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The most irreducible way to represent information is a sequence of two symbols. In this paper, we
construct quantum states using this basic building block. Specifically, we show that the probabilities
that arise in quantum theory can be reduced to counting more fundamental ontic states, which we
interpret as event networks and model using sequences of 0’s and 1’s. A completely self contained
formalism is developed for the purpose of organizing and counting these ontic states, which employs
the finite cyclic group Z2 = {0, 1}, basic set theory, and combinatorics. This formalism is then
used to calculate probability distributions associated with particles of arbitrary spin interacting
with sequences of two rotated Stern-Gerlach detectors. These calculations are compared with the
predictions of non-relativistic quantum mechanics and shown to deviate slightly. This deviation
can be made arbitrarily small and does not lead to violations of relevant no-go theorems, such as
Bell’s inequalities, the Kochen-Specker theorem, or the PBR theorem. The proposed model is then
extended to an optical system involving photon number states passing through a beam splitter.
Leveraging recent advancements in high precision experiments on these systems, we then propose a
means of testing the new model using a tabletop experiment.

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1922, physicists Otto Stern and Walther Gerlach re-
ported their experimental results concerning the discrete
nature of angular momentum [1]. The experiment they
performed was proposed as a test of the Bohr-Sommerfeld
model of the atom, where electrons were restricted to
fixed orbits around the nucleus, a feature known then as
“space quantization” [2]. Their experiment showed that
the projection of angular momentum was indeed quan-
tized along the spatial axis of their choice. The Bohr-
Sommerfeld model was later supplanted, but the exper-
imental results of Stern and Gerlach (SG) continued to
play an important role in the development of modern
quantum mechanics (QM). Today, sequences of SG de-
tectors are of significant pedagogical importance, often
being introduced in the early chapters of undergraduate
texts on QM [3].

Wrapped up in the treatment of sequences of SG detec-
tors are many foundational questions in physics. There
are the familiar ones surrounding QM, such as non-
determinism, non-commutativity, and the measurement
problem. There are also questions about the nature of
spin, the intrinsic angular momentum carried by funda-
mental particles. In particular, what is the origin of this
degree of freedom, why is it quantized, and what is its re-
lationship to space and time? We raise these questions to
highlight the non-trivial physics involved in experiments
comprised of sequences of SG detectors, making them an
excellent testing ground for alternative models. Our pri-
mary focus will be a new model for experiments involving
two SG detectors that may differ in spatial orientation.
A depiction of this experimental setup is provided in Fig-
ure 1, where the rotations being modeled are limited to
the angle θab.
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FIG. 1. Within each SG detector is a magnetic field gradient,
the spatial orientation of which is indicated by a red arrow for
Alice’s detector and a blue arrow for Bob’s detector. Incoming
particles are deflected by these field gradients at an angle
which depends on their spin projection quantum number m
within the chosen spatial frame. The rotations modeled here
are limited to θab, which is defined in the plane perpendicular
to the beam axis.

In this paper, we show that the probability distribu-
tions generated by the canonical treatment of this phys-
ical system can be reproduced by counting ontic states.
Ontic state spaces are constructed from first principles,
with no presuppositions about the modeled physical sys-
tem, other than it should be possible to represent using
0’s and 1’s alone. Indeed, the work presented herein may
be viewed as a small step towards Wheeler’s dream of “it
from bit”:

Otherwise stated, every physical quantity, ev-
ery it, derives its ultimate significance from
bits, binary yes-or-no indications, a conclu-
sion which we epitomize in the phrase, it from
bit [4]

Within the literature on quantum foundations, the pro-
posed model most closely relates to the statistical inter-
pretation of canonical quantum theory, where the quan-
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tum state is an ensemble of more fundamental, but in-
distinguishable ontic states [5]. Here, sequences of 0’s
and 1’s are used to model these ontic states, where the
quantum state is encoded in the number of 0’s and 1’s.
Thus, the information necessary to distinguish two ontic
states belonging to the same quantum state is stored in
the position of these symbols within the sequence, which
is hidden from observers. While no ontic state is more
likely than any other, some quantum states have more
ontic states than others, making them more likely to oc-
cur. The formalism developed herein can be used to or-
ganize and count these “hidden” ontic states, enabling
the calculation of relative frequencies, or probability dis-
tributions.

Typically, hidden information approaches to quantum
theory attempt to recover classical notions like local re-
alism. However, no-go theorems like Bell’s theorem and
the Kochen-Specker theorem rule out these classical on-
tologies [6, 7], under the assumption of statistical inde-
pendence [8]. Of course, these theorems do not rule out
hidden information models in general. Rather, they dic-
tate the form these models can take. While a definitive
physical interpretation of the underlying ontic states and
their base-2 building blocks remains an open issue, the
“event network” picture has proven to be a sufficient con-
ceptual basis for the systems being modeled here. This
may be viewed as an alternative to the wave-particle pic-
ture of canonical quantum theory. Though the choice
to interpret ontic states as event networks is rooted in
pragmatism, we are also motivated by empiricism and
epistemology. After all, the measurement event is our
lone source of information about the physical systems we
intend to model. It seems only natural that it play a
central role in our model of that physical system.

The event networks of interest here consist of two mea-
surement events (nodes) separated by some operation
(edge). Measurement events are modeled by ordered
pairs of base-2 sequences, where one is always associ-
ated with the observer participating in that measurement
event. Encoded in the relationship between these base-2
sequences are the total spin (j) and the spin projection
(m) quantum numbers. The intervening operation is also
modeled by an ordered pair of base-2 sequences, which
are equipped with the addition modulo two operator (⊕).
Encoded in this operation is the relative angle of rotation
(θab) between the two Stern-Gerlach detectors depicted
in Figure 1.

The “event-centric” nature of the proposed model sug-
gests that insight into the broader physical picture im-
plied by this work may be found by studying event-
centric formulations of canonical quantum theory. Per-
haps the most widely regarded of these are “Consistent
Histories”, introduced by Robert Griffiths in 1984 [9, 10],
and the closely related “Decoherent Histories”, proposed
by Murray Gell-Mann and James B. Hartle several years
later [11]. In the Consistent Histories formulation of
quantum theory, projection operators of a Hilbert Space,
or “projectors”, are interpreted as events. The set of all

possible events associated with a given physical system
constitute a sample space upon which an event algebra
is defined. A history can then be constructed from the
elements of this algebra, which can be assigned a prob-
ability provided a consistency condition related to state
orthogonality is met. More recent work concerning ap-
plications of Consistent Histories to conceptual issues in
canonical quantum theory can be found in [12] and [13].
Other notable efforts to reformulate quantum theory in
terms of events include “Quantum Measure Theory” [14–
17], “Events, Trees, Histories” (ETH) [18] and “Geomet-
ric Event-Based Quantum Mechanics” (GEB) [19], all of
which constitute exciting research programs in their own
right.

The discrete nature of this formalism further differenti-
ates the proposed model from much of the literature con-
cerning the foundations of physics. This is due primarily
to the ubiquitous assumption of continuity in theoretical
physics. Importantly, this assumption can never be em-
pirically confirmed due to the discrete nature of empirical
data. That is, the continuity of the optical spectrum, for
example, is not a testable prediction of classical or quan-
tum optics. Challenging this assumption was a central
motivation for the work presented here. As the length
(n) of the sequences used to model ontic states becomes
large, the number of possible observable outcomes grows
while probabilities become smooth. In the limit that n
goes to ℵ0, or the countable infinity, the cardinality of
ontic state spaces generally go to ℵ1, or the uncount-
able infinity. It is in this limit that a correspondence to
canonical quantum theory may be found.

Over the past six decades, there have been several no-
table attempts to challenge various manifestations of the
continuity assumption. The most prominent of these at-
tempts being Roger Penrose’s work on spin networks and
the subsequent development of Loop Quantum Gravity
[20, 21]. This has spawned many interesting ideas, in-
cluding the closely related project of “Polymer Quan-
tum Mechanics” [22, 23]. More recently, the Cellular
Automata program has gained some attention through
the work of Gerard ’t Hooft [24] and Stephen Wolfram
[25]. Also of relevance is the work of David Finkelstein
on the issue of a Space-Time Code [26], as well as the
work by Chang et al. on their Galois Field Quantum
Mechanics [27–30]. Though not directly related to the
issue of continuity, the Amplituhedron research program
initiated by Arkani-Hamed et al. is relevant here due to
its use of combinatorial techniques in the calculation of
probabilities [31, 32]. Collectively, these research efforts
have contributed significantly to the prior art upon which
the present work is based.

The body of this paper begins in section II with a
bottom-up construction of the proposed formalism, cul-
minating with our expression for the probabilities of in-
terest. This is followed by an extended pedagogical de-
velopment of the new model. We begin with a study of
the combinatorial terms appearing in the canonical treat-
ment of the modeled system. Using the conclusions of
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this section, we then embark on an incremental approach
to model development, starting with the special case of a
spin 1

2 particle. This incremental process culminates in
section VI, where the general expression for probability
distributions associated with arbitrary spin systems and
rotations is constructed. We then address the issue of
interference in section VII, illustrated by the treatment
of a spin 1 system. In section VIII, we show how the
new model can be applied to an optical system, which
provides an experimental advantage over spin systems.
We also discuss several ways to test the proposed model.
Finally, in section IX, we offer a short discussion regard-
ing the position of this new model within the quantum
foundations literature, as well as plans for future work.

II. FORMALISM

The building blocks of this formalism are the symbols
0 and 1, equipped with addition modulo two (⊕) and
the Cartesian product (⊗).

Let S1(n) be the set of all nth order Cartesian
products of 0’s and 1’s, where n ∈ N0. The elements of
this set will be called base-2 sequences herein.

Let 0̃, 1̃ ∈ N0 be the number of 0’s and 1’s that appear
in a given base-2 sequence, where n = 0̃ + 1̃. Symbols
with a tilde on top will be called counts herein.

Let s1 ∈ S1(0̃, 1̃) be a single base-2 sequence with 0̃
0’s and 1̃ 1’s. The number of base-2 sequences in the
set S1(0̃, 1̃), or its cardinality, can be expressed using
factorial notation:

|S1(0̃, 1̃)| = n!

0̃!1̃!
(1)

Let s11 ∈ S1
1(0̃1, 1̃1), s

1
2 ∈ S1

2(0̃2, 1̃2), s
1
3 ∈ S1

3(0̃3, 1̃3) be
indexed base-2 sequences of the same length:

0̃1 + 1̃1 = 0̃2 + 1̃2 = 0̃3 + 1̃3 = n (2)

Element-wise addition modulo two can be used to map
indexed base-2 sequences to one another, where d12 is the
number of differences between s11 and s12, or their Ham-
ming distance, and all subscripts are interchangeable:

s11⊕s12 = s13

d12 = 1̃3
(3)

Element-wise Cartesian products can be used to con-
struct base-4 sequences from two base-2 sequences like
so, where lowercase Latin subscripts label sequences as-
sociated with observers in the physical model of interest:

s1a ⊗ s11 ≡ s2a1 (4)

FIG. 2. A diagram of the event network for a spin system
interacting with two SG detectors, as illustrated in Figure 1.
The measurement events occurring in Alice’s (red node) and
Bob’s (blue node) detectors are modeled by base-4 sequences
and labeled with four base-4 quantum numbers. The rotation
operation (black edge) is modeled using a base-4 sequence
equipped with the ⊕ operator and labeled with two base-4
quantum numbers. The full network is modeled by a base-
16 sequence, which has one additional degree of freedom not
included in the base-4 quantum numbers.

