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Abstract. Assuming that quantum states, including pure states, septesubjective degrees of belief rather than objective
properties of systems, the question of what other elemdntiseoquantum formalism must also be taken as subjective is
addressed. In particular, we ask this of the dynamical aspdche formalism, such as Hamiltonians and unitary opesat
Whilst some operations, such as the update maps correspptaa complete projective measurement, must be subjective
the situation is not so clear in other cases. Here, it is argbat all trace preserving completely positive maps, idiclg
unitary operators, should be regarded as subjective, indhee sense as a classical conditional probability digtobuThe
argument is based on a reworking of the Choi-Jamiotkowskinsrphism in terms of “conditional” density operators and
trace preserving completely positive maps, which mimiesréiationship between conditional probabilities and Isastic
maps in classical probability.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, Caves, Fuchs and Shack (CFS) have arguedd thaantum states, including pure states, should be
taken to represent subjective degrees of belief rather dbgttive properties of systems [6, 4, 15, 18, 5], in close
analogy to the radical probabilist view of classical prabtds [26, 12]. The purpose of this article is not to debate
the merits of this view, which have been extensively disedsdsewhere [23, 24, 17, 16, 19], but rather to investigate
its consequences for the rest of the quantum formalism. iiticpéar, we address the question of whether quantum
dynamics, variously expressed as Hamiltonians, unitagraiprs and Trace Preserving Completely Positive (TPCP)
maps, should also be taken to represent subjective degrbeBed. We argue that this is the case #&f TPCP maps,
in the same sense that all conditional probabilities argestilse in the radical probabilist view of classical probijn

CFS have already argued thsime CP maps must be taken as subjective [5]. For example, canaidon-
destructive measurement in an orthonormal basis. In tHeodox approach to quantum theory, on obtaining an
outcome corresponding to a pure stgte, the state of the system is updated 49, regardless of the initial state
of the system. However, for CFS there can never be a situaiovhich two agents are compelled to assign the
same state to a system, even if they have access to exactgrireedata. As in radical probabilism, provided the two
agents start with distinct enough prior beliefs, they nemgenconverge on a common set of beliefs, regardless of how
much data they shareThus, the projectojy) (| corresponding to the measurement outcome must be sulgjectiv
depending as it does on an analysis of the workings of the unea®&nt device, and this analysis may differ for the
two agents. There are also clearly situations in which tigestivity of quantum states can infect quantum operations
For example, suppose that two agents both agree on theyeitalution that applies to a joint system composed of a
system of interest and its environment. They will generaflg different dynamical maps to describe the evolution of
the system of interest alone, by virtue of the fact that they tmay assign different initial states to the environment.

The situation is less clear when considering a unitary djger@n the system of interest alone, since in this case
the environmental state is irrelevant to the action of theragion on the system, and unitary operations do not cause
convergence of distinct states. Thus, unlike the previadistussed cases, the subjectivity of unitary operatiansct

1 Of course, in practical situations it is often reasonablagsume that the agents don’t hold such singular beliefstterdtheir views can be
expected to converge. Nevertheless, as a point of prindiptempatible beliefs are not labeled as irratioagkiori.
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be argued directly from the subjectivity of quantum stafidserefore, it would not be inconsistent for CFS to hold
onto the objectivity of unitary operations, which might lkenipting, since the specification of a Hamiltonian seems to
encode the objective content of our most successful phylaiwa. However, Fuchs has rejected this road, and argues
that all TPCP maps, including unitary operations, are agals to conditional probabilities and so they should be
taken to represent subjective degrees of belief [15, 18, T view could also be seen as implicit in the de Finetti
theorem for quantum operations [21, 20], which does notlsiagt unitary operations for any special treatment.

