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A bstract

A systam of quantum reasoning for a closed system is developed by treating non-—
relativistic quantum m echanicsasa stochastic theory. T he sam ple space corregoonds to
a decom position, asa sum oforthogonalpro gctors, ofthe identity operatoron a H ibert
space of histories. Provided a consistency condition is satis ed, the corresponding
Boolan algebra of histories, called a fram ework, can be assigned probabilities in the
usualway, and w thin a single fram ework quantum reasoning is identical to ordinary
probabilistic reasoning. A re nem ent rule, which allow s a probability distribution to
be extended from one fram ework to a larger (& ned) fram ework, incorporates the
dynam ical Jaw s of quantum theory. Two orm ore fram ew orks which are lncom patible
because they possess no comm on re nem ent cannot be sin ultaneously em ployed to
describe a single physical system . Logical reasoning is a special case of probabilistic
reasoning in which (conditional) probabilitiesare 1 (true) or 0 (false). A s probabilities
are only m eaningfiil relative to som e fram ew ork, the sam e is true of the truth or falsity
ofa quantum description. T he form alism is illustrated using sin ple exam ples, and the
physical considerations which determm Ine the choice of a fram ew ork are discussed.

I Introduction

D espite its success as a physical theory, non-relativistic quantum m echanics isbesst wih a
large num ber of conogptual di cultties. W hile the m athem atical form alisn is not at issue,
the physical interpretation of this form alisn rem ains controversial. D oces a wave function
describe a physical property of a quantum system , or is it m erely a m eans for calculating
som ething? D o quantum m easurem ents reveal pre-existing properties of a m easured system ,
ordo they in som e sense create the properties they reveal? T hese are but two ofthe questions
which troubl both beginners and experts.

Tt would be wrong to digm iss these issues as m ere \philosophical problem s". The ef-
fective use of a m atheam atical structure as part of a physical theory requires an ntuiive
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understanding of what the m athem atics m eans, both in order to relate it to the ralworld
of laboratory experim ent, and in order to m otivate the approxin ations w hich m ust bem ade
when the exact solution of som e equation is a practical in possibility. In older dom ains of
application of quantum theory, such as scattering theory, there is by now a welkdeveloped
st of rules, and while the Justi cation for these is som ew hat obscure, once they have been

Jleamed, they can be applied w ithout worrying too much about \what is really going on".
But when quantum m echanics is applied In an unfam iliar setting, such as is happening at
the present tin e in the eld of quantum com putation [I]], its unresolved conceptualdi cul

ties are a serious In pedim ent to physical understanding, and advances which enabl one to
think m ore clearly about the problem can lead to signi cant im provem ents in algorithm s, as
ilustrated n gG1.

T he principal thesis of the present paper is that the m a pr concsptual di culties of non—
relativistic quantum theory Which, by the way, are also present in relativistic theories) can
be elim inated, or at last tam ed, by taking a point of view in which quantum theory is
fundam entally a stochastic theory, In temm s of its description of the tin e developm ent of a
physical system . T he approach found in typical textbooks is that the tin e developm ent of
a quantum system is govemed by a detemm inistic Schrodinger equation up to the point at
which a m easurem ent ism ade, the results of which can then be Interpreted in a probabilistic
fashion. By contrast, the point of view adopted here is that a quantum system’s tine
evolution is fundam entally stochastic, w ith probabilities which can be calculated by solving
Schrodinger’s equation, and detem Inistic evolution arises only in the special case In which
the relevant probability is one. T his approach m akes it possible to recover all the results of
standard textbook quantum theory, and m uch else besides, In am annerw hich is conosptually
much cleaner and does not have to m ake excuses of the \for all practical purposes" variety,
justly criticized by Bell F1.

M ost ofthe toolsneeded to form ulate tin e developm ent in quantum theory asa stochastic
process have already appeared in the published literature. They include the idea that the
properties of a quantum system are associated with subsgpaces of an appropriate H ibert
space [, the conoept of a quantum history as a set of events at a sequence of sucoessive
tin es [{], the use of profectors on a tensor product of copies of the H ibert space to represent
these histories ], the notion that a collection of such histories can, under suitable conditions
(\consistency™), form an event space to which quantum theory ascribes probabilities [§,[1, B,
9,9, L3, 13, £3]), and rules which restrict quantum reasoning processes to single consistent
fam ilies of histories @, 4, L1.

T he present paper thus represents an extension of the \consistent histories" procedure
for quantum interpretation. The new elem ent added to previous work is the system atic de-
velopm ent of the conospt of a fram ew ork, the quantum counterpart of the space of events in
ordinary (\classical") probability theory, and the use of fram eworks in order to codify and
clarify the process of reasoning needed to discuss the tin e developm ent ofa quantum system .
A framework is a Boolan algebra of comm uting progctors (orthogonal pro fction opera—
tors) on the H ibert space of quantum histories, Sec. [, which satis es certain consistency
conditions, Sec. [[[. Reasoning about how a quantum system develops in tin e, Sec.[V], then
am ounts to the application of the usual rules of probability theory to probabilities de ned
on a fram ework, together with an additional re nem ent rule which pem its one to extend
a given probability distribbution to a re nem ent or enlargem ent of the original fram ew ork,



Sec.[V]. In particular, the standard Bom) rule for transition probabilities in a quantum

system is a consequence ofthe re nem ent rule for probabilities. Logical rules of inference, in
this context, are lim ing cases of probabilistic rules in which (conditional) probabilities are
one (true) or zero (false). Because probabilities can only be de ned relative to a fram ew ork,
the notions of \true" and \false" aspart ofa quantum description are necessarily fram ew ork
dependent, as suggested in [14]; this recti es a problem  {[§] with Om nes’ approach [L0], [L1]]
to de ning \truth" in the context of consistent histories, and responds to certain ob Ections
raised by d’E spagnat 1§, L7, 4, [L9].

T he resulting structure is applied to various sin ple examples in Sec.[V ] to show how it
works. These exam ples illustrate how the ntuitive signi cance of a proctor can depend
upon the fram ework in which it is embedded, how certain problem s ofm easuram ent theory
aree ectively dealt w ith by a consistent stochastic approach, and how the system ofquantum
reasoning presented here can help untangle quantum paradoxes. In particular, a recent
criticisn of the consistent histories form alisn by Kent PR(], nvolving the inference w ith
probability one from the sam e initial data, but In two incom patible fram eworks, of two
events represented by mutually orthogonal profction operators, is considered in Sec. 71
D] with reference to a paradox introduced by Aharonov and Vaidman BJ]. For reasons
explained there and in Sec.[VIB|, such inferences do not, for the approach discussed in this
paper, give rise to a contradiction.

Sihce the m apr conceptual di culties of quantum theory are associated w ith the exis—
tence of incom patiblke fram eworks w ith no exact classical analog, Sec. [V If is devoted to a
discussion of their signi cance, along wih som e comm ents on how the world of classical
physics can be seen to em erge from a fundam ental quantum theory. F inally, Sec.[V I} con—
tains a brief sum m ary ofthe conclusions of the paper, together w ith a list of open questions.

IT P roectors and H istories

O rdinary probability theory B3] emplys a sampk space which is, In the discrete case,
a oollection of sam pk points, regarded as mutually exclusive outcom es of a hypothetical
experin ent. To each sam plk point is assigned a non-negative prokability, w ith the sum of
the probabilities equal to one. An event is then a set of one orm ore sam pl points, and is
probability isthe sum ofthe probabilities ofthe sam ple pointswhich it contains. T he events,
under the operations of intersection and union, form a Bookan algebra of events. In thisand
the Pollow Ing two sections we introduce quantum oounterparts for each of these quantities.
W hereas in m any physical applications of probability theory only a singlke sam ple soace is
Involved, and hence its identity is never in doubt and its basic properties do not need to be
em phasized, n the quantum case one typically hasto dealw ith m any di erent sam ple spaces
and their corresponding event algebras, and clkar thinking depends upon kesping track of
which one isbeing em ployed in a particular argum ent.

T he quantum oounterpart ofa sam ple space is a decom position of the identity on an ap-—
propriate H ibert space. W e shallalways assum e that the H ibert space is nite dim ensional;
for com m ents on this, see Sec. .0On a nitedin ensional space, such a decom position
of the identity I corresponds to a ( nie) collection of orthogonal progction operators, or



progctors B ;g, which satisfy:

I= Bj; BiY=Bj; BBj= iB;: 1)

The Bookan algebra B which corresponds to the event algebra is then the collection of all
proectors of the form %
P = iBi; @)
where ; iseither 0 orl; di erent choices give rise to the 2" profctors which m ake up B in
the case in which the sum in ) containsn tem s. W e shall refer to the fB ;g asthem inim al
ekments ofB.

For a quantum system at a single tine, I is the identity operator on the usual H ibert
soace H used to describe the system , and pro gectors of the form P, or the subspace of H
onto which they projct, represent properties of the system . (See Sec. [V for som e exam —
ples.) The phase space of classical H am iltonian m echanics provides a useful analogy in this
connection. A ooarse graining of the phase space in which it is divided up into a number
of non-overlapping cells corregponds to (1), where B; is the characteristic function of the
i"th cell, that is, the function which is 1 for points of the phase space inside the cell, and
0 for points outside the cell, and I the function which is 1 everywhere. The events in the
associated algebra correspond to regions which are unions of som e collection of cells, and
their characteristic functions P again have the om ).

P ro ctors ofthe form  {{]) corresponding to a particular decom position ofthe identity (1)
com m ute w ith each otherand form a Boolan algebra B, In which the negation ofa property,
\not P ", corregoonds to the com plem ent

P=1 P 3)
ofthe progctor P , and the m est and pin operations are de ned by:
P*"Q=PQ; P_QOQ=P+Q POQ: @)

Note that P ©~ Q corregponds to the conjanction of the two properties: \P and Q ", whereas
P _ Q isthedishunction, \P or Q". P recisely the sam e de nitions @) and {@) apply in the
case of characteristic functions for the coarse graining of a classical phase space, and the
Intuitive signi cance is mudch the sam e as in the quantum case. O f course, two quantum
progctors P and Q need not comm ute w ith each other, in which case they cannot belong
to the sam e Boolan algebra B, and the properties \P and Q" and \P or Q" are not
de ned, that is, they are m eaningless. (N ote that at this point our treatm ent diverges from
traditional quantum logic as based upon the ideas of Birkho and von Neum ann g3].)

