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Interpretations of Quantum Mechanics
in Terms of Beable Algebras
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In terms of beable algebras Halvorson and Clifton [/nternational Journal of Theoret-
ical Physics 38 (1999) 2441-2484] generalized the uniqueness theorem (Studies in
History and Philosophy of Modern Physics 27 (1996) 181-219] which characterizes
interpretations of quantum mechanics by preferred observables. We examine whether
dispersion-free states on beable algebras in the generalized uniqueness theorem can
be regarded as truth-value assignments in the case where a preferred observable is the
set of all spectral projections of a density operator, and in the case where a preferred
observable is the set of all spectral projections of the position operator as well.
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1. INTRODUCTION

When v is a quantum mechanical state of a physical system, yr gives the
probability that a measurement value of a physical quantity A is a. There have
been many discussions about whether we can interpret that there are hidden states
on which all observational propositions can be assigned truth-value, and that the
probability given by v is a probability measure on the set of all hidden states.
For example, von Neumann, and Jauch and Piron mathematically defined such
hidden states, and showed that there was no hidden state in quantum mechanics.
But they imposed the condition about incompatible observational propositions on
hidden states. Bell (2004) argued that it was not physically proper to impose this
condition on hidden states although this is proper to impose quantum mechanical
states (pp. 4-6). Then Bell (2004) defined the hidden state which was not imposed
the condition about incompatible observational propositions, and showed that there
was also no this hidden state in nonrelativistic quantum mechanics (pp. 6-8). In
Section 2. we will see the fact in detail.
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On the other hand, for any observable R there are truth-value assignments
to all propositions concerning R. Moreover, given any state p, p restricted to
the set of all propositions concerning R can be expressed as a weighted mixture
of truth-value assignments. Then the probability given by p restricted to the set
of all propositions concerning R can be regarded as a probability on the set of
all truth-value assignments, hence we can interpret this probability as the degree
of our ignorance. Moreover, under some conditions Bub and Clifton (1996) (see
also, Bub et al., 2000) determined the maximal set which contains all propositions
concerning R, and to which p is restricted in order to express as a mixture of
truth-value assignments. They called this theorem a uniqueness theorem and R a
preferred observable. They showed that each interpretation of quantum mechanics
uniquely corresponds to some preferred observable. For example, the Kochen—
Dieks modal interpretation corresponds to some density operator in the uniqueness
theorem.

Because the uniqueness theorem is proved in a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space, a position operator cannot be a preferred observable. Halvorson and Clifton
(1999) generalized the uniqueness theorem in terms of beable algebras whose
definition is given by them, so that we can adopt an observable which has a
continuous spectrum as a preferred observable. If the dimension of a Hilbert space
is finite, the results of the theorem proved by Halvorson and Clifton coincide with
those of the uniqueness theorem. Therefore, we call this theorem the generalized
uniqueness theorem in the present paper. When the dimension of a Hilbert space
is finite, dispersion-free states on beable algebras in the generalized uniqueness
theorem coincide with truth-value assignments in the original uniqueness theorem.
In Section 3. we will show that when the dimension of a Hilbert space is infinite,
there appear dispersion-free states which does not exist in a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space. Then we will point out that these dispersion-free states cannot be
regarded as truth-value assignments.

In Sections 3. and 4. we will examine whether dispersion-free states on
beable algebras in the generalized uniqueness theorem can be regarded as truth-
value assignments in the case where a preferred observable is the set of all spectral
projections of a density operator, and in the case where a preferred observable is
the set of all spectral projections of the position operator as well. In Section 3.
we will examine the case where a preferred observable is a density operator,
and present an interpretation in terms of only dispersion-free states which can
be regarded as truth-value assignments. In Section 4. we will examine the case
where a preferred observable is the set of all spectral projections of the position
operator, and point out that all dispersion-free states cannot be regarded as truth-
value assignments. Then we will present an interpretation that a physical object
exists at some point while dispersion-free states cannot be regarded as truth-value
assignments.
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2. THE GENERALIZED UNIQUENESS THEOREM

In this paper, we use the following notation. Let H denote a Hilbert space. If
IC is a subset of H, let [K] denote its closed, linear span. If 7 is a closed subspace
of H, let Py denote the projection onto 7 and let B(7') denote the set of all
bounded operators on 7. For a vector x € H, let P, denote the projection onto
[x]. If S is a subset of B(H), let S’ denote {A € B(H)|AB = BA forall B € S}.

