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Abstract:

A novel two-tiered organization of the microworklpresented, in which only the
fundamental quantum fields of the standard modekaficle physics (electrons, photons,
guarks, etc.) are true quantum waves, exhibitimgdr superposition. In contrast,
confined quantum waves and their composites (ssictueleons and atoms) move
collectively as particles following a classical Hdomian trajectory, as derived from the
coherent phases of the component quantum wavesvewér, transitions between such
guasi-classical trajectories are still subjectdargum transition rules of energy and
momentum quantization (both linear and anguladrtiermore, there is no quantum
decoherence, and no entanglement of multi-parsieglges. This provides a clear
foundation for classical behavior, and avoids paxad of quantum measurement such as
Schrodinger cat states. A synthesis of this tygesdot seem to have been previously
examined. Can such a simple realistic representagially account for the known
physics? This does require major reinterpretatairsome established phenomena such
as crystal diffraction, phonons, and superfluids.
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Il Introduction: Wave-Particle Duality and Realism

The paradox of wave-particle duality has been emi@dn the foundations of quantum
mechanics since the very beginningdow can a real object be both a localized particl
and an extended wave at the same time? A wide rainghysicists and philosophers
have tried over many decades to make sense ofatitimyut a clear resolution. The
dominant trend has been make use of abstract matiesnaccording to standard
procedures, without attempting to present a cagrsistealistic physical picture. In this
respect, quantum mechanics is anomalous; all esgtablished physical theories have a
clear physical picture that provides an acceptsdiphl basis.

Given this long history, it would seem highly umii that yet another review of the same
paradoxical physics could provide new insightslektd, one must go back to the
beginning and reestablish a new set of more reliabt consistent foundations. In the
present analysis, the assertion is made that baljundamental quantum fields of the
standard model of particle physi¢such as electrons and photons) are true quantum
waves, and that composite entities (such as nugland atoms) are not. This flies in the
face of the conventional belief that de Broglie esare a universal aspect of all matter.
But back in the 1920’s when quantum mechanics wsisbfeing developed, this
distinction between fundamental and composite figag” was not yet understood, so a
universal model seemed quite appropriate.

Since then, the universal quantum wave paradignbéeas used to explain a wide variety
of physical phenomena, including, for example, reeutiffraction in crystals and
guantized vibrations in molecules and solids. Ty help to explain why a two-tiered
guantum picture such as that proposed in the presatysis does not seem to have been
seriously considered. This new picture needsdwige alternative explanations for

these established phenomena.

Consider the neutron, for example. The measuraitiestg cross section proves that a
neutron is a small particle ~ 1 fm in diameteBut the conventional understanding of
neutron diffraction requires that a thermal neutron be a coherennhdgtewave much
larger than its de Broglie wavelength= h/mv ~ 100 pm. It is logically inconsistent to
assert (as does the conventional interpretatiat)ameutron is both a small particle and
a wave that is Ttimes larger. The only way out of this paradotoisleclare that only
one of these pictures is real. It is argued belmavthe neutron particle picture is correct,
and that there is no de Broglie wave for a neutfeuther, neutron diffraction doest
require an extended coherent neutron wave, butra¢filects quantized momentum
transfer of the ground-state crystal. Given thareé role of wave diffraction in the
history of physics, this is a rather radical assertbut in fact a similar suggestion was
made as far back as 192and quantized momentum transfer in periodic stnestwas
recently analyzed in more detafl.

A second type of paradox in conventional quantuaoty deals with quantum
measurement and the interface between quantumlasgical phenomena. The
conventional approach to quantum measurement esgaiclassical measuring



instrument (or a classical observer) that introdudecoherence to a complex quantum
wave! but the basis for classical behavior in composifeguantum waves has never
been quite clear. Furthermore, the conventionsirabt formalism leads to complicated
entanglement in composite stat&syhich in turn requires effects that are incompatib
with local realism.

In contrast, the present analysis derives a clalsdi@miltonian particle trajectory of a
confined quantum wave from the Schrédinger equatfats internal components. In
other words, a coherent localized quantum phasespgonsible for classical behavior.
However, all transitions between such quasi-classiates (including measuring
instruments) are still quantized, and quantum &face only negligible on the
macroscopic scale if the separations of energydeare small. This provides a more
natural transition between the quantum and clalssiodds, which is compatible with
local realism.

In Section Il, the evidence for wave and partidpexts of quantum systems is reviewed,
with an eye toward clarifying the distinctions beem electrons on the one hand and
nucleons or atoms on the other hand. This isvi@tbin Section Il with a derivation of
classical Hamiltonian trajectories from the Schn@gir equation for a simple model
confined quantum wave. This concept of partidgettories is applied in Section IV to
diatomic molecules with internal degrees of freedgm®sociated with rotation and
vibration, where the basis for energy level quatiin is assessed. This is extended in
Section V to vibrational modes of crystals (i.dhppons). An important implication is
that crystal diffraction is a consequence of momenguantization of the crystal, without
requiring extended coherent wave effects in diffeacby neutrons or atoms. Section VI
deals with the question of how quantum effectslditiag superfluid effects) can be
extended to composite and macroscopic systemsputiin explicit wave function of the
composite object. Section VIl briefly addresseslthsis for quantization of the
fundamental quantum fields. Further implicatioh$hos picture for quantum
measurement and quantum information are discussgddtion VIII.

The picture presented here constitutes a consistalstic picture of the microworld that
does not seem to have been previously exploredle\Wls not (yet) a complete theory,
it clearly identifies the necessary componentaichsa theory. This should encourage
others to re-analyze other quantum paradoxes,tesrdme whether they might be
resolved using a viewpoint similar to the one depet here.



I. Evidence for waves and particles

In discussing wave-particle duality in quantum naetbs, it is important to clarify what
we mean by each of these terms. A classical wagdime-varying spatially extended
field, a real distributed oscillation in real spagenerally described by a linear wave
equation, which can be analyzed in terms of wavepmments witlw andk, and is

subject to linear superposition. Such a real waag be modeled by a complex wave for
mathematical convenience. A wave does not hauveed §ize, but may be confined by
boundaries to a region that is larger than halbgelength. In this respect, a wave is like
a gas in that it can expand to fill whatever borfoees it. Such a confined wave forms a
discrete (but infinite) set of standing wave mogsgenstates), each with its own value
of w. This is the case, for example, with classicattetenagnetic waves, where the
amplitude of these wave modes (or their linear doatibns) can take any value. A
classical wave may carry distributed energy, moomanand angular momentum, but
these values are not quantized. Non-interactingeg/aan generally share space and pass
through each other. There are scalar waves aridrwgaves; a vector wave may have
polarization. Waves may be coherent or incohdregpace and time; coherent waves
are associated with effects such as interferendeliinaction.

This is distinguished from a true quantum wave, iehet only are the mode frequencies
guantized, but also their amplitudes are quantizbd gives rise to quantization of
angular momentum (spin), linear momentum, and gnergis aspect is not explained by
standard theory, but is briefly addressed belo®eantion VII. It is often asserted that a
guantum wave is fundamentally a complex wave ~exp@ther than a real oscillation in
real space, but this is really an artifact of thettmematical model rather than a
fundamental aspect. In fact, the real oscillafrequency of a quantum wave is given by
its full relativistic energy (f=mf¢h), but this frequency is generally offset in then-
relativistic case. In terms of standing waves sungkrposition, a quantum wave behaves
much like a classical wave. Transitions betweewesaf differing quantized

amplitudes, of course, have a distinct quantumadter.

In contrast to a wave with its infinite degreegreedom, a classical particle follows a
trajectory in space, associated with a classicahilbianian, with only three spatial
degrees of freedom. It exhibits a fixed mass atetmal structure, and its interactions
follow conservation of energy, momentum, and angmamentum. One type of
trajectory is a periodic oscillation or rotatiomdathe amplitude of this oscillation is
unrestricted. One can also have a set of two @enmberacting particles, the motion of
which can (in many cases) be decoupled into collechodes that are largely
independent. A particle generally has a defined wiith a center of mass — point
particles are mathematical idealizations which dbexist in nature.

In analogy to the quantum wave, let us also intcedhe novel concept of a “quantum
particle” which follows a classical trajectory, babich may also have a localized
coherent phase, and the trajectory may have qeangimplitude. As described further in
Section I, it is suggested that a confined quantave (such as in an atom or a



nucleon) acts in its external motion as a quantartig,e. This may be generalized to a
guantum collective mode of two or more such quarpanticles.

