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Abstract

In 1985, Edward Nelson, who is known for the foundation of $becalled ,,stochastic mechanics”,
made an interesting remark on Bell’'s theorem. Nelson aedlyze theorem in the light of classical fields,
which behave randomly. He found that if a stochastic hiddsmable theory fulfills certain conditions,
the inequalities of John Bell could be violated. Moreovee]9én was able to prove that this could hap-
pen without any instantaneous communication between thepatially separated measurement stations.
Since Nelson’s paper got almost overlooked by physicisestryto review his comments on the theo-
rem. We argue, that a modification of Nelson’s stochastichaeics, published recently in “Annalen der
Physik“, can be extended to a theory which fulfills the reguients from Nelson’s analysis. The article
proceeds discussing this theory in connection with spmpiarticles to derive the Pauli equation. Then,
we investigate Bohms version of the EPR experiment. Finakymention that the theory could perhaps
be relativistically extended and useful for the formulataf quantum mechanics in curved spacetimes.
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1 Introduction

In 1935, Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen (EPR) wrote an articlevhich they denied that quantum theory
would be a complete theory of nature [1]. Around 1951, Bohmega more testable outline of the so
called ,,EPR paradox” [2]. He described a thought experiméth one source that ejects particles having
opposite spin to two separate Stern-Gerlach magnets withbla orientations. Then, in 1964 John S.
Bell published a theorem about this paradox in form of an uradity. It made clear, that hidden variable
theories which fulfill certain realistic conditions Bellll ,,locally causal’(the most detailed explanation
of this terminus was made by Bell in [6]), would be in diffecenwith quantum mechanics. In his original
publication [3], Bell wrote: ,,if hidden parameters would &dded to quantum mechanics, there must be a
mechanism, whereby the setting of one measuring devicenflaemnce another spatially separated device”,
and the signal involved has to ,,propagate instantanebuslgll’'s first contribution underwent several
modifications. By the time, more and more instructive praaffhis inequality were constructed by him
and others. All fundamental articles of Bell on this problemre collected in [4]. Finally in 1969, the
inequality was brought by Clauser, Holt, Shimony and Ho@id$H) into a form suitable for experimental
investigation [5].

In 1985, Princeton mathematician Edward Nelson tried tdyaeaell’'s theorem with full mathematical
rigor. The result of his analysis was, that Bell's definitmfn,locally causal” which is the starting point to
derive Bell's inequalities, could be divided into two segtarconditions. Both were necessary to derive the
inequalities, but only one of them has to hold, when a hiddeameter theory should not include instanta-
neous signals. Nelson published his result twice [7, 8]H{\ismall correction in [9] to make the theorem
compatible with Mermin’s presentation [10]) and there exmierks from mathematicians e.g. [11], giving
further insightful analysis of it. Unfortunately, NelssrPaper got almost overlooked by physicists. One
reason might be, that it was written in the language of adedmeathematical probability theory. Another
reason was, that Edward Nelson did not succeed to modifyvinisadternative interpretation of quantum
mechanics [13, 14], to account for the requirements whishitiéorem defined for a hidden parameter the-
ory without instantaneous signaling effects. Furthermitre two counterexamples of theories he gave that
would do so, were rather artificial stochastic processesy Were written in the language of advanced
mathematical probability theory and without proper phgkfoundation.

This article begins with a short introduction to the necgssaathematical concepts in section 2. In
section 3, we review Nelson’s contribution to a mathemdyicggorous understanding of Bell's inequali-
ties. The physical implications of his theorem are analymes:ction 4. In section 5 and 6 it is shown, that
a modification of Nelson’s stochastic mechanics which hanlpriblished in “Annalen der Physik” [15],
fulfills the requirements of Nelson’s theorem. We extend theory to include spinning particles described
by the Pauli equation in section 7. Entangled spin statesliaoeissed in section 8, where it is shown in
detail how their correlations emerge, but without any instaeous signaling effects. In section 9, we re-
view some arguments against Nelson’s thoughts about Ble#grem which have occured in the literature,
concluding them to be unfounded. The article closes withiGed 0, mentioning the possible use of the
theory developed here, for a reasonable foundation of atqoatieory in curved spacetimes.



Since Nelson’s analysis of Bell's theorem might have beartloeoked by physicists because of Nelson’s
usage of advanced probability theory, the article starth an exposition of the necessary mathematical
background, including the notations Nelson used.

2 Basics of mathematical probability theory

2.1 Probability spaces

Probabilistic experiments are described with a so callethalility space(Q,f, P). Q is the set of theo-
retically possible events € 2. Events may be combined to form new events by intersectioionuand
complement. IfA is an event, then the compleméint denotes the events not it If A andB are events,
then the eventl N B defines the outcomes which are in betland B. Similarly the eventd U B consists
of all outcomes which are id or in B. Union and intersection follow the distributive law. Forelk events
A,B andC, we have

(AUB)ﬂCE(AﬂC)U(BﬂC). 1)
Often, one wants to consider a collection of events that neafréely combined by these operations.
Therefore, one defines the terminology of a sigma algébian 2. Whenever events are combined by

intersection, union or complement, the resulting outcasstill an event inF. The sigma algebr fulfills
the following properties:

e These e F
e Forallsetsd € F = (A e F
e For every sequendel,),, . € F, the unionJ,, A, € F.

If a sigma algebraF has only finitely many events, then it is determined by a pantiof Q. This is
a collection of nonempty exclusive subsetgbivhose union ig2. The other events ifF are obtained by
taking unions of these events. We say, tAdt generated by this partition.

For example, the experiment of tossing two coins which copteaads {7) or tails (I") has four possible
outcomes. The set of outcomes(ts= (HH, HT,TH,TT). The sigma algebr# is generated by the
partition of Q into 4 events(HH), (HT), (TH) and(TT). It consists ofl6 elements: The se? itself,
the impossible everw, the event§ HH), (HT), (TH), (T'T) and thel0 possible different unions of the
events in the partition.

Sometimes, one is interested only in partial informatioowtlthe outcome of an experiment. For
instance, we might only be interested in the total numer aflse This information is contained in a smaller
sub-sigma algebr .., C F. Itis generated by the partition 6finto three event$H H), (HT, TH) and
(TT). Fsup consists of), the impossible even, the three events in the partition and the three possible
different unions etween them.

Finally, one needs a probability measi¢o define a probabilty space. It is a functiBn F > [0, 1]
with the following properties:

e For the sure everf?, we haveP (2) = 1.
e The probability of the impossible eveatis P (&) = 0
o VAc F,weget) <P (A) <1.

e For every sequence of everits,, ), ., € F which are pairwise disjoint; N 4; = @, (i # j € N),
the probability measure fulfills the additivity ruleP (U, An) = >_,, P (4,)

It follows, that if two events4, B € F are complementaryB = [A), we have
P(A)+P(B)=P(A)+P(C4) =P (Q) = 1. )

Two eventsA, B € F are called equivalent, if the event thathappens is determined Wy happening
and vice-versa. Equivalence of events can be expressed as

P(A):P(AﬂB):P(B). 3)



Furthermore, we define two events to be independent, if

P (AﬂB) — P (A)P(B) @)
and the conditional probability of an evestgiven the evenf3 is defined as:
_PNB)

2.2 Random variables and stochastic processes

Often, one is not interested in a single outcome but on mamgtex data related to a probabilistic experi-
ment. This maybe the sum of the numbers on a dice after it wizsiror two times. With the probability

space(Q, F,P) and another spa ’,?I with a setQ)’ and sigma al ebrﬁ"/, these values can be de-
p p 9 g

scribed with anF — 7 measurable mapping:
X: Qo (6)

X is called a random variable. We define the expectation vellagandom variableX that is integrable on
Q with respect td® by

EXq[X]= [ XdP 7
Q
where [, dP = P(Q) = 1.
In Physical situations, one often has randomness whickwarier a parameter, for example time. This
gives raise to the definition of a stochastic process. A ststtiprocess is defined as a family of random
variables

(Xt)per Q= (8)

where the parameter t lies in an interval | and is called patarrset.

We say that two stochastic processes are equivalent undebalplity measur if they lead to equal
probability distributions. We define for any sét € ' the event(X; ' (4’)) = {X; € A}, writing {4’}
for short. We cal{ A’} the event, thaf, lies in A’ and say{ A’} is generated by;. The probability of
{A’}isP (X, € A") and we will abbreviate it aBx, { A’}. With this notation, two stochastic processés
andY; are equivalent if, for any set’ € €/, the following relation holds:

Px, {A'} = Py, {4} (9)

2.3 Enlarging a probability space

Sometimes, it is necessary to enlarge a probability s;@@cé_-‘, P) because it turns out to be inadequate
for the problem at hand. It may be possible to give a more cetepdescription with another space
(Q”,f“, P”). Since the description is more detailed, there should bdea tuat assigns to each out-

comew” € Q" a corresponding outcome € Q. For any eventd” ¢ 7' the rule should assign a set in
Q which should be an evemt € F. In this case, we will sayl c. A” andA € F is called the event

corresponding tA” € F'. A similar notation will be used for the sigma algeb@sandf". We will
define the notatiolf C 7 to indicate, that the events i have their corresponding eventsin

The probability for the union of evenltg,, (A7), oy € 7 A 55 Ashould be equal to the probability
of A:

p” <U (A1), oy €F 2 Al D A) =P (4). (10)

n

Finally, if two eventsA”, B” € 7 are exclusiveA” (1 B"” = @, then their corresponding evems B €
F,whereA cc A”, B Cc B”, are also exclusived (| B = @. With two exclusive eventd, B € F and

A Cc A", the eventB ¢ F does not correspond t € 7. We will sayB ¢ 4 A”.
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An example of an enlarged probability space would be the setitwomes for a coin toss, rolled for
three times. The coin may come up in the first toss with Héaar tail (¢) and the set of outcomes would
be

Q= (ht).

Now the coin may be thrown twice again, with resylf$) for head andT’) for tail. The enlarged set of
outcomes would become

Q' = (hHH,hHT, h\TH,tHH,tHT,tTH).

The rule, that relates this larger set of outcome&®'irio outcomes iff? is to ignore the second and third toss.
Thus the rule assigns to outcom&é = (hHT) € 7 andB” = (hTT) € F the outcome& = (h) € F,

whereC Cc A" as wellasC Cc B” is the evenC' € F corresponding to bott”, B” ¢ F'. For the
eventD = (t) € F, we haveD ¢y A” andD ¢4 B", sinceD does correspond neither 8’ nor to B”.
Furthermore, the probability of the event, where the firéh c@coming up head®, (k) in (Q, F, P) is the

same a®” (hHH UhHT UKTH UKTT) in (Q”, 7 P”).

For later, it will be useful if we define the intersection betn two eventsl” ¢ 7' andB € F from
the smaller space as

A"(\B=A()B, (11)
El

whereA Cc A" is the event inF corresponding tod” € F . Let the eventd” be a union of two events
B'.C" € F',i.e. A" = B"|JC". Then, the intersection of this union with an evént F yields:

A”QD - (B”UC”)DD

(BUC)ﬂD
(zN)U(eno) (12)

whereB C¢ B” andC C¢ C” are the events itF corresponding td3” ¢ 7 andc” € F'.

One may compute the conditional probability in the largeacgpfor the event of the outcome of
two heads in the second and third tdd$H) with respect to the event of a ta(t) in the first toss:
P"(tHHUQhHH)|(tHH UtHT UtTT UtTH)). Such experiments are the reason for Nelson’s def-

inition of a conditional probability of an event” in a probability space{Q”, i P”) with respect to the

sigma algebra of a smaller spa@, 7, P). It is a random variable

X(A//) = P// (A// ‘?)
P” <A” U (w;l/)nEN cF' . Wi Dy A)

_ (A”ﬂn(unwxme?”:w%Da 1)) 13
P (U @ € F w05 A) ()

where we have defined the eventincoresponding tol” € 7~ asA cc A",

In the coin tossing experiment abovg, would be generated by the everits t). For example, if
A" = (tTH), with one head and a tail in the second and third outcome, #disawe tail in the first
outcome, we would get

X (tTH)=P"(tTH)|(tHH UtTTUtHT UtTH)).

