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A bstract

T he word proposition isused in physicsw ith di erentm eanings, which
m ust be distinguished to avoid interpretational problem s. W e construct
two languages L (x) and L (x) with classical set-theoretical sem antics
which allow us to illustrate those m eanings and to show that the non-
Boolean lattice of propositions of quantum logic QL) can be obtained
by selecting a subset of ptestable propositions w ithin the Boolan lattice
of all propositions associated with sentences of L (x). Yet, the aforesaid
sem antics is incom patdble w ith the standard interpretation of quantum
m echanics QM ) because of known no-go theorem s. But if one accepts
our criticiam of these theorem s and the ensuing SR (sem antic realism )
interpretation of QM , the incom patibility disappears, and the classical
and quantum notions of truth can coexist, since they refer to di erent
m etalinguistic concepts (ruth and veri ability acoording to QM , respec—
tively) . M oreover one can construct a quantum Jlanguage Lt (x) whose
Lindenbaum -Tarski algebra is isom orphic to Q L, the sentences of which
state (testable) properties of ndividualsam ples of physical system s, while
standard Q L. does not bear this interpretation.

1 Introduction

T he word proposition has been used in physics with som e di erent m eanings.
Jauch (1968) Intended it sin ply asa synonin ofyesno experim ent, P iron (1976)
denoted by it an equivalence class of questions, etc., follow ing a tradition started
by Birkho and von Neum ann (1936) w ith their experim ental propositions. O n

the other hand, the same term is also used In order to denote the (closed)
set of states associated w ith an experim ental proposition, often called physical
proposition (see, eg. Dalla Chiara et al, 2004, Introduction to Part I). The
latter use is comm only preferred by those logicians concemed w ith quantum

logic QL) who identify states wih possiblke words (dbid., Ch. 8). For, an
experin entalproposition can be considered as a sentence ofa physical language,
and the set of states associated w ith it as its proposition in a standard logical

D Jpartim ento di Fisica delllUniversita e Sezione INFN, 73100 Lecce, Italy; em ail:
garola@ le.dnfn Jit.


http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0611227v1

sense. However, the term proposition is also used to denote an elem ent of the
Lindenbaum -Tarskialgebra of the aforesaid physical Janguage (see, eg., Redel,
1998, Ch. 5; the links between the two m eanings are rather cbvious).

Let us adopt from now on the standard logicalm eaning of the term propo—
sition, acoepting to identify physical states w ith possible worlds (which m ay be
questioned from several viewpoints; we, however, do not want to discuss this
topic in the present paper). T hen, a serious problem occurs when dealing w ith
quantum m echanics QM ), hence w ith Q L. Indeed, every B irkho and von N eu—
m ann’s experin ental proposition can be experim entally con m ed or refiited
(see also Jamm er, 1974, Ch. 8), so that it can be interpreted as a sentence
of an observative language, stating a physical property that can be tested on
one orm ore ndividual sam ples of a given physical system (physical obfcts). In
classicalm echanics (CM ) a truth value is de ned for every (atom ic or m olecu—
lar) sentence , and the physicalproposition p of (meant asa set of states
In which  is true) is introduced basing on this de nition. O n the contrary, it
can occur In QM that no truth value can be de ned for a sentence because
ofnonobgctivity of properties (equivalently, the distinction between actual and
potential properties), which is a wellknown and debated feature of this theory
(see, eg., Busch et al, 1991, Ch. IT; M em in, 1993). Indeed, nonob fectivity
prohibits one to associate a physical property E w ith a set of physical ob cts
possessing E , which is a basic step if one wants to construct a classical set—
theoretical sem antics. Hence, a physical proposition is directly associated, in
QM ,wih ,whose truth value is de ned via the proposition itself. T his gives
rise to a num ber of di culties, since the notion of truth introduced in thisway
has several odd features. For instance, if a sentence is not true in a possble
world (state), one cannot assert that it is false in that state, and the pin oftwo
sentences m ay be true even if none of the sentences is true. M ore in portant,
this notion of truth clashes w ith the fact that every (elem entary) experin ental
proposition can be checked on a physical ob ect, yvielding one of two values (0
or 1) that can be intuitively interpreted as true and false. Thus, the identi -
cation of sentences w ith their propositions m ay produce serious troubles (the
\m etaphysical disaster" pointed out, though in a som ew hat di erent way, by
Foulis and Randall, 1983). A ccording to D alla Chiara et al. (2004,Ch. 1) this
problem stin ulated the nvestigation about m ore and m ore general quantum
structures. In our opinion, however, the attem pt at solving it in this way is
questionable. Indeed, the problem is origihated by som e speci ¢ features of the
standard interpretation ofthem athem atical form alisn ofQM (to be precise, the
aforesaid nonob pctivity of properties) and not by the form alisn iself, so that
it cannot be solved by sin ply generalizing the m athem atical apparatus w ithout
rem oving those peculiarities of the interpretation that create i (see also Busch
and Shin ony, 1996).

