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A bstract

Bohm ian m echanicsrepresentstheuniverse asa setofpathswith a probability

m easure de�ned on it. The way in which a m athem aticalm odelofthis kind can

explain theobserved phenom ena oftheuniverseisexam ined in general.Itisshown

thatthe explanation doesnotm ake use ofthe fullprobability m easure,butrather

ofa suitablesetfunction deriving from it,which de�nesrelative typicality between

single-tim e cylindersets.Such a setfunction can also be derived directly from the

standard quantum form alism ,withoutthe need ofan underlying probability m ea-

sure.The key conceptforthisderivation isthe quantum typicality rule,which can

beconsidered asa generalization ofthe Born rule.Theresultisa new form ulation

ofquantum m echanics,in which particles follow de�nite trajectories,butwhich is

based only on thestandard form alism ofquantum m echanics.

1 Introduction

Bohm ian m echanicsisa com plete and coherentform ulation ofnon-relativistic quantum

m echanics [4,5,9,1,8]. According to this form ulation,the particles ofthe universe

follow de�nite trajectoriessatisfying a di�erentialequation,the guidance equation. The

setofthesetrajectoriesisendowed with aprobability m easurederivingfrom theuniversal

wavefunction.In spiteofitscom pletenessand coherence,Bohm ian m echanicsisfarfrom

a universally accepted form ulation ofquantum m echanics,the presence ofunobservable

entitieslikeBohm ian trajectoriesbeing oneofitsm ostcriticized features.

In short,wewillreferto a genericsetofpathswith a probability m easurede�ned on

itasapath space.Theway in which apath spacecan explain theobserved phenom ena of

theuniverseisa very intriguing conceptualissue,and wethink ithasbeen only partially
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investigated in theliterature.M ostofthework in thissensehasbeen donein thecontext

ofBohm ian m echanics[8].

A path space hasthe sam e structure asa stochastic process,and usually stochastic

processesareutilized torepresentensem blesofopen system s,such asparticlesin aliquid

subjected toBrownian m otion.Therearetwo fundam entaldi�erenceswhen a path space

represents the universe instead ofan ensem ble ofopen system s: (1) the observers are

insidethesystem ,and they cannotperform allthem easurem entsallowed in theprevious

case;(2) there is just one universe,thus the probability m easure is not used to derive

relativefrequencies,butrathertypicality.

Aswewillsee,theconsequencesofthese di�erencesarethatthefullstructure ofthe

probability m easure� isunobservable,and thattheexplanation given by a path spaceis

based on thesetfunction

r�(S1jS2):=
�(S2 nS1)

�(S2)
; (1)

whereS1 and S2 aresingle-tim ecylindersets.Thissetfunction willbereferred to asthe

relative typicality function,because r�(S1jS2)� 1 im plies thatS1 istypicalrelative to

S2,i.e.theoverwhelm ing m ajority ofthepathsofS2 also belong to S1.

The crucialpoint is that,while the quantum form alism cannot de�ne a probability

m easureonasetofpaths,inanaturalwayitcande�neasetfunction,them utualtypicality

function,from which therelativetypicalityfunction can bederived.Them utualtypicality

function m ust be accom panied by an interpretative rule connecting it with typicality.

This rule willbe referred to asthe quantum typicality rule,and itcan be considered a

generalization ofthe Born rule. The resultisa new form ulation ofquantum m echanics,

in which particles follows de�nite trajectories,as in Bohm ian m echanics,but which is

based only on the form alism of standard quantum m echanics, the guidance equation

being replaced by thequantum typicality rule.

The paper is structures according to the following schem e. In section 2 a form al

de�nition,them ain propertiesand som eexam plesofpath spacesaregiven.In section 3

theway in which apath spaceexplainstheobserved phenom enaoftheuniverseisstudied,

and itisshown thatthisexplanation isbased on therelativetypicality function.In section

4 thepossibility to derivetypicality functionsfrom thequantum form alism isshown,and

m any related technicalissuesarediscussed.In section 5 thereisa �naldiscussion about

theproposed form ulation ofquantum m echanics.

2 Path spaces

In this section,the form alde�nition and the m ain properties ofa space ofpaths with

a probability m easure de�ned on itare explained. Since such a structure isa stochastic

process, m ost ofthe term inology and the properties ofthese spaces are derived from

stochasticprocesses.

Let(M ;B)bea m easurablespace,T an index setand � a setofm appingsfrom T to

M .In thispaperT willalwaysbethepositive tim e axisR + ,and,with theexception of
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theexam pleoftheclassicaluniverse,M willalwaysbethecon�guration spaceR 3N ofan

N -particle system .Given t2 T and � 2 B,thesubset(t;�):= f� 2 � :�(t)2 �g isa

single-tim e cylinderset(s-set,in short);a cylindersetisany �niteintersection ofs-sets.

The shorthand notation Si willbe used to denote the s-set(ti;� i),i= 1;2;:::. LetS

denotetheclassofthes-sets,and �(S)the�-algebra generated by S.

A path space is the pair (�;�),where � is a probability m easure on �(S). A path

spaceisde�ned to becanonicalif�= M T,whereM T isthesetofallthem appingsfrom

T to M .

Byde�ningzt(�):= �(t),fztgt2T isthen aclassofrandom variableson theprobability

space (�;�(S);�),indexed by T. Thus any path space (�;�)naturally corresponds to

thestochasticprocess(�;�(S);�;fztgt2T)
1.

Thevaluesofthem easure� on thecylindersetsarethe�nitedim ensionaldistributions

ofthe path space,while itsvalue on the s-setsisthe single-tim e distribution. Two path

spaces with the sam e index set and state space are said to be equivalentifthey have

thesam e�nitedim ensionaldistributions.Two path spaceswith thesam eset� and the

sam e �nite dim ensionaldistributions are identical,i.e. they have the sam e probability

m easure �. Any classof�nite dim ensionaldistributionssatis�essom e form alrelations.

AccordingtotheKolm ogolovreconstruction theorem ,given anyclassof�nitedim ensional

distributionssatisfying such relations,there existsa unique canonicalpath space giving

riseto thatclassof�nitedim ensionaldistributions.

W esay thata path spaceisdeterm inisticifforany s-set(t1;� 1)and any t2 2 T there

exists� 2 2 B such that�[(t1;� 1)4 (t2;� 2)]= 0,where4 isthesym m etric di�erence.

W enow givesom eexam plesofpath spaces.

Classicalsystem .ThestatespaceM isthephasespaceofaclassicalHam iltonian system .

Let� bea subsetofM with 0< � L(�)< 1 ,where� L istheLebesgue m easureon M .

Theset� iscom posed oftheHam iltonian trajectories� :R + ! M such that�(0)2 �.

Them easure�C on � isde�ned by

�C (�):=
�L[zt(�)]

�L(�)
; �2 �(S): (2)

Due to the Liouville theorem ,the above de�nition does not depend on the tim e. This

path spaceisdeterm inistic.

Bohm ian m echanics. Hereafter the state space M willalways be the con�guration

space R 3N ofan N-particle system .Letusassum e a norm alized universalwave function

	(t)= U(t)	 0 2 L2(M ),where U(t)istheunitary tim eevolution operator.� istheset

ofthetrajectoriessatisfying theguidanceequation

dxk

dt
=

�h

m k

Im
r k	

	
; k = 1;:::;N : (3)

1Theconverseisnottruein general:given astochasticprocess(
;F ;�;fztgt2T ),every elem ent! 2 


de�nesthesam plepath �(t):= zt(!),butthecorrespondencebetween 
 and thesetofthesam plepaths

m ay be non-biunivocal.However,by de�nition,a canonicalstochasticprocessisalso a path space.
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Them easure�B isde�ned by

�B (�):= jjE [zt(�)]	(t)jj
2
; (4)

where E (�) is the spatialprojector onto � 2 B. Due to the equivariance property of

Bohm ian m echanics,the above de�nition doesnotdepend on the tim e. The single-tim e

distribution ofBohm ian m echanicsis

�B [(t;�)]= jjE (�)	(t)jj 2
: (5)

Bohm ian m echanicsisdeterm inistic.

