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Zurek’s derivation ofthe Bom rule from envariance (environm ent-assisted invariance) is tightened
up, som ew hat generalized, and extended to encom pass allpossibilities. By this, besides Zurek’sm ost
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are the other face of envariance.
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I. NTRODUCTION

Zurek has Introduced [I] envariance (environm ent—
assisted nvariance) in the llow ng way. He imag-
Ined a systam S entangled with a dynam ically decou—
pld environment E alogether described by a bipar-
tite state vector 3§ igg: Further, he inagined two
oppositesubsystem unitary operators us and Ug
that "countertransform ed" each other when elevated
to the com posite system Ug (us 1z); Ug
(1s ug); and applied to the bipartite state vector, e.
g

UgUs J isg =] igg: @)

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 reader does not nd envariance strange, he has not
understood i."

The 1rstain ofthis study is to acquire a fiill under-
standing of envariance. The wish to understand envari-
ance as much as possble is not m otivated only by is
strangeness, but also by the fact that Zurek m akes use of
it to derive one of the basic law s of quantum m echanics:
Bom'’s rule. His argum ent to this purpose gave rise to
critical comm ents and ingoired analogous attem pts E],
£ @], Bl

Sihce the tetn "Bom'’s rule" is not w idely used, the
term "probability rule of quantum m echanics" will be
utilized instead in this article.

T he probability rule in its general form states that if
E is an event or property @ athem atically a proctor
In the state space) of the system, and is its state
(m athem atically a density operator), then the probability
ofthe form er in the Jatter is tr® ): (This form ofthe
probability rule is called the "trace rulk"). It is easy to
see that an equivalent, and perhapsm ore practical, form
of the probability rule is the llowing: If j i is an
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arbirary state vector of the system,then h j j i
is the probability that in a suitable m easurem ent on the
system in the state theevent jih j willoccur. This
is what is m eant by the probability rule in this article.
For a proof of the equivalence of the trace rule and the
probability rule of this article see subsection V E.) For
brevity, we'll utilize the state vector j i instead ofthe
event j ih jthroughout.

A llderwvationsofBom’srule from envariance in the lit—
erature are restricted to eigen—states ( j i=rj i; r
a positive num ber). Four of the cited com m entators of
Zurek’sargum ent (Thave failed to get in touch w ith F ine)
have pointed out to m e that the restriction can be un—
derstood as naturalin the context of (previous) system —
environm ent Interaction, which has led to decoherence
(see [6], Sec. IIIE 4), or if one takes the relative-state (or
m any-w orlds) view , w here the "observer" is so entangled
w ith the system in the m easurem ent that the restriction
covers the generalcase (cf [1] and see the rst quotation
In subsection IV A).

Tt is the second and kasic ain of this Investigation to
follow Zurek’s argum ent In a general and precise form
using the fi1ll power of envariance, and to com plte the
argum ent to obtain the probability rule, i. e., the form ula
h § j i; beyond the approach In tem s ofthe Schm idt
decom position (used in the literature).

In the 1rst subsection of the next section a precise
and detailed presentation of the Schm idt decom position
and of is more speci ¢ fom s, the canonical Schm idt
decom position, and the strong Schm idt decom position
is given. In this last, m ost speci ¢ form , the antiuni-
tary correlation operator U, , the sole correlation en-
tity Inherent In a given bipartite state vector (ntroduced
In previous work [B]) is made use of. It is the entity
that tums the Schm idt canonicaldecom position into the
strong Schm idt decom position, which is com plte and
precise. This entity is Jacking in aln ost all exam ples of
the use of the Schm idt decom position in the literature.
For an altemative approach to the correlation opera—
tor via the antilinear operator representation ofbipartite
state vectors see section 2 n [B].) Twin unitaries, i. e.,
opposite-subsystem unitary operatorsthat act equally on
a given bipartite state vector, which are hence equivalent
to envariance, are analysed In detail, and the group ofall
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pairs of them is derived.

T here is another derivation ofthe fiill set ofenvariance
In the recent literature [L0]. It isalgebraic, i. e, In term s
ofm atrices and suiable num bers, w hereas the approach
of this study is geom etrical, i. e., i is In tem s of state
space decom positions and suiable m aps.

In the second subsection ofthe next section connection
between twin unitaries and twin Hem itians, i. e. so—
called tw In observables, studied In detailin purebipartie
states In previous articles [B], [L1], is established. In the
last subsection ofthe next section a possibility to extend
the notion of tw In unitaries to m ixed bipartite states is
shortly discussed. E xtension to tw in H em itians in m ixed
states was accom plished In previous work [12].

The second and third subsections of section IT are
not necessary for reading section ITI, in which, follow ing
Zurek, a com plete argum ent of obtaining the probability
rule ispresented w ith the help ofthe group ofallpairs of
tw In uniaries and distance in the H ibbert space of linear
H ibert-Schm idt operators.

In section IV ., each ofthe four re-derivations ofBom’s
rule from envariance, and Zurek’sm ost m ature P hysical
Review article on the sub gct, are glossed over and quo—
tations from them are comm ented upon from the point
of view ofthe version presented in section ITT.

In concliding rem arks of the last section the main
pointsofthiswork are sum m ed up and com m ented upon.

II. MATHEMATICAL INTERLUDE:STRONG
SCHM IDT DECOM POSITION AND TW IN
UNITARIES

Them aih investigation is In the rst subsection.

A . Pure-state tw in unitaries

W e take a com pltely arbitrary bipartite state vector
j i, asgiven. It is an arbirary nom alized vector
n H, H,; where the factor spaces are nite- or
In nitedin ensional com plex separable H ibert spaces.
T he statem ents are, as a rule, asymm etric in the roles
of the two factor spaces. But, as it is well known, for
every general asym m etric statem ent, also its sym m etric
one, obtained by exchanging the roles of 1 and 2;
isvalid. W e call an orthonom al com plte basis sin ply
"basjsﬂ .

T he natural fram ew ork for the Schm idt decom position
is general expansion in a factor-space hasis.
Let fini; :8mg bean arbitrarybasisin H;: Then
there exists a unique expansion
X
Jie=

m

i g L; a)

where the generalized expansion coe cients fjm ig

8m g are elem ents of the opposite factor space Hy;

and they depend only on j i, and the corresponding
basis vectors jn i;; and not on the entire basis.

T he generalized expansion coe cients are evaluated
m aking use of the partial scalar product:

8m : mig=1tm 35 i: b)

The partial scalar product is evaliated expanding

J i1, In arbitrary bases £fj ki3 : 8kg Hq;
fijli;, :8lg H,; and by utilizing the ordinary scalar
products in the com posite and the factor spaces:
X X
Jinn= bkj hlpj i, ki jlip: 2c)
ko1

Then (2b) reads

X X
8m : jni) = 3§ Jdatkd Hpjice

1 k

Jiz; (2d)

and the s is independent of the choice of the bases In
the factor spaces.
P roof is straightforward.

Now we de ne a Schm idt decom position. It is well
known and much used in the literature. It is only a
soringboard for the theory presented in this section.

If in the expansion (2a) besidesthebasisvectors ini;
also the "expansion coe cients" m ig are orthogonal,
then one speaks of a Schm idt decom position. It is usu-
ally written in tem s of nom alized second-factor-space
vectors fom i, :8mg:

X
Jinn= n Ui Jnod; (3a)
m

where [ arccomplexnumbers,and 8m : Jni; and
jm i, are referred to as partners In a pair of Schm idt
states.

The term "Schm idt decom position" can be replaced
by "Schm idt expansion" or "Schm idt form ". To be
consistent and avoid confiuision, we'll stick to the st
term throughout.

E xpansion (2a) isa Schm idt decom position if and only
if the rst-factorspacebasis fini; :8m g isan eigen—
basis ofthe corresponding reduced density operator 1;
w here

0

s tre Jiph di i osis?=1;2; s6 8% @)

and try isthepartialtrace over Hg.

Next we de ne a m ore speci ¢ and m ore usefiil form
of the Schm idt decom position. It is called canonical
Schm idt decom position.

T he non-trivial phase factors of the non-zero coe -
cients , In (3a) can be absorbed either in the basis
vectorsin H; In (3a) orn thosein H, (or partly



the form er and partly the latter). If n a Schm idt de-
com posiion (3a) allnon—zero , arenon-negative real
num bers, then we w rite Instead of (3a), the follow ing de—
com position

. X .

Jili2= r, o Jiy Jil; (3b)

i

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

m inded of this by the replacem ent of the index m by

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

Schm idt decom position. (The tem "canonical" rem inds
ofthe form of (3b), i. e, of 8i: r; - > 0:)

Needlss to say that every j i1, can be written as

a canonical Schm idt decom position.

E ach canonical Schm idt decom position (3b) is accom —

panied by the spectral form s of the reduced density oper—

ators:

X

s = r; Jishig;

i

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

(The sam e eigenvalues 1y
Gab).)

O ne should note that the topologically closed ranges
R (s); s= 1;2 (subspaces) ofthe reduced density oper-
ators s; s= 1;2 areequally dim ensional. T he range-
proEctors are

appear both In (3b) and In

X

Qs = Jishii; s= 1;2: (5¢;d)

T he tw o reduced density operatorshave equaleigenvalies
fr; :8ig (hcluding equalpossible degeneracies).

O nehasa canonicalSchm idt decom position (3b) ifand
only if the decom position is biorthonom aland all ex—
pansion coe cients are positive.

P roof of these clain s is straightforward.

Tt ishigh tin e we Introduce the sok entanglkm ent en—
tity inherent in any bipartite state vector, which is lack—
Ing from both form s of Schm idt decom position discussed
so far. It is an antiuniary map that takes the closed
range R (1) onto the symmetricalentity R (2): (If
the ranges are niedim ensional, they are ipso facto
closed, i. e., they are subspaces.) Them ap is called the
correlation operator, and denoted by the symbol U, [E],
[L11.

If a canonical Schm idt decom position (3b) is given,
then the two orthonom albases of equalpower f£ijii; :
8ig and fijii, :8ig de nean antiunitary, i. e., antilin—
ear and unitary operator U,; the correlation operator
—the soke correlation entity inherent in the given state
vector j iip:

8i: jJ_'Lz Ua jJ_'Ll 2: (68.)

T he correlation operator U,; mapping R (1) onto

R (2); iswell de ned by (6a) and by the additional

requirem ents of antilinearity (com plex conjigation of
num bers, coe cients n a linear combination) and by
continuity (ifthebasesarein nite). Both these require—
m ents ollow from that of antiunitarity.) P reservation of
every scalar product up to com plex conjigation, which,
by de nition, makes U, antiunitary, is easily seen to
follow from (6a) and the requirem ents of antilinearity
and continuiy because U, takesan orthonom albasis
Into another orthonom alone.

T hough the canonicalSchm idt decom positions (3b) are
non-unique (even if 4; s= 1;2 arenon-degenerate in
their positive eigenvalues, there is the non-uniqueness of
the phase factors of jii; ), the correlation operator
U, isunigquely in plied by a given bipartite state vector
Jiiz.

Thisclhin isproved in Appendix A .

The uniqueness of U, when j i;, isgiven isa
slight com pensation for the trouble one has treating an
antilinear operator. (T hough the di culty ism ore psy—
chological than practical, because all that distinguishes
an antiunitary operator from a unitary one is its antilin—
earity — it com plex-conjugates the num bers in any linear
com bination —and its property that it preserves the abso—
ute value, but com plex-con jaigatesevery scalarproduct.)
T he fi1ll com pensation com es from the usefiilnessof U, .

Once the orthonom al bases fj ii; 8ig and
fjil, :8ig ofa canonical Schm idt decom position (3b)
are given, one can w rite

X
U, = JiipK hij ; (6b)

i

where K denotes com plex conjugation. For instance,
X
UaJ iy = (i i) Jidp: (6c)

W e nally introduce them ost speci ¢ form of Schm idt
decom position. W e call it a strong Schm idt decom posi-
tion.

Ifone rew rites (3b) in tem softhe correlation operator
by substituting (6a) n (3b), then i takes the fom

X =2
Jin= r; ©Jih Ua Jih ,: Bc)

i

This is called a strong Schm idt decom position.

If a strong Schm idt decom position (3c) is w ritten
down, then it can be viewed in two opposite ways:

(i) asa given bipartite state vector j i, de ning is
two Inherent entities, the reduced densiy operator 1
In spectral orm (cf (5a)) and the correlation operator
U, (cf (6a)), both relevant for the entanglem ent in the
state vector; and

(i) asa given pair ( 1;U,;) ( Uz mapping antiini-
tarily R (1) onto some equally din ensional subspace
of H, ) de ning a biartite state vector j iq,.



T he second view ofthe strong Schm idt decom position
allow s a system atic generation or classi cation of all
state vectorsin H; H, (f[13)]).

One has

2=Ua 10U, 7Q2; 1=1U_" ;U.0; (7a;b)
(cf (6a) and (5ab)). T hus, the reduced density operators
are, essentially, "in ages" ofeach othervia the correlation
operator. (The tem "essentially" points to the fact that
the dim ensions of the null spaces are independent ofeach
other.) This property is called twin operators.

W hen one takes Into acocount the eigen-subspaces
R Q g) of ¢ corresponding to (the comm on) distinct
positive eigenvalnes r; of ; where QJ progcts
onto the r; eigen-subspace, s = 1;2; then one ob—
tains a geom etrical view of the entangkm ent In a given
state j i;, In tem softhe socalled correlated subsys—
tem picture EB1:

X

R(s)= RQJ; s=1;2; (Ic;d)

3

where " " denotes an orthogonalsum of subspaces,

8j: RQ3)=U.RQ]); RQ7)=U_,'RQ3);
(Te; 1)
and, of course,
R (2)=UsR (1); R(1)=U_'R(2): (g;h)

In words, the correlation operatorm akes not only the
ranges of the reduced density operators "in ages" ofeach
other, but also the positiveeigenvalie eigen-subspaces.
Equivalently, the correlation operator m akes the eigen—
decom positions of the ranges "in ages" of each other.

