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Quantum Informm ation science is a source of task-related axiom s whose consequences can
be explored in general settings encom passing quantum m echanics, classical theory, and
more. Quantum states are com pendia of probabilities for the outcom es of possible oper—
ations we m ay perform a system : \operational states." I discuss general fram ew orks for
\operationaltheories" (sets ofpossible operational states ofa system ), in which convexity
plays key role. The m ain technical content of the paper is In a theoram that any such
theory naturally gives rise to a \weak e ect algebra" when outcom es having the sam e
probability in all states are denti ed, and in the introduction of a notion of \operation
algebra" that also takes account of sequential and conditional operations. Such fram e-
works are appropriate for nvestigating what things look lke from an \inside view," ie.
for descrbing perspectival nfom ation that one subsystem of the world can have about
another. Understanding how such view s can com bine, and whether an overall \geom et—
ric" picture (\outside view ") coordinating them allcan be had, even ifthis picture is very
di erent in structure from the perspectives w ithin it, is the key to whether we m ay be
able to achieve a uni ed, \ob fctive" physical view In which quantum m echanics is the
approprate description for certain perspectives, or w hether quantum m echanics is truly
telling us we m ust go beyond this \geom etric" concsption of physics.

Keywords: quantum infom ation ; foundations of quantum m echanics ; quantum com —
putation ; quantum logic ; convexiy ; operational theories PACS oodes:

1. Introduction

T he central question quantum m echanics raises for the foundations of physics is w hether
the attem pt to get a physical picture, from \outside" the cbserver, of the observer’'s
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Interaction w ith the world, a picture which view s the cbserver as part of a reality which
is at least roughly described by som e m athem atical structure, which is nterpreted by
pointing out where In this structure we, the observers and experin enters, show up, and
why things end up looking as they do to observers in our position, is doomed. The
\relative state" picture that arises when one tries to describe the whole shebang by an
ob petively existing quantum state is unattractive, and m any seek to interpret quantum

states instead as sub fctive, \Inform ation" about how our m anipulations of the world
could tum out. W hatever else they m ay be the quantum states of systam s clearly are
com pendia of probabilities for the outcom es ofpossible operationswem ay perform on the
system s: \operationalstates." An operationaltheory isa speci cation ofthe set ofpossible
operations on a system and a set of adm issble operational states. This \operational”
point of view can be usefil whether one wants to consider the operational theory as for
som e reason allwe can hope for, or as a description of how perspectives look w ithin an
overarching theory such as the relative state interpretation R SI).

W hile i has not yet m ade a decisive contribution toward resolving this tension, by fo—
cussing on the rol of inform ation held (through entanglem ent or correlation) or obtained
oy m easurem ent) by one system about another Q IP concentrates one’s attention on the
practical in portance of such m easurem ents, and develops exibility in m oving between
the Inside and outside view s of such infom ation-gathering processes. It thus provides
tools and concepts, as well as the everpresent aw areness, lkely to be usefiill In resolving
this tension, if that is possible.

T his paper is dedicated to the m em ordes of two researchers In quantum foundations, who
I knew only through their collaborators and their work: Rcb C liffon and Gottfided T .
(\Freddy") Ruttin an. They w ill conthhue to In uence and inspire for the duration ofthe
Intellectual adventure of understanding, at the deepest lvel, our theories of the world.
T heir work is particularly relevant to the them es of this paper. A Igebraic quantum eld
theory is an exam pl of integrating localperspectives (ocal -algebras of cbservables) nto
a coherent overall structure; C liffton m ade desp investigations nto foundational issues in
AQFT | forexample,Clifton and Halvorsor {2001) considers entanglem ent in this setting.
He was also nvolved in one of the m ost spectacular successes to date of the profct of
applying quantum Infom ation-theoretic axiom s to quantum foundations (Clifton et all,
2004). Ruttim an’s work Involved, for exam ple, linearization theorem s for latticedased
quantum logics (Ruttim an,11993) which parallel and pre gure the ones discussed herein
for convex e ect-algebras, and investigation of the relation between the property lattice
and face Jattice of a state space [Ruttim an,|1981).

T he paper is organized as follow s. Section I considers som e salient general in plications of
Q Is for foundational questions (irrespective of its contributions to this projct). Section
3 discusses the relative state and \sub fctive” view s on the oundations of quantum m e—
chanics. Section [4 discusses w hether and how the perspectives of di erent observers can
be combined, via tensor products and other constructions. Section [ constructs \weak
e ect algebras" from probability com pendia via identi cation of probabilistically equiva—
lent outcom es, review s operational quantum logic, especially convex e ect algebras, and



Introduces the notion of operation algebra which form alizes the notion ofdoing operations
n sequence, possbly conditioned on the results of previous operations. In Section [4, I
brie y consider uses of the fram ework In applying Q IP ideas to foundational questions.

A majpr part of em pirical quantum logic is \deriving quantum m echanics.” The hope
is that if this can be done wih axiom s whose operational, lnfom ation-processing, or
Inform ation-theoretic m eaning is clar, then one will have a particularly nice kind of
answer to the question \W hy quantum m echanics?" Q I/QC provides a source of ax—
iom s, w ith natural interpretations Involving the possibbility or In possibility of inform ation—
theoretic tasks. T his is Ikely to contribute to whicheverm ode of resolution tumsout to be
right. W ithin the \geom etric" or \ob fctive overall picture" resolution, one m ight cbtain
theanswer: W hy quantum m echanics? \Because it’s the sort of structure you’d expect for
describing certain perspectives (of the sort beings ke us w ind up w ith) that occur \from

the inside point of view " w ithin an overarching picture of this [ 1l in the blank] sort."

The blank m ight be lled n wih a speci ¢ overarching physical theory, or w th fairly

general features. A sin ilar answerm ight arise from the m ore \sub fctivist" point of view

on quantum states. W hy quantum m echanics? \Because it's the sort of structure you’d
expect for describbing the perspectives \from the nside point of view " w ithin a reality of
this sort, which reality is however not com pletely describable In physical tem s, so that
these pergpectives are as good as physics ever gets." Those who anticipate or hope for
a physical picture, ncluding relative state-ers, and those who think such an overarching
physical picture unlkely to em erge, can nevertheless fruitfilly pursue sin ilar progcts us—
g axiom atic argum ents nvolring the notion of \operational theory" to derive quantum

m echanics, to understand, how i di ers from or is sin ilar to other conceivable theories,
and the extent to which it does or does not follow from elem entary conceptual require—
m ents (cneway In which it could be \a law ofthought") or, In a m ore K antian or perhaps
\anthropic" way, from the possibility of rationalbeings lke us (@ di erent way In which

i could be \a law of thought"). D etailsm ight depend on one’s orientation : sub fctivists
m ight bem ore inclined to axiom s stressing the form alanalogies between density m atrices
and probability distribbutions, and between quantum \ocollapse" and B ayesian updating of
probability distributions [Fudhs, 120014). But since on the \overarching physical picture
w ith perspectives" view the probabilities are also tied to a \sub fctive," perspectival el-
em ent, the Bayesian analogy is quite naturalon this picture too. T he close link between
\am pirical operational theories" and perspectival nform ation that one subsystem of the
world can have about another, and the im portance of tasks, of what can and cannot be
done from a given perspective, suggests that generalized nfom ation theory and nfor-
m ation processing, of which Q IS supplies a m ain exam pl, willplay a m apr roke in this
progct.

2.Q1IP : The power of the peculiar

V irtually all of the m ain agpects of quantum m echanics exploited In Q IP protocols have
been understood for decades to be In portant peculiarities of quantum m echanics. The
nonlocal correlations allow ed by entanglem ent are exploited by betterthan-classical com —



munication com plexity protocols Buhman et all, 11997); the necessity of disturbance
when Inform ation is gathered on a genuinely quantum ensemble [Fudhs and Peres, [1995;
Bamuml, 1996, 12001; Banaszek, 2001; Bennett et all, 11994; Bamum et all, 2001), closely
related to the \no—<loning theoram " W _ootters and Zurek,11987) and no-broadcasting the—
orem {Bamum et all, [1996; T.indblad,|1999), is the basis of quantum cryptography; the
ability to obtain Infom ation com plem entary to that availbbl In the standard com pu-—
tational basis is the heart of the historic series of algorithm s due to D eutsdh (19885),
D eutsch and Jozsd (1994), ISin o {1997), Bemstein and Vazirani (1997), and culm nat-
Ing n Shor's (1994;11997) polynom ialtin e factoring algorithm . T hese peculiarities are
no longer just curosities, paradoxes, philbsophers’ conundrum s, they now have worldly
power.

A number of m ore speci ¢ and/or technical points on which Q IP has contrbuted, or
show s potential to contribute, som ething new to old debates can be identi ed. First, Q TP

provides tools w ith which to analyze m uch m ore precisely and algorithm ically questions
ofwhat can and cannot bem easured W _ignet,11957;|A rakiand Yanase,1960;Reck et all,
1994), or otherw ised accom plished, either precisely or approxin ately, In quantum me-
chanics. Som e m easuram ents are even uncom putable in essentially the sam e sense as are
som e partial recursive functions in classical com puter science. This raises the issue of
the extent to which \operational” lin itations, hcliding basic and highly theoretical ones
such as com putability, should be built Into our basic form alism s, and what it m eans for
the interpretation of those form alisn s and the \reality" of the ob gcts they refer to, if
they are not. Seocond, Q IP technigues and conospts such as error-correction and active
and passive stabilization and controlprom ise to allow a m uch m ore system atic approach
than previously to experim ents and thought-experim ents suggested by foundational nves-
tigations. Third, Q IP has dem onstrated the pow er of taking the form al analogy betw een
quantum density m atrices and classical probability distribbutions seriously. M ost things
one does w ith probability distributions in classical inform ation theory have (som etim es
multiple) natural quantum analogues when quantum states replace probability distriou—
tions. Fourth, Q IP provides a source of natural \operational" questions about whether
certain inform ation-processing tasks can or cannot be perform ed, usabl when consid—
ering em pirical theories m ore general than quantum mechanics. Also, QP may be a
natural source of exam ples of em pirical theories. These arise when one considers at—
tam pts to perform quantum Infom ation processing w ith the restricted m eansavailable In
som e proposed In plem entation of quantum ocom puting. For exam ple, Q IP considerations
stimulated som e of us Bamum et all, 12004) to generalize the notion of \entanglem ent"

to pairs of lie algebras and beyond that to pairs of ordered lnear soaces.

3. Relative state vs. inform ation interpretation of quantum m echanics

The central tension in Interpreting quantum m echanics is between the idea that we are
part ofa quantum world, m ade of quantum stu interacting w ith quantum stu , evolving
according to the Schrodinger equation, and the apparent fact that when we evolre so
as to correlate our state w ith that of som e other quantum system which is lmitially iIn



a superposition, we get a single m easuram ent outcom e, w ith probabilities given by the
squared m oduli of coe cients of the profctions of the state onto subspaces in which
we see a de nite m easurem ent outcom e. The R ST reconciks these ideas by taking the
view that the experience of cbtaining a de nite m easurem ent result ishow things appear
from one point of view, our subspace of the world’s H ibert space, and the fill state
of the world is indeed a superposition. As I see it the correct way, on this view, to
acoount for the appearance that there is a single m easuram ent resul, is the idea that the
experience of a conscious history is associated w ith de nite m easuram ent resuls, so that
consciousness forkswhen a quantum m easurem ent ism ade Bamuml,|1990). Just asthere
is no consciousness w hose experience is that ofthe spacetin e region occupied by you, m e,
Halley’s com et, and the kft half of G eorges Sand, so, after a m easuram ent has correlated
m e w ith the the z—spin of an niially x-polarized photon, there is no consciousness whose
experience is that of the full superposition (or, once these branches ofm e are decohered,
of the corresponding m ixture) . Understanding w hy this happens as it does would appear
to Involve psychological/philosophical considerations about how m inds are individuated.
A more precise acocount must awai a better scienti ¢ understanding of consciousness,
though there are probably som e usefill things to be said by philosophers, psychologists,
biologists, and decoherence theordists. It is desply bound up w ith the problm of choosing
a \preferred basis" in the relative state interpretation (ie. the question, \relative to
what?"), and also w ith the problem ofw hat tensor factorization ofH ibert space to choose
In relativizing states, w hich appears in this light asthe question ofwhich subsystan s ofthe
universe support consciousness. T he stability of phenom ena and their relations enforced
by deocoherence m ay underly the ability to support consciousness.

