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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 experimeétit 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 Belllad “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 ddded 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 instantaneoudBéll'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 definitmfrilocally 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 [14, 15], 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 hanlpaiblished in “Annalen der Physik” [16],
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 calletalbility 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.

Often, one wants to consider a collection of events that neafrdely combined by these operations.
Therefore, one defines the terminology of a sigma algébien Q. Whenever events are combined by
intersection, union or complement, the resulting outcasrstiil an event inF. The sigma algebr fulfills
the following properties:

e Thesed € F
e Forallsetsd € F = (A e F
e For every sequendeld,,), .y € F, the unionJ,, A, € F.

A sigma algebra is determined by a partition 61. This is a collection of nonempty exclusive subsets
of © whose union i€). The other events ifF are obtained by taking unions of these events. We say, that
F is generated by this partition.

For example, the experiment of tossing two coins which copteaads 1) or tails (I") has four possible
outcomes. The set of outcomesls= (HH |JHT|JTH|JTT). The sigma algebr#& is generated by
the partition of? into 4 event HH), (HT), (T H) and(T'T). It consists ofl 6 elements: The sé&t itself,
the impossible even, 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 informatioowtthe outcome of an experiment. For
instance, we might just be interested in the total numer afleeThis information is contained in a smaller
sub sigma algebr&,,, C F. Itis generated by the partition 6finto three event§H H ), (HT | JTH) and
(TT). Fup consists of2, the impossible event, the three events in the partition and the three different
possible unions etween them.

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

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

e For every sequence of everits,, ), . € F which are pairwise disjoint4; N 4; = @,i # j € N),
the probability measure fulfills the additivity ruleP (U, An) = >_,, P (4,)

It follows, that if two eventsA, B € F are complementaryB = [A), we have
P(A)+P(B)=P(A) +P(CA) =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). @)



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:
_P(ANB)

2.2 Random variables and stochastic processes

Often, one is not interested in a single outcome but on moneptex data related to a probabilistic ex-
periment. This maybe the sum of the numbers on a dice, afteastrolled for two times. Using the

probability spacg2, 7, P) and another spac@)’,?/) with a setQ’ and sigma algebr& , these values

can be described with a& — 7 measurable mapping:
X:QeQ (5)

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

EXq [X] = | xap, (6)

where [, dP = P(Q) = 1.

In Physical situations, one often has randomness whick~arier a parameter, for example time. This
gives raise to the definition of a stochastic process. A ststitiprocess is defined as a family of random
variables

(Xi)per Q= 4, @)

whose parametert lies in an interval | and is called paransete

We say, that two stochastic processes are equivalent upiebability measur®, if they lead to equal
probability distributions. We define for any sét € ¢’ the event(X; ' (A’)) = {X; € A}, writing {A’}
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 aB x, {A’}. With this notation, two stochastic processes
X, andY; are equivalent if, for any set’ € /, the following relation holds:

Px, {A'} = Py, {A'} (8)

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 cetapdlescription 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 < 2. For any eventl” ¢ ]_-'_” the rule should assign a set{n
which is an eventd € F. In this case, we will sayl c A” andA € F is called the event corresponding

to A” € F'. To indicate, that an ever® € F does not correspond to an evefit € F', we write
B ¢4 A”. Asimilar notation will be used for the sigma algebasndZ . If the events inF  have their
corresponding events i, we define the notatio c< F and so on.

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

p” (U (AL), en EF Al Dy A) =P (A). 9)

n



Finally, if two eventsA”, B” € F" are exclusive:A” ( B"” = @, then their corresponding evems B €
F,whereA cc A”, B Cc B”, are also exclusived B = 2.

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
0= (hUt).

Now the coin may be thrown twice again, with resulf$) for head and7) for tail. The enlarged set of
outcomes would become

Q= (hHH Unar|Jora| Jtaa| JtHT| tTH) .

The rule, that relates this larger set of outcomes ff@fto outcomes i is to ignore the second and

third toss. Thus the rule assigns to outcomés= (hHT') € 7 andB" = (hT'T) € 7 the outcome
C = (h) € F, whereC Cc A" as well asC Cc B” is the eventC' € F corresponding to both

A".B" € F'. For the evenD = (t) € F, we haveD ¢4 A” andD ¢4 B”, sinceD does correspond
neither toA” nor to B”. Furthermore, the probability of the event, where the fiosih és coming up heads,

P (h) in (2, F,P) is the same aB” (hH H U hHT U hTH U hTT) in (Q”, 7 P”) .

For later, it will be useful, if we define the intersectionween an eventd” ¢ 7 and another event
B € F from the smaller space as

A"(\B=A[B, (10)
El

whereA cc A” is the event inF corresponding tol” € 7'

One may compute the conditional probability in the largeacgpfor the event of the outcome of
two heads in the second and third tqg$H) with respect to the event of a tat) 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”, F P”) with respect to the
sigma algebra of a smaller spa@@, 7, P). Itis a random variable

X(A//) = P// (A// }?)
= P/ <A" U (w;{)neN cF' . Wl D5 A)

P (N (U e € F e 5 4)) )

pr (Un (W;{)neN S 7—” twl Dy A) ,

where we have defined the eventincoresponding tol” € 7~ asA Ccc 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, dsawe tail in the first
outcome, we would get

X (tTH)=P" (tTH)|F) =P"(tTH)|(tHH UtTT UtHT UtTH)).

The interpretation ofX (A”) is as the revised probability that an evetit ¢ 7" will occur, given
the extra information about which events i occur for this outcome. The random variabtg A”) is
measurable with respect to the — [0, 1], because the evert’ is in F'. with A” € F', there exists a
setA cc A”, whereA € 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 unconditiomlgbility P (A”) by taking the expectation
value of X (A”) on A € F with respect tc:

EXap[X (4”)] = EXap [P (4"|F)]
= [P |F)ap
/ PY (47N (Un @) er € F 2wl 05 A))
i P (U, @ € F w05 4)

P ANU e e T w00 4))

= p” <A” ﬂ (U (W;{)neN cF Wl D5 A))

n

= P"(4") (12)

dP

In the fifth line, we have used that the probabilitieéA) andP” (Un (W) nen € F Wy D3 A) in the
two spaces(Q”,?”, P”) and(Q, F,P) are equal.

3 Nelson’s analysis of Bell's theorem

3.1 The setup of the EPR experiment in theory

An EPR experiment consists of two measurement devicasd 2, which are spacelike separated. In the
intersection of their past cones is a source ejecting pajparnicles with opposite spin to the two detectors
(see figure 1). The direction of the spins is measured at eahealwith a Stern-Gerlach magnet that can
be rotated in arbitrary directions, perpendicular to this akthe particle trajectory.

Let¢ji, : © — Q' be a family ofj stochastic process¢s < j < S € N) with parameter sef;. The
vector valued entityl denotes the axis of the detector. It can be chosen by theimxg@alist freely at will.
The parameter denotes the time during which theth. particle flights. It starts at timg; = 0;; from the
source and arrives & = Tj;, whereT" > 0, in the detector. As a convention, the random variahle-7,
will be written ¢ ;7.

We set up two families of stochastic procesgges . andg¢;2., that describg = 1,2, 3, ..., .S particle
pairs. The particles in eaghth. pair are sent to the corresponding Stern-Gerlach maivie denote the
events generated hy;,; and¢,» at the detectors and2 with {1} and{c ;25 }. They generate the two
sigma algebraZ,, 7.

The outcomes at the detectors could depend on the prepaddtibe particles by the source. There-
fore, we need a sigma algetﬂ_’%fs which is associated with the even{tsjm € ]_-'/S} and {xjg,y S ]_-"/S}
generated by;1 ;—0, andg;2 1—o, atthe source. We say, these events happen at preparagien sta

Something (e.g. a background field) may change the parfictgserties during their flight. To include
this possibility in our model, the events at the detectoestfined to take place in an enlarged probability
space, wher@g Cc F; andFg Ce Fo.

Spin observables only have valugs. ) what gives rise to a sél’m) = (1,4) in the measurable space
at both detectors. Accordingly, the sigma algeb?ésand?‘; are equal. Moreover, they are independent
from the axes of the Stern-Gerlach magnets chosen by theimgrger. This is not the case for the prob-

ability measures of the events at the detectors. The prlityatfian event{ajlﬁ € f’l} at 1 depends on

¢41;z and the probability for an evel{bjw S f;} at2 depends ow;25. In turn, we have to define a whole

family of axis dependent probability measuigs,, . 4., {01, 0527} for both events at and2.
If the experiment is done with infinitely many particle pais — oo), we write the necessary sigma

algebras as,, Cc F,., andFg. Ce Fy... Furthermore, we denote the corresponding family of



Future cone

Past cone

Figure 1: EPR experiment, the dashed lines illustrate thtcpeatrajectories

probability measures for the even{srlﬁ € 7/100} = Nj2y {aﬂg € ]_-'/1} at1 and {0‘2,;‘ € 7/200} =

0o —/
Nj=1 {szﬁ € ]:2} at2by Py, . 4., {0172, 025}

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 selects at one measuremace,de.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{c;,;} at 1 be generated by;,;. Then, the stochastic processgs.,, ¢;2.-, With
different parameter sets # 7, must be equivalent und@, . ... {¢1;}, aslong as the spatyial region
where{o;;} is measured does not lie in the future cones of where the ravdoiablesp;s-, andg;z,,
are measured:

Py inidinn, {0510} = Poup,,, {0} (13)

For ¢;1¢, to be actively local, eq.[(13) has to hold for egchA similar condition should be true for any
event{o;,;} at2 generated by,

Posnptin 10529} = Poyis 6,00 10720} (14)

In eq. [14), the eveno,;} must not lie in the future cones of where the random variables,, ¢;1,7,
i

are measured. Since these conditions are to hold for gdbby are also valid under

Py abar, 1017} andP¢1Tr7¢29 {027} with infinitely many particles are used.

We can condition the even{snﬁ € ]_-'/100} and{agﬂ € 7’200} with respect taF 5. If ¢17; and gy

are actively local, the conditional probabiliti€s, ¢, {0’1[[ 7;00} ande,lTﬁ,d,w {0‘2,;‘ 7;00} will
have similar properties as in the eds.](13) (14), duestddiiinition of eq.[{T11):
— —
P, {Ulﬁ ‘FSOO} = Poirss, {Ulﬁ “FSOO}
Py, b2 {0217 ]_'Jsoo} = Po 6 {0217 Fsoe } (15)

3.3 Passive locality

In this section, we consider random events which are spa&csdiparated but taking place simultaneously.
In a probability description, these events could be depeinoieindependent. The assumption of passive
locality is, that if they are dependent, there must be prieppration events such, that the separated events



are conditionally independent given the preparation. poissible to have active locality without passive lo-
cality, since one can have dependence of random eventspiatreed by a preparation, without intervention
or signaling.

