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E Instein niially ob fected to the probabilistic aspect of quantum m echanlcs|
the idea that G od isplaying at dice. Later he changed his ground, and focussed
instead on the point that the C openhagen Interpretation leadsto whatE instein
saw as the abandonm ent ofphysical realisn . W e argue here that E Instein’s ini-
tial intuition wasperfectly sound, and that it isprecisely the fact that quantum
m echanics is a fundam entally probabilistic theory which is at the root ofallthe
controversies regarding its interpretation . P robability is an intrinsically logical
concept. Thism eans that the quantum state has an essentially logical signif-
icance. It is extrem ely di cult to reconcilke that fact w ith E instein’s belief,
that it is the task of physics to give us a vision of the world apprehended sub
specie aetemitatis. Q uantum m echanics thus presents us w ith a sim ple choice:
either to ollow Einstein in looking for a theory which is not probabilistic at
the findam ental level, or else to acoept that physics does not In fact put us in
the position 0fG od looking down on things from above. T here is a w idespread
fear that the latter altemative m ust lnevitably kad to a greatly im poverished,
positivistic view of physical theory. It appears to us, however, that the truth
is just the opposite. The E nsteinian vision is much less attractive than it
seam s at  rst sight. In particular, it is closely connected w ith philosophical
reductionism .
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For a long tin e Einstein strongly ob fcted to the indeterm inisn of quantum
m echanics. Asheput i in a letter to Bom (W ritten In 1926, in response to Bom's
proposalthat the wave-function has an essentially probabilistic signi cance):

Quantum m echanics is certainly In posing. But an Inner voice tells
m e that it isnot yet the realthing. T he theory saysa lot, but does
not really bring us any closer to the secret ofthe bld one’. I, at any
rate, am convinced that He is not playing at dice. Bom-E instein
Jetters D—]I p. 91]

Ithink peopk offen nd it di cult to understand why E instein was so em phatic in
his reection of a diceplaying G od. Q uantum m echanics presents m any obstacles
to the understanding. But the concept of an ob fctive chance appears, on the face
of i, mntuiively very natural. At least as jadged by the standards of com m onsense,
if anything is paradoxical, i is the rigid determm inism of classical physics, w ith its
apparent denialofhum an freedom . Tt seem s that E Instein cam e to feelthishin self
In the end. One nds hin expressing strong ob Ections to the notion of a dice—
plying God as late as 1944 (ref. [1], p.149). However In 1954 Paulireportshim as
\disput[ing] that he uses as criterion for the adm issibility of a theory the question
s it rigorously determm inistic?’ " (ref. [U], p 221).

Tt seem s to m €, how ever, that E Instein gave in too easily. It is precisely the fact
that quantum m echanics is a findam entally probabilistic theory which is at the
root of all the controversies regarding its interpretation. Speci cally, it is the fact
that the wavefuinction has a findam entally probabilistic signi cance which m eans
that the wavefunction has to collapse consequent on a m easurem ent; and it is that
collapse which m akes it hard to Interpret the quantum state in the way that so
m any people would like to interpret i, as a physically real entity.

To illustrate the point considera casew here som eone| forthe sake ofde niteness
¥t us call her AJjoe| has bought a lottery ticket. Suppose that the draw has
taken place, and that A lice’s ticket won. However, A lice does not know this. So,
even though the reality is that A lice did win the lottery, she herself thinks that
the probability of her having won is very small. Now suppose that A lice opens
a new spaper, and is surprised to discover that hers is the winning ticket. Then
her state of m Ind will suddenly change, from believing that the probability of her
having won is close to zero, to believing that i is close to one (ot quite one
because the new spaper m ight have m isorinted the w inning num ber). T here is, of
course, nothing m ysterious about this change in A lice’s state ofm ind. Changing a
probability assignm ent consequent on the acquisition of new nformm ation is a very
naturaland reasonable thing to do.