The interpretation ofX (A”) is as the revised probability that an evetit € F" will occur, given
the extra information about which events.mnoccur for this outcome. The random variabig A”) is



measurable with respect to the' — [0, 1], because the evert’ is in F'. with A” € F', there exists a
setA cc A”, whered € F. We defineF,,, C F to be the sigma algebra generated by a partition of the
setA. Then, X (A”) is additionally measurable with respectka,;, — [0, 1].

Faris states in [11], that we can compute the unconditiomddability P”” (A”) by taking the expectation
value of X (A”) on A € F with respect tdP:

EXap[X (4”)] = EXap [P (4"|F)]
- /A P (4" |F) dP
/ P (4N (U, @i)pen € F 2wl 05 A))
s P (U, @ € F w0 A)
PY (47N (Un @) per € F il 05 4))

= — P (A)
P (U, (@) e € F 1wl 55 A)

= PH (Allﬂ <U (W’Z)HGN S .7—// : OJ,Z 39 A))

n

= P"(A") (14)

dpP

In the fifth line, we have used that the probabilitie¢A) andP” (Un (Wi)nen € 7 Wy D3 A) in the
two spaces(ﬂ”,f“, P”) and (€2, 7, P) are equal.

3 Nelson’s analysis on Bell's Theorem

3.1 The setup of an EPR experiment in theory

An EPR experiment consists of a particle source which ejegits of particles with opposite spin to two
spatially separated measurement devicasd2. The direction of the spins is measured at each device with
a Stern-Gerlach magnet that can be rotated in arbitrargtibires perpendicular to the axis of the particle
trajectory. Letp;; . : 2 — Q' be afamily ofj stochastic processes < j < S € N) with parameter sef;.
The vector valued entity denotes the axis of the detector. It can be chosen by theimgraalist freely at
will. The parametet denotes the time during which theth. particle flights. It starts at timg; = 0;; from
the source and arrives g = Tj; (I' > 0) in the detector. As a convention, the random variahle_r) ,
will be written ¢ ;.

We now set up two families of stochastic procesges, and ¢.;:, that describgi = 1,2,3,...,S
particle pairs. The particles in eagkth. pair are sent to the corresponding Stern-Gerlach maghe
denote the events generatedday;;, ¢»;» at the detectors and2 with {05} and{o,;}. These outcomes

could depend on the preparation of the particles by the soufberefore, we need a sigma algeﬁga
associated with the even{SCﬁ € ]_-'/S} at preparation stage generateddy;—o);, #2j(t=0), in addition

to the sigma algebra®,, 7, associated with the events l{yrlﬁ € ]_-'/1} and{agg € f;} at the detectors.
Spin observables only have valugs ) and this gives rise to a sél’l(Q) = (1,]) in the measurable
space at both detectors. Accordingly, the sigma algeﬁﬁaemd]_-'; are equal. Moreover, they are indepen-
dent from the axes of the Stern-Gerlach magnets chosen xtregimenter. This is not the case for the
probability measures of the events at the detectors. THeapility of an evem{am € 7—"1} at1 depends

on ¢z and the probability for an eveRto,; € ?’2 at2 depends om,;z. Therefore, we may write the

probability measure for both eventslaand2 asPy, ;. 4., If the experiment is done with infinitely many
particle pairsS — oo, we denote the corresponding probability measure for tleatsvatl and?2 with

P¢1ﬁ,¢>29'



Future cone

Past cone

Figure 1: EPR experiment, the dashed lines illustrate thtcpeatrajectories

3.2 Active locality

To analyze the EPR experiment, Nelson defined two diffelem$ of locality: Active locality and passive
locality. The meaning of active locality is:

Whatever axes the experimenter chooses at one measureevérd d.g. aP, it does not change the
probabilities of an event happeninglatas long ad does not lie in the future cone f We can mathemat-
ically define this as follows:

Let the event{o,;} at 1 be generated by,;;. Then, the stochastic processes—r),,» ¢2j(t=r'),,
with parameter sets;, 7, must be equivalent undét,, . 4, . . {#1:}, as long as the spatial region
of the measurement af, ; does not lie in the future cones of where the random variapjgs_ ), and
$2j(1=71),, are measured:

P¢1jﬁa¢2j(t:7)ﬁ {Ulﬁ} = P¢1jﬁa¢2j(t,:r’)ﬁ/ {Ulﬂ} (15)

For ¢1;;; to be actively local, eq[(15) has to hold for egchnd a similar condition has to be true for any
event{oy;} at2 generated by,;:

Posjmnpotnio 1027} = Poyy 0250 {020} (16)

In eq. [16), the evenfo,;} must not lie in the future cones of where the random variableg—-) .,
¢1j(t27,)ﬁ, are measured. Since these conditions are to hold for gdbby are also valid under
Py sboiery, 101} @NAPy, 4, {027} with infinitely many particles.
=) =)
We can condition the even{s;} € F, and {o2} € T, with respect to the sigma algebfa; of a
smaller space generated by;,—o), and¢,—¢),, whereFg Cc FrandFs Ce Fo. If ¢ujp, doj are

actively local, the conditional probabilitieB, . 4, {0’1[[ 7/3} andPy, ., 6os {0‘2,;‘ ]_-"S} will
v H
have similar properties as in(L5]16), due to the definiti :
— —
P¢1g7¢2(t:r)ﬁ {Ulﬁ ‘}—S} = P¢1ﬁ,¢2(p:71)ﬁ/ {Ulﬁ IS}
-/ -/
P¢1(t:r)ﬁv¢217 {‘729 ]:S} = P¢1(t:7—’)ﬂ,7¢217 {‘729 ]:S} 17)

3.3 Passive locality

Now, we consider random events which are spacelike seplarat¢aking place simultaneously. In a prob-
ability description, these events could be dependent cedaddent. The assumption of passive locality
is, that if they are dependent, there must be prior premaravents such that the separated events are
conditionally independent given the preparation. It isgilole to have active locality without passive lo-
cality, since one can have dependence of random events vehiait explained by a preparation without
intervention or signaling. We can define passive localitytramatically as follows:

The spacelike separated locations of the two detedtarsi2 are defined such, that there exists an area
S in the intersection of their past cones (see figlireThis is the place of the particle source, where the



stochastic processes;—o),, andey ;o) at the preparation stage generate a sigma alﬁbrai’hen, two
families of stochastic processgs;;, and¢,;, are called passively local, if the conditional probal®kti

of outcomes{am € ]_-'/1} and{agg € 7/2} givenT 5 are independent for every axis7:

Py s {Ulﬁ (No2r | Fs } = Py, .000 {Ulﬁ Fs } Py s {0217 Fs } (18)
3.4 Nelson’s theorem
With this notation, quantum mechanics fulfills the followiproperties:
Po1a.gos {Ulﬁ =t (o2 :i} = Pois¢0z {Ulﬁ =1 (o2 :T} =1 (19)
|E(ﬁaﬁ)+E(ﬁaﬁ/)+E(ﬁlaﬁ)_E(ﬁlvﬁlﬂ>2 (20)

In eq. [20),E(fi, 7) is the so called ,,correlation coefficient”. It is definedoingh
E(Q,7) = Pgiiesm {Um =t (o2s ZT} + Portan {Ulﬁ =1 (oow =¢}
—Pgnb2s {Ulﬁ =1 02w :i} —Pgios {Ulﬁ =1 (o2 :T} : (21)

Equation[(IDB) implies, that if the axes of the Stern-Gerldetectors are the same, the spin values measured
at1 and2 are always opposite. EJ.(20) is, as shall be shown belovgriflict with theories where active
and passive locality holds. In Nelson’s form, Bell's theurstates: If active and passive locality hdld](19)
and [20) cannot be fulfilled simultaneously. Nelson’s prisofm [7, 8] (with corrections in [9]) goes as
follows: Passive locality demands for evefits ; =1} at1 and{o.y =]} at2, that:

Py {‘71;1 =t (o2 =1 ’]_"/s} = Py {Ulﬁ =1 ’?fg}
Pyibr {25 =4 |Ts | (22)

Active locality implies, that the actions which happerRigan only affect anything in its future cone.
Sincel does not lie in that cone, nothing what happeng ican affect the probabilities measuredlat
Therefore, the processes; andg,;; are equivalent in the probability measure for any resuftaf; } at1:

— -/
P¢1ﬂ7¢217 {Ulﬁ =t “FS} = P¢1ﬂ=¢2ﬂ {Jlﬁ =7 ‘]:S} = Pﬁ (23)
An analogous expression is true for the events at 2:
— —
Poia.dos {0217 = ‘fs} = Pg15.60 {Uzﬁ =| ‘}'s} (24)

But (19) gives{o17 =1} in the right side of[(24). Hence, we can write for the coortisa:

Py iz gor{oos =1 }713} = Poeus{os =1 }713} =F (25)
Plugging [2B) and (25) back tb (22) we get:
Poia.dos {Ulﬁ =1 (oo =4 ‘7/5} = by (26)

The sum of the probabilities for two complementary measergmesults ooz =1} and{os7 =] } at2
must be unity. Therefore, with (P5)

Poidan {029 =1 ‘?;} =1-P;. 27
For events(o1; =/} and{ou =1} passive locality and27) yield:
Py1ades {Ulﬁ =1 (o2 =t ‘J_T'S } = Pyirbor {am =| ‘7’3 } P o {029 —t ’]_:’S }
= Poigo {Ulﬁ =l ’fls} (1 - Pp) (28)
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Since active locality holds, we can write for measuremesitlte{c,, =|} at1:

— _,
Pg1.60s {Ulﬁ =} “FS} Pgbs {Ulﬁ =l “FS}

= 1- P¢1ﬁ7¢2ﬂ {Ulﬂ =t ‘?;} =1- Pﬁ (29)

After inserting [29) result intd (28) we arrive at

Posrons {oui =4 (Nows =1 [Fs } = (1= Po) (1 - Py). (30)
In the same way, we can derive the relations

—

Poidas {Ulﬁ =T ﬂ o9y =7 ’fs} =P; (1-Pp) (31)
and

Py {Ulﬁ =1 (o2 =4 ‘7:/3} =(1—Fz) Fy. (32)

If we write the correlation coefficient defined in_{21), buthvthe conditional probabilities above, we

arrive using[(3M1),[(32)[(26) and{B30) at
E (ﬁ, 7

Now, with four arbitrarily chosen axgs, ¢’ and?, 7’ at the stationg and2, the following inequality can
be computed:

Fs) = Pa(l=Ps)+ (1= Fp) Py~ PPy — (1— Pa) (1 Py). (33)

?’S) —E(ﬁ’,ﬁ’

‘E (ﬁ,ﬁ TT’S)‘ <2 (34)

TT’S)+E(,1‘,J'

Fo)+E (7.7

We get this result because the conditional probabilitieg i, 7 7/3) are all intherangé < P < 1.

Since probability measures are generally in this range, holds for the unconditional probabilities
too:

|E (i, 7) + E (i, 7) + E(f,7) - E(7,7)] <2 (35)
This is the so called Clauser-Holt-Shimony-Horne inedqyd#i]. It is a version of Bells statement in [3]

which can be similarly derived. Both (85) arild36) are viethin quantum mechanics and this violation
was confirmed experimentally [16]

The analysis of Nelson leads to two possibilities: Sincd'8lequalities can only be derived assuming
thatactive and passive localityholds, in a theory that reproduces quantum mechanics eittige locality
or passive localityhas to be violated. A violation of active locality would methat action at a distance is
possible. On the other hand, a violation of passive localibyld simply imply, that the events atand2
are not conditionally independent given a prior preparatithe latter condition can be realized by families
of stochastic processes without communication betweersdharated EPR measurement stations because
stochastic processes can produce dependencies of ranéaits éwhich is not due to a preparation stage)
without intervention or signaling.

