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Inform ation-theoretic derivations ofthe form alisn ofquantum theory have recently
attracted m uch attention. W e analyze the axiom sunderlying a few such derivations
and propose a conceptual fram ework in which, by com bining several approaches,
one can retrieve m ore of the conventional quantum form alism .

1 Strategy

Initially form ulated by John W heeler :l';?, the program of deriving quantum
form alism from inform au;on—theoreu'c principleshasbeen receiving lately m uch
attention. Thus, Jozsa € prom otes a viewpoint which "attem pts to place a
notion of inform ation at a prin ary fundam ental kevel in the fom ulation of
quantum physics". Fuchs ¥ presents his program as Hllows: "The task is
not to m ake sense of the quantum axiom s by heaping m ore structure, m ore
de nitions... on top of them , but to throw them away wholesale and start
afresh. W e should be relentless In asking ourselves: From what deep physical
principles m ight we derive this exquisite m athem atical structure?.. Imyself
see no altemative but to contem plate deep and hard the tasks, the techniques,
and the im plications of quantum I,J'1‘1brm ation theory."

In a sin ilar fashion, Rovelli ¥ distihguishes a philosophical problm of in-
terpretation from a m athem atical problem of derivation of quantum m echani-
calform alisn from the rstprinciples. Hewrites, "... quantum m echanicsw ill
cease to Jook puzzling only when we w illbe able to derive the form alisn ofthe
theory from a set of sin ple physicalassertions (postulates’, ‘principles’) about
the world. T herefore, we should not try to append a reasonable Interpretation
to the quantum m echanics form alism , but rather to derive the form alism from
a set of experin entally m otivated postulates". R ovelli refers to his own work
as a point of view and not as Interpretation: "From the point of view dis-
cussed here, B ohr's interpretation, consistent histories Interpretations, as well
asm any worlds Interpretation, are all correct”. R ovelli’s point of view , ie. in—
form ationaltreatm ent of quantum m echanics, thus serves a form alcriterion or
a Ier that pem eates certain interpretations and not others. In other words,
treatm ent of quantum m echanicson inform ation-theoretic grounds entails that
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som e Interpretations ofquantum theory w illbe w ith certainty inapplicable but
a num ber of other interpretations will all rem ain possible. Such a result can
be naturally expected from any novel form aldevelopm ent of quantum theory
that rem ains in the area of science as opposed to philosophy.

2 A xijom s
2.1 The choice of axiom s

Any form aldgrivation of quantum m echanics, in particular those using B ayes-
ian m ethods #28# and quite prom isihg for som eone who believes in inform at—
Jon-theoretic foundations ofphysics, requiresa de nite conceptualbackground
on which such a derivation w ill further operate. A s it is often the case, to give
a rigorous axiom atic system that could provide the necessary background, isa
di culk tagk,. Below we analyze som e three groposed solutions, by Rovelli g,
by Fuchs ## and by B rukner and Zeilinger %9.

E Jem entary act ofm easurem ent is understood by R ovelli as yesno ques—
tion. B rukner and Zeilinger use the term "proposition" which generalizes the
notion ofbinary question. Stil],if one looks into where from the term "propo—
sition" appears, one nds in %% two fmm ulations of Zeilinger’s fundam ental
principle for quantum m echanics:

FP1 An elam entary system represents the truth value of one proposition.
FP 2 An elam entary system carries one bit of nform ation.

Tt seem s that Zeilinger's choice of these two principles strongly suggests that
the ollow Ing phrase in BZ re ects the view ofthe authors on the fiindam ental
issue and thus puts them very close to R ovelli’s position: "Yesno altematives
are representatives ofbasic fuindam entalunits of all system s."

Fuchs starts directly w ith the H ibert space and the full structure of quan—
tum m echanics. He desrdbes m easurem ents not by profctors but by positive
operatorvalied m easures. This allow s one to think that he will not agree
wih a de nition of prin itive m easurem ents as consisting of exclisive yesno
alematives, w here the word "exclusive" leads to m athem atically representing
yesmno questions as orthogonal pro gctors. Still, Fuchs m entions som e of the
basic assum ptions that he m akes in his derivation.

