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Einstein held that the formalism of Quantum Mechan{QM) entails “spooky

actions at a distance,” and that a complete ddsmmipshould provide similar

predictions without violating locality. Howeven the 60's, Bell showed that the
predictions of QM would disagree widmylocally causal theory. Expecting that the
non-local quantum phenomena discussed would bdiegerexperimentally, Bell

argued for a retreat from the principles of rei&itheory. It is emphasized here
that Bell also tacitly assumed microscopic caugaiit the sense that the future can
never affect the past, even for non-local theori@hers (Feynman and Wheeler,
Costa de Beauregard, Cramer, Price) advocated abgwgdmicroscopic causality.

Indeed, as causality contradicts time-reversal sgtnmit is questionable in the

context of microscopic theories. In this artidhee original proof of Bell's theorem is
repeated, with the assumption of causality empbdsiand the possibilities for non-
local and/or non-causal models are discussed. d@rtbe simplest retro-causal
models available, one which is stochastic and plessian appealing description of
the specific quantum correlations discussed by, Befpresented. The conclusion is
that Einstein’s “spooky actions” may occur “in thast” rather than “at a distance.”
While this avoids the conflict with relativity, aiglving a deeper understanding of
guantum mechanics on this basis will require sigaift developments. Future
research routes include generalizing the simple-edusal model directly, and/or

developing stochastic a-causal descriptions otia-tguantum” microscopic level.

" E-mail: argaman@mailaps.org .



l. Introduction

Nobody understands Quantum Mechanics (®M)ne of the most significant paradoxes posed
by QM is its violation of Bell-type inequaliti€s. The assumptions underlying these inequalities
are so strongly entrenched, that many expected @Milt when the relevant experiments were
made. In spite of such expectations, the natdrahpmena observed violated the associated Bell
inequalities in precisely the manner predicted b.Q It has been proposed that the weakest of
Bell's assumptions is that causality — the assumnpthat the past cannot depend on the future —
holds not only in the macroscopic context but a@fsa strict microscopic sen3é&’® However,

the possibility of constructing retro-causal modalsits much skepticism, as it is not sufficiently
clear how the assumption of microscopic causatity lee avoided without leading to paradoxes.

The purpose of the present work is to clarify thke rcausality plays in the derivation of Bell's
inequality, to provide a succinct description oka@pplicable retro-causal model, and to examine
some of its implications. A longer-term goal isdevelop, using similar ideas, an alternative
formulation of QM, and, ultimately, of Quantum FleTheory, including non-Abelian gauge
fields. Such developments will clearly not leadetperimentally testable predictions distinct
from those of standard QM. Rather, they should@reseful in developing appropriate concepts,
in a manner similar to the reformulation of QM errhs of path integrals. With the objective of
reproducing the results of standard QM theory imdniall experimental difficulties regarding,
e.g., the inefficiencies of detectors, will be iged here. Similarly, philosophical difficulties thi
concepts such as physical reality and causatidnnefilbe addressed — the discussion will focus
instead on the properties of mathematical mddetkich are required to reproduce the

(mathematical) predictions of QM.

The proof of Bell's theorem is reproduced with coemtary in Sec. Il, and the retro-causal model

is presented in Sec. lll. The scope of these duatians is limited to the specific setup considered
by Bell. Sec. IV describes two research routeshimay be pursued in attempting to widen the

scope of retro-causal descriptions to all quanthenpmena. The conclusions are summarized in
Sec. V.

I. Bell's theorem

Adapting Bell's discussidrto entangled photoriszonsider two spatially-separated measurement
apparatuses, and a source of pairs of photongesituaidway between them (see Fig. 1). Each

apparatus consists of a polarizing beam splittelrtaro detectors, one for each of the polarized
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Fig 11 Schematicsketch of the setup considered by Bell, adaptedphotons.

S represents the source of entangled pairs of phothe dot-dashed boxes represent
the measuring apparatuses, and the arrows markpdhes of the photons. Each
apparatus contains a polarizing beam splitter (ABf)esented by a crossed rectangle,
and a pair of detectors represented by crescdifits.anglesa andb extend out of the
plane of this figure, and measure the preferredrpmation direction of each PBS (say,
relative to the vertical). If the photon on thdt Iéor the right) has the preferred
polarization, it is deflected towards the detetatweled A=1 (or B =1), whereas if it
has the perpendicular polarization, it reachesther detector, resulting id = -1 (or
B=-1). The elements of the setup are considered giede that shortly after each
time the source is activated, two detectors clate on the left and one on the right,
and the associated values Af and B may be recorded. For large distances between
the source and the apparatuses, the apparatugysdi and b ) can be changed while
the photons are in flight. The correlations betweée and B are described by Egs. (1)
and (2), and can be measured by repeating theimggrmany times.

