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ON OBSERVATION AND THE COMPLETION OF QUANTUM
MECHANICS

M. F. BROWN

ABSTRACT. We start with a discussion of the use of mathematics to model the
real world then justify the role of Hilbert space formalism for such modelling
in the general context of quantum logic. Following this, the incompleteness
of the Schrodinger equation is discussed as well as the incompleteness of von
Neumann’s measurement approach [1]. Subsequently, it is shown that quantum
mechanics is indeed completed by the addition of an observer, however the
observer is not described in the Hamiltonian formalism but necessarily by the
quantum stochastic formalism discovered in [2]. Consequently, the complete
theory of quantum mechanics appears to be the Quantum Filtering Theory
[3, 4]. Finally, it is shown how Schrédinger’s cat may be understood as a
quantum filter, providing an intuitively realistic model and an insight into
how quantum filtering works.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Hilbert space, or equivalently C*-algebra, is the mathematical framework of
quantum mechanics but do we need to justify its use in modelling the world, or parts
thereof? After all, it is rather unusual for anyone to question, or justify, the use
of vector calculus as the mathematical framework of electromagnetism. Of course
vector calculus makes sense as far as our abilities to ‘imagine’, ‘conceptualise’ and
‘comprehend’ are concerned. However, it should be exposed that this is an attempt
to model a certain class of observations using a specific mathematical structure,
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it is not ‘reality’. Instead, it is a mathematical framework that helps us make
sense of our observations. If we believe that a model is reality then we run the
risk of constraining our subsequent understanding of the world, becoming stuck
in particular systems of mathematics and logic. That said, we do need logical
structures if we are to attempt to understand the world around us, because our
understanding is determined by our ability to predict and thus engineer.

Vector calculus is a good logic for imagining a traditional 3-dimensional space
of evolving trajectories, naturally giving rise to space-time. So good in fact, that
most people would not question it as truth. But what about C*-algebra? In
quantum mechanics we are usually more interested in W*-algebras (von Neumann
algebras). A von Neumann algebra A is a special kind of C*-algebras (it is equal
to its bicommutant) and as such, may be represented by an operator algebra on a
Hilbert space. The building blocks of such algebras are the projection operators,
which are a fundamental ingredient of Quantum Mechanics, and von Neumann
algebras can be classified according to the nature of their projectors. So, when it
comes to describing the world using Hilbert space the important thing to understand
is how the mathematical logic of projectors captures the nature of the world around
us.

On the one hand, we can see geometry around us and watch things moving
along trajectories - a vector calculus outlook. On the other hand we can take less
obvious (more abstract) approaches to understanding what we see. Notice that
one of the key ideas, that has been implicit up to now, is that when we are trying
to describe the world it is really just our observation of the world that we are
describing. That is, the best we can do is use logic to understand our (own or
collective) experience of the world. Physics attempts to resolve this by replacing
ourselves, as observers, with an apparatus of some kind, an ‘objective observer’.
This will achieve a certain level of objectivity in an otherwise subjective world, but
this objectivity is somewhat determined by us. This is because the apparatus that
we build is conceptually driven by the logic that we have chosen to apply to the
world. For example, if we only understand the world in terms of vector calculus,
then we would engineer an apparatus to measure some property related to this
vector calculus model. It is usually when our apparatus produces outcomes that
we don’t understand using our current model, that we start wondering if perhaps
our model has not as good a likeness to the universe as we thought. Alternatively,
we might think our model looks like the world, but when applied to less accessible
parts of the world (like applying classical orbiting electrons to the concept of atoms)
things happen that don’t make sense. Consequently, additional logic needs to be
introduced to resolve such issues (like Bohr’s model of the atom).

There is no reason why the universe should be logical, but we can use logic to
understand the universe. It is important to distinguish between these two things.
‘Understanding’ is always subjective: we come to understand the universe (or part
of) in the context of a model. Any given model will have a specific structure and
in the context of this structure (this is the subjectivity) we can ask questions and
get answers. However, we are always restricted to only those questions that are
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relevant to the model, so we can only make deductions that are compatible with
our observations. The universe is not a space-time, but if we think about it in
this way then we can obtain some understanding. Similarly, the universe is not a
Hilbert space either. One of the reasons why the line between models and reality has
become so blurred is due to our ability to engineer as a result of our acquisition of
understanding: if a model can make accurate predictions then we conclude that we
know how something works. If we know how something works then we can control
it - build machines. If we can control the world we believe that our understanding
is true. Moreover, we can use these machines to acquire more understanding of the
world. In modern physics it is often the machines themselves that we are trying to
understand. For example, we use our knowledge of quantum mechanics to build a
sensitive apparatus to test the fundamental principles of quantum mechanics.

The basic idea in quantum mechanics is as follows. We consider an approximately
isolated part of the universe, the ‘object’, that is meaningful in the context of some
apparatus that has been designed in accordance with prior knowledge of how the
universe works based on a specific model through which we have some kind of
context. This system may be a bit of matter or a diffraction grating with ‘known’
properties and additional properties that are yet to be determined. As far as an
experiment is concerned the system can interact with the apparatus in some known
way. Again, this is entirely based on prior knowledge about what the apparatus is
and does, and how we can control it.

It should now be coming to light that there are two main components in a
complete theory of physics. The first is a mathematical structure that encodes,
and attempts to capture, our observations and re-imagine them. The second is a
mathematical structure that encodes, and attempts to capture, the means by which
our observations arise. The usual idea is that there is an objective reality, of which
we are part, and life is a collection of experiences (observations) within this. A
more factual approach would say that we have experiences and we are trying to
give some kind of structure to whatever part of the universe our experiences are
arising from. That is: we are trying to establish the source of our experience of
life. It tends to be easier to believe that this source has an objective reality, but
even it doesn’t we can simply define objective reality to be the emergent structure
that we infer in order for us to understand our observations. Notice that this latter
statement does not require objective reality to pre-exist, but rather, it implies that
we are generating it on our journey of understanding. This also begs the question:
can we choose our objective reality?

2. FrROM CLASSICAL TO QUANTUM LOGIC

Classical logic is usually described by Boolean algebra, a distributive lattice
with logical compliment. It consists of a set C of elements (events, propositions,
knowledge, et c.) a,b,... equipped with a partial order <, where a < b means that
if b is ‘true’ then it follows that a is ‘true’. There is also a negation which reverses
the order relation such that a < b < bl < al, where al is the logical compliment of
a and all = a. Further, there are binary operations A and V. The first is a logical
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infimum of @ and b, such that a A b is the most knowledge common to both a and
b. That isaAb < aand a Ab < b, and we can also interpret a A b as the truth
common to both a and b. The second operation is the logical supremum of a and
b, such that a Vb = (al AD)! is the least knowledge from which both a and b follow,
soaVb>aandaVb>h.

The set C' contains a greatest element 1 = a V al for any element a € C, which
is ‘everything’ (maximal knowledge) such that 1 A @ = a. Similarly, there is a least
element 0 = a A al = 1!, ‘nothing’, such that 0V @ = a. These binary opera-
tions are themselves associative and commutative and classical logic also imposes
distributivity:

(2.1) (anb)Ve=(aVe)AN(bVe) and aA(bVe)=(aAb)V(aAc).
Two elements a, b are called
(2.2)  inconsistent if a ANb =0, disjoint if b<al, and conjoint if bl < a.

Inconsistent means that there is no knowledge following from a which also follows
from b, disjoint means that b will be true if a is false and vice versa, and conjoint
means that if a is true then b is false (and vice versa) which also means that
aVb=(blva)vb=aVv1=1. Notice that if a and b are both disjoint and conjoint
then a = bl without the requirement for distributivity. However, the distributivity
has a very important consequence:

(2.3) disjoint < inconsistent

Disjoint = inconsistent simply follows from the associativity of A, since b < al =
b=>bAa wehave 0 = 0Ab = (aAa)Ab = aA(al Ab) = a b However,
inconsistent = disjoint requires distributivity: b = (a V al) Ab= (a Ab) V (al AD)
soaAb=0=b=dad Ab=b<adl.

Additional structure that follows from distributivity is logical relativity [5]. This
corresponds to defining a negation b®/¢ of an element b with respect to an interval
b € [a, ] C C which ultimately corresponds to the conditioning of b with respect to
[a,c] :={e € C:a<e<c} Itis given by the associative operation

(2.4) ble=(avbhrne=av® Ae)=aVviae,

and defines an involution as (b%l°)elc = a v (b®¢) Ac=aV (d VbAa)Ac=0.

The simplest example of a Boolean algebra is C' = {0, 1} but this is not so useful
as we only have ‘nothing’ (no knowledge) or ‘everything’ (maximal knowledge).
What’s more interesting is C' = {0, e, el 1}, the classical bit, where e A el =0 and
eVel = 1. This is a very simple and intuitive way of handling observations: an
observation is simply represented by an event e. But note that the compliment of
this event, e!, is itself another event.

This classical logic has a concrete realisation as an algebra of projectors in an
abelian W*-algebra C (with Hermitian involution ) so that a € C' is mapped to a
projection P, = P;f P, = Pj € C. The binary operations are given by P,y = P, Py
and Py = Py, — P, Py + Py, with Py = 0 and P, = I, so that P,) = I — P,, and
inconsistence (which is also disjunction) is written as P, P, = 0, whilst conjunction
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is({—P,)Py,=1-P,, or P,— P,P,+ P, = I. Further, the partial ordering P, < P,
is determined by the non-negativity of P, — P, (non-negative spectrum), and the
relative compliment of b € [a, c] is given by Pyaje = (Po— Po(I—Fy)+ (I — B))P. =
P. - (Pb - Pa)'

Our classical way of thinking about this mathematics often involves us picturing
sets and thinking of A as set intersection and V as set union, but this imagination
is distributive in its nature. Physics experiments have revealed that this classical
logic is too restrictive to correctly explain our observations, but more experiments
can be explained if we imagine the universe in a non-distributive way. Quantum
logic is non-distributive and a very reasonable generalisation of classical logic. The
idea is this: if two events are inconsistent why should they have to be disjoint? This
would mean that we could have events a and b from which no common knowledge
follows, yet these events are not disjoint. Such propositions are called incompatible.

