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II. Space and time in quantum mechanics

On non-commutativity in quantum theory (II):
toy models for non-commutative kinematics.
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In this article, we continue our investigation on the role of non-commutativity in quantum the-
ory. Using the method explained in On non-commutativity in quantum theory (I): from classical to
quantum probability, we analyze two toy models which exhibit non-commutativity between the cor-
responding position and velocity random variables. In particular, using ordinary probability theory,
we study the kinematics of a point-like particle jumping at random over a discrete random space.
We show that, after the removal of the random space from the model, the position and velocity of
the particle do not commute, when represented as operators on the same Hilbert space.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In [1] we proposed a method to construct a non-
commutative probability theory starting from a collec-
tion of ordinary probability spaces (i.e. a contextual
probability space [2]) using entropic uncertainty rela-
tions. In this article, following this method, we try to
shed some light on the non-commutativity in quantum
mechanics. In particular, we will focus on the fundamen-
tal commutation relation

[Q, P] = inl (1)

between position and momentum operators in non-
relativistic quantum mechanics. The goal is to construct
a Kolmogorov probabilistic model in which this commu-
tation relation and, more generally, non-relativistic quan-
tum mechanics can be recovered. To achieve this, we
will present two toy models describing the kinematics of
a point-like particle jumping at random over a random
discrete space. As we will see, in these toy models a full
derivation of the commutation relation (1) is not possible
(hence no direct comparison with non-relativistic quan-
tum mechanics is available) but from them, we may un-
derstand how such a model should look like. Such model
will be presented in [3].

The main idea is the following. In the framework of
non-relativistic quantum mechanics, the statistical de-
scription of a free particle in R? is done by using an el-
ement of a separable infinite-dimensional Hilbert space,
1 € La(R3), and a set of non-commuting (in general) self-
adjoint operators on this Hilbert space. As we have seen,
non-commutativity has various consequences like Heisen-
berg uncertainty principle, CHSH inequalities (when also
the spin is considered) and, most important, the impos-
sibility to abandon the Hilbert space description®. The

* A notable exception is the phase-space formulation of non-
relativistic quantum mechanics [4, i] which does not use Hilbert
spaces. However, it uses quasi-probability distributions where
negative probabilities are difficult to understand from the statis-
tical point of view.
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basic assumption of the models presented here is that
space (time is still a parameter) plays an active role in
the description of a particle. More precisely, we will treat
particles as point-like objects and the physical space as a
random distribution of points. With the term “physical
space”, we mean the space on which particles actually
move: for example the physical space of classical me-
chanics is R?. The random distribution of points used
to describe the physical space is not static but evolves
stochastically in time according to some law. We also as-
sume that a particle moves by jumping at random from
one point of the physical space to another. The particle
and physical space are described using random variables
in the framework of ordinary probability theory. When
we want to describe only the particle, we have to remove
(the exact meaning of this term will be clarified later) the
random variables describing the physical space: this will
be the origin of the non-commutativity between the po-
sition and the velocity operators of the particle in these
models.

The article is organized as follows. In section II we
will give some physical arguments supporting the basic
assumptions of the model about the physical space, then
in section III, we will discuss a toy model where time is
discrete. This will be generalized in section IV to the
continuous time case. In both models, we will derive an
entropic uncertainty relation for the position and velocity
random variables. This allows to conclude that they can
be represented on a common Hilbert space as two non-
commuting operators (using the results presented in [1]).
For each toy model, we point out positive aspects and
limitations.

II. SPACE AND TIME IN QUANTUM
MECHANICS

In the models proposed in the subsequent sections,
space will be treated as a stochastic process, while time
will be a parameter. Here we try to argue our choice of
space and time using ordinary non-relativistic quantum
mechanics.

Let us start with the time. In ordinary quantum me-
chanics, time is a parameter, and we will treat it in the
same way also in the proposed models. It is known that,
associate to time an operator T' which is the canonical
conjugate of the Hamiltonian H, i.e. [T, H] = il, is prob-
lematic [6]. Different proposals are available [Z] however,
none of them can be considered as a satisfactory solution
of the problem: 1) one may use an operator 7" which is
not self-adjoint and fulfil the commutation relation, but
then one has to deal with complex eigenvalues of such op-
erator; 2) one may choose an Hamiltonian which is not
bounded from below and fulfil the commutation relation
using a self-adjoint 7', but such Hamiltonian does not
describe stable physical systems. Giving up to fulfil the
relation [T', H] = iI, another possible way to introduce a

time operator is the following. Suppose we have a quan-
tum particle, described at time ¢ by the vector |¢;) € H,
and whose time evolution is given by the Schédingher
equation, as usual. We want to define the time operator
T as the operator such that

T|1/)t> = t|‘/’t>>

for any |¢;) € H. Since t € R the spectrum is real,

hence T is self-adjoint. No commutation relation with
the Hamiltonian is assumed, hence we are free to assume
the energy spectrum bounded from below. In addition,
we also assume that T' commutes with all the operators
over H. This is reasonable from the physical point of
view since we can always measure time together with
any other observable of the particle in a non-relativistic
experiment. Indeed in non-relativistic systems, the time
in any clock of the laboratory is the time at which the
quantum particle is measured in the same experiment.
Assuming that, the spectral representation theorem [1, §]
implies that

S5
H = / tht
R

where [ @ means the continuous direct sum. The unitary

time evolution U, induced by the Schodinger equation,
can be seen as a map between different Hilbert spaces
in the direct sum above, namely Us : H; — Hiys. By
the spectral decomposition theorem [1, 8], the operator
T can be written as

. D
T:/ tlyy, dt
R

where ]AI;.Q is the identity on the Hilbert space H;. In
[1] we saw that non-commuting operators over a Hilbert
space are the mnon-commutative version of random
variables and that, their probability distributions are all
encoded in a state defined on the algebra that they form
(typically represented using a vector of the Hilbert space
on which they are defined). In all attempts seen above
to define a time operator, we cannot consider time as a
random variable with probability distribution induced by
the quantum state used to describe the particle. Indeed,
if T is not self-adjoint, it corresponds to a random
variable taking value on C, which is hardly identifiable
with physical time. If T is self-adjoint but H is not
bounded from below, the time is a random variable but
of an unphysical system. Finally, in the last possibility,
we can easily understand that no statistical information
about time is contained in |¢;). For these reasons in the
proposed models, we can safely treat time as a parameter
“without neglecting possible quantum effects”.

Now we turn our attention to space. In this case the
situation is different. Consider a quantum particle in R3,
hence with Hilbert space L2(R3). Let x = (z1, 29, 73) €



R3, the position operator is defined as
Qih(x) = z1h(x)

for all 1(x) € S(R?), i.e. all the Schwartz functions on
R3. QZ is self-adjoint and does not commute with the
momentum operator. The previous arguments does not
apply and it can be legitimately considered as a ran-
dom variable whose statistical properties are described
by the wave function. However, (); represents on the
Hilbert space the random variable describing the i-th co-
ordinate of the particle position, and is not related to the
underlying physical space. The particle position is the
random phenomena, not the physical space where the
particle lives. In appendix A, a simple model of ruler de-
scribed within the formalism of non-relativistic quantum
mechanics is given. In a nutshell, a quantum ruler can be
considered as a collection of quantum particles bounded
together and localised in a given region of space. Parti-
cles are assumed distinguishable, so they can be counted,
and each particle can be found in two different states, la-
beled by a spin variable. Before any measurement, the
spin variables of the ruler are in a known configuration.
The measurement is modelled with a contact interaction
(between the ruler and the particle we want to measure)
which generates a spin-flip. A (projective) measurement
of the quantum ruler (as a photograph) right after the
interaction reveals which particle of the ruler “touches”
the measured quantum particle. We can then count the
number of particles between the spin-flipped particle and
a chosen origin on the ruler (see the distance functions in
appendix B for some possible methods). Repeating this
procedure many times, we obtain that the probability to
find the i-th particle of the ruler with the spin flipped is
well approximated by

i=1,2,3

N
P[XA :7’] :/dej|wR(y17 s Yis oo 7yN)|2‘¢A(yi)|27

Jj=1

where N is the number of particles of the quantum
ruler, Yr(y1, - ,¥i, -+ ,yn) is the wave function of
the quantum ruler and ¢(z) is the wave function
of the quantum particle whose position is measured.
In appendix A, it is argued that under reasonable
assumptions, the expression above reduces to |¢a(z)[?
as expected. Note that in the above expression, we have
two contributions to the probability: one due to the
particle and one due to the ruler. Hence, if we construct
the physical space of a quantum system using a quantum
mechanical model of a ruler, we may legitimately think
that the physical space of quantum mechanics can be
described by random variables.

We conclude by observing that the argument presented
here about space is not loophole free. One can always
argue that the stochasticity we observe in the physical
space is an artifact of the ruler: the ruler is random, not
the space. This is clearly another legitimate possibility,

but in this article, we want to explore the consequences of
the choice of considering space as a random phenomenon.

III. MODEL A: DISCRETE-TIME 1-D
KINEMATICS ON A RANDOM SPACE

Here we will describe a discrete (and finite) random
space and a particle moving on it jumping at random
from one point of space to another. Space, position, and
velocity of the particle at a given time will be treated
in the same way: using random variables. The whole
model is 1-dimensional. We will show that, once the
space process is removed from the model, the position
and velocity of the particle can be jointly described in a
non-commutative probability space.

A. The space process

The process describing space in this model (Model A)
we will be called space process. The space process is as-
sumed to be a discrete and finite set of points distributed
at random. More precisely, at each instant of time, space
is a random distribution of M € N points over the real
line. Such points evolve in time as discrete-time random
walks and, in this sense, space is a stochastic process.
This time evolution has a twofold interpretation. A
first possibility is to think it with respect to the real
line: a point of the space process is a random walk and
it changes its position along the line as time changes.
A second possible way to see this time evolution is to
look at its effects on the “ordering among points”: the
points change their distances with respect to a chosen
point (the origin) when this distance is “measured on
the points” (see the distances defined in appendix B). In
some sense this second point of view can be considered
as an internal description: it describes space as if the
observer has no possibility to see the continuous real
line. On the other hand, the first possibility should be
considered as an external descriptioni. For simplicity,
we chose to describe the whole model from the first point
of view. Nothing forbids to adopt the second point of
view for the description despite, at a first look, it seems
more complicated.

Let us recall some basic facts about the random walk
[9]. Consider a lattice of points having spacing [ € R,
say Z; := {x € R |z = In,n € Z}. Then take a collec-
tion of independent, identically distributed Bernulli ran-

dom variables {Y;}52,, characterised by the probabilities

T An interesting analogy can be made between the two possibilities
explained here for the description of the space and the descrip-
tion of a manifold. A manifold can be studied using a coordinate
system on it (internal description), or imagine that is embed-
ded in a larger space (external description), similarly to what
happens here.



PlY; = -l =pand P)Y; = +l] = ¢=1—p for all i.
Using this collection, we can define the random walk as
the process

SN = ZY; (2)
=0

where Yj is an arbitrary random variable with distribu-
tion m(yo) taking value on Z;, representing the initial
position of the random walk. N labels time (assumed
discrete) and Sy represents the position of the random
walk at time N. Let us now derive the probability dis-
tribution of the random walk position at time N, i.e.
Sn. Consider the random walk at time N. Since at each
time-step the random walk can move by +I[ or by —I its
position, if for n < N times the random walk moves by
—1, its final position d will be

d=(N—n)l—nl=(N-2n)l

Using this equation we can see that, if at time N the ran-
dom walk is found in d, the number of times the random
walk moves by —I[ is

1/d
=—(-+N]).
n 2(l+ )

Clearly, the number of times it moves by +[ will be N —n.
Note that the chronological order of the movements does
not make any difference on the final position. Assume,
for the moment, that the initial position Y; is given, and
set it Yy = 0. Since for a given d = (N —2n)! the random
walk is just the sum of Bernulli random variables, i.e. a
binomial process, we can write

PlSy = d] = (]Dpn(l N

- ( (d]i N))p;(“N)(l —p)N i)
2 \1

N d+ N1 Ni—d
_(d+N>p 21 (l_p) 2l
21

Nevertheless this formula holds only for d € [-IN,IN].
If d > IN or d < —NI, this probability must be zero
because these regions of space cannot be reached by the
random walk in N time-steps. Restoring Yy (hence we
simply translate the final position d by Yy = yg), we can
write that

PISy —yo=d —yo] = (dﬁv)Pdﬂ(l —p) T, (3)

2l

Note that (3) can be used as a probability only when the
value of the random variable Yy is given: hence it is a
conditional probability with respect to the value of Yy,
i.e. P[SN — Yo = d—yo] = P[SN = d|Y0 = yo} . To
complete the description of the random walk (2), using
the Bayes theorem we obtain

P[Sy =d] = Z P[Sn =d|Yo = yolm(yo), (4)
Yo EZy

which is the probability to find the random walk at time
N in the position d € Z;, given that at the initial time
it started from the position Yy, random variable with
distribution 7(yp). Without loosing generality, we set
I = 1 for simplicity. We conclude our review on basic
facts about the random walk, formalising the description
at measure-theoretic level. As for any stochastic process,
also for the random walk, there exists a probability
space (€, &, P). The sample space € can be imagined as
the set of all possible trajectories of the random walk. It
is a countable set (provided that the time of the random
walk vary over a finite interval), since the random walk
is a discrete process. £ is a o-algebra on €2, and can be
thought as the power set of Q, i.e. & = P(Q)}, while
P is the probability measure. The random walk on
this probability space is the identity random variable
evaluated at a given time N, i.e. for s € () the position
of the random walk at time N is Sy(s) = s(NV).

Let us now come back to the space process. As stated
in the beginning, it consists of a collection of M random
walks. At any time step N, the random distribution of
points of the random walks is the space process of model
A at time N. We may start with this preliminary defini-
tion.

Definition 1. Let {S%)}ig be a collection of indepen-
dent random walks, where |I| = M € N, defined as in (2)
and described with the probability distributions (4). We
call such a collection the space process for the Model A.

