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Elem ents ofinform ation-theoretic derivation ofthe form alism of

quantum theory.
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Inform ation-theoreticderivationsoftheform alism ofquantum theory haverecently

attracted m uch attention.W eanalyzetheaxiom sunderlying a few such derivations

and propose a conceptualfram ework in which,by com bining severalapproaches,

one can retrieve m ore ofthe conventionalquantum form alism .

1 Strategy

Initially form ulated by John W heeler 1;2,the program ofderiving quantum

form alism from inform ation-theoreticprincipleshasbeen receivinglately m uch

attention. Thus,Jozsa 3 prom otes a viewpoint which "attem pts to place a

notion ofinform ation at a prim ary fundam entallevelin the form ulation of

quantum physics". Fuchs 4 presents his program as follows: "The task is

not to m ake sense ofthe quantum axiom s by heaping m ore structure,m ore

de� nitions... on top ofthem ,but to throw them away wholesale and start

afresh. W e should be relentlessin asking ourselves:From whatdeep physical

principles m ight we derive this exquisite m athem aticalstructure?.. Im yself

seeno alternativebutto contem platedeep and hard thetasks,thetechniques,

and the im plicationsofquantum inform ation theory."

In a sim ilarfashion,Rovelli 5 distinguishesa philosophicalproblem ofin-

terpretation from a m athem aticalproblem ofderivation ofquantum m echani-

calform alism from the� rstprinciples.Hewrites,"...quantum m echanicswill

ceaseto look puzzling only when wewillbeableto derive theform alism ofthe

theory from a setofsim plephysicalassertions(’postulates’,’principles’)about

theworld.Therefore,weshould nottry to append a reasonableinterpretation

to thequantum m echanicsform alism ,butratherto derive theform alism from

a setofexperim entally m otivated postulates". Rovellirefersto hisown work

as a point ofview and not as interpretation: "From the point ofview dis-

cussed here,Bohr’sinterpretation,consistenthistoriesinterpretations,aswell

asm any worldsinterpretation,areallcorrect".Rovelli’spointofview,i.e.in-

form ationaltreatm entofquantum m echanics,thusservesa form alcriterion or

a � lterthatperm eatescertain interpretationsand notothers.In otherwords,

treatm entofquantum m echanicson inform ation-theoreticgroundsentailsthat
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som einterpretationsofquantum theory willbewith certainty inapplicablebut

a num ber ofotherinterpretationswillallrem ain possible. Such a resultcan

be naturally expected from any novelform aldevelopm entofquantum theory

thatrem ainsin the area ofscienceasopposed to philosophy.

2 A xiom s

2.1 The choice ofaxiom s

Any form alderivation ofquantum m echanics,in particularthoseusing Bayes-

ian m ethods 6;7;8;4 and quiteprom ising forsom eonewho believesin inform at-

ion-theoreticfoundationsofphysics,requiresa de� niteconceptualbackground

on which such a derivation willfurtheroperate.Asitisoften thecase,to give

a rigorousaxiom aticsystem thatcould providethenecessary background,isa

di� culttask. Below we analyze som e three proposed solutions,by Rovelli 5,

by Fuchs 4;9 and by Bruknerand Zeilinger 10.

Elem entary actofm easurem entisunderstood by Rovelliasyes-no ques-

tion.Bruknerand Zeilingeruse the term "proposition" which generalizesthe

notion ofbinary question.Still,ifonelooksinto wherefrom theterm "propo-

sition" appears,one � nds in 11 two form ulationsofZeilinger’sfundam ental

principle forquantum m echanics:

FP 1 An elem entary system representsthe truth valueofoneproposition.

FP 2 An elem entary system carriesone bitofinform ation.

Itseem sthatZeilinger’schoice ofthese two principlesstrongly suggeststhat

thefollowing phrasein BZ re ectstheview oftheauthorson thefundam ental

issueand thusputsthem very closeto Rovelli’sposition:"Yes-no alternatives

arerepresentativesofbasicfundam entalunitsofallsystem s."

Fuchsstartsdirectly with theHilbertspaceand thefullstructureofquan-

tum m echanics. He desribesm easurem entsnotby projectorsbutby positive

operator-valued m easures. This allows one to think that he willnot agree

with a de� nition ofprim itive m easurem entsas consisting ofexclusive yes-no

alternatives,wheretheword "exclusive" leadsto m athem atically representing

yes-no questions asorthogonalprojectors. Still,Fuchs m entions som e ofthe

basicassum ptionsthathem akesin hisderivation.

