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A bstract

This is a review ofthe book Q uantum [U nlspeakables: From
Bellto Q uantum Inform ation.Reinhold A .BertIn ann and A nton
Zeilinger (editors). xxii+ 483 pp. SpringerVerlag, 2002. $89.95.

Ten years after his death, one of the sharpest m inds in quantum physics
was cekbrated in a m em ordial conference.

John Stewart Bell (1928-1990) wasone ofthe leading physicists ofthe 20th
century, a desp and serious thinker. He worked at CERN In G eneva on the
physics of particle accelerators, m ade a num ber of In pressive contribbutions to
quantum eld theory, and becam e fam ous for the discovery ofa phencm enon
he called nonlocality. However, the m ost ram arkabl thing about hin was
perhaps that he was a realist.

Realin isthe philosophicalview that the world out there actually exists,
asopposed to theview that it isam erehalluicihation. W e are allbom realists,
but som e ofus change ourm inds as adults. Now itmay seem to you that for
physics to m ake any sense, a physicist would have to be, or at least pretend
to be, a realist; after all, it would seem that physics isabout nding out how
the world out there works.

But, as a m atter of fact, in the 1920s N iels Bohr, the kading quantum
physicist ofhis tin e, began to advocate the idea that realism is childish and
unscienti ¢; he proposed instead what isnow called the \C openhagen inter—
pretation" of quantum physics, a rather incoherent philosophical doctrine,
which (according to R ichard Feynm an) \nobody really understands." Part
of this doctrine is the view that m acroscopic cb gcts, such as chairs and
planets, do exist out there, but electrons and the otherm icroscopic particles
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do not. Correspondingly, Copenhagen quantum theory reflises to provide
any consistent story about what happens to m icroscopic ob gcts, and In-—
stead prefers to m ake contradictory statem ents about them . A ccording to
the C openhagen view , the world isdivided into two realm s, m acro and m icro,
\classical" and \quantum ," logical and contradictory| or, as Bell put it in
one of his essays, into \speakablk" and \unspeakable."

A though it is not clear where the border between the two realm s should
be, and how this duality could possbly be com patdble with the fact that
chairs consist of electrons and other particlkes, Bohr's view becam e the or-
thodoxy. T hat is, it becam e not m erely the m a prity view am ong physicists,
but rather the dogm a. Ever since, being a realist has been rather dangerous
for a quantum physicist, because it has been widely regarded as a sign of
being too stupid to understand orthodox quantum theory| which, asweve
m entioned, nobody really understands.

A long wih A bert Einstein, Exwin Schrodinger, Louis de Broglie and
D avid Bohm , Bell was one of the few people who felt com pelled by his con-
science to reect B ohr's philosophy. B ell em phasized that the em pirical facts
of quantum physics do not at all force us to renounce realian : There is a
realist theory that accounts for all of these facts n a m ost elegant way|
Bohm ian m echanics (also known as de Broglie{Bohm theory). It descrbes a
world In which electrons, quarks and the lke are point particles that m ove
In a m anner dictated by the wave function. It should be taught to students,
Bell insisted, as a kgitin ate altemative to the orthodoxy. And In 1986, G i-
anC arlo G hirardi, A berto R in Ini, and Tullio W eber succeeded in developing
a second kind of realist theory, encouraged by Belland known as soontaneous
Jocalization . But overcom Ing prejudice and changing convictions takes m ore
than one generation.

Quantum [Un]speakablks is the proceedings volum e of a conference held
at the University of Vienna in November 2000 to comm em orate the 10th
anniversary of Bell's death. The 30 articles w ritten for this volum e by 35
authors deal forem ost w ith nonlocality and, of course, the m eaning of quan—
tum theory. T he contrilbutions focus very m uch on personal recollections and
m ostly presuppose that the reader is fam iliar w ith the relevant physics and
m athem atics. The recollections m ake this book a valuable source both on
John Bell them an and on the history of quantum physics between 1950 and
1990. Among other things, ssveral authors com plain about the dogm atic
aversion am ong physicists in the 1960s to even take note ofBell’'s nonlocality
theoram .



Quantum [Un]speakables also re ects the prevailing situation In the year
2000 in that it collects personal, diverging view s about the m eaning of quan—
tum physics from a cross-section of physicist. The cross-section is biased,
though, because ressarchers working on Bohm ian m echanics, of which Bell
was the leading proponent during the decades before his death, were sim ply
not Invited to the conference, and the realists are in the m inority am ong the
authors. Thus we recom m end that readers be very cautious in regard to the
conclusions drawn in this book about the foundations of quantum physics.

This waming concems in particular the conclisions drawn from Bell's
nonlocality theoram . Let us tell the story brie v here. Bohm ian m echan-
ics involves superlum inal action-at-a-distance and thus violates the \localiy
principle" of relativity theory. This was considered, by the Copenhagen
cam p, an Indication that Bohm ian m echanics was on the wrong track. In
1964, Bell proved that any serious version of quantum theory (regardless of
w hether ornot it isbased on m icroscopic realism ) m ust violate locality. This
m eans that if nature is govemed by the predictions of quantum theory, the
\locality principle" is sin ply w rong, and ocurworld isnonlocal. It also m eans
that the nonlocality of Bohm ian m echanics is not a sign of its being on the
w rong track, but quite the contrary.

T he C openhagen view , In com parison, is lndeed less local: Tt isnonlcal
In cases that Bohm ian m echanics can explain In a purely bcalway. Eor
exam ple, for a particle in a quantum state that is a superposition ofbeing in
London and being In Tokyo, according to C openhagenian there isnom atter
of fact about whether the particke actually is in London or In Tokyo prior
to the st attempt at detectjon| which presupposes a tem poral ordering.)
But it is also contradictory, vague and confusing enough for its adherents
to clain it is com pltely local, and thus that nonlocality is a consequence
of an attachm ent to realian . T herefore, so the argum ent goes, it was Bell
who nally proved realisn wrong! Bell, of course, em phatically reected this
Incorrect Interpretation of his nonlocality theorem .

T he crucial experin ents violating B ell’s nequality and thus, according to
Bell's theoretical analysis, dam onstrating nonlocality have been perform ed
m any tin es since 1980, and have also lad to signi cant im provem ents In
experin entaltechnigues. Som e ofthese technigqueshave now beocom e valuable
for quantum cryptography and the st steps towards the construction of
a quantum ocom puter. These two elds are usually sum m arized under the
key word "quantum infom ation," and great hopes are expressed, also In
Quantum [Un]gpeakabls, that quantum nfom ation w illprovide new insights



iInto the nature of the quantum world.

But we see no reason for such hopes. Quantum infom ation theory is a
straightforw ard application of the rules laid down In, for exam ple, John von
N eum ann’s classic 1932 book on the m athem atical foundations of quantum
m echanics. Any interpretation of quantum m echanics, to the extent that
it sucoeeds In explaining these rules, also explains quantum ocom puters and
the lke. And to the idea that quantum theory may after all be m erely
about inform ation and nothing else, Bell responded w ith a crucial question:
\Inform ation? W hose inform ation? Inform ation about what?"
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