A possible realisation of the space process is given in
figure 1. We label the space process of model A with
the symbol S#, while Sﬁ is the space process at the
time-step N (hence a random variable describing the
distribution of M points in R). The outcome of the
random variable S4;, can be thought as a M-tuple, i.e.
Sy = (s1(N), -+, sy (IN)) where s;(N) € R is the po-
sition of the i-th random walk at time N. Call P# the
probability measure for the space process S4. Since the
random walks are assumed to be independent, the prob-
ability to obtain a specific configuration is given by

M
PASY =8y =[[PISY =suN)l. ()
=1

For the same reason, it may happen that for some real-
isation the points overlap. In a similar manner, we can
also construct the joint probabilities

PA[S{y =Sn,S% =87 =
M
; : (6)
[T PIsY = si(v), 5§ = s4(T)].

ij=1

¥ Given a set A, with the symbol P(A) we label the power set of
A.
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FIG. 1. A realisation of an M = 5 space process S* is given.
The set of coloured point at any time step represents the ran-
dom distribution of points of the space process at a fixed time
step, Sa. The dashed lines liking the points of the same color
represent the random walk evolution of each point of the space
process. Such evolution changes the random distribution of
points of the space process as time changes. Note that at a
given time step, points may overlap.

Note that P[S](\Z,) = s;(N), Sq(f) = 3(T)] can be con-
structed using the independence of random walks when
i # 7, while for i = j it is just the joint probability distri-
bution of the i-th random walk. Proceeding in this way,
we may construct the whole family of finite-dimensional
distributions for the space process S#, which is consistent
since the probabilities of the single random walks belongs
to consistent families (in the sense of the Kolmogorov ex-
tension theorem, see Th. 2.1.5 in [10]). At this point we
may replace the preliminary definition of the space pro-
cess with the following which is more precise.

Definition 2. Let {S%)}ig be a collection of M = |I| €
N independent random walks defined on probability spaces
{4, &, Pi)}icr- Let us define

Z) QSA Z:Ql ><~-~><QM,'
’lZ) ESA :P(QSA),'

iii) P4 : Esa — [0,1] defined from the {P;}icr, as in
(5) or (6) and generalisation.

The space process s the stochastic process on
(Qga,Esa, PA) defined as the identity function, namely
SA(Sla"' 7SM) - (517"' asM)-

The set of all the possible configurations of points of

the space process at a given time N will be labeled by
S(N).

B. The particle process

In this model, a particle is considered as a point-like
object. At any time step N, it is completely described
by its position and its wvelocity, which are assumed to be
random variables.

The position random variable, labeled by Xy, is in-
terpreted as the actual position of the particle at time
N. Let (Qg4,E4,P4) be the probability space for
the space process. On a probability space (2r,Er, Pr)
define an integer value discrete-time stochastic process
Iy : Qp — {1,--- , M}, which we call selection process.
Assume that we place the origin of a reference frame in

S4 in the point SU°)(S). Then we define

X (@) = Try wr) (SH(S)) — SY)(S), (7)

where 7; is the projector of the i-th component of an
M-tuple, and w = (wy,S) with w; € Q; and S € Qga.

Hence we can say that Xy = SJ(\?N) — SJ(\?O) for some
iy € {1,---,M} and S%),S](\Z,O) € Sy components of

a given realisation of the space process at time N (the
writing “x € y”, where x is a point and y is an N-tuple,
should be interpreted as “x is a member of the N-tuple
y”). Thus we have the following definition:

Definition 3. Consider the probability space (5 %
Qga,E1 @ Esa, PY) and a measurable space (Z,P(Z)).
The random variable Xy is the P(Z)-measurable func-
tion

XNIQ[XQSA%Z

defined as in (7). Xn represents the position of the par-
ticle at time N.

Note that on the probability space (0 x Qg4,&r ®
ESA,PA) we can describe also the space process S by
simply demanding that P4 o [S4]~' = PA. From now
on in the whole discussion of model A, instead of writing
P4 we simply write P if no confusion arises. By con-
struction, X is a function of the space process SA. This
implies that Xy and S4 are not two independent random
variables. Indeed, assume

SA4(S) =Sy = (z1,- -
Sn(8) = Siy = (21, , #y),
and that we can fix a common origin on them, say z, €
SnxNS’y. Choose S and S’ such that there exists z+x, €

Sy but z+z, ¢ Sy, i.e. SH(S) and S4(S’) have at least
one point which is not in common. Then

P[Xy = 2|S = Sn] # P[Xn = 2[Sk = S},

since the second term vanishes by construction while the
first can be non-zero in general. Thus we cannot set



P[Xy = 2IS§4 = Sn] = P[Xx = 2] in general, which

implies
P[Xy = 2,8y = Sn] # P[Xn = 2|P[S} = Sn]

Let us now describe the wvelocity random wvariable. In
order to introduce this process, we need to specify how
the particle moves on a physical space described with the
space process introduced before. We assume that particle
moves by jumps: it jumps from one of the points of the
space process at time N to another point of the space
process at time N + 1. These jumps are described by the
transition probabilities

P[XNn41 =bXN =a] = a(b,a), (8)

where a,b € Z. Once these transition probabilities are
given, we can define the velocity random variable Vy.
We set

Xyt — Xn

Vy = = Xni1 — Xn. 9
NTNFION N T AN 9)

This is clearly the discrete-time version of the usual def-
inition of velocity. Note that this physical definition
makes sense because, thanks to the transition proba-
bilities (8), we can describe Vy from the probabilistic
point of view using only information available at time N.
More formally, the transition probabilities (8) allows to
describe Vi on the same probability space of Xy, i.e.
(Q] X QsA,gj ®5§A,PA).

Definition 4. Consider the probability space (2 x
Qsa,Er @ Ega, PA) and the measurable space (Z,P(Z)).
The velocity random variable Vi is the P(Z)-measurable
function

VN:QIXQSA%Z

defined in (9). Vi represents the velocity of the particle
at time N.

Also the velocity random variable is a function of
the space process and, proceding as done for Xy, we
may conclude that P[Vy = ¢,S§ = Sy] # P[Vy =
c]P[S%4 = Sn]. Let us now derive the relation between
the probabilities P[Vy = ¢] and P[Xx = a], in a way
that is consistent with the transition probabilities (8).
It can be done following this intuitive idea. Suppose
that at time N we know that the particle is in the po-
sition Xy = a. Then the event A := {Xy = a} is
true, i.e. P(A) = P[Xy = a] = 1, which means that
P[Xn = d'|A] = d4,a. Under the same conditions, one
should also write that Viy = Xx41 — a, and this suggests
that the probability to observe Vi = ¢ is equal to the
probability to observe Xy4+1 = a + ¢, when A happens.
Thus, using (8) we can write that

P[VNZC‘A] :P[XN-"-]. :a+C|A] :O{(a‘i’c,a/).

The equation above can be confirmed in a more rigorous
way.

Proposition 1. Let Xy and Vy be the position and
the wvelocity random variables. If P[Xy41 = b|Xn =
a] = a(b,a), then P[Vn = c|A] = ala + ¢,a) where
A= {XN = a}.

Proof. Since Vy = Xny11—Xn, clearly Xy 41 and X are
conditionally independent under the event A = {Xy =
at. Let ovy (M4, ©xyii(A)]a and ox(A)[a be the
characteristic functions of the three random variables
considered here, computed with the conditional proba-
bilities. By conditional independence we can write that

PVn (/\)lA = PXNt1 (/\)IA TP-Xn (/\)|A

Since

O Xy (/\)‘A _ Z efi/\a'é-a’a/ _ efi/\a

a’

PXNt1 (/\) ‘A = Z O‘(bv a)ei)\b
b

we have that

vy (Mla =Y alb,a)e?t=).
b

Because b — a € Z, clearly ¢y, (A)|a = @vy (A + 27)|a
which means that the random variable Vyy is a discrete
random variable (as expected). The inversion formula of
the characteristic function, in this case is

) 1 +T i
P[Vy = c|4] = TEToo ﬁ/T e~ ou (N adA.

Thus

1 +T ) )
PV =c|A] = TETOO ﬁ/ e—ixe Za(b’ a)eiMb=a) gy

1 +T
:Za(b,a) lim —/ eMNb=a=e) g\
. T—+00 2T [ 1

eiT(b—a—c) _ eiT(b—a—c)

2Ti(b—a—c¢)

; Ot(b, a) T—1>I—Eoo

= Z a(b,a) Tl—i>r£oo sine(T'(b — a — ¢))
b

where sinc(x) = sinz/x. Since lim,_, o sinc(ax) = ;0
when z € Z, we conclude that

P[Vy =c|A] = Za(b, a)0p—q—c,0 = ala+ ¢, a).
b

This concludes the proof. O

At this point, we may obtain P[Vy = ¢] simply using
the Bayes theorem, namely

PV =] = Za(a +c¢,a)P[ Xy = d] (10)

a



which is consistent with the transition probabilities given
in the beginning. The following assumption on the tran-
sition probabilities is done

P[VN:C|XN=(I]:P[XN=(1‘VN:C], (11)

i.e. the transition probabilities are symmetric under the
exchange of their arguments. Having defined both the
position and velocity random variables, we may give a
precise definition of what we call particle in Model A .

Definition 5. A particle is a point like-object whose
features at time N are completely specified by the posi-
tion and velocity random variables. More formally, we
can say that a particle corresponds to the random vector
PN = (Xn,Vn). We will refer to Py with the name
particle process, when considered as a function of time.

An example of particle process is drawn in figure 2

FIG. 2. A possible realization of the particle process is drawn
in red, over the same realization of the space process con-
sidered in figure 1. The position of the particle at a given
time-step is given by the red point while its velocity at the
same time-step is represented by the outgoing arrow.

C. Remove the space from the model

In this section, we will explain what we mean with
the expression “remove the space from the model”. In
[1] we observed that, given three random variables X,
Y and Z on the same probability space (2,&, P), one
can eliminate one of them, say Z, simply by condition-
ing with respect to the outcomes of this random variable,
i.e. conditioning on the events {Z = z}. In the collec-
tion of probability spaces obtained after conditioning, the

description of the random variable Z is not anymore pos-
sible unless one adds the probabilities P[Z = z]. Such
information cannot be obtained from the collection of
probability spaces one has after conditioning. The sta-
tistical description of the remaining random variables can
be done without influence the random variable Z: in this
sense Z is not present anymore in the probabilistic model
used to describe X and Y. However, when we deal with
a stochastic process the elimination of a random variable
representing it at given time, do not guarantee that we
can manipulate all the remaining random variables with-
out influence the stochastic process (which means that
we can describe the remaining random variables without
influence the removed process). In this case we need to
add additional conditions in order to be sure that the
stochastic process is not present anymore in the remain-
ing probabilistic model. Once that we apply a procedure
that is capable to do so, we say that the stochastic pro-
cess is removed from the model.

Model A exhibits features that are interesting from the
point of view of quantum mechanics when we remove the
space process from the model. Before describing how
to implement it mathematically, let us first explain the
physical principles that motivate this removal. Model A
describes a particle that jumps at random over a ran-
dom distribution of points. Such a random distribution
of points is assumed to be the physical space in which
the particle moves: the physical space is not anymore a
passive background against which physical processes take
place. Preparing the particle in a given state means to
perform an experimental procedure after which the sta-
tistical properties of the particle’s observables are known.
In other words, the state preparation is an experimental
procedure such that right after it terminates, all random
variables associated to the particle’s observables have a
given probability distribution. Hence, saying that a par-
ticle at time N is in a given state, means that at time
N all probability distributions of the observables of the
particle are fixed. However, assuming that the physical
space is random has big consequences. Any experimen-
tal procedure happens in such a physical space. If the
experimental procedure for the state preparation ends at
time NN, the probability distributions of the observables
are always conditioned to the configuration of space at
that time. This is because one prepares the state of the
particle at time NV, in the configuration of space that the
space process assumes at that time. Hence the probabil-
ity distributions that describe the particle must be always
conditioned to some space configuration. If it is not so,
to prepare the particle in a given state we need to have
control not only on it but also on the whole space. This
means that the probability distribution that describes
the space process at a given time does not depend on
the probabilities describing the particle after a prepara-
tion procedure. In other words, changing the probability
distributions describing the particle (i.e. changing the
state) does not have to modify the probability distribu-
tions describing the space process. When this happens



we say that the space process is removed from model A.
In order to implement that, we have to require the fol-
lowing;:

i) The particle at time N can be described only by us-
ing probabilities that are conditioned with respect
to some space configuration at that time. This
means that to describe the position and velocity
random variables we have to use only

Ps,[Xy = a] :== P[Xy = a|Sx = Sn],
Psy[Vy = ¢] := P[Vy = ¢S4 = Sx],

where Sy is the configuration of the space process
at time N.

ii) The transition probabilities of any point of space
(ie. p; = P[S](\Z[)Jrl =a+ 1‘5(1) =al for all i € I)
cannot be changed by the preparation procedure of
the particle. This means that changing the condi-
tional probabilities of the particles, the transition

probabilities of the single point of space remains
fixed.

These two conditions implement the idea that the space
process cannot be influenced by the preparation proce-
dure of the particle. Note that the requirement i) is
needed in order to avoid that the probability of the space
process at time N is changed by the preparation pro-
cedure of the particle, while the requirement ii) avoids
that such preparation procedure alters the space process
probabilities at times N’ # N (i.e. in the past or in the
future). Since we are dealing with non-relativistic sys-
tems this last requirement is reasonable from the physical
point of view.

Let us now describe the effects of the removal of the
space process in model A from the mathematical point
of view. We will focus first on the consequences of the
requirement ¢). In order to do so we need to study bet-
ter the effect of conditioning on a probability space. For
the interested reader, in appendix C a short review on
how conditioning is described in the measure-theoretic
formulation of probability theory is presented. However
here we proceed following a more intuitive approach. Ac-
cording to the removal procedure explained above, we can
describe the particle using only probabilities that are con-
ditioned to the event {Sx} := {S € Q54[SH(S) = Sy}
At the level of the events, this means that for the random
variable Xy and Vi we consider only events of this kind:
{Xn € A}N{Sy =Sy} and {Vy € B}n{S4 = Sx}. For
the position random variable, this means that the con-
ditioning procedure effectively changes the sample space
and the g-algebra of its starting probability space as

(Q[ X Qga,&r ®€SA) — (Q] X {SN},P(Q] X {SN}))

Let us call Qx, := Qrx{Sny}and Ex, = P(Qrx{Sn}).
It is a known fact from probability theory that the
measurable space (2x,,Ex, ) equipped with conditional

probability Ps, [Xn = -] defines a probability space. On
this probability space (x,,Exy, Psy) the random vari-
able X can be described after conditioning on the event
{Sn~}. Everythig we said till now, clearly also holds for
the velocity random variable: after conditioning it can be
described in a probability space (Qv,,Evy, Psy ) defined
in a similar manner.

