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Ever since the formulation of quantum mechanics, there is very little understanding of the process
of the collapse of a wavefunction. We have proposed a dynamical model to emulate the measure-
ment postulates of quantum mechanics. We postulate that a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian operates
during the process of measurement, which evolves any state to an attracting equilibrium state,
thus, mimicking a “collapse”. We demonstrate this using a 2-level system and then extend it to
an N-level system. For a 2-level system, we also demonstrate that the dynamics generated by the
Lindblad master equation can be replicated as an incoherent sum of the evolution by two separate
non-Hermitian Hamiltonians.

I. INTRODUCTION

Any standard quantum mechanics textbook [1, 2] be-
gins with a set of postulates. Three of them are termed
the “measurement postulates”. These are:

P1. A wavefunction, upon measurement of an observ-
able, will always “collapse” to one of the eigenstates
of the operator corresponding to that observable.

P2. The probability of collapse to a particular eigen-
state depends on the probability amplitudes asso-
ciated with each eigenstate in the linear decompo-
sition of the wavefunction.

P3. Any repeated measurement immediately after a col-
lapse gives the same eigenstate.

In the case of an energy measurement, a closed quantum
system continues to be in the collapsed energy eigenstate.
For almost a century, physicists and philosophers have

tried to come up with some kind of motivation for
them. A particular aspect of the measurement problem—
the collapse of the wavefunction—has been an area of
active research. One of the earliest models to ex-
plain this phenomenon was the De-Broglie Bohm theory
[3], a non-local hidden variable theory. Other models
that followed were Everett many-worlds interpretation
[4], von Neumann-Wigner interpretation [5], Ghirardi-
Rimini-Weber (GRW) theory [6], Continuous Sponta-
neous Localization (CSL) model [7, 8], Diosi-Penrose
(DP) model [9, 10], Relational QM [11] and decoherence
model of collapse [12]. Through these models, however,
no light has been thrown on what happens during col-
lapse. The experimental tests of the Bell’s inequality
[13–15] and the CHSH inequality [16] have shown that
the process of collapse cannot follow a local hidden vari-
able theory.
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We propose that the measurement process occurs over
a finite interval. During this interval, the apparatus in-
teracts with the system, and the whole dynamics is gov-
erned by a Hamiltonian acting on the combined Hilbert
space of the system and the apparatus. This leads to
leaking of probabilities from the system to the apparatus
and vice-versa. When seen from the point of view of the
system Hilbert space alone, the dynamics appears to be
governed by a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian.
Non-Hermitian Hamiltonians with PT -symmetry

(where P is the reflection operator in space and T is the
time-reversal operator) have been of interest ever since
their introduction in the late 1990s [17, 18]. There has
been a growing number of experiments associated with
these non-Hermitian Hamiltonians [19, 20]. Physicists
have tried to explore the link between weak measure-
ment and non-Hermitian operators [21–23]. The con-
nection between master equation Lindblad-Kossakowski
type [24–26] and non-Hermitian or pseudo-Hermitian dy-
namics has been studied before [27–29].
For our model, we use a non-Hermitian measurement

Hamiltonian Hm to evolve a state ρ which satisfies a
trace-preserving nonlinear von Neumann equation [30].
IfHm has complex eigenvalues, then the state under time
evolution would reduce to the eigenvector of Hm having
the largest imaginary part of the eigenvalue. In other
words, the eigenvector with the largest imaginary part of
the eigenvalue will become the attractor of the dynamics.
This feature helps us emulate the postulates P1 and P3.
Such a deterministic approach fails to emulate P2 in a
simple manner.
The organization of the paper is as follows: In Sec. II,

the nonlinear von Neumann equation has been intro-
duced that dictates the time evolution of a state when
a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian is applied and study its
implications. In Sec. III, we lay down the assumptions
and the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian that operates in the
measurement interval. This Hamiltonian is applied to a
two-level system state and it has been shown that one can
make any initial state converge to either of the eigenvec-
tors. Then a 4-level state has been considered to study
the effect of degeneracy in real and imaginary part of
the eigenvalues. Three different diagonal non-Hermitian
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(a) (b)

FIG. 1: (a) Bloch sphere trajectories (blue) of different initial states evolved via H = σz using Eq. (2). The states (all pure)
oscillate on the surface of the Bloch sphere in the x-y plane. The red line indicates the fixed points inside the Bloch sphere
along the z-axis. (b) For γ = 3, Bloch sphere trajectories spiral toward the sink at the North pole (red) while the source sits
at the South pole (green).