Two families of stochastic processgs;, andé;q:, are called passively local, if the conditional prob-

abilities of outcome{aﬂﬁ € f’l} and{O'jgﬁ € ]_-'/2} given]_-'/S are independent for every axisv:

— — —
Pd’jlg,%‘zﬁ {Ujlﬁ ﬂaj217 ]:S} = Pd’jlg,%‘zﬁ {Ujlﬁ ‘7:5 } Pd’jm,%‘zﬁ {Uj217 ]:S} (16)

If we repeat the experiment with infinitely many particlengaive get a similar relation:
— — -/
P12 {‘71;1 e Foo } = Pg1.¢00 {Ulﬁ Fsoo } P60 {02:7 F oo } (17)

3.4 Nelson’s theorem

With the notation of the preceding sections, quantum meachkdulfills the following properties:

Pojigon {Ulﬁ =t (o2 :i} = Pgiaoos {Ulﬁ =1 (o2 :T} =1 (18)

|E(ﬁaﬁ)+E(ﬁaﬁ/)+E(ﬁlaﬁ)_E(ﬁlvﬁlﬂ>2 (19)
In eq. [19),E(, 7) is the so called ,,correlation coefficient” defined through

E(L,7) = Poem {Um =1 [ o2w ZT} + Po2s {Ulﬁ =1 (o2 =¢}
“Pois0 {Ulﬁ =1t o2w :i} = Po1.600 {Ulﬁ =1 No2w :T} : (20)

Equation[(IB) implies, that if the axes of the Stern-Gerldetectors are the same, the spin values measured
at1 and2 are always opposite. EJ. {19) is, as shall be shown belovgriflict with theories where active
and passive locality holds. In Nelson’s form, Bell's thearstates: If active and passive locality hold eq.
(@8) and eq.[(19) cannot be fulfilled simultaneously. Nels@noof from [7, 8] (with corrections in [9])
goes as follows:

Passive locality demands for evefits ; =1} at1 and{c.7 =]} at2, that:

P tas {729 =1 [ Fom | (22)

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

Pgabs {Ulﬁ =1 }J_T/soo} = Pgi1.60 {Ulﬁ =T }J_T/soo} =P (22)
An analogous expression is true for the events at 2:

P¢1g7¢29 {0217 =| ‘?;’oo} = Pd’w,d’zﬁ {029 ={ “TISOO} (23)
But eq. [I8) giveq 17 =1} in the right side of eq[(23). Hence, we can write for the coatbsy:

Py gan{o2s =1 ‘71%0} = Poipour{os =1 “7—/500} =Py (24)
Plugging eq.[(22) and ed._(24) back to g (21) we get:

Poidas {Ulﬁ =1 (o2 =| ‘7/500 } = Ppby (25)

The sum of the probabilities for two complementary measergmesults ooz =1} and{o27 =] } at2
must be unity. Therefore, with ed.(24),

Py b {52,7 —1 ’?’Sm } —1- P, (26)



Since active locality holds, we can write for measuremesitlte{c,,, =|} at1 a similar result:

— —
P¢1ﬂ7¢217 {Ulﬁ =l “FSOO} - P¢1ﬂ=¢2ﬂ {Ulﬁ =] “FSOO}
= 1=Ps6.; {Ulﬁ =1 ’?i%o} =1-F; (27)

Due to passive locality, we have for the evefs; =|} and{o2; =1}, using eq.[(2I7) and ed.(P6):

Possons {01i =4 (Voo =1 [Fow | = (1= F) (1= P) (28)
In the same way, we can derive the relations

Poidas {Ulﬁ =1 (o2r =1 “7—;500 } =Pz (1-Pp) (29)
and

—
Poidas {Ulﬁ =} ﬂ o2 = "FSOO } =(1-Pz) Py. (30)

If we write the correlation coefficient defined in e@.(20)t tith the conditional probabilities above,
we arrive, due to eql(29), ed.(30), €q.1(25) andleg. (28) at:

E(ﬁ,ﬁ

Now, with four arbitrary axes, ;' and, 7/ at the stationg and2, the following inequality can be com-
puted:

b (r ) 8 (7

Fow) = Pa(l=Py)+(1=Pg) Py = PaPy— (1= Py) (1= Py) (31)

7fS'oo) +E(ﬁlaﬁ ‘7—;500) _E(ﬁlvﬁl

Fow )| =2 (32)

We get this result, because the conditional probabilitids (ﬁ, v ?:900) are allintherange < P < 1.

Since probability measures are generally in this range,(&8) holds for the unconditional probabilities
too:

This is the so called Clauser-Holt-Shimony-Horne inedyd#i]. It is a version of Bells statement in [3]
B (7,7) — B (i, 7)] - B(7,7) <1 (34)

which can be similarly derived. Both ed._{33) and €g.] (34)\aoéated in quantum mechanics and this
violation was confirmed experimentally [17].

The analysis of Nelson leads to two possibilities: Sincd'8mlequalities 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 atand?2
are not conditionally independent given a prior preparatithe latter condition can be realized by families
of stochastic processes without communication betweerdparated EPR measurement stations because
stochastic processes can produce dependencies of ranéais 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[14, 15] had, where particles move on stochastic
paths. Hence this ,,stochastic field theory” was never d@egl extensively. This article aims to show, that



a more physically motivated hidden variable theory pulgsim this journal [16] violates Bell's inequalities
without any communication between the two measuremernbstain the EPR setup. To do this, we need
to analyze the implications of Nelson’s theorem further.

We begin by evaluating some deeper consequences of passalyl. Faris shows in [11], that passive
locality, combined with relation ed._(IL8) from quantum mawics, leads immediately to another condition,
he calls ,,deterministic passive locality”. Suppose, ahéEPR 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 randonh @vtre prior 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 event{ajm € 7/1} at1 and{ajgﬁ € ]_-‘/2} at2 be equivalent with respect ®y,, . ., and

passive locality hold. Then, there is an evénj; } = {:cjm € ]_-JS} N {xjgﬁ € 7/5} at preparation stage
corresponding and equivalent to bdi; } and{c ;2 }.

In his contribution, Faris states that a similar result issgnted by Redhead in [43] at pp. 101-102.
Redhead claims, it would have been discovered at first by &ippd Zanotti in [12]. Recently, another
derivation was given by Conway and Kochen (who called itéfngll theorem* to emphasize its implication
of the particles’ random behavior) [13]. The expositionagivn this article follows closely the derivation
of Faris in [11]:

The eventdo;1;} and{o;2; } are defined such, that they are equivalent uidder

i Pjoot

Poiaibson 10515} = Pojipsjon {Uﬂﬁ ﬂ(’jzﬁ} =Po;1n.0500 {0522} (35)

Passive locality demands

— — -/
P¢j1ﬂ=¢j2ﬂ {leﬁﬂJjQﬁ ’]:S} = P¢j1ﬂ=¢j2ﬂ {leﬁ ]:S } P¢j1ﬂv¢j2ﬂ {JjQﬁ ]:S} (36)
and because ¢f < Py, 5., < 1 we have
_ —
P¢j1ﬂ=¢j2ﬂ {leﬁﬂJjQﬁ ’}-S} < P¢j1ﬂ=¢j2ﬂ {leﬁ ’]:S } . (37)

The random variabl® ., . ... {aﬂﬁ

]_-'/S} is measurable with respect to a sigma alge_ﬁfggbs -

]_-'/S. This sub sigma algebrfsubs is generated by the partition of a S%‘Tf S f’s} Ce {oj1z} which
defines the events ﬁ/s corresponding t§o ;1 }. As shown in sectiofl, we can compute the unconditional
probability of{o;1 }, if we take the expectationvalueBf; , . s .. {ij ’?IS } on the sefl’, with respect

to a probability measure for the eventsTr’g. Due to active locality, a measurement result that beloogs t

the earlier preparation stage is independent of the desisitade at a later measurement stage. It follows,
that for each even{xjﬁ,; € ]_-'/S} we can use a single probability meastrg which is independent of the
axes of the detectors selected by the experimenter:

Pd’jm,d’jzg {ijﬁ,j S ?IS} = Pj {ijﬁg S ‘T,S} (38)

Finally, we have for the unconditional probabilities{ef; ; }:

—/
Pd’jm,%zg {Ujlﬂ} = EXT)Pj {P%m,d’jzg {Uﬂﬂ }]:S }} : (39)
Since an intersection of two events is also an event, we cde:wr
—/
Pd’jm,d’jzg {Ujlﬂ m Uﬂﬁ} = EXTPJ {P%m,d’jzg {Ujlﬁ m 0j2ji ‘]:S }} (40)

The eventgo;1;;} and{o ;o } are equivalent by eq._(B5). Hence it follows from €q.] (39) aqd[40), that
their expectation values are equal. Therefore, we can adadkith eq.[(37):

_ —
P¢j1ﬂ=¢j2ﬂ {leﬁﬂJjQﬁ ’]:S} = P¢j1ﬂ=¢j2ﬂ {leﬁ ’]:S} (41)
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And similarly

| {Ujm (o 7/3} = Pg,10dom {UjQﬁ Fs } : (42)
With the assumption of passive locality we get, using Ed) &t eq.[(4R):

Po i bion {Uﬂﬂ ‘?;‘} = Pouposn {Ujlﬂ m‘fﬂﬁ ‘7;‘}
= Pgp.600 {Ujm Fs } P62 {szﬁ }7/5 }

= (Poyunises {7012 [ s e (43)

This implies, that the conditional probabiliBy,, . .. {ij ‘]_'Js } can only have the two valu@sand]l.

We denote the event, when this random variable has the vakiby{z,,;} and the event, when it is zero
by {7;1:}. Then, the evenfo ;1 } is the union of these exclusive evenfs;1;} = {7;1:} U{Zj1;}-
The probabilityPy , . 4., {ajlﬁ ‘7—‘/5} is measurable with respect %,,,s. Becauser,,,s C Fs.

