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T list several strong requirem ents for what ITwould consider a sensi-
ble interpretation of quantum m echanics and I discuss two sim ple theo—
ram s. O ne, asfaras ITknow , isnew ; the otherwasonly noted a few years
ago. Both have im portant in plications for such a sensible interpreta-—
tion. M y talk w ill not clear everything up; indeed, you m ay conclude
that it hasnot clkeared anything up. But Thope it w illprovide a di erent
perspective from which to view som e old and vexing puzzles (or, if you
believe nothing needs to be cleared up, som e ancient verities.)

I. Introduction: A Strategy for C onstructing an Interpretation.

I'd like to describe som e thoughts about w hat ought to go into a satisfactory interpre—
tation of quantum m echanics. ITdo thisw ith considerable trepidation. \O ught to" can be a
highly personalbusiness. A nd Thave yet to put all the pieces together in a fully convincing
way. Those who feel they understand quantum m echanicsmay nd what I have to say
boring and self{ indulgent, while those who are bothered by quantum m echanicsm ay nd
w hat follow s lnadequate or even self{ contradictory. So you m ay get nothing out ofm y talk
beyond a description of tw o elem entary theorem s. A nd one, and perhaps even both ofthe
theorem sm ay be already known to you.

Io erthishalfbaked concoction nevertheless because it seem s to m e the im plications
of the theorem s for the interpretation of quantum m echanics have not been em phasized
and deserve som e serious exploration. I've been thinking about them on and o for about
halfa year now , and have found, to m y surprise, that they keep resonating in illum inating
ways w ith various aspects of the C openhagen interpretation that have always struck me
as anthropom orphic or obscure. I have been getting sporadic ashes of feeling that Im ay
actually be starting to understand what Bohrwas talking about. Som etin es the sensation
persists for m any m inutes. It's a little like a religious experience and w hat really worries
m e isthat if Tam on the right track, then one of these days, perhaps quite soon, the whole
business w ill suddenly becom e obvioustom e, and from then on Iw illknow that Bohrwas

right but be unabl to explain why to anybody else.
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So it's crucial that I try to communicate som e of these ideas before they becom e
S0 clear to m e that only I can understand them . The problem , of course, is that my
fragm entary vision m ay be m ore of a ppe dream than a religious experience | not a
satoribut a bad trip. I shall take that risk, and I ask for your indulgence.

I have a sinple strategy for constructing an interpretation of quantum m echanics:
First ofall, by \quantum m echanics" Im ean quantum m echanicsas it is | not som e other
theory In which the tin e evolution ism odi ed by non-linear or stochastic tem s, nor even
the old theory augm ented w ith som e new physical entities (like B ohm ian particles) which
supplem ent the conventional form alisn w ithout altering any of its ocbservable predictions.
I have in m ind ordinary everyday quantum m echanics.

I m yself have never m et an interpretation of quantum m echanics I didn’t dislke. I
shall try to extract som ething constructive from all these strongly held negative intuitions,
by prohibiing from my own interpretation all of the features I have found unreasonable
In all the various Interpretations I have encountered. T hese prohibitions are listed as the

rst ve desiderata below .

To live with so m any requirem ents I need room fOr m aneuver. This is provided by
adopting, asmy sixth and naldesideratum , the view that probabilities are ob fctive In—
trinsic properties of individual physical system s. I freely adm it that I cannot give a clear
and ooherent statem ent of what thism eans. The point ofm y gam e is to see if T can solve
the interpretive puzzles of quantum m echanics, given a prin itive, uninterpreted notion of
ob Ective probability. If all quantum puzzles can indeed be reduced to the single puzzle
of interpreting ob fctive probabilities, I would count that as progress. Indeed since it is
only through quantum m echanics that we have aocquired any experience of intrinsically
probabilistic phenom ena, it seem s to m e highly unlkely that we can m ake sense of cb-
“ective probability w ithout st constructing a clear and coherent form ulation of quantum
m echanics in tem s of such probabilities.

IT. Six D esiderata for an Interpretation of Q uantum M echanics.

Here arem y own personaldesiderata for a satisfactory interpretation. M ost are based
on my persistent discom fort w ith various comm only held clain s about the nature of quan—
tum m echanics.

(1) The theory should describe an ob ctive reality independent of observers

and their know ledge.

Them addening thing about the wave{function is the way in which i m anagestom ix
up ob kctive reality and hum an know ledge. A s a clear indication of this m urkiness note
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that even today there is coexistence between those who m aintain that the wave{function
is entirely real and ob Ective | notably advocates of Bohm ian m echanics or seekers of a
m odi ed quantum m echanics in which wave{function collapse is a ubiquitous realphysical
phenom enon | and those who m aintain, unam biguously w ith H eisenberg and presum ably
w ith Bohr, that the wave{function is nothing m ore than a concise encapsulation of our
know ledge.

A satisfactory interpretation should be unam biguous about what has ob ective reality
and w hat does not, and what is ob fctively real should be cleanly separated from what is
\known". Indeed, know ledge should not enter at a fundam ental level at all.

(2) The concept ofm easurem ent should play no fundam ental role.