Base-4 sequences that include a Latin subscript are
used to model measurement events, or the nodes within
the networks of interest (Figure 2). The symbols com-
prising this base-4 sequence are defined as follows:

Aa1 ≡ 0a ⊗ 01, Ba1 ≡ 1a ⊗ 11

Ca1 ≡ 1a ⊗ 01, Da1 ≡ 0a ⊗ 11
(5)

The base-4 counts Ãa1, B̃a1, C̃a1, D̃a1 ∈ N0 are used to
define the quantum numbers that label the measurement
events in the proposed physical model, where da1 is the
Hamming distance between s1a and s11:

n = Ãa1 + B̃a1 + C̃a1 + D̃a1

ja1 ≡ 1

2
(C̃a1 + D̃a1) =

1

2
da1

ma1 ≡ 1

2
(C̃a1 − D̃a1)

la1 ≡ 1

2
(Ãa1 − B̃a1)

(6)

The definitions of the spin quantum number (j) and
spin projection quantum number (m) are motivated by
their relationship to the Hamming distance [33]. The
physical interpretation of la1 has yet to be determined
and may therefore be defined in other ways. For any
choice of these base-4 quantum numbers, along with the
inverted relations in Table I, the cardinality of the asso-
ciated set of base-4 sequences S2

a1(n, ja1,ma1, la1) can be
calculated like so:

|S2
a1(n, ja1,ma1, la1)| =

n!

Ãa1!B̃a1!C̃a1!D̃a1!
(7)
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Element-wise addition modulo two can be used to map
any base-4 sequence to another, where da1,b2 is the Ham-
ming distance between s2a1 and s2b2:

s2a1 ⊕ s2map = s2b2

da1,b2 = B̃map+C̃map + D̃map

(8)

For the model of interest here, we enforce the con-
straint ja1 = jb2, which is accomplished by setting
C̃map = D̃map = 0. The quantities ja1 and jb2 will now
be referred to collectively as j. The remaining degrees of
freedom for s2map are used to model the angle of rotation
(θab) between Alice’s and Bob’s detectors:

θab =
B̃map

n
π

s2map → s2θ

(9)

The operator ⊕s2θ is used to model the evolution from
one measurement event to another, or the edge in the
networks of interest (Figure 2). Element-wise Cartesian
products can be used to construct base-16 sequences from
two base-4 sequences like so:

s2a1 ⊗ s2b2 ≡ s4a1,b2 (10)

Base-16 sequences are used to model a network of two
measurement events, or two nodes connected by an edge.
Due to the constraint C̃map = D̃map = 0, only eight of
the sixteen base-16 counts can have non-zero values for
the model of interest:

ÃA, ÃB, B̃A, B̃B, C̃C, C̃D, D̃C, D̃D ∈ N0

ÃC, ÃD, B̃C, B̃D, C̃A, C̃B, D̃A, D̃B = 0
(11)

The seven quantum numbers (n, j, ma1, mb2, la1, lb2,
θab) previously defined in terms of base-4 counts can be
expressed in terms of these base-16 counts:

n = ÃA+ ÃB+ B̃A+ B̃B+ C̃C+ C̃D+D̃C+D̃D (12)

j =
1

2
(C̃C + C̃D + D̃C + D̃D)

ma1 =
1

2
(C̃C + C̃D − D̃C − D̃D)

mb2 =
1

2
(C̃C + D̃C − C̃D − D̃D)

la1 =
1

2
(ÃA+ ÃB − B̃A− B̃B)

lb2 =
1

2
(ÃA+ B̃A− ÃB − B̃B)

(13)

θab =
π

n
(ÃB + B̃A+ C̃D + D̃C) (14)

In the networks of interest, the quantum numbers (n, j,
ma1, mb2, la1, lb2) are used to label measurement events
(nodes), while (n, θab) are used to label the intervening
operation (edge). The eighth and final quantum number
is not a property of measurement events (nodes), nor the
intervening operation (edge). Rather, it is an emergent
property of the complete network (Figure 2), where the
superscript indicates that this quantity is part of a large
family of related quantities:

ν0a1,b2 ≡ 1

4
(C̃D + D̃C + ÃA+ B̃B) (15)

For the physical model of interest, these eight variables
can be categorized as random R = (mb2), conditional
U = (n, j,ma1, θab), nuisance W = (la1, lb2), and path
Λ = (ν0a1,b2), where r, u, w, and λ are the corresponding
N-tuples. The complete set of quantum numbers is then
denoted as Q = R ∪ U ∪ W ∪ Λ, which can be found
for any combination of r, u, w, and λ by solving linear
Diophantine equations. With this shorthand, along with
the inverted relations in Table II, the cardinality of the
set S4

a1,b2(r, u, w, λ) can be calculated like so:

|S4
a1,b2(r, u, w, λ)| =

n!

ÃA!ÃB! · · · D̃D!
(16)

Using the formalism introduced thus far, a counting
procedure can be constructed that generates the prob-
ability distributions of interest. The building blocks of
this construction are the contextual sets εa(r, u, w, λ) and
εb(r, u, w, λ):

εa(r, u, w, λ) ≡ {s4a1,b2|s2a1, r, u, w, λ}
εb(r, u, w, λ) ≡ {s4a1,b2|s2b2, r, u, w, λ}

(17)

The contextual set εa(r, u, w, λ) contains all of the
base-16 sequences s4a1,b2 compatible with the quantum

numbers (r, u, w, λ) and a fixed choice of s2a1. Likewise,
εb(r, u, w, λ) contains all of the base-16 sequences s4a1,b2
compatible with the quantum numbers (r, u, w, λ) and a
fixed choice of s2b2. The cardinality of these sets can be
calculated like so, where |εa|, |εb| ∈ N0:

|εa(r, u, w, λ)| =
|S4

a1,b2(r, u, w, λ)|
|S2

a1(n, j,ma1, la1)|

|εb(r, u, w, λ)| =
|S4

a1,b2(r, u, w, λ)|
|S2

b2(n, j,mb2, lb2)|

(18)

Interference, driven by the deviation of the path quan-
tum number λ from some arbitrary reference value λ0, is
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FIG. 3. A comparison of models for n = 100, j = 1
2
,

ma1 = + 1
2
, and mb2 = + 1

2
, where |∆| is the magnitude of the

difference between equations (20) and (21). Top: la1 treated
as a nuisance variable. Bottom: la1 treated as a conditioning
variable (la1 = ± 49

2
).

accounted for in alternating sums over these contextual
set cardinalities, where Υa,Υb ∈ Z and always share the
same sign:

Υa(r, u, w) ≡
∑

λ∈Q(r,u,w)

(−1)∆λ(λ,λ0)|εa(r, u, w, λ)|

Υb(r, u, w) ≡
∑

λ∈Q(r,u,w)

(−1)∆λ(λ,λ0)|εb(r, u, w, λ)|

∆λ(λ, λ0) ≡
∑
i

λi − λi
0

(19)

Given a system with total spin j, spin projection ma1

observed at Alice’s detector, and a relative rotation of
spatial frames θab between Alice’s and Bob’s detectors,
the probability that Bob observes a particular spin pro-
jection mb2 in the proposed model is given by the follow-
ing expression, where P (r|u) ∈ Q ∩ [0, 1] for finite n:

P (r|u) =
∑

w∈Q(r,u) Υa(r, u, w)Υb(r, u, w)∑
(r,w)∈Q(u) Υa(r, u, w)Υb(r, u, w)

(20)
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FIG. 4. A comparison of models for n = 100, j = 1, ma1 = +1
(top), and ma1 = 0 (bottom), where |∆| is the magnitude
of the difference between equations (20) and (21) and la1 is
treated as a nuisance variable.

Using the same notation, the analogous expression
from non-relativistic QM is as follows, where we have
applied the Born rule to Wigner’s d-matrix element:

(
djmb2,ma1

(θab)
)2

=∑
qa

(−1)mb2−ma1+qa (j +ma1)!(j −ma1)!

(j +ma1 − qa)!qa!(mb2 −ma1 + qa)!(j −mb2 − qa)!

×
(
cos(

θab
2

)

)2j+ma1−mb2−2qa (
sin(

θab
2

)

)mb2−ma1+2qa

×
∑
qb

(−1)mb2−ma1+qb (j +mb2)!(j −mb2)!

(j +ma1 − qb)!qb!(mb2 −ma1 + qb)!(j −mb2 − qb)!

×
(
cos(

θab
2

)

)2j+ma1−mb2−2qb (
sin(

θab
2

)

)mb2−ma1+2qb

(21)

The expression in equation (21) can be obtained in
a variety of ways within the formalism of QM. It was
first proposed by Eugene Wigner in 1927, who relied on
group theoretic arguments [34, 35]. Decades later, Julian
Schwinger provided an alternative derivation employing
the operator algebra of simple harmonic oscillators in QM
[36]. A succinct outline of this derivation, which employs
the Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff formula, can be found in
[3]. A comparison of these two expressions for the cases
of spin 1

2 and 1 is offered in Figures 3 and 4, where a
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small deviation is observed. This can be made smaller
by treating la1 as a conditioning variable and using it to
tune the the generated probability distribution, as seen
in the bottom of Figure 3. The difference can then be
made arbitrarily small by increasing n and adjusting la1.
To be clear, the steps taken after equation (16) were

motivated by pragmatism. Simply put, they were the
steps necessary to produce a result that closely matched
the behavior of the modeled system. This leaves many
open questions about the proposed model. These in-
clude the physical interpretation of the quantum num-
bers n and l, the true nature of the ontic states being
counted by the product ΥaΥb, interference, and many
others. Importantly, these questions arise in the context
of a novel formalism that clearly has a deep connection to
the modeled physical system, as can be seen in Figures 3
and 4. It is also worth mentioning that a model for spin
addition, which includes the rules for angular momen-
tum addition and the Clebsch-Gordon coefficients, can
be found by replacing the constraint C̃map = D̃map = 0

with C̃map = B̃map = 0 [33, 37].
For a full century, proposed interpretations of quan-

tum systems have been bounded by the formal tools of
canonical quantum theory, such as Hilbert spaces, the
Born rule, and the Schrödinger equation. In the author’s
view, the most exciting aspect of this work is the oppor-
tunity to develop a new picture of the modeled physical
system. In the next section, we will begin the peda-
gogical introduction of this new model. Throughout the
development process, the formal elements introduced in
this section will be assigned a clear physical interpreta-
tion whenever possible. Of course, these interpretations
should be viewed as provisional in these early stages of
model development.

