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Abstract

Quantum m echanics pem is non]oca]jty| both nonlocal correlations and
nonlocalequations ofm otion | w hile respecting relativistic causality. Is quan—
tum m echanics the unique theory that reconciles nonlocality and causality?
W e consider two m odels, going beyond quantum m echanics, ofnon]oca]jty|
\superquantum " correlations, and nonlocal \‘Jam m ing" of oorre]ations| and
derive new results for the pmm Ing m odel. In one space din ension, Fm m ing
allow s reversal of the sequence of cause and e ect; in higher din ensions, how —

ever, e ect never precedes cause.
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I. NTRODUCTION

W hy is quantum m echanics what it is? M any a student has asked this question. Scm e
physicists have continued to ask i. Few have done so w ith the passion of Abner Shim ony.
\W hy is quantum m echanics what it is?" we, too, ask ocurselves, and of course we haven'’t
got an answer. But we are working on an answer, and we are honored to dedicate thiswork
to you, Abner, on your birthday.

W hat is the problm ? Q uantum m echanics has an axiom atic structure, exposed by von
N eum ann, D irac and others. T he axiom s of quantum m echanics tellus that every state ofa
system corresponds to a vector in a com plex H ibert space, every physical observable corre—
soonds to a linear hemm itian operator acting on that H ibert space, etc. W e see the problam
In com parison w ith the special theory of relativity. Special relativity can be deduced In its
entirety from two axiom s: the equivalence of nertial reference fram es, and the constancy of
the speed of light. Both axiom s have clear physical m eaning. By contrast, the num erous
axiom s of quantum m echanics have no clear physical m eaning. D espite m any attem pts,
starting w ith von Neum ann, to derive the H ibert space structure of quantum m echanics
from a \quantum logic", the new axiom s are hardly m ore natural than the old.

Abner Shinony o ershope, and a di erent approach. H ispoint ofdeparture isa rem ark—
able property of quantum m echanics: nonlocality. Q uantum correlations display a subtle
nonlocality. On the one hand, as Bell fl] showed, quantum correlations could not arise in
any theory in which allvariables cbey relativistic causality 1. O n the otherhand, quantum
correlations them selves obey relativistic causa]jty| we cannot exploit quantum ocorrelations
to tranam it signals at superlum inal speeds [] (or at any speed). That quantum m echanics
com bines nonlocality and causality iswondrous. N onlocality and causality seem prim a facie
ncom patible. Einstein’s causality contradicts Newton’s action at a distance. Yet quan-—
tum correlations do not pem it action at a distance, and Shinony @] has aptly called the
nonlocality m anifest In quantum correlations \passion at a distance". Shim ony has raised

the question whether nonlocality and causality can peacefully coexist In any other theory



besides quantum m echanics @ j]1.

Quantum m echanics also in plies nonlocal equations ofm otion, as Y akir A haronov [|f]]
has pointed out. In one version of the Aharonov-Bohm e ect [B], a soknoid carrying an
isolated m agnetic ux, inserted between two slits, shifts the interference pattem of electrons
passing through the slits. T he electrons therefore cbey a nonlocal equation ofm otion: they
neverpassthrough the uxyetthe uxa ectstheirpositionswhen they reach the screed] P].
Aharonov has shown that the solenoid and the electrons exchange a physical quantity, the
m odular m om entum , nonlocally. In general, m odular m om entum is m easurable and obeys
a nonlocal equation of m 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 us from seeing a viclation of causality. N onlocal equations of m otion in ply action at
a distance, but quantum m echanics m anages to respect relativistic causality. Still, nonlocal
equations of m otion seem so contrary to relativistic causality that Aharonov []] has asked
w hether quantum m echanics is the unique theory com bining them .

