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A bstract. Ibrie y review the \decohering histories" or \consistent histories" form ulation
of quantum theory, due to G ri ths, Omnes, and GellM ann and Hartle (and the sub Ect of
my graduate work w ith G eorge Sudarshan). I also sift through the m any m eanings that have
been attached to decohering histories, w ith an em phasis on the m ost basic one: D ecoherence
of appropriate histories is needed to establish that quantum m echanics has the correct classical
lim it. Then I will describe e orts to nd physicalm echanisn s that do this. Since m ost work
has focused on density m atrix versions of decoherence, I'1l consider the relation between the
two form ulations, which historically has not been straightforward. Finally, I'll suggest a line of
research that would use recent results by Sudarshan to illum inate this aspect of the classical
Iim it of quantum theory.

1. Introduction

M any of the m ost interesting developm ents in quantum theory since Bell's Theorem have
centered on the notion of \decoherence," understood m ost generally asthe absence of interference
e ects. D ecoherence is to be avoided at all costs when constructing m esoscopic or m acroscopic
quantum devices, such as SQU ID s or quantum com puters, while its unavoidability in certain
dom ains is said to be an im portant part of why large parts of the world appear classical. O ne
area w here decoherence has played an im portant role is the socalled \deoohering histories" or
\consistent histories" formm ulation of quantum theory, due to G ri ths [[1], Om nes 2], and G ell-
M ann and H artle [3]. W hilke i hasnot been adopted universally as an interpretive fram ew ork for
quantum m echanics, which iswhat it was originally proposed for, it is certainly a usefultool for
clarifying certain aspects of the classical lim it of quantum theory, which rem ains a challenging
problem despite the enom ousprogressm ade In the last few decades. In this article Iw il review

the basic notions underlying decohering histories, and I will also spend a little tin e discussing
various Interpretations of this form alian . Having settled for application to the classical lim i,
leaving questions of Interpretation aside, I w ill then com pare the decohering histories approach
to deoocherence as seen In the tin e evolution of reduced density m atrices. Since I argue that
dem onstrating decoherence of appropriate histories is needed to properly establish the classical
Iim i of quantum theory, connecting these two approaches is of som e in portance. I will run
across a problem which Sudarshan and I discussed at som e length near the end ofmy tine
w ith hin , w ithout our com ing to any good solution. Finally, I will apply recent results due to
Sudarshan and cow orkers to suggest a potentially very usefill resolution of the issue, one that
could illum inate not just this area but other aspects of the classical Iim i of quantum m echanics.
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2. H istories and decoherence

The formm alisn of quantum m echanics is related to em pirical results by the Bom rulk, which
states the follow ing: Ifa system is in state j i at tin e 0, then the probability at tim e t that the
system willbe found in state j i is given by

p()=hPOijij° @)

where U (t) isthe tim e developm ent operator w hich evolves the state from timne O to tine t. This
expression can be rew ritten

p() = TrP @© ]
= TrP ®© P ©F @)
where = jih jis the initial density operator of the system , P is the profction operator

onto state j i, and I have switched to the Heisenberg picture, In which observables evolve in
tin e but states do not. The second line follow s from the st because proEction operators are
idem potent and the trace is cyclic In its argum ents. This expression is actually m ore general
than Eq. [Il) because it rem ains valid when is a general density operator, representing an
Incoherent statisticalm ixture of pure states given by pro gctors.

An obvious generalization of this rule gives the probability not for a sihgle m easurem ent
resul, but for a series of m easurem ent resuls at a succession of tin es:

p( 17 27222 n)=TrP | &) ,RR)P (@) P, ©P , (&) Rt e 3)

This rule was given by W igner [4], and Aharanov, Bergm ann, and Lebow itz discussed both
this rule and its tim esym m etric generalization [Bf], but it is best known now because of is
use In describbing deocohering histories. Before I get to decoherence, though, lt m e introduce
som e sim plifying notation. Let denote the sequence 1; 2;:::; n, and given a sequence of
m easurem ents as above I de ne the history C by

C =P, @P , () R )i )
in term s of which Eq. [3) becom es the much tidier resul
p()=TrC?¥ C ): (5)

T his expression allow s form uch m ore conceptual contact between quantum and classical theory,
asa history isthe quantum m echanicalanalog ofa tra fctory ofa classicalparticlke. W e routinely
soeak of such a particle occupying a succession of positions at a serdes of tin es, perhaps as it
orbits another body, and In standard expositions of quantum theory it is not obvious what the
corresponding quantum ob gct is. This inm ediately suggests that histories m ay be of use In
elicidating the classical Iim it of quantum m echanics, and that hope w illbe bome out below .