The Everett-Belluniverse.

Theset�isM T,and them easure�E isde�ned by the�nitedim ensionaldistributions

�E (S1 \ :::\ Sn):= jjE (� 1)	(t1)jj
2
:::jjE (� n)	(tn)jj

2
; (6)

where the assum ption is m ade that ti 6= tj for i 6= j. This universe was introduced,

although in a lessform alway,by Bell[2,3],asa version oftherelativestateform ulation

ofquantum m echanics by Everett. This universe is very unphysical,because ithas no

dynam ics, i.e. no law connecting con�gurations at di�erent tim es, and it de�nes no

physicaltrajectory.

The im possiblequantum path space.Onecould try to de�nethefollowing \quantum "

�nitedim ensionaldistributions:

�Q (S1 \ :::\ Sn):= jjE (� n)U(tn � tn� 1)E (� n� 1):::E (� 1)U(t1)	 0jj
2
; (7)

where the assum ption ism ade thatt1 � t2 � :::� tn. Thisde�nition derivesfrom the

Born rule and from the reduction postulate,according to which it corresponds to the

quantum m echanicalprobability to �nd the trajectory in the regions� i atthe tim esti,

fori= 1;:::;n.Theproblem isthatthisexpression isnotadditive,i.e.

�Q (S1 \ :::\ (ti;� i[ �
0
i)\ :::\ Sn)6=

�Q (S1 \ :::\ (ti;� i)\ :::\ Sn)+ �Q (S1 \ :::\ (ti;�
0
i)\ :::\ Sn);

and thus itcannotbe a consistent class of�nite dim ensionaldistributions. This isthe

paradoxicalaspectofthe superposition principle ofquantum m echanics,which prevents

an open quantum system s from being represented by a path space (or by a stochastic

process).Aswewillsee,thesituation changeswhen thesystem istheuniverse.

3 Paths spaces and explanation

In thissection westudy theway in which a path spacerepresenting theuniverse can ex-

plain theobserved phenom ena.Asan exam ple,letusconsider�rstthecasein which the
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path spacerepresentsan ensem bleofopen system s,such asparticlesin aliquid subjected

to Brownian m otion.In thiscase,a naturalassum ption isthatalland only thepossible

m easurem ents which can be perform ed on the system s are �nite sequences ofposition

m easurem entsatdi�erenttim es,in such away thatany oneofthesem easurem entscorre-

spondsto a cylinderset.Assum ethattheexperim enterperform sthesam em easurem ent

on allthesystem softheensem ble.Then thepath spaceexplainstherelativefrequency of

the\yes"outcom esofthem easurem entsifsuch afrequency isapproxim ately equaltothe

probability m easureofthecylindersetcorresponding to them easurem ents.Therefore,in

thiskind ofexplanation,the�nitedim ensionaldistributionsareutilized,whiletheexact

structureofthepathsisnotrelevant.

Thisform ofexplanation isnolongervalidwhen thepathspacerepresentstheuniverse,

fortwo reasons: (1)the universe isa closed system ,and the observers are inside it;as

we willsee, the consequence is that the assum ption that alland only the adm issible

m easurem entsareposition m easurem entsatdi�erenttim esisno longervalid.(2)There

isjustoneuniverse,thereforewecannotspeak ofrelativefrequency oftheoutcom es.

Thus a new form ofexplanation m ust be developed,and this willbe the subject of

thissection. In thisstudy,and in the restofthe paper,the universe willbe considered

asan idealized non-relativisticuniverse com posed ofN distinguishable spinlessparticles.

3.1 T he Everett-B elluniverse

Our study starts with a discussion on the Everett-Belluniverse. In spite ofits very

unphysicalfeatures,Bellclaim sthat{atleastfrom theform alpointofview{such am odel

ofuniversecan explain theobserved phenom ena.Theproblem ofcourseisthefollowing:

how can theEverett-Belluniverseexplain ourperception ofa de�nitepastevolution ifit

doesnotde�ne trajectories,i.e.ifitdoesnotprovide any kind ofcorrelation am ong the

positionsoftheparticlesatdi�erenttim es? TheBell’sansweristhat\wehaveno access

to thepast,butonly to m em ories,and thesem em oriesarejustpartoftheinstantaneous

con�guration oftheworld" [2].In otherwords,wehavem em ories,i.e.inform ation about

the position ofthe particles in the past,only because such inform ation are encoded in

som e way in the present con�guration ofour recording devices,possibly including the

neurons ofourbrain. Thus ourm em ories do notderive from the actualpastevolution

oftheparticles,butjustfrom theirpresentcon�guration.W ethink thatsuch a position

isvery questionable,butitisusefulforthe tim e being to m ake thisassum ption,and to

study theform ofexplanation deriving from it.

According to the above assum ption,forevery x 2 M itis possible to decide ifthis

representsa correctcon�guration ornot,i.e.ifin x areencoded them em oriesofa quasi-

classicalpastevolution and thecorrectresultsforallthepaststatisticalexperim ents.For

exam ple,let us suppose that a suitable con�guration x includes a laboratory in which

a two-slit experim ent has been perform ed, as resulting from the con�guration of the

laboratory which includes a video recording ofthe experim ent;suppose m oreover that,

according to x,the im age ofthe particles on the photographic plate ofthe screen does

notcorrespond to theexpected distribution with theinterference fringes;than x isnota
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correctcon�guration.

Let� � M denotethesubsetofM com posed ofallthecorrectcon�gurations.Then

onecan claim thatthepath spaceexplainstheobserved phenom ena oftheuniverse if

�[(t;�)]� � � 1;8t2 T; (8)

where the over-bar denotes the com plem ent. In order to better justify such a claim ,

consider a generic set oftim es ft1;:::;tng,and the n corresponding random variables

X i(�):= ��[�(ti)],where�� isthecharacteristicfunction oftheset�.W ehaveE (X i)�

1� � and �2(X i)� �. Consider also the random variable Yn :=
1

n

P

iX i. By using the

form ula forthevarianceofa sum and theSchwarz inequality,itiseasy to check that

E (Yn)� 1� � and �
2(Yn)� �: (9)

Since (9)holdsforany setft1;:::;tng,one can deduce thatthe overwhelm ing m ajority

ofthetrajectoriesspend theoverwhelm ing m ajority ofthetim einsidetheset�.

As to the explanation ofstatisticalexperim ents,we can also consider the following

reasoning. A statisticalexperim ent consists ofa long sequence ofidenticalelem entary

experim ents,such asthe tossofa coin orthe passage ofa quantum particle through a

screen with two slits.Letusconsidera speci�cstatisticalexperim ent,i.e.an experim ent

perform ed in a speci�c place ata speci�c tim e;the experim entendsatthe tim e t. The

experim entalsetup m ustinclude a recording device which registersthe outcom esofthe

elem entary m easurem ents(in thetwoslitexperim entthisdeviceissim ply aphotographic

plate behind the screen). Let � � M be the set ofthe con�gurations representing a

universe atthetim etin which thatexperim enthasbeen perform ed.Theset� includes

the con�gurationscorresponding to allthe possible resultsforthe elem entary m easure-

m ents. Forinstance,in the case ofthe coin tossesitalso includesthe sequence with all

heads,and in the case ofthe two slitexperim entitincludesallpossible distributionsof

the particles on the photographic plate. Let � 0 � � be the set ofthe con�gurations

corresponding to the correctresults,i.e. an equaldistribution forheadsand tailsin the

coin tossexperim ent,and the interference fringesin the two slitexperim ent. Again we

can claim thatthepath spaceexplainstheseresultsif

�[(�n� 0;t)]

�[(�;t)]
� 1: (10)

The explanations expressed by conditions (8) and (10) are based on the fact that the

correctresultsaretypical,i.e.they aretheoverwhelm ing m ajority ofthepossibleresults.

Seeforinstance[12]foradiscussion ofthevalidityofsuch aexplanation.Thisexplanation

is analogous to the one given for the second law oftherm odynam ics [12]and for the

quantum equilibrium hypothesis[8].

