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We propose an exercise in which one attempts to deduce the formalism of quantum
mechanics from phenomenological observations only. Thus, the only assumed inputs
are the multi-time probability distributions estimated from the results of sequential
measurements of quantum observables; no presuppositions about the underlying math-
ematical structures are allowed. We show that it is indeed possible to derive in such
a way a complete and fully functional formalism based on the structures of Hilbert
spaces. However, the obtained formal description—the bi-trajectory formalism—turns
out to be quite different from the standard state-focused formalism.
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1 Introduction
One of the iconic features of quantum mechanics is that the standard formalism of the theory
implements a dichotomous (two-fold) mode of description.

The first mode applies in non-measurement contexts, where the subject—a quantum system of
interest—evolves freely without being disturbed by the probing with measuring devices deployed by
an observer. In this case, a system is described by its time-dependent state, formally represented
by a density matrix ρ̂t in the form of a unit-trace positive semi-definite operator acting on a
given Hilbert space. The system-specific dynamical law governing the state’s time evolution is
represented in the formalism by a unitary transformation

ρ̂t1 = Ût1,t0 ρ̂t0Û
†
t1,t0

. (1.1)

The second mode is intended for complementary measurement contexts, where it is used to
describe the perceptions of an observer who intervenes at a given time t1 by deploying a device
capable of measuring a system observable. Accordingly, the outcome of such a measurement,
as seen by the observer, is formally described by the probability distribution conditioned by the
system state, given by the well-known Born rule,

P (f | ρ̂t1) = tr[P̂F (f)ρ̂t1 ]. (1.2)

Here, F̂ =
∑

f∈Ω(F ) fP̂
F (f) is a Hermitian operator representing the measured observable F ,

decomposed in terms of a complete family {P̂F (f) | f ∈ Ω(F )} of orthogonal projectors,∑
f∈Ω(F )

P̂F (f) = 1̂ and P̂F (f)P̂F (f ′) = δf,f ′ P̂F (f). (1.3)

The collapse rule supplements the standard formalism by serving as an interface between the
two modes. It states that, once the measurement is concluded and one transitions from the mea-
surement context to the non-measurement context, the system is assigned a new state conditioned
by the measurement result,

ρ̂t1

state collapse−−−−−−−−→ ρ̂t|t1(f1) = Ût,t1

P̂F (f1)ρ̂t1 P̂
F (f1)

tr
[
P̂F (f1)ρ̂t1

] Û†
t,t1
, (1.4)

given that the result at time t1 was f1 ∈ Ω(F ).
The addition of the collapse rule is necessary to construct the description of a measurement

context that extends beyond the first deployment of the measuring device. Hence, in the stan-
dard formulation, the observed results of a measurement carried out with devices deployed in a
chronological sequence are formally described by chaining the Born rule and the collapse rule: the
system state at the time of the subsequent measurement is taken as the state collapsed due to
previous measurement (and evolved for the duration in between the two measurements). That is,
the probability that the observer measures the result f1 at time t1, f2 at t2, . . . , and finally fn at
tn, is given by

Ptn,...,t1(fn, . . . , f1) = P (f1| ρt1)
n∏

j=2
P
(
fj | ρ̂tj |tj−1,...,t1(fj−1, . . . , f1)

)
, (1.5)
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where the conditional system states are found by a recursive application of the rule (1.4),

ρ̂t|tj ...,t1(fj , . . . , f1) = Ût,tj

P̂F (fj)ρ̂tj |tj−1,...,t1(fj−1, . . . , f1)P̂F (fj)
P
(
fj |ρ̂tj |tj−1,...,t1(fj−1, . . . , f1)

) Û†
t,tj
. (1.6)

The choice to structure the formalism in this way has certain undesirable consequences. One of
them is the necessity for the Heisenberg cut [1–3]. The issue is that the two description modes apply
only in their respective domains, and so, whenever one wishes to employ the formalism, one has to
decide whether a given situation counts as a measurement or not. But what are the quantitative
criteria for making such a decision? The current understanding of the capabilities of the standard
formalism is that it cannot provide a concrete answer to such a question [4–7]. Pinpointing the
transition between the measurement and non-measurement context for a collection of interacting
quantum systems remains an open problem. Therefore, the only available solution is to place the
cut more or less arbitrarily; as long as one operates far away from the cut, the formalism can be
used without further objections.

However, this is not—and never has been—a satisfactory resolution. On one hand, the friction
due to the dichotomous description modes has been an inexhaustible source of inspiration for
paradoxical thought experiments (perhaps best exemplified by the Wigner’s friend scenarios, in
which an observer observes another observer); on the other hand, modern quantum technologies
also operate at scales that approach perilously close to the expected location of the Heisenberg
cut. Thus, it seems inevitable that the standard formalism, being incapable of describing systems
living in the admittedly fuzzy border separating the measurement and non-measurement contexts,
will, sooner rather than later, reach the limits of its applicability in cutting-edge quantum physics.

Naturally, over the years, there have been a number of attempts at rectifying these problems.
Examples include the de Broglie–Bohm pilot-wave theory [8, 9], Griffiths decoherent histories
theory [10, 11], Everett many-worlds interpretation [12], and others. However, none of these
proposed solutions has garnered universal acceptance as the de facto resolution of the tensions
identified in the standard formalism. Perhaps the issue lies in the fact that these attempts attack
the problem by postulating an often sweeping restructuring of the formalism. Even though the
proposed modifications are usually motivated by some insightful intuition, in the end they are ad
hoc propositions.

We concur with the diagnosis that the problems with the standard formalism cannot be recon-
ciled within its framework, and the solution will most likely require a restructuring of the formalism.
However, rather than postulating ad hoc modifications to the existing formalism, we propose a more
systematic approach. The idea is to go back to basics, forget what we know about quantum theory,
and attempt to deduce the formalism from the experimental observations only—phenomenological
quantum mechanics.

We imagine that this route is not dissimilar to the one traversed a century ago by the pioneers
of quantum theory, who invented the standard formalism in the first place. However, the breadth
of the phenomenology of quantum systems has expanded tremendously over these 100 years; the
experimental inputs available to us as a matter of course were considered, back then, as fanciful
thought experiments at best and science-fiction at worst. Unsurprisingly, then, the theoreticians of
quantum mechanics focused, at its inception, almost exclusively on the phenomenology of single-
measurement experiments. This seems to be the main reason why the standard formalism has
a dichotomous structure, and the interface between the description mode takes the form of the
collapse rule. If this is a correct reading, then the collapse rule appears as an improvised post hoc
solution that was “bolted” onto the formalism because it was just that—a solution to the problem
of sequential measurements that, likely, was treated as an afterthought. Hence, to avoid the pitfalls
encountered by the pioneers, we ought to treat experiments involving sequential measurements as
the basic input for our deduction.

In this paper, we demonstrate that the phenomenology of sequential measurement experiments
is indeed rich enough to deduce a fully functional and complete formalism without presupposing
anything about its structure (not even a connection with Hilbert spaces has to be assumed). As
expected, the so-deduced formalism—the bi-trajectory formalism, as we call it—turns out to be
structured significantly differently from the standard formalism. In particular, the dichotomous
mode of description is absent in the bi-trajectory formulation, allowing it to describe quantum,
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classical, and in-between systems without invoking the Heisenberg cut, state collapse, or other
similar concepts.

Crucially, because the formalism is directly deduced from the phenomenology, its predictions
are in full agreement with the empirically confirmed predictions that could also be made with the
standard formalism. Additionally, the new formalism can be reduced to a form that is mathemat-
ically equivalent to the standard formulation.

The elements of the bi-trajectory formalism have been introduced in previous works [13–17]. In
these works, the bi-trajectory-related concepts have been employed to parameterize open system
dynamics [15], describe the origins of the classical noise limit in open systems [13], investigate
the quantum–classical transition [14, 16], and in [17] all these elements were given solid mathe-
matical foundations. However, only now, with the demonstration of a successful deduction from
phenomenology, can the elements of the bi-trajectory formulation be brought together as a holistic
formalism for quantum mechanics.

2 Outline
In the first part of the paper, we list the phenomenological observations constituting the inputs for
the following deduction of the formalism. Section 3 introduces the formal description of the results
of experiments involving sequential measurements using multi-time probability distributions. In
Section 4, we use this description to quantify our phenomenological inputs:

We begin in Section 4.1 by providing evidence that sequential measurements of a quantum
system cannot be interpreted as a sampling of a trajectory traced over time by the system’s ob-
servable. This crucial observation establishes that such systems cannot be described using the
classical theory. Furthermore, we recognize the fundamental distinction between classical and
quantum systems: for classical systems all observables are essentially equivalent, whereas quantum
systems support an infinite number of inequivalent observables. We explore some consequences
of this peculiar feature of quantum systems by comparing measurements made with coarse- and
fine-grained devices—an important example of inequivalent quantum observables.

Section 4.2 showcases the quantum interference effects in what amounts to a sequence of k-slit
generalizations of the classic Young experiment, viewed as an example of sequential measurement
with coarse-grained devices.

In Section 4.3, we discuss experiments involving multiple independent systems that exhibit
quantum interference when measured with devices incapable of making a perfect “which-subsystem”
distinction. To uphold the spirit of phenomenological quantum mechanics, we introduce, for the
purposes of this analysis, the phenomenological definition of a composite quantum system.

Section 4.4 discusses experimental conditions under which the probability distributions describ-
ing sequential measurements exhibit Markovianity, enabling us to address the issue of experiment
initialization.

Section 4.5 describes the quantum Zeno effect, consisting in the following phenomenon: se-
quences of measuring devices deployed in rapid succession become “frozen” in displaying the first
measured result when the delay between the deployments tends to zero while their number goes to
infinity. This observation is vital for probing the short-time nature of quantum dynamical laws.

Finally, Section 4.6 concludes the first part of the paper by discussing the uncertainty relations
between measurements of inequivalent quantum observables.

The second part of the paper presents the process of the actual deduction of the formalism
from the phenomenological data, including the detailed breakdown of the necessary mathematical
inferences. Section 5 opens this part by showing how the phenomenological observations discussed
in the first part lead to the conclusion that the emerging formalism is shaping into a bi-trajectory
picture, a natural progression from the classical “(single) trajectory picture”.

In Section 6, we find the Hilbert space representation for bi-probabilities, the complex-valued
distributions on the space of trajectory pairs (the namesake of the bi-trajectory picture) and the
basis of the bi-trajectory formalism.

In Section 6.1, we establish the critical link between bi-probabilities and Hilbert spaces via Gud-
der’s theorem on inner product representation [18]. In Section 6.2, we exploit this connection along
with the phenomenology of single-measurement experiments to infer the measurement–projector
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link, a foundational concept in the standard formalism. Finally, in Section 6.3, we derive how bi-
probabilities are represented in Hilbert space structures, such as projector operators and density
matrices. This also reveals the limitations of the measurement–projector link.

In Section 7, we further refine the Hilbert space representation, drawing on the phenomenology
of uncertainty relations and the Zeno effect, leading to the appearance of time-dependent unitary
operators—and their generators—which are identified as the formal representation of the quantum
dynamical laws.

In Section 8, we infer the form of the Hilbert space corresponding to a system composed of
independent subsystems. We then deduce that independent systems become dependent when the
dynamical law includes interaction terms. This establishes the correspondence between Hermitian
operators and observables measurable by devices deployed by an observer.

Finally, Section 9 concludes the second part of the paper by identifying the master object of the
bi-trajectory formalism—the fundamental element from which all other elements, including phe-
nomenologically accessible multi-time probabilities, are derived. Final considerations and outlooks
are gathered in Section 11.
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Part I

Phenomenology of quantum systems
In the first part of the paper, we analyze the outcomes of various experiments that

can be reduced to the sequential deployment of devices measuring quantum observ-
ables. These outcomes are quantitatively described by phenomenological multi-time
probability distributions, estimated using data obtained from many repetitions of each
experiment. Our first conclusion is that the theory describing the analyzed experimen-
tal outcomes must be non-classical because we find that the measured sequences cannot
be considered as sampling of a trajectory representing system’s observables. The break-
down of this “trajectory picture” results from the violation of the consistency condition
by the obtained multi-time probabilities—a feature fundamentally incompatible with
any kind of classical theory.

The non-classical nature of the investigated systems manifests in various observed
phenomena, including quantum interference, quantum Zeno effect, and uncertainty
relations between the measured observables. Each of these phenomena corresponds to
specific properties of the multi-time probabilities, providing clues for our deduction of
the formalism carried out in the second part of the paper.

3 Description of sequential measurement experiments
Assume that the experimenter has access to a collection of measuring devices capable of probing
observables of a quantum system. When a device measuring an observable F—an F -device for
short—is deployed by the experimenter, one of the possible results f ∈ Ω(F ),1 corresponding to
the measurement outcome obtained by the device at the time t of its deployment, is displayed.

Now, suppose that the experimenter carried out a vast number of sequential measurements with
their devices, and diligently recorded the outcome of each experiment as a sequence (an n-tuple)
of results,

fn = (fn, . . . , f1) ∈ Ω(Fn)× · · · × Ω(F1) ≡ Ω(Fn), (3.1)

displayed by the devices as they were deployed at the corresponding timings,

tn = (tn, . . . , t1) such that tn > · · · > t1. (3.2)

These records, obtained for a wide spread of sequence lengths, timings, and device choices, were
then used to estimate the corresponding probability distributions,

PFn,...,F1
tn,...,t1

(fn, . . . , f1) ≡ PFn
tn

(fn). (3.3)

Here, Fj at position j in the superscript indicates that the measurement at time tj was performed
with an Fj-device. Provided that the experimenter did an outstanding job at finding the most accu-
rate estimations, the family of probabilities PFn

tn
constitutes the complete quantitative description

of the phenomenology of sequential measurements.
Consequently, the phenomenological inputs for our deduction of the formalism of quantum

mechanics are described using the language of probability theory. Within this language, the set
Ω(Fn) is identified as the sample space for an experiment consisting of n measurements where the
F1-device was deployed first, followed by the F2-device, . . . , and terminating with the Fn-device.
The sequence of results fn ∈ Ω(Fn) recorded as described above is then a singleton event, so that

1Here, we shall restrict our considerations to Ω(F ) that are finite sets; we defer the case of (countable or
uncountable) infinite sets of readouts for future projects.
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the value of the probability distribution for a given fn equals the measure of a set consisting of a
single element,

PFn
tn

(fn) = PFn
tn

({fn}) (3.4)

Note that, with a slight abuse of notation, we are using the same symbol here to denote the
probability distribution and the probability measure it is associated with.

Any set of elements of the sample space Ω(Fn), which represents an event, can always be
decomposed into a finite disjoint union ⊔ of singletons. For example, take the event A = {fn | fj ∈
Aj ⊂ Ω(Fj)} representing an alternative of singleton events; this set decomposes into the union of
singletons as follows,

A =
⊔

fn∈An×···×A1

{fn}. (3.5)

Given that every probability measure PFn
tn

is by definition additive,

PFn
tn

(⊔
j

Aj

)
=
∑

j

PFn
tn

(Aj), (3.6)

the singletons {fn} can therefore be considered as basis events: it suffices to specify the measure
of each singleton sequence to completely characterize the probability of any event,

PFn
tn

(A) =
∑
fn∈A

PFn
tn

(fn). (3.7)

The probability of measuring any given sequence of results generally depends on the chronology
of the performed measurements. Therefore, any given result fn ∈ Ω(Fn) obtained in a sequence
of n measurements performed at the corresponding times tn and the same sequence of results
but measured at different timings t′

n ̸= tn are formally described as two distinct events. Con-
sequently, the probabilities of those two events are given by two distinct probability measures
PFn
tn

: Pow(Ω(Fn)) → [0, 1] and PFn

t′
n

: Pow(Ω(Fn)) → [0, 1], each corresponding to a unique
sequence of timings.2

To illustrate these points, consider the following example. From the additivity of probability
measures, we obtain the equality∑

fj∈Ω(Fj)

PFn
tn

(fn, . . . , fj , . . . , f1) = PFn
tn

({
(fn, . . . , fj , . . . , f1) | fj ∈ Ω(Fj)

})
. (3.8)

In words, this relation means that the probability obtained via marginalization over the result
measured at time tj equals the probability of measuring a sequence (fn, . . . , fj , . . . , f1) where all
results are set to specific values, except for fj , which can be anything displayed by the Fj-device.
Intuitively, one might expect that such an alternative, where the sequence is not constrained by any
particular value of fj , should be equivalent to an event where the Fj-device was never deployed. If
this were the case, then the marginalized probability would be equal to probability of a sequence
of length n − 1, in which the entry corresponding to tj has been struck out. However, since
P

Fn,...,Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,tj ,...,t1

and P
Fn,...,��Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,�tj ,...,t1

are measures on distinct event spaces, there is no purely logical
or mathematical reason for any relation between probability distributions pertaining to different
sequences of timings. If any such relation does exist, it can only be established on the grounds
of phenomenological observations of the physical processes they are used to describe. Therefore,
whether the aforementioned intuitive postulate (or any other such postulate) is correct must be
tested in experiments.

2The symbol Pow(Ω(Fn)) indicates the power set of Ω(Fn), that is, the set of all subsets of Ω(Fn). This includes
the empty set ∅, the whole set Ω(Fn), all singletons {fn}, and all their unions.
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4 Phenomenology of sequential measurement experiments
4.1 Quantum coarse-grained measurements
The first phenomenological observation concerns a relation between probability distributions PFn

tn
:

Ω(Fn)→ [0, 1] describing sequences of different lengths:

Phenomenological observation 1 (Causality). When a probability distribution describing the
sequential measurement is marginalized over the latest entry in the sequence, one obtains the
distribution corresponding to the shorter time sequence,∑

fn+1∈Ω(Fn+1)

P
Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1) = PFn
tn

(fn).

The follow-up conclusion is that, in general, this property does not extend to any other entry
in the sequence:

Phenomenological observation 2 (Inconsistency). The marginalization over the readouts mid-
sequence does not generally result in a distribution for a shorter sequence:

P
Fn,...,��Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,�tj ,...,t1

(fn, . . . ,��fj , . . . , f1)−
∑

fj∈Ω(Fj)

PFn
tn

(fn) ̸= 0 for j < n.

