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Locality and m easurem ents w ithin

the SR m odelfor an objective

interpretation ofquantum m echanics

C laudio G arola� and Jaros law Pykaczy

One ofthe authors has recently propounded an SR (sem antic

realism ) m odelwhich shows,circum venting known no-go theo-

rem s,thatan objective(noncontextual,hencelocal) interpreta-

tion ofquantum m echanics (QM )ispossible. W e considerhere

com pound physicalsystem s and show why the proofsofnonlo-

cality ofQM do nothold within theSR m odel,which isslightly

sim pli�ed in thispaper. W e also discussquantum m easurem ent

theory within this m odel,note that the objecti�cation problem

disappearssincethem easurem entofany property sim ply reveals

itsunknown value,and show thattheprojection postulatecan be

considered asan approxim ate law,valid FAPP (forallpractical

purposes). Finally,we provide an intuitive picture thatjusti�es

som eunusualfeaturesoftheSR m odeland provesitsconsistency.
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1. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Oneofushasrecently proposed an SR m odelwhich providesan interpreta-

tion ofquantum m echanics(QM )thatisobjective.(1) Intuitively,objectivity

m eans here that any m easurem ent ofa physicalproperty ofan individual

sam pleofagiven physicalsystem revealsapreexisting valueofthem easured

property,thatdoesnotdepend on them easurem entsthatarecarried outon

thesam ple.1

The SR m odelis inspired by a series ofm ore generalpapersaim ing to

supply an SR interpretation ofQM thatisrealisticin asem anticsense,in the

fram ework ofan epistem ologicalposition called Sem antic Realism (briey,

SR;see,e.g.,Refs. 2-5):indeed,itshowshow an SR interpretation can be

consistently constructed. However,the SR m odelispresented in Ref. 1 by

using only thestandard languageofQM ,in orderto m akeitunderstandable

even to physiciststhatarenotinterested in theconceptualsubteltiesofthe

generaltheory.Butthetreatm entin Ref.1 doesnotdealexplicitly with the

specialcase ofcom pound physicalsystem s,hence neitherthe m easurem ent

problem northelocality/nonlocalityproblem areconsidered,even thoughthe

locality oftheinterpretation ofQM provided by theSR m odelisanticipated.

Therefore,weintend to discussbriey thesetopicsin thepresentpaper.

Ouranalysis begins with som e prelim inaries. W e discuss in Sec. 2 the

conceptofphysicalproperty from a logicalviewpoint,stressthatproperties

1M ore rigorously,objectivity can be intended asa purely sem antic notion,asfollows.

Any physicaltheory isstated by m eansofa generallanguagewhich containsa theoretical

language LT and an observativelanguage LO .Theform erconstitutestheform alapparatus

ofthe theory and containsterm sdenoting theoreticalentities(asprobability am plitudes,

electrom agnetic�elds,etc.).The latterislinked to LT by m eansofcorrespondence rules

that provide an indirect and partialinterpretation ofLT on LO . Furtherm ore,LO is

interpreted by m eans ofassignm ent rules which m ake som e sym bols ofLO correspond

to m acroscopicentities(aspreparing and m easuring devices,outcom es,etc.),so thatthe

elem entary sentencesofLO areveri�able,ortestable,sincethey stateveri�ableproperties

ofindividualobjectsofthe kind considered by the theory (note thatthisdoesnotim ply

thatalso the m olecularsentencesofLO aretestable).O n the basisoftheseassigm ents,a

truth theory is(often im plicitly)adopted thatde�nestruth valuesforsom eorallsentences

ofLO . Then, we say that physicalproperties are objective in the given theory ifthe

truth values ofall elem entary sentences ofLO are de�ned independently ofthe actual

determ ination ofthem thatm ay bedoneby an observer(forinstance,thecorrespondence

theory oftruth reachesthisgoalby m eansofa set-theoreticalm odel;by theway,wenote

thatthistruth theory entailsonly a form ofobservative,orm acroscopic,realism ,even if

itiscom patible with m oredem anding form sofrealism ).
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having di�erentlogicalorderscorrespond to di�erentkindsofexperim ental

procedures,and notethatthepropertiesrepresented by projection operators

in standard QM orin the SR m odelare �rstorderpropertiesonly;we also

pointoutthat,even ifevery stateS ofthephysicalsystem can beassociated

with a �rst order property (the support FS ofS),recognizing an unknown

state requiresexperim entalprocedurescorresponding to higherorderprop-

erties,which isrelevantto thetreatm entofthem easurem entproblem ,aswe

show in Sec.6.Furtherm ore,webriey analyzein Sec.3som etypicalproofs

ofnonlocality ofstandard QM and individuate in them a com m on general

schem e,notwithstanding theirdi�erences.

Bearing in m ind theaboveprelim inaries,wedealwith thelocality prob-

lem from the viewpoint ofthe SR m odelin Sec. 4. W e provide �rstly a

slightly sim pli�ed version ofthem odel,and then notethattheobjectivein-

terpretation ofQM provided by itsuppliesan intuitive localpicture ofthe

physicalworld and avoidsa num berofparadoxes,since objectivity im plies

locality. Butthis entails thatthe argum ents exam ined in Sec. 3 m ust fail

to hold,otherwise one would get a contradiction. Thus,we dedicate the

restofSec. 4 to show thatthe proofsofnonlocality in Sec. 3 are actually

invalid within theSR m odel,so thatno inconsistency occurs.Asa byprod-

uctofouranalysis,we getthatBell’sinequalitiesdo notprovide a testfor

distinguishing localrealistictheoriesfrom QM .

W ethen com eto quantum m easurem entsand observein Sec.5 thatthe

SR m odelavoidsthem ain problem ofstandard quantum m easurem entthe-

ory,i.e.,the objecti�cation problem ;we also note that m easurem ents still

play a nonclassicalroleaccording to theSR m odel,sincechoosing a speci�c

m easurem entestablishes which propertiescan be known and which rem ain

unknown,butpointoutsom e relevant di�erences between thisperspective

and thestandard QM viewpoint.M oreover,weshow in Sec.6 thatthefur-

therproblem ofdouble (unitary/stochastic)evolution ofquantum m easure-

m enttheory disappearswithin theSR m odel,sincestochasticevolution can

beconsidered asan approxim atelaw thatisvalid forallpracticalpurposes;

wealso discusssom econsequencesoftheprojection postulatethatillustrate

furtherthe di�erencesexisting between the interpretation ofthe m easuring

processaccording to theSR m odeland thestandard interpretation.

Finally, we provide in Sec. 7 an intuitive picture that justi�es som e

relevant features ofthe SR m odeland proves its consistency by m odifying

theextended SR m odel(1) in which m icroscopic propertiesareintroduced as

theoreticalentities.
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2. PH Y SIC A L PR O PERT IES,STAT ES A N D SU PPO RT S

Considerthefollowingsetsofstatem entsin thestandard languageofphysics.

(i)\Theenergy ofthesystem fallsin theinterval[a,b]".

\Thesystem hasenergy E and m om entum ~p attim et".

(ii)\The energy ofthesystem fallsin the interval[a,b]with frequency f

wheneverthesystem isin thestateS".

\Ifthesystem hasenergy E,then itsm om entum is~p with frequency f".

(iii)\Theenergy ofthesystem fallsin theinterval[a,b]with a frequency

thatism axim alin thestateS".

\Ifthe system hasenergy E,then itsm om entum is ~p with a frequency

thatism axim alwheneverthesystem isin thestateS".

Allthese statem ents express,in som e sense,\physicalproperties" ofa

physicalsystem .Butthese propertieshavenotthesam elogicalstatus,cor-

respond to conceptually di�erent experim entalapparatuses,and a careful

analysis oftheir di�erences is usefulifone wants to discuss the objective

interpretation ofQM provided by the SR m odelin the case ofcom pound

physicalsystem s. Therefore,letusprelim inarily observe thatthe word sys-

tem in the above statem ents actually m eans individualsam ple ofa given

physicalsystem ,orphysicalobject according to the term inology introduced

in the SR m odel(indeed the term physicalsystem iscom m only used in the

standard language ofphysics for denoting both classes ofphysicalobjects

and individualsam ples,leavingtothecontextthechargeofm akingclearthe

speci�cm eaning thatisadopted).Then,letusnotethatthe�rststatem ent

in (i)assignstheproperty

F=having energy thatfallsin theinterval[a,b]

to a physicalobject,whilethesecond statem entassignstheproperties

E=having energy E attim et,

P=having m om entum ~p attim et.