The distinction between quantum waves and clasgardicles may be illustrated by
focusing on the quantum Hamiltoniag &hd the classical Hamiltoniarg,Hnd how they
are physically quite different, even though theyehaome formal similarities. The
classical Hamiltonian Kp,x) represents the total energy of a classicdigi@as a
function of momentum p and position x (here oneatisional for simplicity) and
governs its trajectory x(t), given by the followipgir of equation's
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For the simple case of a particle of mass m mowirggpotential V(x), one has
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which of course are exactly the equations givehleyton’s law of motion F=ma for a
force F=9V/0x and acceleration a=dv/dt.

This should be contrasted with the quantum Ham#towperator gfor a quantum wave
of mass m, which maps the momentum p to the funatioperator # d/dx (from the de
Broglie relation p k), yielding the relation

h* 0°

Hq :_%W‘FV(X). (6)

The quantum Hamiltonian, in turn, forms the balses $chrodinger equatitifor the
wavefunction¥(x,t)
Hq W = i 0W/ot, (7

using the energy operator (from &) iz 0/0t. This is generally applied to the constant
energy case for an appropriate quantizgtbByield

W(x,t) = exp(-igt/A) Y(x), 8)



where(x) is the spatial part of the wave function gil®nthe solution of the eigenvalue
equation |y = E, WP represents its distributed intensity, djigfdx over the entire
wave is typically normalized to unity. A distribonm is not a generalized trajectory;
rather, a trajectory can be derived from a distidyuin the special case where all of the
internal degrees of freedom are frozen. An exantiplgtrating this is derived in Section
Il below.

Table | summarizes conventional evidence for waatene and for particle nature in
electrons, photons, neutrons, and atoms. The &y i3 that there is strong evidence for
wave behavior in electrons and photons, and steeitence for particle behavior in the
external motion of nucleons and atoms (both inditday bold italics in the table). In
contrast, the evidence for particle behavior ictets and photons tends to be more
inferential, as does the evidence for wave behanioucleons and atoms (both indicated
by parentheses in the table). The details areisiésd in more detail below.

Table I. Summary of Evidence for Waves and PaHicl
(Stronger evidence indicated by bold italics; weakadence by parentheses.)

Entity  Evidencefor Waves Evidencefor Particles

Electron| Standing waves, Directional orbitals | (Quantized spin, mass, charge)

Photon | EM Waves (Quantized spin, energy)

Atom (Quantized vibrations in molecules) Defined size in molecules & solids

Neutron| (Crystal diffraction) Defined sizein collisions & nucleus

Standing waves in electronic orbitals constitutedtearest direct evidence of the wave
nature of electrons. These occur in quantizedalsbin atoms, as well as in Bloch waves
near the energy gap of crystalline solids. Asexsjg example that shows standing
waves most clearly, consider the P orbital in amatwith L=z quantized angular
momentum corresponding to a 3gthase shift going around the nucleus (Fig. 1a). P
orbitals in molecules and solids are generallyditemwaves (such as)Rcomprised of

two oppositely directed traveling waves, formintptenal standing waves with a fixed
angular node and antinode (Fig. 1b). This gives to the ubiquitous directional bonds
in molecules and solids, which do not maintaintioteal symmetry. Directional electron
bonds in solids are strong direct evidence forted@cgquantum waves.

There are certainly quantized rotational statas@kcules (in gases) which are
conventionally attributed to rotating solutionsgquiantum wave equations. However,
both nuclei and atomic orbitals are confined quamnivaves with internal structure, but
the rotational motion of these confined quantumesasg essentially classical, as
indicated in Fig. 1c. In contrast to the electrotational standing waves that are present
in solids, molecular rotational states are neveited in solids, because the rotational
standing waves, the molecular equivalentsyadrBitals, are not present in molecular
motion. Indeed, if one can have quantization gfuéar momentum in quasi-classical
molecular rotation, there is no need to assert igtgomantum waves; a quantum particle
picture is more consistent.
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Fig. 1. Quantized rotational states in electromsianolecules.
(a) Rotating P-wave orbital witdg= 360° around nucleus.
(b) Superposition of oppositely rotating P orbiteimponents to givex®lirectional
bond with fixed angular node.
(c) Diatomic molecular rotation without apparent lecular wavefunction.

Several other phenomena are also generally takerot@ the existence of quantum
waves. Chief among these is crystal diffractibwhich is observed not only for
electrons and photons, but also for neutrons ams@tind even molecules (Fig. 2). And
certainly, a coherent extended wave with wave wdctmpinging on a classical crystal
can produce a coherent diffracted wave \Wikh= G, whereG is a reciprocal lattice
vector (peaks in the spatial Fourier transformihefcrystal. However, one can obtain
the same result for small particles (much smaliantthe wavelength) impinging on the
crystal, provided that the momentum transitiona tduantized crystal” are restricted to

changed\p = #G. This will be addressed further in Section V.

p; 'e of Ap = G

@) (b)

Fig. 2. Crystal diffraction in wave and particlé&cpures.
(a) Classical wave diffraction from periodic latievith reciprocal lattice vectd.
(b) Particle diffraction from quantized crystal Wiphonon having=/7G.



Another phenomenon that is also generally takeardue the existence of quantum
waves is quantization of energy. And certainlygboantized energies of the hydrogen
atom exactly match the eigenstates of the Schrédieguation, effectively proving that
electrons are quantum waves. (The same argumeiftecanade for muons, another
fundamental quantum field, in hydrogenic atomsgwidver, the situation is less clear for
atomic motion in molecules and solids. These wibnal and rotational states are also
guantized in energy, which is usually derived freofution of an appropriate
Schrédinger equation. However, atoms (and nucldonshat matter) have well-defined
sizes and act like particles. It will be arguedection IV that quantization of energy
and angular momentum of photons can lead to quaitizof energies in vibrating and
oscillating modes of quantuparticles which in terms of their external motion are not
really waves at all.

Furthermore, macroscopic quantum effects are searvariety of superfluid states of
condensed matter: in superconductors, liquid helamd alkali atoms (Bose-Einstein
condensates). These effects are conventionatipwated to quantum waves from
composite bosons. However, it is shown in Sec#ibthat an alternative explanation in
terms of primary electron wavefunctions may alswaat for these phenomena. There
is no need to invoke a composite boson wavefunctitinch in the present analysis does
not exist.

It is sometimes asserted that an electron, and @y#mton, is a point particté. But
these are clearly quantum waves, with no evidehegpoint singularity. The primary
argument for such a localized point particle ig th&s provides an apparent explanation
for quantized mass and spin. For a distributedewthe basis for such quantization is
less obvious, and will be discussed further in iBac¥Il.

There have also been interpretations of quantunhamecs that assert that a quantum
entity is comprised of both a wave and a pointiglart For example, within the
conventional statistical interpretation, the Scimgdr equation describes probability
waves, where the physical electron is a point sdmeegvwithin the envelope. Another
less broadly accepted interpretation is the pilatepicture’?’ due to de Broglie and
Bohm, whereby the wave guides the trajectory abiatparticle that is somewhere
within the wave envelope. However, while thesedlidtia pictures may be
mathematically consistent with the Schrédinger égonathey seem rather artificial.

A more natural picture would be one in which cleakparticle behavior evolves out of
guantum wave behavior on the microscopic scalsinfple model that shows this is
described in Section Il below.



I11.  Confined Waves and Particle Trajectories

In this section, we will show how classical pasitiajectories can be derived from the
motion of confined quantum waves. The intent isxplain the behavior of composite
particles such as atoms or nucleons, but for soitpliet us first consider the motion of a
one-dimensional electron wave function. In a canispotential V=0, the wave function
takes the form of a plane wave

W(x,1) = exp(ikx-ioxt), (9)

where E oy = 71%ko%/2m and p#ko = mw, which is spread out over all space and is not
normalizable, and cannot be associated with aigbait One can construct a wave
packet out of such plane wave components with dwath &k around a main

component k but such a wave packet necessarily includes caoes with a frequency
bandwidthdw and henc@E. The center of this wave packet follows a quéesssical
trajectory with a group velocity

Vg=0wlok = ike/m = vp, (10)

which does indeed correspond to a motion of ag@artollowing the classical
Hamiltonian equation (1) for E22m. However, this wave packet is dispersive eswc
O k anddk>0), spreading out as it propagates. Furthernbeesize of the wave packet
(~ 1K) is necessarily greater than the wavelengtlrvko, generally > for a narrow
Ok << ko. These are not the characteristics that one wasgddciate with a classical
particle.