Rovelliand BZ each then pose two axiom s.

A xiom 1

Rovelli: "There isa m axin um am ount of relevant inform ation that
can be extracted from a system ."
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Fuchs: Doesn’t follow the axiom atic approach; states that "T here
ism axin al Infom ation about a system ."

B rukner and Zeilinger: "T he inform ation content ofa quantum sys—
tem is niel"

A xiom 2

Rovelli: "It is always possble to acquire new inform ation about a
system "

Fuchs: D oesn’t ollow the axiom atic approach; states that "T here
w il alw ays be questions that we can ask ofa system for which we
cannot predict the outcom es."

B rukner and Zeilinger: Introduce the notion of total inform ation
content of the system ; state that there exist m utually com plem en—
tary propositions; state that total nform ation content ofthe system
is Invariant under a change of the set of m utually com plem entary
propositions.

In spite ofa quite striking analogy between the axiom s chosen by di erent
authors, as for the follow ing derivation of quantum m echanics, they do not
proceed In the sam e m anner. W e shallnow have a closer ook at the axiom s
and derivation techniques.

2.2 D iscussion of the axiom s

Axiom 1marksa crucialpoint of departure from classicalphysics. N ew tonian
physics em ploysm athem atics of continuum to represent the world and, there—
fore, any calculation of com plte nform ation about, say, a particlke position
would require an in nitely long com putation. This fact has profoundly dis-
turbed m any physicists, w ith m ost prom inently Feynm an saying, "It always
bothersm e that, according to the law s aswe understand then today, it takesa
com puting m achine an in nite num ber of logical operationsto gure out what
goes on In no m atter how tiny a region of space and no m atter how tiny a
region of tim g,... why should it take an In nite am ount of logic to gure out
what one tiny piece of space-tim e is going, to do?" Axiom 1 also goes In line
w ith W heeler’s "no continuum " principle 2.

W hile i seem s htuitively plausble to acoept A xiom 1, its Interpretation is
not straightforw ard. E ach author In poses his ow n interpretation by choosing a
suitable translation into his language; forR ovelli it m eans that there exist com —
plete sets of yesno questions that could provide one, abstractly, w ih com plete
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Inform ation about a system ; for Brukner and Zeilinger it m eans that every—
thing that is there to a system is represented by a com plete set of m utually
com plem entary propositions.

However, it appearsthat Axiom 1 can raiseyeta di erent issue. O ur ntu-—
ition isthat essential niteness applies, not to the system to which we address
yesno questionsbut to the system plisthe observerwho asks these questions.
Fom al developm ent of this idea w ill appear in section :j Philosophical ar-
gum ent goes as follows: it is not true, that in order to know a New tonian
coordinate we need the know ledge of in nitely m any decim aldigits. T he lat—
ter should not m ake us worry, or we are endowed w ith an ability to create
a special code (@ new concept), which will substitute in the thinking the un-
desired In nity. The sam e works for com putation: Feynm an’s argum ent from
the n niy of logical operationsm ust include the possibility of "hiding" New —
tonian In nities under the "and so forth" conoept, for which one m ay specify
operational rules. Consequently, the requirem ent of niteness applies to the
observerobserved system . In a sin ilarm anner, In BZ tem s, essential nie-
ness applies to system plus the one who chooses the propositions to be tested
on the system , ie. the observer. W e do not have the Intuition that "one cannot
know the in nity" but, rather, that one cannot have in nite know ledge.