Relevant for our goal is the study of the joint proba-
bilities for Xy and Vj, and its link with the transition
probabilities (8) after conditioning. By definition Xy
and V) are two random variables defined on the same
probability space (Qr x Qga,Er ® Ega, P). This means
that we can always find a joint probability distribution
P[Xn = a,Vn = ¢|, which can be used to derive the tran-
sition probabilities (8) using the usual Bayes formula.
Since the space process can be described on the same
probability space of Xy and Vy, also the joint proba-
bility distribution P[Xy = a, Vi = ¢,S4 = Sn| exists.
Applying the Bayes formula, we can derive the condi-
tional joint probability for X and Vi, namely

P[XN :CL,VN :C,SQZSN}
P[S{ = Sn] 7

PSN[XN :a,VN :C] =

from which one can derive conditional transition proba-
bilities
asy(c,a) = Psy[VN = ¢|Xn = a
_ PSN[XN =a, VN = C]
PSN [XN = a]

Note that ag, (c,a) # a(c,a). From the point of view
of the probability spaces, after conditioning we can al-
ways describe the two random variables using a sin-
gle probability space. Such probability space is simply
(Qxy X Qvy,Exy @ Evy, Psy ). On it, we can define a
joint probability distribution Ps,[Xy = -,V = ‘] such
that Ps, [Xn = -] and Ps, [Vy = ] are the two marginals
and asg, (¢, a) are the transition probabilities between Vi
and X . Since the joint probability distribution are sym-
metric under the exchange of the arguments, clearly

asy (67 a)PSN [XN - a] = a8y (aa C)PSN [VN = C]v

where ag, (a,¢) = Psy[Xn = alVNn = ¢]. According to
[2], this is a signature that we are working on a single
measure-theoretic probability space. A more interesting
case happens when we use the the unconditional transi-
tion probabilities a(a + ¢,a) and P[Xn = a|Vy = ¢|. In
this case we have that

alatc,a)Ps,y [ Xy = a] # P[Xn = a|Vy = ¢|Psy [VN(: )c]
12
in general, which means that we cannot describe X and
Vi using a single measure-theoretic probability space, if
we choose to use the unconditional transition probabili-
ties after conditioning with respect to the space process at
time N. However, this does not mean that we cannot de-
scribe Xy and Vi after conditioning using the transition



probabilities a(a+c, a) (we will come back on the physical
reason for the use of a(a+c, a) instead of ag,, (¢, a) later).
We can do it using two different probability spaces: one
for Xx and one for Vy. We have already seen that,
after conditioning, we obtain a probability spaces for
each random variables, ie. (Qx,Exy,Psy) for Xy
and (Qvyy,Evy, Psy) for Viy. However we cannot con-
struct a joint probability space where Ps,[Xy = -] and
Ps, [Vy = ] are the two marginals of some joint proba-
bility distribution and a(a+¢, a) are the transition prob-
abilities that we obtain from the same joint probability
distribution. This is exactly the content of (12): the joint
probability we are looking for would not be symmetric in
the exchange of the arguments. This is something that
it is not possible in an ordinary measure space since the
intersection of events in a sigma algebra is a symmet-
ric operation (i.e. commutative). As a consequence we
may conclude that the Bayes theorem cannot be used to
relate the two marginals. However a relation between
Ps,[Xn =] and Ps,[Vn = -] can still be found [11].

Theorem 1. Let {Psy[Xn = al}seqy, be the proba-
bilities describing the position of the particle at time N
under the condition that the space process at time N is

Sn. If P[Xnyy1 =0 XNy =a] =a(b,a), then

Ps VN =] = Za(a+c, a)Ps, [Xn = al4+0(c|Xn,Sn)

(13)
!

where

5<c|XN,sN>—M 3 [ZQ(HC,@.

S/ a
s/ ;Zs
N N

-P[ Xy =a,Sy =S| - P[Vy =¢,S§ = s'N]}
(14)

which is in general different from zero.

Proof. Given P[Vy = ¢|, we can always write

P[Vy =d =) _ P[Vy =cSy = Sy]

Sh
and similarly

P[Xy =a]=)» P[Xy =a,S§ =Sy

S

Note that the sum over all possible configurations of the
space process at time N is well defined, since the number
of configurations is clearly countable (it is a cartesian
product of a discrete process taking value on the inte-
gers). Substituting these expressions in (10) and dividing
by P[S& = Sn], we get

— A _ g — A _ g
ZP[VN—C7SN—SN] :Za(a+c7c)ZP[XN_a7SN_SN]

S, P[Sy = Sw] p, S, P[Sy =Sw]
P[Vy =c¢,S4 = 84] P[Xy = a,Sy = S}
SulViv=cl+ SZ PER=8a] 20t el =d ) alare SZ PISE = Sx]
s;v;gsN SEV;gSN

Moving the second term of the LHS to the RHS, we ob-
tain (13) and (14). Note that in general (14) is non zero
since

Za(a +¢,a)P[ Xy = a,Sy = Sy]

a

# P[Vy = ¢,S% = Siy].

This concludes the proof. O

We can see that, after the conditioning on the space
process, the Bayes formula cannot be used anymore to
compute Ps, [V = ¢ from the probabilities of the po-
sition random variable if we want to use the transition
probabilities a(a+c, a). We need to add a correction term
which contains statistical information about the space

(

process. Note that this correction term has the property
> 6(c|Xn,Sn) =0, (15)
C

which is necessary in order to preserve the normalisation
of probabilities, i.e. > . Ps,[VN = c] = 1. We also note
that in general §(c|Xn,Sn) € [-1,1] and in particular
it can be negative. Summarising, given the transition
probabilities a(a+c, a) we cannot describe Xy and Vi on
a single probability space after conditioning on the space
configuration at time N. However, the description Xy
and Vy in a single probability space after conditioning
can be always done: the price to pay is that we have
to change the transition probabilities from a(a + ¢, a) to
asy (C7 CL) .

At this point a legitimate question arises: can we
motivate physically the choice to use a(a + ¢, a) instead



as, (¢,a)? Yes, if we take into account the fact that
we want to remove space from the model. Indeed,
in order to measure with an experimental procedure
as, (¢, a), one would have control over space since one
has to be able to prepare the space process always in
the configuration Sy, in order to measure ag, (c,a).
Since the removal of space is done exactly to avoid
such things, the use of a(a + ¢,a) is more reasonable
from the physical point of view. We want to conclude
our analysis on the consequence of the requirement 3)
with a comment on the particle process. Since it is
a random vector parametrized by time, one may be
tempted to consider & as a stochastic process. This
is certainly possible considering also the space process,
namely before conditioning on Sy. Nevertheless, after
conditioning and using the transition probabilities
ala + ¢,a), we just have a collection of probability
spaces and it is not trivial to assume that each of these
spaces can be seen as, part of a bigger probability space
describing the particle only (i.e. with no space process
involved in the construction of such probability space)
as the Kolmogorov extension theorem [10] would imply.
For this reason, considering the particle process as a
stochastic process, in this context, should be done with
care.

Till now we explored the consequences of the require-
ment 4) for the removal of space. Conditioning with re-
spect to the space configuration Sy, we effectively elimi-
nate the possibility to change the P[S4 = Sy] by varying
the (conditional) probability distributions in the collec-
tion of probability spaces that describe the model. The
requirement 47) is added in order to avoid that by varying
the probabilities of the particle we can modify the prob-
abilities P[S%, = Sx+] when N’ # N. The consequences
of #i) which are relevant for our analysis will be analyzed
in the next section.

D. The entropic uncertainty relation for Xy and Vy

In this section we will analyze the basic consequence of
the requirement 47) for the removal of the space process

J

M
Psy[Xni1 =0, XN =d]
=1

i=1 j=1

M
= ZPSN [(Xny1 = SI(\Z/)-H 51(\27)4-1
i=1 j=1

Since the event {Xy =

= ZPSN[XNJFl = N+1‘S N+1 =bXn=

10

in model A. From now on, we exclude that the probabili-
ties describing the space process and its constituents have
delta-like distributions. This implies that the space pro-
cess of model A is not a deterministic process. We note
that the whole removal procedure, which makes model
A interesting to study, is meaningless in this case. The
central result of this section is the following.

Theorem 2. Let Xy and Vi be the position and veloc-
ity random wvariables of model A. Fixing the transition
probabilities p; = P[S](\,)Jrl =a+1|Sy © = = a] of the points
of the space process for all i € I, then

Hsy (Xn) + Hsy (V) 2 D, (16)
where D is a positive constant which does not depend on
{Psy [Xn = altaexy(@x) and {Psy [VN = J}cevy(ay)-
Proof. The entropy is a non-negative quantity by defi-
nition, hence varying with respect to all Ps, [Xy = a]
clearly Hg, (Xn) = 0. Now consider the entropy for
the random variable Viy and let us study what happens
when we vary with respect to all Ps, [Xy = a]. Given
Ps, [Xn = a], the probability Py, [VNy = ¢| can be com-
puted by means of the formula in theorem 1. On the
other hand we are always free to use the conditional tran-
sition probabilities ag, (¢,a), i.e. to work on the joint
probability space of X and Vi, to study how Hg, (Vi)
change varying with respect to Ps,[Xny = a].This allow
us to write

Hs, (V) ZPSN [Xy = a]lHs, (Vi|Xy = a),

with

Hg, (VN|Xn =a) ZQSN c,a)logas, (¢, a).

The conditional transition probabilities asg, (c,a) can
be rewritten as follows. Consider the joint probability
Ps [Xn+1 = b, Xy = a]. In what follows, without loss
of generality we set S’O = 0 at any time N. We can write
the following

alPs,[SV,, = b, X = d

M M
=Y Py [Xni1 = S¢SV, = b Xy = d (Z Psy[SW,, = b XN = a,In = j]Psy[Xn = a, Iy = j])
=b Xy = ZP (S, = b Xy =a,In = j]Psy[In = j|Xn = a]Ps [ Xy =
N a SN 41 |N a, In ]]SN[N ]|N a]sN[N a]

a} N{Iy = j} = {S%) = a} by definition and because Ps,[Xny41 = a+ ¢, Xy = a] =

)
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Ps,[VN = ¢, Xy = a], from this decomposition we can conclude that

asy(c,a) ZPSN XNy1 = SN)-H SJ(\ZH-l =bXy=a <ZPSN Sz(v+1 = b|5(j) =a]|Psy[In = j| XN = a]).

i=1 j=1

We also note that

ZPSN[XN-Fl = Sj(\lf)—s-l‘sl(\zf)—i-l = vaN = a] =1,
1=1

M (17)

> PsylIy =j|Xy=d] =1

Jj=1

In what follows, we set v(i) := Psy[Xn4+1 = N+1|SN+1 =b,Xn =a] and n(i,j) := Ps, [S](\Z})_H = b|5%) = a] in order
to keep the notation compact. From the above decomposition of asg,, (¢,a) we can write that

M

M M
> i) Pyl = i1y =l ) | o ( 3290 (X ati.d) P 1w = 31X = al)

J=1 i=1 j=1

HSN(VN|XN—a Z Z’}/ (

Note that since only positive probabilities contribute to the entropy, all the ag, (¢, a) are different from zero. This
implies that all the v(i), n(i,7) and Ps,[In = j|Xn = a] used to compute the entropy are strictly positive. Since
f(z) = —xzlogx is a concave function, by the Jensen inequality and using (17), we have

M M M
Hy (VX =a) = 300 (= S ati.d)Pasltv =1y = al ) tow ( 3 n() Pl = i1 =l

c =1 j=1 J=1

M M M
=) (Z V(i)> min —(Zﬁ(@j)PsN[IN =jlXn = a}> log (Zﬂ(i»j)PsN[IN =j|lXn = a])
j=1

¢ \i=1 j=1

> S [ (32 Pty = 51 =l min () o)

c j=1
- Zni{m (=n(i,j)logn(i, j))

where min; ; means the minimum over 4,5 € {1,--- , M} keeping c constant. Summarising, we have that

H(VN|XN:CL Zmln( PSN S](V)+1*Q+C|S(]) }logPSN[S](\Z})_Fl:a‘FdSJ(\],l):a]).

Note that in the RHS there is still a dependence on a, which can be removed by taking the minimum with respect to
it. Thus we can write that

Hs\ (Vn) ZPSN [(Xn =alH(VN|Xn = a) = Dy,
where we set

[me ( Ps,| SJ(\,)Jrl = a+c\S = q logPsN[SJ(\?Jrl = a+c|51(§) = a})} (18)

D, is a positive number, since PSN[SJ(\%_1 =a+ C|SJ(§) = a] € (0,1) (we exclude the case of deterministic space
process) and only positive probabilities contribute to the entropy, as said above. To explicitly show that the D; does

not depend on Ps, [Xny = a] and Ps,, [V = ¢], let us study in detail the terms Ps,, [S](\?Jr1 =a+ c|S](§) = a]. Recalling
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that the random walks are independent and that Ps, [S](\?)-H =a+ C‘S](\;) = a] # 0 only for the SJ(\?) € Sy, we can
write that

0ifi =4 and ¢ # +1;
; ;ifi=jand c=1;
P S( — S(]) — — pit )
sn[Sn1 = a+ Sy’ =4 1—p;ifi=jand ¢ = —1;
PSN[SJ(\;)—&-l =a+cifi#j
where p; and 1 — p; are the transition probabilities of the i-th random walk, which are fixed by hypothesis. Again,
the first case is excluded since only positive probabilities contribute to the entropy. What we need to check is the last

case, namely Ps, [S](\Z})_H = a+ c]. Since in the configuration Sy there is also the i-th random walk, this term reduces
to

Psy[SV1 =a+d =PISY,, =a+dSy =¢

for some e € Z. The only terms of this kind that contribute to the entropy are those having e = a + ¢ £ 1, i.e. the
transition probabilities of the i-th random walks, which are fixed by hypothesis. Thus fixing p; for all 4 € I implies
that D is a positive constant. Summarising we showed that

Hsy(Xn)+ Hsy(Vy) = Dy,
when we vary over any possible value of Ps, [Xy = a] and when the transition probabilities of the M random walks

are fixed.

