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A bstract

It is suggested that probabilities need not apply at allto m atter in the

physicalworld,which m ay be entirely described by the am plitudesgiven by

thequantum m echanicalstate.Instead,probabilitiesm ay apply only to con-

sciousperceptionsin them entalworld.Such perceptionsm ay notform unique

sequencesthatone could callindividualm inds.

1 Probabilities in Q uantum M echanics

One ofthe m ost m ysterious aspects ofquantum m echanics is its usualprob-
abilistic interpretation. There is �rst the uncertainty ofwhich am plitudes should
be squared to getprobabilities. Then there isthe even deeperpuzzle ofwhatthe
resulting probabilitiesm ean.

Forexam ple,oneviewpointon the�rstquestion isthatwheneveram easurem ent
ism ade,theam plitudeforeach m acroscopically-distinctoutcom eshould besquared
to geta probability. (M ore precisely,one takes a com plete set oforthogonalpro-
jection operators,each representing one ofthe m acroscopically-distinct outcom es.
Oneprojectsthewavefunction by oneoftheseprojection operatorstogetareduced
wavefunction.Then onetakestheinnerproductofthisreduced wavefunction with
itself| i.e.,\squares the am plitude"| to get the probability ofthe corresponding
outcom e. This probability is the sam e as the expectation value ofthe projection
operatorin thequantum stategiven by theoriginalwavefunction.)

�Alberta-Thy-28-94,gr-qc/9411004,tobepublished in Proceedingsofthe7th M arcelGrossm ann

M eetingon GeneralRelativity,eds.M .K eiserand R.T.Jantzen (W orld Scienti�c,Singapore1995).
yInternetaddress:don@ phys.ualberta.ca

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/9411004v4
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/9411004


A broader viewpoint is that the expectation value ofany projection operator
isa probability forthe corresponding \event." An even broaderviewpointisthat
onecan squaretheam plitudegiven by projecting thewavefunction notjustby one,
but by a whole sequence of(possibly noncom m uting) projection operators repre-
senting a \history" orsequenceof\events." (Fortheresulting probabilitiesto obey
the sum rules under a coarse-graining ofthe projection operators,the sequences
m ustobey certain consistency conditions[1,2].) Onecan extend thisviewpoint,of
assigning probabilities to \consistent histories," yet further to the viewpoint that
onecan projectthewavefunction by sum sofsequencesofprojection operatorsthat
represent coarser-grained histories. (Then one needs \decoherence" conditions for
theresulting probabilitiestoobey thesum rulesfor\decohering histories" [3,4,5].)
An even furtherextension isthe viewpointthatprobabilitiesare the realpartsof
theexpectation valuesofsum sofsequencesofprojection operators,wheneverthese
obey a \linear positivity" condition ofbeing nonnegative,giving probabilities for
\linearly positivehistories" thatautom atically obey thesum rules[6].

Besidesthissam pleofthewidevarietyofviewpointsofwhatquantitiesshould be
assigned probabilitiesin quantum m echanics,thereistheenigm aofhow tointerpret
theresultingprobabilities.Oneattitudeisthatauniqueoneofthepossible\events"
or\histories" actually occurs,with theprobability assigned by quantum m echanics,
and thattheotherpossibilitiesdo not.Thisattitudestillleavesopen the question
ofwhether the \probability" is a \frequency" in an ensem ble ofactualworlds,or
whether it is a \propensity" in a single world and what that could m ean. Ifthe
latter,whatisitthatactually m akesthe choice ofthe actual\event" or\history"
from thosepotentially possible?

Anotherattitudeisthatallofthepossible\events" or\histories" with nonzero
probabilities actually occur,but with m easures proportionalto the probabilities.
This\m any-worlds" interpretation [7]isvery sim ilartothefrequency interpretation
in aensem bleofactualworldsm entioned above,butitneed nothavetheim plication
thatourpresentworld isasinglem em beroftheensem blethathasade�nite(albeit
unpredictable)future.

In any oftheseapproachesin which oneorallofthepossibilitiesareactualized,
there isthe furtherquestion ofwhich setofpossibilitiesissingled out. In general,
therearem any di�erentallowed setsofpossibilities(e.g.,di�erentsetsoforthogonal
projection operators,orofsequencesofprojection operators,thateach add up tothe
identity operator).Ifonly one\event" oronly one\history" actually occurs,there
m ustbe m ysteriouschoicesboth ofthe setofpossibilitiesand ofthe single actual
elem entwithin thatchosen set.If,on theotherhand,allofthepossible\events" or
\histories" with nonzero probabilitiesin a given setofpossibilitiesactually occur,
there m ustapparently stillbe a m ysteriouschoice ofthissetofpossibilitiesoutof
thefam ily ofallsuch setsofpossibilities.

Oneconceivableansweristhatallpossibilitiesin allsetsofpossibilitiesactually
occur,with m easuresgiven by the probabilitiesdeduced from quantum m echanics
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in one ofthe ways discussed above. Since,fora norm alized quantum state,these
probabilities are designed to add up to unity for a single set ofpossibilities,the
m easures willsum to m ore than unity when one adds up allthe sets. In fact,
typically the num berofallowed setsofpossibilitiesisin�nite (e.g.,even fora two-
state spin-halfsystem ,there is a rank-one projection operator for each direction
in space and hence an in�nite num ber ofsuch projection operators). This m eans
thatthesum ofthem easuresforallpossibilitiestypically isunnorm alizable,which
m ay lead to problem s. (These problem s m ay be avoidable. For exam ple,in the
spin-halfsystem ,thesum ofthequantum probabilitiesforallofthein�nitenum ber
ofpossibilitiesforthe spin direction isin�nite,butinstead ofsim ply adding these
quantum probabilities,one can divide by the totalsolid angle ofthe unit sphere
ofspin directionsto geta probability density which can then be integrated overa
nonzero solid angleto geta norm alized second-orderprobability thatthespin isin
a direction within thatsolid angle.)

2 Sensible Q uantum M echanics

HereIshallproposeinstead thatprobabilitiesnotbeapplied atalltothephysical
world (the \m atter" ofthe title),which isinstead to be described entirely by the
quantum am plitudesofitswavefunction (orby the elem entsofitsdensity m atrix,
or possibly by a m ore generaldescription,such as a C �-algebra state). Isuggest
instead thatprobabilitiesapply only to the m entalworld ofconsciousperceptions.
In thisviewpoint,and in acertain loosem annerofspeaking in which \m ind" isthis
wholem entalworld ratherthan a sequence ofperceptions,probabilitiesareonly in
them ind.

Considerthesetofallpossibleperceptionsp,which Ishallcallthem entalworld
M . By a perception,Im ean allthatone isconsciously aware orconsciously expe-
riencing atonem om ent.ThisiswhatLockwood,in a book expressing whatseem s
to be ideasm ostly concordantwith m ine [8],callsa \phenom enalperspective" or
\m axim alexperience." In another way ofputting it,m y p denotes a total\raw
feel" thatonehasatonce.Itcan includecom ponentssuch asa visualsensation,an
auditory sensation,apain,aconsciousm em ory,aconsciousim pression ofathought
orbelief,etc.,butitdoesnotinclude a sequence ofm orethan oneim m ediate per-
ception thatin otherproposalsm ightbe considered to be strung togetherto form
a stream ofconsciousnessofan individualm ind.

