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C om plete "B orn’s rule" from "environm ent-assisted invariance"

in term s ofpure-state tw in unitaries
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Zurek’sderivation oftheBorn rulefrom envariance(environm ent-assisted invariance)istightened

up,som ewhatgeneralized,and extended toencom passallpossibilities.By this,besidesZurek’sm ost

im portantwork also theworksof5 othercom m entatorsofthederivation istaken into account,and

selected excerptscom m ented upon. Allthisisdone aftera detailed theory oftwin unitaries,which

are the otherface ofenvariance.

PACS num bers:03.65.Ta,03.65.Ca

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Zurek has introduced [1] envariance (environm ent-

assisted invariance) in the following way. He im ag-

ined a system S entangled with a dynam ically decou-

pled environm ent E altogether described by a bipar-

tite state vector j  iSE: Further, he im agined two

opposite-subsystem unitary operators uS and uE

that "counter-transform ed" each other when elevated

to the com posite system US � (uS 
 1E); UE �

(1S 
 uE); and applied to the bipartite state vector,e.

g.,

UEUS j iSE = j iSE: (1)

Zurek rem arked: "W hen the transform ed property of

the system can be so "untransform ed" by acting only

on the environm ent, it is not the property of S:"

Zurek,further,paraphrases Bohr’s fam ous dictum : "If

the readerdoes not �nd envariance strange,he has not

understood it."

The � rstaim ofthis study isto acquire a fullunder-

standing ofenvariance. The wish to understand envari-

ance as m uch as possible is not m otivated only by its

strangeness,butalsoby thefactthatZurek m akesuseof

itto deriveoneofthebasiclawsofquantum m echanics:

Born’s rule. His argum ent to this purpose gave rise to

criticalcom m ents and inspired analogous attem pts [2],

[3],[4],[5].

Since the term "Born’s rule" is not widely used,the

term "probability rule of quantum m echanics" willbe

utilized instead in thisarticle.

The probability rule in its generalform states thatif

E isan eventorproperty (m athem atically a projector

in the state space) ofthe system ,and � is its state

(m athem aticallyadensityoperator),then theprobability

oftheform erin thelatteris tr(E �): (Thisform ofthe

probability rule iscalled the "trace rule"). Itiseasy to

seethatan equivalent,and perhapsm orepractical,form

ofthe probability rule is the following: If j�i is an
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arbitrary state vector ofthe system ,then h� j� j�i

isthe probability thatin a suitable m easurem enton the

system in thestate � theevent j�ih�j willoccur.This

is what is m eant by the probability rule in this article.

(Fora proofofthe equivalence ofthe trace rule and the

probability rule ofthis article see subsection V.E.) For

brevity,we’llutilizethestatevector j�i instead ofthe

event j�ih�jthroughout.

AllderivationsofBorn’srulefrom envariancein thelit-

eraturearerestricted to eigen-states( � j�i= rj�i; r

a positive num ber). Four ofthe cited com m entators of

Zurek’sargum ent(Ihavefailed togetin touch with Fine)

have pointed out to m e that the restriction can be un-

derstood asnaturalin the contextof(previous)system -

environm ent interaction,which has led to decoherence

(see[6],Sec.IIIE4),orifonetakestherelative-state(or

m any-worlds)view,wherethe"observer"isso entangled

with the system in the m easurem entthattherestriction

coversthegeneralcase(cf[7]and seethe�rstquotation

in subsection IV.A).

Itisthe second and basic aim ofthisinvestigation to

follow Zurek’s argum ent in a generaland precise form

using the fullpowerofenvariance,and to com plete the

argum enttoobtain theprobabilityrule,i.e.,theform ula

h�j� j�i; beyond theapproach in term softheSchm idt

decom position (used in the literature).

In the �rst subsection of the next section a precise

and detailed presentation ofthe Schm idtdecom position

and of its m ore speci�c form s, the canonicalSchm idt

decom position, and the strong Schm idt decom position

is given. In this last,m ost speci�c form ,the antiuni-

tary correlation operator Ua ,the sole correlation en-

tity inherentin a given bipartitestatevector(introduced

in previous work [8]) is m ade use of. It is the entity

thatturnstheSchm idtcanonicaldecom position into the

strong Schm idt decom position, which is com plete and

precise. Thisentity islacking in alm ostallexam plesof

the use ofthe Schm idt decom position in the literature.

(For an alternative approach to the correlation opera-

torvia theantilinearoperatorrepresentation ofbipartite

state vectorssee section 2 in [9].) Twin unitaries,i. e.,

opposite-subsystem unitaryoperatorsthatactequallyon

a given bipartitestatevector,which arehenceequivalent

to envariance,areanalysed in detail,and thegroup ofall

http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0611220v1
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pairsofthem isderived.

Thereisanotherderivation ofthefullsetofenvariance

in therecentliterature[10].Itisalgebraic,i.e.,in term s

ofm atricesand suitablenum bers,whereastheapproach

ofthisstudy isgeom etrical,i. e.,itisin term sofstate

spacedecom positionsand suitable m aps.

In thesecond subsection ofthenextsection connection

between twin unitaries and twin Herm itians,i. e.,so-

called twin observables,studied in detailin purebipartite

statesin previousarticles[8],[11],isestablished.In the

lastsubsection ofthenextsection a possibility to extend

the notion oftwin unitariesto m ixed bipartite states is

shortlydiscussed.Extension totwin Herm itiansin m ixed

stateswasaccom plished in previouswork [12].

The second and third subsections of section II are

notnecessary forreading section III,in which,following

Zurek,a com pleteargum entofobtaining theprobability

ruleispresented with thehelp ofthegroup ofallpairsof

twin unitariesand distancein theHilbertspaceoflinear

Hilbert-Schm idtoperators.

In section IV.,each ofthefourre-derivationsofBorn’s

rule from envariance,and Zurek’sm ostm ature Physical

Review article on the subject,are glossed overand quo-

tations from them are com m ented upon from the point

ofview ofthe version presented in section III.

In concluding rem arks of the last section the m ain

pointsofthisworkaresum m ed up and com m ented upon.

II. M A T H EM A T IC A L IN T ER LU D E:ST R O N G

SC H M ID T D EC O M P O SIT IO N A N D T W IN

U N ITA R IES

The m ain investigation isin the �rstsubsection.

A . P ure-state tw in unitaries

W e take a com pletely arbitrary bipartite state vector

j	i12 as given. It is an arbitrary norm alized vector

in H 1 
 H 2; where the factor spaces are �nite- or

in�nite-dim ensional com plex separable Hilbert spaces.

The statem ents are,as a rule,asym m etric in the roles

ofthe two factor spaces. But,as it is wellknown,for

every generalasym m etric statem ent,also its sym m etric

one,obtained by exchanging the roles of 1 and 2;

is valid. W e callan orthonorm alcom plete basissim ply

"basis".

Thenaturalfram ework fortheSchm idtdecom position

isgeneralexpansion in a factor-space basis.

Let fjm i1 :8m g bean arbitrarybasisin H 1: Then

thereexistsa unique expansion

j	i12 =
X

m

jm i1 jm i
0
2; (2a)

where the generalized expansion coe�cients fjm i0
2 :

8m g are elem ents ofthe opposite factor space H 2;

and they depend only on j	i12 and thecorresponding

basisvectors jm i1; and noton the entire basis.

The generalized expansion coe�cients are evaluated

m aking useofthe partialscalarproduct:

8m : jm i
0
2 = hm j1j	i12: (2b)

The partial scalar product is evaluated expanding

j 	i12 in arbitrary bases fj k i1 : 8kg � H 1;

fjli2 :8lg � H 2; and by utilizing the ordinary scalar

productsin the com positeand the factorspaces:

j	i12 =
X

k

X

l

�

hkj1 hlj2j	i12

�

jki1 jli2: (2c)

Then (2b)reads

8m : jm i
0
2 =

X

l

�X

k

hm j1jki1hkj1 hlj2j	i12

�

jli2; (2d)

and the lhs is independentofthe choice ofthe basesin

the factorspaces.

Proofisstraightforward.

Now we de�ne a Schm idt decom position. It is well

known and m uch used in the literature. It is only a

springboard forthe theory presented in thissection.

Ifin theexpansion(2a)besidesthebasisvectors jmi1

also the "expansion coe�cients" jm i0
2 areorthogonal,

then one speaks ofa Schm idtdecom position. It is usu-

ally written in term s ofnorm alized second-factor-space

vectors fjm i2 :8m g:

j	i12 =
X

m

�m jm i1 jm i2; (3a)

where �m arecom plex num bers,and 8m : jm i1 and

jm i2 are referred to as partners in a pair ofSchm idt

states.

The term "Schm idt decom position" can be replaced

by "Schm idt expansion" or "Schm idt form ". To be

consistent and avoid confusion, we’llstick to the �rst

term throughout.

Expansion (2a)isa Schm idtdecom position ifand only

if the�rst-factor-spacebasis fjm i1 :8m g isan eigen-

basisofthecorrespondingreduced densityoperator �1;

where

�s � trs0

�

j	i12h	j12

�

; s;s
0
= 1;2; s6= s

0
; (4)

and trs isthe partialtraceover H s.

Next we de�ne a m ore speci�c and m ore usefulform

of the Schm idt decom position. It is called canonical

Schm idtdecom position.

The non-trivialphase factors of the non-zero coe�-

cients �m in (3a)can be absorbed eitherin the basis

vectors in H 1 in (3a) or in those in H 2 (or partly
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the form er and partly the latter). Ifin a Schm idt de-

com position (3a)allnon-zero �m arenon-negativereal

num bers,then wewriteinstead of(3a),thefollowing de-

com position

j	i12 =
X

i

r
1=2

i jii1 jii2; (3b)

and we con�ne the sum to non-zero term s (one is re-

m inded ofthisby the replacem entofthe index m by

i in this notation). Relation (3b) is called a canonical

Schm idtdecom position. (The term "canonical" rem inds

ofthe form of(3b),i.e.,of 8i: r
1=2

i > 0:)

Needlessto say thatevery j	i12 can be written as

a canonicalSchm idtdecom position.

Each canonicalSchm idtdecom position (3b)isaccom -

panied by thespectralform softhe reduced density oper-

ators:

�s =
X

i

ri jiishijs; s= 1;2: (5a;b)

(The sam e eigenvalues ri appear both in (3b) and in

(5a,b).)

O ne should note that the topologically closed ranges
�R (�s); s= 1;2 (subspaces)ofthereduced densityoper-

ators �s; s= 1;2 areequally dim ensional.Therange-

projectorsare

Q s =
X

i

jiishijs; s= 1;2: (5c;d)

Thetworeduced densityoperatorshaveequaleigenvalues

fri :8ig (including equalpossible degeneracies).

O nehasacanonicalSchm idtdecom position (3b)ifand

only if the decom position isbi-orthonorm aland allex-

pansion coe�cientsarepositive.

Proofofthese claim sisstraightforward.

Itishigh tim eweintroducethe sole entanglem enten-

tity inherentin any bipartite state vector,which islack-

ing from both form sofSchm idtdecom position discussed

so far. It is an antiunitary m ap that takes the closed

range �R (�1) onto the sym m etricalentity �R (�2): (If

the ranges are �nite-dim ensional, they are ipso facto

closed,i. e.,they are subspaces.) The m ap iscalled the

correlation operator,and denoted bythesym bol Ua [8],

[11].

If a canonicalSchm idt decom position (3b) is given,

then the two orthonorm albasesofequalpower fjii1 :

8ig and fjii2 :8ig de�nean antiunitary,i.e.,antilin-

earand unitary operator Ua; the correlation operator

-the sole correlation entity inherent in the given state

vector j	i12:

8i: jii2 �

�

Ua jii1

�

2

: (6a)

Thecorrelation operator Ua; m apping �R (�1) onto
�R (�2); is wellde�ned by (6a) and by the additional

requirem ents of antilinearity (com plex conjugation of

num bers, coe�cients in a linear com bination) and by

continuity (ifthebasesarein�nite).(Both theserequire-

m entsfollow from thatofantiunitarity.) Preservation of

every scalarproductup to com plex conjugation,which,

by de�nition,m akes U a antiunitary,is easily seen to

follow from (6a) and the requirem ents of antilinearity

and continuity because Ua takesan orthonorm albasis

into anotherorthonorm alone.

ThoughthecanonicalSchm idtdecom positions(3b)are

non-unique(even if �s; s= 1;2 arenon-degeneratein

theirpositiveeigenvalues,there isthe non-uniquenessof

the phase factors of j ii1 ), the correlation operator

Ua isuniquely im plied by a given bipartite statevector

j	i12.

Thisclaim isproved in Appendix A.

The uniqueness of Ua when j	i12 is given is a

slightcom pensation for the trouble one hastreating an

antilinearoperator. (Though the di�culty ism ore psy-

chologicalthan practical,because allthat distinguishes

an antiunitary operatorfrom a unitary oneisitsantilin-

earity -itcom plex-conjugatesthe num bersin any linear

com bination -and itspropertythatitpreservestheabso-

lutevalue,butcom plex-conjugateseveryscalarproduct.)

Thefullcom pensation com esfrom theusefulnessof Ua.

O nce the orthonorm al bases fj ii1 : 8ig and

fjii2 :8ig ofa canonicalSchm idt decom position (3b)

aregiven,onecan write

Ua =
X

i

jii2K hij1; (6b)

where K denotescom plex conjugation.Forinstance,

Ua j�i1 =
X

i

(hij1j�i1)
�
jii2: (6c)

W e�nally introducethem ostspeci�cform ofSchm idt

decom position. W e callita strong Schm idtdecom posi-

tion.

Ifonerewrites(3b)in term softhecorrelation operator

by substituting (6a)in (3b),then ittakesthe form

j	i12 =
X

i

r
1=2

i jii1

�

Ua jii1

�

2

: (3c)

Thisiscalled a strong Schm idtdecom position.

If a strong Schm idt decom position (3c) is written

down,then itcan be viewed in two oppositeways:

(i)asa given bipartitestatevector j	i12 de�ning its

two inherententities,the reduced density operator �1

in spectralform (cf(5a)) and the correlation operator

Ua (cf(6a)),both relevantforthe entanglem entin the

statevector;and

(ii)asa given pair (�1;Ua) ( Ua m apping antiuni-

tarily �R (�1) onto som e equally dim ensionalsubspace

of H 2 )de�ning a bipartite statevector j	i12.
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Thesecond view ofthestrong Schm idtdecom position

allows a system atic generation or classi�cation of all

statevectorsin H 1 
 H 2 (cf[13]).

O nehas

�2 = Ua�1U
� 1
a Q 2; �1 = U

� 1
a �2UaQ 1 (7a;b)

(cf(6a)and (5a,b)).Thus,thereduced density operators

are,essentially,"im ages"ofeach otherviathecorrelation

operator.(Theterm "essentially" pointsto thefactthat

thedim ensionsofthenullspacesareindependentofeach

other.) Thisproperty iscalled twin operators.

