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The relationship between expectation
and price is commonly established with
two principles: no-arbitrage, which asserts
that both maps are positive; and equiva-
lence, which asserts that the maps share
the same null events. Constructed from
the Arrow-Debreu securities, classical and
quantum models of economics are then dis-
tinguished by their respective use of clas-
sical and quantum logic, following the pro-
gram of von Neumann.

In this essay, the operations and axioms
of quantum groups are discovered in the
minimal preconditions of stochastic and
functional calculus, making this the natu-
ral domain for the axiomatic development
of mathematical finance. Quantum eco-
nomics emerges from the twin pillars of the
Gelfand-Naimark-Segal construction, im-
plementing the principle of no-arbitrage,
and the Radon-Nikodym theorem, imple-
menting the principle of equivalence.

Exploiting quantum group duality, a
holographic principle that exchanges the
roles of state and observable creates two
distinct economic models from the same
set of elementary valuations. Advocating
on the grounds that this contains and ex-
tends classical economics, noncommutativ-
ity is presented as a modelling resource,
with novel applications in the pricing of
options and other derivative securities.

1 Introduction
The data associated with a system is presented in
this essay as a pair of complementary ∗-algebras,
comprising the states and observables that are
combined in the investigation of the system. The
state space M and the observable space

M

are
Paul McCloud: p.mccloud@ucl.ac.uk

paired by a bilinear map:

• : M ×

M

→ C

that sends the state z ∈ M and the observable
a ∈

M

to their valuation z • a ∈ C. With the em-
phasis on empirical determination, the states and
observables are completed as locally convex topo-
logical spaces that include all the experiments
uniquely identified by their valuations. Using the
operations of the ∗-algebras, stochastic and func-
tional calculus can then be developed on the cat-
egory of empirical systems, hereafter referred to
as the empirical category.

Contextualising this to mathematical finance,
the state represents a market and the observ-
able represents a security; the pairing is then the
price of the security in the market. The two-
dimensional nature of this data construct is evi-
dent in the following example market for interest
rate swaps on three consecutive days:

mkt1 mkt2 mkt3
sw1y 5.118% 5.075% 5.008%
sw2y 4.395% 4.322% 4.248%
sw5y 3.629% 3.563% 3.497%

sw10y 3.449% 3.399% 3.351%
sw20y 3.402% 3.373% 3.335%

The pairing is lookup in this elementary market,
as with the sample valuation:

mkt3 • sw2y = 4.248%

where the state is the market mkt3 on the third
day and the observable is the swap rate sw2y ma-
turing in two years. The a priori structure com-
prises the basis markets and securities that are
available to the market agent, and the a posteri-
ori structure is the data that populates the table.
Analysis then identifies patterns within the data,
reducing its dimensionality and supporting algo-
rithmic trading and risk management.
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Stasis Accumulate Reverse Unit Multiply Conjugate

[1] [xy] [x−1] [X] ⊗ [Y ] [X]

⋆

⋆
[x] ⊗ [y] [x] 1 [X ∩ Y ] [X]

Figure 1: The operations of ∗-algebra are defined on the point measures and digital functions of a classical group,
linearly and topologically completed as the convolution algebra of measures and the pointwise algebra of functions.
The definition of the quantum group abstracts these operations, enabling noncommutativity of both products simul-
taneously. This extension from classical to quantum economics introduces Heisenberg uncertainty as a novel source
of volatility, with applications in the pricing of options.

Mathematical finance is here developed within
the empirical category, adopting no more than
the algebraic operations and relations necessary
to assert the elementary principles of pricing. A
feature-complete model of quantum economics is
generated from the category of quantum groups,
defined as dual ∗-algebras satisfying the Hopf ax-
ioms, with its subcategory of classical groups gen-
erating the submodel of classical economics.

Applications of the quantum extension exploit
noncommutativity as a source of volatility, cre-
ating algorithms for option pricing that are effi-
ciently implemented on classical hardware. The
approach also supports a diagrammatic language
that overlaps with the string diagrams of the ZX
calculus, suggesting that further efficiencies could
be extracted by implementing the algorithms on
quantum hardware.

Pursuing this perspective in the context of clas-
sical economics, the pairing of the Arrow-Debreu
model is set membership:

[x] • [X] := (x ∈ X)

assigning the numerical values ⊤ := 1 and ⊥ := 0
to the expression on the right. Evaluated on
the point measure [x] supported on the event x,
the digital function [X] indicating the subset of
events X returns one when the subset contains
the event and returns zero otherwise. Linear and
topological completion on both sides of the pair-
ing then creates measures and functions that are
paired by the integral. Dynamics is incorporated
with the additional assumption that events can
be accumulated, thereby acting as a group on the
economy. Classical economics is thus founded on
its group of events.

The operations of the ∗-algebra of states are
the unit, product and involution of discrete mea-
sures, acting upward in the string diagrams on
the left of figure 1 with the first two operations
extended linearly and the last operation extended
antilinearly. The unit models stasis, the product
models the accumulation of events and the involu-
tion models time reversal. With these definitions,
topological completion derives the convolution al-
gebra of measures, and the operations together
generate stochastic calculus.

The operations of the ∗-algebra of observables
are the unit, product and involution of step func-
tions, acting downward in the string diagrams
on the right of figure 1 with the first two oper-
ations extended linearly and the last operation
extended antilinearly. The unit models the unit
constant, the product models multiplication and
the involution models complex conjugation. With
these definitions, topological completion derives
the pointwise algebra of functions, and the oper-
ations together generate functional calculus.

Taken separately, neither product is reversible.
They can, however, be combined in ways that are
reversible, and these combinations relate stochas-
tic integration and differentiation. Stochastic in-
tegration maps incremental events to their accu-
mulations, and stochastic differentiation maps ac-
cumulated events to their increments:

E :
n⊗
i=1

[yi] 7→
n⊗
i=1

[y1 . . . yi]

D :
n⊗
i=1

[xi] 7→
n⊗
i=1

[x−1
i−1xi]

where the path is initialised with x0 = 1. These
operations, presented in figure 2 as string dia-
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Stochastic Integration Stochastic Differentiation

=: =: ⋆

⋆

E : [y1] ⊗ [y2] 7→ [y1] ⊗ [y1y2] D : [x1] ⊗ [x2] 7→ [x1] ⊗ [x−1
1 x2]

⋰ ⋱

E :
⊗n

i=1[yi] 7→
⊗n

i=1[y1 . . . yi] D :
⊗n

i=1[xi] 7→
⊗n

i=1[x−1
i−1xi]

Figure 2: The products of states and observables are combined to create reversible operations that perform stochastic
integration and differentiation on discrete schedules. Implemented on quantum hardware, these are entanglement
and disentanglement operations.

grams, are reversible as they are mutually inverse:

= =

Notably, both products and both involutions are
needed in these definitions, and reversibility de-
pends on all the axioms of the classical group.
The model is then extended from discrete to con-
tinuous schedules in the refinement limit of the
compounded operations.

The properties of classical groups that enable
stochastic and functional calculus, and so provide
a complete platform for the development of math-
ematical finance, can be abstracted as algebraic
properties of the states and observables. In addi-
tion to their properties as ∗-algebras, the opera-
tions of states and observables must be comple-
mentary, together forming a ∗-bialgebra. The an-

tipode – the operation that enforces reversibility
of integration and differentiation – is formed as
the composition of the two involutions and must
satisfy the Hopf axiom. These are the defining
properties of the quantum group.

Among quantum groups, the distinguishing
feature of the classical group is the commutativ-
ity of its algebra of functions. Thanks to quan-
tum group duality, there are two economic models
that can be generated from the classical group:
classical economics, where noncommutativity of
measure is used as a resource in the stochastic
calculus; and coclassical economics, where non-
commutativity of measure is used as a resource
in the functional calculus.

Beyond this, the quantum group utilises non-
commutativity for both states and observables
within the model of quantum economics. Non-
commutativity of states means the accumulated
impact of events depends on the order of their
arrival. Noncommutativity of observables intro-
duces a novel source of volatility for option pric-
ing. By presenting the economic principles of
pricing in purely algebraic terms, these effects are
developed into new methodologies for the pricing
of derivative securities.
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Figure 3: Quantum relu activation with two internal dimensions matches classical squareplus activation, which is
smooth and strictly greater than classical relu activation. Used as a model for options, this additional value generates
a fat-tailed volatility smile as a consequence of the Heisenberg uncertainty of noncommuting matrices.

Embedding noncommutativity in the percep-
tron model leads to quantum-inspired classical
machine learning methods that are well adapted
to applications in mathematical finance. Define
the quantum perceptron with relu activation:

o[a1, . . . , an] := tr
[(∑n

i=1
aiZi

)+
]

The model parameters (Z1, . . . , Zn) are symmet-
ric matrices with matching dimensions, and the
activation function by definition returns the sum
of the positive eigenvalues of the matrix sum.
When they commute with each other, the param-
eter matrices are simultaneously diagonalisable
and quantum relu activation reduces to classi-
cal relu activation. More generally, the quantum
perceptron accesses the nonlinear relationship be-
tween the inputs and the eigenvalues of the ma-
trix sum they generate. This creates a larger and
more interesting range of activation functions.

As an elementary example, consider the quan-
tum perceptron:

o[k] := tr[(R− kP )+]

The simplest nontrivial case has two internal di-
mensions, with parameters standardised as:

P =
[
1 0
0 0

]
R = U [θ]

[
1 0
0 0

]
U [θ]∗

where the second matrix is rotated by angle θ:

U [θ] =
[
cos[θ] − sin[θ]
sin[θ] cos[θ]

]

This activation function is resolved as the positive
eigenvalue:

o[k] = 1
2(1 − k) + 1

2

√
1 − 2k cos[2θ] + k2

The eigenvectors of the matrices P and R are mis-
aligned by the angle θ between 0 and π/2. Rota-
tion between the eigenvectors lifts and smooths
relu activation to squareplus activation, demon-
strated in figure 3 for the case θ = π/20.

The quantum neural network formed from
quantum perceptrons suffers in comparison to the
classical neural network with equivalent architec-
ture thanks to the additional compute required to
resolve the eigenvalues. There are efficient clas-
sical algorithms for computing eigenvalues, how-
ever, and the richness of the activation functions
created by the quantum perceptron means that
fewer internal dimensions are needed for fitting.

As demonstrated in figure 3 and the calibra-
tions to the SABR model in figure 4, even in low
internal dimensions a single quantum perceptron
achieves a remarkable fit to real market volatility
smiles. This is not a coincidence. In this essay,
the quantum perceptron is derived as the most
general arbitrage-free option price model on a fi-
nite set of states.

The complexities in the following exposition
are a consequence of the ambition to encompass
the entirety of classical pricing as a submodel.
The worked examples are nonetheless drawn from
the discrete model of the quantum perceptron
whose technical overhead is much lighter, and the
quantum neural network is here proposed as an
effective tool for option pricing.
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P Eigenvalues R Eigenvalues R Rotation

0.6635 0.6647 -0.9105 -0.4028 -0.0558 -0.0744 -0.0069

0.2919 0.2823 -0.4012 0.8597 -0.0473 0.2987 -0.0922

0.0305 0.0389 0.0439 0.0775 -0.9464 -0.2629 0.1652

0.0141 0.0140 0.0900 -0.2840 -0.3139 0.7220 -0.5398

0.0000 0.0001 -0.0024 -0.1093 -0.0217 0.5611 0.8202

P Eigenvalues R Eigenvalues R Rotation

0.6952 0.7059 -0.9332 -0.3439 -0.0564 -0.0098 -0.0872

0.2997 0.2763 -0.3455 0.8604 -0.0590 -0.1065 0.3542

0.0046 0.0149 0.0422 0.0622 -0.9118 0.3753 -0.1489

0.0006 0.0029 0.0894 -0.2850 -0.3904 -0.7129 0.5002

0.0000 0.0000 0.0033 -0.2373 0.0979 0.5827 0.7711

P Eigenvalues R Eigenvalues R Rotation

0.8820 0.8880 -0.9706 -0.2080 -0.0492 -0.0049 -0.1106

0.0878 0.0927 -0.2391 0.8456 0.0874 0.0210 0.4688

0.0229 0.0193 0.0239 0.2314 -0.9286 0.1621 -0.2393

0.0073 0.0003 0.0129 -0.4191 -0.3407 -0.1276 0.8318

0.0000 0.0000 -0.0020 -0.1122 0.1073 0.9783 0.1375
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P Eigenvalues R Eigenvalues R Rotation

0.6999 0.6388 -0.9226 -0.3758 -0.0545 -0.0678 -0.0088

0.2803 0.2976 -0.3719 0.8740 -0.0735 0.2886 -0.0959

0.0146 0.0401 0.0488 0.0722 -0.9237 -0.3413 0.1505

0.0051 0.0228 0.0903 -0.2782 -0.3602 0.6774 -0.5709

0.0000 0.0000 0.0005 -0.1113 -0.0926 0.5804 0.8014

Figure 4: The implied cumulative density and (unannualised) volatility smile in the quantum perceptron with
five internal dimensions calibrated to four examples of the SABR model with parameters (t, σ, α, β, ρ) given by
(4, 0.25, 0.4, 1, 0), (4, 0.25, 0.6, 1, 0), (4, 0.25, 0.4, 0.5, 0), (4, 0.25, 0.4, 1, 0.5) respectively.
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2 Literature review
This essay grew out of a series of presentations
by the author at the Global Derivatives Trad-
ing and Risk Management Conference, and is an
attempt to formalise and develop the ideas pre-
sented there. In the 2012 presentation “Symmetry
methods for the quadratic Gaussian Libor model”
[1][2], the core operations of conditional expecta-
tion and measure change are identified as alge-
braic transformations, with the duality of these
operations taking a central role. In the 2014 pre-
sentation “In search of Schrödinger’s cap: Pricing
derivatives with quantum probability” [3][4][5],
noncommutativity is proposed as a resource for
realistic and numerically efficient models of op-
tion pricing, using Heisenberg uncertainty as a
source of volatility. The 2017 presentation “From
Quadratic Gaussian to Quantum Groups” [6] con-
nects these two strands, observing that both can
be framed as quantum groups, and is the genesis
for the current essay.

