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Abstract. A particular class of non-regular Hamiltonian dynamical
systems is considered as deterministic mathematical models for the de-
scription of physical systems at a more fundamental level description
that the one provided by quantum mechanics. After introducing the
geometric description for such physical systems, that is around our no-
tion of Hamilton-Randers space, and after reformulating the theory us-
ing Hilbert space theory, a Hilbert space structure is constructed and
associated with the space of wave functions of quantum mechanics from
the underlying Hamilton-Randers model. In the general framework of
this theory we can prove the emergence of the Born’s rule from ergodic
considerations and the emergence of the Heisenberg’s picture of quan-
tum dynamics. A geometric description for a spontaneous reduction of
the quantum states based on the concentration of measure phenomena
as it appears in metric geometry is described. The conditions for the
existence of concentration are also fundamental to show the existence of
stable vacua states for the matter Hamiltonian. Another consequence
of the concentration is the emergence of a weak equivalence principle.
This fact, together with the existence in the theory of a maximal speed
and the property of diffeomorphism invariance of the interaction driving
the reduction of the quantum state, this suggests that the reduction of
the quantum state is driven by a gravitational type interaction. More-
over, since such interaction appears only in the dynamical domain when
localization happens, it must be associated with a classical interaction.
Then it is shown that the operators associated with observables follow
the Heisenberg’s equation. We discuss the double slit experiment in the
context of the models that we propose, as well as an argument in favour
of an emergent interpretation of the macroscopic time.

Keywords. Emergent quantum mechanics, emergence of the weak equiva-
lence principle, diffeomorphism invariance, generalized Hamiltonian spaces, Ran-
ders spaces, maximal acceleration, concentration of measure, ergodicity, break of
ergodicity, natural spontaneous collapse, quantum measurement, quantum non-
locality, superluminal motion.

Contents

1. Introduction 2
1.1. Motivation 2
1.2. Structure of the work 5
2. Assumptions for deterministic dynamical models at the Planck scale 6
2.1. Remarks on the assumptions 7
2.2. Maximal proper acceleration 9
3. Hamilton-Randers systems 11
3.1. Geometric background 11

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/1402.5070v7


2 EMERGENT QUANTUM MECHANICS

3.2. Notion of Hamilton-Randers space 14
3.3. Interpretation of the parameter t and the semi-period T 16
3.4. Properties of the Ut flow 16
3.5. t-time inversion operation 18
3.6. The Ut flow is information loss 18
3.7. Notion of external time parameter τ 19
3.8. The Uτ -dynamics 21
3.9. Ut-flow and redefinition of the τ̃ -time parameter 22
3.10. Observers and metric structures 23
4. Hilbert space formulation of Hamilton-Randers systems 24
4.1. Hilbert formulation of classical systems applied to HR-systems 24
4.2. Quantum Hamiltonian associated to a HR-system 26
4.3. Heisenberg dynamics of the ontological states is the classical dynamics 26
4.4. Sub-quantum operators and quantum operators 27
5. Quantum mechanical elements from Hamilton-Randers systems 27
5.1. Quantum Hilbert space from HR-systems 27
5.2. Representations of the sub-quantum degrees of freedom 29
5.3. Emergence of the Born rule in the Heisenberg representation of the

dynamics 29
5.4. Emergence of the τ -time diffeomorphism invariant constraint 30
6. Concentration of measure and measurement processes in Hamilton-

Randers systems 31
6.1. Concentration of measure 31
6.2. Spontaneous reduction of the quantum state as concentration of

measure phenomena 33
6.3. Notion of natural spontaneous reduction 35
7. Hamiltonian bound and emergence of the weak equivalence principle

and gravitational interaction 36
7.1. Bound of the matter Hamiltonian 36
7.2. Emergence of a weak equivalence principle 39
7.3. An heuristic argument in favour of the emergent origin of the

gravitational interaction 41
7.4. The Heisenberg dynamics of quantum observables 43
8. Conceptual issues in quantum mechanics from the point of view of

Hamilton-Randers theory 44
8.1. The two slit quantum experiment and its interpretation in Hamilton-

Randers Theory 45
8.2. On the non-local quantum correlations 46
8.3. On the emergence and ontological nature of the τ -time 49
9. Concluding remarks 50
9.1. Relation with others theories of emergent quantum mechanics 50
9.2. Relation of Hamilton-Randers theory and de Broglie-Bohm theory 51
9.3. Open problems in Hamilton-Randers theory 51
References 53

1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation. Current theories in physics assume the existence of a geo-
metric spacetime where happen. Indeed, with the advent of general relativ-
ity spacetime becomes a dynamical entity, which is affected by the presence
and dynamics of matter and it is not only a geometric back-ground structure
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where other processes happen. This is in sharp contrast with the quantum
mechanical description of reality, where the back-ground spacetime arena
is fixed. Being general relativity and quantum mechanics theories aimed
to be of universal applicability, it is to expect that both theories clash on
its predictions at some domain of experience. It is also commonly believe
that a quantum mechanical theory of gravity will resolve the singularities
of general relativity. Several fields of research have emerged as programs to
solve the incompatibility problem. Among them string theory, loop quan-
tum gravity and many others quantum theories of gravity. Quantum gravity
phenomenology is a new feel that explores general implications of the quan-
tization of gravity. All these attempts, despite based in very interesting
ideas, are at least unconcluded. Indeed, it is possible that to find a theory
merging general relativity and quantum mechanics or suitable modifications
of them in a unique scheme is the most fundamental problem in physics.

Even if only as an approximated description of a more accurate theory,
to find a consistent spacetime representation for the quantum measurement
processes, the non-local quantum correlation phenomena and a geometric
understanding of quantum entanglement appears as a remarkable difficult
task. In the case of the quantum measurement processes this is not surpris-
ing, since the standard collapse postulate of quantum mechanics involves the
instantaneous reduction of the wave packet in each quantum measurement,
a postulate that assumes processes clearly against the spirit of the special
and general theories of the relativity. Other alternative descriptions of the
measurement processes have been found not strictly compatible with a geo-
metric picture of physical arena [37]. Also rather puzzling is the appearance
of non-local phenomena. In particular, as it currently stands the quantum
formalism, the explanation of quantum correlations in terms of direct action
implies supraluminal communication or a fundamental non-locality [21].

The formal unification of quantum mechanics and special relativity achieved
by relativistic quantum field theory, apart from the serious problems of
mathematical consistency and rigourous formulation of the theory itself, the
description of quantum measurement processes is excluded in quantum field
theory. Moreover, the principles of general relativity are absent in formula-
tions of quantum field theory.

Furthermore, because the difficulties in finding a consistent spacetime
picture of the quantum mechanical non-local phenomena and assuming that
fundamental physical systems are represented in a geometric and relativis-
tic form, it is reasonable to doubt that the current quantum theory is the
ultimate theoretical framework for the description of physics. From such
perspective, it is clear that the problem of the spacetime representation
by a macroscopic observer of quantum entanglement phenomena and quan-
tum measurement processes is related with the logical and mathematical
structure of the quantum theory and general relativity theory and with the
ontological interpretation of the quantum physical processes. This suggests
certain urgency to investigate alternative ways of understanding quantum
mechanical phenomenology and gravity.

Partially justified by the above considerations, a general class of theo-
ries for physics beneath quantum mechanics generically known by emergent
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quantum mechanics have been proposed in the literature. These theories
share the common assumption that the quantum formalism should arise
from an underlying, more fundamental theory. We cannot make full justice
here to the whole contribution to this research area, but let us mention as
examples of emergent quantum frameworks the theories have been devel-
oped in [2, 10, 15, 18, 23, 26, 32, 36, 41, 44]. Thermodynamical arguments
in favour of an emergent origin of quantum mechanics have been provided
by several authors [1, 17].

An specific sub-class of theories for emergent quantum mechanics assume
that the degrees of freedom at the Planck scale are deterministic and local
[10, 15, 18, 26]. However, a fundamental difficulty in such approaches is
that the associated Hamiltonian operators, being linear in the momentum
operators, are not bounded from below.

Therefore, in order to ensure the existence of stable vacuum states, a
mechanism is need to stabilize the vacuum. One of the mechanism proposed
in the literature involves dissipative dynamics at the fundamental Planck
scale [10, 15, 26]. What is the origin of the dissipation of information? It
has been argued that the gravitational interaction plays an essential role as
the origin of the information loss dynamics and must be present at the level
of the fundamental Planck scale. However, gravity could also be a classical
and emergent phenomenon, and therefore, absent at the Planck scale energy
where it is supposed that the dynamics of the microscopic fundamental
degrees of freedom takes place. If this is the case, it is not natural to appeal
from the beginning to gravity as the origin of the dissipation of information.

Another fundamental difficulty associated with deterministic quantum
models for physics at the Planck scale is the relation between the degrees of
freedom at the fundamental scale and the degrees of freedom at the quan-
tum scales, that includes the degrees of freedom of the standard model of
particles or unification quantum field theories but also, atomic and hadronic
scales, for instance. Examples of field models that can be described as de-
terministic models have been discussed in the literature. In particular, it
has been shown that free (1 + 1)-bosonic quantum field models and sev-
eral string models can be interpreted as deterministic quantum models [30].
Also, it was proved that the massless non-interacting 4-dimensional Dirac
field can be identified with a deterministic system [27]. Such examples show
that to describe the dynamics of non-trivial quantum systems as determinis-
tic dynamical systems is at least feasible and a extended theory of emergent
quantum mechanics has been constructed based on cellular automaton mod-
els [16, 30].

The present paper supersedes the previous work by the author on de-
terministic systems as models for quantum mechanics [18]. In addition to
further analysis and improvement of our previous proposal, several new de-
velopments are presented here. It is shown how fundamental elements of the
quantum mechanical formalism are derived from the formalism of a specific
type of dynamical models. Moreover, an interaction with formal similarities
with classical gravity emerges in Hamilton-Randers systems in combination
with a general principle of metric geometry known as concentration of mea-
sure arises. This interaction causes the natural spontaneous collapse. In
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such theory the collapse of the quantum state is not necessarily induced by
the measurement device.

Although there are several serious constraints for local, deterministic and
causal view for theories beneath quantum mechanics, we think that such
theories can be logically consistent, although deviations from quantum me-
chanics should be expected. Further research on clarify such deviations is
postponed for future work.

1.2. Structure of the work. This work is organized in three parts. The
first part is contained in section 2. In this part, there is an heuristic intro-
duction of the fundamental requirements that are used in our theory, as well
as the introduction of the idea of maximal acceleration. The second part
starts from section 3 and expands until section 5. It describes the fundamen-
tal mathematical structure of Hamilton-Randers dynamical systems and the
reconstruction of the fundamental notions of the mathematical formalism of
quantum mechanics from Hamilton-Randers systems. Section 3 provides a
short exposition of generalized Hamilton space of Randers type. After time
symmetrization, we show the relation of such Hamilton-Randers geometry
with a specific type of dynamical systems that we call Hamilton-Randers
dynamical systems (in short, HR-systems). We describe the two dynamics
Ut and Uτ associated with HR-systems. This is of fundamental relevance
for our theory, since our interpretation of the quantum phenomena relies on
the correct interpretation of the mathematics of HR-systems. Special care
has been taken to explain the notion of two dimensional time associated to
the two dimensional parameter (t, τ). The existence of maximal accelera-
tion and speed in each HR-system is shown. In Section 4, a formulation
of HR-systems by means of Hilbert space theory is described. Section 5 is
dedicated to the theoretical construction of the quantum local phase from
the original degrees of freedom of the underlying HR-systems. The transi-
tion from the description in terms of discrete degrees of freedom associated
with HR-systems to continuous degrees of freedom associated with quantum
wave functions is considered. Furthermore, a constructive approach to the
quantum wave function, that admits a natural probabilistic interpretation
and the associated quantum Hilbert space from the underlying HR-system
are described. A derivation of the Born rule in the Heisenberg picture of the
dynamics is provided.

The third part of the paper presents mainly the application of fundamen-
tal notions of metric geometry to the dynamics of HR-systems. In particular,
in section 6 we apply the concentration of measure to explain the natural
spontaneous reduction of the wave function. In section 7 it is shown the
existence of an equilibrium domain where the dynamics is 1-Lipschitz. This
property is used to discuss a natural mechanism to bound from below the
quantum Hamiltonian operator for matter in HR-systems. We also discuss
how a weak equivalence principle emerges in Hamilton-Randers theory by
applying concentration of measure in the 1-Lipschitz regime of the dynam-
ics. As a consequence we argue that classical gravity can be interpreted as
an emergent phenomena. It is also argued that the dynamics of observables
is determined by the Heisenberg equation for the matter Hamiltonian. An
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heuristic discussion of the quantum double slit interference theory is pre-
sented in section 8, where we also analyze the consequences for the notion
of external time as an emergent concept from the dynamics of HR-systems.
Finally, the relation of our theory with other emergent quantum mechanics
frameworks and several open problems of our approach are briefly discussed
in section 9.

2. Assumptions for deterministic dynamical models at the

Planck scale

We assume a topological structure on the configuration space of the mod-
els. In particular, we consider the following type of structures,

Definition 2.1. Let T be a set. An asymmetric topological metric is a
function ̺ : T×T → R such that

• ̺(u, v) ≥ 0, for each u, v ∈ T.
• ̺(u, v) = 0 iff u = v ∈ T

• ̺(ua, uc) ≤ ̺(ua, ub) + ̺(ub, uc), for each ua, ub, uc ∈ T.

The main difference of an asymmetric metric with an usual metric func-
tion is that the symmetry condition has been dropped out. The notion of
asymmetric metric is useful for encapsulate formally the concept of non-
reversible evolution for dynamical systems. In particular, the dynamics of
the systems that we investigate is associated to an asymmetric metric struc-
ture of a special type.

The following assumptions are useful in the search of the properties of
dynamical systems at the Planck scale. They reflect an scenario which is
significatively different than the standard scenarios, namely, quantum grav-
ity theories. Rather than a set of formal axioms, the following assumptions
must be considered as formal requirements that help to fix the structure
of the dynamical systems with the characteristics that we consider funda-
mental, that is, causal, deterministic and local systems and that follow an
irreversible dynamics. The assumptions are tried to be divided in three cat-
egories, attending the level of description that they need to be incorporated.

• Topological and measure assumptions:

– A.1. There is a discrete topological space model M4 which is
the arena where macroscopic observers can locate macroscopic
phenomena, characterized as events.

– A.2. There is a topological configuration space M which is
endowed with an asymmetric metric structure (2.1) and with a
probability measure µP .

• Ontological assumptions:

– A.3. The sub-quantum degrees of freedom are identical degrees
of freedom composed by two sub-quantum atoms. Since the
sub-quantum degrees of freedom are composed, we call them
sub-quantum molecules.

– A.4. There is a natural minimal coordinate scale Lmin, which
is of the order of the Planck length. It is the universal minimal
coordinate difference for events measured in any instantaneous
inertial co-moving frame with a given sub-quantum molecule.
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• Dynamical assumptions:

– A.5. The fundamental dynamics, that is, the dynamics of the
sub-quantum molecules, is described by deterministic, finite dif-
ference equations, where the time parameter τ is discrete. In
each sub-quantum molecule, one of such sub-quantum atoms
evolves toward the future, while the companion evolves towards
the past in the external time τ .

– A.6. The following locality condition holds: given a system S
corresponding to a collection of sub-quantum molecules, there
is a smallest neighborhood U with S ⊂ U such that for any

Ũ ⊃ U the dynamical effect of any action of U and Ũ on S are
the same.

– A.7. The following causality condition holds: there are local
coordinate systems where there is a maximal, universal bound
for the coordinate speed of the sub-quantum atoms and sub-
quantum molecules. We assume that the maximal speed is the
speed of light in vacuum at each given direction.

– A.8. The fundamental dynamics at the Planck scale is irre-
versible, that is, there is a function Ω : M → M → R such that
for a possible evolution from A ∈ M to B ∈ M and from B to
A, the function Ω(A,B) 6= Ω(B,A).

– A.9. The fundamental dynamics is sensitive to initial conditions
(it is a chaotic dynamics), with the appearance of unstable at-
tractors in the long time evolution.

In this work, a category of dynamical systems (Hamilton-Randers sys-
tems) that fulfill the above assumptions and the application to reconstruct
several aspects of the quantum mechanical formalism are investigated. In-
deed, we show that Hamilton-Randers systems are indeed suitable candi-
dates for deterministic models for describing systems at a fundamental scale
(we assume that corresponds to the Planck scale), since from the dynamics
of the Hamilton-Randers systems one can recover aspects of the quantum
mechanics.

2.1. Remarks on the assumptions. There are several remarks on the as-
sumptions that are worthwhile to mention here. The assumption A.2 on the
existence of an asymmetric metric structure is useful because has several ap-
plications. First, note that if an asymmetric metric structure is given, then
there is a well defined topological structure on M. There is a natural topol-
ogy associated with the asymmetric metric function ̺. Also, the notions
of Cauchy sequence and completeness associated to the asymmetric met-
ric ̺ are well defined, although not symmetric (similar to what happens in
Finsler geometry [4]). Second, An asymmetric metric as fundamental metric
structure of the configuration space can be used to describe a fundamental
irreversible dynamics and hence accommodate assumption A.8 by linking
the dynamics with the metric structure of the space. The typical exam-
ple of asymmetric metric in the category of smooth manifolds are Randers
spaces [38], originally introduced by G. Randers in an attempt to describe
the irreversibility of our world as a fundamental property of the spacetime
arena. In this paper we introduce and apply a theory of dual Randers spaces
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as models for deterministic, local, causal and non-reversible dynamics at the
Planck scale in the continuous geometry approximation.

