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A bstract

In the orthodox language of Q uantum M echanics the cbserver occupies a central posi-
tion and the only "realevents" are them easuring results. W e argue here that this narrow
view is not forced upon us by the lessons of Q uantum P hysics. An alemative language,
closer to the Intuitive picture of the working physicist In m any areas, is not only possble
but warranted. Tt needs, however, a di erent conosgptual picture ulin ately In plying also
a di erent m athem atical structure. O nly a rudin entary outline of this picture w illbe at—
tem pted here. T he In portance of dealizations, unavoidabl in any schem e, is em phasized.
A briefdiscussion of the EPR -phenom enon is added.

1 Language and philosophical extrapolations

P rom nent In the vocabulary of Quantum T heory are the words "physics system s", "state",
"observablk", "m easuring result". T he general theory tells us how these temm s are represented
In the m athem atical schem e and i tells us the follow ing: If a system S is in a state s and we
m easure the cbservabk A then the prokability of obtaining the resuk a is given by the formuha
p= trsP a(A) . I shallnot explain the form ula since you know it all

T his Janguage has proved to be very e cient In a wide area. Nevertheless we should not
consider it as sacrosanct. There are lin its to its usefilness and every word in the vocabulary
is sub $ct to crtician .

Let us start with the word "observable". It suggests that there is an observer. D oes this
have to be hum an being? Certainly in the discussions of the early days of Q uantum M echanics
no other interpretation was intended. O ne of the concems of N ils Bohr was epistem ology ie.
the question ofwhat we (hum ans) can know and how we can com m unicate. But even ifwewant
to understand the word cbserver In a w ider sense wem ust endow hin at least w ith the faculies
of consciousness, intelligence In planning and free will in execution. So there is the question:
doesQ uantum P hysics force us to abandon the ol picture ofa realoutside world, called nature,
w hich exists separate from our consciousness? D o the nding ofatom ic physics decide in favour
of som e philosophical system lke positivian or idealism in contrast to realisn ? I do not think
0. The raw m aterial of physics, which the theory is supposed to explain, consists of facts
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which can be docum ented. N obody clain s that In the recognition of a dot on a photographic
plate or of the print out of a com puter the quantum m echanical uncertainties play any rolk.
W hat is often clain ed is that docum ents are necessarily m acroscopic and that am pli cation to
the m acroscopic scale is essential for the creation of a fact. W e shall Jook at this In portant
point carefully below . Tt has, however, no bearing on the question about the rok of them Ind
in the Interpretation. No m atter what our ultim ate philosophical beliefs are, physics by its
very m ethod proceeds from an "as if" realism . T hus one can hardly doubt that facts sin ilar to
m easuring results occur In nature irrespective of w hether they arise In a planned experin ent
and enter the consciousness of an observer. For instance we believe that coan ic rays passing
through a body ofwater which happens to be at the boiling point m ay produce lines of vapour
bubbles. A child passing by m ay wonder about this phenom enon but probably not even notice
it. Thuswe m ay assum e that a m easuring result is an event whose reality status is no better
than that of other events in nature.

G ranting this we must ask: what constitutes an event in the above exam pk? There are
bubbles m arking approxin ate points In goacetin e and we attrbute these to an elm entary
quantum process such as

+ atom ! + don + e+ @)

which creates a localized disturbance in the superheated liquid and this in tum acts as a gem
of vaporization. Can we ssparate the elm entary process (1) as a closed process from the
subsequent m acroscopic am pli cation? W hat ifthe tem perature ofthe waterwas a few degrees
lower and no bubbls were form ed? This brings us badk to the question about the rok of
am pli cation. C learly we have to distinguish between docum ents and facts. W hik the form er
are needed for the unequivocal establishm ent and comm unication of a result of observation
ie. are Indispensable on the epistem ological side we should recognize that physics transcends
epistem ology. In physics we try to extrapolate from what we know or even can know to fomm
a ooherent picture of the world using criteria lke reasonableness, sin plicity .... O bservations
are a tooland a chedk, not the ultin ate purpose. T he assum ption of (1) as an Individual fact
is an idealization which has to be judged by its reasonableness.

