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Quantum Darwinism builds on decoher-
ence theory to explain the emergence of
classical behavior in a fundamentally quan-
tum universe. Within this framework we
prove two crucial insights about the emer-
gence of classical phenomenology, centered
around quantum discord as the measure
of quantumness of correlations. First, we
show that the so-called branching struc-
ture of the joint state of the system and
environment is the only one compatible
with zero discord. Second, we prove that
for small but nonzero discord and for good
but not perfect decoherence, the structure
of the globally pure state must be arbi-
trarily close to the branching form, with
each branch exhibiting low entanglement.
Our results significantly improve on previ-
ous bounds and reinforce the existing ev-
idence that this class of branching states
is the only one compatible with the emer-
gence of classical phenomenology, as de-
scribed by Quantum Darwinism.

Why does the world appear classical? De-
spite striking successes in describing our quantum
universe, understanding the quantum-to-classical
transition is still an enigma. The core issue orig-
inates in understanding the emergence of macro-
scopic, predominantly classical, behavior from
the specificity of microscopic quantum dynam-
ics. More than a century after its development,
quantum mechanics now offers a plethora of tech-
niques to exploit when probing the classical limit:
ℏ → 0 approaches (saddle point approximations
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in path-integrals and WKB theory), coherent
states, and high-temperature thermal states are
a few that come to mind.

More recently, the rise of quantum informa-
tion theory (QI), with its improved understand-
ing of exquisitely-quantum resources, including
entanglement and coherence, brought new con-
cepts and powerful technical tools into this mix.
Within the realm of equilibrium systems, notable
techniques that clarify such micro-to-macro con-
nections are found in the tools of quantum typi-
cality [1, 2, 3], large-deviations theory [4], and,
more generally, concentration of measure phe-
nomena [5]. Indeed, the problem of understand-
ing the emergence of thermal equilibrium in a
quantum system exhibits similarities to the is-
sue of understanding the emergence of classical-
ity. Both involve a large number of degrees of
freedom and macroscopic systems are, to a cer-
tain degree, both classical and thermal [6]. How-
ever, the perspectives target different questions:
a classical limit does not require equilibrium, but
it can support it.

Unequivocally, environment-induced decoher-
ence [7, 8] is now recognized as a necessary el-
ement in the complex mechanism that leads a
quantum system to hide its quantum-only nature
in favor of a classical phenomenology. Taking
one step further, Quantum Darwinism (QD) [9,
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22]
then recognizes the active role played by a struc-
tured, many-body environment in explaining the
emergence of classicality. In QD, the environ-
ment is understood as a communication channel,
through which one learns about components of
the world around us. The many-body nature of
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environments, therefore, becomes central, leading
to the conclusion that classical information about
pointer states is all that can be faithfully accessed
by the different parts of an environment probing
it. While the phenomenological picture of QD
enjoys empirical support [23, 24, 25], the many-
body nature of environments hinders our general
ability to uniquely pinpoint the structure of corre-
lations underlying the emergence of classical phe-
nomenology. Perhaps even more concerning is the
possible non-uniqueness of such a structure, al-
lowing for competing mechanisms to underlie the
quantum-to-classical transition. This article pro-
vides clear answers to both of these challenges.

To properly frame the problem recall that en-
tanglement, intended as a feature of a many-
body system, is dual to the concept of separable
states, intended as a specific structure of quan-
tum states. That is, zero entanglement uniquely
selects states that are separable. In more gen-
eral terms, there is a duality between requiring
that a given information-theoretic quantity has
a specific value and the structure of compatible
states. From this perspective, our work achieves
two goals: First, we show conceptual and practi-
cal relevance of the tools of Conditional Ensem-
bles (CE), especially within the larger effort to
characterize the structures of many-body quan-
tum states compatible with a given subsystem
phenomenology. Second, the intuition developed
through CE leads to a rigorous proof of the fol-
lowing: There is one and only one quantum-state
structure compatible with QD’s characterization
of classical behavior: singly-branching states (as
defined in Refs. [13, 14]). Hereafter, for simplic-
ity, we refer to these states as branching states.
Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the tools of
conditional ensembles are well-established in the
literature [26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31] and have found
importance in quantum thermodynamics and, in
particular, in quantum thermometry [32, 33, 34,
35, 36, 37, 38]. In the present paper, we show how
CE are informative tools in quantum foundations.

Our development is organized as follows. After
a brief overview of QD, that introduces notation,
we summarize CE’s basic notions, as detailed in
Refs. [39, 40, 41, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48] and
provide a geometric description for decoherence
in the pointer basis, centered around the notion
of conditional ensembles. We proceed to show
how this ensemble picture identifies the branching

form as the unique structure for the many-body
globally pure-state compatible with QD. We then
state the main result and sketch the proof, which
is detailed in the supplemental material. Finally,
we discuss the implications of our results and pro-
vide a few forward-looking conclusions.