Remark 1. In fact, for a and b to be incompatible we don’t have to have a ANb =0
but rather: a and b are incompatible if 3 non zero p < a and q < b such that

pAg=0andp£ql.

Note that if inconsistent events were disjoint then distributivity, and thus clas-
sical logic, would follow as a special case. The problem we now face is that if we
try to imagine the events a and b ‘visually’ as sets then we can’t distinguish incon-
sistence from disjunction. However, the algebra of projectors allows us to handle
this conceptually reasonable quantum logic as follows. If A is a quantum logic then
it can contain classical logics C C A. Any such C has a representation as a set
of commuting projectors in a subalgebra C of a W*-algebra A, as described above.
Only this time we can say that two elements a and b are disjoint iff P, P, = 0, and
in order to understand inconsistence we must understand that P, A P, := Pyap is
the largest projector such that P, — P,y and P, — P, are non-negative. Similarly,
P,V P, := P,y is the smallest projector such that P,;, — P, and P,y — P, are
non-negative. Note that, if we denoted by H the representing Hilbert space of A
then an operator X is non-negative if ()| X|1) > 0 for all |¢)) € H.

Now suppose that we have two incompatible elements a and b, such that P, = 0
and P, P, # 0, then it follows that P,P, # P,P,. To see this, suppose these
projectors commute, [P,, P,] = 0, then P,r, = P,P,. Then inconsistence has the
form P, P, = 0, which also implies that a and b are disjoint. Therefore, if a and b
are not disjoint then [P,, Py] # 0. So, if we let go of the distributivity of the binary
operations of classical logic, then we end up with the quantum logic of events
described by projectors in a non-commutative W*-algebra A. In order to generate
the algebra A for a given model of some specific observations that we make we must
first identify specific observations a and identify each with a projector P,. Then we
get A = {P,}” by taking the bicommutant of the set of all such projectors. So, the
algebra A is the algebra generated by some generally incompatible observations.

The representing Hilbert space H makes it easier to understand P, p and P,yp.
The former is the projection onto the Hilbert subspace that is the intersection of
the Hilbert subspaces P,H and PyH, such that P,,,H = PLHN PH = {¢ €
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H : P, = ¢ = Pyp}. The latter is the projection onto the closed linear span
of these Hilbert subspaces such that PazH = P,H U PyH = P, H+ PyH, =
{ =g +p: Y, € PH;k=a,b} = (I — P,y ) H.

The main point about this quantum logic is that it consists of incompatible clas-
sical logics. Each classical logic corresponds to some kind of ‘conventional’ way of
describing the world, but the ‘quantumness’ allows different ways of describing the
same world. Such different descriptions of the world are incompatible in the sense
that there may be nothing common to either description of the world, yet these
two seemingly different descriptions may completely describe the same thing. To
be clear about the latter: ‘different descriptions of the same thing’ does not mean

two disjoint propositions in a classical logic, it means there can be two non-disjoint
propositions in two inconsistent classical logics. A well-known example in physics
is the description of a particle. One could completely describe this system in either
the position representation or the momentum representation; these are two incom-
patible descriptions of the same system. It was originally believed that position and
momentum formed independent parts of a system, but on closer inspection this is
seen to be false.

3. THE COMPLETION OF QUANTUM MECHANICS

A standard assumption in orthodox quantum mechanics is that the evolution
of a quantum system is determined by a unitary (strongly continuous one param-
eter) group generated by the Hermitian Hamiltonian operator. However, in this
section it shall be shown that when measurement is included in the standard quan-
tum theory, such Hamiltonian evolution is insufficient to describe the dynamics of
a measurement apparatus coupled to a quantum system. Thus the Schrodinger
equation is an incomplete description of quantum dynamics. Indeed, the com-
plete description shall be derived and it shall be shown to correspond to Belavkin’s
Quantum Filtering Theory. Intuitively, quantum filtering is a dynamical theory of
information-extraction from a quantum system h. Moreover, it respects the uni-
tary pure-state dynamics of wave-functions. Now the intention is to shown that
this theory is not just a solution to the quantum measurement problem, but the
solution.

3.1. von Neumann’s Measurement Theory. The first attempt to complete
quantum mechanics was done in 1932 by von Neumann [1] and at first glance this
appears to be quite reasonable. Following ideas that he also attributes to Szilard
and Heisenberg, he divides the world into three parts, I, II and III, where I is the
quantum system under observation, II is the measurement instrument and IIT is
the actual observer. Different interpretations of II and III were considered, with
the extreme case being that II is everything that connects the system I with the
observer’s abstract ‘ego’ III. However, for practical purposes many of the concepts
contained within II were cast into III, leaving only some basic type of apparatus
to constitute II. For example, in the case of Schrodinger’s cat that would mean
taking I to be a two-level atom, II to be the cat (serving as an apparatus) and
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III to be the observer’s ego and physical means by which they observe the state of
the cat. All that said, von Neumann then excludes III from the calculations, with
the justification that it makes no difference to predictions about I, and proceeds as
follows.

The initial state of the composite system I + IT may be given by a wave-function
Y = |¢) ® |&) in a separable Hilbert space H = h @ ¢, where € = L?(Q) is the
instrument Hilbert space constituting an apparatus and 2 is the set of measure-
ment outcomes k. Meanwhile, § is the Hilbert space of the quantum system under
observation. A measurement first involves an interaction between the system and
instrument given by a unitary operator U(t) = e7'#! with Hamiltonian AH, cou-
pling (entangling) the instrument with the system over an interval of time [0, ] to
give 1(t) = U(t)y. Following this interaction a measurement may be performed by
the instrument resulting in an observation of type-k, with respect to some chosen
orthonormal basis {|¢x)} for &. The entanglement of the system, which we’ll call
‘object’, with the apparatus may be written in the form

(3.1) B(t) =U®)(1¢) @ &) = D Vi(t)|¥) @ [&),

where Vi, (t) = (1, ® (& |)e (1 ®|&p)) are contractions (norm reducing operators)
in B(h) with Vi (¢)|¢) := cx(t)|vx(t)), where > |cx|> = 1 and the |1 ) are normalised
but not necessarily orthogonal. The correct form of the Born rule would then
state that the probability of making an observation of type-k is given by |cx|? =
P(t) (1y @ Pi)(t), where P, = |€)(&k|. This is the ‘correct’ expression because
the probabilities associated with an observation should be determined from the
observation itself (which is given by the apparatus projector Py) which in turn
leads to inference about the quantum system.

In fact, von Neumann did not give the interaction in the form (3.1), but instead
in the form

(32) U cklor) @ 1€0)) =D crlor) © 1)

corresponding to the realisation of the system in a state given by the vector |¢x) € b
supposed to be a normalised eigenvector of whatever observable in B() is being
measured (i.e. the case where V() is a projector E}), but this did not respect the
assumption that U(t) = et So, in order to reconcile this interaction with the
Schrédinger equation von Neumann considered, instead, the case where b and € are
both copies of L?(R) and then considers an interaction of the form U (t) = e(X®P)t,
neglecting kinetic energy for simplicity, where X is the position operator of the
system under observation and AD is the instrument momentum operator. Now
(3.1) assumes the form

(3.3) U)([9) ® |éo)) = / / B2y + t)la) @ |y)dady

with respect to Dirac’s generalised eigenfucntions |z) ¢ b, where X|z) = x|z) and
(x|z")y = 0(z — 2').

The interaction (3.1) satisfies the Schrédinger equation but there are two prob-
lems hidden in this theory. The first is that the dynamics of the measurement itself,
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regarded as the spontaneous action of a projector P, is not treated formally, and
the second is that when we try to condition future expectations of an observable
on prior observations the Law of Total Probability is not considered. Now these
issues shall be addressed in detail, and the consequences thereof.

3.2. Non-commutative Conditional Expectations and Observation. The
quantum filtering theory, amongst other things, is also a theory of quantum causal-
ity and we shall see how its structure may be derived from some logical principles
underlying observation. Ultimately we must understand how to condition future
observations on past observations, and then understand how to construct a time-
continuous process of this kind. So quantum conditional expectations and stochastic
calculus will play a fundamental role here. A very vague history of these things is
as follows, which will doubtless do a lot of injustice to the many minds that have
been involved.

Stochastic calculus did not emerge until Itd’s inventions in the 1940’s and, accord-
ing to Umegaki [6], there was no proper theory of quantum probability, motivating
him to construct a non-commutative conditional expectation in the 1950’s. But
since these inventions both quantum probability and stochastic calculus have been
developed extensively; see citations in [7]. Further, a solution to the classical fil-
tering problem emerged in the 1960’s from Stratonovivch [8], going into the 1970’s
quantum stochastic calculus developed from the study of quantum dynamical semi-
groups, see [9] for example, resulting in the famous Lindblad equation, and in the
1980’s this developed into Hudson’s and Parthasarathy’s rigorous Fock space for-
malism of quantum stochastic differential equations [2]. Meanwhile, Stratonovich’s
student Belavkin, who was also a pioneer of quantum information and quantum
stochastic calculus, was developing quantum filtering. However, others were also
working on the theory of time-continuous quantum measurement, see citations in
[10].

