking on the
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quantum supersystem . O bviously, O here corresponds to 1, M to 2, and, the transition from (22)
through 24) Into (23) corresponds to the above phase transition with soontaneous superposition
breaking from (15) through (17) into (18). M oreover since the presented superposition breaking is
soontaneous and non-dynam ical, it indicates that no superlum nale ect (characteristic ofdynam ical
breaking of superposition) should exist. A llthis would rea mn and com plete the form alization of
the C openhagen interpretation.

A oom plkte form alization of the relative collapse by a phase transition w ith soontaneous super-
position breaking how ever still needs a generalization (entirely w thin standard quantum -m echanical
form alism ) ofthe smpli ed form 0ofU 5+y 21). This generalization should corresoond to U 145 (£)
satisfying both (15) and (21) for By , which thus becom es tin edependent just lke B, ().

T he required generalization ofU 4,y , ie., von Neum ann’s quantum -dynam ical interaction be-
tween O and M (1 and 2, in general), can be realized reltively sinply in the follow ing way. Since
the correspondence between the integral (W ith the evolution operator) and the di erential form of
the quantum -dynam ical evolution is welkknown [19,43], we tum to generalizing von Neum ann’s
dynam ical interaction between 1 and 2 In the di erential form .

Let the H am iltonian cbservable of 1+ 2 be tin e-independent (so that 1+ 2 represents a conservative
systam ) and Xkt it have the follow Ing form :

H1+2=H1 I+ 1 H2+Vl V2: (25)

Here, H ; is the Ham iltonian of the isolated sub-system 1, H , the Ham iltonian of the isolated sub-—
system 2,andV; V, the potential energy cbservable pertaining to the interaction between 1 and
2; Nl is the (@pproprate) uni operator.

Suppose now that A ; represents the m easured cbservable on the sub-system 1, and thatA {,H
and V ; all commute wih each other so that they have comm on eigen-basis B;, which we further
take to be tin e-independent.

Schrodinger’s equation for 1+ 2 then has fomm :

E E E

d d
Hyp, 72 :i~§t o+ 1 = w2, %2 2H =H, H,: 26)

Suppose furthem ore that a nal solution of (26) is given in the form of the corelated quantum
state (15) under the initial condition analogous to (20), and suppose that B, (t) is a tin edependent
basis for the sub-systam 1. Upon profcting along H ;, Eq. (26) becom es

8n ; 27)

and where j 112 B; while j 212 B, ().

n

A ssum ing that V ; has a non-degenerate spectrum ofeigenvalues’, Eq. (27) represents a system of
m utually independent equations w ith a comm on initial condition analogous to (20). For this reason,
and according to the m athem atical foundations of the standard quantum -m echanical form alisn [46,
19,43], it becom es cbvious that B, (t) = £ ﬁi;8ng cannot represent a basis In H, at any (and

’T he non-degeneracy assum ption ism erely a technical sin pli cation here.
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egoecially not at the initial) time. Therefore, the state (15) could not have been be a solution of
Eg. 26), at any time.

N evertheless, i is possbl that all quantum states from B, (t) satisfy the wave packet approxi-

m ation as well as that the initial condition, before the m easuram ent and corresponding to (20), is
satis ed:

h 20k 20i=h %7 2i; 8n: (28)

Furthem ore, we w illassum e that V , is chosen in such a convenient way that the expression
h2ix,32i hlkjZi; 8nmén; (29)
is a m onotonously ncreasing function (from its initial value of zero), whik the expression
%4 :Xp+ 4 2%y 8n;m 6 n ; (30)

ram ains welknigh constant in tin e Which in plies that all disjpations of the wave padkets are ne—
glected) . O bviously, the expressions (28) m ay be treated as a series of ordering param eters w hilke the
expressions (30) de ne the corresponding serdes of their critical values in a Landau continuous phase
transition.

Note that In the moment ., when the expression (29) becomes equal to (30), 121 becom es
weakly Interfering and e ectively (in the sense of averaged value approxin ation) orthogonal to i ’
for8n;m & n.Finally, there isa tine,

nm § 8n;m 6 n ; (31)

when all quantum states from B, (t) becom e e ectively weakly interfering and orthogonal. At this
mom ent, B, (t) also becom es e ectively (approxin ately) a com plte basis in H ,. (&t is not hard to
e that is nie Prany nie and com plete basis, BAZ (t), m a nie subspace HAZ H,, which
corregponds to real/actualm easurem ents.)

M oreover, at the tine , the state (15) becom es an e ective solution of Eqg. (26). Thus, on one
hand, quantum -dynam ical evolution restitutes the correlationsbetween the sub-system s 1 and 2, or,
sim ply speaking, extends the superposition from 1 onto the complte system 1+ 2. On the other
hand, at thetine , within a sub-system ic approxin ation of the weakly interfering wave padckets of
2 and according to the previous discussion, there occurs a selfcollapse on 2 and a relative collapse
on 1. Thus, the quantum -dynam ical interaction between 1 and 2 and the m easurem ent which 2
realizes on 1 both occur sin ultaneously, and both as the corresponding phase transitions, but in the
discontinuously (naccessbly) di erent levels of the analysis.

T herefore, we conclude that them easurem ent can be com pltely m odeled by a Landau continuous
phase transition w ith soontaneous superposition breaking on the quantum super-system .

