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Relative State Quantum Logic

M.P. Vaughan

Abstract

A projective quantum logic in terms of relative states is developed,
emphasizing the importance of information transfer between a system
under study and its environment. The need for accounting for the
historical evolution of system is highlighted and it is found that the
conjunction of observations involving conjugate variables can be con-
sistently defined but is found to be non-commutative. It is shown that
the Birkhoff and von Neumann approach to quantum logic is unable
to deal with such conjunctions. It is found that whilst the proposed
scheme is still not distributive in general, the discrepancy is directly
related to interference effects that may disappear when information
is transferred from the system to its environment. It is argued that
the probabilities associated with projections be mapped to an ortho-
complemented ternary logic, in which it is shown that the law of the
excluded middle still holds.
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1 Introduction

In their seminal work of 1936, Birkhoff and von Neumann [1] pro-
posed a scheme of quantum logic in which propositions about physical
observables are mapped to subspaces of the total Hilbert space of a
physical system. This new logic contained a particular feature that
distinguished it from orthodox sentential calculus based on Boolean
logic: namely that the new logic was non-distributive. This feature
arises from the way that, logical disjunction becomes equated with the
sum of subspaces associated with propositions, whilst logical conjunc-
tion is equated to their intersection.

A key aspect of this is that the intersection of any two subspaces
defined by two distinct vectors |¢) and |y) is always the null space.
This may be interpreted as saying that the system cannot simultane-
ously be in the states |¢) and |x). We might express this formally in
terms of the probability of this conjunction by writing P(¢ A x) = 0.
Now, if |¢) and |y) are orthogonal to one another, this statement is
unproblematic. However, if they are not orthogonal, then there will
be a non-zero conditional probability P(¢|x) = |[(¢|x)|* that we will
find the system in state |¢) given that it is initially in state |x). This
would then be inconsistent with the classical definition of conditional
probability

Ploy) = T

We may also note that since |(¢]x)|* = [(x|¢)|?, for non-orthogonal
vectors on the same Hilbert space we have P(¢|x) = P(x|¢), meaning

: (1)



that for Eq. (1) to hold we must have P(¢ A x) # P(x A ¢). Indeed,
we argue in this paper that for non-orthogonal vectors on the same
Hilbert space this is actually the case.

It might be argued against this that such conjunctions are simply
undefined. To counter this, we point out that such non-orthogonal
vectors are associated with conjugate variables ¢ and y and that non-
commutativity of operations for such is well known in quantum me-
chanics. Specifically, such conjunctions may arise in the analysis of
measurements occurring at different times. For example, we might as-
sociate P(¢Ax) with the probability |(¢|x)[* |(x|®)|* of projecting an
arbitrary state |¥) onto the state |y) followed by a subsequent projec-
tion onto |¢). Note that this does indeed yield a probability different
from that obtained by performing these projections in the opposite or-
der. We therefore argue that the probabilities P(¢ A x) and P(x A ¢)
are defined but are not treated correctly by the Birkhoff/von Neu-
mann (BvN) approach.

Related to the issue of subsequent measurements is the question
of how historical information about a system is recorded. It is gen-
erally assumed as a postulate of quantum mechanics that when we
measure a system, it ‘collapses’ to an eigenstate of the observable we
were measuring. However, this eigenstate can store no information
about the history of the system (i.e. what state it was in before we
measured it) so if we, as observers, are to have any knowledge of this
(or indeed knowledge of the new state of the system) information must
be transferred from the system to us in some way. That is, we must
also consider the larger Hilbert space of the system and its environ-
ment. We shall argue that in doing this, we gain a new perspective
on the nature of quantum logic and its fundamental relationship to
information transfer.

1.1 Birkhoff/von Neumann logic

Propositions in classical logic may be described as assertions about
possible ‘states of affairs’. These are then ascribed a ‘truth value’ that
in binary logic may be either ‘true’ (T') or ‘false’ (F'). In quantum
mechanics, a ‘state of affairs’ may be associated with the outcome
of a measurement on a system for some observable O (although our
own approach would be more that a ‘state of affairs’ corresponds to
a physical state). The original motivation for a quantum logic then
lay in providing a framework for ‘experimental questions’ about the
outcome of such measurements. Here we give a brief overview of the
BvN approach. For a more comprehensive review of BvN logic and its
development by others, see Refs. [2-5].



If we let {R;} be a set of possible results for an observable O,
an experimental question X; may then be ‘given the system is the
state W, will an observation of O produce the result R;?’. To this, we
may associate a probability P(X;|V) that the answer is ‘yes’. We may
then set up a one-to-one mapping between a set of questions {X;} and
a set of results {R;}. Here, the questions serve as the analogues of
classical propositions but the set of results rely on the rules of quantum
mechanics, meaning that the logic relating the {X;} must reflect this.

In the BvN approach, the questions {X;} are assumed to define a
‘lattice’, which requires that elements of the set may be related by a
partial ordering operator ‘C’. Here, we have used the symbol for ‘is a
subset of” but the relation is an abstract one of greater generality. The
relation that Birkhoff and von Neumann actually use is ‘is a subspace
of’, associating each question X; with a subspace of the total Hilbert
space of the system. This relation satisfies the requirement that two
elements are related by X C Y if and only if P(X|¥) < P(Y|¥) for
any state W.

Given the existence of the partial ordering operator, one may then
define the ‘meet’ of two elements X AY as the the greatest lower bound
(if it exists) of both X and Y with respect to the ordering relation
C. This plays the role of the logical conjunction of X and Y. The
‘join’ of two elements is then as the least upper bound (if it exists) of
both X and Y with respect to C. This plays the role of the logical
disjunction of X and Y.

The lattice then has a maximum element with a probability of
unity and a minimum element with a probability of zero. In BvN
logic, these correspond to the entire Hilbert space and the null space
respectively.

Being based on subspaces, the BvN lattice has the important prop-
erty that each element X has an orthogonal complement X+ such that
P(X*1|¥) =1— P(X|¥) for all ¥, which we may intuitively interpret
as relating to ‘not X’. Moreover, the complement operator - satisfies
the relation (X+)+ = X. The logic is then said to be ‘orthocomple-
mented’ meaning that X C Y implies Y+ C X+, This also implies
that De Morgan’s laws hold.