A history ofa quantum m echanical system can be thought of as a ssquence of properties
or events, represented by progctors E1;E,; 1 ::E, on the H ibert space H at a succession of
tinesty < & < » - T he progctors corresponding to di erent tim es are not required to
belong to the sam e Boolan algebra, and need not comm ute w ith each other. Follow Ing a
suggestion by Isham [4], we shall represent such a history as a projctor

Y =E; E, L E ©)



on the history space
H=H H H

consisting of the tensor product of n copfesof H. W euse  In place of the conventional
to avold confusion in the case in which H itself is the tensor product of two or m ore
soaces.) The num bern oftin es entering the history can be arbitrarly large, but w illalways
be assum ed to be nite, whith ensures that H is nitedim ensional as long as H itself is
nie-dim ensional.

The ntuitive interpretation of a history of the form (§) is that event E; occurs in the
closed quantum system attinet;,E, occursattinety, and so forth. T he consistent history
approach allow s a realistic Interpretation of such a history so Jong as approprate consistency
conditions, Sec. [, are satis ed. Follwing {], we shall allow as a possble history any
progctor on the space {§), and not only those of the product form (§). The mtuitive
signi cance of such \generalized histories" is not clear, because m ost physical applications
which have appeared in the literature up to the present tin e em ploy \product histories" of
the orm (3).

O ne som etin es needs to com pare two histories Y, and Y, de ned on two di erent sets of
tines, say t) < ) < :::f;and £ < P < :::t]. Tt isthen convenient to extendboth Y; and Y,
to the collection oftinesty < & < :::f, which isthe union ofthese two sets, by introducing
in the product @) the identity operator I on H at every tin e at which the history was not
orighally de ned. W e shall use the sam e symbols, Y; and Y,, for the extensions as for the
original histories, as this causes no confusion, and the physical signi cance of the original
history and its extension is the sam e, because the property I is always true.

A ussfilclassicalanalogy ofa quantum history is obtained by In agining a coarse graining
of the phase space, and then thinking of the sequence of cells occupied by the phase point
corresoonding to a particular initial state, for a sequence of di erent tin es. O ne m ust allow
fordi erent coarse grainings at di erent tim es in order to have an analog ofthe full exioility
possible in the quantum description.

A probabilistic description ofa closed quantum system asa function oftim e can be based
upon a Boolan algebra F ofhistories generated by a decom position of the identity operator
IonH:

I= Fi; F/=Fy FFyj= yFy (7)

w here the projctors fFig will be referred to as the m inimalekm ents of F . The di erent
progctors n F are of the form %
Y = iFi7 @)
wih each ; either 0 or 1, and the corresponding B oolean algebra is constructed using the
cbvious analogsof (@) and @) . W e shallreferto F asa fam ily ofhistories, and, when certain

additional (consistency) conditions are satis ed, as a fram ework.

ITT W eights and C onsistency

Quantum dynam ics isdescribed by a collection oftin e evolution operatorsT (t%t), thought of
as carrying the system from tinetto tinet’, so thata state j ()i evolving by Schrodinger’s



equation satis es
j ©i=T ©0)j O)i: ©)

W e assum e that these operators satisfy the conditions:
TGO =1; TEGOTE0="TE%0; TEn =Tt (10)

which, am ong otherthings, in ply that T ¢°t) isunitary. Ifthe system hasa tin e-independent
Ham iltonian, T takes the form

T t%t) = exp[ i® tH=h]: 11)

H owever, none of the results in this paper depends upon assum ing the form ({I).
G Iven the tim e transformm ation operators, we de ne the weight operator

K{¥)=E T G,)ET &/5):::T & 1/%)E, 12)
forthe history Y in (). It is som etim es convenient to de ne the H eisenbery profctor
By = T (eit)E 5T (Gt 13)

corresponding to the event E § at tim e t;, where t. is som e arbitrary reference tim e indepen-—
dent of j, and the corresponding H eisenberg weight operator

K (Y)=EE, E,: 14)

For histories which are not ofthe form ), but are represented by m ore general pro fctors
on H , one can Hllow the procedure in [§] and de ne a weight operator by noting that {3)
also m akes sense when the E 5 are arbitrary operators (not just profctors), and then use
Iinearity,

K ¥+ vP+ y%®+ ) =K% K YO+ K D+ ; (15)

to extend K to a lnearm apping from operatorson H to operatorson H .
N ext, we de ne an inner product on the linear space of operators on H by m eans of

W;Bi= TrAYB]= B;A1i: 16)

In particular, FA ;A i is positive, and vanishes only if A = 0. In temm s of this lnner product
we de ne the weight of a history Y as

W (Y)=HK (Y);K (v)i= HK (v );K (¥ )i: a7

Intuitively speaking, the weight is lke an unnom alized probability. IfFW (Y ) = 0, thism eans
the history Y violates the dynam ical Jaw s of quantum theory, and thus the probability that
it w ill occur is zero. N ext, de ne a function

XK¥)=W XY)=W (¥) 18)

on pairsofhistoriesX andY , as long asthe right side of {L§) m akes sense, thatis, X Y = YX
isa profctor, and W (Y ) > 0. Under appropriate circum stances, described in Secs. [IV] and



V], ® %), which is cbviously non negative, fiinctions as a conditional probability of X
given Y , which iswhy we write its argum ents ssparated by a bar.

Let Y and Y ° be profctors in the Boolean algebra F or histories based upon {}). T
the analogous classical situation, where W (Y ) is the \volum e" of phase space occupied at
a single tin e by all the points lying on tra ectories which pass, at the appropriate tim es,
through all the cells speci ed by the history Y , the weight function is additive in the sense
that

YY%= OinpliesW (Y + YO =W )+ W 9 19)

However, this equation need not hold for a quantum system , because W is de ned by the
quadratic expression {17). Indeed, In order for {[J) to hold i is necessary and su cient that
orallY andY’ih F,

YY%= 0 mpliessReK (Y );K (¥ 9i= 0; ©0)

where Re denotes the real part. W e shall refer to () as a consistency condition, and, in
particular, as the weak consistency condition, in contrast to the strong consistency condition:

YY°= 0O mpliesstK (Y );K (¥ )i= 0: 1)

N ote that replacing K by K everywhere in {20) or {2]) Jeads to an equivalent condition.
The condition @J) is equivalent to the requirem ent that

J6 k mpliestK F4);K EFx)i= 0; 22)

for the fF g in the decom position of the dentity (]). In other words, strong consistency
corresoonds to requiring that the weight operators corresponding to the m inin al elam ents
ofF' be orthogonalto each other. T his orthogonality requirem ent, which was pointed out in
R4], is closely related to the consistency condition em ployed by G eltM ann and Hartle [3,
3], the vanishing of the o -diagonal elem ents of an appropriate \decocherence fiinctional”.
To express the weak consistency condition in sin ilar tem s requires that one replace (14)
w ith the inner product

HA;Bii= Re(TrRYB]) = NB ;A ii; 23)

which is appropriate when the lnear operators on H are thought of as form ing a realvector
sace (ie., multiplication is restricted to real scalars). Because F oonsists of sum s w ith
real coe cients, (§], a real vector space is not an unnatural obct to introduce Into the
form alism , even if it is som ewhat unfam iliar. Thus the counterpart of @) in the case of
weak consistency is:

76 k mplieshK F4);K Fy)ii= 0: (24)

The use of a weak consistency condition has the advantage that it allow s a w ider class of
consistent fam ilies in the quantum fom alian . H owever, greater generality is not always a
virtue in theoretical physics, and it rem ains to be seen whether there are \realistic" physical
situations where it is actually helpful to em ploy weak rather than strong consistency. In
any case, the form alisn developed below works equally well ifh; i is replaced by hh; ii, so
that our use of the fom er can be regarded as sin ply a m atter of convenience of exposition.
For som e further com m ents on the relationship of our consistency conditions and those of
GellM ann and Hartle, sse App.A.



H enceforth we shall refer to a consistent B oolean algebra ofhistory profctorsasa fram e-
work, or consistent fam ily, and regard it asthe appropriate quantum counterpart ofthe event
algebra In ordinary probability theory. Shoe a Boolan algebra of histories is always based
upon a decom position ofthe (history) identity, asin (]), we shall say that such a decom po-
sition is consistent if tsm inin al elem ents satisty @A) or £4), as the case m ay be, and w ill
occasionally, as a m atter of convenience, refer to such a decom position as a \fram ework",
m eaning thereby the corresponding B oolean algebra which it generates.

W hile the consistency condition is not essential for de ning a quantum probability, it is
convenient for technical reasons, and seam s to be adequate for representing w hatever can
be said realistically about a closed quantum system . Regarding open quantum system s,
see Sec.[VIII B|.) Note that while the concept of consistency properly applies to a Boolkan
algebra, or a decom position of I, an individual history Y can be Inconsistent in the sense
that K (Y ) and K (I Y ) are not orthogonal, and hence there exists no consistent fam ily
which containsY .

Tt is som etim es convenient to focus one’s attention on a Boolan algebra of histories
for which the maximum elem ent is not the identity I on the history space, but a an aller
progctor. For exam ple, onem ay be interested In a fam ily G ofhistories for which there isa

xed initialevent at t;, corresponding to the profctor A . In this case it is rather naturalto
replace (1) wih
A= Gii Gi=Gii GiGy= uGy; 25)

where A is de ned as:
A=A I I I: (26)

T he largest proectororm axin um elem ent on the B oolean algebra ofpro fctors generated by
the £G 39, In analogy w ith {@), isA ratherthan I. Ifthisalgebra is consistent, which isto say
the weight operators corresponding to the di erent G ; arem utually orthogonal, then one can
add thepropctor I A to the algebra and the resulting fam ily, whose m axinum elem ent is
now I, iseasily seen to be consistent. T he sam e com m ent applies to fam ilies In which there is
a xed naleventB , and to thoss, such asin [E|], wih a xed nitialand nalevent. H owever,
ifan event C at an intemm ediate tim e isheld xed, the consistency of the fam ily based upon
the corresponding C is not autom atic. O noe again, it seem s that for a description of closed
quantum system s, the appropriate requirem ent is that an acceptable fram ework either be a
consistent B oolean algebra whosem axinum elem ent is I, or a subalgebra of such an algebra.

From now on we shalladopt the follow Ing as a findam ental principle of quantum reason-—
Ing: A meaningfiil description of a (closed) quantum m echanical system , including its time
developm ent, m ust em pby a singke fram ework.

