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A bstract

The m any-worlds interpretation ofquantum m echanics predicts the form ation of

distinctparallelworldsasa resultofa quantum m echanicalm easurem ent.Com m uni-

cation am ong these parallelworldswould experim entally rule outalternativesto this

interpretation.A procedurefor\interworld"exchangeofinform ation and energy,using

only state ofthe artquantum opticalequipm ent,isdescribed.A single ion isisolated

from itsenvironm entin an ion trap. Then a quantum m echanicalm easurem entwith

two discrete outcom es is perform ed on another system ,resulting in the form ation of

two parallelworlds.Depending on the outcom eofthism easurem entthe ion isexcited

from only one ofthe parallelworlds before the ion decoheres through its interaction

with the environm ent. A detection ofthisexcitation in the otherparallelworld isdi-

rectevidence forthe m any-worldsinterpretation. This m ethod could have im portant

practicalapplicationsin physicsand beyond.
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1 Introduction

Therehasbeen a renewed intense interestin the quantum m echanicalm easurem entprob-

lem recently[1]. The reason forthis isa growing dissatisfaction with the orthodox[2]and

statistical[3]interpretations which do not allow to derive the properties ofthe classical

reality from the Schr�odinger equation even in principle. A further problem is that both

interpretationsuseconcepts(\reduction ofthestatevector" in theform erand \conceptual

ensem bleofsim ilarly prepared system s" in thelatter)thataredescribed only by wordsand

notm athem atically,so theirm eaning rem ainsvague.M oreoverin theorthodox interpreta-

tion thehum an consciousnesshasto play a specialrolein physics(in thewordsofBohrthe

purpose ofphysicsis\... notto disclose the realessence ofphenom ena butonly to track

down ...relationsbetween them anifold aspectsofexperience" [4]),a notion thatdoesnot

go easy with the m ajority ofphysicists.

Forsim plicity Iwillconsiderin thispaperonly the sim plecase ofm easurem entswith two

discreteresults.A generalization to thecaseofm orethan two outcom esisstraightforward.

Accordingtotheclassicalbookon quantum m easurem entsin theorthodoxinterpretation by

von Neum ann[5],a quantum m echanicalm easurem entconsistsofa\process1" or\collapse

ofthewavefunction":acoherentwavefunction  (which containsa com pletedescription of

thequantum m echanicalsystem and ofthem easurem entapparatus),issuddenly converted

to a statisticalm ixture of 1 which describes one possible outcom e ofthe m easurem ent,

and  2 which describes the other outcom e. This state reduction is not derived from the

Schr�odingerequation (called \process 2" by von Neum ann)butintroduced ad hoc to ex-

plain the observed facts.

An im portantprogressduring thelastdecadewastherealization that\decoherence" plays

a decisive role in a quantum m echanicalm easurem ent[6]. Decoherence explains \process

1" asa loss ofphase relations in the wavefunction  ofthe m easuring apparatuswhile it

interacts with the quantum system . This loss is a continuous process and can be quan-

titatively calculated in a variety of situations[6]without going beyond the Schr�odinger

equation. Process 1 needs a �nite am ount oftim e in this view because ofits continuous

nature,the so called \decoherence tim e" �tdec,which isvery shortin m ost\usual" m ea-

surem entsituations(i.e.them easurem entapparatusism acroscopicand interactsstrongly

with the quantum system ). The sudden reduction envisioned by von Neum ann is a very

good approxim ation which su�ces for a description ofpracticalsituations up to now. A

com pletestatisticalm ixtureisneverreached,butifonetakesinto accountthatm acroscop-

icalm easurem entapparatialways interactwith a large environm ent,the assum ption ofa

statisticalm ixturebecom esextrem ely good and can explain allobservationalfacts.

There rem ains one question (quoted here directly from O m n�es[7]): after decoherence has

taken place...\why orhow doesithappen thatan apparatusshowsup unique and precise

data (in our case: either  1 or  2 is actually observed) whereas the theory seem s only

to envision allpossibilities on the sam e footing?". This necessity ofsom e m echanism in
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addition to \process1" (som etim escalled \objecti�cation"or\actualization")wasalready

recognized by von Neum ann;he callsthe m easurem entapparatus\II" and the apparatus

\with theactualobserver" \III".Heonly statesthattheinteraction between \II"and \III"

\rem ainsoutsidethecalculation"[5](chapt.VI.1).Proposalsto answerO m n�esquestion can

begrouped in three categories:

� there are so called \hidden variables",arising from som e extension to the Schr�odinger

equation which causesactualization (notnecessarily in a determ inisticway)[8].A violation

oftheBellinequalitiesin EPR type experim entshasbeen shown with greatprecision in a

variety ofsetupsrecently[9].Ifonedoesnotwanttotakerecoursetocontrived conspiracies

(see Ref.[10]how to exclude even these),any hidden variable theory hasto introducenon-

localinteractionsasaconsequence;thiswould requirea revision ofm any physicalconcepts.