A cocording to a w idespread belief, the in possbility of solving the above prob—
lem by rstly endow ing the language of QM w ith a classical set-theoretical se—
m antics and then Introducing the set of propositions is w itnessed by the fact
that this set has a structure of orthom odular nondistributive lattice, whilke a
classical sam antics would lead to a Boolean lattice of propositions.



W e ain to show in this paper that the above belief is ill-ounded. To be
precise, wewant to show that one can construct a sin ple language L (x) endowed
w ith a classical set-theoretical sem antics, associate it with a poset of physical
propositions (that generally is not a lattice), and then introduce a de nition of
testability on L (x) which selects a subposet of testabke (actually, p-testabk, see
Sec. 3) physical propositions. O ur procedure is very ntuitive, and applies to
every theory, asCM and QM , In which physical ob fects and properties can be
de ned. Under reasonable physicalassum ptionsthe poset ofall testable physical
propositionstumsout to be a Boolan lattice In CM , whilke it isan orthom odular
nondistributive lattice n QM that can be identi ed wih a (standard, sharp)
QL. &t Pllows, in particular, that nondistrbutivity cannot be considered an
evidence that a classicalnotion of truth cannot be ntroduced In QM .

Our result does not prove, of course, that providing a classical sem antics
for the ocbservative language ofQM is actually possble. Tndeed, nonob fctivity
of properties would still forbid it. However, should one accept the critician
to nonob fctivity provided by ourselves in som e previous paper, and the Se—
m antic Realian (SR) Interpretation of QM follow ing from it (see G arola and
Solom brino, 1996a, 1996b; G arola 1999, 2000, 2002, 2005; G arola and P ykacz,
2004)]3 the language L (x) Introduced in this paper appears as a sublanguage
of the broader observative language of QM , and the classical set-theoretical
sam antics de ned on it can be seen as a restriction of the broader classical
set-theoretical sem antics that can be de ned on the observative language. If
this view point is acospted, the distinction between physical propositions and
testable physical propositions can be considered som ething m ore than an ab-
stract schem e for show ing how non-Boolan algebras can be recovered w ithin
a Boolan fram ework. Indeed, physical propositions are then associated in a
standard way w ith (universally) quanti ed sentences of L (x) that have classical
truth values, which avoids the \m etaphysical disaster" m entioned above, and
testable physical propositions are physical propositions associated w ith quan-
ti ed sentences for which truth criteria are given that allow one to detem ine

W e rem ind that ourcriticism isbased on an epistem ologicalperspective according to w hich
the theoretical law s of any physicaltheory are considered asm athem atical schem es from w hich
em pirical laws can be deduced. T he latter law s are assum ed to be valid in all those physical
situations in which they can be experin entally checked, while no assum ption of validity can
be done in physical situations in which som e general principle prohibits one to check them
(this position is consistent, in particular, w ith the operational and antin etaphysical attitude
of standard QM ). In CM our perspective does not introduce any substantial change, since
there is no physical situation in which an em pirical law cannot, in principle, be tested. On
the contrary, if boundary, or initial, conditions are given in QM in which properties that
are not com patible are attributed to the physical system (m ore precisely, to a sam ple of
it), a physical situation is hypothesized that cannnot be em pirically accessible, hence no
assum ption of validity can be done for the em pirical law s deduced from the general form alism
of QM in this situation. Strangely enough, this new perspective is su cient to invalidate
the proof of som e im portant no-go theorem s, asBell's Bell, 1964) and B ell-K ochen-Specker’s
Bell, 1966; K ochen and Specker, 1967). Nonob fctivity of properties then appears in this
context as an interpretative choice, not a logical consequence of the theory, and altemative
interpretations becom e possible. Am ong these, our SR interpretation restores ob jectivity of
properties w thout requiring any change in the m athem atical apparatus and in the m inim al
(statistical) interpretation ofQM .



em pirically their truth valies@

T he lattice operations on the lattice of all testable physical propositions,
however, only partially correspond to logical operations of L (x) In QM . W e
show that L (x) can be enriched by introducing new dquantum oconnectives, so
that a lJanguage Lt (x) oftestable sentences can be extracted from L (x) whose
Lindenbaum -Tarski algebra is isom orphic to the orthom odular lattice of all
testable physicalpropositions of L (x). T hus, we introduce a cleardistinction be-
tween classicaland quantum connectives, and show that a veri cationist notion
of quantum truth can be de ned on Lrg (x) which coexists with the classical
de nition of truth, rather than being altemative to it. This is a noticeable
achievem ent, which avoids postulating that di erent incom patible notions of
truth are m plicitly introduced by our physical reasonings.

