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I. CONCEPTUALISATION

It certainly would be faschating to pihpoint the tin e of the am ergence of the notion
that certain quantum processes, such as the decay of an excied quantum state, occurs
principally and irreducbly at random ; and how long it took to becom e the dom nant way of
thinking about them afferaim ost two centuries of quasirationalistic dom inance. Bohr's and
Heisenberg’s In uence hasbeen highly recognised and has prevailed, even against the strong
rationalistic and philosophic ob fctions raised by, for nstance, by E Instein and Schrodinger
I, 12]. O f course, one of the strongest reasons for this grow ng acosptance of quantum
random ness has been the factual nability to go \beyond" the quantum in any m anner
which would encourage new phenom enology and m ight result in any hope for a progressive
quasi-classical research program [3].

Here we Intend to discuss quantum random ness and is connection w ith quantum value
Inde niteness. Bell [4, |5, |6, [1], Kochen and Specker K S) [E], as well as G reenberger,
Home and Zeilnger GHZ) [©,110,/11] contriouted to the evidence that the m ere concept of
coexistence of certain elem ents of physical reality [12] results in a com plete contradiction.
In this view, speculations about the \reasons" for certain outocom es of experim ents are
necessarily doom ed; just because ofthe sin ple fact that any such rationalreason isprovably

by contradiction) in possible.

An attem pt is m ade here to clarly soell out the issues and problem s nvolved in con-—
sidering random ness, both w ith regard to the occurrence of single events, as well as their
com bination into tim e serdes. W e w ish to state from the beginning that we attem pt to have
no bias or preference for or against random ness. W hik to us it seem s obvious that any clain
of non-random ness has to be confronted w ith the factual nability to produce any satisfac-
tory theory that goes beyond the quantum , esoecially in view of the known no-go theoram s
by Bell, KS and GHZ and others referred to above, it is also advisable to keep all options
open and carefilly study the types of random ness involved, and their possble \origins," if
any.

U sually, the random outcom e of certain quantum physical events seem s to be axiom at—
ically postulated from the onset; an assum ption which can be also based on elem entary
principles [L3,/14]. Here we argue that actually we can go further and infer som e properties
ofquantum random ness | including the absence ofe ective global correlations | from the



In possibility of value de niteness of certain quantum m echanical cbservables.

A . Di culties

Consider, as two extrem e cases, the binary expansion ; , 3::: ; 1 :::0fpi, an deal
circke’s ratio of the circum ference to its diam eter, starting from , say, the 571113th billion
prin e num berplace onw ards, and com pare it to a ssquence generated by quantum coin tosses
X1XpX3 1iXXi1 s00 [L9,116,/117]. How ocould anyone possbly see a di erence w ith respect to
their (hon-)stochasticity? For all practical purposes, the sequences w ill appear structurally
dentically from a stochastic point of view , and heuristically random . For exam ple, both are
unknown tobeBorelnom al; ie., all nite sub-sequencesy1y,Vys :::yy M ight be contained in
them with the expected frequencies. Indeed, it is not unreasonable to soeculate that the pi
sequence m ight be in m une to all statistical and algorithm ic tests of random ness but one: a
test against the assum ption that it is the binary expansion ofpi, starting from the 571113th
billion prin e num ber place onw ards.

A nother obstack for the physical concsptualisation of quantum random ness and is op—
erationalisation in tem s of physical entities origihates In the fom alisn upon which such
endeavours have to be based. The fom al incom pleteness and Independence discovered by
G odel], Tarski, Turing, Chaitin and others essentially renders algorithm ic proofs of random —
ness hopeless. W e shall discuss these issues below, but we Just note that, as an exam pl,
veri cation ofany \law " describable by k sym bols requires tin es exoeeding any com putable
function ofk [such asthe A ckem ann function A (k)] and could in general take also that long
tobe f2lsi ed. Thus, the proofofany absence of law fiilbehaviour seem sprovable In possible.

R andom ness is an asym ptotic property, that is, it isuna ected by nite variations. This
m akes testing random ness extram ely di cult: one hasto nd nite tests capable of distin—

guishing an in nite behaviour.

B . Scenarios

Quantum random ness appears to occur in two di erent scenarios: (i) the complte In —
possbility to predict or explain the occurrence of certain singke events and m easurem ent

outcom es from any kind of operational causal connection. The hidden \param eter m odels"



forthe quantum phenom ena which have been proposed so fardo not provide m ore insight for
the predictions of intrinsic observers em bedded In the system ; and (ii) the concatenation of
such single quantum random events fomm s sequences of random bits which can be expected
to be equivalent stochastically to white noise. W hite noise carries the least correlations, as
the occurrence of a particular bit value In a binary expansion does not depend on previous
or future bits of that expansion [L8].