While recognisable option price models can be
found as early as the thesis of Bachelier [7], mod-
ern derivative pricing theory is generally held to
have started with the pioneering work of Black
and Scholes [8] and Merton [9] who complemented
the stochastic approach to pricing with considera-
tion of the risk-neutralisation benefits of dynamic
hedging. This idea matured in the work of Harri-
son and Pliska [10][11] and their contemporaries,
and nowadays it is commonplace to assume the
measure-theoretic equivalence of price with ex-
pectation as axiomatic. An entire ecosystem of
volatility models has since been developed, in-
cluding the popular SABR model [12] used here
as the comparator for the quantum option price.

In many respects, this is the fusion of stochastic
calculus with earlier work on portfolio optimisa-
tion by Markowitz [13] and the classical measure
implicit in the state prices of Arrow and Debreu
[14]. Dynamic hedging does not eliminate mar-
ket risk, but can mask it when combined with a
stochastic model that limits the scope of future
outcomes. Concerns on the limitations of clas-
sical probability are suggested in the oft-quoted
observation of Keynes [15] that “. . . the necessity
for action and for decision compels us. . . to be-
have exactly as we should if we had. . . a series
of prospective advantages and disadvantages, each
multiplied by its appropriate probability, waiting
to be summed.” Shackle [16] is more explicit, ar-

guing that classical probability stifles creativity
and innovation in decision making, and numer-
ous market calamities have since highlighted the
negative consequences of groupthink.

At the same time that Keynes was gently cast-
ing shade on the role of classical probability in
economic decision making, the pioneers of quan-
tum mechanics were laying the foundations for a
radically new approach to information and uncer-
tainty. The early development of matrix models
by Born, Jordan and Heisenberg [17][18] evolved
into the seminal works by von Neumann on the
mathematical foundations of quantum mechanics
[19] and the algebras that carry his name [20],
reviewed in the standard texts [21][22][23] along
with more recent developments. The key results
used here are the Gelfand-Naimark-Segal con-
struction [24][25] and the Radon-Nikodym the-
orem [26]; this essay is heavily influenced by the
approach of Gudder [27] in the generalisation of
the results to noncommutative ∗-algebras.

Noncommutativity is the novel feature of quan-
tum information and entanglement is the source
of advantage in quantum algorithms, with fa-
mous examples including the Shor factorisation
and Grover search algorithms described in the
standard text [28]. Modern interpretations po-
sition the theory in the context of monoidal cat-
egories, developed in the essential text by Mac
Lane [29] with the diagrammatic language of Co-
ecke and Kissinger [30] and Heunen and Vicary
[31] demonstrating the elegance and power of the
approach. In string diagrams, categorical proof is
synonymous with algorithmic compilation, which
is effectively deployed in the ZX calculus to im-
prove the efficiency of quantum computation.

In this essay, the string diagrams of the ZX
calculus are extended to quantum groups and
applied in the stochastic and functional calcu-
lus. Quantum groups have been widely used in
mathematics and physics, see [32][33][34] for in-
troductions. Extending the self-duality observed
in the quadratic Gaussian model, duality makes
a vital contribution to the development here as
it connects apparently unrelated valuation mod-
els through their common pairing, in the same
way that holography connects distinct physical
models through their shared partition function
[35][36]. As with holography, this serves as a
means to develop efficient numerical methods and
inspires the invention of new models for pricing.
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3 The empirical category
In proposing the category used throughout this
essay as the locale for the model of information,
the foremost consideration is its empirical inter-
pretation. The system is represented as a pair
of spaces, the states and observables, combined
in experiments whose measurements are given by
the pairing. Within this setup, an operation is
equivalently defined by a semilinear map between
the state spaces or the observable spaces of its
domain and codomain systems, imposing consis-
tency of these Schrödinger and Heisenberg per-
spectives through the duality of their associated
maps. Adhering to the empirical principle, two
operations are then identified if they are indis-
tinguishable by experiments. The empirical cat-
egory is thus defined to be the set of all such bi-
linear pairings, with morphisms expressed as ad-
jointable semilinear maps.

Created from the field F that provides its space
of measurements, the automorphism group aut[F]
acts as signature group for the operations of the
empirical category, in recognition of the internal
symmetries in the measurement system presented
by the automorphisms. Semilinearity as a con-
cept is then defined for maps between spaces, and
the operation is associated with semilinear maps
that are compatible with the algebra and topol-
ogy of its measurement field.

3.1 Empirical algebra
In the empirical perspective, the system K is de-
fined by its vector spaces of states M[K] and ob-
servables

M

[K], with bilinear pairing:

• : M[K] ×

M

[K] → F

that combines the state z ∈ M[K] and the observ-
able a ∈

M

[K] to generate their joint valuation
z • a ∈ F.

The operation e ∈ homα[K,L] with domain
systemK and codomain system L is defined by its
dual semilinear actions on states and observables:

M[e] : z ∈ M[K] 7→ z ◦ e ∈ M[L]

M

[e] : a ∈

M

[L] 7→ e ◦ a ∈

M

[K]

The operation has signature α taken from the
automorphism group aut[F] of the measurement
field; its state and observable maps are then α-
linear and α−1-linear respectively, so that they

commute with scalar multiplication in the form:

(λz) ◦ e = λα(z ◦ e)

e ◦ (λa) = λα
−1(e ◦ a)

where the action of the signature is denoted by
the superscript. The operation is empirically dis-
tinguished by its contractions with states and ob-
servables, captured in its valuation maps.

Schrödinger picture: The operation e acts on
the state z and is paired with the observable
a in the valuation z ◦ e • a.

Heisenberg picture: The operation e acts on
the observable a and is paired with the state
z in the valuation z • e ◦ a.

Motivated by these dual approaches to valuation,
the final condition in the definition of the opera-
tion imposes consistency of the Schrödinger and
Heisenberg pictures:

z ◦ e • a = (z • e ◦ a)α

asserting the mutual adjointness of the state and
observable maps.

Systems are the objects and operations are
the arrows of the empirical category, which is
equipped as a symmetric monoidal category. The
empty system 1 is defined by its states and ob-
servables:

M[1] := C

M

[1] := C

with pairing:
λ • µ := λµ

The concatenated system K ⊗ L that combines
the systems K and L is defined by its states and
observables:

M[K ⊗ L] := M[K] ⊗ M[L]

M

[K ⊗ L] :=

M

[K] ⊗

M

[L]

with pairing:

(z ⊗ y) • (a ⊗ b) := (z • a)(y • b)

Completing the definitions, the identity and braid
operations:

ı ∈ hom1[K,K]
τ ∈ hom1[K ⊗ L,L⊗K]

7



and the concatenation and composition of com-
patible operations:

⊗ : homα[K,L] × homα[M,N ] →
homα[K ⊗M,L⊗N ]

◦ : homα[K,L] × homβ[L,M ] → homαβ[K,M ]

are defined on states and observables:

State: Observable:
z ◦ ı := z ı ◦ a := a
(z ⊗ y) ◦ τ := y ⊗ z τ ◦ (a ⊗ b) := b ⊗ a
(z ⊗ y) ◦ (e⊗ f) := (e⊗ f) ◦ (a ⊗ b) :=

(z ◦ e) ⊗ (y ◦ f) (e ◦ a) ⊗ (f ◦ b)
z ◦ (e ◦ f) := (e ◦ f) ◦ a :=

(z ◦ e) ◦ f e ◦ (f ◦ a)

Note the compatibility conditions in these defi-
nitions: two operations are compatible for con-
catenation if and only if they have the same sig-
nature, and they are compatible for composition
if and only if the codomain of the first operation
matches the domain of the second operation.

The hom-space homα[K,L] of operations with
signature α between the systems K and L has the
structure of a vector space with definitions:

z ◦ (λe) := λα(z ◦ e) (λe) ◦ a := λ(e ◦ a)

z ◦ (eλ) := λ(z ◦ e) (eλ) ◦ a := λα
−1(e ◦ a)

for scalar multiplication on both sides of the op-
eration. The scalar transforms by the signature
as it passes through the operation:

λα
−1(e ◦ f) = (λα−1

e) ◦ f = (eλ) ◦ f =
e ◦ (λf) = e ◦ (fλβ) = (e ◦ f)λβ

for compatible operations e and f with signatures
α and β respectively.

States and observables can be located in the
hom-spaces. Identify the signature α with the
operation in homα[1, 1]:

λ ◦ α := λα α ◦ λ := λα
−1

Composition with the signature then bijectively
maps between terminal hom-spaces:

homα[1,K] = α ◦ hom1[1,K]
homα[K, 1] = hom1[K, 1] ◦ α

By definition, the operation z ∈ hom1[1,K] is
associated with dual maps:

λ ∈ C 7→ λ ◦ z ∈ M[K]
b ∈

M

[K] 7→ z ◦ b ∈ C

satisfying the duality condition:

(1 ◦ z) • b = z ◦ b

and the operation a ∈ hom1[K, 1] is associated
with dual maps:

y ∈ M[K] 7→ y ◦ a ∈ C
λ ∈ C 7→ a ◦ λ ∈

M

[K]

satisfying the duality condition:

y ◦ a = y • (a ◦ 1)

The associations z ↔ 1 ◦ z and a ↔ a ◦ 1 iden-
tify these operations in the state and observable
spaces:

hom1[1, 1] = C
hom1[1,K] = M[K]
hom1[K, 1] =

M

[K]

aligning with the convention for monoidal cate-
gories that the terminal hom-spaces hom1[1,K]
and hom1[K, 1] are adopted respectively as the
state and observable spaces of the systemK, with
the hom-space hom1[1, 1] as the space of scalars.

Duality is rigorously enforced in the definition
of the empirical category. For the system K there
is a dual system

K

with states and observables:

M[ K] :=

M

[K]

M

[ K] := M[K]

and pairing defined by reversing the order, and
for the operation e ∈ homα[K,L] there is a dual
operation e∈ homα−1 [ L

,

K] with actions:

a ◦ e:= e ◦ a

e◦ z := z ◦ e

Duality thus supports a holographic principle
that generates two empirically distinct models
from the same pairing. This discipline is contin-
ued later in the definition of the quantum group,
which extends the definition of the classical group
by requiring duality in all the properties of its op-
erations.
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3.2 Empirical topology
From hereon take the measurement field to be the
complex field C, and restrict the signature group
to the group of continuous automorphisms {1, ∗}
comprising the identity and complex conjugation.
With these restrictions, topology is introduced in
the empirical category.

A distinction is made between the theoretical
system K assumed a priori as the bounds of in-
vestigability and the empirical system K̄ discov-
ered a posteriori from its valuations. Topology
plays a key role in this transition, completing the
system with convergent sequences of theoretical
states and observables. Sequences that are em-
pirically indistinguishable are then identified by
quotienting out the null sequences whose valua-
tions are zero.

