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O N SC H IZO PH R EN IC EX PER IEN C ES O F T H E N EU T R O N
O R

W H Y W E SH O U LD B ELIEV E
IN T H E M A N Y -W O R LD S IN T ER PR ETAT IO N

O F Q U A N T U M T H EO RY

Lev Vaidm an 0

Thetruth aboutphysicalobjectsm ustbestrange.Itm ay beunattainable,

butifany philosopherbelievesthathe hasattained it,the factthatwhat

heo�ersasthetruth isstrangeoughtnottobem adeaground ofobjection

to hisopinion.

{ Bertrand Russell

1. Introduction

There are m any interpretationsofquantum m echanics,and new onescontinue to appear.

TheM any-W orldsInterpretation (M W I)introduced byEverett(1957)im pressesm easthebest

candidate forthe interpretation ofquantum theory. M y beliefisnotbased on a philosophical

a�nityfortheideaofpluralityofworldsasin Lewis(1986),buton ajudgm entthatthephysical

di�cultiesofotherinterpretationsarem oreserious.However,thescopeofthispaperdoesnot

allow a com parative analysis ofallalternatives,and m y m ain purpose here is to present m y

version ofM W I,to explain why Ibelieve itistrue,and to answersom e com m on criticism sof

M W I.

The M W Iisnota theory aboutm any objective \worlds". A m athem aticalform alism by

itself does not de�ne the concept ofa \world". The \world" is a subjective concept ofa

sentientobserver.All(subjective)worldsareincorporated in one objective 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 worldsof

thesortwecallin everyday life\theworld".And although M W Iisnotjustan interpretation

of quantum theory { it di�ers from the standard quantum theory in certain experim ental

predictions{interpretation isan essentialpartofM W I;itexplainsthetrem endousgap between

whatwe experience asourworld and whatappearsin the form alism ofthe quantum state of

the Universe. Schr�odinger’s equation (the basic equation ofquantum theory) predicts very

accurately theresultsofexperim entsperform ed on m icroscopicsystem s.Ishallarguein what

follows that it also im plies the existence ofm any worlds. The purpose ofaddition ofthe

collapsepostulate,which representsthedi�erence between M W Iand thestandard approach,1

isto escapetheim plicationsofSchr�odinger’sequation fortheexistence ofm any worlds.

Today’stechnology doesnotallow usto testthe existence ofthe \other" worlds. So only

God or \superm an" (i.e., a superintelligence equipped with supertechnology) can take full

0Schoolof Physics and Astronom y, Raym ond and Beverly Sackler Faculty of Exact Sciences, Tel{Aviv

University,Tel-Aviv 69978,Israel
1In fact, there are severalother interpretations without collapse. I consider these interpretations to be

variationsofM W I.Indeed,ifthereisno collapsethen thestatescorresponding to allworldsofM W Iexist.See

m orein Section 15.
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advantage ofM W I.W e,however,are in the position ofGod relative to a neutron. Today’s

technology allows us to test the existence ofm any \worlds" for the neutron. This is why I

discussneutrons�rst.Forthepurposesofexposition Ishallattributetotheneutron theability

to feel,to rem em ber,and to understand.ButIem phasize thatthevalidity ofM W Iheld by a

hum an observerdoesnotdepend on theexistence ofa sentientneutron.

The plan ofthispaperisasfollows:In Sections2 and 3,Iexplain thedesign ofa neutron

interferom eterand show thataconsciousneutron passingthrough theinterferom eterm usthave

schizophrenicexperiences.In Section 4,Iintroducea neutron’sM W Iand explain how itsolves

theproblem oftheneutron’sschizophrenia.In Sections5-10,Icontinuethediscussion ofM W I

using theexam pleoftheneutron interferom eter.In Section 11 Ipresent,and in sections12-14

Idiscuss,theM W IoftheUniverse.Section 15 isdevoted to thecausalinterpretation (Bohm ,

1952)which isprobably thebestalternativetoM W I.In Section 16,Isum m arizetheargum ents

in favorofM W I.Section 17 isan addition to thepaperin which Ire
ecton recentsym posium

on theM any-M indsInterpretation ofLockwood (1996).

2. T he N eutron B eam Splitter

Letm e startwith an analysisofa sim ple experim ent. A neutron passes through a beam

splitter S toward detectors D 1 and D 2 (see Figure 1). The outcom e ofthis experim ent,as

reported by num erous experim enters,is always as follows: A single neutron com ing toward

the beam splitter isdetected either by detectorD 1 or by detectorD 2. A naturalconclusion

from these reports is that the neutron either takes trajectory SD 1 or takes trajectory SD 2

and,consequently,the experim enter seesonly one triggered detector. There are two distinct

possibilitiesand only oneofthem isrealized.
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S

D

D 1

Figure 1:Theneutron beam splitter.

Beforetheexperim ent,wecanim aginetwodi�erentworldscorrespondingtothetwopossible

outcom esoftheexperim ent.Thetwo worldsdi�erwith respectto theposition oftheneutron,

thestatesofthedetectors,thestateofm ind oftheexperim enter,therecord in thehisnotebook,

etc. In the standard approach,only one ofthese worldsexists. According to M W I,however,

both possibilities ofthe experim ent are actualized. Both detectors D 1 and D 2 are triggered,

both outcom esare seen by the experim enter,both resultsare written down in the notebook,

etc.W hen an experim enterreportstom ethattheneutron wasdetected byD 1,I,LevVaidm an,
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know thatthere isalso a world in which Lev Vaidm an gota reportabouta neutron detected

by D 2,and thatthe otherworld isnotless\actual" than the �rstone. Thisiswhat\m any

worlds" m eans.Therearem any worldsliketheoneweexperience.

M1

M2

1

D 2

S2S

D 1

1

D 2

S2S

D 1

Figure 2:Two arrangem entsofneutron beam splittersand a neutron m irror.

Iwillconcedethatbased on theresultsoftheexperim entshown in Figure1,itisnaturalto

assum ethatthereisonlyoneworld:A neutron passingthroughabeam splittereitherisscattered

through a given angle or continues in a straight line without being disturbed. The neutron

hasa single trajectory. W e can bolsterourcon�dence thatthisisthe correctdescription by

consideringresultsoftheexperim entswith am irrorand twobeam splittersin thecon�gurations

ofFigure 2. The prediction forthe outcom esofthese experim entsisthatin halfofthe trials

theneutron isnotdetected by eitherofthetwo detectors(when ittakesthetrajectory without

the m irror),and in the otherhalfitisdetected atrandom by D 1 and D 2. The experim ental

results are,indeed,aspredicted. However,when we com bine these two system s,we discover
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thatwhatwastrueforeach ofthesystem sindividually isnottrueanym ore:theneutronsare

notdetected atrandom by D 1 and D 2.Thiscom bination oftwobeam splittersand twom irrors

iscalled a neutron interferom eterand Iwilldiscussitin thenextsection.

3. T he N eutron Interferom eter

The neutron interferom eterisan experim entaldevice thatcan be found in severallabora-

toriesin theworld,fora com prehensivereview seeGreenberger(1983).Taking theassum ption

ofthe previous section it is im possible to explain the results ofthe neutron interference ex-

perim ent. These results,com bined with the assum ption thatthere isonly one world forthe

neutron,com peltheneutron to haveschizophrenic experiences.

In Figure 3,a schem atic neutron interference experim entalsetup is shown. Itconsists of

a source ofneutrons,a beam splitterS1,two m irrorsM 1 and M 2,anotherbeam splitter S2,

and two detectorsD 1 and D 2.Based on ourunderstanding oftheprocessofa neutron passing

through a beam splitter,i.e.,thatiteitherisscattered through a given angle orcontinuesin

a straightline withoutbeing disturbed,we conclude thateach neutron takesone ofthe four

trajectories S1M 1S2D 1,S1M 1S2D 2,S1M 2S2D 1,S1M 2S2D 2. Therefore,the neutrons have to

be detected atrandom by detectors D 1 and D 2. Butthe experim ent doesnotshow what is

expected!Alltheneutronsaredetected by detectorD 1.
2

2M

1M

2S

1D

S

2D

1

Figure 3:Theneutron interferom eter.