Now consider a one-dimensional electron wave fanatonfined between x=0 and &=
by walls of infinite potential. The eigenstatekadhe form of sine waves based on

standing waves with components edpk), where k/ = nrt, for n=1, 2, ... so that

Wa(x,0) = A exp(-iEt/h)sin(kx)
= (A/2i) exp(-iEt/h) [exp(ikx) — exp(-ikx)] (11)

This corresponds to traveling wave components slth with wavelength\, = 27k, =
2¢/n, and energies.E oy, = 7%k.7/2m. This has nodes at the two ends at x=0 arid x=

and also at intermediate points/§=for j=1...n-1. While this is a particularlyrsple
solution, confined wavefunctions generally incleti@nding waves and nodes.

Now assume that this entire wavefunction (togettigr the box potential) is moving

with a velocity \ to the right (positive x), or equivalently chartgea reference frame
moving with velocity ¥ to the left. This requires Doppler shifts of eathhe plane

wave components, one increasing in velocity, tihemtiecreasing. The velocity shift
corresponds to a wavevector shift gF=kmw/7 for each of the plane wave components in
Eq. (11), so thatk= k, £ ko. The energies for the two wave components are als
modified accordingly:



E: =he: = 1k:22m = (1 42m) (ki + ko? + 2kako) (12)
Then the moving wavefunction becomes

W(x,t) = (A/2i) [exp(-ist + ikix) — exp(-bat - i kx)]
= A exp(-w't + ikox) sin[ka(x —vot)]
= A exp(ip) sin[ka(x —vot)], (13)
where
E" =hw = (@#%2m)(k? + ko) = B, + °ko?/2m, (14)

and where Eq. (13) applies only inside the moviox; &, =0 outside the box defined by
(x-vot) in the interval [0/]. This new wave function represents a phase faxtp(ip)
modulated by an envelope function. The envelopetfan with all of its nodes is
moving with velocity ¥ to the right. Furthermore, the group velocitytied phase factor
also corresponds te:v

Vg = 0w /0Kg = fiko/m = p/m = \p. (15)

This acts like a particle of mass m, having inteemergy &, moving with velocity y

(from classical Hamiltonian equation (1)). Howewérs is not a wave packet, in that the
size of the envelope L is fixed and independerhefeffective wavelength (the distance
over which the traveling phase factpchanges by A = 217k, = h/mw, so that one can
have/<<A (as in Fig. 3). The internode distances can be snaller. Of course, the
internal structure of the confined quantum wavesdmntain short-wavelength
components, but that is distinct from the wave congmts corresponding twand \.

From the external point of view, this box is a relject with a classical trajectory.

p=mv

/
/
/
/
/
/
/]
/
/
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< A=h/mv >
Fig. 3. Trajectory of confined quantum wave (vititternal standing-wave structure),
moving with velocity v, with effective wavelengtiofvn in dashed line)=h/mv >> /.
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One can now go further and add a potential V(x) thanges very slowly on the scale of

¢, in addition to the “box” potential. The relevaurtion of the potential, of course, is
that inside the box, which is essentially constartt will not perturb the bound solutions.
The energies in Eqgs. (12) and (14) are modifieditmply adding V(x):

E. =hw: = (1%2m)(ki* + ko? + 2kako) + V(X), (16)
E =hw = (h%2m)(k? + ko) + V(X), (17)

where the wavefunction takes exactly the same &=nm Eq. (13). Since the total
energy E” is a constant of motion in quantum meiclsaand it is assumed thatddso
remains fixed, an increase in V(x) must produceraesponding decrease in the external
kinetic energy:’k,?/2m. One can express this in terms of the chamgg along the
trajectory x(t):

dw _ 0w dk, N ow dx _  dk, +EaV(x)

=0= —=V,— V. 18
dt ok, dt ox dt °dt n ox ° (18)
This yields the relation
h%:—m:d_p:—%’ (19)

dt 0X dt 0Xx

if one defines the classical Hamiltonian as in @) So the motion of this confined
guantum wave follows a trajectory given by both Hd3 and (2) of the classical
Hamiltonian formalism.

Thus, this system is effectively a classical p&twith a trajectory x(t) (which may
represent the center of mass of the object), whleh has a phasgx,t) given by

ox,) = (X-Et)/7 (20)

Given the usual classical Hamiltonian relating Bptéhe quantum equations have
reproduced the classical trajectory, as long agitieenal structure remains constant.
Unlike the free electron, there is no quantum uagely or wave dispersion associated
with this trajectory. There is only the single ci@al degree of freedom associated with
collective motion. In the limit that <<A, both the particle position x and its momentum
p can be narrowly defined, in apparent violationhaf Heisenberg uncertainty
principle!® But Eq. (20) is not the phase of an extended yatker, it is a localized
oscillator.

A composite of two or more confined electrons d¢reotquantum waves bound together
would each exhibit their own phase factors, andld/éallow essentially the same
trajectory. This would apply, for example, to @ara or ion moving in a potential. The
conventional assertion that the entire atom cretgesvn de Broglie wave associated
with the total momentum is inconsistent with thig/gical picture. The same

11



considerations should also hold for a nucleon (sisch neutron), which is fundamentally
a set of three bound, confined quark wavefunctidnSince conventional matter is
composed of nuclei and atoms, this picture shopidyaquite generally. We will return

to this later in the context of neutron diffraction

It is important to note that the classical trajegtof this quantum particle is compatible
with the presence of coherent oscillations of antia phase factor. In fact, these
coherent oscillations are essential for obtainiagsical behavior. This contrasts sharply
with the conventional view that quantum coherereeds to be lost to recover classical
behavior® Furthermore, these oscillations provide a reatsfime basis for the classical
total energy and momentum. The total energy dréiqular quantum patrticle is given

by the quantum oscillation frequency f = E'/h, wia & is properly the full relativistic
energy in the laboratory frame, including kineticlgotential energy terms. For a
composite, the total energy is the sum of thossach of the fundamental components.

This picture also seems to violate Bohr's Correslenice Principlé® by which classical
behavior is recovered only in the limit of largeagtum numbers. This analysis derives
a classical trajectory from a wave equation fooafimed quantum wave, where the
internal structure may be in any quantum staterelgheer, some classical aspects may
never be recovered for any quantum number. Fanpba if one has a harmonic
oscillator potential, then a classical oscillatandave any oscillatory amplitude. On the
other hand, if this potential is based on electrgmeéic interactions, and electromagnetic
waves (i.e., photons) are quantized, this quamntizathay restrict the allowable amplitude
of the “quantum particle”, as indicated in the gse below in Section IV.
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IV.  Diatomic Molecules and Quantized Transitions

This quasi-classical trajectory seems quite diffefeom the conventional picture, in
which each object composed of quantum waves eshisiown quantum interference
and uncertainty. If one can directly derive cleasmechanics from confined quantum
waves, why is this conventional picture universayieved? The main reason seems to
be that there are a variety of quantum effectslinng composite particles. Several of
these are examined here, including molecular vidmagnd rotation.

Consider first the case of vibration of a diatomiclecule with masses Mind M, and
positionsr; andr,.*® Each atom consists of the atomic nucleus plusfalie bound
electrons. The conventional approach is to fiestagate the classical Hamiltonian
corresponding to the internal reduced massM;M,/(M;+M,) and the distance between
the atoms R#}-r,|, where Ris the equilibrium separation:

He = p/2u +K(R-Roy)%/2 (21)

using the standard quadratic approximation of tiberatomic potential. Classically, this
yields simple harmonic motion of the form

R(t) = R +Acos(ut), (22)

wherewy = (K/u)o'5 and A is an arbitrary amplitude. The resultingrey is E = AK/2,
which can also have any value. Both atoms wouldrdmite to this, oscillating in
opposite directions at the same frequency.

In conventional quantum mechanics, howeverisHnapped onto the quantum
Hamiltonian for a distributed wavefunction (as opg to an oscillating trajectory), just
as if it were an electron in a potential, but watheduced atomic mags This
Schrédinger equation is solved to generate a desset of eigenstates, which consist
essentially of standing waves with nodes. Thenadlbenergies are,E (n+1/2)hux for
n=0,1, ... Andindeed, infrared spectroscapyficms transition energiggw, and the
specific heat of gases and solids also requireditiueete energy levels.

