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The transition from the quantum to the classical is govemed by random izing
devices RD), ie. dynam ical system s that are very sensitive to the environm ent.
W e show that, In the presence 0fRD s, the usualargum ents based on the lneariy of
quantum m echanics that lead to the m easurem ent problem do not apply. RD s are
the source of probabilities In quantum m echanics. H ence, the reason for probabilities
In quantum m echanics is the sam e as the reason for probabilities in other parts of
physics, nam ely our ignorance of the state of the environm ent. T his should not be
confiised w ith decoherence. T he environm ent here plays several, equally in portant
roles: it is the dum p for energy and entropy of the RD, it puts the RD close to is
transition point and it is the reason for probabilities In quantum m echanics. W e
show that, even though the state of the environm ent is unknown, the probabilities
can be calculated and are given by the Bom rul. W e then discuss what this view

of quantum m echanicsm eans for the search of a quantum theory of graviy.

I. NTRODUCTION

O ne of the m ost striking features of quantum m echanics is the probabilistic nature of its
predictions. It is generally believed that this is a fundam entally new feature of the quantum
world. This is In contrast to the way usually probabilities arise In our description of nature.
Before quantum m echanics, probabilities arose because we faced situations where we had
noom plete know ledge of the state of the systam . In this article shall argue that in fact the
probabilities In quantum m echanics are of this exact sam e type.
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W e shall show that the key to understanding the prcbabilistic nature of quantum me-
chanics is what we call a random izing device. Any m easurem ent involves a random izing
device, the m easurem ent apparatus. This m aps the states of a an all quantum system to
the states of a Jarge quantum system . It is the em ergent properties of the large quantum
system that constitute what we call the m easuram ent outcom e. In the process of em ergence
the random izing device is very sensitive to the environm ent and it is here that probabilities
enter.

T he paper is organized as follows. In the next two sections we argue that RD s are
comm on and give exam ples of them . W e further point out the new roles the environm ent
plays in this view of quantum m echanics. T section ll we show that it is the Bom rule 1]
that gives the probabilities for the m easurem ent outcom es. In the last section [l we review

the paper and discuss ism eaning for the search of a quantum theory of graviy.

II. RANDOM IZING DEVICES

Som e of the key issues that arise In the m easuram ent problem can be illustrated using a
sin ple exam ple from classicalm echanics, a pendulum .
Let Dbe the angle ofthe pendulum to the vertical and lt the m ass, the length, and the

graviational constant g allbe uniy. T he equation ofm otion for the pendulum is
+ sn = 0O: @)

W hen the Initialposition of the pendulum is ¢ = 0 i is hangihg straight down. W e are
Interested In the special case when the initial angular velocity of the pendulum is such that

it Just reaches the top. T his happens when the Initial angular velocity — is
1 2
S 1= @)

or,

- = 2: 3)
W ith this angular velociy, the pendulum will just m ake it to the top and will require an
In nite am ount of tim e to do it. Now consider angular velocities In the vicinity of - = 2,
ie.,

o= 2+ o @)



For — > 0 the pendulum willm ake it over the top and for — < 0 the pendulum will
sw Ing back before m aking it to the top. Let the niialpush ofthe pendulim com e from the
right and denote the outoom e w here the pendulum reaches the top and then sw Ings further
R and the outcom e where it does not reach the top L. Thus, — > 0 isoutcome R and

- < 0OisoutcomelL.

N ow note that this analysis is not the realistic sstup ofa pendulum w ith an environm ent.
For — snallenough, any uctuation ofthe environm ent w ill in uence the outcom e of the
experimn ent. Sowhen 4 > 0, allwe can conclude is that it ism ore lkely that outcom e R
will occur. For — snallenough the pendulim m ight also end up in outcome L.

