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1. Introduction1. Introduction

The word “information” has been given different meanings by various 
writers in the general field of information theory. It is likely that at least a 
number of these will prove sufficiently useful in certain applications to deserve 
further study and permanent recognition. It is hardly to be expected that a 
single concept of information would satisfactorily account for the numerous 
possible applications of this general field. (Shannon 1993, 180; emphasis mine)

Will quantum technologies change the way we understand informa-
tion? This paper is an attempt to answer this question. The central thesis 
of the paper is that the measurement problem in quantum mechanics 
prevents the use of a semantic information theory for quantum comput-
ing and information (QI), and this has deep technological and ethical 
consequences. Here I am interested in seeing whether Floridi’s theory of 
information can be appropriately extended or adapted to the quantum 
domain. I claim that it doesn’t seem possible for Floridi’s theory to be 
applied to quantum systems because it requires a process of validation 
whose requirements are incompatible with quantum mechanics. 

The second section of the paper analyzes Floridi’s theory of semantic 
information. This theory is neither the only nor the best possible theory 
of semantic information. Rather, I see Floridi’s semantic information 
theory as a reference model through which to explore the transforma-
tion of the concept of information in a quantum context. The third sec-
tion analyzes the problem of semantic information in QI. This section is 
divided into two parts. The first gives a non-mathematical description 
of the measurement problem. The second shows how the measurement 
problem exists in the intersection between computation and informa-
tion. In the quantum field, the veridicality thesis, that is, the core of Flo-
ridi’s approach, fails because there isn’t full accessibility to the system. 
If, following Floridi, we define factual semantic information as a set of 
data that is (a) well-formed, (b) meaningful, and (c) truthful, then in QI 
we can only get (a) and (b), but we cannot get (c). The third and fourth 
sections show the consequences of this negative result. 
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2. The Theory of Strongly Semantic Information 2. The Theory of Strongly Semantic Information 

In this section, I intend to analyze some aspects of Floridi’s theory 
of semantic information (Floridi 2011, 2019), considering it one of the 
main models of information philosophy available today. The goal of this 
section is not to develop a history of information theories that is as com-
prehensive and complete as possible, nor to defend Floridi’s theses, nor 
to present an original theory of semantic information. The theory of se-
mantic information in Floridi is only a starting point for reflecting on the 
concept of semantic information in QI.

Generally, by information we mean what is transmitted by messag-
es carried through physical channels. The first to apply this notion in 
a quantitative way were Wiener (1948) and Shannon (1993; see also 
Shannon and Weaver 1949). Both thought that information was con-
nected to the reduction of uncertainty or entropy. Therefore, any con-
tent is more or less informative in relation to the type and amount of 
uncertainty it reduces. Shannon’s theory also inspired philosophical 
theories of information (Dretske 1981, Floridi 2011; see Adriaans 2013 
for a brief review).

We can distinguish between theories of non-semantic information 
and theories of semantic information. Shannon’s theory is about non-
semantic information. It excludes any reference to semantics; a message 
is simply any physical structure (for example, a string of signs) connected 
to a certain probability. Informativeness is connected to the greater or 
lesser probability of the structure. Theories of semantic information, on 
the other hand, deal with the reduction of a different uncertainty, which 
is not formal but concerns a certain state of affairs: “We call semantic in-
formation the information a signal carries by reducing uncertainty about 
some state of affairs. In this case, semantic aspects are crucial: what infor-
mation the signal carries is constitutively related to what the signal stands 
for” (Piccinini and Scarantino 2010, 241).

A natural starting point for introducing the notion of semantic infor-
mation is Carnap and Bar-Hillel’s paper “An Outline of a Theory of Se-
mantic Information” (1953). Carnap and Bar-Hillel criticize and extend 
the theory of mathematical information developed by Claude Shannon. 
Floridi criticizes this model and proposes a theory of strongly semantic 
information (TSSI). His central thesis is that the TSSI can resolve the 
paradox introduced by Carnap and Bar-Hillel.

