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Abstract: In this paper, we obtain some general results on information retrieval from the
black hole interior, based on the recent progress on quantum extremal surface formula and
entanglement island. We study an AdS black hole coupled to a bath with generic dynamics,
and ask whether it is possible to retrieve information about a small perturbation in the
interior from the bath system. We show that the one-norm distance between two reduced
states in a bath region A is equal to the same quantity in the bulk quantum field theory for
region AI where I is the entanglement island of A. This is a straightforward generalization
of bulk-boundary correspondence in AdS/CFT. However, we show that a contradiction
arises if we apply this result to a special situation when the bath dynamics includes a
unitary operation that carries a particular measurement to a region A and send the result
to another regionW . Physically, the contradiction arises between transferability of classical
information during the measurement, and non-transferability of quantum information which
determines the entanglement island.

We propose that the resolution of the contradiction is to realize that the state re-
construction formula does not apply to the special situation involving interior-information-
retrieving measurements. This implies that the assumption of smooth replica AdS geometry
with boundary condition set by the flat space bath has to break down when the particular
measurement operator is applied to the bath. Using replica trick, we introduce an explicitly
construction of such operator, which we name as “miracle operators”. From this construc-
tion we see that the smooth replica geometry assumption breaks down because we have to
introduce extra replica wormholes connecting with the “simulated blackholes” introduced
by the miracle operator. We study the implication of miracle operators in understanding
the firewall paradox.

ar
X

iv
:2

10
5.

06
57

9v
1 

 [
he

p-
th

] 
 1

3 
M

ay
 2

02
1



Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 State reconstruction formula for an evaporating black hole 3

3 A paradox in state reconstruction 6
3.1 A no-go theorem 6
3.2 An apparent paradox 7

4 The miracle operators 9

5 The firewall 12
5.1 Entanglement breaking measurement 13
5.2 Entanglement checking 15

6 Further discussion and conclusion 16

A Definition of LOCC 18

B Positive conditional entropy for separable states 19

1 Introduction

Since the discovery of Hawking radiation[1], the black hole information paradox remains an
important open question in physics. The key question in black hole information paradox is
the fate of information carried by objects falling into a black hole. If unitarity of quantum
mechanics is preserved in the presence of gravity, one expects the Hawking radiation cannot
be always thermal, and the entropy of an evaporating black hole has to decrease at late
time, known as the Page curve.[2] An important recent progress towards solving the black
hole information paradox is the discovery of entanglement island[3, 4]. The key idea of
the entanglement island works is to generalize the Hubeny-Rangamani-Takayanagi (HRT)
formula[5, 6] with quantum corrections[7] to the entanglement entropy of a region in the
radiation. In standard holographic duality, the entanglement entropy of a boundary region
A is dual to the area of an extremal surface γA which is homologous to A, with the location
of γA determined by extremizing the generalized entropy |γA|4GN

+ Sbulk(ΣA). Here ΣA is the
region in the bulk with γA and A as its boundary, which is known as the entanglement wedge
of A. Ref. [3, 4] and more recent works have generalized this formula to a coupled system of
a holographic conformal field theory (CFT) and a bath system. Sbulk(ΣA) is generalized to
the entanglement entropy of a region ΣA in the quantum field theory with fixed geometry
background, where ΣA includes the A region itself and possibly an additional region I in
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the holographic bulk. Region I is determined by the same extremization procedure, which
is called an “entanglement island” when it is nontrivial. The entanglement island formula
can be derived using a replica calculation, where different replica are connected by a replica
wormhole through the island region[8, 9].

For an evaporating black hole coupled with a flat space bath, it was shown that for
a large enough region in the radiation (i.e. the bath), the entanglement island becomes
nontrivial after a time known as the Page time. Taking into account of the entanglement
island, the entanglement entropy of the radiation becomes smaller than the thermal value
in Hawking’s calculation, which correctly resolves the conflict between gravitational cal-
culation and unitarity. Following the entanglement wedge reconstruction in holographic
duality, the island formula also suggests that (small perturbations in) the entanglement
island region of the black hole interior can be reconstructed in the radiation. Retrieval of
information from the entanglement island has been discussed using different methods[8, 10].

In this paper, we want to address the following questions: In general, how difficult is the
information retrieval from the entanglement island? Is it possible to carry a measurement
in the radiation that measures the state of an interior qubit in the entanglement island?
How will measurements in the radiation affects the physics seen by an infalling observer?
We begin by proving a general result on state reconstruction. Similar to the bulk-boundary
correspondence of relative entropy shown in Ref. [11], we use replica trick to show that
the “boundary” one-norm distance between two (similar) states in a bath region A is equal
to the “bulk" one-norm distance between corresponding states in the region AI, if A has
an entanglement island I. This is a straightforward generalization of the AdS/CFT results
where boundary region is replaced by a region in the bath, and the entanglement wedge is
replaced by the entanglement island. As a consequence of this general state reconstruction
formula, we show that a region in the bath that is only classically correlated with the rest of
the system can never reconstruct information that is encoded to the system by applying a
unitary in the interior, because the interior is space-like separated from the bath. However,
this leads to a contradiction. If there is a region A with nontrivial entanglement island
I, and another region W without entanglement island, we can carry a measurement on A
that retrieves the information in the interior region I, and send the measurement result
to W . On the other hand, after the measurement (which is a unitary acting on the bath
system), we show that the state reconstruction formula suggests the state of W still has no
correlation with the interior information, which is contradictory with the fact thatW knows
the measurement result from A. By contradiction this suggests that the replica wormhole
calculation that leads to the state reconstruction formula cannot apply to both regions
discussed above. We propose that whenever an interior-information-retrieval measurement
occurs in the bath, the state reconstruction formula fails for the state after the measurement.
(Note that we always understand "measurement" as a unitary operator applying to A,W
and other parts of the bath, so the problem is not caused by non-unitarity.)

