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A bstract

W e present a possible schem e to tam per w ith non-local quantum correla—
tions In a way that is consistent w ith relativistic causality, but goes beyond
quantum m echanics. A non-local \‘Jam m Ing" m echanism , operating w ithin a
certain space-tin e w ndow , would not violate relativistic causality and would
not lead to contradictory causal loops. The resuls presented in this Letter
do not depend on any m odel of how quantum correlations arise and apply to
any Bmm ing m echanisn .

1 Introduction

T he question of non—-local quantum ocorrelations versus local realian, rst raised in
the fam ous EPR paper [l], has held the interest of the physics com m unity shce. J.
S.Bell f] showed that the predictions of quantum m echanics are incom patibl w ith
any m odelbased on localrealian . T he pioneering experin entalwork ofA .A spect et
al [land others @] supports the predictions of quantum m echanics and contradicts
local realiam : Bell inequalities applicable to the various experim ental arrangeam ents
have been shown to be violated. It should be m entioned that som e agpects of the
experin ental setups have been criticized and questioned [{]. P roblem s of experin en—
talbias or enhancem ent of particular polarization states by detection system s were
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experin entally checked by T .HajiHassan et al. [§] and ound absent. And more
recently Kwiat et al. []] have proposed and described an experin ental arrangem ent
that overcom es shortoom Ings of previous experin ents. W hilke experim ents are still
open to crtician , it is generally accepted that local realisn is untenable. In this
Letter we assum e that in nature there exist non-local correlations, as predicted by
quantum m echanics, and we address the follow ing question: Can an experin enter
non-locally tam per w ith non-local correlations, w ithout violating relatisistic causal-
iy?

Quantum m echanics predicts non-local correlations; however, it does not provide
an \explanation" about what creates them . Several theoretical m odels go beyond
quantum m echanics and propose to explain the phenom enon ofnon-localcorrelations
via a superlum inal \com munication link" []. If one accepts the possibility of a
com m unication link, then a naturalnext step would be to probe w hether it ispossible
to tam per w ith this Iink and am the superlum inal com m unication [§].

Up to now, the possbility of Bmm ing non—local correlations has not received due
consideration, perhapsbecause ofa tacit assum ption that such tam pering necessarily
violates relativistic causality. (T he expression relativistic causality is used here to
denote the principle that Inform ation cannot be transferred at speeds exceeding the
soeed of light.) In this Letter we show that pmm ing of non—local correlations can
be consistent w ith relativistic causality. O ur results are Independent of the m odel
used to describbe how the non—-Jlocalquantum correlations arise, that is, the nature of
the superlum inal com m unication link, and they apply to any Bmm ing m echanian .

2 The Jam m ing Schem e

Jam m Ingm ight takem any fom s. T he follow ing discussion doesnot discuss a m ech—
anisn for pmm ing; rather, i de nes the constraints that any pm m ing m echanism
m ust cbey In order to be consistent w ith relativistic causality. In order to derive and
llustrate the constraints, it is convenient to consider a particular experim ental ar-
rangem ent which can be sub cted to pmm ing [[J]. W e w illconsider an EPR -Bohm

experin ental arrangem ent to study pairs of spin-1=2 particlkes entangled in a singkt
state [[]]. Spacelike sgparated spin measurem ents on these pairs allow a test of
the Bell nequalities. Suppose that two experim enters, A lice and Bob, perform the
Soin m easuram ents. O ne particke of each entangled pair arrives at A lice’s analyzing
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station and the other particle arrives at Bob’s. W hen A lice and Bob get together
and com bine the resuls of theirm easurem ents, they will nd violations ofthe Bell
inequalities, as predicted by quantum m echanics [J].

W e now Introduce a third experim enter, Jin, the pmm er, who has access to a
pm m ing device w hich he can activate, at w ill, and tam per w ith the com m unication
link between each entangled pair of particles. H is action is spacelike separated from

them easuram ents of A lice orBob or from both ofthem . Jamm Ing acts at a distance
to m odify the correlations between the particles; it disturbs the conditions which
m ake possible the phenom enon of non-local quantum correlations. T herefore, the
correlations m easured pintly by A lice and Bob w ill not agree w ith the predictions
of quantum m echanics.

