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A bstract

Bohm ian m echanics represents the universe as a set of paths w ith a probability
measure de ned on i. The way in which a m athem atical m odel of this kind can
explain the observed phenom ena of the universe is exam ined in general. It is shown
that the explanation does not m ake use of the full probability m easure, but rather
ofa suitable set function deriving from i, which de nes relative typicality between
single-tin e cylinder sets. Such a set function can also be derived directly from the
standard quantum formm alisn , w ithout the need of an underlying probability m ea—
sure. T he key conoept for this derivation is the quantum typicality rule, which can
be considered as a generalization of the Bom rule. The resul is a new form ulation
of quantum m echanics, In which particles follow de nite tra fctories, but which is
based only on the standard form alisn of quantum m echanics.

1 Introduction

Bohm ian m echanics is a com plte and ooherent form ulation of non-relativistic quantum
m echanics W, 15, 9, 1, 18]. A ccording to this fomm ulation, the particles of the universe
follow de nite tra fctordes satisfying a di erential equation, the guidance equation. The
set of these tra pctordes isendowed w ith a probability m easure deriving from the universal
wave function. In spite of its com pleteness and coherence, B ohm ian m echanics is far from
a universally acospted form ulation of quantum m echanics, the presence of unobservable
entities Iike Bohm ian tra fctories being one of itsm ost criticized features.

In short, we w ill refer to a generic set of paths w ith a probability m easure de ned on
it asa path space. Theway In which a path space can explain the ocbserved phenom ena of
the universe is a very intriguing conceptual issue, and we think it hasbeen only partially
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Investigated in the literature. M ost ofthe work in this sense hasbeen done in the context
of Bohm ian m echanics [8].

A path space has the sam e structure as a stochastic process, and usually stochastic
processes are utilized to represent ensam bles of open systam s, such asparticles in a liquid
sub ected to Brownian m otion. T here are two fundam entaldi erences when a path space
represents the universe instead of an ensamble of open system s: (1) the cbservers are
Inside the systam , and they cannot perform all the m easurem ents allowed in the previous
case; (2) there is just one universe, thus the probability m easure is not used to derive
relative frequencies, but rather typicaliy.

Aswe will see, the consequences of these di erences are that the full structure of the
probability m easure  is uncbservable, and that the explanation given by a path space is

based on the set function
r 618, = M 1)
1 2 . (Sz) I4

where S; and S, are single-tin e cylinder sets. T his set function w illbe referred to as the
relative typicality function, because r (S1B3) 1 mplies that S; is typical relative to
S,, ie. the overw heln Ing m a prity of the paths of S, also belong to S; .

The crucial point is that, while the quantum fom alisn cannot de ne a probability
m easure on a sst ofpaths, in a naturalway it can de nea set function, them utualtypicality
function, from which the relative typicality function can be derived. T hem utualtypicality
function must be accom panied by an interpretative rule connecting it with typicaliy.
This rnule willbe referred to as the quantum typicality rule, and it can be considered a
generalization of the Bom rule. The result is a new fom ulation of quantum m echanics,
In which particles follow s de nite trafctories, as In Bohm ian m echanics, but which is
based only on the form alisn of standard quantum m echanics, the guidance equation
being replaced by the quantum typicality rule.

The paper is structures according to the follow ing scheme. In section [2 a form al
de nition, the m ain properties and som e exam ples of path spaces are given. In section
theway In which a path space explains the observed phenom ena ofthe universe is studied,
and it is shown that thisexplanation isbased on the relative typicality finction. In section
[4 the possibility to derive typicality functions from the quantum formm alism is shown, and
m any related technical issues are discussed. In section [§ there isa naldiscussion about
the proposed form ulation of quantum m echanics.

2 Path spaces

In this section, the form al de nition and the m ain properties of a space of paths w ith
a probability m easure de ned on it are explained. Since such a structure is a stochastic
process, m ost of the term inology and the properties of these spaces are derived from
stochastic processes.

Let M ;B) beameasurabl space, T an ndex sst and a set ofm appings from T to
M . In this paper T willalways be the positive tin e axisR ", and, w ith the exoeption of



the exam ple of the classicaluniverse, M w illalwaysbe the con guration space R ofan

N particle system . GIven t2 T and 2 B,thesubsst ¢; )= f 2 : ®© 2 gisa
singke-tim e cylinder set (s—set, in short); a cylinder set is any nite intersection of s—sets.
T he shorthand notation S; willbe used to denote the sset (t; ), i= 1;2;:::. Let S
denote the class ofthe s=ets, and (S) the -algebra generated by S.

A path space isthe pair (; ), where is a probabiliy measure on (S). A path

space isde ned tobe canonicalif =M T,whereM T isthe set of allthe m appings from
T toM .

Byde ningz.( ) = ), fzgnr isthen a classofrandom varableson the probability
sace (; (S); ), hdexed by T . Thus any path space ( ; ) naturally corresoonds to
the stochastic process (; S); ;£z 9w 1.

Thevaluesofthem easure on the cylinder setsarethe nite dim ensionaldistributions
of the path space, whik its value on the s—sets is the singke-tim e distribution. Two path
soaces w ith the sam e Index set and state space are said to be equivalent if they have
the sam e nite dim ensional distributions. Two path spaces w ith the sam e sest  and the
sam e nite dim ensional distributions are identical, ie. they have the sam e probability
measure . Any class of nite din ensional distribbutions satis es som e form al relations.
A ccording to the K olm ogolov reconstruction theorem , given any classof nite din ensional
distrlbbutions satisfying such relations, there exists a unique canonical path space giving
rise to that class of nite dim ensional distributions.

W e say that a path space isdeterm inistic if forany sset ; 1) andany tp 2 T there
exists , 2 B such that [(@; 1)4 @&; 2)]= 0,where 4 isthe symm etric di erence.

W e now give som e exam ples of path spaces.
C lassical systam . T he state space M isthe phase space ofa classical H am iltonian system .
Let beasubstofM with 0< ()< 1 ,wherr . isthelebesgjuemeasuireonM .
The set  is com posed of the Ham iltonian trafctories :R* ! M such that (0) 2
Themeasure - on isde ned by

c()= ——; 2 (S): @)

D ue to the Liouville theoram , the above de nition does not depend on the tine. This
path space is detemm inistic.

Bohm ian m echanics. Hereafter the state space M will always be the con guration
space RN of an N -particle system . Let us assum e a nom alized universal wave filnction
©)=Uk ,2L>M),whereU () is the unitary tin e evolution operator. isthe set
of the tra fctordes satisfying the guidance equation
ka h I x

—— = —1Im ; k= 1;::5N ¢ 3
dt mk 14 4 14 ()

1T he converse is not true in general: given a stochasticprocess ( ;F ; ;fzigur ), every element ! 2
de nesthe ssmplepath () = z (!),but the correspondence between and the set ofthe sam ple paths
m ay be non-biunivocal. H owever, by de nition, a canonical stochastic process is also a path space.