These di erent ways to encounter random ness | single random events and a concatena—
tion thereof | should be perceived very di erently: in the singlke event case, the outcom e
occurs in the highly com plex environm ent of the quantum and its m easurem ent appara-—
tus, which is thercby \folded" into a single bit. Repetition of the experin ent does not
Increase the com plexity of the combined system of the quantum {m easuram ent apparatus,
w hose repetitive properties and behaviours are \unfolded" in repeated experin ents. Hence,
possbl biases against statistical tests m ay be revealed easier by considering sequences of

single random outcom es. In this note we shall thus concentrate on this second.

C . Axiom s for quantum random ness and degrees of random ness
In what ©llow s, we w illassum e the standard two \axiom s" for quantum random ness [19]:

T he single outcom e from which quantum random sequences are form ed, occurs unbi-
ased; ie., for the ith outoom e, there is a 50:50 probability foreither 0 or 1:

Prob(x;= 0)= Prob(x;= 1) = 2+ 1)

T here is a total independence of previous history, such that no correlation exists be-
tween x; and previous or future outcom es. This m eans that the system carries no
m em ories of previous or expectations of future events. A 1l outcom es are tem porally
\isolated" and free from control, n uence and determ hation. T hey are both unbiased

and selfocontained.

A ssum e that wehave a quantum experin ent (using light, forexam ple: a photon generated
by a source beam ed to a sam itransparent m irror is ideally re ected or tranam itted with 50

per cent chance) which at each stage produces a quantum random bit, and we assum e that



this experin ent is run for ever generating an in nite binary sequence:
X = X1X,X3 ;X @)

In this scenario, the rst axiom shows that the lim iting frequency of 0 and 1 in the
ssquence X is 1=2. Locally, we m ight record signi cant deviations, ie. X may well start
w ith a thousand of 1’s, but in the lin it these discrepancies disappear.

The \lack of correlations" postulated above ism ore di cul to understand and m ay easily
lead to m isunderstandings, hence errors. First, nie correlations w ill always exist, because
of the asym ptotic nature of \random ness". Secondly, even in nite correlations cannot be
elim Inated because they have been proven to exist In every in nite sequence; for exam ple
Ram ssy-type correlations, see R0]. So, what type of correlations should be prohibied?
T here arem any possible choices, but the oneswhich com e naturally to m ind are \e ectively
com putable de ned correlations.” In other tem s, correlations | nie or n nie | which
can be detected in an e ective/algorithm ic way, should be excluded.

Once the nature of the two axiom s of random ness has been clari ed, we can ask
oursslves whether we need both axiom s, that is, whether the axiom s are independent.
The answver is a mative and here is the proof. An exampl of a binary sequence
which satis es the st axiom, but not the second axiom is Cham pemowne’s sequence
0100011011000001010011 1110000 , which is Just the concatenation ofallbinary strings
In quasi-exicographical order. In this sequence 0 and 1 have lm iting frequency 1=2 (even,
more, each string of length n has lin iting frequency exactly 1=2"), but, of course, this
sequence is com putable, so it contains in nitely many nite and in nite correlations.

It is possble to transform a sequence Z = z1% w ith no correlations and lim iting
frequency of0’s (@nd 1’s) exactly 1=2 into a sequence which hasno in nite correlations, but
the lim iting frequency of 0’s is 2=3 and the lim itihg frequency of 1’s is 1=3: replace In Z
every 0 by 001, and every 1 by 100. This new sequence w ill have \weak local correlations"
| forexam ple 0010 has to be dliowed by 01 | but those correlations are not global.

W e stress the fact that we are Interested In \theoretical" sequences [2) produced by an
ideal quantum experin ent generating random ness, not the speci ¢ results of a particular
quantum device lke Q uantis, R1]. Real devices are prone to realworld im perfections, even
w atered-dow n by various unbiasing m ethods, see [L7]; however, our resuls apply in the lim it

to sequences generated by devices lke Q uantis (see [17,122]).



W hat is the degree of \random ness" of the resulting white noise sequence? T heoretically
there are a few possibilities, ranging from \total random ness" expressed m athem atically by
saying that the sequence is algorithm ically incom pressible or algorithm ically random ,[R20]
to weaker and weaker possibilities: Turing-uncom putable of various degrees, but not algo—
rithm ically incom pressible, Turing-com putable, easy Turing-com putable. W hich of these
possbilities actually does occur?