How isthisunderstanding ofthe nitenessaxiom related to the one adopt—
ed by Rovelliand other authors? W ith the assum ption of universality of quan—
tum theory, one can deduce the old point of view . Indeed, universality allow s
us to treat the border line between theory and m eta-theory In quantum m e-
chanics as  exbk %A. Any given observer (m eta-theoretical entity) can be
Inclided In the theory proper by taking the point of view of an observer ex-—
temal to the one In question. If the am ount of nform ation rem ains nie in
spite of the arbitrary choice of the frontier between the system and the cb-
server, we can elin lnate from consideration any previously given observer at
the price of rede ning the question-asking party. Im agine, for exam ple, a com —
puter solving In M aple software some eld theory renom alization problem .
Renom alization is about ram oving in nities, so ifa com puter were let to solve
this task without conceptualizing In nities by m eans of a previously leamed
renom alization technique, it would have never arrived at any resul. Abstract
am ount of inform ation in the system isin nite in thisexam ple, but the am ount
of relevant Infomm ation is nite. W hat is relevant, decides the observer who
translates relevancy into conoepts that he em ploys for the com putation on a
system , or equivalently into a speci ¢ m anner to ask som e yesno questions
and not others (see section :_3-:3) .

G oing to the extram e of de nitions, what is nform ation and what is not
decides the observer, and it is because of this that the am ount of inform ation
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is nite. Had we had the lberty to call inform ation anything we want, there
would be no Intuitively clear argum ent show ing why this "anything" m ust be

nite. F initeness thus has to include the ocbserver, and thanks to the univer-
sality of quantum m echanics can be in the lin it reduced to nieness In the
sense of R ovelli.

Axiom 2 beautifilly correspondsto W heeler’sdictum (adopted after P hilip
Anderson) "M ore isdi erent". If one wants to get m ore Inform ation, this w ill
be di erent informm ation; or one can always get m ore inform ation, and it will
be di erent nform ation. Though in the orighal "™ ore isdi erent" was used
In the context of com plexity theory, it can aswell, asa basic principle, apply to
Inform ation-based quantum theory. At it w illbe seen below , orR ovelli A xiom
2 allow s to introduce probabilities and to deduce an analogue ofthe Bom rule;
forBZ Axiom 2 leadsto in posing a certain structure on the nform ation space.
This axiom is responsible for the departure from classicality, which is not yet
fully accom m odated by Axiom 1 alone.

2.3 Possibke developm ent

Fuchsusesasa priori given the structure ofH ibert space; histask isto deduce
som e of the operational structure of quantum m echanics, nam ely, density m a—
trices. Rovelli, on the contrary, is Interested In deducing quantum m echanics
from the axiom s and does not show a way to deduce m ost of fiirther struc-
ture, to start w ith the superposition principle (@part from introducihg it asan
axiom ). Fuchs uses a decision-theoretic Bayesian) approach to derive the su—
perposition principle. H e refersto R ovell’spaper n hisown, and one is keft free
to suggest that m any ofhis axiom atic assum ptions, on which he doesn’t clearly
com m ent, m ight be sin ilar to R ovell’’s ones, apart from the key issue of how
to de ne measurem ent. Indeed, Fuchs insists on the fiindam ental character
of positive operatorvalied m easures. Thism ay not seem ntuitively evident.
But because Fuchs leaves the axiom atic foundations of the B ayesian approach
open, even if we diam iss the necessity to de nem easurem ent asPOVM , there
still rem ains an opportuniy to introduce the latter in the theory. POVM have
a natural description as conventional von Neum ann m easurem ents on an an—
cilla system 53., and thus to R ovelli’s axiom atic derivation ofthe H ibert space
structure one m ay try to add an account of nevitability of ancilla system s
and naturally obtain from this the needed POVM description. This will be
attem pted in section -'_3'

B rukner and Zeilinger proceed di erently. If infom ation is prim ary, they
argue, then any form alisn should be a formm alisn dealing w ith nform ation
and not with som e other notions. Therefore BZ construct an inform ation
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space where they apply the axiom s and use the form alism to deduce testable

predictions. BZ do not refer to physical space or to H ibert space in their con—
struction. T hus they do not have access to algebra allow ing a reconstruction

ofthe state space out ofthe operator H ibert space. T herefore, because of this

change of scenery, they are bound to postulate m ore properties of m utually

com plem entary propositions than Rovelli or Fuchs. Nam ely, they postulate

the hom ogeneity of param eter space. BZ’s self-im posed tem inological lim ita-
tion to abstract inform ation space does not seem viabl for philosophical, ie.

extra-scienti ¢, reasons: i renders the form alisn less transparent in use, while
Introduction of supplem entary axiom s does not m ake i conoesptually clearer
than traditional form alism s.