Where BvN logic differs from a Boolean algebra (also defined as
a lattice) in that it is non-distributive, meaning that the distributive
laws of conjunction over disjunction (and vice versa) do not hold. This
turns out to be due to the fact that each element is associated with
a subspace of the total Hilbert space H, with the conjunction of two
elements being the intersection of the subspaces and disjunction being
their sum.

As an illustration, consider a simple two level system, such as the



spin of an electron or the polarisation of a photon. Such a system may
be described in terms of spin-states

where [1,) and ||.) are the eigenvectors of the Pauli o, matrix. We
note straight-away that this is not the only possible representation we
could choose. The same system could be written as

(W) = [12) (T2 [¥) + ) (o [¥),

where |1,) and |],) are eigenvectors of the Pauli o, matrix. Here,
each of the vectors for either basis lies in its own subspace, so the
intersection of any two of them will be will be the null subspace whilst
the sum of any two spans the entire Hilbert space. In the following,
we shall denote the minimum and maximum elements of the lattice
by ‘0’ and ‘1’ respectively.

Let us consider the proposition ‘T, A (Tz V lz). Now T, V |Jz=
1, since it corresponds to the whole Hilbert space. Meanwhile the
intersection of any subspace with 1 is itself, so we have

Tz A (Tx \% \l/x) :Tz N1,
:Tz . (2)

On the other hand, the proposition ‘(1. A 1,) V (1. A ],)’ involves
the intersections of vectors, which are zero, so

(T2 Ate) V(T2 Ady) =0V0,
=0. (3)

Comparing (2) and (3), we have

T AT Via) # (T Ata) V(T2 A de),

and so the distributive law fails.

One feature that we may note immediately about the above anal-
ysis is that the amplitudes of the vectors, constituting the informa-
tion content of the state, do not feature at all. In contrast, in the
approach we develop in this paper the probabilities that these ampli-
tudes produce are of crucial importance. We also find that whilst the
distributive law still does not hold in general, its failure is for quite
different reasons and its re-emergence in what we may call the ‘classi-
cal limit’ is related to information transfer between the system and its



environment. Moreover, the discrepancy between the quantum and
classical logical cases is found to be related to quantum interference
terms, which become suppressed when information is transferred from
the system to it environment.

1.2 Overview of paper

The approach we develop in this paper rests heavily on the relative
state formulation [6] for bipartite and multipartite systems. The es-
sentials of this are reviewed in Section 2.1, where we also introduce
the novel concept of ‘partial relative states’, which we advocate as a
possible mechanism for storing historical information about a system
in its environment.

Our emphasis will be on developing a ‘projective quantum logic’,
for which the basic tool is the ‘projection valued measure’ (PVM),
discussed in Section 2.2. Whilst such measures may be used to both
define subspaces of a Hilbert space, a particular PVM, which may be
associated with the eigenvectors of a particular observable, may only
be mapped to a distributive lattice. We argue that for deal with the
conjunction of conjugate variables, the more general formulation of
the ‘positive operator-valued measure’ (POVM) is required. However,
as discussed in Section 2.3 on the basis of Naimark’s theorem [7], a
POVM may be mapped to a PVM on a larger Hilbert space. We take
this larger Hilbert space to be that of the environment of a system and
on the basis of this develop our relative state formulation in Section 3.

In Section 3 we focus specifically on the problem of logical con-
junction and disjunction when the ‘propositions’ involved relate to
measurements of conjugate variables. Rather that finding such con-
junctions to be undefined, we argue that meaning must still be given to
subsequent measurements (requiring knowledge of the historical evolu-
tion of the system). In particular, in Section 3.1, we find that that we
can define the logical conjunction of conjugate variables on the same
Hilbert space but that such conjunction is non-commutative. Defining
the disjunction of conjugate variables is also problematic, although we
find a general projector to serve this purpose in Section 3.2.

The distributive law is re-examined in Section 3.4 in the light of
our approach, where we find that it still continues to fail in general.
However, we find that the discrepancy is given by the interference
terms which become suppressed when information is transferred from
the system to its environment. Here we see the analogous emergence
of classicality described by the suppression of interference terms in
decoherence theory [8,9].

The exposition given up to and including Section 3 may be con-



sidered as being of more relevance to information theory that to a
description of a formal logic. The mapping of the results of projective
measurements to ‘truth values’ is given in Section 4. Here, however,
we argue for a mapping to a ternary logic, involving truth values ‘true’,
‘false’ and ‘uncertain’. Note, however, that the ternary logic argued
for is distinct from that of Kleene [10] or Lukasiewicz [11] in that the
law of the excluded middle (and other tautologies) still holds. This is
because the resulting logic is still orthocomplemented.
Finally, we discuss our conclusions in Section 5.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Representation of physical systems

In formal quantum mechanics, a physical system S is represented by a
vector |1)p) on a Hilbert space Hs. If, for instance, {|¢;) } is a complete,
orthonormal basis set of vectors spanning Hs, we may then write |¢g)
as the superposition

o) = Z |p:) {Piltbo) - (4)

According to the Born rule [12], the squared modulus |(¢;]¢o)|? is
interpreted as the probability of finding the system in state |¢;) on
measurement, given that the system is originally in the state |¢y).
It is then generally accepted as a fundamental postulate that after
measurement, the system will have discontinuously ‘collapsed’ to this
eigenstate. Whilst we do not adopt any particular interpretational
framework in this paper, we note that the state |¢;) can contain no
information about the previous state of the system. If we, as ob-
servers, are to have any knowledge of the history of the system, that
information must be communicated to its environment in some way.

To model the interaction between systems, we consider the total
Hilbert space encompassing both system and environment to be the
tensor product of separable subspaces H = H; ® Ho ® ... ® Hy. For
simplicity, we shall just consider a bipartite system consisting of a
system S interacting with its environment €. If {|¢;)} is now a basis
set spanning the subsystem Hilbert space Hs and {|e;)} is a basis set
spanning the environmental Hilbert space Hg, a general state of the
total system may be written down as

W(t)) = Zau(t) |4) l€5) (5)



where a;; = (¢i€;|¥) and its squared modulus |al-j|2 is interpreted as
the joint probability of finding both the system in state |¢;) and the
environment in state |e;).

We shall find it useful to rewrite Eq. (5) as a single summation
using the relative state formulation [6]

(U(t) = ai(t) ) [Ri(t)) (6)

1

where the relative state of |¢;) may be expressed as

a;i(t)

Note that, whilst the |R;) are normalized so that (R;|R;) = 1, in
general these states are not orthogonal. If the |R;) do become orthog-
onal, the |¢;) may be called ‘pointer states’ [13] and we will refer to
the corresponding |R;) as ‘relative pointer states’.

