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A bstract

W e explore further the suggestion to describe a pre—and post-selected sys—
tem by a two-state, which is determ ined by two condiions. Starting w ih a
form alde nition of a two-state H ibert space and basic operations, we sys—
tem atically recast the basics of quantum m echanics —dynam ics, cbservables,
and m easurem ent theory —in tem s of tw o-states as the elam entary quanti-
ties. W e nd a sim ple and suggestive form ulation, that \uni es" two com ple—
m entary observables: probabilistic observables and non-probabilistic Weak’
cbservables. P robabilities are relevant for m easurem ents in the strong cou—
pling regin €’. They are given by the absolute square of a two-am plitude
(@ progction of a two-state) . N on-probabilistic observables are observed in
su ciently Weak’ m easurem ents, and are given by linear com binations of
the two-am plitude. A s a sub-class they Inclide the Weak valies’ of herm i+
tian operators. W e show that In the intermm ediate regin €, one m ay cbserve
a m ixing of probabilities and weak valies.

A consequence of the suggested formm alism and m easurem ent theory, is that
the problem of non-locality and Lorentz non-covariance, of the usual pre—
scription w ith a Yreduction’, m ay be elin inated. W e exem plify thispoint for

the EPR experim ent and for a system under successive cbservations.



1 Introduction

Initial and nal conditions play signi cantly di erent roles in quantum m echanics
and classical m echanics. In classical m echanics the exact state of a system S at
any tine t is detem Ined by a sihgle condition; ie. by feeding the equations of
m otion w ith appropriate nitial conditions on a C auchy surface and working out the
evolution of the system in the future or past. Traditionally, quantum m echanics is
formulated In a sin ilar m anner. A m easurem ent of a com plkte st of com m uting
observables determ ines a state j 1 (t)i of S; this provides the mnitial condition at
t = t,. To derive probabilities for various possble m easuram ents at t° > t; the
Schrodinger equation is fad with j ; ()i, and j 1 )i is com puted. Now suppose
we perform at t = t¢ > t° another set of m easurem ents which also determ ine the
state of S . W hik classically, this second m easurem ent is trivial, in quantum theory
the second resul (j ; (tr)i) is usually not detemm ned from the nitial condition,
ie, h generalj , &)i6 J 1 (¢ )i. Should we regard j , ()i as a second condition
for the system at intermm ediate tines tr > t> t? A fter all the dynam ical law s of
m otion either the Schrodinger or H iesenberg equations are tin e sym m etric. Indeed
In quantum m echanicswe are free to select ensem blesusing two (@lm ost) Independent
hitialand naloonditions.

In 1964 Aharonov Bergm an and Lebow itz [[[] where the rst to recognize the
non-triviality of such circum stances. They have derived the basic expressions for
probability distributions when the physical system under cbservation is determm ined
by a pre-and a post-selkction. M ore recently the fom alisn was re-discovered in—

dependently by G ri ths R], Unmuh [B], and GellM ann and Hartle B].f A mamn

“The relation between the approach developed In this article, and the decoherent histories

approach is studied elsewhere [1.



elem entary observation of these Investigations, which we would lke to em phasize,
is that In m ost situations, a pre—and post-selected system can not ke r=duced to an
equivalent system w ith only one condition, that is, S can not be described by a wave
function. This observation has been ampli ed in Ref. [, [l. It tums out that for
rare situations, the outoom es of ordinary m easurem ents can yield very strange and
unusual results. &t should be em phasized how ever, that these resuls are derived by
using standard quantum m echanics. The Strangeness’ of the resuls is only due to
the very special conditions which where imposed on S.

N onetheless, the discovery of such new phenom ena, was desply m otivated by a
new physical picture, which was in plicitly used already in Ref. 1. In this picture,
the evolution of the wave function in a pre-and post—selected system s is conceived
In a tin e symm etric fashion. T he two conditions determ ine two wave functions and
both are used to describe the system at intemm ediate tines. In fact, the conospt
of the Weak value’ [], Bl, 2., of a Hem itian operator A, was discovered while
attem pting to gragp this additional infom ation between two conditions. In such a
weak m easuram ent, Instead of getting one of the eigenvalues of A, one observes a

complx number: A, = h s AJ ii=h ¢ ;i. W eak values have been found usefiil n

studying various problem s [§,[1q, I3, £3].

H ow ever, severalbasic questions rem ained. Since In generalthe totalnfom ation
on a pre—and post—elected systam S can not be stored in single wave function, what
is the proper language to describe S under such conditions? In particular, does this
m ean that we loss any notion of a state at each tim e slice, or, does it call for an
extension of som e of the basic notions of quantum m echanics?

Indeed, it has been suggested in Ref. [[3, [[4, [[§], that the usual notion of

a state should be generalized. G eneralized states which are detemm ined by two



conditions where de ned and studied @]. In this work we shall study In more
details the structure and the in plications of such a possiblk extension. W e shallcall
the extension of the usualstate , a two—state, and denote it by %. Two states, are
elem ents of an extended H ibert space which is equipped w ith the standard set of
operations: an nner product, expansion In tem s of basis vectors, and a profction
w hich yieldsa two-am plitude. T histw o-state H ibert space isalso further generalized
to the case of successive N conditions.

W e then systeam atically recast the basics of quantum m echanics — dynam ics,
observables, and m easuram ent theory — in tem s of two-states as the elem entary
quantities. W hat we nd isa sin pl and suggestive form ulation that is particularly
suitable to describe system s in a state of pre— and post—selection, or a sub-systam
which is coupled to a pre-and post-selected environm ent [[4]. A though our form al-
isn is entirely equivalent to ordinary quantum m echanics, it suggests new insights.

Two basic types of ocbservables arise naturally In this form align . In the lim it
of strong coupling between the measurement device M D) and S, one m easures
eigenvalues of Hem itian operators, but w ith a probability proportionalto % ¥, the
absolute square of the two-am plitude, instead of 7 . On the other, in the lin it of
a vanishing Interaction between M D and S, one generally m easures the weak value
A, ,which isexpressed asa com plex valued lnear com binations, F ay %, ofthe two—
am plitude %$. This In plies that the weak value should not be given a probabilistic
Interpretation @], but rather should be understood as a direct re ection, and hence
as a non-dem olition observation of the two-state am plitude of the system . In fact, we
show that weak values of Hem iian operators, are only a sub-class of am plitude-like
quantities that can be m easured. For example, we show how the two-am plitude

itself, which isnot a weak value of a Hem itian operator, can stillbe cbserved by a



suitable weak m easurem ent.

W hat happens when the coupling strength between the cbserved system and
the m easuring device is not one of the latter two lin iting cases, but alls n some
Interm ediate regine? In such a regin e, the Yeading’ obtained by the m easuring
device can not be explained in tem s ofprobabilitiesnorby weak valuesalone.[[§1W e
shall show that In som e cases one m easure m ixed quantities, which are detem ined
by probabilities and by weak values. T he cbservable is then given by an average of
various weak values w ith a probability distrioution of som e set of eigenvalues.

F inally, we argue that our approach has also som e concsptual advantages. A m a—
pr concgptualdi culty in the standard interpretation is the issue of the reduction
ofthe wave function’. W e argue that thisdi culty m ay be avoided in this suggested
approach. (See also the discussion in [13]). W e exem plify this point by show ing that
the EPR experim ent and the evolution of a general system under successive obser—
vations, can be described by a two-state w ithout appealing to a non—local procedure
of reduction. The non-local collapse is Yeplaced’ by local conditions. T he Lorentz
covariance of our description is obtained by Including the possbility of correlations
between di erent tim es.

