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Abstract

In this paper we present a theoretical analysis of the faster than light communication possibility based
on entangled photons. We analyze designs that may be capable to solve the problem of direct
information transfer between members of an entangled photon pairs. We consider that experimental
verifications can confirm or even refute this. Our hypothesis was that most proofs of the no-
communication theorem are based on a certain set of conditions, and it is possible to provide a broader
set of conditions that allow the establishment of entangled states as quantum information channels,
without using a classical channel. One basic unit of the proposed design transforms the polarization
state of one member of an entangled photon pair into a spatial superposition state. Thus, after the
polarization measurement performed on one member, which eliminates the entanglement, the
quantum information is maintained in the spatial superposition state of the other member. This can
be recovered by a particular measurement based on spatial interference. We have shown that
solutions with so-called symmetric functions lead to average results that corresponds to the no-
communication theorem. However, using asymmetric functions the averaged measurement results
calculated in a prescribed time window can distinguish the types of measurements performed on the
other member of the pair. This can establish a communication code that enables faster-than-light
information sharing under specific conditions. There may be also further theoretical consequences: a
significant extension of the quantum mechanical nonlocality principle.

1. Introduction

The impossibility of faster-than-light information transfer is not self-evident in quantum mechanics.
[1] [2] This explicit limit stems from the special relativity theory. [3] Quantum mechanics, as well as
special (and general) relativity theory, offer descriptions of the physical world based on different
foundations. Therefore, reconciling or linking these two theoretical descriptions has been a priority in
physics from the beginning. [4] [5] The relativistic quantum mechanics and quantum field theories
created in this way include the speed-of-light constraint on the propagation of effects [6], thus meeting
the expected causal relationships in special relativity theory [7].

The feature of non-locality is demonstrated by the so-called EPR paradox, which describes two
entangled particles that can be spatially separated but belong to the same wavefunction. When a
measurement is made on one particle, the entire wavefunction collapses in a specific way, and the
other particle ends up in a corresponding state. This results in correlated measurement outcomes for
the two particles (completely in the case of pure Bell states). (For a brief description and formal basic



criteria see Appendix Al, for an overview of the problem of nonlocality and entanglement see
Appendix A2.)

The question of paramount importance is why, if measurements can determine each other, this cannot
be used for instant information transfer. The no-communication theorem provides a kind of answer to
this. [3] According to this theorem, in the case of entangled quantum states, information that cannot
be transmitted by the measurement of one subsystem to the other subsystem, so that it appears in its
measurement results — although there is a correlation between the measurements.

We question the widely accepted theorem that the nonlocality offered by the entanglement of
guantum particles does not allow information transfer without auxiliary classical information channels.
We argue that the conditions defined for various versions of the no-communication theorem are not
general. We define a possible broader set of conditions under which a processing method may allow
direct information transfer between parties. The task of such a construction is to properly manipulate
the quantum information carried by entangled pairs of photons (in the form of wave functions) and
allow measurements on the receiver side with outcomes depending on the action on the sender side.
We demonstrate that it is possible to provide wave functions that locally contain information about
the entire systems. We show that this forms the basis of the communication possibility solely via
entangled photons. The main novelty is in the method used to extract information from the wave
functions originally hidden in the joint quantum state, and to make the direct relation between the
action of the sender and the measurement result. The proposed method is based on a statistical
evaluation of averaged photon detector signals, the temporal period used on the sender and receiver
side must be agreed in advance but synchronization is not required.

The presented train of thought is entirely theoretical, we demonstrate through simple mathematical
derivations the premise, our goal was to apply the simplest formalism possible. The formulas apply
solely to quantum mechanical systems containing only two photons, and we do not provide the more
general relationships to which these are partial cases. Our reasoning is logically based on the premise
that if something can be proven in a specific case, then the general conclusion that communication
with entangled states is possible is true. In the presented context case, we only rely on pure Bell states,
a mixture of different states, as characteristic to real life sources, is not considered. The task is to
demonstrate the idea, practical realizations are left for future research.

1.1 Beyond the no-communication theorem

There are several different types of proofs of the no-communication theorem, but fundamentally each
one is related to the Bell theorem. [3] [7] [8] [9] [10] The Bell theorem states that if the physical
properties targeted by the measurements are not determined beforehand and locally, then the
measurements will be random from a local perspective for each entity. In the no-communication
theorem, the local perspective is if we only consider the measurement results of one of the entangled
particles. Therefore, if, as previously stated, there is a correlation between the measurement results
of two entangled particles, but at the same time, from a local point of view, the measurement results
of one particle are random, then from a local point of view, the measurement results of the other
particle will also be random. However, the randomness seen in the second particle from a local
perspective would be the same as if no measurement had occurred on the first particle (or as if the
first measurement had occurred on the second particle). Therefore, the conclusion of the no-
communication theorem is that measurements of entangled quantum states are correlated, but
information about this correlation cannot be obtained from local measurements, and thus the
information cannot be transmitted through the correlation. The "global" information about the
correlation can only be established through a classical channel limited by the speed of light.



Thus, the no-communication theorem offers an answer to a contradiction in relation to entanglement
phenomena. The contradiction lies between the non-locality of quantum mechanics and the principle
of locality of special relativity theory or field and space theories based on it. In the former case,
immediate correlations, in some interpretations immediate actions, are created, while the latter
restrict the propagation of effects through localities at the speed of light. The relationship between
these two types of theories is not yet fully clarified today — just as the scope of validity and degree of
generalizability of the Bell theorem is a subject of research. The fundamental question is whether
theories representing local realism can accept and interpret entanglement phenomena, so it is also a
question whether special relativity theory can be a framework theory in which entanglement
phenomena can be described (for example, in reference frames).

However, the conclusion derived from the no-communication theorem can only offer a partial
solution. On the one hand, it proves that the information content of measurements of entanglement
phenomena can only be conveyed at the speed of light, which satisfies the requirement of special
relativity theory [11]. On the other hand, the no-communication theorem evaluates only one aspect
of the correlation arising from measurements of entanglement phenomena, namely the informational
aspect. Because the correlation can be immediate, but the propagation of information regarding this
is of finite speed.

In contrast, in relativity theory, the "correlations" — such as simultaneity of events — and the
information regarding them coincide. Here, the "correlations" have meaning precisely in terms of how
they appear as "correlations" to observers, for example, as light signals arriving simultaneously in a
given reference frame. Therefore, the "correlation" and the information about it are not separated —
unlike what is seen in quantum mechanics. Similarly, in relativity theory, for photons, the effect and
the information about the effect coincide: the observer is informed by the effect itself. In the case of
entanglement phenomena, the measurement of one subsystem has an immediate effect on the other
subsystem (if we accept this interpretation), but the information about the occurrence of the effect is
separate from this. Therefore, the no-communication theorem makes only the informational aspect of
the correlation of measurements related to entanglement phenomena acceptable to relativity theory.
However, this "informational” model may still hold many developments.

2. A broader concept of measurement conditions

The conclusion of the no-communication theorem is that ,faster than light” information transfer is
generally not possible, there may be no circumstances to allow it. On the other hand our opinion is
that if the conditions under which the demonstration of the theorem had place are not general the
conclusion drawn for the theorem is also not general.

Some basic conditions of the no-communication theorem are within the definition of the
measurement concept. Basic characteristics of the measurement concept used in the demonstration
of the theorem:

1. the measurements is targeting one particular physical property of the subject;
2. the result of the measurement is a definite value;
3. the measurement on an entangled pair cannot be repeated, it is non-recurring.

We emphasize that the theorem reduces the possibility of information transfer to measurements with
particular and definite outcomes based assuming the above listed characteristics of the measurement.



We think that these restrict the validity of the theorem and think that expanding the characteristics of
the measurement concept leads to communication possibilities outside its validity range.

In the next chapters we analyze a measurement concept realized in a measurement assembly that
extends the above characteristics of measurement.

1. The measurement is not intended to measure only one parameter of the photon, the measuring
instrument performs simultaneously the measurement of polarization and photon path

2. The measurements does not target a single quantum-state, the polarization and path together
represent a superposition of both quantum states

3. The outcome of the measurement is not a strictly determined value, the measurements are only
weak, which did not result in a complete reduction of the wave function, the quantum states persist
after the weak measurement

4. The result of the measurement is not unique on an entangled pair, after the first weak measurement
further measurements are allowed by the persisting quantum state, who may be independent on the
result of the first

This extended concept of measurement means that in certain combinations the collapse of the wave
function due to the measurement is not full, the measurement result is not unique and has an amount
of uncertainty, then this will result in the persistence of entanglement. We expect also that if the
measurement concept is handling two quantum properties, which are related to each other,
measurement of one property does not lead to complete loss of information since it is further carried
by the other. In our proposed concept the polarization state is related to the photon path: while the
superposed state of the polarization is collapsed the spatial position of the photon remains in a
superposed state related to that of the polarization anterior to the measurement event. The
superposed spatial position state can be further measured and evaluated. With this transfer of the
information between polarization and spatial position states we expect that the conclusion of the no-
communication theorem, which assumes that one measurement erases all information, is not
generally valid.

Particularity of this concept based on , weak” measurements is that the final measurement result is
depending on both the initial state of the photon and changes in their states during the transfer
through the arrangement. Our proposed concept is based on statistical evaluation of detector signals,
at least information transfer in our system requires measurement of multiple photons within a time
window. Hence this information transfer can not be considered as instantaneous, in the sense that
detection of a photon immediately results in an information (e.g. bit) content on the other side.
However, the distance between the partners may induce a higher time needed for light propagation
between them than that needed for the measurement evaluation.

3. Conceptual description of the construction

Below we present a device that meets the requirements described in Chapter 2. Fig. 1 is a conceptual
representation, based on that we describe the quantum mechanical and quantum informatics
processes and measurement-detection results.
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Fig. 1. Schematic of the principle construction with an unspecified F(XOR) gate. So — photon source;
A — Alice branch; B —Bob branch; B;, B, — Bob's split branches; BS — beam splitter; Py — horizontal
polarizer; Py — vertical polarizer; BSHV — the unit consisting of BS, Py, Py elements; L — distance
regulator; Ps1, Ps2 — 45° polarizer on branch B;, BS;, BS; — beam splitters; Bci, Bc; — control branches;
Dc1, Dcz — control detector system; F(XOR) — special XOR gate; Bxi, Bx, — input branches of the F(XOR)
gate; By, — output branch of the F(XOR) gate; Dy — detector (system) after F(XOR) gate; Inf — data
processing unit; P, — insertable-removable a angle polarizer on the Alice branch

So is a sufficiently weak photon source, emitting entangled photons in two directions, on branches A
(Alice) and B (Bob). In principle, a sufficient time interval is provided between the exits of individual
photon pairs so that they are separated from each other and do not overlap each other in the
subsequent processes.