== 4 . —/
all elements ofF,, s are also inFg. In turn, there exists an evel{tz:jlﬁ € ]-‘S}, where{z;1;} Cc

{Z;1z}. Under the probability measui®; for the events at preparation stage, this eeni;} has the
same probability as its corresponding evénf, ;} underPy,, . ... Similarly, there must exist an event

{yjlﬁ € ]_-"S} of the same probability a§j;1;}, with {y;1} Ce {7512}
The event{c;,;;} can only have the coditional probabiliti¢sor 0. If we computate the unconditional

probabilities of{c;1;}, {Z;1z} and{z 1} with this property in mind, we see that these events occur wit
equal probability:

—

P¢j1ﬂ=¢j2ﬂ {leﬁ} = EXT-,PJ‘ |:P¢j1ﬂ'-,¢j2ﬂ' {leﬁ ‘]:S }]
- —

= EXT)Pj {P%m,d’jzg {leﬂ ’]:S }}

P¢j1ﬂv¢j2ﬂ {jjlﬁ}

The eventqy;,;} and{Z;,;} are exclusive. Therefore, their corresponding evénis; }, {y,1;:} are
also exclusive. Hence, we can compute for the intersecfigag } (5 {71}

fonatVenat = (It UtEnat) Nz
= <{yj1ﬁ} ﬂ {xjm}) U ({%'1,1} ﬂ {%‘1,1})

= {zjiz} (45)
And the following equality holds:

P; {Uﬂﬁﬂ%‘m} = Pj{zja} (46)
>

The equations eq_(#4) and €Qq.](46) lead to the conclusiml{ﬂ‘}aﬁ € f’l} is equivalentto{:rjlﬁ € fig}

Similarly, the event{ajgﬁ € f;} is equivalent to an even{xjm € ]_-'/S} of the same probability as
{oj1z}, dueto

—
P¢j1ﬂ'-,¢j2ﬂ' {Ujlﬁ ‘}-S}

—
Pojinbso {Ujlﬁ m 9524 ‘]:S}
2
-/
= (Pd)jlﬂ-,d)jmf {Jﬂﬁ ’]:S}) : (47)

If we compute the intersectiofx;; } = {zﬂﬁ € f’s} N {ijQlj € ]_-'/S} , We get an event which is corre-
sponding and equivalent to bofhr;;} and{o;o;; }. In turn, deterministic passive locality holds.
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While Nelson’s proof in sectio3 made only use of passive locality, a derivation of Bell'sgoral
statement eq[(34), involving the condition of ,,determstigipassive 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 statesy Butcome must have an equivalent event at
preparation stage.

The failure of deterministic passive locality implies foetspin trajectories in a hidden variable descrip-
tion of the EPR experiment: For the time of its flight from tloeisce to the measurement apparatus, each
particle has to undergo a separate stochastic procesgantipshanging its spin orientation from up to
down and vice-versa, with each outcome not equivalent tcadieeevent at the source. Additionally, the
spin directions of the two particles in every pair have to laeags opposite at any time and this with active
locality being preserved. If these conditions can be felfillBell’'s inequalities will be violated without
instantaneous signaling between the two measuremerrstatand?.

5 Fritsche’s hidden variable theory and the locality problam

5.1 Derivation of the single particle Schroedinger equatin from Brownian motion

In 2003, L. Fritsche and M. Haugk [16] published a modificataf Nelson’s stochastic mechanics. It
is, in contrast to Nelson’s original contribution [14, 1%} 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, the focus of this section is on superposed statewarshow the theory to be actively local when
many particle systems are considered. In turn, we will haaeigh material to explain how the correlations
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 angerved strictly in physical interactions,
but not otherwise. Particles are assumed to be under gfatishergy fluctuations. In Fritsche’s theory,
there occurs a deviatioA ' of the particles energ¥ during the time intervalA¢, after which the initial
energyF has to be restored on the average. Therefore, kinetic emetiggught to be conserved on the av-
erage only. The second assumption is in spirit of Ballestiaenous statistical ensemble interpretation [42].
In this interpretation, the quantum state vedtor does not represent an individual particle, but a statistica
ensemble of infinitely many of them.

For this reason, the probability of finding an electron frommyarogen atom in a volum@ at timet,
given by

PO, 1) = g; O (7 (7, ) dPr, (48)

were (7, t) is the electrons wave-function, describes the followirigation: To get all the information
of p(2,t) experimentally, one has to prepare infinitely many idehtiy@rogen atoms with the same state
(including the same orientation in space). Then, one hastsare on each atom, if one finds the electron
in ) at timet after the preparation of the state. Finally, one must comihé electron’s probability of being
there in the infinitely large ensemble.

Accordingly, to describe the probabilistic time evolutiohthe statistical ensemble of electrons in a
guantum mechanical system, one has to deal with an infinide§e number of sample trajectories. To
model energy conservation on the average for this ensetfbiteche and Haugk divide it into two sub-
ensembles with equal average velocities, and thereforesdh®ee average kinetic energy. In one sub-
ensemble, every particle then undergoes a Brownian motittnawnegative friction coefficient during a
time-stepAt, and in the other one, each particle underlies the same g8pbat with a positive friction
coefficient.

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

m s _‘X - rown
moX () + K (1) = F) + FPv ()
o mo -, —ext 2Brown
moX (1) = —EN ) = Fy () +FPO) (49)

The three dimensional vect&l‘*(B)( defines the hidden position variable for tjith sample trajectory
of the particle in the A(B) ensemble at timewherel < j < S € N. F;Xt( ) is an arbitrary external
force field antf?mwn(t) denotes the random force tli¢h particle is subjected to. It is assumed to have a

Gaussian distribution

P {Fjrem( e~ (T (0/C)’ (50)

)} = J/rC
in each coordinate, wher€ is a constant. The Gaussian distribution should be indeg@rfdr every

coordinatek and trajectoryj. One can separate the sample trajectoi’gé@;) into a sum, caused by the
random and the external force:

)_{.?(B) (t) _ _’A(B)(t) + —'A(B)( ) (51)

TJ cj

BecauseﬁBmW“(t) is independent in each coordinate, there does not existgpgmdience between differ-

ent components of the velocme§(B) (t) A5 (t) xAB) (t), as well as there is no dependence between

) g2 ) rg3
ifj(B)( ) ifj(B)( ). With this property in mind, the authors of [16] average inteaf the two sub-ensembles

A and B about allj-th sample trajectorieé?(B) (t), after the ensemble was made infinitely la§e— o).
Finally, they arrive at two differential equations:

8(v +T8) + (78 — @)V (7B 4+ @B) + vA (7 + 8) = 1 gext
ot —
% (\7A — ﬁA) =+ (\7A =+ ﬁA) . 6 (\7A o ﬁA) —uA (\—/:A . ﬁA) — miolf:ext (52)

In eq. [B2),Ft = (F&<(F 1), F$<(7, 1), F$<(7, t)) denotes the average external force at p@int
(r1,72,73) and timet. The vector valued entity

VS a0 (30 Ml U
PG
Sl G GURCSI GORESI G (53)

is the average velocity of the ensemble, where:

(71) = 1 if xA(B)( t) at time tis in a small volumé?r around”
€;i(rt) =
! 0 otherwise

Additionally, we have the so called osmotic average veyodit(®). It is connected to the probability
densityp®(B) (7, t)d of finding a particle in the ensemble at pojatt) via

FVin (M) (F.1) /o

(0,03 0,0 P (71)) (54)

ﬁ»A(B)

In eq. [54),p0 is a constant reference density without physical impoeaaedy = is the friction
coefficient of the Brownian motion, depending on the tempeedl” of the heath- bath and Boltzmann’s
constant;z . Without loss of generalizatiow,can be written as

— kTt
mo

e

v .
2m0

(55)
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Since we derive a non-relativistic system, it is possibbg the random force is for some events near
infinity. Under this circumstances, a particle may be dritem’ = oo at a certain time-step with an
infinitely large velocity. However, in physical situatioimportant for the non-locality issues discussed
later in this article, relativistic effects certainly witiccur, in the sense that particles are not allowed to
move faster than the speed of light. Then, if an ensemble afigum particles is emitted at a poii#, to),
for example by a decaying atomic nucleus, it can only readht®¢7, ¢) within the future cone ofo, to).
Accordingly, the functions, v, p(7, t) are defined only for these’, ¢).

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

7B =4 (56)

It is shown in [16], that this constraint implie8® = #* also. After the first time step, eq[_(56) does
not hold anymore, since the A system gains energy compartetB system. To prevent this, we have
to interchange, jo, js, . . . trajectories of fast particles from thé ensemble, with as many trajectories
Ji, Js, Js, . . . of slow particles from the B system, until

TB(F t + At) = VA (F, t + At) = V(7 t + At)

holds. After this was done, we restart the diffusion pro@san for the next time-step, but with another
division into two sub-ensembles, where a condition sintitagq. [56) holds.

At every time step, can compute the arithmetic mean of the diffasion equations for the A and
B systems. As is shown in [16], the time evolution of the ollexgstem is described by the following
diffusion equation:

954 (v. 6) 7 (a. 6) itvad = Jo_ (a. 6) 4 VAT = et (57)
ot dt mo
If the Brownian forces were absent, we would haive= 0 with eq. [5T) becoming the equation of
motion for a classical particle.
For the description of quantum systems, will assume themeufdrces to be present. We try to simplify
eq. [BT) with the definition of a function

V(7 t) = £/ p(F, 1)),

This function is connected to the ensemble average vel@dityoughv = mioﬁp(ﬁ t) (We note, that the
latter equation can only be written, since one can showsthatcurl free). After some computations, the
authors of [16] are able to cast eQ.](57) directly in form & time dependent Schroedinger equation:

oY(7,t) - - (58)

W= = (H( ) + Vo (7.0)) w( ) = (HE D) + V3 1)) (1)

In eq. [G8),Vext(7, ) is the potential from the external forcB8*t = —VVext(7, ) andH(7, t) = —ganU
is the free particle Hamiltonian.

The stochastic process for the infinitely large ensembléngfis particles with trajectories; (¢) leads
to a differential equation, encoding the ensemble averafmeitiesv andd in a wave-function. For the
interpretation of a quantum mechanical statg, this implies, that all the informatiop)) carries, is about
the evolution of average velocities from a statistical emsle. It does reveal nothing about individual
particles. One should mention, that the quantum mechaoalators, measurable operator-eigenvalues
and uncertainty relations can be derived from the given &ism, as is fully documented in [16].

5.2 Quantum states in superpositions

Before we can discuss the locality properties of Fritschieory 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 blationsy (7, t) andy (7, 1) i.e.

(7, ) = a7, t) + baby (7, 1) (59)
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is also a solution of eq[_(58). With ed.{59), one would getimgxerms inp(7, t):

p(7,t) = a®PF(F,t) + b7 (7, 1) + a b (7, )by (7, 8) + 0" ag] (7, 1)y (7' ¢) (60)

In turn, the equations for ed._(54) would become quite covapid. Accordingly, we need to make a basis
change to get simpler equations.