split beams. Each time the source is activatg@iaof photons is emitted, with one reaching the
left apparatus and the other reaching the righiegips. The orientation of the polarizing beam
splitter on the left is denoted (this is an angle, and is defined modut9 and the result of the
measurement is denotedl=1 if the photon activates the detector associatéld thie split beam
polarized alonga, and A= -1 if it activates the other detector, i.e., is foundbe polarized
perpendicular toa. Similarly, b denotes the orientation of the polarizing beanitteplon the

right, and the result of the measurement thereeiotdd B. Perfect detector efficiencies are

assumed, as noted above. The source (also assoifegberfect) may consist, e.g., of a Calcium

atom which is activated by exciting it into a statezero angular momentumj =0. The

Calcium atom decays in a radiative cascade, passioggh an intermediate state wifh=1,



and reaching itsj =0 ground state. The two photons emitted thus haweta angular

momentum of0, and are in the singlet state.

For a given choice of the orientatiord and b (the free variables), QM provides the
probabilities, P(A, Bla, b), for the four alternative experimental outcomész +1,B=+1. It

is convenient to specify these probabilities bytistathe expectation values of the individual

outcomes,
(1) (AN=(B)=0,
and the correlator,
) Pow (@,b) = (AB) = coq2a - 2b)

(Bell's original discussion of spin-1/2 particlesgther than photons, involves perfect anti-

correlations for identical orientationsP&J/z(a,b):—l for a=Db, rather than perfect

correlations, P, (a,b)=1 in this case; this leads to inessential minus ssigm subsequent

expressions). In other words, the probability dtaining A=1 or A=-1 are completely
random, 50% each, regardless of the orientatérend b, and the same holds fd ; only the
correlations are non-trivial. These probabilittes subject to experimental tests through repeated
measurements. The QM description is slightly défe¢ for cases where one measurement is
performed before the other, although Ed9.and(2) are retained. In such cases the description
involves a non-local “collapse of the wavefunctian,the sense that, e.g., knowledgeafand

A immediately affects the manner in which the prdligds for the measurement dB are
evaluated (descriptions in terms of “no-collapgenpretations” of QM are also non-local in this
sense). Note, however, that control of the fragabides can not be used to transmit signals non-

locally, e.g.,(B) is independent oé.

Einstein viewed the abovementioned non-localityuaacceptable, and held that the description
of QM needs to be completed by adding more detalig;h may differ from one pair of photons
to the next. In the famous paper of Einstein, Fgoand Rosefl (EPR), it was shown that in
order to maintain locality, these additional detaivould have to completely determine the

subsequent results of the and B measurements, i.e., knowledge of them would ade¥inite

4



predictions to be made with a probability of 100%he additional details were referred to as
“elements of physical reality” in Ref. 10, but eldere they were called “hidden variables,” and
widely attacked. In fact, several “no-hidden-vhks theorems” were formulated, but in 1952
Bohm, following ideas of de Broglie, presented didvdidden-variables theory — Bohmian
mechanic¥ — in which QM is indeed complemented in a mannkickv makes all predictions
deterministic, depending only on the details of thidal conditions of the hidden variables.
Ironically, this theory was quite explicitly nondal! Bell set oUf to prove that complementing
QM in a manner which would restore locality is irapible, i.e., that the premises of EPR are
mutually contradictory. Notice that in all of thiiscussion, causality — in the sense that the

future can not affect the past (arrow of time) -s\maturally) taken for granted.

In order to check whether the non-local correlaidascribed in Eq2) could be due to common
causes in the past, Bell introduced the notafiofor the set of all the properties of each pair of
photons before any measurement is made on theingtaio account the possibility that these
properties may vary from one pair to the next. Télements of physical reality” of EPR are to
be included ini, as are any additional hidden variables. Noternbaassumption is being made
here, asA is not restricted in any way — it may represegbmplicated set of parameters and
functions, a single continuous or discrete varigbleconstant, or even an empty set (if the
properties of the pair include internal degreesreédom which evolve through a deterministic
dynamics, then only their initial values need toitduded inA). The assumption afausality
implies that4 does not depend oa andb (and onA and B), because it represents properties
of the pair of photons before any interaction wvilte beam splitters and detectors occurs. The
free-variable status od andb, inherent in the setup, guarantees that thesetidapend onl

(or on any other properties of the system), andetbee causality implies thal is statistically
independent ofa andb.®* The assumption dbcality implies that A does not depend on the
orientationb of the distant beam-splitter or the measuremenilrd8 there (similarly, B does
not depend ora and onA). Thus, a locally causal description, in attemgtio reproduce Egs.