Definition 2.1. A linear functional p on a unital C*-algebra 2 is called a state if
p satisfies following conditions:

1. p(A*A) > 0 for any element A € 2;
2. p(I)=1.

Definition 2.2. A state w on a unital C*-algebra 2 is called a dispersion-free
state if w(A2) = [w(A)]? for any self-adjoint element A € 2.

Definition 2.3. A state p on a von Neumann algebra 91 is called a normal state if
there is a density operator D such that p(A) = tr(D A) for any operator A € 1.

Definition 2.4.: A finitely additive truth-value assignment A mapping p of the
set of all projections in a unital C*-algebra 2 to {0, 1} is called a finitely additive
truth-value assignment on 2 if p satisfies following conditions:

L ouw)=1;
2. For any mutually orthogonal projections P, Q € A, u(P v Q) = u(P) +
u(Q).

By Gleason’s theorem, the following lemma holds.

Lemma 2.1. Let H be a Hilbert space whose dimension is at least 3 and finite.
Then there is no finitely additive truth-value assignment on B(H).

Lemma 2.2. (Hamhalter, 1993, Lemma 5.1) Let 2t be a properly infinite von
Neumann algebra and let |1 be a finitely additive truth-value assignment on ‘i.
Then  can be extended to a dispersion-free state on M.

We prove the following theorem, making reference to the proof of Lemma
19 of Doring (2004).

Theorem 2.1. Let N be a properly infinite von Neumann algebra. Then there is
no finitely additive truth-value assignment on ).
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Proof: Suppose that there is a finitely additive truth-value assignment p on 1.
By Lemma 2 ;1 can be extended to a dispersion-free state on 1.

Since 91 is a properly infinite von Neumann algebra, there is a projection
Q in 91 such that for some partial isometry V € M, Q = VV* and Q+ = V*V
by Lemma 6.3.3 of Kadison and Ringrose (1997). By Lemma 2 of Misra (1967)
o(Q) = o(VV*) = o(V)o(V*) = o(VH)(V) = o(V*V) = o(Q71). Since 1 =
o(Q + 01) = w(Q) + w(0h), w(Q) = 1/2. This contradicts that w(Q) = 0 or
1. Therefore, there is no finitely additive truth-value assignment on 91. O

If 'H is an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, B(H) is a properly infinite von
Neumann algebra. Then by Lemma 2.1 and Theorem 2.1 we get the following
theorem.

Theorem 2.2. Let H be a Hilbert space which dimension is at least 3. Then there
is no finitely additive truth-value assignment on B(H).

Therefore, finitely additive truth-values cannot be assigned simultaneously
to all projections in quantum mechanics. Moreover, finitely additive truth-values
cannot be assigned to all projections which belong to each local algebra in al-
gebraic quantum field theory because any local algebra is a properly infinite von
Neumann algebra (Baumgartel, 1995, Corollary 1.11.6). But we do not deal with
interpretations of algebraic quantum field theory in the present paper (see e.g.
Clifton, 2000 and Kitajima, 2004).

For any state p on B(H), Halvorson and Clifton defined the C*-algebra on
which p can be expressed as a mixture of finitely additive truth-value assignments,
and called this C*-algebra a beable algebra after terminology due to Bell (see Bell,
2004, Chapters 5, 7, and 19).

Definition 2.5. (Halvorson and Clifton, 1999, p. 2447) Let 2 be a unital C*-
algebra, let B be a unital C*-subalgebra of 2 and let p be a state on 2. *B is a
beable algebra for p if and only if p|gg is a mixture of dispersion-free states, that
is, if and only if there is a probability measure u on the space S of dispersion-free
states on B such that

p(A) = fsws(A)du(S) (VA € B).

Halvorson and Clifton (1999) proved the following theorem in terms of beable
algebras.

Theorem 2.3. (Halvorson and Clifton, 1999, Theorem 4.5) Let D be a density
operator on H, let D be the range of D and let p be the state on B(H) such that
p(A) = tr(DA) for any operator A € B(H). Let P be a set of mutually commuting
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self-adjoint operators and let S be [P"D]. We call P a preferred observable. Let
B be a C*-subalgebra of B(H) and let *B satisfy the following conditions:

1. ‘B is a beable algebra for p;

2. PCB;

3. UBU* =B for any unitary operator U € B(H) such that U € P’ and
U e {D};

4. B is a maximal with respect to conditions 1,2 and 3.

Then B is B(S*) & M where M is a maximal Abelian von Neumann subalgebra
of P U {D})" Ps such that P" Ps € M.

