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A. Dragan and A. Ekert [New Journal of Physics, 22(3), p.033038.] have recently claimed that
fundamental properties of quantum physics (e.g. fundamental indeterminism and the principle
of superposition) can be derived solely from relativistic considerations, if one takes as physically
meaningful superluminal reference frames. In this comment we show that their arguments are
flawed and their claims therefore unwarranted.

I. INTRODUCTION

In a recent paper, A. Dragan and A. Ekert [1] ad-
vanced the hypothesis that some of the signature features
of quantum theory can be derived solely from special rel-
ativity, by considering a general derivation of the Lorentz
transformations which includes superluminal terms that
are usually discarded on physical grounds. In particu-
lar, their main claim, broadly construed, is that taking
superluminal reference frames seriously would lead to (i)
fundamental indeterminism, (ii) the superposition prin-
ciple and –with a few more mathematical assumptions–
(iii) the complex probability amplitudes, all key charac-
teristics of quantum physics.

As recalled in Ref.[1], the Galilean principle of relativ-
ity allows to derive the two following sets of relativistic
transformations (in 1+1 dimensions), both of which pre-
serve the constancy of the speed of light c: the standard
Lorentz transformations

x′ =
x− V t√
1− V 2/c2

t′ =
t− V x/c2√
1− V 2/c2

,

(1)

which are well behaved for V < c, and a second class of
transformations

x′ = ± V

|V |
x− V t√
V 2/c2 − 1

t′ = ± V

|V |
t− V x/c2√
V 2/c2 − 1

,

(2)

that holds instead for velocities V > c. Dragan and Ek-
ert’s work aims to investigate the physical consequences
of taking as physically meaningful superluminal reference
frames and therefore the transformations given by Eq.
(2), allegedly showing that these lead to the aforemen-
tioned (quantum) properties.

∗ The authors contributed equally.

However, in what follows we show that even if one is
willing to give serious consideration to faster-than-light
reference frames (and we do not see anything wrong per
se with exploring this possibility), the arguments that
purport to derive the above features from the princi-
ple of relativity –we will limit our analysis to the first
two points– are either untenable or require additional
assumptions, which would be in need of further indepen-
dent justification. We therefore conclude that the claims
made in Ref. [1] are unwarranted.

II. THE ARGUMENTS AND OUR
COUNTERARGUMENTS

A. Fundamental indeterminism

The first argument put forward in Ref. [1] is that of
indeterminism. The authors consider a superluminal par-
ticle (tachyon) being emitted at the spacetime point A
and absorbed later at a spacelike separated point B, as
described within a given inertial reference frame O. In
another reference frame O′, related via a subluminal ve-
locity to O, the particle is described as being emitted
at point B and absorbed at A. The two descriptions are
represented as spacetime diagrams in Fig. 1. Let us
focus on the frame O and assume that the moment of
emission of the particle is fully determined by the prop-
erties of the events contained within its past light-cone,
i.e. that there exists a local and deterministic model
of the particle emission. On the other hand, switching
to frame O′, it seems that the emission of the particle
at B is not determined by any events lying in its cor-
responding past light-cone: the emission of the particle
is thus “completely spontaneous and fundamentally un-
predictable”, thereby rendering a local and deterministic
account impossible. The authors finally claim that the
only way to preserve the Galilean principle of relativity
–and thus avoid introducing a preferred reference frame–
is to conclude that no “local and deterministic descrip-
tion of the emission of a superluminal particle is possible
in any inertial frame” [1]. Moreover, since the transfor-
mations (2) allow to turn a superluminal signal into a
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Figure 1. “Spacetime diagrams of a process of sending a su-
perluminal particle as seen by two inertial observers (time is
vertical, space is horizontal): (a) particle emitted from A and
absorbed in B, (b) the same process observed in a different
inertial frame.” Figure and caption taken from Ref. [1].

Figure 2. “A spacetime diagram of a decay of a subluminal
particle into a pair of subluminal particles (time is vertical,
space is horizontal): (a) in a subluminal reference frame, (b)
in a superluminal reference frame.” Figure and caption taken
from Ref. [1].

subluminal one and vice-versa –as seen by observers in
a reference frame that moves with relative superluminal
velocity– the argument for fundamental indeterminism
should apply not only to tachyons but more generally:
e.g. there can be no local and deterministic model of a
subluminal particle decaying into two subluminal parti-
cles, as pictured in Fig. 2.