One should note that all positiveeigenvalue eigen—
gubspaces R @ J) are nie dimensional because

;ni = 1 (@ consequence of the nom alization of
j i1 ), and hence no positive-eigenvalue can have in —
nie degeneracy.

T he correlated subsystem picture of a given bipartite
state vector is very useful in Investigating rem ote In u-
ences (as a way to understand physically the entangle—
ment In the com posite state) (see [L1], and [Q]).

W e will need the correlated subsystem picture of
j 11, for the basic result of this section given below :
the second theorem on twin uniaries. Nam ely, we now
Introduce this tem for the pairs U;;U;) llowing a
Iong line of ressarch on analogous Hem itian operators
(see the last m entioned references and the next subsec—
tion).

Ifone hastwo opposite factorspace unitaries u; and
u, that,on de nhg U; w; 1) and U, 11
Uy); actequally on the given com posite state vector

Ui jiie= Uz Jin; (8a)

then one speaks of twin unitaries (uniary twin opera—
tors). They give another, equivalent, view of envariance
(see the Introduction), since, rew riting (8a) as
U, 'U1 Jip=731im; (8b)
one can see that U, ! "untransform s" the action of
U; (£ @)).
Tt is easy to see that U; J

j12 Ull =
Uy §iph 12U, ' isequivalent to

i12h

U Jie=e Uy Jin; (8c)

This does not din inish the usefiilness
of de nition (8a), because, if (8c) is valid for a pair
U1;U03); then one only has to replace these operators
by @Ui;e' U,) , and the latter satisfy (8a).

Henceforth,wewillwrite Ug both for ug; s= 1;2;
and for (1; uy) or @ 1) (f@)).

w here 2R q:

First Theorem on tw in unitaries. O pposite factor-
space unitaries U; and U, are twin uniaries if and
only if the llow ing two conditions are satis ed:

(i) they are symm etry operators of the corresponding
density operators:
s= 1;2; 8d;e)
and

(i) they are the correlation-operator "im ages" of each
other’s nverse. W riting Q2 1. Qs; s= 1;2; this
reads:

U, =U,U, 'U, '0,+ U,0%; @f)

U;=U,'U, 'U.Q;+ U107 : ©9)
(The second tem s on the rhs of (B8f) and (8g) mean
that Us is arbirary in the null space R Q2) of

si 5= 1;2:)
P roof. N egessity.

U; 1= Uity Jigh Jiz =

trp U1 Jigh Ji2 =t Uz2Ji)h jiz =

tr, (3 i12h J12)Uz =t Jjiizh 312U; = 1U;:
Sym m etrically one derives (8e).

Applying the de nition oftw in uniaries in the envari-
ance form @Bb) to j i:,; written as a strong Schm idt
decom position (3c), one obtains

X X

1=2 1 1=2 ..
ry, UpJig Uy,” Uz Jn 2= r, Ji Uz Ju )



On account of the unitary property of U; and U, ;
the ks is biorthonom al, hence also fU; jii; :8ig is
an elgen-basisof 1 In R (1) due to the necessary
and su cient condition fora Schm idt decom position (see
above (4)). Then, one can rew rite the s as the strong
Schm idt decom position with this basis. Thus, one ob—
tains
X

1o Uy Jiiy U21Uajji12=

X

1=2
r;  Up Jiy  UaUz Jiig .

i
Since the generalized expansion coe clents are unique,
one concludes

U, '0a01 = U.U10:

cf 5c)). Onehas U; = U;Q; + UiQ! asa conse
quence of relation (8d), which has been proved already,
and which in plies comm utatjonégv ith alleigen-pro fctors
Qi; andhencealsowih Q1= Q7 (c£f(/c)). There-
fore, the obtained relation am ounts to the sam e as (8g).
The symm etrical argum ent establishes (8f). N ote that
here one startsw ith the decom position that is sym m etri-
calto (3c), In which an elgen-sub-basisof , ischosen
sanning R (,); and U, isreplacedby U, ':)

Su clency. Assum ing validity of (8d), i inmedi-
ately follows that besides f£jii; : 8ig (cf (3c)) also
fU, jiiy : 8ig is an eigen-sub-basis of 1 goanning
R (1): Hence, we can w rite a strong Schm idt decom po—
sition as follow s:

X
Jine=

i

Up Jii3  U,U; Jiiy )

Substiuting here (8g) in the second factors,

X

Jine= U, jiiy U, 'U, dih ,

ensues. In view of the strong Schm idt decom position
@Bc), thisamountsto j i = UU, " § i1p; i e,
(8b), which is equivalent to (8a), is obtanned. 2

Tt is straightforward to show (along the lines of the
proof just presented) that the twin uniaries are also
responsble for the non-uniqueness of strong (or of
canonical) Schm idt decom position. To put this m ore
precisely, besides (3c) (pesides (3b)) all other strong
Schm idt decom positions (canonical Schm idt decom po—
sitions) are obtained by replacing £jii; :8ig in Gc)
by fU; jii; :8ig; where [Ui; 1]1= 0 (y replacing

fii; i1, :8ig = @b)by £ U; Hily U, ' Hiy :8ig;
where [Ug; o]1= 0; s= 1;2; and (8f) is satis ed).

The set of all pairs of twin unitaries (U;;U»)
is a gmoup, if one de nes the composition law by

ud%ud) ©;U)  ©U;ULUY)  (note the inverted
order in H; ), and taking the Inverse tums out to be
U1;U,) ' = @, YU, Y): Thisclain is proved in Ap-
pendix B .

Having n m ind the subsystem picture (7a)-(7h) of
J 112; it is nmediately seen that the rst theorem on
twin unitaries can be cast in the follow ing equivalent
form .

Second Theorem on tw in unitaries. The group of
alltwin unitardes (U,;U;) consistsofallpairs of oppo—
site factor-space unitaries that reduce In every positive—
eilgenvalue eigen-subspace R (Qg); s= 1;2 (cf (IcAd)),
and the reducees are connected by relations (8f,g) mu-
tatis m utandis, or, equivalently, by (8fg) m which Qg
is replaced by Q 2; s= 1;2; and this is valid sin ula-
neously forall j com ponents.

In the language of form ulae, we have all pairs of uni-
taries (U;;U;) that can be written in the form

X . .
Ug = UJol+Us0l; s=1;2; (9a;b)
3j
85: UJ0l=u,wm)) 'u,0l; (9¢)
ulol=u,'wu)) 'v.0;: 9d)

Note that wihin each positiveeigenvalie subspace

R Q) of ; s= 1;2; allunitaries are encom passed
(out not independently, cf (9c,d)). This will be in por-
tant in the application in the next section.

The next two (short) subsections round out the study
of tw in unitaries. T he reader who is prin arily interested
In the argum ent leading to the probability rule is advised
to skip them .

B . Connection with tw in H erm itians

T here is a notion closely connected w ith tw In unitaries
In a pure bipartite state: it isthat oftw in Hemm itians (in
that state). Ifapair #H.;H,) ofopposie factorspace
Hemm itian operators com m ute w ith the corresponding re—
duced density operators, and
Hp=U.H1U, 'Q,+H,0}; Hi= U, 'H,U.Q1+H Q]
(10a;b)
is valid then one speaks of twin Hem itian operators.
R elations (10ab), n analogy w ith (8f,g), state that the
reducees in the ranges of the reduced densiy operators
are "in ages" of each other, and the reducees In the null
spaces are com pltely arbitrary.)

O ne should note that tw In uniaries are, actually, de—
ned analogously. To see this, one has to replace U 1
by U T @fg), and Hs by HZ; s = 1;2; 1In

(10ab).



Twin Hem iians have in portant physical m eaning
[11], [C]. But here we are only concemed w ith their con—
nection w ih tw In uniaries.

If Ug; s=1 or s= 2 are symm etry operators of
the corresponding reduced density operators, i. e., ifthey
com m ute, then there exist H erm itian operators that also
comm ute w ith the latter and

Us=e" Q0,4+ U007 s=1ors=2 (11a;b)
is valid. And vice versa, if Hg; s = 1 or s = 2
are H em itians that com m ute w ith the corresponding re—
duced density operators, then there exist analogous uni-
taries given by (11lab). (The unitary and Hem itian re—
ducees in the ranges determ ine each other n (11ab), and
the reducees in the null spaces are arbitrary.)

The latter clain is obvious. But to see that also the
form er isvalid, one should take Into account that com m u—
tation w ih the corresponding reduced densiy operator
In plies reduction in each ( nie dim ensional) positive—
elgenvalue eigen-subspace (cf (7c,d)). T hen one can take
the spectralform ofeach reduceeof Uy ,and (1lab) be-
com es cbvious (and the corresponding reducees of H g
are unique if their eigenvalues are required to be, e. g.,
In the intervals [0;2 ):)

T he connection (11la/jb), which goes in both directions,
can be extended to tw In operators.

If U.;U;) are twin unitaries, then (llab) wih
"or" replaced by "and") determ ine corresponding tw in
Hem iians, and viee versa, if #Hi;H,) are twin
Hem itians, then the sam e relations detemn ine corre—
soonding tw In unitaries.

C. M ixed states

If 1, isam ixed bipartite density operator, then we
no longer have the correlation operator U, and the
correlated subsystem picture (7a)—(7h). Nevertheless, in
som e cases tw in Hem iians, de ned by

Hi 12=H2 12 (12a;b)
have been found [L2]. (T heir physicalm eaning was anal-
ogous to that in the purestate case.) It was shown that
(12ab) inplied

Hs; s1= 0; s= 1;2; (12¢;d)
where § areagai the reduced densiy operators. (Un-—
like in the casewhen 1, isa pure state, n the m ixed-
state case the com m utations (12¢,d) are not su cient for
possessing a tw in operator.)

Relations (12¢d), In tum, again Inply reduction of
H s in every positiveeigenvalie eigen-subspace R ©Q g)
of 4; s= 1;2; butnow the dim ensions of the corre—
soonding, i. e. equalsj eigen-subspaces are, unlke In
(7c,d), com pltely independent of each other (but nite

din ensional). In each of them , relations (11lab) W ith
"and" instead of "or") hold true, and de ne twin uni-
taries satisfying (8a) wih 1, instead of j iis.

T hus, In som e cases, the conoept of envariance can be
extended to m ixed states.

III. BORN'SRULE FROM TW IN UNITARIES

T he forthcom ing argum ent isgiven In 5 stages; the rst
3 stages are an attem pt to tighten up and m ake m ore ex—
plicit, Zurek’s argum ent [1], [L4], [L5], [L6] by som ew hat
changing the approach, and utilizing the group ofallpairs
oftw In unitaries (presented in the rst subsection ofthe
preceding section). T he change that is introduced is, ac—
tually, a generalization. Zurek’s "environm ent", which,
after the standard interaction w ith the system under con-—
sideration, establishes special, m easurem ent-like correla—
tions w ith i, is replaced. Instead, an entangled bipar-
tite pure state j ii, istaken, where subsystem 1 is
the system under consideration, and 2 issom e opposite
subsystem with an in nite dim ensionalstate space Hp:
W e shalltry to see to what extent and how the quantum
probability rule follow s from the quantum correlations, i.
e, theentanglement in j ii,.

T he forth stage is new . It ism eant to extend the ar-
gum ent to states j i3 which are not eigenvectors of
the reduced dens:d:y operator 1 tn, ] i12h j12
The fth stage is also new . It extends the argum ent to
isolated (ot correlated) system s.

Let j i1, be an arbitrary entangled bipartite state
vector. W e assum e that subsystems 1 and 2 arenot
Interacting. (They m ay have interacted in the past and
thushave created the entanglem ent. But it alsom ay have
been created in som e other way; e. g., by an extemal

eld as the spatialsoin entanglem ent in a Stem-G erlach
apparatus.)

W e want to obtain the probability rule in subsystem
1: By thiswe assum e that there exist probabilities, and
we do not Investigate why this is so; we only want to
obtain their form .

TheFIRST STIPULATION is: (@) Though the given
pure state j i;, detem inesallproperties in the com —
posite system , therefore also all those of subsystem 1;
the latter m ust be determ ined actually by the subsystem
alone. This is, by (vague) de nition, what is m eant by
Jcalproperties.

() There exist Iocal or subsystem prokabilities of all
elementary events j 1h j; J 441 2 H;: @s it has
been stated, we w ill w rite the event shortly as the state
vector that determ ines it.)

Since j i1, 2 H, H, ; subsystem 1 is
som ehow connected w ih the state space Hi; but i
is not mm ediately clear precisely how . Nam ely, since
we start out without the probability rule, the reduced



dens:lty operator 1 tr, ] i12h j12 H though
m athem atically at our disposal, is yet devoid of physical
meaning. W e need a precise de nition of what is local
or what is the subsystem state. W e will achieve this
gradually, and thus 1 willke gradually endowed with
the standard physical m eaning.

The SECOND STIPULATION is that subsystem or
Jocal properties m ust not e changeabk by rem ote action,
i. e, by applying a second-subsystem unitary U, to
j 112 or any unitary U,z applied to the opposie
subsystem wih an ancilla (subsystem 3 ).

If this 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 are dealing w ith a de nition
of Iocalor subsystem properties. By the st stipulation,
the probability rule that we are endeavoring to obtain
should be local.

T he m ost in portant part of the precise m athem atical
form ulation of the second stipulation is in term s of tw in
uniaries (cf (8a)). No local unitary U; that has a
twin U, mustbe ablk to change any localproperty.

Stage one. W eknow from theF irst Theorem on twin
unitaries that such localunitaries U; are allthosethat
commutewih ; (cf 8d)) and no others. In thisway
them athem aticalentity 1 isalready beginning to ob—
tain som e physical relevance for local properties.

