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Abstract

In 1985 Edward Nelson, who is known for the foundation of thecalled ,,stochastic mechanics”,
made an interesting remark on Bell's theorem. Nelson aedltze theorem in the light of classical fields
which behave randomly. He found, that if a stochastic hiddmiable theory fulfills 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 paper got almost overlooked by physicisestryto review his comments on the theo-
rem. We argue, that a modification of Nelson’s stochastichaeics, published recently in “Annalen der
Physik®, can be extended to a theory which fulfills the reguients from Nelson’s analysis. The article
proceeds discussing this theory in connection with spmpiarticles to derive the Pauli equation. Then,
we investigate Bohms version of the EPR experiment. Finakymention that the theory could perhaps
be relativistically extended and useful for the formulataf quantum mechanics in curved spacetimes.

1 Introduction

In 1935 Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen (EPR) wrote an artitjen which they denied, that quantum
theory would be a complete theory of nature. Around 1951,mB¢R] gave a more testable outline of
the so called ,,EPR paradox”. He described a thought expatimith one source that ejects particles
having opposite spin to two separate measurement devioésicimg Stern-Gerlach magnets with variable
orientations. Then, in 1964 John S. Bell published a theabaut this paradox in form of an inequality.
It made clear that hidden variable theories, which fulfilitae realistic conditions Bell called ,,locally
causal”, would be in difference with quantum mechanics. igndniginal publication [3], Bell wrote: ,,if
hidden parameters would be added to quantum mechanics ithest be a mechanism, whereby the setting
of one measuring device can influence another spatiallyraggghdevice”, and the signal involved has to
.,propagate instantaneously”. Bell’s first contributioderwent several modifications. By the time, more
and more instructive proofs of his inequality were congeddy him and others. All fundamental articles
of Bell on this problem were published in [4]. Finally in 19@Be inequality was brought by Clauser, Holt,
Shimony and Horne (CHSH) into a form suitable for experirakimvestigation [5].

In 1985, Princeton mathematician Edward Nelson tried tdyaeaell’'s theorem with full mathematical
rigor. The result of his analysis was, that Bell's definitaf,locally causal” (the most detailed explanation
of this condition was made by Bell in [6]), which is the stagipoint to derive Bell's inequalities, could be
divided into two separate conditions. Both were necessadgtive the inequalities, but only one of them
has to hold, when a hidden parameter theory should not is¢hslantaneous signals. Nelson published his
result twice [7,8] (with a small correction in [9] to make tteorem compatible with Mermin’s presentation
[10]) and there exist works from mathematicians e.g. [11}jcl give further insightful analysis of it.
Unfortunately, Nelson’s Paper got almost overlooked bysitigts. One reason might be, that it was written
in the language of advanced mathematical probability thelmother reason was, that Edward Nelson did
not succeed to modify his own alternative interpretatiogqudiintum mechanics [13, 14] to account for the
requirements which his theorem defined for a hidden paranie¢ery without instantaneous signaling
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effects. Furthermore, the two counterexamples of thedwéegave that would do so, were rather artificial
stochastic processes. They were written in the languagdvainced mathematical probability theory and
without proper physical foundation.

This article begins with a short introduction to the necesssathematical concepts in section 2. In sec-
tion 3, we review Nelson’s contribution to a mathematicaijorous understanding of Bell's inequalities.
The physical implications of his theorem are analyzed itised. In section 5 and 6 it is shown, that a
modification of Nelson’s stochastic mechanics which has ipedblished in “Annalen der Physik” [15] ful-
fills the requirements of Nelson’s theorem. We extend thesii to include spinning particles in section 7.
Entangled spin states are discussed in section 8, wherstibign in detail how their correlations emerge.
In section 9, we review some arguments against Nelson'gjtitsiabout Bell’'s theorem which have oc-
cured in the literature, concluding them to be unfoundede aticle closes with section 10, mentioning
the possible use of the theory developed here for a reasof@nhdation of a quantum theory in curved
spacetimes.

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

2 Basicsof mathematical probability theory

Probabilistic experiments are described with a so calletalpility space(Q, F, P). Q is the set of theo-
retically possible events € 2. Events may be combined to form new events by intersectioionuand
complement. IfA is an event, then the compleméint denotes the events not i If A andB are events,
then the eventl N B denotes the outcomes which are in bdtland B. Similarly the eventd U B consists
of outcomes which are id or in B. Often, one wants to consider a collection of events that beafyeely
combined by these operations. Therefore, one defines tmin@ogy of a sigma algebr& on ). When-
ever events are combined by intersection, union or compigrtiee resulting outcome is still an eventin
The sigma algebrz fulfills the following properties: The sé? € F and for all setsd € F = (A4 € F.
For every sequendel,,), .y € F the union J A,, € F. If asigma algebra has only finitely many events,
then it is determined by a partition 6f. This is a collection of nonempty exclusive subset$oivhose
union isQ2. The other events iff are obtained by taking unions of these events. We sayAlsgenerated
by this partition.

For example, the experiment of tossing two coins which copteaads {7) or tails (I") has four possible
outcomes. The set of outcomes(is= {HH, HT,TH,TT}. F is generated by the partition 6f into 4
events{ HH}, {HT}, {TH} and{TT}. The sigma algebrZ consists of?, the impossible ever, the
events{ HH}, {HT}, {TH}, {TT} and thel0 possible different unions of the events in the partition.

Finally, one needs a probability measureéo define a probabilty space. For the sure e¥emie have
P(2) = 1. The probability of the impossible eveatis P(@) = 0 andvVA € F we have) < P{A} < 1.
For events4, B € F, the probability measur® fuffills the additivity ruleP {A| B} = P{A} + P {B}.
This gives

P{A}+P{CA} = P{Q} =1.

Two events4, B € F are called equivalent, if the event thathappens is determined iy happening and
vice-versa. Equivalence of events can be expressed as

P{A}:P{AﬂB} — P{B}.

Furthermore, we define two events to be independent, if

P {AﬂB} — P{AYP{B)
and the conditional probability of an evestgiven the evenf3 is defined as:

P{ANB}

PLAIBY = 5



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

space(Q,?, P) and another spacéﬂ’,f’) with a setQ’ and sigma algebr?, these values can be

described with adf — 7 measurable function:
X: 0=

X is called a random variable. We say, that eventZ irare generated by. We denote the expectation
value of a random variabl¥ that is integrable with respect 1 by

Ez[X]= / XdpP

where [ dP = 1.

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

(Xt)tef Q= Q/

where the parametert lies in an interval | and is called patarrset. We say that two stochastic processes
X, andY; are equivalent under a probability measiré they lead to equal probability distributions. Then,
for any eventd’ € ' we have:

P{X;e A} =P{y, e A"}
Sometimes it is necessary to enlarge a probability spé@c?, P) because it turns out to be inade-

quate for the problem at hand. It may be possible to give a mamglete description with another space
(Q’,?I, P’). Since the description is more detailed, there should béea that assigns to each outcome

w" € Q' a corresponding outcome € . For an eventl’ € 7 the rule should assign a setfihwhich
should be an evet € F. In this case, we will sayl Cc A’. Finally, the eventsi € F andA’ € F'
should have equal probabilities in both spaces:

P{A} = P/ {A}

An example of this would be the set of outcomes for a coin tadlked for three times. The coin may come
up in the first toss with heald or tail ¢ and the set of outcomes would be

Q= {ht}.

Now the coin may be thrown twice again, with resulisfor head andl” for tail. The enlarged set of
outcomes would become

Q' = {HHh, HTh, THh, HHt, HTt, THt} .

The rule, that relates this larger set of outcome®'ito outcomes iff2 is to ignore the second and third toss.
Thus the rule assigns to outcomés= {HTh} € F andB’ = {TTh} € F the outcome& = {h} € F
whereC Ccc A’ andC C¢ B'. Furthermore, the probability of the event of the first cadming up heads,

P{h}in (Q,F, P) is the same a® { HHhU HThU THKU TTh} in (Q’, 7, P').
One may compute the conditional probability in the largeacgpfor the event of the outcome of

two heads in the second and third tos8 H} with respect to the event of a tafk} in the first toss:
P {{HHtUHH} |[{HHtUHTtUTTtUTHt}}. Such experiments are the reason for Nelson’s def-

inition of a conditional probability of an evert’ in a probability space{ﬂ’,?’, P’) with respect to the
sigma algebra of a smaller spa(dé, F, P). Itis a random variable

X=pP{a|Fy=pr{a

Uw'ET'J:w'Z)g {UwE?:wCeAl}}.
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The interpretation of this variable is as the revised prdlglbhat an event4d’ will occur given the extra
information about which events iR occur for this outcome.

In the coin tossing experiment abovg, would be generated by the everts, t}. For example, if
A’ = {AHt} with one head and a tail in the second and third outcome asawelltail in the first outcome,
we would get

X =P {{AHt} {HHtUTTtUHTtUTHt}}.

Faris states in [11], thaX fulfills the following properties:
e X is measurable with respect®— [0, 1].

e If G € F, we have foranevert: X {ENG} = P{ENG|F} =P {E|F}if E Cc Gand
X{ENG}=P{ENG|F} =0foreventsE ¢c G.

e We can compute the unconditional probabilfty{ £’} by taking the expectation value &f { E'} :

Ex[X{E}|=Exz [P'{E|F}] =P {E}

3 Nelson’sanalysison Bell’s Theorem

An EPR experiment consists of a particle source that ejeaits pf particles with opposite spin to two
spatially separated measurement devicasd2. The direction of the spins is measured at each device with
a Stern-Gerlach magnet that can be rotated in arbitrargtibires perpendicular to the axis of the particle
trajectory. Letp;; . be a family ofj stochastic processés < j < S € N) with parameter sef;. (i denotes
the axis of the detector. It can be chosen by the experimsintadely at will. ¢ denotes the time during
which thej-th. particle flights. It starts at timg; = 0; from the source and arrives §f = T} in the
detector. As convention, we denote the random variabje with ¢;;;.

We now set up two families of stochastic processgs, and¢.;;, that describe th¢ = 1,2,3,...,S
particle pairs. The particles in each pair are sent to theesponding Stern-Gerlach magnet. We denote the
events generated lay ;;, ¢2;7 at the detectors and2 with o, ; ando,;. These outcomes could depend on
the preparation of the particles by the source. Therefoeeneed a sigma algeb#ay associated with the
events at preparation stage generateghy.., ¢2;o,, in addition to the sigma algebrds,, F, generated
by ¢1, € F1 andeo;jz € Fo at the detectors.