D espite som etinm es conceding when pressed that they can’t show the R ST is Inconsistent,
its opponents also som etin es clain it is Inconsistent foran cbserver to view hin or herself
as described by quantum theory [Fudchs and Peres, [2000). T am not aware of a rigorous
argum ent for this, though. Even an argum ent wihin a toy m odel would be valuable.
But ven if it is shown that i would be inconsistent for an observer herself to have a
com plete quantum -m echanical description of herself, the system she is m easuring, and
the part of the universe that decoheres her \in the pointerbasis," that does not show that
such a description is itself nconsistent. Sin ilar \bizarre selfreferential logical paradoxes"
Fuchs and Peres (2000) seem jast as threatening (or not) for a classical description.

Som e Bilodeau {1996) think that QM is telling us we must abandon the \geom etric"
oonosption ofphysics asgiving usan \outside view " of reality. But Ithink that ratherthan
Just weloom ing the ability to view quantum m echanics as only approprate to describbing
an observer’s pergoective on a system , revelling in the sub fctivity of it all, the way it
perhaps lkaves room form ind, freew i, etc... asunanalyzed prin itives, it is stillprom isihg
to try to get a grip on these m atters \from an outside point of view ." An analogy m ight
be special relativity. Here, an overarching picture was achieved by taking seriously the
fact that position and tin e m easurem ents are done via operations, from the perspective
of particular ocbservers. T he heart of the theory is to coordinate those perspectives into
a globalM inkow ski space structure, explaining In the process certain aspects of the Iocal
operational picture (lke restrictions on the values of velocity m easurem ents). I don’t



think that we should yet give up on an attem pt at such coordination in the quantum
case, perhaps celkbrating the supposed fact that quantum m echanics has shown us that
it willbe im possible to achieve under the aegis of physics.

An in portant point brought out by the attem pt at a relative state interpretation of quan—
tum m echanics is the need to bring in, n addition to H ibert space, notions of preferred
subsystem s (\experin enter" and \system " perhaps also the \rest of the world") or pre—
ferred orthogonal subspace decom positions (choice of \pointer basis" [Zurek,[1981)). Ik
seam s unlikely, as Benam In Schum acher likes to point out, that a H ibert space, Ham it
tonian, and iniial state, will single out preferred subspace decom positions In which dy-
nam ics looks nontrivial, hence the RSI should involve agpects of physics beyond H ibert
goace. Schum acher also points out that a H am iltonian evolution on a H ilbert space can be
m ade to ook trivialby a tin edependent change ofbasis. If one takes the view that \the
classical world" is supposed to em erge from this structure #H ibert space, H am iltonian,
and initial state), then perhaps such transfom ations are kegitin ate. O n the other hand,
they are not wholly trivial: if one speci es a Ham iltonian dynam ics on a H ibert space,
one is in plicitly specifying two groups of canonical isom orphian s between a continuum of
H ibert spaces, continuously param etrized by tin e. O ne of them says what we m ean by
\sam e H ibert space at di erent tin es," providing a fram ew ork w ith respect to which we
can then de ne a H am iltonian evolution speci ed by the otherone. Iffwe could pick out a
set of subspaces that are specialw ith respect to this structure, that would be interesting.
I have doubts that we can; I also like Schum acher’s critician that this soeci cation of
\two connectionson a berbundle instead of just one" seem sm athem atically unnatural.
But I am not wholly convinced by Schum acher’s critician s. Iview the RSI kssasa way
of getting the classical world em erge from H ibert space, and m ore as a way of giving
a realistic Interpretation to H ibert space structure In the pressnce of additional struc—
ture such as preferred bases or subsystem decom positions that represent other aspects
of physics. Schum acher view s his argum ents as show Ing that one needs these additional
aspects ofphysics| "handles on H ibert space" | to get a canonical identi cation of, say,
bases from one tim e to the next (say the soin-up/down basis In a given reference fram e).
He Interprets this as show Ing the appropriateness of H ibert space descriptions for sub-
system s where the special structure lies in relations to other system s (such asm easuring
appartus), and the napproprateness of the H ibert space structure for the description of
the whole universe. T here are plenty of such non-H ibert space aspects of physics, invok/—
Ing symm etries, spacetin e structure. The need for renom alization and the di culties

w ith quantum gravity suggest som e di culty In squaring quantum m echanics w ith som e

of these \geom etrical," \outside" aspects of physics. Perhaps the distastefiil aspects of
the quantum -m echanical outside view m ay vanish once such a squaring, w ith whatever

exing is necessary from both sides, is acoom plished.

Bell showed that nonlocal hidden varables are the only non-conspiratorial way to real-
istically m odel the statistics of quantum m easurem ents. N on-conspiratorial refers to a
prohibition on explaining the statistics ofquantum m easurem ents by correlationsbetween
the hidden variables and what we \choos=" to m easure.) But when we are contem plating
quantizing the spacetin e m etric or otherw ise unifying gravity and quantum m echanics,



perhaps it is not too farfetched to im agine that spacetin e and causality w ill tum out to
be em ergent from a theory describing a structure at a m uch deeper level....if this structure
contains things whose e ects, at the em ergent level of spacetin e, can be Interpreted as
those of \nonlocal hidden variables," this should hardly surprise or dism ay us.

My view toward the RSIw ih m acroscopic superpositions ismuch lke E instein’s toward
taking quantum m echanics as a com plete physical theory: T just don’t think the universe
is like that. ISchulm an (1997) proposes to retain essentially a oneH ibert space, state—
vector evolving according to the Schrodinger equation, no-collapse version of quantum
m echanics, Interpreted realistically, but to bring In cosn ology and statistical m echanics
and argue that sym m etric consideration of nal conditions along w ith the usual Iniial
conditions (that the universe was once m uch denser and hotter than it is now) rules out
m acrosoopic superpositions. There is a lot to do to m ake this persuasive. Ik is certainly
an ingenious and appealing idea. And if it does work, I am fairly happy to retain the
rest of the relative state m etaphysics, now that Iw illnot be comm itted to the disturoing
existence of forking D oppelgangers in subspaces of H ibert space decohered from m e.

4. The com bination of perspectives

W e should continue to investigate both the Inside and outside view s of quantum system s,
and In Interpretationalm atters to pursue a better understanding both ofthe possibility of
view Ing quantum theory as about the dynam ics of inform ation-lke, perhaps sub Ective,
states, and of the possbility of view ing it as about the sorts of entanglem ent and correla—
tion relations that can arise between system s. A pxrin e exam pl of a worthw hilke program
along the fom er lines is the C avestudsSchack Bayesian approadh; a prin e exam ple of
a worthw hilke program along the latter lines is understanding how the probabilities for col-
lapse can be understood w ithin the R STD eutsdd (1999);W _allace: (2002), also as som ething
lke a Bayesian process of \gaining m ore inform ation about which branch of the wave-
function we are In." T he sin ilarity between these two program s is an exam pl ofhow the
operational approach is relevant to both: iInvestigate quantum m echanics’ properties as a
theory ofpersoectives of subsystem s on other system s, w ithout prejudging w hether ornot
the perspectives w ill tum out to be coordinatable into an overarching picture| Indeed,
while trying to ferret out how thism ight happen orbe shown to be inconsistent, and how
this possbility or in possbility m ay be re ected in the operational, persgoectivebound
structures.

The RovelliSm olin \relational quantum m echanics" approach suggests ways In which
quantum m echanics could be good for describing things from the point of view of subsys—
tam s, but not appropriate for the entire universe, but In which neverthelkss there exists
am athem atical sttucture| som ething like a topologicalquantum eld theory (TQFT) or
Soin foam | In which these local subsytem points of view are coordinated into an overall
m athem atical structure which, while its tem s m ay be radically di erent from those we
are used to, m ay stillbe viewed as in som e sense \ob fctive." Tt is still far from clear that
this can allow us to avoid the m ore grotesque aspects (proliferating m acroscopic superpo—



sitions viewed as ob fctively existing) and rem aining conosptual issues (how to dentify
a preferred tensor factorization, and/or preferred bases, In which to dentify \relative
states") of the E verett interpretation.

In TQFT 's or soin netw orks and generalizations, the description appropriate to \perspec-
tives" is stillH ibert soaces, but only In soecial cases do these com bine as tensor products.
Ifwe view am aniold as divided into \system " and \cbserver" via a cobordism , then as
the \observer" gets sm allenough, while the \system " gets larger, we start getting, not the
Increase in H ibert-space size to describe the systam that we m ight expect as the systam
gets larger, but a decrease In H ibert-space size whose heuristic Interpretation m ight be
that the observer has gotten so an all that it no longer has the possibility of m easuring
all the operators needed to describbe the \large" H ibert space one m ight have expected.
The H ibert space does not describe the \large" rest ofthe world; it descrbes the relation
between a an all cbserver and the larger rest of the world.

In these theordes, wem ight see how the quantum description of certain perspectives could
arise as a lim iting case of som e m ore general type of persoective, which necessarily also
arises In an overarching structure that includes quantum -m echanical perspectives in a
physically reasonable way. O rwem ight see how a non-tensor product law of com bination
of subsystem s| quantum or not| could be levant in som e situations. This is jast the
sort of thing that operational quantum logic aspires to investigate, and that m ight be
related to the ability to perfomm , or not, Infom ation-processing tasks.

5. Fram ew orks for em pirical operational theories

In this section Iw ill introduce fram eworks I nd particularly usefiil for thinking about em -
pirical operationaltheories. D avid[Foulis (1998) hasprovided a good review ofthe general

area ofm athem atical descriptions of operational theordies (which he calls \m athem atical

m etascience"). That review stresses concepts sin ilar to those I use here, notably that of

e ect algebras," introduced under this nam e by Foulis and Bennett (Foulis and Bennett,
1994), but also, as \weak orthoalgebras" in IG reuling (1989), and independently, in an
ordertheoretic form ulation, as \di erence posets" O “posets, forshort) by [K 6pka and C hovanec
{1994) . Longer and m ore technical introductions are availabl in [Foulis (2000) and W_ilce
2000) .

5.1. P robabilistic equivalence

M vy preferred approach to operational theordes starts from the com pendia of probabilities,
that are em pirically found to bepossible forthe di erent results ofdi erent possible opera—
tionson a system , and constructs variousm ore abstract structures for representing aspects
ofem ijdcaltheor:ies| e ect algebras, classical probability event—spaces, C -algebraic rep—
resentations, spaces of density operators on H ibert spaces, orthom odular lattices, or
w hat have you | from these. W ith m ost such types of abstract structures, the possibility
of constructing them from phenom enological theordes (sets of com pendia of probabilities



form easurem ent outocom es) w ill In pose restrictions on these sets of com pendia, and the
nature of these restrictions constitutes the em pirical signi cance of the statem ent that
our em pirical theory has this abstract structure. T his approach prom ises to system atize
our understanding of a w ide range of em pirical structures and their relationships, both
m athem atically and in their em pirical signi cance. The rwlationship to the probabilities
of experin ental outcom es has always been a crtical part of understanding these struc—
tures as em pirical theordes. T he gpace of \states" on such structures is also often a crucial
aid to understanding their abstract m athem atical structure. This is of a piece w ith the
situation in m any categories of m athem atical obects. [0;1] is a particularly sinple ex—
am ple of m any categories of \em pirical structure," and a state is a m orphisn onto i;
understanding the structure of som e m ore com plex ob fct in the category In tem s ofthe
set of allm orphisn s onto this sim ple ob ect is sin ilar to, say, understanding the structure
ofa group In tem s of its characters (m orphian s to a particularly sim ple group).

In thisprojct Im ake use of an idea which has com e In fora fairam ount of critician , but
hasbeen with us from early n thegame (cf. eg. M ackey,[1963),IC ooke and H ilgevoord
[1981) @ho even ascribe it to Bohr),Ludw ig 19832), M nik (1969) p. 14). This is the
notion of \probabilistic equivalence": two outcom es, of di erent operational procedures,
are viewed as equivalent, if they have the sam e probability \no m atter how the system is
prepared,” ie., in alladm issible states of the phenom enological theory. An interpretation
ofequivalent outcom es as \exhibiting the sam e e ect of system on apparatus" isprobably
due to Ludw ig, perhaps m otivating his term \e ect" for these equivalence classes (at
Jeast In the quantum case). It helps forestall the ob ction that two outcom es equivalent
iIn this sense may lad to di erent probabilities (conditional on the outocom es) for the
results of further m easurem ents. They are equivalent only as concems the e ect of the
system on the apparatus and ocbserver, not vice versa. The crtician in plicitly supposes
a fram ework In which operationsm ay be perform ed one after the other, so that outcom es
of such a sequence of N m easuram ents are strings of outcom es a;a, itay of ndividual
m easuram ents. Then a stricter notion of probabilistic equivalence m ay be introduced,
according to which two outoom es x and y are equivalent if for every outcom e a;b the
probability of axb is the sam e as that of ayb, In every state.