In terms of the mathematical theory of probability, this means that the family of distributions
PF
tn

violates the Kolmogorov consistency condition. Consequently, the standard Kolmogorov exten-
sion theorem does not apply here, and the probabilities PF

tn
cannot be considered as discrete-time

restrictions of a master measure P[f ][Df ] on the space of trajectories t 7→ f(t) ∈ Ω(F ) [16, 17, 19],
i.e., in general

PF
tn

(fn) ̸=
∫ ( n∏

j=1
δf(tj),fj

)
PF [f ][Df ]. (4.1)

Physically, this means that, in general, a sequence of outcomes obtained by measuring quantum
system cannot be interpreted as a sampling of the trajectory traced over time by the system’s
observable. This is the point where quantum and classical physics fundamentally diverge: in
classical theories the Kolmogorov consistency is one of the defining assumptions, and the trajectory
picture of physical quantities is a given.

The most salient consequence of the classical trajectory picture in regards to sequential measure-
ments is that, at each instant of time, all classical observables have definite values—the correspond-
ing trajectories unravel in time simultaneously. This statement is equivalent to the assumption
that, in classical theories, all measurements are described by distributions satisfying Kolmogorv
consistency condition. Consequently, for each observable, there exists a master measure on the
space of trajectories describing its dynamics. Therefore, for every classical system, one can treat
all mutually independent observables as components of a single vector trajectory—the elementary
observable. In that case, the trajectory representing any other observable must be a function of
the trajectory of the elementary observable, and thus, the probability distribution describing its
measurements has the form

PXn
tn

(xn) =
∫ ( n∏

j=1
p

Xj

tj

(
xj |e(tj)

))
PEcls [e][De] =

∑
en

PEcls
tn

(en)
n∏

j=1
p

Xj

tj
(xj |ej), (4.2)

where Ecls is the elementary observable of the classical system.
When measurements are described by inconsistent distributions, like in quantum mechanics,

observables do not have to have a definite value at each instant of time. Then, there is no reason
why such a non-classical system would possess an elementary observable, and thus, not every device
measuring its observables has to be described by a probability distribution of the form (4.2). This
crucial categorical difference between quantum and classical observables, inevitably leads to some
unintuitive (for a classical observer) experimental results.
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One key example is observed in the following scenario. Consider an experiment in which, at
some point in the sequence, instead of the device measuring the observable Fj , the experimenter
deploys an Fj-device that measures the same observable but with less definition, that is, a coarse-
grained variant of the fine-grained Fj-device. In more formal terms, the coarse-graining can be
described as follows: given any f ∈ Ω(Fj), there exists a subset ω(f) ⊆ Ω(Fj) such that, if the
Fj-device reads out any of the values f ∈ ω(f) ⊆ Ω(Fj), then, all else being equal, the Fj-device
deployed in place of the Fj-device displays the result f ∈ Ω(Fj). The relationship between the
coarse- and fine-grained device is then summarized by the resolution,

Res(Fj |Fj) :=
{
ω(f) ⊆ Ω(Fj)

∣∣∣ f ∈ Ω(Fj),
⊔

f∈Ω(Fj)

ω(f) = Ω(Fj)
}
. (4.3)

As the concept of coarse-grained measurements will prove to be a crucial ingredient of various
observations, we introduce here a short-hand notation that should make the subsequent analysis
more transparent. Let ω(fj) = {f ′

j , f
′′
j , . . . , f

(kj)
j }; then, for sequences of Fj-device readouts, we

write

Ω(Fn) ∋ fn ≡
(
f ′

n ∨ · · · ∨ f (kn)
n , . . . , f ′

1 ∨ · · · ∨ f
(k1)
1

)
=
( ∨

ω(fn)

fn, . . . ,
∨

ω(f1)

f1

)
=
∨

ω(fn)

fn. (4.4)

Physically, the concept of coarse-grained device can be visualized with the following model of
measurement. Suppose that the F -device operates by first analyzing the measured system into
distinct components (e.g., magnetic field gradient splits the beam of spinful particles into spatially
dislocated sub-beams), then detecting the presence of individual components (e.g., by scattering
the light with short enough wavelength), and finally reversing the analysis step by recombining the
components (e.g., inverse the magnetic field gradient). The coarse-grained F -device would perform
the same pre-detection analysis and post-detection synthesis, but its actual detection method would
count a number of components as one individual (e.g., by using light with a longer wavelength).

An experimenter can exploit the classical-like causality property (observation 1) to test whether
the given F -device does indeed operate as a coarse-grained version of the F -device—i.e., whether
the resolution (4.3) can be attributed to the device—by verifying if the corresponding probability
distributions satisfy the condition∑

f∈ω(f)

PF
t (f) = PF

t

(
f
)

for every f ∈ Ω(F ) and t > 0. (4.5)

However, this test only checks for a necessary, and not sufficient, condition. To understand this
point, let us consider how coarse-grained measurements are achieved for classical observables. If we
denote the classical coarse-grained observable as F̃ , then, since the trajectory representing F̃ is a
function of the trajectory of F (which, in turn, is a function of the elementary trajectory), the effect
of coarse-graining is obtained by setting the filter functions in Eq. (4.2) to pF̃

t (f |f) =
∑

f ′∈ω(f) δf,f ′ ,
so that

P F̃
tn

(fn) =
∑
fn

PF
tn

(fn)
n∏

j=1
pF̃

tj
(fj |fj) =

∑
fn

PF
tn

(fn)
n∏

j=1

∑
f ′

j
∈ω(fj)

δfj ,f ′
j

=
∑

fn∈ω(fn)

PF
tn

(fn). (4.6)

Not only such a device satisfies the necessary condition (4.5), it is also the only classical device
that does. Consequently, when one performs a sequential measurement of a classical observable,
the readout of the coarse-grained F̃ -device is equivalent to the alternative of readouts of the fine-
grained variant of the device,

PF,...,F̃ ,...,F
tn,...,tj ,...,t1

(
fn, . . . ,

∨
ω(fj)

fj , . . . , f1

)
=

∑
fj∈ω(fj)

PF,...,F,...,F
tn,...,tj ,...,t1

(fn, . . . , fj , . . . , f1). (4.7)

Such a faux -coarse-grained device can also be implemented for quantum observables: the quantum
version of the F̃ -device works by first performing the actual measurement with the fine-grained F -
device, and then displaying the post-processed results to the experimenter; formally, this amounts

9



to using probability distribution of the form (4.2), in which the filter function describes the post-
processing. With the post-processing set to pF̃

t , the result of a sequential measurement using
F̃ -device would be described by Eq. (4.6).

However, since quantum observables are not constrained by the classical trajectory picture,
it is physically possible (or rather, it is not forbidden as a matter of principle) to construct a
quantum coarse-graining F -device which, on one hand, satisfies condition (4.5), and on the other
hand, cannot be described by a distribution of the form (4.6). To phrase it less formally: A proper
quantum coarse-grained F -device must perform its measurement via physical processes that are
distinct from those utilized by the F -device. Otherwise, the action of the F -device would be
physically equivalent to the action of the F -device, modulo some form of post-processing of the
obtained data, which would render it a faux-coarse-grained device instead.

Phenomenological observation 3 (Quantum coarse-grained measurement). When a proper
quantum coarse-graining Fj-device, characterized by a resolution Res(Fj |Fj), is deployed mid se-
quence of measurements at time tj < tn, we observe that

P
Fn,...,Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,tj ,...,t1

(
fn, . . . ,

∨
ω(fj)

fj , . . . , f1

)
−

∑
fj∈ω(fj)

PFn
tn

(fn) ̸= 0,

that is, the readout of a coarse-grained device is not equivalent to the alternative of fine-grained
readouts. However, the classical picture always persists for the latest readout of the sequence due
to causality (observation 1),

PFn,Fn,...,F1
tn,tn−1,...,t1

( ∨
ω(fn)

fn, fn−1, . . . , f1

)
=

∑
fn∈ω(fn)

PFn
tn

(fn).

We finally remark that, at least in some cases, it is possible to manipulate the physical con-
struction of a quantum coarse-grained device to effectively adjust its resolution. In the example
discussed previously, such a manipulation would amount to varying the wavelength of the light used
for detection—the longer the wavelength, the more coarse-grained the device. This idea can be
pushed to its logical extreme, where we observe the quantum analogue of the classical consistency
relation:

Phenomenological observation 4 (Extreme quantum coarse-graining). Let the Fj-device be
an extremely coarse-grained variant of the Fj-device, so that it is incapable of resolving between
any alternatives: Res(Fj |Fj) = {Ω(Fj)}. Then, deploying this device at any time in the sequence
yields the same results as if no device was deployed at that time,

P
Fn,...,Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,tj ,...,t1

(
fn, . . . ,

∨
Ω(Fj)

fj , . . . , f1

)
= P

Fn,...,��Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,�tj ,...,t1

(fn, . . . ,��fj , . . . , f1).

Given that quantum coarse-grained devices can be built with adjustable resolutions, we will
generally use the symbol F to represent a class of measuring devices rather than a specific device.
Members of this class are all coarse-grained variants of the F -device, with each device character-
ized by a particular resolution. From this point onward, unless otherwise stated, when we write
P

...Fj ...
...tj ... (. . .

∨
ω(fj) fj . . .), we mean that at time tj , the experimenter deployed one of the devices

from the coarse-grained class, with the resolution partially defined by the argument
∨

ω(fj) fj . Al-
though this notation does not fully specify the resolution of the deployed device—since it provides
only one element, ω(fj) ∈ Res(Fj |Fj)—in most cases, this will be sufficient for our purposes. If
circumstances require an unambiguous determination of the resolution, it will be explicitly stated.

4.2 Quantum interference
The effect revealed by the coarse-grained measurements described in observation 3, consisting
in quantum observable not conforming to the classical picture of a trajectory tracing through
alternative routes, is an example of the emblematic phenomenon of quantum interference. Indeed,
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experiment in which a coarse-grained F -device is deployed in place of the fine-grained F -device
can be seen as an instance of a k-slit Young experiment analyzed as sequential measurements.

Traditionally, a k-slit experiment is presented as involving only a single measurement at its
terminus [20]. The slits are then viewed as “alternative routes” the measured system can take
to reach the measuring device that concludes the experiment; the quantum interference between
those alternatives is pointed to as the cause of the measured interference pattern. The k-slit
experiment is contrasted with a hypothetical scenario in which the experimenter knows—or could
even potentially know—which slit the system has passed through on its route to the measuring
device. It is then asserted that possessing such a knowledge (or even the potential to acquire it)
would prevent the interference from occurring, allowing the results to be described as a sum of the
probabilities of each alternative.

In the treatment presented here, this textbook summary of interference experiments can be
reformulated with a more precise meaning. First, the notion of the experimenter “possessing the
knowledge of which slit was taken” corresponds precisely to performing a fine-grained measurement
with the Fj-device, with the result fj ∈ ω(fj) ⊂ Ω(Fj) indicating the slit taken. The “potential to
know”, on the other hand, corresponds to the measurement with a faux-coarse-grained F̃j-device,
which was discussed in Section 4.1. In both scenarios there is, indeed, no interference effect. In
the latter case, this is obvious from Eq. (4.7). In the former case, the event corresponding to the
experimenter performing measurements while knowing that fj was one of the values in ω(fj) is
represented by the set {(fn, . . . , fj , . . . , f1) | fj ∈ ω(fj)} =

⊔
fj∈ω(fj){fn}, and thus

PFn
tn

( ⊔
fj∈ω(fj)

{fn}
)

=
∑

fj∈ω(fj)

PFn
tn

(fn). (4.8)

Finally, since the quantum coarse-grained Fj-device, for which we observe interference, is neither an
Fj-device nor a F̃j-device, deploying this device cannot count as “acquiring knowledge” or “having
the potential to know” which slit the system passed through. This formulation also underscores the
non-classical nature of the effect, as argued in Section 4.1, where it is demonstrated that the proper
coarse-grained Fj-device is a quintessentially quantum concept with no direct classical analogue.

Further experimentation with quantum coarse-grained devices reveals a crucial feature of quan-
tum interference:

Phenomenological observation 5 (Pair-wise quantum interference). The results of a k-slit
experiment are fully explained with the results of double-slit experiments, indicating that the
quantum interference occurs only between pairs of alternatives. In particular, it is found that the
results of experiments involving sequential measurements with quantum coarse-grained devices can
be described using the results obtained with devices that coarse-grain, at most, pairs of fine-grained
outcomes.

It is found that the explicit decomposition of an arbitrary probability distribution into a com-
bination of distributions involving, at most, pair-wise coarse-graining is obtained by applying the
following recurrence rule:

P
...Fj ...

...tj ...

(
. . .

∨
ω(fj)

fj . . .
)

=
∑

fj∈ω(fj)

P
...Fj ...

...tj ... (. . . fj . . .)

+
∑

f±
j

∈ω(fj)
f+

j
̸=f−

j

1
2

[
P

...Fj ...
...tj ... (. . . f+

j ∨ f
−
j . . .)− P ...Fj ...

...tj ... (. . . f+
j . . .)− P ...Fj ...

...tj ... (. . . f−
j . . .)

]
,

which is applicable for j < n; the rule for j = n case is described in observation 3.

The decomposition obtained through the recurrence described in observation 5 becomes un-
traceable when considering sequences with more than a couple of coarse-grained measurements.
Therefore, instead of insisting on expressing everything only in terms of the phenomenological
probability distributions, it is convenient to parameterize those probabilities with a formal element
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that allows one to display the structure of the decomposition with more transparency. To this end,
we shall posit that the probability distributions can be written as

PFn
tn

(fn) ≡ IFn
tn

(fn,fn), (4.9)

where the functions IFn
tn

: Ω(Fn)×Ω(Fn)→ R are defined to be symmetric with respect to exchange
of their arguments f+

n ↔ f−
n ,

IFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) = IFn

tn
(f−

n ,f
+
n ). (4.10)

We assume nothing about observables in (4.9), therefore the parameterization works for both fine-
and coarse-grained devices. However, to successfully recreate the recurrence rule from observa-
tion 5, function IFn

tn
must also exhibit additivity with respect to the coarse-graining ∨ treated as

a formal operation on sequences, so that

PFn
tn

(fn) = IFn
tn

( ∨
ω(fn)

f+
n ,

∨
ω(fn)

f−
n

)
≡

∑
f±

n ∈ω(fn)

IFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ). (4.11)

To demonstrate its veracity, we now apply this parameterization and recover the recurrence rule:∑
fj∈ω(fj)

P
...Fj ...

...tj ... (. . . fj . . .)

+
∑

f±
j

∈ω(fj)
f+

j
̸=f−

j

1
2

[
P

...Fj ...
...tj ... (. . . f+

j ∨ f
−
j . . .)− P ...Fj ...

...tj ... (. . . f+
j . . .)− P ...Fj ...

...tj ... (. . . f−
j . . .)

]

=
∑

fj∈ω(fj)

I
...Fj ...

...tj ... (. . . fj . . . ; . . . fj . . .)

+
∑

f±
j

∈ω(fj)
f+

j
̸=f−

j

1
2

[
I

...Fj ...
...tj ... (. . . f+

j . . . ; . . . f−
j . . .) + I

...Fj ...
...tj ... (. . . f−

j . . . ; . . . f+
j . . .)

]

=
∑

f±
j

∈ω(fj)

I
...Fj ...

...tj ... (. . . f+
j . . . ; . . . f−

j . . .) = I
...Fj ...

...tj ...

(
. . .

∨
ω(fj)

f+
j . . . ; . . .

∨
ω(fj)

f−
j . . .

)
= P

...Fj ...
...tj ...

(
. . .

∨
ω(fj)

fj . . .
)
. (4.12)

The added value in using the functions IFn
tn

is the possibility to reformulate the content of ob-
servation 5 as an explicit decomposition that reduces all instances of the overt coarse-grained
measurements in terms of relatively fine-grained measurements.

It has been pointed out [21, 22] that the pair-wise interference between routing alternatives could
be considered as a defining feature of the quantum theory. The parameterization (4.11) reflects this
fact via the structure of the interference terms IFn

tn
as functions of pairs of sequences, specifically.

In principle, one could imagine a non-classical theory (i.e., a physical theory not describable within
the trajectory picture) in which the interference also occurs between k > 2 alternatives. As we
shall demonstrate later down the line, the fact that k = 2 in quantum mechanics has profound
consequences for the whole structure of its formalism. Undoubtedly, the same would be true for
hypothetical theories with k > 2, which would likely be even more “exotic” than quantum mechanics
itself, provided they could exist as physical theories.

4.3 Quantum interference between independent systems
The analysis of quantum interference suggests that it is possible to base the formal description of
experimental results on (non-positive valued) distributions on the space of pairs of sequences of
outcomes, associated with a given quantum system—or, at the very least, with observables of that
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system. Indeed, the family of interference terms IFn
tn

: Ω(Fn)×Ω(Fn)→ R are such distributions,
and they seem to be capable to formally describe the sequential measurement outcomes, including
the interference effects manifesting in (sequential) k-slit experiments. This is certainly the case as
long as one system is probed by the experimenter. We will now consider certain type of quantum
interference in experiments where multiple systems are measured at the same time—as it turns
out, the description with interference terms alone will be incomplete.

Although the concept of a system composed of a number of subsystems is an intuitive one,
we should start by establishing a phenomenological definition, that is, one that refers only to
measurements: A system will be said to be partitionable (into subsystems) when it is possible to
deploy at the same time the distinct measuring devices that could also be deployed individually
to measure the corresponding observables one at the time. If this is the case, then each of those
observables can be attributed to one of the subsystems the system is partitionable into.

Some clarifying comments are in order, in case one cannot fully immerse themselves in the
role of someone completely ignorant of the standard formalism of quantum mechanics and take
the above definition at the face value. The following points should be kept in mind when trying
to compare the concept of partitionable system with the standard formal definition of composite
system:

(i) When deploying measuring devices, one has to take into account things like the physical
size of the device and its structural integrity. In particular, the devices mentioned in the
definition above must be built as separate constructs—otherwise they could not be deployed
individually.

(ii) The notion of “deployment of measuring devices at the same time” might seem to echo
the notion of “simultaneous measurements of commuting observables” from the standard
formulation; however, this is not the case. In accordance with the measurement–projector
link in the standard formalism (we shall deduce such a link later in the paper), a measuring
device corresponds to the partitioning of the Hilbert space of the system into the images
of a complete set of orthonormal projectors. Therefore, when the device is deployed, it
measures any observable whose eigenspaces (defined by the operator representing it in the
standard formalism) overlap with the space partitioning of the device. Of course, “commuting
observables” have the same eigenspaces, and thus, in this sense, one deployment measures all
of them at the same time. However, performing the simultaneous measurement in the sense
of the phenomenological definition means that two (or more) devices have to be deployed at
the same time. In the case of commuting observables, this would mean deploying a number
of identical copies of one device, which is impossible because they would have to occupy the
same volume.

