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We argue, in light of Collapse Model interpretation of quantum theory, that the fundamental
division between the quantum and classical behaviors might be analogous to the division of ther-
modynamic phases. A specific relationship between the collapse parameter (λ) and the collapse
length scale (rC) plays the role of the coexistence curve in usual thermodynamic phase diagrams.
We further claim that our functional relationship between λ and rC is strongly supported by the
existing International Germanium Experiment (IGEX) collaboration data. This result is preceded
by a brief discussion of quantum measurement theory and the Ghirardi-Rimini-Weber (GRW) model
applied to the free wavepacket dynamics.

Quantum mechanics (QM) persists in providing oppor-
tunities for interpretations and understanding. Among
the questions that keep us interested are the “measure-
ment problem” and the issue of the inter-phase between
classical and quantum phenomena, i.e. when could one
say firmly that a distinction between the two occur?,
where is the boundary? Although as old as QM it-
self, these interesting questions remain subject to in-
vestigation and can lead to (have led to) interesting
ideas. In this letter we explore a particular setting –
within the realm of so-called Collapse Models [1]-[6] –
and make a case that identifying and classifying quan-
tum and classical “phases” might be similar to the iden-
tification and classification of phases in the thermody-
namic/magnetic/QGP systems.

“Measurement problem” is explicit when we treat an
apparatus quantum mechanically to explain the outcome
of a measurement. We inevitably land in an unbreakable
von-Neumann chain (VNC) for which Collapse Models
[1]-[6] come to the rescue. To see that consider A to
be the apparatus that measures a system S having an
observable O. Then, the time evolution of the system-
apparatus is controlled by a linear unitary operator U ,
whose evolution conserves the conjugation relations, and
is given by,

U |ψ0⟩|A0⟩ =
∑
n

cn|ψn⟩|An⟩. (1)

The initial state of the system is |ψ0⟩ and of the appa-
ratus is |A0⟩. Time evolution makes a linear superposi-
tion of the S + A system due to the use of the unitary
operator U which, in turn, invites some troubles. First
the eventual appearance of a statistical mixture of states
originating from the system and the apparatus after the
measurement is performed. But even to get to the statis-
tical mixture invites a second problem: the information
about the entire system (S+A) during the measurement
process is not complete. It is necessary to have another
apparatus B that can measure the final state of the ap-

paratus A in order to know the final state of S + A. In
this way, cumulatively, we end up with a measurement
process in a VNC where finally some conscious mind (ob-
server) is needed to determine a stopping point to break
it. Thus observer becomes an inseparable part of a phys-
ical theory!
In the well-known von-Neumann model of quantum

measurement, treating the system S and apparatus A
quantum mechanically, initially one associates S in a
state |ψ0⟩ and A in a well-localized state |A0⟩. With-
out loss of generality, one can set the pointer’s position
(signalling the center of mass position of A) at zero and
assuming A is static its momentum is also zero. Ini-
tially there is no interaction between the system and
the apparatus. The complete system is S + A, and the
total Hamiltonian is given by H = HA + Hint where
HA = P 2/2M refers to the Hamiltonian of the appara-
tus of mass M when treated as a free particle. To do
so, the pointer mass is made large enough to make the
pointer wavepacket localized for a time much longer than
the duration of measurement. Also, there is an interac-
tion between the apparatus and the system given byHint.
Due to the smallness of the quantum system we can ne-
glect the free Hamiltonian of the system S for simplicity.
The interaction between the S and A can be modelled in
the following way [7]:

Hint =
dβ

dt
f(O)P (2)

where dβ/dt is the change of the interaction during the
interval (t0, t1). β(t) vanishes for t ≤ t0, then increases
from t0 to t1, and at some later time t ≥ t1 becomes one.
Thus the interaction Hamiltonian is zero before t0 and
after t1. In this model details of the interaction between
the system and the apparatus are unspecified but the
overall consequence of such a process is contemplated.
The operator f(O) is a function of the observable to be
measured which, from a dimensional analysis, has a di-
mension of length. Once an interaction begins, the S+A
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system evolves in the following manner:

|Φ(t)⟩ = e−
i
ℏ
∫
Hdt|ψ0⟩|A0⟩

=
∑
n

cne
− i

ℏHAte−
i
ℏβ(t)f(On)P |ψn⟩|A0⟩

=
∑
n

cn|ψn⟩|An(t)⟩.