W hen one takes into account the eigen-subspaces

R (Q j
s) of �s corresponding to (the com m on)distinct

positive eigenvalues rj of �s; where Q j
s projects

onto the rj� eigen-subspace, s = 1;2; then one ob-

tains a geom etricalview ofthe entanglem entin a given

state j	i12 in term softheso-called correlated subsys-

tem picture [8]:

�R (�s)=

�X

j

R (Q
j
s); s= 1;2; (7c;d)

where "� " denotesan orthogonalsum ofsubspaces,

8j: R (Q
j

2
)= UaR (Q

j

1
); R (Q

j

1
)= U

� 1
a R (Q

j

2
);

(7e;f)

and,ofcourse,

�R (�2)= Ua
�R (�1); �R (�1)= U

� 1
a

�R (�2): (7g;h)

In words,the correlation operatorm akesnotonly the

rangesofthereduced density operators"im ages"ofeach

other,but also the positive-eigenvalue eigen-subspaces.

Equivalently,the correlation operator m akes the eigen-

decom positionsofthe ranges"im ages" ofeach other.

O ne should note that all positive-eigenvalue eigen-

subspaces R (Q j
s) are �nite dim ensional because

P

i
ri = 1 (a consequence of the norm alization of

j	i12 ),and hence no positive-eigenvalue can have in�-

nite degeneracy.

The correlated subsystem picture ofa given bipartite

state vectoris very usefulin investigating rem ote in
u-

ences (as a way to understand physically the entangle-

m entin the com positestate)(see[11],and [9]).

W e will need the correlated subsystem picture of

j	i12 for the basic result ofthis section given below:

the second theorem on twin unitaries. Nam ely,we now

introduce this term for the pairs (U1;U2) following a

long line ofresearch on analogous Herm itian operators

(see the lastm entioned references and the next subsec-

tion).

Ifonehastwooppositefactor-spaceunitaries u1 and

u2 that,on de�ning U 1 � (u1 
 12) and U2 � (11 


u2); actequally on the given com positestate vector

U1 j	i12 = U2 j	i12; (8a)

then one speaks oftwin unitaries (unitary twin opera-

tors).They give another,equivalent,view ofenvariance

(seethe Introduction),since,rewriting (8a)as

U
� 1

2
U1 j	i12 = j	i12; (8b)

one can see that U
� 1

2
"untransform s" the action of

U1 (cf(1)).

It is easy to see that U1 j 	i12h	 j12 U
� 1

1
=

U2 j	i12h	j12 U
� 1

2
isequivalentto

U1 j	i12 = e
i�
U2 j	i12; (8c)

where � 2R 1: This does not dim inish the usefulness

of de�nition (8a), because, if (8c) is valid for a pair

(U1;U2); then one only has to replace these operators

by (U1;e
i�U2) ,and the lattersatisfy (8a).

Henceforth,wewillwrite Us both for us; s= 1;2;

and for (11 
 u2) or (u1 
 12) (cf(1)).

FirstT heorem on tw in unitaries.O ppositefactor-

space unitaries U1 and U2 are twin unitariesifand

only if the following two conditionsaresatis�ed:

(i)they are sym m etry operatorsofthe corresponding

density operators:

Us�sU
� 1
s = �s; s= 1;2; (8d;e)

and

(ii)they arethecorrelation-operator"im ages" ofeach

other’sinverse.W riting Q ?
s � 1s � Q s; s = 1;2; this

reads:

U2 = UaU
� 1
1
U
� 1
a Q 2 + U2Q

?
2 ; (8f)

U1 = U
� 1
a U

� 1

2
UaQ 1 + U1Q

?
1 : (8g)

(The second term s on the rhs of (8f) and (8g) m ean

that Us is arbitrary in the null space R (Q ?
s ) of

�s; s= 1;2:)

Proof. Necessity.

U1�1 = U1tr2

�

j	i12h	j12

�

=

tr2

�

U1 j	i12h	j12

�

= tr2

�

(U2 j	i12)h	j12

�

=

tr2

�

(j	i12h	j12)U2

�

= tr2

�

j	i12h	j12 U1

�

= �1U1:

Sym m etrically onederives(8e).

Applying thede�nition oftwin unitariesin theenvari-

ance form (8b)to j	i12; written asa strong Schm idt

decom position (3c),oneobtains

X

i

r
1=2

i

�

U1 jii1

�

U
� 1

2

�

Ua jii1

�

2

=
X

i

r
1=2

i jii1

�

Ua jii1

�

2

:
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O n accountofthe unitary property of U1 and U
� 1

2
;

the lhsisbi-orthonorm al,hence also fU1 jii1 :8ig is

an eigen-basis of �1 in �R (�1) due to the necessary

and su�cientcondition foraSchm idtdecom position (see

above (4)). Then,one can rewrite the lhsasthe strong

Schm idt decom position with this basis. Thus,one ob-

tains

X

i

r
1=2

i

�

U1 jii1

�

U
� 1
2

�

Ua jii1

�

2

=

X

i

r
1=2

i

�

U1 jii1

��

UaU1 jii1

�

2

:

Since the generalized expansion coe�cients are unique,

oneconcludes

U
� 1

2
UaQ 1 = UaU1Q 1

(cf(5c)). O ne has U1 = U1Q 1 + U1Q
?
1 as a conse-

quence ofrelation (8d),which hasbeen proved already,

and which im pliescom m utation with alleigen-projectors

Q
j

1
; and hencealsowith Q 1 =

P

j
Q
j

1
(cf(7c)).There-

fore,the obtained relation am ountsto the sam e as(8g).

The sym m etricalargum entestablishes(8f). (Note that

hereonestartswith thedecom position thatissym m etri-

calto (3c),in which an eigen-sub-basisof �2 ischosen

spanning �R (�2); and Ua isreplaced by U � 1
a :)

Su� ciency. Assum ing validity of (8d), it im m edi-

ately follows that besides fjii1 : 8ig (cf (3c)) also

fU1 jii1 :8ig is an eigen-sub-basis of �1 spanning
�R (�1): Hence,wecan writea strong Schm idtdecom po-

sition asfollows:

j	i12 =
X

i

�

U1 jii1

��

UaU1 jii1

�

2

:

Substituting here(8g)in the second factors,

j	i12 =
X

i

�

U1 jii1

��

U
� 1

2
Ua jii1

�

2

ensues. In view of the strong Schm idt decom position

(3c),this am ounts to j	i12 = U1U
� 1

2
j	i12; i. e.,

(8b),which isequivalentto (8a),isobtained. 2

It is straightforward to show (along the lines ofthe

proof just presented) that the twin unitaries are also

responsible for the non-uniqueness of strong (or of

canonical) Schm idt decom position. To put this m ore

precisely, besides (3c) (besides (3b)) all other strong

Schm idt decom positions (canonical Schm idt decom po-

sitions) are obtained by replacing fjii1 :8ig in (3c)

by fU1 jii1 :8ig; where [U1;�1]= 0 (by replacing

fjii1 jii2 :8ig in (3b)by f

�

U1 jii1

��

U
� 1
2

jii2

�

:8ig;

where [Us;�s]= 0; s= 1;2;and (8f)issatis�ed).

The set of all pairs of twin unitaries (U1;U2)

is a group, if one de�nes the com position law by

(U 0
1;U

0
2)� (U1;U2) � (U 0

1U1;U2U
0
2) (note the inverted

order in H 2 ),and taking the inverse turns out to be

(U1;U2)
� 1 = (U

� 1

1
;U

� 1

2
): This claim is proved in Ap-

pendix B.

Having in m ind the subsystem picture (7a)-(7h) of

j	i12; itisim m ediately seen thatthe �rsttheorem on

twin unitaries can be cast in the following equivalent

form .

Second T heorem on tw in unitaries.Thegroup of

alltwin unitaries (U1;U2) consistsofallpairsofoppo-

site factor-space unitariesthatreduce in every positive-

eigenvalueeigen-subspace R (Q j
s); s= 1;2 (cf(7c,d)),

and the reducees are connected by relations (8f,g) m u-

tatis m utandis,or,equivalently,by (8f,g)in which Q s

isreplaced by Q j
s; s = 1;2; and thisisvalid sim ulta-

neously forall j� com ponents.

In the language ofform ulae,we have allpairsofuni-

taries (U1;U2) thatcan be written in the form

Us =
X

j

U
j
sQ

j
s + UsQ

?
s ; s= 1;2; (9a;b)

8j: U
j

2
Q
j

2
= Ua(U

j

1
)
� 1
U
� 1
a Q

j

2
; (9c)

U
j

1
Q
j

1
= U

� 1
a (U

j

2
)
� 1
UaQ

j

1
: (9d)

Note that within each positive-eigenvalue subspace

R (Q j
s) of �s; s = 1;2; allunitariesare encom passed

(but not independently,cf(9c,d)). This willbe im por-

tantin the application in the nextsection.

The nexttwo (short)subsectionsround outthe study

oftwin unitaries.Thereaderwho isprim arily interested

in theargum entleading totheprobability ruleisadvised

to skip them .

B . C onnection w ith tw in H erm itians

Thereisanotion closely connected with twin unitaries

in a purebipartitestate:itisthatoftwin Herm itians(in

thatstate).Ifa pair (H 1;H 2) ofoppositefactor-space

Herm itian operatorscom m utewith thecorrespondingre-

duced density operators,and

H 2 = UaH 1U
� 1
a Q 2+ H 2Q

?
2 ; H 1 = U

� 1
a H 2UaQ 1+ H 1Q

?
1

(10a;b)

is valid then one speaks of twin Herm itian operators.

(Relations(10a,b),in analogy with (8f,g),statethatthe

reduceesin the rangesofthe reduced density operators

are "im ages" ofeach other,and the reduceesin the null

spacesarecom pletely arbitrary.)

O ne should note thattwin unitariesare,actually,de-

�ned analogously.To seethis,one hasto replace U � 1
s

by U y
s in (8f,g), and H s by H y

s; s = 1;2; in

(10a,b).
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Twin Herm itians have im portant physical m eaning

[11],[9].Buthereweareonly concerned with theircon-

nection with twin unitaries.

If Us; s = 1 or s = 2 are sym m etry operatorsof

thecorrespondingreduced density operators,i.e.,ifthey

com m ute,then thereexistHerm itian operatorsthatalso

com m utewith the latterand

Us = e
iH sQ s + UsQ

?
s ; s= 1 or s= 2 (11a;b)

is valid. And vice versa, if H s; s = 1 or s = 2

areHerm itiansthatcom m utewith thecorrespondingre-

duced density operators,then thereexistanalogousuni-

tariesgiven by (11a,b).(The unitary and Herm itian re-

duceesin therangesdeterm ineeach otherin (11a,b),and

the reduceesin the nullspacesarearbitrary.)

The latter claim is obvious. But to see that also the

form erisvalid,oneshould takeintoaccountthatcom m u-

tation with the corresponding reduced density operator

im plies reduction in each (�nite dim ensional) positive-

eigenvalueeigen-subspace(cf(7c,d)).Then onecan take

thespectralform ofeach reduceeof Us ,and (11a,b)be-

com esobvious(and the corresponding reduceesof H s

are unique iftheireigenvaluesare required to be,e. g.,

in the intervals [0;2�):)

Theconnection (11a,b),which goesin both directions,

can be extended to twin operators.

If (U1;U2) are twin unitaries, then (11a,b) (with

"or" replaced by "and") determ ine corresponding twin

Herm itians, and vice versa, if (H 1;H 2) are twin

Herm itians, then the sam e relations determ ine corre-

sponding twin unitaries.

C . M ixed states

If �12 isa m ixed bipartite density operator,then we

no longer have the correlation operator Ua and the

correlated subsystem picture (7a)-(7h). Nevertheless,in

som ecasestwin Herm itians,de�ned by

H 1�12 = H 2�12 (12a;b)

havebeen found [12].(Theirphysicalm eaning wasanal-

ogousto thatin the pure-statecase.) Itwasshown that

(12a,b)im plied

[H s;�s]= 0; s= 1;2; (12c;d)

where �s areagain thereduced density operators.(Un-

likein thecasewhen �12 isa purestate,in them ixed-

statecasethecom m utations(12c,d)arenotsu�cientfor

possessing a twin operator.)

Relations (12c,d), in turn, again im ply reduction of

H s in everypositive-eigenvalueeigen-subspace R (Q j
s)

of �s; s = 1;2; butnow the dim ensionsofthe corre-

sponding,i. e., equal-j,eigen-subspaces are,unlike in

(7c,d),com pletely independentofeach other(but�nite

dim ensional). In each ofthem ,relations (11a,b) (with

"and" instead of"or") hold true,and de�ne twin uni-

tariessatisfying (8a)with �12 instead of j	i12.

Thus,in som ecases,the conceptofenvariancecan be

extended to m ixed states.

III. B O R N ’S R U LE FR O M T W IN U N ITA R IES

Theforthcom ingargum entisgiven in 5stages;the�rst

3 stagesarean attem ptto tighten up and m akem oreex-

plicit,Zurek’sargum ent[1],[14],[15],[16]by som ewhat

changingtheapproach,andutilizingthegroupofallpairs

oftwin unitaries(presented in the�rstsubsection ofthe

preceding section).Thechangethatisintroduced is,ac-

tually,a generalization. Zurek’s "environm ent",which,

afterthestandard interaction with thesystem undercon-

sideration,establishesspecial,m easurem ent-likecorrela-

tions with it,is replaced. Instead,an entangled bipar-

tite pure state j	i12 istaken,where subsystem 1 is

thesystem underconsideration,and 2 issom eopposite

subsystem with an in� nitedim ensionalstatespace H2:

W eshalltry to seeto whatextentand how thequantum

probability rulefollowsfrom thequantum correlations,i.

e.,the entanglem entin j	i12.

The forth stage isnew. Itism eantto extend the ar-

gum ent to states j�i1 which are not eigenvectors of

the reduced density operator �1 � tr2

�

j	i12h	j12

�

:

The �fth stage isalso new. Itextends the argum entto

isolated (notcorrelated)system s.

Let j	i12 be an arbitrary entangled bipartite state

vector.W eassum ethatsubsystem s 1 and 2 arenot

interacting. (They m ay have interacted in the pastand

thushavecreatedtheentanglem ent.Butitalsom ayhave

been created in som e other way;e. g.,by an external

�eld asthespatial-spin entanglem entin a Stern-G erlach

apparatus.)

W e want to obtain the probability rule in subsystem

1: By thisweassum ethatthereexistprobabilities,and

we do not investigate why this is so; we only want to

obtain theirform .

The FIRST STIPULATIO N is:(a)Though the given

purestate j	i12 determ inesallpropertiesin the com -

posite system ,therefore also allthose ofsubsystem 1;

the latterm ustbe determ ined actually by the subsystem

alone. This is,by (vague) de�nition,what is m eantby

localproperties.

(b) There exist localor subsystem probabilities ofall

elem entary events j�i1h� j1; j�i1 2 H 1: (As ithas

been stated,we willwrite the eventshortly asthe state

vectorthatdeterm inesit.)

Since j 	i12 2

�

H 1 
 H 2

�

; subsystem 1 is

som ehow connected with the state space H 1; but it

is not im m ediately clear precisely how. Nam ely,since

we start out without the probability rule, the reduced
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density operator �1 � tr2

�

j	i12h	 j12

�

; though

m athem atically atourdisposal,isyetdevoid ofphysical

m eaning. W e need a precise de�nition ofwhat is local

or what is the subsystem state. W e willachieve this

gradually,and thus �1 willbe gradually endowed with

the standard physicalm eaning.

The SECO ND STIPULATIO N is that subsystem or

localpropertiesm ustnotbe changeable by rem ote action,

i. e.,by applying a second-subsystem unitary U2 to

j 	i12 or any unitary U23 applied to the opposite

subsystem with an ancilla (subsystem 3 ).