� the question isdeclared \m eaningless";\actualization" occurswithoutany m echanism .

e.g. Hartle states [11]\W e do notsee it(i.e. actualization) as a \problem " forquantum

m echanics." Thisstandpointislogically consistentand leadsto the so called \logical" [1]

and \m any histories" [12]interpretation ofquantum m echanics. These (quite sim ilar)in-

terpretationsincludedecoherencein theirdescription ofnatureand thusgo farbeyond the

orthodox interpretation.Actualization isobviously crucialforourperception ofnature,but

itisnotconsidered to beapartofphysicsin thisview.Thereforetheseinterpretations(like

the orthodox interpretation) have to renounce the existence ofan \independent reality",

a physicaluniversewhich existsindependentofourconsciousness,O m n�esstates:\physics

isnota com plete explanation ofreality...theory ceasesto be identicalwith reality attheir

ultim ate encounter..."[1].

� a very radicaland elegantanswerwasgiven by Everett[13]:afterdecoherence hastaken

place,the orthogonalstates  1 and  2 (each also describing an independent \split" ob-

server)continue to evolve according to the Schr�odingerequation and have \equalrights".

In this view \actualization" is explained as an illusion in the brain ofa hum an observer:

after a few decoherence tim es,his weak senses and crude m easuring devices are unable

to detect the increasingly weak inuencesofthe other \outcom e". He therefore calls the

one outcom e he can see \the world". The sam e happens with the other outcom e. For

thisreason DeW ittterm ed the nam e \m any-worldsinterpretation"(M W I)forthisview of

nature[14].Iwillusetheword \universe" to indicatespacetim etogetherwith all\worlds"

existing in it. Icallthe two outcom esofa m easurem ent\parallelworlds" below,because

they exist in the sam e M inkowskian space tim e. The worlds which form as a result ofa

m easurem entwith a �nite num berofdiscrete outcom esare usually called \branches". In

Hilbertspace the parallelworlds are orthogonalofcourse. Together with decoherence (a

conceptstillunknown when Everettwrotehisthesis)thisidea leadsto a determ inisticview

oftheuniversein which thehum an m ind playsno specialrole outside physics[15].

Section 2 contains a generaldiscussion ofthe m ethod foran experim entto testEverett’s

interpretation. Sections 3 provides a detailed analysis ofa decoherence process which is

ofcriticalim portance forthe experim ent. A readerm ainly interested in the practicalre-
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alization ofthe experim entcan skip thissom ewhattechnicalpartand proceed directly to

section 4. Here a concrete exam ple fora possible technicalsetup isgiven. In the conclu-

sion (section 5)thepredictionsofthevariousinterpretationsofquantum m echanicsforthe

outcom eoftheproposed experim entarecom pared,and thepotentialpracticalim portance

ofa resultcon�rm ing the M W Iisstressed.

2 Proposalofan experim ent to test the m any-worlds inter-

pretation

TheM W Itogetherwith decoherencecorrespondsto theconceptually very sim pleview that

nonrelativistic quantum m echanics can be understood by assum ing only the existence of

objectively realwavefunctionswhoseevolution isgoverned by theusualSchr�odingerequa-

tion,togetherwith thesecond quantization conditionsoftheunderlyingwave�eld,without

any subjective or non-localelem ents. Itis therefore im portantto �nd experim entaltests

forthisinterpretation.IndependentofwhatonethinksabouttheM W Ia priori,thisisalso

a very system atic way to m ake experim entalprogressin the question ofthe interpretation

ofquantum m echanics,becausein theM W Ithepredictionsforany conceivableexperim ent

are free from philosophicalsubtelties(which can be a problem in the orthodox interpreta-

tion) orfree param eters (which often occur in one ofthe m any proposed hidden variable

m odels).

Ialready m entioned thatdecoherence only leadsto approxim atem ixtures(though theap-

proxim ation isextrem ely good in m ostsituations)[14].Theseparation ofworldsin theM W I

isneverquitecom pletetherefore,and thereshould besm allinuencesfrom a parallelworld

even afterdecoherence,which m ustbe m easurable in principle.Thishasbeen m ostclearly

pointed outby Zeh[16,17].In Ref.[16]he discussesthe possibility to observe \probability

resonances" (laterfurtherdiscussed by Albrecht[18]),which occurata singularpointwhen

the am plitudes of 1 and  2 have exactly the sam e m agnitude. An experim ent to test

theM W Iagainsttheorthodox interpretation along sim ilarlineswasproposed by Deutsch

[19].Unfortunately itisstillfarfrom practicalrealization,asitrequiresa com puterwhich

rem ains in a quantum m echanically coherent state during its operations and in addition

possessesarti�cialintelligence com parable to thatofhum ans.

