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Abstract According to the Church-Turing Thesis (CTT), effectiverfal behaviours can be
simulated by Turing machines; this has naturally led to sfagion thatphysicalsystems can
also be simulated computationally. But is this wider claiuet or do behaviours exist which
are strictlyhypercomputation&l Several idealised computational models are known which
suggest the possibility of hypercomputation, some Newionsome based on cosmology,
some on quantum theory. While these models’ physicalityelsatiable, they nonetheless
throw into question the validity of extending CTT to incluak physical systems.

We consider the physicality of hypercomputational behawvifoom first principles, by
showing that quantum theory can be reformulated in a wayekgtains why physical be-
haviours can be regarded as ‘computing something’ instaedard computationadtate-
machine sense. While this does not rule out the physicdlityypercomputation, it strongly
limits the forms it can take. Our model also has physical eqoences; in particular, the
continuity of motiorandarrow of timebecome theorems within the basic model.
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1 Introduction

According to the Church-Turing Thesis (CTT), all effectsemputational behaviours can
be simulated by Turing machines (Kleene 1952). Although @/&$ proposed in the context
of formal mathematical systems, it is widely accepted theain be applied more generally;
in particular, given that physical devices are routinelgdifor computational purposes, it
is now widely assumed that all (finitely-resourced, finitspecified) physical machine be-
haviours can be simulated by Turing machines. Howeverettisnded clairh(known in the

philosophy and computer science literaturd’besis M(Gandy 1980; Copeland 2002), and

Mike Stannett
Department of Computer Science, Regent Court, 211 PohtoBel Sheffield S1 4DP, UK
E-mail: M.Stannett@dcs.shef.ac.uk


http://arxiv.org/abs/0805.1443v3

in physics literature as thghysical Church-Turing Thesisee e.g.l(Deutsch 1985; Penrose
1990) and references therein) is not by any means a logicelecpence of CTT, since it
is not clear that every physical machine can meaningfullgdid to ‘compute something’
in the same sense as Turing machines. Proponemtigitdl physics(Wolfram|2002] Lloyd
2006;| Tegmark 2008) stretch CTT still further, interprgtihto mean thatll physical be-
haviours (whether machine-generated or not) are TurimgHsible.

The main aim of this paper is to investigate Thesis M and iteresions in more de-
tail. Is it actually true that all physical behaviours areessarily computable, or are there
behaviours which go beyond the Turing limit? We will showtthaantum theory can be
reformulated in a way that partially resolves this questlmnexplaining why physical be-
haviours can indeeglwaysbe regarded as ‘computing something’ in the strict statelime
sense. While our approach does not rule out the possibfltiyercomputation completely,
it limits the form such hypercomputation must take.

As we recall in sectiof]2, this question has been debateckirttli over many decades
(Stannett 2006); but it has become prominent recently Wigrise of quantum computation
and digital physics. As is well known, Shorls (1994) aldomit can factorise integers faster
than any Turing program, and this already suggests thattgumtheory has super-Turing
potential. However, we need to distinguish carefully whatmean by ‘hypercomputation’
in this context. Where a computational model—for exampleutSch’s [((1985) Universal
Quantum Computer (UQC)—computes the same class of fugctierthe Turing machine,
albeit potentially faster, we call it super-Turingmodel. If it is capable of computing func-
tions whichno Turing machine can compute, we calhypercomputationallin particular,
then, while the UQC is an apparently super-Turing modek ivell known that it is not
hypercomputational, whence its implementation would msiolve the question whether
hypercomputation is physically feasible.

1.1 Layout of the paper

We begin in sectiohl2 by considering briefly what is alreadgvim concerning the relation-
ship between physics and (hyper)computation. After surimimgrthe information-theoretic
approach familiar fromt from Bit, we review three known hypercomputational systems:
non-collision singularities in the Newtoniambody problem; the Swans&zatter Machine
Experimentalso Newtonian); and Hogarth’s cosmologically inspirathily of SAD com-
puters. We then focus on quantum theory, where it is uncléwatlver any hypercomput-
ational model has yet been established. The question tieesavhether a new approach
might be able to resolve the issue. We will show that this deed the case, though only
to a limited extent, by deriving a first-principles reforratibn of Feynman’s path-integral
model; we review the standard formulation briefly in secBpand present our new formu-
lation in sectio}.

In our version of Feynman’s model, there is no such thing asrdiruous trajectory.
Instead, whenever a particle moves from one spacetime avamther, it does so by per-
forming a finite sequence of ‘hops’, where each hop takes #necfe directly from one
location to another, with no intervening motion. Althougiistseems somewhat iconoclas-
tic, we argue that ‘finitary’ motion of this kind is the onlyrfo of motion actually supported
by observational evidence.

In sectior b we consider the computational significance efrttodel, insofar as it ad-
dresses the question whether hypercomputation is phiysfeakible. From a mathematical



point of view it makes little difference whether we allow {b& to move a particle back-
wards as well as forwards in time, and we consider both motieksach case, the motion
of a particle from one location to another generates a finét snachine (technically, an
extended form of FSM called a-machinel|(Eilenberg 1974)), where the machine’s states
are spacetime locations, and its transition labels reftec{dlassical) action associated with
each hop. In unidirectional time, the regular language ge#ed by such a machine com-
prises just a single word, but if we allow time to be bidireatl, the availability of loops
ensures that infinite regular languages can be generatédtircases, when the motion is
interpreted as a-machine, the function computed by the motion can be inééegras an
amplitude, and if we sum the amplitudes of all machines wigfivan initial and final state,
we obtain the standard quantum mechanical amplitude fopéntcle to move from the
initial to the final location.

Section[6 concludes our argument, and includes suggedtoriarther research. We
note in particular that certain assumptions inherent innfen’s original model must be
regarded aprovable theoremsf the model presented here; this includes bothcth@inuity
of observed motioand thearrow of subjective time

2 Motivation

In this section we review various arguments both for andrejahe physical feasibility

of hypercomputation, and its converse, digital physics;afenore complete discussion of
hypercomputational models, readers are invited to comsultearlier surveys of the field
(Stannetlt 2003, 2006). The question, whether hypercortipogd behaviours are physically
feasible, obviously depends on ones conception of physielf.iHypercomputational sys-
tems have been identified with respect to both relativigtid Blewtonian physics. Where
guantum theory is concerned, however, the situation isdiess cut.