Themeasure  isde ned by

()= JE Be(O)] ©F% )

where E () is the spatial proector onto 2 B. Due to the equivariance property of
Bohm ian m echanics, the above de nition does not depend on the tin e. The shgke-tine
distrbution of Bohm ian m echanics is

s[5 )= 3E () ©F *: 5)
Bohm ian m echanics is determ nistic.

T he EversttB ell universe.
Theset isM T,andthemeasure y isde ned by the nite din ensionaldistributions

£ G1\ i\ Sy) = IF (1) €If IE (L) €a) 6)

where the assimption ismade that t 6 t; for 1 6 j. This universe was introduced,
although In a less form alway, by Bell 2,13], as a version of the relative state form ulation
of quantum m echanics by Everett. This universe is very unphysical, because it has no
dynam ics, ie. no law oonnecting con gurations at di erent times, and it de nes no

physical tra gctory.
T he In possible quantum path gpace. O ne could try to de ne the follow Ing \quantum "
nite dim ensional distributions:
01\ I\ Sy) = I (UG & DE(n 1):nE( DU @) oF; 7)

w here the assum ption ism ade that 5 ::: £. This de nijon derives from the
Bom rulk and from the reduction postulate, according to which i corresoonds to the
quantum m echanical probability to nd the trafctory in the regions ; atthe tinesty,

o G\ s\ @i s [ D\ ::\S,)6

0 61\ 1\ ;)\ s\ Sh)+ o 1\ i\ D\ :::\ Sn);
and thus it cannot be a consistent class of nite din ensional distrbutions. This is the
paradoxical agoect of the superposition principle of quantum m echanics, which prevents

an open quantum system s from being represented by a path space (or by a stochastic
process) . A swe w ill see, the situation changes when the system is the universe.

3 Paths spaces and explanation

In this section we study the way in which a path space representing the universe can ex—
plain the observed phenom ena. A s an exam ple, ket us consider rst the case In which the



path space represents an ensam ble of open systam s, such as particles In a liquid sub fcted

to Brownian m otion. In this cass, a natural assum ption is that all and only the possble
m easuram ents which can be perform ed on the system s are nite sequences of position

m easuram ents at di erent tin es, In such a way that any one of these m easurem ents corre—
soonds to a cylinder set. A ssum e that the experin enter performm s the sam e m easurem ent
on allthe system s ofthe ensamble. T hen the path space explains the relative frequency of
the \yes" outoom es of the m easurem ents if such a frequency is approxin ately equalto the
probability m easure of the cylinder set corresponding to the m easurem ents. T herefore, In

this kind of explanation, the nite din ensional distributions are utilized, while the exact
structure of the paths is not relevant.

This form ofexplanation isno longervalid when thepath space represents the universe,
for two reasons: (1) the universe is a closed system , and the cbservers are nside it; as
we will see, the consequence is that the assum ption that all and only the adm issble
m easuram ents are position m easuram ents at di erent tin es isno Ionger valid. (2) There
is Just one universe, therefore we cannot soeak of relative frequency of the outoom es.

Thus a new form of explanation m ust be developed, and this w ill be the sub gct of
this section. In this study, and in the rest of the paper, the universe w ill be considered
as an idealized non-relativistic universe com posed of N distinguishable spinless particlks.

3.1 The EverettBell universe

Our study starts wih a discussion on the EversttBell universe. In spite of is very
unphysical features, Bellclain sthat {at least from the form alpoint ofview { such am odel
ofuniverse can explain the observed phenom ena. T he problem of course is the follow Ing:
how can the EverettB ell universe explain our perception of a de nite past evolution if it
does not de ne tra gctories, ie. if i does not provide any kind of correlation am ong the
positions of the particles at di erent tin es? The Bell’s answer is that \we have no access
to the past, but only to m em ordes, and these m em ordes are juist part of the Instantaneous
con guration ofthe world" [2]. In otherwords, we have m em ories, ie. inform ation about
the position of the particles in the past, only because such informm ation are encoded In
som e way In the present con guration of our recording devices, possbly incliding the
neurons of our brain. Thus our m em ories do not derive from the actual past evolution
of the particks, but just from their present con guration. W e think that such a position
is very questionable, but it is usefiil for the tin e being to m ake this assum ption, and to
study the form of explanation deriving from it.

A coording to the above assum ption, forevery x 2 M it is possbl to decide if this
represents a correct con guration or not, ie. if in x are encoded the m em ordes of a quasi-
classical past evolution and the correct resuls for all the past statistical experin ents. For
exam ple, kt us suppose that a suitable con guration x Inclides a laboratory in which
a two-slit experin ent has been perfom ed, as resulting from the con guration of the
laboratory which includes a video recording of the experin ent; suppose m oreover that,
according to x, the in age of the particles on the photographic plate of the screen does
not correspond to the expected distrbution w ith the nterference frringes; than x isnot a



correct con guration.
Let M denote the subsst of M com posaed of all the correct con gurations. T hen
one can clain that the path space explains the observed phenom ena of the universe if

[t )] 1; 8t2 T; ®)

where the overbar denotes the com plem ent. In order to better justify such a clain,

X;() = [ )], where is the characteristic finction ofthesetP.W ehaveE X ;)
1 and % (X ;) . Consider also the random variabl ¥ = % ;X ;. By using the
form ula for the variance of a sum and the Schwarz inequality, it is easy to check that

E (Y,) 1 and ? (Y,) : )

of the tra ectories spend the overw heln ing m a prity of the tim e Inside the st

A s to the explanation of statistical experin ents, we can also consider the follow Ing
reasoning. A statistical experim ent consists of a long sequence of identical elem entary
experin ents, such as the toss of a coin or the passage of a quantum particle through a
screen w ith two slits. Let us consider a speci ¢ statistical experim ent, ie. an experin ent
perform ed in a soeci ¢ place at a speci ¢ tin e; the experim ent ends at the tine t. The
experin ental sstup m ust include a recording device which registers the outcom es of the
elem entary m easuram ents (in the two slit experin ent this device is sin ply a photographic
plate behind the screen). Let M Dbe the st of the con gurations representing a
universe at the tim e t In which that experim ent hasbeen perform ed. The set  includes
the con gurations corresponding to all the possible resuls for the elem entary m easure-
m ents. For lnstance, In the case of the coln tosses it also includes the sequence w ith all
heads, and in the case of the two slit experim ent it inclides all possible distributions of
the particles on the photographic plate. Let ° be the st of the con gurations
corresoonding to the correct resuls, ie. an equal distribution for heads and tails in the
coin toss experim ent, and the interference fringes in the two slit experiment. Again we
can clain that the path space explains these resuls if

[(n %91

10
(9] o

The explanations expressed by conditions [8) and [10) are based on the fact that the
correct results are typical, ie. they are the overw helm Ing m a prity ofthe possible results.
See or instance [12] for a discussion ofthe validity ofsuch a explanation. T hisexplanation
is analogous to the one given for the second law of themm odynam ics [12] and for the
quantum equilbbrium hypothesis [B].

