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Abstract:



In this paper, the relationship between the thermodynamic and historical arrows of time is studied. In the context of a simple combinatorial model, their definitions are made more precise and in particular strong versions (which are not compatible with time symmetric microscopic laws) and weak versions (which can be compatible with time symmetric microscopic laws) are given. This is part of a larger project that aims to explain the arrows as consequences of a common time symmetric principle in the set of all possible universes. However, even if we accept that both arrows may have the same origin, this does not imply that they are equivalent, and it is argued that there can be situations where one arrow may be well-defined but the other is not.
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1. Introduction


This paper is a part of a project that is aimed at an explanation of the asymmetry of time as a broken symmetry in the set of all possible universes; it can be that a definite direction of macroscopic time is simply, by far the most common situation, even if we consider both the underlying microscopic laws and the boundary conditions to be symmetric.



However, in the discussions related to this project, it has turned out that there is still a lot of confusion about the meaning of time asymmetry, and in particular as to whether different criteria for time asymmetry are equivalent or not.



This may not be strange in view of the fact that questions about time often involve statements about our universe that may be enormously complex. Nevertheless, it is a problem for the discussion.



In the following I will focus on the relation between two of the most important manifestations of time asymmetry: the thermodynamic and the historical arrows, rather than discussing the origin of time asymmetry in general. Hence, I have for most of this paper chosen to work within a framework that makes sense also for open universes, where the asymmetry is, so to speak, built in from the beginning. Still, to make the relationship to the general project clearer, a short description of the situation for closed universes, where the breaking of time symmetry is the main point, is given in Section 10.



There have been many attempts to investigate time asymmetry in the context of specific theories (see e.g., [1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9]). Here the method of attack is in a sense the opposite one—to create an extremely simple framework, where the different arrows of time can be viewed as consequences of very fundamental statistical principles, rather than as, e.g., quantum phenomena.



In this paper, each possible universe is considered as a path in the graph of all possible states. This model is clearly a very crude one, but it is my hope that it is in fact an abstraction on the right level for an understanding of at least some of the main aspects of the asymmetry of time.




2. Historical Background


Time’s Arrow is the name coined by Eddington [10] to indicate the direction from the past towards the future. However, how do we know in what direction it points? Or in other words, what is it that makes the future different from the past? There are several different answers, or “Arrows”, i.e., ways to distinguish the past and future, that have been proposed. According to the article by Hartle and Gellmann in [8] (see also Zeh [9]), there are at least six or seven different arrows.



The most common ones are perhaps



The Thermodynamic Arrow:

The future is the direction of time in which entropy increases.





The arrow defined by the increase of entropy essentially goes back to Boltzmann [11] (although the name came later).



The Psychological Arrow:

The past is the direction of time in which we can remember, as opposed to the future which we can not remember.





Since the psychological arrow is based on human intuition and our ability to remember, it is in essence probably as old as our ability to think about time at all. However, at the same time, involving human psychology obviously leads to problems in a scientific discussion. A slight modification of the psychological arrow is



The Historical Arrow:

The past is the direction of time in which there is a history.





Here all direct references to human psychology are gone, since we can in principle imagine history without any experiencing subject. Still, it is unclear exactly what “history” should mean. I will come back to this question in Section 3.



Another example is the Cosmological Arrow, which points in the direction in which the universe expands. It has the property that it is well-defined even in the very early history of the universe, where it is not obvious that the other arrows make sense. There is a long going discussion about the relation between the cosmological arrow and the thermodynamic arrow (see [12,13,14]. For a somewhat more recent account, see [7]).



All of the above arrows are, to their nature, macroscopic concepts. When we study microscopic situations, they loose their meaning. A possible exception to this could be “the Decoherence Arrow”, which, in a sense, can be observed on the microscopic level [9]. There does not appear to be any consensus in the scientific community as to whether this truly is a microscopic arrow, or if it just reflects our well-known ability to choose very exceptional initial states for our experiments.



It is an important dividing line between different kinds of explanations of the asymmetry, whether or not we assume that, on the microscopic level, the laws of physics are essentially time-symmetric (time development is unitary). If (essentially) every development on the micro level, which is possible in one direction of time, is also possible in the other, then we can not really use microscopic laws to distinguish between the future and the past. Time symmetry on the micro level is essential for the approach that this paper is a part of. For an interesting discussion of the opposite approach, where rather non-unitarity itself is taken as the starting point, see [15] (and further references given there).