We name such measurement operators as “miracle operators” since they have to change
the gravitational path integral in a nontrivial way. By explicitly constructing miracle op-
erators using a replica trick, we understand why the original state reconstruction formula
fails when such an operator is inserted. Additional replica wormholes arise not between
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different replica of the original black hole, but between the original black hole and “simu-
lated black hole”1 used for defining the miracle operator. Using this explicit construction,
we obtain some new understanding to the firewall paradox[12, 13] in two different setups.
We show that a measurement in the radiation can measure the state of an interior qubit,
and an infalling obsever will see that the entanglement of two qubits across the quantum
extremal surface can be destroyed by such exterior measurements. Furthermore, we con-
struct a different measurement which applies to the radiation and checks that one of the
radiation qubit is in a particular entangled state with an interior qubit in the entanglement
island. In this setup, an infalling observer will still be able to verify the entanglement of
the entangled pair, which appears to contradict with the expectation in ordinary quantum
mechanics. This is allowed because the entanglement checking operator must come with
its own gravitational theory and provide additional copies of the universe including the
infalling observer. Interestingly, in the replica calculation of this setup, one can see that
the success of entanglement checking is related to the nontrivial homotopy group of the
replica manifold.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Sec. 3 shows that there is a
paradox caused by applying the quantum extremal surface formula to general dynamics of
the radiation, and discusses how the paradox is resolved by constructing miracle operators.
Sec. 5 applies the miracle operator to address the firewall paradox in two different setups.
Final Sec. 6 contains a summary and some further discussion.

2 State reconstruction formula for an evaporating black hole

We begin by an overview of the island formula, from the point of view of replica calculation.[8,
9] For concreteness we consider a single-sided AdS black hole formed from collapse, which
is coupled with a flat space bath. Taking a subsystem A of the bath, the computation of
tr (ρnA) involves taking n replica of the entire system, and introducing a cyclic permutation
of the different replica in region A. The geometry of the system is a union Bg ∪ Rn, with
Rn the flat space with branch covering at the boundary of A, and Bg the geometry of the
AdS black hole. The gravitational path integral is defined for the metric of Bg, with the
boundary condition fixed by Rn.

Zn(A) =

∫
Bg
Dg

∫
Bg∪Rn

Dφe−AEH [g]−AQFT [φ,g] (2.1)

Here φ represents all matter fields. (More precisely, we should introduce n+m replica and
introduce the twist only in the first n copies, and in the end take m→ −n, as is discussed
in Ref. [14]. The m replica can be omitted if we assume no saddle point will contain
wormhole connecting them with each other or with the first n replica.) Assuming the path
integral is dominated by a classical saddle point which preserves the replica symmetry Zn,
the QFT contribution is given by the n-th Renyi entropy of the matter fields in a region
IA, with I in the gravitational bulk. The gravitational contribution AEH [gsaddle] can be
computed by taking a quotient Bg/Zn and evaluate the Einstein-Hilbert action. If there is

1We thank Ahmed Almheiri for suggesting this term.
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Figure 1. (a) Illustration of the replica manifold with branch-covering at A and possibly an island
region I. (b) In the analytic continuation to n → 1 limit, illustration of the quantum extremal
surface (2.3) which is the boundary of I.

a nontrivial replica wormhole in region I, the boundary of I becomes a conical singularity
with co-dimension 2 and conical angle 2π

n in the quotient manifold Bg/Zn. In the limit
n→ 1, this leads to the quantum extremal surface formula

− logZn(A) ' AEH [gsaddle] + (n− 1)S
(n)
QFT (IA) (2.2)

S(A) ' extI

[
|∂I|
4GN

+ SQFT (IA)

]
(2.3)

with extI referring to extremization over choice of spatial region I. If there are multiple
extremal surfaces, the one with minimal S(A) should be chosen.

The discussion here is entirely parallel with the proof of the HRT formula in ordinary
AdS/CFT[7, 15–17], except that the gravitational theory now has a different boundary
condition set by the radiation. We would like to emphasize that the discussion seems
independent from the detail of dynamics of the radiation. Whether the radiation is a flat
space CFT or a quantum computer, we expect the quantum extremal surface derivation
above to hold, as long as the gravity remains semi-classical.

In addition to the entropy formula, the replica calculation can also tell us more about
how operator reconstruction works. We first clarify some notation. Denote the Hilbert
space of the holographic CFT as HB, and that of the bath as HR (R for “radiation”), the
Hilbert space of the entire system is HQG = HB ⊗HR. We will refer to this Hilbert space
as the quantum gravity Hilbert space. A classical saddle point is denoted by M, which
is a manifold that includes the asympotic AdS part and the attached flat space part. For
eachM (with Lorenzian signature) and a given Cauchy surface, the path integral defines a
state of the quantum field theory on that background. We denote the Hilbert space of the
quantum field theory as HQFT . HQG and HQFT are the analog of boundary Hilbert space
and bulk Hilbert space in AdS/CFT without bath. In the rest of the paper, we will use
bold font Greek letters ρ,σ to denote states in HQFT , and use regular font Greek letters
ρ, σ to denote those in the boundary-and-bath Hilbert space HQG.

