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Abstract
In this paper, a modified formulation of generalised probabilistic theories that will always
give rise to the structure of Hilbert space of quantum mechanics, in any finite outcome
space, is presented and the guidelines to how to extend this work to infinite dimensional
Hilbert spaces are given. Moreover, this new formulation which will be called as extended
operational‐probabilistic theories, applies not only to quantum systems, but also equally
well to classical systems, without violating Bell's theorem, and at the same time solves the
measurement problem. A new answer to the question of why our universe is quantum
mechanical rather than classical will be presented. Besides, this extended probability theory
shows that it is non‐determinacy, or to be more precise, the non‐deterministic description
of the universe, that makes the laws of physics the way they are. In addition, this paper
shows that there is still a possibility that there might be a deterministic level from which our
universe emerges, which if understood correctly, may open the door wide to applications in
areas such as quantum computing. In addition, this paper explains the deep reason why
complex Hilbert spaces in quantum mechanics are needed.

1 | INTRODUCTION

1.1 | Motivation

The motivation for this work was to deduce the Hilbert space
structure of quantum mechanics from basic principles and to
demystify some of the quantum phenomena to see whether
that would help in the efforts to advance the research in
quantum computing.

1.2 | Novelties

What this paper is not trying to do is to rephrase classical
physics in the language of quantum mechanics, which is
something that is well known to have been done in the liter-
ature. Rather, in this work we see that we can deduce the whole
of quantum mechanics from a new formulation of ordinary
probability theory alone (and maybe most profoundly, the
deduction of the Schrödinger's equation itself). This work
answers the question of why the laws of physics are the way

they are without the need for a multiverse or for the anthropic
principle; it establishes new relationships between space and
time, explains why we need complex Hilbert spaces in quantum
mechanics, and what connection this bears to the quantisation
of space‐time, gives new interpretation for the state vector and
for some quantum phenomena such as the uncertainty prin-
ciple and quantum entanglement, and it sheds a new light on
the loopholes in Bell inequality tests of local realism, which in
turn gives us new paths in the research to advance quantum
computing.

1.3 | The Algorithm to this work

First, using category theory to rigorously build the needed
tools and definitions.

Second, reformulating ordinary probability theory in the
language of Hilbert spaces.

Third, deducing the whole of quantum mechanics from the
previous structure, together with many new results.

This Algorithm is visualised using the next smart art figure:
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2 | DEFINITIONS

‐ A collection of sets and their subsets determine what we call
a system. And the particular type of theory is what specifies
which are the systems defined in it.

For example, an elementary particle is described by a set of
the possible values of its energy, a set of the possible values of
its momentum, … etc.

A coin is represented by a set of the possible outcomes of
the experiment of throwing it, a singleton set that contains the
value of its mass, … etc.

‐ Each collection of all the sets of some system that have the
same cardinality defines what we call a state of the system.

‐ An event is an arrow connecting two sets of the system.

An event of type A → B represents a possible trans-
formation in the description of the system from a description
in terms of A to a description in terms of B.

ð1Þ

The set to the left of the diagram is called the input set of
the event, while the set to the right is called the output set of the
event.

For example, before throwing a coin, the sample space of
the experiment done on the coin is A = {H, T}. But after we
throw it and let us say it stabilises on H, the sample space of
the experiment of reading the result will be B = {H}. In this
case, the event of type A → B represents a possible trans-
formation of the description of the coin which becomes a fact
if we really throw the coin and it stabilises on H.

‐ An experiment on the system which measures one of its sets,
let us say A, is a collection of events that have A as their
input set, and the union of their distinct output sets is A,
such that each output set is a singleton of A.

For example, the collection of two events of types {H, T}
→ {H} and {H, T} → {T} represents an experiment to
measure {H, T} if we were to throw the coin.

We notice that in this sense we are merely talking about a
potential experiment up until now.

We can write the set A as

A≔ faiji ∈ Xg ð2Þ

where X is an index set (we will call it from now on the
outcome space) that indexes the elements of A, meaning |X| =
|A|. Thus, we can represent the experiment as

ð3Þ

We say that each outcome space represents a property of the
system, and each value of the index is a value of that property.

‐ When two events belong to the same experiment we say that
they are coexisting.

‐ The sets that are the Cartesian product of the sets of two
systems, together with their events composed in parallel
(what we mean by that will be defined below), assign what
we call a composite system of the two systems.

For example, in the case of two coins, the set {H, T} �
{H, T} = {(H, H ), (H, T ), (T, H ), (T, T )} represents one of
the sets that describe the composite system of the two coins.

‐ When the input and the output of an event represent a
composite system, we draw boxes with multiple wires. For
example, the box

ð4Þ

represents an event of type (A � C → B � D )

2.1 | Composition of events

Events can be connected into networks through the following
operations.

2.1.1 | Sequential composition

An event of type A → B can be connected with an event of
type B → C, yielding an event of type A → C.

2.1.2 | Parallel composition

An event of type A → A0 can be composed with an event of
type B → B0, yielding an event of type (A � B → A0 � B0)

The sequential composition of two events ɛ and F of
matching types is denoted by F ○ ɛ and is represented
graphically as
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ð5Þ

This graphical notation is justified by the requirement that
sequential composition be associative, namely

G ○ ðF ○ εÞ ¼ ðG ○ FÞ ○ ε ð6Þ

for arbitrary events ɛ, F and G. In addition to associativity,
sequential composition is required to have an identity element
for every set. The identity on set A, denoted by IA, is the
special event of type A → A identified by the conditions

ð7Þ

and

ð8Þ

required to be valid for arbitrary sets A, B and arbitrary events
ɛ and F of types A → B and B → A, respectively. Consistently,
we use the graphical notation

ð9Þ

Mathematically, conditions (6), (7), and (8) impose the
events form category [4], in which the sets are the objects and
the events are the arrows.

Let us consider parallel composition. The parallel
composition of two events ɛ and F is denoted as ɛ ⊗ F and is
represented graphically as

ð10Þ

The graphical notation is justified by the requirement of
the following condition

ðε ⊗ FÞ ○ ðG⊗HÞ ¼ ðε ○ GÞ⊗ ðF ○ HÞ ð11Þ

where ɛ, F, G, and H are arbitrary events.
In addition to Equations (7) and (8), parallel composition is

required to satisfy the condition

IA�B ¼ IA ⊗ IB ð12Þ

We denote such category by Transf.

2.2 | Reversible events

An event ɛ of type A → B is reversible if there exists another
event F, of type B → A, such that

ð13Þ

and

ð14Þ

When this is the case, we write F = ɛ−1 and we say that sets
A and B are operationally equivalent (or simply equivalent).

We denote by RevTransf (A → B ) the set of reversible
events of type A → B. Such set (which may be empty) depends
on the specific theory. In general, we require the existence of a
reversible event that swaps pairs of sets. Given two sets A and
B, the swap of A with B—denoted by SA,B—is a reversible
event of type (A � B ) → (B � A ), satisfying the condition

ð15Þ

for arbitrary sets A, B, A0, and B0 and arbitrary events ɛ and F,
as well as the conditions

ð16Þ

and

ð17Þ

2.3 | Summary about the operational
structure

Summarising the ideas introduced so far, an operational
structure consists of a triple

Op¼ ðTransf;Outcomes;ExperimentsÞ
where Transf is a category, Outcomes is a collection of sets

(the outcome spaces) closed under Cartesian product, and
Experiments are sets of events as defined above.

3 | PROBABILISTIC STRUCTURE

In order to make predictions on the outcomes of the experi-
ment, we need a rule assigning a probability to the events of
such experiment. The rule is provided by the probabilistic

SHAIIA - 3



structure of the theory, which we will give in a different
manner than introduced in Ref. [1–3].

Definition 1 (Probabilistic structure). Let Op be an opera-
tional structure. We say that Op is provided with a probabilistic
structure if we can define on it for every experiment ɛ that has
an outcome space X, a map

P : ρðXÞ→ ½0; 1�; ð18Þ

With ρ(X ) being the power set of X, and this map satisfies the
following two requirements:

1. PðXÞ ¼ 1; ð19Þ

2. For any number of disjoint sets A1, A2, A3,… that are
subsets of X, we have:

PðUiAiÞ ¼
X

i

PðAiÞ ð20Þ

whether this number is finite or infinite (in an infinite outcome
space). The map P need not be surjective: for example, in a
deterministic theory the range of P contains only the values
0 and 1.
From now on, we will use the following notation:

PðiÞ≔ PðfigÞ ð21Þ

For any i ∈ X.

Definition 2 An extended operational‐probabilistic theory Θ
is a pair (Op, P) consisting of an operational structure Op and
of a probabilistic structure for Op as given above.

3.1 | Finite outcome spaces

3.1.1 | Experiments that have input sets with the
same cardinality

In this section, we will take the cardinality of all outcome
spaces of the experiments to be equal to the same positive
integer N.

Representing experiments by vectors
From now on we will use Dirac notation for general vector
spaces although these vector spaces need not be Hilbert
spaces, unless we prove that.

Let us assume we have some experiment ɛ with an
outcome space X:

ð22Þ

where |X| = N.