The physical information of the superposed staié (59) &, fibr a given particle of the ensemble, we
have a probability ofi? that it belongs to the); (7, t) ensemble and a probability 6f to find it in in the
¥ (7, t) system. Since both states are solutions of the same Schgegdiquation, we can write it without
loss of information in the form given below:

B ()
AN t)a;r ap,(F 1)) _ (H( + V(7)) (@ (7, 1) + by (7, 1)) (61)
B2 — (7, 6) + Vo4 (7, 1) ) agn (7, 1)
= {+ (62)
IR — (7 1) + Vo (7,1)) by (7 1)

With basis vectors in Dirac notation defined through) =

0
( 0 ) = |+)andjy,) = ( 1 ) =|-), we
get the following coefficients in coordinate representatio
cr (7o) = (Y1 [U(F 1)) = avy(Fyt) - and ey (7, 1) = (Y [W(7, 1)) = b (7, 1)

Hence, the overall state vectdr (7, t)) becomes

(W (7)) = cr [vhy) + ey [¥y) (63)
and the probability density can be written without mixingne:
p(rit) = (U(r 1) [¥(F 1))
= a®PF(F )0 (7 8) + VU7, )y (7 )
= a®pr(7t) + b2y (7. 1) (64)

Fora? andb?, it follows from [ pp( (71, t)d?r = 1 and [ p(7, t)d*7 = 1, thata® + b? = 1.
We can derive the two Schroedinger equations for the state®l | with the same methods as given
before. The derivation begins with four Langevin equations

mok (1) + OB () = Fe) 4+ FRon(e)
moi"&’%(t) _ ?’;‘?T(t) _ Fexc(t Brown(t
mosf, (£) + ZUP(H) = Fe"t(t + FBrown(p)
mokh (1) — TR () = Fe) + FRon(e) (65)

and appropriate hidden trajectory variables for#h¢, B 1, A | andB | ensembles. After some steps, we
are lead to the following differential equations:

DT ) ()T () 4o (R ) = e
o =)+ () () A (R ) = e
) (@) V(P W) A (B ) = Fe
o)+ ()T (R ) AR ) = e (66)
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The vectors/y (), iy, are the ensemble average velocities of the statgg. In this notation, the four
equations in eq.[[66) would define two separate particleemyst with the particles belonging to one en-
semblet or | all the time. For a given single particle of a superposeestaere has to be a probability
greater thar for it to be found in each one of these states. Therefore,dbe[€6) cannot describe a state
in a superposition and we have to modify the derivation of(&g).

The two systems are no more separate, if we demand, théfm‘@) ensemble is averaged over with
the Gf(x?ﬁ) system. To ensure energy conservation on the average, wieraegl to do an interchange
procedure, where the slower particlgsjo, 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(7, 1) = V(7 1), UR(7t) =u}(Ft) and VP(7t) = V(7 1), UP(7t) = (Ft) (67)

holds. If we add thé\ 1+ andB |, as well as the\ | and theB 1 ensembles, we arrive at two equations:

9 /B, A B )\ =B B &) =B A &) —A A &) —A B | —A
&(T+V¢)+|:(VT'V)VT7<HT'V)HT:|+|:(V¢'V)Vi*(ui'V)u¢}+I/A(uT+u¢)
:i(l}'ext+1§"ext)

mo

= (70 + (V) o - (1 V) ap] 4 (78 9) 98 - (a7 V) @] +va (@ + )
_ 1 (F’ext 4 F’ext) (68)
mg
They can be summed together, yielding:

O /B | A | =B , =A B &\ =B _B &\ ~B A &) 2A SA &) =A
&(TJFVT +V¢+Vi)+{<VT'V)VTf(uT'v)uT}JFKVT'V)VT7<uT'v)uT}

+[(7r9) e - (a V) @]+ [((F V) 98— (@ V) @] +va @+ @+ ap+ @)
2 — —
- = (Fext + Fext) (69)
mo
Both equations in eq[{68) contain A and B as wellrand| systems. They describe the average behavior
of equations of motion under the same random and externad$oHence, we have:
GTB:\&;\?T, vf:vfzm and ﬁ’?zﬁ?zﬁ}, ﬁ?zui:ﬁi (70)

With eq. [70), we can writev; = vP + v¢ and2v, = ¥} + ¥} as well as2it; = @} + d} and
2, =GP + G}*. Now, eq. [69) becomes:

%(VT—FQ) + (7 9) 7 - (5 V) @]+ (70 9) 7= (8 9) @] + A @+ @)
_ mio (F’ext +F‘ext) (71)

This is sum of two separate differential equations for theeemble averages of tHeand the| state. It may
be written as

%\77 — (ﬁT . 6) ﬁT + VAffT = mLOF’EXt
+ (72)
%\_/’i— (ﬁiﬁ) I_J.’J,-FVAITQ = mLOF‘eXt

from which the two Schroedinger equations €q] (62) can bigetkr
The two conditions eq[[(67) and ef. 70) imply, that the ayergelocities’; = v, = vandi; = 4 =
a are equal. In turn, the equations in dg.1(62) describe twitlating systems with identical dynamics.
The procedure given above also works with an arbitrary nurobstates|yn (7, t)), |¢2(7,t)), ...,
[var (7, t)) summed up to a general superposition with weighting factgrs

N
|W(r,t) = Zai i (7)) (73)
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The weighting factors of these states define different friditias of a given particle to be found in one
particular state. Therefore, the ensembles in the correpg.\" diffusion equations must contain dif-
ferent numbers of particles. The state(7, ¢)) has to be computed with an ensembleSaf trajectories
J1, 72,42, - - -5 jsez- This ensures, that there is a chancefo find the particle in the ensemble associated
with [¢; (7, 1))

Furthermore, the exchange procedure must be defined differ®ne has to interchange the trajectories
j andj’ between the ensemblé®, Ak, with the state indice$ < i,k < N. The numbers, k have
to be chosen randomly but with equal probability for eachestd he different probabilities of finding a
given particle in the separate stat@s(r,¢)) and |y (7,t)) only arise due to the in-equal size of their
corresponding ensembles.

After the necessary interchanges have been taken placenaypadd the\ differential equations in
one step and split them up into separate equations far,thes . . ., \/ systems analogous to ef. (72). We
note, that because of ed._[54), nothing about the weighiogfsa? in the probability density appears in
v, d. Hence, one has to re-introduce this information after ate fyom the separated system in éql (62) to
the superposed ed._(61).

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

In this section, we turn to the locality properties of thecstastic process described above. We note, that

in the Langevin equationk_(#9), there is no dynamical coigllietween different trajectorie”%((}ig (t) and

i?(fgi) (t) with j # 7. ﬁ;’“(t) is an arbitrary force field, only acting on therajectory and??“"”“(t) is

required to be a Gaussian distribution independent for gablevertheless, the time evolution of different
trajectories will be correlated because of the interchangehanism.

If something happens to a large set of trajectoﬂjéga) (t) at a point(+,¢'), and if this point lies
in the past cone of another poifi, t), some of the the changed trajectories may arriverat) . The
ensemble averag&r, t) is computed with all trajectories ifr, t). Therefore, what has happenedt t')
might influence¥(7, ¢). The interchange procedure compares the velocity of aesipaiticle trajectory

iﬂﬁ% (t) which arrived a7, t) with the changed(7, t). For the next time step, dependent on the result of

the comparison, the particle might be placed in a new diffégaéequation B(A), wherg®(®) (t) will be

B(A) it
renamed tx ;| ;) (t).

Hence, the particle trajectos@?f(}ig (t) at (7, t) will be influenced by what happens@t,¢'), even if it
never was ati”, ¢'). This effect is important in double slit experiments, wharnearticles trajectory, after
the passage of one slit, depends on whether the second gfiers or not, no matter if the particle went
through the second slit.

Itis important, thaﬁﬂa (t) at(7,t) can only be influenced, if the pla¢&, t') where some intervention
was made, lies in the past cone(aft). In turn, there does not exist any violation of active lotyali

We emphasize, that the exchange mechanism does not ingr@dtdicect dynamical coupling between
the trajectories. Instead, the comparison of the partigdacity with the ensemble averages is only a sta-
tistical model to account for the idea of kinetic energy @mation on the average in a stochastic theory.
That there are no dynamical couplings between the individaidicles of the ensemble can be seen experi-
mentally in so called self-interferometry experimentse Typical example is Neutron interferometry [18],
where ,,usually, at one time, there is only one neutron inrttezferometer, if at all because at that time, the
next neutron has not yet been borne and is still containdtkimtanium nuclei of the reactor fuel” [19].

5.4 Derivation of the many particle Schroedinger equation

In this section, we want to explore, whether active localiysists when we consider many particle systems.
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
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equations of the j-th particle trajectory in the ensembteafon-th particle state, whete< n < N:

mo 5 Rex RBr wn X -A(B
mOX ( ) + T ?n(t) = ant(t) + F?no Z Fe ! ( )7Xj’51’)(t)a t)
n'=1
n'#n
N
> mo 2, pex mBrown pext (2A(B 2A(B
mok, (1) = UL () = Fre) + FRer ) + Y B (200,550 0).¢) (74)
n'=1
n'#n
In eq. [Z4), a sum of additional force terrﬁ§x (*A(B) (t),i?ﬁf) (t),t), corresponding to inter-particle

forces between the particle stategndn’ # n may be present. From the two Langevin equatiéns (74),
the authors of [16] derive differential equations of the Aldhsystems, completely analogous to the single
particle case:

88t (—»NB + I_J:NB) + (‘—;NB _ I_J:NB) . ﬁN (‘—;NB + I_J:NB) 4 I/AN (\—;NB 4 ﬁNB) _ FeNxt
% (‘—;NA _ ﬁNA) + (‘—;NA + ﬁNA) X ﬁN (\—;NA _ ﬁNA) _ VAN (‘—;NA _ ﬁNA) _ FeNxt (75)

In contrast to the single particle ca$d) , is a3N dimensional vector:

— N — — N —
ext (= ext (= = ext = ext =22
F_\'N _ Fn:l (Tlv t) + § : Fn:l (Tlv T'n’y t) Fn:N (TN, t) + 2 Fn:N (rNa T'n’y t)
eXt = - - ge e ey - -
mo1 —1 mo1 moN 1 mMoN
n = n=
n'#n n'#n

It consists of the average single particle foF¢gt (7, , ¢) and of an average inter-particle folegt (7, , 7, t).
Both forces are acting on theth particle state with rest massy,,. Similarly, the three dimensional en-
semble averagaesandy are replaced bgN dimensional entities, depending on € coordinates of the
various particles™ = (7, 7%, ..., 7x) in the following way:

A0 = (71,0, WP ) and @A = (TP 7,0, )P )

The components of the ensemble averagg$rh, ¢) andv (7, ¢), where(1 < n < N), are com-
puted with all thej-th trajectories for each single particle statseparately. Thereforé) and only
depend 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

FVA 1) = INB(A 1) (76)

holds. Here, we have to note an additional subtlety whicly @nises in multi particle systems. In a
multi-particle system one has to ensure, that exchangesbattwo trajectories‘frfB)( ) and *B,(A (t) are
confined within the same particle state= n’. An interchange between trajectories of dlfferent stataad
n’ # n would couple the corresponding particle ensembles evemiiiter-particle forces are present. This
would cause a general impossibility to define single partigerators acting on only one statef a multi
particle system. Fortunately, since €q.1(76) is definedyeryestaten separately, the exchange procedure
can well be confined within each single particle state only.