Let us try to quantify the e ect ofthe environm ent. W e w illassum e that the e ect ofthe

environm ent is describbed by just one contrlbution, —<,to .Thee ective - willthusbe

=2+ o+ ©)

The lkelhood for — actually occurring isdescribed by a probability distrdoutionpg ( =« ) -

W hat are then the probabilities for the outcomes L and R ? To cbtain outcom e R we need
-+ < > 0: (6)

T he probability for this to happen is
Z 1
Pr = dxps xX) > O: (7)

S
Sin ilarly, the probability for I occurring is
Z
i
P = dxpe &) > O: ®)

1
Now we will stretch the notation som ewhat to m ake the connection to the quantum
m echanical situation clearer. W hen the initial angular velocity ofthe pendulim is2+ —,
we will say that the pendulum is in the state j —i. W hen the outcome isL R) we will
say that the state of the system is L1 (Ri). W e willalso introduce the am plitudes

A r = Pur ©)

for the probabilities pr, g calculated above. Then we can w rite schem atically

J oi=glit xRi: 10)



T he coe cients ofthe states 1.1 and R i are the probabilities of the corresponding outcom es
aswould be the case In a quantum m echanical system .

W e do not want to stretch the analogy too far but there are a couple of points that this
exam ple illustrates. The m ost In portant point the pendulum exam ple m akes is to reveal
the enom ous rolk played by the environm ent when such a dynam ical system at a critical
point is present. In our classical exam ple this role is played by the pendulum that is given
a push that jast about balances it on the top. A very an alldeviation from the nitialpush
w ill decide w hether the system will sw Ing to the right or the lft. For fiuture reference ket
us call such a dynam ic system a random izing device RD ). W e will argue that quantum
m echanical m easurem ent devices are always R D ’s.

T he next thing to note is that before the experin ent w ith the pendulum (feel free to
substitute here m easurem ent for experin ent) ism ade there is no sense in which the systam
isih outcome L orR. Only after the experin ent is done can we tak about the outcom e.
Thiswillhold true also in the quantum case.

IIT. THE M EASUREMENT PROBLEM IN THE PRESENCE OF A

RANDOM IZING DEV ICE

A typical exampl of a RD in quantum m echanics is a m any-particle system that is
about to undergo a symm etry breaking transition. A s an exam ple, we shall consider the
one-dim ensional H eisenberg m odel. Tt is described by the H am iltonian

H= 1 w1t 11)
=1

Above a certaln tem perature Tgy, this system is In a symm etric state w ith the symm etry
group SU 2). Below Tgp, the system undergoes a sym m etry breaking transition to one of its
ground states. Near Tgp, the system is very sensitive to the state of the environm ent. By

tuning the the tem perature to a value close to the transition tem perature, ie., by choosing

T =T + ; 12)

wih > 0, one can m ake the system as sensitive asdesired. If is an all enough the system

can be used to m easure the state of a single spin ¢ by coupling it to the soin chain.



A m easuram ent device needs to be a random izing device. A m easurem ent apparatus is sst
up to be in a delicate enough state that the system tobem easured can easily push it to one of
the outcom e states. A soin chain can be used asam easurem ent apparatus. A cloud cham ber
is another exam ple, of a system brought into a state close to the point where the gasliquid
transition occurs. H ere the environm ent provides the pressure and the tem perature to hold
the cham ber at a point where it is very sensitive to outside perturbations.

One may obgct that the environm ent should be n a symm etric state that does not
favor any one ground state. T his is true, but one has to realize that the environm ent is in
a symm etric state only in an ergodic sense. At any given m om ent it w ill push the chann
tow ards one of the ground states. O nly In a tin e averaged way is it sym m etric: the chain is
pushed towards each ground state an equal am ount of the tim e.