Since histories are products of progction operators, they inherit som e (out not all) of the
properties of their factors. P roection operators com e in sets that satisfy

PP =P
X
P = I (6)

w here T isthe identity operator. The rst condition isthatthe set fP g isexclusive;m easurem ent
results corresponding to two di erent P cannot occur sin ultaneously. [I his restriction is lifted
when one replaces propction operators w ith positive operator valied m easures POVM ), but



as I'll show in a m om ent exclusiviy is im portant for de ning decoherence, so how one would
construct decohering histories using POVM is not clkar.] T he second condition guarantees that
fP g is exhaustive, so every possible m easurem ent result is included. G iven a set of pro Ection

histories fC g that satisfy X

c =1 (7)
so the histories are also exhaustive. Since a given set of histories de nes a com plete statistical
sam ple space for a system , it m akes sense to ask whether the probabilities associated w ith the
histories by Eq. [3) satisfy the classical K oln ogorov axiom s of probability :

1) B( ) Oforall
@) p()= 1.
@) p( or )=p()+p() orall 6

Axiom 1 isclearly satis ed by Eq. (8), and Axiom 2 is satis ed thanks to Egs. (8) and [d), but
we're In trouble w ith Axiom 3. This is easy to see if we recall that com posite m easurem ents in
quantum theory are de ned by taking the sum ofthe corresponding pro gction operators; eg. if
P, represents the spin ofa spin-1 system being found up in the z direction, and P ; represents
the soin being found down, then

P=P,+P ; ®)

represents the spin being ound to be nonzero. Ifwe apply this sam e logic to histories then the
operator representing either history orhistory is given by

C or =C +C : (9)

(N otice that this is cbviously correct if the two histories have the sam e events at all tin es but
one, by the ram arks that led to Eq. [8).) Therefore

p( or ) = TrCY, C or )

TrCcY ¢ Y+ TrcY Cc )+ TrCcY Cc )+ TrcY C )
= p()+p()+ 2ReTrC?Y C ); (10)

and Axiom 3 holds for all histories if and only if the naltem vanishes forany 6 . Now
we recognize this tem ; i is nothing m ore than a generalization of the interference tem s we
see ubiquitously in quantum theory. In fact, f we were to take a two-slit interferom eter as our
system and consider tw o-event histories that consisted of a particle passing through one of the
two slits and then striking the screen, this term would be exactly the usual interference tem .
T hus we have generalized not only the Bom rul but the expression for nterference, and we
have seen that in general i is the presence of interference that prevents quantum m echanical
probabilities from satisfying the classical axiom s of probability.

A1l of this Inspires som e new de niions. G iven a com plte set of histories, I de ne the
deoherence functional between any two of them to be

D(; )=TrCY C ): (11)
Now D ( ; ) is the probability that history occurs (cf. Eq. ([H)), and if 6 then the real
part ofD ( ; ) isthe Interference term between histories and . Thusa set of histories cbeys
the K oIn ogorov rules of probability if and only if

ReD (; )=p() : 12)



T his condition is called weak decoherence. In m any practical calculations the stronger condition
D(;)=p() : 13)

is actually achieved; this is called m edium dexcherence. (T hese nam es suggest that there ought
to be som e notion of strong decoherence, and several de nitions have been proposed, but none
have caught on, so Iwon't bother describing them .) E xactly what decoherence m eans physically
is the sub Fct of the next section.