ThepropertiesF,E,P are�rstorderpropertiesfrom a logicalviewpoint,

sincethey apply to individualsam ples,and each ofthem can betested (in a

given laboratory)by m eansofa singlem easurem entperform ed by a suitable

idealdichotom ic registering device having outcom es 0 and 1 (ofcourse,E

and P can betested conjointly only ifthey arecom m easurable).

Letuscom eto thestatem entsin (ii).These assign second orderproper-

ties to ensem bles ofphysicalobjects. To be precise,in the �rststatem ent

one considers the ensem ble ofobjects thatpossess the property F and the

ensem ble ofobjectsthatare in the state S,and the second orderproperty
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regardsthenum berofobjectsin theirintersection,which m ustbesuch that

itsratio with thenum beroftheobjectsin S isf.Analogously,in thesecond

statem entoneconsiderstheensem bleofobjectsthatpossesstheproperty E

and theensem bleofobjectsthatpossessthepropertyP,and thesecond order

property regardsthenum berofobjectsin theirintersection,which m ustby

such thatitsratio with thenum berofobjectsthatpossesstheproperty E is

f.The�rstofthesepropertiescan betested by producing a given num berof

physicalobjectsin the state S,perform ing m easurem ents ofthe �rstorder

property F on itselem ents,counting the objectsthathave the property F,

and then calculating arelativefrequency.Thesecond property can betested

by m eansofanalogousprocedures(which requirem easurem entsof�rstorder

propertieson anum berofobjects)ifE and P arecom m easurable,whilethere

isnoproceduretestingitin standard QM ifE and P arenotcom m easurable.

Finally, the statem ents in (iii) assign third order properties to sets of

ensem bles. The property in the �rst statem ent can be tested (in a given

laboratory)by producingsetsofensem bles,perform ingm easurem entsof�rst

orderpropertiesonallelem entsofeachensem ble,calculatingfrequencies,and

�nallycom paringtheobtained results.Thepropertyin thesecond statem ent

requires analogous procedures,which m ay exist or not,depending on the

com m easurability ofE and P.

Itisnow apparentthatone could take into account furtherstatem ents

containing properties ofstillhigher order. Our discussion however is suf-

�cient to prove the m ain point here: properties ofdi�erent logicalorders

appearin thecom m on languageofphysics,and propertiesthataredi�erent

when looked at from this logicalviewpoint are also di�erent from a phys-

icalviewpoint. Ofcourse,nothing prohibits that a �rst order property F

be attributed to som e or allelem ents ofan ensem ble ofphysicalobjects:

but �rst order properties m ust be distinguished from higher order proper-

ties,and,in particular,from correlation properties,which usually aresecond

orderpropertiesthatestablish relationsam ong�rstorderproperties(theex-

am pleaboveshowsthatthem easurem entofa property ofthiskind requires

the com parison ofsetsofresultsobtained by m easuring �rstorderproper-

ties). W e shallsee that this distinction is relevant when dealing with the

m easurem entproblem in Sec.6.

From a m athem aticalviewpoint, only �rst order properties are repre-

sented directly within standard QM .To be precise, let (L(H ),�) be the

lattice ofallorthogonalprojection operators on the Hilbert space H ofa

physicalsystem , and let L be the set of all�rst order properties ofthe
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system . According to standard QM ,every elem ent of(L(H ),�)represents

bijectively (in absenceofsuperselection rules)an elem entofL.Forthesake

ofbrevity,wecallany elem entofL physicalproperty,orsim ply property,in

thefollowing,om itting thereference to thelogicalorder.

The set L can be endowed with the partialorder induced on it by the

m athem aticalorder� de�ned on L(H )(thatwestilldenoteby �),and the

lattice(L,�)isusuallycalled thelatticeofpropertiesofthesystem .Itfollows

thatevery pure state S can be associated with a m inim alproperty FS 2 L

thatisoften called the support ofS in the literature (see,e.g.,Ref. 6). To

be precise,ifS is represented in H by the vector j’i,FS is the property

represented by theone-dim ensionalprojection operatorP’ = j’ih’ j,which

obviously is such that P’ � P for every P 2 L(H ) such that jjPj’i jj2=

1. Itisthen apparentthatFS can be characterized asthe property thatis

possessed by a physicalobjectx with certainty (i.e.,with probability 1)i� x

isin the state S.Indeed,forevery vectorj’0irepresenting a pure state S0,

onegetsjjP’ j’
0ijj2= 1 i� j’0i= ei� j’i,hencei� S0= S.

The existence ofa support for every pure state ofa physicalsystem is

linked with theproblem ofdistinguishing di�erentpurestates,orpurestates

from m ixtures,in standard QM .Indeed,there isno way in thistheory for

recognizing experim entally thestateS ofa singlephysicalobjectx whenever

this state is not known (for the sake ofbrevity,we assum e here that S is

a pure state): even ifone m easureson x an observable A thathasS asan

eigenstate corresponding to a nondegenerate eigenvalue a,and gets just a

(equivalently,ifone teststhesupportFS ofS and getsthatFS ispossessed

by x),one cannotassertthatthe state ofx wasS before the m easurem ent,

sincetherearem any statesthatcould yield outcom ea and yetaredi�erent

from S (forinstance,allpurestatesthatarerepresented by vectorsthatare

notorthogonaltothevectorrepresentingS).Butifoneacceptsthede�nition

ofstatesasequivalence classesofpreparing devicespropounded by Ludwig

(and incorporated within the SR m odel(1)) one can know whether a given

preparing device � preparesphysicalobjectsin the state S (briey,onecan

recognizeS)by m easuring m ean valuesofsuitable observables,which isob-

viously equivalent to testing second order properties. The sim plest way of

doing that is testing FS on a huge ensem ble ofobjects prepared by � by

m eansofan idealdichotom ic device r: indeed,one can reasonably assum e

that� belongsto the state S whenever r yields outcom e 1 on allsam ples,

thatis,wheneverFS ispossessed by every physicalobjectx prepared by �

or,equivalently,them ean valueofFS is1.In particular,ifS isan entangled
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stateofa com pound physicalsystem m adeup by two subsystem s,thispro-

cedureallowsoneto distinguish S from a m ixtureM S corresponding toS via

biorthogonaldecom position (see,e.g.,Ref. 7). Also thisrem ark isrelevant

to thequantum theory ofm easurem ent(seeSec.6).

3. N O N LO C A LIT Y W IT H IN STA N D A R D Q M

The issue ofnonlocality ofQM wasstarted by a fam ouspaperby Einstein,

Podolskiand Rosen (EPR),(8) which however had di�erent goals: indeed,

itaim ed to show thatsom e reasonable assum ptions,am ong which locality,

im ply thatstandard QM isnotcom plete(in a very speci�csenseintroduced

bytheauthors),henceitcannotbeconsidered asa�naltheoryofm icroworld.

Lateron,thethoughtexperim entproposed by EPR,regarding two physical

system sthathave interacted in the past,wasreform ulated by Bohm (9) and

a num beroffurtherthoughtexperim entsinspired by itwere suggested and

used in order to point outthe conict between standard QM and locality.

Hence,onebriey saysthatstandard QM isa nonlocaltheory.

Asanticipated in Sec. 1,we wantto schem atize som e typicalproofsof

nonlocality in thissection,in orderto preparetheground to ourcriticism in

Sec.4.Forthesakeofclearness,weproceed by steps.

(1)TheexistingproofsofnonlocalityofQM can begrouped in twoclasses

(see,e.g.,Ref10).(i)Theproofsshowing thatdeterm inisticlocaltheoriesare

inconsistent with QM .(ii)The m ore generalproofs showing that stochastic

localtheories (which include determ inistic localtheories) are inconsistent

with QM .Forthesakeofbrevity,wewillonly considertheproofsin (i).Itis

indeed rathereasy to extend ouranalysisand criticism to theproofsin (ii).

