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A bstract

A oentral feature In the Copenhagen interpretation is the use of
classical concepts from the outset. M odem developm ents show , how —
ever, that the em ergence of classical properties can be understood
w ithin the fram ew ork of quantum theory itself, through the process of
deooherence. T his fact becom esm ost crucial for the interpretability of
quantum cosm ology { the application of quantum theory to the Uni-
verse as a whole. Ibrie y review these developm ents and em phasize
the in portance of an unbiased attitude on the interpretational side
for future progress in physics.
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Ich bin nicht dam it zufideden, wenn m an eine M aschinerie hat,
die zw ar zu prophezeien gestattet, derw ir aber keinen klaren Sinn
7zu geben verm ogen.

A bert Einstein in a ketterto M ax Bom (3.12.1953)

1 Copenhagen interpretationsand alternatives

A physical theory contains both a m athen atical form alisn and an interpre-
tational schem e. A Ihough their relation m ay be subtle already for classical
physics, it beocom es highly non-trivial In quantum theory. In fact, although
the m athem atical fram ework had been basically xed by 1932, the debate
about itsm eaning isgoing on. A swe shall see, this is due to the possibility of
having con icting concepts of reality, w thout contradicting the fomm aligm .
T his iswhy all physicists agree on the practical application of the form align
to concrete problem s such as the caloulation of transition probabilities.

Tt is often asserted that the orthodox view is given by the Copenhagen
Interpretation of quantum theory. This is the standpoint taken by m ost
textbooks. W hat is this Interpretation? It is generally assum ed that it
orighhated from intense discussions between Bohr, H eisenberg, and others In
Copenhagen In the years 1925-27. However, there has never been com plte
agream ent about the actualm eaning, or even de nition, of this interpreta—
tion even am ong itsm ain contributors. In fact, the C openhagen Interpreta—
tion has ram ained until today an am algam ation of di erent views. A s has
been convincingly argued in fl}], it is the incom patibility between Bohr's and
H eisenberg’s view s that som etin es gives the in pression of inconsistencies In
the C openhagen interpretation.

H istorically, Heisenberg wanted to base quantum theory sokly on ob-—
servable quantities such as the intensity of spectral lines, getting rid of all
Intuitive (@anschauliche) conospts such as particle tra ctories in space-tim e
R]. This attitude changed drastically w ith his paper 3] in which he intro-
ducad the uncertainty relations { there he put forward the point of view
that it is the theory which decides what can be observed. His m ove from
positivian to operationalian can be clarly understood as a reaction on the
advent of Schrodinger's wave m echanics E}] which, in particular due to is
Intuitiveness, becam e soon very popular am ong physicists. In fact, the word
anschaulich (ntuiive) is contained in the title of H eisenberg’s paper B].

Bohr, on the other hand, gave the st summ ary of his interpretation
in his fam ous lecture delivered in Com o in September 1927, cf. E]. There
he Introduced the notion of com plem entarity between particles and waves {



acoording to von W eizsacker the core of the C openhagen interpretation [J].
A siswellknown, he Jater extended com plem entarity to non-physical them es
and advanced it to a central concept of his own philbsophy. Com plm en—
tarity m eans that quantum ob gcts are neither particles nor waves; for our
Intuition we have to use both pictures, In which the range of applicability
of one picture necessarily constrains the range of applicability of the other.
Heisenberg, as a m athem atical physicist, was not at ease with such an n—
terpretation. He preferred to use one coherent set of conospts, rather than
two in com patible ones, cf. @:]. In fact, it was known by then that particle
and wave language can be converted into each other and are transcended
Into the consistent form alisn of quantum theory. A s Heisenberg wrote in
hisbook []: \Liht und M aterie sind einheitliche physikalische Phanom ene,
thre schenbare D oppehatur liegt an der wesentlichen Unzulanglichkeit un—
serer Sprache. ...W illm an trotzdem von derM athem atik zur anschaulichen
B eschreibbung der Vorgange ubergehen, somu m an sich m it unvollstandigen
Analogien begnugen, w i sie uns W ellen—und P artikelbild bieten’i "