Ifthis were not so,then there would be no sense in

calling the properties at issue "local" and not "global"

in the com posite state.W e aredealing with a de� nition

oflocalorsubsystem properties.By the�rststipulation,

the probability rule that we are endeavoring to obtain

should be local.

The m ostim portantpartofthe precise m athem atical

form ulation ofthe second stipulation isin term softwin

unitaries (cf (8a)). No localunitary U1 that has a

twin U2 m ustbe ableto changeany localproperty.

Stage one.W eknow from theFirstTheorem on twin

unitariesthatsuch localunitaries U1 areallthosethat

com m ute with �1 (cf(8d))and no others.In thisway

them athem aticalentity �1 isalready beginning to ob-

tain som ephysicalrelevanceforlocalproperties.

W e know from the Second Theorem on twin unitaries

thatwearedealingwith U1 thatareorthogonalsum sof

arbitrary unitaries acting within the positive-eigenvalue

eigen-subspacesof �1 (cf(9a)).

Let j�i1 and j�i01 beany twodistinctstatevectors

from oneandthesam epositive-eigenvalueeigen-subspace

R (Q
j

1
) of �1: Evidently,there exists a unitary U

j

1

in this subspace that m aps j�i1 into j�i01; and,

adding to itorthogonally any othereigen-subspace uni-

taries(cf(9a)),oneobtainsa unitary U1 in H 1 that

has a twin,i. e.,the action ofwhich can be given rise

to from the rem ote second subsystem . ("Rem ote" here

refersin a�gurativewaytolackofinteraction.O r,touse

Zurek’sterm s, 1 and 2 are assum ed to be "dynam -

ically decoupled" and "causally disconnected".) Thus,

we conclude thatthe two �rst-subsystem statesatissue

m usthavethe sam e probability.

In other words,arguing ab contrario,ifthe probabil-

ities of the two distinct states were distinct, then, by

rem oteaction (by applying thetwin unitary U2 ofthe

aboveunitary U1 to j	i12 ),onecould transform one

ofthe states into the other,which would locally m ean

changing the probability valuewithoutany localcause.

Putting ourconclusion di�erently,alleigen-vectorsof

�1 that correspond to one and the sam e eigenvalue

rj > 0 have one and the sam e probability in j	i12:

Letusdenote by p(Q
j

1
) the probability ofthe,in gen-

eral,com positeeventthatism athem atically represented

by the eigen-projector Q
j

1
of �1 corresponding to

rj (cf (9a)), and let the m ultiplicity of rj (the di-

m ension of R (Q
j

1
) ) be dj: Then the probability of

j�i1h� j1 is p(Q
j

1
)=dj: To see this,one takes a ba-

sis fj�ki1 :k = 1;2;:::;djg spanning R (Q
j

1
); or,

equivalently, Q
j

1
=

P dj

k= 1
j�k i1h�k j1; with, e. g.,

j�k= 1i1 � j�i1: Further,onem akesuseoftheadditivity

ruleofprobability:probability ofthesum ofm utually ex-

clusive (orthogonal)events(projectors)equalsthe sam e

sum ofthe probabilitiesofthe eventterm sin it.

Actually,the �-additivity rule ofprobability is the

THIRD STIPULATIO N.Itrequiresthattheprobability

ofevery �niteorin�nitesum ofexclusiveeventsbeequal

to the sam e sum ofthe probabilitiesofthe eventterm s.

W ecould notproceed withoutit(cfsubsectionsV.E and

V.F).Theneed forin�nitesum swillappearfourpassages

below.

In the specialcase,when �1 has only one positive

eigenvalue ofm ultitude d (the dim ension ofthe range

of �1 ),the probability of j�i1 is p(Q 1)=d (where

Q 1 istherangeprojectorof �1: )To proceed,weneed

to evaluate p(Q 1).

To this purpose,we m ake the FO URTH STIPULA-

TIO N:Every statevector j�i1 thatbelongsto thenull

spaceof �1 (or,equivalently,when j�i1h�j1 ,actingon

j	i12; giveszero)hasprobability zero. (The twin uni-

tariesdo notin
uence each other in the respective null

spaces,cf(9a,b).Hence,thisassum ption isindependent

ofthe second stipulation.)

Justi�cation for the fourth stipulation lies in Zurek’s

originalfram ework. Nam ely,ifthe opposite subsystem

is the environm ent,which establishes m easurem ent-like

entanglem ent,then the Schm idtstates,e. g.,the above

eigen-sub-basis,obtain partnersin a Schm idtdecom po-

sition (cf(3a)),and this leads to m easurem ent. States

from the nullspace do not appear in this,and cannot

givea positivem easurem entresult.

O ne has 11 = Q 1 +
P

l
jli1hlj1; where fjli1 :8lg

isa basisspanning the nullspaceof �1; which m ay be

in�nite dim ensional.Then, p(Q 1)= p(11)= 1 follows

from the third postulate ( �-additivity) and the fourth

one.Finally,in theabovespecialcaseofonlyonepositive

eigenvalue of �1; the probability of j�i1 2 R (�1) is

1=d;which equalstheonly eigenvalueof �1 in thiscase.

O ur next aim is to derive p(Q
j

1
) in a m ore general

case.

Stage tw o.In thisstagewecon�neourselvesto com -

positestatevectors j	i12 (i)thathave�niteentangle-

m ent,i.e.,the�rst-subsystem reduced density operator

ofwhich has a �nite-dim ensionalrange; (ii) such that

each eigenvalue rj of �1 isa rationalnum ber.

W e rewrite the eigenvalues with an equaldenom ina-

tor: 8j : rj = m j=M : Since
P

j
djrj = 1; one has

P

j
djm j = M ( dj is the degeneracy or m ultiplicity

of rj ).

Now weassum ethat j	i12 hasa specialstructure:

(i) The opposite subsystem 2 is bipartite in turn,

hence we replace the notation 2 by (2 + 3); and
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j	i12 by j�i123:

(ii) a) W e introduce a two-indices eigen-sub-basis of

�1 spanning theclosed range �R (�1): fjj;kji1 :kj =

1;2;:::;dj;8jg so that the sub-basis is, as one says,

adapted to the spectraldecom position �1 =
P

j
rjQ

j

1

of the reduced density operator, i. e., 8j : Q
j

1
=

P dj

kj= 1
jj;kji1hj;kjj1 :

b) W e assum e that H 2 is at least M dim en-

sional, and we introduce a basis fj j;kj;lji2 : lj =

1;2;:::;m j;kj = 1;2;:::;dj;8jg spanning a subspace

of H 2:

c)W e assum e thatalso H 3 isatleast M dim en-

sional, and we introduce a basis fj j;kj;lji3 : lj =

1;2;:::;m j;kj = 1;2;:::;dj;8jg spanning a subspace

of H 3:

d) Finally,we de�ne via a canonicalSchm idt decom -

position 1+ (2+ 3)(cf(3b)and (5a)):

j�i123 �
X

j

djX

kj= 1

(m j=M )
1=2

h

jj;kji1


� m jX

lj= 1

(1=m j)
1=2

jj;kj;lji2 jj;kj;lji3

�i

: (13a)

Equivalently,

j�i123 �
X

j

djX

kj= 1

m jX

lj= 1

(1=M )
1=2

jj;kji1 jj;kj;lji2 jj;kj;lji3:

(13b)

Viewing (13b) as a state vector ofa bipartite (1 +

2)+ 3 system ,weseethatitisa canonicalSchm idtde-

com position (cf(3b)).Havingin m ind (5a),and utilizing

the �nalconclusion ofstage one,we can state that the

probability ofeach state vector jj;kji1 jj;kj;lji2 is

1=M :

O n the otherhand,we can view (13a)asa state vec-

torofthe bipartite system 1+ (2+ 3) in the form of

a canonicalSchm idt decom position. O ne can see that

8j; (Q
j

1

 12) and

P dj

kj= 1

P m j

lj= 1
j j;kj i1hj;kj j1


 jj;kj;lji2hj;kj;ljj2 actequally on j�i123: O n the

otherhand,itiseasily seen thattheform erprojectorcan

be written asa sum ofthe lattersum ofprojectorsand

ofan orthogonalprojectorthatactsaszero on j�i123;

and therefore has zero probability on account ofstipu-

lation four. Thus, (Q
j

1

 12) and the above sum have

equalprobabilities,which is

p(Q
j

1

 12)= djm j=M : (14)

As it was concluded in Stage one,the probability of

any state vector j�i1 in R (Q
j

1
) is p(Q

j

1
)=dj: The

projectors Q
j

1
and (Q

j

1

 12) stand for the sam e

event (viewed locally and m ore globally respectively),

hencethey havethesam eprobability in j�i123: Thus,

p(j�i1h� j1) = m j=M = rj; i. e.,it equals the corre-

sponding eigenvalueof �1.

W e see that also the eigenvalues,not just the eigen-

subspaces,i. e.,the entire operator �1 is relevantfor

the localprobability. Atthis stage we do notyetknow

ifwearestilllacking som eentity orentities.W e’llwrite

X forthe possible unknown.

How do we justify replacing j	i12 by j�i123? In

the state space (H 2 
 H 3) there isa pairoforthonor-

m alsub-bases of d =
P

j
dj vectors that appear in

(13a)(cf(15)). Evidently,there existsa unitary opera-

tor U23 thatm apstheSchm idt-statepartners jj;kji2
of jj;kji1 in j	i12 tensorically m ultiplied with an

initialstate j�0i3 into the vectors:

8kj; 8j: U23 : jj;kji2 j�0i3 �!

m jX

lj= 1

(1=m j)
1=2

jj;kj;lji2 jj;kj;lji3: (15)

O n account ofthe second stipulation,any such U23;

which transform s by interaction an ancilla (subsystem

3 )in state j�0i3 and subsystem 2 asitisin j	i12
into the (2+ 3)-subsystem state asit is j�i123,does

notchange any localproperty ofsubsystem 1: Hence,

itdoesnotchangethe probabilitieseither.

Stage three. W e m ake the FIFTH STIPULATIO N:

the sought for probability rule is continuous in �1;

i. e., if �1 = lim n! 1 �n1; then p(E 1;�1;X ) =

lim n! 1 p(E 1;�
n
1;X ); forevery event(projector) E 1:

(W eassum ethat X ; ifitexists,doesnotchangein the

convergenceprocess.)

Let �1 =
P J

j= 1
rjQ

j

1
; J a naturalnum ber,be the

spectralform ofan arbitrarydensity operatorwith �nite-

dim ensionalrange. O ne can write �1 = lim n! 1 �n1;

where �n1 =
P J

j= 1
rnjQ

j

1
; with rj = lim n! 1 rnj; j =

1;2::::;J; and all rnj are rationalnum bers. (Note

that the eigen-projectors are assum ed to be the sam e

allover the convergence.) Then the required continu-

ity gives for an eigen-vector j rj0 i of �1 corre-

sponding to the eigenvalue rj0 : p(j rj0 i;�1;X ) =

lim n! 1 p(j rj0 i;�
n
1;X ) = rj0: This extends the con-

clusion ofstage two to all �1 with � nite-dim ensional

ranges,and theireigen-vectors.

Let �1 =
P 1

j= 1
rjQ

j

1
have an in�nite-dim ensional

range. W e de�ne �n1 �
P n

j= 1

�

rj=(
P n

k= 1
rk)

�

Q
j

1
:

(Note that we are taking the sam e eigen-projectors

Q
j

1
:)Then �1 = lim n! 1 �n1; and forany eigen-vector

jrj0i onehas p(jrj0i;�1;X )= lim n! 1 p(jrj0i;�
n
1;X )=

lim n! 1 rj0=(
P n

k= 1
rk)= rj0: Thisextendsthe conclu-

sionoftheprecedingstagetoallreduceddensityoperators

and their eigen-vectors.

As a �nal rem ark about stage three, we point

out that the continuity postulated is m eant with

respect to the so-called strong operator topology
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in Hilbert space [17]. Thus, if � = lim n! 1 �n;

then, and only then, for every vector j  i one has

� j i = lim n! 1 �n j i: This m eans,as wellknown,

that lim n! 1 jj� j  i� �n j  ijj = 0 (where the

"distance" in the Hilbertspaceism adeuse of).

Stage four.Theresultofthepreceding stagescan be

putasfollows:If �1 j�i1 = rj�i1; then theprobability

is

p(j�i1;�1)= r= h�j1 �1 j�i1: (16)

(W e have dropped X because we already know that,

asfaraseigen-vectorsof �1 are concerned,nothing is

m issing.) Now we wonder what about state vectors in

H 1 thatarenoteigen-vectorsof �1?

W em aketheSIXTH STIPULATIO N:Instead of �1;

ofwhich the given state j�i1 isnotan eigen-state,we

takea di�erentdensity operator �01 ofwhich j�i1 is

an eigenvector,i. e.,for which �01 j�i1 = r0 j�i1 is

valid,and which isclosestto �1 assuch.W estipulate

thatthe soughtforprobability is r0: (W e expectthat

r0 willbe determ ined by the requirem entof"closestas

such".)

The idea behind the stipulation isthe factthatthere

exists non-dem olition (or repeatable) m easurem ent, in

which the value (ofthe m easured observable) that has

been obtained ispossessed by the system afterthe m ea-

surem ent,so that an im m ediate repetition ofthe sam e

m easurem entnecessarily givesthe sam e result(itisnot

dem olished;it can be repeated). There even exists so-

called idealm easurem entin which,ifthe system had a

sharp value ofthe m easured observable before the m ea-

surem ent,then it is not only this value,but the whole

state that is not changed in the m easurem ent. But in

general,the state (the density operator)hasto change,

though m inim ally,in idealm easurem ent. The point is

thatin thischange � ! �0 the probability doesnot

change h�j�0j�i= h�j� j�i.

Tom aketherequirem entof"closest"m orespeci�c,we

m ake use ofa notion of"distance" in the setofdensity

operators(acting in H 1 ).Asknown,the setofalllin-

earHilbert-Schm idtoperatorsin acom plex Hilbertspace

is,in turn,a com plex Hilbert space itself(cfAppendix

C).Alldensity operatorsareHilbert-Schm idtoperators.

Every Hilbertspaceisa distantialspace,and "closest" is

wellde�ned in it.

W e are not going to solve the problem of�nding the

closestdensity operatorto �1 because a related prob-

lem hasbeen solved in previouswork ofthe author[18].

Nam ely,the fact that j�i1 is an eigenvector of �01
can be putin the equivalentform ofa m ixture

�
0
1 = r

0
j�i1h�j1 +

(1� r
0
)

h�

j�i1h�j1

�?

�
0
1

�

j�i1h�j1

�? .

(1� r
0
)

i

: (17)

In (17) �01 is a m ixture of two states, one in which

j�i1h�j1 as an observable hasthe sharp value 1; and

onein which ithasthe sharp value 0 .

In Ref.[18]itwasshown thatwhen a density operator

�1 is given,the closest density operator �01; am ong

thosethatsatisfy (17),is:

�
0
1 � h�j1 �1 j�i1 j�i1h�j1 +

�

j�i1h�j1

�?

�1

�

j�i1h�j1

�?