(2)W edenoteby QPL in thefollowing a setofem piricalquantum laws,

which m ay bevoid (intuitively,aphysicallaw isem piricalifitcan bedirectly

checked,atleastin principle,by m eansofsuitableexperim ents,such as,for

instance,the relationsam ong com patible observables m entioned in the KS

condition;(1)am oreprecisedistinction between em piricalandtheoreticallaws

willbe introduced in Sec. 4,(2)). W e denote by LOC the assum ption that

QM isa localtheory (in thestandard EPR sense,2 thatcan berephrased by

2\Sinceatthetim eofm easurem entthetwo system sno longerinteract,no realchange

can take place in the second system in consequence ofanything thatcan be done to the

�rstsystem ".(8)
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saying thata m easurem ent on one ofm any spatially separated subsystem s

ofa com pound physicalsystem does not a�ect the properties ofthe other

subsystem s).Finally,wedenoteby R thefollowing assum ption.

R.The valuesofallphysicalpropertiesofany physicalobjectare prede-

term ined forany m easurem entcontext.

(3)Bearing in m ind thede�nitionsin (2),thegeneralschem eofatypical

proofofnonlocality isthefollowing.

Firstly,oneprovesthat

QPL and LOC and R ) (notQM ),

or,equivalently,

QM ) (notQPL)or (notLOC)or (notR).

Secondly,sinceQM ) QPL,onegets

QM ) (notLOC)or (notR).

Finally,oneprovesthat

QM and (notR)) (notLOC),

so thatoneconcludes

QM ) (notLOC).

(4)Letusconsidersom eproofsofnonlocalityand show thattheyactually

follow theschem ein (3).

Bell’soriginalproof.(11) Here,theBohm variantoftheEPR thoughtex-

perim ent is considered (which refers to a com pound system m ade up by a

pairofspin-1/2 particlesform ed som ehow in thesingletspin stateand m ov-

ing freely in oppositedirections).Then,a Bell’sinequality concerning som e

expectation values(hencea physicallaw linking second orderproperties,see

Sec.2)isdeduced by using assum ptionsLOC and R togetherwith a perfect

correlation law (PC:ifthem easurem enton oneoftheparticlesgivesthere-

sultspin up along theu direction,then a m easurem enton theotherparticle

givesthe resultspin down along the sam e direction),which isan em pirical

law linking �rstorderpropertiesand following from the generaltheoretical

lawsofQM .Thededuction isbased on thefactthatassum ption R allowsone

to introduce hidden variables specifying the state ofa physicalsystem in a

m orecom pleteway with respecttothequantum m echanicalstate.Then,the

expectation valuespredicted by QM aresubstituted in the Bell’sinequality

and found to violateit.

Theaboveprocedurecan besum m arized bytheim plication PC and LOC

and R ) (notQM ),which m atchesthe�rststep in thegeneralschem e,with

PC representing QPL in thisparticularcase.OnethusobtainsQM ) (not

8



LOC)or (notR)and concludesthatQM contradictslocalrealism .Thelast

step in the schem e was notdone explicitly by Belland can be carried out

by adopting,forinstance,theproofthatPC and LOC ) R (hencePC and

(notR)) (notLOC))propounded by Redhead.(12)

W eadd thatthesam eparadigm ,with PC asaspecialcaseofQPL,occurs

in di�erentproofs,asW igner’s(13) and Sakurai’s.(14) In theseproofs,however,

an inequality isdeduced (stillbriey called Bell’sinequality)thatconcerns

probabilitiesratherthan expectation values.

Clauser etal.’s proof.(15) This proofintroduces a generalized Bell’s in-

equality,som etim es called BCHSH’s inequality,that concerns expectation

values(hence itexpressesa physicallaw linking second orderproperties,as

Bell’sinequality). Thisinequality iscom pared with the predictionsofQM ,

�nding contradictions.BCHSH’sinequality isdeduced by using LOC and R

only,so thatoneprovesthatLOC and R ) (notQM ),henceQPL isvoid in

thiscase.Therestoftheproofcan becarried outasin thegeneralschem e.

Greenbergeretal.’sproof.(16) Hereno inequality isintroduced.A system

offour correlated spin-1/2 particles is considered,and the authors use di-

rectly a perfectcorrelation law PC1 (thatgeneralizesthePC law m entioned

above),R and LOC3 in orderto obtain a contradiction with anotherperfect

correlation law PC2,hencewith QM .Thus,theauthorsprovethatPC1 and

LOC and R ) (notQM ),which m atchesthe�rststep in thegeneralschem e,

with PC1 representing QPL in thiscase.Again,therestoftheproofcan be

carried outasin thegeneralschem e.

M erm in’s proof.(17) Also thisproofdoesnotintroduce inequalities. The

authortakesinto accounta system ofthree di�erentspin-1/2 particles,as-

sum esa quantum physicallaw linking �rstorderproperties(the productof

foursuitably chosen dichotom icnonlocalobservablesisequalto -1)together

with LOC and (im plicitly)R,and showsthatthislaw cannotbeful�lled to-

getherwith othersim ilarlawsfollowingfrom QM .Thus,also M erm in proves

an im plication ofthe form QPL and LOC and R ) (notQM ),from which

theargum entagainstLOC can becarried outasin thegeneralschem e.

(5)Theanalysisin (4)showsthattheschem ein (3)providesthegeneral

structure ofthe existing proofsofnonlocality. In thisschem e,assum ptions

R and LOC play a crucialrole. Let us therefore close our discussion by

3To be precise,the authorsintroduce,besidesLO C,realism and com pleteness in the

EPR sense. These assum ptionsare howeverequivalent,asfarasthe proofisconcerned,

to assum ption R.
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com paringR and LOC with theassum ption ofobjectivity (briey,O),which

playsinstead a crucialrolein theproofsofcontextuality ofstandard QM .(5)

Letusnote�rstlythatassum ption R expressesam inim alform ofrealism .

This realism can be m eant in a purely sem antic sense,as objectivity (see

Sec. 1),hence it is com patible with various form s ofontologicalrealism

(as the assum ption about the existence ofelem ents ofreality in the EPR

argum ent4)butdoesnotim ply them .(4) Yet,R isweakerthan O.Indeed,O

entailsthatthevaluesofphysicalpropertiesareindependentofthem easuring

apparatuses(noncontextuality),whileR m ay hold alsoin acontextualtheory

(asBohm ’s),since itrequiresonly thatthevaluesofphysicalpropertiesare

notbroughtinto being by thevery actofm easuring them .5

Letusnote then thatO also im pliesLOC,since itentailsin particular

thatthe propertiesofthe subsystem s ofa com pound physicalsystem exist

independently ofany m easurem ent. By putting this im plication together

with the im plication O ) R,one gets O ) LOC and R.However, the

converse im plication does not hold,since R and LOC are com patible with

theexistenceofm easurem entsthatdo notinuenceeach otherata distance

butinuence locally the valuesofthe propertiesthatare m easured. Thus,

weconcludethatR and LOC areglobally weakerthan O.

4. R EC O V ER IN G LO C A LIT Y W IT H IN T H E SR M O D EL

Itiswellknown thatnonlocalityofstandard QM raisesanum berofproblem s

and paradoxes.However,ithasbeen proven in severalpapers(see,e.g.,Refs.

4 and 18-20) that the generalSR interpretation of QM invalidates som e

typicalproofsofnonlocality. Basing on ouranalysisin Sec. 3,we wantto

attain in thissection a sim ilarresultwithin thefram ework oftheSR m odel,

which has the substantialadvantage ofavoiding a num ber oflogicaland

epistem ologicalnotions,m aking things clear within the standard language

ofQM .To thisend,we use throughoutin the following the de�nitionsand

conceptsintroduced in Ref.1.

4\If,withoutin any way disturbing a system ,wecan predictwith certainty (i.e.,with

probability equalto 1) the value ofa physicalquantity,then there exists an elem ent of

physicalreality corresponding to thisphysicalquantity".(8)

5In orderto avoid m isunderstandings,we note explicitly thatassum ption R coincides

with assum ption R in Ref. 4 and notwith assum ption R in Ref. 5,which isinstead the

assum ption ofobjectivity.
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Itisim portantto observe thatweareled to question theproofsofnon-

locality not only for generaltheoreticalreasons (in particular,attaining a

m ore intuitive localpicture ofthe physicalworld)but also to avoid incon-

sistencies. Indeed,as we have anticipated in Sec. 1,the proofs in Sec. 3

raisea consistency problem .For,should they bevalid within theSR m odel,

QM would bea nonlocaltheory also according to thism odel:but,then,the

m odelcould notprovidean objectiveinterpretation ofQM ,sinceobjectivity

entailsboth R and LOC (see(5)in Sec.3).

Forthesakeofclearness,weagain proceed by steps.