(iii) A way to circumvent the issue of devices occupying the same physical space would be to
augment them with a mechanism to spatially split and divert the system to make room for
their deployment. However, the fact that one is able to split a system into parts that can
then be simultaneously measured by a number of devices only enforces the idea that the
system is partitionable.

(iv) Coarse- and fine-grained observables are a special case of commuting observables: a device
performing the simultaneous fine- and coarse-grained measurement is actually equivalent to
fine-grained measurement, and thus, it counts as a faux-coarse-grained device.

(v) Finally, it is possible that the proposed definition does not exactly match the notion of
composite system from the standard formalism where it is defined as a system represented
by a product of Hilbert spaces (whence the choice to use the name “partitionable” rather
than “composite”). However, even if it were true, it would not be problematic, because this
phenomenological definition leads to the definition of independent systems that does overlap
with the notion from the standard formalism.

Now, suppose that the experimenter has access to a system partitionable into two subsystems,
A and B. For brevity, we shall use the same symbols to denote the two observables that determine
the system partitioning (as per the definition given above); and thus, we have an A- and a B-
device that can be deployed simultaneously to measure observables belonging to the corresponding
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subsystems. The results measured by those devices are then described by the sample spaces
{an | aj ∈ Ω(A)} and {bn | bj ∈ Ω(B)}.

Phenomenological observation 6 (Simultaneous measurements of independent systems). Cer-
tain systems are found to be partitionable into independent subsystems. A trivial example would
be a system for which the measurements defining the partitioning are performed in two remote
laboratories.

The constituent subsystems of a partitionable system shall be considered as independent when
the results of the measurements of any subsystem observable are indistinguishable from measure-
ments of the same observable performed when the measured subsystem is the only present system.
In terms of probability distributions, A and B are independent when

PAB
tn

(an ∧ bn, . . . , a1 ∧ b1) = PAB
tn

(an ∧ bn) = PA
tn

(an)PB
tn

(bn),

where aj∧bj indicate that the A-device and B-device were deployed simultaneously—an AB-device
for short—at time tj , and P

A/B
tn

is the probability distribution describing the measurement with
the A/B-device in an experiment where only one system (and thus one observable) is present.

As we can see, a distribution associated with a system composed of independent subsystems
factorizes into distributions associated with individual subsystems. Nevertheless, the subsystem-
only interference terms turn out to be insufficient to parameterize all probability distributions
describing experiments involving quantum interference in systems partitionable into independent
parts. To observe this, one has to deploy a coarse-grained AB-device, a version of the device
that measures A and B simultaneously but is incapable of making a perfect “which subsystem”
distinction. Such a device must not be confused with the AB-device, consisting in the deployment
of the coarse-grained A- and B-only devices in tandem while the distinction between subsystems
is always precise.

Phenomenological observation 7 (Quantum interference between independent systems). Given
a quantum coarse-grained AB-device with resolution

Res(AB|AB) =
{
ω(a∧b) ⊆ Ω(A)× Ω(B)

∣∣∣ ⊔
a∧b∈Ω(AB)

ω(a∧b) = Ω(A)× Ω(B)
}
,

one finds that quantum observables A and B of independent subsystems interfere with each other
when the AB-device, which is incapable of a perfect distinction between subsystems, is deployed
in place of an AB-device that resolves subsystems perfectly,

I ...AB...
...tj ... (. . . a+

j ∧ b
+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .)

= 1
2

[
P ...AB...

...tj ...

(
. . . (a+

j ∧ b
+
j ) ∨ (a−

j ∧ b
−
j ) . . .

)
− P ...AB...

...tj ... (. . . a+
j ∧ b

+
j . . .)− P

...AB...
...tj ... (. . . a−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .)

]
= 1

2

[
P ...AB...

...tj ...

(
. . . (a+

j ∧ b
+
j ) ∨ (a−

j ∧ b
−
j ) . . .

)
− P ...A...

...tj ... (. . . a+
j . . .)P

...B...
...tj ... (. . . b+

j . . .)− P
...A...

...tj ... (. . . a−
j . . .)P

...B...
...tj ... (. . . b−

j . . .)
]

̸= 0.

However, even though subsystems A and B are independent, this interference cannot be fully
explained exclusively in terms of subsystem interference terms. In formal terms, the co-interference
term

Φ ...AB...
...tj ... (. . . a+

j ∧ b
+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .) := I ...AB...

...tj ... (. . . a+
j ∧ b

+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .)

− I ...A...
...tj ... (. . . a+

j . . . ; . . . a−
j . . .)

× I ...B...
...tj ... (. . . b+

j . . . ; . . . b−
j . . .),

is found to be non-zero in general.
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The following observation confirms that the factorization rule has not been violated here. It
also provides clues about the form of the actual distribution that can correctly parameterize the
“which subsystem” interference experiments.

Phenomenological observation 8 (Interference between identical independent systems). Con-
sider the “which subsystem” interference experiment carried out on a system partitionable into
two independent and otherwise identical subsystems. Let the measurement causing the interfer-
ence effect be performed with an FF -device, which is a coarse-grained variant of the FF -device
which simultaneously measures the same observable F in both subsystems (in particular, F = A
or F = B).

Then, when the co-interference terms Φ ...AA...
...tj ... and Φ ...BB...

...tj ... obtained from such experiments
are compared with the co-interference term Φ ...AB...

...tj ... , it is found that they satisfy the following
relation:

|Φ ...AB...
...tj ... (. . . a+

j ∧ b
+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .)|

=
√
|Φ ...AA...

...tj ... (. . . a+
j ∧ a

+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j ∧ a
−
j . . .)|

√
|Φ ...BB...

...tj ... (. . . b+
j ∧ b

+
j . . . ; . . . b−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .)|.

This shows that, for independent subsystems, the co-interference term indeed factorizes into a
product of subsystem distributions.

Moreover, it is found that the co-interference term for a system composed of two identical
subsystems satisfies the following property:

0 ≥ Φ ...F F ...
...tj ... (. . . f+

j ∧ f
+
j . . . ; . . . f−

j ∧ f
−
j . . .) = −Φ ...F F ...

...tj ... (. . . f+
j ∧ f

−
j . . . ; . . . f−

j ∧ f
+
j . . .).

When the subsystems are identical, the co-interference term must have the form of a square of
a subsystem distribution. Therefore, the above relation indicates that this distribution is purely
imaginary (the square is negative) and anti-symmetric function of the sequence pairs.

To account for observations 7 and 8, the interference term–based parameterization of probability
distributions postulated in the previous section, cf. Eq. (4.9), has to be further expanded. The
most straightforward choice is to introduce a complex-valued distributions of sequence pairs, QFn

tn
:

Ω(Fn) × Ω(Fn) → C, that are hermitian functions with respect to exchange of their arguments
f+

n ↔ f−
n

QFn
tn

(f−
n ,f

+
n ) = QFn

tn
(f+

n ,f
−
n )∗, (4.13)

and exhibits additivity with respect to the coarse-graining operation ∨:

QFn
tn

( ∨
ω(fn)

f+
n ,

∨
ω(fn)

f−
n

)
=

∑
f±

n ∈ω(fn)

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ). (4.14)

By definition, we set their real parts to be equal to the corresponding interference term,

IFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) ≡ ReQFn

tn
(f+

n ,f
−
n ), (4.15)

and their imaginary part to be set by the factorization of the co-interference term:

Φ ...AB...
...tj ... (. . . a+

j ∧ b
+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .) ≡ i ImQ ...A...

...tj ...(. . . a+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j . . .)

× i ImQ ...B...
...tj ... (. . . b+

j . . . ; . . . b−
j . . .); (4.16)√

|Φ ...F F ...
...tj ... (. . . f+

j ∧ f
+
j . . . ; . . . f−

j ∧ f
−
j . . .)| = | ImQ ...F ...

...tj ... (. . . f+
j . . . ; . . . f−

j . . .)|. (4.17)

As the function QFn
tn

is hermitian and its real part is symmetric, the imaginary part is thus anti-
symmetric, which is consistent with observation 8.

We can now use this parameterization to rewrite the “which subsystem” interference term as a
combination of products of distributions associated with independent subsystems,

P ...AB...
...tj ...

(
. . .

∨
ω((a∧b)j)

aj ∧ bj . . .
)
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= I ...AB...
...tj ...

(
. . .

∨
ω((a∧b)j)

a+
j ∧ b

+
j . . . ; . . .

∨
ω((a∧b)j)

a−
j ∧ b

−
j . . .

)
=

∑
(a±

j
,b±

j
)∈ω((a∧b)j)

I ...AB...
...tj ... (. . . a+

j ∧ b
+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .)

=
∑

(a±
j

,b±
j

)∈ω((a∧b)j)

[
I ...A...

...tj ... (. . . a+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j . . .)I
...B...

...tj ... (. . . b+
j . . . ; . . . b−

j . . .)

+ Φ ...AB...
...tj ... (. . . a+

j ∧ b
+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .)

]

=
∑

(a±
j

,b±
j

)∈ω((a∧b)j)

[
ReQ ...A...

...tj ...(. . . a+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j . . .) ReQ ...B...
...tj ... (. . . b+

j . . . ; . . . b−
j . . .)

− ImQ ...A...
...tj ...(. . . a+

j . . . ; . . . a−
j . . .) ImQ ...B...

...tj ... (. . . b+
j . . . ; . . . b−

j . . .)
]

=
∑

(a±
j

,b±
j

)∈ω((a∧b)j)
Re
{
Q ...A...

...tj ...(. . . a+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j . . .)Q
...B...
...tj ... (. . . b+

j . . . ; . . . b−
j . . .)

}
. (4.18)

On the other hand, since the imaginary part is anti-symmetric we have

QFn
tn

(fn,fn) = ReQFn
tn

(fn,fn) = IFn
tn

(fn,fn) = PFn
tn

(fn), (4.19)

and thus

P ...AB...
...tj ...

(
. . .

∨
ω((a∧b)j)

aj ∧ bj . . .
)

= Q ...AB...
...tj ...

(
. . .

∨
ω((a∧b)j)

a+
j ∧ b

+
j . . . ; . . .

∨
ω((a∧b)j)

a−
j ∧ b

−
j . . .

)
=

∑
(a±

j
,b±

j
)∈ω((a∧b)j)

Q ...AB...
...tj ... (. . . a+

j ∧ b
+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .)

=
∑

(a±
j

,b±
j

)∈ω((a∧b)j)
ReQ ...AB...

...tj ... (. . . a+
j ∧ b

+
j . . . ; . . . a−

j ∧ b
−
j . . .), (4.20)

and the last equality is, again, due to the anti-symmetry of the imaginary part. Comparing the
two decompositions of P ...AB...

...tj ... , we find the following crucial result: the distributions QAB
tn

obey
the factorization law when A and B are independent,

QAB
tn

(a+
n ∧ b+

n ,a
−
n ∧ b−

n ) = QA
tn

(a+
n ,a

−
n )QB

tn
(b+

n , b
−
n ). (4.21)

In this way, we recover the factorization property for independent systems, while retaining the
ability to parameterize the quantum interference effects in partitionable systems.

4.4 Markovianity and the initialization events
We shall now turn our attention to the special case of perfectly fine-grained devices—that is,
devices that are not a coarse-grained variant of any other measuring device; we shall reserve
symbols K,L, . . . for such devices, while leaving F,G, . . . to indicate generic devices that could be
of any degree of graining.

Phenomenological observation 9 (Markovianity). The probability distributions describing
measurements with a perfectly fine-grained K-device factorize as follows,

PK
tn

(kn) = P
K|K
tn|tn−1

(kn|kn−1) · · ·PK|K
t2|t1

(k2, |k1)PK
t1

(k1), (4.22)
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where the factors PK|K
tj |tj−1

(kj |kj−1) are conditional probabilities, as defined by the Bayes law,

P
K|K
t|tn,...,t1

(k|kn . . . , k1) :=
PK

t,tn,...,t1
(k, kn, . . . , k1)

PK
tn,...,t1

(kn, . . . , k1)
. (4.23)

In probability theory, the property (4.22) is called Markovianity and is traditionally interpreted
as a “lack of memory” because

P
K|K
t|tn,...,t1

(k|kn, . . . , k1) =
P

K|K
t|tn

(k|kn)PK|K
tn|tn−1

(kn|kn−1) · · ·PK|K
t2|t1

(k2|k1)PK
t1

(k1)

P
K|K
tn|tn−1

(kn|kn−1) · · ·PK|K
t2|t1

(k2|k1)PK
t1

(k1)
= P

K|K
t|tn

(k|kn),

(4.24)

that is, the statistics of the result depend only on the latest prior readout, not on the whole history
of all previous readouts.3

It is important to reiterate that Markovianity is inherently linked with the fine-graining of the
measurement device. One can easily verify that the property is lost when the deployed devices
have less than perfect definition, that is, when a coarse-grained K-device is deployed in place of
the K-device, e.g.,

PK,K
t2,t1

(k2, k
+
1 ∨ k

−
1 ) = PK

t2,t1
(k2, k

+
1 ) + PK

t2,t1
(k2, k

−
1 ) + 2 ReQK

t2,t1
(k2, k2; k+

1 , k
−
1 )

= P
K|K
t2|t1

(k2|k+
1 )PK

t1
(k+

1 ) + P
K|K
t2|t1

(k2|k−
1 )PK

t1
(k−

1 ) + 2 ReQK
t2,t1

(k2, k2; k+
1 , k

−
1 )

̸= P
K|K
t2|t1

(k2|k+
1 ∨ k

−
1 )PK

t1
(k+

1 ∨ k
−
1 ). (4.25)

This is in line with the traditional notion of Markovianity: the property is known to be destroyed
by coarse-graining [23].

So far we have avoided drawing the attention to the fact that the description in terms of
probability distributions for the sequences of readouts characterized in Section 3 is not yet complete.
The missing piece is the control over the initial condition of the experiment; this is, of course, a
crucial element that allows the experimenter to reset the physical “state” of the system, so that the
results of the subsequent measurements can be meaningfully compared with the results obtained
in previous (and future) runs of the experiment. Therefore, all multitime probability distributions
we have been considering so far should actually be interpreted as probabilities conditioned by some
form of “initialization event”,

PFn
tn

(fn) → PFn

tn|0(fn| initialization ) (4.26)

One could imagine many different ways to realize this “initialization event” but, thanks to Marko-
vianity, it is possible to define it in the terms of readouts of the measuring device; for example, if
we consider the readout k0 ∈ Ω(K) of a perfectly fine-grained K-device deployed at time t = 0 as
the initialization, then we have

P
Fn|K
tn|0 (fn|k0) = P

Fn|K,G,H,...
tn|0,−s1,−s2,...(fn|k0, g−1, h−2, . . .) = P

Fn|K,G′,H′,...
tn|0,−s′

1,−s′
2,...(fn|k0, g

′
−1, h

′
−2, . . .) = . . . .

(4.27)

Therefore, this t = 0 readout of the K-device does indeed work as an initialization, since everything
that happened to the system before that time cannot influence the subsequent measurements.
Moreover, the initialization procedure defined in this way can be generalized to include a degree
of uncertainty about the initializing measurement,

PFn

tn|0(fn|p) :=
∑
K

∑
k∈Ω(K)

P
Fn|K
tn|0 (fn|k)p(K, k) such that

∑
K,k

p(K, k) = 1, p(K, k) ≥ 0, (4.28)

3We remark that the “lack of memory” should not be confused with “short memory”. Indeed, “short memory”
suggests that the statistics of the readout at t would depend only on previous events that occurred in the immediate
past—i.e., the previous readouts have impact only when |t − ti| are in some sense small, while those readouts for
which |t − ti| is large can be disregarded. This is not the case here, as the timings in (4.24) form an arbitrary
chronological sequence, so it does not matter whether t − tn is large or small.
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where p(K, k) denotes the probability that the experiment was initialized with a perfectly fine-
grained K-device that measured the result k ∈ Ω(K). From this point onward, when we write
PFn
tn

(fn) without explicit indication of the initial condition, this has to be understood as a short-
hand for PFn

tn|0(fn|p) conditioned on a certain fixed distribution p(K, k).

4.5 Quantum Zeno effect
Consider an experiment in which some perfectly fine-grained K-devices are deployed one after the
other with a small delay between the measurements. An intuitive expectation is that, in the limit
in which the delay between consecutive measurements is negligible, the second readout should be
the same as the first. This is indeed what is observed in experiments; one finds4

lim
∆t→0+

P
K|K
t+∆t|t(k|k0) = δk,k0 . (4.29)

Correlating the K-device with its coarse-grained variant—the K-device—also yields an intuitive
result,

lim
∆t→0+

P
K|K
t+∆t|t(k|k0) =

∑
k∈ω(k)

δk,k0 . (4.30)

However, these intuitions are based on the trajectory picture of classical theories: we assume that
a trajectory traced by a classical observable is continuous, and thus, its samples taken within a
small interval of time have to overlap. Therefore, it is nigh inevitable that quantum observables,
for which the trajectory picture is invalid, will subvert expectations based on classical intuitions
when one strings a frequent probing into sequences consisting of more than two measurements.
Arguably, the most prominent example of such an intuition-defying result is the emergence of the
quantum Zeno effect in experiments in which the measuring device is deployed with increasing
frequency:

Phenomenological observation 10 (Quantum Zeno effect). Given a perfectly fine-grained K-
device and a duration t, one observes

lim
n→∞

P
K|K
sn|0 (k0, . . . , k0|k0) = lim

n→∞

n−1∏
j=0

P
K|K
sj+ t

n |sj
(k0|k0) = 1 where sj = jt/n. (4.31)

That is, the device readouts becomes “frozen” in its initial value as the probing frequency tends
to infinity. To put it differently, the probability that one measures any changes in the observable
decreases as the frequency at which it is measured increases.