In classicalm echanics, the fact that the tin e evolution depends crucially on the initial
conditions hasbeen investigated for som e tim e. Tt is the sub Ect of chaos theory. T he view
ofa RD o ered here shares w ith classical chaos the sensitivity to initial conditions but it
goesbeyond this. In chaos theory the system isalways described by the sam e set of variables
like position and m om entum . It is just not known what the valies of these variables is. An
RD doesmore in that it produces In the m easuram ent process a state w ith qualitatively
new properties. In the chain considered above these new properties are order and rigidity.
Both of these properties can not be form ulated on the kevel of a single soln. ThusRD ’s
are m ore powerfiil then chaos since they not only Introduce random ness they also produce

genuine novelty. It is in the context of quantum m echanics that m ore is really di erent [1].

A . Them easurem ent problem

Let us now look at the m easurem ent problem given that the m easuram ent apparatus is
a random izing device. The m easuram ent problem In quantum m echanics arises because of
its linear structure. Ifa system is in a state pi (i) and the m easurem ent apparatus ends
up being in the state A1 (B i) then it follow s that if the system is In a linear superposition

Bit+ i, the outcom e of the m easurem ent should be

Ait B 13)

The m easuram ent problem is that no such superposition has ever been observed.



The logicofthisargum ent is awedwhen aR D ispresent. In such a case the environm ent
can not be neglected. T he probabilistic nature of the environm ent w ill destroy the lnearity
assum ed in the argum ent above. Let us thus repeat the above argum ent, this tim e including
the environm ent. Beginning w ith the state of the system being gi, we have that

BINigi (14)

evolves nto
Rip iRl as)

where N i denotes the neutral state of the apparatus. Sin ilarly for i we have
PiN igi ! piBiEi: 16)

It is key that the state of the environm ent In the second repeat is di erent than its state
In the st run. This contrasts the comm on assum ption that takes the environm ent to be
In the sam e state on the second run (here £, 1) asbefore. This is ckarly wrong. W ih every
new m easuram ent the environm ent is In a new state. H owever carefully the m easurem ent is

prepared this fact does not change. T he true situation then is
( Ai+ BN igi: @7)

W hat can we deduce about the evolution of this superposition given what we know from
equations ) and )2 The answer isnot much. W e can only arrive at [lll) ifwe neglect
the In uence of the environm ent on the apparatus. Since the m easurem ent apparatus is an
RD this is exactly what we can not do. Even though the theory is findam entally linear,
equation [l does not ollow .

W e propose that it is this fact that provides a solution to m easurem ent problem . If one
takes into account the role of RD ’s then it is no longer enough to point to a state of the
form A i+ B iin theH ibert space and say there isa problem . Instead one has to show how
dynam ically such a state could arise. In the presence ofan RD this is very hard. It isalso
here that probabilities enter quantum m echanics. P robabilities In quantum m echanics have
the sam e status as probabilities elsew here in physics. T hey arise because of our Incom plete
know ledge. N o fuindam ental dice are needed.



B. Them any roles of the environm ent

It has been argued elsswhere that classical states are to be identi ed wih symm etry
broken states of large quantum system s [, [l]. Here we argued that a sym m etry breaking
transition is a prin e exam pl for what we have called a RD , a random izing device. If
classical states can only be reached by a transition ofthis type then the quantum -to-classical
transition is by necessity a random one. This is the m ain contention of this paper.

In the literature, the role of the environm ent on quantum m echanics is usually restricted
to decoherence (see [[1] and references therein) . Here we saw the environm ent play a num ber

of other In portant roles that are not comm only acknow ledged:

1. The environm ent has to bring the RD close to a transition point. N ear this point the

apparatus is sensitive to the state of the system but also to the environm ent.

2. The environm ent is a dum p for energy and entropy for the apparatus. The state of
the apparatus before the m easurem ent, ie. the neutral state, is one of higher entropy
and energy than the state of the apparatus after the m easurem ent. T he environm ent
is there to absorb the di erence. An In portant consequence of this is that w ithout an

environm ent there is no m easurem ent.

3. Through the coupling of the environm ent to the apparatus an irreducible elam ent of
chance is introduced. It is the presence of the environm ent that gives the outcom es
their probabilistic nature. In the next section we show that although we do not know

the state of the environm ent we still can calculate the probabilities of outcom es.

