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Abstract

Ever since Schrodinger, Time in quantum theory is postdi&tewtonian for ev-
ery reference frame. With mathematical rigor, we show thatdoncept of the so-
called Local Time allows avoiding the postulate. In effdahe appears as neither
fundamental nor universal on the quantum-mechanical leliée being consistently
attributable to every, at least approximately, closed tuansystem as well as to
every of its (conservative or not) subsystems.
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1 Introduction

Schradinger’'s Quantum Mechanicsin[[1] 2, 3], is timelebewhe introduced his funda-
mental equation as a time-independent equation

HY =EU. Q)
HereE € R and the Hamiltoniafd is of the form
n? &
H _?np +V(X>7 V(X)__M7 (2)
where 10 1/0 o0 0
p:T&:i_<6—xl’6—X2’%) (3)

is the momentum operator conjugate to the position opesatorxi, X2, X3). With this
stationary Schrodinger equation, he could successfilly @n explanation of the spectral
structure of hydrogen atoms, showing that his formulatibguantum mechanics as the

s eigenvalue problem of a partial differential operator isdia_ater he proved in [4] that his
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formulation is equivalent with Heisenberg’s formulatidr@M. Without loss of generality,
we assumen= 1 later on.

In the subsequent paft/[5] he emphasized the necessity ¢oagivme-dependent ex-
pression of the equation in order to treat the nonconseesaiistems, and gave a time-
dependent equation for general Hamiltonians

?%—T(t)JquJ(t) =0. 4
Schrodinger then applied the equation to some time-degrgnmérturbations with an em-
phasis of the advantage of the time-dependent approachowevier gave no justification
for the notion of time which is assumed for the equation. Tédtime” is postulated[5]
to be unique and universally valid throughout the univessd@wton put it in hirincipia
Mathematica

Exactly the same physical nature of time is assumed for duedsid text-book ap-
proach to quantum dynamics that is based on the unitary mpeddt), which defines
a dynamical map for quantum systerigt) = U (t)W(t = 0). Hence we can detect the
following two assumptions (postulates) built in the fundamrtal equation for quantum
systems dynamics. The first assumption is the equation’senatical form provided by
eg.(4), which here we adopt without modification. The secasglmption is that quan-
tum dynamics unfolds within the classical Newtonian ursat(global) time. However,
at least as a logical possibility, removing the second apsomis not excluded and, if
successful, might make the quantum foundations even mbecgeaf-the less number of
postulates, the better theory.

Avoiding this assumption is not a trivial task, which we uridke in this paper. Re-
jecting the in-advance-agreed role of “physical time” foe tparametet in the unitary
operatorU (t) elevates to the following two related problems. First, it oadvance,
then certainlya posteriorithe role of the parameteras physical time should be rigor-
ously established; non-rigorous procedures typicallymescertain additional rules and
assumptions, often of the interpretational relevance, liege we are not interested in.
Second, without a postulate or an interpretational franmewbis not obvious how to link
the time-independent Hamiltonian of closed system withnibigon of time. These subtle
points are regarded with mathematical rigor in Sectionsd @mwith the general math-
ematical basis provided in Section 2. As a result, in Sest®m@and 4 we emphasize a
possibility to introduce a notion of time for an arbitrarm¢luding many-particleglosed
system with thdime-independertiamiltonian. We perfornwithoutresorting to anyad
hocprocedures or additional assumptions — such as existerioe system'’s environment,
be it classicall[B] or not, or time quantizatian [7], or invamce-agreed character of phys-
ical time. Expectably, such possibility comes at certaicggrwhich in our approach is
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that time is neither fundamental nor universal on the quantuechanical level, and can
be recognized as the so-called (quantum-mechanical) iocal[8].

2 N-particle system

In this section we consider a genecahservativéi.e. closed quantum mechanical system
consisting ofN particles; we take a unit system such that 1. For such a system of
N(> 2) quantum mechanical particles with mas$> 0) located at; € R3 (i = 1,...,N),
Hamiltonian [(2) becomes

w

2my

(x) =

N 1
H:—E —NA +V
& 2m fi (x) =

—

) +V(x), -

<MZ

0
ar;

2

<i<]

2 2 . .
whereA = Ay, = (a%) = Z?:l a‘% (ri = (ri1, Nz, ri3) € R3) is Laplacian and¥j (xj) (xj =
ij
ri —rj) is a pair potential working between the pair of partiglasd j. When we consider

the relative motion oN particles, we can separate the motion of the center of mass as

follows. The center of mass of thig-particle system is

xczm1f1+~-~+meN. 6)

