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Abstract

A new realist interpretation of quantum mechanics is introduced. It is

shown that quantum systems have two different kinds of properties: the usual

ones described by values of quantum observables, which are called extrinsic

and the real ones, which are called intrinsic. The existence of intrinsic proper-

ties, usually denied by textbooks, is suggested by everyday praxis of quantum

mechanics. They do form a sufficiently large set and can be classified into

structural and modal. The new approach contributes to the foundations of

statistical physics and to the problems of classical properties and quantum

measurement. Classical properties are some intrinsic properties of the un-

derlying quantum systems. A general self-consistent framework for quantum

theory of classical properties is proposed and illustrated by an example. All

existing theoretical models of measuring apparatuses are shown to be incom-

patible with our approach. New principles according to which better models

could be constructed are illustrated by another example.

http://arxiv.org/abs/0806.4437v1


1 Introduction

Quantum mechanics does not seem to be fully understood even after about eighty

years of its very successful existence and a lot of work is being done on its interpre-

tation or modification today (e.g., [1, 2]). The present paper describes an approach

to its conceptual foundation from a new point of view.

The realism seems to be the main apple of discord and the open or hidden subject

of most discussions on quantum mechanics (e.g., [3, 4]). In the present paper, the

realism is understood as in Chap. 10 of [5]. Just two points ought to be added

because they play an important role in the paper.

First, we distinguish our knowledge of reality from the reality itself. An important

part of our realism hypothesis is that our knowledge is incomplete and approximative

(but improving). Still, it may be successful in leading us to valid predictions within

certain accuracy limits. We do interpret this success by saying that the knowledge

truly captures some aspect of reality. We usually isolate some aspect of nature and

construct a model of it. The model can be a ’simplified’ one, i.e., it may disregard

a lot of things that often accompany the modelled aspect. Still, it can be true in

revealing a real property of nature in the above sense.

Second, realism includes the so-called ontological hypotheses: assumptions about

real existence of what has been theoretically constructed. Only those ontological

hypotheses that have some relation to observation are considered as meaningful. An

ontological hypothesis is allowed if its consequences are not disproved by existing

evidence and if it is logically compatible with other physical theories.

Sec. 2 describes briefly what we understand as the orthodox interpretation of

quantum mechanics. What is usually taught as quantum mechanics is then demoted

to a mere part of the whole story and is called phenomenology of observation. The

other part is based on the concept of intrinsic properties, which are introduced in

Sec. 3. A concise definition reads as follows.

Let S be a quantum system and P a property that can be directly

ascribed to S alone so that the assumption of S really possessing P does

not lead to contradiction with any measurements that can in principle

be done on S.

It is shown that there are two kinds thereof: the structural and modal. A strange

fact is that serious textbooks of quantum mechanics more or less explicitly deny

the existence of intrinsic properties [6]. Of course, if quantum systems would really

exist, they had to possess some real properties.

A structural property of any quantum system is, e.g., the form of its Hamiltonian

operator. Clearly, it is a specific feature different from system to system and it is

amenable to an exact mathematical description even if not by a quantity that takes
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on numerical values. According to our opinion, the ultimate aim of all quantum

measurements (such as the scattering experiments in CERN) is to determine the

structural properties of real quantum systems (such as parameters of the standard

model). Modal are those properties that can be given to quantum systems by

preparations. From those, some are summarized and mathematically expressed by

state operators, others exist independently of quantum states. Existence of state-

independent properties has been established by our previous paper [7].

Sec. 4 interprets classical properties of a macroscopic body as some intrinsic

properties of the underlying quantum system though not all intrinsic properties

of the system are classical. A quantum model of a classical property is given in

Appendix A. In this way, the dichotomy of quantum and classical worlds that plays

such an important role in many considerations on quantum mechanics could be

removed. Instead of it there remains mere difference between extrinsic and intrinsic

properties of quantum systems. We re-interpret quantum measurements as follows.

Let S be a quantum system and A an apparatus. Let a measurement by

A finds a property O of S in such a way that property P of A appears

as a result of the measurement. Then P must be an intrinsic property

of A.

The assumption that measuring apparatuses are exclusively classical (that is non

quantum) could thus be abandoned. Similarly, von Neumann model of measuring

apparatus is not compatible with our interpretation. Appendix B presents a rough

model of some measuring process that works according to our ideas.

Our main achievement is the formulation of real existence of quantum systems

that does not lead to well-known logical problems. With it, quantum mechanics is

as realistic as any other theory of physics (albeit in a way that is rather different

from what is often struggled for). Further, a self-consistent framework for quantum

models of classical properties is described. We cannot yet model all classical proper-

ties of a given macroscopic system, but our approach to this problem is well-defined

and promising. Similarly, we cannot yet give a completely satisfactory model of

quantum measurement but the ideas on intrinsic properties open a new approach to

it.

The technical knowledge of quantum mechanics in the extent of, say, [6] will be

assumed.

2 Phenomenology of observation

Let us first introduce the word ’property’ in order to have a general notion of ob-

servable characteristics concerning quantum systems. For instance, the values of the
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quantities that are called observables in quantum mechanics are properties. Let us

call these properties extrinsic1.

Quantum mechanics is usually understood as a general theory of the extrinsic

properties, consisting of the usual stuff about Hilbert spaces, states and observables.

In most presentations of quantum mechanics, the greatest attention is dedicated

to this part. An important assumption that is, tacit or out-spoken, more or less

generally made can be called exclusivity of extrinsic properties: quantum systems

have no other but extrinsic properties. In the present section, we would like to

let this question open and call the general theory of the extrinsic properties the

phenomenology of observation.

The extrinsic properties are in general not real properties of quantum systems

in the following sense: the assumption that an extrinsic property P of a quantum

system S as measured by an apparatus A is possessed by S independently of, or

already before, the measurement, leads in most cases to contradictions with other

possible measurements on S. An example is the well-known double slit experiment.

In fact, the values of observables do not directly refer to S alone but to the

composite system of S and A in interaction. As such, even they are real (observer

independent): they are the ’beables’ of John Bell [10]. The idea that they refer to the

composite system and not the quantum system alone suggests why the information

about results of measurements need not exist before the measurements. This is why

we call them extrinsic properties.

Our further analysis will need the general features of a quantum measurement.

