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In this paper we will present theelf-induced approacto decoherence, which does

not require the interaction between the system and the environment: decoherence in
closed quantum systems is possible. This fact has relevant consequences in cosmology,
where the aim is to explain the emergence of classicality in the universe conceived as a
closed (noninteracting) quantum system. In particular, we will show that the self-induced
approach may be used for describing the evolution of a closed quantum universe, whose
classical behavior arises as a result of decoherence.
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1. INTRODUCTION

During the last years, the theory of decoherence has become the new ortho-
doxy in the quantum physicists community. At present, decoherence is studied and
tested in many areas such as atomic physics, quantum optics, condensed matter,
etc. (see references in Paz and Zurek, 2000; Zurek, 2001). Following the initial
proposal of Zeh (1970), the theory was systematized and developed in a great
number of works. According to Zurek (1991, 1994), decoherence is a process re-
sulting from the interaction between a quantum system and its environment; this
process singles out a preferred set of states, usually called “pointer basis,” that
determines which observables will receive definite values. This means that deco-
herence leads to a sort of selection which precludes all except a small subset of the
states in the Hilbert space from behaving in a classical manner. Arbitrary super-
positions are dismissed, and the preferred states become the candidate to classical
states: they correspond to the definite readings of the apparatus pointer in quantum
measurements, as well to the points in the phase space of a classical dynamical
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system.Environment-induced-superselecti¢ginselectioh is a consequence of
decoherence.

In this paper we will present a new approach to decoherence, different from the
main stream einselection approach. From this new perspective, which we will call
self-induced approagldecoherence does not require the interaction between the
system and the environment: decoherence in closed quantum systems is possible.
This fact has relevant consequences in cosmology, where the aim is to explain the
emergence of classicality in the universe conceived as a closed (noninteracting)
guantum system. In particular, we will show that the self-induced approach may
be used for describing the evolution of a closed quantum universe, whose classical
behavior arises as a result of decoherence.

2. THE EINSELECTION APPROACH IN COSMOLOGY

According to Zurek, einselected states are distinguished by their stability in
spite of the monitoring environment. In Paz and Zurek’s words (Paz and Zurek,
2000), “the environment distills the classical essence of a quantum system.” This
means that, from the einselection view, the split of the universe into the degrees of
freedom which are of direct interest to the observer (the system) and the remaining
degrees of freedom (the environment) is absolutely essential for decoherence. Such
a split is necessary, not only for explaining quantum measurement, but also for
understanding que quantum origin of the classical world. In fact, the einselection
approach considers the problem of the transition from quantum to classical as the
core of the problem: quantum measurement is conceived as a particular case of the
general phenomenon of the emergence of classicality. In addition, if classicality
only emerges in open quantum systems, it must always be accompanied by other
manifestations of openness, such as dissipation of energy into the environment.
Zurek (2001) even considers that the prejudice which seriously delayed the solution
of the problem of the transition from quantum to classical is itself rooted in the fact
that the role of the openness of a quantum system in the emergence of classicality
was ignored for a very long time.

In summary, decoherence explains the emergence of classicality, but only
open systems can decohere. The question is: What about the universe as a whole?
If, as Zurek himself admits, the universe is, by definition, a closed system, then it
cannot decohere. How to explain, then, the classical behavior of stars, galaxies, and
clusters? Zurek (1994) considers this possible criticism: if the universe as awhole is
a single entity with no “outside” environment, any resolution involving its division
into systems seems unacceptable. Zurek’s answer to this objection is based on his
particular conception about the nature of quantum mechanics: for him, the aim of
the theory is to establish the relationships between formal results and observer’s
perceptions. And perception is an information-processing function carried out by a
physical system, the brain. The brain is conceived as a massive, neural network-like
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computer very strongly coupled to its environment, and the environment plays the
role of a commonly accessible internet-like database, which allows the observer
to make copies of the records concerning the states of the system with no danger
of altering it Zurek (1998). The stability of the correlations between the state of
the observer’s brain and the state of the environment on the one hand, and between
the state of the environment and the state of the observed system on the other, is
responsible for the perception of classicality.

This means that, for the einselection approach, the problem of the transition
from quantum to classical amounts to the question “why we don't perceive super-
positions?” Zurek (1998). In other words, the task is to explain, not the emergence
of classicality, bubur perception of classicalityut this position would hardly
convince the cosmologist, who conceives the universe as a single-closed object
with no other object to interact with. In the cosmological context, the wave func-
tion of the universe describes, not the system of everything except the observers’
brains, but the universe as a whole. Nevertheless, cosmology tries to explain, with
the universal wave function, the evolution of a closed quantum universe where the
classical behavior described by general relativity emerges. If we take Zurek’s posi-
tion seriously, without the assumption of a division of the universe into individual
systems the problem of the emergence of classicality has no solution.

