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I prove that, if a change happens in a closed quantum system so that its state is perfectly distin-

guishable from all past or future states, the Hamiltonian is Ĥ = −i~
∂

∂τ
. A time operator τ̂ can be

defined as its canonical conjugate. This Hamiltonian is usually rejected because it has no ground
state, but I show that even a weaker form of irreversibility is inconsistent with a ground state.

What is the right choice, that the world’s Hamiltonian is −i~
∂

∂τ
, or that changes are reversible?
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I. INTRODUCTION

Our universe is in a permanent change, at any time
its state is different from any past or future state. It
continuously expands, its Boltzmann entropy increases,
matter rearranges itself in new patterns. Every quantum
measurement leads to irreversible changes as well.

In this article, I look into the constraints imposed by
irreversibility to the physical law itself. In Sec. §II I
prove that even a single irreversible change requires the
Hamiltonian to have the form

Ĥ = −i~
∂

∂τ
. (1)

This leads to a dilemma: we expect the Hamiltonian
of our world to be more complex and to have a ground
state, we also expect that irreversible changes happen all
the time, but we cannot have both.

I show how several attempts to avoid the dilemma fail:

In Sec. §III I show that the Hamiltonian cannot have a
ground state even if the irreversible change is allowed to
take some time to happen, and I argue that using POVM
cannot avoid the problem.

In Sec. §IV I show that, although the collapse postu-
late or decoherence can be used to escape into a larger
subspace, this does not avoid the dilemma.

Some arguments against the Hamiltonian (1) are dis-
cussed in Sec. §V, based on examples of quantum sys-
tems proved in [19] to have the Hamiltonian of the form
(1). These examples include the Hamiltonian of the stan-
dard model of ideal quantum measurements, any quan-
tum world in which there is a perfect clock or a sterile
massless fermion in a certain state, and the quantum rep-
resentations of all deterministic time-reversible dynami-
cal systems without time loops.

Section §VI summarizes the conclusions.

II. IRREVERSIBLE CHANGE THEOREM

Consider a closed quantum system, represented by a
state vector |ψ〉 in a Hilbert space H, which evolves ac-

cording to the Schrödinger equation

i~
d

dt
|ψ(t)〉 = Ĥ |ψ(t)〉. (2)

The Hamiltonian operator Ĥ is time-independent. For
the initial condition |ψ(0)〉 = |ψ0〉,

|ψ(t)〉 = Û(t)|ψ0〉, where Û(t) := e−
i

~
tĤ . (3)

Quantum states are not directly observable. All we can
observe are properties of the macro states. For example,
quantum measurements lead to macroscopic changes of
the pointer state, which can then be observed. Macro
states are classes of equivalence of micro states, repre-
sented by subspacesHk in the Hilbert spaceH, or, equiv-

alently, by projectors P̂k determining them, Hk = P̂kH.
The system evolves through a succession of macro states.
Irreversibility of change requires that, once the sys-

tem leaves a macro state, it never revisits it again. This
means that all its macro states at distinct times should
be orthogonal. If strict orthogonality fails, the state vec-
tor has at least a component whose macro state is a past
or a future macro state, therefore there is a nonzero prob-
ability of spontaneous time travel in the past or in the
future. Moreover, even when the state vector evolves
unitarily into a superposition of macroscopically distinct
states, as it happens due to measurements, irreversibility
requires all these macro states to be distinct from the
past ones. We are led to the following Observation:

Observation 1. Once a system leaves a macro state, if
its state is merely different, and not strictly orthogonal
to its past states, it can return to a previous macro state.

For more generality, I will assume orthogonality of mi-
cro rather than macro states. This condition is weaker,
because orthogonality of macro states implies orthogo-
nality of micro states, but the converse is not true.

Theorem 1. If the state of a quantum system at t = 0
is perfectly distinguishable from all its past (or future)
states, then the states in its history span a Hilbert space
on which the restriction of its Hamiltonian is −i~ ∂

∂τ
.
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Proof. Assume that |ψ(t)〉 ⊥ |ψ(0)〉 for all t < 0 (the case
t > 0 is similar). Let t1 < t2 ∈ R. Then, t1 − t2 < 0, and
since |ψ(t1 − t2)〉 ⊥ |ψ(0)〉,

〈ψ(t2)|ψ(t1)〉 = 〈ψ(0)|Û(t2)
†Û(t1)|ψ(0)〉

= 〈ψ(0)|Û(t1 − t2)|ψ(0)〉

= 0.