T o continue, the question ishow to extract a usefiilapproach from the jux—
taposition of R ovell’s and Fuchs’s proposals. Rovelli, as said before, show s a
way to construct the H ibert space structure from two axiom s. Unlke B rukner
and Zeilinger, we do not call this H ibert space nform ation space but sim ply
physical space, for there isno other space in the w hole construction that would
be the physical space. BZ's inform ation space is what the physical space Js-li‘:
Next, wih Hibert space in hand, we use Fuchs’s derivation based on G lea—
son’s theorem to deduce density m atrices and their properties. T his requires
essentially one m ore step: we need to introduce POVM as m easurem ents, as
discussed above. O nce we've Introduced ancilla system s, we can operationally
rede nem easurem ent as describbed by POVM .

To move further in com bining Rovelli’s and Fuchs's proposals, after the
axiom atic stage, we either need a sort of decision-theoretic approach to derive
the form al consequences of the necessary Intersub fctive accord of m easure—
ment resuls (orFuchs, for exam ple, via a version of the de F inetti theorem ),
orwe need to use an algebraic approach so that the constructed H ibert space
be treated as space of operators corresponding to observables. This latter
option w illbe investigated below .

3 Reconstruction of the quantum form alism
3.1 Key metaphor

W e are guided by the com puterm etaphor. Indeed, the strategic task is to give
a reform ulation of quantum theory n inform ation-theoretic term s. A theory
that operates with the notion of infom ation can be com pared to sofftware
as opposed to a theory that operates w ith the notion of energy which can
be com pared to hardware. Ideally one would wish to see all "hardware" or

20 ur use of the verb to be does not Im ply that we hold any form of realisn . W em erely refer
here to com m on usage of the term physical space.
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energetic language disappear from the form ulation of the theory, so that only
"software" or inform ational Janguage rem ain.

32 TI-observer and P -observer

W e are usually interested In inform ation about (know ledge of) the chosen sys—
tem and we disregard particular ways in which we have cbtamned this infor-
m ation. A 11 that counts is know ledge that can be usefiil in future or, n other
words, relevant know ledge or relevant inform ation. This is why one usually

does not pay attention to the very process of Interaction between the system

being m easured and the m easuring system , and one treats m easuring system

asam eta-theoretic, ie. non-physical, apparatus. To give an exam ple, for som e
experin ent a physicist m ay need to know the proton m ass but he willnot at
allbe Interested in how this quantity wasm easured, unless he is a narrow spe—
cialist whose interest is in m easuring particle m asses. P articular ways to gain

know ledge are irrelevant, while know ledge itself is highly relevant and useful
Som e ofthe experin entswherg one is interested In them easurem ent asa phys—
ical process are discussed in 24, From now on we assum e that m easurem ent
details are irrelevant, perhaps at the price of rede ning what ism eagurem ent.

In a practical setting, though, inform ation is always physical 14, This
is to say that there always is som e physical support of nfom ation, som e
hardware. T he necessity of the physical support requires that we prooceed In
the follow ing m anner:  rst, treat the m easurem ent interaction as physical;
then, disregard the fact that it was physical and reform ulate the theory in
term s of m easuram ent results only.

To start, m ake a distinction between two parts of the world: quantum
system S, which is the systam of interest, and the cbserver. T he observer, In
the spirit ofthe softw are-hardw arem etaphor, consists ofan inform ationalagent
("ITobserver") and of the physical realization of the observer ("P-observer").
T here is no T-observer w ithout P -observer. Reciprocally, there is no sense in
calling P -observer an cbserver unless there is T-observer (otherw ise P -observer
is just a physical system as any). Hence, the two com ponents of the "larger
observer" are not in any way separate or orthogonal to each other; on the
contrary, these arem erely tw o view points, and the di erence isbut descriptive.