I agree w ith John Bell! There isa world out there, w hether or not we choose to poke
at it, and it ought to be possible to m ake unam biguous statem ents about the character of
that world that m ake no reference to such probes. A satisfactory interpretation of quantum
m echanics ought to m ake it clear why \m easurem ent" keeps getting in the way of straight
tak about the naturalworld; \m easurem ent" ought not to be a part of that straight tak.
M easurem ent should acquire m eaning from the theory | not vice{versa.

The view that physics can o er nothing m ore than an algorithm telling you how
to get from a state preparation to the results of a m easurem ent seem s to m e absurdly
anthropocentric; so does lim iting what we can observe to what we can produce (\state
preparation"” being one ofthe things you can do w ith a \m easurem ent apparatus") . P hysics
ought to describe the uncbserved unprepared world. \W e" shouldn’t have to be there at
all.

(3) The theory should describe individual system s | not Just ensem bles.

T he theory should describe individual system s because the world contains individual
system s (and isone itself!) and the theory ought to describe the world and its subsystem s.
Two attitudes lurk behind every ensemble interpretation. The st is a yeaming (ot
always acknow ledged) for hidden variables. For the notion that probabilistic theoriesm ust
be about ensem bles i plicitly assum es that probability is about ignorance. (T he \hidden
variables" are whatever it is that we are ignorant of.) But in a non-determm instic world
probability has nothing to do with incom plete know ledge, and ought not to require an
ensem ble of system s or its interpretation.

! Against W easurem ent’, Physics W orld, 33-40, A ugust, 1990.
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The second m otivation for an ensem ble interpretation is the intuition that because
quantum m echanics is inherently probabilistic, it only needs to m ake sense as a theory of
ensem bles. W hether or not probabilities can be given a sensble m eaning for individual
system s, this m otivation is not com pelling. For a theory ought to be able to descrice as
well as predict the behavior ofthe world. T he fact that physics cannot m ake determ inistic
predictions about individual system s does not excuse us from pursuing the goal of being
able to describe them as they currently are.

(4) The theory should describe sm all isolated system sw ithout having to invoke

interactions w ith anything external.

N ot only should the theory describe individual system s, but it should be capabl of
describing am all individual system s. W e apply quantum m echanics all the tim e to toy
universes having state{spaces ofonly a few din ensions. Iwould like not only to be abl to
do that, as Inow can, but to understand what I am talking about when Ido i, as I now
cannot.

In particular I would like to have a quantum m echanics that does not require the
existence of a \classical dom ain". Nor should i rely on quantum gravity, or radiation
escaping to in nity, or Interactionsw ith an extermalenvironm ent for its conceptual validiy.
T hese com plications m ay be im portant for the practicalm atter of explaining why certain
probabilities one expects to be tiny are, iIn fact tiny. But it ought to be possible to deal
w ith high precision and no conceptualm urkiness w ith sm all parts of the universe if they
are to high precision, isolated from the rest.

(5) O b pctively realinternalproperties of an isolated individual system should

not change when som ething is done to another non-interacting system .

Iagree w ith E instein# \O n one supposition we should, in m y opinion, absolitely hold
fast: the real factual situation of the system S, is independent of what is done w ith the
system Si,which is spatially ssparated from the formm er." Indeed, Iwould take take spatial
Separation to be just a particularly clear{cut way ofestablishing the absence ofm ediating
interactions between the two system s, and apply the supposition | generalized E instein
locality | to any tw o non-interacting system s.

E Instein used his supposition, together w ith his intuitions about what constituted a
real factualsituation, to conclude that quantum m echanicso ersan incom plete description

2 Alert Einstein: Phibsopher-Scientist, ed. P. A . Schillp, O pen Court, La Salle, Il
nois, 1970, p. 85.



of physical reality. I propose to explore the converse approach: assum e that quantum
m echanics does provide a com plete description of physical reality, insist on generalized
E Instein{locality, and see how this constrains what can be considered physically real.

(6) It su ces (fornow) to base the interpretation of quantum m echanics on the

(yet to e supplied) interpretation of ob jctive probability.

Iam w illing at least provisionally to base an Interpretation of quantum m echanics on
prim itive intuitions about the m eaning of probability in individual system s.

Quantum m echanics has taught us that probability ism ore than jist a way ofdealing
system atically with our own ignorance, but a findam ental feature of the physical world.
But we do not yet understand ob fctive probability. P opper’ insisted that we cannot think
correctly about quantum m echanicsuntilwe leam how to think correctly about probability
as an ob gctive feature of the world | that the Interpretation of quantum m echanics had
never squarely faced this issue. I think he was right about that, but w rong In m aintaining
that with his own fom ulation of ob fctive probability he had cleared up the conosptual
puzzles.

Idon’t have an understanding of ob fctive probability any better than P opper’s, but I
m aintain that ifwe can m ake sense of quantum m echanics conditionalupon m aking sense
of probability as an ob fctive property of an individual system , then we will have got
som ew here. Indeed, I doubt that we can hope to understand ob pctive probability until
we have achieved the partial sucoess of m aking sense of quantum m echanics, m odulo such
an understanding. Q uantum m echanics is our only source of clues about what ob ctive
probability m ight m ean, and we w illonly unearth those clues ifwe can succeed in m aking
sense of quantum m echanics from such a perspective.