B efore considering in detailthe derivation ofthe structure ofthe set of probabilistic equiv—
alence classes (\e ects") of an operational theory, I will introduce som e of the abstract
structures we will end up with: e ect algebras and \weak e ect algebras," m otivating
them (In the case ofe ect algebras) w ith classical and quantum exam ples.

De nition 1 An e ectalgebra isan cogcthE;1; i, whereE isa sstof\e ects," 12 E,
and is a partialbinary operation on E which is (EA 1) strongly comm utative and (EA 2)
strongly associative. The quali er \strongly," which is not redundant only because  is
partial, indicates that if the sum s on one side of the equations for com m utativity and
associativity exist, so do those on the other side, and they are equal. In addition, (EA 3)
8e2 E;9 2E € f=u). (The exclam ation point indicates uniqueness. W e give this
unique £ the nam e &% it is also called the orthosupplam ent ofe.) (EA4) a 1 isde ned
only ora= 1% W e willoften call1° by the name \0".)
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Ifwe only require that the equalities specifying associativity @ ¢ = (@ b) c¢) and
commutativity @ b= b a) hold when both sides are de ned, allow ing the possibility
that one is de ned whil the other is not, we call these \weak com m utativity" and \weak
associativity."

In the e ect algebra E H ) of quantum m echanics (on a niedim ensional H ibert space
H, say), E is the uni interval of operators e such that 0 e I on the H ibert space,

is ordinary addition of operators restricted to this nterval (thus e £ is unde ned
when e+ £ > I), 1 isthe ddentity operator I, and = I e, 0 0 is the zero operator.
A clssical example is the set F of \fuzzy ssts" ona nitesst = £ ;5 49 Which
are functions from  to [0;1]), with as ordinary pointw ise addition of functions (ie.
denngf+gby f+9)K)=fX)+ gx) except that £ g isunde ned when £ + g’s
range is not contained in [0;1]), and 1 the constant function whose value is1. ¥ ;1; i
is an e ect algebra ocbviously isom orphic to the restriction of the quantum e ect algebra
on a d-din ensional H ibert space to e ectswhich are alldiagonalizable In the sam e basis.
These \fuzzy sets" may be interpreted as the outcom es of \flizzy m easurem ents" in a
situation where there are d underlying potential atom ic \sharp" m easurem ent resuls or
\ negrained outcom es," but our apparatus m ay have aritrarily m any possble m eter
readings, connected to these \atom ic outcom es" by a noisy channel (stochastic m atrix
of transition probabilities, which are In fact the d values taken by the function (e ect)
representing a (ot necessarily atom ic) \outcom e".).

W e consider variousm odi cations ofthe e ect algebra notion. W e introduce \weak e ect
algebras" which are EA ’s in which strong associativity EA 2) is replaced by weak associa—
tivity. An orthoalgebra instead addsthe axiom (QADS5) thatx x existsonly orx = 0. The
progctors on a quantum -m echanical systam , with the sam e de nitions ofl; asapply
tom ore general POVM elam ents, are an exam plk (@aswellasbeing a sub-e ect algebra of
E®H)). W ilce considered \partial abelian sam igroups," PA Ses) which require only EA 1)
and (EA 2); various com binations of additional requiram ents then give a rem arkably w ide
variety of algebraic structures that have been considered In operational quantum logic,
Including e ect algebras, test spaces, E-test spaces, and other things. In particular, an
e ect algebra is a positive, unital, cancellative, PA'S (see below ).

A state ! on a weak e ect algebra HE; ;11 is a function from E to [0;1] satisfying:
l@ b=!'@+!0;!'@1)=1:A nie rrsolution ofuniy in a weak e ect algebra (to
be interpreted astheabstractar%,abgueofameaa;ren ent) isa s=stR such that ,gra= 1.
So for a resolution ofunity R, _,; ! @) = 1: the probabilities of m easurem ent results
add to one. A morpohian from one W EA E to another F isa function :E ! F such
that @ by = @) (); it is called faithfiil if in addition, (Ig) = 1z, where 1z and
1y aretheunisofE and F . 0;1],wih addition restricted to the interval, isan e ect
algebra, so a state on E isa faithfilm orphisn from E.

I will attem pt to avoid issues involving e ect algebras and W EA’s where E is In nie
and In nite resolutions of unity are de ned, though nite din ensional quantum m echan—
ics is properly done that way. ([Feldman and W iloe, 11993), Bugajkiet all 2000) and
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Gudder and G reechie {2000), for exam ple treat these issues.) To this end Iwill assum e
that EA’'sand W EA's are bcally nite: resolitions ofunity in them have nite cardinal-
ity. For nite d-dim ensionalquantum m echanics, m ost things should work the sam e ifwe
restrict ourselves to work w ith resolutions of unity into d? elem ents.

Now, Iwill relate this abstract structure to phenom enological theories, by show Ing that
one can derive a natural weak e ect algebra from any phenom enological theory. The
operation ofthe weak e ect algebra w ill be the in age, under our construction, of the
binary relationsOR (_) iIn the standard propositional logics (one for each m easurem ent)
of propositions about the outocom es of a given m easuram ent. (T his is one jasti cation for
calling e ect algebras \logics".)

In orderto describe this construction, we rst review Boolean algebras. A Boolean algebra
is an orthooom plem ented distributive lattice. A lattice is a structure hL;_ ;" i, where L
isa set, _ " totalbinary operations on L w ith the follow ing properties. B oth operations
are associative, com m utative, and idem potent (idem potent means, eg., @” a= a)). In
addition, together they are absorptive: a”™ @_b)= a;a_ @” b)= a:_ isusually called
pin, © isusually called m est. T hese properties are satis ed by ltting L be any powerset
(the set of subsets of a given set), and the operations_ ;" correspond to [;\ . ForL = 2%
(the power set 0f X ) we call this Jattice the subset httice 0of X . An in portant altemative
characterization of a lattice is as a set partially ordered by a relation we willcall . If
every pair (x;y) of elem ents have both a greatest lower bound (inf) and a last upper
bound (sup) according to this ordering, we callthese x* vy and x__y, respectively, and the
set is a Jattice w ith respect to these operations. A 1so, for any lattice as de ned above, we
may de ne a partialordering such that *, _ are Inf, sup, respectively, in the ordering.
So the two characterizations are equivalent.

A Jattice is said to be distributive ifm eet distrbutesover pin:a_ 0" c) = @_b " @_c) :
(T his statem ent is equivalent to its dual (the statement wih ~ $ _ ). IfL containstop
and bottom elem entsw ith regpect to  ,we callthem 1 and 0. They m ay be equivalently
bede nedviaa= a”*l;a=a_0fralla2 L.Wede nebtobea cmpknentofa if
a”b= 0and a_ b= 1. Complments are unique In distrbutive lattices, not necessarily
S0 In m ore general lattices. W hen all com plam ents are unigque, we w rite com plem entation
as a unary relation (operation) % this relation is not necessarily totaleven in distrbutive
lattices with 0;1. A Boolkan lhathHice, or Boolkan algebra, is a distrbutive lattice w ith
0;1, In which every elem ent has a com plam ent. Any subset lattice L = 2* is a Boolan
algebra, with 0= ; and 1= X .

De nition 2 A (bcally nite) phenom enobgicaltheory P isa set M of dispint nite
sets M , together wjjfnPa st of functions (\states") ! from @1l of) [y 2p M to D;1]
such that oranyM , _,, ! ®)= 1.

M are the possible m easurem ents; taking them to be disppint m eans we are not allow ing
any a priori identi cation of outocom es of di erent m easuram ent procedures. is the sst
of phenom enologically adm issible com pendia of probabilities for m easurem ent outcom es.
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The sst M isan exampl ofwhat Foulis callsa \test space": a sst T of sets T,where T
m ay be interpreted as operations, (tests, proocedures, whatever you want to callthem ) and
theelementst2 T asoutoom esofthese operations. W ithout the interpretation, these are
better known in m athem atics as hypergraphs or set system s.) Callthe set of all outcom es

= [T . In general test spaces the T need not be dispint; here they are. Foulis calls
such test spaces \sam iclassical." (Som etim es a weak requirem ent of irredundancy, that
none of these sets is a proper subset of another, is In posed on test gpaces; it is autom atic
here.) Stateson test spaces are functions ! : ! [;1] such that wr | (© = 1 orany
T . It is only when a phenom enological theory is de ned as a set of states on a general
T, where a given outcom e may occur In di erent m easurem ents, that the question of
contextuality (does the probability of an outocom e depend on the m easuram ent it occurs
in?) arses at the phenom enoclogical Jlevel. By not adm itting such a prin itive notion of
\sam e outcom e," but distinguishing outcom es according to the m easurem ents they occur
In, the construction we m ake w ill guarantee noncontextuality of probabilities even at the
later stage where the theory is represented by a m ore abstract structure in which the
elem ents (e ects, or operations) that play the rol of outcom es m ay occur in di erent
operations. Though the rest of our discussion ignores it, the question of whether there
can be convincing reasons for adm itting a prim itive notion of \sam e outcom e" (based
perhaps on som e existing theory in temm s ofwhich the operations and experin ents of our
\phenom enological theory" are described) is worth further thought. A related point is
that test spaces provide a fram ew ork in which we can in plem ent a prin itive notion oftwo
outcom es of di erent m easurem ents being the sam e, but we cannot in plem ent a notion
oftw o outocom es of the sam e m easurem ent being the sam e (up to, say, arbitrary labeling).
A fom alisn in which one can is that of E-test spaces (the E is for e ect). These are
sets, not of sets of outcom es, but of m ultisets of outcom es. M ultisets are just sets w ith
multiplicity : each elem ent ofthe universe isnot jist in or out ofthe set, but in the set w ith
a certain nonnegative integer m ultijplicity. W here sets can be describbed by functions from
the universe to £0;1g (their characteristic finctions), m ultisets are describbed by fiinctions
from U to N. The set of resolutions of unity In an e ect algebra, shom of its algebraic
structure, is an E-test space wWhence the name). Not allE-test spaces are such that an
e ect algebra can be de ned on them ; those that are are called algebraic. Su ciently
nice E —test spaces are prealgebraic, and can be com pleted to be algebraic by adding m ore
m ultisets w thout enlarging the universe (Underlying set of outcom es).

To each phenom enological theory we m ay associate a set of Boolan algebras, one for
each m easuram ent. W e w ill call this set of B oolean algebras the \phenom enological Jogic"

of the theory; note, though, that i is independent of the statesst . These are jast

the subset lattices of the setsM , orwhat I previously called the \propositional logics" of
statem ents about the results ofthem easurem ents. W e w illdistinguish them by subscripts
on the connectives saying which m easurem ent is referred to, eg. "y (@lthough this is
redundant due to the dispintness of the m easurem ents).

T he phenom enological states ! of P naturally ]_'ylduoe states Whith we willalso call !)
on the ogicofP ,via ! (fag) = ! @), ! X ) = wox P ®). They willsatisfy ! M ) = 1
foreach M ,and ! (;) = 0.W e have, orexam plke (x and y are now subsets of outcom es),
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' vy)= ! ®)+! ) ! X'y Vy); Whith isequivalent to itsdual). W e callthe elem ents
ofthe Boolkan algebras of a phenom enological logic events, and we w ill refer to the set of
events of P asV.

D e nition 3 Events e;f are probabilistically equivalent, e £ in a phenom enolgical
theory if they have the sam e prokability under all states: 8! 2 ;! ) = ! (f) :

is cbviously an equivalence relation (symm etric, transitive, and re exive). Hence we
can divide it out of the s=t V, obtaining a sst V= =:E P ) of equivalence classes of
events which we will call the e ects of the theory P . W e have dependence on P, rather
than juist M , because although V dependson M butnot , dependsalsoon .) Call
the canonicalm ap that takeseach element a 2 V to itsequivalence class, \e." The in ages
eM ) ofthem easuram entsM under e are \m easurem ents ofe ects." Together they form
an E -test space asde ned above (@ set ofm ultisets) . W enow de ne on this space another
\logic" which is, at Jeast as far as possible, the sin ultaneous \in age" under the m ap e of
each of the Bookan algebrasM . To this end, we introduce a binary operation on the
e ect space.

De nition 4 ¢ e = el@a_y b) orsome a such thate, = e@), b such thate, = e (o),
and M such thata;b2 M buta\ b= ;.

