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We note the separation of a quantum description of an expetimto a statement of results (as probabilities)
and an explanation of these results (in terms of linear apesa The inverse problem of choosing an explanation
to fit given results is analyzed, leading to the conclusiat #my quantum description comes as an element of
a family of related descriptions, entailing multiple stants of results and multiple explanations. Facing this
multiplicity opens avenues for exploration and conseqesribat are only beginning to be explored. Among
the consequences are these: (1) statements of resultsargpadogies on control parameters, without resort to
any quantum explanation; (2) an endless source of distkptarations forces an open cycle of exploration and
description bringing more and more control parameters piag, and (3) ambiguity of description is essential
to the concept of invariance in physics.

I. INTRODUCTION

When a telescope projects stars of the night sky onto poings ghotograph, stars at large and small
distances pile up on a single point of the photograph. Indeeth a “pile-up,” which makes the distance
to stars ambiguous, is a mathematical property of any mapgfia space of larger dimension to a space of
lesser dimension. Here we report on a “piling-up” that osamhen quantum theory serves as mathematical
language in which to describe experiments.

How does one employ quantum theory to describe experimetitsiavices—Ilasers and lenses, detectors,
etc on a laboratory bench? One assumes that the devices geriemasform, and measure particles and/or
fields, expressed one way or another as linear operators,asudensity operators and detection operators.
In case of a finite-dimensional quantum description, thgm¥aiors are matrices. Here we omit discussing
how one arrives at the particles, in order to focus direatlyie operators that end up expressing the devices.
These operators are functions of the parameters by whictdeseribes control over the devices. It is by
making explicit the experimental parameters—which weysiiasknobs—that the ambiguity of a pile-up
will become evident.

It is important to recognize that quantum theoretic desioms of experiments come in two parts: (1)
statements of results of an experiment, expressed by pititiestof detections as functions of knob settings,
and (2) explanations of how one thinks these results comatak&pressed by linear operators, also as
functions of knob settings. The two parts are connected bywpping, namely thé&race. As one learns in
courses on quantum mechanics, given an explanation as #ydepsrator and a positive operator valued
measure (POVM), taking the trace of the product of the opesagives the probabilities that constitute a
statement of results. Of special interest here is the “Bevgmroblem” that stems from the assumption in
guantum mechanics that experimental evidence for quantatessis, at best, limited to probabilities of
detections. The inverse problem amounts to finding the s&vef the mapping defined by the trace: given a
statement of results, the problem is to determine all théaggbions that generate it. It is here that the pile-up
of the trace as a mapping impacts quantum physics.

Note that while our discussion gives knobs a prominent esgio@ absent in text books on quantum me-
chanics, we employ the standard quantum mechanics of Dihe@n Neumanr [1, 2], augmented only by
positive-operator-valued measures, now in widespread use


http://arxiv.org/abs/0805.0130v1

II. FORMULATION

We speak of the parameters by which a description expressgiotover an experiment dsobs with
the image in mind of the physical knobs by which an experimentoves a translation stage or rotates a
polarization filter. We think figuratively of hand motions tfnich we configure an experiment also as knob
settings. In the mathematical language in which we des@Xperimental trials, actual or anticipated, we
express any one knob by a setsafttingsof the knob. We start with the simplest case in which each knob
has a finite number of settings. L&t4, Kz, etc denote knobs, each of which can be set in any of several
positions.# K 4 denotes the number of knob settingsiin, etc When several knobs are involved, we call
all of them together &nob domain For example if knobg{, and Kz are involved, then we have a knob
domainK and an element ot € K has the formk = (ka, kp) with k4 € K4 andkp € Kpg. For the
number of possible settings we then have the prod#d = # K 4 # K. If knob domainK” includes all
the knobs that contribute to knob domdif, then we writeK' < K'; in other words knob domains form a
distributive lattice under inclusiohl[3], illustrated ingF[I.

Similarly we consider detectors that display one of a finitenber of outcomes. Such a detectds is
a set, andi4 € Q4 is a particular outcome. As with knobs, we deal with sets décters which we call
detector domainswritten boldfacee.g.as€2. Detector domains also form a distributive lattice [3].