These distributed standing quantum waves are pdilysguite different from oscillating
trajectories of atomic particles. Specificallystanding wave is comprised of a
superposition of component waves traveling in twedalions at the same time, with
nodes corresponding to zero amplitude, while @¢tayy involves motion in only one
direction at a time, with no superposition. Furthere, these eigenstates do not even
describe quantum de Broglie waves of individuahreg@f masses Mand M; rather,
they describe a single quantum wave of a reducedma

Can a set of discrete energy levels be compatilifeawpicture of quasi-classical
trajectories? The discrete energy levels corregpomliscrete oscillation amplitudes A
= (2E/K)°>. Why are only certain oscillation amplitudes ek, and all others
apparently forbidden?
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To address this question, first note that the galasisical free oscillation frequencies for
the harmonic oscillator have the same vabgéor any amplitude, so that a classical
resonant interaction with an electromagnetic fedlay would be expected to either
increase the amplitude of the oscillation, or tordase it, depending on the relative
phases of the two oscillations. These correspomthsorption or stimulated emission of
radiation from the field. But the quantum propestof the electromagnetic field restrict
energy exchange with the field to discrete mulspdézuwy, corresponding to single
photons. So if one starts with a molecule in tteaigd state, the only accessible excited
states are those with energiésoabove the ground state.

In other words, transitions between quasi-classicléctive modes oscillating at
frequencywy are mediated by photons of the same frequencylhis may be expressed
in terms of the Fourier transformdB)(of the trajectory (t), such that the transition rate to
a state with higher (or lower) amplitude has thpeshelence

() O [Fwo) (23)

This contrasts with a photon-mediated transitiomflone electron wave state to another
(e.g., within an atom), whereby a quantum waveerjiencyw; transitions to another
guantum wave of frequency, = w0y.

In this quasi-classical picture, the photon endigydelivered to the oscillator is actually
shared (in inverse proportion to their masses) éetvithe two atoms of the molecule.
Therefore, while the total energy of the couplestesy is quantized in units b, their
individual energies are not. In a multi-atom viiwa (such as a phonon in a solid), the

photon energyy would be shared among a larger number of atoms.

Not all transitions of vibrational modes are proediby direct photon excitations. For
example, one may have collisional excitation ofatlonal modes. However, such a
collisional excitation may still be electromagnatig mediated, and hence still subject to
photon-based restrictions. On a microscopic lealeknergy exchange may ultimately
be attributable to photons, apart from those rdl&tenuclear forces which may exhibit
similar constraints. While this by no means pravescase, it does suggest a consistent
mechanism for energy quantization in what is otlhegva set of classical trajectories.

Is there other evidence for quantum eigenstatesolecular vibrations apart from simple
energy level differences? For example, vibratiamalefunctions (above the ground
state) are standing waves with spatial nodes, whialid be inconsistent with the
present trajectory-based picture. But no direpeexnental evidence for such nodes
appears in the literature, suggesting that theyale@xist.

One may apply a similar argument to the case oéoutdr rotation. Consider, for

example, a diatomic molecule with massesavid M. For rotations through an andle
the classical Hamiltonian as a function of the dmgomomentum L is given by
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He(L,8) = L%/21 = L%/2uRy, (24)

where | =uR¢’ is the rotational moment of inertia. The solutjéelds the circular
trajectoryd = wt = (L/uRyA)t, wherew and L can have any value. For the quantum case,
a single-valued quantum phase of a matter wave métbgu rotating around a loop gives
rise to quantization of L =/n and energies En(n+1):*/2uRy% (This is the same
problem as for an electron rotating around an atoracleus.) And indeed, infrared
spectroscopy shows transitions between rotatidatés consistent with the quantum
picture. But if there is not really a quantum waeeresponding tp, how can this be
understood? Similarly to the vibration case, #i@ea quantization of L may arise for a
guasi-classical trajectory, if one asserts thatratisitions between quasi-classical
rotational states require mediation of photonshedavhich carries angular momentum
Lph =7%. Again, one might include collisional excitatiansthis, assuming that the
collision involves an electromagnetic interaction.

Furthermore, this quantized angular momentum meistiared by the two (or more)
atoms rotating about the common center of masthatavhile the angular momentum of
the system is quantized, those of the individuadret are not. Even within the
conventional picture, one cannot obtain theseiostat states from matter waves of the
individual atoms.

It is useful to contrast the rotating molecule vilie case of an electron in an excited
state of orbital angular momentum. The P orbiiiatsi) of electrons in molecules and
crystals are normally present in standing-waveestatuch as,Pwith angular nodes due
to the superposition of degenerate rotational statéwvo directions about the same axis.
This creates charge distributions that are essdatidirectional bonds. Analogous
standing-wave rotational states for rotating aterosld be inconsistent with the
trajectory-based picture, but again, these do ppéar to be physically allowed states.
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V. Crystal diffraction and phonons

Diffraction is often viewed as the quintessentiave phenomeno%?. It plays a central
role in wave optics, and the observation of x-réfyattion from crystals was critical
historically in the early recognition that x-rayem in fact electromagnetic waves. |If
one regards a crystal as simply a periodic arrayassical scatterers (Fig. 2a), then a
diffraction pattern from an incident beam does ewle=quire that the beam consists of a
phase-coherent extended wave.

In the conventional picture of coherent scattedhgn extended wave with wave vector
ki from a crystal with a spatially varying scattergrgplitude f(), the Structure Factor
F(q) is the spatial Fourier transform of ¥¢* The diffracted wave intensity is then
proportional to the square ofdj( whereq = ks - k; is the change in the wave vector
between the incident and scattered beams:

I(k) O IF@)F (25)

If the scattering amplitude is periodic in spabentthe structure factor exhibits peaks at
the reciprocal lattice vectof3, and so does the coherently scattered intendiig. Would
apply equally well to a classical wave with wavdeed; and to a quantum wave with

wave vectok; = mv/h.

However, a crystal is also a dynamically interagBet of atoms, with quantized
vibrational excitations, i.e., phonoffs Within the present picture, these phonons are not
guantum waves, but rather quasi-classical oscitlatbllective modes, with energies
guantized in much the same way as for moleculaatiitns described above. The
existence of such phonons indicates that the d¢ngsteot simply an ensemble of classical
scatterers, and thus an alternative explanatioa thffraction pattern becomes possible.
It is suggested here that just as a quasi-clagsagattory oscillating in time is restricted
to energy changeSE =7w, a quasi-classical collective mode oscillatingpace is
restricted to momentum changlys = 7#G. In this case, any entity that transmits
momentum to the crystal, whether it is a particle avave, will scatter with its
momentum change quantized according to this relatiius producing the same
diffraction pattern as for classical wave diffracti Note the formal similarity between
Eqg. (25) and Eg. (23) above; in both cases, thesitian rate or probability of the final
state is proportional to the absolute square ofelevant Fourier transform.

Any crystal has a large number of discrete claksimiéective modes, each with
frequencyw, and corresponding wavevector For a periodic lattice with reciprocal
lattice vector<s, each mode may have spatial Fourier componemig-&t for all values
of G. The vibrational amplitude of a given mode cqomexls to energy and momentum
quantized in multiples of &= hw, andp, = 7ik, + G, corresponding to an integral
number of phonons. Quantum transitions in a ckygpécally correspond to creation or
annihilation of a single phonon. In the presemttert, consider &=0 phonon, where
E=0 andp=iG. This corresponds to the lattice as a whole dlsgra momentumG,
exactly the values that correspond to standardéatiiffraction.
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Within the particle trajectory picture (Fig. 2b)saall neutron strikes a single nucleus,
being briefly absorbed into the nucleus before dpegemitted, either in the forward
direction or in a different direction. If the dotéon is different, there is a momentum
changeAp, which must be absorbed either through recoihefriucleus, or through
movement of the crystal as a whole. Recoil ofrtheleus would require generation of a
phonon of non-zero energy, which would reduce tagtsred energy of the neutron.
Such inelastic scattering by neutrons is of copmssible (and will be discussed further
below), but there is a finite probability of elassicattering, without net nuclear recoil.
Because of the periodic lattice structure, anddhethat all transitions are subject to
guantization rules, the only permitted transitians ones that correspondip = %G
(includingG=0). What is quantized here is not the motiorhefrieutron, but rather the
state of the crystal. So rather than having aareldd quantum wave diffracting from a
classical crystal, one has a quasi-classical pairducing a transition in a quantized
crystal. But remarkably, these two approachesymreessentially the same result — a
crystal diffraction pattern.

The viewpoint of diffraction here may be somewhatilsr to that by Van Vlief;® who
derived momentum quantization of the crystal framwentional quantum formalism, but
without explicit consideration of phonons. Furthere, Van Vliet extended this analysis
to a finite number of scatterers, with a similasule a distributed wave is not necessary
to obtain the conventional quantum diffraction.