W e know from the Second Theorem on twin unitaries
thatwearedealingwith U; thatareorthogonalsum sof
arbitrary unitaries acting w ithin the positive-eigenvalue
elgen-subspacesof 1 (cf (9a)).

Let 34 and j i beany two distinct state vectors
from one and the sam e positive-eigenvalue eigen-subspace
R Q]) of 1: Evidently, there exists a unitary U7
in this subspace that maps j 4 ito J i9; and,
adding to it orthogonally any other eigen-subspace uni-
taries (cf (9a)), one obtainsa unitary U; In H; that
has a twin, i. e., the action of which can be given rise
to from the rem ote second subsystem . ("Rem ote" here
refersin a gurativeway to lack of nteraction. O r, to use
Zurek’sterms, 1 and 2 are assumed to be "dynam —
ically decoupled" and "causally disconnected".) Thus,
we conclude that the two rst—subsystem states at issue
m ust have the sam e probability .

In other words, arguing ab contrario, if the probabik
ities of the two distinct states were distinct, then, by
rem ote action by applying the twin unitary U, ofthe
aboveuniary U; to jii, ),oneocould transform one
of the states into the other, which would locally m ean
changing the probability value w thout any local cause.

P utting our conclusion di erently, all eigen-vectors of

1  that correspond to one and the sam e eigenvalie
r; > 0 have one and the same probability n  j i2:
Let usdenoteby p@Q i) the probability of the, in gen—
eral, com posite event that ism athem atically represented
by the eigen-profctor Q f of 1 oorresponding to
r; (cf (9a)), and let the multiplicity of ry (the di-

mension of R Q7)) ) be dj: Then the probability of
j ih 3 is p@QJ)=dj: To see this, one takes a ba-
sis fj k i]_ :
equivalently, Q7 = 2, 3§ «ihh , i; wih, e. g,
Jx=1141 J i1 : Further, onem akes use of the additivity
rulke of probability : probability ofthe sum ofm utually ex—
clusive (orthogonal) events (oro fctors) equals the same
sum of the probabilities of the event term s in it.

Actually, the -additivity rule of probability is the
THIRD STIPULATION . It requires that the probability
ofevery niteorin nite sum ofexclusive eventsbe equal
to the sam e sum of the probabilities of the event tem s.
W e could not proceed w tthout it (cfsubsectionsV E and
V F).Theneed forin nie sum sw illappear fourpassages
below .

In the goecial case, when ;1 has only one positive
elgenvalue of multitude d (the din ension of the range
of 1 ), the probability of j i3 is p@Qi1)=d Where
Q1 istherangeprofctorof ;: ) Toprooceed, we need
to evaluate pQ1).

To this purpose, we m ake the FOURTH STIPULA-
TION :Every statevector j i; thatbelongsto the null
spaceof 1 (or,equivalently,when jih j ,actihgon
Jj 112; gives zero) has prokability zero. (The twin uni-
taries do not in uence each other in the respective null
spaces, cf (9a,b). Hence, this assum ption is independent
of the second stipulation.)

Justi cation for the fourth stipulation lies in Zurek’s
original fram ework. Nam ely, if the opposite subsystem
is the environm ent, which establishes m easurem ent-like
entanglem ent, then the Schm idt states, e. g., the above
eigen-sub-basis, obtain partners in a Schm idt decom po—
sition (cf (3a)), and this leads to m easurem ent. States
from the null space do not appear In this, and cannot
give a positive m easu ent result.

Onehas 1;=Q:+ ;Jjliihlj; where f3jli; :81g
is a basis spanning the null space of ;; which may be
In nite dimensional. Then, pQi)=p@;)=1 olows
from the third postulate ( -additivity) and the fourth
one. Fnally, In the above specialcase ofonly one positive
elgenvalue of ;; the probability of 7 i3 2 R (1) is
1=d;which equalsthe only eigenvaluieof ; in thiscase.

O ur next ain is to derive p(Qf) In a more general
case.

Stage tw o. In this stage we con ne ourselves to com —
posite state vectors j i1, (i) that have nite entangle-
ment, i. e, the rstsubsystem reduced density operator
of which has a nitedim ensional range; (i) such that
each eigenvalue ry of ; isa rationalnumber.

W e rew rite the eigenvalues wjig1 an equal denom na—
for: 8j: ry = ms=M : Since ydsry = 1; one has

jdjm =M (dy is the degeneracy or m ultiplicity
of rj ).

Now we assum e that j i,

(i) The opposie subsystem
hence we replace the notation 2 by

has a special structure:
2 is bipartie in tum,
2+ 3); and



Jiiz by Jiies:

(i) a) W e Introduce a two-indices eigen-sub-basis of
1 spanning the closed range R (1) : f£ijkyi :ky =
1;2;:::;d5;8Jg so that the sub-basis is, as EQne says,

adapted to the spectral decom position 1 = 3 er 1
gf the reduced densiy operator, i. e. 8j Qf =

d e g .

k-1 JJikslahdiks 3

b) We assume that H, is at lrast M din en—
slonal, and we introduce a basis fj jjks;Lix 1 =

1;2;::0m 55ky = 1;2;:::;d5;8]g spanning a subspace
of Hy:

c) Weassume thatalso H3 isatlkast M dimen-
sional, and we introduce a basis fj jiky; i3 1y =
1;2;::05m 55ky = 1;2;:::;d4;8J9 spanning a subspace
of Hjs:

d) Finally, we de ne via a canonical Schm idt decom —
position 1+ @2+ 3) (cf Bb) and (5a)):

X 8 h
J 1123 m =M ) JIiksin
J ky=1
x> i
(I=m 5) Jirkyi iz JiiksiLas (13a)
L=1
E quivalently,
X ¥ R

Jiizs (1=M )
(13b)

Viewing (13b) as a state vector of a bipartite (1 +
2)+ 3 system , we see that it is a canonical Schm idt de—
com posittion (cf (3b)). Having Inm iInd (5a), and utilizing
the nal conclusion of stage one, we can state that the
probability of each state vector jj;jkyi jiky;Lix is
1=M :

On the other hand, we can view (13a) as a state vec—
tor of the bipartite system 1+ @2+ 3) in the form of
a canonical Schm idt d mpos%Jon One can see that
8% @7 12) :—1 131 J ks ihyky 3

JdiksiLihiiks;y 3 actequally on j i123: On the
otherhand, i iseasily seen that the form erpro fctor can
be written as a sum of the latter sum of proctors and
ofan orthogonalpro gctorthat actsaszeroon J iiz3;
and therefore has zero probability on account of stipu-
lation four. Thus, Q] 1) and the above sum have
equal probabilities, which is

and

pQ) 1,)=djm =M : 14)

As it was concluded In Stage one, the probability of
any statevector j 4 @ R Q]) is p@Qj)=dj: The
pro fctors Qf and (Qf 1,) stand for the same
event (Viewed locally and m ore globally respectively),
hence they have the sam e probability in  j i123: Thus,

2 Piksd Piksilie Hiksilis:

p@J i4h j3) = ms=M = rj; i e, i equals the corre-
soonding eigenvalie of ;.

W e see that also the eigenvalues, not just the eigen-
subspaces, i. e., the entire operator 1 is relevant for
the local probability. At this stage we do not yet know
ifwe are still lacking som e entity or entities. W e’llw rite
X for the possble unknown.

How do we Justify replacing j 112 by J 11237 In
the state space H , Heg) there is a pair of orthonor-
mal sub-bases of d = jdj vectors that appear in
(13a) (cf (15)). Evidently, there exists a unitary opera—
tor U,z thatm apsthe Schm idt-statepartmers Jj;ksip
of jj;kjil n j 112 tensor:lcaJJy multhJJed wih an
Initialstate j ¢iz Into the vectors:

8ky; 83: Uzz: Jykyly Jjoiz !

R
(1=m j)1=2
L=1

JoikyiLde Joikyilds: s)

On acoount of the second stipulation, any such Uss;
which transform s by interaction an ancilla (subsystem
3 ) state Jpis and subsystem 2 asitisin jiip
Into the @+ 3)=subsystem stateas i is J 1123, does
not change any localproperty of subsystem 1: Hence,
it does not change the probabilities either.

Stage three. Wemakethe FIFTH STIPULATION :
the sought for probability rule is continuous in 17
i e, if | = Iln, ;1 §; then pE:; 1;X) =
Imy,, 1 pE1; 15X ); Prevery event (profctor) E;:
W e assum ethat X ; if it exists, does not change in the
oonvergenoe%rooess)

Let 1= “jT_ erl, J a naturalnum ber, be the
spectralform ofan arbitrary density operatorw ith mte—
dim ensional range. One can write 1 = lin,, 1 7;
where | = jlf‘Ql, w ith rj=]jmn!1r;‘;j—
1;2::::;J; and all 1:“.1 are rational numbers. N ote
that the ngen—propctors are assum ed to be the same
all over the convergence.) Then the required continu-
ity gives for an eigenvector Jj rjy; i of | cormre-
sponding to the eigenvalue rj POy, 4 15X) =
Im, 1 Py, 47 77X ) = 13 : This extends the con—
clusion of stage two to all 1 with nitedinensional
ranges, and thg]r e:gen—vectors

Let | = , 1307 have an In nitedin ensional
We dene 1} Prjl=1 3= ( i=1rk)Q]j_:
Note that we are taking the same eigen-propctors

j' ) Then ;= lin,, 1 7; and Prany eigen-vector
jrjol onehast jrjolr 1;X )= Img 1 p(jrjoi; K]:‘;X ) =
Tmpy 1 r3,=( ;&) = 13 : This extends the conclu-
sion ofthe preceding stage to all reduced density operators
and their eigen-vectors.

As a nal remark about stage three, we point
out that the continuity postulated is meant wih
regpect to the so—called strong operator topology

=1
range.



In Hibert space [L7]. Thus, if = lm,i 1 n;
then, and only then, for every vector j i one has
J i= I1m,; 1 n J i: Thismeans, aswellknown,
that lm,, 1 J J 1 n J ij= 0 wWhere the
"distance" in the H ibert space ism ade use of).

Stage four. The resuk ofthe preceding stages can be
putasfollows: If 1 j i3 = r j i;; then the probability
is

p@ 41; 1)=r=h 3 1Ji1: 16)

W e have dropped X Dbecause we already know that,
as far as elgen—wvectors of 1 are concemed, nothing is
m issing.) Now we wonder what about state vectors in
H, that are not eigen—vectorsof 1°?

Wemakethe SIXTH STIPULATION :Instead of 1;
ofwhich the given state j 14 isnot an eigen-state, we
take a di erent density operator { ofwhich j i is
an eigenvector, i. e, orwhich ¢4 4 =1°3 4 is
valid, and which isclbsestto 1 assuch. W e stipulate
that the sought for probability is r’: @ e expect that
1 willbe determ ined by the requirem ent of "closest as
such".)

T he idea behind the stipulation is the fact that there
exists non-dem olition (or repeatable) m easurem ent, in
which the value (of the m easured observabl) that has
been obtained is possessed by the system after the m ea—
surem ent, so that an imm ediate repetition of the same
m easuram ent necessarily gives the sam e result (it is not
dem olished; i can be repeated). There even exists so—
called idealm easurem ent In which, if the system had a
sharp value of the m easured cbservable 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 densiy operator) has to change,
though m Inin ally, In idealm easurem ent. The point is
that in this change ! 0 the probability does not
change h 7 °Ji=h 3 7 i.

Tom ake the requirem ent of "closest" m ore speci c, we
m ake use of a notion of "distance" in the set of density
operators (acting n H; ).Asknown, the set ofall Iin—
ear H ibert-Schm idt operators in a com plex H ibert space
is, In tum, a com plex H ibert space itself (cf Appendix
C).A lldensity operators are H ibert-Schm idt operators.
Every H ibert space is a distantial space, and "closest" is
wellde ned In it.

W e are not going to solve the problem of nding the
closest density operatorto ;1 because a related prob-
Jlem hasbeen solved in previous work of the author [18].
Nam ely, the fact that j i is an eigenvector of ¢
can be put in the equivalent orm ofa m ixture

=13 44h 5 +
h ? ? . i
@ ) Jihj ® 3 4ih 3 a ©:an
In 17) ¢ is amixture of two states, one in which
j i1h j as an observabk has the sharp value 1; and
one in which it has the sharp value 0 .

In Ref. [18] it was shown that when a density operator

1 is given, the closest density operator (1); am ong
those that satisfy (17), is:
? hi 1jhiahi+
jilhj?ljilhj?i 18)
T hus,
'=h i 173 h; 9

and the sam e formula (the last expression in (16)) ex—
tends also to thecasewhen j i isnot an eigenvector
of 1.

Incidentally, the requirem ent of closest % to un-
derthe restriction that the "closest" istaken am ong those
density operators that are m xtures of Spates w ith sharp
values ofthem easured cbservable A = X aPPk (spec—
tral orm ) de nes the Luders state ° = |, Py Py
[L8]. (Tt was postulated [L9]; and as such it appears in
textbooks [20].) As well known, in ideal m easurem ent

changes to the Luders state. (In so-called selective
idealm easurem ent, w hen one takes the subensem ble cor-
responding to a speci ¢ result, say, ag,; the change of

state is ! Pko Pko tI(PkO ):

called "the proEction postulate".)

Asa nalremark on stage four, one should point out
that "distance" in the H ibert space of linear H ibert—
Schm idt operators also de nes a topology, In particular
a convergence of density operators. It is stronger than
the so-called strong operator topology utilized in the
preceding stage. M ore about this in Appendix C.

