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ON SCHIZOPHRENIC EXPERIENCES OF THE NEUTRON
OR
WHY WE SHOULD BELIEVE
IN THEMANY-WORLDS INTERPRETATION
OF QUANTUM THEORY

Lev Vaidm an f]

T he truth about physical ob ctsm ust be strange. It m ay be unattainable,
but if any philosopher believes that he has attained it, the fact that what
he o ersasthe truth is strange ought not to be m ade a ground of ob fction
to his opinion.

{ Bertrand Russ=ll

1. Introduction

There are m any Interpretations of quantum m echanics, and new ones continue to appear.
TheM any-W orlds Interpretation M W I) Introduced by Everett (1957) In pressesm e asthe best
candidate for the interpretation of quantum theory. M y belief is not based on a philosophical
a niy forthe idea ofplurality ofworldsas in Lew is (1986),but on a jadgm ent that the physical
di culties of other interpretations are m ore serious. H owever, the scope of this paper does not
allow a ocom parative analysis of all altematives, and my m ain puyoose here is to present my
version ofM W I, to explain why I believe it is true, and to answer som e comm on criticiam s of
MW T.

The MW I isnot a theory about m any obfctive \worlds". A m athem atical form alisn by
itself does not de ne the concept of a \world". The \world" is a sub fctive concept of a
sentient observer. A 1l (sub ctive) worlds are incorporated in one ob fctive Universe. Ithink,
however, that the nam e M any-W orlds Interpretation does represent this theory fairly well
Indeed, according to M W I (and contrary to the standard approach) there are m any worlds of
the sort we call n everyday life \the world". And although M W I isnot just an interpretation
of quantum theory { it di ers from the standard quantum theory In certain experim ental
predictions { Interpretation isan essentialpart ofM W I; it explains the trem endous gap between
what we experience as our world and what appears In the form alisn of the quantum state of
the Universe. Schrodinger’s equation (the basic equation of quantum theory) predicts very
accurately the results of experin ents perform ed on m icroscopic system s. I shallargue In what
follow s that it also Inplies the existence of m any worlds. The purpose of addition of the
collapse postulate, which represents the di erence between M W I and the standard approach,f]
is to escape the in plications of Schrodinger’s equation for the existence of m any worlds.

Today’s technology does not allow us to test the existence of the \other" worlds. So only
God or \supem an" (ie. a superintelligence equipped with supertechnology) can take full
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1In fact, there are several other interpretations w ithout collapse. I consider these interpretations to be
variations ofM W I. Indeed, if there is no collapse then the states corresponding to allworlds ofM W I exist. See
m ore in Section 15.
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advantage of MW I.W e, however, are In the position of G od relative to a neutron. Today’s
technology allow s us to test the existence of m any \worlds" for the neutron. This iswhy I
discuss neutrons rst. For the purposes of exposition I shall attriute to the neutron the ability
to feel, to rem em ber, and to understand. But I em phasize that the validity ofM W Theld by a
hum an observer does not depend on the existence of a sentient neutron.

The plan of this paper is as follow s: In Sections 2 and 3, I explain the design of a neutron
Interferom eter and show that a conscious neutron passing through the interferom eterm ust have
schizophrenic experiences. In Section 4, I introduce a neutron’sM W I and explain how it solves
the problem of the neutron’s schizophrenia. In Sections 5-10, I continue the discussion ofM W I
using the exam ple of the neutron interferom eter. In Section 11 Ipresent, and in sections 12-14
I discuss, the M W I ofthe Universe. Section 15 is devoted to the causal interpretation Bohm ,
1952) which isprocbably thebest altemativetoM W I.In Section 16, I sum m arize the argum ents
In favorof M W I. Section 17 is an addition to the paper In which I re ect on recent sym posium
on the M any-M inds Interpretation of Lockwood (1996).

2. The N eutron Beam Splitter

Let m e start with an analysis of a sin ple experin ent. A neutron passes through a beam
solitter S toward detectors D, and D, (see Figure 1). The outcom e of this experim ent, as
reported by num erous experin enters, is always as follows: A singlke neutron com Ing toward
the beam splitter is detected either by detector D ; or by detector D ,. A natural conclusion
from these reports is that the neutron either takes trafgctory SD ; or takes tragctory SD ,
and, consequently, the experin enter sees only one triggered detector. There are two distinct
possibilities and only one of them is realized.
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Figure 1: The neutron beam splitter.

B efore the experin ent, we can in agine two di erent w orlds corresoonding to the two possble
outcom es of the experin ent. The two worlds di erw ith respect to the position of the neutron,
the states of the detectors, the state ofm ind ofthe experin enter, the record In the hisnotebook,
etc. In the standard approach, only one of these worlds exists. A ccording to M W I, how ever,
both possbilities of the experin ent are actualized. Both detectors D ; and D , are triggered,
both outcom es are seen by the experin enter, both resuls are w ritten down in the notebook,
etc. W hen an experim enter reportstom e that the neutron wasdetected by D ;, I, Lev Vaidm an,



know that there is also a world In which Lev Vaidm an got a report about a neutron detected
by D ,, and that the other world is not less \actual" than the st one. This is what \m any
worlds" m eans. T here are m any worlds like the one we experience.

F igure 2: Two arrangem ents of neutron beam splitters and a neutron m irror.

Iw ill concede that based on the resuls ofthe experin ent shown in Figure 1, it isnaturalto
assum e that there isonly oneworld: A neutron passing through a lbeam splitter either is scattered
through a given angk or continues in a straight line without being disturbed. The neutron
has a singke tragctory. W e can bolster our con dence that this is the correct description by
considering results ofthe experim entsw ith am irrorand two beam splitters in the con gurations
of Figure 2. The prediction for the outcom es of these experim ents is that in half of the trials
the neutron is not detected by either of the two detectors when it takes the tra fctory w ithout
the m irror), and in the other half it is detected at random by D ; and D ,. The experin ental
resuls are, Indeed, as predicted. However, when we combine these two system s, we discover



that what was true for each of the system s ndividually is not true anym ore: the neutrons are
not detected at random by D ; and D ,. This combination oftwo beam splitters and two m irrors
is called a neutron interferom eter and I w illdiscuss it In the next section.

3. The N eutron Interferom eter

T he neutron Interferom eter is an experin ental device that can be found in several labora-
tories In the world, for a com prehensive review see G reenberger (1983). Taking the assum ption
of the previous section it is inpossbl to explain the results of the neutron Interference ex—
perin ent. These results, combined wih the assum ption that there is only one world for the
neutron, com pel the neutron to have schizophrenic experiences.

In Figure 3, a schem atic neutron interference experin ental sstup is shown. It consists of
a source of neutrons, a beam splitter S;, two m irrors M ; and M ,, another beam splitter S,,
and two detectorsD ; and D , . Based on our understanding of the process of a neutron passing
through a beam splitter, ie., that it either is scattered through a given angle or continues in
a straight line w ithout being disturoed, we conclude that each neutron takes one of the four
tra fctordes S1M 15,D 1, S1M 1S,D 5, S1M ,S,D ¢, S{M ,S5,D ,. Therefore, the neutrons have to
be detected at random by detectors D ; and D ,. But the experin ent does not show what is
expected! A 1l the neutrons are detected by detectorD ; f]
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Figure 3: The neutron interferom eter.