: (18)

Thus,

r
0
= h�j1 �1 j�i1; (19)

and the sam e form ula (the last expression in (16)) ex-

tendsalso to the casewhen j�i1 isnotan eigenvector

of �1.

Incidentally,therequirem entofclosest �0 to � un-

dertherestrictionthatthe"closest"istaken am ongthose

density operatorsthatare m ixturesofstateswith sharp

valuesofthem easured observable A =
P

k
akPk (spec-

tralform ) de�nes the L�uders state �0 =
P

k
Pk�Pk

[18]. (It was postulated [19];and as such it appears in

textbooks [20].) As wellknown,in idealm easurem ent

� changes to the L�uders state. (In so-called selective

idealm easurem ent,when onetakesthesubensem blecor-

responding to a speci�c result,say, ak0; the change of

state is � ! Pk0�Pk0

.

tr(Pk0�): This is som etim es

called "the projection postulate".)

Asa �nalrem ark on stage four,one should pointout

that "distance" in the Hilbert space of linear Hilbert-

Schm idtoperatorsalso de�nes a topology,in particular

a convergence ofdensity operators. It is stronger than

the so-called strong operator topology utilized in the

preceding stage.M oreaboutthisin Appendix C.

Stage �ve. Finally,we have to �nd outwhatshould

betheprobability rulewhen � isnotan im proper,but

a proper m ixture,i. e.,when there are no correlations

with anothersystem .W etake�rstan isolated purestate

j i:

W estartwith an in�nitesequenceofcorrelated bipar-

titestatevectors fj	 12i
n :n = 1;2;:::;1 g such that,

asfarasthe reduced density operatorisconcerned,one

has

8n : �
n
1 = (1� 1=n)j i1h j1 +

�

j i1h j1

�?

�
n
1

�

j i1h j1

�?

; (20)

where j i1 actually equals j i: (It is wellknown

thatforevery density operator �1 there existsa state

vector j	i12 such that �1 = tr2

�

j	i12h	j12

�

: This

claim iseasily proved usingthespectralform (5a)of �1
and thecanonicalSchm idtdecom position (3b).) W enow

writeindex 1 becausewenow dohavecorrelationswith

subsystem 2:
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O bviously

j i1h j1= lim
n! 1

�
n
1: (21)

According to our�fth stipulation,theprobability rule

iscontinuousin the density operator.Hence,

8 j�i: p

�

j�i;j i

�

= lim
n! 1

p

�

j�i1;�
n
1

�

=

lim
n! 1

h�j1 �
n
1 j�i1 = h�j1 lim

n! 1
�
n
1 j�i1:

This�nally gives

8 j�i: p

�

j�i;j i

�

= h�j

�

j ih j

�

j�i= jh�jj ij
2
:

(22)

In thisway,thesam eprobability ruleisextended to iso-

lated purestates.

If � isanisolatedm ixed state,i.e.,aproperm ixture,

onecan takeany ofits(in�nitely m any)decom positions

into pure states,say,

� =
X

k

wk j kih k j;

where wk are the statistical weights ( 8k : wk >

0;
P

k
wk = 1 ).Then

p

�

j�i;�

�

=
X

k

wkh�j

�

j kih k j

�

j�i:

This�nally gives

p

�

j�i;�

�

= h�j� j�i; (23)

extending the sam e probability rule to m ixed isolated

states. (It is obvious that the choice of the above

decom position into pure states is im m aterial. O ne can

takethe spectraldecom position e.g.)

IV . R ELA T IO N T O T H E LIT ER A T U R E

Thisarticlecom esafter8studiesofthought-provoking

analiticity [1],[14],[15],[16],[2],[3],[4],[5]on Zurek’s

derivation ofBorn’s rule. It has pro�ted from m ost of

them .

Thepurposeofthissection isnotto review thesearti-

cles;thepurposeistocontrastsom eideasfrom 5ofthese

workswith thepresentversionin ordertoshed m orelight

on the latter.

A . SC H LO SSH A U ER -FIN E

Forthepurposeofa logicalorderin m y com m ents,I’ll

m ess up the order ofthe quotations from the article of

Schlosshauerand Fine on Zurek’sargum ent[2].

Schlosshauerand Fine are inspired to de�ne the pre-

cisefram ework forZurek’sendeavorand try to justify it

saying (DISCUSSIO N,(A)):

"Apart from the problem ofhow to do cos-

m ology,we m ight take a pragm atic point of

view here by stating thatany observation of

the events to which we wish to assign prob-

abilities willalways require a m easurem ent-

like contextthatinvolvesan open system in-

teracting with an externalobserver,and that

thereforetheinability ofZurek’sapproach to

derive probabilities for a closed, undivided

system should not be considered as a short-

com ing ofthe argum ent."

Thism ay wellbethecase.In thepresentversion,one

viewsthe probability rule asa potentialproperty ofthe

system .M easurem entissom ethingseparate;itcom esaf-

terwardswhen an observerwantstogetcognizanceofthe

probabilities. The present study is an attem pt to view

Zurek’sargum entin such a setting ofideas.Incidentally,

in thepresentversion onecan no longerspeak ofan "in-

ability ofZurek’s approach to derive probabilities for a

closed,undivided system ".

Besides,the"problem ofhow to do cosm ology"iscon-

sidered by m any foundationally m inded physiciststo be

an im portant problem in m odern quantum -m echanical

thinking.Afterall,interaction with theenvironm entand

decoherencethatsetsin (a phenom enon to which Zurek

gave an enorm ous contribution) is prim arily observer-

independent(though itm ay contain an observer),and it

�tswellinto quantum cosm ology.Thepresentstudy en-

visagesZurek’sargum entin a m easurem ent-independent

and observer-independentway.

In theirCO NCLUDING REM ARK S Schlosshauerand

Fine say:

"...a fundam entalstatem entaboutany prob-

abilistic theory: W e cannot derive probabil-

ities from a theory that does not already

contain som e probabilistic concept;at som e

stage,weneed to "putprobabilitiesin to get

probabilitiesout".

In the present version ofthe theory,a realization of

this pessim istic statem ent can be seen in the assum p-

tion that local probabilities exist at all (in the �rst

stipulation, (b)), and in the application of additivity

(and �-additivity)ofprobability (thethird stipulation).

Incidentally,the quoted claim ofSchlosshauerand Fine

isperhapsonly m ildly pessim istic [21]

Asa counterpartofthestipulationsin thepresentver-

sion,Schlosshauerand Fine state (nearthe end oftheir

INTRO DUCTIO N):

"...we�nd thatZurek’sderivation isbased at

leaston the following assum ptions:

(1)Theprobability fora particularoutcom e,

i. e.,for the occurrence ofa speci�c value

ofa m easured physicalquantity,isidenti�ed
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with the probability forthe eigenstate ofthe

m easured observable with eigenvalue corre-

sponding to them easured value-an assum p-

tion that would follow from the eigenvalue-

eigenstate link.

(2) Probabilities ofa system S entangled

with another system E are a function of

the localproperties of S only, which are

exclusively determ ined by the state vectorof

the com posite system SE.

(3)Foracom positestatein theSchm idtform

j SEi=
P

k
�k jskijeki; theprobability for

jski isequalto the probability for jeki.

(4) Probabilities associated with a system

S entangled with another system E re-

m ain unchanged when certain transform a-

tions(nam ely,Zurek’s"envarianttransform a-

tions")areapplied thatonly acton E (and

sim ilarly for S and E interchanged)."

Assum ption (1)isvery im portant. Itisthe quantum

logicalapproach.(Seethe com m enton itin section V.B

.)Assum ption (2)isreproduced in thepresentversion as

the �rststipulation.

Having in m ind the above quotation on "putting in

and taking out probability",assum ption (3) was care-

fully avoided in the presentversion,which goesbeyond

theSchm idtdecom position.In theapproachesthathang

on to thedecom position,and allprecedingonesaresuch,

putting in probability whereitisequalto 1 seem sun-

avoidable.

As to assum ption (4), it is, to m y m ind, the basic

idea of Zurek’s argum ent. Though Schlosshauer and

Fine "consider Zurek’s approach prom ising" (INTRO -

DUCTIO N),they feelvery unhappy aboutthisbasicas-

sum ption (DISCUSSIO N,F2):

"...wedonotseewhyshiftingfeaturesof E ,

thatis,doing som ething to the environm ent,

should notalterthe"guess"...an observerof

S would m akeconcerning S-outcom es.

Schlosshauerand Fine pointto Zurek’sdesire to bol-

sterhisargum entby asubjectiveaspectwith an observer

who observes only subsystem S; but who is aware

ofthe com posite state vector j	iSE: This observer

"m akesguesses"and "attributeslikelihood" tostatevec-

tors j�iS : Schlosshauer and Fine m ake criticalcom -

m entson thisaspect.

W eighing ifthe subjective aspectatissue isusefulor

even justi�ed is avoided in the present version. It was

assum ed thatZurek’sargum entcan do withoutit(cfthe

com m enton Caves’s�rst-quoted rem ark aboutthis).

Schlosshauerand Fine �nish the quoted passage say-

ing:

"Here,ifpossible,onewould liketo seesom e

furtherargum ent(orm otivation)forwhy the

probabilitiesofonesystem should beim m une

to swapsam ong the basisstatesofthe other

system ."

Apparently,locality or subsystem -property is a basic

stipulation (the �rststipulation in the presentversion),

i. e., the basic idea how Zurek envisages probability.

Naturally,one m ay object that it is hindsight,because

we know the probability rule,and itim pliesthe locality

idea.

W hen thinking of quantum ideas without the prob-

ability rule,as Zurek does,why not try to insert into

them a localprobability idea? Them otivation liesin our

intuitive expectation to �nd nature with as m any local

propertiesaspossible(to enableusto do physics).After

all,the wellknown trem endousreaction ofthe scienti�c

com m unity to Bell’s theorem dealing with subquantum

locality isan im pressiveindication ofhow im portantlo-

cality isconsidered to be.

Envariance,ortwin unitariesin thepresentequivalent

form ulation, (and broader, see the second stipulation)

provideuswith a m eansto de� ne whatitm eans"local"

ora "subsystem property" when thereduced density op-

eratoris devoid ofphysicalm eaning to begin with,and

wedo notknow whatthestateofthesubsystem is.The

twosubsystem s S and E arerem otefrom each other.

Thism eansthatthey cannotdynam ically in
uenceeach

other. To put it in m ore detail,no ancilla (or m easur-

inginstrum ent)interactingwith subsystem E can have

any dynam icalin
uenceon the oppositesubsystem S.

Now, isn’t it natural to stipulate with Zurek, that

subsystem orlocalpropertiesof S arethoseproperties

that cannot be changed by "doing som ething" to the

opposite subsystem (action of an ancilla included), or

otherwise the property would be global? (It m ight be

usefulto point out that the essentialrole oflocality in

Zurek’s derivation is m ade clear also in his "facts" (cf

the sixth quotation in subsection IV.C), especially in

fact2.)

As to the parenthetical�nalrem ark ofSchlosshauer

and Fine in assum ption (4) (of the third quotation),

the presentversion did notm ake use of"interchanged"

roles of S and E: Entanglem ent "treats" the two

subsystem sin a sym m etricalway. So the interchange is

quiteallright,butitwasfelt,in expounding thepresent

version,thatitwasunnecessary.

Schlosshauerand Fine say (DISCUSSIO N,(G )):

"According to Zurek,...the observerisaware

ofthe "m enu" ofpossibleoutcom es..."

In the present version,one is after a localprobabil-

ity rule and,to start with,one has no other idea what

"local" m eans,exceptwhatenvariancegives.G radually,

one endowsthe reduced density operatorofthe subsys-

tem with theknown standard physicalm eaning.Itseem s

thatthisgradualbuilding up knowledgeofwhat"local"
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m eansforprobabilitiesisin Zurek’swording handled by

the im aginary observerto whom ,besides j	iSE; only

the subsystem S is accessible. Butwhatis the "sub-

system "? Thestatespace H S and thestatevectorsin

itareallthatisattheim aginary observer’sdisposaland

at ours to start to build the "subsystem " notion. This

is Zurek’s "m enu" (in the understanding ofthe present

author).

Perhaps, one should stress that, if one envisages

probability as a potentiality, as it is done in the

present approach, then it seem s natural to take in

the "m enu" all state vectors j � iS; not just those

that are eigen-vectors of the reduced density operator

�S; which, at the beginning, has alm ost no physical

m eaning. ("Alm ost" is inserted in view ofthe Second

Theorem on twin unitaries.) Contrariwise, if one

envisages probabilities in the process of m easurem ent

(or observation),as Zurek does (and his com m entators

follow him ),then taking the Schm idt decom position is

the suitable procedure. In the present version,this is

avoided (except in the m athem atical interlude, in de-

rivingthepropertiesoftwin unitariesin subsection II.A).

In the last passage of the DISCUSSIO N of

Schlosshauer and Fine the basis of the opposite

subsystem thatappearsin theSchm idtdecom position is

subjected to though-provoking criticalcom m ents. This

isone ofthe reasonswhy the presentversion keptclear

ofthe Schm idtdecom position.

As to the eigenvalue-eigenstate link given in assum p-

tion (1) (third quotation), Schlosshauer and Fine say

(DISCUSSIO N,(C)):

"Clearly,from the point ofview ofobserva-

tionsand m easurem ents,wewould liketo as-

signprobabilitiestotheoccurrenceofthespe-

ci�c values of the observable O that has

been m easured,i.e.,to the "outcom es".The

eigenvalue-eigenstate link of quantum m e-

chanicspostulatesthata system hasa value

for an observable ifand only ifthe state of

the system is an eigenstate characteristic of

thatvalue(oraproperm ixtureofthoseeigen-

states)."

In theprecedingsection itwasassum ed thateventsare

represented byprojectors.Thisisthequantum logicalap-

proach (because projectorscan be interpreted asevents,

properties or logicalstatem ents), in which the projec-

torsare m oreelem entary than observables.(M athem at-

ically,one constructsHerm itian operatorsoutofprojec-

tors using the spectraltheorem .) Physically, the yes-

no experim entscarry theessenceofquantum m echanics.

The quantum logicalapproach isresum ed in subsection

V.B(a). (Zurek,in his Phys. Rev. paper,seem s to be

trying to take a m ore generalapproach: he is dealing

with potentialfuture records.)

O n the other hand, observables and their eigenval-

ues ("outcom es") are the standard or textbook start-

ing point for probabilities. Utilizing the eigenvalue-

eigenstate link, leading to the quantum logicalstand-

point,isa choice ofapproach,which hasto be justi�ed

in the end. Nam ely,when the probability rule is�nally

available,the eigenvalue-eigenstatelink isa theorem :A

state(density operator) � hasthesharp value o ofan

observable O ifand only if(i)the form erisan eigen-

valueofthelatterand (ii) �; when written asany m ix-

ture (possibly a trivialone)e states,it consists only of

eigen-statesof O corresponding to thiseigenvalue (cf

the Introduction in [22]).

Finally,itshould be pointed outwhathasbeen taken

overfrom the article [2]ofSchlosshauerand Fine. The

second quotation led to caution concerning "putting in"

as little probability as possible. It was the reason for

avoidingtheuseoftheSchm idtdecom position and hence

alsoassum ption 3(in thethird quotation).Thelastquo-

tation gaveriseto thoughtsaboutthe non-contextuality

involved (cfsubsection V.B).