Here, we significantly strengthen the case for the subjéctf all TPCP maps by demonstrating a thoroughgoing
analogy between TPCP maps and conditional probabilitfabeatype needed to make Fuchs’ arguments compelling
to adherents of the CFS view. In fact, we argue for a recoraiida of the domain of applicability of bipartite quantum
states themselves. Instead of assuming that they are atlesgsiptions of a pair of distinct systems, we argue that
they can also be used to describe the same system at twatisstances of time in a “prepare and measure” scenario.
That this can be done in special cases has been known forajuitéle in the context of quantum cryptography [3],
where prepare and measure schemes are regularly tradetdogéement based schemes in proofs of the security of
guantum key distribution [34], and this correspondenceisegalized here. There does not seem to be any substantive
difference in the role played by the bipartite state in the sgenarios, so we argue that if the state is taken to be
subjective in one context, then it should also be subjedtiviie other. From this, the subjectivity of all quantum
operations may be inferred. No doubt, this conclusion wedire unappealing to many hard-nosed physicists. If unitary
operations cannot be taken as objective then neither carilidaians, and it seems that we may be in danger of losing
the objectivity of physical laws altogether. | argue thas tiear is unfounded and rests on the same sort of category
error as the identification of certainty with a subjectivelpability equal to one [5].

From a broader perspective, this work suggests that it mggolssible to cleanly separate the probabilistic and
statistical parts of the quantum formalism from those theggethd on its particular physical realization. Despite the
fact that the abstract formalism of quantum theory looks Elnoncommutative generalization of classical probabilit
it still does not quite achieve a full separation, becaus fitecessary to know whether two events refer to distinct
physical systems or to the same system at two different timesder to know how to combine them, i.e. whether
to use the tensor product or a dynamical map. In this resgeetfitum theory is in closer analogy to the theory of
stochastic process [13] than it is to abstract Kolmogorabpbility theory [27], since the latter is independent of
any identification of events in an abstract sample space p¥ifsical events in spacetime. We believe that a more
Kolmogorovian formulation of quantum theory would offemnmsights into quantum information protocols, as well
as clarifying foundational issues, and regard the curremk\as a step towards such a formalism.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Inise@ the finite dimensional*-algebraic formalism of
guantum theory is briefly reviewed. In section 3, the “coiodidl density operator” is introduced, which is the main
tool for relating bipartite quantum states to TPCP mapsettisn 4, the Choi-Jamiotkowski isomorphism is discussed.
Whilst this is well-known, we give a novel presentation inightithe isomorphism is taken to relatenditional density
operators to TPCP maps, rather than relating unnormalipadittie states to general CP maps as in usual presentations
[25, 10, 36, 1, 37, 22]. Section 4.1 gives the traditionalrapienal interpretation of the isomorphism in terns of gois
gate teleportation and section 4.2 gives a different ofmaral interpretation by which the analogy to the role of
conditional probability in classical stochastic procasisemade clear. In section 5, the argument for the subjéctivi
of quantum operations is given and in 86, we argue that thgestiddty of quantum operations does not imply the
subjectivity of physical laws. Finally, section 7 contamsummary and conclusions.

The technical results presented here generalize thosewbpisly published work [29] from the finite dimensional
Hilbert space formalism to finite dimensior@i algebras. The current treatment places greater emphatie oole
of the conditional density operator, which we hope clariffesphysical interpretation given in [29].

2. PRELIMINARIES

For present purposes it is convenient to work in @iealgebraic formalism for quantum theory. This facilitatbe
comparison between classical probability and quantumriheince the former is obtained whenever the algebra
is commutative. Because we are concerned mainly with cdnakmatters, it is convenient to specialize to finite
dimensional algebras in order to avoid analytical comtilices. Any such algebra can be thought of as the algebra
of block-diagonal matrices on a finite dimensional Hilbgrase, once a basis for the latter is fixed. Hence, the most
general algebra we are concerned with is

A=B(CH) B B(CR)a...¢B(CH), (1)
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whereB () is the algebra of bounded operators on a Hilbert spéte

Two important special cases are the classical commutdgebeas (C)®", which are diagonal, and the irreducible
“full quantum” algebras (CY). States on an algebra are usually defined as positive linaatibnalsw : 2 — C that
satisfyw(l) = 1, wherel is the identity operator ifl. In the finite dimensional case, these can be replaced bytdens
matricesp € 2l that are positive and have unit trace via the identificatigh) = Tr (Ap) for all A € 2. Given two
independent subsystems corresponding to algétandllg, the combined system corresponds to the tensor product
Aa @ Ag, which coincides with a Cartesian product of sample spatdéise case where both algebras are classical,
and the usual tensor product of Hilbert spaces when bottbedgere irreducible. Given a state on the tensor product
Pag € 2Aa @ Ap, the reduced statgm € A andpg € A are given bypa = Tre (pas) andps = Tra (pas)-

