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A bstract

W e propose a realistic, spacetin e Interpretation of quantum
theory in which reality constitutes a singk history obeying a \law
ofm otion" that m akes de nite, but incom plete, predictions about
its behavior. W e associate a \quantum m easure" | S| to the set
S of histories, and point out that | S| fil lls a sum rule gen—
eralizing that of classical probability theory. W e interpret | S|
as a \propensity", m aking this precise by stating a criterion for
| S | =0 to Im ply \preclusion" (m eaning that the true history w ill
not lie In S). T he criterion involres triads of correlated events, and
in application to electron-electron scattering, for exam ple, it yields
de nite predictions about the electron tra Ectories them selves, in—
dependently of any m easuring devices which m ight or m ight not
be present. (In thisway, we can give an ob fective account of m ea—
suram ents.) Two un nished aspects of the interpretation involve
conditonalpreclision (which apparently requires a notion of coarse-
graining for its form ulation) and the need to \locate spacetin e re—
gions In advance" without the aid of a xed background m etric
(which can be achieved in the context of conditional preclusion via
a construction which m akes sense both in continuum graviy and
In the discrete setting of causal set theory).

Three P rinciples

Let m e begin by listing three principles and asking whether or not they are
com patible w th quantum m echanical practice (as opposed to one or another inter—
pretation of a particular m athem atical version of the quantum formm alism ). T here
are m any reasons for raising such a question, but to m y m ind the m ost im portant
is the need to construct an interpretive fram ework for quantum gravity, which I
believe we w illattain only by holding onto these principles (cf. [1]). In the present
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talk, Iwilltry to convince you that this belief is viable by sketching an interpreta—
tive fram ew ork for quantum m echanics in general, which honors the principles, but
which will still allow us to continue using quantum theory in the m anner to which
we have grown accustom ed.

T he three principles In question are those of Realism , of the Spacetim e Char-
acter of reality, and of the Singke W orHd.

By realim /ob gctivity Im ean for exam ple that in electron-electron scattering,
the electrons exist and have de nite tra fctordes, and that consequently a statem ent
ofthe form \the electronsnever scatter at 90 degrees" ism eaningfiilin itself, w thout
needing to be reinterpreted as shorthand for \Ifwe set up detectors at 90 degrees
they w ill never register an event".

By the spacetim e- (or better the \history") character of reality, I m ean for
exam ple that i is the 4-m etric *g,p, which is realand not the \wave-fiilnction of the
universe" , or for that m atter, som e purely spatial positive-de nite m etric 3gjk .

By the principle of the single world, Im ean for exam pl that in an electron
di raction experin ent, the electron traverses a single de nite slit, and not som ehow
two slits sim ultaneously, or one slit in one \world" and another slit in som e other
world. But \real" and \single" does not entail \determ inistic", and I do not m ean
to deny that (on current evidence) the world is fundam entally stochastjc| so that,
for exam ple, the electron’s past tra fctory does not detem ine fully what its future
tra pctory w ill be.

T he m otivation for these principles com es partly from fam iliar philosophical
worries and partly from the profcted needs of quantum gravity. The so—called
C openhagen Interpretation has no answer to the question \W ho shall cbserve the
observer?", no way to give a rationalaccount of \wave function collapse", and m ore
generally no escape from the vicious circle that we ourselves are m ade out of atom s
and therefore cannot bem ore realthan they are (cf. R]). In the early unjyerse| one
ofthem ain anticipated eldsofapplication of quantum gravity| these questions as—
sum e a m uch greater practical In portance, because then there were no observers at
all, and having to refer to that era through the indirect m edium ofpresent-day ob-
servations would com plicate unbearably the already di cul questions of quantum
coam ology. For quantum gravity m ore generally, its fiindam ental di eom orphian —
Invariance m eans that only global properties of the m etric have physical m eaning,
and i is hard to see how such properties could be reduced to statem ents about
ob Ects tied to spacelike hypersurfaces, like the wave-function and spatialm etric of
canonical quantum gravity. Hence the need for a spacetin e character. A s for the



\singleness"of the world, it is hard form e to in agine w hat the contrary hypothesis
m ight m ean, or how physics can have any predictive content at all if everything
conceivable actually occurs.*

But do the facts of quantum m echanics actually allow us to hold on to these
three principles? Perhaps the strongest argum ent that they must, is m erely an
appeal to the obvious truth that we (or at least m ost of us) experience a single
world of really existing ob fcts extended in spacetin e. If this is in fact the nature
of our experience, then logically it ought not to be possible to force us to some
other viewpojnt| egoecially if the character of that other viewpoint is precissly
to elevate our sub Ective experience above what we naively take to be ob gctive
reality. H ow ever convincing such reasoningm ight be, though, it doesnot yet suggest
concretely how a realistic, spacetin e account of quantum m echanics would go. For
that, we must look to the theory itself.