Hamiltonians have been separately discussed in Sec. IV.
One of the cases turns out to have a connection to the
Markovian dynamics of the Lindblad master equation.
In Sec. V and Sec. VI, we discuss the challenges related
to our model and summarize the results of our work.

II. THE NONLINEAR VON NEUMANN

EQUATION

Let us consider a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian H of the
form H = Hh− iHa where Hh and Ha are the Hermitian
and anti-Hermitian parts. Also, H†

h = Hh and H†
a =

Ha. The density matrix ρ of a system, evolved via the
Hamiltonian H will follow [30]

ρ̇ = −i[Hh, ρ]− {Ha, ρ}+ 2 tr(ρHa)ρ (1)

which is similar to the nonlinear Schrödinger equation
mentioned in [31]. The evolved state ρ(t) is then given
by

ρ(t) =
e−iHtρ(0)eiH

†t

Tr(e−iHtρ(0)eiH†t)
(2)

One can write a general density matrix as

ρ =
1

2
(I+ xσx + yσy + zσz)

where σi are the Pauli matrices and x, y, z represent the
coordinates of the state on (or inside) the Bloch sphere.
Each coordinate i = Tr(ρσi) and x

2 + y2 + z2 ≤ 1.
We will be working in the diagonal basis throughout

the paper since it does not give rise to any new physics
while making the algebra slightly easier.
Let H = σz − iγ2 (I− σz) such that Hh = σz and Ha =

γ
2 (I− σz), where γ ≥ 0. We put the expression for ρ,Hh

and Ha in Eq. (1), multiply with the Pauli matrices and
take the trace to obtain:

ẋ = Tr(ρ̇σx) = −2y − γxz (3a)

ẏ = Tr(ρ̇σy) = 2x− γyz (3b)

ż = Tr(ρ̇σz) = −γz2 + γ (3c)

The bilinear terms in the above equations are coming
from the nonlinear term in (1). If γ = 0, we see that
ż = 0 which means the Bloch sphere trajectories lie in
the x-y plane. ẋ = 0, ẏ = 0 ⇒ x = 0, y = 0. So, z-axis
is a line of fixed points from z = −1 to z = 1. Analysing
the stability of the line of fixed points, it is found that all
these points are centers. Since the equations are linear
in x and y, the trajectories are circles everywhere inside
and on the Bloch sphere. This can be seen in Fig. 1a
where only the pure state trajectories have been plotted.
γ = 0 also means that H has real eigenvalues.
The case of interest is of γ 6= 0. The fixed points come

out as

ẋ, ẏ = 0 ⇒ x, y = 0

ż = 0 ⇒ z∗ = ±1

which means that the only fixed points in this case are
on the Bloch sphere, at the North and the South pole.
The stability of these fixed points show that the point
(0, 0,−1) has positive real eigenvalue in the z-direction
and an outward spiralling flow in the x-y plane (complex
eigenvalues with positive real parts). Thus, this point
acts as a source. On the other hand, the point (0, 0, 1)
has negative real eigenvalue in the z-direction and the
flow in the x-y plane is like an attracting spiral (complex
eigenvalues with negative real parts). Thus, this point is
a sink. Also, these points correspond to the eigenvectors
of H which are |0〉 (the sink) and |1〉 (the source) since H
is diagonal. The Bloch sphere trajectories for this case
are shown in Fig. 1b.
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FIG. 2: Bloch sphere trajectory of a state with H = σx before ti = 7 and after tf = 8 and with Hm = iǫσx (a) and Hm = −iǫσx

(d) in between ti and tf . ǫ =
√

γ2
m − 1 and γm = 3. The red and green markers denote the sink and the source, respectively.

[(b) and (e)] Probabilities of being in the initial state (blue) and its orthogonal state (orange) are shown. (c) The probability
of being in the |+〉 state grows to 1 and being in |−〉 goes to 0, while the opposite happens in graph (f).