T his is som etim es

Stage ve. Fmally, we have to nd out what should
be the probability rule when isnot an in proper, but
a proper m ixture, i. e. when there are no correlations
w ith another system . W e take rst an isolated pure state
J i

W e start w th an in nite sequence of correlated bipar-

as far as the reduced density operator is concemed, one
has

8n: "= (1 1=n)3j i1h j +

j 41h 3 T 3 4h i (20)

where j 1 actually equals j i: (It iswell known
that for every density operator 1 there exists a state
such that 1=t j i12h j12 : This
clain iseasily proved using the spectralform (5a) of 1
and the canonical Schm idt decom position (3b).) W e now
write Index 1 becausewenow do have correlationsw ith
subsystem 2:

vector j iz



O bviously
j 4h 4= lm 7: (21)
n! 1

A ccording to our fth stipulation, the probability rule

is continuous in the density operator. Hence,
8ji: p J4Ji=Imp BRI

mhij 7Jia=hijiIm 73Ji:

1 nt 1

n!

This nally gives

ji=h 3 if:
@2)
In thisway, the sam e probability rule is extended to iso—
lated pure states.
If isan isolated m ixed state, i. e., a properm xture,
one can take any of its (in niely m any) decom positions
Into pure states, say,

8ji: p jJ43 1 =h3j jih j

X
= wx J xih x J
k
wh%te wy are the statistical weights ( 8k : wy >
0; ,wx=1).Then
X
p JL = wiyh jJ jxihxj Ji:
k
This nally gives
pJL% =h3j Jjd& @3)

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 inm aterial. O ne can
take the spectral decom position e. g.)

IV. RELATION TO THE LITERATURE

T his article com es after 8 studies of thought-provoking
analiticity [U], [14], [LS], €], B, ], 4], E] on Zurek’s
derivation of Bom'’s rule. It has pro ted from m ost of
them .

T he purpose of this section is not to review these arti-
cles; the purpose is to contrast som e ideas from 5 ofthese
worksw ith the present version in orderto shed m ore light
on the latter.

A. SCHLOSSHAUER-FINE

For the purpose ofa logicalorder In m y com m ents, I'1l
m ess up the order of the quotations from the article of
Schlosshauer and F ine on Zurek’s argum ent [Z].

Schlosshauer and F ine are inspired to de ne the pre—
cise fram ew ork for Zurek’s endeavor and try to justify it
saying @ ISCUSSION, @)):
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"Apart from the problem of how to do cos—
m ology, we m ight take a pragm atic point of
view here by stating that any observation of
the events to which we wish to assign prob-
abilities w i1l always require a m easurem ent—
like context that involres an open system in-—
teracting w ith an extemalobserver, and that
therefore the nability of Zurek’s approach to
derive probabilities for a closed, undivided
system should not be considered as a short—
com ing of the argum ent."

Thism ay wellbe the case. In the present version, one
view s the probability rule as a potential property of the
system . M easurem ent is som ething separate; it com esaf-
terw ardsw hen an observerw ants to get cognizance ofthe
probabilities. The present study is an attem pt to view
Zurek’s argum ent In such a setting of ideas. Incidentally,
In the present version one can no longer soeak ofan "in—
ability of Zurek’s approach to derive probabilities for a
closed, undivided system ".

Besides, the "problem ofhow to do cosm ology" is con—
sidered by m any foundationally m Inded physicists to be
an In portant problm in modem quantum -m echanical
thinking. A fter all, nteraction w ith the environm ent and
deocoherence that sets in (@ phenom enon to which Zurek
gave an enomm ous contribution) is prin arily observer—
Independent (though i m ay contain an observer), and i

tswell into quantum cosm ology. T he present study en—
visages Zurek’s argum ent in a m easurem ent-independent
and observer-independent w ay.

In theirCONCLUD ING REM ARK S Schlosshauer and
Fine say:

"..a fundam ental statem ent about any prob—
abilistic theory: W e cannot derive probabil-
ities from a theory that does not already
contain som e probabilistic conoept; at som e
stage, we need to "put probabilities in to get
probabilities out”.

In the present version of the theory, a realization of
this pessin istic statem ent can be seen in the assum p—
tion that local probabilities exist at all (n the st
stipulation, (©)), and In the application of additivity
(and -additivity) ofprobability (the third stipulation).
Incidentally, the quoted clain of Schlosshauer and F ine
is perhaps only m ildly pessin istic R1]

A s a counterpart ofthe stipulations in the present ver-
sion, Schlosshauer and F ine state (near the end of their
INTRODUCTION):

"..we nd that Zurek’s derivation isbased at
Jeast on the ollow ing assum ptions:

(1) T he probability for a particular outcom e,
i. e. Pr the occurrence of a speci ¢ value
of a m easured physical quantity, is identi ed



w ith the probability for the eigenstate ofthe
m easured observable with eigenvalie corre—
soonding to the m easured value —an assum p—
tion that would ollow from the eigenvalue-
eigenstate link.

(2) P robabilities of a system
w ih another system E are a function of
the local properties of S only, which are
exclisively determm ined by the state vector of
the com posite system SE.

3) Fora]_pom posite state in the Schm idt form

Jsei=  x Ixijxi; theprobability for
Jski is equalto the probabiliy for Jjeci.

(4) P robabilities associated with a system

S entangld wih another system E re—
main unchanged when certain transform a—
tions (ham ely, Zurek’s "envariant transform a—
tions") are applied that only acton E (and
sin flarly or S and E interchanged)."

S entangled

A ssum ption (1) is very In portant. It is the quantum
logical approach. (See the comm ent on it in section V B
.) A ssum ption (2) is reproduced in the present version as
the rst stipulation.

Having In m Ind the above quotation on "putting in
and taking out probability”, assum ption (3) was care—
fully avoided in the present version, which goes beyond
the Schm idt decom position. In the approaches that hang
on to the decom position, and allpreceding ones are such,
putting In probability where it isequalto 1 seem sun-—
avoidable.

As to assumption 4), i is, to my m nd, the basic
idea of Zurek’s argum ent. Though Schlosshauer and
Fine "oconsider Zurek’s approach prom isinhg" (INTRO —
DUCTION), they feel very unhappy about this basic as—
sum ption O ISCUSSION, F2):

"..wedonot seewhy shifting featuresof E ,
that is, doing som ething to the environm ent,
should not alter the "guess" ... an observer of
S would m ake conceming S-outcom es.

Schlosshauer and Fine point to Zurek’s desire to bol-
sterhis argum ent by a sub fctive aspect w ith an observer
who observes only subsystem S; but who is aware
of the com posite state vector j igsg: This observer
"m akes guesses" and "attrbutes likelihood" to state vec—
tors j ig: Schlosshauer and Fine m ake critical com —
m ents on this aspect.

W eighing if the sub fctive aspect at issue is useful or
even jisti ed is avoided in the present version. It was
assum ed that Zurek’s argum ent can do w ithout it (cfthe
comm ent on Caves's rst-quoted rem ark about this).

Schlosshauer and Fine nish the quoted passage say—

ing:

"Here, ifpossible, one would like to see som e
further argum ent (orm otivation) forwhy the
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probabilities of one system should be Inm une
to swaps am ong the basis states of the other
system "

Apparently, locality or subsystem -property is a basic
stipulation (the st stipulation In the present version),
i. e., the basic idea how Zurek envisages probabiliy.
N aturally, one m ay ob fct that i is hindsight, because
we know the probability rule, and it in plies the localiy
dea.

W hen thinking of quantum ideas w ithout the prob-
ability rule, as Zurek does, why not try to insert into
them a localprobability idea? Them otivation lies in our
Intuitive expectation to nd nature with asmany local
properties as possble (to enable us to do physics). A fter
all, the well know n trem endous reaction of the scienti ¢
comm uniy to Bell's theorem dealing with subquantum
lJocality is an im pressive indication ofhow in portant lo—
cality is considered to be.

Envariance, or tw In uniaries in the present equivalent
form ulation, (@and broader, see the second stipulation)
provide uswith ameansto de ne what it m eans "local"
or a "subsystem property" when the reduced density op—
erator is devoid of physicalm eaning to begin w ith, and
we do not know what the state ofthe subsystem is. The
twosubsystems S and E are remote from each other.
T hism eans that they cannot dynam ically in uence each
other. To put i in more detail, no ancilla (or m easur—
Ing Instrum ent) interacting w ith subsystem E can have
any dynam ical in uence on the opposite subsystem S.

Now, isn't i natural to stipulate wih Zurek, that
subsystem or localpropertiesof S are those properties
that cannot be changed by "doing som ething" to the
opposite subsystem (action of an ancilla included), or
otherw ise the property would be global? (It m ight be
usefil to point out that the essential role of locality in
Zurek’s derivation is m ade clear also in his "facts" (cf
the sixth quotation in subsection IV C), especially in
fact 2))

A s to the parenthetical nal rem ark of Schlosshauer
and Fine In assumption (4) (of the third quotation),
the present version did not m ake use of "interchanged"
rols of S and E: Entanglem ent "treats" the two
subsystem s In a symm etrical way. So the Interchange is
quite all right, but i was felt, in expounding the present
version, that i was unnecessary.

Schlosshauer and Fine say O ISCUSSION, G)):

"A ccording to Zurek, ..the observer is aw are
ofthe "m enu" ofpossibl outcom es..."

In the present version, one is after a local probabil-
ity rule and, to start with, one has no other idea what
"local' m eans, except w hat envariance gives. G radually,
one endow s the reduced densiy operator of the subsys—
tem w ith the known standard physicalm eaning. Tt seem s
that this gradualbuilding up know ledge of what "local"



m eans for probabilities is in Zurek’s wording handled by
the in aginary observer to whom , besides j ig5g; only
the subsystem S is accessble. But what is the "sub-
system "? The state space Hs and the state vectors in
it are all that is at the In aghhary observer’s digposaland
at ours to start to build the "subsystem " notion. This
is Zurek’s "m enu" (in the understanding of the present
author).

Perhaps, one should stress that, if one envisages
probability as a potentiality, as i is done in the
present approach, then i seem s natural to take in
the "menu" all state vectors j is; not Just those
that are elgen-vectors of the reduced density operator

s; which, at the begihning, has aln ost no physical
meaning. ("A Inost" is nserted in view of the Second
Theoram on twin uniaries.) Contrariw ise, if one
envisages probabilities In the process of m easurem ent
(or observation), as Zurek does (and his com m entators
follow hin ), then taking the Schm idt decom position is
the suitable procedure. In the present version, this is
avoilded (exospt in the m athem atical interlude, in de-
riving the properties of tw in uniaries in subsection ITA ).

In the last passage of the DISCUSSION of
Schlosshauer and Fine the basis of the opposie
subsystem that appears In the Schm idt decom position is
sub Ected to though-provoking critical comm ents. T his
is one of the reasons why the present version kept clear
of the Schm idt decom position.

A s to the eigenvalueeigenstate link given in assum p—
tion (1) (third quotation), Schlosshauer and Fine say
O ISCUSSION, (C)):

"C learly, from the point of view of observa—
tions and m easurem ents, we would like to as—
sign probabilities to the occurrence ofthe spe—
ci c values of the cbservable O that has
been m easured, i. e, to the "outcom es". T he
eigenvalieeigenstate link of quantum me-
chanics postulates that a system has a value
for an observable if and only if the state of
the systam is an eigenstate characteristic of
thatvalie (ora properm ixture ofthose eigen—
states) "

In the preceding section it wasassum ed that eventsare
represented by pro fctors. T hisisthe quantum ogicalap—
proach (because profctors can be interpreted as events,
properties or logical statem ents), In which the profc-
tors are m ore elem entary than observables. M athem at—
ically, one constructs H em itian operators out of pro gc—
tors using the spectral theorem .) Physically, the yes—
no experin ents carry the essence of quantum m echanics.
The quantum logical approach is resum ed in subsection
V B (@). (Zurek, In his Phys. Rev. paper, seam s to be
trying to take a m ore general approach: he is dealing
w ith potential fuiture records.)
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On the other hand, observables and their eigenval-
ues ("outcom es") are the standard or textbook start—
Ing point for probabilities. Utilizing the eigenvalie—
eigenstate link, lading to the quantum logical stand-
point, is a choice of approach, which has to be justi ed
In the end. Nam ely, when the probability rule is nally
available, the eigenvalie-eigenstate link is a theorem : A
state (density operator) hasthe sharp valie o ofan
observable O ifand only if (i) the fom er is an eigen—
value of the latter and (i) ; when written asany m ix—
ture (possbly a trivial one)e states, it consists only of
eilgen—states of O oorresponding to this eigenvalue (cf
the Introduction in R2]).

Finally, it should be pointed out what has been taken
over from the article [Z] of Schlosshauer and Fine. The
second quotation led to caution conceming "putting in"
as little probability as possbl. It was the reason for
avoiding the use ofthe Schm idt decom position and hence
also assum ption 3 (In the third quotation). T he last quo-
tation gave rise to thoughts about the non-contextuality
nvolved (cf subsection V B).

B . Barnum

In what follows a few comm ents In connection w ith
Bamum ’s reaction [3]to Zurek’s derivation ofprobability
w il be given.

Bamum says (2, ft colimn):

"In our opinion, the version of Zurek’s argu—
m ent we give below doesnot depend crucially
on whether m easurem ent is Interpreted In
thisway (relative state interpretation,F .H ),
or as involving "collapse", or In som e other
way (for example as Involving "collapse" of
our know kedge, say In a process sin ilar to
Bayesian updating R3])."

Hopefully, also the version of Zurek’s argum ent ex—
pounded In the preceding section is ndependent of the
existence or non-existence of ob fctive "collapse" in na—
ture. @A s to purely sub gctive "Bayesian updating", i
is hard to see what one can update if nothing happened
In nature. Let us be rem inded of John Bell's fam ous
dictum : "Inform ation? W hose Infom ation, nform ation
about what?" But, som e of usm ay just be incorrigble
realists, "w hatever realisn m eans" —as the late Rudolph
Peierls used to say.)