Since P is a probability function on X, then for any B ⊆ X
we have [5, 6]

PðBÞ ¼
X

i∈B
PðiÞ; 0 ≤ PðiÞ ≤ 1 ð23Þ

Particularly,

PðXÞ ¼
X

i∈X
PðiÞ ¼ 1 ð24Þ

On the other hand, in any inner‐product vector space with
a dimensionality N, where the inner product is positive‐
definite, and let us call this space V; we can always build an
orthonormal basis for it using Gram–Schmidt theorem [7]. Let
this basis be fjuiigNi¼1; then, for any vector jCi with a less than
one square magnitude:

jCi ¼
XN

i¼1

cijuii ð25Þ

And

hCjCi ¼
XN

i¼1
jcij2; 0 ≤ jcij2 ≤ 1 ð26Þ

In particular, for a normalised vector jDi we have

hDjDi ¼
XN

i¼1
jcij2 ¼ 1 ð27Þ

Comparing Equations (23), (24), (26), and (27), we see that
probability has the same behaviour as the square magnitude of
a vector in V. This suggests another way for representing
experiments, meaning, we can associate each output set of the
experiment with a vector in such a vector space V, such that
the squared‐norm of the vector is equal to the probability of
the output set. And to distinguish different experiments from
each other, we will represent different experiments with
different sets of vectors. As we said, we want each output set to
be represented by a vector; this is why we need a set of N
different vectors to represent each experiment. We also want to
represent different experiments by different sets of vectors. We
can do that if we choose the dimensionality of the vector space
to be equal to the cardinality of the input sets, meaning N, and
represent each experiment by an ordered basis in V, such as
fjuiigNi¼1 in a way that each output set is represented by a
vector along one of the basis vectors with a squared‐norm
equal to its probability, with no two different experiments
represented by the same basis.

Since we need the inner product to be positive‐definite,
that gives us two natural choices for the vector space V: either
to choose it as a real vector space or as a complex vector space.
For the moment, and for the sake of generality, we will choose
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it to be a complex vector space, then we will see later whether
we can relieve this condition.

We will choose all the bases to be orthonormal, meaning,
for any basis fjuiigNi¼1 we have

�
uijuj

�
¼ δij ð28Þ

Now we can define the function:

f : X → V : i↦ cijuii : jcij2 ¼ PðiÞ; i ∈ X ð29Þ

Actually, it is evident from the last definition that f is not
unique. In fact, there is an infinite number of functions satis-
fying the previous definition in a complex vector space [6].

Building on that, we can now define another function as
follows:

g : ρðXÞ→ V : Y ↦ jY i ¼
X

i∈Y
f ðiÞ ¼

X

i∈Y
cijuii ð30Þ

where ρ(X ) is the power set of X.
We immediately see that g(∅) is an empty sum, which

means that the empty set is represented by the zero vector:

j∅i ¼ 0 ð31Þ

while X itself will be represented by a normalised vector,
and that is due to the fact that

jXi ¼
X

i∈X
f ðiÞ ¼

X

i∈X
cijuii ð32Þ

Thus,

hXjXi ¼
X

i∈X
jcij2 ¼

X

i∈X
PðiÞ ¼ 1 ð33Þ

where we can write the last equality due to the re-
quirements of the probabilistic structure above.

In fact, as we see in Ref. [6], we can deduce from these
definitions some very useful mathematical results. We will list
some of them here without proofs, because their proofs can be
found in Ref. [6].

We can see in Ref. [6] that for any two elements of ρ(X ),
for example, A and B, we have

PðAÞ ¼ hAjAi ¼ hAjXi ¼ hXjAi ð34Þ

PðA ∩ BÞ ¼ hA ∩ BjAi ¼ hAjA ∩ Bi ¼ hA ∩ BjBi
¼ hBjA ∩ Bi ¼ hAjBi ¼ hBjAi

ð35Þ

A ∩ B¼ ϕ ⇒ jAi ⊥ jBi ð36Þ

jAi ¼ jAnBi þ jA ∩ Bi ð37Þ

jA ∪ Bi ¼ jAi þ jBi − jA ∩ Bi ð38Þ

And if jAi ¼
Pm

r¼1arjuri and jBi ¼
Pl

s¼1bsjusi, then

jA ∩ Bi ¼
Xm

r¼1
hBjurijuri ¼

Xl

s¼1
hAjusijusi ð39Þ

And if we define c(A ) = X\A, then

jcðAÞi ¼ jXi − jAi ð40Þ

Since any finite dimensional inner‐product vector space is a
Hilbert space [8], we see immediately that this formulation of
probability theory inevitably gives rise to Hilbert space
structure.

Observables
We will call any function from the events (labelled by out-
comes) of an experiment to the real numbers an observable
associated with that experiment, and we call the range of this
function the spectrum of this observable. More specifically, if
we have some experiment ε¼ fεigi∈X, then an observable
associated with this experiment is any function of the form

A : ε¼ fεigi∈X → R : εi ↦ ai ð41Þ

It is obvious that there is an infinite number of such
functions [6].

And we have chosen the domain to be the experiment itself
rather than the outcome space because what distinguishes an
experiment is its events, not the outcome space.

We call any two observables that are associated with the
same experiment compatible; otherwise, we call them
incompatible.

If A was injective, we say that its spectrum is non‐
degenerate. Otherwise, we say that it is degenerate.

We see that we can always build the following matrix out of
the values of the spectrum of A:

diagða1;…; aNÞ ð42Þ

which is a Hermitian matrix. Moreover, this matrix is the
matrix representing the operator Â in the vector space V,
which satisfies

Âjuii ¼ aijuii ð43Þ

Since the matrix representing Â is Hermitian, then Â is a
Hermitian operator, which as evident from the previous
equation has the eigenvectors fjuiigNi¼1 that correspond to the
eigenvalues faigNi¼1. So we can always associate any observable
associated to an experiment with a Hermitian operator in
which spectrum is the same as that of the observable, and its
eigenvectors are the basis vectors that represent the
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experiment. This is why from now on when we say observable,
we mean the Hermitian operator, unless otherwise stated. We
notice that for this experiment we are talking about, all
compatible observables share this set of basis vectors fjuiigNi¼1
as eigenvectors. That means they all commute, meaning, for
any two compatible observables Â and B̂ we have [7]:

h
Â; B̂

i
¼ 0 ð44Þ

If we take any one of these observables, let it be Â, then we
can think of the experiment as giving us one eigenvalue of this
observable. And we will say that this observable is measured
using this experiment.

Since this is true for every one of the observables
compatible with Â as we saw, then we will say that compatible
observables can be measured together with a single experiment.

Since observables associated with different experiments
will not have the same sets of eigenvectors, this means that the
Hermitian operators representing them do not commute, and
we say that these observables cannot be measured simulta-
neously with the same experiment.

Since we have chosen the experiment arbitrarily, the pre-
vious results hold for any experiment.

We see that the Heisenberg uncertainty principle is an
inevitable result of this formulation. The only difference,
which exists between the classical case and the quantum
mechanical one, lies in the way we define the observables in
each case and in which observables are compatible and which
are not. And we will see later how Planck's constant enters
the game when we return to the uncertainty principle with
more detail later.

Now let us take a different experiment with an outcome
space that has the same cardinality. We have said that we will
represent it with a different basis. What is the relation between
the bases representing different experiments?

Since all outcome spaces are represented by normalised
vectors, which are linear combinations of the unit vectors
representing their respective experiments, we will choose to
represent all the outcome spaces by the same normalised
vector, which has different components on different bases in V
representing different experiments, such that it gives right
probabilities according to (29). The justification of the previous
statement is the following lemma.

Lemma In a finite dimensional inner-product complex vector
space, we can always find an orthonormal basis such that we
can give a specific unit vector, a set of components with
desired squared magnitudes that are only subject to the con-
dition that they sum into one.

Proof First of all, from Gram‐Schmidt theorem we know that
in any inner‐product vector space, we can build orthonormal
bases [7].

Now, let V be a finite inner‐product space with a dimen-
sionality N.

Suppose that the vector jXi has the set of components
{c1, …, cN} on some orthonormal basis fjuiigNi¼1, And we

want to find another orthonormal basis
��
�tj
��N

j¼1 in the space
such that the vector jXi has the components {b1, …, bN} this
new in basis, which satisfy.

jbij
2
¼ pi; i ∈ f1;…;Ng ð45Þ

where

pi ∈ ½0; 1� ð46Þ

with

X

i
pi ¼ 1 ð47Þ

let us assume the new basis vectors are given in terms of the
old ones by

�
�tj
�
¼
XN

i¼1

f jijuii ð48Þ

Since the set { fji} has N2 elements for all the possible
values of i and j, and by noticing that each fji is a complex
number in general, thus it has two real numbers, this makes the
number of unknowns that we need to find is 2N2.

Our task is then to find these unknowns. Let us count the
number of equations we have.

Since the basis {jtii}Ni=1 is orthonormal, meaning:

�
tijtj
�
¼ δij ð49Þ

This means we can write the components on it as

bj ¼ htijXi ¼
X

j

�
tijuj
��
ujjX

�
¼
X

j

f ∗
ij cj ð50Þ

Which means that from equations (45) we see that we have
2N equations in the real unknowns. So to be able to find such a
basis as the one we are looking for, the number of unknowns
must be greater than or equals to the number of equations,
meaning

2N2 ≥ 2N ⇒ N ≥ 1 ð51Þ

Which is satisfied for any finite dimensionality of a vector
space.
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Notice that had we used a finite dimensional real vector
space, the result would have been the same.

Corollary Since we deal with probabilistic experiments with
a sample space which has almost always two or more ele-
ments, the number of variables will almost always exceed the
number of equations. Thus, we will have an infinite number
of distinct orthonormal bases in which the vector represent-
ing sample space will have the right sets of components in all
of them. This makes us able to represent even different ex-
periments that have identical probability distributions, with
different bases.

From now on, we will call the normalised vector that
represents all outcome spaces with the same cardinality a state
vector, and we must stress that the same state vector represents
all experiments with equal cardinality; this is why we will be
saying the state vector representing these experiments.

And from now on, we say that all experiments that have
outcome spaces with equal cardinality N form a class CN. And
what we will call the state vector representing the class CN is
the state vector representing experiments that their outcome
spaces have the same cardinality N.

Is the state vector unique?
We will replicate a derivation that is done in Ref. [6] just to
make this paper self‐contained. Is the state vector unique?
In other words, can we use for a given class of experiments
with the same cardinality more than one vector as a state
vector to represent a certain state described by specific
probability distributions for the possible experiments?