The most general dynamics of a system is given by a lineardgap 2(a — 2(g, where the input and output systems
are generally allowed to be different. Here, this is takehd@ map acting on density operators, i.e. we are working
in a Schrodinger picture, which is unproblematic in finitendnsions. The map should Bempletely Positive (CP),
meaning thaﬁB‘Aéb S An R Ac — Ag ® Uc is a positive map for all finite dimensional algebfis, and where
S AUc — ¢ is the identity map oflc. Furthermore, if no measurements are performed then thesimaydd be
Trace Preserving (TP) in order to maintain the normalization of density opers

3. CONDITIONAL DENSITY OPERATOR

In classical probability, the conditional probability af aventy, given an evenX is defined as

P(XNY)

PIYIX) = “5

)

whereveP(X) # 0 and is undefined otherwise. Defining an analog of this foeg@*-algebraic theories is a tricky
problem, and there are several alternative possibilitdese, we only deal with a special case, which is however
the most important for practical applications. Consideemasbr product of two classical algebrdg @ g with
corresponding basegj),}, {|K)g} in which the operators are diagonal. A staig on this algebra can be written
in terms of its diagonal componer(sag) jk jx as

pAB:Z(pAB)jk,jk|j><j|A®|k><k|Ba @)
]
and the reduced state on systaris given bypa = Trg (pag), With diagonal component®a)jj = S«k(0aB)jk jk- Now,
the conditional probability that systeBiis in state|k)g, given that systend\ is in state|j), is given by%,
provided(pa)j,j is nonzero. This can be written as a matrix of conditionabpiulities, given by
(PAB) ji,jk

(PBIA) jk jk o)1 (4)
or in operator notation

Pala = (Pat®18) Pae. %)

wherelg is the identity operator iflg. Here, care must be taken whgg is not of full rank, in which case we may
restrict the domain obg) to the support ob,;l ® Ig. An alternative is to define the generalized inverspofo have
the same eigenspaces@s with eigenvalue zero on the null eigenspac@gfaind reciprocal eigenvalues on all other
eigenspaces. This is the approach we adopt throughout.

In the general noncommutative case, it should be clear thgbgcan be generalized in many different ways, due to
the fact thap,;1® Ig andpag need not commute. In doing so, one should bear in mind thewspossible applications
of conditional probability (e.g. the updating of probatiés by Bayesian conditionalization, in stochastic preess
and in information theory) and check that the chosen geizatain is useful for describing sensible quantum analogs
of at least some of these. The alternative, to focus on fomahematical properties of conditional probability, may
also be a useful approach, but is unlikely to lead to applecabncepts on its own. In this regard, the following
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generalization suggests itself as particularly intenggti

_1 _1
Pgia = (PA ’® |B) PAB <pA Z® |B> , (6)
This equation may be inverted to obtain
1 1
Pas = (PA2 ® |B) PsjA (PE ® |B) . (7)

1 1
Note thatpga is a positive operator, since it is of the foriA for A= P 2 ®1BpZg, but is not a density operator
because it does not have unit trace. In facg (TIB\A) lsupripn)» Wherelsypgp,) is the projector onto the support of
Pa, so the trace opga is the rank ofpa. In the classical case, this corresponds to the fact thantttex of conditional
probabilities(pga) jk,jk Must give a valid probability distribution for each valuejof.e. 3 (ogja) jk jk = 1-

In line with the earlier warning, it should be checked thas definition of a quantum conditional density operator
actually plays a role in applications. In 84.2, it is showattthe relation between conditional density operators
and TPCP maps is analogous to the relation between coralitiwababilities and stochastic matrices in a classical
stochastic process. The conditional density operatos@sralated to Fuchs proposal for a quantum analog of Bagesia

conditionalization [15, 18], and the analog of Bayes’ rgga = Pp ®pB pA\BpA ®pB, is relevant to the problem
of pooling quantum states, both of which are described ithémming work [30].

