arXiv:quant-pn/9910020v1 5 Oct 1999

Toward the C ollapse of State

Slobodan P rvanovic and Zvonko M aric
Institute of Physics, P O .Box 57, 11001 Belgrade,
Serbia

M arch 26, 2022

A bstract

T he basic concepts of classicalm echanics are given in the operator
form . Then, the hybrid system s approach, w ith the operator form ula—
tion of both quantum and classical sector, is applied to the case of an
ideal nonselective m easurem ent. It is found that the dynam ical equa-
tion, consisting of the Schrodinger and Liouville dynam ics, produces
noncausal evolution when the iniial state of m easured system and
m easuring apparatus is chosen to be as it is dem anded in discussions
regarding the problem ofm easuram ent. N onunigueness of possble re—
alizations of transition from pure noncorrelated to m ixed correlated
state is analyzed In details. Tt is concluded that collapse of state is
the only possbl way of evolution ofphysical system s In this case.

1 Introduction

T he correct theory of com bined quantum m echanicaland classicalm echanical
system s has to di er from quantum m echanics QM ) and classical m echan—
ics CM ) with resgpect to causality and related topics. This is because the
dynam ical equations ofQM and CM , taken ssparately, cannot lad to such
changes of states that can happen In a (quantum ) m easurem ent processes.
Quantum and classical m echanics are causal theories in which pure states
can evolve, according to the appropriate equations ofm otion, only into pure
states, not Into the m ixed ones. For a process of nonselective m easuram ent
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on some QM system , done by an apparatus which isa CM system , there is
a possibility for transitions from pure to m ixed state.

An interesting approach to hybrid system s (consisting of one quantum
and one classical system ) was proposed I literature f, l]. In short, it uses
for states and ocbservables the direct product of QM and CM representatives.
The dynam ical equation there introduced is, kt say, superposition of QM
and CM dynam ical equations. But, i was obfcted that this equation of
m otion does not save the non-negativity of states, which has to be unal-
tered ifthe theory is supposed to be physically m eaningfiil. O therw ise, there
would be events whose occurrence is characterized w ith negative probabili-
ties. However, we shall try to show that the hybrid system s approach H SA)
is the adequate theoretical fram ew ork for description of an idealnonselective
m easuram ent.

The enployed strategy will be the follow ing. Firstly, for a particular
choice of Initial state of QM systam and m easuring apparatus, which ad-
dresses the problem ofm easurem ent, it w illbe shown that a correlated state,
In contrast to the initial, cannot be pure. Secondly, i willbe found that the
(dram atic) change of purity can be fom ally realized in m ore than one way;
only one of them w ill be unphysical for involved negative probabilities. In
orderto nd what should be taken asthe state ofthishybrid system afterthe
beginning of m easurem ent, the subtlk analysis is needed. It should support
ones belief that the change of purity is necessarily followed by the change of
this or that property of state.

W e shall keep the argum entation on the physical ground. P recisely, the
necessary requirem ents to resoect the physical m eaning whenever it is pos-
sbble, and/or to consider only physically m eaningfiil m athem atical entities
when physical problem s are discussed, w illbe su cient here for nding the
other, physically m eaningfiil possibbility for m ixed correlated state as the re—
sul. It will becom e cbvious that this state is in accordance w ith expected
collapse of QM  state, as is suggested by the above (@anarchical) title.

B efore show Ing that, we shallpropose an operator form ulation of classical
m echanics. W e shalluse it instead of the standard phase space form ulation
ofCM within theHSA .k willallow usto proceed the argum entation in m ore
com pkteway. However, i can beused ssparately w ith som e other Intentions.



2 The Operator D escription ofC lassicalM e—
chanics

The m ost in portant features of the wellknown phase space formm ulation of
classical m echanics are: 1.) the algebra of cbservables is com m utative, 2.)
the equation ofm otion is the Liouville equation and it lnocorporates the P ois—
son bracket and 3.) pure states are those w ith sharp values of position and
m om entum , the values of which are, In general, independent. A 1l these will
hold for the operator formulation of CM which we are going to Introduce
heuristically.

