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Absirmct. The concepl of prabability was praminent in the original foundations af guantum mechanics. and conlinues 1o ke
so oy Indeed, the controversies regarding ohjective and sobjective interprelations of probability have again become active. 1
argue that, although bath ohjective and subjective probabilities have domains of relevance in QM, their rales are guite distinet.
Fwen where both are Jegitimate, the chjective and subjective protabilities differ, both conceplually and numerically, There
are quanturmn prababilities that have no useful subjective interpretations, and there are subjective prabahilities that cannot ke

realized as quanium probabilities.
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l. INTRODUCTION

Probability has played an imporiant rele in the Foundations of Quantum Mechanics (FQM) from the beginning, and
continues ko play an important role today, 8o it is appropeiate, ot this conference devoled oo reconsideration of FOQM,
o examine the mle. ar moles, of probability in QM.

Here are some of the ways in which Probability and FQIM are inter-related:

+ M is formulated as an intrinsically probabilistic theory, rather than as o deterministic theory in which probability

'“-"::IUIIJ FI:I:«' = .1I.'\'.'I.1I'I|:|il.r:¢' I'\IZ:III.'.

+ The choice of an interpretation of probability affecis the interpretation of QM.

+ Recent developments in Quantum Information Theory horee led 1o new ways to look at FQM, including a greater

emphasis on poesible roles for Subjective Probability in QM. [ 1]

These ideas motivabe my paper, although 1 shall not teat all of them in detail.

L. INTERPRETATIONS OF PROBABILITY

Al an carlier conference here in Viixjé (25 Mow - 1 Diec. 20060 |2]. 1 presented, in the spirit of Linnasu s, a2 taxonomic
classification of the mny inl.q.'rr.vn.'luli-::-n:-. al rln.1|'l'.||'hi |-Il_'r' |:1'| These were divided inlo four rn:l}::-r ETOLIpS

el

The Logic of Indactive Inference. Probability i= assigned to prspesitions; PIA|C) is the probability that A is
true, given the information O, Inductive logic reduces to deductive logic in the case that the probabilities take on
cnly the value= (1 and 1. This point of view was expressed most completely by E2 T, Taynes in his posthumous

bock Probakility Theor: The Logic of Scierce [4].

. Ensemble and Freguemcy interpretations. Probability is identifed wilth the measine on o sct, or with the Hibei
Sreguency in an ordered sequence.

. Bphjective Prohabilily. A measire of the degree of reasorable Beliaf under the condition of incomplete knowl-

l\.'\'_‘lb"l.'.

. Propensity. This iz a foom of causality that is weaker than determinism, and is associaled with events in an

{apparenily] indeterministic syslem. PLA|C] is the propensity for event A o cocur under the condition O



In my 200 ialk, | further suggested that the fArst of these interpretations (Inductive Logic) might be the master
interpretation of probability, from which the others conld be derwed as special cases.

“If we specialize o propositions aboul repealed experiments we obilain the Ensemble—Frequency theory.
I we specialize ks propositions aboul personal belisl we obiain Subjective probability, 5 we specialize 1o
proposilions aboul indelerminisitic or unpredictable evenls we obiain the Propensity thecry ™ (Rel. [3], p. 722

[ stressed the entaiive nature of my classification, snd anticipated that some future refinements mighi be needed.

2.1. The place of Subjective Probability

Al alater conference In Viixjé (Jupne |6, 2003, Rudiger Schack criticized the treatment of subjective probakility in
my classification.! He said tha, contrary i my staiement quoted above, what changes when we pass o the subjective
interpreiation is not the nature of the propositions, but what you =ay aboui them. The significance of this brief remark
can best be illustmied by an example.