In summary, there are two disjoint parameter regions.
For γ = 0, there is a line of fixed points with closed
periodic trajectories. For γ > 0, H has complex eigen-
values. Here, one can see a sink and a source existing
on the Bloch sphere. The latter case is important for
the measurement postulates as will be seen in the next
section.

III. THE MEASUREMENT HAMILTONIAN

To emulate the measurement postulates, we lay down
the following assumptions:

A1. There is a finite time during which the measure-
ment takes place. We take ti as the point where
this process starts and tf when it ends.

A2. In between ti and tf , a “measurement Hamilto-
nian”Hm acts on the state. Hm is a non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian with complex eigenvalues.

Before the measurement starts, the state is either a
static state (a point on the Bloch sphere) or one that is

oscillating on the Bloch sphere due to some Hermitian
driving Hamiltonian. Also, any PT -symmetric Hamilto-
nian with real eigenvalues can be made Hermitian using
some similarity transformation [32]. Thus, in general,
one can have a PT -symmetric Hamiltonian H with real
eigenvalues driving the state before the measurement and
then a PT -broken Hamiltonian Hm operates during the
measurement from ti to tf . In that time period, the state
would go to one of the eigenvectors of Hm which can be
seen from our analysis in section II.

After tf , H acts once again on the state, but because of
the measurement process, the state should remain at the
eigenvector ofHm. For this, the eigenvector to which Hm

sends the state must exactly match with the eigenvector
of H .

Since eigenvectors of H and Hm match, one can repre-
sent both in the diagonal basis without loss of generality.
The Hermitian Hamiltonian H in the eigenvector basis
can be written as

H =
∑

i

λi 〈φi|φi〉 , (4)
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FIG. 3: (a) Probability of being in one of the eigenstates for a 4-level state when either (Case a) both real and imaginary
parts of the eigenvalues are non-degenerate (Ha

4 (t)) or (Case b) there is degeneracy only in the real part of the eigenvalues
(Hb

4(t)). (b) There is degeneracy only in the largest imaginary part of the eigenvalues. γ = 3, ti = 6 and tf = 8.

then Hm,j required to collapse to |φ〉j is given as

Hm,j = iγ 〈φj |φj〉+
∑

i

λi 〈φi|φi〉 (5)

where γ > 0. Combining Eqs. (4) and (5) into one
single time dependent Hamiltonian Hj(t):

Hj(t) =
∑

i

λi 〈φi|φi〉+ iγf(t)Pj (6)

where Pj = 〈φj |φj〉 is the projection operator to eigenvec-
tor |φj〉, and f(t) is a switching function which switches
on the second term at t = ti and switches it off at t = tf .
We use this function for a smooth transition from Her-
mitian to non-Hermitian Hamiltonian and back, during
a measurement. In the following simulations, we use f(t)

f(t) = [tanh(γ(t− ti))− tanh(γ(t− tf ))]/2. (7)

We have assumed for simplicity that γ, which sits in
the imaginary part of eigenvalue and decides the speed
of collapse, also controls the speed of switching in the
switching function.
The degree of collapse to a chosen state can be param-

eterized as

κ = 1− e−γ(tf−ti)

which tends to 1 for large enough values of γ(tf − ti).
The speed of convergence is higher for higher γ and vice-
versa. We can think of γ being proportional to system-
apparatus coupling strength. That means if the system-
apparatus coupling is smaller, the state would collapse
slower. Similarly, increasing the measurement interval
restores the degree of collapse.
Let us show measurement of spin of a two-level state

in the z-direction using our model.

A. Two-level state

We consider specific Hamiltonians

H±(t) = σz + i
γ

2
f(t)(I± σz) (8)

H+ and H− makes an initial state collapse to |0〉 and |1〉
respectively. So, depending on the sign in the Hamilto-
nian, we have an initial state collapsing to either of the
eigenvectors. The graphs are shown in the bottom row
in Fig. 2.
Once H±(t) evolves an initially oscillating state to one

of the fixed points, it would stay there even after tf . This
is shown in Figs. 2a and 2d. All the plots are generated
by taking an initial state and evolving it using (2). In
Figs. 2b and 2e, the probability of being in the initial
state, i.e., Tr(ρ(t)ρ(0)) is shown in blue and the proba-
bility of being in the orthogonal state, Tr(ρ(t)(I−ρ(0))),
in orange. The probabilities of being in the |1〉 (blue)
and in |0〉 state (orange) are shown in Figs. 2c and 2f.