(3)

In the above equation |ψn⟩ and |An⟩ are the final states
of the system and the pointer. This equation is truly
applicable for the interval [t0, t1] and it indicates that
the system and apparatus are in an entangled state; that
is, the eigenstate |ψn⟩ of the system is entangled with the
eigenstate of the apparatus, given by

|An(t)⟩ = e−
i
ℏHAte−

i
ℏβ(t)f(On)P |A0⟩. (4)

Therefore the whole S + A system is now in a superpo-
sition of states and due to entanglement when, in the
apparatus space, the pointer picks an eigenstate |An⟩,
the above superposition in (3) ceases to exist making the
system collapse to its eigenstate |ψn⟩. A collective ex-
planation in terms of the density matrix is the following:
before the wavepacket reduction the statistical operator
is

ρ =
∑
m,n

cnc
∗
m|ψm⟩⟨ψn| ⊗ |Am⟩⟨An| (5)

and when the measurement is performed the pointer state
⟨Q⟩ is found near a specific f(On) which implies that the
apparatus state is collapsed to |An⟩ and thus the density
operator above will be diagonal

ρ =
∑
n

|cn|2|ψn⟩⟨ψn| ⊗ |An⟩⟨An|. (6)

When such a diagonalization takes place we interpret this
as the reduction of the wavepacket and, in doing so, the
initial pure density operator evolves into a mixed state
[8] as required by a measurement.

Collapse model interpretation of quantum mechanics
[1]-[6] has an additional feature of stochasticity along
with the linear Schrödinger evolution, working in a way
that microscopic quantum behavior is practically pre-
served, but importantly, macroscopic superpositions are
effectively suppressed assuring that the macroscopic wave
functions are well localized in space without needing an
observer making a measurement. The Ghirardi-Rimini-
Weber (GRW) version [2] considers “measurement like
effects” happen discretely in time following a Poisson
distribution with or without measurement. A parame-
ter λ is introduced as the mean frequency of such dis-
crete collapse events. Once again, the reduction of the
wavepacket is represented by the diagonalization of the
density operator, which when collapse happens suffers a
jump ρ→ Tq[ρ] in the vicinity of q [2, 7] such that

Tq[ρ] =

√
α

π

∫
R

dxe−
α
2 (q−x)2 ρ e−

α
2 (q−x)2 , (7)

and α provides the second important parameter – the
collapse length scale rC = 1/

√
α. The length rC has

the following role – if initially two given states |ψ1⟩ and
|ψ2⟩ (making the density operator) are individually lo-
calized in region less than rC while the distance between
them is more than rC , we consider them distinct states
and truly in superposition. The density matrix con-
structed by them is initially pure and satisfies the modi-
fied Schrödinger evolution,

dρ

dt
= − i

ℏ
[H, ρ] + λ(Tq[ρ]− ρ). (8)

By virtue of the above equation it takes a time equivalent
to 1/λ for the initial pure density operator to become
diagonal or mixed. Note that, the above equation (8) can
be easily generalized for N particle systems by scaling λ
to Nλ [2, 7].
For an ensemble of free wavepacket systems (8) be-

comes

∂

∂t
⟨q′|ρ(t)|q′′⟩ = iℏ

2m

(
∂2

∂q′2
− ∂2

∂q′′2

)
⟨q′|ρ(t)|q′′⟩

−λ(1− e−(α/4)(q′−q′′)2)⟨q′|ρ(t)|q′′⟩.
(9)

The above differential equation can be rigorously solved
[2, 7] to yield

⟨q′|ρ(t)|q′′⟩ =
1

2πℏ

∫ ∞

−∞
dk

∫ ∞

−∞
dy e−(i/ℏ)ky

×F (λ, k, q′ − q′′, t)⟨q′ + y|ρS(t)|q′′ + y⟩,

where

F (λ, k, q, t) = e
−λt

(
1− 1

t

∫ t
0
dτ e−(α/4)(q−kτ/m)2

)
(10)

is the term driving the nonlinear dynamics of state reduc-
tion and the ρS(t) is defined in the Schrödinger picture.
At an initial time t = 0, F (λ, k, q, t) = 1 and there is no
distinction from the standard Schrödinger initial value.
However, at any later time we have a modified dynam-
ics which is influenced by the occasional collapse pro-
cesses for the ensemble of identically prepared initial free
wavepackets. Following [2] one can calculate expectation
values of various observables such as position, momentum
and their functions by derivating the function defined in
(10). Up to the quadratic order of operator expectation
values, one obtains [2]

⟨q̂⟩GRW = ⟨q̂⟩S (11)

⟨q̂2⟩GRW = ⟨q̂2⟩S +
αλℏ2

6m2
t3 (12)

⟨p̂⟩GRW = ⟨p̂⟩S (13)

⟨p̂2⟩GRW = ⟨p̂2⟩S +
αλℏ2

2
t (14)

⟨q̂p̂⟩GRW = ⟨q̂p̂⟩S +
αλℏ2

4m
t2. (15)
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In the remaining part of this work we show remarkable
usefulness of above results not only for constraining Col-
lapse Models but also for the general understanding on
the quantum-classical division.