III. CHANGING VARIABLES

We begin the pedagogical development of the formal-
ism and model introduced in section II by executing a
change of variables in equation (21), which is the re-
sult provided by QM. In Schwinger’s oscillator model for
this physical system, he begins with two uncoupled sim-
ple harmonic oscillators which may be called “plus type”
and “minus type” [3]. Ladder operators associated with
a particular spatial frame are then introduced for each
oscillator, such that operators acting on different oscil-
lators commute. The total angular momentum j of a
physical system is then built up from the vacuum state
by successive applications of creation operators, which

are denoted as a†+ and a†− for the plus and minus type
oscillator, respectively. Within the chosen spatial frame,
the projection of angular momentum ma1 is then defined

as the difference between the number of a†+’s and a†−’s
used to lift the state from vacuum, where we continue to
use the subscript notation introduced in section II. Both
j and ma1 can be expressed in terms of the eigenvalue of
the number operators for each oscillator type:

j ≡ n+ + n−

2
(22)

ma1 ≡ n+ − n−

2
(23)

A second set of ladder operators can then be defined

as rotated versions of the originals. In this case, the a†+
operator becomes a†+cos(

θ
2 ) + a†−sin(

θ
2 ) and the a†− op-

erator becomes a†−cos(
θ
2 ) − a†+sin(

θ
2 ). This implies that

the projection of angular momentum in the rotated spa-
tial frame may be different than in the unrotated frame,
which can be defined in terms of the rotated number op-
erator eigenvalues:

mb2 ≡
n′
+ − n′

−
2

(24)

The expressions given in equations (22-24) are struc-
turally identical to those introduced in equation (6).
However, we no longer interpret the positive integers n+,
n−, n

′
+, and n′

− as the eigenvalues of number operators
for simple harmonic oscillators. Rather, we think of them
as the number of times an abstract symbol appears within
a sequence, suppressing any presuppositions about their
physical meaning. This interpretation is motivated by
the combinatorial terms in equation (21), which are re-
stated here:

(j +ma1)!(j −ma1)!

(j +ma1 − qa)!qa!(mb2 −ma1 + qa)!(j −mb2 − qa)!
(25)

(j +mb2)!(j −mb2)!

(j +ma1 − qb)!qb!(mb2 −ma1 + qb)!(j −mb2 − qb)!
(26)

As we will show, each of these expressions can be in-
terpreted as the cardinality of a set of base-4 sequences.
We denote these sets as εCD

a for equation (25) and εCD
b

for equation (26). These sets are closely related to the
contextual sets introduced in equation (17), but only in-
clude sequences containing the symbols CC, CD, DC,
andDD, as indicated by the superscripts. A simple proof
that this interpretation is valid can be found by summing
the arguments in the numerator and denominator, sepa-
rately:

(j +ma1) + (j −ma1) = 2j (27)

(j +ma1 − q) + (q) + (mb2 −ma1 + q)

+(j −mb2 − q) = 2j
(28)

These sums both equal 2j ∈ N0, which we may inter-
pret as the length of the base-4 sequences comprising εCD

a
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and εCD
b . This length would typically be the only term

in the numerator, as with the base-2 sequence counting
binomial coefficient:

n!

k!(n− k)!
(29)

The presence of two arguments in the numerator of
equation (25) and (26) implies a constraint on the el-
ements of εCD

a and εCD
b . This constraint motivates us

to interpret each base-4 sequence as a Cartesian product
(⊗) of two base-2 sequences, each comprised of the sym-
bols C and D. An example of one such construction is
given below, where the subscripts a1 and b2 distinguish
the left and right base-2 sequence, respectively:

 C
D
D
C


a1

⊗

 C
D
C
D


b2

=

 CC
DD
DC
CD


a1.b2

(30)

The constraint imposed by the two factorials in the nu-
merator of equation (25) and (26) can now be interpreted
as holding one of the base-2 sequences fixed while count-
ing base-4 permutations. That is, all base-4 sequences in
the set εCD

a must share a common a1 base-2 sequence.
Likewise, all base-4 sequences in the set εCD

b must share
a common b2 base-2 sequence. To make this picture more
clear, we will show that all the arguments in the combi-
natorial expressions (25) and (26) can be interpreted as
the number of times a symbol appears in a base-4 se-
quence. We call these numbers counts and denote them
by placing a tilde atop the symbol of interest like so:

C̃C, C̃D, D̃C, D̃D ∈ N0 (31)

Following from the construction depicted in equation
(30), we can express the base-2 counts associated with
the a1 and b2 sequences in terms of base-4 counts like so:

C̃a1 = C̃C + C̃D, D̃a1 = D̃C + D̃D (32)

C̃b2 = C̃C + D̃C, D̃b2 = C̃D + D̃D (33)

The positive integers n+, n−, n
′
+, and n′

− interpreted
by Schwinger as number operator eigenvalues will now be
interpreted as base-2 counts:

n+ → C̃a1, n− → D̃a1 (34)

n′
+ → C̃b2, n′

− → D̃b2 (35)

This change maps the definitions of j, ma1, and mb2

given in equations (22-24) to the definitions given in

equation (6). One last definition is necessary to accom-
plish our goal of interpreting each factorial argument as
a count. This definition is for the summing parameter q,
which will carry the superscript a or b when calculating
the cardinality of εCD

a or εCD
b , respectively:

qa ≡ C̃D
a
, qb ≡ C̃D

b
(36)

Using the definitions in equations (6), (32), (33), and
(36), we may now execute the following change of vari-
ables for the remaining factorial arguments in equations
(25) and (26):

j +ma1 = C̃a1, j −ma1 = D̃a1 (37)

j +mb2 = C̃b2, j −mb2 = D̃b2 (38)

j +ma1 − qa = C̃C
a

mb2 −ma1 + qa = D̃C
a

j −mb2 − qa = D̃D
a

(39)

j +ma1 − qb = C̃C
b

mb2 −ma1 + qb = D̃C
b

j −mb2 − qb = D̃D
b

(40)

With these results, equations (25) and (26) become the
following:

C̃a1!D̃a1!

C̃C
a
!C̃D

a
!D̃C

a
!D̃D

a
!

(41)

C̃b2!D̃b2!

C̃C
b
!C̃D

b
!D̃C

b
!D̃D

b
!

(42)

Expressed in this form, the proposed interpretation of
these combinatorial terms becomes more clear. We may
think of them as counting base-4 sequences, such that the
ordering of the symbols in one of the component base-2
sequences remain fixed. In the case of equation (41),
it is the base-2 sequence with the subscript a1 which is
held fixed, while the base-2 sequence with the subscript
b2 is held fixed in equation (42). One example of the
elements in εCD

a being counted by equation (41) is as

follows, where C̃a1 = D̃a1 = C̃b2 = D̃b2 = 2 and C̃C
a
=

C̃D
a
= D̃C

a
= D̃D

a
= 1:

 C
D
D
C


a1

⊗


 C

D
C
D


b2

,

 D
D
C
C


b2

,

 C
C
D
D


b2

,

 D
C
D
C


b2

 (43)
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For the example given above, the combinatorial expres-
sion in equation (41) yields:

C̃a1!D̃a1!

C̃C
a
!C̃D

a
!D̃C

a
!D̃D

a
!
=

2!2!

1!1!1!1!
= 4

Motivated by this combinatorial picture, we propose
that the sets εCD

a and εCD
b be interpreted as statistical

ensembles associated with observers named Alice (a) and
Bob (b). The base-4 sequences comprising εCD

a and εCD
b

are then interpreted as the possible ontic states of the
physical system being modeled. As depicted in Figure 1,
Alice and Bob are each assigned to one of the SG detec-
tors involved in the experiment of interest. Through the
use of their detector, each observer has access to one com-
ponent (base-2 sequence) of the full ontic state (base-4 se-
quence). We interpret these components as the measure-
ment events that occur in each observer’s detector, which
we distinguish from one another with the subscripts a1
(Alice) and b2 (Bob). An observer’s statistical ensemble
is then constructed by holding their own measurement
event fixed while considering all possible measurement
events that may occur at the other observer’s detector.
Under this interpretation, the hidden information that
gives rise to non-determinism is stored in the ordering of
the base-4 symbols in each ontic state. That is, counts
are generally observable, but sequences are not.

A clear shortcoming of the proposed interpretation is
the absence of the quantity θ in the combinatorial terms
we have been studying. The sine and cosine terms in
equation (21) not only account for rotation, but they also
serve to normalize the combinitorial expressions. In the
coming sections, we will replace these terms by adding
the symbols A and B to the alphabet used to model
measurement events. The result will be an expanded ver-
sion of equations (41) and (42), which can be normalized
in the fashion of a relative frequency. The inclusion of
these new symbols also allows measurement events to be
expressed as Cartesian products of base-2 sequences com-
posed of the symbols 0 and 1. This is the origin of the a1
and b2 subscript notation employed in this section and is
central to the issues of locality and realism. Specifically,
the decomposition of measurement events into two com-
ponents highlights the relational nature of the quantum
numbers ma1 and mb2.
Two important aspects of equation (21) that we have

not yet discussed are the interference terms and the
Born rule. First, we note that the summing parame-

ters qa = C̃D
a
and qb = C̃D

b
are responsible for driving

interference. Unlike j, ma1, and mb2, these quantities
are not observable properties of events. Rather, they are
properties of the relationship between events. Though we
lack the development to fully illustrate this point now,
it will be addressed directly in section VII. As interfer-
ence phenomena are intimately related to path lengths
through spacetime, the new perspective afforded by the
proposed model is of broad interest.

FIG. 5. A measurement event occurs at Alice’s detector which
deflects the j = 1

2
particle into one of two paths (red), one for

each possible value of the quantum number ma1 ∈ {+ 1
2
,− 1

2
}.

Depending on which value of ma1 is of interest, Bob’s detector
is then placed along one of these paths. Bob then rotates his
detector with respect to Alice’s by the angle θab. Finally,
a measurement event occurs at Bob’s detector which again
deflects the j = 1

2
particle into one of two paths (blue), one for

each possible value of the quantum number mb2 ∈ {+ 1
2
,− 1

2
}.

Finally, we point out that the Born rule, which was em-
ployed in the construction of equation (21), is directly re-
sponsible for the presence of both εCD

a and εCD
b . Within

the proposed model, it suggests that the full ontic state
space of interest when calculating probabilities is actu-
ally the Cartesian product of Alice’s and Bob’s statistical
ensembles. Simply put, the Born rule tells us to count
the number of unique ways to move between Alice’s and
Bob’s statistical ensembles. In the coming sections, the
full picture associated with these statistical ensembles
and their Cartesian product will be developed.