A ssum ing the existence of ob ctive collapse, there are
tw o rem ote e ectsdue to entanglem ent: distant m easure—
m ent [L1], orm ore generally, rem ote ensam ble decom po—
sition [9], and rem ote preparation R4], R5], B] (the selec—
tive aspect ofthe form er). &t all started w ith Schrodinger
24], who pointed out that doing a suitable selective m ea—
surem ent on subsystem 2; onecan "steer" hisword for
rem ote preparation) the rem ote system 1 into any state
j 14 that isan elem ent ofthe rangeof 1; butwih a
certain positive probability. (Schrodinger assum ed that



the range was nite din ensional. This was extended to
i 4 2R (7°) i R9] orin nite din ensional ranges,
and the m axin al probability, i. e., the best way to do
rem ote preparation, was evaluated recently [9].)

N either Schrodinger 2€], 24], nor anyone in the Bel-
grade group who worked on his program of "disentangle—
ment" [L1], [L2], [9] has ever, to the best of the present
author’s know ledge, tried to utilize rem ote preparation
for an argum ent of probability because this would be
"putting probability in to get probabiliy out" (cf the
second quotation in the preceding subsection), i. e., an
evidently circular argum ent.

Tt is a beauty of Zurek’s argum ent that envariance,
or rem ote unitary operation if one takes tw in unitaries
(the other face of envariance), has no probability at the
start. It is detem inistic: You perform a U, Iocal
transform ation on the opposite subsystem , and ipso
facto one gets determm inistically the transform ation U;
on the subsystem that is investigated. So, Zurek seem s
to be quite right that this conospt can be used to shed
Iight on the quantum probability notion (@s far as it is
assum ed to be local).

O ne gets the inpression that Bamum feels that his
Insistence on no signalling and sym m etric roks that S
and E should play is an in portant im provem ent on
Zurek’s argum ent. In particular, Bamum says (. 2,
right colum n):

"Perhaps, however, there is a stronger ar-
gum ent for no S-toE signalling in rela—
tive state Interpretation. On such an inter-
pretation, once m acroscopic aspects of E
have been correlated with S (the system
has been "m easured" by an observer who is
part of E ), the ability to a ect probabili-
ties of com ponents of the state In subspaces
corresponding to those distinct m acroscopic
aspectsof E; by manipulating S; Fopar-
dizes the interpretation of these num bers as
"porobabilities" at all. ... wihinh a generally
sub ectivist approach to probability in its as—
pect as som ething to be used in science and
everyday life..., an approach to which T am
rather partial),..."

Bamum is, of ocourse, consistent. The purpose of
quoting this passage ism ostly to underline the di erence
In the approaches to Zurek’s argum ent by Bamum and
the present version. Nam ely, in the latter an attem pt is
m ade to keep the rem ote in uence in one direction only,
as Zurek origmhally did. Not because Bamum appears
to be wrong; it is because the one-direction approach is
considered sin pler. T here is another di erence: Bamum
says to be partial to subfctivism , and the present
author has confessed above to be a realist. (This is not
In the sense to negate or underestim ate sub fctivian .
But the latter is understood by the present author as
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sub ctive cognizance of ob fctive reality.)
Bamum says (. 3, both colum ns):

"..if the pint state SE is viewed as the
outcom e of a m easurem ent "in the Schm idt
basis" on S; by an environment E that
includes the observer, whose "de nite m ea—
surem ent results" line up wih the Schm idt
basis for E; ascrbing probabilities to these
su ces for ascrbing probabilities to "de nite

m easurem ent resuls" ..."

A lso Schlosshauer and Fine pointed to this feature
of Zurek’s argum ent of "putting in probabiliy" in E ,
and "getting out" probabiliy in S  (cf the second
quotation and assum ption 3 in the third quotation in
the preceding subsection). Apparently, Zurek "puts in"
no m ore than (robabilistic) certainty. This certainly is
not circularity. Nevertheless, the present version takes
another route.

T here is another aspect of the present version that it
shares wih Zurek’s original one. It is assum ing non-—
contextuality. But ket us rst see what Bamum says on
the subsgct (. 3, right colum n):

"N ote that we have not yet established that,
for a given state, the probabilities of com —
ponents in subspaces are independent of the
subspace decom position in which they occur,
an assum ption sim ilar to that m ade In G lea—
son’s theorem , and which m ight allow us to
use G leason’s theoram aspart ofan argum ent
for quantum probabilities. O f course, a po—
tential virtue of the argum ent from envari-
ance is precisely that i does not m ake any
such assum ption to begin with."

One is here on quantum -logical grounds. Q uantum —
Igical non-contextuality m eans, In the understanding of
the present author, that if F isa com posite event (the
profctor proect onto a m orethan—2 dim ensional sub—
space), then no m atter in which of the in nitely m any
possbleways F iswriten asa sum ofm utually exclu—
sive (orthogonal) elem entary events (ray pro £ctors), and
de ned in thisway, the probability of F isone and the
sam e. This is so on account of -additivity. (See also
the discussion in subsection V B @)).

Tt ishard to see how one can avoid the quantum —logical
non-contextuality in Zurek’s argum ent. Nam ely, when
one wants to evaluate the probabilities of the equally
probable states j i that correspond to one and the
sam e eigenvalie of 1 (stage one in the preceding sec—
tion), one cannot avoid using addiivity. Besides, also
In the evaluation of the probability of the eigen-event
Q1 (the range profctor) when 1 hasonly one pos—
tive elgenvalie requires the use of additivity (and the
zero-probability assum ption, cf the third and the fourth



stipulations in the preceding section). Then, as it was
argued in the preceding passage, quantum —logical non-—
contextuality hasbeen utilized. M ore on this in subsec-
tionsV B and V E . See also subsection V F .)

G lrason gives the complte answer (cf subsection
V F).Then what is the point of Zurek’s argum ent? I'1l
attem pt an answer to this worrisom e question in the
concliding com m ents In the next section (see subsection
V F).

A fter the quoted passage, Bamum w rites about, what
he calls, the Perfect Correlation Principle. From the
point of view of the Belgrade group, he taks about
twin observables (cf subsection B on twin Hemn itians
In section IT.): The measurem ent of any subsystem
observable that is compatble (commuting) with the
corresponding reduced density operator is ipso facto
also a m easuram ent (so—called distant m easurem ent) of
a tw In observable on the opposite subsysten .

Bamum further says, speaking of Stan and Emma
Instead of subsystem s, and applying his S ! E no-
rem ote=in uence ("no signalling") approach (. 3, right
column):

"W hether or not Stan measures anything
should be Inm aterial to Emm a’s probability,
by no-signalling."

Twin Hem itians are m athem atically very closely con—
nected w ith tw In unitaries (subsection B In section II.).
D istant m easurem ent can m ake non-contextuality very
plausble for suiable, i. e., w ith the reduced density op—
erator com patdble, subsystem observables. But distant
m easurem ent isderived from the probability rule in quan—
tum m echanics. This way one cannot avoid circularity.

Subsystem observables not com patibbke with the cor-
resgponding density operator do not give rise to distant
m easurem ent; they cause distant ensemble decom posi-
tion (see [9]). Here we are outside envariance, i. e., we
are using subsystem unitaries (n the sense of subsection
IIB) that do not have a twin.

On hispage 5, kft colum n, Bamum discusses at length
Zurek’s assum ption of continuiy ofprobability asa func—
tion of s .Among other things, he says:

"Tt is not clear to us why one would rule out
discontinuous probability assignm ents even
though they m ay seem "pathological"."

In the preceding section "continuiy" entered as the
fth stipulation. It has ld, In the end, to the quantum

probability rule. The argum ent presented leaves open
the possbility that also probability that is not contin—
uous in m ight exist. But we know from G leason’s
theorem that, though he does assume continuity in
the profctors (via -additivity as a strengthening
of additiviy, cf subsection V E), he does not assum e
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continuity in : Thus, probability discontinuous in
does not seem to exist.

T he present author is especially Indebted to Bamum
forhisusefiil suggestion about how to extend Zurek’s ar-
gum ent to state vectors j i that are not eigenvectors
of 1: Hesuggested (in private com m unication): "Per-
haps one could get som ew here by m aking assum ptions
about probabilities zero and one...! This tted In well
w ith the theorem from previouswork on the closest sui—
abl state, i. e., state of zero and one probabilities (cfthe
sixth stipulation in section ITT of this article and relation
@m).

Finally, i should be stated what is the m ain insight
gained from the article [3] of Bamum . It con med
the suspicion, stemm ng from Zurek’s writings, that
the concrete idea of system and environm ent can be
generalized to any entangled subsystems. (Stan and
Emma achieve this.) The contihuiy assum ption is not
astrivialasonem ight think. Bamum m adem e give a Iot
of thought to the quantum —logical non-contextuality (cf
subsection V B (a)), and the relation between G leason’s
theorem and Zurek’s argum ent (cf subsection V F').

C. Zurek’sm ost m ature article on envariance

Zurek In his m ost m ature, Physical Review, article
[L6] takes Into account the comm ents of Schlosshauer
and Fine and Bamum . T he exposition of the preceding
section will now be put in relation to Zurek’s original
argum ent presented there. (Quotations will be taken
from pages In the archive copy, version 2.)

In the abstract Zurek says:

"P robabilities derived in this m anner (e
m eans from envariance, F.H.) are an ob gc—
tive re ection of the underlying state of the
system -they represent experin entally veri-

able symm etries, and not Jjust a sub ective
"state of know ledge" of the observer."

In the present version, one con nes oneselfto this atti-
tude of the founder of envariance, though he nishes the
abstract as follow s.

"Envariant origin of Bom’s rule for proba-—
bilities sheds a new light on the relation be-
tween ignorance (and hence nform ation) and
the nature of quantum states."

On p.
follow s:

1, keft colum n he com pltes this thought as

"T henature of "m issing inform ation" and the
origin ofprobabilities in quantum physics are
two related them es, closely tied to is inter-
pretation."



O ne cannot but fully agree w ith this. T he sub fctive
side of Zurek’s argum ent has, nevertheless, been disre—
garded in the present version because considerably m ore
than the basic quantum form alism hasbeen m ade use of
In it @nlke in the preceding versions), and, hence, it is
quite intricate as it is.

Onp.1, ff comn, Zurek says:

"W e <hall, however, refran from ushg
"trace" and "reduced density m atrix". T heir
physical signi cance is based on Bom's
rule...,to avoid circularity,..."

In contrast to Zurek’s original version, in the present
one not only that "trace" and "reduced density m atrix"
are not avoilded, they are the m athem atical starting
point. Adm ittedly, they are at the start physically
devoild of meaning. But the second theorem on twin
unitaries (the other face of envariance) in subsection A
of section IT. discloses the relevance of these conoepts
for envariance. Since one of the basic ideas of Zurek
is that the probabilities in the system S are bl
and we do not have the reduced densiy matrix g
determ ning the subsystem state and thus de ning
locality, it appears natural to use envariance (twin
unitaries) for the de nition of what is local. Then, the
m athem aticalnotion ofthe reduced densiy m atrix tums
out to be relevant, and gradually, taking the steps of
Zurek’s argum ent, the reduced densiy m atrix becom es
endowed w ith the standard physicalm eaning.

At the begihning of his argument, on p. 2, right
colum n, Zurek lines up the basic assum ptions of "bare"
quantum mechanics (or quantum m echanics w ithout
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 ical law is valid. (See also Zurek’s three
spelled out "Facts" - the sixth quotation below. A1l
these were tacitly assum ed in section ITI.

At the beginning of the keft column, p. 3, Zurek says:

"W e shallcallthe part ofthe globalstate that
can be acted upon to a ect such a restoration
of the preexisting global state the environ—
ment E . Hence, the environm ent-assisted
invariance, or — for breviy —envariance. W e
shall soon see that there m ay be m ore than
one such subsystem . In that casewe shalluse
E to designate their union."

Tt appears that Zurek envisages, actually, m ore-or-less
the whole universe , or at last, 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 argument in section IIT laid em phasis
on the existence of entanglem ent with any opposite
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subsystem (out cf subsection V D). Any larger system
1+ 2) in any entangled state j ii, that has one
and the sam e Iocalor rstsubsystem probability would
do. Since subsystem 2 is arbitrary, it can also be the
environm ent as Zurek envisages it.

On p. 4, kft colimn, Zurek lists three "facts", which
he considers basic to his approach.

"Fact 1: Unitary transfom ations m ust act
on the system to alter its state. (That is,
when the evolution operator doesnot operate
on the Hibert space Hgs of the system, i.
e.,, when it has a form 1s ::: the
state of S rem ainsthe same.)

Fact 2: The state of the system S is
all that is needed (and all that is available)
to predict m easurem ent outcom es, including
their probabilities.

Fact 3: The state ofa Jarger com posite sys—
tem that nclides S as a subsystem is all
that is needed (@nd all that is available) to
determ ine the state of the system S ."

Zurek adds "... the above facts are interpretation-
neutral and the states (. g. 'the state of S ') they
refer to need not be pure."

I nd Zurek’s "facts" fully acosptable, and I have tac—
ik built them into the present approach (lke the above
basic assum ptions of the no-collapse part of quantum
m echanics). A ctually, his broad "state" concept helped
me to decide to stick to the reduced density operator

1; the physical relevance of which is suggested by the
two theorem s on twin unitaries in subsection ITA .As it
could be seen In section ITI, Zurek’s argum ent enables
one to endow the m athem atical conoept of the reduced
density operator gradually with the standard physical
m eaning yielding the quantum probabiliy rule.

Onp. 4, ft comn, Zurek says:

"Tndeed, Schm idt expansion is occasionally
de ned by absorbing phases In the states
w hich m eans that allthe non-—zero coe cients

end up realand positive ... . This is a dan-
gerousoversin pli cation. Phasesm atter... ."