2.1 Digital physics

Proponents of digital physics argue that the Univasa wholds essentially computational,
in the sense that its entire history can be viewed as the bofpa digital computation
(Schmidhuber 1997). The underlying idea appears first te baen proposed by Zuse, who
suggested as early as 1967 that the Universe might be cothpyte deterministic cellular
automaton inhabited by ‘digital particles’ (Zlse 1967, 9P6

Wheeler's subsequent (199G)from Bit conception reflected his conviction that in-
formation is just as physical as mass and energy, and indieecklationship between in-
formation and gravitation has remained central to theasfeguantum gravity ever since
Bekenstein| (1972, 1973) realised that black holes musiegssatrinsic entropy. Likewise,
Hawking’s observation that black holes can evaporate (Hzyk974) forces us to ask what
happens to quantum correlations that previously existéddsn particles on either side
of the event horizon? Quantum theory appears to be incensistith causality in such a
situation (Susskind and Lindesay 2085).

Thelt from Bit doctrine focusses on the relationship between observatidrinforma-
tion. Just as observations provide information, so infdromecan affect observations, as was
graphically illustrated (at first theoretically and eveaity experimentally) by Wheeler’s fa-
mous ‘delayed-choice experiment’, a modified version ofhal-slit experiment. As is well
known, if one slit in a barrier is covered over, photons paggliirough the apparatus behave



like particles, but when both slits are opened the ‘paiaiemonstrate interference effects.
Wheeler asked what would happen if the decision to cover epwer a slit were made
after the photon had passed through the barrier, but before tloomet were detected. In
practice, the photon’s behaviour reflects the decisionxpermenter will eventually make,
even though this decision occurs after the encounter wétbtrrier has taken place. This
suggests that the outcome of an experiment involves arettten between the apparatus
and the observer; the results you get are in some sense chiapgfee questions you decide
to ask; or as Wheeler put it, “Every ‘it' — every particle, eyéield of force, even the space-
time continuum itself — derives its function, its meanirtg,very existence entirely — even
if in some contexts indirectly — from the apparatus-elititamswers to yes-or-no questions,
binary choices, bits’ (Horgan 1991).

Schmidhuber| (1997, 2000) has investigated a model of physievhich all possible
realities are the outcomes of computations. By consideaiggrithmic complexity, we can
examine the probability that a randomly selected universeldvconform to any given set
of behaviours; specific physical situations can be examamebpredictions made, some of
which might, in principle, be subject to experimental vesfion. It is important to note,
however, that the type of physics this model generatestigenerally consistent with con-
ventional wisdom. For example, because digital physicarass that universes are inher-
ently deterministic, Schmidhuber’'s model rejects thearothat beta decay is truly random.
Similarly, his model suggests that experiments carriecbawidely-separated, but initially
entangled, particles, should display non-local algorithregularities, a prediction which,
he notes, ‘runs against current mainstream trends in phlysic

A related concept is TegmarkMlathematical Universe Hypothes$egmark [(2008)
notes that, if a complete Theory of Everything (TOE) exigten the Universe must nec-
essarily be a mathematical structure. In essence, thiscause acompleteTOE should
make sense to any observer, human or otherwise, whencetlit tudpe a formal theory
devoid of ‘human baggage’; consequently the TOE (and hdrebhiverse it specifies) is a
purely mathematical structure. While this argument cariatsly be challenged—it is en-
tirely possible that pure mathematics is itself a form of harbaggage and that the concept
‘mathematical structure’ has no meaning to creatures whzas have evolved differently
to our own—Tegmark shows that it entails a surprisingly widege of consequences, but
interestingly, these doot include computability. Rather, Tegmark introduces an t@afutl
Computable Universe Hypotheseccording to which the relations describing the Univer-
sal structure can be implemented as halting computatidmis.ig similar to Schmidhuber’s
model, except that it is the relationships between objbetsare deemed computable, rather
than their evolution through time.

2.2 Examples of physical hypercomputation

A key feature of the digital physics models described aboaes-well as, e.g. Zizzi’s (2004)
loop quantum gravity model—is that the models take the aptomof an information-
or computation-based universe as thetarting point and then ask what consequences fol-
low. This is inevitable, since the authors are ultimatetgiasted in identifying experiments
which might provide evidence in support of (or which fal3ifpieir models. Clearly, how-
ever, if experiments are to distinguish between digitalgits/and ‘conventional wisdon’,

it must first be necessary that digital physics and the stdna@del are not equivalent. It
follows, therefore, that digital physics cannot tell us @atbthe feasibility or otherwise of
hypercomputation in ‘standard’ guantum theory.



Unfortunately, this is precisely the question we wish toregrs Rather than inventrzew
model of physics that is computational by fiat, we wish to datee whether thstandard
model is computational. Our approach, which we outline imsaletail in sectiorls 3 and 4,
is to reformulate (a small part of) the existing model in saclay that its computational
nature becomes intuitively obvious. Before doing so, haxewe should explain why this
task is worth undertaking—as Zuse (1969) put it, “Is Natugital, analog or hybrid? And
is there essentially any justification for asking such a tjoe®”

2.2.1 Newtonian models (and a challenge to digital physics)

It is not often appreciated that standard Newtonian physipports both super-Turing and
hypercomputational behaviours, but as Xia (1992) has shtivenlNewtoniam-body prob-
lem exhibits ‘non-collision singularities’, solutions imhich massive objects can be pro-
pelled to infinity in finite time. This is particularly probigatic for those models of digital
physics which claim the Universe is generated by essent@dhl interactions, like those
connecting processes in a cellular automaton, becausawiiseof physics are typically con-
sidered to be time-reversible. Consequently, if a partiale be propelletb infinity in finite
time, it should also be possible for a particle to arrik@m infinity in finite time. Clearly,
however, there is no earliest time at which such an emerginticfe first arrives in the Uni-
verse (the set of times at which the emerging particle exises not contain its greatest
lower bound). Consequently, if all objects in the Universgenfinite extent and finite his-
tory, the particle’s ‘emergence at infinity’ must involvense non-local form of interaction
between infinitely many of these objects. On the other haimls ¥hodel depends implicitly
on an idealised version of Newtonian physics, in which dedidnally bound point-masses
can approach arbitrarily closely (some such idealisasamavoidable, as the system needs
to supply unbounded kinetic energy to the escaping objdttaselerates away to infinity).
While this means that Xia’s result doesn't actually undewrthe case for digital physics in
‘real-world’ terms, it reminds us that the situation is cidlesably more complicated than it
might at first appear.