When combined with Markovianity, the occurrence of Zeno effect provides some insight regard-
ing the laws that govern the dynamics of the measured observable. In particular, we can conclude
from observation 10 that the survival probability must have the following short-time behavior,

P
K|K
t+∆t|t(k|k) ∆t→0+

−−−−−→ 1− v(k, t)2∆t2 +O(∆t3). (4.32)

Indeed, if the linear term did not vanish, then the Zeno effect would be impossible,

n−1∏
j=0

P
K|K
sj+ t

n |sj
(k0|k0) =

n−1∏
j=0

(
1 + L(k0, sj) t

n
+O(n−2)

)
n→∞−−−−→ e

∫ t

0
L(k0,s)ds ̸= 1. (4.33)

4Phenomenological laws like (4.29) cannot be confirmed in an actual real-life experiment. The deployment of a
physical measuring device must take some finite amount of time, so the delay ∆t between consecutive measurements
cannot ever be zero. Therefore, the limit ∆t → 0+ is to be understood as an idealization where it is assumed that,
in general, physical quantities have regular behavior, so that it is possible to extrapolate trends that were actually
observed for small, but still finite, ∆t. In formal terms, unless it is stated otherwise, we always assume that any
phenomenological function φ(t) possesses a well-behaved Taylor series expansion, φ(t + ∆t) = φ(t) + φ′(t)∆t +
(1/2)φ′′(t)∆t2 + O(∆t3).
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It is important to remark that the Zeno effect is a quintessential quantum (or, in any case, non-
classical) effect, as it is incompatible with the trajectory picture. By definition, the measurements
of a classical observable Kcls are described with consistent multi-time probabilities, i.e.,

PKcls
tn

(kn) =
∑

κ∈Ω(Kcls)

PKcls
tn,...,tj ,s,tj−1,...,t1

(kn, . . . , kj , κ, kj−1, . . . , k1)

=
∑

κ,κ′∈Ω(Kcls)

PKcls
...,tj ,s,tj−1,...,tj′ ,s′,tj′−1,...(. . . , kj , κ, kj−1, . . . , kj′ , κ′, kj′−1, . . .) = . . . .

(4.34)

If we were to assume that Kcls exhibits the Zeno effect, then, by using consistency, we would
conclude that, for any sequence of measurements, one gets

PKcls
tn|0 (kn|k0) = lim

N→∞

∑
κj :j /∈ιN ({1,...,n})

PKcls
sN |0(κN |k0) =

n∏
j=1

δkj ,k0 , (4.35)

with ιN : {1, . . . , n} → {1, . . . , N} such that sι(j) = tj and κι(j) = kj for j = 1, . . . , n. Therefore,
in classical theories only trivial observables—that is, those that are “frozen” because they have no
dynamics in the first place—can behave as if they exhibited Zeno effect.

4.6 Multiple observables and uncertainty relations
We previously noticed (see Section 4.1) that, due to the trajectory picture being in effect, any
measurable quantity of a classical system can be formally represented as a function of a trajectory
representing the elementary system observable. Generally, the elementary observable has the
form of vector-valued trajectory of dimension equal to the number of degrees of freedom, e.g., a
position in the three-dimensional space, Ecls : t 7→ (rx(t), ry(t), rz(t)) ∈ R3. Let us consider here
a simple case of classical system whose elementary observable is one-dimensional and discrete-
valued, Ecls : t 7→ e(t) ∈ Ω(Ecls) where Ω(Ecls) is a finite set. Then, an observable Kcls : t 7→
k(t) = K(e(t)) ∈ Ω(Kcls) can be considered as a classical analogue of a perfectly fine-grained
observable provided that the function K : Ω(Ecls) → Ω(Kcls) is a bijection (one-to-one function);
in that case, measurements of Kcls are essentially equivalent to measurements of the elementary
observable itself,

PKcls
tn

(kn) =
∫ ( n∏

j=1
pKcls

tj

(
kj

∣∣e(tj)
))
PEcls [e][De] =

∫ ( n∏
j=1

δkj ,K(e(tj))

)
PEcls [e][De]

= PEcls
tn,...,t1

(
K−1(kn), . . . ,K−1(k1)

)
= PEcls

tn

(
K−1(kn)

)
. (4.36)

Therefore, in classical theories there is little incentive to ever make any distinctions between ob-
servables; ultimately, all fine-grained measurements yield essentially the same information. We can
summarize this observation with the following certainty relations,

δe,e0 = lim
∆t→0+

P
Ecls|Ecls
t+∆t|t (e|e0)

= lim
∆t→0+

P
Kcls|Kcls
t+∆t|t (K(e)|K(e0)) = lim

∆t→0+
P

Lcls|Lcls
t+∆t|t (L(e)|L(e0))

= lim
∆t→0+

P
Kcls|Lcls
t+∆t|t (K(e)|L(e0)) = lim

∆t→0+
P

Lcls|Kcls
t+∆t|t (L(e)|K(e0)), (4.37)

where Kcls and Lcls are any two perfectly fine-grained observables, and Ecls is the elementary
observable of the classical system.

Since the trajectory picture is invalid for quantum systems, it is possible to have physically
inequivalent quantum observables. Consequently, quantum observables are not constrained by the
classical certainty relations. So far, we have investigated only a special kind of such inequivalent
observables, namely, an arbitrarily chosen observable F and its various (quantum) coarse-grained
variants F (cf. Section 4.2, Section 4.3). However, even observables measured with perfectly fine-
grained devices can be inequivalent:
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Phenomenological observation 11 (Uncertainty relations). Given a pair of perfectly fine-
grained devices (K- and L-device), one observes the following relation when the two devices are
deployed in a rapid succession:

lim
∆t→0+

P
K|L
t+∆t|t(k|l) = lim

∆t→0+
P

L|K
t+∆t|t(l|k) ≡ CK|L

k,l , for any t > 0, (4.38)

where CK|K
k,k′ = δk,k′ when L = K, but in general CK|L

k,l ̸= δk,l, i.e., quantum observables can violate
certainty relations.

Moreover, for every perfectly fine-grained K-device, it is always possible to find a perfectly
fine-grained K⊥-device such that

C
K|K⊥

k,k′ = |Ω(K)|−1, for every k ∈ Ω(K) and k′ ∈ Ω(K⊥). (4.39)

Since CK|L
k,l does not depend on the time at which the measurements were taken, it can serve as

a phenomenological measure of how “similar” the observables measured by the K- and L-devices
are. On one extreme we have CK|L

k,l = δk,l, signifying that K and L are equivalent (analogously

to all classical observables), while on the other end of the spectrum we have CK|L
k,l = |Ω(K)|−1,

meaning that there is no correlation whatsoever between observations of L and K.
It is important to underline that for classical observers there is no intuitive basis for how

to interpret cases CK|L
k,l ̸= δk,l. Indeed, since in classical physics there is essentially only one

observable (and thus certainty relations are always true), it is impossible to extrapolate from the
classical scenario to any situation in which there are two or more inequivalent observables. Any
understanding of measurement, observation etc. acquired in classical setting has the existence
of a single trajectory and the equivalence of all observables as foundational principles; there is
simply no way to imagine how such a picture would be modified when observables are allowed to
be inequivalent.
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Part II

Deduction of the formalism
In the second part of the paper, we demonstrate how to deduce a formalism of the

theory from the phenomenology of quantum systems presented in the first part.
We begin by acknowledging that, in the case of quantum theory, it is impractical—

if not impossible—to construct a formalism that exclusively utilizes phenomenological
quantities. Therefore, to advance the program, we base the emerging formalism on
the complex-valued distributions on the space of sequence pairs. These distributions,
initially introduced as a parameterization of the pair-wise interference decomposition
of the phenomenological probability distributions, are now given a more fundamental
role. Although these “bi-sequence” distributions are ostensibly an ad hoc inclusion, we
argue that their addition is justified. This particular formal extension is both mini-
mal and necessary, because its function cannot be reasonably fulfilled by the available
phenomenological elements.

Consequently, the formalism takes shape as one that describes quantum system
in terms of a complex-valued measure on the space of trajectory pairs. Thus, we
arrive at an elegant and evocative explanation why quantum theory does not adhere
to the classical trajectory picture: the single-trajectory picture is invalid in quantum
mechanics, because, in reality, it is a bi -trajectory theory.

With the overall formal structure established, we then proceed to deduce the Hilbert
space representation of the formalism. In this case, the connection to Hilbert space
structures follows from the basic properties of bi-sequence distributions. However, the
detailed form of the representation is found by referencing the previously analyzed
phenomenological observations. Finding this representation is a crucial step, as it
enables us to break down the formal elements into simple and comprehensible “building
blocks.” This is essential for model-building and, more broadly, for ensuring the theory’s
predictive power. A theory limited to describing experimental results without the
capacity to propose and describe potential systems that have not yet been observed
would be incomplete.

5 The bi-trajectory picture of quantum mechanics
5.1 Basis for the deduced formalism
The observations 5, 6 and 8 concerning various aspects of quantum interference described in Sec-
tion 4 compelled us to consider a formal parameterization of phenomenological probability distri-
butions based on a family of complex-valued distributions on the space of sequence pairs,

QFn
tn

: Ω(Fn)× Ω(Fn)→ C. (5.1)

These distributions allowed us to succinctly describe the phenomenology of interference effects,
and to conveniently encode the crucial observation that interference occurs only between pairs of
alternatives within the very structure of the functions employed,

PFn
tn

(fn) = QFn
tn

(fn,fn) =
∑

f±
n ∈ω(fn)

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) =

∑
f±

n ∈ω(fn)

ReQFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ). (5.2)

Furthermore, through a consistent application of the properties we have defined the functions
QFn

tn
to possess, we proved that they obey the factorization rule for systems partitionable into

independent subsystems [cf. Eq. (4.21)]. This is a key feature, without which it would be impossible
to define a coherent formal description of isolated systems (i.e., a system independent of any other

21



system), and thus, any possibility of formulating a functioning formalism for the theory would be
negated.

Consequently, the clear advantages of the distributions QFn
tn

makes them a prime candidate
as the basis for the formalism that we strive to deduce from the phenomenological observations.
However, concerns remain regarding whether the choice of QFn

tn
as the formal parameterization in-

gredient conflicts with the ethos of phenomenological quantum mechanics. To this regard we notice
that, for the class of experiments analyzed so far, only a limited number of values QFn

tn
(f+

n ,f
−
n )

can be considered as phenomenological quantities. These are (a) the diagonal values QFn
tn

(fn,fn),
because they simply equal the measurable probabilities, and (b) the interference terms involved in
the pair-wise decomposition in a single k-slit experiment,

ReQFn
tn

(fn, . . . , f
+
j , . . . , f1 ; fn, . . . , f

−
j , . . . , f1)

= 1
2

[
P

Fn,...,Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,tj ,...,t1

(fn, . . . , f
+
j ∨ f

−
j , . . . , f1)− PFn

tn
(. . . , f+

j , . . .)− P
Fn
tn

(. . . , f−
j , . . .)

]
. (5.3)

On the other hand, as an alternative choice to distributions QFn
tn

, which are generally non-
phenomenological, we might consider functions defined as their symmetrized versions; namely,

S[QFn
tn

](f+
n , f

−
n ; . . . ; f+

1 , f
−
1 ) :=

n∏
j=1

( ∑
(ϕ+

j
,ϕ−

j
)∈S({f+

j
,f−

j
})

)
QFn

tn
(ϕ+

n , . . . , ϕ
+
1 ; ϕ−

n , . . . , ϕ
−
1 ), (5.4)

where S(A) denotes the set of all permutations of elements of A, for example S({f+
j , f

−
j }) =

{(f+
j , f

−
j ), (f−

j , f
+
j )} and S({fj , fj}) = {(fj , fj)}. All such functions decompose into combinations

of phenomenological probability distributions, thus making them phenomenological quantities; for
example

S[QFn
tn

](fn, fn; . . . ; f+
j , f

−
j ; . . . ; f+

k , f
−
k ; . . . ; f1, f1)

= 2 ReQFn
tn

(. . . f+
j . . . f+

k . . . ; . . . f−
j . . . f−

k . . .) + 2 ReQFn
tn

(. . . f+
j . . . f−

k . . . ; . . . f−
j . . . f+

k . . .)

= P
...Fj ...Fk...

...tj ...tk... (. . . f+
j ∨ f

−
j . . . f+

k ∨ f
−
k . . .)

− P ...Fj ...Fk...
...tj ...tk... (. . . f+

j ∨ f
−
j . . . f+

k . . .)− P ...Fj ...Fk...
...tj ...tk... (. . . f+

j ∨ f
−
j . . . f−

k . . .)

− P ...Fj ...Fk...
...tj ...tk... (. . . f+

j . . . f+
k ∨ f

−
k . . .)− P ...Fj ...Fk...

...tj ...tk... (. . . f−
j . . . f+

k ∨ f
−
k . . .)

+ P
...Fj ...Fk...

...tj ...tk... (. . . f+
j . . . f+

k . . .) + P
...Fj ...Fk...

...tj ...tk... (. . . f−
j . . . f−

k . . .)

+ P
...Fj ...Fk...

...tj ...tk... (. . . f+
j . . . f−

k . . .) + P
...Fj ...Fk...

...tj ...tk... (. . . f−
j . . . f+

k . . .). (5.5)

This raises the following objection: perhaps, it would be more sensible to simply use S[QFn
tn

] as the
formal parameterization, rather than the “bare” functions QFn

tn
. After all, the pair-wise interference

decomposition in observation 5 only consists of symmetric combinations anyway,

PFn
tn

( ∨
ω(fn)

fn

)
=

∑
f±

n ∈ω(fn)

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) =

n∏
j=1

( ∑
(f+

j
,f−

j
)∈ω(fj)×ω(fj)

)
QFn

tn
(f+

n ;f−
n )

=
n∏

j=1

( ∑
{f+

j
,f−

j
}|f±

j
∈ω(fj)

∑
(ϕ+

j
,ϕ−

j
)∈S({f+

j
,f−

j
})

)
QFn

tn
(ϕ+

n , . . . , ϕ
+
1 ; ϕ−

n , . . . , ϕ
−
1 )

=
n∏

j=1

( ∑
{f+

j
,f−

j
}|f±

j
∈ω(fj)

)
S[QFn

tn
](f+

n , f
−
n ; . . . ; f+

1 , f
−
1 ). (5.6)

Hence, when debating the introduction of an ad hoc formal element, what standard should be used
to determine whether distributions like QFn

tn
should be included over alternatives such as S[QFn

tn
]?

In response, we propose the following two criteria:

22



(i) There must be a compelling case demonstrating why the purpose of this new element cannot
be fulfilled by phenomenological elements (the probability distributions PFn

tn
and S[QFn

tn
] in

this case).

(ii) Even if such a case is successfully made, minimal extensions of the phenomenological ele-
ments should be preferred over formulations that introduce additional, potentially excessive,
complexity.

We believe that the distributions QFn
tn

comply with both requirements.
First, the necessity for introducing an extension from single-sequence to sequence-pair distri-

butions is evident when considering the difficulty of clearly expressing the crucial pair-wise inter-
ference decomposition by only using the phenomenological probability distributions. This issue
alone does not present a strong enough case for adopting the “bare” QFn

tn
, since this decomposition

can also be accomplished using the phenomenological S[QFn
tn

]. However, the case for QFn
tn

is fur-
ther strengthened by the demonstration of the factorization rule in “which subsystem” interference
experiments—something that would remain obscured if only probabilities were used. Moreover, the
case of “which subsystem” interference effects also disqualifies S[QFn

tn
], as the symmetrization elim-

inates the anti-symmetric imaginary part of QFn
tn

, which is crucial for parameterizing the observed
co-interference term.

Second, the distributions QFn
tn

can be reasonably considered the simplest possible extension
of phenomenological probabilities. Transitioning from PFn

tn
, which are (probability) distributions

on the space of sequences fn ∈ Ω(Fn), to QFn
tn

, which are (non-probability) distributions on the
space of sequence pairs (f+

n ,f
−
n ) ∈ Ω(Fn) × Ω(Fn), is the simplest and most natural progression

of the formal description. In contrast, due to their symmetries, the functions S[QFn
tn

] should be
viewed as distributions on the space of n pairs of alternatives. In fact, since S[QFn

tn
] are defined as

symmetrized interference terms (equal to the symmetric real part of QFn
tn

), they should be viewed
as functions of, up to, n different sequences—an extreme increase in complexity compared to PFn

tn
.

5.2 Bi-probability distributions
If we accept the distributions QFn

tn
as a valid extension of the formal description, the next step

is to collate the data from the analyzed experiments and verify that the parameterization with
these functions remains consistent with all phenomenological observations made thus far. In prin-
ciple, the most straightforward approach would be to treat each measurement outcome as an
equality constraint, where the values QFn

tn
(f+

n ,f
−
n ) are the unknowns to be solved for, and the

phenomenological probabilities PFn
tn

(fn) are the given parameters. For instance, constraints such

as ReQFn
tn

(fn,fn) − PFn
tn

(fn) = 0 and
∑

f±
n ∈ω(fn) Q

Fn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) − PFn

tn
(fn) = 0, would be used.

However, we know that such a system of equations does not have a single unique solution—were
it so, the distributions QFn

tn
themselves would be phenomenological quantities! Consequently, in

such an approach, the constraints would constitute an infinite number of conditions defining the
functions QFn

tn
, which violates the requirement of minimizing the added complexity.

Instead of attempting to solve every constraining equation, we should focus on identifying a
minimal set of properties for the distributions QFn

tn
that would be sufficient for them to serve as

a viable solutions. For example, if every combination of the type
∑

f±
n ∈ω Q

Fn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) is a non-

negative number not greater than 1, this would be sufficient for QFn
tn

to parameterize the pair-wise
interference decomposition for any coarse-grained measurements.

When composing such a list, aside from minding the contents of phenomenological observations,
we can aid our efforts by considering how the properties of single-sequence probability distributions
could be generalized for the case of complex-valued distributions of sequence pairs. The following
properties can be identified in using this approach:

(Q1) Normalization ∑
f±

n ∈Ω(Fn)

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) = 1
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(Q2) Bi-consistency :∑
f±

j
∈Ω(Fj)

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) = Q

Fn,...,��Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,�tj ,...,t1

(f+
n , . . . ,��

f+
j , . . . , f+

1 ; f−
n . . . ,

��
f−

j , . . . , f−
1 );

(Q3) Causality :

QFn,...,F1
tn,...,t1

(f+
n , . . . , f

+
1 ; f−

n , . . . , f
−
1 ) ∝ δf+

n ,f−
n

;

(Q4) Factorization rule for independent systems:

QAB
tn

(a+
n ∧ b+

n ,a
−
n ∧ b−

n ) = QA
tn

(a+
n ,a

−
n )QB

tn
(b+

n , b
−
n );

(Q5) Positive semi-definiteness:∑
f±

n ∈Ω(Fn)

Z(f+
n )QFn

tn
(f+

n ,f
−
n )Z(f−

n )∗ ≥ 0 for any function fn 7→ Z(fn) ∈ C;

This property can be rephrased as follows: Q̂Fn
tn

:= [QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n )]f−

n ,f+
n

, where sequences
f±

n ∈ Ω(Fn) are treated as indexes, is a positive semi-definite matrix.

Functions QFn
tn

satisfying the properties (Q1)–(Q5) are referred to as bi-probability distributions
in [16, 17], and we shall stick to this convention; the name decoherence functional can also be
found in the literature [18, 21, 22, 24, 25].