Somy attitude is this: A ssum e that som e w ise person has com e up w ith an acceptable
notion of probabilities as ob fctive properties of individual system s, and see if one can
sweep allthe puzzles of quantum m echanics | w hat P opper called the m uddle, m ysteries,

and horrors | under that single accom m odating rug.

In summ ary, these arem y Six D esiderata for an interpretation ofquantum m echanics:

(1) Isunam biguous about ob Fctive reality.
(2) U ses no prior conospt of m easurem ent.
(3) Applies to ndividual system s.

3 Quantum Theory and the Schisn in Physics, Rowm an and Little eld, Totowa, N ew
Jersey, 1982.



(4) Appliesto (an all) isolated system s.
(5) Satis es generalized E instein { localiy.
(6) Rests on prior concept of ob Ective probability.

To persuade you thatm y aspirations are not m ade entirely of u , let m e next digress
to tell you about two elem entary theorem s of quantum m echanics that seem only recently
to have been noticed.

IIT. Two E lem entary Theorem s

I shalldescribe In a naive way tw o elem entary theorem s of quantum m echanics, w hich
bear on the interpretive problem . By \naive" Im ean that I shalluse uncritically term s for—
bidden by D esideratum (2) like \m easuram ent", \results of a m easurem ent", etc., because
they are a code we all understand, and because avoiding them would m ake the purely
m athem atical argum ent m uch m ore clum sy. I shall retum to m ore careful tak when T
discuss the relevance of these theorem s for the Interpretation of quantum m echanics.

To m otivate the rst theoram , consider the sin plest possble quantum m echanical
system : a single two-state systam , represented as the spin of a spjn—% particle. Let this
system be described by the density m atrix

W = %j"zih"z j+ %j#zﬂl#z J @)
T his density m atrix has m any altemative representations. am ong them being
w = %j"xih"x j+ %J#x]h#x J @)

The st form is usually said to describe a situation in which the system is in the state
", 1w ith probability % and in the state j#,1i with probability %; the second, a situation
n which the equally probable states are ", i and j#,1.

Is there an obfgctive di erence ketween these two situations? The statistics of all
possible m easurem ents one can m ake are, of course, the sam e In both cases because the
density m atrix isthe sam g, but is there nevertheless an ob fctive di erence between a spin
w ih a de nite but random polarization along z and a de nite but random polarization
along x?

There is no agreem ent on this elem entary conosptual point. People who take the
quantum state to be an ob fctive property of an individual system would say there is a
di erence: in one case this ob ctive property is unknown, but is equally likely to be j",1i

or j#,1; In the other case it is either j", i or j#,1i.



But if you accept D esideratum (5) there can be no ob Ective di erence. For one can
Introduce a second tw o{state system that does not currently interact w ith the rst, taking
the two system s to be in the singlet state

ji= 191_Ej"zj-j#zj- 191_Ej#zj-j"zj- 3)
which can equally wellbe w ritten
ji= pl—gj"xij#xi pl—Ej#xij"Xi: @)

T he representation (3) of j i establishes that one can produce the situation suggested by
the representation (1) ofW by m easuring , on the non-interacting ancillary system , while
the representation (4) establishes that one can produce the situation suggested by (2) by
m easuring  on the ancilla. If ob fctively real intemal properties of an isolated individual
system are not to depend on what is done to another non-interacting system , then there
can be no di erence between these two realizations of the density m atrix W .

T his is the position ofthose who m aintain that E instein {P odolsky {R osen correlations
and Bell's Theoram establish only that there can be no local hidden-variables underlying
quantum m echanics, but do not establish that quantum m echanics itself im plies non—
Jocality. Iwould like to explore where one can get by adhering to this view .

I once thought this peculiar situation | the ability rem otely to produce either of
tw o apparently distinct realizations of the sam e density m atrix W | stemm ed from the
degeneracy of W . But this is w rong. Consider, for exam ple, the non-degenerate density
m atrix

W = pj"ih"; J+ qj#;ib#; J ©)

wih p® g, which In spite of its non-degeneracy also hasm any altemative representations,
one ofwhich is
— LR 4R 4+ L4
W = SsRIRI+ SLILTF (6)

where and Riand 1iare the (hon-orthogonal) states

. pP—.., . bP—-.,.
Ri= pj",i+ qj#zl (7)

. p—..,. . b—.,.
Li= pj";1 qj#zl: )

To m ake taking about things sim ple suppose that the probability p is very much larger
than the probability g= 1 p. Then interpretation (5) of the density m atrix describes

7



a systam that is In the state 7",i with high probability and in the state j#,1i with low
probability, while the interpretation (6) describbes a system that is w ith equal probability
In one oftw o non-orthogonal states representing soin along an axis tilted jast slightly away
from z in either the direction x or x.