T he article continues as follow s. In the next section ofwe de ne the basic notion
ofa two-state H ibert space and its fiirther extension to the case of severalconditions,
and show how the two classes of cbservables discussed above are expressed In term s
oftwo-states. In Section 3, we study m easurem ent theory In tem sofour form alisn .
The two lim iting cases, ofa weak and a strong m easurem ent, are discussed. W e also
show that In the interm ediate regin e, a new m xing ofprobabilities and weak values
is observed. In Section 4, we study the in plications to conceptual problam s, such

as the EPR experim ent and to the situation of successive observations. F nally, in



the appendix we show how non-generic tw o— states, which correspond to correlation

between Initialand nal conditions, can be obtained for an open system .

2 Tine Symm etric Quantum M echanics

W e start this section by providing the de nition of a two state and constructing a
H ibert space of two-states. T hen, we study the basic operationsbetween two-states
and In Section 22 we show how to handl siuation w ith m ore than two conditions
by using multiplestates. T he generalized Schrodinger equation for a two-state is
presented in Section 2.3, and in Sections2 4 and 2.5 we express the basic observables

in tem s of two-states or m ultiple-states.

2.1 Two-States

Consider a closed system S with a given Ham iltonian H , and two given conditions,
say J )i= jriand j @)1= ji1i, & > ). A mid restriction on these
conditions is that

h, & t)j.i16 0; @)

where U = exp ( iRH dt’) is the evolution operator, must be satis ed. At any
Intemm ediate tine t, > t > 4, we have both Ywtarded’ and bdvanced’ states,
Ji®i=U¢t f)j:@)iand jo®Oi= Uk DJ.Ek)i, repectively. W e now
com bine the total lnfom ation on the state of S at time t, and de ne a two-state
2 () by

2 J1®1ih 2 ©OF @)

T he tw o-state is form ally an operator and is sin ilar to the density m atrix operator |

*A closely related ob fct called a multipletin e state’



However, % () is .n generalnot a Hem itian operator. Tt coincides w ith the den—
sity operator only for two trivial conditions. W e shall call a two-state which can be
expressed in the form ), ofa direct product ofa ket and a bra, a generic two-state.
In the general case, any two-state is an elem ent of a linear space, H 11, of two-states

which we de ne as follow s.

D e nition
G iven by a H ilert space of states H; = fj ig, a linear space of two-states H ;7 is
de ned by all the linear com bination of generic two-states £j ih g, where j i and

j iare any two ekementsofH ;.

The m ost general expression for a two-state $ 2 H ;7 is that of a superposition
of generic tw o-states:

X
% = cC Jih 3 3)

The space H ;7 is a Hibert space with the inner product operation [15b] de ned
between %;; %, 2 H 11 by

h% ;%1 tr® %2): “)

The trace in Eq. {4) isovera complete set of states in H ;.

D ue to the restriction () of non-orthogonality of the conditions, not all the two-
states In H ;7 corresoond to physical states. W e de ne a subspace of physical states,
Honys  H 11, as the collection of states that satisfy tr® = hl;%16 0. A nomn alized

two-state willbe de ned by the condition hl;%i= 1.

was introduced rst In E, @]. T he physical m eaning of the two-state we use is identical to
the Yeneralized state’ de ned in Ref. E]. However, In our notation the two-state is form ally an

operator, and therefore sim pler to use.



A nom alized tw o-state basis ofH s m ay then be constructed as follow s. G iven
by two di erent orthonom albasis S; = fj igand S, = fj ig of H; wih non-
orthogonalelments h 716 0; 8 ji2 Si; ji2 S,), the collection of all the
twostates £% g de ned by

jih J
hji

2 H phys7 ©)

og

formm s a nom alized tw o-state basis of H gy -

Contrary to the usual case, not all the lnear com binations of basis elam ents
remain in H . However, ifdim @ ;) = N ?, then only a N? 2 dinensbnal
hypersurface in this space isnot in H 5. T herefore, H ;¢ is a closed sub-space up
to a s=t of points of m easure zero.

W e also note, that this construction of a nom alized basis is lim ited to the case
of a discrete Hibert space. W e can use the basis £j ih 7§, which has also the
advantage of sin plifying Eq. {§) and {IQ) bellow, and is som ew hat m ore convenient
for com putations. However, as we shall sese In Section 2 4, the advantage of using
the nom alized basis {§) is that it displaysm ore sin ply and directly probabilities in
tem s of two-states.

T he inner product, of two nom alized basis elem ents satis es the orthogonality
relation
B 1
C hojif
N ext we de ne the two-state am plitude $ (@;b), which w illplay the a rok analogue

¥ ;%001 ©)

to (a), by the profction

° h%ab;%j- . .
% (@sb) o e - aRhiabi: ()
h%ab; oabl
For exam plk in the case of a generic nom alized two-state, %, = M, the two—

h2jaii



am plitude is given by

)hopi 1 @)
3 = 2 :
12 @b) b, 1 @®)

In tem s of the two-am plitude, any two-state ¥ can be w ritten as

Z
% = dadb % @;b)Sani ©)

and the product between %;,;%, 2 H ghys as

z
h% ;%1 = dadh®.,; %apl %, @70)%; @;b): 10)
Note that by sinple operations we obtain a sub-space of H ,nys that can be
mapped back to H:. Given by %2 Hhys, say = J 1ih ;jwecan de nean 'in ’

and an but’ density m atrix by

2%V
. = = 1 jll 1 ll
in h%; 24 J1 1J ( )
and
e
= = j ,ih 573 12
out h%,' 24 J2 2] ( )

T his property can be used to extract from a given two-state the corresponding set
of conditions. However, notice that only in the case that % is a generic two-state,
(ie. ofthe form % = j ;ih ,J the conditions {I1) and {[J) can be represented as
pure states. In general, i, and o+ have the form ofa m ixed states.

Indeed the H ibert space H 11 can be classify to two basic groups; of generic two—
states or of non-generic tw o-states, ie. two-states that can not be transform ed to

the generic form . G eneric two-states always satisfy the equation
tr®) = ®)*: 3)

The physical signi cance of these two classes can be understood as follows. A

generic tw o-state describes a system S that is pre and post selected and possibly



observed at som e Interm ediate tin e by an \extemal" observer as discussed above.
N on-generic two-state, on the other hand, describe an open system S° which m ay
be de ned by some division of S into a sub-system and environment, eg. S =

Senvironm ent T S°. Ifthe totalsystem S ispre and post-selected but only cbservables
in S° are of interested, then this open system can be described by a \reduced"
two-state: Berr = tenvironm ent®. IN general %.¢¢ IS @ non-generic two-state. As is
shown in the appendix, non-generic tw o-states can be ocbtained even when there is
no direct interaction between the sub-system and the environm ent. In this case the
correlations between the system and the environm ent are generated by the act of
pre and post sslecting m easuram ents. The m ore general case of a direct interaction

between the subsystem and an environm ent is discussed in Ref. @].