(4)

Therefore,
(
|ψ(t)〉

)
t∈R

is a complete basis of the vector

space V := span{|ψ(t)〉|t ∈ R} ∼= L2(R,C), which is thus

an invariant subspace for
(
Û(t)

)
t∈R

. Since V is a closed

subspace of H, it is a Hilbert space. The one-parameter

group
(
Û(t)

)
t∈R

acts on V like a translation group. From

Stone’s Theorem [20], the unique Hamiltonian operator
generating its restriction to V is −i~ ∂

∂τ
.

Theorem 1 shows that if even a single irreversible
change occurs, on the Hilbert space spanned by the his-
tory of the state the Hamiltonian is −i~ ∂

∂τ
.

Corollary 1. With the assumptions of Theorem 1, the
Hamiltonian admits a canonical conjugate τ̂ . For each
τ ∈ R, |ψ(τ)〉 is an eigenstate corresponding to the eigen-
value τ of τ̂ , so τ̂ is a time operator.

Proof. Since −i~ ∂

∂τ
generates translations between or-

thogonal state vectors, the Stone-von Neumann Theorem
implies that it admits a canonical conjugate, whose rep-
resentation is 〈τ |τ̂ |ψ〉 = τ〈τ |ψ〉, τ ∈ R [23]. So |ψ(τ)〉 are
the eigenstates of τ̂ , which makes it a time operator.

In the following, I will discuss whether and at what
costs it is possible to avoid the conclusion of Theorem 1.

III. DO WEAKER ASSUMPTIONS HELP?

Theorem 1 implies that the Hamiltonian has no ground
state. Can this conclusion be avoided by weakening the
assumption of Theorem 1, that the state is perfectly dis-
tinguishable from its past or future states? I will look
into two possible ways to do this.
One way is to allow the irreversible changes take some

time to happen. The minimum time for a quantum sys-
tem to evolve between two distinguishable states is called
quantum speed limit (QSL) [3, 14]. For a system with the
Hamiltonian from eq. (1) and whose state is an eigenstate
of τ̂ , the QSL is zero, the mean energy is undetermined
and its variance is infinite. From the most cases studied
in the literature we may think that the QSL has to be
positive, but this is of course because they have different
Hamiltonians than (1).
Now we will see that even if the QSL is strictly posi-

tive, irreversibility of change still implies that the system
cannot have a ground state.
Unruh and Wald [22] showed that a weaker time opera-

tor is not possible for a system having a ground state, i.e.

there is no self-adjoint operator T̂ so that the system is in

distinct eigenstates of T̂ at discrete times t0 < t1 < t2 . . .
with zero chance to return to a previous eigenstate.
But in fact their proof shows much more than stated.

Theorem 2. Consider a quantum system evolving from
the state |s1〉 at the time t1 to |s2〉 at t2 > t1, possibly

suffering a projection, i.e. 〈s2|Û(t2 − t1)|s1〉 6= 0. If |s1〉
and |s2〉 are perfectly distinguishable and the probability
that the system returns to the state |s1〉 after t2 is 0, then
it cannot have a ground state.

Proof. It is the same proof as for Unruh & Wald’s Theo-

rem [22]. If Ĥ has a ground state, the function f : C → C,

f(z) := 〈s1|e
− i

~
zĤ |s2〉 (5)

is holomorphic in the lower-half complex plane [21]. The
condition that the system cannot return to |s1〉 after t2
is f(t) = 0 for all real t > 0. This implies that f(z) = 0
in the closed lower half-plane, where f is holomorphic.

Hence, f(t) = 0 for any t ∈ R. Then, 〈s2|Û(t)|s1〉 =

〈s1|Û(−t)|s2〉
∗ = f∗(−t) = 0 for all t > 0, contradicting

the assumption that 〈s2|Û(t2 − t1)|s1〉 6= 0.

Therefore, even if we weaken the condition of irre-
versibility of change from Theorem 1 to a bare minimum,
it still requires that there is no ground state.
Another way we may try to circumvent the dilemma

is to use positive operator-valued measures (POVM).
POVM can discriminate nonorthogonal quantum states,
but imperfectly, so we have to accept a nonnegligible
probability to fail to distinguish them, and to know what
states to expect [5, 11]. Since we can know when the mea-
surement failed, we can try again on another copy of the
system until we succeed. But this does not help when we
monitor changes at the macro level of the world, because
we cannot prepare multiple copies of the world itself.
An interesting result based on POVM is the theoretical

construction of a clock whose Hamiltonian has a ground
state, see e.g. [10] and more recently [9, 13]. The result-
ing POVM is translation-invariant. Unfortunately, if the
POVM is not projective, which is always the case when
there is a ground state, the clock states overlap.
POVM clocks are very simple closed systems, but we

can hope that the idea can be used to obtain more com-
plex systems. Omnès [16] did this to represent the macro
states of the world as quasiprojection operators. But un-
like the genuine projectors representing macro states, the
quasiprojection operators overlap, preventing the irre-
versibility of change at the macro level.
Using POVM can be very useful, but the existence of

overlapping implies that the system has a nonzero prob-
ability to return to a previous macro state. And this
means the violation of irreversibility of change.