A gain one can ask whether there is an ob fctive di erence between these two ap-—
parently quite di erent situations, and again the answer must be no. For one can now
Introduce a second non-interacting tw o-state systam w ith the pair in the state

ji= Ppin iy iv Pt igni ©)
which can equally wellbe w ritten
Ji= SR e5Tidhd; (10)
since j"x i and j#,1 are explicitly
J"ei= P53 it s ik

Jhel= P53"1 P (1)

O ne can produce the situation associated w ith the representation (©) of W by m easuring
» on the non-interacting ancilla, w hile one can produce the situation suggested by (6) by
m easuring , on the ancilla.
It is the content of Theorem I that this state ofa airs is com pletely general:*i°7°
Theorem 1I:
G iven an arbitrary system described by a d-din ensionaldensity m atrix W , and given
N di erent interpretations of that density m atrix in tem s of ensambles of system s in

di erent (hot-necessarily orthogonal) pure states, associated w ith the expansions

Rn
W = p™ 3 ®inh @5 n=1;2;:::N; 12)
-1

then ifD isthe lJargest oftheD , thereisastate jiind D dimensionsand N di erent
observablesA, in theD dim ensionalancillary subspace such thatm easuring the cbservable

 N.Gishh, Helv. Phys. Acta 62, 363 (1989)

> L.P. Hughston, R . Jozsa, and W .K .W ootters, Phys. Lett. A 183, 14 (1993).

® SeeAppendix A fora proofthat ism ore com plete than G isin’s, and conceptually m ore
straightforw ard than that of Hughston et al.



A, on the ancilla kaves the original d-dim ensional subsystem in the state j ®) 4 with
probably p(n) .

If you take D esideratum (5) serdously, then there can be no m ore ob fctive reality to
the di erent possible realizations of a density m atrix, then there is to the di erent possible
ways ofexpanding a pure state in term s ofdi erent com plete orthonom alsets. T his isnot
to say that the \ignorance interpretation" of a density m atrix does not provide a usefiil
technicalway to dealw ith ensem bles of system s. But in the case of an individual system
the density m atrix m ust be a fundam ental and irreducible ob ective property, w hether or
not it is a pure state.

The case of EPR correlations has m ade fam iliar the fact that when a system isin a
pure state that is not a sin ple product over subsystem s, then its subsystem s can have no
pure states of theirown. A s far as I can tell, however, there is no consensus on whether
to take the subsystem density m atrices as com plete ob fctive characterizations of their

intemal properties. Tn view of Theorem I, D esideratum (5) requires us to do so./

T he second theorem also appliesto EPR correlations, but w illbe used here in a m uch
m ore general context. To m otivate it consider two spjn% particles in the singlet state j i.
Fam ously, their soin com ponents are perfectly anti-correlated. In particular

h j @) (2)j i= 1; = X;Y;Z: (13)

There isa (less fam ous) coverse of (13):
If a system consisting oftwo s_ojn% particles has a density m atrix W , and if

W P @ =1 = xy5z; (14)

then W is necessarily the proction operator on the singlet state:
1 O @
W=Wo=jjhj=f: 15)
T his is a direct consequence ofthe fact that W = W ¢ ifand only ifh # j i= 1,but ifwW
satis es (14) then

1 @ X
hf ji=trW Wo=totW ——— =11 trtw @ @ =1: (@16)

=Xiyiz

7 Note that this sam e requirem ent, In a rather di erent context, alters the character
of the \quantum m easurem ent problem ": if a pure state for the system {apparatus su-
persystem is entirely com patible w ith density m atrices for each subsystem , then the von
Neum ann \collapse" in a m easurem ent is not from a pure state to a m xture, but from
view ing the subsystem density m atrices as fundam ental and irreducibble, to view ing them
under the conventional ignorance interpretation.



T here isa way of looking at thistrivial result that m akes it a little surprising. Suppose
you have an ensamble of pairs of s_ojn% particles and you want to know if they all have
total soin zero. Total spin being a global property of the pair, one way to detem ine this
would be tom easure the total spin ofenough pairs to convince yourselfthat you are always
going to get the result 0. But suppose the pairs are so far apart that this is In practical.
T here is another way. Two people can do a series of ssparate m easurem ents of the two
x com ponents to convince them selves that they are always anti-correlated, and then do
the sam e for the y and z com ponents. In this way they can establish a global property
of an entangled state by a series of local m easurem ents together w ith the exchange of
Inform ation about the results of those localm easurem ents.

It is the content of T heorem II that this intriguing state ofa airs is entirely general:®
Theorem II:

Gvenasystem S = S; S, withdensitymatrixW ,then W iscom pletely determ ined
by thevaluesofti! A B foran approprate set ofocbservable pairsA ,B ,whereA = A 1
is an observable of subsystem S; and B = 1 B is an observable of subsystem S,. The
proof is as ollow s?