This transition via emission of a phonon withG andw=0 may be similar to what
occurs in the Mossbauer efféctA radioactive nucleus within a crystal emits an
energetic gamma-ray photon, in many cases withaclear recoil due to the absence of
an emitted phonon. Because the frequency haseeot Doppler-shifted, this same
photon may be resonantly absorbed by a secondusy@eso without recoil. The present
picture would suggest that the momentum of the Mésger photon should also be

guantized to a value @&fG for the lattice. Since the photon wavevector famgna
radiation is typically much greater than that af basis states of the reciprocal lattice,
such momentum quantization should be obtainable.

Even if this quantized-lattice diffraction pictusecorrect, there are still situations where
the conventional picture of coherent wave diffractmay be more appropriate. For
example, one may have an electromagnetic waveandhge quantum number
diffracting from a crystal lattice, where the waeft is coherent and widely distributed.
However, this suggests that diffraction due to iment electron or x-ray beams should
perhaps be reexamined, to determine if this quadtiattice picture may provide a more
consistent picture in these cases as well.

Inelastic scattering in a lattice is generally édased as fundamentally different from
elastic scattering that gives rise to diffractidgtiowever, in the present picture they are
quite closely related. The neutron would be byiafdssorbed by a single nucleus, and the

recoil would correspond to a phonon with7iarandp= i(k+G). The intensity of
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scattering would be expected to go as the squatesdfourier transform of the dynamic
response f(;t) of a particular phonon mode (or other excitatio

I(9,00) O |F@,0)f- (26)

While the present analysis has focused on paditfi@ction from periodic crystals, this
may be directly generalized (as done by Van ¥liet other quantum diffraction effects
in non-periodic structures, such as double-slitattion. In these cases, too, the
guantum diffraction results of Egs. (25) and (2&)wdd be reproduced by consideration
of momentum transfer from the slit structure withexcitation of phonon-like modes.
The same approach should also apply to the comelapp beam interference effects (as
with neutron beams in a single-crystal interferaét It is notable that double-slit
diffraction is often presented as a paradigm ofp@w@doxes of quantum measurement.
Within the present picture, a small particle gdimgpugh a slit without interacting with
the edges would not be diffracted, but one tharadts with an edge can be subject to
transverse momentum transfer, as determined biydheger transform of the scattering
amplitude of the atomic distribution near the edgééile this result is not derived here,
it would be expected to reproduce the conventiarale diffraction result within a
picture of a scattering particle interacting witguantized solid.

An alternative consistent explanation for quantufinattion does not of course prove
the absence of de Broglie waves of particles sgaeatrons and atoms. But the
evidence for such waves becomes weaker and mostianesble. The next section
addresses the phenomena of multi-particle quanysterss in more detail, including
phenomena such as superfluid effects which wowddhge require such coherent matter
waves.
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VI.  Composite particles and superfluids

Quantum theory identifies electrons (with spin %fermions that follow the Pauli
exclusion principl& limiting state occupation, and photons (with spjras bosons that
do not exhibit the Pauli limits. Conventional thegoes further to assert that
combinations of electrons and other particles laeenselves quantum waves that behave
either as fermions or bosons, depending on thédpia of the composite. In some
cases, an assembly of such composite bosons id fowexhibit a superfluid state,
corresponding to a macroscopic quantum wave fumctidow can one understand these
phenomena within the present picture, if such caitpdnoson wave functions do not
exist?

Consider a composite particle composed of two oedffundamental quantum waves,
bound together. If these correspond to massesnd M, each would exhibit its own
oscillation with its own phase factor, e.@.,= kix; —it;, and corresponding momentum
p1=rik; and B=ho (including the relativistic rest energy:t). Within the present
picture, there is no quantum wave function of tbmlined particle that is different from
those of its components.

In contrast, the conventional theory asserts tlpa#icle” composed of two quantum
waves has its own wavefunction that is the prodéithe individual wavefunctions, even
if the individual waves are non-interacting.

thot(Xl,Xz,tl,tz) = LI-J;L(X;L,t]_) LPz(Xz,tz) O eXp[ik]_X]_-i(A)]_tl] exp[ik2X2-i0)2t2] (27)

If we assume now that the component waves oscilidiee same space and time so that
X1 = Xz and { = t;, then one can directly combine the phase factoobtainwe: = i+
and ko = kitkp. This directly yields a de Broglie wave correspioig to Mo; = M1+Mp,
provided that the constituent waves overlap in e@a time. Further, it has the
apparent advantage of enforcing conservation aiggrend momentum. But note that a
real wave oscillating aby; = Wi+, is physically quite different from two wavesat
anduwy. And if the nuclear wavefunction is restrictedhie nucleus, then such a product
wavefunction for an atom would also be restrictethe nucleus. This would not seem
to be a logically reasonable representation ofjtitentum state of the entire atom.

There is no counterpart of wave multiplication lassical wave theory; one may add
wave components, but one never multiplies thems 3hould be distinguished from
wave effects in a nonlinear medium, where one du=ed generate sum and difference
frequencies of all wave components. Similarlyelettromagnetic wave creates electric
and magnetic potentials, which have the effecffeice of modulating the frequency and
wavevector of a primary quantum wave such as aitrele again generating sum and
difference frequencies. But this is quite diffarfom simply multiplying two non-
interacting waves.

Another role of wave function multiplication in cagntional quantum theory is to
account for the Pauli exclusion principle in paifsdentical fermions (such as
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electrons). Consider two electron states of theesspin with wavefunctiond; andW,.
One then constructs an antisymmetric linear contimnaf product wave functiol;W.:

Lptot(Xl,Xz,tl,tz) = Lpl(Xl,tl) Wz(Xz,tz) - Lpz(Xl,tl) Lpl(Xz,tz) (28)

This combined wave function automatically goesdmwaf the two wave functiond; =

W,, thus enforcing the Pauli exclusion principle itentical fermions. However, Eq.

(28) also goes to zero identically fmnywave functions, if the two oscillations are in the
same spacetime (i.e43%2 and i{=t) as was done to obtain universal de Broglie waves
below Eg. (27). It would seem illogical to asglet quantum oscillations should coexist
in the same spacetime if they are different, butifrtbey are identical. Further, the
physical significance of Eq. (28) is obscure; ituldbseem to represent a particular linear
combination of two configurations with electrongeirthanged, even if the two electrons
are far apart. (This is not the same as a supégposf primary waves.) This provides a
prototypical example of quantum entanglen@nthich is intrinsically inconsistent with
the concept of local realism of these physicalesyst Eg. (28) can be easily extended to
an arbitrary number of electrons through the usglater determinant8,but this quickly
becomes truly complicated and even more heavilgrged. It is suggested in Section
VII that this antisymmetric construction is artiit and the Pauli principle can be more
consistently regarded as a self-interaction ofptf@ary electron field.

Another conventional concept that makes use ohgposite quantum wave function is
Bose-Einstein (BE) condensatidh.This theory is based on the presence of a large
number of identical de Broglie waves, heavily ogpding. In such a many-patrticle
boson state, the particles (which may be atomshelreved to condense into a state
where most of the particles have the same quantawe functions, and are oscillating in
phase. This is analogous to the state of photoadaser medium, for example. They
also move together as a single coherent unit, fugraisuperfluid® This is applied to
superfluid helium-4 (He-4) at temperatures belovKR,. as well as to alkali gas atoms at
ultra-low temperatures. This can only apply todmss which are integer-spin particles
(like photons), as opposed to half-integer-spinigas (like electrons) which obey the
Pauli exclusion principle, and hence cannot bengtyooverlapping with the same
guantum state. But in the present picture, amasmot represented by a single
guantum wave that includes both the nucleus andldatrons, and so should be neither a
boson nor a fermion, and cannot be subject to Bifleasation. Furthermore, the atom is
not an extended overlapping wave, but rather gefisized particle — this is logically
inconsistent with the physical basis for BE cond¢ins.

