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Bohm ian m echanicsisthem ostnaively obviousem bedding
im aginableofSchr�odinger’sequation into a com pletely coher-
ent physicaltheory. It describes a world in which particles
m ove in a highly non-Newtonian sortofway,one which m ay
at�rstappeartohavelittletodowith thespectrum ofpredic-
tionsofquantum m echanics.Itturnsout,however,thatasa
consequence ofthe de�ning dynam icalequationsofBohm ian
m echanics,when a system haswave function  itscon�gura-
tion istypically random ,with probability density � given by
j j2,the quantum equilibrium distribution.Italso turnsout
thatthe entire quantum form alism ,operators asobservables
and allthe rest,isa consequence ofBohm ian m echanics.
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I.B O H M IA N M EC H A N IC S IN A N U T SH ELL

Suppose that when we talk about the wave function
ofa system ofN particles,we seriously m ean whatour
languageconveys,i.e.,supposeweinsistthat\particles"
m eans particles. Ifso,then the wave function cannot
provide a com plete description ofthe state ofthe sys-
tem ; we m ust also specify its m ost im portant feature,
the positions ofthe particlesthem selves!
Suppose,in fact,thatthe com plete description ofthe

quantum system | itsstate| isgiven by

(Q ; )

whereQ = (Q 1 :::Q N )2 IR 3N
;with Q k thepositionsof

particles,and  =  (q)=  (q1 :::qN )isthewavefunc-
tion.Then weshallhaveatheory oncewespecify thelaw
ofm otion for the state (Q ; ). The sim plest possibility
isthatthis m otion isgiven by �rst-orderequations| so
that(Q ; )isindeed thestatein thesensethatitspresent
speci�cation determ inesthe future.W e already have an
evolution equation for ,i.e.,Schr�odinger’sequation,

i�h
@ 

@t
= �

X N

k= 1

�h2

2m k

� k + V  : (1)

According to whatwe have justsaid we are looking for
an evolution equation forQ ofthe form

dQ

dt
= v

 (Q ) (2)

where v = (v 
1
:::v

 

N
). Thusthe role of isto chore-

ograph a m otion ofparticlesthrough the vector�eld on
con�guration spacethatitde�nes,

 ! v
 
:

But how should v be chosen? A speci�c form for
v em ergesby requiring space-tim esym m etry| G alilean
and tim e-reversalinvariance (or covariance),and \sim -
plicity" [1]:
Forone-particlesystem we �nd

v
 =

�h

m
Im

r  

 
;

and fora generalN � particlesystem

v
 

k
=

�h

m k

Im
r k 

 
: (3)

W e’ve arrived atBohm ian m echanics,de�ned by (1{
3)fora nonrelativistic system (universe)ofN particles,
without spin. This theory,a re�nem ent ofde Broglie’s
pilotwave m odel,wasfound and com pellingly analyzed
by David Bohm in 1952 [2{6,1,7{10]. Spin,as wellas
Ferm iand Bose-Einstein statistics,can easily be dealt
with and in factarisein a naturalm anner[11,2,12{14].

Let us briefly m ention how to incorporate spin into
Bohm ian m echanics.. Note that on the right-hand side
ofthe equation forthe velocity �eld the r issuggested
by rotation invariance,the  in the denom inatorby ho-
m ogeneity,the\Im " by tim e-reversalinvariance,and the
constantin frontisprecisely whatisrequired forcovari-
anceunderG alilean boosts.Rotation invariancerequires
in particularthatrotationsacton thevaluespaceofthe
wave function. But the latter action is rather incon-
spicuous for spinless particles. The sim plest nontrivial
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(projective) representation ofthe rotation group is the
2-dim ensional\spin 1

2
" representation. This represen-

tation leads to a Bohm ian m echanics involving spinor-
valued wave functions for a single particle (and spinor-
tensor-product-valued wavefunction form any particles).
Beyond the factthatthe wave function now hasa m ore
abstractvaluespace,nothingm uch changesfrom ourpre-
viousdescription:Thewavefunction evolvesaccordingto
a Ham iltonian thatcontainsthe Pauliterm ,fora single
particle proportionalto B � �,which representsthe cou-
pling between the \spin" and an externalm agnetic �eld
B . The con�guration evolves according to the natural
extension ofthe velocity �eld to spinors,obtained,say,
by m ultiplying both the num eratorand denom inatorof
theargum entof\Im " on theleftby  � And interpreting
the resultforthecaseofspinorvaluesasa spinor-inner-
product:

v
 =

�h

m
Im

 �
r  

 � 
:

A rem ark on Bose-Ferm istatistics: According to or-
thodox quantum m echanics,the very notion ofindistin-
guishable particles seem s to be grounded on the nonex-
istence ofparticle trajectories and on the practicalim -
possibility ofdistinguishing identicalparticlesattwo dif-
ferenttim es. Thism ightlead to the expectation thatit
should bequiteproblem aticalto incorporatethedescrip-
tion ofindistinguishableparticlesinto Bohm ian m echan-
ics. However,this is not so. Indeed,the usualsym m e-
try conditionson thewavefunction arisenaturally when
the Bohm ian approach isapplied to system sofindistin-
guishable particles. M oreover,when spin is taken into
account,the factthatthe interm ediate statistics(the so
called parastatistics)areto beexcluded turnsoutto bea
consequence ofthe very existence oftrajectories(asdoes
the factthatin a two dim ensionalworld there would be
m any m ore possibilities than just bosons and ferm ions)
[14].

Bohm ian m echanics is a fully determ inistic theory of
particlesin m otion,butam otion ofaprofoundlynonclas-
sical,non-Newtonian sort. W e should rem ark,however,
thatin thelim it �h

m
! 0,theBohm m otion Q tapproaches

the classicalm otion.
Butwhatdoesthistheory,Bohm ian m echanics,have

to do with orthodox quantum theory,i.e.,with thequan-
tum form alism ? W ell,ofcourse,they shareSchr�odinger’s
equation. However,in orthodox quantum theory non-
com m uting observables,represented by self-adjoint op-
erators,play a fundam entalrole,while they do notap-
pear at allin the form ulation of Bohm ian m echanics.
Nonetheless,it can be shown that Bohm ian m echanics
notonly accountsforquantum phenom ena| thiswases-
sentially done by Bohm in 1952 and 1953| butalso em -
bodies the quantum form alism itself,self-adjointopera-

tors,random nessgiven by � = j j2,and allthe rest,as
the very expression ofitsem piricalim port[1,15].

Equations(2)(togetherwith (3))and (1)form a com -
plete speci�cation ofthe theory. There is no need,and
indeed noroom ,foranyfurtheraxiom s.Asforthestatus
ofthethe fam iliardistribution � = j j2 in Bohm ian m e-
chanics,an answerisprovided by re
ectingupon therole
ofequilibrium m easuresfordynam icalsystem s.Suppose
one is interested in aspects of, say, the long tim e be-
havior,ofpatternsofstatisticalregularitieswhich occur.
Then som eofthe m ostbasicofsuch inform ation isusu-
ally provided by a m easurestationary forthe dynam ics,
so �nding such a m easure is often the key step in the
analysis. Now itturnsoutthatforBohm ian m echanics
there is,in fact,no usefulstationary m easure,since the
velocity �eld istypically tim e-dependent.Yet,j j2 isas
good asastationary m easure.Thisdistribution isin fact
equivariant:
Consideran arbitrary initialensem ble� and let

� ! �t

betheensem bleevolution arising from Bohm ian m otion.
If� = � isa functionalof we m ay also considerthe
ensem bleevolutionsarising from Schr�odinger’sequation

�
 
! �

 t :

� isequivariant ifthese evolution arecom patible
�

�
 
�

t
= �

 t

That� = j j2 isequivariantfollowsfrom com paring the
quantum flux equation

@j j2

@t
+ divJ = 0 (4)

where J = (J 
1
:::J

 

N
), J

 

k
= �h

m k
Im ( �r k ),with

the continuity equation associated with particlem otion

@�

@t
+ div

�

�v
 
�

= 0

Since J = v j j2,the continuity equation is satis�ed

for� = j j2.Thus:

If�(q;t0)= j (q;t0)j2 atsom e tim e t0 then

�(q;t)= j (q;t)j2 for allt.

Suppose now thata system haswave function  . W e
shallcall the probability distribution on con�guration
spacegivenby� = j j2 thequantum equilibrium distribu-
tion.And weshallsay thata system isin quantum equi-
librium when itscon�guration are random ly distributed
according to the quantum equilibrium distribution.The
em piricalim plications ofBohm ian m echanics are based
on the following
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Quantum equilibrium hypothesis (QEH):

W hen a system haswave function  ,the dis-

tribution � ofits con� guration satis� es � =
j j2.

