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W HAT ARE QUANTUM FLUCTUATIONS?
ROUND TABLE OF THE THIRD
CONFERENCE ON QUANTUM THEORY :
RECONSIDERATION OF FOUNDATIONS

A ndreiK hrennikov and G uillaum e A denier
Theo M . N jeuw enhuizenY

A bstract

This is a transcript of the round tabl that took place during
the conference Q uantum T heory: Reconsideration of Foundations —
3, June 2005, Vaxp, Sweden. There are presented opinions of lead—
Ing experts in quantum fOundations on such fundam ental problem s
as the origin of quantum uctuations and com pleteness of quantum
m echanics.

1 WHATAREQUANTUM FLUCTUATIONS?

Theo M . Nieuwenhuizen: From the point of view of Stochastic E lectro-—
D ynam ics (SED ), theworld is classicalw ith a lot of random electrom agnetic

eldsthatbring the uctuations. The theory has itsown problam s, and m ay
not be the answer, but it gives som e idea of what the solution could be, and
hopefully quantum phenom ena could be explained this way.

R ogerBalian: I support the opposite view point. Indeed Q uantum  uctu-
ations are standard uctuations, w ith variance, etc. Tts lke throw ing dices,
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w ith the notabl exception that this quantum random ness is irreducible be—
cause of its underlying non com m uting algebra (von Neum ann). Nature is
random by nature.

M arln O .Scully: I shallgive you som e exam ples: Ligquid Heliuim exists
In its liquid form because of uctuations ofthe atom s. Van derVaals interac—
tions exist because of vacuum  uctuations (quantized electrom agnetic eld).
The Lamb shift isthe realm anifestation ofthis Stochastic E lectro D ynam ics,
as pictured by Boyer and M arshall, but it is in portant to note that all this
vacuum  uctuations can be replaced by radiation reactions, depending on
how you w rite the Ham iltonian. Its the sam e thing but the physical picture
is di erent. However, explaining Quantum  uctuations with SED is vald
only ifwe consider the subset of problem s considered by SED , but ifwe take
another subset of problem s, its no longer the sam e.

Dan C.Col: I suspect what M arlan is referring to is best illustrated
by the work of Peter M ilonni, who explored and em phasized the di erent
and com plem entary roles In QED that isplayed by vacuum  uctuations and
radiation reaction. Regarding SED , however, I am aware of only one m eans
ofworking w ith vacuum  uctuations and radiation reaction. As fordi erent
sets of problem sw ith SED , well, to date SED hasbeen successfiilw ith m ost
linear system s of nature, and has had only lim ited success w ih the m ore
In portant category of nonlinear system s in nature. H opefully the latter will
be resolved, as I discussed In my talk, but of course that rem ains to be seen.

Shahrar S. A fshar : Zero point eld and the energy density associated
with it are tricky sub cts. Ik is clear that ZPF becom es physically real, or
m easurable, when there is radiation reaction. But what about when it isnot
m easured In that sense, when it doesnot contribute to the physical properties
ofa testparticke? Tts justan em pty space. Thetreatm ent isdi erent, because
w ith radiation reaction Thave to treat thisenergy as real, contributing to the
dynam ics of the system . O therw ise, w ithout its m anifestation as radiation
reaction, it cannot be seen as real, because the energy density would be too
high, lading to num erous problem s such as a cogan ological constant m any
orders of m agnitude lager than the value supported by ocbservations.

Theo M .Nieuwenhuizen: The problm ofenergy density out from Q uan—
tum F ield theory, together w ith general relativity, is indeed not understood

M arln O . Scully: Thiswas tried by Putho and Sakharov.



Giacomo M auro D Ariano: Twould lke to draw your attention on the
proposalm ade at this conference by K arl Svozil. A typical m anifestation
of Quantum uctuation occurs when an am pli cation of radiation ism ade.
T here isa spontaneous em ission that prevents us from using stin ulated em is—
sion as a cloning process. So, In som e way, quantum  uctuation can be ssen
as a protection from the possbility to increase inform ation by duplication.