Let the pure states for position, in the D irac notation, be yi. Sin ilarly,
formomentum : Ppi. In quantum m echanics independence of states is for-
m alized by the use of direct product. T hese prescriptions suggest that pure
classical states should be related som ehow with i jpi. C onsequently, the
operator form ulation of classical m echanics should be looked for w ithin the
direct product of two rigged H ibbert spaces, ket say HY HP. Th such a
soace, one can de ne an algebra of classical observables. Tt is the algebra of
pokynom ialsin &, = § f and B = T P wih real coe cients, etc. The
elem ents of this algebra are Hem iian operators and they cbviously com —
mute shoe By 7Pa 1= 0. Further, one can de ne states lke In the standard
formulation of CM as functions of position and m om entum , which are now
operators. P recisely, one can de ne the pure states as:
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In this form ulation, are non-negative and Hemm itian operators, nom alized
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then it willbe equalto the usually calculated f (@) @p;tdgdp where
f (@p) and (@p;t) are the phase space representatives of corresponding




observable and state, respectively. It is easy to see that, due to (1) and @),
the third characteristic of phase space form ulation holds for the new one as
well.

For the criterion of purity we propose the idem potency of state, up to
its nomm . This criterion is obviously satis ed for (1) and it is adequate for
the standard formulation ofQM . T herefore, we shall use it for the operator
form ulation ofhybrid system s, too.

T he dynam ical equation In the new fom ulation can be de ned In acoor-
dance to 2.) as:
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Forthe RHS of (3) we shalluse the notation fH & iPa )i G iPa 7D g
T he standard form ulation of classicalm echanics appears through the ker—
nels ofthe operator form ulation in the i i representation. T his, together
wih @), can be used as the proof of equivalence of the two fom ulations.
T he other In portant ram ark is that, after the ¢,, and P, have been de ned,
each other observable and every state can and have to be expressed as som e

function of just these two.

3 An Outline of the H ybrid System s A pp-
roach

A physical system is called hybrid system if it consists of one QM and one
CM system . Such system swere discussed In [L-7]. Instead of review ing these
articles w ith purpose of Introducing fom alisn for hybrid system s, we shall
start w ith the standard treatm ent oftwo QM system s and then, by substi-
tuting one quantum w ith one classical system , nd directly the appropriate
theoretical fram ew ork.

T he standard form ulation oftwo quantum system s needs the direct prod—
uct oftwo (rigged) H ibert spaces, et say H gn1  H gn 2. The states of these
system s evolve according to the Schrodinger equation w ith the H am iltonian
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want to acoom m odate the notation for statesto that type of correlation which
w il be discussed below .

Suppose now that the second system is classical. This m eans that ev—
erything related to this system iIn (4) has to be translated into the classical
counterparts. Having In m ind the above form ulation of CM , we propose:
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as the dynam ical equation. Few explanations follow . The st system re-
m ained quantum m echanical, so is type of evolution is left unaltered. The
Poisson bracket is there nstead of the second com m utator because classical
system s evolve according to the Liouville equation. It isde ned asn (3); the
partial derivatives are w ith respect to the classical coordinate and m om en—
tm : § fand T P. A llstatesand cbservables, both QM and CM , appear in
the operator fom , ie., hybrid system isdenedinH g HZ, HE . Nota
bene, the coordinate and m om entum of quantum and classical system s are
operators acting in Hy, and HE,  HE , respectively.) Some justi cations
of (5) we shallgive In due course.



Sin ilar equations, In the cnumber form ulation ofCM , were proposed In
[l4]. Thereonecan nd thewhol variety of requests that hasto be in posed
on the equation ofm otion forhybrid system swhich w illnot be reviewed here.
W e jast m ention that the equation proposed in [1-3] is antisym m etric, while
the one n f[] is not.

M ore discussions of the sam e subct one can nd in [§, 1. The starting
point there was that the fom alisn of hybrid system s should have allm ath-
em aticalproperties ofQM and CM (see [] for details) and it was concluded
that such fomm alisn cannot exist. R ather than as a critique, we understand
this result as an Indication that the HSA is on a right track. Namely, we
do not expect from the appropriate form alisn to posses all m athem atical
properties being the sam e as In quantum and classical m echanics. On the
contrary, we expect that the correct theory ofhybrid system sw illdi er from
these two m echanics w ith respect to the causality of evolution and, conse-
quently, all other related topics. M ore precisely, In som e cases the hybrid
system s equation ofm otion should kad to the noncausal evolution. T he ex—
am pl we have In m ind, as we have m entioned, is a process of (quantum )
m easuram ent.