One can see that only a an all part of the structure of a path space is involved in
this explanation. Nam ely, what is needed is just the infomm ation that two ssts and
0 satisfy [I0) (ote that [8) represent a particular case of [10)). This m eans that only



the single-tin e distrbution ofthe path space is relevant, being how ever redundant, whilke
the correlations at di erent tin es given by the nite dim ensional distributions are totally
irrelevant. T he structure of the paths is of course also irrelevant.

This is the reason why, according to this approach, the BeltE verett universe has
enough structure to explain the observed phenom ena. Bell, after explaining why this
m odel of the universe can work, clain s that it cannot be taken seriously [3]. H is oppo—
sition is however on the philosophical level rather than on the logical one; at the sam e
tin e, we argue that there is also a lJogical reason to regct it. The reason isthat it is In -
possible for a universe w ithout any dynam ics to allow us to have m em ordes, because the
m em ories encoded In the present con guration cannot be decoded w ithout m aking use of
a dynam ical law, ie. ofa law correlating con gurations at di erent tim es. For instance,
ifwe have a In reproducing the fall of a stone, n order to extract the true tra fctory
of the stone from the In we must m ake a number of dynam ical assum ptions: we must
assum e that light rays travel along straight lines, we m ust know the law s of refraction to
understand the behaviour of light inside the lens of the cam era, and so on. If the Bell
approach were correct, dynam ics could be deduced from only a know ledge of the st ;
for nstance, N ew ton’s second law could be extracted from the E verettB ell universe. Bell
does not provide any m ethod to do this, and we argue that such a m ethod does not exist.
On the contrary, we propose that a dynam ics does exist, and that m em ordes depend on
it. The study of m em ordes and of their dependence on dynam ics w ill be the sub fct of
the next subsection.

32 M em ory and know ledge

A very natural requirem ent form em ordes is that they correspond to what actually hap—
pened (of course this is not the case for the Everett-Bell universe). In order to express

such a requirem ent In a m athem atical form , ket us suppose that a subsst M rep-
resents the know ledge that an observer has about the con guration of the universe at a

tin e t, . Than the cbserver can rem ember that at a tine y < t, the con guration of the

universewasn a sutablkesst ; M only if

S>,nSy)

1; 11
(S2) 4y

where, asusual, S; = (@; ;). Indeed, suppose that [11)) does not hod. This means
that a non-in niesim al part of the tra ctordes of S, doesnot com e from S;. T hercfore
the cbserver at the tine t, cannot rem ember that at the tine ;5 the con guration of
the universe was In  ; because there is a non-negliglble probability that this fact never
happened. Thus condition [11) corresponds to the requirem ent that only what (aIn ost)
surely happened can e rem em bered.

An in m ediate consequence ofthis reasoning isthat cbservers cannot \m easure" generic
cylinder sets. For instance, an cbsarver can m easure the cylinder set S;\ S,, with g < &,
only if [11]) is satis ed. Indeed such a m easuram ent requires that the observer know s that
atthetin ety the con guration ofthe universe belongsto ,, and that he ram em bers that



at the tine y the con guration belonged to ;; this requirem ent in plies the condition
[11)) . T his conclusion is very in portant, and it in plies that m ost of the structure of the
probability m easure  is unobservable.

A sto know ledge, a natural requirem ent is that what can e known is only what can ke
rem em bered for a suitabke am cuntoftim e. W e are thus led to the notion ofbranch. Let us
represent the know ledge, evolving w ith tin e, that an ocbserver has about the con guration
oftheuniverse asamappingh :I ! B,where I isa tin e interval, and B isthe -algebra
of the m easurable subsets of M . A coording to the previous requirem ents for m em ordes
and know ledge, h m ust satisfy the follow ing condition:

H & nH )]
H ()]

lPort £ 4+ 12)

where H (t) is the s=set ;h (), and t is a suitable non-in nitesim al am ount of tim e.
Condition [12) guarantees that orany t 2 I, the know ledge h (t) can be rem embered at
kast oratine t.A map h satisfying ([12) w illbe referred to asabland@. One can say
that brandches represent the observable evolutions of the universe.

In order to sim plify the m athem atical form ulation of the theory, hereafter we will
asscmeR* asthetine intervalI, and t= 1 ;the last equality express the assum ption
that know Jledge m ust be ram embered forever. W ith a reasoning analogous to that of the
previous section, ifh isabrandh, one can prove that for every t the overw heln ilngm a prity
of the paths b%]ongjng to H (t) spent the overw helm Ing m a prity ofthe tim e Interval 0;t]
nside the sst  ,, p.yH ().

3.3 Path spaces and explanation: conclusion

In conclusion, a path space representing the universe explains the cbserved phenom ena
by de ning: (1) the typical con gurations at a xed tine relative to a subset of the
con guration space, which explain the results of statistical experim ents; (2) the branches,
which explain the m acroscopic evolution.

A s shown by conditions [10) and [12)), both these notions are de ned by m eans ofthe

set function
S2nSy)
S2)

This set function is only used In the typicality regin e, ie. when r (S:5,) 1,tode ne
relative typicality. Thismeans that r (S;5,) 1 mmplies that S, is typical relative to
S,, ie. the overw heln ing m a prity of the paths of S, also belong to S;. Forty = t, r

de nes the typical con gurations of a subset of the con guration space, whik ort; < &
it constitutes the de ning condition for branches. The st function r willbe referred to
as the probabilistic relative typicality function.

r 5:1B2) = (13)

2This term is used here analogously to the quantum case, in which it is appropriate due to the tree
structure of the universalw ave fiunction.



Thus the only structure of a path space which is utilized in the explanation of the
observed phenom ena of the universe is the set function r in the typicality regin e, whilke
the detailed structure ofthe probability m easure and, of course, the structure ofthe paths,
are em pircally irrelevant.

4 Quantum Typicality T heory

In section [ we saw that the quantum formm alisn cannot de ne a probability m easure on
a set of paths. H owever, according to the resuls of the previous section, what we need in
order to explain the cbserver phenom ena is just the relative typicality function for s—sets.
In this section we will show that the quantum f©om alisn can provide such a function,
w ithout the need of an underlying probability m easure. To our know ledge, a de nition of
typicality not based on a probability m easure has never been explicitly proposed before
In the literature, even if the possble Independence of the two notions, probability and
typicality, has been pointed out in [L2].