IV. IS COLLAPSE AN EXIT?

Theorem 1 assumed unitary evolution, and the result
applies to the subspace V := span{|ψ(t)〉|t ∈ R}. But if
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the wavefunction collapses or, depending on the interpre-
tation, it branches due to decoherence, the state vector
leaves the subspace V. Can collapse avoid the conse-
quences of Theorem 1 by reaching a larger subspace of
the Hilbert space where the Hamiltonian is not (1)?
First, even if the Hamiltonian is different from −i~ ∂

∂τ

outside of V, since its restriction to V does not have a
ground state, the full Hamiltonian also does not have
a ground state. This already shows that the dilemma
cannot be avoided even if the state vector exits V.
Second, while wavefunction collapse or decoherence

can allow the state vector to leave the subspace V, Theo-
rem 1 applies as well to the branch that exited V. There-
fore, collapse or branching only extends the subspace
where Theorem 1 applies and the Hamiltonian is −i~ ∂

∂τ
.

To see this, let us consider what happens during the
measurement of a system S with a measuring device M .
Let the observable whose value we measure on S have the
possible eigenstates |λ〉S with eigenvalues λ. The mea-
suring device M is assumed to start in the “ready” state
|ready〉M , and to end in one of the states |result=λ〉M de-
pending on the outcome λ, resulting in a superposition

|ψ〉S |ready〉M
Û
7→

∑

λ

〈λ|ψ〉S |λ〉S |result=λ〉M . (6)

The observer should perceive only one possible out-
come. This is usually achieved by assuming a projection,
so that only one term in the superposition in the RHS
of eq. (6) remains. Alternatively, we can assume that
the total wavefunction decohered into branches contain-
ing instances of the observer, each observing only the
outcome from that branch, as in the Everett approach
[7]. But, for any λ, 〈result=λ|ready〉M = 0. This implies
that all terms in the RHS of eq. (6) are orthogonal to
the initial state, and so is their superposition,

(∑

λ

〈ψ|λ〉S〈λ|S〈result=λ|M

)
|ψ〉S |ready〉M = 0. (7)

Therefore, even after the measurement, Theorem 1
continues to apply to the subspace V spanned by the
orbit of the initial state vector under the action of the
unitary evolution group. In addition, it also applies to
the subspaces spanned by the orbits of the components
of the original state vector resulting from projection (or
branching), and to the space spanned by the orbits of all
of these components, which includes V.
Since new orbits result with each measurement, the ap-

plicability domain of Theorem 1 extends to the Hilbert
subspace spanned by all these orbits, and on this sub-
space, either the Hamiltonian is again −i~ ∂

∂τ
, or irre-

versibility of change is violated.

V. OBJECTIONS AGAINST TRANSLATIONAL

QUANTUM SYSTEMS

In this Section I briefly discuss some known objections

against the Hamiltonian Ĥ = −i~ ∂

∂τ
, following [19].

Objection 1. The Hamiltonian −i~ ∂

∂τ
is too simple to

represent physically realistic quantum systems.

Reply 1. In [19] I showed that there are numerous ex-
amples of quantum systems with this Hamiltonian:

Example 1. Any closed system consisting of a measur-
ing device and an observed system realizing the standard
model of ideal (projective) measurements, as described in
[2] §II.3.4 and [15] §2.2(b). This is limited to the time
during which the measurement takes place, for systems
that do not have free evolution. Although in a basis
which is not consistent with the factorization correspond-
ing to the subsystems, the Hamiltonian is −i~ ∂

∂τ
.

Example 2. Any world containing a closed subsystem
with the Hamiltonian (1). This can be for example an
ideal clock or a sterile massless fermion in a certain state
described in [19].

Example 3. The Koopman [12] quantum representation
of any deterministic time-reversible dynamical system
without time loops. In [19] I also showed that all the
properties of the original dynamical system and its evo-
lution equations are faithfully encoded as quantum ob-
servables.

All these systems have the same simple Hamiltonian
(1). But the correspondence between observables and
physical properties can make them very different, ensur-
ing unlimited diversity and complexity [19]. There seems
to be no limit to how similar to the real world such a
system can be.

Objection 2. Without a ground state, the system de-
cays indefinitely towards negative energy states. One can
imagine using such systems to generate free energy.

