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Abstract

In 1985, Edward Nelson, who is known for the foundation ofeotly called ,,stochastic mechanics”,
made an interesting remark about Bell's theorem. Nelsolyaed the theorem in the light of classical
fields, which behave randomly. He found that if a stochastidén variable theory fulfills certain condi-
tions, the inequalities of John Bell could be violated. Mawer, Nelson was able to prove that this could
happen without any instantaneous communication betwesetwih spatially separated measurement sta-
tions. Since Nelson’s paper got almost overlooked by plstsicwe try to review his comments on the
theorem. We argue, that a modification of Nelson’s stocbas¢ichanics, published recently in “Annalen
der Physik“, can be extended to a theory which fulfills theuregments from Nelson’s analysis. The
article proceeds to derive the quantum mechanical formatisspinning particles and the Pauli equation
from the said formalism. Then, we investigate Bohms versfdthe EPR experiment. Additionally, other
setups like entanglement swapping or time and positioretations are shortly explained from the view-
point of our local model. Finally, we mention, that the theoould perhaps be relativistically extended
and useful for the formulation of quantum mechanics in cdrsjgacetimes.

Contents

1 Introduction 2

2 Basics of mathematical probability theory 4
2.1 Probabilityspaces . . . . . . . . e (B
2.2 Random variables and stochastic processes. . . . . . . ccooie i .. [l
2.3 Enlarging a probabilityspace . . . . . . ... e [h
2.4 Eventsontwo probabilityspaces . . . . . ... L L (b

3 Nelson’s analysis of Bell's theorem i
3.1 The setup of the EPR experimentintheory . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... ..., i
3.2 Activelocality . . . . . . . e (8
3.3 Passivelocality . . . . .. .. . e e [9
3.4 Nelson'stheorem . . . . . . . . . (9

4 What implies the failure of passive locality - a deeper anglksis [11

5 Fritsche’s hidden variable theory and the locality problan 13
5.1 Derivation of the single particle Schroedinger equatiom Brownian motion. . . . . . . [13

5.2 Quantum states in SUPErpositions . . . . . . . . .. e e e [1b
5.3 Locality properties of Fritsche’s theory with singlefide systems . . . . . . ... .. .. [ hs
5.4 Derivation of the many particle Schroedingerequation ... . . . .. ... ... .... [ 19
5.5 Locality properties of Fritsche’s theory with many paetsystems . . . . . . ... .. .. [ bo
5.6 Entangled states in Fritsche'stheory . . . . . . . . .. . oL [2o

*Department fur Physik, Ludwig-Maximilians-UniverditaMiinchen, Theresienstrasse 37, 80333 Minchen, Germany,
Benjamin.Schulz@physik.uni-muenchen.de


http://arxiv.org/abs/0807.3369v30

6 Spin in a Fritsche-like hidden variable theory 22

6.1 Simpleestimations . . . . . . . . . .. L e (2P
6.2 The Stern-Gerlacheffect . . . . . . . . . . . (2B
6.3 ThePauliequation . . . . . .. .. .. . ... e [24
6.4 Thespinoperator . . . . . . . . . . . e [26
7 Entangled systems with spin 26
7.1 Transformation of the entangled state into equatiomsaifon . . . . .. ... ... ... [ 26
7.2 How the correlations of entangled states emerge in ttad lidden variable theory . . . . [ los
8 Objections against Nelson’s theorem 32
8.1 The argument of Ballentine and Zeilinger . . . . . . . . . . ... o L [3p
8.2 Theargumentof DUrr . . . . . . . . . . . e e (3D
8.3 The argument of Redhead, stability against disturtsance. . . . . . .. ... ...... [33
9 Conclusions and outlook [35
9.1 Whathasbeenarchived . . . . . . .. . . . . . . ... e [35
9.2 Possibility of relativistic extension . . . . . .. ... .. [35

9.3 Problems of standard quantum mechanics in curves gjpaes; which might be absent in
Fritsche'smodel . . . . . . . . . . ..

1 Introduction

In 1935, Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen (EPR) wrote an articlehich they denied that quantum theory
would be a complete theory of nature [1]. Around 1951, Bohregamore testable outline of the so called
“EPR paradox” [2]. He described a thought experiment with source that ejects particles having opposite
spin to two separate Stern-Gerlach magnets of variablatatiens. Then, in 1964 John S. Bell published a
theorem about this paradox in form of an inequality. It madarg that hidden variable theories which fulfill
certain conditions would be in difference with quantum naedbs. Bell called these conditions “locally
causal” and the most detailed explanation of this terminas made by him in [6].

In his first publication about that topic, Bell wrote: “if tdén parameters would be added to quantum
mechanics, there must be a mechanism, whereby the settorgeaheasuring device can influence another
spatially separated device”, and the signal involved hégrmpagate instantaneously” [3]. However, Bell's
first contribution underwent several modifications. By timet more and more instructive proofs of his
inequality were constructed by him and others. A collectigt all of Bell’s fundamental articles can be
found in [4]. Finally in 1969, the inequality was brought bjaGser, Holt, Shimony and Horne (CHSH)
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 definitimfilocally 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, if a hidderapsater theory should not include instantaneous
signals. Nelson published his result twice [7, 8] (with a Bro@arrection in [9] to make the theorem compat-
ible with Mermin’s presentation [10]) and there exist wofk@m mathematicians e.g. [11], giving further
insightful analysis of it. Unfortunately, Nelson’s arsl got almost overlooked by physicists. One reason
might be, that it was written in the language of advanced gratitical probability theory. Another reason
was, that Edward Nelson found his own interpretation of quanmechanics [14, 15] to be in difference
with the requirements of his theorem for a model withoutansianeous signaling effects. Furthermore, the
two theories, for which Nelson was able to show that theylfetfithe necessary conditions, were rather
artificial stochastic processes. They were written in thnglemge of advanced mathematical probability
theory and without proper physical foundation.

The present article begins at section 2, with a short intttidn to the necessary mathematical concepts.
In section 3, we review Nelson’s contribution to a matheoaly rigorous understanding of Bell's inequal-
ities. The physical implication of that contribution is dissed in section 4. A modification of Nelson’s
stochastic mechanics published in “Annalen der Physik] {4 8eviewed in section 5. There, is shown that
this theory fulfills Nelson’s requirements for a realistiodel which is compatible with guantum mechanics.
In section 6, we extend this theory to include spinning phasi described by the Pauli equation. Entangled



spin states are discussed in section 7, where it is showrtéil lew their correlations emerge without any
instantaneous signaling effects. In section 8, we reviawesarguments against Nelson’s thoughts about
Bell's theorem which have occurred in the literature. We edmthe conclusion that these arguments are
unfounded. Finally, we mention the possible use of our théor a reasonable foundation of quantum
mechanics in curved space-times at section 9.

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 calletability spac€(2, 7, P). The sef? consists of
the theoretically possible eventsc ). Events can be combined to form new events by intersectitonu
and complement. If is an event, then the complemdii denotes the events not ih. If A andB are
events, then the evertN B defines the outcomes which are in bettand B. Similarly, the eventd U B
consists of all outcomes which arehor 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 algébmen 2. Whenever events are combined by
intersection, union or complement, the resulting outcomstill an event inF. A sigma algebraF is
determined by the following properties:

e Theset) € F
e Forallsetsd ¢ F =LA e F
e For every sequended,, ), .y € F, the union J,, 4, € F.

Every systemy of subsets fronf) determines a so called smallest sigma algebfa) on 2. This sigma
algebra is defined with:

e Y CF(v)
e F(v) C F for all sigma algebrag on ), wherey C F.

We say, thatF () is generated by.

For example, ify is just one set C (, its generated sigma algebf4y) consists ofz, v, by andf2. A
second example may be given with the experiment of tossingbins that come up headd} or tails ().
The corresponding set of theoretically possible events is (HH, HT,TH,TT). We can definey as a
partition of Q2 into 4 events(HH), (HT), (T'H) and(TT"). Accordingly, the sigma algebt&(y) consists
of the impossible evert, the events in the partition and their possible different unions of them. Another
system of subsets’ would be a partition of2 into three event6H H ), (HT, T H) and(7'T). Similarly, the
sigma algebrd&;,., (') generated by ' consists of the impossible evetit the three events in the partition
and their four possible different unions. We observe, fiak(v’) C F(v). For this reasonFs,,(v’) is
called a sub-sigma algebra &1).

Finally, one needs a probability meas@#¢o define a probability space. Itis a functibn F — [0, 1]
that fulfills the properties below:

e For the sure everf?, we haveP () = 1.
e The probability of the impossible eveatis P (&) = 0.
e VAe F,weget0 <P (A4) <1.

e For every sequence of everits,,) . € F which are pairwise disjoint4; (| A; = 7,7 # j € N),
the probability measur® fulfills the additivity ruleP (U, An) = >_,, P (4,).



In case that two eventd, B € F are complementaryB = CA), we have
P(A)+P(B)=P(4)+P(CA) =P (Q) =1. 1)

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

7P(AﬂB):P(B). @)
Furthermore, we define two events to be independent, if
P(AﬂB):P(A)P(B), 3)
and the conditional probability of an evesatgiven the evenf3 is defined as:
P(ANB
p(am) = L @

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, aftgastrolled for two times. Using the
probability spacd(2, F,P) and another spad@)’, 7') with a setQ)’ and sigma algebr&”’, these values
can be described with aA — 7' measurable mapping:

X:QeQ (5)

This mappingX is called a random variable. In ca3éis integrable o) with respect taP, it has an
expectation value

EXq [X / XdPp, (6)

where [, dP = P()

We define for any seﬁ’ € ' the even( X ~1(4")) = {X € A’}, writing {A’} for short. We calf A’}
the event, thak lies in A’ and say{ A’} is generated byX. The probability of{ A’} is P (X ~!(4’)) and
we will abbreviate it a® x {A’}. With this notation, two random variablés andY” are equivalent under
P if, for any setA’ € (', the following relation holds:

Px {A'} =Py {4'} )

In Physical situations, one often has randomness whickwarier 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

(Xt)yer 1 Q> Q. (8)

The parameter t is called parameter-set and lies in an aitérfwo stochastic processe§ andY; are
equivalent under a probability measiitgif for any setd’ € Q' andt € I

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

2.3 Enlarging a probability space

Sometimes, it is necessary to enlarge a probability sp@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 tat assigns to each out-
comew” € Q" a corresponding outcome € 2. For any eventd” € F”, this rule should assign a set in
2 which is an eventd € F. Then, we will writeA Cc A”, andA € F is called the event corresponding



to A” € F”. In case an evenB € F does not correspond to an evetlit € F”, we use the notation
B ¢4 A”. Furthermore, we define, that if two evemt§, B” € F” are exclusive:A” (| B" = @, their
corresponding event4, B € F, whereA Cc A” andB C¢ B”, are also exclusived [ B = &.

Similar definitions will be used for sigma algebras. If ak tslements of a sigma algelfaon a smaller
space correspond to an event in a sigma algélran a larger space, we wrifE c F".

There have to be rules, which relate the probabilities ofits/en the larger space to their corresponding
ones on the smaller space. A reasonable definition is theafimlh: The probability for the union of events
U, (A7),en € F" : A7 D5 A should be equal to the probability df.

P”(LMAZ%QQEIW:AZ39A>EEPQM. (10)

n

An example of an enlarged probability space can be given lmyravehich is rolled for three times. The
coin may come up in the first toss with hedd or tail (¢t) and the set of outcomes would be

Q= (ht).

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

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

The rule, that relates this larger set of outcomeQ‘into events inf2 is to ignore the second and third toss.
Thus the rule assigns td” = (hHT) € F" andB” = (hTT) € F"” the outcome&” = (h) € F as
the event corresponding to bo#ti’, B” € F”. Hence, we can writ€' c. A” andC C B”. For the
outcomeD = (t) € F, we haveD ¢4 A” andD ¢ ¢ B”, sinceD corresponds neither td” nor to B”.
Furthermore, the probability of the event where the firshdsicoming up heads, a@ (k) in (2, F,P), is
the equal t®®” (hHH URHT UKTH URTT)in (', F",P").

Later on, it will turn out to be useful, if we define the intectden between an evet” € F” and
another evenB € F on the smaller space as

A"(\B=ANB, (11)
>

whereA is the event inF corresponding tol” € F”.