W e cannot explain the experim ental results by the picture of a singlke tra gctory for the
neutron. W e are com pelled to adm it that in som e sense the single neutron passes through two
Sparate trapctories: S;M 1S, and S;M ,S,. If the neutron can feel, i experiences being in
two places and m oving In two di erent directions sin ultaneously. Inside the interferom eter the
neutron must therefore have schizophrenic experiencesf]

Here (@and in a fow places below) I sacri ce rigor for sin plicity by om itting technical details. A precise
statem ent here is that one can tune the interferom eter such that allneutrons are detected by D ; .

3 The word \schizophrenia" does not describe precisely the neutron’s experience, but I cannot nd a better
alemative. The di culty n lJanguage is not surprising since, before quantum m echanics, hum anshad no reason
to discuss this kind of situation.



4. Two N eutron W orlds

To avoid positing schizophrenic neutrons, I w ill state that during the tim e the neutron is
Inside the interferom eter the world of the experin enter encom passes two neutron worlds. In
each of these two worlds, the neutron has a de nite trafctory: S1M S, for one and S;M ,S,
for the other. In each world there is a causal chain of events. For exam ple, in one world the
neutron passed through beam splitter S; undisturbed, kicked by m irrorM ; bounced toward S,,
was scattered by the beam splitter tow ard detectorD 1, and was absoroed by D ; . In each world
the neutron has unam biguous answers to the questions: W here is the neutron now? W hat is
the direction of tsm otion? W hich m irror did i hi? N ote that m y assum ption of two neutron
worlds is useful even if there are no sentient neutrons. The assum ption allows m e to ansver
the above questions, questions which are illegitin ate according to the standard approach.

T he neutron in one neutron world does not know (unless it has studied quantum m echanics
and believes inM W I) about the existence ofits \tw In" in the otherworld. In the sam eway, m ost
ofus do not think that in addition to the world we experience there are other worlds present in
the spacetin e. T he experin enter, however, is in the position of G od for the neutron. He can
devise an experim ent to test whether the neutron of one world feels the neutron of the other
world. To this end hem odi es the neutron interference experim ent by rem oving beam splitter
S,, e Figure 4. O ne neutron world corresoonds to the tra ctory S;M 1D , and the other to the
trapctory S1M ,D ;. W e know that the two neutronsm est each other In at point A , the original
location ofbeam splitter S, . They are in the sam e place at the sam e tin e m oving in di erent
directions. Under nom al circum stances (In a singlke world) two neutrons would scatter from
each other. But the resul of the experim ent, as In F igure 4, show s no scattering w hatsoever.
T he rate of detection ofneutronsby D; O ,) isnota ected in any way when we elin inate the
tw In-neutrons by placing an absorption screen beforem irrorM ; M ,).
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Figure 4: The neutron interferom eter w ithout second beam splitter.

Let us discuss again the neutron Interference experim ent Eigure 3). The hypothesis of
many (wo In this case) worlds solves the problem of the neutron’s schizophrenia inside the
Interferom eter, but it seem s that we are left w ith the problem of schizophrenic m em ories of the
neutron. The two worldsbecom e one again In beam splitter S, . W hatm em ory doesthe neutron



have after it leaves S,? Did £ hitM ; orM ,? Quantum theory tells us that the neutron cannot
retain m em ordes about w hich tra gctory it took (in which wordd it \1lived") . Q uantum m echanics
does explain why the neutron is detected by D ;, but only ifthe neutron hasno intemalvariabl
that \rem embers" (after the neutron leaves the interferom eter) which tra gctory the neutron
has taken. Neutron mam ory is not ruled out com pltely: the neutron m ight rem ember is
tra pctory whilke it is still lnside the Interferom eter, but the m em ory has to be erased when the
neutron leaves the second beam splitter. In fact, there is a physical realization of an experin ent
n which the neutron \rem embers", whilke nside the interferom eter, which path it takes. O ne
of the devices that can serve as a beam splitter for a neutron is a specially designed m agnet
(Stem-G erlach apparatus). In this case, the path of the neutron is correlated w ith the value of
an Intemalvariabl called soin, so the neutron has the spin to ram ind itself of tspath whik i
is Inside the interferom eter. H owever, the second m agnet, replacing the second beam spolitter,
erases the correlation and the m em ory once the neutron leaves the interferom eter.

The neutron cannot \feel" ob gcts from other worlds, it cannot rem em ber that it \ lived"
In two worlds. So, is there any reason for the neutron to believe in the existence of the
other worlds? Yes, the sam e reason that we have: this hypothesis explains why, after passing
through the Interferom eter, the neutron always ends up in detectorD ;. W e w ill see next, how
the quantum theory W ith m any worlds) explains this experin ental fact.

5. Quantum M echanical E xplanation

In standard quantum m echanics particles do not and cannot have tra ctories. A particlke
is described by a quantum state evolving In tine. For the neutron, the quantum state is
represented by a spin com ponent and a spatial wave function. A ccording to the standard
Interpretation, the square of the m agnitude of the wave function at a given point yields the
probability per uni volum e of nding the particle there. Frequently, the spatial wave fiinction
soreads out signi cantly and then there is no answer to the question: where is the partick?
In fact, In any real situation there is no exact answer to this question. (Zero uncertainty
In the position requires in nie energy. N everthelss, physicists do consider tra fctories of
particles. W hat physicists m ean when they say that the neutron takes a given trapctory is
that the spatial wave function of the neutron is a localized wave packet (LW P) whose center
m oves on this trafctory. M acroscopic bodies are also described by IW Ps. Even a leading
theory of collapse, see G hirardi and Pearle (1990), considers reduction of the quantum states
of m acrosoopic bodies only into LW Ps.) Inside the interferom eter the wave function of the
neutron is not a IW P and, consequently, the neutron has no tra gctory. However, when the
neutron leaves the beam spolitter S,, its wave function becom es again a IW P, the IW P which
m oves toward detector D ;. This is the quantum -m echanical explanation why the neutron is
never detected by detectorD ,. Let m e dem onstrate now this quantum interference e ect using
som e form ulas.

I designate by jipi and fTowni the states of the neutron m oving 45° up and 45° down
respectively (see Figures 14). A fter the passage through a beam spolitter the state of the
neutron changes as ollow s: p_
Jpi! 1= 2(upi+ Howni);

P_
downi! 1= 2(jipi FHowni):



T he action ofm irrorM ; is

Jipi! Howni; )
and ofm irrorM ,,

downi! dupi: 3)
K now Ing the action of com ponents (1) — (3), and using the lnearity of quantum m echanics, we
can nd out the state of the neutron leaving the interferom eter:

p- p-
Jipi! 1= 2(jpit+ PJowni) ! 1= 2(Powni+ jipi)
' 1=2(pi Howni)+ 1=2 (Jupi+ Howni)= japi 4)

The neutron IW P, after laving the beam gplitter S,, moves In the direction \up" and is
absorbed by detector D ;. This explanation is so sinpl that it is generally accepted even
though it involves an intem ediate state of the neutron m oving both up and down at the sam e
tin e.