Now compare this with a quantum m echanicalm easurem ent. Before the m ea—
surem ent one Integrates the squared m odulus of the electron’s wave function and
nds that the probability ofthe electron having x coordinate in therangel < x < 2
is 10 7. But then one perfom s the m easurem ent and nds that the x coordinate
actually is in the range which one previously considered to be highly in probable.
So, st as in the lottery exam ple considered in the last paragraph, one changes
one’s assessn ent of the probability ofthe electron’s x coordinate being in the range
1< x< 2 from 10 7 to a value close to 1. Since the probability is directly related
to the wavefiinction thism eans onem ust alsom ake an equally sudden and dram atic
change to the electron’s wavefunction. That change is just the notorious collapse
of the wavefunction, which I think it is probably fair to say has been the cause of
m ore philosophical agonising than any other phenom enon In the history ofphysics.

The question is: why should the discontinuous change in the electron’s wave
function be considered any m ore puzzling than the no less radical change in A lice’s
assesan ent of the likelhood of her having won the lottery? The short answer to



this question is that there is no tem ptation to regard the change in A lice’s beliefs
as anything m ore than a change In A lice’s state ofm ind. O n the other hand there
is a very strong tem ptation to regard the electron’s wavefiinction as a physically
real entity. Consequently, there is a strong tem ptation to think that if the elec—
tron’s wave flinction were to change, m erely as a consequence of the experin enter
acquiring new inform ation, i would m ean that reality itself had changed, m erely
as a consequence of the experin enter acquiring new inform ation. H owever physi-
cists are, on the whole, reluctant to believe In spiritual phenom ena. So the usual
resoonse is to try to tw ist the Interpretation of quantum m echanics n such a way
as to m ake it seem , either that the wavefunction does not rally collapse (as in,
for exam ple, the Bohm or Everett interpretations), or else that it does collapse
but not as a consequence of the change in the experin enter’s state of m Ind @s In
soontaneous collapse theordes) .

At thispoint it w illbe convenient to introduce a piece of term inology. Iw ill say
that a probability is epistem ic if it is conceived in the sam e way that one naturally
conceives the probability of A lice having won the lottery, as representing, not a
piece ofm ind-independent physicalreality, but only a cognitive agent’s expectations
regarding that reality. Phrased in these tem s the short answer to the question
posed at the beginning of the last paragraph reads: the discontinuous change in
the probability of the electron being located In a particular region tends to be seen
as problem atic because there is a strong tem ptation to see the probability as, not
m erely epistem ic, but ob fctively real.

H ow ever, the short answ er is not com pletely satisfactory because it failsto m ake
clearwhy it isonly w ith the developm ent of quantum m echanics that one ndsthis
strong, alm ost overw heln ing tem ptation to regard probabilities as ob pctively real
entities. A ffer all, probability played a m a pr role in the physics of the nineteenth
century. M axwell, In particular, wasvery clear that probabilities are to be conceived
as logical constructs, rather than ob Ective realities:

They say that Understanding ought to work by the rules of right
reason. T hese rules are, or ought to be, contained In Logic; but the
actual science of Logic is conversant at present only w ith things
either certain, in possible, or entirely doubtfiil, none ofwhich (for-
tunately) we have to reason on. T herefore the true logic for this
world is the calculus of probabilities, which takes account of the
m agniude of the probability w hich is, or ought to be, in a reason-
ableman’sm ind. [quoted Je reys 2], p.1]

T his prom pts the question: ifM axwell, who was one of those chie y responsible
for the classical theory of statistical m echanics, could cheerfully acocept that the
probability of a m olecule being in a particular region is to be conceived in purely
epistem ic tem s, why is it that his 20™ and 215° century successors are so wedded
to the opposite, ob fctivist point of view ? A ctually, it is worth noting that Ein—
stein hin self was happy enough w ith probabilities conceived in these M axwellian,
epistem ic term s. Indeed, som e of E instein’s m ost im portant contributions to the-
oretical physics relied on a m asterly deploym ent of probabilistic ideas. It seem s
that E instein was perfectly w illing to play dice him self. H is ob fction was only
to the idea that G od m ight be playing them too. The question is: why? W hy
should behaviour which is acoeptable in E instein suddenly becom e unacceptable
when im puted to G od?

I think the answer to that question m ust be that the theordes of classical physics
were not fiindam entally probabilistic theories. To be sure, the classical physicists
found them selves com pelled to use probabilistic reasoning. H owever, probabilis-
tic concepts were not em bedded in their theories at the m ost findam ental level.