The Sum -over-histories

O fthe existing formm ulations ofquantum m echanics, the only one w hich provides
a starting point for constructing a spacetin e fram ew ork is of course the sum -over—
histordes form ulation, which in fact is explicitly called a \spacetin e approach" in
one of the founding papers on the subect B]. In that fom ulation, the central
dynam ical quantity is what I will call the \quantum m easure"¥ 5 jofa subsst S
of the space H of all possibl histories BIBAIB]. Here \history" is a synonym
for \possble reality", the concrete m eaning of which depends on what one takes
to be the basic form ofm atter one is dealing w ith: a collection of particle world-
lines or spacetin e elds; a 4-din ensional Lorentzian m anifold; a causal set [6]; or
whatever.* Iw illm aintain that the task of understanding quantum m echanics in a

* Beyond this general rem ark, T nd i hard to comm ent explicitly on the \m any
worlds" interpretation, because T have never achieved a clear understanding ofw hat
it is intended tomean. If T had to put my nger on what seem s m ost obscure to
m e, I probably would choose to em phasize the socalled \pointer basis problem ".

¥ Not to be confused w ith the so-called m easure-factor in the path integral, which
corresponds to only part of what is here m eant by the m easure.

* N otice that this usage is in one way m uch m ore restrictive than that of reference
[7], where arbitrary sequences of pro fction operators qualify as \histories". N otice
as well, that a change In how one identi es the basic \substance" will In general
change the m eaning ofthe principle that one and only one history is realized. T hus,
when In the introduction I illustrated this principle w ith the statem ent that the



m anner com patible w ith the three principles enunciated above w illbe accom plished
ifwe sucoeed In understanding them eaning ofthe quantum m easure In a way w hich
frees i from any reference to the custom ary apparatus of expectation-values and
w ave-function collapse.

In non—relativistic quantum m echanics or quantum eld theory, the m easure
B jof a particular subset S of the space of all histordes H is a nonnegative real
num ber com puted by a ratherpeculiar looking rule @] [7] B], which involvesnot just
individual \paths" or \histories", but pairs of them , corresponding to the fam iliar
fact that probabilities tum out to be quadratic rather than linear in the basic
am plitudes. Speci cally the rule is

X

Bi= <D (17 2); 1)
17 2287

where initial conditions are assum ed to be given at som e early tine (pbefore any
tin e to which the properties de ning S refer), and one has introduced a truncation
time (or hypersurface) T which is late enough to be after any tin e to which the
properties de ning S refer. Then ;1 and , are truncated histories which em erge
from the Initialspacetin e region w ith som e (pint) am plitude and propagateto T ;
and D ( 1; ») iseither zero or the product of w ith the am plitude of , tim es the
com plex conjigate of the am plitude of 1, according as the paths ; and , either
do not ordo com e together at T (In the eld theory case \com ing together" m eans
having equal restriction to the hypersurface T ). P ictorially this expression appears
asin gure 1. The corresponding form ula in operator language is §j= trC ;C
where , is an initial density operator and C is the operator which propagates
forward when the dom ain of integration in the path-integral is restricted to just
those belonging to S. Notice that the realpart operator < can be om itted
w ithout changing the value ofthe sum (1).)

electron traverses only a single slit, I was assum ing that electrons and spacetin e
itself are, if not fundam ental, then em ergent in such a way that the concept of
electron tra ctory continues tom ake sense as a property ofa single history. By way
of contrast, the analogous assum ption would seem considerably less warranted in
the case of photon tra ectories, or exam ple, w hich have to be reinterpreted In temm s
of eld con gurations if one takes the electrom agnetic eld to be the findam ental

reality.
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Figure 1 D e nition ofthe quantum m easure In non-relativistic quantum m echanics

In the special case that the st S is de ned by requiring the history to be-
long to speci ed regions of con guration space at speci ed mom entsoftine, $ jre—
duces to the usualquantum m echanicalprobability that the corresoonding position—
m easuram entsw illallyield a m ative resuls, but this special case can exhaust the
physical m eaning of the m easure only to the extent that we retreat from a fully
spacetin e picture to som ething like a pre+relativistic one, thereby running head-on
nto what is often called the \prcblem oftin e in quantum graviy." To avoid such
an eventuality, wemust nd an interpretation of § jwhich frankly adopts a space—
tin e standpoint rather than appealing to som e notion of position-m easurem ents at
speci ed tim es.

To grasp the m eaning of quantum m echanics from such a standpoint m eans
rst of all to understand why the m easure assum es the peculiar \quadratic" form
that it does, and second of all | and m ore In portantly | to specify the physical
meaning ofthemeasure j J (In e ect its predictive content) w ithout appealing to
the notion of cbservation or m easuram ent as an unde ned prin itive of the theory.

Let us take up these two questions in tum.

Quantum M easure T heory

Seen In the way I am advocating, quantum m echanics is a direct descendent
of the classical theory of stochastic processes [P], and di ers from it only in that a
di erent \probability calculus" is involved, nam ely that of classicalm easure theory
(@ point stressed early on in [10]). C lassicalm easure theory also attaches a num —
ber 3 0 to each (measurabl) set of histordes, but there B jhas an Inm ediate



iInterpretation as a probability, and accordingly obeys the classical sum rule W ith
t ’ denoting dispint union),

L@®;B)=RAtBj RAJ BI=0; @)

which allow s the m easure to be given a frequency interpretation.
In the quantum generalization, $ jis still 0 but () gets weakened to the
follow Ing pair of axiom s, any solution of which m ay be called a quantum m easure.