3. Interpretation
W hen decoherence of histories was introduced by G ri ths [l1]], who called it consistency of
histories, his goalwas to develop a language for speaking m eaningfully about the dynam ics of
a clsed quantum system , for which the C openhagen interpretation has nothing to say because
a closed system by de nition is not being m easured. His idea was to allow the m athem atical
formm alism of the theory tellhim how to speak m eaningfully about is dynam ics; he derived Eq.
[B) for the probability of a history, and he concluded that the fom alism allow s only those sets
ofhistories which cbey the K olm ogorov axiom s to be assigned probabilities in a m eaningfilway.
Thushewas kd to Eq. [12), and he argued that ifa set of histordes ofa closed quantum system
exhibis weak deooherence, then it is m eaningfiil to say that one of the histories In question
actually happens in the system , w ith probabilities given by Eq. [§). Soon after, Omnes 2]
arrived at sin ilar expressions but w ith m ore of a focus on the logic of quantum theory, and
he later integrated them into his own interpretation of quantum m echanics, which he descrlbes
as \a consistent and com plte reform ulation of the Copenhagen interpretation" which lacks
Copenhagen’s aws [6]. In a slightly di erent vein, GellM ann and Hartle [3] had their sights
set on quantum ocosn ology, where it had been realized that the C openhagen interpretation was
singularly inappropriate, the universe asa w hok being the very m odelofa system w ith no outside
observers. T hey have developed a quantum theory of closed system s, in w hich decoherence (they
rst applied this term to histordes) is the sieve that determ ines a la G ri ths which histordes are
candidates for reality and which are not. Various ob fctions have been raised to the use of
deoochering histordes in this fashion, m ost fam ously by D ow ker and K ent [/], and less fam ously
by Sudarshan, Jordan, and m e at about the sam e tin e [B], which elicited thorough responses
from G i ths [|9] that were further elaborated In his extensive developm ent of his program in
[L0].

In contrast, in thispaper Iwould like to focus less on Interpretation and m ore on the relevance
of decohering histordes to the classical lim it. Roughly soeaking, the classical 1im it of quantum
m echanics consists of two com ponents: C lassical statistics and classical dynam ics. By classical
statistics, I m ean that the probabilities associated w ith histordes In classical physics obey the
K oIm ogorov rules of probability given above; A xiom 3 In particular is an essential part of our
classical Intuition, from ocoin tossing to weather prediction. By classical dynam ics, Im ean that
the probabilities assigned by theory are strongly peaked around histories that correspond to
solutions of the classical equations ofm otion; it is this aspect of the classical Iim it that received
the lion’s share of attention untilabout 30 years ago, w hen decoherence in various form sm ade is
appearance. B oth com ponents, how ever, are equally necessary, w hich m eans that decoherence of
an appropriately chosen set ofhistordes is a precondition fora quantum system to have a sensble
classical Iim it, and it is in precisely those histories that classicalbehaviorw illbe seen. T huseven
if all we care about is establishing classical behavior for all practical purposes (precisely John
Bell's fam ous FAPP [L1l]), decoherence of appropriate histories m ust be dem onstrated. Now I'1l
describe how this hasbeen attem pted.



4. M echanism s of decoherence
By far the m ost popular option In the literature for achieving decoherence is to separate the
quantum system under consideration into a preferred subsystem and the rem ainder, often called
the environm ent. Such a separation corresoonds to an expression of the system ’s H ibert space
H as

H=H% HE; (14)

where HS is the Hibert space of the subsystem and HZ describbes the environment. This
decom position is actually quite general, and it corresoonds to the expression ofthe con guration

space of a classical system as the C artesian product of subspaces carrying di erent degrees of
freedom ; for exam ple, a single particle w ith spin m oving In space can be described as the product
of two subsystem s, nam ely the spatial and spin degrees of freedom , each with its own H ibert
space. Once this ssparation is de ned, decoherence is achieved by considering only histories
com posed of profctionsP ° onto the subsystem and by allow ing the subsystem and environm ent
to Interact, which generally greatly accelerates the process of decoherence. This second factor
leads to the use of open system s theory for decoherence, as the tin e evolution of the subsystem

isnom ally far from Ham itonian even if a H am iltonian describes the fi1ll system .

