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In order to arrive at Bohm ian m echanics from standard nonrelatiristic quantum me—
chanics one need do alm ost nothing! O ne need only com plkte the usual quantum descrip—
tion In what is really the m ost obvious way: by sin ply Including the positions of the
particles of a quantum system as part of the state description of that system , allow ing
these positions to evolve In them ost naturalway. T he entire quantum form alisn , lnclid-
Ing the uncertainty principle and quantum random ness, em erges from an analysis of this
evolution. This can be expressed succjnctly| though In fact not succinctly enough| by
declaring that the essential innovation of Bohm ian m echanics is the insight that partickes

move!

1 Bohm ian M echanics isM inim al

Is it not clear from the an allness of the scintillation on the screen that we have

to do w ith a particke? And is it not clear, from the di raction and interference
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pattems, that the m otion of the particle is directed by a wave? D e Broglie
showed in detailhow the m otion ofa particle, passing through Jjust one oftwo
holes In screen, could be In uenced by waves propagating through both holes.
And so In uenced that the particle does not go where the waves cancel out,
but is attracted to where they cooperate. This idea seem s to m e s0 natural
and sin pl, to resolve the waveparticle dilemm a in such a clkar and ordinary
way, that it is a great m ystery to m e that i was so generally ignored. Bell
1987, 191)

A coording to orthodox quantum theory, the com pkte description of a system ofpar-
ticles is provided by is wave function. This statem ent is som ew hat problem atical: If
\particles" is intended w ith its usualm eanjng| point-like entities whose m ost in portant
feature is their position In spaoe| the statem ent is clearly false, since the com plete de—
scription would then have to Include these positions; otherw ise, the statem ent is, to be
charitable, vague. Bohm ian m echanics is the theory that em erges when we indeed insist
that \particles" m eans particles.

A ccording to Bohm ian m echanics, the com plete description or state of an N -particle

T he wave function, which evolves according to Schrodinger’s equation,
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choreographs the m otion of the particks: these evolve according to the equation
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where ry = @=Qqg,. In eq. EI), H is the usual nonrelativistic Schrodinger H am ittonian;
for spinless particks it is of the formm
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containing as param eters them assesm ; :::;my of the particles as well as the potential
energy function V of the system . For an N -particle system of nonrelativistic particks,
equations (J) and @) form a com plete speci cation of the theory.! There is no need, and
Indeed no room , orany further axiom s, describing either the behavior ofother cbservables
or the e ects ofm easuram ent.

In view of what has so often been sajd| by m ost of the lading physicists of this
century and In the strongest possible tem s| about the radical In plications of quantum
theory, it is not easy to accept that Bohm ian m echanics really works. However, in fact, it
does: Bohm ian m echanics acoounts for all of the phenom ena govemed by nonrelativistic
quantum m echanics, from spectral lines and quantum interference experin ents to scat—
tering theory and superconductiviy. In particular, the usual m easurem ent postulates
of quantum theory, Including collapse of the wave function and probabilities given by
the absolute square of probability am plitudes, em erge as a consequence m erely of the
tw o equations ofm otion for B ohm ian m edqamcs| Schrodinger’s equation and the guiding
equatjon| w ithout the traditional invocation of a special and som ew hat cbscure status
for cbservation.

Tt is inportant to bear in m Ind that regardless of which cbservable we choose to
m easure, the result of the m easuram ent can be assum ed to be given con gurationally,
say by som e pointer ordentation or by a pattem of nk m arks on a piece of paper. T hen
the fact that Bohm ian m echanics m akes the sam e predictions as does orthodox quantum
theory for the resuls of any experin ent| for exam ple, a m easurem ent of m om entum or
of a soIn com ponent| at least assum ing a random distrbution for the con guration of
the system and apparatus at the beginning of the experin ent given by j (@) ¥, isam ore

or Jess inm ediate consequence of @). This is because the quantum continuity equation
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w ith

Je=—In ( ry ) (6)
is the quantum prokability current, an equation that is a simpl oconsequence of
Schrodinger’s equation, becom es the classical continuiy equation

%C+di7 v=20 (7)

for the system dQ=dt = v de ned by @) | the equation goveming the evolution of
a probability density  under the motion de ned by the guiding equation Q)| when
=73 3= , the quantum equilibrium distrioution. In other words, if the probability
density forthe con guration satis es (Q;ty) = J (Q;t)F at som etin ey, then the density
to which this is carried by themotion {J]) atany tinetisalogiven by (@t = j @b 7F.
T his isan extrem ely in portant property of Bohm ian m echanics, one that expresses a cer-
tain com patibility between the two equations ofm otion de ning the dynam ics, a property
which we call the equivariance of the probability distrioution j F. (ft of course holds for
any Bohm ian system and not jist the system -apparatus com posite upon which we have
been focusing.)
W hile the meaning and jasti cation of the quantum equilbbriuim hypothesis that
= j % is a delicate m atter, to which we shall Jater retum, it is in portant to recognize
at this point that, m erely as a consequence of ), Bohm ian m echanics is a counterex—
am pl to all of the clain s to the e ect that a determm inistic theory cannot acoount for
quantum random ness In the fam iliar statisticalm echanical way, as arising from averagihg
over ignorance: Bohm ian m echanics is clkarly a detem inistic theory, and, as we have
Just explained, it does acoount for quantum random ness as arising from averaging over

norance given by j @ 7F .

N ote that B ohm ian m echanics incorporates Schrodinger’s equation into a rationalthe—
ory, descrloing the m otion of particles, m erely by adding a single equation, the gquiding
equation @), a rst-order evolution equation for the con guration. In so doing it pro—

vides a precise rok for the wave function in sharp contrast w ith its rather ocbscure status



In orthodox quantum theory. M oreover, if we take Schrodinger’'s equation directly into
account| as of course we should ifwe seek its rationalcom pletion| this additional equa-—
tion em erges in an aln ost lneviabl m anner, ndeed via several routes. Bell's preference
is to dbserve that the probability current J and the probability density = would
classically be related (as they would for any dynam ics given by a rst-order ordinary

di erential equation) by J = v, ocbviously suggesting that
dQ=dt= v= J= ; 8)

which is the quiding equation ().

Bell's route to @) m akes it clear that it does not require great im agiation to arrive
at the guiding equation. However, it does not show that this equation is n any sense
m athem atically nevitabl. Our own preference is to proceed in a som ewhat di erent
m anner, avolding any use, even in the m otivation for the theory, of probabilistic notions,
which are after all som ew hat subtle, and see what sym m etry considerations alone m ight
suggest. A ssum e for sin plicity that we are dealing w ith soinless particles. Then one nds
O urr, Goldstein and Zanghi 1992, rst reference) that, given Schrodinger's equation,
the sin plest choice, com patible w ith overall G aliltan and tim ereversal Invariance, for an
evolution equation for the con guration, the sin plest way a suitable velocity vector can

be extracted from the scalar eld , isgiven by

= —Im ; ©)

which isof course equivalent to {J): Ther on the right-hand side is suggested by rotation
Invariance, the i the denom inator by hom ogeneity| ie., by the fact that the wave
function should be understood progctively, an understanding required for the G alilean
Invariance of Schrodinger’s equation alone| and the \Im " by tin ereversal invariance,
since tim ereversal is in plem ented on by com plex conjugation, again as dem anded by
Schrodinger’s equation. The constant In front is precisely what is required for covariance

under G alilkan boosts.