Measured spins only have valueg,) = {f,]} and this gives rise to a set of theoretically possible
events(?; 5y = {t, .} at both detectors. Accordingly, the sigma algebFasand 7, are equal. Moreover,
they are independent from the axes of the Stern-Gerlach etaghosen by the experimenter. This is not
the case for the probability measures of the events at tieeies. The probability of an eveat; € F;
at 1 depends orpy;; and the probability for an evemt,; € F, at2 depends onp,;;. Therefore, we
may write the probability measure for both events and2 asPy, ;. 4,,,- If the experiment is done with
infinitely many particle pair$ — oo, we denote the corresponding probability measure for teats\atl
and2 with Py, . 4,

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

Whatever axes the experimenter chooses at one measureewit#,ce.g. a, it does not change
the probabilities of an event happeninglatas long asl does not lie in the future cone @ We can
mathematically define this as follows:

Let the eventr;; € F; at1 be generated by;;. Then, the stochastic processes,, P27, with
parameter sets;, 7., must be equivalent undé?aw,azfﬁ {012}, as long as the spatial region of the mea-
surement ofr; does not lie in the future cones of the regions where the randwiablesp,,, and¢,,
are measured: ’

Po'lg,o'zq—ﬁ {Ulﬂ} - Palg,azfi/ {Ulﬂ} (1)

For a field to be actively local, ed.](1) has to hold and a sinutandition has to be true for any event;
generated by, ;:

Pah—g,azg {UQﬂ} = Palfi/ 02/ {UQﬂ} (2)



Future cone

Figure 1: EPR experiment

In eq. [2), the event, € F, must not lie in the future cone of the regions where the randarnables
G115, G1+, @re measured.

Now, we consider random events which are spacelike sepiabatetaking place simultaneously. In
a probability description, these events could be dependeitdependent. The assumption of passive
locality is, that if they are dependent, there must be prieppration events such that the separated events
are conditionally independent given the preparation. fidssible to have active locality without passive
locality since one can have dependence of random eventssthat explained by a preparation without
intervention or signaling. We can define passive localitytramatically as:

For all bounded spacelike separated regibasid2, there exists a regioX disjoint from their future
cones (X may realistically lie in the intersection of the tpesnes ofl and 2, see figure 1), such that
the conditional probabilities of outcomes; € F; at1 andoy; € F» at2 given F x are conditionally
independent for every axjs v

Py, {Ulﬂ ﬂ0217|7:X} = Py, 05 {0131 FX } - Pirpgor {0201 F x } 3)
With this notation, quantum mechanics fulfills the followiproperties:

P62 {Ulﬁ =1 (o2 Zi} = Py, p00p {017 =L o2 =T} = 1 (4)

|E (i, V) + E (i, V") + E (fi",V) — E (i ,7')| > 2 (5)

In eq. [3),E(f, V) is the so called ,,correlation coefficient”:
B = P o =1 oar =} + P {4 o =1}

Equation[(#) implies, that if the axes of the Stern-Gerlagtedtors are the same, the spin values measured
at1 and2 are always opposite. Ed.](5) is, as shall be shown below, nflicowith theories where active
and passive locality holds. In Nelson’s form, Bell's thauarstates, that if active and passive locality hold
(@) and [5) cannot be fulfilled simultaneously. Nelson’sqdi@, 8] (with corrections in [9]) goes as follows:
Passive locality demands for events; =1 at1 andoyy = at2 that:

P¢1ﬂ7¢2ﬁ {O’lﬁ =1 ﬂUQG =] ’?X} = P¢1ﬂ7¢217 {Jlﬁ =1 ’?X}
P¢1m¢2ﬂ {02’7 = “TX } : Y

Active locality implies, that the actions which happerioan only affect anything in its future cone. Since
1 does not lie in that cone, nothing what happen? aan affect the probabilities measured af herefore,
the processeg,; andg,; are equivalent in the probability measure for any resudt,gfat 1:

Poipons {01 =1 |Fx} = Poiposa {oa =1 [Fx} = Pa ®)



An analogous expression is true for the events at 2:

P2 {020 =L [FX } = Poryigas {020 =1 |[Fx } ©)
But (4) giveso17 =1 in the right side of[(P). Hence, we can write for the coordisat

Py insl02s =L [Fx} = Poposions =1 |Fx} =P (10)
Plugging [8) and(10) back tEl(7) we get:

Poisisns {o1a =t o =L [Fx } = PaPy (12)

Similarly, we have, due to passive locality:
P¢1ﬂ7¢2ﬁ {O’lﬁ =] ﬂ5217 =t |?X} = P¢1ﬂ7¢217 {O—lﬁ =| |?X}
P¢1ﬂ7¢217 {0217 =1 }?X } (12)
The sum of the probabilities for two complementary measermesults for,, at1 must be unity, i.e.
Piyrssas 1020 =1 [Fx } + Poygas {000 =4 [Fx } = 1. (13)

Therefore, can write witH (10)

Py iibay 1020 =1 |[Fx } =1- Py (14)
and substitute this intd (12)

Py oo {Ulﬁ =} (o =1 |[Fx } = Ppragos 1017 =4 [Fx } (1 - Pp). (15)
Due to active locality, an equivalent equation[of](13)dgy, yields:

Poipoas {01 =L IFx} = Popons {0 =4 [Fx }

= 1= Py {oi=1|Fx}=1-P;z (16)

If we insert this result intd(15) we arrive at

Py 1,6 {Ulﬂ = (o2 =1 |[Fx } = (1-Pp)(1-Fy). 17)
In the same way, we can derive the relations

Py 1625 {Ulﬂ =t (Vo2 =1 |Fx } =Pz (1-Pp) (18)
and

Py, {Ulﬁ =] ﬂ52ﬁ =l |Fx } = (1-Py)Py. (19)

If we write the correlation coefficient defined [ (6) but witte conditional probabilities above, we arrive

using [I8),[(IP),[(T1) and(17) at
E(ﬁ,ﬁ‘?x) = Pﬁ (1—Pl7)—|—(1 —Pﬁ)Pg—PﬁPg— (1—Pﬂ) (1—P,7). (20)

Now, with four arbitrarily chosen axgs, 1/ andz, 77’ at the stationg and2, the following inequality can
be computed:

\E (4,7 |Fx)+E (i, 7 |Fx)+ E (@, 7|Fx) —E(@',7|Fx)| <2 (21)

We get this result because the conditional probabilitieEi(ﬁ, z7|7x) are all in the rang® < P < 1.
Since probability measures are generally in this rangdZ¥).nolds for the unconditional probabilities too:



This is the so called Clauser-Holt-Shimony-Horne inedyd#i]. It is a version of Bells statement in [3]

which can be similarly derived. Both{P2) arid23) are viethin quantum mechanics and this violation
was confirmed experimentally.

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

4 What impliesthefailure of passive locality -a deeper analysis

The fact, that stochastic processes can be designed sathhdy act on each particle actively local but
still are violating passive locality was shown explicitly blelson with two examples [7, 8]. The first was
a rather ad-hoc construction of a stochastic process fiaffithe Klein-Gordon equation and the second
was a variant of his stochastic mechanics applied to rédtitifield theory. Unfortunately the latter had no
tempting particle interpretation as Nelson’s originaldhge[13, 14] had, where particles move on stochastic
paths. Hence this ,,stochastic field theory” was never dpesl extensively. The goal of this article is to
show, that a more physically motivated hidden variable th@oblished in this journal [15] violates Bell's
inequalities without any communication between the twosneament stations in the EPR setup. But to do
this, we need to analyze the implications of Nelson’s theigther.

We begin by evaluating some deeper consequences of passaliy. Faris shows in [11] that passive
locality, combined with relatio{{4) from quantum mechanlieads immediately to another condition he
calls ,,deterministic passive locality”. Suppose, as mEPR experiment, two spatially separated events
happen or not happen always together with probability 1.nTldeterministic passive locality states that
this must be, because they are equivalent to some randorh @&vanprior preparation stage. Given a
complete description of the results at the preparationstisequent events are determined. Therefore, all
randomness lies in the preparation. Deterministic padseoadity is defined mathematically as follows:

Letthe events,; € F1 andoy; € F2 be equivalent with respect @y, , 4, and passive locality hold.
Then, there is an evelite F x to whichoy; andoy; are both equivalent with respecti®, , 4, -

In his contribution, Faris states that a similar proof isger@ed by Redhead [38] at pp. 101-102.
Redhead claims this result would have been discovered ab¥irSuppes and Zanotti who gave a different
proofin [12]. The exposition given in this article followkeely the derivation of Faris in [11]:

The eventsr;; andoy; are defined such, that they are equivalent urder ;.-

P¢>1g,¢>2g {Ulﬁ} = P¢1;27¢2;Z {Ulﬂ ﬂ UQﬁ} = P¢1;27¢2;Z {UQﬂ} (24)
Passive locality demands
Py .60 {Ulﬁ (o2 [Fx } = P iog {010 | Fx } Porton {020 | Fx } (25)

and because ¢f < Py, . 4,, < 1 we have

Pissong {01 (2 [Fx } < Pospon {01 [ Fx ) (26)
In section 1, we gave for the unconditional probabilitiegeheral events the following results:

Pdm,dm {alﬁ ﬂO'Qﬂ} = FEz {P%ﬁ,%ﬁ {alﬁ ﬂO'Qﬂ ’.TX H (27)
and

Porp.00n {015} = B [P¢1ﬂv¢2ﬂ {1 ‘fX }] : (28)



Sinceoy; andoy; are equivalent by (24), it follows fronf(27) arld {28) thatittexpectation values are
equal. Therefore, we can conclude w(thl(26) that:

Poirton {Ulﬁ (o2 [Fx } = Py o 1011 | Fx } (29)
and similarly

Posisns {00 (V02 [Fx } = Posions {2t [Fx } - (30)
With the assumption of passive locality, we get, using (2%) &0):

Poipsan {013 [Fx} = Poupu {Ulﬁﬂ‘72ﬁ \]_'—X}

= Pyii60a {Ulﬁ “T:X } P62 {02,; ‘]_:X}
_ 2
- P¢1ﬂ7¢2ﬂ {JlﬁﬂUQﬁ “FX }
= P¢1ﬂ7¢2ﬂ {O’lﬁ ‘?X }2 . (31)

This implies that the conditional probabilitl;, , 4, {017 |[Fx } can only have the two valugsand1.
We denote the event, when this random variable has the valedyz . We haver Cc o1; and since
the conditional probability of its occurrence is measueabith respect taF x we can writet € Fx.
Accordingly, the probabilities af ando; ; are equal:

Pd)m’d)zﬁ {Ulﬁ} = Ez [P¢1;17¢2,1 {Ulﬁ ‘7X }]
= Fx [P¢1ﬂv¢2ﬂ {f ‘?X }] = P¢1ﬂ7¢2ﬁ {T} . (32)

Becauser Cc oy, One can compute the intersection betwgemdo ;:

S T R )
= B2 [Ppy.000 {T[Fx }] = Porjrigan (T} (33)

The equationd(32) anf(33) lead to the conclusion that € F; is equivalent tar € Fx. Similarly
o925 € F, is equivalent to the sanec Fx underPy, . ... Thisis the definition of deterministic passive
locality given above.

