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1. INTRODUCTION

O ne of us has recently proposed an SR m odel which provides an interpreta—
tion of quantum m echanics QM ) that is obctive.!) Intuitively, ob fctivity
m eans here that any m easurem ent of a physical property of an individual
sam ple of a given physical system reveals a preexisting value ofthe m easured
property, that does not depend on the m easurem ents that are carried out on
the samplel

The SR model is Inspired by a series of m ore general papers ain ing to
supply an SR interpretation ofQM that is realistic in a sem antic sense, in the
fram ew ork of an epistem ological position called Sem antic Realism (orde vy,
SR ; s=e, eg., Refs. 2-5): indeed, it shows how an SR interpretation can be
consistently constructed. However, the SR m odel is presented in Ref. 1 by
using only the standard language ofQM , in order to m ake it understandable
even to physicists that are not Interested in the concsptual subtelties of the
general theory. But the treatm ent in Ref. 1 does not dealexplicitly w ith the
soecial case of com pound physical system s, hence neither the m easurem ent
problem northe locality/nonlocality problem are considered, even though the
Jocality ofthe interpretation ofQM provided by the SR m odel is anticipated.
T herefore, we intend to discuss brie y these topics In the present paper.

O ur analysis begins w ith som e prelin lnaries. W e discuss In Sec. 2 the
concept of physical property from a logical viewpoint, stress that properties

M ore rigorously, ob fctirity can be intended as a purely sem antic notion, as Hliow s.
Any physical theory is stated by m eans of a general language which contains a theoretical
language Lt and an observative language Lo . T he form er constitutes the form alapparatus
of the theory and contains term s denoting theoretical entities (as probability am plitudes,
electrom agnetic elds, etc.). The latter is linked to Lt by m eans of correspondence rules
that provide an indirect and partial interpretation of Lt on Lo . Furthem ore, Lo is
Interpreted by m eans of assignm ent rules which m ake som e symbols of Ly corresoond
to m acroscopic entities (@s preparing and m easuring devices, outcom es, etc.), so that the
elem entary sentences of Ly are veri ablk, or testablk, since they state veri able properties
of ndividual ob fcts of the kind considered by the theory (note that this doesnot inply
that also the m olecular sentences of Ly are testable). O n the basis of these assigm ents, a
truth theory is (often im plicitly) adopted that de nestruth values for som e or allsentences
of Lo . Then, we say that physical properties are obctive In the given theory if the
truth values of all elem entary sentences of Lo are de ned independently of the actual
determm nation ofthem thatm ay be done by an observer (for nstance, the correspondence
theory of truth reaches this goalby m eans of a set-theoreticalm odel; by the way, we note
that this truth theory entails only a form of observative, or m acroscopic, realian , even if
it is com patible w ith m ore dem anding form s of realism ).



having di erent logical orders correspond to di erent kinds of experim ental
procedures, and note that the properties represented by pro fgction operators
In standard QM or In the SR modelare rst order properties only; we also
point out that, even ifevery state S ofthe physical system can be associated
wih a st order property (the support Fs of S), recognizing an unknown
state requires experin ental procedures corresponding to higher order prop—
erties, which is relevant to the treatm ent of the m easuram ent problem , aswe
show in Sec. 6. Furthem ore, webrie y analyze in Sec. 3 som e typical proofs
of nonlocality of standard QM and ndividuate in them a comm on general
schem e, notw ithstanding their di erences.

Bearing In m ind the above prelin naries, we dealw ith the locality prob-
lem from the viewpoint of the SR model in Sec. 4. W e provide rstly a
slightly sin pli ed version of the m odel, and then note that the ob fctive In—
terpretation of QM provided by it supplies an intuitive local picture of the
physical world and avoids a num ber of paradoxes, since ob fctiviy in plies
locality. But this entails that the argum ents exam Ined in Sec. 3 must fail
to hold, otherw ise one would get a contradiction. Thus, we dedicate the
rest of Sec. 4 to show that the proofs of nonlocality n Sec. 3 are actually
Invalid within the SR m odel, so that no Inconsistency occurs. A s a byprod—
uct of our analysis, we get that Bell's nequalities do not provide a test for
distinguishing local realistic theories from QM .

W e then ocom e to quantum m easuram ents and observe in Sec. 5 that the
SR m odel avoids the m aln problam of standard quantum m easurem ent the-
ory, ie. the ocbcti cation problem ; we also note that m easurem ents still
play a nonclassical role according to the SR m odel, sihoe choosing a soeci ¢
m easuram ent establishes which properties can be known and which ram ain
unknow n, but point out som e relevant di erences between this persoective
and the standard QM viewpoint. M oreover, we show In Sec. 6 that the fur-
ther problem of double (unitary/stochastic) evolution of quantum m easure-
m ent theory disappears w thin the SR m odel, since stochastic evolution can
be considered as an approxin ate law that is valid for all practical purposes;
we also discuss som e consequences of the pro ection postulate that illustrate
further the di erences existing between the interpretation of the m easuring
process according to the SR m odel and the standard Interpretation.

Finally, we provide In Sec. 7 an Intuiive picture that jisti es some
relevant features of the SR m odel and proves is consistency by m odifying
the extended SR m odel®™ in which m icroscopic properties are introduced as
theoretical entities.



2. PHYSICALPROPERTIES,STATESAND SUPPORTS

C onsider the follow ing sets of statem ents In the standard language ofphysics.

() \T he energy ofthe system falls in the interval gb]".

\The systam hasenergy E and mom entum p at tine t".

(i) \The energy of the system falls in the nterval gb] with frequency £
whenever the system is in the state S".

\If the system hasenergy E, then itsm om entum isp wih frequency f".

(i) \T he energy ofthe system falls n the interval B,b]w ith a firequency
that ism axin al in the state S".

\If the system has energy E, then itsmomentum is p wih a frequency
that ism axin alwhenever the system is in the state S".

A 1l these statem ents express, In som e sense, \physical properties" of a
physical system . But these properties have not the sam e logical status, cor-
respond to conceptually di erent experin ental apparatuses, and a carefiil
analysis of their di erences is useful if one wants to discuss the cb pctive
Interpretation of QM provided by the SR model in the case of com pound
physical system s. T herefore, ket us prelin narily observe that the word sys—
tem In the above statem ents actually m eans individual sam pk of a given
physical system , or physical obct according to the tem inology introduced
in the SR m odel (indeed the temm physical system is comm only used in the
standard language of physics for denoting both classes of physical ob fcts
and individual sam ples, leaving to the context the charge ofm aking clkar the
goeci cm eaning that is adopted) . Then, ket us note that the st statem ent
In (i) assigns the property

F=having energy that 2lls in the nterval g o]
to a physical ob ct, whik the seocond statem ent assigns the properties

E=havingenergy E attime t,

P=havingmomentum pattimet.

The propertiesF,E,P are rst order properties from a logicalviewpoint,
since they apply to lndividual sam ples, and each ofthem can be tested (in a
given laboratory) by m eans of a single m easurem ent perform ed by a suitable
ideal dichotom ic registering device having outcomes 0 and 1 (of course, E
and P can be tested conpintly only if they are comm easurablk).