(1)Letussum m arizesom efeaturesoftheSR m odeland introducein it

som esim pli�cationsthatm akeitm oreintuitive and easy to handle.

Firstly,the m ain feature ofthe m odelisthe substitution ofevery phys-

icalobservable A ofstandard QM with an observable A 0 in which a no-

registration outcom e a0 isadded to the spectrum ofA .Thisisan old idea.

Yet,a0 isinterpreted in the m odelasa possible resultofa m easurem entof

A 0 providing inform ation aboutthephysicalobjectthatism easured,which

introducesanew perspective,sincetheoccurrenceofa0 isusually attributed

to a lack ofe�ciency ofthe m easuring apparatus.The fam ily ofproperties

associated with an observableA 0 isthen EA 0
= f(A 0,�)g � 2B(R))

(whereB(R)

denotesthe�-ring ofallBorelsetson thereallineR).

Secondly,states are de�ned as in standard QM ,and allproperties are

assum ed to be objective,hence the inform ation about a physicalobject x

followingfrom theknowledgeofitsstateisincom plete.Thus,thereisasetof

propertiesthatarepossessed byallobjectsin thestateS(thesetofproperties

that are certainly true in S,see Sec. 5),but di�erent objects in S m ay

di�erbecause offurtherproperties.One can then focuson som e additional

properties,take them (togetherwith S)asinitial,orboundary,conditions,

andconsiderthesubsetofallobjectsinS thatpossessthem .Di�erentchoices

ofthe additionalpropertieslead to di�erentsubsets(which m ay intersect).

W e briey say thatone can considerdi�erentphysicalsituations.Itisthen

apparentthatthese situations can be partitioned in two basically di�erent

classes. Indeed, one can choose as additionalproperties the property of

beingdetected and som efurtherproperties(possibly none)thatarepairwise

com m easurable(i.e.,sim ultaneously m easurable,seeRef.1):in thiscasean

accessible physicalsituation is considered. On the contrary,ifone chooses

the property ofbeing notdetected or som e furtherpropertiesthatare not

pairwisecom m easurable,a nonaccessible physicalsituation isconsidered.
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Thirdly,the following nonclassicalM etatheoreticalGeneralized Principle

holds within the SR m odel(the sam e principle was stated in a num ber of

previouspapers,basing on generalargum ents,see,e.g.,Refs.3 and 5).

M GP.A physicalstatem entexpressingan em piricalphysicallaw istruewhen-

everan accessiblephysicalsituation isconsidered,butitm aybefalse(aswell

astrue)whenevera nonaccessible physicalsituation isconsidered.

Finally,propertiesarerepresented byprojection operators,asin standard

QM ,buttherepresentation isnotone-to-one,sincetheproperty(A 0,�),with

a0 =2 �,and theproperty(A 0,�[fa 0g)arerepresented bythesam eoperator.

Thisfeature,however,m akesthe SR m odelunnecessarily com plicate,since

the representation ofany property (A 0,�),with a 0 2 �,is not needed in

the following (nor to reach the conclusions in Ref. 1). Thus,we m odify

it here by sim ply assum ing that projection operators represent bijectively

(up to a physicalequivalence relation,see Ref.1)allpropertiesofthe form

(A 0,�),with a 0 =2 �,whileallrem ainingproperties,thoughenteringphysical

reasonings,haveno m athem aticalrepresentation.Then,weassum ethatthe

probabilityofagiven propertyoftheform (A 0,�),witha 0 =2 �,foraphysical

objectin agiven statecan beevaluated,in everyaccessiblephysicalsituation,

by referringtotherepresentation ofstatesand propertiesand usingtherules

ofstandard QM (thenam eSR m odelwillrefertothissim pli�ed version ofthe

m odelfrom now on).Itfollowsin particularthatallquantum lawsexpressed

by thestandard m athem aticallanguageofQM link only propertiessuch that

a0 =2 �,which becom esintuitively clearwithin the picture provided atthe

end (seeSec.7).

(2)M GP isan epistem ologicalprincipleregarding therangeofvalidity of

physicallaws,anditim pliesachangein ourwayoflookingatthelawsofQM ,

notachangeinthelawsthem selves.M oreover,itprovidesthem ainargum ent

againstthe standard proofsofnonlocality,thatare thuscriticized from an

epistem ologicalratherthan from atechnicalviewpoint.M GP playstherefore

a crucialrole within the SR m odel,and itm ay be usefulto reconsiderhere

som eargum entsthatsuggestintroducing it.

Letusbegin by m aking clearthedistinction between em piricaland the-

oreticalphysicallawsthatispresupposed by M GP.In any theory,hence in

QM ,a law issaid to be em piricalifitisobtained from theoreticallaws of

theform alapparatusofthetheory via correspondencerulesand isexpressed

by a testable sentence ofthe observative language ofthe theory (see foot-

note 1),so thatit m ay undergo a process ofem piricalcontrol(theoretical

12



lawscan then beseen asschem esoflaws,from which em piricallawscan be

deduced(21)).Thisde�nition,however,doesnotm ean thatan em piricallaw

can always be checked. Let us consider,for exam ple,an em piricallaw in

which only pairwise com m easurable �rstorderproperties appear. Ifx isa

physicalobject(in a state S)thatisdetected and,furtherm ore,additional

propertiesarechosen thatarepairwisecom m easurable,and theseproperties

are pairwise com m easurable with allproperties appearing in the law,then

an accessible physicalsituation is considered (see (1)),and one can check

both whetherx actually hasallthehypothesized propertiesand whetherthe

law holds. On the contrary,whenever x is not detected,or it is detected

but additionalproperties are chosen that are not pairwise com m easurable

with the propertiesappearing in the law,a nonaccessible physicalsituation

isconsidered,and itisim possibleeithertom akeacheck (ifx isnotdetected)

orto check both whetherx hasthehypothesized propertiesand whetherthe

law holds(ifx isdetected).

The above exam ple shows that one can consider physicalsituations in

which an em piricalphysicallaw cannot,in principle,be checked. Itisthen

consistentwith theoperationalphilosophy ofQM toassum ethatthevalidity

ofan em piricallaw can be asserted only in accessible physicalsituations,

which directly leadsto M GP.

Finally,we note that,whenever an em piricallaw linking physicalprop-

ertiesisexpressed by m eansofthestandard m athem aticallanguageofQM ,

then onlyobjectsthatareactuallydetected areautom aticallyconsidered,be-

causeofthesim pli�cation ofthem odelintroduced in (1).Also in thiscase,

however,nonaccessiblephysicalsituationscan occurwheneverpropertiesap-

pear in the initialconditions (see (1)) that are represented by projection

operatorswhich do notcom m utewith theprojection operatorsrepresenting

thepropertiesthatappearin thelaw.

(3)Letuscom enow toourcriticism ofthestandard proofsofnonlocality.

Because ofouranalysis in Sec. 3,(4),thiscriticism can be carried outby

referring to theschem e in Sec.3,(3).Letus�rstly show thatthestandard

proofsofnonlocality are doubtfuleven ifthe SR m odelisignored. To this

end,note thatalso assum ption R,though weaker than objectivity,im plies

thatnonaccessible physicalsituationscan be considered. Indeed,itfollows

from R thata value isde�ned forevery property ofa physicalobjectx and

forevery m easurem entcontext,so thatitissu�cientto choosea setofnon-

com m easurablepropertiesforconsidering asituation ofthiskind.M oreover,
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direct inspection shows that the schem e in Sec. 3,(3) is not exhaustive.

Indeed,allproofs ofnonlocality considered in Sec. 3,(4) use,besides the

explicitassum ptionsstated in the schem e,the im plicitassum ption thatall

em piricalquantum laws can be applied to physicalobjects in every physical

situation,beitaccessibleornot.Thisassum ption isproblem aticifviewed at

from a standard operationalquantum viewpoint,since itintroduceswithin

QM a classicalconception ofem piricalphysicallaws (we therefore callit

M etatheoreticalClassicalPrinciple orbriey M CP,(3) in thefollowing6).

Letuscom e,however,to the SR m odel. W ithin thism odel,objectivity

im pliesthataccessible and nonaccessible physicalsituationsm ustbe intro-

duced,and M CP can be proven to break down by m eans ofan exam ple,

while the weaker M GP holds.(1) Thus,the proofsin Sec. 3,(4)are invalid

and the consistency problem pointed outatthe beginning ofthissection is

avoided.

