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A bstract

W e establish an axiom atic fram ework for indistinguishability of
quantum particles in term s of hidden variables, which gives an ontol-
ogy for m icroscopic particles. Such an axiom atic fram ework is set—
theoretical. W e also discuss the quantum distrbution functions w ith
the help of our axiom s.

1 Introduction

In classicalphysics it ispossbl to label individual particles, even In the case
that they look alke. But in quantum m echanics, it is not possbl, using
the language of the physicist, to keep track of individualparticles in order to
distinguish ‘dentical’ particles. It is not possble to label electrons, for ex—
am ple, even In principle. The reason is that it isnot possible to soecify m ore
than a com plte sst of comm uting observables for each quantum particle.
Yet, we cannot \©ollow the tra gctory because that would entail a position
m easuram ent at each instant oftin e, which necessarily disturos the system "
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[3]. W e consider that this is true ©r a quantum theory with no ontologi-
calpicture. W e suggest in this paper a description for quantum m echanics
that allow s, in principle, to distinguish particles that are physically indistin—
guishable. T here is no contradiction in our words, sihce we distinguish those
particles at the ontological level.

T he search oraxiom s ke those of set theories fordealing w ith collections
of indistinguishable elm entary particles was posed by Yu. M anin [[4], in
1974, as one of the im portant problem s of present day ressarches on the
foundations ofm athem atics. A s he said:

I would like to point out that it is mther an extrapolation of
com m on-place physics, whether we can distinguish things, count
them , put them in som e order, etc.. New quantum physics has
shown us m odels of entities w ith quite di erent behaviour. Even
sets of photons in a looking-glass box, or of electrons in a nickel
piece are m uch Jss Cantorian than the sets of grains of sand.

T he twentieth century retum to M iddke A ge scholastics taught us
a ot albout form alism s. P rokably it is tim e to ook outside again.
M eaning is what really m atters.[L§]

O ther authors [[3] @] [4] have considered that standard set theories are
not adequate to represent m icrophysical phenom ena as they are presented
by the standard fomm ulation of quantum m echanics. It is argued that the
ontology of m icrophysics apparently does not reduce to that one of usual
sets. In thispaperwe present a negative answer to this con gcture. W e show
that it is possible to give a set-theoretical fram ew ork for indistinguishability
of quantum particlks, specially for the ontology of quantum physicd]. Our
m aln toolistheuse ofhidden variables. In this sense our solution to dealw ih
physically Indistinguishable particles isdi erent from the approach proposed
by M anin. W e could consider thisuse ofhidden variablesasa try to com plkte
the usual description of quantum particles. A s van Fraassen rem arks [§]:

Im ], da Costa and K rause show that it ispossble to establish set-theoreticalm odels
for quantum system s, since quasiset theory can be transhted into the usual Zem elo—
Fraenkel set theory wih the Axiom of Choice. Such a translation is related with the
H eisenbery’s paradox: \T he C openhagen Interpretation of quantum theory starts from a
paradox. Any experin ent in physics, whether it refers to the phenom ena of daily life or
to atom ic events, is to be described in tem s of classical physics."



if two partickes are of the sam e kind, and have the sam e state
ofm otdon, nothing in the quantum m echanical description distin—
guishes them .

In this sense, quantum m echanics needs som ething m ore to distinguish
particles, In order keep the classicalm athem atics to describe the theory. W e
propose that this som ething m ore could be hidden variables.

The approach in tem s of quasiset theordies to deal w ith indistinguish—
able ob Fcts is not approprate to label quantum particles in order to cbtain
Bos=eE Instein orFem iD irac statistics ifwe are interested to follow the sam e
m athem atical techniques used by the physicist. In the hidden variables pic—
ture such a problem does not exist. W e can easily label particles which are
physically indistinguishable, since we assum e that each particlke has a di er-
ent value to its hidden variable. Hence, w ith this approach it is possble to
Justify the quantum distrdbution finctions as well as the symm etrical and
antisym m etrical states of collections of quantum particlks.