Let us com e to the statem ents in (i) . T hese assign second order proper—
ties to ensem bles of physical ob Ects. To be precise, In the st statem ent
one considers the ensam bl of ob fcts that possess the property F and the
ensam ble of ob gcts that are in the state S, and the second order property



regards the num ber of ob fcts in their intersection, which m ust be such that
its ratio w ith the num ber of the obfcts in S is f. A nalogously, in the second
statem ent one considers the ensem ble of ob Fcts that possess the property E

and the ensem ble of cb fcts that possess the property P, and the second order
property regards the num ber of ob fcts in their intersection, which must by
such that its ratio w ith the num ber of ob cts that possess the property E is
f. The st ofthese properties can be tested by producing a given num ber of
physical ob Ects In the state S, perform ing m easurem ents of the rst order
property F on its elem ents, counting the ob ects that have the property F,
and then calculating a relative frequency. T he second property can be tested
by m eans of analogous procedures (which require m easurem ents of rst order
properties on a num ber ofob fcts) ifE and P are com m easurable, w hik there
isno procedure testing it n standard QM ifE and P are not comm easurable.

Finally, the statements In (iil) assign third order properties to sets of
ensem bles. The property in the st statem ent can be tested (n a given
laboratory) by producing sets ofensam bles, perform ingm easurem entsof rst
order propertieson allelem ents ofeach ensam ble, calculating frequencies, and

nally com paring the cbtained results. T he property in the second statem ent
requires analogous procedures, which m ay exist or not, depending on the
com m easurability ofE and P.

Tt is now apparent that one could take Into account further statem ents

containing properties of still higher order. O ur discussion however is suf-

cient to prove the m ain point here: properties of di erent logical orders
appear In the comm on language of physics, and properties that are di erent
when looked at from this logical viewpoint are also di erent from a phys-
ical viewpoint. O f course, nothing prohibits that a st order property F
be attributed to som e or all elem ents of an ensamble of physical ob ects:
but rst order properties m ust be distinguished from higher order proper-
ties, and, In particular, from correlation properties, which usually are second
order properties that establish relationsam ong rst order properties (the ex—
am ple above show s that the m easurem ent of a property of this kind requires
the com parison of sets of results cbtained by m easuring rst order proper—
ties). W e shall see that this distinction is relevant when dealing w ith the
m easuram ent problm In Sec. 6.

From a m athem atical viewpoint, only st order properties are repre-
sented directly within standard QM . To be precise, ket (L H ), ) be the
lattice of all orthogonal profction operators on the Hibert space H of a
physical system , and ket L be the st of all st order properties of the



system . A coording to standard QM , every element of (L H ), ) represents
bipctively (n absence of supersslection rules) an elem ent of L . For the sake
ofbrevity, we callany elem ent of L physical property, or sin ply property, in
the follow ing, om iting the reference to the logical order.

The s=t L can be endowed w ith the partial order Induced on it by the
m athem aticalorder de nedon L H ) (that we stilldenote by ), and the
lattice (L, ) isusually called the Jattice of properties ofthe system . It follow s
that every pure state S can be associated wih am inim al property Fg 2 L
that is often called the support of S In the literature (e, eg., Ref. 6). To
be precise, if S is represented In H by the vector j’ i, Fg is the property
represented by the one-din ensional pro gction operatorP. = j’ i j which
ocbviously is such that P, P forevery P 2 L H ) such that P’ i if=
1. It is then apparent that F's can be characterized as the property that is
possessed by a physical ob et x with certainty (ie., w ith probability 1) 1 x
is in the state S. Indeed, for every vector j’ %1 representing a pure state S°,
onegets P, 3’ % ff=11i 7%= e j’ i, hencei S°= S.

T he existence of a support for every pure state of a physical system is
Iinked w ith the problem ofdistinguishing di erent pure states, or pure states
from m ixtures, in standard QM . Indeed, there is no way in this theory for
recognizing experin entally the state S ofa singke physical ob gct x whenever
this state is not known (for the sake of breviyy, we assum e here that S is
a pure state): even if one m easures on x an observabl A that has S as an
eigenstate corresponding to a nondegenerate eigenvalie a, and gets jist a
(equivalently, if one tests the support Fs of S and gets that F'g is possessed
by x), one cannot assert that the state of x was S before the m easuram ent,
since there are m any states that could yield outcom e a and yet are di erent
from S (for instance, all pure states that are represented by vectors that are
not orthogonalto the vector representing S) . But ifone acospts the de nition
of states as equivalence classes of preparing devices propounded by Ludw ig
@nd incorporated w ithin the SR model®) one can know whether a given
preparing device  prepares physical ob gcts in the state S (borie y, one can
recognize S) by m easuring m ean values of suitable cbservables, which is ob—
viously equivalent to testing second order properties. The sin plst way of
doing that is testing F5 on a huge ensamble of cb gcts prepared by by
m eans of an ideal dichotom ic device r: Indeed, one can reasonably assum e
that belongs to the state S whenever r yields outcom e 1 on all sam plks,
that is, whenever Fg is possessed by every physical ob fct x prepared by
or, equivalently, them ean value ofFg is 1. In particular, if S is an entangled



state of a com pound physical system m ade up by two subsystem s, this pro—
cedure allow s one to distinguish S from am xtureM § corresponding to S via
biorthogonal decom position (see, eg., Ref. 7). A lso this ram ark is relevant
to the quantum theory ofm easuram ent (see Sec. 6).

3. NONLOCALITY W ITHIN STANDARD QM

The issue of nonlocality of QM was started by a fam ous paper by E instein,
Podolski and Rosen EPR),® which however had di erent goals: indeed,
it ain ed to show that som e reasonable assum ptions, am ong which locality,
In ply that standard QM isnot com plte (in a very soeci ¢ sense introduced
by the authors), hence it can notbe considered asa naltheory ofm icroworld.
Later on, the thought experim ent proposed by EPR, regarding two physical
system s that have interacted in the past, was reform ulated by Bohm © and
a num ber of further thought experim ents ingoired by it were suggested and
used in order to point out the con ict between standard QM and localiy.
Hence, one brie y says that standard QM is a nonlocal theory.

A s anticipated In Sec. 1, we want to schem atize som e typical proofs of
nonlocality in this section, in order to prepare the ground to our criticism In
Sec. 4. For the sake of cleamess, we prooceed by steps.

(1) The existing proofs ofnonlocality ofQM can be grouped in two classes
(see, eg., Ref10). 9T he proofs show ing that determ inistic ocaltheories are
inconsistent with QM . ®The m ore general proofs show ing that stochastic
Ical theordes Which Inclide determ inistic local theordes) are noonsistent
with QM .Forthe sake ofbrevity, we w illonly consider the proofs n & . Tt is
indeed rather easy to extend our analysis and criticism to the proofs in &,

(2) W edenote by QP L in the follow ing a set of em pirical quantum law s,
which m ay be void (intuitively, a physical law is em pirical if it can be directly
checked, at least In principlk, by m eans of suitabl experim ents, such as, for
Instance, the relations am ong com patiole cbservables m entioned in the K S
condition;* am ore precise distinction betw een em piricaland theoretical law s
w illbe Introduced in Sec. 4, (2)). W e denote by LOC the assum ption that
QM isa localtheory (in the standard EPR sense, that can be rephrased by

2\Since at the tin e of m easurem ent the two system s no longer nteract, no real change
can take place In the second system in consequence of anything that can be done to the
rst system ".®)



saying that a m easurem ent on one ofm any spatially ssparated subsystem s
of a com pound physical system does not a ect the properties of the other
subsystam s) . F inally, we denote by R the llow Ing assum ption.

R . The values of all physical properties of any physical obfct are prede—
term ined for any m easurem ent context.

(3) Bearing in m ind the de nitions in 2), the general schem e ofa typical
proofof nonlocality is the follow ing.

