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A bstract. Recent results suggest that quantum m echanicalphenom ena

m ay beinterpreted asa failureofstandard probability theory and m ay be

described by a Bayesian com plex probability theory.

K ey w ords:Q uantum M echanics,Bayesian,Com plex Probability Theory

Thereism ore to probability theory than proving theorem sin a partic-

ular m athem aticalsystem .O ne is also in a position to m ake predictions

aboutrealphysicalsystem sby adding extra assum ptionsto the standard

axiom s.Such predictionsarenecessarily subjectto experim entaltest,and,

to the extent that one believes in the extra assum ptions,such tests m ay

be interpreted as testing the correctness ofprobability theory itself.Now

thism ay already seem like an odd pointofview,especially here,sincethis

conferenceseriesitselfprovidesam ostim pressiverecord ofsuccessforprob-

ability theory in a vastarray ofsituationswith no indication ofa problem

{ so why isthereany reason to doubtprobability theory?HereIthink that

thereisa historicale�ect:probability theory m ay actually befailing allthe

tim e,it’sjustthatthesituationswhereafailureoccursarecalled \quantum

m echanicalphenom ena" and thusappearin physicsconferencesinstead of

in probability theory conferences.Thissuggeststhatperhapsthereissom e-

thing wrong with probability theory afterall,and thatthism ay be where

quantum m echanicale�ectscom e from .Let’sadoptthispointofview and

see whereitleads[1,2,3].

yPresented attheW orkshop on M axim 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 ofview is the two{slit exper-

im ent where,as everyone knows,the fact that an interference pattern is

observed even ifone particle is sent through at a tim e,forces us to con-

clude thatitisnottrue thata particularparticle eithergoesthrough slit

# 1 or through slit# 2;in general,then,a particle cannot be said to fol-

low a path through space.This is the \wave{particle duality," the basic

e�ectin quantum m echanics.Notice,however,thatfrom ournew pointof

view,the standard argum enthasa hole in itdue to it’s essentialreliance

on probability theory.For a position x on the screen where there isa dip

in the interference pattern,onereachesa contradiction by noticing that

P(x)= P(x via slit# 1)+ P(x via slit# 2)� P(x via slit# 1) (1)

m eansthatopeningthesecond slitshouldnotcausetheprobabilitytoarrive

at x to decrease.But ifwe are willing to m odify probability theory,then

the standard argum ent and it’s surprising conclusions do not necessarily

follow.In factitisclearthatin orderto escapethestandard conclusions,a

m odi�ed probability theory m ustprovide a way forprobabilitiesto cancel

each other and so an obvious �rst 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 num bers.However, as

Bayesians,wearenotcom pletely outofoptionsbecauseforus,probabilities

start out only as (realand non{negative) m easurem ents of \likelihood"

where the frequency m eaning for this likelihood is derived after the fact.

Sim ilarly,we m ightconsidera com plex \likelihood" and see ifa frequency

m eaning can befound forthisaswell.In fact,thesim plestthing to do isto

takeCox’sassum ptions[4]and justdrop therestriction thatprobabilitiesbe

realand non{negative.In thiscase,itturnsoutthatCox’sentireargum ent

followsasbeforeand oneendsup with \com plex probability theory"having

the sam e form as the probability theory that you’re used to except that

probabilitiesare com plex.Forany propositionsa,band c,

(a ! b^ c)= (a ! b)(a^ b! c) (I:a)

(a ! b)+ (a ! :b)= 1 (I:b)

(a ! false)= 0 (I:c)

where I have written the com plex probability that proposition b is true

given thatproposition a isknown as\(a ! b)" (to beread:\a goesto b")

reservingthem orefam iliarnotation P (bja)forstandard [0;1]probabilities.

G iven ourcom plex probability theory wewould liketo continuein par-

allelwith theBayesian developm entand constructa frequency m eaning for

com plex probabilities.Recallthat for standard probability,this works by



Q UANTUM M ECHANICS AS AN EXO TIC PRO BABILITY THEO RY 3

supposing thatthe probability ofsom ething isp and considering N copies

ofthatsituation with f = n=N successes.Using the centrallim ittheorem

f isasym ptotically gaussian with m ean p.Then,since the probability for

f to be in any intervalnotcontaining p can be m ade arbitrarily sm allby

increasing N ,this �xes the frequency m eaning for p.Essentially,the fre-

quency m eaningofprestson theextraassum ption thatan arbitrarily sm all

probability forf to be in som e intervalm eansthatf in factwillneverbe

observed to be in that intervalin a realexperim ent.The situation is not

quitesosim plein com plex probability theory becausea zero com plex prob-

ability does not in generalm ean that the corresponding event willnever

happen.However,wecan proceed by assum ing thatthisextra condition is

true fora specialsetofpropositionsU called the \state space." Let’salso

assum e that this U satis�es the following for x;y 2 U ,propositions a;b,

tim e t� t0� t00:

xt^ yt= false ifx 6= y (II:a)