Let us suppose that the total system is started in the tensor prod-
uct

Ri) =30 250 je) )

|Wo) = [0) [Ro) , (8)

where we may refer to |Rg) as the ‘ready state’. This would be the
case if the system had been prepared in the particular eigenstate i)
via a measurement of the corresponding observable. The total system
then evolves according to

[W(t)) = U(#) lto) Ro) (9)

where U(t) = exp(—iHt/h) and H is the total Hamiltonian (including
the interaction Hamiltonian coupling the system and environment). If
the initial subsystem state |1g) is given by Eq. (4), this then evolves
into Eq. (6) describing the joint system. Hence, we may describe the
action of U(t) via

U(t) Z IRo) |03) (¢i] = Z IRi) i) (il - (10)

To appreciate the role the relative states play in modeling informa-
tion transfer between the system and environment, we can construct
the reduced density matrix ps of the system via



ps(t) = Trelp(t)],

where p(t) = |¥(t)) (¥(t)| is the pure state density matrix for the total
system and Tre is the partial trace operator taken over environmental
states (we may find the reduced density matrix for the environment
pe in an analogous manner). Using the |e;) to trace over the environ-
mental degrees of freedom, we find

ps(t) = (el p(t)|e;)

= Z |¢) azr (t)ai(t) (Rir (1) Ri(t)) (¢ - (11)

We may now use ps(t) to find the entropy of entanglement S(ps) via
the von Neumann entropy [14]

S(ps) = —ZAZ- log \;. (12)

where the \; are the eigenvalues of the density matrix ps. Although
not obvious, we may find the same measure of entanglement by cal-
culating S(pg) using the reduced density matrix for the environment.

Now, if we start the system in the tensor product of Eq. (8), we
will have |R;) = |Ry), for all i with (R;/|R;) = 1. The reduced density
matrix will reduce to the expression for the pure state density matrix
on Hs, for which the von Neumann entropy is identically zero. We may
interpret this as saying that no information has been communicated
between the two systems.

At the opposite extreme, if the relative states become orthogonal
to one another so that (R;/|R;) = d;; for all 4,4’, the off-diagonal el-
ements will disappear and ps will take the form of a ‘mixed state’
density matrix with eigenvalues \ai\Z. This corresponds to the situa-
tion in which S has become entangled! with its environment £ and
the maximum possible information has been communicated. Thus,
the orthogonality of the relative states provides a direct indicator of
the degree of entanglement in the total system and, hence, the infor-
mation communicated between the two components.

!By the definition used by most authors, if the diagonal elements are all equal, then
the joint system has become ‘maximally entangled’” when the off-diagonal elements of ps
disappear.



2.1.1 Partial relative states

In practice, the Hilbert space of the environment £ will be much larger
than that of § and so may be able to encode the kind of historical
information about the system that S is not able to record itself. To
explore this possibility, we first assume that at time ¢ = ¢1, the relative
states of Eq. (6) have all become orthogonal to one another, writing
the state down as

(W(t)) = Z [Ri(t1)) [¢4) (¢iltbo) , (13)

where we have put a; = (¢;]10), absorbing any time dependent phase
into |R;(t)). At this point, Eq. (13) represents the ‘pre-measurement’
state of von Neumann’s scheme of ideal quantum measurement [15].
The question of what happens to reduce this to just one possibility
is still an open question and the subject of much contention. Let
us assume that the system does in fact collapse to just one of these
possibilities

[W(t1)) = [Ri(t1)) |90) = [Vi(t1)), (14)

corresponding to a measurement of the system being in the state |¢;).
We shall call this the ‘objective collapse’ picture since it implies an
actual discontinuous change in the total state vector.

Let the subsequent evolution of |¥;(¢;)) state be given by

(Wi(t2)) = Ulta — t1) [Vi(t1)) = Ut — t1) [Ri(t1)) i) -

We now introduce a set of basis vectors {|x;)} on the system Hilbert
space Hs that are, in general, conjugate to the original |¢;). That
is, (xj|¢i) is neither zero nor unity. Let us then suppose that the
evolution above leads to

Ulta —t1) [Ri(t1)) |¢i) = Z IRji(t2)) [x;) (xjléi) (15)

and that the |Rj;(t2)) have become orthogonal. Each of these com-
ponents is now associated with a probability |<XJ|¢Z>|2 of finding the
system in the state |x;) given that it was originally in |¢;).

So long as both the |R;(t1)) and |R;i(t2)) do actually become or-
thogonal, there is no penalty to retaining the full superposition of

10



Eq. (13) and summing Eq. (15) over the |¢;) weighted by their ampli-
tudes at ¢ = t; (which will be constants) to obtain

(W (t2)) = D IRjilta)) Ixs) (xjles) (Biltbo) (16)

ij
Here, we may refer to the |R;;(t2)) as ‘partial’ relative states, since a
summation of them corresponds to a particular relative state. Each of
these partial relative states may be thought of as encoding information
about both measurements of ¢ and y at times t; and ¢y respectively.

Note that Eq. (16) has the same form as we would under the ‘sub-
jective collapse’ picture, according to which there is no collapse of the
total state vector. In this no-collapse picture, an ‘effective’ collapse
may occur if the relative states no longer interact with each other af-
ter becoming orthogonal - a condition that is mathematically possible
but by no means necessary.

We shall retain the formalism of Eq. (16) in the present work,
although we must allow for the possibility that the partial relative
states do not become orthogonal (this may just be due to the choice
of system states and may not be taken as saying anything about the
validity of the objective collapse picture). Suppose, then, that the
states |R;i(t2)) retained no information about the former |¢;) states
so that we could put |R;i(t2)) — |R;(t2)). In this case, Eq. (16)
reduces to

(W(t2)) — Z Rj(t2)) [x5) {xjl%o) (17)

J

which is again in the same form as Eq. (13).

In summary, then, we argue that the relative state formalism pro-
vides a mechanism by which information about the past evolution of
the system may be stored. This is essential for any system of logic
that involves reasoning about events occurring at different points in
time.

2.2 Projection valued measures

Projective quantum logic makes heavy use of the concept of a ‘projec-
tion valued measure’ (PVM). Before defining this, it will be helpful to
first establish the concept of a ‘measurable space’.