Suppose thatthere isa basic m easure on the m entalworld which weightseach
perception equally,which Ishalldenote by dp withoutim plying a choice between
the conceptualpossibilitiesthatthe space ofperceptionsisdiscrete (in which case
dp sim ply countsthenum berofperceptions)orcontinuous(in which casedp m ight
represent som e basic m ulti-dim ensionalintegration m easure or volum e elem ent).
Now Ishallpostulate thatouractualworld doesnothave allpossible perceptions
occurring equally,butinstead thatthere isa nontrivialm easure m (p)dp,the non-
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negative realscalarfunction orm easure density m (p)tim esthe basic m easure,for
theperceptionsin ouractualworld.ThusIgetthefollowing basicassum ption:

M easure A xiom for Perceptions:Thereisanontrivialm easureon thespace
of(m axim al)perceptionsp,nam ely m (p)tim esthe basic m easure dp thatweights
each perception equally.

Because ofthe factthatourperceptionsseem to be m ore sim ply explained by
assum ing that they are related to a physicalworld,I shallassum e a principle of
psycho-physicalparallelism ,thatthe nontrivialpartm (p)ofthe m easure forper-
ceptionsisa functionalofthepropertiesofthephysicalworld.

Forexam ple,ifthephysicalworldwererepresented byasingleclassicaltrajectory
in som ephasespace,itm ightbenaturaltoassum ethatm (p)hasaform ofasum of
Kroneckerdeltasoran integralofadiscretesetofDiracdelta function distributions
oversequencesofperceptionsthata setofconsciousbeingshasasthepointm oves
alongthetrajectory in phasespace.In otherwords,each pointin phasespacem ight
naturally beassigned a discretesetofconsciousperceptions,oneforeach conscious
being whose pointin itsphase space isderived from the pointin the phase space
ofthe entire system (e.g.,theuniverse). Even in thisclassicalm odel,there can be
m any perceptionsatonetim e,buteach isascribed to a di�erentconsciousbeing.

Ifthe physicalworld is represented by a quantum state that has no preferred
classicaltrajectories(such asdo occurin Bohm ’sversion ofquantum m echanics[9],
butwhich Ishallnotfurtherconsiderhere),then itseem sunnaturalto assum ethat
m (p)iscom pletely concentrated on a discretesequence oftrajectories,oneforeach
consciousobserver.Instead,in view ofthelinearityofquantum m echanics,Ipropose
the following basic assum ption forinterpreting quantum m echanics ‘sensibly,’i.e.,
in term sofsensationsorperceptions:

Sensible Q uantum A xiom : Each m (p)isgiven by the expectation value of
a corresponding positive perception or\m axim alexperience" operatorE (p)in the
quantum stateoftheuniverse.Asa form ula,

m (p)= hE (p)i= h jE (p)j i= Tr(E (p)�); (1)

wherethethird expression appliesifthequantum stateisrepresented by thewave-
function orpurestatej i,and thefourth expression appliesifthequantum stateis
represented by thestatisticaloperatorordensity m atrix �.(Thesecond expression
can apply in m oregeneralsituations,such asin C �-algebra.)

In thisfram ework,which IshallcallSensibleQuantum M echanics,thequantum
stateoftheuniverseis�xed,intheHeisenbergpictureIam using,andnevercollapses
orchangestoanotherstate,sothevon Neum ann intervention 1 [10]isassum ed never
to occur. Neither is there assum ed to be any nonlinearity in quantum m echanics
when consciousness is involved, as W igner proposed [11]. Ifthe quantum state
and allthe perception operators E (p) are known,one can in principle calculate
from Eq.(1) the m easure density m (p) for allperceptions. (Ofcourse,Iam not
com petentto give theseessentialelem ents,so thepresentproposalisa fram ework,
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on the levelofother fram eworks orinterpretations ofquantum m echanics,rather
than a com plete theory.) Since allm axim alperceptions p with m (p) > 0 really
occurin thisfram ework,itiscom pletely determ inisticifthequantum stateand the
E (p) are determ ined: there are no random or truly probabilistic elem ents in this
fram ework ofSensibleQuantum M echanics.

ThusSensibleQuantum M echanicshasnoneed foranyaxiom ofwhatistypically
called \m easurem ent" [10],orwhatUnruh calls\determ ination" [12]to distinguish
thishypotheticalprocessfrom the physicalm easurem ent interactionsthatare en-
coded in thequantum stateand thestructureoftheoperators.In particular,there
areno probabilisticresultsofsuch \determ inations."

Nevertheless,becausethefram ework hasm easuresforperceptions,onecan read-
ily usethem to calculatequantitiesthatcan beinterpreted asconditionalprobabil-
ities.Onecan considersetsofperceptionsA,B ,etc.,de�ned in term sofproperties
ofthe perceptions. Forexam ple,A m ightbe the setofperceptionsin which there
isa feeling thattheuniverse isapproxim ately described by a Friedm an-Robertson-
W alkerm odel,and B m ightbethesetofperceptionsin which thereisafeelingthat
the universe is approxim ately described by a Friedm an-Robertson-W alker m odel
with an age(attheperceived tim e)between ten and twenty billion years.By sum -
m ing orintegrating m (p)dp overthe setsA;B ;A \ B (= B in the exam ple here),
etc.,one can getcorresponding m easuresm (A); m (B ); m (A \ B ),etc. Then one
can interpret

P(B jA)� m (A \ B )=m (A) (2)

as the conditionalprobability that the perception is in the set B ,given that it
is in the set A. In our exam ple,this would be the conditionalprobability that
a perception including the feeling thatthe universe isapproxim ately described by
a Friedm an-Robertson-W alker m odel,also has the feeling that at the tim e ofthe
perception theageisbetween ten and twenty billion years.

An analogueofthisconditional\probability" istheconditionalprobability that
aperson in 1994istheQueen ofEngland.Ifweconsideram odelofallthe�vetosix
billion people,including theQueen,thatweagreeto considerasourcontem porary
hum anson Earth in 1994,then atthebasiclevelofthism odeltheQueen certainly
exists in it;there is nothing random or probabilistic about her existence. But if
the m odelweights each ofthe �ve to six billion people equally,then one can in a
m annerofspeaking say thatthe conditionalprobability thatone ofthese persons
is the Queen is som ewhat less than 2� 10�10 . I am proposing that it is in the
sam e m anner ofspeaking that one can assign conditionalprobabilities to sets of
perceptions,even though there is nothing truly random about them at the basic
level.

W hen one’s perceptions include feelings ofbeliefaboutwhatis ascribed to be
externaleventsorhistories(e.g.,resultsofexperim entsin thephysicalworld rather
than in them ind),and when itisbelieved thatthese beliefsarean accuraterepre-
sentation ofsom e aspectsofthose ascribed-to-be-externalevents orhistories,itis
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tem pting to thetheoristto interprettheconditionalprobabilitiesoftheperceptions
as giving conditionalprobabilities for those aspects ofthe ascribed-to-be-external
events or histories. One m ay even go further and develop form alism s for directly
calculatingprobabilitiesofsuch eventsorhistories.W ith thisviewpointonecan say
that the historicaldevelopm ent ofquantum m echanics has been fruitful(or m ore
strictly,Ihaveafeeling thatwhatIperceivetohavebeen itshistoricaldevelopm ent
wasfruitful),butithasleftunexplained which eventsorhistoriesaretobeassigned
probabilitiesand whatthoseprobabilitiesm ean.