Quantum Darwinism. QD posits a universe
comprised of a quantum system S of interest and
its surrounding environment E , jointly described
by a many-body pure state |ψSE⟩ evolving uni-
tarily. Classicality emerges in a two-step process.
(1) Einselection: the environment E decoheres
S’s state with only the pointer states surviving
[7, 8, 49]. (2) The pure state reaches a configu-
ration in which measurements on environmental
fragments reveal almost all the classical informa-
tion about S. In other words, when observers
make measurements on small fragments of E they
reach consensus regarding the classical informa-
tion inferred about S’s state.

“Classical plateau”

Figure 1: An observer extracts information from a quan-
tum system S embedded in a photonic environment by
capturing m photons F , and inferring properties about
S. The plot shows how the mutual information I(S : F)
scales as a function of the fraction m/N ≡ |F|/|F ⊗ F|
of captured photons. After an initial raise, it does not
matter how many photons we capture, we still only have
access to approximately the same amount of informa-
tion about the system. This is true unless m ≈ N ,
in which case we effectively measure the entire set of
photons and the quantum nature of S is revealed. The
plateau identifies a region in which the observer can only
learn classical information about the system, via pointer
states.

This implies that classical information about
the pointer states proliferates across the many
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fragments comprising the environment. This pro-
liferation, or redundancy, of information is the
hallmark of classicality. It is witnessed by con-
sidering E ’s many-body nature and is recognized
via an additional splitting of E into E = F ⊗ F .
That is, the environment E consists of |F| = m
and |F| = N − m fragments, respectively, where
N = |E| is E ’s total size. Physically, F repre-
sents the environment fragments captured by the
observer and F is the rest that is inaccessible.

The relevant information-theoretic quantities
we consider throughout the paper are the fol-
lowing: the quantum mutual information be-
tween system S and a fragment of the evnri-
onment F , Holevo (accessible information), and
quantum discord. The quantum mutual informa-
tion is defined using the von Neumann entropy,
HX = H(ρX) = −tr {ρX log(ρX)} as;

I(S : F) = HS +HF −HSF , (1)

where HSF is the joint entropy of system and
fragment. The Holevo quantity is defined as

χ(S : F̌) = HS −HS|F̌ , (2)

where HS|F̌ is the entropy of the system condi-
tioned on the outcome of measurements on F .
The check mark indicates the subsystem we are
measuring. Finally, quantum discord is defined
as [50],

D(S : F̌) = I(S : F) − χ(S : F̌). (3)

The quantum mutual information quantifies the
total amount of bipartite correlations between
system and fragment, Holevo quantifies classical
correlations, while discord reflects the quantum
correlations between S and F .

It is important to stress that the characteri-
zation of classicality is given via a range of pos-
sible values for the mutual information and dis-
cord, rather than exact values for them. This
is a clear departure from previous characteri-
zations [16, 17] where the Spectrum Broadcast
Structure was recognized to be compatible with
the stronger assumptions of Strong Quantum
Darwinism (SQD). While conceptually clear, the
assumptions of SQD entail exact values of the
quantities involved and are therefore not robust
to perturbations. Indeed, due to the non-linearity
of these information-theoretic quantities, little
can be inferred about the case in which these

exact assumptions fail, even by a small amount.
Additionally, SQD only characterizes the reduced
state of the system and the accessible environ-
ment via the Spectrum Broadcast Structure. In
this sense, SQD does not characterize the struc-
ture of the joint wavefunction compatible with
local classicality. While some early work at-
tempted to investigate this issue [51], here we
solve the problem in full generality. It is notewor-
thy that understanding the emergence of classi-
cally, through the lenses of QD, attracted much
attention in recent literature from different per-
spectives [20, 21, 22]. However, to the best of our
knowledge, none of these results establish a rigor-
ous connection between the bipartite correlations
imposed by QD and the structure of the global
wave function of system and environment.

Notably, recent advances in QD were driven by
developments in quantum information theory—
developments that proved crucial in tackling
foundational questions. The following proposes
that conditional ensembles should be added to
the toolbox and then shows how to formulate QD
in terms of CE. This leads directly to deriving two
conditions for the nullity of discord and, eventu-
ally, to recognizing the branching form as the only
state structure compatible with the emergence of
classicality.

Moreover, throughout we assume the environ-
ment decoheres the system state so that the in-
formation which the environment carries about
the system refers to a unique pointer basis, i.e.,
single-event decoherence.