On branch B, the photon arrives at the BS beam splitter, which splits this path into sub-branchs B; and
B,. This allows the quantum state of the photon to be a spatial superposition. At the same time, the
PH and PV polarizers allow different polarizations on the two paths, only horizontal (H) and vertical (V)
polarization values. Although the sequence of the BS beam splitter and Py, Py polarizers in the
schematic diagram indicates separate operations, it is advisable to consider these elements as a system
(denoted as BSHV) and to interpret the spatial division and polarization value assignment as one
operation from the point of view of the calculations (this requirement it can also be done in the case
of a technical implementation, e.g. with a polarizing beamsplitter). BSHV opens up the perspective that
manipulations on one of the coupled spatial and polarization superposition quantum states will result
in "traces" on the other state as well, from which information may be obtained.

The function of the distance regulator L is to ensure that the photon, after entering the BS beam
splitter, travels the same distance along paths B1 and B2 to the inclined polarizers Pg1, Ps>.

The polarizers Pg;, Ps; oriented diagonally provide parallel polarized photons from orthogonally
polarized ones, when pass through. BS; and BS; beam splitters split the B; and B, branches. Photons
can propagate with equal probability on branches Bc; and Bcz, and on branches Bx; and By,. In the latter
case, the components of the photons enter a gate with an F(XOR) function, the results of which are
recorded by the Dx detector. The results of the Dc; and D¢, detectors perform a kind of "control"
function, their signal is used for reference and normalization.



We do not go into detail here about the F(XOR) gate. We will first give a general description of this
later, and then we will also develop different specific solutions. (The dotted line representation of the
Bx branch indicates that the effect of the F(XOR) gate is not specified here. Dx may also represent a
detector system.)

Statistical data is aggregated and processed in the Inf unit, if a time window can be defined, within
which a certain amount of photons flows through the entire system (but separated from each other in
time).

By default, the photon entering branch A from the photon source So is not subject to any manipulation.
It is possible to create a case where a polarizer P, with an angle a is placed on branch A. The question
will obviously be whether the result of the Inf data processing unit of branch B shows a difference
between the case without manipulation and this case? Just as the question will be whether different
applications of P, polarizer with angle a lead to different results on branch B?

3.1 Mathematical characteristics of main elements
3.1.1 The BSHV for entangled photons

The BSHV functions as a weak measuring device. a.) The measurement means that, after the polarizers,
the state of the photon (component) can only be H-polarized on the B; track, and V-polarized on the
B, track. Whatever the state of the photon before entering the unit. b.) On the other hand, however,
a photon with an arbitrary polarization state will not necessarily travel along a B; or B, path with a
probability of unity. It can be indeterminate in the sense that the two paths will have superposition
components. Conditions a.) and b.) together represent the concept of weak measurement.

We can conceive that passing through the BSHV performs a weak measurement, which does not
change the form of the full state vector of the full system:

Fa0b) +1a)b) = L5110, +1=),0=)p,) (1)

This is based on the transformation, which is well explored in the literature, and its detailed description
and derivation is provided in Appendix A3.

The coefficient | adds the losses associated to the passing through the BSHV. Using appropriate
technical solutions this loss can be minimized. Since the outcome of the system is found in the ratio of
the detector signals Dci, Dz and Dy, this coefficient will vanish, and must not be taken into account.

While the form of the state vector describing the photon pair remains unchanged after that one
member of the pair passed through the BSHV, we can conclude that the entanglement remained
between the members. This is one merit of the ,weak measurement” performed by this beam splitter.

The functionality of the BSHV leads to another important result, which is also observed in the formula:
when the possible polarization states of the photon in the B side are separated spatially, then the
related phases are also representing this spatial division. We think that this spatial separation makes
the relative phase measurable, allows its manipulation and we can gather at least information about
this specific parameter of the full state. Our vision is that this spatial separation can provide the
possibility of communication with entangled photons without the need for correlation information.

3.1.2 F(XOR) gate

The particular task of the F(XOR) gate is to transfer the relation between Bx: and Bx, branches to
information on a detector. The information belonging to the two branches is generated by the weak



measurement performed by the BSHV. B; branch contains only horizontally polarized, B, branch
contains only vertically polarized components, which are unified by the oblique parallel polarizers
before the F(XOR) gate.

The implementation of a XOR gate usually contains means that produces interaction between two
beams (photons) having particular values generating new outcome depending on the inter-relation.
Using a binary coding the truth-table of the XOR gate:

Bx1 Bx2 Bx1 XOR Bx,
0 0 0
0 1 1
1 0 1
1 1 0

Table 1. Truth-table of the XOR gate

One possible implementation is a spatially or temporally filtered interference, which according to the
4th row may produce zero output even if both inputs are nonzero. The XOR gate can also be used for
scaling, like expressed in the following 4th row:

BXl sz Bx1 S(XOR) sz
1 1 0<S<1
Table 2. S(XOR): scalable XOR gate

In our case we want to exhaust this latter function to measure the relation between the probability
amplitude of branches Bx; and Bx.. In general case the wave-function components of the Bx; and Bx;
branches written in a common orthonormal basis, corresponding to the arbitrary polarization state of
the:

W) = fox1(@) - W) gyy + fex2(@) - W)y, (2)
where

W py1s [W)py, —are the components of the photon’s [{) wave function belonging to branches Bx: and
Bxz, respectively

a — the angle of a unit vector closed with the x axis used for defining the spatial superposition state of
the photon propagating in branches Bx; and Bx,.

fax1, faxa — the probability amplitudes of the function components belonging to the Bxi and Bx, branches,
respectively

When we interpret the probabilities calculated from the probability amplitudes as photon number
ratios, we will get a relation F(XOR) between the photon number available in branch By at the output
of the gate:

branch Bx1 Bx2 Bx = Bx1 F(XOR) Bx>
photon Npx1 Npx» @
count ratio N N N
a [fBx1 (05)]2 [fBx2 (@)]? [fX(a)]Z = {fx[fpx1(@), fox2 (@)]}?

Table 3. General definition of the F(XOR) gate



where:

fx — is the function representing the interaction outcome of the probability amplitudes fgxas and fsx,
valid for branches Bx; and By, respectively;

Nex1, Nex2, Nex, — the number of photons in branches Bxi, Bx> and By, respectively;
N — the total number of photons entering the F(XOR) gate (N = Ngx1 + Nax2);

The definition of the F(XOR) allows to generate all rows of the truth-table, when setting [fx; (a@)]?=0
or1and [fgx (@)]? =0 or 1. The fx function implements scaling according to angle a, hence it plays a
definitive role in the operation of the construction.

The task of the further deductions is to determine the probability amplitudes fsx1, fax2 and fx for
different circumstances occurring during the joint activity of the two sides A and B. We can foresee
right now that amplitudes fgxi, fexz follow immediately from the definition of the total construction and
mathematical description of the quantum-mechanical processes taking place within it. The resulting
amplitude fx max be of different value depending on the applied implementation.

4. Quantum informatics processes of construction

In the following, we describe two cases that show the passage of photons of different states through
the theoretical setup givenin Fig. 1. In the first case, an entangled photon pair passes through branches
A and B, and the photon in branch A is not subjected to any operation (case I.), in the second case, an
entangled photon pair also passes through branches A and B, and a measurement is performed on the
photon in branch A (case Il. ). In branch B, the processing of the results of a detector system creates
information about the processes that have passed through the structure. In the first step, the F(XOR)
gate is represented by a phase-shifting beam splitter. Other solutions will be presented later.

4.1 Entangled pair of photons (case I.)

In the way of the photon in the B side there are polarizers oriented at 45° relative to the local
horizontal-vertical coordinate system in both Bi: and B, branches. To represent the propagation
through these polarizers, the photon states should be decomposed to polarizations parallel and
perpendicular to this tilted polarizer orientation. Further question is that this new decomposition is
also conserving the invariance of the mathematical description of the state to polarization orientations
as is the case for simple polarization entangled pairs?

Transscribing the vectors in the new polarization base rotated by 45°:
1
EO T >A| T>B2 + | i >A| - >Bl) =
171 1
= Sl Vut 1) H (N0 +17)5)
1 1
+ﬁ(_| N >A +]7 >A)ﬁ(_| \ >B1 +]7 >B1)] =

2(|\>A|\>Bz+|\>A|7>Bz+|7>A|\>Bz+|7>A|7>BZ

-
S22
+|'\>A|'\>Bl_|'\>A|;‘>Bl_|;‘>A|'\>Bl+|;\>A|;‘>Bl)



In this rotated superposition the polarization direction invariance is not more conserved because of
the spatial separation of the components. The superposed states do not represent a pure Bell state.
We would get the invariance back, if we would remove the spatial separation and would join the two
branches without any further manipulation, assuring that the phases accumulated during propagation
in the two branches are perfectly equal. This also means that the original entanglement and
corresponding joint phase of the pair are maintained after the spatial separation.

Only the terms containing polarization components parallel to the tilted polarizer orientation will
represent states after passing through the polarizer, the pairs containing orthogonally polarized
photons disappear: the state representing the photons, which passed through the polarizers must be
normalized.

= (N 25 1704 2 0pa = Nl 2050+ 72041 705) 3)

This form does not fulfill the entanglement criterion expressed in Equation (a3): according to
Equation (a2) we will get from the coefficients the formal relation ru=st. This also indicates that after
the tilted polarizers entanglement is broken and the members of the pair will be independent.

After the tilted polarizers beam splitters BS; and BS, will split the branches B; and B, with equal
probabilities. The superposition state of the photons after division:

1
= BC1+BC2+BX1+BX2: m(|'\>A|/‘>BCZ+|/‘>A|/‘>BC _|\>A|/|>BC +|;‘>A|;\>BC1)
1
+m(|’\>A|/|>BX2+|/‘>A|/‘>BX2_|,\>A|/‘>BX1+|/‘>A|/‘>BX1)

The terms arriving to detector Dcare, separated:

Ber: 55 (<INl 7 gcn #1704l 7 05c ) = Faxa (@) - 1) @
Bet 575 (1N0al 7 e 1704l 7 g ) = Fiwa(@) " W) 9

With this, we determined functions fgx1 and fex2 (see Equation (2)), which are measured on branches
Bc1 and Be. Their characteristic is that they are independent of a and the members of the B system are
connected to the possible values of the A system by a tensor product.