2 Individuals and ensem bles.

N jels Bohr is som etin es regarded as a crown w itness for positivian : his em phasis on episte—
m ology seam s to provide som e justi cation for this. But Bohr disclain ed such a label and
reportedly felt unhappy about this m isunderstanding of the m essage of Q uantum M echanics.
Indeed in his wrtings you nd no trace of a doubt about the real existence of electrons and
atom s but only about our ability of assigning sin ple attributes to them . One central point
of Bohr's argum ent is that Q uantum T heory introduces a discrete elem ent into physics which
In plies not only the stability of atom sbut also the ndivisbility of quantum processes whether
it be a quantum juimp in an atom or the passage of a particke between source and detector
In the doublk slit experiment. Any subdivision of such a process, the attem pt to describe
it as a continuous developm ent In space and tin e, cannot have an ob gctive m eaning. The
Schrodinger equation does not describe the individual process. It describbes the continuous
change of probabilities for possibble facts not the fact itself. Sin ilarly the form ulation of quan-—
tum m echanical statem ents quoted at the beginning, which is essentially due to von N eum ann,
refers to the statisticalbehavior In an ensamble: the individual fact, called "m easuring resul",
rem ains unresolved. This calls attention to the division problem . W hat can be singled out as



an Individual? This question applies in parallel to m atter and to events. To say that m atter
is com posed of atom s and an atom is com posed of electrons, protons and neutrons is obvi-
ously a coarse picture. The Pauli principle In plies that the "constituents" cannot be regarded
as ndividuals and even where this principle does not enter, eg. In the case of the hydrogen
atom , the com position picture is only an analogy providing a usefiilm odel for approxin ations.
An individual part of m atter becom es precisely de ned only as an asym ptotic notion which
can be arbitrarily well approxin ated by isolation. The sim plest such individuals are particles
(including stable, com pact ob Ects like a crystal). Their intemal structure is rigidly xed by
(quantum ) law s of nature. Sin ilarly an individualevent is an asym ptotic notion. The sin plest
type of event is a collision process between particles, well isolated from otherm atter and closed
by the spatial ssparation of the reaction products. ktsm ental decom position into subevents or
"virtual events" (@s n Quantum Field Theory) is a usefulm odel but no ndividual existence
of the virtual events can be clain ed. This hinging of basic conospts to asym ptotic situations
which are only approxin ately realizable em phasizes the need for idealizations. Idealizations
cannot be avoided ifwe want to tak about any subdivision of the universe [] though this does
not necessarily have to be done In tem s of particles and collisions. C onsidering for nstance the
regin e ofan extended m edium ofhigh density wem ay de ne an lndividualevent asa signi cant
deviation from local equilbrium . In the orthodox interpretation the idealization begins w ith
the cut between the "quantum system " and the cbserving instrum ents described classically and
continues w ith Bohr's e ort to de ne a "closed quantum process" as a com plete description of
the experim ental arrangem ent, a task which dem ands judicious jadgm ent as to what is relevant
and what isnot. This is well adapted to laboratory situations when we have to consider both
articles and m acroscopic hardware. But it leaves open the task of translating a description of
the apparatus into the m athem atical representatives of the state prepared and the cbservable
m easured and it does not answer the question of why the interaction between apparatus and
quantum system Jleads In each individual case to a "m easuring result". A gain the occurance of
such eventshasto bepostulated. T he attam pt to explain thisasa consequence ofthe form alian
in the theory of m easuram ent, for instance by the study of decoherence, goes only part of the
way (seebelow).

So farouronly change from the orthodox view hasbeen to replace the notion of "m easuring
result" by them ore generalnotion ofan "event” which is considered asa fact Independent ofthe
presence of an ocbserver. This has, however, In portant consequences. An event is irreversble.
Tt is the transition from a possibility to a fact. W e are raised In the belief that the fundam ental
Jlaw s do not stipulate an arrow of tin e but are nvariant under tin e reversal. T he explanation
ofthem anifest irreversibility ofprocesses around us is delegated to statisticalm echanics which,
starting from fiindam ental law s Invariant under tin e reversal, arrives at irreversib e behaviour in
the m acroscopic dom ain f|. Ifwe believe that this isthe only m echanisn by which irreversbility