Consider a pu.l.'lil.-u|:|.r quantum slale ol a :p]n one—half pu.l.'l]l:h:.
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and the proposition
A O the next measurement the spin will be "+"

From the formalism of quantum mechanics, we oblain the uninberpreted probability siatement.,

PlA|gr =064 i2)

Ezich interpretation of probability will give a different meaning 1o this slalement.
Propensity —

The probability is (.64 that the next measwrement will yield "spin +".
Frequency —

[n = long run af similar measuremenis on this siale. the bmction of "spin +" will be (close 10 64%.
Subjective —

My degree of beliel (or confidence] that the next mezsurement will yield “spin +" is 64%.
Mote, however, the subjective Interpretation doos MOT =y

There is a 64% probability that | believe the spin will be "+°.

The proposition A is about the spin, pol about my belief? 3chack was correct in pointing out that the subjective
interprelation does nol deal with a restricted class of propositions (hose which concern perscnal beliefs), bul mther il
alfects what we say aboul all propesitions, namely, our degree of belicl in them.

[tis, therelore, necessary ke revise the classification of inlerpretations of probability [ 3] as it applics (o the Subjective
interpreiaticn. Rather than being subordinate o the Inductive Logic theory and derived from it by vestricting the class
of propositions, the Subjective inlerpretation is parallel b it and can deal with the =ame class of propositions. The
distincticn arises [rom what is said about those put:-puxil]un:; an -::-]'.-jn:n:li.\n: [t Fu::i.l‘.-h,r irnp:rl.'l:isl:] stutement ahout the
truth or I'u]xilg,- of the prupu:i.liun in the firsl case, and a suhthLi.vn: slaternent ahoul someones |:||:E:r|.'i: af belief in the
second case. Both inlerpreiation s are based on the same formalism of Bayesian probability theory, and may reasonably
Fe called the shjective and subjeciive Bayesian inborpeetations. Indeed, Taynes [4] switches back and forth between
them effortlessly, and pechaps even unconscicusly.

! Unforunaesly, his critical remarks were oot included in the conference procedings.



J. QUANTUM PROBABILITY

Which of the varnous interpreiation of probability are relevant 1o quantum mechanica? In my earlier paper [3], 1
showed how both the Frequency and Propensity interpretalions are relevant. Regarding the Subjective interprelation, |
said, “l hawve Rever soen a coherent exposition of QM based on o swbfeciive inberpretation of quantum probabilities
as representing Aewledpe” This claim is likely o be controversial because the intecpretation of probabilities as
kncawledge seems o be o lenet of the Copenhagen inlerpretaiion, o which at least lip service iz still paid. In the
rest of this paper, [ shall expand upon thal siabement, with examples o illusimte the point.

First I must define what is meant l'l:,r the term epercererintd pan&nf:r'ﬁry. For the pLIrpess ol this paper, I shall vse it in
muzan thoss pl.'-c:-]'.vnl'l“ ities thal are calculabed from the familiar QM foumulas, =uch as:

s |pric|? The probability density For the particle o be Found at position x.

s |{ag|wi]*  The probability that an cheervable tnkes on the eigenvalue a,.

« TripEy,)  The probability that an ohscrvable lies within the subset o of iz spectum. Here p is the siole operalor
and Eg is o projector onlo the relevant subset of the spectrum.

Oither formulas are alss possible, bul all assume that a ceriain siabe (represenied by 0 or p) has been prepared, and the
probakbility for an observable o ke on some value is caleulated. Within the Fregquency or Propensily inierpretations
thizse cuantum Fl.'\-::-l‘.-ul'l]lil]l.'s are a.':-'jﬁ-h:l.-'r in the sense that l|'||.'3.r do not |:||:p|.'n|:| on the ohserver or his? |::r|-::-1.-.r|L1:|.'r_:1.'- but
-::-n|:,' on the ph}-xicu.l siluation described l'l}' the FII'I.'P.TIL'\:\\'.:I stule. 1 shall later consider whether IJ1i:_1-' can al=n be g]w.'n a
stibfective inberpretation as representing somecnes knowledge.

4. OBIECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE PROBABILITIES IN QM

Subjective probability is a natural ool to wse in cases where different persons have different amouwniz of information,
and hence are likely to make different predictions. Classical and quanium cryptogmphy, whose goal is to share
information with some people while denying it to others, are good examples. But the subjective probabilities that occur
in quantum cryplogrphy supervens at a high level of application, far above the fundamenial quantum probakilitics of
the previows seclion. Quantum cryplography vses subjective probabilities becouse it is coyplography, not bocouse it i=
quanturm.

4.1. Ohjective and Subjective Density Matrices

Tor better see the moles of objective and subjective probabilities, we tumn o a simple example. A single photen® is
j:u'l.'pnn'd. in the wverlical puluri:.-:uli.-::-n skabe,
lwr =11} (3)

Thiz stale vector and the pl.ul'l:ll'.-i lities associated with it are nh_.l't'rra'm: Lhu}' describe the result of the p]13,r5]|::||. -::-p-ul:lli-::-n
ool state pL‘cpu.l.'uli.-::-n. and not ﬂl'l_'f"::ll'll."l knuw]ud.Ei: of it

We then tell Alice, who is wnawore of the siabe pn:pumli-::-n, thzt the pulul.'i:.-:uli.-::-n stule is either vertical | [:l ar
herizontal | <), We tell Bob that the polarization was prepared in one of four states: vertical | ]}, horizontal | ),
+-45 degrees | 7). or —45 degrees | 1.2

Excepl for a possible phase facior, the vector | ) is the normalized sum of the vertical and horizontal siales, and
the veclor | ™} is their normalized difference. Using the vertical and horizontal siabe vectors as a basis, Bob's four

= The wand stwerier 15 0 ischnical t=rm in CR. I denpies an absimo enicy having only a few airboiss, includiog 4 fame of reference and
the ability to messure an cheesnahle. 1 shoukd not be thooght of @ 8 human person with awdboes ke consclousness ar perder. An ohserver is
traclitionally refemsd 10 ax *he” Tor the same resson thse g ship is relemsd 0 e "she® — mepe cradiion. The hermmphrodice forms he o she'’ and
“hetshe should be deprecisd.

* There & nathing special abow a ploton. Any chject wich 4 oo dimensional suie space would do just as well,

* The amows for 445 and —45 should alsa be double-endscd bt unfornaely Laiex s no such symbols



peesible slates can be represenied by the following density mairices:

L o 00 {12 e /2 =12
P (:] u)' .- (:] l ) P ( 12 l,.-'l)' P (-uz 2 ) @
Although the actual simie of the photon s py, Alice and Bob do not know this, and so they must use their ineompleis

informmation 1o makes a !lil.l.l'ljl.'l.'lj'r‘\ll.' estimate of the d.n:m:il:,' madriz. Alice knows that the pulu.l.'i:.-:uli.-::-n rnn_'f"h-t: gither vartical
cr horizontal, so she forms 2 mined =iate from those two components, ul'lluin]ng the :lnr:ljﬂ:'li'rr dl:n:il:,- mzilrix

Bob knows only that the polarization is in one of the four staies (), =0 be forms o mixed siate from four componenis,
and obtains the same subjective density matrix pg. Modice that, although Alice and Bob have different information,
they both arrive at the same subjective density matrix. Mevertheless, their future predictions will nol necessarily be the
SN,

Ter shewe this, we |_:||.':rf|.1|.'rr| a measurement that diﬂi.n.g,ui.r.hcx between verlical and horizonial (=] larizations. The result,
ol COLrss, contirms that the p::-|:u-i.:::|li|.1n iz vertical_ w:, the r|.':||:||.':r=. knew thiz in udvu.ni:u, becouse we knew that the
j:u'l.'pnn'd. slzbe was p:- But to Alice and Bob, the result of the measurement is new information, which IJ11:}' cun use 1o
obilzin a betler sstimate of the photon siate. Alice will now correctly infer that the initial state must have been o, since
the other possibility (p_1 is ruled out by the new data. But Bob, whe previcusly knew only that the initial state was

one of four, can now only reduce the number of possikilities to three. However, be can use Bayes theorem to improve
his subjective exlimate.