IV P robabilities and Re nem ents

T hroughout this section, and In the rest of the paper, a fram ework w ill be understood to
be a Boolkan algebra of profctors on the history space, based upon a decom position of the
identity as in {]), and satisfying a consistency condition, etther €4) or £1). In the special
case where only a single tin e is nvolved, the consistency condition is not needed (or is
autom atically satis ed).



A probability distrdoution Pr() on a framework F is an assignm ent of a non-negative
numberPr(Y ) to every history Y in F by m eans of the formula:
X X
Pr{y)= iPrE;) = E F)PrEs); @7)
where the ; are de ned In @), and the probabilities PrE ;) of the m inin al elem ents are
arbitrary, sub gct only to the conditions:

X
PrE;) 0; PrE,;) = 1; 28)

W EF;) =0 implesPrE;:) = 0: 29)

O f course, {2§) are the usual conditions of any probability theory, while {9), usihg the
weight W de ned .n (7)), expresses the requirem ent that zero probability be assigned to any
history which is dynam ically impossble. IfW ;) is zero, P ¥;) isunde ned, and we sst
the corresponding temm in the second sum in @) equalto zero, which isplusble in view of
@) . In addition, note that, because the weights are additive for histories In a (consistent)
fram ework, {29) in plies that whenever W (Y ) is zero, Pr(Y ) vanishes.

Apart from the requirem ent @9), quantum theory by itself does not specify the proba—
bility distrdbution on the di erent histories. Thus these probabilities m ust be assigned on
the basis of various data known or assum ed to be true for the quantum system of interest.
A typicalexam pl is one in which a system is known, or assum ed, to be In an Iniial state
Jjolat an Initialtime ty, which would justify assigning probabilities 1 and 0, respectively,
to the progctors

0= Joih oF To=1 0 (30)
at the mitialtime.

T he process of re ning a probability distrdoution plays an in portant rok in the system
of quantum reasoning described in Sec. V] below . W e shall say that the framework G is a
re nementofF ,and F a aoarsening ofG, provided F G, that is, provided every profctor
which appears in F also appears in G. A collection fF ;g oftwo orm ore fram ew orks is said
to be com patibk provided there isa comm on re nem ent, ie., som e fram ework G such that
F; G for every i. If the ocollection is com patible, there is a am allest (coarsest) comm on
re nem ent, and we shall call this the fram ew ork generated by the collection, or sin ply the
generated fram ework. (Note that in constructing re nem ents it m ay be necessary to extend
certain histories to additional tin es by introducing an identiy operator at these tim es, as
discussed above in Sec.[d.)

Fram ew orks not com patible w ith each other are called incom patibke. Incom patibility of
F, and F, can arise In two som ew hat di erent ways. F irst, som e ofthe propctors in F ; m ay
not com m ute w ith profctors in F,, and thus one cannot construct the Boolan algebra of
proectors needed for a comm on re nem ent. Second, even if the comm on Boolkan algebra
can be constructed, i m ay not be consistent, despoite the fact that the algebras forboth F;
and F, are consistent.

G ven a probability distrioution Pr() on F and a re nement G of ', we can de ne a

probability Pr’() on G by m eans of the re nem ent ruke:

X
PP G)= G FIPrE;): (31)



Here G isany profctor n G, and ifPr ;) is zero, the coresponding term in the sum is set
equal to zero, thus avoiding any probkm swhen  isunde ned. Note that [3]) assigns zero
probability to any G having zero weight, and in particular to m inin al elem ents of G w ith
zero weight. Henoe P1Y() satis es the analog of €9), and i is easily checked that it satis es
the conditions corresponding to @§). T view of @1) and the fact that G is a re nement
of F,PYF) and Pr{F ) are dentical orany F 2 F . Consequently there is little danger of
confuision if the prin e is om itted from Pro().

Tt is straightorward to show that ifG is a re nement of F , Pr’() the probability on G
cbtained by applying the re nement rulke to Pr() on F , and J a r= nem ent of G, then the
sam e re ned probability Pr®() on J is obtained etther by applying the re nem ent rulk to
Pr%() on G, orby regarding J asa re nem ent ofF , and applying the re nem ent rule directly
to Pr(). Note that if A is a proctor which occurs in som e r2 nem ent of ¥, then Pr@d) is
the same in any re nement of F In which A occurs. This follow s from noting that Pr@)
isgiven by @1), with A in the place of G, and that @ F;) is sinply a ratio of weights,
and thus does not depend upon the fram ework. (The sam e comm ent applies, of course, if
A isamenber of F, and hence a m ember of every re nem ent of F ) Thus, relative to the
properties jist discussed, the re nem ent rule is intemally consistent.

The signi cance of the re nem ent rule can best be appreciated by considering som e
sinpl examples. Asa rst exampl, ket F be the fam ily whose m Inin al elem ents are the
two projctors o and 7 at the single tin e ty, see 30), and G a re nement whose m inin al
elem ents are of the fom

0 17 "o 17 (32)
where the states j ; i, with = 1;2;::: form an orthonom albasis of H , and the corre-
sponding progctors , , de ned usihg dyadsas in B0), represent properties of the quantum
system at tine ty . U sing the fact that

W (o 4)=h 7oif; (33)
and the assum ption that Pr( ¢ I)= 1 In F, one arrives at the conclusion that
Pr(o )= h 7 oif (34)

In G, which is just the Bom rule for transition probabilities. Thus in this exam plk the
re nem ent rule em bodies the consequences of quantum dynam ics for the tim e developm ent
ofthe systam .

A second exam pl nvolves only a single tine. Let the progctor D on a subspace of
dinension d be a mininal element of F to which is assigned a probability p. If in the
re nement G of F one hastwom inhimnalelmentsD ; and D ,, profctors onto subspaces of
din ension d; and dy, whose sum isD , then In the re ned probabiliy Pro(), D ; is assigned
a probability pdi=d and D, a probability pd,=d. That is to say, the original probability
is split up according to the sizes of the respective subspaces. W hilke In this exam pl the
re nem ent rule is not a consequence of the dynam ical law s of quantum theory, it is at least
not noonsistent w ith them .

T he follow Ing result on conditionalprobabilities is som etin esuseful. LetD beam ininal
elem ent of a fram ework D having positive weight, and assign to D the probability

PrO)=1; Pr(@ D)= 0: (35)
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LetE beare nement of D, and E som e elem ent of E w ith positive weight such that
ED = E: (36)

Then rE%any elm ent ofE,
PrE’E)= E°FE): 37)

W e om it the derivation, which is straightforward. Note that it is essential that D be a
m inin alelem ent of D , and that (34) be satis ed; i is easy to construct exam ples violating
one or the other of these conditions for which @) does not hold.

V  Quantum R easoning

T he type of quantum reasoning we shall focus on in this section is that In which one starts
w ith som e iInformm ation about a system , known or assum ed to be true, and from these initial
data tries to reach valid conclusions which w ill be true if the Iniial data are correct. A s is
usual In logical system s, the rules of reasoning do not by them selves certify the correctness
of the niial data; they m erely serve to de ne a valid process of inference. Note that the
term \initial" refers to the fact that these data represent the beginning ofa logical argum ent,
and has nothing to do w ith the tem poral order of the data and conclusions in termm s of the
history of the quantum system . Thus the conclusions of the argum ent m ay well refer to a
point In tin e prior to that of the niialdata.

Sihce quantum m echanics is a stochastic theory, the initialdata and the nalconclusions
w ill In generalbe expressed In the form of probabilities, and the rules of reasoning are rules
for deducing probabilities from probabilities. In this context, \logical rules" for deducing
true conclusions from true pram ises refer to lim iting cases in which certain probabilities
are 1 (true) or 0 (Blse). Since probabilities in ordinary probability theory always refer to
som e sam ple space, we must embed quantum probabilities referring to properties or the
tin e developm ent of a quantum system In an appropriate fram ework. Both the initial data
and the nal conclusions of a quantum argum ent should be thought of as labeled by the
correspoonding fram eworks. Likew ise, the truth or falsity of a quantum proposition, and
m ore generally its probability, is relative to the fram ework In which it occurs.

A s long as only a singke fram ework is under discussion, the rules of quantum reasoning
are the usualrules orm anijpulating probabilities. In particular, ifthe initialdata isgiven as
a probability distribution Pr() on a fram ework D , we can In m ediately say that a proposition
represented by apropctorD inD with Pr@ ) = 1 istrue (in the framework D and assum ing
the validity of the initial data), whereas if Pr(D ) = 0, the proposition is false W ith the
sam e quali cations). G iven a framework D , there are certain propositions for which the
probability is 1 for any probability distribution satisfying the rules 2§) and £9), and we
call these tautologies; their negations are contradictions. For exam ple, given any D 2 D, the
proposition \D ornotD ", which m aps onto the proectorD _ (I D)= I, isalways true,
whereas any history In D which has zero weight, m eaning that it violates the dynam ical
law s, isalways false.

A rgum ents which emply only a single fram ework are too restrictive to be ofmudch use
In quantum reasoning. Hence we add, as a fundam ental principle, the follow Ing r= nem ent
rulke: if a probability distribution Pr() isgiven fora framework F , and G is a r= nem ent of
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F , then one can mfer the probability distrbution Pr’() on G given by the re nement rule
introduced in Sec.[V], see B1)). Asnoted in Sec.[V], the re nem ent rule embodies all the
dynam ical consequences of quantum theory. Replacing P () by P r() w illgenerally cause no
confusion, because the two are identicalon F .

T hus the general schem e for quantum reasoning is the follow ing. O ne begins w ith data
In the orm of a probability distrbution Pr() on a framework D, calculates the re ned
probability distribbution on a re nem ent E ofD , and applies the standard probability calculus
to the result. Note that the intemal consistency of the re nem ent nule of Sec. [[V] has the
follow Ing In portant consequence: Ifa history A occurs In som e re nem ent ofD ,then Pr@)
isthe sam e In any re nem ent ofD in which A occurs. In particular, it is in possible to deduce
from the sam e Initial data that som e proposition A is both true (robability 1) and false
(procbabiliy 0). In this sense the scham e of quantum reasoning em ployed here is Intemally
consistent.