Carnap and Bar-Hillel (1953) calculate the amount of informativity 
(i.e., how informative some information is) encoded in a sentence of a 
particular language. In their case, the language in question is monadic 
predicate logic. The philosophical details are grounded on an idea that 
has come to be known as the inverse range principle (IRP). The IRP states 



Luca Possati  |  The Paradox of Quantum Information  233

that the amount of information encoded by a sentence is inversely pro-
portional to the likelihood of the truth of that sentence. In other words, 
there is an inversely proportional relationship between the probability 
and the informativeness of a sentence. The less likely a sentence is to be 
true, the more informative it is.

In a nutshell, Bar-Hillel and Carnap have developed a poor concept of 
semantic informativeness; people may learn or be informed about neces-
sary truths. Bar-Hillel and Carnap measure of informativeness does not 
capture that notion.

Bar-Hillel and Carnap’s position implies two paradoxes. The first is 
the Bar-Hillel-Carnap paradox (BCP), according to which contradic-
tions are the most informative sentences because they are impossible, 
that is, not probable at all. “There is more information in a contra-
diction than in a contingently true statement” (Floridi 2011, 109). On 
the other hand, logical truths are the least informative sentences be-
cause they are obvious – as Wittgenstein argued: “All the propositions 
of logic say the same thing, viz nothing. They are tautologies” (Tracta-
tus, 4.46, 6.1). According to Floridi, this idea is paradoxical because it 
clashes with our intuitive conception of information that information 
is something true – it cannot be false: contradictions are always false, 
so they cannot be information. In other words, the thesis of Bar-Hillel 
and Carnap imposes a rigid separation between the truth and the infor-
mativeness of a sentence. The more informative a sentence is, the less 
likely it is to be true it is. This is paradoxical.

The second paradox is called the deduction scandal (SOD) and is a 
direct consequence of BCP. The SOD states that an inference does not 
provide any additional information to our knowledge. “Since tautolo-
gies carry no information at all, no logical inference can yield an increase 
of information, so logical deductions, which can be analysed in terms 
of tautological processes, also fail to provide any information” (Floridi 
2011, 130). This means that the information carried by the conclusion of 
the deduction must be already contained in the information carried by 
(the conjunction of) the premises. Logic and mathematics turn out to be 
utterly uninformative. Sequoiah-Grayson (2008) have shown that Hin-
tikka’s (1973) attempts to resolve this paradox (through the distinction 
between superficial and deep information) fail.

Floridi (2011) proposes to solve BCP and SOD through an alethic ap-
proach to information, that is, a theory of strongly semantic information 
(TSSI). Floridi’s central thesis is that only an approach to information 
that connects information and truth solves the paradoxes and is closer 
to our intuitive understanding of information. Therefore, semantic infor-
mation is defined as a set of well-formed, meaningful, and truthful data. 
This is the formal definition (Floridi 2011, 84): 
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σ (an infon) is an instance of semantic information if and only if:

1. σ consists of n data (d), for n ≥ 1;
2. the data are well-formed (wfd);
3. the wfd are meaningful;
4. the d are truthful.

It is important to briefly note two key aspects of Floridi’s information 
theory from a philosophical point of view: (a) the lack of any reference 
to the concept of intentionality and, therefore, to the human subject; (b) 
the connection to the communication process, in which information is 
always something communicated, transmitted. The first aspect implies 
that information can also be generated, distributed, and stored by non-
human agents. The second suggests a connection to media theory.

Now some brief clarification about the formal definition: 

– “well-formed” means that the data are clustered together following 
the rules that govern the chosen system, code, or language being ana-
lyzed. Syntax here must be understood “broadly (not just linguistically), 
as what determines the form, construction, composition, or structuring 
of something” (Floridi 2011, 84);

– “meaningful” means that the data must comply with the meanings 
of the chosen system, code, or language in question. In this case, “let us 
not forget that semantic information is not necessarily linguistic. For ex-
ample, in a map, the illustrations are such as to be visually meaningful to 
the reader” (Floridi 2011, 84). In other terms, “meaningful” means that 
the data must also be representative, that is, they must concern the object 
of the information, i.e., what the information is about.