At the beginning of any measurement stands what is usually called preparation. The

name is somewhat misleading. What is meant is a set of classical conditions which

the quantum system to be observed has been subject to before the observation.

This can, but need not, include some human activity in laboratory. For example,

we can know that a quantum system inside the Sun is the plasma with a given

composition and that its classical conditions are certain temperature and pressure.

Sufficiently precise description of the classical conditions must be given so that

the same preparation is recognizable or reproducible. Thus, a series of repeated

experiments may be feasible, and the set of quantum systems obtained by repeating

1More generally, extrinsic properties can be described as linear subspaces in the Hilbert space

of the system. They represent the mathematical counterpart of the so-called YES-NO experiments

[8]. The set of linear subspaces admits the usual operations on conjunction (linear hull), disjunction

(intersection) and negation (orthogonal complement), but the resulting orthocomplemented lattice

is not a Boolean lattice [9]. As it is well known, the set of ’classical’ properties of a single system

forms a Boolean lattice (of subsets of classical phase space). If we pretend that the extrinsic

properties of a quantum system are properties of a well-defined single system, then we are lead to

abandon the ordinary logic and introduce the so-called quantum logic. But this pretence is against

all logic because the extrinsic properties are properties of many different systems each consisting

of the quantum system plus some apparatus.
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the experiment is called ensemble. Clearly, the notion of ensemble is in many aspects

closely connected to that of preparation.

A specific preparation defines a state of the quantum system. Thus, if we repeat

the experiment so that all classical conditions remain the same, the quantum state

is always the same by definition. The state is mathematically described by a state

operator in the Hilbert space. In this sense, the state generally represents our knowl-

edge on the system gained from its preparation. This knowledge can have different

degrees of completeness, that is, different entropies2.

At the end of any quantum measurement there is what is often called a registra-

tion. It is an interaction of an individual quantum system in a specific state with a

classical system, the measuring apparatus. Each measuring apparatus is mathemati-

cally represented by an observable, a self-adjoint operator in the Hilbert space of the

system3. The state that is defined by a given preparation P can be experimentally

determined by a suitable set of registrations that can be performed after repeated

preparations P .

In the above description, the words ”classical conditions” and ”classical system”

occur several times. Indeed, the crucial assumption of the phenomenology is the

existence of classical systems. These are arrangements of bodies and fields to which

classical mechanics, electrodynamics, thermodynamics and classical chemistry of

material properties are applicable as very good approximations. Moreover, to de-

scribe numerous properties of these systems, quantum mechanics itself is not needed.

These are classical properties.

The role of classical systems and classical properties in quantum mechanics is

twofold. First, an experimentalist can directly manipulate only classical systems

and directly observe only their classical properties. All knowledge about the nature

and the state of the quantum system one is working with is entailed in the classical

conditions of the preparation. The measured value can be read from a classical

property of the registration apparatus A, say, because classical properties seem

to exist or not to exist without any further measurement. Second, if A were a

quantum system, that could exhibit only the external properties, then the whole

measuring process were just a preparation of A according to the basic rules of the

phenomenology. The property that we need would not therefore exist yet and had

to be brought into being by the interaction of A with another apparatus, B, say. If

2The term ’entropy’ always means the von Neumann entropy in this paper. It is clearly some

characteristic of the preparation.
3A more general mathematical object can be mentioned as representing registrations, the pos-

itive operator valued measure (POVM). However, any registration represented by a POVM of a

system S is nothing but a registration associated with a suitable observable of an extended system,

S +A, A being the so-called ancilla [6]. Thus, conceptually, POVM belong to extrinsic properties

because of both measuring apparatus and ancilla.
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B were not classical either, then still another apparatus would be necessary, etc.

Thus, the phenomenology of observation describes directly only processes and

properties concerning classical bodies; it is even not necessary to assume that any

quantum systems exist. There is nothing mysterious about this. We cannot observe

a quantum system directly. We have to use the classical traces that the quantum

systems leave on classical systems which they are interacting with. The classicality

of the macroscopic bodies is even crucial for the statistical interpretation of quan-

tum mechanics. The classicality of a measuring apparatus entails among others

that it yields a definite value for each individual measurement and that all possible

values form mutually exclusive alternatives. Only then it is sensible to speak about

probabilities.

It is a miracle that a systematic and beautiful mathematical theory exists de-

scribing the phenomenology of observation. A good textbook explaining it is [6].

In fact, the phenomenology has been formulated in a rigorous mathematical way

by Ludwig [11] and by Kraus [12] and has evolved into a broadly used theory to-

day. We call this interpretation, which works without the assumption of existence

of quantum systems, orthodox. Of course, it goes back to Niels Bohr and can also

be called Copenhagen interpretation.

In spite of its practical success, the orthodox interpretation is unsatisfactory. It

would be much better if we could assume that quantum systems do really exist. Re-

ally existing systems must of course have some really existing properties. However,

this is incompatible with the exclusivity of extrinsic properties. The exclusivity is

the source of well-known difficulties with the reality of quantum systems: Either

there must be two separate worlds, classical and quantum, which is strange. Or the

classical properties must be explained as some kind of extrinsic properties, which

is impossible. The present paper rejects the exclusivity of extrinsic properties for

quantum systems.

3 The intrinsic properties of quantum systems

A property P can be ascribed directly to a quantum system S if S possessing P

does not contradict results of any measurement that can be carried out on S (even

very difficult measurements so as to be practically unfeasible). That’s why we call

such properties intrinsic.

3.1 Structural properties

First, we turn to those intrinsic properties that are easy: nobody would seriously

deny that they can be ascribed to quantum systems. They are also the most im-
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portant properties of quantum systems in the sense that the ultimate aim of exper-

imentalists is to determine them. We call them structural.

The first among the structural properties is the composition of a quantum system.

Quantum mechanics contains well-defined rules about what can such a composition

be. For example, in the non-relativistic case, there must be a definite number4 of

some particles with definite masses and spins. The particles interact with each other

by a definite potential function. There are important further rules about symmetries,

etc. For a relativistic case, there are analogous rules: we have fields of certain (bare)

masses and spins interacting by means of suitable interaction Lagrangians involving

(bare) coupling constants.

For example, the non-relativistic model of hydrogen atom consists of two particles,

proton and electron, that have certain masses and spins. These constituents interact

with each other by means of the Coulomb potential that is determined by their

charges.