While Nelson’s proof made only use of passive locality, aivddion of Bell's original statemeni(23)
involving the condition of ,,deterministic passive lotglidirectly can be found in [11].

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

For the spin trajectories of two particles in an EPR expenimthe failure of deterministic passive
locality implies, that for the time of their flight from the swe to the measurement apparatus, each particle
has to undergo a separate stochastic process, constaatigiol its spin orientation from up to down
and vice-versa. The stochastic processes must be desigogdisat each outcome at the detectors is not
equivalent to an earlier event at the particle source. Aaftttly, the two particles spin directions have to
be always opposite at any time and this without violatingvaciocality. If this can be archived, Bell's
inequalities will be violated.

5 Fritsche'stheory and superposed states

In 2003, L. Fritsche and M. Haugk [15] published a modificatad Nelson’s stochastic mechanics. It is,
in contrast to Nelson’s original contribution [13, 14], actigely local theory. Moreover, it can, if slightly
modified, be made to violate passive locality. Here, we will discuss in detail how the (many-particle)
Schroedinger equation (and the corresponding quantumanei operators) can be derived from this
process, because it is fully described in the original Ertilnstead, we focus our discussion on aspects of



superposed states and show the theory to be actively looalier to have enough material that we are able
to explain how the correlations in entangled states emerge.

The starting point to derive Fritsche’s theory is to intetithe energy time uncertainty relatidvo At =
h/2 as an indication, that in quantum mechanics energy is omg@&wed strictly in physical interactions
but not otherwise. Particles are assumed to be under statishergy fluctuations. The idea is, that during
the time intervalAt there occurs a deviatiah £ from the energy which has to be restored aftar on the
average. Therefore, kinetic energy is thought to be coeskom the average only. The second assumption
is in spirit of Ballentines famous statistical ensembleiptetation [37]. In this interpretation, the quantum
state vectofy)) does not represent an individual particle, but a statiseoaemble of infinitely many of
them. Therefore, the probability of finding an electron ofyditogen atom in a volum@ given by

/ (PR, (34)

were ¢ (7) is the electrons wave-function, describes the followirtgation: To get all the information
of p(2) experimentally, one has to prepare infinitely many idehtigarogen atoms with the same state
(including the same orientation in space). Then, one hastsaore on each atom, if one finds the electron
in Q and one must compute its probability of being there in thanitdly large ensemble. Accordingly, to
describe the probabilistic time evolution of the statetiensemble of electrons in a quantum mechanical
system, one has to deal with an infinitely large number of $atng@jectories. To model energy conservation
on the average for this ensemble, Fritsche and Haugk divigefirst into two sub-ensembles with equal
average velocities, and therefore the same average karetigy. In one sub-ensemble, every particle then
undergoes a Brownian motion with a negative friction cogffit during a time-stegh\¢, and in the other
one, each particle underlies the same process, but withigmpdsiction coefficient.

We begin for a single particle system with two Langevin et for j-th particles with rest mass,
on a coarse grained timescaleat which the Brownian motion process takes place:

= mo -, — Brown
mox§3 + —xf = Fem + F;
T
mo -, - ext — Brown
mol'A - 1'34 = F +F (35)

The three dimensional vector
R G O R A ORGSO

J Tj1 1 V52 1753

is the hidden position variable of theth sample trajectory with < j < .S € N for the particle in the A/B
ensemble at time Fj”v‘t is an arbitrary external force field and

FjBro’wn — (ijﬁrown(t)7 Fjgrown (t), Fjgrown(t)) (36)
is the random force, thgth particle is subjected to. It is assumed to have a Gausdsstiibution

P {Fjirown } —

FBrown (t)/c) (37)

in each coordinate Wher@ is a constant. The Gaussian distribution should be indeg@rfdr each for

each coordinaté and trajectoryj. One may now separate the sample traject(iﬁ-:(ég into a sum, caused
by the random and the external force

A S (38)

cj

Becausaﬁ mwn(t) is independent in each coordinate, there does not exist gpgmdience between dif-
ferent components of the velocitie$’,”, &2/7 /5 as well as there is no dependence betwéié/rp

1 rj2 ’ ’l“]3 ’
”fj/B With this condition in mind, the authors of [15] average ack of the two sub-ensembles A and B

about allj-th sample trajectorieéf/B after the ensemble was made infinitely lafge— o). After some
calculations of diffusion theory, they arrive at two di#atial equations:

0 1

(3P + @B + (8 — @)V (37 +a@B) +vA (T + @) = Fent
o mo

9 v 1 -

(ri (T4 — @) + (4 + @) V (04 — @) —vA (74 — 7)) = — Freat (39)



In 39), Feet denotes the average external force at poirt (r1,r2,73) and timet. The vector valued
entity

00 - A/ B
GA/B — Zj:l €;(7,t) j /
Zj:l 6.7 (Fv ﬁ)
- (vfx/B (7’1, t)v U2A/B(T27 t)’ v?/B (T37 t)) (40)

is the average velocity of the ensemble, where:

(7.1) 1 if xA/Bat time tis in a small volume®r around?
€5\, = .
/ 0 otherW|se

Additionally, we have the so called osmotic average vejocit
aA/B = (uf/B(rl,t), UQA/B(TQ, t),u’;/B(rg, t)) .

It is connected to the probability densijty'/ 2 (7, t)di* of finding a particle in the ensemble at pot ¢)
via

@B = Fu¥in (pM (7, 0) o ) (41)
Here,p, is a constant reference density without physical impogaml = "”BTT is the friction coefficient

of the Brownian motion, depending on the temperafief the heath-bath and Boltzmann's constapt.
Without loss of generalizatiomw, can be written as

v= i (42)
2m0

Since we derive a non-relativistic system, it is possibkg the random force is eventually for some
events near infinity and the particle may be drivemte oo at a certain time-step However, in physical
situations important for the non-locality issues discdsisger in this article, relativistic effects certainly
will occur in the sense that particles are not allowed to mfagter than the speed of light. Therefore, if
an ensemble of quantum particles is emitted at a {@int,), for example, by a decaying atomic nucleus,
it can only reach pointé7, ¢t) within the future cone ofi%, o). Accordingly, the functiong, 7, p(7, t) are
defined only for thesér, ¢).

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

78 =gt (43)

It is shown in [15] that this constraint also impli@® = @4. After the first time step[{43), does not
hold anymore, since thd system gains energy compared to thesystem. To prevent this, we have
to interchangej, js, js, - - - trajectories of fast particles from thé ensemble with as many trajectories
J17,Jor, Js, - - . Of slow particles from thé3 system until

T8 (7t + At) = TA(F t + At)

holds. Then we can compute the arithmetic mean of the twasidgh equations for the A and B systems
attimet + At. After this was done, we restart the diffusion process affaithe next time-step, but with
another division into two sub-ensembles, where a condiimilar to [43) holds. As shown in [15] the time
evolution of the overall system is described by the follaywfiffusion equation:

%1} " (ﬁ) 7+ (Wa) YuAT = %ﬁ— (Wa) +UAT = mioﬁ” (44)

One can now define the function
— Vol e
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which is connected to the ensemble average velocity thraugh mioﬁap(ﬁt) (We note, that the latter
equation can only be written, since one can provedtiatcurl free). After some computations, the authors
of [15] are able to cast the diffusion equatidnl(44) diredtiyform of the time dependent Schroedinger
equation:

81/]( ) = ext — _ ‘7= - -
ih=r = = (H(r, H+V ) W(7, ) = (H(r, )+ V(7 t)) nGa)) (45)
In eq. [@B)Vert = V Fert stands an external potential aﬁdﬁ t) = fg%) is the free particle Hamilto-

nian.

The stochastic process for the infinitely large ensembleényfle particles with trajectories; leads
to a differential equation encoding the ensemble averalgeities 7, @ in a wave-function. For the in-
terpretation of a quantum mechanical stat, this implies, that all the informatiop)) carries is about
the evolution of average velocities of a statistical endemhb does reveal nothing about individual par-
ticles. One should mention, that the quantum mechanicabtms, measurable operator-eigenvalues and
uncertainty relations can be derived from the given forsmajias is fully documented in [15].

Before we can discuss the locality properties of the thebova and the physics behind entanglement
in many particle systems, we turn our attention to supetjoosi of two states in a single particle system.
The Schroedinger equation is linear. Therefore, the suwblutionsy4 (7, t) andy (7, t)

W(7, 1) = appr(7,t) + by (7 1) (46)
is also a solution 0f(45). In this case, one would get mixemgis inp(7, t):
p(yt) = Y3 (F, 1) + b2 (7, 1) + a* bt (Fy 1)y (7, 1) + b g (7, 1)y (1) (47)

In turn, the equations fof (#1) would become quite compéidatAccordingly, we need to make a basis
change to get simpler equations.