Zurek is, of course, quite clear about the role of
canonical Schm idt decom position (see section ITA
above). W hat he m eans, I believe, is that one m ust be
carefiilabout phases In any expansion ofthe globalstate;
one can disregard them only affer a careful analysis
as the one he presents. Since the present version goes
beyond the Schm idt decom position, i tumed out that
the separate question of phases actually does not com e

up.

O n the other hand, one can fiilly acospt hiswords (o.
4, bottom of right colimn):



"Lemm a 3 we have Just established is the cor-
nerstone of our approach ."

His Lenm a 3 is about envariant swaps of orthogonal
rst-subsystem eigenstates of ;; and, later in his
Theorem 2. i implies their equal probability. In
m ethodological contrast to Zurek’s Lemm a 3, In section
ITT above the second theorem on twIn unitaries (section
ITA ) was used to establish equal probability of any two
state vectors in one and the sam e eigensubspace of ;:
But, this is, of course, equivalent to Zurek’s T heorem 2.

Onp.5, kft coimn, Zurek gives a very nice discussion
of the com plem entarity between know ledge of the whole
and know ledge of the part — com plm entarity of glbal
and local due to entangkm ent . There was no need to
enter this in the present version.

On p. 7, right colum n, Zurek says:

"Let us also assum e that states that do not
appear In the above superposition (i e., ap—
pearw ith Schm idt coe cient zero) have zero
probability. W e shall m otivate this rather
naturalassum ption later in the paper.)"

This is the fourth stipulation In section ITI. This is
"rathernatural" when we already know the quantum rule
of probability. In Zurek’s setting of no such know ledge,
it appears to com e out ofthe blue. But a stipulation can
do this.

Zurek resum es this question on p. 19, keft colum n, con—
sidering a rather intricate com posite state "representing
both the negrained and the coarssegrained records".
He essentially describbes observation or m easurem ent in
my understanding. He says:

"The form of ... (the com posite state, F.H )
Justi esassigning zero probability to ... (state
vectors of the system , F' . H .) that do not ap—
pear, —i. e., appear w th zero am plitude —in
the Iniial state of the system . Q uite sin ply,
there isno state ofthe cbserverw ith a record
of such zero-am plitude Schm idt states of the
system ... (in the com posite state, F.H .)."

This is convincing in the context of Zurek’s ob fctive
probabilities —as he calls them . If probability is treated
as a potentiality, no m atter if  w illbe everm easured or
not, as i is in the present approach, then one had better
not use this argum ent. (It is used only as a plausbility
Justi cation in the present version.)

Onp. 7, right colum n, Zurek says:

"M oreover, probability of any subset of n

mutually exclisive events is additive. ... W e
shall m otivate also this (very natural) as—
sum ption of the additivity of probabilities
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further in discussion of quantum m easure-
ments In Section V (thus going beyond the
starting point ofe. g. G keason ...)"

Zurek hasstated (on p. 5, left colum n) that hew illuse,
besides envariance, also "a variety of an allsubsets ofnat-
ural assum ptions". At this place of his text, i appears
that additivity of probability is one of them . A ctually,
it is a very strong assum ption on the quantum -logical
ground (cf the discussion of this In subsections V B (@)
and V E).O ne can acoept that the m easurem ent context
m akes it m ore plausble, but i still is an extra assum p—
tion.

Zurek resum es this question on pp. 18 and 19. He is
at pains to derive "addiivity of probability from envari-
ance". He says:

"To demonstrate Lemma 5 (@ key step in
his endeavor, F . H .) we need one m ore prop—
erty —the fact that when a certain event U
©E@U)= 1) can be decom posed into two m u—
tually exclusive events, U = k_ k?; their
probability m ust add up to uniy:

pU)=pk_k’)=pk)+pk’)=1:

This assum ption Introduces (in a very lim —
ited setting) additivity. It is equivalent to
the statem ent that "som ething w ill certainly
happen" A

W e have discussed above the Schlosshauer and Fine
com m ent "you put in probability, to get out probability” .
Zurek’s just quoted passage looks som ewhat sin ilar:
you put in addiiviy, to get out addiiviy (though you
put i In "in a very lim ited setting", but at the crucial
place). This question is resum ed In detail in subsection
VE.

Zurek starts his subsection D . of section II. stating
that he will "com plte derivation of Bom'’s ruk" by
considering the case of unequal absolute values of the
coe clents In the Schm idt decom position. C larly,
unlike section ITT of this paper, Zurek had no intention
to go further than encom passing the eigenvectorsof ;:
In his termm inology, that is "Bom'’s rule".

Zurek nishes section II., after he has discussed ratio—
nalm oduli of Schm idt coe cient (which hasbeen com —
pletely taken over in section IIT above) saying:

"This is Bom'’s rule. The extension to the
case where acf (themoduli F.H. are
Incom m ensurate is straightforward by conti-
nuiy as rational num bers are dense am ong
reals."

T his seam s to be another of Zurek’s "natural assum p—
tions". In the present version, it was raised to the level
of a stipulation follow ng the convincing discussion of



Bamum (cf the last quotation and the last passage in
the preceding subsection).

Zurek’s section V is devoted to a rederivation ofBom’s
rule from envariance. In his section II. the environm ent
E oould and needed not contain an observer. He didn't
actually m ake use of hin . In section V the observer is
explicitly m ade use of (consistent w ith, e. g., the relative—
state theory of Everett R27]). O ne gets the feeling that
this exposition, in which it is explicit that Zurek is after
probability in the process of m easurem ent (or observa—
tion), ism ore convincing and successfiil.

In the present version, m easuram ent is "o lm is" (@s
Zurek would say). Twin unitaries (the other face of en—
variance) are a direct consequence of entanglem ent (cf
subsection ITA of this article). In the present version,
Zurek’s argum ent w as treated as strong enough to carry
out the com plete program : quantum probability rule
from entanglem ent, treating the form er as a potential-
ity. This standpoint is, apparently, in keeping w ith the
follow ing passage of Zurek’s paper.

On p. 23, kft colum n, Zurek says:

"..even when one can deduce probabilities a
prioriusing envariance, they better be consis-
tent with the relative frequencies estin ated
by the observer a posteriori in su ciently

large sam ples. W e shall conclide that
when probabilities can be deduced directly
from the pure state hemeans j isg; F.
H.), the two approaches are In agreem ent ,
but that the a priori probabilities obtained
from envariancebased argum ents are m ore
fundam ental."

Precisely so! Because probabilities are an a priori
notion, and "more fundam ental" than the relative
frequencies, in tem s of which they are measured, the
probabilities should be treated as a potentiality.

Finally, it is needless to state what has been leam’t
from Zurek. The entire theory is his. The rest of us
are only conjuiring up di erent varationson it to gain a
deeper grasp of the m atter.

D. M ohrho

T'llbegin w ith the abstract ofM ohrho ‘s paper [4] on
Zurek’s "Bom'’s rule from envariance" argum ent, which
lacks Zurek’s Physical Review paper (discussed in the
preceding subsection), and both Bamum ’s article and the
one of C aves in its references. M ohrho says:

"Zurek clain s to have derived Bom's rule
noncircularly... from determ inistically evolv—
Ing quantum states. ... this clain is exag—
gerated if not wholly unjisti ed. ..it is not
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su clent to assum e that quantum states are
som ehow associated w ith probabilities and
then prove that these probabilities are given
by Bom'sulk."

M ohrho calls in question the, ashe puts i, "so—called
derivation" ofBom’s rule. Strictly logically, "derivation"
of a clain m eans that the clain is a necessity. Now,
probabilities are a necessity In a determ inistically evolv—
Ing universe from a physicalpoint of view asm ade clear
In section V of Zurek’s Phys. Rev. paper. But logically,
M ohrho is right that one assumes the existence of
probabilities, and then one ndsout what they look like.
T he present version is certainly not better than that.

M ohrho even strengthens his critical attitude on p.
4 (the archive version is taken) after having shortly re—
viewed Zurek’s argum ent:

"W hat is thereby proved is that if quan-
tum states are associated w ith probabilities
then Bom'’s rule holds. But how do quan-
tum states com e to be associated w ith prob—
abilities? A s long as this question rem ains
unansw ered, one hasnot elucidated the origin
of probabilities in quantum physics, as Zurek
clain s to have done."

In spite of Zurek’s wording in expounding his argu-—
m ent, he doesnot appearto be clain ing to have answ ered
M ohrho ’s "question"; the present version certainly has
not. O ne becom es pessin istic at this point, and one is
Inclined to partially agree w ith M ohrho ’s rst sentence
In his Introduction:

"In any m etaphysical fram ew ork that treats
quantum states as determ nistically evolving
ontological states, such as Everett’s m any—
worlds interpretation, Bom’s rule has to be
postulated.”

Zurek’s derivation of Bom'’s rule suggests that this
clain should be weakened be replacing "Bom'’s rule" in
i by "probability".

In the follow ing quotation (pottom ofp. 6), M ohrho
hits at the very foundation of Zurek’s argum ent.

"The rather mysticalsounding statem ent
that know ledge about the w hole In plies igno—
rance of the parts (he m eans com plem entar—
iy ofglobaland local, F .H .) isthus largely a
statem ent about correlated probability distri-
butions over m easurem ent outcom es. G iven
its in plicit reference to probabilities, it does
not elucidate the "origin ofprobabilities" but
rather show s that probabilities are present
from the start, how ever cleverly they m ay be
concealed by m ystical language."



A s far as correlated probability distributions are con—
cemed, M ohrho hasa point. Indeed, the rem ote e ects,
which can be, in principle, either in m ediately con m ed
by coincidence m easurem ent or subsequently by a sui—
able m easurem ent on the opposite (ram ote) subsystem ,
are observationally nothing else than correlated prokabil-
ites.

D oes this ruin Zurek’s argum ent? I think not at all.
Com plem entarity of global and local is a well known
fact. Besides, entangkm ent should be understood as
another peculiar potentiality, which can lad to the
potentiality of probability. A fter all, the latter is what
Zurek is after (at least as it is understood in the present
version). Hopefully, these potentialities are not jast
"m ystical language" "concealing" the true state ofa airs
(cfsubsection V C).

M ohrho s refction of Zurek’s argum ent is rather
deep—rooted. On p. 7 he says:

"To my m ind, the conclusion to be drawn
from the past failures (including Zurek’s) to
derive probabilities noncircularly from de-—
term Inistically evolring ontological quantum

states, is that quantum states are probabil-
ity m easures and should not be construed as
evolving ontological states. T heorists ought
to think of them the way experin entalists
use them , nam ely, as algorithm s for com put-
Ing the probabilities of possible m easurem ent
outcom es on the basis of actualm easurem ent
outcom es."

Tt seem s that M ohrho has acoepted Bohr's stand—
point that ontology in quantum physics is m etaphysics,
i. e., beyond physics, perhaps philosophy. M ohrho has
even strengthened Bohr's reection of a now adays rather
w idely acoepted ontology speaking of "pseudophysics"
(or false physics). He seem s to be, what one som etin es
calls, an "instrum entalist" believing only in the reality of
the Iaboratory Instrum ents; the rest is "m ystical

language" R8]. This calls to m ind M em In’s, perthaps
som ew hat unjast, nicknam e for such a standpoint: "the
shut up and calculate Interpretation ofquantum m echan-—
ics" (cfthe articke by Schlosshauer and F ine).

Though M ohrho stands at the farthest from the
ontological standpoint of Zurek and the rest of his com —
m entators (hcliding the present author), his criticism
and ob gctions should be taken seriously. A fter all,
ontology is also a potentiality; if one does not believe In
i, you can’t prove it.

Finally, ket it be stated what has been leamt from
M ohrho ’s articlke. His scepticiam about the non-
circularity of Zurek’s argum ent (cf the st quotation,
and especially the second one) helped to decide to try
to treat probability as a potentiality W ithout any m ea—
surem ent or observation). Next, following M ohrho ’s
explicit waming (see his third quotation), the present
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version postulates the existence of probability (@s part
of the st postulate). M ohrho ’s uncom prom ising
attitude is a challenge that has led to an attem pt to put
Zurek’s argum ent In a transparently non-circular way.
To what extent the present version has succeeded in this
w ill be discussed again in the next section (cf subsection
Ve

E. Caves

C aves’ reaction [B]to Zurek’s argum ent appeared w ith
allthe references that have been com m ented upon so far.

At the very begihning of his treatise, Caves reacts
to the Phys. Rev. Letters version, and comm ents on
Zurek’s sub ctive standpoint saying:

"t is hard to tell from W HZ'’s (Zurek’s, F.
H .) discussion whether he sees his derivation
as jastifying the Bom rule as the way for an
observer to assign sub fctive probabilities or
as the rule for ob ective probabilities that ad—
here w thin a relative state."

Later on, Caves quotes the same as In my rst quo—
tation in the subsection on Zurek’s Phys. Rev. paper,
and decides that "W H Z is thinking in term s of ob fctive
probabilities". In the present version the sub fctive side
of the problem is com pltely om itted, but it should be
em phasized that this is not because it is not considered
In portant.

T hough som etim es it is hard to see one’s way through
Zurek’s "underbrush of verbiage" (as Caves says for
Bamum ) In his copious expositions (the exposition in
the present article is probably no better), it is clear that
Zurek’s approach to fundam ental problem s is rather
altencom passing. In particular, he, no doubt, recognizes
that no thorough ontology can disregard epistem ology.
But In the latter, the observer’s cognition is a re ection
of reality. W hen an observer cannot distinguish two
envariantly swapable states, e. g., thism eans, that they
are ob ectively indiscemible, i. e., equal, etc. Tam sure,
C aves sees the work of Zurek in a sin ilarm anner, but he
seam s to ob fct to the way how Zurek unfolds his ideas.)