Som e of the most popular m odel system s for illistrating decoherence, as described by
Stam p [L2], can be classi ed as follows. The rst and m ost fam ous are ham onic oscillators
coupled linearly to baths of sim ilar oscillators, typically in a them al state w ith som e sin pli ed
soectrum of frequencies; the preferred oscillator exhbits decoherence in its position basis due to
interactionsw ith thebath. The in uence functionaltechnique, due to Feynm an and Vemon [13]],
was applied to this system by C aldeira and Leggett [14], and their calculation is stillw idely cited
as an illustration of the e ciency w ith which environm ental interaction produces decoherence.
C aldeira and Leggett were at som e pains to argue In their work that thism odelw as considerably
m ore generic than it would seem at st sight; the need for such argum ents should be clear,
given that their intent is to illustrate what should be one of the m ost w idesoread phenom ena
in nature (responsible for the entire classical world, after all). A second set of calculations has
focused on nitedin ensional quantum system s coupled to spin baths [19]; the rationale was
that such system s should do a good b of representing the low -energy dynam ics of condensed
m atter systam s, In which generally only a few low -lying energy levels should be excited. A third
m echanism is \third-party decoherence" [12], in which correlations between subsystem s which
suppress Interference arise not because of any Interaction between them , but due to theirm utual
interactionsw ith a third subsystem . (T he particular exam ple Stam p gives is of a particle passing
through a tw o-slit interferom eter w hich loses spatial interference because its spin interacts w ith
the slits, even though its spin and spatial degrees of freedom are uncoupled.)

T hese sorts of calculations have two features In comm on which are worth m entioning. F irst,
aln ost all of themn are perform ed not on decoherence fiinctionals, but on reducsd density
m atrices descrbing only the preferred subsystem ; for exam ple, C aldeira and Leggett actually
showed that the reduced densiy m atrix of the preferred oscillator diagonalizes rapidly in the
position representation for a variety of initial states, w hile its diagonalelem ents ram ain relatively
unchanged. There have been exogptions, such as [1L6], but the m a prity of calculations in the
literature have considered not histories but reduced density m atrices or related ob Fcts. G iven
that Thave argued for the In portance of decoherence fiinctionals in establishing classicality, it is
worth asking how much light density m atrix calculations shed on decohering histories. Second,
a large fraction of the calculations have either assum ed, or m ade other sin plifying assum ptions
to guarantee, that the subsystem ’s evolution is descrlbbed by a m aster equation of som e sort,
often M arkovian. W hen Sudarshan and Idiscussed this state ofa airs, he expressed his concem
that such approxin ations were far m ore restrictive than these authors perhaps realized, and
that they cast som e doubt on their clain s to have illustrated generic features that give rise to
the classical world. T hese issues are the sub gct of the next two sections.



5. D ecoherence functionals vs. reduced density m atrices
P articularly since the histories approach to decoherence puts so m uch em phasis on diagonalizing
a functional, it iseasy tom isunderstand the in portance ofdiagonalizing reduced density m atrices
in that approach (at least it waseasy form e tom isunderstand it) . E very density m atrix, reduced
ornot, isofcourse alw ays diagonal In som e basis sim ply because it is selfad pint. T he goalofthe
reduced density m atrix approach is this: G iven a full system w ith initial state , reduced Initial
state T , and full tin e evolution operator U (t), the tin e evolution of the reduced density
m atrix

Ty ! TuU®© UY©] (15)

som etin es has the property that the result diagonalizes rapidly in a particular basis, far m ore
rapidly than the diagonalelem ents in that basis undergo change, and it stays diagonalover tim e.
Further, this behavior is Jargely independent ofthe initial state . The statesm aking up such a
basis, possbly w ith additional properties, are called \pointer states" [17], and the idea behind
the reduced density m atrix approach to decoherence is that such bases serve to de ne a preferred
class of dbservables In which classical behavior em erges in appropriate system s. T his is actually
a very sensible idea, and in fact it deals directly w ith the fundam ental issue raised by D ow ker
and Kent [/], which is that in general decoherence of histories depends far too sensitively on
the exact choice of profction operators In the histories and the tin es at w hich they are placed.
If anything is ocbvious about classicality, it is that i's robust; one does not have to ook at the
positions of a planet orbiting the sun at a carefully orchested sequence of tin es In order to see
di erent altemate tra pctories failing to interfere. T hus the cbvious question to ask is whether
histories com posed of proEctions onto pointer states decohere. To see whether thisisso, tme
consider a representative decoherence finctional