Ni=0) AtNJ= RAJ 3)

La;B;C)=AtBtCj AtBJ AtCj) BtCi AjJt B+t L£3=0 @)

O fthese two axiom s, only the rst seam s clearly essential for the type of interpreta—
tion to be given below . T he second on the other hand, m akes the quantum m easure
what it is, and can be thought of concretely in termm s of the \3-slit experin ent", or
m ore generally in connection w ith any process in which three m utually exclusive
altematives interfere [11]. Indeed, the 3-slit-experin ent can be said to epitom ize
quantum m echanics by illustrating the possibility of interference on one hand (ie.
the fact that I, does not always vanish), and on the other hand the fact that no
new type of Interference arises when one passes from two altematives to three or
m ore.

In this sense, quantum m echanics is a rather m ild generalization of classical
m easure theory, and (4) isonly the rstofan in nite hierarchy of successively m ore
general sum -rules,

L=0) I3=0) L=0) ;

each form ed using the sam e pattem of even m inus odd, and each of which m ight
serve as the basis for a further generalization of the quantum fom alism . [L1] An
experim ental search for 3altemative interference, therefore, would provide a \null
test" of one of the halim arks of quantum m echanics, and| were the test to fail]
m ight suggest the need fOor generalizing (4) in the direction of one of the higher
sum -rules.?

¥ These sum —rules appear to have a theoretical relevance entirely independent of
w hether there exist physical processes w hich directly em body them . A spointed out
by D .M eyer [12], such processes, ifthey existed, could be used to solve in polynom ial
tin e certain classes of problem s which would take exponentially long using classical
or quantum ocom putations. Indeed, there seem s to be an entire hierarchy of new
com putational com plexity classes, corresponding to the sum rules I, = 0 forn =
4;5;6;:::.



H ere, however, Iwant to em phasize not the possibility of firther generalization,
but the extent to which the sum wule (4) accounts for the \quadratic character" of
the quantum m easure as expressed In (1). In fact one can prove that, given any
set-function 7 JjfPrwhich Z@ ;B ;C ) vanishes identically, the de nition

IA;B)= A[BJt RA\Bj AnBj PnAj

provides a function of pairs of sets which: (i) extends the function I, ofeq. (2) to
overlapping argum ents; (ii) is additive separately in each argum ent:

IALtB;C)=I@R;C)+IB;C);

and (iii) allows j jitself to be recovered via the equaliy
o1
nj= EI(A;A):

Thus I @A ;B ) corregponds to (tw ice) the real part of the \decoherence fiinctional”
D &a;B).]

In this sense, the fact that the quantum m easure can be derived from a \de—
coherence function" is explained by the sum rule (4). However (4) by iself does
not explain the appearance in quantum theory of com plex num bers| together w ith
the associated unitarity | nor does i entail the \M arkov" character of the m easure
(m eaning the fact that am plitudes evolve locally in tin e via the Schrodinger equa-—
tion). On the other hand realistic quantum system s are in practice always open,
and therefore their evolution is strictly speaking neither unitary norM arkovian (cf.
[13], 4] and the st reference in B]). Thus, the extra generality a orded by the
\quantum m easure theory" fram ew ork is, in practice, already needed for the correct
description of everyday system s, whatever m ay be its ultim ate fate in connection
w ith quantum gravity.

The M eaning of the M easure

W e saw above that the quantum m easure reduces in special cases to a quantity
w hich one could consistently interpret as the probability ofan a m ative outcom e
of a sequence of position m easurem ents. M ore generally one can presum ably think
of $ jas a kind of \propensity of realization" ofthe sst S H . W e m ight expect,
for exam ple, that the ratio $ 3= H nS jindicates how m uch \m ore likely" the actual
history is to be found in S than in its complement. But since j jdoes not In
generalobey the classical sum rule (2), it isnot a probability in the ordinary sense,
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and it is not obvious how to m ake such a notion of \m ore lkely" quantitative in a
m eaningfiil and consistent m anner. In pondering this task, it seem s approprate to
enquire m ore closely Into what ism eant by probability in the classical case.

Even classically, probability is hard to understand because it seem s to govem
how a history will develop, but In retrospect is now here visble in how the history
actually has developed. (The chance of rain as of yesterday was only 20% , but
today it is raining.) In som e hard to de ne sense, probability refers to that which
doesn’t exist aswellas to that which does, a characteristic which is re ected in the
fact that we often speak of it in temm s of in aginary ensem bles of universes.

O ne way to extract a positive m eaning out of probabilistic assertions w ithout
invoking an in nite ensam ble of universes is to appeal to the notion of preclusion *,
which ism eant to express the idea that certain events are so unlikely as to be \es—
sentially inpossble". W e may say, for exam ple, that in a trial of ten thousand
tosses of a fair coin, it is \precluded" that heads w ill com e up ten thousand tim es.
M ore generally, we can try to substitute the conoept of preclusion for that of prob-
ability, and seek the dynam ical content of a theory in its statem ents of preclusion.
In thisway, the predictions we can m ake becom e \de nite" but incom plete.¥ That
is, the statem ent that a certain subset S H isprecluded, m eans that the actual
history willnot belong to S; it is thus a de nite assertion about , but not one
that detem ines in all its details, as a prediction in celestialm echanics would, for
exam ple.