Examining the listed properties, we see that (Q1) is a straightforward generalization of the
normalization condition for probability distributions. The property (Q3), for obvious reasons, does
not correspond to any property of single-sequence distributions: instead, given the properties (Q1)
and (Q2), it is a necessary and sufficient conditions for the bi-probabilities QFn

tn
to be compatible

with observations 1 and 3. The factorization rule (Q4) simply reiterates the findings of Section 4.3,
see Eq. (4.21). The positive semi-definiteness (Q5) can be seen as a generalization of the non-
negativity of single-sequence probability distributions. It is also the “workhorse” property: it
enforces the Hermitianity (4.13), and more importantly, when combined with normalization (Q1),
bi-consistency (Q2) and causality (Q3), it implies

QFn
tn

(fn,fn) = ReQFn
tn

(fn,fn) ≥ 0 and
∑

fn∈Ω(Fn)

QFn
tn

(fn,fn) = 1. (5.7)

This indicates that the diagonal values of bi-probabilities are non-negative and normalized, thus
consituting multi-time probability distributions,

QFn
tn

(fn,fn) = PFn
tn

(fn), (5.8)

which exhibit causality in agreement with observation 1,∑
fn+1

Q
Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1,fn+1) =
∑
fn+1

∑
f ′

n+1

δfn+1,f ′
n+1

Q
Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1,fn ; f ′
n+1,fn) = QFn

tn
(fn,fn)

=⇒
∑
fn+1

P
Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1) = PFn
tn

(fn), (5.9)

and are inconsistent (thus compatible with observation 2),

Q
Fn,...,��Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,�tj ,...,t1

(fn, . . . ,��fj , . . . , f1 ; fn, . . . ,��fj , . . . , f1)

=
∑

f±
j

∈Ω(Fj)

QFn
tn

(fn, . . . , f
+
j , . . . , f1 ; fn, . . . , f

−
j , . . . , f1)

=⇒ P
Fn,...,��Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,�tj ,...,t1

(fn, . . . ,��fj . . . , f1)−
∑

fj∈Ω(Fj)

PFn
tn

(fn)
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=
∑

f+
j

̸=f−
j

QFn
tn

(fn, . . . , f
+
j , . . . f1 ; fn, . . . , f

−
j , . . . , f1)

=
∑

f+
j

̸=f−
j

1
2

[
P

...Fj ...
...tj ... (. . . f+

j ∨ f
−
j . . .)− P ...Fj ...

...tj ... (. . . f+
j . . .)− P ...Fj ...

...tj ... (. . . f−
j . . .)

]
̸= 0. (5.10)

Moreover, given a collection of resolutions Res(Fj |Fj) for j = 1, . . . , n defined in accordance
with Eq. (4.3), positive semi-definiteness also implies∑

f±
n ∈ω(fn)

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) ≥ 0 and

∑
fn∈Ω(Fn)

∑
f±

n ∈ω(fn)

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) =

∑
f±

n ∈Ω(Fn)

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) = 1

(5.11)

thus explaining the compliance with the pair-wise interference decomposition (5.2).
Finally, we have the bi-consistency (Q2). This can be seen as a generalization of the classical

Kolmogorov consistency condition (cf. Section 4.1) adopted for distributions on pairs of sequences.
It is also a sufficient condition for functions QFn

tn
to be compliant with observation 4 of the effects

of the extreme coarse-grained measurements.

5.3 The bi-trajectory picture
As we can see from Eq. (5.10), even though bi-probabilities are directly responsible for violating
the consistency of the probability family PFn

tn
through interference effects—and thus invalidating

the trajectory picture for quantum observables—they still retain an analogous notion (Q2): rather
than for a sequence of results, it is the pair of sequences of results that is consistent here. This begs
the question if, in analogy to the extension theorem of classical probability theory, bi-consistency
implies the existence of a master measure on the space of trajectory pairs.

As it was discussed in [17], from the mathematical point of view, when non-positive-valued
distributions are involved, bi-consistency (Q2) alone is not sufficient for the master measure to
exists. Nevertheless, we can show that the observations 9 (Markovianity) and 10 (Zeno effect)—
the two phenomenological properties that give us a glimpse into the inner-workings of the quantum
dynamical laws—imply that bi-probabilities do satisfy the additional necessary condition for the
generalized Kolmogorov extension theorem. The formal proof of this assertion goes as follows.

Let QF
[0,T ] = {QF

tn
| n ∈ N, t1, . . . , tn ∈ [0, T ], 0 < t1 < · · · < tn} be the family of bi-probabilities

associated with observable F and the finite time window [0, T ]. It was previously proven—see [17,
Theorem 2.2]—that the family QF

[0,T ] extends to the master measure QF
[0,T ][f+, f−][Df+][Df−]

provided that (i) it is bi-consistent; and (ii) it is uniformly bounded,

sup
{
∥QF

tn
∥1 | QF

tn
∈ QF

[0,T ]
}
<∞ where ∥QF

tn
∥1 :=

∑
f±

n

|QF
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n )|. (5.12)

In this case, bi-consistency is automatically satisfied (Q2), but uniform boundedness has to be
verified: (1) Due to bi-consistency we have (see also [17], Lemma 3.5 and Proposition 3.6)

∥QF
tn
∥1 ≤ lim

n→∞
∥QF

sn
∥1 where sj = jT/n. (5.13)

(2) The property (Q5), i.e., QF
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) is a positive matrix when one treats f±

n as indexes,
implies that

|QF
sn

(f+
n ,f

−
n )| ≤

√
QF

sn
(f+

n ,f
+
n )QF

sn
(f−

n ,f
−
n ) =

√
PF
sn

(f+
n )
√
PF
sn

(f−
n ). (5.14)

(3) The short-time behavior of the survival probability (4.32), implied by the Markov prop-
erty (4.22) and the Zeno effect, allows us to estimate the square root of probability,√

PF
sn

(fn) =
√
PF

s1|0(f1|p)
n−1∏
j=1

√
P

F |F
sj+1|sj

(fj+1|fj)
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≤ |Ω(F )|
n−1∏
j=1

(
δfj+1,fj

+ (1− δfj+1,fj
)
√

1− PF |F
sj+ T

n |sj
(fj |fj)

)

≤ |Ω(F )|
n−1∏
j=1

(
δfj+1,fj

+ (1− δfj+1,fj
)
(

sup
f
|v(f, sj)|T

n
+O(n−2)

))
, (5.15)

which then leads to the required uniform bound,

sup ∥QF
tn
∥1 ≤ |Ω(F )|2 lim

n→∞

n−1∏
j=1

∑
fj

(
δfj+1,fj

+ (1− δfj+1,fj
)
(

sup
f
|v(f, sj)|T

n
+O(n−2)

))2

≤ |Ω(F )|2 lim
n→∞

n−1∏
j=1

(
1 + |Ω(F )| sup

f
|v(f, sj)|T

n
+O(n−2)

)2

≤ |Ω(F )|2 exp
[
2|Ω(F )|

∫ T

0
sup

f
|v(f, s)|ds

]
<∞. (5.16)

Therefore, QF
[0,T ] extends the family QF

[0,T ] for any choice of T . But this particular QF
[0,T ]

can also be seen as a restriction (to time window [0, T ]) of a master measure QF that extends
QF = limn→∞ QF

[0,Tn] such that T1 < T2 < · · · < Tn; compare with [17], Section 4.1. This
concludes the proof.

Therefore, it is possible to deduce at this point that the master bi-probability does, indeed,
exist:

(Q6) The master bi-trajectory measure: The bi-probabilities QF
tn

associated with a single observ-
able F are discrete-time restrictions of a complex-valued measure QF [f+, f−][Df+][Df−] on
the space of bi-trajectories, t 7→ (f+(t), f−(t)) ∈ Ω(F )× Ω(F ),

QF
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) =

∫∫ ( n∏
j=1

δf+(tj),f+
j
δf−(tj),f−

j

)
QF [f+, f−][Df+][Df−].

In particular, due to the link (5.8) with probability distributions for sequential measurements,
we also obtain that

PF
tn

(fn) =
∫∫ ( n∏

j=1
δf+(tj),fj

δf−(tj),fj

)
QF [f+, f−][Df+][Df−],

showing that the observed probabilities PF
tn

can be interpreted as the result of a superposition
of interfering pairs of elementary trajectories—the bi-trajectory picture.

Naturally, the master bi-trajectory measure QF is not a phenomenological quantity, as it cannot
be directly or indirectly measured by a classical observer. Rather, it is a logically inferred master
object of the formalism that, on the one hand, describes the dynamics of observable F in terms
of bi-trajectories, and on the other hand, is a “source” of all observable probabilities regarding F .
However, as we will discover in due time, QF turns out not to be the true master object: further
deduction will lead us to the conclusion that, in this hierarchy of objects, the master bi-probability
associated with single observable F is not on the very top. For now, we postpone the resolution of
the true-master-object question to Section 9.

6 The Hilbert space representation
6.1 Bi-probability distributions as inner products
In his paper [18], S. Gudder shows that bi-probability distributions (there denoted as decoherence
functionals) can be parameterized in terms of inner products on Hilbert spaces. This mathematical
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result seems to be the simplest explanation of why the mathematical formalism of quantum theory
should be based on the structure of Hilbert spaces. The construction itself is carried out in the
following steps. First, define the |Ω(Fn)| × |Ω(Fn)| matrix,

Q̂Fn
tn

:= [QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n )]f+

n ,f−
n

(6.1)

by treating sequences f±
n as indexes. This matrix is positive semi-definite because the bi-probability

satisfies (Q5), and tr Q̂Fn
tn

=
∑

fn
PFn
tn

(fn) = 1 because of normalization. Second, take the vector
space C|Ω(Fn)|, and pick the standard basis {|ψtn(fn)⟩ | fn ∈ Ω(Fn)} which is orthonormal with
respect to the standard inner product ⟨ψtn

(f+
n )|ψtn

(f−
n )⟩ =

∏n
j=1 δf+

j
,f−

j
; again, sequences fn are

treated here as indexes. Third, define the following function on pairs of vectors:

⟨⟨α|β⟩⟩tn
:=

∑
f±

n ∈Ω(Fn)

A(f+
n )QFn

tn
(f+

n ,f
−
n )B(f−

n )∗, (6.2)

where |α⟩ =
∑

fn
A(fn)|ψtn(fn)⟩ and |β⟩ =

∑
fn
B(fn)|ψtn(fn)⟩. The function ⟨⟨·|·⟩⟩tn : C|Ω(Fn)|×

C|Ω(Fn)| → C defined this way is an inner product5, Q̂Fn
tn

is its metric, and thus, (C|Ω(Fn)|, ⟨⟨·|·⟩⟩tn
) =

H is a Hilbert space. Finally, when we evaluate the inner product between any two basis vectors,
we arrive at the desired representation,

(Q7) Inner product representation

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) = ⟨⟨ψtn(f+

n )|ψtn
(f−

n )⟩⟩tn
= ⟨ψtn

(f+
n )|Q̂Fn

tn
|ψtn

(f−
n )⟩

= tr
[
|ψtn

(f−
n )⟩⟨ψtn

(f+
n )|Q̂Fn

tn

]
,

where Q̂Fn
tn
≥ 0, tr Q̂Fn

tn
= 1, and{

|ψtn
(fn)⟩

∣∣ fn ∈ Ω(Fn), ⟨ψtn
(f+

n )|ψtn
(f−

n )⟩ = δf+
n ,f−

n

}
is an orthonormal basis.

The representation (Q7) is, however, not unique; it is always possible to use an appropriate
unitary transformation to switch between Hilbert spaces, and thus, to switch between represen-
tations constructed with the corresponding inner products. For example, if the bi-probability is
represented with the inner product of thespace (W, ((·|·))tn

) = K,

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) =

((
ϕtn

(f+
n )
∣∣ϕtn

(f−
n )
))

tn
, (6.3)

where {|ϕtn
(fn)⟩ | fn ∈ Ω(F )n} spans K, then there exist an unitary transformation S : K → H

such that Ŝ|ϕtn(fn)⟩ = |ψtn(fn)⟩, and thus

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n ) =

((
ϕtn

(f+
n )
∣∣ϕtn

(f−
n )
))

tn
=
〈〈
Sϕtn

(f+
n )
∣∣Sϕtn

(f−
n )
〉〉

tn
= ⟨⟨ψtn

(f+
n )|ψtn

(f−
n )⟩⟩tn

.

(6.4)

Gudder’s result provides us the recipe for a general purpose parameterization of an arbitrary
bi-probability with the elements of Hilbert space formalism. However, here we are dealing with
a specific kind of bi-probabilities whose various properties result from constraints imposed by the
phenomenology of sequential measurements, rather than mathematics alone. Therefore, we shall
now harness those constraints to narrow down the general parameterization to a specific form of
Hilbert space representation adequate for the quantum theory.

5In fact, ⟨⟨·|·⟩⟩tn is “almost” an inner product. At this point it is not guaranteed that ⟨⟨γ|γ⟩⟩tn = 0 only when
|γ⟩ = 0; in other words, it is possible that rank(Q̂Fn

tn
) < dim(C|Ω(Fn)|). This can be easily fixed by collecting all null

vectors into the set N = {|γ⟩ ∈ C|Ω(Fn)| | ⟨⟨γ|γ⟩⟩tn = 0} and switching to the quotient vector space V = C|Ω(Fn)|/N ,
with elements in the form of equivalence classes |[α]⟩ = |α⟩ + N . Then, rank(Q̂Fn

tn
) = dim(V ) and the function on

V × V defined by ⟨⟨[α]|[β]⟩⟩tn := ⟨⟨α|β⟩⟩tn is a proper inner product. Henceforth it is assumed that this construction
is employed when needed.
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6.2 The measurement–projector link
As a first step, we wish to deduce the measurement–projector link that, in the standard formalism,
is thought to relate the physical action of the measuring device with the action of a projector
operator as a formal representation of that device. To this end we apply Gudder’s construction in
the simplest case of n = 1 measurement with an F -device, for which we have

PF
t (f) = QF

t (f, f) = δf,f ′QF
t (f, f ′). (6.5)

In this case, the inner product representation (Q7) is not complicated,

QF
t (f, f ′) = ⟨⟨ψt(f)|ψt(f ′)⟩⟩Ft = ⟨ψt(f)|Q̂F |ψt(f ′)⟩

= δf,f ′ trH(F )

(
|ψt(f)⟩⟨ψt(f)|Q̂F

)
= trH(F )

(
|ψt(f)⟩⟨ψt(f)|Q̂F |ψt(f ′)⟩⟨ψt(f ′)|

)
. (6.6)

Here, (V (F ), ⟨⟨·|·⟩⟩F ) is the Hilbert space with the inner product used in Gudder’s construction, and
H(F ) = (V (F ), ⟨·|·⟩) denotes the Hilbert space corresponding to the same vector space equipped
with the standard inner product. The basis {|ψt(f)⟩ ∈ V (F ) | f ∈ Ω(F )} is chosen in such
a way that its elements are mutually orthogonal in H(F ), ⟨ψt(f)|ψt(f ′)⟩ = δf,f ′ ; consequently,
the operators |ψt(f)⟩⟨ψt(f)| are standard rank-1 projectors, and the metric satisfies the standard
conditions: Q̂F ≥ 0 and trH(F ) Q̂

F = 1.
When we repeat the construction for some coarse-grained variant of the F -device—an F -

device—we obtain analogous results,

QF
t (f, f ′) = ⟨⟨ϕt(f)|ϕt(f ′)⟩⟩Ft = δf,f ′ trH(F )

(
|ϕt(f)⟩⟨ϕt(f)|Q̂F

)
= trH(F )

(
|ϕt(f)⟩⟨ϕt(f)|Q̂F |ϕt(f ′)⟩⟨ϕt(f ′)|

)
, (6.7)

where, again, H(F ) = (V (F ), ⟨·|·⟩) is the Hilbert space obtained by endowing the vector space V (F )
with the standard inner product, spanned by an orthonormal basis {|ψt(f)⟩ ∈ V (F ) | f ∈ Ω(F )},
|ψt(f)⟩⟨ψt(f)| are rank-1 projector operators, and Q̂F ≥ 0, trH(F ) Q̂

F = 1.
The measurements with F - and F -devices, of course, satisfy the phenomenological condi-

tion (4.5),

QF
t (f, f) = PF

t (f) =
∑

f∈ω(f)

PF
t (f) =

∑
f∈ω(f)

QF
t (f, f) where

⊔
f∈Ω(F )

ω(f) = Ω(F ), (6.8)

which then allows us to establish the relation between their respective representations,

trH(F )

(
|ϕt(f)⟩⟨ϕt(f)|Q̂F

)
= trH(F )

( ∑
f∈ω(f)

|ψt(f)⟩⟨ψt(f)|Q̂F
)
. (6.9)

Now, there is no purely logical/mathematical reason for the Hilbert spaces H(F ) and H(F )
to be related to each other in any way, especially given the fact that dimH(F ) ≤ dimH(F ).
However, it seems grossly unnecessary that the respective formal representations “live” in different
Hilbert spaces, even though, ostensibly, both describe a measurement of the same physical quantity
(only with different degree of graining). Therefore, if we wish to be efficient with the “economy of
entities” in our deduction, we ought to bring both representations to the same higher-dimensional
space H(F ).

To accomplish this, first we have to resolve a conundrum: we have to decide how to extend the
projectors |ϕt(f)⟩⟨ϕt(f)| and the metric Q̂F from the lower-dimension space H(F ) to the higher-
dimensional H(F ). Generally, there are infinitely many ways to do it, but here we can rely on the
phenomenological relation (6.9) as a guiding principle for our decision making. The simplest choice
adhering to this principle is to identify the operators in H(F ) with operators in H(F ) that fulfill
the same function, i.e., projectors correspond to projectors, and metric corresponds to metric,

|ϕt(f)⟩⟨ϕt(f)| → P̂F
t (f) :=

∑
f∈ω(f)

|ψt(f)⟩⟨ψt(f)| and Q̂F → Q̂F . (6.10)
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We could imagine that the F -device itself is not perfectly fine-grained either, and that, in principle,
there could exists a more fine-grained device measuring the observable F , i.e., F = K where K is
perfectly fine-grained. We can account for that possibility by extending our projectors and metric
to an even higher-dimensional system Hilbert space HS = (VS , ⟨·|·⟩),

|ψt(f)⟩⟨ψt(f)| → P̂F
t (f) : P̂F

t (f)P̂F
t (f ′) = δf,f ′ P̂F

t (f),
∑

f∈Ω(F )

P̂F
t (f) = 1̂S ; (6.11a)

Q̂F → ρ̂p
t0

: ρ̂p
t0
≥ 0, trS ρ̂

p
t0

= 1, (6.11b)

where the choice of the metric ρ̂p
t0

has to be consistent with the phenomenology, i.e.,

PF
t|t0

(f |p) = trH(F )

(
|ψt(f)⟩⟨ψt(f)|Q̂F

)
= trS [P̂F

t (f)ρ̂p
t0

], (6.12)

where the distribution p(K, k) in PF
t|t0

(f |p) describes the initialization event [see Section 4.4,
Eq. (4.28)]. The rank of P̂F

t (f) could then be greater than 1 (i.e., P̂F
t (f) ̸= |ΨF

t (f)⟩⟨ΨF
t (f)|

for some f ∈ Ω(F )), leaving an option for even more fine-grained measurements of F . Whatever
the case, how fine the graining can go is ultimately determined by the dimension of the Hilbert
space HS , which can be considered as a property of the measured quantum system. Moreover, the
dimension of HS can be found out, in principle, by looking for an observable that exhibits Marko-
vianity, which is the indicator of perfectly fine-grained measurements, as elaborated in Section 4.4.