Ifno such a;;M exist, isunde ned on the e ect space. (Ifthey do exist, we will say
they w itness the existence ofe; e,.) A spart ofthe proofofTheoram [[we w illshow from
the de nition ofthem ap e via probabilistic equivalence and the behavior of probabilities
w ith respect to _y ; that this de nition is independent of the choice ofa;lo;M .

Let ! © denote the function from the e ectsto 0;1] Induced in the cbviousway by a state
! on the Bookan algebra: e ects being equivalence classes of things having the sam e
value of ! , we ket ! ® take each equivalence class to ! s value on anything in it.

De nition 5 A sstofstates on aW EA E issparmting iforx;vy2 E; x6 y) 9! 2
(! &)6 ! ().

Theorem 1 The sest E P ) of e ects of a phenom enolgical theory P with sateset ,
equipped wih the operation of D ef. @ and the de nition 1 = ey ) (for some M )
constitutes a weak e ect algebra. T here exist phenom enological theories for which this is
properly weak, ie. notan e ectalgebra. Forall! 2 the functions ! © de ned alove are
states on the resulting weak e ectalgebra. € = £!°3 2 g is separatingon E P ).

T he proof is a straightforward veri cation of the axiom s and the statem ents about states
from the de nition, and an exam pl for the second sentence.
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Proof: W e begin by dem onstrating is in fact a partial binary operation. This
is done by verifying the independence, asserted above, of the de nition of from the
choice of a;l;M and of 1 from M . Suppose g = e@) = e(Q);e, = eb) = ed);a;b 2
M;cd2 Nj;a$ bjcé d;ja™y b= 0,c”y d= 0. Consider any state ! on the st of
Boolkan algebras which isalso n , the states of our phenom enological theory. By the

de ntion ofe, ! @)= ! () and ! = ! d) ;theere! @)+ ! )= ! )+ ! d).Now
l@_y b= '@+ ! ) becausca_y b= 0,and similarly ! c_xy d) = !+ ! @).
In otherwords, orany state ! 2 ,!@_vy b= ! (c_y d),0a_y band c_y dare

probabilistically equivalent, and correspond to the sam e e ect.

Each Bookan algebra contains a distinguished elem ent 1; by the de nition of stateon P,
these have probability zero, and one, respectively, n all states. Hence they each m ap to
a singk e ect, and these e ectswewillcall0 and u In the e ect algebra (verifying later
that 0 = 1° in the weak e ect algebra, so that it is consistent w ith the usualde nition of
OmhaWEA).Ofcourse, !°(1)= 1.k isaloeasytoseethat !1°x y)= !'°x) !°().
Hence the ! © are states, asclained. The sst  © is obviously separating. To be pedantic,
suppose there exist e ects x;y having ! ®(x) = !°(y) forall!® 2 ©. By the de nition of
19, 1° () isthe comm on value of ! on alleprein agesofx, and ! © (y) isthe comm on value
of ! on allepreim ages of y. If these values are the sam e forall ! ¢, then the prein ages of
x and ofy are all In the sam e equivalence class, so X = y. Hence, € is ssparating.

W e now verify that satis esthe weak e ect algebra axiom s.

EAL) Strongcomm utativity: Ifa;b2 M winessthe existence ofx v asdescribed In the
de nition of ,by symmetry of_y and *y Which enter symm etrically In the de nition
of ) they also wimess the existence of y  x and itsequality with x  vy.

W EA2) W eak associativity. Let a;b 2 M ;e@) = x;el) = y;a\ b= ;, o that a;b
w iness the existence of x  y, and also ket ¢;d 2 N and dispint, e(c) = z;ed) = x vy,
50 ¢;d w itness the existence of (x  y) z. Sin ilarly ket 1’;?2 P witness the existence of
y zanda%f 2 Q wimesstheexistenceofx (¢ z),sothate@®) = x;e(f)=y 2z, and
a%f aredispit. Then !1°x y)=!@ '@©and!'®(& y)) z)='!'@+! O+ ! @ :
Alo!®y z)=!¢) ' =!0 !'@,o!'°(x G z)=!@@) !'E="@)
') '@ :But!®(x vy) z)=!'*"x ¢ z) rall!*mpliesx y) z=x (y 2z)
by the fact that € is ssparating.

EA3)De nee’tobee@’), orany a such thate(@) = e, and a° is a’s unique com plem ent
in the Boolan algebra ofthem easurement M containing it. Since or any state, ! @°) =
1 ! @) and this probability is independent ofa as ong ase(@) = ¢, e’ as thus de ned
is lndependent of which a is chosen. M oreover, shce a*y a’= 0e & e@) e@?)
is de ned and equalto ef@a_y a% = e(ly ) = 1; so that ® as we just de ned i satis es

EA3).

EA4) Notethatx 1 isequaltoe@_y 1y ), forsomeM oontaining a and w ith unit 1y ,
wherea”y 1= 0and e@) = x. Buteach M hasaunique a such thata"y 1y = Ov ,
namely Oy . So an x such that x 1 exists; tmustbee(@y )= 0.
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This proves the rst part ofthe theorem . W e ram ark that 1° e (1% = e(Oy ), so de ning
0ase(y ) Drany M ocoincides with the usuale ect algebra de nition as 1°. W e now
construct the counterexam ple required by the sscond part.

C onsider a phenom enological theory consisting of states on the two atom ic Boolean alge—
bras:

M : (a b ) ( f
(

)
1
N : ( c ) (d ) ) ®

g

w ith the indicated a;::;;g being atom s of the Boolan algebras involved (\elem entary
m easurem ent outcom es"). The vertical Iining-up of parentheses in [Il) visually indicates
conditions we w ill in pose on the theory: that all states of our phenom enological theory
repect ' @_y b)= ! (©) and ! (f) = ! d_yx g); further, Jet our theory contain states
w ith nonzero probability for each of a;b;c;d;£;9. There are plenty of perfectly good
am pirical theories satisfying these constraints, but  on the e ect st of such a theory
w ill not exhibit strong associativity: although e@) e () exists and isequalto e(c), and
e(c) e(d) exists and is therefore equalto @) e@)) ed), noe ecth exists wih
eh)=ep) e@d). |

Conjpcture 1 (Com pletion conjcture for W EA ’s) LetE bea W EA obtained from

a phenom enolgical theory. A unigue e ect algebra E; which we call the com pktion of
E, can ke constructed from E as ollows. W henever only one side of the associativity
equation exists, In pose the equation (extend to contain the pair that would appear on
the other side). This can also be characterized as the sm allest e ect algebra containing E

as a subweak-—e ectalgebra (with the latter concept appropriately de ned).

T hus the welldeveloped and attractive theory of e ect algebras could be ussefil In this
m ore general context. The adjunction of these new relations and the new resolutions of
unity whose existence they in ply is an interesting theoreticalm ove. In constructing the-
ordes, we often suppose the existence of things that do not, at least niially, correspond
to things in the availabl phenom enology. T he idea of ncluding all Hemm itian operators
as cbservables In quantum m echanics is an exam ple; there has been much discussion of
w hether they are all operationally cbservable. This hasm otivated the search, often suc-
cessful, orm ethods ofm easuring observables that had previously not been m easured, and
the developm ent of a general theory of algorithm ic procedures form easurem ent. T he con—
“ecture above m ight m otivate the search for em piricalm ethods of m aking m easurem ents
which would correspond to the additional resolutions of uniy needed to m ake the initial
W EA into an e ect algebra. In any case, i is worth studying the nature of lnfom ation

processing and Infom ation theory (if the latter stillm akes sense) in properly weak e ect

algebras versus their com pletions.

W e are now ready for a few rem arks on the signi cance of G leason’s theoram (G leasond,
1957) In this context. G leason’stheorem saysthat in H ibert space dim ension greater than
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two, if mutually exclusive quantum m easurem ent resuls are associated with mutually
orthogonal subspaces of a H ibert space, and exhaustive sets of such m easurem ents to
direct sum decom positions of the space nto such subspaces, and if the probability of
getting the result associated to a given subspace In a given m easurem ent is independent
of the m easurem ent in which it occurs (\noncontextual") then the probabilities m ust be
given by the trace of the product of the pro gctor onto the given subspace w ith a density
operator. A sin ilar theoram resolutions of uniy into orthogonal proectors replaced by
resolutions into arbitrary positive operators has been obtained by Busd (1999), and
Independently by C aves, Fuchs, M annes, and Renes [Fudhs, 12001a/) . In the next section
we will see how this theorem is a case of a general fact about convex e ect algebras.

Som etin es G kason-type theoram s are used to justify the quantum probabiliy law . Then
one m ust justify the assum ptions that probabilities are noncontextual, and that they are
associated w ith orthogonal decom positions, or positive resolutions of unity, on a H ibert
space. A fhough Theoram [l gives structures W EA s) much m ore general than H ibert
Soace e ect algebras (or their subalgebras consisting of pro fctors), it autom atically re—
suls in noncontextualprobability law s. But he construction of W EA s In Theorem 1 starts
from probabilities, so i would be circularto use it to justify noncontextuality n an appeal
to G Jeason’s theoram to establish quantum probabilities. R ather, Theoram [0l says that we
can elegantly, conveniently represent any em pirical theory by a set of noncontextual prob—
ability assignm entson a certain W EA  (and, ifthe com pletion con cture is correct, embed
this in an e ect algebra). In the case of quantum theory, this general recipe provides both
the H ibert space structure and the trace rule for probabilities, as a representation of the
ocom pendium of \em pirical" probabilities perhaps som ew hat idealized by the assum ption
that any resolution of uniy can be m easured) of quantum theory.

T he generalization of G leason-lke theoraem s to weak e ect algebras, e ect algebras, and
sin ilar structures are theoram s characterizing the full set of possibl states on a given
such structure, or class of such structures. In the particular case of a H ibert space ef-
fect algebra, the Inport of the B/CFM R theorem , from our operational point of view,
is that the quantum states constitute the full state space of the \am pirically derived"
e ect algebra. This is egpecially Interesting since In other respects, the category ofe ect
algebras probably does not have enough structure to capture everything we would lke it
to about quantum m echanics: for exam ple, the natural category-theoretic notion of ten-
sor product ofe ect algebras (Dvurecenskij {1995); see also W _iloeer {1994,11994)), applied
to e ect algebras of nite din ensional H ibert spaces, does not give the e ect algebra of
the tensor product H ibert space (or of any H ibert space), as one sees from a result In
Fudhs (2001d) @ sim ilar result Involving profctors only is In [Foulis and Randall {1981)).
Possbly relatedly, a natural category of m oxphisn s for convex e ect algebras, those In—
duced by positive (orderpreserving) linear m aps on the underlying ordered linear space
(see below ), is larger In the quantum case than the \com pletely positive" m aps usually
considered reasonable for quantum dynam ics. N evertheless fora given H ibert space e ect
algebra, its set of all possible states is precisely the set of quantum states.

T he role of G keason-lke results depends to som e extent on point ofview . In the profct of
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exploiting the analogiesbetw een quantum statesand B ayesian probabilities, they can play
a nice conosptual roke. P robabilities are, roughly, \the right way" (honarchinm edeanity is-
sues aside) to represent uncertainty, and to represent rational preferences over uncertain
classical altematives. In this \Bayesian" progct, i would be very desirable to see quan—
tum states as \the right way" to dealw ith uncertainty in a nonclassical situation: the
H ibert space structure perhaps sum s up the \nonclassicality of the situation," and the
probabilities can be seen as just the consequence of \rationality” in that situation. This
suggests that the \structure of the nonclassical situation" m entioned above m ight be
described In term s of m easurem ent outcom es (som etim es called \propositions" or \prop—
erties") having probability zero or one; then G kason’s theorem or analogues for other
\property" structures, m ight give the set of possble probability assignm ents for such a
structure. This is related to the \G eneva" approach to em pirical theordes (rooted in the
work of Jauch and P iron on \property lattices").

52. Convex e ect algebras

Tt is natural to take the space of operations one m ay perform as convex. T his represents
the idea that given any operationsM ; andM ,,we can perform theoperation ( M 1; M )
(wWhere ; 0; 1+ = 1) Inwhith we perform one ofM ; orM ,, conditionalon the out—
com e of Jpping a suitably weighted coln (or, In m ore Bayesian termm s, arrange to believe
that these w ill be perform ed conditional on m utually exclusive events, to which we assign
probabilities 1; », that we believe to be independent of the results of m easurem ents on
the system under investigation). Ifwe looked at the coin face and saw the index \i" and
obtained the outcom e a ofM ;, this should correspond to an outcome aof ( (M 1; M),
and any state should satisfy ! ( a)= ! @).