4 What implies the failure of passive locality - a deeper angisis

Stochastic processes can be constructed such, that they aeich particle actively local but still are vi-
olating passive locality. This was shown explicitly by Neiswith two examples in [7,8]. The first was
a rather ad-hoc construction of a stochastic process fuffithe Klein-Gordon equation and the second
was a variant of his stochastic mechanics applied to rédtitifield theory. Unfortunately the latter had no
tempting particle interpretation as Nelson’s originaldhg[13, 14] had, where particles move on stochastic
paths. Hence this ,,stochastic field theory” was never dpesl extensively. The goal of this article is to



show, that a more physically motivated hidden variable th@oblished in this journal [15] violates Bell's
inequalities without any communication between the twosneament stations in the EPR setup. But to do
this, we need to analyze the implications of Nelson’s theigther.

We begin by evaluating some deeper consequences of passalyl. Faris shows in [11], that passive
locality, combined with relatiori (19) from quantum mecle@rleads immediately to another condition, he
calls ,,deterministic passive locality”. Suppose, as mEPR experiment, two spatially separated events
happen or not happen always together with probability 1. nTldeterministic passive locality states that
this must be, because they are equivalent to some randorh @&vanprior preparation stage. Given a
complete description of the results at the preparationstisequent events are determined. Therefore, all
randomness lies in the preparation. Deterministic padseaadity is defined mathematically as follows:

Let the events{am € ]_-'/1} at1 and {O'Qﬂ € 7/2} at 2 be equivalent with respect By, . 4,. and

passive locality hold. Then, there is an ev%m;; € ]_-JS} at preparation stage whidlr,;} and{o,;} are

both equivalent to.

In his contribution, Faris states that a similar proof isger@ed by Redhead [40] at pp. 101-102.
Redhead claims, this result would have been discoveredabfirSuppes and Zanotti who gave a different
proofin [12]. The exposition given in this article followksely the derivation of Faris in [11]:

The eventgo,;} and{oy;} are defined such, that they are equivalent uilgr, 4.,

P¢1E7¢2ﬁ {Ulﬂ} = P¢1E7¢2ﬁ {Ulﬂ m UQﬁ} = P¢1ﬁ,¢>2g {UQﬁ} (37)

Passive locality demands

and because ¢f < Py, . 5,. < 1 we have
P¢1ﬂ7¢2ﬁ {O—lﬁﬂUmj ]'JS} < P¢1ﬂ7¢2ﬂ {Ulﬁ

The random variabl®, , 4., {am ‘7—‘/5 } is measurable with respect to a sigma algebya,s C s,

Fs } Py i¢on {Uzﬁ }713 } (38)

Ty } . (39)

generated by the partition of a s{ztf € ]_-'/S} Ce {01z} which defines the event iﬁ_F/S corresponding
to {o1}. As shown in section 2, we can compute the unconditionalatviity of {o,;}, if we take the
expectation value oPy, . 4, {0’1[[ 7—"5 } on the sefl’, with respect to a probability measupg; ; for the

events at preparation stage:

-/
Porson {015} = EXyp, 4 [Pm.,m {Um ‘fs H - (40)
Since an intersection of two events is also an event, we cae:wr
Po1 oo {Ulﬁ ﬂ ‘72;1} =EXy P, [Pmmﬁ {Ulﬁ ﬂ 02t | Fs H (41)

The events{o;} and{o,;} are equivalent by (37). Hence it follows frof_{41) and](4@gtttheir
expectation values are equal. Therefore, we can conclutie{88) that:

Po1 oo {Ulﬁﬂﬂzﬁ ‘]_'Js} =Pg60n {Ulﬁ fls} (42)
And similarly

Py oo {Ulﬁﬂﬂzﬁ ‘]_'Js} =Pg60n {U2FL Fs } - (43)

With the assumption of passive locality we get, us[ng (42) @3):

— _,
]:S} = P¢1;17¢2ﬁ {Ulﬁ ﬂa2ﬂ ’]:S}
— —
= P¢1ﬂv¢2ﬂ {Jlﬁ “FS } P¢1Ev¢2ﬂ {0217 ]:S}

= (P¢1ﬂ=¢2ﬂ {Jlﬁ ‘?IS })2 . (44)

P¢1ﬁ7¢2ﬂ {Ulﬂ
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This implies, that the conditional probabiliy;;, ; 4, {0’1[[ ’]_-‘/S} can only have the two valuésand1.

We denote the event, when this random variable has the vali®w{z;} and the event, when it is zero
by {7:}. Then, the evenfo,;} is the union of these exclusive evenfss ;} = {7z} U {Z;:}-

The probabilityPy, . 4, {am ’?IS} is measurable with respect1,,,. BecauseF ,,,s C F, all
elements oF—"SubS are also in7-"s. In turn, there exists an eve{nrﬁ € 7/3} where{z;} Cc {Z;z}. Under
the probability measuri; ; for the events at preparation stage, this efefpt} has the same probability as
its corresponding everti; } underPy . 4, .. Similarly there must exist an eveﬁyﬁ € fg} of the same

probability as{g; } with {y;} Ce {7}
The event{o,;} can only have the coditional probabilitiesobr 0. If we computate the unconditional
probabilities of{ o1}, {Z5} and{z;} with this property in mind, we see that these events occur equal

probability:
75 }]
= EXvyp,, [Pqﬁmmﬁ {j;ﬂ s H
= Poiiton {27}
~ e (45)

The events7;} and{Z;} are exclusive. Therefore, their corresponding evénis}, {y;} are also
exclusive. Hence, we can compute for the intersectiofvef } (5 {z}:

{ot Mot = (U Laa) N e

El

(tway M) U (L} N i}
= {zz} (46)
And the following equality holds:

Porador 1017} = EXvp, [qul,z,m {Ulﬁ

Pr i {Ulﬁﬂl‘ﬁ} = Pupfea} (47)

>
The equations(45) an@_(47) lead to the conclusion {hat,; € ]_-'/1} is equivalent tO{IEﬁ € ?;}
Similarly, the evem{agﬁ € ]_-'/2} is equivalent to the sam{az,; € ]_-'/S} due to

Fs } Pgabon {Ulﬁ (o2s Fs }
= (Porpons {0 [Fs}) - (48)

This is the definition of deterministic passive locality gjivabove.

While Nelson’s proof in sectio3 made only use of passive locality, a derivation of Bell'sgoral
statemen{(36) involving the condition of ,,determinigtassive locality” directly can be found in [11].

Passive locality rules out dependence of random eventssetndilocations that is not explained by
prior preparation events. Deterministic passive localitiyich is a consequence of passive locality plus the
observed equivalent events in quantum mechanics, staeshtire are no outcomes that do not have an
equivalent event at preparation stage.

The failure of deterministic passive locality implies fbetspin trajectories of two particles in an EPR
experiment, that for the time of their flight from the sourcette measurement apparatus, each particle has
to undergo a separate stochastic process, constantlyioatsgspin orientation from up to down and vice-
versa. The stochastic processes must be designed suckathabutcome at the detectors is not equivalent
to an earlier event at the particle source. Additionallg, tivo particles spin directions have to be always
opposite at any time and this without violating active ldtyallf these conditions can be fulfilled, Bell's
inequalities will be violated without instantaneous sigmabetween the two measurement statiorend
2.

P¢1ﬁ7¢2ﬂ {Ulﬂ
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5 Fritsche’s hidden variable theory and the locality problem

5.1 Derivation of the single particle Schroedinger equatio

In 2003, L. Fritsche and M. Haugk [15] published a modificataf Nelson’s stochastic mechanics. It
is, in contrast to Nelson’s original contribution [13, 14y actively local theory with a non-markovian
stochastic process. Moreover, it can, if slightly modified, made to violate passive locality. Here, we
will not discuss in detail how the (many-particle) Schramgr equation (and the corresponding quantum
mechanical operators) can be derived from this processusedt is fully described in the original article.
Instead, we focus our discussion on aspects of superpaged ahd show the theory to be actively local, in
order to have enough material that we are able to explain hewarrelations in entangled states emerge.
The starting point to derive Fritsche’s theory is, to intetphe energy time uncertainty relatid At =
h/2 as an indication, that in quantum mechanics, energy is amgerved strictly in physical interactions,
but not otherwise. Particles are assumed to be under galtishergy fluctuations. In Fritsches theory, there
occurs a deviatiolh E' of the particles energ¥ during the time interval\¢t, after which the initial energy
FE has to be restored on the average. Therefore, kinetic efiethpught to be conserved on the average
only. The second assumption is in spirit of Ballentines famstatistical ensemble interpretation [39]. In
this interpretation, the quantum state vedtoy does not represent an individual particle, but a statistica
ensemble of infinitely many of them. For this reason, the gbdliy of finding an electron of a hydrogen
atom in a volume? given by

p(Q) = ; U (P (F)d’r, (49)
were(7) is the electrons wave-function, describes the followirigation: To get all the information of
p(2) experimentally, one has to prepare infinitely many idehtigalrogen atoms with the same state (in-
cluding the same orientation in space). Then, one has toureeas each atom, if one finds the electron
in Q and one must compute its probability of being there in thaiteiy large ensemble. Accordingly, to
describe the probabilistic time evolution of the statitiensemble of electrons in a quantum mechanical
system, one has to deal with an infinitely large number of $arrpjectories. To model energy conser-
vation on the average for this ensemble, Fritsche and Haiwigkedt into two sub-ensembles with equal
average velocities, and therefore the same average karetigy. In one sub-ensemble, every particle then
undergoes a Brownian motion with a negative friction cogdfit during a time-steg\¢, and in the other
one, each particle underlies the same process, but withitmpdsiction coefficient.

For a single particle with rest masg,, we begin with two Langevin equations fpith trajectories on a
coarse grained timescate at which the Brownian motion process takes place:

A mo - = =
m()XB + XB — ngt + FBrown
J T J J J
N mo -, —ext —
moxd — —X8 = F; + FBrown (50)
J T J J

The three dimensional vector
2 = (P 0.4 0,357 0)

J J1 1752

is the hidden position variable for theth sample trajectory of the particle in the A(B) ensemblérae ¢,
wherel < j < S e N. The vectoﬂ?jXt is an arbitrary external force field and

F?rown = (F;_Blrown (t), F?gown (t), F?grown (t)) (51)

is the random force thg-th particle is subjected to. It is assumed to have a Gausgsstiibution
1 Brown 2
Brown —(F72 t)/C
PR ()]} = e (RETONC) (52)
in each coordinate, wher€ is a constant. The Gaussian distribution should be indeg@rfdr every

coordinate: and trajectoryj. Now, one can separate the sample trajecto?jAég) into a sum, caused by
the random and the external force:

A(B A(B SA(B
RA) _ A®B) | oA®) (53)
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BecauseﬁBrOW“( t) is independentin each coordinate, there does not existepgrtience between different

components of the velocitie (1]3), xfj(QB), f(f), as well as there is no dependence betw@(;{ﬁ), if.(B).