2 Bohm ian M echanics and C lassical P hysics

You w ill no doubt have noticed that the quantum potential, Introduced and em phasized
by Bohm Bohm 1952 and Bohm and H iley 1993) | but repeatedly dian issed, by om ission,
by Bell Bell1987) | did not appear in our form ulation of Bohm ian m echanics. Bohm , in
his sem nal (@nd alm ost universally ignored!) 1952 hidden-variables paper Bohm 1952),
wrote the wave fiinction i thepolar orm = Re®™ where S is realand R 0, and
then rew rote Schrodinger’s equation in tem s of these new varables, obtaining a pair of
coupled evolution equations: the continuity equation (}) or = R?, which suggests that

be Interpreted as a probability density, and am odi ed H am iton-Jacobiequation for S,

@S+H rS;q+ U 0 (10)
— rS; = 0;
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whereH = H (p;q) is the classical Ham iltonian function corresponding to {3), and
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N oting that thisequation di ers from theusualclassicalH am ilton-Jacobiequation only by
the appearance of an extra tem , the quantum potential U, Bohm then used the equation
to de ne particlke tra pctories just as is done for the classical H am itton-Jacobi equation,

that is, by dentifying r S with m v, ie., by

= ; 12)

which is equivalent to (§). The resulting motion is precisely what would have been
obtained classically ifthe particleswere acted upon by the foroe generated by the quantum
potential in addition to the usual forces.

Bohm ’s rew riting of Schrodinger’s equation via varables that seem Interpretable in
classical termm s does not com e w ithout a cost. The m ost cbvious cost is increased com —
plexity: Schrodinger’s equation is rather sin ple, not to m ention linear, whereas the m od—

i ed H am ilton-Jacobiequation is som ew hat com plicated, and highly non]jnear| and still



requires the continuity equation for its closure. The quantum potential itself is neither
sin ple nor natural even to Bohm it has seem ed \rather strange and arbitrary" Bohm
1980, 80)] and it is not very satisfying to think of the quantum revolution as am ounting
to the insight that nature is classical after all, except that there is in nature what appears
to be a rather ad hoc additional force tem , the one arising from the quantum potential.

M oreover, the connection between classical m echanics and Bohm ian m echanics that
is suggested by the quantum potential is rather m iskading. Bohm ian m echanics is not
sin ply classical m echanics with an additional force term . In Bohm jan m echanics the
velocities are not Independent of positions, as they are classically, but are constrained by
the gquiding equation

Vi = T S=my: 13)

In classical H am itton-Jacobitheory we also have this equation for the velocity, but there
the H am ilton-Jacobi function S can be entirely elim inated and the description in temm s
of S simpli ed and reduced to a nitedin ensional description, w ith basic variables the
positions and m om enta of all the particles, given by H am ilton’s or N ew ton’s equations.

W ew ish to stressthat since the dynam ics for B ohm ian m echanics is com pltely de ned
by Schrodinger’s equation together w ith the quiding equation, there is neither need nor
room forany furtheraxiom s involring the quantum potential! T husthe quantum potential
should not be regarded as fundam ental, and we should not allow it to cbscure, as it all
too easily tends to do, the m ost basic structure de ning Bohm ian m echanics.

W ebelieve that them ost serious aw In the quantum potential form ulation ofBohm ian
m echanics is that i gives a com plktely wrong inpression of the lengths to which we
must go in order to convert orthodox quantum theory into som ething m ore rational?
The quantum potential suggests, and Indeed i has often been stated, that in order to
transform Schrodinger’s equation into a theory that can acoount, in what are often called
\realistic" tem s, for quantum phenom ena, m any of which are dram atically nonlocal, we
m ust incorporate Into the theory a quantum potential of a grossly nonlocal character.

W e have already indicated why such sentin ents are nadequate, but we would lke to

go further. Bohm ian m echanics should be regarded as a rst-order theory, in which i is



the velocity, the rate of change of position, that is fundam ental in that i is this quantity
that is speci ed by the theory, directly and sim ply, with the second-order (N ew tonian)
concepts of accekeration and force, work and energy playing no findam ental role. From
our perspective the arti ciality suggested by the quantum potential is the price one pays
if one Insists on casting a highly nonclassical theory Into a classicalm old.

T his isnot to say that these second-order concspts play no rok In Bohm ian m echan—
ics; they are em ergent notions, fiindam ental to the theory to which Bohm ian m echanics
oconverges in the \classical lim it," nam ely, N ew tonian m echanics. M oreover, in orderm ost
sin ply to see that Newtonian m echanics should be expected to em erge In this 1m i, it
is convenient to transform the de ning equations () and @) ofBohm ian m echanics into
Bohm ’s Ham ilton-Jacobi form . O ne then sees that the (size of the) quantum potential
provides a rough m easure of the deviation of Bohm ian m echanics from its classical ap-—
proxin ation.

Ttm ight be cb cted that m ass is also a second-order concept, one that m ost de niely
doesplay an i portant role in the very form ulation ofBohm ian m echanics. In this regard
we would lke to m ake several comm ents. First of all, the m asses appear in the basic

equations only In the combination m =h - Thuseg. @) could more e ciently be

w ritten as
ol 1 Im r
Qk _ = ( k ); (14)
dt K
and ifwe divide Schrodinger’s equation by h it assum es the form
@ X 1 A
= 0 = r2 4V ; 15)
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withV = V=h. Thus i seem sm ore appropriate to regard the naturalized m asses ., which
in fact have the din ension of ftin e)/ length ¥, rather than the origihalm assesm «, as the
findam ental param eters of the theory. N otice that if naturalized param eters (ncluding
also naturalized versions of the other coupling constants such as the naturalized electric
charge é = e=p h) are used, P landk’s constant h disappears from the fom ulation of this

quantum theory. W here h rem ains ism erely in the equationsm, = h , and € = hé&



relating the param eters| the m asses and the charges| In the naturalm icroscopic units
w ith those in the naturalunits for the m acroscopic scale, or, m ore precisely, forthe theory,
N ew tonian m echanics, that em erges on this scale.

Ttm ight also be cb pcted that notions such as inertialm ass and the quantum potential
are necessary ifBohm ian m echanics isto provide usw ith any sort of intuitive explanation
of quantum phenom ena, ie. explanation In fam iliar tem s, presum ably such as those
Involwing only the conospts of classicalm echanics. (See, or exam ple, the contrbution of
Baublitz and Shin ony to this volum e.) It hardly seem s necessary to rem ark, however,
that physical explanation, even In a realistic fram ew ork, need not be In tem s of classical
physics.

M oreover, when classical physics was rst propounded by N ew ton, this theory, invok—
iIng as it did action-at-a-distance, did not provide an explanation in fam iliar temm s. Even
Iess ntuitive was M axwell’s electrodynam ics, Insofar as i depended upon the reality of
the electrom agnetic eld. W e should recall in this regard the Jengths to which physicists,
Including M axwell, were w illing to go in trying to provide an intuiive explanation forthis

eld as som e sort of disturbance in a m aterial substratum to be provided by the Ether.
These attam pts of course failed, but even had they not, the success would presum ably
have been acoom panied by a rather drastic loss ofm athem atical sin plicity. In the present
century fundam ental physics has m oved sharply away from the search for such intuitive
explanations in favor of explanations having an air ofm athem atical sin plicity and natu-—
rahess, if not ineviability, and this has led to an astonishing am ount of progress. It is
particularly in portant to bear these ram arks on intuitive explanation in m ind when we
com e to the discussion In the next section ofthe status of quantum observables, especially
soin.

The problem w ith orthodox quantum theory is not that it is unintuitive. R ather the
problem is that

..conventional form ulations ofquantum theory, and ofquantum eld theory in

particular, are unprofessionally vague and am biguous. P rofessional theoretical



physicists ought to be ablk to do better. Bohm has shown us a way. Bell
1987, 173)

The problam , In other words, w ith orthodox quantum theory is not that it fails to be
Intuitively form ulated, but rather that, w ith its lnooherent babble about m easurem ent, it

is not even well form ulated!