4.1 P robabilistic typicality functions

The 1rst step is to study typicality m ore exactly in the probabilistic case. Let ( ;F ; )
be a probability space. W e have already seen the relative typicality function
B nA)

= iAB2F; 14
r AB) B) (14)

wih themeaningr A B) 1 inplies that A is typical relative to B, that is the over-

wheln ing m a prity of the elem ents of B also belong to A . Tt is usefiil to introduce two
other typicality functions:

a @) = @) 15)

m @:B) = wiB) | (16)
’ " maxf @); B)g

The rst one is the absolute typicality function, wih the meaning a @A) 1 Implies
that A is typical relative to ; the second one is the m utual typicality function, with
themeaningm @A ;B) 1 inpliesthat A and B are mutually typical, ie. A is typical
relative to B and viceversa. The nom alization factor ofm has been chosen from the
follow ing possibilities:

N;=maxf @); B)g;N=[ @A)+ @B)F2;N;=mif @); B)g: @147)
It is easy to show that, by de ningm* = @4 B)=N;,, we have
1

m! m? m> 2m* orm? 05: 18)
1 m?




The nequaliym® m'=(@ m!)derives from the nequaliy @4 B) N; Ns.Thus
the three set functionsm * are equivalent in the typicality regine, ie.m* @;B) 1,

mJ@;B) 1 for any i;j. The nom alization factor N; = maxf @A); @ )g hasbeen
chosen because, In thisway, a and r can be expressed In term sofm . W e have In fact:

a @) = m (;7A); 19)
rAB) = m A\B;B): 20)
N ote that the Inequalities
aB) r@p)tr R BB 1)
m ; r@AB r A 1 m @a:B)

guarantee the Implication r @ A);r B A) 1, m @A;B) 1, which must hold for
cbvious reasons.
A Jast interesting set function is the ollow ng:

(A;B):=—2 ®@\B) =1 —(A4B) : 22)

A+ @) A+ @)
W e have that 0O @A;B) 1; @;B)= 01 @ \B)= 0; @a;B) =11
A4B)=0; @A;B) 1, m @A;B) 1. Since these properties resem ble those of

a probability m easure, the st function  willbe referred to as the probabilistic m utual
typicality m easure.

42 The origin of quantum typicality

The quantum fom alisn allow s us to de ne the single-tin e distribution of a stochastic
process, namely o [(t; )] = JE () ()3 2, but, apparently, it does not provide any
correlation between di erent tim e s—sets, because the nite din ensional distrbutions (1)
are not additive. However we argue that there is a kind of correlation between two
di erent tim e ssets which can be extracted from the quantum formm alism , even if it isnot
as detailed asthe nite din ensional distribbutions. T his correlation is expressed in temm s
of mutual typicality, and it can be m athem atically represented by m eans of a mutual
typicality function analogous to [18), but deriving from the quantum form alism .

T he origin of such a correlation isbased on a very natural assum ption. Suppose that
the wave function of a particke is the sum of two non-overlapping wave padkets. The
assum ption is that, during the tim e In which the wave padkets are non-overlapping, the
particle stays inside the support of one of the two wave packets, w ithout jum ping to the
other.

Let and , = (tq1) bethetwowavepacketsatatimet,where (t) isthewave
function oftheparticke. Atatinet, > t, thetwowavepacketswillbe &) = U & &)
and , ) = U (& %) -, where U (t) is the unitary tin e evolution operator. The
requirem ent that the two wave packets are non-overlapping at the tinesty and t, in plies
that there exist two subsets ; and , ofthe con guration space ofthe particle such that

E(1) (1) and U %) E (2) (&2); 23)
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where E () is the profctionvalued m easure on the con guration space of the partick.
The ssts | and , can be considered as the supportsof and U (& &) resoectively.
The conditions [23) can be combined to give the condition

U ®)E (1) &1) E (2) (E2): 24)

This reasoning can also be reversed: given two subssts | and , satisfying condition
24), thewave packet = E ( ;) (t;) satis es the conditions of (23).

T herefore the condition 7 ( 2) (€2) U ®)E ( 1) €1)7 O, properly nom al-
ized, Inplies that a trapctory belonging to (G; 1) also belongs (@ ost certainly) to
(t; 2),and viceversa, ie. thatthetwo ssets (G; 1) and (&; ) aremutually typical.
This result willbe form alized In the next subsections.

4.3 Quantum typicality functions

Consider the space M T ;S), and assum e as usual that a nom alized universal wave finc—
tion ()= U @) o isgiven. In order to sim plify the notation, gven S = & )2 S, kt
S o denotethestate UY@®E ()U ©) o.

Let us de ne the quantum m utual typicality function as

m  (S1;S;) = Bio 5 oFf (25)

maxfif; oIf;Ib> ojfg.

An explicit expression for [29) is

j L U E t1)7]
m Gusy o L2 €) UG WE(L) €I 26)

maxfif ( 1) €)FIE ( 2) € Fg

another possbility being the sam e expression wih 1 and 2 interchanged. Thus we see
that the de nition (25) corresponds to the typicality function introduced in the previous
subsection. Notethatm isde nedonS S andnoton (S) (S), as In the probabilistic
case. H ere too the chosen nom alization factorism axfiB: o3f; 82 oIfg. O therpossble
nom alization factorsare de ned analogously to the probabilistic case, and the nequalities
[18) becom e

m
m* wm® m —— 2m' form!? 0:08; @7)

In such a way that, also iIn the quantum case, the di erent nom alization factors are
equivalent in the typicality regin e.
Fortwoequaltine ssets S; = (£ 1) and S, = (; ,), the function m becom es

F (14 L) O )
maxfiE ( 1) OTPLIE ( ) O

m (S1;5;) = (28)
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which isthe probabilistic m utualtypicality fuinction deriving from the probability m easure
) O

In order to interpret [25) as a function de ning typicality, one must postulate the
follow ing

Quantum Typicality Rule:
m (S1;S,) 1) S;and$S,aremutually typical: (29)

There is a strong analogy between this rule and the Bom rulk, as we w ill see better at
the end of this section. The m ain consequence of the quantum typicality rule is that the
typical tra pctordes of the universe follow the branches of the universal wave function, as
we will see In section [4.8. Another way to look at this rule is related to nfom ation: if
m (S1;S5) 1, the inform ation that the tra gctory of the universe was inside ; at the
tinety isnot lostatthetime t,.

