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Abstract

In 1985, E. Nelson, who is known for the foundation of a theraited stochastic mechanics, made
an interesting remark about Bell's theorem. Nelson andlyke latter in the light of classical fields,
which behave randomly. He found that if a stochastic hiddenable theory fulfils certain conditions,
the inequalities of John Bell could be violated. Moreovee]9dn was able to prove that this could hap-
pen without any instantaneous communication between thepatially separated measurement stations.
Since Nelson'’s article got almost overlooked by physiciats try to review his comments on the theo-
rem. We argue that a modification of Nelson’s stochastic meicis, published recently in “Annalen der
Physik“, can be extended to a theory which fulfils the requiats from Nelson’s analysis. The article
proceeds to derive the quantum mechanical formalism ohéminparticles and the Pauli equation from
this version of stochastic mechanics. Then, we investiDaBohm’s version of the EPR experiment. Ad-
ditionally, other setups like entanglement swapping oetand position correlations are shortly explained
from the viewpoint of our local hidden-variable model. Hipave mention that this theory could perhaps
be relativistically extended and useful for the formulataf quantum mechanics in curved space-times.
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1 Introduction

In 1935, A. Einstein, B. Podolsky and N. Rosen (EPR) wrote an artinlevhich they denied that quantum
theory would be a complete theory of nature [1]. Arou®d1, D. Bohm gave a more testable outline of
the so called “EPR paradox” [2, 3]. He described a thoughegrpent with one source that ejects particles
having opposite spin to two separate Stern-Gerlach magifietsiable orientations. Then, itH64 J. S.
Bell published a theorem about this paradox in the form ohaqguality. It made clear that hidden variable
theories which fulfil certain conditions would be in diffeie® with quantum mechanics. Bell called these
conditions “locally causal” and the most detailed explaradf this term was made by himin [7].

In his first publication about that topic, Bell wrote: “If idén 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 haptopagate instantaneously” [4]. However, Bell's
first contribution underwent several modifications. Overykars, more and more instructive proofs of his
inequality were constructed by him and others. A collectigin all of Bell's fundamental articles can be
found in [5]. Finally in1969, the inequality was brought by J. F. Clauser, R. A. Holt, Ainsiny and M.

A. Horne (CHSH) into a form, suitable for experimental inigation [6].

In 1985, Princeton mathematician E. Nelson tried to analyse B#téorem with full mathematical
rigour. The result of his analysis was that Bell's definitafrflocally 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 hidderapaeter theory should not include instantaneous
signals. Nelson published his result twice [8, 9] (with a Broarrection in [10] to make the theorem
compatible with Mermin’s presentation [11]) and there exierks from mathematicians e.g. [12], giving
further insightful analysis of it. Unfortunately, Nelsasrarticles got almost overlooked by physicists. The
reason for this might be that Nelson found his own intergi@teof quantum mechanics [17, 18] to be in
difference with the requirements of his theorem for a mod#iaeut instantaneous signalling effects.

In this article, we review Nelson’s contribution towards athrematically rigorous understanding of
Bell's inequalities in sectior2. The physical implications of his analysis are discusseseittion3. A
recent modification of Nelson'’s stochastic mechanics,iphbtl in “Annalen der Physik” [19], is the topic
of section4. There, it is shown that this modification fulfils Nelson'sjtérements for a local hidden
variable model which is compatible with quantum mechanibs.section5, we extend this version of
stochastic mechanics to include spinning particles desdrby the Pauli equation. Entangled spin states are
discussed in sectiofy where it is shown in detail how their correlations emergéaiit any instantaneous
signalling effects. In sectiof, we review some arguments against Nelson’s thoughts atmilg Bieorem,
which have occurred in the literature. We come to the coimtuthat these arguments are unfounded.
Finally, we mention the possible use of our theory for a reabte foundation of quantum mechanics in
curved space-times at secti®n

The section® and3 will need some understanding of mathematical probabitigoty. Readers who
find themselves unfamiliar with that theory are advisedetadrat first a general introduction, for example
[20-23].
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Figure 1: Drawing of an EPR experiment with Stern-Gerlach Figure 2: Space-time diagram of an
magnetd, 2 and axegi, V. The black dots illustrate the parti-  EPR experiment. The dashed arrows
cles moving to the detectors. Their spin direction with exdp display particle trajectories

to thez axis is indicated by the small arrows around them.

2 Nelson’s analysis of Bell’s theorem

2.1 The setup of the EPR experiment in theory

An EPR experiment consists of two measurement deviaasd2 which are space-like separated, as well
as a particle source in the intersection of their past cofié® source ejectg pairs of particles, where

1 < j < S € N, to the two detectors. The particles in each pair have oppsgin and opposite momentum.
At each device, the direction of the spins is measured witteenS5erlach magnet. These magnets can be
rotated perpendicular to the axis of the particle trajgctbaround an arbitrary direction. The direction of
the magnets is called for detectorl andz for detector2 (see figs[ [ 12).

We set up two families of stochastic procesges. : 21 — Q}l and ¢jor, : Qo — Q}Q. The
processes ;. andeg;q:. define the time dependent spin values of ftth particles that are sent to detector
1 and2. They are called “spin trajectories” and their outcomesim teasurable spaces are confined to
Wy = =0 ={1,1}.

As parameter of the spin trajectories, the vectaorresponds to the axis around which the described
particle rotates. If it rotates in the left direction withspeect toz, we haveg;;(z);, =1 and a rotation in
the right direction is defined by, (2),. =|. The valuet is the time, during which the particle flies. Both
particles start at timeé = 0 from the source and arrive at time= T', whereT' > 0, in a Stern-Gerlach
magnet.

The measurement devices could change the particle’s giegpdncluding the spin. In an EPR experi-
ment, the parts of the detectors that might influence thégiestare the axgg andi. They can be chosen by
the experimenter at will. With the Stern-Gerlach magnetshave to describe our measurement results by
device dependent random variables. For the two detettmsl2, we define two axis dependent families of
re}ndom variable®;, ; (Qp = Q% p andDjsy : Qjop Qop, whereQ, , = Q% = Q = {1,1}.
Since the random variables depend on the setting of the-&erlach magnets, we write their outcomes
on the measurable space in an axis dependent notatinaanda ;»;. However, the way, how the events
generated byD;,; and D, are connected to those generated by the processesand¢;,;. will be
postponed at the moment.

The results at the detectors could depend on the prepauddttbe particles by the source. We say that
the corresponding events happen at preparation stage.af@éggnerated by the family of product random
variables

Sjlg = ¢j1,t:0; X ¢j2,t:0; : (le X ng) — (le X 932) . (1)
The axis dependent family of product random variables
leﬁgg = Dj1ﬁ®5j12 ®Dj2,j : (leD X le X ng X QjQD) — (Q;'lD X Q;l X 932 X Q;’QD) (2)

generates events on an enlarged probability space. We dkérsggma algebr& on that space by the
power setF = P (Q1p x Q51 x Q2 x Q2p). The probability measure of the enlarged probability space
will be denoted byP.

Now, we introduce new family of random variables

Gi1p ® Pjai : (Qip X Qi1 X Qja X Qyap) = (j1p X Yjap) 3)



whose definition is
{Xjiaor € (G X Qjy X Yjp X Gj2i) } = {djnip ® bjos € (615 X 5j25)} - (4)

It provides information about outcomes which happen siamgbusly at the two detectors. The probabilities
of the axis dependent events in dd. (4) will be abbreviated by

P({¢j1i ® ¢joz € (Gj1a X Gj2i)}) = Po 106,05 10517 X Tjait - (5)

The expressioP,,, .¢,,, IS an axis dependent family of probability measures for ever the form
{Gj1z x 7,20 }. We say that these events are generated by the family of nanddablesy;,; ® ¢jo5.

There may be situations, where we are interested only in tiveomes at a single detector. For this
reason, we define the notations ; = 6,15 x Q;QD andojop = Q;.lD X Gjop. The eventqo;i; =1} =
{(Gj17 =1) x Uyp} and{ojiz =1} = {(6,17 =1) x @), } generate a sigma algebra, which we denote
by F ;1. Similarly, the event§o o5 =1} = {Q;.lD X (Gj0p =1)} and{ojor =1} = {Q;.lD X (Gj00 =1)}
generate the sigma algebfa,;. From these definitions, it follows th&;, ; (F;2») contains the informa-
tion about the outcomes at detectof2) only.

Because the family of random variablgs,; ® ¢;2; is defined on the enlarged probability space, it
will give us the possibility to investigate the relationstietween the outcomes at the detectors and the
ones at preparation stage. We let a third sigma alg&hgecontain the information about the outcomes at
the source. AccordinglyF;s is generated by the events = {ijgg S (Q;-le Tx 1] XQQQD)} and
Sz = {Xjies € (Ypx | x T xQpp) }.

We can condition the events i with respect to the sigma algebfgs. The sigma algebra; s is
generated by two disjoint events andS,, whose union is the sure event of the enlarged probabilagesp
For this special case, the conditional probability of annévé € F with respect taF;s is given by (see
e.g. [23] at page 126):
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Equation[(®) is the definition of a random variable for outesron the enlarged probability space. It can be
interpreted as the revised probability for an evérto happen with respect to the extra information about
which events inF; s occur for a given outcome. ObviousE,( A| F;g) fulfils the following properties:

e Forall eventsd € F, the random variabl ( A| F;s) is measurable with respect % 5.

e We have) < P (A| F;s) < 1forall eventsA € F and outcomes on the enlarged probability space.
If Aisthe sure event, the conditional probability is unity fthioatcomes on the enlarged probability
space. In casd is the impossible event, the conditional probability isazfar all outcomes.

e For every sequence of pairwise disjoint eves,), ., € F, we have:P (|J;_, A,| Fjs) =
> one1 P (An| Fjs)

e Because the union &, and.S; is the sure event, the unconditional probability of any évére F
can be computed with the expectation valii€ [P ( A| F;g)] = P (A).

e For any eventd € F and another event;> € F;g, wherez,z # o, it follows from eq. [6) that
P(ANxjz| Fjs) = P (A | F;s) for outcomes inc;> andP (A () z;z| F;s) = 0 for outcomes not
in Tjz-

If the events on the enlarged probability space are gerketste ;1 ; ® ¢,2;;, we define the following
notation:

Py 1n@don 1015 X Gjoul Fist =P ({ dj1a @ bjou € (G515 X Gjoi)} Fjs) (7)

Now, all the mathematical structures needed to analyse ke &periment have been defined and we
can proceed with the necessary locality conditions.



2.2 Active locality

At first, Nelson defined two different forms of locality: Aeé 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 happeningliagtas long asl does not lie in the future cone @f Hence, active
locality corresponds to a “non-signalling” condition. tfi$ violated, one can send instantaneous signals
between two spatially separated locations. We can matheastigidefine active locality as follows:

The area of measurement statibhas to be disjoint from the future cone of statianwith the axisji
at 1 being left constant, different axes# o’ of the Stern-Gerlach magnetaare chosen. The two pairs
of axes influence the measurement results through the ravaoablesp ;1 ; @ ¢jor ande;1; @ o5 . We
define a theory to be actively local,df; @ ¢;27 ande;1; ® @25+ are equivalentund@ly, | wp,., 1017}
or

P¢j1g®¢jzﬁ {Ujlﬁ} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬁ’ {Ujlﬂ} : (8)

A similar condition should be true at

Py 1706500 10520} = Py, 0es0s {0420} 9)

In eq. [9), the spatial region @ must be disjoint from the future cone bf Furthermore, we should have
i # [ifor the axes of detectdr, with 7 at2 being left constant.