It was obcted In B, B, []] that the HSA dynam ical equation does not
save the non-negativity of states. Our Intention is to show, wih a subtlke
analysis of process of m easuram ent, that this need not to be so, ie., the
non-negativiy of states can be saved. This com es from our belief that after

nding som e dynam ical equation as the source of noncausal evolution, what
w il be the case for (5), one should accept any kind of instruction, of courss,
ifthere is som g, since, on the rstplace, one would be faced w ith the problem
In which way it should be solved. That is, this type of dynam ical equations,
we believe, should be approached in di erent, m ore carefiilm anner than it
is usually the case because it is not so straitforward b to solve them . On
the other hand, it w illbe enough to apply som e argum ents, that are of the
sam e kind as are those which qualify non-negative states asm eaningless, and
to nd acoeptable states. This will becom e clear latter. At this place, kt
us Jjust m ention that the noncausal evolution of CM system alone occurred
In a treatm ent of classical m echanics by the inverse W eyl transform of the
W igner fiinction; see [{] for details.



4 The Process ofM easurem ent

Usually, it is said that the m easuring apparatus is classical system . The
form alism of hybrid system s becom es then the natural choice for the rep-
resentation of process of (quantum ) m easuram ent. W e shall consider the
nonselective m easurem ent w ithin the operator form ulation ofH SA by taking
that the states ofm easured QM system and m easuring apparatus evolve un-—
dertheactionofH o, @ T fip £ D+ g §Hif £ p+vy @

f f;p f 0 wd 4 ;1 1 P). To sin plify the expressions, we
shalluseH g, T + & Ha + Vi \?ﬁ“ as the notation for this H am ilto—
nian. Them easured cbservable js\?qm = ;w]Jidh ] f 1. Tt isnecessary
that E—fqm ;\?qm 1= 0 because, ifthe quantum system before the m easurem ent
was in one of the eigenstates of the m easured observable, say j ;i, then this
system would not change its state during the m easurem ent. T hen, HAqm can
be diagonalized In the sam e basis: HAqm = F ;hij idh 5] f 1. Forthe
CM parts of Ham iltonian it is reasonable to assum e that they do not cause
periodicm otion ofthe pointer. W e shallnot specify the H am iltonian in m ore
details because we are interested only in discussions related to the form of
state after the beginning of m easurem ent.

Forthe initial state ofquantum system we shalltakethepurestate j (t£,)i
and for the pointer of apparatus we shall take that initially it is In the state
w ith sharp values ofposition and m om entum , ket say g, and p,, so the state of
hybrid system at them om ent when m easuram ent startsis "y, (&) ‘@ &) =
Jto)ih o)) Tpihpd Poilrsd OPfoourse, the problem ofm easuram ent
dem ands j (t,)ito be superposition ;¢ )] i1

D ue to the interaction term In H am iltonian, the state of com posite system
w il becom e correlated —the CM parts of state w ill depend som ehow on the
eigenvalies ofV . Letususe the notatjon i3 ";3“ © ~J © ihordertoal
low the analysis of, a priord, possbl situation In which the CM partsofstate
can depend on two di erent eigenvalues of \?qm . W ih this notation, and the
above for H am iltonian, the dynam ics of m easurem ent becom es represented
wih: P .
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where H o, ;Vq and 3 (t) are derived in the Poisson bracket w ith respect
toq fandf pthatactmHI HE .

T he solution ofthis dynam ical equation w ill represent the state of hybrid
system att> t, and the search for it can start by noticing that theCM tem s
" ), attached to the quantum m echanical tem s w ith equal indices 5. (t)
(which we shallcalldiagonaltem s), are °, (t) = & ©ihg ©J Jo: @i © I
w here the Indices In 3 (t)1 and Jp; ()1 underline dependence on one eigenvalue
of\//\qm . Being guided by thisdependence ofeach CM bra and ket of “clm (t) on
one eigenvalue of\?qm , as the candidate for correlated state we shall consider
the ocoherent m xture:

X
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T here are two other candidates for correlated state. The rst is:
X
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where the indices In 35 ()1 and ;5 (01 stand to represent dependence on
two elgenvalues of\/l\qm in the form % (v + v5). The sam e holds for hg; (£) J
and hp;; (£) J. The m otdvation for this com es from the symm etrization of QM
sector In front ofthe P oisson bracket on theRHS of (5). Thetem s " (t) of
(8) are diagonalw ith respect to the eigenbasis of §,, and Pn for each pair
of Indices, while these tem s of (7) orié j are not. A s the third candidate
for correlated state we shall consider the noncoherent m ixture:
X
i) F3idh i) OIEOI]  Pi@ie ©F 9)
A Ilthree states have the sam e diagonaltem s "% © “L ().Thedierence
between these states isin theCM 16 j temm s. Each ket and bra of °3) (©),
i® j, In (7) depends on only one eigenvalue of\?cim , In (8) they depend on
tw o elgenvalues and in expression (9) there are no such tem s.
T he state (7) isdesigned to represent aspure, non-negative and H em itian
correlated state as is the Initial state and it hasnondiagonalQM tem s (w ih



resoect to the basis j ;i) as the state j (t,)ih (t.)J. (The state is taken
to be pure if it is idem potent up to thenom : ~? = 2(0) *. The puriy
of (7) rests on the sam e type of tim e developm ent (dependence on one vj)
of 33 i and F; (H)i, no matter do they belng to " () with i = j or
wih 16 j. But, the ollow ing holds. The nniial state of the apparatus
is diagonal w ith respect to the eigenbasis of 4, and Pa - To \create" the
nondiagonal tem s from it in the form which ensures purity, one would need
to Introduce operators that do not commute wih &, and P, to act on
CM states. O ne would need to take som e other dynam ical equation instead
of (5) as well. That dynam ical equation should use com m utator for both
subsystem s, lke it is the case for (4). If one would do that, then, in a
treatm ent of the apparatus, one would neglect the requireaments 1.) and 2.)
which are the part of de nition of classical system s (see Sec. 2). This type
of reasoning would be a Ja von N eum ann’s approach to m easuram ent process
where the apparatus and m easured systam are both treated as quantum
system s. Instead of going in that direction, we are considering here the
apparatus as classical system , de ned In the above given way. By this we
avoid the wellknow n problam s that arise w ith states such is (7). @ ccording
to (7) there could be a superposition of pointers state which is unobserved.
Then, the problem ofm easurem ent, as we understand i, is to explain why
and descrioe how the state sin ilarto (7) collapses to the state sin ilarto (9).)
The less descriptive and m ore form al way to look for a solution is to
assum e that the tin e dependence of evolved state is as represented by (7).
T hen, by substituting (7) in (6) In orderto verify this,we nd a contradiction.
Namely, the CM i%6 jtem s of (7) do not commute with &, and Pa Or
t6 t,, s0 then they are not functions of only these cbservables. The partial
derivatives —¢— and @p% from the Poisson bracket \anniilate" the CM

@qcm
nondiagonal elam ents of (7) fort> t, when they act on them . For instance:

@quqi(t)lej ©J= @_(il @ g@®) 57 (10)
t> t) and sin ilarly or s () ihp; ) junder the action of@p%. Thus, for
theCM i6 jtem sof (7) the RHS of (6) vanishes fort> t,, while the LHS
is not equal to zero by assum ption.

Let us stop for a mom ent and put few ram arks. An inm ediate conse—
quence of the fact that (7) does not satisfy (6) is that the initial purity of



state is lost due to the established correlation. This is con m ed by consid—
erations of (8) and (9). These two states do satisfy (6), but they are both
m ixed —they are not idem potent up to thenom : ¥ 6 2(0) *. Thisprop-
erty isplausble or (9). For (8) it is enough to notice that in * there is, or
exam ple, term J 3ih ;j 33y ©ihoy ©F Py (0 oy (©) Jwhich isnot present in
~. Therefore, the hybrid system s dynam ical equation produces in thispartic—
ular case a noncausal evolution : pure noncorrelated state transform s n som e
m ixed correlated state wWhich is to be found). This is the crucial di erence
between (5) and the Schrodinger and Liouville dynam ics that appear w ithin
i.

O ne can convince oneself, by looking at (8) and (9), that purty isnot the
only property of initial state that changes Instantaneously at the m om ent
when interaction begins. Obviously, there are no 16 jtems in (9) the
m eaning of which isthat the QM part of (9), In di erence to the initial one,
is diagonalw ith respect to the basis j ji. On the other hand, the state (8)
is not non-negative operator for allt > t,, whilke the initial state is. For
all states that are not non-negative operators one can construct properties —
events, that would be \found" w ith negative probabilities if they would be
m easured. In order to construct such a property for (8), it ishelpfuilto notice
that the CM partsofié 7 tem s of (8) are reqular states of CM system s,
they aredi erent from thosew ih i= jand they are acoom panied by the QM
\states" w ith vanishing trace. By regular we m ean per se realizable sihce
they are diagonal and \states" stands here, and would be better to stay in
all sin ilar cases, because they can only be interpreted as in possible.)