In the first step, the state and observable spaces
are expanded to include sequences. Introduce the
convergence relation C and nullification relation
N defined in figure 5. Locally convex topology is
induced via seminorms:

pa[z] := |z • a| =: pz[a]

whenever the state z and the observable a satisfy
the convergence relation z C a. The families of
seminorms generated by the subsets A ⊂

M
[K]N

and Z ⊂ M[K]N induce topologies on the conver-
gents CA and ZC respectively. The nature and
domain of these topologies thus depend on the
choice of seminorms.

A simple choice for the topology uses semi-
norms generated from the subsets

M

[K] and
M[K] of constant sequences. The pairing does
not necessarily extend to the convergents C

M

[K]
and M[K]C, however. This limitation is avoided
with the topology induced on the smaller conver-
gents CM[K]C and C

M

[K]C by seminorms gener-
ated from the subsets M[K]C and C

M

[K]. The
topology is more refined with these seminorms:

M

[K] ⊂ M[K]C
M[K] ⊂ C

M

[K]

Following from the general properties of relations:

CM[K]C ⊂ CC

M

[K]C
C

M

[K]C ⊂ CM[K]CC

and:

N M[K]C ⊂ N C

M

[K]C
C

M

[K]N ⊂ CM[K]CN

so that states in CM[K]C can be paired with ob-
servables in C

M

[K]C, and the pairing is zero if
either the state is in N M[K]C or the observable
is in C

M

[K]N .
The second step proceeds by factoring out em-

pirical equivalences. Define the empirical system
K̄ with state and observable spaces:

M[K̄] := CM[K]C/N M[K]C

M

[K̄] := C

M

[K]C/C

M

[K]N

The pairing:

(z + N M[K]C) • (a + C

M

[K]N ) := z • a

is well defined thanks to the preceding observa-
tions. This empirical system encapsulates all the
experiments that can be constructed from the
theoretical system it completes, and eliminates
states and observables whose valuations are guar-
anteed to be zero.

Extending the empirical category to sequences,
the operation e ∈ homα[K,L]N acts elementwise
on states and observables:

(z ◦ e)n := zn ◦ en
(e ◦ a)n := en ◦ an

for z ∈ M[K]N and a ∈
M

[L]N. By definition, the
operation is continuous, e ∈ homα[K,L]NC , if it
preserves convergent sequences:

CM[K]C ◦ e ⊂ CM[L]C
e ◦ C

M

[L]C ⊂ C

M

[K]C

and it preserves null sequences:

N M[K]C ◦ e ⊂ N M[L]C
e ◦ C

M

[L]N ⊂ C

M

[K]N

and the operation is null, e ∈ homα[K,L]NN , if it
annihilates convergent sequences:

CM[K]C ◦ e ⊂ N M[L]C
e ◦ C

M

[L]C ⊂ C

M

[K]N

The continuous operation maps to an operation
between the empirical systems K̄ and L̄ with:

(z + N M[K]C) ◦ e := z ◦ e+ N M[L]C
e ◦ (a + C

M

[L]N ) := e ◦ a + C

M

[K]N

and the continuous operation maps to the zero
operation if and only if it is null. Taking the

9



Theoretical and Empirical Systems

Consider a relation P ⊂ M ×

M

between two sets M and

M

, and use the notation z P a to express
the property (z, a) ∈ P. The relation generates a concept of completion for subsets.
The relator ZP ⊂

M

of the subset Z ⊂ M is
defined by:

a ∈ ZP ⇐⇒ ∀z ∈ Z : z P a

Relations satisfy the following properties.

Subset properties:

P ⊂ Q =⇒ ZP ⊂ ZQ
Z ⊂ Y =⇒ YP ⊂ ZP ⇐⇒ Z ⊂ PYP

Completion properties:

Z ⊂ PZP
ZP = PZPP

The relator PA ⊂ M of the subset A ⊂

M

is
defined by:

z ∈ PA ⇐⇒ ∀a ∈ A : z P a

Relations satisfy the following properties.

Subset properties:

P ⊂ Q =⇒ PA ⊂ QA
A ⊂ B =⇒ PB ⊂ PA ⇐⇒ A ⊂ PBP

Completion properties:

A ⊂ PAP
PA = PPAP

Specialise to the spaces of sequences of states and observables for a theoretical system K. The
pairing of the state z ∈ M[K]N and the observable a ∈

M

[K]N is:

z • a := lim
m→∞

lim
n→∞

zm • an = lim
m,n→∞

zm • an = lim
n→∞

lim
m→∞

zm • an

defined whenever the double sequence of valuations regularly converges, meaning that the limits
on the right exist and are equal. The sequences satisfy the convergence relation z C a when their
pairing exists, and satisfy the nullification relation z N a when their pairing exists and is zero.
These relations between sequences satisfy N ⊂ C and the following additional properties.
Linear property: The convergent ZC and

nullifier ZN are subspaces of

M

[K]N.

Constant property:

M

[K] ⊂ M[K]C

The state space M[K̄] of the empirical system
K̄ is defined by the quotient:

M[K̄] := CM[K]C/N M[K]C

expanding the space by topological comple-
tion and reducing it by factoring out the em-
pirically indistinguishable states.

Linear property: The convergent CA and
nullifier N A are subspaces of M[K]N.

Constant property:

M[K] ⊂ C

M

[K]

The observable space

M

[K̄] of the empirical
system K̄ is defined by the quotient:

M

[K̄] := C

M

[K]C/C

M

[K]N

expanding the space by topological comple-
tion and reducing it by factoring out the em-
pirically indistinguishable observables.

The empirical system K̄ is the topological completion of the theoretical system K with pairing:

(z + N M[K]C) • (a + C

M

[K]N ) := z • a

Figure 5: The empirical system is created from the theoretical system by expanding the state and observable spaces
via topological completion and reducing them by eliminating indistinguishable valuations, leveraging the locally convex
topology defined by the pairing.
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Unit Product Involution Antipode

η ∈ Hom1[K, 1]

η∈ Hom1[1,K]
∇ ∈ Hom1[K,K ⊗K]
∆ ∈ Hom1[K ⊗K,K]

⋆
⋆ ∈ Hom∗[K,K]

⋆∈ Hom∗[K,K]

⋆

=: ⋆⋆

s := ⋆◦ ⋆ ∈ Hom1[K,K]

Figure 6: The states and observables of the quantum group separately support unit, product and involution operations.
Composing the two involutions generates the antipode of the quantum group.

quotient of the space of continuous operations
by the space of null operations identifies a hom-
subspace:

Homα[K,L] :=
homα[K,L]NC /homα[K,L]NN ⊂ homα[K̄, L̄]

The theoretical hom-space homα[K,L] and the
empirical hom-space Homα[K,L] are thus defined
between the systems K and L, where empirical
operations are continuous operations between the
completed systems that can be approximated to
arbitrary precision by theoretical operations.

Concatenation and composition of compatible
operations are also defined elementwise:

(e⊗ f)n := en ⊗ fn

(e ◦ f)n := en ◦ fn

The composed operation is continuous if both op-
erations are continuous, and the composed oper-
ation is null if either operation is null. Compo-
sition thus extends to the empirical hom-spaces.
This is not necessarily the case for concatenation,
however. The conditions for concatenation to be
well defined on the empirical hom-spaces will not
be considered further in this essay, except to note
that the conditions are trivially satisfied for sys-
tems with finite-dimensional state and observable
spaces. Worked examples in discrete systems are
thus validated, and the validity of results more
generally is conditional on the existence of con-
catenations for the empirical operations they in-
volve.

3.3 Quantum groups

With the apparatus of the empirical category in
place, the quantum group is characterised by its
extended lexicon of operations and the grammar
they satisfy. The definition is motivated by the
properties of classical groups, and is essentially
equivalent to the definition of the classical group
in the case when the product of observables is
commutative. Removing this ugly asymmetry
from the otherwise pristine duality between state
and observable is the principal abstract achieve-
ment of the quantum group. The variance this
generates has numerous applications, including as
the origin of indeterminism in quantum mechan-
ics and as a source of value for convexity in the
pricing of derivative securities.

A system K is here defined to be a quantum
group if it has two families of operations acting
as unit, product and involution on the states and
observables, as shown in the string diagrams of
figure 6. The axioms that relate these structural
operations, presented in figures 7, 8 and 9, fall
into three categories. The first set of axioms im-
plies that the states and observables separately
have the structure of ∗-algebras. By requiring
them to commute, the second set of axioms com-
bines the two ∗-algebras into a ∗-bialgebra. The
final axiom then enables the creation of an an-
tipode that generates the structure of dual Hopf
∗-algebras on the states and observables.

Quantum groups are closed under concatena-
tion with the definitions in figure 10, where the
operation for the concatenated system, appear-
ing on the left in these diagrams, is defined on the

11



∗-Algebra

= = = =
⋆

⋆
⋆

=
⋆
⋆

∇ ◦ (η ⊗ ı) = ı = ∇ ◦ (ı⊗ η) ∇ ◦ (∇ ⊗ ı) = ∇ ◦ (ı⊗ ∇) ∇ ◦ (⋆ ⊗ ⋆) ◦ τ = ⋆ ◦ ∇ ⋆ ◦ ⋆ = ı

( η⊗ ı) ◦ ∆ = ı = (ı⊗ η) ◦ ∆ (∆ ⊗ ı) ◦ ∆ = (ı⊗ ∆) ◦ ∆ τ ◦ ( ⋆⊗ ⋆) ◦ ∆ = ∆ ◦ ⋆ ⋆◦ ⋆= ı

== = =⋆ ⋆
⋆

=

⋆
⋆

Figure 7: The ∗-algebra axioms apply separately to the operations of states and observables, and require that they
are unital, associative, antiautomorphic and involutive.

∗-Bialgebra

= = =
∗⋆

η◦ η = 1 ∆ ◦ η = η ⊗ η

⋆◦ η = η ◦ ∗

= = =⋆
⋆ ⋆

η◦ ∇ = η⊗ η ∆ ◦ ∇ = (∇ ⊗ ∇) ◦ (ı⊗ τ ⊗ ı) ◦ (∆ ⊗ ∆) ⋆◦ ∇ = ∇ ◦ ( ⋆⊗ ⋆)

=
∗

⋆
=

⋆
⋆ ⋆

=
⋆

⋆⋆
⋆

η◦ ⋆ = ∗ ◦ η ∆ ◦ ⋆ = (⋆ ⊗ ⋆) ◦ ∆ ⋆◦ ⋆ = ⋆ ◦ ⋆

Figure 8: The ∗-bialgebra axioms require that the two ∗-algebras are complementary, expressed as commutation
relations between the operations of states and observables.

Hopf ∗-Algebra

== ∗ ⋆

⋆

⋆

⋆

∇ ◦ ( ⋆⊗ ⋆) ◦ ∆ = η ◦ ∗ ◦ η= ∇ ◦ (⋆ ⊗ ⋆) ◦ ∆

Figure 9: The Hopf ∗-algebra axiom relates all the operations of the quantum group, enabling the creation of the
antipode as the composition of the two involutions.

12



Unit Product Involution

=:

η := η ⊗ η

η:= η⊗ η

=:

=:

∇ := (∇ ⊗ ∇) ◦ (ı⊗ τ ⊗ ı)
∆ := (ı⊗ τ ⊗ ı) ◦ (∆ ⊗ ∆)

=:

=:⋆ ⋆⋆
⋆ := ⋆ ⊗ ⋆

⋆:= ⋆⊗ ⋆

=:

⋆⋆⋆

Figure 10: The concatenation of two quantum groups is also a quantum group. The structural operations of the
concatenated quantum group are the concatenations of the structural operations of the component quantum groups.

right in terms of the corresponding operations for
its component systems. Concatenated quantum
groups thus inherit the structural operations from
their component systems. This ability to combine
quantum groups allows systems to be built from
component systems, a property that is used in
the construction of dynamic systems on discrete
schedules.

These operations, with the rules they sat-
isfy, are sufficient for the application of quan-
tum groups to mathematical finance. As will be
demonstrated below, the state and observable al-
gebras separately create stochastic and functional
calculus, the bialgebra properties ensure they can
be implemented consistently, and the Hopf axiom
enforces the reversibility of integration and differ-
entiation.