First recall that for an ensemble of identically pre-
pared free wavepackets one can calculated average rate of
expansion, using Ehrenfests’s equations, due to the un-
certainty principle in the standard Schrödinger picture
(without any collapse mechanism). The square of the
average width ⟨ξS⟩ = ⟨∆q2S⟩ = ⟨q2⟩S − ⟨q⟩2S satisfies the
following second order equation [9],

d2

dt2
⟨ξ⟩ = 2⟨ϖ0⟩

m2
, (16)

where ⟨ϖ0⟩ = ⟨p20⟩S − ⟨p0⟩2S is the initial variance in
momentum space which for the free wavepacket remain
constant over time. By integrating twice one gets the
time evolution of the average width of the wavepacket,

⟨∆qS⟩(t) =

√
∆q20,S + ξ̇0,St+

∆p20,S
m2

t2 (17)

where the subscript zero means the quantity is evaluated
at the initial time t = 0 (in Schrödinger picture). The
initial value of the time derivative of the variance sat-
isfies ⟨ξ̇0,S⟩ = 1

m [−iℏ+ 2 (⟨qp⟩0,S − ⟨q⟩0,S⟨p⟩0,S)] which
is related with the initial correlation between the posi-
tion and momentum of the wavepacket. For a Gaus-
sian shaped wavepacket one can show that this deriva-
tive term vanishes altogether [9]. We now express the
standard formula (17) in the GRW picture by using the
set of equations (11)-(15). Since the Collapse Model
only influences average values dynamically with time,
initial values remain unchanged. Defining ⟨∆qGRW ⟩ =√

⟨q̂2⟩GRW − ⟨q̂⟩2GRW , and using (11)-(15) we have the
following expansion formula for the width of a free
wavepacket in the GRW picture,

⟨∆qGRW ⟩(t) =

√
∆q20,S + ζ̇0,St+

∆p20,S
m2

t2 +
αλℏ2
6m2

t3.

(18)
We see that the initial values remain unchanged and we
get a new term, in addition to the standard Schrödinger
expansion rate, cubic in time and contributing to an ac-
celerated expansion. Considering once again a Gaussian
shape one has a vanishing derivative term and saturation
for the uncertainty principle ∆p0∆q0 = ℏ/2. Using this
we can express (18) completely in the position space,

⟨∆qGRW ⟩(t) =
√
∆q20,S +

ℏ2
4m2∆q20,S

t2 +
αλℏ2
6m2

t3. (19)

The above equation is quite extraordinary – a single
equation bearing the classical, quantum and collapse ef-
fects. Setting ℏ = 0 would turn off both the quantum

and collapse contributions signalling, once again, that the
noise corresponding to the collapse parameter λ is purely
quantum. On the other hand, by setting λ = 0 we just
turn of the collapse effect and thereby end up with con-
ventional quantum result. It is interesting to see that a
direct effect of collapses of wavefunctions in fact increases
the rate of expansion the wavepacket. This is expected
due the “kicks” generated by occasional collapses of the
wavefunctions constructing the wavepacket itself. To ex-
plain clearly, recall that the in standard QM the average
velocity the wavepacket is ⟨p⟩/m which provides a one di-
mensional displacement of the wavepacket. In addition,
there is an expansion of the average width. Collapse gen-
erated random clicks affects the both. That is, the cen-
ter of the wavepacket undergoes an additional yet very
mild random displacement (such as in Brownian motion)
around its mean positions and every collapse event re-
leases of slight energy (which is a characteristic feature
of collapse models) that in turn makes the wavepacket to
undergo an accelerated expansion as represented by the
cubic term in (19).
To compare strength of the collapse mechanism to

the standard quantum effect we define a new parameter
“Collapse-to-Quantum Ratio (CQR)” using (19). The
CQR is a ratio between the collapse term (fourth term
inside the squared-root) and the quantum contribution
(third term inside the squared-root), defined as

ϱ(t;α, λ) :=
2

3
(αλ∆q20,S)t. (20)