Som e of the results resum ed above have already been expounded in som e
previous papers (G arola and Sozzo, 2004, 2006), though in a som ewhat di er-
ent form . Here we generalize our previous treatm ents by considering e ects in
place of properties, which leadsus to prelin inarily construct a broader Janguage
L () ih which L (x) is embedded. An interesting consequence of this broader
perspective is a w eakening ofthe notion oftestability, which illustrates from our
present view point a possible advantage ofunsharp QM w ith respect to standard
QM .W e also provide a sin ple new way forde ning physical propositionsby in—
troducing universal quanti ers on the sentences of the language L. (x), which
also helps In better understanding the notion of quantum truth and its di er-
ence from classical truth. For the sake of brevity, however, our presentation is
very schem atic and essential.

Tt ram ains to observe that a m ore general treatm ent of the topics discussed
in this paper could be done by adopting the form alization ofan cbservative sub—
language of QM introduced by ourselvesm any yearsago G arola,1991). In this
case, two classes of predicates would occur, one denoting e ects (hence proper—
ties), one denoting states, so that states would not be identi ed w ith possble
worlds and physical propositions would be distinguished from proposiions in
a standard logical sense. This treatm ent would be m ore general and form ally
com plete, at the expense, how ever, of sin plicity and understandability, so that
we do not undertake this task here.

2 The language ofe ects L (x)

W ecalllL (x) the form allanguage constructed by m eansofthe follow ing sym bols
and rules.

A Ihabet.

An Individualvariabl x.

M onadic predicatesE , F , :::.

Logical connectives : , ~, _

’From a logicalview point our treatm ent exhibits the deep reasons ofthe \disaster". Indeed,
experin ental propositions are interpreted as open sentences ofa rst order predicate lJanguage,
w hile physical propositions are associated w ith quanti ed sentences of the sam e language.



Auxiliary signs (, ).

Syntaxis.

Standard classical form ation rules for well orm ed formulas orie y, w s).

W e Introduce a settheoretical sem antics on L  (x) by m eans of the follow ing
m etalinguistic sym bols, sets and rules.

E : the set of all predicates.

(x): the sestofallw sofl ).

E ®):theset fE x) JE 2 E gofallekmentary w sofl (x).

A set S of states.

Forevery S 2 S, a universe Us of physical obfcts.

A setR ofm appings (Interpretations) such that, orevery 2 R, :(x;S)2

fXg' S ! s (X)zUs.
Forevery S2 S and E 2 E , an extension extg E) Ug.
Forevery 2 R and S 2 S, a classical assignm ent function ¢ : x) !

ft;fg Where t stands for true and £ for alse), de ned according to standard
(recursive) truth rules in Tarskian sem antics (to be precise, for every elem entary
w EXZ2E K), & X)=ti s&)2exts €) Drevery pair ), &)
ofw sof ®), ( ®" ®)=ti (( ®)=t= ,( &), etc).

T he intended physical interpretation of L. (x) can then be summ arized as
follow s.

Reference to a physical system  is understood.

A predicate of L (x) denotes an e ect, which is operationally interpreted
as an equivalence class of (dichotom ic) registering devices, each ofwhich, when
activated by an Individual sam ple of , perfom s a registration that m ay yield
valie O orl (see, eg. Ludwig, 1983,Ch. IT; G arola and Solom brino, 1996). W e
assum e in the ollow ing that every registering device belongs to an e ect.

A state is operationally interpreted as an equivalence class of preparing de—
vices, each of which, when activated, perform s a preparation of an individual
sample of (dbid.).

A physical ob fct is operationally interpreted as an individual sam ple of ,
which can be identi ed w ith a preparation (bid.).

The equation ¢ E (x)) = t (or f) is Interpreted asm eaning that, ifa reg-
istering device belonging to E is activated by the physical ob ct 5 x), the
result of the registration is 1 (0). The interpretation of ( )) = t (or H),
wih )2 (x), llow s In an obvious way, bearing in m Ind the above truth
rules for the connectives : ;" ;_

Let usnow introduce som e further de nitions and notions.
(i) W e de ne a bgicalpreorder < and a gical equivalence on x) Ina
standard way, as follow s.
Let ), )2 x). Then,
®) < ®) i for every 2 RadsS 2 S, ( X)) = t implees
s K))=1t
x) ®) 1 x)< &)and &)< &).



W e note that the quotient set x)= is partially ordered by the order
(still denoted by <) canonically nduced on it by the preorder < . It easy to
prove that the poset ( )= ;<) isa Boolan lattice.

(i) Let &) 2 (%). W e call physical sentence associated with (x) the
(universally) quanti ed sentence (8x) (x), and denote by the set ofallphys—

ical sentences associated with w sof L. (x) (hence = fBx) ®)J &) 2
x)g). Then, orevery S 2 S, we Introduce a classical assignm ent function
s @ ! ft; fg by setting, for every physical sentence (8x) (x) 2 ,

s (Bx) X)) =t i Prevery 2R, (( &)=t

T he logical preorder and equivalence de ned on (x) can be extended to

in a standard way, as follow s.