4. THE CHOI-JAMIOLKOWSKI ISOMORPHISM

The central tool used in the arguments below is the isomenpkiiscovered by Jamiotkowski [25], and developed by
Choi [10], between Completely Positive malhs — g and (generally unnormalized) statefp @ Ag®. For present
purposes, it is convenient to formulate it as an isomorphigtweenTrace-Preserving Completely Positive maps
2Aa — g andconditional density operators il ® 2g. This formulation gives greater intuition about the phgsic
meaning of the isomorphism, as shown in §4.2.

We begin with the case whe2, = 95 (C%) and2(g is a general finite dimensional algebra, and then genetalibe
case of general finite dimensiorak below. Letég)a : 2Ia — 2Ug be a TPCP map. To define the isomorphism, we begin
with the &g|a — pg)a direction. Letl, be another copy of the algelia, i.e. Ay = Ax = B(C%). The isomorphism
is dependent on an arbitrary choice of basisdér, so let{|j),} be such a basis and define the “maximally entangled”
conditional state vector cfi% @ C% as

da
¢+>A’\A: ;'jDA'A' (8)

This is so called because when one uses eq. (7) to combinetitttional statqog‘A = |PF) ja (P [ya With &

maximally mixed marginal states = c',—’:\, wherel, is the identity operator il 5, one obtains a properly normalized
; 1

maximally entangled stafey,, = |®") pn (P |an, Where|®dT) 1n = a5 | P ) aja- However, note thap);‘A generally

does not yield a maximally entangled state when combindd avitarbitrary reduced stapg.
Next, we define the conditional statg| associated with the maf)a via

Pgia = Spia © IaA (PI‘A) ; ()]

where.#a is the identity CP-map on systef Note that heréfpy is acting on the ancillary systedd, transforming
it into systemB. It is straightforward to check tha@ig 4 is a valid conditional state, which is transformed into dadzal
joint statepag When it is combined with any reduced density operaipin 2 via eq. (7).

1 1 1 n
2 As pointed out by Cerf and Adami [7, 8, 9], another definitidgmote ispgia = liMp_se (pA N QIgplsps " ® IB) , since this allows the von

Neumann conditional entropy to be expresse§(&8A) = —Tr (pAB Iong‘A) in analogy to the classical expression for conditional Sloarentropy.
3 Jamiotkowski and Choi both takita = 5 (C9), but the extension to general finite dimensional algebrasasghtforward as shown below
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For thepg|a — &pja direction, note that the action ékja on an arbitrary statea € 2 may be recovered fromga
via

&ga(0a) = Tran ((P,QA(E@ IB) (O'A®pB\A'))7 (10)

which is easily checked by expanding the states in the baeis 1o define the isomorphism. Note that the spaigis
pure iff the TPCP mapg|a is an isometry, and in the case whetg = g, this means thafg is unitary.

Finally, we briefly explain how to extend the isomorphismhe tase wher@, is an arbitrary finite dimensional
algebra. The problem is that, for a general algebra of the fiig, = B(C%) @ B(CR) @ ... & B(Ch), Aa @ An
does not contain the conditional stalg‘A, since|®™) |4 is @ superposition of all basis states of the fdif) ax
and this is ruled out for any algebra which is the direct sumofe than one irreducible component. To resolve this,
note thata may be embedded it (CH+d%++d) by associating operators i, with block-diagonal matrices in
B (Chtdzt-+dn) The action ofép|a is not well defined on this algebra, since its domaiRljs but this can be dealt

with by introducing the projection mag? : 8 (C%+d2+-+dny _, 9, which can be written in the form
n
= > PipR;, (11)
=1

wherePj is the projector onto the fact@ in C%+%* -+t Now, &, may be replaced withy = &gja 0 P in
eq. (9), and this map is well defined @(C%+d%+-+d) Sinces is idempotent, one may additionally replaug ,
with

f?;/‘A = Ipn® Pn(Paia) (12)

in egs. (9) and (10), which is a well-defined conditionalesiat?ly ® 2. The actions O%NDB‘A/ andépa on this state
are identical, so we obtain

Pain = o @7 (B (13)

and
&ga(0a) = Tran (f);/‘A@) lBOA® pB\A’) ; (14)

as the generalized version of the isomorphism.

