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Bohm ian m echanics is them ost naively cbvious em bedding
in agihable of Schrodinger’s equation into a com pletely coher—
ent physical theory. It descrbes a world in which particles
move In a highly non-N ew tonian sort of way, one which m ay
at rst appearto have little to do w ith the spectrum ofpredic—
tions of quantum m echanics. Tt tums out, how ever, that as a
consequence of the de ning dynam ical equations of B ohm ian
m echanics, when a system haswave function its con gura—
tion is typically random , w ith probability density given by
j jz, the quantum equilbrium distrbution. It also tums out
that the entire quantum fom alism , operators as observables
and all the rest, is a consequence of Bohm ian m echanics.
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I.BOHM IAN MECHANICS IN A NUTSHELL

Suppose that when we talk about the wave function
of a system ofN particles, we seriously m ean what our
language conveys, ie., suppose we insist that \particles"
m eans particles. If so, then the wave function cannot
provide a com plte description of the state of the sys—
tem ; we must also specify its m ost In portant feature,
the positions of the particles them sehres!

Suppose, In fact, that the com plete description of the
quantum system | jtsstate| is given by

Q; )

whereQ = Q7 :::Qy ) 2 RN ;wih Q x the positions of
particles,and = (@ = (g1 :::qy ) isthe wave func—
tion. Then we shallhave a theory once w e specify the law

ofm otion for the state Q; ). The sin plest possibility
is that this m otion is given by rst-order equatjons| 0
that @Q; ) isindeed the state In the sense that itspresent
speci cation determ ines the future. W e already have an

evolution equation for , ie., Schrodinger’s equation,

@ X n  n?
ih— = r +V @)
Qt k=12m y

A coording to what we have just said we are looking for
an evolution equation for Q of the form

do

— =V 2

ot Q) @)
where v (v :::vy ). Thus the roke of is to chore-
ograph a m otion of particles through the vector eld on
con guration space that i de nes,

! v

But how should v be chosen? A specic form for
v eamergesby requicingspaoe—ti:nesymme&ﬂ G alilean
and tim ereversal invariance (or covariance), and \sin —
pliciy" fl1:

For oneparticle system we nd

h_r
v = —Im——;
m

and for a generalN particle system
h Tn r x

Ve = m—k H (3)

W e've arrived at Bohm ian m echanics, de ned by (1{
3) for a nonrelativistic system (universe) ofN particles,
w ithout soin. This theory, a re nem ent of de B roglie’s
pilbt wave m odel, was found and com pellingly analyzed
by David Bohm i 1952 B{dIA{d]. spin, as well as
Fem i and BoseE instein statistics, can easily be deal
w ith and in fact arise in a naturalm anner @E{IE].

Let us briefly m ention how to incorporate spin into
Bohm ian m echanics.. Note that on the right-hand side
of the equation for the velocity eld the r is suggested
by rotation invariance, the in the denom inator by ho-—
m ogeneity, the \In " by tin etreversal invariance, and the
constant in front is precisely what is required for covari-
ance under G alilan boosts. R otation Invariance requires
In particular that rotations act on the valie space of the
wave function. But the latter action is rather incon-—
spicuous for spinless particlkes. The sin plest nontrivial
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(oro ective) representation of the rotation group is the
2-din ensional \spin %" representation. This represen—
tation leads to a Bohm ian m echanics involring spinor—
valied wave functions for a single particle (@nd spinor-
tensorproductalied wave function form any particks).
Beyond the fact that the wave function now has a m ore
abstract value space, nothingm uch changes from ourpre—
viousdescription : T hew ave fiinction evolves according to
a Ham iltonian that contains the Paulitem , for a shglk
particle proportional to B , which represents the cou-
pling between the \spin" and an extemalm agnetic eld
B . The con guration evolves according to the natural
extension of the velocity eld to spinors, obtained, say,
by multiplying both the num erator and denom inator of
the argum ent of \Im " on the left by And Interpreting
the result for the case of spinor values as a spinor-nner—
product:

A rem ark on BoseFem i statistics: A ccording to or-
thodox quantum m echanics, the very notion of indistin-
guishabl particles seem s to be grounded on the nonex—
istence of particle tra fctories and on the practical in —
possibility of distinguishing identical particles at tw o dif-
ferent tim es. Thism ight lead to the expectation that it
should be quite problem aticalto incorporate the descrip—
tion of indistinguishable particles into B ohm ian m echan—
ics. However, this is not so. Indeed, the usual symm e~
try conditions on the wave finction arise naturally when
the Bohm ian approach is applied to system s of indistin—
guishable particles. M oreover, when spin is taken into
account, the fact that the interm ediate statistics (the so
called parastatistics) are to be excluded tumsout to be a
consequence of the very existence of trapctories (as does
the fact that in a two din ensionalworld there would be
m any m ore possibilities than juist bosons and ferm ions)

4.

Bohm ian m echanics is a fully determ inistic theory of
particles in m otion, but am otion ofa profoundly nonclas-
sical, non-N ew tonian sort. W e should rem ark, how ever,
that in the Iim it mﬂ ! 0,theBohm m otion Q + approaches
the classicalm otion.

But what does this theory, Bohm ian m echanics, have
to do w ith orthodox quantum theory, ie., w ith the quan—
tum form align ? W ell, of course, they share Schrodinger's
equation. However, in orthodox quantum theory non-—
com m uting observables, represented by selfad-pint op—
erators, play a fundam ental role, while they do not ap—
pear at all in the formultion of Bohm ian m echanics.
N onetheless, it can be shown that Bohm ian m echanics
not only acoounts for quantum phenom ena| thiswases—
sentially done by Bohm in 1952 and l953| but also em -
bodies the quantum form alisn itself, selfadpint opera—

tors, random ness given by = j ¥, and all the rest, as
the very expression of its em pirical in port E].

E quations @) (together w ith ﬁ)) and @) form a com -
plete speci cation of the theory. There is no need, and
Indeed no room , for any further axiom s. A s for the status
of the the fam iliar distrdoution = j § in Bohm ian me-
chanics, an answer isprovided by re ecting upon the rok
of equilbbrium m easures for dynam ical system s. Suppose
one is Interested in aspects of, say, the long tim e be-
havior, of pattems of statistical reqularities w hich occur.
Then som e of the m ost basic of such inform ation is usu-
ally provided by a m easure stationary for the dynam ics,
so nding such a measure is often the key step in the
analysis. Now it tums out that for B ohm ian m echanics
there is, In fact, no useful stationary m easure, since the
velocity el is typically tin edependent. Yet, j ¥ isas
good as a stationary m easure. T his distrdbution isin fact
equivariant:

Consider an arbitrary nitialensemble and lt

b
be the ensem ble evolution arising from Bohm ian m otion.
I = is a functionalof wemay also consider the
ensam ble evolutions arising from Schrodinger’s equation

| t .

is equivariant if these evolution are com patible

- t

t

That = j ¥ isequivariant Pllows from com paring the
quantum flux equation

a-

33 aws =0 )
@t

where J = (J; :::0y), J, = %Im ( ry ), wih

the continuiy equation associated w ith particle m otion

@

—+div v =0

et
Since J = v J ¥, the contihuity equation is satis ed
or = j ¥.Thus:

If (@)= 3 @t)f at some tine t then
@t = j @b orallt.

Suppose now that a system haswave function .We
shall call the probability distrdbution on con guration
spacegivenby = j ¥ thequantum equilibrium distriou—
tion. And we shall say that a system is In quantum equi-
Ibrim when is con guration are random ly distributed
according to the quantum equilbrium distrdution. The
em pirical In plications of Bohm ian m echanics are based
on the follow ing



Quantum equilbrium hypothesis (QEH):
W hen a system haswave function , the dis—
trbbution of its con guration satis es =

jg.
IT.EXISTENCE OF QUANTUM TRAJECTORIES

B efore proceeding to a sketch ofhow Bohm ian m echan—
ics acocounts for quantum phenom ena, we shall address
the problem of whether Bohm ian m echanics is a m ath—
em atically sound theory. A fter all, the velocity eld @)
reveals rather obviously possble catastrophic events for
themotion: v issihgularatthenodesof , ie.atpoints
where = 0. W e shall consider then the de nihg equa-—
tions of Bohm ian m echanics

do

E—V Q)
@

—=H ;
@t

where v isgiven by (3) and H is the right hand side
of (1), and inquire about the existence and unigueness of
their solutions.