T he parallel questions raised by Shin ony and Aharonov lead us to consider m odels
for theordes, going beyond quantum m echanics, that reconcilke nonlocality and causaliy.
Is quantum m echanics the only such theory? If so, nonlocality and relativistic causality
together mply quantum theory, jist as the soecial theory of relativity can be deduced
in is entirety from two axiom s [}]. Th this paper, we will discuss m odel theories [L4{[19]
m anifesting nonlocality whilk respecting causality. The rst m odel m anifests nonlocality
In the sense of Shin ony: nonlocal correlations. T he second m odelm anifests nonlocality in
the sense of Aharonov: nonlocal dynam ics. W e nd that quantum m echanics is not the
only theory that reconciles nonlocality and relativistic causality. These m odels raise new
theoretical and experin ental possbilities. They i ply that quantum m echanics is only one
of a class of theories combining nonlocality and causality; In som e sense, i is not even
the m ost nonlocal of such theories. Our m odels raise a question: W hat is the m inin al
set of physical pJ::incjp]es| \nonlcality plus no signalling plus som ething else sim pke and

fundam ental” as Shin ony put it @]| from whith we m ay derive quantum m echanics?



II.NONLOCALITY I:NONLOCAL CORRELATIONS

TheC lauser, H ome, Shin ony, and H okt [[4] form ofB ell’s nequality holds in any classical
theory (that is, any theory of localhidden varables). It states that a certain com bination

of correlations lies between 2 and 2:
2 E@;B)+E@;BY+E@%B) E@%Y 2 @)

Besides 2, two other num bers, ZPE and 4, are In portant bounds on the CHSH sum of
correlations. If the four correlations in Eqg. {l]) were Independent, the absolute value of
the sum could be as mudch as 4. For quantum correlations, however, the CHSH sum of
correlations is bounded [[§] in absolute valie by 2p 2. W here does this bound com e from ?
R ather than asking why quantum correlations violate the CHSH mnequality, we m ight ask
why they do not violate it m ore. Suppose that quantum nonlocality in plies that quantum
correlations violate the CHSH Inequality at least som etines. W e m ight then guess that
relativistic causality is the reason that quantum correlations do not violate it m axin ally.
Could relativistic causality restrict the violation to 2p 2 instead of4? Ifso, then nonlocality
and causality would together detem Ine the quantum violation of the CHSH inequality,
and we would be closer to a proof that they determ ine all of quantum m echanics. If not,
then quantum m echanics cannot be the unigue theory com bining nonlocality and causality.
To answer the question, we ask what restrictions relativistic causality Inposes on pint
probabilities. Relativistic causality forbids sending m essages faster than light. Thus, if
one cbserver m easures the observable A, the probabilities for the outcomes A = 1 and
A = 1 must be independent of whether the other observer chooses to m easure B or B .
However, i can be shown [[J[Iq] that this constraint does not lim i the CHSH sum of
quantum correlations to 2p 2. Forexam pl, in agine a \superquantum " correlation fiinction
E for soin m easurem ents along given axes. Assum e E depends only on the relative anglke
between axes. For any pair of axes, the outcom es §""i and j##i are equally lkely, and

sim ilarly for j"#i and J#"i. These four probabilities sum to 1, so the probabilities for J"#i



and j##i sum to 1=2. In any direction, the probability of j"i or j#i is 1=2 irrespective of
a m easuram ent on the other particle. M easuram ents on one particke yield no inform ation
about m easuram ents on the other, so relativistic causality holds. The correlation function
then satis esE ( )= E ().Now ketE () have the form

@WE()=10r0 =4;

(i) E ( ) decreases m onotonically and sm oothly from 1 to -1 as increases from =4 to
3 =4;

@)E ()= 1oOr3 =4

C onsider urm easurem ents along axes de ned by unit vectors &, B, &, and & separated
by sucoessive angles of =4 and lying in a plane. Iffwe now apply the CHSH Inequality Eqg.

@) to these directions, we nd that the sum of correlations
E@GD+E@DH+E @D E@B)=3E(=4) EQG =4)=4 @)

violates the CH SH nnequality w ith them axim alvalue 4. Thus, a correlation fiinction could

satisfy relativistic causality and still violate the CH SH inequality w ith the m axin alvalue 4.