Definition 1. [11] A non-commutative conditional expectation is a positive, unital,
linear map between von Neumann algebras € : A — C, where C C A and e(C1 ACs) =
C1e(A)Cy for all C1,Cy € C and A € A.

We shall begin with some basic examples of conditional expectations on the
von Neumann algebra A = B(H), for a separable Hilbert space H, and consider a
projection P € A. Now define C C A as the von Neumann algebra generated by P
and its orthogonal compliment @ = I — P such that C = {¢1 P + ¢2Q : ¢1, 2 € C},
and note that it is abelian (commutative). First, we shall define the conditional
expectationw : A — C’, whereC' = {A € A: [A,C] =0V C e C} = {PAP+QAQ:
A € A} is the commutant of C in B(H) and generally not abelian. This conditional
expectation is defined as

(3.4) w(A) = PAP + QAQ

and needn’t be referred in any way to a state E. It is well-defined as a non-
commutative conditional expectation according to Definition 1. However, if we
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now define a conditional expectation € : A — C then we must introduce a state E
on A as a means to reduce operators to scalars. Then we can define

E[PAP] ,  E[QAQ]
(3.5) e(A) E[P] P+ ) Q.
We shall soon see that if E is a normal state, given by a trace-class density operator
so that E[A] = Tr[oA], then ¢ must generally assume the form Py P+ QuTQ €
C'.

Let’s now apply this to von Neumann’s measurement theory, recalling the object-
apparatus interaction given by (3.3), where H = h ® £ with h = £ = L2(R), and see
what happens when we take a measurement at a time s, say. The measurement is
represented by a projector P and the von Neumann-Liiders projection postulate,

written in its proper form, states that
(1p @ P)ip(s)

(30 Y 4, @ Py

and consequently this new wave-function continues to evolve according to the inter-
action Hamiltonian from s up to some later time ¢ > s if the apparatus and object
are assumed to remain coupled, or re-couple, after the measurement. As a simple
example we could suppose the projector P in (3.5) represents an observation that
a quantum particle is in a region A C R, so that @ represents the observation that
the particle is not in A. Then, with E4[A] := 9(s)T Ay (s) and A = X ® 1¢, the
conditional expectation (3.5) would assume the form

(3.7) e(X) = DX O, EX©Q],

Ely@ Pl Eqly @ Q]
It is important to understand that we are imposing the condition that the particle
will be in either A or R\ A when observed at time s, and not in a superposition of
these positions. Such is a consequence of the experimental setup that is designed to
do just this. In particular, we are aiming to make predictions about some ‘quantum
property’ X at time ¢ based on the outcome of an observation at an earlier time s,

but we must first understand these conditional expectations in more detail.

Remark 2. In the study of von Neumann algebras Hermitian operators are called
symmetric and such an X, defined on a dense domain 0x C b, has 0x C 0x+ and
satisfies X1y = X|) for all |1b) € 0x. If a symmetric operator X is unbounded
but (X +il)~! € B(h) then although X ¢ B(b) it may still be said that X is affiliated
to B(h) and for most practical purposes X may be handled in the same way as a
bounded operator [12]. Here we shall denote this affiliation by X —B(h) and we shall
also include within such terminology any self-adjoint X € B(h).

Definition 2. A quantum property is an essentially self-adjoint operator X affili-
ated to a von Neumann algebra. That means X is a symmetric operator where the
ranges of the operators X +1I are dense in b [13].

We can see that measurements and their outcomes are intimately related to
conditional expectations of quantum properties. However, the concept of such
a conditional expectation is not yet complete, for we must insist that quantum
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properties be predictable. This means that the Law of Total Probability (3.8) must
be satisfied, and that is the insistence that the expectation of a quantum property
is not affected by the conditioning.

Definition 3. A non-commutative conditional expectation € : A — C, as given in
Definition 1, defines the conditional expectation with respect to a normal state E,
of an operator A=A with E[A] < oo, if

(3.8) Ele(A)] = E[A].

In which case we can write e(A) = E[A|C]. The identity (3.8) is called the Law
of Total Probability (LTP) and if satisfied by A we say that A is predictable with
respect to E|C, or E|C-predictable. If (3.8) holds for all A € A we say that A is
E|C-predictable.

Notice that if LTP is to be satisfied by (3.5) then we must have
(3.9) E[PAP 4+ QAQ] = E[4],

and the same can be said for (3.4) if we were to introduce a state. Moreover, (3.9)
leads us to one of two conditions. The first is that [P, A] = 0 and the second is that
[P, o] = 0. We shall soon see that these amount to the same thing.

Definition 4. Let A be a von Neumann algebra and consider a quantum prop-
erty X—B(h), then we shall say that X is Q-observable, observable with respect to
a set of measurement outcomes ), if X is predictable with respect to E|C where
C={P, : ke Q} C B(h) is the abelian algebra generated by a complete set of
orthogonal projections P, € A, > P, = I, which represent observable events (mea-
surement outcomes) k € 1, such that C is the representation of a classical logic of
measurement outcomes.

The important point here is that C C B(h)’, then since B(h) is a type-I factor it
follows that A = B(h) @ C. Moreover, the conditional expectation e(X) = E[X|C]
is given by

E[X ® Pyl
(3.10) (X ®1) = ZIEl;,@Pk
where C C B(t) and the sum is taken over all k € ) for which E[15 ® P;;] # 0, and it
should be clear that LTP is satisfied. We shall often denote e(X ®1) simply as e(X)
for brevity. This may seem like a big assumption to make about the mathematical
structure of a quantum system under observation, but we’ll now see this follows
from the LTP for any X—B(h) conditioned on projectors Ej € B(h) which are
complete in the sense that > Ej = 1j.

Lemma 1. Suppose that X—B(h) is predictable with respect to a normal state G
and a conditional expectation w : B(h) — {Ex : k € Q}" C B(h), where {Ex} is
a complete set of orthoprojectors in B(h). Then there is an abelian algebra C =
{Py : k € Q}" represented on a Hilbert space €, where {Py} is a complete set of
orthoprojectors in B(t), such that G admits a purification E on the von Neumann
algebra C' = B(h) ® C := A and there is a conditional expectation € : A — C called
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the canonical representation of w. That is, if X is G|{E}"-predictable in B(b)
then it is Q-observable (i.e. E|{ P}’ -predictable in B(h) @ C).

Proof. If X—B(h) is G|{E : k € Q}"-predictable, with projectors E, € B(b),
>~ E) = 1p, then there is a conditional expectation

G|E X Ey]

(3.11) w(X) = ZWEk,
where sum is taken over non-zero G[Eg]. Since G is assumed to be a normal
state it is given by a density operator ¢ and LTP (3.8) requires that Tr[oX] =

Tr[Y 0Ex X Ei]. If [X, E;] # 0 then we must have Y FroEr = o and this means
that there is a Hilbert space ¢ and projectors Py, € B(t) such that the density may
be decomposed as o = wz/ﬂ where 1/1 ¢ — hand Ekw z/JPkT, where PT is operator
transpose which may be induced by the anti-linear complex conjugation operator C'
as PT = CPTC. To see this, first write 0 = >, 37, [ci, *|9i, ) (¢4, |, where k € Q,
i € Ip, |Ig] > 1 if G[Eg] # 0, and Ej|¢i,) = dikldi, ), such that |¢;, ) are the
(normalised) degenerate eigenvectors of the projectors Eg. Then define € = L?(I)
with orthonormal basis {|¢;)}, where I = UI, and U denotes disjoint union, and
define 1 = Soreilei)(&l, where (&] = (&|C. Then Py, = >, 1€i) (& satisfies
Epp = ¢ P] for all k € Q. If G[E}] = 0 for a k then Ey|¢;) = 0 for any i € I. Then
one may simply add an extra dimension to ¥ and define a corresponding projector
P,=0p1letapC.

The operator zz is the partial transpose of an entangled vector ¢ € H = h ® ¢,
and this partial transposition is defined on product vectors as

(3.12) 9) @ 1¢) =16) @ 16) = [$) (€],

where (¢| = (¢|C. Indeed, v simply corresponds to the purification of ¢ and defines
the pure-state E. Now on H we see that

(3.13) (Ex ® Lo = Exd = 0F] = (1y ® P)ob,

so we see that G[E, X Ey] = E[X ® Pg] so (3.11) can be represented in C = {F, :
k € Q}" in the form
E[X ® Pyl

(3.14) (X ®1) = Z]El;,@Pk

where C is isomorphic to {Ej : k € 2} due to the one-to-one correspondence
Ei <> Py between the projectors Ej, € B(h) and Py, € B(t). Note that ¢ and h need
not have the same dimension.

In the special case where [Fj, X] = 0 we can take g to be pure, given by |¢)
but we can trivially obtain the same dilated structure nonetheless. This is exactly
the same procedure as the [Ej, X] # 0 case, but this time we must transform
the density |¢)(t| into the mixture Y Fj|¥) (| Ey first. This is then purified to
=" cpldr) @ |€) in the Hilbert space h @ L?(Q), where Eg|v) = ci|ow)- |

Now we see that if a quantum property X is observable with respect to some
measurement outcomes {2 then it is actually the measurement outcomes, given by
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projectors Py, which are the ‘true’ observables. That is, the projectors Py are
the mathematical representation of the actual observations that can be made, and
the quantum property is being observed indirectly by virtue of its coupling to the
measuring instrument. This is similar to von Neumann’s measurement theory, only
here the tensor structure has been derived from a requirement to satisfy LTP.