IV. SPIN 1/2 θ ∈ {0, π}

In the previous section, we made the suggestion that
sequences comprised of the abstract symbols C and D
should be interpreted as models for measurement events.
To clarify what we mean by this, we will treat the sim-
plest possible case of an experiment involving two SG
detectors, which is for a spin 1

2 particle. In Figure 5, we
see an example of such an experiment. The first event
that takes place in this experiment is the interaction, or
measurement event at Alice’s detector. The result of this
measurement event is the deflection of the spin 1

2 parti-
cle into one of two possible paths, one for each value of
ma1 ∈ {+ 1

2 ,−
1
2}. For the spin 1

2 case, the only base-2
sequences that could be associated with this event, each
of which have length n = 1, are as follows:

{(
C
)
a1

,
(
D
)
a1

}
(44)
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Collectively, these sequences form the ontic state space
for Alice’s measurement event. That is, we assume that
the event in Alice’s detector is associated with a definite
state of reality, which we model using a single sequence
of abstract symbols. Continuing to follow the spin 1

2
particle’s path in Figure 5, we see that there will also be
a measurement event in Bob’s detector. Like before, this
event will cause the particle to be deflected into one of
two possible paths. As we did with Alice’s event, we can
write down the ontic state space for Bob’s event like so:

{(
C
)
b2
,
(
D
)
b2

}
(45)

For any given experiment, an event occurs at Alice’s
and Bob’s detector. Thus, the ontic state space for the
modeled system should consist of all ordered pairs of se-
quences in the ontic state spaces for each measurement
event. That’s just the Cartesian product of equations
(44) and (45):

(
C
)
a1

⊗
(
C
)
b2

=
(
CC

)
a1,b2

(46)

(
C
)
a1

⊗
(
D
)
b2

=
(
CD

)
a1,b2

(47)

(
D
)
a1

⊗
(
C
)
b2

=
(
DC

)
a1,b2

(48)

(
D
)
a1

⊗
(
D
)
b2

=
(
DD

)
a1,b2

(49)

We are now ready to begin discussing rotation, which
we may think of as an operation which maps Alice’s event
to Bob’s. The extreme cases of rotation are θab = 0 and
θab = π, which should correspond to ma1 = mb2 and
ma1 = −mb2, respectively. Returning to the ontic state
space of the experiment given in equations (46-49), we
see that equations (46) and (49) are associated with the
θab = 0 case (ma1 = mb2), while equations (47) and (48)
are associated with the θab = π case (ma1 = −mb2).

Because we want to think of rotation as an operation,
we need to assign the symbols C and D some algebraic
property which allows them to be mapped into one an-
other. There are many ways to approach this, but in
the end, making the symbols C and D elements of the
finite Klein four-group (Z2×Z2) will prove most fruitful.
Because there are four elements in this group, we need
to add the symbols A and B to our alphabet for mod-
eling events. What remains is to decide which elements
of this group to associate with each of the four symbols.
These assignments, which were given in equation (5), are
restated here:

Aa1 ≡ 0a ⊗ 01, Ba1 ≡ 1a ⊗ 11

Ca1 ≡ 1a ⊗ 01, Da1 ≡ 0a ⊗ 11
(50)

Note that an important consequence of using the finite
group Z2 × Z2 is that we may actually regard base-4

sequences composed of the symbols A, B, C, and D as
Cartesian products (⊗) of base-2 sequences composed of
the symbols 0 and 1. This is the origin of the subscript
notation we have been using thus far, where the indices
a and 1, for example, distinguish the base-2 sequences
within the ordered pair. An example of this construction
is given here:


0
1
1
0
1
0


a

⊗


0
1
0
1
1
0


1

=


A
B
C
D
B
A


a1

(51)

The group operation of interest for rotations is
element-wise addition modulo two, which we denote us-
ing the symbol ⊕. In computer science, this operation is
referred to as XOR. In general, the operators which map
ontic states for Alice’s measurement event into Bob’s are
sequences comprised of the symbols A, B, C, and D,
along with the ⊕ operation. Though, for rotations, we
are only concerned with sequences filled with A’s and
B’s. This restriction is motivated in part by the need for
Alice’s and Bob’s events to share a common value of j,
a restriction that may be lifted for systems other than
the one of interest here. The full addition table for these
symbols is as follows:

A⊕A = B ⊕B = C ⊕ C = D ⊕D = A
A⊕B = B ⊕A = C ⊕D = D ⊕ C = B
A⊕ C = C ⊕A = B ⊕D = D ⊕B = C
A⊕D = D ⊕A = B ⊕ C = C ⊕B = D

(52)

With our brief interlude into finite group theory com-
plete, we can return to the physical system we are at-
tempting to model. The goal now is to show that the
ontic state space for the experiment, which was defined
in equations (46-49), can be generated by applying maps
to the ontic state space of Alice’s measurement event, for
example. For the case we have been considering, there
are two ontic states associated with Alice’s event and two
possible maps for each, yielding four possible scenarios:

(
C
)
a1

⊕
(
A
)
map

=
(
C
)
b2

(53)

(
C
)
a1

⊕
(
B
)
map

=
(
D
)
b2

(54)

(
D
)
a1

⊕
(
B
)
map

=
(
C
)
b2

(55)

(
D
)
a1

⊕
(
A
)
map

=
(
D
)
b2

(56)

Now that we have an understanding of how maps work,
we need to make a choice regarding the definition of θab
in terms of these maps. Taking a look at equations (53-
56), we see that the ma1 = mb2 case is associated with
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the symbol A (θab = 0), while the ma1 = −mb2 case
is associated with the symbol B (θab = π). Motivated
by this observation, we propose the following provisional
definition of θab, where B̃map is the number of B’s that
appear in a map of length n:

θab ≡
B̃map

n
π (57)

We have finally developed enough machinery to check
if the proposed model indeed predicts the correct behav-
ior of a spin 1

2 particle within an experiment involving
two SG detectors. Though, we are currently limited
to relative rotations of θab = 0 and θab = π between
Alice’s and Bob’s detectors. In the case of θab = 0,
if Alice observes ma1 = + 1

2 (ma1 = − 1
2 ) then Bob

must observe mb2 = + 1
2 (mb2 = − 1

2 ), as seen in equa-
tions (53) and (56). Likewise for θab = π, if Alice ob-
serves ma1 = + 1

2 (ma1 = − 1
2 ) then Bob must observe

mb2 = − 1
2 (mb2 = + 1

2 ), as seen in equations (54) and
(55). Of course, these results are unsurprising given the
approach we took when selecting a definition for θab. The
issue we must now face is that of arbitrary rotations.

V. SPIN 1/2 θ ∈
{
0, π

2
, π

}
Continuing our incremental approach to developing

this new model, we now consider the case in which Alice’s
and Bob’s detector have a relative rotation of θab = π

2 .
From our definition of θab given in equation (57), the
smallest value of n that would support such a rotation is
2. Given that we are modeling a spin 1

2 particle, along
with the definition of j given in equation (6), the total
number of C’s and D’s that can appear in ontic states
for measurement events is still limited to one. This leaves
us with only two options for lengthening our sequences,
which is adding an A or a B. This modification results
in the following ontic state spaces for Alice’s and Bob’s
measurement event:

{(
A
C

)
a1

,

(
C
A

)
a1

,

(
B
C

)
a1

,

(
C
B

)
a1

,(
A
D

)
a1

,

(
D
A

)
a1

,

(
B
D

)
a1

,

(
D
B

)
a1

} (58)

{(
A
C

)
b2

,

(
C
A

)
b2

,

(
B
C

)
b2

,

(
C
B

)
b2

,(
A
D

)
b2

,

(
D
A

)
b2

,

(
B
D

)
b2

,

(
D
B

)
b2

} (59)

The inclusion of the symbols A and B in ontic states for
measurement events has several important implications,
but the first issue that must be addressed is the need to
define two new quantum numbers, which we may think of
as analogues of j and m (other definitions are possible):

ga1 ≡ Ãa1 + B̃a1

2
, gb2 ≡ Ãb2 + B̃b2

2
(60)

la1 ≡ Ãa1 − B̃a1

2
, lb2 ≡ Ãb2 − B̃b2

2
(61)

We now have four quantum numbers associated with
events, which are j, m, g, and l. However, we will of-
ten replace g with n when listing the degrees of freedom
for events, where n = 2j + 2g. For the time being, we
remain agnostic with respect to the physical interpreta-
tion of these new quantum numbers. When calculating
the probability distribution formb2, we will typically sum
over all possible values of l. Though, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 3, choosing particular values of la1 has an interesting
effect on the predictions generated by the new model.
Beyond the new quantum numbers, the inclusion of A’s

and B’s also lifts the one-to-one correspondence between
quantum states and ontic states for spin 1

2 particles. For
example, there are now two sequences (ontic states) in
equation (58) associated with each possible combination
of ma1 and la1 (quantum states). This change from one-
to-one to one-to-many leads directly to non-determinism
within this model, where the relative frequency of ontic
states determines the probability of observing a partic-
ular quantum state. In the coming sections, we will in-
troduce combinatorial tools to aid in the calculation of
these relative frequencies.
A further consequence of including A’s and B’s is that

measurement events are no longer modeled by base-2 se-
quences comprised of the symbols C andD. Rather, mea-
surement events will now be modeled by base-4 sequences
comprised of the symbols A, B, C, and D. This also im-
plies that the full system of interest, which is the prod-
uct of two measurement events, will now be modeled by
base-16 sequences comprised of all possible pairs of these
base-4 symbols. While this increase in basis may give
the impression of this formalism becoming more com-
plicated, the updated structure actually affords a more
intuitive picture of the system being modeled.
The new picture begins with the component base-2 se-

quences comprising measurement events. As illustrated
in equation (51), measurement events can be interpreted
as products of two base-2 sequences. To aid in the devel-
opment of this new picture, we reintroduce the following
set theory notation for individual base-2 sequences:

s1a, s
1
b , s

1
1, s

1
2 ∈ S1(n) (62)

In equation (62), S1(n) is the set of all base-2 sequences
of length n, while s1a, s

1
b , s

1
1, and s12 are individual ele-

ments of that set. Continuing with this notation, we can
construct the base-4 sequences used to model Alice’s and
Bob’s measurement events like so, where the ordering of
component sequences within a given product depends on
convention and physical context:



11

FIG. 6. All possible graphical representations of Alice’s mea-
surement event. The ordering of the base-2 sequences s1a and
s11 within Alice’s measurement event determines the direction
of the s1j edge. The “a1” ordering indicates a left to right

direction for the s1j edge, while the “1a” ordering indicates
a right to left direction. The position of the full base-4 se-
quences s2a1 or s21a with respect to the Cartesian product op-
erator ⊗ distinguishes the edge configuration in the top row
with the one in the bottom.

s1a ⊗ s11, s
1
1 ⊗ s1a, s

1
b ⊗ s12, s

1
2 ⊗ s1b ∈ S2(n) (63)