With this property in mind, the authors of [15] average inleatthe two sub-ensembles A and B about all
j-th sample trajectoriefs‘f(B), after the ensemble was made infinitely lat@e— oo). Finally, they arrive
at two differential equations:

O (7 +%) + (7 — ) ¥ (7 + 1) + vA (B + 1) = —Fex

at mo

0 (_’A ﬁA) + (\7A + ﬁA) v (\—;A — ﬁA) — VA (\_/'A — ﬁ’A) = —1 Frext (54)
8t mo

In @),156’“ denotes the average external force at pBiat (r1, r2, r3) and timet. The vector valued entity

00 _»A B
\—]»A(B) = Z] IGJ(T t) ®

Z] 1 € (7, t)
= (2P0 0P (12 1), 8P (r3,1)) (59)

is the average velocity of the ensemble, where:

(7.1) 1 if ”A(B)at time tis in a small volume3r around
€4\T, = .
’ 0 otherW|se

Additionally, we have the so called osmotic average vejocit
FAB) = (ui\(B) (r1,t), u (B) (rg,t),ug(B) (7’3,15))

It is connected to the probability densitg(®) (7, t)d7 of finding a particle in the ensemble at po{nt ¢)
via

A ®) = $Vin (pA(B) (7,t)/ po) : (56)

Here,pg is a constant reference density without physical impogamnt = ’“fnTT is the friction coefficient
of the Brownian motion, depending on the temperafief the heath-bath and Boltzmann’s constapt.
Without loss of generalizatiom, can be written as

h
—. 7
5o (57)

v

Since we derive a non-relativistic system, it is possibkg the random force is eventually for some
events near infinity and the particle may be drivem'te: co at a certain time-stepwith infinitely large
velocity. However, in physical situations important foethon-locality issues discussed later in this article,
relativistic effects certainly will occur, in the sense ttiparticles are not allowed to move faster than the
speed of light. Then, if an ensemble of quantum particlesnigted at a poin{7y, to), for example by a
decaying atomic nucleus, it can only reach pofatg) within the future cone ofry, o). Accordingly, the
functionst, ¥, p(7, t) are defined only for thesg’, ¢).

Before the two ensembles underwent a Brownian motion, itemasired, that their average velocity was
equal:

B =4 (58)

It is shown in [15], that this constraint implie&® = §* also. After the first time stefi (58), does not hold
anymore, since the A system gains energy compared to the@&hsy$o prevent this, we have to interchange
Ji, Jje, js, - . - trajectories of fast particles from thé ensemble, with as many trajectorigs j5, j5, . . . of
slow particles from the B system until

Bt + At) = FAF, t + At)
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holds. Then we can compute the arithmetic mean of the twasidh equations for the A and B systems
at timet + At. After this was done, we restart the diffusion process afgaithe next time-step, but with
another division into two sub-ensembles, where a condsionlar to [58) holds. As is shown in [15], the
time evolution of the overall system is described by theofelhg diffusion equation:

%v+ (ﬁ) 7+ (fﬁﬁ) FUAR = %v - (fﬁﬁ) +UAT = mioﬁext (59)

One can now define the function
U(7t) = £/ p(F, 1))

which is connected to the ensemble average velatityroughv = n’foﬁgp(ﬁ t) (We note, that the latter
equation can only be written, since one can provedhatcurl free). After some computations, the authors
of [15] are able to cast ed.(b9) directly in form of the tim@drdent Schroedinger equation:

- R R R R
20 (1170 + V(7 0)) w7 1) = (A 8 + V470 ) o(F, ) (60)
ot
In eq. @),\A/SX“(F, t) = VEFext stands for an external potential aﬁc@ﬁ t) = —g% is the free particle
Hamiltonian.

The stochastic process for the infinitely large ensembléngfie particles with trajectories; leads to
a differential equation encoding the ensemble averageciigl®v, i in a wave-function. For the inter-
pretation of a quantum mechanical state, this implies, that all the informatiop)) carries is about the
evolution of average velocities from a statistical ensemibl does reveal nothing about individual parti-
cles. One should mention, that the quantum mechanical tyreraneasurable operator-eigenvalues and
uncertainty relations can be derived from the given foremalias is fully documented in [15].

5.2 Quantum states in superpositions

Before we can discuss the locality properties of the thebova and the physics behind entanglement in
many particle systems, we turn our attention to superpositof two states in a single particle system. The
Schroedinger equation is linear. Therefore, the sum of blationsy4 (7, t) andy (7, 1) i.e.

(7, t) = ahy (7, t) + by (7 1) (61)
is also a solution of (80). In this case, one would get mixargts inp(7, t)
p(yt) = a* Y3 (F, 1) + b2 (7, 1) + a* bt (Fy 1)y (7, 1) + b g (7, 1)y (1) (62)

and in turn, the equations fdr (56) would become quite corapdid. Accordingly, we need to make a basis
change to get simpler equations.

The physical information of(81) is, that for a given pasticf the ensemble, we have a probability of
a? that it belongs to the) (7, t) ensemble and a probability 6f to find it in in thew (7, t) system. Since
both states are solutions of the same Schroedinger equattooan write the physical information of this
system in the form given below:

a‘l’g“ = (B + V) B

in2 (T t)aj W (1) _ (R 1) + Vo (7,0 (0 (7, 1) + by (7 1) (63)

B2 _ (7, 1) 4+ V(7. 1)) i (7. 1)

+ (64)

RSN = (B(7, 1) + VU7, 1)) by (7, 1)

ih

With basis vectors in Dirac notation defined through) = < (1) ) = |+)andly) = < (1) ) =1|-), we

get the following coefficients in coordinate representatio

(7 t) = (r [W(F 1)) = agn(F1) - and ¢y (7, 1) = (¢ [U(7, 1)) = by, (7, 1)
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Hence, the overall state vectdr (7, ¢)) becomes:

(W(7, 1)) = ¢ |thy) + ey [¥y) (65)
Now, the probability density can be written without mixiregrms:
p(rt) = (U(r 1) [¥(F 1))
= PP YT, 1) + b2 (7 1) (7, 1)
= a®pr(7 1) + 6Py (7 1) (66)

Fora? andb?, it follows from [ py( (71, t)d3r = 1 and [ p(7, t)d*7 = 1, thata® + b? = 1.

We can derive the two Schroedinger equations for the statewl | with the same methods as given
before. Starting from four Langevin equations with hiddexjectory variables for the ensembleandJ,
we are lead to the following differential equations:

O () () T () 4o (B ) = e
o =)+ () 9 (R ) A (R ) = e
O () + (77 i) 9 (P ) 4o (P ) = e
o)+ (F ) T () A () = e 7)

The vectors?, (), iy, denote the ensemble average velocities of the states In this notation, the four
equations in[(G7) would define two separate particle systeiitis the particles belonging to one ensemble
1 or | for all the time. For a given single particle of a superpogatesthere has to be a probability greater
than0 for it to be found in each one of these states. Therefore,dbe &) cannot describe a state in a
superposition and we have to modify the derivation.

The two systems are no more separate, if we demand, thﬁft(h”é3 ) ensemble is averaged over with
the vA(*A) system. To ensure energy conservation on the average, Weraegl to do an interchange
procedure where the slower particlgsjs, js, . . . from theB 1 (B |) ensemble are interchanged with the
same number of faster particlgs j5, j5, . . . from theA | (A 1) system. This has to be done with as many
particles until

VR(Ft) = V(7 1), TR(Ft) =a}(Ft) and V(7 t) = V(R t), UP(Ft) =T} (7t) (68)
holds. If we add the\ 1+ andB |, as well asthé\ | and theB 1 system together, we arrive at two equations:

%(v? +70) + (VI - @V + (FVE - @ VaEr) +vA (7§ + af

)
- (F_\'ext Fext)

mo
% (7 + ) + (F V) - @ vap) + (VT - Ev%) + A (T + @)
- pext Xt
= (Fe 4 e ) (69)

They can be summed together, yielding:

O B | =A, =B, = BEB  ~Bo-
5 (¥ +V$ + V) +vf) + (VEVVTB - uTBVu/]?) + ( AVVT - uTV )
+ (FpVE —apvad) + (VPO - aPvap) + oA (@ + @ + @) + @)
_ 2 (ﬁext + ﬁext) (70)
mo
Both equations in(89) contain A and B as wellfaand| ensembles. They describe the average behavior
of equations of motion under the same random and externad$oHence, we have:

B=vr=v, @=it=i and P=v=7, P=dt=q (71)
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With the conditions in[(71), we can writ, = 77 + ¥ and2v, = v} + ¥ as well a®i; = af +
and2i, =} + d}. Now, eq. [70) becomes:

p) . . . .
= (T + (ww - a}va}) + (vivm - ﬁivm) NGRS
1

mo

(F‘ext n F‘ext) (72)

This equation is sum of two separate differential equatfonshe ensemble averages of thend the|
state. It may be written in a form

4% — (V) +vAdy = LFe
+ (73)
%\_fl — (ﬁiﬁﬁl) + Z/AL_I:L = mLOF’EXt

from which the two Schroedinger equatiohs|(64) can be derive
The procedure given above also works with an arbitrary nurobstates|y, (7, t)), |¥2(7, 1)), ...,
[var (7, t)) which define a general superposition with weighting factgrs

N
(W(7, ) = Zai |i (7)) (74)

The weighting factors of these states define different friditias of a given particle to be found in one
particular state. Therefore, th€ ensembles in the corresponding differential equationsHferseparate
states must contain different numbers of particles. The gta(7, t)) has to be computed with an ensemble
of Sa? trajectoriesji, j2, jo, - - - , jgq2- This ensures, that there is a chance®fo find the particle in the
ensemble associated with; (7, t)).

Furthermore, the interchanging procedure must be defirfeatelitly. One has to interchange the tra-
jectoriesj andj’ between the ensembl®s, Ak with the state numbers < i,k < N. The numbers, k
have to be chosen randomly but with equal probability fohestate. The different probabilities of finding a
given particle in the separate statés(7, t)), |¢« (7, t)) only arise due to the in-equal size of the ensembles.

After the necessary interchanges have been taken placenaypadd the\ differential equations in
one step and split them up into separate equations fdr,the . . ., A systems analogous {0 {73). We note,
that due to the form of(86), nothing about the weightingdagt:? in the probability density appears in
V,1d. Therefore, one has to re-introduce this information aftee gets from the separated system in eq.
(&4) to the superposed ef. 163).

5.3 Locality properties of Fritsche’s theory with single paticle systems

Now, we turn to the locality properties of the stochasticgess described above, switching for the moment
to a single particle system that is not in a superposed ststenote, that there is no dynamical coupling
between different trajectorie; andx;: (j # j'). F$** is an arbitrary force field acting only on the

trajectoryﬁ?grown is required to be a Gaussian distribution independent fon ¢and the corresponding
Langevin equatior (30) contains no couplings betweenrdiffex;, X;» too. Nevertheless, the time evolution
of different trajectories will be correlated. These caatins arise because of the interchanging procedure.
It compares the velocities of theth. particle at each poirf, t) with the ensemble averag@s?, ¢) from
all particles and may change the differential equation efjtth. in the next time step.

If something happens to a large set of trajectofigsat a point(#,¢’), and if this point lies in the
past cone of another poif(f, t), some of the the changed trajectorigs may arrive at(7, ¢). This will
influence the ensemble averag@’,t). The interchanging procedure compares the velocity of dgr

with trajectoryi?(B) that arrived at7, t) with ¥(7, t). Then, it may place the particle in a new differential
equation and its trajectory might change‘iﬁfA) in the next time-step. Hence, the particle trajectf);?)(/B)

at (7, t) will be influenced by what happens @, ¢'), even if it never went througt”, ¢'). This effect is
important in double slit experiments, where a particlegtiary going through the first slit is influenced if
the second slit is open or not.
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It must be emphasized, that this interchanging procedues dot introduce a dynamical coupling be-
tween the trajectories. Instead, the comparison of thégesvelocity with the ensemble averages is only a
statistical model to account for the idea of kinetic energyservation on the average in a stochastic theory.
That there are no dynamical couplings between the partifléise ensemble can be seen experimentally
in so called self-interferometry experiments. The typieshmple is Neutron interferometry [17], where
,,usually, at one time, there is only one neutron in the fatemeter, if at all because at that time, the next
neutron has not yet been borne and is still contained in theium nuclei of the reactor fuel” [18].

Furthermore, a trajectory can only be influence@rat), if the place(,¢'), where some intervention
was made, lies in the past cone@f¢). This implies, that there does not exist any violation ofvect
locality, neither in terms of, @ nor in terms of the trajectorieﬁ(B). We now want to see, if active locality
persists when we consider many particle systems.