4.1. Operational Interpretation in terms of teleportation

There is a standard interpretation of the Choi-Jamiotkdvgskmorphism in terms of “noisy gate teleportation”,
which is the generalization of a protocol considered in [Bdm unitary operations to arbitrary TPCP maps. To

describe this, we begin with the case whelie= 23 (C%), and combine the conditional stat@g andp;,‘A, with

maximally mixed reduced stateg, = 'A’ andpA = A, via eq. (7), so that the reverse direction of the isomorphis
eg. (10) can be rewritten in terms of the properly normal;nmi statespag = dAPB\A’ andp,, = dAPA/\A as

Ega(0n) = 03Tran (04 ® 1BOA® PaB) - (15)

Now, suppose that Alice holds a system in an unknowntatec 2, and that Alice and Bob share a pair of systems
in the stateoyg. They would like for Bob to end up with his system in the tramsfed Stat%@pg‘A(O—A), using only
local operations and classical communication and the piateas resources. To achieve this, Alice can make a joint
measurement of the system&ndA’ in a basis that includes the staig,. If the outcome corresponding to this state
is obtained, then the procedure is successful, which mayebeatd from eq. (15). It is also evident from eq. (15)
that the probability of obtaining this successful outcomé;l On the other hand, if thpAA, outcome is not obtained

then the procedure fails. In some cases it is still possdmsbb to reconstruct the statga(oa) by applying a local

4 For the subjectivist, the phrase “unknown state” shouldkem bells ringing. It is a shorthand for saying that the:eysis prepared by Charlie,
who then gives it to Alice without revealing any details of foreparation procedure. The “unknown state” is the ongasdiby Charlie [4].
5 Again, it is Charlie’s description of Bob's state that istgieferred to.
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operation that depends on Alice’s outcome, which she camrrimhim of via classical communication. In particular,
this happens wheig 4 is the identity, in which case we obtain the standard telggion protocol [2].

This protocol can be straightforwardly generalized to theecwhere&l, is a general finite dimensional algebra.
However, the expression for the success probability besamare complicated because more than one state may
be mapped tqb/z‘ A by the action of#y. In particular, it can happen that states associated éitwtcomes in

B (CYUtd2t-+dn) gre mapped to the success outhb;(@A by 2,, which increases the probability of success. As

an example, consider the classical algeBiEC) @ 95(C) and its embedding ifB(C?). Here, Alice should make a
measurement in the Bell basis

[®F) = % (100)+11)) [¥F) = % (101) +[10)) (16)
[®7) = 5 (100) - [11)) |¥7) = 5 (/01) - [10)),
as in the teleportation protocol. Under the projection rdap,
~ 1
Pan = |7V (@ | = Bin = 5 (100) (00 + [12) (11)) p . (17)

but |®7) (d~ |44 also gets mapped to the same thing, so these outcomes mayuggedrtogether and the suc-
cess probability is increased frony4.to 1/2. Similarly, the failure outcomegb+) (W*|,, both get mapped to
$(|01) (01] +|10) (10]) o SO these may also be grouped together and Alice’s measatésithen just a parity mea-
surement of her two classical bits. In the case wi#gyg is the identity, Bob can recover the correct state by flipping
his bit when Alice gets the failure outcome and the whole pdoce is simply a classical one-time-pad (Vernam ci-
pher) [35, 33]. The similarity between teleportation aneldime-time pad has been remarked upon before [28, 11], but
in the algebraic formulation it is more than just a simikarithey both arise from the same isomorphism, so they are,
in fact, the same thing.

4.2. Operational interpretation in terms of stochastic pracesses

The previous interpretation resulted from combining thedittonal states with maximally mixed reduced states, so
itis natural to ask whether there is any interpretation teatilts from combiningga with an arbitrary reduced state
pa. Doing so reveals the Choi Jamiotkowski isomorphism to beraegalization of the relationship between stochastic
dynamics and conditional probabilities in classical ptulig theory.