Next, let us consider an observable G measured with a G-device that is not a coarse- or
fine-grained variant of the F -device. In such a case, again we arrive at the corresponding pa-
rameterization with the basis {|χt(g)⟩ ∈ V (G) | g ∈ Ω(G)} spanning the Hilbert space H(G) =
(V (G), ⟨·|·⟩), rank-1 projectors |χt(g)⟩⟨χt(g)|, and the metric Q̂G. Since the measurements are still
performed on the same physical system, we should extend this representation to the Hilbert space
HS of the system. Therefore, the rank-1 projectors in H(G) are mapped to projectors in HS ,
|χt(g)⟩⟨χt(g)| → P̂G

t (g) (where P̂G
t (g)P̂G

t (g′) = δg,g′ P̂G
t (g) and

∑
g∈Ω(G) P̂

G
t (g) = 1̂S), and, since

the choice of G is equally arbitrary as the choice of F before it, the metric should be mapped to
the same operator in HS , Q̂G → ρ̂p

t0
. Of course, just like it was with F , the mappings for G also

have to be consistent with the phenomenology,

PG
t|t0

(g|p) = trH(G)

(
|χt(g)⟩⟨χt(g)|Q̂G

)
= trS [P̂G

t (g)ρ̂p
t0

]. (6.13)

Then, it follows that the set of projectors representing the measurement of G cannot be the
same projectors representing the action of F -device. If this were the case, then the probability
distributions of both devices would be identical, thus contradicting the assumption that G-device is
not a fine- or coarse-grained version of F -device. In this way, we have arrived naturally at the link
between measuring devices and partitions of the Hilbert space into images of the set of orthogonal
projectors representing the device.

By following the guiding principle that, for every system observable F , we extend the corre-
sponding metric Q̂F to the same operator ρ̂p

t0
, we have forced this operator into the role of the

Hilbert space representation of the initialization event. Indeed, the projectors encode which mea-
suring device was deployed and when it was deployed, so they cannot be responsible for setting the
initial conditions; this task therefore has to fall on the remaining object, ρ̂p

t0
. When discussing the

phenomenology of the Markov property in Section 4.4 we had determined that the initialization
is accomplished via the deployment of a perfectly fine-grained measuring device, see Eq. (4.28).
We can now use this insight, together with the measurement–projector link, to deduce the specific
form of the object ρ̂p

t0
representing a given initialization event described phenomenologically by

the distribution p. To this end, first consider an experiment in which the perfectly fine-grained
K-device is deployed immediately after the initialization with the same device measuring result k0,
i.e., p(K ′, k′) = δK′,Kδk′,k0 ≡ δK

k0
(K ′, k′). In accordance with the phenomenological observations 9

and 11, the results of such a measurement are described by

lim
∆t→0+

PK
t0+∆t|t0

(k|δK
k0

) = lim
∆t→0

P
K|K
t0+∆t|t0

(k|k0) = C
K|K
k,k0

= δk,k0 . (6.14)
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On the other hand, by using the Hilbert space representation of the measurement we have

lim
∆t→0+

PK
t0+∆t|t0

(k|δK
k0

) = trS

[
P̂K

t0
(k)ρ̂

δK
k0

t0

]
= ⟨ΨK

t0
(k)|ρ̂

δK
k0

t0
|ΨK

t0
(k)⟩ = δk,k0 , (6.15)

where {|ΨK
t0

(k)⟩ ∈ HS | k ∈ Ω(K)} form an orthonormal basis (the projectors representing perfectly
fine-grained measurements are all rank-1). This, together with the requirements ρ̂p

t0
≥ 0 and

trS ρ̂
p
t0

= 1 for any p(K, k), implies that the metric matrix representing the initialization event in
the form of a fine-grained measurement is a rank-1 projection operator,

ρ̂
δK

k0
t0

= P̂K
t0

(k0) = |ΨK
t0

(k0)⟩⟨ΨK
t0

(k0)|. (6.16)

Therefore, the metric representing a general initialization event has the form of a convex combi-
nation of rank-1 projectors corresponding to the perfectly fine grained measurements,

ρ̂p
t0

=
∑
K

∑
k∈Ω(K)

p(K, k)ρ̂δK
k

t0
=
∑
K

∑
k∈Ω(K)

p(K, k)P̂K
t0

(k) =
∑
K

∑
k∈Ω(K)

p(K, k)|ΨK
t0

(k)⟩⟨ΨK
t0

(k)|.

(6.17)

We have deduced here that a (single) measurement with a given device formally corresponds to
a set of orthogonal projectors. Then, it stands to reason that the reverse is also true: in principle,
it should be possible to build a device such that its measurements can be represented by a given
set of projectors. Bearing this observation in mind, consider the following formal statement,

PK
t|0(k|δK

k0
) = trS

[
P̂K

t (k)P̂K
0 (k0)] ≡ trS

[
P̂Kt

0 (k)P̂K
0 (k0)

]
= lim

∆t→0+
P

Kt|K
∆t|0 (k|k0) = C

Kt|K
k,k0

. (6.18)

Here, Kt denotes an observable such that the projectors corresponding to the deployment of Kt-
device at time t = 0 are the same as the projectors corresponding to K-device deployed at time
t > 0, i.e., P̂Kt

0 (k) = P̂K
t (k)—according to our previous observation, such a device should exist

in principle. The interesting thing about the above “trick” is that we have exploited the formal
measurement–projector link to essentially eliminate the passage of time from the picture. We
have shown here that, in the context of single measurement experiments, the effects of the system
dynamics unfolding during the time between the initialization and the terminating measurement
are fully captured by the measurement with an appropriate device immediately following the
initialization. In this sense, the single-measurement context can be considered as quantum statics,
where the metric ρ̂p

t0
is de facto the master object (i.e., all possible outcomes are derivable from

it), and all phenomenologically answerable questions can be expressed in terms of a deployment of
a certain measuring device in the instant following the initialization event.

We shall see soon that the static picture above does not hold anymore in contexts of sequential
measurements, in which the dynamical laws of the system can no longer be simply “absorbed” by
the freedom of choice of the measuring devices. We will further investigate the formal relations
between representations of Kt and K in the upcoming Section 7, where we shall deduce the Hilbert
space representation of the system dynamical laws.

6.3 Hilbert space representation for bi-probabilities
Consider a conditional probability distribution,

P
Fn+1|Fn

tn+1|tn
(fn+1|fn) =

P
Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1)
PFn
tn

(fn)
=
Q

Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1,fn+1)
QFn

tn
(fn,fn)

. (6.19)

Formally, this is an n = 1 bi-probability, and so we can construct its representation in the Hilbert
space of the system in the same fashion as it was previously done in Section 6.2,

P
Fn+1|Fn

tn+1|tn
(fn+1|fn) = trS

[
P̂

Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1)ρ̂Fn
tn

(fn)
]
≡ trS

[
P̂

Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1)
q̂Fn
tn

(fn)
QFn

tn
(fn,fn)

]
, (6.20)
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where we have introduced the operator q̂Fn
tn

(fn) ⩾ 0 that plays the role of the (non-normalized)
metric. Then, using the causality of bi-probabilities (Q3),

∑
fn+1∈Ω(Fn+1)

P
Fn+1|Fn

tn+1|tn
(fn+1|fn) =

∑
fn+1∈Ω(Fn+1) Q

Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1,fn+1)
QFn

tn
(fn,fn)

=
QFn

tn
(fn,fn)

QFn
tn

(fn,fn)
= 1, (6.21)

and the completeness of the projector operators,
∑

f∈Ω(F ) P̂
F
t (f) = 1̂S for any F , we find out that

the bi-probability is given by the trace of the pseudo-metric q̂Fn
tn

,

QFn
tn

(fn,fn) = trS

[ ∑
fn+1∈Ω(Fn+1)

P̂
Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1)q̂Fn
tn

(fn)
]

= trS

[
q̂Fn
tn

(fn)
]
, (6.22)

and thus,

trS

[
q̂
Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1)
]

= trS

[
P̂

Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1)q̂Fn
tn

(fn)
]

= trS

[
P̂

Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1)q̂Fn
tn

(fn)P̂Fn+1
tn+1

(fn+1)
]
.

(6.23)

This recurrence equation, with the initial condition q̂F1
t1

(f1) = P̂F1
t1

(f1)ρ̂p
t0
P̂F1

t1
(f1), admits the

following solution:

q̂Fn
tn

(fn) = P̂Fn
tn

(fn) · · · P̂F1
t1

(f1)ρ̂p
t0
P̂F1

t1
(f1) · · · P̂Fn

tn
(fn) ⩾ 0, (6.24)

which then leads to the parameterization of the diagonal part of the bi-probability,

PFn

tn|t0
(fn|p) = trS

[
P̂Fn

tn
(fn) · · · P̂F1

t1
(f1)ρ̂p

t0
P̂F1

t1
(f1) · · · P̂Fn

tn
(fn)

]
= QFn

tn|t0
(fn,fn|ρp). (6.25)

We can generalize it to the off-diagonal of QFn

tn|t0
by making the use of the inconsistency rela-

tion (5.10). First, we have

P
Fn,...,��Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,�tj ,...,t1|t0

(fn, . . . ,��fj , . . . , f1|p)

= trS

[
P̂Fn

tn
(fn) · · · P̂Fj+1

tj+1
(fj+1)

∑
fj∈Ω(Fj)

P̂
Fj

tj
(fj)P̂Fj−1

tj−1
(fj−1) · · · P̂F1

t1
(f1)ρ̂p

t0

× P̂F1
t1

(f1) · · · P̂Fj−1
tj−1

(fj−1)
∑

f ′
j
∈Ω(Fj)

P̂
Fj

tj
(f ′

j)P̂Fj+1
tj+1

(fj+1) · · · P̂Fn
tn

(fn)
]
,

and so Eq. (5.10) can be rewritten as∑
f+

j
̸=f−

j

QFn

tn|t0
(fn, fn; . . . , f+

j , f
−
j ; . . . ; f1, f1|ρp)

= P
Fn,...,��Fj ,...,F1
tn,...,�tj ,...,t1|t0

(fn, . . . ,��fj , . . . , f1|p)−
∑

fj∈Ω(Fj)

PFn

tn|t0
(fn|p)

=
∑

fj ,f ′
j
∈Ω(Fj)

trS

[
P̂Fn

tn
(fn) · · · P̂Fj

tj
(fj) · · · P̂F1

t1
(f1)ρ̂p

t0
P̂F1

t1
(f1) · · ·

(
P̂

Fj

tj
(f ′

j)− P̂Fj

tj
(fj)

)
· · · P̂F1

tn
(fn)

]
=

∑
f+

j
̸=f−

j

trS

[
P̂Fn

tn
(fn) · · · P̂Fj

tj
(f+

j ) · · · P̂F1
t1

(f1)ρ̂p
t0
P̂F1

t1
(f1) · · · P̂Fj

tj
(f−

j ) · · · P̂Fn
tn

(fn)
]
. (6.26)

Since the inconsistency relation holds for all n ∈ N, 1 ≤ j ≤ n, fj ∈ Ω(Fj), tn > · · · > t1 > t0 > 0,
we arrive at the following conclusion:

(Q8) Hilbert space representation

QFn

tn|t0
(f+

n ,f
−
n |ρ) = trS

[( 1∏
j=n

P̂
Fj

tj
(f+

j )
)
ρ̂t0

( n∏
j=1

P̂
Fj

tj
(f−

j )
)]
,
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where
∏1

j=n Âj (
∏n

j=1 Âj) denotes an ordered product of operators Ân · · · Â1 (Â1 · · · Ân). In
particular,

PFn

tn|t0
(fn|p) = IFn

tn|t0
(fn,fn|p) = ReQFn

tn|t0
(fn,fn|ρ) = QFn

tn|t0
(fn,fn|ρ).

Here, {P̂Fj

tj
(fj) | fj ∈ Ω(Fj)} are the orthogonal projectors associated with the observable

measured by the Fj-device deployed at time tj , the metric matrix ρ̂t0 is given by

ρ̂t0 =
∑
K

∑
k∈Ω(K)

p(K, k)P̂K
t0

(k) =
∑
K

∑
k∈Ω(K)

p(K, k)|ΨK
t0

(k)⟩⟨ΨK
t0

(k)|,

and it represents the initialization event defined by the phenomenological distribution p(K, k)
referring to measurements done with perfectly fine-grained K-devices deployed at time t0.

This result demonstrates the limitations of the measurement–projector link: the alluring idea
that “the action of the F -device at time t is in one-to-one correspondence to the action of the
projector operator P̂F

t (f)”, which works for a single measurement, does not extend to sequential
measurements. To see this, notice that, in the formal representation of a probability distribution
for a sequence of measurements,

PFn

tn|t0
(fn|p) = trS

[( 1∏
j=n

P̂
Fj

tj
(fj)

)†( 1∏
j=n

P̂
Fj

tj
(fj)

)
ρ̂t0

]
≡ trS

[
ÊFn

tn
(fn)ρ̂t0

]
, (6.27)

the operator ÊFn
tn

(fn) is generally not a projector. Therefore, given that ρ̂t0 represents the ini-
tialization event, we cannot say that the action of a sequence of measuring devices is represented
in an analogous way as the action of a single measuring device. Moreover, it is not true that the
action of a sequence of devices [represented by ÊFn,...,F1

tn,...,t1
(fn, . . . , f1)] corresponds to a sequence

of actions of single devices [represented by
∏1

j=n P̂
Fj

tj
(fj)], even though the Hilbert-space repre-

sentations of both consist of the same elementary building blocks—the projectors P̂Fj

tj
(fj). This

leads us to the following conclusion: since, in general, the results of a sequence of measurements
cannot be represented by a deployment of a single measuring device following immediately the
initialization event, the quantum statics picture is incapable of describing the context of sequential
measurements. Thus, the metric ρ̂t0 cannot be identified as the master object of the formalism in
non-static (dynamical) contexts.

7 Dynamical laws of the system
7.1 Unitary evolution operator
Consider an arbitrarily chosen observable K of the system S that is measured with a perfectly
fine-grained K-device. Then, the projector operators associated with K are all rank-1, P̂K

t (k) =
|ΨK

t (k)⟩⟨ΨK
t (k)|, with Kt = {|ΨK

t (k)⟩ ∈ HS | k ∈ Ω(K)} forming an orthonormal basis in the
Hilbert space of the system. Since the operators {P̂K

t (k) | k ∈ Ω(K)} form a complete set of
orthogonal projectors, they can be simultaneously diagonalized,

ÛK
t P̂K

t (k)(ÛK
t )† = diag(. . . , 0, 1, 0 . . .), for all k ∈ Ω(K). (7.1)

Here, the position of 1 in the diagonal corresponds to the value k of the projector, and we choose
ÛK

0 = 1̂S so that the matrices of P̂K
0 (k) are already diagonal. Then, formally, each unitary operator

ÛK
t executes the basis transformation from K0 to Kt—the basis in which the matrices representing

each P̂K
t (k) are all diagonal; alternatively, one can simply write

ÛK
t |ΨK

t (k)⟩ = |ΨK
0 (k)⟩, (ÛK

t )†P̂K
0 (k)ÛK

t = P̂K
t (k), for all k ∈ Ω(K). (7.2)

We can say that the operator-valued function t 7→ ÛK
t is the element of the Hilbert space

representation responsible for the time-evolution of the projectors associated with the observable
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K. Since we associate any of its coarse-grained variants K with projectors that are combinations
of K-projectors, ÛK

t also works as an evolution operator for all K,

P̂K
t (k) =

∑
k∈ω(k)

P̂K
t (k) =

∑
k∈ω(k)

(ÛK
t )†P̂K

0 (k)ÛK
t = (ÛK

t )†
( ∑

f∈ω(k)

P̂K
0 (k)

)
ÛK

t = (ÛK
t )†P̂K

0 (k)ÛK
t .

(7.3)

However, any fine-grained observable L inequivalent to K—and thus associated with projectors
onto elements of bases Lt = {|ΨL

t (l)⟩ ∈ S | l ∈ Ω(L)} ≠ Kt—will have its own evolution operator
t 7→ ÛL

t that could be, in principle, distinct from ÛK
t . This begs the following question: what is

the actual relation between the respective transformations ÛK
t and ÛL

t ?
We can answer this question by invoking the phenomenological observation 11: the correlation

function with the following Hilbert space representation

P
L|K
t+∆t|t(l|k) =

QL,K
t+∆t,t|0(l, l; k, k|ρ)
QK

t|0(k, k|ρ)

=
trS

[
|ΨL

t+∆t(l)⟩⟨ΨL
t+∆t(l)|ΨK

t (k)⟩⟨ΨK
t (k)|ρ̂0|ΨK

t (k)⟩⟨ΨK
t (k)|

]
trS

[
|ΨK

t (k)⟩⟨ΨK
t (k)|ρ̂0

]
=
|⟨ΨL

t+∆t(l)|ΨK
t (k)⟩|2⟨ΨK

t (k)|ρ̂0|ΨK
t (k)⟩

⟨ΨK
t (k)|ρ̂0|ΨK

t (k)⟩
∆t→0+

−−−−−→
∣∣⟨ΨL

t (l)|ΨK
t (k)⟩

∣∣2, (7.4)

is found to be independent of the time t when the measurements were taken. Therefore, we obtain
|⟨ΨL

t (l)|ΨK
t (k)⟩| = |⟨ΨL

0 (l)|ΨK
0 (k)⟩| for all l ∈ Ω(L), k ∈ Ω(K) and t ≥ 0, which then leads to the

following system of equations,

|⟨ΨL
0 (l)|ΨK

0 (k)⟩| = |⟨ΨL
0 (l)|ÛL

t (ÛK
t )†|ΨK

0 (k)⟩|; |⟨ΨL
t (l)|ΨK

t (k)⟩| = |⟨ΨL
t (l)|(ÛF

t )†ÛK
t |ΨK

t (k)⟩|;
|⟨ΨK

0 (k)|ΨL
0 (l)⟩| = |⟨ΨK

0 (k)|ÛK
t (ÛL

t )†|ΨL
0 (l)⟩|; |⟨ΨK

t (k)|ΨL
t (l)⟩| = |⟨ΨK

t (k)|(ÛK
t )†ÛL

t |ΨL
t (l)⟩|,

that admits a simple solution

ÛL
t = e−iθtÛK

t . (7.5)

The gauge phase θt can be set to zero without loss of generality because it does not influence the
transformation of the projectors,

P̂L
t (l) = (ÛL

t )†P̂F
0 (l)ÛL

t = eiθt(ÛK
t )†P̂L

0 (l)ÛK
t e−iθt = (ÛK

t )†P̂L
0 (l)ÛK

t . (7.6)

Crucially, since K and L were chosen arbitrarily, we can also drop the superscripts—in other words,
there is only one operator-valued function t 7→ Ût that describes the evolution for all observables.