JIII.NONLOCALITY II:NONLOCAL EQUATIONSOF MOTION

A Though quantum m echanics is not the unique theory com bining causality and nonlocal
correlations, could it be the unigue theory combining causality and nonlocal equations of
m otion? Perhapsthe nonlocality in quantum dynam icshasdesperphysicalsion cance. Here
we consideram odelthat n a sense com binesthe two form sofnonlocality : nonlocalequations
ofm otion where one of the physical variables is a nonlocal correlation. Jam m ing, discussed
by G runhaus, Popescu and Rohrlich [[1] is such a m odel. The jpmm ing paradigm involves
three experim enters. Two experim enters, call them A lice and Bob, m ake m easurem ents
on system s that have locally interacted in the past. A lice’s m easurem ents are spacelike
separated from Bob’s. A third experin enter, Jin (the Bmm er), presses a button on a black

box. This event is gpacelike ssparated from A lice’s m easuram ents and from Bob’s. The



black box acts at a distance on the correlations between the two sets of system s. For the
sake ofde niteness, ket us assum e that the system s are pairs of spin-1/2 particles entangled
In a sihglkt state, and that the m easurem ents of A lice and B cb yield violations ofthe CH SH
nequality, in the absence of pm m Ing; but when there is am m Ing, theirm easuram ents yield
classical correlations (no violations of the CH SH inequality).

Indeed, Shinony [4] considered such a paradigm in the context of the experim ent of
A spect, D albard, and R oger [I7]. To probe the in plications of certain hidden-variable the-
ories [[§], he w rote, \Suppose that in the interval after the com m utators of that experin ent
have been actuated, but before the polarization analysis of the photonshasbeen com pleted,
a strong burst of laser light is propagated transverse to but intersecting the paths of the
propagating photons.... Because of the nonlhnearity of the findam ental m aterdal m edium
which hasbeen postulated [in these m odels], thisburst would be expected to generate exci-
tations, which could conceivably interfere w ith the nonlocal propagation that is resoonsble
forpolarization correlations." T hus, Shin ony asked w hether certain hidden-variable theories
would predict classical correlations after such a burst. Q uantum m echanics, of course, does
not.)

Here, our concem isnot w ith hidden-varable theories orw ith a m echanisn for pmm ing;
rather, we ask whether such a nonlocal equation ofm otion (or one, say, allow ing the third
experin enter nonlocally to create, rather than Jm , nonlocal correlations) could respect
causality. The jamm ing model [L]] addresses this question. In general, imm ing would
allow Jim to send superlum inal signals. But rem arkably, som e form s of am m Ing would not;
Jin ocould tam perw ith nonlocal correlations w ithout violating causality. Jam m ing preserves
causality if it satis es two constraints, the unary condition and the binary condition. T he
unary condition statesthat Jin cannotuse pmm ing to send a superium inalsignalthat A lice
(orBob), by exam ining her (orhis) resultsalone, could read. To satisfy this condition, ket us
assum e that A lice and Bob each m easure zero average soin along any axis, w th or w ithout
pmm ng. In order to preserve causality, pmm ingmust a ect correlations only, not average

m easured values for one spin com ponent. The binary condition states that Jim cannot use



pmm Ing to send a signalthat A lice and B ob together could read by com paring their resu ks,
ifthey could do so In Jess tim e than would be required for a light signal to reach the place
where they meet and ocom pare results. This condition restricts spacetine con gurations
for pmm ing. Let a, b and j denote the three events generated by A lice, Bob, and Jin,
respectively: a denotes A lice’s m easuram ents, b denotes Bob’s, and Jj denotes Jim ’'s pressing
of the button. To satisfy the binary condition, the overlap of the forward light cones of a
and bm ust lie entirely within the forward light cone of j. T he reason is that A lice and Bob
can com pare their results only in the overlap of their forward light cones. If this overlp
is entirely contained In the forward light cone of j, then a light signal from Jj can reach
any point in spacetin e where A lice and Bob can com pare their results. T his restriction on
Bpmm Ing con gurations also rules out another violation ofthe unary condition. IfJim could
obtain the results of A lice’s m easuram ents prior to deciding w hether to press the button, he

could send a superlum inal signalto Bob by sekctively Emm ing [3]].