1John Bell's quest or "beables" which can be precisely de ned under any circum stances and his criticism of
Quantum T heory on the grounds that it is not enough to achieve agreem ent w ith experim ents "for allpractical
purposes" EFAPP) disregards the possibility that w ith increasing insistence on precision the subdivision of the
universe m ust becom e necessarily coarser and the description less detailed.
2The m iracke by which this is achieved is the Hllow ing. G oing over to a "coarse grained" description one
nds that di erent m acroscopic states have very di erent statisticalw eights. Starting w ith a state of low weight
it is therefore overw helm iIngly probable that later on it develops Into a state ofhigherweight. T here rem ainsthe
question ofwhy we only want to draw conclusions from a given situation at an earlier tim e to that at lJater tin es
and not vice versa and w hy we usually encounter the situation that at the early tin e the state has low statistical
weight. In a laboratory situation the latter circum stance can be attrbuted to the experin enter starting his
Investigation. On the larger scale it must be blam ed ultin ately on cosm ology telling us that observed large
deviations from equilbbriim did not arise from an earlier situation closer to equilbrium as a consequence of a
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can arise we m ust conclude that the elem entary process, even if isolated, cannot be regarded as
real but needs the m acroscopic am pli cation before we can talk about a fact. This argum ent
has played a rol in m any discussions of the quantum m echanical m easuring process. N ils
Bohr refers to it in rather carefiil and slightly enigm atic form ulations, for instance: "Far from
In plying a special di culy, the irreversible am pli cation e ects on which the registration of
atom ic ob fcts depends ram ind us of the essential irreversibility inherent in the concspt of
cbservation". Now, if we do not want to place the concept of cbservation into the center of
physics, we must ask ourseles: what would be the natural picture if we clain that there are
discrete, realevents on any scale?

Starting from this idea we com e aln ost unavoidably to an evolutionary picture of physics.
There is an evolving pattem of events w ith causal links connecting them . At any stage the
"past" consists of the part which hasbeen realized, the "future" is open and allow s possibilities
fornew events. A together we have a grow ing graph or, using anotherm athem atical Janguage,
a grow Ing category whose ob cts are events and whose (directed) arrow s are the causal links.
W e assum e further that the relation to space-tin e is provided by the events. Each event m arks
roughly a region In spacetin e, the sharpness of which depends on the nature of the event.
N o Independent localization properties of links is assum ed. The reason for thism ay be ssen
in the case of Jow density where the schem e can m ost easily be com pared w ith the custom ary
quantum theoretical description. In this case the causal links correspond to particks, the
events to ocollision processes between them . To attribute Jocalization to a particke between two
processes would contradict basic experiences In Q uantum M echanics as em phasized by Bohr's
concept of ndivisbility and m athem atically described by the spreading of the wave padket for
the center ofm assm otion over a Jarge volum e. T hus, after the source event ofem ission we have
roughly a soherical wave function. It should not be interpreted as relating to the probability
for the changing position of a point-lke particlke but rather to the probability for the space—
tin e Jocation of the collision center in a subsequent event. Only after the realization of this
target event wem ay (retrospectively) assign an approxin ate world line and m om entum to the
particle. Let us suppose here that custom ary spacetin e In which pattems of events and links
can be embedded has been independently de ned f|. A pattem of events and links prior to a
given tin e is a history.

The quantum law s concem two aspects. O n the one hand they m ust determ ine the ntrinsic
structure of links and events (for instance the ntemal wave fiinctions or structure functions
of particles). On the other hand they m ust give probability law s for the form ation of speci ¢
pattems, ncliding the positions of collision centers. N o attem pt w illbem ade here to formm ulate
these laws. In the low densiy exampl they can be adapted from standard procedure in
quantum theory. Let us sketch a strongly sim pli ed version of thiswhich show s som e essential
aspects. To each type of Iink  (here a type of partick) we have an associated H ibert space
H and wem ay consider all the subsequently m entioned spaces as subspaces of the Fodk space
generated from theH ofalltypes. Consider for sim plicity "m axin al" events (corresponding to
the strongest possible decisions) . They soecify theirbackw ard links com plktely. Ifthe event has
two backward linksoftypes and then it selectsa goeci cproduct vector’ " 2 H H
and transfom s it to a vector in the tensor product space H H corresoonding to the
outgoing channelﬂ . This vector is, however, not a product vector but a linear com bination of

large uctuation but from one of still low er weight.
3In am ore am bitious analysis one m ight hope to use the geom etry of pattems as a substitute fr space-tin e.
‘W e m ade the further sin plifying assum ption that the choice of a speci ¢ outgoing channel is included in
the characteristics of the event.