If it is not unique, then we must find the same probability
distributions for all experiments of this class, whether we used
jXi or—if exist—the other vector/vectors that can be used as
state vectors.

Again, we will assume that the cardinality of outcome
spaces of the experiments we are talking about is N.

Suppose that a state vector representing these experiments
is jXi.

We will take an experiment ɛ1 and assume that the state
vector is written using the basis representing the previous
experiment according to (32) as

jXi ¼
XN

l¼1

cljuli ð52Þ

Now Let us take the vector jX 0i which is

jX 0i ¼
XN

l¼1

c0ljuli : c0l ¼ clzl ð53Þ

where zl are complex numbers which we will write in the form

zl ¼ Aleiθl : Al ∈ ½0;∞Þ; θl ∈ R ð54Þ

And i¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffi
−1
p

For jX 0i to be a state vector, all the probabilities of each
single outcome in the outcome space (thus all the probabilities
of sets in the power set of the outcome space since the
probability of such a set is equal to the sum of the probabilities
of the outcomes that constitute it) for any experiment from
this class must be the same as given byjXi. So, the probabilities
of the outcomes of ɛ1 do not change.

So the following equation must hold

jc0lj
2
¼ jclj

2
ð55Þ

Thus,

jAleiθl clj
2
¼ jclj

2⇒
jAlj

2
jclj

2
¼ jclj

2 ð56Þ

And because the former condition is true even if we
choose the experiment to satisfy cl ≠ 0 for all values of cl,
because our choice of ɛ1 is arbitrary, we must have

jAlj
2
¼ 1 ð57Þ

So we have the condition

Al ¼ 1 ð58Þ

which means that

zl ¼ eiθl ð59Þ

And that

c0l ¼ clzl ¼ cle
iθl ð60Þ

But that is not enough, because the condition that prob-
abilities must not change must be true for any other experi-
ment of the same class and not just ɛ1 because we are talking
about state vectors that represent the same state here.

Let us take a different experiment ɛ2 of the same class. We
know that it must be represented by another basis, let us say��
�tj
��N

j¼1. We must have

jXi ¼
XN

j¼1
bj
�
�tj
�

ð61Þ

We now have
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jXi ¼
XN

j¼1

bj
�
�tj
�
¼
XN

l¼1

cljuli ð62Þ

where

bj ¼
�
tjjX

�
¼
XN

l¼1

�
tjjul
�
huljXi ¼

XN

l¼1

�
tjjul
�
cl ð63Þ

For jX 0i we must have

jX 0i ¼
XN

j¼1

b0j
�
�tj
�

ð64Þ

So,

b0j ¼
�
tjjX 0

�
¼
XN

l¼1

�
tjjul
�
huljX 0 i

¼
XN

l¼1

�
tjjul
�
c0l ¼

XN

l¼1

�
tjjul

�
cleiθl

ð65Þ

We saw that the probabilities associated with the experi-
ment ɛ1 do not change. But to reach our goal, which is that we
want jX 0ito be a state vector too, then the probabilities asso-
ciated with ɛ2 must not change. So, we must have

jb0jj
2
¼ jbjj2

b0jb
0∗
j ¼ bjb

∗
j

 
XN

l¼1

�
tjjul
�
cleiθl

! 
XN

k¼1

�
ukjtj

�
c∗ke

−iθk

!

¼

 
XN

l¼1

�
tjjul

�
cl

! 
XN

k¼1

�
ukjtj

�
c∗k

!

So, we must have

X

l;k

�
tjjul

��
ukjtj

�
clc∗ke

iðθl−θkÞ ¼
X

l;k

�
tjjul

��
ukjtj

�
clc∗k ð66Þ

The former equation must be true for any ck and cl
because we are speaking of arbitrary experiments with arbi-
trary probability distributions. It is true when we fix the bases
whatever cl were (we can fix the two bases and define an
infinite number of experiments on them, meaning, whatever
cl and c∗k were). So, their coefficients must be the same, which
means

�
tj jul

��
ukjtj

�
eiðθl−θkÞ

¼
�
tjjul

��
ukjtj

�
⇒
�
tjjul

��
ukjtj

�h
eiðθl−θkÞ − 1

i
¼ 0

ð67Þ

It must be true for all experiments, so for all bases even
when

�
tjjul
�

≠ 0 for any l and j. Thus,

eiðθl−θkÞ ¼ 1

which means that

eiθl ¼ eiθk ⇒ θl ¼ θk þ 2πn; n ∈ Z ð68Þ

And that is for any l and k. So, we have

zl ¼ zk ð69Þ

So, we see that

z1 ¼ z2 ¼…¼ zN ð70Þ

And since all of them are pure phases, we can write

z1 ¼ z2 ¼…¼ zN ≡ eiθ

So,

jX 0i ¼
PN

l¼1
cleiθjuli ¼ eiθ

PN

l¼1
cljuli⇒

jX 0i ¼ eiθjXi
ð71Þ

So, for jX 0i to be a state vector too, it must be of the
former form. From the above we see that we can multiply jXi
by any pure phase and still get another state vector. Immedi-
ately, we can see that if we were to work with a real vector
space, the state vector would have been either ðjXiÞ for θ = 0
or ð−jXiÞ for θ = π.

3.1.2 | Coarse‐grained measurements and mixed
states

Since we have seen that the same mathematical structure of
quantum mechanics is valid for any extended probability the-
ory whether it describes classical or quantum systems, it will be
helpful if we import some useful definitions from the mathe-
matical structure of quantum mechanics to see what their in-
terpretations are in the light of these new extended
probabilistic theories.

Given vectors and dual vectors we can define operators of
the form (in this section, we will follow to a large extent the
steps taken in Ref. [9]):

jφih j ð72Þ
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And if j i is a state vector, the projection operator for this
state is written as

P̂ ¼ j ih j ð73Þ

We will call it a density operator for a pure state.
We can even define a more general type of states, still

described by density operators, by introducing ‘mixtures’ of
pure states:

P̂ ¼
XM

k¼1

λkjϕkihϕkj ð74Þ

where fjϕkig is some set of pure states, not necessarily
orthogonal. The number M could be anything and is not
limited by the dimension of the Hilbert space. The M numbers
(or ‘weights’) λk are non‐zero and satisfy the relations:

0 < λk ≤ 1;
XM

k¼1

λk ¼ 1 ð75Þ

The normalisation of the weights pk expresses the condi-

tion Tr
�
P̂
�
¼ 1.

Since P̂ is Hermitian, we can diagonalise it, such that

P̂ ¼
XN

k¼1

pkj kih kj ð76Þ

where the states fj kig are orthogonal. The numbers pk
satisfy

0 ≤ pk ≤ 1;
XN

k¼1

pk ¼ 1 ð77Þ

The numbers pk are, in fact, nothing but the eigenvalues of
P̂. They sum to one because of normalisation. There are
exactly N = d of these numbers, where d is the dimension of
the Hilbert space.

Since this is the same familiar structure of quantum me-
chanics, we can use these two simple tests to determine
whether P̂ describes a pure state or not:

Pure state: P̂
2
¼ P̂; mixed state: P̂

2
≠ P̂.

Or,

Pure state: Tr
h
P̂
2i
¼ 1; mixed state: Tr

h
P̂
2i

< 1.

In fact, P ≡ Tr
h
P̂
2i
is called the purity of a state. A state is

pure when its purity equals 1, and mixed otherwise.
We can certainly prepare a mixed state in a probabilistic

way. If we prepare with probability pk a pure state j ki, and
then forget which pure state we prepared, the resulting mixed
state is P̂ ¼

P
kpkj kih kj. In this case, pk certainly has the

meaning of probability.

For example, if we have an experiment (for instance
throwing an ordinary die) with a state vector,

j i ¼
X6

k¼1

ffiffiffiffi
pk
p
jki; 0 ≤ pk ≤ 1;

X6

k¼1

pk ¼ 1 ð78Þ

we can immediately see that it is a pure state:

P̂ ¼ j ih j ð79Þ

Because since j i is normalised, we have

P̂
2
¼ j ih j ih j ¼ j ih j ¼ P̂ ð80Þ

But, if we take any other vector that represents a set which
is a proper subset of the sample space, it will not be normal-
ised; hence, we will get P̂

2
≠ P̂; thus, it represents a mixed state.

For example, in the previous die example, if we take the
vector that represents having an odd number, it will be equal to

jφi ¼
X3

n¼1

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
p2n−1
p

j2n − 1i ð81Þ

which will correspond to a mixed state. This vector gives us the
probability to measure an odd number and this probability is
hφjφi as we have seen in Ref. [6]. Have we done this mea-
surement and know that we really got an odd number, then we
would have done a coarse‐grained measurement if this is all the
information we got. So, mixed states can be used to represent
coarse‐graining measurements.

The density matrix operator in this case is (if the die is fair)

P̂ ¼
1
3
j1ih1j þ

1
3
j3ih3j þ

1
3
j5ih5j ð82Þ

So, the density matrix is

ρ¼
1
3
diagð1; 0; 1; 0; 1; 0Þ ð83Þ

Thus,

ρ2 ¼
1
9
diagð1; 0; 1; 0; 1; 0Þ ð84Þ

Hence,

P ¼ Tr
h
P̂
2i
¼
1
3

< 1 ð85Þ
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3.1.3 | Entropy

Building on the previous die example, we see that if we have a
vector that represents a subset of the sample space, and we
write it in the form

j i ¼
XM

n¼1
cnjuni ð86Þ

With M ≤ N where N is the cardinality of the sample space,
the density operator will be

P̂ ¼
XM

n¼1
pnjunihunj ¼

XM

n¼1
jcnj2junihunj ð87Þ

which means that the ij‐element of the density matrix that
represents this operator is

ρij ¼ piδij ð88Þ

where the index i runs over the basis vectors that appear in
the expansion of j i while the index j runs over all the basis
vectors.