A recent series of investigations, reported in Beggal. (2008), concerns a collision-
based computational system called 8matter Machine Experimef(SME), in which a pro-
jectile is fired from a cannon at an inelastic wedge in such g that it bounces into a
detector either to one sidaf) of the apparatus or the othetawn); if the projectile hits the
vertex, various scenarios can be posited. The wedge is fixpdsition with its vertex at
some heighk whose binary expansion we wish to compute. The cannon carbalmoved
up and down, but whereasan take any real value, we only allow the cannon to be placed a
heightsu which can be expressed in the fotms= m/2" for suitablem andn. By repeatedly
firing and then re-aligning the cannon, we can attempt to ctenihe binary expansion &f
one digit at a time. The class of sets which are decidablelynpmial time, when a certain
protocol is used to run the SME, is exadiypoly (the complexity class of languages recog-
nized by a polynomial-time Turing machine with a polynortiaunded advice function).
SinceP/poly is known to contain recursively undecidable languagesdf@athl 2008), it
follows that the scatter machine experiment—despite idesi simplicity—is behaving in
a hypercomputational way.

2.2.2 Relativistic models

TheSAD, hierarchy is a family of computational models which exptbi properties of cer-
tain singularities ifMalament-Hogarttspacetimes (Hogalth 1992; Etesi and Néineti 2002).



These are singularities with computationally useful praps; in particular, if a test particle
falls into the singularity, it experiences infinite propiené during its journey; but an outside
observer sees the entire descent occurring in finite timexploiting such a singularity, we
can easily solve the Halting Problem. For suppose we wantdwkvhether some program
P halts. We set it running on a computer, and then send that emmto the singularity.
From our vantage point, the entire process lasts just a femigth of time, sayl seconds.
From the computer’s point of view the descent takes foreseif P is going to halt, it will
have enough time to do so. We therefore program the compup€rating system so that,
if P halts, a rocket is launched—this is possible for this kindio§ularity—so as to arrive
at some previously determined place and time, somewhat tharel seconds (from our
point of view) after the computer is launched. We then traeehe rendezvous point. If a
rocket arrives at the scheduled time, we know #atust have halted. If no rocket arrives,
we know that the operating system never had cause to layraditve conclude th& ran
forever.

Hogarth refers to this hypercomputational system aSAB computer; it uses a stan-
dard Turing machine to run the underlying progrBrbut gains hypercomputational power
from the geometrical properties of the spacetime in whieh Tluring machine finds itself.
If we now adapt the construction to use a sequenc8AdD computers in an attempt to
decide some question, the resultii®AD; + singularity) system is called é#AD, machine,
and so on. Finally, by dovetailing a sequence of machines frmm from each level of the
hierarchy, and sending the whole lot into an appropriatgusarity, we obtain arAD ma-
chine. TheSAD, machines decide precisely those first order sentences whizlpy then
level of the Arithmetic Hierarchy, while th&D machine can decide the whole of arithmetic
(Hogarth 2004).

The physicality of Malament-Hogarth spacetime is, howestebatable, since it clearly
violates the Cosmic Censorship Hypothesis (Penrose 1898ydition, there are various
technical problems associated with the transmission ofstleeessful-completion signal
from computer to observer (Earman and Ndrton 1993,/1998)ewer, the related approach
of Németiet al. (Németi and Andréka 2006; Németi and David 2006) exploistead the
properties of slow-Kerr (i.e. massive slowly-rotating bagyed) black holes, whence Cos-
mic Censorship is no longer an issue; they have, moreovaressied the technical problems
concerning signal transmissidn_(Andréka et al. 2008) &se the related paper, elsewhere
this volume).

2.2.3 Quantum theoretical models

Quantum mechanics is, perhaps, mankind’s most impressigntgic achievement to date;
it enables us to predict various physical outcomes with reatde accuracy across a wide
range of both everyday and exotic situations. In additierit @om Bit demonstrates, there
are clear parallels between quantum theory and informdtieory; since computation is
largely seen as the study of information processing, it issuwprising that the field has
proven fertile ground for researchers in both digital pbygsind hypercomputation theory.

One possible hypercomputational model in quantum theoKjiés’s adiabatic quan-
tum algorithm for deciding Hilbert’s Tenth problem, conaieig the solution of Diophantine
equations. Since this problem is known to be recursivelyeaitthble [((Matiyasevich 1993),
Kieu's algorithm—essentially a method for searching inéirsets in finite time—must be
hypercomputational. Although Kieu’s claims are contrei@rand his algorithm has been
disputed by various authors, he has sought to address tliggsisros in a forthcoming paper
(Kieu|2008). For the time being, therefore, the jury is out.



3 The Standard Path-Integral Formulation

As we explained in section 2.2, we aim to reformulate the daesh version of quantum
theory from first principles in such a way that its computadilbaspects become essentially
self-evident. We begin by recapitulating the (non-relatie) path-integral formulation orig-
inally presented ir_(Feynman 19483—4); see also (Feynman 1965). Given initial and final
locationsg = (X,t) andgr = (xg,tg) (Wheretg > t)), the goal of the standard formulation
is to determine the amplitude(qr, q) that a particleP follows a trajectoryg, — gr lying
entirely within some prescribed non-empty open space-tegmnR. As Feynman shows,
this amplitude can then be used to generate a Schrodingereguation description of the
system, whence this formulation is equivalent to otherdsash (non-relativistic) models of
guantum theory. In Sectidn 4, we will develop a generaliseithfiy formulation of the same
amplitude, and show that it is equivalent to the standard-paegral formulation presented
below.

For the sake of illustration, we shall assume that spacedim&nsional, so that spatial
locations can be specified by a single coordinatethe extension to higher dimensions is
straightforward. Furthermore, we shall assume in this pépa the regiorR is a simple
rectangle of the fornR= X x T, whereX andT = (tmin, tmax) &re non-empty open intervals
in R; this does not limit our results, because open rectangles &obase for the standard
topology onR?, and all of our formulae are derived via integratin.

Suppose, then, that a partidieis located initially atgy = (x,t/), and subsequently at
O = (Xe,te), and that its trajectory fromy to ge is some continuous path lying entirely
within the regionR = X x T. Choose some positive integey and split the duratiodt =
tr —t; into v+ 1 equal segments: far=0,...,v + 1, we define,, =t; + ndt/(v+1), so that
to =t andt,. 1 = tr. We write Xg,...,Xy+1 for the corresponding spatial locations, and
definegn = (Xn,tn). While each of the values, can vary from path to path, the valugsare
fixed. To distinguish this situation from the situation lvelfwheret, is allowed to vary),
we shall typically writeq' = (x,t") for those locations, whose associateg-value is fixed.
We will also sometimes writéq'] or [qJ{,...,qE] for the arbitrary pathy = qg — qur —
cee— qﬁ — qu = gr. Apart from the fixed valuegy = x andx,1 = Xg, each of thex,
is constrained only by the requirement thate X, whence the pathq'] hasv degrees of
freedom.

