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A ction-at-a-distance is a generic property of physical theories. A s such, it is not a
fruitfil idea in theory building. Its absence confers a rigidity on a theory which we
exem plify through analysis of long-range correlations of the EPR -type in relativistic
theordes. R igidity is desirable for findam entaltheories, and theory building should focus
on structurally unstable properties, m aking action-at-a-distance a side issue. T hough
apparent superlum inale ects seem to be present in m any present-day physical theories,
we m aintain that they are not a basis for action-at-a-distance.

1. Introduction

Ever since the fam cusEPR debate 'g:, :_Z], there hasbeen w idespread speculations
that long range quantum correlations are Indication of som e sort of action-at-a—
distance. T he situation is extrem ely subtle and the presence or absence of action—
at-a-distance depends a ot on philosophical concems i_j], though m any physicist
would deny this. W e do not want to enter this debate. T he purpose of this essay is
to expound the consequences of the existence of these correlations, In the peculiar
way that they m anifest them selves, conceming possible physical theories. W hether
these theories are to be of an action-at-a-distance type or not, is som ething that
depends on the details, interpretations, and concgptual content of the theordes. T he
Inform ation we shall convey is to a large extent Independent ofallthis, and somust
be heeded by all interested in this debate.

2. M etatheory of Superlum inalC om m unication

A lthough the light cone has been considered an im penetrable barrier, m uch of
present-day physics, based on this In penetrability, actually predicts a variety of
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phenom ena that seem to bridge the gap between the sublum inal and superlim i-
nal. Even plain classical M axw ell electrodynam ics has superlum inal solutions f_4].
Quantum gravity e ectsallow for light to propagate outside the gravitational\light
cone" calling Into question just what is the exact causal structure of space-tin e E].
E xtrem ely generalquantum eld theoretic considerations seem to in ply superlum i
nalin uences fé]. T hese exam ples can bem ultiplied m any-fold. E ects seem to slip

across the light cone in spie ofa m theoretic resolve to contain them . This fact
alone is rem arkable given the w ide variety of theories for which this happens, and
som e general characteristic, unsuspected up to now , could probably be discovered
to explain i. In any case, one need not be surprised that a w idespread debate con—
tinues. A good portion of this debate seem s to exist on the fringe of m ain-stream

physics, in ocbscure pumals and on the intemet, and one should ask why.

W hat isneeded of course is som e way of proceeding w ithout entering the details
of particular theories. Superlum inal situations arise out of details. W hat is not
clear is their e ect on life as we live i. Is it action-ata-distance? T his depends
on m any conceptual subtleties. Can one send a m essage? This is m ore straight—
forward. Can I hold a conversation wih my relative on a M ars colony w ith each
rem ark followed In m ediately by a response as in a nom alliving—room conversation,
not su ering the usual speed-oflight tin e delay? W illwe both agree, upon m esting
each other two years later, that each one indeed said what the other rem em bered?
T hese are uncontestable gross e ects. This ism uch lkem achinery, wheels tuming,
Iights ashing, and barroom shouting. W hat one needs to establish is whether
the superlim nale ects in plicit in present-day m ain-stream physics can have this
\gross them odynam ic quality" or are they jist peculiar properties of the theoret-
ical apparatus which do not lad to the gross e ects that are needed. The m
belief, aln ost faith, on part of the m a prity of \working physicists" that the sec-
ond altemative is the truth, contributes to kegping a portion of this debate m ostly
on the fringe. The situation has not been helped by an abundance of argum ents
based on a faulty or partial understanding of m odem physics and that are then
easily if not trivially put down, often accom panied by vehem ent argum ents by the
proponent that this was not done. In a way this is rem iniscent of the abundance
In centuries past of proposals for perpetualm otion, before a true understanding of
them odynam ics was achieved.

N ick Herbert E] for instance proposed an arrangem ent that would duplicate a
photon state through stin ulated em ission. Superlim inal com m unication is then
easily achieved. T his proposal quickly provoked various rebuttals i{j’, :_§, :_l-g] to the
e ect that no linear state transform er can clone a quantum state, an instance ofthe
0 called \No Cloning Theorem ". Stimulated em ission sin ply does not work the
way the proponent assum ed i does, an assum ption that in plied non-linearities in
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quantum m echanics of a type never cbserved.