Having decided to interpret probability in tem s of preclusion, one still has
the further task of incorporating the fact that what is precluded isnot xed once
and for all, but rather \changes w ith tim e"; or in other words the fact that the
foture is conditioned on the past. (Thus, it m ay be that in 1858 the Am erican
Cwil W ar was still not inevitable, but that peace becam e precluided when John
B rown was hanged | at least thiswas an in plication ofhis gallow s address). To do
this one needs to be able to m ake conditional statem ents of the form , \If the past

* Thistem isborrowed from [L5] and belongs to the interpretation of probabiliy
which seem s to go by the nam e of \C oumot’s P rinciple".

¥ Unfortunately, they also becom e im precise to the extent that the criterion for
preclusion is itself in precise, which it necessarily is classically, and quite possibly
also must be quantum m echanically. M ore generally, i m ay be that one loses
som ething by reducing probability to preclusion, but at last the resulting concept
is relatively precise and ob Ective.



has such and such properties then such and such a future possibility is precluded”.
W ith a classicalprobability m easure, the criterion for conditional preclision can be
derived from the criterion for absolute preclusion juist by relativizing the m easure
to the approprate subspace of H . W ith a quantum m easure, things w ill be m ore
com plicated.

So far In this section we have m ainly been review ng how one can interpret
classical probability-m easures In tem s of preclusion. T he challenge now isto nd
a sin ilar schem e for interpreting the quantum measure j J a scheme powerful
enough to allow us to m ake the predictions on whose sucoess our belief in quantum
m echanics isbased. In the ram ainder ofthispaper, Iw illpropose a candidate schem e
ofthiskind. It is a bi com plicated, but in its own way natural, and perhaps even
consistent. I would be surprised if the further working out of this interpretation
did not change m any of its details (for exam ple the shapes of the spacetin e regions
which enter), but I also feel that it is broadly on the right track.

C riteria for P reclusion (unconditional case)

Let us assum e, for the m om ent, a non-dynam ical spacetine M wih a xed
causal structure, and consider an event E de ned in a region R M . Here \an
event" m eans jist a set of histories E H ), and describing it as \de ned n R "
w illm ean that the properties w hich determ ine w hether a given history belongsto
E ornot pertain only to the portion of within R (speci cally to ’s intersection
with R if it is a set of world lines, its restriction to R if it isa eld, etc). W e now
ask, \W hen is such an event E precluded?"

An answer given along the lines of [L6]would be som ething like, \E isprecluded
when £ j= 0 (or< ) and we can operationally distinguish E from its com plem ent,
but we cannot operationally distinguish subsets of E from each other". For ex—
am ple, in a two-slit experin ent, the arrival of the electron at a dark band on the
screen would be precluded because it has m easure zero, and we can tell whether
the electron has Janded there rather than elsew here, but we cannot tellw hich ofthe
tw o slits it traversed.)

T he trouble w ith this crterion, of course, is that it appeals to our possibility
of know ledge, which is at once sub fctive and vague.* O n the other hand, it won’t
do jast to drop allquali cation and say that E ispreclided whenever itsm easure is

* which is not to say that the criterion could not stillbe perfectly satisfactory in
m any situations.



su ciently sn all. T hat criterion would be ob fective and wellkde ned, but it would
In general lead to the absurd resul that everything would be precluded.

A striking illustration ofthisdi culty is fumished by the threeslit experim ent
referred to earlier, which we m ay idealize for present purposes as a source em itting
soinless particles w hich In pinge on a di raction grating w ith three slits. (See gure
2.) Let P be a spacetine region| dealized as a pojnt| which is aligned w ith the
central slit and consequently sits w ithin a \bright band" of the di raction pattem.
For such a point, the rule (1) yields a nonzero value for the m easure f1;2;3gjof
the set of allworld lines that arrive at P via any one of the slits, and we know , in
fact, that if we ook for the particle at P by placing a detector there, we w ill often

nd it. On the other hand, we can choose the separation between the slits so that,
when taken in pairs f1;2g or £2;3g, the am plitudes cancel, and correspondingly,
the measures of E = fl;2g and of I = £2;3g willvanish: £ j= ¥ j= 0. An
unrestricted preclusion rule would then entail that the actual history could belong
neither to E nor to F, whence it could not arrive at P at a]l| a false prediction.
M ore generally, one can typically embed any given history ina subsstS H of
zero m easure, w hence every possibility w ithout exception would be ruled out by an
unrestricted preclusion rule.Y