Conditional Ensembles. It is well-known
that a given density matrix can be written in an
infinite number of different ways using different
ensembles. Conditional ensembles [46, 45, 47, 48]
are particular ones that answer the following
question: if the environment is conditioned to be
in some pure state |eα⟩ by measurement, what is
the resulting conditional state of the system? So,
if the joint state of a system and its environment
is |ψ⟩ =

∑dS
j=1

∑dE
α=1 ψjα|aj⟩|eα⟩ we can always

use the following decomposition, determined by
the state of the environment:

|ψ⟩ =
dE∑
α=1

√
pα|χα⟩|eα⟩ . (4)

Here pα = ⟨ψ|IS ⊗ |eα⟩⟨eα||ψ⟩ and |χα⟩ =∑dS
j=1

1√
pα
ψjα|aj⟩. This leads to the follow-
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ing ensemble of pure states of the system
{pα, |χα⟩}dE

α=1 with reduced density matrix ρS =∑
α pα|χα⟩⟨χα|. The ensemble can be visualized

geometrically as a probability measure µS on
the projective Hilbert space of quantum states
P(HS) ∼ CP dS−1: µS =

∑
α pαδχα , where δχα is

the Dirac measure that identifies the pure state
|χα⟩.

In the following, we exploit these tools to build
the conditional quantum ensemble of S and then
examine QD through the lens of CE. In particu-
lar, we focus on decoherence and einselection as
QD’s two building blocks. The starting point—
the focal point of our analysis—is the joint pure
state |ψSE⟩.

Decoherence. Any composite state |ψSE⟩ can
be written as

|ψSE⟩ ≡ |ψSFF̄ ⟩ =
∑
i,α,β

ψiαβ|ai⟩|fα⟩|f̄β⟩,

=
∑
α,β

√
Xαβ|χαβ⟩|fα⟩|f̄β⟩,

(5)

where {|ai⟩}i, {fα⟩}α and {f̄β⟩}β are arbitrary
orthonormal bases on HS , HF and HF̄ , respec-
tively, while Xαβ =

∑
i |ψiαβ|2 and |χαβ⟩ =∑

i
ψiαβ√
Xαβ

|ai⟩. Following Ref. [46], the condi-

tional quantum ensemble of S is then µS =∑
α,β Xαβδχαβ

. This is visualized as a measure
on P (HS), as Fig. 2 illustrates.

Decoherence occurs when the states {|χαβ⟩}α,β
cluster around pointer states. For a qubit, with
pointer states |0⟩ and |1⟩, this leads to conditional
quantum ensembles with two clusters around an-
tipodal points on the Bloch sphere. For a generic
S of dimension DS , clustering around pointer
states leads to µS =

∑DS
n=1

∑
(α,β)∈Ωn

Xαβδχαβ
,

where Ωn identifies the cluster of (α, β) associ-
ated with the nth pointer state. The reduced
density matrix of S is

ρS =
DS∑

n,m=1
|n⟩⟨m|

 ∑
(α,β)∈(Ωn∩ Ωm)

Xαβ

 . (6)

Decoherence means ρS ’s off-diagonal matrix ele-
ments are almost vanishing,

∑
α,β∈Ωn∩Ωm

Xαβ ≈
0 for n ̸= m. This implies that each state χαβ
belongs to a unique cluster Ωn of nonoverlap-
ping states, each centered around a pointer state.
Before illustrating clustering in a generic many-
qubit model [18], we establish how the condition

Figure 2: Decohered conditional quantum ensemble with
pointer states |0⟩ and |1⟩: Red points are the |χαβ⟩ with
probability mass Xαβ ̸= 0 and such that the Fubini-
Study distance from |0⟩ is small: DF S(|χαβ⟩, |0⟩) ≤ ϵ.
The other side of the Bloch sphere, not visible, has a
qualitatively identical clustering around |1⟩.

of zero discord results in a specific form of branch-
ing states in the universal wave function.

Nullity of discord. We explored decoherence
from the perspective of conditional quantum en-
sembles. Now, we assume decoherence happened
and explore conditions for the nullity of discord to
identify the organizational structure of Xαβ and
χαβ that is consistent with the vanishing of all lo-
cal quantum correlations. Reference [52] already
established that the nullity of discord D(S : F̌)
can be written as a condition on the form of the
reduced state of SF : D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔ ρSF =∑
j pjσ

j
S ⊗ |fj⟩⟨fj | , where σjS are density ma-

trices of the system, conditioned on projections
|fj⟩⟨fj | on the fragment. We can show the fol-
lowing propositions:
Proposition 1: There is {Xαβ}α,β such that

D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔ XαβXα′β = 0, for all α ̸= α′.
(7)

Proposition 2: Additionally XαβXα′β = 0,∀α ̸=
α′, iff ∃ g(β) | Xαβ = δα,g(β)Xg(β)β , where g :
N → N is a deterministic function mapping β =
1, . . . , DF̄ onto g(β) = 1, . . . , DF

1.