On p. 2, Caves starts with a sinple (hon-com posite)
system A; and a non-trivial observable for i. He
then points out that Zurek oconsiders 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 elgen-state preserving, and, of course, probability
preserving.) This ts well into the sixth stipulation of
the present version, In which the closest suitable state
is the Luders state corresponding precisely to ideal
m easuram ent.

C aves further sayson p. 2:



"Notice that what I am saying is that in

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

state that de nes the notion of outcom es for
system A; without the entanglem ent w ith

system B , one cannot even talk about out-
com es for the basis fjayxig (the eigenbasis

of the m easured observable, F.H .)."

Zurek "derives" probabilities from entanglem ent, and
the latter he displays in tem s of a Schm idt decom posi-
tion. No rede nition of events takes place here. (O ne
can read In Zurek’s Phys. Rev. articke a detailed dis-
cussion on how events, pointer states, etc. em erge from
correlations.)

C aves further says (on the sam e page) :

"... i has already been assum ed that the
probabilities that he is seeking ... have no de-
pendence on the environm ental states Jjoci
(partners of Jaxi in the Schm idt decom po-
sition, F.H .. This is a kind of oundational
noncontextuality assum ption that underlies
the whole approach. I will call i environ—
m ental noncontextuality for lack of a better
name."

This is an attem pt to view Zurek’s derivation from
another angle. In section ITI 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
for the st subsystem ), though de ned by the bipartite
entangled state j iap ; areactually bcally determ ined.
Then the rest of the argument goes on in utilizing
twin unitaries (the other face of envariance) to nd
this local detem ination. Naturally, by the very fact of
local determ nation of subsystem probability (the st
stipulation), the details of the opposite subsystem (the
environm ent) don’t really m atter. T herefore, no em pha—
siswasput on C ave’s "environm entalnon-contextuality" .

On p. 3 Caves says:

"W HZ wants to view envariance as the key
to his derivation, but i is just a way to
w rite the consequences of environm entalnon-—
contextuality, when they provide any usefiil
constraints, in term s of system unitaries, in—
stead of environm ent uniaries. It tums out
not to be necessary to translte environm en—
tal non-contextuality to system unitaries for
any of the steps in the derivation ."

The last statem ent seem s to be the m ost in portant
one In C aves' article; it appears to be the program ofhis
version of Zurek’s argum ent. And he carries it out in
the rest ofhis paper.

In C aves’ version, as in all the other versions, Schm idt
decom position is adhered to as the only widely known
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way how to handle entanglem ent. A s a consequence, it
tums out Indispensable to put som e probability in the
environm ent, to get out probability in the system . It is
assum ption (3) In the article of Schlosshauer and F ine;
Bamum calls it the Perfect C orrelation P rinciple (sam e
as "tw In observables" in the work ofthe B elgrade group);
Zurek uses i and em phasizes that probability-one state—
m ents are put in; C aves accepts Bamum ’s tem . Tt con—
sists sin ply in equal probabilities of the partners In a
Schm idt decom position. Both Bamum and C aves m ake
use of the environm ent In a way that is m ore than nec—
essary from the point of view of the present approach.
Nam ely, on p. 4 Caves says:

"Thepoint isthat W H Z’s derivation depends
on an unstated assum ption that one can
Interchange the rolesofsystems A and B
In the case of Schm idt statesw ith am plitudes
ofequalm agniude."

In contrast to the rest of the authors of versions com —
m ented upon so far, Caves couldn’t readily acoept the
suitable extension of the environm ent to reduce unequal
Schm idt coe cients to equalones. On p. 6 he says:

"W e were originally told that the very notion
of outcom es for system A required us to
think about a pint pure state with the ap—
propriate Schm idt decom position. Now we
are told that the notion of outcom es requires
us to think about a much m ore com plicated
threesystem pint state, where the two ad—
ditional system s m ust have a din ension big
enough to accom m odate the rational approx—
In ation to the desired probabilities. D oes
thism ean the notion of outcom es depends on
the value of the am plitudes? This is a very
unattractive altemative, so what we really
must think is that for all am plitudes, the no—
tion ofoutcom es requiresus to think In term s
of a big three-system pint state, where B
and C have arbitrarily large dim ensions.
W e are now supposed to believe that the no—
tion of outcom es for system A requires us
to think in term s oftwo other system s corre—
lated in a particularway, which hasno appar—
ent relation to the num ber ofoutcom esof sys—
tem A : Even a relative-state believerwould

nd this hard to swallow, and it m akes the
P erfect C orrelations P rinciple assum ption far
less natural, because this construction w recks
the niceJdooking symm etry between A and
the system s to which it is coupled and even
between AB and C: It isa heck ofa ot
Jess attractive than the origihal picture we
were presented and really should have been
stated at the outset."



T his rebellious passage of C aves was of great help In
realizing that one should not con ne oneself to unitaries
of the opposite system that have a twin for the system
under consideration treating locality. A lso broader
opposite-subsystem unitaries cannot change what is
Jocalin the system (see the second stipulation in section
ITT of this articlke), and hence are part of the de nition
of the subsystem state and local properties. Then
Interaction with a suitable ancilla, which takes place in
tem s of such a uniary, com es natural, and subsystem
A  of the enlarged system A + BC that Caves is
ob pcting to still has the sam e locality or subsystem
state, and the sam e subsystem probabilities.

C aves closes his consideration on p. 6 saying:

"In the end one is left wondering what m akes
the envariance argument any more com —
pelling than jist asserting that a swap sym —
m etry m eans that a state w ith equal am pli-
tudeshasequalprobabilities and then m oving
on to the argum ent that extends to rational
am plitudes."

One should bear in m Ind that the swap symm etry is
equivalent to symm etry under the group of twin uni-
taries, which is, In tum, equivalent to the essence of the
envariance argum ent.

Finally, i should be pointed out that the need for
broader opposite-subsystem unitaries than jist those
U, that haveatwin U; (see the second stipulation
In the present version) is not the only thing that has
been leamt from Caves’ article [B]. H is com m ents raised
the question how to extend Zurek’s argum ent to isolated
system s. A solution using continuity is presented in the
present approach.)

V. CONCLUDING REM ARKS

T here are som e points that require addiional clari —
cation and comm ent.

A . Summ ing up the stipulations of the present
version

The FIRST STIPULATION is: (@) Though the given
pure state j i;, detem inesallproperties in the com —
posite system , therefore also all those of subsystem 1;
the latter m ust be determ ined actually by the subsystem
alone. This is, by (vague) de nition, what is m eant by
Jcalproperties.

(o) There exist local or subsystem probabilities of all
elementary events j 1h j; J 4 2H;,.

The SECOND STIPULATION is that subsystem or
Jocal properties m ust not be changeabk by rem ote action,
i. e, by applying a second-subsystem unitary U, to
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j 112 or any unitary U,z applied to the opposie
subsystem wih an ancilla (subsystem 3 ).

T he m ost In portant part of the precise m athem atical
form ulation of the second stipulation is in term s of tw in
uniaries (cf B8a)). No localunitary U; thathasatwin
U, must be ablk to change any local property.

The —additivity rule of probability is the THIRD
STIPULATON . It requires that the probability of ev—
ery nite or in nite sum of exclusive events be equalto
the sam e sum of the probabilities of the event tem s.

The FOURTH STIPULATION: Every state vector
j 1 that belongsto the null space of 1 (or, equiva—
lently,when jijh j actingon Jjiiy; giveszero) has
probability zero. (T hetw in unitariesdo not in uenceeach
other in the respective null spaces, cf (9a,b). Hence, this
assum ption is lndependent of the second stipulation.)

TheFIFTH STIPULAT ION : the sought for probabil-
iy rule lscontinuousin  1; ie,if 1= lm, 1 I
then pEi; 17X ) = lm,, 1 pEy; 1;X); fOr every
event (rogctor) E;; and X stands for the possi-
ble yet unknow n additionalentiy needed for a com plete
localprobability rule. Furtherwe assum e that X ; ifit
exists, does not change in the convergence process.

TheSIXTH STIPULATION :Instead of 1; ofwhich
the given state j i; is not an eigen-state, we take a
di erent density operator ¢ ofwhich j 4 isan
eigenvector, i. e, orwhich ¢ 3 4 = 3 4 isvald,
and which isclsest to ;1 as such. W e stipulate that
the sought for probability is r°.

Com paring the stipulations to Zurek’s facts (sixth
quotation in subsection IV C ), we see that facts 3 and 2
strictly correspond to the rst stipulation @). Fact 1
is connected w ith answering the question in subsection
VGl

Let us com pare the 6 stipulations w ith the 4 assum p—
tions of Schlosshauer and Fine (cf the third quotation
from their articke). Assumption (1) is not am ong the
form er, because I understand Zurek’s starting point is
quantum logical, and so ism ine. Zurek does not seem to
consider observables, and neither am 1I.

A ssum ption (3) is avoided because of the possble sus—
picion that it is "putting probability in" (cf the second
quotation from Schlosshauer and F ine) though Zurek re—
m arks that it is no m ore than putting probability-one
statem ents in.

Three assumptions that, apparently, cannot be
avoided, have been raised to the status of stipulations:
that of -additiviy, that of null probabiliy of the
nullspace vectors j i;; and, nally that of conti-
nuiy. (The sixth stipulation In the present version is,
of course, not covered by Schlosshauer and Fine be-
cause they did not consider extending Zurek’s argum ent.)



B . N on-contextuality in the quantum Ilogical
approach

(@) The event non-contextuality. From the quantum
logicalpoint ofview , the elem entary events occur in only
one way. There is no question of context. But on ac—
count of the in plication relation In the structure of all
events (the projfctor E Implies the profgctor F; i
e, E F ifand only if EF = E ) every com posite
event can occur as a consequence of the occurrence of
di erent elem entary events that in ply it. Nevertheless,
the probability does not depend on this.

A s a m atter of fact, the probabilities of the com posite
events are in Section IIT of this article, follow ing Zurek,
de ned in term s ofm utually exclusive elem entary events
(orthogonal ray-pro fctors, each de ned by a state vec—
tor) usihg -additivity.

(o) Non-contextuality with respect to observables. A
given elem entary (or com posite) event can, in general,
be the eigen-event (elgen-proctor) of di erent ob-
servables. (T his, essentially, am ounts to the so-called
elgenvalueeigen-state link.) Correspondingly, the event
can occur In m easuram ent of di erent observables. The
probability of the event does not depend on this.

C . Circularity?

In the second quotation from the articke of
Schlosshauerand F ine, the curse ofa "flindam entalstate—
m ent” that one cannot "get probability out" ofa theory
unlessone "puts som e probability n" should be valid also
forthe present version. It appears to be valid nom ore for
the present version of Zurek’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
isvald for it.

Let us retum to M ohrho ’s attem pt of a atal blow
at Zurek’s argum ent in the last but one quotation from
his article stating that entanglem ent itself is correlation
of probabilities. H ence, using entanglem ent as a starting
point m eans "putting probability In". No wonder that
one "gets probability out”.

One can hardly shatter M ohrho ’s criticism . It all
depends on how much belief one is prepared to put in
theory. Taking an extrem ely posiivistic attitude, one
can say that, e. g. "interference" is all that exists In
the phenom enon when one sees it; "ooherence" in the
quantum m echanicalform alisn giving rise to Interference
is, according to such a point of view, jist a part of the
form alisn w ithout in m ediate physicalm eaning.

If one decides, however, to allow some reality to
theoretical concepts, then, in the case at issue, "en-—
tanglem ent" is a theoretical concept (the correlation
operator in the present approach), a potentiality, which
is believed to be real n nature. W e can cbserve is
consequence as correlation of probabilities, but it ism ore
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than that.

D . The role of entanglem ent

In the present version, entanglem ent enters through,
what was said to be, the sole entanglem ent entity —the
correlation operator U, (see the correlated subsystem
picture In section ITA .). In tem s of this entity the rst
theorem on twin unitaries (near the end of section ITA .)
gives a com plete answer to the question which uniaries
have a tw In, and w hich opposite-subsystem uniary isthe
(unique) tw in.

In section ITT, In unfolding the present version, the
correlation operator (and hence entanglem ent) was not
m ade use of at all. A 1l that was utilized was the gen—
eral ﬁ)ﬁn of a rstsubsystem unitary th«%;: has a twin:
U, = jUfQi + U1Q07; where 1; = jgi + 07
is the eigen-resolution of the uniy with respect to (dis—
tinct eigenvalues) ofthe reduced density operator

tr, (§i12h J12) ; and 83: U] isan arbitrary unitary

In the elgen-subspace R @ f) corresponding to the pos—
itive eigenvalue ry of 1 (cf (9a)). (In the necessity
part ofthe proof, U, wasnotused; ftwasused only in
the su ciency part.)

T hese unitaries (Zurek’s envariance unitaries) are uti-
lized to establish what are localor rst-subsystem prop-—
erties, In particular, local probabilities. Tt inm ediately
follow s that any two distinct eigen-vectors correspond-
Ing to the same eigenvalue of ; detem ine equal
probability events (cf Stage one in section ITI). Thus,
envariance ism ade use of in the rst and m ost Im portant
step of Zurek’s argum ent In a com pletely assum ption-of-
probability-free way.

N evertheless, tw in unitaries (envariance) is due to en—
tanglem ent, and Zureks argum ent is based on the latter.
Entanglem ent is, as wellknown, 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 be a fundam entalphysicalentity. A s an i~
lustration for this, onem ay m ention that preservation of
entanglem ent has been proposed as an equivalent second
law of them odynam ics for com posite system s (cf Ref.
29] and the references therein).

E. —additivity

To get an idea how "heavy" the -additiviy assum p—
tion for probability intuiively is, we put it in the form of
a "staircase" of gradually strengthened partial assum p—
tions.