Now we consider two states ρ,σ ∈ HQFT . When these two states are close to each other,
such that the energy momentum tensor difference is order O(G0

N ), the back reaction to
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Figure 2. Illustration of two states ρ, σ which are only different by a local unitary UP acting on a
small region P in the island. For example UP can flip the spin of a particle. The QFT states are
defined on a Cauchy surface that includes A and I.

geometry is small. In the replica calculation, we can compute quantity such as tr
(
ρn−mA σmA

)
and expect that it is dominated by the same saddle point as tr (ρnA). In this case one obtains

tr
(
ρn−mA σmA

)
' e−Antr

(
ρn−mAI σmAI

)
; (2.4)

with An the contribution of the Einstein-Hilbert action at the saddle point manifold. Con-
sequently, we obtain

‖ρA − σA‖2n = tr
[
(ρA − σA)2n

]
' e−A2n ‖ρAI − σAI‖2n (2.5)

for positive integer n. In the analytic continuation to n→ 1/2, A2n vanishes:

A2n ' (2n− 1)
|∂I|
4GN

(2.6)

Therefore we obtain

‖ρA − σA‖1 = ‖ρAI − σAI‖1

This discussion is a simple generalization of Ref. [11] for relative entropy (see also [9, 10]
for related discussions). Alternatively, we could also prove Eq. (2.7) using the conclusion
of Ref. [11]: Since the mapping C : ρAI → ρA preserves the relative entropy between
two states ρ, σ in the code subspace, it is invertable and thus preserves the trace distance
between two states.

This result plays a central role in this paper, so we would like to summarize it in the
following theorem:

Theorem 1 State reconstruction formula. For two states ρ, σ ∈ HQG, assume that the
gravitational path integral in the calculation of tr (ρnA) and tr (σnA) are both dominated by
the same smooth manifoldMn preserving the cyclic permutation symmetry between replica,
up to corrections O(GN ), then

‖ρA − σA‖1 = ‖ρAI − σAI‖1 (2.7)

with I the entanglement island of A.
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As an example, consider ρ as the state of an evaporating black hole coupled with the
bath, in which a region of the radiation A has an entanglement island I. σ = UPρU

†
I is

different from ρ by a local unitary acting in a small spacetime region P ∈ I, as is illustrated
in Fig. 2. Eq. (2.7) tells us that the difference between ρ and σ is preserved in the radiation
region A. For example, if UP rotates the spin of a qubit from z-direction eigenstates up to
down, one can measure the spin z-component operator ZP of this qubit to distinguish ρAI
and σAI . Then Eq. (2.7) guarantees that there is a projection operator PA in A such that

|tr (PAρA)− tr (PAσA)| = 1

2
‖ρA − σA‖1

=
1

2
‖ρAI − σAI‖1

≥ 1

2
|tr (ZPρAI)− tr (ZPσAI)| (2.8)

Thus Eq. (2.7) guarantees that ρA, σA can be distinguished by a measurement in region
A, to the same degree that ρAI and σAI can be distinguished on AI. In the next section,
we will discuss a more explicit setup for extracting such information, which leads to an
apparent contradiction.

3 A paradox in state reconstruction

3.1 A no-go theorem

As we discussed earlier, the island formula (2.3) only requires the geometry of the gravita-
tional system to have small fluctuation, independent from the dynamics of the radiation.
In this subsection, we will consider a special class of radiation system, as is shown in Fig.
3. The radiation system R consists of two subsystems R1 and W . R1 is the “ordinary"
radiation system, which is a flat space QFT coupled with the black hole. W is an ancilla
that only couples with R1 by local operations and classical communication (LOCC). The
initial state of R is a direct product state ρ0R1 ⊗ ρ0W . Physically, we can think W as a
model of lab equipment of an observer we use to measure the radiation. We assume the ob-
server only has access to the radiation system R1 through LOCC, which physically involves
multiple rounds of carrying quantum measurements to R1 and applying unitaries on it. We
include the definition of LOCC in Appendix A. This setup is an example of an incoherent
quantum algorithmic measurement (QUALM) defined in Ref. [18].

Now we study the entropy of the W subsystem. With the assumption that the island
formula applies, we obtain

S(W ) = extI

[
|∂I|
4GN

+ SQFT (WI)

]
(3.1)

Empty I = ∅ is always a saddle point, with contribution SQFT (W ). If W has a nontrivial
entanglement island I, the necessary condition is

SQFT (WI) <
|∂I|
4GN

+ SQFT (WI) < SQFT (W ) (3.2)
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Figure 3. (a) Illustration of the ancilla W which only couples with the rest of the bath R1 through
LOCC. (b) A quantum circuit representation of the same setup, with black hole B couples with R1

through quantum gates, while R1 and W are coupled only by LOCC.

However, in the situation we consider, W and the remainder of the system (R and black
hole B) is coupled with LOCC, such that the state remains separable at all time:

ρQFT =
∑
i

piρ
i
QFT (BR)ρiQFT (W ) (3.3)

Therefore for any subsystem I, ρQFT (IW ) is still separable. Consequently, the conditional
entropy is always non-negative (see Appendix B):

HQFT (I|W ) ≡ SQFT (WI)− SQFT (W ) ≥ 0 (3.4)

Consequently, W always has a trivial island. We summarize this conclusion in the following
theorem:

Theorem 2 If i) a subsystem W of the radiation only couples with the remainder of the
system (including the radiation and the black hole) through LOCC, and the initial state is
separable between W and its complement, and ii) semiclassical approximation applies to the
entropy calculation of W , then W has no entanglement island.

3.2 An apparent paradox

Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 both seem to be general and are natural consequences of the
island formula, but in the following we will show that there is a contradiction when we try
to apply them to a particular setup.