To conclude the proof we need to study what happens when we vary over all possible values of Ps, [Vy = c].
Similarly to the previous case, Hs, (Vn) > 0 while Hs, (Xx) changes according with the inequality

Hs, (Vy) > ZPSN Vn = |Hs, (Xn|Vy = ¢),

where Hg, (Xn|Vn = ¢) is the entropy computed using as, (a,¢) = Ps, [Xn = a|Vy = ¢]. From the definition of Xy
and Vy, one can conclude that

{Xn=a}n{Ww=c}={Xnv=a}n{Vn=c}nN{Xnyi1=a+c} ={Vy=c}N{Xnt1 =a+c}.
This implies that Ps, [Xy =a, VN =] = Ps[Xn+1 =a+¢, VN =], ie.

PSN[XN =a,Vn ZC] _ PSN[XN-H =a+cVy ZC]
PSN[VN = C} PSN[VN = C] '

As before, the whole analysis reduces to the study of this term. Given Ps, [Xn+1 = a+ ¢, VN = ¢] we can write that

asy(a,¢) = Psy[Xn = a|Vy =] =

M
Psy[Xny1=a+c,Vn=c] = ZPSN[XN—H = S%LJS%) =a+c,Vy= c]P[SZ(\Z,L_1 =a+c,Vy =
i=1

M
=Y P [Xni1=SWlSW =at e, Vv =¢ (ZPSN (SO =a+cVy =, In = j, Xn41 = d]-
i=1 j,d

“Psy[Vn =c¢, Iy =j,XNny1 = d])

nMg

XN+1 S](V)+1|SN+1_G+C VN—C(ZPSN N)+1—a+c|VN:C,IN:j,XN+1:d].
7,d

Py lIn = j, Xns1 = d|Viy = c]Ps,, [Viy = c]).

Observing that the event {Vy = ¢} N{Iy =j} N{Xny1 =d} = {S%) = d — ¢}, we conclude that
M

asNac ZPSN XNt1 = N+1|SN+1—CL—|-C VN—C(ZPSN J\;)_i_l_a+c|5’§g):d—c].
i=1 j,d

'PSN[IN :j,XN+1 = d|VN = C])
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M
Y Pso[Xngr = SEhlSV =ate Vv =d =1

i=1

(19)

ZPSN[IN =5 XN =dVn=¢=1

J»d

Defining 4(i) := Ps [Xn+1 = N+1|S 1 =a+cVy =cand q(i, j) = PSN[SJ(\?Ll =a+ c|S](§) = d — ¢], the whole

analysis done in the previous case can be repeated. One has simply to replace (i) with (i),

use (19) instead of (17), obtaining

HSN(XN|VN = C

,5,d

Setting

n(i,5) with (i, j) and

Zmln( Ps, | S](V_H —a—|—c|53) —d—C]IOgPsN[SJ(\Z})_,_l =a+c|5’](\?) zd—c]).

Dy = manmln (—PSN[S](\Z})Jrl = a+c|5’](3) =d— logPsN[S](\?Jr1 = a+c|S](\?) =d- c])

i,5,d

which is a positive constant, we conclude that
Hs\ (XN) + Hsy (V) = Do,

when we vary over any possible value of Ps, [Vy = ¢] and
when the transition probabilities of the M random walks
are fixed. Setting D := min{D;, Do} the statement of
the theorem follows. This concludes the proof.

O

We can better grasp the physical meaning of the in-
equality between entropies proved above, considering a
particular case of space process. Assume that all the ran-
dom walks of the space process are identically distributed.
This means that if p; = P[SJ(\Z,)_ir1 =a+ 1|S](\}) = a] are
the transition probabilities and 7(?) are the probability
distributions of the initial position of all random walks,
we have

Pr=p2=-"=PM
D = 72 — .= (M)

This implies that P[Sj(\z,) =a] = P[SJ(\?) = qa] for any a €
Z, for any N > 0, and any 4,5 € {1,---,M}. Consider
the value of the constant D;. The min; can be eliminated
since all the probabilities are equals. Hence

—p)log(1 —p)

Thus we can conclude that D = —plogp— (1 —p) log(1 —
p). This is the so called binary entropy, which vanishes
only if p = 0,1 namely if that space is a deterministic
process, a case which is excluded. The physical meaning
of the inequality Hs, (Xn)+ Hs, (Va) = D, in this case,
is now clear: the uncertainty that we have on Xy or Vi
must be at least equal to the uncertainty we have on
a single point in the future configurations of the space
process (given that at time N the configuration is Sy ).

D, = Dy = —plogp — (1

E. Construction of the Hilbert space structure for
model A

Theorem 1 implies that after the removal of the space
process, Xy and Vy are described using two distinct
probability spaces if we want to use the unconditional
transition probabilities a(a + ¢,a). Theorem 2 tell us
that under the same assumptions, the position and the
velocity of the particle in model A, fulfil an entropic un-
certainty relation. At this point, we may proceed al-
gebraically and define the smallest C*-algebra which is
capable to describe both X and Vi after conditioning,
and the entropic uncertainty relation (2) tells us that
this algebra is non-commutative [1]. Then, we can repre-
sent these elements of the algebra as two non-commuting
operators over a Hilbert space via the GNS theorem. De-
spite this is a legitimate way to proceed, in this section,
using the results collected in [1], we will use a more con-
structive approach. In particular, we show how to con-
struct the operators associated to these random variables
and how to define a suitable Hilbert space on which they
are defined.

Consider the position random variable X . After con-
ditioning on a particular configuration of the space pro-
cess Sy, Xy can be seen as the as the following map
between probability spaces

(QI X QSA751®ESA7P)|SN & (QXN75XN’lu’XN)

where Qx, = Xn(Qr x {Sn}), Exy = P(Q2x,) and
pxy = Psy o Xy'. As we have seen in [1], ran-
dom variables over a probability space form a com-
mutative von-Neumann algebra which is isomorphic to
an algebra of multiplicative operators over an Hilbert
space. In this particular case, the random variables over
(Qxy,Exy,xy) (on which Xy is represented by the
identity map) form the abelian von-Neumann algebra



Ve(La(Qxp, ttxy))- Seen as element of this algebra, the
random variables over (Qx,,Exy,tx,) are multiplica-
tive operators over La(Qx v, fxy)-

Similar considerations hold for the velocity of the par-
ticle. The main difference is the definition of Qy,, i.e.
the set of all the elementary outcomes. It is not difficult
to understand that, if we fix the space process only, Qv
seems to contain more outcomes of those one should ex-
pect. The number of outcomes of the space process is
M?, ie. card Qx, = M?. This because the origin and
the point of S4 selected by the selection process Iy, can
take M different values. For the velocity process similar
considerations lead to cardQy,, = M*. However, we have
to take into account that we cannot detect the movement
of the origin: S](\}‘fr)l — 55 must be set equal to 0, and
all the situations where this does not hold must be iden-
tified with it E After that the velocity can takes only

M? different values (the M’s of S%NH) times the M’s

of S](\?N)). Thus doing that we have card Qy,, = M?.
After this observation, we may see the velocity random
variable, after conditioning to Sy, as the map

Vi
(QI X QSAagf ®gSA’P)‘SN — (Qvanga,uVN)

where QVN = VN(Q[ X {SN}), gVN = P(QVN) and
pyy = Psy o Vﬁl. Also in this case, the random
variables over (Qv,,Evy, vy ), are elements of a com-
mutative von-Neumann algebra V.(L2(Qv,, pvy)) (i-e.
multiplicative operators on Lo(Qyy, tivy ))-

Thus both Xy and Vi can be represented by multi-
plicative operators on suitable Hilbert spaces. Note that
the two Hilbert spaces are different and depend on the
probability measure. In order to construct a common
Hilbert space on which both operators are defined, we
should invoke the spectral representation theorem, as ex-
plained in [1]. We recall that the spectral decomposition
theorem tells that, given an operator f, there exist a
surjective isometry U; : H;, — Lo(o(T), ;) such that
UrT|3,U; is a multiplicative operator on Ly (o(T), 11:),
i.e. an element of V.(Ly(o(T), ;). Consider the posi-
tion random variable Xn. We know that it is a mul-
tiplicative operator on Lo(Qx,, txy), and let us now
choose to parametrise the probability measure of the po-
sition random variable with the outcome of X . This can
be achieved in the following way. Take a € Qx, and con-

sider the probability measure PS(?V), which is defined such
that ux, (c) = PS(‘:V) 0 X5'(c) = 64.c. We can parametrise
the probability measure of X with its outcomes defining
HXyla i= Ps(?v) OXX,l. Doing that we obtain a collection of

§ More precisely, we can define an equivalence relation between
Xn41 and Xn: Xnq1 ~ XN if Xyp1 — Xy = 51(\;:_)1 - S%°)~
In this way we restrict our attention to the intrinsic motion of
the particle.
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Hilbert spaces {L2(Qxy, X y|a)tacax, - Now, the ran-
dom variable Xy can be represented with an operator
Xy, having spectrum o(Xy) = Qx,. The spectral de-
composition theorem tells that there exists a collection
of Hilbert spaces {Ha}aeng and surjective isometries

Uy : Ho — Ly(Qxy, x y|a), Which allows to define the
Hilbert space

H(Xn) = P Ha

a€Qx

on which Xy can be seen as a multiplicative operator.
The spectral representation theorem tells that if {|zn)}
is a basis of H(Xy) such that |xy) € H,, for any xy €
Qx,, then Xy can be represented by the operator

XN: Z 1'N|£L‘N><.’L'N|.

TNEQX

With similar considerations, for Vy we obtain

H(VN) = @ Hc

c€Qvy

on which the operator Vy representing the velocity ran-
dom variable, is diagonal

Z UN|UN><UN|. (20)

uNEQVy

VN =

At this point, we impose the condition
H(Xy) =H(VN)

i.e. that the two Hilbert spaces are wunitary equiva-
lent. This is possible since the dimension of both Hilbert
spaces is M?: both Hilbert spaces are constructed from
the spectrum of X or Vv, and both have the same num-
ber of elements. Since Hilbert spaces of equal dimension
are always isomorphic, there exists a unitary map be-
tween them, i.e. there exists

U:H(Vy) = H(XnN),

such that UU* = ﬁH(XN) and U*U = ﬁH(VN). This uni-
tary mapping allows to have, on the same Hilbert space,
the operators representing the position and the velocity
random variables. More precisely, take the velocity oper-
ator Viy on H(Vy) defined in (20), then the unitary map
mentioned above allows us to write

U( 3 UNUN><UN>U*

'UGQVN

Z 'U]\]ljv"l}]\]><7)]\7|Uv*7

vNEQVy

VNlH(XN)

which represents the velocity random variable on H (X y),
the Hilbert space constructed from the spectrum of the



position operator (on which Xy is diagonal). The en-
tropic uncertainty relation, ensures that Xy and Vy as
operators on the same Hilbert space, do not commute.
In fact, it implies [12]

D
2

max [{zy|on)| <e 2 <1, (21)

TN,UN
as already observed in [1]. Thus the two operators can-
not be diagonalised on the same basis, i.e. they do not
commute.
We can also represent on H(Xy) the velocity random
variable directly. Indeed on this Hilbert space, we may
always consider a generic basis {|wn)}wyeay, and im-

pose that Vy is diagonal on this basis, i.e.

VNZ Z ’u)leN><’LUN|.

wN EQvy

We can always parametrise the probability measure of
Hyy using the outcome of Xy simply defining py, o :=
Ps(‘jv) oVy 1. Then we obtain the collection of Hilbert
spaces {LQ(QVN7MVN|G)}aeQxN. For a given a € Qx,,
the entropic uncertainty relation (16) forbids to have

delta-like probability measure for both operators. In-
deed, considering X, we have

pxnla = (V1Pu, ) = Qo) (@n[1h) = oy .a

which is possible only if |[¢)) = |a). On the other hand for
Vy ,if prN is the projector on the subspace of H(Xx)
associated to the eigenvalue wy (i.e. the outcome wy of
the random variable Vi), we have

vla = = (1P, ¥) = (alwn)(wnla) = [{alwn)].

Note that under the symmetry condition (11) on the un-
conditional transition probabilities, i.e. P[Vy = ¢|Xn =
a] = P[Xy = a|Vy = ], the py, |, probabilities are con-
sistent with usual interpretation of transition probabili-
ties in quantum theory. Since the entropic uncertainty
relation hold, (21) forbids that |wy) and |z) to be or-
thogonal. Again, we conclude that X and Vy can be
represented on a common Hilbert space, H(Xy), using
two operators X ~ and VN which cannot be diagonalised
on the same basis. Note that this Vv coincides exactly
with Viv[s(x,) thanks to the existence of the unitary
map U : H(Vy) — H(Xy). Clearly, also Xy can be
represented on H(Vy) directly, following a similar pro-
cedure. In this sense the whole description is consistent:
starting the construction of the Hilbert space from Xy
or Vi does not change anything, as it should be.