4 Arbitrage and functional calculus

Mathematical finance studies the relationship be-
tween the economic and pricing states, respec-
tively quantifying the expected and present val-
ues of economic variables. Applied to undeter-
mined observables, the economic state is inher-
ently subjective, providing an assessment of eco-
nomic conditions yet to be revealed. In contrast,
the pricing state is marked to observed market
prices, incorporating the market consensus and
external factors such as liquidity and funding,
and relegating subjective expectations to the un-
hedged convexities.

A sound platform for mathematical finance
thus needs to establish the essential links between

the economic and pricing states without being
overly constraining. The constraints considered
here prevent arbitrage and impose a loose rela-
tionship that allows both subjective and market
expectations to influence price. Markets are not
obliged to obey these principles, but they are sat-
isfied to a reasonable approximation in normal
conditions, and are a point of attraction even
when markets are stressed.

In this section, the economy is modelled as a
fixed system K equipped with unit, product and
involution operations:

η ∈ Hom1[K, 1]
∇ ∈ Hom1[K,K ⊗K]
⋆ ∈ Hom∗[K,K]

on the observables that satisfy the unital, associa-
tive, antiautomorphic and involutive properties
of ∗-algebra. The standard notation convention
is used to simplify expressions:

1 := η ◦ 1
ab := ∇ ◦ (a ⊗ b)
a∗ := ⋆ ◦ a ◦ ∗

for the observables a, b ∈

M

[K̄].
In the state z ∈ M[K̄], observables are evalu-

ated via the pairing. By definition, the state is
coreal if it satisfies:

z • a∗ = (z • a)∗

so that real observables have real valuations, and
the state is copositive if it is coreal and satisfies:

z • aa∗ ≥ 0

13



so that positive observables have positive valu-
ations. Copositivity immediately leads to the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Theorem 1 (Cauchy-Schwarz inequality). The
copositive state z ∈ M[K̄] satisfies the inequality:

|z • ab∗|2 ≤ (z • aa∗)(z • bb∗)

for the observables a, b ∈

M

[K̄].

This initiates a chain of foundational results.
With the economic principles proposed here, the
valuation model has the following structure.

• The state and observable spaces are rep-
resented as mutually commutant von Neu-
mann algebras acting on a Hilbert space,
with a normalised vacuum vector ⟨1| that is
separating for states and generating for ob-
servables.

• The representation a 7→ [a] of observables
as operators is a ∗-algebra homomorphism.
The representation z 7→ [z] of states as op-
erators commutes with the representation of
observables:

[z][a] = [a][z]

• The economic and pricing states are weight-
ed pure states with pairing:

z • a = ⟨1|[z][a]|1⟩ = ⟨1|[a][z]|1⟩

The economic state is represented by the
identity operator, and the pricing state is
arbitrage-free if and only if its representing
operator is positive.

Topological convergence conditions qualify these
statements in infinite dimensions. The economic
principles are the preconditions of the Gelfand-
Naimark-Segal construction and the Radon-
Nikodym theorem, outlined below with consid-
eration of their technical limitations.

4.1 Principle of equivalence
In classical economics, the principle of equiva-
lence states that the price of an Arrow-Debreu se-
curity can only be nonzero if the probability of the
event it indicates is nonzero. The pricing mea-
sure is thus, in the measure-theoretic sense, dom-
inated by the economic measure. This marriage

of convenience between expectation and price cre-
ates a potentially toxic codependency that incen-
tivises unrealistic economic assumptions. It is
nonetheless an important theoretical device un-
locking significant developments in mathematical
finance, and will be assumed here.

The concept of equivalence is generalised us-
ing relations that empirically test whether an ob-
servable is zero. The elementary example is the
nullification relation N :

z N a ⇐⇒ z • a = 0

That the observable evaluates to zero in the state
supports the hypothesis that the observable is
zero, but does not present compelling evidence.
Stronger evidence is provided by the one-sided
and two-sided annihilation relations R and A:

z R a ⇐⇒ ∀c : z • ac = 0
z A a ⇐⇒ ∀b, c : z • bac = 0 = z • ca∗b

adding the condition that proportional observ-
ables also evaluate to zero. The relations satisfy:

A ⊂ R ⊂ N

Applied to the subset Y ⊂ M[K̄] of states, the
one-sided annihilator YR is a right ideal:

(YR)

M

[K̄] = YR

and the two-sided annihilator YA is a ∗-ideal:

M

[K̄](YA)

M

[K̄] = YA
(YA)∗ = YA

Use the following notation for the cosets:

⟨a| := a + YR
[a] := a + YA

These operations on the cosets are well defined:

⟨a|[b] := ⟨ab|
[a][b] := [ab]

[a]∗ := [a∗]

The distinguishable observables

M

[K̄]/YA ob-
tained by factoring out the annihilated observ-
ables thus form a ∗-algebra faithfully represented
as operators on

M

[K̄]/YR with ⟨1| as generat-
ing vector. This observation is the basis for the
Gelfand-Naimark-Segal construction.
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Each economic agent is associated with an eco-
nomic state that encapsulates the subjective ex-
pectations of the agent. The principle of equiva-
lence dictates that an observable annihilated by
all these economic states must also be annihilated
by the pricing state.

Principle of equivalence: The annihilator of
the pricing state z contains the annihilator
of the set of economic states Y.

By the subset properties of relations, YA ⊂ zA
if and only if z ∈ AYA, and the pricing state z
satisfying this principle is said to be dominated
by the set Y of economic states. Thanks to the
∗-ideal property of YA, the double annihilations
for the one-sided and two-sided variants satisfy:

Y ⊂ RYR ⊂ N YA = AYA

Models that comply with the principle of equiv-
alence thus reside entirely in the subsystem KY
generated by the economic states, with state and
observable spaces:

M[KY] := AYA

M

[KY] :=

M

[K̄]/YA

restricting to the dominated states and the dis-
tinguishable observables.

Within the system K, the community of agents
is represented by their set Y of economic states. If
the market satisfies the principle of equivalence,
then the analysis of price can be conducted en-
tirely within the subsystem KY. This is a strong
statement with significant implications for pric-
ing: an event can only have nonzero price if at
least one agent assigns the event nonzero prob-
ability. Dismissing events as impossible may be
pragmatic for pricing but it comes at the cost of
unmitigated model risk.

The economic states Y and their associated an-
nihilated observables A and pricing states Z are
related by:

AYA =: Z = AA = AZA
YA =: A = ZA = AAA

Two communities of agents whose possible pricing
states align thus operate within the same subsys-
tem, and any subspace of states or observables
that is closed under double annihilation repre-
sents a unique equivalence class of communities
with the same space of pricing states.

The pairing projects to the subsystem:

z • [a] := z • a

and the operation ı ∈ Hom1[KY,K] with:

z ◦ ı := z
ı ◦ a := [a]

represents the agents as an embedding of their
subsystem. Extending this observation, the re-
lationship between two communities of agents X
and Y satisfying YA ⊂ XA is captured in the
embedding operation ı ∈ Hom1[KX,KY] with:

z ◦ ı := z
ı ◦ [a] := [a]

In this case, the agents Y are said to dominate
the agents X on the system K. The larger com-
munity of agents operates in a less constrained
system with the potential to identify value where
the smaller community assigns none.

Suppose the agents operate in two systems K
and L, with economic states X and Y respectively.
When e ∈ Homα[K,L] is consistent with the cor-
responding subsystems, satisfying the consistency
condition:

e ◦ YA ⊂ XA

the operation projects to the subsystems as the
operation e ∈ Homα[KX, LY]:

z ◦ e := z ◦ e
e ◦ [a] := [e ◦ a]

The consistency condition restricts the range of
operations available to the agents. Reversing this
observation, a model that assumes the existence
of special operations must also impose consis-
tency conditions on the annihilated observables if
these operations are to be inherited by the agents.
This is relevant in the development of stochastic
and functional calculus later, as conditions are
imposed to ensure the dynamic system inherits
the operations of the quantum group.

4.2 Principle of expectation

The economic state y ∈ M[K̄] generates the ex-
pected value of an observable via its pairing. As
a model of expectation, the state is required to
satisfy the following principle.
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Principle of expectation: The economic state
y is copositive and normalised by y • 1 = 1.

For the real observable a, satisfying a∗ = a, define
the mean and standard deviation:

µ[a] := y • a

σ[a] :=
√

y • (a − µ[a])2

Coreality implies that the mean is real, and
copositivity implies that the standard deviation is
positive. These statistics estimate the observable
and measure its uncertainty. When the standard
deviation is nonzero, define the standardised ob-
servable:

a⊥ := a − µ[a]
σ[a]

Standardisation centralises and normalises the
observable to have zero mean and unit standard
deviation.

For the pair of real observables a and b, the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality strengthens the con-
straints on the standard deviations.

Theorem 2 (Heisenberg uncertainty). The stan-
dard deviations for the real observables a and b
satisfy the inequality:

σ[a]2σ[b]2 ≥ (y • 1
2(ab + ba) − µ[a]µ[b])2

+ (y • 1
2i(ab − ba))2

This result follows from the decomposition:

ab = 1
2(ab + ba) + i

1
2i(ab − ba)

of the product into its real and imaginary com-
ponents. The standard deviations of the two ob-
servables must therefore be strictly positive if ei-
ther of the positive terms on the right side of the
Heisenberg inequality is nonzero, meaning that
neither observable is determined precisely.

Correlation is defined when the standard devi-
ations of the real observables are nonzero:

ρ[a, b] := y • a⊥b⊥

In general, the correlation is complex with real
and imaginary components:

ℜ[ρ[a, b]] = y • 1
2(a⊥b⊥ + b⊥a⊥)

ℑ[ρ[a, b]] = y • 1
2i(a

⊥b⊥ − b⊥a⊥)

y

a b

∗

⋆

Figure 11: In this string diagram, the inner product of
the observables a and b in the copositive state y is:

⟨a|b⟩ := y • ab∗ = y • ∇ ◦ (a ⊗ (⋆ ◦ b ◦ ∗))

using the operations of the observable ∗-algebra.

The first term is the classical correlation. The
second term is novel to the quantum model, and
can only be nonzero if the observables do not com-
mute. Heisenberg uncertainty then translates to
the condition:

|ρ[a, b]| ≤ 1

constraining the correlation to the unit disk of
the complex plane.

Copositivity of the economic state enables the
Gelfand-Naimark-Segal construction for the ob-
servables, establishing a geometric interpretation
of the economic model.

Theorem 3 (Gelfand-Naimark-Segal). The co-
positive state y ∈ M[K̄] represents observables as
operators on an inner product space.

• The space M

[K̄]/yR is an inner product
space with the definition:

⟨a| · ⟨b| = ⟨a|b⟩ := y • ab∗

for the inner product.

• The space M

[K̄]/yA is a ∗-subalgebra of the
adjointable operators on M

[K̄]/yR and the
map a 7→ [a] is a ∗-algebra homomorphism.

• The copositive state y pairs with observables
via the operator representation:

y • a = ⟨1|[a]|1⟩

so that the state is a pure state with vacuum
vector ⟨1| ∈

M

[K̄]/yR.
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⟨1|

⟨a|

𝜇[a]

𝜎[a]

𝜃

⟨1|

⟨b|

⟨a|

Figure 12: The vacuum vector is the axis of determinism in the Gelfand-Naimark-Segal construction. In the left
diagram, the vector ⟨a| decomposes into the parallel µ[a] ⟨1| and a perpendicular of length σ[a], where µ[a] and σ[a]
are the mean and standard deviation of the real observable a. In the right diagram, the cosine of the angle θ between
the perpendiculars of the vectors ⟨a| and ⟨b| is the correlation norm |ρ[a, b]| between the real observables a and b.

The operations on the quotient spaces are defined
for arbitrary states; copositivity contributes the
inner product on the space

M

[K̄]/yR and realises
the space

M

[K̄]/yA as a ∗-subalgebra of adjoint-
able operators. Note that the conditions of anni-
hilation simplify for the copositive state y, with:

y R a ⇐⇒ y • aa∗ = 0

and:

y A a ⇐⇒ ∀b : y • (ba)(ba)∗ = 0
⇐⇒ ∀c : y • (ac)∗(ac) = 0

thanks to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.
This construction applies to any state that sat-

isfies the conditions of copositivity. For the eco-
nomic state, the construction translates statisti-
cal properties of observables into geometric prop-
erties of the corresponding vectors. The normal-
isation y • 1 = 1 implies the vacuum vector has
unit norm:

∥ ⟨1| ∥ = 1

The vector ⟨a| associated with the real observable
a decomposes into vectors parallel and perpendic-
ular to the vacuum vector ⟨1|:

⟨a| = µ[a] ⟨1| + σ[a] ⟨a⊥|

The vacuum vector is the axis of determinism:
the real observable a has zero standard deviation
if and only if the vector ⟨a| is parallel to the vac-
uum vector ⟨1|, in which case the vacuum vector

is an eigenvector of the operator [a] with eigen-
value given by the mean. The correlation of the
real observables a and b is the inner product of
their perpendiculars:

⟨a⊥|b⊥⟩ = ρ[a, b]

whose norm is the cosine of the angular separa-
tion between the perpendiculars. The diagrams
of figure 12 visualise these relationships.