(at! bt00)= (at! Ut0 ^ bt00) (II:b)

(at^ xt0 ! bt00)= (xt0 ! bt00) (II:c)

wheresubscriptsdenotetim e,asin \at" m eaning \a istrueattim et," and

wherea setofpropositionswith a subscriptdenotestheor ofeach elem ent

with thesam esubscript,asin Ut= _x2U xt.ThesearejustM arkovian style

axiom sintuitively corresponding to \thesystem hasa state." Roughly,the

system cannotbein two di�erentstatesatthesam etim e(II.a),thesystem

is in som e state at each interm ediate tim e (II.b) and the knowledge that

a system isatsom e pointin the state space m akesallpreviousknowledge

irrelevant(II.c).W e assum e thatU isa m easure space with (at ! Ut0)=R

x2U
(at ! xt0).Note the clash ofterm inology where the Hilbertspace of

standard quantum m echanics is som etim es also called the \state space."

Here U isonly a m easurespace ofpropositions.

G iven Iand II,onecan repeatthestandard argum entfortheexpression

P rob(at;bt0)=

R

x2U
jat! bt0 ^ xt0j

2

R

x2U
jat! xt0j

2

which predictsthefrequencythatbisfound tobetrueattim et0given thata

isknown ataprevioustim et.Although Probasde�ned isabletopredictthe

frequenciesforoutcom esofanyexperim ent,itfailstoextend topropositions

involving m ixed tim es (e.g.bt0 ^ ct00,t
00> t0).Thisis an interesting point

because itisexactly thisfailure thatallowscom plex probability theory to

escape Bell’s theorem [3].Also,although Idon’t have a sharp result,it is

seem slikely thatthise�ectdisappearsin a classicallim it,thusexplaining

why standard probability theory worksin the classicaldom ain.
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Im m ediate consequences of axiom s I.a{I.c and II.a{II.c include facts

fam iliarfrom probability theory such as(a ! true)= 1,(a ! b_c)= (a !

b)+ (a ! c)� (a ! b̂ c),and if(a ! b)6= 0,then (a^b! c)= (a ! c)(a^

c ! b)=(a ! b)(Bayes Theorem ).Following standard probability theory,

propositionsa and b are said to be independentif(q^ a ! b)= (q ! b)

for allq and,justas in standard probability theory,\locality" enters via

assum ptionsofindependence.Forinstance,ifexperim entse1 and e2 have

possible resultsr1 and r2 respectively,then the assum ptionsthatfr1;r2g,

fe1;r2g,and fe2;r1g areindependentim ply

(e1 ^ e2 ! r1 ^ r2)= (e1 ! r1)(e2 ! r2)

asonewould expectfrom ,forexam ple,two experim entswhich have noth-

ing to do with each other.O ther sim ple consequences ofthe axiom s are

described in references1-4 including

� ThePath Integral

� TheSuperposition Principle

� TheExpansion Postulate

� TheSchr�odinger/K lein{G ordon EquationsforU = R d

where the standard wavefunction 	(x;t) is proportionalto the com plex

probability

(E verything thatyou know aboutthe system ! xt)

m aking theBayesian statusofthewavefunction obvious.In particular,the

sam esystem m ay bedescribed by di�erentwavefunctionsdepending upon

whatisknown and such wavefunctionscan clearly notbe\thestateofthe

system " in any reasonable sense.

To get a feeling for how things work,let’s consider a typicalinterfer-

om eterasshown in �gure1. Particlesenterthedeviceoneata tim e,pass

through a beam splitter,hitoneoftwo m irrorsand passthrough a second

beam splitterending up eitherin detectorD 1 orin D 2.Although itlooks

perfectly possible for a particle to end up in D 2,experim entally we m ys-

teriously �nd thatthisnever happens.Allthe particles register in D 1.In

standard quantum theory,onedescribesthissituation by saying thatthere

aretwo pathsfora particleto go from thesourceto D 2.Theam plitudefor

these pathshave opposite signs and since the probability is the square of

the totalam plitude,thisexplainswhy particlesneverenterD 2.Now let’s

considera m odi�ed situation (�gure2)wherea deviceisattached to oneof

them irrorswhich isableto detectifthem irrorwasstruck by theparticle.