In classical physics, thaction associated with a pathis given byS= [,L dt, where
the functionL = L(x(t),x(t)), the Lagrangian is a function of positiorx and velocityx;
only. However, to form this integral we need to specify thetiotoof the particle in each

subinterval(t,’{,tgﬂ), so we assume tha& follows some patty’ — qu that is classically

permissible. Each segmeajt— qgﬂ of the path has associated classical acﬂ(qiﬂ, ah),
and probability amplitude<qg+l ‘ q,‘:> defined for allg and (subsequent) by (d |g) =
exp{iS(d,q)/h}. The actiorSis determined by the classidatinciple of Least ActionThis
says that the classical path is one which minimises thismacsio thaS(q/, q) = minft" Ldt.
The total action associated with the patlsﬂqI. R q:f,] =3%n S(qu, ') and the associated

amplitude is the produ(<tq|: ‘q$> <Q$ CIL1> : : <qur

paths now yields the composite amplitude

qI> <qI ‘ a > Summing over all such

l ~
@ (OF.a) = A_v/<QF |ah) dx, <q\t

o)1 )dx1(af|al)d(alja) @



whereA, is a normalisation factor. All that remains is to take theitias v — o, subject
to the assumption that the resulting patk: x(t) is continuous. This gives us the required
amplitude@(xr,x ) that the particle travels from to gr by a trajectory that lies entirely
within R:

<p(qF,q|)=vlignwA—1v/<qF|qI>dxv (af o)1) a1 (b |al ) o (af @) -

4 A Finitary Formulation

In sectior B we showed how the amplitugégr, q; ), that the particleP travels fromq; to
gr along some path lying entirely within the non-empty opercstiene regiorR=X x T,
is given byg = limy_. @,. If we now write

An - (ﬂ] - (ﬂ],l 3 (2)
it follows from the identityg, = (@ — @—1) + -+ (@ — @) + @ that

v =)
o=t (@0 5 0] <o S

This replacing of a limit with a sum is a key feature of our miodénce it allows us
to describe a system in terms of a set of mutually distinctdisets of observations. We
can think of this sum in terms aforrection factors For, suppose you were asked to esti-
mate the amplitudep(ge,q) that some object or particle will be observed at, given
that it had already been observedgatand was constrained to move within the regRkn
With no other information to hand, your best bet would be wuage thaP follows some
action-minimising classical path, and so the estimate ywoe ig the associated amplitude
(gr |ar). Some time later, you realise that one or more observaticas ltave been made
on the particle while it was moving fromy to gr, and that this would have perturbed the
amplitude. To take account of these possibilities, you addraes of correction factors to
your original estimate; first you adf in case 1 observation had taken place, instead of the
0 observations you had originally assumed. Then youZduh case there were actually 2
observations, and so on. Eagdh takes into account the extra information acquired by per-
forming n observations instead of— 1, and since the overall estimate needs to take all of
the corrections into account, we hage= ¢y + 5 An.

The simple truth, however, is thebntinuous motion cannot be obserybdcause mak-
ing an observation takes time. The best we can ever do is te mséries of distinct measure-
ments showing us where an object was at finitely many closgheed instants, to, ..., t,
during the relocation frong, to gr. The classical spirit within us then tells us to extrapo-
late these discrete points into a continuous curve (narttey,path which ‘best’ joins the
points). It is as if we draw the individual locations on cédid, and then play a mental
film projector to give ourselves the comfortable impressbrontinuous movement. But
this mental film projector—represented in the standard édation by the construction of
lim ¢,—is no part of physical observation; it represents insteadssumptiorabout the
way the world ‘ought to be’. All we can truthfully say is thdtet object was at such and
such a locationx, when we observed it at tintg, and was subsequently at locatign 1 at
timety,1. Regardless of underlying reality (about which we can saya&ily nothing), the
observediniverse is inherently discrete. We can ask ourselves hewntition appears if no



observations are made; the composite answer, taking istmat all potential observers, is
given by some amplitudes. If we ask how it appears if preciselyobservations are made
during the relocation frong, to gg, we get another amplitudg, . Since these possibilities
are all mutually exclusive, and account for every possibligeiy observed relocation from
g to gr, the overall amplitude that the relocation happens is tine sUthese amplitudes,
namely some functioy = 3 (.

Although they both involve infinite sums, these two desaipt are very different, be-
causa, tells us the amplitude for a path with a specific number of habéle A,, describes
what happens when wehangethe number of hops. Nonetheless, prompted by the formal
structural similarity of the equationg= @+ 3 7 Ay andy = 37 i, we shall equate the two
sets of terms, and attempt to find solutions. By requitlgg= @ andy, = A, for positiven,
this will ensure that the description we generate—no matbar unnatural it might appear
at first sight—satisfieg = , whence it describes exactly the same version of physics as
the standard formulation.

The surprising feature in what follows is that the desooiptive generate isot unnat-
ural. Quite the opposite. To see why, we need to remembemthptitudes are normally
given in the formg, = exp{i(S.+---+S))/h}. In very rough terms, we can think of the
variousSvalues as being essentially equal, so that: exp{inS/h}. When we computé,,
we are asking hovg, changes when changes; in other words, we can thinkZgyf in fairly
loose terms as a measuredgf/dn. Again arguing loosely, we can calculat®/dn = iS¢/,
and now it becomes clear why equating the two sets of termksyfor in essence), is
approximately proportional tg. Sincey, is structurally similar tog,, in the sense that
both measure the amplitude associated with a sequence p§jtnis not surprising to find
a similar relationship holding betweel, and . Since the equations we form will even-
tually include integrals with normalisation factors, tadactors will effectively absorb any
remaining constants of proportionality.

4.1 Paths, Actions and Amplitudes

The standard formulation assumes that each trajegtoyys a consistently future-pointifg
spacetime path; this is implicit in the continuity of the megentationx = x(t), which assigns
one location to eachin the intervallt;,tg]. Since our formulation rejects this assumption,
we need to provide a different definition fpaths

We shall assume the abstract existence of a clock, repegsbgtthe integer variable,
used to indicate the order in which observations occur. Bawhthe clock ticks, i.e. for each
1=0,1,2,..., the particle is observed to exist at some space-time tmeagti= (x;,t;). We
call each transition; — g;.1 ahop. A finite sequence of consecutive haps— --- — qQu11
constitutes gath As before, we takep = (x,t) andqy1 = (Xg,tr), and consider the
properties of an arbitrary path froq to gr via v intermediate points, all of which are
required to lie in the prescribed space-time regoa X x T.