Consider the setup we discussed earlier in Fig. 2, with two states ρ and σ = UPρU
†
P

that are only different by a unitary applying to a small region in the island I of a radiation
region A. In addition, we consider an ancillaW that is coupled with A through the following
quantum channel:

CM (ρA ⊗ |0W 〉 〈0W |) = PAρAPA ⊗ |1W 〉 〈1W |+ (IA − PA) ρA (IA − PA)⊗ |0W 〉 〈0W |
(3.5)

Here PA is the particular projection operator that distinguish ρA and σA optimally, such
that tr (PAσA)−tr (PAσA) = 1

2 ‖ρA − σA‖1. The channel CM measures A with the projector
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Figure 4. Illustration of the particular setup in subsection (3.2) in Penrose diagram (a) and
quantum circuit (b). We consider two states different by an interior unitary UP , as was discussed
in Fig. 2. In addition, a unitary UM (defined by Eq. (3.6) applied to region A and two ancilla
qubits W, W̃ measures A and records the result on W . The green and red horizontal dashed lines
indicate the time t1 before applying UM , and t2 right after applying UM . What is relevant to our
discussion is the application of state reconstruction formula (2.7) for A at time t1 and W at time
t2.

PA, and save a copy of the measurement result on W . CM is an LOCC. We would like to
emphasize that although CM is not a unitary operator, it could be realized by an unitary
in a slightly bigger system. For example if we introduce another qubit W̃ , we can define
the unitary on AWW̃ :

UM = PA ⊗XW ⊗XW̃ + (IA − PA)⊗ IW ⊗ IW̃ (3.6)

with XW and XW̃ the Pauli x operator that flips between |0〉 and |1〉 states. Applying UM
to the state ρA⊗|0W 〉 〈0W |⊗

∣∣0W̃ 〉 〈0W̃ ∣∣ and tracing over W̃ leads to CM (ρA ⊗ |0W 〉 〈0W |).
We would like to emphasize this point to clarify that introducing CM in the discussion does
not imply we have violated unitarity in R, as long as A,W, W̃ are all part of the bath
system R. The setup is illustrated in Fig. 4.

Now we apply the state reconstruction formula (Theorem 1) to two different regions.

1. For the state before UM is applied, defined at time t1 in Fig. 4, applying the state
reconstruction formula to region A leads to ‖ρA − σA‖1 = ‖ρAI − σAI‖1, which is
order 1.

2. For the state after UM is applied, defined at time t2 in Fig. 4, applying the state
reconstruction formula to W leads to

‖ρW − σW ‖1 = ‖ρW − σW ‖1 , (3.7)

since W still has only classical correlation with the rest of the system, and thus has
no entanglement island according to Theorem 2. Furthermore, remember that ρW
and σW are the states of W in QFT, which are obtained by fixing the geometry and
defining the QFT state on a Cauchy surface by a QFT path integral. Therefore a
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unitary UP that is acting in a spacetime region spacelike separated from W will have
trivial effect on the reduced state of W , leading to ρW = σW . Therefore Eq. (3.7)
implies ‖ρW − σW ‖1 = 0.

However, the two conclusions above are in direct contradiction, because W has learned
about the measurement result from A, and therefore “inherited” a nontrivial one-norm
distance from that between ρA and σA. To see that, we write down the state of W after
the coupling:

ρW = trA [CM (ρA ⊗ |0W 〉 〈0W |)] = pρ |1W 〉 〈1W |+ (1− pρ) |0W 〉 〈0W | (3.8)

with pρ = tr (PAρA) (3.9)

Similarly, when the state of A before measurement is σA, the state of W after measurement
is σW = pσ |1W 〉 〈1W |+(1−pσ) |0W 〉 〈0W | of the same form, with pσ = tr(PAσA). Therefore
we have

‖ρW − σW ‖1 = 2 |pρ − pσ| = ‖ρA − σA‖1 (3.10)

Physically, Eq. (3.10) tells us that one-norm distance is transferable by classical com-
munication, because it is a measure of classical information one can learn by an optimal
measurement. This transferability thus suggests ‖ρW − σW ‖1 should be order 1, in direct
conflict with the result of state reconstruction formula applied toW . Therefore we conclude
that to avoid inconsistency, at least for in one of the two states we discussed (the state of
A at t1 and the state of W at t2), the assumptions of Theorem 1 must fail.

We will discuss more about the interpretation of this apparent paradox in next section.

4 The miracle operators

Let us summarize the problem again. The replica calculation that leads to the QES formula
also predicts Eq. (2.7), which tells us that small perturbation in I can be reconstructed
in A. On the other hand, the same formula suggests that an ancilla which only couples
to the black hole and radiation by LOCC cannot probe such small perturbation anywhere
space-like separated from A and the ancilla, because it does not have an entanglement island
(Theorem 2). The only assumption we have used to achieve this paradox is the assumptions
of Theorem 1, that the gravitational path integral is dominated by a smooth saddle point
manifold in the replica calculation of both SA and SW . (Note that we do not need to assume
the saddle point manifold to be the same one for these two calculations. The paradox
remains as long as the manifolds involved are smooth and replica symmetric, even if we
are allowed to consider a large back-reaction caused by UM .) Therefore by contradiction
we have proved that this assumption must fail for at least one of the calculation. If we
assume the SA calculation is correct (which occurs before W got involved), then we have to
conclude that after applying UM , the calculation of tr (ρnW ) is not dominated by any smooth
replica symmetric saddle point manifold. The problem remains if we replace a single saddle
point with a sum over multiple saddle points. Since the contribution of each possible saddle
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Figure 5. Illustration of the replica calculation for (a) tr(ρAÔ)n for a regular operator Ô, (b) tr (ρnA)

and (c) tr
(
ρAZ

(k)
A

)n
with Z(k)

A defined in Eq. (4.3). The illustration shows the case n = 2, k = 1.
The part of Penrose diagram below a Cauchy surface represents the QFT state at that surface,
prepared by the QFT path integral on the given background geometry. The red bridge connecting
different replica in (b) and (c) is introduced by multiplying ρA with ρA or Z(k)