M axwellcould easily acospt that the probability distrbutionsw ith which he w orked
w ere not to be conceived as ob fctive realities because there were num erous other
quantities in the theories of classical physics which could be regarded as directly
corresponding to physical realities. The problem his 20 and 21 successors face
is that quantum m echanics, by contrast, is probabilistic at the findam ental level.
In quantum m echanics the only obvious candidate for a m Ind-independent physical
reality is the wave function. So if one takes an epistam ic view ofthe wave function
one seem s to be driven into the position that nothing at all in the theory corre-
sponds to a m ind-independent physical reality. Tt seem s as though one is in danger
of Iosing one’s grip on physicalreality altogether. A nd that, Tthink, iswhat leadsto
allthe attem pts (the Bohm Interpretation, the E verett interpretation, soontaneous
collapse theories, etc.) to interpret the quantum state as an ob pctively existent
physical entity.

However, I think it is fair to say that these attem pts are allhighly speculative.
Each such approach has its associated group of enthusiasts. However, the enthu—
siasts for one approach are unabl to nd argum ents su cient to persuade, either
the enthusiasts for any of the others, or the m uch larger group of the conceptually
uncomm ited. At least at present the decision to opt for (say) the Bohm inter-
pretation, rather than (say) the Everettian, seem s to rest on nothing m ore than
personal taste. That situation m ight conceivably change. If, for exam ple, Valen—
tin¥s hopes [3,14] were ful lled we would have solid em pirical reasons for preferring
one ob fctivist interpretation over another. But in the present state of know ledge
i is di cul to avoid the suspicion that the question is em pirically undecidable.
O f course, \em pirically undecidable" does not m ean \necessarily false". Perhaps
the world is in reality Bohm ian. There is certainly nothing we know to exclude
that hypothesis. T he trouble is that there seam s to be nothing to support it either.
Not only are there no observations which would clinch the question. There does
not even seem to be any m oderately persuasive reason for thinking the hypothesis
likely.

T intend no disrespect to the proponents of the various ob fctivist interpretations
by these rem arks. O n the contrary it appears tom e that Bohm , E verett and others
have m ade very im portant contributions to our understanding of these questions.
Quantum m echanics is a deeply puzzling sub ct, and I think that if one wants to
understand it better one needs to look at it from every possbl angle. So Iwould
certainly not dispute the value of the work done by Bohm , Everett and others.
H owever, the fact isthat science is concemed speci cally w ith those questionsw here
i ispossble to nd clearly stateable, cogent reasons for belief or unbelief. Until
such reasons are forthcom ing I do not see how any ofthe ob Fctivist interpreations
can be considered a satisfactory solution to the problem . At the last I think it
must be worth exploring altemative, non-ob fctivist ways of thinking about the
quantum state.

It is a strdking fact that, although di erent people take very di erent view s as
to what the quantum state m ay be in ultin ate reality, when i com es to the prob—
lm of m aking experin ental predictions everyone calculates in exactly the sam e
way. In particular, everyone collapses the w ave function (roponents ofthe E verett
Interpretation believe that there is a state vector of the universe which does not
collapse; how ever, the wave finction that an E verettian w rites down on paper, for
the purposes of m aking an experim ental prediction, collapses in jist the sam e way
as the one that a C openhagenist w ritesdown) . At least so far as the em pirical pre—
dictions are concemed the signi cance of the quantum state begins and ends w ith
the fact that it speci es a set of probabilities. O £ course, this does not logically



exclide the hypothesis that the quantum state has som e other signi cance in ulti-
m ate reality. However, In the absence of any com pelling evidence as to what that
signi cance m ight be, it seam s to m e that the m ost natural and straightforward
course is to adopt the hypothesis that the quantum state sin ply is a com pendium

of probablities, and to see what follow s from that.