M+ -+ M

Defining the Jacobi coordinates by

Mgrq =+ -+ M
Xi = (Xi1,Xi2,%3) = li41— i m (e R, -
(i=1,...,N—1)

and corresponding conjugate momentum operators by

10 10 1/0 o0 0
Pe= -2 p"Ta?‘T(M’@’%)’ (8)

we decompose the Hilbert spaté(R3V) as a tensor produdt?(R3N) = L2(R3) @ #,
H = L?(R3) with n= N — 1. Accordingly the Hamiltoniatd in (5) is decomposed as
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follows. 5
H=Hc®l+I®H,

. 1
H=Ho+V, Hc=——F%

j=1M;
N—-1
i 1,
HO: 5P
i; 2

Herel denotes the identity operator. For real potentiglsxj ), H in (G) andH in (@) define
self-adjoint operators in the Hilbert spadegR3N) and # = L?(R3"), respectively, and
the relative motion of th&l-particles is described by the Hamiltoniginin # = L2(R3").

By (@), Hc ®1 is a nonnegative selfadjoint operatorlif(R3) and describes the free
motion of the center of mass of tieparticle system whose property is well-known. Our
main concern is thus about the relative motion ofthgarticles. Henceforth we will write

9)

H=H, Ho=Ho, (10)

and consider the Hamiltonian i = L?(R3")

N—-1
1 2
H=Ho+V = 5 SV, 11

We note thatH is defined solely through the configuration operatoes (xi,...,XnN—1)
and conjugate momentum operat@s- (pi,...,Pn—1). Thus time-independent QM is
completely determined through position and momentum dapexéx, p), since the corre-
sponding stationary time-independent Schrodinger égugd) is written as follows.

(H=ADy=0. (12)

This equation has non-zero solutigre # only whenA is an eigenvalue dfi: A € op(H).

A complex numben is said to belong to the resolvent ggtH), when [12) has only
a trivial solutionf = 0 and the bounded invergel —Al)~1: # — # exists. R(A) =
Rq(A) = (H —Al)~Lis called the resolvent at< p(H) of H. We review some concepts
on spectruno(H) of a selfadjoint operatdt.

Definition 1. 1) The set of all complex numbeise C\ p(H) is called the spectrum
of H and denoted by(H). For a selfadjoint operatdd it is trivial to see that
o(H) CR.
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We denote the resolution of the identity corresponding telfadjoint operator
by EH(A) (A € R):

Ex (A)En (W) = En(min(A, W),
s-)\irp00 En(A) =0, s-AIi%rrg0 En(A) =1,

Eu(A+0) =En (M), (13)

(H)= [ fNdE() (71 €C(R)),

whereEg (A +0) = s-lim,, Ex (1) andC(R) is the set of all complex-valued con-
tinuous functions ofR. An operator-valued measukg(B) (B C R : Borel sej is
defined by the relatio&n ((a,b]) = Ex(b) —En(a) for —eo <a < b < 0.

SetP(A) =Ex(A) —Enq(A—0) (A € R). We note thaP(A) # 0 iff A is an eigenvalue
of H. WhenA € ap(H), P(A)# is the eigenspace ¢ for A € ap(H). The pure
point spectral subspace (or eigenspabg)H) for H is defined as the closed linear
hull of the set
L POV 4. (14)
AER

EigenprojectiorP is the orthogonal projection onté,(H).

The continuous spectral subspaceHiois defined by

He(H) ={W[Eu (MY

15
is continuous with respect foc R}, (15)

and the absolutely continuous spectral subspacH foy

Hac(H) = {W | The measurn (B)y, ¥) =
= ||Ex(B)]|%is absolutely continuous with (16)
respect to Lebesgue measurelohn

The singular continuous spectral subspaggH ) is defined by#s(H) = Hc(H) &
Hac(H). Then the relationf = Hy(H) & H(H) = Hy(H) & Hac(H) & Hee(H)
holds.

The partHp, He, Hac, Hsc 0f H in #Hp(H), Hc(H), Hac(H), Hs(H) are called spec-
trally discontinuous, spectrally continuous, spectrallysolutely continuous and
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spectrally singular continuous, respectively. The spectiHy),o(Hc), o(Hac),

0(Hsc) are called point spectrum, continuous spectrum, absglateitinuous spec-

trum and singular continuous spectrunthfand denoted by p(H ), 0c(H), 0ac(H), 0sc(H),
respectively.