3 W hat about Q uantum O bservables?

W e have argued that quantities such asm ass do not have the sam e m eaning In Bohm ian
m echanics as they do classically. This is not terrbly surprising if we bear In m ind that
the m eaning of theoretical entities is ultin ately determ ined by their role 1n a theory, and
thus when there is a drastic change of theory, a change In m eaning is aln ost nevitable.
W ewould now lke to argue that w ith m ost cbservables, for exam ple energy and m om en—
tum , som ething m uch m ore dram atic occurs: In the transition from classical m echanics
they cease to ram ain properties at all. Observables, such as soin, that have no classical
counterpart also should not be regarded as properties of the system . The best way to
understand the status of these observab]es| and to better appreciate the m inin ality of
Bohm ian m edflamcs| isBohr'sway: W hat are called quantum cbservables obtain m ean—
Ing only through their association w ith soeci ¢ experim ents. W e believe that Bohr's point
has not been taken to heart by m ost physicists, even those who regard them selves as
advocates of the C openhagen interpretation, and that the failure to appreciate this point
nourishes a kind of naive realism about operators, an uncrtical identi cation of opera—
tors w ith properties, that is the source of m ost, if not all, of the continuing confiision
conceming the foundations of quantum m echanics.

Inform ation about a system does not spontaneously pop into our heads, or into our
(other) \m easuring" instrum ents; rather, it is generated by an experin ent: som e physical
Interaction between the system of interest and these instrum ents, w hich together (if there
ism ore than one) com prise the apparatus for the experin ent. M oreover, this Interaction is

de ned by, and m ust be analyzed In tem s of, the physical theory governing the behavior
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Figure 1: Iniial setting of apparatus.

of the com posite form ed by system and apparatus. If the apparatus is well designed, the
experin ent should som ehow convey signi cant infomm ation about the system . H owever,
we cannot hope to understand the signi cance of this \inform atjon"| for exam ple, the
nature of what it is, if anything, that hasbeen m easured | w ithout som e such theoretical
analysis.

W hatever its signi cance, the Informm ation conveyed by the experin ent is registered in
the apparatus as an output, represented, say, by the orentation of a pointer. M oreover,
when we soeak of an experim ent, we have n m ind a fairly de nite initial state of the
apparatus, the ready state, one for which the apparatus should function as intended, and
I particular one in which the pointer has som e \null" orientation, say as in Figure 1.

For Bohm ian m echanics we should expect In general that, as a consequence of the
quantum equilbrium hypothesis, the jisti cation of which we shall address in Section 4
and which we shallnow sim ply take as an assum ption, the outcom e of the experin ent|
the nalpointer or:ientatjon| w illbe random : Even if the system and apparatus niially
have de nie, known wave functions, so that the outcom e is detem Ined by the initial
con guration of system and apparatus, this con guration is random , sihce the com posite
system is in quantum equilbrium , ie. the distrdbbution of this con guration is given
by j &;y)j%, where is the wave finction of the system -apparatus com posite and x
respectively y is the generic system respectively apparatus con guration. There are,
however, special experin ents whose outcom es are som ew hat less random than we m ight
have thought possible.

In fact, consider a m easurem ent-like experin ent, one w hich is reproducibke in the sense

that it will yield the sam e outcom e as originally obtained if it is Inm ediately repeated.
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2 or

Figure 2: Final apparatus readings.

(N ote that this m eans that the apparatus m ust be Inm ediately reset to its ready state,
or a fresh apparatusm ust be em ployed, while the system isnot tam pered w ith so that its
Initialstate forthe repeated experin ent is its nalstate produced by the rst experin ent.)
Suppose that this experin ent adm is, ie., that the apparatus is so designed that there are,
only a nite (or countable) number of possble cutcomes ,° orexample, = \lf" and

=\rght" as In F igure 2. T he experim ent also usually com es equipped w ith a calbration

, an assignm ent of num erical values (or a vector of such values) to the various outcom es

Tt can be shown O aum er, D urr, G oldstein and Zanghi1996), under further sin plifying
assum ptions, that for such reproducble experim ents there are special subspaces H  of
the systam Hibert space H of (nitial) wave functions, which are mutually orthogonal

and span the entire system H ibert space

H = H ; @e)

such that ifthe system 'swave function isinitially n H , outcome de nitely occurs and
the value is thus de nitely obtained. It then ollow s that for a general initial systam
wave function

= Py @7

where Py is the projction onto the subspace H , the outcome  is obtained with (the

usual) probability?
18)
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In particular, the expected value cbtained is

P = kby k =h; ;A 1 @9)
where
X
A= Py (20)
and h ; 1 istheusual nner product:
z
h; i= ®) &)dx: @1)

W hat we w ish to em phasize here is that, insofar as the statistics for the values which
result from the experin ent are concemed, the relevant data for the experim ent are the
collection H ) of special subspaces, together w ith the corresponding calbration ( ),
and this data is com pactly expressed and represented by the selfadpint operator A, on
the system H ibert space H, given by @0). Thus wih a reproducblk experinent E we

naturally associate an operatorA = Ag,
ET A; @2)

a single m athem atical ob ct, de ned on the system alne, in tem s of which an e cient
description of the possbl resuls is achieved. If we wish we m ay soeak of operators as
observables, but if we do so it is in portant that we appreciate that .n so speaking we
m erely refer to what we have just sketched: the rok of operators in the description of
certain experin ents.’

In particular, so understood the notion of operatorasobssrvable In no way in plies
that anything ism easured in the experim ent, and certainly not the operator itself! In a
generalexperin ent no system property isbeingm easured, even ifthe experin ent happens
to be m easurem ent-like. Position m easurem ents are of course an in portant exception.
W hat In general is going on in obtaining outcome  is com pletely straightforward and
In no way suggests, or assigns any substantive m eaning to, statem ents to the e ect that,

prior to the experin ent, cbservable A som ehow had a value | whether thisbe in som e
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determ inate sense or in the sense of H eisenberg’s \potentiality" or som e other illde ned
flizzy sense| which is revealed, or crystallized, by the experim ent.®

M uch ofthe preceding sketch ofthe em ergence and role of operators as cbservables In
B ohm ian m echanics, including of course the von N eum ann-type picture of \m easurem ent"
at which we arrive, applies as well to orthodox quantum theory.” In fact, it would appear
that the argum ent against naive realian about operators provided by such an analysis has
even greater force from an orthodox perspective: G iven the Initialwave fiinction, at least
In Bohm ian m echanics the outcom e of the particular experim ent is detem Ined by the
Iniial con guration of system and apparatus, whik for orthodox quantum theory there
is nothing in the iniial state which com pletely determ ines the outcom e. Indeed, we nd
it rather surprising that m ost proponents of the von N eum ann analysis of m easurem ent,
begihning wih von Neum ann, nonetheless seam to retain their naive realisn about op—
erators. O f course, this is presum ably because m ore urgent m atters| the m easurem ent
problem and the suggestion of inconsistency and incoherence that it entajJs| soon force
them selves upon one's attention. M oreover such di culties perhapsm ake i di cul to
m aintain much con dence about Just what should be concluded from the \m easurem ent"
analysis, whilk In Bohm ian m echanics, orwhich no such di culties arise, what should be

concluded is rather obvious.