These are measured independently, the detection probability density will become:

Do =D+ =2+ () +2-(=2) =2
C Cc1 C2 2\/5 2\/5 2

The branches Bx; and Bx; converge in the F(XOR) gate, which performs the interfering function. For the
analysis, we take the simplest case, when the interference is performed by one of the outputs of a it
phase shift beam splitter. Then the output function of Bx branch:

1
Bx: fx(a) - gy = ZO Al 7 ex2 F1 70l 7 05z H US4 705y = 17041 7 Dpxt)

= (N0 7 0a F IS0 7 V5y) (6)

The other two terms fall out because of the phase shift, the sum of the remaining members gives the
detection probability. The probability measured by Dx:



2?1
p=(3) =3
When we repeat the measurement on high number of individual, originally entangled photon pairs
independent from each other we will get as the output of the data processing unit Inf:

Dy 1

N5 = D, 2 (7)

Ns is a dimensionless quantity not depending on the number of the analyzed photons, it is providing
information about the ratio of the photons making successful interference in the interferometric
F(XOR) gate. Its value exactly shows that only half of the total number of photons, counted by D¢ is
providing negative interference at Dx. It is most surprising that this ratio is constant, but is was still
expected since Equation (3) shows symmetric relation between the components of the states split to
the B; and B, branches. This finally also means that if orthogonally polarized entangled photons in pure
Bell superposition state enter the system and the photon propagating in part A is left intact than the
output of the Inf unit, Ns will be always constant, independent of the original orientation of the
polarizations. This is very different from the case discussed in the next chapter, where the output
produced by a non-entangled photon is heavily dependent on the orientation of the polarization
relative to the local coordinate basis a.

4.2 Entangled pair of photons, measurement performed on branch A (case Il.)

In this case a measurement of the polarization is performed in the A side with an arbitrarily oriented
polarizer, which is symbolized with a polarizer oriented at angle a relative to the local vertical axis of
the side B. Then the state of the photon in side A must be decomposed according to the direction of
the polarizer. We use a special notation to make this decomposition, where | T >o<A denotes the state

with the polarization parallel to the axis of the polarizer, and | - )_, denotes the state with the
polarization perpendicular to it. Using this we get for the previous states:

[ T),=1T) s cOsa—|—>) , sina
| =), =1T)yasina+[—-) , cosa

Using this notation the entangled state before the measurement becomes:

1
ﬁ((|T>aA-cosa—|—>>0<A-sina)| T)BZ+(| T)aA-sina+|—>>o(A-cosaf)| —>>Bl)

In fact, the use of the polarizer in A side is equivalent to a measurement, which causes the
disappearance of entanglement. The system will have two possible outcomes, depending on whether
the photon in A side is transmitted or absorbed.

1) Case Il.a, when the photon is transmitted by the A side polarizer, than it remains in the state | T deca
and the joint state with side B will be, normalized:

= [ T)ga-cosa-|T), +[T),, sina-[-),, (8)

To prepare for meeting the oblique polarizers, polarizations in branches B; and B, should be
decomposed into combination of states polarized at +/- 45°.:

1 1
[Ty cosa—=(IN)p, +1705,) +I1 1)y, sina-—(=|N)p +17)5,)

V2 V2

10



After passing through the polarizers tilted at 45° only the terms containing states polarized under 45°
remain, the new state normalized:

= [ T)ga-cosa-|7)p, +[T), osina-| 7)., 9)

These are divided by the BS;, BS; beam splitters into equal parts, hence we have in the paths Bci, Bea:

Beq: \/ii| Daasina-| 7)p = fox1(@) [ W)gy, (10)
Bey: %| Thaa-cosa |7 )gc, = foxa(@) - [Wpy, (11)

With this, we defined functions fsx; and fsxz, which are measured on branches Bc; and Be;. Their
characteristic is that they are a function of the possible values of a.

From here the signal of detector D¢ will be:
1 5 5 1
D¢ = D¢y + Dy =§(cos a +sin” @) =3

The branches Bx; and Bx, converge in the F(XOR) gate performing the interference function, where
interference is performed by one of the outputs of a 1t phase shift beam splitter. Then the output
function of Bx branch:

By: fx(@)* W)y = §| My a(cosa-| 7)., —sina-|7),,) (12)

The detector signal will be:
1 : 1 .
Dy = Z(cosa’ —sina)? = Z(l — sin2a)

When considering high number of photons and interpreting the probability amplitudes as numbers of
the detected photons, we get as the output of unit Inf:

Dy 1 .
Ng _D_C_E(l —sin 2a) (13)

2.) Case ll.b The measurement in A side may have the second outcome when the photon in her side is

absorbed. In that case its polarization becomes perpendicular to the polarizer oriented at angle a
relative to the vertical axis. This imposes the following state in the B side, normalized:

= —sina-|T),, +cosa-|—),, (14)

Rewritten using the decomposition to states polarized at +/- 45°:

. 1 1
—sma-ﬁﬂ ’\}BZ+|/)BZ)+cosa-ﬁ(—| ’\)Bl+|/>31)

After passing through the polarizers oriented at +45°, normalized:
= —sina-|7),, tcosa|[7 ), (15)

After division on the beam splitter the photon remains in superposition state in the paths Bci, Bea:

BCl: %COS(X ' | - >31 = fBXl(a) ' |lIJ>BXl (16)
Bezi = sina | 1)y, = fox (@) gy (17)

11



Here, too, we defined functions fax; and fsxz, which are measured on branches Bci and Bc,. Like the
previous ones, these are also functions of the possible values of a.

The signal of D¢:
1 ., ) 1
D¢ = D¢y + Dy =§(sm a +cos” a) =3

If the F(XOR) gate performing the interference of the branches Bx; and By is also a phase-shifting beam
splitter, the By at the output performing phase-shifting m:

Byt fx(@) W) gy =31 1) gu(=sina-| 1)y = cosa+| > ),,) (18)

The detector signal will be:
1 ) , 1 ]
DX=Z(—sma—cosa) =Z(1+51n2a)

In the case of high number of photons we can interpret the probabilities as amount of photons and
the output of the processing unit Inf will give the ratio of the photon amount detected by detector Dx
related to that detected by Dc:

Dy 1 :
Ns = —==(1+sin2a) (19)
In both cases treated above Ns is number generated from the amount of the photons registered by the
two detectors and is independent on the photon number. It indicates the relative amount of photons
interfering in the F(XOR) gate, which on the other hand represents the probabilities with which the
photon arrives in Bxi and Bx, branches, respectively. These probabilities are determined by the
orientation of the polarizer used for the measurement on A side relative to the local coordinates on B
side.

It is necessary to make an addition to what is discussed here.

From a mathematical point of view, the above derivations were related to the case when the branch
A measurement takes place when the member of branch B of the entangled photon pair has already
passed through BSHV. From a mathematical point of view, the derivation can also be done in such a
way that the A-branch measurement precedes the entry of the B-branch photon into the BSHV. Then
writing the state of the entangled photons of arbitrary angle on the orthogonal basis corresponding to
the polarizer of branch A (see Appendix A3 and chapter 3.1.1):

1 1
ﬁ ﬁ(|T>aA|T>aB+|_)>o<A|_>>o<B)

When the photons pass the polarizer on A side, they have a joint state with the photon in branch B
that is passing the BSHV, normalized:

(leldr) + le2)ld2)) =

= [Tl Vs = |T>aA(cosoc|T>Bz+sina|—>)Bl) (20)
When the photons on side A are absorbed, the state of the B side photon becomes, normalized:
= | =)y =—sina|T),, +cosa|-),, (21)

When comparing Equation (20) with Equation (8) and Equation (21) with Equation (14) it is obvious
that we get the same expressions for the photon states independent on the temporal order of the
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polarizing on side A and beam splitting on side B. This indicates that the two possible sequences are
physically the same.

4.3 Evaluation of the detection results, intermediate conclusions

As a first step for the analysis, we used a simple phase shifter beam splitter as an F(XOR) gate. The
results of the derivations are summarized in Fig. 2 as a function of the possible a values.

Fig. 2. The effect of the F(XOR) gate implemented with a beam splitter on the Ns relative detection
values. Case I: No measurement is performed on the branch A; Case Il: measurement is made with a
polarizer with angle a on branch A, and on branch B Case Il.a: state corresponding to polarization
angle a or Case Il.b: state corresponding to polarization angle a—90° determines the state of the
photon to be detected. This diagram represents the statement of the no-communication theorem.

The figure illustrates the effect of the construction in cases | and Il. In case |, a constant function
emerges in the Inf unit, which is independent of the polarization angle of the photon pair (meaning it
remains stable against rotations). In case Il, when a measurement is made with an a angle polarizer on
branch A, the photon on branch B assumes one of the states corresponding to a or a—90° polarization
angle. These two different states result in relative probability values according to curves Il.a and Il.b in
the Inf unit.

The value Nsdenotes a statistical value created by a larger quantity of photons corresponding to cases
| or ll.a or Il.b at the detectors and in the unit Inf. In case | (when there is no measurement on branch
A), the package of photons produces a stable Ns detection result. However, in case Il (when a
measurement occurred on branch A), based on current knowledge, we cannot count on the fact that
a packet of photons "purely" corresponds to case Il.a or Il.b. When a measurement is made with an a
angle polarizer on branch A, the photon on branch B randomly enters one of the states corresponding
to a or a—90° polarization angle, with a 50-50% probability. Therefore, in the measurements of the
detectors, cases Il.a and Il.b appear mixed, and the Inf data processing unit will indicate a value
corresponding to the average of these two sub-cases. From Fig. 2, it can be observed that the curves
representing cases Il.a and Il.b are complementary. For any a value, the average values of the functions
corresponding to Il.a and Il.b will be equal to the value of function | (which is constant for any a). This
means two things: firstly, in the case of a certain a measurement on branch A, cases | and Il cannot be
distinguished on branch B, and secondly, for two different a measurements (a; and a;), these two
cases cannot be distinguished. In this interpretation, therefore, the second unit of the setup cannot
extract information from the information generated in the first unit. All this corresponds to the
assertion of the no communication theorem, a special proof of it.
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Conclusion: While it can be proven that information about the entangled photons and their
manipulation is generated in the wave function determined by the given construction (in the first unit),
extracting this information with detectors in the form of statistical averages (in the second unit) is not
obvious. This latter problem was examined using a simple F(XOR) gate implemented with a beam
splitter.