If ‘H is a finite-dimensional Hilbert space and D is an one dimensional
projection, ‘B is uniquely determined and the set of all projections in B coincides
with the set of definite projections in the original uniqueness theorem proved by
Bub and Clifton (1996) (see Halvorson and Clifton, 1999, Corollary 4.6(ii) and
Remark 4.7). Then we call Theorem 2.3 the generalized uniqueness theorem.

3. THE CASE WHERE A PREFERRED OBSERVABLE IS THE SET
OF ALL SPECTRAL PROJECTIONS OF A DENSITY OPERATOR

In this section we adopt the set of all spectral projections of a density operator
as a preferred observable in the generalized uniqueness theorem (Theorem 2.3).

Corollary 3.1. (Halvorson and Clifton, 1999, Corollary 4.6(i)) Let D be a
density operator on 'H, let D be the range of D and let p be the state on B(H) such
that p(A) = tr(DA) for any operator A € B(H). Let P be the set of all spectral
projections of D. Let B be a C*-subalgebra of B(H) and let B satisfy the following
conditions:

1. ‘B is a beable algebra for p;

2. PCB;

3. UBU* = B for any unitary operator U € B(H) such that U € {DY';
4. B is maximal with respect to conditions 1,2 and 3.

Then 5 is B(DY) @ {D}' Pp.

As easily seen, the set of all projections in B(D+) @ {D}” Pp coincides with
the set (Defgp(W) in Clifton (1995)) of all projections which have simultane-
ously definite values under the Kochen—Dieks modal interpretation. Therefore,
Corollary 3.1 can be regarded as one of the theorems that motivate the Kochen—
Dieks modal interpretation of quantum mechanics (cf. Clifton, 1995, Section 6
and Halvorson and Clifton, 1999, Remark 4.7).
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If we regard dispersion-free states on B(D+) @ {D}" Pp as truth-value as-
signments, it is natural to think that for any dispersion-free state w, V;cnP; is
false (w(V;enP;) = 0) whenever all projections in a set {P;|i € N} of mutually
orthogonal projections in B(DY) @ {D}" Pp are false (w(P;) = 0 for any i € N).
If w is a normal state, this holds. But when {D}” Pp contains a set {P;|i € N} of
mutually orthogonal countably infinite non-zero projections, there is a dispersion-
free state @’ on B(D+) @ (D}’ Pp such that o'(VienP;) =1 and o'(P) =0
for any i € N as shown below (Proposition 3.1). Then V,cyP; is true and P;
is false for any i € N. Therefore, we cannot regard this state as a truth-value
assignment.

Lemma 3.1. Let A be an Abelian von Neumann algebra on 'H, let P be a non-
zero projection in A and let Jy be a proper ideal in A which does not contain P.
Then there is a dispersion-free state w on A such that w(P) = 1 and w(X) =
for any operator X € Jy.

Proof: Let [J be the set of all proper ideals in . Define J as {J € J|Jy C
J and P ¢ J}. J is partially ordered by set inclusion. Every linearly ordered
subset 7’ of 7 has an upper bound in J because UJ' is a proper ideal such that
JoCUJ and P € UJ'. J’ is not empty because Jy € J'. Zorn’s lemma implies
that 7 has a maximal element J.

Define J as {J € J|J C J}. Similarly, we can show that J has a maximal
element J by Zorn’s lemma. Any proper ideal J' such that JcJ contains J,so0
J' € J.Because J is a maximal element of 7, J' = J. Therefore, J is a maximal
ideal in 2.

We will show that J = J. Suppose that P € J.If Pt e J then I = P +
PL e J. This contradicts that J is a proper ideal, so P ¢ J. Since J C J,
P+ & J.Define J; as {APY + B|A € and B € J}. J; is an ideal and J C J,.
Because J is a maximal element of 7, J; & J. Since Jy C J;, P € J;. Then there
are A € Aand B € J suchthat P = AP+ + B.Since B € J, P = BP € J. This
is a contradiction. Therefore, P & J. JoC J,s0J € J.Because J C J and J is
a maximal element of 7, J = J.