Experiments come in families and so do descriptions, ancbah& knob domains and detector domains
that enter descriptions. The lattice of knob domains anditttiee of detector domains underpin expressing
relations in these families. For example, a descriptionliving a knob domainK’ might be simplified by
fixing one knob—"taping it down” so to speak. Or a descriptiovolving a detector domaif2’ might be
simplified by ignoring detectdr¢, leading to marginal probabilities.

A statement of (experimental) results, as expressed intqmatheory consists of the probability of out-
comej € 2 for each setting: of the knobs ofK, as illustrated in Fid.12. We write(k, ;) for this probability,
and the probability functiop : K x Q@ — [0, 1] is what we call gparametrized probability measuréhat
is, we have that for eachy € K4, kg € K, p(ka,kp,—) : @ — [0,1] is a probability measure on the
set of detector outcomes. The quantum-mechanical form péréxental reports is that of a parametrized
probability measure.

For a given knob domaii and detector domaif®, let PPM K, Q) be the space of all parametrized
probability measures. When the number of knob settings @telctdons is finite, so is the dimension of
this space. As illustrated in SeEtllll for toy descriptiamish finite numbers of knob settings and possible
outcomes, parametrized probability measures constitoiteégpof a function space that will play the part
of a photograph onto which a larger space is mapped. Ary PPM(K, Q) corresponds to a point on a
photographic plate.

A. Explanations

A statement of results : K x ©Q — [0, 1] says nothing about how its probabilities come about; that is
the job of the explanatory part of a quantum description. Aplanation of a statement of results consists
of linear operators on some Hilbert spakieas functions of the knob settings, including detection afmes
involving ©2. Products, tensor products, sums, exponentiations,feipenators are combined to form a triple
(H, p, M) in which p and M are functions oK. The functionp: K — {density operators oK} can be
called a parametrized density operator, and the functibn K x Q@ — {Detection operators gH} is a
parametrized positive operator-valued measure (POVM)ermpeecisely, for eack € K, it is the case that
M(k,—):Q — {Detection operators oH } is a POVM onf2. The situation for continuous outcome spaces
calls for the technicalities of measurable subsets, ndsetvaerel[3].

The explanations over a given knob dom#&inand detector domaif? consist in the set

Expl(K, ) < {(#, p, M)} (1)

ranging over allH, p and M of the form just stated. It is this space of explanations tiats out to be larger
than the space of statements of results.



Knob domains Detector domains
/ /
kK(W® ©) o W® ©
Ignore
Tape down Detector QC
Knob K~ gets marginal
probabilities

«@ @ @6

Knobs K4, Kp, ... Detectors £ 4, Qp, ...

FIG. 2: Quantum theory states experimental results as anedrized probability measupe: K — PrMeas(£2).

So defined, any explanation implies a statement of residthe familiar trace rule
(Vke K,we Q) plk,w)=Trylp(k)M(k,w), 2
wherew € € is an outcome. Often we abbreviate this by
p=Try(pM). )

As we shall see, explanations, like “the stars in the sky” gyace of high dimension. The counting of
degrees of freedom for explanations is a little involvedduese we want to distinguish explanations that have

conflicting natural extensions to larger knob domains. R we introduce a notion of metric deviation, to
which we now turn.



B. Metricdeviation

Some differences among quantum explanations “make naéifte.” For example if one explanation can
be transformed into the other by the same unitary transfoomapplied both to the density operator and
the POVM, the two explanations can be called “unitarily @glént.” We are interested in descriptions that
imply the same probabilities but that have more or less ‘feditextensions to larger domains of knobs that,
over the extended domain, conflict in their implied probiéib8. For this it turns out to be handy to have
a notion ofmetric deviationwhich to our knowledge is a novelty. Before defining it, warsby recalling
some operator metrics.

For density operators on a common Hilbert spiGave use the metric defined by

distancép(k1), p(k2)] = £ Tra|p(k1) — p(k2)], (4)

where for any bounded operatdr | A| def /AT A. We choose this metric for density operators because it de-
termines the least probability of error for deciding betwego density operators on the basis of probabilities
of outcomes![4].