Therefore, it stands to reason that, analogously to the Hilbert space of the system HS , the
evolution operator Ût can be ascribed to the quantum system itself; given what it does, it is fair
to say that it represents the dynamical law of the system.

7.2 Generator of the evolution operator
The short-time behavior of the survival probability (4.32), which was implied by the phenomenol-
ogy of the Zeno effect, inevitably constraints the possible forms of time-dependence in the evolution
operator Ût. In particular, we can immediately conclude that the function t 7→ Ût has to be con-
tinuous and differentiable at each t, so that it possesses a well-behaved short-time series expansion,

Ût+∆t = Ût + ∆tdÛt

dt + ∆t2

2
d2Ût

dt2 +O(∆t3), (7.7)

which could then produce the corresponding expansion for the probability,

P
K|K
t+∆t|t(k|k) = |⟨ΨK

0 (k)|Ût+∆tÛ
†
t |ΨK

0 (k)⟩|2
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∆t→0−−−−→ 1 + ∆t⟨ΨK
0 (k)|

(dÛt

dt Û
†
t + Ût

dÛ†
t

dt

)
|ΨK

0 (k)⟩

+ ∆t2

2 ⟨Ψ
K
0 (k)|

(d2Ût

dt2 Û†
t + Ût

d2Û†
t

dt2
)
|ΨK

0 (k)⟩

+ ∆t2⟨ΨK
0 (k)|dÛt

dt Û
†
t |ΨK

0 (k)⟩⟨ΨK
0 (k)|Ût

dÛ†
t

dt |Ψ
K
0 (k)⟩+O(∆t3). (7.8)

We argued in Section 4.5 that, in the expansion above, the linear term vanishes and the quadratic
term is negative; consequently, these phenomenological inputs constraint the form of Ût even
further:

dÛt

dt Û
†
t = −Ût

dÛ†
t

dt ,
d2Ût

dt2 Û†
t = Ût

d2Û†
t

dt2 , |⟨ϕ|dÛt

dt Û
†
t |ϕ⟩|2 ≤ −⟨ϕ|

d2Ût

dt2 Û†
t |ϕ⟩, (7.9)

for all |ϕ⟩ and t > 0. Bearing these conditions in mind, we can now use the continuity (7.7) of Ût

to determine its exact form. Given t > 0, let sj = jt/n: then

Ût = lim
n→∞

Ût

1∏
j=n−1

Û†
sj
Ûsj = lim

n→∞
ÛtÛ

†
sn−1

( 1∏
j=n−2

Ûsj+ t
n
Û†

sj

)
Ûs1 = lim

n→∞

0∏
j=n−1

Ûsj+ t
n
Û†

sj

= lim
n→∞

0∏
j=n−1

(
1̂ + t

n

dÛsj

dsj
Û†

sj
+O(n−2)

)
=

∞∑
n=0

∫ t

0
dsn · · ·

∫ s2

0
ds1

1∏
j=n

dÛsj

dsj
Û†

sj

= T exp
[∫ t

0

dÛs

ds Û†
s ds

]
, (7.10)

and thus, to satisfy all conditions (7.9) and Û†
t Ût = ÛtÛ

†
t = 1̂S for all t > 0, we must have

dÛs

ds = −iĤ(s)Ûs, (7.11)

where Ĥ(s) is a Hermitian operator-valued function on [0, t]. Therefore, we have arrived at the
expected exponential form of the evolution operator, generated by the Hamiltonian of the system,

Ût,t′ := ÛtÛ
†
t′ = T e−i

∫ t

t′ Ĥ(s)ds
. (7.12)

We conclude with a clarification: The method of “initialization through measurement” as the
means of control over the initial conditions of the experiment, that was introduced back in Sec-
tion 4.4, implicitly assumes the stationarity of probability distributions, i.e.,

PFn

tn|0(fn|p) = PFn

tn+t0,...,t1+t0|t0
(fn|p) for any t0 > 0. (7.13)

Otherwise, even with Markovianity at our disposal, it would not be possible to reset the “state” of
the system, as the results of any given experiment would depend on the absolute time it started.
In other words, if the results were to depend on the date the experiment is taking place, then it
would not be possible to compare the results of its past and future runs. But now that we have the
detailed formal representation of the dynamics, we are obliged to determine how the requirement
of stationarity translates into a constraint on the form of Hamiltonian.

When the stationarity property (7.13) is expressed within the Hilbert space representation,

trS

[( 1∏
j=n

P̂
Fj

0 (fj)Ûtj+t0,tj−1+t0

)
ρ̂0

( n∏
j=1

Û†
tj+t0,tj−1+t0

P̂
Fj

0 (fj)
)]

= trS

[( 1∏
j=n

P̂
Fj

0 (fj)Ûtj ,tj−1

)
ρ̂0

( n∏
j=1

Û†
tj ,tj−1

P̂
Fj

0 (fj)
)]
. (7.14)
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we conclude that the probabilities can be stationary only when the evolution operator satisfies the
following condition,

T e
−i
∫ tj +t0

tj−1+t0
Ĥ(s)ds

= T e
−i
∫ tj

tj−1
Ĥ(s−t0)ds

= T e
−i
∫ tj

tj−1
Ĥ(s)ds

for all tj−1 < tj and t0 > 0.
(7.15)

which means that the Hamiltonian has to be time-independent, Ĥ(s) = Ĥ, in which case we obtain

Ût,t′ =
∞∑

n=0
(−i)n (t− t′)n

n! Ĥn = e−i(t−t′)Ĥ . (7.16)

Once we deduce how one might introduce the concept of external fields into the formalism, we
shall revisit the physical viability of time-dependent Hamiltonians.

8 Composite systems
Previously, we deduced that every quantum system is formally characterized by a Hilbert space HS

and a Hamiltonian Ĥ that generates the evolution operator Ût,t′ = exp[−i(t − t′)Ĥ] representing
the system’s dynamical law. We also established that bi-probabilities associated with observables
of independent systems factorize in a manner analogous to probability distributions of independent
stochastic variables. We can conclude from these facts that the Hilbert space representing a system
composed of independent subsystems has the form of the tensor product of the Hilbert spaces of
the constituents,

HAB = HA ⊗HB . (8.1)

This means that the dynamical law of a system composed of independent subsystems is defined as
the product of the evolution operators of its subsystems,

ÛAB
t,t′ := ÛA

t,t′ ⊗ ÛB
t,t′ , (8.2)

which implies
ĤAB = ĤA ⊗ 1̂B + 1̂A ⊗ ĤB . (8.3)

This tensor product structure extends to all operators involved in the Hilbert space representation:
the density matrix of the total system factorizes,

ρ̂AB = ρ̂A ⊗ ρ̂B , (8.4)

and the projectors associated with subsystem observables also have the product form. For instance,
{P̂FA(f) ⊗ 1̂B | f ∈ Ω(FA)} corresponds to the A-only observable measured by the FA-device,
{1̂A ⊗ P̂FB (f) | f ∈ Ω(FB)} corresponds to the B-only FB-device, and thus, {P̂FAFB (fa ∧ fb) =
P̂FA(fa)⊗P̂FB (fb) | fa∧fb ∈ Ω(FAFB) = Ω(FA)×Ω(FB)} corresponds to the observable measured
by an FAFB-device, i.e., an FA- an FB-device deployed in tandem.

Therefore, subsystems cease to be independent when initialization is not in a product form,
ρ̂AB ̸= ρ̂A ⊗ ρ̂B , or when the Hamiltonian includes a coupling operator, e.g.,

ĤAB = ĤA ⊗ 1̂B + 1̂A ⊗ ĤB + λV̂A ⊗ V̂B , (8.5)

so that ÛAB
t,t′ ̸= ÛA

t,t′ ⊗ ÛB
t,t′ . When the subsystems are not independent because of interactions, the

influence of one system onto another is compactly quantified by bi-probabilities associated with
subsystem observables [15, 16],

QFn
tn

(f+
n ,f

−
n |ρA) = tr

[( 1∏
j=n

ÛAB
0,tj

P̂
Fj

0 (f+
j )⊗ 1̂BÛ

AB
tj ,0

)
ρ̂A ⊗ ρ̂B

( 1∏
j=n

ÛAB
0,tj

P̂
Fj

0 (f−
j )⊗ 1̂BÛ

AB
tj ,0

)]

=
∫∫

trA

[( 1∏
j=n

P̂
Fj

tj
[b+](f+

j )
)
ρ̂A

( n∏
j=1

P̂
Fj

tj
[b−](f−

j )
)]
QB [b+, b−][Db+][Db−],

(8.6)
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where each {P̂Fj (f)⊗1̂B | f ∈ Ω(Fj)} corresponds to the observable of the subsystem Ameasurable
by the Fj-device, and

P̂
Fj

t [h](f) =
(
T e−i

∫ t

0
(ĤA+λVB(h(s))V̂A)ds

)†
P̂

Fj

0 (f)T e−i
∫ t

0
(ĤA+λVB(h(s))V̂A)ds

, (8.7)

where the projectors {P̂B
0 (b) | b ∈ Ω(B)} and the function VB : Ω(B)→ R are the solution of the

eigenproblem of the coupling operator V̂B ,

V̂BP̂
B
0 (b) = VB(b)P̂B

0 (b) for all b ∈ Ω(B). (8.8)

We take note of two important features of Eq. (8.6). The first is that the unitary evolution oper-
ators in Eq. (8.7) are generated by the time-dependent Hamiltonian Ĥ[h](s) = ĤA +λVB(h(s))V̂A.
The real-valued function VB(h(s)), which introduces a time-dependence into the Hamiltonian, can
be interpreted as an external field driving the dynamics via coupling with the operator V̂A. Of
course, in Eq. (8.6), the role of the external driver is played by the components of the bi-trajectory
(b+(s), b−(s)): b+(s) is coupled to the sequence progressing forwards in time, while b−(s) drives
the sequence going backwards in time, thereby facilitating the quantum interference between these
two branches of the evolution.

In the special case where QB [b+, b−][Db+][Db−] = δ[b+ − b0]δ[b− − b0][Db+][Db−], meaning
that both bi-trajectories overlap with the one trajectory t 7→ b0(t), the influence from B takes on
the form identical to the driving with the given external classical force field [13]. Therefore, the
formally open system A can be described in this scenario as a closed system with the dynamical
law generated by the time-dependent Hamiltonian Ĥ(s) = ĤA + λVB(b0(s))V̂A.

The second important feature is that the projectors {P̂B
t (b) | b ∈ Ω(B)} corresponding to a

B-only observable, which we associate with the bi-probabilities QB
tn

,

QB
tn

(b+
n , b

−
n ) = trB

[( 1∏
j=n

P̂B
tj

(b+
j )
)
ρ̂B

( n∏
j=1

P̂B
tj

(b−
j )
)]

=
∫∫ ( n∏

j=1
δb+(tj),b+

j
δb−(tj),b−

j

)
QB [b+, b−][Db+][Db−] (8.9)

originate from the formal spectral decomposition of the coupling operator V̂B . Specifically, given
the solution of the eigenproblem (8.8) we have

V̂B =
∑

b∈Ω(B)

VB(b)P̂B
0 (b) ≡

∑
v∈Ω(VB)

vP̂VB
0 (v). (8.10)

Generalizing this observation, any Hermitian operator F̂ =
∑

f∈Ω(F ) fP̂
F (f) can be understood as

the Hilbert space representation of the observable probed by a measuring device associated with the
set of projectors {P̂F (f) | f ∈ Ω(F )} with images overlapping the corresponding eigenspaces of F̂ .
Then, it follows that quantum systems influence each other by means of the dynamics generated
by the coupling of their observables—the observables that could be in principle probed by the
measuring device deployed by the classical observer. Thus, we establish the familiar notion, known
from the standard formalism, that the observables of quantum systems correspond to Hermitian
operators acting in the system Hilbert space.

9 The master object of the formalism
Back in Section 1, when reviewing the structure of the standard formalism of quantum mechanics,
we observed that the density matrix ρ̂t can be considered as a master object of this formalism:
For as long as one restricts their interests to single-measurement experiments (ignoring, for the
moment, the issue of initialization), then, indeed, ρ̂t is all that is needed in order to fully describe
all the observable facts. As it was noted in Section 6.2, even the passage of time can be reduced in
this setting to observer choosing an appropriate measuring device. Hence, the single-measurement
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context can be considered as quantum statics, analogous in its scope to, e.g., hydrostatics of clas-
sical fluid mechanics. It is then not surprising that for quantum statics, similarly to its classical
analogues, it is a natural choice to designate the “system state” as the master object of the formal-
ism.

Moving beyond “quantum statics” to “quantum dynamics” that involve scenarios such as se-
quential measurements, open quantum systems (cf. Section 8), etc., the state ρ̂ is dethroned by
bi-probabilities as the master object, and the role of density matrix is reduced to a convenient
representation of the initial condition. In the setting where only a single observable F is relevant,
as demonstrated in Section 5, all bi-probabilities QF

tn
associated with F are simply the discrete-

time restrictions of the bi-trajectory measure QF [f+, f−][Df+][Df−]. It is thus revealed that, in
this limited—but still dynamical—context, the status of master object belongs to the bi-trajectory
measure, as it is the source of all other objects in the formalism.

However, unlike classical theories, quantum systems accommodate an infinite number of in-
equivalent observables, and in the general context, the formalism must utilize bi-probabilities
QFn

tn|t0
associated with multiple observables. Therefore, just like the density matrix before it, the

master bi-trajectory measure QF [f+, f−][Df+][Df−] surely has to be dethroned by something
else. A natural candidate would be a bi-trajectory measure that extends all multi-observable
bi-probabilities; the question is if such an object actually exists.

To answer this question, we must first introduce a higher level of abstraction to the formalism
by defining system bi-probabilities that are not associated with any observable or initialization
event. To begin with, note that any rank-1 projector in the system Hilbert space can be written
as

P̂K
t (k) = |ΨK

t (k)⟩⟨ΨK
t (k)| = eitĤ |ΨK

0 (k)⟩⟨ΨK
0 (k)|e−itĤ

= eitĤei
∑d2−1

ℓ=1
τℓ

K T̂ℓ |η(k)⟩⟨η(k)|e−i
∑d2−1

ℓ=1
τℓ

K T̂ℓe−itĤ

≡ Û†
t Ŝ

†
τ⃗K
|η(k)⟩⟨η(k)|Ŝτ⃗K

Ût, (9.1)

where d = dimHS , E = {|η⟩ ∈ HS | η = 1, . . . , d, ⟨η|η′⟩ = δη,η′} is an arbitrary reference
orthonormal basis, {T̂ℓ | ℓ = 1, . . . , d2 − 1} is the set of Hermitian Lie algebra generators for
unitary operators in HS , and τ⃗K = (τ1

K , . . . , τ
d2−1
K ) is a vector of real coordinates generating the

basis transformation between E and K0 = {|ΨK
0 (k)⟩ ∈ HS | k ∈ Ω(K)} (cf. Section 7). Then

we define a family of bi-probabilities that, instead of time and observables, use the “space-time”
d2-component coordinates τj = (τ0

j , τ⃗j) = (τ0
j , τ

1
j , . . . , τ

d2−1
j ) as indexes,

Qτn|τ0(η+
n ,η

−
n |η+

0 , η
−
0 ) := tr

[( 0∏
j=n

P̂τj
(η+

j )
)( n∏

j=0
P̂τj

(η−
j )
)]
, where P̂τ (η) := Û†

τ0 Ŝ
†
τ⃗ |η⟩⟨η|Ŝτ⃗ Ûτ0 .

(9.2)

At the moment these functions are purely abstract elements of the formalism, as we have not
yet established any relations between them and the phenomenology. On the other hand, we see
that, in the hierarchy of objects constituting the formalism we have deduced so far, the system
bi-probabilities Qτn|τ0 are one step above their observable-associated cousins QFn

tn|t0
, as the latter

decompose into convex combinations of the former,

QFn

tn|t0
(f+

n ,f
−
n |ρ) =

∑
η±

n ,η0

( n∏
j=1

δFj(η+
j

),f+
j
δFj(η−

j
),f−

j

)
Q(tn,τ⃗n),...,(t1,τ⃗1)|(t0,τ⃗0)(η+

n ,η
−
n |η0, η0)ρ(η0),

(9.3)

where the “spatial”-coordinates τ⃗n, . . . , τ⃗1 and τ⃗0 are each found by solving the corresponding
eigenproblem,

ρ̂t0 P̂(t0,τ⃗0)(η) = ρ(η)P̂(t0,τ⃗0)(η),
( ∑

f∈Ω(Fj)

fP̂
Fj

tj
(f)
)
P̂(tj ,τ⃗j)(η) = Fj(η)P̂(tj ,τ⃗j)(η). (9.4)
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Therefore, the system bi-probabilities Qτn|τ0 are master objects with respect to observable-asso-
ciated bi-probabilities, but it is only through QFn

tn|t0
that they can be connected with the phe-

nomenology.
It is easy to verify that the functions Qτn|τ0 satisfy all properties (Q1)–(Q5), including the

crucial bi-consistency. Therefore, the natural next step would be to extend the family of system
bi-probabilities to a bi-trajectory measure, as it was done previously for single-observable QF

tn
(see

Section 5). That is, we would like to say that there exists a bi-trajectory measure such that

Qτn|τ0(η+
n ,η

−
n |η+

0 , η
−
0 ) =

∫∫ ( n∏
j=0

δη+(τj),η+
j
δη−(τj),η−

j

)
Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−], (9.5)

where Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−] is a complex measure on the space of field pairs,

R× Sd2−1 ∋ τ = (τ0, τ⃗) 7→ (η+(τ0, τ⃗), η−(τ0, τ⃗)) ∈ {1, . . . , d} × {1, . . . , d}, (9.6)

(Sn indicates here the hyper-sphere of dimension n).
Unfortunately, for several non-trivial reasons (see [17] for a detailed explanation), this time we

cannot rely on the generalized Kolmogorov extension theorem to prove the existence of the master
bi-trajectory measure. Nevertheless, even in the absence of a formal proof, we can still formulate
a strong supporting argument, which goes as follows.