One may compute the conditional probability of an outcomth@larger space, e.g. the event of two
heads in the second and third td$8H ), with respect to an outcome from the smaller space, e.g &jail
in the first toss:

X(tHH)=P'(tHH |tHH UtHT UtTT UtTH)). (12)

Such experiments are the reason for Nelson’s definition efctnditional probability of an evemt’” on
a probability spacé”, 7", P""), with respect to the sigma algebra of a smaller sg&teF, P). Itis a
random variable

X(A//) = P// (A// |f)
P” <A” U(wi{)neN e F" Wl Dy A)

— PI/ (AI/ ﬂ (Un (w'x)’IZGN e '7:” : w'x :)9 A)) (13)
B P (U, (W) pen € F" 1wyl D3 A) '
In eq. [13),A4 is the event inF which correspondstd” € F”.

The random variabléX (A”) is measurable with respect to tté’ — [0, 1], because the event” is
in 7. From X (A”) in eq. [13), it follows that there exists a sétC A”, with A € F. We define
Fsun(A) C F to be the smallest sigma algebra generated by thelseThen, X (A”) is additionally
measurable with respect #,,,(A) — [0, 1]. The interpretation oX (A”) is as the revised probability, that
an eventd” € F” will occur, given the extra information about which evemtsh occur for this outcome.




Sometimes, it is useful to compute the unconditional prditatP”’ (A”), by taking the expectation
value of X (A”) on A € F with respect tc:

EXap[X (A7) = EXap[P"(A"|F)]
— /P//(A//|]_-)dP
A
_ / P (A" (Un @) nen € F”: wif 5 A))
o Ja P (U, (@W)en € F i wl D5 A)

P” (A” N (U (Wi)peny € F" 1wy, D3 A))
P (U, (W), en € F" 1wl D5 A)

P” (A”ﬂ <U (W)nen € F" 1wy D3 A))

dP

Py (14)

In the fifth line, we have used that the probabilitieg4) andP” (|J
two spaceg”, 7", P”) and(Q2, F, P) are equal.

(W) pen € F" 2wy D5 A) from the

n

2.4 Events on two probability spaces

Often, one is interested in the outcomes of an experimenttwiakes place in more than one probability
space. For example, we might toss one coin and a dice. Thehasitwo theoretically possible outcomes
whereas the dice has six. Hence, their events take placepidifferent probability spaces. Neverhteless,
there exists a joint probability for the outcomes of the twperiments. In this situation, it necessary to

define a new probability spa¢€, 7, P) = (]‘[f:1 Q;, ®f:1 Fi, P).

The set(2 is now a cartesian produ€t = Hle Q; = Q1 x Qq, with theoretically possible events
w € ), wherew = Hle w; andw; € Q;.

With any mappingp; : Q — €, between two set§), ; and a sigma algebr&; on €;, the set
T-YF) = {p;l(Ai) DA € ]-‘i} generates a sigma algebra®@nin probability theory, it is convenient to
definep; as the projector function that maps every element Hle w; to w;. Obviously, we can use the
projectorp, to generate the smallest sigma algebrdomhich contains the sets of aH;:

2 2
i=1 =0

Again, the operations union, intersection and complemante used on events to get new outcomes.
For two eventsi = Hle A;andB = Hle B;, where4;, B; € F;, the union eventis definedad J B =
[1>_,(A; U B:). The intersection event is given by B = []-_, (4; N B:) and the complement of is
CA =TI, CA,.

The probability measure for events= Hle A; is afunctionP : Q — [0, 1], where

P(4) =P <(2] AZ-) : (16)

Using an additional measurable spa(tﬁf:l QL ®f:1 ]—‘i’), we can define a random variable on the prob-

ability space(]_[f:1 Qi, ®f:1 Fi, P) as a mapping

2

2 2
X =
i=1 i=1 i=1

with X, : Q; — Q! as a family of random variables. For all sets= Hle A; on the measurable space,
whereA; € F/, the event thaX lies in A is defined as

6



We say,A is generated by and the probability {X e[l Ai} =P (ﬂle X;l(Ai)) of this event
will be abbreviated by’ {A} or Pg: . {mle Ai}.
Assume, there is an evedt’ = (Hle A;’) € @:_, F!' on an enlarged probability space of the

form (Hle Q;’,@lefi”,P”). The factorsA] € Fi and A € FJ of this event could have their

corresponding outcome$, € F andA; € F both on the same smaller spage, F,P), thatis: A; Cc
A} and Ay Cc AY. Then we say, that the everdt = (A; () Az) € F corresponds to the outcome
A = Hle AY. As before, we will use the notatioh C< A”. In such a case, the conditional probability
P” (A"|F) is arandom variabl& : [T-_, Q7 ~ [0, 1]. Itis defined by

2
1T (U (W) nen € Fi 2wy D3 Az—) ) : (19)
=1

n

X(A//) = P// (A”|f) = P// <A//

Ineq. [19),4; € Fisthe event, wherd; Cc A/ with A} from A" = Hle Al

3 Nelson’s analysis of Bell's theorem

3.1 The setup of the EPR experiment in theory

Future cone

N m

y
z

go@@oéo}@

Figure 1: Drawing of an EPR experiment with Stern-Gerlaclyma Figure 2: Space-time diagram of an
netsl, 2 and axegi, . The black dots illustrate the particles movingEPR experiment. The dashed ar-
to the detectors. Their spin direction with respect toflais is in-  rows display particle trajectories
dicated by the small arrows around them.

Past cone

L

An EPR experiment consists of two measurement devicasd 2 which are space-like separated, as
well as a particle source in the intersection of their pasteso The source ejecfspairs of particles,
wherel < j < § € N, to the two detectors (see fids. 1 ddd 2). The particles in patthave opposite
spin and opposite momentum. At each device, the directidheo§pins is measured with a Stern-Gerlach
magnet. These magnets can be rotated around an arbitracyidir, perpendicular to the axis of the particle
trajectoryz. The direction of the magnets is callgdor detectorl andz for detector2.

Now, we set up two families of stochastic procesggs. : ;1 — Q; and¢jo. : Qjo — Q; The
processe®;i;. and¢;s. define the time dependent spin values of jhi. particles, which are sent to
detectorl and2. They are called “spin trajectories” and their values arefioed toQ; = (1,]). As
parameter of a particle’s spin trajectory, the veciarorresponds to the axis around which the described
particle rotates. If it rotates in the left direction witrspeect toz, we havep;; 2),. =1 and a rotation in the
right direction is defined by;,(2);. =|. The valuet is the time, during which the particle flights. It starts
at timet = 0 from the source and arrivestat T, whereT' > 0, in the Stern-Gerlach magnet.

The measurement devices could change the particle’s gregeancluding the spin. In an EPR Exper-
iment, the part of the detectors that might influence thegastare the axeg and. They can be chosen
by the experimenter at will.

With the Stern-Gerlach magnets influencing the outcomebegkperiment, we have to describe the
measurement results by device dependent random varidteshe two detectors and2, we write them



Probability space containing the two spaces of the detectors

Enlarged probability Enlarged probability
space of detector 1 space of detector 2
(with p dependent (with v dependent
events) events)

Probability space
of the particle
source (events are
independent of any
detector axes)

Figure 3: Structure of the probability spaces involved i HPR experiment

as¢;1; and¢;oz. The way, how these variables are connected to the processesand ¢;2.. will be
postponed at the moment. For now, we only denote the evenesaied byp;;; ande oz as{ajl,; € ]-‘]’-1}
and{O'jQﬁ € ]-'j’-z}. Their outcomes ;1 ando 25 in the measurable spaél-; = (1,!) shall be elements
of a sigma algebra?, or F7,.

The stochastic processes::;., ¢;2:., and hence the random variablgs ;, ¢;27 could depend on
the preparation of the particles by the source. Therefoeen@ed two events, generateddy ;—o. and
¢j2.1=0.. These events will be calleflz; - € g} and {z;2- € Fjg}. We say, that they happen at
preparation stage. Their outcomes in the measurable spacefined to be elements of the same sigma
algebraF¢. Furthermore, the events at the detectors take place onlarged probability space, where

s Ce Fijp andFjg Ce Fiy.

Since spin values can only be up or dowfi, and .7, are equal. Moreover, they are independent
from the axes of the Stern-Gerlach magnets chosen by theimeder. Yet, the event§aj1ﬁ € ]—‘]’-1}
and {ajw € ]—‘]’-2} depend on the axes of the detectors. It follows, that thémt jorobabilities must be
computed with a whole family of axis dependent probabiligasure® . .o, {0513 (0525 }-

The measureBy,, .04,,, are functions of the events at both detectors. Neverthedessmight want to
compute the probability of a specific outcome at one detemity, regardeless of the results measured at
the other station. For this case, we define the notations

Py, 1500500 {0515} = Po1200,05 {Ujm N (Uj217 = (T U i))} (20)

and

Py 1206,00 {0520} = P 130600 {(Uﬂﬁ = (T U i)) ﬂajzﬁ} : (21)

Now, the mathematical structure in which the EPR experirted@s place has been completely defined. A
simple graph of this structure is shown in fig] (3).

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 df We can mathemat-
ically define this as follows:

Let the event{o;,;} at 1 be generated by,,;. The area ofi where{s,;;} is measured, has to be
disjoint from the future cone of a regi@with another axis dependent measurement device, different
axesi/ # /' are chosen. These axes influence the measurement resoiightthe random variables.;
and¢;.». We define a theory to be actively local,df.; and¢;.; are equivalent for the evetr;,;}



underPy, .we,., 101/}, 1-€.

P¢j1ﬁ®¢j23 {Ujlﬁ} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬁ’ {Ujlﬂ} : (22)

A similar condition should be true for any evefat;»; } which is generated by;,; at2:

Poip0ior 10520} = Po, 1 060s {0420} (23)

In eq. [23), the spatial region @fmust be disjoint from the future cone band we should havg’' +# ;i for
the axes of detectdr.

We can condition the evenisr;; € Fj, } and{oj; € Fj,} with respect taFjs. The events at the
detectors lie in the future cone of the early preparatiogestarherefore, in an actively local theory, the
events inF;, cannot be changed by the detector’s axes. By using the defisiof eq. [(IP) and eq[{113),
we can conclude, that if active locality holds, the condigibprobabilitiesP , ..., {01z \]—'j’-s} and
Py 06,05 10425 | Flg } ill have similar properties as in the egs.}(22) alnd (23):

P¢j1ﬁ®¢j23 {Ujlﬂ “FJ/S} = Pd’jlg@d’jzw {Ujlﬁ “FJ/S}
Py in@bnn 10720 | Fis ) = Poj oo 19500 | Frs | (24)

3.3 Passive locality

In this section, we consider random events which are segghbaitt taking place simultaneously. In a prob-
ability description, these events could be dependent cedaddent. The assumption of passive locality
is, that if they are dependent, there must be prior premaravents such, that the separated events are
conditionally independent given the preparation. It isgilole to have active locality without passive lo-
cality, since one can have dependence of random events vghigdt explained by a preparation, without
intervention or signaling.