Even in the case of \com plte ignorance", that is to say, I the absence of any nitial
data, this schem e can generate useful results. C onsider the trivial fram ework D = £0;Ig for
which the only probability assignm ent consistent with £§) and £9) isPr(I) = 1. LetE be
any fram ew ork which uses the sam e H ibert space asD , and which is therefore a re nem ent
ofD .ForanyE’andE mE withW €)> 0, [3]) applies, so that a logical consequence of
com plte ignorance is:

PrE'E)= E°E): (38)

For exam ple, if we apply (3§) to the case where E is the fram ework consisting of the
elem ents n  (37), one consequence is:

Pr(,30)= h ,Joif: 39)

Hence whilk we cannot, In the absence of nitial data, say what the initial state is, we can
nevertheless assert that if the mitial state is (¢ at &, then at § the probability of | is
given by (89). Thus, even complte ignorance allow s us to deduce the Bom formul as a
conditional probability.

In the case In which som e (nontrivial) nitialdata are given, perhaps consisting of ssparate
pieces of nform ation associated w ith di erent fram ew orks, thesemust rstbe combined Into
a single probability distribution associated wih a sihglke fram ework before the process of
re nem ent can begin. For exam pl, the data m ay consist of a collection ofpairs £ O ;D ;)g,
where D ; is known or assum ed to be true In framework D ;. If the fD ;g are lncom patible
fram ew orks, the initial data must be reected as mutually incom patible; they cannot all
apply to the sam e physical systam . If they are com patlble, ket D be the fram ework they
generate, and ket

D =D;D,D; (40)

be the pro fctor corresponding to the sin ultaneous truth ofthe di erent D ;. Then we assign
probabilty 1 to D and 0 to tscomplement I D in the framework D . (O f course, this
probability assignm ent is in possible ifW O ) = 0, which indicates inconsistency in the lniial
data.) Note that if D is a m inin al elem ent of D , then conditional probabilities are given
directly in tem s ofthe fiinction, {37), Prany E satisfying [34).

O f course, In general the initial data m ay be given not In the form of certain pro gctors
known (or assum ed) to be true, but instead as probabilities in di erent fram eworks. If the
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fram ew orks are Incom patible, the data, of coursse, m ust be refected asm utually incom patible.
If the fram ew orks are com patible, the data m ust som ehow be used to generate a probability
distrdoution on the generated framework D . W e shall not discuss this process, exospt to
note that because it can be carried out in the sihgle fram ework D , whatever m ethods are
applicable for the corresponding case of \classical probabilities" can also be applied to the
quantum probleam .

T he requirem ent that the initial data be embodied in a single fram ework is jist a par-
ticular exam ple of the general principle already stated at the end of Sec. [[I: quantum
descriptions, and thus quantum reasoning referring to such descriptions, must employ a
single fram ework. T his requirem ent is not at all arbitrary when one rem em bers that proba-
bilities in probability theory only have a m eaning relative to som e sam ple space or algebra
of events, and that the quantum fram ework is playing the role of this algebra. P robabilities
In classical statistical m echanics satisfy precisely the sam e requirem ent, where it is totally
uninteresting because there isnever any problm combining infom ation ofvarious sorts into
a com m on description using, say, a single coarse graining of the phase space (ora fam ily of
coarse grainings Indexed by the tin ) . W hat distinguishes quantum from classical reasoning
is the presence In the fom er, but not in the latter, of incom patible fram eworks. Thus the
rules goveming Incom patible fram ew orks are necessarily part of the foundations of quantum
theory itself.

N ote that the system of reasoning em ployed here does not allow a \coarsening rulk" in
which, if F isa re nement of E, and a probability distriution Pr() is given on F , one can
from this deduce a probability distribution Pr () on E which is sin ply the restriction ofP r()
twE, ie.,

E2E: Pr®)=PrE): 41)

T he reason such a coarsening rule isnot allowed is that if it is com bined w ith the re nem ent
rule, the resul is a system of reasoning which is ntemally inconsistent. For exam ple, ifwe
start w ith the probability distrioution Pr() on F , de ne Pr on E by means of ), and
then apply the re nament rule to Pr in order to derive a probability Pr’on F , the latter
w il in general not coincide w ith the orighalP r() . W orse than this, there are cases in which
successive applications of coarsening and re nem ent to di erent quantum fram ew orks can
Jead to contradictions: startingwih Pr@ ) = 1 in one fram ew ork one can eventually deduce
Pr@) = 0 in the same framework. To be sure, i is the combination of coarssning and
re nem ent which gives rise to inconsistencies, and the system of reasoning would be valid if
only the coarsening rule were pem itted. H owever, such a system would not be very ussful.
And, indeed, there is a sense in which a coarsening rule is also not really needed. IfF is
a re nement of E, and a probability distrioution is given on F , then it already assigns a
probability to every progctor E In E, in the sense that E is already an elem ent of F . But
once again this serves to em phasize the fact that the question of which sam ple space one
is using, while usually a trivial and uninteresting question in classical physics, is of utm ost
In portance in quantum theory.

One way of view ing the di erence between quantum and classical reasoning is that
whereas in both cases the validity of a conclusion depends upon the data from which it
was derived, In the classical case one can forget about the data once the conclusion hasbeen
obtained, and no contradiction w ill arise when this conclusion is inserted as the pram ise of
another argum ent. In the quantum case, it is safe to forget the original data as a prokability
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distribution, but the fact that the data were embodied In a particular fram ework cannot be
Ignored: the conclusion m ust be expressed relative to a fram ew ork, and since that fram ew ork
is either identical to, or has been cbtained by re nem ent of the one containing the niial
data, the \fram ework aspect" of the nnitial data has not been forgotten. The sam e is true,
of course, In the classical case, but the fram ework can safely be ignored, because classical
physics does not em ploy incom patible fram ew orks.

Ancother way In which quantum reasoning is distinctly di erent from its classical coun—
terpart is that from the sam e data it is possbl to draw di erent conclusions in m utually
incom patbl fram eworks. Because the fram ew orks are Incom patible, the conclisions cannot
be com bined, a situation which is bizarre from the persoective of classical physics, where it
never arises. See the exam ples below , and the discussion in Sec. .

VI Exam ples

VIA Spin HalfParticle

As a rst exampl, consider a soin one-half particle, for which the H ibert space is two
din ensional, and a fram ework Z ocorresponding to a decom position of the identity:

I=2"+2 ; Z =% iz 3 @2)

where ¥ *iand ¥ iarethe states in which S, hasthevalues+ 1=2 and 1=2, respectively,
n unitsofh. W ithin this fram ework, the statement \S, = 1=2 orS, = 1=2" isa tautology
because it corresponds to the profctor I, see @), which has probability 1 no m atter what
probability distribution isem ployed. A 1so, ifS, = 1=2 istrue (probability 1),then S, = 1=2
is false (probability 0), because PrZ ')+ Pr(@ ) isalways equalto one.

O f course, we com e to precisely the sam e type of conclusion if, Instead ofZ , we use the
fram ework X corresponding to:

I=X"+X ; X =¥ iX 3 43)

where p

+ . + 2 . b . + . Y

K'i= i+ D= 2, X i= (1 % D= 2 44)
are states n which Sy is +1=2 or 1=2. However, the frameworks Z and X are clkarly
Incom patible because the profctors X do not commute with Z2 . Therefore, whereas
S, = 1=2 is a m eaningful statem ent, which m ay be true or alse w ithin the framework Z , it
m akes no sense w ithin the fram ework X , and, sin ilarly, Sy = 1=2 ism eaningless w ithin the
fram ework Z . Consequently, \S, = 1=2 and S, = 1=2" is a m eaningless statem ent w ithin
quantum m echanics interpreted as a stochastic theory, because a m eaningfiil description ofa
quantum system m ust belong to som e fram ew ork, and there isno fram ew ork which contains
both S, = 1=2 and S, = 1=2 at the sam e Instant of tim e.

A hint that \S, = 1=2 and S, = 1=2" ismeaninglss can alo be ound in elm entary
textbooks, w here the student is told that there is no way of sin ultaneously m easuring both
S, and S,, because attem pting to m easure one com ponent will disturb the other In an
uncontrolled way. W hile this is certainly true, one should note that the fuindam ental reason
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no sin ulaneous m easurem ent of both quantities is possible is that there is nothing to be
m easured: the sin ulaneous values do not exist. Even very good experin entalists cannot
m easure what is not there; indeed, this nability helps to distinguish them from their less
talented colleagues. W e retum to the topic of m easurem ent in Sec.[VIC| below .

A san application ofthe re nem ent rule ofSec. 7], we can start w ith \com plte gnorance",
expressed by assigning probability 1 to I in the framework D = £0;Ig, and re ne thisto a
probability on Z . The resul is:

Pr@t)= 1=2=Pr(@Z ); (45)

that is, the particle isunpolarized. W ere we Instead to use X asa re nement ofD = £0;Ig,
the conclusion would be
PrX )= 1=2=PrX ): (46)

Thuswe have a sin ple exam ple ofhow quantum reasoning starting from a particular datum
(In this case the rather trivial Pr(I) = 1) can reach two di erent conclusions n two di erent
fram eworks. Eadh conclusion is correct by itself, in the sense that i could be checked
by experin ental m easurem ent, but the conclisions cannot be combined into a comm on
description of a single quantum system .

VIB Ham onic O scillator

The ntuitive or \physical' m eaning of a progctor on a subgpace of the quantum H ibert
soace depends to som e extent on the fram ework In which this profector is embedded, as
lustrated by the ollow ng exam ple.

Let hiwith energy M + 1=2)h! denote the n%h energy eigenstate of a one-din ensional
oscillator. (In order to have a nite-din ensional H ibert space, we m ust introduce an upper
bound forn; say n < 10°°. Throughout the llow ing discussion it will be convenient to
assum e that the energy is expressed In units ofh!, or, equivalently, h! = 1:

D e ne the progctors

B,= himj P=B;+B,; P=1 P: @7)

Tn any fram ework which contains it, P can be interpreted to m ean that \the energy is less
than 2", but In general it is not correct to think of P asm eaning \the energy is 1=2 or 3=2".
T he latter is a correct Interpretation of P in the fram ew ork based on

because the profctors By and B; can be interpreted as saying that the energy is 1=2 and
3=2, respectively, and P is their sum ; see 4). However, it is totally incorrect to interpret P
to m ean \the energy is 1=2 or 3=2" when P is an elem ent in the fram ework based on

I=Cc'+C +P; (49)
where C* and C are proctors onto the states

P p
Jjt i= (Pi+ Jqd= 2; J i= (Pi Ji= 2: (50)
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BecauseC* and C donot commute w ith B and B, the assertion that \the energy is 1=2"
m akes no sense fwe use @9), and the sam e is true of \the energy is 3=2". C om bining them

w ith \or" does not help the situation unless one agrees that \the energy is 1=2 or 3=2" isa
sort of shorthand for the correct statem ent that \the energy is not greater than 3=2". And
since even the latter can easily be m isinterpreted, it is perhaps best to use the proctor P

itself, as de ned 1 {7), rather than an am biguous English phrase, if one wants to be very
carefiil and avoid allm isunderstanding.

