
ar
X

iv
:q

ua
nt

-p
h/

96
05

00
4v

1 
 3

 M
ay

 1
99

6

TAUP 2334-96

A C T IO N A N D PA SSIO N AT A D ISTA N C E

A n Essay in H onor ofProfessor A bner Shim ony�

Sandu Popescu

Departm entofPhysics,Boston University,Boston,M A 02215,U.S.A.

DanielRohrlich

SchoolofPhysicsand Astronom y,Tel-Aviv University,Ram at-Aviv 69978 Tel-Aviv,Israel

(M arch 26,2022)

Abstract

Q uantum m echanics perm its nonlocality| both nonlocal correlations and

nonlocalequationsofm otion| whilerespecting relativisticcausality.Isquan-

tum m echanics the unique theory that reconciles nonlocality and causality?

W e considertwo m odels,going beyond quantum m echanics,ofnonlocality|

\superquantum " correlations,and nonlocal\jam m ing" ofcorrelations| and

derive new resultsforthe jam m ing m odel.In one space dim ension,jam m ing

allowsreversalofthesequenceofcauseand e�ect;in higherdim ensions,how-

ever,e�ectneverprecedescause.

�To appearin Quantum Potentiality,Entanglem ent,and Passion-at-a-Distance: Essays for Ab-

ner Shim ony,R.S.Cohen,M .A.Horne and J.Stachel,eds. (Dordrecht,Netherlands: K luwer

Academ ic Publishers),in press.
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I.IN T R O D U C T IO N

W hy isquantum m echanicswhatitis? M any a studenthasasked thisquestion. Som e

physicistshave continued to ask it. Few have done so with the passion ofAbnerShim ony.

\W hy isquantum m echanicswhatitis?" we,too,ask ourselves,and ofcourse we haven’t

gotan answer.Butweareworking on an answer,and wearehonored to dedicatethiswork

to you,Abner,on yourbirthday.

W hatistheproblem ? Quantum m echanicshasan axiom aticstructure,exposed by von

Neum ann,Diracand others.Theaxiom sofquantum m echanicstellusthatevery stateofa

system correspondsto a vectorin a com plex Hilbertspace,every physicalobservablecorre-

spondsto a linearherm itian operatoracting on thatHilbertspace,etc.W eseetheproblem

in com parison with thespecialtheory ofrelativity.Specialrelativity can bededuced in its

entirety from two axiom s:theequivalenceofinertialreferencefram es,and theconstancy of

the speed oflight. Both axiom s have clearphysicalm eaning. By contrast,the num erous

axiom s ofquantum m echanics have no clear physicalm eaning. Despite m any attem pts,

starting with von Neum ann,to derive the Hilbert space structure ofquantum m echanics

from a \quantum logic",thenew axiom sarehardly m orenaturalthan theold.

AbnerShim ony o� ershope,and adi� erentapproach.Hispointofdepartureisarem ark-

able property ofquantum m echanics: nonlocality. Quantum correlations display a subtle

nonlocality. On the one hand,asBell[1]showed,quantum correlationscould notarise in

any theory in which allvariablesobey relativisticcausality [2].On theotherhand,quantum

correlationsthem selvesobey relativisticcausality| wecannotexploitquantum correlations

to transm itsignalsatsuperlum inalspeeds[3](oratany speed).Thatquantum m echanics

com binesnonlocality and causality iswondrous.Nonlocality and causality seem prim a facie

incom patible. Einstein’s causality contradicts Newton’s action at a distance. Yet quan-

tum correlationsdo notperm itaction ata distance,and Shim ony [4]hasaptly called the

nonlocality m anifestin quantum correlations\passion ata distance". Shim ony hasraised

the question whether nonlocality and causality can peacefully coexist in any othertheory
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besidesquantum m echanics[4,5].