Replacing α by the collapse length scale rC we can ex-
press

ϱ(t; rC , λ) :=

(
2λ∆q20,S
3r2C

)
t. (21)

To give an estimate consider a characteristic value for
the collapse length scale rC = 10−7m and for hydrogen
∆q20 ≃ 10−20 m2. Thus for the free Hydrogen molecular
wavepacket

ϱ(t;α, λ) =
2× 10−6λt

3
. (22)

Note, however, that original GRW arguments based on
macro and micro domains set a very wide bound for the
collapse parameter [2], 10−16 ≤ λ ≤ 107, which has obvi-
ously been constrained by various later experiments (as
summarized in the Fig. 4 of [14]). Below we show that
we are able to not only constrain the collapse parameter
λ using CQR, but also to provide a deeper understanding
of the classical-quantum division in the collapse param-
eter space.
The argument for constraining λ from our discussion

of the free wavepacket dynamics is quite simple: hydro-
gen is abundantly found in the universe and has been the
main source of energy of stars for billions of years. This
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FIG. 1. Unconstrained log-log plot showing the classical and
quantum phases for the relevant λ−rC plane. We set t = 1017,
a characteristic value considering the age of the universe in
(20). The plot is closely analogous to the coexistence curve
in thermodynamic phase diagram. For details see the text.
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FIG. 2. Log-log plot showing the classical mechanics and
Collapse Model parameter spaces in the λ − rC plane for
mass-proportional collapse model. The functional relation-
ship resulting λcoex line is experimentally supported by the
IGEX data [14, 24]. The parameter space of the phase di-
agram in Fig. 1 is reduced after implementing other useful
bounds summarized in Fig. 4 of [14]. For details see the text.

stability for a free Hydrogen atom is possible only if the
collapse term is strongly subdominant (to the standard
quantum mechanical term) even for a timescale compara-
ble to the age of the universe. That is, for (t ∼ 1017s), we
can safely assume that CQR is below unity for Hydrogen
and using (22) we get,

ϱ(t = 1017;α = 1010, λ) ≤ 1 =⇒ λ ≤ 1.5× 10−11.

Thus from a very general consideration, we can constrain
the collapse parameter to an unprecedented narrow band
given by 10−16 ≤ λ ≤ 10−11. Now given the fact that the
collapse length scale rC can vary from the mesoscopic to
near microscopic values, there exist a range of possible
values for rC given by 10−8m ≤ rC ≤ 10−4.5m. By virtue
of (21) we can generate corresponding bounds on λ by

using the fact that ϱ ≤ 1.

At a deeper level, the very definition of CQR in (21)
also provides a guiding principle for distinguishing clas-
sical and quantum systems. Since CQR tracks the
strength of collapse dynamics in comparison with the
standard quantum dynamics, we can now interpret a sys-
tem “strongly quantum” if ϱ << 1 while a system is
“strongly classical” if ϱ >> 1 (i.e, quantum superposi-
tions are strongly suppressed). Therefore, ϱ = 1 will
provide a boundary curve, very similar to a coexistence
curve in the phase diagram of thermodynamic systems
where both classical and quantum behaviors will show
up. For our consideration of Hydrogen atoms originated
in the early universe, ϱcoex = 1 in (21) provides a curve
λcoex = (1.5 × 103)r2C which is plotted in Fig. 1 for the
allowed range of rC mentioned before. If experiments
show a continuous weakening of quantum superpositions
while crossing the (coexistence) boundary curve in Fig.
1, one might interpret this “emeregence of classicality” or
vice-versa as a continuous transition in thermodynamic
phases. In such a scenario one would expect to define a
“quasi-classical” or “quasi-quantum” region around the
coexistence curve to be located by the experimental data.
On the other hand, if the breakdown of superpositions is
sudden about the coexistence curve in Fig. 1, one might
expect a transition between quantum and classical be-
haviors which is highly analogous to the first order phase
transition in thermodynamic systems. It is to be noted
that the analogy of the quantum-classical transition with
the phase transition was also proposed earlier [10]-[12]
where breakdown of a global symmetry and emergence
of an order parameter in condensed matter systems were
related with the non-unitary behavior in quantum dy-
namics, particularly the collapse of wavefunction. These
studies also contributed to a slightly different interpreta-
tion of the collapse models [13]. In this work, we reach
a similar conclusion by staying strictly within the GRW
model and from a perspective which is complementary to
the studies of [10]-[13]. A strong condition on the bound-
ary curve is in order: for GRW to be good theory, once
this curve is defined, such as using Hydrogen atom here,
it should not be altered by replacing Hydrogen to some
other molecule, just like the value of ℏ does not change
by changing the source of radiation itself.