Are the different arrows equivalent? In other words, will they always point in the same direction in any physical situation? If so, why? If not, under what circumstances may they fail to coincide? These are very complicated questions, and I will in the following restrict myself to a few aspects, mainly concerning the thermodynamic and the historical arrows.




3. Conceptual Problems


The thermodynamic arrow is very intimately connected with the second law of thermodynamics. This second law, it was once argued by Eddington ([10], p. 74), is the most unquestionable law of physics that we have. In view of more recent research, this statement may have been somewhat over exaggerated (see e.g., [16]). Nevertheless, under most ordinary circumstances, we have a good understanding of how entropy should be computed, at least in principle.



However, the situation becomes more complicated if we turn to cosmology and try to consider the entropy of the whole universe. In particular, different generalizations of the usual concept of entropy can give different results, depending on whether we use classical physics or quantum physics and on how the expansion of the universe is taken into account. In fact, without pushing the analogy too far, the situation is to a certain extent similar to the problems with the first law of thermodynamics, where (gravitational) energy under normal circumstances is a well understood concept, but where it becomes problematic to define it for the universe as a whole.



There is also a problem with the concept of time itself, as was already noted by Augustinus (“What, then, is time? If no one ask of me, I know; if I wish to explain to him who asks, I know not.” (From Confessiones)). As long as we do not fully understand what time is, it is easy to commit errors when discussing time’s arrow. For a discussion of these matters, see [17].



As already mentioned in Section 2, the meaning of the historical arrow is not at all clear from the beginning, and hence it must be made more precise before we can go further. A possible starting point is that in quantum physics, there are many phenomena that are genuinely unpredictable, e.g., the future decay of a neutron. Although the probability for such a decay can be well predicted by quantum mechanics, the consequences of the decay tend to be chaotic and may hence lead to completely different futures within a comparatively short time. On the other hand, the past always seems to be well-defined, at least if we avoid questions on the micro level like “which slit did the photon pass through?”.



Hence, a possible way of making the historical arrow more precise would be:



The Historical Arrow:

The past is the direction of time in which the development that we observe is uniquely determined, whereas the future is the direction in which the development is not uniquely determined.





Several alternative names for this arrow would be possible, each with its own merits and drawbacks. One possible choice would be the “The Determinedness Arrow”. In fact, the “historical arrow” has already been used with a slightly different meaning (see e.g., [18]).



The historical arrow is also very closely connected with the multiple history view of the world, where different possible futures are considered to be equally real. As will be further discussed below, the historical arrow can be viewed as a kind of combinatorial property of the multiverse.



Finally, there is a problem with the concept of “states”. To say that the future is not unique means that the state we experience right now can give rise to different states in the future. However, exactly what is a “state”? Quantum mechanics is a completely deterministic theory in the sense that the Schrödinger equation for the wave function can be solved uniquely both backwards and forwards in time. In particular, time development gives an isomorphism between the quantum states at any two different moments of time.



However, the problem is that, if interpreted in the usual quantum mechanical way, the different futures that may result from what we experience now are all governed by the same wave function, which we can never fully describe. Therefore, the macroscopic “states” that we observe are quite different from ordinary quantum mechanical states. In particular, time development does not give an isomorphism between these states at two different moments of time, and it is quite possible to imagine all possible developments as starting from just one single state at the Big Bang.



To try to solve all these conceptual problems at the same time would, in my opinion, simply be to ask too much. In this paper, I will instead choose a different path. By considering a very simplified model for the multiverse, most of the above problems can be avoided, and the different arrows can then be investigated by very simple mathematical methods. It is, of course, not evident that such a model will give the right solution to the riddle of time’s arrow. However, it does give a conceptual framework where the arrows can be well understood.




4. The Combinatorial Multiverse


Presently, the two most common interpretations of quantum mechanics are the Copenhagen interpretation and the multiverse interpretation. Both of them have been promoted and criticized for various reasons, a discussion that I do not want to enter here.



Still, the underlying perspective in this paper is essentially the “democracy of all histories” perspective, even if it may differ somewhat from the usual Everett interpretation [19]. All possible developments starting from the Big Bang are considered on equal terms. The point is that the set of all such developments form a completely deterministic mathematical structure with its own deterministic laws. Thus, we can create models for this set (“the multiverse”), which can be studied in their own right. And it may then be the free metaphysical choice of the reader whether or not to give our own present development a special ontological status (at the price of introducing a stochastic point of view).



In the following, each possible universe will be viewed as a path in a huge graph. Time will be assumed to be discrete and, choosing appropriate units and simplifying somewhat, we may take the moments of time to be the (positive) integers.