At this point, it could be noted that the einselection approach has been applied
to the cosmological level with interesting results. This is certainly true, but does
not undermine the closed-universe objection. In the works where the einselection
approachis usedin cosmology, the general strategy consists in splitting the universe
into some degrees of freedom which represent the “system” of interest, and the
remaining degrees of freedom that are supposed to be nonaccessible and, therefore,
play the role of an internal environment. For instance, in quantum field theory, it
is usual to perform a decomposition on a scalar figle = ¢s + ¢ wheregps
denotes the system field apg denotes the environment field; when it is known
that the background field follows a simple classical behavior, the scalar field is
decomposed according o= ¢. + ¢4, where the background fielgl. plays the
role of the system and the fluctuation fietg plays the role of the environment
(see Calzettat al,, 2001). This means that, strictly speaking, it is not the universe
what decoheres, but a subsystem of the universe: we perceive a classical universe
because there are unaccessible degrees of freedom that act as an environment.

These considerations allow us to point out the weakest spot of the einselection
program. When this approach is applied to the universe (and, in general, to any
system with internal environment), the space of the observables which will behave
classically is assumed in advance: the distinction between the system’s degrees of
freedom and the environmental degrees of freedom is established in such a way
that the system decoheres in some observables of that space. This means that the
split of the whole must be decided case by case: there is not a general criterion
for discriminating between system and environment. In fact, in the case of the
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decomposition of the scalar fielpl previously mentioned, different criteria are
used: sometimes the decomposition is performed on the basis of the length, mass,
or momentum scales of the system and the environment, sometimes the system
field is considered as containing the lower mode® @nd the environment as
containing the higher modes (see Calzettal., 2001; Zurek (1998) recognizes
that this lack of a general criterion for deciding where to place the “cut” between
system and environment is a serious difficulty of his proposal: “In particular, one
issue which has been often taken for granted is looming big, as a foundation of the
whole decoherence program. It is the question of what are the “systems” which
play such a crucial role in all the discussions of the emergent classicality. This
issue was raised earlier, but the progress to date has been slow at best.”

As we will see, the self-induced approach to decoherence overcomes these
problems to the extent that it does not require the openness of the system of interest
and its interaction with the environment.

3. THE SELF-INDUCED APPROACH TO DECOHERENCE

This approach relies on the general idea that the interplay between observ-
ables and states is a fundamental element of quantum mechanics (see Laura and
Castagnino, 1998a). The departing point consists in adopting an algebra of observ-
ablesA as the primitive element of the theory: quantum states are represented by
linear functionals over. In the original formulation of the algebraic formalism,
the algebra of observables is &@lgebra. The GNS theorem (Gel'fand—Naimark—
Segal) proves that the traditional Hilbert space formalism is a particular represen-
tation of this algebraic formalism; the algebra of observables is thereby given a
concrete representation as a set of self-adjoint bounded operators on a separable
Hilbert space. Nevertheless, itis well known that thealyebraic framework does
not admit unbounded operators; therefore, it is necessary to move to a less restric-
tive framework in order to accommodate this kind of operators. The self-induced
approach adopts auclear algebra(Treves, 1967) as the algebra of observables
A: its elements are nuclei or kernels, that is, two variables distributions that can
be though of as generalized matrices (Castagnino andn@ejaianuscript sub-
mitted for publication). By means of a generalized version of the GNS theorem
(Iguri and Castagnino, 1999) it can be proved that this nuclear formalism has a
representation in a rigged Hilbert space: the appropriate rigging provides a math-
ematical rigorous foundation to unbounded operators (see Belanger and Thomas,
1990). In fact, the nuclear spectral theorem of Gel'fand and Maurin establishes
that, under very general mathematical hypotheses (quite reasonable from a phys-
ical point of view), for every CSCO (complete set of commuting observables) of
essentially self-adjoint unbounded operators, there is a rigged Hilbert space where
such a CSCO can be given a generalized eigenvalue decomposition, meaning that
a continum of generalized eigenvalues and eigenvectors may thereby be associated
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with it. To find the appropriate rigging, the nuclear algebra is used to generate two
additional topologies: one of them corresponds to a nuclear space, which is the
space of generalized observabMs the other corresponds to a nuclear space,
which is the space of generalized observalgsthe other corresponds to the
dual of the spac¥,, and this is the spacés of states.