While the trace metric and other operator metrics work onlydperators on a common Hilbert space,
another measure allows comparison of two parametrizedtg@perators defined on different Hilbert spaces.
Givenp: K — DensOp#H) andy’ : K — DensOpH’), allowing that*’ can differ (even in dimension)
from #, we define thenetric deviatiorof p andp’ by

def
MetDe(p, p') = sup  5[Trylp(k1) — p(k2)| — Tra|p/ (k1) — o' (k2)[. (5)

ki1,k2e K

In case MetDefp, p’) = 0, we callp andp’ metrically equivalentotherwisep andp’ aremetrically inequiv-
alent
Remark: More familiar than metric equivalence is the notion of anjtequivalencee.g. in the sense that
p andp’ are unitarily equivalent if and only if there exists a unjtaperatorl/ independent ok such that
(Vk € K) p'(k) = Up(k)U'. Unitary equivalence implies metric equivalence, but het tonverse: two
parametrized density operators can be metrically equivaléthout being unitarily equivalent. Example:
p(k) = diag(1/2 — ar,1/2 + a), 0 < ar < 1, then there exist§ > 0 such that’(k) is same form with
aj, = ap + 9. Thed cancels out op(k) — p(k’) = p'(k) — p'(K’), so the trace distance is invariant under
the addition ofd, demonstrating metric equivalence without unitary egeivee. (This addition of to ay, is
not a unitary transformation because it changes the eigesg Addition of an increment works also, and
independently, for off-diagonal elements of generic dgrgperators, where bgenericwe mean to rule out
the special case of a unit eigenvalue or a zero eigenvalue.

Now turn to POVMs. Lifting the usual norm for bounded operaton a Hilbert spacé( to parametrized
bounded operators gives a distance measure for parante®@eMs overK x

distancéM (k1, —), M (ka, —)] & sup 1M (K1, w) — M (Ko, w)||2. (6)

For two POVMsM andM’ (which can differ in both their Hilbert spacgésand?’, respectively and in their
outcome domain§ and€?’) we define

MetDev(M, M) < sup | sup || M(ky,w) — M(ks,w)|ly — sup | M'(k1,w’') — M'(ks, )30 | .
ki ko€ K |wcQ w! Y
()
I11.  DIMENSION COUNTING FOR EXPLANATIONSAND RESULTS

To pursue the analogy of “stars to photographs” we consmedéscriptions for which some interesting
dimensions are finite. Lef K be the number of settings of a knob dom&iin and let#£2 be the number of



elementary outcomes for a detector dom@in(For a detector domaif® constituted of: binary detectors,
we have#Q = 2".) Letny be the complex dimension of a finite-dimensional HilbertcgsH, so that a
vector inH hasny, complex-valued components. Then the explanatid@fs, p, M)} involving the Hilbert
spaceH form (at least locally) a real manifold of

dim[EXpl(K, Q)|3] = #K [n3,(#2 — 1) +n3, — 1] = #K (n3, #Q — 1). ®)
In contrast, the dimension of statements of results (“pipatphic plate”) is
dim[PPM K, Q)] = # K (#Q —1). 9)

Subtracting the latter from the former, we find the space pfanations or¥{ of a given statement of results
has

dim[Try,' ()] = dim[Expl(K, Q)|3] — dim[PPM(K, )]

= #K [, (#Q - 1) + 3 — 1] - #K#Q - 1)
= #K #Q(n3, — 1). (10)

Thus there are lots of explanations of any given parametizebability measure. The next point is that
among these are metrically inequivalent explanationspi®afs. For this paragraph, bglasswe mean an
equivalence class on Jt(x) defined by

(H,p, M) = (H,p',M') < MetDeVp,p’) = MetDeu M, M') = 0. (11)

By quotient spacave mean the quotient space ot,j(u) by this equivalence relation. The dimension of
this quotient space is equal to the number of independersti@nts imposed by the metric equivalence.
For each pair of value§k,, k2), the demand for metric equivalence places one constraipaoametrized
density operators. For each pair of values/ef, k2) and each of thetQ2 — 1 independent elements of the
detector domain, the demand for metric equivalence placegonstraint on detection operators. Altogether
the number of constraints, independent or not, is given by

#(constrainty = # K (#K — 1)#8/2, (12)
from which we conclude that

dim(quotient space= min(#(constrainty, dim[Tr3," (1))
= min[#K (#K — D#Q/2, #K #Q(n3, - 1)]. (13)

Distinct points of this quotient space correspond to mijuaktrically inequivalent explanations of a given
parametrized probability measure, and we have just shoatritirre is an infinite set of mutually metrically

inequivalent explanations. While we have shown this eiplionly for toy cases of finite numbers of knob

settings and outcomes, the set of metrically inequivalgptamations of a given parametrized probability
measure only gets larger when continuous sets of knob gettind outcomes are considerléd [5].