Tt is well known the use of hidden variables in physics, specially in the
description ofquantum m echanicsduetoD .Bohm . Bohm [}] considered that
the electron, eg., \hasm ore properties than can be described in tem s ofthe
so—called Ybservables’ of the quantum theory." He used hidden variables to
give a determm Inistic picture to the ontology of quantum m echanics, although
quantum system s behave In a probabilistic fashion, from the experin ental
point of view . H ere, we preserve the concept ofhidden variable as som ething
that corresponds to inner properties of physical ob fctd] that, at present,
are not m easured In laboratories. But our use of hidden variables is quite
di erent, In principl, from that one ofBohm , since it hasnothing to do w ith
any explanation to the probabilistic behaviour of quantum phenom ena.

O ur approach is out of the range of the proofs on the in possibility of
hidden variables in the quantum theory, lke von Neum ann’s theorem [[7],
G kason’swork [[]]], K ochen and Specker results [[J] orBell’s inequalities f].
There are other works which clain to show that no distrbution of hidden
variables can acoount for the statistical predictions of the quantum theory.
But in ourontologicaldescription ofparticles, specially quantum particles, we
are not interested in the statistical agpects of quantum theory. O ur concem
isonly with the so—called indistinguishability am ong particles.

°W e do not intend to discuss the concept of physical cb ct. In the present text we
consider that this concept is intuitivelly established.



It isalso wellknown that system s containing n indistinguishable quantum
particles are either totally symm etrical under the interchange of any pair
(bosons) or are totally antisymm etrical (ferm ions). O ur question is: if we
have a system of n indistihguishable particles, how can we label them in
order to m ake the m entioned interchange of any pair? Usually it is said
that we can m athem atically label the particles. But if that is the case, we
have an in portant m athem atical concspt that does not corresoond to any
physical interpretation : the Jabel of physically indistinguishable particles. In
the present paper we say that we can ontologically label each particke by
the use of hidden variables which correspond to Inner properties that are
not characterized by the observables. Thism eans that we can establish two
kinds of identity: the physical and the ontological. T wo particles physically
Indistinguishable (they have the sam e physical properties, in a sense tom ade
clearer In the text) are always ontologically di erent or distinguishabl. In
other words, a system ofn quantum particlkes does never have two particles
ontologically Indistinguishable or even two particles w ith the sam e value for
their respective hidden variables.

Lowe [[§] has suggested that quantum particles are genuinely (in a fiinda—
m entally ontological sense) vague ob gcts. H e considers a situation in which
a free electron a is captured by an atom to form a negative ion which then
am its an electron labeled b and notes that,

according to currently accepted quantum m echanical principkes
there m ay ke no cbfctive fact of the m atter as to whether or
not a is identical with b. It should ke em phasized that what is
leing proposed here is not m erely that we have no way of telling
whether or not a and b are identical, which would im ply only an
epistem ic indeterm inacy. It is well known that the sort of in—
determ inacy pressuposed by orthodox interpretations of quantum

theory is m ore than m erely epistem ic — it is ontic.

A coording to our ontological picture, each electron has a well de ned
hidden variable, which allows to attrbute a lJabel. But in our axiom atic
treatm ent we are not able to describe the dynam ics of the process rem arked
by Lowe. W e only know that if electron b has the sam e hidden varabl of
electron a, then they are identical in the sense that they are the sam e partick.
But if a and b have di erent values for their hidden variables, then we are



really talking about two electrons. In this case, they are two ndistinguishable
particles, but they still are two electrons (ontologically distinguishable).

D alla Chiara B] develops a quantum logical sem antics for dentical par-
ticles in which proper nam es and de nie descrijptions may lack a precise
denotatum w ithin som e possible worlds. In [§] Dalla Chiara and Toraldo
diFrancia conclide, as a philosophical consequence of this sem antics, that
there is no trans-world dentity. But it is cbvious that this inexistence of
a transworld identity is a consequence of the hypothesis that there is no
transworld identity. T he sam antics developed by D alla-Chiara com es from
the cbservation that the world of identical particles in m icrophysics gives
rise to exam ples of uncertain and am biguous denotation relations. Ik is clear
that D alla-Chiara did not consider the possibility of ontological denotation
relations.