To com pleteourargum ent,itrem ainsto pointoutwhereexactly each of

theaforesaid proofsusesM CP.Letusdiscussthisissuein som edetails.

(4)Firstly,letusconsiderBell’s,(11) W igner’s(13) and Sakurai’s(14) proofs.

Here,itisim m ediatetoseethatthePC law isapplied repeatedly tophysical

objects that are hypothesized to possess spin up along non-paralleldirec-

tions.Hence,thislaw isdirectly applied in nonaccessiblephysicalsituations,

im plicitly adopting M CP and violating M GP.

Secondly,letusconsiderClauser’setal.’s(15) proof. Thisproofdeserves

specialattention,since no physicallaw linking �rstorderpropertiesisused

in it.Therefore,letusobservethattheBCHSH inequality containsasum of

expectation valuesin which noncom patible observablesoccur.Hence,every

expectation value m ust be evaluated m aking reference to di�erent sets of

physicalobjects: allobjects are prepared in the sam e entangled state (to

be precise,the singlet state),butin each set only com m easurable physical

propertiesare m easured,which di�erfrom setto set. The sam e procedure

isneeded ifthequantum inequality corresponding to theBCHSH inequality

isconsidered.Yet,according to theSR m odel,theexpectation valuesin the

BCHSH inequality are evaluated taking into accountallphysicalobjectsin

each set.On thecontrary,thequantum rulesprovide probabilitiesreferring

6NotethatM CP im pliesassum ingtheKS condition stated by K ochen and Specker\for

the successfulintroduction ofhidden variables" in theirproofofcontextuality ofQ M ,(22)

and then adopted in allsuccessive proofs ofcontextuality. Hence,our present criticism

generalizesthe criticism to the K S condition carried outin Ref.1.
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to accessiblesituationsonly,(1) hencetheexpectation valuesin thequantum

inequality take into account only the subsets ofobjects that are actually

detected in each set. These subsets are selected by apparatusesthatdi�er

from setto set,and could be unfairstatisticalsam ples ofthe whole setto

which they belong,since in each set the m easurem ents select,because of

theno-registration outcom ethatcan occur,(1) a subsetofphysicalobjectsin

which thestatisticalrelationsam ongthem easured propertiescan bedi�erent

from the relationsthathold in the originalsetand from the relationsthat

hold in theothersets.Thus,theBCHSH and thequantum inequality cannot

beidenti�ed,and no contradiction with QM occurs.

Notethatwehaveavoided usingM GP in theaboveargum entsinceM GP

hasnotbeen justi�ed explicitly in the case ofem piricallawslinking second

orderproperties(see (2);itisinteresting to observe thatthe argum entcan

then beused in orderto justify M GP in thiscase).ButifoneacceptsM GP,

one can sim ply say that the quantum predictions on probabilities can be

invalid,because ofM GP,ifalso physicalobjects in nonaccessible physical

situations are considered,as in the BCHSH inequality: hence,identifying

thisinequality with thecorresponding quantum inequality violatesM GP.

Thirdly, let us consider Greenberger et al.’s(16) proof. Here, di�erent

perfectcorrelation lawsPC1 and PC2 areapplied tothesam ephysicalobject,

and thepropertiesin PC1 arenotallcom m easurable with the propertiesin

PC2.Henceanonaccessiblephysicalsituation isenvisaged in which PC1 and

PC2 areassum ed to bevalid,im plicitly adopting M CP and violating M GP.

Finally,letusconsiderM erm in’s(17) proof.Here,di�erentquantum laws

are applied to a given physicalobject,and there are observablesin som e of

the lawsthatare notcom patible (in the standard sense ofQM )with som e

observables in the other laws. From the viewpoint ofthe SR m odel,this

producesanonaccessiblephysicalsituation in which som eem piricalphysical

lawsareassum ed to bevalid,im plicitly adopting M CP and violating M GP.

(5)Com ing back to the schem e in Sec.3,(3),ourargum entsin (3)and

(4)abovecan besum m arized by saying thattheim plication QPL and LOC

and R ) (notQM )m ustbesubstituted by QPL and LOC and R and M CP

) (notQM ),which doesnothold within the SR m odel(and iscriticizable

even within standard QM ,see(3)),so that(notLOC)doesnotfollow from

QM .

W e note explicitly that one can stillobject that our argum ents in (3)

are not conclusive. Indeed,objectivity does not im ply only R and LOC,
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as pointed out in Sec. 3,(5),but also the weaker assum ptions that are

introduced when considering localstochastictheories(asthefactorization of

probabilitiesin objectivelocaltheories,see,e.g.,Ref.10),so thatoneshould

stillshow thatthe proofsthatthese theoriesare inconsistent with QM are

invalid within theSR m odel.Aswehaveanticipated in Sec.3,(1),however,

itiseasy to extend ourargum entsin (3)in orderto attain thisinvalidation.

(6)Theresultobtained in (3)raises,in particular,theproblem oftherole

ofBell’sinequalities.Indeed,theseinequalitiesareusuallym aintained topro-

videcrucialtestsfordiscrim inating between localrealism and QM (see,e.g.,

Refs.7and 23).Onem ay then wonderaboutwhatwould happen,according

to the SR m odel,ifone should perform a testofa Bell’sinequality: would

it be violated or not? The answer is that there are basically two kinds of

Bell’sinequalities,asouranalysisin Sec.3,(4)shows.Thoseobtained from

assum ptionsLOC and R only,asBCHSH’sinequality,arecorrecttheoretical

form ulaswhich arenotepistem ically accessible,hencecannotbetested (see

also Refs. 4 and 24,where however the originalBell’s inequality was not

classi�ed properly). Any physicalexperim enttestssom ething else (correla-

tionsam ong com m easurable propertiesofphysicalobjectsthatareactually

detected),henceyieldstheresultspredicted byQM .Nocontradiction occurs,

sincetheinequalitiesthatcan betested in QM could beidenti�ed with Bell’s

inequalitiesonly violating M GP.Thus,thelatterinequalitiesdo notprovide

m ethods for testing experim entally whether either QM or localrealism is

correct,according to the SR m odel. But the di�erence between quantum

inequalitiesand Bell’sinequalitiesprovesthatsom equantum lawsregarding

com pound system sfailto hold in nonaccessible physicalsituations.

The above argum entsdo notapply to the inequalitiesthatare deduced

by usingrepeatedly anon void setQPL ofem piricalquantum lawsbesidesR

and LOC.Theseinequalitiesaresim ply incorrectaccordingtotheSR m odel,

sincethey arededuced by applyingQPL in nonaccessiblephysicalsituations.

5. O B JEC T IV IT Y A N D M EA SU R EM EN T

TheobjectiveinterpretationofQM provided bytheSR m odelavoidsfrom the

very beginningthem ain problem ofthequantum theoryofm easurem ent,i.e.

theobjecti�cation problem .Indeed,itallowsoneto interpreta m easurem ent

ofa property F on a physicalobject x as an inquiry about whether F is
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possessed ornotby x,notasan objecti�cation ofF.Generally speaking,this

bringsback them easurem entproblem to classicalterm s.

It m ust be stressed, however, that som e typicalquantum features do

notdisappearin the SR m odel. In particular,the existence ofa non-trivial

com m easurability relation prohibitsonefrom testingallpropertiespossessed

byagiven physicalobjectxconjointly,sothattheknowledgeofallproperties

ofx in a given state cannot be provided by any m easurem ent. It is thus

interestingtoinquirefurtherintotheknowledgeofpropertiesthatoneattains

when the state ofx isspeci�ed. Therefore,let ussuppose thatx isin the

(pure)state S represented by the vectorj’i.7 Itiseasy to see thatin the

SR m odel(as in standard QM ) a subset ES exists,m ade up by properties

thatarecertainly true in S (thatis,have probability 1 in S).To beprecise,

ES containsallpropertiesoftheform (A 0,�)such that:

(i)A 0 isaphysicalobservableobtained from an observableA ofstandard

QM by adding a no-registration outcom ea0,seeSec.4,(1);

(ii)� isa Borelseton thereallineR thatincludesa 0;

(iii)(A 0,�nfa 0g)isrepresented byaprojection operatorP on theHilbert

spaceH ofthesystem such thatPj’i= j’i.