44 A sinpk exampk

Let us consider now a concrete, sin ple but signi cant exam ple, of a m easurem ent m odeled by a Lan-—
dau continuous phase transition w ith spontaneous sym m etry breaking. T hat is, the weltknown [22,1]
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exam ple of Stem-G erlach’s soIn m easuram ent w ill be considered from the aspect of the described
phase transition.

Follow ing the foregoing discussion, ket 1+ 2bea single A g) atom In am agnetic eld, B ,, directed
along the zaxis. (T he x-coordinate from the above discussion here becom es the z-coordinate.) A s

isusually the case, ket

;= @B, 10T /m : (32)
Qz

Here, H ; will represent the \intemal", two-din ensional spin H ibert space, while H 4, w ill stand for
the \extemal", or orbitalH ibert space for z-ocoordinate. T hen, before interaction w ith the m agnetic
eld, 1 + 2 isdescrbed by mnitial quantum state

E
¥P = ¢ j it g i 2 (33)

Here, B; = fj 1i;3 ig represents the eigen-basis of the z-com ponent of the soin cbservabl, S,,

w ith eigenvalues £ %~;+ %~g, whil ¢ and ¢ represent the corresponding superposition coe cients

which satisfy the nom alization condition
i+ R T=1: (34)
Also, j Zi represents the mitial wave packet of the center ofm ass of the atom , so that:
h 2%j :i=0; h 2p,j 2i=0: (35)

Further, the potential is given by

B

Vi, V,= 2—S, B, ; (36)
mN
where , 10%*Nm /T isBohr'smagneton. A lso, wem ay select
E E E
"2-c g i % 4L F 37)
whereB, = f ?; g isthe elgen-basis of S,. Then
h *%j%i= 2m P ; (38)
wherem  1¢°kg represents the m ass of the atom , and
h 9,3 %i= . ,t: (39)
F inally, a rough estin ate yields:
14 2z+4 :z2 T, 10°m (40)
whilke
hixjii B ¥ i =— . (41)
0 that, the quantity (41) beocom es equalto critical distance (40) at the criticalm om ent
S
z I 7
t= .= 107s: 42)

B V4

T his show s that, after the action of the m agnetic eld and before any detector action on 1+ 2,
the selfoollapse on 2 and the relative collapse on 1 occur already in typical m icroscopic dom ains,
under the corresponding approxin ation conditions. At the sam e tim e, ie., after the action of the
m agnetic eld but before any detector action on 1+ 2, the collapse on 1+ 2 doesnot occur at alland
1+ 2 isexactly describbed by corresponding correlated quantum state (37), as it iswellkknown [22].
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45 To summ arize the foregoing

Upon the above analysis of the m easurem ent process, which dem onstrated that m easurem ent m ay
be com plktely formm alized In tem s of spontaneous superposition breaking, the follow Ing conclision
an erges naturally.

In contradistinction to the understanding in theordes of absolute collapse and hidden variabls,
quantum m echanics ishereby shown not to be an essentially m echanistic theory (a discretuum theory
w ith actions at a distance). Instead, it is shown to be a truly complkte eld theory (@ continuum
theory w ith localactions, see Sec. 6) over an appropriate H ibert space (see appendix B), the classical
m echanic characteristics of which e ectively em erge through a phase transition involring a sponta—
neous superposition breaking (see also appendicesA and C), asexhibited, eg., in the case ofquantum
m easuram ent. T his establishes, and entirely w ithin the standard formm alisn of quantum m echanics,
a clear relationship between classicalm echanics, quantum m echanics and quantum eld theory.

5 Quantum M echanics A s a LocalTheory

Follow ing the foregoing discussion and In agreem ent w ith the standard understanding of quantum
physics [46,19,43], £ follow s that quantum -dynam ical evolution provides the unigque, com pltely
exact form of the change of the quantum state In tin e. Thus, a quantum state represents the real
physical ontology of the quantum system , and it is a subset of cbservables acting on the H ibert
soace of such states that represents the real physical space. (It is only under soecial approxin ating
conditions that a quantum state adm its a reduction to the ontology of classicalm echanical, and the
abstract space of coordinate cbservables acting on the H ibert space to the usual \real" space.) This
m eans that, as it has been supposed in the Copenhagen interpretation [11,12], quantum m echanics
represents a com plte and ob gctive physical theory, even if the m easuram ent (m odeled here by
soontaneous superposition breaking on the quantum super-system ) represents a hybrid description of
the dynam ical interaction. T his hybrid hasbeen shown to be e ectively approxin ate and \classical"
on M , whik e ectively and relatively exact, but quantum on O .

It iswell known [43] that the non—elativistic, uniary, quantum dynam ics (Schrodinger's equa—
tion) generalizes straightforw ardly and w ithout loss of unitarity into the soecialrelativistic quantum
dynam ics (the K kin-G ordon and the D irac equations). In this sense, the dynam ics of quantum
m echanics is local, ie., it is not superlum inal. W e now tum to show that the m easurem ent prooess

(form alized through a spontaneous superposition breaking), sim ilarly leads to no superlum inale ect.
Together w ith the previous conclusion, this w ill then In ply that quantum m echanics is, allin alj, a
fully local ( eld) theory.