Rovelliand BZ each then posetwo axiom s.

A xiom 1 :

� Rovelli:"Thereisa m axim um am ountofrelevantinform ation that

can be extracted from a system ."

2



� Fuchs: Doesn’t follow the axiom atic approach;states that"There

ism axim alinform ation abouta system ."

� Bruknerand Zeilinger:"Theinform ation contentofa quantum sys-

tem is� nite."

A xiom 2 :

� Rovelli: "Itisalwayspossible to acquire new inform ation abouta

system ."

� Fuchs: Doesn’t follow the axiom atic approach;states that"There

willalwaysbe questionsthatwe can ask ofa system forwhich we

cannotpredictthe outcom es."

� Brukner and Zeilinger: Introduce the notion oftotalinform ation

contentofthe system ;state thatthere existm utually com plem en-

tary propositions;statethattotalinform ation contentofthesystem

is invariantunder a change ofthe set ofm utually com plem entary

propositions.

In spiteofa quitestriking analogy between theaxiom schosen by di� erent

authors,as for the following derivation ofquantum m echanics,they do not

proceed in the sam e m anner. W e shallnow have a closerlook atthe axiom s

and derivation techniques.

2.2 Discussion ofthe axiom s

Axiom 1 m arksa crucialpointofdeparturefrom classicalphysics.Newtonian

physicsem ploysm athem aticsofcontinuum to representtheworld and,there-

fore,any calculation ofcom plete inform ation about,say,a particle position

would require an in� nitely long com putation. This fact has profoundly dis-

turbed m any physicists,with m ost prom inently Feynm an saying,"It always

bothersm ethat,accordingto thelawsasweunderstand then today,ittakesa

com puting m achinean in� nitenum beroflogicaloperationsto � gureoutwhat

goes on in no m atter how tiny a region ofspace and no m atter how tiny a

region oftim e,... why should ittake an in� nite am ountoflogic to � gure out

whatone tiny piece ofspace-tim e is going to do?" Axiom 1 also goesin line

with W heeler’s"no continuum " principle 2.

W hileitseem sintuitively plausibleto acceptAxiom 1,itsinterpretation is

notstraightforward.Each authorim poseshisown interpretation by choosinga

suitabletranslation intohislanguage;forRovelliitm eansthatthereexistcom -

pletesetsofyes-noquestionsthatcould provideone,abstractly,with 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 ofm utually

com plem entary propositions.

However,itappearsthatAxiom 1 can raiseyeta di� erentissue.O urintu-

ition isthatessential� nitenessapplies,notto thesystem to which weaddress

yes-no questionsbutto thesystem plustheobserverwho asksthesequestions.

Form aldevelopm ent ofthis idea willappear in section 3. Philosophicalar-

gum ent goes as follows: it is not true,that in order to know a Newtonian

coordinate we need the knowledge ofin� nitely m any decim aldigits. The lat-

ter should not m ake us worry,for we are endowed with an ability to create

a specialcode (a new concept),which willsubstitute in the thinking the un-

desired in� nity.The sam e worksforcom putation:Feynm an’sargum entfrom

thein� nity oflogicaloperationsm ustincludethepossibility of"hiding" New-

tonian in� nitiesunderthe "and so forth" concept,forwhich one m ay specify

operationalrules. Consequently,the requirem ent of� niteness applies to the

observer-observed system . In a sim ilarm anner,in BZ term s,essential� nite-

nessappliesto system plusthe onewho choosesthe propositionsto be tested

on thesystem ,i.e.theobserver.W edonothavetheintuition that"onecannot

know the in� nity" but,rather,thatonecannothavein� nite knowledge.

How isthisunderstandingofthe� nitenessaxiom related totheoneadopt-

ed by Rovelliand otherauthors? W ith theassum ption ofuniversality ofquan-

tum theory,one can deduce the old pointofview.Indeed,universality allows

us to treatthe borderline between theory and m eta-theory in quantum m e-

chanics as  exible 12. Any given observer (m eta-theoreticalentity) can be

included in the theory properby taking the pointofview ofan observerex-

ternalto the one in question. Ifthe am ountofinform ation rem ains� nite in

spite ofthe arbitrary choice ofthe frontier between the system and the ob-

server,we can elim inate from consideration any previously given observerat

thepriceofrede� ning thequestion-askingparty.Im agine,forexam ple,a com -

puter solving in M aple software som e � eld theory renorm alization problem .