Although the formulation that we present is in terms of continuous mod-
els, the degrees of freedom define a discrete set. Hence the probability
measure is discrete and in some sense equivalent to counting fundamen-
tal degrees of freedom. Moreover, the measure properties and the metric
properties are logically separated concepts. The fact that the metric and
measure structures are separated is a distinctive characteristic of the mm-
Gromov spaces [24]. It is in this category of geometric spaces, with a class
of specific regular functions (1-Lipschitz functions), that the formulation of
the theory of Hamilton-Randers dynamical systems appears natural.

Let us consider assumption A.3. That the degrees of freedom at the fun-
damental scale are deterministic and localized is against the main stream
approaches to the problem of quantum gravity. However, in defense of our
deviated point of view, we have to admit that very few is known with cer-
tainty of the dynamics at the Planck scale and therefore, the possibility
to have a deterministic description is at least technically rather appealing.
In deterministic approaches the main problem is to recover the quantum
description from the given fundamental dynamics in an appropriate limit.

It is of relevance the issue of the local/non-local character of the interac-
tions of the degrees of freedom at the Planck scale. In favour of locality, we
are supported by a natural geometric appealing, since it is possible to imag-
ine local interactions, but a non-local interaction is far from being integrable
in a geometric picture. We also think that a theory which is fundamental
needs to be of local character, since in any pretended fundamental theory,
there is no room left for explaining non-locality at a more fundamental level
and a theory that aims to explain non-local phenomena needs of fundamen-
tal local explanations to be falsified by local experiments. However, deep
difficulties accompany the search for local descriptions of a sub-quantum
theory, as it is Bell’s inequalities violation. A possible explanation of how to
explain the violation of Bell’s inequalities is discussed in this work, although
a complete development of the ideas is still missing.

Assumptions A.4 and A.7 are in concordance with many current ap-
proaches to the problem of quantum gravity. Assumption A.4 implies that
the Planck scale is fundamental in our approach, while assumption A.7 re-
quires that the speed of light is maximal and therefore, independent of the
observer for each particular direction (hence allowing for anisotropic struc-
tures and other local relativity groups other than Poincaré’s group). The
values of these two scales cannot be determined in our theory and are im-
posed by consistency with the current idea that the Planck scale is funda-
mental and with experimental evidence regarding the independence of the
speed of light in vacuum.

At this point we should state clearly that because of how the external time
parameters (denoted by τ -time) is defined, they are discrete parameters.
The degrees of freedom appear as discrete too, which is compatible with
the existence of a minimal inertial coordinate difference Lmin. Despite the
discreteness that the assumptions require for the physical systems at the
Planck scale, we consider in this paper continuous models for the dynamics.
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This is motivated by the smallness of the Planck scale compared with any
other scale that appear in physics but also by mathematical convenience.
In the continuous approximation, where τ is continuous instead of discrete,
several of the assumptions should be re-written as follows:

• A.1.bis. There is smooth manifold M4 which is the spacetime man-
ifold.

• A.2.bis. There is a configuration smooth manifold M which is en-
dowed with an asymmetric metric structure (2.1) which is at least
C2-smooth on M.

• A.5.bis. The dynamics respect to the τ -time parameter is deter-
ministic and given by a system of first order ordinary differential
equations.

In the continuous approximation the rest of the assumptions remain formally
the same than in the original formulation. However, because the different
categories (smooth manifold category versus discrete topological spaces cat-
egory), the implementation and the techniques that we can use are different
than in the discrete case. In the continuous limit, the assumption of the
existence of minimal length must be interpreted as a theoretical constraint
on the kinematics, despite that there is no indication that in the continuous
limit such constraint is necessary. Hence our continuous theory can only be
considered as an effective approximation to a fundamental discrete theory.
We postpone to the future the development of a complete discrete theory
for dynamical models at the fundamental scale.

In the continuous approximation that we can speak directly of topological
manifold and dimension. The fact that all our observations are linked to
macroscopic devices and can be represented with consistent accuracy in a 4-
dimensional spacetime is motivation enough to consider a manifold structure
as the arena to represent quantum and classical phenomenology.

We do not introduce a metric or pseudo-Riemannian structure at this
stage: M4 is only the arena were each possible measurement performed by
any possible macroscopic observers can happen. Moreover, since the dimen-
sion of the spacetime manifold is four, the existence of a smooth structure
is not a trivial requirement if we provide only the topology associated to an
asymmetric metric ̺. In the present paper we assume a differential structure
on M4 and on M.

2.2. Maximal proper acceleration. A direct consequence of the assump-
tions A.3, A.4, A.6 and A.7 is the existence of a maximal universal proper
acceleration for sub-quantum atoms and sub-quantum molecules. An heuris-
tic argument considers one space dimensional problems. To show such di-
rect consequence we follow the theory developed in reference [19], where an
effective kinematical theory of spacetimes with metrics of maximal accel-
eration was constructed. Due to the fact that there is a lower bound for
the difference between coordinates in any instantaneous inertial system (by
assumption A.4), it holds that for any elementary work the relation

δW := ~F · δ ~L = δ Lma,
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where ~F is the external mechanical action on the sub-quantum molecule

caused by the rest of the system. It is defined by the quotient ~F := δW
δ ~L

, the

symbol δ ~L representing the infinitesimal displacement of the sub-quantum
molecule caused by the rest of the system in the instantaneous coordinate
system associated to the sub-quantum molecule at the instant just before
the sub-quantum molecule suffers the interaction, a is the value of the accel-
eration in the direction of the total exterior effort is done and the parameter
m is the inertial mass of the sub-quantum molecule S. By hypothesis A.4, it
holds that δ L = Lmin. Hence we have that δW = Lminma. For an infin-
itesimal work, the change in speed is much smaller than the speed of light,
since an infinitesimal work is very small in magnitude by definition. There-
fore we can use a low speed Newtonian approximation and trust Newtonian
mechanics of point particles. Then in a instantaneous coordinate systems
with the sub-quantum particle, one has the expression

δW =
1

2

(
δmv2max + m(δv

)2
max

) = Lminma.

Since according to assumption A.6 there is a maximal domain U that de-
termines the effect on dynamics of S, we have that δm ≤ Cm, with C a
constant of dimension 1 that depends on the size of U . One can imagine U
as a lattice surrounding the sub-quantum molecule. Hence C is a measure
of the size of U respect to the size of the sub-quantum molecule.

Assume that there is no change in the matter content of S. Hence the
relation

δm = 0

holds good. Since the speed of any physical degree of freedom is bounded
by the speed of light by the assumption of locality A.7, one has that

δvmax ≤ vmax = c.

Hence the maximal infinitesimal work at instantaneous rest with the particle
produced by the system on a point particle is

mLmin a ≤ mc2.

This relation implies an universal bound for the value of the proper accel-
eration a for the sub-quantum system S as

a ≤ c2

Lmin
.

Therefore, if assumptions A.3, A.4, A.6 and A.7 hold good, it is natural to
require that the following assumption holds,

• A.10. There is a maximal, universal proper acceleration for both sub-
quantum atoms and di-atomic sub-quantum molecules. The value
of the maximal acceleration is

amax =
c2

Lmin
(2.1)

In the continuous approximation, where the degrees of freedom follow a
continuous dynamics instead of a discrete dynamics, the assumption A.10
cannot be derived heuristically as we did. Hence in the continuous case,
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the assumption A.10 is an independent constraint on the kinematics of the
theory. That such kinematical theory exists and is indeed compatible with
the Lorentz invariance group has been shown by the author in [19]. The
leading order term of the geometry of maximal acceleration is a Lorentzian
structure. In this work the Lorentzian structure has been adopted, living the
full treatment of spaces with maximal acceleration for future investigations.

3. Hamilton-Randers systems

3.1. Geometric background. According to assumption A.1.bis, let us
consider the spacetime four-manifoldM4 as the geometric arena where every
macroscopic event happens. M4 does not depend on the observer. On the
other hand, the configuration manifold M of the Hamilton-Randers system
is a tangent space TM such that the base manifold M is diffeomorphic to a
product structure of the form

M ∼=
N∏

k=1

Mk
4 ,(3.1)

with each Mk
4 diffeomorphic to M4. Then the tangent configuration manifold

for a classical gas of point particles is a smooth manifold M of the form

TM ∼=
N∏

k=1

TMk
4 .

and the dimension dim(TM ) = 2 dim(M) = 8N. The canonical projections
are πk : TMk

4 →Mk
4 . The vertical fiber over x(k) ∈Mk

4 is π−1
k (x(k)).

For the dynamical systems as what we are interested in this work we as-
sume that the dimension dim(TM) = 8N is large compared with dim(TM4) =
8. Note that choosing the configuration space M as a tangent space TM
instead than the base manifold M allows to implement geometrically second
order differential equations in a straight way.

Each of the sub-quantum molecules is labeled by a natural number k ∈
{1, ..., N}. The configuration manifold TMk

4 is the configuration manifold
for the k-th sub-quantum molecule. The dimension dim(TMk

4 ) = 8 and
locally each point in the tangent space TMk

4 is described by using four
spacetime coordinates (ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4) of the point ξ(k) ∈ Mk

4 and four inde-

pendent velocities coordinates TξM
k
4 ∋ (ξ̇1, ξ̇2, ξ̇3, ξ̇4).

It is possible to consider more general configuration manifold for the de-
scription of the dynamics of other degrees of freedom of the sub-quantum
molecules. However, in this work only spacetime configuration manifold are
investigated. This attitude is based on the following grounds. Although, it
is remarkable that when considering point particles, other properties as spin
are associated with the quantum description, it is a reasonable assumption
that in quantum mechanics all measurements are ultimately reduced to lo-
cal position and time measurements. Hence we can adopt such reductionist
point of view first. Moreover, one of our goals is to investigate the possibility
of emergence of spacetime. Macroscopically, spacetime is a four-dimensional
manifold. Therefore, it appears natural that the configuration manifold Mk

4

for each sub-quantum molecule is a four-manifold. Henceforth, the geometry
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of four-manifolds is our basis for the formulation of the dynamical models,
as a first treatment towards a fully discrete theory.

Given M4 and the collection of four-manifolds {Mk
4 }Nk=1, there is also a

collection of diffeomorphisms

Υ := {ϕk : Mk
4 →M4, k = 1, ..., N}.(3.2)

This is in accordance with the assumption A.4, stating that each of the N
degrees of freedom are indistinguishable and identical. We denote by

ϕk∗ : Txk
Mk

4 → Tϕk(x)M4

the differential map at xk and by

ϕ∗
k : Tϕ(xk)T

∗M → T ∗
xk
M4

the pull-back of 1-forms at ϕk(x) ∈ M4.
Given Mk

4 and M4, there are is a non-denumerable set of possible dif-
feomorphisms ϕk : Mk

4 → Mk. However, any two of such diffeomorphisms
ϕk, ϕ̃k are related by a diffeomorphism ϕtran ∈ Diff(M4), where Diff(M4)
is the group of diffeomorphims of M4. Therefore, any particular choice of
the diffeomorphisms ϕk can be seen as an ambiguity of our theory. The
natural way to solve this problem is to require for all observable predictions
of the theory to be invariant under Diff(M4), in which case Diff(M4) is a
symmetry of the theory. This consistence requirement must constraint the
mathematical formalism.

The model four-manifold M4 is endowed with a Lorentzian metric η4
of signature (1,−1,−1,−1). Moreover, for each k ∈ {1, ..., N} there is a
Lorentzian metric η4(k) on Mk

4 and we assume that each of the Lorentzian
structures

M4 := {(Mk
4 , η4(k)), k = 1, ..., N}

is isometric to the Lorentzian model (M4, η4).
The algebra of functions FD(T ∗TM) on T ∗TM that we consider is the

algebra of diagonal smooth functions, obtained by an algebra embedding

θ : F(T ∗TM4) → F(T ∗TM), f 7→ (f1, ..., fN )(3.3)

fk = f0, f0 : T ∗TM4 → R, k = 1, ..., N.

Hence the algebra of functions FD(T ∗TM) is the subset of F(T ∗TM) whose
elements are functions of the form

F(T ∗TM) → F(T ∗TM),
(
(u1, p1), ..., (uN , pN )

)
7→
(
f0(u1, p1), ..., f0(uN , pN )

)
.

In this way, the admissible functions on T ∗TM are modeled on the functions
defined on T ∗TM4.
Measure and metric structures. The expectation values of diagonal
functions f ∈ FD(T ∗TM) are of physical relevance, since such averages
describe macroscopic observables, they must be invariant of the particular
choice of the collection of diffeomorphisms ϕ. Such invariance is achieved if
the measure µP used in the averages in T ∗TM is a product measure,

µP =
N∏

k=1

µP (k),(3.4)
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where µP (k) is a Diff(M4)-invariant probability measure in T ∗TMk
4 . The

construction of an invariant measure µP on TM and other associated mea-
sures is presented below.

The Levi-Civita connection of η4(k) determines the horizontal distribution
in a canonical way [33]. Given this standard connection, here is defined a
pseudo-Riemannian metric η∗S(k) on TMk

4 (the Sasaki-type metric), which

is the Sasaki-type lift of the metric ηk4 on Mk
4 to TMk

4 by the distribution
associated with the Levi-Civita connection. The dual metric to η∗S(k) is the
dual pseudo-Riemannian metric ηS(k) = (η∗S(k))∗. The dual Sasaki-type
metrics {η∗S(k)}Nk=1 allows to define the dual pseudo-Riemannian metric1

η = ⊕N
k=1 ηS(k)(3.5)

on the 8N -dimensional cotangent space T ∗TM .
Measures. The Lorentzian metric η4 allows to define a Diff(M4)-invariant
volume form dvolη4 on M4 in a canonical way,

dvolη4 =
√

− det η4 dx
1 ∧ dx2 ∧ dx3 ∧ dx4.(3.6)

Moreover, it is possible to define an Diff(M4)-invariant vertical form dvolk(yk)
on each fiber π−1

k (x(k)),

d4zk =
√

− det η4 dy
1 ∧ dy2 ∧ dy3 ∧ dy4,(3.7)

Then we can give a concrete expression for the measure µP ,

µP =

N∏

k=1

d4zk ∧ dvolη4 .(3.8)

The measure (3.8) is invariant under diffeomorphisms of M4. Also impor-
tant, the measure can be pull-back to convenient to sub-manifolds of TM .
Deterministic dynamics for the ontological degrees of freedom.
Given this differential geometric setting, the dynamical systems that we
consider are systems of ordinary first order differential equations of the form

dξµk
dτ̃

= βµkx(ξ, ξ̇, τ̃ ),
dξ̇µk
dτ̃

= βµky(ξ, ξ̇, τ̃), µ = 1, 2, 3, 4, k = 1, ..., N.

(3.9)

This is a coupled 8N -dimensional system of special type called semi-spray
[35]. In order to determine locally the solutions, it is necessary and suffi-

cient to provide the set of initial conditions {ξµk (0), ξ̇µk (0)}N,4
k=1,µ=1. We will

see that there are two mathematical theories, related with different mathe-
matical formalism, that describe dynamical systems of the type (3.9). One
is a geometric theory of Hamilton-Randers spaces and the second is the
quantized theory of Hamilton-Randers spaces.

It is remarkable that the equations of motion (3.9) are equivalent to 4N
second order differential equations of semi-spray type. Our formalism has
been set up in this way to accommodate the first Newton law of the dynam-
ics, the law of inertia, for each of the sub-quantum molecules.

1Note that the use of ∗-notation for dual metrics and norms here is partially inverted
respect to the usual notation in Riemannian geometry. For instance, η∗

S is a metric on
TM4, while ηS is a metric in T ∗M4.
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3.2. Notion of Hamilton-Randers space. The first formalism for the
dynamical systems that we consider in this work is a geometric formalism,
based on the two notions of Hamilton space and Randers space.

Notion of generalized Hamiltonian function. Let M̃ be a smooth

manifold and C ⊂ T ∗M̃ a connected open cone of T ∗M̃ . Let the topological
closure of C respect to the manifold topology to be C̄.

Definition 3.1. A generalized Hamiltonian function is a triplet (M̃, F, C)

with F : C̄ → R
+ ∪ {0} smooth on the open cone C →֒ T ∗M̃ .

The vertical Hessian (or fundamental tensor g) of the function F 2 in

natural coordinates {(ui, pj), i, j = 1, ..., dim(M̃ )},

gij(u, p) =
1

2

∂2F 2(u, p)

∂pi∂pj
.(3.10)

The function F is the generalized Hamiltonian function. Only points where
F is positive or zero are of physical relevance. Direct from this definition is
that the topological closure of C is

C̄ = {(u, p) ∈ T ∗TM s.t. F (u, p) = 0}.
Moreover, if one does not fix the external time parameter and we want to
recover equations (3.9) from a dynamics related with F (u, p), the domain
of definition should allow for global, positive re-scaling on the momenta
coordinates p 7→ λp. Hence the domain of definition of F must be a cone.
Notion of pseudo-Randers space. In the category of positive definite

Finsler geometry, a Randers structure on a manifold M̃ is a Finsler structure
such that the associated Finsler function is of the form

F ∗ : TM̃ → R, (u, ỹ) 7→ α∗(u, ỹ) + β∗(u, ỹ),

with α∗(u, ỹ) the Riemannian norm of ỹ ∈ TuM̃ , β∗(u, ỹ) the result of the

action 1-form β∗ ∈ ΓT ∗M̃ on ỹ. The condition

α∗(β, β) < 1.(3.11)

must be satisfied. The condition (3.11) implies the non-degeneracy and the
positiveness of the associated fundamental tensor [4].