For the related negative probabilities, states which are not non-negative
operators should be quali ed asm eaningless and, since they appeared In the
HSA, there were cb fctions on its relkvance for physics. In what ollow s,
we want to show that these probabilities are not unavoidable here. In other
words, our intention is to rehabilitate the H SA and thisw illm anifest itself in

nding form al support or physically m eaningfiil state (9), that it should be
taken asthe solution, not the unphysical state (8). T he argum entshave to be
In accordance w ith physics since the experience m akes one to be unsatis ed
wih (8) and, of course, the HSA is ain ed to fom alize behaviour of physical
system s. The st argum entation, being based on the validity of (10), will
continue the analysis of (7). T he second discussion, concentrated on (8) and
unrelated to (10), w illagain designate that (9) is the proper solution, but, in
di erence to the st one, it w illbe proceeded in m ore interpretational than

10



form alm anner.

Our Insistence on (7) rests on the fact that one can look on it ason a
trial state. It is the perfect choice for a trial state because it has the same
physically relevant characteristics as the initial state and it is equal to the
Initialstate ort= t,, ie., ort! t, (7) approaches the initial state w ithout
any change when these characteristics are considered. M oreover, the need
for a trial state com es from the absence (Up to our know ledge) of som e rule
that would prescribe how to m anage the change of idem potency. A fterbeing
substituted on the RH S of dynam ical equation, trial state w ill indicate the
approprate type of tim e transfom ation. Then, by m Inin alm odi cations of
this state, iIntended to adapt it to that type, desired correlated state w illbe
found.

The RHS of (6) orthe CM i$6 J tem s of (7) vanishes forallt > t,
according to (10). Exclusively fort= t, theCM i6 jtem s of (7) can be
expressed as functionsofonly &, and Py shee g ) = @ and p; (&) = P, or
alli. Only forthismomenttheRH S of (6) forCM 16 Jtem sof (7) doesnot
vanish. T herefore, one concludes that the CM partsofi® Jjtem shasto be
constant after the instantaneous change at t,, ie., lnstead w ith those of (7),
the QM nondiagonal tem s have to be coupled w ith the tim e independent
CM tem s forallt > t,. This is how dynam ical equation designates that
(8) should not be taken as the solution. W hat one has to do, if one wants
to accomm odate (7) to deduced tin e Independence ofthe CM 16 J tem s,
is to take for these tem s (for t > t,) som e operators that do not involve
tin e. Then, in order to satisfy (6), that operators should not be expressble
as som e functions of (only available) ¢, and Pa. - On the other hand, w ith
these operators one should not change neither the Hem itian character nor
the non-negativity of state since nothing asks that. The resulting state, of
course, has to be In pure because any change ofthe CM i6 Jj tem s of (7)
a ects its idem potency. In thisway, (9) willbe obtained as the appropriate
solution.

Having In m ind the functions of &y, , P and operators that do not com -
mute wih these two, one may want not to accept (10). For the sake of
m athem atical rigor, lt us clear up this. The CM nondiagonal tem s of (7)
cannot be expressed as som e functions depending only on &, and Pu , but
they can be expressed as som e functions of these two if, rstly, the num —
ber of the operators availabl is Increased and, secondly, there is som e non—
com m utativity am ong them . How this functions would look lke depends on

11



these new operators. Since there are neither m otivations nor nstructions
for their introduction com ing from physics, they can be introduced lber-
ately. M ore precisely, these operators do not represent anything m eaningfiil
and they need not to enclose any known m athem atical structure. For in—
stance, F3 (©)ihg ()jcan be expressed asexp C @) g ®)Y) @ g ©),
where ” is not to be confiused with the CM momentum since it acts in H 9,
not n HP, and hg?* % = a@(giqqo) . Here, a can be anything, it need not
to be equalto ih as in quantum m echanics. The other (even m ore patho-
logical) exam ple is the follow ing. Since the CM nondiagonal dyads do not
commute wih &, and Pa , they can be used as the new operators, eg.,
iy ©i= F @®) 'F @3 ©ihg © 3 This shows that these nondiag—
onal dyads can be expressed as functions depending on &, , Pan and un-—
countably m any other argum ents — all nondiagonal dyads, where F can be
any function. W ith these two exam ples we wanted to Justify the need to
bound considerations of CM in operator form to functions of only 4, and
Ba - On the other hand, the request to discuss purity of state of the hybrid
system has risen the need to consider nondiagonality W ith respect to the
basis i i) of CM state. W hen these two m est In dynam ical equation,
w ith expressions lke (10) nothing unusual was done: the derivation of an
entiy, which is not som e function ofthat w ith respect to which it is derived,
has zero as a resul. If one says that the LHS of (10) is jist de ned by the
RHS of (10), then it should be noticed that (10) does not contradict any of
the calculational mules of CM and QM because in the standard formm ulation
of classicalm echanics there is no possibility for realization of nondiagonality,
w hile In the standard form ulation ofquantum m echanics there is no necessity
for restriction to comm utativity. A nyhow , let us proceed by supposing that
one is not w illing to accept (10) and/or that one nds the given support for
(9) as not enough convincing.