The \problem of the existence of dynam ics" for
Schrodinger’s equation is usually reduced to show Ing
that the relevant Ham ittonian H (given by the partic—
ular choice of the potential V) is selfadpint. This has
been done In great generality, independent ofthe num ber
of particles and for large classes of potentials, including
singularpotentials like the C oulom b potential, which isof
prin ary physical interest f[f[7]. In Bohm ian m echanics
we have not only Schrodinger’s equation to consider but
also the di erential equation goveming the m otion ofthe
particles. T hus the question of existence of the dynam ics
of Bohm ian m echanics dependsnow on detailed reqular-
iy properties of the velocity eld v Local existence
and unigqueness of Bohm ian tra ectories is guaranteed if
the velocity eld v is locally Lipschiz continuous. W e
therefore certainly need greater regularity for the wave
finction  than merely that be i L?. G lkal exis—
tence is m ore delicate: In addition to the nodes of ,
there are singularities com parable to those ofN ew tonian
m echanics. F irstly,

even fora globally an ooth velocity eld the solution Q ¢
m ay explode, ie, tmay reach In niy in nietin e. Sec-
ondly, the singular points of the potential, are reflected
In sihgular behavior of the wave function at such points,
giving rise to singularities in the velocity eld. For ex—
am ple, the ground state wave function of one particle in
a Coulomb potential V (@ = 1=y g 2 R°> (\hydrogen
atom ") has the om e ¥, which is not di erentiabk at
the point g= 0 ofthe potential singularity.)

The problem is then the follow ng: Suppose that at
som e arbitrary \initialtin e" (tn = 0) the N -particle con—

guration lies in the com plem ent of the set ofnodes and

sihqularities of . D oes the trafctory develop In a -
nite am ount oftim e into a singularity ofthe velocity eld
v ,ordoes it reach in niy in nie tine? Ik tums out
that the answer is negative for \typical" initial values
and a large class of potentials, including the physically
m ost Interesting case of N -particle Coulom b interaction
w ith arbitrary charges and m asses. O ur resuls @{@]
are sum m arized by the follow ing

P roposition 1 For a hrge class of Ham itonians (in-—
cluding C oulom b w ith arbitrary charges and m asses) and
su clently regular initial datum ( the solution exists
uniquely and gbbally in time for j (f-aln ost all initial
con  gurations Q.

T he quantiy of central in portance for our proof @]
of this theorem tums out to be the quantum current
i = @ ;3 f),with I = v j F the quantum prob-—
ability flux. T he absolute value of the flux through any
surface n con guration-space-tin e controls the proba—
bility that a trafctory crosses that surface. Consider
a an ooth surface In con guration-space-tin e. T he ex—
pected num ber ofcrossingsof by the random tra fctory
Q+ is given by

Je@ nH

there n denotes the local unit nom al vector at (g;t).
( (J n)d isthe expected num ber of signed crossings.)
To get a handl on this consider rst a am all surface el-
em ent which the tra fctories cross at m ost once. The
density of crossings is readily calculated tobe Jj nJ In—
voking the linearity of the expectation value yields then
the general statem ent. (In this regard we note that for
the related problem in stochastic m echanics @] the par-
ticle trapctories are realizations of a di usion process
and are hence not di erentiable, ie., velocities do not
exist. Thus In stochastic m echanics the current does not
have the sam e probabilistic signi cance and our analy—
sis does not apply to stochastic m echanics.) Surfaces
relevant to our analysis are those form ed by the bound-
aries of neighborhoods around all the singular points for
Bohm ian m echanics. Loosely speaking, the in portance
ofthe quantum flux is grounded in the insight: \Ifthere
is no absolute flux into the singular points, the shqular
points are not reached "

ITI.EMPIRICAL IM PLICATION S

A systam atic analysis of the em pirical in plications of
Bohm ian m echanics falls naturally into two parts:
(A ) The em ergence and signi cance of other (noncon g—
urational) observables.
B ) The clari cation and justi cation ofthe QEH .