The next set of rules helps us to determine the quantum observables that can be

measured on the system. For example, each particle contributes to the observables

by three coordinates and three momenta. Thus, in the hydrogen case, there will be

(in addition to other observables) six coordinates and six components of momenta.

The set of observables that can be measured on a given system is its intrinsic struc-

tural property. This information is different from that about the values of these

observables5.

The composition and the observables of a system are used to set up the Hamil-

tonian of non-relativistic or the action functional for relativistic systems according

to further basic rules. The form of the Hamiltonian or the action are mathematical

expressions of the structure and thus intrinsic properties6.

Using the Hamiltonian or the action, we can write down the dynamical laws—

4There are non-relativistic systems, in which some particle numbers are variable, such as those

of quasi-particles in solid state physics. Of course, these particle numbers do not belong to the

structure of the systems and they are not intrinsic but extrinsic properties in our conception.
5More precisely, the set of observables can be embedded in a so-called C∗-algebra that represents

a part of the physical structure of the system [13], Vol. 3. Thus, it is an intrinsic property of it.

Moreover, such algebras have a representation on a Hilbert space—the Hilbert space of the system.

Of course, for systems with finite number of degrees of freedom, the Hilbert space representation

is uniquely defined (up to unitary equivalence) by the algebra, so it does not contain any further

information on an independent structure of the system, but the algebras of relativistic fields possess

many inequivalent representations of which only few are physical, corresponding to different phases

of the system. A physical representation is then clearly an independent structural intrinsic property

of the field.
6The energy of a system S that can be measured by suitable apparatus A is an observable. The

value of energy obtained on S by A is a beable, it is not an intrinsic property of S but that of the

composite system S + A. The three notions of measured energy value, energy measurements and

the form of Hamiltonian are related to each other but they are clearly not identical.
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the Schrödinger equation or the path-integral formula—from which other important

intrinsic properties can be calculated, for example the spectrum of the hydrogen

atom. The spectrum is clearly a structural intrinsic property of the hydrogen atom

that can be ascribed to the system itself independently of any measurement. This

will not lead to any contradictions with other measurements or ideas of quantum

mechanics. We can recognize the system with the help of its intrinsic properties. For

example, if we detect light from somewhere deep in the Universe and find the Balmer

series in its spectrum, then we know that there is hydrogen there. The numbers such

as cross sections, branching ratios etc. are further examples of structural intrinsic

properties.

Next, it seems that many-particle systems may have structural properties that

are not found in small quantum systems. An example is provided by molecules of the

deoxyribonucleic acid. The number of their structures grows (roughly) exponentially

with the number of the four kinds of constituents because possible orderings of the

constituents define different structures. It is clearly wrong to say that we know

all kinds of structural properties of macroscopic systems and investigations in this

direction might be useful. For example, rich intrinsic properties of large systems

might enable a new approach to quantum cosmology without the ’wave function of

the Universe’.

These rules form the everyday praxis of quantum mechanics. They are the basic

hypotheses of the theory. An application of quantum mechanics starts with a pro-

posal of a model for the quantum system under study. This is done by specifying

its intrinsic properties. For each system, we can attempt different possible models,

calculate the extrinsic properties of each and compare with the experimental evi-

dence gained in a number of quantum measurements. In this way, the models can

be confirmed or disproved. The sets of intrinsic and extrinsic properties are model

dependent. What is relevant is that every quantum model exhibits both intrinsic

and extrinsic properties.

3.2 Modal properties

Encouraged by the triviality of the assumption that structural properties are intrin-

sic, we turn to some less easy stuff in the present section. Let us analyse the process

of preparation and try to find some intrinsic aspects there.

Suppose that a system S has been prepared in the eigenstate |o〉 of an observable

O with the eigenvalue o. Now, think: could any conceivable registration made on

S prepared in |o〉 contradict the assumption that S possess the value o of O? The

standard rules of quantum mechanics clearly say no. More generally, any state ρ

that has been prepared for the system S is a property of S that cannot be disproved

by any subsequent registration. Property ρ can in any case be directly attributed to
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the ensemble defined by the preparation and, via the ensemble, it concerns equally

or less directly the individual systems. We call such intrinsic properties modal: they

are more detailed than, or auxiliary to, the structural ones.

Consider for example a particle S with spin 1/2. The state with spin projection

to the z-axis equal to ~/2 can be prepared. Then, no contradictions can result from

the assumption that S with this value of σz really exists. Thus, the value ~/2 of

σz is one example of a modal property. Of course, S does not possess any value

of σx now; this would only be defined after a corresponding measurement and is

an extrinsic property. On the other hand, the average (expectation, mean) value

of σx in the prepared state has a well-known value defined by the state and hence

it is another example of a modal property. What is a modal property and what is

not depends on the preparation. Any preparation process of quantum mechanics

can be analysed in this way classifying the properties of the prepared systems into

structural, modal and purely extrinsic.

One could try to object that there has been the preparation, this is a kind of mea-

surement and the property depends on this measurement. Moreover, the preparation

has used an apparatus A, say, and the property seems therefore to be a property

of the system S + A and not S alone. However, these objections concern clearly

also the structural properties: an apparatus that prepares a beam of electrons is

different from that for a beam of protons. Moreover, they could be also raised in

Newton mechanics: giving a snooker ball momentum p requires a careful action of

the cue. Still, nobody questions the existence of the momentum p on the ball after

the poke.

In Sec. 2, we have defined the extrinsic properties as values of observables. In

the first example above, the value o of the observable O is an intrinsic property of

S. Thus, our notions of extrinsic and intrinsic properties are not mutually exclu-

sive. Further examples can help. Consider a system S on which the observables of

momentum p and position x can be measured. Suppose that S is prepared by an

apparatus Ap in the eigenstate |p〉 with the eigenvalue p of p. Then, the value p

is a modal intrinsic property of S. But S does not possess any value of x. Only

if x is measured by the corresponding apparatus Ax, one specific eigenvalue x of x

will result. Thus, value of position is an extrinsic property which exists only as a

property of the composed system S+A and cannot be ascribed to S alone after the

preparation by Ap. It is an example of an extrinsic property that is not intrinsic.