1The supplemental material gives detailed proofs of
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These propositions establish that the only
global-state structure compatible with both de-
coherence and exactly zero discord is given by a
branching form

D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔

|ψSFF̄ ⟩ =
∑
β

√
Xg(β)β|χg(β)β⟩|fg(β)⟩|f̄β⟩. (8)

Moreover, we can additionally probe the above
structure of states easily through the following
proposition:
Proposition 3:

D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔

∥ρF̄∥2 = 1
2
(
∥ρ̃FF̄∥2 + ∥ρFF̄∥2 −DHS(ρ̃FF̄ , ρFF̄ )

)
,

(9)

where

DHS(ρ̃FF̄ , ρFF̄ ) = tr
{

(ρ̃FF̄ − ρFF̄ )(ρ̃FF̄ − ρFF̄ )†
}

(10)
It is noteworthy that we did not explicitly make

the distinction between optimal and projective
measurements, since zero discord states are not
perturbed by rank-1 POVMs. Therefore, in the
case above, the notation “D(S : F̌)” refers to op-
timal measurements that are also projections on
F . The distinction will need to be made once we
extend the result to “epsilon” discord.

Proximity to a branching form. The ge-
ometric framing of decoherence (given by CE)
and discord strongly suggests that the mecha-
nism underlying the emergence of classicality is
self-organization: the elements of the support of
the conditional quantum ensemble {χαβ} sponta-
neously form clusters Ωn, each centered around
a pointer state. In turn, this corresponds to
a branching structure of the global pure state
|ψSFF ⟩. However, as proven above, the condition
holds if and only if discord is exactly zero. Little
can be said about the realistic situation in which
discord is small but not exactly zero. More puz-
zling, due to discord’s highly nonlinear character,
there is no guarantee that a generic small-discord
state will be in the proximity of a zero discord
one.

Entanglement has an analogous statement
which pertains to the fact that a generic state

both propositions.

with low entanglement of formation might be far
from the closest separable state. While this is
technically true, the geometric analysis paints a
rather compelling picture, pointing towards the
fact that clustering around pointer states is the
only way in which classical behavior can emerge.
Violation of this condition intuitively leads to vi-
olation of decoherence or large discord.

We are thus led to believe that the branching
form, which is directly connected to the cluster-
ing property, might not be destroyed by a small
amount of discord or small values of ρS ’s off-
diagonal elements. This intuition, brought about
by the geometric formalism, turns out to be cor-
rect. The branching structure is the only one
possible when the environment is a good commu-
nication channel. This is indeed what happens
when discord is small and the mutual informa-
tion is near the classical plateau I(S : F) ≈ HS .
In point of fact, the following can be rigorously
proven:

Theorem: Given a pure state |ψSFF ⟩ such that
D(S, F̌) ≤ ϵD and |ISF − HS | ≤ ϵI , then for
all ϵD, ϵI > 0 there exists η(ϵD, ϵI) ≥ 0 with
η ∈ O(ϵD, ϵI) and a branching state |GHZ⟩ =∑DS
n=1

√
yn|n⟩|ϕF

n ⟩|ϕF
n ⟩ such that∣∣⟨ψSFF |GHZ⟩
∣∣2 ≥ 1 − η(ϵD, ϵI). (11)

The supplemental material gives the proof.
If a state |ψSFF ⟩ satisfies the requirements

of classicality, up to some (ϵD, ϵI), then it will
be close, in Fubini-Study distance, to a branch-
ing state: DFS(ψSFF ,GHZ) ∈ O(ϵD, ϵI), where
DFS is the Fubini-Study distance. This selects
the branching form as the unique structure of
correlations that is compatible with classical be-
havior, as characterized in Quantum Darwinism.
This constitutes our main result. Mathemati-
cally, both states in Eqs. 8 and 11 have clustering
as long as we assume decoherence. The only dis-
tinction is that for Eq. 11 the clustered regions
are arbitrarily small and converge towards one of
the pointer states. This can be seen from the
fact that the form of Eq. 8 has degeneracies, in
the sense that the index of summation (β) goes
from 1 to the dimension of the complementary
fragment F while the GHZ form is exact and the
summation only goes to the number of pointer
states. In other words, the form of Eq. 8 can still
lead to cases where measurements on F reveal
virtually no information about S.
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Figure 3: Numerical experiment with dynamics generated by controlled-unitaries drawn randomly from the Haar
measure, with µrand

S being the resulting conditional quantum ensemble. (Left) Probability measure µrand
S [C1](ρ) of

spherical caps C1(ρ) with progressively increasing Fubini-Study radius ρ. As the environment size increases, the
curves steepen, signaling that smaller and smaller regions around |1S⟩ contain increasingly large fractions of the
probability mass. As ρ → 0.5 we see µrand

S [C1](ρ) → p, where √
peiϕ is the amplitude of |1S⟩ in the system’s initial

state. Here, we have p = 0.3. (Right) Example of a spherical cap of Fubini-Study radius ρ, centered on |1S⟩. The
concentration of µrand

S around |1S⟩ is evident. While we only show concentration around |1S⟩, the same holds for
the other pointer state |0S⟩.