Hence, the ij‐element of the matrix that represents log
h
P̂
i
is

δij log pi ð89Þ

Thus, the ij‐element of the matrix representing P̂ log
h
P̂
i

will be

δijpilog pi ð90Þ

which means that

−Tr
�
P̂ log

h
P̂
i�
¼ −

XM

i¼1
pi log pi ¼ S ð91Þ

where S is the entropy.

Now this means that the entropy of a pure state is zero,
which corresponds to maximum knowledge, but it is a prob-
abilistic knowledge about a class of probabilistic experiments
that have the same number of outcomes as we saw. This means
that if there is a deeper deterministic description of the situ-
ation, then there may be another knowledge hidden from us
due to our probabilistic description that we can only get by
knowing the deterministic description accurately.

3.1.4 | Composition of experiments

Not all collections of events are ‘experiments’. Whether or not a
specific collection is an experiment is determined by the theory,
compatibly with the basic requirement that the set of experi-
mentsmust be closed under sequential and parallel composition.

Parallel composition
The parallel composition of two experiments

ð92Þ

is defined to be

and represents two possible non‐deterministic processes
occurring in parallel. The composition of experiments induces a
composition of their outcome spaces via the Cartesian product.
As a consequence, the set of all outcome spaces must be closed
under this operation. We will denote such a set by Outcomes.

We see that the parallel composition can be interpreted as
an experiment according to the definition we gave above for
an experiment, and we will call this experiment a composite
experiment.

For example, in the experiment of throwing two coins on
parallel, if we assume that the experiment of throwing one coin is

ð94Þ

then the composite experiment is

ð93Þ

ð95Þ
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Sequential composition
First, we will explain the concept using the simple example of
throwing a coin two consecutive times. Again, let us assume
that the experiment of throwing a coin is

ð96Þ

We can think of the composite experiment in this case as two
experiments running in parallel: the experiment of throwing the
coin in the first one while parallel to it, nothing happened in
the second one and then the experiment of throwing the coin in
the second one, while nothing changes regarding the first one:

In general, if we have the two experiments

ð98Þ

then we define their sequential composition as

ð97Þ
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Thus, we can see that also in the sequential composition we
can get an experiment according to the definition we gave
above for an experiment, and we will also call this experiment a
composite experiment.

We can define a direction of time flow from top to bottom
in the diagram, and we can define time steps using the number
of identity events that appear in the previous equation, and in
this case two, which in turn is the number of experiments we
compose sequentially. Thus, we see that by default in this
definition, the present cannot affect the past, and thus causality
is inevitable.

We also see that we got the remarkable result:

χ ○  ¼  ⊗ χ ð100Þ

This is a remarkable result because it uncovers a strange
and indeed deep correlation between space and time: it says
that if for example, we throw a die in position A, and on
parallel we throw a coin in position B, then this is equivalent
from the point of view of category theory let us say to
throwing the die, then throwing the coin afterwards. And if
we exchange the initial positions of the coin and the die, then
what is equivalent to that is throwing them in the reverse
order in time. So, from category theory perspective, flipping
the positions in space is equivalent to flipping the order in
time.

Now we can see how this can remove some redundancy in
probability theory: if we have two experiments whose sample
spaces are Ω1 and Ω2, respectively, then we will have two op-
tions to represent the sample space of the composite experi-
ment made out of the previous ones, and those options are
either Ω = Ω1 �Ω2 or Ω0 = Ω2 �Ω1. Thus, if we use one to
represent parallel composition, then we can use the other to
represent sequential composition.

3.1.5 | The representation of composite
experiments in vector spaces

Let us take two experiments, where the first experiment ɛ1 is
from the class CN and the second experiment ɛ2 is from the

class CM. Of course in general, these two experiments need not
be on the same system.

We represent each experiment in its own vector space: ɛ1 in
V1 and ɛ2 in V2.

Let us suppose we represent ɛ1 in V1 by

jX1i ¼
XN

i¼1

cijuii ð101Þ

And that we represent ɛ2 in V2 by

jX2i ¼
XM

j¼1
bj
�
�tj
�

ð102Þ

We know from Section 3.1.4 that whether we composed the
previous experiments sequentially or in parallel, the outcome
space of the resulting experiment will be the Cartesian product
of their outcome spaces. Thus, it will have the cardinality N.M;
this is why we need to represent the composite experiment in a
vector space with dimensionality N.M.

Since the vector space

V ¼ V1 ⊗ V2 ð103Þ

has this dimensionality, and so does the vector space V 0 = V2
⊗ V1, this means we can represent the composite experiment
by a vector in one of them (we can, for example, represent the
parallel composition in V and the sequential composition
in V 0); let us call this vector jXi. Let us say we represent the
composite experiment in V. Since we can choose any ortho-
normal basis in V to represent this experiment and since��
�uitj

��
are orthonormal basis in this space, we can write

jXi ¼
X

i;j
f ij
�
�uitj

�
∈ V1 ⊗ V2 ¼ V ð104Þ

where hXjXi ¼ 1 and f ij
�
�uitj

�
representing {(ui, tj)}; thus,

p
�
ui; tj

�
¼ j f ijj2 ð105Þ

If

jXi ¼ jX1i⊗ jX2i; ð106Þ

ð99Þ
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then we call it a product state. Otherwise, we call it an
entangled state.

A product state represents two non‐interacting systems,
while the opposite is true for the entangled state, as is exten-
sively explained in Ref. [6].

We can easily generalise this to any finite number of
experiments.

3.1.6 | Composite systems

From our definition in Section 2 of the composite system and
from what we said about composing experiments, we see
that we can treat an experiment on a composite system as a
composite experiment on the subsystems that constitute the
system and treat it according to the previous mathematical
structure.

In particular, if the system is composed of two subsystems
A and B, then the states of the composite system are repre-
sented in the Hilbert space, which is the tensor product of the
Hilbert spaces of the two subsystems A and B:

H ¼HA ⊗HB

And to reflect the fact that the observables of the sub-
system A are defined to be the observables that act only in HA
(and the same can be said regarding B ), we can write them as

Âi ¼ Âi ⊗ 11; B̂i ¼ 11 ⊗ B̂i

where the Hermition operators Âi and B̂i act in HA and HB,
respectively.

3.1.7 | Measurement

We will denote the collection of all experiments by Experim.
Then, we will define the following function

for a specific value k ∈ X. We say that this function
represents making a measurement of the property X for
the system under consideration and getting specifically as a
result k.

We notice that we could have gotten for the experiment
 , a number of results which is N = |X| if we try to
measure X.

Thus, the measurement for some property (which is the
outcome space of some experiment) gives us one event of
the experiment, corresponding to one value of the
property.

Now, if we try to measure the same property again,
meaning we want to measure X, thus to take the image of

ð108Þ

then we can calculate the image only using the function Mk
out of all the functions Mi where i ∈ X because we have one
event and one outcome in this experiment, and this outcome is
k, and in this case, we will get

M kðM kð ÞÞ ¼M kð Þ ð109Þ

Thus, if we duplicate the same measurement, we will get
the same result.

Now, let

ð110Þ

be another experiment that we want to do after the mea-
surement that gave us k. In this case, we will have

and we can generalise this for any number of times.

3.1.8 | The measurement problem (observer‐
system composite system)

We will start by an example, then generalise.

ð107Þ

ð111Þ
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Suppose we take the composite system of (coin‐coin
tosser). Let the experiment of tossing the coin be

ð112Þ

While the experiment that represents what the tosser may
see after tossing the coin is

ð113Þ

meaning that this observer may find the coin heads, which
is represented by OH, or the observer may find the coin tails,
which is represented by OT.

Now, after the toss, we cannot have simultaneously H and
OT, or T and OH because what the observer will see is defined
by what the result of the toss is. Hence, the experiment that
represents the potential change on the (coin/coin tosser) sys-
tem will be

We notice that we cannot get T neither by parallel nor by
sequential composition of ɛ and O, which can be verified
easily by simply taking their parallel and sequential
compositions.

There is yet one more thing that we need to mention.
Every time the coin is tossed and we get H, we simultaneously
get OH for the observer, and (H, OH) for the composite
system. The same is true if we replaced H by T.

Thus, we must have

pðH ;OHÞ ¼ pðOHÞ ¼ pðHÞ ð115Þ

and

pðT ;OT Þ ¼ pðOT Þ ¼ pðTÞ ð116Þ

Now we will talk about the general case.
Suppose we have an experiment

ð117Þ

We say that the set O is one of the sets that describe an
observer of the previous experiment if and only if the
following conditions are met:

1. We can build the following two experiments that have the
same outcome space as  :

ð118Þ

and

ð119Þ

2. Using the probabilistic structures for the previous experi-
ments, we have

pðai;OiÞ ¼ pðaiÞ ¼ pðOiÞ ð120Þ

We say that χ represents the experiment done on the
composite system of the observer and the original system that
corresponds to  .

The state vectors of the three experiments, respectively, will
be

j i ¼
XN

i¼1
cijaii ∈ V1 ð121Þ

jOi ¼
XN

i¼1

bijOii ∈ V2 ð122Þ

jχi ¼
XN

i¼1
dijaiOii ∈ V1 ⊗ V2 ð123Þ

where the following condition must be satisfied:

jcij2 ¼ jbij2 ¼ jdij2 ð124Þ

so that the probabilities are the same as we have mentioned
above.

We immediately see that

jχi ≠ j i⊗ jOi ð125Þ

So, the measurement is an entanglement between the sys-
tem and the observer.