Notice that in Lemma 1 we have derived the canonical structure of observation of
a quantum system. However, this was derived from an attempt to take projections
in B(h). If, instead, we start with the tensor product structure hot then we still have
conditional expectations of the form (3.14), but now (15 ® Py)v = Vi|¢) @ [&k),
as mentioned below (3.1), where the operators Vj, needn’t be projectors Fj; the
only requirement is that 3 V;'V; = 1y. This means that E[X ® P] = G[V,/XV,]
where E is the pure-state given by the vector ¢ = U(|¢)) ® |£)) €e h@ € and G is a
pure-state given by [i); note that Vi, = (15 ® (&)U (1 ® |€)). Since the vectors
|tr) = Vi|) are not generally orthogonal we cannot identify the projectors Py
with any corresponding projectors Ej € B(h). This is why the projection postulate
must be written in the form (3.6). Further, if we start with only B(h), then we
cannot consider such cases when || > dim §. So now we’ll try to derive the object-
apparatus ®-structure for an E|C-predictable quantum system B(h) without first
attempting to condition with projectors Ey € B(bh).

Theorem 1. Suppose that a quantum system is represented by B(h) and is pre-
dictable with respect to an abelian von Neumann algebra C and a state E on A :=
B(h) v C, which is the smallest von Neumann algebra containing both B(h) and C.
Then A= B(h)@C.

Proof. Let B(h) be E|C-predictable, where E is a normal state given by a density o
and C is the abelian algebra generated by a complete set of projectors { Py : k € Q},
then the projectors Py are either in B(h) or in B(h)’ this means we can decompose
{P}C t k EQ} = {Pl 11 € Q]}U{Pj 27 EQJ} where P; EB(U) and Pj S B(f))/,
noting that LTP requires [P;, o] = 0. Now let ). P; = Pr and Ej Pj = Py, then by
completeness Pr + Py = 14 and we can write A = PrA+ P;A. Since Py € B(h)’
it follows that P;X = X ® P; for any X € B(h) and j € Q,, so we can write
P;A = B(h) ® Cy, where C; = {P; : j € Q;}", noting that P; € A’ too. Since
P A+ Py A= AP; + APy, and P; A = APy, it follows that P; € A’, even though
P, ¢ A'. But P; € B(h) so it must either be zero or the identity. If it is zero then
we are already done. If it is the identity then Lemma 1 concludes the proof. |

The main point about constructing Theorem 1 is simply to say that the observa-
tion of a quantum system always has the Q-observable structure given in Definition
4. Let’s return to the von Neumann measurement scheme as described in (3.7)
and suppose we wished to estimate a quantum property X at some time ¢ given an
observation at some earlier time s < ¢, then we’d condition X on the two possible
wave-functions: U (r)P(s) and U(r)Q1(s), where ¢(s) = U(s)y and U (t) = e~ 11t
so that
E [PU(IXU(r)P] n E,[QU(r)'XU(r)Q)]

Es[P] Es[Q]

(3.15) (X, s) = Q
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is the conditional expectation of X at a time t = r + s > s, given a complete set
of observations, P + () = 1¢, at time s. Here we drop some of the tensor product
notation for convenience, but note that PU(r)! XU(r)P should be written more
precisely, but rather tediously, as (15 ® P)U (r)T (X ®1¢)U(r)(1, ® P). However, this
conditional expectation will not satisfy LTP with respect to E, if E; is a pure-state.
This is because P € C but U(r) /(X ®1¢)U(r) ¢ C', so [1y @ P, U(r) (X @ 1)U (r)] #
0. So, in order to have predictability Theorem 1 tells us that the system must be
dilated again, as we shall see next.

3.3. Trajectories, Causality and Quantum Filtering. If we are to study quan-
tum systems then we’d like to be able to predict their behaviour. That is, given
an observation of the system at some time s we’d like to predict the values of its
properties at some later time t > s. This leads us to the so called Non-demolition
Principle of Quantum Causality [3, 14], which, in a simplified form based on our
discussion so far, can be written as follows.

Corollary 1. A quantum property X—-B(h) is Es|Cs-predictable at a time t, with
respect to an observation at a time s < t, if and only if [X!,Cs] =0, d.e. Xt e
where Cs is the algebra of observations at time s and X! = US“LXU;, where Ul is a
unitary evolution operator from s up to t.

Proof. Follows immediately from Theorem 1. ]

Here the notation U! has been introduced to allow for more general evolution
operators in what follows. They are required to satisfy the cocycle property U! =
UtUs, ¥t > s > r, and the evolution U! = U(t — s) where U(r) = e " is a special
case.

Corollary 2. Let X—B(h) be Es|Cs-predictable at a time t > s, where Cs C B(£) is
the algebra of observation at a time s, then X is Ei|Cs-predictable.

Proof. By Corollary 1 the commutativity [Xt, Py] = 0, for P, € Cs, means that X!
and P, admit the factorisations X§ ® 1¢ and 13 ® Py such that the representing
Hilbert space H admits the factorisation g ® €, where X!{-B(g) with g O . More-
over, U! € B(g). Now, if we denote the unitary evolution of the total system by
Ult, then we see that an observation at time s < ¢ now implies the factorisation
Ut = (Ul @ 1,)U§. Thus E[X! ® P] = E¢[X ® P). [ |

Lemma 2. Let X—B(h) be E;|C-predictable where C is the abelian von Neumann
algebra representing the observations at times r and s witht > s > r > 0. Then the
representing Hilbert space admits the factorisation H = g @ £, @ ¢,., where h C g.

Proof. Consider wave-function measurement dynamics of the form U! Py, UZ Py, UJ ),
with respect to an observation k1 € Q; followed by ko € Qo, where ¢ = [¢)) ® P.
Although the evolution operator Ul = UtU? must commute with Py, , in particular
[U2, Py, ] = 0, but the same is not true for Uj. In fact, we must have [Py, ,Uj] # 0
because Uj describes the coupling between the quantum object and the appara-
tus, up to time r. Similarly, [Uf, Py,] = 0 and [Py,,U§] # 0, where U3 = USU].
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In particular, [Py,,Uf] # 0. Now it follows that U!P.,USP,, = Py, UUSP,, =
Py, Pe, ULUS, but also Ut Py, US Py, = Py, UtPy,US = Py, Pe, ULU?. This must hold
in general, so we see that [Py, , Py,] = 0. That is, if C = C, V Cs then Cs C C., and
due to the arbitrariness of the projectors’ bases it follows that C = Cs ® C,.. Alter-
natively, notice that we can write U? € B C C., so C, C B’, and since [Py,,US] # 0
we see Py, ¢ B’ and thus Py, ¢ C,. |

The consequence of this is that each instance of an observation must correspond
to a new copy of the measuring instrument, collectively forming an apparatus. So
now let’s consider a chain (ordered set) of n measurements at times

(316) Y= {tn >ty >0 > tl}, |19| =n

and so the dynamics of the object-apparatus wave-function in the Schrodinger pic-
ture has the general form

(317) (W) = U} ®1, @11 @ @1)(U" @11 @+ @ 11) - Uftep

in the Hilbert space H(¥) = g® &, ® --- ® &1, where ¢ = [¢) ® [£,) ® - - ® [£1) and
Ui €Blget, @ ).

One might think that the intuitive approach to this measurement dynamics
is to consider only a Hilbert space g = h ® £ of an object coupled to a single
copy of the instrument, and consequently consider an evolution in B(g) of the
form U} By, U™ Ey, - Eq Uy = UL (V(9)|Y) @ |&,)), where U has the
Hamiltonian form e (=) and ¢ = |¢)) ® |&) and Ex, = 15 ® Py, . However, such
evolution gives a very specific sequence of contractions on b:

(3.18) V)Y) = Vinkaa (tn—1) -+ Vaso(t2)[4)

where t_; :=t, —t,—1 and Vji(r) = (1 @ (§;])e (1 ® |&)), and the dilation
of this dynamics that results in a predictable structure, necessarily given by (3.17),
does not appear to admit the specific contractions in (3.18), as any attempt to
identify the unitary operators U;’  in (3.17) with Hamiltonian evolution fails.
Nonetheless, there is a way to rectify this issue if one considers the Hilbert space
H() as above with ¢, = ¢ and g = h®¢, and consider measurement dynamics (3.18)
resulting from unitary operators Utt;fl in (3.17) that do not have Hamiltonian form.
Before establishing this the following definition will be useful.

Definition 5. Let H(¥) = g® ¢, Q@ --- @ t1, then the (semi-tensor) chronological
®-product is defined as an operator product on B(g) and a tensor product between
any B(%;) and B(&;). For example, if X; ® Y;—-B(g ® ¥;) then

(3.19) (XiY)o(X;0Y;) =(X:X;))Y;9Y;
where the chronology of the action of X; and X; is preserved on g.

Now we can define the wave-function dynamics with respect to a Hamiltonian
hH-B(g) as

(3.20) Py (0) = (e @ I(9))S(tn) © - @ S(t1)Y
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where ¢ = [¢) @ [§) ® [0)®™ and [(J) = 1, ® --- ® 11 is the apparatus identity
operator, and

(3.21) S(t) = (' @ 1;)S(e ' @ 1;) € B(g® &)

is the ‘proper’ object-apparatus interaction operator. It is both unitary and self-
adjoint and, in the standard basis, has the form

(3.22) s=| Bv 1,-E1 0 |,

which operates in B(¢ ® ¢;) at the instant of time ¢;, where ¢ C g = h ® €. The
dynamics described by (3.20) satisfies all of the requirements of observation. First
of all it is consistent with (3.17) if one defines U{* = = e Hti§(t;)e!Hti-1 with
S(t) = 1 if there is no measurement at the present time ¢ otherwise we’d replace
t with ¢,41. Secondly, the action of the projector 13 ® Py, ® --- ® Pg, on (3.20)
gives, precisely, the dynamics in g described by (3.18).