5.4 Derivation of the many particle Schroedinger equation

The many particle Schroedinger equation can be deriveleithree dimensional coordinate space of the
single particle problem is expanded intdls dimensional space fa¥ particles. We start with the Langevin
equations of the j-th particle trajectory in the ensembteafon-th particle state, whefé < n < N):

B _ ext RBrown xt 2.
moxX3, + LOgB  — Fext y FBrown Z FX o Rins )
/#n
SA mo 5 mext Brown 2 mext 2
m0X _Xjn = Fj F + an] It X]naxj’n’) (75)
T ot

In eq.[7%, an additional force terﬁ‘gn i (Xjns Xjrnr ), corresponding to inter-particle forces between the
particle states andn’ # n may be present. From the two Langevin equatiorisn 75, tHeoesibf [15]
derive differential equations for the A and B systems, catgly analogous to the single particle case:

0

o (P @) + (P8 —@8) VN (78 + @F) +oaN (P 4 3) = R
% (\—;NA - ﬁNA) + (\—;NA + ﬁNA) ﬁN (\7NA - ﬁNA) _uAN (\—;NA o ﬁNA) _ FeNxt (76)

Now, the average external foré&, corresponds to 3N dimensional vector for the different particle states,
with my,, as the rest masses of theth particle:

, Fot (7)o P (71, s 1) F (7 X FQY, (P, o
DY RasUYNS o eEUHIEUN BN fa AU gl
mo1 s mo1 moN W AN moN
Similarly, the three dimensional ensemble averagesd+ are replaced bgN dimensional entities de-
pending on théN coordinates of the various particlés = (7,7, ..., ™x):
PAB) = (72O, S ) and @A = (65, 5 )

The components of the ensemble averageéry, ¢) , 7Y (7, ¢), (1 < n < N) are computed with the
j-th trajectories for each single particle stateeparately. Therefor&), @Y depend only on the sameth
component of %Y.

To derive the many particle Schroedinger equation, andéhtarge between the trajectories correspond-
ing to slow particles from the B ensemble and fast partiadlemfthe A ensemble is necessary after each
time-step until

FNAP 1) = IVB( 1) (77)

holds. Here, we have to note an additional subtlety whicearonly in multi particle systems. Previously,
we have defined an interchange of trajectories such, thj&bt(HIeSX] ,x?, which obey the Langevin
equations of the A and B system at tirhewill becomex®? X ”ﬁ after the interchange and their behavior is

governed by the Langevin equations B and A. In a multi-pkrtsystem one has to ensure, that such an
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interchange between trajectorigs,, X;.,,» occurs only within the same particle state= n’. Otherwise,
one would loose active locality, since the ensemhlaadn’ might be subjected to different external forces.
Then, an interchange of trajectories between differetésta n’ would couple the separate particle states,
even if no inter-particle forces are present. Fortunasége [77) is defined for each stateseparately, the
interchange procedure can well be confined within eacheipgiticle state only.

Now, one can compute the arithmetic mean from the two difféméequations in[(46) and gets, analo-
gous to the single particle case an equation:

d -
= (anNaN) +uANEN = BN (78)
From [78), the many particle Schroedinger equation
SN2
ou (@, (& (V)
i ) _ B ox N t U N t 79
g = | gy Ve 0 | () (79)
can be derived, similar to the single particle case befoezeH
N 1 N
ext ’ t = Z Z Vext (Fn; Fn’) (80)
n=1 n,n’:l n#n’

is the external potential which might contain interpagieduplings/e (7, , 7 ) = V(™ )Fe’“ (P Ty 1),
additionally to single particle force8...(7,) = V"F (7).

5.5 Locality properties of Fritsche’s theory with many particle systems

We now assume, that terms liké.(7,, 7, ) are absent. To see that our theory is actively local, we
note that with the absence of inter-particle forces, theeer® terms interconnecting different trajecto-
r|es§A(B) if,(Ef), wheren’ # n denote different particle states. Neither the Gaussiareffl) nor the
Langevm equation$ (¥5) without inter-particle forcesteam such a coupling. This remains true after the
formation of the ensemble averagd§(™, ¢), @ (7, t) since they are computed with tig, trajectories

for each single particle stateseparately.

The decision, if a trajectory;,, changes its ensemble in the interchanging procedure miigon the
jn-th. particles’ velocnyxjn‘ and the ensemble averagg (7, t) of its staten. Therefore, trajectories

Xjn are never coupled in any way to the trajectofigs, of other partlcle states’ # n.

Even if the ensemble averagg (7, t) of a single particle may depend gulifferent sample trajectories
X;, as long as they lie in the past coneﬁpfsuch a dependence does not exist betwgir , ¢) and the
trajectoriest;,,» from other stateg’ # n in the many particle system.

5.6 Entangled states in Fritsche’s theory

That there does not exist any dynamical coupling betwederdifit states of a many particle system doesn’t
imply, that correlations between them are forbidden. Irtisec®, we will introduce further conditions
on the Gaussian distributed Brownian fonﬁ%jown in a completely local framework. These conditions
will be such, that under certain circumstances, the trajeetx;,, change their ensemble from A to B
simultaneously with the trajectorigs, of another state’ # n. Then, correlations between the separate
particle ensembles, and hence their single particle wametions will emerge. The resulting many particle
wave-functions are commonly called entangled states:

|W (7, 72,t)) = —= (|7/)1(7"1, 1)) @ |[a(72,t)) — [1ha (71, 1)) @ |1 (72, 1)) (81)

N

Such states were observed in massive fermionic systemhiddirst time in neutral B-Mesons [19]. The
overall state vectdW (71, 7, t)) is an element in the product Hilbert spae= ;1 ® Ha with [1(7,t)) €
‘Hy and|y(72,t)) € Ho denoting the single particle solutiongl (7, 7, t)) is a superposition of the two

18



states|x1 (71,72, 1)) = [¢1(71, 1)) @ [¢2(72, 1)) and|xa(71, 72, 1)) = |12(71, 1)) @ |1 (72, 1)). Thereby,
the corresponding multi-particle Schroedinger equatamlme written analogous to (64) as:

ihOU (7, o, 1) 5

ot = H(F1)F2;t)\P(F17F2,t) (82)
_ ha(m,mt) b Oxa(, 1) (83)
V2 ot V2 ot
1 -~ . . oL 1~ . . o
= () = S DX ) (84)
ik Oxa1 (71,72, Yo o RN
vl Gt = T H(71, 72, t)x1 (71, 72, t)
), (85)
\i/_%axz(gt,rz,t) — %H(Fl,FQ,t)XQ('Fi,FQ,t)

The system consists of two ensembiesandi, the particles of which can be in different stateés (i ))

or |i2(7)) for the ensemble angk); (7)) or |2 (7)) for the i ensemble. To describe the dynamics
of ther; particles, the A1(B1) system &f (71)) must be averaged with the B2(A2) ensembléyafi(r ))
and the same has to be done with theparticles. During this procedure, one has to ensure thét paic

of particle trajectories for th@ andi, system will change its state simultaneously. We will shovhi@
context with Bohms EPR experiment, how this can be achieseeh) if the trajectories of th& and
ensembles are independently modeled.

For now, we only note, that without interparticle-forcesisi in fact a requirement for the particle
trajectoriesk;; andx;» not to be interconnected in any way. This may also be seenthtHollowing
example by Edward Nelson [7]: If one induces an external mnegsent process on theth particle of a
multi-particle system, one may get information about thedbn variables;,,. The measurement device
may change;,, in a way, that correlations with all the other particle tcaggiesx;,,,, wheren’ # n are
lost. Since the different particle systems are uncoupladnteraction happening on theth. particle
ensemble can in no way influence the properties of the pestiolthen’ system. Let{ = H; ® H2 be the
product Hilbert space above, with a Hamiltonian

I:IEI:I1®12+11®I:IQ, (86)

whereH; € H; andH, € H,. The time evolution for any observablg € #; in the Heisenberg picture

Ag(t) = eitﬁAle—itﬁ _ eitﬁlAle—itﬁl ® 1, (87)

is completely independent 1., even if (U (7, 7,t)) € H is described by an entangled state. As Nelson
put it: ,,no matter how systems may be correlated, there wwanoof telling, what [external] forces the
second system is being subjected to, as long as they are maigally coupled.”

In this context, we mention that Nelson’s original theorylcbnot reproduce the example above [7].
He identifiedv(7, t) and (7, t) not as average velocities of an ensemble, but as real gapioperties.
With this assertion, the splitting of the many particle $&tinger equation i (85) was not possible, as was
any sort of interchanging procedure between particlesén®h(B1) and B2(A2) ensemble. Accordingly,
active locality was lost in Nelson’s original formulationcdithe same problems occurred as in Bohmian
mechanics. There, it is well known that the derivation of itheny particle Schroedinger equation is only
possible, if a highly non-trivial dependency between thartjcle velocities” has to be introduced, without
any physical foundation. Interestingly, Nelson himsel§ Bhown recently [20], that(7, ¢), d(7, t) cannot
correspond to properties of individual particles, sinds thould lead to measurable differences between
his original theory and ordinary quantum mechanics.

6 Spin in a Fritsche-like hidden variable theory

6.1 Simple estimations

Nelson’s derivation of the Schroedinger equation was duiektended to include particle spin, but without
proper physical interpretation [21]. By the time, more ghgy motivated derivations of the Pauli equa-
tion were developed. One by Faris [22, 23], and another ortedwguthor of the modification of Nelson’s
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stochastic mechanics discussed above [24]. Unfortundtedge frameworks did either violate active lo-
cality, or they did not contain any mechanism which wouldrgf®a particles spin state after its emission.
Thereby, none of these theories led to a violation of deteistic passive locality only. Here, we propose a
theory of spinning particles providing such a mechanism.

Beginning with an example of [24], we try to interpret therspf a particle as a rotation around a chosen
axis. We let the particle rotate around an axisinder energy fluctuationS EAt ~ /2. For the rotational
energy, we have from classical mechanits= (—)wo The inertial tensor is given b§ = mgr? with a
distancer from the chosen axis. The angular velocityis = 2% andT is the time of a complete rotation.
If we identify At with T"and A E with E, we may write

21 27

1
AEAt = —=mgr - rT T

5 —T = movrm = s = h/2. (88)

Here,v = 27” is the particle’s velocity and

8§ = mour = i (89)
27

defines its angular momentum. Apparentyis independent of the particle’s mass and the radius of the
rotation. The arguments above were only estimations. Rer, la will be useful if we set the magnitude
of the average angular momentum of spinste= 72/2. From the time dependent Schroedinger equation,

one can derive the so called Ehrenfest theo%rﬁ > <ﬁ> This equation implies for the angular

momentum operatdn = 7 X mo¥, thatL may not vanish in the case df — 0. Since the so called spin
should go to zero in the classical limitmust be independent d)fand we must expand our description.

6.2 The Stern-Gerlach effect

We assume the random forces to bring the particles in a ooi@tmotion. Their rotation can be in the left
direction denoted by, or in the right direction related to the chosen axis denbted With the additional
spin directions, we get four Langevin equations for theiplad in the A and B systems defined through
A1, Al Bt B

mo;é?j + ’n;L—O )_(»T]?j _ F_\’;xt —I—F_:_}]»B%OWH
mo)_(,TA] . ?i’% _ F’;xt + F_\'?Trown
mokfy + oK = Fg L ERe
mo)_(,f] . ?)—ifj _ F’;xt + F_\';Bjown (90)

With these equations, after some computations, we migiveaat four differential equations similar o (67)
in section 5. For free particles which are not specially pred, the two spin states occur in a superposition
of T and] states. As explained in section 5, the interpretation ofisusuperposition is, that a given particle
of the superposed system must have a non-vanishing prapabibe found in each one of the component
states. Therefore, we have to interchange trajectorieseeet theA 1 (A |) andB | (B 1) ensemble.
Afterwards, the following conditions hold

VTB—Vi, ﬁ,]?:ﬁf and \7’13:\7'?, uiB—uﬁ} (91)
and we get two differential equations analogou$ o (69).