One can see that only a sm allpart ofthe structure ofa path space is involved in

this explanation. Nam ely,what is needed is just the inform ation that two sets � and

� 0 satisfy (10)(note that(8)representa particularcase of(10)). Thism eansthatonly
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thesingle-tim edistribution ofthepath spaceisrelevant,being howeverredundant,while

thecorrelationsatdi�erenttim esgiven by the�nitedim ensionaldistributionsaretotally

irrelevant.Thestructureofthepathsisofcoursealso irrelevant.

This is the reason why, according to this approach, the Bell-Everett universe has

enough structure to explain the observed phenom ena. Bell,after explaining why this

m odelofthe universe can work,claim sthatitcannotbe taken seriously [3]. Hisoppo-

sition is however on the philosophicallevelratherthan on the logicalone;atthe sam e

tim e,wearguethatthereisalso a logicalreason to rejectit.Thereason isthatitisim -

possible fora universe withoutany dynam icsto allow usto have m em ories,because the

m em oriesencoded in thepresentcon�guration cannotbedecoded withoutm aking useof

a dynam icallaw,i.e.ofa law correlating con�gurationsatdi�erenttim es.Forinstance,

ifwe have a �lm reproducing the fallofa stone,in orderto extractthe true trajectory

ofthe stone from the �lm we m ustm ake a num berofdynam icalassum ptions: we m ust

assum ethatlightraystravelalong straightlines,wem ustknow thelawsofrefraction to

understand the behaviouroflightinside the lens ofthe cam era,and so on. Ifthe Bell

approach were correct,dynam icscould be deduced from only a knowledge ofthe set�;

forinstance,Newton’ssecond law could beextracted from theEverett-Belluniverse.Bell

doesnotprovideany m ethod to do this,and wearguethatsuch a m ethod doesnotexist.

On the contrary,we propose thata dynam icsdoesexist,and thatm em oriesdepend on

it. The study ofm em ories and oftheirdependence on dynam ics willbe the subject of

thenextsubsection.

3.2 M em ory and know ledge

A very naturalrequirem entform em oriesisthatthey correspond to whatactually hap-

pened (ofcourse thisisnotthe case forthe Everett-Belluniverse). In orderto express

such a requirem ent in a m athem aticalform ,letussuppose thata subset� 2 � M rep-

resentsthe knowledge thatan observerhasaboutthe con�guration ofthe universe ata

tim et2.Than theobservercan rem em berthatata tim et1 < t2 thecon�guration ofthe

universe wasin a suitableset� 1 � M only if

�(S2 nS1)

�(S2)
� 1; (11)

where,as usual,Si = (ti;� i). Indeed,suppose that (11) does not hold. This m eans

thata non-in�nitesim alpartofthe trajectoriesofS2 doesnotcom e from S1. Therefore

the observer at the tim e t2 cannot rem em ber that at the tim e t1 the con�guration of

the universe wasin � 1 because there isa non-negligible probability thatthisfactnever

happened. Thuscondition (11)correspondsto the requirem entthatonly what(alm ost)

surely happened can be rem em bered.

Anim m ediateconsequenceofthisreasoningisthatobserverscannot\m easure"generic

cylindersets.Forinstance,an observercan m easurethecylindersetS1\ S2,with t1 < t2,

only if(11)issatis�ed.Indeed such am easurem entrequiresthattheobserverknowsthat

atthetim et2 thecon�guration oftheuniversebelongsto� 2,and thatherem em bersthat
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atthe tim e t1 the con�guration belonged to � 1;thisrequirem ent im pliesthe condition

(11).Thisconclusion isvery im portant,and itim pliesthatm ostofthe structure ofthe

probability m easure� isunobservable.

Asto knowledge,a naturalrequirem entisthatwhatcan beknown isonly whatcan be

rem em beredfora suitableam ountoftim e.W earethusled tothenotion ofbranch.Letus

representtheknowledge,evolvingwith tim e,thatan observerhasaboutthecon�guration

oftheuniverseasa m apping h :I ! B,whereI isa tim einterval,and B isthe�-algebra

ofthe m easurable subsets ofM . According to the previous requirem ents form em ories

and knowledge,h m ustsatisfy thefollowing condition:

�[H (t2)nH (t1)]

�[H (t2)]
� � � 1fort1 � t2 � t1 + �t; (12)

where H (t)isthe s-set (t;h(t)),and �tisa suitable non-in�nitesim alam ount oftim e.

Condition (12)guaranteesthatforany t2 I,the knowledge h(t)can berem em bered at

leastfora tim e�t.A m ap h satisfying (12)willbereferred to asa branch2.Onecan say

thatbranchesrepresenttheobservableevolutionsoftheuniverse.

In order to sim plify the m athem aticalform ulation ofthe theory,hereafter we will

assum eR + asthetim eintervalI,and �t= 1 ;thelastequality expresstheassum ption

thatknowledge m ustberem em bered forever.W ith a reasoning analogousto thatofthe

previoussection,ifh isabranch,onecan provethatforevery ttheoverwhelm ingm ajority

ofthepathsbelonging to H (t)spenttheoverwhelm ing m ajority ofthetim einterval[0;t]

insidetheset
T

s2[0;t]H (s).

3.3 Path spaces and explanation: conclusion

In conclusion,a path space representing the universe explains the observed phenom ena

by de�ning: (1) the typicalcon�gurations at a �xed tim e relative to a subset ofthe

con�guration space,which explain theresultsofstatisticalexperim ents;(2)thebranches,

which explain them acroscopicevolution.

Asshown by conditions(10)and (12),both thesenotionsarede�ned by m eansofthe

setfunction

r�(S1jS2):=
�(S2 nS1)

�(S2)
: (13)

Thissetfunction isonly used in thetypicality regim e,i.e.when r�(S1jS2)� 1,to de�ne

relative typicality. Thism eansthatr�(S1jS2)� 1 im pliesthatS1 istypicalrelative to

S2,i.e. the overwhelm ing m ajority ofthe pathsofS2 also belong to S1. Fort1 = t2,r�
de�nesthetypicalcon�gurationsofa subsetofthecon�guration space,while fort1 < t2

itconstitutesthede�ning condition forbranches.Thesetfunction r� willbereferred to

astheprobabilistic relative typicality function.

2Thisterm isused here analogously to the quantum case,in which itisappropriate due to the tree

structureofthe universalwavefunction.
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Thus the only structure ofa path space which is utilized in the explanation ofthe

observed phenom ena oftheuniverse isthesetfunction r� in thetypicality regim e,while

thedetailed structureoftheprobabilitym easureand,ofcourse,thestructureofthepaths,

areem pirically irrelevant.

4 Q uantum Typicality T heory

In section 2 we saw thatthequantum form alism cannotde�nea probability m easure on

a setofpaths.However,according to theresultsoftheprevioussection,whatweneed in

orderto explain theobserverphenom ena isjusttherelativetypicality function fors-sets.

In this section we willshow that the quantum form alism can provide such a function,

withouttheneed ofan underlying probability m easure.To ourknowledge,a de�nition of

typicality notbased on a probability m easure hasneverbeen explicitly proposed before

in the literature,even ifthe possible independence ofthe two notions,probability and

typicality,hasbeen pointed outin [12].

