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Restrictions on the existence of weak values in quantum mechanics:

weak quantum evolution concept
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It is shown, that the Aharonov-Albert-Vaidman concept of weak values appears to be a conse-
quence of a more general quantum phenomenon of weak quantum evolution. Here the concept of
weak quantum evolution is introduced and discussed for the first time. In particular, it is shown
on the level of quantum evolution that there exist restrictions on the applicability of weak quantum
evolution- and, hence, weak values approach. These restrictions connect the size of a given quantum
ensemble with the parameters of pre- and post-selected quantum states. It is shown, that the latter
requirement can be fulfilled for the model system, where the concept of weak values was initially in-
troduced by Aharonov, Albert and Vaidman. Moreover, the deep connection between weak quantum
evolution and conventional probability of quantum transition between two non-orthogonal quantum
states is established for the first time. It is found that weak quantum evolution of quantum system
between its two non-orthogonal quantum states is inherently present in the measurement-determined
definition of quantum transition probability between these two quantum states.

I. INTRODUCTION

Among numerous peculiarities of quantum mechanical
description of nature the simple concept of operator weak
values as quantum system’s characterization between any
two of its quantum states is one of the most questionable.
All the story has began in 1988, when Aharonov, Al-
bert and Vaidman have shown in their seminal (AAV-)
paper[1] , that if one transforms system’s initial quan-

tum state |i〉 by acting on it with certain operator Â
and then projects the result on certain other quantum
state |f〉, which is non-orthogonal to |i〉 then the result-

ing projection 〈f |Â|i〉 divided by the non-zero overlap of
these two states 〈f |i〉 will be equal to what they define

as ”weak value” Aw = 〈f |Â|i〉
〈f |i〉 of operator Â with respect

to two given quantum states |i〉 and |f〉. These two non-
orthogonal quantum states can be referred to as initial,
or pre-selected and final, or post-selected quantum states
of quantum system being disturbed by acting on it with
operator Â during the time interval between the moments
of system pre- and post-selection[1].
Within such framework, the disturbance caused by op-

erator Â while acting on given quantum system can al-
ways be interpreted as a sort of measurement performed
on given quantum system between its pre- and post-
selection. In such context pre- and post-selection should
be understood as procedures performed on the ensemble
of identical quantum systems before and after such the
ensemble would experience a ”measurement” by the oper-
ator Â. Obviously, in the situation where |i〉 = |f〉 weak
value Aw reduces to the conventional average 〈i|Â|i〉 of

operator Â with respect to given (pre-selected) quantum
state of the system and in the particular case when |i〉 is
an eigenstate of operator Â such average is by definition

∗ ¡gleb.a.skor@gmail.com¿

just the corresponding eigenvalue Ai from the spectrum
of operator Â .

At this point one immediately sees the main peculiarity
of weak values as compared to conventional quantum av-
erages: in most general case pre- and post-selected states
being non-orthogonal to each other can still have very
small overlap |〈f |i〉| ≪ 1 which means that weak value

Aw of operator Â can be much larger than any of its
eigenvalues. In this case one has anomalous weak value.
Evidently, the realization of such situation strongly de-
pends on the particular choice of three independent char-
acteristics of given quantum system: on the form of sys-
tem disturbance (or measurement) i.e. on the form of op-

erator Â as well as on two chosen (pre- and post-selected)
quantum states of given quantum system. Therefore, the
main achievement of Aharonov, Albert and Vaidman in
their AAV-paper was the successful choice of these free
characteristics for realistic quantum system they had cho-
sen.

This way, during the recent thirty years, both in theory
[2] and related experiments [3–5] the concept of weak val-
ues has got a sense of independent characteristic of those
quantum systems experienced measurement of certain
their characteristics (spin projections or photon polar-
izations) between the procedures of their pre- and post-
selections(see e.g. Refs.[2,3,4]). Moreover, recently it has
been understood and confirmed experimentally for finite
ensemble of polarized photons [5] that quantum weak val-
ues though being introduced for ensembles of quantum
systems have more common features with operator eigen-
values rather than with conventional ensemble averages
[5]. On the other hand, as one could notice already from
a very general definition of weak value in the above, the
time arrow is inherently present in any experimentally
relevant definition of weak values[1–5].