We say, passive locality holds, if the conditional probitie# of the outcomee{aﬂﬁ € ]-'j’-l} and

{O’jQﬁ € ]-'342} given 77 are independent for every pair of axgandi’:
P¢j1ﬁ®¢j23 {Ujlﬁ ﬂaj217 ’]:J/S} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢j29 {Ujlﬁ “7:]/5 } P¢j1ﬁ®¢j23 {0-]'217 “7:3/5} (25)

3.4 Nelson’s theorem

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

Po1a®j2s {Ujlﬂ =1 ()02 =¢} = Po,1:0¢25 {Ujm =1 (o2 ZT} =1 (26)

|E(ﬁaﬁ)+E(ﬁaﬁ/)+E(ﬁ/aﬁ)_E(ﬁlvﬁ/”>2 (27)

In eq. [27),E(, 7) is the so called ,,correlation coefficient”, a function deflrthrough
E(fi,V) = Py:06 {Ujm =1 (020 ZT} + Poj1:00;0 {Ujm =1 ojor Zi}

—Py 100500 {Uﬂﬁ =T ﬂ 0 j2i :i} — Py 106,00 {Ujm =L (oj2r :T} - (28)

Equation[(26) implies, that if the axes of the Stern-Gerldetectors are the same, the spin values measured
at1 and2 are always opposite. EJ.(27) 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.
(289) and eq.[(27) cannot be fulfilled simultaneously. Nels@noof from [7, 8] (with corrections in [9])
goes as follows:

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

P¢j1ﬂ®¢j2ﬂ {leﬁ =t ﬂ5j2ﬁ =] “FJ/S} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢jzﬁ {O’jllj =1 |]'-JIS}
P00 {Uﬂﬁ = |]:]I'S} (29)



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

Poaosr 10512 =1 |Fis} = Pojawes: {0a =1 |Fjs} = Pa (30)
An analogous expression is true for the events at 2:
P%m@d’]zu {U]2v =l ’ S} P¢]1u®¢]2u {UJQV =l ’ (31)

On the other hand, eq[_(26) yields,,» =1} in the right side of eq.[{31). Hence, we can write for the
coordinates’:

P¢j1ﬁ®¢j23{0-j2g =l “7:]/5} = P%m@d’]zu {Ujll/ =T ‘ S} Py (32)
Plugging eq.[{30) and ed. ([32) back to dq.](29) we arrive at
P¢j1ﬁ®¢j23 {Ujlﬁ =1 mUjQD =l ‘]:jls} = PﬁPg. (33)

The sum of the probabilities for two complementary measergmresults o ;o5 =1} and{o ;.7 =/} at
2 must be unity. Therefore, with ed._(32), we get

Poj1a@6,00 1020 =1 [Fjg } =1 Po. (34)
Since active locality holds, a similar result can be writt@nthe measurement results;,,, =/} at1:

P¢J1H®¢12" {0-]1“ _\L ‘ S} = P¢Jlu®¢12u {Ujlﬂ _‘l’ ’ S}
= P¢Jlu®¢]2u {0-]1# T ‘ S} =1- Pq (35)

Due to passive locality, we have for the evefis; ; =]} and{o ;25 =1}, by using eq.[(35) and ed._(34):

Py:0¢20 {Ujlﬂ =] ﬂ%‘zﬁ =1 |f§s} = (1-F)(1-Fp) (36)
In the same way, we can derive the relations

Py1i®6,05 {Ujm =t () ojor =1 \fg'-s} =P;(1-Pp) (37)
and

Py1n®b,05 {Uﬂﬁ =L (ojor =1 }fﬁs} =(1-Pz) Py. (38)

Because of eq[(37), ed.(38), eq.](33) and Egl (36), thelatime coefficient defined in eql_(R8), but
with conditional probabilities, becomes:

E (i, 7|Fis) = Pi(1—Pz)+(1—Pg) Py — PPy — (1 — Pz)(1— Py) (39)

Now, using four arbitrary axeg, i’ and, 7’ at the two stationg and2, the following inequality can be
computed:

|E (7. 7|Fjs) + E (.7 |Fjs) + E (7,7 Fjs) — E (7.7 | Fjs)| < 2 (40)

We got this result, because the conditional probabilitie€ ¢/, 7| 7/ ) are all in the rang® < P <
1. Since probability measures are generally in that rangegretogue inequality must be true for the
unconditional probabilities:

|E (4, 7) + E (4, 7) + E (i, 7) - B (ii",7')] < 2 (41)
Eq. (41) is the so called Clauser-Holt-Shimony-Horne irsdiqu[5]. It is a version of Bells statement in [3]

[E(i,7) —E(@,7)| -E@7) <1 (42)
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which can be similarly derived. Both ed._{41) and €g.] (42)\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 meiduat action at a distance
is possible. On the other hand, a violation of passive lgcalould simply imply, that the events at the
detectorsl and2 are not conditionally independent given a prior prepamatibhe latter condition can be
realized by families of stochastic processes without comipation between the separated measurement
stations, because stochastic processes can produce dapmsdon random events (which 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 then aetch particle actively local but still are vi-
olating passive locality. This was shown explicitly by Nmiswith two examples in [7,8]. The first was
a rather ad-hoc construction of a stochastic process fiaffithe 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@esl extensively. The present article aims to
show, that a more physically motivated hidden variable theablished in [16] violates Bell's inequalities
without any communication between the two measuremenbstain the EPR setup. To reach our goal, we
need to analyze the implications of Nelson’s theorem furthe

We begin by evaluating some deeper consequences of passaliyl. Faris shows in [11], that passive
locality, combined with relation {26) from quantum meclnileads immediately to another condition,
which he calls ,,deterministic passive locality”. Supposein the EPR experiment, two spatially sepa-
rated events happen or not happen always together with Ipititpd. Then, deterministic passive locality
states that this must be, because they are determined byraoohem event at the prior preparation stage.
Therefore, all randomness lies in the preparation. Detdstic passive locality is defined mathematically
as follows:

Letthe eventd o7 € Fj, } atl and{ojo; € Fj,} at2 be equivalent with respect 0, .o, and
passive locality hold. Then, there is an evénfz} = {z;z € ‘7:]/'5} N{zjoz € ‘7:]/'5} at preparation stage.
This event does not depend on the detector's @axesand is corresponding as well as equivalent to both
{O’jlﬁ} and{O'jgﬂ}.

In his contribution, Faris states that a similar result issented by Redhead in [47] 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 expositioneagivn this article follows closely the derivation
of Farisin [11]:

Passive locality demands

Pospsiss {01 (10721 | Fis | = Poyipisas (0517 | Fs } Poyiaoans {070m | Fs ) 43)

and because ¢f < Py, -9¢,,, < 1 we have

Po1a@ds0n {Uﬂﬁ (o2 | Fjs } < Py 1p@050 19510 | Fys ) - (44)

TherandomvariablBy , .oe.,; {01 |]—‘st } is measurable with respect to a sigma algeBia,; s (1) C
Fig- This §ub sig_ma algebrﬁgubjs(T) is the smallgst sigma algebra gengrated py thé ¥et ]:;/'s} Ce
{oj1:} which defines the events ifi}; corresponding tdo;1z}. As shown in sectioR, we can compute
the unconditional probability ofv 1}, if we take the expectation value Bf; , o0, {0;17 | Fjs } on the
setY, with respect to a probability measure for the event&jg. Due to active locality, an event which
belongs to the earlier preparation stage cannot be modijigbebdecisions made at a later measurement
stage. It follows, that we can write each event frgffy in a form {z;}, that does not depend on the
detectors axes. For these events, we may use a single, drjseindent probability measuRg > {x;+}.
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Finally, we have for the unconditional probabilities{af; ; }:

Pd’jw@d’jzg {Ujlﬂ} = EXTani [P¢jlﬁ®¢j2ﬁ {Uﬂﬂ “FJ/S }] : (45)
Since an intersection of two events is also an event, we cae:wr
Pg17:®800 {Ujlﬁ ﬂ szg} = EXyp, [Pabjm@abjm {Ujm (o2 | Fjs H (46)

The eventgo;1;} and{c;»; } are defined such, that they are equivalent ultler .o,

P¢j1g®¢jzg {Ujlﬂ} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬁ {Ujlﬁ ﬂ UJQﬁ} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬁ {UJQﬁ} (47)

Hence, it follows from eq.[(45) and ed._{46), that their extpon values are equal. Therefore, we can
conclude with eq[(44):

Po,usesson {00 (19328 |Fis | = Possseoa {001 Fis ) (48)
And similarly

P1a®621 {Ujlﬁ ﬂgﬂﬁ |]:J/'S} = P10, {JjQﬂ |]:J/'S} : (49)
With the assumption of passive locality we get, using ed) &8l eq.[(49):

Py 1s@oion 10017 [Fis } = Poupeose {Uﬂﬁ (s \]:55}

= Pg,1:06,21 {leﬁ |}-JI'S } Py i®bjon {Jﬂﬁ |}-JI'S}
= (P¢j1ﬁ®¢jzﬂ {Jﬂﬁ |]:.§S })2 :

This implies, that the conditional probabiliBy; , .«,,, {017 | F}s } can only have the two valugésand1.
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;;} is the union of these two exclusive evenfs;;} = {712} U {Zj1:}-

The probabilityP,, .s,., {015 |Fjs } is measurable with respect®,; ;s (T). Becauser,,, (1) C
Fis, all elements ofF],, () are also inF}y. In turn, there exists an eveRt:;> € Fjg}, where
{zj1z} Ce {Z;1z}. Under the probability measuie;- for the events at preparation stage, this event
{z;1z} has the same probability as its corresponding ey@nt; } underP, . .oq ... Similarly, there must
exist an even{y;,» € Fs} of the same probability a§j;1;:}, with {y;12} Ce {515}

The event{s;,;} can only have the conditional probabilitigr 0. If we compute the unconditional
probabilities of{o;1;: }, {#;1} and{z;1~} having this property in mind, we observe that these threeteve
occur with equal probability:

(50)

P%‘lﬁ@%w {Uﬂﬂ} = EXyp; [P¢jlﬁ®¢jzﬁ {Ujlﬂ “FJ/'S H
= EXyp; [P¢jlﬁ®¢j2ﬁ {jjlﬂ “FJ/'S }]
= P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬁ {jﬂﬁ}
= Pjz{zjz}. (51)

The eventyy;,;} and{z;,;} are exclusive. Therefore, their corresponding evénis-}, {y;1z} are
also exclusive. Hence, we get for the intersectioffi; } (5 {212}

{010} ﬂ {zjiz} = ({ﬂjm} U {»@'m}) m {zj1z}

Bl

({%‘12} ﬂ {%‘12}) U ({%‘12} ﬂ {%‘12})
= {zjiz} (52)
And the following equality holds:

Pjs{ajlﬂﬂl’jlz} = Pjé‘{lei} (53)
B
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The equations ed.(51) and elg.](53) lead to the conclusiof tha; € F7, } is equivalenttd{x;1> € Fjg}.
Similarly, the event{c;,; € Fj,} is equivalent to an evenfz;,> € F/5} of the same probability as
{oj1z}, dueto

P¢j1ﬂ'®¢j2ﬂ' {Ujlﬁ |‘7:j/S} = P¢j1ﬂ®¢j2ﬁ {Uﬂﬁ ﬂngﬁ “FJ/S}
= (P¢jlﬂ®¢j2ﬂ {Uﬂﬂ ’]:J/’S })2 : (54)

With the intersectiofz;z} = {z;1z € Fjg} N {z;22 € F}5}, We get an event which does not depend
on the detector’s axes, and is corresponding as well as @guivto both{c;1;} and{c;sz}. In turn,
deterministic passive locality holds.

While Nelson’s proof in sectiol made only use of passive locality, a derivation of Bell’sgaral
statement eq[{42), involving the condition of ,,determstigipassive locality” directly can be found in [11].

Passive locality rules out dependence of random eventstaindiocations that is not explained by prior
preparation events. Deterministic passive locality, Wwhica consequence of passive locality plus the ob-
served equivalent events of quantum mechanics statesy Butrome at the detectors must be determined
by an event at preparation stage.

The failure of deterministic passive locality implies foetspin trajectories in a hidden variable descrip-
tion of the EPR experiment: During the time of its flight frolretsource to the measurement apparatus,
each patrticle has to undergo a stochastic process, cagsthahging its spin orientation from up to down
and vice-versa, with all outcomes not determined by anexalient at the source. Additionally, because of
eq. [26), the spin directions of the two particles in every pave to be opposite at any time. For a theory
compatible with relativity theory, this all must happenisuihat active locality is preserved.

If these conditions can be fulfilled, Bell's inequalitiesiiviie violated without instantaneous signaling
between the two measurement statiored2. And, as shall be shown in the next sections of this article,
there is no reason to believe, that hidden variable theariesinable to do so.

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 modifieel made to violate passive locality only. 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 the modified stochastic medsaaf [16] is, to interpret the energy time
uncertainty relatiod\ EAt =~ /2 as an indication, that in quantum mechanics, energy is amgerved
strictly in physical interactions, but not otherwise. Raels are assumed to be under statistical energy fluc-
tuations. In Fritsche’s theory, there occurs a deviatidn of the particles energl during the time interval
At, after which the initial energy’ has to be restored on the average. Therefore, kinetic efgetiggught
to be conserved on the average only. The second assumpiiorspgrit of Ballentine’s famous statisti-
cal ensemble interpretation [46]. In this interpretatithe quantum state vect@p) does not represent an
individual particle, but a statistical ensemble of infihjtenany of them.

For this reason, the probability to find the electron of a logén atom in a volum@ at timet, given by

p(Q,t) = /Q O (7, )7, t)dr, (55)

were (7, t) is the electrons wave-function, describes the followirtigation: To get all the information
of p(2,t) experimentally, one has to prepare infinitely many idehtiya@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.
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Accordingly, to describe the probabilistic time evolutiohthe statistical ensemble of electrons in a
gquantum mechanical system, one has to deal with an infiniZefje number of sample trajectories. To
model energy conservation on the average for this ensefbitsche and Haugk divide these trajectories
into two sub-ensembles with equal average velocities, lagrdfore the same average kinetic energy. In one
sub-ensemble, every particle then undergoes a Browniaiomwftth a negative friction coefficient during
a time-stepAt, and in the other one, each particle underlies the same gspbat with a positive friction
coefficient. After each time step, some of the particles aterchanged between the two sub-ensembles,
until kinetic energy of the latter agrees again. At this paime entire procedure is repeated.