Asfor B ),com paretheQEH w ith the G bbspostulate
G P) of statisticalm echanics:

quantum equilibriuim =3 f

therm odynam ic equilibrium e B
W hilke the com plete justi cation ofthe GP is rem arkably
di cult (@nd as ofnow is nonexistent), that ofthe QEH
is relatively easy [l1.

As for @), the crucial cbservation has been m ade by

Bell @]:

...In physics the only ocbservations we m ust
consider are position observations, ifonly the
positions of Instrum ent pointers. It isa great
m erit of the de B roglieB ohm picture to force
us to consider this fact. If you m ake axiom s
rather than de nitions and theorem s about
the M easurem ent’ of anything else then you
com m it redundancy and risk inconsistency.

W hen one comes to \measurem ents" and \observ—
ables," a waming against the m isuse of these words is
m andatory. W e again quote Bell @]:

...The st charge against \m easurem ent,"
In the findam ental axiom s of quantum m e~
chanics, is that i anchors the shifty split of
the world into \system " and \apparatus." A
second charge is that the word com es loaded
wih meaning from everyday life, m eaning
which is entirely inappropriate in the quan-
tum context. W hen it is said that som ething
is\m easured" it isdi cult not to think ofthe
result as referring to som e preexisting prop-—
erty ofthe ob fct in question. This is to dis—
regard B ohr’s Insistence that in quantum phe—
nom ena the apparatus as well as the system
is essentially involved. ...Even in a lowbrow
practical account, I think i would be good
to replace the word \m easurem ent," in the
form ulation, w ith the word \experin ent."

A .Experim ents

W hen we goeak of a very general experim ent E, be-
gihning, say, at t= 0 and ending at tine T, we have in
m ind a fairly de nite initialstate = ¢ ) ofthe ap—
paratus, one for which the apparatus should function as
Intended, aswellas a de nite initial state of the system

= (x) on which the experin ent is perform ed. Under
these conditions it tums out that the com posite system
form ed by system and apparatus, w ith generic con gu-—
ration g= ;y), has initialwave function:

0= 0+

M oreover, E will be speci ed by a unitary operator U

generating the tin e evolution arisihg from the interac—
tion ofthe system and apparatus, which yields the wave
function 1 of the com posite system after the experi-
ment; and a calbration function ¥ from the con gura—
tion space of the com posite system to som e value space,
eg. R, xing the scak of the experim ent, and de ning
the resul Z F Q) of the experin ent| think of the
\orientation of the apparatus pointer" or som e coarse—
graining thereof| as a function of the con guration Q

ofthe system and apparatus after the experin ent.

Assume QEH . Then Q1 is random Iy distrdbuted ac-
cording to the quantum equilbrium measure Pt (dg) =
j 7 fdg and Z is a random variable (on the probability
space of the initial con gurations of system and appara—
tus) w ith distribution given by the probability m easure

=P Fl:

A stepping stone of our analysis E] is the ©llow ing

P roposition 2 W ith any experim ent E there is always
associated a positive-operatorvalied measure (@POV)
O (@d ) such that

d)=h ;0d) 1

T his follow s very easily from the observation that the
map ! from (inidalsystem ) wave functions to prob—
ability m easures on the value space, explicitly given by
the follow ing sequence ofm aps

ro= 0! ¢! Pr! =Pr F';
is a nom alized bilinearm ap on the system H ibert space
H, sihce the m iddle map to the quantum equilbrium
distribution,

! Pr@da)= . rdg;

is obviously bilinear, whilk all the other m aps are lin—
ear, allbut the second trivially so. Now , by elem entary
functional analysis, the notion of such a bilinearm ap is
com pletely equivalent to that of a POV ! W e note that
when the experin ent is \m easurem ent-lke" (oy thiswe
m erely m ean that, unlke a coin flip, the outcom e is re—
producibk) the POV O is actually a profgction valued
measure PV) and wih every such experin ent we m ay
associate a selfadpint operator A,

E! A;

which govemns the statistics of the outcom es in the usual
way @].