Definition: If A is a set and P(A) is the power set of A, then a
subset ¥ C P(A) is a o-algebra if it satisfies the following properties:

11



(1) Ae X
(2) X is closed under complementation.

(3) X is closed under countable unions.

Taken together, the pair (A, X) is referred to as measurable or Borel
space.

Definition: A projection valued measure, ®, on a measurable space
(A,Y) is a mapping from the o-algebra ¥ to a set of self-adjoint,
orthogonal projectors on a Hilbert space H such that

(ﬁ/\ = IHa

where Iy is the identity operator on ‘H and for every |£),|n) € H we
may define a function from X to the complex numbers C

X — (€] Dx|n), (18)

where X € 3.

For our purposes we shall define A to be the index set of a basis
set of H and ¥ = P(A) (the power set of A). Using, for example, the
basis set {|¢;)} and defining an element of &5 to be ®; = |¢;) (¢;], we
would then have

Oy = 16i) (bl = I (19)

€A

Extending this notation to a general index set X € X, we may
write a general element of ® as

o EZ@:Z‘(M (¢il - (20)
ieX ieX
2.2.1 The Born rule

It is of particular note that for any normalized vector |¥) of H, such
as Eq. (4), the mapping of Eq. (18) gives

(U] ©; () = (T|e;) (i T) = [(¢| W) [ (21)

This is a non-negative, real number between 0 and unity. Hence,
Eq. (21) may provide the basis of a probability measure. According to

12



Gleason’s theorem [16], any such measure on a Hilbert space with a
dimension greater than two takes the form of the Born rule [12]

P(X)="Tr [,o@X] , (22)

where p is a positive semi-definite operator, here taken to be the den-
sity matrix. In the case of a pure state density matrix p = |¥) (¥|, it
is straight-forward to show that this becomes

P(X|) = (| &x V), (23)

where we have written P as a conditional probability given that the
system is in the state |¥). So long as these measures are between 0
and 1 and that the sum of the probabilities for all disjunct sets X
is equal to 1, the forms of Egs. (22) and (23) continue to hold for
the more general positive operator-valued measures discussed later in
Section 2.3.

The probability measures found in this way are central to the ap-
proach to the quantum logic developed in this paper. The fact that
the projectors ® x have eigenvalues of just unity or zero has been taken
by some to be indicative of binary truth values [2]. However, we take
the view that the continuous values for the probability measures they
yield should instead be mapped to ternary truth values, as described
in detail in Section 4.

2.2.2 Properties of a PVM

A distinctive feature of an element of a PVM is that it is idempotent,
ie.

as can be clearly seen from inspection of Eq. (20). Also easy to show
is the product rule for elements of a PVM

bxdy =dydx = D ¢ (¢l
ieXNY
= &)me. (25)

Similarly, we may define the element for the union of sets X and Y

13



(i)XUY = Z ’¢z> <¢z‘ >

iEXUY
=0y + Dy — Pxny. (26)

As shown above in Eq. (19), every PVM has an identity element
by definition. In addition, since 3 is a g-algebra, every PVM will also
have a ‘null’ or ‘zero’ element, that we may denote by

by =" |6i) (@] = 0. (27)

1€D

Moreover, since Y is closed under complementation, if ®x is an ele-
ment of a projection valued measure, then its complement

&)g‘( = I’H — &)X (28)

is also an element. It is straight-forward to show that these are or-
thogonal to one another. That is

Py dx =0. (29)

Equation (28) implies that a logic based on a PVM will be orthocom-
plemented.

2.2.3 Connection to the Birkhoff/von Neumann approach

Using these results, it we can show how the use of a PVM may be par-
tially mapped to the BvN approach of identifying propositions about
a system with subspaces of the total system Hilbert space H. Firstly,
it may be shown that for PVM o acting on a Hilbert space H, the set
of vectors |¥) satisfying

bx V) = |T), (30)

defines a subspace [X] C H. Moreover, we may easily show that the
orthogonal complement of [X] may be defined in the same way using
the element @)l( This is identified with the logical negation of the
proposition X.

Furthermore, we can show that the element P xny defines the in-
tersection of subspaces [X]N[Y] whilst ® x_y defines the sum of sub-
spaces [X] 4+ [Y]. In the BvN approach, these subspaces are identified
with the logical operations of conjunction and disjunction respectively.

14



However, we have taken ¥ to be the power set of the index set
A of a given basis set spanning the Hilbert space. This means that
Y may be mapped to a distributive lattice (and therefore constitutes
a Boolean algebra) with the set theoretic operations of intersection
and union serving as the meet and join of two subsets respectively. In
contrast to this, the quantum logic emerging from the BvIN approach
is famously non-distributive.

The problem here is that the power set of all possible subspaces
cannot be mapped to a single PVM based on one particular basis
set. If we try to combine operations with a different PVM based on a
conjugate variable y, say, we encounter severe problems.

Suppose we have one PVM ® based on the elements of the basis set
{|¢:)} and a second PVM X based on the conjugate set {|x;)}, such
that, in general (x;|¢;) # d;;. Attempting to construct a projector
representing the conjunction of x; and ¢;, we might try the product

IX5) (Xjldi) (il - (31)

However, this is neither idempotent nor self-adjoint. Moreover, taken
as a member of a set covering all ¢ and j, these elements would clearly
not be orthogonal. Evidently, as it stands, Eq. (31) is not an element
of PVM.

One might still use PVMs to provide a family of overlapping Boolean
algebras to span the quantum logic as a whole, as in the approach of
Kochen and Specker [17]. These authors then refer to such a family
as a ‘partial Boolean algebra’. The general question of taking the
conjunction of conjagate variables still remains though.

According to the BvN picture, the conjunction of two eigenvec-
tors representing conjugate variables corresponds to the intersection
of their subspaces, which is the null space @. This is interpreted as
saying that a physical system cannot be simultaneously in the eigen-
states of different conjugate variables. Whilst this may be true, we
argue that there is still be a non-zero probability for finding the sys-
tem in the state |x;) given that it is initially in the state |¢;) and vice
versa.