The argum ent that in the EPR situation no superlum inal com m unication is
possble {1, 113, 13, 14] is that the statistical behavior of any detector placed on
one am of an EPR apparatus is com plktely independent of what is done on the
other amm . Thus even though action-at-a-distance m ay be present as part of the
\hidden gears of nature" that do Indeed spin on the m icroscopic scale, our access
to these processes, it is clain ed, is such that we cannot create gross quality e ects.
Som e digoute this Jast clain , but none have yet built a working device. In whatway
should the EPR situation be considered action-at-a-distance even though no energy
orm atter is transferred in any way, is to be lkft to the philosophically inclined [_3].
W e do not w ish to deny the value ofphilosophical analysis, but call attention to the
fact that the action-at-a-distance debate has forced upon us a lkevel of philosophical
subtlety usually absent In physical discourse. O ne does not need to enter such
realn sasmuch can stillbe done w ith m ore directly physical considerations.

Superlum inal com m unication and action-at-a-distance are not logically equiva—
lent, but of course closely related. T he hidden—gears-ofnature position show s that
one could m aintain action-at-a-distance w ithout producing gross quality e ects, but
discounting direct transfer of inform ation to the receiver’sm ind (and only in certain
theories of the m ind at that), i's hard to see how one can receive a distant signal
w fthout the sender \acting" upon a physical entity that m anifests the signal. The
scienti ¢ m erit of a hidden-gearsofnature posture is dubious, and by action-at-a-
distance we shallm ean a gross quality one, and so w e treat action-at-a-distance and
superlim inal com m unication asbeing about the sam e thing.

O ne cannot discount relativity. Ifwe sin ply deny universality of special relativ—
ity then the debate becom es fruitless asno new guiding principle isbrought forth to
substitute the suprem ely pow erfiil one that was discarded. A s a local (spacetin e
tangent-plane) sym m etry, special relativity hasbeen bome out w ith great precision.
O ne cannot furthem ore discount coan ology, as gross quality superlum inal e ects
would surely, one expects, have profound e ects on the structure of the universe.

O ne could suppose that relativity is not universally valid, and that there is a
privileged fram e, roughly, for instance, that of isotropicbackground coam ic radiation
or that of isotropic galactic red-shifts, which is sensed by som e processes and w ith
respect to which instantaneous action-ata-distance is possbl. Any such theory
would have no causality problem s, would alleviate som e of the paradoxical features
of the abundant apparent superlum inale ects, and could probably be stretched to

t the known facts, but conceptually and fiindam entally would be very di erent
from the current one. In the end a theory must be jidged by experim ent. Until
then one should nquire if the tension resulting from stretching it to t the facts is
greater or not than the one in the current theory.
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To m ake som e headway into this com plicated business, one can, instead of
searching for theordes that allow action-at-a-distance and then stretching them to
m ake them hang on the known physical facts, take the inverse approach. P ostulate
a principle that disallow s gross quality action-at-a-distance e ects, som ething akin
to the second law ofthermm odynam ics, and see w hat thism eans for possble physical
theories.

A usefulnotion is that of theory space. Consider all possble physical theordies,
or to be lss vague, allpossble physical theories of a given type. O ne can conceive
ofa type oftopology on this space given by proxin ity ofpredicted results. To dispel
som e of the aetherial quality of this, consider a lJarge set of descriptions of exper—
In ental arrangem ents, each wih a nite number of possble outcom es. A theory
is then a function that associates to each description the probability distrdoutions
of the outcom es. The set of all such functions is then the theory space, and the
topology m ay well be the weak topology, that is, one for which a neighborhood is
de ned by proxin ity of the prediction of probability of a nite num ber of events.
This approach is very akin to the \em pirical logic" approach pioneered by Foulis
and R andall I_l-ﬁ] M any questions conceming the space of theories can be precisely
form ulated and Investigated in thism anner.

P resent day physical theory is a point In this space. It is surrounded by the—
ordes that are proxim ate In experin ental predictions but that m ay well be radi-
cally di erent in other aspects. O ne is interested m ainly In a weak neighborhood
of the present-day theory as any serious altemative theory must agree w ith welk-
established results predicted by the present-day theory. T he relevant concept now
is that of structural stability. D o all neighboring theories share a property of the
present-day theory or not? If not, how big, In an appropriate sense, is the set
of neighboring theories that do? One has to work with som e technical notion of
\aln ost all". Topologically this could be \dense" or \second category". W e say a
property is structurally unstable if aln ost all theories In a neighborhood violate it,
and structurally stable if aln ost all share i. Structural nstability, In spie of this
w eak-sounding designation, is a sign of a strong fiindam ental theory as one then
has su cient reason to di erentiate it from neighboring ones.

