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P roposal for an experin ental test of the m any-worlds
Iterpretation of quantum m echanics
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A bstract

T he m any-worlds interpretation of quantum m echanics predicts the form ation of
distinct parallelworlds as a result of a quantum m echanicalm easurem ent. Comm uni-
cation am ong these parallel worlds would experin entally rule out altematives to this
Interpretation. A procedure for \interw orld" exchange of nfom ation and energy, using
only state of the art quantum optical equipm ent, is descrbbed. A single ion is isolated
from its environm ent In an ion trap. Then a quantum m echanicalm easurem ent w ith
tw o discrete outcom es is perform ed on another system , resulting in the form ation of
tw o parallelworlds. D epending on the outcom e of this m easurem ent the ion is excited
from only one of the parallel worlds before the ion decocheres through is interaction
w ith the environm ent. A detection of this exciation in the other parallelworld is di-
rect evidence for the m any-worlds interpretation. T his m ethod could have in portant
practical applications in physics and beyond.
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1 Introduction

T here hasbeen a renewed intense Interest in the quantum m echanicalm easurem ent prob—
lem reoen‘d_y]. The reason for this is a grow ing dissatisfaction w ith the orthodoxE] and
statistical B] Interpretations which do not allow to derive the properties of the classical
reality from the Schrodinger equation even in principle. A further problem is that both
Interpretations use concepts (\reduction of the state vector" in the form er and \conceptual
ensam ble of sin ilarly prepared system s" in the latter) that are describbed only by words and
not m athem atically, so theirm eaning rem ains vague. M oreover In the orthodox interpreta—
tion the hum an consciousness has to play a specialrole in physics (in the words ofBohr the
purpose of physics is \ ... not to disclose the real essence of phenom ena but only to track
down ... relations between the m anifold aspects of experience” E]), a notion that does not
go easy w ith the m a prity of physicists.

For sin plicity I w ill consider in this paper only the sim ple case of m easurem ents w ith two
discrete results. A generalization to the case ofm ore than two outocom es is straightforward.
A coording to the classicalbook on quantum m easurem ents in the orthodox interpretation by
von N eum ann E], a quantum m echanicalm easurem ent consists ofa \process 1" or \collapse
ofthewavefunction": a coherent wave function (W hich contains a com plete description of
the quantum m echanical system and ofthem easurem ent apparatus), is suddenly converted
to a statistical m ixture of ; which descrbes one possibl outcom e of the m easurem ent,
and , which describes the other outcom e. T his state reduction is not derived from the
Schrodinger equation (called \process 2" by von Neum ann) but introduced ad hoc to ex—
plain the cbserved facts.

An in portant progress during the last decade w as the realization that \decoherence" plays
a decisive role In a quantum m echanical m easurem entﬁ]. D ecoherence explains \process
1" as a loss of phase relations In the wavefunction of the m easuring apparatus whik it
Interacts w ith the quantum system . This loss is a continuous process and can be quan-
titatively calculated in a variety of sjimatjons] w ithout going beyond the Schrodinger
equation. Process 1 needs a nite am ount of tin e in this view because of its continuous
nature, the so called \decoherence tin €" t gee, which is very short in m ost \usual" m ea—
surem ent situations (ie. the m easurem ent apparatus ism acroscopic and Interacts strongly
w ith the quantum system ). The sudden reduction envisioned by von Neum ann is a very
good approxim ation which su ces for a description of practical situations up to now . A
com plete statisticalm ixture is never reached, but if one takes into acoount that m acroscop—
icalm easurem ent apparati always Interact w ith a large environm ent, the assum ption of a
statisticalm ixture becom es extrem ely good and can explain all cbservational facts.

T here ram ains one question (quoted here directly from Om nesﬂ]): after decoherence has
taken place..\why or how does it happen that an apparatus show s up unique and precise
data (In our case: either 1 or ; is actually observed) whereas the theory seem s only

to envision all possibilities on the sam e footing?". This necessity of som e m echanisn in



addition to \process 1" (som etim es called \ob fcti cation"or \actualization") was already
recognized by von Neum ann; he calls the m easurem ent apparatus \II" and the apparatus
\w ith the actualobserver" \III".H e only states that the interaction between \II" and \III"
\rem ains outside the calculation" E] (chaptV 1.1). P roposals to answer O m nes question can
be grouped in three categories:

there are so called \hidden variables", arising from som e extension to the Schrodinger
equation which causes actualization (not necessarily in a determ inistic way) ]. A violation
of the Bell nequalities in EPR type experin ents hasbeen shown w ith great precision in a
variety of set ups recently E]. TIfone does not want to take recourse to contrived conspiracies
(see Ref.@] how to exclude even these), any hidden variable theory has to introduce non—
local nteractions as a consequence; thiswould require a revision ofm any physical concspts.