W e can also understand w hy the neutron interference experin ent cannot be explained ifthe
neutron ram em bers which path it took. If it hasam em ory variable M ; corresponding to which
m irror it hit, the two waves reaching detector D , are di erent and, therefore, do not interfere.
T he corresponding temm s in the state ofthe neutron, 1=27own;M iand + 1=2down;M ,iare
not canceled asarethetem s 1=2downiand + 1=2¢downiin Egq. @).

T he neutron Inside the Interferom eter is described by the wave function that is a superpo-
sition oftwo LW P s distinguished by their direction ofm otion and location:

P_
J ineutron = 1= 2(api+ Wowni): 5)

In the standard approadh, a sentient neutron would nvariably be schizophrenic. M y proposal
is that during the period of tin e the neutron wave fiinction is inside the Interferom eter there
are two neutron worlds : one corresoonding to IW P jipi and the other to IW P Powni. In
each world there is a neutron wih is own trapctory. W e can view a part of the neutron
wave flinction as a \whok" neutron (in a given world) because physical characteristics of the
\partial" neutron such asmass, soi, etc. are exactly the sam e as the characteristics of the
whole neutron. The trapctory of each LW P (inside the iInterferom eter where there are no
solittings) is just what it would be if it were the whole wave function. The neutron In each
world cannot know from inm ediate experience that in som e sense it is only \half" a neutron.
Indeed, any physical m easurem ents perform ed by the \half" neutron m oving In one am ofthe
Interferom eter would yield exactly the sam e results as the sam e m easurem ents perform ed by
the \whole" neutron m oving in this am .

6. The P referred B asis of the N eutron W orlds

In the previous section Idecom posed the quantum state ofthe neutron (5) into a sum oftwo
orthogonal states corresponding to two di erent neutron worlds. In the form alisn of quantum
m echanics there are In niely m any ways to decom pose the state Into a sum oftwo orthogonal
states. W hy did I chose this particular one? W hy not, for exam pl, take an altemative
decom position of the sam e state:

Jinearon = 1= 8 (1+ Dipi+ @ i)fowni + 1= 8 (I ijupi+ @+ Downi : (6)



But the two com ponents in Eq. (6) do not correspond to \neutron worlds". Indeed, I have
m ade an assum ption that neutrons are sin ilar to us, ie., tient neutron isnot schizophrenic
as_it would have to be in the worlds corresponding to 1= 8(1+ Dipi+ @ I Powni) and
1= 8 (@ Dyppit+t @+ )Howni). The decom position (5) is, essentially, the only decom position
into \worlds" in which the neutron is a localized wave packet during the whole period of tin e
and, therefore, has a single experience at every m om ent. It is possibl to decom pose each temm
In Eg. (6) nto smaller IW Ps and if the neutron can distinguish between the tra gctories of
these IW P s, the decom position should be m ade into m ore than two neutron worlds.

I want to stress that \world" is not a physical concgpt. Ik is de ned by the conscious
m Ind of the observer. \Physics" does not prefer the decom position Into LW Ps. It is the fact
that the observer has local senses that explains why an evolution of a LW P corresponds to a
de nite chain of events which he perceives, a story which de nes a particular world. See m ore
In Sections 13 and 17.

7. The Concept of P robability ofa Belisver n M W I

Let me now discuss the experience of the neutron as it passes through a beam solitter.
This is the process In which one neutron world transform s Into two worlds. The neutron
experiences one of two possibbilities: either it scatters or it rem ains undisturbed. A ssum ing
that the neutron does not know M W I, it has no reason to believe that the other possibility is
also realized. The neutron which passes through m any beam splitters develops a concept of
probability. T he situation for the sentient neutron is the sam e as for an experin enter cbserving
the result ofthe experim ent of F igure 1. The neutron nds itself in detectorD ; or detectorD ,,
and the experim enter nds accordingly that detectorD ; orD , clicks. Thus, we can identify the
experin enter’s concept of probability w ith the neutron’s concept of probability. T he neutron
passing through the beam splitter described above in Eqg. (1) assigns equal probabilities to the
states Jupi and Howni. Som e other beam splitters do not give equal probability for the two
possible results. The general form of the operation of a beam spolitter is

Jpi!  Jpi+ Howni; (7)

Quantum theory yields for the neutron, in this case, the probability § ¥ to be ound in D ; and
the probability § § to be found in D ,.

It ismore di cul to de ne a concept of probability for those experin enters and those
neutrons who know MW I. They understand that the belief of the neutron (it m ight be m ore
correct to say \the belief of both neutrons"), that there is just one world, is an illusion. T here
are two worlds In paralkel: one wih the neutron in the state jipi and the other wih the
neutron in the state Howni. Thus, the phrase \the probability for the neutron to be found at
D ;" seam s senseless. Indeed, it is not clear what \the neutron" in this phrase m eans, and it
seem s that whatever neutron we consider, we cannot cbtain j ¥ for the probability. For the
neutron passing through a beam splitter the probability to end up at D ; as opposed to D, is
m eaningless because this neutron beocom es two neutrons. T he two new neutrons are identi ed
w ith the old one: the neutron detected by D ; and the neutron detected by D , both entered the
beam splitter. The new neutrons have no identity problem ; the neutron at D ; has the direct
experience ofbeing at D 1 as opposed to D ,, but it seam s that the probability for that neutron
tobeatD; is juast 1. W e cannot assign any other num ber to this probability, but the neutron
can. Suppose that the neutron (not en pying beam spolitters) took a slesping pilland skpt until



it reached a detector. N ow , if it aw akes inside the detector but has not yet opened its eyes, the
neutron (an expert in quantum m echanics) can say: \Ihave a probability j ¥ to nd myselfin
D ;". Thisisan \ignorancetype" probability. W e, lke any extemal system , cannot be ignorant
about the location of the neutron since we dentify it using is location, whilk each sentient
neutron does not need nform ation to dentify Itse]fﬁ T he sscond new neutron, the one atD ,,
before opening his eyes has exactly the sam e belief: \I have a probability 7 ¥ to nd myself in
D 1". The neutron entering the beam —splitter converts into two neutrons which have the sam e
belief about probability. This allow s us to associate the probability for the neutron entering
the beam —splitter to end up at D ; as the probability of its ancestors to end up there.

The gedanken story with a \slkespihg pill" explains how the concept of probability can be
Introduced in the fram ework of M W I.An experin enter preparing a quantum experin ent w ith
several possible outcom es can associate probability for di erent outcom es according to the
Ignorance probability of each of his ancestors to cbtain this outcom e. And the slesping pill is
hardly necessary since in typical experin ent a superposition ofm acroscopically di erent states
arises before the cbserver(s) becom e aw are of the result of the experim ent.