We can condition the probabilities §b;1;} € Fj1z and{ojo7} € Fjop With respect taF;s. The
events inF;gs contain no information about the results at the detectanstebd, they only define, what
has happened at the source. The latter is located disjaint fhe future cones of the two measurement
devices. Therefore, in an actively local theory, the praliiggs of the events irfF; s cannot be changed by
the detector's axes. According®y , .©¢,,, {01l Fis} andPy w4, { 0520 Fjs} will have similar
properties as in the equatiofhs (8) and (9):

Po1p06500 1015 Fist = Poipee,,, {0l Fjs}h
P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬁ {Jj217| ‘7:]'5} = P¢j1ﬁ/®¢j2ﬁ {Uj29| ]:J'S} (10)

2.3 Passive locality

In this subsection, we consider the joint probability{6f,; } and{c ;.7 }. It gives information about events
which happen simultaneously at spatially separated logsti and2. We say that passive locality holds, if

P¢j1ﬂ®¢j2ﬁ { Oj1i ﬂ 0420

for every pair of axeg and’.

Itis possible, to have active locality without passive liigaFurthermore, a theory that violates passive
locality does not have to incorporate any signalling me@rarbetween the spatially separated measure-
ment stationd and2. However, the true physical implications of the passivelibg condition will be
postponed at the moment and analysed more closely in section

‘7:j } = P¢j1g®¢jzﬁ {Uj1ﬁ| ‘FjS}P¢j1ﬂ®¢jzﬁ {Jj217| ‘7:]'5} (11)

2.4 Nelson’s theorem

With the definitions above, quantum mechanics fulfils théofeing properties:
Po1a®j2s {Ujlﬁ =1 (osn :l} + Pg,100,00 {Ujm =1 (o :T} =1 (12)

Equation [(IR) says that if the axes of the Stern-Gerlachctwte are the same, the spin values mea-
sured atl and2 are always opposite. Sind&;,, .@g¢,., {7j1i =1} + Po,1,06,., 1017 =1} = 1 and
Py 1 i@diog 10525 =1} + Pg1 06,0, 1052 =1} = 1, we can rewrite eq[(12) in the following form:

Po1z@dinn 1018 =1} = P06, 1015 =1 N 0j2a =1} = Py n0ssen 10527 =1} (14)
Py 06,00 1017 =L} = Pon0éins 10517 =L N2 =1} = Py 06,00 10521 =1}



This makes clear that the events at the detectors are eguiydlthe same axes at the separated measure-
ment devices were chosen.
The functionE(f, 7) in eq. [13) is the so called correlation coefficient, a fumctiefined through:

E (ﬁ’ 17) = P¢j1ﬁ®¢j29 {Ujlﬂ =1 ﬂaj217 :T} + P¢j1ﬁ®¢j29 {Ujlﬂ =] ﬂaj217 :l}
=Py 1p006500 {0515 =1 N0j25 =1} = Pop00505 {012 =L Noj2s =T} (15)

Eq. (I3) is, as shall be shown below, in conflict with theoridgre active and passive locality hold. In
Nelson’s form, Bell's theorem states: If active and pas&deality hold eq. [(IR) and eq[{1L3) cannot be
fulfilled simultaneously. Nelson’s proof from [8, 9] (witlorections in [10]) goes as follows:

We are interested in the properties of the conditional podities of the eventgo 15} and{c 25} given
the sigma algebr#&;s. At first, we will investigate, what the equivalence propest eq. [14) combined
with the assumption of passive locality of elg.](11) impliesthese conditional probabilities.

If the axes at the two detectors are the same-(), we have, due to passive locality:

Py170652a {Ujm N szﬂ‘ ij} = Po1:00500 {0718 Fjs} Pojipeesr {0j2al Fist- (16)
Because 00 < Py, .04, 1 0joi| Fis} < 1, we get
Pg1n06505 {Uﬂﬁ N Uj2ﬁ‘ ij} < Poipeesn Lol Fist- 17)

The unconditional probabilities dfv 1} and{c ;1 () oj2z} can be computed with their expectation val-
ues:

Pd)jm@d)jm {leﬁ} =EX [P¢j1ﬂ®¢j2ﬂ' {Uj1ﬁ| ]:J'S}] (18)
and

Poi1a0éson {Ujlﬁ f Uﬂﬁ} =EX {dem@dym {Uﬂﬁ f Uﬂﬁ‘ ijH : (19)
From eq. [(I4), it follows that an evefit;,; } at detectod implies an equivalent eveft;,; } at2, or

P¢j1g®¢jzg {Ujlﬂ} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬁ {Ujlﬁ ﬂ UJQﬁ} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬁ {UJQﬁ} . (20)

Hence, the expectation values in €g.1(18) and eg. (19) aral.eduacordingly, we can conclude from eq.

(I2) that

Py n®655 {Uﬂﬁ N Uﬂﬁ‘ ij} =Py, 1500 {01 Fjs} (21)
and similarly
Py170652a {Ujm N szﬂ‘ ij} =Po,100,0: { 02| Fis}- (22)

Now, we will look at the consequences of active- and passigality for the conditional probabilities.
Passive locality demands for eveRts;;; =1} at1l and{o;»7 =|} at2, that:

Po1:06;00 {Ujm =1 () oj2s :l‘ ij} = Po1z0650 1017 =T Fis}
'P¢j1ﬁ®¢jzg {Uj29 :ll ij} (23)

Active locality implies that the actions which happertiwan only affect anything in its future cone.
Sincel does not lie in that cone, nothing what happen @an affect the events measured aT herefore,
the random variables;,; ® ¢,27 ande;1; ® ¢;o5 are equivalent for any resutr;q; }:

P¢j1ﬂ®¢j2ﬁ {Ujlﬁ :T| ]:J'S} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢jzﬁ {Ujlﬁ :T| ]:J'S} = Pﬁ (24)
An analogous expression is true for the events at
P¢j1ﬂ®¢j2ﬂ {O—JQﬁ :H ‘FjS} = P¢j1ﬂ®¢jzﬁ {Jj217 :H ij} (25)



By eq. [14) for the axi#, the event at detect@rin the right hand side of ed._(P5) implies an equivalent
event{c;1; =1} at1l. Using the equation§(21) arld{22) with an aXjsve can conclude that

P¢j1ﬂ®¢j2ﬁ{gj25 :H ‘7:]'5} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢jzﬁ{gjlﬁ :H ij} = Py (26)
Plugging eq.[(24) and ed.(26) back to dqg.1(23), we arrive at
Po1z06500 {Ujlﬁ =1 () ojos Zl} fjs} = Dpby. (27)

The eventso,o7 =1} and{o ;27 =|} are disjoint and their union corresponds to the sure eveme. T
sum of the conditional probabilities of such events wittpesg to a sigma algebra is equal to unity. There-
fore, we get with eq[{26):

P¢j1g®¢jzﬁ {Uj217 :T| ij} =1-F; (28)

Since active locality holds, a similar result can be writt@nthe measurement results;;, =|} at1:

P¢j1g®¢jzﬁ {Ujlﬁ :ll ij} = P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬁ {Ujlﬁ :ll ij}
= 1- P¢j1ﬂ®¢j2ﬂ {leﬁ :T| ij} =1- Pﬁ (29)

Due to passive locality, we have for the evefus,; =]} and{c ;2 =1}, by using eq.[(29) and ed._(28):

Py 20,20 {Ujm =1 (ojos ZT’ ij} = (1-Pz)(1-F) (30)
In the same way, we can derive the relations

Po1z06500 {Ujlﬁ =1 ojos ZT‘ ij} =Pz (1-Fp) (31)
and

Po1z06500 {Ujm = (oj2r :l‘ ij} = (1-Fy) Py. (32)

Because of the eqs_(31), (32}, (27) ahd (30), the correlatiefficient defined in eq[(1L5), but with
conditional probabilities, becomes:

E(i,7| Fjs) = Pa(l—=Pp)+ (1= Fg) Py — PaPy — (1 = P) (1 = Fp) (33)
The conditional probabilities of eq[(83) are all in the rafig< Py ¢, {oj1, (N 0jov| Fis} < 1.

— -

Using this property and four arbitrary ax@si’ and?, 7’ at the two stations and2, the following inequality
can be computed:

E ([, 7| Fjs) + E ([, 7| Fjs) + E (i, 7] Fjs) = B (i, 7| Fjs)| <2 (34)

The unconditional probabilities can be calculated withakpectation value of the conditional probabil-
ities. Since the resulting probability measures are algberange o0 < Py, 9¢.., 10514 Nojon} <1,
an analogous inequality must be true for them:

B (i, #) + B (f,7) + E () — E (i, )| <2 (35)

Equation[(3b) is the so called Clauser-Holt-Shimony-Haneguality [6]. It is a version of Bell's statement
in [4]

|E (fi, 7) — E (i, V)| - E(#,7') <1, (36)

which can be similarly derived. Both ed._{35) and €qg.] (36)\antated in quantum mechanics and this
violation was confirmed experimentally [24].

The analysis of Nelson leads to two possibilities: Sincd'8lequalities can only be derived assuming
thatactive and passive locality holds, in a theory that reproduces quantum mechanicsy aittiee locality
or passive locality has to be violated. A violation of active locality would methat action at a distance is
possible. The physical implications of a violation of pasdbcality will be explored in the next section.

It should be remarked that J. P. Jarret arrived at a similaclogion in [13], just one year before Nelson
published his analysis. Despite Jarret was not able toifgehé correct probability space given by quantum
mechanics for the EPR experiment, one can find a preliminafipition of active and passive locality in
his publication.



3 What the failure of passive locality implies - a deeper analysis

Stochastic processes can be constructed such that thely eatb particle actively local but still are violat-
ing passive locality. This was shown at first by Nelson with ®xamples in [8,9]. One was a rather ad-hoc
construction of a stochastic process fulfilling the Kleior@on equation and the other was a variant of
Nelson’s stochastic mechanics applied to relativistiafiekeory. Unfortunately the latter had no tempting
particle interpretation as Nelson'’s original theory [18] had, where particles move on stochastic paths.
Hence, this ,,stochastic field theory” was never developé&zhsively. The present article aims to show that
a more physically motivated hidden variable theory puldisin [19] violates Bell's inequalities without
any communication between the two measurement statiohg iBPR setup. To reach our goal, we need to
analyse the implications of Nelson’s theorem further.

We begin by evaluating some deeper consequences of passalidy. W. G. Faris showed in [12] that
passive locality, combined with relation_{12) from quantomachanics, leads immediately to another con-
dition, which he calls ,,deterministic passive localityBuppose, as in the EPR experiment, two spatially
separated events happen or not happen always together roltalplity 1. Then, deterministic passive
locality states that this must be, because they are detediy some random event at the prior prepa-
ration stage. Therefore, all randomness lies in the préparaDeterministic passive locality is defined
mathematically as follows:

Let the eventdo;1z} € Fjiz atl and{ojz;} € Fjo; at2 be equivalent with respect ©; . ¢,.,
and passive locality hold. Then, there is an evept € F;¢ at preparation stage, which is equivalent to
bOth{O'jlﬁ} and{O'jgﬁ}.