W e cannot explain the experim entalresults by the picture ofa single trajectory for the

neutron.W earecom pelled to adm itthatin som esensethesingleneutron passesthrough two

separate trajectories: S1M 1S2 and S1M 2S2. Ifthe neutron can feel,it experiences being in

two placesand m oving in two di�erentdirectionssim ultaneously.Insidetheinterferom eterthe

neutron m ustthereforehaveschizophrenic experiences.3

2Here (and in a few places below) I sacri�ce rigor for sim plicity by om itting technicaldetails. A precise

statem enthereisthatonecan tunethe interferom etersuch thatallneutronsaredetected by D 1.
3 The word \schizophrenia" doesnotdescribeprecisely the neutron’sexperience,butIcannot�nd a better

alternative.Thedi�culty in languageisnotsurprisingsince,beforequantum m echanics,hum anshad no reason

to discussthiskind ofsituation.
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4. T w o N eutron W orlds

To avoid positing schizophrenic neutrons,Iwillstate thatduring the tim e the neutron is

inside the interferom eter the world ofthe experim enter encom passes two neutron worlds. In

each ofthese two worlds,the neutron hasa de�nite trajectory: S1M 1S2 forone and S1M 2S2

forthe other. In each world there isa causalchain ofevents. Forexam ple,in one world the

neutron passed through beam splitterS1 undisturbed,kicked by m irrorM 1 bounced toward S2,

wasscattered by thebeam splittertoward detectorD 1,and wasabsorbed by D 1.In each world

the neutron hasunam biguousanswersto the questions: W here isthe neutron now? W hatis

thedirection ofitsm otion? W hich m irrordid ithit? Notethatm y assum ption oftwo neutron

worlds isusefuleven ifthere are no sentient neutrons. The assum ption allowsm e to answer

theabovequestions,questionswhich areillegitim ateaccording to thestandard approach.

Theneutron in oneneutron world doesnotknow (unlessithasstudied quantum m echanics

andbelievesinM W I)abouttheexistenceofits\twin"intheotherworld.Inthesam eway,m ost

ofusdo notthink thatin addition to theworld weexperiencethereareotherworldspresentin

thespace-tim e.The experim enter,however,isin theposition ofGod fortheneutron.Hecan

devise an experim entto testwhetherthe neutron ofone world feelsthe neutron ofthe other

world.To thisend hem odi�estheneutron interferenceexperim entby rem oving beam splitter

S2,seeFigure4.Oneneutron world correspondstothetrajectory S1M 1D 2 and theothertothe

trajectory S1M 2D 1.W eknow thatthetwo neutronsm eeteach otherin atpointA,theoriginal

location ofbeam splitterS2.They arein thesam eplaceatthesam e tim em oving in di�erent

directions. Under norm alcircum stances (in a single world)two neutrons would scatterfrom

each other. Butthe resultofthe experim ent,asin Figure 4,showsno scattering whatsoever.

Therateofdetection ofneutronsby D 1 (D 2)isnota�ected in any way when weelim inatethe

twin-neutronsby placing an absorption screen beforem irrorM 1 (M 2).

A

2

1M

M

1D

1S

2D

Figure 4:Theneutron interferom eterwithoutsecond beam splitter.

Let us discuss again the neutron interference experim ent (Figure 3). The hypothesis of

m any (two in this case) worlds solves the problem ofthe neutron’s schizophrenia inside the

interferom eter,butitseem sthatweareleftwith theproblem ofschizophrenicm em oriesofthe

neutron.Thetwoworldsbecom eoneagainin beam splitterS2.W hatm em orydoestheneutron
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haveafteritleavesS2? Did ithitM 1 orM 2? Quantum theory tellsusthattheneutron cannot

retain m em oriesaboutwhich trajectoryittook(in which world it\lived").Quantum m echanics

doesexplain why theneutron isdetected by D 1,butonly iftheneutron hasnointernalvariable

that\rem em bers" (afterthe neutron leaves the interferom eter) which trajectory the neutron

has taken. Neutron m em ory is not ruled out com pletely: the neutron m ight rem em ber its

trajectory whileitisstillinsidetheinterferom eter,butthem em ory hasto beerased when the

neutron leavesthesecond beam splitter.In fact,thereisaphysicalrealization ofan experim ent

in which the neutron \rem em bers",while inside the interferom eter,which path ittakes. One

ofthe devices thatcan serve asa beam splitterfora neutron isa specially designed m agnet

(Stern-Gerlach apparatus).In thiscase,thepath oftheneutron iscorrelated with thevalueof

an internalvariablecalled spin,so theneutron hasthespin to rem ind itselfofitspath whileit

isinside the interferom eter. However,the second m agnet,replacing the second beam splitter,

erasesthecorrelation and them em ory oncetheneutron leavestheinterferom eter.

The neutron cannot\feel" objects from otherworlds,itcannotrem em ber thatit\lived"

in two worlds. So, is there any reason for the neutron to believe in the existence of the

otherworlds? Yes,the sam e reason thatwe have:thishypothesisexplainswhy,afterpassing

through theinterferom eter,theneutron alwaysendsup in detectorD 1.W ewillseenext,how

thequantum theory (with m any worlds)explainsthisexperim entalfact.

5. Q uantum -M echanicalExplanation

In standard quantum m echanicsparticlesdo notand cannothave trajectories. A particle

is described by a quantum state evolving in tim e. For the neutron, the quantum state is

represented by a spin com ponent and a spatialwave function. According to the standard

interpretation,the square ofthe m agnitude ofthe wave function ata given point yields the

probability perunitvolum eof�nding theparticlethere.Frequently,thespatialwavefunction

spreads outsigni�cantly and then there is no answer to the question: where is the particle?

In fact,in any realsituation there is no exact answer to this question. (Zero uncertainty

in the position requires in�nite energy.) Nevertheless,physicists do consider trajectories of

particles. W hat physicists m ean when they say that the neutron takes a given trajectory is

thatthe spatialwave function ofthe neutron is a localized wave packet(LW P)whose center

m oves on this trajectory. (M acroscopic bodies are also described by LW Ps. Even a leading

theory ofcollapse,see Ghirardiand Pearle (1990),considersreduction ofthe quantum states

ofm acroscopic bodies only into LW Ps.) Inside the interferom eter the wave function ofthe

neutron isnota LW P and,consequently,the neutron hasno trajectory. However,when the

neutron leavesthe beam splitterS2,itswave function becom esagain a LW P,the LW P which

m oves toward detector D 1. This is the quantum -m echanicalexplanation why the neutron is

neverdetected by detectorD 2.Letm edem onstratenow thisquantum interferencee�ectusing

som eform ulas.

I designate by jupi and jdowni the states ofthe neutron m oving 450 up and 450 down

respectively (see Figures 1-4). After the passage through a beam splitter the state ofthe

neutron changesasfollows:

jupi! 1=
p
2(jupi+ jdowni);

(1)

jdowni! 1=
p
2(jupi� jdowni):
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Theaction ofm irrorM 1 is

jupi! jdowni; (2)

and ofm irrorM 2,

jdowni! jupi: (3)

Knowing theaction ofcom ponents(1)-(3),and using thelinearity ofquantum m echanics,we

can �nd outthestateoftheneutron leaving theinterferom eter:

jupi! 1=
p
2(jupi+ jdowni)! 1=

p
2(jdowni+ jupi)

! 1=2(jupi� jdowni)+ 1=2(jupi+ jdowni)= jupi (4)

The neutron LW P,after leaving the beam splitter S2, m oves in the direction \up" and is

absorbed by detector D 1. This explanation is so sim ple that it is generally accepted even

though itinvolvesan interm ediatestateoftheneutron m oving both up and down atthesam e

tim e.