A closely related phenomenon that is conventioratiylained via a composite wave
function is superconductivity, through the conaefpd Cooper paif®>°a bound electron-
electron pair that is believed to function effeetivas a boson, with a corresponding pair
wavefunction. In the superconducting state, athsGooper pairs have the same
wavefunction, giving rise to a macroscopic quansiate with long-range order that is
similar to BE condensation.
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In fact, atoms interact with one another primavily single-electron interactions, and the
fermion nature of these electrons accounts fortjmaty all of chemistry and condensed-
matter physics. Itis argued here that these Hupkproperties may actually reflect a
two-phase dense fermion packing of localized ebectrbitals® which yields long-range
guantum coherence that is consistent with the Raalusion principle. Within this
picture, illustrated by the checkerboard patterRig 4a, each localized electron orbital
is surrounded by several of the same electronatshit adjacent atoms, with the same
energy and the same spin. By the Pauli princtpke adjacent coherent wavefunctions
may not overlap; to prevent such overlap, they nedtve a node between them. This
can be obtained if there are two sublattices, wifthase difference afbetween their
guantum phase factors. This is shown in two dinegissin Fig. 4a for simplicity (where
the ‘+’ and *-* represent the the two sublatticéshe checkerboard), but a fully three-
dimensional (3D) packing is envisioned. This ialagous to the two sublattices that are
present in a 3D ionic crystalsuch as NaCl, ZnS, or CsCl, with coordination narsb
(numbers of nearest neighbors) between 4 and Bexample, each Na atom is
surrounded by 6 Cl atoms, and vice versa. Longeatructural order is not required
here, so that the two-phase local correlated strecf an ionic liquid may be a better
analogy. However, the packing of these two subkdtmaintains long-range phase order
over macroscopic distances, based entirely on termmteractions. No boson
interactions are required, and none are present.

Consider further the case of liquid helium, wheaeheatom has two electrons of opposite
spins. In the conventional theory, a He-4 nuclamsalpha particle with 2 protons and
two neutrons) with spin 0 is a boson, which hasagenmunction that combines with the
two s-waves of the ground state electrons (alsb mét zero spin) to form a boson wave
function for the atom as a whole. In contrastea3hucleus is a spin-1/2 fermion, which
combines with the electrons to form a fermionic eéunction for the atom as a whole.
He-4 forms a superfluid below T=2.2 K, while He-@8 not form a superfluid until ~ 2
mK, 1000 times lower in temperatute This is conventionally explained by Bose-
Einstein condensation of He-4, versus no condesrsé&tr He-3 until magnetic nuclear
interactions permit the formation of He-3 boundrpéessentially the Cooper pairs of
superconductivity) at much lower temperatures, Wwisis bosons can then condense to
the superfluid state.

(a) (b)

<
o

Fig. 4. Superfluid formation via two-phase orthagbfermion packing.
a) 2D checkerboard pattern illustrating two-phassecking.
b) Wavefunction dependence near inter-orbital node
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In the present picture, there is no wave functmrttie helium atom, just those of the
qguarks in the nucleus (which are buried deeplhédenter of the atom and are therefore
largely irrelevant) and the electrons. So therad®on between adjacent helium atoms is
dominated by direct-contact electron-electron extgons, as in conventional van der
Waals interactions. Since the electron wavefunstio He-4 and He-3 are very similar,
how can one account for the dramatic differencguiperfluid behavior?

But there is one significant difference between3#md He-4: He-4 has no unpaired
spins, while He-3 has an unpaired spin in evergnatmucleus. Such spins do interact
(weakly) with the electrons, and can induce spmstattering of the electrons via spin
exchange. In this regard, within the theory ofesapnductivity, it is well known that
unpaired spins destroy superconducting order, avéaw density”* In He-3, these
unpaired spins are at very high density, and dgsttat would otherwise be superfluid
order. At much lower temperatures, these nuclgiasorder (generally antiferro-
magnetically), suppressing spin-flip scattering. tifat point, condensation into the
superfluid state is again possible.

Looking more closely at the contact between adjeagims, consider spherically
symmetric electron orbitals of the fofs#(r,t) = Y(r)exp(iwt), and for now consider only
spin-up electrons. Take one atom centered atamdaanother at x=+a, and assume that
the phase of the second atom is shifted by 118@4dians) from that of the first. Then
the sum of these orbitals takes the form

Wia(x)] = W(x-a)exp () + W(@a-x)exp(at + 9| = p(x-a) —W(@-x)| (29)

which indeed shows a node at x=0, half-way betwbkeratoms, as shown in Fig. 4b.
Note that this corresponds to an antisymmetric deépece of the total wavefunction,
required by the Pauli principle, similar to thatsyf. (28), but based on addition of waves
without any product states. A configuration okthort is known in quantum chemistry
as an anti-bonding stat®.

Of course, each helium atom has 2 electrons, amdi&ar phase correlation would also
be present for the spin-down electrons in the Slypeistate. The spin-up and spin-down
electrons are already orthogonal, and do not ioteviah each other, so their phases need
not be correlated. In the presence of a unifortereal magnetic field, the two spin
states will have different energies (and henceuegies), but the phase correlations for
the orthogonal fermion packing will still be projyemaintained for each spin state.

The situation in superconductors is somewhat monepticated, due to the fact that there
are a large number of electron states of varyirggies overlapping in the same region.
A consistent real-space representation shows kbetrens in a superconductor are
localized orbitals (which however are not pinnedht® crystalline lattice) with a size of
order the superconducting coherence leg@ih(typically ~ 100 nm in size), and there
may be of order one million electron states in tegion, all contributing to supercon-
ducting ordef* What is needed, therefore, is the orthogonalipgdlas in Fig. 4a) of
these electron states of the same energy, witmiéasipacking for each discrete energy.
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Electrons of different energy levels and spinsahiready orthogonal to each other; the 3D
packing ensures that the electrons are also ortfadgathin each energy level. There is
no need for Cooper pairs of electrons to createseHeinstein condensate. While these
electron states have different energies, they allenctoherently with the same velocity
and a coherent spatially-dependent phase factbihiérg superconducting behavior.
Furthermore, the factors of h/2e present in supehactivity theory, which are con-
ventionally attributed to the 2e charge of a Cogyzer, can be attributed within the
fermion packing picture to the interleaved two-ghaature of the ground stafe®®

Another type of superfluid consists of a dilute ghalkali atoms at ultra-low
temperatures, confined in a region using lasersaaghetic field$! This is generally
believed to be a true Bose-Einstein gas condensatessponding to atoms with a single
valence electron and a nucleus with an odd numbauaeons, hence combining to form
an atomic boson. While such atoms would normadlgZe solid at these temperatures
(due to bonding of atoms with opposite spin ofwakence electron), the magnetic field
causes the spins of the electrons to align, elitimgdahe bonding energy and suppressing
solidification. At sufficiently low temperatures (the nK range), this dilute gas exhibits
coherent effects indicative of superfluidity ancagtum coherence.

Can these results be understood within the pictiFég. 4a, in the absence of boson
formation? The orthogonal fermion packing of Hig.requires dense correlated packing
of a liquid or a solid, and is not compatible watldilute gas. It is suggested here that the
superfluid behavior of these alkali atoms may lseaisted with the formation of
nanoscale droplets, i.e., clusters of atoms, withiich the correlated structure of Fig. 4a
occurs. But this needs to be analyzed further.

There have also been observations of superfluideasation in alkali atoms that are
believed to be fermior¥,rather than bosons. This fermion condensation is
conventionally attributed to the formation of Coopairs of alkali atoms, which can then
condense as bosons. However, these may also lie dueplet formation and ordering
within the orthogonal fermion packing picture of Ha.

Finally, is there other evidence for de Broglie s composite objects such as atoms
and molecules? Diffraction effects with atoms axmen molecules have been reported,
but these can be attributed to quantized momentamsfer as for the case of neutrons in
Section Ill. Another observed effect is quantiaatof circulation in superfluid‘?’,

whereby the angular momentum around a loop is gqueahin units ofi. This is
conventionally interpreted as being due to a sivgleed de Broglie wave around the
loop, whereA=h/mv and m is the atomic mass, but it may altérabt be explained by
guantized rotational transitions of the macroscapigerfluid, as suggested for quantized
rotational states of molecules in Section IV.

Taken together, the conventional evidence for degBx waves of composite particles
seems to be weak, and can be alternatively expldigehe present picture. Furthermore,
multiplication of wavefunctions appears to be anegessary mathematical artifact that
leads to non-physical results.
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VIl. Basisfor primary wave quantization

The present paper focuses on how classical anduuarehavior of composites may
derive from the fundamental quantum waves, ratiem bn the origin of these quantum
waves. However, this Section provides a briefinatshowing that electrons and
photons may constitute real-space relativistic waveh rotating vector fields (much like
classical electromagnetic fields) that carry dstted spin angular momentum, and that
this spin is quantized in units bfor #/2. 1t is argued that this spin quantization refife
spontaneous symmetry-breaking that stems from bream self-interaction that is not
evident in the Schrodinger equation. Such a systerompatible with the models
presented in this paper, and also maintains |l@sdilsm without entangled states.