In the next section we present an axiom atic fram ework for ontologically
distinguishable particles in tem s of a set-theoretical predicate. This predi-
cate allow sto cope w ith collections ofphysically indistinguishable particles as
sets. Then, In section 3 we present the physical consequences of this picture,
w ith special attention to the quantum distribution fiinctions.

2 Set-T heoreticalP redicate for O ntologically
D istinguishable P articles

W e are not interested to give an axiom atic fram ework for quantum physics,
quantum m echanics or even m echanics. O ur concem is w ith the process of
labeling Indistinguishable particles, so w idely used by physicists.

Our system has ssven prim itive notions: ,X ,P,m,M , ,and=:.
isa function :N ! R,whereN isthe st £1;2;3::5;ng, n is a nonnegative
Integer, and R isthe set of realnumbers; X , and P are nite sets;m and M
are predicates de ned on elements of P ; and and = are binary relations
between elem ents of P . Intuitivelly, the in ages ; of the function , where
12 N, corresoond to the socalled hidden variables. X is to be Interpreted
as one st such that each one of its elem ents corresponds to m easuram ents
ofphysicall cbservables of one particle. Such m easurem ents can be precisely
characterized by the generalized operationalde nition ofa physicalquantityf].

3A tthough this de nition for physical quantity receives som e criticism s by science



Basically, a physical quantity is de ned by a union C = ° fCyg over a st
fC g ofequivalence classes ofm easuring procedures, such that the set fC g is
connected and each Cy isde ned over a welkdeterm ined class y ofphysical
systems, where , 6 | ork 6 1 For details sse [f{]. The ekments of
X are denoted by x, y, etc. P is to be physically interpreted as the set of
particles. m (), where p 2 P, m eans that p is a m icroscopic particke. M (o)
meansthatp 2 P isam acrosoopic particle.  corresoonds to the ontological
Identity betw een particles and = corresoonds to the physical identity between
particles.

De nition 2.1  isthe set of in ages of the function

De nition 2.2 Do = h ;X ;P;m ;M ; ;=1isa system of ontolgically dis—
tinguishablk particks if and only if the follow ing axiom s are satis ed:

D1 :N ! R isan infctive function.

D2 P X

D3x6y! :({x; ;12P "hy; ;i2P)

D4 hg; 4 hy; 548 x=y" i= J.

D5 hx; ;= hy; 548 x=y.

D6 hx; ;i= hy; 1! m (x; ;1) " m Qy; 51).

D7m (x; ;1) M (x; ;1) ! :f (x; ;1) "M fx; ;).

Axiom D 1 corresponds to say that the cardmnality of coincidesw ith the
cardihality of N # = #N ).Axiom D 2 just says that particles are repre—
sented by ordered pajrsﬁ, where the rst elem ent corresponds to the physical
philosophers, we consider, as D alla-Chiara and Toraldo di Francia E], that such a def-
Iniion re ects am ethodology that is largely acospted by physicists.

‘In ﬁ] da Costa and K rause discuss the possble representation of a quantum particle
In tem s of an ordered pair IE ;L i, where E corresponds to a predicate which in some
way characterizes the particle in tem s, eg., of its rest m ass, is charge, and so on. L
denotes an apropriate label, which could be, for exam ple, the spatio-tem poral location of
the particle. Even in the case that the particles (In a system ) have the sam e E , they m ight
be distinguished by their labels. In this case, we are dealing w ith a classical representation
ofthe particles. But ifthe particles have the sam e label, the tools of classicalm athem atics

cannot be applied. In our picture, according to axiom sD 1-D 3, it is prohidbited a system
w here two particles have the sam e (ontological) label.