4.1 Probabilistic typicality functions

The �rststep isto study typicality m ore exactly in the probabilistic case. Let(
;F ;�)

bea probability space.W ehavealready seen therelativetypicality function

r�(AjB ):=
�(B nA)

�(B )
;A;B 2 F ; (14)

with the m eaning r�(AjB )� 1 im pliesthatA istypicalrelative to B ,thatisthe over-

whelm ing m ajority ofthe elem entsofB also belong to A. Itisusefulto introduce two

othertypicality functions:

a�(A) := �(A); (15)

m �(A;B ) :=
�(A4 B )

m axf�(A);�(B )g
: (16)

The �rst one is the absolute typicality function,with the m eaning a�(A) � 1 im plies

that A is typicalrelative to 
; the second one is the m utualtypicality function,with

the m eaning m �(A;B )� 1 im pliesthatA and B are m utually typical,i.e. A istypical

relative to B and vice-versa. The norm alization factorofm � hasbeen chosen from the

following possibilities:

N 1 = m axf�(A);�(B )g;N 2 = [�(A)+ �(B )]=2;N 3 = m inf�(A);�(B )g: (17)

Itiseasy to show that,by de�ning m i
� := �(A4 B )=N i,wehave

m
1

� � m
2

� � m
3

� �
m 1

�

1� m1�
� 2m1� for m

1

� � 0:5: (18)

9



Theinequality m 3
� � m1�=(1� m1�)derivesfrom theinequality �(A4 B )� N1� N3.Thus

the three setfunctionsm i
� areequivalentin the typicality regim e,i.e.m

i
�(A;B )� 1 ,

m j
�(A;B )� 1 forany i;j. The norm alization factorN 1 = m axf�(A);�(B )g has been

chosen because,in thisway,a� and r� can beexpressed in term sofm �.W ehavein fact:

a�(A) = m �(
;A); (19)

r�(AjB ) = m �(A \ B ;B ): (20)

Notethattheinequalities

m �(A;B )� r�(AjB )+ r�(B jA)�
m �(A;B )

1� m�(A;B )
(21)

guarantee the im plication r�(B jA);r�(B jA)� 1 , m �(A;B )� 1,which m usthold for

obviousreasons.

A lastinteresting setfunction isthefollowing:

��(A;B ):=
2�(A \ B )

�(A)+ �(B )
= 1�

�(A4 B )

�(A)+ �(B )
: (22)

W e have that 0 � ��(A;B ) � 1; ��(A;B ) = 0 i� �(A \ B ) = 0; ��(A;B ) = 1 i�

�(A4 B )= 0;��(A;B )� 1 , m�(A;B )� 1. Since these propertiesresem ble those of

a probability m easure,thesetfunction �� willbe referred to astheprobabilistic m utual

typicality m easure.

4.2 T he origin ofquantum typicality

The quantum form alism allows us to de�ne the single-tim e distribution ofa stochastic

process,nam ely �Q [(t;�)]:= jjE (�)	(t)jj 2,but,apparently,it does not provide any

correlation between di�erenttim es-sets,because the�nitedim ensionaldistributions(7)

are not additive. However we argue that there is a kind ofcorrelation between two

di�erenttim es-setswhich can beextracted from thequantum form alism ,even ifitisnot

asdetailed asthe�nitedim ensionaldistributions.Thiscorrelation isexpressed in term s

ofm utualtypicality,and it can be m athem atically represented by m eans ofa m utual

typicality function analogousto (16),butderiving from thequantum form alism .

Theorigin ofsuch a correlation isbased on a very naturalassum ption.Supposethat

the wave function ofa particle is the sum oftwo non-overlapping wave packets. The

assum ption isthat,during the tim e in which the wave packetsare non-overlapping,the

particlestaysinside thesupportofoneofthetwo wave packets,withoutjum ping to the

other.

Let� and �? := 	(t1)� � bethetwowavepacketsatatim et1,where	(t)isthewave

function oftheparticle.Atatim et2 > t2 thetwowavepacketswillbe�(t2):= U(t2� t1)�

and �? (t2) := U(t2 � t1)�? ,where U(t) is the unitary tim e evolution operator. The

requirem entthatthetwo wavepacketsarenon-overlapping atthetim est1 and t2 im plies

thatthereexisttwosubsets� 1 and � 2 ofthecon�guration spaceoftheparticlesuch that

� � E (�1)	(t1) and U(t2 � t1)� � E (�2)	(t2); (23)

10



where E (� )is the projection-valued m easure on the con�guration space ofthe particle.

Thesets� 1 and � 2 can beconsidered asthesupportsof� and U(t2 � t1)� respectively.

Theconditions(23)can becom bined to givethecondition

U(t2 � t1)E (� 1)	(t1)� E (�2)	(t2): (24)

This reasoning can also be reversed: given two subsets � 1 and � 2 satisfying condition

(24),thewavepacket� := E (� 1)	(t1)satis�estheconditionsof(23).

Thereforethecondition jjE (� 2)	(t2)� U(t2 � t1)E (� 1)	(t1)jj� 0,properly norm al-

ized,im plies that a trajectory belonging to (t1;� 1) also belongs (alm ost certainly) to

(t2;� 2),and vice-versa,i.e.thatthetwo s-sets(t1;� 1)and (t2;� 2)arem utually typical.

Thisresultwillbeform alized in thenextsubsections.

4.3 Q uantum typicality functions

Considerthespace(M T;S),and assum easusualthata norm alized universalwavefunc-

tion 	(t)= U(t)	 0 isgiven.In orderto sim plify the notation,given S = (t;�)2 S,let

S	 0 denotethestateU
y(t)E (�)U(t)	 0.

Letusde�nethequantum m utualtypicality function as

m 	 (S1;S2):=
jjS1	 0 � S2	 0jj

2

m axfjjS1	 0jj
2;jjS2	 0jj

2g
: (25)

An explicitexpression for(25)is

m 	 (S1;S2)=
jjE (� 2)	(t2)� U(t2 � t1)E (� 1)	(t1)jj

2

m axfjjE (� 1)	(t1)jj
2;jjE (� 2)	(t2)jj

2g
; (26)

another possibility being the sam e expression with 1 and 2 interchanged. Thus we see

thatthede�nition (25)correspondsto thetypicality function introduced in theprevious

subsection.Notethatm 	 isde�ned onS� S andnoton�(S)� �(S),asintheprobabilistic

case.Heretoothechosen norm alization factorism axfjjS1	 0jj
2;jjS2	 0jj

2g.Otherpossible

norm alizationfactorsarede�ned analogouslytotheprobabilisticcase,and theinequalities

(18)becom e

m
1

	
� m

2

	
� m

3

	
�

m 1
	

�

1�
q

m 1
	

�2 � 2m1
	
for m

1

	
� 0:08; (27)

in such a way that,also in the quantum case,the di�erent norm alization factors are

equivalentin thetypicality regim e.

Fortwo equaltim es-setsS1 = (t;� 1)and S2 = (t;� 2),thefunction m 	 becom es

m 	 (S1;S2)=
jjE (� 14 � 2)	(t)jj

2

m axfjjE (� 1)	(t)jj
2;jjE (� 2)	(t)jj

2g
; (28)

11



which istheprobabilisticm utualtypicalityfunction derivingfrom theprobabilitym easure

jjE (� )	(t)jj2.

In order to interpret (25) as a function de�ning typicality,one m ust postulate the

following

Q uantum Typicality R ule:

m 	 (S1;S2)� 1) S1andS2arem utually typical: (29)

There isa strong analogy between thisrule and the Born rule,aswe willsee betterat

theend ofthissection.Them ain consequence ofthequantum typicality ruleisthatthe

typicaltrajectoriesoftheuniverse follow thebranchesoftheuniversalwave function,as

we willsee in section 4.6. Anotherway to look atthisrule isrelated to inform ation: if

m 	 (S1;S2)� 1,theinform ation thatthetrajectory oftheuniversewasinside� 1 atthe

tim et1 isnotlostatthetim et2.

By analogy with equation (19),wede�nethequantum absolute typicality function as:

a	 (S):= m 	 (S;M
T)= jjS	 0 � 	0jj

2 = jjE (�)	(t)jj 2
: (30)

Notethat(30)isequalto theprobabilisticabsolutetypicality function deriving from the

probability m easurejjE (� )	(t)jj2.

As to the quantum relative typicality function r	 (S1jS2) := m 	 (S1 \ S2;S2),since

S1 \ S2 2 S only ifS1 and S2 areequaltim es-sets,itisde�ned only in thatcase.Thus,

given S1 = (t;� 1)and S2 = (t;� 2)wehave:

r	 (S1jS2):= m 	 (S1 \ S2;S2)=
jj(t;� 1 \ � 2)	 0 � S2	 0jj

2

jjS2	 0jj
2

=
jjE (� 2 n� 1)	(t)jj

2

jjE (� 2)	(t)jj
2

: (31)

Again,forequaltim e s-sets,r	 isequalto the probabilistic relative typicality function

deriving from jjE (� )	(t)jj2.