ð114Þ
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Furthermore, we notice that if we make a measurement
and get the value i of the property X, we will have the
following three equations:

ð126Þ

ð127Þ

and

¼Mið Þ⊗ MiðOÞ ð128Þ

¼MiðOÞ ○ Mið Þ ð129Þ

Now the question that arises is how to represent Mk( )
by a vector. In fact, since the only outcome that is in the
experiment Mk is k, and we want this experiment to convey
the meaning of measurement, and as we have seen according
to (128), we can think of the experiments Mi( ) and Mi(O )
as being done together, and once we have gotten an
outcome for one of them, we get the corresponding
outcome for the other; thus, they have the same probability
distribution after doing the measurement, which is one for
the outcome we got and zero for the others, and each
experiment of them is a singleton; this is why we will
represent them (up to a pure phase) by the following vectors,
respectively:

jM ið Þi ¼
XN

k¼1

δkijaki ¼ jaii ð130Þ

jM iðOÞi ¼
XN

k¼1

δkijOki ¼ jOii ð131Þ

And since we also get one outcome in the composite experi-
ment after the measurement, we can here too write

jM iðχÞi ¼
XN

k¼1

δkijakOki ¼ jaiOii ð132Þ

We can call this a collapse in the state vector. But we also
see that there is nothing mysterious here, for we just have a
change in probability distribution after the measurement.

Another way to express the above is, that if Â is an
observable that the experiment measures (as we have
mentioned, that means a Hermitian operator that has fjaiigNi¼1
as its eigenvectors), then the system after the measurement will
be in an eigenstate of Â corresponding to the eigenvalue of it
that we will measure [6].

Finally, the above work gives us a very important corollary:
We found that the state vector is merely a mathematical

entity that represents the sample spaces of some class of ex-
periments (with the meaning of a class of experiments we gave
in section “Observables”) that can be done on the system
together with the probability distributions of the experiments
of that class. This means that from a Bayesian probabilistic
viewpoint, the state vector is subjective and can differ from
observer to observer. But different descriptions of the system
are due to different informational content that different ob-
servers have about the results of the experiments, since if they
all had access to the information about the outcome of some
experiment, all of their state vectors will collapse simulta-
neously. Hence, the collapse of the state vectors comes from
doing the experiment itself and getting some definite outcome,
with a knowledge about what outcome we got and not due to
some observer observing the system per say. And it is for this
reason that different observers get consistent results.

3.1.9 | Evolution of the states of a system

Let us assume that we have a system described by a state
vector:

j i ¼
X

m
cmjumi ð133Þ

In some orthonormal basis fjumigNm¼1. As we have seen in
Section “Is the state vector unique?”, any other vector of the
form

jφi ¼
X

m
cmeiθm jumi ð134Þ

is another state vector for the system, which describes the same
state only if all θms are equal; otherwise, it will describe a state
in which the probability distributions of at least some experi-
ments are different.

This enables us to deal with two kinds of evolution for
states: continuous evolution and discrete evolution.

Continuous evolution
If we start with a state that is given by Equation (134) and
allow θm to vary continuously, then we can always write it as

θm ¼ −
gmfm

�
q j
�

bm
ð135Þ
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Where q j are variables with j = 1, …, M for some positive
integer M and bm are some positive real constants that make θm
dimensionless in case gm or fm or both have dimensions, and
where gm are some real constants that depend only on m, and
fm(q j) are differentiable functions (hence, they are continuous).
Of course by this, we are assuming that θm are differentiable
functions.

We should mention that we chose to expand the state on
the basis vectors of an experiment which the probabilities of its
events do not change with q j; of course, we can always find
such experiments. For example, the experiments of reading
some constants that characterise the system such as mass,
electric charge, …etc. But since relative phases change with q j,
the probability distributions of other experiments will change
in general.

As we have seen in section “Observables”, we can always
build a Hermitian operator Ĝ as follows:

Ĝjumi ¼ gmjumi ð136Þ

Thus, we have

∂jφi
∂qj
¼
∂
∂qj
X

m
cme−igmfm=bm jumi

¼
X

m
− i

gm
bm

∂fm
∂qj
cme−igmfm=bm jumi

¼
X

m
− i

1
bm

∂fm
∂qj
cme−igmfm=bmĜjumi

¼ −iĜ
X

m

1
bm

∂fm
∂qj
cme−igmfm=bm jumi

And when we can choose a set of q j such that we can write

θm ¼ −
gmf
�
q j
�

b
ð137Þ

which is the case that we will focus on from now on, we will
have:

∂jφi
∂qj
¼ −iĜ

X

m

1
b
∂f
∂qj
cme−igmf =bjumi

¼ − i
Ĝ
b
∂f
∂qj
X

m
cme−igmf =bjumi

¼ − i
Ĝ
b
∂f
∂qj
jφi

Therefore,

Ĝjjφi ¼ ib
∂jφi
∂qj

ð138Þ

where we define the operators Ĝj as

Ĝj ¼
∂f
∂qj
Ĝ ð139Þ

We notice that since q j and f (q j) are real and Ĝ is Her-
mitian, Ĝj is also Hermitian. We can call Ĝj a generator for q j

translation. In fact, Equation (138) is no other than Schro-
dinger's equation in its most general form.

Of course, we could have written θm using any other
differentiable functions of other continuous variables, for
example,

θm ¼ −
lmh
�
r j
�

b

with differentiable functions h(r j) and real constants lm that
depend only on m, and a constant b as before.

We can now build a new Hermitian operator F̂ as follows:

F̂ jumi ¼ lmjumi ð140Þ

and since F̂ and Ĝ have the same eigenvectors, they commute.
Following the same procedure as before we find

F̂jjφi ¼ ib
∂jφi
∂rj

ð141Þ

where we define the operators F̂j ¼ ∂h
∂rj F̂ and F̂j (which will be

Hermitian for similar reasons to the ones discussed in the case
of Ĝj) is a generator for r j translation.

Hence, we can start from any given state and follow its
continuous evolution using these generators.

We must assert here that had we used real Hilbert spaces,
then the only principal values that θm can take are 0 or π.
Hence, we would have not been able to speak of any kind of
continuous evolution of states at all. Thus for example, we
would not have neither a continuous space nor a continuous
time, because each one of them will enter as the continuous
variable in the Schrodinger's equation above that has the right
corresponding generator (the Hamiltonian in the case of time
and the momentum in the case of space).

But we have to keep in mind that in this paper, we gave a
very specific and new definition of the state vector: it is a
vector that represents all the experiments with the same
number of outcomes that can be done on the system, but not
all the experiments of any number of outcomes that can be
done on the system, as we have seen in section “Observables”.
And we have proved that we cannot have a continuous evo-
lution for this vector unless we use complex Hilbert spaces.
And since this paper shows that it is this vector that we usually
call the state vector in ordinary quantum mechanics, since it is
the vector used to get from it the probabilities of meas-
urement outcomes according to the Born rule, as explained
in sections “Representing experiments by vectors” and
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“Observables”, together with the fact that its continuous
evolution is governed by the Schrodinger's equation as we
have shown in this section, thus comes the result that we
cannot have continuous evolution of states unless we used
complex Hilbert spaces.

Now, if we choose a ‘time variable’, meaning, a real variable
that all other dynamical variables (such as q j ) depend on, and
using Einstein's summation convention, where two repeated
indices, one downstairs and the other upstairs, are summed
over, we can write the following:

i
∂jφi
∂t
¼ i

∂jφi
∂qj

∂qj

∂t

Using Equation (138):

i
∂jφi
∂t
¼
Ĝjjφi
b

∂qj

∂t

Hence,

∂qj

∂t
Ĝjjφi ¼ ib

∂jφi
∂t

We will define the Hamiltonian to be

Ĥ ≔
∂qj

∂t
Ĝj ð142Þ

which means that we can write

Ĥ jφi ¼ ib
∂jφi
∂t

Or since all the dynamical variables depend on time, we can
write it as

Ĥ jφi ¼ ib
djφi
dt

ð143Þ

Of course, since q j and t are real, and Ĝj is Hermitian for
any j, then Ĥ is a Hermitian operator. And we will see later in
the example below how to build Hamiltonians.

Using Equation (139) and Equation (142) we find that

h
Ĥ ; Ĝj

i
¼
h
Ĥ ; Ĝ

i
¼
h
Ĝj; Ĝ

i
¼
h
Ĝj; Ĝk

i
¼ 0̂ ð144Þ

which means that the experiment that is represented by the
basis fjumig measures all the observables Ĥ ; Ĝj and Ĝ. We
will call the eigenvalues of Ĥ the energies of the system.

From Equation (137), we see that the dimensions of b that
make θm dimensionless are as follows:

½b� ¼
�
gm
��
f
�
qj
��

And from Equation (139),

�
Gj
�
¼

�
f
�
qj
���
gm
�

½qj�

While from Equation (142) we have

½H � ¼
�
q j
��
Gj
�

½T �

which means using the previous three equations that

½b� ¼ ½H �½T �

This means that the dimensions of the constant b are en-
ergy multiplied by time, which is amazing because those are the
dimensions of Planck's constant.

Of course, b itself is nothing but Planck's constant. And in
a fundamental model like this, what is important is to deduce
the dimensions of the constant relative to other physical
quantities and not its numerical value because the numerical
value depends on the arbitrary choice of units, but the said
dimensions will remain the same. For example, the area of a
1 m2 square can be written as 104 cm2, depending on our
arbitrary choice of unites. But in both cases, the dimensions of
the area are [L]2. And since the constant b enters in any
probabilistic description, whether for atoms or for macro-
scopic objects, then using units defined based on macroscopic
quantities (quantities that describe large numbers of atoms), we
are guaranteed to get a very small value for that constant in
those units, as is really the case.

Of course, throughout this paper I will keep using the
symbol b for this constant rather than ℏ to stress the fact that
this description does not make any differentiation whether we
used it for macroscopic or microscopic systems (traditionally
classical or quantum).