Here we note, that the interchange of trajectories betwétaraht spin states only takes place, if the
external forces on theand] systems are equa}i‘i;?’;t = 1551“ = ﬁ;’“. The interchanging procedure is only
a model for the energy-restoring ability of the fluctuatidrsn the vacuum. If the external forces would
induce a higher potential energy difference betweenftiaed | ensembles than the energy fluctuations
could restore (what actually happens in a Stern-Gerlachetagone would be left up with two separate
systems of particles which would not change their spin stayenore. Then, the interchange in each of the
separate spin systems would happen between the diffdreqtiations for theA 1 andB 1 as well as the
A | andB | ensembles separately.
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As long as botht and | systems are prepared under equal external forces, thettwjenterchange
occurs between the differehtand] states. Since the dynamics of the two ensembles is equalavee h

GTB:G%*EVT, sz\?fz_’i and ﬁTB:f@zﬁT, ﬁf:ﬁfzﬁi ) (92)

As in (Z2) and[(ZB) of section 5, we can add the two remainiffgrdintial equations froni.(69) to a sum for
thet and for the| system. Finally, we re-separate the parts of this equatiortivo Schroedinger equations
for the wave-functions of4(7, t) andy (7, t).

For a single particle, the overall effect of this interchaggorocedure is, that it does as often belong to
thet state as to th¢ state. A nice drawing of this process is given by Penrose fidparticles in [28]. It
is this effect, whereby the possibility for a violation oftdeministic passive locality does arise.

Similar to [66), we are now in a position to describe the béalaf the overall system by decomposing
the probability density(7, t) as

p(7,t) = a®pr (7, t) + b2py (7, 1). (93)

And like in (83), we can write the overall quantum stpd 7, ¢)) with

w0y = (D) = eunlra 14+ b0 1), (04)

From here on, we can follow closely [24] to derive the resthaf Pauli equation and the spin operators. If
an external magnetic field is applied in the direction of cwwosen axis, the energy @f; (7, t) decreases
with magnitudeu s B, whereas the energy af; (7, t) increases by the same magnitude. The congtgns
called Bohr magneton

h
B = ¢ . (95)
2m0

It emerges, since the relativistic Dirac equation is, intcast to the Pauli equation to be derived here, linear
in all its derivatives. The necessity of this linearity, whiis absent in the non-relativistic theory, changes
the interaction of angular momentum with magnetic field®(é does linearize the Schroedinger equation
in a similar manner as it is typically done for Dirac’s eqoatione gets the same value fos [25]).

Under a magnetic field in z direction, we have for the magrextergy densities

(7 1)y = —ppBa (7, 1) |l 5 (7, )4 (7, 1) (96)
and

(7)) = pp Ba (7 t) [b 4] (7, ), (7, ). (97)
With their sum

u(7,t) = pp (75 8) + py (7 1) (98)
The total magnetic energy densjiyr, t) can be cast as

wu(mt) = =T (F ) upBY (7 t), (99)

whereB is the matrix
. . 1 0
B = B.(7,t) < 0 —1 > . (100)

The different coupling of the systems, (7, ) to magnetic fields gives raise to the Stern-Gerlach ef-
fect [26]. If atoms from an incident beam with equally distried magnetic energy density enter a strong
magnet, the two spin systems are subjected to di1‘ferer1elasﬁtﬁﬁft #+ ﬁﬁt Accordingly, they get deflected

in opposite directions. Due to active locality, the intexobing procedure can happen only between tra-
jectoriesiﬂ}?, if they are at the same pointat a given time. The Stern-Gerlach magnet separates the
trajectories which belong to different spin states spigtidlhen, the interchanging procedure can take place
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between trajectories of the same spin ensemble only. Thisserved in so called double Stern-Gerlach ex-
periments [27]. If one would place a second Stern-Gerlaahmgbehind the first and let it have the same
directional orientation, the parts of the beam which weexjmusly separated would not split up again. In
this way, the particle ensembles of a beam can be preparazhtaic one spin state only. The repeated
Stern-Gerlach experiment demonstrates both the localitytlae non-markovian property of the stochastic
process involved. The stochastic differential equatiat tibeys a particle at a given time depends, due to
the comparison with the ensemble averages and the intagititaprocedure, on what has happened to the
ensembles before. Therefore, the stochastic procesgaxtia single particle has a kind of memory about
the past interacions between the magnets and the enserabitedibidual particle is placed in. Neverthe-
less, the stochastic process is a local one. After the two Smtems are spatially separated, they do not
influence each other anymore.

6.3 The Pauli equation
In [15], the Schroedinger equation under a magnetic fielt tgtHamiltonian
- X 2
(mv — €A (7, t))

H(7t) = e + Ve (7, ) (101)

was derived from a Brownian motion process. If the two rogystems undergo this process, their energy
density maybe written as superposition:

W5 (7, O H(F, ) (7 1) + oy (7 ) H(F, )] (7, t) = U (7, ) H(F, 1)U (7, ) (102)

To include the energy from the interaction of the spin rotatvith a magnetic field, we must agd’, ¢) to
get the Hamiltonial (7, ¢) — upB(7, t). We note, that the effect gfsB(7, ) on each ensemble is that of
a potential. Since time dependent Schroedinger equatisrdesved under an arbitrary external potential,
we can write a first equation for a spinning particle:

L OU(7,t) 5

ih— :(H(F,t)f uBB(F,t))\I/(F,t) (103)

If the magnetic field3 has another direction as the rotating axis of the spinnimtighes, one must change
its coordinate system. This can be done via linear transftiomsB’ = QE. Q defines a rotation matrix

consisting of three independent rotations around Eulelesang ¢, 6. It is known from classical mechanics
([29]) that a general rotation matr@® can be written as

st cos(0/2)  ie2 =9 sin(/2)
ez CcoSs € SN
= ; ; 104
Q < ie= 3P sin(0/2) e 1t cos(0/2) ) (104)
and we observe, th& is unitary. If we write the vector of the magnetic fiefilin matrix form as
B B. B, —iB,
o= (5 % ™) (105
we get, using[{104), the magnetic fieltlin the rotated coordinate system with a new axis
B, B, —iB
! + _ z T Y
B’ =QBQ <Bw+iBy "B, > (106)
The matrixB can be decomposed as
B = B,ox + Byoy + B.og, (107)

whereoy, oy, 0, are the so called Pauli matrices. Writing the Pauli matrasea vectos' = (ox, oy, 0;)
we have:

B = B¢ (108)
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Now we must derive, how? (7, ) changes, if the coordinate system of the magnetic Iteld rotated into
B' = QBQ™. (109)

The energy density does not change in a rotation:

u(7,t) = u' (7, t). (110)
If we set
V(7 t) = QU(7,t) (111)

we get the energy density in the rotated system

' (Ft) = T (F, 1) QT B'QU(7 t). (112)
This is the same asg(7, t), if we assume that

B =Q"B'Q. (113)
SinceQ is unitary, the following identity holds:

QBQ' =QQ*B'QQ* =B (114)

It exactly defines the transformation lawBfin (I09). Finally, with [IIB),[(107) and the right hand side o
(@12), we can write the time dependent Pauli equation foiirengpy particle :

iha‘l’g’ H_ (ﬂ(f, t) — upB(F, t)&) W7, 1) (115)

For the description of the spin direction in a magnetic fieldly the Euler angleg and¢ are necessary and
one can seleat = —x/2 without loss of generalization. The projection of the retatinit vectoi’, in the
x/y plane of the original, non-rotated coordinate system esesl@n angle with thez-axis. This angle is
related to the Euler angleby ¢ = ¢ + 7/2. Then, with [1111) and (104), the componetzfntrﬁ) (7,t) of the

spinor [94) in a coordinate system which is rotated relatvB have the form:
GHEE) = er(7t) (e 2c0s(0/2) |+) - e/ %sin(0/2) |-))
GUEE) = ) (7 sin(0/2) |-) + e 2cos(0/2) [+) ) (116)

A more common situation is, that the magnetic field of a Steemtach apparatus lies in the rotated coordi-
nate systenB’ and one wants to know the spin@(7,t) = QT ¥'(7,t). Applying (I0%) yields:

Gr(F ) = () (7 2c0s(0/2) |+) + €/ 25in(0/2) |-) )

Gty = () (—e 2sin(0/2)|-) + e/ 2cos(0/2) | +) ) (117)

6.4 The spin operator

Finally, we try to derive the so called spin-operator. Bo#rtjgle ensembles each have an average spin
angular momentum of-1/2. Therefore, the overall expectation value of spin in thereation can be
written as weighed sum

9= [ (I WG ? = b (o) & 118)

Analogous to the matriB, we can simplify this expression with a matrix

(1 0
szz<0 1) (119)
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to the form
= 7—;/1/)+(F, )S. (7, t)d>r. (120)

For the spin in the’ direction of an arbitrary rotated coordinate system, weeliy = QS,Q™ or
S.. = 2az. Here, the vector valued entityis an unit vectoii = (cos(i)sin(0), sin(p)sin(d), cos(¥))

in spherical coordinates. It defines the z’ direction of tlesvrcoordinate system in which the spin is
measured. With this notation, the so called spin operatefmed as

>
Il

G (121)

N | St

whereS., = @S. Lastly, the average valug. ) becomes

_ / G DS b = (S) (122)
with

/ W (7 DSE(F ) dr. (123)

7 Entangled systems with spin

7.1 Transformation of the entangled state into equations afnotion

As in the case of the many particle Schroedinger equatiorgameextend the coordinate space to derive
the N particle Pauli equation. From now on, we will assumettiiare are no forces which interconnect the
different particle systems and that external forces arakfiquthem. We start our discussion with a state of
two entangled particle ensembles having opposite spin

U, T, 1) = % (@ (F1,1) [=) @ (7, 1) [+) = 9 (1) [+) @ (7, 1) |-)) (124)
= %(Xl(Fl,FQ,t)*X2(7?1;7?25t))7

where we have defined
X1(71, 72, t) = (71, 1) =) @ (7, t) |[+)  and  xa(,72,t) = (1, 1) [4+) @ (7, t) |-) .

Analogous to[(8b), the two particle Pauli equation can bétamiwith these definitions as:

0
ih—\lj(Fl,FQ,t) = (TI;TQ) )\I](F177?2)t)

H
ot
flhw = %H(FlaFQat)Xl(Fhfé)
- (125)
f hw = %H(FI)FQ)IS)XQ(F17F2)
The overall probability density for the two particle enséestin this system is
I r . r
P71, 72, t) = 5p1(T1,72,1) + 5 p2(F1, 72, 1) (126)
with
p1(F1, 7o t) = x{ (71,7, t)xa (71, 72, 1)
= w*(Flvt)w(Fla )< | >®1/} (T27 )1/)(7?27 )<+|+>
= p1 (71, 1) @ p1y(ra; 1) (127)
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and

p2(71, 72, t) = X5 (F1, 7, t)x2(71, 72, 1)
= w*(Flvt)w(rla )< |+>®1/1 (T27 )1/)(7?270 <7|7>
= p2r(71,1) @ p2y (72, t). (128)
The expression for the osmotic velocity of a many particltey is defined by
" h
uN(FNv t) = 72—le”’ ( ( 7t)/p0) . (129)
mo

After the tensor product of the two particle probability diy p; (71, 72, t) is converted by the logarithm
laws into a sum of expressions, we can writedQ (71, 72, ¢):

W (7, t) = 72—2061“ (In (o1 (7, 1)), /00) + In ((p11 (2. ), /0))

—gma Vin (o1 (7, 6), /po) \ _ (@) ) [ T
( S Fin (o1 <2,t>>2/po)> <uT<F>><ﬁm>' (130)

Similarly, i, in the Pauli equation fog, (7, 7, t) is of the formal, (™, 1) = < ElT > The definition
21

of the average velocity™ (™, ¢) for a many particle ensemble is

() = iﬁN@(FN,t) (131)
wherep(™Y, t) is the phase of the many particle wave-function

(N 1) = £/ p(iN) e ™), (132)

Writing x1 (71, 72, t) in the form of [132)

= /PP, e T @y [ py (7o, £)e™ 12 (133)

we can identify the overall phase gf (71, 7, t) as

(Pl(Fl,FQ,t) :@\L(Flat)+§0T(7?2;t)- (134)
This yields forvy,

—

h . — —
N (7, o, t) = — VN (71, 7o, 1) = ( (1) ) = ( Vil ) (135)
mo

V4 (72) Vot

For x2 (71,7, t), we getx?N (71,7, t) = < Vit > in completely the same way.
Va2
The expressions far}, , i}y, VY, vy, imply, that the Pauli equation (IR5) for the entangled state
be decomposed mtbtwo component differential equations:

L5y, — (0 Viy ) + vAdy = LFe
L1 — (T Vilay ) + vATly = ZFg
(136)
L5y — (M4 Vilyy ) + vATy = ZFp
L5y, — (1l Vilay ) + vATly = LFg

whereﬁg"t = 13?“. These four equations are equivalen{fo {125), but theyadothie ensemble averageés
andy of each particle system directly. The equatidns [136) casirharly derived as the two equations in
(73) but for ther; andr, particle ensemble separately.