The cause of the problem can be intuitively understood. The beam splitter performs a symmetric
division on both sides. As a consequence, after the symmetric division of two state functions
representing complementary probability distributions, their probability averages on both sides of the
beam splitter must result in the same values: a 50-50% probability average. If this were not the case,
the F(XOR) gate would be able to perform its intended function.

4.4 Generalization and an application

In Appendix A4, we generalize our conclusion made above to the F(XOR) gate implemented with a
beam splitter, and prove mathematically that complex systems of elements based on symmetric
distribution necessarily lead to the conclusion of the no-communication theorem. Any such F(XOR)
gate (for example, operating with combinations of paths created by beam splitters and controlled by
phase shifters) produces detection averages that do not depend on the angle a of the measurement
performed on branch A.

In Appedix A5, we describe a limited communication application that results from the ability of the
construction and the F(XOR) gate implemented with a beam splitter to distinguish between entangled
and non-entangled photon packets on branch B. In this way, it is not possible to transmit information
between two branches, but meta-information can be obtained on branch B about the existence or
absence of the entire system based on entangled photons. That is, about whether an information is
shared by entangled photons between two actors or not.

4.5 Information processing solutions

The critical element regarding the possibility of information extraction was the implementation of the
F(XOR) gate. With the implementations presented below we demonstrate that information transfer
from branch A to branch B is possible, enabling communication using entangled photons without
additional information requirement about correlation.

For each type of solution, we examine two specific cases: 1) measurement with a polarizer at a 45°
angle on branch A, and 2) measurement with a polarizer at a 90° angle. Both cases fall under the type
II. discussed in chapter 4.3.

On branches Bx: and By, before the F(XOR) gate (without beam splitters BS; and BS,), the previously
derived general mathematical formulas (Equations (9) and (15)) apply:

Il.a: fBXl(a).|l|J>BXl+fBX (a’)'|l|J>BX2=|T>aA'COS(Z'|;‘>BX +|T>aA'Sina.|/‘>BXl

Il.b:  fgx1(a) - NJ>BX + fex (@) N—’>sz

(As previously described, the two cases arose from the fact that for any measurement at angle a on
branch A, two sub-cases at angles a and a+90° are generated on branch B with a 50-50% probability.)

—sina-| 7 )py, tcosa-| 7).,

1) In the case of a measurement at 45° angle on branch A, the two sub-cases are:

1 1
1(45°): [ Ma 571 Mg + 1) 551 7 Dpa
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1 1
11.b(45°): — 7 | 7 ) bx2 A |7 ex1

Since the polarizations are aligned, they will not be significant, and thus we will only use notation that
contains spatial parameters. We can also get rid of the state of the A photon, since the entanglement
broke down during the measurement on branch A. With this simplified notation:

I1.a(45°):  fpx1(45°) - (W) pyy + fEx2(45°) - W) gy, = \/% |Bx2) + \/% |Bx1) (22)
16(45):  fox (45°) - [W)gy, + fox2(45°) - W)gy, = =75 Bxz) + 5 1Bxa) (23)

2) In the case of a measurement at a 90° angle on branch A, the two sub-cases are:

11.a(90°): | T) 417 dpx

I1.b(90°):  —| 7 )5y

Transcribed to the simplified notation introduced above:

I1.a(90°):  fpx (90°) - [W) gy, + fox (90°) - [W)py, = [Bx1) (24)

I1.b(90°):  fpx1(90°) - [W)pyy + fax (90°) - [ W)y = —IBx2) (25)

4.5.1 F(XOR) Gate implementation using a three slit plate for sampling the output of the B branches

For better clarity, we deviate here from the optical path-based implementation used previously in the
construction (although it could certainly be implemented this way as well). We use a three-slit screen
to sample the output pattern coming from Bx; and Bx, branches — this system is behaving as an F(XOR)
gate — and then the output arrives at a detector at a specific distance from it. We will not need the
control branches Bc; and Bc; for the calculations, so the beam splitters BS; and BS; are not present.

To simplify the proof, we accept idealizations: we assume a large quantity of photons for evaluating
detection results; we consider the slits and the branch outputs to have infinitesimally small cross-
sections for calculations; we disregard photons that are absorbed by the screen containing the slits.

1) In the case of the 45° angle A branch measurement, the two possible subcases are shown in Fig. 3
(using the notation introduced above).

1 1
ZBx) B FBx)  —5lBxa)

Plate

a)
Fig. 3. The effect of an F(XOR) gate implemented by sampling the interference pattern of branches
Bxiand Bx, when measuring with a polarizer at a=45° angle on branch A. In branch B, in case a) the

state corresponding to the a polarization angle, or in case b) the state corresponding to a—90°
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polarization angle, determines the state of the photon entering the F(XOR) gate.

Branches Bxi and Bx; enter the F(XOR) gate containing the slit system. Initially, the Bx; and Bx, create
specific interference patterns on Plate. In case Il.a (45°), the photons of the Bx; and By, branches will
be in the same phase, while in case Il.b (45°), there will be a phase difference of m between them. This
results in two distinct interference patterns (green and blue diagrams). The characteristic of the two
interference patterns is that they are spatially complementary: where one has maxima, the other will
have minima and vice versa. (This complementarity holds for all a angles in general. And if the
information processing F(XOR) gate would only be the interference possibility generated by the spatial
separation of branches Bxi: and Bx,, the no-communication theorem would still hold, as the average of
the two complementary functions would yield the same value for all angles.)

The three slits are placed in accordance with the period of interference patterns resulting from the
interference of the branch outputs. The central slit is located at the position of the maximum of
subcase Il.a(45°) and the minimum of subcase 11.b(45°). The two outer slits are located at the positions
of the two minima in the I.a(45°) subcase and the two maxima in the 11.b(45°) subcase. The location of
these is determined by the amount of spatial separation of Bxi and Bx; and their distance to the slits.

2) Let us now consider the case where a measurement at a 90° angle is performed on branch A, in
which case the two subcases are shown in Fig. 4 (using the introduced simplified notation).

lBX1> ""‘BX2>
I I
f b X : /| \ :
I ( N | D\ B I (N | D |
Al Plate Al Plate
D, D,
a) b)

Fig. 4. The effect of an F(XOR) gate implemented by sampling the branch output with three slits,
when measuring with a polarizer at a=90° angle in branch A. In branch B, in case a) the state
corresponding to the a polarization angle, or in case b) the state corresponding to a—90° polarization
angle, determines the state of the photon entering the F(XOR) gate.

These cases are special because one of the superposition components associated with the Bx; and Bx;
branches has a zero value (this can be considered as the photon traveling on one or the other branch).
For infinitely small spatial extent of the branches, the signal falling on the slits can be approximated by
a constant function (yellow diagrams).

In accordance with the conditions described at the beginning of the chapter, we simulated the optical
interferences with a custom program. Appendix A6 details the chosen parameters. In this presentation,
the phase shifter AA does not play a role. If calculating with a sufficient number of detectors in the
plane parallel to Plate, the intensity curves are plotted according to Fig. 5 and Fig. 6. In Fig. 5.a, the
curves of subcases I1.a(45°) and 11.b(45°) for the case 1), while in Fig. 6.3, the curves of subcases 11.a(90°)
and I1.b(90°) for the case 2) are projected onto one diagram. Since the subcases occur randomly in a
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large number of photon packets, the detectors essentially detect their averages (as explained in
Chapter 4.3). Therefore, Fig. 5.b and Fig. 6.b show average curves formed from these subcases.
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a) b)
Fig. 5. a) Intensity curves of the subcases 11.a(45°) (red) and 11.b(45°) (blue) of case 1) shown in Fig. 3,
in the plane of the Dx detectors; b) the average curve (green) of the curves of the two randomly
generated subcases gives the effective detections of the detectors.
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Fig. 6. a) Intensity curves of the subcases 11.a(90°) (red) and 11.b(90°) (blue) of case 1) shown in Fig. 4,
in the plane of the Dx detectors; b) the average curve (green) of the curves of the two randomly
generated subcases gives the effective detections of the detectors.

The curves of Fig. 5.b and Fig. 6.b clearly differ. This means that an F(XOR) gate implementing a plate
with three slits to sample the output of the branches leads to different detection results when the
measurement on branch A is performed 1) with a polarizer with an angle of a=45°, and when 2) with
a polarizer with an angle of a=90°.

Our conclusion: we can consider it proven that there are at least two cases where two different
measurement events on branch A lead to distinguishable detection results on branch B.

A special mathematical proof regarding the degrees of freedom of photons

In Appendix A7, we provide an easily verifiable direct mathematical proof of the functionality of the
F(XOR) gate implemented with the above three slits. At the same time, the proof is also specific, as it
shows a more hidden property of the connection created with entangled photons. Using the AA phase
shifter shown in Figs. 3 and 4 reveals that the measurements performed on branch A can in a certain
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sense change the degrees of freedom of photons on branch B. Some measuring angles on branch A
allow manipulation with the phase shifter on branch B, other measuring angles eliminate this
possibility. This may be an effect that has theoretical relevance.

4.5.2 Two non-trivial asymmetric solutions for F(XOR) gate

Since the F(XOR) gate is the most critical point of the construction for the information transfer that can
be achieved by entangled photons, we also worked on other solutions. Our general conclusion is that
there are possible solutions to the problem that we formulated in chapter 4.3 and appendix A4.
Different types of solutions must present an asymmetric function. In the 11(45°) and 11(90°) cases
recorded in chapter 4.5, when the photons are in a superposition or non-superposition state in front
of the F(XOR) gate, such gates prescribe different types of behavior for the photons (we saw this in the
three-slit solution above also). The goal is that the subcases of the two cases lead to different average
results in the two cases. We describe two solutions, but since they are not trivial and we also describe
possible problems associated with them, we include them in the Appendix.

Our solution described in Appendix A8 is based on the Hong-Ou-Mandel effect. We show that in the
11(90°) case, when the photons travel cleanly on one or the other branch, the conditions necessary for
the creation of this specific interference can be ensured on a phase-shifting beam splitter. Photons in
the 11(45°) superposition state do not produce detection results typical of Hong-Ou-Mendel
interference.

In Appendix A9, we outline the function of a hypothetical interference space (1S), in which the photons
from one or the other branch of the 1I(90°) case continue their journey unhindered and without
interference, however in the two subcases of the 11(45°) case, the superposition state photons form
constructive or destructive interference. The detection average in the second case will differ from the
average formed in the first case. This F(XOR) gate deserves attention because, just like in the special
proof presented in Appendix 7 belonging to chapter 4.5.1, the degree of freedom of the photons
changes in the two cases as a result of the A branch measurement.