After the trajectory exchange, one can compute the aritiemmetan from the two differential equations
in eq. [7%) and gets, analogous to the single particle casimale diffusion equation:

d - -
Ak (@ 9N) @ AN = B, (77)
From eq.[(7l7), the many particle Schroedinger equation
aw (A1) S _R2AN
'hi, - - ex N t v N t 78
! ot n12m0n+Vt(r,) (=) (78)
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can be derived, similar to the single particle case befone. &xternal potential of ed._([78),

N 1 N N .
ext > = o ext\T'n, Tn/,
1) Z +3 SN Vet (o, o 1) (79)

n

is connected to the-th component of N, viaFY,, | = — YV, (7, 1).

ext,n — mMon

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

In this section, we assume, that all interparticle termsadrgent. We observe, that with the absence of

inter-particle forces Iikeﬁe}"t (*A(B) (t) 240 (1), t), there are no terms in eq_{74) which interconnect

g’
_,AB -A(B

d|fferenttraject0r|e t) andx;,,,” (t), wheren' # n denotes a different particle state with trajectories
j'. This remains true after the computatlon of the ensembleagesv) (7, ¢) andi} (7, ), since they
are calculated with th&;,; AB )( t) trajectories for each single particle stateeparately.

The decision, if a trajectoryA(B)( t) changes its ensemble in the interchanging procedure olidgs re

_,A(B)( )‘

on the(j, n)-th. particles’ velocM and the ensemble average (™, t) of its staten. Therefore,

trajectoriest;,, AB )( t) are never coupled in any way to the trajectoﬂ%,) t) of other particle states’ # n.
Even if #Y (7Y, t) for the n-th single particle may depend gndifferent sample trajectorie%A(B)( t),
as long as they lie in the past cone(a}', t), such a dependence does not exist betwegm , t) and the

trajectorlesxj,gl,)( ) of other states’ # n in the many particle system. Hence, we conclude that active
locality holds

5.6 Entangled states in Fritsche’s theory

That there does not exist any dynamical coupling betwedardift single particle states a many particle
system is composed of, doesn't imply, that correlationsvben them are forbidden. In sectién we
will introduce further conditions on the Gaussian disttéliBrownian forced’>:*""(¢) in a completely

local framework. These conditions will be such, that undgtain circumstances, the trajectorﬂ%B) (t)

change their ensemble from A to B simultaneously with th@trtarlesiA,(_J)n (t) from another state

n' # n. Then, correlations between the separate particle enssrabt their single particle wave-functions
will emerge. The resulting many particle states

| (71,7, t) = % ([91(71, 1)) @ [a(72, 1)) — |2(71, 1)) @ [1h1 (72, 1)) (80)

are commonly called entangled. They were observed in n&gsimionic systems for the first time in
flavour states of B-Mesons [20]. Those particles have theambted property to decay rapidly and the
violation of Bell's inequality could only be confirmed aftan interpolation. A later experiment used spin
states of entangled protons, where no interpolation wasssacy [21].

The overall state vectd® (7, 7, t)) is an element in the product Hilbert spate= H; ® Hs. Itis
a superposition of the two product statgs (71,7, t)) = [¥1(71,1)) ® |¢a(72,t)) and|x2(71, T, t)) =
[1h2 (71, 1)) @ |11 (7, t)), with |¢(71,t)) € Hy and|y (72, t)) € He denoting the single particle solutions.

Thereby, the corresponding multi-particle Schroedinggia¢ion can be written, analogous to dq.] (62),
as:

ihOU (7, T, t)
ot
ih (’)x1 (Fl, 'FQ, t) ih aXQ (Fl, 'FQ, t)

V2 ot V2 ot

7?2; ) (T177?27t)

Lo 1~ Lo
H(r, 7%, t)x1 (71, 72, 1) — EH(Tl,Tz,t)Xz(ThTz,t)

S 3

ih Ox1(F1 Pt N, oo
{\l/hg Xl(glt'rz = _\}gH( 1,72, 1) X1 (71, 72, 1)
= — (81)
i Oxa (1. .
\z/hi X2(Q—t“ b — —12H(7’1,7’2,t))(2(7"1,7"2,t)



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

or |12 (7)) for the; ensemble andip, (7)) or |2 (72)) for the 7 system. To describe the dynamics of
ther; particles, the A1(B1) ensemble pf; (71)) must be averaged with the B2(A2) ensembléyef(7; ))

and the same has to be done with theparticles. During this procedure, one has to ensure th&t gt

pair of particle trajectories in th& and+, system changes its state simultaneously. We will show in the
context with Bohms EPR experiment, how this can be achiesxeat if the trajectories of the two different
ensembles are disconnected from each other.

For now, we only note, that without interparticle-forcessiin fact a requirement for the particle trajec-
toriesi‘ﬁ(B)(t) andfiﬁgB)(t) not to be interconnected in any way. This may also be seenthétfollowing
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 thadbn variable?ﬁfB) (t). The measurement de-

vice may changé’jﬁfB) (t) in away, that correlations with all the other particle tmg'rries&’ﬁff) (t) are lost.

Since the different particle systems are uncoupled, anaatien happening on the-th. particle ensemble
can in no way influence the properties of the particles inithgystem.
LetH = H1 ® H, be the product Hilbert space above, with a Hamiltonian

ﬁ5ﬁ1®12+11®ﬁ2, (82)
whereH; € H; andH, € H,. The time evolution for any observablg € #; in the Heisenberg picture
AH(t) = eitﬁAle%tﬁ = eitﬁlAlefitﬁl ® 1y (83)

is completely independent 8f,, even if|¥ (7, 7, t)) € H is described by an entangled state gl (80). As
Nelson put it: ,,no matter how systems may be correlatede tiseno way of telling, what [external] forces
the second system is being subjected to, as long as they tdgmamically 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 Sehtinger equation in eql_(B1) was not possible,
as was any sort of interchanging procedure between thelesrin the A1(B1) and B2(A2) ensemble. Ac-
cordingly, active locality was lost in Nelson’s originalrfoulation and the same problems occurred as in
Bohmian mechanics. There, it is well known, that the deidvedf the many particle Schroedinger equation
is only possible, if a highly non-trivial dependency betweke ,,particle velocities” has to be introduced,
without any physical foundation. Interestingly, Nelsomkelf has shown recently [22], th&(r,¢) and
u(7, t) cannot correspond to properties of individual particlésses this would lead to measurable differ-
ences between his original theory and ordinary quantum arecs.

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 [23]. By the time, more ghgy motivated derivations of the Pauli equa-
tion were developed. One by Faris [24, 25] and another onédwatthor of the modification of Nelson’s
stochastic mechanics discussed above [26]. Unfortundtedge frameworks did either violate active lo-
cality, or they did not contain any mechanism which wouldrgfea particles spin state after its emission.
Thereby, none of these theories led to a violation of deteigtic passive locality only. In this section, we
propose a theory of spinning particles providing such a ragism.

Beginning with an example of [26], 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¢ ~ h/2. For the rotational
energy, we have from classical mechanits= Sw2. The inertial tensor is given b§ = mqor? with a
distancer from the chosen axis. The angular velocityis = %’T andT is the time of a complete rotation.
If we identify At with T"and A E with E, we may write

1 27 2
AEAt = 5mor r% %T = mourm = s = h/2. (84)
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Here,v = 2I* is the particle’s velocity and

§ = mour R — (85)
2

defines its angular momentum. Apparentlyis independent of the particle’s mass and the radius of the
rotation. The arguments above were only estimations. Fer, iawill be useful, if we set the magnitude of
the spin angular momentum to= %/2 on the average. From the time dependent Schroedinger equati

one can derive the so called Ehrenfest theo%r{nﬂ = <ﬁe’“>, Where<$‘> is the expectation value of

the velocity operator. This equation implies for the angal@mentum operatdt = 7 x m¥, thatL may
not vanish in the case @ — 0. Since the so called spin should go to zero in the classitét, s must be

independent of. and we must expand our description.

6.2 The Stern-Gerlach effect

To describe particles with spin, we assume the random fdecksng the particles in a rotational motion.
Their rotation can be in the left- or in the right directiodated to the chosen axis denoted pywnd .
For free particles which are not specially prepared, thedpia states occur in a superpositionfadnd ],
states. Hence, we have to start our discussion from[ed|. &fr some computations, we arrive at four
differential equations similar to ed._(66) in secti@nAs explained before, the interpretation of a state in a
superposition is, that a given particle of the superposstéay must have a non-vanishing probability to be
found in each one of the component states. Accordingly, we hainterchange trajectories between the
A1 (A J)andB | (B 1) ensembles before we get two differential equations analegmeq.[(68B).

For a single particle, the effect of this exchange procedyhat it does as often belong to thetate
as to the| state. A nice drawing of this process is given by Penrose faadparticles in [30]. It is this
procedure, whereby the possibility for a violation of detaristic passive locality does arise.

After the same steps as in sectibnwe are able to describe the behavior of the overall system by
probability density

p(7,t) = a®py(7,t) + b2 py (7, 1) (86)

and a quantum state

ey = (G0 ) —anE ok o). 7)

both in form of a sum composed of the two rotating systems.