Sin ilar assum ptions m ay be m ade at the level of e ect algebra. For e ect algebras con—
structed via probabilistic equivalence, they will be consequences of the convexity as—
sum ptions on the initial phenom enological theory; this will be worked out elsswhere.
One ocould also pursue the consequences of in posing a generalized convexiy based on
a more re ned notion of \vector probabilities", or other representations of uncertainty
by nonarchim edean order structures. Such generalized probabilities and utilities can
result from Savagelike representation theorem s for preferences satisfying \rationaliy"
axiom s but not certain technical axiom s that m ake possbl reatvaluied representations
{LaValle and Fishbum,|1992,11996;F ishbum and T.aValk,|1998). W ew illavoid such com —
plications, but know .ng about them m ay clarify the role of som e technical conditions in
resuls to be discussed below .

D e nition 6 A convex e ect algebra is an e ect algebra HE ;u; i with the additional
assum ptions that orevery a2 E and 2 [0;1] R there exists an ekementofE, callit
a,suchthat C1) (a)= ( )a, C2) If + 1 then a a exists and is equalto
(+ J)a, C3) @ b= a b (again, the tter exists), (C4) la= a. The m apping
al afrom ;1] E toE is calld the convex structure of the convex e ect algebra.
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Gudder and Puln annovd ({1996) showed that \any convex e ect algebra adm its a repre—
sentation as an initial interval of an ordered linear space,”" and in addition if the set of
states on the algebra is ssparating, the interval is generating. To understand this resul,
we review the m athem atical notion of a \regular" positive cone Which we will just call
cone); it is basic n quantum Infomm ation science, eg because the quantum states, the
separable states of a multjpartite quantum system , the com pletely positive m aps, the
positive m aps, unnom alized in each case, form such cones.

D e nition 7 A positive cone isa subset K ofa malvector space V closed underm ultipli-
cation by positive scalars. It is called reqular if it is (@) convex (equivalently, closed under
addition: K + K = K ), (o) generating K K = V, equivalently K linearly generates
V, () pointed ® \ K = ;, so that it contains no nonnull subgpace of V), and (d)
topologically closed (in the Euclidean m etric topology, for nite dim ension).

Such a positive cone induces a partialorder onV,denedbyx x y=x y2 K.
V; gx),orsometines (V;K ), is called an ordered linear space. The Hem iian operators
on a nitedin ensional com plex vector space, with the ordering induced by the cone
of positive sam ide nite operators, are an exampl. @A rhtion R is de ned to be a
partial order if it is re exive xR x), transitive XRy & yRz ) xR z) and antisymm etric
(xRy & YRx) ) x = y. Thepartialorders induced by cones have the property that they
are \a ne-com patbl": inequalities can be added, and muliplied by positive scalars.
If one ram oves the requirem ent that the cones be generating, cones are In one-to-one
corresoondence w ith a ne-com patible partial orderings. In fact, the categories of real
vector spaces w ith distinguished cones, and partially ordered linear soaces, are equivalent.

W e pause to m otivate som e of the seem Ingly technical conditions of reqularity. A regular
cone m ay represent the set of unnom alized probability states of a system , or a set of
soeci cations of expectation values of cbservables. T he nom alized statesm ay be gener—
ated by intersecting it with an a ne plane not containing the origin. C onvexity is fairly
clearly m otivated by operational considerations, such as those In the de nition of convex
e ect algebra above, or In the desire to have a nom alized state set given by intersecting
the cone w ith an a ne hyperplane be convex. Topological closure is required so that the
cone has extram e rays, and the convex sets we derive by, for instance, Intersecting it w ith
an a ne hyperplane, w ill have extram e points if that intersection is com pact; then the
K ren-M ilm an theorem states that these extram e points convexly generate the set. @n
a ne hyperplane is jist a translation ofa subspace: ford = 3, a 2-d hyperplane isa plane
n the sense of high school geom etry.) In \em pirically m otivated" settings such as ours,
iIn which them etric on the vector space w illbe related, via probabilities, to distinguisha—
bility of states or operations, lim it points can be as Indistinguishable as you want from
things already In the cone, so closing a cone cannot have em pirically cbservabl e ects,
and may as well be done if it is m athem atically convenient. In the presence of som e
of the other assum ptions, pointedness ensures that the intersection with an a ne plane
can be com pact. Its appearance in the representation theoram for convex e ect algebras
(foresum ably essentially because the convex sets one gets via states tend to be com pact
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Intersections of an a ne \nom alization" plane with such a cone) is one \operational”
Justi cation for pointedness. P ointedness also has a clear geom etric Interpretation: if the
subspace K \ K is onedin ensional, nstead of a \point" at zero the cone could have
an \edge," which is why nonpointed cones are often referred to as \wedges"; of course
dim ® \ K)> 1 isalso possbl for a nonpointed cone. The property of being gener—
ating is often appropriate because any non-generating cone generates a subspace, and we
may aswellwork there. W hen several cones are considered at once, thism ight no lIonger
be appropriate.

An initial intervalin such a space is an interval D;u] de ned as the st of things between
zero and u In the partialordering ,ie. fx2 V :0 x x  ug. Lk is generating
if it linearly generates V. It can be viewed as a convex e ect algebra by ktting be
vector addition restricted to [0;u] and the convex structure be the restriction of scalar
m ultiplication. T he representation theoram says any convex e ect algebra is isom orphic
(asa convex e ect algebra) to som e such linearconvex e ectalgebra (viaan a nemap). In

nite-dim ensional quantum m echanics the vector space and cone are H 4 and the positive
sam ide nite cone, and the interval referred to In the representation theorem is [0;I].

In addition to the requirem ents for stateson an e ect algebra, stateson a convex e ect al-
gbramustsatisfy ! ( a) = ! @). The sst ofallpossible stateson a convex e ect algebra
m ay be characterized via a version ofLemm a 3.3 ofiGudder, P1ulm annova, Buga ki, and Beltram etti
{1999), which describes it for Iineare ect algebras [0;u]. F irst, som e de nitions. The dual
vector space V. for realV is the space of linear functions (\fiinctionals") from V to R;
thedualoone K (it isa cone in V ) isthe set of linear functionals which are nonnegative
on K . Then (D;ul), the sst ofall stateson D;u] when the latter is viewed as a convex
e ect algebra, isprecisely the restriction to [0;u] ofthe set of linear fiinctionals £ positive
on K and with f @) = 1 (\nom alized" linear functionals). The restriction map is a
bipction. V iew Ing things geom etrically, the states (restricted fiinctionals) are n oneto—
one corregoondence w ith the (unrestricted) fiinctionals in the intersection of K w ith the
anepllneinV given by f @)= 1. Since any linear finctional on the d?-din ensional
vector space H 4 of Hem itian operators on CY has the om X 7 trAX forsomeA,
while the dual to the positive sam ide nite cone in H 4 is the set of such functionals for
which A 0 (ie., the positive sam ide nite cone is selffdual K = K )) thisLemm a tells
us that the states of a nitedin ensional H ibert space e ect algebra are precisely those
obtainable by tracing w ith density m atrices ; in other words, the G leason-type theoram
for POVM s is a case of this general characterization of states on convex e ect algebras.
T his illustrates the power and approprateness of this approach (and probably other con—
vex approaches, In which sim ilar characterizations probably exist) to em pirical theories,
and to problem s n quantum foundations. G keason’s theoram itself cannot be established
In this way, because the e ect algebra of profctors is not convex. However, there m ay
be a natural notion of \convexi cation" ofe ect algebras according to which [0;I] is the
convexi cation of the e ect algebra of profctors. Interesting questions are then, which
e ect algebras can be convexi ed, and forwhich ofthose (as forthe e ect algebra ofquan-
tum propctors) convexi cation does not shrink the state-space. C onversely, wem ight ask
for ways of identifying soecial subalgebras of e ect algebras, com posed of e ects having
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soecial properties ke \sharpness", perhaps having additional structure such as that ofan
orthoalgebra, and investigate the relation between state-ssts of e ect algebras and these
sub-algebras.

5.3. Sequential operations

T he operational approach Iam advocating suggests that one consider what generalkinds
of \resources" are availlble for perform ing operations. P rovided both system and ob—
server are su ciently \an all" portions of the universe, it m ay be reasonable to suppose

that the ocbserverm ay use yet other subsystem s (distinct from both observer and system )
as an \apparatus" or \ancilla" to aid In the perform ance of these operations, that the
apparatus m ay be mnitially lndependent of the systam and cbserver, and that the com -
bination of apparatus and system m ay be viewed as a system of the sam e general kind
as the original system , sub Ect to the sam e sort of em pirical operational theory, wih a
structure, and a state, sub fct to certain consistency conditions w ith that of the original
system . (Convexiy is a case of this, the ancilla finctioning as \dice.") It m ay be that
In som e lin its som e of these assum ptions break down, but it is still worth nvestigating
their consequences for several reasons: so that we can recognize breakdow ns m ore easily,
so that wem ay even acquire a theoretical understanding ofwhen and why to expect such
breakdow ns, and because we m ay gain a better understanding of why em pirical theories
valid in certain lim its (say, sn all cbserver, an all apparatus, an all system ) have the kind
of structure they do.

Besides convex com bination, other such elem entary combinations and conditionings of
operations should probably be allowed: essentially, the set of operations should be ex-—
tended to allow Including them as subroutines in a classical random ized com putation. © £
course, this will not alwvays be appropriate; for exam ple, in investigating or constructing
theories that are not even classically com putationally universal.) Am ong other things,
thism ight get usthe operation previously obtained asthe in age ofOR () in Boolkan
propositional logics about each operation’s outcom es, \for free," as we can use classical
circuitry to construct procedures whose outoom es naturally correspond to propositional
com binations of the outoom es of other procedures, and w illhave the sam e probabilities as
those com binations. This leads us to the consider the possibility that the st of possble
operations be closed under conditional com position. T hism eans that given any operation
M , and st of operationsM , 2 M , there is an operation consisting of perform ing
M , and, conditional on getting outcome ofM , then proceeding to perform M . This
assum ption is natural, but nevertheless substantive: one could in agine physical theordes
that did not satisfy i. Som e outcom es m ight destroy the system , or so aler it that we
can no longer perform on it all the procedures we could before. N evertheless, it is worth
nvestigating the structure of theordes satisying the assum ption (the theory of quantum

operationsbeing one such case). T he structures cbtained when conditional com position is
not universally possible m ight tum out to be understandable as partial versions of those
we obtaln when it is always possble, or In som e other way be easier to understand once
the case of total conditional com posability is understood. An operation in this fram e-
work, then, can be viewed as a tree with a singke root node on top, each node of which
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is labelled by an operation and the branches below it labelled by the outocom es of the
operation, except that the laves are unlbelled (or redundantly labelled by the labels of
the branches above them ). The interpretation is that the root node isthe rst operation
perform ed, and the labels of the daughters of a node indicate the operation to be per-
fom ed conditional on having jast obtained the outcom e which labels the branch kading
to that daughter.

From now on,wem ean by phenom enologicaltheory a sequentialphenom enological theory,
ie. one closed under conditional com position. If we extend a phenom enological theory
via this requiram ent, the new outcom e-set contains all nite strings ofelem ents of the old
outoom e set. G Iven closure under conditional com position, a given string can now appear
In m ore than onem easurem ent. In order that the construction ofdiriding out operational
probabilistic equivalence can work, we w illhave to require that the em pirical probability
ofthe string be noncontextual. W e w illalso use a di erent notion of probabilistic equiva—
lence: x  y i forany a;b, ! @xb) = ! (ayb), where x;vy;a;b are outcom e-strings. In our
context the noncontextuality assum ption can actually be derived from the dispintness
of \elem entary" operations (those not constructed via com position) and the assum ption
that the choice of operation at node n of the tree describbing an operation constructed
via conditional com position cannot a ect the probabilities of outcom es corresponding to
paths through the tree not containing node n. This ishow onem ight form alize a general-
ization ofthe \no E verett phone" requirem ent suggested In Polchinsk¥s/Polchinski {19971)
article on W einberg’s nonlinear quantum m echanics: the probability of an outcom e se—
quence cannot depend on what operation we would have done had som e outcom e In this
Sequence not occurred.