At this stage it looks like all is well. However, on closer inspection there is some
conceptual ambiguity. On the one hand it looks like the quantum system under
observation is g = h ® £ and the apparatus is the remaining £”, but on the other
hand, we had liked to interpret the factor £ C g as the apparatus, which it is, in part.
After all, the copy of the apparatus contained within g encodes all of the interaction
with the quantum system b but the actual observations are encoded in €™, In fact,
the interaction operators S(t;) couple a ¢;, from the observable part of the apparatus
£€" with the non-observable part of the apparatus € C g. Moreover, the unitary
interaction S is not of the Hamiltonian form, it is a spontaneous interaction.

The issue now is whether or not we need to have a copy of ¢ entangling with the
quantum system b in this Hamiltonian manner, i.e. e '? on g = h ® €, because we
could instead just have g = h and consider the object-apparatus coupling arising
from spontaneous interactions S on h ® &;, where & C €™, Another way of putting
this is: why do we want (3.18) to be satisfied? As motivation for asking this question
consider the case where an atom b is represented as a two level system and its decay
is observed via its coupling to Schrodinger’s cat. In this case the cat is serving as
the instrument of the apparatus and if we have interaction given by (3.20) with
g = b ® £ then it is not clear how to construct a Hamiltonian that will not allow
the cat to die more than once. However, in Section 4 it is shown that we can take
g = b and have a complete quantum theory of Schrédinger’s cat that is consistent
with reality. First, we must complete our construction of the apparatus. So far, we
have only considered the case of n observations at fixed times ¢; in a chain ¥, but
we’d like to consider arbitrary instants of observation.

Definition 6. A trajectory is a time-ordered sequence of observations up to a time
t, represented by a projector I () as

(3.23) I (9) = I(01) @ Py, (tn) @ -+ - @ Py, (t1)



16 M. F. BROWN

where ¥ = J; U 9t is the decomposition of the chain ¥ into future Jj¢ and past 9,
and |9t = n.

Theorem 2. An apparatus capable of measurement outcomes k €  at random
times ¥ = {t, > -+ > t1} in a connected interval T C R for a random number of
observations || = n is represented on the Guichardet second quantisation F = I'(K)
of the Hilbert space K = €@ L*(T), where & = L?(2). Moreover, F is a continuous
tensor product space, admitting the future-past decomposition F = Fj; @ F tat any
timeteT.

Proof. For any given chain 9 C T Lemma 2 implies that the apparatus Hilbert
space has the form F(¢9) := 2%l where || is the cardinality of ¥. For any ¢ = ¥,,
of fixed cardinality |¢,| = n each Hilbert space F(},,) may be regarded as a fibre of
a trivial Hilbert bundle F,, over an n-simplex 7,, of the chains 1,,. To see this, note
that any function ®,, € F,, has evaluations (¢,,|®,, = ®,,(¢,), given with respect to
the generalised Dirac-type eigenvectors |¢) = [t,) @ -+ - ® |t1) with (¢|s) = §(t — ).
Moreover, the requirement for F,, to also be a Hilbert space is that it is eqiupped
with an inner-product defining the squared norm

(3.24) <1>L<I>n=/ 1y (9 |20 ::/---/||<I>n(t1,...,tn)||2dt1---dtn <%

" 1 <<t

where || ®,,(t1,...,t,)| is the norm induced by the inner-product for £€2”, and we see
that F,, & €™ @ L*(7,). Note that if the measurement outcomes Q were regarded
to vary at different times then the Hilbert bundle would be non-trivial. Finally, the
requirement for n to take any value in the disjoint union Ny := N U {0} is that the
whole Hilbert space representing the apparatus is the Guichardet-Fock space [15]
defined as

(3.25) F= F. Fo:=C
n€Np

which may be identified with a restriction of the full Fock space over K := ¢® L?(T)
to a simplex of chains having the inner product

(3.26) oo — /ch )2 = Z/ 1 (9,)]2d0,, < o

neNp

for any & = ®,®,, € F, where 7 = UT, is the simplex of chains of any length,
including the empty chain @, |&] = 0.

The continuous tensor product structure arises from the arbitrary decompos-
ability F = F' ® Fi; at any time ¢ € T'. This is proved as follows. First identify
T = [a,b), a < b, then consider the disjunction T’ = [a,t) U [t,b) := T* LI T},. This
corresponds to the disjunction of chains ¥ = 9! LI Jp;. Now, there is the so-called
sum-integral formula [7] for functions of chains, for f € LY (T x T) it is

(3.27) //f%cd%dc—/z:fzc

=19
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As a special case one can consider functions f € L!(7* x T¢) and embed them into
LYT xT)as f(s,¢) :=01if NTy # @ or ¢NT" # @. This gives (3.27) in the
form

(3.28) / / F9, 9)d0tdoy, = / £, 9\ 94)do.

Now, given any function ¢ € F! ® JF(: we can establish one-to-one correspondence
with a function ® € F simply as

(3.29) D) = ¢, 9\ 9")

and (3.28) establishes the equivalence of norms ||®[| 7 = [|¢|| 7:¢ 7, In this way we
can define the Guichardet-Fock second quantisation functor I' : I — F having the
property T(K' & Kp,) = T(K') @ T(Kp). |

To understand the full picture for the apparatus as represented by F we shall
consider the prepared instrument state-vector |£) and compose this with a function
Vv € L*(T) describing how the measurements of the quantum system are localised
in time. Now we have &, = [£) ® /v € K and the state of the apparatus is
represented by the normalised vector & = 5,‘?6_% Jvdt ¢ F. which may also be
given by the action of the unitary Weyl-operator W(¢,) on the vacuum vector
8z := 0%. Here, (0,62 = &, (tn) ® -+ @ &, (t1). We shall now see that v is the
observation frequency, describing the rate at which the quantum system is being
observed, the intensity of a quantum Poisson process.

Corollary 3. The Hilbert space H = h®@F, where F = T'(¢® L*(T)), of a quantum
system under observation is also the representing Hilbert space for the quantum
stochastic dynamics of a quantum system by subjected to quantum noise with degrees
of freedom determined by the dimensions of E.

Proof. The representing Hilbert space of quantum stochastic differential equations
is well-known and originally constructed in [2]. [ |

The structure of Quantum Stochastic Calculus (QSC) began to emerge in the late
1960’s and 1970’s when Davies, Lindblad et al. established a description of quantum
dynamical semigroups [22, 9, 23]. But the Lindblad equation only described an
average of a stochastic dynamics of a quantum system in B(h), and it was not
until Hudson and Parthasarathy’s discovery of the structure of quantum stochastic
calculus (generalising 1t6’s classical theory) that the Lindblad equation could be
properly realised as the marginal dynamics of a unitary evolution on a pure-state
inh®F.

At this stage one might object to the underlying assumption in this article that
the (indirect) observations of the quantum system b are ‘spontaneous’. That is, they
are represented by projections defined at singular instants of time ¢; € . However,
this QSC formalism allows for continuous observation too [16, 17]. The fundamental
example of such continuous observation corresponds to quantum Brownian motion,
and such diffusive type observation was also studied in [18, 19, 20]. Here we are
restricting our attention to a discrete sequence of observations of a quantum system
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(which corresponds to a quantum Poisson process) just to see how the apparatus
Hilbert space is built. In fact, we could have considered continuous observation
from the start by considering a differential version of the conditional expectation,
but this involves a generalisation of the Hilbert space theory to a Krein space theory
[7, 24].

The dynamics given by (3.20) is fully realised on H = g ® F as ¢y = Ult), with
minT = 0, and described by the quantum stochastic differential equation (QSDE)

(3.30) dipe (V) + iH e (F)dt = L(t) © ¢ (9 \ t)dne(9),

where H = H ® 1(9), L(t) = (S — I)&,(t) and ny(9) = |[9I1(¥9) is fundamental
counting process with dn;(¢) = 1 if t € ¢ and otherwise zero, and it has expectation
vt determined by the pure-state E; given by 1, = U{(]1)) ® ®). The only difference
between this ¥ () and that in (3.20) is the n extra factors of /v.

This generalises the usual Schrédinger dynamics and is just a special case of more
general QSDEs which can be written in Belavkin’s concise form [7], also resembling
the formalism in [21], as

(3.31) dUS = LE (AN (1)U

with respect to the quantum stochastic differential increments of creation dAZ’7
annihilation dA”, preservation dAT = dt and scattering dA% = dN}, satisfying
the Hudson-Parthasarathy multiplication table, where i,k € Q, k € {Q,+} and
w € {—,0Q} and k and p are summed over. There is a rich structure encoded in
the Belavkin Representation of QSC. To recover (3.30) just take L, = 0 = Li,
L. (t) = —iH and LE@#)AN{(t) = (SF — 6F)YAN}(t) = (S — I)dn,.