B . B arnum

In what follows a few com m ents in connection with

Barnum ’sreaction [3]toZurek’sderivation ofprobability

willbe given.

Barnum says(p.2,leftcolum n):

"In ouropinion,the version ofZurek’sargu-

m entwegivebelow doesnotdepend crucially

on whether m easurem ent is interpreted in

thisway (relativestateinterpretation,F.H.),

or as involving "collapse",or in som e other

way (for exam ple as involving "collapse" of

our knowledge, say in a process sim ilar to

Bayesian updating [23])."

Hopefully, also the version of Zurek’s argum ent ex-

pounded in the preceding section is independent ofthe

existence ornon-existence ofobjective "collapse" in na-

ture. (As to purely subjective "Bayesian updating",it

ishard to see whatone can update ifnothing happened

in nature. Let us be rem inded of John Bell’s fam ous

dictum : "Inform ation? W hose inform ation,inform ation

about what?" But,som e ofus m ay just be incorrigible

realists,"whateverrealism m eans" -asthelateRudolph

Peierlsused to say.)

Assum ing theexistenceofobjectivecollapse,thereare

tworem otee�ectsduetoentanglem ent:distantm easure-

m ent[11],orm oregenerally,rem oteensem bledecom po-

sition [9],and rem otepreparation [24],[25],[9](theselec-

tiveaspectoftheform er).Itallstarted with Schr�odinger

[24],whopointed outthatdoingasuitableselectivem ea-

surem enton subsystem 2; onecan "steer"(hisword for

rem otepreparation)therem otesystem 1 intoanystate

j�i1 thatisan elem entoftherangeof �1; butwith a

certain positive probability. (Schr�odingerassum ed that



13

the range was�nite dim ensional. Thiswasextended to

j�i1 2 R (�
1=2

1
) in [25]for in�nite dim ensionalranges,

and the m axim alprobability,i. e.,the best way to do

rem otepreparation,wasevaluated recently [9].)

Neither Schr�odinger[26],[24],noranyone in the Bel-

gradegroup who worked on hisprogram of"disentangle-

m ent" [11],[12],[9]hasever,to the bestofthe present

author’s knowledge,tried to utilize rem ote preparation

for an argum ent of probability because this would be

"putting probability in to get probability out" (cf the

second quotation in the preceding subsection),i. e.,an

evidently circularargum ent.

It is a beauty of Zurek’s argum ent that envariance,

or rem ote unitary operation ifone takes twin unitaries

(the otherface ofenvariance),hasno probability atthe

start. It is determ inistic: You perform a U2 local

transform ation on the opposite subsystem , and ipso

facto onegetsdeterm inistically the transform ation U1

on the subsystem thatisinvestigated. So,Zurek seem s

to be quite rightthat this conceptcan be used to shed

light on the quantum probability notion (as far as it is

assum ed to be local).

O ne gets the im pression that Barnum feels that his

insistenceon no signalling and sym m etric rolesthat S

and E should play is an im portant im provem ent on

Zurek’s argum ent. In particular,Barnum says (p. 2,

rightcolum n):

"Perhaps, however, there is a stronger ar-

gum ent for no S-to-E signalling in rela-

tive state interpretation. O n such an inter-

pretation, once m acroscopic aspects of E

have been correlated with S (the system

has been "m easured" by an observerwho is

part of E ),the ability to a�ect probabili-

ties ofcom ponents ofthe state in subspaces

corresponding to those distinct m acroscopic

aspectsof E; by m anipulating S; jeopar-

dizes the interpretation ofthese num bers as

"probabilities" atall. ... (within a generally

subjectivistapproach to probability in itsas-

pect as som ething to be used in science and

everyday life...,an approach to which I am

ratherpartial),..."

Barnum is, of course, consistent. The purpose of

quoting thispassageism ostly to underlinethedi�erence

in the approachesto Zurek’sargum entby Barnum and

the presentversion.Nam ely,in the latteran attem ptis

m adeto keep therem otein
uence in onedirection only,

as Zurek originally did. Not because Barnum appears

to be wrong;itisbecause the one-direction approach is

considered sim pler.Thereisanotherdi�erence:Barnum

says to be partial to subjectivism , and the present

authorhasconfessed above to be a realist. (Thisisnot

in the sense to negate or underestim ate subjectivism .

But the latter is understood by the present author as

subjectivecognizanceofobjectivereality.)

Barnum says(p.3,both colum ns):

"...if the joint state SE is viewed as the

outcom e ofa m easurem ent "in the Schm idt

basis" on S; by an environm ent E that

includes the observer,whose "de�nite m ea-

surem ent results" line up with the Schm idt

basisfor E; ascribing probabilitiesto these

su�cesforascribingprobabilitiesto "de�nite

m easurem entresults" ..."

Also Schlosshauer and Fine pointed to this feature

ofZurek’sargum entof"putting in probability" in E ,

and "getting out" probability in S (cf the second

quotation and assum ption 3 in the third quotation in

the preceding subsection). Apparently,Zurek "putsin"

no m ore than (probabilistic)certainty. Thiscertainly is

not circularity. Nevertheless,the present version takes

anotherroute.

There isanotheraspectofthe presentversion thatit

shares with Zurek’s originalone. It is assum ing non-

contextuality. Butletus�rstsee whatBarnum sayson

the subsject(p.3,rightcolum n):

"Note thatwe havenotyetestablished that,

for a given state, the probabilities of com -

ponents in subspaces are independentofthe

subspacedecom position in which they occur,

an assum ption sim ilarto thatm ade in G lea-

son’s theorem ,and which m ight allow us to

useG leason’stheorem aspartofan argum ent

for quantum probabilities. O fcourse,a po-

tentialvirtue of the argum ent from envari-

ance is precisely that it does not m ake any

such assum ption to begin with."

O ne is here on quantum -logicalgrounds. Quantum -

logicalnon-contextuality m eans,in the understanding of

thepresentauthor,thatif F isa com positeevent(the

projector project onto a m ore-than-2 dim ensionalsub-

space),then no m atter in which ofthe in�nitely m any

possibleways F iswritten asa sum ofm utually exclu-

sive(orthogonal)elem entary events(ray projectors),and

de�ned in thisway,theprobability of F isoneand the

sam e. This is so on accountof �-additivity. (See also

the discussion in subsection V.B(a)).

Itishard toseehow onecan avoid thequantum -logical

non-contextuality in Zurek’s argum ent. Nam ely,when

one wants to evaluate the probabilities of the equally

probable states j�i1 that correspond to one and the

sam e eigenvalueof �1 (stage one in the preceding sec-

tion),one cannot avoid using additivity. Besides,also

in the evaluation of the probability of the eigen-event

Q 1 (the range projector)when �1 hasonly one pos-

itive eigenvalue requires the use ofadditivity (and the

zero-probability assum ption,cfthe third and the fourth
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stipulations in the preceding section). Then,as it was

argued in the preceding passage,quantum -logicalnon-

contextuality hasbeen utilized.(M oreon thisin subsec-

tionsV.B and V.E.See also subsection V.F.)

G leason gives the com plete answer (cf subsection

V.F).Then whatis the pointofZurek’sargum ent? I’ll

attem pt an answer to this worrisom e question in the

concluding com m entsin thenextsection (seesubsection

V.F).

Afterthe quoted passage,Barnum writesabout,what

he calls, the Perfect Correlation Principle. From the

point of view of the Belgrade group, he talks about

twin observables (cf subsection B on twin Herm itians

in section II.): The m easurem ent of any subsystem

observable that is com patible (com m uting) with the

corresponding reduced density operator is ipso facto

also a m easurem ent (so-called distant m easurem ent) of

a twin observableon the oppositesubsystem .

Barnum further says, speaking of Stan and Em m a

instead ofsubsystem s,and applying his S ! E no-

rem ote-in
uence ("no signalling")approach (p. 3,right

colum n):

"W hether or not Stan m easures anything

should be im m aterialto Em m a’sprobability,

by no-signalling."

Twin Herm itiansarem athem atically very closely con-

nected with twin unitaries(subsection B in section II.).

Distant m easurem ent can m ake non-contextuality very

plausibleforsuitable,i.e.,with thereduced density op-

erator com patible,subsystem observables. But distant

m easurem entisderivedfrom theprobabilityrulein quan-

tum m echanics.Thisway onecannotavoid circularity.

Subsystem observables not com patible with the cor-

responding density operator do not give rise to distant

m easurem ent; they cause distant ensem ble decom posi-

tion (see [9]). Here we are outside envariance,i. e.,we

areusing subsystem unitaries(in thesenseofsubsection

II.B)thatdo nothavea twin.

O n hispage5,leftcolum n,Barnum discussesatlength

Zurek’sassum ption ofcontinuity ofprobabilityasafunc-

tion of �S .Am ong otherthings,he says:

"Itisnotclearto uswhy onewould rule out

discontinuous probability assignm ents even

though they m ay seem "pathological"."

In the preceding section "continuity" entered as the

�fth stipulation. Ithasled,in the end,to the quantum

probability rule. The argum ent presented leaves open

the possibility that also probability that is not contin-

uous in � m ight exist. But we know from G leason’s

theorem that, though he does assum e continuity in

the projectors (via �-additivity as a strengthening

of additivity, cf subsection V.E), he does not assum e

continuity in �: Thus,probability discontinuousin �

doesnotseem to exist.

The present author is especially indebted to Barnum

forhisusefulsuggestion abouthow to extend Zurek’sar-

gum entto statevectors j�i1 thatarenoteigenvectors

of �1: Hesuggested (in privatecom m unication):"Per-

haps one could get som ewhere by m aking assum ptions

about probabilities zero and one..." This �tted in well

with thetheorem from previouswork on theclosestsuit-

ablestate,i.e.,stateofzeroand oneprobabilities(cfthe

sixth stipulation in section IIIofthisarticleand relation

(17)).

Finally,it should be stated what is the m ain insight

gained from the article [3] of Barnum . It con�rm ed

the suspicion, stem m ing from Zurek’s writings, that

the concrete idea of system and environm ent can be

generalized to any entangled subsystem s. (Stan and

Em m a achieve this.) The continuity assum ption is not

astrivialasonem ightthink.Barnum m adem egivealot

ofthoughtto the quantum -logicalnon-contextuality (cf

subsection V.B(a)),and the relation between G leason’s

theorem and Zurek’sargum ent(cfsubsection V.F).

C . Zurek’s m ost m ature article on envariance

Zurek in his m ost m ature, PhysicalReview, article

[16] takes into account the com m ents of Schlosshauer

and Fine and Barnum . The exposition ofthe preceding

section willnow be put in relation to Zurek’s original

argum ent presented there. (Q uotations will be taken

from pagesin the archivecopy,version 2.)

In the abstractZurek says:

"Probabilities derived in this m anner (he

m eansfrom envariance,F.H.)are an objec-

tive re
ection ofthe underlying state ofthe

system -they representexperim entally veri-

�able sym m etries,and not just a subjective

"stateofknowledge" ofthe observer."

In thepresentversion,onecon�nesoneselfto thisatti-

tudeofthefounderofenvariance,though he�nishesthe

abstractasfollows.

"Envariant origin of Born’s rule for proba-

bilities shedsa new lighton the relation be-

tween ignorance(and henceinform ation)and

the natureofquantum states."

O n p. 1, left colum n he com pletes this thought as

follows:

"Thenatureof"m issinginform ation"and the

origin ofprobabilitiesin quantum physicsare

two related them es,closely tied to its inter-

pretation."
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O ne cannotbutfully agree with this. The subjective

side ofZurek’s argum ent has,nevertheless,been disre-

garded in the presentversion becauseconsiderably m ore

than thebasicquantum form alism hasbeen m adeuseof

in it(unlike in the preceding versions),and,hence,itis

quite intricateasitis.

O n p.1,leftcolum n,Zurek says:

"W e shall, however, refrain from using

"trace" and "reduced density m atrix".Their

physical signi�cance is based on Born’s

rule....,to avoid circularity,..."

In contrastto Zurek’soriginalversion,in the present

one notonly that"trace" and "reduced density m atrix"

are not avoided, they are the m athem atical starting

point. Adm ittedly, they are at the start physically

devoid of m eaning. But the second theorem on twin

unitaries (the other face ofenvariance)in subsection A

of section II. discloses the relevance of these concepts

for envariance. Since one of the basic ideas of Zurek

is that the probabilities in the system S are local,

and we do not have the reduced density m atrix �S
determ ining the subsystem state and thus de�ning

locality, it appears natural to use envariance (twin

unitaries) for the de�nition ofwhatis local. Then,the

m athem aticalnotion ofthereduced density m atrix turns

out to be relevant, and gradually, taking the steps of

Zurek’s argum ent,the reduced density m atrix becom es

endowed with the standard physicalm eaning.

At the beginning of his argum ent, on p. 2, right

colum n,Zurek linesup the basic assum ptionsof"bare"

quantum m echanics (or quantum m echanics without

collapse): that the universe consists of system s, each

of which has a state space; that the state space of

com posite system s are tensor products; and that the

unitary dynam icallaw is valid. (See also Zurek’s three

spelled out "Facts" - the sixth quotation below.) All

these weretacitly assum ed in section III.

Atthe beginning ofthe leftcolum n,p.3,Zurek says:

"W eshallcallthepartoftheglobalstatethat

can beacted upon toa�ectsuch arestoration

of the preexisting globalstate the environ-

m ent E . Hence,the environm ent-assisted

invariance,or-forbrevity -envariance. W e

shallsoon see that there m ay be m ore than

onesuch subsystem .In thatcaseweshalluse

E to designatetheirunion."

ItappearsthatZurek envisages,actually,m ore-or-less

the whole universe , or at least, a large part of it

containing all system s that have ever interacted with

the subsystem S at issue. In contrast to this, the

version of the argum ent in section III laid em phasis

on the existence of entanglem ent with any opposite

subsystem (but cfsubsection V.D).Any larger system

(1 + 2) in any entangled state j	i12 that has one

and the sam e localor�rst-subsystem probability would

do. Since subsystem 2 isarbitrary,itcan also be the

environm entasZurek envisagesit.

O n p. 4,leftcolum n,Zurek liststhree "facts",which

heconsidersbasicto hisapproach.

"Fact 1: Unitary transform ations m ust act

on the system to alter its state. (That is,

when theevolution operatordoesnotoperate

on the Hilbert space H S ofthe system ,i.

e.,when it has a form :::
 1S 
 ::: the

state of S rem ainsthe sam e.)

Fact 2: The state of the system S is

allthat is needed (and allthat is available)

to predictm easurem entoutcom es,including

theirprobabilities.

Fact 3:The state ofa largercom posite sys-

tem that includes S as a subsystem is all

that is needed (and allthat is available) to

determ ine the stateofthe system S."

Zurek adds "... the above facts are interpretation-

neutraland the states (e. g.,’the state of S ’) they

referto need notbe pure."

I�nd Zurek’s"facts" fully acceptable,and Ihavetac-

itly builtthem into thepresentapproach (liketheabove

basic assum ptions of the no-collapse part of quantum

m echanics). Actually,his broad "state" concepthelped

m e to decide to stick to the reduced density operator

�1; the physicalrelevance ofwhich issuggested by the

two theorem son twin unitariesin subsection II.A.Asit

could be seen in section III,Zurek’s argum ent enables

one to endow the m athem aticalconcept ofthe reduced

density operator gradually with the standard physical

m eaning yielding the quantum probability rule.