properties m easurable in laboratory, and the second elem ent corresoonds to
the hidden inner property that allow s to distinguish particles at the ontolog—
jcallevel. Yet, axiomsD 2 and D 3 gquaranteethat #P = #N = # ,which
corresoonds to the num ber of particles of the system . In other words, two
particles n a system of ontologically distinguishable particles do never have
the sam e hidden variable. A xiom D 4 saysthat two particles are ontologically
Indistinguishabl if and only if they have the sam e physical properties and
the sam e hidden variables. Axiom D 5 m eans that two partickes are physi-
cally Indistinguishabl ifand only if they have the sam e physical properties.
Axiom D 6 correspoonds to say that if two particles are physically indistin—
guishable, then both of them are m icroscopic or quantum particles. A xiom
D 7 m eans that one particle cannot be m icrosoopic and m acroscopic.

O ne could argue that function  is desnecessary, since we could Interpret
the elem ents of N as the hidden variables that allow to label particles even
when they are physically indistinguishable. W e consider that this is not
a satisfactory assum ption, sihce we are interested to em phasize that the
hidden variables correspond to Inner properties of all particles, m acroscopic
orm icroscopic, that are not m easurable In lJaboratory, at least in the present.
O urhidden variables are not jist a m athem atical toolto labelparticles. W e
m ean that it ispossible that som e day, som e experin ental physicist discovers
anew physical property of quantum particles that allow sto Iabelthem . Such
a physical observable would corresoond to our hidden variables. To interpret
the mm agesof asthe hidden variablesm eans that the m easurem ents of this
possible future cbservable would assum e values in the set of real num bers.
O bviously, our concept of hidden variabl could be extended to a function

:N ! V,whereV isa vector space.

T he theoram given below says that two m acroscopic particles cannot be
physically indistinguishable, or, In other words, we can always labelm acro—
soopic particles in one lJaboratory.

Theorem 2.1 M (x; i)~ M (y; ;i) ! : (x; = hy; i).

P roof: IfM (x; ;i) * M (y; 5i), then, by axiom D 7,
:m (x; ;i) " m ty; 51).Hence, by axiom D 6,
: by 4i= hy; 41) 2

T he theoram given below is relevant for the discussions about quantum
distribution fiinctions in the next section.



Theorem 2.2 IfX isa unitary sestand # N 2, then the system of onto-
Jogically distinguishablk particls has only m icroscopic particlks.

P roof: If # N 2, then #P 2, by axioms D 1, D2, and D 3. This
m eans that we have a system w ith m ore than just one particle. But allthess
particles have the sam e physical properties, since we assum €, by hypothesis,
that X is unitary. Hence, all particlkes are physically indistinguishabl, by
axiom D 5. So, all particles are m icroscopic, by axiom D 6 2

3 D istribution Functions for Q uantum P arti-
cles

Ourm ain ob gctive in this section is to show how to establish the su cient
conditions to obtain the quantum distribution functions in our picture for
indistinguishable particles in tem s of hidden varables.

To obtaln the quantum distribution functions In the standard way it is
necessary to assum e that the quantum particlkes are indistinguishable. In the
case of ferm ions, we assum e also the Pauli exclusion principle. Bosons do
not satisfy such a principle. But the fundam ental assum ption of indistin—
guishability between quantum particlkes m eans that either we dealw ith this
collection of particlkes as a quasisst or we assum e the existence of hidden
variables. The seocond altemative allow s to dealw ith collections ofphysically
Indistinguishable particlkes as sets. In this section we present an interpreta—
tion of BoseE instein and Ferm 1D irac statistics in set-theoretical tem s.

The Pauli exclusion principle states that two or m ore ferm ions cannot
occupy the sam e state. T his occursbecause a state like k% jk% isnecessarily
symm etrical, which isnot possible for a fem ion. But di erent states cannot
be usad to label ferm jons, since a farm on can change its state. In the case
of bosons, the situation ism ore dram atic, sihce we can have several bosons
occupying the sam e single state. If we have a collection of indistinguishabl
bosons or ndistinguishable ferm ions, is this collection a set? In our picture
the answer is positive.