A . The green bridge
is the replica wormhole. Note that in (c) replica wormhole connects the physical copies (1, 1) and
(2, 1) with simulated copies (1, 2) and (2, 2) in blue, which represent Z(k)

A .

point (for the calculation of W Renyi entropy) with a nontrivial island I is suppressed by
a factor e−∆S with ∆S ∼ O (1/GN ), the contribution remains suppressed even if we sum
over polynomial (in 1/GN ) number of saddle points. In other words, applying the particular
unitary UM to the bath system change the behavior of the gravitational path integral in
a way that is much more dramatic than an ordinary back-reaction. From our discussion
one can see that this problem occurs whenever we are carrying a measurement such as PA,
which reveals nontrivial information about the interior. In the following we will refer to
such interior-information-revealing measurement operators as “miracle operators”, due to
their dramatic effect to the spacetime geometry.

To understand what happens when we apply miracle operators, we write down explicitly
the form of the optimal measurement PA. For any two states ρA, σA, if we write ρA − σA
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in the diagonal basis ρA − σA =
∑

n λn |n〉 〈n|, then

PA =
∑
n

1

2
(1 + sgn (λn)) |n〉 〈n| (4.1)

with sgn(λn) = +1, 0,−1 for λn > 0, λn = 0, λn < 0, respectively.2 Therefore we can
introduce the replica trick and express PA as:

2PA − IA = sgn (ρA − σA) = (ρA − σA)2n−1
∣∣∣
n→ 1

2

(4.2)

from which we can see explicitly that PA involves gravitational path integral. Consequently,
the evaluation of PA can involve replica wormholes which connect the interior of the original
black hole and those in PA. The operators reconstructed using Petz map[8] are also examples
of miracle operators. The operator we consider is simpler than the Petz map case because
we focus on a simpler task of distinguishing two particular states.

Using this replica trick, we can see the reason of the contradiction we find in last
section. For this purpose, define

Z
(k)
A = (ρA − σA)2k−1 (4.3)

for integer k, and introduce a W that is coupled to A by the following LOCC channel:

C(k)
M (ρA ⊗ |0W 〉 〈0W |) = X

(k)
A+ρAX

(k)
A+ ⊗ |1W 〉 〈1W |+X

(k)
A−ρAX

(k)
A− ⊗ |0W 〉 〈0W | (4.4)

with X(k)
A± =

√
1

2

(
IA ± Z(k)

A

)
(4.5)

Note that IA ± Z(k)
A is positive, so that the square root operator X(k)

A± is uniquely defined
and Hermitian. This channel carries a positive operator-valued measurement (POVM) to
A and store the result in W . After applying the channel, the state of W is

ρW = p(k)
ρ |1W 〉 〈1W |+

(
1− p(k)

ρ

)
|0W 〉 〈0W | (4.6)

p(k)
ρ =

1

2

(
1 + tr

(
Z

(k)
A ρA

))
(4.7)

Now if we compute tr (ρnW ), we obtain

tr (ρnW ) = 2−n
[(

1 + tr
(
Z

(k)
A ρA

))n
+
(

1− tr
(
Z

(k)
A ρA

))n]
(4.8)

which involves tr
(
Z

(k)
A ρA

)m
= tr

(
(ρA − σA)2k−1 ρA

)m
for m = 0, 1, ..., n. Each term

in this trace involves 2km copies of the original system. Applying the replica wormhole
calculation to this computation, it is easy to convince ourselves that replica wormhole will
only appear between ρA and Z(k)

A within each trace. We can label the 2km replica by (a, s)

2If ρA−σA is not full rank, PA has eigenvalues 0, 1 and 1
2
, so that it is not a projector. Correspondingly

there are three possible measurement results W needs to record. However, when the input state is ρA or
σA, only two measurement results will appear. All our discussion remains valid if we allow a general input
state and define W to have Hilbert space dimension 3.
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with a = 1, 2, ...,m and s = 1, 2, ..., 2k, with (a, 1) the m copies of ρA, and (a, s), s ≥ 2

the 2k− 1 copies of ρA or σA in the operator Z(k)
A . The replica wormhole will only connect

(a, s) with (a, s + 1) (with s = 2k + 1 identified with s = 1). This is illustrated in Fig. 5.
Compare this calculation with the “ordinary” case, such as the calculation of tr(ρnA), we see
that the dominant saddle point configuration contains wormholes connecting the “physical
geometry” with “simulated geometry” in Z(k)

A . This is the possibility that was missed in the
derivation of the one norm correspondence in Eq. (2.7).

In summary, what we learned from miracle operators is that carrying a particular mea-
surement can not only modify the bulk geometry of the black hole, but even modify the
boundary condition of the geometry. Instead of being a smooth geometry with boundary
condition set by the flat space region, the geometry now contains wormholes that con-
nect the system with the operator being measured. On comparison, if we view tr(ρnA) as
an expectation value of cyclic permutation operator XA in n copies of the system, then
this operator induces replica wormhole between different replica, but does not change the
boundary condition of the geometry. It seems that the difference between miracle operators
and ordinary operators is whether the operator depends on black hole microstates. Opera-
tors that do not depend on microstates, even if they are (computationally) very powerful,
such as the cyclic permutation operator, do not induce wormholes connecting the system
with the operator. Another point we want to highlight is that such a dramatic effect to
spacetime geometry occurs even if we are only carrying a binary measurement that learns
about a single bit of information in the interior.