The physical information of(46) is, that for a given pasticf the ensemble, we have a probability of
a? that it belongs to the); (7, t) ensemble and a probability 6f to find it in in thew (7, t) system. Since
both states are solutions of the same Schroedinger equatocan write the physical information of this
system in the following form:

(9\11(7’ ) 3
o T (H )\I}
ma(bwr(“t)(; ay (7)) (717 + v t) (g (7, 8) + by, (7' 1)) “o
inets ) (H( t) + V (7, t)) apr (7, 1)
! (49)
MEED — (1) + V(0 by (7

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

get the following coefficients in coordinate representatio

CT(Fa t) = <1/JT |\I/(Fa t)> = awT(Fv t) and CJ,(Fv t) = <1/JJ, |\I](7?7 t)) = b’l/JJ,(’F, t)
Hence, the overall state vectdr (7, ¢)) becomes:

[W(7, 1)) = er |p) + ey [vy) (50)
Now, the overall probability density can be written withonilking terms:

p(ryt) = (W) [W(r, 1))
a5 (F ) (Fyt) + b20) (7, 1)y (7, £)

= a®pr(7t) + b2py (7 1) (51)

Fora? andb? it follows from [ py( (71, t)d7 = 1 and [ p(7, t) = 1 thata® + b = 1.
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We can derive the two Schroedinger equations for the state®l | with the same methods as given
before. Starting from four differential equations with téh trajectory variables for the ensembteand,
we are lead to four differential equations:

0 1

g(17TB+17TB)+(5¢B*ﬁf)ﬁ(ﬁf+af)+VA(af+gTB) _ m_oﬁe:nt
% (@ —af) + (5 + @) V (5 —af) —vA (7 —ay) = mioﬁt
%(?7f+ﬁf)+(?7f—ﬁf)ﬁ(ﬁf+af)+m(gf+gf) _ mioﬁu
%(6f*ﬁf)+(ﬁf+ﬁf)ﬁ(ﬁf*ﬁf)*I/A(Uf—ﬁf) _ mioﬁm 2

The velocitiesty (), i1,y denote the ensemble averages for the statg). In this notation, the four
equations in[(52) would define two separate particle systeiitis the particles belonging to one ensemble
1 or | for all the time. For a given single particle of a superpogatesthere has to be a probability0 for
it to be found in each one of these states. Therefore, thefg@scannot describe a state in a superposition
and we have to modify the derivation. The two systems are ne separate, if we demand, that tﬁré(ﬁf‘)
ensemble is averaged over with tﬁ@(ﬁ{‘) system. We are forced to do an interchange procedure, where
the slower particlegy, j2, j3, . . . from the B (B]) ensemble are interchanged with the same number of
faster particlegy/, jo/, jsr, . . . from the Al (A1) system. This has to be done with as many particles until
UE(F, t) = Uf(?, t) ﬁ?(ﬁ t) = ﬁf(ﬁ t) and 17f(?, t) = 17{‘(7?, t) ﬁf(ﬁ t) = ﬁf(ﬁ t) (53)
holds. Then, if we add th¢ A and| B, as well as thg A and thet B system together, we arrive at two
equations:

% (3F + ) + (S VaF — afVaP ) + (s V) - @t Vap) +va (@f + )
_ mio (F‘ext i F’ext)
O (o) + (et - ap0ap) + (950 — afVal) +vA (i + )
_ 1 (F‘ext i F’ext) (54)
mo

They can be summed together, yielding:

g, . . . R R A A=
- ( f Jr1)1ﬁ4 +vf +vf) + (vavf — usuf) + (vava‘ — usuf)

ot
+ (3093t - apvay) + (P VP - afVal) +va (@ +af +af + af)
2 — —
- = (Femt 4 Fe:nt) (55)
mo

Both equations i (34) contaid and B as well asf and] ensembles. They describe the average behavior
of equations of motion under the same random and externad$oim herefore, we have:

WB=tt=5 =tf=0 ad F=0'=7 aP=al=gq (56)
With eq. [B8), we can writes; = o + of and2v, = o + o' as well as2iy = af + @f and
2y = uf + ﬁf. Now eq. [[55) becomes the expression:

P . . . .
= (@ +7) + (ﬁTvm - mvm) + (ﬁivm - awm) A (T + 1))

_ L (ﬁewt n F’ezt) (57)

mo

12



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

45 — (aﬁm) +UAG = - Fet
+ (58)
%1_)17 (ﬁiﬁﬂl) +Z/A1_L:L = mLOFGIt

from which the two Schroedinger equatiohs|(49) can be derive
The procedure given above also works with an arbitrary numkstatesgy, (7, ) , [w2(7, 1)) . . .., A (7, t))
which define a general superposition with weighting factgrs

N
W (7)) = Z a; |[¥i(7,t)) (59)

The weighting factors of these states define different friditias of a given particle to be found in one
particular state. Therefore, thi€ ensembles in the corresponding differential equationsHerseparate
states must contain different numbers of particles. The gta(7, t)) has to be computed with an ensemble
of Sa? trajectoriesji, jo, jo, - - -, jsq2- ThiS ensures, that there is a chancedfo find the particle in the
ensemble associated with; (7, t)).

Furthermore, the interchanging procedure must be defirfeatelitly. One has to interchange the tra-
jectoriesj andj’ between the ensemblé&, Ak with the state numbers < i,k < A. The numbers, k&
have to be chosen randomly but with equal probability fohestate. The different probabilities of finding
a given particle in the separate states only arise due tathqual size of the ensembles.

After the necessary interchanges have been taken placenaypadd the\ differential equations in
one step and split them up into separate equations far,the . . ., A/ systems analogous 1o {58). We note
that due to the form of{41), no information about weightiagtbrsa? in the probability density appears
in ¥, 4. Therefore, one has to re-introduce this information aiftex gets from the separated system in eq.
(@9) to the superposed ef. 148).

6 Fritsche'stheory with many particles, activelocality and entangle-
ment

Now, we turn to the locality properties of the stochasticgess described above, switching for the moment
to a single particle system that is not in a superposed stdéenote, that there is no dynamical coupling
between different trajectories; and ), (j # k'). Ff“ is an arbitrary force field acting only on the

trajectory,ZiBmw" is required to be a Gaussian distribution independent fon ¢and the corresponding
Langevin equation(35) contains no couplings between rdiffetrajectorieg, k too. Nevertheless, the
time evolution of the different trajectoried will be correlated. These correlations arise because of the
interchanging procedure which compares the velocitiehefparticlesz; at each poin{#,t) with the
ensemble average$r, t), @(r, t) of all particles and may change the differential equatiodi,oifh the next
time step.

If something happens to a large set of trajectofigsat a point(#,¢), and if this point lies in the
past cone of7, t), the changed trajectorie§, may arrive later af, t). This will influence the ensemble

averagedi(r,t),u(7, t). The interchanging procedure compares the velocity of &qimrparticleff/B

that arrived at(7, t) with @(7, t), @(#, ¢t) and might place?:‘f/B in a new differential equation in the next

time-step. Hence the trajectczfj‘/B at (7, t) will be influenced by what happens(@t, t') even if it never
went through(#, ¢’). This effect is important in double slit experiments, whangarticles trajectory going
through the first slit is influenced, if the second slit is opemot.

It must be emphasized, that this interchanging procedugs dot introduce a dynamical coupling be-
tween the trajectories. Instead the comparison of theghestielocity with the ensemble averages is only a
statistical model to account for the idea of kinetic energlyservation on the average in a stochastic theory.
That there are no dynamical couplings between the partifléise ensemble can be seen experimentally
in so called self-interferometry experiments. The typeehmple is Neutron interferometry [16], where
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,,usually, at one time, there is only one neutron in the fatemeter, if at all because at that time, the next
neutron has not yet been borne and is still contained in theium nuclei of the reactor fuel” [17].

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

The many particle Schroedinger equation can be derived &xpand the three dimensional coordinate
space of the single particle problem int8./ dimensional space fa¥ particles. We start with the Langevin
equations of the j-th particle trajectory in the ensembidlie n-th particld1 < n < N):

=B mo 5B _ Hext _'Brown ext -
moTj, + Tacjn = F'+F E an g (Zjn, Tjrns)
/#n
SA mo 4 _ Cext " Brown ext =
mol, — —T;, = Fj F + E F]n Jin wjn/,l'j/n/) (60)
T o

In eq.[60, an additional force ter qiftjn (Zn, Zj ) corresponding to inter-particle forces between the

particle states, andn’ # n may be present. From the two Langevin equatioris1n 60, theoesibf [15]
derive differential equations for the A and B systems cotghyeanalogous to the single particle case:

gt (—»NB +ﬁNB) + (1—)*NB _ﬁNB) ﬁN (1—)*NB +ﬁNB) —|—1/AN (’UNB +ﬁNB) — th
% (’UNA 'E[NA) + (’UNA +GNA) 6N (’UNA _ GNA) _ I/AN (’UNA _ GNA) — th (61)

The average external fora}é‘zt now corresponds to&V dimensional vector for the different particle states

A GV 2 U T Fig'(v) | el et
ext mo1 n'£1 mo1 ) s moN TN MoN

with my,, as the rest masses of theh. particle. Similarly, the three dimensional ensemblerages: and
v are replaced b$ N dimensional entities

UNA/B = (qA/B(Tlv t)a ) ajél/B(TN; t)) and ’ZINA/B - (_’A/B(Tla t)v ) ﬁ]?]/B(TN; t))

depending on the coordinates of the various particls= (},7%,...,7x). The components of the
ensemble average® (™ ,t), 7% (7 ,t), (1 < n < N) are computed with thg-th trajectories for each
single particle state separately. Therefor@) , @Y depend only on the sameth component ofY. To
derive the many particle Schroedinger equation,, an intarge between the trajectories corresponding to
slow particles from the B ensemble and fast particles froenXlensemble is necessary after each time-step

until
TAFN 1) = 0B (7N, t) (62)

holds. Here, we have to note an additional subtlety whickearonly in multi particle systems. Previously,
we have defined an interchange of trajectories such, thjat:tmiesfj‘,ka which obey the Langevin
equations of the A and B system at timevill become:E‘JB, 74 after the interchange and their behavior is
defined through the Langevin equations B and A. In a multtiglarsystem one has to ensure, that such
an interchange of trajectories,,, £, occurs only between trajectories of the same particle staten’.
Otherwise, one would loose active locality, since the efdesn andn’ might be subjected to different
external forces. Then, an interchange of a trajectory batwiéfferent states, n’ would couple the different
particle states even if no inter-particle forces are predesrtunately, sincd (62) is defined for each state
separately, the interchange procedure can well be confiiththwne single particle state only.