such. Tts expansion nto a sum of product vectors depends on a choice of bases in the factor
soaces. T he selkction of a particular product vector is realized only by the subssquent events
since linksbeoom e established only afterboth source and target event are realized. A spacelke
surface not passing through any event de nes a "sub fctive past" consisting of the pattem of
all earlier events. Am ong these events there are saturated ones for which all orward links
are absorbed by som e other event inside this sub ctive past and there are others still having
free valence links for the form ation of future events. To such a sub fctive past we associate a
state which sum m arizes the probability predictions for possible extensions of the pattem to the
foture. In our sin pli ed picture the state depends only on the subpattem of the unsaturated
past events. A s the space-like surface is shifted to the future the associated state changes as
new events appear. T his change, analogous to the "reduction of the wave packet", corresoonds
to the transition from a possibility to a fact. Let us illustrate this in the exam ple ofthe gure In
which the wavy lne indicates the chosen space-lke surface. W e are interested in the extension
of the past history by the pattem of events 4 and 5 and the new ly established links. The
tem poral order of 1, 2, 3 is imrelevant but it is assum ed that no other events of the past can
play a roke for the events linked to 3. Events 1, 2, 3 x unit vectors

12 H H? ; ,2H HY ; 32H H @)
Events 4 and 5 are represented by the rank-1 operators (in D irac notation)
cj ik "3 JF i "] 3)

where the /' are speci c unit vectors in the subspaces H , ( = ; ; ; ) and 47 5 unit
vectors in the tensor product spaces of the new outgoing channels. T he constant c,c’ together
w ith the selection of the backw ard ties ie. the vectors j i detem ine the probability fora single
event. Thus the probability for event 4 is ocbtained by applying the rst operator of (3) to

1 3. This yields a vector whose square length gives this probability. To obtain the pint
probability for events 4 and 5 we have to apply both operators of 3) to 1 2 3 and
square the length ofthe resulting vector. T his pint probability show s correlations even though
these eventsm ay lie space-like to each other. T hey are due to the fact that the two events have
backward causal links to a comm on source (event 3). M oreover the vector ; detemm ned by
event 3, does not specify a product vector ’ " before both events are realized and thus it
is not possbl to assign individual "states" to the not yet established links. It is this feature
w hich distinguishes the pint probability for events from the case of classical correlations w hich
result if there is an Individual state for each link (possbly unknown) and the correlations are
between these states of links. A prin e exam pk is the EPR -phenom enon (see below ).

T he decision for realization ofone possible pattem ofevents isa free choice ofnature lim ited
only by the probability assignm ent. [] The am ount of freedom thus accorded to nature is larger
than in the standard view where the experin enter foroes nature to decide only on the answer
to a proposed question. It m ust be stressed, how ever, that also in the standard use of quantum
theoretical form alian the elem ent of free choice by nature cannot be elin hated. It is only
pushed to the rear by focusing on ensem bles Instead of ndividual cases. Thus one m ay derive
from the dynam ical law goverming the tin e developm ent of "states" (rpresenting ensem bles)
that In the case of com plex system s the density m atrix beocom es very fast e ectively diagonalin

50 ne can speculate w hether the decision between a large num ber of altemativesm ay be decom posed into a
sequence of binary decisions, each corresponding to one bit of nform ation. This would appear indicated in a
m ore fundam ental approach.



Figure 1: Pattern form ation

suitably chosen collective coordinates whatever the initial state m ay have been. "E ectively"
m eans that In no realistic experim ent the o -diagonaltem s will play a role ("decoherence").
O ne concludes then that this nalensambl m ay be thought of as a m xture of subensembles
In each of which the collective coordinates have speci ¢ values. This is perfectly correct as
far as statistical predictions for subsequent m easuram ents are concemed. Tt does, how ever, not
explain the fact that in each Individualcase nature hasdecided forone soeci ¢ sst ofvalues eg.
the position of a dot on a photographic plate), a decision not controlled by the experin enter
and not describbed by the tin e developm ent of the density m atrix. A strking exam pl of
the am biguities nvolved in the step from the statistics of an ensemble to conclusions about
Individual cases w illbe discussed below . Tt is Interesting to note that D irac advanced the idea

ofa free choice of nature in this context in 1927 at the 5th Solvay C ongress but was dissuaded
by Bohr who em phasized the decisive role of the observer.