W ecan alsounderstand why theneutron interferenceexperim entcannotbeexplained ifthe

neutron rem em berswhich path ittook.Ifithasa m em ory variableM i corresponding to which

m irrorithit,thetwo wavesreaching detectorD 2 aredi�erentand,therefore,do notinterfere.

Thecorresponding term sin thestateoftheneutron,�1=2jdown;M 1iand +1=2jdown;M 2iare

notcanceled asaretheterm s�1=2jdowniand +1=2jdowniin Eq.(4).

Theneutron inside theinterferom eterisdescribed by thewave function thatisa superpo-

sition oftwo LW Psdistinguished by theirdirection ofm otion and location:

j	ineutron = 1=
p
2(jupi+ jdowni): (5)

In the standard approach,a sentientneutron would invariably beschizophrenic. M y proposal

isthatduring the period oftim e the neutron wave function isinside the interferom eterthere

are two neutron worlds : one corresponding to LW P jupiand the other to LW P jdowni. In

each world there is a neutron with its own trajectory. W e can view a part ofthe neutron

wave function asa \whole" neutron (in a given world)because physicalcharacteristicsofthe

\partial" neutron such as m ass,spin,etc. are exactly the sam e as the characteristics ofthe

whole neutron. The trajectory ofeach LW P (inside the interferom eter where there are no

splittings) isjust whatit would be ifitwere the whole wave function. The neutron in each

world cannotknow from im m ediate experience thatin som e sense itisonly \half" a neutron.

Indeed,any physicalm easurem entsperform ed by the\half" neutron m oving in onearm ofthe

interferom eter would yield exactly the sam e results asthe sam e m easurem ents perform ed by

the\whole" neutron m oving in thisarm .

6. T he Preferred B asis ofthe N eutron W orlds

In theprevioussection Idecom posed thequantum stateoftheneutron (5)intoasum oftwo

orthogonalstatescorresponding to two di�erentneutron worlds.In theform alism ofquantum

m echanicstherearein�nitely m any waysto decom posethestateinto a sum oftwo orthogonal

states. W hy did I chose this particular one? W hy not, for exam ple, take an alternative

decom position ofthesam estate:

j	ineutron = 1=
p
8
�

(1+ i)jupi+ (1� i)jdowni
�

+ 1=
p
8
�

(1� i)jupi+ (1+ i)jdowni
�

: (6)
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But the two com ponents in Eq. (6)do notcorrespond to \neutron worlds". Indeed,Ihave

m adean assum ption thatneutronsaresim ilartous,i.e.,asentientneutron isnotschizophrenic

asitwould have to be in the worldscorresponding to 1=
p
8((1+ i)jupi+ (1� i)jdowni)and

1=
p
8((1� i)jupi+ (1+ i)jdowni).Thedecom position (5)is,essentially,theonly decom position

into \worlds" in which theneutron isa localized wave packetduring thewholeperiod oftim e

and,therefore,hasa singleexperienceatevery m om ent.Itispossibleto decom poseeach term

in Eq. (5)into sm aller LW Ps and ifthe neutron can distinguish between the trajectories of

theseLW Ps,thedecom position should bem adeinto m orethan two neutron worlds.

I want to stress that \world" is not a physicalconcept. It is de�ned by the conscious

m ind ofthe observer. \Physics" doesnotpreferthe decom position into LW Ps. Itisthe fact

thatthe observerhaslocalsensesthatexplainswhy an evolution ofa LW P correspondsto a

de�nite chain ofeventswhich heperceives,a story which de�nesa particularworld.Seem ore

in Sections13 and 17.

7. T he C oncept ofProbability ofa B eliever in M W I

Let m e now discuss the experience ofthe neutron as it passes through a beam splitter.

This is the process in which one neutron world transform s into two worlds. The neutron

experiences one oftwo possibilities: either it scatters or it rem ains undisturbed. Assum ing

thatthe neutron doesnotknow M W I,ithasno reason to believe thatthe otherpossibility is

also realized. The neutron which passes through m any beam splitters develops a concept of

probability.Thesituation forthesentientneutron isthesam easforan experim enterobserving

theresultoftheexperim entofFigure1.Theneutron �ndsitselfin detectorD 1 ordetectorD 2,

and theexperim enter�ndsaccordingly thatdetectorD 1 orD 2 clicks.Thus,wecan identify the

experim enter’s conceptofprobability with the neutron’sconceptofprobability. The neutron

passing through thebeam splitterdescribed abovein Eq.(1)assignsequalprobabilitiesto the

statesjupiand jdowni. Som e otherbeam splitters do notgive equalprobability forthe two

possibleresults.Thegeneralform oftheoperation ofa beam splitteris

jupi! �jupi+ �jdowni; (7)

Quantum theory yieldsfortheneutron,in thiscase,theprobability j�j2 to befound in D 1 and

theprobability j�j2 to befound in D 2.

It is m ore di�cult to de�ne a concept ofprobability for those experim enters and those

neutronswho know M W I.They understand thatthe beliefofthe neutron (itm ightbe m ore

correctto say \thebeliefofboth neutrons"),thatthereisjustoneworld,isan illusion.There

are two worlds in parallel: one with the neutron in the state jupi and the other with the

neutron in thestatejdowni.Thus,thephrase\theprobability fortheneutron to befound at

D 1" seem ssenseless. Indeed,itisnotclearwhat\the neutron" in thisphrase m eans,and it

seem s thatwhateverneutron we consider,we cannotobtain j�j2 forthe probability. Forthe

neutron passing through a beam splitterthe probability to end up atD 1 as opposed to D 2 is

m eaninglessbecause thisneutron becom estwo neutrons.Thetwo new neutronsareidenti�ed

with theold one:theneutron detected by D 1 and theneutron detected by D 2 both entered the

beam splitter. The new neutronshave no identity problem ;the neutron atD 1 hasthe direct

experienceofbeing atD 1 asopposed to D 2,butitseem sthattheprobability forthatneutron

to beatD 1 isjust1.W e cannotassign any othernum berto thisprobability,buttheneutron

can.Supposethattheneutron (notenjoying beam splitters)took asleeping pilland sleptuntil
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itreached a detector.Now,ifitawakesinsidethedetectorbuthasnotyetopened itseyes,the

neutron (an expertin quantum m echanics)can say:\Ihavea probability j�j2 to �nd m yselfin

D 1".Thisisan \ignorance-type"probability.W e,likeany externalsystem ,cannotbeignorant

about the location ofthe neutron since we identify it using its location,while each sentient

neutron doesnotneed inform ation to identify itself.4 Thesecond new neutron,theoneatD 2,

beforeopening hiseyeshasexactly thesam ebelief:\Ihavea probability j�j2 to �nd m yselfin

D 1".The neutron entering thebeam -splitterconvertsinto two neutronswhich have thesam e

beliefaboutprobability. This allowsusto associate the probability forthe neutron entering

thebeam -splitterto end up atD 1 astheprobability ofitsancestorsto end up there.

The gedanken story with a \sleeping pill" explainshow the conceptofprobability can be

introduced in thefram ework ofM W I.An experim enterpreparing a quantum experim entwith

severalpossible outcom es can associate probability for di�erent outcom es according to the

ignorance probability ofeach ofhisancestorsto obtain thisoutcom e.And the sleeping pillis

hardly necessary sincein typicalexperim enta superposition ofm acroscopically di�erentstates

arisesbeforetheobserver(s)becom eawareoftheresultoftheexperim ent.