Aftereach particle passesthrough,thedeviceeitherindicates\hit" or\no

hit." Experim entally,we�nd thattheresultsarenow di�erentwith about

halfofthe particles ending up in detector D 2.How can we explain this?
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Figure 1. A sim ple interferom eter where a particle entersasindicated and encounters

a beam splitter(S1),a m irror(M 1 orM 2),a second beam splitter(S2)ending up either

in detectorD 1 orin detectorD 2.

In standard quantum m echanics there are stilltwo pathsfora particle to

reach D 2 asbefore.However,since we can now tellwhich path wastaken

by the particle by inspecting thehit/no{hitdevice,theam plitudesforthe

two pathsno longerinterfere.Thisisa specialcaseofthegeneralprinciple:

� Pathsinterfereonlyifthereisno wayofknowingwhich path wastaken,

even in principle.

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

ofthe particle.Also,it is not clear what \even in principle" m eans here

or what happens if,for exam ple,the hit/no{hit device works with,say,

99% e�ciency. Even so,the basic prediction of this principle is correct

and this raises the question ofwhether there is an analogous principle in

com plex probability theory and whetherthepredictionsarethesam e.You

can indeed easily deducefrom the axiom sand the de�nition ofP robthat

� Pathsinterfere ifand only ifthey end atthe sam e pointin U.
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Figure 2. A interferom etersim ilarto the one shown in �gure 1.The device isattached

to the m irrorM 1 recordswhetherM 1 wasstruck by the particle ornot.

and thisappearstogivethesam epredictionsasthem orem ysterioussound-

ing standard quantum m echanicalprinciple.Forinstance,within com plex

probability theory,the situation of�gure 1 could be described by a state

spaceR 3 (assum ing thattheparticleisspinless)in which casethecom plex

probability to arrive atD 2 isthe sum ofthe com plex probabilitiesfortwo

paths,which also cancel,just as in standard quantum m echanics.In the

situation shown in �gure2,onesim ply notesthatthestatespaceR 3 isev-

idently no longersu�cientto describethesystem .Ifoneextendsthestate

space to,say,U = R 3 � fhit;nohitg,then the interference islostbecause

the two paths for reaching D 2 now end at di�erent points in U .There is

also a continuum between this result,where the hit/no{hit device is as-

sum ed to work perfectly,and a situation where the device worksso badly

thatthepropositions\hit" and \no{hit" areindependentofwhich path the

particle istaking.In thiscase,you can easily show thatthe originale�ect

isrestored[2].

O fcourse,standard quantum m echanicsisperfectly capableofhandling
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a situation like that of�gure 2.It’s justthat a rigorous treatm ent ofthe

problem with a Hilbert space including the hit/no{hit device where the

state vector evolves under the action ofa Ham iltonian would be rather

di�cult,especially considering the sim plicity ofthe answer.Thishelpsto

explain the popularity of\which path" style argum ents in spite oftheir

am biguity.Herecom plex probability theory hastheadvantage thatsim ple

assum ptionsaboutasystem can rigorously beencorporated withouthaving

to decidewhattheassum ptionsm ean in term s,forexam ple,ofsolutionsto

the Schr�odinger equation.A rigorous treatm ent ofthese problem s within

quantum m echanics would also have to address the issue ofwhether the

initialstateis\m ixed"ornotsincenotallsituationsin quantum m echanics

can be described by a vector in a Hilbertspace,som e require \statistical

m ixtures" ofvectors in a Hilbert space.This provides an interesting test

for com plex probability theory.Since ordinary \statisticalm ixtures" are

no longer available to us,situations requiring \m ixed states" had better

be handled within the existing axiom s.These situationsappearto indeed

be handled quite sm oothly and naturally within the com plex probability

theory described here[2].

To take an exam ple with m ore detailed predictions, consider a sin-

gle scalar particle with U = R d and consider a sequence ofpropositions

xo;x1;:::;xn in U = R d where each xj im plicitly hasa tim e subscripttj
with tj+ 1� tj = � > 0.Asalways,(xo ! xn)isgiven by the\path integral"

(xo ! xn)=

Z

x1

:::

Z

xn� 1

(xo ! x1)(x1 ! x2):::(xn� 1 ! xn):

O fcourse,thereisapath integralin standard quantum m echanicsaswell[5]

whereoneproceedsto dynam icsby assum ingthattheam plitudefora path

isproportionaltoeiA wherethe\action" A isthetim eintegralofaclassical

Lagrangian forthe system .Here we can avoid these extra assum ptionsby

repeating the sam e argum entwithin each � sized intervalm aking n sub{

path integrals (�gure 3) with tim e step � = �=N . By letting both � and

� go to zero,one can extracta central{lim it{theorem {like resultwhere for

sm alljzjand sm all�,(xt! (x + z)t+ �)isgiven by

1

(2��)
d

2

p
det[�]

exp(� �[
1

2
(
zj

�
� �j)W jk(

zk

�
� �k)+ �0])

where �o(x),�j(x),�jk(x)and W jk(x)are m om ents of�(x;z;�)� (x t !