For rather general pair potentiadg(xij ), it is known ([9]) that the singular continuous
spectrunosc(H) is absent#Hs(H) = {0}. Therefore we assume henceforth tigtH) =
Hac(H) andH = Hy(H) @ Hae(H) hold.

The resolution of the identityEn (M) }\cr gives the spectral property of the selfadjoint
operatorH, and completely determind$ in time-independent manner. In this sense it
gives a stationary formulation of the QM systéi, #) with the HamiltonianH in a
Hilbert spaceH.

3 A missing link in the Schrodinger’s approach

In order to illustrate the idea behind our approach to quardynamics, let us return to
Schrodinger’s thoughts nevertheless without historniiggdr. Schrodinger [5] starts with
wave equation

2(E—V) 0%y

AP — — =0. 17
As the energy factoE suggests, he has been implicitly assuming the relatiorrifimea
mindh = 1)

W~ Re (e75Y), (18)
which he regarded equivalent to
0%y 2
52z = B (19)
or (if complex-valued wave functiod is permitted)
o[V
i +HiEY. (20)
From (17) and[(19) one has time-independent Schrodingeatim:
<—%A+V—E) P=0. (21)
Substituting[(2D) gives time-dependent equation
1oy 1 B
Tﬁi<_§A+V)LU—O' (22)
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Wheny satisfies one of the equatiofs|(22), the complex conjuatisfies the other, so
that one can adopt one of the equations as time-dependeritd8aier equation:

}a_‘“+<—3A+v)Lp:o. (23)

i ot 2
Even if disregarding some curious points about the assompfl8){(20), we note that
there is a large discrepancy between the starting equéfiyrafd the resulting equation
(23): (A7) is a wave equation and the wave functigi) propagates with a constant ve-

locity /2(EE75\/) if we ignore that it might be a complex number. However,[€8).(2nota

wave equation and should, in turn, somehow describe alspdtirle-aspect of quantum
systems, in the sense of the standard formalism based omrtlkdarhental position (for
brevity denotedk) and momentum (denotgg) observables, which provide the ultimate
basis for defining the system’s Hamiltonian. Thus time-deleat Schrodinger equation
(23) does not describe the wave function propagating witlstamt velocity. Hence a
missing link in the derivation of the fundamental equat(@8)(for closedsystems.

As emphasized in Introduction, Time is generally thoughb&unique and valid
throughout the universe, and when we admit the missing lietkvben equations (1L7)
and [23), one usually regards it a problem of the choice ofon under a given uni-
versal time. In this framework of thought, Schrodinger lthdsen[(213) without giving
any justification for the choice.

However if we see the problem closely, we will notice that \aa see it as the problem
which notion of timeve should choose. For illustration let us supposeV\thatO andE = 2
for the time being. Then equatios{17) ahd (23) can be warigspectively as follows.

10y

FaetHPp =0, HO = (a2, (24)
10 1
FAHPy =0 M= Za (25)

Comparing[(Z4) and(25), we see that the rates of change sfal@} with respect to the
same change of tinteare different between the two equations. The ratelfar (24) is

HO — (_A)l/Z (26)
and that for[(Zb) is
H(® = —%A. (27)

However, we can also approach this from the following pesspe. We can assume
that both equation$ (24) and {25) amerrectwhile describingdifferent processefor the
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systems that are subjectddferent timeswhich are generated by the respective Hamilto-
nians [26) and (27). Hence the new role of the Hamiltoniasteiad of solely determining
the rate of change of the system’s state, the system’s Hawah is recognized also to
determine the time, which the system is subjected to.

4 Local time and clock, and a justification of the notion
of time in quantum mechanics

Generalizing the above argument, we will define the time ofsdesn with Hamiltonian
H in accord with [8] as follows. We will cal(H, #) a local system when a selfadjoint
HamiltonianH of a closed system is given in a Hilbert spake Then we can differentiate
time among different systems, and the time which is valid/dat a single closedQM
system(H, #) will be called the local time for the system.

To make the situation clear, we define local clock and locaétfor a quantum me-
chanical system with Hamiltoniad in (L1) as follows. We note tha is a selfadjoint
operator defined in a Hilbert spagé = L?(R3").

Definition 2. The unitary grouge ™M is called alocal clockof the local (closed) system
(H,#). The parameter in the exponent of the local cloak ™ is called the(quantum
mechanical) local timéor the systermH, H).