Let the quantum super-system 1+ 2 be describbed by a correlated quantum -dynam ical state ofunit

nom, 12E X lE 2E
Y= g ; 43)

n n

w here the ¢, 's are constant superposition coe cients that satisfy nom alization condition analogous
to Q).HereB; = J ii;8n represents a basis in an appropriate H ibert space, H ;, fori= 1;2, where
H, and H, aremutually equivalent.
Now et A ;B ;C ;D be some four cbservables such that the condition
hlj3jii 1; fr =A;B;C;D ; andi= 1;2 (44)
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holds exactly. Suppose further that, for = A ;B ;C ;D and over B,, the follow Ing approxin ation
conditions, sin ilarto A; and A, In x2.1, are satis ed:

a:dh 23 321 4 o h 29 232i h2j j2i’,8n,and

n

a:h 23 JZ2i’" h 23 3 2i am,8nim.

Applying these approxin ating conditions to j '*2i, sim ilarly to the application of the sub-
system ic approxin ation of weakly interfering wave padkets on the sub-system 2, yields:

h 1+2?& le+2i hl+2i Djl+2i .

fh tRJ;ih 2B 524 Ffh fp2J;ih 2D 24
n n
X

fh iR ;th 2BJ2i1 hifjiih ZPFid

n

fh cAJth 2P3 241 hiigiih 2p5 4 (45)

n

that is,

h1+2?& le+2i hl+2i Djl+2i

2 h l+2:p Djl+2i+ h 1+2£ le+2i . (46)

T he resulting inequality (46) isanalogous, In form , to Bell’s nequality [7]. O fcourse, the original
Bell inequality refers to arbitrary four quantum -m echanical cbservables acting in an arbitrary H ibert
soace, averaged by ob pctive hidden variables. Instead, the nequality (46) refers to four special
quantum observables and their quantum -m echanical average values, as well as B, and H ,, which
m ust satisfy the particular approxin ating conditions. For this reason, the nequality (46) does not
have the general i plications to quantum m echanics In the way that Bell’s lnequalities (ssparating
quantum m echanics from hidden variables theories In general).

Recallnow that in real experim ents [5,6], the origihal Bell’s nequality is violated, in plying in
tum that allhidden varables theoriesm ust be superlum inalor nonlocalifthey are to be ob fctive. Tt
isnot hard to see that in the sam e situation, there is no consistent way to obtain the inequalities (46)
In a corresponding approxin ation. In this way, standard quantum m echanical form alism , lncluding
m easuram ent asa spontaneous superposition breaking (hiding) w ithin wellde ned aproxin ation con—
ditions, is in an excellent agreem ent w ith the existing experin ental facts [5,6] regarding the roughly,
Intuitively and not very precisely temm ed \quantum non-locality", \quantum distant correlations"”
or \quantum entanglem ent". N am ely, although exact conservation includes an independence of the
correlated quantum states or general superposition in a quantum super-systam from distances in the
usual space, this conservation does not depend on any superquantum or super-lum inal dynam ics,
but it is a natural consequence of the symm etries of the dynam ically local quantum m echanical
dynam ical evolution and state.

T hus, quantum m echanics is a truly local ( eld) theory, In the speci ¢ sense used throughout the
present article.
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6 Experim entalD istinction Between A bsolute and R elative C ollapse

A s notg above, a direct experin ental veri cation of the existence of the correlated quantum state
O*M  of0 + M , asdescribed in Eq. (22), hasnever been realized fora typicalm acroscopic system
M (W ih an Avogadro’s num ber of atom s erm ore), for reasons of extram e techincal di culties. On
one side, a direct measurament of °*M | asgiven n (20), (if it exists) as a m easured quantum
system by som e new (and externalto O + M ) m easurem ent device, M M , is technically very hard.

O n the other hand, before such a new m easurem ent is done, it is very hard to elin nate various
quantum -dynam ical Interactions (realized by exchange of a single photon or phonon, for exam pl)
between O + M and its quantum -m echanically described environm ent, E . Such interactions produce,
In m any special cases, the correlated quantum -dynam ical state ofO + M + E :

X E E E

E
O+M +E _ . g 12 E @7)

where By = £ ﬁE ;8ng is a (tin e-independent) basis in the H ibert space Hy of E . The quan-—
tum supersystem O +M +E , described by the correlated quantum -dynam ical state (47), cannot be
factorized (seaprated), w ithin standard quantum -m echanical form alism [46,19,43], Into its quantum

sub-systam s each described either by pure or by m ixed quantum states, or m ore precisely, by cor-
responding m ixtures of the rst kind representable by statistical operators [43,20]. However, as a
fom al sub-system of O+M +E,0+M may be described by a m ixed state of the second kind®:

© X X ED ED
OoO+M _ E O+M +E = O+M +E » E » __ . O (0] M M
- h nJ ih J 1= :Cnf n n n n (48)

n n

o\

Thism ixture (48) has the identical form , m athem atically, to the m ixture of the st kind obtained
by absolute collapse (if it exists) by measurement of M on O . But the physical m eaning of this
m xture of the ssocond kind (48) is only conditional (it depends on the basis By ) and indirect.
T hat is, suppose that for the quantum supersystem O +M +E , descrbed by (47), a m easuram ent
device (ncluding M M ) realizes new , sub-system ic (considering only dynam ical interaction w ith a
sub-system ) measurement on O +M asa form al sub-system of O +M + A . In this cass, the cbtained
results are e ectively the sam e as ifO + M , before thisnew m easuram ent and representing an isolated
quantum system , has been in a m ixture of the st kind, m athem atically identical to a m ixture of
the second kind (48).