Now, one can compute the arithmetic mean from the two difféméequations in[(81) and gets, analo-
gous to the single particle case:

d’UN (—*NvNGN)_*_VANGN FN

dt ext: (63)
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From [63), the many particle Schroedinger equation

ow ™ (&L R (V) N N

n=1

can be derived, completely analogous to the single padade before. Here,

Flt Z Vvezt Tz Z Vvezt Tu Tj (65)

3,j=1,i#j

is the external potential which might contain interpagicbuplingsVe,: (7, 7;). We now assume, that
terms likeVe,. (7, ;) are absent.

To see that our theory is actively local, we note that Withahsence of inter-particle forces there are no
terms interconnecting the different componentsi;éfb :c],m, , Wwheren andn’ # n denote different parti-
cle states. Neither the Gaussian foicd (36) nor the LanwatlonsﬂﬂO) without inter-particle forces con-
tain such a coupling. This remains true after the formaticthe ensemble averagé§ (7, ¢), @l (7, t)
since they are computed with tl¥g, trajectories for each single particle stateeparately.

Therefore, even if the ensemble averagg ¢) in a single particle system may dependjodifferent
sample trajectories;, as long as they lie in the past conerdpBuch a dependence does not exist between

—

the ensemble average¥ (7, t), @Y (7, t) and trajectories;,,, in a many particle system.
The decision, if a trajectory;,, changes its ensemble relies only on its own veloW’ and the

ensemble averaged’ (7 ,t), @Y (7, t) of its state n. Since the interchanging procedure of trajees
Zjn In a multi particle state is confined to interchanges withia $ame state, the trajectorigs, are never
coupled in any way to the differential equations of trajeiet®z,,, from other particle states’ # n.

That there does not exist any coupling between differetesia a many particle system doesn’timply,
that correlations between them are forbidden. In sectiowe8will introduce further conditions on the
Gaussian distributed Brownian foréé’ffow" in a completely local framework. These conditions will be
such, that the trajectorieg,, change their ensemble from A to B simultaneously with thpttariesz;,, .
Then, correlations between the different particle ensesjland hence their single particle wave-functions
will emerge. The resulting many particle wave-functiors@e@mmonly called entangled states:

|U(71, 72, 1) = —= ([1(71,1)) @ [ha(72, 1)) — [a(71, 1)) @ |11 (72, 1)) (66)

1
V2
Such states were observed in massive fermionic systemstanfireutral B-Mesons [18]. The overall state
vector|U (7, 7, t)) is an element in the product Hilbert spae= H; ® Ho with |(7,t)) € H, and
|(72,t)) € Hao denoting the single particle solutionsl (71, 7%, ¢)) is a superposition of the two states
Ix1(71,72,t)) = [¥1(71,1)) @ [Ph2(2, 1)) and[xa2 (71, 72,1)) = [12(71,1)) ® [¢1(72,1)). Thereby, the
corresponding multi-particle Schroedinger equation Gawbtten analogous td (49) as:

RO (7, 7y, ¢ 5
OV T ) (L )

ot
Zh 8)(1(771,772,” Zh 8)(2(771,772,” 1 - S5 RN 1 - RN o
i - = — t t)— —=H t t
\/5 ot \/5 ot \/5 (7“1,7“2, )Xl(T1,7‘2, ) \/5 (7“1,7“2, )XQ(T17T27 )
ih Ox1(71,72,t N I
\_}27X (at L = \%H(Tl,Tz,t)Xl(ThTz,t)
=93 (67)
ih Ox2(F1,72, r— = RN
\/_% XQ(alt’ 2.8) = %Hﬁar%t))@(?"lﬂ"%t)

The system describes two ensemhtes™ the particles of which can be in different statgs (7)) or
[1)2(7)) for the ensemble angi); (%)) or |2(72)) for the 7, ensemble. To describe the dynamics of
the ensemble, thell(B1) system ofl¢); (71)) must be averaged with the2(A2) ensemble ofys (7))
and the same has to be done with theparticles. During this procedure, one has to ensure thét gaic
of j-th particle trajectories;; andz;, of the;, andr;, system will change their state simultaneously. We
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will show in the context with Bohms EPR experiment, how thas de achieved even if the trajectories of
ther; andr; ensembles are independently modeled.

For now, we only note, that without interconnecting forciss in fact a requirement foff;; and
Zj2 not to be interconnected in any way. This may also be seenttttiollowing example by Edward
Nelson [7]: If one induces an external measurement progefisam-th particle of a multi-particle system,
one may get information about the hidden variaBlge. The measurement device may changg in a
way, that all correlation between the partiel@nd all other particles’ is lost. Since the trajectories of the
different particles are uncoupled, this can in no way infagsthe properties of the othef particles. Let
‘H = H1 ® Hs be the product Hilbert space above, with a Hamiltonian

H=H ®ly,+1,® H, (68)
whereH; € H; andH, € H». The time evolution for any observabls € #; in the Heisenberg picture
eitﬁ/ile—itﬁ _ eitﬁlAle—itfh @1y (69)

is completely independent 6{, even if | ¥ (7,72, t)) € H is described by an entangled state. As Nelson
put it: ,,no matter how systems may be correlated, there wwanpof telling, what [external] forces the
second system is being subjected to, as long as they are maidgally coupled.”

In this context, we mention, that Nelson’s original theooult not reproduce the example above [7].
He identifiedv(7, ¢t) and (7, t) not as average velocities of an ensemble, but as real gapioperties.
With this assertion, the splitting of the many particle $&tinger equation il {67) was not possible, as was
any sort of interchanging procedure between particlesémith( B1) and B2(A2) ensemble. Accordingly,
active locality was lost in Nelson’s original formulationéthe same problems occurred as in Bohmian
mechanics. There, it is well known that the derivation of itheny particle Schroedinger equation is only
possible if a highly non-trivial dependency between thartjple velocities” has to be introduced, without
any physical foundation. Interestingly, Nelson himsel khown recently [19], that(7, ¢), @(7, t) cannot
correspond to properties of individual particles, sinds thould lead to measurable differences between
his original theory and ordinary quantum mechanics.

7 Spinin aFritsche-like hidden variable theory

Nelson’s derivation of the Schroedinger equation was duiektended to include particle spin, but without
proper physical interpretation [20]. By the time, more pgbgBy motivated derivations of the Pauli equation
were developed. One by Faris [21, 22], and another one [28)&wuthor of the modification of Nelson’s
stochastic mechanics discussed above. Unfortunategg fin@meworks did either violate active locality, or
they did not contain any mechanism which would change agbestspin state after its emission. Thereby
none of these theories led to a violation of deterministisspee locality only. Here, we try to propose a
theory of spinning particles providing such a mechanism.

Beginning with an example of [23], we try to interpret therspf a particle as a rotation around a chosen
axis. We let the particle rotate around an axisinder energy fluctuatiorA EAt = h/2. For fluctuations
in the rotational energy we have from classical mechadiés = %w%. The inertial tensor is given by
© = mor? with a distance: from the chosen axis. The angular velocityis= 2% andT is written for the
time of a complete rotation. If we identifx¢ with 7', we may write

1 21 27

AFE = Smor T ?T = movrm = 7ws & h/2. (70)
Here,v = 2I* is the particle’s velocity and
h
§ = mour R — (72)
2m

denotes its angular momentum. Apparentlys independent of the particle’s mass and the radius of the
rotation. The arguments above were only estimations. Fer,ld will be useful if we set the magnitude
of the average angular momentum of spinste- 72/2. From the time dependent Schroedinger equation,

one can derive the so called Ehrenfest theo%ré5> = <ﬁ> This equation implies for the angular
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u(r,t)

trajectory
of the particle
ensemble

=u(r,t)

Figure 2: particles on a rotating trajectory

momentum operatat = 7 x mod that L may not vanish in the case 6f— 0. Since the so called spin

should go to zero in the classical limitmust be independent &f and we must expand our description.

In the derivation of the Schroedinger equation, we were ¢evb differential equations. One which
average energy decreases and the other with increasiragavenergy. This behavior of the two equations
was modeled via their different ensemble average velacitie

—

7B =0, -4 and 4 =7, +4. (72)
With the demand, that® = ¥4 after each time-step, energy conservation on the averagemsred. In
our previous derivation, we had not included the possibithiat the random forces might set the particle
on a rotating trajectory. Then, as we will see below, the dédims above are not enough to warrant energy
conservation on the average.

Assume, the only forces in the system are the quantum fluchsaty, = 0). Furthermore, let the
average of the particles at timdeing pushed on a trajectory rotating in the left directiagthwegards to
our choosen axis. Now-« may be their average trajectories tangent vector. Accgrtbrour previous
considerations, in the next time step, some of the partietadd undergo a transition with velocitys as
tangent to their new trajectory. Unfortunately (see fig.tRs might be a rotation in the left direction of
our chosen axis too. Therefore, the angular velocity of softlee particles would increase and they would
gain rotational energy at each time-step. The differeptialations governing the system would be classical
transport equations.

To prevent this situation, we divide our two statistical@nbles of trajectories again into two systems:
One denoted by for particles rotating in the right direction and the othgr|bfor particles rotating in the
left direction related to the chosen axis. The trajectasfdbe T system have to be interchanged with the
system and vice-versa. This ensures, that rotational giempnserved on the average. We start with four
Langevin equations for the individual particles in thef, A |, B 1, B | ensembles:

=B mo 5p Cext o Brown
moij + T.I'Tj = FjEx -+ Fj T

SA mo sa _ Cext > Brown?
moly; — —ay; = FjT A4 F;

. mo - . —71..
B 0 LB _ ext Brownl
mol;+ —ay; = FjT A4 F;

A mo -, Dex o Br
moxfj — Toxfj = FJ?” + FJB’O“’"i (73)

As in the case of the superposed single particle system, wiogedifferential equations equal tb_(52).
From the Langevin equations above, it can be easily seen,itlaaparticle would be governed by e.g an
1 system for all the time, its rotational energy would haventcréase. At each step, the particle would be
subjected to a force which puts it under a rotating trajgctdhe plus sign of the B ensemble in the second
time step leads to a velocity in the opposite direction ofAtsystem. This is exactly what would strengthen
the angular velocity of a rotation around an axis (see Fig.T@)prevent this effect, we must interchange
trajectories between thé 1 (4 |) andB | (B 1) ensemble. After the interchanging procedure we have

=B _ A 2B _ —A = —A SB _ —A
up =1 uy =4 and v =] uy = i (74)

as well as we can get two differential equations analogo@&4p

Here we note, that the interchange of trajectories betwétaraht spin states only takes place, if the
external forces on theand| systems are equﬁﬁwt = ﬁjft = ﬁf“. The interchanging procedure is only
a model for the energy-restoring ability of the fluctuatiémsn the vacuum. If the external forces would
induce a higher potential energy difference betweenftiamd | ensembles than the energy fluctuations
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could restore (what actually happens in a Stern-Gerlachetagone would be left up with two separate
systems of particles which would not change their spin stayenore. Now, the interchange in each of the
separate spin systems would happen between differentiatieqs forA and B ensembles, with forces that
are not able to induce any further rotation. Thereby, the sfaite of the particles would remain constant.