W e recallthat because ofdi culties in the application
of the usual operator form alisn , it has been proposed
In the fram ew ork of the so called operational approach to



quantum m echanicsthat we should go beyond operators—
as-observables, to \generalized cbservabls" E{@]. The
basis of this extension lies in the cbservation that, by the
spectral theorem , the conoept of selfad pint operator is
com pletely equivalent to that of (nom alized) pro ction—
valiled m easure PV ) on the value space R . Since orthog—
onalpro fctions are am ong the sin plest exam ples ofpos—
itive operators, a natural generalization of a \quantum
observable" is then provided by a (om alized) positive—
operatorvalied measure POV) | when a POV is sand-
w iched by a wave fiinction it generates a probability dis—
tribution.

On the other hand, the em ergence and rolke ocfPOV 's
In Bohm ian m echanics is not a m atter of generaliza-
tion; rather i is merely an expression of the bilinear-
ity of quantum equilbrium together with the linearity
of Schrodinger’s evolution. Thus the fact that w ith ev—
ery experin ent is associated a POV , which form sa com —
pact expression of the statistics for the possible resuls,
is a near m athem atical triviality. It is therefore rather
dubious that the occurrence of POV ’s as observab]es|
the sinplest case of which is that of PV’s| can be re-
garded as suggesting any deep truths about reality or
about epistem ology. In particular, so understood, the
notion of selfad pint-operatoras-observable A In no way
In plies that anything is really being m easured in the ex—
perin ent w ith which A is associated, and certainly not
the operator A iself! Tn a general experin ent no prop—
erty is being m easured, even if the experin ent happens
to be m easurem ent-like. (In this regard we note that ex—
perin ents associated w ith the position operator are for
the m ost part an In portant exosption, though there are
\m easurem ents" of the position operator that are not
m easurem ents of the actualposition E {@E].)

That selfadpint operators are associated only wih
special experin ents is a fiirther indication that the usual
quantum form alism ,based only on selfadpint operators,
ism erely an idealization, rarely directly relevant in prac—
tice. Indeed, a great m any signi cant realw orld experi-
m ents are sin ply not at all associated w ith operators In
the usualway @,@,@,@]

Consider for exam ple an electron w ith fairly general
iniial wave function, and surround the electron w ith
a \photographic" plate, away from (the support of the
w ave fiinction of) the electron, but not too faraway. T his
set-up m easures the position of \escape" of the electron
from the region surrounded by the plate. Notice that
sihce in general there is no de nite tin e of escape, it is
not at all clear which operator should correspond to the
escape position. Indeed, i can be shown @] that
there is no such operator, that for the experin ent jist
described the probabilities for the possble results can—
not be expressed in the usual form , and in fact are not
given by the spectralm easure for any operator.

W e note that the study ofthe asym ptotic lim it for this

sit:uatjon| the scattering regin e| is the starting point
fra reform ulation of scattering theory 1] based on the
50 called scattering-into-cones-theorem , proved by D ol
Brd B3l and the flix-acrosssurfacestheorem [34], of
w hich a com plete proof is still Jacking.

B .Quantum E quilibrium

W e’'d ke now to tum to the clari cation and jasti —
cation of the QEH E,ﬂ] T here are som e crucial sub—
tleties in the QEH, which we can begin to appreciate by

rst asking the question: W hich system s should be gov—
emed by Bohm ian m echanics? The system s which we
nom ally consider are subsystem s ofa larger system | for
exam ple, the unjyerse| whose behavior (the behavior of
thewhole) determ inesthebehaviorofits subsystem s (the
behaviorofthe parts). T hus fora B ohm ian universe, i is
only the universe itself which a prjori| ie., without fur-
ther analysis| can be said to be govemed by Bohm ian
m echanics. So lt's consider such a universe. Our rst
di culty Inm ediately em erges: In practice = j 32 is
applied to (am all) subsystem s. But only the universe has
been assigned a wave function Which we shallnow de—
noteby )!W hat ism eant then by theRHS of = j 3,
ie., by the wave function of a subsystem ?