3 Com parison w ith standard procedure.

T o com pare the degree of com patibility ofthe schem e w ith the standard procedure ofQ uantum
Physics ket us rst ook at a process like (1) w ithout subsequent am pli cation e ects. T he links
to the past are a single -meson and a singke atom far ssparated from all other m atter. In
the conventional treatm ent we have a Fodk space of lnoom ing particles. The initial state is
described as a tensor product of two single particle wave functions of the respective center of
massmotion We treat the atom as a single partick). The nal state is described as a vector
In Fock space resulting from the application of the S-m atrix to this tensor product. &t isa sum

of tem s describbing the di erent channels. W ewrite asusualS = 1+ iT and, for a particular
nal channel (suppressing spin indices)
’ 0 0 i i 4 X 0 X

Ey tiipiPiP2) 1 ) ) (0 By p)d P1)d P2) @)

Ul riipl) =
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withd ;)= @ m?) @!)d'p.Using
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P
and noting that exp ix pﬁ represents in any dlannel; Just the space-tin e translation by x in
the Fodk space of outgoing particles (sin ilarly exp ix pr for the incom Ing particlkes) we m ay
write (4) In vector notation as 7

out _ Tx ind4X,' (5)
regarding this as a m apping in Fock space where
T,=U ®)TU ) * ©®)

is the translate by the 4-vector x of an operator T whose m atrix elem ents are the functions

(pg :::p) - The Jatter are an ooth fiinctions of the m om enta apart from the fact that they are
needed only on the subspace ofm om entum oconservation and their extension away from this is
arbirary. So we can choose tham to be an ooth in allm om entum argum ents and thereby T,
becom es a quasilocal operator centered around x. T he localization of T, w illbe poor in the case
of Jong range forces or "weak processes" like soft photon em ission or interaction w ith extemal

elds. Let us kave aside here the problem s associated w ith the existence ofm asslkess particles
and focus on hard inelastic events. The characteristics of an event include the nature of the
backward links ie. the charges, m ass and soin values of the incom Ing particles and, although
they should not inclide detailed inform ation about forward Iinks since these are xed only In
subsequent events, we m ay inclide In our case the choice of a speci ¢ nal channel and even
som e rough speci cation of the m om enta of outgoing particles since this concems m utually
exclusive possbilities, provided the isolation is adequate.

In the last section we dem anded that we should be ablk to attribute a rather sharply de ned
soace-tin e region to the event. T his is not yet provided by the sharpness of localization of T,
(W hich corresponds roughly to the range of the interaction) but requires that ifwe m ake a cell
division in x-space, w riting

Z X X

T,dx = Ty ; Te= T,g ®)dx ; G ) =1; =T, ™ )

w ith the function g, having support in the cell k, then, for approprately chosen cell division,
the Individualtem s , m ay be considered as describing (inooherent) altematives, one ofw hich
is selected by nature in the individual case. By contrast, believing in the absolute validity of
the quantum theoretical form align , one concludes that the phase rlation of di erent | can
be put In evidence or, in other words, that the needed size of the cells depends strongly on far
away circum stances surrounding the process, not only on the event itself (ie. on the presence
of instrum ents which are far away at the tin e of the event). To assess the signi cance of this
di erence we have to study the statistics ofan ensam ble of such processes follow ed by subsequent
m easuram ents on the nalstate. The relevant test experin ent is a very precise control of the
energy-m om entum of all nitial and nalparticlkes. The assum ption of an extension a of the
event In the -direction inplies a lim itation in the control of the m om entum balnce P of
order h=a . This raises the question of how precisely the relevant part of past history can be
controlled in all sam ples of the ensamble. H ere the follow Ing consideration m ay be instructive.
If the overlap region of the wave functions of lncom ing particles were su ciently narrow then
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only a singlke tem would occur. But this is usually not the case. Consider the opposite
extram e where we take the Iniial state of the atom In (1) as an equilbriim state n a large
vessel so that its position is aln ost unknown. If is the inverse tem perature the state can
be descrbed by a density m atrix diagonal n the m om entum representation, given by (non
relativistically)

I pi= @’ plexp p’=2m ®)
(W e have disregarded the nom alization). Now we note that precisely the sam e density m atrix
also arises as a m xture of G aussian wave packets, m Inin alat som e tin e t, with w idth

= h(=2m):? ©)

and distributed w ith uniform density In space and tin e. Num erically, taking form the proton
m ass this gives at a temperature of 1 K a value = 2 10’ an. Thus it does not m ake
any di erence for the statistics of any subsequent experin ent whether we assum e that the
initial state isbuilt up from plane waves or from localized packets of size . T he origin of this
am biguiyy is, of course, the non unigueness of the decom position of an in pure state and we see
here that we cannot con ne attention to decom positions into m utually orthogonalstatesbecause
we considered m ixtures ofpackets which arem inin alat di erent tin es. W e are rem inded again
of the feature that the study of statistics In an ensam ble allow s w idely di erent pictures for the
Individual case.