Even ifthequantum form alism doesnotallow directlyde�ningr	 (S1jS2)when t1 6= t2,

itispossibletoprovideanindirectde�nition forsuch afunction.Considerthelowerbound

inf
� 2B

jjS1	 0 � (t2;�)	 0jj= inf
� 2B

jjE (�)	(t 2)� U(t2 � t1)E (� 1)	(t1)jj: (32)

Itisa m inim um ,and thenaturalset ~� corresponding to them inim um is

~�= fx 2 M :jhxj	(t 2)ij
2
< 2Reh	(t2)jxihxjU(t2 � t1)E (� 1)j	(t1)ig: (33)

Thiscan be seen by inserting theidentity I =
R
jxidxhxjinto the scalarproducts.Thus

wecan de�ner	 (S1jS2)as:

r	 (S1jS2):= m axfm 	 [S2 \ (t2;~�);S 2];m 	 [S1;(t2;~�)]g: (34)

Ifr	 (S1jS2) � 1,both functions in the right hand m em ber of(34) are � 1. Thus,

according to the�rstterm ,theoverwhelm ing m ajority ofthetrajectoriesofS2 belong to

12



(t2;~�),and according to the second term the overwhelm ing m ajority ofthe trajectories

of(t2;~�) belong to S 1. As a consequence,S1 is typicalrelative to S2. Note however

thatthis function m ay failto work when jjS2	 0jjistoo sm all,thatiswhen jjS2	 0jj�

jjS1	 0 � (t2;~�)	 0jj.

Thequantum m utualtypicality m easure�	 isde�ned analogously to (22):

�	 (S1;S2):=
2jReh	 0jS1S2j	 0ij

jjS1	 0jj
2 + jjS2	 0jj

2
=

�
�
�
�
�
1�

jjS1	 0 � S2	 0jj
2

jjS1	 0jj
2 + jjS2	 0jj

2

�
�
�
�
�
: (35)

W e have: 0 � �	 (S1;S2)� 1;�	 (S1;S2)= 0 i� Reh	 0jS1S2j	 0i= 0;�	 (S1;S2)= 1 i�

S1	 0 = S2	 0;�	 (S1;S2)� 1, m	 (S1;S2)� 1.

W ith respectto typicality,thequantum typicality ruleplaysthesam econceptualrole

thattheBorn ruleplayswith respecttoprobability.Actually,thequantum typicality rule

istheextension tounequaltim es-setsoftheBorn rulein thetypicalityregim e.Indeed,for

equaltim es-sets,allthequantum typicality functions,nam ely (28),(30),(31),have the

sam e form and the sam e m eaning ofthe corresponding probabilistic typicality functions

obtained from theBorn rule,i.e.assum ingthatjjE (� )	(t)jj2 isaprobability m easure.On

the contrary the Born rule hasnothing to say aboutthe m utualtypicality ofnon equal

tim es-sets.Actually,onecould try to de�nem utualtypicality by m eansofan expression

ofthetype:

m 	 (S1;S2):=
jjE (� 2)U(t2 � t1)E (� 1)	(t1)jj

2

jjE (� 1)	(t1)jj
2

+
jjE (� 1)U(t1 � t2)E (� 2)	(t2)jj

2

jjE (� 2)	(t2)jj
2

:(36)

According to the Born rule,ift2 � t1,the �rstterm isthe probability thata trajectory

belongingto� 1 atthetim et1 belongsto� 2 atthetim et2.By assum ing asortofreverse

Born rule,thesam em eaning(with 1and 2interchanged)can begiven tothesecond term .

However,thisde�nition issurely lessnaturaland m orecom plex than de�nition (25).

Onelastrem ark aboutthede�nition ofthequantum typicality function m 	 :Dueto

the vagueness ofthe notion oftypicality,the set function M 	 (S1;S2) :=
q

m 	 (S1;S2)

could also be a possible de�nition forthe m utualtypicality function.The de�nition m 	

hastheadvantagethat,forequaltim es-sets,itreducestothetypicality function deriving

from the Born rule. On the otherhand,the de�nition M 	 hasthe advantage thatthe

proofofsom econsistency conditionsism oresim ple,dueto thefactthatjjS1	 0 � S2	 0jj

isa distance. Furtherstudiesm ay suggestadopting M 	 instead ofm 	 asthe de�nition

ofthequantum m utualtypicality function.

4.4 Typicality function and non-overlapping wave packets

In thissubsection westudy theconnection between thequantum m utualtypicality func-

tion and the non-overlapping property ofthe wave packets. Dueto the spreading ofthe

wave packets,such a property m ust be considered in an approxim ate way;appropriate

m athem aticaltoolswillbedeveloped to thispurpose.
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Given a state� 2 L2(M ),wesay that�2 B isa supportfor� if

jj� � E (�)�jj2

jj�jj2
� 1: (37)

The overlapping degree oftwo states�1;�2 2 L2(M )can be expressed by the following

overlapping m easure:

w(�1;�2):= inf
� 2B

jjE (�)� 1jj
2 + jjE (�)� 2jj

2

m infjj�1jj
2;jj�2jj

2g
=

R
m infj�1(x)j

2;j�2(x)j
2gdx

m infjj�1jj
2;jj�2jj

2g
: (38)

Notethat

jjE (�)� 1jj
2 + jjE (�)� 2jj

2 = jjE (�)� 1 � E (�)�2jj
2 = jj�1 � E (�)(�1 + �2)jj

2
:

W e have 0 � w(�1;�2) � 1;w(�1;�2) = 0 i� �1(x)�2(x) = 0 alm ost everywhere,and

w(�1;�2)= 1 i� j�1(x)j� j�2(x)jorj�1(x)j� j�2(x)jalm osteverywhere.Theexpression

ofthelowerbound (38)assum esitsm inim um valuefortheset

~�:= fx 2 M :j� 1(x)j> j�2(x)jg: (39)

Ifw(�1;�2)� 1 than �1 and �2 adm itdisjoined supports,and thereforewesay thatthey

arenon-overlapping.

Letusstudynow thewavepacketsoftheuniversalwavefunction.Given an s-setsS1 =

(t1;� 1),with jjS1	 0jj
2 � 1=2,letusconsiderthestatesU(t2)S1	 0 = U(t2� t1)E (� 1)	(t1)

and U(t2)�S1	 0 = 	(t2)� U(t2)S1	 0.Theoverlapping m easureofthetwo statesis:

w[U(t2)S1	 0;U(t2)�S1	 0]=
inf� 2

jjS1	 0 � S2	 0jj
2

jjS1	 0jj
2

=
jjS1	 0 � (t2;~� 2)	 0jj

2

jjS1	 0jj
2

; (40)

whereS2 = (t2;� 2),and

~� 2 := fx 2 M :jhxj	(t2)ij
2
< 2Reh	(t2)jxihxjU(t2)S1j	 0ig: (41)

From (40)weobtain thefollowing inequalities:

inf
� 2

m 	 (S1;S2)� w[U(t2)S1	 0;U(t2)�S1	 0]� inf
� 2

m
3

	 (S1;S2); (42)

where

m
3

	
(S1;S2):=

jjS1	 0 � S2	 0jj
2

m infjjS1	 0jj
2;jjS2	 0jj

2g
:

M oreover,wehave

jjU(t2)S1	 0 � E (�2)U(t2)S1	 0jj
2

jjS1	 0jj
2

� m
3

	 (S1;S2): (43)
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Since m 3
	 (S1;S2)� 1 , m 	 (S1;S2)� 1 (inequalities (27)),from the inequalities (42)

and (43)weobtain theim plications

w(U(t2)S1	 0;U(t2)�S1	 0)� 1, inf
� 2

m 	 (S1;S2)� 1; (44)

m 	 (S1;S2)� 1) � 2 isa supportofU(t2)S1	 0; (45)

which express the relationship between the typicality function and the overlapping of

the wave packets. In words, the �rst im plication states that if there exists � 2 such

that m 	 (S1;S2) � 1,than the two wave packets U(t2)S1	 0 and U(t2)�S1	 0 are non-

overlapping,and vice-versa.