For each moment t during the life span I of the multiverse, we let [image: there is no content] denote the set of all possible states, and the totality of all states will then be denoted by


[image: there is no content]



(1)




ℵ can be thought of as a kind of “super-space” in the original sense of Wheeler [20]. In the following, the sets [image: there is no content] will always be finite for a given t. This is not a necessary assumption, but for obvious reasons it simplifies the probabilistic treatment. As for the interval I, it may be finite or infinite, corresponding to closed and open universes. In view of the enormous complexity of this ℵ, it is necessary to make drastic simplifications, and the main idea of the model in this paper is to suppress all dynamical properties except for entropy.



According to Boltzmann, the total entropy of a certain macro-state at a certain time is given by


[image: there is no content]



(2)




or inversely


Ω=WS,withW=e1/kB,



(3)




where [image: there is no content] denotes the number of corresponding micro-states, and [image: there is no content] is Boltzmann’s constant. Although this formula was derived under quite special circumstances, it is generally agreed to contain an almost universal truth about nature. In particular, I will, in the following, take for granted that the total number of possible (micro-)states of a universe, with a given entropy S at a particular moment of time, is an exponential function of the total entropy as in (3).



In the discussion below, macro-states will play no role at all. Therefore, I will drop the prefix micro- and just write “state” instead of “micro-state” from now on.



Remark 1.

If the total number of states is finite, then the assumption, about the exponential dependence of the number of states as a function of entropy, can of course only hold true as long as the entropy is not near to becoming maximal. However, we are not there yet, and according to [21,22], it would take a very long time indeed for our universe to reach such a state.





It is not a all evident that W should be considered to be independent of t. In fact, this is a situation where it does matter how we generalize the concept of entropy to the universe as a whole; according to (3), the dependence of W on t is directly related to how we measure entropy. In particular, it should be made clear how the expansion of the universe in itself contributes to the growth of entropy. Fortunately for this paper, such a dependence of W on t would only have a minor influence on the ideas in the following, therefore I will, for simplicity, assume W to be constant. It is however possible that a more complicated behavior of W, e.g., near the Big Bang or a possible Big Crunch, could have interesting consequences.



As for the starting point itself at time [image: there is no content] (the Big Bang), I will simply assume that [image: there is no content] consists of just one state with zero entropy, i.e., that every universe starts from a completely ordered state (of zero volume). (If we consider a closed multiverse, there should of course be a similar condition at the right end).



It is also necessary to specify the dynamics of the model. For a given state at a given moment of time t, the dynamical laws will only permit transitions to a very limited number of states at the next moment of time. Needless to say, in reality, the laws of quantum mechanics make no absolute distinction between possible and impossible transitions, but for the purpose of this paper, I will still make this simplifying assumption.



In the combinatorial model under study here, this corresponds to specifying the edges between states at adjacent moments of time; the presence of an edge between the states indicates that the transition is possible, and the absence of such an edge indicates that the corresponding transition is not possible. In this way, ℵ now becomes a graph.



Putting everything together, we arrive at:



Definition 1.

A universe [image: there is no content] is a path in the graph ℵ, i.e., a chain of states (one state [image: there is no content] for each moment of time t), with the property that the transition between adjacent states is always possible.





Definition 2.

The multiverse M is the set of all possible universes Ξ in the sense of Definition 1.






5. The Strong Arrows of Time in the Combinatorial Multiverse


In the simple context of the previous section, we can now interpret different arrows as different dynamical properties of the multiverse.



The Strong Thermodynamic Arrow:

A model for the multiverse is said to possess a strong (forward) thermodynamic arrow on the interval [image: there is no content] if whenever an edge connects a state [image: there is no content] at time t to a state [image: there is no content] at time [image: there is no content], where [image: there is no content], the entropy of [image: there is no content] is strictly larger than the entropy of [image: there is no content].





The Strong Historical Arrow:

A model for the multiverse is said to possess a strong (forward) historical arrow on the interval [image: there is no content] if for every state [image: there is no content] at time t∈]0,N[, there is at most one edge leading to a state at time [image: there is no content], but strictly more than one edge leading to states at time [image: there is no content].





Note that in a closed model for the multiverse, including a Big Crunch, there are obvious analogous definitions of backwards arrows.



Let us also note that the strong arrows are not compatible with completely time-symmetric laws on the micro level. In fact, no development would be time reversible in the presence of the strong arrows. Consequently, if we want to argue in favor of a strong arrow it also means that we consider time asymmetry to be built into the dynamics itself.