We again write{qs, ...,qy ] for the pathgy — g1 — --- — gy — gr. However, whereas
the intervalg, 1 —t, were formerly fixed to have identical duratié¥i(v+1), there is no con-
straint on the temporal separatigni —t; in the finitary formulation; the patgp — --- —
gv-1 therefore has 2 degrees of freedom, dwicethe number in the standard formulation.
Notice that we now writey, rather tharg, to show that the valut is no longer fixed.

What is not clear at this stage is whether hops need nedgsaliways be future-
pointing. The standard formulation forces this on us thioitg assumption that some con-
tinuous motiont — x(t) is being observed, but this assumption is no longer relevwat
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shall therefore describe two finitary formulations, one inietn hops are unidirectional in
time, and one in which space and time are treated symmdyricathat hops can move both
forwards and backwards in time as well as space. Both modelsekated to computation
theory, but the second is by far the more interesting, batimfa computational, and a phys-
ical, point of view. The mathematical distinction betweba two models is minor. If time

is unidirectional into the future, then, 1 must lie in the rangé; <ty 11 < tmax. Otherwise,

it can take any value iff.

In the standard formulation, any unobserved motion fromalrservation to the next is
assumed to be classical, and its amplitude is determineditiynising the classical action
S Since we no longer assume that any such motion exists, wessmply assume that
each hopg — d has ahop amplitude denoted(q’ |g);,, and that this amplitude (when it
is non-zero) is associated with an abstraop action denoteds,(d',q), by the formula
(q | ), = €(@9/N, One of our tasks will be to identify the functip.

The amplitude associated with the péth, ...q, | is defined, as usual, to be the product
(ge |Qv)p X% -+ x (01| a1 )p- The amplitude computed by summing over all paths of thigtlen
will be denotedys,, so that the overafinitary amplitudethat the particle moves from to
gr along a sequence of hops lying entirely withris just@(ar,q1) = 3o ¥n.

4.2 The Finitary Equations

Consider again the formulae giving the amplitude that a@ger® follows a path frong to
gr that lies entirely within the regioR, subject to the assumptighatgr occurs later than
gi—the standard formulation isn’t defined when this isn't tsse We can write these in
the form

p=@+ ) 4n @)
n=1

Y=o+ Z Yn (4)
n=1

whence it is clear that one particular solution can be obthlwy solving the infinite family
of equations

Yo=@ )
Unh=h—@h-1 (e.yh=4,) forn>0 (6)

to find the hop-actiors,. Since the termg, and A, are those of the standard formulation,
we shall henceforth assume tt&ig,, A, andA,, are allknown functionsn what follows.

4.3 Solving the Equations

As usual, we shall assume thgt occurs later thamy (so thatgn = ¢h(de,q)) is defined
for eachn). We shall be careful to distinguish locatiogs= (x,t") for which the time of
observation is fixed in the standard formulation, from thoséhe formq = (x,t) used in
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the finitary version, for which the value bfis variable. Note first thaf{1) can be rewritten
to give us a recursive definition ¢f,, viz.

fm(qp,qu)=A—lv/<qF|qI>dxv (b a1 )dxa... (o} |af ) (af o)
=5 [ ool ax g — [ (ab]aly) s (o) (dlfa) ()

Ay
- ;\—1/<q': |q$> w-1(q),a) dx
VvV

and an identical derivation giveg, in the form

By_1 [ [
W) === [ [ (e landua(ana) i ax ®)

where theB,, are normalisation factors, and the integration rahfyjdepends on whether we
allow hops to jump backwards in time, or insist instead thaytmove only forwards (we
consider the two cases separately, below).

Using [7) to substitute fog, in the definition[(2) ofA, gives

Av(0r,a1) = @ (ar,a1) — —1(9F, 1)
A o "
= ['Z\—l/<QF lab) @_a(al, ) dx | —@v-1(ck,q) -
v

The casev = 0 is worth noting in detail. The amplitudes(de,q1) and go(ge, i) de-
scribe the situation in whicR moves fromgg to g without being observed. In the standard
formulation, it is assumed in such circumstances #dbllows some classical path for
which the actiorSis minimal, while in the finitary formulation we assume thag particle
hopsdirectly fromg to gr. The amplitudes for these behaviours &ie|q) and(ar |qi ),
respectively. However, we need to remember taand Y are defined in terms of their
contribution to theoverall amplitudesg and ; it is important, therefore, to include the
relevant normalisation factors. We therefore define, imatance with[{IL) [(3)[(4) and](8),

1 1
(R)(qF»QI):A_O<QF‘QI> and WO(QF»QI):B_O<QF‘QI>h ,

so that, whenevegr occurs later than,

(OF [a)h =0 (A |ai) 9)

where
g = Bo/Ao .

Taking principal logarithms on both sides bf (9) now gives

$(0F,a1) = S(gr, 1) —ihlogo

and if we assume thaf, should be real-valued (the classical act®is always real-valued),
then logo must be a real multiple df sayo = €P wherep € R, whence|0|2 = 1. Con-
sequently,|(ge |q|)h\2 = [{de |a)p, 2, and the two formulations assign the same standard
and finitary probabilities to the relocatign — gr, whenever this is unobserved and future-
directed. Moreover, since

S(dr, ) = S(ar,q) +ph
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we see that our earlier intuition is essentially confirmée: op-actiors, (the best estimate
of the path-amplitude, given that no observations will bale)as just the classical action
S, though possibly re-scaled by the addition of a constamvractf sizeph (which we can
think of as a kind of ‘zero-point’ action). For the purposéshis paper, the values @f and

o = €P are essentially arbitrary; we shall legeéand hencer) an undetermined parameter
of the model, in terms of which

Bo = 0Ao (10)
and
Sh(dr,ar) = S(ar,a) +ph  if g occurs aften . (11)
The physical significance gf is discussed briefly in Sectién 4.5, in relationall-hops

4.4 The Unidirectional Model

If we wish to allow only future-pointing hops—we shall cdii¢ theunidirectionalmodel—
there is little left to do. We know froni{5) and](6) that eachdtion i, is defined in terms
of the known functiongg andA;. It only remains to identify the hop amplitudg and the
normalisation factor8,. As explained above, our solutions will be given in termshad t
undetermined phase parameter

Since the side-condition ol (1) is satisfied, the hop anmgbitis given in terms of
the classical action by the formulal'|g), = o (q'|q) = oexp{iS(q,q)/h}, whenevery
follows q.