LuigiA ccardi: W e should ain at a universalnotion ofQuantum  uctua-
tions, to pin point thebasicdi erencebetween classicaland quantum physics.
In classical physic: there are states of nature In which all cbservables have
no uctuations. The fuindam entaldi erence of Q uantum M echanics is that
there exists no such state. On the contrary, in every quantum state, there
exist som e cbservables w ith non zero uctuations. Tt is In fact one possible
form ulation of H eisenberg principle.

RogerBalian: Let m e add a point in the sam e direction. Quantum  uc-
tuations are just a consequence of our inability to describbe what nature is
m ade of. W e use conospts like position and m om entum that are inherited
from classical physics. But there are no really such things as position and
mom entum In nature, it only looks like those properties, so that them apping
doesnot really twith what Nature is, and therefore we get  uctuations.

M arlan O . Scully: (spoke about singlke systam s, m any m easurem ents,
noise, ensamble, quantum Langevin)

LuigiA ccardi: A l1the Langevin equations are such that when we restrict
on the algebra generated by the energy H am iltonians ofthe system , we cbtain
the classical algebra.

M arlan O . Scully: No! You cbtain non classical properties.

Luigi A ccardi: O f course, when you consider them on the non classical
observables. In saying that when you take a non degenerated H am ilttonian,
you progct directly on the algebra generated by the H am iltonian. W hen you
consider a larger algebra of observables, of course you have a lot of classical
properties. There is a huge quantity of Langevin equations which appear
naturally in physics, and they have this property. If you think a posteriori,
this is the m atham atical explanation of why, at the begihning of quantum
theory, allthe findam entalphysicale ects were discovered thinking of clas-
sical processes (eg., Einstein and lasers). The quantum langevin equations
w ere restricted to the energy level of the system , which e ectively is classical
N ewton).



RogerBalian: A sLeggett said, there ispractically no experin entaltest of
Quantum M echanics because practically no experin ents test non com m uting
observables. Things are getting di erent now w ith entanglem ent.

AlF .Kradklauer: Every charge cannot be isolated from the rest of the
universe. This has been so0 since the Big Bang and presum ably will con—
tinue until the Big Crunch. Putho used this idea to rationalize the SED
background. In that context, onem ight say that Q uantum uctuationsare a
signature ofthe equilbrium ofallthese charges interacting w ith allthe others
throughout the universe. The equilbbriim part leadsto Q uantum M echanics,
while the non equilbrium part leads to galaxy fom ation and allthat sort of
things.

Luis de ]a Pena: There are basically two schools of thought: —For the
rst one, quantum  uctuations are irreducilble, so quantum m echanics gives
an exhaustive description of nature. —For the second one, quantum  uctu—
ations can be explained causally. Stochastic electrodynam ics is an exam pl
of an attem pt to explain the phenom ena described by Q uantum M echanics
causally. The rest is Just details: how we describe, orhow we explain.

Theo M .Nieuwenhuizen: I think the m ost In portant question would be
to understand why the hydrogen atom is stable.

AndreiYu. K hrennikov: B efore we prooeed to the next topic, Iwould lke
to hear the point of view ofan experim entalist. G regg, tellushow in portant
are quantum  uctuations for an experin entalist?

G regg Jaeger: Quantum  uctuations are very inportant. W e actually
am plify them in our lJaboratories using Param etric D own Conversion. This
process is the m ain one for the production of entangled quantum states.

SatoshiUchyiam a: Tknow an answer to the question W hat is Q uantum
F luctuations? that nobody would contest.

AndreiYu. Khrennikov: O kay, tell us then.

SatoshiU chyiam a: Its the nam e of a book by Edward N elson.

(laughs)

AndreiYu. Khrennikov: Tactually wrotehin a few yearsto invite him to
our conferences, but he told m e that he doesnt believe anym ore In Q uantum

uctuations



2 CANQUANTUM MECHANICALDESCRIP-

TION BE CONSIDERED COMPLETE?