Thus I am proposing that at the basic level, probabilities (or,m ore strictly,
m easures) have m eaning only forperceptions in the m entalworld and should not
beassigned toanything (e.g.,toeventsorhistories)in thephysicalworld ofm atter.
In thissense\probabilitiesdon’tm atter."

On the other hand,Iam not saying that it is forbidden to assign conditional
\probabilities" to eventsand/orhistoriesin thephysicalworld.They can bem uch
sim pler to calculate than those in the m entalworld given by Eqs. (1) and (2),
since we don’t know what the perception operators E (p) are,and these physical
\probabilities" m ay often give good approxim ations for the m entalprobabilities.
Indeed,Ihavebeen happy tohelp play thegam eofbroadeningthescopeofhistories
to which onecan assign m athem atically-consistentprobabilities[6].However,Iam
now proposing thattheseprobabilitiesarenotfundam entaland need notbeadded
to com plicate the basic ontology ofa m easurable setofperceptions (which Ihave
been calling the m entalworld)and a quantum state ofthe universe (which Ihave
been calling thephysicalworld),with them easureand interpretation given entirely
by theM easureAxiom forPerceptionsand theSensible Quantum Axiom above.

Goldstein haspointed out[14]thatonecan sim plify theontology and avoid the
assum ption ofabasicm easuredpon them entalworld byreplacingthem easureden-
sity m (p)forsingleperceptionsp with a m easure�(S)on setsS ofperceptionsand
by replacingtheperception operatorsE (p)with apositive-operator-valued m easure,
say A(S).Thisalternativeform ulation isgiven in [15,16].Anotherway tom inim ize
thenum berofindependententitiesisto postulatethatthebasicm easuredp isthe
volum eelem entofa Riem annian m etric

gijdp
i
dp

j = Trf[E (pi+ dp
i)� E (pi)][E (pj + dp

j)� E (pj)]g; (3)

ifthisis�nite and nondegenerate,so thatthe basic m easure isdeterm ined by the
perception operatorsthem selves.

3 Perceptions rather than M inds

AnotherpointIshould em phasize isthatin Sensible Quantum M echanics,the
setofallperceptionsisbasic,butnotany higherpowerofthisset.In otherwords,
perceptions and the m easure m (p)dp on them are basic,but not n-tuples ofper-
ceptions,or m easures on n-tuples ofperceptions. Thus,for exam ple,there is no
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fundam entalnotion ofa correlation between individualcom plete perceptionsgiven
by any m easure.(On theotherhand,ifa perception can bebroken up into com po-
nentparts,say A and B ,therecan bea correlation between theparts,in thesense
thatthe m easure m (A \ B )forallperceptionscontaining the partA and the part
B need notbe the sam e asm (A)m (B ),the m easure forallperceptionscontaining
A tim esthe m easure forallperceptionscontaining B . The enorm ousstructure in
a single perception seem s to suggest thatsuch correlationswithin perceptions are
highly nontrivial,butIseenoevidenceforanontrivialcorrelation between m axim al
perceptions,sinceno two di�erentm axim alperceptionscan beperceived together.)

Furtherm ore,Sensible Quantum M echanics postulates no fundam entalequiva-
lence relation on the setofperceptions. Forexam ple,the m easure givesno way of
classifying di�erent perceptions as to whether they belong to the sam e conscious
being (e.g.,atdi�erenttim es)orto di�erentconsciousbeings.Theonly such classi-
�cation would bebythecontent(includingthequalia)oftheperceptionsthem selves,
which distinguish theperceptions,so thatno two di�erentperceptions,p6= p0,have
thesam econtent.Based upon m y own presentperception,I�nd itnaturalto sup-
posethatperceptionsthatcould beputinto theclassi�cation ofbeing alerthum an
perceptionshavesuch enorm ousstructurethattheycould easilydistinguish between
allofthe1011 orso personsthataretypically assigned to ourhistory ofthehum an
race.However,Idoubtthatin a fundam entalsensethereisany absoluteclassi�ca-
tion thatuniquely distinguisheseach person in allcircum stances.Therefore,in the
presentfram ework perceptionsarefundam ental,butpersons(orindividualm inds)
arenot,although they certainly do seem to bevery good approxim ateentitiesthat
Ido notwish to deny. The conceptofpersonsand m indscertainly occursin som e
sense aspartofthe contentofm y presentperception,even ifthere isno absolute
de�nition ofitin thefram ework ofSensibleQuantum M echanicsitself.

In thisway the fram ework ofSensible Quantum M echanics proposed here isa
particularm anifestation ofHum e’sideas[13],that\whatwecalla m ind,isnothing
butaheap orcollection ofdi�erentperceptions,united togetherbycertain relations,
and suppos’d,tho’falsely,to beendow’d with a perfectsim plicity and identity" (p.
207),and thattheselfis\nothingbutabundleorcollection ofdi�erentperceptions"
(p. 252). Ashe explainsin the Appendix (p. 634),\W hen Iturn m y reexion on
m yself,Inevercan perceivethisselfwithoutsom eoneorm oreperceptions;norcan I
everperceiveanythingbuttheperceptions.’Tisthecom position ofthese,therefore,
which form stheself." (HereIshould notethatwhatHum ecallsa perception m ay
be only one com ponentofthe \phenom enalperspective" or\m axim alexperience"
[8]that I have been calling a perception p, so one p can include \one or m ore
perceptions" in Hum e’ssense.)

Furtherm ore,each perception operator need not have any precise location in
eitherspaceortim eassociated with it,sothereneed benofundam entalplaceortim e
connected with each perception. Indeed,Sensible Quantum M echanics can easily
survivea replacem entofspacetim ewith som eotherstructure(e.g.,superstrings)as
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m orebasicin thephysicalworld.Ofcourse,thecontentsofaperception can include
a sense orim pression ofthe tim e ofthe perception,justasm y presentperception
attheperceived tim eofwriting thisincludesa feeling thatitisnow 1994 A.D.,so
the setofperceptionsp m ustinclude perceptionswith such beliefs,butthere need
notbe any precise tim e in the physicalworld associated with a perception. That
is,perceptionsare‘outside’physicalspacetim e (even ifspacetim e isa fundam ental
elem entofthephysicalworld,which Idoubt).