Quantum m echanicsalso im pliesnonlocalequationsofm otion,asYakirAharonov [6,7]

has pointed out. In one version ofthe Aharonov-Bohm e� ect [8],a solenoid carrying an

isolated m agnetic
 ux,inserted between two slits,shiftstheinterferencepattern ofelectrons

passing through theslits.Theelectronsthereforeobey a nonlocalequation ofm otion:they

neverpassthrough the
 ux yetthe
 ux a� ectstheirpositionswhen they reach thescreen [9].

Aharonov hasshown thatthe solenoid and the electronsexchange a physicalquantity,the

m odular m om entum ,nonlocally. In general,m odularm om entum ism easurable and obeys

a nonlocalequation ofm otion. But when the 
 ux is constrained to lie between the slits,

its m odular m om entum is com pletely uncertain,and this uncertainty is just su� cient to

keep usfrom seeing a violation ofcausality. Nonlocalequationsofm otion im ply action at

a distance,butquantum m echanicsm anagesto respectrelativisticcausality.Still,nonlocal

equationsofm otion seem so contrary to relativistic causality thatAharonov [7]hasasked

whetherquantum m echanicsistheuniquetheory com bining them .

The parallelquestions raised by Shim ony and Aharonov lead us to consider m odels

for theories, going beyond quantum m echanics, that reconcile nonlocality and causality.

Is quantum m echanics the only such theory? Ifso,nonlocality and relativistic causality

together im ply quantum theory, just as the specialtheory ofrelativity can be deduced

in its entirety from two axiom s [7]. In this paper,we willdiscuss m odeltheories [10{12]

m anifesting nonlocality while respecting causality. The � rst m odelm anifests nonlocality

in the sense ofShim ony:nonlocalcorrelations.The second m odelm anifestsnonlocality in

the sense ofAharonov: nonlocaldynam ics. W e � nd that quantum m echanics is notthe

only theory that reconciles nonlocality and relativistic causality. These m odels raise new

theoreticaland experim entalpossibilities.They im ply thatquantum m echanicsisonly one

ofa class oftheories com bining nonlocality and causality; in som e sense,it is not even

the m ost nonlocalofsuch theories. Our m odels raise a question: W hat is the m inim al

set ofphysicalprinciples| \nonlocality plus no signalling plus som ething else sim ple and

fundam ental" asShim ony putit[13]| from which wem ay derivequantum m echanics?
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II.N O N LO C A LIT Y I:N O N LO C A L C O R R ELAT IO N S

TheClauser,Horne,Shim ony,andHolt[14]form ofBell’sinequalityholdsinanyclassical

theory (thatis,any theory oflocalhidden variables). Itstatesthata certain com bination

ofcorrelationsliesbetween -2 and 2:

� 2� E (A;B )+ E (A;B 0)+ E (A 0
;B )� E (A 0

;B
0)� 2 : (1)

Besides 2,two other num bers, 2
p
2 and 4,are im portant bounds on the CHSH sum of

correlations. Ifthe four correlations in Eq.(1) were independent,the absolute value of

the sum could be as m uch as 4. For quantum correlations,however,the CHSH sum of

correlationsisbounded [15]in absolutevalue by 2
p
2.W here doesthisbound com e from ?

Ratherthan asking why quantum correlationsviolate the CHSH inequality,we m ightask

why they do notviolate itm ore.Suppose thatquantum nonlocality im pliesthatquantum

correlations violate the CHSH inequality at least som etim es. W e m ight then guess that

relativistic causality is the reason that quantum correlations do not violate it m axim ally.

Could relativisticcausality restricttheviolation to 2
p
2instead of4? Ifso,then nonlocality

and causality would together determ ine the quantum violation ofthe CHSH inequality,

and we would be closerto a proofthatthey determ ine allofquantum m echanics. Ifnot,

then quantum m echanicscannotbetheuniquetheory com bining nonlocality and causality.

To answer the question, we ask what restrictions relativistic causality im poses on joint

probabilities. Relativistic causality forbids sending m essages faster than light. Thus, if

one observer m easures the observable A,the probabilities for the outcom es A = 1 and

A = �1 m ustbe independent ofwhetherthe otherobserver choosesto m easure B orB 0.