O n p.4,leftcolum n,Zurek says:

"Indeed, Schm idt expansion is occasionally

de�ned by absorbing phases in the states

which m eansthatallthenon-zerocoe�cients

end up realand positive ... . Thisisa dan-

gerousoversim pli�cation.Phasesm atter...."

Zurek is, of course, quite clear about the role of

canonical Schm idt decom position (see section II.A

above). W hat he m eans,Ibelieve,is thatone m ust be

carefulaboutphasesin any expansion oftheglobalstate;

one can disregard them only after a careful analysis

as the one he presents. Since the present version goes

beyond the Schm idt decom position,it turned out that

the separate question ofphases actually does not com e

up.

O n the otherhand,one can fully accepthiswords(p.

4,bottom ofrightcolum n):
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"Lem m a3wehavejustestablished isthecor-

nerstoneofourapproach."

His Lem m a 3 is about envariantswaps oforthogonal

�rst-subsystem eigenstates of �1; and, later in his

Theorem 2., it im plies their equal probability. In

m ethodologicalcontrastto Zurek’sLem m a 3,in section

IIIabove the second theorem on twin unitaries(section

II.A)wasused to establish equalprobability ofany two

statevectorsin oneand thesam eeigensubspaceof �1:

But,thisis,ofcourse,equivalentto Zurek’sTheorem 2.

O n p.5,leftcolum n,Zurekgivesaverynicediscussion

ofthe com plem entarity between knowledgeofthe whole

and knowledge ofthe part - com plem entarity of global

and localdue to entanglem ent. There was no need to

enterthisin the presentversion.

O n p.7,rightcolum n,Zurek says:

"Let us also assum e that states that do not

appearin the above superposition (i. e.,ap-

pearwith Schm idtcoe�cientzero)havezero

probability. (W e shallm otivate this rather

naturalassum ption laterin the paper.)"

This is the fourth stipulation in section III.This is

"rathernatural"when wealreadyknow thequantum rule

ofprobability. In Zurek’ssetting ofno such knowledge,

itappearsto com eoutoftheblue.Buta stipulation can

do this.

Zurekresum esthisquestion on p.19,leftcolum n,con-

sidering a ratherintricate com posite state "representing

both the �ne-grained and the coarse-grained records".

He essentially describes observation or m easurem ent in

m y understanding.Hesays:

"Theform of...(the com posite state,F.H.)

justi�esassigningzeroprobabilityto...(state

vectorsofthe system ,F.H.)thatdo notap-

pear,-i.e.,appearwith zero am plitude -in

the initialstate ofthe system .Q uite sim ply,

thereisno stateoftheobserverwith a record

ofsuch zero-am plitudeSchm idtstatesofthe

system ...(in the com positestate,F.H.)."

Thisisconvincing in the contextofZurek’sobjective

probabilities-ashe callsthem . Ifprobability istreated

asa potentiality,no m atterifitwillbeeverm easured or

not,asitisin thepresentapproach,then onehad better

notuse thisargum ent. (Itisused only asa plausibility

justi�cation in the presentversion.)

O n p.7,rightcolum n,Zurek says:

"M oreover,probability ofany subset of n

m utually exclusive eventsisadditive. ... W e

shall m otivate also this (very natural) as-

sum ption of the additivity of probabilities

further in discussion of quantum m easure-

m ents in Section V (thus going beyond the

starting pointofe.g.G leason ...)"

Zurekhasstated (on p.5,leftcolum n)thathewilluse,

besidesenvariance,also"avarietyofsm allsubsetsofnat-

uralassum ptions". Atthis place ofhis text,itappears

that additivity ofprobability is one ofthem . Actually,

it is a very strong assum ption on the quantum -logical

ground(cf the discussion of this in subsections V.B(a)

and V.E).O necan acceptthatthem easurem entcontext

m akesitm ore plausible,butitstillisan extra assum p-

tion.

Zurek resum esthis question on pp. 18 and 19. He is

atpainsto derive"additivity ofprobability from envari-

ance".He says:

"To dem onstrate Lem m a 5 (a key step in

hisendeavor,F.H.)we need one m ore prop-

erty -thefactthatwhen a certain event U

(p(U)= 1) can bedecom posed into two m u-

tually exclusive events, U = k _ k? ; their

probability m ustadd up to unity:

p(U)= p(k_ k
?
)= p(k)+ p(k

?
)= 1:

This assum ption introduces (in a very lim -

ited setting) additivity. It is equivalent to

the statem entthat"som ething willcertainly

happen"."

W e have discussed above the Schlosshauer and Fine

com m ent"you putin probability,togetoutprobability".

Zurek’s just quoted passage looks som ewhat sim ilar:

you putin additivity,to getoutadditivity (though you

put it in "in a very lim ited setting",but at the crucial

place). Thisquestion isresum ed in detailin subsection

V.E.

Zurek starts his subsection D. of section II. stating

that he will "com plete derivation of Born’s rule" by

considering the case of unequalabsolute values of the

coe�cients in the Schm idt decom position. Clearly,

unlike section IIIofthis paper,Zurek had no intention

to go furtherthan encom passing theeigenvectorsof �1:

In histerm inology,thatis"Born’srule".

Zurek �nishessection II.,afterhe hasdiscussed ratio-

nalm oduliofSchm idtcoe�cient(which hasbeen com -

pletely taken overin section IIIabove)saying:

"This is Born’s rule. The extension to the

case where jakj
2 (the m oduli, F.H.) are

incom m ensurate is straightforward by conti-

nuity as rationalnum bers are dense am ong

reals."

Thisseem sto be anotherofZurek’s"naturalassum p-

tions". In the presentversion,itwasraised to the level

of a stipulation following the convincing discussion of
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Barnum (cfthe last quotation and the last passage in

the preceding subsection).

Zurek’ssection V isdevoted toarederivation ofBorn’s

rule from envariance. In hissection II.the environm ent

E could and needed notcontain an observer.He didn’t

actually m ake use ofhim . In section V the observer is

explicitlym adeuseof(consistentwith,e.g.,therelative-

state theory ofEverett[27]). O ne gets the feeling that

thisexposition,in which itisexplicitthatZurek isafter

probability in the process ofm easurem ent (or observa-

tion),ism oreconvincing and successful.

In thepresentversion,m easurem entis"o� lim its" (as

Zurek would say). Twin unitaries(the otherface ofen-

variance) are a direct consequence ofentanglem ent (cf

subsection II.A ofthis article). In the present version,

Zurek’sargum entwastreated asstrong enough to carry

out the com plete program : quantum probability rule

from entanglem ent,treating the form er as a potential-

ity. This standpointis,apparently,in keeping with the

following passageofZurek’spaper.

O n p.23,leftcolum n,Zurek says:

"...even when one can deduce probabilitiesa

prioriusingenvariance,they betterbeconsis-

tent with the relative frequencies estim ated

by the observer a posteriori in su�ciently

large sam ples. ... W e shall conclude that

when probabilities can be deduced directly

from the pure state (he m eans j	iSE; F.

H.),the two approaches are in agreem ent ,

but that the a prioriprobabilities obtained

from envariance-based argum ents are m ore

fundam ental."

Precisely so! Because probabilities are an a priori

notion, and "m ore fundam ental" than the relative

frequencies, in term s ofwhich they are m easured,the

probabilitiesshould be treated asa potentiality.

Finally,it is needless to state what has been learn’t

from Zurek. The entire theory is his. The rest ofus

areonly conjuring up di�erentvariationson itto gain a

deepergrasp ofthe m atter.

D . M ohrho�

I’llbegin with the abstractofM ohrho�’spaper[4]on

Zurek’s"Born’srule from envariance" argum ent,which

lacks Zurek’s PhysicalReview paper (discussed in the

precedingsubsection),and both Barnum ’sarticleand the

oneofCavesin itsreferences.M ohrho� says:

"Zurek claim s to have derived Born’s rule

noncircularly... from determ inistically evolv-

ing quantum states. ... this claim is exag-

gerated ifnot wholly unjusti�ed. ...it is not

su�cientto assum e thatquantum statesare

som ehow associated with probabilities and

then prove thatthese probabilitiesare given

by Born’srule."

M ohrho� callsin question the,asheputsit,"so-called

derivation"ofBorn’srule.Strictly logically,"derivation"

ofa claim m eans that the claim is a necessity. Now,

probabilitiesarea necessity in a determ inistically evolv-

ing universefrom a physicalpointofview asm adeclear

in section V ofZurek’sPhys.Rev.paper.Butlogically,

M ohrho� is right that one assum es the existence of

probabilities,and then one�ndsoutwhatthey look like.

Thepresentversion iscertainly notbetterthan that.

M ohrho� even strengthens his criticalattitude on p.

4 (the archive version is taken) after having shortly re-

viewed Zurek’sargum ent:

"W hat is thereby proved is that if quan-

tum states are associated with probabilities

then Born’s rule holds. But how do quan-

tum statescom e to be associated with prob-

abilities? As long as this question rem ains

unanswered,onehasnotelucidated theorigin

ofprobabilitiesin quantum physics,asZurek

claim sto havedone."

In spite ofZurek’s wording in expounding his argu-

m ent,hedoesnotappeartobeclaim ingtohaveanswered

M ohrho�’s"question";the presentversion certainly has

not. O ne becom es pessim istic at this point,and one is

inclined to partially agreewith M ohrho�’s�rstsentence

in hisIntroduction:

"In any m etaphysicalfram ework that treats

quantum statesasdeterm inistically evolving

ontological states, such as Everett’s m any-

worlds interpretation,Born’s rule has to be

postulated."

Zurek’s derivation of Born’s rule suggests that this

claim should be weakened be replacing "Born’srule" in

itby "probability".

In the following quotation (bottom ofp.6),M ohrho�

hitsatthe very foundation ofZurek’sargum ent.

"The rather m ystical-sounding statem ent

thatknowledgeaboutthewholeim pliesigno-

rance ofthe parts(he m eanscom plem entar-

ity ofglobaland local,F.H.)isthuslargely a

statem entaboutcorrelated probabilitydistri-

butions over m easurem ent outcom es. G iven

itsim plicitreference to probabilities,itdoes

notelucidatethe"origin ofprobabilities"but

rather shows that probabilities are present

from thestart,howevercleverly they m ay be

concealed by m ysticallanguage."
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Asfarascorrelated probability distributionsare con-

cerned,M ohrho�hasa point.Indeed,therem otee�ects,

which can be,in principle,eitherim m ediately con�rm ed

by coincidence m easurem ent or subsequently by a suit-

able m easurem ent on the opposite (rem ote) subsystem ,

areobservationally nothing elsethan correlated probabil-

ities.

Does this ruin Zurek’s argum ent? Ithink not at all.

Com plem entarity of global and local is a well known

fact. Besides, entanglem ent should be understood as

another peculiar potentiality, which can lead to the

potentiality ofprobability. After all,the latter is what

Zurek isafter(atleastasitisunderstood in thepresent

version). Hopefully, these potentialities are not just

"m ysticallanguage""concealing"thetruestateofa�airs

(cfsubsection V.C).

M ohrho�’s rejection of Zurek’s argum ent is rather

deep-rooted.O n p.7 he says:

"To m y m ind, the conclusion to be drawn

from the pastfailures(including Zurek’s)to

derive probabilities noncircularly from de-

term inistically evolving ontologicalquantum

states,is that quantum states are probabil-

ity m easuresand should notbe construed as

evolving ontologicalstates. Theorists ought

to think of them the way experim entalists

use them ,nam ely,asalgorithm sforcom put-

ing theprobabilitiesofpossiblem easurem ent

outcom eson thebasisofactualm easurem ent

outcom es."

It seem s that M ohrho� has accepted Bohr’s stand-

pointthatontology in quantum physicsism etaphysics,

i.e.,beyond physics,perhapsphilosophy.M ohrho� has

even strengthened Bohr’srejection ofa nowadaysrather

widely accepted ontology speaking of "pseudophysics"

(orfalse physics). He seem sto be,whatone som etim es

calls,an "instrum entalist"believing only in thereality of

the laboratory instrum ents;the restis"m ystical

language" [28]. Thiscallsto m ind M erm in’s,perhaps

som ewhatunjust,nicknam e forsuch a standpoint: "the

shutup and calculateinterpretation ofquantum m echan-

ics" (cfthe articleby Schlosshauerand Fine).

Though M ohrho� stands at the farthest from the

ontologicalstandpointofZurek and the restofhiscom -

m entators (including the present author),his criticism

and objections should be taken seriously. After all,

ontology isalso a potentiality;ifone doesnotbelieve in

it,you can’tproveit.

Finally, let it be stated what has been learnt from

M ohrho�’s article. His scepticism about the non-

circularity ofZurek’s argum ent (cf the �rst quotation,

and especially the second one) helped to decide to try

to treatprobability asa potentiality (withoutany m ea-

surem ent or observation). Next, following M ohrho�’s

explicit warning (see his third quotation), the present

version postulates the existence ofprobability (as part

of the �rst postulate). M ohrho�’s uncom prom ising

attitudeisa challengethathasled to an attem ptto put

Zurek’s argum ent in a transparently non-circular way.

To whatextentthepresentversion hassucceeded in this

willbediscussed again in thenextsection (cfsubsection

V.C).

E. C aves

Caves’reaction [5]to Zurek’sargum entappeared with

allthereferencesthathavebeen com m ented upon so far.

At the very beginning of his treatise, Caves reacts

to the Phys. Rev. Letters version,and com m ents on

Zurek’ssubjective standpointsaying:

"It is hard to tellfrom W HZ’s (Zurek’s,F.

H.)discussion whetherhe seeshisderivation

asjustifying the Born rule asthe way foran

observerto assign subjective probabilitiesor

astheruleforobjectiveprobabilitiesthatad-

herewithin a relativestate."

Later on,Caves quotes the sam e as in m y �rst quo-

tation in the subsection on Zurek’s Phys. Rev. paper,

and decidesthat"W HZ isthinking in term sofobjective

probabilities".In the presentversion the subjectiveside

ofthe problem is com pletely om itted,but it should be

em phasized thatthisisnotbecause itisnotconsidered

im portant.

Though som etim esitishard to seeone’sway through

Zurek’s "underbrush of verbiage" (as Caves says for

Barnum ) in his copious expositions (the exposition in

thepresentarticleisprobably no better),itisclearthat

Zurek’s approach to fundam ental problem s is rather

all-encom passing.In particular,he,no doubt,recognizes

that no thorough ontology can disregard epistem ology.

Butin the latter,the observer’scognition isa re
ection

of reality. W hen an observer cannot distinguish two

envariantly swapablestates,e.g.,thism eans,thatthey

areobjectively indiscernible,i.e.,equal,etc.(Iam sure,

Cavesseesthework ofZurek in a sim ilarm anner,buthe

seem sto objectto theway how Zurek unfoldshisideas.)

O n p. 2,Cavesstarts with a sim ple (non-com posite)

system A; and a non-trivial observable for it. He

then points out that Zurek considers the unitary

evolution corresponding to interaction with an ideally

m easuring apparatus B : (Ideal m easurem ent is not

only a non-dem olition one,i. e.,result preserving,but

also eigen-state preserving,and, of course, probability

preserving.) This �ts wellinto the sixth stipulation of

the present version,in which the closest suitable state

is the L�uders state corresponding precisely to ideal

m easurem ent.