Assuming that the master measure exists, we can define the following super-operator:

Λt :=
∫∫ (

T e−i
∫ t

0
Ĥ[η+](s)ds

)
•
(
T e−i

∫ t

0
Ĥ[η−](s)ds

)†

×
√
ρ
(
η+(0, τ⃗ρ)

)
ρ
(
η−(0, τ⃗ρ)

)
Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−] (9.7)

with ρ̂Ŝτ⃗ρ
|η⟩ = ρ(η)Ŝτ⃗ρ

|η⟩ an arbitrary density matrix and

Ĥ[η](s) := Ĥ0 +
N∑

α=1
Fα

(
η(s, τ⃗α)

)
Ĥα : F̂αŜτ⃗α

|η⟩ = Fα(η)Ŝτ⃗α
|η⟩; (9.8a)

where {Ĥα | α = 0, 1, . . . , N} is a set of arbitrary Hermitian operators in some finite-dimensional
Hilbert space HO, and {F̂α =

∑
f∈Ω(Fα) fP̂

Fα
0 (f) | α = 1, . . . , N} is an arbitrary set of observables

in HS . Such Λt is a characteristic function of the measure Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−], that generates
moments in the form of bi-probabilities [15],

Λt = e−itĤ0
( ∞∑

n=0
(−i)n

∫ t

0
dsn · · ·

∫ s2

0
ds1

∑
αn,...,α1

×
∑
η±

n

∑
η±

0

Q(sn,τ⃗αn ),...,(s1,τ⃗α1 )|(0,τ⃗ρ)(η+
n ,η

−
n |η+

0 , η
−
0 )
√
ρ(η+

0 )ρ(η−
0 )

×
1∏

j=n

(
Fαj (η+

j )Ĥαj (sj) • − • Ĥαj (sj)Fαj (η−
j )
))

e+itĤ0

= e−itĤ0
( ∞∑

n=0
(−i)n

∫ t

0
dsn · · ·

∫ s2

0
ds1

∑
αn,...,α1

×
∑
f±

n

Q
Fαn ,...,Fα1
sn,...,s1|0 (f+

n ,f
−
n |ρ)

1∏
j=n

(
f+

j Ĥαj
(sj) • − • Ĥαj

(sj)f−
j

))
e+itĤ0 ,

where Ĥα(s) = eisĤ0Ĥαe−isĤ0 .
On the other hand, Λt is also a completely positive and trace-preserving (CPTP) dynamical

map well known from the standard theory of open quantum systems,

Λtρ̂O = trS

[
e−itĤOS ρ̂O ⊗ ρ̂ e+itĤOS

]
: ĤOS = Ĥ0 ⊗ 1̂S + 1̂O ⊗ Ĥ +

N∑
α=1

Ĥα ⊗ F̂α, (9.9)
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where Ĥ is the Hamiltonian of the system S that plays the role of the environment in this scenario.
Therefore, the characteristic function of Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−] is a well-behaved, regular CPTP
map, and thus, the underlying bi-trajectory measure should also be well-behaved. This concludes
the argument.

The system bi-trajectory measure Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−] is the true master object of the for-
malism, as the relations (9.5) and (9.3) show that it is the source of all its elements. The master
measure is not associated with any particular observable or initial condition, but rather it is as-
sociated with the quantum system itself. Indeed, the master measure is solely determined by the
Hilbert space HS of the system and its Hamiltonian Ĥ, and, as previously discussed, the system
is also formally identified by the same pair. Thus, in the bi-trajectory formalism, the system is
synonymous with Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−].

10 Summary of the deduced formalism
In the framework of the bi-trajectory formalism, a quantum system is identified with a complex-
valued measure on the space of trajectory pairs τ 7→ (η+(τ), η−(τ)) [cf. Eq. (9.6)] where the
coordinate τ = (τ0, τ⃗) includes the time τ0 and (d2 − 1)-component vector τ⃗ parameterizing basis
transformations in d-dimensional Hilbert space H [cf. Eq. (9.1)]:

Quantum System ←→ Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−]. (10.1)

For closed systems, the master bi-trajectory measure Q is generated by the system’s Hamiltonian:
given a hermitian operator Ĥ, all discrete-time restrictions of the measure Qτn|τ0(η+

n ,η
−
n |η+

0 , η
−
0 )

[cf. Eq. (9.5)] can be explicitly computed using the formula (9.2).
Using Q, one can obtain quantitative answer to questions about the system’s dynamics, mea-

surements outcomes, or multi-time correlations between observables. Depending on the question,
this requires either a discrete-time restriction of the measure or computing an appropriate bi-
trajectory average.

The probability of an outcome for a sequential measurement performed with an arbitrary
collection of devices is given by the following restriction of Q:

PFn

tn|t0
(fn|ρ) =

∫∫ (∑
η±

n∏
j=1

(
δη+(τj),η+

j
δFj(η+

j
),fj

)(
δη−(τj),η−

j
δFj(η−

j
),fj

))
×
√
ρ(η+(τ0))ρ(η−(τ0))Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−]

=
∑
η±

n ,η0

( n∏
j=1

δFj(η+
j

),f+
j
δFj(η−

j
),f−

j

)
Qτn|τ0(η+

n ,η
−
n |η0, η0)ρ(η0)

= tr
[( 1∏

j=n

P̂
Fj

tj
(fj)

)
e−iĤt0 ρ̂ eiĤt0

( n∏
j=1

P̂
Fj

tj
(fj)

)]
= QFn

tn|t0
(fn,fn|ρ), (10.2)

where τ0
j = tj for each j, and τ⃗j parameterize transformations to eigenbasis of the corresponding

observables:

F̂jŜτ⃗j
|η⟩ =

( ∑
f∈Ω(Fj)

fP̂
Fj

0 (f)
)
Ŝτ⃗j
|η⟩ = Fj(η)Ŝτ⃗j

|η⟩, (10.3)

and the initial condition is encoded in the probability distribution ρ(η) and the coordinate τ0 =
(t0, τ⃗0) such that

ρ̂Ŝτ⃗0 |η⟩ = ρ(η)Ŝτ⃗0 |η⟩. (10.4)

Therefore, measurements are described by the “diagonal” part (i.e., f+
n = f−

n ) of the discrete-time
and observable restriction, in which the bi-trajectory (η+(τ), η−(τ)) is filtered trough the sequence
of coordinates τn corresponding to the measurement timings and choices of probed observables.
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Nonetheless, the “off-diagonal” parts of the master measure—where η+(τ) ̸= η−(τ)—always con-
tribute to the overall result via interference between η+ and η− occurring during the period between
measurements.

Arbitrary multi-time correlation functions—which might or might not be directly measurable
—correspond to moments of the bi-trajectory measure. For example, the two-time correlation
function, which is commonly used in standard quantum mechanics, is obtained in the bi-trajectory
formalism as a second moment:

tr
(

[F̂2(t2), F̂1(t1)]ρ̂
)

=
∫∫ [

F2
(
η+(τ2)

)
F1
(
η+(τ1)

)
− F1

(
η−(τ1)

)
F2
(
η−(τ2)

)]
×
√
ρ
(
η+(τ0)

)
ρ
(
η−(τ0)

)
Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−]

=
∑
f±

2

∑
f±

1

(f+
2 f

+
1 − f

−
1 f

−
2 )QF2,F1

t2,t1|0(f+
2 , f

+
1 ; f−

2 , f
−
1 |ρ) (10.5)

We can see in this example that certain types of correlation functions are determined solely by the
“off-diagonal” parts of bi-trajectory measure restrictions (notice that the entire expression vanishes
when f+

n = f−
n ).

One of the strengths of the bi-trajectory formalism is its utility in describing multi-time corre-
lation functions for open systems. In Section 8, we introduced the bi-trajectory parameterization
of dynamical maps, which can essentially be viewed as a combination of an infinite number of
multi-time correlation functions of all orders. To understand what makes the bi-trajectory formu-
lation particularly effective in this context, let us examine a relatively simple example of two-time
correlation function with the system–environment coupling ĤS + ĤE + λV̂S ⊗ V̂E :

tr
([
ÛSE

0,t2
(F̂2 ⊗ 1̂)ÛSE

t2,0 , Û
SE
0,t1

(F̂1 ⊗ 1̂)ÛSE
t1,0

]
ρ̂S ⊗ ρ̂E

)
=
∫∫

trS

[(
F̂2[v+](t2)F̂1[v+](t1)− F̂1[v−](t1)F̂2[v−](t2)

)
ρ̂S

]
QVE [v+, v−][Dv+][Dv−]

=
∫∫ [

F2
(
η+(τ2)

)
F1
(
η+(τ1)

)
− F1

(
η−(τ1)

)
F2
(
η−(τ2)

)]
×
√
ρS

(
η+(τ0)

)
ρS

(
η−(τ0)

)
QS|E [η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−], (10.6)

where, as per Eq. (8.7),

F̂j [h](t) =
∑

f∈Ω(Fj)

fP̂
Fj

t [h](f). (10.7)

Crucially, the functional QVE is a bi-trajectory measure generated by ĤE , and thus represents the
observable VE in a free system E. In other words, QVE describes the dynamics of VE as if S did
not exist.

On the other hand, the measure QS|E , that can formally be written as

QS|E [η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−] =
(∫∫

KS [η+, η−|v+, v−]QVE [v+, v−][Dv+][Dv−]
)

[Dη+][Dη−],

(10.8)

represents the bi-trajectory measure of system S that is coupled to its environment E via observ-
able V̂E . This measure is conditioned by the free dynamics of system E, and as a result, is no
longer generated by the Hamiltonian ĤS . However, since the influence of the environment is fully
encapsulated by the free measure QVE , the effects of E on the dynamics of S are determined only
by the innate properties of E, even though the coupling is symmetric, with S also influencing E.
Likewise, if we were to describe E in terms of its bi-trajectory measure while treating S as the
environment, we would obtain QE|S in a form of kernel averaged with QVS , the bi-trajectory mea-
sure describing the free dynamics of observable VS in system S. The fact that the description of
the environment in isolation is sufficient to describe the dynamics of the open system, can be seen
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as a natural consequence of constructing the formal description based on trajectory distributions,
whether for bi- or single-trajectory theories.

Finally, we arrive at the formal description of the classical limit and the associated quantum-
to-classical transition. We now recognize that quantum mechanics can be classified as a bi-
trajectory theory, meaning that the master object of its formalism is the bi-trajectory measure
Q[η+, η−][Dη+][Dη−]. This makes quantum mechanics explicitly non-classical, as the defining fea-
ture of any classical theory is its description in terms of a single-trajectory formalism, with the
probability distribution P[e][De] as the master object. Nonetheless, it is possible to “force” the
quantum bi-trajectory measure to behave as a classical single-trajectory probability distribution.

To achieved this, it is sufficient that a bi-trajectory measure associated with a given system
observable, QF [f+, f−][Df+][Df−]—that is, the measure extending the observable-restricted sys-
tem’s bi-probabilities

QF
tn|t0

(f+
n ,f

−
n |ρ) =

∑
η±

n ,η0

( n∏
j=1

δF (η+
j

),f+
j
δF (η−

j
),f−

j

)
ρ(η0)Q(tn,τ⃗n)|(t0,τ⃗ρ)(η+

n ,η
−
n |η0, η0)

∣∣
τ⃗n,...,τ⃗1=τ⃗F

(10.9)

—assigns non-zero values only when the components of its bi-trajectory overlap, i.e., QF [f+, f−] ∝
δ[f+ − f−]. Since bi-trajectory measures are positive semi-definite, such a functional becomes a
proper probability measure on the space of single-trajectories,

QF [f+, f−][Df+][Df−] ≈ δ[f+ − f ]δ[f− − f ]QF [f, f ][Df+][Df−] ≡ PF [f ][Df ] ≥ 0. (10.10)

Identifying the conditions under which the system’s dynamics cause this kind of collapse of bi-
trajectory representing its observable into a single trajectory is key to describing the classical limit
within this formalism. A detailed analysis of various quantum models capable of achieving this
limit can be found in [13, 15, 16].

In summary, the classical limit of the theory manifests in the following way: when an observ-
able F of a quantum system undergoes the quantum-to-classical transition, it becomes possible
to describe the observable as a stochastic process in any context. Firstly, the probabilities of
measurement outcomes become consistent, as

PF
tn,...,�tj ,...,t1

(fn, . . . ,��fj , . . . , f1)−
∑

fj∈Ω(F )

PF
tn

(fn) =
∑

f+
j

̸=f−
j

QF
tn

(. . . f+
j . . . ; . . . f−

j . . .)→ 0,

(10.11)

meaning that measurements deploying F -devices become indistinguishable from sampling trajec-
tories of a classical observable [14]. Secondly, all “quantum” multi-time correlation functions—
for example the two-time auto-correlation tr([F̂ (t), F̂ (s)]ρ̂)—vanish as bi-probabilities are now
purely “diagonal”. Simultaneously, the remaining “classical-like” correlation functions, such as
tr({F̂ (t), F̂ (s)}ρ̂), coincide with the corresponding correlations of the stochastic process F (t), which
can be identified with the single-trajectory the bi-trajectory has collapsed into. As a result, this
stochastic process representation (or the surrogate field representation, as it is called in [13, 16])
must also extend to other systems coupled to observable F̂ . Indeed, since f±(t) = f(t) in this
limit, the bi-trajectory measure of any open system O interacting with S via observable F̂ can
be described as being generated by a stochastic Hamiltonian ĤO + λF (t)V̂O, were F (t), with
distribution PF [f ][Df ], can be interpreted as a process representing an external (possibly noisy)
potential.

11 Conclusions
We have demonstrated how the formalism of quantum theory can be deduced from the phenomenol-
ogy of experiments involving sequential deployment of measuring devices. By design, the formal
description obtained this way is necessarily consistent with empirical observations it was derived
from. However, the interpretation of the elements of this formalism does not have to (and usually
does not) align with the interpretations of other formulations, including the standard formalism.
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This situation is analogous to classical mechanics in its various forms. Over the years, the
formalism of the classical theory has been restructured in numerous ways: starting from the for-
mulation based on Newton’s Laws of Motion, and progressing into more elegant phase-space-based
formalisms, exemplified most famously by Hamilton’s formulation. Ostensibly, all these formula-
tions describe the same physical theory and are in agreement regarding the predictions of empirical
observations (within the domain of classical physics). Yet, the formulations are structured very
differently, leading to different interpretations and, consequently, different explanations. For in-
stance, Hamilton’s reformulation was motivated by the quest to eliminate the problematic concept
of force from the theory [26]. Hence, while Newton’s formulation explains all motion through
the application and balancing of forces, Hamilton’s formalism explains the same motion without
reference to such concepts.

The precedence set by classical mechanics shows that a specific formalism of a physical theory
need not be its defining feature. In other words, a theory can retain its identity even when its formal
description is replaced by a vastly different one. As the example of classical mechanics illustrates,
though different formulations are often not equivalent (in terms of structure, interpretation, and
explanations), it can be advantageous to switch between them depending on the context. Of
course, conflicting interpretations remain an issue; in the case of classical mechanics, such conflicts
can be sometimes resolved by, for example, treating forces as a part of an effective, rather than
fundamental, description.

We believe that the bi-trajectory formalism stands in relation to the standard formalism of
quantum mechanics much as Hamilton’s formulation does to Newtonian mechanics, rather than
as Einstein’s theory of special relativity does to classical mechanics. In other words, we view the
bi-trajectory formalism as a reformulation of quantum mechanics, not as the formalism of a new
theory that would generalize, or be generalized by, the standard quantum theory. Nevertheless,
the bi-trajectory formalism is not equivalent to the standard formalism; the two formulations are
structured very differently, and thus, must be interpreted differently as well. Crucially, the bi-
trajectory formulation operates with a single mode of description—unlike the standard formalism,
there is no hard (Heisenberg) cut between measurement and non-measurement contexts. This is
evident from the formulas (10.2), (10.5), (10.6), and (9.7) where the average over bi-trajectory
measure is used in each context with no exceptions, be it measurement or otherwise. In fact, this
feature has been explicitly used in [16] (and implicitly in [14]) to quantify, within the language of
bi-trajectory picture, the emergence of objectivity in the quantum–classical transition.

Such a comprehensive restructuring of the formalism offers a relatively rare opportunity to
reassess the physical and philosophical meaning of the theory from a fresh perspective. Moreover,
it is possible that some fundamental problems with the theory that seem insurmountable within
the standard formalism might have a solution—or cease to be problems—within a different formal
framework. One such problematic aspect of the standard quantum mechanics could be the mea-
surement problem. Most—if not all—conceptual and practical issues surrounding measurement in
quantum mechanics remain unresolved because the standard formulation, with its dichotomous
structure, makes modeling the process of measurement impossible. Indeed, for a model of measur-
ing device to be successful it needs a formal description that does not break when transitioning
between measurement and non-measurement contexts—due to the Heisenberg cut, such models
are simply outside the scope of the standard formalism.

The bi-trajectory formalism, however, does away with the dichotomous mode of description,
and thus, it has no need for neither the Heisenberg cut that separates the modes, nor the collapse
rule that binds them. As such, we believe there is a good chance it can support viable models
of measuring devices. These models would likely involve coupled quantum systems, where one
represents the measured system and is largely arbitrary, and the other system, representing the
device, is taken to the classical limit while still being strongly influenced by the interaction. For-
tunately, the formal description of interacting systems and the quantum-to-classical transition are
both strong suits of the bi-trajectory formulation. Overall, it is our belief that constructing the
model of measuring device in the bi-trajectory picture is merely a technical problem, rather than
the conceptual challenge it poses in the standard formalism. Given that the formalism has already
been used with some success to describe coupled system and classical limit on separate occasions,
we are optimistic that the technical challenge of combining the two into a single model is well
within the reach.
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