6. The Weak Arrows of Time in the Combinatorial Multiverse


One obvious conclusion from the previous section is that if we do believe that the dynamics are essentially time symmetric, then we must look for other weaker ways to define the arrows.



A possible way to proceed is to consider the multiverse as a probability space and argue that universes that possess arrows are far more likely than those without. In this section, the probability measure on ℵ will be the simplest possible one: each universe is given the same probability weight.



The Weak Thermodynamic Arrow:

A model for the multiverse is said to possess a weak (forward) thermodynamic arrow on the interval [image: there is no content], if the total probability of all universes with monotonically increasing entropy is very close to one.





The Weak Historical Arrow:

A model for the multiverse is said to possess a weak (forward) historical arrow on the interval [image: there is no content], if the total probability of all universes where at each moment of time, the history is unique but the future is not unique, is very close to one.





In other words, no other universe will pass through any of the states [image: there is no content] for [image: there is no content], but for any [image: there is no content], [image: there is no content], there will be at least one more universe that agrees with the given one up to [image: there is no content], but differs from it at time [image: there is no content].



Again, in a closed model for the multiverse, there are obvious analogous definitions of backwards arrows.



In order to make the above definitions precise, we have to give an exact meaning to the expression “very close to”. The most rigorous way would be to deal with the limit case where the interval of time, the number of states, etc. tend to infinity, in very much the same way as, e.g., phase transitions in statistical mechanics can be defined in terms of “thermodynamic limits” (see, e.g., Ruelle [23]).



However, in order not to make the discussion more technical than necessary, I will, in the next section, only discuss an explicit simple model for the dynamics of the multiverse. The main point is that, as opposed to the case with the strong arrows in Section 5, this kind of essentially time-symmetric dynamics may, in a certain sense, be compatible with the weak arrows as defined above, see the discussion in Section 8.




7. Symmetric Boltzmann Dynamics


The Symmetric Dynamic Principle (SDP):

For any state [image: there is no content] at time t with entropy S (with obvious modifications at the end point(s)), there are exactly K edges connecting [image: there is no content] to different states at time [image: there is no content] with entropy [image: there is no content], and these will be chosen completely at random among such states. Similarly, there will be exactly the same number K of edges connecting [image: there is no content] to different states at time [image: there is no content] with entropy [image: there is no content].





Note that all edges in the model are defined in this way: in particular, passage from one state to another along such an edge will always change the entropy by [image: there is no content].



This Principle is very closely related to Boltzmann’s ingenious idea that the second law of thermodynamics is a manifestation of the fact that our universe develops from less probable to more probable states. However, the point is: now the formulation is time symmetric.



Remark 2.

If the multiverse itself is a completely deterministic structure, why should we appeal to randomness in the SDP above? The answer is that randomness is just a way to simulate a much more complex dynamical behavior and at the same time it makes computing much easier. In a more realistic approach based on, say, the Schrödinger equation, no such random choice would be necessary, but on the other hand the computational difficulties would rapidly become enormous.



Clearly, the assumption that the edges from a given state are chosen completely at random is a very coarse one, which can not possibly give an accurate explanation of any kind of detailed behavior of the multiverse.





In the following, it is important that W in (3) is much larger than the K in the SDP. In other words,


[image: there is no content]



(4)




will always be a very small number.



Observation 1.

In particular, this means that among all states with entropy S at a certain moment of time t, only a minor fraction can be reached from states with lower entropy at times [image: there is no content] or [image: there is no content]. In other words, only comparatively few states [image: there is no content] have edges connecting to states with lower entropy in any of the two directions of time. Actually, the small number δ can be interpreted as an upper bound for the probability of randomly chosen states with entropy S at time t to have an edge connecting it to a state at time [image: there is no content] (or [image: there is no content]) with entropy [image: there is no content]. In fact, starting from the states at time [image: there is no content], we know from (3) that there are [image: there is no content] of them, and according to the SDP each of these can connect to K states with entropy S at time t. We conclude that at most [image: there is no content] states among the [image: there is no content] states with entropy S at time t can connect to the given states at time [image: there is no content] with entropy [image: there is no content], which gives the probability


[image: there is no content]



(5)




(note the “at most”, since some of the edges may connect to the same state at time t). An example of this situation, with very small values of W, K and S, is given in Figure 1.