But of course (if absolute collapse does not exist), before thisnew m easurem ent, O +M hasbeen
only a form al quantum sub-system of the quantum supersystem O+M +E In the pure quantum
state (47). That is, even ifa quantum -dynam ical interaction between O +M and E doesnot generate
an absolute collapse on O+M +E (@s any suggested non-unitary dynam ical Interaction with the
environm ent [39,51,52,53] which could generate such an absolute collapse m ust be superlum inal), any
later, inocom plte, sub-systam ic m easuram ent on O +M as a sub-system of supersystem O+M +E,
on the acoount of the neglkecting E , wille ectively lad to the conclusion that the absolute collapse
has been occurred already by the m easurem ent that M realized on O .

T hus, at the quantum -m echanical Jevel of analysis and In general, the (sub-system ic) m xtures
of the second kind are conditional, ie., they are not unam biguously detem ined. This fact is the

8T he precise technical and physical distinction between (the usual) m xtures of the rst kind and those
of the second kind m ay be found in Ref. 20].
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m ain reason for Everett’sm any world or relative state interpretation [21] not being com plkte at the
quantum -m echanical level ofanalysis. C om pleting E verett’s interpretation requires such an extension
of the standard quantum -m echanical form alisn in which the m xtures of the second kind would
becom e unconditional, ie., absolute. However, In that case, the supersystem clarly also becom es
described by an absolute m ixture ofthe st kind, equivalent to absolute collapse.T hus, com pleting
Everett’s interpretation produces som e kind of superlum inal hidden variables theory, where every
brandh of them ultiverse corresponds so a hom ogeneous sub-quantum sub-ensamble. T his provides a
clear distinction between Everett’s relative state and our relative collapse Interpretation.

N ote that the supposition regarding the environm entalabsolite decoherence vs. standard quantum —

m echanical ormm alisn W ith rlative collapse as spontaneous superposition breaking) corresoonds in
a signi cantway toM ach’/sprinciple vs. E nstein’s general theory of relativity. N am ely, both environ—
m ental absolute decoherence and also M adh’s principle need an instantaneous action at a distance,
contrary to fundam ental principles and concoepts of the relativistic, and in particular quantum eld
theory [B0]. For this reason new signi cant experin entaldata [30] on the sub-systam ic decoherence
by (them al) Interaction w ith environm ent do not represent any conclisive fact on the existence of
the absolute environm ental decoherence or super-system ic collapse.

In this way, and ow ing to the noted technical di culties, there is no unambiguos experim ental
evidence (fornow) for the existence of absolute or relative collapse on O + M . By contrast, on only
the sub-system O, both types of theories (the one w ith absolute and the one w ith relative collapse)
yield e ectively the sam e consequences, and which are in full agreem ent w ith existing experin ental
facts. However, even if there is no realistic possbility for experim ental distinction between theory
of the absolute and theory of the relative collapse in m acrosocopic dom ains as yet, it is possble that
such experin ental distinction can be rlatively sim ply realized in m icroscopic dom ains.

That is, from the aspect of the relative collapse theory, O and M can be quantum ob Ects
from m icro, m eso, m acro orm ega dom ains. For this reason we can chose such am icroscopic O and a
m icroscopic or (quasi)m esoscopicM  so that it isunam biguousthat O + M  isdescribbed by a correlated
quantum -dynam ical state, ie., that quantum superposition on O + M exists. Also, O + M willbe
chosen in such way that any further quantum -dynam ical interaction with its environm ent E can
be e ectively neglected. Then we can introduce such an approxin ate sub-system ic description and
experin ental treatem ent of M  corresgponding to the presented selftollapse (as a Landau continuous
phase transition w ith spontaneous superposition breaking) on M . If then, unam biguously, relative
collapse occurs on O as an e ective quantum phenom enon it m eans that relative collapse theory, oz,
precisely, m easuram ent m odeled by given Landau phase transition and spontaneous superposition
breaking, is experin entally a m ed.

A s a concrete exam ple of such m icro or (quasi)m acroscopic m easurem ent we shall recall brie y
the dem onstration [47] of the appearance of the s=lf- and relative collapse In an experin ent of the
quantum superposition of a m irror suggested by M arshall et al. 42]. Here, a sihglke photon that
propagates through a m odi ed M ichelson’s Interferom eter can represent O . That is, the m odi ed
Interferom eter has one usual (m acroscopic and xed) m irror, and another one which is unusual: it
is (quasi)m acroscopic with ~ 10* atom s, or, with a lineardimension 10 m ) and it is oscillating;
this can represent M . T he quantum -dynam ical Interaction (y m eans of phonons and high— nesse
cavities) between O andM oorrelates (entangles) O andM ntoO +M and decorrelates (disentangles)
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O+M IntoO andM alematingly, ie., periodically in tine. M ore precisely, 0 andM are correlated

durihg tine intervals @T + 3 ; @+ 1)T 3 ) forn= 0;1;2;::; where T and T represent som e

positive tin e constants. Also, O and M are decorrelated during tin e intervals (nT % ;nT + % )
forn = 1;2;3;:::.. During any decorrelation tim e interval, M is decrlbed by a wave packet whilke
O is described by a quantum superposition of "up-down" and "leftright" tra pctory. D uring any
correlation tin e interval, O + M is exactly described by a correlated quantum state. In the given
experim ental circum stances that inclide extrem ely low tem perature (lessthan 2m K ) practically any
environm entalin uenceon O + M can be neglected so that no absolute collapse (decoherence) occurs

O + M atany tin e (including the correlation tin e ntervals).