F irsth, one proves that

QPL and LOC and R ) (MmotQM),
or, equivalently,

OM ) motQPL) or mot LOC) or motR).

Secondly, shce QM ) QPL, one gets

OM ) motLOC) or hotR).

F inalk, one proves that

OM and (hotR)) motLOC),
so that one conclides

QM ) motLOC).

(4) Let us consider som e proofs ofnonlocality and show that they actually
follow the scheme In (3).

Bell's original proof."?) Here, the Bohm variant of the EPR thought ex—
perin ent is considered Which refers to a com pound system m ade up by a
pair of spin-1/2 particles form ed som ehow in the singlet soin state and m ov—
Ing freely In opposite directions). Then, a Bell's inequality conceming som e
expectation values (hence a physical law linking second order properties, see
Sec. 2) is deduced by using assum ptions LOC and R together w ith a perfect
correlation law (P C : ifthe m easuram ent on one of the particles gives the re—
sul spin up along the u direction, then a m easurem ent on the other particle
gives the result spin down along the sam e direction), which is an em pirical
law linking rst order properties and follow Ing from the general theoretical
law sofQM .The deduction isbased on the fact that assum ption R allow sone
to Introduce hidden variabls specifying the state of a physical system in a
m ore com plkte way w ith respect to the quantum m echanicalstate. Then, the
expectation values predicted by QM are substituted in the Bell’s inequality
and found to violate it.

T he above proocedure can be sum m arized by the In plication PC and LOC
and R ) @motQM ),which m atchesthe st step in the generalschem e, with
PC representing QP L In this particular case. One thus obtalnsQM ) (ot



LOC) or motR) and conclides that QM contradicts localrealian . The last
step in the scham e was not done explicitly by Bell and can be carried out
by adopting, for nstance, the proofthat PC and LOC ) R (hence PC and
Mot R) ) (nhot LOC)) propounded by Redhead.®?

W e add that the sam e paradigm , w ith PC asa specialcase ofQ P L, occurs
in di erent proofs, asW igner’'s"® and Sakurai’s."* In these proofs, however,
an nequality is deduced (stillbrie y called Bell's inequality) that concems
probabilities rather than expectation values.

Clauser et al’s proof.*® This proof ntroduces a generalized Bell’s in-
equality, som etin es called BCH SH’s inequality, that concems expectation
values (hence it expresses a physical law linking second order properties, as
Bell's Inequality) . This inequality is com pared w ith the predictions ofQM ,

nding contradictions. BCH SH ’s nequality is deduced by using LOC and R
only, so that oneprovesthat LOC and R ) (notQM ),henceQPL isvoid in
this case. The rest of the proof can be carried out as in the general schem e.

G reenberger et al.’s proof.'® Here no inequaliy is introduced. A system
of four correlated gpoin-1/2 particles is considered, and the authors use di-
rectly a perfect correlation Jaw PC; (that generalizes the PC Jaw m entioned
above), R and LO C*® 1 order to cbtain a contradiction w ith another perfect
correlation law PC,, hence with QM . T hus, the authors prove that PC; and
LOC andR ) (notQM ),whith m atchesthe rst step in the generalschem e,
with PC; representing QP L in this case. Again, the rest of the proof can be
carried out as in the general schem e.

M em in’s proof.?” A lso this proof does not introduce inequalities. T he
author takes into acoount a system of three di erent pin-1/2 particles, as-
sum es a quantum physical law linking rst order properties (the product of
four suitably chosen dichotom ic nonlocal observables is equalto -1) together
with LOC and (in plicitly) R, and show s that this Jaw cannot be ful lled to—
getherw ith other sin ilar law s ©llow ng from QM .Thus, also M emm in proves
an In plication ofthe form QPL and LOC and R ) @®ot QM ), from which
the argum ent against LO C can be carried out as In the general schem e.

(5) The analysis in (4) show s that the scheme In (3) provides the general
structure of the existing proofs of nonlocality. In this schem e, assum ptions
R and LOC play a crucial roke. Let us therefore close our discussion by

3To be precise, the authors Introduce, besides LO C, realism and com pkteness in the
EPR sense. These assum ptions are how ever equivalent, as far as the proof is concemed,
to assum ption R .



com paring R and LO C w ith the assum ption ofcb ctivity (orde y, O ), which
plays instead a crucial role in the proofs of contextuality of standard QM .©

Letusnote rstly that assum ption R expressesam inin alform ofrealisn .
This realisn can be meant In a purely sam antic sense, as ob pctivity (see
Sec. 1), hence it is com patbl with varous fom s of ontological realiam
(as the assum ption about the existence of elem ents of reality in the EPR
argum ent?) but does not in ply them .“) Yet, R is weaker than O . Indeed, O
entailsthat the values ofphysicalproperties are independent ofthem easuring
apparatuses (honcontextuality), whilke R m ay hold also in a contextualtheory
(@sBohm ’s), since it requires only that the values of physical properties are
not brought into being by the very act ofm easuring them 2

Let us note then that O also inplies LOC, since it entails in particular
that the properties of the subsystem s of a com pound physical system exist
Independently of any m easurem ent. By putting this in plication together
wih the inplication O ) R, one gets O ) LOC and R. However, the
converse in plication does not hold, sihce R and LOC are com patlble w ih
the existence of m easurem ents that do not In uence each other at a distance
but n uence locally the values of the properties that are m easured. Thus,
we conclide that R and LOC are globally weaker than O .

4. RECOVERING LOCALITY W ITHIN THE SR MODEL

It iswellknown that nonlocality of standard QM raises a num ber ofproblem s
and paradoxes. H owever, it hasbeen proven in ssveralpapers (see, eg. Refs.
4 and 18-20) that the general SR mnterpretation of QM invalidates some
typical proofs of nonlocality. Basing on our analysis In Sec. 3, we want to
attain in this section a sin ilar result w ithin the fram ework of the SR m odel,
which has the substantial advantage of avoiding a num ber of logical and
epistem ological notions, m aking things clear w thin the standard language
of QM . To this end, we use throughout In the ollow Ing the de nitions and
conospts introduced in Ref. 1.

\If, w thout in any way disturbing a system , we can predict w ith certainty (ie. with
probability equalto 1) the value of a physical quantity, then there exists an elem ent of
physical reality corresponding to this physical quantity™.®

5In order to avoid m isunderstandings, we note explicitly that assum ption R coincides
w ith assum ption R in Ref. 4 and not with assum ption R In Ref. 5, which is instead the
assum ption of ob pctivity.
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Tt is in portant to cbserve that we are led to question the proofs of non-
locality not only for general theoretical reasons (In particular, attaining a
m ore ntuitive Jocal picture of the physical world) but also to avoid incon—
sistencies. Indeed, as we have anticipated In Sec. 1, the proofs In Sec. 3
raise a consistency problem . For, should they be valid w ithin the SR m odel,
QM would be a nonlocal theory also according to thism odel: but, then, the
m odel could not provide an ob Ective Interpretation ofQM , since ob fctivity
entailsboth R and LOC (see () In Sec. 3).

For the sake of clkeamess, we again proceed by steps.

(1) Let us summ arize som e features of the SR m odel and Introduce in it
som e sin pli cations that m ake it m ore Intuitive and easy to handl.