If that is acoepted the next question we have to address is, how to Interpret a
probability statem ent. H ere we run into the di culty that the theory of probability
is troubled by a controversy w hich is even m ore long-standing than the 80-year old
controversy about the Interpretation ofthe wave function. At the beginning ofthe
last century Poincare [B] (p.186) described probability as an \obscure instinct". In
the 100 years that have elapsed since then there has been m uch discussion. How —
ever, the e ect has, ifanything, only been to intensify the disagreem ents. B roadly
speaking there are two schools of thought. O n the one hand there is the ob fctivist
schoolofthought (represented by, forexam ple, von M ises [6,17], F isher [8] and P op—
per [9,110]) which holds that a classical probability distrdbution should be regarded
as an ob ectively realphysical entity, which iswhat it is lndependently of anything
that we m ight know or think about i. On the other hand there is the epistem ic
school of thought (represented by, for exam ple, Laplace [L1l], de F inetti [L2], Jef-
freys 2], Savage [L3] and Jaynes [L4,[15]]) which holds that a probability distribution
hasan essentially logicalsigni cance. Fora broad overview ofthe questions at issue
see, for exam ple, G illies [L6] and How son and U rbach [L7]. For the connection to
quantum m echanics see Jaynes [14, [15], Fuchs [L8, [19], Caves et al R0, |21]] and
Appkby R22,123]].

Now one m ight say that philbsophy would no longer be philbsophy if people
ever cam e to agree about som ething. However, this particular dispute is unlike
m any other conceptualdisoutes in that it has som e In m ediate, and very in portant
practical consequences. For, associated w ith the two di erent schools of thought
about the content of probability statem ents, there are two very di erent statistical
m ethodologies. T he ob Ectivist view | the desire to interpret probabilities asm ind—
Independent physical entities which can be m easured rather in the way that a
m ass can be m easured| m otivated F isher and others to develop what is now the
orthodox statistical m ethodology, descrbbed in every textbook. By contrast the
epistem ic point of view is associated with the statistical m ethodology originally
proposed by Bayes, and greatly extended by Laplace. These di erent statistical
m ethodologies w ill, In general, lead to di erent practical conclusions.

T he com plaint of the B ayesians about the orthodox statisticalm ethodology has
always been that it is (In the words of de F inetti [12], p 245) \ad hoc" and \arbi-
trary". Je reysm akes the point w ith characteristic irony when he says of F isher
(one of the founding fathers of the orthodox m ethodology)

I have in fact been struck repeatedly in my own work, affer being
led on generalprinciples to the solution ofa problem , to nd that
F isher had already grasped the essentials by som e brilliant piece
ofcomm on sense [Je reys 2], p. 3931

Thisis, in away, a com plin ent. H ow ever, the com plin ent isdistinctly back-handed:
forwhat Je reys is really saying is that F isher, notw thstanding his confiisions and
noconsistencies, often contrives to get the right answer ow ing to the power of his
Intuition. It is rather as if a physicist were to congratulate a snooker player on
his ability to pot a ball notw ithstanding his ignorance of N ew tonian m echanics; or
to congratulate a sh on its ability to swin notw thstanding is ignorance of the
principles of hydrodynam ics. I have argued elsew here 22, 123] that that criticism

isam ply justi ed. G enerally speaking what drives the B ayesian school of thought
is a desire Por clarity and logical cogency. By contrast the orthodox statistical



m ethodology is driven by what Jaynes describes as an ideological conviction that,
if statistics is to be scienti ¢, then probability distributions m ust be conceived as
ob pctively real entities. To attain that ideological end orthodox statisticians are
w illing to m ake whatever sacri ce of logical coherence seem s necessary.

The problem orthodox statisticians face is that, how ever sophisticated the tech-
nical superstructure m ay becom e, what is at the bottom of the pyram id is the
ordinary prim itive lntuiion of one event being m ore or less probabl than another.
Furthem ore every statistical argum ent has to rely on that lntuiion if it isto m ake
contact w th reality. O ne m ay cover hundreds of pages w th intricate calculations.
But the question one is ultim ately asking, and m ust answer if there is to be any
point to the calculations, is always very sinple. Ik is a question of the form : how
probabl is it that X ? W ould i be wise to bet on X ? And however wordsm ay be
used by professional statisticians in their private reasoning processes, the sense of
the word \probable" as it isused in the statem ent ofthe nalconclusion is always
the prim itive sense, which a child of 7, who know s nothing of the form al appara—
tus of probability theory, can com prehend. In particular it is a sense of the word
\probable" which applies to single cases. If Iwant to know whether a drug ism ore
likely to curem e than to killm e then, although Im ight m ake use ofdata regarding
the fate of other patients, the question I want to answer is a single-case question:
what w ill probably happen to m e if T take the drug? ShallIgam bl w ith my life?