By analogy w ith equation [19), we de ne the quantum absolute typicality function as:

a 8)=m GS;MT)=735 o of=1E() ©F°: 30)

N ote that [30) is equal to the probabilistic absolute typicality function deriving from the
probability measure 5E () ©F

As to the quantum reltive typicality fuinction r (S1H,) = m  (S; \ S,;S,), since
S1\ S, 2 S only ifS; and S, are equal tin e ssets, it isde ned only in that case. T hus,
given S; = (¢ 1) and S, = (; ,) wehave:

e 1\ 2) 0 S ojf: iE( 2n 1) ©F°
B2 oJf iE ( 2) ©I?

Agaln, or equal tine ssets, r is equal to the probabilistic relative typicality fiinction
deriving from I£ () ©F

Even ifthequantum formm alism doesnotallow directly de ningr (S1Br)whentg 6 &,
it ispossbl to provide an indirect de nition forsuch a function. C onsider the lowerbound

r S1P2) =m (S1\ S3;8,) = : (L)

DETP o i) ofi= MEIFE () €2 UG WE( ) CDF 62

It isam inimum , and the natural sst ~ coresponding to them inimum is
Y= fx2M :3xj € 2)if < 2Reh ) kixP €  ®E ( 1)J €1)ig: 63

R
This can be seen by inserting the identity T = kidxhxjinto the scalar products. Thus
wecande ner (S:PH,) as:

r S1P2) =maxfm B\ (&;7);S2m Bi; &) (34)

Ifr (S1B82) 1, both functions in the right hand m ember of [34) are 1. Thus,
according to the st tem , the overw helm ing m a prity of the tra fctories of S, belong to

12



(t; "), and according to the seoond termm the overw helm Ing m a prity of the tra fgctories
of ;") belong to S ;. As a consequence, S; is typical relative to S,. Note however
that this function m ay &ailto work when J5, Jjjis too amall, that iswhen 5, (7]

1 o &: " oI
The quantum mutualtypicality measure  is de ned analogously to (22):

2Reh (B1S27J 0i] - 1 o S off
TB1 oJf + IB2 oFf IB1 oI+ B2 oTF

W e have: 0 (S:L;Sz) 1,' (Sl,'Sz) = 01 Reh Oflszj oi: O; (S:L;Sz) =11
S1 0= S2 o; (S15S2) 1, m (S1;S; 1.

(S1;52) =

33)

W ith respect to typicality, the quantum typicality rule plays the sam e conceptual role
that the Bom rule playsw ith respect to probability. A ctually, the quantum typicality rule
isthe extension to unequaltin e ssetsofthe Bom rule In the typicality regin e. Indeed, for
equal tin e ssets, all the quantum typicality functions, nam ely [28), [30), [31)), have the
sam e form and the sam e m eaning of the corresponding probabilistic typicality functions
obtained from the Bom rule, ie. assum ing that JE () (t) Jjis a probability m easure. On
the contrary the Bom rul has nothing to say about the m utual typicality of non equal
tin e ssets. A ctually, one could try to de ne m utual typicality by m eans of an expression
of the type:

(U €E( 1) <t1>jf+ (1)U @ BE ( 2) €2)if
IE (1) ) If JE ( 2) (€2)IF

A ccording to the Bom mnule, if %, the rsttem is the probability that a tra gctory
belbnghgto ; atthetinet; belongsto , atthetinet,.By assum ing a sort of reverse
Bom rule, the sam em eaning (w ith 1 and 2 Interchanged) can be given to the second tem .
H owever, this de nition is surely less naturaland m ore com plex than de nition (25).

O ne last ram ark about the de nition of the quantum typicality ﬁmctjoncin :Dueto
the vagueness of the notion of typicality, the set function M (S1;S,) = m  (51;S5)
could also be a possble de nition for the mutual typicality function. The de nition m
has the advantage that, for equaltin e ssets, it reduces to the typicality function deriving
from the Bom rul. On the other hand, the de nition M has the advantage that the
proof of som e consistency conditions ism ore sin ple, dueto the factthat 381 ¢ S o7
is a distance. Further studiesm ay suggest adopting M  instead ofm  as the de nition
of the quantum m utual typicality fiinction.

m ($1;Sz) = : (36)

44 Typicality function and non-overlapping w ave packets

In this subsection we study the connection between the quantum m utual typicality func—
tion and the non-overlapping property of the wave packets. D ue to the soreading of the
wave padkets, such a property must be considered in an approxin ate way; appropriate
m athem atical tools w ill be developed to this purpose.

13



Given astate 2 L?M ),wesay that 2 B isa support or if

I E() I
s}
T he overlapping degree of two states 1; , 2 L? M ) can be expressed by the follow ing
overkhpping m easure:

1: @37

_ R
IR ) I+ IR () 2T minfj, &) F;Jj &) Fodx
w(1; 2) = Inf = :

= (38)
28 minfy3F; P . IFg m nfyj . JF; J . Fg

N ote that
() F+IE() F=3E() 1 E() ;F=F1 EO)(1+ 2)IF:

W e have 0 w (17 2) 1;w(1; 2)= 01 ;&) 2&)= 0 almost everywhere, and
w(1; 2)=11 J:1®)J Jz&)jorji®x)j] J2&)Jjalmost everywhere. The expression
ofthe Iower bound [38) assum es tsm inimum value for the st

"= fx2M 1] 1®)J> Jx)P: (39)

ITw ( 15 2) 1lthan ; and , adm it dispined supports, and therefore we say that they
are non-overklpping.

Letusstudy now the wave packets ofthe universalwave flinction. G iven an s-sets S; =
t; 1),wihiB: oif 1=2,ktusconsiderthestatesU (6)S; o= U ®)E ( 1) (t1)
and U (5)S;1 o= (2) U k)S: . The overlapping m easure of the two states is:

nf, ik o S ojf: i1 o ;" 2) ojf.

wU ®)S1 0iU &)S1 ol= 5, o7 5, o7 ; 40)
where S, = (; »),and
~,= fx2 M i (t)if < 2Reh (t,) kilk P (6)S17 oig: 41)
From [40) we obtain the ©llow ing nequalities:
J'nzfm S17S2)  wU ®B)S1 0iU (2)S1 o] jI;lﬁn3(Sl;SZ); 42)
nher B0 S oF
1 0 0
m S S ey o, oFe
M oreover, we have
B @S o E(U IS off 6135,): @3)

i1 odf
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Sincem 3 (51;S,) 1, m (S1;S,) 1 (inequalities [27)), from the inequalities [42)
and [43) we obtain the in plications

w U ©)S1 0;U ©)S1 o) 1, Infm (S1;S2) 1; (44)

m (S5:7;S2) 1) 2 Isasupport ofU ()S: o; (45)

which express the relationship between the typicality function and the overlapping of
the wave packets. In words, the rst inplication states that if there exists , such
that m (S51;S5) 1, than the two wave packets U (4)S:1 o and U (5)S1 o are non—
overlapping, and viceversa.