Following (Antoniouet al,, 1997; Laura and Castagnino, 1998a,b), we will
symbolize an observable belongingug by a round ketO) and a state belonging
to Vs by a round brag|. The result of the action of the round byg 6n the round
ket|O) is the mean value of the observab®) in the state f|:

(O), = (p|O) 1)

If the basis is discret¢O), can be computed as usual, that isTe@ O). But if
the basis is continuour(p O) is not well defined; neverthelesg, O) can always
be rigorously defined since(is a linear functional belonging tds acting onto
an operatofO) belonging toVo.
To see how decoherence works from the new approach, let us consider the
simplest case, a quantum system whose Hamiltonian has a continuous spectrum:

H|w) =w|w) w € [0, 00) (2)

wherew and|w) are the generalized eigenvalues and eigenvectoks mdspec-
tively. The CSCO of this system is jugH}. A generic observablgO) can be
expressed in terms of the eigenbds$is) } («'| as

0)= [ [ 0.0 1dode’ = [ [ Owiw) i wiw)dods’ (3

where|w; ') = |w){w| and@(w, ') represents the coordinates of the kef@.
The Hamiltonian in the eigenbadis; »')} reads

H =/a)|a))(a)|da)=//a)é(a)—w/ﬂw;w/)da)da)’ (4)

Then,ws(w — ') must be one 0D(w, w'), sinceH is one of the observables
belonging toVo. Moreover, all the observables which commute wittand share
the eigenbasiflw; »’)} must have the following from:

0)= [ [ o@iviwido = [ [ 0o - ) jwie)dods’  (5)

where O(w) supplies the values of the componentg ©) in the basi|w; »')}.
Therefore,O(w)8(w — ') must be one 06 (w, «'). But, of course, we need also
observables which do not commute withand whosef)(w, o') are different than
O(w)é(w — '); then, with no loss of physical generality we can postulate as a
general case:

O(w, @) = O()8(w — ') + O(w, &) (6)
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whereO(w, o) is a regular function whose precise mathematical properties are
listed in Castagnino and Laura (2008a)herefore, a generic observabi®) reads
(see van Hove, 1995)

|O) = / O(w) | w)dw +/ O(w, @) | w; ') dw do’ (7)

where|w) = |w){w| and|w; ') = |w){w'| are the generalized eigenvectors of the
observablgO). We will call the first term of the r.h.s of Eq. (Qs (the singular
part of the observablg))). and the second term of the r.h.s of Eq. () (the
regular part of the observah|®))

The observable$O) of the form (7) define what we will cavan Hove
space WM C Vo; {|w), | w; ')} is the basis o¥/y". On the other hand, states are
represented by linear functionals belonging to a spat& which is the dual of
VYH; therefore, a generic state|(can be expressed as

(ol = [ p)oido+ [ [ po. ) @i/ | dodes (®)

wherep(w, o) is a regular function, and(w) andp(w, «’) satisfy the properties

o >0, (0]|1)=1(wherel)isthe identity operator) and those listed in Castagnino
and Laura (2000a}(w|, (w; «'|}, the basis oWy, is the cobasis oflw), | »; @)}
defined by the following relatiofis

(@w|w)=8w—-0) (0,o"o;0")=08w— )50 —o") (w|lo;0’)=0
)
Given the expressions (7) and (8) @) (p| respectively, decoherence fol-
lows in a straightforward way. According to the unitary von Neumann equation,
the evolution of p| is given by

(o(t)] = / () (@] doo + / / P, @) e @M o [dode’  (10)

Therefore, the mean value of the observdliin the state 4(t)| reads

(0),p0t = (0(t) | O) = / p()O(w)dw + / / p(w, 0)e @ NO(w; »)dw do’

(11)
Since p(w, ©") and O(w, ') are regular functions (see Laura and Castagnino,
1998a, for details), if we take the limit far— oo, we can apply the Riemann—
Lebesgue theorem, according to which the second term of the r.h.s. of the last

4Since any singular kernel can be approximated by a regular on€gs(w — ') + O(w, @)
are dense on the set éf(w, o'). Therefore, we do not lose physical generality, in the sense that
O(w) §(w — ') + O(w, ') have all the required physical properties up to any order and, then, they
are experimentally indistinguishable from t&(w, ).