3.3 H ilert space

P -observer interacts w ith the quantum system and thus provides for the phys—
ical basis of m easurem ent. T-observer is only Interested in the m easurem ent
result, ie. Inform ation per se, and he gets Inform ation by reading it from P -
observer. T he act of reading or getting Inform ation ishere a com m on linguistic
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expression and not a physical process since I-observer and P -observer are not
physically distinct. In fact, the conospt of "being physical” only applies to P —
observer, and by de nition the physical content of the "larger observer" is all
contained in P -observer. T-observer as inform ational agent is m eta-theoretic,
and hence the fact that its interaction w ith P -observer, or the act of "read—
Ing inform ation", is unphysical. To give a m athem aticalm eaning to this act,
we assum e that getting Inform ation is described as yesno questions asked by
I-observer to P -observer. "

To llow Rovell¥’s construction £, the set of questions w ill be denoted
W @)= fQ;;12 Ig. According to Axiom 1, there isa nite numberN that
characterizes P -observer’s inform ational capacity. T he num ber of questions in
I, though, can be much larger than N , as som e of these questions are not
Independent. In particular, they m ay be related by Implication ©Q: ) Q2),
union Q3 = Q1 _ Q5), and intersection Q3 = Q1 " Q3). One can de ne an
always false Qo) and an always true question Q1 ), negation of a question
(:Q), and a notion of orthogonality as ollows: ifQ; ) :Q,, then Q; and
Q, are orthogonal Q:1? Q.). Equipped with these structures, and under the
non-trivial assum ption that union and intersection are de ned for every pair
of questions, W (P ) is an orthom odular lattice.

Oneneedstom ake a few m ore steps to obtain the H ibert space structure.
Asllowsfrom Axiom 1,onecan selectinW (P ) a setcofN questionsthatare
Independent from each other. In the general case, there exist m any such sets
c, d, etc. If Tobserver asks the N questions in the fam ily ¢ then the obtained
answers form a string

Sc= kii:iiiey k:
T his string representsthe "raw " inform ation that I-observergot from P -observ—
erasa result ofasking the questions in c. N ote that this isnot yet inform ation
about the quantum system S that the Tobserverultin ately wants to have, but
only a process due to fuinctional separation w ithin the "larger cbserver".

The string s. can take 2¥ values and, since these outcom es are by con—
struction m utually exclusive, we can de ne new questions Qél) :::0 C(ZN ! such

that the yes answerto Q éi) corresoonds to the string of answers sc(i) :

0 =1:01":02" 2% 10w 21 " QO w2 NN Qut

To these questions we refer as to "com plete questions". By taking allpossble
unions of sets of com plete questions Q éi) of the sam e fam ily ¢ one constructs
a Boolan algebra that hasQ éi) as atom s.

A tematively, one can considera di erent fam ily d ofN independent yesno
questionsand obtain anotherB oolan algebraw ith di erent com plete questions
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as atom s. It follow s, then, from A xiom 1 that the set of questionsW @ ) that
can be asked to P -observer is algebraically an orthom odular lattice containing
subsets that form Boolan algebras. This is precisely the algebraic structure
form ed by the fam ily of linear subsets of H ibert space.

Tt is interesting to note that in approaches that start w ith an abstract C -
algebra of operators one needs to use the G elfand-N ain ark-Segal construction
to obtain a representation ofthis algebra as algebra of operators on a H ibert
space. In the present approach, inform ation-theoretic axiom s are evoked to
obtain a sin ilar resul, nam ely, to show that operators form a H ibert space.