There are many cases where we may wish to to use the concept
of logical conjunction to describe sequences of events, each of which
may be associated with conditional probabilities of the form |(x;|¢;) 2,
where x and ¢ are conjugate variables (for instance, passing a photon
prepared in state |¢;) though a polarizer aligned with the |yx) basis).
Hence, we need a language to describe this. Clearly, however, model-
ing this entirely in terms of PVMs will be problematic. We therefore
generalize our discussion of probability measures to be the result of

15



positive operator-valued measures, introduced in the next subsection.
The practical task of modeling the conjunction of conjugate variables
is deferred until Section 3.

2.3 Positive operator-valued measures

A positive operator-valued measure (POVM) is the generalization of a
PVM and is defined very similarly. An essential difference is that the
elements of a POVM are not necessarily orthogonal to one another.

Definition: A positive operator-valued measure F on a measurable
space (A,XY) is a mapping from ¥ to the set of positive semi-definite
operators {Fj} on a Hilbert space H such that

Fa=)Y Fr=1In,
keA

where we have again taken A to be an index set of some kind but
no longer necessarily that of a basis set. Here the phrase ‘positive
semi-definite operator’ means that, for any [¢) € H,

(W] F |v) > 0.

Clearly, if A is the index set a set of self-adjoint, orthogonal projectors,
then F will reduce to a PVM. Hence PVMs belong to the larger class
of POV Ms.

2.3.1 Naimark’s theorem

Of particular importance for the use of POVMs is the application
of Naimark’s dilation theorem [7]. This says that for any POVM F
defined on a Hilbert space Hg, there exists a larger Hilbert space
H = Hs ® He and a transformation operator V that maps a PVM ©
defined on H to F

Fx =VioxV. (32)

For example, an element of the PVM on the higher Hilbert space
may be defined via

Py = Is @ D (33)
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where Is is the identity operator on Hs and <i>§( is a PVM acting on
He. One may then construct V' via the general prescription

V =U(t)ls ®[Ro), (34)

giving

Fx(t) = (Ro| @ IsUT(#)®xU(t)Is @ |Ro) . (35)
Assuming a pure density matrix for the total system p = |¥) (¥|,

we can calculate the probability associated with the PVM on the
higher Hilbert space via

P(X|W:t) = (U(t)] Dx [¥(1)) - (36)

Using Eq. (9) to substitute for |¥(¢)), we have

P(X|¥;t) = (YoRo| UT(t)@xU () |Roto) -

Comparipg this to Eq. (35), we recognize that this is equal to the
POVM Fx (t) acting on Hs

P(X|¥;t) = (o] Fx (1) [tbo) -

Finally, using the expansion of Eq. (6), we obtain the expression

P(X|W;t) = Zlaz (6)] &% [Ri(t)) (37)

giving the probability measure in terms of relative states.

3 The relative state formulation

3.1 Conjunction of conjugate variables

In Birkhoff/von Neumann quantum logic, the intersection of subspaces
representing conjugate variables is the null space, meaning that the
logical conjugation of such variables evaluates to ‘false’ in all cases.
Based on the arguments above, we insist that this is not the case.
The problem remains, however, how to represent such a conjunction
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in terms of projection operators. Clearly, we cannot accomplish this
naively with the product of PVM elements since, for instance, the
product |x;) (x;|¢:) (¢s] is neither self-adjoint nor idempotent.

Consider, however, the relative state expansion of Eq. (16), in
which the factors |x;) (x;j|¢i) (¢i| do appear. We shall now construct
a PVM on the larger Hilbert space using one of the partial relative
states |Rj;) by defining

A

Dji = Is @ [Rji) (Ryil - (38)

We can circumvent the problem that, in general, the partial relative
states are not orthogonal by defining the PVM itself to be

O = {0, I — B3},

where I3 is the identity operator on the total Hilbert space H =
Hs @ He.
From inspection, we then define the transformation operator

V=3 1R Ixg) (xslen) (@il (39)

ij
Operating on Eq. (38) with this, we have

Z‘//,[:/ !

= Fji. (40)
So far, we have not made any assumptions about the orthogonality

of the |R;;). If we now assume that they have become orthogonal, then
the expression above reduces to

Fii = 100) (dilx;) (xjli) (il (41)

which is evidently a positive operator on Hg. Summing ]:"ﬂ over both
indices, we find

Z]}ji = Is,
ij
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demonstrating that ]:"ﬂ is an element of a POVM.
Calculating the probability associated with this POVM, we find

(ol Fjilo) = 105100 * [{iltho) (42)

(Note that we would have obtained the same value from (| <i>ji |)).
This is then the probability of finding the system in the state |x;)
after previously finding it in the state |¢;) (given that it was initially
in the state |¢y)).

Formally, we can identify |(x;|¢;)|* as the conditional probabil-
ity P(x;|¢:), whilst, given that |¢g) is arbitrary, we may simply call
[(¢ilto)|* the probability P(¢;) for finding the system in |¢;). Ap-
plying the classical definition of conditional probability Eq. (1), this
would then give us

[(xs100) 17 [{Bilv0)|* = P(x;j10:) P(¢:) = P(¢i A xa).

That is, the joint probability of ¢; and x;. However, this is not equal
to value we would have obtained taking these measurements in the
reverse order.

It is important to note that the conditional probabilities for con-
jugate variables on the same Hilbert space are commutative, in the
sense that

(xjlo)

P(x;l0:) = |
= [(@ilx) P = P(¢ilx;)- (43)

On the face of it, this would appear to be in contradiction with Eq. (1)
for classical probabilities. However, since the physical operations we
are modeling are generally non-commutative, we argue that the same
non-commutativity should also apply to the conjunction of conjugate
variables. Applying Eq. (43) to Eq. (1), we conclude that for conjugate
variables of the same Hilbert space

P(¢i A xj)P(x;j) = P(xj A ¢i) P(¢:). (44)

Here, we have adopted the convention that the variable on the left of
the conjunction operator ‘A’ is projected first.

Following through the relative state analysis above but with the
variables in reverse order, we would obtain the POVM
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Fij = Ixz) (xgléa) (dilxg) (1 -

From this, we have

(Yol Fij o) = [{ilx;)” 10xs1%0)]?
= P(ilx;)P(x;) = P(x;j A é5),

which is consistent with Eq. (44).

3.1.1 Non-orthogonal partial relative states

The POVM obtained in Eq. (41) depended on the assumption that
the partial relative states |R ;) had become orthogonal to one another.
Let us now relax this assumption. Suppose instead that information
about the |y;) states had been recorded in the environment but that
all information about the |¢;) states had been lost. We can model this
by saying that <Rj/i/|7?,ji> — 675 for all ¢ and j.