Ewven w ithout (10), one is not free of contradiction if (7) is taken to be the
solution . D ue to the sym m etrization ofQM sector, on theRH S of (6), n front
of the sscond P oisson bracket, there are two eigenvalues of\//\qm com Ing from

Al(;gn (t) @6 J) of (7). Because of this, the assum ption that each ket and bra

of "En (t) @& J) of (7) depends on only one eigenvalue of\//\qm is contradicted.
As it seem s, to ntroduce non-commuting operators n HZ, ~ HE , and/or

to slightly m odify (6), would not be enough to avoid som e contradiction
connected to (7) when it is seen as the result of evolution. However, it is

12



not our intention to go in these directions because it would be against the
purpose of this artick.

A fter discarding (7), one conclides that each ket and bra of Af,jn t @6 J)
would depend on two eigenvalues of Vg, com ing from 3 () (6 j) Pre> &
if there would be "3 () 16 J) forthat tines at all. Therefore, the m ost
In portant step In solving dynam icalequation forthe above H am iltonian isto

nd what happensw ith the nitialQM state at them om ent when Interaction
begins. Then i will be aln ost trivial problem to nd the state of hybrid
system at latter tim es. O r, m ore precisely, in the presence of j ;ih 53 (16 J)
fort> t, isthe originh ofdilemm a: (8) or (9), the m eaning of which is that
by the assum ed linearity of evolution, In a case when it is noncausal, one
excludes the physicalm eaning of evolved state, and vice versa.

From thispoint, our strategy for defense ofthe H SA from ob ctions that
it m ight be unphysical is iIn show ing that one nds it unphysical only after
one has previously decided to prefer form al, rather than physical argum ents
and, m oreover, only after one has neglected statem ents (peing, by the way,
of the sam e sort as those used for disquali cation) that lead to physically
m eaningfiil state. Let us be m ore concrete. To nd (8) it was necessary to
start with m ore form al assum ption that the nondiagonality of QM part of
state, w ith respect to the eigenbasis of 2} m and \?qm , has not changed at the
m om ent when purity of state has changed. Opposite to this is to assum e
that the diagonality of QM part of state, w ith respect to the basis which is
privileged at that tin e, hasnot changed. Beforethem om ent t,, the QM part
of state has been diagonalw ith respect to the eigenbasis of that observable
forwhich j (t,)1 is the eigenstate. O nly this basis can be characterized as
privileged for that tin e because the corresponding cbservable has been used
forpreparation. Forphysics, each otherbasis, Including the eigenbasis ofH om
and \?qm , is Jess in portant, ie., their signi cance com es from m athem atics,
not from physics —they can be used just to express the sam e state in di erent
m anners. A fter the m om ent t, privilkeged basis is the eigenbasis of \’/\qm (@and
HAqm ) because this cbservabl ism easured. So, nstead of claim ing that the
nondiagonality w ith respect to the basiswhich is going to becom e privileged
should not change, one can clain that the diagonality w ih respect to the
actually privileged basis should not change. These statem ents express two
di erent types of reasoning: the rst one concentrated on the form al aspect
of the operators representing states (leading to (8)), while the other one
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concemed about the m eaning (leading to (9)).