LettheM ; bea set ofhem itian operatorsthat form abasis forthe algebra ofoperators
on the subsystam S; and let the N ; be a sim ilar set for S, . (If the state space for S; is
given an orthonom albasis of states j 1ithen theM ; could, for exam ple consist ofall the
operators j ih Jj+ j ih Jand allthe operatorsi(j ih J J ih ) Since the st
ofallM ; N5 is a basis of hem itian operators for the algebra of operators on the full
system S, it follow s that if j i is any state of S then the profction operatoron has an
expansion of the form X
j ih J= cij( M Ny; a7)

177
w here the coe cients c j; are (real) num bers that can be explicitly calculated for any state
j i and any choice of the sets of operatorsM ; and N ;. So ifW is the density m atrix of S
then %
h W ji= Ci5 ()trW M; Ny: (18)
1]

T herefore one can determm ine any diagonalm atrix elem ent of the density m atrix W of

an ensemble ofsystemsS = S; S, from the correlations in the results of an appropriate

8 N .D .M em in, C omell lecture notes (unpublished), 1995. T hism ust have been noticed
before, but I have not yet unearthed it in the literature.

° Igive the argum ent only or nite dim ensional state spaces, leaving the extension to
the In nite din ensional case to those m ore m athem atically know ledgeable than Tam .

10



series of m easurem ents of ocbservables soeci ¢ to the subsystem s S; and S,. Since an

arbirary o diagonalm atrix elem ent can be expressed in tem s of diagonal ones,

hfji=2h + Hj+ i+2h +i W j+ii EFhyji+th ¥ 3i; Q9
we can detemm ine in this way all the m atrix elem ents of the density matrix W 1In some
com plete orthonom albasis for S, and hence determ ne W  itself.

T his proof easily generalizes to a system S = S, n Bom posed ofm ore than
tw o subsystem s: given any resolution of S into n subsystem s, the density m atrix of S is
entirely detem ined by the correlations am ong appropriate observables belonging to those
subsystem s. In such cases the structure of quantum m echanics guarantees the inm portant
fact that it doesn’t m atter whether we pin down the density m atrix, or exam ple, of
S =S8, S, S3 from correlations between ocbservables of S; w ith observables that act
globally on S, S3, or from correlationsbetween observables of S3 w ith observables acting
globally on S; S,, or from tripartite correlations between cbservables acting only on the
three subsystam s.

T hus the density m atrix of a com posite systam detem ines all the correlations am ong
the subsystam s that m ake it up and, conversely, the correlations am ong all the subsystem s
com pketely determ ine the density m atrix for the com posite system they make up. The
m athem atical structure of quantum m echanics im poses constraints, of course, on what
those correlations can be | nam ely they are restricted to those that can arise from som e
global density m atrix !° The particular ©m of that density m atrix is then com pletely
pihned down by the correlations them selves.

T his is fam iliar iIn the case n = 1, where it reduces to the fact that the set ofallm ean
values over the entire system determ ines the density m atrix. W hat seem s to have been
overlooked, and what T heorem IT establishes is the additional fact that for any resolution

values only for a set of cbservables restricted to those ofthe form A4 n Arhere A 5
actsonly on S.

In the context of the Six D esiderata, Theoram I asserts that the fundam ental ir-
reduchble cb fctive character of an individual system is entirely speci ed by its density

10 That they cannot be m ore general than that is the content of G leason’s T heorem . It
would be Interesting to explore the extent to w hich the underlying structure ofprobabilities
assigned to subspaces of a H ibert space on which G leason’s T heorem rests is itself pinned
down by the requirem ent of consistency am ong di erent possible resolutions of a system
into subsystem s.
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m atrix, and Theoram IT then tells us that the fundam ental irreducible obctive character
ofan individualsystem is entirely speci ed by all the correlations am ong any particular set
of the subsystem s into which it can e decom posed.

IV . The Tthaca Interpretation of Q uantum M echanics

Having only begun looking at quantum m echanics from the point of view ofmy six
D esiderata and two T heorem s, Thave only scattered, incom plete conclusions to report. At
this stage the Tthaca Interpretation is rather fragm entary. C entralto it isthe doctrine that
the only proper subfcts of physics are correlations am ong di erent parts of the physical
world. Correlations are fundam ental, irreducible, and ob fctive. T hey constitute the fiill
content of physical reality. T here is no absolute state of being; there are only correlations
between subsystam s.

Once it occurs to you to put it thisway it sounds like a trivialpoint. For how could
i be othemw ise? One m ight in agine a G od existing outside of the W orld with direct
unfathom able A coess to its G enuine E ssence. B ut physics ism orem odest in its scope than
theology. It ain s to understand the world in the world’s own tem s, and therefore ain s
only to relate som e parts of the world to others. For physicists, ifnot for theologians, this
reduction in scope ought not to be a serious lim itation.

If correlations are the fundam ental, irreducible, cb fective com ponents ofphysical real-
iy, and physical reality consists of individual system s, then probabilities are findam ental,
irreducibble, ob ective properties of individual system s. For am ong the possible correlations
am ong subsystem s are those betw een pro fction operators associated w ith the subsystem s,
which have an inm ediate interpretation as pint probability distributions. T his raises dif-

cul questions about the m eaning of probability for individual system s. A s Inoted at the
outset, the strategy of the Tthaca interpretation isto set aside such questions, not because
they are unin portant, but because the interpretation of quantum m echanics has enough
problem sofitsown. M y ain isto nd a satisfactory interpretation of quantum m echanics
contingent upon nding a satisfactory understanding of ob pctive probability as a property
of individual system s. I would consider that progress.