the question is declared \m eaninglss"; \actualization" occurs w ithout any m echaniam .
eg. Hartle states @] \W e do not see it (ie. actualization) as a \problm " for quantum
m echanics." T his standpoint is logically consistent and leads to the so called \logical" ]
and \m any histories" @] Interpretation of quantum m echanics. These (quite sin ilar) In-
terpretations include decoherence in their description of nature and thus go far beyond the
orthodox interpretation. A ctualization is ocbviously crucial for our perception ofnature, but
it isnot considered to be a part ofphysics in thisview . T herefore these Interpretations (lke
the orthodox interpretation) have to renounce the existence of an \independent reality",
a physical universe w hich exists lndependent of our consciousness, O m nes states: \physics
is not a com plete explanation of reality..theory ceases to be identical w ith reality at their
ultin ate encounter..." fl].

a very radical and elegant answer was given by Everetﬁb]: after decoherence has taken
place, the orthogonal states 1 and 5 (each also descrbing an independent \gplit" cb—
server) continue to evolve according to the Schrodinger equation and have \equal rights".
In this view \actualization" is explained as an illusion in the brain of a hum an cbserver:
after a few decoherence tim es, his weak senses and crude m easuring devices are unable
to detect the increasingly weak in uences of the other \outcom e". He therefore calls the
one outcom e he can see \the world". The sam e happens w ith the other outcom e. For
this reason D & itt termm ed the nam e \m any-w orlds Interpretation" M W I) for this view of
nature @]. Iw illuse theword \universe" to indicate space tim e together w ith all \w orlds"
existing in it. I call the two outcom es of a m easurem ent \parallel worlds" below , because
they exist in the sam e M Inkow skian space tine. The worlds which form as a resul of a
m easurem ent w ith a nite num ber of discrete outcom es are usually called \branches". In
H ibert space the parallel worlds are orthogonal of course. Together w ith decoherence (@
concept stillunknow n w hen E verett w rote his thesis) this idea leads to a determm inistic view
of the universe In which the hum an m Ind plays no special role outside physics@].

Section 2 contains a general discussion of the m ethod for an experin ent to test E verett’s
Interpretation. Sections 3 provides a detailed analysis of a decoherence process which is
of critical In portance for the experim ent. A reader m ainly interested in the practical re-



alization of the experim ent can skip this som ew hat technical part and prooceed directly to
section 4. Here a concrete exam ple for a possible technical setup is given. In the conclu-
sion (section 5) the predictions of the various interpretations of quantum m echanics for the
outoom e of the proposed experim ent are com pared, and the potential practical In portance
ofa resul con m ing the M W T is stressed.

2 Proposalofan experin ent to test the m any-worlds inter—

pretation

TheM W Itogetherw ih decoherence corregpoondsto the conceptually very sin ple view that
nonrelativistic quantum m echanics can be understood by assum ing only the existence of
ob Ectively real wavefunctions whose evolution is govemed by the usual Schrodinger equa-—
tion, together w ith the second quantization conditions ofthe underlyingwave eld,w ithout
any sub fective or non-local elem ents. It is therefore in portant to nd experin ental tests
for this interpretation. Independent ofw hat one thinks about theM W I a prior, this isalso
a very system atic way to m ake experim ental progress In the question of the interpretation
of quantum m echanics, because In theM W Ithe predictions for any conceivable experim ent
are free from philsophical subtelties Which can be a problem in the orthodox interpreta—
tion) or free param eters (W hich often occur n one of the m any proposed hidden variable
m odels) .

T already m entioned that decoherence only leads to approxin ate m xtures (though the ap—
proxin ation isextrem ely good in m ost situations) @]. T he separation ofworldsin theM W I
is never quite com plete therefore, and there should be an allin uences from a parallelworld
even after decoherence, which m ust e m easurabk in principle. This hasbeen m ost clearly
pointed out by Zeh [[4, [7]. In Ref.[[§] he discusses the possbility to observe \probability
resonances”" (later further discussed by A :Ibred'lt@]), w hich occur at a singular point w hen
the am plitudes of 1 and , have exactly the sam e m agnitude. An experim ent to test
the M W T against the orthodox interpretation along sin ilar lines was proposed by D eutsch
@]. Unfortunately it is still ar from practical realization, as it requires a com puter w hich
rem ains In a quantum m echanically coherent state during its operations and in addition
possesses arti cial intelligence com parable to that of hum ans.