We now consider the analogous to a Randers structure in the category
FHR(TM) of generalized Hamiltonian functions on TM whose fundamental
tensors (3.10) have non-definite signature. In this case, it is necessary to
restrict the domain of definition of the Hamiltonian function F , since it
is not possible to have a well defined Hamilton-Randers function on the
whole T ∗TM . This is because being η a pseudo-Riemannian metric, it
can take negative values on certain domains of T ∗

uTM , in which case the
function α(u, p) is purely imaginary. Hence the domain of a Hamilton-
Randers function is restricted to be the topological closure of the open cone
Cu →֒ T ∗

uTM over u timelike momenta. The cone of timelike momenta over
u ∈ TM is defined by the set of co-vectors p ∈ T ∗

uTM such that

α(u, p) =

8N∑

i,j=1

ηij(u) pi pj > 0.(3.12)
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That it is a cone is direct since if p ∈ Cu then λ p ∈ Cu; that Cu is open
is because it is the domain of an open set (0,+∞) by a continuous map
F = α(u, p) + β(u, p).
Notion of Hamilton-Randers space Let β ∈ ΓTTM be a vector field
such that a dual condition to the Randers condition (3.11)

η∗(β, β) < 1, β ∈ ΓTTM(3.13)

holds good.

Definition 3.2. A Hamilton-Randers space is a generalized Hamiltonian
space whose Hamiltonian function F : C → TM is of the form

F : C → R
+, (u, p) 7→ F (u, p) = α(u, p) + β(u, p).(3.14)

with α =
√
ηij(u)pipj real on C and where

β(u, p) =
8N∑

i=1

βipi,

with β constrained by the condition (3.13).

The space of Hamilton-Randers structures on TM is denoted by FHR(TM).
One can consider natural geometric flows in the space of Hamilton-Randers

structures FHR(TM). The geometric flow responsible for the dynamics in
Hamilton-Randers systems is denoted by Ut,

Ut : FHR(TM) → FHR(TM).

There is also an induced flow on C̃, the topological closure of C. It is required
that for the Ut-flow holds the following general properties,

(1) There is a 1-parameter family of connected submanifolds

{Eu(r) →֒ T ∗
uTM, u ∈ TM}

which are invariant under the action of Ut. These manifolds define
metastable domains.

(2) The dynamics of the connected components of the r-hyperboloid

Σu(r) := {p ∈ T ∗TM s.t. F 2(u, p) = r2}
by the t-dynamics has as limit the corresponding Eu(r). This limit
is reached in a finite time evolution tb − ta = T .

(3) The domains

D0 := {t = (2n + 1)T, n ∈ Z}
are metastable. The properties of maximal acceleration and maximal
speed of HR-systems prevents the system to stay for a long t-time in
the metastable equilibrium regime. Then a process of expansion in
phase space T ∗TM starts again, until the dynamical system becomes
ergodic again.

These flows contrast with the situation in general relativity, where the ge-
ometry is fixed by Einstein’s equations without the need of an external time
evolution.
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3.3. Interpretation of the parameter t and the semi-period T . The
time scale parameter T , that has the properties of a time semi-period de-
pends on the size of the physical system. Since the sub-quantum particles are
identical, the metastable domains D0 are reached faster for large systems.
In this way, T−1 is an indicator of the size of the system.

The meaning of the t-time parameter is not direct, since there is no geo-
metric structure on TM that allows us to define an internal t-time parame-
ter. Hence the theory must be invariant under t-time re-parameterizations
and the parameter t should not have direct physical meaning.

On the other hand, the t-parameter cannot be fully arbitrary, since the
inverse of the semi-period T for the Ut dynamics is related with the size
of the system. This dichotomy is resolved if we make precise the relation
between the semi-period T and a measure of the size of the system. This
relation could be written in the form

T = α
~

Mc2
,(3.15)

where M is a coefficient that we can associate to the mass at rest of the
quantum system and α is a constant that depends on the choice of the
arbitrary parameter t but that is the same for all the quantum systems.

The relation (3.15) is invariant under t-time re-parameterizations,

T1
α1

=
T2
α2

=
1

M c2
~

for two arbitrary quantum systems.
Note that M depends on the quantum system and is not the mass of the

sub-quantum molecule. The minimal mass that one can think associated
with a quantum particle is

M = m.(3.16)

This relation corresponds to quantum massless particles. This must be un-
derstood as an asymptotic limit, in the sense that for any other quantum
particle M ≫ m. It corresponds to the quantum particle of maximal pe-
riod Tmax, which is very large and can be approximated as bounded for
many considerations. The maximal mass associated to a quantum particle
corresponds to the minimal period Tmin.

Despite the resemblance with the energy-time uncertainty relation, the
relation (3.15) is not a quantum energy-time relation, since it relates semi-
periods of the t-time with energy of the system and also it is an equality,
instead of an inequality.

3.4. Properties of the Ut flow. Given the Hamilton-Randers space (TM,F, C),

it is possible to define a Riemannian structure h ∈ ΓT (2,0)TM by averag-
ing the fundamental tensor components gij(u, p) on each Σu(1). The tensor
components hij are obtained by averaging the metric coefficients gij(u, p)
on the open cone Σu(1) at u ∈ TM ,

hij(u) :=
1∫

Σu
dvolΣu(p)

∫

Σu

dvolΣu(p) gij(u, p),(3.17)

i, j = 1, ..., 8N, where dvolΣu is the volume form on the unit hyperboloid Σu.
Although the sub-manifold Σu is not compact, the volume form dvolΣu(p) is
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chosen such that the integrals in (3.17) are well defined. Then the squared
norms h(u, p) and g(u, p) are defined by

h(u, p) = hij(u) pipj, g(u, p) = gij(u, p) pipj = F 2(u, p).

Definition 3.3. The Ut dynamics in the interval [0, T ] ⊂ R is a geometric
flow of the form

Ut : FHR(TM) → FHR(TM),

F 7→ Ft =
√
κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ) |h(u, p)| + (1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )) |g(u, p)|,

(3.18)

such that the function κ : FHR(TM) × [0, T ] → [0, T ] ⊂ [0, 1] satisfies the
boundary conditions

lim
t→0+

κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ) = 0, lim
t→T−

(κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ) − 1) = 0.(3.19)

Hence the Ut-flow determines an homotopy transformation in the space
FHR(TM) compatible with the conformal transformations

g → (1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )) g.(3.20)

Such interpolation and conformal transformations are compatible with the
properties (1) and (2) of the flow Ut. Note that in this definition t ∈ [0, 2T ],
instead of t ∈ R, in concordance with the assumption that the dynamics
becomes almost periodic, with period 2T (that encompasses a sequence of
an expanding phase, an ergodic phase and a concentration phase).

Let us consider the convex hull Chg ⊂ FHR(TM) containing g and h,

Chg := {F ∈ FHR(TM) s.t. gF = t1 g + t2 h, t1 + t2 = 1, t1, t2 ≥ 0},
where gF is the fundamental tensor of F . Then we have that

Proposition 3.4. Every Hamilton-Randers structure F in the convex hull
Chg containing g and h evolves towards the averaged structure h ∈ ΓT (2,0)TM
under the action of the flow (3.18),

lim
t→T

Ut(F ) =
√
h(u, p), ∀F ∈ Chg.(3.21)

Proof. Note that any F ∈ Chg has the same averaged metric,

〈gF 〉 = 〈 t1 g + t2 h〉 = t1h+ t2h = h.

Then we have

lim
t→T

Ut(F ) = lim
t→T

√
κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )h(u, p) + (1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )) gF (u, p)

= lim
t→T

√
κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )h(u, p) + (1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )) gF (u, p)

=
√
h(u, p).

�

Hence the Ut-flow is information loss in FHR(TM), since the structure h
is the limit of the convex hull Chg and there are many structures F evolving
towards the same metastable limit h.
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3.5. t-time inversion operation. The parameter t ∈ R is interpreted
as the time parameter for an internal dynamics of the system. The time
inversion operation Tt is defined in local natural coordinates on T ∗TM by
the operator

Tt : T ∗TM → T ∗TM,

(u, p) = (x, y, px, py) 7→ (Tt(u),T ∗
t (p)) = (x,−y,−px, py).

(3.22)

The induced action of Tt on elements F ∈ FHR(TM) is given by the ex-
pression

Tt(F )(u, p) := F (Tt(u),Tt(p)).

Note that a Hamilton-Randers metric is non-reversible in the sense that

F (u, p) 6= F (Tt(u),Tt(p))

except for a subset of measure zero in (u, p) ∈ T ∗
uTM . From this relation the

intrinsic irreversible character of the Randers geometry follows. However,
we assume the natural condition that Tt commutes with the Ut dynamics,

[Ut,Tt] = 0, ∀ t ∈ [0, T ] ⊂ R.(3.23)

This commutation relation guarantees that Tt(F ) and F are in the same
equivalence class [h], if h is invariant under Tt. Indeed, one can prove by a
continuity argument on the parameter t that for t = n ∈ N there is an ǫ ∈ R

such that the condition (3.23) holds for each t̃ ∈ (n− ǫ, n], n ∈ N.
We can perform the explicit calculation of Tth,

Tt(h) = Tt( lim
t→T

Ut(F ))

= Tt( lim
t→T

κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )h(u, p) + (1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )) gF (u, p))

= lim
t→T

Tt(κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )h(u, p) + (1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )) gF (u, p))

= lim
t→T

(Tt(κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))Tt(h)(u, p) + Tt(1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))Tt(gF )(u, p))

= lim
t→T

(Tt(κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))h(u, p) + Tt(1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )) gF (u, p)).

Therefore, a sufficient condition for the invariance Tth = h is that

Tt(κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )) = κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ).(3.24)

Furthermore, it is clear that Tt is an idempotent operator,

(Tt)2 = Id, ∀ t ∈ I ⊂ R.(3.25)

3.6. The Ut flow is information loss. Hamilton-Randers structures and
linear Hamiltonian functions on momentum variables are strongly related.
Let us prove in detail this fact. If (TM,F, C) is a Hamilton-Randers space
that evolves towards the final averaged structure (TM,h) by the Ut flow, for
each value of t there is an element (TM,Ft) of FHR(TM). Applying the
time inversion operation Tt to Ft and taking into account that the function
κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ) is invariant under Tt, one obtains the corresponding Hamiltonian



EMERGENT QUANTUM MECHANICS 19

function of a HR-systems at the instant (t, τ),

Ht(u, p) =
1

2
Ft(u, p) − 1

2
Ft(Tt(u),T ∗

t (p))

=
1

2
(1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))

(
gij(u, p)pipj

)1/2
+

1

2
κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )

(
〈gij〉pipj

)1/2

− 1

2
(1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))

(
gij(Tt(u),T ∗

t (p))pipj
)1/2 − 1

2
κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )

(
〈gij〉pipj

)1/2

=
1

2
(1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))

(
gij(u, p)pipj

)1/2

− 1

2
(1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))

(
gij(Tt(u),T ∗

t (p))pipj
)1/2

= (1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))
8N∑

k=1

βk(u)pk.

Hence the Hamiltonian function associated with a HR-system at (t, τ) ∈
R× R is

Ht(u, p) = (1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))

8N∑

k=1

βk(u)pk.(3.26)

Then by the limit conditions (3.19) it holds the following condition,

Proposition 3.5. The Hamiltonian in the metastable equilibrium regime is
the average Hamiltonian of a HR-system, which is identically zero,

lim
t→(2n+1) T

Ht(u, p) = 0.(3.27)

3.7. Notion of external time parameter τ . The Ut flow is almost cyclic.
By this we mean that the total Ut evolution is sub-divided in fundamental
cycles with

t ∈ [(2n + 1)T, (2n + 3)T ], n ∈ Z.

Each of these fundamental cycles is composed by a ergodic regime for the
evolution of the sub-quantum molecules defining the system, followed by a
contractive regime, followed by an expanding regime. Then a new ergodic
regime start, defining the next fundamental cycle. The period of each fun-
damental cycle, if the quantum particle description of the system does not
change, is constant and equal to 2T . This period depends on the physical
system (quantum system). Such ergodic-contractive-expansion cycles are
universal, that is, they happen for every quantum system. This includes
the standard model degrees of freedom but also atomic and some molecular
systems. Since physical clocks are based on stable, periodic processes, that
can be reduce to the analysis of periodic quantum processes, they are also
periodic in the number of fundamental periods. Hence the notion of exterior
time τ emerges from the processes of the Ut dynamics,

Definition 3.6. An external time parameter τ is a Z-multiple function of
the number of fundamental cycles of a Ut flow.
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Two different species of elementary particles a and b can have different
fundamental semi-periods Ta and Tb. Therefore, consistence between possi-
ble definitions of the τ -time parameter using system a or system b as clocks
implies naturally the congruence condition

Ta = q Tb, q ∈ N.

Since the species of elementary particles is finite, there is a minimal semi-
period Tmin and all other fundamental semi-periods are multiples of Tmin.
Being Ta and Tb non-primes between each other it is possible to define clas-
sical and quantum clocks that preserve the congruence between the different
constitutive fundamental semi-periods. More generally, these compatibility
conditions between each quantum systems suggest that the mathematics de-
scribing how different quantum systems interact is the theory of congruences
in arithmetics. If fundamental periods are associated with prime numbers,
and by the relation (3.15), the minimal semi-period is T = 2 and corresponds
to the system describing the whole universe.

Defined in this way, the time τ -time parameters are necessarily discrete
parameters, describing discrete dynamical processes. However, when used
to measure time durations of quantum or macroscopic processes, it can be
considered continuous, since the usual quantum and classical scales are much
larger than the fundamental scale. Indeed, this is the working hypothesis in
this paper, where we describe time as real parameter, τ ∈ R. Then a direct
implication of 3.5 is that the physical spacetime manifold is a topological
space M4 × Z such that the time topological space R × Z in the continuous
limit is instead replaced by the time manifold R× R ≡ C and embedded in
a five manifold M5. The set of slits

{t = (2n + 1)T, n ∈ Z}
defines a 4-dimensional submanifold M4 →֒ M5, that it is associated with
the usual 4-dimensional spacetime manifold.

Let us assume that t-time parameter is continuous. Within the general
idea advocated in Hamilton-Randers theory, the degrees of freedom and
dynamics of the sub-quantum degrees of freedom are discrete, as well as the
τ -time parameters. It is natural to doubt the correctness of the continuity
hypothesis for the t-time parameter. However, it is particularly useful that
t can be treated as continuous, due to the difference in scales between the
Planck scale and the quantum scale, as part of an approximation in the
description of time and evolution. This is the aptitude advocated in the
present work, leaving a more deep and detailed discrete formalization for
future work.

A τ -slit consists of the domain of the full phase space filled by the Ut flow
between an interval [nT, 2(n+1)T ] that corresponds to a given fundamental
cycle. Then the t-time parameter appears as an internal time parameter: it
is a time inside a time, since t-time parameters describe the evolution of the
sub-quantum molecules even between two consecutive instants of τ -time.

An alternative interpretation of the pair (t, τ) as corresponding to a
faster/slow time parameters is not adequate. It implies to identify the τ -time
parameter with a one to one correspondence with the values of the t-time
parameter. However, this is not possible, since each τ -time parameter is
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defined as an integer multiple of a integer number of fundamental cycles,
while the parameter t also parameterizes the dynamics on each internal cy-
cle. Identifying the parameter τ with a diffeomorphism of the parameter
t, in the present context, implies to use a large scale (quantum or classical
scale) for describing a sub-quantum scale, which is a contradiction. Hence
Hamilton-Randers theory is based on the nobel idea of a two-dimensional
time, which is constructive and that emerges from the process of evolution
of natural systems.

3.8. The Uτ -dynamics. The kinematics and dynamics of the sub-quantum
molecules respect to the external time parameter τ ∈ R is described as
follows. First, the speed components βx and the acceleration components
βy of the vector field β ∈ ΓTTM are defined in terms of the time inversion
operator Tt by the expressions

βx :=
1

2
(β − Tt(β)), βy :=

1

2
(β + Tt(β)).(3.28)

The set of pre-word lines is

ξtk : R →Mk
4 , τ 7→ ξtk(τ) ∈ Mk

4 ,

where the value of the parameter t has been fixed. They determine the loci
of the sub-quantum degrees of freedom at a given frozen t. That is, for
each of the fundamental cycles, we consider the loci of each k-molecule at
{t, 2T + t, 4T + t, ....}.

For HR-systems, the non-degeneracy of the fundamental tensor g of the
underlying Hamilton-Randers space is ensured if the vector field β is con-
strained by the condition (3.13). Such condition implies

(1) The velocity vector of the sub-quantum atoms is normalized by

the condition ηk4 (ξ̇tk, ξ̇tk) ≤ v2max = c2. That is the sub-quantum
molecules evolve on the time τ in a sub-luminal or luminal world
lines.