W hat em erges from m etatheoretic studies is strong evidence tow ard the clain
that, rst ofall, Lorentz covariance, the existence of selfsubsisting physical states,
and the existence of enough EPR -type long-range correlations, practically charac-
terize present-day linear quantum theory, and second, that the absence of gross
quality superlim inale ects is structurally unstable, that is, aln ost all theories in
the neighborhood of present day physics allow superlim inal com m unication. The

rst hypothesis aln ost certainly can be replaced by general covariance of general
relativity, the other two willbe explained in the course of this essay. The struc—
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tural instability explains m any facts. One is a sociological one. W hy is there
an abundance of proposals of superiim inal signaling devices based on present-day
physics? First of all, the abundance of apparent superlim inale ects In a variety
of physical theories, pointed out at the beginning, m eans that m any w ill stum ble
upon at least one of them , and so be induced to believe that such a device m ay
be possibl. Second, the slightest m isunderstanding of present-day physics, or the
slightest m iscalculation w ithin i, places one at a neighboring theory and then i's
practically inevitable that one w ill conclude that superlum inal com m unication is
really possible. The argum ent m ay seem w atertight as the m ost subtlest of errors
w ill be enough to lead to the conclusion. Another fact is the great robustness of
present-day theories. Serious altematives seem to run up against insum ountable
di culties. ThusW einberg’s non—-linear quantum theory was abandoned by its cre—

ator exactly because he could not form ulate a relativistic version f_l-é_i] O ne now

understands w hy he failed.

W hat do we mean by \selfsubsisting physical states"? In quantum theory
(in the Schrodinger picture), a physical state evolves determm nistically by a unitary
group in H ibert space. Such a state isgenerally created at som e tin e and destroyed
later in a m easuram ent process, but the determ hnistic evolution can be extended
to both tem poral In nities. In particular it can be extended to a tin e before its
creation, which m eans it could have been created at an earlier tin e and in some
other place. Likew ise the evolution can be extended to a tin e after its destruction,
which m eans it could have been sub fcted to m easurem ent at a later tim e and in
di erent place. T he state is thus an autonom ous physicalentity having no m em ory
of its birth nor any prescience of its dem ise. Regardless of the ontological status
of such entities, physical theories use them as algorithm ic devices to com pute pint
probabilities of observed events. A sequence ofevents is then seen asthe interaction
of a state with a m easurem ent apparatus (or som ething akin to it) by which the
state ism odi ed and then evolves until the next interaction when it su ers another
m odi cation followed by another evolution, and so on. Thus pint probabilities of
events are com puted using the interpolating existence of evolring selfsubsisting
entities. T his is not a logically necessary picture. O ne can take the strange sound-—
ing position that physical states are not really necessary to do physics, as one can
conceive of ways of calculating pint probabilities w ithout the use of such Interpo-
lating entities. In fact certain pattems of probabilities cannot be interpreted this
way. The \consistent histories" approach to quantum m echanics tl-g, :_1-5_5] n fact
abolishes to a large extent the reliance on selfsubsisting physical states and can
easily produce exam ples l_l-g‘] where pint probabilities cannot be explained by such.
Such an approach also suggests f_l-]'] that the obstruction to relativistic non-linear
quantum m echanics, so Jam ented by W einberg Q-Q‘], can be overcom e.
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To begin our analysis [‘_2-(_)'], we work w ith the hypothesis that there m ay be som e
physical processes that do not conform to usualquantum m echanics but that these
only take place in very particular situations, w hereas for the vast m a prity of other
situations, such asexperin entsdone up to now , any deviation from nom alquantum
m echanical predictions is In peroceptible. O ne could thus posit a photon cloner that
acts in a non-lnear fashion, and that it can take part In an experim ent in which
nom alquantum m echanics is adequate for processes not involving it. E xplicitly one
assum es that, in any given inertial fram e, up to the use ofan unconventionaldevice,
the usualquantum m echanical reasoning can be used, including the pro ction rule.
Up to such a m om ent, ordinary quantum m echanics detemm Ines w hat the physical
state is. At the point ofusing the unconventionaldevice one ofcoursem ust explicitly
say what would happen (a photon would be cloned in the above cited exam ple).