For a single particle of rest mass,, we start our discussion with two Langevin equations jih
trajectories on a coarse grained timesealat which the Brownian motion process takes place:

moRP(t) + TP = F() + FPovn )
2 mo ., = ext SBrown
moX(6) = XN = Fy o (6) +FO() (56)

The three dimensional vectﬁf(B) (t) defines the hidden position variable for thh sample trajectory of
a particle in the A(B) ensemble at timgwherel < j < S € N. ﬁ?"t(t) is an arbitrary external force field

andﬁ?mw“ (t) denotes the random force, tli¢h particle is subjected to. This random force is assumed to
have a Gaussian distribution

1 Brown 2
Brown _ —(F; t)/C

P{ijo (t)} - \/7—7.06 ( w7 ) (57)
in each coordinate, wher€ is a constant. The Gaussian distribution should be indepdridr every

coordinatek and trajectoryj. One can separate the sample trajectoi‘?@ into a sum, caused by the
random and the external force:

() =22® 1) + 2P (1) (58)

Becauseﬁ?mwn(t) is independent in each coordinate, there does not existepgrdience between differ-
ent components of the velocitie j(lB) (1), ij(QB) (1), ij(f) (t), as well as there is no dependence between
ifj(B) (1), ifj(B) (t). With this property in mind, the authors of [16] average infeaf the two sub-ensembles
A and B about allj-th sample trajectorie%?(B) (t), after the ensemble was made infinitely laf§e— o).
Finally, they arrive at two differential equations:

9 (P +d%) + (F* —1°) - \V/ (¥ + @) +vA (B + @) = Lﬁext
ot —
% (\7A — ﬁA) =+ (\7A =+ ﬁA) . 6 (\7A o ﬁA) —uA (\—/:A . ﬁA) — miolf:ext (59)

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

e’} — LA
FA(B) S 6 0% (@)
V = —
Zj:l €;(7t)
Sl Ca GORT S GORTRIG) (60)

is the average velocity of the ensemble, where:

€5 (’F, f) =

1 if if(B) (t) at time tis in a small volumé?r around”
0 otherwise

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

gA®B) = $V§ln (pA(B)('Fat)/pO)

e G GUR S GORTAIGEO) S (61)
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In eq. [€1),p0 is a constant reference density without physical impoeteantdy = ’“jn% is the friction
coefficient of the Brownian motion, depending on the temjpeedl” of the heath-bath and Boltzmann’s
constant:z . Without loss of generalizatiow,can be written as

h

5 (62)

v .
2m0

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 drit@ = 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, t) within the future cone ofo, to).
Accordingly, the functions,, v, p(, t) are defined only for these’, t).

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

B =4 (63)

It is shown in [16], that this constraint implie&® = @ also. After the first time step, eq[(63) does
not hold anymore, since the A system gains energy compartéetB system. To prevent this, we have
to interchangey, jo, j3, . . . trajectories of fast particles from thé ensemble, with as many trajectories
Ji, 3%, 3%, ... of slow particles from the B system, until

FB(7 t 4+ At) = ¥A(F t + At) = ¥(F, t + At)

holds. After this was done, we restart the diffusion pro@esan for the next time-step, but with another
division into two sub-ensembles, where a condition sintitagq. [63) 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:
a—» - v\~ [ v\ = — d—*—»_’—* —*1_'ext
—V+(V~V)v—(u~V)u+VAu = —v7<u~V)u+VAu:—F (64)
ot dt mo
If the Brownian forces were absent, we would haive= 0 with eq. [64) becoming the equation of
motion for a classical particle.
For the description of quantum systems, will assume themaufdrces to be present. We try to simplify
eq. [64) with the definition of a function

V(7 t) = £/ p(F, 1)),

This function is connected to the ensemble average vel@dityoughv = nfo ﬁp(ﬁ t) (We note, that the

latter equation can only be written, since one can showsthstcurl free). After some computations, the

authors of [16] are able to cast eQ.](64) directly in form & time dependent Schroedinger equation:
81/}(7?7 t) &

th = H(7, t)y(7, ) (65)

In eq. [65),H(7, ) denotes the Hamiltonian operator

A m2A A
H(Ft) = —— ext (i ¢ 66
(1) = — 5+ V() (66)
with Vet (7 ¢) as the potential of the external forces® = —V V(7 t). The stochastic process for the

infinitely large ensemble of single particles with trajetex; (t) leads to a differential equation, encoding
the ensemble average velocitiéandi in a wave-function. For the interpretation of a quantum naeatal
state|«), this implies, that all the informatiof) carries, is about the evolution of average velocities from a
statistical ensemble. It does reveal nothing about indigarticles. One should mention, that the quantum
mechanical operators, measurable operator-eigenvataesgrecertainty relations can be derived from the
given formalism, as is fully documented in [16].
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5.2 Quantum states in superpositions

Before we can discuss the locality properties of Fritscheory 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, 1) = arhy (7, t) + bipy (7 1) (67)
is also a solution of eq[[(65). With ed.{67), one would getimgxerms inp(7, t):

p(7,t) = a®PF(F,t) + 623 (7, 1) + @by (7, )by (7, 8) + 0" a[ (7, 1)y (7 1) (68)

In turn, the equations for ed._(61) would become quite covapid. Accordingly, we need to make a basis
change to get simpler equations.

The physical information of the superposed staié (67) &, for 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:

il aq’; ) _ H(7, 1)U (7, 1)
50 (b (7, t)aj arpy (7, t)) A7, £) (s (7, ) + bio, (. 1) (69)
ih 2D — [(F, t)agps (7, 1)
_ )y (70)

W = (7, )by, (7 1)

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

get the following coefficients in coordinate representatio

CT(Fa t) = <1/JT |\I/(Fa t)> = a%(ﬁ t) and CJ,(Fv t) = <1/JJ, |\I](7?7 t)) = b"/’i(ﬁ t)

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

[W(7, 1)) = er |p) + ey [vy) (71)
and the probability density can be written without mixingne:
p(ryt) = (W) [W(r, 1))
= PP YT, 1) + b2 (7 1), (7, 1)
= a®py(7t) + bPp (7)) (72)

Fora? andb?, it follows from [ py( (71, t)d®r = 1 and [ p(7, t)d*7 = 1, thata® + b? = 1.
We can derive the two Schroedinger equations for the staaesl . in eq. [Z0) with the same methods
as given before. The derivation begins with four Langevinaipns

Moy (1) + R0 = B0 + F )
moRh ()~ TR = )+ Fn
moiy (8) + () = FP) + F
im0 -0 = F+ B -

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

o) ()T (B ) 40 () = Fe
o () + () () A (R ) = e
o @)+ (@) V(P ) rA () = e
57 (7 =)+ (7 +) 9 (7 =) A () = e @

The vectors/; (), ily(,) are the ensemble average velocities of the statglg. In this notation, the four
equations in eq.[{74) would define two separate particleemyst with the particles belonging to one en-
semblet or | all the time. For a given single particle of a superposeasthere has to be a probability
greater thar for it to be found in each one of these states. Therefore,dhe[@4) cannot describe a state
in a superposition and we have to modify the derivation of(8).

The two systems are no more separate, if we demand, thﬁf(ﬁ@) ensemble is averaged over with
the Vf(x?ﬁ) system. To ensure energy conservation on the average,eM®r@ed to do an interchange
procedure, where the slower particlgsjs, js, . . . from the B (B]) ensemble are interchanged with the
same number of faster particlgs j3, 55, . . . from the A| (A1) system. This has to be done with as many
particles until

VR(7, 1) = V(7 t), UR(7t) =u}(Ft) and VP(7t) = V(7 1), UP(7,t) = g (Ft) (75)

holds. If we add the Aand B}, as well as the A and the B ensembles, we arrive at two equations:

% (78 + )+ [(759) 7% - (a8 ) ab] + [(v4 ) ot - (@ V) ap] +va @ + @)
_ mio (F‘ext n F‘ext)
gy (744 0) (2 9) 0t = (@) ]+ (47 9) - (a0 9) ] v 6 + )

- L (Fext 4 7o) (76)
mo
They can be summed together, yielding:
% @+ 47+ ) + (V) - (@) @] + (V) 7 - (32 V) @

+ [(vfﬁ) ¥ - (ﬁf : ﬁ) ﬁﬂ - [(1}3 : ﬁ) i (ﬁE : ﬁ) ﬁﬂ + A (TF + @+ af +d))
2 — —
- = (Fext + Fext) (77)
mo
Both equations in eq[{¥6) contain A and B as wellrasd| systems. They describe the average behavior
of equations of motion under the same random and externad$oHence, we have:

B=vr=v, P=v=v, ad P=tt=g, B=dt=q (78)

With eq. [78), we can writ@?; = vP + 7 and2v, = VP + ¥} as well as2iy = @7 + @} and
2, = G} + 4. Now, eq. [ZV) becomes:

o ., . - =\ o - =)o S - =)o -

En (Vp +¥,) + [(VT . V) Vi — (u¢ . V) UT} + [(Vi . V) vy — (u¢ . V) ui} + vA (U + 1))
1
=

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

1!

(Fext 4 o) (79)

L3 — (i V) iy +vAidy = LFe
+ (80)
%\_/1 — (l_l'i . 6) l_l'i + Z/AL_I:L = mLOF’EXt
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from which the two Schroedinger equations €q] (70) can bigetbr
The two conditions eq[(T5) and ef. 78) imply, that the ayergelocities’; = v, = v andi; = 4 =
1 are equal. Hence, the equationdin](70) describe two atieglaystems with identical dynamics.
The procedure given above also works with an arbitrary nurobstates|y, (7, t)), |¥2(7, 1)), ...,
[var (7, t)) summed up to a general superposition with weighting factgrs

N
|W(r,t) = Zai i (7)) (81)

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 correBpg V' diffusion equations must contain dif-
ferent numbers of particles. The state(7,¢)) has to be computed with an ensembleSaf trajectories
J1,J2,J2, - - -5 jsa2- This ensures, that there is a chanceofo find the particle in the ensemble associated
with | (7, 8)).

Furthermore, the exchange procedure must be defined differ®ne has to interchange the trajectories
j andj’ between the ensemblés, Ak, with the state indices < 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. (80). We
remark, that because of ef.161), nothing about the weiglfitictorsa? in the probability density appears
in v, 4. Hence, one has to re-introduce this information after arte ffom the separated system in €ql (70)
to the superposed ed._(69).

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 observe, that

in the Langevin equationg (b6), there is no dynamical coiglietween different trajectori§§(B) (t) and

7T
i?,%}?i) (t) with 5 # 4. ﬁj"t(t) is an arbitrary force field, only acting on therajectory ancﬁ?mw“(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 trajectofgégj) (t) ata point(’,t'), and if this point lies in the

past cone of another poifi, t), some of the the changed trajectories may arrivg’at) . The ensemble
averagev(r,t) is computed with all trajectories i¥',t). Therefore, what has happened(at ') can
modify v(7,t). The interchange procedure compares the velocity of atrarpisingle particle trajectory

5(‘%(8 (t), which arrived a{(7, 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 idifigal equation B(A), wherﬁ?ﬁ% (t) will be

B(A)
renamed tcx; ) (t).

As a consequence, the particle trajechﬁﬁ(/(‘j; (t) at (7, t) will be influenced by what happens(t, t'),
evenifitneverwas &gt ,t’). This effectis importantin double slit experiments, whepatrticles trajectory,
after the passage of one slit, depends on whether the selitaaadpen or not, no matter if the particle went
through the second slit.