Iw illdescribbe an experin ent for testing theM W Iw ith state ofthe art technology. Im agine
a hum an called Silvia which is program m ed to perform di erent actions in dependence on
the outoom e of a quantum m echanicalm easuram ent. For our purposes Silvia m ight Jjust as
wellbe In agined eg. asa suiably program m ed com m ercially available com puter connected
to the experim ental equipm ent via a CAM AC crate Instead ofasa hum an. A san exam ple
Silkria sends a linearly polarized photon through a linear polarization lter. Let the photon
be in a state P i, such that the ler axis of com plete tranan ission is at 45° to the linear
polarization plane of the photon. She is programm ed (decides) to sw itch on a m icrow ave



em itter if she will m easure that the photon passed through the lnearpolarization Ier
Into photom ultiplier tube and to refrain from doing so if she will nd that the photon was
absorbed by the Xer. If one assum es detectors with 100 % e ciency for sin plicity, the
probablity foreither outcom e is50 $ . In the M W Ithere are two independent hum ans after
the m easurem ent was performm ed and decoherence took place: one w hich detected a photon
and sw itched on the em itter (called \Silvial" below ) and the other that didn’t (\Silvia2").
Could these hum ans (Silvial and 2) com m unicate w ith each other? T he standard answer
In the M W I isno, because decoherence is so com plete after very short tin e scales that no
one of them can in uence the world of the other, which is of course necessary for com m u—
nication.
One could isolate a am all part of the original apparatus (pefore the m easuram ent takes
place) so perfectly that it does not inm ediately participate in the decoherence. It is now
possbl In principle to change the state of this isolated part kefore it is com pletely deco—
hered by m eans of an In uence from only one of the two worlds. In thisway it could act
as a \gatew ay state" between the parallel worlds. Because it is only partially decohered, it
can stillbe n uenced by both worlds (and in tum can in uence both worlds), thusm aking
possible com m unication. For hum ans an isolation on a tim e scale of at least secondswould
be necessary for real com m unication. For the current electronic com puters a tin e scale of
secs and for sin ple m acroscopic logic electronic (e€g. In the comm ercial NIM  standard)
nsecs would be enough to verify the existence of the parallelworld.
T his proposition is not realistic if the \gatew ay state" ism acroscopic, because the required
isolation would be di cult to achieve technically (see however recent experin ents w ith
m acroscopic quantum system s eg. Ref.@]) . Since the late 1970s it has becom e possble
to perform precision experin ents on single ions stored for long tin es in electrom agnetic
traps@]. Iwill show In section 4 that these single ions are isolated from the environm ent
to such a degree that the decoherence tim escale is on the order of seconds or longer w ith
existing technical ion-trap equipm ent. M oreover it is possble to excite these atom s before
they are correlated w ith the environm ent to such a degree that com plete decoherence took
plce. In our exam plk above Silvial sw itches on the m icrowave em itter long enough to
excite an ion In a trap wih a large probability. A fter that, Silvia2 m easures the state
of the 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
existence of Silvial. In an cbviousway Silvial and 2 can exchange inform ations (oit strings
of arbitrary length), eg. by preparing m ore than one isolated ion. Sinhgl ions in traps can
act as \gateway states" and com m unication between parallel worlds is possble.
Let us w rite dow n the evolution of the wave function describing the proposed experim ent
explicitly In several tim e steps. W e w rite the Initial wave function j i ofour system (the
laboratory w ith all its contents shortly before the experin ent begins at tim e ty) as a direct
product of several \subsystem s" (in the sense of Zurek ]) . The chosen factoring is som e~
what arbirary, the nal results are lndependent of the choice to a good approxin ation,



how ever.

1) Jpi=P1i Jriweed Ji Al
Here P i stands for the nitial state of the photon which can be represented by the coherent
superposition Pl—z (P1it+ P,i) of the two polarization states of the photon (the subindex
1 indicates a polarization plane paralkl to the tranam ission direction of the Xer, and 2
at a 90 © anglk to this direction). Jj finerl describes the polarization lter, j i describes
the laboratory including all further experim ental equipm ent, possibly produced m icrow ave

elds and Silvia. The isolated ion In is trap is symbolized by A i. A comm erical linear
polarization ler ism acroscopic and its Poincare recurrence tin e ism uch larger than any
other tin e scale in the experim ent. T herefore it quali es as \environm ent" ] and som e
tin e after the photon P i has Interacted with the lter (@t tine t;) the two com ponents
of P i have decohered and we obtain to very good precision two distinct decohered subsys—
tem s (\worlds"). Let us call this tin e, when J fiper1 has already decchered but the other
subsystem s J iand A idid not yet interact with P i \ty " (such a tin e can surely be found,
even if it would be only because of the nite c). At this tin e the state of the subsystem
\photon and Xer" no longer corresponds to any one ray In H ibert space (it is describbed
by a m ixture). R ather the decoherence process has selected two soecial states. W hike the
exact nature of these states is not yet entirely clear, current research suggest that they
are characterized by m axin althem odynam ical stability, ie. they are states w ith m inim al
Increase in entropy @]. Let us sym bolized these two orthogonal vectors in H ibert space in
the follow ng way:

@) Wii= P1 fiterii

B) Woi= P2 fiterni

I keft out the direct product symbol  between the symbols to ndicate that they are in
an entangled state.T hese fiinctions are very nearly orthogonal to each other and w ill stay
like that forever. However one should not conclide that the process of decoherence is
already nished. It is nished only later when all subsystem s are decohered. The rest of
the laboratory and the ion can stillbe described by pure states as can the state of the total
system attine t;:

1
@ Jj4yi= P—E(W i+ JLd) 31 Al

Just like the polarizer \m easured" the two states of the photon P i via deccherence, the
subsystem J i (including Silvia) \m easures" the state of the polarizer. The resulting de-
coherence lads to two distinct subsystem s: W 11= P1 fier1 11 (Photon detected world’)
and W ,i= P, riwerz 21 (\no photon detected world"). The nalstate at a tine t, can
be w ritten as:

. 1 . . .
B) Jui= P—E(j?l filterl1 11+ P2 fiterz 21 A1



The \branches" W 1iand # ,1iare orthogonalto a very high precision, this also guarantees
the stability of the records w hether the polarized photon was detected in the further evo—
lution of the system . To reach a nalstate at tin e t3 in which also A i is decohered into
tw o com ponents (see below and section 3 for a m ore detailed discussion of this decoherence
process), the ion has to interact w ith the rest of our system . It is possble to excite the ion
during the decoherence process, ie. the Interaction during the tim e interval t geo=t3-tH
can excite A .W hen I ne tune the technical set up I can m ake sure that the tin e interval

t exc Necessary to excite Aito A iismuch snaller than t gec. These two tin e scales
have no direct relation to each other. In this case we have for the nalstate:

. 1 . .
6) J wi= P—E(?l fitterl1 1A 11+ P2 fiters 28,1

Tt is of course also possibl not to excite A i in the course of decoherence. T he possibility
of this choice allow s for com m unication. T he excitation of an intemal degree of freedom of
a subsystaem does not necessarily lad to decoherence as the reader m ight think at rst. A
counter exam ple are W elkcher W ey detectors@], In which atom s can be excited in m icro—
m asers w thout m om entum transfer and necessary loss of quantum coherence.

Let us discuss In m ore detail what happenswhen A i is excited from only one world. Im —
m ediately after the excitation, at tine th+ texe ( € exc t gec)r Only a part of the phase
space in which the ion resides is excited. It isthe part corresponding to the onem acroscopic
world J ;i exciting the ion m acroscopic states are very well localized in phase spaoe@]) .
A fter unitary evolution of A i for a short tim e interval of the order of tpix = deon / P
" deendm /h, the excited part of phase space begins to overlap w ith the unexcited one and
it is no longer possible to treat their tem poral evolution independently. Here dy, is the
coherence length of the systam in the branch exciting the ion, which is extrem ely am all for
m acroscopic ob jects@], m isthem assofthe ion and p isthem om entum uncertainty of
a region In phase space w ith extension doy, . The m om entum uncertainty p is approxi-
m ately given as h/d where d is the spatial extension of the trap. A tin e scale analogous
to tnix (\duration of reduction") In a som ewhat di erent situation was introduced by
D icke@]. tmix can be shown to be negligbly an all for all experim ental purposes (very
roughly O (10 *° sec) or typical trap sizes ( m) and decoherence lengths as quoted by
Tegm ark @]) . Because of the m entioned overlbp a m easurem ent of the excitation of A i
from the otherworld ¥ ,i, which m easures another part ofphase space than a m easurem ent
from H 11, also nds the ion In an excied state. O nly after com plete decoherence of A i
the parts of phase space seen by # ;i and W ,1 have an independent tem poral evolution.