These examples also show that there is no reason to rule out the possibility of further, even more
effective solution types.

5. Summary. The faster than light communication

We presented a model from the perspective of quantum information with three possible solutions.
Based on quantum mechanical analysis, we consider the possibility of communication faster than the
speed of light to be proven. The entangled pair of photons is sent to two distant participants, and we
have shown that different measurements performed on one member of the pair may be distinguished
by appropriately measuring the other member of the pair. This distinction leads to the possibility to
retrieve information encoded into the chosen measurement.

We provided a broader framework for measurement conditions than used in the proof of the no-
communication theorem. This framework was based on the introduction of weak measurement. On
one branch of the entangled photons (B), we suggest a construction that measure the quantum state
of the entangled photons using polarization dependent spatial separation. A polarization dependent
beam splitter connects two types of superposition states: those belonging to polarizations and spatial
positions. The possible values of these two superposition states (probability amplitudes) are
correlated. The polarization state of the photon in the receiver side (B) is determined by the
polarization of its entangled pair at the sender (A), whereas this polarization state is transformed into
spatial state. The quantum information carried in the spatial superposition state of individual photons
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can be extracted exhausting spatial interference. Interference occurs only in a certain polarization
state, a special F(XOR) gate and detectors make distinction between interfering and non-interfering
photons. The signal processing unit forms a relative quantity of the ratios of non-interfered and
interfered photons. The task was to create an F(XOR) gate that assigns different detection quantities
on the receiver (B) branch to different measurement events on the sender (A) branch. The solution is
not trivial, as shown in the discussion of the problem of complementarity.

We came to the conclusion that, in general, F(XOR) gates with a so-called symmetric function cannot
solve this problem. The proposed F(XOR) gate implementations create interference in a certain way
asymmetrically with the superposition components of different states. We presented three different
possible solutions. One type of gate introduced asymmetric sampling with three additional slits, the
other type of gate asymmetrically distinguishes superposition and non-superposition state photons
using the Hong-Ou-Mendel effect, and a third theoretically determined gate exhausts the asymmetric
outcome when the spatially separated superposition state is recombined under zero degrees. We do
not rule out that such asymmetrically functioning implementations could be realized in other ways
that offer greater efficiency.

Overall: we outlined a theoretical construction enabling quantum communication, which bases the
information transfer not on the correlation of definite value measurement values of quantum states
(which was disproved by the no-communication theorem), but on the correlation of indefinite value
superposition states produced on the basis of weak measurement. Strictly speaking, the members of
one branch of the photon pairs (B) do not perceive the change of the photons of the other branch (A)
(through correlation); instead, they perceive changes in the system formed by the photon pairs, of
which they are also parts. From a communication theory perspective, we interpret this not as the
transaction of information (as in information theories) but as participation in the information system
(the participation theory (PTC) was outlined in Appendix A5).

The outlined quantum communication solution does not imply immediate information transfer. The
condition for this would be that individual photons carry information. However, this is not possible;
information can only be provided by the statistical average of a larger number of detected photons. If
the "time window" for the passage of the appropriate number of photons through the construction is
less than the time it takes for light to travel the distance between the photon pairs, then faster-than-
light communication is achieved.

General technical notes:

1. The previous description of information sharing by entangled photons was based on the ideal case
when the photon source So emits only such photon pairs. In practice, such a pure photon source is not
available, entangled photon pairs are generated in a rather small proportion compared to the amount
of non-entangled photons. This means that in the physical implementation of the construction, the
different signals will be less contrasting in the detector system. This presents a practical obstacle to
reliable application. However, the entangle photon pair generation possibilities have advanced
significantly, and further progress is expected. Thus, in the event of the realization of the construction,
achieving higher efficiency can also be predicted.

2. The efficiency of information sharing achievable by the construction (the relative contrast of the
signals) may also depend on how the choice of polarization bases between branches A and B relates
to each other. One option is obviously for the operators of the two branches to agree these via a
classical channel beforehand. Another solution, however, is to calibrate the entire system without such
an auxiliary channel. The basis for this is the observation that in the case where no measurement
occurs on branch A (case l.), constant detection values are created in the system of branch B (see
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chapters 3.1.1 and 4.1): the system is immune to rotations. (This could even be one value of a binary
code.) Relative to this, the base of the B branch system can be calibrated so that the largest signal
deviation occurs when an angle measurement is made on branch A (case Il.).

In the implementation of the F(XOR) gate using three-slits (chapter 4.5.1), we also described a specific
calibration option using a phase shifter.

3. Since solutions based on communication via entangled states do not require the insertion of a
classical auxiliary channel, a question may arise regarding the synchronization of signals produced by
measurements of specified durations on branch A and detections of photon packets of specified
durations on branch B. Without coordination, the boundaries of the signal durations on branch A will
not coincide with the processing time windows on branch B. As a result, two consecutive signals can
mix within a time window. One solution could be to make the duration of a signal on branch A multiple
times longer than the processing time window on branch B. Thus, when a signal changes on path A, a
mixed signal is placed in one or two time windows on branch B, which is followed by several time
windows with clear signals. The signal boundaries will be somewhat "blurred," but the uniform values
of consecutive time windows will indicate the signal value.

4. As a question of principle, it can be raised that if a message corresponding to some kind of coding is
successfully decoded on branch B, the actor in branch B ultimately cannot gain complete certainty
whether this message originated from branch A using the entangled photon system. Ultimately, this
can only be achieved through the application of a classical auxiliary channel, where coincidence testing
and comparison of the detection values generated on the two branches take place. This is the logic of
current informational applications of entangled photons. We would describe the problem with a non-
guantum communication analogy. Assume that Bob is waiting for a message from Alice over a simple
Morse-coded radio channel. Based solely on the received message, he can never be sure whether this
message is the result of radio signals generated by a solar flare, which, in a highly unlikely manner (but
not with zero probability), form a meaningful sequence, or whether they are from a third party trying
to deceive Bob, or have been created in some other way. However, all these possibilities do not negate
the fact that communication between Alice and Bob is possible.
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APPENDICES

Al. Entangled particle pair

Quantum entanglement is one of the most fundamental phenomena in quantum mechanics that has
no counterpart in classical physics, and cannot be interpreted using classical physical concepts and
mathematical formalisms.

The phenomenon of quantum entanglement generally occurs when particles within a group interact
with each other in a specific way, come into spatial proximity in a defined manner, or are created in a
specific way. While the particles, during the development of their quantum states, move to
macroscopically interpretable distances from each other in space, (more precisely, become detectable
at macroscopically interpretable distances), the quantum state of individual particles cannot be
described independently of the states of the other particles. [12]

Entanglement implies a relationship between particles such that in the entangled quantum state, these
particles form a system and cannot be described otherwise. The quantum state that creates
entanglement is fundamentally based on indeterminacy: the states of the particles comprising the
system do not possess definite values. The third characteristic is expressed in the measurement event
and its outcomes: in phenomena indicating entanglement, measurement results contain correlations
that differ from random statistical averages.

The wave function describing the entanglement corresponds to these characteristics. A four-
dimensional wave function describable in the so-called configuration space, involving two two-
dimensional systems [13]:

Y = [v)lw) = rlay)lby) + slai)|bz) + tlaz)lby) + ulaz)lby) (al)

The second part of the formula expresses the mathematical interconnection along the states |v) and
|[w) of the two particles, while the third part describes the indeterminacy of one particle in states |a;)
and |a,), and the indeterminacy of the other particle in states |b;) and |b,).

The sum of the statistical probabilities:
r’+s?+t2+u?=1 (a2)

This formula expresses that the sum of the probabilities of measurement events associated with each
guantum state must equal 1.

The relationship between the probability amplitudes is:
TU # St (a3)

This formula establishes the criterion for phenomena carrying entanglement. From this condition, it
follows that measurement results contain correlations that deviate from random statistical averages.

Pure Bell states can be considered as special entangled states, where:
ru=0orst=0

Their speciality lies in the fact that as a result of this condition, the correlations between the
measurement results of the two particles are deterministicc meaning 100% probability. Their
peculiarity arises from the existence of a "global" characteristic of the entire system among the
possible combinations of states expressing the particles' indeterminacy, which remains constant:
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Ha ru = 0 then st = ct

Ha st = 0 thenru = ct (a4)

In our discussions and potential implementations, entangled photons in such pure Bell states will be
involved. Our goal is to gain information about this "global" characteristic or its manipulation at a
"local" level, i.e., concerning only one of the particles. As we will elaborate, this could serve as the core
for information transmission and communication achievable through entangled particles.

A2. Quantum nonlocality and quantum entanglement

The concept of non-locality has been present in some form since the birth of quantum mechanics.
Essentially, it is closely related to the most fundamental feature of quantum mechanics, the collapse
of the wavefunction. In the Copenhagen interpretation, quantum entities exhibit wave-particle duality
- upon measurement, the wavefunction describing quantum states collapses, and they are detected as
particles. The pre-measurement wave characteristics spread out in space, but the collapse is
instantaneous, and it seems as if some sort of coordination spreads faster than light between distant
points in space. However, quantum mechanics does not describe this process. In the early days of
guantum mechanics, this was considered more of an interpretational difficulty.

Very similarly, but in principle the same, the feature of non-locality is demonstrated by the so-called
EPR paradox, which describes two entangled particles that can be spatially separated but belong to
the same wavefunction. When a measurement is made on one particle, the entire wavefunction
collapses in a specific way, and the other particle ends up in a corresponding state. This results in
correlated measurement outcomes for the two particles (completely in the case of pure Bell states).
The authors describing this problem originally interpreted this type of correlation as a kind of action at
a distance, which they saw as paradoxical because it contradicts the laws of propagation of effects
across localities, which exclude distant action at a distance. [14] However, the correlation simply
emerged from quantum mechanical derivations, leading them to believe that the theoretical system
was incomplete. Therefore, they postulated hidden parameters that would uphold the principle of
locality. This implies that the correlation does not occur when the two particles are far apart and
measured, but is predetermined by the hidden parameters. This idea sharply contrasts with
interpretations that argue for the completeness of quantum physics. The contradiction was highlighted
by a theorem known as the Bell inequality [15], showing that theories postulating predetermined
correlations of measurement results are incompatible with those that do not postulate them as
predetermined. Based on the theorem, experimental implementations could be built to answer the
guestion, and as we know, they did not support theories based on locality (one of the strongest of
many experimental justifications: [16]).