The unitary quantum stochastic evolution operator U¢ is adapted to Fie ® H,
which means that it acts as the identity on the apparatus’ future F;. Further, it
forms a cocycle, such that

(3.32) Ut =UlUs.
In fact, for the adapted ®-product dynamics of (3.30) we have
(3.33) Uy =1, U 0U, T,

where lower indices [« mean ”from, and including, #” and raised indices z mean ”"up
to, and excluding, x”. So we now see that in the case of countable observations the
interaction dynamics, coupling an apparatus to a quantum system, is given by U{,
a unitary Poisson process with rate v. Such Poisson processes admit the diagonal
form

(3.34) Ul = e iH? (I[t ® / t |19>S®(19)<19|d19),

where S® () is the ®-product of the interaction operators S(t;) = et Se=1Hti,
where ¢; € ¢. In the case of more general (continuous) observations the unitary
operator U does not have this diagonal form, but is still represented on b ® F.
The Lindblad dynamics of a quantum system is simply given by o(t) = Tr ]:[1/),51/12 I,
and general Lindblad equations are given as the marginal dynamics of quantum uni-
tary Brownian motions. However, such unitary Poisson processes that we restrict
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our attention to here only give us a special class of Lindblad equations of the form
(3.35) ¢ =ilo, Het] + L(e @ 1) LT — ${L'L, 0} = i[o, H] + v(¢(0) — 0)

where the time dependence has been dropped from the notation for simplicity. Here,
Hog = H+Veg(t) and Veg(t) = i) () (S — ST)E, (t) /2 is an effective potential arising
from the interaction, L(t) = (S —I)&,(t) € B(h) @ £ is a column-vector of operators
and L is its partial transposed row (transpose in € only), ¢ is a unital CP map and
{A, B} = AB + BA is the anti-commutator. The second equality in (3.35) follows
from direct computation from the definition of L and the identity £fS¢, = &7 §§;,
noting that vp(p) = £15(0 ® 1) S1E, .

The final part of the full observation dynamics outlined here is the conditioning
of quantum properties X -B(h) with respect to the algebra of all trajectories up
to a time ¢, denoted by C; C B(F). By construction B(h) C A, = C; and so
X is E;|Cs-predictable, where s < ¢ and E; is a pure state given by 1, = Uli.
The conditional expectation that comes from this observation is €,(X) = E,[X|C].
We shall conclude this section with a final definition and by also noting that the
object-apparatus interaction may be described in a far more general way than
the conventional Hamiltonian approach. Namely, by quantum stochastic cocycles.
Further, this also means that we may understand the action of an apparatus on a
quantum system as noise.

Definition 7. A quantum filter is a conditional expectation ¢; : Ay — C; where
Ci C B(F) is the abelian von Neumann algebra generated by all possible compatible
trajectories up to a time t € T' defining an adapted filtration such that Cy = I} ®Ct
and Cs C C; for all s < t. The algebra A; is, at most, the commutant of C; in
B(h® F) and B(h) C A,.

Quantum Filtering was developed by Belavkin in the 1980’s and its importance as
the solution to the quantum measurement problem appears to be largely unknown
in the physics community. In the next section it shall be shown how to construct a
quantum filter for the Schrodinger cat problem.

4. SCHRODINGER’S CAT 1S A QUANTUM FILTER

Here we consider the usual setup: a living, observable, cat is coupled to a two-
level quantum system called atom in such a way that if this atom decays then the
cat dies. It should be clear that the possible observations 2 we can make, of the cat,
are represented as a compatible system of orthoprojectors { Py : k € Q} with which
the atom may be conditioned. The way in which the atom and the cat are coupled
is given by choosing, for each type of cat observation, a corresponding operation on
the atom.

Let h = C? be the atom Hilbert space consisting of state-vectors |¢) = a|g)+f]e),
denoting ‘ground’ and ‘excited’ states. This atom is also considered to evolve
according to some Hamiltonian AH. Meanwhile, we shall consider the cat Hilbert
space £, the dimension of which is yet to be determined and not necessarily 2.
The cat Hilbert space is the representing space for the projections corresponding
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to the observations of the cat. The first of these is the most important and is the
observation of a dying cat. We shall call this P, and the corresponding action on
the atom must be the annihilation of the excited state: J := |g){(e|. The next
observation that we could make is one in which the cat is alive, P». If the cat is
alive then presumably nothing has happened to the atom, so we’d assume that the
action on the atom is given by the identity operator 1. Finally, we consider a
projector P, resulting in € = C3 and enabling us to construct the unitary atom-cat
interaction operator

VAN Vily

(4.1) S = vpJ IV +qJJT —/apJ
Valy  —yapJt  pJtJ — pJJt

with respect to the standard basis, where JT is the usual Hermitian adjoint of J
induced by the innerproduct on h x h and 0 < p =1 — ¢ < 1. The form of §
has been defined by the choice of instrument basis, P, = |k)(k|, and the important
operator is the isometry V := S|0) which defines a quantum channel

(4.2) e(0) =V(e® VT =plg){g| + qo

on any atomic density matrix g. Here, the notation V € B (h) @t denotes the partial
transpose (transpose of £ only) of V € B(h) ® €T.

As we saw in the previous section, such an operation S corresponds to the atom-
cat coupling at any instant of time, ¢t. Each instant of the cat is the instrument
of our apparatus here, and this is not just considered at a single instant of time
but over some continuous interval of time T C R. On such a time interval we can
consider any number of ‘spontaneous’ observations of the cat, indexed by chains
¥ ={t, > -+ >ty >t1} CT,and such a sequence of observations is represented on
the Hilbert space ", where n = |[¢9]. This is an n-point evaluation of the continuous
tensor product space F, which is also the Guichardet second quantisation I'(KC) of
K=¢t®L*T).

Thus, in order to observe the quantum system by virtue of its coupling to the
observable cat apparatus we have the following complete atom-cat interaction dy-
namics. The representing Hilbert space is H = h ® F, where F admits the future-
past (causal) decomposition Fj; ® F*. The initial atomic state-vector is [¢)) and
the apparatus is defined in the coherent state vector & := f,‘?e_%f vdt - where
& = 10) ® /v € K and v is the frequency of cat observations. The atom-cat
coupling may itself be understood as the conditioning of the object with respect
to the apparatus. We shall work in the interaction picture where the interaction
dynamics is given by the (unitary) quantum stochastic cocycle U = SP . taking
min7T = 0, so that ¢, = U{(|¢) ® @) has the evaluations

(4.3) Yo(9) = B(0) @ SOW)(19) @ D(9")) = (W) ® (VIV)? (9")[)
resolving the QSDE

(4.4) dye(9) = L(t) © e (9 \ t)dng (),
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where L(t) = /v (t)(S(t) — I)|0) € B(h) @€ (with S(¢), not S, in contrast to (3.30))
and ng(9) = |9[I1(Y) is the input counting process with mean 1/)2(1,, ® n ), =
®Tn,® = vt and intensity v, having increments dn; () = 1 if t € ¥ and otherwise
Zero.

In the interaction picture any predictable atomic property X € B(h) will evolve
according to the free Heisenberg dynamics given by the object Hamiltonian AH.
Also notice that the cat, or indeed each copy of the cat in a continuum of cats over
T, is coupled with the atom up to a time ¢ via the interaction U{, so that the state
of the whole system is an entangled quantum pure-state. Nonetheless, we’ll see that
the possible observations of the cat are the trajectories II; € C;; this is consistent
with our every-day experience in experiments.

Before we proceed with the observed trajectories and the filtering theory let’s
first review the marginal dynamics of the object. This is of course given by o(t) =
Tr £ [1,¢]]. To simplify this we shall consider /7 to be constant on T then for t € T
the marginal density has the explicit form

o(t) = ®UL(p(0) @ I*) Ty @t = Z/ ® I19") V0, )v e "1 dd,,
(4.5) — Z{)VTGnT( 0(0) ® I®n) yton (V;') eVt

where 0(0) = [)(¢], [d¥, = [« [dt1---dt,]0 < t1 < --- < t, < ¢ is multiple
integration over the simplex of chains, and V1(¥9,,) := V(1) ®---® V(t,) which,
under the assumption that H = €,4|g)(g| + .|e)(e|, can be replaced with V®" not
depending on t. This is because in the interaction picture V (t) = etV (e 1H! @
Le) = (pJJT, /PJ(t), /qlp) can be factorised as V (1 @ (Py+u(t) P14+ P2)), where
u(t) = e with ¢ = e, — g, so then we see V(t)(o(t) @ )V ()T = V(o(t) @ )V,
with V not depending on ¢. In sight of (4.2) we can further simplify (4.5) to

- Z <Pn(9(0)) (Vrl;)n e = Z (p(%gn)Lw <g| + qn9(0)> (VT?" eVt
n=0 . ]

n=0
) (®le™" + |g){gl(1 — e ™").

(4.6)

Remark 3. So we see that the expected behaviour of the atom, the 2-level quantum
system, is that it continually decays from its initial state into its ground state simply
as a result of being coupled to the cat.

Moreover, notice that this dynamics may also be given by the Lindblad equation
(4.7) dro(t) = L(o(t) @ T)LT — 3{L1L, (1)}

where L = /u(S — I)|0) = /o(V — |0)). Following the discussion at the end of
Section 3 it is notable that from the atom’s ‘point of view’, the cat (which serves
as the apparatus) is a field of quantum noise. That is, a system under observation
appears to be the same as a system in a field of noise.
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4.1. Observation and Quantum Filtering. Now that the specific mathematical
framework has been set up to describe the coupling of an apparatus, the cat, to a
quantum object, the atom, we are now in a position to investigate the form of an
actual observation, a trajectory. That is an ordered string of data produced in any
experiment that tells us something about the object under indirect observation by
virtue of its coupling to the apparatus. In contrast to some beliefs about observing
atoms, these observations are recognised as a property of the apparatus not atomic
properties, but we can infer information about the atom by virtue of its coupling
(interaction) with the apparatus.