T he question that cannot be evaded, however, is correlations ketween what? I clain
that the failure explicitly to form ulate and address this question or to give it only partial

answ ers, is responsible form any of the m ost notorious di culties and anthropom orphisn s

of the Copenhagen interpretation: the clain that the existence of a classical dom ain is
essential or a proper Oom ulation of quantum m echanics; the Intrusion at a findam ental
level of notions like observation, m easurem ent, or state preparation, into what ought to
be a description of phenom ena in the unobserved, unm easured, unprepared naturalworld;
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and the m urkiness of the distinction between ob fective fact and hum an know ledge.

To see how this com es about, note that if correlationsbetween subsystem s ofa closed
system are indeed the only proper sub fcts for physics then the sim plest closed non-trivial
quantum m echanical system is not a two-state system , but a fourstate system , for a
two—state (or three-state) system cannot descridbe two non-trivial subsystem s. W hat is
real and ob ective about such a fourstate universe are only the correlations that exist
betw een the pair oftw o-state subsystam s it contains. O bservables ofone subsystem haveno
Inherentm eaning. T hey acquire such m eaning as they have only from the character oftheir
correlations w ith observables of the other subsystem . If the entire universe consistented of
a two-site s_ojn% H eisenberg m odel the com plete ob fctive facts about that universe would
be subsum ed by the density m atrix of that H eisenberg m odel | ie. by nothing m ore or
less than the collection of all the correlations between the two subsystem s. To ask about
the nature ofthe correlated quantities is to go outside of the universe, for it can only be to
ask how they are correlated w ith som ething else, and in this toy universe there is nothing
else.

And that’s all there is to it ©r a pair of tw o-state system s!! O ther toy universes are,
of course, m ore com plicated, but what is real and ob fctive about them is nothing m ore
or less than all the correlations am ong their subsystem s. W hat’s real about the Universe
(if you insist on talking about the Universe) are the correlations am ong its subsystem s.

T hese correlations constitute the totality of the intemal ob ective reality of individual
system s. So what do m easurem ent, or a classical dom ain, or know ledge have to do w ith
ob ective reality? N othing | nothing whatever. T hey have to do w ith us.

W e're big com plicated system s, and we've evolved under the pressure of having to
dealw ith other big com plicated system s. W e understand them , we can apprehend them ,
and we've developed language, to represent them to ourselves or to help us telleach other
about them . But we did not evolve having to dealw ith sim ple two level system s or even
com plicated atom s. So the only way we can cope w ith such system s, which evolution did
not out t us to apprehend directly, is to arrange for them to be subsets of larger system s
containing subsystem s of the kind we do know som ething about dealing wih. W e can
then leam about the ob fctively real correlations that exist between the an alland the big
subsystem s, and try to infer the nature of the system s inaccessble to our intuition from
how they correlate w ith the system s we're equipped to dealw ith. T he Jarger system s are
called \classical", and the process of arranging to correlate them w ith the sm aller system s

11 See Appendix B for som e of the requirem ents even so sin ple a system in poses on the
character of ob fective probabilities.
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is called \the m easurem ent process".

In them easurem ent process as I've jist described it, we ourselves play the role ofG od,
outside ofthe universe and directly perceiving these inform ative correlations. It's really not
like that, of course. To put the point m ore accurately it’s necessary to acknow ledge that
w e ourselves are physical system s, and w hat actually em erges from a m easurem ent are the
tripartite correlationsbetw een us, the classical subsystam , and the inaccessible subsystam .
It is because we have developed the ability to m ake sense of som e of the correlations
betw een ourselves and classical system s, that we get som ething usefil out of this process.
But this is a property of us | not of the nanimn ate physical world. M easurem ent, the
classical world, and hum an know ledge enter the picture only when we ask how we can
extract informm ation about the correlations that constitute the world. The correlations
them s=lves, how ever, are there whether or not we take the trouble to leam about them .

T he question ofhow we are able to understand correlationsbetw een ourselves and the
accessble \classical" system s we have arranged to correlate w ith the naccessible \quan-—
tum " system s is known as the problem of consciousness. It's a very di cul problem |
much m ore di culk, In my opinion, than the interpretation of quantum m echanics. But it
isaproblem aboutus. It isnot a problem that has anything to do w ith what is ob ectively
real about those parts of the physical world that can be well isolated from us.

If the st pillar of the Tthaca Interpretation is that correlations are the only fun-—
dam ental and ob ctive properties of the world, the second is that the density m atrix of
a system is a findam ental ob ctive property of that system whether or not it is a one-
din ensionalpro gction operator. To put it anotherway, In a nom enclature alm ost designed
to obscure the point, \m ixed" states are as fiindam ental as \pure" states. This ies in the
face of much textbook talk about density m atrices.

T he problem , of course, is that density m atrices can serve two purposes. One m ay
Indeed be dealing w ith an ensem ble of isolated system s, each ofw hich hasa one-din ensional
profction operator as its density m atrix, and want to average over the ensemble the
Intemal correlations that prevail in each of the subsystem s. The m athem atical ob fct you
need to do this has exactly the sam e structure, but not at all the sam e signi cance, as the
fundam ental irreduclble density m atrix of an individual system . It is the latter density
m atrix that ully describes all the intemal correlations of one of the m em bers of a singke
EPR pair.