Themeaning of P in the an allest fram ework which contains i, the one based upon

I=P +P; ©1)

Involves an additional subtlety. Since neither By nor B; are part of this fram ework, it is,
at least form ally, incorrect to say that within this fram ework P m eans \the energy is 1=2
or 3=2". On the other hand, the (@ssum ed) truth of P in ) correspoonds to PrP ) = 1,
and since @9) is a re nement of §I)), the re nement ruke allow s us to conclude that the
probability of By + B; in @§) is also equal to one, and therefore \B, or B;" is true in the
fram ework {4§).And since, at least n nfom alusage, the \m eaning" ofa physical statem ent
Includes various logical consequences which the physicist regards as m ore or lss intuitively
cbvious, part of the inform alm eaning or \aura" of P in the framework §J)) is \B, orB,".
H owever, because of the possibility of m aking altemative logical deductions from the truth
of P, such as \C* orC ", the best policy, if one wants to be precise, is to pay attention
to the fram ework, and say that the truth of P in {5]) m eans that \the energy is 1=2 or 3=2
in the fram ework kased upon {§)." To be sure, in inform al discourse one m ight om it the

nalquali cation on the grounds that the phrase \the energy is 1=2 or 3=2" itself sihgles out
the appropriate fram ework. T he point, in any case, is that quantum descriptions necessarily
take place nside fram ew orks, and clar thinking requires that one be able to identify which
fram ew ork isbeing used at any particular point in an argum ent.

A sanotherexam pl ofa possbl pitfall, suppose that we know that the energy is5=2. Can
we conclude from this that the energy is not equalto 1=2? There is an aln ost unavoidable
tam ptation to say that the second statem ent is an inm ediate consequence of the rst, but
In fact it is or is not depending upon the fram ew ork one is using. To say that the energy is
5=2 m eans that we are em ploying a fram ework which incluides B, as one of its elem ents. If
this fram ework also IncludesB g, the fact that B is false (probability 0) follow s at once from
the assum ption that B is true (probability 1), by an elem entary argum ent of probability
theory, so that, indeed, the energy is not equal to 1=2. If the fram ework does not inclide
B, but has som e r2 nem ent which does include B 3, we can again conclude that w ithin this
re ned fram ework | which, note, is not the original fram ew01:k| the energy is not equal to
1=2. However, if the origmhal fram ework is incom patble with B, (g. i m ight contain
C*), then the fact that the energy is 5=2 does not imn ply that the energy is not equal to
1=2! Ignoring di erences between di erent fram eworks quickly leads to paradoxes, as In the
exam ple in Sec.V ID| below .

VIC M easurem ent of Spin

Textbook discussions of quantum m easurem ent su er from two distinct but related \m ea—
surem ent problem s". The st is that the use of unitary tin e developm ent can result in
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M QS macroscopic quantum superposition) or \Schrodinger’s cat" states, which m ust then
som ehow be explained away In a m anner which has been justly criticized by Bell B]. The
seocond is that m any m easurem ents of properties of quantum particles, such as energy or
m om entum , when actually carried out in the lJaboratory result in lJarge changes in the m ea—
sured property. Since one is generally Interested in the property of the particle before its
Interaction w ith the m easurem ent apparatus, the wellkknown von Neum ann \collapse" de—
scription of the m easuram ent is unsatisfactory (Quite aside from the neverending debate
about what such a \ocollapse" really m eans). The system of quantum reasoning developed
in Sec.[V] resolves both problem s through the use of appropriate fram ew orks, as illustrated
In the ollow ing discussion of the m easurem ent of the spin of a spin-half particle.
T he particke and them easuring apparatus should be thought ofasa single closed quantum

system , w ith H ibert space

H=S A: (52)

Here S is the two-din ensional soin space for the spin-half particle, and A is the H ibert
soace for allthe ram aining degrees of freedom : the particles constituting the apparatus, and
the center of m ass of the soin-half particle. W e consider histories Involving three tim es,
th < 5 < &, and suppose that the relevant uniary tin e developm ent, indicated by 7 , has
the fom :

YrALiT £TA4NT PFi

¥ AiT ¥ A%T P i G3)

where ¥ *iand ¥ iarethe soin states orS, equalto 1=2,asin @), Aiisa stateon A
attin ety in which the particlk is traveling tow ards the apparatus, and the apparatus is ready
or the m easurem ent, A% is the corresponding state at t;, w ith the particle closer to, but
stillnot at the apparatus, and P “iand P iarestateson H att,, afterthem easuram ent is
com plete, which correspond to the apparatus indicating, through the position of a pointer,
the results of m easuring S, for the particle. Note that the spin state of the particle at &,
isincluded in P iand P i, and we do not assum e that it rem ains unchanged during the
m easuring process. Such a description using only pure states is oversin pli ed, but we will
later indicate how essentially the sam e results com e out of a m ore realistic discussion.

T o keep the notation from becom ing unw ieldy, we use the follow ing conventions. A letter
outside a ket Indicates the dyad for the corresponding pro gctor; eg., A stands for A iMA .
N ext, wem ake no distinction In notation between A asa progctoron A and as the pro fctor
I A onS A;similarly, Z* standsboth for the proectoron S and orZ* T on H .
F inally, pro ctors on the history space H carry subscripts which ndicate the tin €, as In the
follow Ing exam ples:

Aop=A I I; P,=1 I P": (54)

W e rst consider a fram ew ork associated w ith the decom position
I=Ky+ fZyRAo+ Z,RAcgfP, + P, + P,q; (55)
containing ssven m Inim al elem ents, of the identiy on H , where

K=I A; P =I @ "+P ): (56)
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The fam ily generated by (59) is easily shown to be consistent, and the ©llow ing weights are
a consequence of §3):
W ZgBAy B)=
5)

W Z,A G7)

In addition, weights ofhistories which lncludeboth A and P, vanish. N ote that the weights
are additive, so that, or exam pl,

W @A, B)=W @jA, B)+W Z,A, F)=1: (58)

Ifwe assum e that the initialdata correspond either to \com plete ignorance", see the rem arks

preceding (8§), or to probability 1 ©orA, in the fram ework corresponding to I = A, + K,

see BY), we can equate probabilities which include A as a condition w ith the corresponding
fiunctions, [31), and the latter can be com puted using {I$). T he results include:

PrP, %oAo) = 1; Pr®, %,Ao) = 0; (59)
PrP, Ao) = 1=2=Pr@P, fo); (60)
PrZ, P,Aog) = 1; Pr@, P, A, = 0: (61)

The probabilities in {59) are certainly what we would expect: if at ty we have S, = 1=2,
then at t, the apparatus pointer will surely be in state P* and not in state P . On the
other hand, if we are ignorant of S, at ty, the results n (6() are those appropriate for an
unpolarized particke. Equally reasonable is the resul (61), which tells us that ifat t, the
pointer isat P ¥, the spin of the particke at ty was given by S, = 1=2, not S, = 1=2; that
is, the m easurem ent reveals a property which the particle had before the m easurem ent took
place.
N ext consider, as an alemative to ), the fram ew ork based upon:

I=EKo+ fX Ao+ X,A.gfP, + P, + P,qg; (62)

whereX * and X arepropctorsassociated with S, = 1=2, see @4). I is straightforward
to check consistency and calculate the weights:

(63)

Once again, weights of histories which include both A, and P, vanish. W ith the same
assum ptions as before (ignorance, orA  at ty), we obtain:

Pr®, ¥,A0) 1=2; PrP, X Ao = 1=2; (64)
PrX, P,Ay) = 1=2; PrX, P, Ay = 1=2: (65)

In addition, the probabilities in @) are the sam e in the new fram ework as in the old, which
is not suyprising, since they m ake no reference to S, or S, at tg.

Everyone agrees that (64), assigning equal probability to the pointer statesP * and P
ifat ty the spin state is S, = 1=2, is the right answer. W hat is interesting is that, w ith the
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form alism used here, the right answer em erges w ithout having to m ake the slightest reference
toan M Q S state, and thus there isno need to m ake excuses ofthe \for allpractical purposes"
type in order to get rid of it. How have we evaded the problem of Schrodinger’s cat?

The answer is quite sinpl: there isno M QS state at t, In the decom position of the
dentity {67), and therefore there is no reference to it in any of the probabilities. To be sure,
we could have investigated an altemative fram ew ork based upon

I=EKp+ fX A0+ X,A0gfQ, + Q, + P,g; (66)

where D

DHi= @Ti+t P D= 2; P i= @Ti P D= 2 67)
areM Q S states. U sing this fram ework one can calculate, for exam ple,

PrQ; K Ry =1; PrQ, K Ay = 0: (68)

N ote that there is no contradiction between (6§) and (64), because they have been obtained
using m utually ncom patdble fram ew orks. H ere is another illustration of the fact that quan—
tum reasoning based upon the sam e data w ill kead to di erent conclusions, depending upon
which fram ework is em ployed. H owever, conclusions from incom patible fram ew orks cannot
be combined, and the overall consistency of the reasoning schem e is guaranteed, see the
discussion In Sec. [V], by the fact that only re nem ents of fram eworks are pem itted and
coarsening is not allowed.
A 1so note that the fram ew ork generated by

I=Ko+ fZ2 A0+ Z,A,gfQ; + Q, + P,g (69)

is just as acoeptablke as that based upon (53), and one can perfectly well calculate various
probabilities, such asPrQ; %, Ao), by meansofit. In this case the initial state corresponds
to a de nite value of S,, and yet the statesat t, are M Q S states! W hat this show s is that
the real \m easuram ent problem " is not the presence of M Q S states in certain fram ew orks;
instead, it com es about because one is attem pting to address a particular questjon| p*

or P ?| by means of a fram ework in which this question has no m eaning, and hence no
answer. Trying to clain that the profctor Q * is som ehow equivalent to the density m atrix
P* + P )=2 for all practical (or any other) purposes is sin ply m aking a second m istake
In order to correct the results of a m ore findam entalm istake: using the w rong fram ew ork
for discussing pointer positions. A m apr advantage of treating quantum m echanics as a
stochastic theory from the outset, rather than adding a probabilistic interpretation as som e
sort of addendum , is that it frees one from having to think that a quantum system \m ust"
develop unitarily n tine, and then being forced to m ake a thousand excuses when the
correspoonding fram ew ork is nocom patible w ith the world of everyday experience.