B. Degeneracy

Let us now see the effect of degeneracy in the real and
imaginary parts of the eigenvalues on the collapse using
three cases of N = 4 Hamiltonians.
Case a: Both the real part and the imaginary part

of the eigenvalues are non-degenerate. We choose the
Hamiltonian to be

Ha
4 (t) = dia(1, 2, 3, 4) + iγf(t)dia(4, 3, 2, 1)

where γ = 3. Hence, the collapse should happen to the
eigenstate with eigenvalue 1 because it has the largest
imaginary part as shown in Fig. 3a. All other eigen-
states, although also having positive imaginary parts,
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would start decaying to 0 because of the relative differ-
ence in the imaginary parts.
Case b: The imaginary parts are non-degenerate

while the real parts are degenerate.

Hb
4(t) = dia(1, 1, 1, 4) + iγf(t)dia(4, 3, 2, 1)

Here, the collapse again happens to the 1st eigenstate,
further confirming that convergence is only determined
by the largest imaginary part (Fig. 3a).
Case c: The real parts are non-degenerate while the

imaginary parts are degenerate

Hc
4(t) = dia(1, 2, 3, 4) + iγf(t)dia(0, 0,−1,−1)

In this case, there are non-positive imaginary parts. The
largest imaginary parts being degenerate means that
there is no preferred eigenstate to collapse to. The initial
state reduces to a two-dimensional subspace spanned by
the first two eigenstates as shown in Fig. 3b. One can
also see that the probabilities for the first two eigenstates
get rescaled but the ratio of the probability coefficients
remains the same. So, in our model, the collapse would
take place only if there is an eigenvalue with a unique
largest imaginary part.

IV. CONNECTION TO THE LINDBLAD

FORMALISM

Let us now see how a time evolved density matrix ρ(t)
looks like when evolved using a general non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian H . For this we use

ρ(0) =
1

2
(I+ rxσx + ryσy + rzσz) =

1

2
(I+ ~r · ~σ)

where rx, ry , rz are all real. We choose a Hamiltonian

H = R0I+R1σx +R2σy +R3σz = R0I+ ~R · ~σ

where R0, R1, R2, R3 can be complex. Also,

H† = R∗
0I+ ~R∗ · ~σ.

Substituting H , H† and ρ(0) in (2), one has ρ(t) =
N(t)

Tr(N(t))
where N(t) is

N(t) =
1

2
e−i(R0−R∗

0
)t{cos (pt) cos (qt)(I + ~r · ~σ)

+
i

q
cos (pt) sin (qt)(I+ ~r · ~σ)(~R∗ · ~σ)

−
i

p
cos (qt) sin (pt)(~R · ~σ)(I + ~r · ~σ)

+
1

pq
sin (pt) sin (qt)(~R · ~σ)(I+ ~r · ~σ)(~R∗ · ~σ)}

(9)

where p =
√

~R · ~R and q =
√

~R∗ · ~R∗. Let us take the
initial state to be

ρ(0) =

[

|c1|
2 c1c

∗
2

c∗1c2 |c2|
2

]

so that rx = c1c
∗
2 + c∗1c2, ry = i(c1c

∗
2 − c∗1c2), rz = |c1|

2 −
|c2|

2.
Our results in the previous sections have shown that,

broadly, there can be three ways one can send an initial
state ρ to one of the eigenvectors of a Hamiltonian Hm.
Case A: We add an imaginary number iγ (γ > 0) to

one eigenvalue and subtract it from the other. This is
like “pushing” the state towards one eigenvector and at
the same time “pulling” it away from the other. So, Hm

would look like

HA
m =

[

λ1 + iγ 0
0 λ2 − iγ

]

= λ0I+ (ω + iγ)σz,

(10)

where λ0 = λ1+λ2

2 and ω = λ1−λ2

2 . So, R0 = λ0 and
R3 = ω + iγ. We expand (9) and divide it by the trace
to get

ρA(t)=









|c1|
2

|c1|2+|c2|2e−4γt

c1c
∗
2e

−i2ωt

|c1|2e2γt+|c2|2e−2γt

c∗1c2e
i2ωt

|c1|2e2γt+|c2|2e−2γt

|c2|
2

|c1|2e4γt+|c2|2
.









