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A bstract

W e presenta possibleschem e to tam perwith non-localquantum correla-

tionsin a way that isconsistent with relativistic causality,butgoes beyond

quantum m echanics. A non-local\jam m ing" m echanism ,operating within a

certain space-tim ewindow,would notviolaterelativistic causality and would

not lead to contradictory causalloops. The results presented in this Letter

do notdepend on any m odelofhow quantum correlationsariseand apply to

any jam m ing m echanism .

1 Introduction

The question ofnon-localquantum correlationsversuslocalrealism ,� rstraised in

thefam ousEPR paper[1],hasheld theinterestofthephysicscom m unity since.J.

S.Bell[2]showed thatthepredictionsofquantum m echanicsareincom patiblewith

anym odelbased on localrealism .Thepioneeringexperim entalworkofA.Aspectet

al.[3]and others[4]supportsthepredictionsofquantum m echanicsand contradicts

localrealism :Bellinequalitiesapplicableto thevariousexperim entalarrangem ents

have been shown to be violated. Itshould be m entioned thatsom e aspectsofthe

experim entalsetupshavebeen criticized and questioned [5].Problem sofexperim en-

talbiasorenhancem entofparticularpolarization statesby detection system swere
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experim entally checked by T.Haji-Hassan etal. [6]and found absent. And m ore

recently Kwiatetal.[7]haveproposed and described an experim entalarrangem ent

thatovercom esshortcom ingsofpreviousexperim ents. W hile experim ents are still

open to criticism ,it is generally accepted that localrealism is untenable. In this

Letterwe assum e thatin nature there existnon-localcorrelations,aspredicted by

quantum m echanics,and we addressthe following question: Can an experim enter

non-locally tam perwith non-localcorrelations,withoutviolating relativisticcausal-

ity?

Quantum m echanics predicts non-localcorrelations;however,it does not provide

an \explanation" aboutwhatcreatesthem . Severaltheoreticalm odelsgo beyond

quantum m echanicsandproposetoexplainthephenom enon ofnon-localcorrelations

via a superlum inal\com m unication link" [8]. Ifone accepts the possibility ofa

com m unication link,thenanaturalnextstep wouldbetoprobewhetheritispossible

to tam perwith thislink and jam thesuperlum inalcom m unication [9].

Up to now,the possibility ofjam m ing non-localcorrelationshasnotreceived due

consideration,perhapsbecauseofatacitassum ption thatsuch tam peringnecessarily

violatesrelativistic causality. (The expression relativistic causality isused here to

denotetheprinciplethatinform ation cannotbetransferred atspeedsexceeding the

speed oflight.) In thisLetterwe show thatjam m ing ofnon-localcorrelationscan

be consistentwith relativistic causality. Ourresultsare independentofthe m odel

used todescribehow thenon-localquantum correlationsarise,thatis,thenatureof

thesuperlum inalcom m unication link,and they apply to any jam m ing m echanism .

2 T he Jam m ing Schem e

Jam m ingm ighttakem any form s.Thefollowingdiscussion doesnotdiscussam ech-

anism forjam m ing;rather,itde� nestheconstraintsthatany jam m ing m echanism

m ustobey in ordertobeconsistentwith relativisticcausality.In ordertoderiveand

illustrate the constraints,itisconvenientto considera particularexperim entalar-

rangem entwhich can besubjected tojam m ing[10].W ewillconsideran EPR-Bohm

experim entalarrangem entto study pairsofspin-1=2 particlesentangled in a singlet

state [11]. Spacelike separated spin m easurem ents on these pairs allow a test of

theBellinequalities. Suppose thattwo experim enters,Alice and Bob,perform the

spin m easurem ents.Oneparticleofeach entangled pairarrivesatAlice’sanalyzing
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station and the otherparticle arrivesatBob’s. W hen Alice and Bob gettogether

and com binetheresultsoftheirm easurem ents,they will� nd violationsoftheBell

inequalities,aspredicted by quantum m echanics[2].

W e now introduce a third experim enter, Jim , the jam m er,who has access to a

jam m ing devicewhich hecan activate,atwill,and tam perwith thecom m unication

link between each entangled pairofparticles.Hisaction isspacelikeseparated from

them easurem entsofAliceorBob orfrom both ofthem .Jam m ingactsatadistance

to m odify the correlations between the particles;it disturbs the conditions which

m ake possible the phenom enon ofnon-localquantum correlations. Therefore,the

correlationsm easured jointly by Alice and Bob willnotagree with the predictions

ofquantum m echanics.