II.EX IST EN C E O F Q U A N T U M T R A JEC T O R IES

Beforeproceedingtoasketch ofhow Bohm ian m echan-
ics accounts for quantum phenom ena,we shalladdress
the problem ofwhether Bohm ian m echanics is a m ath-
em atically sound theory. Afterall,the velocity �eld (3)
revealsratherobviously possible catastrophic eventsfor
them otion:v issingularatthenodesof ,i.e.,atpoints
where  = 0. W e shallconsiderthen the de�ning equa-
tionsofBohm ian m echanics

dQ

dt
= v (Q )

i�h
@ 

@t
= H  ;

where v isgiven by (3)and H  isthe righthand side
of(1),and inquireaboutthe existence and uniquenessof
theirsolutions.
The \problem of the existence of dynam ics" for

Schr�odinger’s equation is usually reduced to showing
that the relevant Ham iltonian H (given by the partic-
ular choice ofthe potentialV ) is self-adjoint. This has
been donein greatgenerality,independentofthenum ber
ofparticlesand forlarge classesofpotentials,including
singularpotentialsliketheCoulom bpotential,which isof
prim ary physicalinterest[16,17].In Bohm ian m echanics
wehavenotonly Schr�odinger’sequation to considerbut
also thedi�erentialequation governingthem otion ofthe
particles.Thusthequestion ofexistence ofthe dynam ics
ofBohm ian m echanics dependsnow on detailed regular-
ity properties ofthe velocity �eld v . Localexistence
and uniquenessofBohm ian trajectoriesisguaranteed if
the velocity �eld v islocally Lipschitz continuous. W e
therefore certainly need greater regularity for the wave
function  than m erely that  be in L2. Globalexis-
tence is m ore delicate: In addition to the nodes of ,
therearesingularitiescom parableto thoseofNewtonian
m echanics.Firstly,
even foragloballysm ooth velocity�eld thesolution Q t

m ayexplode,i.e.,itm ayreach in�nityin �nitetim e.Sec-
ondly,the singularpointsofthe potential,are reflected
in singularbehaviorofthewavefunction atsuch points,
giving rise to singularitiesin the velocity �eld. (Forex-
am ple,the ground state wavefunction ofone particlein
a Coulom b potentialV (q) = 1=jqj,q 2 IR 3 (\hydrogen
atom ")hasthe form e�jqj,which isnotdi�erentiable at
the pointq= 0 ofthe potentialsingularity.)
The problem is then the following: Suppose that at

som earbitrary\initialtim e"(t0 = 0)theN -particlecon-
�guration liesin thecom plem entofthesetofnodesand

singularities of 0. Does the trajectory develop in a �-
niteam ountoftim eintoasingularity ofthevelocity �eld
v ,ordoesitreach in�nity in �nite tim e? Itturnsout
that the answer is negative for \typical" initialvalues
and a large class ofpotentials,including the physically
m ostinteresting case ofN -particle Coulom b interaction
with arbitrary chargesand m asses. O ur results [18{20]
aresum m arized by the following

P roposition 1 For a large class of Ham iltonians (in-

cluding Coulom b with arbitrary chargesand m asses)and

su� ciently regular initialdatum  0 the solution exists

uniquely and globally in tim e for j 0j
2-alm ostallinitial

con� gurationsQ0.

The quantity ofcentralim portance forourproof[20]
of this theorem turns out to be the quantum current
j = (J ;j j2),with J = v j j2 the quantum prob-
ability flux. The absolute value ofthe flux through any
surface in con�guration-space-tim e controls the proba-
bility that a trajectory crosses that surface. Consider
a sm ooth surface� in con�guration-space-tim e.Theex-
pected num berofcrossingsof�bytherandom trajectory
Q t isgiven by

Z

�

jjt(q)� njd�

where n denotes the localunit norm alvector at (q;t).
(
R

�
(j� n)d� istheexpected num berofsigned crossings.)

To geta handle on thisconsider�rsta sm allsurface el-
em ent which the trajectories cross at m ost once. The
density ofcrossingsisreadily calculated to bejj� nj.In-
voking the linearity ofthe expectation value yieldsthen
the generalstatem ent. (In this regard we note that for
therelated problem in stochasticm echanics[12]thepar-
ticle trajectories are realizations of a di�usion process
and are hence not di�erentiable,i.e.,velocities do not
exist.Thusin stochasticm echanicsthecurrentdoesnot
have the sam e probabilistic signi�cance and our analy-
sis does not apply to stochastic m echanics.) Surfaces
relevantto ouranalysisare those form ed by the bound-
ariesofneighborhoodsaround allthe singularpointsfor
Bohm ian m echanics. Loosely speaking,the im portance
ofthequantum flux isgrounded in theinsight:\Ifthere
isno absolute flux into the singularpoints,the singular
pointsarenotreached."