From here on, we can closely follow [26] to derive the restudigtum mechanics for spinning particles.
If an external magnetic fiel@(, ¢) in the direction of our chosen axis is applied, the energy-df, ¢)
decreases with magnitugg; B(7, t), whereas the energy of; (7, t) increases by the same magnitude. The
constanf is called Bohr magneton

up = (88)
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 fog [27]).
Under a magnetic field. (7, t) in z direction, we have for the magnetic energy densities

11, 8) = — B (7. 1) lal 5 (7, D)y (7 ) (89)
and

1y (F,t) = i Ba (7 1) [B2 0 (F, Oy (7. 1), (90)
With their sum

(7, 1) = (7 ) + g (7,1, (91)
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the total magnetic energy densjtyr, ) can be cast as

N(Fa t) = 7\Il+(7?a t):uBBZ\IJ(Fv t)a (92)
where
(1 0
B, :Bz(r,t)< 0 ) (93)

The different coupling of the systems; |, (7, t) to magnetic fields gives raise to the Stern-Gerlach ef-
fect [28]. If atoms from an incident beam with equally distied magnetic energy density enter a strong
magnet, the two spin systems are subjected to diﬁereneﬁﬁ;ﬁ;t(t) + ﬁ;’f(t). Accordingly, they get
deflected in opposite directions. Due to active locality itterchanging procedure can only happen be-
tween trajectorie§;.¥£j) (t), if they are at the same poifF, ¢) in spacetime. The Stern-Gerlach magnet
separates trajectories which belong to different spirestapatially. Then, the exchange can take place
between trajectories of the same spin ensemble only. Thisserved in so called double Stern-Gerlach ex-
periments [29]. If one would place a second Stern-Gerlaahmagbehind the first and let it have the same
directional orientation, the parts of the beam which wemvjmusly separated, would not split up again.
In this way, the particle ensembles of a beam can be prepai@zhtain one spin state only. The repeated
Stern-Gerlach experiment demonstrates both the locaiitytlae 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 intagititpprocedure, 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 [16], the Schroedinger equation under a magnetic fielt istHamiltonian
- 2 2
(mv — €A (7, t))

H(7 t) = e + Vet (7, ) (94)

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

3 (7, O HF, D (Fy 1) + 07 (7 ) H(7, )y (7, t) = U (7, 6 (7, ¢), (95)

where we have used the definition
N 1 0
HH(r,t)( 0 1 ) (96)

To include the energy from the interaction of the spin rotatvith a magnetic field, we must agdr, ¢) and
get the Hamiltoniadd — upB,. We note, that the effect gf 5B, on each ensemble is that of a potential.
Since the time dependent Schroedinger equation was demaer an arbitrary external potential, we can
write a first equation for a spinning particle:

L O0U(7)t)
ih T

- (H _ MBBZ) U(7, 1) (97)

If the magnetic fieIdé(F, t) has another direction as the rotating axis of the spinnimtigbes, one must
change its coordinate system. This can be done via Iinerwftranationsé’(F, t) = QE(F, t). Q defines
a rotation matrix consisting of three independent rotatiaround Euler angles, ¢, 6. It is known from

classical mechanics ( [31]), that a general rotation m&isan be written as

(98)

Q= e%@+¢)cos(9/2) ie%(‘b"b)sin(@/Q)
ie= 3P sin(0/2) e 1t cos(0/2)
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and we observe, th&) is unitary. We can write the general vector of a magnetic f}_é{ﬁ’, t) in matrix
form as

_ B.(7,1) By (7, t) — iBy(7,1)
B= ( By(7,t) +iB,(7,t) "B 1) ) : (99)

Obviously,B can be decomposed as
B = B, (7,t)ox + By(7,t)oy + B, (7, )0y, (100)
whereoy, oy, 0, are the so called Pauli matrices. Writing them as vegter (o, oy, 0,) We have:
B = B(7, 1) (101)
Using egs.[(98) and (99), the magnetic fié?C(F, t) in a rotated coordinate system can be written as
B = QBQT'. (102)

We must derive, howl' (7, t) changes, after this transformation took place. The eneeggity remains
equal after a rotation of the coordinate system:

u(7,t) = u' (7, t) (103)
If we define
V(7 t) = QU(7,t), (104)

we get the energy density in the transformed system:

(7 t) = UH(F 1) QTB'QY(7, t) (105)
This is the same asg(7, t), if we assume that

B=Q'BQ. (106)
With eq. [1086), the following identity holds, sin€® is unitary:

QQ'B'QQ" =B'=QBQ* (107)

Eq. (1QT) exactly defines the transformation lavBoin eq. [102). Finally, with the right hand side of eq.
(@103), eq.[(106) and ed. (101), we can write the time depdrieluli equation for a spinning particle :

GO

ih— :(HfuBE(F,t)E)w(F,t) (108)

A common situation is, that the magnetic field of a Stern-&sdrlapparatus lies in the rotated coordinate
system ofB’(7, t) and one wants to know the spind(7, t) = Q+ ¥/ (7, ).

For the description of the spin direction in a magnetic fielly the Euler angleg and¢ are necessary
and one can sele¢t = —x /2 without loss of generalization. The projection of the rethtinit vectoe,,
in the z:/y plane of the original, non-rotated coordinate system esedd@n angle with the z-axis. This
angle is related to the Euler angldy ¢ = ¢ + 7/2.

Applying eq. [98) with these simplifications yields:

() = L) (e*w/%os(e/z) 1+ + €/ 2s5in(0/2) |—>)

Gt = U4 (e 2sin(0/2) |-) + €9 2c0s(8/2) | +) ) (109)
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6.4 The spin operator

Finally, we try to derive the so called spin-operator. Bo#rtjgcle 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:

h . R
5925 [ (1 a0 = b [ o) @ (110)
Analogous to the matriB,, we can simplify this expression with a matrix
(1 0
S, = ( 0 _1 ) (111)
to the form
_ g / (7, )8, (F, 1) dPr (112)

For the spin in the directio’ of an arbitrary rotated coordinate system, we hye= QS, Q" orS,, =
LGz. The vectord is an unit vectoi = (cos(p)sin(0), sin(p)sin(V), cos(¥)) in spherical coordinates.
It defines the direction’ from which the spin is measured. Using this notation, a “ggperator” can be

defined as

wnp
Il

G (113)

N | S

and we observe th&,, = as. Finally, the average valug..) becomes

) = /w(f, 1S, (7, £)dr = a<§> , (114)

where

/ ot (7 DS (7 1) (115)

7 Entangled systems with spin

7.1 Transformation of the entangled state into equations ofotion

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 assume ttiere are no forces which interconnect the
different particle systems and that external forces araldquthem at each point in spacetime.

We start the discussion of this section with a state of twargled particle ensembles having opposite
spin

U(m, ) = (W (71, 1) |=) @ (7o, 1) [4) = (71, 1) [4) @ ¥(72, 1) [=)) (116)

(Xl(FlaFQat) - XQ(FlaFQat))7

Sl Sl

where we have defined
Xl(FlaFQat)Ew(Flat)|_>®w(F25t)|+> and XQ(FhFQvt)— (Tlv |+>®’l/1(7“2, )| >

Analogous to eq[(81), the two particle Pauli equation withexternal magnetic fields can be written with
these definitions as:

9 . )
iho W, oy t) = H(7, 7%, )W (7, 7, 1)
\/Lglﬁaxﬂgtl T2) — %I:I(Fl,FQ,t)Xl(Fl,FQ)
-\~ (117)
\/Lglﬁaxﬂgtl T2) — %I:I(Fl,FQ,t)XQ(Fl,FQ)
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The overall probability density for the two particle enséestin this system is

p(Fl,FQ,t) = %pl(Fl,FQ,t)ﬁL %pQ('Fl,'FQ,t) (118)
with
p1(F1, oy t) = xi (71,72, t)x1 (71, 72, 1)
= (L )P E) (= [=) @Y (7, )(7, t) (+|+)
= p1(71,1) @ p11(72, 1) (119)
and
p2(71, o, t) = X3 (71,72, t)x2(71, 72, 1)
= (L, YL ) (+ [+) @Y (72, )Y (2, t) (= [—)
= p2r(m, )®P2¢(F t). (120)

The expression for the osmotic velocity of a many particktey is defined by

N (A1) = 72—:10VNZ71( (™,t)/po) - (121)

After the tensor product of the two particle probability diéw p; (71, 72, t) is converted by the logarithm
laws into a sum, we get fat}), (7', 7, t):

h

iy, (71, 7, t) = 72—771061\] (In ((p1y (71, 1)), /po) + In ((p11(72,t))4 /p0))
_ Vi ((en( D)y /p0) < (71, 1) ) . (122)
—3m=Vin ((p11(72, 1))y /o) (7%, 1)
Similarly, i, in the Pauli equation fox (7, 7,t) is of the formal, (™,1) = ( ?Eﬁl 3 ) The
172,
definition of the average velocif§ (7, ) for a many particle ensemble is
h =
VN (1) = — VN t 123
(1) = TN ), (123)
wherep(™, t) is the phase of the many particle wave-function
Ut =+ p(F’N)ei“"(FN). (124)

Writing x1 (71, 72, t) in the form of eq.[(124)

= \/pu(FL )P T @ 4 [ pr (7, £)e"#7 () (125)
we can identify the overall phase gf (", 72, t) as
@1(71,72,t) = @ (71, 1) + p1(72, 1). (126)
This yields forvY; :

N (= = h o T TGN
Vﬁl(ﬁﬂ“zﬂf) = m—VN<P1(T1,r2,t) = ( @(Tl ) ) (127)
0

With xo (71, 72, 1), we getiiy (71,72, t) = ( ?(?’ t; ) in completely the same way.
i
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The expressions far, i, V7, V3, imply, that the Pauli equation ed.(117) for the entangletest
can be decomposed infdwo component differential equations, whatg® (7, t) = F&<t (7, t):

L5, (71, t) — (71, 1) - V) T (R 8) + vAT (7, 1) = L F (L 1)
L5 (F, ) — (17, t) - V) iy (7o, £) + VAT (7, 1) = L F§ (7, 1)
(128)
LG (P t) — (71, 1) - V) T (7L 1) + vAT (7, 1) = L 1)
L5, (7o, t) — (1, (o, t) - V) Ty (7o, t) + VAT (7, 1) = L F§ (7, 1)

They are equivalent to ed. (1117), but they contain the enkeavierages andv of each particle system
directly. Each equation in ed._(1128) can be similarly detigs the two equations in e {72), but for te
andr, particle ensemble separately.

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

Having converted the entangled state into equations ofandtiat can be derived from the previously
discussed hidden variable model, we will investigate iratiétow the correlations of entangled systems
emerge from the viewpoint of these hidden variables.

The source of the particle pairs in the EPR experiment doedume particles with a defined spin di-
rection. However, it is not able to prepare the spin stateparate beams like a Stern-Gerlach magnet,
because it does not divide the two spin ensembles spatitdliyce, the spin state of the particles emerging
from the source is a superposition of aand| state. As described in section 7, the individual partiates i
such a system have to undergo an exchange procedure betveenttandB | or theB 1 andA | en-

sembles. The trajectoria*%((ﬁgl(t) of ther; particles have to switch between thé’ﬁ(ﬁ, t) andx?TB (7,1)

system as well as theﬁﬁ(f’l,t) andv?(Fl,t) ensemble in eq.[(I28) during their flight. An analogous
procedure has to happen with thetrajectories.

We note, that it is possible, to threat theandr, states completely separate, because infeg] (128) they
represent uncoupled statistical ensembles. They may evepdiially separated, in a way that there is no
contact between them. A measurement on one particle ensegalyt”;, would change the external force
13?“(7?1, t). Then, the equations governing thiesystem would be different from the equations ferand
correlations in eq.[{128) between both ensembles would ¢te Because the dynamics for tRgsystem
is not be changed by something that happens with*thensemble, the particles in tiig system are not
affected by any modifications happening with theparticles.