F irstly, the m ain feature of the m odel is the substitution of every phys—
ical observable A of standard QM with an cbservabl A, in which a no-
registration outcom e ag is added to the spectrum ofA . This isan old idea.
Yet, a is nterpreted In the m odel as a possibl result of a m easurem ent of
A providing infom ation about the physical ob fct that ism easured, which
Introduces a new persoective, since the occurrence of gy isusually attributed
to a Jack of e ciency of the m easuring apparatus. The fam ily of properties
associated w ith an cbservable A ( isthen E, , = £@ 4, )g WhereB R)
denotes the -ring ofallBorel sets on the reallineR).

Secondly, states are de ned as in standard QM , and all properties are
assum ed to be cb ective, hence the Infomm ation about a physical ob fct x
follow ing from the know ledge of its state is incom plte. Thus, there isa sst of
properties that are possessed by allob fcts in the state S (the set of properties
that are certainly true In S, see Sec. 5), but di erent cb®cts in S may
di er because of further properties. O ne can then focus on som e additional
properties, take them (together with S) as Iniial, or boundary, conditions,
and consider the subsst ofallcb gcts in S that possessthem . D i erent choices
of the additional properties lead to di erent subssts which m ay Intersect).
W e brie y say that one can consider di erent physical situations. It is then
apparent that these situations can be partitioned in two basically di erent
classes. Indeed, one can choose as additional properties the property of
being detected and som e further properties (possibly none) that are paimw ise
comm easurabl (ie., sin ultaneocusly m easurable, see Ref. 1): in thiscase an
acessibke physical situation is considered. O n the contrary, if one chooses
the property of being not detected or som e further properties that are not
paimw ise com m easurable, a nonaccessibke physical situation is considered.

2B R))
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T hirdly, the follow Ing nonclassical M etatheoretical G eneralized P rincipk
holds within the SR m odel (the sam e principle was stated In a num ber of
previous papers, basing on general argum ents, see, eg., Refs. 3 and 5).

M G P .A physicalstatem ent expressing an em piricalphysicallaw is true when—
ever an acessibk physical situation is considered, but itm ay ke false @swell
as true) whenever a nonaceessibke physical situation is considered.

F inally, properties are represented by pro gction operators, as in standard
QM ,but the representation isnot one-to-one, since the property @ o, ), wih
ap £ ,and theproperty A o, [ fa (9) are represented by the sam e operator.
T his feature, however, m akes the SR m odel unnecessarily com plicate, since
the representation of any property Ao, ), with ag 2 , is not needed in
the llow ng (nor to reach the conclisions n Ref. 1). Thus, we m odify
it here by sinply assum ing that proction operators represent bipctively
(up to a physical equivalence relation, see Ref. 1) all properties of the form
Aqg, ),wiha 2 ,whikallram aining properties, though entering physical
reasonings, have no m athem atical representation. T hen, we assum e that the
probability ofa given property oftheform (@ ,, ),wiha, 2 , foraphysical
ob et in a given state can be evaluated, in every accessiblke physical situation,
by referring to the representation of states and properties and using the rules
ofstandard QM (thenam e SR m odelw illreferto this sin pli ed version ofthe
m odel from now on). It follow s in particular that allquantum law s expressed
by the standard m athem atical language ofQM link only properties such that
ap Z# , which becom es intuitively clear w ithin the picture provided at the
end (see Sec. 7).

(2) M GP isan epistem ological principle regarding the range of validity of
physical law s, and it in plies a change In ourway of looking at the lawsofQM ,
not a change in the law sthem selves. M oreover, it providesthem ain argum ent
against the standard proofs of nonlocality, that are thus crticized from an
epistam ological rather than from a technicalviewpoint. M GP plays therefore
a crucial roke w ithin the SR m odel, and it m ay be usefiil to reconsider here
som e argum ents that suggest Introducing it.

Let us begin by m aking clear the distinction between em pirical and the—
oretical physical law s that is presupposed by M GP . In any theory, hence In
QM , a law is said to be em pircal if it is obtained from theoretical law s of
the form alapparatus ofthe theory via correspondence rules and is expressed
by a testabk sentence of the cbservative Janguage of the theory (see foot—
note 1), so that it m ay undergo a process of em pirical control (theoretical
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law s can then be seen as schem es of laws, from which em pirical Jaw s can be
deduced®?). This de nition, however, does not m ean that an em pirical law

can always be checked. Let us consider, for example, an em pirical law in
which only pairw ise comm easurable rst order properties appear. Ifx is a
physical ob Bct (In a state S) that is detected and, furthem ore, additional
properties are chosen that are paimw ise com m easurable, and these properties
are paimw ise comm easurabl w ith all properties appearing In the law, then
an accessible physical situation is considered (see (1)), and one can check
both whether x actually has all the hypothesized properties and whether the
law holds. On the contrary, whenever x is not detected, or it is detected
but additional properties are chosen that are not paimw ise comm easurable
w ith the properties appearing in the law , a nonaccessible physical situation
is considered, and it is In possible either to m ake a chedk (ifx isnot detected)

or to check both whether x has the hypothesized properties and whether the
law holds (if x is detected).

The above exam pl show s that one can consider physical situations in
which an em pirical physical law cannot, in principle, be checked. It is then
consistent w ith the operationalphilosophy ofQM to assum e that the validity
of an empircal law can be asserted only In accessible physical situations,
which directly leadstoM GP.

F inalky, we note that, whenever an am pirical law linking physical prop-—
erties is expressed by m eans of the standard m athem atical Janguage ofQM ,
then only ob Ectsthat are actually detected are autom atically considered, be-
cause of the sim pli cation of the m odel introduced In (1). A Iso In this cass,
how ever, nonaccessible physical situations can occur w henever properties ap—
pear in the mnitial conditions (see (1)) that are represented by progction
operators which do not comm ute w ith the proction operators representing
the properties that appear in the law .

(3) Let us com e now to our crtician ofthe standard proofs ofnonlocality.
Because of our analysis in Sec. 3, (4), this crticismn can be carried out by
referring to the schem e in Sec. 3, (3). Let us rstly show that the standard
proofs of nonlcality are doubtfiil even if the SR m odel is ignored. To this
end, note that also assum ption R, though weaker than ob fctiviy, in plies
that nonaccessble physical situations can be considered. Indeed, it follow s
from R that a value is de ned for every property of a physical ob fct x and
for every m easurem ent context, so that it is su cient to choose a set of non-
com m easurable properties for considering a situation ofthis kind. M oreover,
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direct ingpection show s that the scheme In Sec. 3, (3) is not exhaustive.
Indeed, all proofs of nonlocality considered In Sec. 3, (4) use, besides the
explicit assum ptions stated In the schem e, the in plicit assum ption that all
em pirical quantum laws can ke applied to physical obcts in every physical
situation, ke it accessibk or not. T his assum ption isproblem atic if viewed at
from a standard operational quantum viewpoint, since it introduces w ithin
QM a classical conception of em pirical physical laws we therefore call it
M etatheoretical C lassical P rinciple orbrie y M CP,® i the ollow ing®).

Let us com g, however, to the SR model. W ithin thism odel, ob Ectivity
In plies that accessible and nonaccessibble physical situations m ust be intro—
duced, and M CP can be proven to break down by m eans of an exam ple,
while the weaker M GP holds.” Thus, the proofs in Sec. 3, (4) are nvalid
and the consistency problm pointed out at the beginning of this section is
avoided.

To ocom plete our argum ent, it rem ains to point out where exactly each of
the aforesaid proofs usesM CP. Let us discuss this issue in som e details.