Even Bohr's own interpretation did change in the course of tine. This
happened In particular due to the In uence of the in portant paper by E in—
stein, Podolsky and Rosen in 1935 EPR) []]. Before EPR, an essential
Ihgredient of his interpretation was the uncontrollable disturbance of the
quantum system by the apparatus during a m easurem ent. The analysis of
EPR dem onstrated, however, that the issue is not the disturbance, but the
non-separability (the entanglem ent) of a quantum system over In principle
unlin ited spatial distances. Therefore, in his regponse to EPR ], Bohr
adopted a strong operationalistic attitude, concealing the crucial conospt of
entanglem ent. Taking the ndispensability of classical concepts for granted,
he argued that even w ithout any m echanical disturbance there is an \in u—
ence of the very conditions which de ne the possblk types of predictions
regarding the fiture behavior of the system " g], ie. no sim ultanecus reality
for m easurem ents of noncom m uting variables such as position and m om en—
tum should exist. This attitude leads eventually to the consequence that
quantum system s would not possess a real existence before interacting w ith
a suitable m easurem ent device (\only an cbserved phenom enon is a phe-
nom enon").

A som ew hat am bigous roke In the C openhagen interpretation (s) is played
by the \collapse" or \reduction" of the wave function. T his was introduced
by Heisenbery in his uncertainty paper 3] and later postulated by von N eu-

I\Light and m atter are unique physical phenom ena, their apparent doubl nature is
due to the essential nadequacy of our language. ...If one nevertheless w ants to procede
from the m athem atics to the ntuitive description of the phenom ena, we have to restrict
ourselves to Incom plete analogies as they are o ered by the wave and partick pictures."



m ann as a dynam ical process independent of the Schrodinger equation, see
Sec. 2. M ost proponents of the C openhagen interpretation have considered
this reduction asam ere ncrease ofknow ledge (a transition from thepotential
to the actual), therefore denying that the wave function is a kinem atical con—
cept and thusa ected by dynam ics. T he assum ption ofa dynam ical collapse
would de niely be n con ict with Bohr's ideas of com plem entarity which

forbid a physicalanalysis ofthem easurem ent process. To sum m arise, one can
dentify the follow ing ingredients as being characteristic for the C openhagen

Interpretation (s) :

Indisgpensability of classical conospts for the description ofthem easure-
m ent process

C om plem entarity between particles and waves

R eduction of the wave packet as a form al rule w ithout dynam ical sig-
ni cance

T his sst of ruleshasbeen su cient to apply the quantum form alism pragm at-
jcally to concrete problem s. But is it still su cient? And is it satisfactory?

M odem developm ents heavily rely on the concept of entanglem ent, in or—
der to describe satisfactorily the precision experin ents that are now being
perform ed In quantum optics and other elds. From the experin ental viola-
tion ofBell's nequalities it hasbecom e evident, that quantum theory cannot
be substituted by a theory referring to a local reality. This is of course a
consequence of the superposition principle { the heart of quantum theory.
Am ong recent developm ents em ploying entanglem ent are quantum com pu—
tation and quantum cryptography [8] and the reversbl transition from the

(coherent) super uid phase to an (incoherent) M ott nsulator phase in a
BoseE instein condensate (], during which interference pattems appearand
disappear. T he superposition principle is ndigpoensablk fordescribing K K
and neutrino oscillations. It would be hard to In agine how all this can be
understood by denying any dynam ical nature of the wave function and to
Interpret it as descrbing m ere know ledge. M oreover, it is now clear, both
theoretically and experin entally, that the classical appearance of our world
can be understood asa dynam icalprocessw ithin quantum theory itself, w th—
out any need to postulate it. Therein, entanglem ent plays the crucial rolke.
This willbe discussed in the next section.

T here have been, In the course of history, various attem pts to com e up
with an altemative to the C openhagen interpretation [11,12]. Here Iwant
to mention two of them , the de BroglieBohm Interpretation and the Ev—
erett Interpretation. M any other Interpretations are som e varant orm ixture



of these two and the Copenhagen interpretation. The consistent-histories
Interpretation, for exam ple, contains elam ents from both Copenhagen and
Everett, sece eg. Chap.5 in [13]. D i erent from these Interpretations are at-
tem ptswhich ain at an explicit change of the Schrodinger equation In order
to get a dynam ical collapse of the wave fiinction, see eg. Chap.8 in I13]. Up
to now , however, there isno experin entalhint that the Schrodinger equation
hasto bemodi ed.