Renorm alization isaboutrem ovingin� nities,soifa com puterwereletto solve

this task without conceptualizing in� nities by m eans ofa previously learned

renorm alization technique,itwould haveneverarrived atany result.Abstract

am ountofinform ation in thesystem isin� nitein thisexam ple,buttheam ount

ofrelevant inform ation is � nite. W hat is relevant,decides the observerwho

translatesrelevancy into concepts thathe em ploys forthe com putation on a

system ,or equivalently into a speci� c m anner to ask som e yes-no questions

and notothers(seesection 3.5).

G oing to the extrem e ofde� nitions,whatisinform ation and whatisnot

decidesthe observer,and itisbecauseofthisthatthe am ountofinform ation
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is� nite. Had we had the liberty to callinform ation anything we want,there

would be no intuitively clearargum entshowing why this"anything" m ustbe

� nite. Finitenessthushasto include the observer,and thanksto the univer-

sality ofquantum m echanics can be in the lim it reduced to � niteness in the

senseofRovelli.

Axiom 2beautifully correspondstoW heeler’sdictum (adopted afterPhilip

Anderson)"M oreisdi� erent".Ifonewantsto getm oreinform ation,thiswill

be di� erentinform ation;orone can alwaysgetm ore inform ation,and itwill

be di� erentinform ation.Though in the original"M ore isdi� erent" wasused

in thecontextofcom plexity theory,itcan aswell,asabasicprinciple,apply to

inform ation-based quantum theory.Atitwillbeseen below,forRovelliAxiom

2 allowsto introduceprobabilitiesand to deducean analogueoftheBorn rule;

forBZ Axiom 2leadstoim posingacertain structureon theinform ation space.

Thisaxiom isresponsible forthe departure from classicality,which isnotyet

fully accom m odated by Axiom 1 alone.

2.3 Possible developm ent

Fuchsusesasa priorigiven thestructureofHilbertspace;histask istodeduce

som eoftheoperationalstructureofquantum m echanics,nam ely,density m a-

trices. Rovelli,on the contrary,isinterested in deducing quantum m echanics

from the axiom s and does not show a way to deduce m ost offurther struc-

ture,to startwith thesuperposition principle(apartfrom introducing itasan

axiom ).Fuchsusesa decision-theoretic(Bayesian)approach to derivethe su-

perposition principle.HereferstoRovelli’spaperin hisown,and oneisleftfree

tosuggestthatm any ofhisaxiom aticassum ptions,on which hedoesn’tclearly

com m ent,m ightbe sim ilarto Rovelli’sones,apartfrom the key issue ofhow

to de� ne m easurem ent. Indeed,Fuchs insists on the fundam entalcharacter

ofpositive operator-valued m easures. Thism ay notseem intuitively evident.

ButbecauseFuchsleavestheaxiom aticfoundationsoftheBayesian approach

open,even ifwedism issthe necessity to de� nem easurem entasPOVM ,there

stillrem ainsan opportunity to introducethelatterin thetheory.POVM have

a naturaldescription asconventionalvon Neum ann m easurem entson an an-

cilla system 13,and thusto Rovelli’saxiom aticderivation oftheHilbertspace

structure one m ay try to add an account ofinevitability ofancilla system s

and naturally obtain from this the needed POVM description. This willbe

attem pted in section 3.

Bruknerand Zeilingerproceed di� erently.Ifinform ation isprim ary,they

argue,then any form alism should be a form alism dealing with inform ation

and not with som e other notions. Therefore BZ construct an inform ation
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space where they apply the axiom sand use the form alism to deduce testable

predictions.BZ do notreferto physicalspaceorto Hilbertspacein theircon-

struction. Thusthey do nothave accessto algebra allowing a reconstruction

ofthestatespaceoutoftheoperatorHilbertspace.Therefore,becauseofthis

change ofscenery,they are bound to postulate m ore properties ofm utually

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

the hom ogeneity ofparam eterspace.BZ’sself-im posed term inologicallim ita-

tion to abstractinform ation space doesnotseem viable forphilosophical,i.e.

extra-scienti� c,reasons:itrenderstheform alism lesstransparentin use,while

introduction ofsupplem entary axiom s does not m ake it conceptually clearer

than traditionalform alism s.