The form on case will be discussed rst. To cope with a collection of
ferm jons we consider, as a rst assum ption, an D 5 system w ith an uniary
stX . W eknow that ifX isunitary In a system w ith m ore than one particle,
then allparticles are m icroscopic, according to theoram . So, ferm ions are

8



m icroscopic particles because they are physically indistinguishable. Tt must
be em phasized that to dealw ith femm ions, we consider that the unigue ele-
m ent x ofX corresoonds to them easurem ents ofa com plete set of com m uting
cbservables, otherw ise it would be in possible to satisfy axiom D 5, since non-—
com m uting cbservables do satisfy H eisenberg principle of uncertainty. Our
second assum ption is the Pauli exclusion principle written in tem s of our
language. But before that, we need to establish the m eaning of sym m etrical
and antisym m etrical states.

For the sake of sim plicity, we consider a system of two physically in-
distinguishabl particks, ontologically labeled particlke ; and particle .
Suppose that, In the H ibert space fom alisn , particle ; is characterized
by the state vector jk° i, where k° corresponds to a collective index for a
com plete set of observables (com m uting or not), or, In other words, k° con—
tains m ore physical inform ation in tem s of cbservables than x. A ctually, if
we were concemed w ith a rigorous notation, we should denote the state of
particle ; as jk° x;hx; ;ii, wherek? x corresponds to the extra physical
Inform ation that is not available in x. But, In practice, we are abbreviating
the notation. Likew ise, we denote the ket of the ram aining particle jkOD2 i.
T he state ket for the two particles system is

7k 1 9k® i: @)
If a m easurem ent is perform ed on this system , i m ay be obtained k° for
one particle and k® forthe otherone. But, in the Jaboratory, it isnot possible
to know ifthe state ket ofthe system is jkol i jkoo2 i, jkool i jko2 iorany linear
combination ¢ jk° i k% i+ ¢ jk®i jk° i. This is called the exchange
degeneracy, which m eans that to detem Ine the eigenvalue of a com plete st
of observables does not uniquely specify the state ket.
U sing a notation sim ilar to Sakurai’s [[§] we de ne the pem utation op-
erator P, by

Pip 3k° 13k®i=9k%1k° i: )
Tt is obvious that P,; = P, and Pf2 = 1. In the case we are discussing:

P, 3k%i3k%i= 3k° 13k%4; 3)



or, In the m ore general situation:
P, jn physically indistinguishable ferm ionsi =

Jjn physically indistinguishabl ferm jonsi; 4)
where P,; is the pem utation operator that interchanges the particle onto-
logically labeled as ; and the particle ontologically labeled as 5, with iand
Jj arbitrary but distinct elem ents of N . W e must recall again that in equa-
tion @) the sentence \n physically ndistinguishable ferm ons" m eans that
each arbitrary pair of form ions has the sam e values for m easuram ents of a
com plte st of com m uting observables.

In our picture it is possible to count fem jons, since we can label them
and, so, to deal w ith collections of ferm ions as sets. These sets could be
called \ontological sets". It is clear also what m eans to say that a system of
ferm ions is totally antisym m etrical under the Interchange of any pair, shoe
now i is clear the m eaning of the word \interchange" according to equation
@). W ith this in m ind we cbserve that, by equation @),

P1p 7k° 1 3k°% 1= 3k° 1 3k° i; ®)

which contradicts equation @). Hence, as expected, form jons cannot occupy
the sam e physical state, which is a translation of the exclusion principle in
our language of hidden variables.

T he discussion about bosons is very sin ilar and we lt this case as an
exercise for the reader.

Sihce we characterized the pem utation operator, symm etrical and an—
tisym m etrical states, Pauli exclusion principle and the labeling of quantum
particles, now we can easily deduce the quantum distrdbution functions by
standard ways. For details see, for exam pl, [L{].

In texts ke [[§] other physical consequences of the indistinguishability
am ong quantum particles are cited. But allthese e ects are consequences of
the sym m etrical or antisym m etrical properties of quantum particles, which
we have ever discussed.
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