8. T he M easure ofExistence ofa W orld

A believerin M W Ican de�ne a m easure ofexistence ofa world,the conceptwhich yields

hissubjective notion ofprobability. The m easure ofexistence ofa world isthe square ofthe

m agnitudeofthecoe�cientofthisworld in thedecom position ofthestateoftheUniverseinto

the sum oforthogonalstates (worlds). The probability postulate ofM W Iis: Ifa world with

a m easure � splitsinto severalworldsthen the probability (in the sense above)fora sentient

beingto�nd itselfin aworld with m easure�i(oneoftheseseveralworlds)isequalto�i=�.See

Lockwood (1989,pp. 230-232)fora pictorialexplanation ofthisrule. Consider,forexam ple,

a world with m easure ofexistence �,in which a neutron enters the beam splitter shown in

Figure 1. Assum e thatthe operation ofthe beam splitterisdescribed by equation (7). Then

the m easure ofexistence ofthe world in which the neutron reachesdetectorD 1 equals�j�j
2,

and thereforetheprobability fortheneutron to �nd itselfin D 1 is�j�j
2=� = j�j2.

Duringthetim ea neutron evolvesasa singleLW P,itsm easureofexistencehasnophysical

m anifestation. Allphysicalparam eters,such asm ass,spin,m agnetic m om ent etc.,are inde-

pendentofthem easureofexistence.A neutron with a tiny m easureofexistencem oves(feels)

exactly asone with m easure 1. The m easure ofexistence m anifestsitselfonly in processesin

which splitting ofthe world takesplace (in the standard interpretation itcorrespondsto the

situations in which a collapse occurs). The relative m easures ofexistence ofthe worlds into

which theworld splitsprovidesa conceptofprobability.

Ibelievethattheargum entabove,explaining how them easureofexistenceoffutureworlds

yieldsa probability concept,isenough to justify introducing the conceptof\m easure ofexis-

tence".However,even them easureofexistenceofpresentworldshasphysicalm eaning.W hat

is the \advantage" ofbeing in a world with large m easure ofexistence? W hen the neutron

(i.e.,LW P) evolves without splitting,the other worlds cannot interfere. W hen it splits into

two in a beam splitter,theotherworldsusually do notinterfereeither,butthey can!Consider

theneutron m oving insidetheupperarm oftheinterferom eter(Figure3 )and assum ethatits

m easure ofexistence equals1/2.Being unawareofits\twin" in thebottom arm ,itcalculates

4Albert(1987)pointed outanotherinteresting\privilege"ofan observerin com parisonwith externalsystem s:

the observeristhe only onein a position to know certain factsabouthim self.
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equalprobabilitiesforreaching detectorsD 1 and D 2. But,the neutron’sgod,nam ely the ex-

perim enter,m akesuseoftheotherneutron world and changestheprobabilitiescom pletely.If,

however,the neutron in the upperarm hasm easure ofexistence � ’ 1 (ifthe beam splitter

S1 isreplaced by the one which transm itsm ostofthe wave),then nobody,noteven god,can

signi�cantly change thequantum probabilities.W hen them easure ofexistence islessthan or

equalto1/2,thegod can changeprobabilitiesoffurthersplitting com pletely;when itisgreater

than 1/2,only partially,and when itisequalto 1 the god cannotchange the probabilitiesat

all. Even for neutrons,experim entalists have to work hard to change such probabilities. A

sim ilarexperim entinvolving hum an beings(Idiscussitin Section 11)would beastronom ically

di�cult. W e have no indication that any god (superintelligence from another planet) plays

such a gam ewith us.

9. T he C ollapse Postulate and W hy W e D o N ot N eed It

W hat Ihave done so far m ay be called the m any (two) neutron-worlds interpretation of

a neutron interference experim ent. Ihave introduced unusuallanguage,but with regard to

equationsand resultsofexperim ents,Iam in com pleteagreem entwith thestandard approach.

However,the M any-W orlds Interpretation ofquantum m echanics,in spite ofits nam e,is a

di�erenttheory. The standard approach to quantum m echanics includes allaxiom s ofM W I

and it has one m ore: the postulate ofthe collapse ofa quantum state in the m easurem ent

process. The collapse postulate has physicalconsequences which in principle can be tested,

although today’stechnology isvery farfrom perm itting a decisive experim ent.

Collapse occurs when a m easurem ent is perform ed. There is no collapse ofthe neutron

state inside the interferom eter,and so m y discussion agrees with the standard approach. In

order to display the di�erences between M W I and the standard approach let us consider a

neutron passing through a beam splitter with action described by equation (7)and detected

by detectorsD 1 and D 2 (Figure1).According to M W I,thedescription ofthisprocessis:

jupijriD 1
jriD 2

! (�jupi+ �jdowni)jriD 1
jriD 2

!

�jin D 1ijiniD 1
jriD 2

+ �jin D 2ijriD 1
jiniD 2

; (8)

wherejriD 1
signi�esthe\ready" stateofdetectorD 1,jin D 1isigni�esthestateoftheneutron

when it absorbed by detector D 1,jiniD 1
signi�es the state ofdetector D 1 \neutron in the

detector," etc. Because ofthe collapse postulate,the �nalstate (8) im m ediately transform s

(with theappropriateprobability)into a statewith a de�niteresultoftheexperim ent:

�jin D 1ijiniD 1
jriD 2

+ �jinD 2ijriD 1
jiniD 2

!

!

(

jin D 1ijiniD 1
jriD 2

(probability j�j2) or

jin D 2ijriD 1
jiniD 2

(probability j�j2)
(9)

Them otivation forthisstep isobvious.Therighthand sideof(8)indicatesthatattheend of

them easurem entdetectorD 1 registers‘in’and detectorD 2 registers‘in’(aswellasthatboth

detectorsshow ‘r’).Theexperim enters,however,alwaysreportthata singledetectorregisters

\in".

Itseem sthatthecollapsepostulateisnecessary to explain theexperim entalresults.This,

however, is not the case. Quantum m echanics without the collapse postulate explains the

reportsoftheexperim entersaswell.Indeed,letm ealsoconsidertheexperim enterasaquantum
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system .Quantum m echanicsdescribestheprocessofobservation (when thestateoftheneutron

and thedetectorsaredescribed by equation (8))asfollows:

�

�jin D 1ijiniD 1
jriD 2

+ �jin D 2ijriD 1
jiniD 2

�

jriE !

! �jin D 1ijiniD 1
jriD 2

jsee D 1

0
in

0
;D 2

0
r
0
iE

+ �jin D 2ijriD 1
jiniD 2

)jsee D 1

0
r
0
;D 2

0
in

0
iE (10)

wherejseeD 1
0in0;D 2

0r0iE signi�esthestateoftheexperim enterseeing D 1 clicks,D 2 \ready",

etc. In quantum m echanics withoutcollapse,there isno experim enter who sees the neutron

being detected by both detectors. Instead,there are two di�erentexperim enters: one reports

thatthe neutron isdetected by D 1 and isnotdetected by D 2,and the otherreportsthatthe

neutron is detected by D 2 and is not detected by D 1. W hy are we never confused by their

contradictory reports? Because we,in turn,by listening to their reports,are also splitting

in the sam e way. And any other experim enter who observes the detectors splits. After the

experim ent there are two worlds: in one ofthem allagree thatthe neutron isin D 1,and in

the otherallagree thatthe neutron isin D 2. Both worldsare real. IfIgota reportthatthe

neutron is in D 1,Ishould not believe that this world is m ore realthan the world in which

the neutron isin D 2. Itm ightbe thattheirm easuresofexistence are di�erent,i.e.,in som e

sense,thereis\m ore" ofoneworld than oftheother.However,Istillshould notsay thatthis

world ism ore realthan the other.There isno reason whatsoeverto believe thatthe m easure

ofexistence ofthe world in which you now read thispaperism axim alam ong allworlds,but

neverthelessitisasrealasitcan be.