From Equation (142) and Equation (139) we find

Ĥ ¼
dqj

dt
Ĝj ¼

dqj

dt
∂f
∂qj
Ĝ⇒ Ĥ ¼

df
dt
Ĝ

While from Equation (136),

Ĝjumi ¼ gmjumi⇒

df
dt
Ĝjumi ¼

df
dt
gmjumi⇒

Ĥ jumi ¼
df
dt
gmjumi

And since we defined the energies to be the eigenvalues of
the Hamiltonian, meaning

Ĥ j i≔ Emj i⇒ Em ¼
df
dt
gm
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This means that since

df
dt
¼
Em
gm

then it must be the case that

Em
gm
¼ constant

where what we mean by constant is a constant with respect
to m.

Now,

Ĝjumi ¼ gmjumi⇒

∂f
∂qj
Ĝjumi ¼ gm

∂f
∂qj
jumi⇒

Ĝjjumi ¼ gm
∂f
∂qj
jumi

This means that the eigenvalues of Ĝj are given by gm
∂f
∂qj.

From section “Observables”, we see that neither Em nor gm
depend on time because they are the images of the events
of the experiment represented by the basis fjumig under the
functions that define the observables: H and G. And each
event can only have one image under a function. This
means, since we found

df
dt
¼
Em
gm

that

f ¼
Em
gm
t þ A

where A is a constant that do not depend on time.
But according to Equation (134) and Equation (137) we

can write

j i ¼
X

m
cme−i

gmf
b jumi

So, substituting the expression of f in the previous equation
we find

j ðtÞi ¼
X

m
cme

−igmb

�
Emt
gm þA

�

jumi

Or

j ðtÞi ¼
X

m
cme−i

gmA
b e−i

Emt
b jumi

from which we immediately find

j ð0Þi ¼
X

m
cme−i

gmA
b jumi

If we define the wave function as

 nðtÞ ¼ hunj ðtÞi

then

hunj ðtÞi ¼
P

m
cme−i

gmA
b e−i

Emt
b δnm⇒

 nðtÞ ¼ cne−i
gnA
b e−i

Ent
b ⇒

 nð0Þ ¼ cne−i
gnA
b

which means

 nðtÞ ¼  nð0Þe
−iEntb

Now, we must check that the state vector remains nor-
malised if our work is to be correct:

h ðtÞj ðtÞi ¼

 
X

m
c∗me

i
b ðgmAþEmt

�
humj

!

 
X

n
cne−

i
b ðgnAþEntÞjuni

!

¼
X

m;n
c∗mcne

i
b ½ðgmAþEmtÞ−ðgnAþEntÞ�δmn

¼
X

n
jcnj2 ¼ h ð0Þj ð0Þi

Hence, if we started with a normalised state
h ð0Þj ð0Þi ¼ 1, then we are guaranteed that the state will
remain normalised.

In fact, Equation (134) guarantees that any evolution
equation deduced in this section, like for example, Equation
(138), will conserve the normalisation of the state vectors,
because according to our deduction, those vectors will all be of
the form given by Equation (134); hence,

h j i ¼

 
X

m
c∗me

−i
b θmhumj

! 
X

n
cne

i
bθn juni

!

¼
X

m;n
c∗mcne

i
b ðθn−θmÞ δmn

¼
X

n
jcnj2 ¼ h 0j 0i

where
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j 0i ¼
X

n
cnjuni

where all the phases in it have been set to zero. We must re‐
stress that this whole description is valid not only for quan-
tum experiments but for any probabilistic experiment in gen-
eral as we have seen so far.

Note: for the sake of completeness, we must say that we
could have expanded the state on a basis that represents an
experiment with a changing probability distribution as the state
changes, and following the same steps as above, we would have
gotten the following equation:

ib
∂jφi
∂qj
¼ Ĝjjφi þ ib

X

m

∂cm
∂qj
eiθm jumi

But it is a very non‐elegant equation, which is not very easy
to handle. And since we are not forced to do that as has been
explained extensively above, we are not going to use this
equation any further.

Another note: Notice that we could have chosen another
‘time variable’ which will give us another Hamiltonian operator
with a similar structure of the above. Thus, the choice we made
is not unique.

Discrete evolution
We can think of the transformation of a general state vector
immediately into a state vector after the measurement as dis-
cussed above, as a discrete evolution of the state vector. Hence,
the measurement, as discussed above, represents a discrete
evolution in the state vector.

3.1.10 | Complex Hilbert spaces and the
quantisation of space‐time

In section 3.1.9, we have explained that had we used real
Hilbert spaces, we would not have been able to speak of any
continuous evolution of states. In particular, we have proved
the following:

If quantum mechanics is described using complex Hilbert
spaces, then we can talk about a continuous evolution of states.
This is equivalent to saying if we cannot have continuous
evolution of states (for example, if space time is quantised) then
quantum mechanics is not described using complex Hilbert
spaces.

This means that if experiments like the ones talked about in
Ref. [19], which are designed to verify whether we can describe
quantum mechanics using real Hilbert space or not, found that
we can indeed do so, that indicates that what we perceive in
nature as continuous evolution is in reality a discrete one,

which means that in this case space‐time itself, for
example, must be quantised.

Of Course, quantisation of space‐time is not only
important for quantum gravity [20], but among other
things, it is also important for example, in discussions
regarding subjects such as PvsNP as you can see in Ref.
[17, 18]. This makes knowing the answer to the question of
whether we can describe quantum mechanics using real
Hilbert spaces or not a very interesting and important thing
to know.

3.1.11 | The expectation value of some
observable

Let us take some observable A which can be represented
according to section “Observables” by a Hermitian operator
in our Hilbert space and let us denote this operator by Â.
We know that we can always build an orthonormal basis
out of the eigenvectors of Â (as shown in [15] p. 93),
meaning

Âjaii ¼ aijaii; and
�
aijaj

�
¼ δij;with

X

i
jaiihaij ¼ 1̂1

Now, if the system was in the state j i, and if pi was the
probability of getting ai after the measurement, then

<A>¼
X

i
aipi ¼

X

i
aihaij ih jaii

¼ h j

 
X

i

aijaiihaij

!

j i

Hence,

<A >¼h jÂj i ð145Þ

where we used the spectral composition of Â ([15] p.119):

Â¼
X

i
aijaiihaij

and since < A > = ∑iaipi and all ai ∈ R since Â is Hermitian
in a finite‐dimensional Hilbert space, and since pi ∈ R, this
means that <A > ∈R.

3.1.12 | Doubly generalised Ehrenfest theorem

From Equation (138) and replacing in the notation jφi with
j i, we can write
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∂j i
∂qj

¼ −
i
b
Ĝjj i

∂h j
∂qj

¼
i
b
h jĜj

Now, if we take any observable A, which is represented by
the Hermitian operator Â we see using Equation (145) that

∂
∂qj

< A> ¼
∂
∂qj
h jÂj i

¼
∂h j
∂qj

�
Âj i

�
þ h j

∂Â
∂qj
j i þ h jÂ

�
∂j i
∂qj

�

¼
i
b
h j
h
Ĝj; Â

i
j i þ h j

∂Â
∂qj
j i

Therefore,

∂ < A>
∂qj

¼
i
b

<
h
Ĝj; Â

i
>þ <

∂Â
∂qj

> ð146Þ

which we will call the doubly generalised Ehrenfest theo-
rem. And if we calculate the rate of change with time of the
expectation value of some observable we will find, using the
doubly generlaized Ehrenfest theorem,

d
dt

< A> ¼
∂ < A>
∂qj

∂q j

∂t

¼
i
b

<
h
Ĝj; Â

i
>
∂q j

∂t
þ <

∂Â
∂q j

>
∂q j

∂t

¼
i
b
h j

�
∂qj

∂t
Ĝj; Â

�

j i þ h j
∂Â
∂qj

∂q j

∂t
j i

¼
i
b
h j
h
Ĥ ; Â

i
j i þ h j

∂Â
∂t
j i

which yields,

d
dt

< A >¼
i
b

<
h
Ĥ ; Â

i
>þ <

∂Â
∂t

> ð147Þ

This is nothing other than generalised Ehrenfest theorem.

3.1.13 | The uncertainty principle

If quantum mechanics is just probability theory, then we must
find classical counterparts for superposition, the uncertainty
principle, and entanglement, without coming to conflict with
Bell's theorem. In addition, we have to solve the measurement
problem.

And in fact, it has been explained in Ref. [6] how we can
find counterparts to superposition, the uncertainty principle,
and how this interpretation is in agreement with Bell's

theorem, and it solves the measurement problem. But in this
paper, we will expand (in addition to what we have laid out
already in this work) on the mentioned discussion and make it
more quantitative.

We saw in section 3.1.7, that in this formulation, the value
that some property takes is defined through the act of mea-
surement according to Equation (107). That means a property
is defined to take a certain value only after measurement itself,
or in other words, through the act of measurement.

To understand this, let us take the example of a coin toss.
What do we mean when we say that the coin is either heads or
tails? We can define a unit vector Ĉ that is perpendicular to the
surface of the coin and is pointing from the face that repre-
sents tails, to the face that represents heads. The coin is
perpendicular to a previously known unit vector (usually it is
taken as a normal vector to the surface of the Earth, but not
always), and let us denote it by n̂, and we say that the coin is
heads when Ĉ and n̂ are parallel, while we say that the coin is
tails when they are antiparallel, as in the following Figure 1

Thus, the labels heads and tails have no meaning unless we
determine relative to what n̂ we are assigning them. Here we
notice two things: first, we cannot assign the coin to be heads
on two different directions; thus, it cannot be measured to be
heads on more than one direction, and this represents the
uncertainty principle in this case. Second, since the result of the
throw of the coin is not defined until after it becomes parallel/
anti‐parallel to some direction after it is thrown, this means
that this is in agreement with Bell's theorem, as is explained
extensively in Ref. [6], and as will be discussed thoroughly
below in the section about entanglement and Bell's theorem.
Furthermore, as we have seen above in the example of coin/
the person observing the coin, the state of the composite
system is an entangled state. Before tossing the coin by
someone, we cannot say that the coin was heads nor tails,
neither that the observer sees it heads or tails (by sees it we
mean that it is assigned some label in their universe).When the
person holding the coin throws it and assigns it a specific label
relative to some n̂, and let us say the label was heads, then
immediately in the universe of the observer, we can say that it
sees (in the mentioned meaning of the word above) the coin
heads. So, nothing mysterious in this case: what is happening in
these two entangled systems is that the results of one experi-
ment done on one system are defined using the results of the
experiment done on the other.