Essential in Definitiofl2 is that it doe®t in advancestablish the physical meaning of
the continuous, real parametewhich is dubbed “local time”. Definitiod 2 only postulates
the unitary dynamical mag ™, which is generated by the closed system’s Hamiltonian
with the necessarily appearingcanumber denoted. Formally it is clear thatp(t) =
e ™M satisfies the time-dependent Schrodinger equation

1dy

i dt
which shows that introduced in Definitiofi 2 exactly plays the role of time fbetsystem
(H,H) as it is assumed by equatidd (4). However, the physical roleas physical time
is yet to be established.

Another nonstandard element implicit to Definitioh 2 foldom the fact, that the
guantum Universe as we currently perceive it consists ofentioain one closed (“local”)
system, each of whicindependentlgatisfying the conditions of Definitidd 2. Hence if the
parametet in Definition[2 plays the role of physical time, the Universmsists of plenty
of (at least approximately) closed, i.e. local, systemshed which bearing its own local
time generated by their respective local Hamiltonians. his ¢nd, a word of caution is

() +HW(t) =0, W)=y, (28)
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in order. If we regard the quantum Universe as the only tridged quantum system, i.e.
if we do not allow for at least approximate closed-ness dlateisubsystems, we will not
be able to describe even a single act of quantum measurernthirt the unitary quantum
theory.

We strongly emphasize that the above introduction of timieat $till requires a rigor-
ous procedure of Theorelm 1 below — for a systéin#) has been done with only using
the notion of thetime-independentonfiguration and momentum operatgxsp), since
timet is defined solely through the use of a local system’s Hamidiohl in (I11) which
is defined by(x, p). In this sense, the notion of time is not, i.e. not necessaily fun-
damental notion of universal importance even if quantumhaeics can be formulated in
time-dependent fashion with using time-dependent Schg@d equation as a basic equa-
tion. Therefore a shift in the paradigm of Time [8]: (a) wersteom the time-less position
and momentum operators, which (b) define the time-indepertdamiltonianH, which
generates dynamics of a closed system in Definfflon 2 anaiif@)duces time as an emer-
gent property of the local system with the link (d) one Haamilain, one local time for the
local (closed) system. In other words: the standard fundémheole of the universal time
is abandonedue toestablishing the fundamental role of the local system’sadyias, i.e.
of the local system'’s clock, Definitidd 2.

Hence the concept of local time provides a missing link indhiginal Schrodinger’s
thoughts by introducing (local) time for a closed quanturategn in a consistent way.
If the parametet may be regarded as a closed system'’s (local) time, theh&dqq2he
differential form of the universal fundamental dynamicawlfor closed systems that for
different Hamiltonians produces different local times, i.different dynamics, such as
those given by eq§.(24)-(25). Therefore there is no neetldose between the dynamical
equations[(24) and (25)-they are both correct for theireetyge local times. Needless
to say, egl(28) straightforwardly leads to derivation & time-independent equatidd (1),
which now becomes a special case, i.e. non-fundamentaigathysv. However, bearing
in mind that, at its best, equation (28) can serve as a sympfdhe physical nature of
the parametetr as the physical time for local system, our argument requiresollowing
completion.

We now turn to the nature of local time which tells that the séitime” is appropriate
for t. For simplicity we here consider the two-body c&se- 2 only, whose proof is found
in Lemma 5.2 in[[10]. For generdl > 2, see Theorem 1 in|[8], Theorem 3.2[in[11].

Theorem 1. Let Y € #H(H) with (1+ |x])?@ € H = L2(R%). Then there is a sequence

9



150 tm — 00 (M— o0) such that for any € Cy'(R) and R> 0

155

160

165

||X{xeR3\|x|<R}eiithLp|| — 0, (29)
1(®(H) — ¢(Ho))e "yl — 0, (30)

P\ —itmH
——— e m —0 31
(G5 @
as m— oo, where p= —id/dx, W is reduced mass, angk denotes the characteristic

function of a set B. The similar asymptotic relations holddome sequenceg,t— —oo
(m— —oo).

We note thak denotes the distance operator at “timiéfom the origin around which
the quantum particle is assumed to have started at thd fititie@” t = 0. Thus the theorem
tells that for a scattering stagebelonging to the continuous spectral subspaggH ) for
H, the local clocke ™M works such that the “mechanical” velocityt,, becomes close to
quantum mechanical velocity/p = —u1id/dx asm — o on the state tmHy,

X E (tm —> 00). (32)

tm

This tells that the quantum mechanical wave funcéofrty travels most densely around
a trajectory of a classical counterpart for which leq.(32ukddoe equivalent with the clas-
sical time expressed in the well-known fortn:= px/p, which, in turn, is sometimes used
as a basis of time quantizatidn [7].