Figure 2 Possible histordes in three-slit di raction

¥ Tn a certain sense the sam e problem is present even classically (where for ex—
am ple, each single Brownian path taken individually is of m easure zero), but the
contradiction in the quantum case ism ade worse by the e ects of interference. If
despite this, one could som ehow \leam to live w ith the contradiction", as one does
in the case of classical probability theory, then the rem ainder of this paper would
be super uous.
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To avoid such nonsensical conclusions, we are obliged to place further lim its
on the application of the preclusion conospt. In seeking Inspiration for such a
m odi ed criterion, it is natural to refer m entally to m easurem ent situations; for
they are one arena where contradictions of the above sort are avoided. W e m ay
therefore sugpect that there is som ething special about m easurem ent situations
w hich, if correctly identi ed, would provide a prototype on which a m ore general,
ob ctive Interpretation of the quantum m easure could be m odeled. But what is
this gpecial feature? If your answer tums on \am pli cation" and the decohering of
m acroscopically distinct altematives, you w illbe Jed in the direction ofa \consistent
histories" interpretation of quantum m echanics. If, on the contrary, you fasten on
the correlation which a m easurem ent sets up between observer and observed, you
w illbe led to the sort of schem e I am about to propose.*

T his schem e, speci cally, w illbe founded on the idea that the quantum m ea-
sure acquires predictive content only when varables belonging to two kinem atically

* Thismay be a good place to comm ent on the relation of my interpretation to
the consistent histories schem e, where by the latter T m ean especially the version
described In [7]. The two approaches agree on the spacetin e character of reality;
both take them easure j Jjto be the fundam ental quantity goveming the dynam ics;
and both attem pt to honor the \principle of realism -cb pctivity" by working w ith
\beables" (propertiesofhistories) ratherthan \observables". A spresented in [7]and
elsew here, the realistic agpect isnot som uch stressed, but this seem sm ore a m atter
of philosophical predisposition than of a genuine di erence in the schemes. The
realdi erence lies in the interpretation ofthe m easure. T he \consistent historians"
would in e ect reduce the quantum sum —rule Iz = 0 back to the classical one
I, = 0 by lin iting the dom ain of J Jjto a suitable fam ily of subsets (\coarsegrained
histordes"). In thisway \consistency" isachieved, in the sense that one has retumed
to classical probability theory, but direct contact w ith the m icro-w orld tends to be
lost (because decoherence tends to require m acroscopic ob fcts), and the principle
of the single world is sacri ced to the extent that the choice of coarssegraining is
non-unique, leading either to con icting probability predictions or the adm ission of
several distinct \worlds", each with its own dynam ical laws [17]. Tn contrast, my
approach em braces the non-classical behavior of the m easure as that which m akes
quantum m echanicswhat it is, and triesto Interpret j jdirectly via a preclusion rule
which is strong enough to justify standard applications of the quantum form alism,
but weak enough to avoid the kind of contradiction exposed above. D espite these
di erences there are m any paralkels and connections between the schem es, som e of
which should be apparent in the follow ing pages.
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independent subsystem s becom e correlated, orm ore accurately, since neither \kine—
m atic independence" nor \subsystem " has any de nite m eaning in general, when
there occur correltions between events which (in the technical sense introduced
above) are de ned in spacelike separated regions ofM .

T his isthe basic idea, but itsm ost straightforw ard im plem entation doesnot en—
tirely elin nate the problem of \overlapping preclusions", ofwhich the 3-slit di rac—
tion describbed above is only the sim plest instance. M ore com plicated instances re—
m ain, where the problam s arise from specious correlations betw een non-interacting
system s containing \null events" (events ofm easure 0), or from correlations of the
sort that occur in the K ochen-Specker version of the \EPRB "-experin ent. T here
is no space here to explain these problem s in detail @ fuller account w ill appear
elsew here), but the attem pt to fram e a preclusion criterion which can exclide both
typesofdi culty leadsone to introduce a third spacetim e region, whose e ect isnot
only to rem ove the unw anted preclusions, but also (as an unanticipated bene t) to
broaden the range of inferences one can draw about the past in situationsw here the
new criterion is satis ed. (Incidentally, m ost of the problem situations just alluded
to have in plications for consistent histories as well, where they typically provide
new types of exam ples of m utually inconsistent coarssegrainings. For instance, in
the 3-slit situation above, £1;2gt £3g and flgt £2;3g are both \consistent" coarse—
grainings in them selves, but for the rst, only altemative £3g can happen, w hereas
for the second, only altemative f1g can happen.)

T he speci ¢ criterion or preclusion ruk which em ergesm ay be stated form ally
as llows (see gure 3). Let I, ITI and III be a triple or \trdiad" of spacetim e
regions, and oreach R = I;II;III Bt EX (1= 1l:::n) be a system ofn events
de ned in R . Let regions I and I be spacelike to each other, with ITT equalto the

comm on future ofI [ II; or in form ulas:
I\II and ITI = fmture (@) \ ture(TI);

where R \S’m eans that every elem ent ofR is spacelike to every elem ent of S, and
future R )’ denotes the set ofallpoints w hich are to the future of every elem ent of
R.ForeachR = I;II;III,lttheE} partitionH @meaningthatH = t;E} istheir
dispint union; such system s of events are often called \exclusive and exhaustive").
Further, ket BY denote an arbitrary \sub-event" (ie. subset) ofE ¥, also de ned in
R . Calla triple i, j, k \diagonal" when i= j= k, and \o -diagonal" otherw ise.
T hen, the criterion com prises two assertions. F irst, if

FTINEIT\NE 3= 0 5)
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in allo -diagonalcases and for all choices of sub-events @iR , then every o -diagonal
eventE{ \ E jU \ E ' is precluded. Second, if in addition to (5) we have

EIVEIT\E{T3=0 ©)

for som e particular i, then that E; itself is precluded. (N otice that In the presence
of BG), (6) entailsE{ = E{' = E{'f = 0 by the axiom (3).) M oreover, these
in plications w ill, if necessary ¥, be taken to hold when \= 0" is replaced by \< ,
for su ciently snall ".