8. The M easure of E xistence ofa W orld

A believer n MW I can de ne a m easure of existence of a world, the conospt which yields
his sub Ective notion of probability. The m easure of existence of a world is the square of the
m agniude of the coe cient of thisworld in the decom position of the state ofthe Universe into
the sum of orthogonal states worlds). The probability postulate of M W T is: If a world w ith
ameasure splits nto several worlds then the probability (in the sense above) for a sentient
being to nd itself in aworld with m easure ; (one ofthese severalworlds) isequalto ;= . See
Lockwood (1989, pp. 230232) for a pictorial explanation of this rule. C onsider, for exam ple,
a world with m easure of existence , in which a neutron enters the beam solitter shown in
Figure 1. A ssum e that the operation of the beam splitter is describbed by equation (7). T hen
the m easure of existence of the world in which the neutron reaches detector D ; equals J F,
and therefore the probability or the neutron to nd itself n D, is § f= = j F.

D uring the tin e a neutron evolves as a single IW P, itsm easure of existence has no physical
m anifestation. A 1l physical param eters, such as m ass, oin, m agnetic m om ent etc., are inde-
pendent of the m easure of existence. A neutron w ith a tiny m easure of existence m oves (feels)
exactly as one wih measure 1. The m easure of existence m anifests itself only In processes in
which splitting of the world takes place (in the standard interpretation it corresponds to the
situations in which a collapse occurs). The relative m easures of existence of the worlds into
which the world splits provides a conospt of probability.

Ibelieve that the argum ent above, explaining how them easure of existence of future worlds
yields a probability concept, is enough to justify ntroducing the conospt of \m easure of exis-
tence" . H owever, even the m easure of existence of present worlds has physicalm eaning. W hat
is the \advantage" of being In a world with large m easure of existence? W hen the neutron
(ie., LW P) evolves w ithout splitting, the other worlds cannot interfere. W hen it solits Into
two in a beam gpolitter, the other worlds usually do not interfere either, but they can! C onsider
the neutron m oving inside the upper am of the Interferom eter  igure 3 ) and assum e that is
m easure of existence equals 1/2. Being unaware of its \tw n" in the bottom am , it calculates

4A Dert (1987) pointed out another nteresting \privilkege" ofan cbserver in com parison w ith extermnalsystem s:
the observer is the only one in a position to know certain facts about hin self.



equal probabilities for reaching detectors D ; and D ,. But, the neutron’s god, nam ely the ex—
perin enter, m akes use of the other neutron world and changes the probabilities com pltely. If,
however, the neutron in the upper am hasm easure of existence / 1 (if the beam splitter
S, is replaced by the one which tranam itsm ost of the wave), then nobody, not even god, can
signi cantly change the quantum prcbabilities. W hen the m easure of existence is kss than or
equalto 1/2, the god can change probabilities of fiirther splitting com pletely; when it is greater
than 1/2, only partially, and when it is equalto 1 the god cannot change the probabilities at
all. Even for neutrons, experin entalists have to work hard to change such probabilities. A

sin ilar experim ent involving hum an beings (I discuss it in Section 11) would be astronom ically
di cul. W e have no Indication that any god (superintelligence from another planet) plays

such a gam e w ith us.

9. The Collapse Postulate and W hy W e D o N ot N eed It

W hat T have done so farm ay be called the m any (two) neutron-worlds interpretation of
a neutron interference experim ent. I have introduced unusual language, but w ith regard to
equations and results of experin ents, Tam in com plete agreem ent w ith the standard approadch.
However, the M any-W orlds Interpretation of quantum m echanics, In spite of s name, is a
di erent theory. The standard approach to quantum m echanics inclides all axiom s of MW I
and it has one m ore: the postulate of the collapse of a quantum state in the m easurem ent
process. The oollapse postulate has physical consequences which In principle can be tested,
although today’s technology is very far from pem itting a decisive experin ent.

Collapse occurs when a m easuram ent is perform ed. There is no collapse of the neutron
state Inside the interferom eter, and so my discussion agrees w ith the standard approach. In
order to display the di erences between M W I and the standard approach lkt us consider a
neutron passing through a beam splitter w ith action describbed by equation (7) and detected
by detectorsD ; and D, EFigurel). Acoording to M W I, the description of this process is:

Py, ¥lo, | ( Jpit  FHowni)Fh, Fi, !

Jn D 1ijnip, Jip, + Jin Dpijdp, Jinip,; ®)
where ¥ip, signi esthe \ready" state of detectorD ;, jin D ;1 signi es the state of the neutron
when it absorbed by detector D, Jinip, sini es the state of detector D ; \neutron in the

detector," etc. Because of the collapse postulate, the nal state (8) Inm ediately transform s
(w ith the appropriate probability) into a state w ith a de nite result of the experim ent:

Jin D 1ijindp, Jip, + JnD,iyiy, Jnip, !
(
,  JnDiijiniy, ¥ip, (probability j ¥) or
Jin D 2ijip, Jindp, (probability j F)
The m otivation for this step is cbvious. T he right hand side of (8) indicates that at the end of
the m easuram ent detector D ; registers ‘In’ and detector D , registers n’ (as well as that both
detectors show Y'). T he experin enters, however, always report that a single detector registers
\jl’l" .
Tt seem s that the collapse postulate is necessary to explain the experim ental resuls. This,
however, is not the case. Quantum m echanics without the collapse postulate explains the
reports ofthe experim enters aswell. Indeed, ket m e also consider the experin enter asa quantum

©)
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system . Q uantum m echanics describes the process ofocbservation (when the state ofthe neutron
and the detectors are described by equation (8)) as follow s:

Jn D 1ijinip, Jip, +  Jin Doijdy, jniy, Jrie !
| o e i Lo 0: .0, 0,0:
! InD;igniy, Fip,peeD; In; D, rig
+ §in D,ijiy, jinip,)pee D1 %% D, Yin’ (10)
where geeD ; %n% D, %%; signi es the state ofthe experin enter seeing D ; clicks, D , \ready",
etc. In quantum m echanics w ithout collapse, there is no experin enter who sees the neutron
being detected by both detectors. Instead, there are two di erent experin enters: one reports
that the neutron is detected by D ; and is not detected by D 5, and the other reports that the
neutron is detected by D, and is not detected by D ;. W hy are we never confused by their
contradictory reports? Because we, In tum, by listening to their reports, are also solitting
In the same way. And any other experin enter who cbserves the detectors splits. A fler the
experin ent there are two worlds: in one of them all agree that the neutron is in D ;, and in
the other all agree that the neutron is In D ,. Both worlds are real. If T got a report that the
neutron is n D ;, I should not believe that this world is m ore real than the world in which
the neutron is in D, . Tt m ight be that their m easures of existence are di erent, ie., In some
sense, there is \m ore" of one world than of the other. H owever, I still should not say that this
world ism ore real than the other. There is no reason whatsoever to believe that the m easure

of existence of the world in which you now read this paper is m axin al am ong all worlds, but
nevertheless it is as real as it can be.