4.3 Principle of no-arbitrage
The pricing state z ∈ M[K̄] generates the present
value of an observable via its pairing. As a model
of price, the state is required to satisfy the fol-
lowing principle.

Principle of no-arbitrage: The pricing state z
is copositive.

Copositivity means that a positive observable has
positive price, thereby preventing arbitrage. In
this application, the observable prescribes the ter-
minal value of a derivative security with settle-
ment conditions specifying its delivery time and
currency. The pricing state is then assumed to
account for discounting and exchange into the nu-
meraire currency.

The economic principles are combined to pro-
vide an operator representation of the price model
on the inner product space of the economic
model. Economic agents are associated with co-
positive and normalised states in a subset of eco-
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nomic states Y ⊂

M

[K̄], and settlement con-
ditions are associated with copositive states in
a subset of pricing states Z ⊂ AYA ⊂ M[K̄].
Copositivity enables the Gelfand-Naimark-Segal
construction on all these states, and the relation-
ship between the inner product spaces they gen-
erate is explored in the Radon-Nikodym theorem.

To simplify the presentation, assume there is a
copositive state y ∈ AYA that dominates all the
economic states:

yA = YA

This state supports all the events anticipated by
the economic agents. When the number of agents
is finite, the dominant economic state is defined
as any weighted average:

y :=
∑

a
ωaya

of the economic states ya associated with the
agents a, with weights ωa that are strictly pos-
itive and sum to one. The dominant economic
state then averages across all the economic states,
with weights that can be tuned to the prevalence
and expertise of the agents.

Further assuming that the pricing state z is a
copositive state in the subspace RyR ⊂ AyA
of states dominated by the economic state y,
the Radon-Nikodym theorem derives an opera-
tor representation of the pricing state in the in-
ner product space of the economic state. The
equivalence condition yR ⊂ zR implies that the
quotient map:

m :

M

[K̄]/yR →

M

[K̄]/zR

on the cosets is a well-defined surjective operator
that commutes with the operator representation
of observables:

m[a] = [a]m

Applying the Gelfand-Naimark-Segal construc-
tion, the operator m transforms from economic to
pricing inner product, with both states expressed
as pure states in their respective vacuums:

y • a = ⟨1|[a] · ⟨1|
z • a = ⟨1|m[a] · ⟨1|m

If the transformation m is adjointable, define the
representation:

[z] := mm∗ :

M

[K̄]/yR →

M

[K̄]/yR

of the pricing state as a positive operator on the
economic inner product space. This operator also
commutes with the operator representation of ob-
servables:

[z][a] = [a][z]

and the economic and pricing states become:

y • a = ⟨1|[a]|1⟩
z • a = ⟨1|[z][a]|1⟩ = ⟨1|[a][z]|1⟩

expressed as weighted pure states in the economic
vacuum.

The obvious shortcoming in this argument is
the assumption of adjointability for the transfor-
mation between the inner product spaces. The
Radon-Nikodym theorem addresses this short-
coming by imposing an additional boundedness
condition on the relationship between the states.

Theorem 4 (Radon-Nikodym). The copositive
state y ∈ M[K̄] represents the dominated copos-
itive state z ∈ RyR as an operator on an inner
product space. Let m :

M

[K̄]/yR →

M

[K̄]/zR
be the associated transformation of inner product
spaces, with operator norm:

∥m∥ =
√

sup{z • aa∗ : y • aa∗ = 1}

From the Gelfand-Naimark-Segal construction:

• The state z pairs with observables via the op-
erator representation:

z • a = ⟨1|m[a] · ⟨1|m

so that the state is a pure state with vacuum
vector ⟨1|m ∈

M

[K̄]/zR.

• If m is bounded, ∥m∥ < ∞, then it is adjoint-
able on the Hilbert completions of the inner
product spaces, and the state z pairs with ob-
servables via the operator representation:

z • a = ⟨1|[z][a]|1⟩ = ⟨1|[a][z]|1⟩

so that the state is a weighted pure state with
vacuum vector ⟨1| ∈

M

[K̄]/yR and positive
weight operator [z] := mm∗ in the commu-
tant of the representation of observables.

Acting on the Hilbert completion of

M

[K̄]/yR,
the operator [z] is the Radon-Nikodym weight of
the dominated copositive state z over the copos-
itive state y. In this construction, the extension
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to the Hilbert completion is needed to guaran-
tee the existence of orthogonals in the definition
of the operator adjoint. The operator [a] repre-
senting the observable a extends to the Hilbert
completion of

M

[K̄]/yR if and only if its opera-
tor norm:

∥[a]∥ =
√

sup{y • (ba)(ba)∗ : y • bb∗ = 1}

is finite, otherwise it is unbounded. Observables
are thus represented as adjointable operators that
may be unbounded but which are defined on a
common dense subspace of a Hilbert space.

For a Hilbert space H, define the commutation
relation on the bounded operators z and a:

z ' a ⇐⇒ za = az

The Gelfand-Naimark-Segal construction and the
Radon-Nikodym theorem together imply that the
price model is included in a system that has state
space M and observable space

M

represented as
mutually commutant operator algebras, satisfy-
ing M' =

M

and '

M

= M, so that the spaces are
closed in the weak operator topology. This con-
nection between pricing and von Neumann alge-
bras is illuminating in both directions, as option
exercise is critically dependent on the projections
available in the observable algebra.

A derivative security is contractually defined
by a finite collection of settlement observables
across a range of settlement conditions, with
present value generated by pairing with the corre-
sponding pricing states. A fundamental require-
ment of the derivative is that its value is unam-
biguously defined at settlement. Since Heisenberg
uncertainty imposes a baseline indeterminism on
noncommuting observables, commutativity of the
settlements is assumed in the definition.

Definition 1 (Derivative security). A derivative
security comprises a finite collection of settle-
ments {(c, ac)}, each described by its settlement
conditions c and the corresponding settlement ob-
servable ac. The settlement observables are real
and mutually commutative.
The present value of the settlement observable ac
is generated by pairing with the associated pric-
ing state zc, and the derivative has present value:∑

c
zc • ac =

∑
c
⟨1|[zc][ac]|1⟩

summing across all the outstanding settlements.
This model for the price of the derivative satis-
fies the principles of equivalence and no-arbitrage,

and novel features emerge from the operator rep-
resentation of states and observables.

Consider for simplicity the case when the set-
tlement observables are known, ac = ac1. In this
case, the derivative price is:

u :=
∑

c
ac ⟨c|c⟩

where the vector:

⟨c| := ⟨1|[zc]1/2

generates the pricing state zc as a pure state. Now
suppose that the holder has the right but not the
obligation to settle the derivative. Exercise is in-
dicated by a projection p ∈

M

with binary spec-
trum {0, 1}, expressed as the properties:

p∗ = p = p2

and optimal exercise chooses the projection to
maximise the option price:

o := supp

{∑
c
ac ⟨c|p|c⟩

}
ranging across the projections available in the von
Neumann algebra of observables. A useful upper
bound for the option price is easily discovered by
optimising over all projections:

o ≤ tr
[(∑

c
acẑc

)+
]

with:
ẑc := |c⟩ ⟨c|

where the trace is the sum of the positive eigen-
values of the self-adjoint operator in the brack-
ets, evaluated from the roots of its characteris-
tic polynomial. While the option price generally
depends on the structure of the von Neumann
algebra, the upper bound depends only on the
finite-dimensional geometry expressed in the in-
ner products of the state vectors:

⟨c|d⟩ = ⟨1|[zc]1/2[zd]1/2|1⟩

It is thus an upper bound that applies to all mod-
els whose state vectors share these inner products.

This ability to simultaneously explore a con-
strained range of valuation models highlights a
key benefit of the operator representation. An
implicit criticism in the Keynesian understanding
of uncertain knowledge, and further developed in
the work of Shackle, is that classical probabil-
ity expresses uncertainty against a backdrop of
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certitude on the state space topology. By embed-
ding the observables as a subalgebra of operators,
quantum probability provides the tools for pricing
in a world of unknown unknowns. As an exam-
ple, the upper bound for the option price depends
only on the geometry of a finite set of known
modes, and the result is valid for all models that
include these modes even when they are insuffi-
cient to fully determine the topology. Such results
are necessarily imprecise, reflecting the additional
uncertainty that comes from the indeterminable
state space.

5 Discrete states and observables
The most general valuation model with discrete
states and observables is developed from its rep-
resentation as operators on a finite-dimensional
space. This model is easy to evaluate and avoids
technical pitfalls, and can be embedded within
common algorithms that discretise the states and
observables. None of these statements carry
merit, though, if the resulting model does not ex-
hibit novel properties useful for real applications.
Fortunately, the transition from classical to quan-
tum significantly extends the phenomenology of
the model, even in the finite-dimensional case.
As an example of the approach, option pricing –
the most elementary challenge of mathematical
finance – is enriched by the quantum extension
in ways that characterise the underlying algebra.

The mutually commutant von Neumann alge-
bras of states and observables decompose as di-
rect sums of von Neumann factors with trivial
centres, each isomorphic to a matrix algebra. A
convenient representation, used in the following,
decomposes the Hilbert space:

H =
⊕n

i=1
Hi

where Hi = C[mi, wi] is the space of complex
matrices with mi rows and wi columns equipped
with the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product:

⟨ϕi|ψi⟩ := tr[ϕiψ∗
i ]

for the matrices ϕi, ψi ∈ Hi. The von Neumann
algebras M of states and

M

of observables then
decompose:

M =
⊕n

i=1
Mi

M

=
⊕n

i=1

M

i

where Mi = C[mi] is the space of complex matri-
ces with mi rows and columns and

M

i = C[wi] is

the space of complex matrices with wi rows and
columns. These spaces are represented on the
Hilbert space via matrix multiplication:

⟨ϕi|[zi] := ⟨ztiϕi| ⟨ϕi|[ai] := ⟨ϕiai|

for the states zi ∈ Mi and the observables ai ∈

M

i.
The representations commute:

⟨ϕi|[zi][ai] = ⟨ztiϕiai| = ⟨ϕi|[ai][zi]

and the states and observables are mutually com-
mutant, Mi' =

M

i and '

M

i = Mi.
With this representation, the pairing is ex-

pressed in terms of its vacuum matrices ωi ∈ Hi:

z • a =
∑n

i=1
⟨ωi|[zi][ai]|ωi⟩

=
∑n

i=1
tr[ẑiai]

where:
ẑi := ω∗

i ztiωi
is the Radon-Nikodym weight of the state over
the trace state.

The structural parameters of the valuation
model are the pairs of strictly positive integers
((m1, w1), . . . , (mn, wn)) that dimension its von
Neumann factors. Classical valuation sets each
of these integers to one, reducing the model to
evaluation against a discrete distribution with
weights (ẑ1, . . . , ẑn). If there is a novel contribu-
tion from quantum valuation, it must therefore
emerge from the trace of noncommuting matrices
in dimensions greater than one. From hereon, the
focus is restricted to the case of a single von Neu-
mann factor, n = 1, and the subscripts indexing
the factor are dropped from expressions.

5.1 Option pricing

In the application to mathematical finance, the
vacuum matrix ω describes the economic state y,
and the pricing state zc associated with settle-
ment conditions c scales this state:

y • a = tr[1̂a]
zc • a = tr[ẑca]

with weight matrices:

1̂ = ω∗ω

ẑc = ω∗ztcω
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The economic state is copositive by construction
and is normalised by the condition:

tr[ω∗ω] = 1

on the matrix ω. The pricing state is then co-
positive when the matrix zc is positive definite.
This discrete model thus satisfies the principles
of equivalence, expectation and no-arbitrage.

A derivative security is contractually defined
by its settlements, which may occur at different
times and in different currencies. The present
value in the numeraire currency of each of these
settlements is evaluated according to its settle-
ment conditions. In this general case, the deriva-
tive has present value:

u :=
∑

c
zc • ac = tr

[∑
c
ẑcac

]
where the observable ac is the payoff with settle-
ment conditions c and the state zc is the corre-
sponding pricing state, accounting for discount-
ing and the exchange rate of the settlement. For
the derivative to be well defined, the observables
are furthermore assumed to be self-adjoint and
mutually commuting.