III.EM P IR IC A L IM P LIC A T IO N S

A system atic analysisofthe em piricalim plicationsof
Bohm ian m echanicsfallsnaturally into two parts:
(A )Theem ergenceand signi�canceofother(noncon�g-
urational)observables.
(B )The clari�cation and justi�cation ofthe Q EH.
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Asfor(B ),com paretheQ EH with theG ibbspostulate
(G P)ofstatisticalm echanics:

quantum equilibrium � = j j
2

therm odynam ic equilibrium � � e
��H

W hilethecom pletejusti�cation oftheG P isrem arkably
di�cult(and asofnow isnonexistent),thatoftheQ EH
isrelatively easy [1].
Asfor(A ),the crucialobservation hasbeen m ade by

Bell[21]:

...in physics the only observations we m ust
considerareposition observations,ifonly the
positionsofinstrum entpointers.Itisa great
m eritofthedeBroglie-Bohm pictureto force
usto considerthisfact. Ifyou m ake axiom s
rather than de�nitions and theorem s about
the ‘m easurem ent’ofanything else then you
com m itredundancy and risk inconsistency.

W hen one com es to \m easurem ents" and \observ-
ables," a warning against the m isuse ofthese words is
m andatory.W e again quoteBell[22]:

...The �rst charge against \m easurem ent,"
in the fundam entalaxiom s ofquantum m e-
chanics,is that it anchorsthe shifty split of
the world into \system " and \apparatus." A
second chargeisthatthe word com esloaded
with m eaning from everyday life, m eaning
which is entirely inappropriate in the quan-
tum context.W hen itissaid thatsom ething
is\m easured"itisdi�cultnottothink ofthe
result as referring to som e preexisting prop-

erty ofthe objectin question.Thisisto dis-
regardBohr’sinsistencethatin quantum phe-
nom ena the apparatusaswellasthe system
isessentially involved....Even in a lowbrow
practicalaccount,I think it would be good
to replace the word \m easurem ent," in the
form ulation,with the word \experim ent."

A .Experim ents

W hen we speak ofa very generalexperim ent E,be-
ginning,say,att= 0 and ending attim e T,we have in
m ind a fairly de�nite initialstate � 0 = �0(y)ofthe ap-
paratus,one forwhich the apparatusshould function as
intended,aswellasa de�nite initialstate ofthe system
 =  (x)on which the experim entisperform ed.Under
these conditionsitturnsoutthatthe com posite system
form ed by system and apparatus,with generic con�gu-
ration q= (x;y),hasinitialwavefunction:

	 0 =  
 �0:

M oreover,E willbe speci�ed by a unitary operator U
generating the tim e evolution arising from the interac-
tion ofthe system and apparatus,which yieldsthe wave
function 	 T ofthe com posite system after the experi-
m ent;and a calibration function F from the con�gura-
tion space ofthe com posite system to som e value space,
e.g. IR,�xing the scale ofthe experim ent,and de�ning
the result Z � F (Q T ) ofthe experim ent| think ofthe
\orientation ofthe apparatus pointer" or som e coarse-
graining thereof| asa function ofthe con�guration Q T

ofthe system and apparatusafterthe experim ent.

Assum e Q EH.Then Q T is random ly distributed ac-
cording to the quantum equilibrium m easure IPT (dq)=
j	 T j

2dq and Z is a random variable (on the probability
spaceofthe initialcon�gurationsofsystem and appara-
tus)with distribution given by the probability m easure

� = IPT � F
�1
:

A stepping stone ofouranalysis[15]isthe following

P roposition 2 W ith any experim ent E there is always

associated a positive-operator-valued m easure (POV)

O (d�)such that

�(d�)= h ;O (d�) i

Thisfollowsvery easily from the observation thatthe
m ap  ! � from (initialsystem )wavefunctionsto prob-
ability m easures on the value space,explicitly given by
the following sequenceofm aps

 ! 	 =  
 � 0 ! 	 T ! IPT ! � = IPT � F
�1

;

isa norm alized bilinearm ap on thesystem Hilbertspace
H , since the m iddle m ap to the quantum equilibrium
distribution,

	 T ! IPT (dq)= 	 �
T 	 T dq;

is obviously bilinear,while allthe other m aps are lin-
ear,allbutthe second trivially so. Now,by elem entary
functionalanalysis,the notion ofsuch a bilinearm ap is
com pletely equivalent to that ofa POV!W e note that
when the experim entis\m easurem ent-like" (by this we
m erely m ean that,unlike a coin flip,the outcom e isre-
producible) the POV O is actually a projection valued

m easure (PV) and with every such experim ent we m ay
associatea self-adjointoperatorA,