In base-4 notation, these products are denoted as s2a1,
s21a, s

2
b2, and s22b, respectively. Finally, we can construct

products of measurement events, or base-16 sequences
like so:

s2a1 ⊗ s2b2, s
2
b2 ⊗ s2a1 ∈ S4(n) (64)

For any given measurement event, one of the compo-
nent base-2 sequences can be associated with the observer
of that event, which we denote using the subscript a or
b. We refer to these base-2 sequences as reference se-
quences and interpret them as models for the magnetic
field gradients within Alice’s and Bob’s detectors, as de-
picted in Figure 5. To model the physical process of a
particle being deflected by Alice’s magnetic field gradient,
for example, we introduce the following base-2 sequence
addition operation:

s1a ⊕ s11 = s1j s1j ∈ S1(n) (65)

In equation (65), the measurement event in Alice’s de-
tector is modeled by an addition operation involving Al-
ice’s reference sequence and a base-2 sequence carrying

FIG. 7. One example of a measurement event network, which
is the product of two measurement events involving a single
particle of spin j.

the subscript 1. The result of this addition operation is
a third base-2 sequence carrying the subscript j. We in-
terpret this base-2 sequence as a model for the particle
that connects Alice’s and Bob’s measurement events. A
model for the interaction occurring in Bob’s detector is
given here:

s1b ⊕ s1j = s12 (66)

We are now prepared to introduce a convenient graph-
ical representation of the new base-2 picture we have de-
veloped thus far. In Figure 6, all possible directed graphs
associated with Alice’s measurement event are depicted.
The four possibilities each correspond to one of the al-
lowed positions of the base-2 and base-4 sequences within
their respective products. The graph of interest for the
physical system being modeled here is in the top left cor-
ner. That is, we are interested in a situation in which
Alice’s reference sequence (s1a) interacts with a particle
(s11) producing a new particle (s1j ), which then moves to

the right towards Bob’s reference sequence (s1b). As de-
picted in Figure 7, an interaction then occurs between
Bob’s reference sequence (s1b) and the incoming particle
(s1j ) producing a new particle (s12).
Importantly, all of the allowed directed graphs asso-

ciated with measurement events must have two edges
pointing towards the vertex. As alluded to above, we in-
terpret directed edges as particles and vertices as events.
For a directed graph to qualify as a measurement event,
we must have two incoming edges (particles), one of
which must always be associated with a reference se-
quence. Of course, this is a logical requirement of mea-
surement. Simply put, only one edge can be directed
away from the vertex, and it must never be the one as-
sociated with the reference sequence. In a more general
treatment of events, which would include events not in-
volving a reference sequence, other graphs may be per-
mitted.
We are now in a position to appreciate the full power

of this new conceptual picture. The relative rotation be-
tween Alice’s and Bob’s magnetic field gradients, or the
change of measurement basis in the canonical vernacu-
lar, can be modeled by the number of differences between
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their reference sequences. That is, θab is proportional to
the Hamming distance between Alice’s and Bob’s base-2
reference sequences. Thus, the act of rotating field gra-
dients is associated with the following operation:

s1a ⊕ s1θ = s1b s1θ ∈ S1(n) (67)

Following from the provisional definition of θab pro-
posed in equation (57), the relative rotation between Al-
ice’s and Bob’s reference sequence can be defined in terms
of base-2 symbol counts as follows:

θab ≡
1̃θ
n
π (68)

A diagram of the conceptual picture implied by equa-
tions (65-68) is provided in Figure 8. This picture con-
sists of a network of three unique base-2 sequences (s1a,
s1b , s

1
j ), or a single base-8 sequence (s1a ⊗ s1j ⊗ s1b). The

magnetic field gradients in Alice’s and Bob’s detector are
each modeled by a base-2 reference sequence with the
subscript a or b. The relative rotation between these
magnetic field gradients is then modeled by the number
of 1’s that appear in the base-2 sequence carrying the
subscript θ. This rotation is depicted in equation (67).
Likewise, the particle is modeled by a base-2 sequence
carrying the subscript j, where 2j is the number of 1’s
that appear in this sequence. Finally, the interactions be-
tween this particle and the magnetic field gradients are
modeled by the measurement event operations depicted
in equations (65) and (66). Thus, Alice and Bob each
interact with a common particle ontic state (s1j ), where
the relative rotation between their magnetic field gradi-
ents is modeled by the Hamming distance between their
own ontic states (s1a, s

1
b). As will be illustrated at the end

of this section, the non-determinism within the proposed
model can be attributed solely to a lack of knowledge
about the ordering of the base-2 symbols in s1θ.
Perhaps the most striking feature of the proposed

model is the relational nature of the quantum numbers
ma1 and mb2, which are properties of the vertices in Fig-
ure 7. Unlike j, which we may associate with a particle
traveling between Alice’s and Bob’s detectors, the quan-
tum numbers ma1 and mb2 are exclusive properties of
measurement events. That is, one must know the ontic
state of both the particle (s1j ) and the magnetic field gra-

dient (s1a or s1b) to determine ma1 or mb2. We can illus-
trate this important point by holding a base-2 sequence
used to model a spin 1

2 particle fixed (s1j ), while consid-

ering all possible reference sequences (s1a) for n = 2:

(
0
0

)
a

⊕
(

0
1

)
j

=

(
0
1

)
1

⇒
(

A
D

)
a1

(69)

(
1
0

)
a′
⊕
(

0
1

)
j

=

(
1
1

)
1

⇒
(

B
D

)
a′1

(70)

FIG. 8. Alice and Bob each interact with a common parti-
cle, modeled by a base-2 sequence with 2j 1’s. The relative
rotation between Alice’s and Bob’s magnetic field gradients
is modeled by the Hamming distance between their reference
sequences. As this structure is fully specified by three unique
base-2 sequences (s1a ⊗ s1j ⊗ s1b), the full system can be de-
scribed by a single base-8 sequence.

(
0
1

)
a′′

⊕
(

0
1

)
j

=

(
0
0

)
1

⇒
(

A
C

)
a′′1

(71)

(
1
1

)
a′′′

⊕
(

0
1

)
j

=

(
1
0

)
1

⇒
(

B
C

)
a′′′1

(72)

By equation (6), the value of m associated with the
measurement events depicted in equations (69-72) are
− 1

2 , −
1
2 , +

1
2 , and + 1

2 , respectively. As claimed, one must
have knowledge of the ontic states of both the particle
and the magnetic field gradient to determine the quan-
tum number m. Thus, m is a relational quantity and
an exclusive property of measurement events. Though
a full proof is beyond the scope of this paper, it is this
feature that allows the model presented here to remain
in good standing with Bell’s theorem and the Kochen-
Specker theorem. This feature also highlights the clarity
with which the proposed model accounts for the distri-
bution of information within a quantum system. Impor-
tantly, the information necessary to predict the outcome
of a given experiment only becomes localized at the mea-
surement event. Again, rigorous proofs of these state-
ments are beyond the scope of the work presented here,
but the basic elements of these proofs have been estab-
lished.
While these are indeed important features for a model

of quantum systems, we still have not confirmed explic-
itly that our provisional definition of θab yields the cor-
rect prediction for the n = 2 case. Specifically, we are
interested in the case of θab = π

2 , which should yield an

equal probability of observing mb2 = + 1
2 and mb2 = − 1

2
at Bob’s detector, regardless of what happens at Alice’s
detector. We begin by choosing an ontic state for Alice’s
measurement event:
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(
0
1

)
a

⊗
(

1
1

)
1

=

(
D
B

)
a1

(73)

We can then determine the ontic state of the spin 1
2

particle with the following operation:

(
0
1

)
a

⊕
(

1
1

)
1

=

(
1
0

)
j

(74)

Applying both possible θab = π
2 rotation maps to Al-

ice’s reference sequence yields the following possibilities
for Bob’s reference sequence:

(
0
1

)
a

⊕
(

1
0

)
θ

=

(
1
1

)
b

,

(
0
1

)
a

⊕
(

0
1

)
θ

=

(
0
0

)
b

(75)

We are left with two possible interactions at Bob’s de-
tector, one for each reference sequence:

(
1
1

)
b

⊕
(

1
0

)
j

=

(
0
1

)
2

,

(
0
0

)
b

⊕
(

1
0

)
j

=

(
1
0

)
2

(76)

Finally, we can write down the two possible ontic states
associated with Bob’s measurement event:

(
1
1

)
b

⊗
(

0
1

)
2

=

(
C
B

)
b2

,

(
0
0

)
b

⊗
(

1
0

)
2

=

(
D
A

)
b2

(77)

The set of ontic states constructed in equations (73-
77) are the elements of Alice’s statistical ensemble, as
discussed in section III. We can write this set explicitly
like so:

(
D
B

)
a1

⊗
{(

C
B

)
b2

,

(
D
A

)
b2

}
(78)

The presence of more than one ontic state in Alice’s
statistical ensemble can be attributed directly to equa-
tion (75), where the two possible s1θ rotation maps were
considered. Thus, non-determinism within the proposed
model arises by hiding the information stored in the or-
dering of the base-2 symbols in s1θ. Returning to the
italicized statement in section (III): counts are generally
observable, but sequences are not. Indeed, this statement
captures the essence of the procedure outlined in equa-
tions (73-78). However, the act of holding the base-2
sequences used to construct Alice’s measurement event
s2a1 fixed within the statistical ensemble in equation (78)
appears to contradict this statement. This apparent con-
tradiction can be resolved by noting that the cardinality
of Alice’s statistical ensemble, which is the physically rel-
evant quantity, is invariant under permutations of Alice’s
fixed measurement event s2a1. In other words, reordering
the symbols in s2a1 will have no impact on the calculated
probabilities. Of course, this will not generally be the
case when varying counts.

Following the Born rule, we must also construct Bob’s
statistical ensemble to calculate probabilities. To do this,

we simply repeat the prescription used to construct Al-
ice’s statistical ensemble. That is, we choose a particular
ontic state for Bob’s measurement event and apply all
possible rotation maps that generate Alice’s event. The
difference is that we know the value of ma1, but not mb2.
This means that we will actually need to repeat this pro-
cess twice, once for each possible value of mb2. One pos-
sible example of Bob’s statistical ensemble is given here:

{(
B
D

)
a1

⊗
(

B
C

)
b2

,

(
B
D

)
a1

⊗
(

A
D

)
b2

}
(79)

Note that the base-4 sequence used to model Alice’s
measurement event within her statistical ensemble does
not appear in Bob’s. Rather, it is a permutation of
her measurement event that appears. The point being
made here is that the Born rule does not require that
Alice’s and Bob’s statistical ensembles contain common
elements. The only quantity of interest when calculat-
ing probabilities are cardinalities, or the number of ontic
states associated with each unique set of quantum num-
bers.
We are finally ready to check if the proposed defini-

tion of θab produces the correct prediction for the case
of θab =

π
2 . The number of times ontic states associated

with mb2 = + 1
2 occur in Alice’s and Bob’s statistical en-

sembles is 1. Following the Born rule, we count the ways
to combine these elements (1×1). The contribution from
mb2 = − 1

2 is identical (1× 1). The final step is to write
probabilities in the form of relative frequencies, where
the denominator is the sum of these contributions:

P (+
1

2
) =

1× 1

1× 1 + 1× 1
=

1

2

P (−1

2
) =

1× 1

1× 1 + 1× 1
=

1

2

(80)

Thus, we have recovered the fact that Bob will ob-
serve + 1

2 and − 1
2 with equal probability at his detector.