First, let us show that the solution to the Schiddr equation represents a real
relativistic wave, even in its conventional formaason-relativistic equation for a
complex wavefunction. The key equations are tltaions made famous by Einstein,
E=mc and E= hf.

Consider a real oscillating field F(x,t), and assuor the moment that this is a scalar
field. Assume further that this field oscillatesherently and uniformly in a given region
of space: F(x,t) =d€os(ut). This represents a wave with k=0 and henceahasfinite
wavelength and an infinite phase velocigy~wk. However, its group velocity ig ¥+
0w/ok = 0; this is the rest frame for this wave. learhanges to another reference frame
moving with velocity v, the wave is subject to &atwistic Doppler shiff,® which shifts
both the frequency and the wavelength. Spatidfseboscillations that are simultaneous
in one reference frame will not be simultaneouanather reference frame; this is a
unique characteristic of relativity. In contrasiclassical non-relativistic Doppler shift
will change the frequency, but the wavelength nstesy the same; time is absolute, so
events that are simultaneous in one reference fraust be simultaneous in all reference
frames.

Application of the Lorentz transform between refexes frames yields the results:
w=yuy and Kk =yvo/c?, (30)

or equivalently one has a wave dispersion relation

wherey = (1-/c®) ™ s the standard factor in special relativity. Fiase velocity

(dropping the primes) issv= wk = &lv > c, but the physical speed of the wave (and a

wave packet constructed from it) is the group vigyog, = dwok = kdw=v, as is

required for consistency.

Note thatw and k transform as a relativistic 4-vector in sene way as E and p, where

wy is analogous to the rest energyymthese relations are valid for any classical
relativistic wave with a rest frame, and are nacsal for quantum waves. If one makes
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the additional identification thaty = mcé/a, this immediately corresponds to a de Broglie
wave with k = pit . The only quantum aspect here is that the &statgy of this wave is
quantized. This was first derived by de Broflarly in the development of quantum
mechanics, but the significance of this is oftemgddten. The de Broglie wave makes
sense only as a true relativistic wave — it haaamrelativistic limit.

The dispersion relation Eq. (31) corresponds tdilee-Gordon differential wave
equatioft?
*Flot?= & O°F - (mcélh)* F (32)

More generally, if this quantum wave is subjeca tgpatially dependent potential energy
V(r), the rest energy and the rest mass shift gp@tely, as does the frequency of the de
Broglie wave:

hox = me& = myc? + V(r). (33)

(Of course, this requires that the zero of potéeti@rgy is consistently defined.) Eq.
(31) then becomes:

O°FIot® = & O°F - (mych + V(r)/h)? F (34)

Note that this is a real equation for a real oatilly wave; F is not a complex
wavefunction. But let us define a new complex viametionW that represents the
wavevector F shifted down in frequencydy

F =W exp(-iuxt) (35)
Substituting this into Eq. (34) yields
0*W[0t? - iy VIOt —o” W = & TPW —wp? W — (woV/ ) W — (VRP) W. (36)

In the non-relativistic limit, F corresponds to awe with a narrow frequency bandwidth
arounduy, so that the relevant frequency component¥ after frequency shifting are

<< wp. Inthat case, the first term on the left sid&qf (36) is a small higher order term
(compared to the second and third terms) and caindpped. The term in6n the right
is another small higher order term for the usuakdhat V << nc?, and it too can be
dropped. The remaining terms lead directly touteal time-dependent Schrédinger
equation.

in OW/ot = (#%/2m) O°W + V(r) ¥ (37)

Note that the speed of light ¢ no longer appeaEqin(37), hiding its relativistic origin.
But the fact that the wavevector k depends on ugi¢as in the de Broglie relation) can
only be understood as consequence of relativitpaly seem odd that one has relativistic
effects for a case where v<<c, but the real phi/sieae is not¥ but rather F, which is
oscillating at the enormous frequencycfth (~ 1G° Hz for an electron). Extremely

25



small time shifts, as would arise from specialtreity for small velocities, can
correspond to large phase shifts.

This derivation assumed a scalar field F, but tigement also holds for a vector fidkd
One aspect of a real oscillating vector field sspblarization, and one type is circular
polarization (CP) associated with a rotating fiefdixed magnitude. It is argued here
thatall fundamental quantum waves are really localizedordields rotating about a
spin axis, where the quantum phase factor is ttation angle€® Further, the total
angular momentum about this axis (which is Lorémyariant) represents the spin of the
guantum wave, which is quantized/@ for an electron or similar fundamental fermion,

and# for a photon or similar boson.

One can motivative this general argument by comatote of a CP classical
electromagnetic wav& which is a transverse wave with theandH fields rotating in

the plane perpendicular to the direction of waveiomo It is well known that an
electromagnetic wave carries distributed energyraothentum, associated with the
Poynting vector® =ExH =(ExB)/ 4,, and distributed through the wave. HBrand

H are the usual magnetic vectors (Sl units are heegland throughout the paper). One
can define an energy densityand momentum densifygiven by the following
expressions:

& = |P|/c=|ExB|/p,C=g,E? (38)
9=6lc =(ExB)/p,c® =¢,E?/c (39)

It is somewhat less well known (but still a stamdeesult®) that for a CP wave, one may
also define a spin angular momentum derssityhich is given by

S =|ExA|/p,c® =¢,E*/w, (40)
0 0

where A is the usual vector potential given By = OxA, and we are assuming a
monochromatic wave of frequency This spin densityy therefore has the following
relations tos and<:

&§=Swand ?2=5Kk, (41)

where as usual for an EM wave in free spacew/'c. Now let us further assume that a
one-photon state consists of such a CP wave pémketherwise confined wave), where
the total angular momentum, integrated over theuwel of the localized wave, is
guantized to the value S which is indeed accepted as the spin of a sipgton.
Then the standard Einstein-de Broglie relationtovoldirectly by integrating Eq. (41)
over the same volume:

E=%w and p = 7ik. (42)
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One can construct a similar argument for an elacif@ne assumes that in this case

26/w. Then quantization of spin with $#2 again yields the standard Einstein-de
Broglie relations. Unlike the case of the photmme can transform to the rest frame of an
electron, so that the spin axis is independenteflirect of electron motion. Note that

angular momentum is a Lorentz invariant, so thatshin is#/2 in any reference frame.

Of all of the particles in the standard model attigke physics, almost all are either spin-
% fermions like the electron (neutrinos, quarks,)ebr spin-1 bosons like the photon
(gluons, etc.). The only exception is the Higgsdad'® which is believed to be a scalar
particle with zero spin. Such a scalar particleildseem to be in conflict with the
present physical picture, with its central role fotating vector fields with quantized total
spin. But at least as of 2011, the Higgs Bosomioayet been observed; perhdps
Higgs Boson does not exisind an alternative mechanism is responsiblehfor t
properties of the weak interaction and of massésinvihe standard model.

These observations suggest that there is a spel@dbr spin in quantum mechanics.
One may have electron states which are superpasitibcomponents with different
values of orbital angular momentum (for example, Rhorbital discussed earlier), but
the spin angular momentum is alwa@y2 with a specific spin axis. Similarly, a single
photon is always CP with spi although one can construct multi-photon statels wi
other values of spin. For example, within thiggie, one cannot have a linearly
polarized single photon, although a two-photordfigith linear polarization can be
constructed as the sum of two correlated CP phatathsopposite helicity. This may be
relevant to some of the measurement paradoxessdisgun the next section.

The argument thus far indicates tifagpin is quantized, then the other equations of
guantum mechanics automatically follow. Howeveis tloes not explain why spin
should be quantized in what is otherwise a clabegtativistic field, or provide a
mechanism to do this. Indeed, the Schrddingertexmjuéand the relativistic Klein

Gordon equation) is an equation for the evolutiba wave in a potential, and as a linear
equation would be valid for any amplitude of therejaand therefore for any spin.
Something else which is not included in these eqastmust be quantizing the spin.