Let’s go further. Fix an initial wave function o for
this universe. T hen since the Bohm ian evolution is com —
plktely determ inistic, once the initial con guration Q of
thisuniverse is also speci ed, all future events, including
of course the results of m easurem ents, are determm ined.
Now ltX be som e subsystem var:iab]e| say the con gu-
ration ofthe subsystem at sometinet| which we would
like to be govemed by = J F.But how can this possi-
bly be, when there is nothing at all random about X ?

O foourse, ifwe allow the initHialuniversalcon guration
Q to be random , distrbbuted according to the quantum
equilbrium distrdbution j ¢ Q )32, i follow s from equiv—
ariance that the universalcon guration Q + at later tim es
will also be random , with distrdbution given by j tjz,
from which you m ight well in agine that i follow s that
any variable of interest, eg., X , has the \right" distri-
bution. But even if this is so (@nd it is), i would be
devoid of physical signi cance! W hat possible physical
signi cance can be assigned to an ensem ble of universes,
when we have but one universe at our disposal, the one
In which we happen to reside? W e cannot perform the
very sam e experin ent m ore than once. But we can per—
form m any sin ilarexperin ents, di ering, how ever, at the
very least, by location or tine. In other words, insofar
as the use of probability in physics is concemed, what is
relevant is not sam pling across an ensem ble of universes,
but sam pling across space and tin e w thin a single uni-
verse. W hat is relevant is em piricaldistributions| actual
relative frequencies for an ensam ble of actual events.



Two problem s must thus be addressed, that of the
m eaning ofthe wave function ofa subsystem and that
of random ness. It tums out that once we com e to grips
with the rst problem , the question of random ness al-
m ost answers itself. W e cbtain jist what we want| that

= j ¥ i the sense of em pirical distrbutions; we nd
that in a typical B ohm ian universe an appearance of ran—
dom ness em erges, precisely as described by the quantum
form aliam .

W hat about the wave function ofa subsystem ? G iven
a subsystem wemay write g= (X;y) where x and y are
generic variables for the con gurations of the subsystem
and its environm ent. Sin ilarl, wehave Q= X ;Y ) for
the actual con gurations (at tine t). W hat is the sim —
plest possibility for the wave fiunction of the subsystem ,
the x-systam ; what is the sin plest function of x which
can sensibly be constructed from the actual state of the
universe at tine t which we rem ind you is given by Q¢
and = )? Clarly the answer is what we call the
conditional wave fiinction

x)= &;Y):

Thisisallweneed! (T his isnot quite the right notion for
the \e ective" wave function ofa subsystem , upon w hich
we shall elaborate In the next section, but whenever the
latter exists it agreesw ith what we have jist described.)
Now see what you can do w ithout actualcon gurations!
(You'll, of course, quickly encounter the m easurem ent
problem !)

The m ain result of our analysis ] is summ arized by
the follow Ing

P roposition 3 W hen a system haswave finction
distribution
i 7.

This m eans that for typical initial con gurations of
the universe, the em pirical distrbution of an ensemble
of M identical subsystem s with wave function con—
vergesto = j ¥ for largeM . The statem ent refers
to an equalktin e ensemble or to a multitin e ensamble
and the notion of typicality is expressed by the m ea—
sure P ° (dQ ) and m ore in portantly by the conditional
measure P ° dQ M ), where the set M takes into ac-
count any kind of prior inform atjor1| always present|
reflecting the m acroscopic state at a tin e prior to all
experim ents. M oreover, the above proposition holds un—
der physically m inim al conditions, expressed by certain
m easurability conditions reflecting the requirem ent that
facts about results and iniial experim ental conditions
not be forgotten.

, the
of its con guration typically satis es =

Iv.THE EFFECTIVE WAVE FUNCTION

Let’s pause for a m om ent and get fam iliar with the
notion of conditionalw ave fiinction by looking at a very
sim ple exam ple:

C onsider tw o particles in one dim ension, whose evolu—
tion is govemed by the H am iltonian
h? @2 @2 1 2.