5These are the generalization of the relations between thefliassnd the cobasig j |} in the discrete
casex]j |i) = &j.
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equation vanishes. Therefore,
m (0 = im ()1 0) = [ p(@)O(w) do (12)

But this integral is equivalent to the mean value of the obsern@btea new state
(o«

(01 = [ (o) (wldo (13)
where the off-diagonal terms have vanished. Therefore, we obtain the weak limit,
tlLrEo<o)p(t) = (O>,o* (14)

The next step is to study the formalism under the Wigner transformation
“symb.” Everything behaves in the usual way for the regular partsfand
(pl, since these parts satisfy the hypotheses of papers (Hétady 1984; Wigner,
1932). The problem consists in defining the Wigner transformation for the singular
parts. The singular parts of observables and states read

Os = f O@)|w)do = O(H)  ps= / p@)wldo  (15)

ThereforeOg is a function of the Hamiltonian,

H =/a)|a))dw

Using the well-known properties of the Wigner integral, we have that

h2
symb@ = 0@, p) = O(H" (@, p) +0( g ) (16)

where S is the characteristic action of the system. Then, in the particular case
whereO(w) = §(w — ) we have from Eq. (16)
symb ') (o'| = 8(H"(q, p) — @) (17)

where we have disregarded th%b(as we will always do below. Moreover, for
regular functions,

(p10) = (sym|symbQ = /pW(q, p)0%(q, p)dadp (18)

We will adopt the same equation for the singular parts. This will allow us to define
symips as satisfying

(symbs|symb@) = (s | Os) (19)

In doing so we are repeating what we have done at the quantum level when we
defined the functionald(.
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From Eqg. (17) we know that
symh') = 8(H"(a, p) — ) (20)

It is clear that we cannot normalize this function with the variables and in the
domain of integration of (18). In fact, using the canonical variakilghe canonical
variable conjugated tél, for any function likesymb o', p’) = §(HV(¢) — o),

which is a constant fdr, the integral will turn out to be infinity. So these functions

f (H) are notclassical densities since they do not belohg td defined integrating

over the whole phase space, and they must be normalized in a different way. This
fact is not surprising since they are singular functions. But let us observe that, in
general,

Os(¢) = Symb/OC>o O(w) |w)dw = /OOO O(w) 8(HY(¢) — ') dw (21)

which is a function independent oft, and can be normalized (if necessary)
imposing the following conditions:

i. We integrate only over the momentum spété.e. not over-t), precisely,

10s@)1 = [ aH [~ 10, p)1(H ~ w)do = [ 1O(H) 1dH
0
(22)
ii. We chose the regular functio®(w) in the spacd_; of the momentum,
that is to say,

f | O(w) | do < 00 23)

So, we will normalize all thef (H) (if necessary) in this way, and we will perform
all the integrations in theCs spaceby this method. In particular we will use this
way of integration wheuwlefining functionals of.

Then, to satisfy Eq. (9), necessarily,

p&(d, p) = symhfe’ | = 8(HV(q, p) — @) (24)

a result already obtained in Castagnino and Laura (2000b) (Egs. (34) and (35))
with different methods. Sg¥’ (g, p) corresponds to a density function extremely
peaked over the classical trajectory defined by the conservatiorl ¥, p) =

.

From Eq. (15),
pe'(@, p) = foo p(@)pg,(d, p) dw = /OO p(@)8(H"(q, p) — @) dw
0 0

= p(H"(a, p)) (25)
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and it is aconstant of the motigras it was expected. Moreoverl'(q, p) > 0
sinceps(w) > 0. This means that¥' (g, p) is the statistical ensemble of the density
functionsp¥’ (g, p) extremely peaked over the classical trajectories defined by the
conservation lanH"Y(q, p) = o’ and weighted by the probabilitigg(w). From

Eq. (14) we know that only the singular part must be considered after decoherence.
Thus, fort — oo the classical densitpd'(q, p) is resolved as a set of classical
trajectories.

At this point, we have defined the Wigner transformation both for the regular
parts and for the singular parts of observables and states. As a result, the singular
parts share the same usual properties with the regular parts, since we have postu-
lated such properties to define the Wigner transformation of the singular parts. In
fact, these usual properties follow from Eq. (16) (see Castagnino and Laura, 2000b,
for details). For example, Eq. (12) is also valid when the Wigner transformations
are involved,

lim (10" = [ p¥(H)OL(H)dH (26)

This means that any observat@) becomes0¢'(q, p) in the limitt — oo, and
behaves in a classical way.