4.2. Bavesian Inference of an Unknown State

Since the use of Bayes theorem in quantum theory mary be unfamilizr o many readers. [ shall give Bob's calculation

in full detail. For our purposes, Bayes thecrem [3] may be wrilten as
) PG T

PIXINEC) =P L’i";.ilf'_lp—[}_fl!:—,:; 1))
where "&" denotes the ]ug]l::ﬂ "and". Here IJ; i= one of the four p-c:tui.hl-l.' initial states (4], and i‘: is cne of the puxsil‘lh:
results of the p::-|:|.ri.:::|li|.1n measurement {either I ar . T denoles the ]‘.vnl:kE:rl::-und information that Boh P R,
including he muiles of Q& and the knowledge that the initial slale was one of the four in (4], but excluding the result of
the polarizalion measurement. Lacking any information that would prefer any of the four possible states, Bob assigns
the pricr probakiling PLAGC) = 1 /4. Similarly, before the measurement has been performed, the prior probability for
the tam possible re=olts is PIF O = 12,

The remaining term on the righthand side of eq.(6), PI¥; X &C), is just the probability of the measurement yielding a
pauticular result fora given quantom siate, and it can be calculated from the familiar formulas for quantum probability.
The probability for obiaining the observed polarization ([ in each of the possible initial states is, in a slightly modified,
but obvious nolation,

FiTIIIN =1 PTI=n =0 PIT|1L70 =12, PO =102 (T)

Combining the three faciors on the righthand side of (61, we oblain Bob's pesierior prebability for esch of the four
peasible initial simtes, alter the result of the polarizalion measurement has been taken into account. In an abbrevialed
noxlation, Bob's probabilities are

P10 =12, P{| =} =0, P(| 7 =174, P{| ™) = 1/4. (%)

This calculation confirms the sarlier obvicus conclusion that Bob will not be able o uniquely infer the iniiial prepared
staie of the photon, but it al=o guaniifies his knowledge of what that initial siabe might have boen.

* The camect werm is “prior’, meaning *prior io the reui of de measursment, and not s priod”, which his o differen;, meaphysical meaning ihai
is ol relman here.



4.3. Bob's new Subjective Density Matrix

Bob can use his posterior probabilities (8) b form a new mixiure as his subjective density matcix. Tt will ko

1 L L 340
P E'ﬂ- | EP‘,-I EP-_ ( 0 o174 ) [

Several remarks ame in order about the significance of ihis density mainix pg.

+ It is not an estimale of the final stais of the pholon after the mezssurement. Indeed. if the measurement was
PCL'J-I::-ITI'JL'd o= F\\:I'l::-ji:I:lj'ﬂ.' measuremenl {von Meumann bypel then the final state will he A1 and 1his would be
knowen o Bob and Alice. I

+ It dews ot represent Bob's siale of belisf aboul the unknown (io him) initial stale of the pholon. Bob does net
believe the initial state was pg. Rather, he believes its was either py, g or p, with probabilities given by eq.(8).

+ Howewer, il is Bob's “salest estimalbe™ ol the wnknown initial siate, in the senze thal predictions from it will have
the lowest probable ecror. Even though be now knows that py is the most probable value for the initial state,
he should hedge his bets in case il s oot to be P - or g, . The use of py for prediction accomplishes thi=
“hedging™.

+ It is nel appropriste ko interprel @y as “a mixtore of 753% vertical polarization and 25% horizonial polarization™,
Fecause Bob kpows that the horizonial polarizalion siale has zoro probability. Evidently, the subjective density
matrix does nol adequately repeesent Bob's state of knowledge.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Although only a simple example has been treated in this paper, it is sufficient to establish some broad conclusions, The
first i= thal both ebfeciive and subfeciive siales'probabilitics may legitimately appear in the same problem. However,
they are both concepiually and mumerically distinel. The ohjective state operaior (or density matrix) describes the
result of the physical operaticn of siale preparation. [t s objective in the sense that it does not depend on any observer
or on his knowledge.” The subjective siates and probabilities describe the states of belief of various observers, whose
kncawledge of the ohjective situation is ineompleie. The objective stabe of a physical system and the subjeciive state of
snmecnes knowledge are quite different things; neither can replace the other.