D(;)=7Tr P° (&) °Ru) P° (o) ° Bta) : (16)

1 n

Letm e also m ake this expression a bit m ore explicit by expressing the trace as the com position
of tw o partial traces, over the environm ent and subsystem , and ket m e also leave the H eisenberg
picture and w rite the tin e evolutions explicitly, w ith the resul

D(;)=TrsTm P°U it 1)  °P (it) Utit)P? P &t)Ps 1l an

n

Now Xt us suppose that the tim e evolution in Eq. [18) does in fact diagonalize the reduced
density m atrix in som e basis, and further that the propctions P Si pro gct onto that very basis.
Can we conclude that this functional (or at last its real part) vanishes ifany ;46 i? Not
obviously, for the sin ple reason that the tim e evolution is repeatedly interrupted by pro gctions
before the partial trace over the environm ent is taken, and w hile the partial trace com m utesw ith
those proctions, i does not com m ute w ith the tin e evolution. T his is all cbvious, of course,
and this problem is discussed In som e detail by K iefer in Chapter 5 of [18]. An important
reference in that book iswork by Paz and Zurek [L9], whose solution, w ith notation m odi ed for
consistency w ith other work shown below , is as follow s. Suppose there exist operatorsM (o ;1)
such that for any operator A acting on the fiill system ,

T U ©/u)AU @,v)]l=M &;u)fTrAg; 8)

in other words, suppose that the tim e evolution of Eq. [[8) can be expressed as an operator
acting on the reduced state only. In that case Eq. [17) can be w ritten

D(;)=Trs P°M (ita )f  °F (uit)fTr gP° gei: 19)

Now i’sobviousthat ifthe tim est; are su ciently well separated for the decoherence m echanisn
to do itswork, the result ofeach M (ti;t; 1) willbe diagonalin the pointerbasisand the ;6 ;



term s w ill vanish. But is it reasonable to hypothesize such an operator M ? For som e tin e
I struggled w ith this issue, because the Justi cation o ered by Paz and Zurek seam ed to rely
excessively on gpecial assum ptions, such as a M arkovian m aster equation, of the type with
which Sudarshan expressed such concem. However, recent work by Sudarshan and cow orkers
has resolved this issue rather neatly, which bringsme tomy naltopic.

6. D ecoherence functionals and the theory of open system s

D espie allm y concemsw ith m aster equations and such, it was show n recently by Jordan, Sha i,
and Sudarshan R0 that tin e evolution of operators in a subsystem of a full quantum system
experiencing unitary evolution can always be expressed in a orm very sim iliar to Eq. [18) w ith
no assum ptions w hatsoever. Suppressing the tin e lndices for the m om ent for convenience, the
expression is

M (TrEA)=L(TrEA)+K (20)
w here
LTxA)=T U TxrA r Uy (1)
Iz = Iz Iz —
£ : £ din HE
and
K T U A TxrA r uY 22)
= = din HE

w here T have reexpressed their results using my own notation. Several com m ents are In order
conceming this form . First, the whole thing m ay look lke sinpl skight of hand (after all,
this is sinply Eq. [18) with Eq. 21) added and subtracted), and it would be if this orm had
no advantages; but Jordan et al. prove several signi cant resuls about this form and develop
usefulexpressions for calculating w ith it in R0], so its apparent sin plicity is deceptive. Second,
although Sudarshan has always em phasized that the m ost general tin e evolution of a density
operator can always be cast in linear form , the form shown here is Instead a ne, and that is the

source of som e of its cham ing features. N otice that the linear term depends only on the tin e
evolution operator U and not on any correlations between the subsystem and the environm ent,
while the contrbution from the correlations has been isolated in the a ne term . Third, this

m eans that in Bact M isnot a function ofonly Tr: A, but A in its entirety, as of course £ must
be; the idea here is not to neglct the correlations but to put them in a m ore tractable form .
Finally, since this expression is available generally, it clkarly follow s that the M (4;t 1), whilke
always de ned, willnot in general form a sem igroup (@s thiswould in ply a m aster equation),
and form ing a group is alm ost always out of the question, as that would In ply Ham itonian
evolution of the subsystem .