Asa consequenceoftheseconsiderations,thereareno uniquetim e-sequencesof
perceptionsto form an individualm ind orselfin Sensible Quantum M echanics.In
this way the present fram ework appears to di�er from those proposed by Squires
[17],Albert and Loewer [18],and Stapp [19]. (Stapp’s also di�ers in having the
wavefunction collapse at each \Heisenberg actualevent," whereas the other two
agreewith m ine in having a �xed quantum state,in the Heisenberg picture,which
nevercollapses.) Lockwood’sproposal[8]seem sto bem oresim ilarto m ine,though
he also proposes (p. 232)\a continuous in�nity ofparallelsuch stream s" ofcon-
sciousness,\di�erentiatingovertim e," whereasSensibleQuantum M echanicshasno
such stream asfundam ental.On theotherhand,laterLockwood [20]doesexplicitly
repudiate the Albert-Loewer m any-m inds interpretation,so there seem s to m e to
be little disagreem ent between Lockwood’s view and Sensible Quantum M echan-
icsexceptforthe detailed form alism and m annerofpresentation. Thusone m ight
labelSensible Quantum M echanics as the Hum e-Everett-Lockwood-Page (HELP)
interpretation,though Ido not wish to im ply that these other three scholars,on
whose work m y proposalisheavily based,would necessarily agreewith m y present
form ulation.

Ofcourse,the perceptionsthem selvescan include com ponentsthatseem to be
m em oriesofpastperceptionsorevents.In thiswayitcan beaverygoodapproxim a-
tion to give an approxim ate orderforperceptionswhose contentinclude m em ories
thatarecorrelated with thecontentsofotherperceptions.Itm ightindeed bethat
them easure(orm easuredensity)m (p)forperceptionsincluding detailed m em ories
isratherheavily peaked around approxim atesequencesconstructed in thisway.But
Iwould doubtthateitherthecontentoftheperceptionsorthem easure on theset
ofperceptionswould giveuniquesequencesofperceptionsthatonecould rigorously
identify with individualm inds.

Because the physicalstate of our universe seem s to obey the second law of
therm odynam ics,withgrowingcorrelationsinsom esense,Isuspectthatthem easure
density m (p)m ayhaveratherasm eared peak(orbetter,ridge)alongapproxim ately
tree-like structuresofbranching sequencesofperceptions,with perceptionsfurther
outalong the brancheshaving contentsthatincludesm em oriesthatare correlated
withthepresent-sensation com ponentsofperceptionsfurtherbacktowardthetrunks
ofthe trees. This isdi�erent from whatone m ight expect from a classicalm odel
with a discrete num ber ofconscious beings,each ofwhich m ight be expected to
have a unique sharp sequence or non-branching trajectory ofperceptions. In the
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quantum case,I would expect that what are crudely viewed as quantum choices
would causesm eared-outtrajectoriesto branch into largernum bersofsm eared-out
trajectorieswith theprogression ofwhatwecalltim e.Ifeach sm eared-outtrajectory
isviewed asa di�erentindividualm ind,wedo getroughly a \m any-m inds" picture
thatisanalogousto the \m any-worlds" interpretation [7],butin m y fram ework of
SensibleQuantum M echanics,the\m any m inds" areonly approxim ateand arenot
fundam entalasthey arein theproposalofAlbertand Loewer[18].Instead,Sensible
Quantum M echanicsisa \m any-perceptions" or\m any-sensations" interpretation.
Onem ightlabelitphilosophically asM indlessSensationalism .

Even in a classicalm odel,ifthere is one perception for each conscious being
at each m om ent oftim e in which the being is conscious,the fact that there m ay
be m any conscious beings,and m any conscious m om ents,can be said to lead to
a \m any-perceptions" interpretation. However,in Sensible Quantum M echanics,
there m ay be vastly m ore perceptions,since they are notlim ited to a discrete set
ofone-param etersharp sequencesofperceptions,butoccurforallperceptionsp for
which m (p)ispositive.In thisway a quantum m odelm ay besaid to beeven \m ore
sensible" than a classicalm odel.

Onem ightfearthatthepresentattack on theassum ption ofany de�nitenotion
ofapreciseidentity forpersonsorm indsassequencesofperceptionswould threaten
hum an dignity. Although Iwould not deny that Ifeelthat it m ight,Ican point
outthaton the otherhand,the acceptance ofthe viewpointofSensible Quantum
M echanics m ightincrease one’ssense ofidentity with allotherhum ans and other
consciousbeings. Furtherm ore,itm ighttend to undercutthe m otivationstoward
sel�shnessthatIperceive in m yselfifIcould realize in a deeply psychologicalway
thatwhatInorm ally anticipateasm y own futureperceptionsarein nofundam ental
waypicked outfrom thesetofallperceptions.(Ofcourse,whatInorm allythinkofas
m y own futureperceptionsarepresum ably thosethatcontain m em ory com ponents
that are correlated with the content ofm y present perception,but I do not see
logicallywhy Ishould beanym oreconcerned abouttryingtom akesuch perceptions
happythanabouttryingtom akeperceptionshappythatdonothavesuch m em ories:
betterto do unto othersasIwould wish they would do unto m e.) Lockwood [21]
inform sm ethatPar�t[22]hasdrawn sim ilarconclusionsfrom a Hum ean view.

4 Properties ofPerception O perators

Although no one iscom petentto give the com plete setofperception operators
E (p), one can speculate about som e of their properties. In this speculation, a
theoreticalphysicist such as m yself would like to be guided by the principles of
sim plicityand ofagreem entwith observations.Both aredi�cult,theform erbecause
we do notknow allthatislogically possible and have a m easure ofthe sim plicity
ofthedi�erentpossibilities,and thelatterbecause we do nothave directaccessto
m orethan oneperception atonce.
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On the form er principle,it is because ofsim plicity that I do not stop at the
M easure Axiom forPerceptionsbutalso postulate a physicalquantum state and a
setofperception operatorsE (p)which givethem easuredensitym (p)bytheSensible
Quantum Axiom . Ifone has the correct m (p) (as wellas the basic m easure dp,
which isa separateelem entfrom thesetofperceptionsifthey arenotdiscrete),the
M easureAxiom forPerceptionsislogically su�cientfordescribingam easured setof
perceptions.Itm ightseem tobecom plicatingthetheory toadd aphysicalquantum
state and a setofperception operatorsE (p),butIbelieve thatthisstructure ofa
postulated physicalworld can give a sim plerexplanation ofm (p)than justgiving
itdirectly withoutthisexplanation in term sofa postulated physicalworld.In this
way thewholeofthem entalworld and thephysicalworld can besim plerthan just
the m entalworld considered by itself. (One m ight also raise the reverse question
ofwhether the whole is sim pler than the physicalworld alone,by which I m ean
an alternative logically possible world in which allE (p)are zero,so thatin itthe
quantum stateisthesam easin ours,butno consciousperceptionsoccur.)

Onthelatterprinciple,theonlyagreem entwithobservationsthatonecanim pose
is the assum ption thatone’s perception be nottoo atypical,i.e.,thatithave not
too low a m easure density m (p). Forexam ple,ifboth the basic m easure dp and
the quantum m easure m (p)dp were integrable, over the set ofallperceptions p,
to �nite num bers,say b and q respectively,then one can ask thatone’sparticular
perception not have m (p) � q=b,the latter being the average ofm (p) over all
perceptions.Unfortunately,Iseeno reason why a sim pletheory should m akeeither
oftheseintegrals�nite,sincealm ostany�nitenum berism orecom plexthan in�nity.
(Perhapsthefactthatm y presentperception seem sto havea largebutnotin�nite
am ount ofinform ation in it is evidence that the sim plest com plete theory is not
extrem ely sim ple,sinceIwould expectan extrem ely sim ple theory to m aketypical
perceptionshaveeitheran extrem ely sm alloran in�niteam ountofinform ation.)