4.5 A sym ptotic extension

Tt ispossble to extend the quantum typicality rule and the related formm alian to the lim it
t=1.
Given atrafctory 2 M 7T, thelimit
(©)
+ - . .

vo(): tll’gnl v (46)
ifthisexists, is referred to asthe asym ptotic velocity of . For instance, under very general
assum ptions for the H am iltonian, one can prove that the tra pctories of a classical system
adm it an asym ptotic velocity [7], p. 245. Let M"T denote the subset of M T com posed
of the tra fctordies adm itting the asym ptotic velocity. G iven R™ , ket us de ne the
asymptotic st 1 ; ) as

Q1; w=~f 2" v ()2 ,g: @7)

Let A denote the class of asym ptotic ssets, and et C = S [ A . W e replace the space
™ T ;S) utilized in the previous section w ith the space M"? ;C). W ith thisreplacamentwe
assum e that the adm issbble tra ctordes ofthe universem ust have a wellde ned asym ptotic
velocity.

A sto the quantum form alian , under very general assum ption for the quantum Ham it
tonian H , the lin its
UY®©0,U ©
;

Vi=s ImV'=s
01

for i= 1;:::;3N 48)
t 1
do exist, where Q ; are the position cperators for the particles. T he operators fV." g are
referred to as the asym ptotic velocity operators, and they com m ute w ith each others and
w ith the Ham iltonian [7], p. 299.

Let us study the lin it [48). For a single particle whose H am iltonian adm its the wave
operator , ,we have [1], p. 166:

P
v’ o= L. 1 (49)
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C onsider how ever that the asym ptotic velocity operators exist even if the wave operator
does not exist. For a free particle wehave V' = P=m .

LetE,,Ffand F ! denote the spectralfam iliessofQ ,V* and V' respectively, andE ( ),
F'( ) and F ( ) their spectralm easures (for sin plicity, the coordinateparticle indices i
are om ited here). From the equalities

Z Z Z
vdF © = %Uy(t)dEXU = VvUYRdE U ©); (50)

weobtam Fl= UY®E, U @®,andF*( )= UY®E ¢ ,)U ), wheret , = fvt2 M
v 2 9. From the theory of convergence of the selfadpint operators [L6], if @ , does
not belong to the pure point spectrum ofV *, one obtains

s JmUYOE(® JU®=s I F°(,)=F"(): (51)

W e can extend the quantum formm alisn of the previous subsectionsto M 7*;C). G iven
C 2 C, tusde ne

*

_UYME(W® o Drc= (G )2S;
CoF mri ©orc = (; ,)2A: 62)

In thisway, all the quantum typicality finctions and the quantum typicality rul can be
extended to M'T;C). Forinstance, given S 2 S andA = (1 ; )2 A,ifm S;A) 1
then the overw helm ing m a prity of the tra fctories belonging to S have an asym ptotic
velocity belonging to  , and vice versa.

The resuls cbtained in subsection [4.4 relative to the wave packet U (£)S; ( also hold
or a wave packet of the type U ©)C o, where C 2 C, and always with T o3f 1=2.
M oreover, it is possbl to calculate the Imit w U (©)C ;U (©)C ]l fort ! +1 . Let
us consider indeed the Iower bound nf | j£ o F' ( y) o7 Themininum valie is
reached for the s=t

X X
o= V2 RN 1 3wy J 0if < 2Reh o ysvitw; T I odg; (53)

v

where £7 ,;vig isa com plete sst ofgeneralized eigenvectors ofthe asym ptotic velocities

( v being the quantum num bers resolving the possible degeneracy of the eigenvalue v).
W e have

Im nfjT o ) ob=1IC o F (Ty) oIk (54)

t! +1

Indeed inf i o @& ) o= of I o F°( ,) o7jand

nfE o F'( W) o I o FF(Cy) o

nfIFC L) o FP (7Y oF IF(CY) o FT (YY) ofj! O Prt! 1o
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T hus
M o FY (7)) off
I off
and the equation [42) isvalid also at thetinet, = +1 . In this case the set S, becom es
an asym ptotic s-set.

A WD OC U OBC o= ; (53)

4.6 Subtrees and branches

In this section the m athem atical de nitions of subtrees and branches as non-overlapping
parts of the universal wave function are given.

Branches are present, In a more or lss explicit m anner, In m any formm ulations of
quantum m echanics, nam ely Bohm ian m echanics, the M any W orlds Interpretation [L1,
10], the Consistent H istordes form ulation of quantum m echanics [L3] and the theory of
deccherence [18]. The de niion of branches as non-overlapping parts of the universal
wave function is present manly n the works connected with Bohm ian m echanics, for
Instance B, (17,115, 16]. A cocording to these authors, during its evolution the universal
wave function splits into pem anently non-overlapping wave packets, for lnstance in the
presence of a m easuram ent. This process is also called the e ective collapse of the wave
function. Here a schem atic description of the process.

Let us suppose that during the tim e interval (G ;t) a m easuram ent w ith two possible
outcom es is perform ed on a quantum system . At the tine t; the wave function of the
universe is ofthe orm () = ((, + 7 ) 0 g @), where ' are eigestates of
the quantum system oorresponding to the m easured observable, o is the state of the
m easuring device before the m easuram ent, and i () is the state of the environm ent,
ie. of the rest of the universe. At the tine t,, when the m easuram ent hasbeen just per-
form ed, the universalwave finction isofthe form (,)= (. ++ 7 ) g &),
where |, and are the states of the m easuring device which has recorded the re—
sulks + and resoectively. Since ; and represent the nstrum ent w ith a pointer
In two m acroscopically distinct positions, they are non-overlapping. The m easuring de—
vice unavoidably interacts w ith the environm ent; thus, at a subsequent tin e t3, we have

t)="4+ + L)+’ . (), where [ () and . () arethe statesof
the environm ent which have Interacted wih , and respectively. Tt is easy to accept
that | () and , () are pem anently non-overlapping: rem ember that it is su cient
that a single particle hastwo di erent positions In g () and ; (&) In oxder to guaran—
tee that the two states are non-overlapping. O f course, the solitting of the universal wave
function in pem anently non-overlapping wave padcketsm ay occur in m any other di erent
situations, non only during a m easuram ent.

T his is the usual sam iqualitative description ofthe branching process of the universal
wave function. W e propose now an explicit de nition for the branches, which isbased on
the m athem atical form alisn developed In the previous sections.