Importantly, the non-deterministic nature of this result
arises from not specifying a particular ontic state for the
rotation map (s1θ) relating Alice’s and Bob’s reference se-
quences. As previously discussed, non-determinism arises
by hiding information stored in the ordering of the sym-
bols comprising sequences. It is also important to note
that a specific value of la1 was chosen for Alice’s mea-
surement event in equation (73). As mentioned earlier in
this section, we will typically sum over all possible values
of la1 and lb2 when calculating probabilities for the mod-
eled system. Though, in this case, both possible values
of la1 lead to the same probability distribution for mb2.
Before advancing to the next phase of development,

we must reiterate the provisional nature of the concep-
tual picture presented in this section. The associations
made between base-2 sequences and particles, along with
the diagrams provided in Figures 6 and 7, are intended
to make these abstract mathematical elements more con-
crete. By no means should this be viewed as the defini-
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tive physical interpretation. Indeed, the correct inter-
pretation of this formalism and model remains an open
question.

VI. SPIN 1/2 θ ∈ Q ∩ [0, π]

The next logical step is to consider arbitrary values of
θab, which in turn requires n to become arbitrarily large.
As we saw in the n = 2 example, it is essential that we be
able to count the number of ontic states associated with
a given set of quantum numbers. For the n = 2 case, this
can be done manually due to the relatively small number
of ontic states. Unfortunately, as n increases, this ap-
proach quickly becomes infeasible. To overcome this, we
must borrow some technology from combinatorics. This
will enable us to efficiently count the number of sequences
associated with each unique set of quantum numbers.
However, to make use of this technology, we need to take
another step in our formalism.

At the moment, we can use the quantum numbers n, j,
m, and l to count the number of ontic states associated
with a given measurement event. We just need a map
that converts these quantum numbers into the counts
Ã, B̃, C̃, and D̃, which is a straight forward task in
linear algebra (Table I). These counts can then be used in
the following combinatorial expression to determine the
number of sequences associated with the given quantum
numbers, where n = Ã+ B̃ + C̃ + D̃:

n!

Ã!B̃!C̃!D̃!
(81)

Provided we know n and θab, we can also use this ap-
proach to count the number of possible maps. The only
difference in that case is that the counts C̃ and D̃ are
always 0. Thus, given particular choices for the quantum
numbers n, j, ma1, la1, mb2, lb2, and θab, we can deter-
mine the cardinality of the ontic state spaces associated
with Alice’s and Bob’s measurement events, as well as the
total number of maps. Unfortunately, this approach to
counting does not preserve the full product of Alice’s and
Bob’s measurement events, as depicted in equation (64).
That is, we will not be able to enforce the full context
of the experiment. To do this, we must learn to count
base-16 sequences, which will require the introduction of
base-16 counts.

As mentioned in section V, we may treat ordered pairs
of base-4 sequences as base-16 sequences comprised of the
following symbols:

{AA,AB,AC,AD,BA,BB,BC,BD,

CA,CB,CC,CD,DA,DB,DC,DD}
(82)

For each symbol in this base-16 alphabet, the base-4
symbol on the left is associated with Alice’s event and
the base-4 symbol on the right is associated with Bob’s.

Because we are only interested in maps containing the
symbols A and B, we can actually ignore eight of the
symbols introduced in equation (82). This restriction
can also be understood as a consequence of Figure 8,
where the ontic states of the system of interest involve
a network of three unique base-2 sequences, rather than
four. After accounting for this restriction, we are left
with the following set of eight symbols:

{AA,AB,BA,BB,CC,CD,DC,DD} (83)

We can now express the base-4 counts associated with
Alice’s and Bob’s events in terms of base-16 counts like
so:

C̃a1 = C̃C + C̃D, D̃a1 = D̃C + D̃D (84)

C̃b2 = C̃C + D̃C, D̃b2 = C̃D + D̃D (85)

Ãa1 = ÃA+ ÃB, B̃a1 = B̃A+ B̃B (86)

Ãb2 = ÃA+ B̃A, B̃b2 = ÃB + B̃B (87)

With these identities, the base-4 quantum numbers in-
troduced thus far become:

n = ÃA+ ÃB+ B̃A+ B̃B+ C̃C+ C̃D+D̃C+D̃D (88)

j =
1

2
(C̃C + C̃D + D̃C + D̃D) (89)

ma1 =
1

2
(C̃C + C̃D − D̃C − D̃D)

mb2 =
1

2
(C̃C + D̃C − C̃D − D̃D)

(90)

la1 =
1

2
(ÃA+ ÃB − B̃A− B̃B)

lb2 =
1

2
(ÃA+ B̃A− ÃB − B̃B)

(91)

θab =
π

n
(ÃB + B̃A+ C̃D + D̃C) (92)

So far, we have expressed seven quantum numbers in
terms of base-16 counts, each having been previously in-
troduced. However, to count the base-16 sequences of
interest in this model, we will need to define an eighth
quantum number. This new degree of freedom, which is
closely related to the summing parameter q in equation
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(21), will not be important for the spin 1
2 case. In sec-

tion VII, however, it will be shown that this degree of
freedom is central to the “quantum” nature of the pro-
posed model. This owes to the fact that, no matter which
definition we choose, this final quantum number is an ex-
clusive property of the full ontic state of the experiment.
That is, it cannot be associated with Alice’s or Bob’s
measurement events, nor the map which relates the two.
There are actually several equivalent ways to define this
base-8 quantum number, but the following is perhaps the
most instructive:

ν0a1,b2 ≡ 1

4
(C̃D + D̃C + ÃA+ B̃B) (93)

The notation ν0a1,b2 has been selected to convey two
important points. First, the subscript indicates that this
quantity is an exclusive property of the full system be-
ing modeled, as previously noted. Second, the super-
script indicates that this quantity is just one of a larger
set of similar quantities, which become relevant for more
complicated systems than the one being modeled here.
For example, when treating systems involving networks
of four unique base-2 sequences, or all base-16 symbols,
there will be six of these special quantum numbers. As
these quantities are responsible for driving interference,
it is natural to interpret them as path degrees of freedom
for the system being modeled. For this reason, we refer
to them as path quantum numbers herein.

With all non-zero base-16 quantum numbers defined,
we are now able to reintroduce the complete contextual
sets εa and εb originally introduced in section II:

εa ≡
{
s4a1,b2|s2a1, n, j,ma1,mb2, la1, lb2, ν

0
a1,b2

}
(94)

εb ≡
{
s4a1,b2|s2b2, n, j,ma1,mb2, la1, lb2, ν

0
a1,b2

}
(95)

These contextual sets will be used to construct Alice’s
and Bob’s full statistical ensembles. Before we take this
step, however, we must derive the combinatorial expres-
sions necessary to calculate their cardinalities. Given a
complete set of eight quantum numbers, along with a
map which converts these quantum numbers into base-
16 counts (Table II), we can count the base-16 sequences
of interest in this model using an analog of equation (81):

n!

ÃA!ÃB!B̃A!B̃B!C̃C!C̃D!D̃C!D̃D!
(96)

To account for Alice’s and Bob’s fixed measurement
event ontic state in εa and εb, we must divide equation
(96) by equation (81). This yields the following combin-
itorial expressions for the cardinality of εa (|εa|) and εb
(|εb|):

|εa(n, j,ma1,mb2, la1, lb2, θab, ν
0
a1,b2)| =

Ãa1!B̃a1!C̃a1!D̃a1!

ÃA!ÃB!B̃A!B̃B!C̃C!C̃D!D̃C!D̃D!

(97)

|εb(n, j,ma1,mb2, la1, lb2, θab, ν
0
a1,b2)| =

Ãb2!B̃b2!C̃b2!D̃b2!

ÃA!ÃB!B̃A!B̃B!C̃C!C̃D!D̃C!D̃D!

(98)

Before taking the next step in calculating probabilities,
we point out the similarity between equations (41-42) and
(97-98). Clearly, we have recovered the combinatorial
terms associated with the symbols C and D, but with
the addition of new terms involving the symbols A and
B. These terms, along with the normalization scheme
employed at the end of section V, play an analogous role
to the sine and cosine terms in equation (21).
We are nearly ready to construct Alice’s and Bob’s

full statistical ensembles and calculate probabilities for
arbitrary rotations. To aid in this final stage, it will be
helpful to formally categorize all eight quantum num-
bers as either random variables (R), conditioning vari-
ables (U), nuisance variables (W ), or path variables (Λ).
In this case, there is only one random variable, which
is (mb2) = R. The conditioning variables, which are
the fixed variables in the physical system of interest, are
(n, j,ma1, θab) = U . The nuisance variables will gener-
ally be (la1, lb2) = W , but treating la1 as a conditioning
variable has an interesting effect on the resulting prob-
ability distribution (Figure 3). Finally, the only path
variable will be (ν0a1,b2) = Λ, which will actually be a

constant for the spin 1
2 case.