Iwilldescribean experim entfortesting theM W Iwith stateofthearttechnology.Im agine

a hum an called Silvia which isprogram m ed to perform di�erentactionsin dependenceon

theoutcom eofa quantum m echanicalm easurem ent.ForourpurposesSilvia m ightjustas

wellbeim agined e.g.asasuitably program m ed com m ercially availablecom puterconnected

to theexperim entalequipm entvia a CAM AC crateinstead ofasa hum an.Asan exam ple

Silvia sendsa linearly polarized photon through a linearpolarization �lter.Letthephoton

be in a state jP i,such thatthe �lteraxisofcom plete transm ission isat45o to the linear

polarization plane ofthe photon. She isprogram m ed (decides)to switch on a m icrowave
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em itter ifshe willm easure that the photon passed through the linear-polarization �lter

into photom ultipliertubeand to refrain from doing so ifshewill�nd thatthephoton was

absorbed by the �lter. Ifone assum es detectors with 100 % e�ciency for sim plicity,the

probablity foreitheroutcom eis50 % .In theM W Itherearetwo independenthum ansafter

them easurem entwasperform ed and decoherencetook place:onewhich detected a photon

and switched on theem itter(called \Silvia1" below)and theotherthatdidn’t(\Silvia2").

Could these hum ans(Silvia1 and 2)com m unicate with each other? The standard answer

in the M W Iisno,because decoherence isso com plete aftervery shorttim e scalesthatno

one ofthem can inuencethe world ofthe other,which isofcourse necessary forcom m u-

nication.

O ne could isolate a sm allpart ofthe originalapparatus (before the m easurem ent takes

place)so perfectly thatitdoesnotim m ediately participate in the decoherence. Itisnow

possible in principle to change the state ofthisisolated partbefore itis com pletely deco-

hered by m eansofan inuence from only one ofthe two worlds. In thisway itcould act

asa \gateway state" between theparallelworlds.Becauseitisonly partially decohered,it

can stillbeinuenced by both worlds(and in turn can inuenceboth worlds),thusm aking

possiblecom m unication.Forhum ansan isolation on a tim escaleofatleastsecondswould

be necessary forrealcom m unication.Forthe currentelectronic com putersa tim e scale of

�secs and for sim ple m acroscopic logic electronic (e.g. in the com m ercialNIM standard)

nsecswould beenough to verify the existence ofthe parallelworld.

Thisproposition isnotrealisticifthe\gateway state" ism acroscopic,becausetherequired

isolation would be di�cult to achieve technically (see however recent experim ents with

m acroscopic quantum system se.g. Ref.[20]). Since the late 1970s ithasbecom e possible

to perform precision experim ents on single ions stored for long tim es in electrom agnetic

traps[21].Iwillshow in section 4 thatthese single ionsare isolated from the environm ent

to such a degree thatthe decoherence tim escale ison the orderofsecondsorlongerwith

existing technicalion-trap equipm ent.M oreoveritispossibleto excite these atom sbefore

they arecorrelated with theenvironm entto such a degreethatcom pletedecoherencetook

place. In our exam ple above Silvia1 switches on the m icrowave em itter long enough to

excite an ion in a trap with a large probability. After that,Silvia2 m easures the state

ofthe ion and �nds that it is excited with som e �nite probability,though Silvia veri�ed

it was in the ground state before the branching took place. From that Silvia2 infers the

existenceofSilvia1.In an obviousway Silvia1 and 2 can exchangeinform ations(bitstrings

ofarbitrary length),e.g.by preparing m orethan oneisolated ion.Singleionsin trapscan

actas\gateway states" and com m unication between parallelworldsispossible.

Letuswrite down the evolution ofthe wave function describing the proposed experim ent

explicitly in severaltim esteps.W ewritetheinitialwave function j	 t0iofoursystem (the

laboratory with allitscontentsshortly beforetheexperim entbeginsattim et0)asa direct

productofseveral\subsystem s" (in the sense ofZurek [6]).The chosen factoring issom e-

what arbitrary,the �nalresults are independent ofthe choice to a good approxim ation,
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however.

j	 t0i= jP i
 j�filteri
 j�i
 jAi(1)

HerejP istandsfortheinitialstateofthephoton which can berepresented by thecoherent

superposition 1
p

2
(jP1i+ jP2i) ofthe two polarization states ofthe photon (the subindex

1 indicates a polarization plane parallelto the transm ission direction ofthe �lter,and 2

at a 90 o angle to this direction). j�filteri describes the polarization �lter,j�i describes

thelaboratory including allfurtherexperim entalequipm ent,possibly produced m icrowave

�elds and Silvia. The isolated ion in its trap is sym bolized by jAi. A com m ericallinear

polarization �lterism acroscopic and itsPoincar�e recurrencetim e ism uch largerthan any

other tim e scale in the experim ent. Therefore it quali�es as \environm ent" [6]and som e

tim e after the photon jP i has interacted with the �lter (at tim e t1) the two com ponents

ofjP ihavedecohered and weobtain to very good precision two distinctdecohered subsys-

tem s(\worlds"). Letuscallthistim e,when j�filterihasalready decohered butthe other

subsystem sj�iand jAidid notyetinteractwith jP i\t1" (such a tim ecan surely befound,

even ifitwould be only because ofthe �nite c). At thistim e the state ofthe subsystem

\photon and �lter" no longercorrespondsto any one ray in Hilbertspace (itisdescribed

by a m ixture). Ratherthe decoherence processhasselected two specialstates. W hile the

exact nature ofthese states is not yet entirely clear,current research suggest that they

arecharacterized by m axim altherm odynam icalstability,i.e.they arestateswith m inim al

increasein entropy[22].Letussym bolized thesetwo orthogonalvectorsin Hilbertspacein

the following way:

jW 1i= jP1�filter1i(2)

jW 2i= jP2�filter2i(3)