– Floridi’s formal definition establishes that factual semantic informa-
tion encapsulates truth: Matthew is informed that milk contains calcium 
if and only if Matthew holds that milk contains calcium and it is true that 
it does. Floridi justifies this thesis through (a) the action-based semantic 
theory, which explains how data acquires meaning and interpretation, 
(b) the correctness theory of truth, which explains how well-formed 
and meaningful data may become truthful, and (c) the logic of being 
informed. The core of his strategy is the so-called “veridicality thesis,” 
which can be summarized as follows: “the quantity of strongly semantic 
information in a proposition p is calculated in terms of the distance of p 
from a situation z (where situations are partial or incomplete worlds) that 
p is supposed to model” (Sequoiah-Grayson and Floridi 2022). From 
this point of view, false information and tautologies are not information 
(Scarantino and Piccinini [2010] criticized Floridi’s argument that false 
information is not information).
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It is important to briefly note two key aspects of Floridi’s information 
theory from a philosophical point of view: (a) the lack of any reference 
to the concept of intentionality and, therefore, to the human subject; (b) 
the connection to the communication process, in which information is 
always something communicated, transmitted. The first aspect implies 
that information can also be generated, distributed, and stored by non-
human agents. The second suggests a connection to media theory.

3. Quantum Mechanics and Semantic Information3. Quantum Mechanics and Semantic Information

The problem of measurement The problem of measurement 

Let us first try to give an elementary description of the problem of mea-
surement (Carroll 2020, 26). The wave function in quantum mechanics 
evolves deterministically according to the Schrödinger equation as a lin-
ear superposition of several states. However, the actual measurement of 
it always finds the physical system in a defined state. Any future evolution 
of the wave function is based on the state in which the system is found 
when the measurement is made, which means that the measurement has 
changed the system and that this change is not obviously a consequence 
of evolution according to Schrödinger. The problem with measurement 
is describing what that change is, that is, how a superposition of many 
possible values becomes a single measured value. In other words (Wein-
berg 1998, 2005), the Schrödinger wave equation determines the wave 
function in the times following the measurement. If the observers and 
their measuring apparatus are themselves described by a deterministic 
wave function, why can we not predict the precise results of the measure-
ments but only probabilities?

As Hagar (2003) explains, it can be said that at the core of the measure-
ment problem lies the mutual inconsistency of the three following claims: 

1) The wave function of a system is complete; the wave function speci-
fies all the physical properties of a system. 

2) The wave function always evolves in accordance with a linear dy-
namical equation (the Schrödinger equation). 

3) Measurements of, for example, the spin of an electron always (or at 
least usually) have determinate outcomes, that is, at the end of the mea-
surement, the measuring device is either in a state that indicates spin up 
(and not down) or spin down (and not up).

A caveat is necessary. There are many measurement techniques in QI 
(perfect measurements, erroneous measurements, measurements per-
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turbed by the environment, etc.), and we cannot cover them all. Most 
devices capable of detecting a single particle and measuring its position 
strongly modify the particle’s state in the measurement process; for ex-
ample, photons are destroyed when striking a screen. Less dramatically, 
the measurement may simply perturb the particle in an unpredictable 
way; a second measurement, no matter how quickly after the first, is then 
not guaranteed to find the particle in the same location. A “quantum 
nondemolition measurement” can be used in which the uncertainty of the 
measured observable does not increase from its measured value during 
the subsequent normal evolution of the system (Yoshikawa et al. 2008). 
However, none of these measurement techniques avoid what physicists 
call “the collapse of the wave function,” that is, the third statement. 

Let us now examine two aspects of the measurement problem. The 
first concerns the status of the measurement itself. What does it mean 
to “measure” a quantum state? When and how do we apply Born’s rule 
to extract probabilities? Now, a measurement is not just any interaction 
with a physical system, “but an interaction so designed as to yield in-
formation about features the system had antecedently to the interaction” 
(Maudlin 2019, 96). For example, when I measure my weight by climb-
ing on a scale, I consider the measurement result to be something related 
to my pre-existing weight. Thus, when we measure the position of an 
electron on a screen, the measure (the sign that indicates its position) 
would suggest that the electron had that position prior to the measure-
ment. However, this is exactly the problem: “We know by observation 
that a mark was created. We do not know by observation whether it cor-
responds to an antecedently existing position of the electron” (Maudlin 
2019, 97). Born’s rule can be used to calculate a probability for each 
outcome, but it does not specify how or when the mark was made on the 
phosphorescent screen.