@) F irstly, Jet us consider Bell’s,*? W igner’'s"® and Sakurai’s®* proofs.
Here, it is In m ediate to see that the PC law is applied repeatedly to physical
ob pcts that are hypothesized to possess soin up along non-parallel direc—
tions. Hence, this lJaw is directly applied in nonaccessible physical situations,
In plicitly adopting M CP and violatingM GP.

Secondly, ket us consider C Jauser’s et al’s"® proof. T his proof deserves
goecial attention, since no physical law linking st order properties is used
in i. Therefore, ket us cbserve that the BCH SH inequality containsa sum of
expectation values n which noncom patible cbservables occur. Hence, every
expectation valuie must be evaluated m aking reference to di erent sets of
physical ob fcts: all ob ects are prepared In the sam e entangled state (to
be precise, the singlet state), but in each st only com m easurabl physical
properties are m easured, which di er from set to set. The sam e procedure
is needed if the quantum inequality corresoonding to the BCH SH inequality
is considered. Yet, acocording to the SR m odel, the expectation values in the
BCHSH inequality are evaluated taking into acoount all physical ob ®cts In
each set. On the contrary, the quantum rules provide probabilities referring

®N ote that M CP in plies assum ing the K S condition stated by K ochen and Specker \for
the successfill introduction ofhidden variables" in their proof of contextuality of QM ,#2)
and then adopted in all successive proofs of contextuality. Hence, our present critician
generalizes the critician to the K S condition carried out in Ref. 1.
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to accessible siuations only,” hence the expectation values in the quantum
Inequality take into account only the subsets of ob gcts that are actually
detected In each set. These subsets are sslected by apparatuses that di er
from set to set, and could be unfair statistical sam pls of the whole set to
which they belong, sihce In each set the m easuram ents select, because of
the no—registration outcom e that can occur, a subset of physical cb fcts in
w hich the statistical relations am ong the m easured properties can be di erent
from the relations that hold in the original sst and from the relations that
hold in the other sets. Thus, the BCH SH and the quantum inequality cannot
be denti ed, and no contradiction with QM occurs.

N ote that we have avoided usingM G P in the above argum ent shceM G P
has not been jisti ed explicitly in the case of em pirical Jaw s linking second
order properties (see (2); i is Interesting to observe that the argum ent can
then be used in order to justify M GP In this case). But ifone acosptsM G P,
one can simply say that the quantum predictions on probabilities can be
Invalid, because of M G P, if also physical ob fcts In nonacoessbl physical
situations are considered, as In the BCHSH inequality: hence, dentifying
this inequality w ith the corresponding quantum inequality violatesM GP.

Thirdly, Jt us consider G reenberger et al’s"® proof. Here, di erent
perfect correlation law sPC; and PC, are applied to the sam e physical ob fct,
and the properties n PC; are not all comm easurablk w ith the properties in
PC,. Hence a nonaccessible physical situation is envisaged in which PC, and
PC, are assum ed to be valid, in plicitly adoptingM CP and viclating M GP.

F inally, Jet us consider M em in’s"'” proof. Here, di erent quantum laws
are applied to a given physical ob gct, and there are cbservables In som e of
the law s that are not com patble (In the standard sense of QM ) wih some
cbservables In the other laws. From the viewpoint of the SR m odel, this
produces a nonaccessible physical situation in which som e em pirical physical
law s are assum ed to be valid, in plicitly adoptingM CP and vioclathgM GP.

(5) Com ing back to the scheme In Sec. 3, (3), our argum ents In (3) and
(4) above can be summ arized by saying that the in plication QPL and LOC
and R ) (@otQM ) mustbe substituted by QPL and LOC and R and M CP
) (ot QM ), which does not hold w ithin the SR m odel (and is criticizable
even w ihin standard QM , see (3)), so that (ot LOC) does not follow from
QM.

W e note explicitly that one can still cb ct that our argum ents in (3)
are not conclusive. Indeed, ob ectivity does not imply only R and LOC,
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as pointed out in Sec. 3, (B), but also the weaker assum ptions that are
Introduced when considering local stochastic theories (as the factorization of
probabilities In cbctive Jocal theories, see, eg., Ref. 10), so that one should
still show that the proofs that these theories are inconsistent with QM are
Invalid w ithin the SR m odel. A swe have anticipated In Sec. 3, (1), however,
it is easy to extend our argum ents n (3) in order to attain this invalidation.

(6) The result cbtained In (3) raises, In particular, the problem ofthe role
ofB ell's nequalities. Indeed, these inequalities are usually m aintained to pro-—
vide crucial tests for discrin inating between localrealion and QM (see, eg.,
Refs. 7 and 23). O nem ay then wonder about what would happen, according
to the SR m odel, if one should perform a test of a Bell’s Inequality: would
it be violated or not? The answer is that there are basically two kinds of
Bell's nequalities, as our analysis in Sec. 3, (4) shows. Those obtained from
assum ptions LOC and R only, asBCH SH ’s nequality, are correct theoretical
form ulas which are not epistam ically accessible, hence cannot be tested (see
also Refs. 4 and 24, where however the orighal Bell's nequality was not
classi ed properly). Any physical experin ent tests som ething else (correla—
tions am ong com m easurabl properties of physical cb gcts that are actually
detected), hence yields the results predicted by QM .N o contradiction occurs,
since the inequalities that can be tested n QM ocould be identi ed w ith Bell’s
nequalities only violating M G P . T hus, the latter inequalities do not provide
m ethods for testing experin entally whether either QM or local realism is
correct, according to the SR model. But the di erence between quantum
nequalities and B ell's nequalities proves that som e quantum law s regarding
com pound system s failto hold in nonaccessbl physical situations.

T he above argum ents do not apply to the inequalities that are deduced
by using repeatedly a non void set QP L ofem piricalquantum law s besidesR
and LO C . These lnequalities are sin ply incorrect according to the SR m odel,
since they are deduced by applying Q PL In nonacoessible physical situations.

5. OBJECTIVITY AND M EASUREMENT

T he ob ctive Interpretation ofQM provided by the SR m odelavoids from the
very begihning them ain problem ofthe quantum theory ofm easurem ent, ie.
the obecti cation probkm . Indeed, it allow s one to interpret a m easurem ent
of a property F on a physical obct x as an inquiry about whether F is

16



possessed or not by x, not as an ob gcti cation ofF .G enerally speaking, this
brings back the m easurem ent problem to classical tem s.

Tt must be stressed, however, that som e typical quantum features do
not disappear in the SR m odel. In particular, the existence of a non-trivial
com m easurability relation prohibits one from testing all properties possessed
by a given physicalcb fct x con pintly, so that the know ledge ofallproperties
of x In a given state cannot be provided by any m easurem ent. It is thus
Interesting to Inquire fiirther nto the know ledge ofproperties that one attains
when the state of x is speci ed. Therefore, kt us suppose that x is in the
foure) state S represented by the vector j/ i It is easy to see that in the
SR model (@as n standard QM ) a subset E5 exists, m ade up by properties
that are certainly true In S (that is, have probability 1 in S). To be precise,
Es contains all properties ofthe form @, ) such that:

(d) A o isa physical cbservable obtained from an observable A of standard
QM by adding a no-registration outcom e a;, see Sec. 4, (1);

(i) isa Borelsst on the real Iine R that lncludes a o;

(i) A o9, nfa ¢g) isrepresented by a proction operatorP on the H ibert
soace H ofthe system such thatP j’ i= j’ i.