In his contribution, Faris states that a similar result isggnted by M. Redhead in [56] at p. 101-102.
Redhead claims, it was discovered at first by P. Suppes ané&MtH in [14]. Recently, another derivation
was given by J. Conway and S. Kochen (who called it “free viidldrem” to emphasise its implication of
the particle’s random behaviour) [15]. They relate thesstagnt given below to the famous Kochen-Specker
theorem [16]. The works of Conway, Kochen and Specker argyugeometric arguments. In contrast, the
derivation of this article relies on probability theory andl explicitly use the property of passive locality.
The two different methods to prove the same lemma demoasrainteresting connection between Bell's
theorem and the one of Kochen-Specker. Our derivation wlitbv closely the lines of Faris in [12]:

As shown in sectior2.4, it results from the equivalence property of ef.]1(14) andphssive locality
condition of eq.[(Il) that

Py1706520 {Ujm N szﬂ‘ ij} = Po,1p005: {012 Fjs} (37)
and similarly
Py170652a {Ujm N szﬂ‘ ij} =Po,100,0: { 02| Fis}- (38)
Using the assumption of passive locality again, we get with{&7) and eq[(38):
P¢j1ﬂ®¢j2ﬂ {Uj1ﬁ| ]:J'S} = P¢j1g®¢j2ﬂ {leﬁ ﬂUjQﬁ ij}
= Pg,1006,00 {0172 Fis} Po,1p06,00 { 052| Fjs}
2
= (P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬂ {Uj1ﬂ| ij}) . (39)

Equation [(3B) implies, that the random variablg,, .«¢,.. { 71| Fjs} can only have the valuesand

0. We denote the event, when it has the valu®y ;. SincePy , .s¢,,. {7512 Fjs} is measurable with
respect toF; s, we must have ;> € F;s. We can compute the unconditional probability{ef, ; } from the
expectation value oPy , .s,., {013l Fjs}. By noting the explicit form of this random variable which
was given in sectiof.1, we arrive at

Py podsen 1012} =P (2)2). (40)

Due to last property oP ., .0s,., 1512 Fjs} that is stated in sectioR.1, the expectation value of the
intersection betweefv;1;:} = {51z x ), p } andz; > yields

p ({¢j1ﬁ ® djoi € (G172 X Ujap) } ﬂzﬁ) =P (z;z). (41)

8



The egs. [(40) and(#1) lead to the conclusion that € F;s is equivalent to the everiv;1;} € Fjiz.
From

2
P¢j1g®¢jzg {Uj1ﬂ| ij} = (P¢j1ﬁ®¢j2ﬁ {Uj2ﬂ| fjs}) (42)

it follows that the conditional probabilit,, ¢, { 7j2i| Fjs} is equaltoPy . .e¢,.. {1012 Fis}t A
similar argument as given above, but fer;,; } then shows that ;> is equivalent to{c o } also.

Deterministic passive locality states that every evenhatdetectors must be determined by another
one at preparation stage. The failure of this condition iegplor the spin trajectories in a hidden variable
description of the EPR experiment:

During the time of its flight from the source to the measuremagparatus, each particle has to undergo
a stochastic process, constantly changing its spin otienticom up to down and vice-versa, with all events
not determined by an earlier one at the source. Because ¢E2)j.the spin directions of the two patrticles
in every pair have to be opposite at any time. Moreover, ftvemty compatible with relativity theory, this
all must happen such that active locality is preserved.

If these conditions can be fulfilled, Bell's inequalitiediae violated without instantaneous signalling
between the two measurement statidrad2. As shall be shown in the next sections of this article, there
is no reason to believe that hidden variable theories arblena do so.

4 The locality problem in the hidden variable theory of Fritsche and
Haugk

4.1 Derivation of the single particle Schrodinger equation from Brownian motion

In 2003, L. Fritsche and M. Haugk [19] published a modificatid Nelson’s stochastic mechanics. Itis, in
contrast to Nelson’s original contribution [17, 18], anieely local theory with a non-markovian stochastic
process. Moreover, it can, if slightly modified, be made wlate passive locality only. Here, we will not
discuss in detail how the (many-particle) Schrodingeratign (and the corresponding quantum mechanical
operators) can be derived from this process, because ysiescribed in the original article. Instead, the
focus of this section is on superposed states and we shovhélogytto be actively local, even if many
particle systems are considered. In turn, we will have ehaugterial to explain how the correlations in
entangled states emerge.

The starting point to derive the modified stochastic medsaaf [19] is, to interpret the energy time
uncertainty relatiomMM EAt¢ ~ %/2 as an indication that in quantum mechanics, energy is onig@wed
strictly in physical interactions, but not otherwise. Rags are assumed to be under statistical energy
fluctuations. In the theory of Fritsche and Haugk, there o&eudeviationA £ of the particles energy
during the time interval\t, after which the initial energy’ has to be restored on the average. Therefore,
kinetic energy is thought to be conserved on the average drilg second assumption is in spirit of L.
Ballentine’s famous statistical ensemble interpretalid. In this interpretation, the quantum state vector
|1)) does not represent an individual particle, but a statistinaemble of infinitely many of them.

For this reason, the probability to find the electron of a logdn atom in a volumg at timet, given by

p(Q,t) = /Q O (7, )7, t)d3r, (43)

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

Accordingly, to describe the probabilistic time evolutiohthe statistical ensemble of electrons in a
gquantum mechanical system, one has to deal with an infiniZeje 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, lagr@fore the same average kinetic energy. In one
sub-ensemble, every patrticle then undergoes a Browniaiomwfith a negative friction coefficient during
a time-stepAt and in the other one, each particle underlies the same mdoeswith a positive friction



coefficient. After each time step, some of the particles aterchanged between the two sub-ensembles,
until the kinetic energy of the latter agrees again. From phaint, the entire procedure is repeated.

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

) mo mex mBrown
moXP(t) + 7%?@) = FOU(t) + FPovn(y)
3 mo 2, = ext mBrown
mok} () — RN = FT () + FPO () (44)
The three dimensional vect&f( ) t) defines the hidden position variable for thh sample trajectory of

a particle in the{A} ({B}) ensemble attime, wherel < j < S € N. The vectorF?Xt( ) is an arbitrary
external force field anﬁ?mw“ (t) denotes the random force thieh particle is subjected to. This random

force is assumed to have a Gaussian distribution

P {FBrown e—(F‘]f’kr‘”‘m(t)/C’)2 (45)

1
} - ﬁc
in each coordinate, wher€ is a constant. The Gaussian distribution should be indepdridr every

coordinatel < k£ < 3 and trajectoryj of the random force field. One can separate the sample wajest
i?(B) into a sum, caused by the random and the external force:

] cJ

BecauseﬁBrOW“( t) is independentin each coordinate, there does not existepsrtience between different

components of the velocitie (B)(t),xA.(B)( t) andxmg (t), as well as there is no dependence between

T72
ig(B)( ) and xA(B) (t). With this property in mind, the authors of [19] average icleaf the two sub-

ensemblegA} and{B} about allj-th sample trajectorie%f(B) (t), after the ensemble was made infinitely
large(S — o). Finally, they arrive at two differential equations:

O (7 4+ %) + (7 — @) - ¥ (B + 18) + vA (B +0B) = —Fod

8t mo
9 (FA— ) + (FA+T4) V(I -8 —vA (72 - Th) = 1 fe (47)
ot mo

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

) S 6 0% (1) 3 3 3
GA®) = 2 Ell il e-(rjt) - (vf<B>(r,t),v§(8>(r,t),vﬁ(B)(r,t)) (48)
g=1 &\

is the average velocity of the ensemble, where:

(49)

(7.1) = 1 if f?(B) (t) attime tis in a small volumé3r around”
ej(r,t) = .
! 0 otherwise

Additionally, we have the so called osmotic average veyodit®). It is connected to the probability
densityp®(®) (7, t)d7 of finding a particle in the ensemble at point¢) via

W =20 (D70 /p0) = (w0, P F e, P ). (50)

In eq. [B0),p0 is a constant reference density without physical imposardy = is the friction
coefficient of the Brownian motion, depending on the tempeedl” of the heath- bath and Boltzmann’s
constant:p . Without loss of generalisation,can be written as

— kTt
mo

v=—. (51)
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Since we derive a non-relativistic system, it is possibk thhe random and the external forces are
for some times near infinity. Under this circumstances, dgiglarmay be driven to” = oo at a certain
time-stept with an infinitely large velocity. However, in physical siions important for the non-locality
issues discussed later in this article, relativistic @éfex@rtainly will occur, in the sense that particles are
not allowed to move faster than the speed of light. Then, éagsemble of quantum particles is emitted at
a point(7y, to), for example by a decaying atomic nucleus, it can only reathtg(7, t) within the future
cone of(rp, to). Accordingly, we restrict the functions v, p(7, t) such that they are defined only for these
(7, t) in the future cone.

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

7B =4 (52)

It is shown in [19] that this constraint implie&® = * also. After the first time step, eq_(52) does not
hold anymore, since thfA} system gains energy compared to {fiz} system. To prevent this, we have
to interchange, j», js, . . . trajectories of fast particles from tHe\ } ensemble, with as many trajectories
Ji, 3%, 3%, ... of slow particles from th¢ B} system, until

VB(7 t 4+ At) = ¥A(F,t + At) = ¥(F, t + At) (53)

holds. After this was done, we restart the diffusion pro@essn for the next time-step, but with the new
division into two sub-ensembles, where a condition sintitaeq. [52) holds.

At every time step, we can compute the arithmetic mean ofvtoadiffusion equations for théA} and
{B} systems. As is shown in [19], the time evolution of the ovesgstem is described by the following
diffusion equation:

a—» - vo\=2 [ v\ = — d—*—»_’—* —*1_'ext
—V+(V~V)v—(u~V)u+VAu = —v7<u~V)u+VAu:—F (54)
ot dt mo

If the Brownian forces were absent, we would haive= 0 with eq. [54) becoming the equation of
motion of a classical particle.

For the description of quantum systems, will assume themeufdrces to be present. We try to simplify
eq. [54) with the definition of a function

V(7 t) = £/ p(F, 1)), (55)

This function is connected to the ensemble average vel@dityoughv = w’?o ﬁgp(ﬁ t). (We note that the
latter equation can only be written, since one can showsthatcurl free.) After some computations, the
authors of [19] are able to cast eQ.](54) directly in form @& time dependent Schrodinger equation:

(7 t)

ih o

= H(7, t)¢(7.t) (56)
In eq. [56),H(7, ) denotes the Hamiltonian operator

mﬁwzf%%+vmw@, (57)

with Ve<t(7 1) as the potential of the external forcBs® = —V V(7 ¢). 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|v), this implies that all the informatioj) 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, their eigenvalues and uncertadtions can be derived from the given formalism,
as is fully documented in [19].
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4.2 Quantum states in superpositions

Before we can discuss the locality properties of the Frasdlaugk theory and the physics behind entan-
glement in many particle systems, we turn our attention pegoositions of two states in a single particle
system. The Schrodinger equation is linear. Therefoeestim of two solutiong; (7, t) andy, (7, ) i.e.

(7, 1) = arpy (7, t) + by (7 1) (58)
is also a solution of eq[_(6). With ed.{58), one would getimgxerms inp(7, t):

p(,t) = a®PF(F,t) + 627 (7, 1) + @by (7, 1)y (7, 8) + 0" ag ] (7, 1)y (7 1) (59)

In turn, the equations for ed._(50) would become quite covapid. Accordingly, we need to make a basis
change to get simpler equations.

The physical information of the superposed staié (58) isftitaa 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 Solgerdquation, we can write it without
loss of information in the form given below:

190 (7 t)aJtr ay| (7, 1)) (7, t) (a1 (7, ) + b, (7, 1)) (60)
ih 2D — [(F, t)aghy (7, 1)
_ . (61)

WG = (7, )by, (7 1)

(o) =trandwn=( )=l

With basis vectors in Dirac notation defined through) =

get the following coefficients in coordinate representatio

Cr (7?’ t) = <1/JT |\I/(Fa t)> = ay (Fv t) and ) (Fv t) = <1/Jl |\I](7?7 t)) = by, (’F, t) (62)
Hence, the overall state vectdr (7, t)) becomes
[W(7, 1)) = cr 1) + e [vy) (63)
and the probability density can be written without mixingnhe:
p(ryt) = (W) [W(r, 1))
= a®PF(F )1 (7, t) + b2 (7 1) (7, 1)
= a®pi(7,t) + b%p (7, 1) (64)

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

mo (1) + T (1) = F(e) + Eon(e)
mOX]T(t) ? XN = ﬁ;xt(t)_’_ﬁBrOWH(ﬁ)
moXn(t)*?fﬁ(ﬂ = Fo(p) + Frovn ()
moih ()= 2R @) = F) + Fmn) 5)

and appropriate hidden trajectory variables forfAe1}, {B 1}, {A |} and{B |} ensembles. After some
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steps, we are led to the following differential equations:

% (FF+af)+ (FF ) - VEFF +8F) +vA (TP + 1) = mioﬁext
o =)+ ()T () A (R ) = e
() (P )T (B ) A (P ) = Fe
% F—a) + (T ) V@ —if) —vA @ —df) = mioﬁext (66)

The vectorsy; )y, Uiy are the ensemble average velocities of the statglg. In this notation, the four
equations in eq[(66) would define two separate particlesystwith the particles belonging to one ensem-
ble{7} or {|} for all the time. For a given single particle of a superposatesthere has to be a probability
greater thai for it, to be found in each one of these states. Thereforeedse[[66) cannot describe a state
in a superposition and we have to modify the derivation of{(&dj).