Therefore, such type of quantum mechanical averages
as weak values, obviously, can serve as certain additional
and quite exotic marker of system’s evolution from its
”initial” to ”final” state, while disturbed by measure-
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ment operator Â in between. Taking into account this
observation, Aharonov and Vaidman in their later works
on the subject (see e.g. Ref.[2] and references therein)
had concluded that weak value of quantum operators can
represent even more fundamental quantum object than a
conventional concept of operator eigenvalues does, incor-
porating the latter only as important particular case[2].
This has led them further to the concept of two-vector
formalism being an interesting philosophical generaliza-
tion of Dirac’s ”bra-” and ”ket” vector of states quan-
tum description[2]. Another approach developed inde-
pendently by A.Matzkin in [11] also concerns weak val-
ues as certain additional properties of quantum systems
those being complementary to ordinary eigenvalues in
certain types of weak measurements. Thus, weak val-
ues have emerged as technically conventional but quite
paradoxical by nature example of quantum mechanical
description, having caused numerous experimental and
theoretical proposals[2–5]. Naturally, precisely because
of that a lot of attempts to trivialize the entire weak
value concept and underlying approach by refuting the
strangeness of anomalous weak value phenomenon have
been done. The most radical criticism was intended to
refer the entire effect of anomalous weak values just to
exotic post-selection procedures on the classical ensem-
bles which have nothing to do with quantum physics[6].
Whereas another studies [7, 8] tried to refer all the phe-
nomena related to weak values to the artefacts of strong
quantum fluctuations during the incompatible projective
measurements performed on the non-commuting observ-
ables very close to each other in the time domain. How-
ever, despite or due to such polar opinions on the true
meaning of weak values, that concept still remains a mys-
terious peculiarity in the body of conventional quantum
mechanics people still trying to understand and agree on.

So far, within the above-mentioned context, the aim
of this paper is to give a clear, natural and at the same
time, qualitatively novel quantum statistical explanation
to weak value phenomena, including anomalous weak val-
ues situation, within the standard ideology of quantum
mechanics all members of the community could agree on.
Especially, below I will show, in which way the statisti-
cal meaning of weak values is connected with the pro-
jective measurement-accompanied evolution of quantum
system, what are the restrictions on the ensemble size un-
der which the evolution of each quantum system of the
ensemble will be characterized by weak value of observ-
able and finally what is the quantum statistical role of
anomalous weak values in definition of quantum transi-
tion probabilities.

II. WEAK VALUES OF EVOLUTION

OPERATOR AND QUANTUM TRANSITION

PROBABILITY

Below I will keep most general theoretical description
taking into account the possibility of widest interpreta-

tion of related results, while the parallel with historically
first model system by Aharonov, Albert and Vaidman
[1] will be also maintained. Therefore, let us begin with
most common definition of weak value [1]

Aw =
〈f |Â|i〉
〈f |i〉 , (1)

where quantities Â, |i〉 and |f〉 have been already de-
fined in the above. Now let us use this expression in a
bit inconvenient way, not as widely known definition of
weak value, but as a new definition of transition ampli-
tude from pre- to post-selected quantum state via weak
measurement resulting in weak value

〈f |i〉 = 〈f |Â|i〉
Aw

. (2)

One can see that if weak value is defined by Eq.(1)
than Eq.(2) contains no new information as compared to
Eq.(1). However, below we will see that it actually does
if one takes Aharonov-Albert-Vaidman (AAV-) theoreti-
cal model in its most general fashion. Beforehand, let us
make quite straightforward trick, multiplying both sides
of Eq.(2) on projection 〈i|f〉 (which is always non-zero
by the assumption). Taking into account standard quan-
tum mechanical definition of the transition probability
Pi→f = |〈f |i〉|2 = 〈i|f〉〈f |i〉 between two arbitrary quan-
tum states |i〉 and |f〉 as well as common definition of

the projection operator Π̂f = |f〉〈f | on the state |f〉 one
obtains

Pi→f =
〈i|Π̂f Â|i〉
〈i|Π̂f Â|i〉w

, (3)

where we have introduced a new notation for weak
value as follows 〈i|Π̂f Â|i〉w = Aw the latter means that
standard definition (1) of operator weak value encodes
a special procedure of averaging in which projections of
the sort Π̂f = |f〉〈f | are involved, this procedure will be
discussed in details in what follows. Equation (3) already
contains something interesting enough since it defines
common quantum transition probability in a new way,
as the ratio between two different types of measurement
performed on a given quantum system (remember that

operator Â as well as any projection operator Π̂f = |f〉〈f |
both can be associated with certain type of measure-
ment on given quantum system). Namely, as it was ini-

tially introduced in Ref.[1], if Â represents certain con-
tinuous (but not necessary weak) quantum measurement

between pre- and post-selection, while post-selection Π̂f

itself is represented by another continuous quantum mea-
surement, which follows the measurement performed by
Â, then the numerator of Eq.(3) is the average over initial

(pre-selected) quantum state of two operators Â and Π̂f

acting on the system consequently. It is important that
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the numerator in the r.h.s. of Eq.(3) involves just one

act of projective measurement described by Π̂f , whereas
the denominator in the r.h.s. of Eq.(3) represents some-
thing more complicated. In what follows we will see that
in most general situation where weak values can appear
the denominator of Eq.(3) contains all possible sequences
of special projective measurements each representing a
definite modification of Π̂f . To see this in details, let us
turn to the situation have been discussed in Ref.[1].