(2) If the on-shell conditions {ẋk = yk, k = 1, ..., 4N} hold, then there

is a maximal bound for the proper acceleration ηk4 (ξ̈tk, ξ̈tk) ≤ A2
max.

Hence the speed vector and accelerations of the sub-quantum molecules
respect to the Uτ evolution are bounded,

η4(βkx, βkx) ≤ c, η4(βky, βky) ≤ A2
max, k = 1, ..., N.(3.29)

The conditions (3.29) are 4-dimensional covariant.
The classical Hamiltonian function of a HR-system can also be defined by

the partially averaged Hamiltonian function

Ht(u, p) :=
(1

2
F (u, p) − 1

2
F (Tt(u),T ∗

t (p))
)
.

The non-degeneracy for the Hamilton-Randers structure is required to have
the following interpretation for the Hamiltonian (3.26). Indeed, under such
condition the Hamiltonian is the difference of two individual Hamiltonian
functions: one that corresponds to sub-quantum atoms evolving towards
the future τ → +∞ and second one that corresponds to sub-quantum atoms
evolving back-wards τ → −∞. This physical interpretation justifies the need
of the condition (3.13), in order to have non-degenerate Hamilton-Randers
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structures and to provide a Hamiltonian interpretation for each of them.
Therefore, the Hamiltonian function (3.26) corresponds to a time orientation
average of the Hamilton-Randers function associated with a particular form
of classical Hamiltonian.

The Hamilton equations for H(u, p) are

u′
i

=
∂H(u, p)

∂pi
= 2(1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))βi(u) − ∂κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )

∂pi

(
8N∑

k=1

βk(u)pk

)

p′
i

= −∂H(u, p)

∂ui
= −2(1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))

8N∑

k=1

∂βk(u)

∂ui
pk

+
∂κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )

∂ui

(
8N∑

k=1

βk(u)pk

)
.

3.9. Ut-flow and redefinition of the τ̃-time parameter. The Ut-flow
has been parameterized by the conformal factor κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ). However, in or-
der to obtain dynamical equations of motion(3.9) it is necessary to reparame-
terized the τ̃ -time parameter. Indeed, it is easy to see that the Hamiltonian
(3.26) does not have as Hamilton equations (3.9), except if the following
re-parameterizations is allowed:

τ̃ = (1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ))τ,
d

dτ̃
=

1

1 − κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )

d

dτ
.(3.30)

As it stands (3.30) is ill-defined, since κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ) depends on u ∈ TM
(there is not such a problem with the p-dependence, since it is a dummy
variable, that it is completely fixed in function of τ̃ , once the equations are
solved). Hence we are constrained to postulate that κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ) is of the
form κ(p, t, τ̃ ),

∂κ(u, p, t, τ̃ )

∂pi
= 0, i = 1, ..., 8N.(3.31)

This constraint is possible if the structure (TM,F ) is of Berwald-type. In
the positive definite case of Finsler geometry, a Berwald space is such that
all the unit spheres are linearly isometric [4]. In the category of Hamilton-
Randers structures as defined in this work, we guess that the analogous
condition holds and that for a Berwald-type Hamilton-Randers space the
unit hyperboloids {Σu(1), u ∈ TM} are all linear isometric. This can be
taken as the definition os such structures. Then following the analogy with
the positive case, the Berwald condition of a Randers space is that

∇β = 0,(3.32)

where ∇ is the Levi-Civita connection of η. The constraint (3.32) is a
conservation law for β in the configuration space TM . This conservation
law is of relevance for partially explaining quantum correlations.

The Randers category is a good category in the sense that the Randers
condition heritages to submanifolds. On the other hand, the Berwald con-
dition is not heritage. This means that the condition (3.32) does not need
to hold for each of the individual products TMk

4 .
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In the metastable equilibrium regime t → (2n + 1)T , the τ̃ -parameter is
indeed a slow time. Respect to this τ -time parameter and in the metastable,
the Hamilton equation of motion are

u̇i =
∂H(u, p)

∂pi
= 2βi(u),

ṗi = −∂H(u, p)

∂ui
= −2

8N∑

k=1

∂βk(u)

∂ui
pk, i, k = 1, ..., 8N,

(3.33)

where the time derivatives are taken respect to the non-compact slow time
parameter τ̃ . Since this is the domain of interest for the observable Uτ dy-
namics, we adopt this slow time for the description of the Uτ dynamics. Note
that our remark on the physical meaning of τ still applies to the slow time
τ̃ . Also note that the equations for ui determine an autonomous dynamical
system independent of the time τ .

The above results can be compiled in the form of a

Theorem 3.7. For each dynamical system as given by the equations (3.33),
there exists a Hamilton-Randers system whose Hamiltonian function is (3.26).

If the constraints yk = ẋk, k = 1, ..., N hold, then the first equations of
Hamilton imply

yk = β̇kx(x, ẋ, y, ẏ), k = 1, ..., 8N.

It is remarkable and of relevance for the physical interpretation of the theory
that the Uτ dynamics defined in this way does not depend on the particular
value of t ∈ (2n+ 1)T, (2n+ 3)T ). This is of relevance for the definition od
the evolution of densities and observables. Moreover, the dynamical systems
that we are considering there is not a relation as in classical mechanics of
the standard form ẋk = 1/mpk, since the Hamiltonian function (3.26) that
we are considering is linear on the canonical momentum variables.

3.10. Observers and metric structures. Since M4 is endowed with a
Lorentzian metric η4 with signature (1,−1,−1,−1), there is natural defini-
tion of ideal, macroscopic observer,

Definition 3.8. An ideal, macroscopic observer is a timelike vector field
W ∈ ΓTM4, η(W,W ) > 0.

Given an observer W , there is associated a Riemannian metric on M4

given by the expression

η̄4(u, v) = η4(u, v) − 2
η4(u,W (x))η4(v,W (x))

η4(W (x),W (x))
, u, v ∈ TxM4, x ∈ TM4.

(3.34)

dW : M4×M4 → R is the distance function associated with the Riemannian
norm of η̄4. By the embeddings ϕk : Mk

4 → M4 each manifold Mk
4 is dif-

feomorphic to the manifold of observable macroscopic events M4. Then for
each fixed value of the parameter t ∈ I one can also consider the embedding
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of the world lines of the sub-quantum molecules {1, ..., N} from Mk
4 in M4,

ϕk(ξtk) = ξ̂tk →֒M4,

ξ̂t(k) : {t} × R →M4, (t, τ) 7→ (t, ξ̂tk(τ)).

The manifolds Mk
4 are endowed with Lorentzian metrics that are isometric

to the Lorentzian metric η4 on M4, for each k ∈ {1, ..., N}. Given a point

x ∈M4 and ξt(k), the distance function between x and ξ̂t(k) is given by the
expression

d4(x, ξ̂t(k)) := inf
{
dW (x, x̃), x̃ ∈ ξ̂t(k)

}
.(3.35)

It is clear that min{d4(x, ξ̂t(k)), k = 1, ..., N} depends on t ∈ I. Such
distance is realized, at the instant t ∈ [0, T ], by the sub-quantum molecule
denoted by the integer k̄,

d4(x, ξ̂t(k̄)) = min{d4(x, ξ̂t(k)), k = 1, ..., N}.

4. Hilbert space formulation of Hamilton-Randers systems

In order to provide a direct link between quantum mechanics and Hamilton-
Randers theory, it is useful to formulate HR-systems using the same formal-
ism than the one used in quantum mechanics, that is, the theory of Hilbert
spaces and operators on Hilbert spaces. This formulation follow the lines
proposed by Hooft [26].

4.1. Hilbert formulation of classical systems applied to HR-systems.

Each HR-system has associated a Hilbert space and there is also a Hilbert
space formulation of the dynamics. To show this correspondence, let us start
considering the algebra of diagonal functions FD(T ∗TM) and the canonical
quantization of this algebra. Since in Hamilton-Randers theory the time
parameter (t, τ) is 2-dimensional, the specification of the commutation re-
lations of the algebra is done at each fixed value of the pair (t, τ) ∈ R× R.
Therefore, following closely the procedure of standard canonical quantiza-
tion, we adopt the following canonical quantization rules,

• The values of the position coordinates {xµk , k = 1, ..., N, µ = 1, 2, 3, 4}
and the velocity coordinates {yµk , k = 1, ..., N, µ = 1, 2, 3, 4} of the
sub-quantum molecules are the eigenvalues of certain self-adjoint lin-
ear operators on a given Hilbert space HP lanck,

{x̂µk , ŷ
µ
k , µ = 1, 2, 3, 4; k = 1, ..., N}.

Hence the operators {x̂µk , ŷ
µ
k , µ = 1, 2, 3, 4; k = 1, ..., N} are charac-

terized by the relations

x̂µk |x
µ
l , y

ν
l 〉 =

∑

l

δkl x
µ
l |x

µ
l , y

ν
l 〉,

ŷνk |xµl , yνl 〉 =
∑

l

δkl y
ν
l |xµl , yνl 〉,(4.1)

where δkl is the Kronecker delta function.
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• There is a set of self-adjoint linear operators

{p̂µxk
, p̂µyk , k = 1, ..., N, µ = 1, 2, 3, 4}

that generates local diffeomorphism on TM along the integral curves
of the local vector fields

{ ∂

∂xµk
,
∂

∂yνk
∈ ΓTTM µ, ν = 1, 2, 3, 4; k = 1, ..., N}.

• The following commutation relations at each fixed 2-time (t, τ) ∈
R×R hold good,

[x̂µk , p̂νxl
] = ı ~ δµν δkl, [ŷµk , p̂νyl ] = ı ~ δµν δkl, µ, ν = 1, 2, 3, 4, k = 1, ..., N.

(4.2)

• The phase space T ∗TM is commutative,

[x̂µk , x̂
ν
l ] = 0, [p̂µk, p̂νl] = 0, µ, ν = 1, 2, 3, 4, k = 1, ..., N.(4.3)

The collection

{|xµl , yνl 〉, µ, ν = 1, 2, 3, 4, l = 1, ...N}

generates a complex vector space H̄P lanck that can be promoted to a complex
pre-Hilbert space by defining the following scalar product,

〈xµl , yνl |x
ρ
k, y

λ
k 〉 = δkl δ(x

µ − xρ) δ(yν − yλ)(4.4)

and extended by assuming bilinear property of the product for arbitrary
linear combinations. Note the symmetric property of this product rule,

〈xµl , yνl |x
ρ
k, y

λ
k 〉 = 〈xρk, yλk |x

µ
l , y

ν
l 〉.

Let us consider combinations of the form

Ψ =
∑

k

∫

ϕ−1

k (TxM4)
d4zk α(ϕ−1

k (xk), zk) |ϕ−1
k (x), zk〉.

In the case of simple systems, associated with free particles, one expects
that the fundamental cycles are indeed exactly modular. In this case, the
functions on Ψ must be T -module invariant. The natural way to satisfy
this is by complex modularity of the coefficients α(ϕ−1

k (xk), zk), in accor-
dance with the congruence module n idea described in subsection 3.7. Hence
the general combinations of fundamental states |ϕ−1

k (x), zk〉 that we should

consider are complex, α(ϕ−1
k (xk), zk) ∈ C.

The norm of Ψ is calculated by using the product rule and bilinear ex-
tension of (4.4). The norm coincides with the L2 norm of Ψ,

〈Ψ|Ψ〉 = ‖Ψ‖L2
=

N∑

k=1

∫

M4

dvolη4 |α|2.

The linear closure of the states with finite norms is denoted by HP lanck and
with the scalar product associated to the L2 norm, HP lanck is a complex
pre-Hilbert space.
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4.2. Quantum Hamiltonian associated to a HR-system. By apply-
ing the canonical quantization of the Hamiltonian (3.26) one obtains the
operator

Ĥt(û, p̂) : HP lanck → HP lanck

given by the expression

Ĥt(û, p̂) :=
(
1 − κ(t)

) 1

2

( N∑

k=1

(
βk(τ, û)p̂k + p̂k β

k(τ, û)
))
,(4.5)

with (t, τ) ∈ [0, T ] × R, k = 1, ..., 8N . Ĥt(τ, u, p) is uniquely defined,
Hermitian and is determined by elements from the classical version of a
HR-system.

4.3. Heisenberg dynamics of the ontological states is the classical

dynamics. The Heisenberg’s equations associated with x̂µk and ŷµk repro-
duces the Hamiltonian equations for the slow time τ -time parameter. Let
us consider the Heisenberg representation for the Uτ dynamics, where the
Hermitian operators evolve in the Uτ time by the Heisenberg equations de-
termined by the Hamiltonian (4.5). Then

Theorem 4.1. The Heisenberg’s equations associated with x̂µk and ŷµk re-
produces the Hamiltonian equations for the slow time τ -time parameter.

The proof of this result is direct if we take into account the definition of
slow time (3.30), the canonical theory developed in this section (the commu-
tations relations (4.2) and (4.3)) and the structure of the Hamiltonian (4.5).
These line of thought is formally similar to the original pictured developed
in the work of G. ’t Hooft [26].

Moreover, we consider the constraints

ŷµk =
dx̂µk
dτ

, µ = 1, 2, 3, 4; k = 1, ..., N.(4.6)

These constraints define the on-shell evolution of the sub-quantum molecules.
However, the constraints (4.6) are not strictly necessary from the point of
view of the Hamiltonian dynamics.

We need to emphasize that adopting (4.1) the dynamical picture has been
chosen, namely, the Heisenberg picture of dynamics is adopted in this theory
as preferable to describe the dynamics of the ontological degrees of freedom.

In these picture, the ket space of sub-quantum states {|xµl , y
µ
l 〉}

N,4
k=1,µ=1 do

not change on τ -time, but are the operators associated to the quantized
generalized position and canonical momenta that change. An state Ψ ∈
HP lanck does not change on time τ in this picture, while operators that are
functional dependent of the canonical operators {ûµk , p̂

µ
k , µ = 1, 2, 3, 4, N =

1, ..., N} change on τ -time as the Heisenberg equation dictates. Also note
that although in the usual Heisenberg picture of the dynamics the whole
Hilbert space generated by the ket vectors changes with time [14], in our
case the space HP lanck is the same. Still are the operators and not the
fundamental states what change on time, following the relation described in
Theorem 4.1. This is in concordance with the fact that we are considering
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a four dimensional representation from the beginning, although it does not
follow from that fact.

Finally, let us note that the meta-stability condition (3.27) is translated
in the quantum formulation of HR-systems as

lim
t→(2n+1)T

Ĥt(û, p̂)|Ψ〉 = 0, n ∈ N.(4.7)

4.4. Sub-quantum operators and quantum operators. The commu-
tation relations (4.2) are mathematically and physically consistent, despite
the fact that in quantum mechanics the canonical coordinate operators

{X̂a, a = 2, 3, 4} do not commute in general with the velocity operators

{ ˙̂
X

a

, a = 2, 3, 4}, [X̂a,
˙̂
X

a

] 6= 0. In order to clarify this point, let us remark

that the operators {(x̂ak, ŷ
a
k)}N,4

k=1,a=2 do not coincide with the quantum oper-

ators {X̂a,
˙̂
X

a

a = 2, 3, 4}. By definition, the operators {X̂a,
˙̂
X

a

a = 2, 3, 4}
have as spectrum the possible outcomes of measurements on a quantum
system for the cartesian position coordinates and the corresponding speeds.

In a complete theory, the operators {X̂a,
˙̂
X

a

, a = 2, 3, 4} should emerge
in HR-systems together with the wave function for the quantum state, they
constitute a phenomenological description of the ergodic dynamics of the
sub-quantum molecules, when the projection (t, τ) 7→ τ is considered. The

exact relation between the emergent operators {X̂a,
˙̂
X

a

, a = 2, 3, 4} and the

entire family of operators {(x̂ak, ŷ
a
k, p̂

a
kxk

, p̂akyk)}N,4
k=1,a=2 is still missing, but

we expect the following generic fact. The quantum states obtained from
HR-systems are generically non-localized in both position and speed (or

canonical momentum) and both, the operators X̂a and
˙̂
X

a

have generically
non-zero dispersion when applied to physical states. Therefore, the quantum
states must hold a representation of a non-commutative algebra,

[X̂µ
a , X̂

ν
b ] = Aµν δab, [

˙̂
X

µ

a ,
˙̂
X

ν

b ] = Bµν δab, [X̂µ
a ,

˙̂
X

ν

b ] = Cµν δab,(4.8)

with µ, ν = 1, 2, 3, 4, a, b = 1, ..., N . This algebra contrasts with the related
commutative algebra (4.3). Moreover, it is evident that for our theory it is
more natural to have a non-commutative spacetime where Aµν 6= 0 holds
than a commutative spacetime and that the commutativity assumption of
the manifold M4 must be considered an approximation. Hence our theory
must be associated naturally to generalized uncertainty relations.

5. Quantum mechanical elements from Hamilton-Randers

systems

5.1. Quantum Hilbert space from HR-systems. It is of relevance to
relate a generic quantum mechanical wave functions with the ontological

states {|xµk , y
µ
k 〉}

N,4
k=1,µ=1. First, we consider the state Ψ ∈ HP lanck given by

Ψ(u) =
N∑

k=1

eı ϑkΨ(ϕ−1

k (x),zk)
1√
N
nkΨ(ϕ−1

k (x), zk) |ϕ−1
k (x), zk〉.(5.1)

We call these specific combinations of ontological states predecessor states.
Our ansatz is that any quantum state ψ is obtained from a predecessor state
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by averaging speed components,

ψ(x) =

N∑

k=1

∫

ϕ−1

k∗
(TxM4)

d4zk e
ı ϑkΨ(ϕ−1

k
(x),zk)

1√
N
nkΨ(ϕ−1

k (x), zk) |ϕ−1
k (x), zk〉.