10. TestofM W I

A widespread m isconcsption about M W I is that is predictions are identical to the pre—
dictions of the standard approach (g. De W i, 1970). Let m e descrioe here the design of
an experin ent that distinguishes between MW I and standard (collapse) approach (see also
Deutsch (1986) and Lockwood (1989, p223). The m easuram ent process of the experin ent
Mustrated In Figure 1, ncluding the observation of its result by an experin enter, can be de-
scribbed (ifM W I is a correct theory) by Schrodinger’s equation w ith a certain Ham iltonian. A
\supem an" could buid a device w ith a \tin e reversal" Ham iltonian which could \undo" the
m easurem ent. The \tin e reversal" Ham iltonian would erase the m em ory of the experin enter,
the detectors would retum to the \ready" state, and the neutron would retum to its origihal
place, ie. the neutron’s source. At this stage we replace the source of the neutron by a de-
tector. Ifno collapse takes place, the detector w ill detect the neutron w ith probability 1. The
neutron In its \reverse" m otion arrives at the beam splitter from two directions and, as in the
neutron interference experim ent E igure 3), continues In a single direction tow ard the detector.
If, however, the collapse takes place at som e stage during the m easuring procedure { say, when
the experin enter looks at the detectors { then the neutron in its \reverse" m otion arrives at
the beam splitter only from one direction. C onsequently, it com es out of the beam splitter in
two directions (see Eq. (1)). In this case the probability of detecting the neutron is equal to
1/2. Thus,M W Iwillbe con m ed ifthe neutron is always detected by the detector, and i w ill
be refiited if the neutron is detected in only about half of the trials.

Since it is generally believed that the collapse happens when the neutron is detected by
a m acrosoopic detector, an experin ent which does not Involve a hum an observer is also a
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reasonable test of M W I. If the detector is m icroscopic, then it is even feasble now to design
the device w hich undoes the Interaction between the neutron and the detectors. W ith progress
In technology, we can get closer and closer to a decisive experim ent. A new experin ental eld,
tw o-particle Interferom etry H ome, Shin ony and Zeilinger 1989), is a signi cant step toward
this goal. W hilke In the case of a neutron interferom eter, the two worlds which were m ade
di ered only with respect to the tra fctory of a singk neutron, now the worlds which interfere
w ith each other di erw ith respect to the tra fctories of two particles.

11.M W IasaUniversalTheory

A cocording to M W I the Universe, everything that exists, is characterized by a singke quan-—
tum state, the State. The tin e evolution of the State is com pletely detemm inistic (given by
Schrodinger’s equation). Essentially, the Universe is the State. The world, as we comm only
understand it through our experience, corresoonds to a tiny part of this State, and we, to som e
fragm ent of this part. I see ram ote support for this picture in recent work of Redhead and
Teller (1992) denying individuability of identical particles. T hus, In particular, we are not to
label the electrons, the protons, etc. out of which we are m ade. W hat speci es and de nes us
is the con guration, the shape of the fragm ent of the state corresponding to our world.

T he State j i can be decom posad into a superposition of orthogonal states § ;1 correspond-
Ihg to di erent worlds: X
ji= iJ il 11)
T he basis of the decom position (11) of the Universe is detem ined by the requirem ent that
Individualtem s j ;i correspond to sensble worlds. T he consciousness of sentient beings who
are attam pting to describe the Universe de nes thisbasis. Twant to em phasize that the choice
of the basis has no e ect whatsoever on the tin e evolution of the Universe. The conospt of
world in MW T isnot part of the m athem atical theory, but a sub fctive entity connected to the
perception ofthe observer (eg. sentient neutron), such that it corresoonds for hum an beings to
our usualnotion ofthe world. In this context one can understand speculation ofW igner (1962)
about the collapse caused by the consciousness of the cbserver, but not In a literal sense, ie.,
that there is a law according to which consciousness a ects physical processes. Instead, the
conscious observer de nes the basis of decom position of the Universe Into the worlds. Thus,
one experin enter’s world encom passes two (sentient) neutron worlds. I analyze this \cbserver
deoom position" In Section 13 (see also Ben-D ov, 1990).

The ooe cients of the equation (11) yield m easures of existence of di erent worlds. The
m easure of existence ofthe world j ;i is j ;7. A Tthough we do not experience it directly, I can,
as above, discuss two m anifestations of the m easure of existence. The rst m anifestation is
for the future worlds. Every tim e there is a situation in which the world spolits it is im portant
for a believer n MW I to know the relative m easures of existence of the solitted worlds. If
asked, he w ill bet according to these numbers. In particular, for the experim ent described In
Figure 1 In which the neutron passes through, say 10% 90% beam splitter he willbet 19
for the neutron reaching corresponding detectors. He understands that he has an illusion of
corresoonding probabilities even so no random process take place In the Universe. In fact, this
behavior of the believer n MW I willbe identical to a (om al) behavior of a believer in the
collapse govemed by Bom probability rule. T he second m anifestation, which can be seen only
In a gedanken experin ent, is for the m easures of existence of the present worlds. I will show
that In a certain situation we should behave di erently jist because of the di erent values of
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the m easure of existence of corresponding worlds.

Let us assum e that tom orrow a \superm an" w ill land on Earth. He is farm ore advanced In
technology than we are, and he will show to us that he can perform nterference experim ents
w ith m acroscopic bodies. He w ill resurrect Schrodinger cats, \undo" m easurem ents described
In Section 10 (show ing that no ocollapse takes place and that MW I is correct) etc. He also
w ill convince us that we can rely on hisword. Then hewillo erme a bet, say 1:1, that the
neutron which passes through a 10% 90% beam splitter as above will end up in detector
D; (cormresoonding to 10% probability calculated naively). He will prom ise not to touch this
neutron, ie., the neutron com ing 45° up. Now it is inportant for my decision of accepting
or refcting the bet to know my present m easure of existence. I rem ember that after the
supem an’s lJanding Iperform ed a quantum experin ent and obtained a very in probable result.
T his m eans, that the m easure of existence of my world is very am all relative to that In which
there isLev Vaidm an towhom the supem an w ith his supertechnology also hasan access. T hus,
the supem an can, in principlk, change the state ofmy twin In this ctherworld (ncluding the
tw in’sm em ory) m aking it identicalto that ofm ine and send in the other world the neutron 45°
from the top, arranging, via interference ofthe two worlds, zero probability for the detection by
detectorD , which had 90% probability w ithout the actions ofthe supem an). So, in that case
I shoud not take the bet. If, however, Tknow that I have a lJarge m easure of existence com pare
to tw ins w ith which the supem an m ight play, then I should take the bet, since the supem an,
In soite of his unlim ited technological power, cannot change signi cantly the probabilities of
the m easurem ent outcom es (the m easures of existence of corresponding worlds) .