One suggested mechanism for spin quantiz&timight be called “Spontaneous
Quantum Domain Formation”, in analogy with formatiaf magnetic domains in a
ferromagnet. In the ferromagnetic case, the peesehlocal exchange interactions
between adjacent magnetic atoms spontaneously eals formation of an array of
macroscopic magnetic domains, where each domasraadf it is a macroscopic
magnetic particle with a proportionally large magmenoment. The evidence for the
microscopic exchange interaction is largely hidaeept for brief time intervals during
which the configuration of the domains changesthénquantum case, one would
similarly have a hidden local self-interaction lire tquantum field that spontaneously
gives rise to quantization of spin within each agehéquantum domain. Such a self-
interaction would presumably be highly nonlineag(eself-modulation), and would not
appear in the standard linear wave equations suitteaSchroédinger equation. This self-

27



interaction would become dominant only during tramss between quantum states,
which amounts to a reconfiguration of these quamdomains. Such a reconfiguration
would be microscopically mechanistic rather thasbgabilistic, and consistent with
special relativity rather than instantaneous or-loaal. It could even shift fractional spin
components among multiple quantum domains, sodasripe initial and final states
maintained proper spin quantization. The indgtishability of identical quantum
particles is a natural consequence, without reggiany product states or entanglement.
Furthermore, this self-interaction would also b&pansible for the Paul exclusion
principle, which is really an interaction ratheathan accounting rule. Finally, domain
formation is an example of symmetry breaking (abésHiggs field), and the mechanism
for quantum domain formation might also be resgaedior fundamental masses of
guantum particles. This picture of spontaneous mumamomain formation is certainly
speculative, and beyond the purview of the preaealysis, but it provides a plausible
outline of a way to achieve quantization from otfise continuous fields, that may be
fully compatible with both special relativity anolchl reality.

The argument presented here suggests that botarherdal fermions and bosons have
intrinsic quantization of spin. A possible logiediernative might be that only the
fermions are directly quantized; the bosons copfakar quantized because of transition
rules between fermion states. But this would leeithe proliferation of fractional
“pieces of photons”, creating a background noisgespm. This may be similar to a
different proposed alternative to standard quartheory known as “stochastic
electrodynamics*®
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VIII. Quantum M easurement and Quantum Information

The field of quantum measurement has a complidastdry of both theory and
experiments, together with a set of paradoxess denerally asserted that the accepted
results of quantum mechanics are inconsistent avithlocal realistic picture, due largely
to the presence of quantum entanglement. It igesigd here that these conclusions may
be based on several misunderstandings as to tls&cphipasis of quantum states, and the
experiments may not really be proving what is @esgerFurthermore, in recent years the
new field of quantum information has developedludmng both quantum computing and
guantum communication, built around quantum entanght as a fundamental
assumption. While a complete analysis of theseesss beyond the scope of the present
paper, several key points are briefly discussedviel

First, consider the conventional theory of quantneasuremert which is based on the
postulate of projection. Essentially, a quanturtest¢&olves as a superposition of basis
states in abstract Hilbert space until a measure(aearinteraction with a classical
observer or instrument) forces it into one of ttaes, with a probability amplitude based
on the projection of the state vector onto the measent vector. This projection
involves an instantaneous “collapse of the wavetion”, which would seem contrary to
the spirit of special relativity. Given the degteavhich quantum mechanics is
fundamentally based on special relativity (as show®ection VII), this sudden collapse
would seem to be unlikely. In contrast, the prépésture suggests all measurements are
transitions subject to quantum selection rulesh weal-time dynamics consistent with
local realism. For example, consider an extendedgn wave which may excite any one
of a large number of atoms in a detector. Whicmais ultimately excited depends on a
set of uncontrolled initial conditions, includinglative phases of the photon and the
various electron wavefunctions. The transitioa ontinuous dynamical process, which
may be fast but not instantaneous.

A central paradox of quantum measurement is thes8lziger cat paradoX. This was
intially introduced by Schrodinger around 1950 asmalication that quantum theory was
incomplete and inconsistent, but it is now convamily accepted, at least for an
inanimate object in a coherent quantum state.ntnform of this paradox, it is asserted
that a Schrodinger “cat” may be in a quantum dtaeis a linear superposition of being
alive and being dead, depending on the coupled sfa radioactive atom. It is not until
the cat interacts with an appropriate classicaénles that the coherent quantum state is
projected into one of the two basis states. Irtrash) within the present picture, only
fundamental quantum fields such as electrons dnjedtLto linear superposition, so that a
superposition of a live cat state and a dead a## stakes no sense at all. Furthermore,
the entangled coupling of a microscopic quanturtestéth a macroscopic object also
makes no sense.

Further paradoxes are associated with measurerheotrelated quantum states of two
or more quantum objects, in particular the EPR¢@tanamed after a paper by Einstein,
Podolsky, and Rosetl. Although there are various versions of this paxathe general
argument is that two correlated quantum “partick® initially prepared such that their
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combined value of a given property (e.g., momenbuispin) is well defined, but their
corresponding individual values are not well dedinmtil a quantum measurement is
made on one of the particles. Then this first wlawvetion collapses, but since this is a
coupled entangled state of the two particles, theesfunction of the second patrticle
must also collapse at the same time, in order iataia a complementary value to that of
the first particle. Since the two particles carfdreapart at the time the first measurement
is made, this would seem to violate (at least fhet©f) special relativity. Alternatively,

if no such instantaneous collapse occurs, then efitte two particles must remember
their initial preparation in a way that incorporatie final result, via some sort of
“hidden variables”. But a general analysis of ehgges of correlated measurements by
Bell has led to a set of inequalities that comsttiae existence of “local hidden
variables™? A number of experiments have been done, praltiafilusing correlated
photons and polarization measurements, and theddgdeconfirm the standard quantum
predictions, as opposed to an alternative explamdtased on local hidden variabiés.
These results have been generally interpretedecmt any alternative to standard
guantum mechanics, although some questions abesiiy® “loopholes” in the results
continue to be discusséd.

The present picture questions the real existentieeoéntangled product states that are
used in the conventional explanation of these BpR-experiments, and instead
proposes that each quantum wave represents azleda®al-space rotating vector field
consistent with local realism. Furthermore, imtgrof the optical experiments, the
present picture suggests that single photons assarily circularly polarized with spin
h, in contrast to linearly polarized single photaith zero spin, which are essential to
the interpretation of many of these measuremdntsm this point of view, an
electromagnetic wave that passes through a lirdariper must be a superposition of at
least 2 counter-rotating CP photons. It wouldrieresting to re-analyze the results of
these experiments with this picture in mind, to ifél@is could account for the measured
results in a way that does not require non-locality

The field of quantum information also depends oiaegled states of multiple quantum
systems, using the generalized Hilbert space approA qubit® or quantum bit is a
guantum state that can hold a linear combinatiawofvalues. If a large number of
gubits are coupled together, the resulting multgriyangled state enables massive
parallelism in computing, which cannot be achieusihg classical computing
approaches. This has been proposed not only foostopic quantum states such as
individual electrons or atoms, but also for macopsc systems such as superconducting
circuits.

In contrast, the present picture questions thaenig of entanglement among primary
guantum waves, and furthermore suggests that nepizssystems are not really
guantum waves at all, even if their energy levetscuantized. If true, the entire basis
for most quantum computing is questionable. Bu#rig case, the realistic picture of
guantum waves presented in this paper should teade-examination of the physical
basis of quantum computing and quantum communicatio
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I1X. Conclusions

Quantum mechanics has been full of inconsisteramedsparadoxes from the very
beginning. The intervening century has tedto increased clarity, but rather to abstract
formalisms that are largely divorced from physigi@tures and physical reality. Many of
the early pioneers of quantum theory, such as &mstle Broglie, and Schrodinger, were
guite uncomfortable with the direction that thedtyehas taken. The present paper
incorporates a radically different approach, basedeal-space physical pictures and
special relativity, in a way that might have appdab some of these pioneers.

This requires a sharp departure from conventioreadbepted physical pictures. It is
suggested here that one may better understandsiefbr the microworld within a
hierarchical picture, where true quantum wavesahg present at the bottom of the
hierarchy (the electrons, photons, and quarkseostandard model), and confined
guantum waves generate classical physics. Thigtimerely speculation; it derives
simply from the standard Schrodinger wave equati@nantum waves are not universal
aspects of all particles, but rather provide a Waguantize the primary fields. There are
no composite quantum waves, and no multi-partictarggled states. Diffraction can be
viewed as a particle phenomenon involving quantimethentum transfer. Superfluid
behavior is due not to Bose-Einstein condensati@omposite bosons, but rather to a
two-phase fermion correlation of valence electro@siantum measurement may be
better viewed as quantized transitions, mediated llogal dynamical process, rather than
a sudden wavefunction collapse. And the quantumpeing paradigm may be based on
fundamental misunderstandings of the nature of uanvaves.

These are rather provocative assertions, contmagiotuch that is universally accepted
among generations of physicists. But this reprssise logical implications of a simple,
consistent picture of reality. This paper is inted to start a new discussion about these
issues, which are generally discouraged or push#étetfringes. Only with such an open
discussion can progress in this field be made.
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