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On	the	Difference	Between	Using	Probabilities	to	Negotiate	Incomplete	
Knowledge	and	Envisioning	Probability	at	the	Foundation	of	a	Theory:	
	

Things	get	even	stranger,	and	it	 is	clear	why	some	people	pine	for	the	good	
old	days	when	waves	were	waves	and	particles	were	particles.	One	of	those	
people	was	Albert	Einstein.	He	detested	the	 idea	that	a	 fundamental	 theory	
should	 yield	 only	 probabilities.	 “God	 does	 not	 play	 dice!”	 he	 insisted.	 In	
Einstein’s	view,	the	need	for	probabilities	simply	showed	that	the	theory	was	
incomplete.	 History	 supported	 his	 claim,	 for	 in	 classical	 physics	 the	 use	 of	
probabilities	always	stemmed	from	incomplete	 information.	For	example,	 if	
one	 says	 that	 there	 is	 a	 60	 percent	 chance	 of	 a	 baseball	 hitting	 a	 glass	
window,	 it	 is	only	because	one	doesn’t	know	the	ball’s	direction	and	speed	
well	enough.	If	one	knew	them	better	(and	also	knew	the	wind	velocity	and	
all	other	relevant	variables),	one	could	definitely	say	whether	the	ball	would	
hit	the	window.	For	Einstein,	the	probabilities	in	quantum	theory	meant	only	
that	 there	 were	 as-yet-unknown	 variables:	 hidden	 variables,	 as	 they	 are	
called.	If	these	were	known,	then	in	principle	everything	could	be	predicted	
exactly,	as	in	classical	physics.	(Barr,	p.4)	

	
On	Classical	Physics	as	Deterministic:	
	

Classical	physics	was	strictly	deterministic,	so	that	(as	Laplace	famously	said)	
if	the	state	of	the	physical	world	were	completely	specified	at	one	instant,	its	
whole	 future	 development	 would	 be	 exactly	 and	 uniquely	 determined.	
Whether	 a	 man	 lifts	 his	 arm	 or	 nods	 his	 head	 now	 would	 (in	 a	 world	
governed	 by	 classical	 physical	 laws)	 be	 an	 inevitable	 consequence	 of	 the	
state	of	the	world	a	billion	years	ago.		(Barr,	p.	5)	
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On	the	Revolution	of	Chaos	Theory:	
	

“As	 one	 physicist	 put	 it:	 ‘Relativity	 eliminated	 the	 Newtonian	 illusion	 of	
absolute	 space	and	 time;	quantum	 theory	eliminated	 the	Newtonian	dream	
of	 a	 controllable	measurement	process;	 and	 chaos	eliminates	 the	Laplacian	
fantasy	of	deterministic	predictability.”	Of	the	three,	the	revolution	in	chaos	
applies	 to	 the	 universe	 we	 see	 and	 touch,	 to	 objects	 at	 human	 scale.		
Everyday	experience	and	real	pictures	of	the	world	have	become	legitimate	
targets	 for	 inquiry.	 	 There	 has	 long	 been	 a	 feeling,	 not	 always	 expressed	
openly,	 that	 theoretical	physics	has	strayed	 far	 from	human	 intuition	about	
the	world.		Whether	this	will	prove	to	be	fruitful	heresy	or	just	plain	heresy,	
no	one	knows.		But	some	of	those	who	thought	physics	might	be	working	its	
way	into	a	corner	now	look	to	chaos	as	a	way	out.’”	(Gleick,	p.3)	

	
On	The	Essence	of	Chaos	Theory:	
	

“You	might	 argue	 that	 the	 reason	 for	 this	 unpredictability	 is	 that	 there	 are	
simply	 too	many	 variables	 present	 in	meteorological	 or	 economic	 systems.	
That	 is	 indeed	 true	 in	 these	 cases,	 but	 this	 is	 by	 no	 means	 the	 complete	
answer.	One	of	the	remarkable	discoveries	of	twentieth-century	mathematics	
is	 that	 very	 simple	 systems,	 even	 systems	depending	 on	 only	 one	 variable,	
may	 behave	 just	 as	 unpredictably	 as	 the	 stock	 market,	 just	 as	 wildly	 as	 a	
turbulent	 waterfall,	 and	 just	 as	 violently	 as	 a	 hurricane.	 The	 culprit,	 the	
reason	 for	 this	 unpredictable	 behavior,	 has	 been	 called	 “chaos”	 by	
mathematicians.”		(Devaney,	p.	2)	

	
On	the	Relationship	of	Chaos	Theory	to	the	World	on	a	Human	Scale:	
	

Gleick	 summed	 up	 the	 revolutionary	 effect	 of	 Yorke’s	 paper:	 “Yorke	 had	
offered	more	than	mathematical	result.	He	had	sent	a	message	to	physicists:	
Chaos	is	ubiquitous;	it	is	stable;	it	is	structured.”	(Yorke,	p.	2)	