25



7.2 How the correlations of entangled states emerge in thedal hidden variable
theory

The source of the particle pairs in the EPR experiment presiparticles with a defined spin direction.
However, it is not able to prepare the spin states in sephestms like a Stern-Gerlach magnet because it
does not divide the two spin ensembles spatially. Hencesptirestate of the particle ensemble produced
is a superposition of ah and/ state. As described in section 7, the individual partictestich a system
have to undergo an interchanging procedure betweeAthandB JortheB 1 andA | ensembles. The

trajectorleSKT/ll , of the7 particles have to changether?l VlT andvlT (Vu) system during their flight
AB)

and an analogous procedure has to happen with:tlrajectoriess 12t betweem2¢ (VQT) andv2T (v%)

We note that it is possible here, to threat thendr, states completely separate because they represent
uncoupled statistical ensembles. They may even be syasigtiarated, in a way that there is no contact
between them. A measurement on one particle ensemble;; sayould change the external forc‘fﬁ"t.
Then, the equations governing thesystem would be different from the equationsfeand correlations in
(138) between both ensembles would be lost. Because thé@ugfor ther; system are not be changed by
something that happens in thgsystem, the particles in thé ensemble are not affected by measurements
happening with*; particles.

To discuss the correlations in entangled states, we wréteithe dependent spin trajectory of tiieh
particle in ther () particle system as stochastic procesg);;, which can take value§t, | }. If one can
ensure that

1ty # P24tz (137)

for all timest, one has exact anti-correlations between the spins of-theparticle pair during its flight.
It is this property, that gives raise to the form DI (124), a#ésing two paired systems of infinitely many
particle trajectories ) ;;, where the spins of the particles in egeth. pair are always opposite and which
ensemble average velocities obey the two particle Paulitéau

In an EPR experiment, the two particles start having oppagitn and the same initial speed due to
momentum conservation. Therefore, at titme 0 they will be placed in the same A(B) ensemble, but in
the opposite spin system. During the flight of the partiabethé detectors at later times> 0, the trajectory
interchange has to be done such, that if a particle charg@¢B) ensemble, its spin state has to change to
the opposite value at the same time. Similarly, if a parttianges its spin, its A(B) ensemble must change
also. Transition§B 1} — {A 1}, {Bl} = {A 1}, {A 1} = {Al} or {B 1} — {B ]} are not allowed,
since then, the particle affected would not be describednaoie by a superposition of anand| state,
where energy converation on the average holds.

The particles are interchanged frdm 1} ({A |}) to {B |} ({B 1}) if they are moving too fast in the
A system. Similarly the particles are changed frof1} ({B |}) to {A |} ({A 1}) if they are moving too
slow in the B system. If inter-particle forces and extermates are absent, the velocity of the particles is
induced by the random forcésB( 2 only. Hence, if we demand that

FEovn(t) = 5o (1) (138)

for each timet, the velocities of thej-th trajectories from the’ and: particles will be equal for all
times, after the particles started with the same velocitthaidentical A(B) ensemble. Accordingly, the
particles will change their A(B) system in the same way dytimeir flight. Each placement in another
A(B) ensemble changes the particles spin state to the depdSince the spin ensemble of the particles
is opposite from the beginning at= 0, the spin trajectories of both particles will take oppositdues
Grji, # boje, for all timest > 0.

The requiremenf(138) may be achieved with a random forae fiielt has the identical values at every
point at timet. But as will be shown below, exact anti-correlations of sgtites can also be achieved
within a local mechanism as a result of their common past.

The only constraint on the random force[in](51) was, thatst&#&aussian distribution. Now consider
the following mechanism: A real random number generatertbetstarting valug; for two pseudo random
number generators of same type for evgith particle pair created by the source. Pseudo random numbe
generators are deterministic procedures which, if initéal with the same starting valdg, always produce

the same series. Let the two separated generators prodlumié?adistribution??jrow“(t), ﬁQB]?OW“(t)
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associated with the random forces feth trajectory of ther; and#, particles. Then(138) holds and the
j-th spin trajectories of both particles will change theatstsimultaneously in opposite way.

At first sight, one may think that such a procedure would sed @eterministic passive local theory.
Indeed, for th? random forcﬂé%“’w“ (t), F3;ov(t), there is a preparation evefit which determines all
later values of 7o (¢) andF;7°"" (t). But the proof in section 4 was only with regards to elemeftbe
sigma algebra¥ 5, F,, 7. They are sets of possible results from spin measuremetite imeasurable
spacef)’ that emerges through j:,, ¢2;:, : 2 — Q. The elements i®’ are in no way related to the
random force. Clearly, there is no bijective mapping

L FRm () — O (139)

sinceﬁ]f(rg)vjv.“(t) € R has a Gaussian distribution afidis confined to two valueQ’ = (1, ) only. Thereby
a violation of deterministic passive locality will be pdsisi.

Let the j-th spin trajectory of particlé with velocity iﬁjt’ start in theA 1 ensemble at timeé = 0
with directionjii.e.: ¢1;(;=0), =1 This particle will have to be placed in ttie| ensemble, if its velocity

is higher than the arithmetic mean

2A

‘Xlet

VA(Fl, t) + VB(’Fl, t)
2

of the ensemble average velocities from thef and theB | system. For a given random starting value
0; € R of the pseudo random number generators, let the Browniae flor particlel at timet; take the
value

|48 (7, t)| = vAB(7, 1) =

Fov(t =1,61) = & (140)
. : . . — Brown .
The velocity i’?lj(t:l) is a function ofFy;  (t1,61). Now, we assumé, to be such, tha{b?ﬁlj(t:”‘ <
vAB(7,t = 1). Then, at time = 1 no change of the spin trajectory takes place and we get:
P1j(t=0); = P1j(t=1)z"
Similarly at timet = 2 let
FPIOv(ty,0;) = & (141)

be such tha#)'?ﬁlj(t:m‘ < vAB(7, t = 2). Still, no change o, ;). happens and we can write:

P1j(t=0); = P1j(t=1)z = P1j(t=2)z" (142)
Now it may be, that for another starting valéle € R of the pseudo random number generator, one has
ﬁ]fjow“(t =1,0%) = A1 = & as well, and thereby

P1j(t=0); = P1j(t=1)z

again. But fort = 2 one may get with;

EPoi(t=2,6) = # & (143)
where ), is such that‘iﬁlj(t:m’ > vAB(7,¢t = 2). In this situation, the particle in th& 1 ensemble
would be placed in thB | ensemble at time = 2, taking the velocit)&ij(t:m ‘ For the spin trajectories,
we would have:

P1j(t=0); = P1j(t=1); F P1j(t=2); (144)

It follows, that there cannot exist a preparation ev%qjij(tzo)ﬁ =x; € f’s} which is equivalent to later

events{al,; € ]_-'/1} generated by, ;=1 r>0),. The same is true for thg,;; . particles and so determinis-

tic passive locality is violated. It suffices to assume the$a&n distributed random forcﬁ%mwn, F‘g;ewn
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to have a ,,memory” dependent of their past. Then, one castreant a theory in which the spin trajectories
P11+ P24t Violate deterministic passive locality and hence the Betlequalities.

We have to note, that even if the model with the pseudo randonber generators may look artificial, it
would nevertheless be difficult to test. One does not havesancxmﬁ}f‘(r;)";“ (t,0;) but only to event§oy;},
{027} generated by the spin variables;;—r), andegy;—r),. Because the initial valug is assumed to
be a real random number, the statistic§ @f; }, {2} would equal the properties of real random numbers
if infinitely many particle pairg (S — oo, wherel < j < S € N) are considered.

Of course, the author has to admit the somewhat incompléteenaf this article because the model
given is artificial and may well be replaced by a more natun@.dlo give a more physical reason for eq.
(@I38) one would need further studies.

The condition of deterministic passive locality is very stamtial. Hence it may be violated with many
other hidden variable theories which are all sharing theerty, that the results at one measuremet appara-
tus do not influence events at another spatially separatedBesides from Edward Nelson, who gave two
examples of such theories, the author of the present studisw@mention, that recently another, although
less physically motivated model with the same locality Gee$ was published in [30]. The authors of this
article do not study Bell's theorem in the language of adeamrobability theory as it was done by Nelson,
but they seem to share his opinion about the meaning of paksiality.

Here, we wish to leave it at that with a citation by Edward Malérom a popular talk. It shows that
behavior, similar to that of entangled states, is in factwmmnly observed in stochastically evolving systems
and not at all confined to quantum mechanical objects [31]:

"The snowflake problem is this: The inexhaustible varietgobwflakes makes it evident that chance
plays a major role in their development, yet they alwaysgmashexagonal symmetry — how does a portion
of the snowflake growing at random on one side know to groweéeigely the same fashion as its partner all
the way over on the other side? This is mysterious but notieyaderstanding”. [8] “Similar phaenomena
are well known to occur in the study of random fields.[...]HRgrs the results of correlated spin experiments
are ultimately no more, and no less, mysterious than is théam growth of snowflakes with hexagonal
symmetry”.

8 Objections against Nelson’s theorem

8.1 The argument of Zeilinger

The basic observation in Nelson’s reasoning is, that if tyweeshically uncoupled stochastic processgs
andg,;; depend on their common past, they may produce dependerisdvep} and{c,;} at later times
and we have:

— — —
Poiagos {Ulﬁ ﬂ%?lfs} # Pondos {Umlfs} Py ibas {lefs} (145)

This statement, although mathematically correct, hagdaisiticisms from physicists since it was made.
For example, in his famous introductory textbook, Ballee® [32] writes:

.»There has been some debates as to whether the factariaétiee probability is justified by the locality
condition alone, or whether it requires some additionargier assumptions. If so, the contradiction may
be blamed on those additional assumptions. The issue ikesbht fortunately it is now irrelevant, since
the new proof in [33] does not make use of probability”.

That the work in [33] does not make use of probability is ttugyever, it does only account for deter-
ministic hidden variable theories. The authors are awatkisf noting at page 1138 in their article:

,»The salvaging strategy could consist in [...] giving up iithea, that the complete stat@redetermines
the outcomes of the measurements. Instead, it would be askuni that there is only a definite probability
that particle 1 will trigger detector d’ [...]. The type ofdbry envisaged by this strategy is often called a
stochastic local theory in contrast to a deterministic ldlsaory which has been considered so far in this
paper”.