2.2 N sequential conditions and m ultiple-states

In the general case, an arvbirary number of sucoessive conditions m ay be im posed
on a sihgle quantum system . These conditions m ay be independent (up to the
restriction of non-orthogonality), or can be Inherently correlated. Let us in pose on
thesystem N + 1

ssquential conditionsat thetinest= 1; ity +1. W ehave already constructed
a Hibert space of two-states for the case of only two conditions. Let us consider
only such two sequential conditions, at ; and i 1, and fora m om ent ignore all the
other conditions. At this ith tin e Interval, we can construct as before a two-state
2% ), where t; 2 (3; 1), which

@

is an elem ent of the H ibert space H ¢

de ned above.

A Yeneric multiplestate B...., that describes the system in the interval t 2

10



(b ;4 ) isde ned as an elem ent of a H ibert space form ed by the direct product

@) @) ™
%abc:::z 2 H phys H phys phys (14)

or expressed In term s of nom alized basis elem ents:

Bacuw (Giti vt ) = By 1) 3 () Bty ) : (15)

Them ost generalm ultiple-state m ay also describe correlations between various con—
ditions. T herefore, In general
X
Slitiust) = CabenzBancuz Gites it )¢ 16)
abc::z
T herefore, In the case of N + 1 conditions, the m ost general m uliple state is an
elem ent of the Hibert space which isde ned by: Hy+1 = %29, 1e. by all
the linear combinations of generic m ultiple states. W hen the conditions are not
correlated, as In the case of N + 1 independent m easurem ents, the expression for
themultiple state % has the form of the generic state n (IJ).
T he generalizations of the Inner product and of the proction of the muliple-
state to a multipleam plitudes are straightforward. The nner product between

generic m uliple-states is generalized to

1
h%a;b;c:::;z;%ao;bo;c‘):::;zol = aal P o 220 @7)

e pitod hy?13

and for any to muliple states

X
h%;%,1 = Cape:=C 2a0PD0::2008ac 12 7 BalPD:::201 8 18)

aa%Pccl:iizz0

W e de ne the multiplestate am plitude according to equation (@) as

NBapciz % (G itps ity )1

h%abc:::z ;%abc:::z 1

S@ibic gz bihrunt) = 19)



W hen the mulipleam plitude is expended In tem of the nom alized basis, the ex—

pansion coe cients are given by the m ultipleam plitude:

Z
Tibiustk) = dadb::dz% (@;b; 2527 Gt ity )Bapcns Gt ) (20)

T he inner product generalizes to

Z
h% ;%1 = dadb::dzh®.y...r ; Babiz 1%, @517 325 2) %, (@b 152) @1)

A s In the case of two-states, multiple states also be classi ed according to Eq.
{[3) to generic and non-generic states. T he latter case corresponds to correlations

between the conditions at various tin es.

2.3 Dynam ics

Two states satisfy the Liouville equation
ihe@s) = H;2OI: @2)

E xpanding In tem s ofthe two-am plitude we can obtain a Schrodinger-like equation.
For example, if H = p*=2m + V (), the two-am plitude In the coordinate basis,
3 x%x%t) = %8 ) k%4, satis es the equation

h2

h@ s &®%5x%t = o G G sx5x%n+ vE) vED sx%x%n  ©@3)

= H &%p) H &%pY $&%5x%0):

T he evolution operator is therefore given by
( g )
1
U©=ep - doH&pP) HEGP) (24)

C Jkarly, or any solution of @3) or £3) we can construct appropriate conditions,

and vice versa. W e also note that the scalar product h%;;%,1

12



is conserved under the evolution. Therefore U isa unitary operator in the H ibert

Face H phys -

From @) we can derive the (generalized) continuity equation
Qe(3,%) + Qo ° @l Y= 0; @5)
where the two-current J ° is given by

h
R I O I ©6)

and J ® by a corresponding equation.
To get the equation of m otion for the multiplestate case, we sinply need to

replace 4) by an N —tim es generalization:
ih Qg + @ + it @, Ssbrasty )= HisGitramt ) @7)

The multiple-states de ned in Section 2.2 are solutions of €7) and are detem ined

by N + 1 conditions.

2.4 P robabilistic observables

G Iven an ensam ble ofn di erent particles, allin the sam e two-state, wem ay perform
a m easuram ent of an cbservable A . To this end, n di erent m easurem ent devices

are couple to each of the com ponents of the two-state ofthe ensamble
Bensemble = 5 (1) 2@2) 2n): 28)

Each of the m easurem ents w ill yield as an outcom e one of the eigenvalues a of the
Hem itian operator A with a probability P rob(@). This probability was evaluated

rst in Ref. flJ]. In ournotation we nd

L Fr@a®F  I8a%if
Tdatr®.®F  dahz.;i%if’

P rob@) = 29)

13



or In tem s of the two-am plitude % @;a)

¥ @;a)f :
da® @;a)?

The last expression for the probability is of particular interest. W e see that the

P rob(@) = (30)

progction of the two-state % (@;a) behaves as an am plitude. T he absolute square of
the two-am plitude yields the probabiliy. The expression for the average value of
the cbservable A is sin ply

Rnda a%@a)f

hi= F : (31)
- da® @a) ¥

D oces % (a;b), the non-diagonalelem ent of the tw o-state, corresoond to a physical
am plitude? R em em ber that the two-state $m ay be w ritten as a linear superposition

of two-states %, wih a (com plex) am plitude % @;b):
z

2 = dadb % (a;b) % (32)
A straightforward com putation con m s that the absolute square of % (a;b) yields
the probability to nd the generic tw o-state %, . In otherwords, ifwe would m easure
rst the operator A at tine t and then the operator B at tine t+ , then When

! 0) the probability to nd he eigenvalues a and b is given by

P rob(@;b) = R % @b (33)
dadb % (@;b) F

E quation @) above corresponds to the soecial case of a two-state $.p = %aa -

Com paring to the ordiary expressions when only a pre-selection is nvolved,
we notice that the nom alization 5 dadb % (@;b)F above, or in Eq. @B0), is not a
constant ofm otion. Tt is also interesting to note that the two-am plitude is generally
a product of two wave functions. For exampl, if ; (x) is preselected and later

> (X) ispost-selected, then the (hon-nom alized) two-am plitude in this case is

$Eixi= ,®UE BWUE t) &) 34)

14



Tt is amusing, that when H = 0, and the sam e state is pre— and post-selected, the
two-am plitude % = j F plays also the rok of a m easurable probability. In the next
section we shall see that this probability can also be rew ritten as a weak value.

A 1l the expressions above are generalized directly to the case ofa m ultiple-state.
G ven by an ensambl of system wih the same muliplestate, we can m easure
various H emm itian operators at any ofthe N tin e Intervals. Let us denote these op—
eratorsby A M;B @; 252 ™) and their eigenvalues by a;b; ::3;;z. T he Jatter operators
act on elem ents of the two-state H ibert spaces H If}Ll)ys;H ;i)ys; uyH pai;S, respectively.
T he probability to obtain the values a;b;c; iz for N m easurem ents, one at each

interval, is given by

% (@;a;bib; i 252) F
Prab@®;b?;u52z%)) = R : 35
@™ b ) daldP::dz%% @% a% ;s 2 2020) G3)

W hen two m easurem ent are perfom ed at each interval, say A ) and B *) on the

rst Intervaletc.,, we nd

. % @b 5y; 25 _
da%dP::dz B @K oy z0F

P rob@® ;bY;uyy®);28)) = (36)

T herefore, the coe cients in the expansion of the multiplestate in (§0) corre-
goond, In this general case aswell, to physical am plitudes.

