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A background independent notion of causality

A. Capolupo"[] and A. Quaranta'fi

1Dipam'mento di Fisica “E.R. Caianiello” Universita di Salerno,
and INFN — Gruppo Collegato di Salerno, Via Giovanni Paolo 11, 132, 84084 Fisciano (SA), Italy

We develop a notion of causal order on a generic manifold as independent of the underlying differential and
topological structure. We show that sufficiently regular causal orders can be recovered from a distinguished
algebra of sets, which plays a role analogous to that of topologies and o algebras. We then discuss how a natural
notion of measure can be associated to the algebra of causal sets.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery of particle creation by black holes [1]] and the establishment of black hole thermodynamics 2-4], a deep
relation between the causal structure of spacetime and the tenets of thermodynamics has been unveiled [5]. The causal structure
is arguably the core of the geometric side of general relativity, and it is known that any spacetime may be reconstructed, up
to conformal transformations, from its causal order [6]. This is enough to suspect that causality may be, in some sense, more
fundamental than the differential character of the spacetime manifold. It is imaginable to construct theories of spacetime in
which no differential structure is given, but only a causal order is assumed. One may go further, and speculate that a future
theory of quantum gravity may not have a natural differential manifold structure at all. For this reason a notion of causality
which is abstracted and separated from topogical and differential notions might be necessary. The purpose of this work is to
give a set theoretic construction of causal orders, based on a distinguished algebra of sets, which is in principle distinct from
any topology given on the manifold. The construction is somewhat similar to that of topologies and o-algebras, except that
union (completion) are replaced by a new kind of operation, and there is an inherent built-in duality. The algebra of causal sets
stems intuitively from the causal structure of Lorentzian manifolds and springs from the physical intuition of the double cone
structure. It has the virtue, compared to other constructions such as Alexandroff topologies [71, to be a direct reflection of the
physical notion of causal structure as learned from our experience with Lorentzian manifolds. In addition, we shall find that a
natural measure, inspired by statistical mechanics, may be introduced on the algebra of causal sets. The horizon entropy (and in
particular the black hole entropy) will be seen to arise as a special case, on Lorentzian manifolds, of a more general construction.
The paper is structured as follows: in section II we discuss the paradigmatic example of Minkowski spacetime, fix the notation,
and determine the distinguished subsets that are causally relevant; in section III we abstract the notion of causal sets and show
that the partial order relation can be reconstructed from the algebra; in section IV we introduce the notion of causal measure and
formal entropy and analyze the specific case of horizon entropy; finally section V is devoted to the conclusions.

II. CAUSAL STRUCTURE ON MANIFOLDS

Let us start by reviewing the causal order in Minkowski spacetime M3, that is R* equipped with the Lorentzian metric
N = diag (1,—1,-1,-1) . (1)
Setting A% = 1,,, A" A”, the vector A is:
e A% > 0 timelike
+ A% = 0 lightlike
s A% < 0 spacelike .

The convention is the opposite if the —, +. + .+ signature is employed. A vector A* wich is either timelike or lightlike A% > 0
is said to be causal. The Lorentzian signature induces a pre-order on the manifold <1 as follows:
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for any two points z,y € M3, On a more general Lorentzian manifold, the condition is replaced by the existence of a causal
curve with endpoints = and y. The relation 2) is reflexive and transitive. The introduction of the causal order requires another
piece of information, the time orientation. For any point z, the set of points y such that x — y is causal, which we denote C'(x)
has the structure of a double cone, i. €.

C(z) = Ci(x) U Ca(x) (3)

with Cy(x) N Cy(z) = {z}. Time orientation is a smooth choice of one of the cones C;(x) at each x, the future directed cone
C4 () at z, such that for any =, y, 2 € M3

2€C(y) &y eCy(z) = 2z € Ci(a). @)

we denote by C'_ (z) the remaining cone. There are a couple of warnings to make regarding the special character of Minkowski
space as a vector space. On a general Lorentzian manifold these definitions still make sense provided that the notion of pre-order
is modified as described above. The condition z — y causal is to be replaced by the existence of a causal curve with endpoints x
and y. The sets C;(x) may then not have the shape of cones. The latter is retained locally on the tangent space at any point x,
which, by definition, is isomorphic to M !:3. The time orientation can be induced by the choice of a timelike vector field. The
natural choice on Minkowski space is the one induced by the coordinates, whose timelike component we denote x:°. The future
cone is

Ci(z) ={ye M"P|(z —y)* 2 0&y° > 2"} ®)
With time orientation we can define the causal order as the partial order relation
r3ysyelCi(x) (6)
which is immediately seen to be reflexive, antisymmetric and transitive (due to eq. @)). There is an equivalent definition
r 2y Ci(y) € Cu(z). ©)
We give the basic terminology

Definition 1. A pair (M, <) with < a partial order on M will be called equivalently a poset, a causality or a causal order on
M.

Generally we will not make any assumption on the character of A/ as a manifold.