F I GURE 1 Defining heads and tails
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Now, if we take two observables Â and B̂ we can calculate
their variances in the state j i according to Equation (145) to
be

σ2A ¼
D�
Â − <A > 11

�
 
�
�
�

�
Â − <A > 11

�
 
E

and

σ2B ¼
D�
B̂ − <B > 11

�
 
�
�
�

�
B̂ − <B > 11

�
 
E

Now, since the mathematical deduction of the generalised
uncertainty principle in Ref. [15] pp. 108–109 relied solely on
the previous mathematical fact and since as we see we retain it
in our model, this means that we can repeat the same math-
ematical steps to get

σAσB ≥ j
1
2i

<
h
Â; B̂

i
> j ð148Þ

which is the generalised uncertainty principle.
Now, what about energy‐time uncertainty principle?
Well, the energy‐time uncertainty was deduced in Ref. [15]

pp. 112–114 using generalised Ehrenfest theorem, and a
definition for Δt as the time it takes for the expectation value
of a general observable to change by one standard deviation,
and the fact that

σAσB ≥ j
1
2i

<
h
Â; B̂

i
> j

All these facts still hold here; hence, following the same
mathematical steps in a manner similar to Ref. [15] pp. 112–
114 we find

ΔEΔt ≥
b
2

ð149Þ

where ΔE = σH and Δt ¼
σQ

jd<Q>=dtj , and where we assumed of
course that ∂Q̂∂t ¼ 0̂

Moreover, due to the doubly generalised Ehernfest theo-
rem we deduced here, we can build a new class of uncertainty
relations as follows:

If we take an observable Â that satisfies

∂Â
∂qj
¼ 0̂

Then, from doubly generalised Ehrenfest theorem,

<
h
Ĝj; Â

i
>¼

b
i
∂
∂qj

< A> ð150Þ

which means, using Equation (148) that

σAσGj ≥
b
2
j
∂ < A>
∂qj

j⇒ σGj

σA
j∂ < A > =∂qjj

≥
b
2

If we define Δq j to be

Δq j ≔
σA

j∂ < A > =∂qjj

and ΔGj to be ΔGj ¼ σGj we get

ΔGjΔq j ≥
b
2
ðno sumÞ ð151Þ

where since

σA ¼ j
∂ < A>
∂qj

jΔqj ðno sumÞ

we see that Δq j is the change in q j that makes <A> change
by one standard deviation.

Note:
Due to the existence of gravity in the universe that requires

space to be curved, we see that we cannot define H and T for
some coin except for a local vector n̂ which means for n̂ that
lies at the same point as the coin (if we assume the coin to be
practically a point). This means that if a coin is H according to
a coin tosser associated with n̂, it may not have a defined result
(H or T ) relative to a distant observer because parallelism is
broken between the arrow associated with the latter observer
and n̂. That means that we may end in some situations that the
outcomes themselves can be defined relative to some observers
but not for others. This has some similarity to some aspects of
relational quantum mechanics, as we can find, for example, in
Ref. [21].

3.1.14 | Entanglement and Bell's theorem

We have already encountered a special case of entanglement
when we talked about the observer‐system composite system.
But here, we will study more thoroughly entanglement in
general. In particular, we will discuss the tests on violation of
the Bell type inequalities. It was thoroughly demonstrated in
Ref. [16] that the tests on violation of the Bell type inequalities
are simply statistical tests of local incompatibility of
observables using only the known mathematical structure of
quantum mechanics. And since we have deduced the full
mathematical structure of quantum mechanics and proved that
it is also valid for classical systems, this means that the same
arguments made in Ref. [16] still hold here. In particular what
differs here from the work in Ref. [16] is that in Ref. [16] the
local incompatibility of observables (manifested in the non‐
commutativity of their operators) was treated as a purely quan-
tum phenomena, where in this work we see that it also applies to
classical systems, and we will see this incompatibility in detail in
the following example.
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3.1.15 | An example that wraps everything up

We will describe one particular classical probabilistic experi-
ment and show that it has every feature we have in quantum
mechanics.

Let us take an ensemble of unit length arrows with each
arrow having a mark on it, which takes a random position
(meaning the positions of the marks on the arrows are
distributed randomly and uniformly) on it, and we will denote
the ith arrow in the ensemble by the symbol ĉi.

Now, we have a certain device that has a unit length arrow
attached to it, and let us call it n̂.

The measurement happens as follows: The measurement
device takes an arrow from the ensemble randomly and identify
the half point of n̂with the half point of ĉi, and then it projects n̂
onto ĉi. If the mark on ĉi lies within this projection, the device
aligns ĉi with n̂, and then registers the valueH. Otherwise, it anti‐
aligns ĉi with n̂ and then registers T as we can see in Figure 2.

If all ĉis make the angle θ with n̂, then from the Figure 2
we see that the probability of getting H will be
1=2 þ ð1=2cos θÞ ¼ cos2θ

2.
This means that for the previous ensemble, the probability

of getting H along an arbitrary unit vector in space will be
cos2θ

2, where θ is the angle that ĉis make with n̂.
We notice that if we did the measurement and got, for

example, H on some direction, next we redo the same mea-
surement, and we will get the same result. We see that the
probability distribution is identical to the probability distribu-
tion of measuring the spin of an electron along some axis. This
means that we can use a similar representation to the Bloch
sphere representation to write the state vector for measuring H
and T for the arrows.

j i ¼ cos
θ
2
jHi þ eiϕsin

θ
2
jTi ð152Þ

This means that the eigenvectors that represent measuring
the arrows to be H and T on the z‐axis are jHi; jTi, respec-
tively. While the ones representing measuring the arrows to be
H and T along the x‐axis are 1ffiffi

2
p ðjHi þ jTiÞ, 1ffiffi

2
p ðjHi − jTiÞ,

respectively. And the eigenvectors that represent measuring the
arrows to be H and T along the y‐axis are 1ffiffi

2
p ðjHi þ ijTiÞ,

and 1ffiffi
2
p ðjHi − ijTiÞ, respectively.

We can, for example, build the following three Hermitian
operators, in a similar manner to the method layed out in
section “Observables” for some positive real number α:

Ĝ3jHi ¼ αjHi

Ĝ3jTi ¼ −αjTi

And

Ĝ1

�
jHi þ jTi

ffiffiffi
2
p

�

¼ α
�
jHi þ jTi

ffiffiffi
2
p

�

Ĝ1

�
jHi − jTi

ffiffiffi
2
p

�

¼ −α
�
jHi − jTi

ffiffiffi
2
p

�

Finally,

Ĝ2

�
jHi þ ijTi

ffiffiffi
2
p

�

¼ α
�
jHi þ ijTi

ffiffiffi
2
p

�

Ĝ2

�
jHi − ijTi

ffiffiffi
2
p

�

¼ −α
�
jHi − ijTi

ffiffiffi
2
p

�

We will represent them collectively as,

^
G
!
¼ e1Ĝ1 þ e2Ĝ2 þ e3Ĝ3

where e1, e2, and e3 are the unit vectors along the x, y, and z
axes, respectively.

We notice that Ĝ3 represents an observable that can be
measured when n̂¼ e3 and this observable will take one of two
values: α or − α. The same can be said about Ĝ1 and Ĝ2 but
along the other coordinate axes.

From how we defined the measurement in this experiment,
we immediately see that we cannot measure any two of the
previous observables simultaneously.

Now the matrices representing the previous observables in
the basisfjHi; jTig will be

G1 ¼

�
0 α
α 0

�

¼ ασ1

G2 ¼

�
0 −iα
iα 0

�

¼ ασ2

G3 ¼

�
α 0
0 −α

�

¼ ασ3

where σ1, σ2 and σ3 are the three Pauli matrices.
It is a very nice result to get the three Pauli matrices (which

they naturally spring from Dirac equation, a relativistic quan-
tum mechanical equation) from a simple classical probabilistic
experiment using our mathematics as this experiment.F I GURE 2 Measuring H and T along some direction
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From the above matrices, we can easily deduce the com-
mutation and anti‐commutation relations between those
observables:

½Ga;Gb� ¼ 2iεabcα2σc ¼ 2iεabcαGc ðno sumÞ ð153Þ

fGa;Gbg ¼ 2δabα2I ð154Þ

where ɛabc is the Levi‐Civita symbol, δab is the Kronecker delta,
and I is the identity matrix.

And since Ĝ1, Ĝ2, and Ĝ3 do not commute, this is with
total agreement with what we said about the uncertainty
principle.

Moreover, when a ≠ b we find from Equation (148) and
Equation (153) that

σGaσGb ≥ αj <Gc > j ð155Þ

Now, we will take a particular kind of ensemble. We will
take the ensemble of arrows that have the same direction and
lie in the xy‐plane and that all of them are rotating around the
z‐axis with a constant angular velocity ω.

For this ensemble, the probability of measuring H or T

along the z‐axis (along e3) is cos2
�
π=2
2

�
¼ 1

2, and these proba-

bilities will not change, which means that we can expand the
state vector on the eigenvectors of this experiment when we
want to use Equation (143) to study the evolution of the state
of the system.