Having spelled out the general expressions, we can easily verify that they are
tin e symm etric. Taking t ! t, corresponds to the transform ation £ ! % or to
replacing the two-am plitude $ by % . C learly this transform ation doesnota ectEq.
B3) or G9).

Finall, we would lke to show that all the usual probabilistic informm ation in
the case of an ensamblk wih only one condition is contained In our fom alisn .
G iven by two conditions, say j (T)i= j,iand j (( T)i= j i, thetwostate $ is

detem ined. But now suppose we are given by % and we would lke to reconstruct

15



the probabilistic quantities related to an enssmble which isonly pre (post) —sslected,
ie. wih only one given condition j ;i (j »i). In this case the probability P rob; @)

to m easure the state pi is given simply by
Prar@) = 38 11if = Hui uii (37)

(orby h8..; outl), where ; and o, wherede ned in @If2). (n fact, as shown in
Section 42,Eq. 1) can be reconstructed directly from Eq. £29).) T he expectation

value of an hem itian operator for a pre-selected ensam ble is sin ply given by

) h%;A %1
Mii=tA , = — :
h2; %1

(38)

V iew Ing the two conditions as results of m easurem ents
we can also ask w hat isthe probability to get j ,1i given by an ensam ble described

by j 1i. This probability is given by

Proo (1! 2) = hojiif = hous wi: 39)

2.5 N on-probabilistic observables and Weak values’

G Iven by a pre- and post— sslected ensamble the weak value of an operatorAf is
de ned []1by
hoRdad

A, = ———: (40)
h,J.1

The weak value is In general a com plex quantiy. However, both the real and the
in aginary parts of the weak value are cbservable quantitiesf]] (@nd see Section 34).
W e shall argue that the weak values are only a subclass of the non-probabilistic
observables that are available to us.

Let us see how observables ofthe weak type are expressed in ournotation. G iven

16



by a two-state %, Equation {(J) can be w ritten ad]

tr@d % ;%1
A, - az) _ i 1)
tr® hl;%i

or In tem s of the two-am plitude % @;a) we have

R
da a% @;a)

A, = R—— 42)
da% @;a)

T his expression is correct also for the m ore general case of non-generic tw o-states

T he last expression for the weak value is of particular interest. C om paring this
equation to expression (3]) for the expectation value of operator, we note that the
weak value is given by an average of a two-am plitude rather then the square of
the absolute value of a two-am plitude. The weak value is in fact a m easure of the

tw o-am plitude itself. Thserting for A a progction operator , = %.., We get
(adw = Gaadw = S@ja): 43)

T herefore the weak value of a Hem itian operator is sin ply a superposition of the
diagonal elem ents of the two-am plitude.

W e now see that there is no basic di erence between the physical Interpretation
that should given to the weak value ofa Hemn itian operator and to the com ponents
of a two—state. In fact the two-am plitude, say % (@;b), can also be represented as a

weak value of the non-H em iian operator (two-state) 3.,

(Bab)w
%(@jb) = 44)
h%ab; Sabl

W e shall see In the next section that although % (@;b) corresponds to the weak value

of a non-H em iian observable it can stillbe m easured.

A sin ilar expression for weak values was found also in Ref. flg].
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A s a consequence of Eq. {&]]) the weak cbservables share the lnearity property
oftwo—states. G iven by the two-states %; and %, wem ay construct by superposition
thetwostate 2= % + &% . Theweak values ofan observabl A satis esthesame
Iinear relation

A, ®) = A, &) + A, &): 45)
Here A, (%) stands fortheweak value ofan observabke X fra system w ith a two-state
2. This additivity of weak values can now be understood as a natural consequence
of a superposition principke for two-states, or tw o-am plitudes.

Equation {@5) can be furthergeneralized. G iven by the weak value ofan operator
A w ih respect to the two-state ¥ we can express this weak value w ith respect to an

arbitrary basis, %,, 0fH phys, by the transform ation law

z

A, ® = dadb % (@;b)A, @ap) (46)
N otice that this is exactly the sam e expression for decom posing a two-state $ in
term of the basis %.,. Hence, Equation {44) expresses an interesting inner-relation
betw een probabilistic and non-probabilistic quantities. Ifwe could m easure strongly
%0 and sin ultaneously the weak value of A in the branch’ %,, 0of%, we would obtain
the value A, By) with a probability given by the square of the two-am plitude!
It is amusing that such a circum stances does in fact occur, for m easurem ents of

Intermm ediate coupling strength. This w illbe further discussed in Section 3.3.

18



3 Tine Symm etric D escription ofM easurem ents

In this section we shall exam ine the rlation between the two classes of observ—
abls, which were de ned In the last section, tomeasuraments. We rstgivea tine
sym m etric description of a m easurem ent In a pre—and post— selected ensamble.
Consider a system S with a given Ham iltonian H 5 x;p) and a m easuring device
M D wih a Ham iltonian Hy p (@; ). The m easurem ent process of an ocbservable
A x;p) isdescribed by coupling S and M D via and som e interaction term H ;. The

prescription of von-N eum ann is to take
H: = gA @7)

and use the canonical variable  as the bointer’ of the m easuring device. For
gt) = gy (), the shift in the pointer’s location is = £ i = JoA . In this
In pulsive 1im it, the free part of H has no e ect. T herefore, for sim plicity we shall
set in the PllowingHy p = Hg = 0.

The H ibert space of the total system isH = Hy Hy p . Gven by two (con-
sistent) conditions, say $( T)®( T)= = Jj1ih Jand ¥+T)8T) = , =
j 2ih ;j we now wish to solve equation £3) and nd %(t) In the time interval
t2 [ T;+T]. The consistency of the two conditions is that our solution m ust sat—
isfy tr% 6 0, orh ;; ,i6 0, which m eaning that there isa nite am plitude for the
system to evolve the initialto the nalcondition.

The Sdcrodihger equation for the (on—nom alized) two-am plitude,

@ ; 9=ty BORS % is

ihe. @;a% ; %0 =  igl a@i ao@E @a% ; %o 48)

The two-am plitude m ay be decomposed as = ; @;qit) » @%d%t) where ; and
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, are the ordinary wave fiinctions w ith Ham iltonians H (@;q;t) and H @%d%;t),
respectively.

T he two-state is therefore given by
O =730 07 49)

with § 1 @1i= U t+ T)j.iand §,@1i= U ¢ T)J »i.

3.1 M easurem ents w ith a probabilistic outcom e.

Consider a m easuram ent of an observable A with discrete eigenvalues which for
sin plicity we set to be: a = 0; 1;;;; n:. In the ddealized description {#]) of
a measuram ent given above, the accuracy In reading A isgiven by A = =g o,
w here is the uncertainty In the initial and nal locations of the pointer, ie.
! i 7 t . Rem embering that the spectrum of A is discrete w ith intervals

ofl, we can now say that for an accurate m easurem ent we m ust set

— << 1 (50)
Yo

W e now notice that, this conditions also in plies that the uncertainty n the in—
teraction term must be very large, that is, #H 1) = @@= )A >> A. We shall
call this type of m easuram ents, strong m easurem ents, since whike the value of A is
unchanged (A ;H:] = 0) any other quantiy which does not commute with A is
disturbed strongly. This of course re ects the consistency of m easurem ent theory
w ith the uncertainty principle. In the next section we shall see what happens if one

tries to relax Eq. (50).

