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Abstract
The Many Worlds Interpretation (MWI) was proposed by H. Everett. It has sounded like most
senseless stuff to the scientists of his time, but today it is one of the leading interpretations of
Quantum Mechanics (QM). I argue that this interpretation does not conflict with the conventional
interpretation. Namely, the observer whose mind does not depart from Our Universe must use the

Copenhagen Interpretation (CI).
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I. FALL DOWN OF THE COPENHAGEN INTERPRETATION

Throughout much of the 20th century, the Copenhagen Interpretation had overwhelm-
ing acceptance among physicists. Although astrophysicist and science writer John Gribbin
described it as having fallen from primacy after the 1980s [1], according to a very informal
poll (some people voted for multiple interpretations) conducted at a quantum mechanics
conference in 1997 [2] the Copenhagen interpretation remained the most widely accepted a
specific interpretation of quantum mechanics among physicists.

In a 2017 article, physicist and Nobel laureate Steven Weinberg states: “According to
Bohr, in measurement, the state of a system such as a spin collapses to one result or another
in a way that can not itself be described by quantum mechanics, and is truly unpredictable.
This answer is now widely felt to be unacceptable. There seems no way to locate the
boundary between the realms in which, according to Bohr, quantum mechanics does or does
not apply.” [3]

In my understanding, Dr. Weinberg’s statement that the collapses “can not itself be
described by quantum mechanics” is not true, because the collapse of the wave function is
simply the choice of the initial conditions for the QM equations. Thus, the collapse of the
wave function does not violate the QM equations.

A 2011 poll of 33 participants at an Austrian conference found only 14 CI’s supporters. [4]

MWT’s initial reception was overwhelmingly negative, with the notable exception of De-
Witt. Wheeler made considerable efforts to formulate the theory in a way that would be
palatable to Bohr, visited Copenhagen in 1956 to discuss it with him, and convinced Everett
to visit Copenhagen as well, which happened in 1959. Nevertheless, Bohr and his collabo-
rators completely rejected the theory. Everett left academia in 1956 to never return, and
Wheeler eventually disavowed the theory. Everett recounted his meeting with Bohr as “that
was a hell...doomed from the beginning.” Léon Rosenfeld, a close collaborator of Bohr,
said: “With regard to Everett neither I nor even Niels Bohr could have any patience with
him, when he visited us in Copenhagen more than 12 years ago in order to sell the hopelessly
wrong ideas he had been encouraged, most unwisely, by Wheeler to develop. He was unde-

scribably stupid and could not understand the simplest things in quantum mechanics.” [5]



II. MY CONTRIBUTION

Thesis: The Many Worlds Interpretation of Quantum Mechanics does not conflict with
the Copenhagen Interpretation.

Proof: Let us suppose that the Many Worlds idea is true, and so Our Universe is just
one from a nearly infinite set of different universes. Each one corresponds to each possible
outcome of the collapse of the wave functions in Our Universe. But, having the goal to find
out the laws of nature which govern Our Universe only, a researcher needs to have to apply
the Copenhagen Interpretation (even if the Many Worlds interpretation is true as well).
This ends the proof.

The time and place of the collapses of the wave functions, which happen in Our Universe
even if there is the Multiverse out there, can be described as the initial conditions of the
equations, but these events cannot be predicted in advance. The Multi Words Interpretation
consists of the Copenhagen Interpretations inside each universe. Therefore, the Multi Words
Interpretation cannot solve the issue of indeterminism.

Having the indeterminism, I wonder how they made a problem and paradox from such a
natural process as the “Information Loss in Black Holes”. Namely, if there is the conservation
of information, instead of its loss, then the future is determined by the past, e.g. we can

read the poems of Shakespeare long before his birth.
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