By Exercise 4.6.29 (iii) of Kadison and Ringrose (1997), there is a dispersion-
free state @ on 2 such that J = {A € AJw(A) = 0}. Therefore, w(P) = 1 and
w(X) = 0 for any operator X € Jj. O

Proposition 3.1. Let IC be a closed subspace of H and let 2 be an Abelian von
Neumann algebra on K which contains a set { P;|i € N} of mutually orthogonal
countably infinite non-zero projections. Then there is a dispersion-free state w on
B(KY) @ A such that o} ey P) = 1 and o(Py) = 0 for any k € N.
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Proof: Let 2" be the von Neumann algebra on H which is generated by 2.
Define

Jo = {A € 2”|3 finite elements P;,, ..., P, € {P;li € N},Vx € H

[(P,»l b4 POX=0A (ZieN P,)x =x] S Ax = 0]. (1)

Then Jy is a proper ideal of 21”. Any projection P, in {P;|i € N} be-
longs to Jo and ), Pi does not belong to Jyo. By Lemma 1, there is a
dispersion-free state w on 2" such that ()", P;) = 1 and w(Py) = 0 for any
keN.

By Theorem 4.3.13 (ii) of Kadison and Ringrose (1997), there is a state w on
B(K1) @ 2 which is an extension of wy. Since Y ien Pi < Pk, a)(P,é) = 0. For
any operator B in B(KX"), |o(B)| = |a)(P,éBP,é‘)| < a)(P,JC-)w((BP,JC-)*(BP,JC-)) =
0. Therefore, w is a dispersion-free state on B(XC*) @ 2. O

Although there is a dispersion-free state on B(D+) @ { D} Pp which is not
normal, the normal state tr(D-) on B(D+) @ {D}” Pp can be expressed as a mixture
of dispersion-free normal states as shown below (Theorem 3.1).

Theorem 3.1. Let D be a density operator on 'H and let D be the range of
D. Define ¢ as the state on B(DY) @ (D}’ Pp such that ¢(A) = tr(DA) for any
operator A in B(D*) @ (D) Pp. Let S, be the set of all dispersion-free normal
states on B(DY) @ {D)' Pp. Then ¢ is a mixture of dispersion-free states in S,,,
that is, there is a probability measure u on S,, such that

¢(A)=/S oy (A)du(s) (YA € B(DY) @ (D) Pp).

Proof: Let D =), d; P; be the spectral resolution of D where { P;} is the set of
spectral projections of D. Any non-zero spectral projection Py of D is a minimal
projection of B(D+) @ {D})” Pp and belongs to the center of B(D1) & {D}" Pp.
By Lemma 3.3 of Plymen (1968), a dispersion-free normal state w; on B(D') @
{ DY}’ Pp uniquely exists whose support is Py. Since P, < Pp, a)k(PlJ)-) = 0. Then
|wr(B)| = |wk(P5-BP1%)| < a)k(Pl%)a)k((BPé-)*(BPg-)) = 0 for any operator B
in B(D1).

Any operator in B(D*) & {D}" Pp can be written as Ay ® Y, a; P; where
Ap is an operator in B(D%), a; is a complex number and {P;} is the set of
spectral projections of D. Since @|(py p, and w;lipyp, (Vi € N) are weakly
continuous (Kadison and Ringrose, 1997, Exercise 7.6.4), (Ao @ Y ; a; P;) =
¢(Zl a[P,-) = Zi (1,‘¢(P,‘) and Zi dj(,()j(AO ©® Zi aiPi) = Zj ¢(Pj)a)j(A0 @D
Zi a,»P,») = Zj ¢(Pj)wj(zl a; Pl) = Zj Cljd)(Pj). Therefore, ¢ = Zj dja)j. O



1148 Kitajima

Due to Theorem 3.1, we can interpret the state ¢ as follows.

The ignorance interpretation of ¢. Some dispersion-free state in S, is the
real state. But because of our ignorance we cannot tell which state is real
and a probability measure on S,, represents a degree of our ignorance.

4. THE CASE WHERE A PREFERRED OBSERVABLE IS THE SET OF
ALL SPECTRAL PROJECTIONS OF THE POSITION OPERATOR

The position operator Q and its domain D(Q) on the Hilbert space L*(R) are
defined as

D(Q) = {f € L*(R)] /R lxf(x))Pdx < oo} (QF)x) = xf(x) (Vf € D(Q)).