E ! A;

which governsthestatisticsoftheoutcom esin theusual
way [15].
W erecallthatbecauseofdi�cultiesin theapplication

ofthe usualoperator form alism ,it has been proposed
in thefram ework oftheso called operationalapproach to
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quantum m echanicsthatweshould gobeyond operators-
as-observables,to \generalized observables" [23{26].The
basisofthisextension liesin theobservation that,by the
spectraltheorem ,the conceptofself-adjointoperatoris
com pletely equivalentto thatof(norm alized)projection-
valued m easure(PV)on thevaluespaceIR.Sinceorthog-
onalprojectionsaream ongthesim plestexam plesofpos-
itive operators,a naturalgeneralization ofa \quantum
observable" isthen provided by a (norm alized)positive-
operator-valued m easure (POV)| when a POV is sand-
wiched by a wavefunction itgeneratesa probability dis-
tribution.
O n the otherhand,the em ergence and role ofPOV’s

in Bohm ian m echanics is not a m atter of generaliza-
tion; rather it is m erely an expression ofthe bilinear-
ity ofquantum equilibrium together with the linearity
ofSchr�odinger’sevolution. Thus the fact that with ev-

ery experim entisassociated a POV,which form sa com -
pactexpression ofthe statisticsforthe possible results,
is a near m athem aticaltriviality. It is therefore rather
dubious that the occurrence ofPOV’s as observables|
the sim plest case ofwhich is that ofPV’s| can be re-
garded as suggesting any deep truths about reality or
about epistem ology. In particular,so understood, the
notion ofself-adjoint-operator-as-observableA in no way
im pliesthatanything isreally being m easured in theex-
perim ent with which A is associated,and certainly not
the operatorA itself! In a generalexperim entno prop-
erty is being m easured,even ifthe experim enthappens
to bem easurem ent-like.(In thisregard wenotethatex-
perim ents associated with the position operator are for
the m ostpartan im portantexception,though there are
\m easurem ents" of the position operator that are not
m easurem entsofthe actualposition [27{29,15].)

That self-adjoint operators are associated only with
specialexperim entsisa furtherindication thattheusual
quantum form alism ,based only on self-adjointoperators,
ism erely an idealization,rarely directly relevantin prac-
tice. Indeed,a greatm any signi�cantreal-world experi-
m entsaresim ply notatallassociated with operatorsin
the usualway [30,31,15,32].
Consider for exam ple an electron with fairly general

initial wave function, and surround the electron with
a \photographic" plate,away from (the support ofthe
wavefunction of)theelectron,butnottoofaraway.This
set-up m easuresthe position of\escape" ofthe electron
from the region surrounded by the plate. Notice that
since in generalthere isno de�nite tim e ofescape,itis
notatallclearwhich operatorshould correspond to the
escape position. Indeed, it can be shown [31,15]that
there is no such operator,that for the experim ent just
described the probabilities for the possible results can-
notbe expressed in the usualform ,and in factare not
given by the spectralm easureforany operator.
W enotethatthestudy oftheasym ptoticlim itforthis

situation| the scattering regim e| is the starting point
fora reform ulation ofscattering theory [31]based on the
so called scattering-into-cones-theorem ,proved by Dol-
lard [33], and the flux-across-surfaces-theorem [34], of
which a com pleteproofisstilllacking.

B .Q uantum Equilibrium

W e’d like now to turn to the clari�cation and justi�-
cation ofthe Q EH [1,8,7]. There are som e crucialsub-
tletiesin the Q EH,which wecan begin to appreciateby
�rstasking the question:W hich system sshould be gov-
erned by Bohm ian m echanics? The system s which we
norm ally consideraresubsystem sofa largersystem | for
exam ple,the universe| whosebehavior(the behaviorof
thewhole)determ inesthebehaviorofitssubsystem s(the
behavioroftheparts).ThusforaBohm ian universe,itis
only the universeitselfwhich a priori| i.e.,withoutfur-
ther analysis| can be said to be governed by Bohm ian
m echanics. So let’s consider such a universe. O ur �rst
di�culty im m ediately em erges: In practice � = j j2 is
applied to (sm all)subsystem s.Butonly theuniversehas
been assigned a wave function (which we shallnow de-
noteby 	)!W hatism eantthen by theRHS of� = j j2,
i.e.,by the wavefunction ofa subsystem ?
Let’s go further. Fix an initialwave function 	 0 for

thisuniverse.Then sincetheBohm ian evolution iscom -
pletely determ inistic,once the initialcon�guration Q of
thisuniverseisalso speci�ed,allfutureevents,including
ofcourse the results ofm easurem ents,are determ ined.
Now letX besom esubsystem variable| say thecon�gu-
ration ofthesubsystem atsom etim et| which wewould
liketo be governed by � = j j2.Buthow can thispossi-
bly be,when there isnothing atallrandom aboutX ?
O fcourse,ifweallow theinitialuniversalcon�guration