They then go on, writing that stochastic hidden variableties would be impossible. They claim
this would have been thoroughly investigated in [34, 35]rtiermore, they mention the existence of so
called ,,equivalence theorems” [36, 37]. Those are saitida/sthat each stochastic hidden variable theory
could be duplicated by a deterministic equivalent. But irihed articles they cite, every author only derives
or considers theories in which passive locality holds ( [Bfslke this assumption at pp. 528 in their egs.
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(2, 2), [34] makes it in his eq. (5), [36] at page 776 in eq. )(7and [37] at pp. 1306 and 1308). In
fact, it is only for this case, in which an equivalence to sedeinistic theory can be proven. As we have
shown in section 4, in the case of quantum mechanics, pdssiatity is equivalent to a condition which is
called ,,deterministic passive locality”. The definitiohdeterministic passive locality is, that spin values

{0’1[[ € 7—" } {02# € ]—‘2} generated by, ;-7 1>0), andz;ji=11>0), are equivalent to a prior spin

vaIue{x# € ]—‘S} generated by both, ;;—o),, andes;:=0), happening at preparation time. As explained

in section 8, such an equivalence does not exist anymore panticles are driven by a Gaussian distributed
stochastic forc@?“’w“(t) € R, the strength of which at time= 7",7 > 0 may even be defined by some
random valuey; € R at preparation time¢ = 0. Therefore, our theory is not affected by the arguments
of [33].

8.2 The argument of Dirr

Furthermore, there exist claims which try to derive Beliedrem in its original forn{{36) but without the
assumption of passive locality. These ,,derivations”.(88]) do not write the inequality with probability

measure®, . 4, for events{al,; € ]_-'/1} {0217 E,f;} in separated probability spaces with different

measurable spaces at the two detectors. Instead, theyiageaumeasurd; ; for eventsy z; € ]_-'/S

on one! single probability space only. This is problematiecause there is no coupling between the
two hilbert spaces of the two quantum states in the entarsylsigm [(124). Hence, if one computes the
correlation coefficient

E (. 7) = (¥ | (i5), © (76), | V) (146)

with (I24), one is definitely lead to probability measuPgs . 4,, and to events in two separate probability
spaces.

Nevertheless, it was possible in Bell’s original papers$e a measur®; ; on a single probability
space, becuse he mentioned the assumption of passiveyaegliicitly. Then, with the proof in section
4, one can trace back the events at the detedt@nsd 2 to equivalent ones at the common preparation
stage. There, a probability measitg ; suffices, since all the particles are in direct contact wattheother

and their measurement results ar?lg With the assumption of passive locality, a theory violgtBell's
inequalities with event{xﬁ S ?/s} in P  will also violate them for event$o; € J’-‘1 , 095 €, ]_-'/2}

inPg, . ,,- Unfortunately, many papers WhICh try to derive Bell’'s inatities without the use of the pas-
sive locality argument, seem not to mention that the expresof quantum mechanics define probability
measures in different probability spaces for the spatsglyarated detectors in the EPR experiment. But as
is shown in [11], it is this, what makes the assumption of padscality necessary in derivations of Bell's
inequalities.

8.3 The argument of Redhead, stability against disturbance

A different argument against stochastic hidden variabkoties was raised by Redhead in [40] (who
presents in his book at pp. 98 a proof of Bell's theorem thatiy similar to that of Nelson, although
with some differences). He argues, that stochastic hiddeanpeter theories would be impossible and ad-
vances this opinion with the following observation: Redhaaserts, that under natural conditions, one can
never exclude small disturbances which might happen eousig to a single particle (maybe through a
random disturbance by the gases of the air in the laboratdtg)then defines a very small perturbation
0 < § << 1 confined to a part of the overall Hilbert space €. € #, that acts on a wavefunction:

U(Ta,t) = (7o, t) + 00 (7, t) (147)
Under this perturbation, the entangled state {(124) witisfarm to
- 1 S
W (7,7, t) = 7 (71, 8) [ =) @ (14 8)(72, 1) [+) — (71, 1) [+) @ (1 4 0)¥ (72, 1) |-)) . (148)
Redhead concludes that the exact correlations observeldRexperiments will be lost under such a per-

turbation. Nevertheless, entanglement can be experithemeestigated through long distances, where
small perturbations acting on single particles cannot loédad.
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Yet, in spirit of the so called ensemble interpretation ofi@#ine [39], a quantum mechanical state
| (72, t)) may not describe individual particles, but rather an indilyitarge statistical ensemble of tra-
jectories. In this case, a perturbation like (1L47) wouldrespond to a disturbance of a whole statistical
ensemble of infinitely many particles for a sufficiently lomge. Moreover, if defined as abovéwould
act on every particle of this system in exactly the same wais fias nothing to do with a small erroneous
disturbance that may happen accidentially to individualiples in the laboratory.

In this context, we want to mention that our theory is in somesge especially robust against small
disturbances, at least if they act on individual particleshie ensemble of a quantum state. We define
a disturbancé, ;(t) on the j-th. trajectory of a particle in th& ensemble to be small, if its value is
considerably lower than the average velocities of the A asgdems

0 < 61;(t) << vB(7,t) < vA(71,t) (149)
and if it is small enough not to change the statistics of treralvensemble:
|VA(771,1f) —VB(Fl,t)‘ >> 251j(t) (150)

Now it may be, that this disturbande;(¢) leads to a slightly different velocity of e.g. theth particle in
the A 1 system at time:

)L(’T?jt = i?ljt +015(t) (151)

We assume that, ;(¢) is fluctuating with zero mean. The particle is placed fromAh¢ ensemble in the
B | system if its velocity is higher thanB (7, ¢). Since the average @f;(t) is assumed to be zero,
the disturbance does not contributevtd® (71, ). The perturbatiord;; () will only be able to change the

ensemble the single partic&ljt is placed in, if

N
VAB (Tlv t) - XT?jt

< 16;()] (152)
holds. This condition cannot affect many particles. Thereggpion

VA(Fl, t) + vB (Fl , t)
2

is the arithmetic mean of average velocities from A and B withi, t) > vB (7, t). The trajectorys?ﬁjt
is in A and with [149), we can write

VAB(F, 1) < vA(FL 1) = X9, | ~ K1, (153)
for a trajectory of velocity around the average. With (|15@3,have
- A=z B/=
S, = . S v (P, t) — vo (7, t)
VAR (R 1) — [R5 | & VAP (7L, 1) — vA (7, )] = 5 (154)

and due to[(180), the inequalify (152) can not hold for trimjges of average velocity. The distribution of the
velocities for the individual particles is generated byachastic force which has a Gaussian distribution.
Accordingly, most particles in the A system will have a véfpthat does not differ too greatly from the
velocity of the ensemble averagé (7, t). Hence, it follows that{I52) does not hold for most pars¢le
too.

Due to the small number of particles which change their sfEitesbecause af; ;(¢), the disturbance
leads only to a reduced efficiency of the entanglement, butonits breakdown. For this reason, the theory
we have constructed is especially robust against smailrthahces unavoidable in a laboratory, in contrast
to the claims by [40].
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9 Conclusions and outlook
9.1 What has been archived

The most popular argument against hidden variable thewtitbsparticle trajectories is, as commonly be-
lieved from Bell's words: ,,that [those theories] requinmachanism, whereby the setting of one measuring
device can influence the reading of another device”. Andorgdver, the signal involved must propagate
instantaneously”. As shown by Edward Nelson whose analysiseviewed here, this assertion is physi-
cally unfounded. Two specially designed stochastic preeesan yield dependent results at two separated
locations without any contact at all. This in fact sufficevimate Bells inequalities. We have mathemati-
cally analyzed, what such a dependence really does implyartthve constructed a corresponding theory
by ourselves.

9.2 Possibility of relativistic extension

Unfortunately, this theory has, at least till now, no relitic extension. Stochastic mechanics of the original
form in which Nelson wrote it down, had severe conceptudiailties in the relativistic domain. These
problems arose due to its formulation in configuration spddeere, one can show that it is impossible to
formulate a relativistic stochastic process in a matherabyirigorous way (although, with some additional
assumptions, the Klein-Gordon equation can be derived.[4k]jlike in Nelson’s original formulation, the
theory of Fritsche exists in euclidean (phase) space, wihésesevere problem is absent. To translate
Fritsche's theory in the relativistic domain, one would diegfully formulated theory of special relativistic
Brownian motion (at least if one would try to derive the thefrom Langevin equations). Unfortunately,
although such a theory certainly must exist (since nortivédéic Brownian motion does), it seems, that
besides from some recent attempts [42—44], no one was ablétéoit down completely.

In this context, we want to mention that [15] write at pp. 3®&ir eqs.[(54) can, after an approximation,
directly be casted into the Navier-Stokes equations. We ira{g4) for the A system:

% (FA—T) + (FA+ 84V (74 —04) —vA (74 - dt) = mioﬁext (155)

Noting thatv = #* — §*, we are able to write:

- 1 =
Qvﬁ + (¥ +20%) V¥ — vATS = —Fe (156)
ot i i mo
If we setd® = Vp(7,t) = 0 andpF™* = —Vp(7,t), wherep(7,t) is the pressure ang = mop(7,t)
defines the mass density, we get the Navier-Stokes equdt#fiuid:

J A A S

pav? +p (v?Vv?) — UpATVA + Vp(F,t) =0 (157)

For (I57), a manifestly covariant form in special and evegeineral relativity is known. To derive (157) in a
relativistic setting, one typically starts from relatititsBoltzmann equations. Because of the close similarity
between[(157) and (54), it seems at least plausible thatghtiie possible to formulate Fritsche’s theory
in a relativistic setting.

9.3 Problems of standard quantum mechanics in curves spagdstes, which might
be absent in Fritsche’s model

It is known, that in curved spacetime there exists an ambyigfione wants to derive quantum mechanical
operators. Usually, we are advised by the correspondetinege to make the replacement — p; =
fihaiq_ for the momentum operator witly; as the generalized coordinate of the particle. In Cartesian

2 2 2
coordinates, the Hamilton function 1§ = 222" 2=  wjith the replacement rule of the correspondence

. . . L0 .
principle, we can derive the quantum mechanical Hamiltogrator as:

- h 0? 0? 02 h
H=— " ([ - | =——"A 1
2myg (8:172 * 0y? + 822) 2my (158)
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We may convert its Laplacian in cylindrical coordinates, z and get the Hamiltonian for the new coordi-
nate system:

- h 0? 0 0? 0?
H=— L — ). 159
2myg (8p2 * pOp + p20p? + 822) (159)

Now, we want to derive this operator in cylindrical coord@gmfrom the beginning. We start with the
classical Lagerange function

. mo , . . .
L(gi,4i) = = (0 + p*¢° + 7). (160)
If we i_nsert the pgrticles momentum = 3 = mop, p, = g—i = mop*p, p. = 25 = mo%, we get the
following expression foH(p;, gi, ¢;) = >_ pi¢i — L:
1 P2
H(pi, 4i, Gi) = ppp + ppp + 022 — L = 2o <pf,+ p—ﬁ +p§> (161)

After the usage of the replacement-rules defined by correfgrmce principle, one arrives at:

5 h 0? 0? 02
qo 162
2my <8p2 + P02 + 822> (162)

Unfortunately, [I6R) is different from (I59) and wrong. $lproblem is present in the path integral for-
malism in similar form. It implies, that the naive rules oktborrespondence principle do only work if
applied on Cartesian coordinates. In the curved space tifrgemneral relativity, there is no such coordinate
system. Thereby, one cannot give, for example, an unambgexpression for the probability density of
an electron near the singularity of a black hole.

Unlike in ordinary quantum mechanics, in stochastic meidsahe quantum mechanical operators are
not simply defined as replacement rules. Instead, theiressons are derived completely from classical
equations (see [15] at pp. 290). It might well be, that it isgible to extend Fritsche’s theory to special
and general relativity via a derivation of its classicafasfon equationd (34) from relativistic Boltzmann
equations. Then, as in the Cartesian case, one might getiafimn about the form of the quantum me-
chanical operators. In turn, one might be able to undergtemddehavior of quantum objects near spacetime
singularities.
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