However, during any correlation timne interval, M can be sub-systam ically and e ectively ap-—
proxin ated by a m ixture of the second kind, consisting of initial rest wave packet from one and a
quantum superposition of two m ovable wave packets from other side. (T his efective sub-system ic
superposition oftwo m ovable wave packets of M represents the prin ary ain ofM arshalet al. [42].)
In given experin ental circum stances all three wave packets refering on M satisfy the weak inter-
ference approxim ation condition, so that on M the selfoollapse can occur. This m eans that the
given superposition of the two m ovable wave padckets cannot be cbserved directly sub-system ically,
ie., cdbserved In an e ective approxin ation. H owever, on the basis of quantum ocorrelations between
O and M and In rlhtion to the selfcollapsed M , O is descrbed by a (deococherent) m xture of the
seocond kind of "up-down" (corresponding to m ixture ofm ovable wave packets ofM ) and "leftright"
(corresponding to rest wave packet of M ) quantum states. Tt corresoonds to the relative collapse
that ooccurs on O as a consequence of the selfollapse on M during the correlation tin e Intervals.
Such relative collapss, ie., decoherence on O can be sin ply tested by an additional detector of the
Interference (even if, of course, such additional detection breaks any further periodical altemation of
ocorrelation and decorrelation on O + M ).

So, not unlke the ram arkable M ichelson-M orley nterferom eter experin ent that a med Ein—
stein’s relativistic tenet of absence of the absolute space In (hon-quantum ) m echanics and eld
theory, the experin ent 0of M arshall et al. on the quantum superposition ofa m irror (in fact inclided
In a M ichelson Interferom eter) would a m Bohr's tenet [11,12] of the absence of absolute colapse
(decoherence) In quantum m echanics. It is a fascihating curosity that both experim ents use prac-
tically identical experin ental circum stances Whilk roughly a century apart), and that they both
negate absolute conospts, ie., concepts of absolute breaking of findam ental physical sym m etries.

F inally, another possibble and In portant experin ental distinction between absolute and relative
oollapse m ay be served by the \delayed-choice for entanglem ent swapping" O CES) [48,13] (once
i is experim entally realized) to which we now tum, deferring a m ore detailed analysis for later.
T he origihal explanation of DCES [48,13], which represents one of the types of em piristpragm atist
Interpretations of quantum m echanics (@nalyzing sub-system ic m easuram ents on correlated system s
perfom ed by varions m easuring devices), insists on the non-existence of any ob fctive (ndividual)
Interpretation of quantum states, and that a \quantum state is viewed as just a representative of
Infom ation" [13]. Here is Infom ation ad hoc understood, ie., postulated as an essential category,
characteristic to the inssparable inform ation process (nfom ational correlate or totality). Such a
process includes both the source of informm ation (the informm ation obct, ie., the cbgct, O, of
the m easuram ent) and the receptor of nfom ation (the infom ation sub gct, ie., the m easuring
device, M ) but, by assum ption, is not In any exact and unam biguous correspondence w ith any
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conceivable physical ob gct. C learly, this represents an extension of the usual quantum -m echanical
formm alism [46,19] aswellastheusualtheory of inform ation, and hasbeen approprately criticized [49].

In our view, the DCES fom alisn is In full agreem ent w ith the standatd quantum -m echanical
formm alisn and w ith the understanding of the quantum state of the supersystamn as a com plete de—
scription of the quantum super-system as an unam biguous physical ob ct. However, D CES clarly
Indicates the absence of the absolute collapse In the m easurem ent process, and especially n sub—
system ic m easuram ent, which is con m ed in subsequent sub-system ic and super-system ic m easure—
ments. This also allows us to regard the exact uniary quantum -m echanical dynam ical evolution
which ocorrelates/entangles the sub-system s and the super-system s) or m easurem ent as a reduced
form ofthis evolution, as a realistic m odel ofthis inform ation process, and which one m ust no longer
postulate ad hoc.

7 Conclusions

W e have shown that a type of a Landau continuous phase transition with spontaneous supenoosi-
tion breaking on the quantum super-system pem is a com plkte and consistent form alization of the
m easurem ent w ithin the unalered standard quantum -m echanical form alisn . Thisalso con m sthat
the quantum -dynam ical evolution represents the unique, com pletely exact change of the quantum
state In tin e, so that quantum m echanics represents an ob ctive and localphysical theory. T hat is,
quantum m echanics is a true eld theory over an approprate H ibert space, the classical m echanic
characteristics of w hich e ectively em erge only through a phrase transition involving the spontaneous
superposition breaking, eg., during the m easurem ent. T his establishes the necessary and standard
conceptual unity of classical m echanics, quantum m echanics and quantum eld theory. M etaphori-
cally speaking, and paraphrasing Bohr [12]: The G ood Lord (N ature) uses quantum dynam ics and so
needs no dice; but m en do, to determ ine which classical &k to take in the great dram a of existence:
an actor or a spectator, often not realizing that they are both.