Jamm Ing is truly non-local and cannot be carried out wihin the fram ework of
quantum m echanics. For exam pl, consider three system s, S;, S, and S3, In a
quantum state 1,3. Let experin enters near S; and S, measure A ) and A @, with
elgenstates denoted by jai(l)i and jaf)i, respectively. The only freedom available to
an experim enter near S; is the choice of what local operator A @ to m easure. But

the probabilities P (ai(l);a]fz)) foroutcomesA & = ai(l) and A @ = af),

X
L, _@ L), _@),_0).
P ja; )= h wsh ja; ja iF ; 1)
k
are independent of the choice of operator A ¥’ . Thus no m easuram ent on S; can
a ect the results of the m easuram ents performed on § and S,, even if the three

system s have Interacted in the past [[3].

In general, pmm ing would allow Jin to send superlum nal signals. T he constraints

that m ust be satis ed in order to Insure that Jin cannot send superlum inal signals
areem bodied In two conditions. The rst condition, the unary condition, a necessary
but not su cient condition, requires that Jin not be abl to send signals to A lice

or Bob separmately. In e ect this condition dem ands that A lice and Bob, ssparately,
m easure zero average spin along any axis. Explicitly, et N, (+) and N, ( ) tally the

num ber of spin-up and spin-down resuls, respectively, found by A lice for a given

axis. Forthe sam e axis, ket n ;1) tally, n the absence of pm m ing, the pint resuls

of A lice and Bab. T he param eters k and 1denote, respectively, the results (+ or

) of the polarization m easurem ents carried out by A lice and Bob. Let n’k;1) tally,

In the presence of Amm ing, the corresoonding polarization m easurem ents carried



out by A lice and Bob. T he unary condiion in poses the follow Ing relations betw een
n ;1) and n®k;1):

N.H#) = n@e;+)+n@; )=n@;+)+n’6; )

N.() n( ;+)+n(; )=n% ;+)+n’ ; ): @)

A sin ilar set of relationsholds forthe resultsN, (+ ) and N, () found by Bob. Hence
regardless of whether Jim has activated the Jpm m ing device, A liccand Bob will nd
that the average soIn profction along any axis tends to zero, and Jin cannot send
superlum nal signals, ssparately, to either A lice or Bob.

The unary ocondition allows a range of possbilities for the pmm ed correlations:
from correlationswhich are only slightly di erent from those predicted by quantum
m echanics, down to com pltely random correlations. In particular, the unary con—
dition allow s conservation of angularm om entum , ie. perfect anticorrelation of spin

com ponents along any parallel axes.

3 The Space-Time W indow

A s stated in the previous section, the unary condition is a necessary but not su -
cient condition. For pmm Ing to respect relativistic causality, we m ust also restrict
the relationships n space and tin e am ong the three events a, b and j generated,
respectively, by A lice, Bob and Jin . Fig. 1 shows the geom etry of three di erent
con gurations of an EPR-Bohm experim ental sstup along w ith the corresponding
M inkow ski diagram s of the events a, b and j. In the con guration shown In Fig.
1 (@), pmm Ing isnotpem ited. Here A lice and B cb are in close proxin ity while Jin
is far away. If pmm ing were pem itted, A lice and Bob could | Inm ediately after
Jin activates the apmm ing devjoe| m easure the soin pro gctions of their respective
particles and com bine their resuls to determm ine the soin correlations. They would

nd spin correlationsdi ering from the predictions of quantum m echanics and infer
that Jin activated the pmm ing device. T he corresponding M inkow skidiagram , F ig.
1 ), show s that the future light cones ofa and b overlap, in part, outside the future
light cone of j. A light signal originating at j cannot reach this overlap region ofa
and b, where A lice and Bob can com bine their results. W ere pmm ing possible here,
it would violate relativistic causaliy.