(not the lives of a statistical ensam ble, but m y singular, personal life) .

O foourse the prim iive notion ofprobability, that a child of 7 can understand, is
non-quantitative. It cannot be em bedded in a form alm athem atical theory w ithout
a very considerable degree of theoretical elaboration. The relation between the
prin itive notion of probability and the form alm athem atical one is, in som e ways,
sin ilar to the relation between the comm on sense notions of m ass and force, and
the concepts going by the sam e nam es which feature in New tonian m echanics. So
I am certainly not m eaning to identify the prim itive, comm on sense notion w ith
the form alm athem atical concept of probability. But what I think is undeniably
the case is that the form al concept is a developm ent of the prim itive one (@ very
considerable developm ent, no doubt, but a developm ent nonetheless) . Furthem ore,
the form al conoept depends on the prin itive notion for its em pirical applicability.
If the form al concept is developed to the point where it loses all connection w ith
the prin itive notion, then the theory w ill lose all its practical utility.

The problem thisposes for orthodox statisticians (the nsuperable problem , as it
seam s to m e) is that the prim itive notion of probability is, cbviously and unavoid—
ably, epistem ic in its character. C onsider the exam ple I discussed earlier, where as
it happens A lice’s lottery ticket won, but she does not know i. In those circum -
stances A lice believes that it is m ost unlkely that she won. M ost people would
consider she was right to think i m ost unlkely. And yet the fact of the m atter is
that she did win. It can be seen that we have here tw o statem ents having radically
di erent logical characters. O n the one hand there is the epistem ic statem ent:

A lice ism ost unlkely to have won the lottery

O n the other hand there is the factual statem ent (which, although A lice does not
know it, describbes the actual state of a airs)
A lice did w In the ottery

T he second statem ent is a proposition about the lottery draw , as it exists indepen-
dently of what A lice know s or does not know . The st statem ent, by contrast,
is as much about A lice, and her lm ited inform ation, as i is about the lottery.
Speci cally, it isa logically evaluative statem ent about what A lice, in her epistem ic
situation, can reasonably expect. T his epistam ic characterbecom es apparent when
one considersw hat happenswhen A lice opens the new spaper and discovers that her



ticket did w In. In that case her belief state changes discontinuously. R ather in the
way that the wave finction changes discontinuously consequent on a m easurem ent,
A lice sw itches from thinking that she aln ost certainly did not win the lottery to
thinking that shealn ost certainly did w In (not quite certainly because, for exam ple,
the new spaperm ight have m isprinted the w lnning num ber or, for exam ple, because
she m ight be hallicinating). T here is nothing m ysterious, or philosophically o en-—
sive about this discontinuous change. It sin ply re ects the fact that the statem ent
was epistam ic, and epistam ic statem ents naturally are sub fct to revision, conse—
quent on the acquisition of new inform ation. It is also worth noting that A lice's
discovery, that her ticket did w in, w ill not lead her to think that she was wrong to
believe that she probably had not won. O n the contrary, she w ill continue to think
that she was right to believe that she probably had not won. N aturally so: for the
belief that she probably had not won did not represent a m istaken belief about the
physicalworld. R ather it represented a logically evalnative belief about what she,
In her previous epistem ic situation, could reasonably expect.

Ifthis is acospted, and if the point Im ade earlier (that the m athem aticaltheory
of probability relies on the prin iive notion of probability to m ake contact w ith
reality) isalso accepted, then it follow sthat the pro fct ofthe orthodox statisticians

(to construct a com pletely ob fctive theory of statistical inference) is lkely to run
Into insuperable obstaclks. I believe that a m ore detailed exam ination 2,112, (14,
15,122, 123]] of the question con m s that proposition. A s a result the orthodox
statisticians are rather in the position that one would be in ifone insisted on trying
to construct a theory of sound based on the assum ption that sound is a form of
electrom agnetic radiation; or a theory of num ber based on the assum ption that a
num ber is, not an abstract logicalentity, but a concrete physical ob ct. It is only
possble to produce a sin ulacrum of success by bending the facts and tw isting the
logic.