(5.2)

Hence a quantum state is a class of equivalence respect to averaging along
speed components. Many predecessor states have associated the same equiv-
alence class ψ. The physical significance of the averaging operation along
the speed components comes from the ergodicity property of the Ut-flow in
the ergodic dynamics. Once fixed the point x, the ergodic theorem implies
that averaging on time t along a semi-period [0, T ] is equivalent to average
along the space of speeds.

Let us make the assumption that the collection of product of local phases
{
eı ϑkA(ϕ−1

k
(x),zk) e−ı ϑkB(ϕ−1

k
(x),zk), x ∈ M4, zk ∈ Tϕ−1

k (x)M
k
4

}

are highly oscillating compared to an universal characteristic frequency 1/Tmin.
This defines a subset of averaged quantum spaces. Formally, this highly os-
cillating property is equivalent to∫

ϕ−1

k∗ (TxM4)
d4zk e

ı ϑkA(ϕ−1

k
(x),zk) e−ı ϑkB(ϕ−1

k
(x),zk) ≡ δAB ,(5.3)

where if A 6= B, then δAB = 0 and if A = B it is defined to be equivalent to
δAB = 1. What this last statement means is that the measure d4zk is such
that on any normalized test function χ ∈ Tϕ−1

k
(x)M4,

∫

ϕ−1

k∗ (TxM4)
d4zk |χ(ϕ−1

k (x), zk)|2 = 1.

From a physical point of view, condition (5.3) is a strong form of locality
for the quantum states defined on the spacetime manifold M4. The phases
of the quantum state ψ contains information of the sub-quantum degrees of
freedom location in the corresponding four-manifold Mk

4 .

In terms of the ontological states {|xµk , y
µ
k 〉}

N,4
k=1,µ=1 and using the product

rule (4.4), one finds the following expression for the isometrically induced
scalar product from (HP lanck, 〈 〉),

〈ψA|ψB〉 =

N∑

k=1

1√
N

∫

M4

∫

ϕ−1

k∗
(TxM4)

dvolη4 ∧ d4zk e
ı ϑkA(ϕ−1

k
(x),zk)

e−ı ϑkB(ϕ−1

k (x),zk) · nAk(ϕ−1
k (x), zk)nBk(ϕ−1

k (x), zk).

(5.4)

After a short calculation and using the product orthogonality condition for
the ontological states (4.4), the following orthogonality condition for the
wave functions (5.2) is obtained,

〈ψA|ψB〉 = 0, ifA 6= B.(5.5)

Moreover, the same procedure implies the normalization rule

〈ψ|ψ〉 =

∫

M4

dvolη4

N∑

k=1

∫

ϕ−1

k∗ (TxM4)
d4zk n

2
k(ϕ−1

k (x), zk) = 1.(5.6)
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The complex, linear bulk generated by finite combinations of fundamental
states ψ is a complex vector space H. Note that because the elements of H
have finite norm, they are normalizable:

‖ψ‖L2
= 1.(5.7)

Proposition 5.1. The space H with the L2 norm is a complex Hilbert space.

Proof. The set H with the product

〈ψ|χ〉 :=

∫

M4

dvolη4 ψ
∗ χ

is a pre-Hilbert space. Moreover, since the elements of H are finite combina-
tion of ontological states, that define a Hilbert space, any Cauchy sequence
of ψ can be decompose in a finite sum of Cauchy sequences of ontological
states, hence it is a convergent sequence. �

5.2. Representations of the sub-quantum degrees of freedom. From
the way the space H it is defines there is an embedding

(H, 〈, 〉∗) →֒ (HP lanck, 〈, 〉)
holds. By applying linearity of the product 〈, 〉 and the above isometric
embedding, one obtains the relation

〈xk, zk|ψ〉 = eı ϑ(ϕ
−1

k
(x),zk) nl(ϕ

−1
k (x), zk)(5.8)

This expression is analogous to the quantum mechanical relation between
the space representation and the momentum representation in quantum me-
chanics,

〈~x|~p〉 = eı ~x·~p
1

(2π ~)3/2
.

This representation is obtained in quantum mechanics from the coordinate
representation of the translation operator, by solving a simple differential
equation [14] and determines an unitary transformation.

5.3. Emergence of the Born rule in the Heisenberg representation

of the dynamics. The density squared of the fundamental wave function
n2(x) is given by the expression

n2(x) =
N∑

k=1

∫

ϕ−1

k∗ (TxM4)
d4zk n

2
k(ϕ−1

k (x), zk).(5.9)

n2k(ϕ−1
k (x), zk) is the number of world lines passing at ϕ−1

k (x) ∈ Mk
4 with

velocity speed vector zk. Therefore, n2(x) is the total density of world-lines
of sub-quantum molecules close to the point x. This is in accordance with
our definition of density of lines, showing that the ansatz (5.2) provides a
statistical interpretation of a quantum state in terms of sub-quantum degrees
of freedom degrees. It is remarkable that such statistical interpretation
applies to a pure state ψ ∈ H that describes an individual quantum system.

The density of lines is normalized by the condition∫

M4

n2(x) dvolη4 = N
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and since in our models the number of degrees of freedom N are preserved,
we have that

d

dτ

(∫

M4

n2(x) dvolη4

)
= 0.

The derivative can be pass inside the integration,

d

dτ

(∫

M4

n2(x) dvolη4

)
=

∫

M4

d

dτ

(
n2(x) dvolη4

)

=

∫

M4

d

dτ

(
n2(x)

)
dvolη4

=

∫

M4

(
∂n2(x)

∂x0
− ~v~∇n2(x)

)
dvolη4

Recall that we are using the Heisenberg picture of the dynamics. Hence
the states ψ(x) given by the expression (5.2) do not change with the time
parameter τ . Moreover, the density n2(x) can be written as the square of
the wave function,

n2(x) = 〈ψ|ψ〉(x),(5.10)

by the relations (5.6) and (5.9). If we associate n2(x), that is a probability
of presence, with the probability density to find the particle at x ∈M4, then
the Born rule is obtained and not postulated from dynamical and statistical
considerations in Hamilton-Randers theory, in the Heisenberg picture of the
dynamics.
Physical interpretation of the density. Equipped with the distance
structure (3.35) we can interpret the density n2(x) as follows. Let us consider
an arbitrary point x ∈ M4. By the ergodic theorem, the density of lines
n2(x) is the number of world lines ϕk(ξtk) : I → M4 that pass close to
x for a fixed internal time t(n) on each fundamental cycle t(n) ∈ [(2n +
1)T, (2n + 3)T ]. We define to pass close to x if it image on M4 by the

isometry ϕk : Mk
4 →M4 is in the interior of an open set U(x,Lmin, L̃) whose

points are at a distance dW between  Lmin and L̃ from the point x ∈ M4.
L̃ is large compared with  Lmin but small compared with any macroscopic
observable variation in coordinates. We assume that there is independence
in the definition of n2(x) respect to L̃. Note that in this interpretation we
have assumed that a local concentration around each x ∈ M4 in the given
open set U(x,Lmin, L̃) happens.

This construction is not Diff(M4)-invariant. This property is consistent
with usual models in quantum mechanics, which are also not invariant. How-
ever, the existence of measures that are Diff(M4)-invariant in principle allows
to construct invariant theories.

5.4. Emergence of the τ-time diffeomorphism invariant constraint.

The relation (4.7) is a constraint on HP lanck. Since H ⊂ HP lanck, the same
constrain could be applied to the sub-class of elements in H such that (4.7)
holds good. Such constraint on the Hilbert space H is a quantum version of
the τ -time diffeomorphism invariant condition (3.27),
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Proposition 5.2. For any physical state |ψ〉 ∈ H the constraint

lim
t→(2n+1)T

Ĥt(u, p) |ψ〉 = 0(5.11)

holds good.

This constraint holds periodically in the parameter t, with a periodicity
2T . One could tempted to think that the constrain (5.11) has some relation
with the Wheeler-DeWitt equation. However, this is not the case, since the
constraint (5.11) only holds in the metastable regime t = (2n+1)T and not
for the whole evolution. Indeed, this suggests that τ -time repametrization
invariance only in that regime. From here it follows the emergent nature of
the τ -time re-parameterizations invariance, according with the also emergent
nature of any physical τ -time parameter.

6. Concentration of measure and measurement processes in

Hamilton-Randers systems

6.1. Concentration of measure. In this section we discuss the relation
between a general type of mathematical phenomena that appears in func-
tional analysis and metric geometry known as concentration of measure
[24, 34, 42] from one side and Hamilton-Randers theory from the other
side. The concentration of measure is a general property of regular enough
functions in high dimensional topological spaces endowed with a metric and
measure structures. In a nut-shell, the phenomena of concentration of mea-
sure for the category of topological spaces admitting a notion of dimension
can be stated as follows,

In a measure metric space of large dimension every real 1-Lipschitz function
of many variables is almost constant almost everywhere.

The formalization of concept of concentration makes use of both, the metric
properties and the measure properties, providing a precise meaning of almost
constant and almost everywhere. Remarkably, both concepts, the measure
structure and the metric structure are independent from each other. Hence
concentration happens in the category of Gromov mm-spaces [24] and for
1-Lipschitz functions.

In a general measure metric space (T, µP , d), the concentration function

α(µP ) : R → R, ρ 7→ α(µP , ρ),

defined by the condition that α(µP , ρ) is the minimal real number such that

µP (|f −Mf | > ρ) ≤ 2α(µP , ρ),(6.1)

for any real function f : T → R. Mf is the median or Levy’s mean of f ,
which is defined as the value attained by f : T → R such that

µP (f > Mf ) = 1/2 and µP (f < Mf ) = 1/2.

Therefore, the probability that the function f differs from the median Mf

in the sense of the defined measure Mf by more than the given value ρ ∈ R

is bounded by the concentration function α(P, ρ).
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Example 6.1. A typical example of concentration of measure is provided
by the concentration of measure in spheres S

N ⊂ R
N+1. Let (SN , µS , dS) be

the N -dimensional sphere with the standard measure and the round metric
distance function. As a consequence of the isoperimetric inequality [34] it
holds that for each A ∈ S

N with µ(A) ≥ 1/2 and ǫ ∈ (0, 1), the set

Aǫ := {x ∈ S
N s.t. dS(x,A) ≤ ǫ}

is such that

µS(Aǫ) ≤ 1 −
√
π/8 exp(−ǫ2 (N − 1)/2).

In particular, Levy’s lemma holds: and therefore, for any smooth function

µS(A) := {x ∈ S
N s.t. f(x) = Mf} ≥ 1/2

the concentration inequality

µS(Aǫ) ≤ 1 −
√
π/2 exp(−ǫ2 (N − 1)/2).(6.2)

holds.
The direct significance of the relation (6.2) is that for high dimensional

spaces N → +∞ and for each ǫ ∈ (0, 1) (note that the radius of the sphere
is normalized, such that ǫ = 1 is the maximal distance between points in the
sphere), then almost for all the points on the sphere (that is, module a set
of measure zero with µS) the limit

lim
N→∞

µ(Aǫ) = 1(6.3)

holds good. That is, the function f must be almost constant on S
N , con-

centrating its value at the median Mf . In particular, for the sphere S
N the

concentration of 1-Lipschitz functions is of the form

α(PM , ρ) ≤ C exp

(
−(N − 1)

2
ǫ

)
,(6.4)

with C a constant of order 1.

Example 6.2. The second example of concentration that we consider here
is for 1-Lipschitz functions on R

N (compare with [42], pg. 8). Then there
is concentration, determined by the concentration inequality

µP (|f −Mf | > ρ) ≤ 1

2
exp

(
− ρ2

2ρ2P (f)

)
,(6.5)

where we have adapted the example from [42] to a Gaussian measure ηP with
median Mf and standard deviation ρP (f).

For 1-Lipschitz functions on a measure metric space T of dimension N
there are similar exponential bounds as for R

N and other manifolds locally
homeomorphic to R

N . In such cases, the concentration of measure phenom-
ena is an universal feature, which is a consequence of the Lipschitz regularity
condition of the function f : T → R and the higher dimensionality of the
space T. For dim(M) large, the concentration of 1-Lipschitz functions im-
plies that the values of the function are very picked around a certain constant
value.

Heuristically, one can understand the phenomena of concentration of mea-
sure as partially originated by the constraint that the 1-Lipschitz regularity
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condition imposes on f viewed globally. Let f : T → R be a 1-Lipschitz
function on a normed topological space (T, ‖, ‖T) locally homeomorphic to
a given R

N . The Lipschitz condition is a form of equipartition of the vari-
ations of f caused by arbitrary variation on the points on the topological
space T. Hence when the space T is highly dimensional, the significance of
the 1-Lipschitz condition is that the function f cannot admit large standard
variations caused by the corresponding standard variations along any of the
independent variables. Otherwise, a violation of the Lipschitz condition can
happen, since the large dimension provides long contributions to the vari-
ation of f . Note that to speak of large and small variations, one needs to
have a standard reference.

6.2. Spontaneous reduction of the quantum state as concentration

of measure phenomena. Let us consider the Euclidean space R
q with

q ≫ 1, µP the standard product measure in R
q and f : Rq → R a real 1-

Lipschitz function. Then there is concentration determined by the inequality

µP

(
|f −Mf |

1

σf
>

ρ

ρP

)
≤ 1

2
exp

(
− ρ2

2ρ2P

)
,(6.6)

where we have adapted the example from [42] to a Gaussian measure µP and
standard deviation ρP and where the median of f is Mf . σf has the physical
interpretation of being the minimal physical resolution of any measurement
of observable operators associated to the 1-Lipschitz function f . By applying
this concentration to a generic function f ∈ FD(T ∗TM) in the domain
where the flow Ut is 1-Lipschitz, one obtains

Ut : FD(T ∗TM) → FD(T ∗TM), f(t = 0) 7→ f(t);

Ut could depend on the τ -time parameter. We assume that for f there is a
minimal resolution σf . In the 1-Lipschitz dynamical regime of the dynamics
operator Ut the function f must be constant almost everywhere, since f is
1-Lipschitz in (u, p) and (t, τ). Moreover, for macroscopic observations asso-
ciated to any measurement of a quantum system, one expect the existence
of scales such that the relation

|f −Mf |
1

σf
≃ N or |f −Mf |

1

σf
≫ N, 1 ≪ N,(6.7)

holds. This relation, for what concentration concerns, can be re-written as

ρ2

ρ2P
= N2.(6.8)

This condition provides a quantum scale relative to the Planck scale. This
is related with ratio between the GUT scale energy and the Planck scale
energy. In this context, we make the hypothesis that the GUT scale is the
higher energy scale where the dynamics is well described by a quantum gauge
field theory. Therefore, let us restrict our considerations to the case when
the quantum system corresponds to a elementary particle which quantum
field operator appears in the Standard Model. If we adopt such relation,
then N2 is large for the purposes of the application of the concentration
phenomena.
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We see from (6.8) that N ∈ N provides a measure of the complexity of
the associated HR-system compared with the complexity of the associated
quantum system. The degree of complexity of a quantum state is of order
1, since there is one quantum particle involved compared with the degree
of complexity of the associated HR-system, which is of order N . This or-
der of complexity 1 is of the same order than the dimension of the model
spacetime manifold M4, the number of spin degrees of freedom and other
quantum numbers associated with the quantum mechanical description of
the elementary quantum particle.

Let us consider the case TM ∼= R
8N . By the relation (6.7), the concentra-

tion of measure relation (6.6) is applied to the function f in the 1-Lipschitz
dominated regime of Ut obtaining

µP (|f −Mf | > σf (8N))) ≤ 1

2
exp

(
−32N2

)
.(6.9)

Note that although the value (8N)2 is large, the quotient |f −Mf |/σf is
larger or the same order of magnitude. Indeed, σf is the minimal theoretical
resolution for f . Extrapolation of how much σf when measuring systems
at the Planck scale and how much it could be the difference |f −Mf | when
applied to standard model scale to GUT scale systems convince us that (6.9)
holds. Hence the concentration relation (6.9) is a strong condition. In our
case, the GUT scale, defined in our case by the conditions

|f −Mf | > σf (8N)(6.10)

provides us with the limit where the inequality starts to loss concentration
meaning.

Hence for functions that are associated with measurements of the prop-
erties of quantum systems and since N ≫ 1 there must be concentration of
measure around the median Mf with probability very close to 1. Thus, if a
measurement of an observable associated with f is performed, the result Mf

is with probability very close to 1 and in practice, equal to 1 in the regime
where the evolution Ut evolution is Lipschitz.
Notion of classical and quantum interaction. Depending on the do-
main where an interaction is dominant, one can make a clear distinction
between classical and quantum interactions, that can serve as definition.

Definition 6.3. A classical interaction in Hamilton-Randers theory is an
interaction which is dominant only on the metastable domain {t = (2n +
1)T, n ∈ Z}. In contrast, a quantum interaction in Hamilton-Randers the-
ory is dominant at least in the interior of the fundamental cycles ∪n∈Z (2n+
1, 2n + 3).