Perhapsa m ore realistic approach one can m ake toward agreem entwith obser-
vationsistoassum ethatthem easuredensity m (p)forone’sperception isnotm uch
lower than the m easure density for slightly di�erent perceptions. Forexam ple,if
one has a perception p ofhaving m ade a certain quantum m easurem ent n tim es
and having gotten m positiveresults,onecan im agineanotherperception p0which
is sim ilar except for perceiving m 0 positive results. Then one would like m (p) to
be not m uch lower than m (p0). Ifthe m easures (or m easure densities) m (p) and
m (p0)ofthe perceptionsp and p0 can to a good approxim ation be replaced by the
quantum -derived m easures ~m (r)and ~m (r0)fortherespectiveperceived resultsrand
r0in thephysicalworld,onecan check whether ~m (r)isnotm uch lowerthan ~m (r0).
In such cases there is considerable experim entalevidence thatthe ordinary quan-
tum predictionsareconsistentwith observationsif ~m (r)istheexpectation valueof
a projection operatorP(r)forthephysicalresultr.

Sim ilarly,itm ightbe naturalto assum e thateach perception m easure density
m (p)isgiven bytheexpectation valueofaprojection operator,sayonethatprojects
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onto the brain statesthatcause the perception,ifindeed the perception iscaused
by various brain states. However,before m aking this speci�c assum ption,let m e
m ake som e weakerpostulatesthatone could add to Sensible Quantum M echanics
to m akeitm orerestrictive and yethavea m orespeci�c content:

H ypothesis A :The expectation value ofeach E (p)hasa constantm axim um
value,say unity,in thesetofallnorm alized quantum states.

Assum ing thatthequantum stateisnorm alizable(perhapsan overly restrictive
assum ption),HypothesisA and theresulting SensibleQuantum M echanicsA would
have 0 � m (p)� 1 forallp,and there would exista norm alizable quantum state
foreach p such thatthecorresponding m (p)would beunity in thatstate.

W ithoutsom e such restriction like that,one could leave allthe explanation of
m (p) in the operators E (p) rather than in the quantum state. For exam ple,one
could getm (p)to be any positive function whatsoeversim ply by choosing E (p)to
be thatfunction tim esthe identity operator,which would m ake m (p)independent
ofthestate(solongasthestateisnorm alized sothattheexpectation oftheidentity
operatorisunity;othernorm alizationswould change the scale ofthe m easure but
would leave the conditionalprobabilitiesofEq.(2)unchanged). W e would like to
assum e that instead the E (p) are restricted so the explanation for the m (p) lies
largely in thequantum state.

Now Hypothesis A is stillnot highly restrictive,so one m ay wish to look for
m orerestrictionson theoperatorsE (p).Forexam ple,onem ay bem otivated by the
consistentordecoheringhistoriesapproaches[1,2,3,4,5]toassum ethatperceptions
areconnected with historiesand so perhapsm akethefollowing assum ption:

H ypothesis B :Each E (p)hasthe form E (p)= C yC=m ax(C yC),where C =
P (n)P (n�1) � � � P(2)P (1) with the integern and the projection operatorsP (i) allde-
pending on the perception p,and where m ax(C yC) is the m axim um expectation
valueofC yC in any norm alized quantum state.

The denom inatorin the expression forE (p)in HypothesisB ischosen so that
Hypothesis B is a specialcase ofHypothesis A,but one could also consider an
alternative Hypothesis B’in which the denom inator is om itted. One could also
considergeneralizing HypothesisB orB’to B* orB*’respectively,in which C isa
sum ofsequencesofprojection operators,asisallowed in decohering histories[3].

Itiscertainlylogicallypossiblethatperceptionsm ightdepend on historiesrather
than eventsthatonecould considerlocalized on hypersurfacesofconstanttim eifthe
physicalworld hassuch a tim e.However,asa previousadvocateofthe‘m arvelous
m om ent’approach to quantum m echanics in which only quantities on one such
hypersurfacecan betested [23],I�nd itm orebelievableto assum ethatperceptions
arecaused by brain stateswhich could be atonem om entoftim e ifthere are such
things in the physicalworld. The generalization ofthis hypothesis to the case in
which therem ay notbea well-de�ned physicaltim eleadsm eto m akethefollowing
restriction ofHypothesisB orB’to thecasein which theintegern isalways1:

H ypothesis C :E (p)= P(p),a projection operatorthatdepends on the per-
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ception p.
HypothesisC appearsto bea speci�cm athem aticalrealization ofpartofLock-

wood’s proposal[8](p. 215),that \a phenom enalperspective [what I have here
been calling sim ply a perception p]m ay be equated with a shared eigenstate of
som epreferred (by consciousness)setofcom patiblebrain observables." HereIhave
expressed the \equating" by Eq.(1),and presum ably the \shared eigenstate" can
beexpressed by a corresponding projection operatorP(p).

Ishould also em phasize that ifthe sam e conscious perception is produced by
severaldi�erentorthogonal\eigenstatesofconsciousness" (e.g.,di�erentstatesofa
brain and surroundingsthatgiveriseto thesam eperception p),then in Hypothesis
C theprojection operatorP(p)would bea sum ofthecorresponding rank-onepro-
jection operatorsand so would be a projection operatorofrank higherthan unity
(perhapseven in�nite),which iswhatIwould expect. On the otherhand,ifE (p)
werea sum ofnoncom m uting projection operatorscorresponding to nonorthogonal
states,ora weighted sum ofprojection operatorswith weightsdi�erentfrom unity,
then generically E (p)would nothavetheform ofa projection operatorP(p).

Ifonehasaconstrained system ,such asaclosed universein generalrelativity,the
quantum statem ay obey certain constraintequations,such astheW heeler-DeW itt
equations. The projection operatorsP(p)ofperception in Hypothesis C m ay not
com m ute with these constraints,in which case they m ay give technically ‘unphys-
ical’states when applied to the quantum state. But so long as their expectation
valuescan becalculated,thatissu�cientforgiving theperception m easuredensity
m (p). W hatitm eansisthatin HypothesisC,the perception operatorsshould be
considered asprojection operatorsin thespaceofunconstrained states,even though
theactualphysicalstatedoesobey theconstraints.

Alternatively,ifonewishesto writethe perception operatorsE (p)asoperators
within thespaceofconstrained states,HypothesisC could bem odi�ed tothefollow-
ingassum ption togiveperception operatorsE (p)thatcom m utewith theconstraints
and so keep thestate‘physical’:

H ypothesis ~C :E (p)= PC P(p)PC ,wherePC istheprojection operatorwithin
the space ofunconstrained states that takes any state to the corresponding con-
strained state, and P(p) is a projection operator in the space of unconstrained
statesthatdependson theperception p.

One could obviously alternatively insertthe projection operatorPC before and
aftertheperception operatorsofHypothesisB,B’,B*,orB*’to getHypothesis ~B,
~B’,~B*,or ~B*’respectively.