The two systems are no more separate, if we demand tha’?tlﬁé’f’) ensemble is averaged over with

the ¥4 (V?) system. To ensure energy conservation on the average, Weraegl to do an interchange

procedure, where the slower particlesjs, js, . . . fromthe{B 1} ({B | }) ensemble are interchanged with
the same number of faster particlgs;s, j5, . .. fromthe{A |} ({A 1}) system. This has to be done with
as many particles until

(R4 = VM), @R =R and FB(F ) = FA(RL), TR L) =TNFL) (67)

holds. If we add thdA 1} and{B |}, as well as thd A |} and the{B 7} ensembles, we arrive at two
equations:

a7 57+ + (59 9) 7 = (& 9) ] + [(52 - 9) - (3t 9)at] 400 (@ 4 )

1 — —
- (Fext 4 Fext)
mo

) 4 (V) e - (V) a4 (78 V) 9 - (V) @) va (@ 1)
_ 1 (F’ext 4 F’ext) (68)
mo
They can be summed together, yielding:
% (W + 2 + 70+ ) + [(v? -6) B (ﬁ% -6) ﬁ%] + [(v¢ -6) A - (a‘? : 6) a‘ﬂ
+ (7)o - () ap] + (77 9) 7R - (@) @] +va (@ 1 0 + TP
_ mio (F’ext i F‘ext) (69)

Both equations in eq[{68) contajih } and{B}, as well ag 7} and{ |} systems. They describe the average
behaviour of equations of motion under the same random aedre! forces. Hence, we have:

Wogrzv, P=v=v and -z, @-i=q (70)
With eq. [70), we can writ@?; = vP + 7} and2v, = 7 + ¥} as well as2d; = @7 + @} and
21, = 1} + uf'. Now, eq. [€9) becomes:
o, R L=\ L R L=\ L L
g (Vi + V) + [(VT : V) Vi — (uT : V) uT} + |:(Vl . V) V), — (ui . V) ul} + vA (U + 1))
1

mo

(F’ext +F\'ext) (71)
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This is a sum of two separate differential equations for theeenble averages of teand the| state. It
may be written as

43 - (8 V) @ +vAG = L
+ (72)
%\_ﬂ — (ﬁl . 6) ﬁl + VAfll = mLOF’EXt

from which the two Schrodinger equations dg.] (61) can bieigr
The two conditions eq[{67) and ef.{70) imply, that the ayenselocities’; = v| = v and
iy = 1, = U are equal. Hence, the equations[inl(61) describe two odeglaystems with identical
dynamics.
The procedure given above also works with an arbitrary nurobstates
|11 (7, 1)), [2(7, 1)), ..., |¥ar (7, t)) summed up to a general superposition with weighting factars

N
Ft) = Zai (7, 1)) (73)

The weighting factors of these states define different frititias of a given particle to be found in one
particular state. Therefore, the ensembles in the cornelipg/\ diffusion equations must contain different
numbers of particles. The stat@s;(7,¢)) have to be computed with an ensembleSaf? trajectories
J1, 2, J2, - -5 Jsqz- This ensures, that there is a chancefo find a particle in the ensemble associated
with [ (7, 1))

Furthermore, the exchange procedure must be defined differ®ne has to interchange the trajectories
j andj’ between the ensemblé¢Bi}, { Ak}, with the state indice$ < i,k < N. The numbers, k have
to be chosen randomly, but with equal probability for eactest The different probabilities of finding
a given particle in the separate states(r, ¢t)) and |y (7, t)) only arise due to the unequal 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 . . ., A/ systems analogous to ef. {72). We
remark that because of ed._{50), nothing about the weiglfdictgprsa? in the probability density appears
in v, 4. Hence, one has to re-introduce this information after ate fjom the separated system in €qJ (61)
to the superposed ed._(60).

4.3 Locality in the theory of Fritsche and Haugk with single particle systems

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

in the Langevin equations(#4), there is no dynamical coiglietween different trajectorlaé(B) and

T(l)
i‘ﬁ(fgi)(t), wherej # 7. 135’“ (t) is an arbitrary force field, only acting on thierajectory ancF?rOW“(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 trajectoi”r’égl) ) ata point(7’, ¢') and if this point lies in the

past cone of another poifi, t), some of the changed trajectories may arrMe«at). The ensemble average
V(7, t) is computed with all trajectories i, t). Therefore, what has happenedt ¢') can modify\7(7? t).

The interchange procedure then compares the velocity oflaitrary single particle trajectory’ T(i)( )
which has arrived af7, t), with the changedf(7, t). For the next time step, dependent on the result of the

comparison, the particle might be placed in a new diffeedmtijuation{ B} ({A}), wherex’ T((EB( ) will be

(A)
renamed t ; lm(t)

As a consequence, the particle traject@‘ﬁfﬁ%(t) will be influenced at(7,¢) by what happened at
(7',t"), evenif it never was &, t’'). This effect is important in double slit experiments, whegarticle’s
trajectory, after the passage of one slit, depends on whithesecond slit is open or not, no matter if the
particle went through the second slit.

It is important that the trajectorle“sA( (¢t ) at(7,t) can only be influenced through the exchange mech-

T(l)
anism, if the placér”’, ') where some mterventlon was made, lies in the past coi® of. In turn, there
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does not exist any violation of active locality. Quanturnreefs like interference patterns arise in this theory
solely due to the non-markovian property of the processgheerns the trajectories.

However, by writing this, one should be aware that we aré diskcussing a non relativistic system,
where external (non-covariant) forces are able to produstantaneous effects, even if we restricted the
speed of the particles in sectidnl. To remove this last problem, one would need a covariant tidation
of the Fritsche-Haugk theory. Fortunately, as we will seséntion4.3, the discussion of entanglement
does not depend on this problem. The different particlermabses of a many particle system will turn out
to be dynamically uncoupled, at least if inter-particlectes are not present.

We emphasise that the exchange procedure does not intradliezt dynamical coupling between the
trajectories. Instead, the comparison of the particlelecity with the ensemble averages is only a model
to account for the idea of kinetic energy conservation oratlezage in a stochastic theory. That there are in
fact no dynamical couplings between the individual trajeies of the ensemble can be seen experimentally
in so called self-interferometry experiments. The typishmple is neutron interferometry [25], where
“usually, at one time, there is only one neutron in the iermeter, if at all because at that time, the next
neutron has not yet been born and is still contained in theiunanuclei of the reactor fuel” [26].

4.4 Derivation of the many particle Schrodinger equation

In this section, we want to explore, whether active localiysists when we consider many particle systems.
The many particle Schrodinger equation can be derivedheifthree dimensional coordinate space of the
single particle problem is expanded int8la dimensional space fo¥ particles. We start with the Langevin
equations of the j-th particle trajectory in the ensembieafon-th particle state, whete< n < N:

m - -
Moy, (1) + K5, (1) = FS(0) + FRo ) +ZFM( .50 (1).1)
n'=1

n'#n

ﬁwmﬁwn+ZW% 0.2 (0).1) (74)
n'=1
n'#n

In eq. [74), a sum of additional force terrﬁé’;t (;Z%B) (t),i?,f) (t),t), corresponding to inter-particle

forces between the particle statesndn’ # n may be present. From the two Langevin equations$ (74),

the authors of [19] derive differential equations of fe} and{B} systems, completely analogous to the
single particle case:

3
o
"
3
~
=
I
|3
o
!
3
~
=
|

aaﬁ (—»NB + I_J:NB) + (‘—;NB _ I_J:NB) X ﬁN (‘—;NB + I_J:NB) + I/AN (\—;NB + ﬁNB) _ F'eNXt
gt (—»NA —*NA) + (\—;NA + ﬁNA) . 6N (\7NA - ﬁNA) _ uAN (\—;NA o ﬁNA) _ ﬁeNxt (75)

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

= . N R . N
ﬁN = F?l)gl(rn:h t) 4 Z Fszxztl(rnzlv Tn’y t) L (76)
ext ) )
mo,n=1 =1 mo,n=1
n'#n
= . N B . -
F%)QN (rn:Na t) + Z F%)QN (rn:N; Tn’, t) (77)
’ ’ mo,n=N =1 mMo,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 of a rest mass,,, .

The three dimensional ensemble averagemd v of the single particle case are similarly replaced
by 3N dimensional entities. They depend on 8¢ coordinates™™ = (7, 7%, ...,7~) from the various
particles in the following way:

vNA(Be(*A(B)(T 1), ..., 7a®) (7, t)) andiNA®) = (af@)(a,t),...,a§<B>(fN,t)) (78)
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The components of the ensemble averagg$rh, t) and vy (7, ¢) are computed with all thg-th
trajectories for each single particle statseparately. This is the reason, wiy anddY only depend on
the samen-th component of’N.

To derive the many particle Schrodinger equation, andaht@nge between the trajectories corresponding
to slow particles from thé B} ensemble and fast particles from th&é} ensemble is necessary after each
time-step until

VAN 1) = INB(FN 1) (79)

holds.

Here, we have to note an additional subtlety that does oridg & many particle systems. It has to
be ensured that exchanges between two trajectﬁﬁ{a%)( ) andX; ,(’?)(t) are confined within the same
particle states = n’. An interchange between trajectories of dlﬁerentstateadn’ # n would couple the
corresponding particle ensembles, even if no inter-darfarces are present. This would cause a general
impossibility to define single particle operators which astonly one state, of a many particle system.
Fortunately, due to the specific coordinate dependenceeo¢tisemble averages' andi™, eq. [79) is
defined for every state separately. Therefore, the exchange procedure can webrfened within each
single particle state only.

After the trajectory exchange, one can compute the aritienmetan of the two differential equations in
eq. [75) and gets, analogous to the single particle casmpesdiffusion equation:

d =N SN &N N—»N N

p7al ( -V ) + VA =F (80)
From eq.[(8D), the many particle Schrodinger equation

Lo (PNt

ih—p—— = H(EN, )W (7N, t) (81)

can be derived, similar to the single particle case befaregl [81) the Hamiltonian operator becomes

/=N _hQAg s SN
H(rY,t) = + Vext (r ,ﬁ) . (82)
n—1 2m0n
Its external potential
N 1 N N
Vext (FNv t) = T; Vext (Fna t) + 5 nzl ;1 Vext (Fna Fn’a t) (83)
n’;n

is connected to the-th component of' Y, via

ﬁN
: Vet (PN, 1). (84)

FN

ext,n

4.5 Locality in the theory of Fritsche and Haugk with many particle systems

In this section, we assume all inter-particle terms to beabs/Ne observe that with the absence of inter-
particle forces I|k§e"t (*A(B)(t) Zh(B) (t),t), there are no terms in ed._(74), which interconnect trajec-

) j n/
toriesx; (B)( t) andx; (B)( t), from different particle states’ # n. This is true for the ensemble averages
*N(*nN, t) andﬁﬁ(*}f, t) also, since they are calculated with Etf(;,‘B) (t) trajectories for each single particle

71

staten separately.

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

_aA(B) )’

on the(j, n)-th particle’s velocny‘ and the ensemble averagg (7, ¢) of its staten. Therefore,

the trajectoriess; *A( )(t) are never coupled in any way to trajectorfé%( (¢ ) from other particle states

n' #n.
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The ensemble averagé' (7, ) for the n-th particle may depend oj different sample trajectories
iﬁfB)( ), as long as they belong to the statend lie in the past cone ¢\, ¢). However, even such a
dependence does not exist betw€gi{ , t) and the trajectorieﬁéf) (t) of other states’ # n in a many
particle system. As a result, we conclude that active lochblds in the hidden variable theory of Fritsche

and Haugk.