© &

Figure 3 A triad of spacetin e regions

The e ect of this rule is to delineate a class of situations In which one can
uphold the idea that sets of zero m easure are precluded, even if (@s we have seen)
this idea cannot consistently be m aintained in general. Speci cally, the criterion
tells us that certain threeway correlations which are \present in the m easure" will
in fact be present in the history itself*, and that when such a correlation is in

Y That such a \fuzzing" m ight conceivably be dispensed w ith, is due to the fact
that the m easure of a nontrivial quantum altemative can vanish exactly, unlke in
classical probability theory.

* The Indirect wording ofthe criterion, w hich expresses a correlation asthe negation
of its negation, could be avoided if the opposite of preclision could be de ned
directly, but this seem s to be in possible because there is no analog of being of
probability 1 for the quantum measure (which is unbounded above, due to the
possibility of constructive interference) .
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force, not only are allthe \o diagonal” possibilities precluded, but also any ofthe
\diagonal" ones which are them selves of zero m easure.

I
i

- QE e
T

H

€ = Preseat
Bz = absent

Figure 4 a Correlations In electron-electron scattering

W e can illustrate the m eaning of our preclusion criterion wih an idealized
acoount of the scattering of low -energy polarized electrons in their center of m ass
fram e (see Figure 4). In that situation the am plitude for the electrons to em erge
other than in approxin ately opposite directions is zero, as is the am plitude for
them to scatter at 90 degrees (due to the ferm ionic cancelation betw een \exchanged"
tra pctordes) . T hen, let us choose our regions I and IT to be situated sim ultaneously
in tin e, and spatially opposite each otherw ith respect to the scattering center; and
Jet their extension be lJarge enough so that the corregponding \uncertainty principle
disturbances" of the electrons’ energy and m om entum are negligble. Let us take
event E | to be the presence of an electron in I, and E ; to be the com plem entary
possbility (@bsence of any electron there), w ith the E {T de ned analogously. For
the corresponding pair of events in region I1I, we can take the presence or absence
of an electron at som e convenient location w ithin ITTI to which the continuation of
a scattering tra fctory through region I (say) would lead.

14



Figure 4 b The sam e scattering as a spacetin e diagram

Then the st clause of the preclusion criterion w ill be satis ed, whence we
can assert that either there will be electrons in both regions or in neither (and
the form er happens if and only if the electron traversing region I also is found at
the \con m Ing" location within region III). By appealing to a su cient num ber
of such trads, we can then clain that the electrons do in reality em erge opposite
each other (to an accuracy govemed by the region size). Recall that this assertion
concems the tra ectordes them selves, and is to be regarded as m eaningfiil w hether
or not the regions are provided w ith electron detectors.”

For an application of the second clause of the preclusion criterion, we can now
choose regions I and II to be at 90 and 270 respectively, and then we predict
that no electron w ill appear in either region. O nce again, this is a prediction about
the electrons them selves, Independently of any apparatus which wem ight installto
help con m the prediction experin entally.

(T he illustration of the preclusion criterion we have Just given deals directly
w ith the behavior ofm icroscopic ob fcts. For m acroscopic ob fcts such asm easur—
Ing instrum ents, the possible triads are m uch m ore num erous and harder to analyze
com pletely, but it appears plausible that every m acroscopic event is enm eshed in a
wealth oftriads in such a m anner that one can conclude that, in an actualensam ble

¥ A slightly m ore elaborate argum ent along sim ilar lines im plies that, in a di ac—
tion experim ent, the electron actually avoids the \dark" regions, whether or not a
detecting screen is present. Such a conclision m ight seem even m ore striking than
the one just discussed for electron scattering. H owever it also tums out to be less
\stable" against sm all changes to the form ulation of the preclusion criterion.
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of repeated m easurem ents, it is preclided to obtain a set of resuls very far from
those predicted by application of the usual probability rules. Here one would in
e ect be using the concept of preclusion in its classical form , relying on the inde-
pendence of the separate trials and the decoherence of the Individual outcom es to
m ake the law of Jarge num bers work as it does classically.)

A Tthough there is no room for a thorough m otivation of the above preclision
rule (or \criterion"), a w com m ents and observations seem in order.

F irst, the criterion is tim easym m etric due to the placem ent of region III to
the future, rather than the past, of the other two regions. P erhaps this asym m etry
corresponds In som e m anner to the T-asymm etry of \wave-function collapse" in
traditional interpretations, or perhaps it is m ore findam ental, since the collapse—
asym m etry iswellknow n to disappear w hen one expresses the probabilities directly
In tem s of products of the corresponding pro fctions operators [18].