IV.AN EFFECT CAN PRECEDE ITS CAUSE!

If pmm ing satis es the unary and binary conditions, it preserves causality. T hese con-—
ditions restrict but do not preclide pmm ing. There are con gurations w ith spacelike ssp—
arated a, b and j that satisfy the unary and binary conditions. W e conclude that quantum
m echanics is not the only theory com bining nonlocal equations ofm otion w ith causality. In
this section we consider another rem arkable aspect of amm ing, which concems the tine
sequence of the events a, b and j de ned above. T he unary and binary conditions are m an—
ifestly Lorentz invariant, but the tin e sequence of the events a, b and j isnot. A tine
sequence a, j, b in one Lorentz fram e m ay transform into b, j, a In another Lorentz fram e.
Furthem ore, the Emm ing m odel presents us w ith reversals of the sequence of cause and
e ect: whik jm ay precede both a and b in one Lorentz fram e, In another fram e both a and
bm ay precede j.

To s=e how Emm ing can reverse the sequence of cause and e ect, we goecialize to the



case of one space din ension. Since a and b are spacelike ssparated, there isa Lorentz fram e
In which they are sin ultaneous. Choosing this fram e and the pair (x;t) as coordinates
for space and tim e, respectively, we assign a to the ponnt (1,0) and b to the point (1,0).
W hat are possble points at which j can cause pmm ing? T he answer is given by the binary
condition. It is particularly easy to apply the binary condition in 1+ 1 din ensions, since in
1+ 1 dim ensions the overbp of two light cones is itself a light cone. T he overlap of the two
forward light cones of a and b is the forward light cone issuing from (0,1), so the pmm er,
Jin ,may act as ateas t= 1 affer A lice and Bob have com pkted their m easurem ents and
still am their resuls. M ore generally, the binary condition allow s us to place j anyw here
in the backward light cone of (0,1) that is also in the forward light cone of (0,-1), but not
on the boundaries of this region, since we assum e that a, b and j are mutually spacelike
separated. (In particular, j cannot be at (0,1) itself))

Such reversalsm ay boggle them ind, but they do not lead to any Inconsistency as long as
they do not generate selfcontradictory causal Ioops [[20]. Consistency and causality are
Intim ately related. W e have used the temm relhtivistic causality for the constraint that others
callno signalling. W hat is causal about this constraint? Suppose that an event (@ \cause")
ocould n uence another event (@n \e ect") at a spacelke ssparation. In one Lorentz fram e
the cause precedes the e ect, but in som e other Lorentz fram e the e ect precedes the causs;
and if an e ect can precede its cause, the e ect could react back on the causs, at a still
earlier tine, In such a way as to prevent it. A selfcontradictory causal loop could arise.
A man could kill his parents before they m et. Relativistic causality prevents such causal
contradictions [L9]. Jamm ing allbws an event to precede its cause, but does not allow self-
contradictory causal oops. It is not hard to show [L1] that if pmm ing satis es the unary
and binary conditions, it does not lad to selfcontradictory causal loops, regardless of the
num ber of pmm ers. Thus, the reversal of the sequence of cause and e ect in pmm ing is
consistent. It is, however, su ciently ram arkable to warrant further com m ent below , and we
also show that the sequence of cause and e ect In pmm Ing depends on the space din ension

In a surprising way.



T he unary and binary conditions restrict the possbl Bmm ing con gurations; how ever,
they do not require that amm ing be allowed for all con gurations satisfying the two con—
ditions. Nevertheless, we have m ade the natural assum ption that pmm ing is allowed for
all such con gurations. This assum ption ism anifestly Lorentz invariant. It allows a and b
to both precede j. In a sense, it m eans that Jin acts along the backward light cone of J;
whenever a and b are outside the backward light cone of j and ful 1lthe unary and binary

conditions, pmm Ing occurs.

V.AN EFFECT CAN PRECEDE ITS CAUSE??