Casting M (ti;ty 1) In this form m akes one point particularly clear. W hik it is typically
assum ed that the tin e evolution of the preferred subsystem obeys a m aster equation, is
M arkovian, or is otherw ise gpecial, all of those assum ptions are for com putational sin plicity
only; none of them are needed to express decoherence of histories. Stam p foroefully expresses
a concem, hinted at previously in this paper, that the work which has been done up to this
point on decoherence has not considered su ciently general situations to convince the general
population of physicists that truly generic m echanisn s for producing the classical world have in
fact been unearthed [12)]; and while Tdon’t w ish to endorse Stam p’sposition fully, Tdo agree that
the m odel calculations performm ed up to this point don’t quite convey the avor of a universal
phenom enon. This leads m e to the fundam ental point of this paper: I suggest that a study of
decoherence functionals using the formm alisn of Jordan et al. would give a broader and m ore
general picture of decoherence as a phenom enon than the sorts of calculations largely perform ed
up to this point have done. Jordan et al. state that the ain oftheir paper is \to sim ply describe
the Schrodinger picture before m aking approxin ations to " (such as the ntroduction ofm aster



equations), and I suggest that such a perspective would bene t the study of decoherence, w hich
in many ways is so much m ore m ature than it was a decade ago.

This m aturity show s iself particularly in the rescarch program of Zurek and cow orkers,
recently summ arized In [L7], In which i is recognized that decoherence is only one of m any
ingredients that characterize classicality. The larger picture is that the classical world is
characterized by particular ocbservables that carry several properties:

T he corresponding eigenstates are highly resistant to environm ental dephasing, while their
superposiions are not.

T hus they are selected by the details of dynam ics, not our arbitrary choices; it is dynam ics
that tells us what we can potentially cbserve.

These ocbservables in print their valies highly redundantly on the environm ent, so i is
possble to deduce their valies by sam pling only a an all fraction of the environm ent
(know Ing the position of an cb ct after sam pling only very few of the photons re ected
from it is an obvious exam pl).

Finally, histories com posed of projctions onto eigenstates of these cbservables exhibit
decocherence.

M any of these issues have been studied in explicit m odels in a m aster equation context, and I
suggest that further study using this m ore general open system s perspective would be of great
value.

H ow ever, the results of Jordan et al require extension In certain directions to be usefilhere.
Them ost cbvious isthat Egs. [21l) and [22)) require the dim ension of the environm ent’s H ibert
space to be nite, as they involve the ntroduction of a \state of com plete ignorance" of the
environm ent, which is de ned only In the niedin ensional case. W hile this is adequate for
soin bath calculations, an In nie-dim ensional version is clearly required for other applications.
Perhaps this is easily done by replacing the state of com plte ignorance with a them al
equilbrium state, but that rem ains to be dem onstrated.

7. Conclusions

E stablishing that quantum mechanics has the correct classical lim it has proved to be a
surprisingly challenging problem ; som e tin e passed before the fiill extent of the problem was
even clear. Since the recognition that decocherence was an in portant contributor, however,
various research program s have m ade progress on this issue. Here I have summ arized resuls
due to G ri ths, Omnes, and G ellM ann and H artle, and I have argued that \decoherence" or
\consistency" in their sense is necessary for establishing one aspect of the classical lim it, nam ely
the validity of classical statistics. I have also pointed out that decoherence is actually only
one ingredient am ong m any for dem onstrating this validity in certain regim es. A fter descrbing
their form alism , Itried to bring it into contact w ith approaches to decoherence that consider not
histordes but reduced density m atrices of selected subsystam s, and I found that the connection
seam ed to depend on m aking certain approxin ations in the quantum theory of open system s,
such as the existence ofM arkovian m aster equations. Ialso suggested that thism ight cast som e
doubts on clain s that truly universalm echanian s explaining the em ergence of classicality have
been found. Then Idescribed a way to analyze histories based on recent work by Jordan, ShaJ,
and Sudarshan that seem s to justify this connection whik avoiding the usual approxin ations,
thuso ering the possbility of dem onstrating decoherence In a m uch broader range of situations.
Isuggest that thiswork o ersa new path forward forperform ing calculations that can illum inate
m any di erent aspects of the classical 1im i, mcluding but certainly not lim ited to decoherence
of histories, w ith considerably greater generality.
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