Let E(S) be a spectral projection of Q corresponding to a Borel set S.
In this section we adopt {E(S)|S is a Borel set} as a preferred observable in
the generalized uniqueness theorem (Theorem 2.3).

Corollary 4.1. Let D be a density operator on L>(R), let D be a range of D and
let p be the state on B(H) such that p(A) = tr(D A) for any operator A € B(H).
Let P be {E(S)|S is a Borel set} and let S be [P"D]. Let B be a C*-subalgebra of
B(H) and let B satisfy the following conditions:

1. ‘B is a beable algebra for p;

2. PC%®;

3. UBU* =B for any unitary operator U € B(H) such that U € P’ and
U e {D},

4. B is a maximal with respect to conditions 1, 2 and 3.

Then B is B(S) ® P’ Ps.

Proof: Since S is invariant on P”, Ps € (P”) (Kitajima, 2004, Lemma 4).
By Proposition 5.5.6 of Kadison and Ringrose (1997), (P” Ps) = Ps(P"Y Ps =
(P"Y Ps. Because P” is a maximal Abelian von Neumann algebra on H (Kadison
and Ringrose, 1997, Example 5.1.6), (P”) = P”. Then (P” Ps) = P’ Ps, that is,
P’ Ps is a maximal Abelian von Neumann algebra on S. By Theorem 2.3, B is
B(SL) @ P’ Ps. 0

If D in Corollary 4.1 is H, then 2B is P”. We will examine such a case. Let
M be P” and let Sqy; be the set of all dispersion-free states on M.

The fact that there is no normal dispersion-free state on M was proved
in Proposition 1 of Halvorson (2001). It is also derived from the following
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proposition. We prove this proposition, making reference to the proof of The-
orem 1 of Ishigaki (2001).

Proposition 4.1. For any dispersion-free state w on 9N there is a set {S;|i € N}
of mutually disjoint Borel sets on R such that w(E(U2,S;)) = 1 and w(E(S;)) =0
foralli € N.

Proof: Let w be a dispersion-free state on 9t. Then
1 = o(I) = o(E(R)) = o(E(Upezln, n + 1))).

If w(E([n,n+ 1))) =0 for all n € Z, the proof is completed. We will con-
sider the case where there is ng € Z such that w(E([ng, ng + 1))) = 1. We define
So as [ng, ng 4 1). Since w(E([ng, no + 1))) = @(E([no, no + 3))) + w(E([no +
1. no + 1)), either w(E([no, no + 3))) or o(E([ng + 5, no + 1)) equals to 1. We
define S| = [A, A + %) as the set which satisfies w(E(S;)) = 1 and is either
[ng, no + %) or [ng + %, no + 1). We define 77 as Sp \ S;. Then

So=58+T, w(E(S1) = 1, w(E(Ty)) = 0.

Since  w(E(S1)) = @(E([A1, A1 + 2)) + @(E([A + 55, A + 1)), either o(E
([r1, A1+ 52)) or (E([A1 4 55, A + 3))) equals to 1. We define S, as the set
which satisfies @(E(S,)) = 1 and is either [A, 1| + 5;) or [A; + 35, A + 3). We
define 75 as S;\S»2. Then

S1=%+T1, w(E($)) =1, w(E(T2)) = 0.
When we repeat the similar operation, we get
Sk = Sk1 + Ty O(E(Si+1) =1 o(E(Tk41)) =0

for any k € N.

By the principle of successive division there is a real number p such that
MienSk = {1} or Nien Sk is empty, so E(NgenSk) = 0. Because So = ) . Tk +
Nken Sk, E(So) = E(Q_ien Ti)- Therefore, w(E (Y Tr)) = 1 and w(E(Ty)) = 0
forall k € N. O

If we interpret any spectral projection E(S) as the statement ‘a physical object
exists in S’ and any dispersion-free state w on 91 as a truth-value assignment, there
is a Borel set Uiy Sy such that a physical object exists in UgnS; and a physical
object does not exist in S; for any k € N by Proposition 4.1. Therefore, we do not
interpret E(S) as a statement ‘a physical object exists in S” and w as a truth-value
assignment. Then we will not investigate how large a beable algebra containing P
can be. We take 901 as the beable algebra for any normal state on L?(R).