To find the normalisation factors, we note first tHaf] (10) gius the valudy = A9
directly. Next, wherv > 0, we observe that, sindg must come aftet, 1, the rangeTl”’ in
(@) is the intervalt,_1,tr). Consequently,

tF

Wo(ge,q) = | (OF |Qv)p Yv—1(qv,ar) dty dxy
v-1 (12)

/t (G @) Yo_1(Gy, 1) dty dxy -
v—1

UBV 1

Whenv = 1, (I2) can be rewritten

tF
(g, a) B // (9F |au) Yo(az,ar) diy dxg
O'B
O// QF\Q1 Q1IQ|> dty dx

N B_l/x/tl (9 [o1) {ar|a) dtp dxg

and, sincey = A4, this gives us

(xR o) (@) dtdx ),
BL= ( A1 (gr,q1) )U ’
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Finally, forv > 1, (12) becomes

Ay(gr,a) = Yu(dr,ar)
UBV 1

= //t (OF |av) Yv—1(qv,ar) dt, dx,

O'B
_ 0By 1//t (Or | qv) Ay—1(qy, o) dty dxy,
v—-1

and henca3, can be defined recursively, as

UBV 1

8 7// A ,qi) dt, dx, .
YA (oR, ) tquF‘QV> v-1(Qy, a1) dty, dx,

4.5 The Bidirectional Model

Far more interesting is the case where hops are allowed tp paokwards as well as for-
wards in time. It is important to note that the derivationByf given above for the unidi-
rectional model no longer works, because it relies on us®ddq replace(gr |qv);, with

0 (gr | qv), and on[(B) to replacen1(qv,q ) with Ani1(qy,q). But our use of((9) assumes
that gr occurs aftem,, and that of[(b) that;, comes afteiq;, and neither assumption is
generally valid in the bidirectional model. Consequentifore we can make progress, we
need to decide howd |g),, should be defined when the hop— g movesbackwardsin
time.

To address this problem, we recall the standard interpoetaf anti-matteras ‘matter
moving backwards in time’. For example, the Feynman diagrafigure[1 shows how the
annihilation of e.g. an electron and a positron (its antip) to form two photons can be
interpreted instead as showing an electron that moves fdrimatime, interacts with the
photons, and then returns into the past.

Fig. 1 Anti-matter can be thought of as matter moving backwardaie.tA particle
arrives at bottom left, and the corresponding antipar{st®wn as usual with the arrow
reversed) at bottom right; they annihilate to produce twaiga rays, emitted top left
and top right. Time advances up the page.

Accordingly, whenever we are presented with a backwardsolgdghe particleP, we re-
interpret it as dorwardshop by the appropriate anti-particle, Writing Sfor the classical
action associated with the antiparti€@ewe therefore define

ph+S(gr,q) if q is earlier tharge, and
= - 13
(6. q) {pﬁ+ S(ai,0r) if g is later thargr. 3)

It is tempting to assume th&is just the negative o, but this need not be the case. For
example, since photons are their own anti-particles, thmyldwequireS= S. Or consider an



14

electron moving in both an electric and a gravitational fifld/e replaced it with a positron,
the electric forces would reverse, but the gravitationatdés would remain unchanged, and
the overall change in action would reflect both effects.

Spatial hops - the physical meaning @f What about purely spatial hops that move the
particle P sideways in space, without changing its temporal coordmathere are two
cases to consider. b = q;, the particle has not actually moved, and the classical solu
tion S(g,q) = 0 holds valid. Consequently, we can simply extend our exgssiolution by
definingsn(q,q) = ph, or (q|g),, = 0. This, then, explains the physical significanceret-it
is the amplitude associated with thall hop, i.e. that hop which leaves the particle in its
original location from one observation to the next.

If gr andq differ in their x (but not theirt) values, we shall simply tak@ | i), = O;
i.e. we ban all such hops (this definition is, of course, puagbitrary, and other definitions
may be more appropriate in regard to other investigatiobst for our current purposes
the specific choice of purely spatial hop action makes ldifference, because the paths in
guestion contribute nothing to the integrals we shall bestrating). This doesn’t mean,
of course, that a path cannot be found frgmio a simultaneous locatiogs—it can, via
any past or future location—but that more than one hop isiredtio complete the journey.
Indeed, the possibility of purely spatial relocations ighty significant, since one could
interpret them as explaining quantum uncertainty: one aesey definitely where a particle
is at any given time, preciselybecauset is able to relocate from one location to another,
with no overall change in

Solving the EquationsAs before, we know froni{5) anfl(6) that each functifnis defined
in terms of the known functiongy andA4,, and it remains to identify the hop amplituge
and the normalisation factoB;,. Once again, our solutions will be given in terms of the
undetermined phase parameterAs always, we assume tht< tg, although we allow
individual hops to move backwards through time.

To define the hop amplitude, we appealfd (13), and the refstip(q | g),, = €n(d-9)/h,
Taken together with our discussion of spatial hops, thdew ais to defines, fully:
o{q |gr) if g is earlier thary,,
o (gr|q) if g is later tham,

if gr =q, and

0 otherwise.

(Or lanp =

where (q; |ge ) = exp{iS(q,qr)/h} is the ‘classical amplitude’ associated with the anti-
particle. This idea extends throughout the functions ddfinethis section; for example,
whend is earlier tharg, we writer(g,q) for the amplitude that the antiparticle follows
some pathy’ — q lying entirely within R. We will see below that the amplitude functions
Un(d,0) andn(d,q) are, as one would expect, related to one another in a muteaily-
sive way.

Now we consider the normalisation constaBts We already know thaBy = gAg, SO
we consider the case when> 0. Because hops are allowed to move in both directions
through time, the integration randé in (8) is the whole off . Consequently[{8) becomes

By_1 1
WV(QRQI):B—vl/x/|_<QF‘QV>hQUv—1(QVaQI)dtv dx, .
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The integral ovefl splits into three parts, depending on the valug,oklative tot; andtg.

We have
Bv—l

Yo(or,a) = B, /).(/I._<QF|QV>hWV71(QV»QI)dtv dxy
_ Bv—l

=t [ I0)+a0) + () b

wherel| (x) is the integral oveftmin, ti], Im(Xy) over[t;,tr] andlr(x,) over [tr,tmax-
Whenv = 1, (I4) becomes

(14)

Wi(ae.q) = E—‘l’ [ 160+ ha ) + ()

and the integral§ , Iy andlr are defined by

.tl

1 2
|L(X1)=U/| (dF |d1)p Yo(as, ar) dty = g—/ (0F o) (an [on) dty
tmin 0 Jtmin
1] 2 1,
|M(Xl):U/tl':<qF‘Ql>hw0(Ql»QI)dtl: g—o/tlF<QF\Q1> (oo o) dty
"tmax 2 etmax—
Ir(X1) :0/ (9F [G1)p Yo(ae, qr) dty = g—/ (au|gr) (il ar) dty .
tF 0 Jtg