A On P robabilities

For the sake of com pleteness, we prove herein that the probability (12) given by spontaneous super-
position breaking in the weakly nterfering wave padket approxin ation really has the given fom .

Let a quantum system be describbed by a unit nom quantum state, ji 2 H 4. Let A &t

fa,1;8ngbeabasisofweakly interfering wave packets In H . T hen, ow ing to the weak interference
of the wave packets approxin ation condition, the m athem atically exact expression for the average
value In the state j i of any observable B that acts over H 4 can be approxin ately presented by

X
hBii 8,3 13" hen B Bai; 49)

n
dropping the o -diagonalm atrix elem ents, ie., the interference tem s.

Let us choose any one particular tem in the approxin ating expansion (49):

+a,3 137 e, B Bni: (50)
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O f course, this corresponds to the localpart, ie., the superposition m ember
he,jipai; (1)

for the correspondingly arbitrary n, of the expansion :

X

ji= ha,jianl (52)
n

Since the nom of (51) is, cbviously, less than one in general, onem ay conclide that the approxin ate
localization (51) of j i and the corresponding approxin ate localization of (50) ofh B j i do not
have a direct physicalm eaning for any aritrary n as it violates the requirem ent of conservation of
the unit nom for all rasonabk physical quantum states. A 1so, for the sam e reason, i would follow
thath B j iand j i cannot be consistently presented even by a sin ultaneous use of all their local
parts, ie., tem s (50) and (1), respectively.

H owever, the expression (50) m ay be transform ed into the equivalent expression

152 he, B pni

F8. 3137 — 4

B B iB 7 (63)

Bn i
w here, according to the characteristics of the approxin ate level of the analysis, ha, B #,i=4 5, B
m ay be consistently treated as the e ective (\exact") density distribution of the possble values of
B wihin the interval:

L,:iB)E mP i LimPBaait o ;0 L E 14,8 (54)
for arbitrary n.
Now , onem ay suppose that (53) can be given in the fom
mﬂﬁ .P'ni
2. B 4r45,iB 7 (5)

Bn i
where 4 ¢ 5, ;B represents the w idth of the reduced interval, or subinterval:

Ly iB)= M, PBRdi i Papi+ 20 FPEla.. B (56)
ofI;, i B ), orarbitrary n. Thism eans that, in fact, an additional approxin ation is introduced. In
this approxim ation, the localpart, ie., superposition term (ofnonunit nom ), ha, j i3 ,iofthe com -
pkte (@nd unit nom ) quantum state j im ay be e ectively presented by a new (and discontinuously
di erent from j i) proper (cfunit nom ) quantum state & ,1i, Por arbitrary n.

However, such a representation can be valid only on the reduced subinterval I 4 ; B ) of the

original, com plete interval, I ; B ), of the possble values of B, for an arbitrary n. Then, the
equivalence of (53) and (55) gives

4g4,iB = JBn] i3°4 #niB 7 67)

which can be treated as the e ective de nition (determ ination) of4 4, B, foralln. From this it

follow s that
4 R Bn iB
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Here, the expression 4 z4,;B may be treated as the measure Wwidth or length) of the interval
k4,iB), while 4 4 ;B may be understood to be the measure width or length) of the orighal
intervalIy ;B , foralln. Then, according to the welkknown \geom etrical" probability de nition [41]
and the given approxin ating conditions, Eq. (58) can be treated as the probability that, within
the given approxin ate analysis, a possbl valie of B belongs to a conveniently reduced subinterval
Iz 4,1 B ) of the complete interval Iy, ; B ) of the values of B, for arbitrary n. Also, in this same
approxin ation, j i may be e ectively, probabilistically and globally represented by & .1, for any
arbitrary n.

In other words, if a quantum ob ct form ally and approxin ately treated as a classical particke

should be found w ithin the subinterval I 4, ; ) of I ; (X) with the probability % = Yo, ij?,
J}nl

quantum superposition would be totally excluded, and the classical picture would be totally self-
consistent and com plete. C onversely, if this quantum ob Ect should be found outside the subinterval
Iz 4,1 &) but within Iy ; &), £ would llow that it cannot be represented (classically) by a wave
packet.

Stated sin ply, by m eans of the probabilistic concepts w ithin the given approxin ation of weakly
Interfering wave padkets, a local representation of j i which explicitly breaks the unit nom of the
quantum state) can be fom ally, e ectively, and discontinuously changed into a global representation
of 3 i (ofunit nom ) by an arbitrary quantum state from A .

B The State Sym m etry Structure over the H ilbert Space

W e are not aware of a detailed analysis In the existing literature of the sym m etry structure to which
we refer throughout this article, and w ill thus herein attem pt to describe its basic characteristics.
A full acoount is well outside the scope of this article, but we trust the R eader w ill understand the
m ain gist of this intricate structure.