We are now ready to construct Alice’s and Bob’s full
statistical ensembles for the system of interest. Though,
it will be instructive to break up this construction into
two steps. In the first step, we form a union of Alice’s
and Bob’s contextual sets (εa and εb) over the path quan-
tum number ν0a1,b2. We call these intermediate ensembles
“local” ensembles. Of course, these local ensembles are
rather trivial for the spin 1

2 case, where only one value

of ν0a1,b2 is possible for each choice of the other seven
quantum numbers. For higher order spin systems, how-
ever, these intermediate ensembles will become very im-
portant. Specifically, they will play a central role in the
phenomenon of interference. These local ensembles are
defined as follows, where Q = R ∪ U ∪W ∪ Λ is the set
of all possible combinations of quantum numbers and we
use the N-tuples r ∈ R, u ∈ U , w ∈ W , and λ ∈ Λ as
shorthand for the eight quantum numbers:

La(r, u, w) ≡
⋃

λ∈Q(r,u,w)

εa(r, u, w, λ) (99)

Lb(r, u, w) ≡
⋃

λ∈Q(r,u,w)

εb(r, u, w, λ) (100)
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The set Q is critical within this model. Not only in
the construction of Alice’s and Bob’s statistical ensem-
bles, but also in the calculation of probabilities. Note
that it can be found by solving the system of equations
given in Table II. Though this set grows in size quickly, it
will always be finite for finite n. An alternative approach
to defining these ensembles, which does not explicitly in-
volve the set Q, is as follows:

La(r, u, w) ≡
{
s4a1,b2|s2a1, r, u, w

}
(101)

Lb(r, u, w) ≡
{
s4a1,b2|s2b2, r, u, w

}
(102)

By construction, the path quantum numbers λ are
symmetries of La and Lb. In the following section, we
will discuss the symmetry operations that relate the on-
tic states within La and Lb in some detail. Importantly,
these symmetry operations will always lead to integer
variations in the path quantum numbers. Given some
initial choice of λ, which we denote as λ0, the total vari-
ation in λ due to an arbitrary sequence of symmetry op-
erations is as follows:

∆λ(λ, λ0) ≡
∑
i

λi − λi
0 (103)

When calculating probabilities, the ontic states asso-
ciated with even values of ∆λ will interfere destructively
with ontic states associated with odd values of ∆λ. The
relevant quantities are the following, where we again use
the r, u, w, and λ shorthand and require that λ0 be the
same for both expressions:

Υa(r, u, w) ≡
∑

λ∈Q(r,u,w)

(−1)∆λ(λ,λ0)|εa(r, u, w, λ)| (104)

Υb(r, u, w) ≡
∑

λ∈Q(r,u,w)

(−1)∆λ(λ,λ0)|εb(r, u, w, λ)| (105)

We are now ready to construct Alice’s and Bob’s full
statistical ensembles for the system of interest:

Ea(u) ≡
⋃

(r,w)∈Q(u)

La(r, u, w) (106)

Eb(u) ≡
⋃

(r,w)∈Q(u)

Lb(r, u, w) (107)

Finally, we can use the expressions defined in equa-
tions (104) and (105) to build our general expression for
probabilities. Given u, the probability of observing a
particular value of r is the product of equation (104) and

(105) summed over w and normalized by the contribu-
tions from all possible values of r:

P (r|u) =
∑

w∈Q(r,u) Υa(r, u, w)Υb(r, u, w)∑
(r,w)∈Q(u) Υa(r, u, w)Υb(r, u, w)

(108)

This expression, which is identical to the one in equa-
tion (20) is compared to equation (21) in Figure 3 for the
spin 1

2 case. As previously stated, agreement between
canonical QM and the new model can be improved by
treating la1 as an additional conditioning variable. The
value of la1 can then be used as a tuning parameter,
where la1 ≈ ± 1

2 (
n
2 − j) leads to significant improvement

in agreement, as can be seen in Figure 3 (bottom). This
agreement can be improved by increasing n and further
tuning la1. At the moment, the limit to which this pro-
cess can be used to minimize the difference between the
two probability distributions is unknown.

Instead of tuning la1, there may be other ways to im-
prove agreement between the model proposed here and
QM. This is made possible by the first principles con-
struction of the expression in equation (20). At each step
in the development of that expression, certain choices
were made that could be modified. For example, we could
have chosen a different set of quantum numbers. Perhaps
some alternative to la1 and lb2 would produce a better re-
sult. Or, we could have defined θab to be something other
than a simple linear function of B̃map. Modifications of
this type are of interest for future work. Though, the
deviations observed in Figure 3 are not of the type that
lead to violations of no-go theorems. Thus, the proposed
model is of interest even without the modifications dis-
cussed here.

VII. SPIN 1 θ ∈ Q ∩ [0, π]

In this section, we study the phenomenon of interfer-
ence within the proposed model. As discussed in the
previous section, the simplest system for which this be-
comes relevant is spin 1, as illustrated in Figure 9. A
comparison of equations (20) and (21) for this system is
provided in Figure 4, where we have treated la1 as a nui-
sance variable. The case of interest for this section is the
solid purple line in the bottom plot, which corresponds
to ma1 = mb2 = 0. As θab approaches π

2 , the probability
that Alice and Bob both observe m = 0 vanishes. This
is a direct consequence of interference.

In equations (101) and (102), the local ensembles La

and Lb were defined in a particularly instructive manner.
In La, each ontic state shares the same base-4 sequence
s2a1, corresponding to a fixed choice of Alice’s measure-
ment event. One possible element of La is offered below,
where n = 6, j = 1, ma1 = mb2 = 0, la1 = 0, lb2 = +1,
θab =

π
2 , and ν0a1,b2 = 5

4 :



17

FIG. 9. A measurement event Alice’s detector deflects the
j = 1 particle into one of three paths (red), one for each
possible value of the quantum number ma1 ∈ {+1, 0,−1}.
Depending on which value of ma1 is of interest, Bob’s detector
is then placed along one of these paths. Bob then rotates his
detector with respect to Alice’s by the angle θab. Finally,
a measurement event at Bob’s detector deflects the j = 1
particle into one of three paths (blue), one for each possible
value of the quantum number mb2 ∈ {+1, 0,−1}.


AA
BB
DC
CD
BA
AA

 (109)

As mentioned in the previous section, path quantum
numbers are symmetries of the local ensembles La and
Lb. This implies that a symmetry operation exists within
La, for example, that generates variations in ν0a1,b2 while

leaving Alice’s measurement event (s2a1) and all remain-
ing quantum numbers (n, j,ma1,mb2, la1, lb2, θab) invari-
ant. This operation can be expressed in terms of base-4
transposition operators, which exchange the position of
any two symbols within a base-4 sequence. The oper-
ators are denoted as follows, where the superscript in-
dicates the symbols being transposed and the subscript
indicates the base-4 sequence being operated on:

TAB
a1 , TAC

a1 , TAD
a1 , TBC

a1 , TBD
a1 , TCD

a1 (110)

TAB
b2 , TAC

b2 , TAD
b2 , TBC

b2 , TBD
b2 , TCD

b2 (111)

The operators of interest when studying the symme-
tries of La are those in equation (111), which generate
variations in Bob’s measurement event ontic state. While
these transposition operators will always leave the base-4
quantum numbers associated with Alice’s and Bob’s mea-
surement event invariant (n, j,ma1,mb2, la1, lb2), they
will not necessarily leave θab invariant. One example of
this can be seen here:


AA
BB
DC
CD
BA
AA


TAB
b2−−−→


AB
BA
DC
CD
BA
AA

 (112)

In this example, the transposition operator caused θab
to change from π

2 to 5π
6 . That is, the operation depicted

in equation (112) is not a symmetry of La. To gener-
ate the desired symmetry, a given transposition opera-
tor must act on the correct collection of base-16 sym-
bols, or operands. For example, the operands (AA,AB),
(BA,BB), (CA,CB), and (DA,DB) will result in a
symmetry of La when acted upon by the transposition
operator TAB

b2 . One such example is offered here, where
TAB
b2 acts on (BA,BB):


AA
BB
DC
CD
BA
AA


TAB
b2−−−→


AA
BA
DC
CD
BB
AA

 (113)

The operation depicted in equation (113) actually
leaves all eight quantum numbers invariant. This implies
that, in addition to being a symmetry of La(r, u, w), it
is also a symmetry of the contextual set εa(r, u, w, λ). In
other words, it does not generate a variation in the path
quantum number, as desired. To generate these varia-
tions, we must use more than one transposition operator.
In the case of ν0a1,b2, the pair of interest is (TAB

b2 , TCD
b2 ),

which may act on the operands (AB,BA,CC,CD) or
(AA,BB,CD,DC) to generate the desired symmetry.
Examples of each of these operations are given below:


AB
BA
DD
CC
BA
AA


ν0
a1,b2=

1
4

TAB
b2 TCD

b2−−−−−−→


AA
BB
DC
CD
BA
AA


ν0
a1,b2=

5
4

(114)


AA
BB
DC
CD
BA
AA


ν0
a1,b2=

5
4

TAB
b2 TCD

b2−−−−−−→


AA
BA
DD
CC
BA
AB


ν0
a1,b2=

1
4

(115)

As indicated by the subscripts, these operations in-
deed generate integer variations in the path quantum
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number ν0a1,b2. In equation (114), (TAB
b2 , TCD

b2 ) acted on

the operand (AB,BA,CC,DD), generating ∆λ = +1.
In equation (115), (TAB

b2 , TCD
b2 ) acted on the operand

(AA,BB,CD,DC), generating ∆λ = −1. Thus, the
transposition operator pair (TAB

b2 , TCD
b2 ) can be thought

of as a ladder operator, raising or lowering ν0a1,b2 depend-
ing on which operand is acted upon. When calculating
the terms defined in equations (104) and (105), these
ontic states will interfere destructively due to the inter-
ference term (−1)∆λ.
A complete discussion of La and Lb symmetry oper-

ations is beyond the scope of this work. However, it
should be understood that the special case considered
here is only a small part of a large family of symmetry
operations. These additional operations become impor-
tant when modeling systems involving all base-16 sym-
bols, rather than the 8 required for the system of interest
here. Specifically, the operator pair (TAB

b2 , TCD
b2 ) is just

one of 27 (3 commutative and 24 non-commutative) that
lead to variations in a complete set of 6 path quantum
numbers. A more thorough analysis of this rich structure
is of considerable interest for future work.

VIII. TESTING THE MODEL

With just a few modifications, the model developed
for sequences of SG detectors can also be used to model
the behavior of photon number states passing through
a beam splitter [38]. This is particularly important for
recent advances in quantum algorithms for higher order
Fock states utilizing variable beam splitters [39], where
our results could lead to significant changes. The photon
number state entering the two input ports of a beam
splitter are modeled using the base-4 counts C̃a1 and
D̃a1, while the photon number states exiting the two out-
put ports are modeled using C̃b2 and D̃b2 (see Figure 10
(top)).

The effect of the beam splitter is then modeled using a
map composed of A and B symbols only, where the fol-
lowing definition relates the number of B’s within these
maps to the transmittance (τab) of the beam splitter:

τab ≡ cos2

(
B̃map

n

π

2

)
(116)

The only remaining modifications necessary are the
base-4 quantum numbers we defined in section II. In-
stead of using j, ma1, and mb2, we will use the following,
where D̃b2 = C̃a1 + D̃a1 − C̃b2:

C̃a1 = C̃C + C̃D (117)

D̃a1 = D̃D + D̃C (118)

C̃b2 = C̃C + D̃C (119)
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FIG. 10. Top: Photon number states modeled by the base-4
counts C̃a1 and D̃a1 enter the input ports of a beam splitter
with transmittance τab. The photon number states exiting
the output ports of the beam splitter, which are modeled by
the base-4 counts C̃b2 and D̃b2, then interact with a pair of
detectors. Bottom: (blue) Probability of C̃b2 = 2, D̃b2 = 0

given C̃a1 = 2, D̃a1 = 0. (red) Probability of C̃b2 = 1, D̃b2 = 1

given C̃a1 = 2, D̃a1 = 0. In all cases, n = 100 and |∆| is the
magnitude of the difference between the new model and QM.
The green line identifies a value of τab of experimental interest.