The second problem concerns the “wave function collapse.” In quan-
tum mechanics, the collapse occurs when, during a measurement, a wave 
function – initially in a superposition of several states – is reduced to a 
single state due to interaction with the external world. There are many 
different interpretations of this phenomenon, but this is not the place 
to examine them (for more technical explanations, see Vermaas 1999, 
Chapters 10 and 14; Maudlin 2019, Chapter 4; Ney and Albert 2013). 
Our problem is that: 

a) In quantum mechanics, the nature and effects of collapse are still 
poorly understood (Maudlin 2019, 75).

b) All information about the (probability) amplitudes “is destroyed 
upon measurement” (Grumbling and Horowitz 2019, 71). Measurement 
fundamentally disrupts a quantum state: “it ‘collapses’ the aspect of wave 
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function that was measured into a single observable state, resulting in a 
loss of data” (Grumbling and Horowitz 2019, 57; emphasis mine). In QI, 
we know the results of measurements, which are probability distributions 
on the system. However, we have no direct knowledge of the evolution of 
the process, just several possible interpretations. In other words, we deal 
with not observable, or noumenal, states of affairs (Vermaas 1999, 211) 
as a “thing known by the mind as against the senses.” In other terms, in 
quantum mechanics, observations and measurements made on systems 
do not give immediate knowledge of those systems. We need an inter-
pretation, that is, a model, to infer something about the state of a system 
from observations and measurements.

Now, if we examine some important QI textbooks (De Lima Mar-
quezio et al. 2019; Hughes et al. 2021; Rieffel and Polak 2011; Kaye et al. 
2007; Kurgalina and Borzunov 2021), the problem of measurement and 
collapse are only hinted at, or they are not dealt with at all. The measure-
ment of the qubit is reduced to a mathematical formalism to be applied 
to the algorithmic process, but it does not pose a problem in itself. For 
example, Kaye et al. (2007, 55) state that “given a single instance of an 
unknown single-qubit state, there is no way to determine experimentally 
what state it is in; we cannot directly observe the quantum state. It is only 
the results of measurements that we can directly observe” and then intro-
duce mathematical formalism to deal with the measurement. 

The measurement does not imply anything mysterious. It shows us the 
probabilistic and indeterminate nature of quantum systems. In our case, 
we need to understand how the measurement problem impact on the 
veridicality thesis. 

The veridicality thesisThe veridicality thesis

According to Floridi, semantic information is characterized by the 
so-called “truth encapsulation.” This point is justified through the cor-
rectness theory of truth, which explains how well-formed and meaning-
ful data may become truthful. The veridicality thesis has also been sub-
scribed to by Dretske (1981) and Graham (1999). This notion has been 
heavily criticized (Colburn 2000; Fetzer 2004; Piccinini and Scarantino 
2010). I do not want to deepen the debate here – that is not the pur-
pose of this paper. However, I believe that all these criticisms affect Flo-
ridi’s thesis only to some extent so far. Just a brief consideration: Floridi 
does not speak of “semantic information” in general, but of “semantic 
information functional for epistemic purpose.” This means two things: 
(a) obviously, there are propositions that may be false and informative, 
but which do not have an epistemic value; b) semantic information with 
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epistemic value is always an interface between an agent that processes 
data and models related to a system that were developed in order to un-
derstand that system better and better. The veridicality thesis is therefore 
based on three crucial factors: (a) the need to avoid the BCP, (b) the jus-
tification of the phenomenon of semantic erosion, and (c) the possibility 
of connecting information and knowledge. To invalidate the thesis, it is 
necessary to eliminate all of these factors, but the price to pay for doing 
so is very high (Floridi 2007).