T he relevance of this vote was questioned before it took place. P rof. Scully
said for nstance that we should actually ask the sam e question about ther-
m odynam ics, as a reference test. Prof. A ccardi said it was not possible to
vote w ithout an agream ent on a de nition of com pleteness, to which P rof.
Khrennikov answered that it was clar that everybody has hisown. It was
decided nevertheless to prooeed. K hrennikov tried to explicit the question as

W ho kelieves that Q uantum M echanics isthe naltheory, that there isno
degper theory that would give us a determ inistic description of reality?

at which point Scully protested that it was K hrennikovs own de nition
of com pleteness! W hen asked, Scully said that the question should ratherbe

IsQuantum M echanics com pkte in the sam e sense that T herm odynam ics
is com pkte?

F inally the vote was just proposed as is:

Polll: Can Quantum M echanical description e considersed com pkte?
— It iscom plte 10

— It isnot com plte: 19

—Others : 17

D uring the vote, there was quite a stir and laughs when pecple noted
that M arlan Scully had raised his hand twice, both for com plte and not
com plete. Before the second vote took place, Scully explained In what sense
com pltion could be understood for them odynam ics by recalling E insteins
point ofview , orwhom T hem odynam ics was the only sub gct that was ab-
solutely com plete and would never be changed as a body ofknow ledge w ithin
or of tself. Scully ram arked that we allknow that that them odynam ics has
a desper underlying statistical form ulation. Luis de Ja Pea noted that E In—
stein was referring to phenom enological them odynam ics, the one that would
never change. T his isthe description that can be considered com plte. Scully
explained that them odynam ics is a com plkte body of know ledge, and that
it seem s natural to say that it wont change as tim e goes on, but if I one
considers quantum them odynam ics, then it looks lke it w ill ndeed change.

Poll2: Can Them odynam ical description be considered com —
plete?



—It iscom plkte 12
— It isnot com plete: 19
-0 thers: 11

Surprisingly enough, the sam e num ber of votes were obtained for incom —
plteness of T hem odynam ics than for lncom pleteness of Q uantum M echan-—
ics. W e had Jost four votes In the process.

Luis de Ja Pena: W e are speaking about an essential, irreducible inocom —
plkteness due to the nature of the description. O f course, every scienti c
theory is historically incom plte, but this is another kind of lncom pleteness.

LuigiA ccardi: Complete doesnt mean nal. In two hundred years from
now , w i1 Q uantum M echanics be still here?

Giacomo M auro D Ariano: W e could indeed m ake a bet for our grand—
grand sons, Iwould bet that Q uantum M echanics w ill stillbe here!

(A young scientist) : W e could perhaps say that a theory is com plete w hen
it can describe all known phenom ena.

Giacomo M auro D A riano: It wouldnt work, there would be situations
w here you could In principlebe able to explain a phenom enon w ith the theory,
but you wouldnt be able to do it at allbecause the calculation would be too
com plex.

Andrei Yu. Khrennikov: I would lke to hear A rkady P Iotnisky about
the position that N ils Bohr would have adopted In this debate, because it
seem s quite often to be taken that Bohr thought Q uantum M echanics was
com plete.

A rkady P lotnitsky: Bohr would have voted in the third category, that is,
neither com plete nor incom plkte. He would have said, m ore rigorously, that
Quantum M echanics is as com pkte w ithin its scope as classical physics is
com plte in its soope.

C hristopher Fudhs: Iwould support thispoint ofview too, because Q uan—
tum M echanics is, In a certain sense, self contained. So, the question whether
or not it is com plkte doesnt m ake much more sense than if T would ask
w hether probability theory is com plete or not. I would say that Q uantum
M echanics is not going to change In that sense.

Markbn O. Scully: T have a comment related to Bohr. In the 1960s,
whil we were having co ee at night, T asked G regory Breit,: D o you think



Quantum M echanics is the bealland end-all?. And he said that before BC S

theory (Bardeen, Cooper, and Schrie er), he wouldnt have thought so, but
after BCS he was overwheln ed and changed his m ind. Julian Schw inger
experienced the sam e change. Lamb said that Q uantum M echanics applies
only to an ensem ble, not to a singke system . Furthem ore, the wave fiinction

does not describe a systam , it describes our state of know ledge about that
system .