The above argument can be reconstructed as the fol-
lowing entailment of conclusions C1 and C2 by premises
P1-P3:
P1: The Galilean principle of relativity implies that, if
a local deterministic model of a physical process cannot
be given in one inertial reference frame, then it cannot
be given in any other inertial reference frame.

P2: A physical process consisting in a superluminal par-
ticle being emitted and absorbed at two spacelike sepa-
rated events (as in Fig. 1) seems to allow a local deter-
ministic model in reference frame O, but definitely does
not allow a local and deterministic model in reference
frame O′.
P3: Any particle can be regarded to travel superlumi-
nally relative to a class of inertial reference frames.
C1: By P1 and P2, the emission of superluminal par-
ticles does not allow a local deterministic model and is
thus fundamentally indeterministic.
C2: By C1 and P3, the decay of subluminal particles
does not allow a local deterministic model and is thus
fundamentally indeterministic as well.1

In what follows, we will show that the above argument
contains several problems.
Remark. First of all, we want to remark that premise
P1 requires further justification and specification. The
Galilean principle of relativity, as usually construed,
states that the equations of motion need to retain the
same form in all inertial reference frames, and is thus
not explicitly related to the (non)existence of local de-
terministic models in various reference frames. The au-
thors should thus state precisely what they mean by “the
Galilean principle of relativity” and provide a reason for
why it is to be related to the (non)existence of local deter-
ministic models. While giving such a definition is surely
viable, we think there might be problems with justify-
ing it due to the following reason. Notice that ‘local’ in
‘local deterministic’ refers explicitly to the standard rela-
tivistic definition of locality: an event is explained locally
and deterministically if its occurrence is fully determined
by the events lying in its past light-cone. However, we
think that there is no physical reason to give preference
to events lying in the past light-cone to those lying out-
side of it, since we are considering both subluminal and
superluminal reference frames on the same footing. Thus,
even though the notion of “local determinism” is surely
well defined in this context, there is no reason for it to
figure in the definition (or to be a consequence) of the
Galilean principle of relativity.
Counterargument 1. Furthermore, granted that one
accepts P1, one ought to also accept the following
premise: “If a local deterministic model of a physical pro-
cess can be given in one inertial reference frame, then it
must be possible to provide one in all other inertial refer-
ence frames.” Denying the latter would imply an a priori
preference for non-local-deterministic models, whereas a
principle of relativity (such as the Galilean one) should
only have a claim on relational features between different
frames. One should thus replace P1 with: “Either all in-

1 Notice that we added the qualifier seems in premise P2, as the
argument would otherwise result in a logical contradiction, i.e.
“there is a local deterministic model within reference frame O,
and there is no local deterministic model within the reference
frame O”.
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ertial reference frames allow local deterministic models,
or none of them do”.

With the latter in mind, premise P2 turns out suspi-
cious as well: at pains of avoiding a logical contradiction,
we needed to add that it merely seems that there is a
local deterministic model in frame O, but that it is defi-
nitely the case that there is none in frame O′. However,
one may turn the story around and claim that it is def-
initely the case that there is a local deterministic model
in frame O and that it merely seems as if there was none
in frame O′. Again, there is no positive reason to ac-
cept the former rather than the latter. A staunch propo-
nent of local determinism may indeed argue analogously
to the authors that, since per assumption there exists a
local deterministic model in frame O, the Galilean prin-
ciple of relativity guarantees that there is one in frame
O′ as well (despite the deceiving appearance that there is
none, i.e. it may be a model of hidden variables). Such
an argument would again be erroneous, unless its pro-
ponent provided an explicit local deterministic model in
reference frame O. All in all, conclusions C1 and C2
are not warranted due to P1 being incomplete (it prefers
non-local-deterministic models) and P2 being unjustified
(the non-existence of a local deterministic model in frame
O′ is not argued for).
Counterargument 2. Even if one were to ignore the
above problems and to fully accept the reasoning pro-
vided by the authors, the argument leads to untenable
consequences. The authors have clearly intended for
the argument to apply only to microscopic phenomena
(e.g. particle decays); however, the Galilean principle
of relativity, as standardly construed, can be applied to
macroscopic bodies as well. Indeed, there is no positive
reason to prevent one from considering the diagrams in
Figs. 1 and 2 as representations of macroscopic bodies
(e.g. billiard balls, human beings or galaxies) moving
and colliding in spacetime. For example, instead of a
particle decay, Fig. 2 may represent a rock containing
a dynamite set to explode exactly 1 minute after being
prepared, thereby splitting the rock into two parts: the
authors’ argument would lead one to conclude that the
detonation of the rock was fundamentally indeterminis-
tic. However, that is obviously not the case, as not only
that physicists can provide faithful local and determinis-
tic models of the dynamite, but engineers can even use
these models to construct the dynamite itself. The point
is that the conclusions provided by the authors are in-
tended to apply exclusively to those phenomena that are
adequately modelled by quantum theory; however, this
domain does not coincide with the domain of phenomena
to which the Galilean principle of relativity is applicable.
This exhibits a fundamental deficiency in any attempt
of deriving features of quantum theory exclusively from
relativistic principles.
Counterargument 3. The authors argue for fundamen-
tal indeterminism by attempting to display an inconsis-
tency between local determinism and Galilean relativity
(when extended to superluminal reference frames). How-