4.6 Entangled states in the model of Fritsche and Haugk

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

local framework. These conditions will be such that undetaie circumstances, the trajectorié%fB)
change their ensemble frofdl} ({B}) to {B} ({A}) simultaneously with the trajector|e§ t) from
another state’ # n. Then, correlations between the particle ensembles, dsawétheir Wave functlons
will emerge. The resulting many particle states are of thmfo

|W (7,75, t)) = ([91(71, 1)) ® [a2(72, 1)) — [1h2(71, 1)) @ [1 (72, 1)) (85)

\/—
and commonly called entangled. They were observed in n&gsimionic systems for the first time in
flavour states of B-Mesons [27]. Those particles have theambed property to decay rapidly and the
violation of Bell's inequality could only be confirmed aftan interpolation. A later experiment used spin
states of entangled protons [28]. They are stable partisidsherefore, no interpolation was necessary to
ascertain a violation of the CHSH inequalities on a configdagel of 99.3%.

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

Ix1(71,72,1)) = [¥1(71,1)) @ [a(72, 1)) (86)
and
|X2(7?177?27ﬁ)> = |¢2(F177f)> ® |¢1(7?2,1f)> ) (87)

where|y1 (71, 1)), |2(71, 1)) € Hy and|yn (72, 1)), [12(72, t)) € Ha denote the single particle solutions.
The entangled state solves a many-particle Schrodingetiem with an Hamiltonian operator

. 2 _Rr2AN L
H(f, )= = Zv Py t), (88)

which has no inter-particle forces and whose external gigsragree at each tinte

Vext (Fla t) = Vext (FQ; t) (89)
The corresponding Schrodinger equation can be writtepgious to eql{81), as:

hOW(F), 7y, ¢ :
OV T2t i 7y ) (7 P )

ot
ih (9x1(F1,F2,t) ih 6x2(F1,F2,t) 1 . 1 -
_ — H - - t - - ¢ —H - = t
\/5 ot \/5 ot \/5 (T17T27 )x1(7“1,r2, ) \/5 (7“1,7“2, )XQ(T17T27 )
ih Ox1 (F1,7ast A= Lo
\% X1(761t72 L= \/LEH(H, 9, t)x1 (71,72, 1)
= q- (90)
ih Oxa (71,7, NP oo
% X2(glt'rz ) = %H(T1,727t))(2(7"1,7"2,t)

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

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 ofy; (71)) must be averaged with tH&2} ({A2}) ensemble

of |¢»(7)) and the same has to be done with fhgarticles. During this procedure, one has to ensure that
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Figure 3: A particle with spirf, rotating in the left direction with respect to tBexis

eachj-th pair of particle trajectories in thg and7; system changes its state simultaneously. We will show
in the context with Bohm’s EPR experiment, how this can beéeae, even if the trajectories of the two
different ensembles are disconnected from each other.dvarme only remark that without inter-particle-
forces, itis in fact a requirement for the particle trajetﬁsi“.*l(B)(t) andiﬁgB)(t) not to be interconnected
directly in any way. This may also be seen with the followingmple by Nelson [8]:

If one induces an external measurement process om-thgoarticle of a multi-particle system, one may

get information about the hidden variab?lérfB) (t). The measurement device may chaﬁ‘ﬁéB) (t)ina

n

systems are uncoupled, an interaction happening on-theparticle ensemble can in no way influence the
properties of the particles in the system.
Let’H = H1 ® H2 be the product Hilbert space above, with a Hamiltonian dpera

way that correlations with all the other particle trajeinen??,(]?) (t) are lost. Since the different particle

I:IEI:I1®12+11®I:IQ, (91)
whereH; € H; andH, € H,. The time evolution for any observablg € H; in the Heisenberg picture
Aﬁ(t) = eitﬁAle—itﬁ _ eitﬁlAle—itﬁl @1y (92)

is completely independent ., even if|\U(7,72,t)) € H is described by the entangled state of &gl (85).
As Nelson put it: ,,no matter how systems may be correlateztetis no way of telling, what [external]
forces the second system is being subjected to, as longyarth@ot dynamically coupled.”

In this context, we mention that Nelson’s original theorylcbnot reproduce the example above [8].
The reason was that Nelson identifi&@, ¢) andi(7, ¢) not as average velocities of an ensemble, but as real
particle properties. With this assertion, neither thetspgj of the many particle Schrodinger equation in eq.
(@0), nor any sort of interchanging procedure between thicpes in the{A1} ({B1}) and{B2} ({A2})
ensemble was possible. Accordingly, active locality was iie Nelson’s original formulation of stochastic
mechanics, similarly as in Bohmian mechanics. For therlétee [52] for a general introduction), it is well
known that the derivation of the many particle Schrodiremration is only possible, if a highly non-trivial
dependency between the Bohmian “trajectories” of diffepanrticle states has to be introduced, which is
at odds with the theory of relativity and without any physfoaindation. Interestingly, Nelson himself has
shown recently in [30] that(, t) andd(7, t) cannot correspond to properties of individual particlese
this would lead to measurable differences between hisra@idiheory and ordinary quantum mechanics. A
similar observation was made for Bohmian “trajectorieglieain [29].

5 Spin in a Fritsche-Haugk like hidden variable theory

5.1 Simple estimations

Nelson’s derivation of the Schrddinger equation was gyiektended to include particle spin, but without
proper physical interpretation [31]. Over the years, mdngspcally motivated derivations of the Pauli
equation were developed. One by Faris [32, 33] and anotherbgrihe authors of the modification of
Nelson’s stochastic mechanics discussed above [34]. tmfately, these frameworks did either violate
active locality, or they did not contain any mechanism thatlgd change a particle’s spin state after its
emission. Thereby, none of these theories led to a violatfateterministic passive locality only. In this
section, we propose a theory of spinning particles progidich a mechanism. Beginning with an example
of [34], we try to interpret the spin of a particle as rotatemound a chosen axis(see fig[B). We let the
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particle rotate around of this axis under energy fluctuatind’A¢ ~ %/2. For the rotational energy, we
have from classical mechaniés= %w%. The inertial tensor is given b® = mr? with a distance from
the chosen axis. The angular velocity.ig = QT” andT is the time of a complete rotation. If we identify
At with T'andA E with E, we may write

1 27 2
AEAt = SmoT T ?T = movrm = s = h/2. (93)

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

h
S =Mour & — (94)
2

defines the magnitude of its angular momentum. Apparenitindependent of the particle’'s mass and the
radius of the rotation. The arguments above were only etitma For later, it will be useful, if we set the
magnitude of the spin angular momentunste: /1/2 on the average. From the time dependent Schrddinger

equation, one can derive the so called Ehrenfest thetgge<rﬁ’> = <13€Xt>, where<$‘> is the expectation

value of the velocity operator. This equation implies thet &ngular momentum operatﬁr: 7 X moV
may not vanish in the case bf— 0. Since the so called spin should go to zero in the classiwdt, s must

be independent df and we must expand our description.

5.2 The Stern-Gerlach effect

If particles of spinl/2 are not specially prepared, they occur in a superpositioh afid | states. To
derive such a superposition, we have to make a similar caatipntas in sectiod.2. Here however, the
trajectories?ﬁ(ﬁg (t) of eq. [65) 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 denoted
by 1, whereas particles rotating in the right direction are tdiexa by |. Eventually, we arrive after some
calculations at the four differential equations of €q.l (66)

As explained before, the interpretation of a state in a qug®tion 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 betwbeqA 7} ({A |}) and{B |} ({B 1}) ensembles,
before we get to the differential equations in éqJ (68).

For a single particle, the effect of this exchange procedutieat it does as often belong to thestate
as to the| state. A nice drawing of this process is given by R. PenrosBif@c particles in [38]. It is this
procedure, whereby the possibility for a violation of detaristic passive locality does arise.

At the end of the calculation in sectidr2, we were able to describe the behaviour of the overall system
by a probability density

p(7,t) = a®py (7,t) + b2 py (7, 1) (95)

and a quantum state

e y= (G0 ) —an@ ok o). (96)

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

From here on, we can closely follow [34] to derive the restudigtum mechanics for spinning particles.
If an external magnetic field(7, t) in the direction ofZ is applied, the energy af; (7, t) decreases with
magnitudeuz Bz(7, t), whereas the energy df| (7, ¢) increases by the same magnitude. The congtgnt
is called Bohr magneton

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
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the interaction of angular momentum with magnetic fieldoné does linearise the Schrodinger equation
in a similar manner as it is typically done for Dirac’s eqoatione gets the same value fog [35].

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

pi (7 t) = —ppB=(7, 1) [al* 7 (F, )y (7, 1) (98)
and

pi () = ppB(7, ) [ ] (7, ) (7, 1). (99)
With their sum

u(7,t) = py (7, 8) 4 py (7,1), (100)

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

M(Fa t) = 7\Il+(7?a t):uBBE\II(Fa t)v (101)
where
o 1 0
Bg: Bg(T,t) < 0 —1 > . (102)

The different coupling of the systems; (7, ¢) to magnetic fields gives rise to the Stern-Gerlach ef-
fect [36]. If atoms from an incident beam with equally distried magnetic energy density enter a strong
magnet, the two spin systems are subjected to diﬁeremkﬁiﬁt(t) =+ ﬁ;’f(t). Accordingly, they get de-
flected in opposite directions. Due to active locality, thiefchanging procedure can only happen between
trajectories?ﬁ(ﬁ% (t) which are located at the same pofAt¢) in space-time. However, the Stern-Gerlach
magnet separates trajectories that belong to different ffpites spatially. Then, the exchange procedure
can take place between trajectories of the same spin ensemlyl This is observed in so called double
Stern-Gerlach experiments [37]. If one would place a se@&irth-Gerlach magnet behind the first and let
it have the same directional orientation, the parts of trembthat were previously separated, would not
split up again. In this way, the particle ensembles of a beambe prepared to contain one spin state only.
The repeated Stern-Gerlach experiment demonstratestmtbdality and the non-markovian property of
the stochastic process involved. The stochastic diffeaketuation that a particle obeys at a given time
depends, due to the comparison with the ensemble averadeseimterchanging procedure, on what has
happened to the ensemble before. Therefore, the stocpastiess acting on a single particle has a kind of
memory about the past interactions between the magnetfamhsemble the individual particle is placed
in. Nevertheless, the stochastic process is a local oner #fe two spin systems are spatially separated,
they do not influence each other anymore.