As long as both systems are under equal external forcesdjeetory interchange occurs between the
differentt and| states. Since the dynamics of the two ensembles is equaktve g

oy =) = v =0] =v, and uy =iy =y ap =uy =1y . (75)

Analogous to[(57) and($8), we can add the two remaining mifféal equations to a sum for theand for
the| system. Then, we re-separate the parts of this equatiotvit&chroedinger equations for the states
¥1(7,t) andy (7, t). For a single particle, the overall effect of this interchamy procedure is, that it does
as often belong to thé state as to th¢ state. A nice drawing of this process is given by Penrose faad
particles in [27]. Itis this effect whereby the possibilitr a violation of deterministic passive locality does
arise.

Similar to [51) we are now in a position to describe the betravi the overall system by decomposing
the probability density(7, t) as

p(7,t) = a®py () + b2 py (7, 1) (76)

and [B0) we can denote the overall quantum state’, ¢)) with

) = (400D ) = a0 1)+ b0 1), 77

From here on, we can follow closely [23] to derive the resthef Pauli equation and the spin operators. If
an external magnetic field is applied, the energyef, t) decreases with magnitude; B, whereas the
energy ofy (7, t) increases by the same magnitude. The congtgris called Bohr magneton

eh

= S (78)

KB
It emerges since the relativistic Dirac equation is, in casttto the Pauli equation to be derived here, linear
in all its derivatives. The necessity of this linearity, whiis absent in the non-relativistic theory, changes
the interaction of angular momentum with magnetic field®(é does linearize the Schroedinger equation
in a similar manner as it is typically done for Dirac’s eqoatione gets the same value fog [24]). Under
a magnetic field in z direction, we have for the magnetic epdepsities

u(F, 8y = —pp Bo(F, 1) lal O3 (7, )y (7, 1) (79)
and

u(7t)y = np B (7, 1) [b]* O] (7, ) (7, 1). (80)
With their sum

(7 1) = pp (7, 8) + g (7 1) (81)

w(7,t) can be cast as

w(mt) = =T (F ) upBY (7 t) (82)
whereB is the matrix

B:BZ(F,t)( - ) (83)
The different coupling of the systems (7, t) to magnetic fields gives raise to the Stern-Gerlach effect
[25]. If atoms from an incident beam with equally distribditemagnetic energy density enter a strong

magnet, the two different rotating systems get deflectegposite directions. This effect occurs since the
energy that the magnets depose on the spinning systemsigstrthan the energy which the quantum
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fluctuations can restore. Therefore, if one would place ars#Stern-Gerlach magnet behind the first and
let it have the same directional orientation, the parts eftieam which were previously separated would
not be split up again. This is the observation in repeated &erlach experiments [26].

In [15], the Schroedinger equation under a magnetic fieldl tgtHamiltonian

(ihﬁ —eA(F, t))2

2m0

H(7,t) = + V(1) (84)
was derived from a Brownian motion process. If the two rogystems undergo this process, their energy
density maybe written as the superposition

(7, ) H (7, )1 (7, 1) + 0y (7, ) H (7, )0} (7, ) = U (7, ) H (7, ) U (7, t). (85)

To include the energy from the interaction of the spin rotativith a magnetic field, we must addr, ¢)
and get the Hamiltoniadf (7, t) — g B(7, t). We note, that the effect gf g B(7,t) on each ensemble is
that of a potential. Since time dependent Schroedingerteouaas derived under an arbitrary external
potential, we can write a first equation for a spinning péatic

L OU(7,t)
ih T

= (A0 — usB(, 1) W7, 1) (86)

If the magnetic field5 has another direction as the rotating axis of the spinnimtjgbes, one must change
its coordinate system. This can be done via linear transfboms B/ = QB. Q is a rotation matrix,
consisting of three independent rotations around Euleleang ¢, 6. It is known from classical mechanics
([28]) that a general rotation matrf® can be written as

e3P cos(0/2)  ie3 V= P)sin(0/2)
- < i) gin(0/2) e H W) cos(9/2) > ' (67)

We observe, tha) is unitary. If we write the vector of the magnetic fieftlin matrix form as

2, )
we can, with help of(87), write the rotation & from = to a new axis:’:

B = QBQ' = ( Bﬁﬁ B, b };By ) : (89)
The matrixB can therefore be decomposed as

B= ézax + éyay + ézaz (90)
where the matricesy, oy, o, are the so called Pauli matrices. With= (o, oy, 0,,) we have:

B = B¢ (91)

We must now derive, how (7, t) changes, if the coordinate system of the magnetic I&ld rotated into
B’ = QBQ". (92)

Since the energy density does not change in a rotation we have

(7, t) = u'(F,t). (93)
If we now set
V(7 t) = QU(7,1) (94)
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we get the relation

U (FHBY (7 t) = o' (7,t) = VT (F, 1) QTB'QU(7 t). (95)
This is the same asg(7, t) if we assume that

B=Q"B'Q. (96)
SinceQ is unitary, the following equality holds:

QBQ" =QQ*B'QQ" =B’ (97)

It exactly defines the transformation law Bfin (@2). Finally with [94) and[(96) we can write the time
dependent Pauli equation for a spinning particle in a rdtatagnetic fieldB' :

maxlfg,t) _ (g(f», t) — upB(7, t)&) P(7t) .

For the description of the spin direction in a magnetic fieldly the Euler angleg8 and ¢ are necessary
and one can selegt = —/2 without loss of generalization. The projection of the rethtinit vector’,
in the z/y plane of the non-rotated coordinate system encloses ae @ngith the z-axis. This angle is
connected to the Euler angfeaccording top = ¢ + 7/2. Then, with [9%), the spinor’$’m) (7,t) in the

rotated coordinate system &Y the have the form:

(T 1) = (7 1) (9 2005(0/2) |+) — '/ 2s5in(0/2)|-)) (99)

wi(F,t) = (7, t) (e_i“’/Qsm(G/Q) |—) — e_W/Qcos(G/Q) |+)) ) (100)

A more common situation is, that the magnetic field of a St@emtach apparatus is in thé’ coordinate
system. One often wants to know the spigdf, ) = Q' (7, t) which is:

(7, 1) = (e FE! (717D 2005(0/2) |4) + e 25in(9/2) |-)) (102)

Wy (7, 1) = 1o (F)e ™~ Eot (—e‘“*”‘“’l“/ 25in(0/2) |—) + P10/ 2co5(0/2) |+>) (102)

In these equations, we have already separated the coadiepéndence from the energy dependent part of
the wave-function. The latter changes in the magnetic fietdbading to

Yo (7, t) = o (F)e” T Fort (103)

wherew, = 2428 s the Larmor frequency.

Now, we try to derive the so called ,,spin operator”. Bothtigler ensembles are each defined to have an
average spin angular momenturmig®/2. Therefore, the overall expectation value of spin in thereation
can be written as weighed sum

h S - S
(59 =5 [ ar (o oy R OP = b 7)) (104)
Analogous to the matriB we can write this expression with a matrix
1 0
S. = ( 0 1 ) (105)
in the form
(59=5 [0 080G, (106)

For the component of spin in the z coordinate of an arbitratgted coordinate system, we hayg =
QS.Q* orS.. = 2gz. The vector valued entityis an unit vectofi = (cos()sin(6), sin(y)sin(d), cos(V)
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in spherical coordinates. It defines the z’ direction of tbe/rcoordinate system in which the spin is mea-
sured. With this notation, we can write the so called spirraijoe as

515 (107)

with S, = @S. The average valugs, ) then becomes

/w (F, t)dF = a<§> (108)
where

_ / W+ (7, )8 (7 £)dF. (109)

8 Entangled systemswith spin

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

\P(Flaf27ﬁ) = (w(Flat)|_>®w(F2at)|+> —Q/J(Fl,ﬁ)|+>®1/1(772,ﬁ)|—>) (110)

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

-l

where we have defined

x1(71, 72, t) = (71, 1) [—) @ Y(F2,t) |[+)  and  xo(71,72,t) = (71, t) [+) @ (72, t) |—) .