3 D etem ination of the decoherence tim escale of the single
ion

Inow quantitatively calculate thetin e scale t gec ifthe decoherence ofthe ion wavefunction
Alito Aipiasde ned In the previous section. For this Iw illanalyze the transition from



eq.ﬁ) to eq.@) in greater detail than before. This analysis is lndependent of whether
the ion is excited between t, and t3 or not. I will use the \dilute gas" approxin ation
developed by H arris and Stodolsky P4, B71. T he interaction of system s is treated in temm s
ofa series of distinct collisions betw een the ion in the trap and particles from the rest ofthe
systam . T he correctness of this sim pli cation in the case ofweak coupling hasbeen veri ed
w ith a full second quantized calculation by Ra elt, Sigl and Stodolsky ]. T he chirality
states j i of Harris and Stodolsk] are analogous to our m acroscopic states Wi of
the previous paragraph, and their \m edium " is the ion in the trap in our case. Paralkls
betw een the chirality and m acroscopic states were already pointed out by Joos and Zeh @].
Tt seem s strange at  rst sight that a single ion in a given \sin pk" state plays the role ofthe
\medim ". W ith \sin ple" Im ean that the state ofthe ion In is trap hasonly few degrees
of freedom which are com plktely determ ined eg. by a ham onic oscillator wavefiinctions,
whereasa \m edium " typically has a very Jarge num ber ofdegrees of freedom and isthusable
to exert random In uenceson a system . Take into account however that in quantum eld
theory thewave eld alwayshasan In nie numberofdegrees of freedom [@l]. IntheMW Ii
isthis eld which representsall system sand the \sim plicity" ofthe state A iofthe lon before
deccherence at tim e ty exists only relative to the subsystem S1= (P1i+ P21) Jeriperi J i
n eq.fl) Everett called the M W I \relativestate interpretation” [[J]). If this subsystem
decohered into two orthogonal states #W 1,21 at tine t, the ion A1 can no longer be In
a \sin ple" state relative to both of them , and additional degrees of freedom of the wave
function A ibecom e dynam ically in portant. A fier nteraction of A iw ith the environm ent,
at tin e t3 there w illbe two orthogonal com ponents A 1,1i. Each one has an overall centre
ofm ass wavefiinction descrbed eg. by a \sin ple" ham onic oscillator state relative to one
of the worlds W 1,,1i. It is wrong to conclude from that that they are identical, how ever:
A.iand Al are di erent for the sam e reason that the \copies" produced by branching
from a given m acroscopic ob ect are not identical: their \ ne structure" in phase space is
di erent.

Tt is clear that our treatm ent is a gross sim pli cation ofthe realworld. An exact treatm ent
hasbeen possible only for idealized m odels of the environm ent, eg.: toy systam sw ith few
particles @], ensam bles of noninteracting ham onic oscﬂ]ators@] and scalar elds ]. For
the gravitational eld an exact treatm ent is not possbl even in principle at the m om ent,
because we lack a quantum theory of graviy. It has been shown experim entally though
that gravitational eldsdecohere iftheM W I is correct B]. T hepurpose ofthispaper isnot
to I prove on the treatm ent ofthe very di cult theoretical problem of decoherence, but to
suggest a new experin ental approach on the quantum m echanical m easurem ent problem .
O ur treatm ent gives roughly the correct order ofm agnitude for the decoherence tim e scale.
Let usnow de ne the relative states In the sense ovaerett@] of Aiwih respect to J 11
and J1 ,iattinet, as pi= pl—éjkiand Aoi= pl—éj'ai, respectively. Attinet, Aiiand ALl
are still the sam e or \parallel" in H ibert spaoe@]. W e also have Ai= pl—z (A1i+ ALl
a decom position which is always possble for a pure state according to the superposition



principle. T he totalwavefinction at tim e t, can then be w ritten as:
(7 J pi= R1iW 11+ RPifl o1

This equation is analogous to equation (3) in Ref.@]. Further ollow ing Harris and
Stodolsky @] we now write this wavefunction in the form of a density m atrix In a ba-
sis of the H ibert space spanned by 1 1,1 to represent the rol of the phases in a better

way:
|

iRl AR

oAl AR
In the inttialstate + the ion and its environm ent are uncorrelated and allelem ents ofthis
m atrix have the value 1/2 in our case. In our approxin ation decoherence now leads to an
exponential dam ping of the o -diagonalelem ents of this density m atrix, while the diagonal

®) ()=

elem ents rem ain una ected. At tin e t3 the m atrix is given to a very good approxin ation
by 1/2 the dentity m atrix. T he decoherence tim e scale In the transition from  to 3 IS
then given as the inverse of the exponentialdam ping tin e constant. Ifthere wasno intemal
excitation during the process of decoherence, A 1iand A, 1iare ddentical yet distinguishable
In the classical sense (ie. by way of their structure in phase space) at tin e t3.