That Jmm m ay act after A lice and B ob have com plkted theirm easurem ents (in the given
Lorentz fram e) is what m ay boggle the m ind. How can Jin change his own past? W e
may also put the question in a di erent way. Once A lice and Bob have com plted their
m easuram ents, there can after allbe no doubt about whether or not their correlations have
been pmm ed; A lice and Bob cannot com pare their results and nd out untilafter Jin has
already acted, but whether or not Bmm ing has taken place is already an inmutable fact.
This fact apparently contradicts the assum ption that Jin is a free agent, ie. that he can
freely choose whether or not to am . IfA lice and Bob have com plted their m easurem ents,
Jin is not a free agent: he must push the button, or not push i, in accordance w ith the
results of A lice and B ob’s m easuram ents.

W em ay be uncom fortable even if Jin acts before A lice and Bob have both com pleted
their m easuram ents, because the tin e sequence of the 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 the tim e sequences does not kead to a contradiction because the e ect cannot be isolated
to a single spacetin e event: there is no cbservabl e ect at either a orb, only correlations
between a and b are changed. A 1l the sam e, if we assum e that Jin acts on either A lice
or Bob| whoever m easures later| we conclide he could not have acted on either of them ,

because both com e earlier n som e Lorentz fram e.



W hat, then, dowem ake of cause and e ect n the Bmm ingm odel? W eo ertwo points
of view on this question. O ne point of view is that we don’t have to worry; Bmm Ing does
not lead to any causalparadoxes, and that is allthatm atters. O foourse, experience teaches
that causes precede their e ects. Yet experience also teaches that causes and e ects are
Iocally related. In Am m Ing, causes and e ects are nonlcally related. So we cannot assum e
that causes m ust precede their e ects; it is contrary to the spirit of special relativity to
In pose such a dem and. Indeed, it is contrary to the soirt of general relhtivity to assign
absolute m eaning to any sequence of three m utually soacelike ssparated events, even when
such a sequence has a Lorentz-nvariant m eaning in special relativity Q). W e only dem and
that no sequence of causes and e ects close upon iself, for a closed causal Joop| a tine-
travel pamdox| would be selfcontradictory. If an e ect can precede its cause and both
are spacetim e events, then a closed causal oop can arise. But in pmm ing, the cause is a
soacetin e event and the e ect involves two spacelike ssparated events; no closed causal loop
can arise [7].

Thispoint of view interprets cause and e ect in pmm Ing as Lorentz invariant; observers
In all Lorentz fram es agree that pmm ing is the e ect and Jin 's action is the cause. A
seocond point of view asks whether the am m Ing m odel could have any other interpretation.
In aworld with pmm Ing, m ight cbservers in di erent Lorentz fram esgive di erent acoounts
of amm Ing? Could a ssquence a, j, b have a covarant interpretation, w ith two observers
com Ing to di erent conclisions about which m easurements were a ected by Jin ? No ex—
perin ent could ever prove one of them wrong and the other right R1].) Likew ise, perhaps
observers n a Lorentz fram e where both a and b precede j would interpret pmm Ing as a
form of tekesthesia: Jin know s whether the correlations m easured by A lice and Bob are
nonlocalbefore he could have received both sets of results. W e m ust assum e, how ever, that
observers in such a world would notice that pmm ing always tums out to bene t Jim ; they
would not interpret Bm m Ing asm ere telesthesia, so the pm m ing m odel could not have this
covariant interpretation.

F inally, we note that a question of interpreting cause and e ect arises In quantum m e-

10



chanics, as well. Consider the m easurem ents of A lice and Bcob in the absence of pmm ing.
T heir m easured results do not indicate any relation of cause and e ect between A lice and
Bob; A lice can do nothing to a ect Bob’s results, and vice versa. A coording to the con-—
ventional Interpretation of quantum m echanics, however, the rst m easurament on a pair
of particles entangled in a singlkt state causes collapse of the state. T he question whether

A lice or Bob caused the collapse of the singlet state has no Lorentz-nvariant answver [L123].