However, it can be shown [10,16]that this constraint does not lim it the CHSH sum of

quantum correlationsto 2
p
2.Forexam ple,im aginea \superquantum " correlation function

E forspin m easurem ents along given axes. Assum e E depends only on the relative angle

� between axes. Forany pairofaxes,the outcom esj""iand j##iare equally likely,and

sim ilarly forj"#iand j#"i.Thesefourprobabilitiessum to 1,so theprobabilitiesforj"#i

4



and j##isum to 1=2.In any direction,the probability ofj"iorj#iis1=2 irrespective of

a m easurem ent on the otherparticle. M easurem ents on one particle yield no inform ation

aboutm easurem entson the other,so relativistic causality holds. The correlation function

then satis� esE (� � �)= �E (�).Now letE (�)havetheform

(i)E (�)= 1 for0� � � �=4;

(ii)E (�)decreasesm onotonically and sm oothly from 1 to -1 as� increasesfrom �=4 to

3�=4;

(iii)E (�)= �1 for3�=4� � � �.

Considerfourm easurem entsalong axesde� ned by unitvectors â0,b̂,â,and b̂0separated

by successive anglesof�=4 and lying in a plane.Ifwenow apply theCHSH inequality Eq.

(1)to thesedirections,we� nd thatthesum ofcorrelations

E (̂a;̂b)+ E (̂a0;̂b)+ E (̂a;̂b0)� E (̂a0;̂b0)= 3E (�=4)� E (3�=4)= 4 (2)

violatestheCHSH inequality with them axim alvalue4.Thus,a correlation function could

satisfy relativisticcausality and stillviolatetheCHSH inequality with them axim alvalue4.

III.N O N LO C A LIT Y II:N O N LO C A L EQ U AT IO N S O F M O T IO N

Although quantum m echanicsisnottheuniquetheory com bining causality and nonlocal

correlations,could itbe the unique theory com bining causality and nonlocalequations of

m otion? Perhapsthenonlocalityin quantum dynam icshasdeeperphysicalsign� cance.Here

weconsideram odelthatinasensecom binesthetwoform sofnonlocality:nonlocalequations

ofm otion whereoneofthephysicalvariablesisa nonlocalcorrelation.Jam m ing,discussed

by Grunhaus,Popescu and Rohrlich [11]issuch a m odel.The jam m ing paradigm involves

three experim enters. Two experim enters, callthem Alice and Bob,m ake m easurem ents

on system s that have locally interacted in the past. Alice’s m easurem ents are spacelike

separated from Bob’s.A third experim enter,Jim (thejam m er),pressesa button on a black

box. This event is spacelike separated from Alice’s m easurem ents and from Bob’s. The
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black box actsata distance on the correlationsbetween the two setsofsystem s. Forthe

sakeofde� niteness,letusassum ethatthesystem sarepairsofspin-1/2 particlesentangled

in asingletstate,and thatthem easurem entsofAliceand Bob yield violationsoftheCHSH

inequality,in theabsenceofjam m ing;butwhen thereisjam m ing,theirm easurem entsyield

classicalcorrelations(no violationsoftheCHSH inequality).

Indeed,Shim ony [4]considered such a paradigm in the context ofthe experim ent of

Aspect,Dalibard,and Roger[17].To probetheim plicationsofcertain hidden-variablethe-

ories[18],hewrote,\Supposethatin theintervalafterthecom m utatorsofthatexperim ent

havebeen actuated,butbeforethepolarization analysisofthephotonshasbeen com pleted,

a strong burst oflaser light is propagated transverse to but intersecting the paths ofthe

propagating photons.... Because ofthe nonlinearity ofthe fundam entalm aterialm edium

which hasbeen postulated [in thesem odels],thisburstwould beexpected to generateexci-

tations,which could conceivably interferewith thenonlocalpropagation thatisresponsible

forpolarization correlations."Thus,Shim ony asked whethercertain hidden-variabletheories

would predictclassicalcorrelationsaftersuch aburst.(Quantum m echanics,ofcourse,does

not.)