5.3 The Pauli equation
In [19], the Schrodinger equation under a magnetic fieldh vt Hamiltonian
- 2 2
(—mv — eA (F, t))

H(7 t) = e + e® (7, t) + VU7, ) (103)

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

w(i, t) = i (7, OH(F, )y (7, 1) + 7 (7, OH(F, ) (7, 1) = U (7 ) HE(F, 1), (104)

where we have used the definition

(7, t)( (1) (1) ) (105)

H

Il
jmnil
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Figure 4: Two coordinate systems with unit vectofsg, z ) and ¢’,5’,2’) related by Euler angleg, ¢
andd

To include the energy from the interaction of the spin rotatvith Bz(7, t), we must add.(7, t) and get
the HamiltoniarH — upBz. We note that the effect gf g Bz on each ensemble is that of a potential. Since
the time dependent Schrodinger equation was derived wrdarbitrary external potential, we can write a
first equation for a spinning particle:

L O0U(7)t)
ih En

If we want to measure the particle’s spin rotation aroundds & that is different from the axis defined
by thez componentB, (7, t) of the magnetic field, we must change the coordinate systeﬁ{ﬂft}. This
can be done via linear transformatiaBy 7, t) = QB(, 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. [39]) that by using Euleresngl ¢ andé as shown in fig[14, ang x 3
rotation matrix can be converted2nx 2 form to

— (H - uBBg) U(F, 1) (106)

ez (9 cos (0/2) ez (=9 sin (0/2)
= ; ; . 107
Q < ie” 3= sin (0/2) e 3(¥F%) cos(0/2) ) (107)
To apply the2 x 2 matrixQ on E(F, t), we must rewrite the magnetic field:
_ B.(7,t) B, (7,t) — iBy (7, t)
B=( pntim By (108)
Then, one can compul®’ via
B’ = QBQ*. (109)

We note that a vectds (7, t) = (0,0, B.(7, t)) has a matrix form equal BB in eq. [I02). Furthermore,
it can be observed that

B = B, (7,t)ox + By(7,t)oy + B, (7, )0y, (110)
whereoy, oy, 0, are the so called Pauli matrices. Writing them as vegter (o, oy, 0,), we have
B = B(7,1)3. (111)

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

u(7t) = p' (7, 1) (112)
Making the assumption that

(7, t) = QU(7, ), (113)
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we get with a general magnetic field in a rotated coordinagtesy the following expression faf (7, ¢):

W (7 t) = Ut (7, ) QT B' QU (7, t). (114)
This is the same gg(7, t), if

B =Q"'B'Q. (115)
SinceQ in eq. [I0Y) is unitary, the following identity holds with .e@15):

QQ"B'QQ" =QBQ" =B’ (116)

Eq. (1186) exactly defines the transformation laviBoin eq. [109).
With eq. [11%), eq.[{115) and ed._(111), the overall energsitig of the particle ensemble under a
general magnetic field is

w7, t) = U (7, 1) (H — upB(F, t)&) (7, 1). (117)

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 arbitmreagnetic field as:

L O0U(7)t)
h )
RY

- (H — upB(F, t)&) GR) (118)

A common situation is that the magnetic fieﬁ(ﬁ t) of a Stern-Gerlach apparatus lies in a coordinate
system which is rotated with respect to the orientation ofh@oming spinord’(7,t). Especially in EPR
experiments, one has to compukér,t) = QTU'(7 ). To describe the direction of the spin rotation
around the axig”’, only the Euler angle8 and ¢ are necessary and one can seléct —m/2 without
loss of generalisation. The projection of the rotated aXisn the Z/¢ 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. [107) with those simplifications on a spingf(, ¢) |+)
yields

(8 = v (7, 1) (72 cos (6/2) |+) + €/ sin (0/2)|-)) (119)
and for ay| (7, t) |-) state, we get

W(Ft) = ¥ (7 1) (—e_i“’/Q sin (0/2) |4) + /2 cos (0/2) |—>) . (120)

5.4 The spin operator

Finally, we will derive the so called spin-operator. Bothtjide ensembles have an average spin angular
momentum oft#i/2. Therefore, the overall expectation value of spin in #hdirection can be written as
weighed sum

h . ~
(Sz) =3 / (Ial2 [ (7 )* — [b)” le(nt)IQ) d’r. (121)
We can simplify this expression with a matrix
h(i1 0
sz§<0 _1> (122)
and obtain
(59 = [0S e (123)

For the spin with respect to the direction of an unit ve&be= ji from an arbitrary rotated coordinate
system, we have, analogous to €. {111) the reldipn= gﬁ&. It is convenient to write the axig in
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spherical coordinates g@s= (cos (¢)sin(0), sin (¢) sin (8), cos (8)) and we observe thatdepends on the
same angles that are used for the spinors ofleq] (119) an@Zd). (
Using this notation, a “spin operator“ can be defined as

wnyp
Il

G (124)

N | St

and we geB;/ = ﬁ§. Finally, the average valugz.) becomes

Ser) /w* (7. 0)d = i (), (125)
where

/ W (7 DSe(F, ) dr. (126)

6 Entangled systems with spin

6.1 Transformation of the entangled state into equations of motion

As in the case of the many particle Schrodinger equatior;ameextend the coordinate space to derive the
N particle Pauli equation. From now on, we will assume thatehare no forces which interconnect the
different particle systems and that their external fora@sade at each time.

We start our discussion with a state

U(ry,,t) = % (71, 1) | =) @ Y(Fa, t) |[+) — (71, ) |+) @ (72, t) |=))
= % (Xl(’Fl, 'FQ, t) - XQ(Fl, FQ, t)) . (127)

It shall describe two ensembles of entangled particles thithsame rest mass, and opposite spin. The
one particle spin states in the first line of dq. ([127) areigtestates with respect to a chosen axisd in
the second line, we have defined the functions

X1(71, 72, t) = (1, 1) |=) @ Y(r2, 1) [+)  and  xa(71,72,t) = (71, 1) [+) @ ¥(72, 1) |—) . (128)

The state in eq[[(127) is the solution of a two particle Paglisgion without external electromagnetic fields.
This leads to a Hamiltonian operator

- 2 —r2AN 2. 10
H(, ) = (S 2m0n+ZVeXt(Fn,t) (0 . ) (129)
n=1 n=1

where the external potentials for the two particle systegneaat each time

Vext (Fl ) t) = Vext (FQ) t) (130)

Similar as in eq.[(90), the Pauli equation for the state of(&g4) can be written as:

ih%\l!(ﬁfg,t) = H(R, 72, t)U(7, 72, t)
\/— ﬁngtl o %ﬂ(ﬁﬂ"z, t)x1(71,72)
= - (131)
\/—’Lhw = %I:I(Fl, 7?2, t)Xg (Fl, FQ)
For the particle ensembles described by Eq.1(131), the bpeohability density is given by
S r . r .
p(71,72,t) = 501(7’1,7’2,15) + 502(7"1,7"27t), (132)
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with
pi(71,72,t) = xi (F1, 7, t)x1 (71, 72, 1)
= P, )P, 1) (= =) @ 97 (F2, 1) (72, 1) (+ 4)
= p1 (71, t) @ p1y (72, 1) (133)
and
p2(71,72,t) = x5 (71,72, t)x2(71, 72, t)
= P, )Y (1) (+ 14) @ (P2, 1)Y(72, ) (= [—)
= p21(71,t) @ p2 (72, 1) (134)
Probability densities of many particle states are conmktciéhe corresponding osmotic velocities via

aN (7N t) = SO (p(7N, )/ po). (135)
2m0

Hence, after the tensor productpn(, 7, ¢) is converted by the logarithm laws into a sum, we get for
651(7?15 772, t):
h =

iy, (71, 72, t) = *Q—mOVN (In ((p1,(F1, 1)), /po) +1n ((p11(72, ), /p0))

2m0v1n (( ( 27t))2 /pO) uT(T27t)
ﬁT (7?17 t)
ﬁl (7?27 t) '
The definition of the average velociy* (7N, ¢) for a many particle ensemble is

Similarly, @Y, in the Pauli equation fog, (7, 7, t) is of the formil, (7N, ¢) = <

N (7N 1) = iﬁN@(FN,t), (137)
mo

wherep(7N | t) is the phase of the many particle wave-function

TN, 1) = £4/p(N)ete ™). (138)

Writing x1 (71, 72, t) in the form of eq.[(138)

X1(71,72,t) = 1/ p (71, t)e 1) @ v/ p1(Pa, t)e “’DT(”) (139)

we can identify the overall phase gf ("1, 72, t) as

¥1 (7?17 2, t) =¥ (Fla t) + o1 (FQ, t)' (140)
This yields
N hoen . . GR)
N _ I en _ NGE
Vi (71,72, 1) = mOV ©1(71, 7o, t) ( (7, ) > (141)
and we gety (71,7, t) = ( \V?T Eﬁ, g > in completely the same way.
1

The expressionsfoi‘ 15 XQ, vxl, X2 imply that the Pauli equation ed. (131) with the entanglatesn
eq. [127) can be decomposed iattwo component differential equations, Whéigst (7%, t) = Fext (7, t):

L) (71, t) — (T,(71, 1) - V) (7L 8) + vAT (7, 1) = AL 1)
L5 () — (1 (o, t) - V) iy (7o, £) + VAT (7, 1) = L F§ (7, 1)

(142)
451 (71,t) — (81(71,t) - V) 81 (71, t) + vAT (7, ) = S F4(, t)

mo

—

dtvl(F%t) — ﬁl('FQ,t) -V ﬁl(_’g,ﬁ) + Z/Aﬁl(Fg,ﬁ) = %FgXt(Tg,ﬁ)

Eg. (142) is equivalent to eq[(131), but it contains the enide averages andv of each particle
system directly. All equations in ed.(142) can be similaltyived as the two equations in €g.](72), but the
derivation must be done for thg and; particle ensembles separately.
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6.2 How the correlations of entangled states emerge in the local hidden variable
theory

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

The source in the EPR experiment produces particles of aedksipin direction with respect to the axis
Z. However, it is not able to prepare the spin states in sephestms like a Stern-Gerlach magnet, because
it does not divide the two spin ensembles spatially. Herfoe spin states of the particles emerging from
the source are a superposition of and a| state. As described in sectiér2 the individual particles
in such a system have to undergo an exchange procedure bettregfel 1} and{B |} or the{B 1} and

B |} ensembles. The trajectori& B) (t) of ther; particles have to switch between thé&j(r;, ¢t) and
TT()1
VP (7, t) system as well as theit} (7, ¢) and v} (7, ¢) ensemble in eq.[{I#2) during their flight. An

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

We observe that it is possible, to threat theand 7, states completely disconnected, because in eq.
(1432) they represent uncoupled statistical ensemblesy itag even be spatially separated, in a way that
there is no contact between them. A measurement on onelpaetisemble, say;, might change the
potential V. (71, t) in eq. [I29). Along with this goes a change of the externaldaic*t (7, t). If the
action of the device was such thag< (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._(142) 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 importantdterthat there will still be correlations
between the two particle systems, if the experimenters #it Im@asurement statiorisand2 choose the
settings of their devices in a way tha* (7, t) = F$< (7%, t) for all timest¢. This is exactly the situation,
when the two separated Stern-Gerlach magnets are rotatbd same axig = 7 and the experiment is
done with (infinitely) many particle pairs.

To connect the present discussion with the content of seétiave recall the definition of the spin
trajectories as stochastic procesggs. and¢;q;.. We havep;;(2),. =1, if the trajectorﬁ‘?l(gg (t) attime
tisinan? ensemble with respect bande;; (), =/, if the trajectory is in thg system at this time. One
gets exact anti-correlations between the spins of ttieparticle pair during its flight, if one can ensure that

itz # Pjot- (143)

for all timest. This property gives rise to the state in dg. ([127). It is éestéhich describes the solution of
a Pauli equation with two separate particle ensembles wépisestates 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 it§A} ({B}) ensemble, its spin state has to change to the opposite viathe a
same time. Similarly, if a particle changes its spin{ifs} ({B}) ensemble must change also. Transitions
{B1}—-{A1L{Bl}—-{Al}L{A1} —>{A |} or{B1} — {B |} are not allowed. Otherwise, the
trajectories affected would not be described any more byargosition of arf and a| state, where energy
conservation 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 frofB 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 amdstime initial speed, due to momentum
conservation. Therefore, at time= 0, the trajectories from each pair will be placed in the sdmé ({B})
ensemble, but in the opposite spin system.

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

FRrovn () = Fom(¢) (144)
for all j and each timé. Then, the velocities of the two entangled trajectoriesnfrevery particle pair

will coincide at all times, after they started with the sanpeed in the identica{A} ({B}) ensemble.
Accordingly, the particles will switch theifA} ({B}) system in the same way during their flight. Each
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placementin anothgrA} ({B}) ensemble changes the particle’s spin state to the opp&iitee the spin
ensemble of the particles is opposite from the beginnirig-a0, the spin trajectories of both particles will
take opposite values;i;. # ¢;2:. for all timest > 0. To fulfil the requirement of eq[(144), a theory must
not necessarily incorporate a signalling mechanism betwget) and (7., ¢). This can be easily seen by
an explicit construction of a local model, where dq. (144§lko

The only constraint on the random forces was that they havaws$an distribution. Now consider
the following mechanism: A real random number generata® aetaluel; € R for eachyj-th particle
pair at preparation stage. This valigis similar to the hidden parameter in Bell's original worl,[But
independent for eachth particle pair generated by the source.