Cavesfurthersayson p.2:
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"Notice that what I am saying is that in

W HZ’s approach,it is the Schm idt relative

state thatde� nesthe notion ofoutcom esfor

system A; without the entanglem ent with

system B ,onecannoteven talk aboutout-

com esforthe basis fjakig (the eigenbasis

ofthe m easured observable,F.H.)."

Zurek "derives" probabilitiesfrom entanglem ent,and

the latterhe displaysin term sofa Schm idtdecom posi-

tion. No re-de�nition ofevents takes place here. (O ne

can read in Zurek’s Phys. Rev. article a detailed dis-

cussion on how events,pointerstates,etc. em erge from

correlations.)

Cavesfurthersays(on the sam epage):

"... it has already been assum ed that the

probabilitiesthatheisseeking...havenode-

pendence on the environm entalstates jbki

(partnersof jaki in the Schm idtdecom po-

sition,F.H.). Thisisa kind offoundational

noncontextuality assum ption that underlies

the whole approach. I willcallit environ-

m entalnoncontextuality for lack ofa better

nam e."

This is an attem pt to view Zurek’s derivation from

another angle. In section III of this article a rather

di�erent, though essentially equivalent view was pre-

sented. Perhaps, one should be rem inded of it. The

probabilities in subsystem A (to use Caves’notation

forthe �rstsubsystem ),though de�ned by the bipartite

entangled state j iA B ; areactually locally determ ined.

Then the rest of the argum ent goes on in utilizing

twin unitaries (the other face of envariance) to �nd

this localdeterm ination. Naturally,by the very fact of

localdeterm ination ofsubsystem probability (the �rst

stipulation),the details ofthe opposite subsystem (the

environm ent)don’treally m atter.Therefore,no em pha-

siswasputon Cave’s"environm entalnon-contextuality".

O n p.3 Cavessays:

"W HZ wants to view envariance as the key

to his derivation, but it is just a way to

writetheconsequencesofenvironm entalnon-

contextuality,when they provide any useful

constraints,in term sofsystem unitaries,in-

stead ofenvironm entunitaries. It turns out

notto be necessary to translateenvironm en-

talnon-contextuality to system unitariesfor

any ofthe stepsin the derivation."

The last statem ent seem s to be the m ost im portant

onein Caves’article;itappearsto betheprogram ofhis

version ofZurek’s argum ent. And he carries it out in

the restofhispaper.

In Caves’version,asin alltheotherversions,Schm idt

decom position is adhered to as the only widely known

way how to handle entanglem ent. As a consequence,it

turns out indispensable to put som e probability in the

environm ent,to getoutprobability in the system . Itis

assum ption (3) in the article ofSchlosshauer and Fine;

Barnum callsitthe PerfectCorrelation Principle (sam e

as"twin observables"in theworkoftheBelgradegroup);

Zurek usesitand em phasizesthatprobability-onestate-

m entsare putin;CavesacceptsBarnum ’sterm .Itcon-

sists sim ply in equalprobabilities ofthe partners in a

Schm idtdecom position. Both Barnum and Cavesm ake

use ofthe environm entin a way thatism ore than nec-

essary from the point ofview ofthe present approach.

Nam ely,on p.4 Cavessays:

"ThepointisthatW HZ’sderivation depends

on an unstated assum ption that one can

interchangetherolesofsystem s A and B

in thecaseofSchm idtstateswith am plitudes

ofequalm agnitude."

In contrastto the restofthe authorsofversionscom -

m ented upon so far,Caves couldn’t readily accept the

suitable extension ofthe environm entto reduceunequal

Schm idtcoe�cientsto equalones.O n p.6 hesays:

"W ewereoriginally told thatthevery notion

of outcom es for system A required us to

think about a joint pure state with the ap-

propriate Schm idt decom position. Now we

aretold thatthenotion ofoutcom esrequires

us to think abouta m uch m ore com plicated

three-system joint state,where the two ad-

ditionalsystem s m ust have a dim ension big

enough to accom m odatetherationalapprox-

im ation to the desired probabilities. Does

thism ean thenotion ofoutcom esdependson

the value ofthe am plitudes? This is a very

unattractive alternative, so what we really

m ustthink isthatforallam plitudes,theno-

tion ofoutcom esrequiresustothink in term s

ofa big three-system jointstate,where B

and C have arbitrarily large dim ensions.

W e arenow supposed to believethatthe no-

tion ofoutcom es forsystem A requiresus

to think in term softwo othersystem scorre-

lated in aparticularway,which hasnoappar-

entrelation tothenum berofoutcom esofsys-

tem A: Even arelative-statebelieverwould

�nd this hard to swallow,and it m akes the

PerfectCorrelationsPrincipleassum ption far

lessnatural,becausethisconstruction wrecks

the nice-looking sym m etry between A and

the system s to which it is coupled and even

between AB and C: Itisa heck ofa lot

less attractive than the originalpicture we

were presented and really should have been

stated atthe outset."
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This rebellious passage ofCaveswas ofgreathelp in

realizing thatoneshould notcon�neoneselfto unitaries

ofthe opposite system that have a twin for the system

under consideration treating locality. Also broader

opposite-subsystem unitaries cannot change what is

localin thesystem (seethesecond stipulation in section

III ofthis article),and hence are part ofthe de�nition

of the subsystem state and local properties. Then

interaction with a suitable ancilla,which takesplace in

term s ofsuch a unitary,com es natural,and subsystem

A of the enlarged system A + B C that Caves is

objecting to still has the sam e locality or subsystem

state,and the sam esubsystem probabilities.

Cavescloseshisconsideration on p.6 saying:

"In theend oneisleftwondering whatm akes

the envariance argum ent any m ore com -

pelling than justasserting thata swap sym -

m etry m eans that a state with equalam pli-

tudeshasequalprobabilitiesand then m oving

on to the argum entthatextends to rational

am plitudes."

O ne should bear in m ind that the swap sym m etry is

equivalent to sym m etry under the group of twin uni-

taries,which is,in turn,equivalentto the essence ofthe

envarianceargum ent.

Finally, it should be pointed out that the need for

broader opposite-subsystem unitaries than just those

U2 that have a twin U1 (see the second stipulation

in the present version) is not the only thing that has

been learntfrom Caves’article[5].Hiscom m entsraised

thequestion how to extend Zurek’sargum entto isolated

system s.(A solution using continuity ispresented in the

presentapproach.)

V . C O N C LU D IN G R EM A R K S

There are som e points that require additionalclari�-

cation and com m ent.

A . Sum m ing up the stipulations ofthe present

version

The FIRST STIPULATIO N is:(a)Though the given

purestate j	i12 determ inesallpropertiesin the com -

posite system ,therefore also allthose ofsubsystem 1;

the latterm ustbe determ ined actually by the subsystem

alone. This is,by (vague) de�nition,whatis m eant by

localproperties.

(b) There existlocalorsubsystem probabilitiesofall

elem entary events j�i1h�j1; j�i1 2 H 1.

The SECO ND STIPULATIO N is that subsystem or

localpropertiesm ustnotbe changeable by rem ote action,

i. e.,by applying a second-subsystem unitary U2 to

j 	i12 or any unitary U23 applied to the opposite

subsystem with an ancilla (subsystem 3 ).

The m ostim portantpartofthe precise m athem atical

form ulation ofthe second stipulation isin term softwin

unitaries(cf(8a)).No localunitary U1 thathasa twin

U2 m ustbe ableto changeany localproperty.

The �-additivity rule of probability is the THIRD

STIPULATIO N.It requires that the probability ofev-

ery �nite orin�nite sum ofexclusive eventsbe equalto

the sam esum ofthe probabilitiesofthe eventterm s.

The FO URTH STIPULATIO N: Every state vector

j�i1 thatbelongsto the nullspace of �1 (or,equiva-

lently,when j�i1h�j1 acting on j	i12; giveszero)has

probabilityzero.(Thetwin unitariesdonotin
uenceeach

otherin therespectivenullspaces,cf(9a,b).Hence,this

assum ption isindependentofthe second stipulation.)

The FIFTH STIPULATIO N:the soughtforprobabil-

ity ruleiscontinuousin �1; i.e.,if �1 = lim n! 1 �n1;

then p(E 1;�1;X ) = lim n! 1 p(E 1;�
n
1;X ); for every

event (projector) E 1; and X stands for the possi-

bleyetunknown additionalentity needed fora com plete

localprobability rule.Furtherweassum ethat X ; ifit

exists,doesnotchangein the convergenceprocess.

TheSIXTH STIPULATIO N:Instead of �1; ofwhich

the given state j�i1 is not an eigen-state,we take a

di�erent density operator �01 ofwhich j�i1 is an

eigenvector,i. e.,forwhich �01 j�i1 = r0 j�i1 isvalid,

and which is closestto �1 assuch. W e stipulate that

the soughtforprobability is r0.

Com paring the stipulations to Zurek’s facts (sixth

quotation in subsection IV.C),wesee thatfacts3 and 2

strictly correspond to the �rst stipulation (a). (Fact 1

is connected with answering the question in subsection

V.G .)

Letuscom pare the 6 stipulationswith the 4 assum p-

tions ofSchlosshauer and Fine (cfthe third quotation

from their article). Assum ption (1) is not am ong the

form er,because I understand Zurek’s starting point is

quantum logical,and so ism ine.Zurek doesnotseem to

considerobservables,and neitheram I.

Assum ption (3)isavoided becauseofthepossiblesus-

picion that it is "putting probability in" (cfthe second

quotation from Schlosshauerand Fine)though Zurek re-

m arks that it is no m ore than putting probability-one

statem entsin.

Three assum ptions that, apparently, cannot be

avoided,have been raised to the status ofstipulations:

that of �-additivity, that of null probability of the

null-space vectors j � i1; and, �nally that of conti-

nuity. (The sixth stipulation in the present version is,

of course, not covered by Schlosshauer and Fine be-

causetheydid notconsiderextendingZurek’sargum ent.)
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B . N on-contextuality in the quantum logical

approach

(a) The event non-contextuality. From the quantum

logicalpointofview,theelem entary eventsoccurin only

one way. There is no question ofcontext. But on ac-

count ofthe im plication relation in the structure ofall

events (the projector E im plies the projector F; i.

e., E � F ifand only if E F = E )every com posite

event can occur as a consequence ofthe occurrence of

di�erentelem entary events thatim ply it. Nevertheless,

the probability doesnotdepend on this.

Asa m atteroffact,theprobabilitiesofthe com posite

eventsare in Section IIIofthisarticle,following Zurek,

de�ned in term sofm utually exclusiveelem entary events

(orthogonalray-projectors,each de�ned by a state vec-

tor)using �-additivity.

(b) Non-contextuality with respect to observables. A

given elem entary (or com posite) event can,in general,

be the eigen-event (eigen-projector) of di�erent ob-

servables. (This, essentially, am ounts to the so-called

eigenvalue-eigen-state link.) Correspondingly,the event

can occurin m easurem entofdi�erentobservables. The

probability ofthe eventdoesnotdepend on this.

C . C ircularity?

In the second quotation from the article of

Schlosshauerand Fine,thecurseofa"fundam entalstate-

m ent" thatonecannot"getprobability out" ofa theory

unlessone"putssom eprobabilityin"should bevalid also

forthepresentversion.Itappearstobevalid nom orefor

the present version ofZurek’s argum ent than for G lea-

son’s theorem . Nam ely,what both "put in" is the as-

sum ption that probability exists and that �-additivity

isvalid forit.

Let us return to M ohrho�’s attem pt ofa fatalblow

atZurek’sargum entin the lastbutone quotation from

hisarticle stating thatentanglem entitselfiscorrelation

ofprobabilities.Hence,using entanglem entasa starting

point m eans "putting probability in". No wonder that

one"getsprobability out".

O ne can hardly shatter M ohrho�’s criticism . It all

depends on how m uch beliefone is prepared to put in

theory. Taking an extrem ely positivistic attitude, one

can say that,e. g.,"interference" is allthat exists in

the phenom enon when one sees it; "coherence" in the

quantum m echanicalform alism givingrisetointerference

is,according to such a point ofview,just a partofthe

form alism withoutim m ediate physicalm eaning.

If one decides, however, to allow som e reality to

theoretical concepts, then, in the case at issue, "en-

tanglem ent" is a theoretical concept (the correlation

operatorin the presentapproach),a potentiality,which

is believed to be real in nature. W e can observe its

consequenceascorrelation ofprobabilities,butitism ore

than that.

D . T he role ofentanglem ent

In the present version,entanglem ent enters through,

whatwassaid to be,the sole entanglem ententity -the

correlation operator Ua (see the correlated subsystem

picture in section II.A.).In term softhisentity the �rst

theorem on twin unitaries(neartheend ofsection II.A.)

givesa com plete answerto the question which unitaries

haveatwin,and which opposite-subsystem unitary isthe

(unique)twin.

In section III, in unfolding the present version, the

correlation operator (and hence entanglem ent) was not

m ade use ofat all. Allthat was utilized was the gen-

eralform ofa �rst-subsystem unitary that has a twin:

U1 =
P

j
U
j

1
Q
j

1
+ U1Q

?
1 ; where 11 =

P

j
Q
j

1
+ Q ?

1

isthe eigen-resolution ofthe unity with respectto (dis-

tincteigenvalues)ofthereduced density operator �1

�

�

tr2(j	i12h	j12)

�

; and 8j: U
j

1
isan arbitrary unitary

in theeigen-subspace R (Q
j

1
) correspondingto thepos-

itive eigenvalue rj of �1 (cf(9a)). (In the necessity

partoftheproof, Ua wasnotused;itwasused only in

the su�ciency part.)

These unitaries(Zurek’senvarianceunitaries)areuti-

lized to establish whatarelocalor�rst-subsystem prop-

erties,in particular,localprobabilities. It im m ediately

follows that any two distinct eigen-vectors correspond-

ing to the sam e eigenvalue of �1 determ ine equal-

probability events (cf Stage one in section III). Thus,

envarianceism adeuseofin the�rstand m ostim portant

step ofZurek’sargum entin a com pletely assum ption-of-

probability-freeway.

Nevertheless,twin unitaries(envariance)isdue to en-

tanglem ent,and Zureksargum entisbased on thelatter.

Entanglem entis,aswellknown,the basic sta� ofwhich

quantum com m unication and quantum com putation are

m ade of. No wonder that entanglem ent is increasingly

considered to bea fundam entalphysicalentity.Asan il-

lustration forthis,onem ay m ention thatpreservation of

entanglem enthasbeen proposed asan equivalentsecond

law oftherm odynam ics for com posite system s (cfRef.

[29]and the referencestherein).

E. �-additivity

To getan idea how "heavy"the �-additivity assum p-

tion forprobability intuitively is,weputitin theform of

a "staircase" ofgradually strengthened partialassum p-

tions.

The starting pointisthe factisthatifany event F

occurs,the opposite event F ?

�

� (1 � F )

�

does

notoccur(in suitable m easurem ent,ofcourse).
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1) It is plausible to assum e that F + F ? = 1 has

p(F )+ p(F ? )= 1 as its consequence in any quantum

state.

2)If E + F = G (allbeing events,i. e.,projectors,

and E F = 0 ),then,in view ofthe fact that,e. g.,

F is the opposite event of E in G ; i. e., F =

E ? G ; and in view ofassum ption (1),itisplausible to

assum ethat E + F = G im plies p(E )+ p(F )= p(G )

in any quantum state. O bviously,assum ption (2) is a

strengthening ofassum ption (1).