Fig. 1l(c) showsa con guration that would also pem it superlum inal signalling: Jin
obtains the resuls of A lice’sm easurem ents prior to deciding w hether to activate the
am m Ing device. Bob is far from both A lice and Jin . T he corresponding M inkow ski
diagram , Fig. 1(d), show s that a precedes j by a tin elke Interval and both a and
J are spacelke separated from b. Since Jin has access to A lice’s results, he can
send a superlum inal signal to Bob by selctively pmm ing: For instance, suppose
Jin activates the am m ing device only when A lice cbtains the value + 1=2 for the
progction ofthe spin of a particlke. Bob will, then, nd that the average soin com —
ponent along a given axis doesnottend to zero. T he preceding can be dem onstrated
by com paring the results ofthe soin m easurem entsNy, (+ ) and N, (), carrded out by
Bcb in the absence of Bmm ing, Egs. (3), and in the presence of selective pmm ing,
Egs. (4). The notation previously de ned isused in Egs. (34).

NpH+) = n@H;+)+n( ;+)
Np( ) = nH#; )+n( ; ); 3)
Np@t) = n#;+)+n( ;+)
Np( ) = n¢; )+n(; ): @)

Hence the results cbtained by Bob in the pressnce of selective pmm Ing w ill be dif-
ferent from those obtained in the absence of Fmm ngunlessn®¢+ ;+) = n @ ;+) and
n+; )=n#; ).However, the latter requirem ents in ply that pmm ing, in this
con guration, can not have any discemibl e ect, ie. pmm ing in thiscon guration
is in possible.

To elin lnate con gurationswhich allow violations of relativistic causality, as shown
In Fig. 1@) to Fig. 1(d), we further restrict pmm ing by in posing a second con—
dition, the binary condition. The binary condition, which is m anifestly covarant,
dem ands that the overlap of the future light cones of a and b lie entirely w thin the
future light cone of j and therefore a light signal em anating from j can reach the
overbp region. The con guration shown In Fig. 1@) and 1 (), which allows an
overlap of the future light cones of a and b outside of the future light cone of j, is
therefore forbidden. The con guration shown in Fig 1 (c) and 1(d), a con guration
for selective pm m ing, violates the unary condition and it is also disallowed by the
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Figure 1: The geom etrical con  gurations show ing the source S of pairs of quantum
system s, the pmm er J, and the experim enters A liceA,and Bob B . @) A and B are
close to each otherwhile J is far from both ofthem . (¢) A and J are close to each
otherwhilk B is far from both ofthem . (€) A, B and J are all far from each other;
J is stationed near the source and A and B are at opposite ends of an EPR-Bohm
stup. Corregponding M Inkow ski diagram s show ing the events a, band j. () The
future light cones ofa and bhave som e overlap outside the future light cone of j. (d)
A possbl con guration for sslective amm Ing. () A con guration satisfying the
binary condition. The fiiture light cones of a and b overlap only within the future
Tight cone of .



binary condition. A oon guration which satis es the binary condition is shown
In Fig. 1) and 1(f). The constraints to which a Fmm ing con guration must
confom , In order not to violate relativistic causality, are enbodied in the unary
and binary conditions. T hese conditions are m anifestly Lorentz Invariant. H owever,
the tin e sequence of the events a, b and j isnot. A time ssquence a, j and b in
one Lorentz fram e m ay transform into b, j and a in another Lorentz fram e. Hence
whilk one observer will clain that A lice com pleted her m easurem ents before Jin
activated his amm Ing m echanisn and thus Jin a ected only the resuls of Bob’s
m easuram ents, another observer w ill clain that Bob carried out his m easurem ents
rst and Jin a ected only A lice’s results. Sim ilar situations are encountered in
quantum m echanics where di erent observers in di erent Lorentz fram es w ill give
con  Iicting interpretations of the sam e set of events. For exam ple, w ith respect to
an entangled pair of particles In an EPR-Bohm experin ent, the question of which
observer caused the collapse of the entangled state has no Lorentz-nvariant answver

£31.