Tocontinue,thequestion ishow toextractausefulapproach from thejux-

taposition ofRovelli’sand Fuchs’sproposals. Rovelli,assaid before,showsa

way to constructtheHilbertspacestructurefrom two axiom s.UnlikeBrukner

and Zeilinger,we do notcallthisHilbertspace inform ation space butsim ply

physicalspace,forthereisnootherspacein thewholeconstruction thatwould

be the physicalspace. BZ’sinform ation space iswhatthe physicalspace isa.

Next,with Hilbert space in hand,we use Fuchs’s derivation based on G lea-

son’stheorem to deduce density m atricesand theirproperties. Thisrequires

essentially one m ore step: we need to introduce POVM asm easurem ents,as

discussed above.O ncewe’veintroduced ancilla system s,wecan operationally

rede� nem easurem entasdescribed by POVM .

To m ove further in com bining Rovelli’s and Fuchs’s proposals,after the

axiom aticstage,weeitherneed a sortofdecision-theoreticapproach to derive

the form alconsequences ofthe necessary intersubjective accord ofm easure-

m entresults(forFuchs,forexam ple,via a version ofthedeFinettitheorem ),

orweneed to usean algebraicapproach so thattheconstructed Hilbertspace

be treated as space of operators corresponding to observables. This latter

option willbe investigated below.

3 R econstruction ofthe quantum form alism

3.1 Key m etaphor

W eareguided by thecom puterm etaphor.Indeed,thestrategictask isto give

a reform ulation ofquantum theory in inform ation-theoretic term s. A theory

that operates with the notion of inform ation can be com pared to software

as opposed to a theory that operates with the notion ofenergy which can

be com pared to hardware. Ideally one would wish to see all"hardware" or

aO uruse ofthe verb to be doesnotim ply thatwehold any form ofrealism .W e m erely refer

here to com m on usage ofthe term physicalspace.
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energetic languagedisappearfrom the form ulation ofthe theory,so thatonly

"software" orinform ationallanguagerem ain.

3.2 I-observer and P-observer

W eareusually interested in inform ation about(knowledgeof)thechosen sys-

tem and we disregard particular ways in which we have obtained this infor-

m ation.Allthatcountsisknowledgethatcan be usefulin future or,in other

words,relevant knowledge or relevant inform ation. This is why one usually

doesnotpay attention to the very processofinteraction between the system

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

asam eta-theoretic,i.e.non-physical,apparatus.Togivean exam ple,forsom e

experim enta physicistm ay need to know the proton m assbuthe willnotat

allbeinterested in how thisquantity wasm easured,unlessheisa narrow spe-

cialistwhoseinterestisin m easuring particle m asses.Particularwaysto gain

knowledge are irrelevant,while knowledge itselfishighly relevantand useful.

Som eoftheexperim entswhereoneisinterested in them easurem entasaphys-

icalprocessare discussed in 14. From now on we assum e thatm easurem ent

detailsareirrelevant,perhapsatthe priceofrede� ning whatism easurem ent.

In a practicalsetting,though,inform ation is always physical 15. This

is to say that there always is som e physicalsupport of inform ation, som e

hardware. The necessity ofthe physicalsupportrequiresthatwe proceed in

the following m anner: � rst, treat the m easurem ent interaction as physical;

then,disregard the fact that it was physicaland reform ulate the theory in

term sofm easurem entresultsonly.

To start,m ake a distinction between two parts ofthe world: quantum

system S,which isthe system ofinterest,and the observer.The observer,in

thespiritofthesoftware-hardwarem etaphor,consistsofan inform ationalagent

("I-observer")and ofthe physicalrealization ofthe observer("P-observer").

There is no I-observerwithoutP-observer. Reciprocally,there is no sense in

calling P-observeran observerunlessthereisI-observer(otherwiseP-observer

is just a physicalsystem asany). Hence,the two com ponentsofthe "larger

observer" are not in any way separate or orthogonalto each other; on the

contrary,thesearem erelytwoviewpoints,and thedi� erenceisbutdescriptive.