As it was shown first in AAV-paper[1], in order to ob-

tain weak value of arbitrary operator Â one should con-
sider the quantum amplitude 〈f |ÛA|i〉 associated with

system’s evolution governed by evolution operator ÛA

between the states |i〉 and |f〉. Evolution operator ÛA

describes how the interaction associated with the pro-
cess of continuous measurement of observable A changes
initial (or pre-selected) quantum state of the system. In
Ref.[1] and further related papers the simplest form of

ÛA is chosen ÛA = exp(−iεAqÂ), where Â is an oper-
ator related to physical observable A of measured sys-
tem, while variable q - characterizes coordinate of the
detector (such a detector variable is usually counted as
one being normally distributed at the stage of system
pre-selection: Pdet ≈ exp(−(q − q0)

2/4∆2), where q0 -
is the center of detector coordinate distribution, ∆ is
its spread, while for the positive parameter εA in gen-
eral one has εA = εA(t), i.e. it is a function of time.

Obviously, operator ÛA describes system’s evolution due
to its interaction with detector, where corresponded in-

teraction Hamiltonian is ĤA = dεA(t)
dt

qÂ. Naturally, in

AAV-paper[1] for ĤA one has Â = σz , q = z and
dεA(t)

dt
= −µ (∂Bz/∂z) g[y(t, τw)], where ∂Bz/∂z is a gra-

dient of external magnetic field in z-direction, while func-
tion g[y(t, τw)] ∝ [θ(t+τw)−θ(t−τw)] is a ”square pulse”-
function of time (t ≥ 0, τw > 0) where the width of the
pulse τw is the electron’s ”time of flight” in y-direction
through the region of a non-zero gradient of Bz.
Now since the nature of operator Â in Eq.[3] is not

specified, i.e. it can be arbitrary, one can straightfor-
wardly re-write Eq.(3) with operator ÛA instead of Â.
This results in a remarkable relation

Pi→f =
〈i|Π̂f ÛA|i〉

〈i|ÛA(Π̂f )|i〉w
. (4)

Now it is time to notice that the main approximate
transformation of Ref.[1] which has led authors of that

paper to a weak value Aw of operator Â is the replace-
ment of a following exact time-propagator

〈f(t)|ÛA(t)|i〉
〈f |i〉 =

〈f(t)|Tt exp(−i
∫ t

0 dt
′ĤA(t

′))|i〉
〈f |i〉 (5)

by its weak-valued approximation

〈f(t)|ÛA(t)|i〉w = exp

(

−i

∫ t

0

dt′
〈f(t′)|ĤA(t

′)|i〉
〈f |i〉

)

(6)

here 〈f(t)|ÛA(t)|i〉w = exp(−iSw(t)) with Sw(t) =
∫ t

0
dt′ 〈f(t

′)|ĤA(t′)|i〉
〈f |i〉 = εA(t)qzAw represents a ”weak ac-

tion” for interaction Hamiltonian ĤA of the system. Such
weak action is proportional to weak value Aw of operator
Â. Since the total evolution operator Û(t) of two subse-

quent measurements can be written as product Û(t) =

Ûs(t)ÛA(t) in Eqs.(5,6) one can assign a part of total sys-

tem’s evolution due to Ûs(t) to the time evolution of a

”final” state bra-vector 〈f | in a way 〈f(t)| = 〈f |Ũs(t),

where Ũs(t) = exp(−iSst(t)B̂) is evolution operator with

”strong” action Sst(t) =
∫ t

τw
dt′Ĥs(t

′) related to strong

measurement (post-selection) with corresponded Hamil-

tonian (of strong measurement) Ĥs(t) = (dεst(t)/dt)qxB̂.

Here the operator B̂ of strong measurement normally
does not commute with operator Â of preceding weak
measurement and dεst(t)/dt ∝ [θ(t + τs) − θ(t − τs)]
is also a ”square pulse”-function of time with τs being
a characteristic time interval of a strong measurement
which is subsequent to weak measurement of interest
providing that τs > τw. As well, symbol Tt in the def-
inition (5) of system’s evolution operator ÛA(t) means
time-ordering operator acting on the time-dependent,
operator-valued exponential operator. Notice, also that
the ”pulse-functions” of time for the interactions respon-
sible for consequent weak and strong measurements of the
ensemble under condition τs > τw allows for the relation
TtÛs(t)ÛA(t) = Ûs(t)TtÛA(t) for the time-ordering, as
one can see also from Eqs.(5,6). In the case of the AAV-

model [1] one has B̂ = σx while Â = σz , that is why
classical variable q of the detector has different indices
(x and y) in definition of Ĥs(t) and ĤA(t), correspond-
ingly (see e.g. Ref.[1] for further details[9] ). (Here and
everywhere below we have put ~ = 1 for simplicity.)
Obviously, Eq.(5) represents exact statement, while