Now we compare our theoretical estimates with the
experimental data. A nice summary of various bounds
is plotted in λ − rC plane in [14]. They come from va-
riety of experiments started with the LISA Pathfinder
data [15, 16], Cantilever based experiments [17], ultra-
cold layered forced sensors [18], Gravitational-Wave de-
tectors [19], assuming effective collapse rate at the meso-
scopic scale [20] and the data from International Ger-
manium experiment (IGEX) [21–24]. Although some of
these experiments used so called the continuous exten-
sion of GRW model (CSL model), the parameter space
for (rC , λ) remains very close as in the discrete GRW,
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and therefore for all practical purposes we can compare
our bound with the results summarized [14].

Using the definition of CQR in (20) one derives λ ∝ r2C
for an arbitrary but fixed time t. This functional depen-
dence, plotted as the coexisting boundary λcoex in Fig.
1, is extraordinarily supported by the X-ray emission
data collected by the IGEX experiment [21–24] (sum-
marized in blue dotted line of Fig. 4 in [14]). This match
can also be made numerically accurate with one arbi-
trariness – one can match both the mass-proportional
and non-mass-proportional collapse models considered
in [24] by suitably adjusting the time t when the CQR
ϱ ≥ 1. For the mass-proportional collapse model and
considering a Gaussian distribution for the data Pis-
cicchia et al. [24] estimate λm.p ≤ 8.1 × 10−12 (for
rC = 10−7m). Here, in Fig. 1, we can easily trans-
late the bound on λ arising from (20) with that in the
mass-proportional collapse model [6] simply by using the

relationship λm.p. = λ
(

mH

mn

)
= 2λ where mH is the

mass of a Hydrogen atom and mn of a nucleon. Re-
placing λ by λm.p in (20) we can reproduce the bound
λm.p ≤ 8.1 × 10−12 by setting t ≥ 3.70 × 1017s, which
is of the order of the age of the universe. This tells us
mass-proportional collapse models cannot be discarded
as yet. On the other hand we can also reproduce the
non-mass-proportional bound of [24] 2.4 × 10−18 by us-
ing our original definition of CQR in (20) and by setting
t ≥ 6.25 × 1023. Irrespective of the numerical values,
physically these inequalities give us an estimate as to
when the collapse dynamics start dominating the quan-
tum dynamics on a free particle. In mass proportional
model this time is in the hindsight while for non-mass
proportional model this time is still 6 orders of magni-
tude away. This arbitrariness cannot be fixed within our
framework, but if experimental evidence prefers one col-
lapse model over the other, then we know exactly when
collapse effect will dominate over the quantum effect for
a free particle. If we chose the mass-proportional model
and other bounds exhibited in Fig. 4 of [14] we can fur-
ther constrain the Classical-Quantum phase diagram in
Fig. (1) which is represented in Fig. (2). It is our opinion
that we can simply call all plots in the λ−rC plane (such
as Fig. 4 of [14]) as “classical-quantum phase diagram”
in view of our results. It will be interesting to see how
far the proposed analogy between the quantum-classical
behavior and that of the phase transitions can be pushed
for.

Although we leave the above issue as an open prob-
lem and a topic for future research we want to add
the following comment on this: in thermodynamics we
have given prescriptions to treat phase transitions and
the most closer prescription, considering the “classical-
quantum” phase diagrams we propose here, would be us-
ing the Clausius-Clapeyron or Ehrenfest type equations
to classify this phase transition between the quantum

and classical behavior. Just like a PV T system we would
need to define parameters analogous to pressure (P ), vol-
ume (V ) and temperature (T ). One way to do this is to
consider the mass proportional collapse models where we
have three similar variables, such as the collapse param-
eter (λ), collapse length scale (rC) and the mass (m). It
might be possible to construct an analogous λmrC sys-
tem which just like a PV T would need experimental data
on the behavior of the collapse parameter near the coex-
istence curve as we change continuous variables such as
the mass and size of the system. In the water-vapour sys-
tem volume (or density) changes abruptly as one crosses
the coexistence curve. It would be interesting to see if
similar behavior is registered for the collapse parameter.
In addition, it will be interesting to experimentally locate
the analogous of the critical and triple points if they exist
at all. To conclude, reinterpretation of the so called ex-
clusion plot for collapse models as a phase diagram opens
up possibilities for further research and we certainly aim
to study these issues in future.
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