Indeed, ifA o ism easured, one either gets outcom e a9 (X is not registered) or
an outcom e that belongs to nfa (g, shoe standard quantum rules hold for
evaluating the probability of @ o, nfa gg) In the state S (see Sec. 4, (1)),
and kP j’ ik? = 1 because of (iil). Analogously, one sees that a subset ES
m ade up by properties that are certainly false In S (that is, have probability
0 In S) exists. To be precise, ES° contains all properties of the orm @, )
such that A isde ned asin (@), isa Borel set on the real line that does
not include ap, and @A o, ) is represented by a profgction operator P such
that Pj’ 1= 0. Thus, one ocbtains that the speci cation of the state S of x
provides nfom ation about the properties in the set Eg [ ES .

The setEs [ E¢ , however, is strictly contained in the set E ofallproperties,
each ofwhich is ob fctive according to the SR m odel. It is indeed easy to see
that there are properties in En Eg [ Es" ) such that one cannot deduce from
know ing S whether they are possessed or not by x. Hence, the Inform ation
provided by S is lnocom plete w ithin the SR m odel (see Sec. 4, (1)). Thishas

"B ecause of the profction postulate, n standard QM one can obtain physical ob fcts
In the state S by choosing an observable A that has S as eigenstate belonging to a nonde—
generate eigenvalue a, perform ing idealm easurem ents of A and selecting the ob cts that
yield the outcom e a. This procedure wWih Ay In place ofA) is still valid w ithin the SR
m odel (see Sec. 6, Eq. (1)).
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m any relevant consequences. Let us point out here som e of them .

F irstly, som e pairw ise com m easurable properties in EnEs [ ES ) can be
tested, so that for each of them one can say whether it was possessed or
notby x (In the state S) before the m easurem ent, increasing our infom ation
on x without ntroducing contradictions. T his possibility does not occur in
standard QM , where a property that has not probability 1 or O is not real
In S, and a test actualizes i, 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 erent from S).Thus, conpint know ledge of pairs of arbitrary properties
can be obtained In som e cases n the SR m odel. For exam ple, whenever one
can predict that x possesses a property F; at tin e t and a m easurem ent of
another property F, on x at t yields outcom e 1, then one know s that both
F, and F, are possessed by x at t, whatever F; and F, m ay be.

Secondly, note that the conpint know ledge m entioned above does not
survive, In general, after t, since the Interaction between x and the m easur-
Ing apparatusm ay change the state ofx (this issue w illbe discussed In m ore
details in Sec. 6, referring to the special case of idealm easurem ents). W hat-
ever i m ay be, however, such a change does not in ply that the properties
of x must be di erent after the m easuram ent: it only inplies a m odi cation
of our know ledge about the properties that are certainly possessed or not
possessed by x. In di erent words, a m easurem ent changes our inform ation
about x, but does not change necessarily the properties of x (though a change
of properties m ay occur because of the Interaction w ith the m easuring appa—
ratus). A gain, this persgpective is di erent from the perspective of standard
quantum m easurem ent theory, in which a change of state in plies a change
of the properties that are actual rx. W e brie y call epistem ic concsption
of states In the follow Ing the new viewpoint introduced by the SR m odel.

6. THE PROJECTION POSTULATE

O ur discussion of m easurem ents within the SR model In Sec. 5 is carried
out by considering the m icroscopic physical system and the m acroscopic
m easuring apparatus as distinct physical entities, according to a standard
elem entary way of dealing w ith m easurem ent processes. It is well known,
however, that som e crucial problem s occur in standard QM whenever one
tries to select the subclass of apparatuses perform ing ideal (repeatable) m ea—
surem ents and treat them asm acrosoopic quantum system s, In order to pro—
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vide a m ore com plete description of the m easuram ent process by considering
the com pound system formm ed by the m icroscopic system plus the m easuring
apparatus w ithin standard QM . Indeed, two m a pr di culies occur.

(1) T heunitary evolution ofthewhole system predicted by the Schrodinger
equation in pliesthat a pure initial state evolves Into a pure nalstate, which
m ay be entangled in such a way that neither the m icroscopic system nor the
M acroscopic apparatus possess individual properties®

(i) T he experin ental situation at the end of a m easuram ent is described
In standard QM by the profction postulate, which can be justi ed whenever
the com ponent subsystem s are considered separately’ Yet, the profction
postulate leads to predict a stochastic evolution according to which the -
nal state of the whole system is a m ixture rather than a pure state (to be
precise, the m xture corresponding to the nalstate in (i) via biorthogonal
decom position®). This prediction in plies that the com ponent subsystem s
possess ndividual properties, which is consistent w ith cbservative data (one
can Indeed observe properties of the m easuring apparatus directly) . But it is
then unclkar how the stochastic evolution can be reconciled w ith the uniary
evolution that should occur according to the Schrodinger equation, and, In
particular, w ith nonob pctiviyy.

The attem pts to sole the above problem s have produced a huge and
generally known literature, that we do not list here for the sake of brevity.
R ather, we would like to provide In this section a rst, qualitative treatm ent
of these problem s from the viewpoint of the SR m odel

First of all, we note that we have not yet ntroduced any assum ption

8W e rem ind that, n order to know whether this occurs, one can consider the biorthog—
onal decﬁpm pogjtjon of the vector j i representing the nal statg S, according to which
j i= o1 PiJ’73iJ i, with T a set of indexes, p; > 0, ,.pi= 1, J’;iand
Jj 41 vectors representing states of the m icroscopic ob fct and m acroscopic apparatus,
respectively. W henever £3’ ;ig;,; and £j ,ig,,; are bases In the H ibert spaces of the
two com ponent subsystem s, it is easy to verify (oy considering any progction operator
representing a physical property of one of the two subsystem s) that neither of these m ay
possess Individual properties. By the way, we also rem ind that the biorthogonal decom —
posigon allow s one to associate a state M 5, which is represented by the density operator

p1Pi 37313 ;ih’; Jh ; j with the pure state S. 0O foourse, M 5 is a m xture (and
di ers from S) if I containsm ore than an elem ent.

By using the sym bols .n Hotnote 8, we rem ind that this Justi cation can be attained
by representing the nalstate S by m eans of the profction operatorPg = j ih Jrather
than by m eans of the vector j i, and then perform ing a partialtrace ofPg w ih respect
to the subsystem that one does not want to consider.
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about tin e evolution in the SR m odel. H owever, consistency w ith standard
QM suggests one tom aintain that also n thism odel the vector representing
a pure state of the whole system undergoes uniary evolution. Furthem ore,
one isalso kd tom aintain that, whenever idealm easurem ents are perform ed
and the ay outocom e does not occur, the profction postulate provides a good
description of probabilities and nal states of the system .

Let us come now to di culties (i) and (i) above. It is apparent that
the assum ption of unitary evolution, though identical to the standard QM
assum ption, doesnot raise any problem w ithin the SR m odelw hen applied to
the m easuram ent process. Indeed, ob ectivity In plies that every concevable
property ofm icroscopic system orm easuring apparatus either ispossessed or
not by the subsystem that is considered, even if one cannot generally know a
priori which ofthe two altematives occurs (it follow s, in particular, that no
Soecialargum ent, or additionalassum ption, orm odi cation oftin e evolution
is needed In order to explain m acroscopic ob ectivity). This inplies that
di culty (i) disappears. Furthem ore, also the contradiction in (ii) between
unitary and stochastic evolution is far less relevant because of ob fctivity,
since all properties of the com ponent subsystam s are actual according to
both descriptions w thin the SR m odel. Hence, one can safely resort to the
old idea of reconciling the two descriptions by assum ing that one ofthem is
theoretically rigorous, the other one is approxin ate. In order to im plem ent
this idea, ket us provide a possbl schem e of description of the m easuring
process w ithin the SR m odel, m atching the standard sim pli ed description
of this process that isused In m any books In order to show In an elem entary
way that unitary evolution does not t In with the evolution predicted via
progction postulate (see, eg., Ref. 25).