If the m entioned nondiagonality of QM part of initial state has survived
t,, then, according to (6), there would be the CM systam s In (realizable)
States "l;n (t) coupled to the QM nondiagonaltem s, as is given by (8). But,
the probability of event f Wy ©ihgy ©J iy ©ihps; () J for the state (8)
isequalto zero orallt > t,, where 1 6 j. Neiher apparatus would be
In any of the states "?n (t) with i€ j after the beginning of m easuram ent.
(This is not the case or i = j.) So, if the statem ents about probability
are of any im portance, before proclhin ng (6) as unadequate for it does
not save the non-negativity of Initial state, one should acoept that In the
states "lg'n (t) 16 7J) neither apparatus would be. The consequence of this
is that the assum ption of survived QM nondiagonal tem s is not correct. In
physics, where the probability is a signi cant concept, just found is enough
to conclude that (9) should be taken as solution. Sim ultaneously by nding
that (8) is unphysical, one ndswhy it is so: it is unphysical because som e
states 0of CM system s that are not exhiited by any apparatus are kept in the
representation of state of hybrid system . By taking this into acoount, ie.,
by reexpressing (8) with this In m ind, onewill nd (9) asthe proper state of
hybrid system .

F inally, the validity of the hybrid system s dynam ical equation can be
veri ed on situations for which it is easy to say what behavior is desired.
Forexam pl, the hybrid system s dynam ical equation gives the standard one—
to-one evolutions of QM and CM subsystem s when the interaction term in
Ham ilonian is absent. In this case evolved states are ofthe sam e puriy and
non-negativity as initial states. M oregver, for the above given H am ittonian
and the initial state of hybrid system ~ ; () FJ :ih 17 Fpibgd Poitped
evolved state is not unphysical, it is (9). These exam ples justify the hybrid
system s dynam icalequation as the proper one. So, it is Ikely that thisholds
for the case addressing the problem ofm easurem ent.

5 Concluding rem arks

W ithout an operator form ulation of classical m echanics, the analysis of the
problem ofm easurem ent In the hybrid system s approach would not be com —
plkte. Firstly, this form ulation enabled us to consider pure correlated state
and then, after nding that such state cannot satisfy dynam icalequation, to
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conclude that this dynam ical equation produces noncausal evolution: when
pure Iniial state of quantum system is not an eigenstate of the m easured
cbservable, Iniial state of hybrid system , which is also pure, necessarily and
Instantaneously transform s in som e m ixed correlated state. Secondly, when
it was not so cbvioushow dynam icalequation should be solred, the operator
form ulation o ered support or one particular way.

The choice of a state representing hybrid system after the beginning of
m easuram ent is In portant since appropriateness of the H SA for physics de—
pends on i. Both states that do satisfy dynam ical equation for the given
H am ilonian are sam e regarding the in purity and absence of CM i6 jtem s,
0 the essential part of physicalm eaning is one and the sam e. Only the way
of expressing these di ers from (8) to (9). For their properties, perhaps it
would not be wrong to say that (9) is the physical result of hybrid system s
dynam ics and that (8) is a physically unacceptable m athem atical solution.

T he third ussfilness of the operator form ulation of classicalm echanics is
In that it allow s one to design, ket say, a dynam icalm odel of Instantaneous
decoherence. Nam ely, In the resulting proposal of H SA , the partial deriva—
tions In the Poisson bracket change the CM nondiagonal temm s at t, (ifthe
initial state is seen as (7) wih t= t,) and then cbstruct their further tin e
developm ent according to (10), ie., these derivations annihilate CM nondi-
agonal tem s. So, In this proposal, the dynam ics is the cause of collapse.
T he reduction of quantum m echanical state is the consequence of disappear—
ance of classicalm echanical i € Jj tem s. The part of interpretation of (8),
which ism eaningful from the point of view of everyday experience, has lead
to the sam e conclusion: tem s "J (t) vanish because to them related and
per se realizable events "3 (t) cannot occur. In another words, the reason
for deccherence 0of QM state In case of a m easurem ent lies in the Liouvilke
equation. It is linear only In probability densities within the fram ework of
com m utative operators that represent position and m om entum of classical
system s, In di erence to the Schrodinger equation which is lnear in both:
the probability densities and the probability am plitudes.

In alm ost the sam e m anner as the action of pro gctors has described the
m easuram ent in standard quantum m echanics, the action of partial deriva—
tions do it here. If one com pares the standard formulation of QM and the
operator form ulation of H SA, one nds them sin ilar for they treat decoher-
ence as instantaneous process. They di er since decoherence is dynam ical
here. The operator formulation of HSA in this way answers one question
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aroused In quantum m echanics: how the collapse should be described. But,
there is another, m ore In portant question: why it happens. T he hybrid sys-
tam approach does not ask for som e ad hoc conospts to explain the collapse
of state; the non-negativity of probabilities is enough. Because of the non-
negativity of probabilities, the collapse of state is the only possbl way of
evolution for physical system s in the considered case and it is as ordinary as
the one-to-one evolutions are In other cases. If one wants to stay w ithin the
formulation ofQM in one H ibert space, then the HSA puts the profction
postulate on m ore solid ground. Tt is not related to the consciousness of the
cbserver, but to the non-negativiy of probabilities.