Overlaying this underlying with optionality, if
the holder has the right but not the obligation
to settle, the exercise strategy needs to be in-
corporated into the option price. Exercise is in-
dicated by a projection p, a self-adjoint matrix
with eigenvalues in {0, 1}, which must commute
with the underlying settlements for the option to
be well defined. The option price is then:

op :=
∑

c
zc • acp = tr

[(∑
c
ẑcac

)
p
]

Optimal exercise maximises the option price:

o := supp

{
tr
[(∑

c
ẑcac

)
p
]}

taking the supremum over all projections that
commute with the settlement observables. The
projection that achieves this supremum repre-
sents the optimal exercise strategy for the option.
Noncommutativity of the pricing weights intro-
duces complexity in this calculation, preventing
the simultaneous diagonalisation of the matrices
in the sum, which leads to an option price that
cannot be replicated in a classical discrete model.

Consider the case where the underlying settle-
ments are known, ac = ac1. In this case, the
supremum is taken over all projections:

o = tr
[(∑

c
acẑc

)+
]

thus demonstrating that the upper bound de-
rived from the geometry of the Gelfand-Naimark-
Segal construction is attained by the discrete von
Neumann factor model. Optimal exercise corre-
sponds to the projection onto the direct sum of
the eigenspaces with positive eigenvalues of the
bracketed matrix. The option price is the sum of
the positive eigenvalues of the bracketed matrix,
given by the positive roots of its characteristic
polynomial.

The option price is evaluated as the sum of
the positive eigenvalues for the difference of two
positive-definite matrices:

o = tr[(R− P )+]

paying the matrix P and receiving the matrix R
defined by:

P = −
∑
ac<0

acẑc

R =
∑
ac>0

acẑc

The underlying has the structure of a swap, ex-
changing the settlements with ac < 0 for the set-
tlements with ac > 0, and the option confers the
right but not the obligation to enter the swap.
This expression can be used to model the prices
of common derivatives, such as foreign exchange
options and interest rate swaptions.

Slightly generalising the presentation, consider
the option to receive one unit of the settlements
with ac > 0 in exchange for k units of the set-
tlements with ac < 0, where k ≥ 0 is the strike
of the option. For strikes near zero, the received
settlements dominate and the option is always
exercised. For high strikes, the paid settlements
dominate and the option is never exercised. In-
between, there is a regime where it may or may
not be optimal to exercise.

By introducing the strike, the option price can
be expressed in terms of an implied probability
density pdf[s] for the swap rate s:∫ ∞

s=0
(s− k)+ pdf[s] ds :=

tr[(R− kP )+]/ tr[P ]

From this definition, the implied cumulative den-
sity cdf[s] is derived as:

cdf[s] :=

1 + d

dk
tr[(R− kP )+]/ tr[P ]

∣∣∣∣
k=s
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In the classical model, the probability density is
discrete and the cumulative density is a step func-
tion. Thanks to the nonlinear relation between
the strike and the eigenvalues of the option pay-
off, the probability density of the quantum model
has components with both discrete and continu-
ous support. This is evident even in the simplest
case of the quantum binomial model.

5.2 Quantum multinomial model
In the binomial model with w = 2, matrices have
at most two eigenvalues. Without loss of gen-
erality, the two matrices P and R are expressed
as:

P =
[
p+ 0
0 p−

]

R = U

[
r+ 0
0 r−

]
U∗

where:

U =
[
eiψ cos[θ] −e−iϕ sin[θ]
eiϕ sin[θ] e−iψ cos[θ]

]
is a special unitary matrix in two dimensions.
The eigenvalues of the matrices are assumed to
satisfy 0 ≤ p− ≤ p+ and 0 ≤ r− ≤ r+. The
coordinate frame is chosen to diagonalise P , and
the angle θ and phase shifts ϕ and ψ transform
to the coordinate frame that diagonalises R. It is
the rotation that creates the quantum features of
the model.

The eigenvalues {u−[k], u+[k]} of the matrix
R − kP are computed as the roots of its charac-
teristic binomial:

u±[k] =
1
2

(
(r̄ − kp̄) ±

√
r̂2 − 2kr̂p̂ cos[2θ] + k2p̂2

)
where:

p̄ = p+ + p− p̂ = p+ − p−

r̄ = r+ + r− r̂ = r+ − r−

The option price sums only the positive eigen-
values. Three regimes for the option price are
delimited by the boundary strikes:

k± = r̄p̄− r̂p̂ cos[2θ]
p̄2 − p̂2 ×(

1 ±
√

1 − (r̄2 − r̂2)(p̄2 − p̂2)
(r̄p̄− r̂p̂ cos[2θ])2

)

satisfying 0 ≤ k− ≤ k+ ≤ ∞. Degeneracies in
this expression are resolved as limits.

• If p− = 0 and r− ̸= 0, then:

k− = 1
2p̄

r̄2 − r̂2

r̄ − r̂ cos[2θ] k+ = ∞

• If p− ̸= 0 and r− = 0, then:

k− = 0 k+ = 2r̄ p̄− p̂ cos[2θ]
p̄2 − p̂2

• If p− = r− = 0, then k− = 0 and k+ = ∞.

In the low-strike regime k ≤ k−, both eigenvalues
are positive and the option is always exercised:

o[k] = r̄ − kp̄

In the high-strike regime k+ ≤ k, both eigenval-
ues are negative and the option is never exercised:

o[k] = 0

In the mid-strike regime k− ≤ k ≤ k+, the eigen-
values satisfy u−[k] ≤ 0 ≤ u+[k] and the option
price is the positive eigenvalue:

o[k] =
1
2

(
(r̄ − kp̄) +

√
r̂2 − 2kr̂p̂ cos[2θ] + k2p̂2

)
Differentiating the option price with respect to
the strike generates the implied cumulative den-
sity:

cdf[s] =
1
2

(
1 + p̂

p̄

sp̂− r̂ cos[2θ]√
r̂2 − 2sr̂p̂ cos[2θ] + s2p̂2

)

on the interval k− ≤ s ≤ k+, with cumulative
density zero below this range and one above it.
This is clearly not the cumulative density of a
discrete distribution. The distribution has dis-
crete probability density at the boundary points
s = k±, but also has continuous probability den-
sity inbetween. No classical discrete model is able
to generate this distribution.

In the binomial model that generates the
graphs in figure 13, the matrices P and R
both have eigenvalues {0.2, 0.8}, and the graphs
present the implied probability and cumulative
densities for six different angles of separation θ
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Figure 13: The implied probability and cumulative densities for option pricing in the quantum binomial model with
eigenvalues 0.2 and 0.8 for the pay and receive matrices. The distribution changes as the angle θ between the
diagonalising bases for the two matrices varies. In the cases θ = 0 and θ = π/2, the matrices are simultaneously
diagonalisable and the result is a classical binomial model. As θ varies between these extremes, quantum tunnelling
creates a continuous density between the two points of the discrete density.
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Figure 14: The implied probability and cumulative densities and Black-Scholes implied volatility smiles for option
pricing in the quantum binomial model with eigenvalues 0 and 1 for the pay and receive matrices. The distribution
has a discrete density at zero and a continuous density on the upper half line. These distributions are similar to those
generated by the SABR model.

between the diagonalising eigenbases of the ma-
trices. The swap rate s = R/P is well defined
only when the two matrices are simultaneously
diagonalisable, corresponding to the angles θ = 0
and θ = π/2. In the case θ = 0, the matrices pos-
itively correlate and their simultaneous eigenval-
ues are {(0.2, 0.2), (0.8, 0.8)}, so the swap rate has
a single eigenvalue {1}. In the case θ = π/2, the
matrices negatively correlate and their simultane-
ous eigenvalues are {(0.2, 0.8), (0.8, 0.2)}, so the
swap rate has two eigenvalues {0.25, 4}. These
eigenvalues for the swap rate are the discrete sup-
port of the implied density.

For other values of θ, the distribution has

finite probabilities at two discrete points and
a continuous density between these boundary
points. The discrete points smoothly interpo-
late the bounding eigenvalues of the swap rate
as the angle is varied. Quantum tunnelling effec-
tively leaks probability into the interval spanned
by the boundary points, implying a distribution
with continuous support from a binomial model
whose pay and receive matrices have at most two
discrete eigenvalues. Dialling the angle from the
positively correlated case θ = 0 to the negatively
correlated case θ = π/2 monotonically increases
the variance of the resulting distribution.

The quantum binomial model has particularly
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Figure 15: Comparison of the implied volatility smiles for the classical and quantum binomial models. In the first
graph, the classical distribution is supported on two points and the option has zero value beyond them, while the
quantum distribution is supported on the upper half line and all options have positive value. In the second graph, a
family of classical models is presented for binomial distributions that all have mean 1 and root-variance 0.01. The
quantum implied volatility is the locus traced by the maximum classical implied volatility over this family. Quantum
methods can thus be used to identify upper bounds for option prices when there are constraints on the moments.

interesting behaviour when the pay and receive
matrices have zero eigenvalues, p− = r− = 0, as
the implied distribution is in this case supported
on the upper half line. The resulting option price:

o[k] = p̄×
1
2

(
(f − k) +

√
f2 − 2fk cos[2θ] + k2

)
with f := r̄/p̄ is similar to that produced by pop-
ular stochastic volatility models. In the examples
of figure 14, both the matrices P and R are as-
sumed to have eigenvalues {0, 1}. The last set
of graphs in this series represents the distribu-
tion by its implied volatility smile, which for each
strike expresses the option price as the lognormal
volatility used in the Black-Scholes formula to re-
produce the price.

The first graph in figure 15 shows the difference
between the implied volatilities of the classical
and quantum binomial models. A classical model
supported on two points necessarily has zero op-
tion value beyond these points, expressed as zero
implied volatility outside a finite range of strikes.
Thanks to quantum tunnelling, a more realistic
implied volatility is generated by the quantum
model. As demonstrated in the second graph, this
quantum smile is the upper envelope of the fam-
ily of classical smiles for binomial models of the
swap rate with the same mean and root-variance,
defined as the variance of the square-root of the
swap rate.

In the quantum framework, the classical model
is characterised by commutativity of the matrices

P and R, without loss of generality expressed as:

P = p̄

[
cos[α]2 0

0 sin[α]2

]

R = r̄

[
cos[β]2 0

0 sin[β]2

]

in terms of angles α and β satisfying 0 < α < π/2
and 0 ≤ β ≤ π/2. The resulting option price is:

o[k] = p̄(ω−(s− − k)+ + ω+(s+ − k)+)

from the binomial distribution for the swap rate
s with support (s−, s+) and weights (ω−, ω+):

s− := f
sin[β]2

sin[α]2 ω− := sin[α]2

s+ := f
cos[β]2

cos[α]2 ω+ := cos[α]2

The low-order moments of this distribution are:

E[1] = 1
E[s] = f

E[s] − E[
√
s]2 = f sin[θ]2

for the angle θ := β − α. Fixing the mean and
root-variance of s, the option price is a function
of the free parameter α:

o[k] = p̄((f sin[α+ θ]2 − k sin[α]2)+

+ (f cos[α+ θ]2 − k cos[α]2)+)
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Trigonometry simplifies this expression:

f sin[α+ θ]2 − k sin[α]2 = 1
2(f − k)

+ 1
2 sin[2α+ γ]

√
f2 − 2fk cos[2θ] + k2

f cos[α+ θ]2 − k cos[α]2 = 1
2(f − k)

− 1
2 sin[2α+ γ]

√
f2 − 2fk cos[2θ] + k2

for an angle γ that depends on the strike k and
the angle θ but not the angle α, leading to:

supα{o[k]} = p̄×
1
2

(
(f − k) +

√
f2 − 2fk cos[2θ] + k2

)
for the maximum price of the option at strike k
over all classical binomial models with mean f
and root-variance f sin[θ]2. The quantum option
price is thus the maximum classical option price
over a range of binomial models constrained to
have matching low-order moments. This is an
example of the more general result that identifies
the quantum option price with the upper bound
for the option price when the low-order moments
of the distribution are known, derived from the
Gelfand-Naimark-Segal geometry.