Let B8x) &), Bx) )2 . Then,

Bx) x) < Bx) ®) i forevery S 2 S, 5 ((Bx) x)) = t Inplies

s (Bx) &)=+t

(8x) x) Bx) &) 1 (Bx) )< (Bx) &)and Bx) &)< (Bx) ).

The quotient set =  is partially ordered by the order (still denoted by
<) canonically induced on it by the preorder< ,but theposest ( = ;<) isnot
bound to be a lattice.

(iil) W e use the de nitions in ({) to ntroduce a notion oftrue w ith certainty
on x).Forevery )2 x) and S 2 S, weput

(x) iscertainlytruein S 1 s (8x) (x)) = t (equivalently, the physical
sentence (8x) (X)) associated wih (X) is true).

Aw x) 2 (x) can be certainly true in the state S ornot. It must be
stressed that in the latter case we do not say that (x) is certainly false in S:
this term w ill be Introduced indeed at a later stagew ith a di erent m eaning.
W e also note explicitly that the new truth value is attrbuted ornottoaw of

(x) Independently of the interpretation

T he notion oftrue w ith certainty allow s one to Introduce a physical preorder

and a physical equivalence on (x), as ollow s.

Let &), )2 x). Then,

(%) x) i forevery S 2 S, () iscertainly true In S in plies that
(%) is certainly true in S (equivalently, 8x) &)) < Bx) (x)).
(%) ) 1 (x) x) and (x) &) (equivalently, 8x) &)
Bx) )).

Tt is apparent that the logical preorder < and the logicalequivalence  on

(x) Inply the physical preorder and the physical equivalence , respec—
tively, while the converse im plications generally do not hold. M oreover, one
can introduce the quotient set x)= , partially ordered by the order (still
denoted by ) canonically induced on it by the preorder de ned on (%) .
Then,thepossts ( &)= ; )and ( = ;<) areocbviously order-isom orphic.

(Iv) W e want to introduce a concept of testability on (x). To thisend, ket
us consider an elementary w E (x) 2 (x) and observe that it is testable in
the sense that its truth value for a given Interpretation and state S can be
em pirically checked by using one ofthe registering devices in the classdenoted by
E in order to perform a registration on g (x). Let us consider now am olecular
w (x) of (x) and agree that i istestable i a registering device exists that



allow sus to check is truth value. Since we have assum ed that every registering
device belongs to an e ect, we conclude that (x) is testabl 1 it is logically
equivalent to an elementary w of  (x). Thus, we ntroduce the subset , )
ofalltestablew sof (x), de ned as follow s.

r®)=1f x)2 ®)J9E 2E : ®) E &)g.

O f course, the binary relations<, , and introduced on (xX) can be
restricted to ; (x), and we still denote these restrictions by the symbols<, ,

and , respectively, In the follow ing.

(v) The notion of testability can be extended to the physical sentences as—
sociated with w sof  (x) by setting, Prevery &) 2 %),

(8x) (%) istestable i (x) istestable (equivalently, &)2 ; &)).

W e denote the set of all testable physical sentences by . Gence, [ =
f@x) ®)Jj ®)2 . x)9),and stilldenote the restrictionsto . ofthebinary
relations < and de ned on by < and , respectively. It is then easy to
show thattheposets ( ; ®)= ; )and ( ;= ;<) are order-isom orphic.

3 Physical propositions

Let )2 (x). W eput

pf = £S2 S j (x) is certainly true i Sgq,
and say that pt is the physical proposition associated with (x) (or, brie y, the
physical proposition of  (x)). It isthen easy to see that pf isthe proposition as—
sociated with (8x) (x) according to the standard rules ofa K ripkean sem antics
iIn which states play the role ofpossible worlds. M ore form ally,

pf=1£525 35 (Bx) &) =tg=1£S2S forevery 2R, 4 ( &)= tg.

W edencte by P £ the set of allphysical propositions ofw sof  (x),

Pf=fpj ®2 &g

T he de nitions of certainly true in S, physicalorder and physicalequiva—
lence can be restated by using the notion ofphysical proposition. Indeed, for
every (x), ()2 x),

(x) iscertainly truein S i S 2 pf,

® & i PP,
®) & i p=p.
The above results in ply that theposets ( &)= ; ) or ( = ;<)) and

® f; ) are order-isom orphicl] H owever, the set-theoretical operationson P *
do not generally correspond to logical operations on (x). Indeed, for every
x®), ®), ®)2 (x),onedgets
®) : () implies pf Snp’,
® &~ & dmples F=p \pf,

3T his isom orphism suggests that one could introduce the notion of true w ith certainty by
rstly assigning ® f; ) with its algebraic structure and then connecting it w ith (%), thus
providing an algebraic sem antics w hich allow s one to avoid the de nition introduced in Sec. 2,
hence the introduction ofa classicaltruth theory. O ne would thus follow standard procedures
in Q L, yet losing the links between two di erent notions of truth illustrated in this paper.