Finally, we conclude by observing that the probabilis-
tic content is now encoded in the vectors |i) of the con-
structed Hilbert spaces. In fact, given |¢)) € H(Xy) (or
H(Vn)), we can write that

Es, (Vi) = Tr [[9) (V] = 3 oTr [[9) (wlv) o]
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where Tr [|¢)(¥|v){v|] = Ps, [Vn = v] is the probability
distribution for V after conditioning. The probability
distribution for Vjy can be related with the distribution
of Xy as follows

Psy [V =] = _(alg)($lo){v]z)
=D (@l (la’) (@ v)(vlz)
= Za(a@ +v,2)Ps, [Xn = 2]

+ Y (al) ') (@’ o) (v])

c#x!

where we used Ps, [Xy = ] = [(z|¢)]? and a(x+v, 2) =
|(z|v)|?. Note that the second term in the last sum (the
interference term) corresponds to the correction term
d(Vn|Xn,Sn) in theorem 1. However, the method used
here does not provide a way to determine uniquely the
objects on H(Xy) (or H(Vy)) associated to a given set
of probability distributions, as already noted. In fact,
the method proposed does not provide an explicit way to
compute the phase of (zy|vy) starting from the interfer-
ence term. However QRLA may indicate a possible way
to do that [2, 11]

F. Final remarks and main limitations of model A

Let us conclude our presentation of model A, with some
observations and a discussion of some limitations of the
model.

The model is surely interesting because it is capable to
derive non-commuting operators over an Hilbert space
starting from a “classical” description (in probabilistic
sense). Such non-commutativity, at least mathemati-
cally, seems to be related to the definition used for the
two random variables of the particle process. So despite
they seem reasonable definitions, we should at least ar-
gue why they seem to be related to the position and mo-
mentum operator in ordinary (non-relativistic) quantum
theory. In particular, once we choose to describe a quan-
tum particle in Lo (R™) and we decide that the symmetry
group of non-relativistic physics is the Galilean group, by
the Stone-von Neumann theorem, we can justify that the
position and momentum operator are defined as

0
axi

Xip(x) = 29 (x)

Pﬂﬁ(") =—1 w(x)7

for 1(x) € S(R™). Consider the 1-D case only. In quan-
tum mechanics, the classical relation between position
and momentum for a point-like particle (p = ma) does
not seem a priori valid. Nevertheless from the Ehrenfest
theorem, we have that

(P) = m e (X0)



Assume that for some reason time is discrete (for example
because the limited accuracy of the clock). The limit now
can be replaced by an inferior and, using the Wigner
quasi-probability distribution W (x, p), we can write that

Xt+5t - Xt

Pr=m 1(r;1tf 5

W (z,p)-a.s..
Setting 0t = 1 (0t is our unit of time) and ¢ = N§t, we can
write Py = m(Xn4+1 — Xn) = mVy. This consideration
justifies, at least at the qualitative level, the use of the
two random variables described in model A. An interest-
ing feature of the model presented here is that the square
of the number of points of the space process (which is re-
moved) is equal to the dimension of the (minimal) Hilbert
space on which we represent the particle process, namely
Xnx and V. Thus, the dimension of the Hilbert space
in model A seems to encode information on the removed
process, in this model. We do not expect this feature to
be fundamental (the Hilbert space structure seems more
related to probabilistic rather than “geometrical” consid-
erations) but this observation will be useful in future.

A limitation of the model is that time is treated as
a discrete parameter, a choice that does not allow to
compare the model directly with non-relativistic quan-
tum mechanics. In addition, also space appears discrete,
in the sense that it can take values only over a lattice and
not on the whole R. Summarising we can neither derive
the commutation relation (1), nor attempt a comparison
with non-relativistic quantum mechanics using Model A,
because of the following: 1) the Hilbert space of model A
is finite dimensional, 2) Xy and Vy are bounded opera-
tors with discrete spectrum and, 3) time is discrete. How-
ever, we was able to successfully represent position and
velocity (momentum) of the particle as non-commuting
operators over a common Hilbert space, a key feature of
non-relativistic quantum mechanics.

IV. MODEL B: CONTINUOUS-TIME 1-D
KINEMATICS ON A RANDOM SPACE

We have shown in part III that model A exhibits very
interesting features from the point of view of quantum
mechanics. Nevertheless, it also has some limitations:
time is a discrete parameter and the spectrum of the
position operator Xy is discrete. They do not allow for
a direct comparison with ordinary quantum mechanics.
To allow for this comparison, one may try to generalize
Model A to continuous-time random variables. Here we
will show how to do it.

A. The space process

In order to generalize model A to the continuous time
case, we may start by generalizing the space process. In-
stead of considering the space process as a collection of
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random walks, we may consider their “continuous lim-
its”, i.e. Wiener processes. Let us recap the basic fea-
tures of the Wiener process [13], as done for the ran-
dom walk. A  Wiener process Wy starting at y is a
Gaussian process with mean E[W;] = y, and covariance
E[W;W,] = min(¢, s). This is one of the possible equiva-
lent definitions of a Wiener process, and it implies that
(in the 1D case)

1 a—y)?
e ay- [ Lo
A V2rt

dx.

As consequence of its definition, the Wiener process W;
is a continuous function of the parameter ¢ for all t € R,
in the sense that there exists always a continuous version
of the Wiener process (with “version of a process X; ”
we mean that there exists another process Y; such that
P[X; =Y;] =1for any t € RT, i.e. the two processes are
statistically indistinguishable). For a Wiener process, the
trajectories (which can be thought as the function w(t) :=
W¢(w)) have the following properties: ) they are nowhere
differentiable; i) they are never monotone; iii) they have
infinite variation in any interval; iv) they have quadratic
variation equal to ¢ in the interval [0,¢]. More generally,
let C(RT,R) be the space of all functions ¢ — f; taking
value on R and continuous for any ¢t € R*. C(R* R) can
be equipped with a norm, which allows to define open
sets (i.e. a topology). As usual these open sets can be
used to construct a Borel o-algebra on C(R*,R), say
P(C(RT,R)). The Wiener process can be seen as the
identity function on (C(R*,R), Z(C(R*,R),~) where
is the so called Wiener measure. The set of all continuous
functions f; € C(RT,R) which does not fulfil i) — iv) have
zero measure under . Such a probability space is called
Wiener space. Finally we conclude by observing that if
also the starting position y is a random variable with
distribution 7(dy) over R, then

P[WteA}:/A/R\/%e

Let us now consider the space process for this model.
As assumed for model A, space is discrete and evolves
with time. In particular, we have the following prelimi-
nary definition which generalizes the one given for model

A.

Definition 6. Let {Wt(i)}iEI be a collection of indepen-
dent Wiener processes, where |I| = M € N. Such collec-
tion will be called space process for model B.

_(z—y)?

= 7(dy)dz.

We will label this process by SZ. At any given time
t € R, the space process is a collection of M points on
R, which are the positions of the M Wiener processes:
in this sense the space is discrete and evolves, in a con-
tinuous way, in time. Also in this case we may have
two possible descriptions of the space: one is to con-
sider the points with respect to the real line (we will
choose this point of view, as done for model A), while
the second is to describe the effects of the time evolu-
tion from the point of view of the “ordering among the



points” (as explained in appendix B). Because of inde-

pendence, equation (5) holds true if we simply substitute

P[Sj(f,) = ;] with P[Wt(l) € A;], where A; C R for any

i€ {l,---, M}, and similarly for (6) and generalisation.

Because P [Wt(l) € A;] can be written as the integral over

A; with respect to a probability density p;,«) (2;), equa-
t

tion (5) is replaced by the following

M
pse(St) = HPW;w (4), (22)

where pgp (S¢) is the probability density of the probability

measure PE[SE € A]. In a similar way one can generalise
(6) and any other density for the space process. At this
point, as done for model A, we may give the following
definition for the space process.

Definition 7. Let {Wt(i)}iel be a collection of M =
|[I| € N Wiener processes defined on the Wiener spaces
{(%, &, Py)}icr. Let us define

Z) QSB ::Ql><~-~><QM,'

it) Es is the Borel o-algebra generated by the open
sets of Qgp I;

iii) PP : Ep — [0,1] defined from the {P;}ic1, via the
densities as in (22) and generalisations.

The space  process s the stochastic process on
(Qs5, &5, PP) defined as the identity function, namely
SP(wr, -+ swamr) = (Wi, -+, war)-

The set of all possible configurations of the space pro-
cess at time ¢ will be labeled by the symbol S(¢). This
completes our description for the space process in model
B.

B. The particle process

Again, a particle is considered as a point-like object. It
jumps from one point of space to another and it is com-
pletely characterized by the position and velocity random
variables.

The position random variable, labeled by X, is inter-
preted as the actual position of the particle at time ¢
with respect to a chosen origin. Hence, if (Qg5,Ess, PP)
is the probability space of the space process, (Qr, &, Pr)
is a probability space on which an integer value stochastic
process I; : Qp — {1,---, M} is defined (called section

9 To define an open set on Qsp we may use the topology induced
by the norm ||S|| := sup,c[o, 1) [St|amr, where |- [ar is the M-
dimensional euclidean norm. This is what is typically done on
Wiener spaces.
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rocess), and W% is a chosen origin of a reference frame
’ t
on StB, then

Xi(wx) = 77,y (SE(S)) — W), (23)

where 7; is the projector of the i-th component of an
M-tuple, and wx = (wr,S) with wy € Qr and S € Qga.
Thus we have the following definition.

Definition 8. Consider the probability space (Qp X
Qsp,Er @ Esn, PB) and a measurable space (R, ZB(R)).
The random wvariable Xy is the PB(R)-measurable func-
tion

X :Qr xQgs > R

defined as in (23). X; represents the position of the par-
ticle at time t.

Clearly, as any random variable X; induces a probabil-
ity distribution ux, = PBo X, 1 and, on the probability
space (R, Z(R), ux,) it can be considered as the identity
function. Also in this case the space process can be de-
scribed on (Q7 xQgs, Er@Ess, PP), by simply demanding
that PB o [SB]~1 = PB. Again if no confusion arises, we
omit the suffix # in the probability measure PZ.

In model B, the particle moves by jumps from one point
to another. This time the frequency of the jumps is as-
sumed to be infinite, which means that the particle jumps
from one point to another at each instant of time. In this
way, we can say that it is the continuous time general-
ization of the kinematics described in model A. We do
not generalize the definition of the velocity process given
before directly. This time we use the following definition:

Xy - X,

i) ==

(24)

where we always assume ¢’ > t. More formally we adopt
the following definition for V;(t').

Definition 9. Consider the probability space (5 X
Og5,E1 @ Es, PP) and a measurable space (R, B(R)).
Let t,t' € R such that t' > t, the random variable Vi(t")
is the B(R)-measurable function

Vt(t/) QO x Qg — R

defined in (24). Vi(t') represents the mean velocity of the
particle in the interval [t,t'].

Also in this case V(') can be seen as the identity ran-
dom variable on the probability space (R, Z(R), uy, ),
where iy, ) = PP o Vy(t')7!. As in model A, for the
description of the particle we need to introduce the tran-
sition probabilities. These allow to write that

(@) = [ ol tux @i (@)

where «a(v,z;t') are the probability densities of V;(t')
given the event {X; = x}. Note that they depend also



on the value of ¢’ used to define Vi(¢'). Also in this case
we assume that they are symmetric under the exchange
of their arguments, namely «(v, z;t') = a(z,v;t’), where
a(z,v;t') is the probability density of X; given th event
{Vt(t') = v}. Note that this expression is nothing but
the Bayes theorem for continuous random variables (see
appendix C, Prop. 4). In what follows we will omit ¢’ in
a(v,z;t'") and a(z,v;t’) if no confusion arises.

We conclude this section defining the particle process
for this model. With the definitions § and 9 we gave a
meaning to the position and velocity random variables.
However, they are parametrised by ¢, the physical time
which we choose to treat as an external parameter. Since
we have a collection of random variables parametrised by
t, we can speak of position and velocity stochastic process,
but with the same caution explained in section III1B.

Definition 10. Let X; and Vi(t') be the position and ve-
locity process. The couple P(t') = (Xy, Vi(t')) is called
particle process of model B.

An example of particle process over a space process is
drawn in figure 3.

oy

FIG. 3. The particle process in model B is drawn in red. The
position of the particle at a given time is given by the red
point while its velocity at the same time is represented by
the outgoing arrow. On the back, a possible realization of an
M = 6 space process.

C. The removal of the space process

The removal of the space process in model B is done
exactly as before:
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i) We consider only the conditional probability densi-
ties pux,|s, () and py,(¢ys, (v) for the random vari-
ables X; and V;(t');

ii) We fix the transition probabilities of the single
point of space, i.e. we fix the transition probabil-

ities p( (z,t'; y,t) = Py -, (x) of all the M

Wiener processes.

As in Model A, requirement ) implies that we will al-
ways work with the densities y1x,|s, (%) and py, s, (v),
namely the probability distributions for X; and V()
given the event {SP = S;}. Clearly, we can define a joint
probability space for X; and V(') after conditioning on
{SE = S;} and, on this joint probability space, some con-
ditional transition probabilities as, (v, ) can be defined.
However, if we insist in using the wnconditional proba-
bility density a(v,z), no joint probability space can be
defined. Indeed, we can prove the analogue of theorem
1. Below we will prove the theorem in a slightly more
general setting of what we need later: the simple case
of absolute continuous measure with respect to Lebesgue
will be discussed as an example later.

Theorem 3. Let (27 x Qgn, &1 ® Esn, P) be the proba-
bility space on which SP, X; and Vi(t') are defined. As-
sume that the probability spaces for each of these random

variables has the reqular conditional probability property.
Then

Ps,[Vi(t) € B = /B /Q o(v, ) Ps, | X, € da]

+0(B|Xy,Sy)

(26)

where 0(B|Xy,S:) is the Radon-Nikodym derivative
with respect to P o [SP]7! = psp, of the measure
' — A(B|X:,T) defined as

A(B|X,,T) ;:/S(M UQX PIVi(t) € B|X, = -

-8y (dz) — Psy [Vi(t') € B]} pigs (dS}).
(27)

when S; € T C S5(t).