Second, the correlations which gure In our criterion are obvious generaliza—
tions of correlations w hich routinely occur in the course of ordinary m easuram ents,
where E{ (say) would be a particular property of the \m icro-ob fct", E [ the cor-
responding response of the \instrum ent", and E ', for exam ple, a record kept of
the result. The only aspect of our rule that could not be directly m otivated by this
paradigm is the requirem ent that regions I and II be spacelike separated. (N otice
however that the asym m etry in ordinary m easurem ents between observer and cb—
served isnotm irrored by any asym m etry between regions I and IT in our preclision
nile.)

But why did we need region IIT at all? A sm entioned above, the m otivating
exam ple is a G edankenexperim ent in which 117 Stem-G erlach analyzers for each of
tw o correlated spin-1 particles are set in place w ith each analyzer followed by a \re—
com biner" which undoes itse ect. W ith approprate settings for the analyzers one
predicts m ore overlapping correlations than the particles can consistently satisfy.*

* The logical contradiction Involved here is the sam e one which show s that local
hidden variable theories can never reproduce the pattem of perfect correlations
predicted by quantum m echanics for a pair of suitably \entangled" spin-1 particles.
T his is a stronger contradiction than provided by B ell’s Inequality, because it isnot
m erely probabilistic, but operates Instead at the level of logic. T hat the analysis of
[19] can be usad to strengthen Bell's result in thisway was pointed out in 20], and
m ade the basis ofa G edankenexperin ent utilizing Stem-G erlach soin-analyzers and
recom biners in R1] (see also R2]). To exhibit the contradiction experim entally, one
m ust set the analyzersto 117 di erent spin-axesduring the course ofthe experin ent.
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The e ect of requiring correlation w ith region I1I aswell, isto orreagiven I I
correlation to \persist" long enough that som e of the others w ith which it would
con ict can no longer have their regions I and II mutually spacelike.

Region IIT is also helpfulwhen we want to draw conclusions about the past
in the m anner of geology. Since none of the exploits of the dinosaurs w ere spacelike
to our discovery of their fossils, it wouldn’t work to take these events as belonging
to regions I and II, but we can associate the fossils to region I1T, once it hasbeen
Introduced into the schem e.

C onditional P reclusion

B oth in science and in daily life, the predictionswem ake rest on presuppositions
about the past, presuppositions which in practice derive partly from know ledge
obtained through observation and partly from them ore or lessde nite assum ptions
we m ake about initial conditions which we m ight in agine as being at the tim e of
the bigbang or the In m ediately preceding quantum era). If all valid assertions of
preclusion could be founded on the initial conditions alone, then there would be no
need for a separate criterion for conditional preclision, since the latter would just
be a special case of absolute preclusion. (Conditionalpreclusion ofan event A given
the (earlier) event B , would just signify absolute preclusion of their \conjunction"
A \ B .) However, there seam s little progoect in practice of reducing the necessary
Input to coan ological initial conditions, and I suspect it could not even be done in
principle. If so, we need a logically ssparate rule for conditional preclusion, and I
o er here a very prelin nary suggestion ofhow it should go.

N o doubt it would be adequate, from a practical point of view , to em ploy the
rule from classicalprobability theory that we Incorporate our know ledge of the past
Just by relativizing the m easure we use for fiiture events to that know ledge; that
is, In com puting the m easure B jof a future event we would restrict the sum in
equation (1) to histories com patible with our know ledge. H owever satisfactory
such a rule m ight be for practical purposes, though, it does not appear possible to
restate it ob Ectively w ithout com Ing Into con ict w ith the principle of the single
world. Take two-slit Interference, for exam ple. W e can certainly com pute that
arrival at a detector in a dark band is precluded if we apply our criterion at a
m om ent just after the electron laves the source, but what about jast after it has

An analogous G edankenexperim ent involving three spin-1/2 particles but only two
distinct settings for each analyzer was given subsequently in R3].
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passed through one ofthe slits? At that stage the Interfering altemative isno longer
available, but by de nition the preclusion cannot have gone aw ay, even though the
relativized m easure of the event \arrivalat the detector" isno longer zero.* In fact,
ifwe were to specify the electron’s w orld-line w ith full precision, and then relativize
to the corresponding subset ofhistordes, it would be as ifwe had forced the electron
\by thought alone" into a position eigenstate, and our ensuing predictions would
be com pletely erroneous.

To state the di culyy m ore generally, it seam s that we should be able to m ake
statem ents like: \If the actualhistory is an extension of the (particular) initial
segm ent b, then such and such a set S ofpossble future developm ents ofb is pre—
cluded"; yet adopting as the criterion for such statem ents our earlier preclusion rule
w ith the m easure restricted to those histories sharing the com m on initial segm ent
b yields the w rong results.

W hat seem s to be needed isa way to bring som e ofthe \bypassed" altematives
back into the picture, or In other language, to \fizz out" the initial segm ent b on
w hich we condition the de nition of the relativized m easure. It appears reasonable
to take this fizzing to be induced by a coarsegraining of the gravitational eld?,
since that plausbly would have the desired e ect, in the two-slit case for exam —
ple, of allow ing a w ide latitude to the electron tra ectory while still keeping the
di raction grating welldocalized. If fuzzing via gravitational coarsegraining is the
right approach, there still rem ains the question ofhow much fuzzing to perfom , to
which a reasonable answerm ight be that preclusions arrived at by any xed degree
of fuzzing are valid.