® & _ &) imples g p [p°

(see also G arola and Sozzo, 2006).

Letusconsidernow the subset . (x) ofalltestablew sof  (x) ntroduced
In Sec. 2. W e de ne the subset PTf P fofalltestable physical propositions
by setting

P.f=fpf § ®2 ,&®g.

Then, one gets that P Tf coincides w ith the set of all physical propositions
associated w ith elem entary w sof  (x). M oreover, theposets ( ; X)= ; )
r ( ;= ;<)) and CPTf; ) are order-isom orphic.

4 The language of properties L (x)

Both n CM and in QM the set ofalle ects contains a subset ofdecision e ects
(see, eg., Ludw ig, 1983, Ch. III) that we brie y call properties in this paper.
Hence the set E of all predicates of L (x) contains a subset E of predicates
denoting properties. T herefore one can consider the sublanguage L (x) ofL (x)
constructed by using only predicates In E and follow ing the procedures sum m a—
rized in Sec. 2. Thus, the sest ofallw sofL (x), the sest ofallelem entary w sof
L (x), the sam antics and the physical interpretation ofL (x), the logicalpreorder
and equivalence on L (x), etc.,, are de ned as n Sec. 2, sinply dropping the
su x .Hence one obtainsthat theposet ( (x)= ;<) isa Boolan lattice and
that the posets ( )= ; ) and (= ;<) are order-isom orphic. M oreover,
the set 1 x) ofalltestablew sofl (x) isde ned as follow s,
r&X)=f ®2 K JE 2E: &) E K)g,

and theposets ( 1 X)= ; ) and ( = ;<) are order-isom orphic. Tt must
be noted, however, that the notion of testability introduced in this way on

(¢) does not coincide w ith the notion of testability follow Ing from the general
de nition in Sec. 2. Indeed, according to the latter, the set ofalltestable w s
of (x) would be given by

P =f ®2 ®IE 2E : k) E Kg,

which Inplies 1 &) 9 ), sothat r (x) and 2 (x) cannot, In general, be
denti ed. T herefore we call p-testability the m ore restrictive notion of testabil-
ity introduced here. W e notice that the broadening of the set of testable w s
of (x) Pllowing from considering the language of e ects illustrates from our
present viewpoint one of the known advantages of unsharp QM with respect
to standard QM . E xploring this topic goes, how ever, beyond the scopes of the
present paper.

Let us com e now to propositions. The set P £ of all physical propositions
associatedwith w sof (x) canbede ned asin Sec. 3, replacing x)by ).
A gain, no change is required, but dropping the su x . Hence, proceeding as in
Sec. 3, one can show that theposets ( )= ; ) or (= ;<)) and @ £,
are order-isom orphic. O ne can then introduce the subset

P{=fpf2P" 3 ®)2 &g PF
of all p-testable physical propositions and the subsst

P=fpf2pPfj ®2 &g Pf



of all testable physical propositions with P P.%. The distinction between
PTf and Pfo is relevant in principle. However, we are only concemed w ith the
subset Plf in the llow ing. O ne easily gets, proceeding as n Sec. 3, that Plf
coincides w ith the set of all physical propositions associated w ith elem entary
w sof (x),and thattheposets ( 1 ®X)= ; ) or ( 7= ;<)) and (PTf; )
are order-isom orphic.

5 Physical propositions in classicalm echanics

O ne can consider speci cphysicaltheoriesw ithin the generalschem e w orked out
iIn Secs. 24 by hhserting in i suitable assum ptions suggested by the intended
Interpretation in Sec. 2. In the case 0ofCM , this leads to the collapse ofa num ber
of notions, which explains why som e relevant conceptual di erences have been
overlooked in classicalphysics. Let us discuss brie y this issue.

F irst ofall, allphysicalob fects in a given state S possess the sam e properties
according to CM . This feature can be form alized by introducing the follow ing
assum ption.

CM S.The st E of all properties is such that, orevery E 2 E and S 2 S,
eitherextgE = Ug orextgE = ;.

Let us consider the language L x) In CM .Because of axiom CM S, the re—
striction of the assigm ent function 4 to (x) doesnot depend on , hence for
every state S thew (x) istrue i the physical sentence (8x) (x) associated
w ith i is true. Thus, the notions of true and certainly true coincide on  (x).
Hence, the logical preorder and equivalence on  (x) can be identi ed w ith the
physical preorder and equivalence, respectively, so that the posets ( ®)= ; )
and (= ;<) can be denti ed with the Boolan lattice ( x)= ;<). Fur-
them ore, all these posets are order-isom orphicto @ f; ), which therefore isa
Boolean lattice.