More advanced examples of modal properties concern proper and improper mix-

tures (for definitions, see [3]). Suppose that a physicist prepares states |1〉, · · · , |n〉 of
a quantum system S and mixes them with frequencies c1, · · · cn so that the resulting
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state of S can be described by state operator

ρ =
n

∑

k=1

ck|k〉〈k|. (1)

Now, in [7], we have shown that, in some cases, ρ does not contain all information

available by registrations concerning the prepared ensemble. This encourages us

to stipulate that the particular decomposition (1) of ρ is a modal property, that

is a real property of the prepared ensemble. In particular, we can assume that the

system really is always in either of the states |1〉, · · · , |n〉 with respective probabilities

c1, · · · , cn. Sometimes, this assumption might have no measurable consequences but

this represents no embarrassment for us: we do not adhere to the positivist maxim

that there is only what is measured. It is also clear that any time evolution of

such a proper mixture is the proper mixture of the evolved states with the same

probabilities. On the other hand, a system in an improper-mixture state σ cannot in

general be assumed to really be in any of the component states of some decomposition

of σ.

An important modal property of any ensemble is its entropy. It is a measure

of how restrictive and special the preparation process is. Thus, any other definite

modal property of an ensemble with very large entropy will be very general.

All examples that have been listed show that the intrinsic and extrinsic prop-

erties are physically inseparably entangled with each other. Even the definition of

intrinsic properties uses the notion of registration of extrinsic properties: an intrinsic

property can be ascribed to the system alone without giving rise to contradictions

with the results of all possible registrations. Similarly, extrinsic properties cannot

be defined without the notion of a measuring apparatus with its classical properties,

which are a kind of intrinsic properties in our point of view (cf. the next section).

Thus, the notion is clearly untenable that the intrinsic properties can be explained

purely in terms of the extrinsic ones. Sometimes, there are even properties that

are simultaneously intrinsic and extrinsic, such as eigenvalue of an observable in an

eigenstate. Still, both kinds of properties are logically clearly distinguished, and

we conjecture that the physical in-and-extrinsic tangle does not lead to any logical

contradictions.

4 Quantum theory of classical properties

An important piece of our interpretation is the existence of classical macroscopic

apparatuses that are needed for the phenomenology of observation. It seems that

there are certain necessary conditions such apparatuses must satisfy not only in order

that the phenomenology works but also that our realistic interpretation has a reliable
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basis. The principle of the so-called macroscopic realism [14] goes in this direction,

but as formulated by Leggett it is not compatible with quantum mechanics. Let us

modify the principle as follows:

1. A macroscopic system which has available to it two or more distinct macro-

scopic states is at any given time in a definite one of those states.

2. It is possible in principle to determine which of these states the system is in

without any effect on the state itself or on the subsequent system dynamics.

3. The properties of ensembles are determined exclusively by initial conditions

(and in particular not by final conditions).

Here, we have just replaced Leggett’s ’macroscopically distinct (quantum) states’

by ’macroscopic states.’ Of course, if the macroscopic states include pure quantum

states, the macroscopic realism violates the principle of superposition. Then, one

has to assume that some as yet unknown phenomena exist at the macroscopic level

which are not described by quantum mechanics (see, e.g., [14] and the references

there). This assumption is not incompatible with our interpretation of quantum

mechanics. However, no such phenomena have been observed. We ought therefore

to suggest how the modified macroscopic realism could be derived from quantum

mechanics, at least in principle.

Observe that the modified macroscopic realism as it stands cannot be obtained

from the decoherence theory. For that e.g. the word ’is’ in the first point had to be

replaced by ’seems to be.’ The ’seems’ would undermine our quantum realism, at

least in the form it is exposed in the present paper. Hence we must try to suggest

how the derivation could work without the ideas of decoherence theory. We are

optimistic because it seems that our interpretation provides some new tools. Of

course, this does not mean that the argument is circular but only that the output

does not contradict the input.

Hence, let us assume that all physical systems are quantum systems. More pre-

cisely, there is one level of description (approximative model of some aspects of a

real system) of a classical system Sc and of its classical properties for which quantum

theory is not needed, namely the classical one, and for which the modified principle

of macroscopic realism is valid. In addition, every classical system Sc can also be

understood as a quantum system Sq underlying Sc such that the classical proper-

ties of Sc are intrinsic properties of Sq. This follows from our definition of intrinsic

properties and from the modified macroscopic realism.

The quantum description of Sq consists of the following points. 1) The composi-

tion of Sq must be defined. 2) The algebra of observables that can be measured on Sq

is to be determined. As any observable is measurable only by a classical apparatus,
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the existence of such apparatuses must also be assumed from the very beginning.

Quantum description of Sq will thus always contain some classical elements. 3) A

Hamiltonian operator or an action functional of the system must be written down.

Finally, the known classical properties P1, P2, ..., PK of Sc must be listed and each

derived as an intrinsic property of Sq from the three sets of assumptions above. This

is a self-consistent framework for a non-trivial problem.

There are intrinsic properties of Sq that are not classical properties of Sc, e.g., the

set of all quantum observables measurable on Sq. Hence, classical properties must

be some specific intrinsic properties and the question is, which.

To begin with, let us consider the so-called semi-classical (or WKB) approxima-

tion. This is based on the observation that, for a number of systems, the average

values in special states of a number of quantum observables follow classical (say,

Newton mechanics) trajectories. This is surely a good start because, as we have

seen in Sec. 3.2, such average values can be considered as modal properties. More-

over, everything what we can measure on classical systems has a form of average

value and its variance. This is evident from the description of any classical exper-

iment. How are these averages and variances related first to the relevant classical

theory and, second, to the averages and variances of quantum ensembles?

As the first question is concerned, it is often assumed that improvements in

measuring techniques will in principle, in some limit, lead to zero variance. This is

in agreement with the classical theory such as Newton mechanics. It predicts that

the trajectories are completely sharp if the initial data are so, and does not put any

limit on the accuracy with which the initial state can be prepared. The point of

view adopted here is different (it is originally due to Exner [15], p. 669, and Born

[16]): some part of the variances can never be removed and the classical theories are

only approximative models.