Lem m a. Assum ption (2) im plies additivity for ev-

ery �nite orthogonalsum ofevents:
P

i
E i = G )

P

i
p(E i)= p(G ) in any quantum state.

P roof.Ifthe lem m a isvalid for n term s,then

p

� (n+ 1)
X

i= 1

E i

�

= p

�

(

nX

i= 1

E i)+ E (n+ 1)

�

=

p

� nX

i= 1

E i

�

+ p(E (n+ 1))=

(n+ 1)
X

i= 1

p(E i);

i.e.,itisvalid also for (n + 1) term s.By assum ption,

it is valid for two term s. By totalinduction,it is then

valid forevery �nite sum . 2

3)If G = lim n! 1 Fn and the sequence fFn :n =

1;2;:::;1 g is non-descending ( 8n :F(n+ 1) � Fn ,

F(n+ 1)Fn = Fn ),then the assum ption ofcontinuity in

theprobability p(G )= lim n! 1 p(Fn) isplausible(oth-

erwiseonecould havejum psin probability and no event

responsible forit).Assum ing the validity ofassum ption

(2),itim plies

p(

1X

i= 1

E i)= p(lim
n! 1

nX

i= 1

E i)=

lim
n! 1

nX

i= 1

p(E i)=

1X

i= 1

p(E i);

i.e., �-additivity ensues.

If one wants to estim ate how "steep" each of these

"stairs"is,oneison intuitiveground burdened with feel-

ing and arbitrariness. Assum ption (1) seem s to be the

largest"step" (with respectto the stated factthatisits

prem ise). O nce (1)isgiven,assum ption (2)(equivalent

to additivity ofprobability) seem s very natural,hence

less"steep". The �nalassum ption (3)seem seven m ore

natural,and hence least"steep".

AtoneplaceZurekadm itsthat(1)isan assum ption (cf

the last-but-two quotation in the subsection on Zurek’s

article). O ne wonders if he can avoid to assum e (2).

Leaningon "thestandard approach ofLaplace"[30](sec-

ond passage,right colum n,p. 18,[16]), in which "by

de�nition" "theprobability ofa com positeeventisa ra-

tio ofthenum beroffavorableequiprobableeventsto the

total",property (2)ofprobability follows. Zurek seem s

to adopt this reasoning to a large extent within eigen-

subspaces R (Q
j

1
) of �1 (cf(7c)in thisarticle).Thus,

partially hecan avoid to assum e(2).Butcan hedo this

generally?

The form h� j1 �1 j �i1 of the probability rule

achieved,followingZurek,in thepresentversion (shortly,

the presentform ),isequivalentto the (m uch m ore gen-

erally looking) trace rule precisely on account of �-

additivity. Taking an in�nitely com posite event E =
P 1

i= 1
j iihi j; �-additivity allows to transform the

presentform into the tracerule:

p(E )=

1X

i= 1

hij� jii=

1X

i= 1

tr(� jiihij)= tr(�E ):

Thus,without �-additivity the presentform isnotthe

standard probability rule.

Besides, the argum ent just presented can appear in

the very context ofZurek’s argum ent. Let j	i12 be

in�nitely entangled, or, equivalently, let �1 have an

in�nitely dim ensionalrange. Further,let the above set

fjii1 :i= 1;2;:::;1 g (with index)be a setofeigen-

vectorsof �1 (corresponding to di�erenteigenvalues),

but let they not span the whole range �R (�1): W ith-

out the validity of �-additivity the present rule does

not give an answer what is the probability p(E 1;�1);

where E 1 �
P 1

i= 1
jii1hij1 : Thus,ifone want the

generalform ofthe probability rule,and in the present

version nothing lessiswanted,then onem ustassum e(2)

and the continuity in (3).

F. Zurek’s argum ent and G leason’s theorem

In an e�ortto tighten up Zurek’sargum ent,his"sm all

natural" and som e tacitassum ptionshave been avoided

asm uch aspossible. The m ostdisquieting consequence

was raising �-additivity to the status ofa stipulation.

Thiswasno di�erentthan in G leason’swellknown the-

orem [31],which goesasfollows.

O ne assum es that one has a m ap associating a num -

ber p from the doubly-closed interval [0;1] with ev-

ery subspace,or,equivalently,with every projector F

(projecting onto a subspace) observing �-additivity,i.

e.

p(
X

i

Fi)=
X

i

p(Fi) (24a)

forevery orthogonaldecom position (�nite orin�nite)of

every projector. Then,forevery such m ap,there exists

a unique density operator � such that

p(F )= tr(F �) (24b)

forevery projector(the trace rule). Thus,the setofall

density operatorsand that ofallquantum probabilities

stand in a naturalone-to-onerelation.
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Logically,this m akes the other �ve stipulations (be-

sides �-additivity)in the presentversion ofZurek’sar-

gum entunnecessary.Barnum ison to this(seetheabove

fourth quotation from his article),but his understand-

ing seem s to be that Zurek’s assum ption ofadditivity

is weakerthan that ofG leason. At leastin the present

version thisisnotso.

Letusberem inded thatin Stageoneofsection IIIad-

ditivity had to be used in concluding thatif �1 j�i1 =

rj j�i1; and the corresponding eigen-projectoris Q
j

1
;

projecting onto a dj-dim ensional subspace (which is

necessarily �nite), then the probability of j � i1 is

p(Q
j

1
)=dj.

Further, �-additivity had to be used in Stage two to

concludethat p(Q
j

1
)= rjdj; wherealsothefourth pos-

tulateaboutzeroprobabilitiesfrom the(possibly in�nite

dim ensional)nullspaceof �1 had tobeutilized.("Had

to be" m eans,ofcourse,that"thepresentauthorsaw no

otherway".)

Zurek’sargum entisvery valuablethough wehavethe

theorem ofG leason.Perhapsafam ousdictum ofW igner

can help to m ake thisclear. W hen faced with the chal-

lengeofcom putersim ulationsto replaceanalyticalsolu-

tionsofintricate equationsofim portantphysicalm ean-

ing,W ignerhasallegedly said "Iam glad thatyourcom -

puterunderstandsthesolutions;butIalso would liketo

understand them ."

Schlosshauerand Finesay (in theIntroduction totheir

paper):

"...G leason’stheorem isusually considered as

giving rather little physicalinsight into the

em ergence ofquantum probabilities and the

Born rule."

Asto the logicalnecessity of"the em ergenceofquan-

tum probabilities",itseem shopeless(unlessiftheprob-

abilitieswould prove subjective,i. e.,due to ignorance,

like in classicalphysics,afterall). NeitherG leason,nor

Zurek,nor anybody else -as it seem s to m e -can de-

riveobjective quantum probability,in the senseto show

that it necessarily follows from determ inistic quantum

m echanics. But,once one realizesfrom physicalconsid-

erationsthatprobability m ustexist,then onem akesthe

logicalassum ption thatit exists,and then one wonders

whatitsform is.

G leason givesthecom pleteansweratoncein theform

ofthe trace rule. O ne can then derive from itthe other

�ve postulates of the present version and m ore. To

use W igner’s words, the m athem atics in the proof of

G leason’stheorem "understands"theuniquenessand the

other wonders ofthe quantum probability rule,but we

do not.

Now,the extra 5 stipulations in the present version

(besides �-additivity), though logically unnecessary

in view of G leason’s theorem , nevertheless, thanks to

Zurek’s ingenuity, help to unfold before our eyes the

sim plicity and fullgenerality ofthe quantum rule in the

form h�j� j�i(equivalentto the tracerule).

G . W hy unitary operators?

Both envariance and itsotherface,unitary twins,are

expressed in term s ofunitary operators. O ne can raise

the question in the title ofthe subsection.

Theanswerliesin thenotion ofdistantin
 uence.O ne

assum es that the nearby subsystem 1 is dynam ically

decoupled from another subsystem 2; but not statis-

tically. Q uantum correlations are assum ed to exist be-

tween the two subsystem s.O n accountofthese correla-

tionsonecan m anipulatesubsystem 2 in ordertom ake

changesin subsystem 1 (withoutinteraction with it).

By de�nition, localare those properties ofthe nearby

subsystem thatcannotbe changed by the described dis-

tantin
uence. Probabilitiesofeventson subsystem 1

werestipulated to be local.

O ne is thinking in term s of so-called bare quantum

m echanics,i. e.,quantum m echanics without collapse.

Then allconceivablem anipulationsofthedistantsubsys-

tem areunitary evolutions(suitable interactionsofsuit-

ablychosen subsystem s-allwithoutanyinteraction with

subsystem 1 ). As Zurek puts it in his Fact 1 (sixth

quotation in subsection IV.C):"Unitary transform ations

m ust act on the system to alter its state." (This goes

forthedistantsubsystem which should exertthedistant

in
uence.)

Unitary evolution preserves the total probability of

events. The suspicion has been voiced that the restric-

tion tounitary operatorsm ightjustbeacaseof"putting

in probability in orderto getoutprobability" [32].Even

ifthis is so,it appears to be even m ilder than Zurek’s

"puttingin"probability-oneassum ptions(cflastpassage

in subsection B.1 in [16]).

O ne m ay try to argue that the unitarity ofthe evo-

lution operator(ofthe dynam icallaw)doesnotcontain

any probability assum ption.Nam ely,onem ay startwith

the Schr�odinger equation, of which the unitary evolu-

tion operatoristheintegrated form (from instantaneous

tendency ofchange in a �nite interval). At�rstglance,

the Schr�odinger equation has nothing to do with prob-

abilities. But this is not quite so. The dynam icallaw,

instantaneousorfora �nite interval,givesthechangeof

the quantum state,which is,in turn,equivalent to the

totality ofprobability predictions.

Perhapsone should notexpectto derive probabilities

exclusively from other notions (cfthe second quotation

from Ref.2 in subsection IV.A).

A P P EN D IX A

W e prove now that the correlation operator Ua is

independentofthe choice ofthe eigen-sub-basisof �1
(cf(5a))thatspans �R (�1) in which thestrongSchm idt

decom position of j	i12 (cf(3c))iswritten.

Let fjj;kji1 :8kj;8jg and fjj;lji1 :8lj;8jg be
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two arbitrary eigen-sub-basesof �1 spanning �R (�1):

The vectors are written with two indices, j denoting

theeigen-subspace R (Q
j

1
) to which thevectorbelongs,

and the other index kj ( lj ) enum eratesthe vectors

within the subspace.

A proofgoesasfollows.Let

8j: jj;kji1 =
X

lj

U
(j)

kj;lj
jj;lji1;

where

�

U
(j)

kj;lj

�

are unitary sub-m atrices.Then,keep-

ing Ua one and the sam e,we can start out with the

strongSchm idtdecom position in the kj-eigen-sub-basis,

and aftera few sim plesteps(utilizing theantilinearity of

Ua and theunitarity ofthetransition sub-m atrices),we

end up with the strong Schm idt decom position (ofthe

sam e j	i12 )in the lj-eigen-sub-basis:

j	i12 =
X

j

X

kj

r
1=2

j jj;kji1

�

Ua jj;kji1

�

2

=

X

j

X

kj

n

r
1=2

j

�X

lj

U
(j)

kj;lj
jj;lji1

�




h

Ua

�X

l0
j

U
(j)

kj;l
0

j

jj;l
0
ji1

�i

2

o

=

X

j

X

lj

X

l0
j

n

r
1=2

j

�X

kj

U
(j)

kj;lj
U
(j)�

kj;l
0

j

�

jj;lji1


�

Ua jj;l
0
ji1

�

2

o

=
X

j

X

lj

X

l0
j

n

r
1=2

j �lj;l0j
jj;lji1


�

Ua jj;l
0
ji1

�

2

o

=
X

j

X

lj

r
1=2

j
jj;lji1

�

Ua jj;lji1

�

2

:

2

A P P EN D IX B

W e elaboratenow the group ofpairs ofunitary twins.

Let (U 0
1;U

0
2) and (U1;U2) betwopairsoftwin uni-

tariesfora given bipartitestatevector j	i12; i.e.,let

U 0
1 j	i12 = U 0

2 j	i12; and U1 j	i12 = U2 j	i12; be

valid. Then,applying U2 to both sides ofthe form er

relation,exchangingtherhsand thelhs,and utilizingthe

latterrelation,onehas:

U2U
0
2 j	i12 = U2U

0
1 j	i12 = U

0
1U2 j	i12 = U

0
1U1 j	i12:

Hence, (U 0
1U1;U2U

0
2) are twin unitaries,and one can

de�ne a com position law as (U 0
1;U

0
2) � (U1;U2) �

(U 0
1U1;U2U

0
2): Naturally, the trivial twin unitaries

(11;12) are the unit elem ent. Then the inverse of

(U1;U2) has to be (U
� 1

1
;U

� 1

2
) ,and it is the inverse

from leftand from rightoftheform er,and itistheunique

inverseasin a group itshould be. Butitisnotobvious

that (U
� 1

1
;U

� 1

2
) aretwin unitaries.

It is wellknown (and easy to see) that the set ofall

(bipartite) unitaries U12 that leave the given state

j 	i12 unchanged is a subgroup of allunitaries, the

so-called invariance group ofthe vector. If (U1;U2)

are twin unitaries, then U1U
� 1
2

leaves j 	 i12

unchanged or envariant (cf(8a) and (8b)). Its inverse

is (U1U
� 1
2
)� 1 = U

� 1
1
(U

� 1
2
)� 1: Then (U

� 1
1
;U

� 1
2
) are

twin observables. 2

A P P EN D IX C

Those linear operators A in a com plex separa-

ble Hilbert space are Hilbert-Schm idt ones for which

tr(A yA) < 1 ( A y being the adjoint of A ). The

scalarproductin the Hilbertspace ofalllinearHilbert-

Schm idtoperatorsis

�

A;B

�

� tr(A yB ) (cftheDe�ni-

tion afterTheorem VI.21 and problem VI.48(a)in [17]).

Thestatem entthat �n convergesto � in thetopol-

ogy determ ined by the distance in the Hilbert space of

alllinearHilbert-Schm idt(HS)operatorsm eans:

lim
n! 1

jj� � �njj
2

H S = lim
n! 1

tr(� � �n)
2
=

lim
n! 1

X

k

h�k j(� � �n)
2
j�ki= 0;

where fj�ki:8kg isan arbitrary basis.

O n the other hand,the claim that �n convergesto

� in the strong operatortopology m eans[17]that

8 j i: lim
n! 1

jj� j i� �n j ijj
2
=

lim
n! 1

h j(� � �n)
2
j i= 0:

Thus,thelattertopology requiresconvergenceto zero

only foreach vectorseparately (withoutany uniform ity

of convergence for som e subset), whereas the form er

topology requires the sam e uniform ly for any basis,

m oreover for their sum (which m ay be in�nite). The

form er topology requires m uch m ore, and hence it is

stronger.
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from Schlosshauerand M ohrho�.Ifeelthankfulto them

too.
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Since Ihave pro�ted im m ensely from the ideas ofall

other participants in the "Born’s rule from envariance"

enterprise, the present version is, to a certain extent,

the upshot ofa collective e�ort. But for allits short-

com ingsand possiblefailuresIam theonly onetoblam e.
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