W hat one succeeds in show .ng under these hypotheses is that certain types ofde—
viations, speci cally non-linearities and lack of true random ness of outcom es, allow
for superlim inal signals. This m akes ordihary quantum m echanics a structurally
unstable theory in relation to the property of not allow ing superlim inal com m uni-
cation. T his is in portant asm any proponents ofm odi cations to ordinary quantum
m echanics are in fact In plicitly assum Ing our hypotheses and so face a realrisk of
com Ing Into con ict with relativity, assum ing the existence of superlim inal com —
munication is such a con ict.

M ore explicitly, I_Z-g] show s that, given our hypotheses, 1) in a H ibert space of
din ension at least three, any state transform er, including tem poralevolution, m ust
be given by a linear transform ation of density m atrices, 2) if a state transform er
takes pure states into pure states and has at least two states In its range, it can
be in plem ented either by a linear or an anti-linear operator, and 3) random ness of
possbl outcom es in one experin ent in plies random ness of outcom es in all.

Tt m ust be em phasized, as was m entioned before, that the above assum ptions
are about form alism and not about Interpretation. W hat ispostulated is an altered
form alisn associated to what is generally known as the C openhagen interpretation,
but no interpretational hypotheses are m ade. State collapse is used, but no as—
sum ption asto its ontologicalnature ism ade, only that it's a legitin ate calculating
device for pint probabilities. W hat the results say is that pint probabilities cannot
be calculated by certain rules if superlim inal com m unication is to be ruled out.

Tt should also be noted that part of our understanding about the standard for-
m alism is that it’s capabl of giving account of a relativistically covardant theory.
T his is not straightforw ardly cbvious given the instantaneous nature of wave fiinc—
tion collapse {_2-]_;, 2-2_5], but this does not preclude lorentz covariance of cbservable
quantities. W hat the standard form alisn lacks is thus m anifest covariance while
being able to provide for covariance of m easurable m agnitudes. It's precisely this
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fact that m akesthe theory structurally unstable, for a perturbation in the form alism

is Ikely to m ake the m anifest non-covariance capable of producing reale ects, such
as superluim inal comm unication. In fact all theories that ncorporate any fram e-
dependent notions, such as tem poral evolution, and which have no gross quality
superlum inale ect can probably be interpreted as a \hidden gears of nature" the-
ory. A small change In the theory can expose the hidden gears and m ake them

accessible to our m anpulation and so superlim inal com m unication becom es pos—
sble. A recipe for constructing a superlim inal signaling device is generally very
easy to discover In any such m odi ed theory, or instance, G isin f_Z-C_’;] has done it
explicitly for W einberg’s non-linear quantum m echanics.

T here isalso an argum ent that relates the absence of gross quality superlum inal
e ects and the second law ofthem odynam ics show Ing that under certain hypothe—
ses, which include special relativity, superim inalcom m unication can be used to foil
the second law of therm odynam ics. T his isbecause w ith superlum inal com m unica—
tion, Infom ation can ow backward In tin e. O ne can then foresee details ofnom al
them odynam ic uctuations and take advantage ofthem to extract work from heat.
T his points out the them odynam ic character of any action-at-a-distance proposal
w ithin special relativity, a connection that was also pointed out by E litzur f_Z-Z_i']

A strking feature of the above conclusions is their generality. This n fact
throw s doubt on the em phasis given to superlum inal com m unication and m akes
one suspect a m ore fuindam ental tension in altemate theories. In fact, the presence
of superlum nalsignals as they em erge from the analysis, per se already contradicts
relativity. Consider a superlum nal signaling device m aking use of the \exposed"
state-collapsem echanism and that isto operate betw een tw o distant locations in the
reference fram e oftw o observers at relative rest. A ccording to the generalresuls, if
the st observer invokes the signaling process, then the second observer w ill, after
a negligble tin e interval, detect . W e can say that for the second observer the
onset of the signal is practically sin ultaneous w ith the initiating event. Onset isa
physical event and so all observers ought to agree where in spacetim e it occurred.
Consider how the sam e situation is seen In a reference fram e of a m oving cbserver.
Hewould see a di erent initial state, nd that his physics is describbed by possibly
di erent deviant equations, but, assum ing relativity, he does all his reckoning in
relation to his plane of sin ultaneity. The argum ent that leads to superlim inal
signals is su ciently general that the m oving observer will also expect these to
exist, but now In relation to his plane of sin ultaneity, and so he would expect the
onset ofthe signalalong the second cbserver’sw orld-line to be signi cantly di erent
from what was determ ined before. Since onset is an uncontestable physical fact,
this is a contradiction. T he sheer generality of the resuls leads us to seek a m ore
fiindam ental view point from which lack of superhlim inal com m unication would be
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a consequence and not a hypothesis, m uch as one supplants therm odynam ics w ith
statistical m echanics and derives the second law from m ore basic principles.