Eq.(6) is nothing but the result of a certain approxi-
mation. Practically, in the most simple cases, such as
e.g. one from AAV-paper[1], the latter approximation
can be made either assuming εA ≪ 1 or by taking a large
enough ensemble of N ≫ 1 identical quantum systems
and performing a weak measurement with ”ensemble-

averaged” interaction Hamiltonian H̃A = ĤA

N
on each

subsystem in the ensemble (see below). In the latter sit-
uation it is presumed that N is so large that commutator
[H̃A(t1), H̃A(t2)] tends to zero for arbitrary values of t1
and t2,. However, these assumptions provide the valid-
ity of Eq.(6) only for a single quantum object (e.g. for
one electron) while for the ensemble of N ≫ 1 identical
weakly measured quantum objects (e.g. for the beam of
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electrons being initially prepared in the same quantum
state |i〉 each) the validity of approximation (6) requires
more complicated analysis. Especially, as it will be shown
in the next section, the approximation (6) for the ensem-
ble of N ≫ 1 identical quantum particles breaks down
when N is large enough. It is important to mention here
that related condition (4) from Ref.[1] is not satisfactory
for such the analysis because condition (4) from [1] refers
to the ”cut off” of all higher orders in (5) due to the
initial gaussian distribution of just one particle’s coordi-
nate with small enough spread ∆ while for the ensemble
of N ≫ 1 identically prepared quantum particles one
has evident renormalization ∆ → ∆

√
N for the initial

spread of weakly measured observable. Thus, inequality
(4) from [1] breaks down in such the case for N ≫ 1.
Anyway, the approximation (6) turns out to be crucial
for the entire concept of operator weak values. There-
fore, one may think of Eq.(6) as of independent definition
of ”weak quantum evolution”, the latter can be regarded
as a special sort of quantum evolution associated with
the existence of weak values of a given weakly measured
observable between system’s pre- and post-selections. In
what follows I will reveal and explain the basic distinctive
features of a novel ”weak quantum evolution” (or simply,
weak evolution) phenomenon.

III. WEAK QUANTUM EVOLUTION

APPROACH: LIMITS OF APPLICABILITY

Now, the limits of the applicability for the approxima-
tion (6) of ”weak quantum evolution” should be clarified.
In order to establish to what extent the approximation
of Eq.(6) can be valid in most general cases one needs to
expand exact T-exponent in the Eq.(5)

〈f(t)|ÛA(t)|i〉
〈f |i〉 = 1− i

∫ t

0

dt1
〈f(t1)|H̃A(t1)|i〉

〈f |i〉

+(−i)2
∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2
〈f(t1)|H̃A(t1)H̃A(t2)|i〉

〈f |i〉

+ . . .+ (−i)n
∫ t

0

dt1 . . .

. . .

∫ tn−1

0

dtn
〈f(t1)|H̃A(t1) . . . H̃A(tn)|i〉

〈f |i〉 + . . .

(7)

Obviously, analogous temporal evolution of N ≫ 1
identical quantum systems is described by the opera-
tor ÛN,A(t) = ÛA(t)

⊗N where each operator ÛA(t) is
exponential with the ”ensemble-weighted” Hamiltonian

H̃A(t) = ĤA(t)
N

instead of ĤA(t). Notice, that the lat-
ter procedure of the the ”ensemble averaging” of the
first (weak) measurement on the system is introduced
here as obvious equivalent of the spread renormalization
∆ → ∆

√
N in the initial gaussian distribution of the

observable A eigenvalues for the ensemble of N identi-
cal quantum subsystems all being prepared (or, alterna-
tively, pre-selected) in the same initial quantum state |i〉.
In Eq.(7) the ”ensemble-averaged” Hamiltonian H̃A(t)
acts on the product state |iN 〉 = ⊓N

j=1 ⊗ |ij〉 and then
the result becomes projected on the other (post-selected)
product state |fN (t)〉 = ⊓N

j=1 ⊗ |fj(t)〉. Then series (5)
can be written for each among the N identical quantum
subsystems of the ensemble involving N pre- and post-
selected quantum states of subsystems being involved.
(Therefore, without the loss of generality we will skip
index j in what follows). Notice the time argument in
post-selected vector of state |fN(t)〉, it is due to the non-

zero Hamiltonian Ĥs(t) associated with ”strong” mea-
surement and needed for system post-selection. As the
result, for the ensemble of N identical quantum systems
one obtains

〈fN (t)|Ũ⊗N
A (t)|iN 〉 =

(

〈f(t)|ŨA(t)|i〉
)N

(8)

where ŨA(t) is from Eq.(7) with Hamiltonian H̃A(t) =

ĤA(t)/N . Due to non-orthogonality of states |i〉 and |f〉
one can always decompose |i〉 as follows |i〉 = |f〉〈f |i〉 +
|f̄〉〈f̄ |i〉, where vectors of states |f〉 and |f̄〉 form com-
plete orthonormal basis of eigenstates for Hamiltonian
ĤA(t) with properties: 〈f̄ |f〉 = 〈f |f̄〉 = 0 and 〈f |f〉 =
〈f̄ |f̄〉 = 〈i|i〉 = 1. Using such the completeness one
can write down a unit operator at t = 0 in the form
1̂
f,f̂