Ileft out the direct product sym bol
 between the sym bols to indicate that they are in

an entangled state.These functionsare very nearly orthogonalto each otherand willstay

like that forever. However one should not conclude that the process of decoherence is

already �nished. Itis �nished only later when allsubsystem sare decohered. The restof

thelaboratory and theion can stillbedescribed by purestatesascan thestateofthetotal

system attim e t1:

j	 t1i=
1
p
2
(jW 1i+ jW 2i)
 j�i
 jAi(4)

Justlike the polarizer \m easured" the two states ofthe photon jP i via decoherence,the

subsystem j�i (including Silvia) \m easures" the state ofthe polarizer. The resulting de-

coherence leadsto two distinctsubsystem s:jW 1i= jP1�filter1�1i(‘photon detected world’)

and jW 2i= jP2�filter2�2i(\no photon detected world"). The �nalstate at a tim e t2 can

bewritten as:

j	 t2i=
1
p
2
(jP1�filter1�1i+ jP2�filter2�2i)
 jAi(5)
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The\branches" jW 1iand jW 2iareorthogonalto a very high precision,thisalso guarantees

the stability ofthe recordswhetherthe polarized photon wasdetected in the furtherevo-

lution ofthe system . To reach a �nalstate attim e t3 in which also jAiisdecohered into

two com ponents(seebelow and section 3 fora m oredetailed discussion ofthisdecoherence

process),theion hasto interactwith therestofoursystem .Itispossibleto excite theion

during the decoherence process,i.e. the interaction during the tim e interval�tdec= t3-t2

can excite A.W hen I�netunethe technicalsetup Ican m ake surethatthetim e interval

�texc necessary to excite jAito jA �iism uch sm allerthan � tdec. These two tim e scales

have no directrelation to each other.In thiscase we have forthe�nalstate:

j	 t3i=
1
p
2
(jP1�filter1�1A

�

1i+ jP2�filter2�2A
�

2i)(6)

Itisofcourse also possible notto excite jAiin the course ofdecoherence. The possibility

ofthischoice allowsforcom m unication.Theexcitation ofan internaldegreeoffreedom of

a subsystem doesnotnecessarily lead to decoherence asthereaderm ightthink at�rst.A

counterexam ple are W elcher W eg detectors[23],in which atom s can be excited in m icro-

m aserswithoutm om entum transferand necessary lossofquantum coherence.

Letusdiscussin m ore detailwhathappenswhen jAiisexcited from only one world. Im -

m ediately aftertheexcitation,attim et2+ �texc (�texc � �tdec),only a partofthephase

spacein which theion residesisexcited.Itisthepartcorrespondingtotheonem acroscopic

world jW 1iexciting theion (m acroscopic statesarevery welllocalized in phasespace[25]).

Afterunitary evolution ofjAifora shorttim e intervalofthe orderof�tm ix = dcohm /�p

’ dcohdm /h,theexcited partofphasespacebeginsto overlap with theunexcited oneand

it is no longer possible to treat their tem poralevolution independently. Here dcoh is the

coherencelength ofthesystem in thebranch exciting theion,which isextrem ely sm allfor

m acroscopic objects[25],m isthem assoftheion and �p isthem om entum uncertainty of

a region in phase space with extension dcoh. The m om entum uncertainty �p is approxi-

m ately given as h/d where d isthe spatialextension ofthe trap. A tim e scale analogous

to �tm ix (\duration ofreduction") in a som ewhat di�erent situation was introduced by

Dicke[24]. �tm ix can be shown to be negligibly sm allforallexperim entalpurposes(very

roughly O (10�15 sec) for typicaltrap sizes (�m ) and decoherence lengths as quoted by

Tegm ark[25]). Because ofthe m entioned overlap a m easurem ent ofthe excitation ofjAi

from theotherworld jW 2i,which m easuresanotherpartofphasespacethan am easurem ent

from jW 1i,also �ndsthe ion in an excited state. O nly after com plete decoherence ofjAi

the partsofphasespace seen by jW 1iand jW 2ihave an independenttem poralevolution.

3 D eterm ination ofthe decoherence tim escale ofthe single

ion

Inow quantitatively calculatethetim escale�tdecifthedecoherenceoftheion wavefunction

jAiinto jA 1;2iasde�ned in theprevioussection.ForthisIwillanalyzethetransition from
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eq.(5) to eq.(6) in greater detailthan before. This analysis is independent of whether

the ion is excited between t2 and t3 or not. I willuse the \dilute gas" approxim ation

developed by Harrisand Stodolsky [26,27].Theinteraction ofsystem sistreated in term s

ofa seriesofdistinctcollisionsbetween theion in thetrap and particlesfrom therestofthe

system .Thecorrectnessofthissim pli�cation in thecaseofweak coupling hasbeen veri�ed

with a fullsecond quantized calculation by Ra�elt,Sigland Stodolsky[28]. The chirality

states j� i ofHarris and Stodolsky[26]are analogous to our m acroscopic states jW1;2i of

the previous paragraph,and their \m edium " is the ion in the trap in our case. Parallels

between thechirality and m acroscopicstateswerealready pointed outby Joosand Zeh[29].