Example: coherent information extrac-
tion. To illustrate the clustering property, the
nullity condition in Eq. (S1) , and also pro-
vide numerical support to the validity of the main
theorem, we use a generalized “c-maybe” model.
This generalizes the model of information extrac-
tion introduced and analyzed in Ref. [18]. There,
a single qubit S interacts with an environment
of qubits via an imperfect c-not gate. This is
modeled with a controlled-unitary operation act-
ing on S and the ith environmental qubit with
CUi := |0S⟩⟨0S | ⊗ U0

i + |1S⟩⟨1S | ⊗ U1
i . In the

ideal case U0
i = Ii and U1

i = σxi this is a per-
fect c-not gate. The generic U0,1

i are meant to
model a more realistic, imperfect, yet still coher-
ent, transfer of information between a system and
its environment.

To ease presentation, in the analytical section
we make use of U0

i = Ii, U1
i = √

γσxi +
√

1 − γσzi ,
with γ ∈ (0, 1), but the results are independent
of this choice. This is verified in the numerical
example, where we look at the model in which
U0,1
k are randomly drawn from the Haar measure.

Analytical example. If the system is initially
in state

√
1 − p|0S⟩ + √

peiϕ|1S⟩ and the environ-
ment is in the uniform “all-up” state, the dynam-
ics leads to

|ψSE⟩ =
√

1 − p|0S⟩
m⊗
i=1

|0i⟩
N⊗

i=m+1
|0i⟩

+ √
peiϕ|1S⟩

m⊗
i=1

|γi⟩
N⊗

i=m+1
|γi⟩,

(12)

with |γi⟩ := Ui|0i⟩ =
√

1 − γ|0i⟩ + √
γ|1i⟩, for all

i.
We can now explicitly write the system’s con-

ditional quantum ensemble. We adopt the fol-
lowing multi-index notation for the environment
labels that recognizes the many-body nature of
an environment made of qubits: α → S⃗F =
(s1, . . . , sm) and |fα⟩ → |S⃗F ⟩ = ⊗m

k=1|sk⟩, with
sk ∈ {0, 1}. Analogous definitions hold for F :
β → T⃗F and |fβ⟩ → |T⃗F ⟩, with tk ∈ {0, 1}.
This then leads to a conditional quantum en-
semble parametrized by Xαβ → X(S⃗F , T⃗F ) and
|χαβ⟩ → |χ(S⃗F , T⃗F )⟩. For the state in Eq. (12),
these have the following values: X(S⃗F , T⃗F ) =
1 − p + p(1 − γ)N when S⃗F = T⃗F = 0⃗ and

Accepted in Quantum 2024-09-14, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 6



X(S⃗F , T⃗F ) = p − p(1 − γ)N if at least one of
them is not 0⃗; |χ(⃗0F , 0⃗F )⟩ =

√
1−p√

1−p+p(1−γ)N
|0S⟩+

√
p(1−γ)N/2

√
1−p+p(1−γ)N

eiϕ|1S⟩ and |χ(S⃗F , T⃗F )⟩ = |1S⟩

whenever S⃗F ̸= 0⃗F or T⃗F ̸= 0⃗F . This leads to
the following exact form of the conditional quan-
tum ensemble (limk→∞ γk = 0)

µS = (1 − p)δ|0S⟩ + p δ|1S⟩ . (13)

This provides an analytical example of the
duality between the properties listed above—
decoherence, clustering, D(S : F̌) ≈ 0, and
I(S : F) ≈ HS—and the branching form for the
global wave-function |ψSFF ⟩. This duality holds
exactly in the limit m,N → ∞ or up to some
small value for m,N ≫ 1. This can be verified by
direct computation of the quantities involved [18].