10. Test ofM W I

A widespread m isconception about M W I is that its predictions are identicalto the pre-

dictions ofthe standard approach (e.g. De W itt,1970). Let m e describe here the design of

an experim ent that distinguishes between M W I and standard (collapse) approach (see also

Deutsch (1986) and Lockwood (1989,p.223). The m easurem ent process ofthe experim ent

illustrated in Figure 1,including the observation ofitsresultby an experim enter,can be de-

scribed (ifM W Iisa correcttheory)by Schr�odinger’sequation with a certain Ham iltonian.A

\superm an" could build a device with a \tim e reversal" Ham iltonian which could \undo" the

m easurem ent.The\tim ereversal" Ham iltonian would erasethem em ory oftheexperim enter,

the detectorswould return to the \ready" state,and the neutron would return to itsoriginal

place,i.e. the neutron’s source. Atthis stage we replace the source ofthe neutron by a de-

tector.Ifno collapsetakesplace,thedetectorwilldetecttheneutron with probability 1.The

neutron in its\reverse" m otion arrivesatthebeam splitterfrom two directionsand,asin the

neutron interferenceexperim ent(Figure3),continuesin a singledirection toward thedetector.

If,however,thecollapsetakesplaceatsom estageduring them easuring procedure{ say,when

the experim enterlooksatthe detectors{ then the neutron in its\reverse" m otion arrivesat

the beam splitteronly from one direction. Consequently,itcom esoutofthe beam splitterin

two directions(see Eq. (1)). In thiscase the probability ofdetecting the neutron isequalto

1/2.Thus,M W Iwillbecon�rm ed iftheneutron isalwaysdetected by thedetector,and itwill

berefuted iftheneutron isdetected in only abouthalfofthetrials.

Since it is generally believed that the collapse happens when the neutron is detected by

a m acroscopic detector, an experim ent which does not involve a hum an observer is also a
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reasonable testofM W I.Ifthe detectorism icroscopic,then itiseven feasible now to design

thedevicewhich undoestheinteraction between theneutron and thedetectors.W ith progress

in technology,wecan getcloserand closerto a decisiveexperim ent.A new experim ental�eld,

two-particle interferom etry (Horne,Shim ony and Zeilinger1989),isa signi�cantstep toward

this goal. W hile in the case ofa neutron interferom eter,the two worlds which were m ade

di�ered only with respectto thetrajectory ofa singleneutron,now theworldswhich interfere

with each otherdi�erwith respectto thetrajectoriesoftwo particles.

11. M W I as a U niversalT heory

According to M W Ithe Universe,everything thatexists,ischaracterized by a single quan-

tum state,the State. The tim e evolution ofthe State is com pletely determ inistic (given by

Schr�odinger’s equation). Essentially,the Universe is the State. The world,aswe com m only

understand itthrough ourexperience,correspondsto atiny partofthisState,and we,tosom e

fragm ent ofthis part. Isee rem ote support for this picture in recent work ofRedhead and

Teller(1992)denying individuability ofidenticalparticles. Thus,in particular,we are notto

labeltheelectrons,theprotons,etc.outofwhich we arem ade.W hatspeci�esand de�nesus

isthecon�guration,theshapeofthefragm entofthestatecorresponding to ourworld.

TheStatej	ican bedecom posed intoasuperposition oforthogonalstatesj iicorrespond-

ing to di�erentworlds:

j	i=
X

i

�ij ii (11)

The basis ofthe decom position (11) ofthe Universe is determ ined by the requirem ent that

individualterm sj iicorrespond to sensible worlds.The consciousnessofsentientbeingswho

areattem pting to describetheUniversede�nesthisbasis.Iwantto em phasizethatthechoice

ofthe basis has no e�ect whatsoever on the tim e evolution ofthe Universe. The concept of

world in M W Iisnotpartofthem athem aticaltheory,buta subjectiveentity connected to the

perception oftheobserver(e.g.sentientneutron),such thatitcorrespondsforhum an beingsto

ourusualnotion oftheworld.In thiscontextonecan understand speculation ofW igner(1962)

aboutthe collapse caused by the consciousnessofthe observer,butnotin a literalsense,i.e.,

that there is a law according to which consciousness a�ects physicalprocesses. Instead,the

conscious observer de�nes the basis ofdecom position ofthe Universe into the worlds. Thus,

oneexperim enter’sworld encom passestwo (sentient)neutron worlds.Ianalyze this\observer

decom position" in Section 13 (seealso Ben-Dov,1990).

The coe�cients ofthe equation (11)yield m easures ofexistence ofdi�erent worlds. The

m easureofexistenceoftheworld j iiisj�ij
2.Although wedo notexperienceitdirectly,Ican,

as above,discuss two m anifestations ofthe m easure ofexistence. The �rst m anifestation is

forthefutureworlds.Every tim ethereisa situation in which theworld splitsitisim portant

for a believer in M W I to know the relative m easures ofexistence ofthe splitted worlds. If

asked,he willbetaccording to these num bers. In particular,forthe experim entdescribed in

Figure 1 in which the neutron passes through,say 10% � 90% beam splitter he willbet 1:9

forthe neutron reaching corresponding detectors. He understands thathe has an illusion of

corresponding probabilitieseven so no random processtakeplacein theUniverse.In fact,this

behaviorofthe believerin M W Iwillbe identicalto a (norm al)behaviorofa believer in the

collapsegoverned by Born probability rule.Thesecond m anifestation,which can beseen only

in a gedanken experim ent,isforthe m easuresofexistence ofthe presentworlds. Iwillshow

thatin a certain situation we should behave di�erently justbecause ofthe di�erentvaluesof
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them easureofexistence ofcorresponding worlds.

Letusassum ethattom orrow a \superm an" willland on Earth.Heisfarm oreadvanced in

technology than we are,and he willshow to usthathe can perform interference experim ents

with m acroscopic bodies. He willresurrectSchr�odingercats,\undo" m easurem entsdescribed

in Section 10 (showing that no collapse takes place and that M W I is correct) etc. He also

willconvince usthatwe can rely on hisword. Then he willo�erm e a bet,say 1:1,thatthe

neutron which passes through a 10% � 90% beam splitter as above willend up in detector

D 1 (corresponding to 10% probability calculated naively). He willprom ise notto touch this

neutron,i.e.,the neutron com ing 450 up. Now it is im portant for m y decision ofaccepting

or rejecting the bet to know m y present m easure ofexistence. I rem em ber that after the

superm an’slanding Iperform ed a quantum experim entand obtained a very im probableresult.

Thism eans,thatthe m easure ofexistence ofm y world isvery sm allrelative to thatin which

thereisLevVaidm antowhom thesuperm anwithhissuper-technologyalsohasanaccess.Thus,

thesuperm an can,in principle,changethestateofm y twin in thisotherworld (including the

twin’sm em ory)m akingitidenticaltothatofm ineand send in theotherworld theneutron 450

from thetop,arranging,viainterferenceofthetwoworlds,zeroprobability forthedetection by

detectorD 2 (which had 90% probability withouttheactionsofthesuperm an).So,in thatcase

Ishould nottakethebet.If,however,Iknow thatIhavea largem easureofexistencecom pare

to twinswith which thesuperm an m ightplay,then Ishould takethebet,sincethesuperm an,

in spite ofhis unlim ited technologicalpower,cannotchange signi�cantly the probabilities of

them easurem entoutcom es(them easuresofexistence ofcorresponding worlds).