The second question is justified. For example, if we measure several times the

position of the Moon on its trajectory around the Earth, then the variance in the

results does not result from our preparing the system of Earth and Moon these

many times to get the desired ensemble. But the classical systems are robust in

the sense that most classical measurements practically do not disturb them (point

2 of macroscopic realism). Thus, one can assume that the values we obtain by

several measurements on one and the same system could equivalently be obtained

if the measurements were performed on several identically prepared systems. The

hypothesis is therefore plausible that the intrinsic properties we are looking for are

averages with small variances concerning ensembles in general. If the variance of

a given average value is sufficiently small, it can be and is usually viewed as a

property of each individual element of the ensemble. We conjecture that this is the

way classical systems come to possessing their properties.
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However, there is a restriction on quantum models of classical properties: they

cannot be averages with small variance that are defined by pure states such as

coherent ones. Not only are pure states readily linearly superposed but any quantum

registration (a generalized measurement: positive operator valued measure) that

were to find the parameters of a coherent state would strongly change the state. The

only available hint of what classical properties may be comes from thermodynamics.

Indeed, statistical physics is a successful method of deriving macroscopic properties

from microscopic ones. Moreover, as we shall see, the notions of structural and

modal properties enable cleaner understanding of quantum statistical physics. The

following is a brief sketch.

Let S be a (non-relativistic) quantum system with number of particles comparable

to Avogadro number. We call such systems macroscopic7. Let its structure be

described by a Hamiltonian H . Imagine that S is prepared in all possible quantum

states (in practice, only few of these states can be prepared). Consider only those of

these states that have a fixed average value Ē of total energy. A well-defined average

value of total energy is a modal property that exists for each of the prepared states

and hence the imaginary selection is legitimate. Let us call this subset of prepared

states Ē-ensemble. Ē-ensemble does not seem to be a quantum ensemble because

no preparation process for it has been specified, it has been selected just in mind.

We can still study statistical properties of the Ē-ensemble.

Next, let the state |Ē〉 be defined by the requirement that it maximizes the

entropy under the condition that the average energy has the value Ē. This is known

as the Gibbs state of S. The state is purely mathematical because no preparation

process for it has been specified. The central conjecture of statistical physics reads:

for macroscopic systems, important statistical properties of Ē-ensemble coincide

to a very good approximation with the corresponding statistical properties of |Ē〉.
Claims, equivalent to this conjecture can to a large extent be derived from quantum

mechanics ([13], Vol. 4), in the thermodynamic limit. Bayesian approach [18] to

probability and entropy is also helpful. (The thermodynamic limit is, of course, not

a physical condition but a mathematical method of how the structural property of

being macroscopic can be brought into play.)

What are the ’important’ statistical properties above? Some of them are average

values and variances of a very small but definite subset TS of the algebra of all

quantum observables of S. Clearly, these are modal properties because they are

determined by the prepared states from Ē-ensemble. The observables from TS are

extensive quantities associated with some of the ordinary thermodynamic variables.

For instance, consider a gas in a vessel of volume V . The total energy E of the gas

7We distinguish between macroscopic systems and macroscopic states. For example, a coherent

state of a laser is a non-macroscopic state of a possibly macroscopic system.
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belongs to TS. We can also choose some small but macroscopic partial volume ∆V

at a specific position within V and consider the particle number ∆N inside ∆V .

Operator ∆N can be constructed from the projectors on the position eigenstates

of all particles in S. The energy ∆E inside ∆V can be constructed as a coarse-

grained operator (see [17]) because the exact energy operator does not commute

with operators of particle positions. It seems that all quantum observables from TS

are macroscopic in the sense that they have a coarse-grained character or concern

many particles.

Other thermodynamic variables are not average values of quantum observables.

For example, the maximal value of entropy and the corresponding temperature (the

Lagrange multiplier that appears naturally in the problem of conditional maximiza-

tion of entropy).

The average values of observables from TS determine a thermodynamic state of

the system. Let us call such a state a macroscopic state of the quantum system S.

For example, the internal energy and the volume determine the state of a simple

gas. Thus, one macroscopic state is compatible with a huge number of microscopic

(quantum) states of S. It is very important to understand that a macroscopic state

of S is conceptually different from any microscopic state of it, and that there are no

linear superpositions of macroscopic states. The sets of average values of operators

from TS do not form a linear space pertinent to a fixed system: an addition of some

extensive quantities includes addition of the corresponding systems.

It can be shown that the observables from TS have negligible relative variances

in the Gibbs state. (The property that they are extensive plays an important role.)

Thus, the average values of the observables can be given individual meaning: each in-

dividual system from Ē-ensemble possesses a value of the observables within certain

limits. Is such an average already a classical property satisfying the requirements of

the macroscopic realism? Points 1. and 3. are satisfied by construction. Point 2. is

just plausible as yet: the influence of measurement can still be large as concerns the

microstate but it can change it to another microstate that is compatible with the

original macrostate and so it need not change the macrostate. Clearly, statistical

physics in our interpretation is the quantum theory of at least some macroscopic

properties. More detail of how this works is given the Appendix A.

Finally, a few words must be said about the processes of preparation and regis-

tration that are used above. They seem to be misused for preparation of classical

ensembles and for registration that is interpreted as a classical measurement. There

need not be any contradiction, however, because the essential feature of both pro-

cedures is the use of classical apparatuses.

The most difficult problem of quantum theory of classical properties is to con-

struct a model of registration process. All existing work on this problem seems to
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be based on the quantum models of measuring apparatus that has been proposed by

von Neumann and by Jauch [19, 20]. The crucial assumption of the model is that

the values shown by the apparatus are some of its extrinsic properties. For example,

the pointer states are eigenstates of some quantum operator. Of course, this follows

directly from the assumption that the apparatus is a quantum system and that all

properties of quantum systems must be extrinsic.

There is much activity in this field. Let us mention the quantum decoherence

theory [21, 22], the Coleman-Hepp theory [23, 24, 25] and its modifications [26] and

theories based on coarse grained operators [6, 27, 28]. At the present time, the

problem of measurement does not seem to be solved in a completely satisfactory

way [3, 29, 30].

In our point of view, the origin of difficulties is (at least) twofold. The first error

is to adopt the von-Neumann model of the measuring apparatus. According to our

interpretation of quantum mechanics, this is clearly wrong: the relevant properties

of the apparatus must be intrinsic. In Appendix B, a construction of an apparatus

is sketched that reveals an extrinsic property of a quantum system by showing a

value of its own intrinsic property.