Thus, the state vector for this ensemble can be written
according to Equation (152) as

j i ¼
1
ffiffiffi
2
p jHi þ

1
ffiffiffi
2
p eiϕjTi ð156Þ

On the other hand, according to Equation (134), we should
be able to write the previous state also in the following form:

j i ¼
1
ffiffiffi
2
p eiϕ1 jHi þ

1
ffiffiffi
2
p eiϕ2 jTi

which can be written according to Equation (137) as

1
ffiffiffi
2
p e−iα

f ðϕÞ
b jHi þ

1
ffiffiffi
2
p eiα

f ðϕÞ
b jTi

¼ e−iα
f ðϕÞ
b

�
1
ffiffiffi
2
p jHi þ

1
ffiffiffi
2
p ei

2αf ðϕÞ
b jTi

�

And since e−iα
f ðϕÞ
b is merely a pure phase, that means we can

write the state as

j i ¼
1
ffiffiffi
2
p jHi þ

1
ffiffiffi
2
p ei

2αf ðϕÞ
b jTi ð157Þ

ComparingEquation (156)withEquation (157),we canwrite

2αf ðϕÞ
b
¼ ϕ

which means that

f ðϕÞ ¼
bϕ
2α

ð158Þ

But since the arrows rotate with the constant angular ve-
locity ω, we can write

ϕ¼ ωt

Now, we can build the Hamiltonian in the following
manner. We will define the following operator:

Ĝϕ ¼
∂f
∂ϕ
Ĝ3 ¼

b
2α
Ĝ3

Hence, according to Equation (139) and Equation (142),
the Hamiltonian will be

Ĥ ¼
∂ϕ
∂t
Ĝϕ

or

Ĥ ¼
bω
2α
Ĝ3 ð159Þ

And its matrix will be

H ¼
bω
2α

�
α 0
0 −α

�

¼
bω
2

�
1 0
0 −1

�

That means

H ¼
bω
2

σ3 ð160Þ

We can write Equation (159), using the definition we

adopted for
^
G
!

as

Ĥ ¼
bω
2α

^
G
!
:e3 ð161Þ

which is extremely analogous to the Hamiltonian of an
electron in a magnetic field along e3, especially when we
remember that b itself is nothing but Planck's constant.
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3.2 | Infinite dimensional outcome spaces

Since we have established the Hilbert space structure needed in
quantum mechanics for finite dimensional cases, we can make
it our starting point and extend it in the same manner done in
Ref. [6] to the infinite dimensional case. This is why we will not
delve more into this matter in the current paper.

4 | MANAGERIAL INSIGHTS

As will be discussed thoroughly in the next two sections, this
paper paves the way to new paths of research that may open
the door to build more reliable types of qbits, which would
help making quantum computing more practical and cheap.

5 | CONCLUSION

The result of this work is that quantum mechanics is just
probability theory cast in another language.

This leads to the following conclusions:

1. Usually, books on probability theory define the sample
space as the set of all possible outcomes. But outcomes
themselves are not well defined, neither the concept of
probabilistic experiment. What was done in this work is that
through a rigorous treatment of the previous concepts us-
ing category theory, we can clearly see that the laws of
probability theory are nothing other than the laws of
quantum mechanics itself, and the superficial distinction
between the two should be removed.

2. We do not have to assume the existence of infinite number of
universes in order to answer the question of why the laws of
physics are the way they are as Max Tegmark has done [10].
Because the answer to this question will simply be ‘because
the universe is non‐deterministic, thus it will be described
using probability theory, hence quantum mechanics’. On a
personal level, I find this answer extremely philosophically
pleasing. Nonetheless, I still prefer to look if the laws of
quantummechanics are the statistical description of a deeper
deterministic layer of reality in the same sense that probability
theory is a valid description for aNewtonian universe if we do
not have enough information about the system that is under
study. Finally, even if the theory that describes the universe is
deterministic, it can be described using this structure as we
have shown above in Section 3.
In fact, we can go even further: Maybe there is no physical
laws that govern the particles in the universe and their
behaviour is completely random. But because probability
theory can be applied to study randomness, then those par-
ticles can be described using probability theory; hence, our
universe will be governed by the laws of quantummechanics.

3. Since we can use probability theory to describe ‘classical
systems’, thus, classical systems can be described using this
structure of quantum mechanics but in this new under-
standing; hence, we can apply quantum algorithms to them,

which gives us more freedom in choosing the components
out of which we can build quantum computers, which may
give us new paths that make it more practical.

4. Since we can now simulate a quantum computer using a
classical system (in principle at least), what this work reveals
is that building algorithms using this probabilistic structure
is more efficient than the conventional algorithms. This is
also why the question of why our universe is quantum
mechanical rather than classical is misplaced because the
only difference that exists between the classical case and the
quantum mechanical one lies in the way we define ob-
servables and in which observables are compatible and
which are not in each case, as we have explained in
section “Observables”.

5. What this paper shows regarding the discussion of de-
terminacy versus non‐determinacy of measured physical
properties such as position, for example, is that even if there
is some deterministic level from which our universe
emerges, that does not necessarily mean there are some
hidden variables which if we know, will make the position
deterministic. Because the position‐as a result of a proba-
bilistic experiment‐is in itself a part of a statistical descrip-
tion and what might be deterministic in such a case are
different sets of degrees of freedom that are different from
the physical properties we usually measure.

6. Since we saw that classical systems described using ordinary
probability theory as formulated in this paper can reproduce
the whole mathematical structure of quantum mechanics,
which means that we should be able to imitate the behav-
iour of quantum systems using classical ones, this gives
more weight to the loopholes in Bell tests, if we wanted to
investigate the idea of finding a deeper deterministic level of
reality, which means that we should investigate them more
thoroughly, especially since no experiment to date is totally
loophole‐free [11]. Not to mention that we already have
working local hidden variable models that produce the same
singlet correlations that we get experimentally as you can
find for example, in Ref. [12–14].

6 | WHICH IS MORE FUNDAMENTAL:
PHYSICS OR MATHEMATICS?

It is a very surprising result that one can through math alone,
deduce the laws of physics (in this case, the laws of quantum
mechanics). This fuels again the discussion about which is
more fundamental: math or physics? Before we even start
trying to answer, let us make some definitions for some of the
most basic concepts.

Let us define a true claim as the following:
We say that a claim about a certain aspect of existence is

true if this aspect of existence works in the same way described
by this claim. Otherwise, we say that the claim is false.

Thus, it is obvious that to verifywhether a claim is true or not,
we need tomake an experiment to test it (to compare it to reality).

If we want to construct a model that describes the world
around us, not just any model, but the most reliable model we
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can come up with, this model must be built only upon verified
claims, which means that all the claims in this model had to
have been experimentally verified, and this in a nutshell is the
spirit of the scientific enterprise.

Of course, from the previous discussion, we see that claims
which cannot, even in principle, be experimentally verified, will
be of no use in building such a model; thus, they will be of no
interest to us here, regardless whether they are true or not.

But what about logic and mathematics?
Let us give a somewhat new definition for logic (it is new as

far as I know): Logic is the set of general rules that govern the
behaviours of things in the world (or some of their behaviours),
regardless of the nature of those things themselves.

For example, when we say that an object must be (A ) or
not (A), we mean that this is true whatever that object was:
any object is either a pen or not a pen, the same is true if we
have used instead of a pen, a table or any other object for
that matter. And we have made the previous assertions based
upon our observation and experiment (similar arguments
work for other types of logic, say fuzzy logic, for example:
their rules are taken from the descriptions of some aspects of
reality). In fact, I will go too far in this matter as to state my
strong conviction that logic itself is something which is
deeply rooted in experiment. And since the mathematics we
use is deeply rooted in logic, this explains its seemingly un-
believable effectiveness in describing the world. In fact, since
this mathematics is based on logic, which is the general rules
that govern things regardless of their nature, it is then of no
great surprise that mathematics is able to describe the
behaviour of elementary particles, even though we cannot
imagine those particles or construct any visual picture for
them. Our imagination is restricted by two factors: our
evolutionary history, which shaped our brains and their ability
to build models, and our experience during our lifetime,
which supplies us with pictures we can use to construct such
models. But neither in our evolutionary history, nor in our
daily experience, we have experienced directly the realm of
elementary particles. Nonetheless, the success of elementary
particle physics, which uses mathematics to describe these
particles, tells us that these particles are governed, at least to
some extent, by the same general rules that govern our daily
life objects.

This however raises the troubling question: are there levels
of existence so alien to us that they are not governed by any of
the general rules we have been talking about? If that is the case,
then we probably will not be able to know about them, but that
is a matter of philosophy not of science; this is why this
question will concern us here no more (the other possibility I
am troubled with is to exist more than one mathematical model
that are all able to describe our universe equally well, but they
provide radically different ways to interpret reality. But this
question is easier than the previous one, because it is still a
question of mathematics and physics).

In conclusion, we summarise the characteristics, which we
seek in our models that describe reality in order to make them
the most reliable models possible:

They must only consist of experimentally verified claims
and have a strong logical structure, which means following
logic rules in building them.

Now, we have said that we can apparently deduce the laws
of physics (in particular, quantum mechanics) using mathe-
matics alone. But if the above discussion was right, then
mathematics itself is something which is deeply rooted in
experiment. This means that the lines between physics and
mathematics are really blurry and maybe the distinction be-
tween them is superficial after all.

7 | FUTURE RESEARCH SCOPE

As we have seen in the Conclusion section, this work shows
that we can, at least in principle, imitate quantum systems
using classical ones. This in itself opens new opportunities to
start building new types of qbits that are more reliable and
easier to control. This work also shows us that we should
investigate more thoroughly the loopholes in Bell tests (tak-
ing into account that in this model, the result of a mea-
surement is defined only after the measurement, which gives
us more ways to investigate those loopholes), to investigate
whether there is a deeper deterministic layer of reality or not,
especially since some of these loopholes really show us a way
to get the correlations expected from quantum mechanics as
we have explained in the Conclusion section. Furthermore,
this work shows that we should do the needed experiments
to know whether we can describe quantum mechanics using
real Hilbert spaces or not, because it will have great impact
upon our knowledge regarding whether space‐time is quan-
tised or not, as we have explained extensively in Section
3.1.10.
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