12. H ow M any W orlds?

Healey (1984)and m any othersbecam eopponentsofM W Itrying toanswerthequestion of

how m any worldsthereare.Thenum berofworldsishuge,and itisnotclearhow to de�neit

rigorously.Nevertheless,Ido notsee thisasa seriousproblem ,because thenum berofworlds

is nota physicalparam eter in the theory. The physicaltheory is about the Universe,one

Universe.W orldsaresubjectiveconceptsoftheobservers.A world isa sensibledescription.It

can becharacterized by thevaluesofa setofvariables.IftheState(oftheUniverse)isknown,

onecan calculatetheexpectation valueofa projection operatorcorresponding to thesevalues

ofthe setofvariables. Itisequalto the m easure ofexistence ofthisworld. Ifthe m easure is

zero,Ide�nethattheworld doesnotexist.Ido notknow theState.Therefore,Ido notknow

ifany particularworld exists. Ido know thatthe world in which Iwrote thispaperexists. I

also have knowledge aboutquantum experim entswith possible di�erentoutcom eswhich were

perform ed in thepast.Therefore,Iknow thatthereareotherworlds.And theworldscontinue

tom ultiply.Byperform ingquantum experim entswithaprioriuncertainoutcom es,Iam certain

thatIincrease the num berofworlds. (Idisregard im probable situationsin which the worlds

recom bine.) Itend to believe thateven withoutspecialdesignsofquantum -type experim ents,

there arenum erousprocesseswhich splittheworlds.Thisquestion can beresolved by careful

analysis using the standard approach. Every tim e we encounter a situation in which,in the

standard approach,collapsem usttakeplace,splittingtakesplace;and theam biguity connected

with thestageatwhich collapse occurscorrespondsto thesubjective natureoftheconceptof

world.5 There are very m any worlds from the perspective ofhum an beings,although notas

5 W hilethisam biguityrepresentsaveryseriousconceptualdi�cultyofthecollapsetheories,itisnotaserious

problem in theM W I.Thecollapseasa physicalprocessshould notbevaguely de�ned,whilethefram ework of
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m any asin them odalrealism approach ofLewis(1986)in which every logically possibleworld

exists.Seea com parativeanalysisby Skyrm s(1976).

13. Locality ofthe Preferred B asis

Letm esketch aconjectureaboutatheoryofevolution ofsentientobserverswith localsenses

such as we possess. Consciousness is a collection ofthoughts. Thoughts are representations

ofcausalchains ofevents. Events are describable in term s ofobserver’s experiences. The

experiencesare obtained through the sensesin a processexplainable by physicalinteractions.

Physicalinteractions are local. These are the reasons why causalchains represented by our

thoughts consist oflocalevents. The neutron, \created" here \in the hum an im age", can

understand localeventssuch ashitting a m irror,whileitcannotcom prehend theexperienceof

being in two placessim ultaneously. The neutron distinguishes between localworldsgiven by

Eq.(5)and cannotdistinguish am ong orthogonalnonlocalstatesasin Eq.(6).

Physicsexplainswhy an observerwho \thinks" in the conceptsofnonlocalsuperpositions

is not favored by evolution. Im agine an observer who can distinguish between two nonlocal

orthogonalstatesofa m acroscopicsystem .He\thinks" in theconceptsofnonlocalsuperposi-

tionsand actsdi�erently according to orthogonalnonlocalstates.Forexam ple,ifthestateof

theneutron and thedetectorsin theexperim entofFigure1 is

1=
p
2(jin D 1ijiniD 1

jriD 2
+ jin D 2ijriD 1

jiniD 2
); (12a)

hem akesa record \+" in hisnotebook,and ifthestateis

1=
p
2(jin D 1ijiniD 1

jriD 2
� jin D 2ijriD 1

jiniD 2
); (12a)

he m akes a record \�". However, these records willnot be helpfulbecause through local

interactionswith theenvironm entthesystem consisting oftheneutron and two detectorswill

in both cases soon cease to be in a pure quantum state. The system willbe described by a

m ixturewith equalprobability ofstates(12a)and (12b).Com parewith an observerwhom akes

a localm easurem entthatdistinguishesbetween states

jin D 1ijiniD 1
jriD 2

(13a)

and

jin D 2ijriD 1
jiniD 2

: (13a)

The records ofthe latter willbe accurate even after the interaction with the environm ent.

Thus,thesentientbeing who thinksin term soflocalpropertieshasan evolutionary advantage

due to the stability oflocalstates (such as (13a)and (13b)). An extensive research,led by

Zurek (1993),ofthe role ofthe environm ent in the m easuring process shows the stability of

localeventsin the causalchain ofa hum an observer. Ibelieve thatthe decom position ofthe

Universe into sensible worlds (11) is,essentially,unique. The decom position,clearly,m ight

di�er due to coarse or �ne graining,but to have essentially di�erent decom positions would

m ean having a m ulti-m eaning Escher-typepictureofthewholeUniversecontinuously evolving

in tim e.

conceptsofconsciousbeingsm ighthavea lotoffreedom .
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Recently Saunders(1993),equipped with heavy form alism ofdecoherenthistoriesdeveloped

by Gell-M ann and Hartle (1990),investigated (in the fram ework ofM W I)a m odelof\evolu-

tionary adaptation". Ithasthe above m entioned elem entsoflocality and stability. Although

Ido not necessarily accept his m odel,Iam certainly encouraged by his conclusion: \These

argum ents[hisargum entsforevolutionary adaptation]arequalitative,butitseem sthatthere

isno di�culty in principlein construction ofm oredetailed m odels."

14. G od D oes N ot Play D ice

Thestatem ent\God doesnotplaydice"isprobablythem ostfam ousobjection Einstein had

to quantum theory. The quantum theory with collapse introduced a new type ofprobability,

not an e�ective probability due to our ignorance about exact details ofthe state prior to a

m easurem ent,butaprobability ofgenuinely unpredictableoutcom es.Quantum eventsaresuch

thateven God (orin�nitely advanced technology)cannotpredictthem .Bell(1964)proved that

unless God hassom e nonlocalfeatures,which isin con
ictwith Einstein’s even m ore sacred

principle,God cannotpredict the outcom es ofsom e quantum m easurem ents perform ed on a

sim ple system oftwo spin-1/2 particles.

The M W Isolvesthe di�culty ofthe genuinely random Universe. God doesnotplay dice.

Everythingisdeterm inisticfrom thepointofview ofGod.Everythingevolvesin tim eaccording

to Schr�odinger’s equation. At the sam e tim e,there is an explanation ofwhy for us there

is genuine unpredictability when a quantum m easurem ent is perform ed. Ballentine (1975),

however,claim sthatGod doesplay dice even in the fram ework ofM W I.He playsdice when

he assignsthe \m e" whom Iknow to a particularworld. However,atleastin m y version of

M W I,God does not and cannotdo it. Iam in a privileged position relative to an external

observer,including God,in m y ability to identify m yselfwithoutspecifying theworld in which

Iam .God can identify m eonly by theworld in which Iam .Therefore,God cannotassign the

\m e" whom Iknow toagiven world,and hecannotde�nean objectiveprobabilityforthe\m e"

whom Iknow ending up in a particular world. Com pare with the discussion ofthe neutron

with a sleeping pilland an experim enterin Section 7.

Veryrecently Page(1995)supported thisapproach by arguingthat\probabilism isam yth".

He developed a \sensible quantum m echanics",a variant ofM W I in a \m any-perceptions"

fram ework. Although ithassom e resem blance with the m any-m indsinterpretation ofAlbert

and Lower (1988),the latteris di�erent: the \m inds" do evolve probabilistically. See also a

thorough philosophicalanalysisofvariousalternativesby Butter�eld (1995).

Theconceptofprobability in M W Iisvery di�erentfrom ourusualprobability.Previously,

we always used the conceptofprobability when one ofseveralpossibilities would take place;

butaccording to M W Iallthese possibilities are realized in the Universe. Ibelieve,however,

thatIhave succeeded in introducing a conceptofsubjective probability forsentientbeingsin

each separateworld,whileleaving thewholeUniversedeterm inistic.Theprobability postulate

-probability is proportionalto the m easure ofexistence -explains the only thing which,I

think,requires an explanation: an experim entalfact about the consistency offrequencies of

outcom es ofquantum m easurem ents (perform ed in our world) with statisticalpredictions of

standard quantum theory. Indeed, the sum ofm easures ofexistence of allsuch worlds is

overwhelm ingly largerthan thesum ofm easuresofexistenceofworldsin which thefrequencies

ofthequantum m easurem entsdi�ersigni�cantly from thosepredicted by thequantum theory.