5 The firewall

We would like to investigate the implication of our result in understanding the firewall
paradox[12, 13]. The firewall paradox points out that after Page time, a Hawking radiation
mode b is entangled with the earlier radiation, so that if it is also entangled with its partner
behind the horizon b̃, this will violate strong subadditivity (SSA) of entanglement entropy.
The entanglement island result points out that the SSA argument does not apply, since
b̃ in the island is not independent from the earlier radiation. In Fig. 6 (a), if b̃ is in the
entanglement island of A region, and b is outside A region, then it is ok to have b entangled
with b̃ and also entangled with A, since b̃ is actually part of A. However, we would like to
address more concretely whether an infalling observer will see a firewall. We will study two
different setups, illustrated in Fig. 6 (a) and Fig. 7 (a). In both cases there is an EPR pair
of modes b, b̃ and b̃ is in the entanglement island of a radiation region A. The difference is
that in the first setup the partner b is outside region A while in the second setup it’s in A.
In both cases, an infalling observer X carries a Bell basis measurement to detect if bb̃ is in
one of the maximally entangled states. The first setup addresses whether a measurement
on A can act on b̃ and destroy the entanglement between b and b̃, i.e. creates a firewall.
The second setup addresses whether an entanglement checking experiment can be applied
to A, now including the information of both b and b̃, and whether such an entanglement
checking will create a firewall seen by the infalling observer X. In the following we will
discuss these two setups in two subsections.
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Figure 6. (a) Illustration of a pair of qubits b, b̃, when b̃ ∈ I and b /∈ A. An infalling observer X
carries a binary measurement that checks if bb̃ is in the particular entangled state. (b) Illustration
of the replica geometry that applies operator P ↑↓A which distinguishes the two states with opposite
spin of b̃. The green and red lines represent the trajectory of b and b̃ in the two replica respectively.
(In general there are n replica. We draw n = 2 here for simplicity.) Since only one of them crosses
the branchcut line, X will not see the partner b̃ but see the copy of b̃ in a different replica, leading
to failure of entanglement checking.

5.1 Entanglement breaking measurement

To be concrete, let us assume b and b̃ are local wavepackets of bosons, such as photons.
Denote b̂†σ and ˆ̃

b†σ as the creation operators of these two modes respectively, with σ =↑, ↓
two states of spin or other internal states. b̂†,

ˆ̃
b† are defined in the QFT Hilbert space.

Denote the state without this pair as ρ, then we can create an EPR pair in one of the Bell
basis states:

σ = ∆̂†±ρ∆̂±

∆̂± =
1√
2

(
b̂↑

ˆ̃
b↓ ± b̂↑ˆ̃b↓

)
(5.1)

In this subsection we only need one of them, which we will pick as σ−. In next subsection
we will need both.

Now when the system is in state σ−, an infalling observer X brings b into the interior
and check whether bb̃ is in the particular entangled state created by ∆̂−. The measurement
operator is

PX = ∆̂†−∆̂− (5.2)

Without other intervention to the system, PX will return eigenvalue 1 with probability 1.
X records the result of the measurement.

Now we would like to carry a measurement on A that measures the spin z component
of b̃. For that purpose let us consider two other states

σ↑ =
ˆ̃
b†↑b̂
†
↓ρb̂↓

ˆ̃
b↑, σ↓ =

ˆ̃
b†↓b̂
†
↑ρb̂↑

ˆ̃
b↓ (5.3)
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which contains Z eigenstates of b̃ qubit. Then we can define the optimal projection operator
on A defined in Eq. (4.2) that distinguishes these two states:

ẐA ≡ 2P ↑↓A − IA = sgn (σ↑,A − σ↓,A) (5.4)

We implement this operator by the replica trick in Eq. (4.2):

tr
(
σ−,AẐA

)
= tr

[
σ−,A (σ↑,A − σ↓,A)2n−1

]∣∣∣
n→ 1

2

(5.5)

Every term in the righthand side of this equation involves 2n replica of the original system,
with a branchcut at A in the same way as in Renyi 2n entropy calculation. In the limit when
the back reaction caused by the modes b̃, b is negligible, the 2n replica geometry contains
the replica wormhole in the same way as in the Renyi entropy calculation, as is illustrated
in Fig. 6 (b). Therefore in the saddle point geometry, there is a branchcut at A and I,
where different replica are connected by cyclic permutation. In the first replica there is an
entangled pair of modes, while in the other 2n− 1 replica there is a pure state of b̃b. One
should remember that the infalling observer X is also part of the system, so it should also
be present in each replica.

Now it is important to remember that the infalling observer is also part of the system,
which should appear in each replica. The question is whether the entanglement checking
measurement PX still succeeds in this replicated geometry. As is illustrated in Fig. 6 (b),
b̃ goes across the branchcut line in I, but b does not, so that when the infalling observer in
k-th replica brings b in that replica to the interior, it meets with the b̃ mode in the k+ 1-th
replica. Consequently, none of the infalling observers will see an entangled pair of bb̃. In
other words, the entanglement checking fails for all replica calculation with 2n replica. The
observer that was originally in replica 1 (the one with an entangled pair) will see a state

ρbb̃ =
1

2
Ib ⊗ (|σ〉 〈σ|)b̃ , σ =↑ or ↓ (5.6)

such that

〈P̂X〉 =
1

4
(5.7)

Since this result applies to all replica number 2n, it is reasonable (although not rigorous)
to suggest that the same holds when taking analytic continuation n → 1/2, which means
the infalling observer will see the bb̃ entanglement destroyed. In this sense the measurement
P ↑↓A creates a firewall at the quantum extremal surface, although it is not a firewall in the
sense of energy. Degrees of freedom across the quantum extremal surface, as are seen by the
infalling observer, are not entangled because they are entangled with partners in another
replica, but this does not require a high energy excitation.