Hence the following answer to the first problem indicatedest®n 1: thec-numbert
for a local clocke ™ assumes the role of “time” from classical mechanics.

5 Fourier-Laplace transform of a local clock

Theorem 1 indicates that a closed system’s Hamiltonian rgégee dynamics, which, in
turn, bears the system’s local time. In this section, we sihaithe inverse also holds, that
is, we show that local time established by Theorem 1 determines the time-independent
Hamiltonian of a closed system, that answers the secondgmnabdicated in Section 1.
First assume that{:(H) = {0}. Then one hag{ = #,(H) and thus the spac# is
spanned by just the eigenfunctiogsfor H. Hence the spectral property bff is com-
pletely determined by timeless Schrodinger equatidon @ppearance of time also for
this case regards the generic Stéite- ZT 1ajYj, with HYj = Ejy;, @ # 0, and thus

le ™M y(x) 2= 35 e " EBdaja; (X)P(x) # constant in general. This describes the
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operation of a local clock ogy € H,(H). Therefore, what Schrodinger did [A [1]2, 3] is to
identify eigenvalue& and corresponding eigenfunctioppsof H. Thus his work in those
papers is an analysis of pure point spectraigiH) of H and the eigenspad&QA)# for
H with A € op(H). This result clarified the structure bf on the elgenspacﬁfp( )CH
of H. In other words, the time-dependent analysigdi! on #,(H) is reduced to the
time-independent analysis of eigenvalues and the cormelsipg eigenfunctions dfl.

The inverse to this is as follows. It is known that the folloggimean ergodic identity
holds for each\ € R (see Ch. 10 in[12]).

to—t1—o0

t . .
PO =5 lim (tb—ty)? / “eithgtH gt (33)
1

Thus analysis of the time-independent Hamiltonian is reduo the analysis of the solu-
tion e ™M of time-dependent equation (4).

The analysis of other spectrum¢(H) = o¢(H) of H is reduced to the analysis of the
absolutely continuous pak,: of H, i.e. to the analysis dfl restricted to the absolutely
continuous subspack;(H) = He(H). As the measuréey (B)Y, ) = ||Ex (B)W||? is ab-
solutely continuous fo € Hac(H ), there exists an integrable differentiating()\)qJ, W)
for all A € R such that for a Borel sé of R the following relation holds.

EnBW.U) = [ SENUD (e HelH)). (34)

Let 7 be the closed set of all eigenvaluestbfand its subsystem Hamiltonians. Then it
is known (see Theorem 8.1 in/[9]) that fgre LZ(R3") (1> &> 1/2) andA € R\ T, the
boundary valud’(A +1i0) ase | O of the resolvenR(A + i€) exists as a bounded operator
from a subspaceZ(R3")(C L?(R3")) into its dual spacé? 5(R3"), and satisfies foyp €
LE(R3")
dE 1 . 2 an
o M=o (RA+i0) —RA —i0))p € LZ5(R™). (35)

In general, byIIIIS) local cloctrItH P for @ € Hae(H) is given by a Fourier transform of
dE(A) so that we have

e—ithJ:/e—it)\dE MU
~ /e e S () (36)
zz_m/Re“ R(A+i0) — RO\ —0))dA.
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This shows that the analysis of time evolution or local cleck™ s of the system with
HamiltonianH for Y € #5¢(H) can be reduced to the analysis of the boundary values of
the resolvenR(A +ig)P ase | 0. Hence time-dependent analysis of quantum mechanics
on Hac(H) can be derived from time-independent analysis of QM.
Conversely, writingR(z) = (H —2) 1 = (Hp+V —2) "1 for ze C\ R, we have

Foo | .
RZW= (H—2) "1y = +i /0 &tzetH ydt
(£lmz>0,p € H).

(37)

This shows that the analysis of the boundary values of tr@vestR(z) is reduced to the
analysis of the convergence of Fourier-Laplace transfoime local clocke ™ when
|Im zl — 0. In this sense, the analysis of spectral property of the-iimlependent Hamil-
tonianH can be reduced to the analysis of the solution of the timel@gnt Schrodinger
equation.