I believe that sim ilar considerations apply to the quantum state. Q uantum
m echanics is deeply and Intriguingly di erent from classical probability theory. It
is also much farther rem oved from comm on sense ways of thinking. N evertheless
it has certain basic features in comm on. In particular quantum probabilities, lke
classicalprobabilities, are unavoidably epistem ic in character: as is clearly signalled
by the discontinuous change in the quantum state which occurs consequent on a
m easurem ent outcom e.

Thisbringsusback to the problem which troubled E nstein. It is easy to take an
epistem ic view ofthe probabilities in classicalstatisticalm echanicsbecause classical
statisticalm echanics presents us w ith various otherm athem atical constructs which
can be thought of as the depictions of actually existent physical entities. But the
sam e is not true of quantum m echanics. Consequently, it m ay seem that taking
an epistem ic view of the quantum state am ounts to giving up on the profgct of
understanding physical reality altogether. Tt m ay look, on the face of i, as though
quantum m echanics thus interpreted leads, if not to idealism , or to pure solipsiam ,
then at any rate to a depressingly positivistic view in which physicsbeginsand ends
w ith the task of predicting detector \clicks". I believe it is that peroeption which
m otivated E Instein’s search for a m ore com plete description, and which continues
to m otivate the various ob pctivist Interpretations of the quantum state.

In response to that ob fction let m e begin by saying that i is, tomy m ind, a
very reasonable ob fction. Indeed, for m ost ofmy research careermy sym pathies
have been w ith the opponents ofthe C openhagen interpretation. To a considerable
extent they stillare. Bell com plains that the C openhagen interpretation is \unpro—
fessionally vague and am biguous" and that quantum m echanics, when Interpreted



in Copenhagen tem s, seem s to be \exclisively concemed w ith ‘results ofm easure—
ment’ and [seam s to have] nothing to say about anything else" ®ell 4], pp. 173
and 117). I think he is right on both counts. I share Bell's conviction that the ain
of physics is to understand nature, and that counting detector \clicks" is not in—
trinsically any m ore interesting than counting beans. The day Ibecom e convinced
that physics does not In fact provide us w ith anything m ore than procedures for
predicting detector \clicks" w ill be the day I abandon physics in favour of som e
m ore stim ulating activity. N evertheless T have gradually com e to feelthat them ost
prom ising way forward lies, not in the C openhagen Interpretation as such, but in
a greatly im proved version of it to which Bell's criticism s would not apply. IfT am
asked to accept Bohr as the authoritative voice of naltruth then I cannot assent.
But if his w ritings are approached in a m ore exdble spirit, as a source of insights
which are but din Iy apprehended, then they suggest a line of thought which I feel
m ight, if urther developed, be very fruitfiil.

Taking this view does not am ount to the abandonm ent of physical realisn . If
anything it is exactly the otherway round. T he various ob ctivist Interpretations
Bohm , Everett, ...) do indeed provide us with num erous beguiling in ages of
how thingsm ight, conceivably stand in ultin ate reality. T he troubl is that there
does not seem to be any way to decide which, if any of these altemative pictures
corresponds to the truth. A s I stated earlier this situation could change. If, for
exam ple, Valentini’shopes [3,/4]were il lled wem ight have solid em piricalgrounds
for regarding the quantum state as a physically real entity. But in the present
state of our know ledge ob ctivist Interpretations of the quantum state are purely
soeculative. It is, of course, true that every wellattested scienti ¢ theory started
out as a piece of speculation. However, although speculation undoubtedly has is
place in science, Ithink there is som ething very discouraging about a theory which,
onem ay reasonably fear, is never going to get beyond the level of pure speculation.
The ain of science is, after all, not m erely to speculate, but to m ake em pirically
wellgrounded statem ents about physical reality. It is not Inconceivable that one
or other of the ob Ectivist approaches w ill eventually be pushed to the point where
it meets that requirement. However, my own feeling is that a m ore prom ising
approach is to try to m ake better sense of the wave function when it is conceived
epistem ically. W hether that judgm ent is correct only tin e will tell. But what is
certain isthat them otive is to better understand w hat quantum m echanics istelling
us about the world.