Jam m ing is truly non-localand cannot be carried out within the fram ework of

quantum m echanics. For exam ple, consider three system s, S1, S2 and S3, in a

quantum state	 123.Letexperim entersnearS1 and S2 m easureA (1) and A (2),with

eigenstatesdenoted by ja(1)i iand ja(2)j i,respectively.Theonly freedom availableto

an experim enternearS3 isthe choice ofwhatlocaloperatorA (3) to m easure. But

theprobabilitiesP(a(1)i ;a
(2)

j )foroutcom esA (1) = a
(1)

i and A (2) = a
(2)

j ,

P(a(1)i ;a
(2)

j )=
X

k

jh	 123ja
(1)

i ;a
(2)

j ;a
(3)

k ij
2
; (1)

are independentofthe choice ofoperator A (3). Thus no m easurem ent on S3 can

a� ect the results ofthe m easurem ents perform ed on S1 and S2,even ifthe three

system shaveinteracted in thepast[12].

In general,jam m ing would allow Jim to send superlum inalsignals.Theconstraints

thatm ustbesatis� ed in orderto insurethatJim cannotsend superlum inalsignals

areem bodied intwoconditions.The� rstcondition,theunarycondition,anecessary

butnotsu� cientcondition,requiresthatJim notbe able to send signalsto Alice

orBob separately.In e� ectthiscondition dem andsthatAliceand Bob,separately,

m easurezero averagespin alongany axis.Explicitly,letN a(+)and N a(�)tally the

num ber ofspin-up and spin-down results,respectively,found by Alice fora given

axis.Forthesam eaxis,letn(k;l)tally,in theabsenceofjam m ing,thejointresults

ofAliceand Bob.Theparam etersk and ldenote,respectively,theresults(+ or�

)ofthepolarization m easurem entscarried outby Aliceand Bob.Letn0(k;l)tally,

in the presence ofjam m ing,the corresponding polarization m easurem ents carried
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outby Aliceand Bob.Theunary condition im posesthefollowing relationsbetween

n(k;l)and n0(k;l):

N a(+) = n(+;+)+ n(+;�)= n
0(+;+)+ n

0(+;�)

N a(�) = n(�;+)+ n(�;�)= n
0(�;+)+ n

0(�;�): (2)

A sim ilarsetofrelationsholdsfortheresultsN b(+)and N b(�)found byBob.Hence

regardlessofwhetherJim hasactivated thejam m ingdevice,Aliceand Bob will� nd

thattheaveragespin projection along any axistendsto zero,and Jim cannotsend

superlum inalsignals,separately,to eitherAliceorBob.

The unary condition allows a range ofpossibilities for the jam m ed correlations:

from correlationswhich areonly slightly di� erentfrom thosepredicted by quantum

m echanics,down to com pletely random correlations. In particular,the unary con-

dition allowsconservation ofangularm om entum ,i.e.perfectanticorrelation ofspin

com ponentsalong any parallelaxes.

3 T he Space-T im e W indow

Asstated in the previoussection,the unary condition isa necessary butnotsu� -

cientcondition.Forjam m ing to respectrelativistic causality,we m ustalso restrict

the relationships in space and tim e am ong the three events a,b and j generated,

respectively,by Alice,Bob and Jim . Fig. 1 showsthe geom etry ofthree di� erent

con� gurationsofan EPR-Bohm experim entalsetup along with the corresponding

M inkowskidiagram s ofthe events a,b and j. In the con� guration shown in Fig.

1(a),jam m ingisnotperm itted.HereAliceand Bob arein closeproxim ity whileJim

isfaraway. Ifjam m ing were perm itted,Alice and Bob could | im m ediately after

Jim activatesthejam m ing device| m easurethespin projectionsoftheirrespective

particlesand com bine theirresultsto determ ine thespin correlations.They would

� nd spin correlationsdi� ering from thepredictionsofquantum m echanicsand infer

thatJim activated thejam m ingdevice.ThecorrespondingM inkowskidiagram ,Fig.