W hen Spacetim e is D ynam ical...

W hen spacetin e is dynam ical (ie. In quantum gravity) our preclision rule
becom esm eaningless unless there is a way to specify in advance the triads of space—
tin e regions in tem s of which it is phrased. Indeed, one m ight think to discem
an unbreakable vicious circle here, because it seem s in possble to locate a region
not yet In being w ithout having the kind of advanced know ledge of the geom etry
w hich could only be provided via preclusion statem ents, whosem eaning relieson the

* This is doubtless a m a pr reason why people have felt driven to abandon realian
In interpreting quantum m echanics.

¥ In causalset theory such coarse graining am ounts to passing to a random ly chosen
subset of the true causal set R4]
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ability to Jocate spacetin e regions in advance. T his circle is related to what is som e-
tim es called \the problem oftim e", and onem ight try to resolve by nding a way
to identify the regions in question by m eans of Invariant properties like curvature-
Invariants or their discrete analogs. Such an approach m ight or m ight not appear
prom ising, but here T only want to point out, w fthout trying to provide a de nitive
answ er to the question that, in connection w ith conditional preclision, there exists
another, m uch m ore speci c way to \locate" future regions, by \progcting forward
from what already exists".

AN

N o

"//n// s

Figure 5 Locating future regions in a dynam ical spacetim e

A s an illustration, ket M (the history) be a Lorentzian m anifold, and lt us
condition on the property that M contain som e de nite initial segm ent w ith future
boundary . (See Figure 5.) Then if a and b are any two dispint regions on

, their fiture dom ains of dependence w ill necessarily be regions of M which are
dispint and spacelike ssparated. Hence they can be used for regions I and II of
a triad, w ith region III then being de ned| as a]ways| IntetmsofI and IT. In
formulas, I=D"' @), II= D" (), III = fature() \ future(II). (N otice that in
the causal set case, exactly the sam e de nitions work if we interpret D @) as the
\double causalcom plem ent" ofa (cf. 5]),D @)= a®= fxBy;y\a) x\yg, where
R? = fxPBr 2 R;r\xg.) Clearly, many other constructions of a sin ilar type are
possible, and would also su ce to specify \in advance" de nite regions I and IT to
the future of

W hat M ore is N eeded?
W hatm ore isneeded in orderto give uscon dence that the interpretive schem e
outlined above is truly adequate to its task? Several further steps seem called for.
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F irst of all one must look for rem aining contradictions which even our m ore
restrictive preclision criterion m ay stillnot have elin inated. Iwould confcture that
none w illbe found, but on the other hand, I have no good idea how one m ight go
about providing a proof for this con cture. Perhaps one can be satis ed if enough
attem pts to construct a contradiction fail, m uch asone hasgained con dence in the
consistency of Zem elo-Fraenkel set theory as the anticipated contradictions have
failed to m aterialize. A related question is whether the introduction of a small
number into our preclusion criterion is really needed, or whether it su ces to
assert preclusion for sets whose m easure vanishes exactly. Perhaps this question
w ill prove easier to settle than that of consistency in general.

One should also think through a number of everyday situations (including
m easurem ent situations) to see if enough triads are present to justify the kinds of
conclusionswe nom ally draw , not only in quantum m echanical situations, butm ore
generally. For exam ple, can we conclide that the starlight we see when we look out
at the sky was am itted by actual stars situated along our past light-cone? Here
there do seem to be triads of the required type as illustrated in F igure 6, whhere our
detection ofthe light occurs in region I, and region III contains, say, ourm &m ory
of jast having seen a star. A peculiarity of the preclusion rule in this situation is
that event I cannot be taken to be the am ission of the light itself, as that would
not be spacelike to region II. Instead, we can choose region I just to the future
of the light’s path, w ith the corresponding event being the presence of the star
there. W hat such a triad lets us conclude is that a star was present Just after the
earliest photon we received would have been em itted. A lthough the logic here is a
bit di erent from what one is used to, the conclusion itself is indistinguishable in
practice from what we nom ally obtain.

mw
4

Star
Figure 6 Stargazing
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A third desideratum , of course, would be the sharpened conception of fizziness
needed to render the notion of conditionalprechision precise. A nd once this is found,
it should be checked whether the resulting criterion for conditional preclusion is
adequate to its task, which includes a requirem ent that it be free of the kind of
Inconsistency we discussed above (of too m any possibbilities precluded) .

Fourth, som e further developm ents of quantum m easure theory, though not
logically necessary for the Interpretive fram ew ork, would also be desirable. In par-
ticular, i would be nice to understand what extra conditions on the m easure cor-
respond to unitary evolution, ie. what conditions would cause the m easure to be
expressible in the form (1) with B jindependent of the choice of T .

F inally, if m ore tasks are needed, there is the one for which all of the above is
Just preparation: nd the right space of histories and the appropriate m easure on
it to describe quantum gravigy!

Iwould lke to express my gratitude to R . Salgado for his help w ith the dia—
gram s. T his research was partly supported by N SF grant PHY -9307570.
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