It should be noted that this firewall creation occurs whether or not X jumps in before
or after the measurement on A is carried. This looks nonlocal but does not violate causality,
because the action we take on A is a measurement. In ordinary quantum systems, it is also
allowed that two space-like separated measurements have correlated results. The calculation
above shows that there is a firewall condition on a given output of the measurement P ↑↓A .
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5.2 Entanglement checking

Instead of measuring the state of b̃, we would like to consider an entanglement checking
measurement applied to the exterior. In the setup of Fig. 7 (a), we consider a situation
when b has already entered region A. b̃ is in the entanglement island of A, so that it should
be possible to check the entanglement of bb̃ in region A. For example we can apply the Petz
map to the operator PX applied by the infalling observer. Instead of Petz map, we prefer
to make use of the optimal projector construction. For that purpose we consider two states
σ±,QFT with two orthogonal maximally entangled states of bb̃, defined in Eq. (5.1). Then
we can define the projection operator P+−

A that distinguishes these two states

F̂A ≡ 2P+−
A − IA = sgn (σ+,A − σ−,A) (5.8)

Now if we take the state σ− and measure F̂A, by construction we obtain

tr
(
σ−,AF̂A

)
= tr

[
σ−,A (σ+,A − σ−,A)2n−1

]∣∣∣
n→ 1

2

= −1 (5.9)

This is because one term in the expansion −tr
(
σ2n
−,A

)
→ −1 when n → 1

2 , and all other
terms are of the form

tr
(
σa+,Aσ

b
−,A...

)
' e−Agravtr

(
σa+,AIσ

b
−,AI ...

)
(5.10)

which contains a products of σ+,AI and σ−,AI . Since σ+ and σ− contains two orthogonal
states of the bb̃ pair, we have σ+,AIσ−,AI = 0, so that these terms all vanish. (The gravity
contribution Agrav ' (2n− 1) |∂I|4GN

in the n→ 1
2 limit.)

In parallel with the discussion in previous subsection, we can ask what happens to
infalling observer X which carries the measurement P̂X in Eq. (5.2). Different from the
previous setup, now b goes through the branchcut at A and b̃ goes through that at I, so
that they can still meet in the same replica. The observer X in each replica will observe
a maximal entangled state |−〉 since the only nonvanishing term contains σ2n

−,A. Therefore
we would argue that in the analytic continuation to n → 1

2 , the entanglement checking
experiment by observer X is successful with probability 1. It is interesting to note that the
trajectory of b and b̃ together form a noncontractable loop in the replica manifold (i.e. a
nontrivial generator of the first homotopy group). The difference between the two setups
with b outside A (Fig. 6) and b inside A (Fig. 7) is topological.

In short, we see that both the exterior and infalling entanglement checking can succeed,
at least in this particular choice of measurements. Roughly speaking, this is possible because
the measurement in A has to create other copies of the universe, including the infalling
observer. Another implicit assumption (which seems physically reasonable) is that the
infalling observer is defined for each replica geometry separately, and there is no “super-
observer” that can take different replica and apply a joint measurement. Our result seems
to be consistent with the result of A. Almheiri[19] in the final state projection model[20].
The gravitational calculation clarifies that entanglement checking experiment in A does
not have to apply a projection to many qubits, but can extract only one bit of information
about whether bb̃ is in the particular entangled state |−〉. We realize that the argument
about analytic continuation in this section is not rigorous. More careful analysis is a task
for future work.
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Figure 7. (a) Illustration of a pair of qubits b, b̃ with b̃ ∈ I, b ∈ A. An infalling observer X
measures whether

∣∣∣bb̃〉 is in a particular maximally entangled states such as |−〉. (b) Illustration of

the replica geometry that applies operator P+−
A (defined in Eq. (5.8)) which distinguishes the two

states |+〉 , |−〉 in A. The green and red lines represent the trajectory of b and b̃ in the two replica
respectively, in the same way as in Fig. 6. We see that the entanglement checking of X will still
succeed because both b and b̃ are acted by the same cyclic permutation operation.

6 Further discussion and conclusion

In summary, we have shown that there is a paradox if we assume the QES formula applies
to an AdS black hole coupled with a radiation system with arbitrary dynamics. When the
geometry is semiclassical, and the QES formula applies, information about the interior is
not available to any observer who is only coupled with the radiation through LOCC (and
does not have quantum entanglement with the radiation and black hole to start with). On
the other hand, information in the entanglement island of a region A can be reconstructed in
A, which suggests that there must exist miracle operators which induce qualitative change
of bulk geometry when they are applied to A, even if only one bit of information is obtained
in this measurement. We have explicitly constructed such an operator which distinguishes
two given states optimally, and show that in a replica calculation, the large geometry
fluctuation corresponds to replica wormhole connecting the original universe with new copies
of the universe contained in the projection operator itself. This construction helps us to
address some questions in the firewall paradox. We show that a projective measurement
in a radiation region A can break the entanglement between two modes across the QES
surface, i.e. the boundary of the entanglement island. On the other hand, an entanglement
checking measurement that verifies the entanglement between a Hawking qubit b and the
earlier radiation does not affect the entanglement checking measurement of an infalling
observer, at least in the particular setup we consider.