After this presentation of the formalism in the simplest case, let us study
the general case. In general, we must consider a C$8Q0;, ..., Oy}, whose
eigenvectors arfw, 0y, ..., Oy). Inthis case, 4. | will be diagonal in the variables
w, o' butnotin general inthe remaining variables. Therefore, a further diagonaliza-
tion of (o,| is necessary: as a result, a new set of eigenvetors, ... , pn)l,
corresponding to a new CSC, Py, ..., P,} emerges. This set defines the
eigenbasis{|w, p1, ..., Pn), @, P1, ..., Py @, Py, ..., Py} Of the van Hove
space of observablagyH, where

|CL), p11-~'!pn)=|a)1 p11-~'!pn><w! plv--~1 pn|

@, P1, -y Pri @, PLy -y PR) = @, P1, -y Pr){@, PLs -y PRI (27)

(o« will be completely diagonal in the cobasis of stat®, pi1,..., pnl,

(@, P1, -+ -y Prs @', Py, .., P,l} corresponding to the new eigenbasid/gt (see
Castagnino and Laura, 2000b, for details). And, most important, for this system
Eq. (25) reads

P&, p) =) / P(@)pgp,.... (A P) dev
) 0
- Z/O p(@)8(HY (@, p) — &) 5(P¥(a, p) — p) deo  (28)

where the densny)Swp1 p, COrresponds to a density function extremely peaked
over the classical trajectory defined by the conservation laws:
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HY(@, p) =o', PY@, p)=p1 ... Y@ p)= pn (29)

Therefore, fott — oo the classical density(q, p) is resolved again as a set of
classical trajectories.

As this presentation shows, decoherence does not require the interaction of
the system of interest with the environmeatsingle-closed quantum system can
decohereThe diagonalization of the density operator does not depend on the open-
ness of the system but on the continuous spectrum of the system’s Hamiltonian.
This means that the problem of providing a general criterion for discriminating
between system and environment vanishes in the self-induced approach. This fact
leads to an additional advantage of the new way of conceiving decoherence. As
we have seen, in many cases the einselection approach requires to introduce as-
sumptions about the observables which will behave classically to decide where to
place the boundary between system and environment. The new approach, on the
contrary, provides a mathematically precise definition of the observables regarding
to which the system will decohere. In fact, there are two kinds of such observables:

a) Observables that commute with the Hamiltonian, that are represented by
the singular kernel®(w) §(w — ')

b) Observables that do not commute with the Hamiltonian, which are rep-
resented by the kernel3(w) §(w — o’) + O(w, '), whereO(w, «') is
a regular function. In other words, these observables have a regular part
O(w, ') and a singular pa®(w) §(w — «’) in the eigenbasis defined by
the system’s Hamiltonian.

This definition is completely general and does not require to introduce any prior
assumption about the classical behavior of certain observables.

When the phenomenon of decoherence is viewed from this new perspective,
it does not need to be conceived as “a justification for the persistent impression
of reality” (Paz and Zurek, 2000). Classicality is not a perceptual result of the
correlations between the observed system and the observer’s brain though the
environment: the emergence of classicality is a consequence of the own dynamics
of a closed quantum system. In other words, from the self-induced approach,
decoherence is a relevant element for explainingthergencef classicality, not
our perceptionof classicality.

4. DECOHERENCE IN A CLOSED UNIVERSE

If the transition from quantum to classical does not require the split of the
universe into subsystems as a necessary condition, then decoherence can take part
in the account of how the universe as a whole behaves classically. In this section
we will apply the self-induced approach to a simple quantum-cosmological model
to show how classicality arises in this case.
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4.1. The Model

Let us consider the flat Roberson-Walker universe (Castagnino, 1998;
Castagnineet al,, 1995; Castagnino and Lombardo, 1996; Paz and Sinha, 1991)
with a metric,

ds? = a?(n)(dn? — dx? — dy? — d7) (30)

wheren is the conformal time anathe scale of the universe. Let us consider a free
neutral scalar field and let us couple this field with the metric, with a conformal
coupling € = %). The total action readS = §; + Sf + S, and the gravitational
action is

S = MZ/dn [—%az - V(a)} (31)

whereM is the Planck masg, = da/dn, and the potentiaV contains the cosmo-
logical constant term and, eventually, the contribution of some form of classical
matter. We suppose thethas a bounded supportfa < a;. We expand the field

® as

+o00 .
B(y, %) = / fin)e**dk (32)

where the components kfe R® are three continuous variables.
The Wheeler-De Witt equation for this model reads

HW¥(a, ®) = (hg+ ht + h)¥(a, ®) =0 (33)
where
1
hg = ma§+ M2V (a)
1
hy =—§/(a,f—k2fk2)dk
1 2,2 2
h = SmPa? | fidk (34)

with m the mass of the scalar field/a the linear momentum of the field, and
o = 0/0f.