W hile the fram ew ork based upon (63) solvesthe rstm easurem ent problem in the case of
apartickewhich atty hasS, = 1=2, and is traveling tow ards an apparatusw hich w illm easure
S, , it does not solve the second m easurem ent problam , that of show Ing that if the apparatus
is n the P* state at t,, then the particke actually was in the state S, = 1=2 before the
m easurem ent. Indeed, we cannot even introduce the profctors Z, and Z, into the fam ily
based on (63), because they do not comm ute w ith X s and X , . However, nothing prevents
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us from Introducing them at the later tin e ty, and considering the follow Ing re nem ent of

€d:

I=Ko+ fX Ao+ X,A0gfZ; + Z, gfP, + P, + P,q: (70)
A fter checking consistency, one can calculate the follow ing weights:

B);
71
B) (1)

W XgBhy 2 B)=1=2=W K,A, %
W XoBAy 2 EB)=1=2=W K,A, %

In addition, allthe weights with 7, followed by P, ,orZ, fllowed by P, , vanish. Condi-
tional probabilities can then be com puted in the sam e way as before, wih (am ong others)
the follow ng resuls:

PrZ; P, X Rho0)=1; Pr@@, P, X A, = O: (72)

That is, given the initial condition X *A at t;, and the ponnter state P * at t,, one can be
certain that S, wasequalto 1=2 and not 1=2 at the tin e § before the m easurem ent took
place.

Tt may ssem odd that we can discuss a history in which the particle has Sy, = 1=2 at
typ and S, = 1=2 at y In the absence of a m agnetic eld which could reorent its spin. To
see why there is no lnoonsistency in this, note that whereas in the two-din ensional H ibert
sace S approprate for a spin half particlke at a singk tin e there is no way to describe a
particle which sin ultaneously hasS, = 1=2 and S, = 1=2, the sam e isnot true in the history
gace S S Porthetwo tinesty and ty, which is four din ensional, and hence analogous to
the tensor product space approprate for describing two (hon-identical) spin-half particls.
The fact that the \incom patdble" spin states occur at di erent tin es is the reason that all
thirteen profctors on the right side of (70) commute with one another. To be sure, soin
directions cannot be chosen arbitrarily at a sequence ofdi erent tin es w ithout violating the
consistency conditions, but in the case of @) these conditions are satis ed. It is also usefiil
to rem em ber that were we applying classicalm echanics to a spinning body, there would be
no problm in ascrbing a de nite value to the x com ponent of its angular m om entum at
one tin e, and to the z com ponent of its angular m om entum at a Jater time. That this is
(som etim es) possible In the quantum case should, therefore, not be too surprising, as long
as one can m ake sense of this in the approprate H ibert space (of histories).

In place of {7(0) we could, of course, use a fram ew ork

I= Ko+ fX Ao+ X AogfX | + X, gfP, + P, + P,g: (73)
approprate for discussing the value of S, at ty, and from it deduce the resuls
PrX; P, X,RA¢)=1; PrX, P, X, R0 = 0; (74)

in place of {77) . N ote, however, that {73) and {70) are incom patible fram ew orks, so that one
cannot combine (77) and (74) in any way.

W hat is the physical signi cance of two conclusions, {72) and {74), based upon the
sam e Iniial data, which are inocom patible because the deductions were carried out using
incom patible fram eworks? One way of thinking about this is to note that (77) could be
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veri ed by an appropriate idealized m easuram ent which would determ ine the value of S, at
ty w ithout perturbing i, and sin flarly {74) could be checked by a m easurement of S, at ty
which did not perturb that quantity P3]. H owever, carrying out both m easurem ents at the
sam e tin e is not possible.

In summ ary, the solution of quantum m easurem ent problem s, which has hitherto led to
a never-ending debate, consists in choosing an appropriate fram ework. If one wants to nd
out what the predictions of quantum theory are for the position of a ponnter at the end
of a m easuram ent, it is necessary (and su cient) to use a fram ework containing progctors
corresoonding to the possible positions. If one wants to know how the pointer position is
correlated w ith the corresponding property ofthe particke before them easurem ent took place,
it is necessary (@and su cient) to em ply a fram ew ork containing profctors corresoonding
to this property at the tin e in question. W hik these criteria do not de ne the fram ew ork
uniquely, they su ceg, because the consistency ofthe quantum reasoning process as discussed
in Sec. ] ensures that the sam e answers w illbe obtained in any fram ework in which one can
ask the sam e questions.

A snoted above, a description of the m easuram ent process based sokly upon pure states,
asin (53) is not very realistic. Tt would be m ore reasonable to replace the one-dim ensional
profctors A, A% with projctors of very high din ension (corresponding to a m acroscopic
entropy) . This can, Indeed, be done w ithout changing the m ain conclusions. Thus ket A be
a proector onto a subspace of A of arbitrarily Jarge (out nite) din ension spanned by an
orthonom albasis 51, and replace the unitary tin e evolution 53) wih

¥rasi? ZTaliT By
¥ oasi? ¥ a7 by

where the jagi are, again, a ocollection of orthonom al states in A, while the I, i are or-
thonom alstates on H , the exact nature ofwhich is ofno particular interest aside from the
fact that they satisfy ({7§) below . Note in particular that nothing is said about the spin of
the partick at t,, as that is entirely irrelevant for the m easuring process. Next we assum e
thatP* and P are projctors onto enom ous subgpaces of H  (n acroscopic entropy) corre—
goonding to the physical property that the apparatus pointer is pointing in the + and the
direction, respectively. A s In all cases where one associates quantum propctors w ith m acro—
soopic events, there w illbe som e am biguity in the precise de nition, but allthat m atters for
the present discussion is that, for all j,

+ o3 o3t oa, +
P ijZ!-_ j)j:!-l P
P yi= Ii; P

U sing these de nitions, one can work out the weights corresponding to the fam ilies §5),
62), {79), and {73). From them one cbtains the sam e conditional probabilities as before:
€93 to (61), 4) and €3), (79), and {74), respectively. N or are these probabilities altered if;
Instead of assum ing com plte ignorance, or an initial state A at ty, one Introduces an initial
probability distribution which assigns to each 51 a probability p; In such a way that the
totalprobability of A is1. T hus, whil the sin pli cationsem ployed n (53) and the ©llow ing
discussion m ake it easier to do the calculations, they do not a ect the nalconclusions.
Asa nalrem ark, £ m ay be noted that we have m ade no use of decoherence, In the sense
ofthe interaction ofa system w ith itsenvironm ent P7], in discussing m easurem ent problem s.

(75)

i= 0;
i= 0: (76)

B
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T his is not to suggest that decoherence is irrelevant to the theory of quantum m easurem ent;
quite the opposite is the case. For exam ple, the fact that certain physical properties, such
as pointer positions in a properly designed apparatus, have a certain stability in the course
of tim e despite perturbations from a random environm ent, while other physical properties
do not, is a m atter of both theoretical and practical interest. H owever, the phenom enon of
decoherence doesnot, n and of itself, specify which fram ework isto be am ployed in describing
a m easuram ent; indeed, In order to understand what decoherence is all about, one needs to
use an appropriate fram ework. Hence, decoherence is not the correct conosptual tool to
disentangle conosptual dilem m as brought about by m ixing descriptions from incom patible
fram ew orks.

VID T hree State P aradox

Aharonov and Vaidman PI] @lso see Kent RQJ]) have introduced a class of paradoxes, of
which the ollow Ing is the sin plest exam ple, in which a particle can be in one of three states:
Ai, Bi, or £i, and in which the uniary dynam ics fora sst ofthreetinesty < 4 < t is
given by the identity operator: Ai7 Ai,etc.De ne

. . : P

D R e = 7)

ji= (pi+ B1 £ i= 3;
and, consistent w ith our previousnotation, ket a letter outside a ket denote the corresoonding
proector, and a tilde its com plem ent, thus:

A=RpAimy3 K=1I A=B+C: (78)
Let usbegin with the fram ework bassd upon
I=1 o+ To9f 2+ 729; (79)
and consider two re nem ents. In the rst, generated by
I=1£f o+ TogfA; + A19f 2+ 7295 (80)
and easily shown to be consistent, an elem entary calculation yields the result:
Pr@:j o 2)= 1: 81)
T he ssocond re nem ent is generated by
I=1£f o+ "ogfB:+ B1gf 2+ 729; 82)

and w ithin this fram ework,
PrB:j o 2)= 1: 83)
T he paradox com es about by noting that the product of the progctors A and B, and
thus A; and B, is zero. Consequently, were B; an elment of the framework 80), 81)
would inply that Pr®,3 o ») = 0, in direct contradiction to (83). But of course there is
no contradiction when one llow s the rules ofSec.IZl, because B; and A ; can never belong
to the sam e re nem ent of {[9). T hus this paradox is a good illustration of the in portance
of paying attention to the fram ework in order to avoid contradictions when reasoning about
a quantum system , and provides a nice illustration of the pitfall pointed out at the end of
Sec. .
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V II Som e Issues of Interpretation

VIIA Incom patible Fram ew orks

The central conosptual di culy of quantum theory, expressed in the tem inology used in
this paper, is the existence of m utually incom patiole fram ew orks, any one of which can, at
least potentially, apply to a particular physical system , whereas two (or m ore) cannot be
applied to the sam e systam . W hereas the reasoning procedures described in Sec.[V] provide
an Intemally consistent way ofdealing w ith this \fram ework problem ", i is, as isalways the
case In quantum theory, very easy to becom e confiised through habits of m ind based upon
classical physics. The m aterdal in this section is intended to address at least som e of these
sources of confusion at a m ore ntuitive level, assum ing that Sec. E is sound at the fomm al
evel.