For the sake of sim plicity, ¥t us consider a discrete, nondegenerate cb-
servable A ( with eigenvalues ag, a1, 8, ... and ¥t j i, J ;4, j .1, ... be
the vectors representing the statuses of a m acroscopic apparatus m easuring
A that correspond to ap, ai;, az, ... respectively. Furthemore, ket j’ i,
j’,1i, ... be vectors In the Hibert space of the m icroscopic system x such
that, ifx is n the state descrbed by j’ ;i, efther it isnot detected (cutcom e
ap) or the outocom e a; is cbtained. W henever the iniial state of the whole
system before the m easuram ent is represented by the product vector j i(i)i
= j";13J ,1, the nalstate at the end ofthe m easuram ent is represented by
the vector
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JPi=wddd At g3 T o 1)
where 5t ¥ and jt, ¥= 1 jt § are the probabilities of the a; and
the a, outcom es, resgpoectively, and j ' ii is an unknown nal state of the
m icroscopic system . If one assum es that the whole system undergoes unitary
evolition and that its initial state is represented by the product vector J @4
= ( ;&3] ;1) J (i, the nalstate is represented by the vector

X X . .

J i= ot j7 ;17 i+ ot J741J oi: @)
TIfone requires consistency w ith the standard pjgmre, the state S¢ represented
(up to a nom alization constant) by the vector gty j’;iJ ;ishould coin-
cide w ith the state predicted by standard QM . T he above description show s
that S¢ is generally di erent from the nal state of all sam ples at the end
of the m easuram ent, and refers to the sam ples of the whole system in which
the a; outcom e does not occur, that are selected by the observer through
direct Inspection of the apparatus Which does not ntroduce contradictions
because of the epistem ic conception of states pointed out in Sec. 5; note
that the selection performm ed by the observer plays the rok of a second m ea—
surem ent on the whole system , w thout In plying, however, any problem atic
ob Fcti cation induced by the conscience of the cbserver hin self) .

Let us ram Ind now that standard QM show s that one cannot distinguish
an entangled state from the m ixture corresponding to it (via biorthogonal
decom position®) by sin ply considering probabilities of properties of the com —
ponent subsystem s separately.?®) But if one considers in standard QM the
entangled state Sy produced by unitary evolution at the end of a m easure—
m ent, onem ay m aintain that S¢ can be distinguished from the corresponding
m xture M g, predicted via proction postulate by m eans of repeated m ea-
surem ents of the support Fs, of S¢ on set of sam ples of the whole system
consisting ofthe m icroscopic system plus them acroscopic m easuring appara—
s (see end of Sec. 2). This ishowever In possible in practice. A kematively,
one could m easure a num ber of correlation properties by m aking m easure-
m ents of rst order properties on the two subsystem s ssparately (see again
Sec. 2; itm ay also occur that di erent correlation properties require m easur—
Ing di erent noncom m easurable observables on the m acroscopic apparatus).
But also this procedure is practically in possible. Hence, it is reasonabl to
m aintain within the SR m odel that the description of the sam ples in which
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the a;, outcom e does not occur by m eans ofM g, is an approxin ation, which
is equivalent FAPP (for all practical purposes) to the description provided
by S¢. Thus, because of ob fctiviy, stochastic evolution can be seen as an
approxin ate law , valid for a special class of m easuring devices (perform ing
Idealm easuram ents) and in accessible physical situations, which avoids the
com plications ofa com plete quantum description ofthem easurem ent process
and is hardly distinguishable from the correct theoretical law .

The problem s raised by the profpction postulate are thus greatly un—
dram atized in our perspective. M oreover, this postulate provides a correct
description of the m icroscopic systam after a m easurem ent in standard QM
(s2e (i) above), hence also within the SR m odel if one considers only physi-
calob¥cts that are actually detected. W e therefore close this section pointing
out som e consequences of i In the fram ework of the SR m odel and show —
Ing that these consequences are consistent w ith the general rem arks on the
m easuram ent processm ade in Sec. 5.

To begin with, ket us cbserve that one can introduce a physically m ean—
Ingfulrelation of consistency on the set ofallpure states of a physical system
in the SR m odelby saying that the pure states S; and S, are consistent i the
vectors j’ ;iand j’ ,1ithat represent them , respectively, are not orthogonal.
Indeed, ifS; and S, are consistent, there is no property that is certainly pos—
sessed by a physical ob et x ifx is in the state S; and certainly not possessed
if x is in the state S,. On the contrary, such a property exists if S; and S,
are not consistent. Thus, S; and S, are consistent 1 x can possess the sam e
properties In the state S; and in the state S, (of course, we cannot know
w hether this actually occurs, since the know ledge of the state of a physical
ob Ect provides only incom plete Inform ation about its properties, see Sec. 5).

T hen, the description of m easurem ents provided by the profction pos-
tulate has the follow ng features In the SR m odel (s=e also Ref. 3).

() The nalpure state Sy of a physical ob fct x affer a m easurem ent
of an ocbservable A that yields the (possbly degenerate) eigenvalue a; is
consistent with the pure state S of x before the m easurem ent. Indeed, S
and S; are represented by non-orthogonal vectors. This in plies that x m ay
possess the sam e properties before and after the m easurem ent. Hence, the
m easurem ent produces a change of our inform ation alout x, but it does not
necessarily In ply a change of the properties of x (though a change ofthe set
of properties possessed by x m ay actually ooccur because of the interaction
ofthe physical ob ct w ith the m easuring apparatus). W e thus get, by using
the pro £ction postulate, the sam e resul that we have obtained by m eans of
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generalargum ents in Sec. 5 (which introduces, aswe have already cbserved, a
view poInt that isdeeply di erent from the view point adopted by the standard
quantum m easurem ent theory).

Note that if S; and Sy are the pure states predicted by the profction
postulate after distinct m easurem ents on a physical ob ct x in the state S
that yield the eigenvalues a; and ax ofthe observable A , respectively, Sy and
Sy are not consistent, since the vectors representing them are orthogonal.
This m atches w ith the fact that the properties Fs, = \having value a; of
A" and Fs, = \having value ax ofA ", that are the supports of S5 and S,
resoectively, are m utually exclusive.

(i) Let S, and Sy, be the pure states predicted by the profction postulate
after (ideal) m easuram ents on a physical ob ect x In the state S that yield
the eigenvalues a and b of the obsarvables A  and B, respectively. Then,
S. and Sy, can be consistent even when the properties F, = \having value
a ofA " and Fp, = \havihg value b ofB,", that are the supports of S, and
Sy, respectively, are noncom m easurable. This occurs whenever the vectors
j’ ;iand j’ pithat represent S, and S, respectively, are not orthogonal, and
Intuitively m eans that x m ay possess both properties F, and F, conpintly,
even if one cannot generally know whether thisoccursby m eansofa conpint
m easuram ent of them (yet, one can attain this know ledge In som e cases by
m eans of a prediction followed by a m easuram ent, as we have seen In Sec.
5). A gain, this feature distinguishes the view point provided by the SR m odel
from the standard Interpretation, according to which F, and Fy, can neverbe
sin ultaneously real for the physical ob £ct x.