Onecan alsogetsom ethinglikeHypothesis~C,say HypothesisĈ,even foruncon-
strained system sifthey havesym m etries(e.g.,thePoincar�esym m etriesofquantum
�eld theory in a classicalM inkowskispacetim e,though onewould notexpectthese
sym m etriesto survivewhen oneincludesgravity),sinceonem ightthen expectthat
E (p)should be invariantunderthe sym m etry group with elem entsg. Then ifone
startswith a projection operatorP(p)thatisnotinvariantundertheaction ofeach
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group elem ent,say P(p) 6= gP(p)g�1,then one m ight expect E (p) to be propor-
tionaltothesum orintegralofgP(p)g�1 overthegroup elem entsg.Unlessallthese
di�erentgP(p)g�1’sareorthogonal(which doesnotappearpossibleforacontinuous
sym m etry group),the resulting E (p)willgenerically notbe a projection operator,
butitcan be said to have arisen from one,which iswhatIwould propose asthe
translation ofthem arvelousm om entassum ption to SensibleQuantum M echanics.

Ifonecan learn whattheE (p)’sare,onecan com parethem with theform sgiven
by these hypotheses and thereby distinguish between the consistent ordecohering
historiesapproachesand them arvelousm om entapproach asIhereproposethey be
applied toconsciousperceptions(ifindeed anyofthem do).Ofcourse,eitherofthese
approaches could be applied without inconsistency to m athem aticalprobabilities
thatone m ightwish to de�ne in the physicalworld,butin the presentfram ework
ofSensible Quantum M echanics,such probabilitiesare an unnecessary addition to
theontology.

Ishould em phasize thatin no case am Iassum ing thattheE (p)’scom m ute for
di�erentperceptions,orthatthesum orintegraloftheE (p)’soverallperceptionsis
theidentity operator.Neitheram Iassum ing thatthe resulting expectation values
m (p)intheparticularquantum stateoftheuniversearenorm alizedsothattheirsum
orintegraloverallperceptionsgivesa �nitenum berq,orthatthisnum berisunity,
though in any case theconditionalprobabilitiesgiven by Eq.(2)areautom atically
norm alized to give unity when sum m ed over a com plete set ofdisjoint sets B of
perceptions.Ofcourse,ifq is�nite,onecan sim ply rescale E (p)to e(p)= E (p)=q,
which rescalesm (p)tom (p)= m (p)=qthatisnorm alized togiveunitywhensum m ed
orintegrated over allperceptions. This rescaling obviously leaves the conditional
probabilitiesofEq.(2)invariantwhen m (A \ B )and m (A)there are replaced by
m (A\B )and m (A)respectively.On theotherhand,Iam scepticalthatthesim plest
consistentdescription ofouruniverse willgivea norm alizablem (p)(�niteq).

Ifa perception operatorE (p)isa projection operator,and thequantum stateof
theuniverse isrepresented by thepurestatej i,onecan ascribeto theperception
p thepureEverett\relativestate"

jpi=
E (p)j i

kE (p)j ik
=

E (p)j i

h jE (p)E (p)j i1=2
: (4)

Alternatively,ifthe quantum state ofthe universe is represented by the density
m atrix �,onecan associatetheperception with a relativedensity m atrix

�p =
E (p)�E (p)

Tr[E (p)�E (p)]
: (5)

Eitherofthese form ulascan beapplied when theperception operatorisnota pro-
jection operator,butthen them eaning isnotnecessarily so clear.

Ifonehastwoperceptionspand p0,onecan calculatean overlap fraction between
them as

f(p;p0)=
hE (p)E (p0)ihE (p0)E (p)i

hE (p)E (p)ihE (p0)E (p0)i
: (6)
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Ifthe quantum state ofthe universe ispure,thisisthe sam e asthe overlap prob-
ability between the two Everett relative states corresponding to the perceptions:
f(p;p0)= jhpjp0ij2. Thusone m ightin som e sense say thatiff(p;p0)isnearunity,
the two perceptionsare in nearly the sam e one ofthe Everett\m any worlds," but
iff(p;p0)isnearzero,thetwo perceptionsarein nearly orthogonaldi�erentworlds.
However,this is just a m anner ofspeaking,since I do not wish to say that the
quantum stateoftheuniverseisreally divided up into m any di�erentworlds.Thus
Ido notwish to propose thatf(p;p0)be interpreted asa fundam entalelem ent of
Sensible Quantum M echanics. In any case,one can be conscious only ofa single
perception atonce,so thereisno way in principlethatonecan testany properties
ofjointperceptionssuch asf(p;p0).

5 Q uantum Field T heory M odel

Although Sensible Quantum M echanics transcends quantum theories in which
spaceand tim earefundam ental,and although Ibelievethatsuch theorieswillneed
to be transcended to give a good theory ofour universe,it m ight help to get a
better feelfor the spacetim e properties ofperceptions by considering the context
ofquantum �eld theory in an unquantized curved globally-hyperbolic background
spacetim ein which spacetim epointsareunam biguously distinguished by thespace-
tim e geom etry (so thatthe Poincar�e sym m etriesare entirely broken and one need
notworry aboutintegrating overgP(p)g�1’sto satisfy superselection rulesforen-
ergy,m om entum ,and/orangularm om entum [24]).Thissim pli�ed m odelm ightin
som esensebeagood approxim ation forpartoftheentirequantum stateoftheuni-
versein a correcttheory ifthereisonethatdoes�tinto thefram ework ofSensible
Quantum M echanicsand doesgivea suitableclassicalspacetim e approxim ation.

In theHeisenbergpictureused in thispaper,thequantum stateisindependentof
tim e(i.e.,ofa choiceofCauchy hypersurfacein thespacetim e),buttheHeisenberg
equationsofevolution forthefundam ental�eldsand theirconjugatem om enta can
be used to express the operatorsE (p)in term softhe �eldsand m om enta on any
Cauchy hypersurface. The arbitrariness ofthe hypersurface m eans that even in
thisquantum �eld theory with a well-de�ned classicalspacetim e,and even with a
de�nite foliation ofthe spacetim e by a one-param eter (tim e) sequence ofCauchy
hypersurfaces,there is no unique physicaltim e thatone can assign to any ofthe
perceptionsp;they are‘outside’tim easwellasspace.

Furtherm ore,theoperatorsE (p)inthissim pli�ed m odelarealllikelytobehighly
nonlocalin term soflocal�eld operatorson anyCauchyhypersurface,sincequantum
�eld theories thatwe presently know do notseem to have enough localoperators
to describe the com plexitiesofan individualperception,unlessone considershigh
spatialderivatives ofthe �eld and conjugate m om entum operators. However,for
a given one-param eter(tim e)sequence ofCauchy hypersurfaces,one m ightrather
arbitrarily choosetode�neapreferred tim eforeach perception p asthetim egiving
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the Cauchy hypersurface on which the corresponding E (p),ifexpressed in term s
of�eldsand m om enta on thathypersurface,hasin som e sense the sm allestspatial
spread atthattim e.