Secondly, ket us consider p-testability. It is well known that, in principle,
CM assum esthat allproperties can be sin ultaneously tested. T his suggests one
to Introduce a further assum ption, as follow s.

CMT.Thest 1 x)ofallptestablew sof ) cohcideswih (x).

The above assum ption mplies 1 = ande = Pf. Henoe, CPTf; ) is
a Boolan lattice, which explains the comm on statem ent that \the logic of a
classicalm echanical system is a classical propositional logic" Redei, 1998, Ch.
5). However, this statem ent can be m islkeading, since i ignores a num ber of
conceptual distinctions that we have pointed out in our general fram ew ork.

6 Physicalpropositions In quantum m echanics

A ssum ption CM S does not hold in (standard, H ibert space) QM . Indeed, if
E denotes a property and S a state of the physical system , the probability
of getting result 1 (or 0) when perform ing a registration by m eans of a device



belonghg to E on a sample of may be di erent both from 0 and from 1 in
QM , which Inplies (via intended physical interpretation) that ; 6 extgE 6
Us . Hence, one cannot conclude, as in CM , that @ £; ) is a Boolkan lattice.
M oreover, there are properties in QM that cannot be sim ultaneously tested.
T hus, neither assum ption CM T holds, and one cannot assert that the sets PTf
and P f coincide. In order to discuss the order structure of (PTf; )y n QM , ket
us rstly introduce the sym bols and notions that w illbe used in the follow ing.

H : the H ibert space on the com plex eld associated w ith

L H); ) brde yv,L #)):thecom plte, orthom odular, atom ic lattice (which
also has the covering property; see, eg., Beltram etti and C assinelli, 1981, Ch.
10) of all closed subspaces ofH .

? ,e and d: the orthocom plem entation, the m est and the pin, respectively,
denedonL #H).

A : the set ofallatom s (one-din ensional subspaces) ofL # ).

" :thebipctivem apping S ! A ofall (pure) stateson the atom sofL H ).

: thebipctivem appingE ! L #H ) ofallpropertieson the closed subspaces
of LH).
: the orderon E canonically induced, via ,by the orderde nedonL H ).

? : the orthocom plem entation on E canonically induced, via , by the ortho-
com plem entation de ned on L # ).

Themapping isan order isom orphisn of E; ) onto L H ); ) that pre—
servesthe orthocom plem entation, hence E; ) also isa com plte, orthom odular,
atom ic lattice. W e call i the lattice of properties of , and identify it wih a
(standard, sharp) Q L. W e then introduce a further m apping

tE2E ! S =1£fS2S 3" (S) E)g2P (S)

Wwhere P (S) denotes the power set of S) that associates every property E 2 E
w ith the set of states that are represented by atom s included in the subspace

E).LetL (S) betherangeof . Ikiseasytoseethatalso (L (S); ) isa lattice,
isom orphicto E; )and (L H); ).W e stilldenoteby ° the orthocom plem en—
tation on (L (S); ) canonically induced, via , by the orthocom plem entation ?
de nedon E; ),and call L (S); ) the lattice ofall ? —clsed subsets of S (br,
ifSg 2 L(S), (S£)° = Sg).

The interpretations of E; ) and @ H ); ) then suggest dentifying L (S)
w ith the subset of all p-testable propositions. T his can be form alized by intro—
ducing the follow ing assum ption.

OMT.Let ®)2 1 xX),andtE 2 Ebesuchthat () E (). Then,
the physicalproposition pf of (x) concideswith Sy I QM .

A ssum ption QM T has som e relevant In m ediate consequences. In particular,
it in plies that the equivalence relations and ocoincideon ¢ (x) Indeed,
note rstly that the bifpctivity ofthem apping entails that two propertiesE ,
F 2 E colncide 1 they are represented by the sam e subspace of L H ), hence 1

4T he coincidence of  and suggests that also the logical preorder < and the physical
preorder may coincideon r (x) in QM .Indeed, this coincidence has been introduced as an
assum ption within the general form ulation of the SR interpretation ofQM (see G arola and
Solom brino, 1996a). H ow ever, we do not need this assum ption in the present paper.
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Sg = Sp . Secondly, considerthew s (x), ®)2 1 x)andXtE ,E 2E
besuch that ®) E ()and &) E ). Then, the ollowing sequence of
coim plications holds because of assum ption QM T,

) ® i E & E &® i p‘=p i Sz =Sg i
E =E i E &K E &) 1 x) x),
w hich proves our statem ent.