Indeed,ifA 0 ism easured,oneeithergetsoutcom ea0 (x isnotregistered)or

an outcom e thatbelongsto �nfa 0g,since standard quantum ruleshold for

evaluating the probability of(A 0,�nfa 0g)in the state S (see Sec. 4,(1)),

and kPj’ik2 = 1 because of(iii). Analogously,one sees thata subset E?S
m adeup by propertiesthatarecertainly false in S (thatis,haveprobability

0 in S)exists. To be precise,E?S containsallpropertiesofthe form (A 0,�)

such thatA 0 isde�ned asin (i),� isa Borelseton the realline thatdoes

notinclude a0,and (A 0,�) isrepresented by a projection operatorP such

thatPj’i= 0. Thus,one obtainsthatthe speci�cation ofthe state S ofx

providesinform ation aboutthepropertiesin thesetES [ E
?

S .

ThesetES[E
?

S ,however,isstrictlycontained inthesetE ofallproperties,

each ofwhich isobjectiveaccordingtotheSR m odel.Itisindeed easy tosee

thatthere are propertiesin En(ES [ E?S )such thatone cannotdeduce from

knowing S whetherthey are possessed ornotby x. Hence,the inform ation

provided by S isincom pletewithin theSR m odel(seeSec.4,(1)).Thishas

7Becauseofthe projection postulate,in standard Q M onecan obtain physicalobjects

in thestateS by choosing an observableA thathasS aseigenstatebelonging to a nonde-

generateeigenvaluea,perform ing idealm easurem entsofA and selecting theobjectsthat

yield the outcom e a. Thisprocedure (with A 0 in place ofA )isstillvalid within the SR

m odel(seeSec.6,Eq.(1)).

17



m any relevantconsequences.Letuspointoutheresom eofthem .

Firstly,som e pairwise com m easurable propertiesin En(ES [ E?S )can be

tested,so that for each ofthem one can say whether it was possessed or

notby x (in thestateS)beforethem easurem ent,increasing ourinform ation

on x withoutintroducing contradictions. Thispossibility doesnotoccurin

standard QM ,where a property thathasnotprobability 1 or0 isnotreal

in S,and a test actualizes it,so that one can say that it is possessed or

not by x only after the m easurem ent (hence,in general,in a state that is

di�erentfrom S).Thus,conjointknowledge ofpairsofarbitrary properties

can beobtained in som ecasesin theSR m odel.Forexam ple,wheneverone

can predictthatx possessesa property F1 attim e tand a m easurem entof

anotherproperty F2 on x attyieldsoutcom e 1,then one knowsthatboth

F1 and F2 arepossessed by x att,whateverF1 and F2 m ay be.

Secondly,note that the conjoint knowledge m entioned above does not

survive,in general,aftert,since the interaction between x and them easur-

ing apparatusm ay changethestateofx (thisissuewillbediscussed in m ore

detailsin Sec.6,referring to thespecialcaseofidealm easurem ents).W hat-

everitm ay be,however,such a change doesnotim ply thatthe properties

ofx m ustbedi�erentafterthem easurem ent:itonly im pliesa m odi�cation

ofour knowledge about the properties that are certainly possessed or not

possessed by x.In di�erentwords,a m easurem entchangesour inform ation

aboutx,butdoesnotchangenecessarily thepropertiesofx (though a change

ofpropertiesm ay occurbecauseoftheinteraction with them easuring appa-

ratus).Again,thisperspective isdi�erentfrom the perspective ofstandard

quantum m easurem ent theory,in which a change ofstate im pliesa change

ofthe propertiesthatare actualforx. W e briey callepistem ic conception

ofstates in thefollowing thenew viewpointintroduced by theSR m odel.

6. T H E PR O JEC T IO N PO ST U LAT E

Our discussion ofm easurem ents within the SR m odelin Sec. 5 is carried

out by considering the m icroscopic physical system and the m acroscopic

m easuring apparatus as distinct physicalentities,according to a standard

elem entary way ofdealing with m easurem ent processes. It is wellknown,

however,that som e crucialproblem s occur in standard QM whenever one

triestoselectthesubclassofapparatusesperform ingideal(repeatable)m ea-

surem entsand treatthem asm acroscopicquantum system s,in orderto pro-
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videa m orecom pletedescription ofthem easurem entprocessby considering

thecom pound system form ed by them icroscopicsystem plusthem easuring

apparatuswithin standard QM .Indeed,two m ajordi�cultiesoccur.

(i)Theunitaryevolutionofthewholesystem predicted bytheSchr�odinger

equation im pliesthatapureinitialstateevolvesintoapure�nalstate,which

m ay beentangled in such a way thatneitherthem icroscopicsystem northe

m acroscopicapparatuspossessindividualproperties.8

(ii)Theexperim entalsituation attheend ofa m easurem entisdescribed

in standard QM by theprojection postulate,which can bejusti�ed whenever

the com ponent subsystem s are considered separately.9 Yet,the projection

postulate leads to predict a stochastic evolution according to which the �-

nalstate ofthe whole system isa m ixture ratherthan a pure state (to be

precise,the m ixture corresponding to the �nalstate in (i)via biorthogonal

decom position8). This prediction im plies that the com ponent subsystem s

possessindividualproperties,which isconsistentwith observativedata (one

can indeed observepropertiesofthem easuring apparatusdirectly).Butitis

then unclearhow thestochasticevolution can bereconciled with theunitary

evolution thatshould occuraccording to the Schr�odingerequation,and,in

particular,with nonobjectivity.

The attem pts to solve the above problem s have produced a huge and

generally known literature,thatwe do notlisthere forthe sake ofbrevity.

Rather,wewould liketo providein thissection a �rst,qualitativetreatm ent

oftheseproblem sfrom theviewpointoftheSR m odel.

First ofall,we note that we have not yet introduced any assum ption

8W erem ind that,in orderto know whetherthisoccurs,onecan considerthebiorthog-

onaldecom position ofthe vector j�i representing the �nalstate S,according to which

j�i =
P

i2I

p
pi j’ii j i

i,with I a set ofindexes,pi > 0,
P

i2I
pi = 1,j’

i
i and

j 
i
i vectors representing states ofthe m icroscopic object and m acroscopic apparatus,

respectively. W henever fj’
i
ig

i2I
and fj 

i
ig

i2I
are bases in the Hilbert spaces ofthe

two com ponent subsystem s,it is easy to verify (by considering any projection operator

representing a physicalproperty ofone ofthe two subsystem s)thatneitherofthese m ay

possessindividualproperties. By the way,we also rem ind thatthe biorthogonaldecom -

position allowsone to associatea state M S,which isrepresented by the density operator

� =
P

i2I
pi j’iij i

ih’
i
jh 

i
j,with the pure stateS.O fcourse,M S isa m ixture (and

di�ersfrom S)ifI containsm orethan an elem ent.
9By using the sym bolsin footnote 8,werem ind thatthisjusti�cation can be attained

by representing the �nalstate S by m eansofthe projection operatorP S = j�ih� jrather

than by m eansofthe vectorj�i,and then perform ing a partialtrace ofPS with respect

to the subsystem thatone doesnotwantto consider.
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abouttim e evolution in theSR m odel.However,consistency with standard

QM suggestsoneto m aintain thatalso in thism odelthevectorrepresenting

a purestateofthewholesystem undergoesunitary evolution.Furtherm ore,

oneisalsoled tom aintain that,wheneveridealm easurem entsareperform ed

and thea0 outcom edoesnotoccur,theprojection postulateprovidesa good

description ofprobabilitiesand �nalstatesofthesystem .

Let us com e now to di�culties (i) and (ii) above. It is apparent that

the assum ption ofunitary evolution,though identicalto the standard QM

assum ption,doesnotraiseanyproblem within theSR m odelwhen applied to

them easurem entprocess.Indeed,objectivity im pliesthatevery conceivable

property ofm icroscopicsystem orm easuringapparatuseitherispossessed or

notby thesubsystem thatisconsidered,even ifonecannotgenerally know a

prioriwhich ofthetwo alternativesoccurs(itfollows,in particular,thatno

specialargum ent,oradditionalassum ption,orm odi�cation oftim eevolution

is needed in order to explain m acroscopic objectivity). This im plies that

di�culty (i)disappears.Furtherm ore,also thecontradiction in (ii)between

unitary and stochastic evolution is far less relevant because ofobjectivity,

since allproperties ofthe com ponent subsystem s are actualaccording to

both descriptionswithin the SR m odel. Hence,one can safely resortto the

old idea ofreconciling thetwo descriptionsby assum ing thatoneofthem is

theoretically rigorous,the otherone isapproxim ate. In orderto im plem ent

this idea,let us provide a possible schem e ofdescription ofthe m easuring

processwithin the SR m odel,m atching the standard sim pli�ed description

ofthisprocessthatisused in m any booksin orderto show in an elem entary

way thatunitary evolution doesnot�tin with the evolution predicted via

projection postulate(see,e.g.,Ref.25).