12. How M any W orlds?

Healey (1984) and m any othersbecam e opponents ofM W I trying to answer the question of
how m any worlds there are. T he num ber of worlds is huge, and it is not clkear how to de ne it
rigorously. N evertheless, T do not see this as a serious problam , because the num ber of worlds
is not a physical param eter in the theory. The physical theory is about the Universe, one
Universe. W orlds are subctive conospts of the cbservers. A world is a sensble description. Tt
can be characterized by the values ofa set of variables. If the State (ofthe Universe) isknown,
one can calculate the expectation value of a proction operator corresponding to these values
of the set of variables. It is equal to the m easure of existence of this world. If the m easure is
zero, I de ne that the world does not exist. I do not know the State. T herefore, I do not know
if any particular world exists. I do know that the world in which I wrote this paper exists. I
also have know ledge about quantum experin ents w ith possible di erent outcom es which were
perform ed in the past. T herefore, Tknow that there are other worlds. A nd the worlds continue
tomultiply. By perform ing quantum experin entsw ith a prioriuncertain outcom es, Tam certain
that I ncrease the num ber of worlds. (I disregard in probable situations n which the worlds
recom bine.) Itend to believe that even w ithout special designs of quantum -type experin ents,
there are num erous processes w hich solit the worlds. This question can be resolved by carefil
analysis using the standard approach. Every tin e we encounter a situation In which, in the
standard approach, collapse m ust take place, splitting takes place; and the am biguiy connected
w ith the stage at which collapse occurs corresoonds to the sub pctive nature of the concept of
wor]d There are very m any worlds from the perspective of hum an beings, although not as

5 W hilethisam biguity representsa very serious conceptualdi culty ofthe collapse theories, it isnot a serious
problem In the M W I.The collapse as a physical process should not be vaguely de ned, whilke the fram ework of
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m any as In them odal realism approach of Lew is (1986) In which every logically possibl world
exists. See a com parative analysis by Skym s (1976).

13. Locality of the P referred B asis

Letm e sketch a con ecture about a theory ofevolution of sentient cbserversw ith localsenses
such as we possess. Consciousness is a collection of thoughts. Thoughts are representations
of causal chains of events. Events are descrbabl In tem s of cbserver’s experiences. The
experiences are obtained through the senses In a process explainable by physical interactions.
Physical interactions are local. These are the reasons why causal chains represented by our
thoughts consist of local events. The neutron, \created" here \in the hum an im age", can
understand localevents such as hitting a m irror, while it cannot com prehend the experience of
being n two places sim ultaneously. T he neutron distinguishes between local worlds given by
Eg. (5) and cannot distinguish am ong orthogonalnonlocal statesas in Eq. (6).

P hysics explains why an observer who \thinks" In the concgpts of nonlocal superpositions
is not favored by evolution. Im agihe an cbserver who can distinguish between two nonlocal
orthogonal states of a m acrosoopic system . He \thinks" in the concepts of nonlocal superposi-
tions and acts di erently according to orthogonal nonlocal states. For exam ple, if the state of
the neutron and the detectors in the experim ent of Figure 1 is

1= 2(fin D1 idinds, Fio, + Jin D oiFris, dnds,); (12a)

hem akes a record \+ " in his notebook, and if the state is

1= 2(jn Dijinds, ¥, 3in Doifrs, dnds,); (12a)

he makes a record \ ". However, these records will not be helpfiil because through local
Interactions w ith the environm ent the system consisting of the neutron and two detectors w ill
In both cases soon cease to be In a pure quantum state. The system w ill be described by a
m xture w ith equalprobability of states (12a) and (12b). C om pare w ith an observer who m akes
a localm easurem ent that distinguishes between states

jin D 1ifinis, Fis, (13a)

and

jin D 5iFip, Jinis, : (13a)
The records of the latter will be accurate even after the interaction wih the environm ent.
T hus, the sentient being who thinks in temm s of Jocalproperties has an evolutionary advantage
due to the stability of local states (such as (13a) and (13b)). An extensive research, kd by
Zurek (1993), of the roke of the environm ent In the m easuring process show s the stability of
Jocalevents in the causal chain of a hum an observer. I believe that the decom position of the
Universe nto sensble worlds (11) is, essentially, unigque. The decom position, clkarly, m ight
di er due to coarse or ne graining, but to have essentially di erent decom positions would
m ean having a m ultim eaning E schertype picture of the whole U niverse continuously evolving
In tine.

conoepts of conscious beings m ight have a lot of freedom .
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R ecently Saunders (1993), equipped w ith heavy fom alisn of decoherent histories developed
by GellM ann and Hartle (1990), nvestigated (in the fram ework of M W I) a m odel of \evolu—
tionary adaptation”. It has the above m entioned elem ents of locality and stability. A though
I do not necessarily acoept hismodel, T am certainly encouraged by his conclusion: \These
argum ents his argum ents for evolutionary adaptation] are qualitative, but it seem s that there
isno di culy in principle in construction ofm ore detailed m odels."

14. God Does N ot P lay D ice

T he statem ent \G od doesnot play dice" isprobably them ost fam ous ob fction E instein had
to quantum theory. The quantum theory w ith collapse introduced a new type of probability,
not an e ective probability due to our ignorance about exact details of the state prior to a
m easuram ent, but a probability ofgenuinely unpredictable outcom es. Q uantum events are such
that even G od (or In nitely advanced technology) cannot predict them . Bell (1964) proved that
unless G od has som e nonlocal features, which is in con ict with E nstein’s even m ore sacred
principle, G od cannot predict the outocom es of som e quantum m easuram ents perform ed on a
sin ple system oftwo spin-1/2 particlks.

The MW I solves the di culty of the genuinely random Universe. G od does not play dice.
Everything isdetem nistic from thepoint ofview ofG od. Everything evolves in tin e according
to Schrodinger’s equation. At the same tine, there is an explanation of why for us there
is genuine unpredictability when a quantum m easurem ent is perform ed. Ballentine (1975),
however, clain s that G od does play dice even In the framework of M W I. He plays dice when
he assigns the \me" whom Iknow to a particular world. However, at least in my version of
MW I, God does not and cannot do it. Iam in a privikged position relative to an extemal
observer, ncluding G od, in my ability to identify m yself w thout specifying the world in which
Iam . God can identify me only by the world in which Tam . T herefore, G od cannot assign the
\m e" whom Iknow to a given world, and he cannot de ne an cb gctive probability for the \m e"
whom Iknow ending up in a particular world. Com pare w ith the discussion of the neutron
w ith a skeeping pilland an experin enter in Section 7.

Very recently Page (1995) supported this approach by arguing that \probabilisn isamyth".
He developed a \sensible quantum m echanics", a variant of MW I In a \m any-perosptions"
fram ework. A though it has som e resamblance w ith the m any-m inds interpretation of A ert
and Lower (1988), the latter is di erent: the \m inds" do evolve probabilistically. See alo a
thorough philosophical analysis of various altematives by Butter eld (1995).

T he conospt of probability in M W I isvery di erent from our usual probability. P reviously,
we always used the conospt of probability when one of several possibilities would take place;
but according to M W I all these possibilities are realized in the Universe. I believe, however,
that T have succeeded In introducing a concept of sub pctive probability for sentient beings in
each ssparate world, whike leaving the whole U niverse detemm inistic. T he probability postulate
— probability is proportional to the m easure of existence — explains the only thing which, I
think, requires an explanation: an experim ental fact about the consistency of frequencies of
outoom es of quantum m easurem ents (perform ed in our world) with statistical predictions of
standard quantum theory. Indeed, the sum of m easures of existence of all such worlds is
overw heln ingly Jarger than the sum ofm easures of existence ofworlds in which the frequencies
of the quantum m easuram ents di er signi cantly from those predicted by the quantum theory.
(T he Jatter worlds also exist, but in these worlds sentient beings have no reason to believe that
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the quantum theory is correct.)