In the classical case, it is a familiar fact that we can alwdgscribe the correlations between two random variables
by a joint probability distribution, regardless of whetltlee variables refer to two distinct physical systems or #® th
same quantity associated with the same system at two disitimes. In the latter case, we are likely to describe the
situation as a stochastic process. Initially there is a@andariableA, with probability distributionP(A). Then, the
system undergoes a stochastic evolution described bylsesttic matrix g 4, which transform#\into another variable
B, with probability distributionP(B). However,P(A) andl g4 are just convenient summaries of a joint distribution
P(A,B), sincelga is a matrix of transition probabilities, i.e. conditionaiopabilities. It is evident that any joint
probability distributionP(A, B) may in principle arise in this scenario and also in the caserevthe variables refer to
distinct systems, so that one does not have to know the caalatibns between the two variables in advance in order
to know that a joint probability distribution is the correoathematical object to use for describing their corretatio

The analog of this in quantum theory would be to always dbsccorrelations between systems described by
algebrasi, and2(g by a joint statepag € 2Aa ® g, regardless of whethéX, and®ig refer to two distinct systems
or to the same system at two distinct times. In the former,dhse is indeed what we usually do. However, in the
latter case, we normally ascribe a stagec 204 to the system initially, and then assert that it evolvesriretaccording
to the TPCP magpa : 2Ia — 2Up to obtain a stat@g € Ag. This is analogous to the stochastic process description
given in the classical case above, but in the quantum caseowetdnormally associate this with a joint staigs.

The Choi-Jamiotkowski isomorphism asserts that a desoriph terms of a joint state is indeed possible, since the
map &ga is isomorphic to a conditional stafe 4 from which a joint statepag can be built by combining witpa

via eg. (7). Since we can also go in the other direction, wddcegually well describe things just by specifyipgs.
However, this is not quite enough, since we would like to adbat pag provides an equally useful summary of the
probabilistic predictions that may be obtained in this scim without having to go back and reconstrpgtand&pa
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via the isomorphism before calculating them. In fact, tBislmost the case, but a slight modification is needed and
we actually consider the following series of corresponésnc

(paB) ¢ (Pa.Pgja) <> (PAEaia) (18)

where' denotes the transpose in the basis used to construct therigbism. The transpose is related to a time reversal
implicit in the construction, which is discussed in [29]tmote that if an eigenbasis @f is used to construct the
isomorphism them),I = pa, SO this would be a natural constraint to impose on the cooisbn.

To understand how this works, it is helpful to return briefiythe classical case. If Alice has access to a random
variableA and Bob has access to a random varidhland they ascribe the joint probability distributiBA, B) to the
two variables, then the set of joint probability distritmrts they can generate by local processing of their variables
the same, regardless of whether Alice and Bob #eaddB from distinct physical systems or if Bob’s variable comes
from the same physical system, sent to him through a noisyraidy Alice. Essentially the same thing is true in the
guantum case, although noncommutativity makes thingedtitore subtle. In the case wheggs represents the joint
state of two systems, the local processing consists of memsunts orla and ong. However, in the case where it
represents the same system at two different times, we haveve to a “prepare and measure” scenario where the
local processing consists of a choice of an ensemble pripafar Alice and a measurement for Bob. To describe
this, we need to recall the formalism of generalized measargs in quantum theory.

A general measurement can be represented by a Positivet@p¥atued Measure (POVM). This is a collection
of positive operatort = {M;} in an algebr&! that sum to the identity ; Mj = I. The probability of obtaining the
outcomeM = j when the system is in stafee 2 is given by the generalized Born rule péb = j) = Tr(M;p).

It is less commonly appreciated that POVMs can also be usdddoribe ensemble preparation procedures. This is
demonstrated by the following lemma, which is proved in [29]

Lemma: Let p be a state ifl. {pj, pj} is an ensemble decompositionwfff there exists a POVMM = {M;} such

thatp; = Tr(M;p) andp; = '\I{rﬁ(hlﬂvij\g'

Therefore, given a state and a POVMM, there are two procedures that they could be used to deséibe
M-measurement of p is a procedure that takes a system in the gheds input and outputs a classical random variable
with distribution profM = j) = Tr(M;p). Conversely, aM-preparation of p consists of first generating a classical

random variable with distribution pr¢M = j) = Tr(M;p) and then preparing the corresponding stgte- %fw»ﬁ
J
as output. We are now in a position to state the main resultib proved in [29].