Proof. Since {V;(t') € B} = {Vi(t') € B} U{SE € S(t)},
using the regular conditional probability property of
probability space, we have
Pl{Vi(t") € BYU{S{ € S(1)}] = P[Vi(t') € B
= E[x(v, ey (W)]

= | Pg[Vi(t') € BI(Po[SP]71)(dS))
S(t)



where Pg/[Vi(t') € B] is the regular conditional proba-
bility P[V;(t') € B|SB = 8}]. Take I' C S(t) and set
pss (dS}) = (P o [SP]71)(dS}), then we can write

ﬂwwemzﬂEMWMem%awo

[ PylVilt) € Bluss (4S).
(t)/T

Consider now the random variable X; and the o-algebra
Ex,. Then, by the law of conditional expectation, we can

J
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write that

PH{V,(t") € BYU{S} € S(t)}]
= ]E[X{Vt(t/)eB}( )]
E[E[x{v,tyeBy(W)|€x,]]

:/ / PIVi(t') € BIX, = aljux, s, (d2)pgp (dS))
S(t) QXt )

= P[Vi(t') € B]

where we used the fact that the conditional expectation
Elx{v,t)eB}(w)|€x,] is a random variable and the dis-

integration theorem (see appendix C, Th. 6). Then, as

done before, for a given I' C S(t) we can write that:

P en = [ [ HWﬂem&ﬂmeW@w%+/ﬂﬁA PIVi(t') € BIX, = aljux, s, (de)pisp (dS)).

Comparing the two expressions found for P[V;(¢') € B] we obtain

/F P, [Vi(t') € Blugs (dS}) = / /Q PIVi(t') € BIX, = alux, s, (d2)pisp (dS}) + A(B|X,,T) (28)

with

A(B|X;,T) = /( y [ PVi(t') € B|X; = zlux, s, (dx) — Ps;[Vi(t') € B]| ugs (dS}).
S(t)/T Yx,

Note that the map I' — A(B|X;,T) is a (signed) mea-
sure. Now we take the Radon-Nikodym derivative of (28)
with respect to the measure Hss, getting

Ps,[Vi(t') € B] = PVy(t') € BIX; = 2]ux, s, (dx)

QXﬁ
+ §(B|Xt, St)

for some fixed S; € I' and where

0(B|X:,S) =

A(B|X,,T).
Hsp

Using (25) in the last expression of Ps,[Vi(t') € B], we
obtain the claimed result. This concludes the proof. O

On the contrary to what we found for model A, where

J

&vxh&>=—[l¥;ﬂumummxmdr—mﬂmsxw]

1

=== [/Q a(v,z)px, sp (T, Se)dr — py, ) sp (v, St):|~

pse (St)

This expression can be considered as the analogous

(

an explicit expression of §(c| Xy, Sy) was given, the ex-
pression we find in general for model B is purely for-
mal. A simple case where we may compute the Radon-
Nikodym derivative §(B|X¢,S;) is described here. Note
that trivially

Mﬂ&sn={ PIVi(t') € BIX, = clux, s, (da)
th

— Ps,[Vi(t) € B}] .

Assuming that all measures in the above expression ad-
mit a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure and
also A(B|X;,T") admits this density, i.e.

/ / 6 |Xt,St dvdSt,

one can immediately derive the following relation:

A(B|X:,T)

(

of equation (14), found for model A. In fact, as for



d(c|Xn,Sn), it can be computed using the joint probabil-
ity densities, information that is lost after the condition-
ing with respect to SP. Thus also here, §(v| X}, S¢) con-
tains information about the space process (as in model
A).

Let us now analyze the consequences of i), the follow-
ing observation is useful. Consider the velocity random
variable of model B. Setting 6t := t' — ¢t we can write

Xt+6t - Xt

Vi(t') = Vi(t + dt) = 5

Since t is a parameter, we can always rescale it in order
to have 6t = 1. In this case, Vi(t + 1) resemble the
velocity random variable Vi of model A. This can be
done for any value of ¢’ > ¢. To make this correspondence
more concrete, we may also discretize the space process.
More precisely, since the points of the space process are
Wiener processes taking values on R, we can partition R
in intervals {Ag}rex (i.e. UrexAr = R) where K C N.
At this point one can consider the discretized random
variable for the space process and the position random
variable. If Wt(z) is a point of the space process SZ, one
can define a new random variable S\ : Qgs — K as

SVw) =k if W W) e Ay,

which simply reveals in which Ay the Wiener process
is. Clearly, P[St(l) =k] = fAk Py (x)dz and given the
transition probability densities for the Wiener process,
say p(9(z,t + 1;y,t), the transition probabilities for Sf@
are given, i.e.
P[S{h = ks =
_ Jado fa, dyp® (@t 4 Ly Doy ()
Ja, Pweo W)dy

At the end of this procedure one ends up with a dis-
cretized version of the space process of model B, which
is equivalent to the one used in model A. The same dis-
cretization procedure can be done for the position and ve-
locity random variables X; and V;(t+1). It is not difficult
to realize that theorem 2 can be applied and its applica-
tion does not depend on the size of the sets {Ag}rek-
Thus, as in the previous model, the requirement i) im-
plies the entropic uncertainty relation between the posi-
tion and the velocity random variables. Then as in model
A this relation can be used to prove that X; and Vi(t'),
after conditioning on S;, are representable as two non-
commuting operators on the same Hilbert space. This
will be discussed in the next section. Let us now describe
a bit further how to obtain the entropic uncertainty re-
lation from the discretization of model B. First of all,
if we want to apply the results listed in [1], we need to
be sure that the two random variables are bounded, i.e.
the set of all values they can assume is a bounded set.
In fact, only in this case, they can be associated to two

20

bounded self-adjoint operators, which are elements of a
C*-algebra, and the relation between non-commutativity
and the entropic uncertainty relation holds true. In or-
der to do that, we consider the restriction of the two ran-
dom variables to a given subset. More precisely, given
A C R = Qx,, the bounded version of X, will be the
random variable

Xila(w) := Xi(w)xa(Xe(w))

where xa () is the indicator function of the set A. Sim-
ilarly, we can define the bounded version of V;(¢')|r. At
this point we consider the discrete version of these ran-
dom variables, similarly to what we did for the space pro-
cess. Given X;|x, we can discretise it simply by dividing
the set A in N parts of equals size, obtaining a partition
{AN pYeex, K C N, such that |[AY | = |AN /| for any
possible k. We can see that the number of subsets of the
partition (i,e. N = |K]|) determines the width of the sets
A% .- The bounded and discrete version of X; is then
defined as

XPaw) =k if Xy(w)|a € AN 4

The same construction can be done for the bounded
version of Vi(¥'), using in general a different partition
{@]\/,,}j}jeh obtaining V;(#)®|r. It is useful to choose
the partitions for X; and V;(¢') compatible with the par-
tition used for the space process. To do that it is enough
to set the partition for X; and SP equal and choose the
partition for V;(¢') consequently. Finally we also chose to
set |T'| = |Al, i.e. the size of the two set used to bound
the position and velocity random variable coincides. At
this point, by discretising time as explained above X|5
and V;(t 4+ 1)®|p (for simplicity we simply write V,2|r)
become discrete random variables similar to those used
for model A. Then, applying theorem 2, we know that

Hs,(X*|a) + Hs, (V%|r) > D, (30)

where D is a positive constant that in general can de-
pend on the partition chosen but not on the probability
distribution of X[, and V,2|p, hence thet do not de-
pend on px,|s, and uy,s,. The whole construction does
not depend on the partitions chosen, once they are cho-
sen in the consistent way explained above. In particular,
the above inequality holds for arbitrary partitions having
small but finite size.

D. Construction of the Hilbert space structure for
model B

The construction of the Hilbert space structure for
model B goes more or less as in Model A. However, in
this case, we have some additional technicalities due to
the use of the partitions for the description of the two
random variables involved. The entropic uncertainty re-
lation (30), ensures that X[, and V;®|p, after condi-
tioning on S;, can be jointly described only on a non-
commutative probability space, i.e. with non-commuting



operators. Let us fix for the moment the partitions used.
As in model A, the bounded and discrete version of
the position random variable can be represented on the
Hilbert space

N
H(X|N, A) = P Ha.
k=1

as the diagonal operator
N
KN, A) = S kIR (.
k=1

Here |k) € Hj and P,gXt(N’A)) = |k)(k| is the PVM such
that

PIXPIa =k = PIXi|a € AY,] = <w|P,£X*N’A”|¢E> |
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for some ¢ € H(X|N,A). Similarly, the bounded and

discrete version of the velocity random variable can be
represented on the Hilbert space

N
H(ViIN.T) = PH;

j=1

(note that particular partitions considered implies that
N = N’) as the diagonal operator

V,(N,T) =Zj|j><j\-

The two Hilbert spaces H(X;|N, A) and H(V;|N,T) have
the same dimension and so they are unitary equivalent,
i.e. there exists a unitary map U : H(V;|T') — H(X¢|A).
Hence we can represent V;(N,T) on H(X;|N,A) and
viceversa. The entropic uncertainty relation (30) ensures
that

[Xt(Nv A)"A/;E(N’F)] 7é 0 (32)

Let us now analyse what happens when we change the
size of the partition. First, we consider the limit N — oo
which means that the size of the partitions goes to zero.
Because the sets A%,k shrink to a point, say {x}, we have

Jim (@A) = i [Xly € AY ] =0 (33)

lim
N—oc0
for any v, i.e. any P. This means, by prop 9.14 of
8], x € 0.(X¢(A)) (here Xy(A) := X;(oc0,A) ). By the
arbitrariness of x we conclude, as expected, that Xt(A)
is a bounded operator with purely continuous spectrum.
Note that the Hilbert space on which we can define X;(A)
is

D
A
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which is not separable in general. Here, X;(A) can be
written as

X,(0) = / 2P K ().
A

Similar conclusions hold for the operator representing the
bounded and discrete velocity random variable: V;(T") :=
Vt(oql") is a bounded operator with continuous spec-
trum. Since for any value of N, X;(N,A) is the operator
representing the random variable obtained by discretiz-
ing the same random variable X¢|,, also the operators
Xt(N ,A) can be obtained by discretising the same oper-
ator X;(A). The same holds for V;(N,T). At this point
because (32) is valid for any possible partition chosen in
the consistent way explained in the previous section (i.e.
for any N), we can conclude that

[X:(A), Vi(I')] # 0.

Since I' and A are arbitrary, with similar considerations
we may conclude that

[X:, Vi #0 (34)

where X, is the unbounded operator on a Hilbert space
H(X:) = H(X¢|R) such that X;(A) = PaX:Pa (here
Py is the projector from H(X;) to the Hilbert space
H(X;|A)) and V; is defined in a similar manner.

We conclude by observing that H(X|A) and H(V;|T)
may be not separable (and so also H(X;) and H(V})).
In general, non-separable infinite-dimensional Hilbert
spaces are not mutually isomorphic. Thus in this case
we cannot define a unitary map U : H(V;) — H(X})
which maps the operator representations of X; and V; on
H(V;) into the corresponding operators in H(X;). This is
an effect of the possible lack of separability of the Hilbert
spaces H(X:) and H(V;). However this does not mean
that we cannot represent the velocity random variable
on H(X¢|A) and vice-versa: one simply represents the
velocity random variable on H(X;|N,A) and then takes
the limit. However, to have a consistent description the
velocity operator obtained in this limit must be isomor-
phic to the operator V; diagonal on H(V;|T"). We will
refer to this problem with the name “separability prob-
lem” and we will comment on it in the next section. We
conclude by observing that the result obtained here, as
explained in the previous section, holds for any value of
t' >t

E. Final remarks and weak points of model B

We completed the description of model B, which can
be considered as the continuous time generalization of
model A. The discreteness of time was recognized as a
limitation of model A for a direct comparison to ordi-
nary quantum mechanics. Here time is a continuous pa-
rameter as in ordinary quantum mechanics but a direct



comparison is still not possible. The construction pre-
sented here leads to an infinite dimensional Hilbert space
which may be not separable while in ordinary quantum
mechanics the Hilbert space always is. Comparing this
model with model A, we can understand that this time
the number of points in the space process, M, does not
determine the dimension of the Hilbert space. After a
bit of thought, one can realize that this is a consequence
of the fact that we are using probability measures which
admit a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
Another consequence of this fact is the continuous spec-
trum of the operators representing the particle process.
However, one can always imagine that, if we let the sup-
port of the probability measure shrink to a single point
(hence obtainining a Dirac measure, which is not abso-
lutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure),
the operators have a pure point spectrum. This suggests
that the “real” continuity of the spectrum is obtained
only in the limit M = oo and the absolute continuity is
possible only in this case. One may observe the following.
When M — oo we can have two cases:

a) the points increase in a non dense way: their num-
ber is infinite but in any subset of R these is just a
finite number of them (they behaves as numbers in
N or Z);

b) the points increase in a dense way: their number is
infinite and in any subset of R there is an infinite
number of them (like numbers in Q). We will refer
to this case with the name dense-point limit.

Note that in both cases they are assumed to be count-
able. In the first case, X; can be seen as the limit of a
sequence of compact operators: the spectrum is purely
point-like. However, this possibility does not seem to
be comparable with the usual position operator in quan-
tum mechanics, which is just bounded (and not compact)
when we restrict it to a subset of R. On the other hand,
the second case is more interesting. Indeed, it may give
rise to bounded operators which are not compact. This
suggests that to completely recover quantum mechanics,
the dense-point limit must be taken.