Forthe sake ofsim plicity,letusconsider a discrete,nondegenerate ob-

servable A 0 with eigenvaluesa0,a1,a2,... and letj 0i,j 1i,j 2i,... be

the vectorsrepresenting the statusesofa m acroscopic apparatusm easuring

A 0 that correspond to a0,a1,a2,... respectively. Furtherm ore,let j’1i,

j’2i,... be vectors in the Hilbertspace ofthe m icroscopic system x such

that,ifx isin thestatedescribed by j’ii,eitheritisnotdetected (outcom e

a0)orthe outcom e ai isobtained. W henever the initialstate ofthe whole

system before the m easurem entisrepresented by the productvectorj�
(i)

i i

= j’iij 0i,the�nalstateattheend ofthem easurem entisrepresented by

thevector
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j�
(f)

i i= tij’iij ii+ t
0

ij’
0

iij 0i; (1)

where j ti j
2 and j t

0

i j
2= 1� j ti j

2 are the probabilities of the ai and

the a0 outcom es,respectively, and j’
0

ii is an unknown �nalstate ofthe

m icroscopicsystem .Ifoneassum esthatthewholesystem undergoesunitary

evolution and thatitsinitialstateisrepresented by theproductvectorj�(i)i

= (
P

i
cij’ii)j 0i,the�nalstateisrepresented by thevector

j�
(f)
i=

X

i

citij’iij ii+
X

i

cit
0

ij’
0

iij 0i: (2)

Ifonerequiresconsistency with thestandard picture,thestateSf represented

(up toanorm alization constant)by thevector
P

i
citij’iij iishould coin-

cidewith thestatepredicted by standard QM .Theabovedescription shows

thatSf isgenerally di�erent from the �nalstate ofallsam ples atthe end

ofthem easurem ent,and refersto thesam plesofthewholesystem in which

the a0 outcom e does not occur,that are selected by the observer through

directinspection ofthe apparatus(which doesnotintroduce contradictions

because ofthe epistem ic conception ofstates pointed out in Sec. 5;note

thattheselection perform ed by theobserverplaystheroleofa second m ea-

surem enton thewholesystem ,withoutim plying,however,any problem atic

objecti�cation induced by theconscience oftheobserverhim self).

Letusrem ind now thatstandard QM showsthatonecannotdistinguish

an entangled state from the m ixture corresponding to it (via biorthogonal

decom position8)by sim ply consideringprobabilitiesofpropertiesofthecom -

ponentsubsystem s separately.(26) Butifone considers in standard QM the

entangled state Sf produced by unitary evolution atthe end ofa m easure-

m ent,onem aym aintain thatSf can bedistinguished from thecorresponding

m ixture M Sf
predicted via projection postulate by m eansofrepeated m ea-

surem ents ofthe support FSf ofSf on set ofsam ples ofthe whole system

consistingofthem icroscopicsystem plusthem acroscopicm easuringappara-

tus(seeend ofSec.2).Thisishoweverim possiblein practice.Alternatively,

one could m easure a num ber ofcorrelation properties by m aking m easure-

m entsof�rstorderpropertieson the two subsystem s separately (see again

Sec.2;itm ay alsooccurthatdi�erentcorrelation propertiesrequirem easur-

ing di�erentnoncom m easurableobservableson them acroscopicapparatus).

Butalso thisprocedure ispractically im possible. Hence,itisreasonable to

m aintain within the SR m odelthatthe description ofthe sam plesin which

21



thea0 outcom edoesnotoccurby m eansofM Sf
isan approxim ation,which

isequivalent FAPP (forallpracticalpurposes) to the description provided

by Sf. Thus,because ofobjectivity,stochastic evolution can be seen asan

approxim ate law,valid fora specialclassofm easuring devices(perform ing

idealm easurem ents)and in accessible physicalsituations,which avoidsthe

com plicationsofacom pletequantum description ofthem easurem entprocess

and ishardly distinguishablefrom thecorrecttheoreticallaw.

The problem s raised by the projection postulate are thus greatly un-

dram atized in ourperspective. M oreover,thispostulate provides a correct

description ofthem icroscopic system aftera m easurem entin standard QM

(see(ii)above),hence also within the SR m odelifone considersonly physi-

calobjectsthatareactually detected.W ethereforeclosethissection pointing

out som e consequences ofit in the fram ework ofthe SR m odeland show-

ing thatthese consequences are consistentwith the generalrem arkson the

m easurem entprocessm adein Sec.5.

To begin with,letusobserve thatone can introduce a physically m ean-

ingfulrelation ofconsistency on thesetofallpurestatesofaphysicalsystem

in theSR m odelbysayingthatthepurestatesS1 and S2 areconsistenti�the

vectorsj’1iand j’2ithatrepresentthem ,respectively,arenotorthogonal.

Indeed,ifS1 and S2 areconsistent,thereisno property thatiscertainly pos-

sessed by aphysicalobjectxifxisin thestateS1 and certainly notpossessed

ifx isin the state S2. On the contrary,such a property existsifS1 and S2
arenotconsistent.Thus,S1 and S2 areconsistenti� x can possessthesam e

properties in the state S1 and in the state S2 (ofcourse,we cannot know

whetherthisactually occurs,since the knowledge ofthe state ofa physical

objectprovidesonlyincom pleteinform ation aboutitsproperties,seeSec.5).

Then,the description ofm easurem ents provided by the projection pos-

tulatehasthefollowing featuresin theSR m odel(seealso Ref.3).

(i) The �nalpure state Sj ofa physicalobject x after a m easurem ent

ofan observable A 0 that yields the (possibly degenerate) eigenvalue aj is

consistent with the pure state S ofx before the m easurem ent. Indeed,S

and Sj are represented by non-orthogonalvectors. Thisim pliesthatx m ay

possess the sam e properties before and afterthe m easurem ent. Hence,the

m easurem entproducesa change ofour inform ation aboutx,butitdoes not

necessarily im ply a changeofthe propertiesofx (though a changeoftheset

ofpropertiespossessed by x m ay actually occurbecause ofthe interaction

ofthephysicalobjectwith them easuring apparatus).W ethusget,by using

theprojection postulate,thesam eresultthatwehaveobtained by m eansof
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generalargum entsinSec.5(which introduces,aswehavealreadyobserved,a

viewpointthatisdeeplydi�erentfrom theviewpointadoptedbythestandard

quantum m easurem enttheory).

Note that ifSj and Sk are the pure states predicted by the projection

postulate afterdistinctm easurem entson a physicalobjectx in the state S

thatyield theeigenvaluesaj and ak oftheobservableA 0,respectively,Sj and

Sk are not consistent,since the vectors representing them are orthogonal.

This m atches with the fact that the properties FSj = \having value aj of

A 0" and FSK = \having valueak ofA 0",thatarethesupportsofSj and Sk,

respectively,arem utually exclusive.

(ii)LetSa and Sb bethepurestatespredicted by theprojection postulate

after(ideal)m easurem ents on a physicalobjectx in the state S thatyield

the eigenvalues a and b ofthe observables A 0 and B0,respectively. Then,

Sa and Sb can be consistent even when the properties Fa = \having value

a ofA 0" and Fb = \having value b ofB0",thatare the supportsofSa and

Sb,respectively,are noncom m easurable. This occurs whenever the vectors

j’aiand j’bithatrepresentSa and Sb,respectively,arenotorthogonal,and

intuitively m eansthatx m ay possessboth propertiesFa and Fb conjointly,

even ifonecannotgenerally know whetherthisoccursby m eansofaconjoint

m easurem entofthem (yet,one can attain thisknowledge in som e casesby

m eans ofa prediction followed by a m easurem ent,aswe have seen in Sec.

5).Again,thisfeaturedistinguishestheviewpointprovided by theSR m odel

from thestandard interpretation,according towhich Fa and Fb can neverbe

sim ultaneously realforthephysicalobjectx.