One of the purposes of this article is to demonstrate that a quantum property
X-B(h) is not actually observable. Instead it is only Q-observable, which means
it is a predictable quantum property which can be estimated within the context
of an apparatus using the conditional expectation, which is the best estimate (in
a least-squares sense) given such an apparatus [12]. In Definition 7 we saw that
the apparatus is described by the adapted abelian von Neumann algebra C;, which
is also a filtration and represented on F. The conditional expectation of X with
respect to C; is denoted €;(X) = E[X|C;] and it is called the quantum filter. As
we shall see, the quantum filter is a projection of the quantum system onto the
apparatus algebra and describes the possible observations that can arise in the
context of this apparatus. This projection is given by EJ = EZ E, = E, € A
(recalling from Section 3 that A; is the commutant of C; in B(H)) such that Fy(X ®
NE; = (1,®€:(X))Ey, where E; := ¥, 0] is itself defined by the fundamental partial
isometry W, called the filtering wave-function [25] which may be regarded as the
means by which our observations arise, as discussed at the end of Section 1.

The abelian apparatus algebra C; is where the actual observations that arise
in an experiment live. These observations, and the algebra C;, are generated by
projectors II; having evaluations

(4.8) IL,(9) = I(V) © Pr, (tn) @ - @ Py, (t1)

where 9' = {t, > --- > t;} and the indices k; € {0,1,2} = Q denote the type
of observation made at time t;. Recall that for each type of observation there
is, respectively, a corresponding contraction Vi € {\/p|g){(gl,/pJ,\/qlp} on b, so
we see that observations of type-1 cannot follow observations of type-0 or type-1;
projectors II; corresponding to such impossible observations are orthogonal to the
total system wave-function: (1y ® Il;)1y = 0. It is therefore convenient to identify
a projector P, such that the subalgebra P.C; C C; is the algebra of all possible
observations. Indeed, (15 ® P)y = 1.

Notice that the projectors (4.8) are trajectories: they represent a time-ordered
sequence of points in the space of all possible observations. In fact, an observation
over an interval of time is really a generalisation of the notion of a trajectory.

The complete set of orthoprojectors for observation up to a time ¢ are as follows.
The first is the adapted vacuum projector IIf () = I(d);) ® O(¥") corresponding
to ‘no observation’, where O(¥) := 1 if ¥ = @ and zero otherwise. Then there are
two other types of observations. The first are represented by orthoprojectors of the
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form

(4.9) 7 () = 1(0y) ® P (3¢) @ 5’ (w)

for any partition s Llw = 9%, and the second are represented by orthoprojectors of
the form

(4.10) I} (9) = I(dy) © PE () © Py () © P (w)

for a t; € ¥ and any partition s w = 9* \ t;, where II¥(@) := 0 for k = 0,1. Now,
there is an analogue of Newton’s binomial formula for product functions over the
simplex of chains:

(4.11) Y P @Q%w) = (P+Q)°(),

xlUw=1
so if we sum (4.9) over all partitions s Ll w = 9! corresponding to observations of
type-0 and type-2, e.g. 00202200020222020202..., then we end up with the projector

(4.12) PY(9) = 1(9) © (Po + P2)®(9")

if |9!] # 0, and we've defined P?(@) = 0 for convenience (in order to have a distinct
projector II7). We can proceed in a similar manner with (4.10), summing over the
partitions of s Uw = 9\ t;, to get

(4.13) Pl (0) = Z 1) @ (Po + P2)® (0° \ t;) @ Pr(ts).

t; €9t
Then, defining P? =TI for convenience, we see that
(4.14) P,=PP +P’+ P}

is a decomposition of of P; into three fundamental types of observation given by
orthogonal projections.

The projections Py, Py, P, € B(¢), from which the trajectories (4.9) and (4.10)
are built, may be interpreted as follows. If the cat is observed to be dying then
this is represented by P;; this can only happen once due to the nilpotent nature
of the operator J on h. Next, in view of (4.1) recall the vector of contraction
operators vV = S10). If ¢ = 1 —p = 1, then the atom and cat are not even
coupled, so p should be interpreted as an atom-cat coupling probability so that
S(|¢) ®10)) may be thought of as a superposition of ‘cat coupled to atom’ with ‘cat
not coupled to atom’. In that case, an observation of the form P, can be interpreted
as an observation of the cat that infers nothing about the atom. Finally, we have
observations of type-0. These are strange in so far as if the cat has died, then Py
represents an observation of a dead cat that leads to the inference of an atomic
ground state. On the other hand, if the cat has not died then P, represents an
observation of a living cat that leads to the inference that the atom was always in
its ground state and so it will not decay.

To see the mathematical realisation of these interpretations we need only evaluate
the expectations of the projectors PP and P;; which correspond to the probabilities
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of the events that they represent. Recall that the initial atomic state was assumed
to be 1) = alg) + Ble), and that PF(2) := 0, k = 0, 1, then we find

(4.15) E[P] = of(Ly @ P)yy = [al*(1 —e ™) and E([P] = [BP(1—e ")

with E¢[P?] = e~** showing that E;[P;] = 1. Indeed, if o = 0 the probability that
the cat will die will initially be zero but eventually approach 1; more generally, the
eventual probability of death will be the probability |3|? of atomic excitation; of
course we are assuming that the cat will live forever if the decaying atom does not
end its life. On the other hand, if @ = 1 then the probability of (an eternal) cat
remaining alive will approach 1, or more generally tend to |a/?.

Notice that even though we have begun to construct a complete compatible
family of observations, the state of the total system is a quantum pure-state and
given by the wave-function v, € H and it is a second-quantised superposition of
cat states entangled with the atom. However, recall that the quantum filter is the
conditional expectation €; : 4; — C;. Now we shall see how the quantum filter may
be given explicitly by the filtering wave-function ¥, as

(4.16) (X)) = U(X ®1)¥,,

where ¥, lives in the Hilbert C;-module h ® C;. The filtering wave-function can
be derived from a quantum Girsanov transformation which ultimately gives us the
output probability distribution & for all of the different observations that could be
made.

To this end we shall denote the input apparatus density by & = ®®' and obtain
the following output apparatus density 6; = EtEI as

4.17) ] = UL (W] @ 6)UST = G(|) (6] ® 64)G] = ¥,6,9].

This is the Girasnov transformation and basically involves changing U} € B(H) into
Gi € Ay, where Ul (J¢) @ @) = Gi(|¢) ® ;). The filtering wave-function is defined
as W, := G4(|¢) ® I) and is determined from the requirement that Wi W, = P,. This
means that ¥, = [ |9)¥,()(J|dY has the form

(4.18) U, (9) = Z c,;1¥..,€nvkn Vi [90) @ I(0) @ P, (tn) @ -+ @ P, (t1)

where the sum is take over all trajectories for which the normalisation factors
Chy.kon = ||V, -+ Vi [¥)]] # 0. In fact, ¥, is a partial isometry, and the projector
E, = U,V € A, determines the filter as E,(X @ I)E, = Eye,(X) and note that
E.U; = ¥, too. Moreover, notice that the normalisation factors, and thus Wy,
depend on [¢) (and also (1| and this dependence can be non-linear), so it would be
more appropriate to write G¢(¢), Z¢(¢)) and so on, but for simplicity this notation
has been dropped.

The output apparatus wave-function may be decomposed as Z; = ¢, ® =t, and
is determined from the normalisation factors cg, ..k, as

(419)  WE=0@W) @ Y ek Vlka) @ ® Vilky),

(k1,....kn)EQM
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where ¥' = {t, > -+ > t;} and the |[9] = 0 case is just @(ﬁ[t)e*%”t, giving
o= EtE;f . But note that, as a state on Cy, the output density & is indistinguishable
from the classical output distribution ¢ = o ® ¢t where

(4.20) SW=e > ek ka'VP, @ @ VP,
(k1. k) EQR

This means that the expectation of any operator A in A; has the form
(4.21) E(A) := o Ay, = Tr[Ge,(A)].

In order to understand this conditional expectation more intuitively let’s recon-
sider it in the following way. Recall that each actual observation II;(¢#), correspond-
ing to a chain of individual observations at times t; € ¥, is a product of specific
projections Py, (t;). And in turn this corresponds to a product of contractive op-
erations Vi, on the quantum system. Thus for any such observation there is a
corresponding (unnormalised) expectation of properties X € B(h) C A; given as

(4.22) WV VXV, - Vi [9) = 0] (0)(X @ T(9)) ¢, (9)

then we see that the conditional expectation is defined as

i=2,0,1 ¥ i
) HOE OO
am) axn= 2 (@wx%®nﬂmwwm>nxm

and to see that this is the same as U] (9)(X @ I)¥,(d)) one need only consider the
projections ITi (9) W] (9)(X @ I)W4(9) which equal U} (9)(X @ IIi(9)) P4 (9) and, in
view of (4.18) and (4.22), it is simply a matter of definition that

¢MNX®mwwmm>mw)
SOy O TG0, 0) )

With the interaction picture in mind we should actually be filtering the free
Heisenberg operators X (t) € B(h). The dynamics of the quantum filtering of
e:(X (t)) may be determined from the dynamics of the filtering wave-function ¥y
which is described by the Belavkin equation (if we worked in the Schrodinger pic-
ture this would reduce to the Schrédinger equation in the absence of observation)

partitions of 9t

(4.24) meX®mwmmm—<

which, in the interaction picture for our Poisson-type cat observations, has the form
(4.25) dU; = Ly (V) U,dnf,
where Ly(U;) := Vi (t)/|Vi(t) W] — I with |V, U,]? := et(VkTVk), and n¥, k=0,1,2,

are output counting processes (number operators) for this observation having eval-
uations

(4.26) ny (9) = Z Py(ti) @ 1(9\ t:)

t; eVt

and intensities v (t) = VTr[ftet(VkTVk)] = v||(Vk @ I))¢|* which may be calculated
as vo = pr(1 — |B)?e7P"Y), v1 = pv|B]2e P** and vy = qu. Then any freely evolving
atomic property X (¢) may be projected onto the observer’s algebra giving rise to
the set of observable trajectories with each one carrying its own estimate of X (¢),
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and that is what the quantum filter €,(X (¢)) is. And its evolution is given by the
classical stochastic differential equation, represented on F, as
(4.27) de; (X (1)) = e:(A[H, X (£)])dt 4 iy (X (t))dnk

where k. (X) = e(Vi XV,)/e:(VIV,) — e:(X), and k is summed over in (4.27).