Iv. THE BORN RULE

In the last section we saw that a random izing device isan essentialelem ent ofthem easure—
m ent process. W ith the random izing device there com es an irreducible elem ent of chance.
W hat then are the corresponding probabilities? In this section we want to calculate the
probabilities of m easurem ent outcom es and show that they coincide w ith the probabilities
given by the Bom rulk [[]. For this we willm ake use of argum ents rst introduced by D .

Deutsch [f]and D .W allace [] In the context ofthe m any worlds Interpretation of quantum



m echanics. Later S. Saunders [] stripped the argum ents of theirm any worlds baggage and
more recently W . Zurek [2] used the sam e argum ents w ith yet another m otivation.

In a measuram ent process, there are three parts, the system Hibert space H 45, the
apparatus H ibert space H 55, and the environm ent H ibert space H ¢, m aking up the total
H ibert space H 1t ¢

Hir = Hsys Happ Henv: 18)

O f special i portance is the apparatus because it is the random izing device. Som etim es it
w ill be convenient not to distinguish between the environm ent and the apparatus. Both are
large quantum system s and their precise state at the beginning of the m easuram ent is not
known to us. This iswhy we w ill often treat them together:

Hpese = H app Heny: 19)

Let I denote the st of possble m easuram ent outcom es. Since the apparatus and the
environm ent are lJarge system s there w illbe a Jarge num ber of states that correspond to the
sam e m easuram ent outcom e. Let O be those states In H .+ that correspond to m easurem ent
outcom es and let

a:0 !' I (20)

be them ap that m aps a state In O to is corresponding m easurem ent outcom e.

Theain ofthissection isto calculate the probability p; ( ) fora given outcom e 12 I given
astate 52 Hgs. It would seem that there is very little that constrains the probabilities
Pi- W e shall see that there are a num ber of constraints on the p;’s that allow us to caloulate
the probabilities.

A . Symm etries

Since we do not know the state of the environm ent and the apparatus at the beginning
ofthe m easurem ent, we have to use an ensambk E of states in H . to describe the possble
states. W e shallnot be too picky about which statesto include in theensemble E. W e shall
ask for jist one thing: ifthe H am iltonian of the system and the apparatus has a sym m etry,
the ensamble must respect this symmetry. By thiswemean that ifU = Ugs Uy isa

unitary in plem enting the symm etry on H 5,5 H 5op then we assum e that there isan extension



U to the whole H ibert space of the fom
U=Ugs Usgpp Uenv 1)
and that the enssmbk E is such that
2 E ifandonly if Uyp Uew) 2 E: 22)

That is, the ensam bl is sym m etric under the sam e sym m etries as the Ham iltonian of the
system and the apparatus. This is a natural assum ption to m ake for otherw ise a sym m etric
Ham iltonian will not lead to a sym m etric evolution.

Now that we have narrowed down the type ofensam bl E, ket us take a closer ook at the
kind of symm etries we are Interested In. Let

U=Ugs Uap 23)

be as above and kt U be the extension of U to the whol H ibert space H ¢+ W € assum e
that U comm utes w ith the totalH am iltonian H

U;H]= 0: (24)

W e are epecially interested In those U'’'s that m ap m easuram ents nto m easurem ents. W e

thus want U to be such that there exists a m ap

I ! I; 25)
so that the diagram

a

0 = I
U

? ?
: a
@) = T

com m utes.