U p to the present, there continues an extensive debate (see K ent, 1990 and references there)
about the possibility, usihg M W I, of deriving the quantum probability rule from a weaker
probability postulate. The clain is that from the postulate that the probability of result 1is 0
when j ;¥= 0and l1when j ;¥ = 1 (seeEq. (11)) i ©lbws that the probability fr the result
iisequalto j ;¥ Prany value of ;. Iagreew ith the opponents ofM W I that the assum ption
of the existence of m any worlds does not help to derive the quantum law of probabiliy. This
debate has re ected badly on M W I.Failure of M W Ito be usefiil in deriving the quantum law
of probability is frequently —but w rongly — considered to be a proof of its lnadequacy. In fact,
no other interpretation isbetter in this respect.

15. The C ausal Interpretation

A s a physical theory, theM W I ism ore econom ical than any other quantum theory w ithout
collapse. The no collapse assum ption invariably leads to the existence of the State of the
Universe with all its \branches" corregponding to all nnum erable worlds of M W I. So all the
com plexity ofofM W Iisthere and, In addition, there is som ething else. Let m g, how ever, touch
here one other kading non-collapse interpretation.

A very Interesting non-collapse theory is the \causal interpretation." Them ost credi for it
should be given to Bohm (1952), however earlier de Broglie (1927) and later Bell (1981) also
contributed to thisbeautiful picture. In addition to the quantum state ofthe Universe there is
a point in con guration space of Iocations of allparticles. T he m otion of this point is govemed
by the values of the wave function In the mmm ediate vicihity (Inh con guration space) of the
point according to a sin ple equation (especially sinple in Bell's version of the theory).

P roponents of the causal nterpretation frequently consider both the wave function and the
Bohm ian particle (the point) as \physically real". I, however, nd them ost fruitfiilapproach to
the Bohm theory the interpretation according to which only the point corregponds to \realiy",
while the wave flinction is a secondary entity, whose purpose is to be a \pilot" of the point.
Only in thisway I can see how the causal interpretation describes a single \real" world.

T he paradoxes of non-relativistic quantum m echanics are explained beautifiilly by the causal
Interpretation. T he particks, after all, do have tra gctories. The neutron (the corresponding
coordinate of the point) in the neutron interference experin ent passes through one of possble
tra gctories, whik the corresponding wave passes through both of them . The theory is also
determ nistic from the point of view of G od, so he does not play dice. (T he argum ent of Bell
for the unpredictability of gpin m easurem ents perform ed on a certain pair of goin-1/2 particles
is solved explicitly according to the B ohr’svision : the outoom e ofa soIn m easuram ent is certain
only when we specify the m easuring device we use.)

So it seem s that the causal interpretation has all the good properties of M W I and it has
only a single world: surely a desirablk feature. I, however, do not consider it preferabl to
MW I.Besides them an technical problem , the Jack of reasonable generalization to relativistic
dom ain Twant to m ention two other points.

The rstpointisapeculiarand, in my opinion, unfortunate feature ofthe causal interpreta-—
tion which hasbeen understood only recently. Bell (1980) pointed out that in som e situations
the Bohm trapctory is very di erent from what we would naively think, and m oreover, En—
glert et al. (1992), Brown et al. (1995), and Aharonov and Vaidm an (1996) have shown that
it m ight be di erent from what an apparently good m easuring device would show . Consider
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the experin ent describbed in Figure 4. A singke neutron entered the beam solitter S; and has
been detected by, say, detector D ;. Then, we would say that its trafctory is S{M ,D ;. But
the Bohm trapctory (called by Englert et al (1992) \surrealistic tractory") In this case is
S1M ;AD ;. The neutron changes the direction of itsm otion at point A In spoite ofthe fact that
no beam splitter is there. M oreover, ifwe try to observe the tra gctory of the neutron wem ight
be \foolkd" by our m easuring apparatus. Let us assum e that the experin ent is perform ed in
a special \bubble chamber", such that the m echanism of creation a bubbl by the neutron is
such that the neutron changes an intemal state of som e atom and then the atom slow Iy creates
the bubbl. This process is slow enough that during the tin e the neutron passes from the
beam splitter S; till the tin e it reaches the intersection point of the two possble tra gctories
A (seeFigure 5) the wave fiinction ofthe excited atom does not change signi cantly its spatial
distrbution. In this case, the Bohm tra pctory isagain S{M 1AD ; while the bubbles, developed
after the neutron passage, w ill show (haively expected) S1M ,D ;.

Figure 5: The neutron interferom eter w thout second beam splitter in a bubble cham ber.

The last point is probably the m ost in portant argum ent against acospting the causal in—
terpretation or any other non-collapse interpretation which has som e additional elem ents. Ido
not see that these interpretations really get rid of all but one world. If a com ponent of the
quantum state ofthe Universe, which isa wave function in a shape ofam an, continues to m ove
(to live?!) exactly asam an does, n what sense it isnot am an? How do I know that Tam not
this \em pty" wave?

16.W hy M W I?

The crucial argum ent In favor of M W I is that in this theory there is no collapse to be
explained. The bad features of the collapse cannot be overestin ated. \T he reduction [collapse]
postulate isan ugly scaron what would be a beautifiltheory if it could be rem oved", G ottfided’s
phrase (1989), represents the feeling of m any physicists. T here is no clue to when exactly the
collapse occurs. If it does occur, it seem s inmpossbl to avoid contradictions with spoecial
relativity. In soite of persistent e orts in the last half century, there is no satisfactory physical
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explanation of the collapse. E xtram ely divergent proposals for the cause of the collapss, such
as consciousness W igner, 1962), gravitation Penrose, 1994, pp.335347), new genuine random
processes (G hirardiand Pearle, 1990), etc. ndicate the di culties In the task ofexplaining the
collapse.

Forme, an In portant positive feature of M W I is the elin ination of conosptually unpre-
dictabl outcom es from the fundam ental theory of the Universe (G od does not play dice). I
want to believe, that at least In principle, Science can explain everything.

M ost physicists who favorM W Tdo so because i allow s them to consider the quantum state
of the Universs, the basic conospt in quantum cosn ology (eg. Clarke, 1974). The standard
approach requires an extermalobserver fora system In a quantum state and, therefore, isunable
to dealw ith the quantum state of the whole Universe.

A Though nobody hasdone it explicitly, it seem sthat M W I can be extended to the relativis—
tic dom ain because all paradoxes of superlum inal changes disappear w ith the rem oval of the
collapse. For discussion of quantum nonlocality in the fram ework of M W I see Vaidm an (1994).

MW I yields a novel basis for the investigation of the relation between m ind and m atter.
A ccording toM W I, a hum an being is a wave function which isa part ofa quantum state which
is the world, which In tum is one term in the superposition of m any quantum states which
com prise the State, which is the Universe.