Qu.unlum j:u'ul'lu]'.-i]i.lil:s, as defined in Sec. 3, ane n:llu:ru]]}' L b i.r.|L-|.'|.'j::r||.'l|.'d. =H -::-|'.-ji:|:li.=.rw: il-lhl.'}- are caleulaled from the
n’?jﬁ-h:l.-r shabe operalor. But what i the same formulas are used with .Tu.r?jﬁ-h:l.-r dl:nsil}' mztrices? Could we then say
the fquanium pq.'-::-hul'l]lil]l.'.". cun ailse have a H.I]‘.le‘Cli\'L‘ inLq:rFl.'n:luLi.-::-n':' There are serous difficultics with such a progrim.
Firstly. we hawe shoown thal observers who have differens states of koowledge may, nevertheless, asign the same
subjective density matrix. Therefore, the density malrix is inadequate 1o describe a siabe of knowledge. Secondly,
we have seen that two observers who share the =ame subjeclive density matrix may, nevertheless. make different
predictions. 8o, it cannot be comect to asserl that quantum stales represent states of knowledge.

Another difference belween objective quanium states and stales of knowledge is illustrated in the mathematical fact
that a mixed state operator can be represented as a mixtore of pure states,

p=Y wilwiiwl, 103

in infinitely many ways [6. T]. How i p represents an objective slate (the result of a physical opemtion of state
preparation’y, then the stale operator @ is sufficient o make all possible predictions aboul fubure measwremenis. In this
{and only this) sense, it can be said that the quantum siate description is complete.” However, a subjective density
mazirix is pot adequate to describe a stais of knowledze. In the example studied, we saw that Bob's state of belisf could
b described by a particular mixiure representation of his subjective densiiy matrix ps, but other mathematically valid
represeniations of the form (100 did not comespond io his staie of belief. In particular, the diagonal mpresentziion,

® T deseribe the sime os civiective in this sense §s no the sme os claiming dmn the sie veoar or operor is s ontc sigus s an Vslemen of
realiny”’, o clnim chat & well known o be problemic.

T This dees noi sanflict with the agument of Binstein, Podalsky ond Rosen [4] that the quanium descripiion of reality &5 incomplene, bocmse they
wmed o different criledon for cowgpe s,



which has some privilege mathematically, does not describe hiz siale of beliel. Therefore, if we altempl 10 use the
formalism of quantum states and quantum probability 1o describe slabes of knowledge or belicl, we find thal the
subjective quantum stale operator is et a complele siabe description. This shows the unnatmlness of forcing a
suhjective inberpretation onto quantum siabes,

Mozt of my discussicon has dealt with mized siales becouse the mixture coeflicient=, wy, in {10] may somelimes be
given a meaning ful subjective interpeetation, Bul what about the pure siolbes, =uch as wix)7 Can pure siate probabilities
ke given a meaninglul interpreiation as knowledge? What siaie of koowledge would lead somecne to describe the
probubility denzity for the eleciron in the ground staie of hydmogen by ts particola analytic form? What state of
]-m-:m‘h:f_:lg.-u would lead Lo the Fﬂ't:-l‘.-i.ll"]]i.l}l' dl:n:il:.' for an electron in o covalent bond (o function that hos ne un:||3,rI]|:
foem,, but which can be ﬂl:CI.I.I.TIl.CI._'f' :-::-rnpull.'d. n|.|.r.r|.n:|.']|::||.|3.r]':' These j:u'ul:lu]‘.-i]i.lil:s have a natural -::-|'.-ji:|:l]'n: ]nl.-l.'l.']:u'l.'lul]un,
keing experimenially testable in reproducibly prepared states. But they have no nahuml interpretation as someones
knowledge, except for the contrived case of o person who knows and believes everyihing QM tell= him.
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