A quantum interaction, since it is extended through the whole cycles,
after the projection (t, τ) 7→ τ is associated with density probability func-
tions and transition amplitudes. Hence it is sensible to speak of probability
density for a given interactions. A main characteristic of such interactions
is that, although they are causal, the description is not local. Example of
non-local interactions are gauge theories, whose exact quantum mechanical
description is through holonomy variables. The Aharonov-Bohm effect is
an example of non-local behaviour of an interaction. Hence we should be
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open to the possibility that quantum gauge theories described in terms of
non-local holonomy variables are emergent interactions.

In contrast, a classical interaction as defined above is local, since it is
related to the domain where all the properties of the systems are well defined.
A possible example of a classical interaction is gravity, as is discussed in
section 7.

6.3. Notion of natural spontaneous reduction. The concentration of
measure for functions on the Lipschitz regime provides a natural mechanism
for the reduction of the quantum state. However, such reduction processes
not only happen when the quantum system is being measured by a macro-
scopic observer. On the contrary, they are spontaneous processes happening
at the final domain of each fundamental cycle in the Ut-evolution. This is
the reason of the name natural reduction processes, in contrast with induced
reduction of the quantum state by an interaction with a quantum measure-
ment system [13, 20, 37]. A natural reduction process do not destroy the
quantum system and it is dissociated from quantum measurement process.
In a measurement process the measurement device can change the original
quantum state, since there exists an interaction between the system being
measured and the apparatus measurement. This is described through Von
Neumann models in a quantum mechanical setting.

Note that the interaction responsible for this concentration is purely
classical, since it is dominant only in the metastable equilibrium regime
{t = (2n+ 1)T, n ∈ N}, when all the properties of the system are localized
by the effect to the same interaction Ut. As a consequence of this phenomena
the properties of the system appear as macroscopically well defined when
the system is measured by means of a macroscopic measurement device. In
Hamilton-Randers theory there is no entanglement between the measure-
ment device and the quantum system: both have an exact localized state
when they interact and the macroscopic measurement device do not induces
the reduction of the quantum system.

If the initial conditions of the Hamilton-Randers system are fixed, then
the evolution of Mf is fixed as well. However, it is difficult to determine
initial conditions for HR-systems in general. It is also difficult to fix oper-
ationally τ0 and hence, the long time dynamics of the average value Mf .
Thus although the dynamics is deterministic, if we adopt assumption A.9.
in section 2, the system is chaotic and hence unstable and sensitive to ini-
tial conditions. In this case, the natural way to describe the systems is by
probabilistic methods, with the probability distribution determined by the
fundamental dynamics Ut of the system during the ergodic regime. In par-
ticular, the probability function is associated with the density of world lines
of sub-quantum molecules.
Emergence of classicality. We observe that in the metastable domain
associated with the dominance in the dynamics of 1-Lipschitz operators ev-
ery 1-Lipschitz observable have well defined values at each τn = (2n+ 1)T .
Under the assumptions that are discussed in the next section, the inertial
position and speed observable quantities are 1-Lipschitz. The role of uni-
form bound of the sub-quantum molecules is fundamental to prove the 1-
Lipschitz condition without further restrictions for macroscopic observables
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that depend smoothly of the coordinates (xµk , y
µ
k ). As a consequence of this

argument the trajectory of the quantum system is defined at each τn. Hence
one identifies the metastable equilibrium regime with the classical limit.

7. Hamiltonian bound and emergence of the weak equivalence

principle and gravitational interaction

7.1. Bound of the matter Hamiltonian. In the following we show that
in Hamilton-Randers theory a natural mechanism exists that ensures the
existence of a lower bound for the energy level for the total Hamiltonian

(4.5). Let us consider the decomposition of Ĥt in a 1-Lipschitz component

ĤLipschitz,t and a non-Lipschitz component Ĥmatter,t,

Ĥt(û, p̂) = Ĥmatter,t(û, p̂) + ĤLipschitz,t(û, p̂).(7.1)

We have defined in this expression the matter Hamiltonian as precisely the
piece which is not 1-Lipschitz. This is according with the idea that mat-
ter (including gauge interactions) is quantized. If matter is quantized, the
spacetime distribution of energy, by definition, is presented in the form of
quantum packets, which is a form of non-regular distribution.

This type of decomposition is not unique and also it is not evident that it
exists. However, one can obtain a characterization that allows for such type
of decompositions, if we adopt several additional assumptions. In particular,
let us assume that the classical Hamiltonian function (3.26) is C2-smooth in
the variables (x, y, px, py). In this case, we can prove the following

Lemma 7.1. Let Ht : T ∗TM → R be a C2-smooth Randers Hamiltonian
function (4.5). Then there exists a compact domain K ⊂ TM where H|K
is 1-Lipschitz.

Proof. By Taylor’s expansion up to second order one has

Ht(u, p) = Ht0 +

8N∑

k=1

∂Ht

∂uk
|(ξ,χ)(uk − ξt

k) +

8N∑

k=1

∂Ht

∂pk
|(ξ,χ)(pk − χk)

+

8N∑

k=1

Rk (uk − ξt
k)2 +

8N∑

k=1

Qk (pk − χk)2

= Ht0 +

8N∑

k=1

∂Ht

∂uk
|(ξ,χ)(uk − ξk) +

8N∑

k=1

βk(χ) (pk − χk)

+
8N∑

k=1

Rk (uk − ξk)2 +
8N∑

k=1

Qk (pk − χk)2.
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Hence difference for the values of the Hamiltonian Ht at two different points
can be written formally as

|Ht(u(1), p(1)) − Ht(u(2), p(2))| =
∣∣∣
8N∑

k=1

∂Ht

∂uk
|(ξ,χ)(uk(1) − ξk)

+

8N∑

k=1

βk(χ) (pk(1) − χk) +

8N∑

k=1

Rk(1) (uk(1) − ξk)2 +

8N∑

k=1

Qk(1) (pk(1) − ξk)2

−
8N∑

k=1

∂Ht

∂uk
|(ξ,χ)(uk(2) − ξk) −

8N∑

k=1

2βk(χ) (pk(2) − χk)

−
8N∑

k=1

Rk(2) (uk(2) − ξk)2 −
8N∑

k=1

Qk(2) (pk(2) − χk)2
∣∣∣

≤
∣∣
8N∑

k=1

∂Ht

∂uk
|(ξ,χ)(uk(1) − uk(2))

∣∣ +
∣∣
8N∑

k=1

βk(χ)(pk(1) − pk(2))
∣∣

+
∣∣
8N∑

k=1

Rk(1) (uk(1) − ξk)2 − Rk(2) (uk(2) − ξk)2
∣∣

+
∣∣
8N∑

k=1

Qk(1) (pk(1) − χk)2 − Qk(2) (pk(2) − χk)2
∣∣.

Due to the continuity of second derivatives, for each compact set K ⊂
T ∗TM containing the points 1 and 2, there are two constants CR(K) > 0
and CQ(K) > 0 such that |Rk(1)|, |Rk(2)| < CR(K) and |Qk(1)|, |Qk(2)| <
CQ(K), for each k = 1, ..., 8N . Moreover, as a consequence of Taylor’s
theorem it holds that

lim
1→2

CQ(K) = 0, lim
1→2

CR(K) = 0,

Therefore, the last two lines in the difference |H(u(1), p(1))− H(u(2), p(2))|
can be rewritten as

∣∣
8N∑

k=1

Rk(1) (uk(1) − ξt
k)2 − Rk(2) (uk(2) − ξt

k)2
∣∣ = CR(K̃)

∣∣
8N∑

k=1

(uk(1) − uk(2))2
∣∣

∣∣
8N∑

k=1

Qk(1) (pk(1) − χk)2 − Qk(2) (pk(2) − χk)2
∣∣ = CQ(K̃)

∣∣
8N∑

k=1

(pk(1) − pk(2))2
∣∣.

The constants CQ(K) and CR(K) can be taken finite on K. Furthermore,
by restricting further the domain where the points 1 and 2 are to a smaller
compact set K̃, one can write the following relations,

CR(K̃)|(uk(1) − uk(2))| ≤ 1/2, CQ(K̃)|(pk(1) − pk(2))| ≤ 1/2.(7.2)

Let us consider further restriction on the compact set K ′ ⊂ T ∗TM such
that for each (ξ, χ) ∈ K ′

∣∣∂Ht

∂uk
|(ξ,χ)

∣∣ ≤ CU , k = 1, ...., 4N(7.3)
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holds good for some constant CU . Also, on K ′ it must hold that

CR(K)
∣∣
8N∑

k=1

(uk(1) − uk(2))2
∣∣+ CQ(K)

∣∣
8N∑

k=1

(pk(1) − pk(2))2
∣∣

≤ 1/2
8N∑

k=1

∣∣(uk(1) − uk(2))
∣∣ + 1/2

8N∑

k=1

∣∣(pk(1) − pk(2))
∣∣.

That there is such compact set K ′ follows from the fact that it is defined
by (7.2) and (7.3). Moreover, |βi| are bounded as a consequence of Randers
condition (3.11). Then we have that

|H(u(1), p(1)) − H(u(2), p(2))|
∣∣
K ′

≤ C̃U

8N∑

k=1

∣∣(uk(1) − uk(2))
∣∣ +

8N∑

k=1

∣∣ (pk(1) − pk(2))
∣∣

+ 1/2

8N∑

k=1

∣∣(uk(1) − uk(2))
∣∣ + 1/2

8N∑

k=1

∣∣(pk(1) − pk(2))
∣∣

with C̃K = max{CK , 1}. This proves that H|K ′ is a Lipschitz function, with

Lipschitz constant M = max{1
2 , C̃U}, which is necessarily finite. Now we

can redefine the Hamiltonian dividing by M , which is a constant larger than
1, which is equivalent to redefine the vector field β ∈ TTM an is operation
that does not change the equations of motion and the Randers condition
(3.11). Then we obtain a 1-Lipschitz Hamiltonian on K ′ equivalent to the
previous one. �

Remark 7.2. Note that since the Hamiltonian is supposed to be C2, it is
not necessary for the proof of 7.1 that the Randers condition (3.11) holds.
However, consistence with Randers condition implies that the constant M =
max{1

2 , C̃U}.

The compact domain K ′ is not empty. However, it is not unique. Ex-
tensions from K to the whole phase space can be constructed as follows.
Consider the symmetrized distance

̺s(a, b) :=
1

2
(̺(a, b) + ̺(b, a))

on T ∗TM associated to the underlying Hamilton structure (3.2). Let us
assume that K ′ is a star domain and then consider the projection on K ′

πK ′ : T ∗TM → K ′, (u, p) 7→ (ū, p̄),(7.4)

where (ū, p̄) is defined by the condition that the distance from (u, p) to K is
achieved at (ū, p̄). Then one defines the radial decomposition of Ht by the
expression

Ht(u, p) = R
(
d((u, p), (ū, p̄))

)
Ht(ū, p̄) + δHt(u, p).(7.5)

The positive function R
(
d((u, p), (ū, p̄))

)
is such that decreases with the

distance function d((u, p), (ū, p̄)) and it is bounded in a way that the first
piece of the Hamiltonian is 1-Lipschitz. The second contribution is not
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1-Lipschitz. By definition, it is associated with the matter Hamiltonian
Hmatter,

Hmatter,t(u, p) := δHt(u, p).(7.6)

With these redefinitions we obtain the following

Theorem 7.3. Every Hamiltonian (3.26) admits a normalization such that
the decomposition (7.1) holds good.

We can read the Hamiltonian constraint (5.11) in the following way. From
the properties of the Ut flow it follows that

lim
t→(2n+1)T

(
Ĥmatter,t + ĤLipschitz,t

)
|ψ〉 = 0.

However, each of the individual terms in this relation can be different from
zero in the metastable regime or near the metastable equilibrium regime,

lim
t→(2n+1)T

Ĥmatter,t|ψ〉 6= 0, lim
t→(2n+1)T

ĤLipschitz,t|ψ〉 6= 0.

This implies that in order to have a the metastable equilibrium regime at t =
(2n+1)T , in addition with the matter Hamiltonian (7.6), an additional piece

of dynamical systems described by the Hamiltonian ĤLipschitz,t is needed.
If we assume that the matter Hamiltonian (7.6) must be positive definite

on physical states, then the 1-Lipschitz Hamiltonian should have negative
eigenvalues only. Moreover, the function κ(u, p, t, τ̃ ) in the quantum Hamil-
tonian (3.26) takes values in the interval [0, 1]. Hence the positiveness of the
matter Hamiltonian is extended to all t ∈ [0, (2n + 1)T ]. This implies the
consistency of the positiveness of the energy level for the quantum Hamilton-
ian for matter (7.6), since the quantum mechanics description is associated
with the full Ut dynamics.

7.2. Emergence of a weak equivalence principle. We denote byXµ(Si), i ≡
S, A,B the macroscopic observable coordinates associated to the system Si,
that is, the value of the coordinates that could be associated to a classical
system. We assume that the functions

Xµ : T ∗TM × R →M4,

(uk1 , ..., ukN , pk1 , ..., pkN , t) 7→ Xµ(uk1 , ..., ukN , pk1 , ..., pkN , t)

are smooth. Under the additional constraint of universal bounded acceler-
ation and speed for the sub-quantum molecules, in the metastable equilib-
rium regime t → (2n + 1)T , the functions Xµ((2n + 1)T, τ) = Xµ(τ) are
1-Lipschitz. In order to show this fact we consider first the relations

lim
t→(2n+1)T

∂Xµ(u, p, t)

∂t
= 0,(7.7)

which hold because in the metastable equilibrium regime there is no t-
dependence of the physical observables (they are almost fixed points of the
Ut flow). Second, we consider the regularity relations

dXµ(u, p, t)

dτ
=

8N∑

k=1

∂Xµ

∂uρk

duρk
dτ

+
8N∑

k=1

∂Xµ

∂pρk

dpρk
dτ

.(7.8)
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From the relations (7.7) and (7.8) and since the velocity components {dXµ(u,p,t)
dτ }4µ=1

are bounded (by the Randers condition (3.11)), it follows that the coordi-
nate functions {Xµ(τ)}3µ=0 are 1-Lipschitz in all the arguments, since they

are C1-functions with uniformly bounded derivatives.
Since the system of equations for the configuration coordinates {ui}8Nk=1

(3.33) is autonomous for u, the functions {Xµ}4µ = 1 can be seen as functions
of the u-coordinates only. Let us assume that the subsystems A and B have
local coordinates

A ≡ (u1(τ), ..., uNA
(τ), 0, ..., 0) and B ≡ (0, ..., 0, v1(τ), ..., vNB

(τ)),

with N = NA +NB , NA, NB ≫ 1. The whole system S can be represented
in local coordinates as

S ≡ (u1(τ), ..., uNA
(τ), v1(τ), ..., vNB

(τ)).

By the concentration property (6.6) for the Ut dynamics in the Lipschitz
dynamical regime, the τ -evolution of the coordinates Xµ(S(τ)), Xµ(A(τ))
and Xµ(B(τ)) that started with the same initial conditions differs after the
dynamics at τ -time such that

µP

(
1

σXµ
|Xµ(Si(τ)) −Mµ(τ)| > ρ

)

t→(2n+1)T

∼ C1 exp

(
−C2

ρ2

2 ρ2p

)
,

(7.9)

µ = 1, 2, 3, 4, i = A,B,S holds. The constants C1, C2 are of order 1, where
C2 depends on the dimension of the spacetime M4. They are independent
of the system A,B,S. Note that there is no dependence on the t-parameter,
since we are in the limit t→ T . The median Mµ(τ) is assumed to be equal
to the mean, which is determined by the expression

Mµ(τ) =
1

N
lim
t→T

N∑

k=1

µP (k)(t, τ)xµk (t, τ).(7.10)

By the diffeomorphisms ϕk : Mk
4 → M4, one can consider the world lines

of the sub-quantum molecules on M4 at each constant value of t. Hence
for t = (2n + 1)T, n ∈ Z we have a set of (discrete) world lines in M4,
that shows that the functions {Xµ}4µ=1 characterizes the average presence
of sub-quantum lines at a given point of M4.

An interchange of sub-quantum molecules between the system and the
environment can happen. This can affect the motion of the center of mass
Mµ(Si(τ)) in a rather intricate way, because the derivatives { d

dτ µP (k)(t, τ)}Nk=1
depend upon the details of the system Si(τ). In the metastable equilibrium
regime t = (2n + 1)T , of there is absence of interaction with the ambient,
there is absence of interchange of degrees of freedom with the ambient, at
least in average on time t-parameter. Hence the condition

d

dτ
µP (k)(t, τ) = 0, k = 1, ..., N(7.11)

holds good. In this case, then the center of mass coordinates Mµ(Si(τ)) are
solutions of an ordinary differential equation,

d

dτ
Mµ(τ) = hµ(τ), µ = 1, 2, 3, 4.(7.12)
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where the functions hµ : T ∗TM → R are fixed by the equations of motion of
the 8N -degrees of freedom (as consequence of equation (7.10)) and by the
properties of the measure µ(k). The local solutions of the equation (7.12)
on τ with initial condition (τ = 0,Mµ(τ = 0)) depend only on the initial
conditions for Mµ(τ = 0).