(1) and(2), may employ any type of , but must supply a distributiop(/i) of values of/1, and

rules by which the probabilities foA = +1 are determined by and A, and similarly rules for

B, givenb and 4. Bell showed that there can be no such descniptio

Bell's proof proceeded in three steps. The first step foll@RRK in deducing thaA must be

completely determined bg and 4. The assumption thad is independent ob and B does



allow for the possibility that a stochastic elemeaines into play. Such a situation would be

described by a probability distributiop(Ala,/I), rather than a simple functioA(a,i). But if

b= a then the actual value oA can not be random and must instead be equBl,taccording
to Eq. (2) — in this case QM predicts the value Af with a probability of 100% (perfect

correlations). ThusA cannot be stochastic and must be completely datechby a and A,

and this dependence may be denotedﬁ()a,/i). As A is assumed independent lof the same
dependence must apply whenz a as well. The similarly definedB(b,/I) must share the same

dependenceB(b,1)= A(b, 1) (this shows that the information withi that determines the
polarizationsA and B is “duplicated,” and “carried” by each photon widually). The second

step of Bell's proof consists of writing the coatr <AB> as

3) Peer (2.0) = [ d2p(2)Aa, )b, 2) |

(if A is discrete, summation rather than integratiaimiderstood), and deriving an inequality for

correlators of this type. The derivation uses thets that p(/I) is never negative and is

normalized, and thaf? =1. It involves introducing a third orientatian, and noting that from
(4)  Poen(@.b)~Poey(a,c)= [dap(2)A(a 2)Alb, A1~ Alb, 2)Alc, 2]

one may obtain, by taking the absolute value ofritegrand,
5)  [Pear(@b)-Paa(ac)< J.dﬁp(ﬁ)[l— Alb, 2)A(c, 2)] = 1-Pyq (bic) -

This is the original Bell's inequality, adaptedpboton polarizations. The third step consists of
substituting Eq(2) for the correlators within the inequality, amoting that it is violated. Indeed,

using nearby values df andc, the left hand side is linear |b— C| whereas the right hand side

is quadratic, violating the inequality. Thus, tpgantum phenomena described by &).are

incompatible with any locally causal model.

The essential difference between the presentateme And Bell's work lies in the explicit
statement of the assumption of causality, as disfimm the assumption of locality (or local
causality) emphasized by Bell. This opens the dooa discussion of non-causal models, in
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addition to the standard discussion of non-locabtles. Before turning to this discussion (in the
next section), an attempt to clarify three commasconceptions will be made. Firstly, note that
inequalities of the type of E¢5) are amenable to experimental tests, and hgeatedly been
falsified experimentally, including “delayed chdiaexperiments, in which the values af and

b are varied while the photons are in flight, thusventing a situation in whici could depend
on a and b without contradicting causality. It is customaxy view such experiments as
providing better and better evidence that “locallisen” is violated in Nature, implying the
question which of the two — “locality” or “realism? must be rejecteld. As QM is vindicated in
these experiments, and “local realism” is refutéds somewhat inconvenient that QM itself
serves also as one of the premises that leads. {®)=q the perfect correlations predicted by QM
for the casea = b were used in the EPR argument at the beginnitigeofierivation. One is thus
tempted to separate the first step from the sesteywl of Bell's proof, and to note that Bell's
inequality, and similarly the Clauser-Horne-Shimdtgit (CHSH) inequality — the inequality
which has been most thoroughly examined experintighta are derived for models with hidden
variables 4 which are deterministic in the sense that theemene the resultA of the

measuremena through a functionA(a,/I). As a result, the term “realism” is interpréfeds

meaning “determinism.” However, it must be strestimat the deterministic character of the
hidden variables has been derived in the first steBell’'s proof, rather than introduced as a
separate assumption. Moreover, the CHSH inequhdity been shown to hold for local non-
deterministic hidden variables as wellThe notion of rejecting “realism” (in the “deteinism”

sense) and retaining local causality is thus gfaartenable.