To simplify the analysis of the correlations in entangledes, we define the time dependent spin trajec-
tory of a particle as stochastic proc@ss )., - It has the valu@;, 2);, = {1}, ifthe trajectoryi‘?l(gg (t) at
timet is in ant ensemble and we havg, (2);, = {{}, if the particle’s trajectory is in th¢ system at this
time. One gets exact anticorrelations between the spirsegfth particle pair during its flight, if one can
ensure that

ity # bjotn (129)

for all timest. It is this property, which gives raise to the form of €g. (), escribing two paired systems
of infinitely many particle trajectoriez‘s‘fl((BQg (t) with the spins in eaclj-th. pair of particles always being
opposite and whose ensemble average velocities obey theaniiole Pauli equation.

In an EPR experiment, pairs of two particles are repeatedigyced. In each pair, they start with
opposite spin and the same initial speed, due to momentusecaation. Therefore, at time= 0 both
particles will be placed in the same A(B) ensemble, but indpposite spin system. During the flight of
the particles to the detectors, the trajectory exchangddiag done such, that if a particle changes its
A(B) ensemble, its spin state has to change to the oppodite @ the same time. Similarly, if a particle
changes its spin, its A(B) ensemble must change also. Tiemsi{B 1} — {A 1}, {B{} — {Al},
{A1} = {Al}or{B1} — {B |} arenotallowed, since then, the particle affected wouldratescribed
any more by a superposition of &rand/ state, where energy converation on the average holds.
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The particles are interchanged frdm 1} ({A |}) to {B |} ({B 1}) when they are moving too fast in
the A system. Similarly, the particles are changed fri@nt} ({B |}) to {A |} ({A 1}) when they are
moving too slow in the B system. With inter-particle forceslaxternal forces being absent, the velocity
of the particles is induced by the random forf%g)m only. Hence, if we demand that

FBrown (1) = B () (130)

at each time, the velocities of thg-th trajectories from thé; and+; particles will be equal for all times,
after they started with the same velocity in the identicaBAénsemble. Accordingly, the particles will
change their A(B) system in the same way during their fligtaclEplacement in another A(B) ensemble
changes the particles spin state to the opposite. Sincegptheessemble of the particles is opposite from
the beginning at = 0, the spin trajectories of both particles will take opposa®iese;i:, # ¢;a:, for all
timest > 0.

The requirement of eq_{1B0) may be achieved with a randooefideld which has the identical values
at every point(FN) at timet¢. Such an assumption would not contradict the theory of speelativity,
because for two forces to be equal at separated points, osermatinecessarily incorporate a signaling
mechanism between those points into the theory. This camsilyseen by an explicit construction of a
local model where eq(IB0) holds.

The only constraint on the random forces was, that they hasauwssian distribution. Now consider
the following mechanism: A real random number generatar aetlue); for eachj-th particle pair. This
value); is similar to the hidden parameter in Bell's original work,[But independent for eacghth particle
pair generated by the source.

In our model,)\; serves as the starting value for two pseudo random numberaens of the same
type. Pseudo random number generators are deterministiegures which, if initialized with the same
starting value);, always produce the same series. Let the two generatorsigedgaussian distributed,
time dependent serid@?{o‘”“(t, A;) and ﬁ?g"w“(t, Aj). These series are the random forces of tHh
trajectories for the’; and particles. Because the two series only depend on their constaoting value,
eg. [130) holds at each time. There is no signaling mechab&tmeen the two disconnected forces, but
they simply depend on their common past.

We have to note, that even if the model with the pseudo randamber generators may look terribly
artificial, it would nevertheless be difficult to test. Oneedaot have access ﬁf{g’g“(t, Aj) but only to
events{o;1;:}, {0;25} generated by the spin variablgs, ;—7, andé;» ;—7,. Because the initial valug;

is assumed to be a real random number, the statisti{sargf € 7’100} and {0‘2,;‘ € 7’200} would equal
the properties of real random numbers, if infinitely manytiple pairs; are considered.

At first sight, one may think, that our a procedure would setaugeterministic passive local theory.
Indeed, forﬁ?{"wn(t,)\j) and ﬁ?;"wn(t,)\j), there is a preparation eveit which determines all later
values of these forces. However, the proof in section 4 wég with regards to elements of the sigma
algebrasfg, ?/1 and?;. They are sets of possible results from spin measuremetits measurable space
Q' that emerges throughy1¢,, pjat, : 2 — Q. The elements i)’ are in no way related to the random
force. Clearly, there is no bijective mapping

r: F?fg;;n(t) — (131)
sinceﬁ?f("g“(t) € R has a Gaussian distribution afidis confined to two valueQ’ = (7, ) only. Thereby

a violation of deterministic passive locality will be pdsis.
Let the spin trajectory;—; ; ¢, of the particle in the first paifj = 1) that will fly to detectorl with a

velocity

flem(t =0) ‘ start in theA 1 ensemble . We can write the particle’s spin trajectory-at0 as
¢j=1,1,=0, =T It will have to be placed in thB | ensemble, if its velocit)ﬁ?:l_’Tl (t)‘ is higher than the
arithmetic mean

VAP )| + [FB (7L, 1)

vAB(FL t) = | 5

(132)

of the ensemble average velocities from the and theB | system.
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The velocity >'?55217T1(t)’ is a function of F279" (¢, A;—1 ). For a given random starting valug_; € R
of the pseudo random number generators, we let the Browarae &t timef = 1 take a value

FPUR (¢ =1, 0j21) = &1 (133)

It can happen, tha, leads to a particle velocity (#'Z?:Lﬂ (t =1)| < vAB(#,t = 1). Then, no change
of the spin trajectory takes place and we get:

Gj=1,1,t=0; = Pj=1,1,t=1;-
Similarly, at timet = 2, let

ﬁ?gﬁn (t2, Nj=1) = & (134)
be such, tha.b'??:17¢1(t =2)| < vAB(7,t = 2). Still, no change of;_ 1,,—», happens and we can write

Gj=11t=0; = Pj=11t=1,; = QPj=11,t=2;- (135)

Another random starting valugi—, # X;—; of the second particle paij = 2) in an analogue situation,
could result inﬁ?;%fﬁ“(t =1, \j=2) = §; = & for the first particle as well, and thereby

Gj=2.1t=0; = Pj=2,1t=1,

again. Yet, fort = 2, we may get with\;_,
FPron(t = 2,\j—s) = 02 # &, (136)

whered, is such, thaqf?fﬁm(t =2)| > vAB(7},t = 2). As a consequence, the particle in thet

ensemble would be placed in tie] ensemble at this time, taking the veloc}i"g‘fzzu(t =2)|. If so, the
spin trajectory would become:

Gj=21,1=0; = Pj=2,1,1=1; F Pj=2,1,1=2, (137)

The equationg(I35) and{1137) make clear, that the elgnt,—o, } = {x;1;} at the source does not
determine a specific result;1;} at detectorl. A similar statement is true for the;o, . particles which

make their way to detect@r In turn, there does not exist an evént; } = {le,; € f’s} N {zﬂﬁ € ]_-'/S}

corresponding and equivalent to boﬁhﬂﬁ € f’l} and {Jjg,; € ]_-'/2} Obviously, deterministic passive
locality does not hold.

To violate Bell's inequalities in the EPR experiment withogdl model, it may suffice to assume the
Gaussian distributed random ford_é%rown (1), 15}3;0““‘ (t) to have a ,,memory”, dependent of their common
past.

An objection against such a model could seem to be expergwétit entanglement swapping [32]. In
those setups, the pairs of entangled particles are geddmatisvo spatially separated sources. To describe
this experiment with the model above, two changes have to ddemThe area of the particle source in
section3.1 has to be replaced with a slice in which the two particle sesiare. The slice must be disjoint
from the future cones of both the measurement devicaisd2 and all proves in sectiod and4 work as
before. In section.2, eq. [130) has to hold for the Brownian forces at the two sapdrparticle sources.

Nevertheless, it is possible to find a spatial region, wheeest cones of the two sources intersect. At
this place, a common cause could well be established, leading to €. (1130). Hence, extimentangled
particles generated by two independent sources, thererige for hidden variable theories to include an
instantaneous connection between spatially separatemheeg

The author has to admit the somewhat incomplete nature ®fittiicle because the model developed
above is artificial. To give a more physical reason for €g.0j18ne would need further studies. In fact,
passive locality may be violated with many other hiddenalalg theories, all sharing the property, that
the results at one measurement apparatus do not influenevehés at another spatially separated one.
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Besides from Edward Nelson, who gave two examples of suadbrigee a different model with similar
locality features was published recently in [33]. The awhaf this article do not study Bell's theorem in
the language of advanced mathematical probability, as stademe by Nelson, but they seem to share his
opinion about the meaning of passive locality.

Here, we wish to leave it at that, with a citation by EdwardSeel from a popular talk. It shows, that
behavior which is similar to entanglement is in fact commatserved in stochastically evolving systems
and not at all confined to quantum mechanical objects [34]:

"The snowflake problem is this: The inexhaustible varietgobwflakes makes it evident that chance
plays a major role in their development, yet they alwaysgmeshexagonal symmetry — how does a portion
of the snowflake growing at random on one side know to growéeigely the same fashion as its partner all
the way over on the other side? This is mysterious but nottduaderstanding”. [8] “Similar phaenomena
are well known to occur in the study of random fields. [...]Hgys 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 Ballentine and Zeilinger

The basic observation in Nelson’'s reasoning is, that twoatisected stochastic processgg and ¢oz
may produce dependent evefits ; } and{o;} and we have:

— — —
P¢1ﬁ7¢217 {Ulﬁ ﬂ029|‘FSoo} # P¢1g7¢29 {01ﬁ|]:Soo} P¢1g7¢29 {UQﬁlfSoo} (138)

This statement, although mathematically correct, hagdaisiticisms from physicists since it was made.
For example, in his famous introductory textbook, Balleatj35] 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 [36] does not make use of probability”.

That the work in [36] does not make use of probability is tiuewever, it only does account for de-
terministic hidden variable theories of a sort, where thenév at the particle source are equivalent to the
events at the detectors. The authors are aware of thisgwttipage 1138 in their article:

,»The salvaging strategy could consist in [...] a stockdstial theory in contrast to a deterministic local
theory which has been considered so far in this paper”.

They then go on, writing that these so called “stochastialltiteories” would be impossible. They
claim, this would have been thoroughly investigated in 881, Furthermore, they mention the existence of
so called ,,equivalence theorems” [39,40]. Those are saldw, that each stochastic local hidden variable
theory could be duplicated by a deterministic passive Itioabry. But in all the articles they cite, every
author only considers theories in which passive localitgasumed to hold ( [38] make this assumption at
pp. 528 in their egs. (2, 2'), [37] makes it in his eq. (5), [8®@}age 776 in eq. (7a), and [40] at pp. 1306
and 1308). In fact, it is only for this case where an equivedeto deterministic passive locality can be
proven. We conclude, that the proof in [36] does not call bddden variable theories into question, where
passive locality fails.