Here,ourconcern isnotwith hidden-variabletheoriesorwith am echanism forjam m ing;

rather,we ask whethersuch a nonlocalequation ofm otion (orone,say,allowing the third

experim enter nonlocally to create,rather than jam ,nonlocalcorrelations) could respect

causality. The jam m ing m odel[11]addresses this question. In general,jam m ing would

allow Jim to send superlum inalsignals.Butrem arkably,som eform sofjam m ing would not;

Jim could tam perwith nonlocalcorrelationswithoutviolatingcausality.Jam m ingpreserves

causality ifitsatis� estwo constraints,the unary condition and the binary condition. The

unarycondition statesthatJim cannotusejam m ingtosend asuperlum inalsignalthatAlice

(orBob),by exam iningher(orhis)resultsalone,could read.Tosatisfy thiscondition,letus

assum ethatAliceand Bob each m easurezero averagespin along any axis,with orwithout

jam m ing.In orderto preservecausality,jam m ing m usta� ectcorrelationsonly,notaverage

m easured valuesforonespin com ponent.The binary condition statesthatJim cannotuse
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jam m ingtosend asignalthatAliceand Bob togethercould read by com paringtheirresults,

ifthey could do so in lesstim e than would berequired fora lightsignalto reach the place

where they m eet and com pare results. This condition restricts spacetim e con� gurations

for jam m ing. Let a,b and j denote the three events generated by Alice,Bob,and Jim ,

respectively:a denotesAlice’sm easurem ents,bdenotesBob’s,and jdenotesJim ’spressing

ofthe button. To satisfy the binary condition,the overlap ofthe forward lightconesofa

and bm ustlieentirely within theforward lightconeofj.Thereason isthatAliceand Bob

can com pare their results only in the overlap oftheir forward light cones. Ifthis overlap

is entirely contained in the forward light cone ofj,then a light signalfrom j can reach

any pointin spacetim e where Alice and Bob can com pare theirresults.Thisrestriction on

jam m ing con� gurationsalsorulesoutanotherviolation oftheunary condition.IfJim could

obtain theresultsofAlice’sm easurem entspriorto deciding whetherto pressthebutton,he

could send a superlum inalsignalto Bob by selectively jam m ing [11].

IV .A N EFFEC T C A N P R EC ED E IT S C A U SE!

Ifjam m ing satis� esthe unary and binary conditions,itpreservescausality.These con-

ditionsrestrictbutdo notpreclude jam m ing. There are con� gurationswith spacelike sep-

arated a,band j thatsatisfy theunary and binary conditions.W econcludethatquantum

m echanicsisnottheonly theory com bining nonlocalequationsofm otion with causality.In

this section we consider another rem arkable aspect ofjam m ing,which concerns the tim e

sequenceoftheeventsa,band j de� ned above.Theunary and binary conditionsarem an-

ifestly Lorentz invariant,but the tim e sequence ofthe events a,b and j is not. A tim e

sequence a,j,bin oneLorentz fram em ay transform into b,j,a in anotherLorentz fram e.

Furtherm ore,the jam m ing m odelpresents us with reversals ofthe sequence ofcause and

e�ect:whilejm ay precedeboth a and bin oneLorentzfram e,in anotherfram eboth a and

bm ay precede j.

To see how jam m ing can reverse the sequence ofcause and e� ect,we specialize to the

7



caseofonespacedim ension.Sincea and barespacelikeseparated,thereisa Lorentzfram e

in which they are sim ultaneous. Choosing this fram e and the pair (x;t) as coordinates

forspace and tim e,respectively,we assign a to the point (-1,0)and b to the point (1,0).