Analogous to[(6l7), the two particle Pauli equation can bétariwith these definitions as:

B .
ihE\IJ(Fl,FQ,t) = H(r,7s,t)V(F, 7, t)
%1576’“%”2) = %H(Fl;FQ;t)Xl(Flyfé)
= - (111)
J5ih PGB — L F (7, 7, £)xa(7, )
The overall probability density for the two particle enséestin this system is
Lo . 1
p(71,72,t) = §p1(r1,r2,t) +5p2(71, 72, 1) (112)
with
p1(71,72,t) X7 (71, 7o, t)xa (71, 72, £)
= (L)Y, 1) (= [=) @ YT (R, 1)U (72, 1) (+|+)
= p1(71,t) @ p11(2, t) (113)
and
p2(F1,72,t) = X3 (71,7, t)x2(71, 72, 1)
= P, )P, T) (+ 4) @ 7 (R, )Y (72, ) (= |—)
= par(71,1) @ pay (T2, 1), (114)
The expression for the osmotic velocity in a many particktam is given as
LN h

2m0
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After the tensor product of the two particle probability diy p, (71, 72, t) is converted by the logarithm
laws into a sum of expressions, we can Writevf@’[(ﬁ, 7o, t):

h

@Ny (71,7, t) = *2—%6]\[ (In ((p11(71,8)), /po) + In ((p11(72: 1))y /p0))
_ 25@0vm ((pre(P1,0)), /po) \ _ [ au(®) \ _ [
= e e e (116)
—52=Vin ((p11 (72, 1)), / po) it (72) ot
Similarly, @7, in the Pauli equation fog (1,7, t) is of the formal, (7™, ¢) = ( Z;I ) . Furthermore,

the expression for the velocity" (7, ¢) is

N (PN, t) = iﬁN@(FN,t) (117)
mo

wherep(7 | t) denotes the phase of the many particle wave-function
T 1) = £4/p(V )™, (118)

Writing x1 (71, 72, t) in the form of [118)

X1(F1, 72, t) = \/py (71, 1)1 T @y [ pi (P, 1) e (72), (119)

we can identify the overall phase of as

(pl(Fl,FQ,t) :@i(Fl,t)ﬁL(PT(FQ,t). (120)
This yields fors?; :

N hen o - (1) U1y

U (71,72, t) = —V V1 (71, 72,t) = | » )=\ @ (121)

V21t
For x2 (71, 7, t) we getﬁN (71,72, t) = ( ;” > . in completely the same way.
21

The expressions fary), @2, 7%, 7%, imply, that the Pauli equation (T111) for the entangled state

be decomposed into a difference of 2 two component diff@baquations:

Loy, — (W Viny ) + vAdy = L Feet
Liigy — (iay Viday ) + vAiliyr = L Fgot
- (122)
L1y — (W4 Vilry ) + vAd = L Feot
Liiyy — (i) Vilay ) + vAly, = L Fot

Whereﬁfzt = ﬁf“. These four equations are equivalenfig {111) but they aotiia ensemble averagas
andd of each particle system directly. EqE._(122) can be sinyilderived as the two equations [n {58) but
for the and7, particle ensemble separately.

During the derivation, it has to be ensured that for eachigtarin the ensemble kinetic energy is
conserved on the average. Therefore, sometimes an inteyeltd ther; trajectorles.rTN1 ., between the

oy, (7f) and thei'l’ (77;) system has to take place. And an analogous procedure happerhaith the

) trajectorlesi:’f/g . between thers| (v3}) and theii}} (¢7]) ensembles during the derivation.

We note that it is possible, to threat the and i, states completely separate because they represent
uncoupled statistical ensembles. They may even be syasigiarated, in a way that there is no contact
between them. The necessary interchanges between thetdrage can well be confined to take place
between trajectories of andi; separately.
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A measurement on one particle system, &aywould change the external foré&=. Hence, it would
induce a difference betweeﬁf“ and ﬁ;“. Then, the equations governing the ensemble would be
different from the equations fok and correlations il {122) between both systems would be Bestause
the equations for th&, system would not change, the particles in theare not affected by measurements
of 7.

The interchanging procedure between thie A,B ensembles for thé; and+; particles leads to the
picture of two particles changing their spin franto | and vice-versa during their flight from the source to
the detectors. In an EPR experiment, the two particlesistaing opposite spin and the same initial speed
due to momentum conservation. Therefore, at tigihey will be placed in the samé/B ensemble, but
in the opposite spin system. During the flight of the partidtethe detectors at time> t, the trajectory
interchange has to be done such, that if a particle changey B ensemble, its spin state has to change
to the opposite value at the same time. Similarly, if a pertahanges its spin, itd/B ensemble must
change also. TransitiodBB,1} — {4,1}, {B,}} = {4, 1}, {41} —» {Al}or{B,t} — {B |} are
not allowed, since then, the particle affected would loagsergy conservation on the average.

We denote the time dependent spin trajectory ofjttieparticle in the, ) particle system as stochastic
processpy (2);; Which can take valuegt, | }. If one can ensure that

b1jt # D2t (123)

for all timest, one has exact anti-correlations between the spins of-theparticle pair during its flight.
It is this property which gives raise to the form bf (110), ciitsing two paired systems of infinitely many
particle trajectoriest,(,);; Where the spins of the particles in each pair are always dgigpasd which
ensemble average velocities obey the two particle Paufitéau

The particles are interchanged frdm, 1} ({A, | }) to {B, 1} ({ B, 1}) if they are moving too fast in the
A system. Similarly the particles are changed froBy 1} ({B,1}) to {4, ]} ({4, 1}) if they are moving
too slow in theB system. At time, both particles have the same velocity and are placed in the daor
B ensemble. If inter-particle forces and external forcesadnsent, the velocity of the particles is induced

by the random forceﬁﬁg)ﬂ]?”" only. If we demand that

F’Erawn(ﬁ) _ Fv’grown(ﬁ) (124)

for each timet, the velocities of the-th trajectories from th&; and, particles will be equal for all times.
Accordingly, the particles will change their/ B system in the same way. Each placement in anothé?
ensemble changes the particles spin state to the opposite te spin ensemble of the particles is opposite
from the beginning afy, the spin trajectories of both particles will always tak@osite values j; # ¢,

for all timest .

The requirement(124) may be achieved with a random forog it has equal values at every point
7V at timet. But as will be shown below, exact anti-correlations of sgiites can also be achieved within
a local mechanism as a result of their common past. The omistcaint for the random forcE(B6) was, that
it has a Gaussian distribution. Now consider the followingchmanism: A real random number generator
sets the starting valug for two pseudo random number generators of same type foy guérparticle pair
created by the source. Pseudo random number generatorstarmihistic procedures which, if initialized
with the same starting valug, always produce the same series. Let the two separatedagerssproduce
Gaussian distributionﬁﬁ"ou’"(t), 1357'07”"(75) associated with the random forces foth trajectory of the
71 and7y particles. Then (124) holds and tlieh spin trajectories of both particles will change theatst
simultaneously in opposite way.

At first sight, one may think that such a procedure would sed @eterministic passive local theory.
Indeed, for the random forcéé’-;‘-mw"(t), ﬁgmu’"(t), there is a preparation evefitwhich determines all
later values otﬁﬁ"‘)w"(t) and 132?7'07”"(75). But the proof in section 4 was only with regards to elements
of the sigma algebra®& x,F, F». They are sets of events € F,00 € F2,T € Fx from possible spin
measurements generateddyr, ¢2;7,6150, $250 and not of events from the random force. Clearly, there
is no bijective mapping

I #1]%5)?”(75) = Q1(2)5t (125)

sinceﬁﬁg)"f”(t) € R has a Gaussian distribution ang,) ;; is confined to two valuegt, | } only. Thereby
a violation of deterministic passive locality will be pdsisi.
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Let the j-th spin trajectory of particlé with velocity

:?:’fljt’ start in theA 1 ensemble at timé,, that

is: ¢1,¢, =T. This particle will have to be placed in tif¢ | ensemble, if its velocit :?:’fljt

the arithmetic means? (71, )| = vAB(7,t) of the ensemble average velocities from thef and the
B | system. For a given random starting valijec R of the pseudo random number generators, let the
Brownian force for particléd at timet, take the value

F’Erown(tl, 51) — &-1. (126)

is higher than

rTown

The velocit t1,01). Now, we assumé; to be such tha 7A <
y T1jt1

. . . e d B

fﬁjtl‘ is a function of F;

748 (7, t1). Then, at time; no change of the spin trajectory takes place and we get:
b1jte = P1jt, -

Similarly at timet, let

F’Erawn(t2, 5]) —_ 52 (127)
be such tha*:?fljt2 < ﬁAB(Fl, t2). Still, no change ob, ;;, happens and we can write:

Prjto = P1jt, = P1jts- (128)
Now it may be, that for another starting valtle € R of the pseudo random number generator, one has
FBrown(ty,67) = A\ = & as well and thereby

Prjty = P1jt,
again. But fort; one may get withy’;
ﬁgroum(ﬁz, 5;) =\ # & (129)

where), is such thaliffljt2 > UAB(Fl, t2). In this situation, the particle in thé 1 ensemble would be

placed in theB | ensemble at tims,, taking the velocit){fﬁjt2 . For the spin trajectories, we would have:

P1jto = P1jt1 F Pljts- (130)

Thereby, it cannot exist a preparation event ¢, € Fx which is equivalent to later events € F;
generated by, j7,(r~0y. The same is true for thg,;; particles and so deterministic passive locality is vi-

olated. It suffices to assume the Gaussian distributed rarﬁdn:esﬁ@'ow", 1357'07”" to have a ,,memory”
dependent of their past. Then, one can construct a theoryichvthe spin trajectorieg, ;:, ¢2;: violate
deterministic passive locality and hence the Bell’s inditjea.

We have to note, that even if the model with the pseudo randonber generators may look artificial, it
would nevertheless be difficult to test. One does not havem:)ﬁﬁg"j?”"(t, d;) but only to events, o9
generated by the spin variables; and¢, ;7. Because the initial vafu&;» is assumed to be a real random
number, the statistics af;, o2 generated byp, ;7 and ¢2;r would equal the properties of real random
numbers if infinitely many particle paigs(S — oo, wherel < j < S € N) are considered.

Of course, the author has to admit the somewhat incompléteenaf this article because the model
given is artificial and may well be replaced by a more natun@.dlo give a more physical reason for eq.
(XZ3) one would need further studies. Here, we wish to lebaethat with a citation by Edward Nelson
from a popular talk. It shows that such behavior is in fact ownly observed in stochastically evolving
systems and not at all confined to quantum mechanical ojp2jts

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

The basic observation in Nelson’s reasoning is, that if tyweesically uncoupled stochastic processgs
and¢,; depend on their common past, they may nevertheless prodymndent events, ; ando,;; at
later times and we have:

P25 {Ulﬂ N 02,7|7TX} # Porstor 101l F X | Py stos 10201 F x } (131)

This statement, although mathematically correct, hagdaisiticisms from physicists since it was made.
For example, in his famous introductory textbook, Ballee® [30] writes:

.»There has been some debates as to whether the factariabtiee probability is justified by the locality
condition alone, or whether it requires some additionargier assumptions. If so, the contradiction may
be blamed on those additional assumptions. The issue iksbht fortunately it is now irrelevant, since
the new proof in [31] does not make use of probability”.