To calculate probabilities, we simply break the eight
quantum numbers into random, conditioning, nuisance,
and path variables and use equation (20):

(C̃b2) = R, (n, C̃a1, D̃a1, τab) = U,

(la1, lb2) = W, (ν0a1,b2) = Λ
(120)

Through a superficial change of variables, we have ap-
plied the model for sequences of SG detectors to a new
physical system. This particular application is notewor-
thy because of the experimental advantages we gain by
working with optical systems, rather than spin systems.
This makes high precision tests of the proposed model
more practical and cost effective [40]. In particular,
the proposed configuration avoids some experimental pit-
falls, such as lossy beam splitters or non-ideal detectors
[41, 42].
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In Figure 10 (bottom), we offer a comparison of equa-

tion (20) with QM for two different combinations of C̃a1,

D̃a1, C̃b2, and D̃b2 as a function of τab, where n = 100.
To mitigate experimental challenges such as determin-
ing the beam splitter splitting ratio τab for a wide vari-
ety of values, a comparative measurement on the same
beam splitter would be preferable. For example, in Fig-
ure 10 (bottom) we used a solid green line to indicate a
specific beam splitter value (τab = 0.4) where the new
model agrees with QM for one output state (red line),
but disagrees with QM for another (blue line). With
this approach, we can use a specific input configuration

(C̃a1 = 2, D̃a1 = 0) and output configuration (C̃b2 = 2,

D̃b2 = 0) as a calibration for this specific beam split-

ter ratio. For the same input configuration (C̃a1 = 2,

D̃a1 = 0), but different output configuration (C̃b2 = 1,

D̃b2 = 1), we would be able to identify any experimental
discrepancies for the specific beam splitter ratio. Using
this comparative approach practically eliminates any ex-
perimentally hard to determine parameters.

As discussed at the end of section VI, we can improve
agreement between the new model and QM by increasing
n and fine tuning the additional conditioning variable la1.
Thus, experiments like the one we have suggested provide
an opportunity to place constraints on these parameters.
However, small deviations from QM are unavoidable for
finite n. This arises due to the definition of θab (or τab)
within the proposed model. In QM, this quantity is as-
sumed to be an element of the real number line R. In
the new model, it is an element of the rational number
line Q when n is finite. This granularity implies that for
θab (τab) sufficiently close to π (0) or 0 (1), certain com-

binations of ma1 and mb2 (C̃a1, D̃a1, C̃b2, D̃b2) will not
be possible in the new model, but are possible in QM.
The following is a simple example, where n = 6, j = 1,
ma1 = +1 and θab =

π
6 :


A
C
B
C
B
A


a1

⊕


A
A
A
B
A
A


map

=


A
C
B
D
B
A


b2

→ (mb2 = 0) (121)


A
C
B
C
B
A


a1

⊕


A
A
A
A
B
A


map

=


A
C
B
C
A
A


b2

→ (mb2 = +1) (122)

The missing spin state in equations (121) and (122) is
mb2 = −1. Because there is only one B in the map relat-
ing Alice’s and Bob’s event, there is no way to generate
this state. So, the probability of observing mb2 = −1 is
zero according to the new model, where as it is ≈ 0.5%
in QM. The magnitude of this signal will decrease with
increasing n, however. If we continue with B̃map = 1,

but increase n to 60, the probability predicted by QM
becomes ≈ 0.00005%. Though this signal becomes in-
creasingly difficult to detect for large n, the fact that the
null condition indicates discovery may provide an exper-
imental advantage.

IX. DISCUSSION

Though many open questions remain, the similarity
between the predictions generated by the model pre-
sented here and canonical QM brings some credence to
the proposed conceptual picture, the central figures of
which are measurement event networks, observers, and
statistical ensembles. We argue that many important
features of quantum theory, such as non-determinism,
non-locality, and contextuality, become more clear in this
new view. While a detailed treatment of each of these is
beyond the scope of this paper, we offer here a short
comment on each.
Non-determinism is an empirical property of nature.

Yet, the physical origins of this property remain unclear.
A great deal of debate on this and related issues have
taken place within the context of QM. In particular, there
is the question of whether or not the wavefunction is it-
self ontic, or if it results from incomplete information [43].
Because a one-to-one correspondence between the wave-
function in QM and the statistical ensembles constructed
in section VI is lacking, framing the new model within
the context of this debate is challenging. With that being
said, there is no question that probabilities are epistemic
within this model. That is, they arise due to observers’
inability to resolve certain details about the ontic state
of the physical system under study. For the time being,
we remain agnostic with respect to the physical inter-
pretation of this obscurement, though we do argue that
the underlying ontic state indeed exists. Importantly,
the proposed ontology consists of event networks, rather
than particles, waves, or fields.
Of course, a wide variety of epistemic models are pos-

sible, but two critical features distinguish the one pre-
sented here. First, the quantum numbers associated with
measurement events are functions of the observer’s ref-
erence sequence, making them inherently relational [44].
This implies that the information associated with a given
measurement event only becomes local at the measure-
ment event itself. This feature is a critical element of
models consistent with Bell’s theorem and the Kochen-
Specker theorem [6, 7, 45]. Furthermore, path quantum
numbers become relevant for spin 1 systems and higher,
distinguishing them from spin 1

2 systems in tests of the
Kochen-Specker theorem. The second feature of note
is the disjointness of quantum states within this model.
That is, no single ontic state can ever be associated with
more than one unique combination of quantum numbers.
This feature distinguishes this model from the well known
toy model by Spekkens, for example [46]. It also negates
the applicability of the PBR no-go theorem [47].
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Beyond the narrow set of issues we have briefly dis-
cussed, there remain many open questions about the pro-
posed model and the underlying formalism. These ques-
tions can only be addressed through continued model de-
velopment and testing. Of particular interest is a model
for a Bell test, where preliminary results indicate a clear
violation Bell’s inequalities [37]. Extending the model de-
veloped in this paper to include a third SG detector is also
of interest, which would enable us to explore the issues
of non-commutativity, Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Princi-
ple, and the possibility of modeling additional spacetime
degrees of freedom. We are hopeful that this fresh per-
spective on fundamental physical systems will reinvigo-
rate interest in the foundations of quantum theory as a
pathway to discovery.
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Appendix A: Tables

Ãa1 = n
2
− j + la1 Ãb2 = n

2
− j + lb2

B̃a1 = n
2
− j − la1 B̃b2 = n

2
− j − lb2

C̃a1 = j +ma1 C̃b2 = j +mb2

D̃a1 = j −ma1 D̃b2 = j −mb2

Ãmap = n
(
1− θab

π

)
B̃map = n θab

π

TABLE I. Base-4 counts as functions of quantum numbers for
the model of interest

ÃA = 1
4
n
(
1− θab

π

)
− 1

2
j + 1

2
la1 +

1
2
lb2 + ν0

a1,b2

ÃB = 1
4
n
(
1 + θab

π

)
− 1

2
j + 1

2
la1 − 1

2
lb2 − ν0

a1,b2

B̃A = 1
4
n
(
1 + θab

π

)
− 1

2
j − 1

2
la1 +

1
2
lb2 − ν0

a1,b2

B̃B = 1
4
n
(
1− θab

π

)
− 1

2
j − 1

2
la1 − 1

2
lb2 + ν0

a1,b2

C̃C = 1
4
n
(
1− θab

π

)
+ 1

2
j + 1

2
ma1 +

1
2
mb2 − ν0

a1,b2

C̃D = 1
4
n
(

θab
π

− 1
)
+ 1

2
j + 1

2
ma1 − 1

2
mb2 + ν0

a1,b2

D̃C = 1
4
n
(

θab
π

− 1
)
+ 1

2
j − 1

2
ma1 +

1
2
mb2 + ν0

a1,b2

D̃D = 1
4
n
(
1− θab

π

)
+ 1

2
j − 1

2
ma1 − 1

2
mb2 − ν0

a1,b2

TABLE II. Base-16 counts as functions of quantum numbers
for the model of interest
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[23] A. Corichi, T. Vukašinac, and J. A. Zapata, Polymer
quantum mechanics and its continuum limit, Physical
Review D 76, 10.1103/physrevd.76.044016 (2007).

[24] G. ’t Hooft, The cellular automaton interpretation
of quantum mechanics (2014), arXiv:arXiv:1405.1548
[quant-ph].

[25] S. Wolfram, A New Kind of Science (Wolfram Media,
2002).

[26] D. Finkelstein, Space-time code, Phys. Rev. 184, 1261
(1969).

[27] L. N. Chang, Z. Lewis, D. Minic, and T. Takeuchi, Galois
field quantum mechanics, Modern Physics Letters B 27,
1350064 (2013), arXiv:1205.4800.

[28] L. N. Chang, Z. Lewis, D. Minic, and T. Takeuchi, Spin
and rotations in galois field quantum mechanics, Journal
of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 46, 065304
(2013), arXiv:1206.0064.

[29] L. N. Chang, Z. Lewis, D. Minic, and T. Takeuchi, Quan-
tum Fun: the q = 1 limit of galois field quantum mechan-
ics, projective geometry and the field with one element,
Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 47,
405304 (2014), arXiv:1312.4191.

[30] L. N. Chang, D. Minic, and T. Takeuchi, Spekkens’ toy
model, finite field quantum mechanics, and the role of
linearity, Journal of Physics: Conference Series 1275,
012036 (2019), arXiv:1903.06337 [quant-ph].

[31] N. Arkani-Hamed, J. L. Bourjaily, F. Cachazo, A. B.
Goncharov, A. Postnikov, and J. Trnka, Scatter-
ing amplitudes and the positive grassmannian (2014),
arXiv:1212.5605 [hep-th].

[32] N. Arkani-Hamed, H. Thomas, and J. Trnka, Un-
winding the amplituhedron in binary, Journal of High
Energy Physics 2018, 10.1007/jhep01(2018)016 (2018),
arXiv:1704.05069.

[33] S. Powers and D. Stojkovic, An alternative formalism
for modeling spin, The European Physical Journal C 82,
10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10652-y (2022).

[34] E. Wigner, Einige folgerungen aus der schrodingerschen
theorie für die termstrukturen, Zeitschrift für Physik 43,
624 (1927).

[35] E. P. Wigner, Group theory and its application to the
quantum mechanics of atomic spectra, expanded and im-
proved ed. ed., Pure and applied physics ; v. 5 (Academic
Press, New York, 1959).

[36] J. Schwinger, Quantum theory of angular momentum
(Academic Press, New York, 1965) pp. 229–279.

[37] S. Powers and D. Stojkovic, An event centric approach
to modeling quantum systems (2023), arXiv:2306.14922.

[38] R. A. Campos, B. E. A. Saleh, and M. C. Teich,
Quantum-mechanical lossless beam splitter: Su(2) sym-
metry and photon statistics, Phys. Rev. A 40, 1371
(1989).

[39] T. J. Sturges, T. McDermott, A. Buraczewski, W. R.
Clements, J. J. Renema, S. W. Nam, T. Gerrits, A. Lita,
W. S. Kolthammer, A. Eckstein, I. A. Walmsley, and
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