Forexam ple,togiveatediously explicitad hocprescription,on aCauchy hyper-
surfacelabeled by thetim etonem ightchoosea pointP and a ballthatistheset
ofallpointswithin a certain geodesicradiusrofthepoint.Then onecan de�nean
operatorE 0(p;t;P;r)thatisobtained from E (p)written in term softhe�eldsand
conjugate m om enta at points on the hypersurface by throwing away allcontribu-
tionsthathaveany �eldsorconjugatem om enta atpointsoutsidetheballofradius
r from thepointP.Now de�netheoverlap fraction

F(p;t;P;r)=
hE (p)E 0(p;t;P;r)ihE 0(p;t;P;r)E (p)i

hE (p)E (p)ihE 0(p;t;P;r)E 0(p;t;P;r)i
: (7)

(Ifboth E (p)and E 0(p;t;P;r)were projection operators,and the actualquantum
statewerea purestate,then F would betheoverlap probability between thestates
obtained by projecting theactualquantum stateby theseprojectorsand norm aliz-
ing.) IfE (p)isnonlocal,thisfraction F willbe sm allifthe radiusr issm allbut
willbenearly unity iftheradiusr islargeenough fortheballto encom passalm ost
allofthe Cauchy hypersurface. For each perception p,tim e t,and point P,one
can �nd the sm allest r thatgives F = 1=2,say,and callthatvalue ofthe radius
r(p;t;P). Then one can �nd the pointP = P(p;t)on the hypersurface thatgives
the sm allestr(p;t;P)on thathypersurface forthe �xed perception p and callthe
resulting radiusr(p;t).Finally,de�nethepreferred tim etp asthetim etforwhich
r(p;t)isthesm allest,and labelthatsm allestvalueofr(p;t)forthe�xed perception
p asrp.

Ifthe perception operator E (p) for som e hum an conscious perception is not
unduly nonlocalin the sim pli�ed m odelunder present consideration, and ifthe
quantum stateofthe�eldsin thespacetim ehasm acroscopicstructuresthatatthe
tim e tp ofthe perception arefairly welllocalized (e.g.,with quantum uncertainties
lessthan am illim eter,say,which would certainly notbeagenericstate,even am ong
stateswhich giveasigni�cantm (p)fortheperception in question),onem ightexpect
thatatthistim etheballwithin radiusrp ofthepointP(p;tp)on thehypersurface
labeled by tp would be inside a hum an brain. Itwould be interesting ifone could
learn where the pointP(p;tp)isin a hum an brain,and whatthe radiusrp is,for
varioushum an perceptions,and how the location and size ofthisballdependson
theperception p.

6 Q uestions and Speculations

Onecan usethefram ework ofSensibleQuantum M echanicstoask questionsand
m ake speculations thatwould be di�cult withoutsuch a fram ework. Ishallhere
givesom eexam ples,withoutintending to im ply thatSensibleQuantum M echanics
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itself,even iftrue,would guarantee that these questions and speculations m ake
sense,butitdoesseem to allow circum stancesin which they m ight.

First,in the m odelofquantum �eld theory on a classicalspacetim e with no
sym m etries,and with a quantum statehaving well-localized hum an brainson som e
Cauchy hypersurfacelabeled by tim et,onem ightask whetheritispossibleto have
two quite di�erent perceptions,say p and p0,in nearly the sam e Everett world in
the sense ofhaving the f(p;p0) ofEq.(6) near unity,and giving E (p) and E (p0)
both with the sam e preferred tim e tp = tand both localized (by the ratherad hoc
prescription above)in ballsin the sam e brain. In otherwords,can one brain have
two di�erent(m axim al)perceptionsin the sam e world atthe sam e tim e,each not
awareoftheother? Unlesswearesolipsists,wegenerally believethisispossiblefor
twoseparatebrains,butwould onebrain besu�cient? Furtherm ore,ifitispossible,
can the two balls(corresponding to p and p0respectively)be overlapping spatially,
orneed they beseparateregionsin thebrain?

Second,one m ightask whetherand how the sum (orintegral)ofthe m easures
(orm easuredensities)m (p)associated with an individualbrain region atthetim et
dependson thebrain characteristics.Onem ightspeculatethatitm ightbegreater
forbrainsthatarein som esense m oreintelligent,so thatin a crudesense brighter
brainshavem oreperceptions.Thiscould explain why you do notperceive yourself
to be an insect,forexam ple,even though there are farm ore insectsthan hum ans.
Tospeculateeven further,itm ightim ply thatyourperception isnotatypicaleven if
you perceiveyourselftobem oreintelligentthan theaverageperson,asIpredictthat
m ostofm y readersdo.Ofcourse,m y prediction isbased on an assum ed selection
e�ect ofthose who read physics papers,on m y own sinfulpride thatleads m e to
assum ethatphysicistsarebrighterthan average,and on apsychologically-projected
assum ption thatm ostpeoplethink they arem oreintelligentthan m ostpeople.But
ifyou really had good reasons for believing that you were brighter than average,
even before reading this paper,you m ay not really be justi�ed in any feeling of
atypicality;itm ightsim ply be thatyourperceptions,like m ostperceptionsin the
m easurem (p)dp,areassociated with brighter-than-averagepeople.

Ishould em phasize thateven ifthiswild conjecture,which isnotan inevitable
consequence ofSensible Quantum M echanics (but which can be considered under
thisfram ework in a way thatm ightbe di�cultunderotherfram eworks),could be
shown to be true,Iwould notpropose thata m ore intelligent person be assigned
m ore value orbe given m ore politicalrightsorprivileges. Itwould just say that,
when weighted by the quantum -m echanicaloperators E (p) for perceptions, it is
conceivable thatm ore intelligent people would have the bulk ofthe weight rather
than being unusual. But being in this newly-de�ned m ajority (ifindeed it is the
bulk ofthe weight)should notconferm ore individualpoliticalrightsorprivileges,
justaswith theweighting ofnum bersthem ajority ofpeoplewho areeconom ically
poorare notgiven m ore individualpoliticalrightsorprivileges than the m inority
ofpeoplewho areeconom ically rich.

16



Third,one m ightconjecture thatan appropriatem easure on perceptionsm ight
givea possibleexplanation ofwhy m ostofusperceiveourselvesto beliving on the
sam eplaneton which ourspeciesdeveloped.Thisobservation m ightseem surprising
when oneconsidersthatwem ay betechnologically nearthepointatwhich wecould
leaveEarth and colonizelargeregionsoftheGalaxy,presum ably greatly increasing
the num berofhum ansbeyond the roughly 1011 thatare believed to have lived on
Earth.Ifso,whydon’twehavetheperceptionsofoneofthevastnum bersofhum ans
thatm aybebornawayfrom Earth? Oneansweristhatsom esortofdoom islikelyto
preventthisvastcolonization oftheGalaxy from happening [25,26,27,28],though
these argum entsarenotconclusive [29].Although Iwould notbesurprised ifsuch
a doom werelikely,Iwould na��vely expectitto benotso overwhelm ingly probable
thattheprobability ofvastcolonization would beassm allasisthepresum ably very
sm allratioofthetotalnum berofhum answhocould everliveon Earth tothosewho
could livethroughouttheGalaxy ifthecolonization occurs.Then,even though the
colonization m ay be unlikely,it m ay stillproduce a higher m easure for conscious
perceptionsofhum ansliving o� Earth than on it.