The statement, that the work in [31] does not make use of fmibityais true, however, it does only
account for deterministic hidden variable theories. Thiaats are aware of this, noting at page 1138 of
their paper:

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

They then go on, writing that stochastic hidden variableties would be impossible. They claim
this would have been thoroughly investigated in [32, 33]rtlk@rmore, they mention the existence of so
called ,,equivalence theorems” [34, 35]. Those are saitida/sthat each stochastic hidden variable theory
could be duplicated by a deterministic equivalent. But Irited articles they cite, every author only derives
or considers theories in which passive locality holds ( [B&ke this assumption at pp. 528 in their egs.
(2, 2), [32] makes it in his eq. (5), [34] at page 776 in eq. )(7and [35] at pp. 1306 and 1308). In
fact, it is only for this case, in which an equivalence to sedeinistic theory can be proven. As we have
shown in section 4, in the case of quantum mechanics passiaéty is equivalent to a condition which is
called ,,deterministic passive locality”. The definitiohd®terministic passive locality is, that spin values
o1 € F1,09 € Fo generated by ;7 and¢s,r are equivalent to a prior spin valdec Fy happening at
a preparation timey < 7. As explained in section 8, such an equivalence does ndtaxysnore if the

— Brown

particles are driven by a Gaussian distributed stochastuefF’; (t) € R, the strength of which at
time ¢t may even be defined by some random valuye R at preparation time,. Therefore, our theory is
not affected by the arguments of [31].

Furthermore, there exist claims which try to derive Belfiearem in its original formi(23) but without
the assumption of passive locality. These ,,derivatioasj.([36]) do not write the inequality with proba-
bility measuresPy, . 4, for eventsoy, o2 in separated spaces with different sigma algelfrasr, at the
two detectors. Instead, they are using a measure for ev¥ent¥ x on one! single probability space only.
This is problematic, since if one computes the correlatmefficient

E(i,7) = (V| (fig), @ (VF), | V) (132)

from the quantum mechanical expressions witidefined as in[(110), one is definitely lead to probability
measures for events in two separate spaces. Neverthél@ss, possible in Bell’s original papers to use a
probability measure on a single space, becuse he mentibreassumption of passive locality explicitly.
Then, with the proof in section 4, one can trace back the exadrihe detectorsand2 to equivalent ones at
the common preparation stage. There, a probability measuaesingle space suffices since all the particles
are in direct contact with each other andAn; . With the assumption of passive locality, a theory violgtin
Bell's inequalities inF x will also violate them inF, F». Unfortunately, many papers which try to derive
Bell's inequalities without the use of the passive locaditgyument, seem not to mention that the expressions
of quantum mechanics define probability measures in sepapaices for the spatially separated detectors
in the EPR experiment. But as is shown in [11], it is this, wimatkes the assumption of passive locality
necessary in derivations of Bell's inequalities.

A different argument against stochastic hidden variabéoties was raised by Redhead [38] (who
presents in his book at pp. 98 a proof which is very similarhtat of Nelson, although with some dif-
ferences). He argues, that stochastic hidden parametighevould be impossible and advances this
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opinion with the following observation: Redhead asseréd tmder natural conditions, one can never ex-
clude small disturbances which might happen erroneousystngle particle (maybe through a disturbance
by the gases of the air in the laboratory). He then definesyasrmall perturbatio < § << 1 confined to

a part of the overall Hilbert space, eHs € H that acts on a wavefunction

1/)(7’2,t) — ’(/)(Tg,t) +5’(/)(T2,t) (133)
Under this perturbation, the entangled sthte (110) witisfarm to:

(7,7, ) — % (1, 1) | =) @ (L4 6)0 (72, 1) [+) — ¥ (71, £) [+) @ (1 + 0)p(2, 1) |-)) (134)
Redhead concludes that the exact correlations observea@Rreperiments will be lost. Entanglement can
be experimentally investigated through long distancegre/small perturbations acting on single particles
cannot be avoided.

Yet, in spirit of the so called ensemble interpretation ofi@#ine [37], a quantum mechanical state
¥ (re, t) may not describe individual particles but rather an infigitarge statistical ensemble of trajecto-
ries. In this case, a perturbation like (133) would correspio a disturbance of a whole statistical ensemble
of infinitely many particles for a sufficiently long time. Mewver, if defined as abovéwould act on every
particle of this ensemble in exactly the same way. This h#simgto do with a small erroneous disturbance
that may happen to individual particles in the laboratory.

In this context, we want to mention that our theory is in soeresg especially robust against small dis-
turbances if they happen to individual particles in the emfsle of a quantum state. We define a disturbance
01,(t) on the j-th. trajectory of a particle in thg ensemble to be small, if its value is considerably lower
than the average velocities of the A and B systems

0<51j(t) << ’UB(Fl,ﬁ)<UA(7?1,ﬁ) (135)
and if it is small enough not to change the statistics of theralensemble:
[vA (71, t) — 0B (71, )] >> 261;(t) (136)

Now it may be, that this disturbandg;(¢) leads to a slightly different velocity of thgth particle in the
A 1 system at time t:

f/ﬁjt = fﬁjt + 51j(t) (137)

We assume thal; ;(¢) is fluctuating with zero mean. The particle is placed fromth#& ensemble in the
B | system if its velocity is higher than*? (7, ). Since the average 6f;(t) is assumed to be zero, the
disturbance does not contributett? (i1, t). For the individual particléfljt, the perturbation ; (¢) will
only be able to change the ensemble the particle is placdéd in i

v (7, ) — &) < 16;(0)] (138)
holds. This condition cannot affect many particles. Thereggion

’UA(’Fl, t) + UB(’Fl, t)

UAB (Fl,ﬁ) = D)

is the arithmetic mean of average velocities from A and B witlti, t) > vB (7, t). Since:i‘%ﬁ‘jt isin A,
we can write

=Y\

vAB (7, 1) < v (7, t) = |2, (139)
on the average. Therefore with
N N . . vA(F, ) —vB(FLt
oA 1) — [ ]| = AP ) — o | = | 0D D (140)
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and [I138), the inequality (188) does not hold for trajee®f average velocity. The distribution of the
velocities for the individual particles is generated byachastic force which has a Gaussian distribution.
Therefore, most particles in thé system will have a velocity that does not differ very muchnirthe
velocity of the ensemble averagé (7, t). Hence, it follows thatl{138) does not hold for most pars¢le
too.

Due to the small number of particles which change their sfzEitesbecause af;;(t), the disturbance
leads only to a reduced efficiency of the entanglement butmitsé breakdown. For this reason, the theory
we have constructed is especially robust against smailrthahces unavoidable in a laboratory, in contrast
to the claims by [38].

10 Conclusions and outlook

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

Unfortunately, this theory has, at least till now, no relstic extension. Stochastic mechanics in the
original form in which Nelson wrote it down, had severe cqtoal difficulties in the relativistic domain.
These problems arose due to its formulation in configuratfate. There, one can show that it is impos-
sible to formulate a relativistic stochastic process in dhmaatically rigorous way (although, with some
additional assumptions, the Klein-Gordon equation candse&veld [39]). Unlike in Nelson'’s original for-
mulation, the theory of Fritsche exists in euclidean (phapace where this severe problem is absent. To
translate Fritsche’s theory in the relativistic domaine @ould need a fully formulated theory of special
relativistic Brownian motion (at least if one would try torde the theory from Langevin equations). Un-
fortunately, although such a theory certainly must existog non-relativistic Brownian motion does), it
seems, that besides from recent fruitful attempts [40-4@hne was able to write it down completely.

In this context, we want to mention that [15] write at pp. 38&ir egs.[(3P) can, after an approximation,
directly be casted into the Navier-Stokes equations. We ma{B9) for the A system:

> 1 -
9 (74 —a?) + (74 + @) V (54 — @) —vA (4 — @) = — Fe! (141)
ot mo
Noting thatv4 = 74 — @4, we are able to write:
- 1 =
Qﬁg‘ + (72 + 2a?) Vi — vATH = —Fert (142)
ot mo

If we setiid = Vp(7,t) = 0 andpFe** = —Vp(F, t), wherep(7, t) denotes the pressure ane- mop(7, t)
the mass density, we get the Navier-Stokes equation of a fluid

p%ﬁf +p (17;“%;“) — vpATA + Vp(7,t) = 0 (143)
For (143) a manifestly covariant form in special and everenagal relativity is known. To derive (I43) in a
relativistic setting, one typically starts from relatititsBoltzmann equations. Because of the close similarity
between[(143) and (39), it seems at least plausible thatghtie possible to formulate Fritsche’s theory
in a relativistic setting.

It is known, that in curved spacetime there exists an ambjigfione wants to derive quantum me-
chanical operators. Usually,we are advised by the corregrce principle to make the replacement

pi — Pi = —z‘ha% for the momentum operator witty as the generalized coordinate of the particle.
2 2 2
In Cartesian coordinates, the Hamilton is functidn= %. With the replacement rule of the corre-

spondence principle, we can derive the quantum mechanamallkbn operator as:

hfdo 9 0 h
H_—Q—m(£+a—y+&)_—2—mA (144)
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We can convertits Laplacian in cylindrical coordinates, z and get the Hamiltonian operator for the new
coordinate system:

2 2
h 0 0 0 3} ) (145)

-4 (£, 2, 2 2
2myg (8p+p8p+p8¢2 +822

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

classical Lagerange functiofi(q;, ;) = 52 (p + p*¢* + 2?). If we insert the particles momentupy =

%—ﬁ = mop, Py = ‘S—i = mop*p, p. = 35 = moz we get an expression fd (p;, gi, ¢;) = > pigi — L

. . . . 1 o
H(pi, qi, Gi) = Ppp +ppp + 022 — L = 3 <p§+p—§+p§> (146)

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

- h 0? 0 0?
g=-- (< 4+ 9 9 147
2myg (8p3 + p20p? + 822) (147)

Unfortunately,[[14F7) is different fronl (1#5) and wrong. $ipiroblem is present in the path integral formal-
ism in similar form. It implies, that the naive rules of the@spondence principle do only work if applied
on Cartesian coordinates. In the curved space times of glaedativity there is no such coordinate system.
Thereby one cannot give, for example, an unambiguous esiprefor the probability density of an electron
near the singularity of a black hole.

Unlike in ordinary quantum mechanics, in stochastic mesahe quantum mechanical operators are
not simply defined as replacement rules. Instead their sgfes are derived completely from classical
equations (see [15] at pp. 290). It might well be, that it isgible to extend Fritsche’s theory to special
and general relativity via a derivation of its classicafufon equationd(39) from relativistic Boltzmann
equations. Then, as in the Cartesian case one might getriafmm about the form of the quantum mechan-
ical operators. In turn, one might be able to understand #iaWior of quantum objects near spacetime
singularities.
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