M ore In portant for our ain s in this paper, assum ption QM T im plies that
the poset @ Tf; ) of all p-testable physical propositions associated w th w s of
r X) (equivalently, w ith elem entary w sof (X)) canbeidenti ed N QM wih
the lattice (L S); ) ofall® closed subsetsofs . Hencetheposets ( 1 X)= ; )
and CPTf; ), on one side, and the lattices L (S); ), L H); ) and E; ),on
the other side, are order-isom orphic, and the isom orphism s preserve the ortho-
com plem entation on @ (); ), @ H); ) and E; )) orcanonically induce it
on ( T ®X)= ; ) and (PTf; )). W e therefore denote orthocom plem entation,
meet and pin In all these lattices by the sam e symbols (that is, ?,e and d,
regoectively). Then, one can easily show that, forevery &), &K)2 1 &),

smpf  ©F)? 2P;,
f f £ f f

P \p =p ep 2P,

pf [p° p'dp 2P;.

W e can now state ourm ain resul in this section. Indeed, the isom orphian s
above albw one to recover (standard, sharp) QL as a quotient algebra ofw s
of L (x), identifying it with ( 1 ®X)= ; ). W e stress that this identi ca-
tion has required four nontrivial steps: ) selecting p-testable w s nside (x);
W grouping p-testable w s into classes of physical rather than logical equiva—
lence; 9 adopting assum ption QM T ; ™) identifying (L (S); ) and €; ).

T he above result show s how the non-Boolean lattice ofQ L can be obtained
w ithout giving up classical sem antics, which wasourm Inin alaim in thispaper.
H owever, we have already seen in the Introduction that it has a degperm eaning
if one acoepts the SR interpretation of QM . Yet, i must be noted that no
direct correspondence can be established betw een the logicaloperationson (k)
and the lattice operations of Q L. By com paring the relations established in
Sec. 3 and the relations above, one gets indeed that, for every (), &),

x®x)2 1 &),

®) : (&) imples ot Snpt  ©°)7,
®) &)~ &) imples g=p \p'=p ep,
®) & _ &) dples ¢ p [p° p dpf

(see also G arola and Sozzo, 2006).

7 The quantum language Lo X)

The sest 1 (x) generally is not closed w ith respect to :, * and _, in the sense
that negation, m eet and pin oftestablew sm ay be not testable. However, we
can construct a language Lo (X) whosew s are testable and whose connectives
corresoond to lattice operations ofQ L, as ollow s.
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(i) Let us take 1 X) (equivalently, the set E (x) of all elem entary w s of
(¢)) as set of elem entary w s, and Introduce three new connectives : o, "¢
and _ o (Quantum negation, quantum m est and quantum Jpin, respectively) and
standard form ation rules or quantum well form ed form ulas rie y, gw s).
(i) Let 1o &) bethesetofallqw sand ktusde ne an assigm ent fiinction
s O 1o (x) based on the assigm ent function s de nedon (). Tothisend,
¥tusconsiderthew s (x), ®)2 1 ®)andlktE ,E 2 E be such that
®) E ®K)and &) E x).Then,forevery 2R and S 2 S,weput

s ®)= (&)

s tog ®)=trf) i SCE?(x))=t(orf),

s( ®K)"g ®)=trf) i s(BE eE )x)) =t rf),

s( ®K)_o ®)=trf) i s (B dE )®)) =t orf).

It is apparent that : ¢ &), &) "g (x) and ) _g %) are logically
equivalenttow sof 1 x).Therefore the above sam antic rules can be applied
recursively by considering (x), )2 19 k), whichdenes 4 on 1o ).
Hence, the notions of logical preorder < and logical equivalence  can be ex-—
tended to 1q X),and every aw islogically equivalenttoaw ofE (x) (hence
of 1 X)).

(i) Let us associate a physical sentence (8x) ) wih every qw x) 2

to ). Hence the notions of certainly true, physical preorder  and physical
equivalence can be introduced on g (). Furthemmore and coincideon
To ), since they colncideon 1 (x) (Sec. 6).

() Forevery () 2 1o (X), let us de ne the physical proposition pf =
fS 2 S j (x) is certainly true in Sg of (x). Then, the set of all physical
propositions associated with qw s of 1o ®) coincides wih PTf . M oreover,
the sam antic rules established above entail that, for every (), &), &) 2

To &),

® o &) i p=©)7,

® &% ® i F=pep

®  ®_o & i p=pdp.
(T he proofofthese coin plications is straightforw ard if one prelin narily notices
that, or every E , F 2 E the physical propositions of E? &), E e F ) (x) and
EdF ) ®) are (pfj )? ,pé epﬁ andpé dpﬁ , respectively, because ofthe de nitions
of?,e and d on E and assum ption QM T ).

W e have thus constructed a lJanguage Lto (%) whose connectives correspond
to lattice operations on Q L, as desired. Tt m ust be stressed, how ever, that the
sem antic rules for quantum connectives have an em pirical character since they
depend on the em pirical relations on the set of all properties, and that these
rules coexist w ith the sam antic rules for classical connectives in our approach.