Numerical example. To strengthen the case
for the emergence phenomenology revealed in the
main theorem and to provide stronger evidence
that this is generic, consider the opposite case
in which extracting information occurs in a ran-
dom way. U0,1

k are now drawn randomly from the
Haar measure on the unitary group. We then con-
sider joint systems with progressively larger en-
vironment size made by NE = 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16
qubits. For each, we generate the conditional
quantum ensemble µrand

S by applying the random
gates and then extract the cumulative distribu-
tion of the probability mass contained in pro-
gressively smaller regions around |0S⟩ and |1S⟩.
Using a Bloch sphere representation for CP 1,
these correspond to spherical caps C0/1 centered
around the north (0) and south (1) poles, re-
spectively. Geometrically, these are defined as
C0(ρ) :=

{
ψ ∈ CP 1 : DFS(|ψ⟩, |0S⟩) ≤ ρ

}
and

analogously for C1(ρ), centered on |1S⟩.
As we increase the environment’s size, the cu-

mulative functions µrand
S [C0](ρ) and µrand

S [C1](ρ)
become increasingly steep, proving that the sup-
port of the conditional ensemble becomes increas-
ingly clustered around the pointer states. Each
cluster then has probability mass provided by the
initial state: 1−p for |0S⟩ and p for |1S⟩. Figure 3
shows the results.

In summary, in the mesoscopic and macro-
scopic regime m,N ≫ 1 of the c-maybe model,
the conditions for the validity of the main theo-
rem spontaneously emerge. And, independently,

we can verify the emergence of the global-state
branching form, together with its duality with
the clustering property of the conditional quan-
tum ensemble around the pointer states: |0S⟩ and
|1S⟩.

Concluding remarks. Conditional ensembles
improve our quantum toolbox by adding new
tools and concepts. Here, we exploited its appli-
cation to open quantum systems, as established
in Refs. [46, 45], to investigate the structures of
quantum states compatible with the emergence
of a classical phenomenology, as prescribed by
Quantum Darwinism.

We established that classical phenomenology
can emerge if and only if the global wave-function
is sufficiently close to a branching form, in which
each branch has sufficiently low entanglement.
The emergence of classicality is therefore under-
stood as a self-organizing process occurring in the
space of quantum states in which, in the limit
of large environments, the support of the con-
ditional ensemble becomes clustered around the
pointer states. This has been illustrated directly,
both analytically and numerically, in two realistic
models of information extraction.

Our work achieves two major goals: First, it
is the first use of conditional ensembles to inves-
tigate the emergence of classicality in an open
quantum system, by directly examining the struc-
ture of the global wave-function. Second, this
allowed us, for the first time, to (i) give a com-
plete structural characterization of a global wave-
function with subsystems acting classically and
(ii) prove that such structure is indeed unique.

It is still actively debated if and how classical
reality is consistent with a deeply quantum uni-
verse. QD gives compelling arguments for the
emergence of classicality as a consequence of de-
coherence and observation. Our results show that
classical reality is encoded in highly structured,
symmetric quantum states and that the struc-
tural properties of quantum states supporting
classicality are unique. This extends the results
reported in Refs. [53, 54], where it was proven
that quantum many-body structures lead to lo-
cally separable states. In our case, we impose a
structure of correlations compatible with quan-
tum Darwinism, which leads to a unique struc-
ture of the global wave function, not just of the
local states. As necessary in quantum Darwinism,
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the states we consider are epsilon-discord states
as opposed to epsilon-entanglement states.

Finally, to iterate, our results apply to single-
event decoherence processes, where the environ-
ment probes and learns a single basis (pointer
basis), resulting in a singly-branching structure.
This analysis can be generalized by considering
mixed states of the system and environment ρSE .
Specifically, the environment may interact with
multiple systems, or the system itself could con-
sist of many degrees of freedom that interact with
the environment in various ways. In such cases,
instead of using the von Neumann entropy, we
would need to quantify the emergence of consen-
sus through Shannon entropy. The exploration of
whether a universal structure of states exists for
these multiple-branching states or branching trees
remains an open question in the literature. Our
work suggests the possibility of a direct general-
ization of our theorem, which we leave for future
investigation.
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Supplementary material
Branching States as The Emergent Structure of a Quantum Universe

Akram Touil, Fabio Anza, Sebastian Deffner, James P. Crutchfield

1 Proofs of propositions
Proposition 1: We can show that there is {Xαβ}α,β such that

D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔ XαβXα′β = 0, for all α ̸= α′. (S1)

Proof of proposition 1 : (⇐) We generally have

ρSF =
∑
α,α′,β

√
XαβXα′β|χαβ⟩⟨χα′β| ⊗ |fα⟩⟨fα′ |,

=
∑

α ̸=α′,β

√
XαβXα′β|χαβ⟩⟨χα′β| ⊗ |fα⟩⟨fα′ | +

∑
α,β

Xαβ|χαβ⟩⟨χαβ| ⊗ |fα⟩⟨fα|.
(S2)