(x + z)t+ �)de�ned by

�0(x)=
R

z2U
��(x;z;0)

�j(x)=
R

z2U
��(x;z;0)zj

�jk(x)=
R

z2U
��(x;z;0)zjzk
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Figure 3. For x0;xn 2 U ,the com plex probability (x0 ! xn) is equalto a \path

integral" overx1;x2;:::;xn� 1 with tim e step �.The argum entcan be repeated m aking

n sub{path integralswith tim e step �.

with W jk = M jlM
T
lk!l where M isthe m atrix which diagonalizes �jk such

thatM T
lj�jkM km = �lm =!l.W ith velocity vj given by thelim itofzj=�,the

above propagatorisequivalentto the Lagrangian

L(x;v)=
i

2
(vj � �j)W jk(vk � �k)� i�0

wherewerecognize�j(x)and �o(x)astheelectrom agnetic�eldsand where

W jk(x)contains the particle m assand space{tim e m etric.Notice thatwe

havenotassum ed Lorentzorgaugeinvarianceto getthisresult.Theclaim

isthatthisisthe only Lagrangian consistentwith the state space R d.

Since ourcom 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 experim ent (II.b) and localin the sense ofaccepting locality as-

sum ptionsasassum ptionsof\com plex statisticalindependence,"you m ight

think thatwe would run afoulofBell’stheorem orotherm ore recentlim -

itationson localrealistic theories.AsI’ve already m entioned,Bell’sresult

does not follow in com plex probability theory.This m eans that although

Bell’s result has alm ost universally been interpreted as ruling out local

realistic theories,from our m ore generalpoint ofview,it forces a choice

between localrealism and standard probability theory.In fact,Bell’sresult

can beinterpreted asanotherlittlehintthatthereissom ethingwrongwith

probability theory.Besides Bell,there are a large num ber ofm ore recent

lim itations on localrealistic theories,each ofwhich providesa testofthe

com plex probability form ulation.Details are available only for three rep-
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resentative resultsofthistype (including Bell)where com plex probability

theory appearsnotto beexcluded[3].

You m ight expect that ifquantum m echanicalphenom ena can be de-

scribed by com plex probability theory,the Bayesian view m ight help in

understanding som e ofthe long standing sem i{paradoxicalm easurem ent

and observer questions in quantum m echanics.Here,it’s helpfulto �rst

think abouta purely classicalexperim entwherea singlecoin isipped and

then uncovered,revealing thatitlanded \heads." From theBayesian point

ofview,ofcourse,thesituation beforetheobservation could bedescribed by

thedistribution (1=2;1=2)and afterobserving headsourdescription would

beadjusted to (1;0).Theproblem is,whatwould you say to a studentwho

then asks:

� Yes,butwhatcauses(1=2;1=2)to evolve into (1;0)? How doesithap-

pen?

Herewerecognizeavictim ofa severeform of\M ind Projection Fallacy"[6]

wheretheperson asking thisquestion hasconfused whatthey know about

thesystem with thesystem itself.W ith theBayesian view ofcom plex prob-

abilities,itisclearthatthissam em istakeispossiblein quantum m echanics

aswell,whereonewould now bem istaking a wavefunction forthestate of

the system .This very view,however,is the standard picture ofquantum

m echanicsand so itishardly surprising thatsim ilarm ysteriesarise.This

view isalso im plicitin questionssuch as

� Can thewavefunction bem easured?

� W hatisthe sourceofthenon{locale�ectsin EPR?

� Can m acroscopic superpositionsbecreated?

� IstheUniverse in a purestate?

Although these are active research questions,it seem s inescapable to m e

thatifquantum phenom ena are correctly described by a Bayesian proba-

bility theory,then allofthese questionshave trivialanswersand they all

ultim ately fallinto thesam ecategory asthestudent’squestion aboutcoin

ipping experim ents.

Forthisaudience,Ihardly need topointoutthattheideasthatwehave

discussed herem ay notonly clarify them eaningofquantum m echanics,but

m ay also lead to waysofim proving quantum m echanicalcalculationsusing

priorknowledgein thesam esensethatpriorknowledgeisused to im prove

probability calculationsin Bayesian Inference.
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