In the de BroglieBohm interpretation (or \theory"), the wave function

is supplem ented w ith classical variabls (particles and elds) possessing
de nitive values of position and m om entum . W hereas the wave function
obeys an autonom ous dynam ics (cbeying the Schrodinger equation w ith-—
out additional collapse), the particle dynam ics depends on  (often called
a guiding eld). Assum Ing that the particles are distribbuted according to
j 32, the predictions of this theory are indistinguishabl from the ordinary
fram ew ork, at least w ithin non-relativistic quantum m echanics. A fleram ea—
surem ent, the partick is trapped w ithin one particular wave packet w ith the
usual quantum -m echanical probability. Because the other wave padkets are
soatially ssparated from it after the m easurem ent, they can no longer in u—
ence the particlke. T his represents an apparent collapse of the wave finction
and the occurrence of a de nite m easuram ent result. In principle, however,
the rem aining padkets, although em pty, can interfere again w ith the padcket
containing the particlk, but the probability for this is tiny in m acroscopic
situations.

John Bellcalled the E verett interpretation a Bohm interpretation w ithout
tra pctories. In fact, Everett assum es jist as Bohm that the wave function
is part of reality and that there is never any oollapse. Therefore, after a
m easuram ent, all com ponents corresponding to the di erent outcom es are
equally present. It is clain ed that the probability interpretation of quantum
theory can be derived from the form alism Which is, however, a contentious
issue). Von W eizsacker calls this interpretation B]\...di einzige, die nicht
hinter das schon von der Q uantentheorie erreichte Verstandnis zurudk—, son—
dem vorw arts uber es hjnaussUebtf: " The open question is of course when
and how these di erent com ponents (\branches") becom e independent of
each other. This keadsm e to the central topic { the em ergence of classical
behaviour in quantum theory.

2\...the only one that does not fall back behind the understanding already achieved
by quantum theory but which strives forwards and even beyond."



2 Theem ergence ofclassicalproperties in quan-—
tum theory

If classical concspts are not in posed from the outset, they have to be derived
from the formm alian , at least In an approxin ate sense. John von Neum ann
wasthe rstwho analysed in 1932 the m easurem ent process w thin quantum
m echanics. He considers the coupling of a system (S) to an apparatus @),
seFig.l.

Figure 1: O righal orm ofthe von Neum ann m easurem ent m odel.

Let the states of the m easured system which are discrin inated by the
apparatus be denoted by i (for exam ple, spin up and spoin down), then an
appropriate interaction Ham iltonian has the form (see Chap. 3 in {13], or
1IR3 %

Hipe=  Himj £, : 1)
T he operators £, acting on the states ofthe apparatus, are rather arbitrary,
but must of course depend on the \quantum number" n. Eq. @:) describes
an \ideal" Interaction during which the apparatus becom es correlated w ith
the system state, w ithout changing the latter. T here is thus no disturbance
ofthe system by the apparatus { on the contrary, the apparatus is disturbed
by the system (in order to yield a m easuram ent resul).

Ifthem easured system is Initially in the state hi and the device In som e
Initial state j i, the evolution according to the Schrodinger equation w ith
Ham itonian @) reads

Pij oi | exp ( Hued) Dij oi = hiexp #Hat Joi
=: nij ,®O1: @)
The resulting apparatus states j , (t)i are often called \pointer states". A
process analogous to {2) can also be formulated in classical physics. The
esseential new quantum features now com e into play when we consider a su—

perposition of di erent eigenstates (of the m easured \cbservabl") as initial
state. The linearity oftime exlfolutjon Inm ediately keads to

X X
Ghi Joi ! G ij . 1 3)



But this state is a superposition of m acroscopic m easuram ent resuls (of
which Schrodinger’s cat is just one drastic exam pk) ! To avoid such a bizarre
state, and to avoid the apparent con ict with experience, von Neum ann
Introduced the dynam ical collapse of the wave function as a new law . The
collapse should then select one com ponent with the probability 1, F. He
even envisaged that the collapse is eventually caused by the consciousness of
a hum an cbserver, an interpretation that was later also adopted by W igner.
In the Everett interpretation, all the branches (each component in (3)) are
assum ed to co-exist sin ultaneously.