A(B)

Itis important, thak’. ) (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 intraddicect dynamical coupling between
the trajectories. Instead, the comparison of the parsiatelocity with the ensemble averages is only a
statistical model to account for the idea of kinetic enemyservation 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 containdtbintanium nuclei of the reactor fuel” [19].
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5.4 Derivation of the many particle Schroedinger equation

In this section, we want to explore, whether active local#ysists when we consider many particle systems.
The many particle Schroedinger equation can be derivetlgitiiree dimensional coordinate space of the
single particle problem is expanded intBla dimensional space fo¥ particles. We start with the Langevin
equations of the j-th particle trajectory in the ensembteafon-th particle state, whete< n < N:

mokh, () + IR (0) = Fl(n) + FRon () Z A GO A ON)
n ‘=1
n ;én
. mo - - -
moXf, (1) = K0 (1) = Foi() + FRo () + z i GO ONY (82)
n'=1
n'#n

gt
forces between the particle stategndn’ # n may be present. From the two Langevin equatiéns (82),
the authors of [16] derive differential equations of the Aldhsystems, completely analogous to the single
particle case:

0

In eq. [82), a sum of additional force terrﬁ§x (*A(B) (t) 240 (t),t), corresponding to inter-particle

& (‘—;NB + I_J:NB) + (‘—;NB _ I_J:NB) X ﬁN (‘—;NB + I_J:NB) 4 I/AN (\—;NB 4 ﬁNB) _ FeNXt

9 S S S SN (o S S S

5 (VNA _ uNA) + (VNA + uNA) YN (VNA _ uNA) _ AN (VNA _ uNA) _ FeNXt (83)

In contrast to the single particle ca$d!,, is a3N dimensional vector:
» Fot (71,1) | = FO (71, 7o, 1) Fot (A t) | om Foy (P, 7o, 1)
FeNXtE n=1 ) +Z n=1 s In’y - n=N ) +Z n=N yIm’y
mo1 =1 mo1 moN w1 mMoN
n'#n n'#n

It consists of the average single particle foﬁﬁgé“ (7, t) and of an average inter-particle forﬁg‘t (P Ty ).
Both forces are acting on theth particle state with rest massy,,. Similarly, the three dimensional en-
semble averages and¥ are replaced bgN dimensional entities. They depend on 1€ coordinates
N = (71,7, ..., 7n) from the various particles in the following way:

A = (H O, P @) and @A = (@@, W )

The components of the ensemble averagjeérh , ¢) andvy (7, ¢), wherel < n < N, are computed
with all the j-th trajectories for each single particle statseparately. Thereforé) andil only depend
on the same-th component of .

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

FNA(PN 1) = INB(FN 1) (84)

holds.

Here, we have to note an additional subtlety which does ovritiyee’m many particle systems. It has to
be ensured, that exchanges between two trajectﬁfin@( andx o ,)(t) are confined within the same
particle statew = n/. An interchange between trajectories of dlfferent statemdn’ # n would couple
the corresponding particle ensembles, even if no inteigkarforces are present. This would cause a
general impossibility to define single particle operatatig on only one state of a many particle system.
Fortunately, due to the specific coordinate dependenceeoétisemble averages' andi™, eq. [8%) is
defined for every state separately. Therefore, the exchange procedure can webrfened within each
single particle state only.
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After the trajectory exchange, one can compute the ariticnmetan of the two differential equations in
eg. [83) and gets, analogous to the single particle casmesiiffusion equation:

d =N SN &N N—»N RN
N ( v ) FuANEN = BN (85)
From eq.[(8b), the many particle Schroedinger equation
o (Mt X
m% = (™, ) (1) (86)

can be derived, similar to the single particle case befaregl [86) the Hamiltonian operator becomes

Fr N TRAY N
H(™,t) = Z 4 Vixt (7’ ,t) . (87)

N N N
. - 1 L
Vext (FN; t) = Z Vext (rna t) + 5 Z Z Vext (rna T'n’s t) (88)
n=1 n=1n'=1
n'#n
is connected to the-th component of Y, via FY,, ,, = — = Vet (PN, 1),

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

In this section, we assume all inter-particle terms to beabsNe observe, that with the absence of inter-

particle forces |Ikd:‘eXt *A(B)(t), iﬁ(f) (t), t) , there are no terms in eq._{82) which interconnect different

trajectoriest; (B)( t) and”A(B)( t), wheren’ # n denotes a different particle state with trajectorjiesThis
is true also for the ensemble averag@sr. , ) andil (7, ¢), since they are calculated with tlsft’éfB)
trajectories for each single partlcle stmaeparately

The decision, if a trajectorgz‘A t) changes tc:; ( (t) during the interchange procedure only relies

on the(j, n)-th. particles’ velocM ”A(B)( )‘ and the ensemble averag (Y, t) of its staten. Therefore,

trajectoriest;,, AB )(t) are nevercoupled in any way to the trajectoﬁéﬁB) t) of other particle states’ # n.
The ensemble averagé (7Y, t) for the n-th particle may depend o different sample trajectories
_A(B)

X;, (t), as long as they lie in the past cone(af', t). However, even such a dependence does not exist

betweenv) (7Y, ¢) and the trajectorieﬁ?,ﬁf)(t) of other states’ # n in the many particle system. As a
result, we conclude, that active locality holds in Fritsstiédden variable theory.

5.6 Entangled states in Fritsche’s theory

That there does not exist any dynamical coupling betwederdifit particle states a many particle system is
composed of, doesn’t imply, that correlations between thesrforbidden. In sectio®, we will introduce
further conditions on the Gaussian distributed BrownianéeF?;OW“(t) in a completely local framework.

These conditions will be such, that under certain circuntcsta, the trajectorieé%B) (t) change their en-

semble from A to B simultaneously with the trajector%}gn, (t) from another state’ # n. Then,
correlations between the particle ensembles, as well aswlage-functions will emerge. The resulting
many particle states

|W(71,72,t) = % ([1(71, 1)) @ [a(72, 1)) — [12(71,1)) @ 1 (72, 1)) (89)

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
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violation of Bell's inequality could only be confirmed aftan interpolation. A later experiment used spin
states of entangled protons [21]. Protons are stable Ernd no interpolation was necessary.

The overall state vectd® (i, 7%, t)) is an element in the product Hilbert spakde= 11 ® H,. Itis a
superposition of the two product states

Ix1(71,72,1)) = [¥1(71, 1)) @ [a(T2, 1)) (90)
and
Ix2(71, 72, 1)) = [a(71,1)) @ |1(72, 1)), (91)

where|yq (71, 1)), |2(71, 1)) € Hy and|yy (72, 1)), [2(Ta, t)) € Ho denote the single particle solutions.
The entangled state solves a many-particle Schroedingetieq with an Hamiltonian operator

R 2 7712An 2 R
H(F177?27ﬁ) = Z + Zvext(anﬁ)a (92)

which has no inter-particle forces and whose external igisragree at each tinte
Vext (Fla t) = Vext (FQ; t) (93)
The corresponding Schroedinger equation can be writterlpgaus to eq[{70), as:

GRR .
1(2,;7;’7’2’) = (R, 7, £)U(F, 72, 1)

ih aXQ (Fl, 'FQ, t)

th Ox1(T1,7T2,t 1 . ., . L. 1 . . . L.
Rid X1 (71, T2 )_ AN TS —H(rl,rg,t)X1(r1,r2,t)—7§H(r1,r2,t)xg(r1,r2,t)

V2 ot 2 ot NG
ih Oxa (71,72t o = N
TTE% = \%H(ﬁ, 2, 1)x1 (71, 72, 1)
-\ (94)
ih Ox2(71,72, o = N
7% X (Bt t) — %H(Tl,TQ,t)XQ(T17T2,t)

The system consists of two ensembfesaind, the particles of which can be in different statg¢s(;))
or [12(71)) for the; ensemble an¢i); (%)) or |¢2(72)) for the 7, system. To describe the dynamics of
ther particles, the A1(B1) ensemble fpf; (7)) must be averaged with the B2(A2) ensembl¢af(i ))
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 Bohm’s EPR experiment, how this can be achigseeh if the trajectories of the two different
ensembles are disconnected from each other.

For now, we only remark, that without interparticle-forcids in fact a requirement for the particle
trajectorie&??l(B)(t) and if/(QB) (t) not to be interconnected directly in any way. This may alscsé&en
with the following example by Edward Nelson [7]: If one indiscan external measurement process on the

n-th particle of a multi-particle system, one may get infotima about the hidden variabié.*,fB) (t). The
measurement device may charﬂjéB)(t) in a way, that correlations with all the other particle tcaeies

iﬁﬁf)(t) are lost. Since the different particle systems are uncaljple interaction happening on theth.

particle ensemble can in no way influence the propertiesepérticles in the)' system.
LetH = H1 ® Ho be the product Hilbert space above, with a Hamiltonian apera

I:IEI:I1®12+11®I:IQ, (95)
whereH; € #; andH, € H,. The time evolution for any observablg € #; in the Heisenberg picture
AH(t) = eitHAle_itH = eitﬁlAle_itﬁl ® 1o (96)

is completely independent 8., even if|\U(7, 72,t)) € H is described by the entangled state of &gl (89).
As Nelson put it: ,,no matter how systems may be correlatestetis no way of telling, what [external]
forces the second system is being subjected to, as longyaarhaot dynamically coupled.”
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Figure 4: A particle with spirf, rotating in the left direction with respect to tBexis

In this context, we mention that Nelson’s original theorylcbnot reproduce the example above [7].
The reason was, that Nelson identifié@’, ¢) andd(7, t) not as average velocities of an ensemble, but as
real particle properties. With this assertion, neithergpiéting of the many particle Schroedinger equation
in eq. [94), nor any sort of interchanging procedure betwhenparticles in the A1(B1) and B2(A2)
ensemble was possible. Accordingly, active locality was iio Nelson’s original formulation of stochastic
mechanics, similarly as in Bohmian mechanics. For therldttee [45] for a general introduction), it is
well known, that the derivation of the many particle Schiingdr equation is only possible, if a highly
non-trivial dependency between the “Bohmian trajectéridslifferent states has to be introduced, at odds
with the theory of relativity and without any physical fowattbn. Interestingly, Nelson himself has shown
recently in [23], thatv(7, t) andd(7, t) cannot correspond to properties of individual particlésces this
would lead to measurable differences between his orighebry and ordinary quantum mechanics. A
similar observation was made for "Bohmian trajectorieglieain [22].

6 Spin in a Fritsche-like hidden variable theory

6.1 Simple estimations

Nelson’s derivation of the Schroedinger equation was dyiektended to include particle spin, but without
proper physical interpretation [24]. By the time, more ghgy motivated derivations of the Pauli equa-
tion were developed. One by Faris [25, 26] and another onédwatithor of the modification of Nelson’s
stochastic mechanics discussed above [27]. 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 deteistic passive locality only. In this section, we
propose a theory of spinning particles providing such a rageism.

Beginning with an example of [27], we try to interpret therspf a particle as rotation around a chosen
axis 7 (see fig.[#). We let the particle rotate around this axis umdergy fluctuation® EAt ~ h/2.
For the rotational energy, we have from classical mechaRics Owo The inertial tensor is given by
© = mor? with a distance’ from the chosen axis. The angular velocityjis = 2= andT is the time of a
complete rotation. If we identifyAt with 7" and A E with E, we may write

1 21 2
AEAt = S mor - r% %T movrm = ws /= h/2. 97)

Here,v = 2% is the magnitude of the particle’s velocity and

8§ = mour R — (98)
27

defines the magnitude of its angular momentum. Apparesily,independent of the particle’s mass and
the radius of the rotation. The arguments above were onisnasbns. For later, it will be useful, if we
set the magnitude of the spin angular momentura to //2 on the average. From the time dependent

Schroedinger equation, one can derive the so called Elstetifieorem< <:> = <156Xt> Where<;> is
the expectatlon vaIue of the velocity operator. This equnitinplies for the angular momentum operator
L = "X mo¥, thatL may not vanish in the case bf— 0. Since the so called spin should go to zero in the
classical limit,s must be independent d)fand we must expand our description.
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6.2 The Stern-Gerlach effect

Particle states of spif/2 occur in a superposition of and | states, if the particles are not specially
prepared. Hence, we have to make a similar computation &tioe5.2. Here however, the trajectories
Q?T((EB (t) of eq. [7B) describe particles in rotational motion. Thetation can be in the left- or in the right
direction with respect to the chosen axisParticles rotating in the left direction are denotedtbyhereas
particles rotating in the right direction are identified hyEventually, we arrive after some calculations at
the four differential equations of ed._(74).

As explained before, the interpretation of a state in a qugstion is, that a given particle from the
superposed system must have a non-vanishing probability found in each one of the component states.
Accordingly, we have to interchange trajectories betwbdern (A |) and B| (B 1) ensembles before we
get to the differential equations in eq.{76).

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 fradparticles in [31]. It is this
procedure, whereby the possibility for a violation of detaristic passive locality does arise.