Higher dimensions in the quantum multino-
mial model generate more complex phenomenol-
ogy from eigenvalues computed as the roots of the
higher-order characteristic polynomial of the pay-
off matrix. As with the two-dimensional case, the
price of the option is expressed as the sum of the
positive roots of the polynomial, and complexity
is generated in the valuation model thanks to the
nontriviality of this exercise. The implied proba-
bility density is then a combination of a discrete
distribution and a continuous distribution on its
convex support, with structure characterised by
the geometric relationship between the eigenbases
of the pay and receive matrices. This can be used
to closely match popular distributions such as the
SABR model in as few as five discrete states, as
demonstrated in the introductory examples.

Fundamental to the development of the op-
tion price model is the existence of a complete
set of projections representing the exercise strate-
gies for the option. Beyond finite dimensions,
the model is enriched by the theory of von Neu-
mann factors. Utilising the trace to extend the
method to type I∞ and II factors, the results of

this section remain valid subject to any neces-
sary convergence conditions. For type III factors,
the relationships between the state and observ-
able algebras, encapsulated in the operators of
Tomita-Takesaki theory, are leveraged to evalu-
ate the option price. The distributions implied by
the model characterise the von Neumann factor in
the finite-dimensional case. The extent to which
this statement holds more generally remains to
be investigated.

6 Time and stochastic calculus
The progression from static to dynamic system
introduces the notion of time as a partially-
ordered set. A discrete schedule is defined to be
a finite ordered sequence of times:

P = (p0, . . . , pn)

with pi−1 ≤ pi, where n is the number of intervals
in the schedule. Introduce the following notation
for the set, length, start and end of the schedule:

{P} := {p0, . . . , pn}
|P | := n

P− := p0

P+ := pn

Two consecutive schedules P and Q satisfying
P+ = Q− are concatenated to create a new sched-
ule P ∨Q:

P ∨Q := (p0, . . . , p|P | = q0, . . . , q|Q|)

with:

{P ∨Q} = {P} ∪ {Q}
|P ∨Q| = |P | + |Q|

(P ∨Q)− = P−

(P ∨Q)+ = Q+

Refinement is defined as the order relation P ⊃ Q
for schedules P and Q satisfying:

{P} ⊃ {Q}
P− = Q−

P+ = Q+

For this relation to hold, the two schedules start
and end at the same times, but the schedule P
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0,1 ⊃ 0,1,1 ∨ 1,2,3,4 ⊃ 1,4 0,1,2,3,4 ⊃ 0,1,1,4=

0 3 4

10 4

1 2

∨

0

10

1 3 4

1 4

1 2

=

Figure 16: The two refinements (0, 1) ⊃ (0, 1, 1) and (1, 2, 3, 4) ⊃ (1, 4) are compatible for concatenation. String
diagrams represent the concatenation by horizontal stacking.

0,1,2,3,4 ⊃ 0,0,1,2,4 ∘ 0,0,1,2,4 ⊃ 0,1,1,4 0,1,2,3,4 ⊃ 0,1,1,4=

10 4

0 3 41 2

=

10 4

0 3 41 2

Figure 17: The two refinements (0, 1, 2, 3, 4) ⊃ (0, 0, 1, 2, 4) and (0, 0, 1, 2, 4) ⊃ (0, 1, 1, 4) are compatible for
composition. String diagrams represent the composition by vertical stacking.

refines the schedule Q as all the intervals from Q
are mergers of intervals from P .

These definitions establish a bicategory struc-
ture on time, with 0-cells given by the times,
1-cells given by the schedules and 2-cells given
by the refinement relations. Concatenation and
composition are implemented on compatible re-
finements with the definitions:

(P ⊃ Q) ∨ (R ⊃ S) := (P ∨R) ⊃ (Q ∨ S)
(P ⊃ Q) ◦ (Q ⊃ R) := P ⊃ R

In the following, the time category is restricted
to refinements with coarse schedules Q satisfying
|Q| ≥ 1. Refinements are generated via concate-
nation from the total refinements P ⊃ (P−, P+)
for each schedule P , equivalently via concatena-
tion and composition from the refinements:

(p) ⊃ (p, p)
(p, q, r) ⊃ (p, r)

and the trivial refinements P ⊃ P . These elemen-
tary refinements generalise the algebraic unit and
product, and restricting to the subcategory they
generate removes refinements such as (p, p) ⊃ (p)
that do not map to algebraic operations.

As presented in the examples of figures 16 and
17, the string diagram for refinement links each
interval in the coarse schedule with the intervals
it merges in the refined schedule. The resem-
blance with string diagrams of the state algebra
is intentional. The time category generalises al-
gebra, and the dynamic system is implemented
as a functor on refinements.

6.1 Dynamic systems

In the dynamic system, the state on an inter-
val expresses the total change over the interval.
States on consecutive intervals are accumulated
to generate the state on the merged interval, an
operation that generalises the product. To fa-
cilitate this, a dynamic system is defined to be
a monoidal functor from the time category to
the empirical category. The functors are them-
selves objects of a monoidal category whose mor-
phisms are the natural transformations between
them. In this functor category, the monoidal unit
1 is the trivial functor that maps all schedules to
the empty system; a state of the dynamic system
K is then defined to be a natural transformation
z ∈ Hom1[1,K] from the unit functor.
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0,1 ∨ 1,2,3,4 0,1,2,3,4=

z z=

1 2 3 400 1 2 3 4

z

Figure 18: The concatenation (0, 1) ∨ (1, 2, 3, 4) = (0, 1, 2, 3, 4) maps to this string diagram for the dynamic state,
expressing compatibility of the state with the concatenation of refinements.

⊃

z=

10

0,1,2,3,4

0 3 4

z

0,1,1,4

41 2

Figure 19: The refinement (0, 1, 2, 3, 4) ⊃ (0, 1, 1, 4) maps to this string diagram for the dynamic state, expressing
naturality of the state.

⊃

=

𝑝

𝑝

z

𝑝

𝑝, 𝑝 𝑝, 𝑞, 𝑟 ⊃

z=

𝑟𝑝𝑝 𝑞 𝑟

z

𝑝, 𝑟

z

Figure 20: The dynamic state forms a semigroup with natural properties mapping from the elementary refinements.

Unpacking the definition, the dynamic system
is implemented by an accumulation functor K
from the time category to the empirical category.
The schedule P maps to the system K[P ], con-
sistent with concatenation in the form:

K[(p)] = 1
K[P ∨Q] = K[P ] ⊗K[Q]

for compatible schedules P and Q. Each refine-
ment P ⊃ Q maps to an operation:

K[P ⊃ Q] ∈ Hom1[K[P ],K[Q]]

that accumulates the state on all the merged in-
tervals in the refinement. Functoriality becomes

the properties:

K[P ⊃ Q] ⊗K[R ⊃ S] =
K[(P ∨R) ⊃ (Q ∨ S)]

K[P ⊃ Q] ◦K[Q ⊃ R] = K[P ⊃ R]

for compatible refinements, so that string dia-
grams in the time category are replicated as string
diagrams in the empirical category.

From these defining properties, the system
K[P ] of the schedule P = (p0, . . . , pn) decom-
poses as:

K[P ] = K[(p0, p1)] ⊗ · · · ⊗K[(pn−1, pn)]

and states are accumulated by the generalised
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Unit Product Involution

η ∈ Hom1[K[(p, q)], 1]

η∈ Hom1[1,K[(p, p)]]
∇ ∈ Hom1[K[(p, q)],K[(p, q)] ⊗K[(p, q)]]
∆ ∈ Hom1[K[(p, q)] ⊗K[(q, r)],K[(p, r)]]

⋆
⋆ ∈ Hom∗[K[(p, q)],K[(p, q)]]

⋆∈ Hom∗[K[(p, q)],K[(p, q)]]

⋆

Figure 21: These operations on the dynamic system are needed to develop stochastic and functional calculus. The
operations on the first row implement multiplication of observables on the interval (p, q). The operations on the
second row implement accumulation of states for the elementary refinements (p) ⊃ (p, p) and (p, q, r) ⊃ (p, r). The
involutions are composed to create the antipode for reversibility of integration and differentiation.

unit and product operations:

η∈ Hom1[1,K[(p, p)]]
∆ ∈ Hom1[K[(p, q)] ⊗K[(q, r)],K[(p, r)]]

associated with the elementary refinements:

η:= K[(p) ⊃ (p, p)]
∆ := K[(p, q, r) ⊃ (p, r)]

These elementary accumulators satisfy the unital
and associative properties of algebra.

The dynamic state is implemented by a natu-
ral transformation z from the unit functor to the
accumulation functor. The schedule P maps to
the state z[P ] ∈ Hom1[1,K[P ]], consistent with
concatenation in the form:

z[P ] ⊗ z[Q] = z[P ∨Q]

for compatible schedules P and Q. Naturality
becomes the property:

z[P ] ◦K[P ⊃ Q] = z[Q]

for each refinement P ⊃ Q. The operation accu-
mulates the state over merged intervals, and nat-
urality ensures consistency between these states.

Any string diagram in the time category maps
to a string diagram in the empirical category.
The dynamic state respects the concatenation
and composition of refinements thanks to natu-
rality and the functorial properties of the accu-
mulators. With these consistency relations, the
model of information supports the refinement of
schedules, an essential ingredient in the stochas-
tic calculus of states.

6.2 Quantum group dynamics

Summarising earlier sections, the stochastic and
functional calculus is constructed from the struc-
tural operations of figure 21, implementing the
accumulation of states and the multiplication of
observables. Observable involution engenders the
concept of positivity and is used in the operator
representation of states and observables. State
involution has yet to be utilised, but this opera-
tion is essential to the relationship between inte-
gration and differentiation, and is composed with
observable involution to create the antipode that
implements reversibility.

In this section, the dynamic system is gener-
ated from a fixed quantum group K. Assigning
the quantum group to each interval:

K[(p, q)] := K

defines a dynamic system that implements the
state and observable algebras directly from the
quantum group operations. With the quantum
group as the a priori bounds of investigation, this
definition gives the agent access to all states and
observables on each interval.

More generally, if the a posteriori limitations
of the agent are expressed by the subsets:

Z[p, q] ⊂ M[K̄]
A[p, q] ⊂

M

[K̄]

of accessible states and annihilated observables
on each interval (p, q), the dynamic system of the
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Accessible States Annihilated Observables

∗-Subalgebra ∗-Ideal

=

ℂ Z

C ◦ η= Z[p, p]

=

ZZZ

A

M

A

=

M

(Z[p, q] ⊗ Z[q, r]) ◦ ∆ = Z[p, r] A[p, q] = ∇ ◦ (

M

[K̄] ⊗ A[p, q] ⊗

M

[K̄])

=

⋆

Z Z =

AA

⋆

Z[p, q] ◦ ⋆= Z[p, q] A[p, q] = ⋆ ◦ A[p, q]

Figure 22: Stochastic calculus is enabled when the accessible states form a ∗-subalgebra. Functional calculus is
enabled when the annihilated observables form a ∗-ideal.

agent is modelled with the state and observable
spaces:

M[K[(p, q)]] := Z[p, q]

M

[K[(p, q)]] :=

M

[K̄]/A[p, q]

The pairing extends to this subsystem when the
accessible states and annihilated observables are
compatible:

Z[p, q] = N A[p, q]

Additional closure conditions enable stochastic
and functional calculus.

The dynamic system supports the accumula-
tion of states when the accessible states form a
∗-subalgebra in the state algebra of the quantum
group:

C ◦ η= Z[p, p]
(Z[p, q] ⊗ Z[q, r]) ◦ ∆ = Z[p, r]

Z[p, q] ◦ ⋆= Z[p, q]

The operations:

η∈ Hom1[1,K[(p, p)]]
∆ ∈ Hom1[K[(p, q)] ⊗K[(q, r)],K[(p, r)]]

⋆∈ Hom∗[K[(p, q)],K[(p, q)]]

are then inherited from the state algebra of the
quantum groupK, creating stochastic calculus on
the dynamic system. The conditions on the acces-
sible states are readily interpreted: the first con-
dition imposes that the trivial interval accumu-
lates no nontrivial states, and the second condi-
tion imposes that states accumulated over merged
intervals are the products of states accumulated
over the subintervals.