We can now go to the semiclassical regime, using the WKB method (Hartle,
1995), writing¥ (a, ®) as

V(a, ®) = expiM?S(@)]x(a, ®) (35)
and expanding and y as

S=S+MIS+-,  x=xo+M x4 (36)
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To satisfy Eq. (33) at the ord@&?, the principal Jacobi functior§(a), must satisfy
the Hamilton—-Jacobi equation:

ds\?
— | =2V 7
(5) ~2ve@ @)
We can now define the (semi)classical time as a parameten(a) such that
d dsd d
— = —— =+,/2V(@@)—
dy ~ dada @53 (38)

The solution of this equation 8= +F(n, C), whereC is an arbitrary integration
constant. Different values of this constant and ofth&ign give different classical
solutions for the geometry.

Then, in the next order of the WKB expansion,satisfies a Scldinger
equation that reads

1S = o (39)
where
h(n) = ht + hi(a) (40)
precisely
h(n) = —}/ [—8—2 + Qi (a) sz} dk (41)
2 af2
where
QZ(a) = Q2 (a) = m?a® + k> = m?a® + o (42)

wherew = k? and |k = |k|. So the time dependence of the Hamiltonian comes
from the functiona = a(n).

Let us now consider a scale of the universe suchahat> a;. In this region
the geometry is almost constant. Therefore, we have an adiabatic final vacuum
|0) and adiabatic creation and annihilation operaajrandak. Thenh = h(agy)
reads

h :/Qwa;akdk (43)
We can now consider the Fock space and a basis of vectors,
ka Kz, ... ke Z 1K) = al &, ..af ...10) (44)
where we have called} the sek;, ko, .. ., kn, where eventually goes to infinity.

The vectors of this basis are eigenvectorfof
hi{k}) = wl{k}) (45)
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where

0= Q=3 (M +m) (46)
ke{k} ke{k}

We can now use this energy to label the eigenvector as

{k}) = |, [K]) (47)

where K] is the remaining set of labels necessary to define the vector unambigu-
ously.{|w, [K])} is obviously an orthonormal basis, so Eq. (43) reads

h= /a)|a), [k]){w, [K] | dw d[K] (48)

4.2. Decoherence in Energy

In this case, a generic observab®) € VY reads (see Eq. (7))
|0) = f O(w, [K], [KDle, [K]; [K']) dw d[K] d[K']

+// O(w, [K], @', [K]D|w, [K]; @, [K']) dod[k] de/d[k’] (49)
where
o, [K]; [K']) = |o, [KD{w, [KT) o, [K]; o, [K]) = |o, [K]) (o', [K]|

and a generic statg( € V&'H can be expressed as (see Eq. (8)):
lp) = / p(o, K], [KT)(@, [K]; [k] | dw d[K] d[K]

+// p(w, [K], o, [K]) (o, [K]; @', [K'T | do d[k] do"d[K']  (50)
where{(w, [K]; [K]], (o, [K]; o', [K']]}, the basis o¥/J", is the cobasis dfiw, [K];

[k'D), |w, [K]; @', [k'])}. Then, the mean value of the observall® in the state
(p(t)| reads

(O)py = (p(t)|0)=/p(w. [KI; [k O(, [K];[k']) dwd[K] d[k] (51)

+ [ [ o1, 0, fepeee
«O(w, [K], ', [K']) doo d[K] de d[K'] (52)
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Taking the limit fort — co and applying the Riemann—-Lebesgue theorem, we
obtain

fim (), = lim (o(t)0) = f p(w, [K]; [K1) O(e, [K]; [K']) do d[K] d[K']

(53)
And this integral is equivalent to the mean value of the obsenj&bjen a new
state p.|,

(<l = / p(w, [K]; [KT) (o, [K]; [k'] | dw d[K] d[K'] (54)

This new stated,| is the equilibrium time-asymptotic state, which is diagonal to
the variablesv, o’ as decoherence in energy requires.

4.3. Decoherence in the Remaining Dynamical Variables

In this case, £.| is diagonal in the variables, »’ but not in the remaining
variables. This means that a further diagonilization is necessary.
Let us observe that, if we use polar coordinateskfdeq. (32) reads

20c1) = [ 3 pundk (55)
Im
where
bam = Fii (0, 1) Y(6, ) (56)
wherekis a continuous variable= 0, 1,...; m= —I, ..., |;andY} are spherical

harmonic functions. So the indic&sl, m contained in the symbd are partially
discrete and partially continuous.