The second error is to ask a meaningless question such as: what is the origin of

classical properties in a ’pure’ quantum mechanics, where the ’pure’ means quantum

mechanics without classical properties. If an explanation of quantum aspects of a

classical property is proposed, purists find that somewhere in it an assumption of

classical properties of something else has been made and say: classicality has been

smuggled in! The requirement of purity is meaningless because quantum mechanics

involves inseparable entanglement of intrinsic and extrinsic properties, as we have

seen in Sec. 3.

To summarize: Our interpretation suggests a completely new approach to quan-

tum theory of classical properties and of measurement because it allows quantum

systems to have also properties that are not extrinsic. We are not yet able to model

every classical property and give a satisfactory account of registration process. For

that, new models had to be constructed, but nothing proves a principal impossibility

of such a project.

A A quantum model of classical property

The purpose of Appendix A is to construct a quantum model of a classical property,

the length of a body, as an intrinsic property. No original calculation is to be

expected, but simple and well known things are carefully interpreted according to

the lines described in Sec. 4. This entails that, first, the quantum structure of the

system must be defined, second, the basic intrinsic properties such as the spectrum
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calculated, and, third, further intrinsic properties derived.

A.1 The structure and the Hamiltonian

We shall consider a linear chain of N identical particles of mass µ distributed along

the x-axis with the Hamiltonian

H =
1

2µ

N
∑

n=1

p2n +
κ2

2

N
∑

n=2

(xn − xn−1 − ξ)2,

involving only nearest neighbour elastic forces. Here xn is the position, pn the

momentum of the n-th particle, κ the oscillator strength and ξ the equilibrium

inter-particle distance. The parameters µ, κ and ξ are intrinsic properties (the last

two defining the potential function).

This kind of chain seems to be different from most that are studied in litera-

ture: the positions of the chain particles are dynamical variables so that the chain

can move as a whole. However, the chain can still be solved by methods that are

described in [31, 32].

A.2 The modes

After the transformation

xn = yn +

(

n− N + 1

2

)

ξ, (2)

the potential becomes a quadratic form

V =
κ2

2

N
∑

n=2

(yn − yn−1)
2.

and the equations of motion read

µÿn = κ2(yn+1 − 2yn + yn−1) ∀ 1 < n < N,

µÿ1 = κ2(y2 − y1),

µÿN = κ2(−yN + yN−1).

To simplify the equations, we add fictitious points 0 and N + 1 to the chain and

require the additional variables y0 and yN+1 to satisfy the boundary conditions of

free ends,

y0 = y1, yN+1 = yN .

Then, the equations of motion can be written as

µÿn = κ2(yn+1 − 2yn + yn−1) ∀ 1 ≤ n ≤ N.
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By the standard method of modes, we substitute yn = Yn cosωt and obtain the

linear system for the mode amplitudes Yn,

Yn+1 + Yn−1 =
(

2− µ

κ2
ω2

)

Yn, ∀ 1 ≤ n ≤ N, (3)

with boundary conditions [32]

Y0 = Y1, YN+1 = YN . (4)

Some general properties of this system can be obtained as follows. Introducing

the shorthand notation

Vij :=
1

2

∂2V

∂yi∂yj
(0, · · · , 0),

the equations of motion and the linear system take the form

ÿi = −κ
2

µ

N
∑

j=1

Vijyj,

N
∑

j=1

VijYj =
µω2

κ2
Yi.

Hence, there must be N modes with amplitudes {Yi} that diagonalize the symmetric

matrix Vij and they can be chosen to be orthonormal with respect to the scalar

product
∑N

j=1 YjY
′
j .

We can observe further that the system (3), (4) is invariant with respect to the

inversion of the chain order,

Y ′
n = YN+1−n,

so that the modes can be separated into even and odd ones. The next step are the

harmonic solutions of (3), (4): for even modes,

Yn = A+(k) cos

[

kn− k(N + 1)

2

]

, (5)

and for the odd ones,

Yn = A−(k) sin

[

kn− k(N + 1)

2

]

, (6)

where A±(k) are normalization factors. In both cases, we obtain the dispersion

relation

ω(k) =
2κ√
µ
sin

k

2
. (7)

From the two boundary conditions, only one is now independent. For the even

modes, equation Y0 = Y1 becomes

cos

[

k(N + 1)

2

]

= cos

[

k(N − 1)

2

]

,
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which is equivalent to

sin
kN

2
sin

k

2
= 0 ⇔ k =

2m

N
π,

where m is any integer. Similarly, for the odd modes we obtain

k =
2m− 1

N
π.

Altogether there are N modes: we obtain finally, for each N ,

km =
m

N
π, m = 0, 1, · · · , N − 1, (8)

and

ωm = ω(km) =
2κ√
µ
sin

m

N

π

2
, (9)

where even (odd) m’s correspond to the even (odd) modes and Eqs. (5) ((6)) must

be used for the Y ’s. We can see that the spectrum is non-degenerate and lies in the

interval ω ∈ [0, 2κ/
√
µ). The normalization factors A±(m) are obtained easily using

Eq. (8): for any N and m = 0

A+(0) =
1√
N
; (10)

for m = 1, 2, . . . , N − 1 a longer calculation gives

[A±(km)]
−2 =

N

2
± 1

2

sinmπ

sin mπ
N

=
N

2
, i.e., A±(km) =

√

2

N
. (11)

The results that have been obtained can be used to transform the Hamiltonian

to a diagonal form. Let us denote the mode amplitudes that correspond to the

parameter value m by Y m
n . Then, we can transform the original variables yn and pn

to normal mode variables um and qm,

yn =

N−1
∑

m=0

Y m
n um, pn =

N−1
∑

m=0

Y m
n qm. (12)

As the transformation of both y’s and p’s is orthogonal, the new variables are canon-

ically conjugate and the Hamiltonian becomes

H =
1

2µ

N−1
∑

m=0

q2m +
µ

2

N−1
∑

m=0

ω2
mu

2
m.

Consider the terms with m = 0. We have k0 = 0, ω0 = 0, and Y 0
n = 1/

√
N .

Hence,

u0 =

N
∑

n=1

1√
N
yn, q0 =

N
∑

n=1

1√
N
pn,
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so that

u0 =
√
NX, q0 =

1√
N
P,

where X is the center-of-mass coordinate of the chain and P is its total momentum.