Itseem sstrangeat�rstsightthatasingleion in agiven \sim ple" stateplaystheroleofthe

\m edium ".W ith \sim ple" Im ean thatthestateoftheion in itstrap hasonly few degrees

offreedom which are com pletely determ ined e.g. by a harm onic oscillator wavefunctions,

whereasa\m edium "typically hasaverylargenum berofdegreesoffreedom and isthusable

to exertrandom inuenceson a system .Take into accounthoweverthatin quantum �eld

theory thewave�eld alwayshasan in�nitenum berofdegreesoffreedom [30].In theM W Iit

isthis�eld which representsallsystem sand the\sim plicity"ofthestatejAioftheion before

decoherenceattim et0 existsonly relativetothesubsystem S1= (jP1i+ jP2i)
 j�filteri
 j�i

in eq.(1) (Everett called the M W I\relative-state interpretation" [13]). Ifthis subsystem

decohered into two orthogonalstates jW 1;2i at tim e t2 the ion jAi can no longer be in

a \sim ple" state relative to both ofthem ,and additionaldegrees offreedom ofthe wave

function jAibecom edynam ically im portant.Afterinteraction ofjAiwith theenvironm ent,

attim e t3 there willbetwo orthogonalcom ponentsjA 1;2i.Each one hasan overallcentre

ofm asswavefunction described e.g.by a \sim ple" harm onicoscillatorstaterelativeto one

ofthe worlds jW 1;2i. Itis wrong to conclude from that that they are identical,however:

jA 1iand jA 2iare di�erent for the sam e reason that the \copies" produced by branching

from a given m acroscopic objectare notidentical: their\�ne structure" in phase space is

di�erent.

Itisclearthatourtreatm entisa grosssim pli�cation oftherealworld.An exacttreatm ent

hasbeen possible only foridealized m odelsofthe environm ent,e.g.:toy system swith few

particles[18],ensem blesofnoninteracting harm onicoscillators[31]and scalar�elds[32].For

the gravitational�eld an exacttreatm entisnotpossible even in principle atthe m om ent,

because we lack a quantum theory ofgravity. It has been shown experim entally though

thatgravitational�eldsdecohereiftheM W Iiscorrect[33].Thepurposeofthispaperisnot

to im proveon thetreatm entofthevery di�culttheoreticalproblem ofdecoherence,butto

suggesta new experim entalapproach on the quantum m echanicalm easurem entproblem .

O urtreatm entgivesroughly thecorrectorderofm agnitudeforthedecoherencetim escale.

Letusnow de�netherelative statesin thesenseofEverett[13]ofjAiwith respectto jW 1i

and jW 2iattim et2 asjA 1i=
1
p

2
jAiand jA 2i=

1
p

2
jAi,respectively.Attim et2 jA 1iand jA 2i

are stillthe sam e or\parallel" in Hilbertspace[27]. W e also have jAi= 1
p

2
(jA 1i+ jA 2i)

a decom position which is always possible for a pure state according to the superposition
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principle.Thetotalwavefunction attim e t2 can then bewritten as:

j	 t2i= jA 1ijW 1i+ jA 2ijW 2i(7)

This equation is analogous to equation (3) in Ref.[27]. Further following Harris and

Stodolsky[26]we now write this wavefunction in the form ofa density m atrix in a ba-

sis ofthe Hilbertspace spanned by jW 1;2ito represent the role ofthe phases in a better

way:

�(	t2)=

 
hA 1jA 1i hA 1jA 2i

hA 2jA 1i hA 2jA 2i

!

(8)

In theinitialstate	 t2 theion and itsenvironm entareuncorrelated and allelem entsofthis

m atrix have the value 1/2 in ourcase.In ourapproxim ation decoherence now leadsto an

exponentialdam ping oftheo�-diagonalelem entsofthisdensity m atrix,whilethediagonal

elem entsrem ain una�ected. Attim e t3 the m atrix isgiven to a very good approxim ation

by 1/2 theidentity m atrix.Thedecoherencetim escalein thetransition from 	 t2 to 	 t3 is

then given astheinverseoftheexponentialdam pingtim econstant.Iftherewasnointernal

excitation duringtheprocessofdecoherence,jA 1iand jA 2iareidenticalyetdistinguishable

in the classicalsense(i.e.by way oftheirstructurein phasespace)attim e t3.