Let us consider as an exam pl, a measuram ent of A wih an outcome
£ ;= 1. Them easuring device was prepared at the state § ( T) = 0iand was

detem ined In the nal state to be In the state § (+T) = 1i. Let us also assum e
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that the Initial and nal states of the cbserved system were j 1 ( T)i= F A Cnhi
and J ,(T)i = F n C2dn i, respectively. This is a com plete speci cation of two
conditions for the total system . T he Interaction ) between the m easuring device
and the system occurred at the instant t= 0 and for the rest of the interval there is
no evolution, H z1 = 0. Therefore, we can easily derive the two-state of the total

Systam .
2@)=N Co,C? j =nih %= 1j hitm 3;  t2 0;+T) (51)
and
2)=N C,CY § =0ih°=1 mj him §; t2 ( T;0) (52)

A sthem atic description of the evolution of the wave functions due to the m ea—
surem ent isdepicted In Figure 1. In the Yorward’ tim e direction (Upwardsin Fig. 1),
the singlke com ponent = 0 of the m easurem ent device Yplits’ at t = 0 to discrete
brandhes acocording to the possble nalvaluesof . The forward m oving (retarded)
state isa product state, § = 0i 3 . CaRi, before the instant of interaction, and an
entangld state, F ,Ch] =ni hifort2 0;+7T) (correlated states are depicted
by doted arrows). The backwards m oving wave behaves symm etrically. The ad—
vanoed state is given by a direct product fort2 (0;+ T), and by an entangled state
ort2 ( T;0). The two-state of the system 1) is a product of the corresponding

forward (retarded) state, and backwards (@dvanced) state.
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Figure 1. A pictorial description of the two-state % (t) give in eg. @) and @) of a
measuring deviceM D and a system S during a m easuram ent, in the special case that the
resuk ¢ ;= A = lwasrecorded. The system and them easuring device are pre-selected
tothestate j ;iand j;= 0iatt= T,andpostsslectedto j fiand j¢f= liatt= +T.
T he interaction between M D and S occursatt= 0.Tine owsin the upwardsdirection,
w hile the horizontal axis describes the ntemal space ofM D (eft) and S (right). A rrow s
In the up (down) direction represent \ket" (\bra") com ponents of % that evolve forward
ackward) in time. Eg. fort2 ( T;0), In the orward tin e direction, % has only one
com ponent ofM D with = 0. A fter the Interaction, ort2 (0;T) the two-state % (t) has
several com ponents of M D that propagate forward in tin e. T hese states are entangled
w ih forward evolving states of S. W henever, such entanglem ent occurs we use dashed

Iines. Undashed lines represent the case of a direct product. .

How can we extract the ordinary (only pre-selected) probabilities from this pic—
ture? C learly given by only one pre—and post-selected ensem ble we cannot. H ow ever,

we can consider di erent ensam bles and com pute the conditional probability to nd
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°= 1when = 0andthe hitialand nalstates of S are given. This yields:

= | 0= 1= . .
brgp( 0= 1) - SEE( = 0! 13:6); £ 6) 53)
o Praor( =0! %) £6))
Using Eq. @J1ABY) we get
0_ .o 04
PI‘Ob( 0_ l) _ Ph out( 1)/ in1 - o ﬁlclf (54)

Do 07 wi o FaClF
which is of course dentical to the probability derived in this case from Eq. (80).

W e now observe that in the two-state formulation we do not need to Invoke
any assum ption on a non-local reduction of the wave function of S due to the
( nal) detem ination of the m easuring device. The traditional form ulation of the
m easuram ent process states that after detemm ining the location of the pointer the
wave function of the pointer and of the system are reduced instantly to one of the
components j = 1iA = ai. This reduction, is frequently a non-local process.
For exam ple, we could m ake the nalm easurem ent of the location of the pointer
(coupling to a extermalm acrosoopic environm ent) after ssparating S andM D to a
large distance from each other. C ontrary to the usual description In this symm etric
form ulation of quantum m echanics we need to invoked only two local conditions on
the system and the m easuring device to fiully detem ine the two-state. Thus the
determm ination of the nal location of the pointer reduces only the location of the
pointer, but doesnot a ect (via a collapse) the system .

To exem plify this point ket us retum to the m easurem ent above but view the
process In two di erent Lorentz frames O ; and O, with velciies v; = vR and
v, = VR, reypectively. To make the argum ent clearer ket us assum e that the
m easuram ent process described above takes place In the ollow ingway.M D and S
are post sskected (prepared) att= T at two di erent locations, say xy p = L

and xg = +L. M D and S are then transoorted to one location, say x = 0, and
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interact at t= 0 via a von-N eum ann coupling (7). T hey are then transported back
toxy p and xg,and att= + T they are post selected, ie. coupled to a m acroscopic
device that determ inesthe nalstatesj riand j siofM D and S, regpectively. W e
assum e that the variables and A are ntemal local degrees of freedom . T herefore
the process of pre and post sslection and the Interaction can taken as local. In the
original (stationary) fram e the evolution in this intermal space is depicted In Fig. 1.
C karly, asthe preparation (orpost selection ) ofM D and S take place In space-
like ssparated locations, the tem poral order of the events isdi erent in O ; and O 5.
In O 1, an observer sees the post—selecting of = 1 occur before the post—selection of
S . On the other hand, In O, the post—selction ofM D seam to take place affer the
post—election of S. Nevertheless, both cbservers calculated the sam e probability
distributions for the spectrum of A . P robabilities are Lorentz invariant. H owever,
suppose we now ask cbservers In O ; and O, to describe the evolution of the state of
the systam during a particularm easurem ent. T he standard interpretation, yield two
totally di erent descriptions. A coording to the description given in frame O 1, the
detem ination ofthe condition ¢ = 1 oftheM D, induces a non-local reduction of
the wave fiinction ofx before the condition ¢ hasoccurred E igure 2). On the other
hand, a second equally valid description give by O , is that the detemm ination of ¢
occurs before, and hence causes a non-local collapse of the pointer before the event
that recorded = 1 occurred. O bviously, the reduction invalidates any possibility

of providing a Lorentz covariant description In tem s of wave fiinctions.
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=1 m

=0

Figure 2. The evolution of the wave function In reference frame 07 according to the
traditional interpretation. Since the nalpost selection ofM D and S takes place in two
spacelke related locations, an cbserver n 01 sees the recording o £ = 1 take place

before the nalpost selection ofS.

In the two-state form ulation, there is no collapse in non of the Lorentz fram es
0, or O, described above. In both cases we continue to describe the evolution by
using the non-colbpsad states. T he schem atic description given by O; In this case
is depicted In Figure 3. Notice that the two-state of S after the post-selection of
M D is stll correlated w ith the twostate ofthe M D before the post—selection. In
a general Lorentz fram e the totalsystem , S + M D ism ost naturally described in
tem s of the multiple states discussed In section 22. A1l the Lorentz fram es will
use the sam e m ultiple-state, up to the tim e ordering of local conditions at space—

like ssparated regions. Therefore, m uliple-states can provide a Lorentz Covariant

description.
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Figure 3. The evolution of the two-state during the m easurem ent In reference frame O ;.