It rem ains to be seen whether this point of view toward density m atrices can be
developed w ithout running into trouble. It w illbe in portant that the developm ent of the
Tthaca interpretation m ustbe in a fram ew ork thatm akes it possible to form ulate everything
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entirely in tem s of intemal correlations of isolated individual system s. M y guess is that
this w ill be enough to m ake everything work. Certain comm on but obscure statem ents
about pure vs. m ixed states already m ake straightforward sense in this new fram ework.
For exam ple it is often said that the di erence between a pure state and a m ixed state is
that in the form er case \we" have m axim al \know ledge" about the system , while in the
latter case \we" do not \know " everything that can be \known". T he anthropom orphisn s
disappear com pletely if one states this in temm s of correlations between subsystem s:

T he density m atrix of a subsystem S; can be a one-din ensional pro fction operator
(ie. a pure state) ifand only ifthe only larger systemsS = S; S, that can contain S;
as a subsystem adm it ofno correlationswhateverbetween S; and S, . The absence of such
correlations is the ob fctive fact. T he anthropom orphisn s sin ply express the consequences
of this fact for us, should we wish to Jeam about S; .

It is the program of the Tthaca interpretation to reduce all \quantum m ysteries and
horrors" to such statem ents about ob ective probabilities of individual system s.

By notm aking it explicit that the pure state ofa system When it hasone | and the
density m atrix, when it does not) is nothing m ore than a concise way to sum m arize and
reveal the consistency of all the correlations am ong its subsystem s, the C openhagen inter—
pretation leaves a conceptual vacuum that is often lled w ith the im plicit and som etin es
explicit notion that its pure quantum state is a findam ental and irreducible property of
a system under study, or even of the entire world. By conferring physical reality on the
quantum state one creates a m a pr part of the quantum m easurem ent problem . I am
not clain ing at this point that granting reality only to correlations am ong subsystem s
solves the m easurem ent problem , but it certainly m akes it harder to state jist what the
problem is. Because everything you can fom ulate in tem s of state vectors can also be
stated entirely in tem s of correlations between subsystem s | ie. In tem s of probability
distrdbutions | if a quantum m easurem ent problem rem ains it is going to be a problem
about the nature of ob fctive probabilities of individual system s.

Tt ism y optin istic expectation that by m aking the e ort to reform ulate the \m easure-
m ent problem " in those tem s one w ill either dem onstrate that it has vanished, or leam
som ething new and in portant about the nature of ob ective probability.
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A ppendix A : R em ote C onstruction of A rbitrary Ensem bles
W ith a G iven D ensity M atrix

Any density matrix W is hem itian and can therefore be expressed in temn s of the
orthonom al (out not necessarily com plete) set j ;i of its eigenvectors w ith non-zero eigen—

values:
Xd
W = piJ 1ih 13 0)
i=1

(with allp; > 0.) There are altermative ways to interpret W as distrlbutions ofpure states,

each of the fom :
X
W = aj ith 3 (1)
=1

where D d, and the (nom alized) states j i are not in general orthogonal.

The j imust span the sam e space as the j i, since the spaces spanned by either st
have an orthogonal com plem ent which is just the set ofallj iwih h W j i= 0.

C onsequently there is an expansion

d
., X P . .
qJ 1= M " pi]ads @2)
i=1

Because the j ;iare an orthonom alset, for (20) and (21) to yield the sam e density m atrix

W wemust have
)3
M iM .= j_j: (23)

IfD > dwe can extend M to a D -din ensionalunitary m atrix*® U w ith
U =M ; d: (24)

It follow s from (22) and the unitarity of U that
U g j i= 0; > d: (25)

W e now de ne a state In the product of our original state space and a space of
dim ension D :
X g
Jji= pijil 3L (26)

i=1
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where the j ;i are the rst d meamnbers of an (aroitrarily chosen) orthonomm al set j i,
=1:::D.
It ollow s from (22) and (23) that

p—. . .
piJil= qgJj ™M ;; 27)

and therefore
Jji= g j i M . J i (28)
=1 i=1

Eg. (25) pem isus to extend the sum to the entire set ofD wvectors j i:

Jji= qaj i J i 30)

where

j i= U 3 i (31)

It follow s from the unitarity ofU and the orthonomm ality ofthe j ithatthe j iarealso
an orthonomn al set.

Ifwe are given a large num ber of altemative realizations of W of the form 21), we
can take the dim ension of the auxilliary space to be the lJargest D associated w ith them .
T he above argum ent then show s that if we are given any state j i of the form (26), we
can nd a representation of j i having the form (30) for any of the many setsof 7 1
satisfying (21). By m easuring in the auxilliary space an observable w hose eigenstates are
the associated j i, we can therefore produce an ensem ble in the original space in which
the system is In the state j 1w ith probability g .

A ppendix B : The H ardy P aradox.