I approxim ate the tem poralevolution of the o�-diagonal elem ents of � as an e�ect of

repeated scatterings of particles from jW 1i and jW 2i[26]. Ifthe particles in jW 1;2i are

atom s (e.g. rest-gas atom s,see below section 4) their de Broglie wavelength (< 0.1 �A at

room tem perature)ism uch sm allerthan the typicalspatialextension ofthe wavefunction

jAi ofthe ion in the trap (typically 0.1-1 �m in current technicalsetups[34]). It is then

a good approxim ation forthe treatm ent ofthe scattering to assum e thatthe initialstate

ofthe ion isapproxim ated by a plane wave front,and thatthe elastically scattered wave

ofthe trapped ion is approxim ated by a radially outgoing wave front. Iwillalways use

thisapproxim ation in the following even in caseswhere itislesswelljusti�ed because the

wavelength ofthescatteringparticlesin jW 1;2iisequaltoorlargerthan thespatialextension

ofjAi(e.g.form icrowave photonsscattering on theion).In thiscasethedecoherencetim e

scale willbe larger than m y estim ate (the scattering is less \e�ective"). To dem onstrate

thatthedecoherencetim escalecan belargeenough to allow interworld com m unication,m y

approach is su�cient. Also we willsee below in section 4 that in our situation the m ost

e�ective m echanism fordecoherenceiselastic scattering with restgasatom s,forwhich m y

assum ption holdswell.

Thediagonalelem enthA 1jA 2ihastobem ultiplied byadam pingfactorD foreach scattering

ofthe ion with a particle ofjW 1;2iasa target.IfjA
Siisthewavefunction ofthe ion after

scattering one can write:

hA
S
1jA

S
2i= D hA 1jA 2i(9)

Thedam ping factoraftern collisionsisgiven as:

D n = D
n
:(10)
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In thespecialcase ofelastic and isotropic scattering and integrating overtim e onehasfor

the �nalstate afterone scattering:

A 1
S = o(eikz + f � e

ikr
=r)(11)

A 2
S = o(eikz + f � e

(ikr+ � ’)
=r)(12)

wherek isthewavenum berand z thedirection ofrelativem otion between theparticleand

the trapped ion.f isthe scattering am plitude and r theradialdistance from the ion.�’

isa relativephaseanglewhich takesrandom valuesoverrepeated scatteringsbecausejW 1i

and jW 1iare notin phase.Thenorm alization factoro isgiven by:

o=
1

p
1+ f2=r2

(13)

Inserting eqs.(11,12,13)into eq.(9)and integrating overthe spatialvolum e one obtains:

D = o
2 =

1

1+ f2=r2
’ 1� f

2
=r

2(14)

The neglectofhigherorderterm sisjusti�ed in the dilute gasapproxim ation. Forn con-

secutive scatteringsonesgets:

D n ’ (1� f
2
=(r2))n ’ exp(� f

2
n=(r2))(15)

Let us set f2= �/(4�),where � is the totalelastic cross section,and n= 4�r2�t,where �

is num ber ofparticles per unit area and tim e on which the ion scatters and t the tim e

span overwhich interactionsbetween jAiand jW 1;2itakesplace.Thetim eevolution ofthe

diagonalelem entsoftheion-environm entdensity function isthen obtained as:

D t’ exp(� ��t)(16)

Thedecoherence tim e isthen de�ned as:

�tdec = 1=(��)(17)

Thisresultforthedecoherencetim eagreeswith a di�erentand m oregeneralcalculation by

Tegm ark[25]forthespecialcaseofa system thatisspatially m uch largerthan thee�ective

wavelength ofthescattering particles.Itwasexactly thiscasethatIassum ed above.Note

thatTegm ark calls\coherence tim e" whatIcall\decoherence tim e".

4 Practical realization of com m unication between parallel-

worlds

Iwillshow that it is technically possible to realize a system which approxim ates the sit-

uation outlined in section 2. and which hasm acroscopic decoherence tim escales. For m y

discussion Iwillassum ethesetup which Itanoetal.[34]used foram easurem entofquantum
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projection noise.Thisisnotin orderto suggestthatthisisan optim alsetup forinter-world

com m unication;Ionly wanted to show thatthetechnicalcapabilitiesto testtheM W Iexist

in one concrete case.

Itano etal.[34]trap single ionsin radio frequency and Penning traps.The ion (Iconsider

199Hg+ ) can be stored for hours in a vacuum ofabout 10�9 atm ospheres. They observe

transitionsbetween the6s2S1=2 F= 0and F= 1hyper�nestructurelevelsby applyingrf�elds

ofwell-controlled frequency,am plitude and duration. The transition is in the m icrowave

region (40.5 G Hz).UV Lasersoperated at194 nm areused to cooltheion,prepareitsstate

and to m easurewhethertheion isin F= 0 orF= 1 stateafteran application ofm icrowaves.

In ourexam ple Silvia trapsan ion and preparesitin the ground state. IfSilvia1 now de-

tectsa photon afterthepolarization �ltersheappliestherf�eld resonantwith theF= 0 !

F= 1 transition,fora tim e long enough to excite the ion com pletely from the ground state

to the F= 1 state according to the Rabiopping form ula[35]. According to the orthodox

interpretation she hasto apply a so called \� pulse" pulse oflength tp and �eld strength

E� so that

E � = (��h)=(tp})(18)

} isthem agneticdipoletransition elem entbetween theF= 0and F= 1states(thetransition

isforbidden forelectric dipoleradiation)which isgiven in good aproxim ation by theBohr

m agneton becausethewavefunctionsofthetwo statesarequitesim ilar.Letusassum ethat

Silvia1 appliesa pulse which isa factor
p
2 longerto com pensate forthe factthatSilvia2

doesnotapply any pulse(\M W I� pulse").