W ih suitable additional form alization ofthe notion ofphenom enological operational the—
ory, and appropriate de nitionsof and a sequentialproduct on the resulting equivalence
classes, one can prove that dividing probabilistic equivalence out of such a set ofem pirical
operations, In am anner sin ilarto the construction ofweak e ect algebras via probabilistic

equivalence, gives what Iw ill calla weak operation algebra. T he details w illbe presented
elsew here. Here Iw illexhbit the quantum -m echanics of operations as a case of a general
structure, an operation algebra (OA), which I view as the analogue, for operations, of
an e ect algebra. T he structure w ill be related to the notion of sequential e ect algebra

(SEA) studied by IGudder and G reechie (2000), but di er from it in in portant respects.
Tt would be Interesting to study when the sst ofe ectsofan OA form sa SEA.

Since this structure will be a partial abelian sem igroup, w ith extra structure involving

only the PAS operation , wih a productm eant to represent com position of operations,

and additional axiom s about how the two interact, we w ill discuss som e m ore aspects

of PA Ses (Pollow ing W _iloe (1998)) before de ning operation algebras. T he reader m ight

want to keep In m ind the algebra of trace-nonincreasing com pletely positive m aps (w ith
as addition ofm aps and the product as com position ofm aps) as an exam pl.

Recallthat a PAS isa st wih a strongly com m utative and strongly associative partial
binary operation de ned on it. De ne a zero ofa PAS as an elem ent 0 such that for
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any a,a 0= a. (Uniqueness ollows.) Ifa PAS does not have a zero, it is trivial to
adpin one; we henceforth include its existence as part ofa PAS.A PAS is cancelhative
ifx y=x z) y= z,positive ifa b= 0) a;b= 0. Therwrhtion on aPAS
isdenedbyx vy, 92 x z=y.PartofLenma 12 oflW iloe {1998) is that in a
cancellative, positive PAS  is a partial ordering. In such a PAS, we de ne T asthe st
of top elem ents of the partial ordering (ie. T = ft2 OB texists ) a= 0g). In a
cancellative PAS we de ne x  y as that unique (py cancellativity) z, if it exists, such
thaty z= x.De nea chain n a partially ordered sst P asa st C P such that
restricted to C is total.

D e nition 8 An operation algebra O isa cancellhtive, positive PA S equipped w ith a total
binary operation, the sequential product, which we write m ultiplicatively. W ith respect to
the product, the structure is (OA5) a monoid (the product is associative) with (OA6) a
unitl (sem igroup is som etim es used as a synonym for this unitalm onoid structure) . The
rem aining axiom s invole the interaction ofthis m onoid structure w ith the PA S structure.
©A7) Oc= 0= 0.

©OA8) @ Dbic=ab kc,ab ¢ = ab ac (distrdutive laws).

©An9) 12 T.

(OA10) Every chain In O hasa sup in O .

N ote that the sup m entioned In (OA 10) isnot necessarily in the chain. (OA 10) says that
O is chain—com pkte; this is (nontrivally, and I am not certain whether choice or other
strong axiom s are required in the In nite case) equivalent to saying it is com pkte, m eaning
that every directed subsst ofO hasa sup n O . A poset P isdirected if for every subsst
S of i, P contains an elam ent x greater than or equalto everything In S.) The thinkihg
behind (OA 10) isthat we are to conceive of the elem ents or \operations" in O aspossbl
outcom es of procedures perform ed on a system , and each such outocom e m ust be part of
at Jeast one exhaustive set of such outcom es. G Iven how the ordering is de ned, it m ight
Seam natural therefore to require that all upward chains tem nate; however, when there
are su ciently m any operations (@nd also, but not only, if continuous sets of outcom es
for a given operation are envisaged), as in the quantum case, it could be reasonable to
allow @what is certainly possble in the quantum case) chains that do not tem inate, but
have a lin it point (the sup m entioned In (OA 10)).

O ur structure is not an e ect algebra because we do not assum e it is (@s a PAS) unial
(ie. has at kast one unit). A unitofa PAS isan elam ent u such that for any a, there is
at least oneb such thata b= u. In a cancellative, positive, unital PA S (equivalently,
e ect algebra) there is a unique unit (the sok elem ent ofthe top-set T ). Axiom (OA 10)
m Ight need strengthening In order to cbtain som e of the resuls one would like. Notably,
we would lke to have a representation theoram in which the operations belong to a cone
In a vector space (and thus belong to an algebra in one of the usualm athem atical senses,
of a vector space wih an appropriate product). A side from belonging to a cone, the
soecial nature of the convex set of operations in such a representation theorem would be
expressed by an additional requirem ent, deriving from (O A 10), which would specialize to
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the tracenonincreasing requirem ent in the case of the quantum operation algebra (and
generalize the initial interval requirem ent In the analogous representation theorem for
e ect algebras).

W e shallnow show that quantum m echanics provides an exam pl of this structure. W e
refer to the set of linear operatorson C% asB (C9).

P roposition 1 The set of trace-nonincreasing com pktely positive linearm apson B (C9),
with the identitymap I asl,themapM de nedbyM K )= 0 forevery X asO0, ordinary
addition ofm aps as linear operators, restricted to the tracenon-increasing interval, as
and com position ofm aps as the sequential product, form s an operation algebra. Its top-set
T is the set of tracepreserving m aps.

Proof: The commutativity (OA2) and associativiy OA1l) of and the behavior
of0 (OA7), and the unitalm onoid structure (OA 5 and 6) are Inm ediate. C ancellativity
holds for addiion In any lhear space, so since is here a restriction of addition on
a lnear space of linear m aps, it is cancellative (OA3). Ik is positive (OA4) becauss
A+B =0) A;B = 0HrA;B in apointed cone (such asthe cone of com pletely positive
linearm aps). (OA8) follows from the distrbutivity of m ultiplication of lnear operators
over addition of linear operators. The top-set T is the set of tracepreserving cperations,
which follow s from the easy observation that if you add any operation besides the zero
operation to a tracepreserving operation, the resul is not tracenonincreasing. (©OA 9)
follow s since the identity operation is trace pressrving. (©A 10) involres an elem entary
topological argum ent which willbe om itted here. |

W e note the interpretation of and In tem softhe HK repres’miga‘don ofamapA In
term s of operators A ; (operators such that themap actsas X 7 JAX Aii’) . Modub
irrelevant details of indexing, the HK representation sequence A; is a multisst A ] of
operators A such that AYA 1. A B exists if there are HK representations R J; B ]
such that B ] isa subm ultiset of A ]. E quivalently, there are standard HK rep:@sentatjon
sequences A; and B; such that B; is an initial ssgment of A, ie. BX ) =  ,A;XA7
where i rangesover the rstk A;.) Thus i iscbviousthatA B willnot always exist.

W ede ne a weak operation algebra to satisfy allthe above axiom sexospt that associativity
is replaced w ith weak associativity (Whose statem ent is the sam e as in the de niion of
weak e ect algebra). W ith suitable additional form alization of the notion of sequential
phencom enological theory and sequential probabilistic equivalence, and de nitions of
and sequential product on the equivalence classes, one can show :

Theorem 2 The set ofequivalence classes obtained by dividing the notion of operational
probabilistic equivalence de ned above out of a phenom enolgical operational theory, has
a naturmlweak operation algebra structure.

N ote that ifwe have operational lim its on conditional com position, as discussed above, we
m ight acoom odate that by m odifying the notion of operation algebra (orW OA) tom ake
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the m ultjplicative m onoid structure partial. It would then be Interesting to investigate
the conditions under which this partial structure is extendible to a totalone (@swell as
the conditions under which a W OA can be com pleted to an OA).

W e can add a convex structure to an OA with little di culty. W e just introduce am ap of
muliplication by scalars in [0;1] (ie. amap from [0;1] O ! 0O) such that the axiom s
C1{C4) of convex e ect algebras hold, and also ( a)b= (@b) = a( b) COAILD). We
expect such a structure to again em erge from an operationalequivalence argum ent applied
to a suitable notion of convex operational phencm enological theory.

6. D ynam ics and the com bination of subsystem s in operational theories

T he operation algebra approach sketched above in plicitly includes a kind of dynam ics,
although w ithout explicit Introduction ofa realparam eter fortin e. P robably som e opera—
tion algebras are extendible to have a notion oftim e. H owever, in the quantum operation
algebra given above the assum ption is that any com plktely positive evolution can be
achieved. T he tin e taken is neglected, and the tam poral elem ent of the Interpretation is
only the prim itive one that when one m easurem ent is done conditional on the result of
another, it is thought of as done after the result ofthe rst is cbtained. A m ore substan-
tialnotion oftim em ight be introduced In m any di erent ways by adding structure to the
operation algebra, eg. by som e consistent speci cation ofhow long each evolution takes,
or by the assum ption that each evolution can be done in any desired nite am ount of
tin e. The latter is a very strong assum ption. In som e cases, onem ight have a continuous
sem igroup structure related W ith scheduling constraints) to their sequential product. A

realistic consideration of these m atters would involve a much m ore detailed account of
the interactions between apparatus and system that are actually availabl. This is an

In portant part of the proct I proposs, but I will not pursue it much here. It ram inds
us, though, of one of the In portant lessons of Q IP for foundations m entioned in Section

[J: that which operations are possbl m ay depend on the resources available, and that
the beautifl structures one som etin es encounters as operational theories m ay be ideal-
ized. In particular, much of the attem pt to in plem ent Q IP Involves struggling w ith the
lin itations im posed by the lin ited nature of the subsystem s, and interactions, physics
m akes available. Tt is In portant to incorporate such lim itations In operational structures.
Bamum et all (2002) is one approach to this, w ith the resources availabl for control and
cbservation Im ited (for exam ple) to those de nablk via a Lie subalgebra of the full Lie
algebra sl(d) approprate to arbitary quantum operations. Physics nclides m uch m ore
than just H ibert space: preferred bases or tensor product structures, symm etries, the
whole business of representation theory. A nother approach to nvolving this \m ore" in

operational theories hasbeen the lnauguration, particularly in works such aslFoulis (2000)

and W_iloe {2000), of a theory of group actions on em pirical quantum Ilogics.

An In portant part of the profct of combining operational em pirical logic and Q IP ideas
to Investigate whether or not physics can provide an overarching structure unifying per-
soectives is to understand the operations available in an operational theory in tem s of
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Interactions w ith apparatus and/or environm ent. In particular, if we have a way, such as
the tensor product In quantum m echanics, of descrioing the com bination of apparatus A

and system S assubsystem s ofa larger system L, wew illprobably want to require that the
evolution nduced on S by doing an operation on the larger system is, under appropriate
circum stances, one of the operations our theory describes as perform abl on the an aller
system . \A ppropriate circum stances" probably m eans that the apparatus should be ini-
tially independent of the system , which in tum requires that the notion of com bination of
subsystem s have a way of in plem enting that requirem ent. Such assum ptions bear close
scrutiny, though, as they m ay be jast the sort of thing that becom es in possbl in certain
lin its. Som e, such as [Ford et all, 12001), have argued for the physical relevance of som e
situations in which open system s are analyzed w ithout the niial independence assum p—
tion. Independence works well in the case of com plktely positive quantum operations,
though: indeed, all such operations can be In plm ented via a reversibke nteraction with
apparatus. Consideration of categories, such as convex operation algebras and generaliza—
tions of these, that describe dynam ics is probably the m ost prom ising way to investigate
such questions. Possbly the category-theoretic notion of tensor product w illbe de ned

for these categories. O ne could then exam ine, for exam ple, whether the tensor product
of two H ibert—space CP -operation algebras is the operation algebra of CP-m aps on the
tensor product of the H ibert spaces. I doubt that it is.

To de ne the category-theoretic tensor product requires the notion of bin orphian . For
categories whose ob fcts are sets wih additional structure, and whose m orphian s are
structurepressrving m appingswe can de neabim orphisn ofA ;B asfunction :A B !

T, where T is another obct In the category, and has the property that for every
a2A; ,:B! Tdenedvia 0 = (@;b) isamorhisn , and sin ilarly w ith the rolks
ofA ;B reversed. In the category of vector spaces, for exam ple, it is jist a bilinearm ap.

De nition 9 The tensorproductA B isapair (T; ), where T is another ocbfct in the
category (also often called the tensor product) and :A B ! T is a bin orxphisn, and
any bim orphian from A B factorsthrough T in a unique way, and T ism inin alam ong
obcts for which such a  exists.

To say factors through T In a unique way is Just to say that for any bin orphisn

:A B! V,thereisaunique :T ! V suchthat is followed by .M Ininality
In a set m eans not a subob Ect of any ob gct In the set. P robably the uniqueness of the
factorization is therefore redundant.