Tt m ight be ob ected that we are claim ing to arrive at the quantum formm alism under
som ew hat unrealistic assum ptions, such as, for exam ple, reproduchbility. W e note iIn
this regard that m any m ore experin ents than those satisfying our assum ptions can be
associated w ith operators in exactly the m anner we have describbed.) W e agree. But this
ob pction m isses the point of the exercise. The quantum form alisn itself isan idealization;
when applicabl at all, i is only as an approxin ation. Beyond illum inating the rol of
operators as ingredients in this fomm alism , our point was to indicate how naturally it
em erges. In this regard we m ust em phasize that the follow Ing question arises for quantum
orthodoxy, but does not arise for Bohm ian m echanics: For precisely which theory is the

quantum form alisn an idealization?
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That the quantum form alisn is merely an idealization, rarely directly relevant in
practice, is quite clear. For exam pl, In the real world the profction postj,l]ate| that
when the m easuram ent of an observabl yields a speci ¢ value, the wave function of the
system is replaced by itsprogction onto the corresponding ejgenspaoe| is rarely satis ed.
M ore In portant, a great m any signi cant realworld experin ents are sin ply not at all
associated w ith operators in the usualway. C onsider for exam pl an electron w ith fairly
general initial wave fiinction, and surround the electron wih a \photographic" plate,
away from (the support of the wave function of) the electron, but not too araway. This
set-up m easures the position of \escape" of the electron from the region surrounded by
the plate. N otice that sihce In general the tin e of escape is random , it is not at all clear
w hich operator should correspond to the escape position | it should not be the H eisenberg
position operator at a soeci ¢ tim e, and a H eisenberg position operator at a random tim e
hasnom eaning. In fact, there ispresum ably no such operator, so that for the experim ent
Just described the probabilities for the possible results cannot be expressed in the fom

{9), and in fact are not given by the spectralm easure or any operator.

T In e m easuram ents, for exam ple escape tin es or decay tin es, are particularly em —
barrassing for the quantum fom align . This subct ram ains m ired In controversy, w ith
various research groups proposing their own favorite candidates for the \tin e operator”
w hile paying little attention to the proposals of the other groups. For an analysis of tin e
m easurem ents w ithin the fram ew ork ofB ohm ian m echanics, see D aum er, D urr, G oldstein
and Zanghi 1994 and the contribution of Leavens to this volum e.

Because of such di culties, it has been proposed @ avies 1976) that we should go
beyond operators-as-observables, to \generalized cbservables," described by m athem at—
ical cbcts even m ore abstract than operators. The basis of this generalization lies
In the ocbservation that, by the spectral theoram , the conospt of slfadpint operator
is com plktely equivalent to that of (@ nom alized) profctionvalued m easure PV), an
orthogonalprofction-valied additive set finction, on the valie space R . Since orthogo—
nalprofctions are am ong the sin plest exam ples of positive operators, a natural general-

ization ofa \quantum cbservable" is provided by a (hom alized) positive-operatorvalied
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measure POV). W hen a POV is sandw iched by a wave function, as on the right-hand
side of {L9), it generates a probability distrbution.)

tmay ssem that we would regard this developm ent as a step in the w rong direction,
since it supplies usw ith a new , m uch larger class of abstract m athem atical entities about
which to be naive realists. But for Bohm ian m echanics POV ’s form an extrem ely natural
class of ob cts to associate w ith experim ents. In fact, consider a general experin ent|
beginning, say, at tin e 0 and endingattim e t| w ith no assum ptions about reproducibbility

or anything else. T he experin ent w ill de ne the follow ing sequence ofm aps:
T = 07 7T d= , dq7 ~= F!

Here  is the Initial wave function of the system, and  is the Iniial wave function
of the apparatus; the latter is of course xed, de ned by the experim ent. The second
map ocorresoonds to the tim e evolution arising from the interaction of the system and
apparatus, which yields the wave function of the com posite system after the experin ent,
w ith which we associate its quantum equilbrium distribution , the distrdbbution of the
con guration Q ¢ ofthe system and apparatus after the experin ent. At the right we arrive
at the probability distrdoution induced by a function F from the con guration space of
the com posite system to som e value space, eg., R, or R™ , or what have you: ~ is the
distrdoution of FF Q). Here F ocould be com plktely general, but for application to the
results of realworld experin ents F m ight represent the \ordentation of the apparatus
pointer" or som e coarsegraining thereof.

N otice that the com posite m ap de ned by this sequence, from wave functions to prob—
ability distributions on the value space, is \bilinear" or \quadratic," sihce the m iddlke
m ap, to the quantum equilbrium distribbution, is cbviously bilinear, whilk all the other
m aps are linear, all but the seoond trivially so. Now by elem entary functional analy—
sis, the notion of such a bilinear m ap is com plktely equivalent to that ofa POV ! Thus
the em ergence and role of POV ’s as \generalized cbservables" In Bohm ian m echanics is
m erely an expression of the bilinearity of quantum equilbbrium together w ith the linear—

ity of Schrodinger’s evolution. Thus the fact that w ith every experin ent is associated a
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POV ,which form sa com pact expression ofthe statistics for the possible resuls, is a near
m athem atical triviality. Tt is therefore rather dubious that the occurrence of POV ’s as
observab]es| the sin plest case of which is that of PV ’s| can be regarded as suggesting
any deep truths about reality or about epistem ology.

T he canonicalexam ple of a \quantum m easurem ent" is provided by the Stem-G erlach
experin ent. W e wish to focus on this exam pl here in order to m ake our previous con-—
siderations m ore concrete, as well as to present som e further considerations about the
\reality" of operators-as-observables. W e wish In particular to comm ent on the status
of soin. W e shall therefore consider a Stem-G erlach \m easurem ent" of the spin of an
electron, even though such an experin ent is unphysical M ott 1929), rather than of the
Intemalangularm om entum of a neutralatom .

Wemust rst explain how to noorporate spin nto Bohm ian m echanics. This is very
easy; we need do, In fact, aln ost nothing: O ur derivation of Bohm ian m echanics was
based In part on rotation invariance, which requires in particular that rotations act on
the value space of the wave function. The latter is rather lnconspicuous for spinless
partjc]es| with com plex-valued wave functions, what we have been considering up till
now | since rotations then act in a trivial m anner on the value spaced. The sinplest
nontrivial (rogctive) representation ofthe rotation group is the 2-din ensional, \goin %"
representation; this representation leads to a Bohm ian m echanics lnvolving spinorvalied
wave functions for a single particke and sphhortensorproductwvalied wave function for

m any particlkes. T hus the wave function ofa single spoin % particle has two com ponents

@ = 1@, 23)

2 @)

which get m ixed under rotations according to the action generated by the Pauli soin

matrices = (4; y; z), which may be taken to be
! ! !
01 0 i 1 0
* 10 Yo 100 0 1 @)

17



Beyond the fact that the wave function now has a m ore abstract value space, nothing
changes from our previous description: The wave finction evolves via {l]), where now
the Ham iltonian H contains the Pauli tem , for a single partick proportional to B
which represents the coupling between the \spin" and an extemalm agnetic eld B . The
con guration evolves according to @), w ith the products of spinors now appearing there
understood as spihor-innerproducts.

Let’s focus now on a Stem-Gerlach \measurement of A = ,." An hhom ogeneous
m agnetic eld is established In a neighborhood of the origin, by m eans of a suiablk
arrangem ent of m agnets. Thism agnetic eld is orented m ore or less in the positive z—
direction, and is increasing in this direction. W e also assum e that the arrangem ent is
Invariant under translations in the x-direction, ie., that the geom etry does not depend
upon x-coordinate. An electron, w ith a airly de nite m om entum , is directed tow ards the
origin along the negative y-axis. Its passage through the inhom ogeneous eld generatesa
verticalde ection ofitswave fuinction away from the y-axis, which forBohm ian m echanics
Jleadsto a sim ilarde ection ofthe electron’s tra fctory. Ifitswave function were initially

an eigenstate of , ofeigenvalue 1 ( 1), ie., if i were of the om ®
=Jj"i o (= J#i 0) (25)

where

i= and j#i= 26)

o -

then the de ection would be in the positive (hegative) z-direction (py a rather de nite
anglk) . Fora m ore general nitialwave function, passage through the m agnetic eld will,
by linearity, solit the wave function into an upward-de ected piece (oroportionalto j" i)
and a downward-de ected piece (proportionalto j#1i), with comesponding de ections of
the possbl tra pctories.