My claim is that QI undermines the veridicality thesis and forces us 
to reformulate the theory of semantic information. The core of the ve-
ridicality thesis is the process of validation. Floridi (2011) explains this 
process through two key concepts: interaction and accessibility. Both 
presuppose one element: the informee, that is, the agent who seeks infor-
mation. Floridi writes:

The sort of accessibility at stake here is a matter of pragmatic or factual 
interaction, which provides an exogenous grounding of correctness. It is the 
one that we find specified in computer science, where accessibility refers to 
the actual permission to read (technically, sense and retrieve) and/or write 
(again, technically modify and record) data as a physical process. The result is 
that a’s proximal access to m commutes with a’s distal access to s if and only if 
a can read/write s by reading/writing m. (Floridi 2011, 197)

Validation, that is, the examination of correctness, takes place in two 
steps. First, the informee has immediate access (writes/reads, modifies) 
to the model and thus has remote access (writes/reads, modifies) to the 
system, and vice versa. By modifying the model, the informee modifies 
the system, just as by modifying the system, the model is modified. The 
scope is the increasing adequacy of the model to the system. Therefore, x 
is true semantic information if and only if it is fully verified and validated, 
that is, if and only if (a) it meets the criteria of the inquiry (the context, 
the level of abstraction, and the purpose), and (b) it is better than other 
models we can develop based on the data. In other words, the validation 
process implies the traceability of the constitution of data and informa-
tion from the model to the system and from the system to the model. 

In QI, the accessibility relationship fails. Floridi (2011, 196) explains 
the accessibility relationship through the concept of a “commutative dia-
gram.” In category theory, a commutative diagram is a diagram in which 
all directed paths with the same start and end points lead to the same 
result. In other words, the accessibility relationship to the model and 
the system is commutative. Proceeding from the model to the system is 
equivalent to proceeding from the system to the model. In QI, on the 
other hand, proceeding from the model to the system (i.e., measuring the 
qubit, then reading/writing data) is not the same as proceeding from the 
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system to the model. A commutative relationship is not possible because 
the measurement transforms the system – we cannot know the system 
regardless of the measurement. We can only go from the model to the 
system in the act of measuring. However, the measurement eliminates all 
the data on the evolution of the system before the measurement itself – it 
transforms the system. This situation does not arise when the information 
concerns a classical physical system. 

Therefore, we face a paradoxical situation. On the one hand, QI gives 
us good semantic information functional for epistemic purposes. A quan-
tum algorithm (e.g., Shor’s algorithm, Grover’s algorithm, etc.) allows 
us to solve very complex problems and gives us true and epistemically 
relevant information. On the other hand, the same algorithm does not 
allow a full validation of this information because of the lack of acces-
sibility. We can go from the model to the system, but not from the system 
to the model. From an engineering point of view, this works great. From 
the point of view of semantic information theory, the traceability of data 
and processes is not possible. 

In summary, if we define factual semantic information as a set of data 
that is (a) well-formed, (b) meaningful, and (c) truthful, then in QI we 
can only get (a) and (b), but we cannot get (c).

4. The Ethical Consequences of the Paradox4. The Ethical Consequences of the Paradox

The measurement problem does not affect QI from a technical point 
of view; the results of the computation work, and this is enough from an 
engineering point of view. The measurement problem becomes instead 
a very serious obstacle on the ethical level because it makes processes 
opaque and prevents the justification of the behavior of a quantum al-
gorithm. Transparency is not an “ethical principle in itself but a pro-
ethical condition for enabling or impairing other ethical practices or 
principles” (Floridi and Turilli 2009, 105). Transparency and explain-
ability are particularly important in QI. As is noted in the Australian 
strategy for the quantum revolution, “a precondition for the social de-
bate about quantum technology is that all participants have a reason-
able understanding of the technology and its implications” (Brennen et 
al. 2021, 10).

I draw on the concept of opacity from the AI literature:

Opacity refers to the epistemic barrier between the engineer and its 
creation. The created systems will become so complex, and self-modifying 
(via machine learning) and the engineering teams are so big, that no single 
person can comprehend it fully. Hence, there is a lack of visibility, or there is 
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the presence of opacity in a sense from a human point of view. This is despite 
the fact that in the case of software, details are knowable down to the last bit. 
(Héder 2020, 3; emphasis mine)

Opacity in AI is an epistemic concept, not an ontological one, in the 
sense that it concerns the ability of engineers to know and explain the 
behavior of a system. The behavior is knowable in itself, except that the 
level of complexity is too high for a single person to fully analyze it. Fac-
tors contributing to the overall lack of algorithmic transparency include 
the cognitive impossibility of humans interpreting massive algorithmic 
models and datasets; a lack of appropriate tools to visualize and track 
large volumes of code and data; code and data that are so poorly struc-
tured that they are impossible to read; and ongoing updates and human 
influence over models (Tsamados et al. 2021). In the case of neural net-
works, humans know what AI is doing (for example, they know the code 
of the AI and know how it works in general), “but in another sense they 
don’t know (they cannot explain a particular decision), with the result 
that people affected by the AI cannot be given precise information about 
what made the machine arrive at its prediction” (Coekelbergh 2021, 117). 
The impossibility of opening the “black box” is a practical and cognitive 
limit, that is, it is linked to the limits of human capabilities. 