Q to be random ,distributed according to the quantum
equilibrium distribution j	 0(Q )j

2,itfollowsfrom equiv-
ariancethattheuniversalcon�guration Q t atlatertim es
willalso be random , with distribution given by j	 tj

2,
from which you m ight wellim agine that it follows that
any variable ofinterest,e.g.,X ,has the \right" distri-
bution. But even ifthis is so (and it is),it would be
devoid ofphysicalsigni�cance! W hat possible physical
signi�cancecan beassigned to an ensem bleofuniverses,
when we have butone universe atourdisposal,the one
in which we happen to reside? W e cannot perform the
very sam e experim entm ore than once.Butwe can per-
form m anysim ilarexperim ents,di�ering,however,atthe
very least,by location or tim e. In other words,insofar
astheuseofprobability in physicsisconcerned,whatis
relevantisnotsam pling acrossan ensem bleofuniverses,
butsam pling acrossspace and tim e within a single uni-
verse.W hatisrelevantisem piricaldistributions| actual
relativefrequenciesforan ensem bleofactualevents.
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Two problem s m ust thus be addressed, that of the
m eaning ofthewavefunction  ofa subsystem and that
ofrandom ness. Itturnsoutthatonce we com e to grips
with the �rst problem ,the question ofrandom ness al-
m ostanswersitself.W eobtain justwhatwewant| that
� = j j2 in the sense ofem piricaldistributions;we �nd
thatin atypicalBohm ian universean appearanceofran-
dom nessem erges,precisely asdescribed by thequantum
form alism .
W hataboutthewavefunction ofa subsystem ? G iven

a subsystem we m ay write q = (x;y)where x and y are
genericvariablesforthe con�gurationsofthe subsystem
and itsenvironm ent.Sim ilarly,wehaveQ t = (X ;Y )for
the actualcon�gurations(at tim e t). W hat is the sim -
plestpossibility forthe wave function ofthe subsystem ,
the x-system ;what is the sim plest function ofx which
can sensibly be constructed from the actualstate ofthe
universe attim e t(which we rem ind you isgiven by Q t

and 	 t = 	)? Clearly the answer is what we callthe
conditionalwave function

 (x)= 	(x;Y ):

Thisisallweneed!(Thisisnotquitetherightnotion for
the\e�ective"wavefunction ofasubsystem ,upon which
we shallelaboratein the nextsection,butwheneverthe
latterexistsitagreeswith whatwehavejustdescribed.)
Now seewhatyou can do withoutactualcon�gurations!
(You’ll, of course, quickly encounter the m easurem ent
problem !)

The m ain resultofour analysis[1]is sum m arized by
the following

P roposition 3 W hen a system haswavefunction  ,the

distribution � ofits con� guration typically satis� es � =
j j2.

This m eans that for typical initial con�gurations of
the universe,the em piricaldistribution ofan ensem ble
of M identicalsubsystem s with wave function  con-
verges to � = j j2 for large M . The statem ent refers
to an equal-tim e ensem ble or to a m ulti-tim e ensem ble
and the notion of typicality is expressed by the m ea-
sure IP	 0(dQ )and m ore im portantly by the conditional
m easure IP	 0(dQ jM ),where the set M takes into ac-
count any kind ofprior inform ation| always present|
reflecting the m acroscopic state at a tim e prior to all
experim ents.M oreover,the aboveproposition holdsun-
der physically m inim alconditions,expressed by certain
m easurability conditionsreflecting the requirem entthat
facts about results and initialexperim entalconditions
notbe forgotten.