Still, there is no known law of nature which would prevent the control of the m om enta of
ncom Ing particles and the m easurem ent of the m om enta of outgoing particles w ith arbitrary
precision. Such an overall high precision experin ent would be, In the standard language, the
com plem entary one to the well known high energy experin ents where we see by Insoection
In the individual case the existence of a collision center from which the tracks of particlkes
em erge. T he precision in the de nition of this collision center m ay not be great but it ismuch
sharper than the controlled localization of the incom ing particles. At present it must be kft
to Intuition whether one prefers to believe In som e fuindam ental lin iation of the accuracy of
the "ocom plem entary" experin ent or in the in uence of far ssparated m atter on the extension
of the individual collision region.

Let us tum now to pattems of events and links In the low density situation. A Ink,
corresoonding to a particle, ism athem atically described by an irreducible representation of the
total sym m etry group which is the direct product of a global gauge group w ith the Poincare
group. T he vectors in this representation space give the charge quantum num bers and a wave
function forthe center ofm assm otion and spin ordentation. T he event isdescribed by a reducible
representation resulting from the tensor product of the irreducihble representations associated
w ith the backward links, followed by "quasipro pction™ by an operator Ty . A fler the event this
representation is decom posed again into a sum oftensor products of irreducible representations,
each tem corresponding to a speci ¢ channel of outgoing particles which fumish possible links
to subsequent events. A new event is realized by the fusion (tensor product) of such links
orighating from di erent past events. W e have been careful so far to speak of representations,
not of vectors in the representation spaces. The reason is that, in contrast to the smpli ed
picture described In the last section. Ty is not a rank 1 operator and we can only inclide so
much nform ation aboutbackw ard links as corresponds to the characteristics we can attribute to
events. T hese Include the approxin ate m om enta determ ined retrogpectively from the location
of the source event but no assignm ent of soIn ordentation for the links is provided. The -
functions In (4) do not factor in the variables of outgoing particles. T hism eans that we cannot
attrbute a speci ¢ single particke state to a free valence link and this mmplies in tum that we
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cannot treat the probabilities for the fom ation of subsequent pattems as a classical stochastic
process. W hilk this com plication is not very relevant for position pattems in the case where
the m ean free path is very large com pared to the unsharpness of localization of events so that
allm om enta can be taken as rather well de ned though unknown, there is no corresponding
m echanism providing a speci cation of the state of spin ordentation of the individual particle.
T his is dem onstrated by the experin ents conceming the EPR-e ect for soin.

W e consider the decay of a spin zero particle Into two soin 1/2 particles ollowed by a
m easuram ent of the soin ordentation of the two particles w ith respect to regoective directions
e; ;e prescribed by Stem-G erlach m agnets. Thism ay be idealized as the situation pictured
In the gure where events 1 and 2 correspond to the setting of the Stem-G erlach m agnets,
event 3 to the decay process and events 4 and 5 to the interaction between the decay particlkes
and the two Stem-G erlach arrangem ents each allow Ing only a binary decision whose resuls
are denoted by + or . Since the events 1 and 2 concem the setting of classical apparatus
the links and are already xed by these events and m ay be characterized by the directions
e; ;e . D isregarding the m otion in space and focusing only on the spin, the vector 3 is the
unigque singlet state In the H ibert space of 2-particle soin states. If 4 isthe event w ith outcom e
+ then ’ is realized as the sihgle particke state ’ ;. (1) (soIn ordented in the +e; direction).
Since the arrangem ent is such that we are sure that one of the results + or must happen
the constants c and ¢’ are equalto 1. The pint probabilities are thus given by the well known
quantum m echanical expressions.