Consider a quantum -m echanical theory w ith an N -din ensional H ibert space H . Being a vector
space, it is of course possiblke to nd many di erent bases for i, but ket us specify a particular
oneg, B = fjui :hlu, i, i= .57 8n;mg, where we will assum e that n;m range over a countable
( nie, orn nite ifN = @) set (Including a continuous (sub)range chie y presenting notationaland
technic%ldi culies). An arbitrary state vector is then of course given by the fam iliar superposition
Ji= h G Jpi. In Eg. (B), we have de ned a corresponding unitary operator (for notational
sim plicity we also ignore all tin e dependence at present),

W[ 1= expfi" g w here = j ih j: (GR)

By acting (ultra—ocally in the H ibert space) on the state {1 itself, this operatorm erely transform s
j 1by a phase:
Waellji=e"g1i: (6°)

M ore generally, and ow ing to the idem potency of proction operators:

( ) ;) expfi' g L+ (U 1) ; (59)
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so that

8

§ Ji ifj ikj i, ie, ifji=cj i, orc2 C,
<

expfi" gji= _Ji ifji? ji,ie,ifh ji=0, (60)

MW

ji+h JiE” 1)j i i general

T hus, the operatorW «fu,]lacts (1) asa U (1) phase transform ation on the basis vector 1,1 iself,
but (2) as the identity operator on allotherbasiselem ents j1, 12 B, form 6 n. Consider then the
fam iy of such (pasisdependently de ned) operators:

W OBi*1= W o, f1,]i8ng ; (61)
where ® = (";;"; ) is the N —-vector of transfom ation param eters. Recalling then the above-
quoted two properties of these operators, ie., the rst two cases In the basic result (60), the fam ily
W B;®]lwould seem to have the structure ofa sheaf (see Refs. [36,29]) over the H ibert space, H : to
each basiselem ent 11,1, W B;*]associates an ultra—local copy of the abelian group U (1) | the saXk,
generated by the operator ji1,ihi, 3. In fact, we arenow nally in the position to specify precisely: by
\ultradocal" we im ply that we ignore the algebrogeom etric structure ofthe fam ily W B ;® ] not only
globally over the whole H ibert space H , but even In any arbitrarily sm allneighborhood ofj 12 H .

N evertheless, ket us note that the two facts that: @) H is a vector space rather than just a
topological space and () the third case In the basic result (60), pintly com plicate m atters consid-
erably. The action of any one of the operators from the fam ily W B;*] on a general \point" in H
(represented by a general linear superposition of the 1, 1) is a nontrivial com bination ofU (1) phase
transform ations and \translhtions" (transform ing superpositions) in H .

Consequently, the fam ily W B ;* ] constructed overthe H ibert space H asabove cannot be readily
denti ed with any of the algebro-geom etric structures well known and often used in theoretical
physics, such as bundles and sheaves. W B;*] is rather m ore com plicated than that, although it
does share som e of the de ning properties of these wellknown and oft-uused structures. Furthem ore,
it rem ainsto carefully extract the basiss=ndependent characteristics ofthe fam ily W B ;*® ], constructed
here In a m anifestly basisdependent fashion.

F inally, we note that the cbvious quantum -dynam ical relevance of the am ily W B;* Jprovides a
generalized gauge-theoretical structure to quantum m echanics. R ather in portantly, the base space
here is not the actual (real) spacetin e as In the welkknow n gauge theories, but the H ibert space.
In view ofthis, the ultra-locality in the H ibert space of the above de nitions tums out to be m ost
natural. C onsequently, it isthe nontrivial structure of the H ibert space (it being both a vector space
and being endowed w ith a convergent scalar product used to nom alize the basis vectors) that induces
the nontrivialaction (60) ofthe operators (5% on any open neighborhood of j 12 H , however sn all.

In fact, the basic result (60) m ay easily be recast into the follow ing n nitesim al ("2 ") fom :
8
% i"ji ifj ikj i, ie,ifji= cj i, orc2 C,
h i <
1 expfi" g ji 0 ifji? j i, ie., ifh j i= 0, (62)

i"h jij i ingeneral,
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which allow s us to Interpret [l expfi" g]as som ething lke a covariant defom ation operator on
the fam ily W B;*]. A not too dissin ilar algebro-geom etric structure is also found in the study
of m oduli spaces of CalabiYau m anifolds (see Ref. [44,37] and the bibliography therein) where it
Jads to socalled variations of m ixed) Hodge structures. Tt is then tem pting to conecture that
the analogue of the so-called P icard-Fuchs equation [44] from that study could play the ok of the
dynam icalm aster equation in this generalized gauge-theoretic approach to quantum m echanics. A
m ore precise form ulation ofthis con pcture and its possible proof is how ever deferred to a Jatere ort.

Fortunately, as the ultra—local properties exhibited above shall su ce for our present purpose, we
defer a m ore carefiil global analysis of the fam ily W B ;% ] to a subsequent study.

P

For the rest of the discussion, we shall focus on a given iniial state, ji= ;¢63i2 H, and

note that
= f juihiy oo dihgdt GGy JyihyJ . (63)
i 3> i j< i

This corresponds to the wellknown G auss decom position of uniary, N N m atrices Into diago—
nal, upper- and lowertriangular m atrices, and is also readily recognized in physics applications of
group theory as the corresponding decom position of generators ofthe U N ) group Into the diagonal
(charge), raising and low ering cperators.