A. A side on notation and terminology

In a Lorentzian manifold there are at least two notions of partial order, the chronological order for relations that are exclusively
timelike, and the causal order which includes lightlike separations. We will only be concerned with the causal order (although
all the considerations still apply to the chronological order). Light or null cones are often referred 9] to the distinguished subsets
of the tangent space, rather than to the regions of the manifold. Here we will refer to the latter with this terminology. When the
causal structure of Lorentzian Manifolds is concerned it is understood that the incomplete diamonds (see below) coincide with
the causal past and the causal future of a given point .J* (p).

B. Reverse causality

The double cone structure has evidently, built-in, a reverse causality. Consider a time orientation {C (z), C_(z)} and
define the reverse orientation as the complementary choice at each z. This amounts to switching the future and past cones. If
O = {(C4(2),C_(x)) |x € M*?)} is the set of pairs of cones, inversion of the time orientation can be regarded as a map
T : O — O such that

T (Cy(2),C-(2))) = (C-(x), C1-(x)) - ®
Clearly 72 = 1Id. The reverse causal order <! is the one induced by the reversed pairs, i.e.

r=<"y e Co(y) SO (a). ©)



Obviously
xjflyﬁij. (10)

If regarded as a map on the manifold 7" : M L3 = MUY3, T is simply the time reversal (regarded as an active transformation on
M3 T(2°, 27) = (=20, 27). We have
T(x) 2T(y) <y (11)

so that we can identify
r="lyeT(x) <T(y). (12)

From now on we shall regard 7" : M — M as an invertible automorphism that reverses the order. It is clear that the double cone
structure carries information on both a causal order and its reverse.

C. Abstracting the cone structure: V and A sets

From the point of view of the causal order relation, the cones have some important properties. Let us focus on the future cones
C () for definiteness:

1. Completeness For any y € C (), the set C[z,y] = {z € M'3|z < z &z =< y} is contained in C'y (). This is trivial
from the definition of C'y (x) and essentially states that the cones contain all the possible causal curves extending from the
basepoint x to any of their elements y € C; (z).

2. Divergence For any y, z € C(x) that are not related by the causal order < there exists a third point w € C(x) such
that w < y and w < z. This is pretty obvious, since at least the basepoint w = z satisfies the relations for each y, z. This
means that no matter how y, z are picked in C; (), they always share a common “past” from some point on.

Past cones are the exact mirror, they are causally complete and are convergent in the sense that for any y, 2 € C_(z) that are
not related by the causal order < there exists a third point w € C.(x) such that y < w and z < w. Let us formalize these
definitions for later usage.

Definition I1.1. Given a causal order < on a manifold M we define the diamond with endpoints x,y as
Cle,yl ={z € M|z <z =< y}. (13)

Notice that Clz,y] # Cly, ] in general, and that a diamond may be the empty set. We define the incomplete upper(lower)
diamond with endpoint x as the sets

Cloo, 2] (Clz,o0]) = {2z € M|z 2 a(z < 2)} (14)
Definition I1.2. A subset U C M is causally complete if and only if
Cle,y) CUVz,yeU. (15)
Definition I1.3. A subset U C M is convergent (divergent) iff for any x,y € U not <-related there exists z € U such that
r3z&y=2z(z32x&z=<Yy) (16)
This definition is equivalent to that of a directed set in the direct and reverse causality respectively.

Definition I1.4. A subset of M is a A (V) set iff it is causally complete and convergent (divergent).

Notice that by the above definition, the collection of causal sets (A or V) is much larger than the collection of cones. It
indeed includes cones that are cut up to a given spacelike surface. A more detailed description of the causal sets on a Lorentzian
Manifold shall be given in section 4.

Definition IL.5. A manifold M endowed with the partial order relation = has the crossing property iff for any z,y,z,w € M
with x,y =< z,w and x,y not <-related, at least one of the pairs C|x,z] & Cly,w| or Clz,w| & Cly, z| has non-empty
intersection.
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Example The (14 1)d Minkowski spacetime with the standard causal order trivially satisfies the crossing property. Let p, g be
any two points spacelike to each other (not <-related) and let r, s be any two distinct points satisfying x,y =< 7, s. At least one
of the two pairs of line segments [z, 7], [y, s] or [, s], [y, | has an intersection at some point p. Since each of the line segments
is timelike, and 70, s° > p® > 29 40, p is necessarily in C[z, ] and C[y, s|, by definition of the latter.

We prove the following

Proposition I1.6. On a manifold satisfying the crossing property, the intersection of two A sets is A, the intersection of two V
sets is V.

Proof. Let A, B be A sets. Forany z,y € A, C[z,y] C A and for any x,y € B, C[x,y] C B. Then for any x,y € AN B, we
have C[z,y] C Aand C[z,y] C B,i.e. C[z,y] C AN B. This proves completeness. Convergence is a little trickier. Take any
two x, y not <-related. Because A, B are A, there exist 7 € A and s € B such that z,y < r, s. If r = s, we are done, therefore
suppose that r # s. At least one of the following pairs has a nonempty intersection: C[xz,r] & Cly, s] or Clz, s] & C[y, r]. Any
of the points p in the intersection satisfies z, y < p. Moreover, since A, B are both complete, any such point p must be included
in both,i.e. p € AN B. O

Proposition I1.7. Let T : M — M be the order reversion automorphism. The image under T of a A set is V and viceversa.