34 Bom ruk

From the second Rovell’saxiom it follow s in m ediately that there are questions
such asanswers to these questionsare not determ ined by s.. De ne, In general,
asp@;Q él)) the probability that a yesanswerto Q will ollow from the string

séi) . G Iven two com plete strings of answers s. and s,, we can then consider
the probabilities

pI=pQ,;09)8H
From the way it is de ned, the ¥ 2V matrix p? cannot be com pletely
arbitrary. F irst, we m ust have

0 pY 1:

T hen, if nform ation sc(j) is available about the system , one and only one of
the outcom es sél) m ay resulk. T herefore
X

Ifwe assum e that p @ gi);Q éj)) =p@ éj);Qkii)) then we also get

X iy
p’=1:
j
If pursued further In an attem pt to deduce probability am plitudes, this

derivation, however, encounters som e di culties. To get the resul, Rovelli
postulates explicitly the superposition principle. W e, too, introduce a new

®T his introduction of probabilities does not yet com m it one to any particular view on what
probabilities are. P ersopally, the author believes in the trascendental deduction of the struc—
ture ofprobabilities '16:'11: and in the sub fctive attribution ofnum eric values to probabilities.
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assum ption to obtain m ore of the structure of quantum theory. Nam ely, we
postulate non-contextuality and use G leason’s theorem to deduce density m a—
trices. It rem ains an open question if non-contextuality agan intuitively m ade
assum ption is weloom e orm ust be refected as too strong 18 | In m athem atical
tem s, i states that probabilities can be de ned for a pro ctor independently
ofthe fam ily of profctors of which it isam ember, orthat inp @, ;0 &) w ith

xed Qgi) probability w illbe the sam e had the xed question belonged not to
the fam ily-bbut to som e other fam ily d. O ne can then prove a theorem due to
G keason %4:

Theorem (G leason) Let £ be any function from 1-dim ensional projc—
tions on a H ibert space of dimension d > 2 to ﬂ%eclimit jnterva]]_J iuch that for
each resolution of the identity £ xg;k = 1:::d; ., x=1I; ,_;f(«x)=
1:Then there exists a unigque density matrix such thatf£( x)= Tr( «):

3.5 Unitary dynam ics

O ne last step before we m ove to quantum theory ofthe system S is to obtain

unitary dynam ics. Follow ing R ovelli, any question can be labelled by the tin e

variable t ndicating the tin e at which it is asked. Denote ast ! Q () the

one-param eter fam ily ofquestionsde ned by the sam e procedure perform ed at
di erenttin es. A ssum e that tin e evolution isa sym m etry in the theory. In the
context of our approach the latter word "theory" nclides theory ofP -ocbserver
and ofthe quantum system S.Then recallthatthesstW (P ) hasthe structure
of a set of linear subspaces in the H ibert space, and the set of all questions at
tin e t, to the P -observer part of the physically interacting conjunction oftwo

system s, m ust be isom orphic to the set of all questions at tin e t . T herefore,

the corresponding fam ily of linear subspaces m ust have the sam e structure; it
follow s that there m ust be a unitary transform ation U (¢ ) such that

Q)=Uk t)O&U 'k t):

Tt is straightforw ard to see that these unitary m atrices form an abelian group
andU (& tB)=exp[ iy tH)H ], whereH isa selfadpint operator in the
H ibert space, the Ham iltonian.

In a practicalsetting, it is from the past orthe future ofa given experin ent,
In particular from the intentions ofthe experin enter, that one can leam which
Inform ation about the experim ent is relevant and w hich isnot. W hat isrelevant
can either be encoded in the preparation of the experim ent or selected by
the experin enter a posteriori. In all cases, the notion of relevance does not
enter into the form alisn which solkly describes the m easurem ent w ithin the
context of the experin ent. A Il that is "allowed to be known" inside the form al
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fram ew ork is that there (@) is (o) som e relevant inform ation. W hat is relevant
isre ected in the choice of questions that are asked by T-observer.

Interaction betw een P -observer and the quantum system should be viewed
as physical interaction between jist any two physical system s. Still, because
T-observer then reads nfom ation from P -observer and because we aren’t In—
terested In the posteriority of relations between P observer and the quantum
system , we can treat P observer as an ancillary system In course of its interac—
tion wih S. Such an ancillary system would have Interacted w ith S and then
would be sub fct to a standard m easurem ent describbed m athem atically on is
H ibert space via a set of orthogonal yesno pro fction operators.