(Thelatterworldsalso exist,butin theseworldssentientbeingshaveno reason to believethat
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thequantum theory iscorrect.)

Up tothepresent,therecontinuesan extensivedebate(seeKent,1990and referencesthere)

about the possibility, using M W I,ofderiving the quantum probability rule from a weaker

probability postulate.Theclaim isthatfrom thepostulatethattheprobability ofresultiis0

when j�ij
2 = 0 and 1 when j�ij

2 = 1 (seeEq.(11))itfollowsthattheprobability fortheresult

iisequalto j�ij
2 forany valueof�i.Iagreewith theopponentsofM W Ithattheassum ption

ofthe existence ofm any worldsdoesnothelp to derive the quantum law ofprobability. This

debatehasre
ected badly on M W I.FailureofM W Ito beusefulin deriving thequantum law

ofprobability isfrequently -butwrongly -considered to bea proofofitsinadequacy.In fact,

no otherinterpretation isbetterin thisrespect.

15. T he C ausalInterpretation

Asa physicaltheory,theM W Iism oreeconom icalthan any otherquantum theory without

collapse. The no collapse assum ption invariably leads to the existence ofthe State ofthe

Universe with allits\branches" corresponding to allinnum erable worlds ofM W I.So allthe

com plexity ofofM W Iisthereand,in addition,thereissom ethingelse.Letm e,however,touch

hereoneotherleading non-collapseinterpretation.

A very interesting non-collapsetheory isthe\causalinterpretation." Them ostcreditforit

should be given to Bohm (1952),howeverearlierde Broglie (1927)and laterBell(1981)also

contributed to thisbeautifulpicture.In addition to thequantum stateoftheUniversethereis

a pointin con�guration spaceoflocationsofallparticles.Them otion ofthispointisgoverned

by the values ofthe wave function in the im m ediate vicinity (in con�guration space) ofthe

pointaccording to a sim pleequation (especially sim plein Bell’sversion ofthetheory).

Proponentsofthecausalinterpretation frequently considerboth thewavefunction and the

Bohm ian particle(thepoint)as\physically real".I,however,�nd them ostfruitfulapproach to

theBohm theory theinterpretation according to which only thepointcorrespondsto \reality",

while the wave function isa secondary entity,whose purpose isto be a \pilot" ofthe point.

Only in thisway Ican seehow thecausalinterpretation describesa single\real" world.

Theparadoxesofnon-relativisticquantum m echanicsareexplained beautifullybythecausal

interpretation. The particles,afterall,do have trajectories. The neutron (the corresponding

coordinateofthepoint)in theneutron interferenceexperim entpassesthrough oneofpossible

trajectories,while the corresponding wave passes through both ofthem . The theory is also

determ inistic from the pointofview ofGod,so he doesnotplay dice. (The argum entofBell

fortheunpredictability ofspin m easurem entsperform ed on a certain pairofspin-1/2 particles

issolved explicitly accordingtotheBohr’svision:theoutcom eofaspin m easurem entiscertain

only when wespecify them easuring deviceweuse.)

So itseem s thatthe causalinterpretation hasallthe good properties ofM W Iand ithas

only a single world: surely a desirable feature. I,however,do not consider it preferable to

M W I.Besidesthem ain technicalproblem ,thelack ofreasonablegeneralization to relativistic

dom ain Iwantto m ention two otherpoints.

The�rstpointisapeculiarand,in m y opinion,unfortunatefeatureofthecausalinterpreta-

tion which hasbeen understood only recently.Bell(1980)pointed outthatin som esituations

the Bohm trajectory is very di�erent from what we would naively think,and m oreover,En-

glertetal. (1992),Brown etal. (1995),and Aharonov and Vaidm an (1996)have shown that

itm ightbe di�erentfrom whatan apparently good m easuring device would show. Consider
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the experim entdescribed in Figure 4. A single neutron entered the beam splitterS1 and has

been detected by,say,detectorD 1. Then,we would say thatitstrajectory isS1M 2D 1. But

the Bohm trajectory (called by Englert etal.(1992) \surrealistic trajectory") in this case is

S1M 1AD 1.Theneutron changesthedirection ofitsm otion atpointA in spiteofthefactthat

nobeam splitteristhere.M oreover,ifwetry toobservethetrajectory oftheneutron wem ight

be \fooled" by ourm easuring apparatus. Letusassum e thatthe experim entisperform ed in

a special\bubble cham ber",such thatthe m echanism ofcreation a bubble by the neutron is

such thattheneutron changesan internalstateofsom eatom and then theatom slowly creates

the bubble. This process is slow enough that during the tim e the neutron passes from the

beam splitterS1 tillthe tim e itreachesthe intersection pointofthe two possible trajectories

A (seeFigure5)thewavefunction oftheexcited atom doesnotchangesigni�cantly itsspatial

distribution.In thiscase,theBohm trajectory isagain S1M 1AD 1 whilethebubbles,developed

aftertheneutron passage,willshow (naively expected)S1M 2D 1.

A

2

1M

M

1D

D

1S

2

Figure 5:Theneutron interferom eterwithoutsecond beam splitterin a bubble cham ber.

The lastpointisprobably the m ostim portantargum entagainstaccepting the causalin-

terpretation orany othernon-collapseinterpretation which hassom eadditionalelem ents.Ido

not see that these interpretations really get rid ofallbut one world. Ifa com ponent ofthe

quantum stateoftheUniverse,which isawavefunction in ashapeofam an,continuestom ove

(to live?!) exactly asa m an does,in whatsenseitisnota m an? How do Iknow thatIam not

this\em pty" wave?

16. W hy M W I?

The crucialargum ent in favor ofM W I is that in this theory there is no collapse to be

explained.Thebad featuresofthecollapsecannotbeoverestim ated.\Thereduction [collapse]

postulateisanuglyscaronwhatwould beabeautifultheoryifitcould berem oved",Gottfried’s

phrase (1989),representsthe feeling ofm any physicists. There isno clue to when exactly the

collapse occurs. If it does occur, it seem s im possible to avoid contradictions with special

relativity.In spiteofpersistente�ortsin thelasthalfcentury,thereisno satisfactory physical
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explanation ofthe collapse. Extrem ely divergentproposalsforthe cause ofthe collapse,such

asconsciousness(W igner,1962),gravitation (Penrose,1994,pp.335-347),new genuinerandom

processes(Ghirardiand Pearle,1990),etc.indicatethedi�cultiesin thetask ofexplaining the

collapse.

For m e,an im portant positive feature ofM W I is the elim ination ofconceptually unpre-

dictable outcom es from the fundam entaltheory ofthe Universe (God doesnotplay dice). I

wantto believe,thatatleastin principle,Science can explain everything.

M ostphysicistswho favorM W Idoso becauseitallowsthem toconsiderthequantum state

ofthe Universe,the basic concept in quantum cosm ology (e.g. Clarke,1974). The standard

approach requiresan externalobserverforasystem in aquantum stateand,therefore,isunable

to dealwith thequantum stateofthewholeUniverse.

Although nobody hasdoneitexplicitly,itseem sthatM W Ican beextended totherelativis-

tic dom ain because allparadoxes ofsuperlum inalchanges disappearwith the rem ovalofthe

collapse.Fordiscussion ofquantum nonlocality in thefram ework ofM W IseeVaidm an (1994).

M W Iyields a novelbasis for the investigation ofthe relation between m ind and m atter.