I approxin ate the tem poral evolution of the o diagonal elem ents of as an e ect of
repeated scatterings of particles from W ;i and W 21@]. If the particles in W 1,21 are
atom s (eg. rest-gas atom s, see below section 4) their de Broglie wavelength (K 01 A at
room tem perature) ismuch sn aller than the typical spatial extension of the wavefiinction
Al ofthe ion in the trap (ypically 01-1 m in current technical setups@]) . &t is then
a good approxin ation for the treatm ent of the scattering to assum e that the initial state
of the jon is approxim ated by a plane wave front, and that the elastically scattered wave
of the trapped ion is approxin ated by a radially outgoing wave front. I will always use
this approxin ation in the follow ing even in cases where it is less well Justi ed because the
w avelength ofthe scattering particles in W 1,21 isequalto or Jarger than the spatialextension
of Aieg. orm icrowave photons scattering on the ion). In this case the decoherence tin e
scale will be larger than my estin ate (the scattering is less \e ective"). To dem onstrate
that the decoherence tim escale can be Jarge enough to allow interw orld com m unication, my
approach is su cient. A lso we w ill see below In section 4 that In our situation the m ost

e ective m echanisn for decoherence is elastic scattering w ith rest gas atom s, orwhich my

assum ption holds well.

Thediagonalelem ent A ; Aihastobem uliplied by a dam ping factorD foreach scattering
of the ion with a particle of }V 1,1 as a target. If AS1i is the wavefiinction of the ion after
scattering one can w rite:

© MmiASi=DM AL
T he dam ping factor after n collisions is given as:

(10) D,=D":



In the special case of elastic and isotropic scattering and integrating over tim e one has for
the nalstate after one scattering:

1) A5 = o™+ £ ¥=r)
12) A% = o™+ £ & "o

w here k is the wave num ber and z the direction of relative m otion between the particlk and
the trapped ion. f is the scattering am plitude and r the radial distance from the ion. '
is a relative phase angle w hich takes random values over repeated scatterings because W 11

and J 11 are not in phase. T he nom alization factor o is given by:

1
1+ f2=r2

Inserting eqs.,@,@) nto eq.@) and integrating over the spatial volum e one obtains:

1
_ 2 _ ’ _.2
(14) D = & = T 2 1 P=r

T he neglect of higher order temm s is justi ed in the dilute gas approxin ation. For n con—
secutive scatterings ones gets:

(15 D,’ @ F£=*)""’ exp( Fn=@?))

Let us set £= /(@ ), where is the total elastic cross section, and n=4 ¥ t, where
is num ber of particles per unit area and tim e on which the ion scatters and t the tine
span over w hich interactionsbetween Aiand W ;1,21 takesplace. T he tim e evolution ofthe
diagonal elem ents of the ion-environm ent density fiinction is then obtained as:

(16) D" exp( t)
T he decoherence tin e is then de ned as:
@7) tgee= 1=( )

T his resul for the decoherence tim € agrees w ith a di erent and m ore general calculation by
Tegm ark @] for the special case of a system that is spatially m uch larger than the e ective
wavelength of the scattering particles. It was exactly this case that I assum ed above. N ote
that Tegm ark calls \coherence tin " what I call \decoherence tin e".

4 P ractical realization of com m unication between parallel-

worlds

Iwill show that it is technically possible to realize a system which approxin ates the sit—
uation outlined in section 2. and which has m acroscopic decoherence tin escales. Formy
discussion Iw illassum e the setup which Ttano et al.@] used for a m easuram ent of quantum
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progction noise. T his isnot in order to suggest that this isan optin al setup for nterw orld
com m unication; Tonly wanted to show that the technical capabilities to test theM W Iexist
In one concrete case.

Ttano et al.@] trap sihgl ions in radio frequency and Penning traps. The ion (I consider
199Hg" ) can be stored for hours n a vacuum of about 10 ° atm ospheres. They ocbserve
transitionsbetween the 6szsl=2 F=0and F=1 hyper ne structure levelsby applying rf elds
of wellcontrolled frequency, am plitude and duration. T he transition is in the m icrow ave
region (405 GHz). UV Lasersoperated at 194 nm are used to coolthe ion, prepare its state
and to m easure w hether the ijon isin F=0 or F= 1 state after an application ofm icrow aves.
In our exam pl Silvia traps an ion and prepares it in the ground state. If Silvial now de-—
tects a photon after the polarization Iter she applies the rf eld resonant w ith the =10 !
F=1 transition, for a tin e long enough to excie the ion com pltely from the ground state
to the F=1 state according to the Rabi opping formula @]. A ccording to the orthodox
interpretation she has to apply a so called \ pulse" pulse of length t, and eld strength
E s=o that

18 E = (h)=})

} isthem agnetic djpol transition elem ent between the F= 0 and F= 1 states (the transition
is forbidden for electric dipole radiation) which is given in good aproxim ation by the Bohr
m agneton because the wavefiinctions of the tw o states are quite sim ilar. Let usassum e that
Silvial applies a pulse which is a factor P 2 longer to com pensate for the fact that Silvia2
does not apply any pulse \MW I pulse").