So far, for P -observer we have the H ibert space and the standard Bom
rule. T he fact that P -observer is treated as ancillary system allow s to transfer
som e ofthis structure on the quantum system S.A new non-trivialassum ption
has to be m ade, that the tin e dynam ics that has previously arisen in the
context of P -observer alone, also applies to the T-observer and to S. In other
words, there is only one tin e in the system . T in e of T-observer is the one in
which one can grasp the m eaning of the words "past" and "future" as used
above In relation wih the experim ental setting and the notion of relevant
Inform ation: it is in this tin e that there is a "before the experin ent" and an
"after the experin ent". T in es of physical system s, such as S or P -observer,
are tin es n which their dynam ics takes place.

N ow , both the physical interaction of P -observer w th S and the process
of asking questions by T-observer to P -observer take place in one and the sam e
tin e. Since (@) until Tobserver asks the question that he chooses to ask, sets
of questions at di erent tim es are isom orphic and evolution is unitary, and
(o) tin e at which T-observer asks the question only depends on observer and
considerations of relevance that m ust not enter into the form alisn , then one
concludes that the interaction between the quantum system and P -observer
m ust respect the unitary character all until the decoupling ofthe ancilla. N ow
w rite,

SPp 1'U SPp U Y N
A fter asking a question corresponding to a pro gctor |, probability of the yes
answer w illbe given by

Po=Tr U(s p)UY (T )
B ecause the system s decouple, trace can be decom posed into
Pb=Tr (sEyp);
where allpresence of the ancilla is hidden iIn the operator

Exy=Tn I p)U (I p)UY
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which acts on the quantum system S alone. This operator is positive-sem i~
de nite, and a fam ily of such operators form resolution of identity. T hey are
not, however, m utually orfhogonal. Such operators form positive operator-
valued m easures POVM ) &3,

4 Conclusion

W e have shown how to obtain a description of quantum m easurem ent via
POVM at the condiion of disregarding com pletely the physical interaction
duringm easurem ent and the existence ofP -observer. Ifone isonly interested in
a form aldescription ofhow I-observer acquires inform ation about the quantum
system S, this isdone via POVM and the Bom rul Pllow ing from G leason’s
theoram . Tobem entioned here, G leason’stheorem also adm itsa glenera]jzatjon
from von Neum ann’s orthogonal pro ector m easures to POVM 2 . One gets
therefore a description ofm easurem ent asused in quantum inform ation theory,
and qQne can now continue the developm ent of the theory in the conventional
way 3. m agreem ent w ith the Intuition expressed in the key m etaphor, all
"hardw are" language is elim Inated and the theory can be form ulated In the
"software" language alone.

Fom al deduction of the results olqnoemjng the H ibert space, however,
was not com plktely rigorous. Rovelli © acknow ledges it in his disclain er, "I
do not clain any m athem aticalnor philosophical rigor" . Indeed, the fact that
yesmno questions form an orthom odular lattice containing subsets that form
Boolan algebrasonly comm its one to the structure of union of H ibert spaces
and not of a single Hibert space. Thus, this can happen to be the union
of prim itive H ibert spaces, which allow for a classical and not a quantum
Interpretation. G enerally speaking, the structure w illbe the one of the H ibert
space w ith superselection rules. O ne needs then to use Axiom 2 to show that
the possibility to ask in every situation som e new inform ative question exclides
classicality. C om pletion of this program rem ains an open problem .

Introduction of space and tim e "by hand" In any algebraic approach to
quantum m echanics is certainly quite unsatisfactory. O ne would wish to see
how space and tin e arise naturally from the form alisn . This may require
a fully rigorous algebraic approach nvolving von Neum ann algebras and the
GN S construction for the H ibert space. H ow,ever, the author is only aware of
one way to introduce tim e in this fram ew ork 2%, This leaves open the question
of Iink between tim e and space, and of the possbility to use the two notions
together to obtain the evolution equation.
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