ITI. MAIN RESULTS

A . Quantum value inde niteness

In classical physics, om niscience m anifests itself In the in plicit assum ption that it is
possible to know allphysical properties, or to put it in the context ofthe E instein, P odolsky
and Rosen argum ent [12], all \elem ents of physical reality" are de nite. C lassical realism
assum es that these de nite physical properties exist w ithout being experienced by any nite
m ind R3], that i would not m atter whether or not a particular physical observable is
m easured ornot; and that the outcom e ofany such m easurem ent is Independent ofw hatever
is m easured alongside w ith it; that is, of is context. To state it pointedly: all classical
physical observables exist sin ultaneously and independent of cbservation.

C om plem entarity expresses the In possibility to m easure two cbservables, such asthe soin

states of two spjn-é particles along orthogonal directions, w ith arbitrary precision. But, as
equivalent R4]generalised um R5]or autom aton m odels 26] dem onstrate, com plem entariy
does not necessarily in ply valie inde niteness. There still could exist enough two-valied
states on the associated propositional structures to allow a faithfiilem bedding into a B oolean
algebra associated w ith classical physical system s. Fom ally, value inde niteness m anifests
itself in the \scarcity" or non-existence of tw ovalued states { nterpretable as classical truth
assignm ents { on alloreven m erely a nite set of physical observables. T his isknown asthe
K ochen-Spedcker theorem [E] (or related results, see Refs. 27,128,129,130,131]) . Very sim ilar
conclusions can be drawn from the Im possbility to enum erate tables of results associated
w ith Belktype experin ents In a consistent way: no such tables could possbly reproduce the
non—-classical quantum oorrelations [34,133,(34].

C onfronted w ith the in possibility to consistently assign globally de ned cbservables, one



m ay assum €, In an attem pt tom aintain realisn , that the outoom e ofa particular experin ent
depends on the other cbservables which are com easured sinulaneously Bell 4], Sec. 5).
This assum ption is called \context dependence."

A tematively, onem ay depart from classical om niscience and assum e that an elem entary
two-state system can carry at least a singlke bit, and nothing m ore. T he context enters in
the form ofthem axim aloperator, such that all other co-m easurabl operators are fiinctions
thereof. If a particle can be prepared only to be in a single context, then the question quie
naturally arises why the m easuram ent of a di erent context not m atching the preparation
context yields any outcom e at all. Pointedly stated, it is am azing that for non-m atching
contexts there is an outcom e rather than none. W e note that only under these circum stances,
quantum random nessm anifests itself, because if the preparation and the m easurem ent con-—
textsm atch, the m easurem ent jist renders the de nite outcom e associated w ith the state In
which the particle was prepared. In this non-contextual view , quantum value inde niteness
expresses the fact that no detem mistic, (pre-) de ned non-contextual elem ent of physical
reality could consistently exist for observables in contexts notm atching the preparation con—
text. This is true also ifwe assum e som e form  of \context translation" which m ay introduce

stochasticity through som e m echanism of Interaction w ith the m easurem ent device.

B. From value inde niteness to Turing-uncom putab ility

T hus, we conclude, no non-contextual, determ inistic com putation could exist which yields
such a m easuram ent outcom e. If one Insists on som e form of agent producing the outcom e,
then this agent must perform lke an erratic gam bler rather than a faithfiil executor of a
detemm inistic algorithm .

Restated di erently, suppose a quantum sequence hitherto considered would be com —
putable. In this case, the com putations involved would produce a de nite num ber associated
w ith a de nite outcom e, which in tum could be associated w ith a de nite elam ent ofphysical
reality. Yet we know that for H ibert spaces of din ension greater than two, the assum ption
of value de niteness of all possible cbservables results n a com plete contradiction. Hence,
one is foroed to conclude that the assum ption of com putability has to ke given up, and hence
the sequence X in (2) is Turing-uncom putabk.

Because the class of com putable sequences is countable, w ith probability one (even, con—



structively, with probability one, see R(Q]) every sequence is Turing-uncom putabl. Our
result stated above ismuch stronger: no sequence X in [2) is Turing-com putabke. In partic-
ular, it says that any sequence X cannot contain only 0’s, it cannot represent in binary the
digits of the binary expansion of pior the Cham pemowne sequence. M ore, no ssquence X

can coincide w ith a pssudo-random sequence (ie., sequence obtain via Turing m achine pro—
gram ), a fact alluded to aln ost 50 years ago by John von N eum ann: \A nyone w ho considers

arithm eticalm ethods of producing random digits is, of course, in a state of sin".