At the end of the calculation in secti&®, we were able to describe the behavior of the overall system
by a probability density

p(7,t) = a®py () + b2 py (7, 1) (99)

and a quantum state

D) = L+ b ), (100)

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

From here on, we can closely follow [27] to derive the restudigtum mechanics for spinning particles.
If an external magnetic field(, t) in the direction of?' is applied, the energy af; (7, t) decreases with
magnitude.z Bz(7, t), whereas the energy df| (7, ¢) increases by the same magnitude. The congtgnt
is called Bohr magneton

eh
o = 1 (101)
mo

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®(i¢ does linearize the Schroedinger equation
in a similar manner as it is typically done for Dirac’s eqoatione gets the same value fos [28]).

UnderBz(7, t), the change of the particle’s energy densities caused liyittieraction with the mag-
netic field is

pr (7 t) = —pp B=(F, 1) [af® 3 (7, )¢y (7, ) (102)
and

py(7,t) = ppB(7, ) [ 0] (7, )y (7, 1). (103)
With their sum

(7, t) = py (7, 1) 4 py (7, 1), (104)

the total change(7, t) for both spinors can be cast as

N(Fa t) = 7\Il+(7?a t):uBBE\II(Fa t)v (105)
where
o 1 0
Bg: Bg(T,t) < 0 —1 > . (106)
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Figure 5: Two coordinate systems (x,y,z) and (x',y’,z")ateld by Euler angles, ¢ andd

The different coupling of the systems, (7", t) to magnetic fields gives raise to the Stern-Gerlach ef-
fect [29]. If atoms from an incident beam with equally distried magnetic energy density enter a strong
magnet, the two spin systems are subjected to diﬁeremﬁrﬁt(t) + ﬁ;f(t). Accordingly, they get de-

flected in opposite directions. Due to active locality, thiichanging procedure can only happen between

trajectoriesZ?T((}ig (t), if they are at the same poifit, ¢t) in space-time. The Stern-Gerlach magnet separates
trajectories which belong to different spin states splgtialhen, the exchange procedure can take place
between trajectories of the same spin ensemble only. Thisserved in so called double Stern-Gerlach ex-
periments [30]. If one would place a second Stern-Gerlaoimatbehind the first and let it have the same
directional orientation, the parts of the beam which wervijously 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 localitytlae non-markovian property of the stochastic
process involved. The stochastic differential equati@i tbeys a particle at a given time depends, due to
the comparison with the ensemble averages and the intagttgaprocedure, on what has happened to the
ensembles before. Therefore, the stochastic procesgaxtia single particle has a kind of memory about
the past interactions between the magnets and the ensdmebfedividual particle is placed in. Neverthe-
less, the stochastic process is a local one. After the two Stems are spatially separated, they do not
influence each other anymore.

6.3 The Pauli equation

In [16], the Schroedinger equation under a magnetic fieltl stHamiltonian

- 2, 2
- (—mv —eA (m)) o
H(7,t) = ST + e® (7, t) + V(7 t) (107)

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

w(i, t) = Y3 (7, OH(F, ) (7, ) + ] (7 O HF )y (7, 1) = U (7 ) HE (7, 1), (108)

where we have used the definition

H

f(r, t)( - ) (109)

To include the energy from the interaction of the spin rotativith Bz(7,t), we must add.(, t) and get
the HamiltoniarEL — .5 B>. We note, that the effect gf3 Bz on each ensemble is that of a potential. Since
the time dependent Schroedinger equation was derived andebitrary external potential, we can write a
first equation for a spinning particle:

L OU(7, )
ih T

- (H - uBBg) U(F, 1) (110)

If we want to measure the particle’s spin rotation arounda@s & that is different from the axis defined
by thez componentB, (7, t) of the magnetic field, we must change the coordinate systeR{@ft). This
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can be done via linear transformatioﬁ‘s(ﬁ t) = Qé(f’, t), whereQ defines & x 3 rotation matrix which
transforms( B, (7, t), By (7, t), B.(7,t)) into B'(7,t) = (B (F, t), By (7,t), B,/ (7, t)). Itis known from
classical mechanics (see e.g. [32]), that by using Euldeang ¢ andd shown in fig[h, any x 3 rotation
matrix can be given i? x 2 form as

e (U9 cos (0/2)  iez(¥=%) sin (0/2)
= i i s 111
Q ( ie” 2V sin (0/2) e 2(¥F%) cos(0/2) (111)

To apply the2 x 2 matrixQ on E(F, t), we must rewrite the magnetic field:

B B.(7) By (F.t) — iB, (7 1)
B= ( Bao(7,1) + iB, (7, ) CB.(7.1) (112)
Then, one can compul®’ via
B’ = QBQ*. (113)

We note, that a vectaB(7, t) = (0,0, B.(7,)) has a matrix form equal tB= in eq. [106). Further-
more, it can be observed that

B = B, (7,t)ox + By(7,t)oy + B, (F,t)0y, (114)
whereoy, oy, 0, are the so called Pauli matrices. Writing them as vegtsr (o, oy, 0,), we have
B = B(7,t)3. (115)

It has to be derived, how (7, ¢t) will change in a rotation of the coordinate system. At eachtp@, t), the
change of the particle’s energy density which is caused éjyriteraction with the magnetic field, should be
invariant under the rotation:

pu(it) = p' (7. t) (116)
Making the assumption that

U'(7,t) = QU(7, 1), (117)
we get with a general magnetic field in a rotated coordinadtesy the following expression faf (7, ¢):

W (7 t) = Ut (7, ) QT B' QU (7, t). (118)
This is the same gg(7, t), if

B =Q"'B'Q. (119)
SinceQ in eq. [111) is unitary, the following identity holds with .e@19):

QQ*B'QQ" =QBQ* =B’ (120)

Eq. (120) exactly defines the transformation lavBoin eq. [1138).
With eq. [118), eq.[(119) and ed._(115), the overall energysitig of the particle ensemble under a
general magnetic field is

w(F, ) = UH(7, 1) (H — upB(F, t)&) U(F,1). (121)

Again, the energy from the interaction of spin and magnegid fhas the form of a potential. Hence, we
can write the time dependent Pauli equation for an arbitreagnetic field as:

oY (7,t)
ih
BT

_ (H . uBé(m)&) W(7,1) (122)
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A common situation is, that the magnetic fiéﬁﬂﬁ t) of a Stern-Gerlach apparatus lies in a coordinate
system, that is rotated with respect to the orientation ofnanming spinord’(7,t). Especially in EPR
experiments, one has to compukér,t) = QT U'(7,¢). To describe the direction of the spin rotation
around the axig”’, only the Euler angle§ and ¢ are necessary and one can select —x/2 without
loss of generalization. The projection of the rotated aXisn the z/i plane of the original, non-rotated
coordinate system, encloses an anglaith the ¥ axis. This angle is related to the Euler angldy
¢ = ¢ + /2. Applying the adjoint ofQ in eq. [111) with those simplifications on a spingr(, t) |+)
yields

(7 ) = U4, ) (e 2 cos (6/2)|+) + €%/ sin (0/2) |-)) (123)
and for ay| (7, t) |-) state, we get

Y(7 t) = ) (7, t) (—eii“"/Q sin (0/2) |[+) + /2 cos (0/2) |—)) : (124)

6.4 The spin operator

Finally, we will derive the so called spin-operator. Bothrtfde ensembles each have an average spin
angular momentum of:-7/2. Therefore, the overall expectation value of spin in theirection can be
written as weighed sum

59= 5 [ (10 xR0 = b a0 . (125)

We can simplify this expression with a matrix

{1 0
S- §<0 _1> (126)

to to an expression

59 = [ s (127)

For the spin with respect to the direction of an unit vector= (i from an arbitrary rotated coordinate
system, we have, analogous to €. (115) the reldipn= hua It is convenient to write the axig in
spherical coordinates @& = (cos (¢)sin(6),sin () sin (6), cos (9)). Obviously,ii depends on the same
angles which are used for the spinors of &g, {123) and’eq).(124

With this notation, a “spin operator” can be defined as

wnp
Il

G (128)

N | S

and we observe th&;, = ﬁ§. Finally, the average valugz.) becomes

) /w* (7, t)d%r ﬁ<§> (129)
where

- / (S U7, 1) dPr. (130)

7 Entangled systems with spin

7.1 Transformation of the entangled state into equations afnotion

As in the case of the many particle Schroedinger equatiorgameextend the coordinate space to derive
the N particle Pauli equation. From now on, we will assumettiiare are no forces which interconnect the
different particle systems and that their external forag@saide at each time.
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We start our discussion with a state

VLR = s W) 8 V0 [4) Y0 14 8§70 1)
= %(Xl(Fl,FQ,t)_XQ(Fl,'FQ,t)). (131)

It describes two ensembles of entangled particles with @ingesrest mass, and opposite spin. The one
particle spin states in the first line of ef._(131) are all eigates with respect to a chosen axend in the
second line, we have defined the functions

X1(71,72,t) = (1, 1) |[=) @ ¢(r2, 1) [+)  and xa(71,72,t) = (71, 1) [+) @ (72, 1) |-) .

The state in eq[[(131) is the solution of a two particle Paylision without external electromagnetic fields.
This leads to a Hamiltonian operator

2 2
" —h2A® 1 0
H(n,rz,w(Z s+ 3 Von )(0 D). (132)

n=1

where the external potentials for the two particle systegneeat each time
Vext (Fl ) t) = Vext (FQ) t) (133)
Similar as in eq.[(94), the Pauli equation for the state of(&§1) can be written as:

ih%\ll(ﬁfg,t) = H(7, 7, ) V(7 7, t)

ﬁw = Tﬂ(rl,rz, t)x1(71,72)

= (134)

- g

ﬁlhw = %I:I(Flv 7?2) t)X2 (Fla FQ)

For the particle ensembles described by EQ.1(134), the bpesbability density is given by

Lo Lo I
p(Tl,TQ,t)E pl(rlar25t)+§p2(T17T27t)5 (135)

|~

with

p1(Fr, Tast) = X (71,72, t)x1 (71, 72, 1)
= (L YL ) (— =) @ 9" (P, £)(7a, t) (+ [4)
= p1(71,1) ® p1y(7a, t) (136)

and
p2(F1, 72 t) = X3 (71, 7o, t)x2(71, 72, 1)
= ¢*(F17t)w(Flat) <+|+>®7/1*(7?27 ) (T27 )< |7>
= por(1,t) @ pay (2, t). (137)

Probability densities of many particle states are conmktci¢he corresponding osmotic velocities via

N () = — QFLoﬁNln (p(FN,t)/po) . (138)

m

Hence, after the tensor productpn(, 7, ¢) is converted by the logarithm laws into a sum, we get for
N /= = .
(71, Ta, t):

Xl ] ]

W (7, t) = 72—2061“ (In (o1 (7, 1)), /00) + In ((p11(F2s ), /0))
*—Wn(( JFLE) Jpo) (A7)
( gt (o <2,t>>2/po)><*<v? 5 ) (139)
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ﬁT(Flv ﬁ)
ﬁi(F% ﬁ) '
The definition of the average velociy* (7, ¢) for a many particle ensemble is

Similarly, @Y, in the Pauli equation fog, (7, 7, t) is of the formi}, (™, t) = <

N (A1) = iﬁN@(FN,t), (140)

mo
wherep(™, t) is the phase of the many particle wave-function
Ut =+ p(F’N)ei*"(FN). (141)
Writing x1 (71, 72, t) in the form of eq.[(141)

X171, o, t) = 1/ py (71, )€+ TD) @ [ pr (7, t) e (72) (142)

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

¥1 (7?17 T2, t) =¥y (Fla t) + 1 (FQ, t)' (143)

This yields
h = Vi (71, 1)
N /> = N - = AR )
t)=— t) = R 144
Vr (71,72, 1) mov ©1(71,72,t) (VT(TQ,t) > (144)
N (= = o= [ Vr(t)

and we get s (7, 7%, t) = ( (7 ) in completely the same way.

The expressions foit), , i},, V3, Vo imply, that the Pauli equation eq[_(134) with the entangled

state in eq. [(131) can be decomposed ihtwvo component differential equations, Whé?g‘“(ﬁ, t) =
ﬁ?Xt (Fla t):

(R 1) = (T, 1) - V) TR 1) + VAT (R 1) = S=F (i, 1)
LGP, 1) — (T (o, 1) - V) Ty (7, 1) + v AT o, £) = =F§ (7, 1)

(145)
Fr (71, t) — (T (71, t) - V) Gy (71, £) + vAT (71, 8)

—

Gy (P t) — (W72 ) - V) (72, t) + VAT (7, 1) = 2 F§(7, )

s F(m, 1)

—

t

& &=

Eqg. (145) is equivalent to eq[(134), but it contains the enide averages andv of each particle
system directly. All equations in ed._(1145) can be similaltyived as the two equations in €lg.](80), but the
derivation must be done for thg andi; particle ensembles 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 iradlétow the correlations of entangled systems
emerge from the viewpoint of these hidden variables.