Proposition 7.4. Let Si, i = 1, 2, 3 HR-systems with N ≫ 1 such that
Mµ(τ = 0) do not depend on the system A, B or S at τ = 0 and assume
that the condition (7.11) holds for τ ∈ [0,+∞]. Then the center of mass
coordinates Xµ(τ) do not depend on the system Si for τ .

Proof. The coordinate functions Xµ(τ) are 1-Lipschitz in the metastable
equilibrium regime t → (2n + 1). Then we can apply the concentration
of measure (7.9). Moreover, we assume that the condition (6.8) holds, a
condition valid for HR-systems. Hence the observable coordinates {Xµ}4µ=1

moves following the common Mµ(τ) coordinates with an error bounded
by exp(−C2N

2). Since the condition (7.11) holds, the median coordinates
Mµ(τ) follow an ordinary differential equation, integrable at every τ ∈
[0,+∞]. �

As we discussed before, the figures of N in Hamilton-Randers theory are
of order 102. The value of the constant C2 cannot be fixed by the theory,
but does not compensate the abrupt concentration caused by the difference
of sub-quantum scale and quantum scale.

We see that in the metastable equilibrium regime t = (2n + 1)T there
is a strong concentration for the value the functions {Xµ(τ)}4µ=1 around

{Mµ(τ)}4µ=1. Note that this universality is up to fixing the initial conditions
of the center of mass Mµ, which is equivalent to fix the initial conditions for
{uµk}Nk=1. This fact does not rest relevance to the main idea that we would
like to present here: that for the concentration dynamics Ut in the metastable
equilibrium regime t→ (2n+1)T , for the same initial conditions, the center
of mass coordinates {Mµ(τ)}4µ=1 evolve in the same way, independently of
the nature and composition of the system. This result extends towards large
systems, composed by atoms. This is the content of the equivalence principle

Furthermore, note that the explanation of the equivalence principle of-
fered along these lines implies that theoretically, such weak equivalence prin-
ciple is an almost exact law of Nature, only broken at scales 1/N2 compared
with the Planck scale. Otherwise, the principle is valid up to an error of
exp(−C2N

2). Such equivalence principle breaks down abruptly in the tran-
sition from quantum to classical description of elementary particles.

7.3. An heuristic argument in favour of the emergent origin of

the gravitational interaction. Collecting all the previous characteris-
tics for the 1-Lipschitz interaction induced by the Ut flow in the domain
{limt→(2n+1)T Ut, n ∈ Z}, we have the following features:

• U(2n+1)T is invariant under infinitesimal diffeomorphism transforma-
tions of M4, since the constraint (3.27) holds good,

• A weak equivalence principle for the center of mass functions Sµ(S(τ))
holds good,
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• It is a classical interaction, since it appears only during the collapse
of the wave function happens

• There is a local maximal speed for the sub-quantum molecules of a
HR-systems and invariance under a local relativity group invariance,

Furthermore, we have found the following two additional restrictions

• It is compatible with the existence of a maximal and universal proper
acceleration,

• The associated quantum Hamiltonian operator has negative energy
eigenvalues (by hypothesis).

In view of the formal similarity of these properties with the analogous prop-
erties of the current mathematical description of the gravitational interac-
tion, one can make an strong assumption and postulate that

In the metastable equilibrium regime the 1-Lipschitz dynamics associated
with HLipshitz,t=(2n+1)T is the gravitational interaction.

That gravity is intrinsically involved in the process of collapse of the wave
function is a common idea with several modern approaches to the description
of measurement problem [13, 20, 37]. However, as we discuss explicitly
before, there are fundamental differences between the models described here
and spontaneous collapse models or collapse models induced by large mass
measurement devices.
Existence of a domain where gravity is indeed Lipschitz. That there
is a domain where the gravitational interaction is 1-Lipschitz can be easily
seen in the Newtonian limit. Let us consider a Newtonian gravitational force

F (~x) = −mM G

r2
, ~x ∈ R

3(7.13)

and r = |~x| the distance to the origin in R
3 of ~x. Note that on the set of

Euclidean spheres

Ŝ2 := {S2(r), r ∈ (0,+∞)},

that is where the potential V (~x) lives, |r1 − r2| defines a norm function.
Moreover, to compare significatively length and forces, it is useful to con-
sider dimensionless expressions, for which we need fundamental scales. The
Planck force provides a natural unit of force, from which we can compare
any other force. In doing this comparison we are adopting a length scale
(the Planck length) and a force scale (the Planck force) and use homogenous
quantities for length and force. Therefore, let us consider the expression

|F (~x2) − F (~x1)|
Fp

= α
|r2 − r1|

lp
,

where Fp is the Planck force and lp is the Planck length. After a bit of
algebra, one finds an expression for the coefficient α,

α = lp
1

c4
G2mM

1

r22 r
2
1

|r2 + r1|.

In order to simplify the argument, we consider m = M . Furthermore,
although the case r2 = r1 is singular, in order to work in a given scale, we
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consider a relation r1 = λr2 with λ ∼ 1 constant. Then after some algebra,
one obtains a compact expression for α,

α =
1 + λ

λ3
D

Dp

E

Ep
,(7.14)

where D = m
r3

is a characteristic density of the system, E = mc2, Dp is the
Planck density and Ep is the Planck energy. It follows from the expression
(7.14) that for scales of the standard model, atomic physics, or macroscopic
systems, for instance, that α ≪ 1. Moreover, α → 1 and even such limit is
surpass such value in the limit of the Planck scale.

If we try to repeat this argument for the static electromagnetic field a
similar result is obtained. However, we find that it is the full Q.E.D theory
that should be used for calculations at the atomic and sub-atomic scale.
Hence we should not extend the argument directly from the Newtonian field
to the Coulomb field. Moreover, if we take into account the relative intensity
of the classical Coulomb field with the Newtonian field, it is a factor, for
instance for the electron, of order 1042. This suggests that at such scales the
electromagnetic field cannot be 1-Lipschitz. Another argument in favour of
this conclusion is that at such scales the electromagnetic field is quantized,
which is a very different regime than a 1-Lipschitz regular dynamics.

Although based on a Newtonian limit and in several approximations and
assumptions, the conclusion that we can extract is that there is indeed a
regime where classical gravity is a 1-Lipschitz interaction. This is in accor-
dance with our interpretation of gravity as an emergent phenomenon.

Despite the fact that as mathematical models, Newtonian gravity or Ein-
stein gravity can be extrapolated to non-Lipschitz domains, specially close
to singularities. Such extrapolations, by the arguments given in this section,
should be considered un-physical. A possible way out of this dichotomy is to
consider classical theories of gravity with a maximal acceleration. Consis-
tently with a weak equivalence principle, such theories must contain maximal
acceleration. This can provide eventually providing a classical resolution of
General Relativity singularities.

7.4. The Heisenberg dynamics of quantum observables. For each
cycle let us fix the value t-time parameter and the slow time τ(t) ∈ R defined
by (3.30). While in the contractive regime the 1-Lipschitz component is
dominant, in the ergodic regime of the Ut flow, it is the matter Hamiltonian
what is expected to be dominant. From one side, this is the evolution

induced by the generator Ĥmatter. From the other side, this is the dynamics
that we should expect for any Hermitian observable when there is no present
a natural reduction of wave function. Since each cycle labeled by τ has
associated an ergodic cycle, the sequences of fundamental cycles defines a
dynamics along τ -time on the observables.

Following this line of argument, let us consider the Uτ quantum evolution
operator by the expression

Â(τ) := 〈(I − ı δτ Ĥmatter〉† Â(τ0)〈(I − ı δτ Ĥmatter〉 δτ = τ − τ0.(7.15)
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It follows at first order in δτ the following expression,

Â(τ) − Â(τ)

τ − τ0
= −ı

[
Ĥmatter, Â

]
.

This expression is interpreted as the Heisenberg equation of motion,

ı ~
d

dτ
Â = −

[
Ĥmatter , Â

]
.(7.16)

If we assume the existence between fundamental degrees of freedom and

quantum degrees of freedom, then the Hamiltonian Ĥmatter should be pos-

sible to be written in terms of X̂µ and P̂µ operators. Then (7.16) applies to
quantum observables too.
On the linearity of the quantum description. Let us consider a macro-
scopic observer device determined by two elements: 1. A sub-set of quan-
tum particles that interact with the quantum system being measured via
a quantum interaction, 2. An amplification process, that serves to assign
macroscopic properties to the quantum system after the measurement is per-
formed. The amplification process consists of a set of quantum processes. If
this description is adopted, then according to the Hamilton-Randers theory
the natural spontaneous reduction of the quantum state is originated by
the Ut flow. Therefore, the Ut flow and the linear dynamics described by
Heisenberg equation (7.16) provides a natural description of the dynamics.

8. Conceptual issues in quantum mechanics from the point of

view of Hamilton-Randers theory

In a very interesting book, C. Isham described what is a quaternity of
problems in the conceptual foundations of the quantum theory [31]:

(1) The meaning of probability. We have deal with this problem
in sections 5 and section 6, pointing out that in Hamilton-Randers
theory the origin of the probability description is on an ergodic be-
haviour of the sub-quantum degrees of freedom.

(2) The role of measurement. In section 6 we have described our
theory of the measurement, showing how is it related with the notion
of natural instantaneous reduction of the wave function.

(3) The collapse of the quantum state. In Hamilton-Randers theory
this is associated to the natural instantaneous reduction of the wave
function.

(4) Quantum entanglement. We think that the relevant point here
is to explain the origin of the quantum correlations; quantum entan-
glement per se is not problematic.

In this section we describe an heuristic mechanism to explain quantum non-
local correlations. Moreover, we describe within our framework the mecha-
nism explaining quantum interference.

Providing a realistic interpretation for all quantum phenomenology is the
objective for every realistic interpretation of quantum mechanics. We pro-
vide here such interpretations for the fourth problem. Moreover, we also
provide a natural interpretation of quantum interference.
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8.1. The two slit quantum experiment and its interpretation in

Hamilton-Randers Theory. Let us consider the quantum two slit inter-
ference experiment as prototype of quantum interference phenomena. In a
simplified description of the experiment, the experimental setting is two-
dimensional, with the x-direction being the direction of propagation of the
quantum particles and the z-axis the vertical direction of orientation for the
slits and the detector screen. We assume that the intensity of the beam can
be regulated to only allow for one quantum particle on flight each time the
experiment is repeated. The quantum states are pure quantum states, repre-
senting individual quantum particles each time that an experiment is done.
The experiment is repeated many times with different quantum particles,
under the constraint that the macroscopic initial momenta before reaching
the slits is the same for all the particles. We assume that other conditions on
the experiment, as the value of the external gravitational field, interactions
with the ambient, spin states, etc, either are the same for all the particles or
that the variance of these factors do not affect the outcomes of the exper-
iment. Furthermore, the particles in each ensemble of the experiment are
quantum mechanically identical.

The standard quantum mechanical description of the experiment can be
summarized as follows. After passing the slits, we say that the system is
generated by the slit A if, closing the slit B, the particle is detected at the
detection screen. Similarly, it is defined that the particle is generated by
the slit B. Let ψA be the state generated by the slit A. By this we mean a
wave function ψA such that if we close the slit B, it has all the information
to reproduce the statistical properties observed in the detection screen. The
slit B determines another state denoted by ψB . The evolution after passing
the slits is linear and given by a Schrödinger’s equation with some given
boundary conditions, that depends on the fact of which slits are open.

The evolution is characterized by how many and which slits are open
when the quantum system passes through it. If the two slits are open, then
the effective state just after the system goes through the slits is described
by a vector ψ ∈ H of the form

Ψ(x, z) = C (ψA(x, z) + ψB(x, z)),

with C a normalization real constant such that ‖ψ‖L2
= 1. Since the slits A

and B are different, the states ψA and ψB describe different screen patters
after a long time exposition when the experiment is repeated many times
with prepared individual identical particle states.

It is natural to adopt the hypothesis that ψA 6= ψB in the vicinity of the
detector screen. Furthermore, symmetry considerations imply that ψA =
ψB in the central region of the screen, reaching a maximum value ‖ψA +
ψB‖2. Out of the central axis one expects either |ψA| 6= |ψB | or arg(ψA) 6=
arg(ψB) or both conditions hold. In the case that there is a relative phase
between ψA and ψB , an interference pattern depending on the geometric
arrangement of the experiment should be found and as we move out from the
axis z = 0, a relative phase between ψA and ψB should appear. Moreover,
one also expects to find that ‖ψA‖ 6= ‖ψB‖ holds along the z-axis.

The physical interpretation of the double slit experiment from the point
of view of Hamilton-Randers theory is the following. First, let us note that
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in the above quantum mechanical description of the double quantum slit
experiment the time parameter is 1-dimensional, since only τ has been im-
plicitly considered. Hence the quantum system appears as passing through
the two slits A and B at the same time, if both slits are open. Then we
have that τA = τB. However, from the point of view of Hamilton-Randers
systems, time is a two-dimensional parameter. Therefore, the dynamical
state of the quantum particle should be specified by given the conditions of
motion at a two-time instant for each sub-quantum molecule. In the case in
question, we can think that the particle has passed through A at the instant
(tA, τ), while the sub-quantum particle has pass by the slit B at the instant
(tA, τ). Hence the system pass by the two slits, at two different 2-time in-
stants (tA, τ) and (tB, τ), but when the projection (t, τ) 7→ τ is done, the
system appears as if it pass through both slits at the same time parame-
ter τ . This idea is compatible with a local description of the phenomena
of quantum interference. It is after this projection that apparent quantum
mechanical non-locality are present.

In this interpretation, ψA, ψB and ψ are epistemic states, for different
reasons. From one side, the states described by the vectors ψA and ψB

are epistemic, since they describe the partial evolution of an unique quan-
tum state. That is, they describe the state when it pass through A or
pass through B respectively. What happens from the point of view of HR-
systems, is that the sub-quantum degrees of freedom pass through both slits
many times (in the two-dimensional sense), in such a way that the partial
states ψA and ψB are associated with probability distributions that can be
used in the forecast of phenomenological predictions. However, these states
do not correspond to individual sub-quantum molecules, and are more a
convenient tool to calculate probabilities and expectations values associated
frequency probabilities. On the other hand, ψ is only an epistemic state
since the projection (t, τ) 7→ τ has been taken already. Hence it cannot
determine the full dynamics of the associated HR-system. In contrast, it is
also a convenient tool to calculate probabilities associated with the quan-
tum system. Hence the epistemic character of the quantum description, in
contrast with the ontological character of the Hamilton-Randers theory, fol-
lows. Finally, if the two slits A and B are open, each time that an individual
experiment is done, we can ask by which of the slits the quantum particle
passed through it. This question is legitim, due to the process of natural
spontaneous collapse described in section 6.

8.2. On the non-local quantum correlations. The existence of long
distance quantum correlations is an astonishing realization of quantum phe-
nomenology that claims for explanation. Is it possible, even in a qualitative
way, to understand such phenomena within the framework of Hamilton-
Randers theory? There are three mechanisms that we can think are a priori
involved in the quantum correlations.
A. Projection map (t, τ) 7→ τ . The ergodic motion of the sub-quantum
molecules is constrained by hypothesis to be sub-luminal. Henceforth, the
maximal distance achievable for the instantaneous quantum correlations is
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bounded by

dcor ≤ 2T c,

where c is the speed of light in vacuum. By the relation (3.15), this distance
will depend on the mass of the particle. For massive quantum systems, the
distance 2T c, is small and of the order of the range of the distances where
one expect to have quantum interference, in the case of massive quantum
particles.

This mechanism has interesting consequences for the correlations asso-
ciated to massive quantum systems, that is the limitation on the distance
for the correlations, but also, the apparent instantaneous character of the
correlations. Indeed, for massive particles one has

dcor ≤ 2
α ~

c

1

M
.(8.1)

This inverse law of the maximal distance of correlations with the mass of
the system is falsifiable, despite the appearance of the un-known scale factor
α. The prediction of apparent instantaneous correlations is also falsifiable
in principle. However, the factor α must be fixed, for each experimental
situation, in order to develope the full predictive power of relation (8.1).

For massless systems M = 0, as in the case of photons, the correlation
distance is arbitrarily large and appears as instantaneous non-local correla-
tions in M4. This can explain the long distance quantum correlations along
several kilometres [43] but also the apparent not bound on the correlations
speed in the laboratory frame for photons [22].
B. Direct action in a geometry of maximal acceleration. It is pos-
sible to re-think the definition of celerity in geometric spaces of maximal
proper acceleration and maximal speed as follows. First we make the hy-
pothesis that the correct continuous limit of the discrete dynamics for the
sub-quantum molecules is described in a maximal acceleration back-ground
geometry as in reference [19]. In particular, it was shown that in a geometry
of maximal universal proper acceleration and universal maximal speed, the
celerity of an accelerated classical point particle with world line x : I →M4

is given by the expression

v(t) :=
1√

1 − a2

A2
max

1√
1 − ṽ2

c2max

ṽ(t),(8.2)

where a2 is the square of the proper acceleration,

a2 = η4(ẍ, ẍ).

The speed of light in vacuum can be considered as the standard maximal
speed from the point of view of a macroscopic observer for sub-quantum
molecules. This is because, for macroscopic observers acceleration is small
and there is not perception of Amax. If we adopt this perspective, we have
that for a macroscopic observer, that by definition is not subjected in usual
situations to very large accelerations, the sub-quantum molecules, although
un-observable directly (that is, by the effect on a external gauge field or
external gravitational field) can be ascribed supra-luminal direct actions.
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Now let us define the apparent celerity by the expression

ṽapp :=
1√

1 − a2

A2
max

ṽ.