Tt w ill be usefiil to consider the explicit exam ple discussed in Sec.[V IC|, in which a spin-
halfparticke wih S, = 1=2 at tine ty is later, at t,, sub fcted to a m easuream ent of S,, and
this m easurem ent yields the result S, = 1=2. There is then a framework Z , ), in which
one can conclude Z, with probability one: that is, the particle was in a state S, = 1=2 at
the interm ediate tin e t . And there is another, incom patible, fram ework X , {73), n which,
on the basis of the sam e initialdata, one can conclude X | w ith probability one: that is, the
particewash astate S, = 1=2att.

The rst issue raised by this exam pk is the ©llow ing. The rules of reasoning in Sec. ||
allow us to infer the truth of Z; I framework Z , and the truth of X; in framework X ,
but we cannot infer the truth of Z2; and X, because they do not belong to the same
fram ework. This is quite di erent from a classical system , in which we are accustom ed to
think that whenever an assertion E is true about a physical system , in the sense that it
can be correctly nferred from som e known (or assum ed) data, and F is true in the same
sense, then E and F mustbe true. A s d’E spagnat has em phasized [[§,[17,[19], this isalways
a valid conclusion in standard system s of logic. But in quantum theory, as interpreted in
this paper, such is no longer the case. Note that there is no fom al di culty involred:
once we have agreed that quantum m echanics is a stochastic theory In which the concept
of \true" corresponds to \probability one", then precisely because probabilities (classical or
quantum ) only m ake sense w ithin som e algebra ofevents, the truth ofa quantum proposition
isnecessarily lJabeled, at least In plicitly, by that algebra, which In the quantum casswe calla
fram ework. T he existence of incom patible quantum fram ew orks is no m ore or less surprising
than the existence of non-com m uting operators representing dynam ical variables; indeed,
there isa sense In which the fom er is a direct consequence ofthe latter. T husphysicists who
arew illing to accept the basicm athem atical fram ew ork em ployed In quantum theory, w ith its
non-classical non-com m utativisy, should not be shocked that incom patible fram ew orks arise
when quantum probabilities are Incorporated into the theory in a consistent, rather than an
ad hoc, m anner. If the dependence of truth on a fram ework violates classical intuition, the
rem edy is to revise that intuition by working through exam ples, as .n Sec.[V 3.

P recisely the sam e poInt can be m ade using the exam pl in Sec. . Indeed, the
In portance of using the correct fram ework is perhaps even clearer in this case, where the
proectors A and B comm ute w ith each other.

A second issue raised by the approach of Sec.[V] can be stated in the form of a question:
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does quantum theory itself goecify a unique fram ework? And if the answer is \no", as
m alntained In this paper, does this m ean the interpretation of quantum theory presented
here is subective? O r that it som ehow inplies that physical reality is In uenced by the
choioes m ade by a physicist [[7, 1912

In response, the rst thing to note is that whilk the choice of fram ew ork is not speci ed
by quantum theory, it isalso far from arbitrary. Thus in our exam ple, given the initial data
In the form ofS, = 1=2 at ty and the results ofthem easuram ent of S, at t,, Z isthe unique
coarsest fram ework which contains the data and allow s us to discuss the value of S, at the
tinety. To be sure, any re nem ent of this fram ew ork would be equally acosptable, but it is
also the case that any re nem ent would lead to precisely the sam e probability of S, at the
tin e 3, conditional upon the niial data. The sam e holds for the m ore general situation
discussed In Sec.m: any re nem ent ofthe an allest (coarsest) fram ework which contains the
data and conclusions w ill kead to the sam e probability for the latter, conditional upon the
fom er. This is also the case for various sorts of quantum reasoning constantly em ployed In
practice In order to calculate, for exam ple, a di erential cross section.

In a certaln sense, the very fact that inocom patible fram ew orks are .ncom patible iswhat
brings about the quastuniqueness in the choice of fram eworks just mentioned. Certain
questions are m eaningless unlss one uses a fram ework in which they m ean som ething, and
the sam e is true of Initial data. D i erential scattering cross sections require one type of
fram ew ork, whereas the discussion of nterference between two parts ofa wave gongo 1n
di erent directions, but laterunited by a system ofm irrors, requires another. W hike this fact
is appreciated at an intuitive level by practicing physicists, they tend to nd it confiising,
because the general principles of Sec. V] are not as yet contained in standard textbooks.

A classical analogy, that of \coarse graining" In classical statisticalm echanics, is helpful
In seeing why the physicist’s freedom in choosing a quantum fram ework does not m ake
quantum theory sub Ective, or In ply that this choice in uences physical reality. A snoted in
Sec. [, coarse graining m eans dividing the classical phase space into a series of cells of nite
volum e. From the point of view of classicalm echanics, such a coarse graining is, of courss,
arbitrary; cells are chosen because they are convenient for discussing certain problem s, such
asm acroscopic (them odynam ic) irreversibility. But this does not m ake classical statistical
m echanics a sub Ective theory. A nd, In addition, no one would ever suppose that by choosing
a particular coarse graining, the theoretical physicist is som ehow in uencing the system . If,
because it is convenient for his calculations, he chooses one coarse graining for tines t
preceding a certain ty, and a di erent coarse graining for later tin es, i would be bizarre to
suppose that this som ehow nduced a \change" i the system at ty!

To be sure, no classical analogy can adequately represent the quantum world. In partic—
ular, any two classical coarse grainings are com patible: a comm on re nem ent can always be
constructed by using the Intersections of cells from the two fam ilies. And one can always
In agine replacing the coarse grainings by an exact speci cation of the state of the system .
An analogy which com es a bit closer to the quantum situation can be constructed by in pos-
ng the rule that one can only use coarse grainings In which the cells have \volum es" which
are integer multiples of h¥ , for a classical system wih P degrees of freedom . Two coarse
gralnings which satisfy this condition w ill not, in general, have a comm on re nem ent which
also satis es this condition.

W hile classical analogies cannot settle things, they are usefiill In suggesting ways in w hich
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the form alisn ofSec.] can beunderstood in an ntuitive way. Eventually, of course, quantum

theory, because it isdistinctly di erent from classical physics, m ust be understood on itsown
tem s, and an Intuitive understanding of the quantum world m ust be developed by working
through exam ples, such as those in Sec.[V ], Interpreted by m eans ofa sound and consistent
m athem atical form alisn , such as that of Sec. [/].

VIIB Em ergence of the C lassicalW orld

Both GeltM ann and Hartle [[3], and Omnes P§] have discussed how classical physics ex—
pressed In tem sof suitable \hydrodynam ic" variables em erges as an approxin ation to a fully
quantum -m echanical description of the world when the latter is carried out using suiabl
fram ew orks. W hilk these two form ulations di er som ewhat from each other, and from the
approach ofthe present paper, both are basically com patible w ith the point ofview found in
Secs. [T} to [V]. T is not our purmpose to recapitulate or even summ arize the detailed technical
discussions by these authors, but instead to indicate the overall strategy, as viewed from the
perspective of this paper, and comm ent on how i relates to the problm of incom patible
fram ew orks discussed above.

T he basic strategy of G ellM ann and H artle can be thought ofas the ssarch fora suitable
\quasitclassical" fram ework, a consistent fam ily whose Boolan algebra ihcludes pro Ectors
approprate for representing coarsegrained variables, such as average density and average
mom entum Inside volum e elem ents which are not too an all, variabls which can plausbly
be thought of as the quantum oounterparts of properties which enter into hydrodynam ic
and other m acroscopic descriptions of the world provided by classical physics. Hence it
is necessary to rst nd suitable com m uting progctors representing approprate histories,
and then show that the consistency conditions are satis ed for the corresponding B oolean
algebra. Om nes stateshis strategy In som ewhat di erent term swhich, however, are generally
com patible w ith the point of view just expressed.

Both GellM ann and Hartle, and Omnes, em ploy consistency conditions which, unlke
those In the present paper, involve a density m atrix; see the discussion n App.A.How—
ever, the di erence is probably of no great im portance when discussing \quasitclassical”
system s Involving large num bers of particles, for the follow ng reason. In classical statis-
tical m echanics one know s (or at last believes!) that for m acroscopic system s the choice
of ensem b]e| m icrocanonical, canonical, or gmnd| is form any purposes unin portant, and,
ndeed, the average behavior of the ensam ble w illbe quite close to that ofa \typical" m em —
ber. Stated in other words, the use of probability distributions is a convenience which is
not \In principle" necessary. P resum ably an analogous result holds for quantum system s of
m acroscopic size: the use of a density m atrix, both as an \nitial condition" and as part
of the consistency requirem ent m ay be convenient, but it is not absolutely necessary when
one is discussing the behavior of a closed system . For an exam pl in which the nalresuls
are to a large degree ndependent of what one assum es about the initial conditions, see the
discussion at the end of Sec. .

The task of nding an appropriate quasiclassical consistent fam ily is m ade som ewhat
easier by two facts. The st is that decoherence @], In the sense of the Interaction of
certain degrees of freedom with an \environm ent", can be quite e ective in rendering the
welght operators corresponding to m inin al elem ents of a suitably chosen fam ily alm ost
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orthogonal, in the sense discussed in Sec.[[. (Th the present context one should think of
the relevant degrees of freedom  as those represented by the hydrodynam ic varables, and the
\environm ent" as oconsisting of the ram aining \m icroscopic" variables which are sn oothed
out, or ignored, in order to obtain a hydrodynam ic description.) The second is that the
w eight operators depend continuously on profctors which form their argum ents, and hence
it isat least plausble that ifthe form erare aln ost orthogonal, am allchanges in the pro fctors
can be m ade in order to achieve exact orthogonality [[3]. Since there is .n any case some
arbitrariness In choosing the quantum profctors which represent particular coarse-grained
hydrodynam ic varables, an all changes in these pro pctors are unin portant for their physical
Interpretation. Thus exact consistency does not seem di cul to achieve \in principlk",
even if in practice theoretical physicists are unlikely to be worred by an all deviations from
exact orthogonality, as long as these do not Introduce signi cant noonsistencies nto the
probabilities calculated from the weights. To be sure, there are issues here which deserve
further study.

T here are lkely to bem any di erent fram ew orks w hich are equally good for the purpose
of deriving hydrodynam ics from quantum theory, and am ong these a number which are
mutually Incom patible. Is this a serious problem ? N ot unless one supposes that quantum
theory must single out a single fram ework, a possbility entertained by D owker and K ent
[L13]. If, on the contrary, the analogy of classical coarse grainings introduced earlier is valid,
one would expect that the sam e \coarsegrained" classical Jaws would em erge from any
fram ew ork which is com patdble w ith this sort of \quasiclassical" description of the world.
The intemal consistency of the reasoning schem e of Sec. [V], which can be thought of as
always giving the sam e answer to the sam e question, points in this direction, although this
is another topic which deserves additional study.