The source in the EPR experiment does produce particlesefirsed spin direction with respect to the
axis z. However, it is not able to prepare the spin states in sepdéedams like a Stern-Gerlach magnet,
because it does not divide the two spin ensembles spatitdiyce, the spin states of the particles emerging
from the source are a superposition offaaind a| state. As described in secti@r the individual particles
in such a system have to undergo an exchange procedure bettvee&! and B| or the Bl and A| en-

sembles. The trajectoria*%(al(t) of ther; particles have to switch between thé’ﬁ(ﬁ, t) andvB (7, t)
system as well as theﬁ?(f’l,t) andv} (71, t) ensemble in eq.[{145) during their flight. An analogous

procedure has to happen with the trajectoﬁ%%Q(t) of the; ensembles.

28



We observe, that it is possible, to threat theand 7, states completely disconnected, because in eq.
(143) they represent uncoupled statistical ensemblesy iitag even be spatially separated, in a way that
there is no contact between them. A measurement on onelpaetisemble, say;, might change the
potentialVe. (71, t) in eq. [I32). Along with this goes a change of the externaldaic*t (7, t). If the
action of the device was such, tH&F (7, t) # F$¥t (7, ¢) at a certain time, the equations governing the
71 system would be different from the equations#er As a result, correlations in ed._(145) between both
ensembles would be lost. Obviously, the dynamics ofitheystem is not be changed by something that
happens with thé; ensemble.

For the discussion of the EPR experiment, it is importantdtenthat there will be still correlations
between the two particle systems, if the experimenters #it Im@asurement statiorisand2 choose the
settings of their devices in a way, tHzg* (7,t) = Fgxt (73, t) for all timest. This is exactly the situation,
when the two separated Stern-Gerlach magnets are rotated same axig = v/ and the experiment is
done with (infinitely) many particle pairs.

To connect the present discussion with the content of segtiave recall the definition of the spin
trajectories as stochastic procesges._ andg ;.. We havep;; o). = (1), if the trajectoryffl((]z;(t) at
timet is in ant ensemble with respect Wand¢;; 2y, = (), if the trajectory is in the, system at this
time. One gets exact anti-correlations between the spitisegfth particle pair during its flight, if one can
ensure that

it # Pjote (146)

for all timest. This property gives raise to the state in €g. {131). It imgesivhich describes the solution of
a Pauli equation with two separate particle ensembles, evhipis states are oscillating in an opposite way.

During the flight of the particles to the detectors, the thjey exchange has to be done such, that if a
trajectory changes its A(B) ensemble, its spin state hatange to the opposite value at the same time.
Similarly, if a particle changes its spin, its A(B) ensemirlest change also. TransitiofB 1} — {A 1},
{Bl} = {AlL{A1} = {Al}or{B1} — {B ]} are not allowed. Otherwise, the trajectory affected
would not be described any more by a superposition dfand a| state, where energy conversation on the
average holds.

The particles are interchanged frqmy 1} ({A |}) to {B |} ({B 1}), when they are moving too fast in
the A system. Similarly, a change frofis 1} ({B {}) to {A |} ({A 1}) occurs, when their velocity is too
slow in the B system.

In each pair, the particles start having opposite spin aedstme initial speed, due to momentum
conservation. Therefore, at tinte= 0, the trajectories from each pair will be placed in the samB)A(
ensemble, but in the opposite spin system.

With inter-particle forces being absent and equal exteioraks, any differences in the velocity of the
two entangled particles can be caused by the random fﬁ%@g“ only. Hence, we may demand that

FRrown (¢) = Foromn(t) (147)

for all j and each time. Then, the velocities of the two entangled trajectoriemfevery particle pair will
coincide at all times, after they started with the same sjredtuk identical A(B) ensemble. Accordingly,
the particles will change their A(B) system in the same wagrdytheir flight. Each placement in another
A(B) ensemble changes the particle’s spin state to the digpdSince the spin ensemble of the particles
is opposite from the beginning at= 0, the spin trajectories of both particles will take oppositédues
bjre. # Pjot, for all timest > 0.

The requirement of eq.[{I47) may be achieved with a time digr@nrandom force field which is
distributed though the whole space and whose values artiGeleat every poin{). Such an assumption
would not contradict the theory of special relativity, besa for two forces to be equal at separated points,
one must not necessarily incorporate a signaling mechaésween those points into the theory. This can
be easily seen by an explicit construction of a local modeere eq.[(147) holds.

The only constraint on the random forces was, that they haBauwssian 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 eachth 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
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starting value);, always produce the same series. Let the two generatorsigedgaussian distributed,
time dependent serid@?{o‘”n(t, A;) and ﬁ?;"wn(t, Aj). These series are the random forces of tHh
trajectories for the”; and i particles. Because they only depend on their common sgavifue, eq.
(@147) holds at each time. There is no signaling mechanisme®et the two disconnected forces, since they
simply depend on their common past.

We have to remark, that even if the model with the pseudo nanmdlamber generators may look terribly
artificial, it would nevertheless be difficult to test. Oneedaot have access ﬁf{g’g“(t, Aj), but only to
the evento;1;}, {02} generated by the random variables; and¢,.;. Because the initial valug;
is assumed to be a real random number, the statisti¢sgf € 7., } and{o.; € F. ,} would equal the
properties of real random numbers, if infinitely many paetjgairs; are considered.

At first sight, one may think, that our a procedure would setgeterministic passively local theory.
Indeed, forﬁ?{"w“(t,Aj) and ﬁ?gow“(t,Aj), 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
aIgebras?—‘]’-S, 71 andFi,. They are sets of possible results from spin measuremetit®imeasurable
spacé);- that emerges throughy;. : Q1 — Q; andg;s. : Qo — Q; The elements im; are in no way
related to the random force. Clearly, there is no bijectiapping

T FROM () — 9, (148)
sinceﬁ?{f;)m (t) € R has a Gaussian distribution wheré¥sis confined to two value®’ = (1,) only.
Thereby a violation of deterministic passive locality vii## possible.

Let the spin trajectory;—_; 1 ;. of a particle, which is in a paif = 1 and will fly to detectorl, start

in the At ensemble. The velocity of this particle at time= 0 can be denoted by‘«’fﬂm(t = 0)‘ and
the particle’s spin trajectory at that timeds—1 1 :+=0. =1. The particle will have to be placed in the, B
ensemble, if its velocitﬁ?:ml (t)‘ is higher than the arithmetic mean

’\_/"A(’Fl, t)‘ + ‘VB(Fl,ﬁ)’

vAB(FL t) = 5 (149)

of the ensemble average velocities from thieahd the B. system.
The velocity‘i‘?:ml (t)‘ is a function ofF ™" (¢, \;—1 ). For a given random starting value_; € R
of the pseudo random number generators, we let the Browarae &t timer = 1 take a value

FPIR (¢t =1, 0j21) = &1 (150)

It may be, that; leads to a particle velocity #fif:ml(t =1)| < vAB(#,t = 1). Then, no change of the
spin trajectory takes place and we get:

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

FPrP (12, \j—1) = & (151)
be such, tha{tﬁ‘ff:l_’ﬂ (t =2)| < vAB(7,t = 2). Still, no change ob;_1 1 2. happens and we can write

Dj=1,1,t=0, = Pj=1,1,t=1, = Pj=1,1,1=2.- (152)

There could be another pair= 2, for which the particlel that goes through detectarstarts in the A
ensemble. This particle may be driven by another randortirsggaralue) j—> # A;=;. Obviously, it is well
possible, that we have at= 1:

FPrOi(t =1,0j0) =01 =& (153)
and thereby
Pj=2,1,t=0- = Pj=2,1,t=1~ (154)
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again. Yet, fort = 2, we may get with\ ;—,
FRIO (8 = 2, \jma) = 62 # &, (155)

whered, is such, that‘i?fzzm(t =2)| > vAB(7,t = 2). As a consequence, the particle in the¢ A

ensemble would be placed in the Bnsemble at this time, taking the veloc @:ul(t = 2)‘. If so, the

spin trajectory would become:

Gj=2,1,t=0, = Qj=2,1,t=1, 7 Pj=2,1,1=25- (156)

When the particles arrive in the Stern-Gerlach magnetseE&fR experiment, their spin states trans-
form with axis dependent probabilities to an up or to a dovatesbnce again, due to the application®f
from eq. [111). By eq.[{123) and ed._(124), the axes of the mtagran be selected in a way, that for a
certain outcome, these probabilities are different fronityuin this case, the decision, to what spin ensem-
ble an individual trajectoryt’fl((BQ; (t) will change, is random. Since the only probabilistic eletsén our
theory are the Brownian forces, they must be solely respts&ir that random decision. The requirement

—.

of eq. [14Y) is, that for two entangled trajectorﬁ%‘B)(t) andx;;(B)(t), the time dependent Brownian
forces coincide at each timelf the two detectors in the EPR experiment have identidéihggs ;i = 7/, the
external forces in eq{I#5) also agree at every it (7, t) = FS< (7, t)

In other words: If the settings of the detectors in an EPR Bxpt coincide, the entangled trajectories

i?l(B)(t) and ifQ(B) (t) are under equal forces at each time. Accordingly, as destrdbove, the two
trajectories would change their positions, velocitiesywa#l as their A and B ensemble simultaneously in
the same, but their spin ensemble in an exactly opposite Waythis mechanism, which gives rise to the
observed correlations at the detectors.

Itis well known, that entanglement phenomena are not oésttito spin states. For example, according
to quantum mechanics, exact correlations between positbrentangled particles should be observed,
when they are emitted by the source at almost the same timestAfitline of an experiment to investigate
this behavior was presented in [34]. The analogue of thigpsktr photons was realized in [35]. Lastly
in [36], a concrete proposal for an experiment with mategyaticles has been made, which still waits for
its realization. Here, we only mention, that the correlasipredicted by quantum mechanics for these
situations are naturally explained by our local model. ©bsly, if two particles are ejected within an
interval smaller than the course grained timescale ﬁ of the Brownian motion process, the discussion
above leads to exactly correlated behaviour of the two gaiditrajectories in position and time.

That our theory reproduces the results of quantum mechagitise violation of passive locality, can
be easily seen by selecting an angle- 27 at the measurement devices in €g. {123) andleq.l (124). For
the up state in eq.[(I52) at= 2, one would then get a spin up result in detedtdor sure. Similarly,
for spin state in eq.[(I%6) dt = 2, a down state would be measured in the detector with prababil
1. These are opposite measurement results for two partjcles1 andj = 2, that started both with
spin up at the source and went to detedtoHence, the preparation evefit;i ;—o.} = {z;1z} cannot
determine a specific resultr;1; }, if an arbitrary axisi was chosen at detectdr A similar statement is
true for theg,,. particles, which make their way to detecforit follows, that there does not exist an event
{z;z} = {zjiz € ]-'j’-s} N{zjez € ]-'j’.s} at preparation stage, which is corresponding and equivéden
both{o;1; € F}, } and{o;2; € F}, } for arbitrary axegi andi. 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 [33]. In
those setups, the pairs of entangled particles are geddmatisvo spatially separated sources. To describe
these experiments with the model above, two changes haverabde:

The area of the particle source in sectibi has to be replaced with a slice in which the two particle
sources are. This slice must only be disjoint from the futames of both measurement devitesd2 and
all proves in sectiod and4 work as before. In section2, eq. [14Y) has to hold for the Brownian forces at
the two separated particle sources. Nevertheless, it Elgego find a spatial region, where the past cones
of the two sources intersect. At this place, a common cayssould well be established, leading to eq.

(@4m).
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Hence, even with entangled particles generated by two grtl#gnt sources, there is no need for hidden
variable theories to include an instantaneous connectbmden spatially separated regions.

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.7f1dne would need further studies. In fact,
passive locality may be violated with many other hiddenalale theories, all sharing the property, that
the results at one measurement apparatus do not influen@vehés at another spatially separated one.
Besides from Edward Nelson, who gave two examples of suabritee a different model with similar
locality features was published recently in [37]. The awshaf 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 Edward9eel 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:

"The snowflake problem is this: The inexhaustible varietgobwflakes makes it evident that chance
plays a major role in their development, yet they alwaysgmashexagonal symmetry — how does a portion
of the snowflake growing at random on one side know to grow @tigely the same fashion as its partner
all the way over on the other side? This is mysterious but mgbhd understanding” [38]. “Similar
phenomena are well known to occur in the study of random fidld§ Perhaps the results of correlated
spin experiments are ultimately no more, and no less, mgstethan is the random growth of snowflakes
with hexagonal symmetry” [8].