Reply 2. Consider Example 3. If the original dynamical
system does not decay indefinitely, its quantum represen-
tation, which represents faithfully the evolution of the
original dynamical system, does not decay indefinitely
either, despite having the Hamiltonian (1). Also such
systems cannot be used to extract infinite amounts of
free energy, for example by charging infinitely many bat-
teries. If this were true, this would imply that we could
do the same with deterministic time-reversible dynamical
systems without time loops, but this is not possible.
From Example 2, given a quantum system R composed

of a quantum system with a ground state and an ideal
clock C which do not interact, the total system has the
Hamiltonian (1). Yet, the system R and the clock C do
not decay indefinitely and cannot be used to extract infi-
nite amounts of free energy. A similar conclusion follows
for the case of the massless sterile fermion.

Objection 3. There are strong indications that in our
world the Hamiltonian has a ground state, unlike (1).

Reply 3. There are such indications. On the other hand,
– Objection 3, raised e.g. by Pauli [18] against the exis-

tence of a self-adjoint time operator τ̂ which is the canon-
ical conjugate of the Hamiltonian, was based on nonrel-
ativistic Quantum Mechanics. While quantizing the rel-
ativistic electron, Dirac found a Hamiltonian without a
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ground state. He introduced the Dirac sea to prevent the
decay into infinite negative energy states [6]. The modern
view is to reinterpret the creation/annihilation operators
for negative energy particles as creation/annihilation op-
erators for positive energy antiparticles.

– Relativity suggests that if there are position opera-
tors, there should be time operators as well.

– Canonical quantization of gravity is based on the
Hamiltonian formulation of General Relativity [1], whose
Hamiltonian does not have a ground state [4, 22].

– The Page-Wootters formalism for the Wheeler-
DeWitt constraint equation [4], uses a clock with the
Hamiltonian (1) [17]. In [19] I show that the total system
has the same Hamiltonian (1) (Example 2).

– Hegerfeldt showed that, if its Hamiltonian has a
ground state, a free wavefunction starting in a bounded
region of space would spread instantaneously in the whole
space, contradicting Special Relativity [8].

– Theorem 2 shows that the existence of a ground state
violates irreversibility of change, while the Hamiltonian

Ĥ = −i~ ∂

∂τ
ensures it in its strongest form.

– Examples 1, 2, and 3 include quantum systems that
can be very similar to what we know so far about or
world, and yet their Hamiltonian is (1).

Remark 1. The standard model of quantum measure-
ments described in [2] §II.3.4 involves ideal (projective)
but also generalized (POVM) measurements. In [2] §VII
this model is illustrated with many physically realistic
realizations, including for the Stern-Gerlach experiment
and various experiments with photons. But Example 1
does not necessarily show that the Hamiltonian is (1)
in these experiments, because in most cases measure-
ments are not ideal. What Example 1 shows is that the
Hamiltonian (1) is consistent with ideal quantum mea-
surements, but not necessarily that it describes physically
realistic measurements.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have seen that the existence of a ground state is
incompatible with irreversible changes. Both these prop-
erties seem to be important and desirable. However, in
my modest analysis I did not find a decisive proof for one
or the other of the two options. There are reasons to be-
lieve that the real-world Hamiltonian has a ground state,
but we have seen that this would be incompatible even
with weaker forms of irreversibility. Another objection

against the Hamiltonian Ĥ = −i~ ∂

∂τ
is that it is too sim-

ple to describe a complex world like ours. But we have
seen that it is definitely versatile enough to faithfully de-
scribe the quantum representation of any deterministic
time-reversible dynamical system without time loops, re-
gardless its complexity, and also any world containing an
ideal clock or a sterile massless fermion in a certain state.
In addition, the Hamiltonian of the standard model of
ideal quantum measurements is of this form.
I list several questions that remain to be answered:
– Can Hamiltonian (1) be rejected by experiments? If

it is refuted, the price is that we can no longer be certain
of our own macro state, so how can we still trust our
measurements that led to its refutation?
– Can an experiment prove violations of irreversibility

of change? This seems impossible, because even if such a
violation will occur, we will not notice it, since our mem-
ories will be updated accordingly, as part of the macro
state. Since we are talking about the macro state of the
entire universe, there is no other system with respect to
which to identify that the macro state reversed to a past
macro state.
– Is this Hamiltonian consistent with the Standard

Model of particle physics and with the theory that will
result someday by incorporating gravity and the expla-
nation of dark matter and dark energy?
– Does this result have relevant implications, or it

seems important only because of an exaggerated desire
to have certainties about the macro world?
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