T he above problm arises because of the dubious m xture of special relativity
w ith selfsubsisting physical states that undergo change in m easurem ent situations.
Consider a m easurem ent w ith space-lke separated instrum ental events such as a
correlation m easurem ent of the EPR type. In one fram e the m easurem ents on
the two parts are sim ultaneous and so can be considered as jist parts of a single
m easurem ent, while in another fram e the two m easuram ents are succoessive w ith
Intervening tim e evolution. T hese tw o description m ust be equivalent and produce
the sam e cbservabl results. Thus rehtivity In poses constraints that relate the
m easuram ent process to the evolution. T hese constraints are structurally unstable
and neighboring theordes are aln ost all inconsistent w ith relativity.

In another study I_2-§'], w e explore the nature of these constraints in a relativistic
quantum logic fram ework. This was already presaged in [_2-g] where it was found
that the absence of gross quality superlim inal e ects can be used as supporting
argum ent for assum ing certain axiom s in the foundations of quantum m echanics
thus suggesting that quantum m echanics owes som e of is agpects to spacetine
structure.

W ithout going into the details, the axiom atic approach positsa system ofpropo—
sitions conceming outcom es of experin ents perform ed in regions of space-tin e sub-
fctto (pbeyond som e standard quantum —logicalin positions) four crucial ingredients:
1) Lorentz covariance, 2) state transform ation due to m easurem ents, taking pure
states into pure states, 3) causality, and 4) som ething called \covariance of ob—
fctivity" . T he second ingredient is an appropriate generalization of the pro fction
postulate, the so called \collapse of the w ave function" . D gpending only on the state
and the m easurem ent arrangem ent, it incorporates the basic idea of selfsubsisting
physical states as Interpolating entities used in calculating pint probabilities of ex—
perin ental outcom es. T he third ingredient posits that experin ental arrangem ents
In spacelike separated regions are com patble in the technical sense of quantum
logic, a generalization of the com m utativity of observables in standard quantum
theory. The fourth ingredient is a technical elaboration of Lorentz covariance that
isneeded due to the presence ofthe selfsubsisting physical states, asthese are fram e
dependent entities (they Interpolate m easurem ent events in a tem poral sequence,
w hich can be fram e dependent). W hat the postulate basically m eans is that if one
observer identi esam ixed state asarising from am easurem ent process in his causal
past w th unknown outcom es, and attributes to it a decom position into pure com —
ponents on the basis of ob ective correlations, then another such observer would
m ake the sam e attributions using the appropriate Lorentz transform ed ob Ects.

W hat results from this analysis is that the pint probabilities of outcom es from
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space-like separated experin entsm ust satisfy an explicit constraint. T his constraint
already preclides the use of long range correlations for superlum inal com m unica—
tions, along the sam e line of reasoning as In standard quantum m echanics, but this
not too surprising as one has strong causality lngredients in the axiom s. W hat is
m ore interesting is that if these constraints were to be extended to m easurem ent
situation which are no longer space-lke but which are still perform ed with com —
patible instrum ents, then one could deduce the fam ous \covering law " of P iron’s
axiom atic quantum theory f_2-§‘], from which a H ibert space m odel (not necessarily
with a com plex base eld) for the proposition system follow s.