In our model \; serves as the starting value for two pseudo random numberafens of the same type.
Pseudo random number generators are deterministic proeeadhich, if initialised with the same starting
value )\;, always produce the same series. After they were initidleteé = 0, we let the two generators
produce Gaussian distributed and time dependent s@ﬁé&“‘l(t, Aj) andﬁ?;"w“(t, Aj). These series are
the random forces of thgth trajectories for the”; andr; particles. Because they only depend on their
common starting valug; € R, eq. [144) holds at each time. There is no signalling meshahietween
the two disconnected forces, since they simply depend andbenmon past.

At first sight, one may think that our a procedure would set weterministic passively local theory.
Indeed, forﬁ?{"wn (t, \)) andﬁ?;OW“ (t,A;), there is a preparation evelf that determines all later values
of these forces. However, one does not have access to thesi@aubstributed random forces on the
probability space, but only to the two spin values on the medde space of the random variables.

The proof in sectior3 was with regards the sigma algebtBss, F;1; and Fj,;. They contain those
events that determine the accessible spin results in theuraae spaces of the EPR experiment for sure.
However, the set of theoretically possible events in thédabdity space for the Gaussian distributed force
fields ﬁ?f(og)v“(t, A;) is considerably larger than the set of the two spin valuehiénmeasurable space.
Hence, every elementifi;s, F;1; andF;,; must be a union event of many theoretically possible outsome
of the force fields which all lead to the same spin result inntleasurable space.

For an entangled particle that flies to a detector, the cmmddf deterministic passive locality would
imply that a union event of certain outcomes of the randordappens at the first time step. All eventsin
this union must lead to the same spin state of the particleaatime. By deterministic passive locality, the
spin result of a given particle at preparation stage hasterihine the particle’s spin value at the detector.
Accordingly, the union event for the Brownian forces at thstfiime step has to determine another union
of events at later times. The latter consists of outcomethiwrandom force at a time, where the particle
has arrived in the Stern-Gerlach magnet. In particulagahts in this predetermined union must be such
that they lead to the same particular spin state. It can be §ee1 a simple example that even if the
theoretically possible events of the time dependent rarfdoces are predetermined for eagtth particle
pair by a hidden parametas, deterministic passive locality can be easily violated.

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

in the{A 7} ensemble. The velocity of this particle at tirhe- 0 can be denoted b&%‘fﬂm(t = 0)’ and
the particle’s spin trajectory at that timeds—_, 1 ;—o. =1. The particle will have to be placed in ti8 |}

ensemble, if its velocit)k?;.*zl,Tl (t)‘ is higher than the arithmetic mean

A GRS GID]

VAB (Fl, t) D)

(145)

of the ensemble average velocities from {#e 1} and the{B | } system.
The velocity’ié.*:l,Tl (t)‘ is a function ofﬁﬁ‘fﬁ“(t, Aj=1). For a given random starting valug_; € R
of the pseudo random number generators, we let the Browarae &t timer = 1 take a value

ﬁ?gﬂn(t =1,\=1) =& (146)

It may be that; leads to a particle velocity (#E?:L“(t =1)| < v*B(#,t = 1). Then, no change of the
spin trajectory takes place and we get:

Dj=1,1,t=0, = Pj=1,1,t=1,-
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Similarly, at timet = 2, let the pseudo random number generator produce the value

ﬁ?gﬂn (t2, Aj=1) = &2 (147)
such that‘i??:ml(t =2)| < vAB(7,t = 2). Still, no change of;_1 1 ,—». happens and we can write

Pj=1,1,t=0> = Pj=1,1,t=1> = Pj=1,1,t=2.- (148)

There could be another pair= 2, for which the particld that goes through detectbistarts in the{A 1}
ensemble. The forces related to this particle may be driyeanbther random starting value—s # Aj=1.
Obviously, it is well possible that we get fag_, att = 1:

FROT(t=1,\j=2) = 01 & &1, (149)

with &, such that‘i?fzzm(t =1)| < vAB(#,t = 1) and thereby

Pj=2,1,t=0, = Pj=2,1,t=1, (150)

again. Yet, fort = 2, we may get with\;_,

FRON (=2, \jm2) = 62 >> &, (151)

whered, causes a significant change in the velocity, Ieadinb?ﬁ;zn(t = 2)’ > vAB(F,t = 2). Asa
consequence, the particle in th& 1} ensemble would be placed in thB |} ensemble at this time, taking
the veIocity‘??:Qyu(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- (152)

When the particles arrive in the Stern-Gerlach magnetseoEfAR experiment, their spin states trans-
form with axis dependent probabilities to an up or to a dovaesbnce again, due to the applicationf
from eq. [(Z0V). By eq[(119) and e. (120), the axes of the et@gran be selected in a way that for a given
outcome, these probabilities are different from unity. His tcase, the decision, to what spin ensemble an
individual trajectory;?fl((BQg (t) will change, is random. Since the only probabilistic eletseén our theory

are the Brownian forces, they must be solely responsibléhfiirrandom decision. The requirement of eq.

(d143) is that for two entangled trajectorbé%(B)(t) andi%(B) (t), the time dependent Brownian forces co-

incide at each time. If the two detectors in the EPR experiment have identidéirggs ;i = v/, the external
forces in eq.[[142) also agree at every tiie*t (7", t) = F$<(7%, t)

In other words: If the settings of the detectors in an EPR Bxmmt coincide, the entangled trajectories
i?l(B)(t) and )2?2(13) (t) are under equal forces at each time. Accordingly, as destrbove, the two
trajectories would change their positions, velocitiesyal as their{ A} and{B} ensemble simultaneously
in the same, but their spin ensemble in an exactly opposiie W this mechanism that gives rise to the
observed correlations at the detectors.

That our theory reproduces the results of quantum mechhbyittee violation of passive locality can be
easily seen, if we select an angle= 27 at the measurement devices in éq. (119) andeql (120). Fapthe
state in eq.[(148) at= 2, one would then get a spin up result in detedtfor sure. Similarly, for spin state
in eq. [I52) at = 2, a down state would be measured at statidéor sure. These are opposite measurement
results for two particleg = 1 and;j = 2 that started both with spin up at the source and went to detect
1. Hence, there can be no event at preparation stage whichmideés a later event at the detector. This
corresponds to the failure of deterministic passive logali

We have to remark that even if the model with the pseudo randonber generators may look terribly
artificial, it would nevertheless be difficult to test. Esjadlg, because the initial valug; is assumed to be a
real random number, the statistics{of, ; } and{c2;} would equal the properties of real random numbers,
if infinitely many particle pairg are considered.

An objection against such a model could seem to be expergwétit entanglement swapping [40]. In
those setups, the pairs of entangled particles are geddmatisvo spatially separated sources. To describe
these experiments with the model above, two changes haverabde:
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The area of the particle source in sectibth has to be replaced by a slice in which the two particle
sources are. The slice must be disjoint from the future caorfidse two Stern-Gerlach magnets and all
proofs in sectior2 and3 work as before. In sectiof.2, eq. [144) has to hold for the Brownian forces at
the two separated particle sources. Nevertheless, it Elgedo find a spatial region, where the past cones
of the two sources intersect. At this place, a common cayse R could well be established, leading
to eq. [14%). Hence, even with entangled particles whictpavduced by two independent sources there
is no need for hidden variable theories to include an inatatius connection between spatially separated
regions.

It is well known that entanglement phenomena are not réstio spin states. For example, according
to quantum mechanics, exact correlations between positibrentangled particles should be observed,
when they are emitted by the source at almost the same timestAfitline of an experiment to investigate
this behaviour was presented in [41] and the analogue o§#iig for photons was realised in [42]. Lastly
in [43], a concrete proposal for an experiment with matqréaticles has been made, which still waits for its
realisation. Here, we only mention that the correlatiorslted by quantum mechanics for these situations
are naturally explained by our local model. Obviously, ibtparticles are ejected within an interval smaller
than the course grained timescale= # of the Brownian motion process, the discussion above leads
to exactly correlated behaviour of the two particle’s tcajeies in position and time.

To violate Bell’s inequalities in the EPR experiment withogdl model, it does suffice to assume that
the Gaussian distributed random foréi%own(t), F?QYOW“ (t) have a kind of “memory” of their past. Never-
theless, the author has to admit the somewhat incomplatemaitthis article because the model developed
above is artificial. To give a more physical reason for €q.4J1dne would need further studies. In fact,
passive locality may be violated with many other hiddenalalg theories, all sharing the property that the
events at one measurement apparatus do not influence trhs avanother spatially separated one. Besides
from Nelson, who gave two examples of such theories, a éiffemodel with similar locality features was
published recently in [44]. The authors of this article da simdy Bell's theorem in the language of ad-
vanced mathematical probability, as it was done by Nelsahthey seem to share his opinion about the
meaning of passive locality.

Here, we wish to leave it at that, with a citation by Nelsomira popular talk. It shows that behaviour
which is similar to entanglement is in fact commonly obsdrirestochastically 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 étigely the same fashion as its partner
all the way over on the other side? This is mysterious but mybhd understanding” [45]. “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, mygsiethan is the random growth of snowflakes
with hexagonal symmetry” [9].

7 Objections against Nelson’s theorem

7.1 The argument of Ballentine and Zeilinger

The basic argumentin Nelson’s (and Jarret’s) reasoniigisatfamily of device dependent productrandom
variablesp;1; ® ¢;2; may generate events at spatially separated locations Hishvpassive locality fails,
or

P¢j1g®¢jzﬁ {Ujlﬁ ﬂ 0j2i fjs} 7é P¢jl,z®¢pg {Uj1ﬂ| '7:1'5} P¢j1ﬁ®¢j29 {O-J'Qljl ‘7:1'5} . (153)
Nelson and Jarret explicitly wrote that this can happen euthany signalling mechanism in the theory
which produces the events in question. The latter statgra#thbugh mathematically correct, has raised
criticisms from physicists since it was made. For exampldis famous introductory textbook, Ballentine
[46] writes:

,»There have been some debates as to whether the factmiséthe probability is justified by the lo-
cality condition alone, or whether it requires some addgistronger assumptions. If so, the contradiction
may be blamed on those additional assumptions. The isswdike sbut fortunately it is now irrelevant,
since the new proof in [47] does not make use of probability”.
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That the work in [47] does not make use of probability is ttugyever, it only does account for deter-
ministic hidden variable theories of a sort, where the evahthe particle source are equivalent to the ones
at the detectors. The authors are aware of this, noting & &% in their article:

,»The salvaging strategy could consist in [...] a stochdstial 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 8, Furthermore, they mention the existence
of so called ,,equivalence theorems” [50, 51]. 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 tgdalassumed to hold ( [48] makes this assumption
inhis eq. ), [49] make itat p528in their egs.(2), (2'), [50] at page&’76 in eq. (7a) and [51] at p.1306 and
1308). In fact, it is only for this case, where an equivalence ttedainistic passive locality can be proven.
We conclude that the proofin [47] does not call actively ldddden variable theories into question, where
only passive locality fails.

7.2 The argument of Diirr

Furthermore, there exist claims which try to derive Belhkedrem in its original form of eq.[(86), but
without the assumption of passive locality. These ,,déowa” (e.g. [52] at page 182) do not write the
inequality with a whole family of axis dependent probapiliheasure®; ,.«¢,,, for device dependent
events{o;i;} € Fjiz and{ojos} € Fjop. Instead, they are using one single and detector indepénden
measureP for events which are thought to be produced by the source sndeaertheless, dependent on
the axes of the detectors.