3.3 Hilbertspace

P-observerinteractswith thequantum system and thusprovidesforthephys-

icalbasis ofm easurem ent. I-observer is only interested in the m easurem ent

result,i.e. inform ation perse,and he getsinform ation by reading itfrom P-

observer.Theactofreadingorgettinginform ation ishereacom m on linguistic
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expression and nota physicalprocesssince I-observerand P-observerare not

physically distinct.In fact,the conceptof"being physical" only appliesto P-

observer,and by de� nition the physicalcontentofthe "largerobserver" isall

contained in P-observer. I-observerasinform ationalagentis m eta-theoretic,

and hence the fact that its interaction with P-observer,or the act of"read-

ing inform ation",isunphysical. To give a m athem aticalm eaning to thisact,

we assum e thatgetting inform ation isdescribed asyes-no questionsasked by

I-observerto P-observer.

To follow Rovelli’s construction 5,the set ofquestions willbe denoted

W (P )= fQ i;i2 Ig. According to Axiom 1,there isa � nite num berN that

characterizesP-observer’sinform ationalcapacity.Thenum berofquestionsin

I,though,can be m uch larger than N ,as som e ofthese questions are not

independent. In particular,they m ay be related by im plication (Q 1 ) Q 2),

union (Q 3 = Q 1 _ Q 2),and intersection (Q 3 = Q 1 ^ Q 2). O ne can de� ne an

alwaysfalse (Q 0) and an always true question (Q 1 ),negation ofa question

(:Q ),and a notion oforthogonality as follows: ifQ 1 ) :Q 2,then Q 1 and

Q 2 are orthogonal(Q 1? Q 2). Equipped with these structures,and underthe

non-trivialassum ption thatunion and intersection are de� ned forevery pair

ofquestions,W (P )isan orthom odularlattice.

O neneedsto m akea few m orestepsto obtain theHilbertspacestructure.

Asfollowsfrom Axiom 1,onecan selectin W (P )asetcofN questionsthatare

independentfrom each other. In the generalcase,there existm any such sets

c,d,etc.IfI-observerasksthe N questionsin the fam ily c then the obtained

answersform a string

sc = [e1;:::;eN ]c:

Thisstringrepresentsthe"raw"inform ationthatI-observergotfrom P-observ-

erasa resultofasking thequestionsin c.Notethatthisisnotyetinform ation

aboutthequantum system S thattheI-observerultim ately wantsto have,but

only a processdue to functionalseparation within the "largerobserver".

The string sc can take 2N values and,since these outcom es are by con-

struction m utually exclusive,we can de� ne new questionsQ
(1)
c :::Q

(2
N
)

c such

thatthe yesanswerto Q
(i)
c correspondsto the string ofanswerss

(i)
c :

Q
(i)
c = :Q 1 ^ :Q 2 ^ :::̂ :Q N �i+ 1 ^ Q N �i+ 2 ^ :::̂ Q N :

To thesequestionswereferasto "com pletequestions".By taking allpossible

unionsofsetsofcom plete questionsQ
(i)
c ofthe sam e fam ily c one constructs

a Boolean algebra thathasQ
(i)
c asatom s.

Alternatively,onecan consideradi� erentfam ilydofN independentyes-no

questionsand obtainanotherBooleanalgebrawith di� erentcom pletequestions
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asatom s.Itfollows,then,from Axiom 1 thatthe setofquestionsW (P )that

can beasked to P-observerisalgebraically an orthom odularlatticecontaining

subsetsthatform Boolean algebras. Thisis precisely the algebraic structure

form ed by the fam ily oflinearsubsetsofHilbertspace.

Itisinteresting to notethatin approachesthatstartwith an abstractC �-

algebra ofoperatorsoneneedsto usetheG elfand-Naim ark-Segalconstruction

to obtain a representation ofthisalgebra asalgebra ofoperatorson a Hilbert

space. In the present approach,inform ation-theoretic axiom s are evoked to

obtain a sim ilarresult,nam ely,to show thatoperatorsform a Hilbertspace.