T he sim plest possible non-trivial closed individual quantum system | a pair oftwo
tw o-state system s | already gives som e usefiil clues about som e of the properties ob ctive
probabilitiesw illhave to possess. T he follow iIng exam ple, invented by Lucien H ardy to give
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a particularly powerfiil version of Bell's T heoraem , also enables one to m ake an im portant
point about ob fctive probabilities.

C allthe two two-state subsystem sA and B . Tom ake the point we need consider only
tw o observables ofeach system , called 15 , 22 , 1 ,and 2z . W e can labelthe two eigenstates
of each of these cbservers by a color: red R) orgreen (G). In each subsystem take the
eigenstates of observable 1 to be non-trivially di erent from those of observable 2 | ie.
JR 1 is a superposition of PR i and PG i with both coe cients non-zero. To m ake the
point it su ces to take the sym m etric case in which the values of the two coe cients are
the sam e, w hether the observables 1 and 2 are associated w ith subsystem A or subsystem
B . To keep the notation from getting too cum bersom e we abbreviate the designation ofa
state ofthe form J,Ri PpGi (forexampl) sinply to JR;2G i.

N ow consider the universe consisting of the pair of tw o-state system s characterized by
the density m atrix j ih jwhich profcts on the (nom alized) state:

PR;2R1i JR;1RihlR;1R PR;2R1i

ji= pr— ' (32)
1 hiR PR i?

C learly
p(R;IR) = HlR;IR jij* = 0; (33)
PG ;1G) = J2G;1G jij* = 0; (34)
p(lG;2G) = G ;2G jij* = 0; (35)

while
G ;2G) = F2G ;2G 7§ ij? LV SR (36)

i2G) = ; i3° = =X ;
P J 4 1 x2 1+ x

w here

x = TR PRi¥ 6 O: 37)

The only inportant thing to note is that the st three of these probabilities are
zero and the fourth is non-zero, but I cannot resist noting that the probability p (2G ;2G )
happens to be maxinum when x = 1= (Wwhere  is the golden mean, =p§2+l), n
which case the values of all the probabilities associated w ith the four pairs of subsystem

observables are as in the follow iIng lovely Table:
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GR 4 2 1 3
RG 4 2 3 1
RR 1 0 4 4

T he H ardy paradox consists of cbserving that the three 0 probabilities translate into
three conditional probabilities of unity:

PaG;i2sG)=0=) p@EG)=plaR;2sG)=) pPUaRPsG)=1; (38)
PaR;1gR)=0=) pdaR)=pUaR;1zG)=) pUsGIaR)=1; 39)
P@aG;lgG)=0=) peG)=pdsGi2aR)=) PRI G)= 1: (40)

From these unit conditional probabilities we conclude that 2 G requires 1 R, that 1, R
requires 1y G, and that 1g G requires 2, R . Therefore 25 G requires 2, R :

PCARPsG)= 1: 41)
But this contradicts the fact (36) that

T he conventional analysis of what's w rong w ith this reasoning associates the proba-

bilities w ith the resuls ofm easurem ents. T hus the probability
PlaRPsG)=1 43)

appearing In (38) must actually be conditioned not only on getting G for a m easurem ent
of 25 , but also on both m easurem ents actually being perform ed. W e should therefore use
the expanded form

PUaR P Gila;2s) = 1: (44)

The second 2 is unnecessary, if we interpret 25 G to m ean property 2 is m easured and
found to have the value G . Tt m ight appear that the second 1, isalso unnecessary, but this
is Incorrect. For the naive argum ent to go through, the 1, R in (38) must m ean exactly
the sam e thing as it m eans In (39) | nam ely, property 1a is m easured and found to have
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the value R . But the probability is not 1 that if 2z is m easured and found to have the
value G then 1, ism easured and found to have the value R . To get a probability of 1 we
m ust also condition on subsystem 1, actually being m easured. T herefore we m ust rew rite
(38){ 40) as

PlaRPeG;la)
Pl GJaR;1g)
PCrRIAg G ;2 )

1;
1; (45)
1;

and the chain of reasoning ollow ing (40) breaks down.

Thisway out of H ardy’s paradox is not available to the Tthaca interpretation, which
insists that quantum m echanics should m ake sense as a description of the ob ectively real
correlationsthat exist in a universe consisting entirely ofthe tw o tw o-state system s. In such
a universe there are no m easurem ents | only correlations. T he additional conditioning on
an observable \actually being m easured" has nom eaning. In the Tthaca interpretation the
fallacy in the H ardy paradox can only be that the three \conditional probabilities" equal
to uniy In (38)—(40) have no m eaning. It m akes no sense to contem plate the probabiliy
that 15 isR given that 25 isG . The unconditionalvalie of an cbservable or a subsystem
cannot be \given" | only correlations between subsystem s have ob fctive reality.

It therefore appears that the view of probability underlying the Tthaca interpretation
m ust be antiBayesian. At som e fuindam ental level unconditional pint ob Ective probabilk-
ities have m eaning, but certain conditional probabilities have no m eaning, because that
upon which they are conditioned has no cb fctive reality. O nly correlations | ie. only
pint distrdbutions | have ob fctive reality.
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