In this case, Eq. (40) reduces to

~

Fii = Ix5) (X1

which is just the projector onto the state |x;). The expectation value
of this is just | (x;|10)|* = P(x;|t0), the probability of finding the sys-
tem in the state |x;). Hence, the POVMs obtained via this method
(and the probabilities they produce) depend crucially on the informa-
tion transferred to the environment.

Consider now the extreme situation in which no information is
transmitted to the environment. This is the situation in which the
total system is in a tensor product of system and environmental states,
so we can model it by putting <Rj'i'|Rji> — 1 for all ¢ and j. In this
case, we find

Fji = > 1) (¢l = Is.

We may interpret this as the disjunction of all possible states of
¢. In accordance with the mapping scheme that we shall introduce
in Section 4, we will ascribe this a truth value of ‘true’ since the
corresponding probability is now unity. This then effectively says that
a measurement of ¢ will yield one of the eigenstates |¢;), which we
may intuitively accept as a ‘true’ statement.
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Note that this ‘true’ result occurs in the case of no information
being passed to the environment. One may then find this reminiscent
of Wittgenstein’s comment [18] that a tautology (necessarily ‘true’
statement) tells us nothing about the world.

3.2 Disjunction

In setting up the PVM of Eq. (38), we limited the elements to a com-
plimentary pair to avoid the problem of non-orthogonal relative states.
In the case of orthogonal relative states, there is no longer a problem
and we could construct a PVM out of elements such as |R;) (R;|. We
could then deal with the disjunction of different possibilities via the
union of these elements, as indicated by Eq. (26) in the section cover-
ing PVMs.

Unfortunately, this is not an option in the general case where we are
dealing with non-orthogonal states. To deal with this, we first consider
the problem of constructing a self-adjoint, idempotent projector Ox
satisfying

Ox |v) = |v), (45)

for

[0y = ajle;), (46)

jeX

where, in general, the vectors |¢;) are non-orthogonal (and so a; #
(pjl)). A projector satisfying Eq. (45) will then also satisfy

Ox [d;) = |5,

for each vector in the set X. Hence, each vector |¢;) belongs to the
subspace defined by Eq. (45) and Ox can serve as a projector for
defining the disjunction of these elements. In Appendix A.1 it is shown
that the required projector is given by

(:')X = Z |¢Z> (Ail)ij <¢j|? (47)

ijEX

where Aij = <¢z‘¢]>
We may now choose any set {|R;)} of relative states and construct
the projector
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x=1Is® Z ‘RZ> (R_l)ij <R]’ s
1,j€X

where R;; = (R;|R;) and define the PVM

é: {‘iX7I’H_@X}7

as before. The only remaining problem occurs in the case of a tensor
product of system and environmental states, in which case we have
R;; = 1 for all elements and the matrix becomes singular. In this case
the PVM should be replaced with {I3,0}.

Applying this PVM to a relative state expansion of the form of
Eq. (6), we have from Eq. (37)

PXI:) = a0 + 3 Jai(0) (Ri0)] 85 [Ri(0).

i€eX i€ X

As (Ri|R;) — &y, the second term will tend to zero, leaving the
result for the union of PVM elements |¢;) (¢;] on Hs. Note that in
the case of a tensor product, we have P(X|U;t) = 1.

3.3 Conditional states

It has been emphasised that the probabilities we obtain through pro-
jective measures are conditional probabilities, depending on the intial
state of the system. It is often useful to assume that the system is
in a particular state to start with. To this end, we may construct
projected states corresponding to a projector dy via the prescription

Oy | U
|¥y) = lim v [¥) ,
20 (] By W) e

where the positive infinitesimal |e| is included to ensure the correct
convergence in the case ®y |¥) = 0. Dropping the explicit reference
to ¥, we may then define a general conditional probability via

(48)

P(X|Y) = (Uy|dx |Ty). (49)

Here ‘Y’ may be taken as denoting the state of affairs correspond-
ing to the state |Uy). Hence, Eq. (48) constitutes a procedure for
constructing a state representing any particular state of affairs.
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As a particular example, let us consider the state in which the en-
vironment is in the relative state |R;(t)) (where |R;(t)) is the relative
state of system state |¢;), as in Eq. (6)). Here we project onto |¥)
with

(i)Ri = IS X |RZ> <RZ| .

(dropping the explicit ¢ dependence for brevity). Applying Eq. (48),
we obtain

_ 2y o |9¢) [Ri) (Ri|Rir)
|\II'RZ> - p 3
VS law P (Rl R)]
Using this, we may obtain the probability P(¢x|Ri) = [(¢x|VUr,) |2

that the system is found in state |¢y) given that the environment is
in |R;),

|<¢k|‘1’72>|2 _ ’ak’2’<Ri’Rk>’2 ‘
VS la? [(RilRa)

In the limit of complete information transfer when (R;|R;/) = d;; for
all 7/, 1, this gives |<¢k|‘I’RZ>|2 = 0y;. That is, it is certainly the case
for kK = i and certainly not the case for k # i. In the opposite limit
of no information transfer in which (R;|R;/) =1 for all ', 4, we have
(o UR,)* = |ax|?, the probability for finding |¢;) in the isolated
system.

3.4 The distributive law

In this section, we will use Eq. (48) to investigate disjunction and
conjunction of operators on just the system Hilbert space Hs. We
then compare the results to the more general relative states approach.

Let us assume an element of a PVM on Hg describing the disjunc-
tion of two orthogonal states

Dorvan = 101) (A1) + [62) (2]
Applying Eq. (48), we obtain the conditional state

o) = |21 (B1lv0) + 162) (Galfo)
1V 2 P(¢1 V ¢2|1ho)
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where the probability P(¢1 V ¢2|thg) = (o] <i>¢lv¢2 [1ho) is

P(¢1V ¢2lho) = [{d1]vo)|” + [{2]t0) |,
= P(¢1]vo) + P(d2|vho).

That is, this is the sum of the probabilities for the individual states.