ever, the argument can be reiterated by replacing “local
deterministic models” with “local probabilistic models”
(or simply “local models”), provided that one accepts
the following modification of premise P1: “Either all
inertial reference frames allow local probabilistic mod-
els, or none of them do”. Indeed, there is no reason to
accept the relation between local deterministic models
and Galilean relativity without also accepting the rela-
tion between the latter and local probabilistic models.2

According to the authors, from the perspective of ref-
erence frame O′, “the past world-line of the particle B
carries no information about the time of the event B”,
implying that “the emission at B was completely sponta-
neous and fundamentally unpredictable” [1]. This would
then imply that also within frame O′, the emission at
A must have been completely spontaneous and funda-
mentally unpredictable. On the other hand, if one were
able to provide a local probabilistic model in one of the
reference frames, then one would be able to fix the prob-
ability distribution of the emission event, based on the
events lying in its past light-cone, and this distribution
may as well sometimes be peaked around a certain value
(indeed, recall that, mathematically speaking, determin-
istic models can be regarded as a subclass of probabilistic
models, i.e. those that assign probabilities 0 or 1 to all
events). Therefore, the argument put forward by the
authors does not lead merely to the negation of local de-
terminism, but to the negation of any quantitative local
explanation whatsoever (be it deterministic or probabilis-
tic). The issue of (in)determinism is thus irrelevant for
this discussion: only locality (as standardly conceived in
relativity) is at stake when considering superluminal ref-
erence frames, which is not that surprising.

Incidentally, by putting forward their argument for in-
determinism, the authors also seem to be trying to give
a more solid physical ground to their proposal of con-
sidering superluminal velocities. In fact, they maintain
that “if we had a source of superluminal particles at our
disposal, we would not be able to use it to send any in-
formation because we would not be able to control the
emission rate using any local operations” [1]. However,
this claim appears to be justified only in the case that
the indeterminacy of the source is indeed maximal, i.e.,
when there is no possibility even in principle to have any
information whatsoever on when or even if there will be
an emission. On the other hand, indeterministic theories
that deserve any credit are usually provided with some
measure of likelihood. For instance, quantum mechanics,
which is considered the indeterministic theory par excel-
lence,3 allows to compute the probability of events, such

2 As explained in the previous counterarguments, we would deny
both connections.

3 There are, however, further proposals of fundamentally indeter-
ministic theories, including the alternative indeterministic inter-
pretations of classical physics [2, 3] and of special relativity [4],
proposed by one of us.
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Figure 3. “A spacetime diagram of a luminal particle (dot-
ted line) reflected from a mirror (time is vertical, space is
horizontal): (a) in a subluminal reference frame, (b) in a su-
perluminal reference frame.” Figure and caption taken from
Ref. [1].

us the decay of a radioactive nucleus (to whose emit-
ted particles we grant here the possibility in principle to
travel faster than light), which can then be used to sig-
nal. It would suffice to agree between two parties that
the time window for detecting a signal is long enough to
allow a decay with a probability close to certainty.