IV. AVENUESTO EXPLORE

As Sam Lomonaco remarked, the showing of “multiple expliamat is analogous to the elementary
proposition that through any countable set of points runmfnitude of curves. From that point of view,
what we have found is in a sense no surprise. Yet to accepivhfive in a world of multiple, inequivalent
explanations is to enter a new world, ready for exploratigglow are four examples.



A. Resultswithout explanationsimply topologies on knob domains

Given that results can narrow possible explanations ordgyntinfinite set, we wondered what results alone,
without any choice of explanation, implied for the physi¢koobs. One thing that results in the form of
a parametrized probability measure imply is a topology @nkhob domain. That is, starting with a knob
domainK as a set without assuming a topology on it, any statemensafteg:: K — PrMeasQ) implies
atopologyr,, on K that makes no assumption of any explanation:

7, ={U C K|(3V openin PrMead?)) U =p ' (V)}, (14)

(wherep= (V) = {k € K|u(k,—) € V}). If uis an injection into PrMed$2), then the (bounded) uniform
metric on PrMea&?) induces a bounded metric dki [3]. Ifit is not injective, theny induces a bounded
metric on the quotient set of equivalence claskedE,, whereE, is the equivalence relation defined by

k?lE#kQ =4 ‘LL(kil, —) = M(kQ, —). (15)

This metric, which we denote by, is defined by

dy (K1), [k2]) & sup [k, =) = p(kz; =) (16)

Forp € PPMK, Q) andy’ € PPM(K, Q') we add to our catalog of metric deviations by defining

def
MetDew(u, /) sup [[ulk, —) — (ks )| — [ (ks —) — i (s, )]l a7
ki,k2e K

If their metric deviation is zero, themandy’ induce the same topological and metric structure#oj8]:
MetDev(p, /') =0 = E,, = E,y, 7, = 7,0, andd, = d,. (18)

Examples of equivalence classes of knobs relevant to elehistates that violate Bell inequalities are
discussed elsewheté [6]. Wheris not injective, the coarse topology on K induced byu can be replaced
by a finer topology by recognizing a finer level of descriptibat augments the detector domain by adding
another detector, as discussed below in connection witlvalgace classes that characterize invariance.

B. Endlesscycle of extensions of inequivalent descriptions

Although the ambiguity of “Tr 1 precludes results from logically forcing any single exmsion, the exis-
tence of this ambiguity logically does force something, eina dynamic that continually extends statements
of results and explanations. From the proofs in Ref. [5] &wedattice structure of knob domains and detector
domains follows an endless open cycle of stating experiateesults and explaining these results, illustrated
in Fig.[3. This cycle operates in a context not limited to tiydmut including the experimental endeavors that
theory describes. Although in this writing we cannot reaelidnd quantum formalism to touch them, we
have experiments in mind as a background against whichensggit of results implied by an explanation can
be judged and, if incompatible, rejected.

Picture a “penguin” toy walking down a slope with a rollingtgieaning left and swinging its right leg, then
leaning right and swinging its left leg, on and on in a cyclee Bwing of the left leg corresponds to choosing
a pair of inequivalent explanations (which are guaranteeskist as outlined in Sed¢tlll). The swing of the
right leg corresponds to calculating the parametrizedgodity measures implied by the natural extension of
these explanations to a bigger knob domain, resulting iflicting predicted probabilities. Experiments can
eliminate at least one such probability measure extendedtbe bigger domain, but then the bigger knob
domain serves as a base from which to “swing the left leg” &ectycle goes on, without end.

The details of the cycle for metrically inequivalent paranzed density operators are described elsewhere
[3]. To show how the expanding cycle works when the metijdakkquivalent elements of an explanation are
the POVMs, we need the following.
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FIG. 3: Expanding cycle of results and explanations.