T his whole action w ill take som ething lke a second at least (for a m echanical \Silvia" it
could be perfomm ed faster, certainly within a sec). Silvia2 waits for a certain tin e to allow

Silvial to apply the m icrowave eld. A fter this she applies a Laser eld to detem ne the
state of the ion. Ifthe M W I interpretation is correct, Silvia2 will nd it in a fraction p of
the experim ents In the F=1 case prepared by Silvial. If the Inelastic m icrow ave excitation
is the only interaction of ion w ith the environm ent (ie. the ion is com plktely isolated) we
get for the dam ping factor due to excitation according to eq.@) :

(19) D¢’ exp( exc B

here oy is the cross section of the ion for excitation from the F=0 to the F=1 lvelw ih
resonant m icrow ave radiation. t is the tin e period for which the rf eld was applied, and
is the ux ofthe exciting radiation. T he excitation probability is given as:

(20) p= sin®( t)

where =1}E /(h2p§). Fora \MW I pulse" p isl and D¢ can be easily evaluated as
1/e. Intuitively one can say, that in this situation only one fiill interaction took place
(the absorption of one m icrow ave photon). Com plete decoherence needs m ore than one
Interaction so D, ismuch larger than zero. Nom ally Silvia2 w ill com pltely decohere the
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jon when determm Ining its state w ith the m ethod decribed by Ttano et aL@], because the
detection of the uorescence radiation is very ine cient, and m any inelastic collisions of

194 nm photons take place for a state determm ination.

This caloulation is only correct in the \one-and-only-one interaction" approxin ation of
Stodolsky @] In which the di erent collisions of the ion on other particles are treated as
com pletely independent. It is unavoidable in our situation that there is \feedback", ie. a
given ocollision acts on a wavefiinction ofthe ion which is already decohered to som e degree
by the previous collisions. A s a resul the exciation of A,i willbe lss e ective and p

w illbe som ewhat an aller than 1. Tts exact value depends on the detailed geom etry of the
experin ental setup but is clearly neverm uch an aller than 1, because in the absence ofother
m echanism s the correlation has its origin in the inelastic scattering ofthe ion. I ndwih a
num erical calculation thateg.a \MW I pulse" applied h world 1 would lead to p= 0.163
n the \feedbadk" case, versus p= 1.0 In the \one-and-only-one nteraction" approxim ation.
In this calculation Im ade the sin plifying assum ption that D develops strictly according to
eq.) . Ttano et al.@] repeated the cyclke \preparation—rf eld application-m easurem ent"

for hundreds of tin es In their experin ent so also values of p m uch sn aller than 1 would be
m easurable.

W e have to check if decoherence by other sources can be avoided for at least a few seconds
so that the assum ption of com plte isolation of the ion m ade in the previous paragraph is
Jasti ed. T hese sources are:

a. scattering of rem nant gas atom s in the trap on the ions

b. elastic scattering of them icrowave eld on the ion

c. Interaction w ith the constraining elds holding the ion

Note that only b. is in principl unavoidable, the others could be avoided with a m ore
advanced technology. For contribution a. I get, inserting typical operating param eters of
the set up used by Itano et al.f4] nto eq.{I]):

!
ol t g 24 106%8m? T nbar
= sec
dec . 300K © p

here . is the elastic cross section; its size (for room tem perature) has been taken for
H,-Hg collisions (at room tem perature) from the calculation of Bemstein ]. T is the
tem perature, its dependence here does not take into account the change of . w ith energy
(which is however very sm all around room tem perature). p is the rest-gas pressure. It is
possible to achieve vacua m uch better than a nbar in ion traps (see egRef. E]) .

For b. one gets in the sam e way the deooherence tin e scale of elastic scattering of a
m icrowave eld with a frequency ! and an intensity that e ectsa  pulse in t; seconds.
Forthe ux in eq.@) T set:

12



where E  is the electric eld strength ofa MW I- pu]se(eq.@). Inserting this relation

gives:
|
} t, 52 16°m? !
— sec
B =C sec 405G hz

23) tge’ 28 18

T he cross section is the T hom pson cross section which I averaged over scattering angle.
The Raylkigh cross section is negligble in our situation.