What then is the correct interpretation of the térealism” in the present context? As this
question does not have a good ansiiris best to follow Bell’s later work’ and use the phrase
“local causality” rather than the phrase “local lisa” (this does not ignore that more
philosophical assumptions — that Nature is desbhibay mathematical models which may be
sought using the scientific method — are also iedli It is relevant to note héfehat the term
“elements of physical reality,” which was used ire tEPR artic® to describe deterministic
hidden variables, was introduced only through digaft condition, leaving the door open to
stochastic realistic elements. In fact, Einstenfd it necessary to repeatedly stress that lgcalit
(“the independent existence of the physical regligsent in different parts of space,”) rather than
determinism was the issue, his quote “God doeplagt dice” notwithstanding’ It is perhaps
amusing to note that the present misconceptionlvimg “realism” is in some sense a direct

descendant of this old misunderstanding regardetgrchinism. Bell's attempiSat clarifying
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this point are thus seen to have been as unsugtasstinstein’s (and it is very unlikely that the
present modest attempt will fare any better?).

A second misconception arises from an overempluasithe notion that the non-local quantum
effects propagate faster than light, and thus téalalativistic causality. Indeed, for a long time
Bell took the view that QM and fundamental relagivstand in apparent confliétand even
advocated a return to the concept of the aéttfér. However, relativity is a time-reversal
symmetric theory, and relativistic causality arigegdy when the symmetry is broken and an
arrow of time is imposed on the theory. The cabflhus arises not between QM and relativity,

but between QM, relativity and the arrow of time.

Taking the arrow of time for granted leads alsa third misconceptiof.Bell’s inequalities arise
from the mutual independence of the hidden varg@allleand the settings of the measurement
apparatusesa and b. The violation of the inequalities thus appearsdquire a correlation
between them, and it is often thought that the evdy to set up such a correlation is to imagine
that a andb arenotfree variable$® and are instead determined by a common cause ipat$t,

I} and

which also determined . Such an explanation has been called super-deistin by Bel
is associated with a denial of the free will of theperimenters who might be randomly choosing
the values ofa and b at the last moment. It is relevant to mentionehgrat such super-

deterministic explanations are of a conspiratonialure®

and that such conspiracies, if
postulated, would undermine any scientific investiimn. However, for the present purposes —
analyzing which types of models can reproduce #selts of QM — it is simply unnecessary to
bring in such philosophically complex concepts & fwill. It suffices instead to note that the
standard setup of QM takes and b to be free variables, and that this feature masehained if
QM is to be faithfully reproduced. The next sattdescribes an explicit toy-model which, by
denying causality, succeeds in generating the redgiorrelations betweed, b and A, without
renouncing the free-variable status cd and b. This is done by positing that the hidden
variables are determined by causestheir future rather than taking the correlations to be

generated by common causes in the past.

[l. Retro-causal model

One manner of clarifying the implications of Beltteeorem is to consider concrete models which
violate the assumptions of the theorem, and are¢hpable of reproducing Edq4) and(2). Bell

used this tool in his original workincluding a simple non-local model, which will Hiscussed
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below. A non-causal model may be obtaffidxy taking A to be an angle which accepts one of

the valuesa, a+ 7r/2, b, b+7r/2, with equal probabilities, i.e., by assuming that

(6) plafa,b)= 711{5(/1 —a)+ 5[/1 - a—%)+5(/1 —b)+ 5(1— b—%ﬂ .

Here 1 represents the linear polarization of the photmienging to each pair. The model thus
assumes that the photons are emitted by the sovithepolarizations which “anticipate” the

directions of the apparatuses to be encounterdaeifiuture — a blatant and explicit violation of
causality. The subsequent interaction with eagraggius follows the standard probability rules

for single-photon polarization measurements:

7) p(Aa, )= {::zzgz ~ j)) AA :_11 !

together with the corresponding expression h{B|b,Z) (this is Malus’ law, discovered at the

beginning of the 19 century in the context of many-photon beams).is Istraightforward to
derive Eqs(1) and(2) from Eqgs(6) and(7). In fact, each one of the possible valued ah Eq.

(6) separately leads to the quantum-mechanicalelations of Eq.(2). For example, if

A =a+z/2 then A=—1 with certainty, andB =1 or —1 with probabilities ofsin(a—b)

and cos’(a—b) respectively (wherb =a or b=a+ /2, the values of bothA and B are
selected with certainty, resulting in the perfeotrelations mentioned above). The resulting

contribution to the correlatofAB) is equal tdyy (a,b). It is necessary to introducé as a

stochasticvariable with equal probabilities fol =a and for A =a+ z/2 (and similarly for
A =b,b+7/2) in order to reproduce also Ed). In Eq.(6), equal weights have been chosen

for all values of4 , for symmetry reasons (aesthetics).