However,anotherpossibility isthatcolonization oftheGalaxyisnottooim prob-
able,butthatitism ostly done by self-replicating com putersorm achines who do
nottoleratem any hum ansgoing along.Ifthenum berofthesedom inatehum ansas
\intelligent" beings,onem ightstillhave thequestion ofwhy we perceive ourselves
as being hum ans rather than as being one ofthe vastly greater num bers ofsuch
m achines. Butthe explanation m ightsim ply be thatthe weightofconscious per-
ceptions(thesum orintegralofthem (p)’scorresponding to thetypeofperceptions
underconsideration)isdom inated by hum an perceptions,even ifthenum berof\in-
telligent" beingsisnot.In otherwords,hum an brainsm ay be m uch m ore e�cient
in producing consciousperceptionsthan the kindsofself-replicating com putersor
m achineswhich m ay be likely to dom inate the colonization ofthe Galaxy. Ifsuch
m achines are m ore \intelligent" than hum ans in term s ofinform ation-processing
cababilitiesand yetarelesse�cientin producingconsciousperceptions,ourpercep-
tionsofbeing hum an would suggestthatthe m easure ofperceptionsisnotm erely
correlated with intelligence.

It m ight be tem pting to take the observations that these speculations m ight
explain (yourperception ofyourselfashum an ratherthan asinsectoreven possibly
as m ore intelligent than average hum ans,ifm y prediction ofthat is correct,and
ourperception ofourselvesashum anson ourhom e planet)asevidence tending to
supportthespeculations.Forexam ple,ifoneassignspriorprobabilitiesP(H i)toan
exhaustivesetofhypothesesH i(sayeach givingaquantum stateoftheuniverseand
asetofoperatorsE (p)in SensibleQuantum M echanics),and then iftheconditional
probability ofa perception p,given thehypothesisH i,wereP(pjH i),by Bayes’rule
theposteriorconditionalprobability ofthespeculation H i would be

P(H ijp)=
P(pjH i)P(H i)

P

jP(pjH j)P(H j)
: (8)
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Unfortunately,in Sensible Quantum M echanicsone hasatm ostm easure densities
m (p)forindividualperceptions,and soonecannotunam biguously givetheprobabil-
ityP(pjH i)withoutsom especi�cation ofthenorm alizationofm (p)inthehypothesis
H i.Possibly onecan replacetheprobability fora perception with the‘typicality’of
the perception [15,16]. W ithoutsom e such solution to thisproblem ,Ido notsee
how to use observationsto turn priorprobabilities(say given by som e function of
the sim plicity ofthe quantum state and perception operators)into posteriorprob-
abilitiesforquantum statesand perception operators. Otherwise itwould appear
thatone could only startwith a given quantum state and setofperception opera-
tors,and then can onecalculatethem easureforallperceptionsby Eq.(1)and use
Eq.(2)to calculateconditionalprobabilitiesforsetsofperceptions.

7 C onclusions

In conclusion,Iam proposing thatSensibleQuantum M echanics,with itsM ea-
sure Axiom for Perceptions and its Sensible Quantum Axiom above,is the best
fram ework wehaveatthepresentlevelforunderstanding consciousperceptionsand
theinterpretation ofquantum m echanics.Ofcourse,thefram ework would only be-
com ea com pletetheory onceonehad thesetofallperceptionsp,thebasicm easure
dp on it,theperception operatorsE (p),and thequantum stateoftheuniverse.

Even such a com pletetheory ofperceptionsand thephysicalworld need notbe
the ultim ate sim plest com plete theory. There m ight be a sim pler set ofunifying
principlesfrom which onecould in principlededucetheperceptions,basicm easure,
perception operators,and quantum state, or perhaps som e sim pler entities that
replacedthem .Forexam ple,althoughinthepresentfram eworkofSensibleQuantum
M echanics,the physicalworld (i.e.,the quantum state),along with the perception
operators,determ inesthem easuredensity forperceptionsin them entalworld,there
m ight be a reverse e�ect ofthe m entalworld a�ecting the physicalworld to give
a sim plerexplanation than we have atpresentofthe correlation between willand
action (why m y desireto do som ething Ifeelam capableofdoing iscorrelated with
m y perception ofactuallydoingit,i.e.,why I\doasIplease").Ifthequantum state
ispartiallydeterm ined byan action functional,can desiresin them entalworld a�ect
that functional(say in a coordinate-invariant way that therefore does not violate
energy-m om entum conservation)? Such considerationsm ay callfora m ore uni�ed
fram ework than Sensible Quantum M echanics, which one m ight callSensational
Quantum M echanics. Such a m ore uni�ed fram ework need notviolate the lim ited
assum ptionsofSensible Quantum M echanics,though itm ightdo thataswelland
perhapsreducetoSensibleQuantum M echanicsonlyin acertain approxim atesense.

Toexplain thesefram eworksin term sofan analogy,consideraclassicalm odelof
spinlessm assive pointcharged particlesand an electrom agnetic �eld in M inkowski
spacetim e.Letthecharged particlesbeanalogousto thephysicalworld (thequan-
tum stateoftheuniverse),and theelectrom agnetic�eld beanalogoustothem ental
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world (thesetofperceptionswith itsm easure m (p)dp).Atthelevelofa sim plistic
m aterialist m ind-body philosophy,one m ight m erely say thatthe electrom agnetic
�eld is part of,or perhaps a property of,the m aterialparticles. At the levelof
Sensible Quantum M echanics,the charged particle worldlines are the analogue of
the quantum state,the retarded electrom agnetic �eld propagator(Coulom b’s law
in the nonrelativistic approxim ation) is the analogue ofthe perception operators,
and theelectrom agnetic�eld determ ined by theworldlinesofthecharged particles
and by the retarded propagatoris the m entalworld. (Here you can see that this
analogueofSensibleQuantum M echanicsisvalid only ifthereareno freeincom ing
electrom agnetic waves.) Atthe levelofSensationalQuantum M echanics,atwhich
them entalworld m ay a�ectthephysicalworld,thecharged particleworldlinesare
partially determ ined by the electrom agnetic �eld through the change in the action
itcauses.(Thism oreuni�ed fram ework betterexplainsthepreviouslevelbutdoes
notviolateitsdescription,which sim ply had theparticleworldlinesgiven.) Atayet
higherlevel,there isthe possibility ofincom ing free electrom agnetic waves,which
would violate the previousfram eworksthatassum ed the electrom agnetic �eld was
uniquely determ ined by the charged particle worldlines. Finally,at a stillhigher
level,therem ightbean even m oreunifying fram ework in which both charged par-
ticlesand theelectrom agnetic�eld areseen asm odesofa singleentity (e.g.,totake
a popularcurrentspeculation,a superstring).

Therefore,although itisdoubtfulthatSensible Quantum M echanicsisthecor-
rectfram ework forthe �nalunifying theory (ifone doesindeed exist),itseem sto
m e to be a m ove in thatdirection thatisconsistentwith whatwe presently know
aboutconsciousnessand thephysicalworld.
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