Figure 1. This picture illustrates Observation 1 with [image: there is no content] and [image: there is no content]. The state P at time [image: there is no content] with entropy [image: there is no content] connects to 3 states with [image: there is no content] at time [image: there is no content] and equally many at time [image: there is no content]. However, there is no edge connecting to the (in this case) unique state with [image: there is no content] at time [image: there is no content] and only one edge connecting to the unique state with [image: there is no content] at time [image: there is no content].



[image: Entropy 19 00455 g001]










8. The Weak Arrows in the Combinatorial Multiverse


Using statistical reasoning, it is now not difficult to estimate the number of universes with monotonic/non-monotonic behavior of the entropy.



Starting from the unique state with entropy [image: there is no content] at the Big Bang, there are, after one unit of time, K accessible states with [image: there is no content]. After two units of time there are [image: there is no content] different paths leading to states with [image: there is no content], and so on. Hence, after N units of time, there are [image: there is no content] different paths (universes) with [image: there is no content], and these are clearly exactly the ones with monotonically increasing entropy.



On the other hand, the number of universes with non-monotonic entropy can be estimated as follows. If the entropy is non-monotonic, then at k moments of time the entropy must instead decrease by one, where [image: there is no content]. This gives the following upper bound for the total number of such states (note that we get a strict inequality, since the requirement that [image: there is no content] restricts the number of possible combinations. For instance, [image: there is no content] is a necessary condition.)


[image: there is no content]



(6)







The ratio between the number of non-monotonic and monotonic universes p therefore satisfies


[image: there is no content]



(7)




(note that the ≈ in (6) is justified in this case). Hence, we arrive at the following



Claim 1.

In the limit [image: there is no content], the model exhibits a weak thermodynamic arrow.





If we instead turn to the historical arrow, then a corresponding argument may look as follows:



Arguing as above, we see that the number of possible universes up to time N is [image: there is no content]. The probability that a given universe [image: there is no content] does not have a unique history up to time N can be estimated by


[image: there is no content]



(8)




where [image: there is no content] is the probability that after k units of time there is another path from the Big Bang to the corresponding state of [image: there is no content]. This probability can clearly, using our statistical assumption, be estimated by [image: there is no content], since [image: there is no content] is the number of possible universes and [image: there is no content] is (approximately) the number of possible states at time k. Hence, we arrive at the expression


[image: there is no content]



(9)




which, since [image: there is no content], can be approximated by just the first term [image: there is no content]. Therefore, the probability q that a given universe has a non-unique history after N units of time satisfies


[image: there is no content]



(10)




which implies



Claim 2.

In the limit [image: there is no content], the model exhibits a weak historical arrow.






9. Discussion


In Section 8, I have discussed different criteria for the existence of weak thermodynamic and historical arrows in the combinatorial model, as expressed by Claims 1 and 2.



In particular, we see that the Symmetric Dynamic Principle implies the existence of both arrows if [image: there is no content].



The condition [image: there is no content] is an extremely natural one if we attempt to model a world similar to the one we know—without any condition of this kind, too many developments would be possible and the world would be quite chaotic.



Remark 3.

The condition [image: there is no content] is somewhat different. If N is too large, then, of course, sooner or later a violation of monotonicity will occur, simply because if we repeat any experiment sufficiently many times, even the most unlikely outcome will eventually occur. This does not necessarily imply anything essential about the second law.



In fact, in a more realistic model it may also be that the historical arrow will be violated if N is very large. The reason is that in the real world, the dynamics implied by the SDP are too simple—the chance that two universes will meet at a certain time is of course not independent of their previous histories. Rather, universes that separated not long ago will have greater chances to reunite. In fact, this may, in a sense, be essentially what happens in quantum physics where different developments do interact.



Nevertheless, it is the opinion of the author that these effects are secondary, and if we accept that our history is not nearly long enough for N to become comparable to W, then, to a first approximation, the Claims 1 and 2 really, in a certain sense, do offer an explanation to the question why we live in a world with both a thermodynamic and a historical arrow.





However, the fact that both arrows may be viewed as consequences of one and the same dynamic principle (in this case the Symmetric Dynamic Principle) does not necessarily imply that they are equivalent. So we must also ask ourselves if there can be situations where one of the arrows may fail to exist but the other is still well-defined?



The thermodynamic arrow may fail to exist if the system reaches a state of complete disorder, i.e., of maximal entropy. However, this does not imply that the historical arrow will disappear. In fact, if K is not too large, then even after maximal entropy has been reached there will be comparatively few possible universes, and the chance that two of them will ever meet at a single state may still be extremely small for the same reasons as in Claim 2.