N ote that the operator (5), ie., (5°) associates a copy ofthis group structure to any given single
state in the H ibert space, and so also to the nitialone, ji. Let G  denote this (mon-abelian,
U (N )-lke) group de ned ultra—-docally at ji12 H, and ket H , denote the U (1) subgroup generated
by 4, = Jnihl, jforany one particular, xed n.

Then, nally, the G oldstonem odesdiscussed in the subsections 2.1, 22 and 2 4, correspond to the
(SU N )1ke) coset G =H ., here Ikew ise de ned ultra—Jocally. A s seen from the decom position (63),
the particular classicization-changing transform ations discussed in the subsections245and 24 6 are
Indeed the raising and low ering generators of this (SU N )-lke) cos=t.

C Properties of W eakly Interfering W ave P ackets

Let us provide a sin ple proofby contradiction that a nontrivial superposition of weakly interfering

w ave padkets cannot itself, in general, be a wave packet.

P
Suppose that a unitnom but other w ise arbitrary superposition, j i = n G Jni, of weakly

Interfering wave padkets j1,1; 8n and w ith coe cientsc,; 8n, is tselfa wave packet. T hen, for every
observable, A , over the appropriate H ibert space, H o, it m ust be that

hp?ji hpji? (64)

since, by assum ption,
o, R %Jni A Ji®; 8n: (65)
H owever, as it iseasily seen that expanding the left-hand side and one ofthe factors on the right-hand

side ofEq. (64), the use ofEqg. (65) in plies that:

X
i F o, A i, 1 o fh, A Jih A ji; (66)

n n
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and so, or a positive cbservablk A ,
hu, Aji,i hRAJij; 8n ; 67)

which, In tum, violates the weak Interference assum ption (9). This in plies that that an arbirary

nontrivial superposition of weakly interfering wave padkets cannot itself be a wave padket.
Furthem ore, the wave padket (approxin ation) basis has the follow Ing straightforw ard property.
Let A (x) be an observable A which is also an analytical function of the cbservabke x. (In a

soecial case, this cbservable m ay also represent a quantum -dynam ical fom ,eg., A = H i~@@t .An

expansion of the expression h A x)Jj 1 BN )i Into a Taylor serdes around h kj i e el gives:

D E D E

A (xi) + A Mxi) x  hxii+ A Pgxi)
A fxi)i+ 0+ 2A Pfxi) @ x)* +

D

E
B ®)i ® hxif +

where A 0Chxi) and A OD(hxi) are the rst and seocond derivatives of A by is argum ent, hxi.

R oughly, the exact value on the right-hand-side of Eq. (68) m ay be expressed as a power series
In 4 x (the standard deviation of x In the given state), which very well corresoonds to perturbation
theory. Here, the 4 x-Independent tem (the rsttem on the right-hand-side of (68) doesnot contain
4 x. Sin ilarly, the second temm on the lkft of (68), which m ay be form ally treated as a temm linear
In 4 x, vanishes identically. F inally, i is only the third temm on the right-hand-side of (68), ie., the
term quadratic in 4 x, which is 4 x-dependent and nonzero. T he condition
D E

mi A $AmDIEx)?; (69)
that is X
L A i)
ix B :hAo?lw .(hx1)3 70)
EA (th
or, using (70), D E
A x)i A (xi) ; (71)
and
m2x)i M xf (72)

m ay then be regarded as the strict condition for the wave packet approxin ation. That is, any
quantum state, j i, which satis es it m ay be regarded as a wave padket.

Thus, In the wave packet approxin ation, the quantum dynam ics (the left-hand-side of (68) for
A (x) as a quantum -dynam ical expression) reduces to the st tem on the right-hand-side of (68),
which then represents the classicaldynam ics wih A (ixi) asthe dynam ical expression) w ithout any
correction (tem s containing 4 x). Even for an all, In the sense of Egs. (69){ (72), Indeterm nacy in
4 x, In the analysis of the coordinate x, the quantum dynam ics m ay be, ow Ing to the vanishing of
the linear tem , regarded as e ectively equal to the classical dynam ics.

O n the other hand, if one relaxes the conditions (70) and Includes higher order (honlinear) temm s
In the Taylor series (68), a corresponding correction of the classical dynam ics is obtained, ie., a
sam iclassical dynam ics, w hich ultim ately approaches the exact quantum dynam ics.
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Tt isnot hard to see that the satisfaction ofthe wave packet approxin ation conditions corresoonds
to the H eisenberg indeterm nacy relations.

F inally, when the wave padket approxin ation (and H eisenberg’s indeterm nacy relations) becom es
violated, ie., when the lkeft-hand-side of (70) becom es equal to the right, the Taylor series (68) fails
to converge. This sin ply m eans that the exact quantum dynam ics, which of course continues to
exzst| the left-hand-side of (68) | can no longerbe consistently represented starting from the classical
dynam ics as the zeroth approxin ation. T his also m eans that the H eisenberg indeterm inacy relations
soecify the Iim tsw ithin which the quantum dynam icsm ay be e ectively procted into the classical.
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