Therefore, if (∀α ̸= α′); XαβXα′β = 0, we get

ρSF =
∑
α,β

Xαβ|χαβ⟩⟨χαβ| ⊗ |fα⟩⟨fα|, (S3)

which implies D(S : F̌ ) = 0. The other implication (⇒) is trivial. In fact, if D(S : F̌ ) = 0, we have [52]

ρSF =
∑
j

pjσ
j
S ⊗ |fj⟩⟨fj |, (S4)

where pjσ
j
S =

∑
β Yj,β|χjβ⟩⟨χjβ|. Therefore,

ρSF =
∑
j,β

Yj,β|χjβ⟩⟨χjβ| ⊗ |fj⟩⟨fj |, (S5)

hence (∃ {Xjβ}j,β) such that

ρSF =
∑
j,j′,β

√
XjβXj′β|χjβ⟩⟨χj′β| ⊗ |fj⟩⟨fj′ |, (S6)

and (∀α ̸= α′); XαβXα′β = 0. QED.
Proposition 2: Additionally XαβXα′β = 0, ∀α ̸= α′, iff ∃ g(β) | Xαβ = δα,g(β)Xg(β)β , where g : N → N
is a deterministic function mapping β = 1, . . . , DF̄ onto g(β) = 1, . . . , DF

Proof of proposition 2 : The implication (⇐) is trivial, namely, Xαβ = δα,g(β)Xg(β)β implies that
(∀ β); (∃! α); Xαβ ̸= 0, and α = g(β), hence (∀α ̸= α′); XαβXα′β = 0. For the implication (⇒), we
have (∀α ̸= α′); XαβXα′β = 0, if we assume that there exist at least α1 and α2 such that α1 ̸= α2,
Xα1β = δα1,g(β)Xg(β)β , and Xα2β = δα2,g(β)Xg(β)β , then we get Xα1βXα2β ̸= 0 which violates the
assumption we started with. QED.
Proposition 3:

D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔

∥ρF̄∥2 = 1
2
(
∥ρ̃FF̄∥2 + ∥ρFF̄∥2 −DHS(ρ̃FF̄ , ρFF̄ )

)
,

(S7)

where
DHS(ρ̃FF̄ , ρFF̄ ) = tr

{
(ρ̃FF̄ − ρFF̄ )(ρ̃FF̄ − ρFF̄ )†

}
(S8)
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Proof of proposition 3 : We start by noting that the elements of the density matrix ρFF̄ have the
following form:

(ρFF̄ )αβ;α′β′ = ⟨χα′β′ |χαβ⟩
√
XαβXα′β′ . (S9)

As derived in proposition 1,

D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔ (∀α ̸= α′); XαβXα′β = 0, (S10)

hence
D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔ (∀α ̸= α′);

∑
βγ

(ρFF̄ )α′β;α′γ(ρFF̄ )αγ;αβ = 0. (S11)

Additionally,

(∀α ̸= α′);
∑
βγ

(ρFF̄ )α′β;α′γ(ρFF̄ )αγ;αβ = 0

⇔
∑
α′α

∑
βγ

(ρFF̄ )α′β;α′γ(ρFF̄ )αγ;αβ =
∑
X

∑
βγ

(ρFF̄ )Xβ;Xγ(ρFF̄ )Xγ;Xβ,
(S12)

which simplifies to

D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔
∑
βγ

(∑
α′

(ρFF̄ )α′β;α′γ

)(∑
α

(ρFF̄ )αγ;αβ

)
=
∑
βγ

∑
X

|(ρFF̄ )Xγ;Xβ|2, (S13)

hence
D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔

∑
βγ

(ρF̄ )γβ(ρF̄ )βγ =
∑
βγ

∑
X

|(ρFF̄ )Xγ;Xβ|2, (S14)

which reads
D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔ ||ρF̄ ||2F =

∑
βγ

∑
X

|(ρFF̄ )Xγ;Xβ|2. (S15)

For further simplifications, we introduce the notation: ρ̃FF̄ =
∑
X ΠXρFF̄ΠX (defined as a post-

measurement state), where ΠX = |X⟩⟨X| ⊗ IF̄ . Therefore, we get

D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔ ||ρF̄ ||2F = tr {ρ̃FF̄ρFF̄} , (S16)

which in turn simplifies to

D(S : F̌) = 0 ⇔ ∥ρF̄∥2 = 1
2
(
∥ρ̃FF̄∥2 + ∥ρFF̄∥2 −DHS(ρ̃FF̄ , ρFF̄ )

)
, (S17)

where DHS(ρ̃FF̄ , ρFF̄ ) = tr
{

(ρ̃FF̄ − ρFF̄ )(ρ̃FF̄ − ρFF̄ )†
}
. QED.