Ifsuch a symm etry U exists, we can derive a rule that the p; ( ¢)’shave to satisfy. G ven
the ensemble E the p;i ( )'s are proportional to the number of states 2 E forwhich

alr (s  N=15 26)
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where Ur = exp ({HT) is the tin e evolution for som e tin e interval T larger than the tin e
required to perform the m easuram ent.
Now kt 2 E be such that ) is true. It ©llow s that

a@U:U0 (s )) = a@Ur (s ) @7)

= @: 28)

Thism eans that the number of states 2 E for which the m easurem ent gives 12 I, given
s 2 H gy, is the sam e as the number of states 2 E for which the m easurem ent will give

@ 2 I given Uys s 2 Hgs. W e have thus shown that ifU is as above we have

pi( s) =p (i)(Usys s): (29)

B. From symm etries to the Born rule

Having established a general rule [ that the probabilities p; ( ;) have to satisfy we
now want to look at som e particular in plem entations of this rule. W e will ket the son
chain Ham iltonian of eq. ) guide us in our argum entation. Let spin  ( be the system and
the rest of the spin chain be the apparatus. The Ham iltonian is sym m etric under SU (2)

rotations. A cting on the spin chain with an elem ent ofSU (2), for exam pl,
0 1

e 0
u =@ A2 SU@); 30)

0 e*
does not change the orentation ofthe spins. Themap :I ! T isthusthe identity:
= id: (31)

W e will assum e that such a U alvays exist. It then follow s that the p;’s have to satisfy

P roperty 1:
P1l Forall ;2 Hgsandalli2 I,
pi( s): pl(U s); (32)

where U isgiven by

U = diag(; 71745 ;1ig1; ;1) (33)
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T he next sym m etry we want to look at is the exchange of up and down. For

0 1
U =@ 015 (34)
10
we have
Uu ,U = 2 35)
U U = 4 (36)
U U = - @37)

Since H isquadratic In the ’'sthe exchange given by U isa symm etry of the H am iltonian.
In thiscase, themap is

= . (38)

4

ie. the exchange ofup and down. A gain we assum e that such a transform ation is generically

present. This leads to P roperty 2 for the p;’s:
P2 Forall 2 Hgysand alli2 I we have
Pils)=P U i 39)

where is a pem utation of the elements of T and U is the representation of on

H ys. Fora two dinensionalH o £ U isgiven by ).

It is surprising that from these two properties we can already calculate the probabilities
for the case of am plitudes of equalm agnitude. For the sake of notation we w ill concentrate

on the case oftwo dim ensions. Let
s= Ri+ Pi; (40)

P_
wih § j= j j= 1= 2. PropertiesP 1 and P 2 in this case allow for two di erent ways to
exchange the amplitudes and . P 1 doesnot a ect the m easuram ent outcom e whereas

P 2 does.
In the follow ing calculation we rstuseP 1l wih 2 R such that

e =2 ; @1)
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ie. 0
U =20 °a . 42)
0
A fterthat we use U as it is given above:
p:i( i+ i) = p( pit+ i) (43)
= pw( P+ i) (44)

Thusforall = &BRi+ Jiwih j j= j jwehave
pi( s): p (i)( s): (45)

Since the sum ofthe p;’s is uniy we have

1
pi( )= 53 (46)

It is clear that the above derivation does not depend on the din ension ofH g,s. In general

we thus have
1
pi( )= —; 47)
n
forall

s= Py (48)

wih j yJ= jjforallk and 1.
T he sam e reasoning can be generalized to the case of unequal am plitudes. To do so, one

adapts the resuls of [1,[1] to our sstup.

V. CONCLUSION

W e have seen that the key to understanding the probabilistic nature of quantum m echan—
ics iswhat we have called a random izing device. A ny m easurem ent involves a random izing
device, the m easurem ent apparatus. This m aps the states of a an all quantum system to
the states of a Jarge quantum systam . For exam ple, if we use a soin chain as a m easuring
apparatus, we dentify itsup and down statesw ith those ofthe system and say that the state
ofthe system after a m easurem ent is either up ordown. H owever, for the soin chain tobe a

good m easurem ent apparatus, it needs to be at an unstable state that collapses to an up or



13

down state when coupled to the system . T hat is, when we perform am easurem ent we couple
it to a random izing device whose em ergent properties are then used to describe the system .
Since this process is by necessity probabilistic the whole theory appears probabilistic. T his
denti cation of the state of the system w ith the state of a Jarger quantum system that has
undergone a phase transition or sin ilar collapse from an unstable state is what lies at the
heart of the m easuram ent problem of quantum m echanics.