The ’zero’ terms in the Hamiltonian then reduce to

1

2M
P 2

with M = Nµ being the total mass. Thus, the ’zero mode’ describes a straight,

uniform motion of the chain as a whole. The other modes are ’phonons’ with eigen-

frequencies ωm, m = 1, 2, . . . , N − 1. The phonon excitation energy spectrum of the

body is built from the eigenfrequencies by the formula

E =

N−1
∑

m=1

νm~ωm, (13)

where {νm} is an (N − 1)-tuple of non-negative integers—phonon occupation num-

bers.

A.3 Numerical values

Here, we choose the order of magnitude of the parameters to mimic real bodies. The

distances of neighbouring atoms typically are

ξ ≈ 5.10−10 m

to be compared with atomic radii of the order 2.10−10 m[31] or with the Bohr radius

a0 ≈
~

mecα
≈ 5× 10−11m,

where ~ is the Planck constant, me the electron mass, c the speed of light and α the

fine structure constant.

The dispersion relation (7) can be estimated from the neutron scattering mea-

surement: e.g., for Na at 90 K [31] the maximal frequency was found to be of the

order of 5 THz. Thus, ωmax ≈ 2π.5.1012Hz, and

ωm = ωmax sin
(mπ

2N

)

=
2κ√
µ

sin
(mπ

2N

)

≈ .1013 sin
(mπ

2N

)

s−1;

the corresponding energies are

~ωm ≈ 3.10−21 sin
(mπ

2N

)

J ≈ 2.10−2 sin
(mπ

2N

)

eV.
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Next, let us assume that the body is in the thermodynamic equilibrium at about

300 K. Then, kBT ≈ 5.10−21 J ≈ 2.10−2 eV which corresponds to sin mπ
2N

≈ 1.

Note that a rough estimate of the force acting on an atom displaced from its

equilibrium position in the body can also be obtained from the known compressibility

[31], leading to the same order of oscillation frequency, e.g. 4, 8 THz for copper at

room temperature.

A.4 The length of the body

Classical properties that can be defined and calculated in our quantum model are

the average length of the body and the corresponding variance. Let us define the

length operator by

L = xN − x1. (14)

It can be expressed in terms of normal coordinates um using Eqs. (2), (12),

L = (N − 1)ξ +

N−1
∑

m=0

(Y m
N − Y m

1 )um.

The differences on the right-hand side are non-zero only for odd values of m, and

equal then to −2Y m
1 . We easily find, using Eqs. (6), (8) and (11):

L = (N − 1)ξ −
√

8

N

[N/2]
∑

m=1

(−1)m cos

(

2m− 1

N

π

2

)

u2m−1. (15)

The phonons of one species are excitation levels of a harmonic oscillator, so we

have

um =

√

~

2µωm
(am + a†m),

where am is the annihilation operator for the m-th species. The diagonal matrix

elements between the energy eigenstates | νm〉 that we shall need then are

〈νm | um | νm〉 = 0, 〈νm | u2m | νm〉 =
~

2µωm
(2νm + 1). (16)

We assume that the phonons of each species form statistically independent sub-

systems, hence the average of an operator concerning only one species in the Gibbs

state of the total system equals the average in the Gibbs state for the one species.

Such a Gibbs state operator for the m-th species has the form

ρm =
∞
∑

νm=0

| νm〉p(m)
νm 〈νm |,
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where

p(m)
νm = Z−1

m exp

(

−~ωm

kBT
νm

)

and Zm is the partition function for the m-th species

Zm(β) =
∞
∑

νm=0

e−β~ωmνm =
1

1− e−β~ωm

, (17)

where β = 1/kBT . The thermodynamic average value of νm is then given by

〈νm〉T = − 1

~ωm

(

1

Zm

∂Zm

∂β

)

β=(kBT )−1

and Eq. (17) yields

〈νm〉T =
1

exp
(

~ωm

kBT

)

− 1
. (18)

Returning to Eq. (15), the average length is obtained using (16),

〈L〉T = (N − 1)ξ. (19)

Now the measure of thermodynamic fluctuations of quantity L is

∆L

〈L〉T
=

√

〈L2〉T − 〈L〉2T
〈L〉T

.

To estimate the variance ∆L to leading order for large N , we start with

〈L2〉T = (N−1)2ξ2+
8

N

[N/2]
∑

m=1

[N/2]
∑

n=1

(−1)m+n cos

(

2m− 1

N

π

2

)

cos

(

2n− 1

N

π

2

)

〈u2m−1u2n−1〉T .

Since

〈u2m−1u2n−1〉T = δmn〈u22m−1〉T ,
the above formula leads to

〈L2〉T − 〈L〉2T =
8

N

[N/2]
∑

m=1

cos2
(

2m− 1

N

π

2

)

〈u22m−1〉T ,

where

〈u22m−1〉T =
1

Z2m−1

∞
∑

ν2m−1=0

~

2µω2m−1
(2ν2m−1 + 1) exp(−β~ω2m−1ν2m−1).
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Introducing dimensionless quantities

xm = sin

(

2m− 1

N

π

2

)

, γ =
2~κ

kBT
√
µ
,

we can substitute ω2m−1 = (2κ/
√
µ)xm and obtain the intermediate result

〈L2〉T − 〈L〉2T =
2

N

~

κ
√
µ

[N/2]
∑

m=1

1− x2m
xm

1 + e−γxm

1− e−γxm

.

In order to extract the leading term for large N , we note that

xm − xm−1 =
π

N
cos

2m− 1

N

π

2
+O(N−2).

Then we can write

〈L2〉T − 〈L〉2T ≈ 2

π

~

κ
√
µ

[N/2]
∑

m=1

(xm − xm−1)f(xm),

where

f(x) =

√
1− x2

x

1 + e−γx

1− e−γx
.

By inspection, f is a decreasing function od x in the interval (0, 1) diverging to plus

infinity at x→ 0+ and going through zero at x = 1. The leading term at x→ 0+ is

f(x) =
2

γx2
[1 +O(x)].

The block diagram of the sum now shows that

[N/2]
∑

m=1

(xm − xm−1)f(xm) < 2x1f(x1) +

∫ 1

x1

dx f(x).

The dependence of the integral on its lower bound can be approximated by

∫ 1

x1

dx f(x) = const +
2

γx1
[1 +O(x1)].