This retro-causal model is appealing in its sinilic It is nevertheless difficult to accept,
mainly?® for two reasons: (a) we are not used to retroaahinking — in fact, we usually expect
such effects to lead to paradoxes — and (b) ibisctear at present whether the model can be
generalized to other quantum phenomena. Howe\erglear that such a model avoids the clash
with relativity, and instead requires one to qumsthe standard notions regarding the arrows of

time. Reflection reveals that these notions, wbemsidered within a microscopic context, are
9



not at all on a firm footing. As paradoxes wouldéed arise if information could be sent back in
time, it is important to realize that represents an “inaccessible” quantity, which catbe
simply measured at the source (for if it were, coeld send signals ta andb instructing them

to avoid the valuest, A + 7/2, resulting in a paradoxical situation). For arseiconsisting of a

Ca atom, one may easily imagine an attempt to measuby interrogating the intermediate
j =1 state of the radiative cascade, and measurirgpits Such a measurement would destroy

the EPR correlations of the photon pair, just aSwvhich path” measurement destroys the
interference pattern in a two-slit experiment. &jpeally, such a measurement would amount to
setting up a third apparatus, with an orientat@nand a measurement res@t, such that the
usual EPR correlations of E() would hold betweel€ and eitherA or B, according to which
apparatus measures the first photon of the casc@tle.absence of EPR correlations involving

the second photon in the cascade (together witkwéieknown rule that EPR correlations do not

allow signaling — in this caséC) = 0) ensures that no causality paradoxes arise.

In fact, one may legitimately turn the argumentuaidy and point out that one of the bizarre
properties of QM — the fact that it requires thaceessibility of some physical quantities, such as
the “which path” variables — may thus receive attina” explanation. After all, if one assumes
that fundamental microscopic phenomena are notticined by causality (motivated, e.g., by
symmetry arguments and relativity theory), whemasroscopic phenomena are, then one is led
directly to consider retro-causal theories, and arch theory must involve inaccessible variables
in order to avoid paradox&sThe issue of whether self-consistent microscapiclels which are
not causal are possible at all, and further, whetueh models may be compatible with a

macroscopic description which obeys strict caugalitll be discussed further in the next section.

It is appropriate at this point to compare this elotb other theoretical descriptions which
reproduce Eqql) and(2), including standard, orthodox QM. In orthod@kl, the photon pair is
described by a wavefunction, which evolves deteistigally until the measurements are made.
At that point, a stochastic and non-local eventuegcfollowing Born's probability rules. It is
also possible to reproduce Ek) and(2) with completely deterministic, but non-localndynics,
while ascribing the different possible outcomes tbé measurements to different initial
conditions. As already mentioned, Bell devisednapte model of this type, and included it in

Ref. 2 to provide context and clarity. In the mhotversion of that model, the initial conditioh

is taken to be a uniformly distributed random angle B is taken a4 if |/1 - b| <7z/4 and-1
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P o Dynamics determining
Initial conditions” A results A and B
A €[0,7)is an angle. It depends qn  Stochastic(except for
Retlzg)(;gz?sal a andb in astochastic retro-causal| &= 4,4 +7/2). See Eq(7)
manner. p(/1|a, b) is discrete, Eq(6). | for p(A{a,l) and p(B|b,1)
Quantum ) ) Stochasticandnon-local,
Mechanics A is the wavefunctiony. p(A Bla, b, ) provided.
Bell local P [0 )i | di Deterministic andnon-local,
ell's non-loca S .,7Z IS al’.l ar.19 e, and Is A(a, b,/?,) and B(b,ﬂ,)
model uniformly distributed. .
provided.
A consists of the wavefunctign and
- . - Deterministic andnon-local
i initial particle positions’; . The '
Bohmian ¥ parieiep | Ala,b, 1) andB(a,b, 1)
Mechanics coordinates; are (usually) assumefl provided
distributed according tg . '

Table 1:Different ways of reproducing the Bell's-inequaNiolating correlations,
Eq. (2). Bell's non-local model is naturally generatizby Bohmian mechanics.
Finding general non-causal models remains a clugdlen

otherwise. A is taken to depend o, A and b - it is taken ad if [1—a]<z/4 and -1

otherwise, where the angle’ is chosen so as to reproduce H@), according to
1-(2/7)2a—2a")=coq2a—2b). This toy-model has a somewhat artificial characas is

typical for mathematical-demonstration models a$ ttype?” The different models discussed,
including Bohmian mechanié8are summarized and compared in Table 1, whichdsrapanied
by a sketch in Fig. 2.