Lemma: For M and M’ POVMs on a common knob domai¥ (but possibly involving distinct detector
domains and distinct Hilbert spactisand?’, respectively, MetDel\/, M") £ 0 implies that

(3k1, k2 € K) sup [Trag{o[M(k,1) — M(k,1)]}|
ceDensOp#)
# sup Tra {0’ [M'(k, 1) = M'(k, 1)]}]. (19)
o'eDensOp#/)

Proof: Given any bounded hermitian operatbon a Hilbert space{, we have|A|| = SUP) 12 <1 [(x| Alx)];

that is, the norm of a bounded hermitian operator equalsiitsamical radius [7]. It is easy to show that the
numerical radius is equal HmpaeDensOpH) Try (0 A). Thus we have the following proposition:

”M(klaw) _M(kQaw)H = Sup |TI'H{U[M(I€1,UJ) _M(k27w)]}|' (20)
occDensOp#)

From this the proof of the lemma follows. Q.E.D.

Now we put the lemma to work. A way to distinguish the POVM(k;, —) from M (ks,—) is to
find the density operatar that maximizes the separation of the probability measunssiag from these
POVMs. Because of the lemma, when MetD&f; M) # 0, the separation of probabilities ensuing from the
parametrized POVMV/ differs from the separation of probabilities ensuing fram. Then if the explana-
tions involvingM and M’ are extended to a larger knob doméi that provides for ando’, respectively,
there results a conflict in the results implied by these aledrexplanations. Once that happens, one rejects
at least one of the explanations, say on the basis of expetjrard keeps the other. Then one treats the
extended knob domaiK’ as a new starting knob domain, and off we go for another rodildeocycle, as
illustrated in Fig[B. A take-home lesson is that a quantustdption makes sense only as an element of a



family of related descriptions, and the related descngtispread out of larger and larger domains of knobs
and detectors.

C. Theconcept of invariance demands ambiguity of description

Now consider the concept of the invariances of a parametprebability measure under changes of knob
settings.
Remark: For those who like to think about Lorentz invariance of @gl@magnetic theory, we note that in the
guantum context, the electromagnetic fields belong to thplémation” part of the story, and explanations
need not be Lorentz invariant. Indeed, neither classicailyin quantum theory is the electromagnetic field
a Lorentz scalar. Itis not the field as an explanation but tbbabilities of detection, that are supposed to be
the same for two experiments, one conducted for examplesimtrtial frame of train station, the other in
the inertial frame of a train in uniform motion relative teettrain station. Here we focus not on explanations
but on “statements of results” expressed as parametrizézapility measures.

An invariance in a parametrized probability measurasserts a non-trivial equivalence class on its knob
domainK, an equivalence clask] defined by

(k] = {K'|u(K', =) = p(k, —)}. (21)

An example is a violation of Bell inequalities by which enggement is demonstrated [6]. In that example
the probability of coincidence detection by two rotatald¢ettors, one turned through an angle the other
through an anglép is p(ka, kg, (1,1)) = 4 cos*(ka — kp). This and the other relevant probabilities
depend ork 4 andkg only as their differencé s — kg, so that a change defined by adding the same amount
of rotation to each of these knobs leayemvariant.

But here is a conceptual muddle. If changing the knob settingkes no difference to the results, on what
basis can we judge that any change in knob settings has tékeg?pA related question was put by one of
our mathematician colleagues: Why not just “mod out” theiesjance classes? But it won't do for physics
to “mod out” such an equivalence class; the physicist waotscmake it disappear but to appreciate it.

One way to appreciate changes of knobs that make no differenthe results is to recognize, side by
side with the statement of resujis a second statement of resyltsat a finer level of detail, in particular a
detector domain augmented by extra detectors to registeiges ink 4 andkp separately. Thep is seen as
obtained fromy” by ignoring the “extra” detectors:

/LI(kAJCB,(Ll,anOb)) Z/L(kA,kB7(1,1)). (22)

HereQy,op IS the “anything-goes” or “don’t care” outcome of the extedettors that respond to, andkp
separately, so thatis seen as marginalprobability measure derived from ignoring “knob-motionetgors”
in a more detailed statement of resyltsthat breaks invariance to show that andkz moved even if their
difference was held fixed.