B. The superposition principle

The second main claim of Dragan and Ekert is that
from the principle of relativity, one can retrieve another
property characteristic of quantum theory, namely “the
fact that a particle that is not observed behaves as if
it was moving along multiple trajectories at once” [1]
(superposition principle).

To support this, they propose the following simple ar-
rangement. In the rest frame of an observer O, consider
a physical object that travels at the speed of light from a
source (event A), bounces on a mirror M and is reflected
back to the original position (event B). This object has
a well-defined single trajectory, as shown in the space-
time diagram in Fig. 3. Dragan and Ekert proceed by
noticing that for an infinite velocity, the transformations
(2) reduce to

x′ = ct

ct′ = x.
(3)

Thus an observer O′ moving at infinite speed with re-
spect to the reference frame of O, will see the time and
the space axes swapped. In this new frame, the same set-
up will look as if the object originated at M and “followed
two trajectories” towards the (now spatially separate) lo-
cations A and B. The authors then state: “If a detector
placed at the path A-M absorbs the photon [=the object
in question], then a similar detector placed at the path
M-B will not register anything, because the photon has

been absorbed earlier. Similarly, if a detector at M-B
absorbed the photon, then certainly, the photon could
not have been detected at the path A-M.” [1]. There-
fore, despite associating two paths M-A and M-B to the
object in question, observer O′ still regards the process
to involve a single object (or particle), since, if she were
to introduce two absorbing detectors in the set-up, then
only one of them would click (i.e. register the object),
thereby resembling a quantum particle in spatial super-
position. From the latter they conclude that “even if we
start with an idea of a classical particle moving along a
single path, it is only a matter of a change of the refer-
ence frame to arrive at a scenario involving more than
one path” [1].
The argument may be formulated as follows:
P1: While a classical object (e.g. particle) may follow a
well defined spacetime trajectory in one reference frame,
there exist other inertial frames, namely those related to
the first one via superluminal velocities, relative to which
multiple trajectories are associated to the same object.
P2: When one places absorbing detectors along the path
of the object, one observes anti-correlations between the
detection events.
C: Therefore, a classical object moving along a single
trajectory in one reference frame can behave as a quan-
tum particle in spatial superposition in another reference
frame.
We think that this argument is flawed due to the follow-
ing reasons.
Counterargument 1. Let us start with a criticism of
P2 and its relation to C. Namely, the authors invoke ex-
plicitly only absorbing detectors, i.e. those that destroy
the object in question upon detecting it. The reason
they do so is to introduce an anti-correlation between
the detection events. This is however a very stringent
assumption, as there are surely detectors that do not
destroy their pertaining objects upon registering them.
Therefore, the argument seemingly applies exclusively to
those objects which are necessarily destroyed upon mea-
surement (i.e. those objects for which a non-demolishing
measurement does not exist). This is why the authors
of Ref. [1], provide as the only example that of a pho-
ton, which arguably is always destroyed upon measure-
ment. This, however, jeopardises the strength of their
argument, for a photon is a genuinely quantum concept
while the aim of the authors is to retrieve a property of
quantum physics starting only from classical relativistic
considerations.

At any rate, even if the argument were to be applied
to objects necessarily destroyed upon measurement (like
perhaps photons) only, one may simply construct a device
that absorbs and re-emits the object in question (or cre-
ates a new one). The argument thus does not hold even
for photons, let alone for neutrons or electrons, which
are commonly modelled by quantum mechanics, and for
which non-demolishing measurements do exist.
Counterargument 2. There is a further fundamen-
tal problem. Consider a standard quantum particle (e.g.
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electron) prepared in an equally weighted spatial super-
position of “two paths”, and two demolishing detectors
placed at the end of their corresponding paths. Elemen-
tary quantum mechanics and experimental practice tell
us that each detector registers the particle with proba-
bility 1