W hatarepossiblepointsatwhich jcan causejam m ing? Theanswerisgiven by thebinary

condition.Itisparticularly easy to apply thebinary condition in 1+1 dim ensions,since in

1+1 dim ensionstheoverlap oftwo lightconesisitselfa lightcone.Theoverlap ofthetwo

forward lightconesofa and b isthe forward lightcone issuing from (0,1),so the jam m er,

Jim ,m ay actaslateas� t= 1 afterAlice and Bob have com pleted theirm easurem entsand

stilljam theirresults. M ore generally,the binary condition allowsusto place j anywhere

in the backward lightcone of(0,1)thatisalso in the forward lightcone of(0,-1),butnot

on the boundaries ofthis region,since we assum e that a,b and j are m utually spacelike

separated.(In particular,j cannotbeat(0,1)itself.)

Such reversalsm ay bogglethem ind,butthey donotlead toany inconsistency aslongas

they do notgenerate self-contradictory causalloops[19,20].Consistency and causality are

intim ately related.W ehaveused theterm relativisticcausalityfortheconstraintthatothers

callno signalling.W hatiscausalaboutthisconstraint? Supposethatan event(a \cause")

could in
 uence anotherevent(an \e� ect")ata spacelike separation.In one Lorentzfram e

thecauseprecedesthee� ect,butin som eotherLorentzfram ethee� ectprecedesthecause;

and ifan e� ect can precede its cause,the e� ect could react back on the cause,at a still

earlier tim e,in such a way as to prevent it. A self-contradictory causalloop could arise.

A m an could killhis parents before they m et. Relativistic causality prevents such causal

contradictions[19].Jam m ing allowsan eventto precede itscause,butdoesnotallow self-

contradictory causalloops. Itisnothard to show [11]thatifjam m ing satis� esthe unary

and binary conditions,itdoesnotlead to self-contradictory causalloops,regardlessofthe

num ber ofjam m ers. Thus,the reversalofthe sequence ofcause and e� ectin jam m ing is

consistent.Itis,however,su� ciently rem arkabletowarrantfurthercom m entbelow,and we

also show thatthesequenceofcauseand e� ectin jam m ing dependson thespacedim ension

in a surprising way.
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Theunary and binary conditionsrestrictthepossiblejam m ing con� gurations;however,

they do notrequire thatjam m ing be allowed forallcon� gurationssatisfying the two con-

ditions. Nevertheless,we have m ade the naturalassum ption that jam m ing is allowed for

allsuch con� gurations. Thisassum ption ism anifestly Lorentz invariant. Itallowsa and b

to both precede j. In a sense,itm eansthatJim actsalong the backward lightcone ofj;

whenevera and bareoutside thebackward lightconeofj and ful� lltheunary and binary

conditions,jam m ing occurs.

V .A N EFFEC T C A N P R EC ED E IT S C A U SE??

ThatJim m ay actafterAliceand Bob havecom pleted theirm easurem ents(in thegiven

Lorentz fram e) is what m ay boggle the m ind. How can Jim change his own past? W e

m ay also put the question in a di� erent way. Once Alice and Bob have com pleted their

m easurem ents,therecan afterallbeno doubtaboutwhetherornottheircorrelationshave

been jam m ed;Aliceand Bob cannotcom paretheirresultsand � nd outuntilafterJim has

already acted,butwhetherornotjam m ing hastaken place isalready an im m utable fact.

Thisfactapparently contradictsthe assum ption thatJim isa free agent,i.e. thathe can

freely choosewhetherornotto jam .IfAliceand Bob have com pleted theirm easurem ents,

Jim isnota free agent: he m ustpush the button,ornotpush it,in accordance with the

resultsofAliceand Bob’sm easurem ents.