4.5 A sym ptotic extension

Itispossibletoextend thequantum typicality ruleand therelated form alism tothelim it

t= 1 .

Given a trajectory � 2 M T,thelim it

v
+ (�):= lim

t! + 1

�(t)

t
; (46)

ifthisexists,isreferred toastheasym ptoticvelocityof�.Forinstance,underverygeneral

assum ptionsfortheHam iltonian,onecan provethatthetrajectoriesofaclassicalsystem

adm it an asym ptotic velocity [7],p. 245. Let ~M T denote the subset ofM T com posed

ofthetrajectoriesadm itting theasym ptotic velocity.Given � v � R3N ,letusde�ne the

asym ptotics-set(1 ;� v)as

(1 ;� v):= f� 2 ~M T :v+ (�)2 � vg: (47)

LetA denote the classofasym ptotic s-sets,and letC := S [ A . W e replace the space

(M T;S)utilized in theprevioussection with thespace(~M T;C).W ith thisreplacem entwe

assum ethattheadm issibletrajectoriesoftheuniversem usthaveawellde�ned asym ptotic

velocity.

Astothequantum form alism ,undervery generalassum ption forthequantum Ham il-

tonian H ,thelim its

V
+

i := s� lim
t! + 1

V
t
i := s� lim

t! + 1

U y(t)Q iU(t)

t
; for i= 1;:::;3N (48)

do exist,where Q i are the position operatorsforthe particles. The operatorsfV +

i g are

referred to astheasym ptotic velocity operators,and they com m ute with each othersand

with theHam iltonian [7],p.299.

Letusstudy thelim it(48).Fora singleparticlewhoseHam iltonian adm itsthewave

operator
+ ,wehave[7],p.166:

V
+ = 
+

P

m


y
+ ; (49)
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Considerhoweverthatthe asym ptotic velocity operatorsexisteven ifthewave operator

doesnotexist.Fora freeparticlewehaveV + = P=m .

LetE x,F
t
v and F

+
v denotethespectralfam iliesofQ,V tand V + respectively,and E (� ),

F t(� )and F+ (� )theirspectralm easures(forsim plicity,the coordinate-particle indicesi

areom itted here).From theequalities

Z

vdF
t
v =

Z
x

t
U
y(t)dE xU(t)=

Z

vU
y(t)dE vtU(t); (50)

we obtain F t
v = U y(t)E vtU(t),and F t(� v)= U y(t)E (t� v)U(t),where t� v := fvt2 M :

v 2 � vg. From the theory ofconvergence ofthe self-adjointoperators[16],if@� v does

notbelong to thepurepointspectrum ofV + ,oneobtains

s� lim
t! + 1

U
y(t)E (t� v)U(t)= s� lim

t! + 1
F
t(� v)= F

+ (� v): (51)

W ecan extend thequantum form alism oftheprevioussubsectionsto (~M T;C).Given

C 2 C,letusde�ne

C	 0 :=

*

U y(t)E (�)U(t)	 0 forC = (t;�)2 S;

F + (� v)	 0 forC = (1 ;� v)2 A :
(52)

In thisway,allthequantum typicality functionsand thequantum typicality rulecan be

extended to (~M T;C).Forinstance,given S 2 S and A = (1 ;� v)2 A ,ifm 	 (S;A)� 1

then the overwhelm ing m ajority ofthe trajectories belonging to S have an asym ptotic

velocity belonging to � v,and viceversa.

Theresultsobtained in subsection 4.4 relativeto thewavepacketU(t)S1	 0 also hold

fora wave packetofthe type U(t)C	 0,where C 2 C,and alwayswith jjC	 0jj
2 � 1=2.

M oreover,it is possible to calculate the lim it w[U(t)C	 0;U(t)�C	 0]for t ! +1 . Let

us consider indeed the lower bound inf� v
jjC	 0 � F+ (� v)	 0jj. The m inim um value is

reached fortheset

~� v := fv 2 R
3N :

X

�v

jhv;�vj	 0ij
2
<

X

�v

2Reh	 0j�v;vihv;�vjCj	 0ig; (53)

wherefj�v;vigisacom pletesetofgeneralized eigenvectorsoftheasym ptoticvelocities

(�v being the quantum num bers resolving the possible degeneracy ofthe eigenvalue v).

W ehave

lim
t! + 1

inf
�
jjC	 0 � (t;�)	 0jj= jjC	 0 � F

+ (~� v)	 0jj: (54)

Indeed inf� jjC	 0 � (t;�)	 0jj= inf� v
jjC	 0 � Ft(� v)	 0jj,and

�
�
�
�inf
� v

jjC	 0 � F
t(� v)	 0jj� jjC	0 � F

+ (~� v)	 0jj

�
�
�
��

inf
� v

jjF t(� v)	 0 � F
+ (~� v)	 0jj� jjFt(~� v)	 0 � F

+ (~� v)	 0jj! 0 for t! 1 :
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Thus

lim
t! + 1

w[U(t)C	 0;U(t)�C 	 0]=
jjC	 0 � F+ (~� v)	 0jj

2

jjC	 0jj
2

; (55)

and theequation (42)isvalid also atthetim et2 = +1 .In thiscasethesetS2 becom es

an asym ptotics-set.

4.6 Subtrees and branches

In thissection them athem aticalde�nitionsofsubtreesand branchesasnon-overlapping

partsoftheuniversalwave function aregiven.

Branches are present, in a m ore or less explicit m anner, in m any form ulations of

quantum m echanics,nam ely Bohm ian m echanics,the M any W orlds Interpretation [11,

10],the Consistent Histories form ulation ofquantum m echanics [13]and the theory of

decoherence [18]. The de�nition ofbranches as non-overlapping parts ofthe universal

wave function is present m ainly in the works connected with Bohm ian m echanics,for

instance [5,17,15,6]. According to these authors,during its evolution the universal

wave function splitsinto perm anently non-overlapping wave packets,forinstance in the

presence ofa m easurem ent. Thisprocessisalso called the e�ective collapse ofthe wave

function.Herea schem aticdescription oftheprocess.

Letussupposethatduring thetim einterval(t1;t2)a m easurem entwith two possible

outcom es is perform ed on a quantum system . At the tim e t1 the wave function ofthe

universe is ofthe form 	(t1) = (’+ + ’� )
 �0 
 	E (t1),where ’� are eigestates of

the quantum system corresponding to the m easured observable,�0 is the state ofthe

m easuring device before the m easurem ent,and 	 E (t1) is the state ofthe environm ent,

i.e.oftherestoftheuniverse.Atthetim et2,when them easurem enthasbeen justper-

form ed,theuniversalwavefunction isoftheform 	(t2)= (’+ 
 �+ + ’� 
 �� )
 	E (t2),

where �+ and �� are the states ofthe m easuring device which has recorded the re-

sults + and � respectively. Since �+ and �� represent the instrum ent with a pointer

in two m acroscopically distinctpositions,they are non-overlapping. The m easuring de-

vice unavoidably interactswith theenvironm ent;thus,ata subsequenttim e t3,we have

	(t3)= ’+ 
 �+ 
 	+E (t3)+ ’� 
 �� 
 	�E (t3),where	
+

E (t3)and 	
�
E (t3)arethestatesof

theenvironm entwhich haveinteracted with �+ and �� respectively.Itiseasy to accept

that	 +

E (t2)and 	
�
E (t2)areperm anently non-overlapping:rem em berthatitissu�cient

thata singleparticlehastwo di�erentpositionsin 	 +

E (t2)and 	
�
E (t2)in orderto guaran-

teethatthetwo statesarenon-overlapping.Ofcourse,thesplitting oftheuniversalwave

function in perm anently non-overlapping wavepacketsm ay occurin m any otherdi�erent

situations,non only during a m easurem ent.

Thisistheusualsem i-qualitativedescription ofthebranching processoftheuniversal

wavefunction.W eproposenow an explicitde�nition forthebranches,which isbased on

them athem aticalform alism developed in theprevioussections.