T here are, of course, m any fram ew orks w hich are not quasi-classical and are lncom patble
w ith a \hydrodynam ic" description ofthe world, and there isno principle ofquantum theory
which excludes the use of such fram ew orks. H ow ever, the existence ofalemative fram ew orks
does not invalidate conclusions based upon a quasiclassical fram ework. Again,  m ay help
to think of the analogy of coarse grainings of the classical phase space. The existence of
coarse grainings in which a classical system exhibits no irreversble behavjor| they can be
constructed quite easily if one allow s the choice of cells to depend upon the t:'me| does
not invalidate conclusions about therm odynam ic irreversibility drawn from a coarse graining
chosen to exhibit this phenom enon. Sin ilarly, in the quantum case, if we are Interested in
the \hydrodynam ic" behavior of the world, we are naturally led to em ploy quasiclassical
fram ew orks in w hich hydrodynam ic variablesm ake sense, rather than altemative fram ew orks
In which such varables are m eaningless.

T his suggests an answer to a particular concem raised by D owker and K ent [I§]: Ifwe, as
hum an beings living In a quantum world, have reason to believe (based upon ourm em ories
and the like) that this world has been \quasiclassical" up to now, why should we assum e
that it w ill continue to be so tom orrow ? ITn order not to be trapped in various philosophical
subtlkties such as whether (@nd if so, how ) hum an thought and belief can be represented
by physical processes, ket us consider an easier problem in which there is a com puter inside
a closed box, which we as physicists (outside the box!) have been describing up till now
In quasiclassical tem s. Suppose, further, that one of the nputs to the com puter is the
output of a detector, also inside the box, m easuring radioactive decay of som e atom s. W hat
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would happen if, ten m nutes from now , we were to abandon the quasiclassical fram ew ork
for one in which, say, there is a coherent quantum superposition of the com puter in distinct
m acrosoopic states? O f course, nothing particular would happen to anything inside the
box; we, on the other hand, would no longer be abl to describe the cb ct in the box as a
com puter, because the language consistent w ith such a description would be Incom patble
w ith the fram ework we were using for our description. The m ain point can be m ade using
an even sin pler exam ple: consider a spin-half particle in zero m agnetic eld, and a history
In which S, = 1=2 atatimety < fg,and S, = 1=2 ata tinetp > . Nothing at all
is happening to the particlke at tim e t;; the only change is In our m anner of describing it.
A dditional critician s of consistent history ideas w ith reference to quasiclassical fram ew orks
willbe found in [, P§J; responding to them is outside the soope of the present paper.

V IIT C onclusion

VIITA Summary

The counterpart for a closed quantum system of the event space of classical probability
theory is a fram ework: a Boolan algebra of com m uting profctors on the space H, {§), of
quantum histories chosen In such a way that the weight operators of itsm inin al elem ents
are orthogonal, @3) or £4). This ensures that the corresponding weights are additive,
3. A re nement of a framework is an enlarged Boolkan algebra which again satis es
the consistency conditions. Two orm ore fram eworks wih a comm on re nem ent are called
com patible, but n generaldi erent quantum fram ew orks are Incom patible w ith one anocther,
a situation which has no classical analog.

G Iven som e fram ew ork and an associated probability distrioution, the rules for quantum
reasoning, Sec. ], are the usual rules form anipulating probabilities, w ith \true" and \f&alse"
corresoonding to (conditional) probabilities equal to 1 and 0, respectively. In addition, a
probability distribution de ned on one fram ework can be extended to a r& nem ent of this
fram ework using @81)). This re nem ent rule incorporates the law s of quantum dynam ics into
the theory: for exam ple, the Bom fom ula em erges as a conditional probability, 9), even
In the absence of any initial data.

The re nem ent rule allow s descriptions in com patible fram eworks to be combined, or
at least compared, in a common re nem ent. However, there is no way of com paring or
com bining descriptions belonging to incom patible fram eworks, and it is a m istake to think
ofthem as sin ultaneously applying to the sam e physical system .

Quantum reasoning allow s one, on the basis of the sam e Initial data, to reach di erent
conclusions in di erent, som etin esm utually incom patible, re nem ents. H ow ever, the system
is Intemally consistent in the sense that the probability assigned to any history on the basis
of som e initial data (Which must be given in a sihgl fram ework) is independent of the
re nem ent in which that history occurs. Hence it is inpossible to conclide that some
consequence of a given set of initial data is both true and false. N evertheless, probabilities
are only m eaningfill w ith reference to particular fram eworks, and the sam e is the case for
\true" and \false" regarded as lin iting cases in which a probability is 1 or 0. Hence a basic
condition for sound quantum reasoning is keeping tradck of the fram ework em ployed at a
particular point In an argum ent.
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VIITB Open Questions

T he entire technical discussion in Secs. [If to V] is based upon a nite-din ensional H ibert
sace H for a quantum system at a single tin e, and lkew ise a nitedin ensional history
soace H . This seam s satisfactory forexploring those conceptualdi culties which are already
present in the nite-din ensionalcase, and allow s a sin ple exposition w ith a m inim alnum ber
of technical conditions and headaches. And, as a practicalm atter, in any situation In which
a nite physical system can be thought ofaspossessing a nite entropy S, it is reasonable to
suppose that the \right physics" w illem erge w hen one restricts one’s attention to a subspace
ofH with dim ension of order exp [S=kg ]. N onetheless, ntroducing such a cuto , even forthe
case ofa single particle in a nite box, ism athem atically aw kward, and for this reason alone
it would be worthw hile to construct the appropriate extension ofthe argum ents given in this
paper to the (or at least some) In nite-dim ensional case. For som e steps In this direction,
see the work of Isham and his collaborators [, 29, BJ1.

Tt is not necessary to require that the Boolean algebra of histories Introduced in Sec.
satisfy the consistency conditions of Sec. In order to ntroduce a probability distribution
on the fom er. Consistency beoom es an issue only when one considers re nem ents of a
fram ew ork, and wants to de ne a re ned probability. Even so, one can introduce re nem ents
ofan inconsistent fram ework F , w ith probabilities given by (3]), by dem anding that foreach
i, the weight operator associated w ith F; be a sum ofm utually orthogonalw eight operators
of those m nim al elem ents G ; of the re nement G whose sum isF;. The open question is
w hether there is som e physical application for such a generalized system of fram ew orks and
re nem ent rules. C onsistent fram ew orks seem to be su cient for describing closed quantum
system s, but it is possbl that generalized fram eworks would be of som e use in thinking
about an open system : a subsystem ofa closed system in which the rem ainder of the closed
system is regarded as form .ng som e sort of \environm ent" of the system of interest.

W hilke the scham e of quantum reasoning presented In this paper has w ide applicability,
there are certain to be situations not covered by the rules given in Sec.[7]. O ne of these is
the case of counterfactuals, such as: \ifthe counter had not been located directly behind the
slit, then the particle would have :::". Analyzing these requires com paring two situations
which di er in som e speci ¢ way| eg., In the position occupied by som e oounter| and it is
not clear how to embed this in the schem e discussed in Sec.[V]. hasnuch asm any quantum
paradoxes, including som e of the ones associated w ith double-slit di raction, and certain
derivations of Bell’'s inequality and analogous resuls, m ake use of counterfactuals, analyzing
them requires considerations which go beyond those In the present paper. A s philosophers
have yet to reach general agream ent on a satisfactory schem e for counterfactual reasoning
applied to the classicalworld B]], an extension which covers allofquantum reasoning is lkely
tobedi cuk. On the otherhand, one su cient to handle the special sorts of counterfactual
reasoning ound in comm on quantum paradoxes is perhaps a sin pler problem .

C an the structure of reasoning developed in this paper for non-relativistic quantum m e~
chanics be extended to relativistic quantum m echanics and quantum eld theory? Various
exam ples suggest that the sort of peculiar non-locality which is often thought to arise from
violations of Bell’'s inequality and various EPR paradoxes w ill disappear when one enforces
the rules of reasoning given in Sec. [/]. W hile this is encouraging, it is also the case that
locality (or the lack thereof) In non-relativistic quantum theory has yet to be carefully an—
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alyzed from the perspective presented in this paper, and hence m ust be considered am ong
the open questions. A nd, of course, getting rid of spurious non—-localities isonly a sm all step
along the way towards a fully relativistic theory.
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A Consistency U sing a D ensity M atrix

The consistency condition introduced in Sec. [[[f di ers .n a sm all but not insigni cant
way from the one introduced by G ellM ann and Hartle [[3, [[3], based upon a decoherence
finctional. The latter em ploys a density m atrix and am ounts, In e ect, to replacing the
operator inner produce (14) by

Mm;Bi= TrRY BJ; (84)

where isa density matrix (positive operator w ith unit trace) or, B3], by
m;Bi= TrpY B %; (85)

where both and °are density m atrices, thought of as associated w ith the initialand nal
tin e, respectively. Stillm ore general possbilities have been proposed by Isham et al. [BQ].
W hile Omnes’ approach [33] is som ewhat di erent, his consistency condition also em ploys a
density m atrix in a m anner sin flar to {84).

Certainly one cannot ob fct to either (84) or €3), or som e com pletely di erent de nition,
on purely m athem atical grounds. If, on the otherhand, istobe interpreted as representing
som ething lke a probability distribution for the physical system at an initial tine, the
ollow Ing considerations favor {[§). First, given that an arbitrary probability distrdoution
can be introduced once a fram ework has been speci ed, Sec. E, and this can refer to the
Iniial tine, or the nal tine, or to anything In between, there is no (cbvious) gain in
generality from introducing a density m atrix into the operator Inner product. Second, in the
schem e outlined in Secs. [ to [IV], the conditions for choosing a fram ew ork are independent of
the probability one chooses to assign to the corresponding histories, whereas em ploying (84)
or (B3) couples the acceptability of a fram ew ork and the probability assigned to its histories
in a som ewhat awkward way. Third, {I§) is obviously a sin pler construction than either {84)
or {89), and there seem s to be no physical situation in non-relativistic quantum m echanics
In which it is not perfectly adequate. To be sure, all of these considerations have a certain
aesthetic character, and elegance is not always a good guide to developing a physical theory,
even when there is agreem ent as to what ism ost elegant! T he reader w ill have to m ake up
hisown m Ind.
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