According toM W I,ahum an beingisawavefunction which isapartofaquantum statewhich

is the world,which in turn is one term in the superposition ofm any quantum states which

com prisetheState,which istheUniverse.

Itm ightbeworthwhiletom akean attem pttolearn aboutthe\other"worldsby investigat-

ing recordsofquantum m easurem ent-type interactions.Thuswewillobtain som einform ation

aboutthewholeUniverse,beyond oursubjectiveworld.Thisinform ation m ightlead to better

understanding oftheproblem sofevolution.

M W I can greatly in
uence the ongoing discussion (see Healey,1992) ofcausation,EPR

correlationsetc.Itprovidesa determ inistic physicaltheory withoutnonlocalinteractions.

Although onedoesnothaveto believein M W Iin orderto design a m achinewhich em ploys

quantum interferenceon am acroscopicscale,itisclearly m orenaturaltodiscussthesepossibil-

itieswhen onedoesnotneed to worry about\m iraculous" collapses,butonly aboutquantum

correlations described by Schr�odinger’s equation. It is not a coincidence that the pioneer of

\quantum parallelprocessing" isan enthusiastic proponentofM W I{ Deutsch (1985).W hile

itishopelesstoreach the\other"worldswhich arealready splitfrom \our"world,itisfeasible

to create severalworlds carefully and to reunite them later. This is,essentially,the subject

ofcurrentintensive research ofbuilding a quantum com puter which splitsto m ake m any dif-

ferent calculations in paralleland reunites to give the �nalresult. Recently Shor(1994)has

shown thatquantum com putercan solvesom eim portantproblem ssigni�cantly fasterthan any

existing algorithm ofclassicalcom putation.

Ihave one m ore reason to be enthusiastic aboutM W I(see Vaidm an,1994). Ithelps m e

to see and understand novelfeaturesofquantum m echanics. Thinking in term sofM W Iwas

especially fruitfulin recentwork by Elitzurand m yself(1993).

17. R e
ections on the ‘M any M inds’Interpretation

W hileIwascorrecting them anuscriptaccording tosuggestionsoftherefereesBritish Jour-

nalforthe Philosophy ofScience haspublished an enlightening Sym posium on ‘M any M inds’

InterpretationsofQuantum M echanics.Theissuesdiscussed in theSym posium arevery closely

related towhatIhavedescribed aboveand Ibelievethatm ybriefre
ectionson theSym posium

willhelp tounderstand m yM W Iand willavoid m isunderstandingsduetodi�erentterm inology.

M y M W Iism uch m orecloseto theM any M indsInterpretation (M M I)ofLockwood (1996)
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than to the M W I he refers to. The latter seem s to be inspired by De W itt (1970) and I

have criticized it m yself(see Sec. 10). Papineau’s (1996) illum inating analysis of\what it

would be liketo havea superposed brain" in thefram ework ofM M Icorrespondsexactly to m y

understanding ofM W I;and Iam ready to sign under Lockwood sentence (1996,p.170): \A

m any m inds theory,asIunderstand it,is a theory which takes com pletely atface value the

accountwhich unitary quantum m echanics gives ofthe physicalworld and itsevolution over

tim e" with theonly changeof\m any m inds" to \m any worlds".

Indeed,Ibelievethatthenam e\M any W orlds" ism oreappropriate;Idefend itin Section

1.Ialso �nd supportto thischoice in the Sym posium :Deutsch (1996),apartfrom analyzing

strong(although indirect)evidencesforexistenceofm anyworlds(which henam es\universes"),

givespersonaltestim ony forEverett’ssim ilarview.

Beyond sem antics,Ido notthink thatLockwood’sconceptof\M ind" isasim portantand

fruitfulashe suggests. W hatcorrespondsto oureveryday experience isLockwood’s\m ind".

The \M ind" isthe conceptwhich isrelevantonly for\god" (in�nitely advanced technology).

Buteven god m ight�nd thisconcept notvery clearbecause ofthe am biguity related to the

birth ofM ind: the m other m ight be in a superposition ofbeing pregnant fordi�erent tim es

and from di�erentfathers.

Anotherargum entin favorof\world" relative to \m ind" (or\M ind")isthatin the m any

worldspicturewearenotforcedtoaccept\radicalism "discussed byButter�eld(1996)according

to which \unobserved m acroscopicworld can bevery inde�nite,even within a branch".In m y

M W Ia world isa \sensible story".Thus,ifwe arenotready to considerstars(even thosewe

cannotsee now)being in a superposition ofstatescorresponding to m acroscopically di�erent

locations,wecan alwayschoosean appropriatebasissuch thatwewillhavestableclassical-type

stories. W e also m ight discuss m any worlds at far past (or far future?!) when no conscious

m indswere(willbe)presentbychoosingthebasisaccordingtounderstandingpattern ofpresent

sentientbeings.

However,them ain aspectof\m ind" { itsroleforde�ning preferred basis{ Iseeexactly as

Lockwood does.Asitisstressed in theSym posium by Lockwood,Papineau,Saunders(1996)

and others,the preferred basisisnot�xed by fundam entalphysics. The basisisde�ned by a

sentientobserver. The fundam entalphysics,however,due to locality ofthe basic interactions

leads, via decoherence, to existence of only certain types of sentient beings. I cannot see

any di�culty with this explanation,but in the Sym posium Ifound only cautious appealto

decoherence,seeBrown (1996).

Butter�eld (1996,p.203)pointsoutthatin M W Ithepreferred basisneed notbe�xed once

and foralland hearguesthatthisisa disadvantagerelative,say,to theBohm theory.Iagree

thata theory which gives the basis(and even better,a speci�c choice ofthe basisvector) is

preferable.However,itseem sto m ethatthepriceforthisde�nitenessistoo high and itisnot

clearthatthegoalisreally achieved:Deutsch (1996),in hisdiscussion of\unoccupied grooves"

or‘m indlesshulk’,hasessentially the sam e position asIdo viewing the Bohm theory to bea

m any-worldstheory.

Probablytheclosestpointbetween m yM W Iand Lockwood’sM M Iistheissueofprobability

which gotalotofattention in theSym posium .Lockwood (1996,p.182)insistson \theexistence

ofa naturally preferred m easure..." which isessentially \them easureofexistence ofa world"

which I introduce. Papineau (1996) reinforces the introduction ofsuch a m easure in M M I

(M W I)showingthattheconceptofprobabilityisin noway betterifnotworsein othertheories.

Lowerand Butter�eld,however,argue thatsuch a probabilistic m easure requiresintroducing

\persisting m inds" which Ido nothave in m y M W I(exceptforconnection through com m on
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m em orieswhich m ightyield an answerto Butter�eld).Lower(1996,p.230)writes:\itdoesn’t

m ake any sense on theInstantaneousM ind View speak oftheprobability ofan instantaneous

m ind at tevolving to exem plify a m entalstate M at t0 since there is no fact ofthe m atter

concerningthetranstem poralidentityofm inds".Itseem stom ethatthisisexactlytheproblem

Iraised and solved in section 7.Lowerrealized thatthe key issue forde�ning the probability

m easure is\personalidentity".Theprobability ofthem ind attto evolve to them entalstate

M attim et0isde�ned asan ignoranceprobability oftheancestorsofthem ind at(orpriorto)

tim et0to bein thestateM .In fact,Ibelievethatthisand thegedanken experim entshowing

physicalsigni�canceofthem easureofexistenceofthepresentworld (Section 11)arethem ain

novelpointsIm adehere.To sum m arize,in thispaperIwentbeyond m athem aticalde�nition

ofthe probability m easure: Isucceeded to attach the ignorance-probability m eaning to the

m easure ofexistence ofthe future worldsand Ifound a physicalm eaning forthe m easure of

existence ofthe presentworld by designing a gedanken situation in which one should behave

di�erently only becauseherworld hasdi�erentm easureofexistence.
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