4 Concliding rem arks

T he conceptual structure proposed above ncorporatesthe essentialm essage ofQ uantum P hysics
and does not seem to be at odds w ith known experim ental ndings. The only point of dis—
agreem ent w ith the standard m athem atical form align is the assum ed relation between events
and space-tim e. The clari cation ofthis issue w illdem and a considerable am ount oftheoretical
work and possbly also new experin ents. One of the reasons in favor of the presented pic—
ture is precisely this point. Tt seam s ultin ately unsatisfactory to accept spacetin e as a given
arena In which physics has to play. T his feature persists even in G eneral Relhtivity where a 4-
din ensional space-tin e continuum is a prioriassum ed and only ism etric structure depends on
the physical situation . In particular, In the absence ofallm atter and allevents there would still
rem ain this continuum , void of any signi cance. T his aspect provided one of the m otivations
of the author for introducing the notion of "event" as a basic concept w ith the ultin ate ain of
understanding space-tin e geom etry as the relations between events []]. The otherm otivation
was, of course, the desire to separate the laws of Quantum Physics from the presence of an
cbserver B]. T this respect it appears that theorists discussing quantum processes inside a star
or in the early universe necessarily transcend Bohr's epistem ology. U sually then the orthodox
Interpretation is silently ignored but there are som e e orts to build a rationalbridge from the
standard form alisn to such areas of physical theory, m ost prom nently the work by G ellM ann
and Hartle [J]. It uses the concept of "consistent histories" introduced by G ri ths 4] and
extended by Om nes [{]. Fora criticism ofthis concept see []. ks usefulness is restricted by the
fact that oconsistent histories em bodying som e established fasts m easuring resuls) are highly
non unigue. T his lead Om nes to the distinction between "reliable properties" and truth.

Still anotherm otivation com es from the follow Ing consideration. T he generalm athem atical
structure of standard Quantum Theory is extram ely exible. Tts connection to physical phe-
nom ena depends on our ability to transhte the description of circum stances (eg. experin ental
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apparatus) to a speci cation of operators in H ibert space. Apart from the case ofvery sinple
system s the sucoess In this endeavor is due to the fact that form ost purposes no precise m ath—
am atical speci cation is needed. Thus, for the treatm ent of collision processes in Q uantum
Field Theory i su ces to give a division of "all" cbservables Into subsets which relate to spec—
1 ed spacetim e regions. However, in addition to this classi cation of cbservables one uses the
postulate of strict relativistic causality. T he consequences of this postulate have been veri ed
by the check of dispersion relations to regions with an extension farbelow 10 ** an . On the
other hand it seem s highly unlkely that the construction of an instrum ent of, say, intrinsic
size of 10 ® am and the control of its placem ent to such an accuracy could be possble even
In principke ie. that we m ay assum e the existence of such observablkes. But is i not unlkely
that we can attrbute to high energy events a localization of this order of m agnitude though
we have no m eans of verifying this in the Individualdase. T hus the indirect check by m eans of
dispersion relations could be explained by the existence of sharply localized events rather than
sharply localized observables.

T he realization ofa speci ¢ result n each individualm easurem ent has been recognized by
m any authors asa challenge to the theory ofm easurem ent which cannot be explained using only
the dynam ical law of Q uantum T heory applied to the interaction of a quantum system with a
m acroscopic device but needs an additional postulate. In the words ofOm nes this is "a law of
nature unlke any other". In a series of papers B lanchard and Jadczik suggested a form alian
In which irreversbility is Introduced In the dynam ics of the coupling of a quantum system
w ith a classical one and thereby cbtained a (henom enological) description of this aspect of
m easurem ents (seeeg. [1)).

C om ing to the evolutionary picture I leamed that sin ilar ideas have been presented by A N .
W hitehead already in 1929 B]. H is w ritings have .n uenced philosophers and theologians but
few ifany physicists. In physicsD .F inkelstein suggested an approach to the space-tin e problam
based on sim ilar concepts {]. C F.v. W eizsacker tried for m any years to draw attention to
the fundam ental di erence between facts as related to the past and possbilities as related to
the future and argued that for this reason the statistical statem ents In physics m ust always be
fiture directed {LQ].

To conclude ket m e express my conviction that for a fiindam ental physical theory of the
future the conceptual structure of standard Q uantum T heory is not adequate. T his isno basic
disagresm ent w ith the epistem ological analysis of N iels Bohrbut the recognition that physical
theory always transcends the realm of experience, introducing concespts which can never be
directly veri ed by experience though they m ay possbly be shown to be incom patible with it.
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