= |f〉〈f | + |f̄〉〈f̄ |. This enables one to introduce

a vector of state |̄i〉 = |f〉〈f |̄i〉 + |f̄〉〈f̄ |̄i〉 being ”com-
plementary” to |i〉, though not orthogonal to the latter
i.e. 〈̄i|i〉 = 〈i|̄i〉 6= 0 . One can always parametrize the
latter decompositions as follows |i〉 = cosθ|f〉 + sinθ|f̄〉
and |̄i〉 = cosθ|f〉 − sinθ|f̄〉, in the same fashion as it
was done for the ensemble of N spin-1/2 electrons in
AAV-paper of Ref.[1]. Evidently, for such the case one
has |f〉 = | ↑〉 and |f̄〉 = | ↓〉, while 〈f |i〉 = cosθ and
〈f̄ |i〉 = sinθ, where constant parameter θ represents the
angle of spin polarization in the xz-plane for the initial
(or pre-selected) quantum state of each electron in the in-
cident beam [1]. It is evident, that 〈̄i|f〉 = 〈f |̄i〉 = 〈f̄ |i〉
and 〈f̄ |̄i〉 = 〈̄i|f̄〉 = −〈i|f̄〉 = −〈f̄ |i〉.
Now let us introduce following general unit operator

(projector) 1̂f,f̄ (t) which acts as a unit operator at ar-

bitrary instant of time t, e.g. 1̂f,f̄ (t)|f(t)〉 = |f(t)〉 and

1̂f,f̄ (t)|f̄(t)〉 = |f̄(t)〉 in a following way

1̂
f,f̂

(t) = Ũ+
s (t)

(

|f〉〈f |+ |f̄〉〈f̄ |
)

Ũs(t)

= Ũ+
s (t)

(|i〉+ |̄i〉)
2〈f |i〉 〈f |Ũs(t) + Ũ+

s (t)
(|i〉 − |̄i〉)
2〈f̄ |i〉 〈f̄ |Ũs(t)

(9)

With the help of Eq.(9) one can rewrite decomposition
(7) as follows
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〈f |ŨA(t)|i〉
〈f |i〉 = 1− i

∫ t

0

dt1
〈f(t1)|H̃A(t1)|i〉

〈f |i〉

+(−i)2
∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2
〈f(t1)|H̃A(t1)1̂f,f̄ (t2)H̃A(t2)|i(t2)〉

〈f |i〉

+ . . .+ (−i)n
∫ t

0

dt1 . . .

∫ tn−1

0

dtn
〈f(t1)|H̃A(t1)1̂f,f̄ (t2) . . . 1̂f,f̄ (tn)H̃A(tn)|i(tn)〉

〈f |i〉
+ . . .

(10)

At this point from Eqs.(5,10) it becomes evident, that
in order to reduce propagator (8) to its weak quantum
evolution form of Eq.(6) with following desired form of

the propagator 〈f |ŨA(t)|i〉/〈f |i〉

〈f |ŨA(t)|i〉
〈f |i〉

∼= 〈i|ŨA(Π̂f ; t)|i〉w

= 1− i

∫ t

0

dt1
〈f(t1)|H̃A(t1)|i〉

〈f |i〉 +

(−i)2
∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2
〈f(t1)|H̃A(t1)|i(t1)〉〈f(t2)|H̃A(t2)|i〉

(〈f |i〉)2

+ . . .+ (−i)n
∫ t

0

dt1 . . .

∫ tn−1

0

dtn
〈f(t1)|H̃A(t1)|i(t1)〉 . . . 〈f(tn)|H̃A(tn)|i〉

(〈f |i〉)n
+ . . .

(11)

one should be able to neglect |f̄〉〈f̄ | - component in the

decomposition (9) of our projector 1̂f,f̄ (t) being substi-
tuted into the decomposition (10); another requirement
of the validity of Eq.(11) is the same (zero) phase of

two time-dependent amplitudes 〈i|i(t)〉 = 〈i|Ũs(t)|i〉 and
〈i|̄i(t)〉 = 〈̄i|Ũs(t)|̄i〉 meaning that one can also approxi-
mately neglect the |̄i〉〈f | contributions to the series (10).
Obviously, the first among two latter requirements can
be formulated as the restriction

N ≪
∣

∣

∣

∣

〈i|f̄〉
〈i|f〉

∣

∣

∣

∣

(12)

whereas the second one can be formulated as follows

arg{〈̄i|Ũs(t)|̄i〉} ∼= arg{〈i|Ũs(t)|i〉} ≃ 0, (13)

One can obtain relations (12,13) expanding a product
of N expansions (10) in the formula (8) under assump-
tion that the largest correction to expression (11) in the
formula

〈fN (t)|Ũ⊗N
A (t)|iN 〉w ∼= (〈f(t)|i〉)N

(

〈i|ÛA(Π̂f ; t)|i〉w
)N

(14)
should be much smaller than r.h.s. of Eq.(14).
Now it becomes clear that conditions (12,13) are com-

patible with each other and both result in the propaga-
tor of ensemble weak evolution of the type (6). Recall-

ing that, according to our presumed definition H̃A(t
′) =

ĤA(t
′)/N and ĤA(t

′) ∝ Â one immediately obtains

(

〈i|ÛA(Π̂f ; t)|i〉w
)N ∼= exp

(

−i

∫ t

0

dt′
〈i|Π̂f ĤA,I(t

′)|i〉
〈i|Π̂f |i〉

)

.