(11)
It is clear from the above equation that as t→ ∞, the off-
diagonal terms go 0 (decoherence). The ρA22(t) element
also goes to 0 while the ρA11(t) term goes to 1. Hence the
state ultimately approaches |0〉 state given enough time.
Case B: We add iγ to one of the diagonal elements

but do not subtract it from the other diagonal. HB
m looks

like

HB
m =

[

λ1 + iγ 0
0 λ2

]

=

(

λ0 +
iγ

2

)

I+

(

ω +
iγ

2

)

σz.

So, R0 = λ0 + iγ
2 , R3 = ω + iγ

2 . in this case, ρB(t)
turns out to be

ρB(t) =









|c1|
2

|c1|2 + |c2|2e−2γt

c1c
∗
2e

−i2ωt

|c1|2eγt + |c2|2e−γt

c∗1c2e
i2ωt

|c1|2eγt + |c2|2e−γt

|c2|
2

|c1|2e2γt + |c2|2









(12)
which is exactly same as ρA(t) except that γ is replaced
by γ/2. So, the rate of convergence is halved.
Case C1: Let us subtract −iγ from the lower diagonal

element. In this case

HC
m =

[

λ1 0
0 λ2 − iγ

]

=

(

λ0 −
iγ

2

)

I+

(

ω +
iγ

2

)

σz .

For this case, ρC1(t) = ρB(t) which means there is no
difference in just pushing a state to an eigenvector or
just pulling it away from the other.
Case C2: In this case, the Hamiltonian used is HC

m

again. If one does not require the trace preservation,
Eq. (1) would not have the last term. Also, the Eqs. (3)
would not contain the nonlinear terms and would look
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like:

ẋ = −2y − γx (13a)

ẏ = 2x− γy (13b)

ż = −γz + γw (13c)

ẇ = γz − γw (13d)

where w represents the trace of the density matrix. The
fixed point in this case is given by (0, 0, z∗, w∗) where
z∗ = w∗. The flow near the fixed point in the x-y plane
remains the same while in the z-w plane, it is either static
or an attractor. Since, we are starting from a state where
trace of ρ is 1, it is expected that the trace would decrease
in time till the trace and the z-coordinate become equal.
The density matrix evolution in this case is ρC2(t) =

N(t) (see Eq. (9)) which looks like

ρC2(t) =

[

|c1|
2 e−γtc1c

∗
2e

−i2ωt

e−γtc∗1c2e
i2ωt |c2|

2e−2γt

]

(14)

Here, all the terms go to 0 as t → ∞ except ρC2

11 (t)
term which stays at |c1|

2. Therefore, if the density matrix
represented an ensemble of particles, this evolution would
leave the population in the ground state intact. There
would be decay in the excited state population and also
decoherence.
The Lindblad master equation formalism [24–26] gives

the evolution of a system state ρs which is in contact
with the environment. As a result of this interaction,
there is decoherence such that given enough time, the
density matrix state thermalizes to a mixed state with
no off-diagonal terms. The diagonal terms sum up to
one and each of those gives the population at different
energy levels.
The C2 case leaves out a density matrix whose trace

is not preserved, which means the particle number is not
preserved. The ground state population remains as it is.
But if there is a different Hamiltonian with −iγ in the
upper diagonal, one would be left with just the excited
state population in the density matrix. Thus, the sum of
these two dynamics has a unit trace and looks like the
density matrix obtained from Lindblad-type dynamics.
This means that the Lindblad Markovian dynamics can

be obtained as an incoherent sum of two different non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics.

V. DISCUSSION

The model we have proposed here gives a scheme for
emulating postulates P1 and P3, but leaves out P2, i.e.,
the correlation of the collapse to one of the particular
eigenstates with the probability amplitudes in the wave-
function has not been addressed. In other words, this
model is a deterministic one. There can be several ways
to make the model probabilistic. But all of them lead,
one way or the other, to a local hidden variable descrip-
tion [13, 33].