Itis therefore considered well-founded to conclude that so-called locally realistic theories are incorrect
if realism means that relevant physical properties are independent of measurement or observation
(i.e., they are predetermined before these events), and locality means that the measurement
separately of two entangled entities does not influence each other (as they are predetermined before
measurement). [17] (We are not specifically concerned with hidden variable theories at this time.)

This poses a problem because the conditions of local realism would be compatible with special
relativity theory and the speed-of-light constraint on the propagation of effects set here. However,
rejecting these theories means that due to the pre-measurement quantum mechanical indeterminacy
and uncertainty, the correlations between measurements are not deterministically predetermined.

24



Thus, this correlation must occur in the events of measurements, which necessarily implies that
separate measurements determine each other. If the measurements occur simultaneously, this
determination is immediate — the speed-of-light limit of special relativity theory cannot be ensured.
These theories are theories that assume non-locality. [18]

The principle of non-locality remains a topic of widespread debate today. Therefore, it proves to be a
fundamental question whether the correlation actually arises in events ensured by measurement
settings independent of the quantum states. Such questions include whether, if measurements on
entangled entities determine each other, these can be considered genuine interactions. In this case,
can the logical requirement of causality be ensured? [19]

A3. The BSHV for entangled photons

An entangled pair of photons emerges from the photon source, which is characterized by a pure Bell
state composed of (|a,), |b1)) and (Jay), |b,)) states written in an orthonormal basis. It is well known
that rotating the normalized base by an angle a (arbitrary) does not influence the form of the entangled
state written using the polarization state vectors [4], for our basis determined by the orientation of Py
and Py:

5 (@b +1adlbo) = = (11, )5 +1 =), =)p) (a5)

The invariability of the state is expressed in the invariability of the coefficients of the state vectors,
representing their probability amplitudes. When the relation between the coefficients also expresses
the relative phase between the possible states, we can emphasize that this phase remains constant
when we rotate the basis (the polarization). We can handle this as an information characteristic to the
whole system.

When we take into account the spatial division happening in BSHV, the compound state will be the
following within the bases determined by the splitter:

1
ﬁ(|a1>|b1> + |az)lby)) =

1
- ﬁ(cos al 1)y, +sina|—),)(cosal1),, +sinal - );,)

1
+—2(—sina|T)A+cosa| —>>A)(—sina| T)g, +cosa| —>)Bl) =

\/_
1
=ﬁ(|T>A|T>B2+|_>>A|_)>B1)

A4. The general problem of information processing with symmetric
function F(XOR) gates

With Fig. 2, we have shown that if we try to obtain information from the information created in the
first unit of the construction in the second unit with an F(XOR) gate implemented with a simple beam
splitter, this cannot succeed. Below we give the general conditions for all solutions that do not allow
information processing — which thus correspond to the conclusion of the no communication theorem.
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The general case can be written for all modifiers forming the F(XOR) gate or their complex system,
where their effect can be expressed in the form of linear relationships resulting in symmetric divisions
(such modifiers are e.g. beamsplitters, combined with scalable phase shifters, which affect the ratios
of the superposition components of branches Bx; and Bxa):

By: f(.xj, ) "by | 7 dpx T Xy ) by [ 7 )y (a6)
where
b; and b, — probability amplitudes for branches Bx; and Bx, before the F(XOR) gate;

fl... xi...) and f(... xm ...) — they express the system of modifiers affecting the original probability
amplitudes b; and b, placed on the Bx branch. Mathematically, they are created by subtracting b; and
b, from the wave function that can be written on the Bx branch, and these these functions come out
as multipliers.

We substitute the characteristic probability amplitudes corresponding to the three cases (I., Il.a, 1l.b)
in place of b; and b; in the written general formula:

1
casel.: By: Z(f(...xm, e ) N A 70 p Xy ) 1 2041 7 Dy

+fCxp ) N2 gy = ) [ 7)1 7 )BX)

1 1
= Z[f(...xm, w) F x2S 7 ek +Z[f(...xm,...) =[xy )] [ 704 7 Vpx

Ng = g—z = %[f(...xm, )+ fCax, WD+ % [f Gy o) = f oo xgy )]?

1
= Z[(f(...xm, D2+ (FCexg, )P # f(@)

1
casell.a: By: §| T )aA(f(...xm, w)rcosac| 2y, — f(xg, ) sina | 7 )BX)

Dg

1
Ng = D."3 [f(ocXpy, ) cosa — f(...x;,...) - sina]?
c

1
casell.b: By: E(—f(...xm, w)rsina | 2y — f(xg, ) cosa | 7 )BX)

Ng = g—z = %[—f(...xm, ..)sina — f(...x;,...) " cosa]?

Average of cases Il.a and Il.b:

Ng = %[(f(...xm, )% (cos? a + sin? @) +(f (... x;, ... ))? - (sin? @ + cos? )] # f(a)

Ng (casel.) = Ng (case . a, case II.b) (a7)

Overall, we came to the conclusion that the symmetric effect modifiers forming the F(XOR) gate have
an effect on the outcome of interferences created on the basis of spatial relations. However, these
effects ultimately do not depend on the relative phase characterizing the entanglement phenomena
(which is expressed by the wave function of case 1), nor on the parameters of the measurement
performed on them (the measurement performed on branch A on the setting of the a value polarizer
in case Il). At the same time, the results of cases | and Il corresponding to the effects of the modifiers
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lead to equal values. All this means that the F(XOR) function based on this type of modifiers does not
allow the extraction of system information. This also means that the F(XOR) gates corresponding to
the prescribed general formula do not allow communication between branches A and B.

A5. Discrimination between entangled and unentangled photons — a
limited communication application

The field of communication sciences explores forms and conditions of communication that are not
solely based on direct information transfer. In these theories and models, information is not only
encoded in the actual content of the transaction but can also exist or emerge within the
communication context itself. While these issues are traditionally addressed by the humanities, here
we present the physical conditions for such an interpretation.

Let's consider the following communication scenario. Source (So) can send information to both branch
A and branch B. The actual information is not encoded in the polarization direction of the photons,
but, for example, in the temporal extent of light pulses (such as Morse code). Some information can
only be received by the participant on branch B (Bob), while other information can be accessed by both
branches (Alice and Bob). Bob needs this meta-information. Let's assume that this can be categorized
into two values: 0 — if the sent information is not accessible on branch A (Alice cannot possess it), 1 —
if the sent information is accessible on branch A (Alice can possess it). These two values thus indicate
the type of information for the participant on branch B, depending on whether an information is jointly
owned or not.

The implementation could be as follows. If the information is not shared, the source So radiates
coherent light pulses with a polarization only towards Bob. If the information is shared, the source So
radiates pulses formed by entangled photons according to the polarization towards both Alice and Bob
(the basis of entangled photons can be determined by an a angle). Based on Fig. 2, at the detection on
branch B (Bob), the package of non-entangled or single photons corresponds to some a value of curve
Il.a, while the entangled photons will result in the case of curve I. According to the Ns value, in the first
case, 0 can be produced, and in the second case, 1 can be produced, categorizing the type of
information. (We do not want to assume further details, but we can still state that in this situation it is
not a condition that So has information about the type of information that can be used to label the
basic information.)

Such situations, with their physical conditions as described, can be interpreted as communication, for
example, by the Participation Theory of Communication (PTC). [20] According to this theory,
communication is not only when the sender directly transmits information to the receiver but also
when information is created at one agent about information held or missing by another (or even
multiple) agents. The theory interprets this as the agent actually gaining information about the entire
situation, of which other agents are determinants. The agent can be part of a more general context.
Similar questions are discussed in certain systems theories, where the functions of elements must be
defined as parts and representatives of the relationships and wholeness of a system.

A6. Gate implementation using a three slit plate for sampling the
output of the B branches

Here we present simulations performed in a custom program modeling optical interference in a
classical approach for the cases shown in Figs. 3 and 4. In the plane of the Dx detector shown in the
figures, which is parallel to Plate, a line of detectors is used, which provide the values of the light
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intensities at each point. Based on the markings in Fig. A7.1 (see Appendix A7), we used the following
parameters:

A=500mnm;a=2mm;d;=1m;d,=10cm
Case 1) Measurements are performed with a polarizer with an angle of a=45°on branch A (Fig. 3)

The intensity distribution in front of the screen containing the three slits (Plate) depends on the phase
difference between the outputs of the branches Bxi and Bx,. The distance of the slits on the three slit-
screen is 70 microns, but it is matched to the period of the interference pattern generated by the two
output. The slits are placed at a distance of a half period of this pattern, as shown in Fig. A6.1.

Fig. A6.1a shows the intensity distribution when the phase difference is 0 (subcase 1.a(45°)), and Fig.
A6.1b shows the intensity distribution with a phase difference of it (subcase 11.b(45°)).
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a) b)
Fig. A6.1. Intensity distribution in front of the screen containing three slits (Plate) produced by two
outputs of the branches from photons with 0 phase difference (a) and photons of it phase difference
(b). The purple bars represent the locations of the slits on the screen.

The distribution in the plane of the detector after the screen with three slits (Plate) is calculated either
from the beam passing through the central slit (Fig. A6.1a) or the interference of the light beams
passing through the two side slits (Fig. A6.1b). The calculated intensity diagrams are shown in Fig. 5.

The intensity distribution in the plane of the detector determines the detector signal. When the phase
difference between branches Bx; and Bx; is 0 (subcase 11.a(45°)), than their interference at the three
slit plane (Plate) results in a peak in the central slit and zeros in the two side slits. Hence the intensity
distribution in the detector plane is a constant (green in Fig. 5a), approaching the diffraction pattern
of the infinitesimally thin central slit. When the phase difference between branches Bxi and By, is 1t
(subcase 11.b(45°)), their interference pattern results in two maxima at the side slits, and zero in the
central slit (Plate). Hence the intensity distribution in the detector plane is due to the interference of
the beams passing the two side slits (blue in Fig. 5a).

Since the two cases displayed by the two curves in Fig. 5a. (subcase Il.a(45°) and subcase I1.b(45°)) are
mixed due to the reasons described in the main text, the effective detection of the detectors in the
case of a large number of photons is the average of these two curves represents. The calculated
average curve is shown in Fig. 5b.
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Since the two cases displayed by the two curves in Fig. A6.5 (subcase 11.a(90°) and subcase 11.b(90°))
are mixed due to the reasons described in the main text, the effective detection of the detectors in the
case of a large number of photons is the average of these two curves represents. The calculated
average curve is shown in Fig. 6b.

Fig. 5b. showing the effect of case 1) and Fig. 6b. showing the effect of case 2) are definitely different.
This means that the branch B detector system can distinguish between the two types of branch A
measurements resulting in the two cases.