3.4 Born rule

From thesecond Rovelli’saxiom itfollowsim m ediatelythattherearequestions

such asanswerstothesequestionsarenotdeterm ined by sc.De� ne,in general,

asp(Q ;Q
(i)
c )theprobability thata yesanswerto Q willfollow from thestring

s
(i)
c . G iven two com plete strings ofanswerssc and sb,we can then consider

the probabilities

p
ij = p(Q

(i)

b
;Q

(j)
c ):b

From the way it is de� ned, the 2N � 2N m atrix pij cannot be com pletely

arbitrary.First,we m usthave

0 � p
ij
� 1:

Then,ifinform ation s
(j)
c is available about the system ,one and only one of

the outcom ess
(i)

b
m ay result.Therefore

X

i

p
ij = 1:

Ifweassum ethatp(Q
(i)

b
;Q

(j)
c )= p(Q

(j)
c ;Q

(i)

b
)then we also get

X

j

p
ij = 1:

Ifpursued further in an attem pt to deduce probability am plitudes,this

derivation,however,encounters som e di� culties. To get the result,Rovelli

postulates explicitly the superposition principle. W e,too,introduce a new

bThisintroduction ofprobabilitiesdoesnotyetcom m itone to any particularview on what

probabilitiesare.Personally,the authorbelievesin the trascendentaldeduction ofthe struc-

tureofprobabilities 16;17 and in thesubjectiveattribution ofnum ericvaluesto probabilities.
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assum ption to obtain m ore ofthe structure ofquantum theory. Nam ely,we

postulatenon-contextuality and useG leason’stheorem to deducedensity m a-

trices.Itrem ainsan open question ifnon-contextuality asan intuitively m ade

assum ption iswelcom eorm ustberejected astoo strong 18.In m athem atical

term s,itstatesthatprobabilitiescan bede� ned fora projectorindependently

ofthefam ily ofprojectorsofwhich itisam em ber,orthatin p(Q
(i)

b
;Q

(j)
c )with

� xed Q
(i)

b
probability willbethe sam ehad the � xed question belonged notto

thefam ily bbutto som eotherfam ily d.O necan then provea theorem dueto

G leason 19:

T heorem (G leason) Letf be any function from 1-dim ensionalprojec-

tionson a Hilbertspace ofdim ension d > 2 to the unitinterval,such thatfor

each resolution ofthe identity f� kg;k = 1:::d;
P d

k= 1
� k = I;

P d

k= 1
f(� k)=

1:Then there existsa unique density m atrix � such thatf(� k)= Tr(�� k):

3.5 Unitary dynam ics

O nelaststep before wem oveto quantum theory ofthe system S isto obtain

unitary dynam ics.Following Rovelli,any question can belabelled by thetim e

variable tindicating the tim e at which it is asked. Denote as t! Q (t) the

one-param eterfam ily ofquestionsde� ned by thesam eprocedureperform ed at

di� erenttim es.Assum ethattim eevolution isasym m etryin thetheory.In the

contextofourapproach thelatterword "theory"includestheory ofP-observer

and ofthequantum system S.Then recallthatthesetW (P )hasthestructure

ofa setoflinearsubspacesin theHilbertspace,and thesetofallquestionsat

tim et2 to theP-observerpartofthephysically interacting conjunction oftwo

system s,m ustbe isom orphicto the setofallquestionsattim e t1.Therefore,

the corresponding fam ily oflinearsubspacesm usthavethe sam estructure;it

followsthatthere m ustbe a unitary transform ation U (t2 � t1)such that

Q (t2)= U (t2 � t1)Q (t1)U
�1 (t2 � t1):

Itisstraightforward to seethattheseunitary m atricesform an abelian group

and U (t2 � t1)= exp[� i(t2 � t1)H ],whereH isa self-adjointoperatorin the

Hilbertspace,the Ham iltonian.

In apracticalsetting,itisfrom thepastorthefutureofagivenexperim ent,

in particularfrom theintentionsoftheexperim enter,thatonecan learn which

inform ationabouttheexperim entisrelevantandwhich isnot.W hatisrelevant

can either be encoded in the preparation of the experim ent or selected by

the experim enter a posteriori. In allcases,the notion ofrelevance does not

enter into the form alism which solely describes the m easurem ent within the

contextoftheexperim ent.Allthatis"allowed to beknown" insidetheform al
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fram ework isthatthere(a)is (b)som e relevantinform ation.W hatisrelevant

isre ected in the choiceofquestionsthatareasked by I-observer.

Interaction between P-observerand thequantum system should beviewed

asphysicalinteraction between justany two physicalsystem s. Still,because

I-observerthen readsinform ation from P-observerand because we aren’tin-

terested in the posteriority ofrelationsbetween P-observerand the quantum

system ,wecan treatP-observerasan ancillary system in courseofitsinterac-

tion with S.Such an ancillary system would haveinteracted with S and then

would besubjectto a standard m easurem entdescribed m athem atically on its

Hilbertspacevia a setoforthogonalyes-no projection operators.