+- Xy

H=H(x)_l_H(y)_,_H(xy)= - = 4=
2m @x? Q@y? 2

For sinpliciy etusssth=m = =
the com posite has niialwave fiinction

1. A ssum e that

w ith ®) = and ()=
By solring the basic equations ofB ohm ian m echanicsone

easily obtains that

G+ y)?
1+ 2it

24

L&iy)= P+ i) Te ¥ ®Y

and

Xe=aX + b)Y and Ye=Db®X + a®)yY;
wherea®t) = J[L+ £)7 + 1], b = LA+ £)F 1],
and X ;Y are the initial conditions of the two particles.
Focusnow on one ofthe two particles (the x-system ) and
regard the other one as its environm ent (the y-system ).
T he conditionalwave function of the x-system

t X) =

t ®;Y¢e)

depends, through Y, on both the initial conditions for the
environm ent and the initial condition for the particle. In
other words, the evolution of + is random , w ith prob—
ability law detem ined by j of. T particular, . does
not satisfy Schrodinger’s equation orany H * .

W e rem ark that even when the x-system is dynam —
ically decoupled from its environm ent, the conditional
wave function will not In general evolve according to
Schrodinger’s equation. T hus the conditionalwave fnc—
tion lacks the dynam ical im plications from which the
wave function of a system derives much of is physical
signi cance. T hese are, how ever, captured by the notion
of e ective wave function:

Suppose that
®iy)= & @+ 7 &y ®)
w here and have m acroscopically dispint y—
supports. If

Y 2 supp



we say that is the e ective wave function of the
x-system . O f course, is also the conditional wave
finction | nonvanishing scalar multiples of wave finc—
tions are naturally identi ed. (In fact, In Bohm ian m e~
chanics the wave function is naturally a profctive ob—
fct sihce wave functions di ering by a multiplicative
oonstant| possbly tin e—dependent| are associated w ith
the sam e vector eld, and thus generate the sam e dy-
nam ics.)

O nem ight wonder why system s ever possess an e ec—
tive wave function. In fact, in generalthey don’t! Forex—
am ple the x-system w illnot have an e ective wave func-
tion when, forexam ple, it belongs to a Jargerm icroscopic
system whose e ective wave finction doesn’t factorize n
the appropriate way. However, the larger the environ—
m ent ofthe x-system , the greater is the potential for the
existence of an e ective wave function for this system,
ow Ing In e ect to the abundance of \m easurem ent-like"
Interactions w ith a larger environm ent. The notion of
e ective wave function is robust, as there is a natural
tendency toward the form ation of stable e ective wave
functions via dissipation: Suppose that niially the y-—
supports of and are jast \su ciently" (out not
m acroscopically) dispint; then, due to the interactions
w ith the environm ent, the am ount of y-dispintness w ill
tend to Increase dram atically as tin e goes on, w ith, as
In a chain reaction, m ore and m ore degrees of freedom
participating in this disppintness. W hen the e ect ofthis
dissipation, or \decoherence," are taken into account, one

nd that even a an all am ount of y-dispintness w ill of-
ten tend to becom e \su cient," and quickly \m ore than
su cient," and nally m acroscopic.

T he everdecreasing possibility of interference betw een
m acroscopically distinct wave functions due to typi-
cally uncontrollable interactions with the environm ent
is nowadays offten referred to as demoherence (G ri ths
@], Omnes @], Leggett E], Zurek @], JoosZeh @])
and hasbeen regarded G ellM ann-H artle ) asa cru—
cial ingredient for extracting a \quasiclassicaldom ain of
fam iliar experience" from the quantum formm alisn iself
(s=e also @]) . O ne of the best descriptions of the m ech—
anisn of decoherence, though not the word itself, can be
found In the Bohm ’s 1952 \hidden variables" paper E].
W e w ish to em phasize, however, as did Bell in his article
\A gainst M easurem ent" @], that decoherence in no way
com es to grips w ith the m easurem ent problem iself, be-
Ingm erely a necessary, but not a su cient, condition for
its com plete resolution. In contrast, the very notion ofef-
fective w ave function resolves the m easurem ent problem
at once.