Now, Héder (2020) points to five main barriers to transparency in AI 
systems:

1. The emergent behavior of machines. (In the upper layer, at any point 
in the architecture, things happen that are within the boundaries set by 
the lower level but not entirely governed by them. The exact interplay of 
the two layers cannot be predicted.)

2. The embodiment effects (the issues that can arise from the material 
realization of an artifact and that cannot be predicted). 

3. Material layer effects on hardware. (The effects of the dissipation of 
heat between the layers of the system, for example, can affect the whole 
performance of the system.) 

4. Statistical knowledge (the environment’s unpredictability + the 
probabilities generated from past experiences distilled from the training 
data).

5. Human factors (the unpredictable reactions of the humans, e.g., 
malevolent acts against the system, and the cognitive impossibilities).

Quantum computing amplifies all these opacity factors and thus makes 
it even more difficult to solve the problem of opacity and trust. What 
constitutes a good explanation in QI? What are the differences between 
explanations and reasons, and can machines provide any of these? Here 
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the risk is not only of manipulation and domination of the technology by 
capitalists or technocratic elites, creating a highly divided society – the 
so-called “quantum divide” (de Wolf 2017). The deeper risk that looms 
here is a high-tech society in which even those elites no longer know what 
they are doing, and in which nobody is accountable for what is happen-
ing in the system. If in AI the “black box” might be opened in theory 
(Coeckelbergh 2021, 120), in QI this possibility does not exist. If in AI 
the lack of transparency is a practical fact, in QI it is an ontological fact.

The measurement problem makes the traceability of the algorithm’s 
behavior problematic, that is, the understanding of why a quantum algo-
rithm decided in a particular way and not in another. This problem arises 
on three levels:

a) a technical level, that is, the impossibility, due to the measurement 
problem, of knowing directly and justifying the evolution and decisions 
of the quantum algorithm;

b) an interpretative level, that is, the difficulty of interpreting data and 
constructing semantic information; for example, see all the different in-
terpretations of the collapse;

c) a communicative level, that is, the difficulty of communicating the 
why and how of the decisions of a quantum algorithm to an audience of 
non-experts, for example, politicians, entrepreneurs, or citizens, due to 
the general counter-intuitiveness of quantum mechanics.

Artificial intelligence ethics can provide some help in formulating 
design solutions suitable for QI. Making AI systems explainable and 
transparent is an important ethical principle (Watson and Floridi 2020; 
Gultchin et al. 2021). The explanation of a decision in AI   must always be 
contextualized in such a way as to be adequate and protect the autonomy 
of the recipient of the explanation. Furthermore, explanation and com-
munication in an AI system builds trust and fosters cooperation in the 
system. It has been shown that an increase in the complexity and opac-
ity of a system corresponds to an increase in the de-responsibility of the 
human beings who use it (Floridi 2022, 184–186; Buchholz et al. 2020). 
This can easily lead to the spread of crimes. However, the explanation 
and communication must be established in correct terms. According to 
Wachter et al. (2017), they must concern (a) the functioning, (b) the logic 
used, (c) the reasons why a certain decision was made, and (d) the objec-
tive of the system. Nevertheless, it must also be remembered that trans-
parency is not always the best choice; there could be very good reasons 
why AI system designers decide not to inform users of the goals or logic 
of their software (e.g., security reasons or the need to preserve the scien-
tific value of a project). For this reason, it is essential for the design of an 
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AI system to assess what level of transparency (what type, for whom, and 
on what) the system intends to adopt in relation to its overall goal and the 
context of the implementation.