W e m ay be uncom fortable even ifJim actsbefore Alice and Bob have both com pleted

their m easurem ents, because the tim e sequence ofthe events a,b and j is not Lorentz

invariant;a,j,b in one Lorentz fram e m ay transform to b,j,a in another. The reversal

in thetim esequencesdoesnotlead to a contradiction becausethee� ectcannotbeisolated

to a single spacetim e event:there isno observable e� ectateithera orb,only correlations

between a and b are changed. Allthe sam e,ifwe assum e that Jim acts on either Alice

orBob| whoeverm easureslater| we conclude he could nothave acted on eitherofthem ,

becauseboth com eearlierin som eLorentzfram e.
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W hat,then,do wem akeofcauseand e� ectin thejam m ing m odel? W eo� ertwo points

ofview on thisquestion. One pointofview isthatwe don’thave to worry;jam m ing does

notlead toany causalparadoxes,and thatisallthatm atters.Ofcourse,experienceteaches

that causes precede their e� ects. Yet experience also teaches that causes and e� ects are

locally related.In jam m ing,causesand e� ectsarenonlocally related.So wecannotassum e

that causes m ust precede their e� ects;it is contrary to the spirit ofspecialrelativity to

im pose such a dem and. Indeed,it is contrary to the spirit ofgeneralrelativity to assign

absolute m eaning to any sequence ofthree m utually spacelike separated events,even when

such a sequencehasa Lorentz-invariantm eaning in specialrelativity [20].W eonly dem and

thatno sequence ofcauses and e� ects close upon itself,fora closed causalloop| a tim e-

travelparadox| would be self-contradictory. Ifan e� ect can precede its cause and both

are spacetim e events,then a closed causalloop can arise. Butin jam m ing,the cause isa

spacetim eeventand thee� ectinvolvestwo spacelikeseparated events;noclosed causalloop

can arise[11].

Thispointofview interpretscauseand e� ectin jam m ing asLorentzinvariant;observers

in allLorentz fram es agree that jam m ing is the e� ect and Jim ’s action is the cause. A

second pointofview askswhetherthejam m ing m odelcould haveany otherinterpretation.

In aworld with jam m ing,m ightobserversin di� erentLorentzfram esgivedi� erentaccounts

ofjam m ing? Could a sequence a,j,b have a covariantinterpretation,with two observers

com ing to di� erentconclusionsaboutwhich m easurem entswere a� ected by Jim ? (No ex-

perim entcould everprove one ofthem wrong and the otherright[21].) Likewise,perhaps

observers in a Lorentz fram e where both a and b precede j would interpretjam m ing asa

form oftelesthesia: Jim knows whether the correlations m easured by Alice and Bob are

nonlocalbeforehecould havereceived both setsofresults.W em ustassum e,however,that

observersin such a world would noticethatjam m ing alwaysturnsoutto bene� tJim ;they

would notinterpretjam m ing asm eretelesthesia,so thejam m ing m odelcould nothavethis

covariantinterpretation.

Finally,we note thata question ofinterpreting cause and e� ectarisesin quantum m e-
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chanics,aswell. Considerthe m easurem entsofAlice and Bob in the absence ofjam m ing.

Theirm easured resultsdo notindicate any relation ofcause and e� ectbetween Alice and

Bob;Alice can do nothing to a� ect Bob’s results,and vice versa. According to the con-

ventionalinterpretation ofquantum m echanics,however,the � rst m easurem ent on a pair

ofparticlesentangled in a singletstate causescollapse ofthe state. The question whether

AliceorBob caused thecollapseofthesingletstatehasnoLorentz-invariantanswer[11,22].

V I.JA M M IN G IN M O R E T H A N O N E SPA C E D IM EN SIO N

After arguing that jam m ing is consistent even ifit allows reversals ofthe sequence of

causeand e� ect,weopen thissection with a surprise:such reversalsariseonly in onespace

dim ension!In higherdim ensions,thebinary condition itselfelim inatessuch con� gurations;

jam m ing isnotpossibleifboth a and bprecedej.To provethisresult,we� rstconsiderthe

caseof2+1 dim ensions.W echoosecoordinates(x;y;t)and,asbefore,placea and bon the

x-axis,at(-1,0,0)and (1,0,0),respectively.LetA,B and J denotetheforward lightconesof

a,band j,respectively.ThesurfacesofA and B intersectin ahyperbolain theyt-plane.To