For example, for the two-level case, we can consider
that the ± sign in (8) oscillates between + and − with
time at a very high frequency. Let {ti = t0, t1, t2, . . . , tf}
be the partition of measurement time from ti to tf such
that the ratio of these time intervals depends on the ratio
of amplitude coefficients in the wavefunction. As before,

|ψ(0)〉 = c1|0〉+ c2|1〉. We choose
t2n+1 − t2n
t2n+2 − t2n+1

=
|c1|

2

|c2|2

where n = 0, 1, 2, . . . N
2 − 2. So, the full measurement

Hamiltonian would look like

H(t) = σz + i
γ

2
f(t)(I + g(t)σz) (15)

where f(t) is same as before (7) and

g(t) = |c1|
2−|c2|

2+
∞
∑

m=1

[

am cos

(

mπt

L

)

+ bm sin

(

mπt

L

)]

.

The Fourier expansion coefficients are

am =
2

mπ

[

sin
(mπ

L
t1

)

− (−1)m sin
(mπ

2L
(t0 + t2)

)]

,

bm =
2

mπ
[− cos

(mπ

L
t1

)

+ (−1)m cos
(mπ

2L
(t0 + t2)

)

]

and L =
tf−ti
N

. It can be clearly seen that the measure-
ment Hamiltonian H(t) is a nonlinear function of the
initial state ψ(0), which is included in the expression of
g(t). The job of g(t) is straight-forward: It is +1 for
the time intervals t2n to t2n+1 and −1 for time intervals
t2n+1 to t2n+2. That is, in the former interval, the Hamil-
tonian pushes the state to |0〉 while in the latter interval,
it pushes it towards |1〉.
For a successful measurement, the coupling between

the system and apparatus, γ, must be appropriately
large. In fact, γ(tn − tn−1) > 1, and since the inter-
vals are smaller (depending on the frequency), γ must
be very large. The state oscillates from |0〉 to |1〉 till tf ,
which is when the oscillation ends, and the state stays at
the eigenvector where it was last.
Thus, in this setup, the final eigenstate for a single par-

ticle depends on two factors — the time when the mea-
surement ends, tf , and the frequency of the oscillation of
g(t). One (or both) of these is definitely indeterminable
since otherwise, QM would not be probabilistic. And so,
we can say that these are local “hidden variables”. The
frequency of g(t) might be specific to each prepared state
and would result in a different outcome as a result which
is ensured by our construction. In other words, N be-
comes the local hidden variable for this setup that must
vary stochastically for each initially prepared state.
We could have chosen some other form for g(t) or

maybe even a time-independent one, but would have
eventually come to a similar conclusion. Our model be-
comes probabilistic by only introducing a stochastic local
hidden variable into the picture.
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VI. CONCLUSION

We have given a dynamical model for collapse to
a particular eigenstate of the Hamiltonian. We first
showed that the evolution of a density matrix via a non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian is dictated by a nonlinear von
Neumann equation. Its analysis showed that a non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian with complex eigenvalues will
have an attractor eigenstate—one which has the largest
imaginary part of the eigenvalue. Next, we designed a
time-dependent diagonal measurement Hamiltonian with
a switching function that has the chosen eigenstate as
the stable fixed point. We also showed that the largest
imaginary part of the eigenvalues must be unique for col-
lapse to happen. Then we considered three cases of non-
Hermitian Hamiltonians and calculated the expressions
of time-evolved density matrices. In one of the cases, it
was seen that the Lindblad-type evolution in open quan-
tum systems can be obtained as an incoherent sum of
two different non-Hermitian Hamiltonian dynamics. Fi-
nally, we noted that our measurement model is indeed
deterministic and would require a stochastic local hid-
den variable for it to be probabilistic in nature.

Our model shows what happens in the system subspace
when a collapse happens. One can use a Naimark dilation
protocol [34–36] to dilate our non-Hermitian Hamiltonian
to a higher dimensional Hermitian Hamiltonian that gov-
erns the system-ancilla state. Applying this protocol in
our model will give us an interaction Hamiltonian that
accounts for unitary evolution of the system-ancilla state
while the system subspace undergoes non-Hermitian dy-
namics. This is under investigation and will be reported
elsewhere.
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