Similarly, the apparent speed of light in vacuum capp is defined by

capp :=
1√

1 − a2

A2
max

c.

Hence one can re-write the expression (8.2) as

v(t) :=
1√

1 − ṽ2app
c2app

ṽapp(t).(8.3)

The direct reading of (8.3) is suggestive. For accelerate particles, the maxi-
mal speed achievable is capp. Then let us note two points related with (8.3).
Firstly is that capp ≥ c. Secondly, the deduction of (8.2) was done under the
assumption of small accelerations compared with Amax [19]. Thus in order
to have a relevant effect one needs to expand the domain of validity of (8.2)
to large accelerations. However, this is mathematically consistent with the
domain of the expression (8.3).

This mechanism, that we should associated to a direct propagation and
interaction of sub-quantum molecules, is not independent of the mechanics
A. It applies to sub-quantum molecules by construction, that corresponds
to the Ut flow, since the mass of the sub-quantum molecules m is small
but different from zero, and henceforth, suitable to suffer huge accelerations
when the interaction is not Lipschitz, that is, when the interaction is not
gravitational. Note that such mechanism does not applies directly to quan-
tum systems.
C. Conservation laws. Let us consider the conservation law (3.32), ob-
tained by a geometric consistent argument that allows to define the slow
time parameter τ . Due to the product structure of the configuration space
there are certain constraints as consequence of the heritage conservation law
property. Such conservation rules can be written schematically in the form

βA + βB + βC + ... = 0

for a finite set of observables {βA, βB , βC , ...} that enter on the heritage
conservation law involving different macroscopic parties {A,B,C, ...}. The
origin of these conservations laws are in the Ut flow, since are associated with
the dynamics and configuration of sub-quantum degrees of freedom. Such
conservation laws are of the type of common cause. They are ruled out by
the experimental violation of Bell’s inequalities[21], except if the hypothesis
of super-determinism is adopted [29]. Such hypothesis is fully consistent
with our theory, but probably lacks of the possibility of being falsifiable.

Despite the falsification of the possibility of mechanism Cto explain by its
own the nature of quantum correlations by Bell’s inequalities, a combination
of the heritage conservation laws with the mechanism described in B allows
the possibility that direct action of sub-quantum systems can change the
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conservation laws. This is provided by the Ut flow and henceforth, subject
to the constraint (8.1).

8.3. On the emergence and ontological nature of the τ-time. The τ -
time class of parameters has been considered to be within the category real
parameters. However, the observation that the Ut flow is almost periodic
in t and that every quantum measurement is performed in the metastable
equilibrium regime given by (5.11) implies the discreteness of any τ -time
parameter.

There are several consequences of this reasoning. The first is that the
continuous description of clocks in classical physics and quantum mechanics
must be regarded as an idealization. It is however, a very useful one, due
to the extreme smallness of the Planck scale, related with the scale of sub-
quantum degrees of freedom, compare with quantum and macroscopic scales.
We adopted the real description of the τ -time parameter in this work only
motivated by practical reasons.

The second consequence is the emergent origin of the notion of external τ -
time parameters. Given a particular clock, the time parameters τ appear as
determined by the Ut flow at the Planck scale, as the number of fundamental
cycles of the Ut-flow. It is an emergent time, that arises from physical
processes. In this sense, time as used in physical description corresponds to
an abstraction.

On the other hand, this emergent character of the τ -time is not in contra-
diction with the requirement of time diffeomorphism invariance of general
relativity, since our interpretation of the τ -time applies to any physical clock
as specified in sub-section 3.7 and there is the constraint that the theory is
diffeomorphic invariant. Hence there is not a privileged notion of τ -time.

Despite of the emergence of time, we claim that the physical world is
fundamentally irreversible and unrepeatable. The irreversible nature of the
dynamical evolution is based on its emergent character and on the physi-
cal impossibility to repeat the conditions for the fundamental sub-quantum
dynamics from the point of view of the quantum scale. By this we mean
that the complexity of dynamics of sub-quantum degrees of freedom and
the impossibility to control the Ut flow using quantum interactions. Since
the τ evolution corresponds to a larger scale than the Ut flow, it is not
possible to control the fundamental flow. This implies the existence of an
irreversible time evolution for the physical systems and also for the whole
universe, emergent arrows of τ -time.

Our theory suggests the impossibility of travel backin the τ -time for any
standard model elementary particle or for any larger system. Second, as we
have remarked before, it only leaves the possibility of τ -time re-parametrization
invariance to be an emergent property in the classical or metastable equi-
librium regime. In this regime, the condition is fully compatible with the
Hamiltonian constrain of general relativity.

The unrepeatable property can be argued from a probabilistic point of
view, since the universe as a systems must be described by a multitude of
atomic and sub-atomic systems, each of which is described in Hamilton-
Randers systems by a complex systems of sub-atomic molecules. Hence our
universe is even more complex than any quantum picture could provide.
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From this argument follows the impossibility to repeat the same initial con-
ditions for the whole universe. Moreover, the lack of direct control on the
sub-quantum levels make even more credible the thesis of un-repeatability.

9. Concluding remarks

9.1. Relation with others theories of emergent quantum mechan-

ics. The theory presented in this work has several remarkable similarities
with other theories of emergent quantum mechanics, in particular with the
approach developed extensively by G. ’t Hooft and others (see for instance
[10, 15, 26, 30]). Among such analog properties, there are the introduction
of a dissipative dynamics, in order to account of the quantum states [9, 26]
and the fact that the wave function is ψ-epistemic. In Hooft’s approach,
unitarity is recover at the level of equivalence classes. In our description,
where there is not a dissipation of information or a dissipative dynamics,
but instead, an internal Ut flow which is assumed of a rather intricate struc-
ture. There is no preservation of the volume phase element for the Ut flow,
since the dynamics is driven by a time dependent Hamiltonian. In contrast,
unitarity holds for the Uτ evolution.

There are important departures between our theory and the above men-
tioned theories of emergent quantum mechanics. Let us mention, as a very
significant one that in our theory, time is described by a two-dimensional
parameter. In the continuous limit, such parameter is (t, τ) ∈ R × R. The
parameter τ is the external time, which servers to describe the dynamics of
a quantum state |ψ〉. The τ -time parameter corresponds with the usual no-
tion of macroscopic time as it appears in quantum mechanics and quantum
field theory. The internal t-time parameter in HR-systems describes the Ut

internal dynamics of the Hamiltonian Ht(u, p) and appears in our theory as
the parameter of the homotopic evolution (3.18) of the Hamilton-Randers
geometric structure. Therefore, the parameters t and τ are qualitatively
different, which implies the two-dimensional property of time and that the
associated two dynamical evolution (Ut, Uτ ) are irreducible to each other.

Our theory is deterministic, since the vector field β ∈ TTM determines
the whole dynamics of the system, together with the initial conditions.
Moreover, there is the condition (3.32), which can be a source for M4 space-
like correlations. This is in accordance with the idea of super-determinism as
explanation for the quantum correlations [29]. A second source of quantum
correlations is on direct action causation, based on a reinterpretation of the
geometry of maximal acceleration.

Is it necessary to introduce such foreign notion from physics as it is the
notion of 2-dimensional time? It is notable the formal resemblance between
the dynamical system (Ut, Uτ ) along (t, τ) and fast-slow dynamical models
[3]. In such dynamical systems, there are two time scales for the variation
of the dynamical degrees of freedom: there are slow degrees of motion and
fast degrees of motion. Usually, the relevant degrees of freedom in the slow
motion are the slow degrees of freedom, with an effective dynamics on the
slow manifold. One is tented to identify in Hamilton-Randers models the
fast degrees of motion with the sub-quantum molecules and the slow degrees
of motions with the densities and wave functions described by elements of H,
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which are determined by t-time averages. However, a closer examination of
the situations refrains us to make such identification. First, in the fast-slow
dynamics, there is a one to one map between the values of the fast time t
and the values of the slow τ -time. In the case of Hamilton-Randers systems,
such bijection fails, since the values of τ correspond to a discrete set of values
of t, although t is continuous. Moreover, in Hamilton-Randers systems the
time t and the τ -time are not related. By construction of the dynamics,
the τ -parameter is independent of the t-parameter, in the mathematical
description of each Hamilton-Randers system.

9.2. Relation of Hamilton-Randers theory and de Broglie-Bohm

theory. There is certain analogy between the properties that our theory
present and the de Broglie-Bohm theory [11, 25]. In Hamilton-Randers
theory, the value of the observables of the system are well-defined before
any measurement is done and independent of the decisions of the observer
takes. Indeed, in Hamilton-Randers theory, the existence of the natural
spontaneous collapse processes solves the measurement problem using local
notions and without the introduction of a entanglement with the measure-
ment device or with the mind of the observer. The quantum system is in
a localized state prior to any measurement performed by a macroscopic ob-
server. In an localized state, all the possible classical observables have a
definite value. Hence, in Hamilton-Randers theory, there is the possibility
to assign define trajectories to the quantum system.

However, it is natural in Hamilton-Randers theory to interpret the wave
function as a presence of matter during the non-contractive phase of the
Ut dynamics. Therefore, in our theory the wave function has an epistemic
interpretation, in sharp contrast with de Broglie-Bohm theory (at least in
some interpretations, that includes the original formulation of D. Bohm),
where the wave function is a real ontological field. Hence it must exist
observable differences between the theory proposed here and de Broglie-
Bohm theory. Because the nature of the interpretation of the wave function
in Hamilton-Randers theory (epistemic) and the de Broglie-Bohm theory
(ontological) and since these differences appeared mainly in the core of the
measurement processes, we think that they could be on the absence of the
wave function as a source for the gravitational interaction. In de Broglie-
Bohm theory, on the other hand, since the wave function ψ has physical
existence, it seems necessary that modifies the gravitational field. This
problem is under current investigation.

9.3. Open problems in Hamilton-Randers theory. The main objec-
tive of following investigations is to find more concrete realizations of the
concepts first explored here. Several important issues need to be clarified
and developed in our proposal.
Realization of HR-models and relation with number theory One
of the most urgent one is to find a concrete set of dynamical systems full-
filling all the properties that we have discussed. Several candidates are being
investigated by the author. Among them, the so called Riemann flow mod-
els of analytical number theory and quantum chaos. It can be shown that
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HR-systems are N -dimensional relativistic versions (in the sense of compat-
ibility with the Lorentz group) of xp-Hamiltonian models for the Riemann
flow (classical relevant works on this field and several more recent ones are
[7, 8, 12, 39, 40]). It is remarkable that several characteristics explicitly
proved that hold or theoretically required for HR-systems are indeed found
in xp-models of Riemann dynamics and viceversa, that HR-models are can-
didates to the quantum mechanical approach to the Riemann Hypothesis
(it is worth while to compare the Hamiltonian (3.26) with the Berry-Connes
Hamiltonian [7, 12]. Moreover, there is a clear correlation between some of
the assumptions for Hamilton-Randers systems described in section 2 with
the assumptions of the Riemann flow [8]). It could be worthwhile to men-
tion that in a recent work [40] by G. Sierra it was discussed a xp-model with
many features that the Riemann flow should have. Moreover, it contains
an (ad hoc) maximal acceleration and maximal speed (the speed of light in
vacuum). Hence we make the suggestion that Sierra’s model is an example
of HR-system. To investigate in detail this conjecture is interesting, since it
could provide a particular example of a dynamical system that plays an im-
portant emergent quantum mechanics and analytical number theory. More
in general, it is suggested that the Hilbert-Polya conjecture is realized, not
at the atomic or quantum level [39], but at a more fundamental level of the
physical reality which can be the Planck scale.
Relation between direct observables and microscopic operators.
Another open question in our approach is how to construct quantum me-
chanical observables in terms of microscopic operators acting on ontological

states {|xµk , y
µ
k 〉}

N,4
k=1,µ=1. The transition from the description of the dynam-

ics provided by Ĥmatter,t(û, p̂) to the description by Ĥmatter,t(X̂, P̂ ) requires

to know the structure of the operators {X̂, P̂} in terms of the operators
{û, p̂} (or viceversa, if the relations are invertible) or a formal argument to
identify the quantum operators.

We should address in this contest the relation between the mass m of each
sub-quantum molecule and the spectrum of masses of elementary quantum
particles.
Quantum non-locality and entanglement. The notion of two dimen-
sional time parameter (t, τ) ∈ R × R is beneath our interpretation of the
fundamental non-local description of the quantum mechanics as follows. In
order to describe the state of a system at a given instant, in Hamilton-
Randers theory we need to specify the two time parameters (t, τ) ∈ R× R.
If only the parameter τ is specified in a dynamical description of a physical
system (as it is done in usual field theory and quantum mechanics) and if the
system is not in an localized state for the Ut dynamics, an intrinsic non-local
behavior of the state associated with the ergodicity of the dynamics emerges.
We think that this is the origin of the non-local properties of quantum sys-
tems. Hence a complete explanation of the quantum non-locality could and
should be developed in our framework. Indeed, a theory of entangled states,
based on the embedding H →֒ HP lanck that generalize the formula (5.2) can
be easily constructed.
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Although we have envisage a geometric way to understand quantum non-
local behaviour, a complete mathematical treatment must be investigated:
how is it related the projection (t, τ) 7→ τ with Bell’s inequalities [5, 6]?

Our idea to explain the quantum correlations are based on a combination
of the mechanisms of A, time projection (t, τ) ∈ R × R, B (direct action)
and C (common cause) based on direct action implies a tremendous change
in perspective respect to the structure of relativity and the geometry of
spacetime and the idea of local determinism. As we mention before, our
argument is based in four ideas

• Time is two dimensional and an effective quantum description is
obtained after the projection (t, τ) ∈ R× R.

• The sub-quantum molecules world lines are such the proper acceler-
ation is bounded,

• The expression for the apparent celerity of the sub-quantum particles
is given by (8.3).

• Conservations law ∇β = 0 and the heritage conservations laws.

These four components interact between each other, to provide a potential
explanation of quantum non-local correlations.
Absolute structures in HR-theory. It is a rather problematic point the
fact that several geometric structures has been introduced as background
structures without a corresponding dynamical law in our proposal. In par-
ticular, the metric η4 and the collection of metrics {ηk4}Nk=1 are background
structures. We believe that a more through treatment should provide a
natural dynamics for Ut and Uτ , hence for the Hamilton-Randers structure.
Compatibility with metastable equilibrium regime implies that the Ut flow
provides a thermodynamical limit. Hence it can be possible to derive field
equations for the metrics {ηk4}Nk=1 valid in the metastable regime as equation
of states thermodynamical equilibrium condition.
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[1] D. Acosta, P. Fernández de Córdoba, J. M. Isidro, J. L. G. Santander, Emergent

quantum mechanics as a classical, irreversible thermodynamics, Int. J. Geom. Meth.
Mod. Phys. 10, No. 04 1350007 (2013).

[2] S. L. Adler, 2004 Quantum Theory as an Emergent Phenomenon: The Statistical

Mechanics of Matrix Models as the Precursor of Quantum Field Theory, Cambridge
University Press (2004).

[3] V. I. Arnold, Geometric Methods in the Theory of Ordinary Differential Equations,
Springer-Verlag (1983).

[4] D. Bao, S.S. Chern and Z. Shen, An Introduction to Riemann-Finsler Geometry,
Graduate Texts in Mathematics 200, Springer-Verlag.

[5] J. S. Bell, On the Einstein-Podolski-Rosen paradox, Physica 1, 195 (1964).
[6] J. S. Bell, Speakable and unspeakable in quantum mechanics, Cambridge University

Press (1987).
[7] M. V. Berry, The Bakerian Lecture, 1987: Quantum Chaology, Proc. R. Soc. Lond.

A 413, 183-198 (1987).
[8] M. V. Berry and J. P. Keating, H = xp and the Riemann zeros, in Supersymmetry

and Trace Formulae: Chaos and Disorder, ed. J. P. Keating, D. E. Khemelnitskii,
L. V. Lerner, Kuwler 1999; M. V. Berry and J. P. Keating, The Riemann zeros and

eigenvalue asymptotics, SIAM REVIEW 41 (2), 236 (1999).



54 EMERGENT QUANTUM MECHANICS

[9] M. Blasone, P. Jizba and G. Vitiello, Dissipation, Emergent Quantization and Quan-

tum Fluctuations, in Decoherence and Entropy in Complex Systems, Selected Lec-
tures from DICE 2002, H.-T. Elze (ed.), Lecture Notes in physics 633, Springer, Berlin
(2004).

[10] M. Blasone, P. Jizba and F. Scardigli, Can Quantum Mechanics be an Emergent

Phenomenon?, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 174 (2009) 012034, arXiv:0901.3907[quant-ph].
[11] D. Bohm, A suggested Interpretation of the Quantum Theory in Terms of Hidden

variables. I, Phys. Rev. 85, 166-179 (1952); A suggested Interpretation of the Quantum

Theory in Terms of Hidden variables. II, Phys. Rev. 85, 180-193 (1952); D. Bohm,
Wholeness and the Implicate Order , London: Routledge, (1982).

[12] A. Connes, Trace formula in noncommutative geometry and the zeros of the Riemann

zeta function, Selecta Mathematica (New Series) 5, 29 (1999).
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