Case c. Istreated in a sin ilarway because it iswellknown that only tin e dependent elds
can cause decoherence E]. Even for Penning traps w ih static elds it is Inpossbl to
prevent residual tim e variability w ith a fraction £, ofthe total eld strength. W ithout load
@s .n our case) £, / 10 0 is achievabk for static con ning eldsE . with a strength of
about 1000 V /m typical for the trapsused by ano et al. (their ion-trap setup is described
in G ibert et aL]) . The \worst" case (leading to the shortest decoherence tine) is a
variability ! on a tin e scale sim ilar to the duration of the experin ent. For this case one

then obtains:
|
on ¢ 6 52 16%m 2 ! 1000v=m °* .2
! sec
dec 1H z E. v

T hough it is not of critical im portance for our problem , it is easy to show that the decoher-
ence tin e scale induced by UV Lasersused by Ttano et aL@] via R aylkigh scattering ison a
tin e scale ofm any years. T his surprising ine ectiveness of light to decohere wave fiinctions
was already noticed by Joos and Zeh in the connection w ith chiral eigenstates ofm olecules
@]. A s pointed out In the previous paragraph eqs.,@) are expected to underestin ate
the true decoherence tim €, because T assum ed In their derivation that the wavelength of
the particles on which the ion scatters ism uch am aller than the spatial extension ofthe ion
wavefunction, which does not hold in typical setups.

The reader m ight ob ct that som ething has to be wrong with my proposal because it
violates energy conservation n a given world (Sikvia2 could receive energy from a parallel
world). Fundam ental principles (lke invariance to tin e translations @]) require energy
conservation only for the whole universe however, and not for singke branches which are
very special entities singled out by individualhum ans. Because the energy Silvia2 receives
is always lost by Silvial there is no violation of energy conservation in the universe. D icke
found som e tin e ago that energy conservation is violated in certain quantum m echanical
m easurem ent setups for arbitrarily long tin es@]. Heholds that this poses no serious prob—
Jem because the expectation value for the am ount of energy violation tums out to be zero
(ie. repeating the m easuram ent m any tin es, energy is lost as often as it isgained). In the
conventional interpretation ofquantum m echanics there seem sto be a problem however, be—
cause D icke's resut m eansthat eg. the findam entalprinciple of tim e tanslation nvariance
would be violated on m acroscopic tim e scales. In the M W I D icke's situation corresponds
to worlds which have a di erent energy expectation value of the system imm ediately after
they were created due to branching (one is higher and the other lower than the one before
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branchjng@]) . The average of their energy expectation values is the energy expectation
value before the branching, and energy conservation holds at all tim es. T his \restoration
of conservation law s" in theM W I, which arises when allbranches of the quantum state are
considered together was already pointed out by E litzur and Vaidm an @].

5 Conclusion

T he prediction ofthe orthodox interpretation E] is that the jon In our exam ple experim ent
is never observed In an excited state by Silvia2: the m easurem ent is surely nished after
the photon from the polarization Xer has not been detected by Silvia2 and thereafter
only Silvia2 exists. The \logical' and \m any histories" interpretations [[4] probably lead
to a sin ilar expectation, though i is not com pletely clear to m e what their quantitative
prediction would be. Hidden variable m odels are devised in order to \destroy" Silvial;
their predicition is therefore the sam e as in the orthodox interpretation by de nition. For
the M W I i hasbeen shown in the previous sections that Interworld com m unication on a
tim e scale of m inutes should be possible w ith state of the art quantum -optical equipm ent.
T he experin ental veri cation of this possibility would thus rule out the above m entioned
altematives to the M W I.

The lin iting factor n extending t gec even further (ie. in \kesping the com m unication
channelopen for Ionger") seam s to be the rest gas n the vacuum ofthe ion trap at them o-
m ent. The fascinating problem ofhow to optin ize the com m unication in order to transfer
large am ounts of data (eg. TV pictures) would be beyond the scope of this paper.

T he detection of parallel worlds would nally clarify the fiindam entals of nonrelativistic
quantum m echanics: nature would have an ob fgctive determm inistic reality com pletely inde—
pendent of hum an consciousness and fuilly described by the Schrodinger equation together
w ith the second quantization conditions for the wave eld. To comm unicate w ith parallel
worlds goes of course com pletely against \comm on sense", but i does not lead to any in-
consistencies or violations of known physical principles. A sin ilar opinion was voiced by
Po]chjnski@] who showed that interworld com m unication is possibl wihin W einberg’s
nonlinear quantum m echanics. T he recent speculation of G elkM ann and H an'je@] about
a possible com m unication w ith \goblin worlds" has also certain parallels w ith the proposal
of this paper.

T he applications of this e ect In physics would be m anifold eg. in the investigation of
Chaos or Por in proving statistics In the study of rare processes. O utside physics Inter-
world com m unication would lead to truly m Ind-boggling possbilities, eg. In psychological
research or for the extension of com puting capabilities in com puters and hum ans.
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