Shahriar S.A fshar: M aybe we should qualify this question in the context
ofhow m any ofusare Bohm ians, and how m any are adoptinga di erentpoint
ofview . ForBohm , allquanta have de nite tra fctories, and one can indeed
do classical N ew tonian) them odynam ics, given the quantum potential etc.
are taken into account.

BasilJ.H iky: W em ust be carefiilhere. ForBohm , allquanta do not have
de nite trapctories. Schrdinger and D irac particles are assum ed to ollow
tra pctordes. P hotons do not follow tra fctories. P hotonsm ust be treated by

eld theory even in the Bohm approach.

A shok M uthukrishnan: In Quantum M echanics we have m any dualities
ke W ave/Particle, Unitary Evolution/C ollapse, Inform ation/P hysical con—
tent, and so on. That can be related to findam ental dualities in psychology
or philosophy lke Freedom /D eterm inism . T he description we have now In
term softhem athem atics and ofthe physical languagem ight be axiom atically
com plte. Perhaps in the future we should think about m erging Q uantum
m echanics w ith other dom ains of know ledge ifwe dont want to comeup In a
dead end. Tts like the debate between science and religion. A larger language
isneeded, and it could be com plte In that sense.

K arl Svozil: I think there is no doubt that there w ill be a theory that
w ill eventually supersede Q uantum T heory. It has to be the case, if not for
better reasons then jast or historical analogy. There are so m any exam ples
throughout history that vividly dem onstrate that a theory isnever the nal
answer to everything. Form e the real question ism ore: Is reality In niely
desp? To give an in age, is reality lke an onion, like Russian doll, where by
digging desper and desper we will nally reach som ething ultin ate, or are
we bound to endlessly uncover layers after layers w ithout reaching any core?

Andrei Yu. Khrennikov: Thats very interesting, but we arem oving to a

m ore philbsophicalground here, and Imust say Thave only studied M arxian —
Leninisn (laughs). I can actually give you the point ofview ofLenin on that



m atter, he said that reality was iIn nitively deep.

A 1F .K racklauer: K urt G delpointed out that the axiom set forarithm etic
was lkely to be in nie. So, if arthm etic is useful for physics, we m ight
suspect that we would need an In nite set of axiom s In physics as well.

Y aroslav Volovich: Inmy opinion, Q uantum M echanics isabout quantiza—
tion. (Them odynam ics isdi erent, it has its own set of problem s). Follow —
IhgNewton, we use realnumbers and write di erential equations to describe
physical phenom ena and this has proved to be a very usefill approach, and
sim ilarly the approach which Q uantum M echanics Introduces is quantization.
Tt isnot in possible to Im agine that som etin e In the fiture another such cru-
cial approach w ill be found that w ill prove as successfil as these two other
fundam ental approaches. For exam ple, one the of m ain problem s nowadays
is wih gravitation. In that sense I would say that Q uantum M echanics is
probably not the last theory.

G iacomoM auro D A riano: Suppose Q uantum M echanics is jist a syntax
or a gramm ar, basically a sst of muls, and that we have the dictionary. &t is
then possbl that we are In front of an onion: we can go desper and desper,
asdiscussed by K arl Svozil, but at every layer Q uantum M echanicsw illhold.
W e will discover new theordes, new particles, but Q uantum M echanics will
always ram ain valid. In the far future, say, In the year 3000, we w ill still have
the sam e gram m ar, but w ith a new dictionary.

ShahriarS.A fshar: Form e the question would be how m any ofusactually
believe that we w ill still be able to use the Janguage of wave and particlke in
the future?

RogerBalian: Certainly no theory is nal, and Q uantum M echanics w ill
change. However, i wont happen w ithout new phenom ena, and if Im ay be
a little bit provocative, Iwould say that right now it isworking so perfectly
that i looks lke a waste of tin e to discuss com pleteness or incom plteness
of the theory.

