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A bstract. Recent results suggest that quantum m echanical phenom ena
m ay be interpreted as a failure of standard probability theory and m ay be
described by a Bayesian com plex probability theory.
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T here ism ore to probability theory than proving theorem s in a partic-
ular m athem atical system . O ne is also In a position to m ake predictions
about real physical system s by adding extra assum ptions to the standard
axiom s. Such predictions are necessarily sub gct to experin ental test, and,
to the extent that one believes In the extra assum ptions, such tests m ay
be interpreted as testing the correctness of probability theory itself. N ow
thism ay already seem lke an odd point of view , especially here, since this
conference series itself provides a m ost in pressive record of success forprob—
ability theory In a vast array of situations w ith no indication of a problem
{ so why is there any reason to doubt probability theory? H ere I think that
there is a historicale ect: procbability theory m ay actually be failing allthe
tim e, it’s just that the situationsw here a failure occurs are called \quantum
m echanical phenom ena" and thus appear in physics conferences instead of
In probability theory conferences. T his suggests that perhaps there is som e~
thing w rong w ith probability theory after all, and that thism ay be where
quantum m echanicale ects com e from . Let’s adopt this point of view and
see where it leads [1, 2, 31.

YP resented at the W orkshop on M axin um Entropy and Bayesian M ethods, St.John’s
College, Santa Fe, New M exico, August, 1995.
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An obvious place to test our new point of view is the two{slit exper—
In ent where, as everyone know s, the fact that an interference pattem is
observed even if one particke is sent through at a tim e, forces us to con—
clude that it is not true that a particular particle either goes through slit
# 1 or through slit # 2; in general, then, a particle cannot be said to fol-
Iow a path through space. This is the \wave{particle duality," the basic
e ect In quantum m echanics. N otice, however, that from our new poinnt of
view , the standard argum ent has a hole In it due to it's essential reliance
on probability theory. For a position x on the screen where there isa dp
n the Interference pattem, one reaches a contradiction by noticing that

Px)=P xviaslitf 1)+ P (x via slitf 2) P (x via slitf 1) @)

m eansthat opening the second slit should not cause the probability to arrive
at x to decrease. But if we are w illing to m odify probability theory, then
the standard argum ent and it’s surprising conclisions do not necessarily
follow . In fact it is clear that in order to escape the standard conclusions, a
m odi ed probability theory m ust provide a way for probabilities to cancel
each other and so an obvious st guess is to allow probabilities to be
com plex num bers. Here, of course, the argum ent grinds to a halt for a
frequentist since frequencies are not the com plex numbers. However, as
B ayesians, we are not com pletely out of optionsbecause forus, probabilities
start out only as (real and non{negative) m easuram ents of \lkelhood"
w here the frequency m eaning for this likellhood is derived after the fact.
Sim ilarly, we m ight consider a com plex \lkelihood" and see if a frequency
m eaning can be found forthisaswell. In fact, the sin plest thing to do isto
take C ox’s assum ptionsf]and jist drop the restriction that probabilitiesbe
realand non{negative. In this case, it tums out that C ox’s entire argum ent
follow s asbefore and one endsup w ith \com plex probability theory" having
the sam e form as the probability theory that you're used to exospt that
probabilities are com plex. For any propositions a, b and ¢,

@! b= @! b@*b! o (Ia)
@! b+ @! =1 T o)
@! false)= 0 T

where T have w ritten the com plex probability that proposition b is true
given that proposition a isknown as\@ ! b)" (o be read: \a goes to b")
reserving them ore fam iliar notation P (og) for standard 0;1] probabilities.

G ven our com plex probability theory we would lke to continue in par-
allelw ith the B ayesian developm ent and construct a frequency m eaning for
com plex probabilities. R ecall that for standard probability, this works by
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supposing that the probability of som ething is p and considering N copies
of that situation with £ = n=N sucoesses. U sing the central lim it theorem

f is asym ptotically gaussian w ith m ean p. T hen, since the probability for
f to be In any interval not containing p can be m ade arbitrarily sn allby
Increasing N , this xes the frequency m eaning for p. E ssentially, the fre—
quency m eaning ofp rests on the extra assum ption that an arbitrarily an all
probability for £ to be in som e intervalm eans that £ In fact w ill never be
cbserved to be In that interval In a real experim ent. T he situation is not
quite so sin ple in com plex probability theory because a zero com plex prob—
ability does not In general m ean that the corresponding event w ill never
happen. H owever, we can proceed by assum ing that this extra condition is
true for a gpecial set of propositions U called the \state space." Let’s also
assum e that this U satis es the follow ing for x;y 2 U, proposiions a;b,
tmet t 0