Despite the observations done above, we still want to
try a comparison with non-relativistic quantum mechan-
ics. This time we are really closer to deriving the canon-
ical commutation relation between position and momen-
tum from the quantities of the model, as we will see.
Assume the following:

i) The Hilbert space on which we can represent X, is
separable and infinite-dimensional, i.e. La(R);

ii) There exists a self-adjoint operator
=2V 4+ V(@)
C2m° .
which, together with X, fulfils all the mathemati-

cal requirements needed to apply the Ehrenfest the-
orem (see [14]).
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Clearly H is nothing but the ordinary hamiltonian oper-
ator in quantum mechanics. At this point, by the Ehren-
fest theorem, we have the equation

d -

1
£<Xt>w =—

m<15t>wv

where m is the mass of the quantum particle and ¢ €
L>(R). Consider now the velocity random variable of the
model B

Xy — X,

Vi(t') t—t

Note that, after the removal of the space process, the
three random variables lies in three different probability
spaces and there does not exist a joint probability space
where we can describe all of them (we recall that when
we remove the space we use the unconditional transition
probabilities). Thus this expression is purely formal and,
in particular, it is not expected to hold at the level of
the outcomes of these random variables. However, the
following expression makes sense

E[Xy [S:] — E[X[S¢]
t—t

E[Vi(t)[S¢] =

since the probability measures of each expectation are
defined on different probability spaces. Using the pro-
cedure explained in the previous section and under the
assumption ), we can jointly describe these three random
variable using a non-commutative probability space. In
particular, we compute the expectation using the Hilbert
space structure, writing

(Xv)y = (Xiy

IE[Vt(t/)lst] = <Vt(t/)>w = t— 1t ’

where ¥ € H with H Hilbert space constructed as in
section IV D. This time an explicit procedure to construct
1 is not known. From this equation we can write that

d - 1 -
= %<Xt>w = a(Pt%ﬁ»

which means that the weak-limit ¢’ — ¢ of velocity oper-
ator in model B, under assumptions i) and #4), coincides
with the momentum operator of non-relativistic quantum
mechanics. Note that the assumption i) on the separa-
bility of the Hilbert space is crucial for this considera-
tion. Finally, we also note that separability also solves
the problem of the non-unitary equivalence of H(X;) and
H(V;) mentioned at the end of section [V D. Summaris-
ing, despite Model B is capable to reproduce the com-
mutation relation between the position and velocity op-
erators of the particle, which resembles the quantum me-
chanical commutation relation, it did not succeed in the
derivation of (1). However, if in some other model (sim-
ilar to model B) we can justify ¢) and #7) in some way,
we can have a correspondence of the model with non-
relativistic quantum mechanics.



V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we show how a jump-type kinematics of
a point like particle together with an intrinsic stochastic-
ity of the physical space (on which the particle moves)
can give rise to a non-commutative description of the two
basic observables which define the particle: its position
and its velocity. In model A time is treated as a discrete
parameter and this makes it impossible to have a pre-
cise comparison with the ordinary quantum mechanics.
Generalizing to the continuous time case, we obtained
model B. However, as pointed out in section IV E, even
in this case we can not compare the two theories. In-
deed, the Hilbert space on which we represent model B
is non-separable in general. In both models we are able
to obtain the same non-commutativity of ordinary quan-
tum mechanics (at the algebraic level) but we have to
conclude that this is not sufficient. It is worth to re-
call how this non-commutativity was obtained: by re-
moving the space process at a given time t. Physically
this requirement is very natural: any experiment which
can be done to measure the probability (via frequency),
can be done in a given configuration of the space. This
means that if we assume that space really is the stochas-
tic process described in this paper, any probability that
we can measure in a laboratory is somehow conditioned
to the configuration of space that we have at the time of
this measurement. The fact that in our models, space is
not described but removed (essentially via conditioning
and not by averaging), expresses exactly this fact and is
the origin of non-commutativity. We also note that in
order to obtain such non-commutativity, the space pro-
cess must be random, as the entropic uncertainty relation
obtained show. Indeed, if space is a deterministic phe-
nomenon we obtain a trivial bound. The space process
seems to be central, despite it must be removed to obtain
a non-commutative probability space for the particle: in
this sense it plays an active role in the description of the
particle despite the non-commutative probability theory
obtained after its removal is not capable to describe it. In
addition, in model A, the space process determines the
dimension of the Hilbert space, a feature which is lost
in model B. This suggests that a better understanding
of the space process may show a possible solution to the
non-separability problem. In particular, it can be that a
careful selection of a particular class of space processes,
may “force” the Hilbert space to be separable. This pos-
sibility will be discussed in [3].
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VII. APPENDIX
A - Quantum ruler

Here we will describe an attempt to give a quantum
mechanical description of a ruler, a model that will be
called quantum ruler. Let us start with the formal defi-
nition. A quantum ruler of length N € N is an N-particle
quantum system with the following features:

i) the Hilbert space of a quantum ruler is Hp =
®ili1 (L2(R?*) © C?), and a generic state take this
form

|¢> :w(ylv 7yN)®|_7"' 7_>;

ii) there exists a region of space L C R3 such that
(| PX)(L)|¢p) = 1, where

PXR(L) =P @ @ PEN(L)

with P50 (+) is the PVM associated to the position
operator of the i-th particle;

iii) the time evolution of a quantum ruler is deter-
mined by the hamiltonian Hp := Z?;ﬁ +V,
where T} are the i-th particle kinetic terms and
14 # Z?]:()Vi is some potential (chosen in order
to have H bounded from below);

iv) before any measurement the quantum ruler is de-
scribed by a bounded state of the hamiltonian op-
erator, namely Hg|y) = Eg|v);

v) the measurement process of the position of a par-
ticle (call it A) with wave function ¢(z) € Ha
(which is not a particle of the quantum ruler) oc-
curs with the following interaction hamiltonian (de-
fined on the tensor product Hilbert space Hr ®
7'[Part)

N
H- = 295(%‘ —x)|+i) (=l

where g is a real constant.

Let us explain the physical meaning of these require-
ments. A quantum ruler is a quantum system composed
of N distinguishable particles with spin. The spin degree
of freedom should not be considered as the real spin of
the particles, rather as labels that model the possibility to
find the i-th particle in two distinguishable states. This
is the content of the requirement ). The condition %)
simply means that, when considered as a single object, a
quantum ruler is localised in a specific region L of space.



This assumption plays a marginal role in the rest of the
analysis, nevertheless it expresses the basic fact that we
cannot measure arbitrarily long distances with a given
quantum ruler. Requirements #i¢) and iv) simply express
that these particles are bounded together. Finally v) de-
scribes how the quantum ruler measures a distance: by
a spin flip. Given the particle A, the measurement of its
position by the quantum ruler happens when “A touches
one of the particles of the quantum ruler” causing a spin
flip. After this interaction the quantum ruler undergoes
a projective measurement. Since the particles are dis-
tinguishable we can label them by establishing an order,
and chosing an origin (the “zero” of the ruler). The posi-
tion of A is measured by counting the number of particles
between the origin and the particle of the ruler with the
spin flipped, i.e. the particle of the ruler which interacted
with the particle we want to measure. If this model is
correct, at least in some limit, we should be able to re-
cover the statistics of the position of particle A, namely
|¢a(x)|?. Here we will show how this is possible.

Let A C L be a set. The probability to find the i-th
particle of the ruler in this set is given by
ele PXIA)ole---

PlrieAl=@lio- - ®1y)

where |¢) is the state of the quantum ruler. From ordi-
nary quantum mechanics, we know that

Plz; € Al = /Api(:n)dx

where p;(z) is a density with respect to the Lebesgue
measure. An example of possible probability densities of
a quantum ruler is drawn in figure 4-a). From the fig-
ure, it is easy to understand that the quantum ruler can
give us only statistical information about a possible mea-
surement of the point A. Such probability distribution
is showed in figure 4-b). Note that we did not use the
requirement v) to arrive at this conclusion, hence we are
not really describing the measurement of the position of
the particle. In order to do that precisely, let us assume
that we have a particle A, described by a wave function
pa(x) € Ha. The whole system (quantum ruler plus
particle) will be described by the state

V) = Yr(y1,- - —) ® ¢alz)

which is an element of Hr ® H4. The measurement
process is modelled by the interaction hamiltonian as in
point v). After the interaction we perform a projective
measurement to learn which spin is flipped: the number
of particles between the origin (which is an arbitrarily
chosen particle of the quantum ruler) and the particle
with the spin flipped is our distance. Hence, if d(O, A)
is the distance between the origin and the particle with
the spin flipped, we can write that

Pl(0, A) = i] = P[S; = +i] =

7yN)®|77"'7

(Ws[(1+) {(+i)[¥s)

where [15) is the total quantum state right after the in-
teraction. We will compute |¢5) in interaction picture
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for s —t = 07 such that gd7 < 1. In this regime we have
that

N
e WTHI T — 1goT Z oy

i — )| +i) (—i| + O(g*07°)
=1
Thus, setting t =0
|¢57’> |¢0 _1967-26 _sz(ylv"'yyia"'vyN)(g
=1
® |_a R TR _> ® ¢A((E) + 0(9257—2)

Using this result, we obtain

Pld(O, A) = i] = (s |(|44) (+i])|¥s7)
N
g%ﬁ/IL%Mﬁw—mwm%~wmwwamF

= 257%5(0) /H%Mwww%wwm%MR

Jj=1

The 6(0) is due to the presence of the square of the
Dirac-delta in the probability density computed using
the wave function evolved in the interaction picture. In
order to deal with this divergent term, we require that
g*07%5(0) ~ 1. This requirement is in agreement with
the fact that the terms g?672 are infinitesimal and they
can be neglected in the expression of |1)s,). Thus we
conclude that

Pld(0, A) = i] =

al 35
:/dejh/’R(ylv"' i s yn)Plda ) (%)

j=1

As we can see, the probability of the outcome depends
both on the ruler and particle state. We do not obtain
|#a(y:)|?, because we are not using a classical ruler. In
order to obtain this result we may take the “dense limit”,
which we interpret as the following

N — oo, n — 00, L = costant

where 7 is the particle density, i.e. = N/L. Since
the ratio N/n must remain constant, the density must
go to infinity as N and in the same way in any point of
the volume. To realise this situation, we may imagine
that as IV increases, the particles of the quantum ruler
are described by gaussian wave functions centred around
different points of space. In order to keep 1/N constant,
as N increases the overlaps between the gaussian should
reduce. This means that the square modulus of the wave
function tends to a Dirac delta. Hence, in the “dense
limit” we can formally write that

—>H(5

[Yr(y1, -, yn)| ) for N > 1,
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b)

Pldoa =il

FIG. 4. In figure a) the p;(x) of a N = 7 quantum ruler are drawn: the p; of all particles of the ruler is drawn except the
origin. The origin is assumed to be a particle in the point O, i.e. po(x) = d(z) (and it is not drawn), for simplicity. In figure b)
the probability distribution for the position of the point A (obtained by the same quantum ruler. The probability Pldao = i]
drawn should be considered as the probability distribution of the point A (naively, a particle with a delta-like wave function
centred in z4) measured with the quantum ruler with origin chosen to be the green particle.

where X; € L are the points of the quantum
ruler.  Substituting this expression in (35), we ob-

tain P[d(0, A) = i] = |¢(X;)|?. If in the “dense limit”
considered, we label the points of the ruler with its
coordinate with respect to a chosen origin, we can sup-
press the index i obtaining P[d(O, A) = X] = |¢(X)|2.
Hence we can see that the quantum ruler reduces to a
classical ruler (thought as a solid continuous rod) in the
“dense limit” described above.

Remark. Note that the quantum ruler is “quantum”,
only because the probability distributions used are de-
rived according to the quantum formalism. It is not diffi-
cult to see that if we replace the probability distributions
arising from ¥ g(y1, - ,yn) with a probability distribu-
tion arising from M, suitably correlated, stochastic pro-
cesses the whole description of the (stochastic, this time)
ruler would be the same.

B - Distance between two points A and B of a
random distribution of points in a set A

Let the symbol X'(A) label a random distribution of
points over the set A. In this appendix, we will describe

two possible methods to introduce a notion of distance
between two points belonging to X' (A). In both methods
presented here, we will try to define the distance between
two points A and B using only the other points of X'(A),
which we hope will clarify the expression “measured on
the points ” used for example in section IILA.

Before introducing the two aforementioned distances,
let us define what we mean with the term distance in this
appendix.

Definition 11. Let G be a set and d: G x G — R* be a
function. Given two points x,y € G, we say that d(z,y)
is the distance between x and y if

i) d(z,y) = d(y, 2) for all 2,y € G;
i) for any xz,y € G, d(z,y) =0 if and only if x = y;

Another name used in the literature for the function
d of the above definition is semi-metric and the couple
(G,d) is called semi-metric space.

Definition 12. Let G be a set and d : G x G — RT be
a distance on it. If for any x,y,z € G

d(z,y) + d(y,z) > d(z, 2),

the distance is said metric.



As in the previous case, the couple (G, d) has a partic-
ular name: metric space. Semi-metric spaces and metric
spaces are related by the following interesting theorem
i)

Theorem 4. Let (G,d) be a semi-metric space. Assume
that, for any a € G and any k € R™ there exists r € R™
such that, given any point b € G for which d(a,b) > k,
then

d(a,c) +d(b,c) =27

holds for any ¢ € G. Then (G,d) is homeomorphic to a
metric space.

Hence if the conditions of this theorem are fulfilled,
then there exist a continuous function between the origi-
nal semi-metric and some metric space that has a contin-
uous inverse function (i.e. an homeomorphism). Loosely
speaking, the distance in a the semi-metric space can be
“distorted” into a distance over a metric space.

The first distance on X' (A) we introduce will be called
nearest neighbourhood distance, or NNG-distance for
short. Let us assume that (A, h) is a metric space. Let
A, B and C be points in X'(A), thus they are also points
in A. In order to define the NNG distance between two
points in X(A) we need to introduce a selection proce-
dure which we will use to understand which is, given a
point A, its closest point in X'(A) (see figure 5). This
selection procedure makes explicitly use of the underly-
ing metric structure of A. In particular, if A € X'(A), its
closest point is the point B € X'(A) which minimises the
distance h(z, A) for all x € X(A)/{A}. In symbols, the
closest point to A in X(A) can be defined as

CUAIX(A) = {z e X(A)| min h(y,

A) = h(z,A)}.
yeX (A)/{A} ) (z. 4))

The idea behind the NNG-distance of two points A and

FIG. 5. The selection procedure for the NNG-distance in sim-
ple the case of 3 points. In this case C' = CI(A|X(A)) where
X(A) = {A, B,C}. Note that it depends on the underlying
metric structure (euclidean in this case).
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B is to count the number of points that we need to find
to arrive in B, excluding all the previous closest points
we found. Let us explain better this idea. Starting from
A, the closet point is 21 = CI(A|X(A)). Clearly if z;
is the closest point of A, then also the converse is true,
ie. A = Cl(xz1|X(A)), and clearly we never reach the
point B by iterating this procedure. The simplest way
out is to look for the closest point to xy excluding A,
ie. zg = Cl(x1|X(A)/{A}). By repeating this proce-
dure till we do reach point B, we select a collection of
points D(A, B) := {x1,--+ ,xp = B} (the generic point
of this collection is x; = Cl(z;—1|X(A))/{zi—2,- - ,21})
and we call §(A, B) the number of points in this collec-
tion, i.e. 0(A,B) = |D(A, B)|. However the function ¢
is not symmetric under the exchange of its arguments in
general (see figure 6 for an example). However, it is a
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FIG. 6. An example of NNG-distance. In this case di (A, B) =
7. Note that §(A, B) = 6 (yellow line) and §(B, A) = 8 (violet
line), showing that § is not symmetric in general.

known fact that any non-symmetric function can be al-
ways be symmetrised. We define the NNG-distance as a
symmetrised version of §.