As there are many equivalent formulations and medebuantum phenomena, quite a few more
lines could be added to the table. In the presemtext, it is especially relevant to mention retro
causal model&* However, some of these models do not explicithwjzle expressions for the
measurement resulté\ and B or their probabilities, treating them instead ageg “final
conditions,” and are therefore not directly compérdo the models listed in the table. It may be
useful for the promoters of the various availatdsaliptions to discuss their preferred models in
terms corresponding to adding lines to this table.
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Fig 2 Space-time sketch comparing alternatives for gratitical models of quantum
correlations. The full arrows describe the paththe photons from the source to the
measuring apparatuses. In nonlocal models (dattedble arrow) the mathematical
description of the state of the system propagatesilly from the past into the future,
but output variables corresponding (e.g.) to tliedpparatus may depend on variables
describing the right apparatus. In retro-causadi@ts (dashed arrows) propagation of
mathematical information from the apparatuses bacltsy in time to the source is
allowed, and thus no instantaneous “action at tanli®” is needed. In these models,
the variables which carry information which haspagated into the past represent
microscopic physical quantities (attributes of “gtuan fluctuations”), which must be
inaccessible at the macroscopic level (“hiddendtherwise, paradoxes would arise.
The next section suggests a quest for mathematesdriptions which reconcile a-
causal propagation of information at the microscolgvel with an arrow of time
(causality) applicable to macroscopic, irreversitdgistered information.

Three additional remarks are in order:

() A full description of the physical phenomenderant to the measurement processes must
involve irreversibility. For example, in the aboratro-causal model, E¢6), the possible values
of A are determined by the four detectors which irrsitdy record the result of the polarization
measurements, and not by the presence of the Zintabeam-splitters themselves. After all, if,
within the a apparatus, the two detectors are removed andnheartial beams are carefully
recombined using an additional polarizing beamttgp)i then a similar apparatus with an
orientationc can be placed beyond tleeapparatus, and the value ©f rather thana, will play
arole in determiningl . As usual in QM, one can treat a measuremendasdybeen performed
only when the result has been amplified and irrgbér recorded.
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(ii) It is of interest to discuss the symmetry @ymmetry of the different descriptions with
respect to exchanging and b. Bell's toy-model is not symmetric, but it is nessentially
difficult to symmetrize it. Asymmetric versions tife other descriptions also exist — if the
measurement occurs earlier in time, then the stdr@M description ha® and 4 determining
the probabilities of the possible values Bf, with the wavefunction collapsing into a staté
which depends oib and B, and with A' and a later determining the probabilities fok. An

asymmetric version of the retro-causal model dbedri above is obtained by taking
p(ﬁ|b):%{5(ﬂ—b)+ 5(/1—b—%ﬂ instead of Eq(6), with A independent ofa. The

simplicity of the model is evident in the fact thhe prescription for the probabilities @& and

B, Eq.(7), is unchanged.

(iii) The assumptions of locality and causality &reseparable,” in the sense that (a) violations of
causality indirectly imply violations of localityf(A depends ora and B depends o, then

B depends indirectly ora), and (b) if relativistic arguments are acceptibeén violations of
locality, which are instantaneous in one referename, represent also violations of causality in
other reference frames. Furthermore, any non-tamedel of the type discussed here can be
“translated” into a non-local model, and vice vergaor example A of Eq.(6) can be replaced
by a random integen from 1 to 4, thus becoming independentaofand b, and then an angle

/1'(n,a, b) can be defined as associated with a later timeinbas manner such that' retains all

the properties of the previous, and is used in the same manner. Converselynanylocal
model can be “translated” into a non-causal onegvgiuating A and B at the source, and
including them as elements of the def* This “mathematical equivalence” between thesdas
of non-local models and non-causal models shoutdbtinod us to the fact that locality and
causality are physically distinct, and in particuldirect non-locality clashes with the principles
of relativity. Retro-causality not only does ndéagh with relativity — it instead requires that the
past light-cones sometimes be treated in a mammdasto the usual treatment of future light-

cones, thus encouraging us to respect the timesaveymmetry of the relativistic point of view.