1150 Kitajima

Let B be the set of all bounded Borel sets of R. Define S¢ and S; as

S; := (@ € Sqq|3S € By w(E(S)) = 1},

Si = @ € Sgp|VS € By w(E(S)) = 0}.

Then Sgy; =S; US; and Sy NS; = @. S is not empty by Exercise 4.6.29 (iv) of
Kadison and Ringrose (1996). We will show that S; is not empty in Proposition 4.4.
For any point A € R, we define S; as

Sy :={w € SgnIVe > 0 w(E((A — €, A + €))) = 1}.

We will show that S, is not empty for any A € R in Proposition 4.3.
Proposition4.2. S; ={J, xS, and S, NS, = P when 1 # X'

Proof: |J;, S, €Sy is trivial. We will show that Sy € [, g Si. Let w be
any dispersion-free state which belongs to Sy. By the assumption, there is
a bounded closed set S such that @ (E (S)) = 1. Suppose that VA € S, Je, >
Ow(E(A—¢€,A+¢€)) =0.Because S C U;cs (A — €3, A+ €;) and S is com-

pact, there are finite points Aq, ..., A, such that § C Uj_ (A — €, Ak + €),).
Then
1 =w(E(S) =o(E(U M — €. M +€)))
. . (2)
< w(Z E((c — €3, i+ q»)) =Y (B — €3, i +6,))) =0,

k=1 k=1

This is a contradiction, so 3\ € S, Ve > Q0w (E (A — €, A + €))) = 1. There-
fore, Sy S U, g Sx-

Suppose that there are two points A and A" such that A # A" and S, N S;, # @,
then there is a dispersion-free state w in S; N Sy, suchthatw (E (A — €, A 4+ €))) =
LLw(E(OL —e,V+e))=1land (A — €, A +e)N (A —¢€, A + €) = 0 for some
real numbere > 0. Since w(E((A — €, 1 +€))) = 1,0 (E (A — €, )" +€))) = 0.
This is a contradiction. Therefore, S; N'S;; = @ when A # A, O

Proposition 4.2 shows that there is a point A € R such that S, # @. But it
does not show whether S;, is empty or not for any A € R. Halvorson showed that
there are countably infinite dispersion-free states in S, for any A € R (Halvorson,
2001, Proposition 2). We prove it in another way.

Lemma 4.1. For any point . € R there is a set { S|k € N} of mutually disjoint
sets such that for any k € N, A belongs to a closure of Sy and Sy C (A, X+ 1).
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Proof: We will prove the case where L = 0. Define

241 2642
Sy = U (W, W) (Vk € N)

neN
0 belongs to a closure ?f Sk for any k € N because % belongs to S; for any
k,n € Nand lim,_.o 5522 = 0. Sy is contained in (0, 1).

We will show that Sy N S = Y when k # k’. We assume that k < k’. Because
k41 2642 K41 2K 42
Sk N Sk = Unen Unen ((W’W "N\ 2w | )
it is sufficient to show that
k41 2642 K41 2K 42
Yok ik ) N\ e e | < Z

for any n,n’ € N.
Whenn <n/,

2k +1 2’<’+2>2’<+1 2K +2 ,

ik o 2 ok e (M ZM)
Zk’fk ) ,
= T 20 G K =k =, 3)

Whenn > n/,

41 2kg2 22 4Ky 1 — gkt

2k o2tk 2n
22(1427K)y—1-20
> ad+ ) (on=—n>1k>1)
22n
27K+ 42
Therefore, Sy N S = @ when k # k' O

For any A € R we define

S; 4 == {w€S;|Ve > 0 w(E((h A+ €)= 1},

S, _ = {w e S;|Ve > 0 w(E((A —€, 1) = 1}.
Then S)\ = S)LﬂL U S)\’, and S)‘"Jr N S)h, = 0.
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Proposition 4.3. Let A be any point in R. The power R, 1 of Sy 1 and the power
V. of Si._ are greater than or equal to Ry.

Proof: Let A be any point in R. By Lemma 4.1 there is a set {S¢|k € N} of
mutually disjoint sets such that A belongs to a closure of S; and Sy C (A, A+ 1)
for any k € N. Let S; be any set in {S;|k € N}. Define

Jo:={X €eMFe >0,Vf € L>(R) [E((AL —e, A +e)NS)f=f— Xf =0]}.