1(b),showsthatthefuturelightconesofa and boverlap,in part,outsidethefuture

lightconeofj.A lightsignaloriginating atj cannotreach thisoverlap region ofa

and b,whereAliceand Bob can com binetheirresults.W erejam m ing possiblehere,

itwould violaterelativisticcausality.
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Fig.1(c)showsa con� guration thatwould also perm itsuperlum inalsignalling:Jim

obtainstheresultsofAlice’sm easurem entspriortodecidingwhethertoactivatethe

jam m ingdevice.Bob isfarfrom both Aliceand Jim .Thecorresponding M inkowski

diagram ,Fig. 1(d),showsthata precedesj by a tim elike intervaland both a and

j are spacelike separated from b. Since Jim has access to Alice’s results,he can

send a superlum inalsignalto Bob by selectively jam m ing: For instance,suppose

Jim activatesthe jam m ing device only when Alice obtainsthe value +1=2 forthe

projection ofthespin ofa particle.Bob will,then,� nd thattheaveragespin com -

ponentalongagiven axisdoesnottend tozero.Theprecedingcan bedem onstrated

by com paringtheresultsofthespin m easurem entsN b(+)and N b(�),carried outby

Bob in theabsenceofjam m ing,Eqs.(3),and in thepresenceofselective jam m ing,

Eqs.(4).Thenotation previously de� ned isused in Eqs.(3-4).

N b(+) = n(+;+)+ n(�;+)

N b(�) = n(+;�)+ n(�;�); (3)

N b(+) = n
0(+;+)+ n(�;+)

N b(�) = n
0(+;�)+ n(�;�): (4)

Hencetheresultsobtained by Bob in thepresence ofselective jam m ing willbedif-

ferentfrom thoseobtained in theabsenceofjam m ingunlessn0(+;+)= n(+;+)and

n0(+;�)= n(+;�). However,the latterrequirem entsim ply thatjam m ing,in this

con� guration,can nothaveany discerniblee� ect,i.e.jam m ing in thiscon� guration

isim possible.

To elim inatecon� gurationswhich allow violationsofrelativisticcausality,asshown

in Fig. 1(a)to Fig. 1(d),we furtherrestrict jam m ing by im posing a second con-

dition,the binary condition. The binary condition,which ism anifestly covariant,

dem andsthattheoverlap ofthefuturelightconesofa and blieentirely within the

future lightcone ofj and therefore a lightsignalem anating from j can reach the

overlap region. The con� guration shown in Fig. 1(a) and 1(b),which allows an

overlap ofthe future lightconesofa and boutside ofthe future lightcone ofj,is

thereforeforbidden.The con� guration shown in Fig 1(c)and 1(d),a con� guration

forselective jam m ing,violatestheunary condition and itisalso disallowed by the
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Figure1:Thegeom etricalcon� gurationsshowing thesourceS ofpairsofquantum

system s,thejam m erJ,and theexperim entersAliceA,and Bob B .(a)A and B are

close to each otherwhile J isfarfrom both ofthem .(c)A and J areclose to each

otherwhile B isfarfrom both ofthem .(e)A,B and J areallfarfrom each other;

J isstationed nearthe source and A and B are atopposite endsofan EPR-Bohm

setup.Corresponding M inkowskidiagram sshowing the eventsa,band j.(b)The

futurelightconesofa and bhavesom eoverlap outsidethefuturelightconeofj.(d)

A possible con� guration for selective jam m ing. (f)A con� guration satisfying the

binary condition. The future lightconesofa and b overlap only within the future

lightconeofj.
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binary condition. A con� guration which satis� es the binary condition is shown

in Fig. 1(e) and 1(f). The constraints to which a jam m ing con� guration m ust

conform ,in order not to violate relativistic causality,are em bodied in the unary

and binary conditions.Theseconditionsarem anifestly Lorentzinvariant.However,

the tim e sequence ofthe events a,b and j is not. A tim e sequence a,j and b in

oneLorentz fram e m ay transform into b,j and a in anotherLorentz fram e.Hence

while one observer willclaim that Alice com pleted her m easurem ents before Jim

activated hisjam m ing m echanism and thusJim a� ected only the results ofBob’s

m easurem ents,anotherobserverwillclaim thatBob carried outhism easurem ents

� rst and Jim a� ected only Alice’s results. Sim ilar situations are encountered in

quantum m echanics where di� erentobservers in di� erent Lorentz fram eswillgive

con
 icting interpretationsofthe sam e setofevents. Forexam ple,with respectto

an entangled pairofparticlesin an EPR-Bohm experim ent,the question ofwhich

observercaused thecollapseoftheentangled statehasno Lorentz-invariantanswer

[13].