Tt is, however, true that, although the epistem ic approach does not kad to the
abandonm ent of physical realism , i forces us to think of physical reality in a very
di erent way from the one to which we have becom e classically accustom ed. For
200 years after the tim e 0fN ew ton physics w as inspired by the dream of construct—
Ing a perfectly aithfiil depiction of the world. A m ap, each point of which is in
one-one correspondence w ith an elem ent of physical reality. A m ap, furthem ore,
which leaves nothing out| amap In which every feature of physical reality has is
representative, and in which it never happens that a sin ple feature of the m ap
corresponds to a com plex feature of the actualworld. W hen E Instein talks of G od
Ibelieve it isthis that he has In m ind: a vision ofthe world apprehended sub specie
aeternitatis, as G od m ight see it looking down on things from above. I think it
m ust be true that the epistem ic interpretation requiresus to give up on that. And I
think itm ust also be true that that to anyone ofE instein’s philosophicalpersuasion
that is going to feel lke a m apr sacri ce. However, I would suggest that if one
takes the trouble to think through the in plications carefully one m ay start to feel
that the sacri ce is not so great as it lniially looks. In fact onem ay even begin to
feel that it is not a sacri ce at all, but a liberation.



T he epistam ic interpretation requires us to abandon the idea that a cat’s wave
function is In one-one correspondence w ith the cat’s ultim ate reality. But that
does not mean it requires us to give up the idea that quantum m echanics tells
us som ething In portant about the cat. Quite the contrary. Quantum m echan-
ics m akes a Jarge num ber of rem arkably detailed statem ents about, for exam ple,
the cat’sm olcular biology. T he epistam ic interpretation leaves all of those state—
m ents com pletely intact. The statem ents are, to be sure, only probabilistic. In
other words they are statem ents about what we, w ith our lim ited inform ation, can
reasonably expect. However, I would question whether that acknow ledgm ent rep—
resents the m a pr intellectual defeat that E Instein would take it to be. It is not,
after all, as though there has ever rally been any question of apprehending the
world sub specie aetemitatis. G od m ay know , w ith absolute certainty, the position
of a classical particle. But we never have. It is a truisn that science does not
give us com plete certainty. T he propositions of science are and alw ays have been,
w ithout exogption, statem ents that som ething is m ore or less probable. Q uantum
m echanics, Interpreted epistem ically, changes nothing in that respect.

IfE instein’shopeshad been fi1l lled we would be in the ostensibly happy position
of seeing right through to the cat’s m etaphysicalbottom . At any rate, we would
be abl to im agine that we had achieved that feat. By contrast, the epistem ic
Interpretation obliges us to concede to the cat a degree of m etaphysical privacy.
Is that such a bad thing? E instein’s vision, of the world apprehended sub specie
aetemitatis, is closely connected w ith philosophical reductionism . And, however it
m ay be w ith cats, the idea that a hum an being sin ply reducesto a con guration of
classical elds (or whatever) is not very plausble. A large part of the philosophy
of the m Ind consists of various rather unconvincing attem pts to understand how
the brain, conceived in reductionist termm s, can give rise to consciousness. O ne of
the reasons I am interested in the epistem ic point of view is that I feel that when
properly developed i m ay lead to a m uch m ore satisfactory, non-reductionist way
of thinking about the m ind-brain relationship.

T he am bition to \know them ind ofG od" isnot realistic. But Iwould go further
than that. ITwould question w hether the idea is even attractive. Suppose one really
could com prehend the universe in is entirety. M ight this not be found a little
cram ping? If the universe really could be com prehended in its entirety i would
m ean that the universe was as lin ted aswe are. It seem s to m e that living in such
a universe would be rather Iike trying to sw In In water that isonly six inchesdeep.
G roucho M arx once said that he would not want to belong to a club that would
have hin asameanber. In a sin ilar vein, my personal feeling is that I would not
w ish to belong to a universe that Iwas abl to fiully com prehend.

A gainst this vision, of physics as know ing the m ind of God, I would Ike to
set another: physics as swinm ing In water that is a great deal deeper than we
are| perhaps even in nitely deep.
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