7. AN INTUITIVE PICTURE FOR THE SR MODEL

O ur treatm ent of the Jocality and m easurem ent problem s in the previous sec—
tionshasbeen carried out by referring to the SR m odelin which m acroscopic
properties only are considered, so that strict operational requirem ents are ful-

lled (though the SR m odeldoesnot adopt a veri cationist attitude, see Ref.
1). Therefore, our persoective does not provide an Intuitive picture of what
is going on at the m icroscopic level. But if one acospts Introducing m icro—
soopic properties of physical ob fcts such a picture beocom es possible and
it has been recently propounded by one of us as an autonom ous m odel®”,
based on the extended SR m odel expounded in Ref. 1 but bringing in it
som e in portant corrections. The new m odel provides a sam ple of ob fctive

23



Interpretation ofQM , and all relevant features ofthe SR m odelhold in it (in
particular, M GP), so that it can be regarded from our present viewpoint as
a set-theoretical proof of the consistency of the SR m odel. For the sake of
com plteness we therefore report the essentials of it here.

To begin with, we acospt the correspondence of m icroscopic and m acro—
soopic properties established in the fram ework of the extended SR m odel.
To be preciss, we assum e that every m icrosocopic physical system is charac-
terized by a sst E ofm icroscopic physical properties which play the rok of
theoretical entities), and that every sam ple of the system (physical ob Fct)
either possesses or does not possess each property In E . M oreover, every m -
croscopic property £ In E corresponds to am acroscopicproperty F = @A 4, ),
where A ; isan ocbsarvablke and aBorelsst on the realline such thata ( 2 ,
hence is represented by the sam e pro fction operator that represents @ o, ).
W henever a physical ob £ct x is prepared by a given preparing device  (for
the sake of sin plicity we assum e here that the equivalence classof isapure
state S, see Ref. 1, Sec. 2) and A ; ism easured by m eans of a suitable appa—
ratus, the set ofm icroscopic properties possessed by x produces a probability
(Which is either 0 or 1 ifthem odel is determ inistic) that the apparatus does
not react, so that the outocom e ay m ay be obtained. In this case, a nonacoes—
sible physical situation occurs, and we cannot get any explicit lnform ation
about the m icroscopic physical properties possessed by x. In particular, we
cannot assert that they are related as the profction operators representing
them are related by the Jaw sof standard QM , which isconsistent with M GP.
If, on the contrary, the apparatus reacts, an outoom e di erent from ay, say a,
is obtained, and we are nform ed that x possesses allm icroscopic properties
associated w ith m acroscopic properties ofthe form F = @A, ), where is
aBorelsst such thatag 2 and a2  (for the sake ofbreviy, we also say
that x possesses allm acroscopic properties as F in this case). Then, when-
ever a law of standard QM is considered, both accessble and nonaccessble
physical sttuationsm ay occur, and only in the form er situationswe can assert
that the m icroscopic properties of x are related as the progction operators
representing them in the given law .

Let us com e now to our intuitive picture. W henever the preparing device

is activated repeatedly, a ( nie) st S ofphysical cb fcts in the state S is

prepared. Let uspartition S into subsetss 4,5 @, ..., 5™ such that in each
subset all ob ects possess the sam e m icroscopic properties, and assum e that
a m easuram ent of an cbservable A ( is done on every cb gct. Furthem ore,
Jet us introduce the follow ing sym bols.

24



N : num ber of physicalobfcts in S.

N : num ber of physical ob fcts in S that are not detected.

N ®: num ber of physicalobfcts n S .

N ”: num ber of physical db cts in S @ that are not detected.

NY: number of physical cbcts in S @ that possess the m acroscopic
property F = @A o, ) corresponding to the m icroscopic property f.

It ollow s from our above Interpretation that the number N F(i) either co—
incides with N® N or with 0. The fomer case occurs whenever £ is
possessed by the cbcts in S ¥, since all ob cts that are detected then yield
outcom e in . The Jatter case occurs whenever £ is not possessed by the cb-
fcts n S @, since all ob fcts that are detected then yield outcom e di erent

from a, but outside . In both cases one generally getsN @ N (()i) 6 0 (even

ifN @ N(()i) = 0 may also occur, in particular in a determ iistic m odel), so
that the follow ing equation holds:
@) @

(8] @)
N, _N® N N, _ -

N (1) N 1) N ) N O(l)

The tem on the kft n Eq. (3) rpresents the frequency of ob fcts pos-
sessing the property F in S @, the st tem on the right the frequency of
cbcts in S @ that are detected, the second tem  (which etther is 1 or 0) the
frequency of ob fcts that possess the property F in the subset of all ob Fcts
in S @ that are detected.

The frequency of cb cts in S that possess the property F is given by
1F e N Mol Ne @)
N N . N N

i i

Let us assum e now that all frequencies converge in the large number I i,
o that they can be substituted by probabilities, and that these probabilities
do not depend on the choice of the preparation In S Which is consistent
w ith the de nition of states In Ref. 1, Sec. 2). Hence, if one considers the
large num ber Im it ofEqg. (3), one gets

s E)=PERSE); ©)
where P S(i)t ) is interpreted as the overall probability that a physical ob fct
X possessing the m icroscopic properties that characterize S @ also possess the

property F, P S(i)d (F ) astheprobability that x be detected when F ism easured

P
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on i, Ps(i) ) Which either is 0 or 1) as the probability that x possess the
property F when detected. M oreover, if one considers the large num ber 1im it
ofEqg. (4) and ram inds the interpretation of quantum probabilities in Sec. 4,
(1), it is reasonable to assum e that the second temm on the right converges to
the standard quantum probability Ps () that a physical ob fct in the state
S possess the property F, so that one gets

PSEF)=PYEF)Ps F); 6)

where P¢ () is Interpreted as the overall probability that a physical ob jct
X In a state S possess the property F and PS(F) as the probability that
X be detected when F ismeasured on it. Thus, one can m aintain that a
broader theory embodying QM can be conceived, according to which the
standard quantum probability Ps () is considered as a conditional rather
than an absolute probability. O f course, Eq. (6) is also com patdble with a
m odelin which P ¢ F ) is Interpreted asthe e ciency ofa non-idealm easuring
apparatus. Yet, ourpicture predictsthat P ¢ F ) m ay be Jlessthan 1 also in the
case ofan idealapparatus. Indeed, every in S preparesob ectswhich donot
possess the sam e m icroscopic properties, and som e cb pcts m ay possess sets
of properties that m ake the detection of them by any apparatus m easuring
F possble but not certain, or even in possible.

To close up, kt us note that the ntuiive picture provided above In—
troduces a substantial correction in the extended SR m odel that inspires i,
since it substitutesEqg. (6) totheequation P, s €)= Pa, € ;G;H ;)P F)
that appears in thism odel. Bearing in m ind its de nition, the probability
Pa,s ) can be obtained as the large number lim it of the term on the kft
n Egq. 3) Whith showsthat the su x S In it is ratherm isleading). Analo—
gously, the probability P, F ;G ;H ; ::1) can be cbtained as the large num ber
lin it ofthe rsttemm on the right in the sam e equation. H owever, the second
term on the right n Eq. (3) does not converge to the quantum probability
Ps (F ), hence the above equation of the extended SR m odel is not correct in
ournew picture. W e cbserve, however, that also in this picture the fair sam —
pling assum ption does not hold, which is in portant for theoretical reasons
(e Ref. 1, Sec. 5).
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