T here is no reduction. Instead there are additional tin e like correlation.

describe S and calculate the probabilities sym m etric form ulation at determ ined

by m athem atical

32 M easurem ents of non-probabilistic observab les

In Section 2 3 we have presented a class of com plex-valied am plitude-lke quantities
w hich wehave said are non-probabilistic cbservables. T he Weak values’ ofH em itian
operators, w hich can be expressed asP 2 Ca% (@7a), isa subclass of these observables.
W e shall now discuss m easuram ents of weak values and of other am plitude-like
cbservables. W e shall show how non-diagonalelem ents of the two-state, ie. % @;b),
which generally can be expressed as Weak values’ of non-H emm itian operators, can
bem easured aswell.

A conssquence of the condition (0) for an accurate and hence “trong m ea—

surem ent’, is that the conjigate variable g is strongly uctuating and the coupling
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between S and MD (see H: h Eq. {])) is large. Therefore, any observable that
does not com m ute w ith the m easured cbservable A is strongly disturbed. Iffwe try
toweaken H ; by m aking gy g an all, we Indeed disturb lessthe system S . However,

since beocom es large we obtain a less accurate m easuram ent of K. T otherw ords,
by m aking the location of the pointer uncertain, we can not say if the distrdbution
of the results we have obtained is due to the uncertainty in the location of the

pointer, or due to the probability distrbution of & which is cbtained in a \good"
measuram ent. In thel"mita ' 1 ; gog! O thesystem S is undisturbed at

all, that isH;j i! 0. At rst, imay ssan that this Iim it is uninteresting since
we can not extract any inform ation on the system . H owever, as long as we do not
st g = 0 dentically, we can still cbserve the changes In the wave function of
the pointer whike causing the an allest disturbance we w ish to the system . ITndeed,
since there is a lJarge uncertainty in the location ofthe pointerwe shallneed a large
num ber of m easuram ents to nd the m odi cation of the pointer’s wave function.
However, in this lin it the uncertainty is a property of the m easurem ent device and
not of the system under observation. In this weak interaction lm i, the evolution of

the state M D i, takes a sin pk and universal fom :

z
M D @®i= gliéll b eG)PIiE)i=N Qexp  Fh Hi)dc ¥ D €= 0)1

(53)

Forthe specialcase H ; that corresponds to a von-N eum ann coupling @), thisyields
up (;OD=N (@ uop ( A,;t= 0): (56)

The niialwave function oftheM D isshifted by the realpart ofA,, . The In agihary
part of the weak value can also be m easured. For exam ple, when the initial wave

function oftheM D isa gaussian, the in aghary part of A, a ectsthe Velocity’ of
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the pointer, which in our case is represented by the gcoordinate. Notice that the
wave function of all the m easuram ent devices In the ensambl are m odi ed in the
sam e way. In principlk this can be con m ed by profcting the nal state of the
pointer on the com puted profction operator M D (t)ilM D (t)j. In the usualcass,
one determ nes the nal state of the pointer n  -space. Therefore, an ensamble of
m easuram ent devices is needed only to elim nate the (known) uncertainty in

W e now consider an altemative m easuram ent sst up which can be used tom ea—
sure the two-am plitude % (@;b). Since $@;b) = Gup)w Bap; Bapl, We need actually
to m easure weakly the non-H em itian operator A 4 (Hopi)pibb]. This can be
achieved by the follow ng m odi cation of the usual procedure. W e add a third de—
vice, which is large spin L = N , and pre and post—select the rare states L, = N and

L, = N, respectively. At an Interm ediate tim e we set the Interaction

g® v
H:= PECI wl+ + AL ) (67)

W e nd that the evolution oftheM D isgiven by
up (;OD=C@® wo S@ib)it=0)+ 0 (@ oN) (58)

T he idea of this procedure is to achieve an e ective coupling w ith a non-H ermm itian
operator. A though the total Interaction is Hem itian, this speci ¢ pre— and post—
selection of the large soin, m akes the contrdbution of the tem with I negligble,
whilke laving the second tem s as the m ain contrbution. W hen the correction
O (g gN ) is negligble, we obtain a m easurem ent of the two-am plitude % @;b).

Note that we need eithera smallgy, gora large N . In the rst case our coupling

yields a Weak’ m easurem ent of A ,,. However In the case of arge N we can regard
our coupling as an ordinary m easurem ent, ie. or every given nite accuracy

of ourm easuring device, we use a su ciently large N such that we alwaysm easure
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% @;b). O foourse, In the latter case we need to work harder in order to prepare our
ensam ble. The \lJargeN lin it" can of course be used in m easuring weak values of
Hem itian operators aswell.

T he comm on property of the two 1im its is that in both cases we can regard the
e ect ofthe interaction (7)) on the observed system S asvery samall, ie. H j i ¢

O ( N ). Therefore, In the lim i, the wave function of the system is unm odi ed.

3.3 The interm ediate regim e: m ixing of probabilities and
weak values

In the preview s two sections we have considered m easuraem ents that according to
the strength ofthe coupling, could be classi ed either as strong or asweak m easure—
m ents. In the rst case, the results are described by a probability distribbution, whike
In the second case, they are Interpreted as a m easure of essentially non-probabilistic
tw o-state am plitudes. W hat happens when the strength of the coupling corresoond
to som e interm ediate regim e and the accuracy of the m easurem ent is not su cient
for a strong m easurem ent and too am all to be regarded as a weak m easurem ent?

W e shallnow show ,that at least In som e cases, In the Interm ediate regin e, we
m easure observables w hich are expressed by am ixing ofprobabilities and am plitude-
like quantities. Suppose that the system under cbservation is pre—and post-selected
to a twostate %5 = J wih o} and that the m easurem ent device In is Initially in
the state M D (0)i. Then, restoring the corrections previously om ited in equation

(B3), the nalstate of the m easurem ent device is given by

h : n
M DO ep( md,)+ 2T AT 4D O 59)
n=2 .

where A D @anm), A,)". The Weak’ approxin ation requires that the ®vo-
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Jution operator’ above is given only by the exponential term . If the sum above is
dom inated by the rst tem , then a su cient condition for a weak m easurem ent is
that 2JA 25g? << 1. Now suppose that this condition is not satis ed for our
given two-state %5, but we can still nd a deocom position in tem s of nom alized
tw o-states %

X

s = ax B 7 (60)
K

such that each of the com ponent %, satis es
. 2 .2
%3 @ Inija’<< 1; 1)

Here, A, )x = tr@ % )=tr% isthe weak value of A w ith respect to the k com ponent
of the two-state. A tthough for this given coupling strength g; g ?, the Weak uncer-
tainty’ A f, for the two-state %5 isnot su ciently am all, in each of the com ponents
%x the Weakness’ condition is satis ed.

P ictorally we can clarify the m eaning of this condition as follows. In order
to obtain a weak m easuram ent we need that the uncertainty in the m easurem ent
w ill be Jarger then the given uncertainty of the cbservable. If A is distrbuted
In several disconnected areas, say A 2  ; k = 1;:l, then generally the total
uncertainty could be larger then the uncertainty in each of the com ponent, ie.

A >> maxy ( k). Due to the existence of these two scalks, it is quite possbl,
that while the accuracy ofthem easuraem ent is too high to yield a weak m easurem ent
ofA forthe totaltwo-state, (sihce it can di erentiate between the di erent branches

% 0of %), it is su clently large for each of the com ponents w ith sm aller uncertainty

W e can now rew rite equation §9) as

X : 2
MDOLI" N a exp igpa@u)k + (1:;0'@ @ 2% 3D O1
" .
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X
" N axexp( igg@y,)k) M D 0)i (62)

k

or,

X
MDWO®iI" N  aJuo Ay )x))i (63)

k

Since at each ofthem easuram ents one ofthe com ponents is selected w ith probability

By F, this m easurem ent determ ines the Sveraged weak valie’

X

1
———  mIe.k 64)
k ﬁkf k

This m ixed average, can be contrasted w ith the purely am plitude-lke weak value
which by equations {§) and (6Q) is given by

1 X
P ax @Ay (65)
kA

To exem plify this interesting case, consider the system S to be a lJarge soin w ith
amaxinalvalue L = N . Let the system be pre-selkcted in the state
jii= a%fx=Ni+ PL,= N i, and postselected in the state j ,i= f, = N i.