Tt seem sat rsthand that there isno way to bridge the barrierbetw een the space—
like and tim elke com patible arrangem ents. The presence of enough long-range
correlations however can do i. Suppose you want to study right-hand circularly
polarized photons. One way is to sin ply put an appropriate lter in front of a
light source and those photons that get through are ofthe right kind and so can be
observed at w ill. A notherequivalent way isto set up an EP R ~type arrangem ent that
creates singlet tw o-photon states w ith the individualphotons ying o in opposite
directions. Put now the same lter on the distant am of the EPR apparatus
and nothing on the near am . O bserve at will. Half of the photons cbserved are
right-hand circularly polarized and half are in the orthogonal left-hand circularly
polarized state, and asthem easurem entsare done, there isno way ofknow ing w hich
iswhich. If all one wants however is analysis of experim ental outcom es, this is no
problem , just wai enough tin e that the resuls (passage through the ler or not)
at the distant am ofeach photon pair are available (typical correlation experin ent
situation) and sin ply throw out all the experin ental data for the instances w here
the distant photon did not pass through the Iter. Thisprovidesyou w ith data now
of just the right-hand circularly polarized photons at the near amm . The fact that
these tw 0 experin ental procedures are equivalent is a feature of ordinary quantum
m echanics and depends on the existence of a particular entangled state, the two—
photon singlt.

In the general axiom atic analysis, if one postulates an analogous equivalence
principle, that to any tim e-lke experin ental arrangem ent w th com patible instru—
m ents, there is an equivalent space-like arrangem ent perform ed on an appropriate
long-range correlated states, then one com pletes the argum ent tow ard the covering
law and a H ibert space m odel of quantum m echanics.

Instead of being sin ple inconsequential curiosities, as som e have m aintained,
Iongrange correlations m ay be Instrum ental in m aking physics what it is. They
provide the link between space-tim e structure and m echanics and a bridge betw een
the superlim inal and the sublim inal. W hy such a bridge should exist cannot be
answered at this level of analysis. A m ore appropriate scenario would probably be
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quantum graviy, where the light cone, and consequently the distinction between
superlum inal and sublum inal, are em ergent concepts and don’t exist at the fun-
dam ental level. Apparently the physically relevant solutions for our universe are
such that gross quality superlum inal situations are suppressed. T his should em erge
as a feature of such a theory and not a findam ental ingredient, m uch as quark
con nem ent is a feature of certain gauge theories.

3. Conclusions

W hat can be conclude from all of the above considerations? In the rst place,
1t’s rem arkable, as was m entioned in the beghning, that apparent superlum inal
e ects have been pointed out in such a w ide variety of theordes that ostensbly are
relativistic and causal. T his cannotbe a coincidence and som e generalcharacteristic
must be at work. A theory of any com plexiy about space-tin e situationsm ay just
easily contain logical in plications between propositions conceming situations in
spacelke separated regions, which then m ay be perceived as having to do with
gross quality superlim inale ects. A superlum inally propagating classical solution
ofM axwell's equations if.'], certainly seem s to be a harbinger of such e ects. These
perceptions are clearly part of what is happening, but it probably is not the full
story, and the situation certainly bears further study.

If gross quality superlum inale ects are found experim entally, this m ost likely
would radically transform our ideas about the world. E xperin ents should of course
be perform ed, but the question then iswhere to search for these e ects. T he above
m entioned apparent superlum inal situations in existing theories seem s a natural
start, but the situation seem s so general that it’s hard to In agihe that som e of
these are just apparent and others truly lead to gross quality situations. If all are
capable of producing gross quality e ects, i’s strange that no irrefutable exper—
In ental evidence has up to now been forthcom ng. It's also unlkely that causal
physics is a m athem atical inconsistency. T he sheer generality of the situations ar—
gues against them . In the end it seem lkely that all these e ects are apparent and
any experin ental attem pt based on them to be frustrated.

A nother conclusions is that action-at-a-distance is a \soft", that is, a struc-
turally stable concept. In any form alization of the space of all theordies it would be
characterized by a set of inequalities (the presence ofa non—zero e ect) which would
bem aintained by any an allchange in the theory. A s such it’spresent In aln ost any
theory one can devise. By the sam e token, peroeption of ts possbility in aln ost any
type oftheory should be w idespread. Tts absence is a structurally unstable concept.
Fundam entaltheories that are to be taken seriously should be structurally unstable
In relation to is fiindam ental characterizing properties. O therw ise there would not
be su cient reason to distinguish them from any neighboring theory. W einberg [i_-6_i
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argues repeatedly and eloquently for the im portance of theory rigidiy and in this

we agree w ith hin .

Taking this Into account, advocacy of action-at-a-distance, is per se basically

counterproductive. It does not point us to a new fiindam ental theory. Tt m ay be

that a new fiindam ental theory that supplants the present one would have action—
ata-distance as one of its features, but the new theory would not be characterized
by this, but by a new rigid set of properties.
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