7. A N IN T U IT IV E PIC T U R E FO R T H E SR M O D EL

Ourtreatm entofthelocality and m easurem entproblem sin theprevioussec-

tionshasbeen carried outby referringtotheSR m odelin which m acroscopic

propertiesonlyareconsidered,sothatstrictoperationalrequirem entsareful-

�lled (though theSR m odeldoesnotadoptaveri�cationistattitude,seeRef.

1).Therefore,ourperspective doesnotprovide an intuitive pictureofwhat

isgoing on atthe m icroscopic level. Butifone acceptsintroducing m icro-

scopic properties ofphysicalobjects such a picture becom es possible and

ithasbeen recently propounded by one ofusasan autonom ousm odel(27),

based on the extended SR m odel expounded in Ref. 1 but bringing in it

som e im portantcorrections. The new m odelprovidesa sam ple ofobjective
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interpretation ofQM ,and allrelevantfeaturesoftheSR m odelhold in it(in

particular,M GP),so thatitcan beregarded from ourpresentviewpointas

a set-theoreticalproofofthe consistency ofthe SR m odel. Forthe sake of

com pletenesswethereforereporttheessentialsofithere.

To begin with,we acceptthe correspondence ofm icroscopic and m acro-

scopic properties established in the fram ework ofthe extended SR m odel.

To be precise,we assum e thatevery m icroscopic physicalsystem ischarac-

terized by a setE ofm icroscopic physicalproperties(which play the roleof

theoreticalentities),and thatevery sam ple ofthe system (physicalobject)

eitherpossessesordoesnotpossesseach property in E.M oreover,every m i-

croscopicproperty fin E correspondstoam acroscopicpropertyF = (A 0,�),

whereA 0 isan observableand �aBorelseton thereallinesuch thata 0 =2 �,

henceisrepresented by thesam eprojection operatorthatrepresents(A 0,�).

W henevera physicalobjectx isprepared by a given preparing device� (for

thesakeofsim plicity weassum eherethattheequivalenceclassof� isapure

stateS,seeRef.1,Sec.2)and A 0 ism easured by m eansofa suitableappa-

ratus,thesetofm icroscopicpropertiespossessed by x producesaprobability

(which iseither0 or1 ifthem odelisdeterm inistic)thattheapparatusdoes

notreact,so thattheoutcom ea0 m ay beobtained.In thiscase,a nonacces-

sible physicalsituation occurs,and we cannotgetany explicit inform ation

aboutthe m icroscopic physicalpropertiespossessed by x. In particular,we

cannotassertthatthey are related asthe projection operatorsrepresenting

them arerelated by thelawsofstandard QM ,which isconsistentwith M GP.

If,on thecontrary,theapparatusreacts,an outcom edi�erentfrom a0,say a,

isobtained,and we areinform ed thatx possessesallm icroscopic properties

associated with m acroscopicpropertiesoftheform F = (A 0,�),where � is

a Borelsetsuch thata0 =2 � and a 2 � (forthesakeofbrevity,wealso say

thatx possesses allm acroscopic propertiesasF in thiscase). Then,when-

evera law ofstandard QM isconsidered,both accessible and nonaccessible

physicalsituationsm ayoccur,and onlyin theform ersituationswecan assert

thatthe m icroscopic propertiesofx are related asthe projection operators

representing them in thegiven law.

Letuscom enow to ourintuitivepicture.W heneverthepreparing device

� isactivated repeatedly,a (�nite)setS ofphysicalobjectsin thestateS is

prepared.Letuspartition S intosubsetsS(1),S(2),...,S(n),such thatin each

subsetallobjectspossessthesam em icroscopic properties,and assum ethat

a m easurem ent ofan observable A 0 isdone on every object. Furtherm ore,

letusintroducethefollowing sym bols.
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N:num berofphysicalobjectsin S.

N 0:num berofphysicalobjectsin S thatarenotdetected.

N (i):num berofphysicalobjectsin S(i).

N
(i)

0
:num berofphysicalobjectsin S(i) thatarenotdetected.

N
(i)

F
: num ber ofphysicalobjects in S(i) that possess the m acroscopic

property F = (A 0,�)corresponding to them icroscopicproperty f.

Itfollowsfrom ourabove interpretation thatthe num berN
(i)

F
eitherco-

incides with N (i)�N
(i)

0 or with 0. The form er case occurs whenever f is

possessed by theobjectsin S(i),sinceallobjectsthataredetected then yield

outcom ein �.Thelattercaseoccurswheneverf isnotpossessed by theob-

jectsin S(i),since allobjectsthataredetected then yield outcom edi�erent

from a0 butoutside�.In both casesonegenerally getsN
(i)�N

(i)

0
6= 0 (even

ifN (i)�N
(i)

0
= 0 m ay also occur,in particularin a determ inistic m odel),so

thatthefollowing equation holds:

N
(i)

F

N (i)
=
N (i)� N

(i)

0

N (i)

N
(i)

F

N (i)� N
(i)

0

: (3)

The term on the leftin Eq. (3)representsthe frequency ofobjectspos-

sessing the property F in S(i),the �rst term on the rightthe frequency of

objectsin S(i) thataredetected,thesecond term (which eitheris1 or0)the

frequency ofobjectsthatpossesstheproperty F in thesubsetofallobjects

in S(i) thataredetected.

Thefrequency ofobjectsin S thatpossesstheproperty F isgiven by

1

N

X

i

N
(i)

F
=
N � N 0

N
(
X

i

N
(i)

F

N � N 0

): (4)

Letusassum e now thatallfrequenciesconverge in the large num berlim it,

so thatthey can besubstituted by probabilities,and thattheseprobabilities

do notdepend on the choice ofthe preparation � in S (which isconsistent

with the de�nition ofstatesin Ref. 1,Sec. 2). Hence,ifone considersthe

largenum berlim itofEq.(3),onegets

P
(i)t

S
(F)= P

(i)d(F)P
(i)

S
(F); (5)

whereP
(i)t

S
(F)isinterpreted astheoverallprobability thataphysicalobject

xpossessingthem icroscopicpropertiesthatcharacterizeS(i) alsopossessthe

propertyF,P
(i)d

S
(F)astheprobabilitythatxbedetected when F ism easured
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on it,P
(i)

S
(F)(which eitheris0 or1)asthe probability thatx possessthe

property F when detected.M oreover,ifoneconsidersthelargenum berlim it

ofEq.(4)and rem indstheinterpretation ofquantum probabilitiesin Sec.4,

(1),itisreasonabletoassum ethatthesecond term on therightconvergesto

thestandard quantum probability PS(F)thata physicalobjectin thestate

S possesstheproperty F,so thatonegets

P
t
S(F)= P

d(F)PS(F); (6)

where P t
S(F)isinterpreted asthe overallprobability thata physicalobject

x in a state S possess the property F and P d
S(F) as the probability that

x be detected when F is m easured on it. Thus,one can m aintain that a

broader theory em bodying QM can be conceived, according to which the

standard quantum probability PS(F)is considered as a conditionalrather

than an absolute probability. Ofcourse,Eq. (6)isalso com patible with a

m odelin which P d(F)isinterpreted asthee�ciency ofanon-idealm easuring

apparatus.Yet,ourpicturepredictsthatP d(F)m aybelessthan1alsointhe

caseofanidealapparatus.Indeed,every� in S preparesobjectswhich donot

possessthesam em icroscopic properties,and som eobjectsm ay possesssets

ofpropertiesthatm ake the detection ofthem by any apparatusm easuring

F possiblebutnotcertain,oreven im possible.

To close up, let us note that the intuitive picture provided above in-

troducesa substantialcorrection in theextended SR m odelthatinspiresit,

sinceitsubstitutesEq.(5)totheequation PA 0S(F)= PA 0
(F;G;H ;:::)PS(F)

thatappearsin thism odel. Bearing in m ind itsde�nition,the probability

PA 0S(F)can be obtained asthe large num berlim itofthe term on the left

in Eq.(3)(which showsthatthesu�x S in itisratherm isleading).Analo-

gously,theprobability PA 0
(F;G;H ;:::)can beobtained asthelargenum ber

lim itofthe�rstterm on therightin thesam eequation.However,thesecond

term on the rightin Eq. (3)doesnotconverge to the quantum probability

PS(F),hencetheaboveequation oftheextended SR m odelisnotcorrectin

ournew picture.W eobserve,however,thatalso in thispicturethefairsam -

pling assum ption doesnothold,which is im portantfortheoreticalreasons

(seeRef.1,Sec.5).
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