Definition 13. Let A,B € X(A) be two points.
NNG-distance between A and B is defined as

The

di(A, B) = 5(14’3);5(8,/1)'

In general, d; is not a metric distance. Note that in the
above explanation for the construction of this distance,
we did not consider the case of possible ambiguities in
the selection procedure, namely the possibility to have
two points with the same distance. In this case, one



may go on with the selection procedure using one of the
two points for each ambiguity, which means constructing
two (different in general) collections of points D(A, B),
and define the NNG-distance using the inferior of the
two 0(A, B) obtained with respect to the two collections.
To conclude the discussion about the NNG-distance, we
give some physical motivation regarding this definition.
First, the collection of points {x1, -+ ,z} can be seen
as the number of particles of a (stochastic or quantum)
ruler measuring the distance between A and B. Given
that, d;(A, B) can be seen as the distance covered by a
particle, which can jump from one point to its closest in
a fixed amount of time (i.e. with constant speed), from
the point A to reach the point B and then come back in
A. This resembles the radar method used in special and
general relativity to define distances.

Let us now introduce the second distance on X' (A)
which will be called triangular distance, or T-distance
for short. We have seen that the NNG-distance strongly
depends on the underlying metric structure of A. The
T-distance is an attempt to reduce this dependence.
The idea is schematically explained in figure 7. The T-
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FIG. 7. An example of T-distance. In this case d2(A, B) =
6. Note that the T-distance is symmetric. The collection of
points X(A), A and B are the same used in figure 6.

distance can be obtained as follows. Given the distribu-
tion of point X' (A), construct all the triangles, whose ver-
tices are the points in X'(A) which do not have any point
of X(A) inside them. In general if A is a d-dimensional
space, one constructs all the d-dimensional generalisa-
tion of a triangle, namely a (d —1)-simplex. If there is an
ambiguity, i.e. from a set of points one can draw equiv-
alently two couples of triangles (we are considering the
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2-D case), draw first the triangle with the smallest area,
computed via Pick’s theorem [16] to avoid the use of the
underlying space A. In the d-dimensional case, instead
of using the area, one considers the d-volume, which can
be computed in a background independent way using the
Ehrhart polynomial [17]. Then the T-distance is defined
as

Definition 14. Given two points A,B € X(A), the T-
distance between A and B is defined as

do(A, B) = { Number of triangles touched by the line AB}.

Note that da(A, B) is automatically symmetric, hence
it is a semi-metric. However the triangular inequality
does not hold in general, as figure 8 shows. From the

® A

FIG. 8. An example where the T-distance violates the trian-
gular inequality: d2(A,C) + d2(C,B) =2 < d2(A, B) =5.

physical point of view, this distance can be interpreted as
the number of particles needed to a quantum (stochastic)
ruler to measure the distance between A and B “mini-
mizing the d-volume occupied” by the reler. Indeed, the
number of triangles corresponds to the number of points
between A and B which are the vertices of the triangles as
well. Other distances which are “more background inde-
pendent” may be available (for example one can define a
distance as the smallest number of triangles constructed
as before, which link, a triangle having A as vertex, with
another triangle having B as vertex), but the discussion
of them is out of the scope of this appendix.

Remark. The distances presented here can be applied
in the 1-D case. The NNG-distance can be applied with-
out problems while for the T-distance we recall that a
0-simplex is simply a point (thus da(A4, B) is just the
numbers of points between A and B).



C - Measure-theoretic conditional probability and
conditional expectation

In this appendix, a concise explanation of the notion of
conditional expectation (and so conditional probability)
in a measure-theoretic setting is given. The discussion
done here is based on Sec. 2.3 of [18] and on Ch. 5
of [19], which are the main references for the interested
reader. A more coincised exposition of the topic can be
found in Sec. 2.7 of [13].

In order to introduce the notion of conditional expec-
tation starting from elementary probability, consider the
following elementary definition.

Definition 15. Let us consider a probability space
(Q,E,P) and let B € & be such that P(E) > 0. For
any A € &, the conditional probability of A given B is
given by

P(AN B)

PAIB) = =5

It is not difficult to see that, for a given B € &, the map
P(:|B) : A — P(A|B) is again a probability measure:
this fact allows to interpret P(A|B) as the probability
that the event A occurs given the fact that the event B
has already occurred. Now, suppose we have a collection
of sets { B; }ic 1, elements of £, which are mutually disjoint
B; N B; = {@} for any 4,j € I. The smallest o-algebra,
say &y, which contains all these sets is called o-algebra
generated by {B;}icr. In symbols, we will write & =
o({Bi}icr).- We can generalise the notion of conditional
expectation given a set (i.e. an event) in the following
way.

Definition 16. Let (Q, &, P) be a probability space and
let {B;}ier be a family of mutually disjoint subsets of
Q. Assume that for any i € I, P(B;) > 0. Let & =
o({Bi}ier). For any A € &, the conditional probability
of A given & is defined to be the random variable

P(A|&)(w) = P(A|B;)
forwe B; €&.

We want to stress that the conditional probability with
respect to a o-algebra is a random variable and not a
number, as in the initial case of conditional probabil-
ity with respect to an event. The conditional probabil-
ity with respect to a given o-algebra has two important
properties. First, by construction P(:|&y) is measurable
with respect to &. In addition we also have the following
proposition.

Proposition 2. Let (2, &, P) be a probability space and
take a family of mutually disjoint sets {B; }icr all belong-
ing to . Let P(-|€)(w) be the conditional expectation
given &y = o({Bi }ier), then

/B P(AIE) () P(dw) = /B ya(@) P(dw)

for all B € &.
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Proof. Assume B = B; for some B; of the family of set
generating the o-algebra &. In this case we can write

/ (A1) (@) P(dw) = P(A[B;) / P(dw)
B; i
B P(ANB;)
- P(B))

:/XAnBi(W)P(dW)
0

= / XA (w)P(dw).
B;

For a generic B € & the result holds by additivity of the
integral. Indeed a generic element of &, if it is not an
element of the family, is always the union of two or more
elements of the family. This concludes the proof. O

P(B;)

The reason why these two properties of P(-|&) are
interesting, is because they completely characterise the
conditional expectation in a measure-theoretic sense, as
the following proposition shows.

Proposition 3. Let (2, &, P) be a probability space and
take a family of mutually disjoint sets {B;}icr all be-
longing to €. Let & = o({Bi}icr) and A € £ an event.
Assume that there exists a random variable fa : Q — R
on this probability space such that:

i) f is measurable with respect to Ey;

i) for any B € &, the following

/B faP(dw) = /B XA P(dw)
holds.

Then fa(w) = P(A[&)(w).

Proof. Because & is generated by {B; };cr and f4 is mea-
surable with respect to it, then f is constant on each B;.
Then, for every w € B;, the second requirement implies

fB

[4@) = fa(w) P(dw)

- 555 / Fa(w
. / Ya(@) P(dw)
[, ra-

which concludes the proof. O

T P(B)
1

At this point, it is quite natural to define the condi-
tional expectation with respect to an event, as the or-
dinary expectation value with respect to the conditional



probability with respect to this event. In particular, as-
sume that B € £, then we can define

E[f|B] = / fw
/ fw
—m /B J(w)P(dw)

Then, we can generalise this conditional expectation to
the case of a o-algebra generated by a family {B;}icr.
If & = o({Bi}icr), using the definition stated above for
E[f|B], we define the random variable

E[f|&](w) = E[f|Bi]

for w € B;. By the proposition 3, one can easily conclude
that

P(dw|B)
dwﬂB)

i) E[f|&o] is measurable with respect to &o;

ii) for any B € &y, then

/ E[f|€o](w)P(dw) /f

These two properties completely characterise the condi-
tional expectation with respect to &. The arguments
presented till here should justify the following definition.

Definition 17. Let (Q,E&, P) be a probability space and
let F be a sub-c-algebra of £, namely F C £. Consider
a random variable X : Q — R, which is integrable, i.e.
X € Li(9Q,P). The conditional expectation of X with
respect to F, E[X|F] is the random variable such that

i) E[X|F] is measurable with respect to F;

i1) for any B € F, then

/B]E[X|]-']P(dw):/BXP(dw).

Note that F is a generic sub-c-algebra without any
reference to a family of sets. The existence of E[X|F]
is ensured by the Radon-Nikodym theorem and so it is
unique up to P-null sets. Given the conditional expecta-
tion, the conditional probability can be simply defined as
the conditional expectation of the characteristic function
of an event, namely

P(A|F) := E[xalF].
It is not difficult to see that the particular cases presented
in the beginning to justify the definition 17 are contained
in E[X|F]. This general definition allows to define the
conditional expectation of a random variable with respect
to the other.
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Definition 18. Given a probability space (,E,P) a
measurable space (F,F) and a random variable Y : Q) —
F, consider the family of set {Y ~Y(B)}per, and call
oY) = c({Y"Y(B)}ger). The conditional expectation
of another random variable X with respect to Y, E[X|Y],
is defined as

EX|Y] :=E[X|o(Y)].

From this conditional expectation we can clearly ob-
tain the conditional probability Py (A) = P(A]Y) setting
X = xa, where A is an event. In the next proposition
we will list without proof some of the basic properties of
the conditional expectation.

Proposition 4. Let (Q,€,P) be a probability space,
X,Y € Li1(Q, P) integrable random variables on it and
F,G C & sub-o-algebras. Then, up to P-null sets:

i) E[XY|F] = XE[Y|F], when X is F-integrable;
it) E[E[X|F]] = E[X], which is called law of total ex-
pectation;
iii) E[E[X]|F]|G] = E[X|G], when F C G.

Note that i) is just a particular case of iii) when G is
the trivial o-algebra. Finally, to conclude this appendix,
we want to derive the usual formula for the conditional
probability density, i.e.

PX, y(l‘ y) (36)

PX|Yy= u( ) py(y)

starting from the given measure-theoretic definition of
conditional expectation. In order to do that, we need to
introduce the notion of regular conditional probability.

Definition 19. Let (Q,&,P) be a probability space,
(F, F) a measurable space andY : Q — F a random vari-
able. A probability kernel is a function p: F x & — [0, 1]
such that

i) the map y — p(y, A) is a measurable function on
(F,F), for any fixzed A € &;

it) for any A € &, the map A — p(y, A) is a probability
measure on (Q,E), for any fized y € F.

A probability kernel is said to be a regular conditional
probability if in addition

PANY1(B)) = /B Py (P oYY (dy).  (37)

Probability spaces, where all conditional probabilities
are regular for any random variable, are said to have the
regular conditional probability property. Let us explain
the definition above to have a better understanding of
the meaning of regular conditional probability. We recall
that PoY ~! is nothing but the image of the probability



measure on (F, F) via Y, namely the probability distri-
bution of Y. Thus we can rewrite (37) as

P(ANY\(B)) = /B oy, Ay (dy).

Written in this way, this formula can be seen as the “con-
tinuous version” of the Bayes formula (more generally the
Bayes formula can be seen as the discrete case of the law
of total expectation seen in the proposition 4). This sug-
gests the following: p(y,A) = P(A]Y = y). In order
to make this statement rigorous we need some regularity
condition on the measurable space (F,F).

Theorem 5. Let (0, &, P) be a probability space and let
(F,F) and (G, G) be two measurable spaces. Assume that
(G, Q) is also a Borel space. Consider two random vari-
ables Y : Q — F and X : Q — G. Then there exists a
probability kernel p : G x F — [0,1] such that

P(X e AlY =y) = p(y, A) P —a.s.
for A € G, which means that it is a reqular conditional
probability. p is unique up to P oY ~t-null sets.

At this point, the disintegration theorem [19] ensures
that we can compute the conditional expectation using
the measure p(y, A).

Theorem 6. Let (Q,&, P) be a probability space, (F,F)
and (G,G) be two measurable spaces and X : Q — G a
random variable. Assume that (F,F) and (G,G) are such
that the probability kernel p : G x F — [0,1] is a regular
conditional probability. Consider a random variable Y :
Q—=>Gandset T =0)CG. IfZ:Q— FxGis
a E-measurable function such that E[|Z(X,Y)]] < +oo,
then

E[Z(X,Y)|T] = E[Z(X,Y)[Y]

:/ Z(z,Y)p(Y,dz) P —a.s.
F
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This theorem ensures that, under suitable conditions,
we can use a regular probability measure to compute the
conditional expectation, as the previous discussion sug-
gested. Now we are ready to derive the conditional prob-
ability density formula (36). As always, given a proba-
bility space (£2,&, P) and two measurable spaces (F,F)
and (G, G) on which the random variables X and Y take
values , respectively. Assume that we can define a regular
probability measure p(x, A) and that:

i) p(y, A) can be written as p(y, A) = [, p(y, z)dz;

ii) [P oY ~!](B) admits density py (y) with respect to
the Lebesgue measure;

iii) [P o (X~1,Y~H)(C, B) admits density px y(z,v)
with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
Then, theorem 6 ensures that we can compute the con-

ditional expectation using p. Choose A as the event
X~1(C) := {X € C}. By definition we can write

P(XY(C)NYY(B)) = /B /C (. 2)py (y)dady

on the other hand, if we choose A as the event {X € C},
we can write

POCHONYUB) = [ pxy(ag)dady.
CxB
Therefore, we may conclude that up to dxdy-null sets

px.y(z,y) = p(x,y)py (y)

namely that u(x,y) = pxjy—,(x) as claimed above.
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