(15)

where ĤA,I(t) = Ũs(t)ĤA(t)Ũ
+
s (t) - is the Hamilto-

nian of weak measurement in the interaction representa-
tion with respect to Hamiltonian H̃s(t) in the evolution

operator Ũs(t) associated with certain strong measure-
ment (or post-selection) on the ensemble of given iden-
tical quantum systems. Notice, that in order to ”com-
pactificate” series (11) into the exponential function of
r.h.s. of Eq.(15) one needs one additional assumption
〈i(t1)|i(t2)〉 ∼= 〈i(t1)|i(t1)〉 which is, however, just a con-
sequence of the above derived restriction of Eq.(13).
Therefore, Eq.(14) can be rewritten in the form

〈fN (t)|Ũ⊗N
A (t)|iN 〉w ∼= (〈f(t)|i〉)N exp{−iεw(t)qAw}

(16)

with standard weak value Aw = 〈f |Â|i〉
〈f |i〉 of operator Â

(see Ref.[1]).
Here it is interesting to note that inequality being op-

posite to the limit (12), namely, N ≪
∣

∣〈i|f〉/〈i|f̄〉
∣

∣ -
should represent a condition of the validity of so-called
”null-weak values” approach developed in Ref.[10] as an
alternative which complements description via weak val-
ues. At the same time, the above derivation clearly shows
that in the absence of such strong inequalities as one of
Eq.(12), i.e. in all cases where N &

∣

∣〈i|f̄〉/〈i|f〉
∣

∣ - for
weak values, i.e. for very large statistical ensembles of
identical quantum systems (and/or for not very small
overlaps between pre- and post-selected quantum states),
overall weak quantum evolution (and, hence, the weak
values-) approach to temporal evolution of each quantum
system in such ensemble - breaks down (see also related
comments in the next section below).
From Eqs.(9-16) one can notice that the entire descrip-

tion of quantum dynamics caused by weak measurement
with post-selection in terms of weak values or, equally, in
terms of weak quantum evolution of the system can be
valid only under special restrictions (12,13). For instance,
in the case of parametrization being used in AAV-model
of Ref.[1] the conditions (12,13) connect the size N of the
ensemble of 1/2-spin electrons, the angle θ of pre-selected
1/2- spin polarization in the xz -plane for each particle
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of the ensemble together with the ”strength” εst(t)qx of
strong measurement associated with post-selection pro-
cess in the double Stern-Gerlach type of experiment con-
sidered in Ref.[1]. Namely, conditions (12,13) in terms of
this parametrization result in remarkable inequality

εst(t)qx sin(2θ) ≪ N ≪ tan(θ). (17)

which should restrict the limits of the applicability of
overall weak values approach from Ref.[1]. Also tak-
ing into account the spread renormalization ∆x,z;(N) =

∆x,z

√
N for the initial distribution of the ensemble of N

spin-1/2 particles (each with distribution of the spread
∆x,z) in the (x, z) plane in the double Stern-Gerlach ex-
periment from Ref.[1] one can derive from Eq.(17) fol-
lowing remarkable condition

∆x,z

√

εst(t)qx sin(2θ) ≪ ∆x,z;(w) ≪ ∆x,z

√

tan(θ).
(18)

on the spread ∆x,z;(w) = ∆x,z;(N) of initially prepared
ensemble which considerably restricts the existence of

weak values S
(w)
z of the z component of 1/2-spin in the

measurement outcome of double Stern-Gerlach experi-
ment from AAV paper of Ref.[1]. Therefore, if in such the
experiment one has initially prepared beam of N identi-
cal particles with the spread ∆x,z;(N) beyond the limits
of inequality (18) then corresponded quantum evolution
of such the ensemble in the process of two consequent
(weak and strong) measurements will not be one of a
weak type and hence it will not result in weak values in
the measurement outcome. Evidently, constraints (12,13)
and (17,18) signal about the limits of the applicability
of entire weak values- and weak quantum evolution ap-
proach. One can see that latter approach remains valid
only for high enough asymmetry in the probability am-
plitudes of pre- and post-selected quantum states (as it
takes place in AAV-model [1]) and only for finite-sized
statistical ensembles of identical quantum systems under
consideration (see also the related analysis in below).

IV. MEASUREMENT-DETERMINED

QUANTUM TRANSITION PROBABILITY

Further, with respect to identities |f〉〈f | = Π̂f and

〈i|f〉〈f |i〉 = 〈i|Π̂f |i〉 one can rewrite Eq.(11) in a follow-
ing way

〈i|ŨA(Π̂f ; t)|i〉w = 〈i|ŨA(Π̂
w
f ; t)|i〉

= 1− i

∫ t

0

dt1〈i|Π̃w
f H̃A,I(t1)|i〉+

(−i)2
∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2〈i|Π̃w
f H̃A,I(t1)|i〉〈i|Π̃w

f H̃A,I(t2)|i〉

+ . . .+ (−i)n
∫ t

0

dt1 . . .