These show that the time-dependent analysis and time-émdiemt analysis of QM are
equivalent fonp € Hac(H). Together with the result we have shown fpe #H,(H), these
provide the desired argument, which now can be stated as

Theorem 2. Time-dependent analysis and stationary analysis of Quamiechanics are
mutually equivalent for closed systems.

6 Quantum field theory

We consider in this section how the local time works in theea@d<Quantum Field Theory
(QFT). In QFT that ignores the spin of the system, Hamiltoroda system is given as
follows. Letq(x), p(x) be maps fronR3 into a space of selfadjoint operators in a Hilbert
space such that the following canonical commutation metathold for allx, X' € R3.

[A(), pO()] = i8(x—X),

[A(x),a(x)] = [p(x), p(X)] = 0. (38)
Then the Hamiltoniai is defined by

2/ 24 20q(x)? + c*q(x)?)dx (39)

We assume thdt defines a selfadjoint operator in a suitable Hilbert spa¢eniwe can
define local clock and time of the system by the evolutof! as in Definitiof 2. Using

12



the local time of the system, we define

q(x,t) = g(x)e ™,
p(x,t) = €™ p(x)e .
Let 4

al) =(0,...,0,a,0,...,0)

be a vector withj-th component being and others zero. Then recalling that

oq 3
Og(x) = (a—xj) ,
=1

()y =
90 i A0 —a)
an a—0 a

we have
5 9:P00) | =152 ),
0003, pO¢)] = 103(x X).

From this and[(39) follows:

Theorem 3. For (q, p) defined above, we have

Jq B
a(XJ) - p(X7t)7

0
SP0xt) = (Paq—cha) ().

Therefore we have
1 02 » 5
22 —A+cp ) g(x,t) =0.
This holds if the following holds
iot

13
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(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)
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If we take c equal to the speed of light, the equation](44) becomes @wawith
respect to the Lorentz transformations, and thus this emuaticcessfully describes the
free relativistic field. The obtained equatigni(44) is theilitGordon equation and shows
that the field propagates as a wave. Furtherniore (45) shawsotladopt Hamiltoniai
in (39) is equivalent to adopting the Hamiltonian

H (r = c\/TCZU.2 (46)

and the local clocke ™ for the same QF system. Thus the corresponding Schrodinger
equation

i—lz—?(t)JrH(r)Q(t) =0. (47)

is a fundamental equation for free relativistic quanturndfibleory.
We recall that all this is formally given through the use otkspacer = Py H"

n factors

———
(H"=H ®---® H) and a selfadjoint operator I like

H="%) waa, (48)
k=0

wherewy = cvkZ 4 c2né, andal anday are creation and annihilation operators, respec-
tively.

7 Discussion

Modern open quantum systems theadry| [13, 14] offers a unitpysipal basis for the ex-
plicit appearance of time for non-conservative systemsielidlependence of the system’s
Hamiltonian may be due to the environmental influence, €6j. That is, explicit time
dependence in a quantum system’s Hamiltonian may be a symptdhe system’s in-
teraction with another system that is often called envirentnHence whenever we start
with arguments regarding open systems, we may ultimatedyugnwith a closed system
[6, [13,[14] that is described by the fundamental dynamical (& and hence with the
conclusion that all subsystems (conservative or not) ofoaed system share the same
physical time.

As we emphasized in Introduction, the standard global ancetsal time common for
all subsystems (degrees of freedom) of the quantum Uniagpears as an assumption
additional to the fundamental postulates of quantum the@egring in mind Definition 2,
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this assumption is, in our opinion, a huge step requiringfjaation or otherwise becomes
Procrustean.

On the other hand, the concept of emergent local time, Digfin&, neither relies nor it
requires any assumptions additional to the postulate diuth@amental unitary dynamics
in quantum theory. Local Time paradighi [8] establishes aysime for a single closed
system without any intrinsic inconsistencies, which areowise found for some concur-
rent approaches to the concept of local time (or ‘'multi timethe non-relativistic context

[15].

Some details and ramifications regarding the concept of loo@ can be found in
Refs. [8/ 16| 1/7] while certain corollaries of Local Time @digm can be found in [17, 18].
Interpretational consequences and links with the exisdjpygroaches to time in quantum
theory will be presented elsewhere.

8 Conclusion

The concept of Local Time [8] is a minimalist alternative e tstandard concept of uni-
versal time in the unitary quantum theory. The unitary dyitarbears local time as an in-
ternal characteristic that is neither fundamental nor ersia on the quantum-mechanical
level while being consistently attributable to every, afsteapproximately, closed quantum
system.
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