Theorem: Let pag € 2 ® 2 be a state with reduced stadg € 2 and conditional statpga. Let &gja be the TPCP
map isomorphic t@g 4 and let” denote the transpose of an operator taken in the basis udefirie the isomorphism.
LetN = {N;} be a POVM o, and letM = {My} on2(g. Then, the joint probability of getting outconjen an N-
measurement ofi, and getting outcomkein anM-measurement ofig, on a joint system in the stapgg, is the same
as the joint probability for obtaining thvalue of the classical input in @' -preparation op,I and getting outcome
kin anM-measurement o?lg, when the system is evolved accordingsga between preparation and measurement.
Equivalently,

prob(N = j,M =Kk) = Trag (N; ® Mxpag) = Tra (MkéoB‘A (\/pTNjT\/pT)) . (19)

5. SUBJECTIVITY OF QUANTUM OPERATIONS

We now turn to the question of what the above result mean$ostatus of quantum operations in the CFS view of
guantum theory. The first point is that, when consideringatedbabilities of local measurements made on a bipartite
system, the description we would normally give in terms ofpaldite statgoag can always be replaced by a description
in terms of the pai(p,I,é”B‘A) via eq. (19). The latter description looks just like a “prepand measure” scenario, in
which the TPCP magp s describes the time evolution between preparation and measut, even though we are
“actually” talking about the correlations between two srdtems at a given time. In this context, CFS would assert
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that the assignment of the staigg always represents some agent's degree of belief andner to be thought of as
representing an objective state of affairs. Clearly, fig th be true, at least one pﬁ or &ga Must represent degrees

of belief rather than objective facts. In fact, for CE®th p,I andépa must represent degrees of belief, because they

impose no a priori constraints on the degree to which two @{etate assignments may differ, and bpﬂ1and£B‘A
must be allowed to vary in order to obtain an arbitrggg. In particular, CFS state tha@hg is subjective even if it

is puré, and demanding purity gfag is equivalent to demanding thép s is an isometry, and unitary s = .
Thus, we already have a case where CFS would have to regaitheylwperation as representing subjective degrees
of belief rather than an objective state of affairs.

However, in this case the unitary operation is simply prinddpart of a description of a bipartite system and the
real question is whether unitary operations should be deghas subjective when they are being used to describe the
time evolution of a single system. To argue this case, wedhite a variant of Leibniz’s principle of the “identity
of indiscernibles” [14]. If the sum total of probabilistisgignments that can be made in one experimental scenario
is identical to those that can be made in another scenasa,iths clear that both scenarios should be representable
by an identical mathematical formalism. Our principle essathat we should ascribe subjectivity and objectivity to
the elements of the formalism identically in both caseshifresent context, if we are “really” usir@gAT,gB‘A) to
describe a “prepare and measure” scenario, #zgpdoes represent a time evolution and the statistical piedithat
can be made are identical to those of the bipartite scenasoribed above. Thus, our principle requires thadgjf, is
subjective in the bipartite scenario, then it is also subjeavhen used to describe time evolution in the prepare and
measure scenario. In particular, for CFS, this has to agplpnitary operations, since they are treated as subjective i
the bipartite scenario.

At this point, the subjectivity of unitary operations harays whether or not one accepts the principle described
above. The main argument for accepting it rests on the visfugrobabilistic abstraction, which is familiar in the
classical case. Consider the Kolmogorovian formulatioprobability theory, in which we have a sample space of
events. This is a purely abstract mathematical theory andenttification between events in the sample space and
physical events in spacetime is supposed. Clearly, thisega@ason behind the fact that we can describe spacelike
and timelike correlated variables via an identical forigrali using joint probability distributions in both casesvio
subjectivist axiomatizations of probability theory, suahk those provided by de Finetti and Savage [12, 32], are
focussed on deriving a mathematical representation ofedsguf belief in various events from théagical relations,
rather than anything to do with how those events are embeitddggiacetime. This is natural for a theory which is
about rational decision making in general, rather thandgist about its application in physics, and leads to the
abstraction of the theory from the details of causality. & are really to regard the better part of quantum theory as
a “law of thought”, as advocated by Fuchs [15, 18], then ins®e¢hat we ought to adopt a similar approach as far
as possible. The fact that two scenarios entail the samd pessible probability ascriptions, is enough to guarantee
their equivalence from the point of view of decision makimgerefore, the two cases should be identified within the
abstract theory, and the principle follows.