Since |¢1) and |¢2) are orthogonal to one another, this corresponds to

the result of classical probability for the union of independent events.
We now define the projector for finding the system in state |x;)

oy, = Ix5) (Gl

where y and ¢ are conjugate variables. The conditional probability
for finding the system in this state, given that it was in either of the
states |¢1) or |¢2) is then found from

P(xjlo1V d2) = (YrvenlXi) (Xi|¥g1ves) »

Applying Eq. (1), we can find the probability

P([¢1V ¢2] Axjlto) = P(x;jlo1 V ¢2)P(p1V d2(v0)-

This is found to be

P([p1V ¢2] A xjlio) = P(or A xjlvo) + P(d2 A x;lvo) +2[Z] cosd,
(50)

where

P(i A xjlvo) = [(x;10:)1 1{dilvo) |

and the interference term 2 |Z| cos @ arises from the cross products

Z =12 e’ = (gole1) (1]x;) (x;jlo2) (d2lvo) - (51)

Here we see both the interference effects characteristic of alternative
possibilities in quantum mechanics and also the failure of the distribu-
tive law. That is, if the distributive law were to hold, we would expect
the interference terms to be zero and we would just have the sum of
probabilities for ¢1 A x; and @2 A x;.
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Let us now investigate the same situation using the relative state
formulation. We take the state of the system to be given by Eq. (6).
Applying Eq. (48), we now have

_191) (#1lv0) [R1) + [92) (d2]¢0) [R2)
|\II¢1V¢2> - P P
(p1V P2|V)

where we find P(¢1 V ¢2|¥) = P(¢1 V ¢2lthy), as earlier.

Constructing an expression for the probability P([¢1V ¢2] A x;|V),
we obtain a result with the same form as Eq. (50), except that now the
interference terms are multiplied by the inner product of the relative
states

Z = (Yolo1) (D11x;) (Xjl@2) (P2]ho) (R1|R2) -

If the total system stores no information about the |¢;) states,
then we have (R1|R2) = 1 and we regain the full interference terms of
Eq. (51). On the other hand, if the maximum information is stored,
then we would have (Ri|R2) = 0 and the interference terms disap-
pear (analogous to the well-known suppression of interference terms
in decoherence theory [8,9]). Moreover, in this case, the distributive
law now holds. That is, this rule of classical logic re-emerges when we
have the maximum information transfer between the system and en-
vironment. Note that we could have also obtained the classical result
using the PVM on the total Hilbert space

Ox = Is @ (|Rj1) (Rj1l + [Ryj2) (Ryal) »
in the limit <Rj/i/]Rj,~> = 005 and calculating the probability as
usual.

We may assert then that the well-known interference terms of
quantum mechanics emerge when there is a lack of information trans-
ference between us as observers embedded in the environment of a
system and the system itself. Moreover, it is these quantum inter-
ference effects that lead to the non-classicality of quantum logic and
that classicality becomes restored as we obtain information about the
System.

4 Probability and truth values

4.1 Unary truth operators

In binary propositional logic, one associates one of two ‘truth values’,
‘true’ (T') or ‘false’ (F'), with an assertion about an alleged state of
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affairs. Here, we specify that a ‘state of affairs’ relates to a possible
state of a physical system. However, the notion of associating such
binary values in any absolute way to a physical system is dubious on
two counts. Firstly, on the basis of the Born rule interpretation, the
ontology of a physical state is associated with many-valued probabil-
ities, not binary choices. Secondly, and perhaps more significantly,
‘facts’ about the world correspond to encoded information, which will
be different for different relative states. That is, what may be ‘true’
given one relative state may not be ‘true’ for another.

Rather than trying to get quantum theory to fit within the frame-
work of binary logic, we argue instead that a three-valued ternary logic
of ‘true’, ‘false’ and ‘uncertain’ (U) is more appropriate and propose
a scheme for mapping probabilities to these values. To facilitate this,
we shall define unary logical operators 7(X), F(X) and U(X), which
return only binary logical values T or F', and which may be read as ‘X
is true’, ‘X is false” and ‘X is uncertain’ respectively. We shall take it
as a given that one may associate a proposition X with a probability
P(X) that it describes an actual state of affairs.

The operators 7 (X), F(X) and U(X) are then mapped to P(X)
via the following definitions:

(T, i P(X) =1,
T(X) = { F otherwise, (52)

(T, if P(X)=0,
F(X) = { F otherwise,

(T, if0<P(X) <1,
UX) = { F otherwise, (54)

These definitions encapsulate the intuitive notion that anything that
is certain to be the case, i.e. with a probability of one, must be ‘true’,
whilst anything which is certainly not the case (probability of zero)
must be false. We use the term ‘uncertain’ to categorize all other cases,
although the terms ‘undefined’ or ‘unknown’ may have served just as
well. We shall refer to 7(X), F(X) and U(X) as ‘truth operators’.
Since we have shown in Section 2.3 that a POVM may always
be mapped to a PVM, we discuss here only how the definitions of
Eq. (52) to (54) may be mapped to a projection valued measure Py,
simply using ‘X’ to refer to the state of affairs associated with the
clement ®y. Using the results of Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2, we may
derive the usual rules of classical probability theory. In particular,
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using X to denote ‘not X', we find P(X) =1 — P(X). This leads to
the tautology

T(XVX). (55)

That is, the law of the excluded middle. Note that this expression will
be ‘true’ (T') even when X (and hence X) are ‘uncertain’ (U(X) = T).
This distinguishes this scheme of logic from other ternary logics such

as Kleene [10] or Lukasiewicz [11] logic in which the law of the excluded
middle does not hold.

4.2 Conditional probability and implication

As a further mapping of probability to ternary logic, we assert that
the truth of a material implication X =Y is related to the conditional
probability P(Y'|X) via

T(X=Y)={P(Y|X)=1},
F(X=Y)={PYI|X) =0},
UX=Y)={0< PYI|X) <1}, (56)

where the expressions on the right-hand-side are either 7" or F'. That
is, if it is certain that Y is the case when X is given (P(Y|X) = 1),
then it is true that X implies Y. Similarly, X =Y is false when
P(Y|X) = 0 and uncertain for probabilities between 0 and 1.

Whilst perhaps in accordance with an intuitive concept of impli-
cation, the prescription of Eq. (56) becomes problematic in the case
of P(X) = 0, when the calculational procedure

P(XY)
P(X)

(where P(XY) is the joint probability of X and Y') is not defined.
This corresponds to the case of a false antecedent (i.e. ‘X is false’).

Now, in binary sentential calculus, it is permissible for a false
proposition to imply any proposition. This has long been seen as
an undesirable feature of the calculus and gives rise to one of the so-
called ‘paradoxes of material implication’. In particular, the theorem
A= (~A= B) (‘A implies that A being false implies B’) appears to
contradict the intuitive meaning of material implication.