C onsider forexam ple an experim ent E w ith an appara—
tus so designed that there areonly niely (or countably)
m any possible outcom es, labeled by 2 I. Then, after
the experin ent the wave function of the com posite is of
the fom

T = i (6)

where the are (nom alized) apparatus states sup-—
ported by the m acroscopically distinct sets 2 I of
apparatus con gurations. O f course, for Bohm ian me—
chanics, the term s of @) are not allon the sam e footing:
one of them , and only one, is selected, orm ore precisely
supported, by the outcom e| corresponding, say, to ¢ |
which actually occurs. It follow s that after the experi-
ment, attin e T, the x-system hase ective wave function

, - This ishow ocollapse (or reduction) of the e ective
w ave flinction to the one associated w ith the outcome |
arises in Bohm ian m echanics.

Note that while in orthodox cquantum theory the
collapse is merely superim posed upon the unitary
evolution | w ithout a precise speci cation of the circum —
stances under which it m ay Jegitin ately be invoked| we
have now , In Bohm ian m echanics, that the evolution of
the e ective wave finction is actually given by a stochas—
tic process, which consistently em bodies both uniarity
and collapse as appropriate. In particular, the e ec-
tive wave function of a subsystem evolves according to
Schrodinger’s equation when this system is suitably iso—
lated. O therw ise it \pops in and out" of existence In a
random fashion, in a way determm ined by the continuous
(out still random ) evolution + of the conditional wave
function. (In this regard, as far as the general problem
of chaotic behavior in quantum theory is concemed, note
that there isnothing in B ohm ian m echanicswhich would
preclude sensitive dependence on niialconditions, ofQ ¢
on Qo and ¢, and hence posiive Lyapunov exponents.
In Bohm ian m echanics \quantum chaos" arises, as in the
classicalcase, sokly from the dynam icallaw and not from
the collapse rule applied in m easurem ents @].)

V.QUANTUM PHYSICSW ITHOUT QUANTUM
PHILOSOPHY

W e would lke to make a ffw comm ents now about
Bohm ian m echanics and \the realworld." There is at
best an uneasy truce between orthodox quantum theory
and the view that there is an ob fctive reality, ofa m ore
or less fam iliar sort on the m acroscopic level. Recall,
for exam ple, Schrodinger’s cat. W hat doesBohm ian m e~
chanics contrbute here? In a word, everything! A world
of ob gcts, of large collections of particles which com —
bine and m ove m ore or kss as a whole, presents no con—
ceptualdi culty for Bohm ian m echanics, since B ohm ian
m echanics is after all a theory ofparticles in m otion and
allow s for the possibility of such large collections.

So what, when all is said and done, does the incorpo—
ration ofthe particle positions, ofthe con gurations, buy
us? A great deal:



1. random ness

2. fam iliar (m acroscopic) reality

3. the wave function ofa (sub)system
4. collapse of the wave packet

5. absolute uncertainty

W e have not yet explicitly addressed item 5. 5 is a con-
sequence of the analysisof = j §. Tt expressesthe in —
possbility ofobtaining inform ation about positionsm ore
detailed than what is given by the quantum equilbrium
distrbbution. It provides a precise, sharp foundation for
the uncertainty principle, and is itself an expression of
global quantum equilbriim ].

W hen allis said and done, B ohm ian m echanicsem erges
as a precise and coherent \quantum theory" providing a
m icroscopic foundation for the quantum formm alisn . To
sum up, it seem s fair to say that Bohm ian m echanics is
nothing but quantum physics w thout quantum philos-
ophy. M oreover, the only ob fctions which are usually
raised against Bohm ian m echanics are m erely philosoph—
ical. Now we don’t w ish to enter here into philosophical
digoutes. W e would, however, like to m ention that in re—
soonse to the outrage som etin es expressed tow ards the
suggestion that particlesm ight have positionswhen they
arenot, or cannot be, observed, B ell, referring to theories
such as Bohm ’s, has said that

Absurdly, such theories are known as \hid-
den variable" theories. Absurdly, for there it
isnot in the wave function that one nds an
In age of the visble world, and the resuls of
experin ents, but in the com plem entary \hid-
den" (!) variables. O f course the extra vari-
ables are not con ned to the visble \m acro—
scopic" scale. For no sharp de nition of such
a scale could be made. The \m icroscopic"
aspect of the com plem entary variables is in—
deed hidden from us. But to adm it things
not visble to the gross creatures that we are
is, n my opinion, to show a decent hum ility,
and not jist a lam entable addiction to m eta—
physics f431.
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