As (pl| = (p«l, then p*(w, [k], [K']) = p(w, [K], [k']) and, therefore, there
exists a set of vectorgw, [I])} such that

/p(w, (KL, [KDle, [DprdkT = p(@, [Mle, D (57)

namely,{|w, [I])} is the eigenbasis of the operafofw, [K], [k']). Then p(w, [I])
can be considered as an ordinary diagonal matrix in the discrete ihdicds, and
ageneralized diagonal matrix in the continuous irkiexJnder the diagonalization

8For example, we can deal with this generalized matrix by rigging the s}dgb‘eand using the
Gel'fand-Maurin theorem (Parraviciet al., 1980); this procedure allows us to define a generalized
state eigenbasis for systems with continuous spectrum. It has been used to diagonalize Hamiltonians
with continuous spectra the literature (Bohm, 1986; Castaggiimb, 1996; Castagnino and Laura,
1997), etc.



The Self-Induced Approach to Decoherence in Cosmology 1295

process, Eq. (54) is written as

| my U ,
(os] = f Uil e, 11, DUV (@, 171, 1171 1 Uy

x de d[K] d[K']Td[I] d[I'] d[I"] d[I"] (58)
whereU[L[]'] is the unitary matrix used to perform the diagonalization’and
po, 1], [1') = plew, M1l - [I']) (59)

Since
plo, [11, 11D = ple, ) = / Ul oo, K], [KDU dikl d[k]  (60)
we can define
(@, [ = (0, [, [ = / Ul (o, [K], KT T dIk] d[k] (62)

We can repeat the procedure with vectais ', [k], [k']| and obtain vectors
(w, o', [1]]. In this way we obtain a diagonalized cobagis, [l]], (v, «’, [I]|}. So
we can now write the equilibrium state as

(ps| = /p(ah [D(e, [I] | dedll] (62)

Since vectorsd, [I]| can be considered as diagonal in all the variables, we have
obtained decoherence in all the dynamical variables.

4.4, Emergence of Trajectories

Let us restore the notatiofh} = (w, [I]), {k} = (», [K]) as in Eq. (44), and
let us consider the configuration ke{x}) = |n, [X]). Since we are considering
the period whem ~ aq, the system with Hamiltonian (43) is just a set of infinite
oscillators with constantQ (aot) that represents a scalar field with masa, .
Then, we are just dealing with a classical selNoparticles, with coordinatex]
and momental]]. Therefore, we can introduce the Wigner function corresponding
to the generalized statf}),

Py (4, [k]) = =~ / ({1} X+ 2) (x — a[) DI gy (63)

Using the same reasoning that we have used to obtain Eq. (28) (see also Castagnino
and Laura, 2000k, ([x], [K]) reads

(K, IKD = [ 8(L (1, [kD) = 1) (64)

78([I] —[17") is a Dirac delta for the continuous indices and a Kronecker delta for the discrete ones.
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whereLV([x], [K]) is the classical observable obtained fram(that corresponds
to indicesl) via the Wigner integral (considering= Lo and including 0 among
the indiced). Now, with the new notation Eq. (62) reads

(e = [ o e (65)
Then, if we call
P00 1) = 7 [+ mix— )@ (o)
we obtain
(I, KD = o™ (LYK, TKD, LY, TKD, ) (67)
So finally,

P04, 1) ~ [ on (0, DD SUL™) ~ 1))
-/ pul T =1 dy (68)

The last equation can be interpreted as follows:

i. 8({LW} —{I}) is a classical density function, strongly peaked at certain
values of the constants of moti@ij, corresponding to a set of trajectories,
where the momenta are equal to the eigenvadifes- 0, 1, 2,...).

ii. pyy is the probability to be in one of these sets of trajectories labelled by
{I}. Precisely, if some initial density matrix is given, from Eq. (65) it is
evident that its diagonal ternys;, are the probabilities to find the density
functions({LW} — {1}) in the corresponding classical equilibrium density
function pV([x], [k]) namely, the probabilities of the trajectories labelled
by {I} = (o, [I]).

iii. Let abe the coordinate classically conjugated &md letay be the coor-
dinatea at timen = 0.2 then we obtain the classical trajectories:

a = lin+ ag (69)

iv. Let us now callpy; = py;[ac]. Actually, pyya, iS not a function ofap;
it is simply a constant i, sinceag is only an arbitrary point and our
model is spatially homogenous. Then we can write

al = / e [ [ 5(a — 20 dlfac] (70)
i=1

8We could also add a nonrelevant equation, something likevn + to, which would define a choice
of our clock’s time.
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In this way we have changed the roleagf it was a fixed (but arbitrary) point, and
now it is a variable that moves all over the space. Then Eq. (68) reads

P, [KD) ~ / pu [ 8L 1) [5G — aop)dlacl dfl} (72
i j=1

So, if we call

Pitag (4, [KD) = ]ﬂgb‘(LiW —1) f[l(S(aj — ag)) (72)
we have - :

PN, KD ~ / Pitaol e (X, [K]) dlao] d{l} (73)

From Eqg. (72) we see thaﬁ{v}[ao]([x], [K]) # 0 only in a narrow strip around the
classical trajectory (69) defined by the momefhiaand passing through the point
[ag] (actually the density function is as peaked as it is allowed by the uncertainty
principle; its width is essentially a Qo, since thes functions of all the equa-
tions become Dirac’s deltas only whén— 0). Therefore, Eq. (73) describes the
classical behavior of our model of universe.