Xe N ye= falseifx6 y (IT=a)
@ ! bw)= @ ! Uwp” bo) (IIDb)
@ xpo ! bw)= Kp! bw) IIx)

w here subscripts denote tin €, as In \a¢" m eaning \a is true at tin e t," and
where a set of propositionsw ith a subscript denotes the or ofeach elem ent
w ith the sam e subscript, asin Uy = __ 4oy Xt.These are JustM arkovian style
axiom s ntuitively corresponding to \the system has a state."” Roughly, the
system cannotbe in two di erent states at the sam e tim e (I1.a), the system
is In som e state at each intermm ediate tim e (IIb) and the know ledge that
a system is at som e point in the state space m akes all previous know ledge
lj{melevant (ITc).W e assum e that U isa measure space wih @ ! Up) =

wu @t ! xp).Note the clash of temm inology w here the H ibert space of
standard quantum m echanics is som etin es also called the \state space."
Here U isonly a m easure space of propositions.

G ven Iand IT, one can repeat the standard argum ent for the expression

R

xapg Pe ! bo” xoF

oy B! xof

P rab(at;bw) =

which predictsthe frequency thatb is found to be true at tin e t’ given that a
isknown ata previoustin e t.A lthough P rob asde ned isable to predict the
frequencies for outcom es ofany experin ent, it failsto extend to propositions
nvoking m ixed tines (eg.bwo * g, t2> t9%. This is an hteresting point
because i is exactly this ailure that allow s com plex probability theory to
escape Bell's theoram [B]. A I1so, although I don’t have a sharp resul, it is
seem s lkely that this e ect disappears in a classical 1m i, thus explaining
w hy standard probability theory works in the classicaldom ain.
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Im m ediate consequences of axiom s Ta{Ic and ITa{Il.c inclide facts
fam iliar from probability theory suchas @ ! true)= 1, @! b o= @'
b+ @! ¢ @! b*c),andif@! by 0,then @ b! )= @! o @”
c! b=@ ! b) Bayes Theoram ). Follow ing standard probability theory,
propositions a and b are said to be independent if @™ a ! b)= ! b)
for all g and, just as in standard probability theory, \locality" enters via
assum ptions of ndependence. For Instance, if experim ents e; and e, have
possbl resuls r; and rp regpectively, then the assum ptions that fry;1rqg,
fei;g, and fey;r1g are independent m ply

A

@"e! nmn = (@E! ne! )

as one would expect from , for exam ple, two experin ents w hich have noth-
Ing to do with each other. O ther sin ple consequences of the axiom s are
described In references 14 including

The Path Integral

T he Superposition P rinciple

T he E xpansion P ostulate

T he Schrodinger/K lein {G ordon Equations forU = R¢

w here the standard wavefunction (x;t) is proportional to the com plex
probabiliy

E verything that you know about the system ! xy)

m aking the B ayesian status of the wavefinction obvious. In particular, the
sam e system m ay be described by di erent wavefiinctions depending upon
what is known and such wavefunctions can clearly not be \the state of the
system " in any reasonable sense.

To get a feeling for how things work, lkt's consider a typical interfer—
om eter as shown In gure 1. Particles enter the device one at a tin g, pass
through a beam splitter, hit one of two m irrors and pass through a second
beam gpolitter ending up either in detector D ; or In D ,. A *hough i looks
perfectly possble for a particle to end up In D ,, experin entally we m ys—
teriously nd that this never happens. A 11 the particles register in D 1. In
standard quantum theory, one descrbes this situation by saying that there
are tw o paths for a particle to go from the source to D 5. T he am plitude for
these paths have opposite signs and since the probability is the square of
the total am plitude, this explains why particles never enter D , . Now let’s
consider am odi ed situation ( gure 2) where a device is attached to one of
the m irrorswhich is able to detect if the m irror was struck by the particle.
A fter each particle passes through, the device either indicates \hit" or \no
hi." Experim entally, we nd that the resuls are now di erent w ith about
half of the particles ending up in detector D ,. How can we explain this?
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Figure 1. A sinple Interferom eter where a particle enters as indicated and encounters
a beam splitter (S1),am irror M ;1 orM 3 ), a second beam splitter (S,) ending up either
in detectorD ; or in detectorD ;.