T he outcom e is registered by detectors placed In the way of these two \beam s." T hus
of the four kihem atically possible outcom es (\pointer positions") the occurrence of no

detection de nes the null output, sin ultaneous detection is irrelevant ( since it does not
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occur ifthe experim ent isperform ed one partick at a tin ), and the two relevant outcom es
corresoond to registration by either the upper or the lower detector. T hus the calibration
for a measuram ent of , is up = 1 and down = 1 whik for a m easurem ent of the
z-com ponent of the spin angularm om entum itself the calbration is the product of what
we have jist described by zh).

N ote that one can com pltely understand what’s going on in this Stem-G erlach experi-
m ent w ithout Invoking any additionalproperty ofthe electron, eg., itsactual z-com ponent
of spin that is revealed in the experin ent. For a general niialwave fiinction there is no
such property; what ism ore, the transparency of the analysis of this experin ent m akes
it clear that there is nothing the least bit rem arkable (or for that m atter \nonclassical")
about the nonexistence of this property. A s we an phasized earlier, it is naive realisn
about operators, and the consequent failure to pay attention to the role of operators as
observables, ie., to precisely what we should m ean when we soeak ofm easuring operator-
cbservables, that creates an In pression of quantum peculiariy.

Bellhas said that (for Bohm ian m echanics) soin is not real. Perhaps he should better
have said: \Even spin isnot real," not m erely because ofallcbservables, it is spin which is
generally regarded as quantum m echanically m ost paradigm atic, but also because spin is
treated in orthodox quantum theory very much like position, as a \degree of freedom " |
a discrete index which supplem ents the continuous degrees of freedom corresponding to
positjon| In the wave function. Be that as it m ay, his basic m eaning is, we believe,
this: Unlke position, spin is not prim itive,’ ie., no actual discrete degrees of freedom ,
analogous to the actual positions of the particles, are added to the state description in
order to dealw ith \particles wih soin." Roughly speaking, spin ismerely in the wave
function. At the sam e tim e, as just said, \gpinh m easurem ents" are com pletely clear, and
merely re ect the way spihor wave functions are incorporated into a description of the
m otion of con gurations.

Tt m ight be obcted that whike soin may not be prim itive, so that the resul of
our \soin measuram ent" will not re ect any initial prin itive property of the system,

nonetheless this result is determm ined by the niial con guration of the system, ie., by
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the position of our electron, together w ith is initial wave function, and as sud1| as a
function X | (g; ) of the state of the system | it is som e property of the system and in
particular it is surely real. C onceming this, several com m ents.

The function X |, (@; ), orbetter the property it represents, is (exospt for rather spe—
cial choices of ) an extrem ely com plicated finction of its argum ents; it is not \natural,"
not a \naturalkind": It is not som ething in which, In its own right, we should be at all
Interested, apart from its relationshipp to the resul of this particular experim ent.

Be that as £ m ay, it is not even possble to dentify this function X | (g; ) wih the
measured spn com ponent, since di erent experim ental sstups for \m easuring the spin
com ponent" m ay lead to entirely di erent functions. In otherwordsX |, (@; ) isan abuse
of notation, since the function X should be labeled, not by ., but by the particular
experin ent for \m easuring ,".

Forexampl @A bert 1992, 153), if and them agnetic eld have su cient re ection
sym m etry w ith resoect to a plane between thepolsofourSG m agnet, and ifthem agnetic

eld is reversed, then the sign of what we have called X | (@; ) will be reversed: for
both ordentations of the m agnetic eld the electron cannot cross the plane of sym m etry
and hence if nitially above respectively below the symm etry plane i rem ains above
respectively below it. But when the eld is reversed so must be the calbration, and
what we have denoted by X | (@; ) changes sign with this change in experiment. (The
change In experin ent proposed by A bert is that \the hardness box is ipped over."
However, w ith regard to soin this change w ill produce essentially no change in X at all.
To obtain the reversal of sign, either the polarity or the geom etry ofthe SG m agnet m ust
be reversed, but not both.)

In general X 5 does not exist, ie., X g the resul of the experim ent E, in general de—
pendsupon E and not just upon A = A, the operator associated w ith E . In foundations
of quantum m echanics circles this situation is referred to as contextuality, but we believe
that this tem inology, whilke quite appropriate, som ehow fails to convey with su cient
force the rather de nitive character of what it entails: P roperties which are m erely con-—

textual are not properties at all; they do not exist, and their failure to do so is In the
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strongest sense possibl! W e thus believe that contextuality re ects little m ore than the
rather obvious observation that the resul of an experim ent should depend upon how it

is perform ed!

4 The Quantum Equilibbrum H ypothesis

T he predictions of Bohm ian m echanics for the resuls ofa quantum experim ent nvolving
a system -apparatus com posite having wave function are precissly those ofthe quantum
fom alism , and m oreover the quantum fom alisn of operators as ocbservables em erges
naturally and sinply from Bohm jan m echanics as the very expression of is em pirical
In port, provided it is assum ed that pror to the experim ent the con guration of the
system -apparatus com posite is random , w ith distrbution given by = j J. But how,
in this determ inistic theory, does random ness enter? W hat is special about = j 32
W hat exactly does = j 3 mean| to precisely which ensamble does this probability
distrbution refer? And why should = j F be true?
W e have already said that what is special about the quantum equilbrium distrioution
= j J isthat i is equivariant [see below eq. {11, a notion extending that of station—
arity to the Bohm ian dynam ics @), which is in general explicitly tim edependent. It is
tem pting when trying to Justify the use of a particular \stationary" probability distriou—
tion fora dynam icalsystem , such asthe quantum equilbrium distribution forBohm ian
m echanics, to argue that this distrdoution has a dynam ical origin in the sense that even if
the initial distribution o were di erent from , the dynam ics generates a distrdoution
which changesw ih tin e in such a way that . approaches astapproachesl (and that
¢ Isapproxim ately equalto fortofthe orderofa \relaxation tin e"). Such tonvergence
to equilborium / results| associated with the notions of h ixing’ and thaos’| arem athe—
m atically quite Interesting. H owever, they are also usually very di cult to establish, even
for rather sin ple and, Indeed, arti cially sin pli ed dynam ical system s. O ne of the nicest
and earliest results along these lines, though for a rather special Bohm ian m odel, is due
to Bohm (Bohm 1953).°
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However, the justi cation of the quantum equilbriim hypothesis is a problem that
by is very nature can be adequately addressed only on the universal level. To better
appreciate thispoint, one should perhaps re ect upon the fact that the sam e thing is true
for the related problem of understanding the origin of them odynam ic nonequilibrium (!)

and irreversibbility. A s Feynm an has said Feynm an, Leighton and Sands 1963, 46{8),

A nother delight of our sub fct of physics is that even simpl and idealized
things, like the ratdhet and paw ], work only because they are part of the
universe. The ratchet and paw 1 works in only one direction because it has
som e ultin ate contact w ith the rest of the universe. ...is oneway behavior

is tied to the oneway behavior of the entire universe.