C. W hite noise and algorithm ic incom pressibility

U ncom putability is a strong property, but it does not necessarily in ply algorithm ically
ncom pressibility. Isa sequence X m ore sim ilarto the typical Turing-uncom putable sequence
given by the classi cation of Turing program s In halting or non-haling,

H = h;hyhs ih ; 3)
or to the sequence ofbits ofa Chaitin Om ega num ber, the halting probability:
=ity 40 ? @

The sequence H is de ned by assigning to h; the value 1 if the ith Turng program (in
som e system atic enum eration) halts, and the value 0 In the opposite case.

The sequence  is cbtained by working w ith selfdelim iting Turing m achnes (ie. ma—
chines w ith pre x-free dom ains) by the formula:

p halks

where pjdenotes the length (in bits) of the program p (seemore In RQ]).

Both H and are Turing-unocom putable. The sequence H is Turing-uncom putable, but
it isalso not algorithm ic lnocom pressible. A reason isthe fact that we can e ectively com pute
In nitely m any exact values ofH by explicitly constructing n nitely m any halting (or, non—
haling) program s. The sequence is algorithm ic lncom pressible. Both H and can solve
the fam ous Halting Problem : we need the st 2" bits of H to solve the Halting P roblem
forprogram sp of length pj n,but we need nom ore than the rstn bitsof to solve the



sam e problem . The pre xes of encode the sam e am ount of nfom ation as the pre xes of
H , but In an exponentially m ore com pressed way.

It is not di cult to see that the argum ent presented below to show that X is Tuxring—
uncom putable can be adapted to prove that every in nite subsequence of X is Turing—
uncom putabk. M ore formm ally, there is no partially com putabke function ’ de ned on an
In nite set of positive integers such that if’ () is de ned, then ' ) = X, . This property
is called bi-imm unity In the theory of com putability, see O di redi [35].

This property is shared by ,butnotby H .

D . Som e consequences

W e discuss som e sin ple consequences of the above result.

F irst, no Turing m achine can enum erate/com pute any sub-sequence of X . This m eans
that every given Turingm achine can com pute only niely m any exactbitsofX in the same
way that every given Turing m achine can com pute only nitely m any exact bits of (in
contrast with H ). Sin ilarly, any form al system (ZFC, for exam ple) w illbe able to \prove"
only nitely m any exact values of the sequence X .

Secondly, the sequence X is not predictabl. The m ost clear intuition people have about
random ness is unpredictability : the bits of a \random " sequence should be such that one
cannot predict the next bit even if one know s all preceding bits. T he sin plest way to m odel
thisphenom enon (see otherm odels In [36]) isto consider predictions ofthe (n+ 1)th elem ent
ofthe sequence when one know s the st n elem ents. T he corresponding m odel is to accept
as predictor a partial com putable function P red de ned on a subsst of the pre xes of X
with O-1 values. IfPredWw) = z and z = X4 31 we say that the bit z was predicted from
w . D oes there exist a predictor P red predicting in nitely m any bits of X ? The answer
is clearly negative: from P red we can construct a partially com putable function ' capablk
of enum erating In nitely m any valies of X -ust by enum erating the dom ain of P red and
each tineweget Pred(w) = z and z = Xy 51, then weput’ (W) = z. This leadsto a
contradiction.

T hird}/, a m ore general result can be proved: there are no e ective gbkal (in nite) corre—
Jations between the bits 0f X . O neway to form alise this idea is to consider all possible prop—

erties between the pre xes of X that can be detem ined In an e ective way. W e can prove



the follow ing result: Every in nite rhtion of the orm G = f(u;v) juvisapr xofX g
is not com putably enum erabk. Indeed, from G we can construct the partial function ’

as follow s: to the pair U;v) 2 G;v= wv1wn n We associate the follow ing values of ’ :

soeci ed in the de nition of G ; it show s that one can e ectively enum erate in niely m any

bis ofX , a contradiction.

ITT. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

W e have argued that, because of the value nde niteness encountered in quantum me-—
chanics, there cannot exist determ hnistic com putations \yielding" in nitely m any individual
quantum random bits. W e have further exploited valie inde nieness form ally by stating
the consequences in term s of Turing-uncom putability for sequences of such quantum random
bits. No e ectively com putable global correlations can exist between the bits of a quantum
random sequence.

W e have also exam ined, In a theoreticalm anner, the role ofthe second axiom of quantum
random ness. The rst axiom , stochasticity, seem sm ore di cul to be studied from a purely
theoretical point of view | of course, it w illbe extram ely interesting to have resuls in this
direction | but can be experim entally approached (forexam ple, w ith the help of statistically
signi cant sam ples produced by Q uantis).

F inally, we note that the resul presented in this note says nothing about the possibility
of extracting quantum bits from the quantum source of random ness, w hich, onem ight hope,
oould enhance the power of \real" com putation. Som e In possibility resuls in this direction

were proved In [37].
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