Ifjam m ing ispossiblethen onem ustacceptthepossibility ofreversalofthecause-

e�ectsequence [14];however,the allowed con� guration which satis� es the unary

and binary conditions does not lead to contradictory causalloops,i.e. no e�ect

can send a signalto its cause. Indeed,consider one jam m er,J,who acts on the

correlationsbetween two spacelike separated events,a and b. W e � rstrecallthat

theunary condition precludessignalling to a and b,separately,by j;therefore,only

thecom bined resultsofthem easurem entsofa and bcan revealwhetherJ activated

a jam m ing m echanism . In orderto com plete a contradictory casualloop one m ust

gatherthe resultsofthem easurem entsofa and binto thepastlightcone ofj and

then send asignaltoj,thecause.Butthebinary condition requiresthattheoverlap

ofthefuturelightconesofa and bbecom pletely contained in thefuturelightcone

ofj,sotheonly placewhereinform ation from a and bcan beputtogetherby m eans

ofordinary signalsisthefutureofj.Onem ightsupposethatotherjam m ers,using

theirnon-localaction,could som ehow transm itthe inform ation from a and b into

the pastlight-cone ofj. Such a schem e would require atleasttwo m ore jam m ers.

Since these jam m ersm usthave accessto the resultsofa and b,we place j1 and j2
(generated by J1 and J2)attim elightseparations,respectively,from a and b.Events

a and barespacelike separated from each otherand from j,so j1 and j2 willeither

bespacelike separated from j orin itsfuturelightcone.

The casesofJ1 and J2 are sim ilar,so we discussonly J1;however,the conclusions
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reached apply equally toJ1 and J2.Thejam m er,J1,can com m unicatetheresultsof

a by jam m ing ornotjam m ing thenon-localcorrelationsbetween pairsofentangled

particles m easured at events a1 and b1. Notice thatin order to com m unicate the

resultofa singlem easurem entdoneata,J1 m ustjam (ornotjam )an ensem ble of

EPR pairs. The resultofa single m easurem entcarried outata isrecovered from

thecorrelationsdeterm ined from thecom bined m easurem entsdoneata1 and b1.

For the jam m er J1 to gather the inform ation at a into the past light cone ofj

requiresthatboth a1 and b1 liein thepastlightconeofj,i.e.j liesin theoverlap

ofthe future lightconesofa1 and b1. Thisrequirem ent,however,isincom patible

with thebinary condition when applied to thetripletofevents,a1,b1 and j1,which

requiresthatthe overlap ofa1 and b1 be contained within the future lightcone of

j1.This,in turn,im pliesthatj willliein thefuturelightconeofj1,contradicting

the assum ption that j1 is either spacelike separated from j or in j’s future light

cone.Consequently,atleastoneeventa1 orb1 m ustbespacelike separated from j.

Thereforetheintroduction ofJ1 doesnothelp togathertheresultsofaintothepast

lightconeofj.Then,by induction,we� nd thatno schem eto closea contradictory

causalloop,by introducing any num berofjam m ers,can succeed.

4 C onclusions

Inquantum m echanicsnon-localcorrelationsarewellestablished;however,thesecor-

relationscannotbeused to send superlum inalsignals.In thisLetterwehaveraised

the question ofwhether a form ofnon-locality beyond quantum m echanics| non-

localtam peringwith quantum correlations| could alsorespectrelativisticcausality.

W e� nd thatjam m ing con� gurationswhich obey two conditions| theunary condi-

tion,which forbidssuperlum inalsignalling to eitheroftwo experim enters,and the

binary condition,which restricts the space-tim e con� guration ofthe two experi-

m enters and the jam m er| respect relativistic causality. For these con� gurations,

the cause-e� ect sequence m ight not be preserved in allLorentz fram es;however,

they do notlead to contradictory causalloops.Hence,we� nd thata strongerform

ofnon-locality than thatarising in quantum m echanics| action atadistancerather

than non-localcorrelations| isconsistentwith relativistic causality.[9,15,16]

The resultspresented in thisLetterare independentofthe m odelused to describe

thenatureofthenon-localcorrelationsand apply to any jam m ing m echanism .Ex-

perim entalstudies,to date,havenottested thepossibility ofjam m ing.W esuggest
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thatcurrentand projected EPR-Bohm experim entstestthepossibility ofjam m ing

in con� gurations consistent with the constraints derived in this Letter. The con-

straintson thejam m ing con� guration,however,because oftheirgenerality,do not

them selvessuggesta preferred m echanism forcarrying outthejam m ing procedure.

W ethank Y.Aharonov forhelpfuldiscussions.Theresearch ofD.R.wassupported

by theStateofIsrael,M inistry ofIm m igrantAbsorption,CenterforAbsorption in

Science.
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