There are many open questions related to this setup. One question is whether the
difference between regular operators and miracle operators is a signature of gravity theory
being an ensemble theory.[8, 21–24] If gravity is an effective description of an ensemble av-
erage over a family of boundary theories, then it is natural to distinguish between operators
that does and does not depend on random parameters in the boundary theory. Only the
latter will possibly detect the interior. A nontrivial question is whether it is still possible
to define wormholes connecting physical system with simulated system is still well-defined
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if there is no ensemble averaging.
Ref. [25] pointed out that in the final state projection proposal[20] there is a problem

with probability interpretation of the measurement carried by an infalling observer, because
of the failure of decoherence between different histories. We have not addressed this problem
in our discussion of infalling observer. For example consider an observer X made of a large
number of spins with the initial state (|↑〉 〈↑|)(⊗M). The measurement process is a unitary
operator

UM = PX ⊗ IX + (I− PX)⊗XX (6.1)

with XX flips all the spins in X. In ordinary quantum measurement, we apply UM to
obtain UMρbb̃ ⊗ (|↑〉 〈↑|)(⊗M) U †M and then trace over any one of the M qubits in X. This
removes the off-diagonal terms and leads to a measurement channel

CM
(
ρbb̃ ⊗ (|↑〉 〈↑|)(⊗M)

)
= PXρbb̃PX ⊗ (|↑〉 〈↑|)⊗(M−1) + (I− PX) ρbb̃ (I− PX)⊗ (|↓〉 〈↓|)⊗(M−1)

(6.2)

When X is behind the horizon, it is unclear whether we are still allowed to do the partial
trace. On the other hand, considering that horizon is not a local concept, it is possible
that we are crossing the horizon of a giant black hole now, which should not affect the
probabilistic interpretation of the quantum experiments that occur in a physics lab at this
moment. This suggests that we should be able to talk about what an infalling observer
sees, in the same way as an outside observer. A more rigorous formalism is a task for future
research.

Another question is how rare are the set of miracle operators. We know the special
constructions discussed here. It will be interesting to have a more precise statement about
how the miracle operators are very rare. In the entanglement checking setup in Fig. 7, if we
define the optimal operator for two states σ1 and σ2 which are not orthogonal, all terms in
Eq. (5.9) are nonzero. This creates a linear superposition of different “branches" in which
infalling observer X can observe different results. This is not immediately contradictory
because the two states are not entirely distinguishable so the observer always has a chance
to mistaken state 1 as state 2. However, it requires a more thorough investigation to
understand whether all observations of the infalling observer are consistent with quantum
mechanics. This question seems to be related to the discussion about state-dependence of
the reconstruction map[26, 27].

It is interesting to think this setup as an example of quantum algorithmic measurement
(QUALM)[18]. A QUALM is a quantum algorithm that contains a known part controlled
by the experimentalist, and an partially unknown part controlled by nature that contains
some hidden parameters. The purpose of the algorithm is to find out some message about
the unknown parameters. In the black hole problem, as is illustrated in Fig. 3, the known
part is the coupling between ancilla W and the radiation R, and the dynamics of R itself.
The partially unknown part is the black hole B and its coupling with radiation R. In the
QUALM language, what we have shown is that the task of finding out the information in
an interior qubit is very difficult for an observer with incoherent access to the system, if

– 17 –



the observer does not know the black hole microstate. It is reasonable to guess that the
difficulty (i.e. QUALM complexity of the task) is exponential in 1/GN , since a saddle point
with nontrivial island only has a contribution to the partition function that is exponential
in 1/GN . It is interesting to relate this result to that of Ref. [18] and see whether it is
possible to make our result more rigorous in the QUALM framework.
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A Definition of LOCC

In this appendix we give a precise definition of LOCC. For a useful reference, see Ref. [28].
(In general LOCC is defined for multiple parties, but here we will only discuss the two party
case.) For two quantum systems A and W , with the Hilbert space HA ⊗ HW , a one-way
LOCC from A to W is a quantum channel of the following form:

CA→W =

M∑
n=1

MA
n ⊗NW

n (A.1)

HereMA
n are completely positive (CP) maps with the additional condition that

∑
nMS

n is
a completely positive and trace-preserving (CPTP) map. In other words, for any density
operator ρ of subsystem A,

∑
nMS

n(ρ) is a density operator with unit trace. NW
n for each

n is a CPTP map. Physically, if we apply CA→W to a product state ρA ⊗ σW , we obtain

CA→W (ρA ⊗ σW ) =
M∑
n=1

MA
n (ρA)⊗NW

n (σW ) (A.2)

which is a separable state. Define

pn = tr
(
MA

n (ρA)
)

(A.3)

ρ̃An = p−1
n MA

n (ρA) (A.4)

the channel CA→W applies a weak measurement to A and if the measurement output is n,
apply channel NW

n to W .
A r-round LOCC between A andW contains r-round of back-and-forth communication

between these two systems:

C(r)
AW = CrW→A ◦ CrA→W ◦ Cr−1

W→A ◦ C
r−1
A→W ◦ ... ◦ C

1
W→A ◦ C1

A→W (A.5)
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B Positive conditional entropy for separable states

For completeness, we include a proof that the conditional entropy is always positive for
separable states.

For a separable state

ρWI =
∑
i

piρWi ⊗ ρIi (B.1)

we consider an auxiliary state

πW̃ I =
∑
i

pi |i〉 〈i| ⊗ ρIi (B.2)

with |i〉 an orthonormal basis in the W̃ system. The mutual information between W̃ and I
is

I(W̃ : I) = S

(∑
i

piρIi

)
−
∑
i

piS (ρIi) (B.3)

Which is also the Holevo information that measures the amount of information that can be
read out from I about the classical message in W̃ . Therefore

I
(
W̃ : I

)
π
≤ SI ≡ S

(∑
i

piρIi

)
(B.4)

Now we can apply a measure-and-prepare channel to map a state in W̃ to that in W :

C
(
σW̃
)

=
∑
i

〈i|σW̃ |i〉 ρWi (B.5)

The channel maps the auxiliary state πW̃ I to ρWI . Since mutual information cannot be
increased by a quantum channel, we obtain that in ρWI

I(W : I)ρ ≤ I
(
W̃ : I

)
π
≤ SI (B.6)

Therefore

S(W ) ≤ S(WI) (B.7)
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