Jo is a proper ideal in M. E(S;) &€ Jo and E((L — €, A + €)°) € Jy for any € > 0.
By Lemma 3.1 there is a dispersion-free state w; on 9 such that w; (E(S;)) = 1 and
w;(E((A — €, 1+ €))) = 1forany € > 0. Because w;(E(S7)) = 0, w;(E(S)) =0
when i # k. Since w;(E(S;)) = 1, w; € Sy ;4. Therefore, R, + > Ro.

Similarly, we can prove that X, _ > . O

Next we examine whether S; is empty or not.
Proposition 4.4. The power 8; of S; satisfies 8; > 2.

Proof: Let A be a real number contained in [0, 1) and let B, be a set of all
bounded Borel sets. Define

Jii={X eMIS € By, 3e €(0,1),Vf € LA(R)
[E(SUUpez[A +2n+1—€e,A+2n+1+4d)f =0— Xf =0]}.
®)

Jy, is aproper ideal. E(S) € J, for any bounded Borel set S and E(U,cz[A + 2n +
1 —€,A+2n+ 1+ ¢€]) € J, for any real number € € (0, 1).

By Lemma 3.1 there is a dispersion-free state w; on 9 such that
w,(X) = 0 for any operator X € J,. Then w;(E(S)) = 0 for any bounded Borel
set S. Because (U,ez[A +2n+1—€, A +2n+1+€]) = U,ezX +2n — (1 —
e)A+2n+ (1 —e¢€)), u(E(Upez(A+2n—€,1+2n+¢€))) =1 for any real
number € € (0, 1).

Similarly, for any real number A’ € [0, 1) which is not A there is a
dispersion-free state w,  such that w;/(E(S)) = 0 for any bounded Borel set S
and wy (E(U,ez(AM +2n — €, ) + 2n + €))) = 1 for any real number € € (0, 1).
There is a real number €’ € (0, 1) such that (U,cz(A +2n — €, A +2n+€))N
(UpezX 4+2n — €', ) +2n + €)) = 0. w; # w;, because w;/(E(U,cz(A + 2n —
€, A+2n+¢€)) =0 and W (E(U,ez(A +2n — €', 1 4+ 2n 4 €’))) = 1. There-
fore, R; > 2%, O

Although S; is not empty, the following fact holds.
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Theorem 4.1. Let v be any normal state on .  is a mixture of dispersion-free
states in UKR S,., that is, there is a probability measure |1 on UAE]R S, such that

W(A) = /U _oAXu) (VA < .

Proof: Let {Sk|k € N} be a set of bounded Borel sets such that R = ;2 Sk
and S; N Sx = ¥ when j # k. When X is any operator in 0, X = X E(UZ2Sk) =
XO 72 E(SY) = Y o (X E(Sy)). Since there is a probability measure u on the
space Sgy on the dispersion-free state on 9)1 such that

V(A) = / ws(A)du(s) (VA €M)
Som
by Proposition 2.2 of Halvorson and Clifton (1999) and  is weakly continuous
(Kadison and Ringrose, 1997, Exercise 7.6.4 (1)),

YOO =Y YXES) =) f oy (XE(S))dpus).
k=1 k=1 7Som

Because

Z/ log (X E(Si)du(s) = Z/ \/ws(XE(Sk))ws(XE(Sk))dM(S)
k=1 "Son k=1 "Son

-y /S Vo (XES))oy(XESO)dus)
k=1 VS9N

=Y [ Vo/xXESHIWE  ©
k=1"Som

=Y [ o WXXEGSOM)
k=1 "S9n

= ) Y(WX*XE(S))
k=1

= Y (V/X*X) < oo,

Y(X) = f Y o (XE(S))dpuls) = / D @(X)ws(E(S))du(s).
Som k=1 Som k=1
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If wg(E(S) =0 for any k €N, then Y~ (w,(X)w (E(SK)) = 0. If
ws(E(S;)) =1 for some i € N, Z,‘:o:l(ws(X)ws(E(Sk))) = w;(X). Therefore,
is a mixture of S . By Proposition 4.2, ¢ is a mixture of |, . S;. O

Due to Theorem 4.1, we can interpret the state ¥ as follows.