Let us sum up the main steps of our argument. Whes oo, the quan-
tum densityp becomes a diagonal density matpix The corresponding classical
distribution p\V([x], [K]) can be expanded as a sum of classical trajectories den-
sity functionSp?{‘{[ao]([x], [K]), each one weighted by its corresponding probability
Pi)an)- Going back to Eq. (73)ayf} 5 ([X], [K]) = oyt 1, 1. 11207 (X1, [K]) is the den-
sity corresponding to the set afpoints (let us say, galaxies), each one of them
moving over a trajectory defined by Eq. (69), where eventual@joes to infin-
ity. So, as the limit of our quantum model we have obtained a classical statistical
mechanical model, and the classical realm appears.

In summary, we have proved that the density operator is translated into a
classical density, via a Wigner function, and it is decomposed as a sum of densi-
ties peaked around all possible classical trajectories, each one of these densities

91n this section, as in Section 2.2, we have faced the following probighgEx], [K]) is a a constant
that we want to decompose in functiqq‘ﬁlao] ([x], [K]) which are different from zero only around the
trajectory (69) and therefore are variableaiifhen, essentially we use the fact that {k, y) = g(y)
is a constant function ix, we can decompose it as

oly) = f oY) 5(x — x0) d¥o

namely, the densitie¥x — xo) are peaked in the trajectories= xo = const, y = var. and, therefore,
are functions ok. This trajectories play the role of those of Eq. (70).

As all the physics, including the correlations, is already contained in Eq. (68), the reader may
just consider the final part of this section, from Eq. (70) to Eq. (73) a didactical presentation.
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weighted by their own probability. Therefore, our quantum density operator be-
haves in its classical limit as a statistical distribution among a set of classical tra-
jectories. Similar results are obtained in papers by Halliwell and Zouppas (1995)
and Polarsky and Starobinsky (1996).

5. OPERATORS AND FIELDS

Up to this point, all our reasoning was made in the context of thedsiamgér
picture, as it is usual in quantum mechanics. But in quantum field theory, on the
contrary, the Heisenberg picture is the usual scenario. However, it is quite easy to
reformulate the argument in the new picture, since our main equations are (14) and
(26) for the general case, and (53) and its corresponding classical version for the
cosmological case. In both cases only the singular @ytndos = p, appear, and
both functions are time independent. Then, whereas in the8icty€r picture we
have thatO = O(tp) is time constant and(t) — p. = ps is time constant in the
limit, in the Heisenberg picture = p(tp) is time constant an®(t) — O, = Os
is time-constant in the limit; nevertheless, both results coincide since Wwhen
00, p« = ps, and O, = Os. Then, if we consider the Heisenberg picture, when
t — oo the operatorsfi(n) of Eq. (32) become singular and also equal to the
constantfy; therefore, the correspondirfg¥ are constant and classical. The same
can be said for the fiel@®(n, x) of Eq. (32), that becomes a time constér{k).

With this procedure, in certain sense we have lost the dynamics of the field.
However, it can be recovered if we compute a “master equation” from any asymp-
totic expansion of the Riemann—Lebesgue theorem or if we make an analytic
continuation in the Liouville complex energy plane as in paper byofebal.
(2000). Such a master equation coincides with the usual one and also with the
Lindblad approach.

6. CONCLUSION

In this paper our aim was to rigorously present the self-induced approach
to decoherence, according to which the phenomenon of decoherence is the result
of the own dynamics of a closed system governed by a Hamiltonian with contin-
uous spectrum. From this approach, the interaction between the system and the
environment is not needed and, therefore, a single-closed quantum system can
decohere. This feature makes this approach particularly appropriate for address-
ing problems in quantum cosmology, since the universe is, by definition, a closed
guantum system with no environment to interact with. In this context, we have
applied the self-induced approach to a quantum cosmological model, showing that
decoherence in energy and in the remaining dynamical variables obtains with no
reference to an environment and without assuming in advance which observables
will behave classically.
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