In the other direction, as long as the condition [image: there is no content] is fulfilled, it does not seem to be possible to construct a model, based on the Symmetric Dynamic Principle, where the thermodynamic arrow is well-defined but the historical arrow has failed to exist. So in a certain sense, in the context of the present combinatorial model, it appears that the historical arrow may in a sense be more general than the thermodynamic arrow.



However, close to the Big Bang (and a possible Big Crunch), the situation may be quite different. In a situation where quantum effects may dominate the whole multiverse, it is not at all clear that the Symmetric Dynamic Principle or the thermodynamic and historical arrows will have any sensible interpretation at all. If they still have, it is not even clear that they could not point in different directions. In fact, even the strong arrows of Section 5 could in principle point in different directions if the dynamics are very special, although their definitions put very severe conditions on the length of a time interval with this property.



Thus, it is the opinion of the author that we must be very careful when presupposing any kind of arrow of time (except for the cosmological one) under such circumstances. This has little impact on the discussion of the open multiverse, which is the main theme in this paper, since it can be taken for granted that all universes will come out of these very first moments of time in states of very low entropy. However, the situation is quite different in the case of a closed multiverse, as will be discussed in the next section.




10. The Origin of Time’s Arrow in the Multiverse


In this section, I will make a digression from the main line of this paper to briefly describe how the SDP is related to the problem of time asymmetry in general. General references for this discussion are [24,25,26].



In the discussion of the two arrows in Section 9, we specifically studied universes starting from a low entropy Big Bang, thus in a sense already presuming a definite direction of time. On the other hand, the future of the multiverse was, so to speak, left open.



However, what happens in a closed multiverse with finite volume and with a Big Bang in one end and a Big Crunch in the other? In the combinatorial framework of this paper, this means that every path (universe) must start and end at unique states with entropy zero. This is clearly not compatible with any of the arrows discussed in Section 5 and Section 6.



Can some conclusions still be drawn from the SDP? The point here is that, as was mentioned in Section 9, the physics of the very first (and last) moments of a real multiverse is very extreme, and we should be very careful about assuming anything at all about arrows, entropy, etc. In fact, when the size of space is extremely small and quantum phenomena dominate, then, in a sense, any kind of development is possible, although perhaps not all with the same probability.



When modeling such a multiverse combinatorically, it is reasonable to assume the SDP only during the “normal phase” in between, and to model the behavior near the end points in a very different, although of course still time symmetric, way. Without entering into the details about how this can be done (see [24,25,26]), let me note that with certain assumptions, it can be argued that a monotonic behavior of the entropy during the normal phase is far more likely than a behavior with low entropy at both ends. Since we obviously live in a universe with low entropy at one end, this offers an explanation of why the entropy should be high when we approach the other end. In other words, we should observe a thermodynamic arrow during the normal phase.



It is important to note, however, that the multiverse itself is still time symmetric. Even if all observers, who are after all confined to particular universes, observe thermodynamic arrows, there will be equally many universes where the corresponding arrows point in each of the two directions. In other words, in (almost) 50% of all universes, the arrow points in the same direction as in ours. However, it is equally true that in (almost) all of the other 50%, it points in the other direction. See Figure 2.


Figure 2. A schematic picture of the entropy as a function of time for four different universes in a small combinatorial multiverse. The blue graphs represent the highly probable asymmetric cases, whereas the red ones represent highly improbable cases with low entropy at both ends.



[image: Entropy 19 00455 g002]







11. Final Remark


In this paper, I have argued that in the setting of a simplified combinatorial multiverse, both the thermodynamic and the historical arrows can be viewed as consequences of essentially time symmetric dynamics, even if there may be situations where they behave differently.



However, it is also worth noting that there is another kind of difference between the two arrows. The thermodynamic arrow is an essentially classical phenomenon—if we just assume that a universe starts from a more or less randomly chosen low entropy state during the very first moments after the Big Bang, the following development towards higher and higher entropy was, in principle, already well understood by Boltzmann.



However, the historical arrow is of a different kind, in the sense that here quantum mechanics is essential. If we, e.g., study classical deterministic Newtonian mechanics, the definitions of the historical arrows make no sense at all. In the context of this paper, the condition [image: there is no content] is essential for the historical arrow even to have a meaning.



One should be careful about drawing too far reaching conclusions about this difference, in particular for the realistic dynamics of our own world. Nevertheless, it is an interesting property of the combinatorial model in this paper.
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