Thiswhole action willtake som ething like a second at least (for a m echanical\Silvia" it

could beperform ed faster,certainly within a �sec).Silvia2 waitsforacertain tim eto allow

Silvia1 to apply the m icrowave �eld. Afterthisshe appliesa Laser�eld to determ ine the

state ofthe ion.Ifthe M W Iinterpretation iscorrect,Silvia2 will�nd itin a fraction p of

theexperim entsin theF= 1 case prepared by Silvia1.Iftheinelastic m icrowave excitation

isthe only interaction ofion with the environm ent(i.e. the ion iscom pletely isolated)we

getforthedam ping factordueto excitation according to eq.(16):

D t’ exp(� �exc�t)(19)

here �exc isthe crosssection ofthe ion forexcitation from the F= 0 to the F= 1 levelwith

resonantm icrowave radiation. tisthe tim e period forwhich the rf�eld wasapplied,and

� istheux ofthe exciting radiation.Theexcitation probability isgiven as:

p = sin
2(�t)(20)

where �= }E�/(�h2
p
2). For a \M W I � pulse" p is 1 and D t can be easily evaluated as

1/e. Intuitively one can say, that in this situation only one fullinteraction took place

(the absorption ofone m icrowave photon). Com plete decoherence needs m ore than one

interaction so D n ism uch largerthan zero.Norm ally Silvia2 willcom pletely decohere the
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ion when determ ining itsstate with the m ethod decribed by Itano etal.[34],because the

detection ofthe uorescence radiation is very ine�cient,and m any inelastic collisions of

194 nm photonstake place fora state determ ination.

This calculation is only correct in the \one-and-only-one interaction" approxim ation of

Stodolsky[27]in which the di�erent collisions ofthe ion on other particles are treated as

com pletely independent.Itisunavoidable in oursituation thatthere is\feedback",i.e. a

given collision actson a wavefunction oftheion which isalready decohered to som edegree

by the previous collisions. As a result the excitation ofjA 2i willbe less e�ective and p

willbesom ewhatsm allerthan 1.Itsexactvalue dependson the detailed geom etry ofthe

experim entalsetup butisclearly neverm uch sm allerthan 1,becausein theabsenceofother

m echanism sthecorrelation hasitsorigin in theinelasticscattering oftheion.I�nd with a

num ericalcalculation thate.g.a \M W I� pulse" applied in world 1 would lead to p= 0.163

in the\feedback" case,versusp= 1.0 in the\one-and-only-oneinteraction" approxim ation.

In thiscalculation Im adethesim plifying assum ption thatD developsstrictly according to

eq.(16). Itano etal.[34]repeated the cycle \preparation-rf�eld application-m easurem ent"

forhundredsoftim esin theirexperim entso also valuesofp m uch sm allerthan 1 would be

m easurable.

W ehaveto check ifdecoherenceby othersourcescan beavoided foratleasta few seconds

so thatthe assum ption ofcom plete isolation ofthe ion m ade in the previousparagraph is

justi�ed.Thesesourcesare:

a.scattering ofrem nantgasatom sin the trap on the ions

b.elastic scattering ofthem icrowave �eld on theion

c.interaction with the constraining �eldsholding the ion

Note that only b. is in principle unavoidable,the others could be avoided with a m ore

advanced technology. Forcontribution a. Iget,inserting typicaloperating param etersof

the setup used by Itano etal.[34]into eq.(17):

�tdec = 8

 
2:4� 10�18 m 2

�c

! �
T

300K o

� �
nbar

p

�

sec(21)

here �c is the elastic cross section; its size (for room tem perature) has been taken for

H 2-Hg collisions (at room tem perature) from the calculation ofBernstein [36]. T is the

tem perature,itsdependencehere doesnottake into accountthechange of�c with energy

(which ishowever very sm allaround room tem perature). p isthe rest-gas pressure. Itis

possibleto achieve vacua m uch betterthan a nbarin ion traps(see e.g.Ref.[37]).

For b. one gets in the sam e way the decoherence tim e scale of elastic scattering of a

m icrowave �eld with a frequency ! and an intensity that e�ects a � pulse in tp seconds.

Forthe ux � in eq.(17)Iset:

� =
�0cE

2
�

�h!
(22)
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where E� is the electric �eld strength ofa M W I-� pulse(eq.(18). Inserting this relation

gives:

�tdec ’ 2:8� 1022
�

}

�B =c

� �
tp

sec

�  
5:2� 10�40 m 2

�

! �
!

40:5G hz

�

sec(23)

The cross section is the Thom pson cross section which I averaged over scattering angle.

TheRayleigh crosssection isnegligible in oursituation.