Central to this process is the environm ent that the RD is coupled to. The rok of
the environm ent in our understanding of quantum m echanics has been so far restricted to
decoherence. In this paper we have seen that the environm ent hasm ore, equally in portant
roks to play: Ik is a dump for energy and entropy of the RD . It puts the RD into a
position close to the transition point and nally it is the reason why quantum m echanics is
probabilistic.

A Yhough the state of the environm ent is unknown the probabilities the environm ent
creates are highly constrained. W e have shown that they coincide w ith the usualBom rule.

This provides a new answer to the m easurem ent problem of quantum m echanics. The
states of the apparatus are states ofa lJarge quantum system . A Jarge systam is required for
these states to exist. In the spirit of \m ore isdi erent" []: W e use the em ergent properties
of a large quantum system to characterize a sn all quantum system that on is own does
not have these properties. Q uantum m echanics appears strange because we use expressions
based on em ergent properties of random izing devices to describe system s that do not and
can not have these properties. In short: O urdaily world isone level ofam ergence away from
the quantum world.

In the beginning ofthe last century theoretical physics faced a ssvere conceptualproblem .
The s=eocond law of them odynam ics had been identi ed as one of the pillars of statistical
m echanics but there rem ained the troubling issue of Poincare recurrence. How could the
second law ofthem odynam icsbe true ifthe system wasbound to retum to a state arbitrarily
close to the one i started from ? A solution to this problem was given by the Ehrenfests

]: for all practical purposes the system w ill not retum to its iniial position. It is just
too unlkely. In quantum m echanics, the door to a solution of this kind, ie., a solution for
all practical purposes, was closed by John Bell [11]. He explicitly introduced the shorthand
FAPP and gave it a bad nam e. He dam anded a \real" solution to them easurem ent problam .

In this paper we have argued that only a solution for all practical purposes exists. W hen it
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com es to the m easurem ent problem we are in a situation not unlke the situation faced by
statistical m echanics In the beginning of the century.

W e have seen that the m easurem ent problem is linked to the dynam icalbehavior of large
quantum system s at a critical point. A desper understanding of the m easurem ent problem
could be achieved by further study of the transition dynam ics. This is a problm that is
notoriously hard.

N ote also that the discussion In the present paper has a bearing on existing suggestions
for the em ergence of classicality from a quantum system . W e have seen that the outcom es
of m easuram ents are detem ined by the dynam ics of the system and the apparatus. It is
the groundstates of the apparatus that give the m easurem ent outcom es. Iffwe want to know
the classical states of the a system we have to solve its dynam ics and nd is ground states.
From this it follow s that ocoherent states are ill suited to descrbe classical states because
they are com pletely kinem atical.

For a general large quantum system solving the dynam ics is a nearly inpossbl task.
Tt is because this task is so hard that so little progress is being m ade in theories where a
certaln quantum dynam ics is assum ed and the classical Iim it is looked for.

Finally, the present view of quantum m echanics is In line w ith approaches to quantum
graviy in which our classical view s about space and continuous tin e are based on em ergent
properties lke extension. That is, it is the em ergent property of rigidiy that is largely
responsible for our notion of space. T he present work has In plications for such a quantum
theory of graviy. Just as discussed above, the em ergent properties of a large quantum
system can be used to characterize a an allquantum system that on its own does not have
these properties (such as extension or rigidity). Hence the findam ental theory should not
bebasad on ob fcts having properties of spacetim e geom etry, even in a quantum f©om , since
geom etry hasto bebased on the em ergent properties. T hisalso In pliesthat the findam ental

theory can not be cbtained by a process of quantization.
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