So far,for P-observerwe have the Hilbert space and the standard Born

rule.ThefactthatP-observeristreated asancillary system allowsto transfer

som eofthisstructureon thequantum system S.A new non-trivialassum ption

has to be m ade, that the tim e dynam ics that has previously arisen in the

contextofP-observeralone,also appliesto the I-observerand to S. In other

words,there isonly one tim e in the system . Tim e ofI-observeristhe one in

which one can grasp the m eaning ofthe words "past" and "future" as used

above in relation with the experim entalsetting and the notion of relevant

inform ation:itisin thistim e thatthere isa "before the experim ent" and an

"afterthe experim ent". Tim es ofphysicalsystem s,such asS orP-observer,

aretim esin which theirdynam icstakesplace.

Now,both the physicalinteraction ofP-observerwith S and the process

ofasking questionsby I-observerto P-observertakeplacein oneand thesam e

tim e. Since (a)untilI-observerasksthe question thathe choosesto ask,sets

ofquestions at di� erent tim es are isom orphic and evolution is unitary,and

(b)tim eatwhich I-observerasksthequestion only dependson I-observerand

considerationsofrelevance that m ustnotenterinto the form alism ,then one

concludes that the interaction between the quantum system and P-observer

m ustrespecttheunitary characteralluntilthedecoupling oftheancilla.Now

write,

�SP ! U �SP U
y
:

Afterasking a question corresponding to a projector� b,probability oftheyes

answerwillbe given by

P (b)= Tr
�

U (�S 
 �P )U
y(I
 � b)

�

:

Becausethe system sdecouple,tracecan be decom posed into

P (b)= TrS(�SE b);

whereallpresenceofthe ancilla ishidden in the operator

E b = TrP
�

(I
 �P )U (I
 � b)U
y
�

;
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which acts on the quantum system S alone. This operator is positive-sem i-

de� nite,and a fam ily ofsuch operatorsform resolution ofidentity. They are

not,however,m utually orthogonal. Such operators form positive operator-

valued m easures(POVM ) 13.

4 C onclusion

W e have shown how to obtain a description of quantum m easurem ent via

POVM at the condition ofdisregarding com pletely the physicalinteraction

duringm easurem entand theexistenceofP-observer.Ifoneisonlyinterested in

aform aldescription ofhow I-observeracquiresinform ation aboutthequantum

system S,thisisdone via POVM and the Born rulefollowing from G leason’s

theorem .Tobem entionedhere,G leason’stheorem alsoadm itsageneralization

from von Neum ann’sorthogonalprojectorm easuresto POVM 20. O ne gets

thereforeadescription ofm easurem entasused in quantum inform ation theory,

and one can now continue the developm entofthe theory in the conventional

way 13. In agreem entwith the intuition expressed in the key m etaphor,all

"hardware" language is elim inated and the theory can be form ulated in the

"software" languagealone.

Form aldeduction ofthe results concerning the Hilbert space,however,

was not com pletely rigorous. Rovelli 5 acknowledgesit in his disclaim er,"I

do notclaim any m athem aticalnorphilosophicalrigor".Indeed,thefactthat

yes-no questions form an orthom odular lattice containing subsets that form

Boolean algebrasonly com m itsoneto thestructureofunion ofHilbertspaces

and not ofa single Hilbert space. Thus,this can happen to be the union

ofprim itive Hilbert spaces,which allow for a classicaland not a quantum

interpretation.G enerally speaking,thestructurewillbetheoneoftheHilbert

space with superselection rules.O ne needsthen to use Axiom 2 to show that

thepossibilitytoaskin everysituation som enew inform ativequestion excludes

classicality.Com pletion ofthisprogram rem ainsan open problem .

Introduction ofspace 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 tim e arise naturally from the form alism . This m ay require

a fully rigorousalgebraic approach involving von Neum ann algebrasand the

G NS construction forthe Hilbertspace.However,the authorisonly awareof

oneway to introducetim ein thisfram ework 21.Thisleavesopen thequestion

oflink between tim e and space,and ofthe possibility to use the two notions

togetherto obtain the evolution equation.

12
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