Thusly (x1) +Im(x1) + Ir(X1) =

{/t:m (9F [ a) (o \Q1>+/tltF (aF o) (Q1|Q|>+/t:max<Q1\QF><ql\q|>}

o2

Bo
andyx(gr,qr) equals
a2 4 tE tmax_
S e Tarar [ oo @la+ [ T )]
1 tmin f tF
On the other hand12) tells us tht = A;, and sdB; equals
0-2
A1(9F, 1) 8

) -t tmax___
[ et T+ [ (o o) ol + [ @l (ol
tmin t tF

|
Finally, whenv > 1, the integrald,, Iy andlg are given by
-I(x)=0 i:l\in (OF |qv) Av—1(ar,qv) dty;
- luxy) =0 JF (9F [av) Av-1(av,ar) dty;
- lr(v)=0 g:max (av |dr)Av-1(av,ar) dty,
and [1%) gives u8, recursively,

0Bv_1 / {/‘ﬂ .
Y A, 1(ar,qv) dt
" Av(0E, 91) x Ut (9F [av) Av-1(ar,qv) dby

e
+ /t (G | ) Av_1(G. 1) dty
|

'tmax

+ <QV ‘QF>AV71(QV»QI) dtv} .

tF
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5 Computational Interpretation of the Model

To illustrate the full computational significance of ourawhulation (especially the bidirec-
tional version), we first need to digress slightly, and eixpEilenberg’s (1974 X-machine
model of computation. This is an extremely powerful compatel model, which easily
captures (and extends) the power of the Turing machine. \Wéhen show that a particle’s
trajectory can be regarded asdrmachine drawn in spacetime, and that (a minor variant
of) this machine computes its own amplitude (as a trajegtory

5.1 X-machines

An X-machineM = F”" (whereX is a data type) is a finite state machiReover some
alphabetA, together with dabelling functionA: a &': A — R(X), whereR(X) is the
ring of relations of typeX «» X.

Each wordw = a; ... a, in the languagéF | recognised by the machirte can be trans-
formed byA into a relationw” on X, using the scheme

W/\ :al/\o~--oan/\

and taking the union of these relations gives the reldﬁ)’h| computed by the machine,

FA=U{w! [welFl}

If we want to model a relation of typ¥ <> Z, for data typesy # Z, we equip the ma-
chine with encoding and decoding relatioks,Y — X andD : X — Z. Then the behaviour
computed by the extended machine is the relaierF" | o D.

Although the languagéF| is necessarily regular, the computational power of Xhe
machine model is unlimited. For, given any set-theoref&tien { : Y — Z, we can compute
it using the trivial (2-state, 1-transition)-machine with=Y x Z, by picking anyz' € Z,
and using the encodsf = (y,z"), the decodery,z)® = z and labellinga* = Z, where

(v,2")¢ = (v,Z(y)). For now, given any € Y, we havelF"| =J{a" } =, and

YES[FA[oD) _ y(EoleD) _ (y 51)(ED) _ UZy)® =2() .

5.2 Computation by admissible machines

In our case, all of the path relations we consider will be tamtsmultipliers of the form
ke: z+— zc wherec,z € C. The resulting machine behaviour will therefore be a seuchs
multipliers, and we can meaningfully form their sum (whishagain a multiplier). For rea-
sons that will shortly become clear, however, we will restattention to those paths which
visit each state of the machine at least once. We therefdiieedideadditive behaviouof
such a machin& = F” to be the functioM|* on C given by

IM[* (2) = z {vx/‘(z) ‘ w € |F|, wvisits each state df at least once}

If M is a machine of this form, we will declare the behavioulbfo be the functionM|™,
and speak oM as anadditive X-machineAny finitary path[q]=q — 1 — - — qy —
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gr generates an additiv€-machineMq with state sef{ q,,qs,...,0v,0r }, alphabetA =

{ho,...,hy }, and transitiong g, P, On+1 | N=0,...,v}. Each transition in the machine is
a hop along the path, and is naturally associated with thetifumh,* = A z.(z (q1 | On)p) -

C — C that multiplies any input amplitudeby the hop amplitud€gn. 1 |0n)p. If Mg is an
additiveX-machine generated by some pgdfi with initial stateq, final statege, and inter-
mediate states iR, we shall say thaM is admissible and thaf q] generates MWe claim
that each path computes its own amplitude, when considerdteanachine it generates.

Computation by the unidirectional modefor unidirectional machines, each hbp in-
volves a jump forward in time, so the statfg, } must all be distinct, and the patlq]
forms a future-pointing chain through spacetime. Conseilyjehe machineviy recognises
precisely one string, and the additive and standard behesviaf theX-machine are identi-
cal. The function computed by this path maps eaehC to

Ao ] 75 (G 1 [ Gndp (G G 1)n- - (G |Go)p =2zx W[a) . (15)

As claimed, therefore, each (unidirectional) trajectoingctly computes its own contribu-
tion to the amplitude of any path containing it.

Computation by the bidirectional modeEquation[(I5) holds also for unidirectional paths in
bidirectional machines, but the general physical integti@n is more complicated, because
of the possibility of loops. Essentially, we need to distiisty carefully between two related
questions, viz.

— what is the amplitude that the pdth)] is traversed?
— what is the amplitude that the pdth] is observedo have been traversed?

To see why, let us suppose that the dafhcontains only one loop, and thatis minimal
such thatjn 1 = dn+1 for somen satisfyingm < n; write the associated sequence of hops as
a concatenation of three segments, tjz.. . h, = u.v.w, whereu=hg...hn, v=hmi1...hy
andw = h,.1...hy. Sincev represents a spacetime loop frap, 1 back togn+1 = Qm1,
there is no observable difference between any of the patthsv, for j > 1. Consequently,
while the amplitude for the patlg] is just[q], the amplitude that this path ébserveds
instead the amplitudgr*[q] = 353 @[u] x (Y[v])! x P[w].

More generally, given the machifiegenerated by any bidirectional trajectdry], and
any two stringsa, 3 which are recognised by, and which visit each state at least once
there will be no observable difference betweeand. Consequently, if we define

Ff= {V\/\ ‘ w € |F|, wvisits each state at least on%e

then the amplitudey* that[q] is observedo have been the path traversed will satisfy, for
zeC,
+
zyt = Z{V\/\(Z) \ weF* } = ‘FA‘ (2)
and once again, if we think ¢f|] as an additiv&-machine, it computes its own contribution
to the amplitude of any path containing it.
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6 Concluding Arguments

Recall that an additiviX-machineM is admissibleprovided there is some finitary bidirec-
tional path[q] that generates it. Say that two patleg, and|[q], areequivalent provided
they generate precisely the same admissible mad¥fiin€learly, thisis an equivalence re-
lation, and given any patty], there will some equivalence claggontaining it. Moreover,
the amplitudgM| ™ is given by summing the amplitudes of the various path§. iGonse-
quently, summing over all paths is the same as summing olvedalissible machines, so
that (regardingp(ge, i) as a multiplier),

Y(gr,a) =y {IM[" | Mis admissible} |,

and /(ge,qi) can be regarded as integrating all of the admissible macanmgitudes. In
the bidirectional formulation, then, the nature of motiarguantum theory reveals itself to
be inherently computational. It is not that trajectories ba computed; rather, thaye com-
putations. As a particle hops through spacetime, it simallaslyconstructsandexecutes
computational state machine, and the amplitude computdti®ynachine is precisely the
amplitude of the trajectory that constructed it.