IV .T H E EFFEC T IV E W AV E FU N C T IO N

Let’s pause for a m om ent and get fam iliar with the
notion ofconditionalwavefunction by looking ata very
sim ple exam ple:
Considertwo particlesin onedim ension,whoseevolu-

tion isgoverned by the Ham iltonian

H = H
(x)+ H (y)+ H (xy) = �

�h2

2m

� @2

@x2
+
@2

@y2

�

+
1

2
�(x� y)2:

For sim plicity let us set �h = m = � = 1. Assum e that
the com positehasinitialwavefunction

	 0 =  
 �0

with  (x)= �
� 1

4 e
� x 2

2 and �0(y)= �
� 1

4 e
�

y
2

2 :

BysolvingthebasicequationsofBohm ian m echanicsone
easily obtainsthat

	 t(x;y)= �
� 1

2 (1+ it)�
1

2 e
� 1

4

�

(x�y)
2
+

(x + y)2

1+ 2it

�

;

and

X t = a(t)X + b(t)Y and Yt = b(t)X + a(t)Y;

where a(t) = 1

2
[(1 + t2)

1

2 + 1],b(t) = 1

2
[(1 + t2)

1

2 � 1],
and X ;Y are the initialconditionsofthe two particles.
Focusnow on oneofthetwoparticles(thex-system )and
regard the otherone asitsenvironm ent(the y-system ).
Theconditionalwavefunction ofthe x-system

 t(x)= 	 t(x;Yt)

depends,through Yt,on boththeinitialconditionsforthe
environm entand theinitialcondition fortheparticle.In
other words,the evolution of t is random ,with prob-
ability law determ ined by j	 0j

2. In particular, t does
notsatisfy Schr�odinger’sequation forany H (x).

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
Schr�odinger’sequation.Thustheconditionalwavefunc-
tion lacks the dynam ical im plications from which the
wave function ofa system derives m uch ofits physical
signi�cance.Theseare,however,captured by thenotion
ofe�ective wavefunction:
Supposethat

	(x;y)=  (x)�(y)+ 	 ? (x;y); (5)

where � and 	 ? have m acroscopically disjoint y-
supports.If

Y 2 supp�
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we say that  is the e� ective wave function of the
x-system . O f course,  is also the conditional wave
function| nonvanishing scalar m ultiples of wave func-
tionsare naturally identi�ed. (In fact,in Bohm ian m e-
chanics the wave function is naturally a projective ob-
ject since wave functions di�ering by a m ultiplicative
constant| possibly tim e-dependent| areassociated with
the sam e vector �eld,and thus generate the sam e dy-
nam ics.)
O ne m ightwonderwhy system severpossessan e�ec-

tivewavefunction.In fact,in generalthey don’t!Forex-
am plethex-system willnothavean e�ectivewavefunc-
tion when,forexam ple,itbelongstoalargerm icroscopic
system whosee�ectivewavefunction doesn’tfactorizein
the appropriate way. However,the larger the environ-
m entofthex-system ,thegreateristhepotentialforthe
existence ofan e�ective wave function for this system ,
owing in e�ectto the abundance of\m easurem ent-like"
interactions with a larger environm ent. The notion of
e�ective wave function is robust,as there is a natural
tendency toward the form ation ofstable e�ective wave
functions via dissipation: Suppose that initially the y-
supports of� and 	 ? are just \su�ciently" (but not
m acroscopically) disjoint;then,due to the interactions
with the environm ent,the am ountofy-disjointnesswill
tend to increase dram atically as tim e goes on,with,as
in a chain reaction,m ore and m ore degrees offreedom
participating in thisdisjointness.W hen thee�ectofthis
dissipation,or\decoherence,"aretaken intoaccount,one
�nd that even a sm allam ount ofy-disjointness willof-
ten tend to becom e\su�cient," and quickly \m orethan
su�cient," and �nally m acroscopic.
Theever-decreasingpossibility ofinterferencebetween

m acroscopically distinct wave functions due to typi-
cally uncontrollable interactions with the environm ent
is nowadays often referred to as decoherence (G ri�ths
[35],O m nes[36],Leggett[37],Zurek [38],Joos-Zeh [39])
and hasbeen regarded (G ell-M ann-Hartle[40])asa cru-
cialingredientforextracting a \quasiclassicaldom ain of
fam iliar experience" from the quantum form alism itself
(seealso [41]).O neofthebestdescriptionsofthem ech-
anism ofdecoherence,though nottheword itself,can be
found in the Bohm ’s 1952 \hidden variables" paper [2].
W ewish to em phasize,however,asdid Bellin hisarticle
\AgainstM easurem ent"[22],thatdecoherencein no way
com esto gripswith them easurem entproblem itself,be-
ing m erely a necessary,butnota su�cient,condition for
itscom pleteresolution.In contrast,theverynotion ofef-
fective wavefunction resolvesthe m easurem entproblem
atonce.
Considerforexam plean experim entE with an appara-

tussodesigned thatthereareonly �nitely (orcountably)
m any possible outcom es,labeled by � 2 I. Then,after
the experim entthe wave function ofthe com posite isof
the form

	 T =
X

�2I

 � 
 ��; (6)

where the �� are (norm alized) apparatus states sup-
ported by the m acroscopically distinct sets � 2 I of
apparatus con�gurations. O fcourse,for Bohm ian m e-
chanics,theterm sof(6)arenotallon thesam efooting:
oneofthem ,and only one,isselected,orm oreprecisely
supported,by theoutcom e| corresponding,say,to �0|
which actually occurs. It follows that after the experi-
m ent,attim eT,thex-system hase�ectivewavefunction
 � 0

. Thisishow collapse (orreduction)ofthe e�ective
wavefunction to theoneassociated with theoutcom e�0
arisesin Bohm ian m echanics.