A7. A special mathematical proof regarding the degrees of freedom
of photons

We place a phase shifter after the middle slit of Plate, as shown in Fig. 3. and Fig. 4. We examine how
this element can affect the detection values of the cases 1) and 2) defined in chapter 4.5.

In subcase 1l.a(45°) of case 1) photons only pass through the central slit (Fig. 3.a), creating a single path,
making the phase of the photons irrelevant to the measurement result of the Dx detector (the phase
shifter does not affect the result). In subcase 11.b(45°) of case 1) photons do not pass through the
central slit (Fig. 3.b), which also does not affect the detection results. The average of the two sub-cases
obviously does not depend on the presence of the phase shifter. In both sub-cases (ll.a(90°) and
I1.a(90°)) of case 2) for, the superposition components of the photons in all three slits are non-zero for
most settings, so the phase shifter placed at the central slit will have an effect on the interference
formed at the Dx detector in both sub-cases, influencing the detection results.

Below, we show in detail the calculations. First, based on the subcases Il.a(45°) and 11.b(45°) of case 1
(Fig. 3), we specify the spatial position of the three slits on Plate. And then we calculate the
interference obtained on the screen after the three-slit and its local detection value at the Dx detector
for subcases 11.a(90°) and 11.b(90°) of case 2) (Fig. 4). In the latter case, we prove that the phase shifter
has an effect on the detection values.

d, d,

r' 3
\ 4
r 3
\ 4

Fig. A7.1. Parameters of the construction of an F(XOR) gate implemented by combining two + three-
slit
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According to the description referring to Fig. 3, the spatial positions of the three slits on Plate must be
calculated based on the interference pattern of the light output from the branches.

Due to the sensitivity of the question outlined in the article, we do not use the rounding formula for
Fraunhofer diffraction, but give an exact formula (for the case when the size of the slits approaches
zero).

If the waves in the two output of branches are in phase (this is subcase Il.a(45°)), the main maximum
location of the interference will be on the midline between the two outputs. To calculate the location
of the interference minima, consider the following condition:

Ly =Lg+ MA

where

M=m+0.5

and

m=0;1;2...

specifies the sequence number of the minima in the interference pattern.

Ls and Lg paths expressed as a function of the setting parameters:

de+(b+%)2 =Jd%+(b—%)2+ M2

By derivation, the location of the interference minima:

b= 4M?)2d; — M*2* + M2)%a?
B 4a% — 4AM? )2

Based on this, the length of all the paths between the locations of the two output of branches and
the two interference minima and the main maximum on Plate can be specified.

If the position of the three slits on Plate coincides with the maximum and two minima of the projected
interference pattern, i.e. the "b" parameter is known, the length of the paths between the positions
of the three slits and the location of the D4 detector:

L, = /d§+(x+b)2; Lg = /d§+x2; Lo = /d§+(x—b)2

Now, the second step will be to calculate the interferences and detection values for case 2) (Fig. 4),

which has two subcases: 11.a(90°) and 11.b(90°) (in the derivation we will use distinguishing indices "a
and "b").

30



Based on the total lengths of the paths of the light rays from outputs of the branches to the Dy detector,
the phase values (in degrees) upon arrival at the detector can be calculated:

360 360 360
$ar = (L1 + LD Qa2 = = [(Ly + Lg — AD)];  @g3 = = [(L3 + Lo)];

360 360 360
Yr1 = [((La + L)) @pr = - [((Ls + Lg —AD)];  ¢@p3 = - [(Le + Lo)]

The amplitudes resulting from the interference in the two subcases:
A, =sin@gq +sin@g, + sing,3
Ap = sin@yq + sin@y, + sin @3

As described in chapter 4.3, in a package containing a large number of photons, subcases I1.a(90°) and
I1.b(90°) will be present with equal probability, mixed, therefore an average must be calculated for the
characteristic of the detection result:

— 1
A? =E(A§+A12,)

The relative effect of the different settings of the phase shifter (AA1 and AA,):

2
Phase shifter ef fect = z§=il # 1 (a8)
2

The relation given in this way represents the change of light intensities as a function of the phase
shifter settings (which cannot be 1, as this would mean that the phase shifter has no effect).

In the case of AA2 =0 and AA1 # 0, the relationship shows the effect of a given phase shifter compared
to the case without a phase shifter.

As an example, with arbitrarily chosen parameters and settings:

A=0.7 um; a =777 um; m = 0; d1 = 3333333 um; d> = 777777 um; x = 333333 um;
and AA;=0,3 um; A\, =0

The result that comes out:

Phase shifter ef fect = 2,466990518

The calculations show that the effect of the phase shifter is preserved in the average of the two sub-
cases of case 2). Identifying the function of the F(XOR) gate with the Phase shifter effect indicator
defined there:

fx(45°) - W), = Phase shifter ef fect = 1

fx(90°) - ), = Phase shifter ef fect # 1

So, we have found two cases that fundamentally differ in terms of whether the phase shifter integrated
into the slit system of the F(XOR) gate influences the detection results or not. In case 1), it does not,
while in case 2), it does. This alone is sufficient to assert that on branch B, cases 1) and 2) can be
distinguished, which resulted from two different measurements on branch A. In practical application,
the role of the phase shifter may be that while the results from case 1) are given, in case 2) the effect
of the phase shifter can be set so that the detection values differ as much as possible from the former.
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In practical applications, the role of the phase shifter can be that, while the detection values resulting
from case 1) remain constant in contrast to the variable values of the phase shifter, in case 2) the effect
of the phase shifter can be adjusted to maximize the difference in detection values from the former.
The significance of this calibration is that the bases of the polarization measurements can be
coordinated even without the use of a classical channel for communication between branches A and
B.

There is a peculiar consequence of the fact that on branch B, changing the phase shifter has no effect
on the detection results in case 1), while it does in case 2). The manipulations on branch A — forming
either case 1) or case 2) — are thus able to change the number of degrees of freedom of photons in
branch B in a certain sense. This effect appears to be more than what follows from the correlation of
the entangled photon states — even though it required a specific design of the F(XOR) gate. The
potential theoretical significance of this cannot be fully assessed at this point.

Our conclusion: we can consider it proven that there are at least two cases where, as a result of two
different measurement events on branch A, different detection results can be distinguished on branch
B.

A8. F(XOR) gate using the Hong-Ou-Mendel effect

Our solution based on the Hong-Ou-Mandel effect is technically more challenging to implement, but
in principle, it is capable of extracting the information generated in the first structural unit of the
construction. The Hong-Ou-Mandel effect is a two-photon interference effect, where photons with the
same properties enter through two inputs of a beam splitter — in the beam splitter, they are
indistinguishable — and after a specific destructive interference, only the same output options remain
for the two photons. Both photons exit one or the other side of the beam splitter and have zero
probability of exiting on one and the other side. [21]

The F(XOR) gate is therefore implemented with a beam splitter, one half of which performs a t phase
shift. So far, this aligns with what has been summarized in chapter 4.3. For the Hong-Ou-Mendel effect
to occur, one of the basic conditions for the indistinguishability of photons is that they enter the beam
splitter at the same time. In the construction, this is ensured with two elements: a photon source that
emits photons with a time interval difference of At (So(At)), and a delayer that delays the arrival of
photons traveling in the B, branch to the beam splitter by a time interval At (Del) (Fig. A8.1). (The
representation of the photon source with an icon resembling a camera aperture symbolizes that
photons arrive in adjustable doses, technically, e.g. can be implemented with a pulsed laser.) The
combined effect of these two elements is as follows: a photon that exits the photon source at any
given time and travels in the B, branch, and another photon that exits the photon source At time
interval after the previous photon and travels in the B; branch, will simultaneously arrive at the two
surfaces of the BSx beam splitter.
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Fig. A8.1. Outline of a construction containing a photon source So(At) operating intermittently and a
delayer Del; these elements create the conditions for the Hong-Ou-Mandel effect in the F(XOR) gate
implemented with the BSx beam splitter

We will examine two cases: measurement is made in branch A 1) with a 90° angle polarizer, 2) with a
45° angle polarizer.

1) In the case of measuring in branch A with a 90° angle, also taking into account the m phase shift
realized by the delayer in branch B, (using the simplified notation defined at the beginning of the
chapter, from Equations (24) and (25) (see chapter 4.5)), the two randomly occurring subcases:

I1.a(90°):  fex1(90°) * [W)pyq + fBx2(90°) - W)y, = [Bx1)
I1.b(90°):  fpx1(90°) - [W)pyy + fEx2(90°) * W) 5y, = [Bx2)

Since there are no superposition components in each case, we can interpret them as the photon
traveling in either the Bx: or Bxx branch. After the effect of the delayer Del, four subcases will finally be
possible in the detections:

1st photon emission: 2nd photon emission: DeIayln.g effect:
detection time
to tot+At .
difference
a.) 11.a(90°):  |Byq) 11.a(90°):  |Bx1) At
b.) 11.b(90°):  [By,) 11.b(90°):  [Bxy) At
c.) 11.a(90°):  |By1) 11.b(90°):  |Bx,) 2-At
d.) 11.b(90°):  [By,) 11.a(90°):  |Bx1) 0

Table A8.1. The possible subcases of detection time differences of photon pairs that passed through
the F(XOR) gate when measurements were performed on branch A with a polarizer angle of a=90°.
Then, in branch B, in case 11.a(90°) the state corresponding to the a polarization angle, or in case
11.Lb(90°) the state corresponding to a—90° polarization angle, determines the state of the photon
entering the F(XOR) gate.

Now we record an important condition: the processing of information from detectors Dxz and Dx4 only
considers the coincidences. Generally, by coincidence, we mean the results of detections happening
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at the same time. Two types of coincidence are possible: identical output coincidence, if two photons
exit on the same side of the beam splitter, and non-identical output coincidence, if two photons exit
on different sides of the beam splitter. These can be distinguished by using photon number resolving
detectors. [22]

Taking into account the coincidences, the cases a.), b.), and c.) in the above table are filtered out. In
case d.), one photon arrives at each of the branches Bx; and By, at the beam splitter, entering at the
same time. Thus, in this subcase, the Hong-Ou-Mendel effect is formed for the photons exiting the two
outputs of the beam splitter (Table A8.2).

|Bx1)
+7

Fig. A8.2. The possible states of two photons entering at the same time the F(XOR) gate implemented
with a phase shifter beam splitter, when the measurement was performed with a polarizer with an
a=90° angle on branch A.

e e <

1. 2. 3. 4,
Table A8.2. Inputs defined in Fig. A8.2 and possible outputs of the photons on a phase shifter beam
splitter.