This is problematic, because if we compute the correlataafficient

E (i, 7) = (V] (i), © (75), | ¥) (154)

with the state of eq.[{127), we are definitely led to €q.] (1%) tma family of axis dependent measures
P00

By using one probability measure for axis dependent evemiemted by the particle source, we would
only be able to investigate theories, where an intrinsitiglarproperty is defined at preparation stage that
determines the results at the two detectors for each caaldeipair of axes.

Yet it may be possible that the source generates particlesevproperties are modified later by the
Stern-Gerlach magnets. In this case, a hidden variable Imbttee EPR experiment has to use an enlarged
probability space. The events at preparation stage take jiaa smaller space and their probabilities do
not depend on the detector’s axes, whereas the events agténetats happen in the enlarged probability
space. A natural assumption is that the events at the twoatepaneasurement stations are generated by
a family of device dependent product random varialglgs; ® ¢;27. Accordingly, we arrive at a family
of axis dependent probability measuies,, .., for the joint probabilities of events at the two Stern-
Gerlach magnets. Because the probability measures frofietimalism of quantum mechanics are of the
same structure, we believe that Nelson’s mathematicaysisadf the EPR experiment is the correct one.

At this point, we want to remark that the impossibility to terthe EPR experiment on one single prob-
ability space and the need for the inclusion of the detedtiings in the corresponding random variables
was also mentioned recently by A. Khrennikov in [53].

Nevertheless, it is possible to confine oneself to a singteaatis independent measupre if passive-
and active locality are explicitly stated to hold. With thmbposition and the proof in sectid) one can
trace the experimentally relevant evefits;} € F;1z and{o oz} € Fjo; for an axisji at the detectors
back to equivalent events if;s at the common preparation stage. We can repeat this prazedgiir two
other pairs of equivalent events for different axeand?’ at the detectors. Eventually, after some further
calculations, we will arrive at an inequality, which is angiie to eq.[(36), but defined only for events in
F;s. Due to active locality, the events at preparation stagencate modified later by the settings of the
detectors. Hence, we can use an axis independent probpabdéasure for those events. A proof of Bell's
theorem that goes exactly this way can be found in [12].
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Figure 5: Velocity distribution of the particles in tHe\} ensemble. Only those particles within a very
small velocity interval of widtngl (t)‘ aroundvAB (7, t) will be interchanged because of the disturbance.

7.3 The argument of Redhead, stability against disturbances

A different argument against stochastic hidden variabkoties was raised by Redhead in [56] (who
presents in his book at p. 98 a proof of Bell's inequalitiebjali is very similar to that of Nelson, al-
though with some differences). He argues that stochaglieim parameter theories would be impossible
and advances this opinion with the following observatioedRead asserts that under natural conditions,
one can never exclude small disturbances, which might mmpp®neously to a single particle (maybe
through a random disturbance by the gases of the air in tlhed&dry). Redhead then defines, what he calls
“the most general perturbation” that “is not a phase shit” a

u(7, ) = e@29/2 (155)

where7i 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 elq._([127) will
transform to

\I//(Fl,FQ, t) —

% (Y71, 1) [ =) @ u(il, D)p(72, t) |4) — (71, t) |+) @ (i, 9)(r2, ) [=)) . (156)

Redhead concludes that with/ (7, 75, t), the exact correlations observed in EPR experiments will
be lost for certain axes of the detectors. Neverthelesgnhgiément can be experimentally investigated
through long distances over 100 kilometres in the air [54jere small perturbations acting on single
particles cannot be avoided.

Yet, in spirit of Ballentine’s ensemble interpretation [5® quantum mechanical state may not describe
individual particles, but rather an infinitely large stdtial ensemble of trajectories. In this case, a pertur-
bation like eq.[(155) would correspond to a disturbance ddratire statistical ensemble of infinitely many
particles for a sufficiently long time. Moreover, if definesl@oveu(7i, ) acts on every particle of that
system in exactly the same way. This has nothing to do withal®rroneous disturbance that may happen
accidentally to individual particles in the laboratory.

In this context, we want to show that our theory is in some s&specially robust against small dis-
turbances, at least if they act on individual particles. &éong distance entanglement experiment, it is a
reasonable requirement, to expect large uncorrelatechisoktf@rcesﬁg"t (73, ) andﬁﬁ"t(ﬂ, t), which act
on the particles during their flight, to be absent. It is welblvn that without external forces, the Langevin
equations[(44) lead to a Maxwell distribution of the padiglvelocity. Accordingly, most; particles in
the{A} or {B} ensembles have a velocity around one centi&” (7, t)| or ~ |7 (7, t)|.

Without loss of generalisation, we assume that a small nﬁancegjl(t) induces a slightly different
velocity of thej-th 7 particle in the{ A 1} ensemble at a poirf, t) in space-time:

OESSOREAG! (157)
We definegjl(t) to be small, if the half-width of the particle’s velocity tfibution is far greater than

‘5]-1 (t)‘. Moreover, the disturbance should be small enough thatehenbation can’'t change the statistics
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of the entire ensemble through the trajectory exchange amsm. The latter requirement is equivalent to
the condition

VAB(7, t) — |74 (71, 1) >> ‘5]-1(15)‘ . (158)

Additionally, we expect the componentsggﬁ (t) to be fluctuating with zero mean.
A particle is replaced from th¢A 1} to the {B |} system, if its velocity

#4,(1)] is higher than

vAB(7,t). Since the average of each componenfjif(t) is assumed to be zero, the disturbance does
not contribute torAB (7, t). Hence,

’vAB(Fl,t) . ])'z;*“(t)H <

) 159
has to hold, if the perturbatioﬁjl(t) is the only reason foﬁ%l(t) to be placed in an ensemble. The

particles fulfilling eq. [(15P) are in a small velocity intehof width ’5]-1(15)‘ aroundvAB (7, t) (see figh).

Since’gjl(t)‘ is assumed to be much smaller than the half-width of theg@aiivelocity distribution,
the number of trajectories for which ef. (159) holds, willbe. Because of

’VB(Fl,t)‘ < VAB(Fl,t) < ‘VA(Fl,t)

: (160)

eq. [158) and eq[[(159), the interval in which the disturleais@ble to change the ensemble of a particle,
is far away from the centrkiA (7, t)\, where most trajectories are found. This further reducesitmber

of particles that can be affected ﬁyl (t).

We conclude that only a very small number of trajectoriesigles its (spin-) ensemble solely because
of gjl(t). Hence, the disturbance merely results in a reduced effigiehthe entanglement, but not to its
breakdown. For this reason, the theory we have construsteshiecially robust against small disturbances
unavoidable in a laboratory, in contrast to the claims by.[56

8 Conclusions and outlook

8.1 What has been achieved

The most popular argument against hidden variable thewtitsparticle trajectories is, as commonly be-
lieved from Bell's words: That [those theories] “require @chanism, whereby the setting of one measur-
ing device can influence the reading of another device” anor&mver, the signal involved must propagate
instantaneously”. As shown by Nelson whose analysis wevesd here, this assertion is physically un-
founded. Specially designed stochastic processes caateviBell's inequalities at two separated locations
without any contact at all. We have mathematically analysdtht such a behaviour really does imply for
a stochastic theory and we have constructed a correspotigiogy by ourselves.

8.2 Possibility of relativistic extension

Unfortunately, our theory has, at least till now, no relatic extension. Stochastic mechanics in the original
form in which Nelson wrote it down, had severe conceptudiailties in the relativistic domain. These
problems arose due to the Markov property of the stochasimgss one had to use. In fact it was shown that
the definition of a Markov process on Minkowski space woulttlleither to determinism or the violation
of causality [57-59]. Nevertheless, with some differerstuasptions for the process involved, the Klein-
Gordon equation in four dimensions [60-65] as well as tha®éguation in 1+1 dimensions [66—68] could
be derived in various works.

We emphasise that unlike Nelson’s original formulatiom theory of Fritsche and Haugk describes a
non-markovian stochastic process and thereby it avoidsdkgo theorems of [57-59]. However, to rewrite
the Fritsche-Haugk model in a manifestly covariant forme evould need a fully formulated theory of
special relativistic Brownian motion (at least if one wotrlglto derive the theory from Langevin equations).
Regrettably, although such a theory certainly must exiatésnon-relativistic Brownian motion does), it
seems that besides from some recent attempts [69—71], noamable to write it down completely.
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At this point, we want to mention that the authors of [19] shatvp. 386 that their eqs_{(#7) can, after
an approximation, directly be casted into the Navier-Ssokguations. We have in ed._{47) for tha}
system:

0 - 1 =
— (¥ — @) + (A +Et)  V(F -8t —vA (74 - 0t) = —F (161)
ot mo

Noting that#? = ¥4 — 4, we are able to write:
9 —A —A SA = oA —A 1 mext
=V 4 (V) +20%) - V¥ — vA¥) = —F (162)
ot i i mo

If we setd® = Vp(7,t) = 0 andpF™* = —Vp(7,t), wherep(7,t) is the pressure ang = mop(7,t)
defines the mass density, we get the Navier-Stokes equdt#fiuid:

p%v;} +p (v;} : 6) A — UpATA + Vp(F,t) = 0 (163)
For eq. [16B), various manifestly covariant formulatiomsédnbeen proposed [72—75]. To derive the rel-
ativistic version of eq. [(163) from first principles, one igglly starts with relativistic Boltzmann equa-
tions [76—78]. Because of the close similarity between B&3) and eq.[(47), it seems at least plausible
that it might be possible to formulate the theory of Fritsene Haugk in a relativistic setting.

8.3 Problems of standard quantum mechanics in curved space-times that might be
absent in the model of Fritsche and Haugk

Itis known that in curved space-times there exists an anitlgigiione wants to derive quantum mechanical
operators. Usually, we are advised by the correspondeiinege to make the replacemept — p; =
—z‘ha% for the momentum operator, witly as the generalised coordinate of the particle. In Cartesian

2 2 2
coordinates, the Hamilton function of a free particléig.. = % Using the replacement rule of

the correspondence principle, we can get the free quantwh:mé:af Hamilton operator:

. h 0? 02 02 h
Hfpee = — a0 - — | =—A 164
f 2myg (8:172 * oy? + 822) 2my (164)

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

I (82 0 0? 82)

e — r, 0,2 2
free o pop | o o2

(165)

B 2m0

Now, we want to derive this operator in cylindrical coordemfrom the beginning. We start with the
classical Lagrange function for a free particle:

. mo , . , .
Lrvee(gir di) = = (5 + 0767 + £7) (166)
If we insert the particle’s momentupy, = 5= = mgp, p,, = agfjfe = mop?p, p. = 2= = moz, we
get the following expression fdiltee (pi, @iy Gi) = D PiGi — Ltree:
. . . . 1 ([, P2,
Hfree(pia qis QZ) = PoP +p¢>90 +p.z— Efree = % pP + F +pz (167)
0

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

. h 0? 02 02
Hfree - _2—7’)10 (8—p2 + anQDQ + @) (168)

Unfortunately, eq. [(188) is different from ed._(165) and mgo A similar problem is present in the
path integral formalism in similar form. (Although a techoe which at least seems to overcome some of
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those problems with path integrals was recently develoff®f} Generally speaking, the above mentioned
paradox implies that the naive rules of the corresponderioeiple do only work, if applied on Cartesian
coordinates. In the curved space-times of general refigtiviere is no such coordinate system. Thereby
one cannot give, for example, unambiguous expressionséoexpectation values of observables from an
electron near the singularity of a black hole.

Unlike in ordinary quantum mechanics, in stochastic meidsathe quantum mechanical operators are
not simply defined as replacement rules. Instead, theiresspyns are derived completely from classical
equations (see [19] at p. 290). It might well be that it is jlueso extend the theory of Fritsche and Haugk
to special and general relativity via a derivation of itsssiaal diffusion equation§ (#7) in covariant form
from relativistic Boltzmann equations. Then, as in the €siein case, one might get information about the
form of the quantum mechanical operators, but for curvedespiaes. As a result, we could be able to
understand the behaviour of quantum objects near spaesstirgularities.
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