Can von Neum ann’s conclusion and the Introduction of the collapse be
avoided? The crucial cbservation [1§], which enforces an extension of von
N eum ann’sm easuram ent theory, is the fact that m acroscopic ob £cts (such as
m easuram ent devices) are so strongly coupled to their natural environm ent,
that a unitary treatment as in ) is by no means su cient and has to be
m odi ed to lnclide the environm ent.

Figure 2: R ealistic extension ofthe von N eum ann m easurem entm odel includ-
Ing the environm ent. C lassical properties em erge through the unavoidable,
rreversible Interaction of the apparatus w ith the environm ent.

Fortunately, this can easily be done to a good approxin ation, since the
Interaction with the environm ent has in m any situations the sam e form as
given by the Ham iltonian (1) : The m easurem ent device is itself \m easured"
(passively recognised) by the environm ent, according to

I
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n n
This is again a m acroscopic superposition, now including the myriads of
degrees of freedom pertaining to the environm ent (gas m olecules, photons,
etc.). However, m ost of these environm ental degrees of freedom are inac-
cessble. Therefore, they have to be integrated out from the fiill state ().
T his leads to the reduced density m atrix for system plus apparatus, which

ocontains all the Infom ation that is available there. It reads
X

SA Plfplhn} ] nih nj lf hEn:Emi nm 7 (5)



since under realistic conditions, di erent environm ental states are orthogonal
to each other. Eg. () is dentical to the density m atrix of an ensemble of
m easurem ent resuls hij ,i. System and apparatus thus seem to be in one
of the states i and j .1, given by the probability ¥ F .

Both system and apparatus thus assum e classical properties through the
unavoidable, irreversible interaction with the environm ent. This dynam ical
process, which is fully described by quantum theory, is called decocherence
3]. & isbased on the quantum entangkm ent between apparatus and envi-
ronm ent. Under ordinary m acroscopic situations, decoherence occurs on an
extrem ely short tin escale, giving the in pression ofan instantaneous collapse
or a \quantum Jump". Recent experin ents were able to dem onstrate the
continuous em ergence of classical properties In m esoscopic system s 14, 17].
T herefore, one would never ever be ablk to cbserve a weird superposition
such as Schrodinger's cat, because the inform ation about this superposition
would aln ost instantaneously be delocalised into unobservable correlations
w ith the environm ent, resulting In an apparent collapse forthe cat state. The
concept of decoherence m otivated W igner to give up his explanation of the
collapse as being caused by consciousness {18]. In fact, decoherence m akes it
evident that living creatures play no particular role in the interpretation of
quantum theory.

T he Interaction w ith the environm ent distinguishes the localbasis w ith
respect to which classical properties (unobservability of interferences) hold.
This \pointer basis" must cbey the condition of robustness, ie. i must
keep its classical appearance over the relevant tim escales {19, 2(]. C lassical
properties are thus not intrinsic to any obct, but only de ned by their
Interaction w ith other degrees of freedom . In sin ple M arkovian) situations
the pointer states are given by localised G aussian states R1]. They are, in
particular, relevant for the localisation ofm acroscopic ob fects.

To summ arise, these developm ents have shown that classical concepts
are not an Indispensable nput to the theory, as required by the C openhagen
Interpretation, but a natural consequence of the theory itself when applied
to realistic conditions.

3 Quantum gravity

The m odem developm ents discussed in the last section show that the m ain
assum ptions ofthe C openhagen interpretation, such as com plam entarity and
the dem and for a priori classical conospts, are not obligatory. Still, one
m Ight argue, it could be possble to adopt this interpretation asa convenient
background for pragm atic use.



W hile thism ay be true or ordinary laboratory situations, £ m ay becom e
In possbl if quantum e ects of the gravitational eld are nvolved. It must
be adm itted that no e ects of quantum gravity have yet been seen, or iden—
ti ed as such, and that no nal consensus about such a theory has em erged.
H ow ever, there exist m any m odelsw ith in portant applications In coamn ology;
w ithout an appropriate and consistent interpretation, such m odels would be
void of interest.