∫ tn−1

0

dtn〈i|Π̃w
f H̃A,I(t1)|i〉 . . . 〈i|Π̃w

f H̃A,I(tn)|i〉

+ . . .

(19)

with H̃A,I(t) = Ũs(t)H̃A(t)Ũ
+
s (t).

In Eq.(19) I have introduced a new quantity, the pro-
jector

Π̃w
f =

Π̂f

〈i|Π̂f |i〉
(20)

which, evidently, can be treated as the operator of weak
conditioned measurement, or, alternatively, as the opera-
tor of strong fluctuative measurement. These two defini-
tions might seem controversial but one can easily justify
the validity of both.
Indeed, on one hand, operator (20) depends on both

pre-and post-selected quantum states (i.e. on |i〉 and
|f〉, correspondingly) this means it describes a projection
on the post-selected quantum state being conditioned to
chosen pre-selected quantum state of the system. On the
other hand, evident properties 〈i|Π̃f |i〉 = 〈i|i〉 = 1 and

〈f |Π̃f |f〉 = |〈f |f〉|2/|〈i|f〉|2 = 1/Pi→f mean that the

result of operator Π̃w
f action on the corresponded pre-

selected state |i〉 averaged over this pre-selected state
is the same as the result of scalar product 〈i|i〉 = 1
without any post-selection, i.e. the measurement de-
scribed by the operator Π̃w

f remains non-invasive for

the state |i〉 ”in average”. In this sense related projec-
tive measurement (20) is ”weak”. However, the opera-

tor Π̃w
f by its definition, transforms vectors of state |i〉

and |f〉 to vectors |f〉/〈i|f〉 and |f〉/|〈i|f〉|2, correspond-
ingly, which both tend to |i〉 if 〈i|f〉 → 1 and both di-
verge when 〈i|f〉 → 0 signalling about the appearance
of strong quantum fluctuations when one tries to project
certain initial (pre-selected) quantum state |i〉 to another
(post-selected) quantum state |f〉 being approximately
orthogonal to the former. Naturally, the latter situa-
tion happens when two near-orthogonal vectors |i〉 and
|f〉 correspond to two non-commuting variables and their
evolution is governed by two non-commuting Hamilto-
nians (corresponding to H̃A(t) and H̃s(t) ). Therefore,
one can think of the operator (20) as of the operator of
simultaneous measurement of two non-commuting vari-
ables. In particular, a variable associated with quantum
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state |i〉 remains well-defined in average after the pro-
jection defined by Eq.(20) onto another non-orthogonal
quantum state |f〉, while a simultaneous measurement
of the latter (i.e. of |f〉) would give a strongly fluctu-

ating result 〈f |Π̃f |f〉 = 1/|〈i|f〉|2 → ∞ when 〈i|f〉 → 0

if [H̃A(t), H̃s(t)] 6= 0. This fact, in turn, explains why
according to Eqs.(12,13,16,17) for large enough ensem-
bles, in the limit N → ∞, the picture of temporal evo-
lution (19) described by weak values breaks down. The
fact is that the limit N → ∞ describes the situation
[H̃A(t), H̃s(t)] → 0, where variables corresponded to vec-
tors |i〉 and |f〉 become effectively ”classical” and, hence,
strong quantum fluctuations during simultaneous mea-
surement of both quantum states - disappear since these
fluctuations average to zero due to extra contributions to
average (5) which cannot be captured by the approach
of ”weak evolution” of Eqs.(15,19).
Now one can see a deep quantum statistical sense

of formula (4) for transition probability between two
arbitrary quantum states. Taking into account that
from Eqs.(4,11,19) 〈i|ŨA(Π̂f ; t)|i〉w = 〈i|ŨA(Π̂

w
f ; t)|i〉-

describes quantum evolution of the state |i〉 with Hamil-

tonian H̃A(t) accompanied by all possible combinations
of strong fluctuative measurements of the post-selected
quantum state |f〉 one yields

Pi→f (t) = |〈f(t)|i〉|2 =
〈i|Π̂f ÛA(t)|i〉
〈i|ÛA(Π̂w

f , t)|i〉
(21)

for any two chosen pre- and post-selected quantum
states (|i〉 and |f(t)〉), arbitrary evolution operator ÛA(t)
of weak measurement between these states and weak
quantum evolution determined by Eq.(19) interrupted in
all possible moments of time by strong fluctuative- (or
weak-conditioned) measurements, one could perform by
means of operator (20). For the ensembles of identical
quantum systems the limits of the applicability of for-
mula(21) are defined by means of restrictions (12,13) on
the size of the related statistical ensemble, initial and
final quantum states overlap and the strength of post-
selecting ”strong” measurement.
One can conclude from all the above, that equation

(21) means that any transition probability from arbi-
trary quantum state |i〉 to another arbitrary quantum
state |f(t)〉 can be calculated, in principle, as the ra-
tio of two time-propagators corresponded to two different
types of system’s evolution between pre- and post-selected
quantum states of interest. Namely, the numerator of
Eq.(21) represents time-propagator describing quantum
evolution of the state |i〉 due to certain weak measure-

ment governed by arbitrary Hamiltonian H̃A,I(t) with
consequent post-selection of the chosen quantum state
|f〉 via arbitrary strong measurement. Whereas, the de-
nominator of Eq.(21) describes weak quantum evolution
of the system where a conventional time-evolution with
H̃A,I(t) gets interrupted by all possible combinations of
strongly fluctuating projective measurements (20) of the

post-selected quantum state |f(t)〉 performed at all pos-
sible stages of system’s temporal evolution.