An argum ent establishing the convergence to quantum equilbrium for localsystem s, if &
is not part of an argum ent explaining universal quantum equilbbrium , would leave open
the possibility that conditions of local equilbbriuim would tend to be overw helm ed, on the
occasionsw hen they do brie y obtain, by Interactionsw ith an am bient universal nonequi-
Ibrum . In fact, this is precisely what does happen w ith them odynam ic equilbbrium . In
this regard, it is in portant to bear n m ind that whilke we of course live In a universe that
is not In universal them odynam ic equilbbrium , a fact that is crucial to everything we
experience, all available evidence supports universal quantum equilbbrium . W ere this not
50, we should expect to be ablk to achieve violations of the quantum form aliam | even for
an all system s. Indeed, we m Ight expect the violations of universal quantum equilibrium
to be as conspicuous as those of them odynam ic equilibrium .

M oreover, there are som e crucial subtlties here, which we can begin to appreciate
by rst asking the question: W hich system s should be govemed by Bohm ian m echanics?
T he system s which we nom ally consider are subsystem s ofa larger system | for exam pl,
the unjyerse| whose behavior (the behavior of the whol) determ ines the behavior of
its subsystem s (the behavior of the parts). Thus for a Bohm ian universe, it is only the
universe itselfwhich a pm’om'.| ie., without further ana]ysjs| can be said to be govemed

by Bohm ian m echanics.
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So kt's consider such a universe. Our rstdi culy inm ediately em erges: In practice

= j J is applied to (snall) subsystem s. But only the universe has been assigned a

wave function, which we shalldenote by . W hat ism eant then by the right hand side
of = j 3, ie. by the wave filnction of a subsystem ?

Fix an iniialwave finction ( forthisunirerse. T hen since the Bohm ian evolution is
com pltely determm nnistic, once the initialcon guration Q ofthisuniverse isalso speci ed,
all future events, including of course the results of m easurem ents, are determ ned. Now
et X Dbe som e subsystem varjabJe| say the con guration ofthe subsystem at some time
t| which wewould lke to be govemed by = j j.How can thispossbly be, when there
isnothing at all random about X ?

O foourse, ifwe allow the initialuniversal con guration Q to be random , distributed
according to the quantum equilbrium distrdbution j o @ )j2 , I ollow s from equivariance
that the universal con guration Q. at later tim es w ill also be random , w ith distribbution
given by Jj tj2, from which you m ight well in agine that it follow s that any variable of
Interest, eg., X , hasthe \right" distribution. But even ifthiswere so (and it is), it would
be devoid of physical signi cance! A s E instein has em phasized E instein 1953) \N ature
asawholk can only be viewed as an ndividual system , existing only once, and not as a
collection of system s."?

W hile E instein’s poInt is aln ost universally acospted am ong physicists, it is also very
often ignored, even by the sam e physicists. W e therefore elaborate: W hat possible physical
signi cance can be assigned to an ensam 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 perform m any sin ilar experim ents, di ering,
however, 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 ithin a single universe. W hat is relevant
isem pjrticaldjst:abutjons| actual relative frequencies for an ensam ble of actual events.

At the expense belaboring the obvious, we stress that In order to understand why

our universe should be expected to be n quantum equilbbrium , it would not be su cient
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to establish convergence to the universal quantum equilbrium distribution, even were it
possible to do so. O ne sin ple consequence of our discussion is that proofs of convergence
to equilbriim for the con guration of the universe would be of rather dubious physical
signi cance: W hat good does it do to show that an Initial distrbution converges to som e
rquilbbrium distribution’ if we can attach no rwlevant physical signi cance to the notion
ofa universe whose con guration is random ly distributed according to this distrdbution?
In view of the In plausbility of ever ocbtaining such a result, we are fortunate that it is

also unnecessary (O urr, G oldstein and Zanghil992), aswe shallnow explain.

Two problem s must be addressed, that of the m eaning of the wave function ofa
subsystem and that of random ness. It tums out that once we com e to grips w ith the
rst problem , the question of random ness alm ost answers itself. W e cbtain Just what we
want| that = j § in the sense of em pirical distrbutions; we nd (© urr, G odstein and
Zanghi1992) that in a typical Bohm ian universe an appearance of random ness em erges,
precisely as described by the quantum form aliam .

The term \typical" is used here in its m athem atically precise sense: The conclusion
holds for \alm ost every" universe, ie., with the exception of a set of universes, or nitial
con gurations, that is very am all w ith respect to a certain naturalm easure, nam ely the
universalquantum equiliorium djst:dbu‘don| the equivariant distrdoution forthe universal
Bohm #an mechanics| on the set of all universes. It is inportant to realize that this
guarantees that i holds form any particular unjyerses| the overw helm .Ing m a prity w ith
respect to the only naturalm easure at hand| one ofwhich m ight be ours!?

Before proceading to a sketch of our analysis, we would like to give a sin ple exam pl.
Roughly speaking, what we w ish to establish is analogous to the assertion, ©llow Ing from
the law of lJarge num bers, that the rehtive frequency of appearance of any particular digit
In the decin alexpansion of a typicalnum ber In the interval ;1] is 1_10 . In this statem ent
tw o related notions appear: typicaliy, referring to an a priorim easure, here the Lebesgue
m easure, and relative frequency, referring to structural pattems In an individual cb fct.

Tt m ight be ob fcted that unlike the Lebesgue m easure on [0;1], the universal quan—
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tum equilbriim m easure will not In general be uniform . Conceming this, a comm ent:
T he uniform djstrjbutjon| the Lebesgue measure on R | has no special signi cance
for the dynam ical system de ned by Bohm ian m echanics. In particular, since the uni-
form distribution is not equivarant, typicality de ned in tem s of this distrdbution would
depend critically on a som ew hat arbitrary choice of initial tin e, which is clearly unac-
ceptable. The sense of typicality de ned by the universal quantum equilbrium m easure

is Independent of any choice of Initial tin e.

G iven a subsystem , the x-system , wih generic con guration x, we m ay wrie, for
the generic con guration of the universe, g= (X;y) where y is the generic con guration
of the environm ent of the x-system . Sim ilarly, we have Q. = K ;Y.) for the actual
con gurations at tine t. Clearly the sin plest possbility for the wave function of the
x-system , the sim plest function of x which can sensbly be constructed from the actual

state ofthe universe at tine t (iven by Q+ and ), is

X)) = &XiY); @7

the conditionalwave function ofthe x-system attimet. Thisisaln ostallwe need, aln ost
but not quite .

T he condiionalwave function is not quite the right notion forthee ective wave func—
ton ofa subsystem (see below ; see also D ury, G oldstein and Zanghi1992), shoe it will
not in general evolve according to Schrodinger’s equation even when the system is isolated
from its environm ent. H owever, w henever the e ective wave fiinction exists it agreesw ith
the oconditional wave function. Note, incidentally, that in an afterm easurem ent situa-
tion, with a system -apparatus wave function as in note 3, we are confronted w ith the
m easuram ent problam if this wave function is the com plete description of the com posite
system after the m easurem ent, whereas for Bohm ian m echanics, w ith the outcom e of the
m easuram ent embodied in the con guration of the environm ent of the m easured system ,
say in the orientation of a pointer on the apparatus, i is this con guration which, when

inserted n 1), selectsthe term in the afferm easurem ent m acroscopic superposition that
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we speak of as de ning the \collapsed" system wave function produced by the m easure-
m ent. M oreover, ifwe re ect upon the structure of this superposition, we are directly led
to the notion of e ective wave function O urr, G oldstein and Zanghi1992).
Suppose that
cEiY) = ) @)+ &GS 28)

where  and Z have m acroscopically dispint y-supports. If
Ye 2 supp ¢ 29)

we say that . isthee ective wave function ofthe x-system at tim e t. Note that it follow s
from @) that +&;Y:) = &) (), sothatthee ective wave function isunam biguous,
and indeed agrees w ith the conditionalwave function up to an irrelevant constant factor.