satisfy thebinary condition,theintersection ofA and B m ustlieentirely within J.Suppose

thatthiscondition isful� lled,and now wem ovejsothattheintersection ofA and B ceases

to liewithin J.Theintersection ofA and B ceasesto liewithin J when itssurfacetouches

the surface ofJ. Either a point on the hyperbola,or a point on the surface ofeither A

ofB alone,m ay touch the surface ofJ. However,the surfacesofA and J can touch only

along a nullline(and likewiseforB and J);thatis,only ifjisnotspacelikeseparated from

eithera orb,contrary to ourassum ption. Therefore the only new constrainton j isthat

the hyperbola form ed by the intersection ofthe surfacesofA and B nottouch the surface

ofJ. Ifwe place j on the t-axis,at (0,0,t),the latest tim e tfor which this condition is

ful� lled iswhen theasym ptotesofthehyperbola liealong thesurface ofJ.They lie along

thesurfaceofJ when j isthepoint(0,0,0).Ifj isthepoint(0,0,0),m oving j in eitherthe

x-ory-direction willcause the hyperbola to intersectthe surface ofJ. W e conclude that
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there isno pointj,consistentwith the binary condition,with t-coordinate greaterthan 0.

Thus,j cannotsucceed both a and bin any Lorentz fram e (although itcould succeed one

ofthem ).

Forn > 2 space dim ensions,the proofissim ilar. The only constrainton j arisesfrom

theintersection ofthesurfacesofA and B .Ata given tim et,thesurfacesofA and B are

(n � 1)-spheresofradiustcentered,respectively,atx = �1 and x = 1 on thex-axis;these

(n � 1)-spheres intersect in an (n � 2)-sphere ofradius (t2 � 1)1=2 centered atthe origin.

This(n � 2)sphere liesentirely within an (n � 1)-sphereofradiustcentered attheorigin,

and approachesitasym ptotically fort! 1 .The(n� 1)-spherescentered attheorigin are

sectionsoftheforward lightconeoftheorigin.Thus,j cannotoccurlaterthan a and b.

W e� nd thisresultboth am using and odd.W eargued abovethatallowing j to succeed

both a and b doesnotentailany inconsistency and thatitiscontrary to the spiritofthe

generaltheory ofrelativity toexcludesuch con� gurationsforjam m ing.Nonetheless,we� nd

thatthey areautom atically excluded forn � 2.

V II.C O N C LU SIO N S

Two related questionsofShim ony [4,5]and Aharonov [7]inspirethisessay.Nonlocality

and relativistic causality seem alm ostirreconcilable. The em phasis is on alm ost,because

quantum m echanicsdoesreconcilethem ,and doesso in two di� erentways.Butisquantum

m echanics the unique theory that does so? Our answer is that it is not: m odeltheories

goingbeyond quantum m echanics,butrespectingcausality,allow nonlocalityboth ways.W e

qualifyouranswerbynotingthatnonlocalityisnotcom pletelyde� ned.Relativisticcausality

iswellde� ned,but nonlocality in quantum m echanics includes both nonlocalcorrelations

and nonlocalequationsofm otion,and wedo notknow exactly whatkind ofnonlocality we

are seeking. Alternatively,we m ay ask whatadditionalphysicalprinciples can we im pose

that willsingle out quantum m echanics as the unique theory. Our \superquantum " and

\jam m ing" m odelsopen new experim entaland theoreticalpossibilities.Thesuperquantum
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m odelpredictsviolationsoftheCHSH inequality exceeding quantum violations,consistent

with causality.Thejam m ing m odelpredictsnew e� ectson quantum correlationsfrom som e

m echanism such asthe burstoflaserlightsuggested by Shim ony [4]. M ostinteresting are

the theoreticalpossibilities. They o� er hope that we m ay rediscover quantum m echanics

as the unique theory satisfying a sm allnum ber offundam entalprinciples: causality plus

nonlocality \plussom ething elsesim pleand fundam ental" [13].
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