8 Objections against Nelson’s theorem

8.1 The argument of Ballentine and Zeilinger

The basic observation in Nelson’s reasoning is, that twootisected random variables; ; and¢;.; may
produce dependent everis;,; } and{c ;27 }, implying a failure of passive locality:

Po1z06500 {Ujlﬁ ﬂaj217|]:§s} # Po1n0dnn 1951115} Ponpossms 195201 F s} (157)

This statement, although mathematically correct, hagdaisiticisms from physicists since it was made.
For example, in his famous introductory textbook, Balleatj39] 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 ikesbbt fortunately it is now irrelevant, since
the new proof in [40] does not make use of probability”.

That the work in [40] 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 thisgatisage 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 g, Furthermore, they mention the existence
of so called ,,equivalence theorems” [43, 44]. Those ar@ t&ashow, that each stochastic local hidden
variable theory could be duplicated by a deterministic pagslocal one. But in all the articles they cite,
every author only considers theories, where passive tgésiassumed to hold ( [41] makes this assumption
in his eq. (5), [42] make it at pp. 528 in their egs. (2, 2'),][48 page 776 in eq. (7a), and [44] at pp.
1306 and 1308). In fact, it is only for this case, where anwajance to deterministic passive locality can
be proven. We conclude, that the proof in [40] does not cdlVealy local hidden variable theories into
question, where only passive locality fails.

8.2 The argument of Dirr

Furthermore, there exist claims, which try to derive Batisorem in its original form eq[_(42), but without
the assumption of passive locality. These ,,derivatioagj.([45]) do not write the inequality with a whole
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family of probability measureB , .x4,,, for events{o;,; € F}, } and{o;2s € F},} in separated proba-
bility spaces at the two detectors. Instead, they are usdegector independent meastitg: of one single
probability space for eventﬁrjﬁ € ]-'j’-s} and{xjg € ]-'j’.s}. These events are thought to be produced by
the source and as, nevertheless, dependent on the axesletéictors.

This is problematic, because if we compute the correlataafficient

E (i, 7) = (V] (id), © (75), | ¥) (158)

with the state of eq[{131), we are definitely lead to Eql (28} to a family of several probability measures
Py,.:04,.5- They are functions of the detector’s axes and of eventsasiparate probability spaces. The
two probability spaces arise, because the outcomes at thetdes are computed with the two quantum
states in eq.[{I31), which are elements of completely uniedugilbert spaces. By using one probability
measure in a single space and axis dependent events gergréte particle source, we would only be able
to investigate theories, where an intrinsic particle propis defined at preparation stage, that determines
the outcomes at the detectors for each conceivable pairesf.ax

Yet it may be possible, that the source generates partidieseproperties are changed later on by the
Stern-Gerlach magnets. In this case, a hidden variable noddee EPR experiment has to use enlarged
probability spaces. The events generated by the sourceltake in the smaller space and do not depend
on the detectors axes, whereas the axis dependent outcapgsrhin the two enlarged spaces. The joint
probability of two events in those spaces is given by a familgxis dependent measures,, .q¢.,,- It
can be observed, that the probability measures from thecdiarmalism of quantum mechanics are of the
same structure.

Nevertheless, it was possible for Bell in his original paperconfine himself to a single measitg:
on one probability space, because he explicitly assumesiveakcality to hold. With this assumption
and the proof in section, one can trace back the events at the detedtersd2 to equivalent ones at the
common preparation stage. Due to active locality, the everdduced earlier at the source cannot depend
on the settings at the detectors. Accordingly, in a theorickvis passively local, it is possible to work
with a single, axis independent probability measlyefor detector independent everts;, > € ¥} and
{22 € F}4} in one probability space.

Conversely, one must infer the property of passive locdfityne wants to derive the (experimentally
relevant) inequalities foP , .4,,, and events iF;; or F,, by using versions of Bell's inequalities for
P;> and detector independent events at the preparation stageoohof Bell's theorem that goes exactly
this way can be found in [11].

8.3 The argument of Redhead, stability against disturbance

A different argument against stochastic hidden variabkoties was raised by Redhead in [47] (who
presents in his book at pp. 98 a proof of Bell's theorem whechery similar to that of Nelson, although
with some differences). He argues, that stochastic hiddeanpeter theories would be impossible and ad-
vances this opinion with the following observation: Redhaaserts, that under natural conditions, one can
never exclude small disturbances which might happen eousig to a single particle (maybe through a
random disturbance by the gases of the air in the laboratBedhead then defines, what he calls “the most
general perturbation” that “is not a phase shift” as

u(ii, 9) = eTM29/2, (159)

wherefi is an arbitrary unit vector and is an angle about < 9 < 4x. This perturbation should be
confined to one part of the overall Hilbert space, é4.only. Then, the entangled state in elg._(131) will
transform to

Lo 1 S S, S S, S S,

\D/(Tlvr% t) - E (l/J(Tl,ﬁ) |_> ® u(nv 79)1/}(74% t) |+> - w(rla t) |+> ® u(na 19)1#(7"2779 |_>) . (160)
Redhead concludes, that wilH (7, 72, t), the exact correlations observed in EPR experiments wilbsie
for certain axes of the detectors. Nevertheless, entarggleoan be experimentally investigated through
long distances over 100 kilometers in the air [48], wherelspexrturbations acting on single particles
cannot be avoided.
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Figure 6: Velocity distribution of the particles in the A emsble. Only those particles within a very small
velocity interval of Width‘gjl(t)‘ aroundvB (7, t) will be interchanged because of the disturbance.

Yet, in spirit of Ballentine’s ensemble interpretation [48 quantum mechanical state(, t)) may
not describe individual particles, but rather an infinitilyge statistical ensemble of trajectories. In this
case, a perturbation like eq._(159) would correspond to trtiance of a whole statistical ensemble of
infinitely many particles for a sufficiently long time. Monear, if defined as above(7i, ) acts on every
particle of that system in exactly the same way. This hasingtio do with a small erroneous disturbance
that may happen accidentally to individual particles inldt®oratory.

In this context, we want to show, that our theory is in somessagspecially robust against small dis-
turbances, at least if they act on individual particles. &dong distance entanglement experiment, it is a
reasonable requirement, to expect large uncorrelatednettorcesFs<t (7, t) andFext (7, t), which act
on the particles during their flight, to be absent. It is walblwn, that without external forces, the Langevin
equations[(36) lead to a Maxwell distribution of the pag&ilvelocity. Accordingly, mosf; particles in
the A or B ensembles have a velocity around one ceatsi* (7, t)| or ~ |[75(7, t)|.

Without loss of generalization, we assume that a small diatnx:egjl(t) leads to a slightly different
velocity of thej-th. 7 particle in the A ensemble at a poirff;, ¢t) in space-time:

KA () = %0 () + 55 (t) (161)

We definegjl(t) to be small, if the half-width of the particles’ velocity dfibution is far greater than
‘5]-1 (t)‘. Moreover, the disturbance should be small enough, thagi¢herbation can’t change the statistics

of the whole ensemble through the trajectory exchange nmésiina The latter requirement is equivalent to
the condition

[VAB(FL t) — [ (7L 1)) | >>

5 ()] (162)

Additionally, we expect the componentsggﬁ (t) to be fluctuating with zero mean.

A particle is replaced from the fAto the B| system, if its velocity{)'?;ﬁ1 (t)‘ is higher thanvAB (7}, t).
Since the average of each componeni;-hr(t) is assumed to be zero, the disturbance does not contribute to
vAB (7, t). Hence,

VAR, — [$h 0| <

Ao a5

has to hold, if the perturbatioﬁ-l(t) is the only reason foﬁ?Tl (t) to be placed in an ensemble. The

particles fulfilling eq. [16B) are in a small velocity intahof width 5}1(15)‘ aroundvAB (7, t) (see fig®).

Since‘gjl(t)‘ is assumed to be much smaller than the half-width of thegestivelocity distribution,
the number of trajectories for which ef. (163) holds, willbe. Because of

VB, 1) < vAB(FLt) < [vA (7L 1) (164)
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eq. [162) and eq[[(163), the interval in which the disturleais@ble to change the ensemble of a particle,
is far away from the centeh?A (71, t)\, where most trajectories are found. This further reducesitmber

of particles that can be affected 5}/1 (t).

We conclude, that only a very small number of trajectorieangfes its (spin-) ensemble solely because
of gjl(t). Hence, the disturbance merely results in a reduced efigiehthe entanglement, but not to its
breakdown. For this reason, the theory we have construstespiecially robust against small disturbances
unavoidable in a laboratory, in contrast to the claims by.[47

9 Conclusions and outlook

9.1 What has been archived

The most popular argument against hidden variable thewtitesparticle 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 Belfisgualities. We have mathematically analyzed,
what such a dependence really does imply and we have cotestraicorresponding theory by ourselves.

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 [49hlike in Nelson’s original formulation,
the theory of Fritsche exists in euclidean (phase) spacerenis severe problem is absent. To rewrite
Fritsche’s modification of stochastic mechanics in a matlifecovariant form, one would need a fully
formulated theory of special relativistic Brownian motitat least if one would try to derive the theory
from Langevin equations). Regrettably, although such artheertainly must exist (since non-relativistic
Brownian motion does), it seems, that besides from sometetempts [50-52], no one was able to write
it down completely.

At this point, we want to mention that the authors of [16] shaavpp. 386, their eqs[_(b9) can, after an
approximation, directly be casted into the Navier-Stol@gsations. We have in ed._(59) for the A system:

9 (FA ) + (FA+T4) V(I - d) —vA (FA -4 = 1 fe (165)
ot mo

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

0 - 1 =
— 8 4 (F2 +200) - VIR — VAT = —F (166)
ot mo
If we setd® = Vp(7,t) = 0 andpF™* = —Vp(7,t), wherep(7,t) is the pressure ang = mop(7, )
defines the mass density, we get the Navier-Stokes equdt#fiuid:
9 7A LV ) A — UpATA + Vp(7t) = 167
PoVe +p (V- V) VD —vpAVD + Vp(7,t) =0 (167)

For eq. [(16F), a manifestly covariant form in special andheivegeneral relativity is known. To derive
eq. [187) in a relativistic setting, one typically starterfr relativistic Boltzmann equations. Because of
the close similarity between ed. (167) and €q. (59), it seanfsast plausible that it might be possible to
formulate Fritsche’s theory in a relativistic setting.
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9.3 Problems of standard quantum mechanics in curves spadanes, which might
be absent in Fritsche’s model

Itis known, that in curved space-time there exists an anityigtione wants to derive quantum mechanical
operators. Usually, we are advised by the correspondetinege 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 particléis.. = %. Using the replacement rule of
the correspondence principle, we can get the free quanturhanéal Hamilton operator:
. h 0? 02 02 h
He — — Z 4 2 2 VA 168
free 2mo <8$2 + 0y? + 822> 2my (168)

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

R ((’)2 0 0? (’)2)

oo — F, 0,2 2
free o pop | o 0

(169)

B 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

Efree(qia ql) = 7(p2 + p2¢2 + 22) (170)
If we insert the particles momentum = 2gtes = mop, p, = 255 = mop>p, p. = 2= = mo %, we
get the following expression fdiltee (pi, @iy Gi) = D PiGi — Ltree:
, . . Ly 05
Hivee (P 4i2 i) = Pop + Pop Ps2 = Livee = e | 925 47 (171)
0

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

A h 0? 0? 0?
fhee = —— (L 4 2 & 172
: 2my <8p2 + P02 + 822> (172)

Unfortunately, eq.[(172) is different from ed._(169) and mgo A similar problem is present in the path
integral formalism in similar form (although for path inteds, there seems to exist a recently developed
technique overcoming these problems [53]). This paradgliés, that the naive rules of the correspon-
dence principle do only work if applied on Cartesian cooati#s. In the curved space times of general
relativity, there is no such coordinate system. Therebg cennot give, for example, an unambiguous
expression for the probability density of an electron nbarsingularity of a black hole.

Unlike in ordinary quantum mechanics, in stochastic meidsahe quantum mechanical operators are
not simply defined as replacement rules. Instead, theiressons are derived completely from classical
equations (see [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 classical diffois equationd(39) from relativistic Boltzmann equa-
tions. Then, as in the Cartesian case, one might get infoomabout the form of the quantum mechanical
operators, but for curved space-times. As a result, we doeilable to understand the behavior of quantum
objects near space-time singularities.
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