The st step is to de ne the subtreesupports. W e say that an ssst S, = (G; 1)
isa (brmward) subtree—support if J5; ojf 1=2, and m oreover the states U )S o =
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Ut HE( 1) €)andU ©)S; o= @ U {®S: o arrnonoverbpping ort £.In
m athem atical term s:

wlU ®S: o;U ©S1 o] 1 ort % (56)

wherew isthe overlappingm easure de ned by (38) . G iven the above de nition of subtree—

support, it is natural to de ne a (orward) subtree as a mapping k : fp;+1 ) ! B
satisfying the condition
m K ©)iK )] 1 org gi<1l; ©7)

whereK (t) = &Gk () 2 S. According to the in plications [44) and [49), this condition
guarantees that K (t) is a subtreesupport for every t %, and that, for ;% %, the
st k () is a support of the state U (& £)E k)] €1). M oreover, according to the
quantum typicaliy rule, orany t;4% § the overw helm ing m a prity of the tra ctories
of K (z) also belong to K (&), and viceversa. If the de nition of K (t) derived from a
m utual typicality m easure of probabilistic nature, w th a reasoning analogous to that of
section [3 one could deduce that orany time £ and for the overw heln Ing m a prity
of the tines t, %, the overwhelm Ing m a prity of the tra fctories belonging to K (&)
also belong to K (). Arguably such a conclusion can be extended to the case in which
the typicality m easure is of a quantum nature, even if this extension would have to be
supported by further studies on the interpretation of typicality. The conclusion is that
the tra ectories of the particles follow approxin ately the subtrees of the universal wave
function.

Tt is usefill to introduce the notion of asym ptotic subtree-support: we say that an
sset S; is an asym ptotic subtree-support if the states U ©)S; ¢ and U (£)S; ( are non—
overlbpping at thetinet= +1 , that is:

A WU ©S: 07U ©S: o] 1t (58)

T herefore the two statesm ay som etin es overlhp in the tin e interval (G ;1 ); however the
Inform ation that atthetim ety thetrmapctory wasn ; isnot lost, and it can be recovered
at least at the tine +1 . O f course a subtreesupport is also an asym ptotic subtree-
support, but the contrary is not true. Consider for instance a particke in one din ension,
whose niialwave function  isthe sum oftwo non-overlapping G aussian wave padkets

, with mean positions J)Jjandmean momenta TJ The two wave packetsm ove in
opposite directions, overlap in the neighbourhood of the origin and then m ove away and
becom e pem anently non-overlbpping. The ssets (0;R ) are asym ptotic subtree-supports
but not subtreesupports. Thisexam pl allow susto show an In portant di erence between
the tra fctories de ned by the quantum typicality rule and those de ned by Bohm ian
m echanics. Since B ohm ian tra pctories cannot cross each other, in this exam ple B ohm ian
tra pctordies belonging for instance to (0;R ) \bounce" and belong to ;R ) for every t.
O n the other hand, according to the quantum typicality rule, the overw heln ing m a prity
of the tra fctories belonging to (O;R ) willbelong to (t;R*) after a suttable tine ty .
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Another m eaningfil de nition is that of an irreducible subtreesupport. W e say that
an ss=t S = (t; ) isan irreducible subtree—support if it is an asym ptotic subtree-support,
and m oreover, for any other asym ptotic subtree-support S°= ; 9 S,wehave

L(4 9

m ;8% 1 and 1; (59)
maxf  (); . ( 9g

where . isthe Lebesgue measureon M . In words, S does not \properly" contain any
asym ptotic subtree-support, and its spatial extension is them ininum extension com pat-
ble wih being an asym ptotic subtree-support. The Infom ation that the tra fctory of
the universe is In som e proper subset of an irreducible subtree-support is destined to be
lost, because after a suitable tim e there is no longer any spatialm easurem ent which can
recover such inform ation. This is the case, for instance, with the two-slit experim ent,
In which the nform ation of the slit crossed by the particle is de nitively lost when the
two wave packets em erging from the slits overlap and hit the screen. Ifwe assum €, as in
section [3.2, that what can be known is only what can be rem embered forever, then for
no observer can the know ledge of the position of the tra fctory of the universe exceed the
know ledge represented by an irreducihble subtree-support.

By using the relative typicality function [34) we can de ne branches: a m apping
h:ty;+1)! BisabranchifiH ) oif 1=2fort2 fg;+1 ),whereH () = h),
and m oreover

r H&@3H ] 1 org & % (60)

D ue to the structure of r , every sset H () is also a subtree-support. A cocording to the
m eaning of r , the branches have the required property relative to typicality, ie. & £
Inpliessthat H () istypical relative to H ().

Two last rem arks. The de nitions of subtrees and brandhes are vague, that is no
de nitevalue or in [67) and [60) isgiven. M oreover, probably it is possble to give other
equivalent de nitions for such entities. H owever this is not a problem , because subtrees
and branches are not structural elem ents of this form ulation, but rather descriptions of
the In uence of the universal wave fiinction on the tra gctories. N ote that this is not the
case In the M any W orlds Interpretation, where the branches, ie. the worlds, constitute
the prin itive ontology ofthat interpretation, and the vagueness oftheirde nition is surely
a problam .

Since the overw heln ing m a prity of the trafctories follow the branches of the uni-
versalwave flunction, this form ulation of quantum m echanics explains the quasiclassical
m acrosoopic evolution of the universe only if the universal wave function actually has a
brandh structure, and if the branches have a quasiclassical structure. Here we do not
face the problem ofproving this, and we 1im it ourselves to the argum ent that the Ehren—
fest theoram and M ott's analysis of the cloud cham ber [14] should be in portant tools to
obtain m ore rigorous resuls In this sense.
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4.7 On the consistency of the quantum typicality rule

In order to guarantee that the quantum typicality rule is consistent, the quantum mutual
typicality function m ust re ect the structuralproperties ofm utualtypicality. For instance,
we cannot havem (5;;S,);m (Sf;Sz) 1 and S; \ Sf = ; at the same tine. In this
subsection we present som e nequalities satis ed by the quantum typicality fiinction, which
guarantee that som e natural structural properties of m utual typicality are satis ed.