8.2 The argument of Dirr

Furthermore, there exist claims, which try to derive Bettisorem in its original form eq[(84), but with-
out the assumption of passive locality. These ,,derivatige.g. [41]) do not write the inequality with a

whole family of probability measurds,, , ;. for events{alﬁ € ]_-'/100} and{agg € f;oo} in separated
probability spaces at the two detectors. Instead, they sirgjan axis independent measiéor events
{l’ﬂg € ]_-JSOO} =N, ({xﬂﬁ € ]_-JS} N {:cjgg € ]_'Js}) one probability space only.

This is problematic, because the probabilities in the EPpegment are observed to differ for each
selected pair of axes at the detectors. Furthermore, there coupling between the two hilbert spaces of
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the two gquantum states in the entangled sysfem (116). If wepates the correlation coefficient
E (i, 7) = (V| (fid), ® (77), | ¥) (139)

with eq. [116), we are definitely lead to e@. (20), with a fanaif several probability measurés; . 4,
dependent on the detector’s axis and to events in two sepamaibability spaces.

By using one probability measure, we would only be able t@edtigate theories where the outcomes
associated with the axes of the detectors are determinettiiciparticle properties. Clearly, this condition
is unrealistic, because the choice of the axes is made byfiezimenter at will. If we would think of the
detector’s settings as a part of the particles’ descriptienwould get a theory where the entangled particles
in an EPR experiment would have to share a part of the expatéreemind.

Even if quantum mechanics provides the necessary rulesofopating outcomes after the particles
have interacted with a measurement device, these rulesocar@nnintrinsic particle property. Quantum
mechanics provides them, since it is not only a theory abosgémble averages of particles, but also one
about their interaction with the environment.

Any reasonable hidden variable description of quantum raeicls should take care of this by strictly
separating the external influence of measurement opemiding particles from intrinsic particle properties.
In turn, one has to model the EPR experiment with a family obability measures, which depend on the
axes of the detectors.

Nevertheless, it was possible in Bell's original papers ¢e a single measutde on one probability
space, because he mentioned the assumption of passivigylesalicitly. Then, with the proof in section
4, one can trace back the events at the detedtasd2 to equivalent ones at the common preparation
stage. Due to active locality, events produced earlié‘_FlygO cannot depend on the settings at the detectors.
Accordingly, in a theory which is passively local, it is piids to use a single, axis independent probability
measuré for events from7, Soo-

Conversely, only with the assumption of passive localityh@ory violating Bell's inequalities with

events{:cﬁg € 7/500} in P will violate them in the (experimentally relevant) familjmrobability measures

Py, .6, fOF €vents fromF,  andFy...

8.3 The argument of Redhead, stability against disturbance

A different argument against stochastic hidden variabkoties was raised by Redhead in [43] (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 eousigto a single particle (maybe through a ran-
dom disturbance by the gases of the air in the laboratoryjldfi@es a very small perturbation< § << 1
confined to a part of the overall Hilbert space, €. € H, that acts on a wavefunction:

(T2, t) = (o, t) + 0 (72, t) (140)

Under this perturbation, the entangled state infeq.](116}nansform to

(7,7, t) — % (1, 1) |=) @ (L4 6)0 (72, t) [+) — (71, 8) [+) @ (1 4 8)yp(F2, 1) |-)) . (141)
Redhead concludes, that the exact correlations observE® experiments will be lost under such a
perturbation. Nevertheless, entanglement can be expetatheinvestigated through long distances, where
small perturbations acting on single particles cannot loédad.

Yet, in spirit of the so called ensemble interpretation ofi@#ine [42], a quantum mechanical state
|1 (72, t)) may not describe individual particles, but rather an indilyilarge statistical ensemble of trajec-
tories. In this case, a perturbation like eQ. (140) wouldespond to a disturbance of a whole statistical
ensemble of infinitely many particles for a sufficiently lotigne. Moreover, if defined as abové,acts
on every particle of that system in exactly the same way. hh&nothing to do with a small erroneous
disturbance which may happen accidentially to individuatigles 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 particles.
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Without loss of generalization, we assume, that a smallhdjsmcegjl(t) leads to a slightly different
velocity of thej-th. 71 particle in theA 1 ensemble at a poinif;, t) in spacetime:

;?1@) = an( ) + 5]1( ) (142)

We definegjl(t) to be small, if its value is considerably lower than the agereelocities of the A and
B systems

0<

5i1(0)| << [, 0] <[4, )] (143)

and if it is small enough that it can’t change the statisticthe ensemble through the trajectory exchange
procedure:

[ 0] = [F2 L 0] >> 2|80 (144)

Additionally, we expecﬁjl( ) to be fluctuating with zero mean.
A particle is replaced from tha 1 to theB | system, if its velocq JM( )’ is higher thanB (7, t).

Since the average 6}1( is assumed to be zero, the disturbance does not contributé’@ , ¢). Hence,

YA
jﬂ(t)H <

AB (Tla t)

5 (t)] (145)

has to hold, if the perturbatioﬁ-l( t) is the only reason for?A 1(t) to be placed in a specific ensemble.

Using the assumption of ed. (143), Wﬁﬂ( ) much smaller than the ensemble average velocities, we can
write

)| (146)

B, ) < [ (7, 0] > [, ()] ~

for an average trajector§,, (t) of a presumed undisturbed velocity néﬁf‘(ﬁ, t)\. With eq. [146) and

eq. [(I32), we have ine 5) for this average trajectory:
o VAL )| — [FB (7, t
vAB(7, 1) — *Jf%1<t>]‘z|vAB<a,t>|vA<f1,t>|| [ )‘2‘ (1) (147)

By eq. [14%), equatior (147) contradicts e._(145). In tuhose trajectone&’fﬂ( ) whose velocity

remains, after the disturbance, around the ensemble aveesagity are not interchanged becausé}@(t).
Trajectories of the A(B) ensemble, where the random foraesipusly induced a velocity, that differs
much from]vA<B>(r1, t)| might have a better chance to fulfill e§._(145). Neverthetémsnumber of those
particles is small, since the Brownian forces have a Ganskgtribution. It leads to most particle velocities
in the A(B) ensemble being centered aroundv* (&) (7, ¢)|.

Due to the low number of particles which change their spitedtacause ijl (t), the disturbance only
results in a reduced efficiency of the entanglement, butaits oreakdown. For this reason, the theory we
have constructed is especially robust against small diahaes unavoidable in a laboratory, in contrast to
the claims by [43].

9 Conclusions and outlook

9.1 What has been archived

The most popular argument against hidden variable thewtitsparticle trajectories is, as commonly be-
lieved from Bell’s words: That [those theories] “require achanism, whereby the setting of one measuring
device can influence the reading of another device”. And: fddwer, the signal involved must propagate
instantaneously”. As shown by Edward Nelson whose analysigviewed here, this assertion is physically
unfounded. Two specially designed stochastic processegielal dependent results at two separated loca-
tions without any contact at all and thereby violate Belisgualities. We have mathematically analyzed,
what such a dependence really does imply and we have cotestracorresponding theory by ourselves.
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9.2 Possibility of relativistic extension

Unfortunately, our theory has, at least till now, no relistic 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
define a relativistic stochastic process in a mathemaficejbrous way (although, with some additional
assumptions, the Klein-Gordon equation can be derived [4dhlike in Nelson’s original formulation,
the theory of Fritsche exists in euclidean (phase) spacerenthis severe problem is absent. To translate
Fritsche’s modification of stochastic mechanics in thetrgfdic domain, one would need a fully formulated
theory of special relativistic Brownian motion (at leasbife would try to derive the theory from Langevin
equations). Unfortunately, although such a theory cdgtaimust exist (since non-relativistic Brownian
motion does), it seems, that besides from some recent akdAfp-47], no one was able to write it down
completely.

In this context, we want to mention that the authors of [1@\glat pp. 386, their eqd._(b2) can, after an
approximation, directly be casted into the Navier-Stolagsations. We have in ed._(62) for the A system:

9 (FA— ) + (FA+T4) V(I -8 —vA (7A -4 = 1 fe (148)
ot mo

Noting that#? = ¥4 — i*, we are able to write:

. 1 =
ﬁv{j + (F2 +20%) - VIR — VAT = —F (149)
ot 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:
Gl - -
porie+p (v:} : v) A UpATA + V(7 t) = 0 (150)

For eq. [[(I5D), a manifestly covariant form in special andnheivegeneral relativity is known. To derive
eq. [I50) in a relativistic setting, one typically starterfr relativistic Boltzmann equations. Because of
the close similarity between ed._(150) and €q.J] (52), it seanfsast plausible that it might be possible to
formulate Fritsche’s theory in a relativistic setting.

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

It is known, that in curved spacetime there exists an amtyigifione wants to derive quantum mechanical
operators. Usually, we are advised by the correspondeiinege to make the replacement — p; =
fiha%_ for the momentum operator witly; as the generalized coordinate of the particle. In Cartesian
2 2 2
coordinates, the Hamilton function of a free particldis= % With the replacement rule of the
correspondence principle, we can get the free quantum magi&lamilton operator as:

. h 0? 0? 0? h
H=— ([ - ) =—""A 151
2my (8:172 * 0y? * 822) 2my (151)

We may convert its Laplacian in cylindrical coordinates, ~ and derive the free Hamiltonian in the new
coordinate system:

R <82 0 0? 82>

0=-— v, 2, 9 9
5p2+p5p+p20<p2+522

— 152
2m0 ( )
Now, we want to derive this operator in cylindrical coordegmfrom the beginning. We start with the
classical Lagerange function for a free particle:

mo

L(gid) = 52+ 067 + 22), (153)
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If we i-nsert the pa.LrticIes momentum = %5 = mop, p, = g—i = mop?p, p. = % = mo%, we get the
following expression foH (p;, ¢;, ¢;) = . pidi — L:
. . L 1 (5 P,
H(pi, ¢i,4i) = ppp + P +p22— L = 2me pp'i‘?-f'Pz (154)

After using the replacement rules defined by correspondgriceiple, we arrive at:

~ h 0? 0? 0?
H=——— (= +—— + — 1
2myg (8p2 * p20p? + 822) (155)

Unfortunately, eq.[{185) is different from e._(152) and mgoThis problem is present in the path integral
formalism in similar form (although for path integrals, theseems to exist a recently developed technique
overcoming these problems [48]). This paradox implieg,tt&naive rules of the correspondence principle
do only work if applied on Cartesian coordinates. In the edrgpace times of general relativity, there is
no such coordinate system. Thereby, one cannot give, fangbea an unambiguous expression for the
probability density of an electron near the singularity dlack hole.

Unlike in ordinary quantum mechanics, in stochastic meisahe quantum mechanical operators are
not simply defined as replacement rules. Instead, theiresspyns are derived completely from classical
equations (see [16] 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 classicafufon equationd(32) 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 could be able to underdtanidehavior of quantum objects near spacetime
singularities.
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