The �rst step is to de�ne the subtree-supports. W e say thatan s-set S1 = (t1;� 1)

is a (forward) subtree-supportifjjS1	 0jj
2 � 1=2,and m oreover the states U(t)S1	 0 =
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U(t� t1)E (� 1)	(t1)and U(t)�S1	 0 = 	(t)� U(t)S1	 0 arenon-overlapping fort� t1.In

m athem aticalterm s:

w[U(t)S1	 0;U(t)�S1	 0]� � � 1 for t� t1; (56)

wherew istheoverlappingm easurede�ned by(38).Given theabovede�nition ofsubtree-

support, it is naturalto de�ne a (forward) subtree as a m apping k : [t0;+1 ) ! B

satisfying thecondition

m 	 [K (t1);K (t2)]� � � 1 for t0 � t1;t2 < 1 ; (57)

where K (t):= (t;k(t))2 S. According to the im plications(44)and (45),thiscondition

guaranteesthatK (t)isa subtree-supportforevery t� t0,and that,fort1;t2 � t0,the

set k(t2) is a support ofthe state U(t2 � t1)E [k(t1)]	(t1). M oreover,according to the

quantum typicality rule,forany t1;t2 � t0 theoverwhelm ing m ajority ofthetrajectories

ofK (t1) also belong to K (t2),and vice-versa. Ifthe de�nition ofK (t) derived from a

m utualtypicality m easure ofprobabilistic nature,with a reasoning analogousto thatof

section 3 one could deduce thatforany tim e t1 � t0 and forthe overwhelm ing m ajority

ofthe tim es t2 � t0,the overwhelm ing m ajority ofthe trajectories belonging to K (t1)

also belong to K (t2). Arguably such a conclusion can be extended to the case in which

the typicality m easure isofa quantum nature,even ifthis extension would have to be

supported by furtherstudies on the interpretation oftypicality. The conclusion isthat

the trajectoriesofthe particlesfollow approxim ately the subtreesofthe universalwave

function.

It is usefulto introduce the notion ofasym ptotic subtree-support: we say that an

s-setS1 isan asym ptotic subtree-supportifthe statesU(t)S1	 0 and U(t)�S1	 0 are non-

overlapping atthetim et= +1 ,thatis:

lim
t! + 1

w[U(t)S1	 0;U(t)�S1	 0]� 1: (58)

Thereforethetwo statesm ay som etim esoverlap in thetim einterval(t1;1 );howeverthe

inform ation thatatthetim et1 thetrajectorywasin � 1 isnotlost,and itcan berecovered

at least at the tim e +1 . Ofcourse a subtree-support is also an asym ptotic subtree-

support,butthecontrary isnottrue.Considerforinstance a particle in onedim ension,

whoseinitialwavefunction 	 0 isthesum oftwo non-overlapping Gaussian wavepackets

�� ,with m ean positions� jx0jand m ean m om enta � jp0j.Thetwo wavepacketsm ovein

oppositedirections,overlap in theneighbourhood oftheorigin and then m ove away and

becom eperm anentlynon-overlapping.Thes-sets(0;R � )areasym ptoticsubtree-supports

butnotsubtree-supports.Thisexam pleallowsustoshow anim portantdi�erencebetween

the trajectories de�ned by the quantum typicality rule and those de�ned by Bohm ian

m echanics.SinceBohm ian trajectoriescannotcrosseach other,in thisexam pleBohm ian

trajectoriesbelonging forinstanceto (0;R � )\bounce" and belong to (t;R � )forevery t.

On theotherhand,according to thequantum typicality rule,theoverwhelm ing m ajority

ofthetrajectoriesbelonging to (0;R � )willbelong to (t;R + )aftera suitabletim et0.
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Anotherm eaningfulde�nition isthatofan irreducible subtree-support.W esay that

an s-setS = (t;�)isan irreduciblesubtree-supportifitisan asym ptoticsubtree-support,

and m oreover,forany otherasym ptoticsubtree-supportS0= (t;� 0)� S,wehave

m 	 (S;S
0)� 1 and

�L(�4 �
0)

m axf�L(�);� L(�
0)g

� 1; (59)

where �L isthe Lebesgue m easure on M . In words,S doesnot\properly" contain any

asym ptoticsubtree-support,and itsspatialextension isthem inim um extension com pat-

ible with being an asym ptotic subtree-support. The inform ation thatthe trajectory of

the universe isin som e propersubsetofan irreducible subtree-supportisdestined to be

lost,because aftera suitable tim ethereisno longerany spatialm easurem entwhich can

recover such inform ation. This is the case,for instance,with the two-slit experim ent,

in which the inform ation ofthe slitcrossed by the particle isde�nitively lostwhen the

two wave packetsem erging from theslitsoverlap and hitthescreen.Ifweassum e,asin

section 3.2,thatwhatcan be known isonly whatcan be rem em bered forever,then for

no observercan theknowledgeoftheposition ofthetrajectory oftheuniverseexceed the

knowledgerepresented by an irreduciblesubtree-support.

By using the relative typicality function (34) we can de�ne branches: a m apping

h :[t0;+1 )! B isabranchifjjH (t)	 0jj
2 � 1=2fort2 [t0;+1 ),whereH (t):= (t;h(t)),

and m oreover

r	 [H (t1)jH (t2)]� � � 1 for t0 � t1 � t2: (60)

Due to the structure ofr	 ,every s-setH (t)isalso a subtree-support. According to the

m eaning ofr	 ,thebrancheshavetherequired property relativeto typicality,i.e.t2 � t1

im pliesthatH (t1)istypicalrelativeto H (t2).

Two last rem arks. The de�nitions ofsubtrees and branches are vague,that is no

de�nitevaluefor� in (57)and (60)isgiven.M oreover,probablyitispossibletogiveother

equivalentde�nitionsforsuch entities. Howeverthisisnota problem ,because subtrees

and branches are notstructuralelem ents ofthisform ulation,butratherdescriptionsof

theinuenceoftheuniversalwavefunction on thetrajectories.Notethatthisisnotthe

case in the M any W orldsInterpretation,where the branches,i.e. the worlds,constitute

theprim itiveontologyofthatinterpretation,and thevaguenessoftheirde�nition issurely

a problem .

Since the overwhelm ing m ajority ofthe trajectories follow the branches ofthe uni-

versalwave function,thisform ulation ofquantum m echanicsexplainsthequasi-classical

m acroscopic evolution ofthe universe only ifthe universalwave function actually hasa

branch structure,and ifthe branches have a quasi-classicalstructure. Here we do not

facetheproblem ofproving this,and welim itourselvesto theargum entthattheEhren-

festtheorem and M ott’sanalysisofthecloud cham ber[14]should beim portanttoolsto

obtain m orerigorousresultsin thissense.
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4.7 O n the consistency ofthe quantum typicality rule

In orderto guaranteethatthequantum typicality ruleisconsistent,thequantum m utual

typicalityfunctionm ustreectthestructuralpropertiesofm utualtypicality.Forinstance,

we cannothave m 	 (S1;S2);m 	 (S
0
1
;S2)� 1 and S1 \ S0

1
= ; atthe sam e tim e. In this

subsection wepresentsom einequalitiessatis�ed bythequantum typicalityfunction,which

guaranteethatsom enaturalstructuralpropertiesofm utualtypicality aresatis�ed.