Thus, the leading term in the sum is 6/γx1 ≈ 12N/γπ. So the leading term in

〈L2〉T − 〈L〉2T is (12kBT/π
2κ2)N , and we obtain the final result valid for large N

∆L

〈L〉T
≈

√
12kBT

πκξ

1√
N
. (20)

Thus, the variance of L is relatively small for large N . In the sense explained in

Section 4, the length is a classical property of our model body.
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Clearly, this length and its variance are intrinsic properties of our model body

because the conditions that define them are of the intrinsic character. Similar results

could be obtained for the average value of the internal energy. We have specified the

structure in terms of a Hamiltonian, and we have asked about the average values

of some quantity under the assumptions that the average energy of all prepared

states has a fixed value and that the state is the most probable state satisfying

such a condition (maximal entropy). The state is then the Gibbs state with certain

temperature. The probability to find the body in such a state is very close to unity

under the given conditions, hence the state is a good approximation to what can

be observed. In fact, the calculation had to go in the opposite direction: from the

assumption of given average value of energy to the temperature and length. But

of course the existence of temperature as a Lagrange multiplier and the relation

between energy average and temperature would result and it could then be used to

carry out the calculation in the way of Appendix A.

Some comment is in order. First, the thermodynamic equilibrium can settle down

starting from an arbitrary state only if some weak but non-zero interaction exists

between the phonons. Second, the bulk motion of the chain is decoupled from all

other degrees of freedom and has a character of a closed subsystem with just one

degree of freedom. This may be just a specific property of our model. Indeed, the

position of a body B is not an internal business of B because it makes sense only

in relation to other bodies. One can ask if a different quantum model including

a number of other bodies in a weak interaction with a body B might exhibit an

approximate classical dynamics of B. Work on this problem is in progress.

B A model of a kind of measuring process

This appendix is to show how the ideas of Sec.’s 3 and 4 can be utilized for modelling

measuring processes. Let measuring apparatus A be quantum system with quantum

(microscopic) states and observables on the one hand and macroscopic states on the

other. For the purposes of the model, it will be assumed that the macroscopic states

of A can be uniquely characterized by average values of observable A ∈ TA and that

A must have sufficiently small variance in them in order that they are accepted as

macroscopic. Each two microscopic states that yield the same average of A, and

satisfy the condition on variances, define thus the same macroscopic state of A. In

this way, there will never be a linear superposition of macroscopic states. In the

following, we assume that the variance condition is satisfied for any state that is

considered as macroscopic.

The second element of our model is a microscopic system S with quantum states

and quantum observables. S will interact with A and this interaction will transform
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A from its initial into its final macroscopic state. From the final macroscopic states

of A, we shall read some information about the initial quantum states of S.
As the basis of initial states we choose two normalized orthogonal states |ψ1〉 and

|ψ2〉 of S and two normalized orthogonal quantum states |Ψ1〉 and |Ψ2〉 of A such

that

〈Ψ1|A|Ψ1〉 = 〈Ψ2|A|Ψ2〉 = A0.

Hence, the two microstates define the same macrostate. Let the initial quantum

state of the apparatus be a proper mixture

1

2
|Ψ1〉〈Ψ1|+

1

2
|Ψ2〉〈Ψ2| (21)

Hence, A0 is the initial value shown by A.

Suppose now that S and A are brought into interaction that is described by a

unitary operator U. We define U by its action on the basis states:

U|Ψ1〉|ψ1〉 = |Φ1〉|φ1〉,
U|Ψ2〉|ψ1〉 = |0〉|φ′

1〉,
U|Ψ1〉|ψ2〉 = |0〉|φ′

2〉,
U|Ψ2〉|ψ2〉 = |Φ2〉|φ2〉,

where the states |φ1〉, |φ′
1〉, |φ2〉 and |φ′

2〉 are normalized mutually orthogonal states

of S, |Φ1〉 and |Φ2〉 two normalized quantum states of A such that

〈Φ1|A|Φ1〉 = A1,

〈Φ2|A|Φ2〉 = A2,

and

A|0〉 = 0.

It is clear that the four initial states as well as the four final ones are normalized

and mutually orthogonal and that the evolution operator U is unitary, at least if

restricted to the subspace of interest.

Let S be in initial state α1|ψ1〉+α2|ψ2〉, where |α1|2+ |α2|2 = 1, and let it interact

with the apparatus that starts in its initial state (21). Hence, the initial state of

whole system S +A is a proper mixture,

ρ0 =
1

2
|χ1〉〈χ1|+

1

2
|χ2〉〈χ2|,

where

|χ1〉 = |Ψ1〉(α1|ψ1〉+ α2|ψ2〉)
|χ2〉 = |Ψ2〉(α1|ψ1〉+ α2|ψ2〉).
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The evolution of ρ0 is again a proper mixture,

Uρ0U
† =

1

2
|χ′

1〉〈χ′
1|+

1

2
|χ′

2〉〈χ′
2|,

where

|χ′
1〉 = α1|Φ1〉|φ1〉+ α2|0〉|φ′

2〉, (22)

|χ′
2〉 = α1|0〉|φ′

1〉+ α2|Φ2〉|φ2〉. (23)

It follows that, after the measurement that can be considered as a preparation

process for A, A will be in either of the two states with probabilities 1/2 that

depend on the coefficients α1 and α2 in the way given in the following table.

α1 6= 0, α2 6= 0 α1 = 0 α2 = 0

〈χ′
1|A⊗ 1S |χ′

1〉 = |α1|2A1 0 A1

〈χ′
2|A⊗ 1S |χ′

2〉 = |α2|2A2 A2 0

The values A1 and A2 being known, the coefficients |α1| and |α2| can be read from

the macroscopic states of A.

State |χ′
1〉 is defined, as a microstate, by a linear superposition of two microstates,

cf. Eq. (22). As a macrostate, however, it is defined by the average value of A, and

it is therefore identical to |Φ1〉. Although each of the microstates on the right-hand

side of Eq. (22) defines itself a macrostate, the right-hand side of Eq. (22) does not

represent a linear superposition of macrostates. Notion of linear superposition does

not make any sense for macrostates as we have defined them.

Clearly, our contraption does not work in the way usual measuring processes do.

One cannot however exclude that some model based on similar ideas about modal

properties exists which looks better in this respect. Also, the model is rather rough

and sketchy. For example, instead of the Hamiltonian of the system A + S we

just write down a few matrix elements of the evolution operator. A more detailed

analysis is planned.
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