Thus the two-state isgiven (forH = 0) by
2= a% + b2 (66)

where ¥ = L,= NihL, = N ¥iL, = N L, = N i are nom alized two-states,
a=H,=N71,=Nid% andb=H, =N {,= N if. W e choose the operator to
be observed as

A:?%@X+Ly>= 67)

The weak value ofA is

1 Cx)w 1
A,=pP=N 1+ =N (68)
2 N 2
In the two branches % we have
Ayy = EN 7 A, = 0 (69)
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The Weak uncertainty’ of A in the two-state % is

1 h L), * 1
A,=- N1 —J5 +i@,), ' -N°+iN);
5 N @) 2(N );

while in the two branches

(70)

(71)

Therefore, for a su ciently large N , we have two scales. Forgg g? << 1N ? we

shallcbtain the weak value (6§), but in therange 1N 2 << ¢ g? << 1=N weshall

m easure the m ixed quantity

1
5%+ pF Bfa,. + A,
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4 Conceptual In plications

In this section we reexam Ine som e possibl in plications of the tw o-state form alian
to wellknown conosptualproblam s in quantum m echanics. W e shall suggest that by
replacing the wave function by the two-state as the fuindam ental ob ct, the problem

of non-local reduction can be avoided.

41 The EPR experim ent

To set notations, suppose an cbserver in the Yest frame’ O preparesatt< T two
particles w ith an intemal spin 1=2 degree of freedom , In a singlkt state. Att= T
the initial state is
J () = B (kb I#IER) 73)

The Indices 1;2 stand for the spatial Jocation ofthe particksat x; and x, = x;+ L,
resoectively. The distance L between the particles can be arbitrarily lJarge. Suppose
thatatt= +T,an cbservermeasures ;= 1N; randatt=T + (the soin of 1 In
the n1; direction) and another cbserverm easures ,1f, ~».Theusualway to describe
the evolution of the state is to say that the wave function (73) should be reduced
according to the result of the rst measureament. At t= T + , the correlation
between the particles is already washed out and the wave function of particle 2 is
given by h ;j i. This description involres a non-local reduction of j i which is
clearly not covariant. An observer in a m oving fram e O ° cbserves the m easurem ent
at site 2 take place rst, hence he will reduce j i according to the observed valuie of

». From a practicalpoint of view this discrepancy is not a problem . P robabilities
are Lorentz nvariant quantities.

However, from the conceptual point of view , it presents a desp di culty. Can
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we attribute any reality to the wave fiinction iftwo observers O and O ° describe the
evolution ofthe system in two totally di erent ways?

To this well known criticisn we would lke now to add the ollow nhg. W e can
de ne or relate to a \physical collapse" the follow Ing operationalm eaning. C onsider

a m easurem ent described by the von-N eum ann coupling

Hr = g €& ) t+ ). (74)

W e In agine the m easuring apparatus as another quantum system and read of the
result of the m easurem ent by coupling it to a m acroscopic large system (the envi-
ronm ent’) only aftert= . Suppose that the m easurem ent device was prepared at
t < and was left undisturbed at t 2 ( ; ). Then, the nalreading at t >
yields the value = £ =gy L= ) L (E= ) . Ifthe evolution of the
soin (@nd the m easuring device) in the tine intervalt 2 ( ; ) was undisturbed,
then we can predicted with probability 1 that = 0. However, ifat t = 0 the
value of say  was measured by som e other device, or if som e other interaction
took place, then the evolution in this tim e interval would be disturbed and the re—
sul would generally by given by & 0 ! Therefore, we have a physical criteria to
dentify a reduction ofthe state.

Retuming to the EPR experin ent, let us assum e that O measured 1, and then
uses our apparatus (74) to search som e discontinuity in the evolution of ,. C learly,
hewill nd = G(,&=T+ ) =T )) = 0 always!. Sin ilarly the
cbserver 1n the frame O °m ay con m that the collapse forthe spin  , did not take
place on his hypersurface of sin ultaneity. A though this argum ent does not role out
the possibility of a non-local reduction, it show s that whilk we can operationally
dentify a local reduction, we cannot by the sam e m easurem ent identify a non—Jdocal

reduction. This again suggests that non—-local reduction of the wave function m ay
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not be a real physical process. Nevertheless it is possble that there exists a ocal
physical process of reduction of the wave function.

Ifwe assum e that a non—local reduction is not a physical process. How should
w e then describe the state ofthe systam after observation, and how can we calculate
and nd the (hon-local) correlations in the EPR experin ent?

Let us now exam ine the EPR experim ent in the context of the two-state for-
mulation. The state of the system is fully described only when two conditions are
determ ined forboth particles. The rst condition, j ;1 isin this case a singlkt state.
T he second condition isprovided by thevaluesof ; and ,,ie.by j.i= ji J.i.
Hence, n the case H; = H, = 0, the nom alized tw o-state that corresoonds to the

EPR experim ent is given by

Bepr = > "4 J#.4i J#4 3" hiJ hoj: (75)

The EPR two-state is Lorentz covarant since it is com plktely determ ined local
conditions, which are a result of Jocal observations of the soin. To retain the usual
probabilistic nfom ation consider for exam ple the case we found ;, = 1. The
probabilty to measure .4 = 1, for the spin of particle 2 in the direction 7 is
obtained as a conditional probability which is derived from the two-states $( 24 =
1) Z("yp) and B( p = 1) % (#24). The latter correspond to the two (only)
possbl nal conditions obtained by an observation of the soin of particke 2 in
the A direction. W e st calculate 4 = 2=tr@%Y) and o = ¥%=tr&%). The

probability is then expressed by

h " 2); jnj-
P rob(",,) = - OUtF 22)i , (76)
hout(2z); inl+ hout(#Zz); ind

Forfh = 2 we can form only the two-state %$@#,,), whilke for $,,i = j",,iwe do

not have a corresponding two-state %("2;) 2 Hpnys. In thiscaseh ,j ;i = 0 and
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we can not form a nom alized (tr® = 1) two-state. Since we have only one possble
tw o-state, the conditional probability equals 1.

To summ arize, our description of an EPR experim ent by m eans two-state in
equation (79) is Lorentz covariant. T here is no elm ent of non-local reduction since
the Inform ation on the nal resuls is coded in the nal local conditions. F nally,
probability distributionsm y be restored by constructing conditional probabilities as

in equation (74), ie. by com paring di erent two-state ensam bles.

42 Repeated m easurem ents w ithout reduction

In the usual description of repeated m easuram ents, the state of the observed sys—
tam S is viewed as changing discontinuously after each observation. For exam ple,
consider successive m easurem ent of X;p;x; it ,or any other two non-com m uting ob—
servables. T hese discontinuities generally correspond to non—local reductions of the
wave function.