In standard quantum m echanics there are still two paths for a particke to
reach D , as before. However, since we can now tell which path was taken
by the particle by ngoecting the hit/no{hit device, the am plitudes for the
tw o paths no longer Interfere. T his is a special case of the general principle:

P aths interfere only ifthere isno way of know ing which path was taken,

even in principk.
This is a rather m ysterious statem ent since it suggests that whether or
not you can deduce which path was taken som ehow a ects the behavior
of the particle. A Iso, it is not clear what \even In principle" m eans here
or what happens if, for exam ple, the hit/no{hit device works w ith, say,
99% e clency. Even so, the basic prediction of this principle is correct
and this raises the question of whether there is an analogous principle In
com plex probability theory and w hether the predictions are the sam e. You
can indeed easily deduce from the axiom s and the de nition of P rcb that

P aths interfere if and only if they end at the same point in U .
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Figure 2. A interferom eter sim ilar to the one shown in gure 1. T he device is attached
to them irror M ; records whether M ; was struck by the particle or not.

and this appears to give the sam e predictions asthem orem ysterious sound-
Ing standard quantum m echanical principle. For instances, w ithin com plex
probability theory, the situation of gure 1 could be described by a state
space R 3 (assum ing that the partick is spinless) in which case the com plex
probability to arrive at D , is the sum of the com plex probabilities for two
paths, which also cancel, just as In standard quantum m echanics. In the
situation shown In  gure 2, one sin ply notes that the state space R 2 is ev—
dently no longer su cient to describe the system . If one extends the state
space to, say, U = R3 fhit;nohitg, then the interference is lost because
the two paths Por reaching D , now end at di erent points in U . There is
also a continuum between this resul, where the hi/no{hi device is as-
sum ed to work perfectly, and a situation where the device works so badly
that the propositions \hit" and \no{hi" are ndependent ofw hich path the
particke is taking. In this case, you can easily show that the origihale ect
is restored 2].

O foourse, standard quantum m echanics is perfectly capabl ofhandling
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a situation like that of gure 2. It's Just that a rigorous treatm ent of the
problem with a Hibert space including the hit/no{hit device where the
state vector evolres under the action of a Ham iltonian would be rather
di cul, especially considering the sim plicity of the answer. T his helps to
explain the popularity of \which path" styl argum ents in goite of their
am biguity. H ere com plex probability theory has the advantage that sin ple
assum ptionsabout a system can rigorously be encorporated w thout having
to decide w hat the assum ptionsm ean in tem s, for exam ple, of solutions to
the Schrodinger equation. A rigorous treatm ent of these problem s w ithin
quantum m echanics would also have to address the issue of whether the
nitial state is \m xed" or not sihce not all situations n quantum m echanics
can be described by a vector in a H ibert space, som e require \statistical
m ixtures" of vectors in a H ibert space. T his provides an interesting test
for com plex probability theory. Since ordinary \statistical m xtures" are
no longer available to us, situations requiring \m ixed states" had better
be handled w ithin the existing axiom s. T hese situations appear to indeed
be handled quite an oothly and naturally within the com plex probability
theory described here].

To take an exam pl with m ore detailed predictions, consider a sin—
gl scalar particle with U = R¢ and consider a sequence of propositions
XoiX1;:::;Xy 1 U = RY where each x4 Inplicitly has a tim e subscript t
wihty, ty= > 0.Asalways, X, ! Xp) isgiven by the \path integral"

Z Z
®o ! xp) = N ®o ! xX1)&x1 ! xp):iii®y 1! Xp):
X1 Xn 1
O foourse, there isa path Integralin standard quantum m echanicsaswellp]
w here one proceeds to dynam icsby assum ing that the am plitude for a path
isproportionalto e® where the \action" A isthe tin e Integralofa classical
Lagrangian for the system . Here we can avoid these extra assum ptions by
repeating the sam e argum ent within each  sized intervalm aking n sub{

path integrals ( gure 3) wih tinestep = =N . By ktthhg both and
go to zero, one can extract a central{lim i{theorem {lke resul where for
anall gjand small , ®:! &+ z) ) isgiven by
1 1 z4 Zx
——p——exp( [ W 5 (— k)t ol
@ )2 detl] 2
where &), &), &) and W j x) aremoments of (x;z; ) ¢!