IV.  Routes for generalization

The comparison made in Table 1 leads naturallyxéofollowing question: Can the given retro-

causal, stochastic model be generalized to all knquantum phenomena, in analogy with the

fact that Bohmian mechanics provides a generalrigi¢i®n belonging to the same “deterministic-
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nonlocal” class as the simple model of Bell? Theme two avenues which one could possibly
pursue in tackling this question. The first woblkel a step-by-step approach, wherein one would
seek simple retro-causal models capable of desgrigpecific surprising quantum phenomena,
e.g., those involved in formulating “improved” Bslinequalities’>* or the intricate phenomena
involved in quantum computation schemi&¥. The second avenue would involve seeking a
more fundamental description. After all, Bohmiaraianics has several distinctive features
which make it stand out as significantly more thageneralization of a discrete toy-model (apart
from having been formulated earlier). For examjplprovides a description of measurements in
which the “pointer” degrees of freedom are treatea manner identical to the microscopic ones,
in contrast with the toy-model descriptions andhwitandard QM, wherein the variables
representing measurement results (eAgand B) are of a separate class. In this sense, Bohmian
mechanics “does not suffer from the measuremertilgma” Although the possible importance
of the first avenue is emphasized here, it will hetdiscussed further. The remainder of this

section will be devoted to preliminaries concerring second avenue.

Keeping in mind (i) the stochastic nature of thpe retro-causal model, (ii) the time-reversal

symmetry typical of microscopic theories, and (i success of quantum field theories in high-
energy physics, it is perhaps natural to seek aenfiendamental description by pursuing a

“stochastic field approach.” A prototypical exampbdf such a description is given by the

stochastic quantization method of Parisi and 3uThis method constitutes an alternative

formulation of Quantum Field Theory (QFT), in therse sense that the original Feynman path
integrals provided an alternative formulation farslard QM. It specifi€5a probability density

Plo(F,t)] for field configurations®(F,t), in a manner which reproduces all the standard
correlation functions for the fields, as known frgerturbative QFT. The probabilities specified
by P[d)(F,t)] are conventional, real probabilities, in contrasth the complex probability

amplitudes which have become standard in QM; tleéddi involved do, however, acquire

imaginary components.

The microscopic prescription fdP[(D(F,t)] is symmetric under time-reversal. How can such a

description be consistent with known time-asymrastre.g., those evident in the rules for using
QM to predict the results of measurements, or timgdved in the irreversible phenomena of the
macroscopic world? The difficulties involved incomciling irreversibility and time’s arrows
with time-reversal-symmetric microscopic theoriesdn been puzzling for a very long time. For
example, already in the #@entury, Boltzmann argued that, given a low-entropnfiguration in
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the present, one should expect entropy to go uwih the futureandthe past directions. If the
universe had lasted for a long enough time, sicgnifi fluctuations in the entropy would be
inevitable, and therefore the existence of a lovwropy at present was not particularly
problematic. However, in this picture not memariear fossil evidence, can be trusted, because
the lower-entropy situation implied by them wouldquire an (immensely) more unlikely
fluctuation than the fluctuation required to produthe present low-entropy state, with the
memories and fossils in plaéels is well known, these difficulties can be awaidby singling

out initial conditions for special treatment. lede the use of appropriate initial (rather than
final) conditions allowed Boltzmann to break thmeireversal symmetry of classical mechanics

and to derive his H-theorem, and make the conneetith macroscopic thermodynamics.

Can the same technique — breaking the time-reveysainetry by imposing initial conditions —
be useful also in the context of the stochastitd fipproach? Note that imposing initial
conditions breaks the time-reversal symmetry okeinistic and stochastic theories in quite
different manners. A deterministic, time-reversghmetric theory gives a set of rules (typically,
differential equations) which determine the confajions at all times, once the configuration at

any specific timetg is given. The theory may also allow for exterfaies or fields — e.g.,
Maxwell's equations for the electromagnetic fiehdth the charge and current densities treated as
external fields. If initial conditions are usedwn such a framework, i.e., the tintg for which

the field configuration is considered to be extdyngiven is the earliest time considered, then
causality follows. Specifically, when comparingotwituations with identical initial conditions

and external fields, except for a difference in Whadues of the external fields at a poijt and
time t;, with t; > ty, one finds that the two situations have identfedtl configurations for all
times betweent, and t;. In the abovementioned case of Maxwell's equatiahe field
configurations will be the same everywhere outsigefuture light-cone of the poirﬁt‘l,tl), i.e.
one obtains relativistic local causality.

If the theory is not deterministic but stochastibe theoretical rules determine only the

probabilities associated with different space-timenfigurations, even if the configuration

variables at one specific timég, are fully specified. In the notation used abowee may
modify P[CD(F,t)] by removing all configurations for whicﬁ)(F,to) deviates from the given

set of initial conditions. Clearly, time-reversimmetry will be broken by this procedure (for
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Fig 3. Sketch of space-time regions which may be aftette initial conditions and
external fields, allowing two points to be made:

I. Using the example of Maxwell’'s equations for atetministic, time-reversal
symmetric theory, the external application of aniltaing dipole at(fl,tl) can
produce outgoing waves in the regions marked byetimpty ovals, but cannot
affect the fields in the full ovals — the presemégncoming waves is completely
determined by the initial conditions. For a stathtatheory, the field configuration
is not completely specified by these conditiong] #me application of the dipole
may affect the details of the fluctuating fieldegtvacuum fluctuations?) in the
regions marked by the filled ovals as well. Thetechasticity and retro-causality
are interrelated, at least in the presence ofiritinditions.