From the explicit form of the conditional expectation for this model it becomes
evident that IT;(9)e; (X, ) = (g| X |g)1;(9) for any trajectory I () if ¥¢ # @, and
if 9! = @ then ¢;,(X,9) = (| X |P)I7 (9). Consequently we see that

(4.28) er(X(1) = WIX O P + (91X (1)|g) (P + P}

from which we deduce that ¥; = |¢) @ P2 + |g) ® (P?+ P}) in this model. Further,
the coefficients (X (¢)) in (4.27) may be calculated as

(4.29) ke (X,9) = (91X g) — (WIX ) I(0), k=01
if t = min{¥}, otherwise
(4.30) ko (X,0) =0, and k1.(X,9)=—€(X,9),

with kg (X, ) = 0 for all 9.

Although the projectors II¢(9) represent the physical trajectories, i.e. a time-
ordered sequence of observations determined by interaction with an atom, there
are other observables of importance. Specifically, these are the number operators
nf, k = 0,1,2, encountered above, counting the specific types of observation. In
particular, the counting of the number of deaths of the cat is worth presenting. It
corresponds to n} and its conditional expectation and expectation are

(4.31) e(ng) = Py = P! and  Efng] = [B*(1 —e™) <1,

where the latter follows from the LTP property E;[e:(A)] = E[A].

The fundamental role of these number operators in this this theory is that they
are the random noises that are driving the dynamics (4.25) of the filtering wave-
function ¥;. To make this clear: observation is a field of noise that drives the
Lindblad dynamics of an open quantum system. This is non-trivial and in contrast
to Zeno’s paradox [26], which neglects the necessity of (quantum) stochastic calculus
in modelling observation. Even in Lindblad’s construction of quantum dynamics
[22] the Stinespring dilation of such was unknown until the rigorous construction
of quantum stochastic calculus in [2].

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

So, the complete quantum theory of a quantum object represented in a Hilbert
space b is given by a unitarily evolving pure-state E; on a von Neumann algebra
Ay, represented on a continuous tensor product Hilbert space H = h ® F, and
defined as the commutant of the abelian von Neumann algebra C; C B(F) which
forms a filtration (Ct):>o. The evolving pure-state is given by v = U{¢, and such
evolution describes the interaction between the quantum object and an appara-
tus and resolves a quantum stochastic differential equation, generalising the usual
Schrodinger equation.
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The continuous tensor product structure is required in order to be able to con-
tinually condition, and thus predict, properties of the quantum object. The algebra
Ay is the algebra of all E;|Cs-predictable quantum properties, ¢ > s, and the quan-
tum filtering €,(X) of X—.A; is evaluated as sums of compatible and orthogonal
projections, each weighted with a specific expectation of X, resembling a sort-of
estimated spectral decomposition of X in C;. These projections are the trajectories
of the apparatus, the observations, resulting from its coupling to the object.

The algebra C; may be understood as the observer’s history, or memory, and any
quantum property affiliated with B(f) forms no part of this history. Instead it may
be interpreted as the observer’s future, or perhaps the observer’s present, either
way it is distinct from the observer’s past. Moreover, the filtering wave-function ¥,
serves as an interface between this non-observable quantum future and the observed
classical past. In fact, ¥; is the means by which quantum information is extracted
and turned into trajectories. So perhaps it is W; that should be interpreted as the
actual act of observing, and then the trajectories are the result of this observation.
In this way observation itself may be regarded as the creator of history.

Let’s now suppose that the apparatus is the observer, ‘you’ are observing via
your interaction with part of the universe. In a similar spirit to von Neumann we
shall decompose the world into three parts, but here these are:

i) The ever-present act of observing, or the experience of existing, if you will.
ii) The duration of this experience, our memory.
iii) Something that we believe to be here, giving rise to any experience we have,
giving rise to our existence, and what we might identify with objective reality.

This third part is a result of our inference, it is something that we have deduced as a
means to predict our future experiences. It also appears to be quantum mechanical,
wave-like, in its structure, and inherently uncertain. The second part, our memory,
appears to be classical, particle-like trajectories, e.g. data being churned out in a
laboratory, compatible projections of a quantum universe. As for the first part,
the act of observing, this is essentially the manner with which we interact with
whatever it is that we are interacting with. Notice that this is quite different to the
orthodox notion that objective reality corresponds to the classical world.

The basic quantum filtering model presented here would identify the inferred ‘ob-
jective reality’ as the quantum object B(h) which is attributed to the source of our
observation. Whilst the actual act of observation can ultimately be identified with
the differential interaction operators [L¥(t)] = L(t) generating the interaction U,
of which the Hamiltonian is part. With this philosophy running in the background,
what can be said about wave-function collapse? Well, all of the information about
collapsing the wave-function |¢) € b is contained within the wave-function ¢, € H
which is a superposition of all the different possible collapses, but it is by no means
collapsed as it is just an isometry of |¢)). Moreover, all of the possible re-normalised
collapsed wave-functions are contained within the filtering wave-function ¥;. In
particular, this is all encoded within the the quantum filter €,(X) = \IJI XV, which
is an observable on F. And Il (X) is the conditional expectation of X for a given
history (or memory) of observations II;.
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One of the difficulties with building a model of the world in this way is that the
interaction operators L# have to be intuitively guessed. For example, in the inter-
action picture for the Schrédinger cat model we had only Li = S — §i, and these
operators were constructed based on beliefs about what the quantum system under
observation is and how it should behave in response to the different observations
that we could make. The usual approach to infer quantum structure comes from
precision experiments. In the Stern-Gerlach experiment, for example, particles are
beamed through a magnetic field and spin-structure can be inferred to explain the
observations. However, again, this requires that the particles and the beam have
a specific mathematical structure that we impose to explain the observation, and
the manner in which the field and the beam interact is determined by our intuition
(belief) about what we think should be happening in order to give rise to what we
observe. Meanwhile, spin-structure can also be derived theoretically, as done by
Dirac, in order to form a more unified theoretical framework with the intention of
having an inferred structure that can explain a bigger class of observations. Yet
still the story is the same. We make observations and we form mathematically
structured beliefs about why we made such observations.

As for objective reality: if it is understood that in experiments we are actually
observing the ‘apparatus’ part of a composite system but nonetheless explaining our
observation by virtue of the existence of a hidden quantum system represented by b,
then, such a quantum system is inferred, but is it objectively real? Well, this isn’t
much of a question, because we can define objective reality as a subjective reality
h that is required in order to explain the observations that we have i.e. something
that (logically) must be there in order to explain the observations we have. Then,
with only our observations to lay claim to the reality of anything, we are none the
wiser. But it would be nice to show that there is some kind of permanent structure
to this underlying quantum world, something general and common to all of our
inference resulting from our observations. In some sense this is what the Standard
Model attempts to do, but such ‘fundamental particles’ are still very specific to the
kind of apparatus used, aren’t they? Finding an underlying source that explains
all observations of any kind (using any apparatus) is much harder, but if such
a thing could be done then we could be so bold as to lay claim to an objective
reality that is no more or less than the source of all our observations. It may be
that the only thing in common with all observations is the causal structure of the
observation process itself, what we understand to be our experience of time. In this
way quantum filtering may also me understood as a description of the emergence of
time, as experienced by an observer. That is coming from two basic {future, past}
degrees of freedom, or better still might be the terminology {potential, actual}.

It is worth remarking upon that if we consider an abundance of observations
of a particular kind then the ‘universal’ quantum source presumably contains an
abundance of individual quantum sources giving rise to such aforementioned ob-
servations. Again, this is the doctrine of the Standard Model and its fundamen-
tal ‘particles’. However, note that the concept of particles in Belavkin’s filtering
theory is something attributed to the apparatus, as this is what forms trajectories.
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Whereas such particles’ quantum counterpart is regarded as wave-like, not particle-
like. For example, the quantum electron is a wave, e.g. undergoing diffraction, but
the observations of such an electron are particle-like, e.g. detections in a diffraction
experiment or trajectories in a cloud chamber.

Finally, it might also seem reasonable that h should not be different from F, so
that we can consider a more mutual structure to the world in which two systems
can observe one another. Then H = F; ® Fo, where h = F; and F = F5. Note
that the observation dynamics described throughout is referred to a time ¢ that is
attributed to the observer F, since all notions of past and future are given with
respect to that observer. However, this need not be the time as experienced by the
object . So if the object is now also considered as an observing system then it will
generally have it’s own concept of time with respect to which it observes the other
system. Notice that system 1 can predict quantum properties in B(Fz) and system
2 can predict quantum properties in 5(F;). This structure was originally considered
by Hudson, see [27] for example, and studied in the framework of Belavkin’s QSC
Formalism in [24], but the construction of a ‘universal’ flow of time arising from
two such mutually observing systems is yet to be found.
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