W e ram ark that it is the rlative stability of the m acroscopic dispintness em ployed
In the de niion of the e ective wave function, arising from what are nowadays often
called m echanism s of decoherence| the destruction of the coherent spreading ofthe wave
function due to dissipation, the e ectively irreversible ow of \phase inform ation" into the
(m acroscopic) environm ent| which accounts for the fact that the e ective wave finction
of a system obeys Schrodinger's equation for the system alone whenever this system is
isolated. One of the best descriptions of the m echanian s of decoherence, though not
the word itself, can be found in Bohm ’s 1952 \hidden variables" paper Bohm 1952).
W e wish to em phasize, however, that whilk decoherence plays a crucial roke in the very
form ulation of the various interpretations of quantum theory loosely called decoherence
theories, is rol In Bohm ian m echanics is of a quite di erent character: For Bohm ian
m echanics deocoherence is purely phenom enological| i plays no rolk whatsoever in the
omulation (or nterpretation) of the theory itself!*

An inmediate consequence O ury, G oldstein and Zanghi 1992) of @) is the funda—
m ental conditional probability form ula:

PKe2dxiY) =3 &) Fdx; (30)
where P Q)= 7 0 Q)Fd0.
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Now suppose that at tin e t the x-system consists itself of m any identical subsystem s
X1;:::;%Xy ,€ach onehaving e ective wave function (W ih respect to coordinates relative
to suitable frames). Then O urr, G oldstein and Zanghi1992) the e ective wave function

of the x-system is the product wave function
&)= (X1) M 0 (31)

N ote that it ollow s from (80) and 1) that the con gurations ofthese subsystem s are

Independent identically distributed random variables w ith respect to the Initial universal

quantum equilbrium distribution P conditioned on the environm ent of these subsystam s.

T husthe law of Jarge num bers can be applied to conclude that the em pirical distribution of

by the quantum fom alisn . For exam ple, if 7 § assigns equal probability to the events
\left" and \right," typically about half of cur subsystem s will have con gurations be-
longing to \kft" and half to \right." M oreover D urr, G oldstein and Zanghi 1992), this
conclusion applies as well to a collection of system s at possbly di erent tin es as to the
equaltin e situation described here

It also ollow s O urr, G odsteln and Zanghi1992) from the ormula Q) that a typical
universe em bodies absolute uncertainty : the in possibility of obtaining m ore ilnform ation
about the present con guration of a system than what is expressed by the quantum
equilbbriim hypothesis. In this way, ironically, Bohm ian m echanics m ay be regarded as
providing a sharp foundation for and elucidation of H eisenberg’s uncertainty principle.

5 W hat isa Bohm ian T heory?

Bohm ian m echanics, the theory de ned by egs.{ll) and (), is not Lorentz hvariant, shoe
(1) is a nonrelativistic equation, and, m ore in portantly, since the right hand side of @)
Involves the positions of the particles at a comm on (absolute) tin e. Ik is also frequently
asserted that Bohm ian m echanics cannot be m ade Lorentz invariant, by which it is pre-
sum ably m eant that no Bohm ian theory| no theory that could be regarded som ehow as

a natural extension of Bohm ian m echanics| can be found that is Lorentz invariant. T he
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m an reason for this belief is the m anifest nonlocality of Bohm ian m echanics Bell 1987).
Tt m ust be stressed, how ever, that nonlocality has tumed out to be a fact of nature: non-
Jocality must be a feature of any physical theory accounting for the observed violations
of Bell's nequality. (See Bell 1987 and the contributions of M audlin and Squires to this
volum e.)
A seriousdi culty w ith the assertion that B ohm ian m echanics cannot bem ade Lorentz

Invariant is that what it actually m eans is not at all clear, since this depends upon what
is to be understood by a Bohm ian theory. C onceming this there is surely no unifom iy

of opinion, but what we m ean by a Bohm ian theory is the follow ing:

1) A Bohm ian theory should be based upon a clear ontology, the prin itive ontology,
corresponding roughly to Bell's localbeables. T his prim itive ontology is what the theory
is fundam entally about. For the nonrelativistic theory that we have been discussing,
the prin itive ontology is given by particles described by their positions, but we see no
com pelling reason to insist upon this ontology for a relativistic extension of Bohm ian
m echanics.

Indeed, the m ost cbvious ontology for a bosonic eld theory isa eld ontology, sug—
gested by the fact that in standard quantum theory, it is the eld con gurations of a
bosonic eld theory that plays the rok analogous to that of the particlke con gurations
in the particle theory. H owever, we should not insist upon the eld ontology either. In—
deed, Bell Bell1987,173{180) hasproposed a Bohm ian m odel fora quantum eld theory
Involving both bosonic and fem ionic quantum elds in which the prn itive ontology is
associated only w ith femm jons| w ith no localbeablks, neither elds nor particles, associ-
ated w ith the bosonic quantum elds. Squires (contribution in this volum e€) hasm ade a
sim ilar proposal

W hile we insist that a Bohm jan theory be based upon som e clear ontology, we have
no idea what the appropriate ontology for relatiristic physics actually is.

2) There should be a quantum state, a wave function, that evolves according to the uniary

quantum evolution and whose rok is to som ehow generate the m otion for the variables
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descrbing the prin itive ontology.
3) The predictions should agree (at least approxin ately) w ith those of orthodox quantum

theory| at least to the extent that the latter are unam biguous.

T his description of what a Bohm jan theory should involve is adm ittedly vague, but
greater precision would be nappropriate. But note that, vague as it is, this characteri-
zation clearly ssparates a Bohm ian theory from an orthodox quantum theory aswell as
from the other lading altematives to C openhagen orthodoxy: The st condition is not
satis ed by the decoherent or consistent histordes G i ths 1984, Om nes 1988, G elHM ann
and Hartle 1993) form ulations whilke wih the spontaneous localization theories the sec-
ond condition is delberately abandoned (G hirardi, R in lniand W eber 1986 and G hirardj,
Pearle and Rim n11990). W ith regard to the third condition, we are aware that it isnot
at all clear what should be m eant by even an orthodox theory of quantum cosn ology or
graviy, ket alone a Bohm ian one. N onetheless, this condition places strong constraints on
the form of the guiding equation.

Furthem ore, we do not w ish to suggest here that the ultin ate theory is lkely tobe a
B ohm ian theory, though we do think it very lkely that ifthe ultin ate theory isa quantum
theory it will in fact be a Bohm ian theory.