There is an \operational" m otivation of this construction when it is applied to categories
like e ect algebras, operation algebras, etc.... i inplem ents the notion that the two
structures being com bined appear as potentially \Independent" subsystem s of the larger
system , in a fairly strong sense that one can do any operation (or get any outcom e) on
one subsystem whike still having available the full panoply of operations (outcom es) on
the other.

T he category-theoretic tensor product of ordered linear spaces (vector spaces w ith dis—
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tinguished regular cones) is not well de ned: m ore structure is needed. M ore precisly,
w hile various constructions having the universal property (@11lbin orphisn s factor through
them ) can be m ade, there is not a unigue m inin alone.

For a varety of operational structures one m ight use to describe quantum m echanical
statics, ncluding test spaces, orthoalgebras, and e ect algebras, the tensor product isnot
the corresponding operational structure for the tensor product of H ibert spaces. This
could indicate that the structure describing statics requires m ore specialized axiom s, still
consistent w ith quantum m echanics, and then the tensor product in this new category,
callit Z , will com e out right in the H ibert space case. It could also be that the di culy
is the static nature of the categories. Indeed, the category-theoretic tensor product of
test goaces or e ect algebras Inclides m easurem ents whose perform ance would seem to
Involve dynam ical agpects. These are m easuram ents describable as the perfom ance of
ameasurament M on system A, followed by the perform ance of a measurament M,
on B, where which measurement M is perfom ed is conditional on the outcome  of
the A -m easurem ent. The the tensor product of e ect algebras m ust contain all product
outcom es, and it can be characterized as the e ect algebra \generated" by requiring
that it contain all the \1.OCC" (local operations w ith one round, in either direction,
of classical com m unication) m easurem ents just described. Fuchs’ 20014) \G leason-like
theoram for product m easuram ents" e ectively does this construction for the case of
Hibert e ect algebras. It is fairly elem entary to show that the tensor product of EA’'s
can also be characterized as the m Inin al \In uence—free" e ect algebra containing all
product m easurem ents (ie. n which we can do all pairs of m easuram ents one on A, one
on B, with no com m unication). Freedom from in uence ofB on A m eansthat forall states
on the ob Ect, the probabilities of the outcom es ofan A m easuram ent, perform ed together
w ith an Independent B m easurem ent, cannot be a ected by the choice of m easurem ent
on B . In uence freedom m eans freedom from in uence in both directions. Both of these
characterizations provide strong operationalm otivation for the category-theoretic tensor
product in this situation. Each is easily established starting from the other, and a sin ilar
oconstruction of a \directed" product, n which 11.0CC operations are allowed In one
direction only, rules out \in uence" in the direction opposite the com m unication. T hese
things are also true, and were in fact rst established for, test spaces (Foulis and Randall,
1981) and orthoalgebrasiBennett and Foulis {1993).

The di culy, n the quantum case, is that the tensor product of orthocalgebras or ef-
fect algebras, whike it must contain m easurem ents of e ects that are tensor products of
A lice and Bob e ects, and, through addiion of e ects, all separabk e ects, does not
contain \entangled" A liceBob e ects. The ssparabl e ects span the sam e vector space
B CY% C% = Hg ofd® & Hem itian m atrices where A B both have din ension d) asthe
fallset ofe ectson C¢  C9, but they are the interval 0;I] in the separable cone, not the
Interval 0;I] in the positive sam ide nite cone. Consequently the available states, whik
they m ust be linear finctionals ofthe om A 7 trAX ford® d Hem itian X , are the
nom alized m em bers of the separable cone’s dual, rather than ofthe positive sam ide nite
cone’s dual, so X in the functionalA 7 trAX is not necessarily positive sam ide nite.
The ssparable cone being properly contained in the positive sem ide nite one, its dual
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properly contains the positive sam ide nite one’s dual, so that not only are we restricted
to fewer possble m easurem ents, but their statjstzcs| even those of Independent A ;B

m easuram ents| can be di erent from the quantum ones (@lthough allquantum statesare
also possible states). Stated in m ore quantum nform ation-theoretic tem s: som e non-—
positive operators X are nonpositive In ways that only show up as negative probabilities
or nonadditivity when we consider entangled m easurem ents: since In the e ectalgebra
or orthoalgebra tensor product we don’t have entangled m easurem ents available to \di-
rectly detect" this nonpositivity, these are adm issble states on these tensor products.
Indeed, as obsaerved in W_iloe (1992), they are isom orphic to the Choim atrices pplock m a—
triceswhose blocks M ;;; are T (JihjJ) ofpositive, but not necessarily com pletely positive,
maps T (although the nom alization condition (tracepreservation) appropriate for such
m aps is di erent from the (Unit trace) nom alization condition appropriate for states).
O f course, the nonpositivity of the operator can be \indirectly detected" by tom ography
using separabl e ects, since these e ects span the space of Hem itian operators.

O ne obvious solution to the problem would be to introduce axiom s that would prohibit
this divergence between the existence of entangled states and nonexistence of entangled
m easuram ents. M athem atically, this divergence re ects the in portant fact that the pos-
iive sem ide nite versus separable e ect algdbras on C¢ C? are di erentiated by the
properties of the corresponding cones: the fom er, but not the latter, being selfdual.
Selfduality is a natural and powerfiil m athem atical requirem ent on cones, but a very
strong, and arguably not operationally m otivated, one. Selfduality is an in portant part
of the essence of quantum m echanics, so we should strive hard to understand is oper-
ationalm otivation and in plications. The cones for classical e ect algebras can also be
selfdual: eg. the algebra of fuzzy sets ofd ob fcts. An axiom related to selfdualiy, vio—
lated by the tensor product of H ibert e ect algebras, is the \purity is testability axiom "
W e develop som e concepts before form ulating it.

D e nition 10 An e ectalgebra theory is a pairlE; iwhere E is an e ect algebra,

a convex set of states on that e ect algebra. An e ecttpasssa state ! if! ©) = 1. An
e ecttisatest for! in theory E; iiftpasses! 2 andfornosate 6 !; 2 ,
doestpass .A state ! 2 istestable in hE; i ifa test for texists in E.

Notethat maybeanallerthan (&), the sst ofallpossbl stateson E. W enow assum e
e ect algebras are convex. If two tests pass !, so does any m ixture of those tests. Let
tbeatestfor!,then or 6 !, (! + (@ ) )= '+ @ ) © < 1,1ie. t
cannot test any m xture of ! with som ething else. A though a test thus tests a unique
state, i is not necessarily the case that a testable state has a unique test. Let t test ! ;
suppose ! = + (1 ) . Thenl= ! = © + @ ) (). This Inplies that
t)= @© = 1, henceby the fact thatttests !, = = ! . In other words, only pure
(extrem al) states can be testable. W e willbe interested in A xiom 1: allpure states are
testable. To study the consequences of this axiom , we Introduce a basic notion In convex
Sets.

De nition 11 A faceofa convex set C isan F C such that for every pointp 2 F,



28

all points in term s ofw]@mh p c;an ]ge written as a convex com bination are also in F . In
otherwords, for ; 0; , i=1, |, x;2F ) (B4 x2F):
Thus a face of C is the Intersection of the a ne plane it generateswith C . The st of
faces, ordered by st inclusion, form s a lattice. T his Jattice characterizes the convex set.
(up to a ne isom orphisn , which isthe proper notion of isom orphian for convex sets since
a ne transform ationsy 7 Ay + b ocommute with convex combination).

P roposition 2 Thetheory HE (CY) E (CY); ivichtesAxiom 1 unlkss is contained in
the set of separabk states. In particular, EE C9) ECY); ECY) ECY))ivioktes it.

Proof: The proofproceedsby show ing that the only statestestable n E C¢) E C9)
are pure product states. Then if Axiom 1 is satis ed, the extrem al states of are
product states, so  is a face of the convex set of ssparable states. Let tr X = 1 and
hh Xjiji Oforallproductstatesj ij i,sothatA 7 trAX isa state. Testability
m eans there isa ssparablk A w ith trace between zero and ope (ssparable e ect) such that:
15 tr AX :The rst requirement on A says that A = ipij ij ;dh sh i or ;>
0; , i+ 1;Jii;J iinomalized). ThustrAX = lbecomes , sh ;h ;K Jiijdi= 1,
which can only hold ifone ofthe ; = 1, and forthat i, h h ;X j ijii= 1. Then
(dropping the subscript) X = §ijh h 7+ X 7+ X 7?7 + X ?# :This isa resolution of
X into com ponents in Hur subspaces of the space of operatorson C4  C9: the space  ;
of operators on the one-din ensional H ibert space spanned by the pure product state,
the space ;? ofoperators taking to °,the space ?; going the other way, and the
space ? ;? of operators on ° . The m iddle two pieces are m ani traceless, o the
last one must be traceless ortrX = 1 tohold. However, trX *# = _hijyX Jjijiin
a product basis Jiifji or ? . Each hihj¥X jjijiimust be positive shce trX *#A = trX A
orA 2?7;? . So orX °* to be tracekss, they must allbe zero, and X = jij h h 7
plus possbly som e traceless stu which does not a ect the induced state. |

N ote that we can have a theory on E (C¢) E (C?¢) satisfying the axiom of testability, but
only ifthe state space is contained in the dualofthe cone generated by the e ect algebra.
T his suggests that the axiom , if required of the full state space ofan e ect algebra, is

pushing us tow ards the idea that the cone be selfdual.

Testability is very natural, and has a long history In quantum logic (eg. M iehik (1969)
and probably Ludw ig (19832;11985)). Theories which are the full state spaces of linear
e ect algebras that are Initial intervals in selfdual cones satisfy . This axiom m akes
contact w ith the \property lattice" quantum logics oflJaudd (196d) and [Piron (1976).
(See Valckenborgh (2000, pp. 220{221)). It is also related to Ruttin an’s Ruttim ar
{1981) notion of \detectable property." Jauch and P iron’s notion of property roughly
corresoonds to e ects (or the analogues In other quantum structures, sihce m ost of their
work was done before e ect algebras were form alized in the quantum logic community) e
which can have probability one in (\pass") som e states. Those states are said to \possess
the property [E]". P roperties are equivalence classes of e ects that pass the sam e st of
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states. They construct a lattice of properties for an em pirical theory (set of states on
som e quantum  structure) .

Axiom 1 relates the lattice of faces of a convex set of states on an e ect algebra to the
property lattice of that theory. T he extrem al states are m Inin al in the face lattice; the
axiom says there are \m nin al properties" possessed by those states: m ninal n the
sense that no other state posesses them . I am not certain if this ism inin ality In the
sense of P iron’s property lattice, but it seem s lkely (perhaps under m ild conditions).
A generalization of Axiom 1 asserts, for each face of the stateset, the existence of a
\property" of being in that that face (an e ect passing the states of that face and no
others). A sin ilar axiom oflA raki (1980) concems \ Ifters" for higher dim ensional faces,
but this also nvolves \profction postulate-like" dynam ics associated w ith the Itering.
A raki also uses, as an assum ption, the symm etry or \recprociy" rule, satis ed in the
quantum -m echanical case, that can be form ulated once a corespondence $ e between
extrem e states and testse forthem hasbeen sst up. Recprocity requiresthat (€ ) =

(e ) : It isnot clear to m e whether the extrem e states ! e ects correspondence m ust be
one-to-one instead ofm any-to-one In order to be abl to fom ulate the axiom , or whether
one-to-oneness m ight be a consequence of it. (Faces play an in portant role In Ludw ig’s
work aswell, as do statem ents ram Iniscent of Axiom 1, so Ludw ig’s argum ent m ay tum
out to be sim ilar.)