T he non-negativity ofprobabilities is, and should be, incorporated am ong
the rstprnciplesofany physicaltheory. Thehybrid system approach di ers
from classical and quantum m echanics only in that this principle should be
Invoked not just at the begihning, when the initial state is chosen, but for
them om ents at which states lose purity aswell. Thisrule o ers substitution
of our s=arch for a solution and it is not In contradiction w ith these two
m echanics. There are no such m cm ents when only Schrodinger or Liouville
equation is solved w ithin the H ibert space and phase space, resoectively, so
there is no rule which would be contradicted. If it is represented (lke som e
kind of superselection rule) nHy, HE HE asa restriction to consider
only states that are non-negative operators, then there would be only two
possbilities for a correlated state in the analyzed case: the coherent m ixture
(7) and the noncoherent m ixture (9). The state (9) would ollow Inm ediately
after nding that (7) cannot satisfy the equation ofm otion. (T here is strong
sin ilarity between this and the way of solving the M axwell quations where
only physicaly m eaningfiil solution is retained.)

Roughly speaking, the procedure of solving di erential equations consists
In two steps. The st one isto nd all functions that satisfy it (if there is
any) and the second is, if there are m ore than one function, to selct one
by In posing som e condition. The m ost often used is the C auchy condition.
A dapted to the present fram ework, it reads: the state at Jater tim es is the
one which for t= t, becom es equal to the initial state. W ih this condition
one wants to express assum ed continuity of state. The state (8) obviously
follow s in this way and, since this state is unphysical, the HSA show s that
the state ofphysical system s in considered case has to evolve discontinuously.
From our point of view, this strongly recom m ends the HSA for a theory of
com bined classical and quantum system s.
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T he obctions addressing the relevance of H SA for physics are closely
related to the application of the Cauchy condition in, ket say, careless m an—
ner. W e believe that it is not correct to take it as the unique supplem entary
condition and that it is not approprate to In pose it w ithout noticing that
som ething dram atic happens w ith the iniial state at the m om ent when evo—
lution begins. If one would disregard the unavoidable change of purity of
Iniial state treating it as unin portant, then one would go out of physics
from the very beginning. M oreover, then one cannot discuss the physical
m eaning of solution at the end because i would m ake such consideration
Inconsistent. Only affer nding that (according to the discussion based on
(7) and (10)) the initial state has changed instantaneously and discontinu—
ously, one should apply the C auchy condition for then it is adequate because
the further evolution is causal and in all agpects continuous. If this, the
rule to invoke the non-negativity of probability for the m om ents at which
states lose purity and (10) are new at all, these rules are the slightest possi-
bl m odi cations of the previously used ones. O 1, pethaps, they are just the
acoom m odation of standard rules to new situations.

N eadlss to say, the state (9) isin agream ent w ith what isusually expected
to happen when the problem of m easurem ent is considered in an abstract
and ideal form . To each state of the m easured quantum system , which are
the elgenstates of the m easured observable, corresoonds one pointer position
and mom entum . The ith eigenvalue of m easured cbservabl occurs w ith
probability T (t,)F and, as was said, (9) takes place inm ediately after the
apparatus In state 1 P.i has starte% to m easure \?qm on the system in
pure state j (t,)i, whith can be seen as ;¢ ()] ;i.

O nce noticed, the departure from strict causality would also be noticed in
(@l) other aspects as som e strange feature. For exam ple, In ] it was found
that, so called, universal privileged tim es In dynam ics of hybrid system s
appear. Here, t, is such a mom ent. In contrast to opinion expressed there,
we believe that this is a rather nice property of the approach. Nam ely, for
the described process, and allother that can be treated in the sam eway, pure
state can evolve into noncoherent m ixture, whilke noncoherent m ixture cannot
evolve into coherent m ixtures —pure states, ie., when the non-negativiy of
probability is resgpected, such processes are irreversible. T hism eans that for
them the entropy can only increase or stay constant. T hen, the distinguished
m om ents of the Increase of entropy can be used forde ning an arrow oftin e.
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