SNote that, if ), (X)2  (x),the second im plication at the end of Sec. 6 show s that
the physicalproposition of (x)” (x) is identicalto the physicalproposition of )" o (),
which in plies &) &) (x)" g (x).Yet,onecannot assert in thiscasethat (x)~ (x)

x)"g (x),since (x)” (%) doesnot necessarily belongto 1 (x). The di erence between
~ and "o was overlooked in a recent paper (G arola and Sozzo, 2006), and we thank S. Sozzo
for bringing such issue to our attention.

12



Finally, we note that, brevery &), &) 2 1o &), the Pllowng logical

equivalence can be proved,
®)_o &) ::g(tg &))7q (g &),

and a quantum Im plication connective ! o can be introduced such that
x)! o &) (tg ®)_o ( ®K) "o &)).

T he form al structure of the above logicalequivalences iswellknown In Q L.
The novelty here is that ) and ) are sentences referring to individual
sam plesofphysicalob fcts, whilk thew sofstandard Q I represent propositions
and do not bear this interpretation.

8 Quantum truth

T he notion of true with certainty isde ned in Sec. 2 orallw soflL (x). Yet,
only testable w s of L. (x) can be associated with em pirical procedures that
allow one to check whether they are certainly true or not.

For the sake of sin plicity, let us restrict here to the sublanguage L (x) of
L (x) and to the subset 1 (X) r X) of p-testablew s (Sec. 4). Then, the
notion of certainly true can be worked out In QM in order to de ne a notion of
quantum truth (re y, Qtruth) on 1 ), as Pllows.

QT.Let ®)2 1 ®)andS 2 S.Weput
) isQ+trueins i S2pf,
x)isQ-falseins i S2 )7,
) hasnoQ+tmuthvallein s i S2Snp’ [ ©)°.
Bearing in m ind our de nitions and resuls in Secs. 3, 4 and 6, we get
®) sQtruemn S i (%) Iscertainly truein S 1 (Bx) (x) istrue
nS i E )iscertanlytrueinS i (Bx)E () istruein S.

T he notion of Q -alse has not yet an Interpretation at this stage. H ow ever,

we get from its de nition
®)isQfaleins i E°?
truein S.

Let us rem ind now that, revery E 2 E, the property denoted by E * isusu-—
ally interpreted in the physical literature as the equivalence class of registering
devices obtained by reversing the roles of the outcom es 1 and 0 in all register—
Ing devices in E (we stress that we are considering properties here, not generic
e ects). T his suggests one to add the follow ing assum ption to our schem e.

OMN.LetE 2 E.Then,E? %) :E ().

A ssum ption QM N in plies

x)isQ-falseinS i Bx):E (x)istrueinS i B8x): (x) istrue
nsS i ! () Iscertainly truein S,
hencewe say that (x) iscertainly alse in S 1 it isQ-falsein S.

T he above term inology in pliessthat (k) hasno Qtruth valuein S 1 (x)

is neither certainly true nor certainly alse n S. W e also say in this case that
(x) isQ —indeterm inate In S.

(x) is certainly truein S i Bx)E? (x) is

13



Tt isnow apparent that the notions of truth and Q -truth coexist in our ap—
proach. T his realizes an integrated perspective, according to which the classical
and the quantum notions of truth are not incom patdble. O ur approach also ex—
plains the \m etaphysicaldisaster" m entioned in the Introduction R andalland
Foulis, 1983) as ollow Ing from attributing truth values that refer to quanti ed
w sofa st orderpredicate calculus to open w s ofthe calculus itself.

Let us conclude our paper w ith som e additional rem arks.

F irstly, the notion of Q -truth introduced above applies to a fragm ent only
(the set 1 x) (x)) of the language L x). If one wants to introduce this
notion on the set ofallw s ofa suitable quantum language, one can refer to
the language Lt (x) constructed In Sec. 7. Then, allgw s are testable, and
de nition Q T can be applied In order to de ne Q truth on Lo X) by sinply
substituting o &) to ¢ &) In k. Again, classical truth and Q -truth can
coexist on Lo In our approach.

Secondly, de nition Q T can be physically jisti ed by observing that m ost
m anuals and books on the foundations of QM introduce (usually im plicitly) a
veri cationist notion of truth that can be summ arized In our present tem s as
ollow s.

QVT.Let ®)2 ®)andS 2 S.Then, ) istrue (Blse) n S 1i:

() &) istestable;

(i) ) can be tested and fund to be true (alse) on a physical ob gct in
the state S w ithout altering S .

Tt can be proved that the notion of truth introduced by de nition QVT and
the notion ofQ -truth introduced by de nition Q T coincide. T he proof is rather
sin ple but requires som e use of the theoretical apparatus of QM (G arola and
Sozzo, 2004).

Finally, a further justi cation ofde nition Q T can be given by noting that
the notion oftrue with certainty translates in our context the notion of certain,
ortrue, Introduced in som e partially axiom atized approachestoQM (@sP iron’s,
1976).
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