U nderstood In thisway, a Bohm ian theory ism erely a quantum theory w ith a coherent
ontology. If we believe that ours is a quantum world, does this seem lke too much to
dem and? W e see no reason why there can be no Lorentz Invariant Bohm ian theory. But
ifthis should tum out to be iIn possible, it seem s to usthat we would be w iser to abandon

Lorentz Invariance before abandoning our dem and for a coherent ontology.
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W hen a m agnetic eld is present, the gradients In the equationsm ust be understood
as the covariant derivatives involving the vector potential. If is spinor<valued, the bi-
linear form s appearing in the num erator and denom inator of @) should be understood
as spnor-innerproducts. (See the discussion of spin In Section 3.) For indistinguishabl
particles, i follow s from a carefilanalysis O ury, G oldstein and Zanghi1996) ofthe nat—
ural con guration space, which will no longer be R , that when the wave fiinction is
represented 1n the usualway, as a function on R , it m ust be either sym m etric or anti
sym m etric under pem utations of the labeled position variables. N ote in this regard that
according to orthodox quantum m echanics, the very notion of indistinguishable particles
seam s to be grounded on the nonexistence of particle tra gctories. Tt is thusworth em pha-
sizing that w ith Bohm ian m echanics the classi cation of particles as bosons or ferm ions
an erges naturally from the very existence of tra fectories.
2 The contortions required to dealw ith spin in the spirit of the quantum potential are
particularly striking Bohm and H iley 1993, Holland 1993).
3 This is really no assum ption at all, since the outcom e should ulin ately be converted
to digital form , whatever its niial representation m ay be.
I the sinplest such siuation the unitary evolution for the wave finction of the
com posite system carries the initialwave function ;= o to the nalwave function
£ = ¥ ,where , isthe ready apparatuswave function, and isthe apparatus
wave function corresponding to outcome . Then integrating j sz over supp , we
inm ediately arrive at {L§).
5 Operators as observables also naturally convey infom ation about the system ’s wave
function after the experin ent. For exam ple, for an idealm easurem ent, when the outcom e
is thewave function ofthe system affer the experin ent is (proportionalto) Py .We
shall touch brie y upon this collapse of the wave function, ie., the progction postulate,
in Section 4, In connection w ith the notion ofthe e ective wave function of a system .
®  Even speaking ofthe observable A ashavingvalue  when the system ’swave fiinction
isin H , ie., when this wave function is an eigenstate of A of eigenvalue , insofar as

it suggests that som ething peculiarly quantum is going on when the wave fiinction is not
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an eigenstate whereas In fact there is nothing the last bit peculiar about the situation,
perhaps doesm ore harm than good.

7 Tt also applies to the spontaneous collapse m odels (G hirardi, R in iniand W eber 1986
and G hirardi, Pearle and Rin ini 1990), the interpretation of which (see, eg., A bert
1992, 92{111) is often m arred by naive realisn about operators. See, however, Bell's
presentation of GRW Bell 1987, 205) for an ilum nating exception, as well as G hirardi,
G rassiand Benatti 1995 and the COI‘lt‘ﬂbUl.ijI‘l of Ghirardi a:nd G rassito this volum e.

. a a o
®  Here we use the usualnotation o Por

b by

° W e should probably distinguish two senses of \prim itive": i) the strongly prim itive
variables, which describe what the theory is fundam entally albout, and ii) the weakly prim —
itive varables, the basic variables of the theory, those which de ne the com plete state
description. The latter m ay either in fact be strongly prin itive, or, lke the electrom ag—
netic eld in classical electrodynam ics, they m ay be required in order to express the law s
w hich govem the behavior of the strongly prim itive varables in a sin pl and naturalway.
W hile this probably does not go far enough | we should further distinguish those weakly
prin itive variables whidch, like the velocity, are finctions of the tra ctory of the strongly
prin itive varables, and those, again like the electrom agnetic eld, which are not| these
details are not relevant to our present purposes, so we shall ignore these distinctions.

10 Asan illustration of the pitfalls in trying to establish convergence to quantum equi-
Ibrim , a recent attem pt ofValentini (Valentini1991) is instructive. Valentini's argum ent
isbased on a \subquantum H -theorem ," dH =dt 0, that is too weak to be of any rel-
evance (sihoe, for exam ple, the inequality is not strict). The H -theorem is itself not
correctly proven| it could not be since it is In general Alse. Even were the H -theorem

true, correctly proven, and potentially relevant, the argum ent given would still be cir-
cular, since n proceeding from the H -theoram to the desired conclusion, Valentini nds
it necessary to invoke \assum ptions sim ilar to those of classical statistical m echanics,"
nam ely that (Valentini1992, 36) \the system is “u ciently chaotic’," which m ore or less

am ounts to assum Ing the very m ixing which was to be derived.
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1 Fora rather explicit exam ple of the failure to appreciate this point, see A bert 1992,
144 : \A nd the statistical postulate ... can be construed as stipulating som ething about
the inital conditions of the universe; it can be construed (in the airy-tale language, say)

as stipulating that what G od did when the universe was created was st to choose a
wave function for it and sprinkle all of the particles into space In accordance w ith the
quantum -m echanical probabilities, and then to leave everything alone, forever after, to
evolve determ inistically. A nd note that just asthe oneparticlke postulate can bederived ...
from the two-particle postulate, all of the m ore specialized statistical postulates w ill tum
out to be sim larly derivable from this one." N otethat an initial sprinkling in accordance
w ith the quantum -m echanical probabilities need rem ain so only if \quantum -m echanical
probabilities" is understood as referring to the quantum equilbrium distrdution for the
con guration of the entire universe rather than to em pircal distriboutions for subsystem s
arising from this con guration. N ote also that the analogy w ith the relationship between

the one-particle and the tw oparticle postulates also requires that the universal \statistical
postulate” be understood in this way.)

12 T is in portant to realize that an appeal to typicality is unavoidable if we are to
explain why the universe is at present in quantum equilbbrium . T his isbecause our anal-
ysis also dem onstrates that there isa set B of nitial con gurations, a set of nonvanishing
Lebesgue m easure, that evolre to present con gurations violating the quantum equilio—
rum hypothesis and hence the quantum fom align . This set cannot be w ished away by
any sort of m ixing argum ent. Indeed, if, as is expected, m ixing holds on the universal
level, then this set B should be so convoluted as to be indescribable w ithout a speci c
reference to the universal dynam ics and hence cannot be diam issed as unphysicalw ithout
circularity.

13 For particles with pin, £7) should be replaced by « &;Ye) = ¢« (x) ¢ (Yo). Th
particular, for particles w ith soin, not every subsystem has a conditional wave function.

4 However, decoherence is in portant ora serious discussion of the em ergence of N ew —
tonian m echanics as the description of the m acroscopic regin e for Bohm ian m echanics,

Jleading to the picture of a m acroscopic Bohm ian particlke, in the classical regin e, guided
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by a m acroscopically well-localized wave packet w ith a m acrosoopically sharp m om entum
m oving along a classical tra pctory. It m ay, indeed, seem som ew hat paradoxical that the
gross features of our world should appear classical because of interaction w ith the envi-
ronm ent and the resulting wave function entanglm ent (Joos and Zeh 1985, G ellM ann
and H artle 1993), the characteristic quantum innovation (Schrodinger 1935).

15 & should not be necessary to say that we do not clain to have established the
In pOSSijJity| but rather the atypica]ity| of quantum nonequilibbrium . O n the contrary,
aswe have suggested In the rst reference ofD urr, G oldstenn and Zanghi1992, 904, \the
readerm ay w ish to explore quantum nonequilbrium . W hat sort ofbehaviorwould em erxge
In a universe which is in quantum nonequilibbrium ?" Conceming this, we w ish to note that
despite what is suggested by the m isuse of ensam bles for the universe as a whol and the
denti cation ofthephysicaluniversal convergence ofcon gurationsto those characteristic
ofquantum equilbbrium w ith the expected convergence ofuniversalm easures, ofP ! 7 32,
quantum equilbrium isnotan attractor, and no \foroe" pushes the universalcon guration
to one of quantum equilbrium . Rather, any transition from quantum nonequilbrium to
quantum equilbrium would be entropic and tim e-symm etrjc| driven indeed prin arily by
m easure-theoretic e ects, by the fact that the set ofquantum equillbboriim con gurationsis
vastly lJarger than the set of con gurations corresponding to quantum nonequilioriim |
Just as is the convergence to them odynam ic equilbrium . (For som e speculations on
the possbl value of quantum nonequilbbrium , see the contrbution of Valentini to this

volum e.)
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