From a set theoretic point of view P(X) = 0 implies X = &, the
empty set. Now the material implication X =Y means that Y must
be entailed by X. However, by definition, nothing is entailed by the

PY|X) =

(57)
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empty set. In fact, the subset of Y entailed by X according to the
Eq. (57) is its intersection with X (i.e. P(XY) = P(X NY)), which
for X =0is@NY =02.

In other words, whilst ‘nothing implies nothing” may be strictly
true, if X = @ then no part of Y is actually implied by X =Y, so
no material implication is contained in the residual logical form. One
strategy that we might then adopt is to impose this conclusion on
Eq. (56) by modifying (57) to read

(58)

in analogy with our construction of conditional states in Eq. (48). This
is now well-defined in the case that P(X) = 0 and imposes the result
that, since in this case, P(XY) = P(@NY) = 0, we have P(Y|X) = 0.
With this condition in place, we may now reconsider the proposi-
tion A= (~A= B). Firstly, we note that, due to the logical equiva-
lence of the propositions A= (B =-C) and AB=C (where AB is the
logical conjunction of A and B), according to Eq. (56), we have

T(AB=C) = {P(C|AB) = 1}.

Hence, for A= (~A=- B), we have

— P(BAA
P(B|A) = lim LBAA)
=0 P(AA) + ¢
via the normal rules of probability theory. According to the mappings
(52) to (54) then, this proposition actually turns out to be ‘false’.

5 Conclusions

Although the discussion of the last section proposes a method of con-
necting probability with ‘truth values’, a more natural mapping would
be between probability and information. Throughout this work, we
have emphasized the role of information transfer between systems and
the notion that it is the informational content of a system that de-
fines ‘facts about the world’. In particular, our emphasis has been on
the information we have about the historical evolution of a system.
Specifically, the past history of a system may only be known through
information transfer to a larger environment with sufficient degrees of
freedom to store that information.
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In Section 3.4, we illustrated how the distributive law of classical
logic, whilst not generally holding, may re-emerge through information
transfer between a system and its environment. The lack of informa-
tion we have about a system was also shown to be connected with
the quintessentially quantum mechanical phenomenon of interference.
This strongly suggests a picture in which we may associate interfer-
ence effects with our lack of knowledge of a system. As our knowledge
is supplemented, such quantum mechanical effects disappear and we
see the re-emergence of a classical world to which we may apply (to
some extent) classical reasoning.

However, we have argued that the logic we apply to the world
should not that of binary logic but rather a ternary logic mapped
from probability theory. The need and argument for this is not new -
indeed it may be traced back to antiquity and Aristotle’s famous ‘Sea
Battle’, raising the problem of future contingents. Aristotle himself
may have wanted to say that whilst neither a proposition P about the
future (e.g. ‘there will be a sea battle tomorrow’) nor its negation ~P
is either ‘true’ or ‘false’, the disjunction PV ~P is true. However, at
the time, he did not have the formal logic to justify this. Nor did the
ternary logics of Kleene [10] or Lukasiewicz [11] fix this problem, since
the disjunction of two ‘undefined’ propositions in these is still ‘unde-
fined’. We would argue that any statement about the outcome of an
experiment (or the resolution of any physical state in a superposition
of possibilities) is of the same nature as the problem of future contin-
gents and that an orthocomplemented ternary logic such as described
here is the correct approach to use.

In this paper, we have started a preliminary description of a pro-
jective quantum logic in terms of relative states, arguing that - when
applied to a system in isolation - the mathematical treatment should
be in terms of positive operator valued measures. However, it has also
been argued on the basis of Naimark’s theorem that when applied to
a larger Hilbert space (specifically including the environment of a sys-
tem, including us as observers) the use of projection valued measures
is sufficient.

We have also introduced the concept of ‘partial relative states’
for describing the storage of information about the history of a sys-
tem within a larger environment. Any general logical system must
be applicable to events occurring at different times, so some system
of analyzing historical data is essential. In particular, there is a need
for the logical conjunction of conjugate variables to describe events at
different times. We have shown that, for conjugate variables, such con-
junction is non-commutative and may be described using the relative
state formulation.
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Should the methods and concepts describe here survive critical
analysis, there is considerable scope for development. We have been
concerned with the description and justification of underlying concepts
rather than the formal axiomatization of the logic. Moreover, although
we have highlighted that the law of the excluded middle holds, we
have refrained from deriving further theorems. Such questions as to
how and when the system of logic converges to classical logic are also
of interest. More generally, we would advocate exploration of the
connection between logic (of any kind) and information theory.

A Appendix

A.1 Generalized projector

We consider the problem of constructing a projector © x satisfying

Ox |¥) = |v),

for

) =D ajle;), (59)

JEX

where, in general, the vectors |¢;) are non-orthogonal.
Multiplying Eq. (59) on the left by (¢,

(pilh) = Zaj (Pil@g) -

Defining a matrix A with elements A;; = (¢i|¢;), we may invert this
to give

a; = Z (Ail)ij <¢j‘w> :

J

Multiplying this on both sides by |¢;) then gives

J

In other words,
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J
is the projector we must apply to [¢)) to obtain a; |¢;).
To check this, we note that ©; should satisfy

O |d;) = dij | 8;) -

Now,

Oil65) = i) D (A™") 1 (Brly)

k

= |s) Z (Ail)ik Akjs

k
= [¢i) 0ij = 6ij [¢5) »

as required.
The total required projector satisfying © [i)) = |¢) is then given
by @X = ZZ @i, ie.

Ox = Z |6i) (A7), (@5 - (60)

Note that in the limiting case of all vectors being orthogonal, we would
have A;; = ¢;; and hence (A*I)ij = 0;;. In this case, the projector
reduces to

Ox = > o) (6l

ieX

Taking the conjugate transpose of (60), we have

@E(:Zkbj z|'

However, since A is Hermitian, then so will be A™!, meaning (A1) =

ij
(Ail)ji’ S0

@&=Z|¢J (¢i] = Ox,
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proving that Oy is self-adjoint.

Operating on Oy with itself,

eX - Z ’¢Z ¢j‘¢z >( )i’j’ <¢]’ )

i’ 5!

- Z ’¢z i1’ <¢j

'y’

showing that Oy is idempotent.
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