If pmm Ing is possble then one m ust accept the possbility of reversal of the cause-
e ect ssquence [[4]; however, the allbwed con guration which satis es the unary
and binary conditions does not lad to contradictory causal loops, ie. no e ect
can send a signal to is cause. Indeed, consider one Emm er, J, who acts on the
correlations between two spacelike separated events, a and b. W e st recall that
the unary condition preclides signalling to a and b, separately, by j; therefore, only
the combined resuls ofthem easuram ents ofa and b can revealw hether J activated
a pmm Ing m echanisn . In order to com plte a contradictory casual Joop one m ust
gather the results of the m easuram ents of a and b into the past light cone of j and
then send a signalto j, the cause. But the binary condition requires that the overlap
of the future light cones ofa and b be com plktely contained in the future light cone
of j, so the only place where nform ation from a and b can be put together by m eans
of ordinary signals is the future of j. O nem ight suppose that other pmm ers, using
their non-local action, could som ehow tranam it the infom ation from a and b Into
the past light-cone of j. Sudh a schem e would require at least two m ore Emm ers.
Since these Am m ers m ust have access to the results ofa and b, we place j; and }
(generated by J; and J,) at tin elight ssparations, regpectively, from a and b. Events
a and b are spacelike separated from each other and from j, so 3, and } willeither
be spacelike ssparated from j or in is future light cone.

The cases 0of J; and J, are sin ilar, so we discuss only J;; however, the conclisions



reached apply equally to J; and J,. The pmm er, J;, can com m unicate the resuls of
a by amm ing or not -am m ing the non-local correlations betw een pairs of entangled
particles m easured at events a; and b . Notice that in order to com m unicate the
resul of a sihgle m easurem ent done at a, J; must am (ornot m ) an ensam bl of
EPR pairs. The result of a singlke m easuram ent carried out at a is recovered from
the correlations determm ined from the com bined m easurem ents done at a; and by .

For the pmmer J; to gather the inform ation at a into the past light cone of j
requires that both a; and b, lie in the past light cone of j, ie. j lies in the overlap
of the future light cones of a; and b, . This requirem ent, however, is ncom patible
w ith the binary condition when applied to the trplet ofevents, a;, b, and j, which
requires that the overlap of a; and by be contained w ithin the future light cone of
7 . This, n tum, im plies that j will lie in the future light cone of 7§, contradicting
the assum ption that } is either spacelke ssparated from j or In j’s future light
cone. Consequently, at keast one event a; orb, must be spacelike ssparated from J.
T herefore the Introduction ofJ; doesnot help to gatherthe results ofa into the past
Iight cone of j. Then, by induction, we nd that no schem e to close a contradictory
causal Joop, by Introducing any num ber of pm m ers, can succeed.

4 Conclusions

In quantum m echanicsnon-localcorrelationsare wellestablished; how ever, these cor-
relations cannot be usaed to send superlum nal signals. In this Letter we have raised
the question of whether a form of non-locality beyond quantum m edflamcs| non-
Jocaltam pering w ith quantum oorte]atjons| could also respect relativistic causaliy.
W e ndthat pmm ing con gurationswhich obey two oonditjons| the unary condi-
tion, which forbids superlum inal signalling to either of two experim enters, and the
binary condition, which restricts the spacetine con guration of the two experi-
m enters and the pmm er| respect relativistic causality. For these con gurations,
the causee ect sequence m ight not be presesrved In all Lorentz fram es; however,
they do not lead to contradictory causal loops. Hence, we nd that a stronger form
of non-locality than that arising in quantum m edqamcs| action at a distance rather
than non-local correlations| is consistent w ith relativistic causality. @, [3, 4]

T he resuls presented in this Letter are independent of the m odel used to describe
the nature of the non-local correlations and apply to any em m ing m echanian . Ex—
perim ental studies, to date, have not tested the possbility of pmm ing. W e suggest
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that current and propcted EPR-Bohm experin ents test the possibility of pmm ing
In con gurations consistent w ith the constraints dertved In this Letter. The con-
straints on the Amm Ing con guration, however, because of their generality, do not
them s=lves suggest a preferred m echanisn for carrying out the pmm Ing procedure.

W e thank Y .Aharonov forhelpfuldiscussions. T he research ofD .R .was supported
by the State of Israel, M inistry of In m igrant A bsorption, C enter for Absorption in
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