X+ z2)e R) de ned by
0&®) =gy ®;z;0)
5 ®) = R2U (2;2;0)z5
Kk &)= Loy ®iz;0)z5zk
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€
Figure 3. For x¢;x, 2 U, the complex probability (xo ! xn) IS equal to a \path
integral” over x1;X2;:::;Xn, 1 With tine step .The argum ent can be repeated m aking

n sub{path integrals w ith tim e step

with W 5 = M yM 3 ! whereM is the m atrix which diagonalizes 5 such
that M lTj #*M km = @ =!1.W ith velocity v5 given by the lin it of zs= , the
above propagator is equivalent to the Lagrangian

i
L x;v)= E(Vj W vk k) Lo

wherewe recognize 5 (x) and . (x) asthe electrom agnetic elds and where
W 5k (x) contains the particle m ass and space{tin e m etric. N otice that we
have not assum ed Lorentz or gauge Invariance to get this resul. T he clain
is that this is the only Lagrangian consistent w ith the state space R¢.
Since our com plex probability theory isboth \realistic" in the sense of
assum Ing that a particle does com e through one slit or the other in the
two slit experin ent (IIb) and local in the sense of accepting locality as—
sum ptionsasassum ptions of \com plex statistical independence," you m ight
think that we would run afbul of Bell's theorem or otherm ore recent lim —
Itations on local realistic theories. A s I've already m entioned, Bell’s result
does not follow in com plex probability theory. This m eans that although
Bell's resut has aln ost universally been interpreted as ruling out local
realistic theories, from our m ore general point of view , i orces a choice
between local realisn and standard probability theory. In fact, Bell's result
can be interpreted as another little hint that there is som ething w rong w ith
probability theory. Besides Bell, there are a large num ber of m ore recent
Iim itations on local realistic theordes, each of which provides a test of the
com plex probability form ulation. D etails are available only for three rep—
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resentative resuls of this type (including Bell) where com plex probability
theory appears not to be excluded [3].

You m ight expect that if quantum m echanical phenom ena can be de-
scribed by com plex probability theory, the Bayesian view m ight help in
understanding som e of the long standing sam i{paradoxical m easurem ent
and observer questions in quantum m echanics. Here, it's helpful to rst
think about a purely classical experin ent where a single coln is pped and
then uncovered, revealing that it Janded \heads." From the Bayesian point
ofview , of course, the situation before the ocbservation could be described by
the distribution (1=2;1=2) and after cbserving heads our description would
beadjisted to (1;0). Theproblm is, what would you say to a student who
then asks:

Yes, but what causes (1=2;1=2) to evole into (1;0)? How does it hap—

pen?
Here we recognize a victin ofa severe form of \M ind P ro gction Fallacy" [6]
w here the person asking this question has confiised what they know about
the systam w ith the system itself. W ih the Bayesian view of com plex prob—
abilities, it is clear that this sam em istake ispossbl in quantum m echanics
aswell, where one would now bem istaking a wavefunction for the state of
the system . This very view , however, is the standard picture of quantum
m echanics and so it is hardly surprising that sim ilar m ysterdes arise. T his
view is also in plicit in questions such as

C an the wavefunction be m easured?

W hat is the source of the non{locale ects in EPR?

C an m acroscopic superpositions be created?

Is the Universe in a pure state?

A lthough these are active research questions, it seem s inescapable to me

that if quantum phenom ena are correctly described by a Bayesian proba—

bility theory, then all of these questions have trivial answers and they all

ultim ately 21l Into the sam e category as the student’s question about coin
Jpping experin ents.

Forthis audience, Thardly need to point out that the ideas that we have
discussed herem ay not only clarify them eaning ofquantum m echanics, but
m ay also lead to ways of in proving quantum m echanical calculations using
prior know ledge in the sam e sense that prior know Jledge is used to in prove
probability calculations In B ayesian Inference.
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