In ordinary quantum theory, tin e is given as an extemal param eter and
not sub Ect to quantisation. On the other hand, the gravitational eld is
described by E instein’s theory of general relativity, in which space and time
are dynam ical and not absolute. Thave discussed elsew here the reasons why
one generally believes that graviy m ust be described by a quantum theory
at the m ost fundam ental level P2]. If one quantises a theory that classically
possesses no absolute tim e { be it general relativity or som e altemative theory
{ the ensuing quantum theory does not contain any tin e param eter at all.
Since the roke oftin e In general relativity ism erely to param etrise spacetin es
(the \tra pctories" in the corresponding con guration space), the absence of
tin e In quantum graviy is the consequence of the absence of tra ctories in
quantum theory. T he central equation of quantum gravity is of the general
form

H =0; (6)

where H is the total Ham ilton operator of both gravitational and non-—
gravitational elds. The total quantum state is thus of a stationary fom .
Since quantum degrees of freedom are very sensitive to theirenvironm ent (see
Sec. 2), and since the dom lnant interaction in the Universe on large scales
is gravity, one is Inm ediately led to consider a quantum theory ofthe whole
Universe { quantum ocognolgy PZ]. Since the Universe naturally contains
all of its observers, the problm arises to com e up w ith an Interpretation of
quantum theory that contains no classical realm s on the fundam ental level.

How can a tem poraldynam icsbe understood from the stationary equation
{@)? T hasbeen dem onstrated that a conospt of tin e re-em erges In a sam i
classical lim it as an approxin ate concept 22,20]. In this lim i, an e ective
tin e-dependent Schrodinger equation holds along form alW KB tra fctories.
Since di erent sam iclassical branches usually decohere from one another, an
observer cannot experience the other branches which only together form the
one wave function i (6).

C karly, the Copenhagen Interpretation cannot cope w ith quantum cos—
m ology. This is the reason why m ost peopl working in this eld, at least
In plicitly, adopt the Everett interpretation, since it is hard to in agihe from
where a conceivable collapse could em erge. T he problam s that are addressed



In quantum cosn ology include the quantum origin ofthe U niverse, the quan—
tum probability forthe occurrence ofan In ationary phase, and the quantum —
to—classical transition forprim ordial uctuationswhich serve as the seeds for
structure om ation in the Universe, giving rise to galaxies R2]. W ith the
advent of precision m easurem ents for the spectrum of the coan ic m icrow ave
badkground radiation, som e ofthese questions gain cbservationalsigni cance.
Tt would thusbe unsatisfactory to avoid a theoretical description of such pro—
cesses jist because som e pre-conceived Interpretation ofquantum theory does
not t thispurpose.

4 Conclusion

T he C openhagen iInterpetation needs classical conospts as prerequisites. O n
the other hand, quantum theory itself predicts the occurrence of decoherence
through which system s such asm easuram ent devices can appear classically
to local ocbservers. This can be, and has been, Interpreted as a quantum
jasti cation for at least part of the orighal C openhagen programme [19].
This explains, In retrospect, why the C openhagen Interpretations can serve
as a badkground for pragm atic calculations, at least in non-gravitational
situations.

T he process of decoherence is based on the validity of the Schrodinger
equation and can thus not describe any real collapse. For local experin ents,
this is de niely not needed, because decoherence can explain why we seam
to obsarve a collapse or a \quantum Jjmp". & would seem unnatural and
ad hoc to introduce a real collapse at this stage, where an apparent collapse
is predicted anyway by the Schrodinger equation. The conospt of quantum
Jam ps thus plays the role of epicycles in astronomy R3] { it describbes naively
w hat is cbsarved, but it becom es redundant at the findam ental, theoretical,
evel

Still, the m easurem ent problm is not resolved for the total system in—
cluding the environm ent. The only altematives so far are to either assum e
an additional real collapse in violation ofthe Schrodinger equation (forwhich
there is not yet any experim ental hint), or to adopt an Everstt nterpreta—
tion w ith its sim ultaneous reality of allbranches. It seem s hard to in agine
that an experin ental decision between these altematives can bem ade In the
foresecable fiture. However, it is im portant to kesp an open m Ind and to
avoid the burden of a pre—im posed interpretation { \sonst ware emstlich zu
befurchten, da esdort, wo wir das W eiterfragen verbieten, wohldoch noch
einiges W issenswerte zu fragen gbt" R410

3\O therw ise it would be seriously feared that jist there, where we orbid fiurther ques—
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