The dynamic system supports the multiplica-
tion of observables when the annihilated observ-
ables form a ∗-ideal in the observable algebra of
the quantum group:

A[p, q] = ∇ ◦ (

M

[K̄] ⊗ A[p, q] ⊗

M

[K̄])
A[p, q] = ⋆ ◦ A[p, q]
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a

z

a

z

z

z

0 31 2 0 31 20 31 2

a

z

z

z

𝑇2

𝑇1

𝑇3

Figure 23: These string diagrams demonstrate the use of integration in the evaluation of a path-dependent observable
contingent on the state accumulated from time 0 to times 1, 2 and 3. The first example is conditional valuation,
applying the state on the interval (2, 3) to generate an observable contingent on the state accumulated to times 1
and 2. The second example completes the valuation by iterating the action of the state on the third, second and first
intervals. In the third example, this sequential application of the state is interlaced with functional transformations
acting on the observable at each stage.

The operations:

η ∈ Hom1[K[(p, q)], 1]
∇ ∈ Hom1[K[(p, q)],K[(p, q)] ⊗K[(p, q)]]
⋆ ∈ Hom∗[K[(p, q)],K[(p, q)]]

are then inherited from the observable algebra of
the quantum group K, creating functional cal-
culus on the dynamic system. The annihilated
observables are the observables that are indistin-
guishable from zero, and the conditions of this
result require that they are closed under multipli-
cation with arbitrary observables and under com-
plex conjugation.

In mathematical finance, the accessible states
and annihilated observables are created from the
set of economic states associated with the com-
munity of agents:

Z[p, q] = A Y[p, q] A
A[p, q] = Y[p, q] A

The annihilated observables form a ∗-ideal by
construction, thanks to the properties of the an-
nihilation relation. The accessible states form a
∗-subalgebra when the economic states on merged
intervals match the accumulated economic states
on their subintervals.

6.3 Integration and differentiation

The empirical constraints of the agent are ex-
pressed in the subspaces of accessible states and
annihilated observables, assumed from hereon to
satisfy the conditions of the previous section. In
the transition from discrete to continuous dynam-
ics, the continuous schedule is obtained in the
refinement limit of the discrete schedule. The
technical challenge in this construction lies in
the transition between integral and differential
perspectives, whose reversibility depends nontriv-
ially on the state and observable algebras and
on the antipode generated as the composition of
their involutions.

For the schedule P = (p0, . . . , pn), the perspec-
tives differ in the way they deconstruct the sched-
ule into intervals:

(p0, p1), (p1, p2), . . . , (pn−1, pn)
(p0, p1), (p0, p2), . . . , (p0, pn)

interchanged using integration and differentiation
operations

⊗n

i=1
K[(pi−1, pi)]

E−⇀↽−
D

⊗n

i=1
K[(p0, pi)]
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=: =:

E := (∇ ⊗ ı) ◦ (ı⊗ ∆) D := (∇ ⊗ ı) ◦ (ı⊗ s⊗ ı) ◦ (ı⊗ ∆)

Figure 24: Forward-starting and spot-starting deconstructions of the two-interval schedule are interchanged by inte-
gration and differentiation, implemented as the entanglement and disentanglement operations of the quantum group.

= = ==

= = ==

D ◦ E = ı⊗ ı = E ◦ D

Figure 25: Integration and differentiation are reversible operations. In these string diagrams, the first and last steps
respectively use associativity and unitality of the state and observable algebras. The middle step then employs the
Hopf axiom of the quantum group.

⋰ ⋱

E ∈ Hom1[
⊗n

i=1K[(pi−1, pi)],
⊗n

i=1K[(p0, pi)]] D ∈ Hom1[
⊗n

i=1K[(p0, pi)],
⊗n

i=1K[(pi−1, pi)]]

Figure 26: Integration and differentiation extend to discrete schedules with multiple intervals by concatenation and
composition. These operations are also reversible, and extend to continuous schedules in the limit of refinement.
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Starting with the two-interval schedule, integra-
tion and differentiation are the operations:

E := (∇ ⊗ ı) ◦ (ı⊗ ∆)
D := (∇ ⊗ ı) ◦ (ı⊗ s⊗ ı) ◦ (ı⊗ ∆)

as presented in the string diagrams of figure 24.
From the derivation in figure 25, they are mutu-
ally inverse:

D ◦ E = ı⊗ ı = E ◦ D

The string diagrams of figure 26 then define inte-
gration and differentiation on the discrete sched-
ule as the repeated application of the two-interval
operations. Categorical coherence of these con-
structions means that discrete approximations to
the continuous schedule can be refined to arbi-
trary degree, and the continuous integral is well
defined if the refinement limit converges.

Consider the path-dependent observable:

an ∈ Hom1[
⊗n

i=1
K[(p0, pi)], 1]

contingent on the state accumulated from time
p0 to times p1, . . . , pn. Terminating with this ob-
servable, define an iterative valuation scheme:

ai−1 := ((⊗i−2ı) ⊗ Ci) ◦ Ti[ai]

where Ti is a functional transformation applied
to the observable and Ci is the operation of con-
ditional valuation:

Ci := (ı⊗ z[(pi−1, pi)]) ◦ E

From the viewpoint of the observable, conditional
valuation presents the final two intervals in the
differential perspective and then applies the dy-
namic state z to the second interval, as demon-
strated in the first string diagram of figure 23.
The scheme is completed with the valuation:

a := z[(p0, p1)] • T1[a1]

as demonstrated in the third string diagram of fig-
ure 23. This is a typical sequence in the pricing
of derivative securities, where the termsheet pre-
scribes both the terminal payoff and additional
payments or termination clauses at earlier times.
The structural operations of the quantum group
are essential for this construction, consistently
capturing the accumulation of states and the con-
vexities between observables, and equipping the

0

𝑇2

z2

z1

0 1 2

𝑇1

Figure 27: In this two-interval example, the Bermudan
option terminates with zero payoff at time 2. At times
1 and 2 the holder of the option also has the right to
exercise into an underlying security, implemented on the
payoff by the transformations T1 and T2 respectively.

valuation model with a notion of integration and
differentiation. The quantum group thus provi-
sions the valuation model with all the operations
necessary to express and evaluate the derivative.

In the two-interval example of figure 27, the
Bermudan option references an underlying secu-
rity with price u1 at time 1 and price u2 at time 2,
each assumed to be contingent only on the state
accumulated to the observation time. Terminat-
ing with zero, the derivative security acquires
value through its optionality:

b = z1 • T1[(ı⊗ z2) ◦ ∆ ◦ T2[0]]

where the options are implemented by the trans-
formations:

T2[b2] := (1 − p2)b2 + p2(u2 − k2)
T1[b1] := (1 − p1)b1 + p1(u1 − k1)

and the exercise decisions are expressed in the
projections p1 and p2. Optimal exercise then
maximises the price of the derivative security over
all projections that commute with the price of the
underlying security.

More complex derivative securities are simi-
larly constructed, with path dependence incorpo-
rated through the structure of the dynamic sys-
tem, and optionality embedded with the use of
projections to express exercise decisions.

33



[X] [X] [X] 1 [X] ⊗ [Y ] [X]

⋆

⋆
(1 ∈ X) [∆−1[X]] [X−1] [K] [X ∩ Y ] [X]

[1] [xy] [x−1] 1 [x] ⊗ [x] [x]

⋆

⋆
1 [x] ⊗ [y] [x] [x] [x] [x]

Figure 28: The operations of ∗-algebra are defined on the point measures and digital functions of a classical group,
linearly and topologically completed as the convolution algebra of measures and the pointwise algebra of functions.
On the top row, the operations are defined by their actions on digital functions. On the bottom row, the operations
are defined by their actions on point measures.

7 Classical groups

The valuation model of classical economics is set
membership. For the measurable group K, theo-
retical measures M[K] are spanned by the point
measures [x] associated with elements x ∈ K and
theoretical functions

M
[K] are spanned by the

digital functions [X] associated with measurable
subsets X ⊂ K, with pairing:

[x] • [X] := (x ∈ X)

Topological completion generates spaces M[K̄]
and

M

[K̄] of empirical measures and functions
that are approximated by discrete measures and
step functions:

z =
∞∑
n=1

ζn[xn]

a =
∞∑
n=1

αn[Xn]

convergent in the sense that the limits:

z • [X] =
∞∑
n=1

ζn(xn ∈ X)

[x] • a =
∞∑
n=1

αn(x ∈ Xn)

exist for all measurable subsets X and elements
x of the group.

Algebra is defined on both sides of the pairing.
On the left, it is the convolution algebra of dis-
crete measures with unit, product and involution:

1 := [1]
[x][y] := [xy]

[x]∗ := [x−1]

On the right, it is the pointwise algebra of step
functions with unit, product and involution:

1 := [K]
[X][Y ] := [X ∩ Y ]

[X]∗ := [X]

This recasting into the language of quantum
groups has novelty in the dual interpretation of
the information model. Exploiting the duality
between states and observables, the holographic
principle is applied by interchanging the roles of
measure and function, generating two inequiva-
lent valuation models – classical and coclassical
economics – from the same pairing.

Classical economics is established on the sys-
tem K whose states are measures and whose ob-
servables are functions on the group. In contrast,
coclassical economics is established on the system

K

whose states are functions and whose observ-
ables are measures on the group. The existence of
two valuation models based on the same classical
group is a direct consequence of quantum group
duality.
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As an example from classical economics, gen-
erate the space of pricing states Z from a fixed
σ-ideal N of null sets. In this model, the pricing
state z ∈ Z evaluates null sets to zero:

z • [X] = 0

for all null sets X ∈ N . The common ideal of null
sets identifies the negligible events in the model,
and price resolves to integral. This is the founda-
tion for classical pricing. The null sets constrain
the range of possibilities for the economy, and the
pricing state respects this through the principle
of equivalence. Extending to the dynamic sys-
tem, time maps into the ideal space of the mea-
surability structure, and the model has a natural
concept of filtration that is compatible with the
refinement of schedules.

As an example from coclassical economics, gen-
erate the space of pricing states Z from a fixed
finite-dimensional measurable representation:

ρ : K → C[w]

of the group. In this model, the pricing state
z ∈ Z is a representative function:

z • [x] = tr[ẑρ[x]]

associated with a matrix ẑ ∈ C[w]. This model
is discrete and numerically efficient, evaluated
from the eigenvalues for the payoff matrices. As
demonstrated earlier, the model accesses a wide
range of credible price distributions, compara-
ble to classical models with continuous support,
thanks to noncommutativity. Extending to the
dynamic system, time maps into the set of repre-
sentations for the group, and the model leverages
the algebraic and topological structure of this set.
Groups with a rich and well-understood represen-
tation theory, such as discrete or compact groups,
can then be used as the basis for numerical meth-
ods in pricing.

These two models present radically different
approaches to pricing. They are the endpoints
of the spectrum of price models that can be gen-
erated from quantum groups, and demonstrate
the potential of quantum group duality to cre-
ate novel numerical methods. Extrapolating this
philosophy, known quantum groups with well-
understood representations generate practical so-
lutions for pricing, utilising noncommutativity as
a resource for both states and observables.

8 Conclusion
As algebraic and topological constructions, the
functional calculus and the stochastic calculus are
founded upon dual Hopf ∗-algebras that are per-
fectly symmetric in the axioms of the quantum
group. The dynamic system is then generated
from dual pairs of state ∗-subalgebras and ob-
servable ∗-ideals. While the rules of the quantum
group are symmetric, its subalgebra-ideal struc-
tures may not be. The two dual interpretations
of the pairing thus potentially lead to inequiva-
lent models of information, and even to distinct
geometries for time.

This is evident in the classical group, where
the choice resolves the states as either measures
with common null sets or as representative func-
tions with fixed representation. The holographic
principle, which observes that both information
models are implemented by the same pairing, is
a feature of the axiomatic duality of state and
observable, and extends to any dynamic system
constructed from a quantum group.

All the operations necessary to create a feature-
complete model of mathematical finance are
found within the quantum group, and noncom-
mutativity is a practical resource in this model.
The approach significantly extends the efficacy of
discrete numerical methods, using the eigenvalue
map to explore a far wider range of realistic price
distributions. By providing the tools to express
the elementary economic principles, the quantum
group is ideally suited to the pricing application.

In this essay, potential applications of quan-
tum groups in mathematical finance are intro-
duced with the intention to motivate further in-
vestigations. On the foundational side, future de-
velopment will root the approach robustly within
mathematical analysis and explore in more depth
the connection with von Neumann algebras. On
the practical side, a complete demonstration of
the approach for pricing derivative securities is
supported by further development of the utilities
for discrete models, with links to the representa-
tion theory of discrete or compact groups.

The objective is to plant the tools of quan-
tum information theory firmly within the library
of numerical methods available for real applica-
tions in mathematical finance, extending the phe-
nomenology of established methods such as fi-
nite difference, Monte Carlo or machine learning
schemes.
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