Note that while in orthodox quantum theory the
collapse is m erely superim posed upon the unitary
evolution| withouta precisespeci�cation ofthecircum -
stancesunderwhich itm ay legitim ately be invoked| we
have now,in Bohm ian m echanics,thatthe evolution of
thee�ectivewavefunction isactually given by a stochas-
tic process,which consistently em bodies both unitarity
and collapse as appropriate. In particular, the e�ec-
tive wave function ofa subsystem evolves according to
Schr�odinger’sequation when thissystem issuitably iso-
lated. O therwise it\pops in and out" ofexistence in a
random fashion,in a way determ ined by the continuous
(but stillrandom ) evolution  t ofthe conditionalwave
function. (In this regard,asfaras the generalproblem
ofchaoticbehaviorin quantum theory isconcerned,note
thatthereisnothing in Bohm ian m echanicswhich would
precludesensitivedependenceon initialconditions,ofQ t

on Q 0 and  0,and hence positive Lyapunov exponents.
In Bohm ian m echanics\quantum chaos"arises,asin the
classicalcase,solelyfrom thedynam icallaw and notfrom
the collapserule applied in m easurem ents[42].)

V .Q U A N T U M P H Y SIC S W IT H O U T Q U A N T U M

P H ILO SO P H Y

W e would like to m ake a few com m ents now about
Bohm ian m echanics and \the realworld." There is at
bestan uneasy truce between orthodox quantum theory
and theview thatthereisan objectivereality,ofa m ore
or less fam iliar sort on the m acroscopic level. Recall,
forexam ple,Schr�odinger’scat.W hatdoesBohm ian m e-
chanicscontributehere? In a word,everything!A world
of objects, of large collections of particles which com -
bine and m ovem oreorlessasa whole,presentsno con-
ceptualdi�culty forBohm ian m echanics,sinceBohm ian
m echanicsisafteralla theory ofparticlesin m otion and
allowsforthe possibility ofsuch largecollections.
So what,when allissaid and done,doesthe incorpo-

ration oftheparticlepositions,ofthecon�gurations,buy
us? A greatdeal:
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1.random ness

2.fam iliar(m acroscopic)reality

3.the wavefunction ofa (sub)system

4.collapseofthe wavepacket

5.absoluteuncertainty

W e have notyetexplicitly addressed item 5.5 isa con-
sequenceoftheanalysisof� = j j2.Itexpressestheim -
possibility ofobtaininginform ation aboutpositionsm ore
detailed than whatisgiven by the quantum equilibrium
distribution. Itprovidesa precise,sharp foundation for
the uncertainty principle,and is itselfan expression of
globalquantum equilibrium [1].

W hen allissaidanddone,Bohm ianm echanicsem erges
asa preciseand coherent\quantum theory" providing a
m icroscopic foundation for the quantum form alism . To
sum up,itseem sfairto say thatBohm ian m echanicsis
nothing but quantum physics without quantum philos-
ophy. M oreover,the only objections which are usually
raised againstBohm ian m echanicsarem erely philosoph-
ical.Now we don’twish to enterhere into philosophical
disputes.W ewould,however,liketo m ention thatin re-
sponse to the outrage som etim es expressed towardsthe
suggestion thatparticlesm ighthavepositionswhen they
arenot,orcannotbe,observed,Bell,referringtotheories
such asBohm ’s,hassaid that

Absurdly,such theories are known as \hid-
den variable" theories.Absurdly,forthereit
isnotin the wavefunction thatone �ndsan
im ageofthe visible world,and the resultsof
experim ents,butin thecom plem entary \hid-
den"(!) variables. O fcourse the extra vari-
ablesare notcon�ned to the visible \m acro-
scopic" scale.Forno sharp de�nition ofsuch
a scale could be m ade. The \m icroscopic"
aspectofthe com plem entary variablesis in-
deed hidden from us. But to adm it things
notvisible to the grosscreaturesthatweare
is,in m y opinion,to show a decenthum ility,
and notjusta lam entableaddiction to m eta-
physics[43].
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