Il. A significant route for further research, iretlbontext of stochastic field theories,
would be a search for mathematical descriptiore ‘@fissipative detector” (capable
of “clicking”), which could be “placed” in the remgms marked by the ovals. The
search should focus on cases in which the “firiag’r of the “detector” is affected
by the oscillating dipole only for the empty ovadsid not for the filled ovals, even
though the detailed field distribution there is rfied. This would correspond to
the impossibility of signaling into the past.

times later tharty), but strict microscopic causality need not foll¢gsee Fig. 3, point I). In
other words, a comparison of the two situationscilidiffer only in the external fields applied at

(Fl,tl) may now reveal differences between the two alsionats betweert; andt;.

There are many intriguing issues which may be daieethe context of such descriptions. For

example, if the stochastic rules allow for only ‘arhfluctuations around classical determinism,

then one may expect “effective causality” to emdige'macroscopically large” fluctuations. In

what sense could this happen? Can one add “sSumds'detectors” to such descriptions? The
16



description of a source may be given simply by artillating dipole coupled to the
“electromagnetic field,” where the behavior of tHgole is described as an external field.
Presumably, an irreversible detector would be desdrby a large number of degrees of freedom
associated with a single position in space, artdlizied in a collective metastable state (in rough
correspondence to a photomultiplier tufe)lf properly coupled to the “electromagnetic figld
such a detector would have a “firing rate” whichukbdepend on the fluctuations in the field.

Can one devise a description in which the exist@i@“source” in a region nezir”l,tl) would
affect the “firing rate” of a detector only neaetfuture light-cone o(fl,tl), even though the

details of the fluctuations id(r',t) are modified by the presence of the source alsdirftes

beforet;? (See Fig. 3, point II).

If such a description can be devised, the meanifigneasurement” would be quite indirect, in
the sense that the implication that the presence“afick” in the detector (switching out of the
metastable state) has on the behavior of the eteafgnetic field is quite different from the

implication of a statement such as “the value e&f field at pointr, and timet, is ®,.” It

would be nontrivial to deduce the implication thia¢ result of one “measurement” has on the
propensities of other “measurements” to yield ottesults. However, if the stochastic field is
subject to rules which are local in an approprigese, then it is reasonable to expect that all of
the information contained in measurements perforompedo a certain timé can be embedded
into a mathematical construct, which would repregiem “state of the system” at that time. This
“state” would then depend on time in a manner wiiserves information, except at points in
time at which other measurements are made. Foc@essful theory, this should correspond to
unitary evolution, punctuated by “quantum jumps”thé times at which measurements are

involved.

V. Conclusions

Bell's theorem shows that quantum phenomena ddi¢Xbpooky actions at a distance,” defying
Einstein's intuition. The retro-causal model dibszt above shows that “spooky actions in the
past” may account for these phenomena without wigskith relativity. In other words,
attributing “foresight” rather than “telepathy” tpuantum degrees of freedom may be appropriate,
as long as it is emphasized that the non-clasgicadesses alluded to are confined to a sub-

microscopic level, and are incapable of transngjttimacroscopically-registered signals.
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Constructing a general theory of quantum phenonadoag retro-causal lines similar to those
employed by the model would be desirable, but womtd represent a truly microscopic
description, as the irreversibility of registeringeasurement results remains implicit. Some
preliminary ideas regarding microscopic stochasdéiscriptions were discussed, but only touched
vaguely on the explicit description of irreversilsteasurements. When compared to standard
QM, these ideas lead to the view that QM is a dason following only the irreversibly
registered part of the information regarding aaysttherefore it is natural to have conservation
of information — unitary evolution — punctuated ‘ymps” whenever additional information is
registered. We conclude that it is necessary ¢admn irreversibility and the arrow of time, in

exploring quantum phenomena.

Given the persistence of pre®26entury ideas on causality and determinism, all thoé
suggestions above are likely to be controversidhgagh more radical approaches have been
seriously consider8y. However, there should be wide agreement thatptaetice of not
explicitty mentioning causality and time’'s arrow &h enumerating Bell's assumptions is
misleading, and should cease.
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