Ttm ight be worthw hile to m ake an attem pt to leam about the \other" worlds by nvestigat—
Ing records of quantum m easurem ent-type interactions. Thus we w ill obtain som e Infom ation
about the whole Universe, beyond our sub ective world. This lnform ation m ight lead to better
understanding of the problem s of evolution.

MW I can greatly In uence the ongoing discussion (see Healey, 1992) of causation, EPR
correlations etc. It provides a detem inistic physical theory w ithout nonlocal interactions.

A Though one does not have to believe n M W I In order to design a m achine which em ploys
quantum Interference on a m acroscopic scale, it is clearly m ore naturalto discuss these possibit-
ities when one does not need to worry about \m iraculous" collapses, but only about quantum
correlations describbed by Schrodinger’s equation. It is not a coincidence that the pioneer of
\quantum parallkel processing" is an enthusiastic proponent of M W I { Deutsch (1985). W hike
it ishopeless to reach the \other" worlds which are already split from \our" world, it is feasible
to create several worlds carefiillly and to reunite them later. This is, essentially, the sub fct
of current intensive research of buiding a quantum com puter which splits to m ake m any dif-
ferent calculations in paralkel and reunites to give the nal result. Recently Shor (1994) has
shown that quantum com puter can solve som e In portant problem s signi cantly faster than any
existing algorithm of classical com putation.

I have one m ore reason to be enthusiastic about MW I (see Vaidm an, 1994). It helpsme
to see and understand novel features of quantum m echanics. Thinking In tetm s of M W Iwas
esoecially fruitfiil n recent work by E litzur and m yself (1993).

17. Re ectionson the M any M inds’ Interpretation

W hile Iwas ocorrecting the m anuscript according to suggestions of the referees B ritish Jour—
nal for the Philosophy of Science has published an enlightening Sym posiim on M any M inds’
Interpretations ofQ uantum M echanics. T he issues discussed in the Sym posium are very closely
related to what Thave described above and Ibelieve thatmy briefre ections on the Sym posiim
w illhelp to understand my M W Iand w illavoid m isunderstandings due to di erent term inology.

MyMW Iismuchmore close totheM any M inds Interpretation M M I) of Lockwood (1996)

18



than to the MW I he refers to. The latter sean s to be lhspired by De W it (1970) and T
have criticized it m yself (see Sec. 10). Papineau’s (1996) illum inating analysis of \what it
woul ke Iike to have a superposed brain" in the fram ework ofM M I corresoonds exactly tomy
understanding of M W T; and T am ready to sign under Lockwood sentence (1996, p170): \A
m any m inds theory, as I understand i, is a theory which takes com pltely at face value the
acoount which unitary quantum m echanics gives of the physical world and is evolution over
tin e" w ith the only change of \m any m inds" to \m any worlds".

Indeed, Ibelieve that the nam e \M any W orlds" ism ore approprate; I defend it in Section
1. Talso nd support to this choice in the Sym posium : D eutsch (1996), apart from analyzing
strong (@lthough indirect) evidences for existence ofm any worlds which he nam es \universes"),
gives personal testin ony for E verett’s sim ilar view .

Beyond sam antics, I do not think that Lockw ood’s concgpt of \M Ind" is as in portant and
fruitfiil as he suggests. W hat corregponds to our everyday experience is Lockwood’s \m ind".
The \M ind" is the concept which is relevant only for \god" (in nitely advanced technology).
But even god m ight nd this concept not very clear because of the ambiguiy related to the
birth of M Ind: the m other m ight be in a superposition of being pregnant for di erent tin es
and from di erent fathers.

A nother argum ent in favor of \world" relative to \m ind" (or \M Ind") is that In the m any
worldspicture w e are not foroed to acoept \radicalism " discussed by Butter eld (1996) according
to which \unobserved m acroscopic world can be very inde nite, even wihin a branch". Inmy
MW Iaword isa \sensble story". Thus, ifwe are not ready to consider stars (even those we
cannot see now ) being In a superposition of states corresponding to m acroscopically di erent
Jocations, we can alw ays choose an appropriate basis such that we w illhave stable classicaltype
stories. W e also m ight discuss m any worlds at far past (or far future?!) when no conscious
m ndswere (W illbe) present by choosing the basis according to understanding pattem ofpresent
sentient beings.

However, the m ain agpect of \m Ind" { its role or de ning preferred kasis { I see exactly as
Lockwood does. A s it is stressed In the Sym posium by Lockwood, Papineau, Saunders (1996)
and others, the preferred basis is not xed by findam ental physics. T he basis is de ned by a
sentient observer. T he findam ental physics, however, due to locality of the basic Interactions
Jkads, via demherence, to existence of only certain types of sentient beings. I cannot see
any di culty with this explanation, but In the Symposiim I found only cautious appeal to
decoherence, see Brown (1996).

Butter eld (1996, p 203) points out that n M W I the preferred basis need not be xed once
and for all and he argues that this is a disadvantage relative, say, to the Bohm theory. I agree
that a theory which gives the basis (@nd even better, a speci ¢ choice of the basis vector) is
preferable. However, it seem s to m e that the price for this de niteness is too high and it isnot
clear that the goalis really achieved: D eutsch (1996), In his discussion of \unoccupied grooves"
or h Indlss huk’, has essentially the sam e position as I do view ing the Bohm theory to be a
m any-w orlds theory.

P robably the closest pointbetween my M W Iand Lockwood’sM M T isthe issue ofprobability
w hich got a ot ofattention in the Sym posium . Lockwood (1996, p.182) insists on \the existence
of a naturally preferred m easure ..." which is essentially \the m easure of existence of a world"
which T introduce. Papineau (1996) reinforces the ntroduction of such a measure n MM I
M W I) show ing that the conospt ofprobability is in no way better ifnot worse in other theories.
Lower and Butter eld, however, argue that such a probabilistic m easure requires Introducing
\persisting m Inds" which Tdo not have mn my MW I (exospt for connection through comm on
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m em ordes which m ight yield an answer to Butter eld). Lower (1996, p 230) w rites: \it doesn’t
m ake any sense on the Instantaneous M ind V iew speak of the probability of an instantaneous
m ind at t evolving to exem plify a mental state M at t° since there is no fact of the m atter
conceming the transtem poralidentity ofm Inds". It seem stom e that this isexactly the problem
I raised and solved In section 7. Lower realized that the key issue for de ning the probability
m easure is \personal dentity". T he probability ofthe m ind at t to evolve to the m ental state
M attinet’isde ned asan ignorance probability of the ancestors of them ind at (or prior to)
tin e £ to be in the stateM . In fact, I believe that this and the gedanken experin ent show ing
physical signi cance of the m easure of existence of the present world (Section 11) are them ain
novel points Im ade here. To summ arize, In this paper I went beyond m athem aticalde nition
of the probability m easure: I succeeded to attach the ignorance-probability m eaning to the
m easure of existence of the future worlds and I found a physical m eaning for the m easure of
existence of the present world by designing a gedanken situation in which one should behave
di erently only because her world has di erent m easure of existence.
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