W enow argue that in the two-state form ulation, the evolution ofthe system S is
continuous and the only (possible) localreduction takes place at the m easuram ent
device. Let us consider a system S and two m easurem ent devicesM D, and M D ,,
w ith the nitialconditions 5 1i= §.= 0i 3J,=0i & C,A = niatt= 0.The
Interaction H am iltonian given by

Hr=g € &)gA+ (& BB : (77)

Att= y,M D; nteractswith S andatt= T; = 4+ theresuk ;= a isrecorded
on som e m acroscopic body. Latter, at t = t,, M D, Interacts too wih S, and the
result , = b is recorded on a m acroscopic body at timnet= T, = b, + . The
tin e interval, , between the interaction and the nal reading of , due to some

coupling to an Extemal environm ent, is nite but otherw ise can be arbitrary. A
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schem atic evolution ofthe system in the Yorward’ and backward’ directions oftin e
is represented in Figure 4. A s Iong as the nal state of S is unknown we can not
fully determ ne the two-state ofthe system . T he probability distrbution for nding

1= aand , = bdependson the nalocondition j i (Obtained by post sslection)
of S att= T. TherbPre, if the cbservationsby M D; and M D, where perform ed
only on a preselected ensamble we must average over all nal possble states, ie.
consider conditional probabilities of di erent two-tim e ensem bles.

Forexam ple ket us consider the case ofonly one (known) m easurem ent. Suppose
that at som e tin e at the future a som e Hem itian opej:atorKA w ith eigenfunctions
Jj k1 ismeasured. Therefore one of the two-states % has been determ ined but is
unknown to us. T herefore, the probability P rob; @) to m easure a is given by

X
P rob @) = P rob(@; % )P rob( ); (78)

K
where P rob@;%:) and P radb( ;%) are the probability to nd A = a ( given that
the nalstate is ), and the probability to nd , respectively. A straightforward
substitution yields P rob; (@) = jaj (nitial)if as expected. Notice that this result
does not depend on what cbservabl is actually m easured in the future. In a sin ilar
way one can reconstruct the probability to nd B = b at the second m easurem ent.

T herefore, as before all the usual probabilistic Inform ation m ay be obtained.
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Figure 4: Pictorial description of the two-state @) of a system under two successive
cbservations, in the special case of a successive m easurem ent of the sam e cbservable w ith
theresult A = 1. Att= t§,M D, (©n the keft) nteractswih S and att= T{ M D, is
post—selkcted toa nalstatewith ;= 1.Att= t,, a second m easuring deviceM D, (on
the right) Interactsw ith S, and post—selected toa nalstatewith , = batt= T,.Fially
att= T the system ispostselected toa nalstate ¢.Correlationsbetween M D; and S
are denoted by dashed lines, and wih M D, by dotted lines. T he two m easuring devices

m ust yield the sam e resul w ith probability one because for any other result tr¥ = 0.

O nly In the specialcase, when the sam e observable ism easured tw ice, ie. A = B,
we nd that Prevery nalstatewemusthave ;= ,= a.W hen this condition is
not satis ed we nd that forevery initialand nalstate of S, the Initial state ofthe

total system can not evolve to the nalstate, ie., trt®= h ;j ,i= 0. Therefore, in
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this special case, the two m easurem ents m ust yield the sam e result w ith probability
one.

Therefore, ket us assum e that the nal state of S has been detem ined and
consider the evolution of the two-state In the case of repeated m easuram ents. Since
the tw o-state isdetem Ined only by the localconditions the state of S isnot reduced
afterthe couplngwith M D; andM D,.Howeverwe do pay a prze for avoiding the
reduction, which is the necessity of incluiding In our description of the total system
tin e-like correlations. A s depicted In F igure 4, the forward evolving state of M D ;
att2 (g;T:) ram ains correlated to the state of S at t> T;. Sin ilarly, the Prward
evolving state of M D, at t 2 (5;T,) beocom es correlated with S and hence also
wih M D ;. These tin elke correlations are natural from the point of view of our
form alism . The m ultiple-state of the total system is generally given by:

X

i) = Cixmn @ieiB) M b1y &) Bwpaile) Bsmn &)J (79)

5 D iscussion

The rst part of this article was devoted to a form al construction of the two-state
form alism . W e have seen that this fom alisn incorporate In a naturalway two basic
classes of cbservables. P robabilistic cbservables which arise whenever a system is
observed by m eans ofa (strong) dem olition experim ent, and com plex am plitude-like
observables which are m easured in any non-deam olition Weak) experim ent. These
am plitude—like observables include as a subclass, the weak values of hem itian op-—
erators. The ssoond class of observables is also related to the recent proposal for

a \m easurem ent of the wave function" ]. To see the connection, consider a sys—
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tem , wih H = 0, which is pre—and post-selected in the sam e wave function ().
In such circum stances, the weak value of the proction operator, 5 dx kihxj is
given by the average value of § &)¥F in thedomain x 2 . However, by Eqg. 34},
j &®)F = %(x;x), ie. it is the diagonal elem ent of the two-am plitude. T herefore,
the sam e quantity, which is being m easured .n Ref. R{J]by m eans of an adiabatic
process, can be obtained also by a weak m easuram ent. A way to m easure the two—
state is suggested also in Ref. PJ|]. W e have also discovered that in the interm ediate
regin e between strong and weak m easuram ents, there can exist an am using m ixing
of probabilities and weak values.

W e have shown that the two-state form alisn has also conosptual advantages.
By recasting m easuram ent theory In termm s of two states as elam entary ob gcts, i
seam s that we cam e closer to form ulating a sensble consistent interpretation of the
m easuram ent process. W e did not elim lnate com plktely the elem ent of reduction,
but instead we used conditions. H owever, by avoiding the non-local reduction, we
opened the possibility of lncorporating consistent local physics. A nother possibility
is that there is no localphysical process of reduction, and that the solution m ay be
found by handling the conditions of a closed system in a dynam ical way. In this
program one would like to elin Inate som e Yecial’ nitialand nalconditionswhich

yield a consistency of the totalhistory.
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6 Appendix

In thisappendix we shallshow that non-generic tw o—states can describe sub-system s.
For further discussion see ref. [[,[L4]). C onsider two non-interacting system s $” and
S that are pre—and post sslected in the follow Ing states:
. . X A 1 .
JomE= 0)i= Anm Jnl Jnl (80)
and
. . X A . .
J ouelt= T)i= byjii Jsi (81)
ij
3719 is an orthonorm albasis of the H ibert space H" of S, O mi= om)- £J iig
and fjjig are two orthonomn al basis of the Hibert space H of S but wih the
property h ;3416 0 foralli;j.
The total system is described by the generic two-state a1 = J wmih outd- The

probability ofm easure the eigenvalie of som e generaloperatoractingin H© H is
Prob( )= N Fr( %iww)F; 82)

where N is the nom alization, and = j ih J. Now suppose we are interested In
m easuring cbservables that are related only to S, ie. an Hem itian operators that

acts in H . In this case, equation (83) can be replaced by
Prob( )= N Jr( %) (83)

where
X X

Bett = cyj sthsF oy = anil, 5 (84)
is the reduced e ective two-state. %err IS @ non-generic two-state. G eneric two—
states correspond to a com plte speci cation of the initial and nal conditions for

the system . W hen the conditions are determ ined only \partially" the system is
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Initially and nally In a m ixed state. In the context of our fom alisn this can be

Interpreted as a situation w ith correlations between the initialand naloconditions.
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