2 , and that if one detector clicks, the other does
not. Now consider again the scenario proposed by Dra-
gan and Ekert in Fig. 3, and suppose that one places
one detector in the middle of path A-M and another in
path M-B. It trivially follows from the left picture that
the detector placed in A-M will click with probability
1, and the second detector will never click (because the
particle is absorbed at the previous detector). In the su-
perluminal reference frame, the following thus holds: (i)
if both detectors are present, only the one in path M-A
clicks; (ii) if only one detector is present, then it clicks
with probability 1. Therefore, the set-up considered by
the authors does not replicate at the empirical level the
behaviour of a quantum particle in spatial superposition.
Counterargument 3. The authors’ argument relies on
the fact that a single trajectory is mapped into two tra-
jectories via a superluminal reference frame transforma-
tion. There are two problems with the latter reasoning.
Firstly, the diagram in Fig. 3b) does not need to be in-
terpreted as representing two trajectories M-A and M-B;
one may alternatively understand it as still representing
a single trajectory that consists of the particle travelling
backwards in time from A to M, and then forwards in
time from M to B. A proponent for the latter interpreta-
tion may even provide positive reasons for such a view:
(i) it preserves the causal order between the events, as
the particle travels from A towards B with an intermedi-
ate bounce at M in all reference frames, and (ii) M still
behaves as a mirror in all reference frames. On the other
hand, concerning point (ii), Dragan and Ekert’s view ar-
guably implies that we can turn a mirror into a particle
source (or into a beam-splitter) merely by changing our
reference frame, which, while not logically inconsistent,
leaves one wanting for further explanation. Anyhow, our
aim is not to endorse the above alternative interpreta-
tion, but just to emphasize that more interpretations are
possible and that the authors ought to argue why their
view is the most preferable one (without invoking any
quantum mechanical principles, as that would just beg
the question).

The second problem is far more serious: there is a
whole class of quantum superposition phenomena that
cannot be captured by a mere change of reference frame.
For example, consider a standard Mach-Zehnder exper-
iment that consists in a particle travelling in a “super-
position of two paths”, both of which meet at the same
spacetime location (at a beamsplitter), thereby closing
a spacetime loop. In order to see that such an experi-
ment cannot be accounted for by the authors’ argument,
it is enough to notice that a reference frame transfor-
mation (be it subluminal or superluminal) cannot turn
an open trajectory into a closed one. The same holds
for any other phenomenon involving loops. In the paper,

the authors actually mention that such trajectories can
be obtained, but do not provide any detailed explanation
for it. A further problem is that a single trajectory traced
by a classical particle can be transformed only to those
trajectories which can be bijectively mapped into a real
interval (e.g. the interval [0, 1]). Therefore, one could
not even account for a particle entering into a beamsplit-
ter and “splitting into two paths”, which would trace a
trajectory in the shape of the letter ‘Y’. This is also the
reason that mirror M in Fig. 3b) spontaneously produces
a particle, without any object entering into it from the
past.
Counterargument 4. A generic comment analogous
to Counterargument 2 from the previous section can be
made here as well. The authors intend to use special rel-
ativity to infer that microscopic objects follow the quan-
tum superposition principle; however, relativistic argu-
ments may be applied to a much wider domain of ob-
jects. For instance, one may take Fig. 3a) to represent
a billiard ball bouncing from the edge of a billiard table,
which would be described within a superluminal refer-
ence frame as the billiard ball “travelling in superposi-
tion”; however, billiard balls manifestly travel through
definite trajectories. One may arguably model even a
billiard ball as a quantum mechanical system; however,
the ball would then be represented as interacting with
the table on which it is rolling and with the remaining
environment, which would induce decoherence and highly
suppress non-classical effects.

III. CONCLUSION

In this comment, we have shown that Dragan and
Ekert’s claims in Ref. [1] are unwarranted. We have
provided detailed counterarguments against their allega-
tion that certain quantum features –fundamental inde-
terminism and the principle of superposition– can be de-
rived only by invoking the Galilean principle of relativity
and taking seriously the superluminal class of relativis-
tic transformations that follow from the latter. We did
not deem necessary to discuss here the further claim in
[1], according to which, the complex probability ampli-
tudes which characterize quantum mechanics can be in-
ferred solely from relativistic considerations, because this
is quite logically independent from the line of thought
commented in the previous sections, and does not rely
on the generalised transformations (2).

In conclusion, while it is surely desirable to try to de-
rive the peculiar features of quantum theory from some
fundamental principles, it does not seem that the princi-
ples of special relativity alone are sufficient for this pro-
gram.
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