In QI, these tasks are even more essential. Designers must therefore 
provide rational and persuasive arguments in line with the general pur-
pose of the system and suitable for the various types of stakeholders 
(customers, institutions, universities, companies, etc.). The internal com-
munication of the system between the different components becomes 
essential. Furthermore, given the complex nature of quantum computa-
tional processes, the interpretation of the results acquires an even more 
decisive role. For these reasons, it is essential to involve physicists and 
philosophers of physics in the public debate on the social impact of quan-
tum technologies together with stakeholders and other actors (Vermaas 
2017). Designers should therefore create graphical interfaces capable of 
clarifying as much as possible the quality of the data used and the nature 
of the processes carried out in QI systems. In this case, data visualization 
(Rodighiero 2021) can play a key role. How to visualize QI is a great 
challenge. It is an essential condition for a transparent use of QI, and 
therefore also for the design of QI systems capable of transmitting and 
protecting values in relation to a specific social context. 

5. Conclusions5. Conclusions

The aim of this paper was not to increase the sense of strangeness 
around quantum theory and quantum technologies. As Carroll (2020) 
claims, and I agree with him, “quantum mechanics is unique among 
physical theories in drawing an apparent distinction between what we 
see and what really is” but “it isn’t hopelessly mystical or inexplicable. It’s 
just physics” (17). I think that there is a profound connection between 
the lack of clarity on the foundation of quantum mechanics and the dif-
ficulty of popularizing this theory.

In this paper I have provided several arguments demonstrating that 
the measurement problem in quantum theory makes a semantic informa-
tion theory for QI more challenging – not impossible. 

As I claimed, the problem of the construction of semantic informa-
tion in quantum technologies is not simply a theoretical problem. It also 
directly affects how we attribute meaning to quantum technologies and 
thus the expectations and fears associated with them. Perhaps there is 
a connection between the opacity of quantum technologies and the ab-
sence of great narratives about them. The emergence of quantum tech-
nologies is not accompanied, at first glance, by the development of pow-
erful narratives such as those we have seen for AI or nanotechnologies 
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(Grunwald 2014). From this point of view, quantum technologies pose 
a hermeneutic problem, that is, the hermeneutic appropriation of quan-
tum technologies.

The difficulty of building a quantum semantic information theory also 
has an impact on software engineering, that is, the development of suit-
able software for quantum computer. In fact, software is not just a set of 
algorithms. Software is primarily a translation process. Software trans-
lates a problem and a solution to that problem from the plane of human 
understanding to that of the machine. Our computers can accomplish 
certain tasks because we have succeeded in translating the way of ac-
complishing those tasks into binary strings understandable to a Turing 
machine (Possati 2022). A semantic information theory is essential in this 
undertaking.

There are two limitations to my thesis. The first concerns the informa-
tion theory model to which I have referred, namely Floridi’s philosophy 
of information. There are obviously other models, and they could give 
different results. However, I believe that Floridi’s model is a good model 
that is useful for identifying and analyzing a problem. The second limita-
tion relates to the purpose of this paper. Highlighting the measurement 
problem in quantum mechanics and its impact on QI does not mean that 
I want to emphasize the enigmatic nature of quantum phenomena and 
so compromise the public debate. I think that if we want to develop the 
public debate on quantum technologies, we do need to make these tech-
nologies more transparent, and to do so, we need to identify the problems 
that prevent this transparency on ethical levels. For this reason, physicists 
and philosophers of physics are an essential part of this endeavor. 
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This paper explores the impact of the measurement problem in quan-
tum mechanics on quantum information theory. It intends to see whether 
Floridi’s theory of information can be appropriately extended or adapted 
to the quantum domain. The claim is that it doesn’t seem possible for 
Floridi’s theory to be applied to quantum systems because it requires a 
process of validation whose requirements are incompatible with quan-
tum mechanics. The second section of the paper analyzes the notion of 
semantic information through the lens of Floridi’s theory of semantic in-
formation. The third section examines the problem of semantic informa-
tion in quantum computing. This section is divided into two parts. The 
first gives an elementary description of the measurement problem. The 
second part shows how in the quantum field the veridicality thesis, that 
is, the core of Floridi’s approach, fails. The fourth section investigates the 
ethical consequences of this thesis. These consequences mainly concern 
the opacity of quantum algorithms, that is, their lack of transparency and 
the difficulty of explaining and justifying their decisions. 

Keywords: information, quantum technologies, uncertainty, semantic