2 Main Theorem

The goal is to prove the following statement

D(S : F̌) ≤ ϵD and HS − ϵI ≤ I(S : F) ≤ HS ⇔ |⟨GHZ|ψSFF̄ ⟩|2 = 1 − η(ϵD, ϵI), (S18)

the constant η(ϵD, ϵI) depends on ϵD and ϵI , such that η(ϵD, ϵI) → 0 when ϵD → 0 and ϵI → 0.
Hereafter, for simplicity, we adopt the notation η ≡ η(ϵD, ϵI). Equivalently, by definition of the
quantum mutual information, the statement reads

χ(S : F̌) ≥ HS − (ϵD + ϵI) and HS − ϵI ≤ I(S : F) ≤ HS ⇔ |⟨GHZ|ψSFF̄ ⟩|2 = 1 − η, (S19)
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where the state |GHZ⟩ refers to the elements of the set of generalized GHZ states,

G =

|GHZ⟩
∣∣∣∣ (∃ |n⟩ ∈ HS , |fn⟩ ∈ HF , |f̄n⟩ ∈ HF̄ , yn ≥ 0

)
; |GHZ⟩ =

DS∑
n=1

√
yn|n⟩|fn⟩|f̄n⟩

 (S20)

and

|ψSFF̄ ⟩ =
DS∑
n=1

√
yn|n⟩|ϕnFF̄ ⟩. (S21)

The second implication (⇐) is trivial, therefore to prove the statement in Eq. (S18) we only derive
the first implication (⇒).

Since the environment learns about a unique pointer basis, and from Holevo’s theorem, we have

χ(Š : F) ≥ χ(S : F̌), (S22)

hence
D(Š : F) ≤ D(S : F̌), (S23)

which shows that epsilon discord on the fragment’s side implies epsilon discord on the system’s side
D(Š : F) ≤ ϵD. It is noteworthy that the optimal measurements on S are rank-1 projections onto the
pointer basis of S. The epsilon discord condition, in addition to the fact that the mutual information
is near the plateau, implies

0 ≤
∑
n

pS
nH(ρF

n ) ≤ ϵI + ϵD, (S24)

where ρF
n are the post-measurement states of the fragment F , after we project S onto the pointer basis

(optimal measurement).
From the universal wave function (cf. Eq. (S21) ), we have

ρSF =
∑
n,m

√
ynym|n⟩⟨m| ⊗ trF̄

{
|ϕnFF̄ ⟩⟨ϕmFF̄ |

}
,

=
∑
n

yn|n⟩⟨n| ⊗ σnF + ∆SF ,

= ρ̃SF + ∆SF .

(S25)

In the second step above we decompose the density matrix to two cases: m = n and the off-diagonal
elements m ̸= n, hence ∆SF denotes the later part. We have

ρ̃SF =
∑
n,k

yns
n
k |n⟩⟨n| ⊗ |k⟩⟨k| (S26)

hence

D(ρSF∥ρ̃SF ) = −HSF − tr {ρSF ln ˜ρSF} ,

= −HSF −
∑
n,k

⟨n, k|ρSF |n, k⟩ ln ynsnk ,

= −HSF −
∑
n,k

yns
n
k ln ynsnk ,

= H̃SF −HSF ,

(S27)

where H̃SF = H(ρ̃SF ) = H(
∑
n yn|n⟩⟨n| ⊗ σnF ), which simplifies to H̃SF = H(yn) +

∑
n ynH(σnF ) =

HS +
∑
n ynH(σnF ) (cf. Ref. [55]). We note that

∑
n ynH(σnF ) =

∑
n p

S
nH(ρF

n ) ≤ ϵI + ϵD (since
projecting onto the pointer basis constitutes an optimal measurement on S). Therefore, we get

D(ρSF∥ρ̃SF ) ≤ HS −HSF + ϵI + ϵD. (S28)
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Additionally, the condition HS − ϵI ≤ I(S : F) ≤ HS is equivalent to

−ϵI ≤ HF −HF̄ ≤ 0. (S29)

From Holevo’s theorem [56], we have

HF ≥ χ(Š : F) ≥ χ(S : F̌). (S30)

Now, using the fact that (∃ ϵD, ϵI); χ(S : F̌) ≥ HS − (ϵI + ϵD) and HS − ϵI ≤ I(S : F) ≤ HS , we
get

HS −HF ≤ ϵI + ϵD. (S31)

The above implies that
HS −HSF ≤ ϵI + ϵD. (S32)

Hence we have proven that D(ρSF∥ρ̃SF ) ≤ 2(ϵI + ϵD) and
∑
n ynH(σnF ) ≤ ϵI + ϵD, which shows that

the states |ϕnFF̄ ⟩ are approximately product states (for each n), which proves that the global wave
function is arbitrarily close to a GHZ state.
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