Forthem utualquantum typicality function m (in thissubsection thesubscript	 will

beom itted)wehavethefollowing inequalities:

m (S1;S3)� m
3(S1;S2)+ m

3(S2;S3)+ 2
q

m 3(S1;S2)m
3(S2;S3); (61)

m (S1 \ S
0
1;S2);m (S1 [ S

0
1;S2)� m

3(S1;S2)+ m
3(S0

1;S2); (62)

1� w(S;S0)�
1

2
m

3(S;S0); (63)

w(S2;S
0
2)� a

q

m (S1;S2)+ b

q

m (S0
1;S

0
2)+ cw(S1;S

0
1); (64)

where:S and S0in (63),and Si and S
0
i,i= 1;2;:::in (62)and (64)areequaltim es-sets;

a =
m axfjjS1	 0jj;jjS2	 0jjgjjS

0
2	 0jj

m infjjS2	 0jj
2;jjS0

2	 0jj
2g

; b=
m axfjjS0

1	 0jj;jjS
0
2	 0jjgjjS1	 0jj

m infjjS2	 0jj
2;jjS0

2	 0jj
2g

;

c=
m infjjS1	 0jj

2;jjS0
1
	 0jj

2g

m infjjS2	 0jj
2;jjS0

2	 0jj
2g
;

w(S;S0)isa shorthand notation forw[E (�)	(t);E (� 0)	(t)].Notethat

w(S;S0)=
jj(S \ S0)	 0jj

2

m infjjS	 0jj
2;jjS0	 0jj

2g
:

Proof.Theinequality(61)derivesfrom thetriangleinequalityjjS1	 0� S3	 0jj� jjS1	 0�

S2	 0jj+ jjS2	 0 � S3	 0jj.Inequalities(62)derive from theequality

jj(S1 [ S
0
1
)	 0 � S2	 0jj

2 + jj(S1 \ S
0
1
)	 0 � S2	 0jj

2 = jjS1	 0 � S2	 0jj
2 + jjS0

1
	 0 � S2	 0jj

2
:

Inequality (63)isstraightforward.Inequality (64)isobtained by applyingtheSchwarz

inequality to therighthand m em beroftheequation

h	 0jS2S
0
2
j	 0i= h	 0j(S2 � S1)S

0
2
+ S1(S

0
2
� S

0
1
)+ S1S

0
1
j	 0i;

and then slightly m anipulating.q.e.d.

From inequalities(61)to (64)weobtain thefollowing im plications:

m (S1;S2);m (S2;S3)� 1) m (S1;S3)� 1; (65)

m (S1;S2);m (S
0
1
;S2)� 1) m (S1 \ S

0
1
;S2);m (S1 [ S

0
1
;S2)� 1; (66)

m (S1;S2);m (S
0
1
;S2)� 1) 1� w(S1;S

0
1
)� 1; (67)

jjS1	 0jj
2 � jjS0

1
	 0jj

2 and
q

m (S1;S2);
q

m (S0
1;S

0
2);w(S1;S

0
1
)� 1) w(S2;S

0
2
)� 1;(68)
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where,given two positive num berc1 and c2,with c1 � c2 we m ean here that,if� � 1,

then (c1=c2)� � 1 and (c2=c1)� � 1 aswell.W esay thatc1 and c2 areofthesam eorder.

Notethatc1 � c2 im pliesc2=c1;c1=c2 � 1.

Im plications (65)to (67) can be deduced from inequalities (61) to (63)respectively

because m 3(S1;S2)� 1 , m (S1;S2)� 1 (im plication (67)also m ake use ofinequality

(61)).Im plication (68)derivesfrom inequality(64)duetothefactthata;b;c� 1.Indeed,

assum ethat
q

m (S1;S2);
q

m (S0
1;S

0
2)� � � 1,and considerforinstancea.W ehave:

a =
m axfjjS1	 0jj;jjS2	 0jjg

jjS2	 0jj
m in

(
jjS2	 0jj

jjS1	 0jj

jjS0
1	 0jj

jjS0
2	 0jj

jjS1	 0jj

jjS0
1	 0jj

;
jjS1	 0jj

jjS2	 0jj

jjS0
2	 0jj

jjS0
1	 0jj

jjS0
1	 0jj

jjS1	 0jj

)

:

W ehave

1� � �
m axfjjS1	 0jj;jjS2	 0jjg

jjS2	 0jj
;
jjS2	 0jj

jjS1	 0jj
;
jjS0

1
	 0jj

jjS0
2	 0jj

�
1

1� �
:

Thusa istheproductoffournum berswhich areoftheorderofunity,and thereforea is

also ofthesam eorder.

Im plication (67)guaranteesthattheexam ple discussed atthe beginning ofthissub-

section is satis�ed. Im plication (68) guarantees that,ifS1 and S0
1
are non-overlapping

subtreesupports,alsothesupportsoftheirsubtreesarenon-overlappingfort� t1.In fact

thisresultrequiresan assum ption ofthetype� � 1)
p
� � 1,which isnotcom pletely

satisfactory. Thisisdue to the factthatinequality (64)containsthe square rootofthe

typicality function.Hopefully furtherstudieswillallow usto �nd a betterinequality.

Itisobviousthattheresultsdiscussed in thissection only partially solvetheproblem

ofproving the consistency ofthe quantum typicality rule,for which a rigorous proof

rem ainsan open problem .

5 D iscussion and conclusion

W e have seen that the explanation ofthe observed phenom ena given by a path space

representing theuniverse (i.e.a setofpathswith a probability m easurede�ned on it)is

based on thede�nition of:(1)thetypicalcon�gurationsata�xed tim erelativetoasubset

ofthecon�guration space,which explain theresultsofstatisticalexperim entsand (2)the

branches,which explain theobservablestructureofthetrajectories,i.e.them acroscopic

evolution.Both thesenotionscan bederived by a relativetypicality function.

W ehavealso seen thatthequantum form alism can providesuch atypicality function,

withoutthe need ofan underlying probability m easure. Asa consequence,in place ofa

path space(M T;�),am oreeconom icm odelfortheuniverseisthepair(M T;	),where	

representsthe universalwave function,i.e.theinitialwave function 	 0 plustheunitary

tim eevolution operatorU(t)(thepossiblerequirem entforthetrajectoriesto havea well

de�ned asym ptoticvelocity isignored in thissection).In orderto m ake them odelm ore
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palatable,thesetM T could bereplaced by thesetM T
C ofthecontinuousfunctions,even

ifthisreplacem enthasno em piricalconsequence.

Itisnaturalto attribute to M T and 	 a m eaning analogousto thatofthe elem ents

M T and � ofa canonicalstochasticprocess.ThepresenceofM T endowsthem odelwith

ade�niteontology,and allowsustothink thattheparticlesoftheuniversefollow de�nite

trajectories,even ifthere are theoreticallim its to ourpossibility to know them . These

lim itsdepend on thepossibility ofrecording knowledge.On theotherhand,theuniversal

wavefunction 	 would haveto beconsidered som ething likea probability m easure,even

ifitcontainslessstructure than a probability m easure;nam ely,in place ofthe detailed

�nitedim ensionaldistributions,itprovidescorrelationsbetween two di�erenttim es-sets

in term sofm utualtypicality.Thesecorrelationsareexpressed by thequantum typicality

rule.Analogously to a canonicalstochasticprocess,thesetM T hasno em piricalcontent,

i.e.anyem piricalprediction provided by them odelcan bederived from theonlyuniversal

wave function. However,rem oving M T from the m odelforthis reason would not be a

good idea,in thesam eway in which rem oving M T from a canonicalstochasticprocessis

nota good idea.The presence ofM T giveslogicalcoherence to them odel;by rem oving

itonewould obtain theM any W orld Interpretation,with itswellknown conceptualand

interpretative problem s.

The form ulation of quantum m echanics proposed in this paper has the m erits of

Bohm ian m echanics,nam ely the solution ofthe m easurem ent problem ,the explanation

ofthe em ergence ofa classicalworld,and the presence ofa non-vagueontology.On the

otherhand,thisform ulation doesnotm akeuseoftheguidanceequation and oftherelated

trajectories,which,duetotheirnon-observability,aresourcesofm any controversies.One

can say thattheguidanceequation isreplaced by thequantum typicality rule.

In fact,whathasbeen argued in thispaperisthatthe pair(M T;	),togetherwith

the quantum typicality rule,can potentially explain the observed phenom ena,butithas

notbeen proved thatitactually explains them . In orderto prove this,one m ustprove

thatthe m odelgivesrise to (i)the expected resultsforthe statisticalexperim ents,and

(ii) to a quasi-classicalstructure for typicaltrajectories. As to the �rst request,m ost

ofthe work has already been done by proving the quantum equilibrium hypothesis [8].

Asto the second request,since typicaltrajectories follow the branches ofthe universal

wave function,one m ust prove that the universalwave function actually has a branch

structure,and thatthebrancheshaveaquasi-classicalstructure.W ehavenotconfronted

thisproblem in thispaper.
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