VI.JAMM ING IN MORE THAN ONE SPACE DIM ENSION

A fter arguing that pmm ing is consistent even if it allow s reversals of the sequence of
cause and e ect, we open this section w ith a surprise: such reversals arise only in one space
din ension! In higher din ensions, the binary condition itself elim inates such con gurations;
pm m ing is not possible ifboth a and b precede j. To prove this result, we rst consider the
case of 2+ 1 dim ensions. W e choose coordinates (x;y;t) and, as before, place a and b on the
x-axis, at 1,0,0) and (1,0,0), respectively. Let A, B and J denote the forward light cones of
a,band j, respectively. The surfaces of A and B intersect in a hyperbola in the ytplane. To
satisfy the binary condition, the intersection of A and B must lie entirely w ithin J. Suppose
that this condition is ful lked, and now wem ove j so that the intersection of A and B ceases
to lewithin J. T he intersection of A and B ceases to lie within J when is surface touches
the surface of J. Either a point on the hyperbola, or a point on the surface of either A
ofB alone, m ay touch the surface of J. However, the surfaces of A and J can touch only
along a null Iine (@nd likew ise forB and J); that is, only if j is not spacelike ssparated from
either a or b, contrary to our assum ption. Therefore the only new constraint on j is that
the hyperbola form ed by the Intersection of the surfaces of A and B not touch the surface
of J. Ifwe place j on the taxis, at (0,0,t), the latest tine t for which this condition is
ful Iled is when the asym ptotes of the hyperbola lie along the surface of J. They lie along
the surface of J when j is the point (0,0,0). If j is the point (0,0,0), m oving j in either the

x— or y-direction w ill cause the hyperbola to intersect the surface of J. W e conclude that

11



there is no point j, consistent w ith the binary condition, w ith t-coordinate greater than 0.
Thus, j cannot sucoeed both a and b In any Lorentz fram e (although it could succeed one
ofthem).

Forn > 2 space din ensions, the proof is sin ilar. The only constraint on j arises from
the Intersection of the surfaces of A and B . At a given tin e t, the surfaces of A and B are
(n 1)-spheres of radius t centered, regpectively, at x = 1 and x = 1 on the x-axis; these
m  1)-spheres intersect n an (h  2)-sphere of radius ¢ 1) centered at the origin.
This (h 2) sphere liessentirely within an (n  1)-sohere of radius t centered at the origin,
and approaches it asym ptotically fort! 1 .The (n 1)-spheres centered at the origin are
sections of the forward light cone of the origin. T hus, j cannot occur Jater than a and b.

W e nd this resul both amusing and odd. W e argued above that allow ing Jj to succeed
both a and b does not entail any inconsistency and that it is contrary to the soirt of the
generaltheory of relativity to exclude such con gurations for pm m ing. N onetheless, we nd

that they are autom atically excluided forn 2.

VII.CONCLUSIONS

Two related questions of Shin ony @J§] and A haronov [}] inspire this essay. N onlocality
and relativistic causality seem aln ost irreconcilable. The em phasis is on aln ost, because
quantum m echanics does reconcike them , and does so In two di erent ways. But is quantum
m echanics the unique theory that does s0? Our answer is that it is not: m odel theories
going beyond quantum m echanics, but respecting causality, allow nonlocality both ways. W e
qualify our answ er by noting that nonlocality isnot com plktely de ned. R elativistic causality
iswell de ned, but nonlocality In quantum m echanics includes both nonlocal correlations
and nonlocalequations ofm otion, and we do not know exactly what kind ofnonlocality we
are seeking. A lfematively, we m ay ask what additional physical principles can we In pose
that will single out quantum m echanics as the unique theory. O ur \superquantum " and

\Bm m Ing" m odels open new expermm ental and theoretical possibilities. T he superquantum
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m odel predicts violations of the CH SH inequality exoeeding quantum violations, consistent
w ith causality. The pmm ingm odelpredictsnew e ectson quantum ocorrelations from som e
m echanisn such as the burst of laser light suggested by Shimony []. M ost interesting are
the theoretical possbilities. They o er hope that we m ay rediscover quantum m echanics
as the unigue theory satisfying a am all num ber of fundam ental principles: causality plus

nonlocality \plis som ething else sin ple and fiindam ental" [[3].
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