In section Z.11, we noted how digital physics assumes the¢esde of a computation
that computes each universe’s history, which suggestshtibatomputer’ which executes
the computation is somehow external to the universes beingtaicted. In contrast, the
bidirectional model is telling us that each universe igracess in which each trajectory
is a sub-process which computes its own amplitude. Moreaeof these sub-processes
interact with one another non-locally, because hop ang#iuare based on the classical
action, and this in turn depends on the ever-changing spaeetistribution of the other
particles. In other words, as we have argued elsewherefupaheory is best thought of,
not in terms of computation, but in termsiateractive formal process€Stannett 2007).

Clearly, this idea has echoes bffrom Bit, and indeed the bidirectional model helps
explain Wheeler's delayed-choice experiment. The appa@dox relies on two assump-
tions concerning the experimental set-up. First, the phatast pass through the barrier in
order to be observed on the other side; and second, we cahlystientify a time by which
the photon has travelled beyond the barrier (we need to makdedayed choice after this
time). Both of our reformulations refute the first assumpt{the discontinuous nature of
hop-based motion means that the Intermediate Value Thecaamot be invoked to prove
that the trajectory necessarily passes through the banibile the bidirectional model also
refutes the second assumption, since there is no reliabtese which the decision can be
said to have been made ‘after’ the trajectory intersectb#nger. Thus the delayed-choice
experiment contains no paradox, and there is nothing taexpl

We should also be clear as to what our reformulation dusssay. Throughout this
discussion we have focussed on the computational natumajettories, but it should be
stressed that there is an important distinction to be be miztween what a procedses
and how that process s$ructured This is the same distinction as that highlighted in section
2.1 between Schmidhuber’s and Tegmark’s versions of theoatational universe hypothe-
sis: whereas Schmidhuber considers process evolutioresdorbputable, Tegmark requires
instead that their descriptions be computable. In our egisiés we know that each trajectory
computes its amplitude, we cannot say that the amplitue# issnecessarily ‘computable’
in the Turing sense, because we cannot as yet identify themietd which the two forms
of computation are related. Aspocesseach trajectory is computational, but teduesit
manipulates need not be.
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6.1 Open questions

(a) Clearly, we need to determine the relationship betweeadrajy computations and Tur-
ing computations. There must certainly be some such rekttip, because the admissible
X-machine model underpinning trajectory computation iselp related to the Finite State
Machine, which in turn underpins the basic structure of e machine. Are values (like
the processes that generate them) constrained to be cdifgutany standard sense?

(b) Although we have exchanged continuous motion for motioetam discrete hops, we

have not as yet done away with continuous spaces in theiregntbecause many of the

expressions given in this paper make use of integration. Asargued above, continuity

is not directly observable, so we would prefer a purely disemodel. We should there-

fore investigate the extent to which the formulation présdrhere can be re-expressed in
purely formal terms, for example using thecalculus (a standard theoretical vehicle for
modelling mobile distributed process-based systems)n@ilL999] Sangiorgi and Walker

2001). More straightforwardly, can we adapt the modelseeexi here—for example, by

replacing integrals with sums—to generate a tdicretemodels of physics?

(c) Suppose we impose the condition that whenever a particleinsfgle some arbitrary re-
gion (which we can think of as the interior of an event horigz@rtannot hop back out again.
This will have a global influence upon trajectory amplituitethe bidirectional model, be-
cause every journey would otherwise have had the optionctade hops that pass through
the excluded region. In particular, the observed posit@frgeodesics (assuming these can
be modelled in terms of finite trajectories?) can be expetetiange position, whence the
presence of the excluded region will generate a perceivedping’ of spacetime geome-
try. Does this warping agree with the warping predicted hy, general relativity? Can the
bidirectional model be extended to give a model of quantuawity?

(d) Feynman’s original path-integral methods appear to makiews assumptions which
we have rejected, including such mainstays of real-workkolation as tharrow of time
and thecontinuity of motion The status of these assumptions in Feynman’s formulation
needs, therefore, to be considered in more depth than haspossible here. It may be
that they are spurious elements of his construction whials pb actual réle, and which are
therefore logically independent of his formulae. But ifytlte indeed play a relevant part in
his formulation, they must necessarily becopnevable theoremwithin both the unidirec-
tional and bidirectional models presented here, becausmodels agree with Feynman’s
by construction That is, any property that is (a) expressible in terms ofdtils seen by
observers’, and (b) ‘built-into’ Feynman’s assumptionsistmecessarily reappear from our
own equations, since these give identical results when tasealculate amplitudes.

Notes

1 Andrékaet al. (2008) argue that the physical variant of CTT was first caersid as far back as the
1930s.

2 There is as yet no empirical evidence that Hawking radiatiba mechanism by which evaporation
takes place, exists in Nature. However, the final stages dfreopdial micro black hole’s evaporation should
theoretically result in a burst of gamma-rays; one of thdgjobthe GLAST satellite, launched by NASA on
11th June 2008, is to search for such flashes.
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3 Integrating over a union of disjoint rectangles is the samewanming the component integrals: given
any integrable functiorf (x,t) defined on a disjoint unioR= {J, Ra, we have/g f =5 4 J, T

4 strictly, only the internal points of the trajectory areu@gd to lie inR. Either (or both) of the endpoints
g andge can lie outsider, provided they are on its boundary.

5 As explained in his 1965 Nobel Prize address, Feyriman| 1968&suently described anti-particles as
particles moving ‘backwards in time’. In effect, our own apgch adopts this temporal bi-directionality, and
places it centre-stage.

6 For example, suppose we know (from wave-equation methags tisatP has amplitude) (x) to be at
locationx” = (xtT), for eachx € X. A more intuitive solution might then be to take™ |y"), = n(x")/n(y").

This gives<xJr |xT>h = 1 in agreement with the ‘classical amplitude’, but also e information about the
relative amplitudes of all other spatial locations at tithe
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