A second way to make sense of invariance of results is to statef the invariant parametrized probability
measure: over K as derived from a second parametrized probability megsuoger a larger knob domain
K’ that contains an extra knoj.is then obtained from’ by fixing the extra knob at a special value.

For example, to demonstrate rotational invariance we mptdte a disk on a table and rotate it to show
that “nothing detectable changes under rotation.” But tbés invariance, whether one is aware of it or
not, one must manage incompatible frames of referénce [@ked at one way “nothing happens when we
rotate the disk; but to see that “nothing happens when weertha disk” one must see in the other frame,
S0 to speak, that in fact “the disk rotates.” This suggestrgda knob that can move the center of rotation
away from the center of the disk. When the disk is off centee sees its rotation. As the center of the disk
is moved closer to the center of rotation, one approachesiance.

Something similar can be worked out for the preceding exarimpblving quantum states that violate Bell
inequalities. When this is done, the equivalence class oblgettings show up as singular valués [9] in the
mappingy’ from knobs to probability measures, leading to another aedar exploration.



D. Remarkson quantum key distribution

Designs for quantum key distributioh [10] assert securijgiast undetected eavesdropping, based on
transmitting quantum states that overlap, with the redwdt tdeciding between them with neither error
nor an inconclusive result is impossible. The most popuésigh, BB84([111], invokes four states (which
we write as density operatorgjl),...,p(4). The claim of security invokes propositions such as this: if
1Trlp(1) — p(2)] < % then, by a well known result of quantum decision theory tlstig@ossible probabil-

ity of error to decide between themis:
Pp = 3(1 = 4lp(1) = p(2)]) = § (1 - /4) = 0.146. (23)

But how is one to rely on an implemented key-distributiortegsbuilt from lasers and optical fibers and
so forth to act in accordance with this explanation? If aeysof lasers and optical fibers and so forth
“possessed” a single explanation in terms of quantum statescould hope to test experimentally the trace
distance between the pair of states. But no such luck. Thiblieds that trace distance is a property not of
probabilitiesper se which are testable, but of some one among the neapjanationof those probabilities.
While the testable probabilities constrain the possibfganations, and hence constrain trace distances, this
constraint on trace distance is “the wrong way around”—aelolound instead of a sub-unity upper bound
on which security claims depend.

Given any parametrized probability measure, propositiim Ref. [5] assures the existence of an expla-
nation in terms of a parametrized density operatanetrically inequivalent te, such that, in conflict with
Eq. (23), the trace distance becomgp’(1) — p’(2)| = 1, making the quantum states in this explanation
distinguishable without error, so that the keys that theyycare totally insecure.

The big question in key distribution is this: how will the ¢ais and fibers and detectors that convey the key
respond to attacks in which an unknown eavesdropper briigs@evices with their own knobs and detectors
into contact with the key-distributing system? Attacksaéirknob and/or detector domains extended beyond
those tested, with the possibility that extended explanatmetrically inequivalent to that used in the design,
but consistent with available probabilities, both implyaaK of security theoretically and accord with actual
eavesdropping.

Physically, one way for insecurity to arise is by an inforimatleak through frequency side-band unde-
scribed in the explanation on which system designers refi@dore likely security hole appears when lasers
that are intended to radiate at the same light frequencyabigttadiate at slightly different frequencies, as

described in Refs.[6, 12, 13].

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

As discussed in Se¢f. TVIB and illustrated by Fih. 3, the rowss of the inverse trace forces an open cycle
of expanding descriptions, encompassing both expansioaesptanations and expansions of statements of
results, along with expansions of their knob domains anid thitcome domains. The discussion of invariance
in Sect. 4.3 shows how understanding each description aleareet of a family of competing descriptions
resolves what otherwise is a conceptual obstacle. In thegbeaof quantum key distribution of SeEt. 1V D,
we see how isolating a single description as if competingrilggons were irrelevant confuses the role of
guantum theory in cryptography, with negative implicagdar the validity of claims of security. The world
of multiple, competing descriptions in which quantum ergiring navigates is cartooned in Hig). 4.
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