A rakicredits H aag forem phasizing to hin the In portance ofthe reciprocity axiom . In the
second edition ofhisbook,Haag (1996) includes a nform aldiscussion of the foundations
of quantum m echanics based on the convex cones fram ework. He, too, usesAxiom 1, and
a generalization associating faces of the state space (oneto-one!) wih \propositions."
These \propositions" are e ects passing precisely the states of the face, and m inim al
am ong such e ects In the sense of a probabilistic ordering of e ects e; e = 8! 2

') ! (&) : This isa di erent strategy from the Jauch-P iron equivalence class one
for getting uniqueness of the e ect associated to a face, but i is closely relhted to it.
Jauch and P iron were trying to get by w ith less reference to probabilities. H aag also uses
the reciprocity axiom , which he argues in poses selfdualiy 2

H aag also gives som e operationalm otivation for an additional assum ption, that ofhom o—
geneity ofthe cone. T his says that the autom orphisn group of the cone acts transitively
on is interior. (For any pair x;y of interior points, there is an autom orphisn taking x to
y.) Interpret cone autom orphian s as conditionaldynam ics; then hom ogeneity, at least for
selfdual cones, m eans that any state is reachable from any other by dynam ics conditional
on som e m easuram ent outcom e. This is not selfevident but seem s natural. Iff you can’t
prepare any state starting from any other state, with a nonzero probability of success,
the state space m ight \fall apart" into pieces not reachable one from the other (orbits of
the autom orphisn group). O rwhilke som e pieces m ight still be reachable from all others,

2H aag uses uses the notion of selfpolarity, but for our type of cone, this is the sam e as selfdualiy. T he
polar of a convex body C is the set of linear functionals L such that L (x) 1 forallx 2 C ; the polar of
a cone is the negative of the dual cone, sihce whenever L (x) is positive, L x°) is greater than 1 Hrx°a
large enough positive m ultiple of x. Since the negative of a cone is isom orphic to that cone, a selfpolar
cone is selfdual.
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going the other way m ight not be possble: there would be intrinsically irreversible dy—
nam ics, even conditionally. A m ore detailed study of operational theories whose e ects
are naturally represented In a non-hom ogeneous cone, or w hose state-goace generates one,
would be desirable (either w ith or w ithout selfduality) . The \falling apart" into orbits of
the autom orphisn group m ay be acosptable in a theory of a perspective nvolving radical
Iim itations on our ability to prepare states: going from one orbi to another m ight re—
quire a m ore pow erflil agent than the one whose perspective is being considered, but the
consequences of such an agent’s actions m ight be observable by the less powerfiil agent.
Entanglem ent is such a situation: the perspective of the set of local agents, even w ih
the power to com m unicate classically, allow s for pairs of states w ith di erent statistics for
cbservables in plem entable by local actions and classical com m unication (LOCC), such
that it is in possible, even conditionalon a m easurem ent outcom e, to prepare one starting
from the other via LOCC W_.Dur [2000). The LOCC perspective of the local agents is
not usually taken asa \subsystem " in quantum m echanics, so these sorts of perspectives
can there be taken as derivative rather than findam ental; but perhaps in other situations
nonhom ogeneous perspectives could be m ore fundam ental.

In nite dim ensions, as Haag points out, hom ogeneous selfpolar cones are known (9.
V. inberd, 11965)) to be isom orphic to direct products of the cones whose faces are the
subspaces of com plex, quatemionic, or real H ibert spaces. (E xtensions of these resuls
to In nite din ensions are obtained in IConnes (1974).) The factors in the direct product
can be thought of as \superselection sectors;" classical theory would be recovered when
the superselection sectors are allone-din ensional (at least in the com plex and realcases).
A rakl [1980) cbtains a sim ilar theorem except the e ects get represented as elem ents of
a nie din ensional Jordan algebra factor. These are isom orphic to ton n Hem itian
m atrices over R ;C, or the quatemions H, or a couple of exosptional cases (soIn factors
and 3 3 Hem idjan m atrices over the Caylky numbers). He also gives argum ents for
picking the com plex case, based on the properties of com position of subsystem s In the
various cases. A raki’s argum ent is that \independence" of the subsystem s should be
expressed by dim V = (dim V;) (din V,) for the algebras. But, \essentially because
the tensor product of two skew -H emn itian operators is Hemn itian", we have dim V >

(dimn V1) (dim V,) except In trivial cases, when we take the V’s to be the algebras of
Hem itian m atrices over realH ibert spaces H 1, H 5, and their tensor product. @ related
requirem ent playsa sim ilar role inHardy 2001d/d).) ForQ there isnot even a quatemion—
Iinear tensor product. The bottom lhe is that \the complex eld has the m ost pleasant
feature that the linear span of the state space of the com bined system is a tensor product
of fthe state spaces of the] Individual ones." There are probably in portant operational
and infom ation-theoretic distinctions between the cases which m erit closer study. In the
real case, the key point is that In contrast to the com plex case, states on the \natural"
real com posite system are not determm ined by the expectation values of local cbservables.

L ke hom ogeneity, selfduality and reciprocity m ay be related to the coordination of per-
Soectives Into an overall structure. In a \spin-network" type of theory, the edges of a
graph are labelled w ith representations of a Lie or quantum group (su2), for soin net-
works), which are H ibert spaces. T he vertices are associated to \intertw ners" between
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those representations. A state m ight be associated w ith, say, a partition of the graph by
a hypersurface cutting it into two parts, \cbsarver" and \observed." If the hypersurface
has two disconnected parts, the associated H ibert space w illbe the tensor product ofthe
ones associated w ith the parts; otherw ise, the representation ism ade out ofthe represen—
tations labelling the cut edges, In a way determm Ined by the intertw inings at the vertices
between them . O ne has the sam e H ibert space whichever piece one takes as \obsarver"

vs. \ocbserved." However, it is Iikely that the rolereversal between observer and observed
corresoonds to dualization, and the result that both corresoond to the sam e H ibert space
will only hold In theories In which the structure describbing a given perspectjye| here,
the H ibert space associated w ith the sur:[éoe| is selfdual. To attam pt to actually show

som ething like this would involve a profct of trying to construct \relational" theories
like the C raneR ovelli-Sm olin theories, but w ith other em pirical theories playing the rok
of H ibert spaces and algebras of observables on them . A sinple rst exam plk m ight be
\topologicalclassical eld theordes," if these can consistently be de ned. In these general
\pluralistic structures" coordiating perspectives, one m ight hope to nd a rolk for s=lf-
duality and the reciprocity axiom , and perhaps hom ogeneity as well. For the di erent
em pirical structures associated w ith di erent surfaces to relate to each other in a \nice"

way, i m ight be necessary that the structures be de ned on selfdual cones or exhbi
reciprocity. A nother suggestion that bears m ore detailed Investigation, perhaps also In
the \relational" context since there tin e is som etin es taken as em ergent, is due to H aag,
who says, \ [reciprocity ] expresses a sym m etry between \state preparing instrum ents" and
\analyzing instrum ents" and is thus related to tin ereversal nvariance."

7. Tasks and axiom s: toward the m arriage of quantum inform ation science
and operational quantum Ilogic

Q IP em phasizes how the conosptual peculiarities of quantum m echanics allow us to per-
form tasks not classically possible. This suggests we these form ulate tasks, or the as—
sociated oconcepts, n ways general enough to try to characterize di erent operational
theories by whether or not these tasks can be perform ed in them , or by the presence or
absence of conceptualphenom ena such as: superposition, com plem entarity, entanglem ent,
Inform ation-disturbance tradeo s, restrictions on cloning or broadcasting, nonunigueness
of the expression of states as convex com binations of extrem al quantum states (versus
the unigueness classically), and so forth. An outstanding exam ple mvolves cryptographic
tasks [Fudhs,12001&;IC Jiffon et all, 12002) . But even before the upsurge of interest in quan-
tum inform ation science, concsptual peculiarities like superposition [Bennett and Foulis,
1990) and nonunigque extrem al decom position Beltram ettiand Buga ki, 11993) were be-
hg generalized and studied In em pirical/operational quantum logic.

A ssum ptions and tasks involving com putation should also be nvestigated; In particular,
it would be interesting to establish linkages between com plem entarity, or superposition,
and com putational speedup in a general setting. Or som e conjinction of properties,
such as no Instantaneous com m unication between subsystem s, comm on to quantum and
classicalm echanics, m ight be seen to Im ply no exponential speedup of brute-force search
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In a general setting. I clained above that key aspects of using an operational point
of view In foundational questions were understanding notions of subystam s and system

com bination, and understanding dynam ics. For Inform ation-processing or com putation,
both of these issues are of the utm ost In portance. Since the environm ent which induces
noise In a system or the apparatus used by an nfom ation-processing agent must be
considered togetherw ith the system , a notion of com posite system isneeded. A nd notions
ofcom position of system s orofdynam ics arebasic to com putationalcom plexiy, w here the
question m ay behow m any bitsorqubits are needed, asa function ofthe size ofan instance
ofa problem (number ofbits needed to w rite down an integer to be factored, say) to solve
that instance. T he very notion of Turing com putability is based on a factorization ofthe
com puter’s state space (@s a C artesian product ofbits, or of som e higherariy system s),
In temm s of which a \locality" constraint can be inposed. The constraint is, roughly,
that only a faw of these subsystem s can interact in one \tinestep." The analogous
quantum oconstraint allow sonly a f&w qubits to Interact at a tin e. In general operational
m odels, som e notion of com position of system s, such as a tensor product, together w ith
a theory describing what dynam ics can be inplem ented on a subsystem , could allow

for generalized circuit or Turing-m achine m odels. Another way of cbtaining a notion of
resources is to specify a set ofdynam icalevolutionsto which we ascribe unit cost, and a sst
ofm easurem ents viewed as com putationally easy. M ore generally, we m ight specify a cost
finction on evolutions and m easurem ents. A form al treatm ent w il require us to say how

we interface the given operationalm odelw ith \classical" com putation. W e could specify
a set of m easuram entsw ith-conditionaldynam ics (\Instrum ents") viewed as taking unit
com putational tim e, and allow the conditioning of further dynam ics and m easurem ent
on the results of the m easurem ent In question. Subtlkties could arise In counting the
com putational cost ofthe classicalm anjpulations required by such conditioning. C ounting
one elem entary operation In som e chosen classical com putational m odel as costing the
sam e as one In the general operationalm odel is one reasonable approach (@t least if the
generalm odel can sin ulate classical com putation polynom ially). M ore sin ply, perfom

the algorithm in the generaloperationalsstting by evolution w ithout explicit m easurem ent
and classical control, and specify a \standard" m easurem ent to be perform ed at the end
(and a standard procedure for m apping the m easuram ent result to the st of possble
values of the function being com puted). In non-query m odels, it is in portant that not
Just any m easurem ent be allowed at the end, since if the dynam ics consists of alle ect—
algebra endom orphism s, say, any com putation can be done by m aking one m easuram ent.

8. Conclusion

In thispaper, IThave prom oted a particularpro gct for hamessing the concspts ofquantum

Inform ation science to the task of illum nating quantum foundations. This progct is to
generalize tasks and concepts of nform ation science beyond the classical and the quan-—
tum , to abstract and m athem atically natural fram ew orks that have been developed for
representing em pirical theories; and to use these tasks and concepts to develop axiom s for
such theories, having intuitively gragoable, perhaps even practical, m eaning, or to develop
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a better understanding for the operationalm eaning of existing axiom s. Them ain original
technical contributions are Theorem [ show ing that any phenom enological theory natu-—
rally gives rise to a weak e ect algebra, which isessentially the in age of the propositional
Jogic of statem ents about m easurem ent outcom es under identi cation of probabilistically
equivalent outoom es, and the Introduction of the notions of operation algebra and weak
operation algebra. These results and concepts are lkely closely related to other work in
operational quantum logic and the convex approach; I think they provide an appropriate
fram ew ork for the proct.

W ithin the soope of this proct, T have em phasized what I think willbe key aspects:

A \perspectival, operational" approach to descrlbbing em pirical theories, taking the
probabilities of outcom es of operations an agent m ay do on the system as prin ary,

and stressing that the structure of an em pirical theory depends on the agent doing

the operations as well as on the subystam the operations are done on.

T he structures of e ect algebras and weak e ect algebras, test spaces, and proposi-
tion lattices for observations, as well fram ew orks of \operation algedbras" and \weak
operation algebras" introduced here to encom pass both dynam ics and observables.

A jasti cation of weak e ect and operation algebras through relations of \proba-
bilistic equivalence," and \sequential probabilistic equivalence," asnatural represen—
tations of very general classes of phenom enological theordes. G leason-type theoram s
take on a fresh aspect from this point of view .

Convexity, and the resulting representations it m akes possbl in ordered linear
soaces (realvector spaces w ith distinguished regular cones), and variousm athem at—
jcally natural axiom s it suggests, such as hom ogeneity and selfduality.

T he signi cance of other natural operational desiderata, such as the idea that any—
thing In plem entable via Interaction w ith an independent ancilla should be consid—
ered an operation, or the idea that \evolre and then m easure" should be considered
a kind of m easurem ent.

The in portance of attem pts, like the R ovelli-Sm olin \relational quantum m echan-—
ics," topological quantum eld theordes, spin networks, and \spacetin e foam s," to
Integrate agents’ perspectives into a coherent whole, as special relativity does w ith
is reference fram es. T he use of \integrability of perspectives Into a coherent whole,"
as a possible source of axiom s about the nature of perspectives (selfduality or ho-
m ogeneiy of the cones used to represent them ?), how they combine (via tensor
products or som e other rulke?), and so forth.
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