Forthemutualquantum typicality function m (in this subsection the subscript  will
be om itted) we have the follow Ing inequalities:

a
m (51;S3) M (S1;S2)+ m>(S2;S83)+ 2 m3(S51;S2)m 3 (S2;:S3); 61)
m (51 \ S7;S2);m (S1 [ S73S2)  m?(517S2) + m > (S15S,); 62)
0 l 3 0
1 ws;9) Em S;8Y; (63)
0 d d 0
W (S2;S,) a m (S1;S2)+ b m (SY;89) + aw (S1;S7); (64)

where: S and S°in [63),and S; and S{, i= 1;2;:::in [62) and [64) are equaltin e ssets;

_ maxfif: oJFIb2 o]:g]fsg 0 _ maxfjjsf ojj;j;'SS 0oIPIB1 o
a= — T R ; b= — DR ;
m nfip, oﬁiIsz 0 Jfg m nfih, o]fr']jsz 0 Jfg

m nfis; oF;IpY ojfg_
m nfif, ojf;j;'SS ojj?g,
w (S;89 isa shorthand notation orw E () @;E (9 @)]. Note that

TS\ 8% oif .
minfip oJF;IB° oIfg
P roof. The nequality [6]l) derives from thetriangle nequality 781 o S ol I8 o
S, offt 182 o S o7 Inequalities [62) derive from the equality

jj(Sl[Sf) o S o+ jj(Sl\Sf) o S o= 0 S ojjz"'jjsf o S o

Tnequality [63) is straightforw ard. equaliy [64) is obtained by applying the Schwarz
nequality to the right hand m em ber of the equation

w (S;89 =

h oﬁzSSj ol=h ¢3S Sl)S§+ S1 (SS Sf)+ Slsfj 0l;
and then slightly m anjpulating. ged.
From inequalities [6]]) to [64) we cbtain the ©llow ing in plications:

m (S1;S,);m (S2;S3) 1) m (S1;S3) 1; (65)

m (S1;S2);m (5Y;S2) 1) m (S1\ SY;Sy)m (51 [SY;S,)  1; (66)

m (51;S2);m 8Y5S2) 1) 1 w(S;S)  1; ©7)
q q

B off I ofand m (8:1;S2); m %58d;w S1;8Y) 1) w(S2;8))  1; (68)
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where, given two positive number ¢ and o, with ¢ @ we m ean here that, if 1,
then =) 1 and (@=q) 1 aswell. W e say that ¢ and ¢, are of the sam e order.
N ote that ¢ ¢ Inplies o=c ;0= 1.

Tm plications [69) to [67) can be deduced from iequalities [61) to [63) respectively
because m ° (S1;S5) 1, m(51;S5) 1 (in plication [67) also m ake use of nequality
[61). Bnp]jc%tjon [68) deCJI:tfes from inequality [64) dueto the factthata;b;c 1. hdeed,
assum e that m (S1;S,); m (89;39) 1, and consider for nstance a. W e have:

)

maxfif: o IP2 O]Emjn B2 oTIB. oBIB: o, 151 o JIB; oTIBT o
. " . e e YA e aa e
52 ol TB1 oDIBY oDIPY oF) IB2 oTIBY oTIP1 o

a=

W e have
maxfif, oF P2 oJP IP2 ojj_jfsf o 1
B2 o7 "8 o I8 0B 1

Thus a is the product of four num bers which are of the order of unity, and therefore a is
also of the sam e order.

Tmplication [67) guarantees that the exam ple discussed at the beginning of this sub—
section is satis ed. Implication (68) guarantees that, if S; and S? are non-overlapping
subtree supports, also the supports oftheir subtrees are non-overlapping fort  §. In fact
this result requires an assum ption of the type 1) & 1, which is not com plktely
satisfactory. This is due to the fact that inequality [64) contains the square root of the
typicality function. H opefully further studies willallow usto nd a better nequality.

Tt is obvious that the results discussed in this section only partially solve the problem
of proving the consistency of the quantum typicality rul, for which a rigorous proof
rem ains an open problan .

5 D iscussion and conclision

W e have seen that the explanation of the cbserved phenom ena given by a path space
representing the universe (ie. a set of paths w ith a probability m easure de ned on i) is
based on the de nition of: (1) thetypicalcon gurationsata xed tin e relative to a subsst
ofthe con guration space, which explain the resuls of statistical experim ents and (2) the
branches, which explain the cbservable structure of the tra fctories, ie. the m acroscopic
evolution. B oth these notions can be derived by a relative typicality function.

W e have also seen that the quantum fomm alisn can provide such a typicality function,
w ithout the need of an underlying probability m easure. A s a consequence, In place of a
path space M T; ), am ore econom icm odel orthe universe isthepair M *; ), where
represents the universal wave fiinction, ie. the initialwave function ( plusthe uniary
tin e evolution operator U (t) (the possible requirem ent for the tra gctories to have a well
de ned asym ptotic velocity is ignored in this section). In order to m ake the m odelm ore
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palatable, the sst M T could be replaced by the sst M [ of the continuous functions, even
if this replacem ent has no em pirical consequence.

It isnaturalto attrbute toM T and a meaning analogous to that of the elem ents
M T and ofa canonical stochastic process. The presence ofM T endow s the m odelw ith
a de nite ontology, and allow s us to think that the particles of the universe ollow de nite
tra fpctordes, even if there are theoretical lin its to our possibility to know them . These
Iim its depend on the possbility of recording know ledge. O n the other hand, the universal
wave function would have to be considered som ething like a probability m easure, even
if it contains less structure than a probability m easure; nam ely, In place of the detaiked
nie dim ensional distributions, it provides correlations between two di erent tin e s—sets
In tem s ofm utual typicality. T hese correlations are expressed by the quantum typicality
rnule. Analogously to a canonical stochastic process, the sst M T has no em pirical content,
ie. any am pirical prediction provided by them odelcan be derived from the only universal
wave finction. However, removing M T from the m odel for this reason would not be a
good idea, In the same way n which removing M * from a canonical stochastic process is
not a good idea. The presence of M T gives Iogical coherence to the m odel; by ram oving
it one would obtain the M any W orld Interpretation, w ith its well known conceptual and
Interpretative problam s.

The formulation of quantum m echanics proposed in this paper has the merits of
Bohm ian m echanics, nam ely the solution of the m easurem ent problem , the explanation
of the em ergence of a classical world, and the presence of a non-vague ontology. O n the
otherhand, this form ulation doesnotm ake use ofthe guidance equation and ofthe related
tra fctordes, w hich, due to their non-cbservability, are sources ofm any controversies. O ne
can say that the guidance equation is replaced by the quantum typicality rule.

In fact, what has been argued in this paper is that the pair M T; ), together w ith
the quantum typicality rule, can potentially explain the cbserved phenom ena, but it has
not been proved that it actually explains them . In order to prove this, one must prove
that the m odel gives rise to (i) the expected results for the statistical experin ents, and
(i) to a quasiclassical structure for typical tra pctories. A s to the st request, m ost
of the work has already been done by proving the quantum equilbrium hypothesis [B].
A s to the second request, since typical tra fctories follow the brandhes of the universal
wave fiunction, one must prove that the universal wave function actually has a branch
structure, and that the branches have a quasiclassical structure. W e have not confronted
this problm In this paper.
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