The ignorance interpretation of ¥. Some dispersion-free state in |, .p Sy is the
real state. But because of our ignorance we cannot tell which state is real and a
probability measure on |_J, .r Sy represents a degree of our ignorance.

Although S; is not empty (Proposition 4.4), we will examine the interpretation
of those dispersion-free states in |_J; .p Sj.

Let w be a dispersion-free state in |, .z S». When K is a density operator,
tr(K E(S)) is interpreted as the probability that a physical object is detected in
a region S. We interpret w(E(S)) in the same way. But o is not a normal state
(Proposition 4.1) while tr(K -) is a normal state. Then we restrict regions in which
a physical object can be measured to finitely additive class F generated by the set
of all open intervals in R. For example, sets defined in the proof of Lemma 4.1
cannot be regarded as regions in which a physical object can be measured. This
restriction excludes these sets from the set of regions in which a physical object
can be measured.

The interpretation on measurements of a physical object. Let @ be any dispersion-
free state in |, g S» and F be any set in F. w(E(F)) is a probability that a
physical object is detected in the region F.

Let w, 4 and w; , be different dispersion-free states in S, ... Since
wy +(E((a, b)) = a)/“r(E((a, b))) for any open interval (a, b), w, +(E(F)) =
a)/A +(E(F)) for any set F in F by mathematical induction. Therefore, no mea-
surement can distinguish w; 4 from o .

It is natural to think that a physical object exists at a point A when a proba-
bility that a physical object is detected in (A — €, A + €) is 1 for any real number
€ > 0.

The interpretation on the existence of a physical object. Let w be any dispersion-
free state in _J, .z S1. @ belongs to S, if and only if a physical object exists at
a point A.

Let w; 1 be a dispersion-free state in S, ; and let w, _ be a dispersion-free
state in S, _. w, + and w, _ are the same state in terms of the existence of a
physical object although w, +(E((A — €, 1)) # wi —(E((A — €, 1))) for any real
number € > 0.
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5. SUMMARY

We have examined whether dispersion-free states on beable algebras in the
generalized uniqueness theorem can be regarded as truth-value assignments in the
case where a preferred observable is the set of all spectral projections of a density
operator, and in the case where a preferred observable is the set of all spectral
projections of the position operator as well.

If a preferred observable in Theorem 2.3 is the set of all spectral projections
of a density operator D, B in Theorem 2.3 is B(D+) @ {D}" Pp (Corollary 3.1).
When {D}” Pp contains a set { P;|i € N} of mutually orthogonal countably infinite
non-zero projections, there is a dispersion-free state @’ on B(D+) @ {D}” Pp such
that ' (Vien P;) = 1and @'(P;) = Oforany i € N (Proposition 3.1). If we interpret
this state as a truth-value assignment, Vv, P; is true and P, is false for any i € N.
Therefore, we cannot regard this state as a truth-value assignment. But a normal
state tr(D-) on B(D1) @ {D}" Pp can be expressed as a mixture of dispersion-free
normal states (Theorem 3.1). Due to this theorem, we can interpret that some
dispersion-free normal state which can be regarded as truth-value assignment is
the real state.

If a preferred observable in Theorem 2.3 is the set {E(S)|S is a Borel set}
of all spectral projections of the position operator, 8 in Theorem 2.3 is
{E(S)|S is a Borel set}” in the case where D = H (Corollary 4.1). Let 9t be
{E(S)|S is a Borel set}”. If we interpret a dispersion-free state on 90t as a truth-
value assignment, there is a set {S;|i € N} of Borel sets such that a physical object
exists in U;enS; and does not exist in S; for any i € N (Proposition 4.1). There-
fore, we cannot regard any dispersion-free state on 97 as a truth-value assignment.
Then we interpret w(E(S)) as a probability that a physical object is detected in
S where o is a dispersion-free state on 9t and E(S) is a spectral projection of
the position operator. If we interpret a dispersion-free state in S; as real, w(E(S"))
is the probability that a physical object is detected in S’ for any finite region S’.
Then the probability that a physical object is detected in any finite region is 0.
Therefore, this state cannot be regarded as real. Although S; is not empty (Propo-
sition 4.4), any normal state on 9J can be expressed as a mixture of dispersion-free
states in | J, <r S» (Theorem 4.1). Then we can regard some dispersion-free state
in |, cg Sx as real. Under this interpretation a physical object exists at some point.
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