Now, according to the common statistical meaning of
quantum transition probability between two arbitrary
(initial and final) quantum states |i〉 and |f(t)〉 , the ratio
(21) should be thought of as the number of ”successful”
system ”histories” (or trajectories in the time domain)
all resulting in just one successful measurement of post-
selected quantum state |f(t)〉 on all members of the en-
semble at final point t of ensemble’s ”history” - divided by
the total number of system’s ”histories” (or equally, time-
trajectories) those ended at t and contained all possi-
ble strong fluctuative- (or equally weak conditioned) suc-
cessful measurements of this post-selected quantum state
|f〉 on all ensemble’s members at all possible stages of
system’s weak quantum evolution. Such a representa-
tion via weak quantum evolution for arbitrary quantum
transition probability becomes possible due to fine-tuned
quantum fluctuations generated by all possible sequences
of weak- and strong fluctuative measurements of two
non-commutative observables each participating in given
quantum transition of the system from its initial to final
quantum state.

As the consequence of the above context, one can claim
that weak quantum evolution concept (with weak values
of corresponded observable) being introduced for arbi-
trary quantum system (or finite ensemble of identical
quantum systems) describes a fixed class of quantum evo-
lutions (or quantum trajectories) of a given quantum sys-
tem, where certain (post-selected) quantum state appears
most frequently as a result of related strong fluctuative-
(or weak conditioned) measurement during the time in-
terval of overall quantum evolution of the system. This
consequence is seemed to have some parallels with semi-
classical trajectories approach to weak values developed
earlier in Ref. [12]. Also here it is worth to point out on
the interesting connection has been revealed in Ref.[13]
between quantum Berry phase of target quantum system
during its evolution from pre- to post-selected quantum
state and a measurable weak value. In the above frame-
work such a connection could serve as one among finger-
prints of system’s weak quantum evolution.

The latter statements, in turn, mean that weak quan-
tum evolution and related weak values of quantum observ-
ables are not just abstract things or artefacts of quantum
calculation, but rather these terms reflect real strongly
correlated quantum effects in system’s temporal evolution
accompanying weak measurements on finite statistical en-
sembles of identical quantum systems with identical pre-
and post-selection. The above theory shows that such
the effects should accompany any quantum evolution of
any quantum system from its arbitrary initial to arbitrary
(non-orthogonal) final quantum state, in order to match
a conventional probabilistic meaning of quantum transi-
tion probability, which is prescribed a-priori to a given
quantum system with chosen initial and final quantum
states.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

In the above it was shown that quantum weak values
are, in fact, fingerprints of a more general novel quantum
phenomenon of weak quantum evolution for arbitrary
quantum system with pre- and post-selection being valid
in the presence of weak measurement in the process of
system’s evolution in the case of small overlap between its
pre- and post-selected quantum states, when such quan-
tum system is either unique or is a part of finite (and
not very large) statistical ensemble of identical quantum
systems (with identical pre- and post-selections). In the
above the concept of weak quantum evolution has been
introduced for the first time and explained qualitatively.
The limits of the applicability for weak quantum evo-
lution regime - and, hence, those for weak values have
been established. In particular, it has been found that
revealed weak regime of quantum evolution resulting in
weak values can take place only for finite (being not very
large) statistical ensembles of identical quantum systems
with fixed inequality between the size of ensemble and
overlap of pre-and post-selected quantum states. It was
shown, that such conditions of weak quantum evolution
regime should be applied to any realistic examples of a
model quantum ensemble including one from the seminal
Aharonov-Albert-Vaidman paper where the concept of
quantum operator weak values had been introduced for
the first time. As the result, it has been demonstrated
that the probability of quantum transition between two

arbitrary quantum states of the system can be defined via
introduced weak quantum evolution of a given quantum
system between those two quantum states. The latter
fact means that weak quantum evolution is real for any
quantum system: it governs quantum fluctuations in any
quantum system in order to fulfil the statistical meaning
of the probability of quantum transition from chosen ini-
tial to final state for given quantum system. The above
study is practically important because of the fast grow-
ing experimental background in the area of weak mea-
surements and weak values. On the other hand, weak
quantum evolution concept intimately connects the fact
of weak values existence with the existence of a conven-
tional quantum transition probability from pre-selected
to post-selected quantum state. The latter connection
represents a brand new angle of view on the entire weak
values problem, which is able to shed more light on fur-
ther interconnections in the body of conventional quan-
tum mechanics.
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