Casec.istreated in a sim ilarway becauseitiswellknown thatonly tim edependent�elds

can cause decoherence [6]. Even for Penning traps with static �elds it is im possible to

preventresidualtim evariability with a fraction fv ofthetotal�eld strength.W ithoutload

(as in our case) fv ’ 10�10 is achievable for static con�ning �elds E c with a strength of

about1000 V/m typicalforthetrapsused by Itano etal.(theirion-trap setup isdescribed

in G ilbert et al.[38]). The \worst" case (leading to the shortest decoherence tim e) is a

variability ! on a tim e scale sim ilarto the duration ofthe experim ent. For thiscase one

then obtains:

�tdec ’ 76

 

5:2� 10�40 m 2

�

! �
!

1H z

� �
1000V=m

E c

�2

f
�2
v sec(24)

Though itisnotofcriticalim portanceforourproblem ,itiseasy to show thatthedecoher-

encetim escaleinduced by UV Lasersused by Itanoetal.[34]viaRayleigh scattering ison a

tim escaleofm any years.Thissurprisingine�ectivenessoflightto decoherewavefunctions

wasalready noticed by Joosand Zeh in theconnection with chiraleigenstatesofm olecules

[29]. Aspointed outin the previousparagraph eqs.(23,24) are expected to underestim ate

the true decoherence tim e,because Iassum ed in their derivation that the wavelength of

theparticleson which theion scattersism uch sm allerthan thespatialextension oftheion

wavefunction,which doesnothold in typicalsetups.

The reader m ight object that som ething has to be wrong with m y proposalbecause it

violatesenergy conservation in a given world (Silvia2 could receive energy from a parallel

world). Fundam entalprinciples (like invariance to tim e translations [39]) require energy

conservation only for the whole universe however,and not for single branches which are

very specialentitiessingled outby individualhum ans.Because theenergy Silvia2 receives

isalwayslostby Silvia1 thereisno violation ofenergy conservation in the universe.Dicke

found som e tim e ago thatenergy conservation isviolated in certain quantum m echanical

m easurem entsetupsforarbitrarily longtim es[24].Heholdsthatthisposesnoseriousprob-

lem because theexpectation value forthe am ountofenergy violation turnsoutto bezero

(i.e.repeating them easurem entm any tim es,energy islostasoften asitisgained).In the

conventionalinterpretation ofquantum m echanicsthereseem stobeaproblem however,be-

causeDicke’sresultm eansthate.g.thefundam entalprincipleoftim etanslation invariance

would be violated on m acroscopic tim e scales. In the M W IDicke’s situation corresponds

to worldswhich have a di�erentenergy expectation value ofthe system im m ediately after

they werecreated dueto branching (one ishigherand theotherlowerthan theonebefore
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branching[24]). The average oftheir energy expectation values is the energy expectation

value before the branching,and energy conservation holdsatalltim es. This\restoration

ofconservation laws" in theM W I,which ariseswhen allbranchesofthequantum stateare

considered togetherwasalready pointed outby Elitzurand Vaidm an[40].

5 C onclusion

Theprediction oftheorthodox interpretation [5]isthattheion in ourexam pleexperim ent

is never observed in an excited state by Silvia2: the m easurem entis surely �nished after

the photon from the polarization �lter has not been detected by Silvia2 and thereafter

only Silvia2 exists. The \logical" and \m any histories" interpretations[12]probably lead

to a sim ilar expectation,though it is not com pletely clear to m e what their quantitative

prediction would be. Hidden variable m odels are devised in order to \destroy" Silvia1;

theirpredicition istherefore the sam e asin the orthodox interpretation by de�nition.For

the M W Iithasbeen shown in the previoussectionsthatinter-world com m unication on a

tim e scale ofm inutesshould bepossiblewith state ofthe artquantum -opticalequipm ent.

The experim entalveri�cation ofthispossibility would thusrule outthe above m entioned

alternativesto theM W I.

The lim iting factor in extending � tdec even further(i.e. in \keeping the com m unication

channelopen forlonger")seem sto betherestgasin thevacuum oftheion trap atthem o-

m ent.Thefascinating problem ofhow to optim ize the com m unication in orderto transfer

large am ountsofdata (e.g.TV pictures)would bebeyond the scopeofthispaper.

The detection ofparallelworlds would �nally clarify the fundam entals ofnonrelativistic

quantum m echanics:naturewould havean objectivedeterm inisticreality com pletely inde-

pendentofhum an consciousnessand fully described by the Schr�odingerequation together

with the second quantization conditionsforthe wave �eld. To com m unicate with parallel

worldsgoesofcourse com pletely against\com m on sense",butitdoesnotlead to any in-

consistencies or violations ofknown physicalprinciples. A sim ilar opinion was voiced by

Polchinski[41]who showed that interworld com m unication is possible within W einberg’s

nonlinearquantum m echanics.The recentspeculation ofG ell-M ann and Hartle[42]about

a possiblecom m unication with \goblin worlds" hasalso certain parallelswith theproposal

ofthispaper.

The applications ofthis e�ect in physics would be m anifold e.g. in the investigation of

Chaos or for im proving statistics in the study ofrare processes. O utside physics inter-

world com m unication would lead to truly m ind-boggling possibilities,e.g.in psychological

research orfortheextension ofcom puting capabilitiesin com putersand hum ans.
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