6. OBJECTIVITY OF PHYSICAL LAWS

Accepting the preceding argument implies that the Hamiios and Lagrangians of physics represent subjective
degrees of belief, since assuming that we are prepared &deigne intervals as objective, the Hamiltonian of a
system uniquely determines the unitary time evolution afmer Our most fundamental physical theories, such as the
standard model of particle physics, are essentially pastuls of a particular Hamiltonian or Lagrangian, so it ntigh
seem that we are in danger of losing the objectivity of prgldaw altogether.

However, this worry is unfounded, and rests on a similargateerror as the identification of objective certainty
with probability one [5] (assuming a finite sample space ticithe necessary caveats about sets of measure zero).
To the radical probabilist, these are very distinct assesti The statement that the probability of an event is equal t
one is relative to the particular agent who asserts it. Ieisfied by observing the agent’s decision making behavior,
e.g. asking her to enter into a bet on the event and findinghatshe is willing to bet her life on it. On the other
hand, objective certainty means that the event is sure toraoawd can only be verified by empirical observation of
the occurrence of the event itself, or by logical deductimmT other objective certainties. For the radical probabili

6 The arguments for this will not be rehashed here, but see [5]
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agents may make probability one assignments even if thet @geif is not an objective certainty because no prior
probability assignment is ruled out as irrational a pridd.be sure, a probability one assertion entails a rathengtro
commitment on the part of the agent, and it does mean thatgetbelieves that the event is certain to occur. In
particular, if she believes that it is an objective certathien she must assign probability one.

The fact that probability one is not identified with objeetiwertainty does not mean that objective facts about the
world do not exist, just that they have no representatiomabability theory without reference to an agent who belgeve
in them. Similarly, if Hamiltonians are taken as subjectiegrees of belief rather than objective physical laws itsdoe
not mean that objective physical laws have no bearing on Kamin assignments. Belief in the truth of a particular
physical law, can indeed constrain the class of Hamiltosihat an agent may assign. For example, if the Hamiltonian
does not respect a particular symmetry principle, such asritp invariance, that the agent believes to be true theniit i
not a legitimate representative of the agent's beliefseHtds the symmetry principle, and not the Hamiltonian itsel
that captures the objective content of the physical law.

7. CONCLUSIONS

To summarize, we have argued that if quantum states, imgudure states, are to be regarded as representing
subjective degrees of belief, then it is natural to regardngum operations, including unitary ones, as also being
subjective. Essentially, if quantum states, includingepstates, are more like probability distributions than testa
of reality”, then quantum operations, including unitaryesnare more like conditional probabilities than objective
dynamical laws and should likewise be taken to be subjective

Perhaps more importantly, this work raises the questionhdther a formalism for quantum theory could be given
that does not require causal relations to be specified ai.phtihough quantum theory is often thought to be a kind
of generalized probability theory, it is not often formdtat the same level of abstraction as the classical theory. |
the usual formulation of quantum theory, when we speak ait jstates we are referring to the state of two distinct
subsystems and when we speak of correlations between tresetem at two different times we use TPCP maps
instead. As noted above, this is a closer analog to the chdsieory of stochastic processes than it is to a fully
abstract probability theory. In the canonical frameworkdaantum theory, this same issue is manifested in the fact
that quantum states are always referred to spakelike hyffaces rather than to arbitrary collections of regions in
spacetime. In other words, we need to know some minimalinéion about the causal relations between events be-
fore we can even set up the theory. We take the current worklasanstration that, in fact, joint quantum states need
not be exclusively referred to spacelike separated reglmriscan also be used to describe the correlations between
algebras referring to potentially timelike separated &vehhis indicates that it may be possible to formulate quisint
theory at the same level of abstraction as Kolmogorov pritibatheory, although much further work is needed to
realize this possibility. Having such a formalism would kégly shed further light on the foundations of quantum
theory and quantum information, and may even play a role@rctimstruction of a background independent quantum
theory of gravity, wherein there is good reason to suspatiusal relations between events may not be fixed a priori.
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