AndreiYu. K hrennikov: Iwould rather disagree w ith that. Ithink on the
contrary that we cant wait for new phenom ena, precisely because Q uantum
M echanics works so perfectly. W e need new ideas, otherw isswew illtest Bell
Tnequalities for a m ore hundred years...

G iacom oM auroD A riano: M aybe I can give an exam pk to illustrate this
point. Som e of you m ight have heard of the work of Popescu and H ardy on



correlations. T hey found that there is a whole set of possibl theories, In the
sense that they yield correlations, that are not causal (@nd thuso erno pos—
sible superlum inal com m unication) but that violate the C irelson bound, that
is the 2v2 m axinum given by Q uantum M echanics. The existence of these
super quantum correlationsm ean that it is actually possible that som ebody
will nd oneday som ething, say new particles, for which the C irelson bound
is violated.

LuigiA ccardi: But why would it be so special? T here exist uncountably
m any invarances that are non koln ogorovian and that would provide the
sam e result.

Giacomo M auro D A rano: Thats the point, i m eans that it is in prin—
ciple possible that a non koIn ogorovian m echanics w ill supersede Q uantum
M echanics.

HansH .G rlland: Ibelieve that increasing ourunderstanding of relations
between hum an beings and of consciousness would im prove the understand-
Ing of physics In general, and of Q uantum M echanics in particular.

At this point, three speakers were given the opportunity to explicit or
clarify in short taks som e ideas that had been found quite Interesting during
the conference

Short Tak-1: M arlan O . Scully told ushow the M axwell dem on paradox
was resolved by the Q uantum E raser. He pointed out that it show s a desper
aspect ofQ uantum M echanics, nam ely that Q uantum M echanics is inform a—
tion theoretic, even in a m echanistic sense, and that informm ation isrealin a
(quantum ) physical sense.

Short Tak-2: If the particlke has a wave function why wouldn’t the wave
get a particle function? Pereira told us that, using the HAW KING-ELLIS
extended interpretation, the KERR-NEW M AN solution of E instein’s equa—
tion can be shown to represent a soinor spacetin e structure, whose evolution
isgovemed by the D irac equation. The KN solution can thusbe consistently
Interpreted asam odel for the electron, In which the concepts ofm ass, charge
and spin becom e linked to the spacetim e geom etry . In this sense, it can be
Seen as a ooncretization of W heeler’s idea of "m ass w ithout m ass, charge
w ithout charge", and also "spin w ithout soin".

Short Tak-3: Hans H . G relland showed us his view about the necessity
to apply linguistic weak realism in the interpretation ofphysics (the m ath-



an atical form alisn of physics, ncliding quantum m echanics, is a proper
language) .

Andrei Yu. Khrennikov: Quantum M echanics is often said to be a very
abstract m athem atical theory di cul theory, and that it is one of the fea—
tures distinguishes it from other theories. H owever, Q uantum M echanics is
Just linear algebra. If we consider m easure theory, that is, the usual prob-
ability theory, it is essentially m ore abstract, m ore com plex, and possbly
desper than Q uantum M echanics.

RogerBalian: P rim e num bers are sin ple, and yet theirproperties are very
com plex and am azing at the sam e tin e. Still, T agree, the m athem atics of
probability theory arem uch m ore com plex than that ofQ uantum M echanics.

Bob Coedke: Quantum M echanics is a com plex language, even if at the
heart it can be rather sin ple. C onsider the language of com puters, its sin ple
on one hand, tsmade of 0 and 1. This bihary language is also quite com —
plex, in possible to understand, and yet it is at the heart m any technological
ob Fcts that ordinary m en can handle.

M arln O . Scully: John Bell said once som ething like: wouldnt it be very
Interesting if all this study on Q uantum M echanics would ulin ately lead
us to the proof of the existence 0of G od or Buddha? H ave anyone ever com e
across that quote? Iwould give 300 hundred dollars for that exact quote

Som e participants in the audience had indeed com e across that quote,
but nobody could pin point exactly where or when John Bell had ventured
this daring statem ent.
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