The result in simplified form:
o 1
Bx)IBx2) = fx(90°) - [y = \/_5(_|BX3>|BX3> + |Bx4)|Bxa)) (a9)

Our conclusion: during the application of a photon source operating intermittently and a delayer on
branch B, the cases of two-photon coincidences resulting from measurements on branch A will always
— with 100% probability — yield identical output coincidences.

2) In the case of measurements on branch A with a 45° angle, taking into account the m phase shift
implemented by the delay on branch B, (using simplified notation and Equations (22) and (23) (see
chapter 4.5)), the two randomly occurring cases are:

12(45%):  fax1 (45 (W) gy + fox2(45) W) gy, = =75 1Bx2) + 75 Byy)

16(45°):  fpx (45°) - [W)gy, + fox (45°) - W)gy, = 75 Bxz) + 75 1Bya)

In both cases, the state of each photon consists of superposition components belonging to the Bx: and
Bx2 branches. However, since the Bx; branch contains a delayer defined with a time interval of At, there
is a characteristic difference in time of At between the components belonging to this branch and the
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Bxi branch. The consequence of this is that the detection of a photon in such a superposition state
occurs with an uncertainty of At.

This leads to the following if the photon source emits one photon at intervals of At:
—the detection of the first photon occurs at a random time between t and t+At;

—the detection of the second photon arriving At time later occurs at a random time between t+At and
t+2-At.

This means that in a significant portion of cases, the detectors will not signal a coincidence.
Coincidences can occur in a borderline case: when the first photon is detected at time t+At within the
time interval between t and t+At, and the second photon arrives at one of the detectors at time t+At
within the time interval between t+At and t+2-At. The relative number of such coincidences (the
number of detections relative to the results of the control detectors Dc; and D¢ in a designated time
interval —if we still use the control branches) is presumably much smaller than in case 1) above, where
based on Table A8.1 and the mathematical result, there could be coincidences with a 25% probability.
This difference in itself means that this type of F(XOR) gate can distinguish between cases — 1) and 2).

We will also examine the borderline case of possible coincidences. Since the photons can randomly
enter states Il.a(45°) or I1.b(45°), for two consecutive photons at the input of the F(XOR) gate, four
subcases may occur with equal probability (Table A8.3).

1st photon 2nd photon

o 1 1 o 1 1
a.) I1.a(45°): 7 |BX2>+T§' |Bx1) I1.a(45°): A |Bx2>+ﬁ' |Bx1)
b.) I1.b(45°): —=- [Bys) + = |By1) I1.b(45%): —=-|Byy) + —" |Byx1)
a : V2 X2 N7 X1 : V2 X2 V2 X1

o 1 1 o 1 1
C.) ”a(45 ): _ﬁ' |BX2> + ﬁ . |BX1> ”b(45 ): \/—7 . |sz> + \/—7 . |BX1>
d 1b(45%):  — - |By,) + —= |Bx1) .a(45°): ——-|By,) + = |Bx1)
) : )-ﬁ|X2 ﬁ|X1 -a : ﬁ|xz ﬁ|x1

Table A8.3. The possible states of photon pairs entering the F(XOR) gate when measurements were

performed on branch A with a polarizer at an angle of a=45°. Then, in branch B, in case Il.a(45°) the

state corresponding to the a polarization angle, or in case 11.b(45°) the state corresponding to a—90°
polarization angle.

For the examination, let's choose case d). Using the above notation method, we obtain Table A8.4.

N\

1 1
ﬁ |BX2> + ﬁ |BX1>
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Fig. A8.3. The possible states of two photons entering at the same time the F(XOR) gate implemented
with a phase shifter beam splitter, when the measurement was performed with a polarizer with an
a=45° angle on branch A.

14, 15. 16.
Table A8.4. Inputs defined in Fig. A8.3 and possible outputs of the photons on a phase shifter beam
splitter.

Adding up the superpositions, the result in simplified form is:

(% |Bx2) + % |BX1>) (‘% |Bx2) + % |BX1>) =

fx(45°) - W), = —|Bx3)|Bxa) (a10)

In case d), therefore, different output coincidences occur. It is not necessary to examine the other
subcases of Table A8.3 for the following reasons. If at least one subcase results in a proven different
output coincidence, in the case of a large photon quantity, when all four subcases appear with equal
probability, there will also be non-identical output coincidences in the detection results. In contrast, in
case 1), we saw that after filtering out the non-coincidences, the realized coincidences will have
identical output coincidences with 100% probability.

So we have found two cases where the F(XOR) gate based on the conditions for inducing the Hong-Ou-
Mandel effect led to different detection results. Cases 1.) and 2.) differ on the one hand in the relative
degree of coincidences, and on the other hand, they also differ in the proportion of identical and non-
identical output coincidences.
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Our conclusion: it can be considered proven that there are at least two cases that lead to
distinguishable detection results in branch B following two different measurement events in branch A.

As a technical question, it may arise that the above theoretical solution assumes an ideal intermittently
operating photon source So(At), whose pulses (the photons) are emitted in an infinitely short "time
window", since this is the only way to ensure that there is exactly a time difference of At between each
photons — which is necessary to coincide exactly with the characteristic At of the delayer Del. For a
realistic source with a "time window," photon emission occurs within At £ Atyingow time interval. In this
case, detectors that exclusively consider coincidences only evaluate photon pairs with a time
difference of At (and they will be such in the "time windows"), filtering out the rest. Furthermore,
coincidences will not only be caused by photon pairs with an infinitely precise time difference At, but
also in cases where deviations are determined by the quantum mechanical uncertainty principle.
However, it is not necessary to detail these aspects for the discussion of the theoretical construction
outlined above.

A9. F(XOR) gate ensuring passage through interference space

The essential part of the F(XOR) gate is formed by a hypothetical interference space (IS) treated as a
kind of black box (Fig. A9.1). The Bx; and Bxz branches are introduced into this space, through which
the photons reach the Dy detector. The definition of IS operation is very simple: the detector measures
nothing when the phase difference between Bx; and Bx; imposes total destructive interference.

By

B ' |forward) .—
X2 I I
ek
|back)

Fig. A9.1. Schematic representation of an F(XOR) gate ensuring passage through a hypothetical
interference space

We will examine two cases: 1) measurement is first performed on branch A with a 90° angle, and 2)
then with a 45° angle polarizer. We know what components develop on branches Bxi and Bx; in each
case.

1) In the case of measurement on branch A with a 90° angle polarizer, two random subcases occur
(based on the simplified notations so far, from equations (24) and (25) (see chapter 4.5)):

I1.2(90°):  fpx1(90°) - W) pyy + fBx2(90°) - W)y, = |Bx1) =

fx(90°) - ), = [forward) (a11)
I1.b(90°):  fpx1(90°) * [W)pyq + fBx2(90°) * W) gy, = [Bx2) =
fx(90°) - ), = [forward) (a12)
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These subcases can also be interpreted as the photon traveling on one or the other branch. In this
case, the function of the IS is simply to let the photon pass unchanged to the detector. This means that
in both subcases, the photon is detected with a probability of 1. Using the control detectors, the
average of the relative probabilities of the two randomly alternating subcases:

Dy 1+1

NS=D=C—T=1 (313)

2) In the case of measurement on branch A with a 45° angle polarizer, the Bx; and Bx, branches have
superposition components that form interference in the IS. It is evident that the passage through the
IS occurs according to the probability amplitude resulting from interference. Generally, in the case of
destructive interference, the probability of passage will be less than 1, but ensuring the complete state
of the photon requires the possibility of backward propagation. This can be done in a controlled
manner, but it can also happen uncontrolled (which can be visualized as a kind of "bounce back" for
light rays).

Following the measurement on branch A with a 45° angle polarizer, two random subcases occur (using
the simplified notation, from equations (22) and (23) (see chapter 4.5)):

I1.a(45°):  fpx1(45°) - W) pyq + fox2(45°) - W)y, = — |BX2> + = |Bx1) =

f(45°) - [y, = (} f) forward) + — (j_ v‘) Iback) = |back) (a14)

1(45°):  fpx1 (45%) W)y + Fox2(45%) W)y, = 57 1Bxo) + 55 [Bxs) =

Fx(45°) - [y = (} \F) iforward) + — (} f) Iback) = [forward) (a15)

These cases are special, since in one case complete destructive interference is realized in IS, while in
the other case complete constructive interference. Therefore, in the first case, after the IS, the photons
are detected with zero probability, in the second case, the photons are detected with 100% probability.
Using the control detectors, the average of the relative probabilities of the two randomly alternating
subcases:

Dy 140 1

== (al16)

S=D;~ 7 2

Our conclusion: an F(XOR) gate based on the principle of interference space can be determined in
terms of quantum computing, which leads to different detection results in cases 11(90°) and 11(45°). This
means that two different measurement events on branch A can lead to distinguishable information on
branch B.

We need to make a fundamental observation. In the two cases, the photons behave differently within
the IS. If we interpreted case 1) as the photons arriving on one or the other branch, then they pass
through the IS without change. There is no reason to consider the possibility of backward propagation.
However, in the first subcase of case 2.), it is necessary to take this into account, since in the IS the two
superposition components form a complete destructive interference. These two possible behaviors of
the photons distinguish this solution from the solution where the two branches run together in a
simple beam splitter. There, only one type of behavior was allowed for the photons: the wave
components were always distributed symmetrically on both sides of the beam splitter. As we
summarized in chapter 4.3, the consequence of this was that the beam splitter could not distinguish
between the different cases.
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The mathematical description above is valid only when the two branches meet each other under 0°
(parallel). Only in this case, the probability amplitudes given by Equations (a14) and (al5) can be
ensured in the cross section of the IS. In the case of angles other than this, interferences occur in the
cross-section, which degrade and invalidate those determined by the formulas, the average detection
values of the two cases will be equal. The technical solution of this is certainly not a trivial task. It is
possible that further development of solutions where two inputs are connected into one output, as in
the case of [23], could lead to similar results.

We cannot rule out the possibility that the physical feasibility of the quantum information principle
underlying the calculations may eventually be constrained by some quantum mechanical principle,
which might imply that the two types of photon behavior described above are not possible. However,
it is also conceivable that several implementations are possible, although these are likely to be non-
trivial. (It is possible that it can be done by combining optical modes.) Nevertheless, purely from a
guantum information perspective, the operational principle of the hypothetical IS is quite simple.
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