T he starting point is the fact is that ifany event F
F) does

not occur (In suiable m easurem ent, of course).

occurs, the opposite event F ° ol



1) It is plausble to assume that F + F? = 1 has
PE)+ pEFE®)= 1 asits consequence in any quantum
state.

2) If E+F =G (allbeing events, i. e., progctors,
and EF = 0 ), then, in view of the fact that, e. g.,
F is the opposite event of E In G; i e, F =
E?G; and in view of assum ption (1), it is plausble to
assuamethat E+F =G mnplies pE)+pF)=pG)
In any quantum state. Obviously, assum ption 2) is a
strengthening of assum ption (1).

Lemm a. Assumption (2) inplies agdjtjyjty for ev—-
gLy nite orthogonal sum of events: ;Ei = G )

;PEi)=pG) I any quantum state.
P roof. Ifthe lemma isvalid for n temn s, then
&1 X0
P Ei =p ( Ei)+Eper =

i=1 i=1

xn (5{*1)
p Ei +PE@+y)=

i=1 i=1

PEi);

i e,tisvalid also for (h+ 1) tem s.By assum ption,
it is valid or two tem s. By total induction, it is then
valid for every nite sum . 2

3) If G = lim,, 1 F, and the sequence fF, :n =
1;2;:::;1 g isnon-descending ( 8n :F 41, Fn
Fun+1)Fn = Fn ), then the assum ption of continuiyy in
theprobabilty pG)= lm,, ;1 pE,) isplusbl (oth-
erw ise one could have jum ps in probability and no event
resgoonsble for it). A ssum ing the validity of assum ption
(2), i mplies

® X0
p( Ej= p(n]g'm1

i=1 i=1

Ej)=

i e, -—addiivity ensues.

If one wants to estin ate how "steep" each of these
"stairs" is, one is on ntuitive ground burdened w ith feel-
Ing and arbitrariness. A ssum ption (1) seem s to be the
largest "step" W ith respect to the stated fact that is its
pram ise). Once (1) is given, assum ption (2) (equivalent
to additivity of probability) seem s very natural, hence
Jess "steep". The nalassum ption (3) seem s even m ore
natural, and hence least "steep".

Atoneplace Zurek adm itsthat (1) isan assum ption (cf
the last-buttwo quotation in the subsection on Zurek’s
article). One wonders if he can avoild to assume (2).
Leaning on "the standard approach ofLaplace" [30] (sec—
ond passage, right colimn, p. 18, [L€]), n which "by
de niion" "the probability of a com posite event is a ra—
tio ofthe num ber of favorable equiprobable events to the

22

total", property (2) of probability follow s. Zurek seem s
to adopt this reasoning to a large extent w ithin eigen-—
subgpaces R @ i) of 1 (cf (7c) in thisartick). T hus,
partially he can avoid to assum e (2). But can he do this
generally?

The form h 3 1 j i3 of the probabiliy rul
achieved, follow Ing Zurek, in the present version (shortly,
the present form ), is equivalent to the much m ore gen—
erally looking) trace rule precisely on account of -
gdcljjtjyjty. Taking an in nitely com posite event E =

=y Jiihi 3 -additivity allows to transform the
present form Into the trace rule:
*® *®
pE)=  hij ji=  tr( jihij= tr(E):

i=1 i=1

Thus, without -—additiviy the present form is not the
standard probability rule.

Besides, the argum ent jist presented can appear in
the very context of Zurek’s argum ent. Let § i;, be
In nitely entangld, or, equivalently, et ; have an
In nitely din ensional range. Further, ket the above set
(W ith Index) be a set of eigen—
vectors of 1 (corresponding to di erent eigenvalues),
but lt they not span the whole range R (1): W ih-
out the validity of -additivity the present rule does
not give an anl§wlerwhat is the probabilty pE1; 1);
where E; =1 Jiizhij T hus, if one want the
general form of the probability rule, and in the present
version nothing less iswanted, then onem ust assum e (2)
and the continuity n @3).

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

In an e ort to tighten up Zurek’s argum ent, his "an all
natural® and som e tacit assum ptions have been avoided
asmuch as possbl. The m ost disquieting consequence
was raising -addiivity to the status of a stipulation.
Thiswas no di erent than in G leason’s wellknown the-
oram [31], which goes as follow s.

O ne assum es that one has a m ap associating a num —
ber p from the doubly—closed interval [0;1] wih ev—
ery subspace, or, equivalently, w ith every progctor F
(forocting onto a subspace) cbserving -additivity, i.
e.

(24a)

for every orthogonaldecom position ( nite or in nite) of
every progctor. Then, for every such m ap, there exists
a unigue density operator such that

pE)=trl ) (24b)

for every proctor (the trace rule). Thus, the set ofall
density operators and that of all quantum probabilities
stand in a natural one-to-one relation.



Logically, this m akes the other ve stipulations (pe—
sides -additivity) In the present version of Zurek’s ar-
gum ent unnecessary. Bamum ison to this (see the above
fourth quotation from his article), but his understand-
Ing seam s to be that Zurek’s assum ption of additivity
is weaker than that of G leason. At last In the present
version this is not so.

Let usbe ram inded that in Stage one of section ITT ad—
ditivity had to be used in concluding that if 1 j i =
r; J 1; and the corresponding eigen-progctoris Q f;
profcting onto a djs-dim ensional subspace (Which is
necessarily nie), then the probability of j 1i; is
pPQ f)=dj .

Further, -additivity had to be used in Stage two to
conclude that p(Q ;) = rydy; wherealso the Purth pos—
tulate about zero probabilities from the (possbly in nite
din ensional) nullspace of ;1 had tobe utilized. ("Had
to be" m eans, of course, that "the present author saw no
otherway".)

Zurek’s argum ent is very valiable though we have the
theorem ofG leason. Perhapsa fam ousdictum ofW igner
can help to m ake this clear. W hen faced w ith the chal-
Jenge of com puter sim ulations to replace analytical solu—
tions of Intricate equations of in portant physicalm ean—
ng, W ignerhasallegedly said "ITam glad that your com —
puter understands the solutions; but I also would like to
understand them ."

Schlosshauerand F ine say (in the Introduction to their
paper) :

"..G leason’stheorem isusually considered as
giving rather little physical insight into the
em ergence of quantum probabilities and the
Bom rulk."

A s to the logicalnecessity of "the em ergence of quan-—
tum probabilities", it seem s hopeless (unless if the prob—
abilities would prove sub fctive, i. e., due to gnorance,
like in classicalphysics, after all). N either G leason, nor
Zurek, nor anybody else —as it seem s to me — can de-
rive ob fctive quantum probability, In the sense to show
that it necessarily follows from detem inistic quantum
m echanics. But, once one realizes from physical consid—
erations that probability m ust exist, then one m akes the
logical assum ption that it exists, and then one wonders
what its form is.

G Jlrason gives the com plete answer at once in the form
of the trace rule. O ne can then derive from it the other

ve postulates of the present version and more. To
use W igner’s words, the m athem atics In the proof of
G leason’stheorem "understands" the unigueness and the
other wonders of the quantum probability rule, but we
do not.

Now, the extra 5 stipulations in the present version
(besides -additivity), though Ilogically unnecessary
in view of G leason’s theorem , nevertheless, thanks to
Zurek’s ingenuiry, help to unfold before our eyes the
sin plicity and full generality of the quantum rule in the
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form h j J i (equivalent to the trace rul).

G . W hy unitary operators?

Both envariance and its other face, uniary tw ins, are
expressed in tem s of uniary operators. O ne can raise
the question In the title of the subsection.

T he answer lies In the notion ofdistant in uence. O ne
assum es that the nearby subsystem 1 is dynam ically
decoupled from another subsystem 2; but not statis—
tically. Quantum correlations are assum ed to exist be-
tween the two subsystem s. O n account of these correla—
tionsone can m anjpulate subsystem 2 in ordertom ake
changes In subsystem 1 (wihout Interaction wih i).
By de nition, local are those properties of the nearby
subsystem that cannot be changed by the described dis-
tant In uence. P robabilities of events on subsystem 1
were stipulated to be local.

One is thinking in tem s of socalled bare quantum
m echanics, i. e., quantum m echanics w ithout collapse.
T hen allconceivablem anipulations ofthe distant subsys-
tem are unitary evolutions (suitable interactions of suit—
ably chosen subsystem s—allw ithout any interaction w ith
subsystem 1 ). As Zurek puts i in hisFact 1 (sixth
quotation In subsection IV C): "Unitary transfom ations
must act on the system to alter is state." (T his goes
for the distant subsystem which should exert the distant
in uence.)

Unitary evolution preserves the total probabiliy of
events. The suspicion has been voiced that the restric—
tion to uniary operatorsm ight jist be a case of "putting
In probability in order to get out probability” [32]. Even
if this is s0, it appears to be even m ilder than Zurek’s
"putting in" probability-one assum ptions (cflast passage
In subsection B .1 in [L€]).

One may try to argue that the unitarity of the evo—
lution operator (of the dynam ical law ) does not contain
any probability assum ption. N am ely, onem ay start w ith
the Schrodinger equation, of which the unitary evolu—
tion operator is the Integrated form (from iInstantaneous
tendency of change n a nie interval). At st glance,
the Schrodinger equation has nothing to do w ith prob—
abilities. But this is not quite so. The dynam ical law,
Instantaneous or ora nite Interval, gives the change of
the quantum state, which is, in tum, equivalent to the
totality of probability predictions.

P erhaps one should not expect to derive probabilities
exclusively from other notions (cf the second quotation
from Ref. 2 in subsection IV A).

APPENDIX A

W e prove now that the correlation operator U, is
Independent of the choice of the elgen-sub-basis of
(cf 5a)) that spans R ( 1) In which the strong Schm idt
decom position of j i, (cf (3c)) isw ritten.

Let fjjkyi :8ky;8Jg and £33;14 :81;8jg be



two arbitrary eigen-sub-basesof 1 spanning R ( 1):
T he vectors are written w ith two indices, j denoting
the eigen-subspace R © i) to which the vectorbelongs,
and the other index k5 (1 ) enum erates the vectors
w ithin the subspace.

A proofgoes as ollow s. Let

X .
83: k= U, IHLh;
1
(6))
kyily
Ing U, one and the same, we can start out with the
strong Schm idt decom position in the kj-eigen-sub-basis,
and aftera few sin ple steps (utilizing the antilinearity of
U, and theunitarity ofthe transition sub-m atrices), we
end up wih the strong Schm idt decom position (of the
same Jj i;z ) In the l-eigen-sub-basis:

where U are unitary sub-m atrices. T hen, keep—

X X
jiz= ry " Jdiksh Ua J3iksh =
3 kj
X X n X
1=2 G I
I Uk],l] jjrljll
3k 1
h ) io
Jj io 20
Ua Ukj;lg. 334 =
10
J
n
X X X 12 X 3 . () 1
3 K5ily < kg AJER
j Ly ks
J
. ° X x xn
Ua J3i L4 , = oy Jihih
j oy 1
o © X X 1oo
Ua J3iLn , = ry " 33ikh Ua Jikh

APPEND IX B

W e elaborate now the group of pairs of unitary twins.

Let UWYUQ) and (U1;U;) betwo pairsoftwin uni
taries for a given bipartite state vector j ii,; i e, ket
U23 11,=U23 1127 and Uy j i1, = Uy j i1p; be
valid. Then, applying U, to both sides of the form er
relation, exchanging the rhs and the s, and utilizing the
latter relation, one has:

U2U20j ip= UzUle i2= U10U2 Jip= UloUl Jii:
Hence, UJU;;U,UJ) are twi unitaries, and one can

de ne a composition law as (U{;UJ) U1;U2)
UlU,;U,U09): Naturally, the trivial twin unitaries
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(1.:;1,) are the unit element. Then the inverse of
U1;Uz) hastobe @, 5;U, ") , and i is the inverse
from left and from right ofthe form er, and it isthe unique
Inverse as in a group it should be. But it is not obvious
that U, ';U, ') aretwin uniarkes.

Tt iswellknown (and easy to see) that the set ofall
(bipartite) unitaries Ui, that leave the given state
j i1, unchanged is a subgroup of all uniaries, the
so—called Invariance group of the vector. If (U,;U;)
are twin unitaries, then U;U, 1 Ieaves j iqn
unchanged or envariant (cf (8a) and (Bb)). Its inverse
is UU,Y t=u,'U,") ' Then @, ;U,') are
tw In observables. 2

APPEND IX C

Those linear operators A In a complex separa—
bl Hibert space are H ibert-Schm idt ones for which
tr@Y¥A) < 1 (AY being the adpint of A ). The
scalar product in the H ibert space of all linear H ibert-

Schm idt operatorsis A ;B tr@¥YB) (cftheDe ni-
tion after Theorem V I21 and problem VIA48(@) In [L7]).
The statem ent that , oonvergesto In the topol-
ogy determ ined by the distance in the H ibert space of

all Iinear H ibert-Schm idt #H S) operatorsm eans:
Iim Tj n ]i s =

n! 1 n!

i tr( n)2:
1

X
Tn hye3( a)?3ki=0;
n! 1
k
where fj y1i:8kg isan arbirary basis.
On the other hand, the clamm that , oonverges to
In the strong operator topology m eans |[[L7] that
8ji: Im J i .3 iff-

n!

mh j( )73 i=o0:
n! 1

T hus, the latter topology requires convergence to zero
only for each vector segparately (W ihout any uniformm iy
of convergence for some subset), whereas the former
topology requires the sam e uniform Iy for any basis,
m oreover for their sum @hich may be in nite). The
form er topology requires much more, and hence it is
stronger.
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Sihce I have pro ted Inm ensely from the ideas of all
other participants in the "Bom’s rule from envariance"
enterprise, the present version is, to a certain extent,
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the upshot of a collective e ort. But for all its short—
com ings and possbl failires Tam the only one to blam e.
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