Proof. Let A be a A set and let x,y € A. Since A is complete C[z,y] C A, and T(C[z,y]) € T(A). For any point
z € C[T(y), T (z)] it holds that

r=T 1 2) <y (17)

ie. T71(z) € C[z,y]. Consequently = = T(T~1(z)) € T(C[z,y]) C T(A), so that T'(A) is complete. For any z,y € T(A)
not =<-related there exists z € A such that T~!(z) < z & T~ (y) =< 2. But then the point T'(z) € T(A) satisfies T'(z) =< z,y.
This proves that 7'(A) is divergent. The proof is similar for the converse statement. O

Proposition IL8. Let A, B be any two subsets of M. Then T(ANB) =T(A)NT(B)and T(AUB) =T(A)UT(B)

Proof. Let z € AN B. Since z € A, T'(z) € T(A) and since z € B, T'(z) € T(B). Therefore (AN B) C T(A) N T(B).
Similarly, suppose z € T'(A) N T(B). Given that 2 € T(A), T~!(2) € A, and considered that z € T(B), T~*(z) € B. But
then T~!(z) € AN Band thus z = T(T~!(z)) € T(AN B), implying T(A) N T'(B) C T(A N B). The proof of the second
statement is similar. Let z € AUB. Because z € Aorz € B,T(z) € T(A) orT(z) € T(B),i.e. z € T(A)UT(B). Therefore
T(AUB) C T(A)UT(B). Then consider z € T(A) UT(B). Since z € T(A) orz € T(B), T '(z) € Aor T~}(z2) € B, i.
e. T71(2) € AU B. Therefore z = T(T"'(z)) e T(AUB) and T(A) UT(B) C T(AU B). O

We remark that the statement holds for infinitely many intersections as long as we declare T'(0)) = @.

Definition I1.9. A A (V) set A is said to be bounded if it admits an upper (lower) bound x € A, i. e. such that for any y € A,
y=z (z=y). (18)
Proposition IL.10. [fa A (V) set A is bounded, there is a unique upper (lower) bound in A.

Proof. The proof is trivial. Given z,y € A two upper bounds, z < y and y =< x, and this is only possible if z = y. The proof is
similar for V sets. O

We call the unique upper (lower) bound z € A the upper (lower) vertex of A. It is quite clear from the definition that any
bounded A (V) set is a subset of an incomplete upper (lower) diamond. There exist sets that are both A and V. Diamonds
C'[z,y] are trivially so, and possess both an upper vertex y and a lower vertex x.

Definition IL.11. Denote by Ca(M) ={U C M|U is A} and Cv (M) = {U C M|U is V} the collections of A and V subsets
of M. We say that a set A is strictly A iff A € CA(M) — Cy (M) = C (M) and it is strictly V iff A € Cv (M) — Ca(M) =
C_(M).

Clearly C (M) and C_ (M) are disjoint by definition.

We have seen that A and V sets come with two natural algebraic operations
N:CA(M) x CA(M) = Ca(M)
N:Cv (M) x Cy (M) — Cv(M)
T : Ca(M)(Cy(M)) = Cy(M)(Ca(M)).

We can introduce another operation, the causal union, deemed to be for causal sets the equivalent of union for open sets in a
topology. As the name suggests, it defines a larger causal set out of two given causal sets.



Definition I1.12. The causal union of two A (V) sets A and B is the smallest A (V) set containing A and B:

AUc B = N X. (19)
XeCA(M)(Cy (M)):AUBCX

The causal union of two sets A, B that are both A and V is the smallest set which is both A and ¥V and contains AU B. The
causal union of a set A which is both A and ¥V with a A (V) set B is the smallest A (V) set containing AU B. The causal union
of a strictly A and a strictly V set is the empty set.

The last two statements of the above definitin are introduced in order that the collection of A and V sets be closed under
causal union. It is important to realize that the operation of causal union descends only from the causal order. In the next section,
we will assume the causal union as given, and derive a partial order relation from it. The following properties hold

Proposition I1.13. [t is understood that the following properties hold for both convergent and divergent unions. For simplicity,
we will assume the involved sets are all convergent (trivial sets included). Let A, B, C C M be convergent causal sets. Then

1. AABC AUc B

2. AUc A=A

3. AUc (BUe C) = (AU B)Ue C

4. CN(AUeB)=(CnA)Uc (CNB)
5. AUc (BNC)=(AUc B)N(AUc C)
6. T(AU¢e B) = T(A) Ue T(B)

Proof. Properties I and II come trivially out of the definition. To facilitate the proof of the other properties, let us introduce the
families of sets

C(A,B)={VCM:VisAhand AUBCV} (20)
and
C(A,B,C)={VCM :VisAand AUBUC CV} 21
Then, by definition, one has
AUc(BucC)= [V (22)
VEC(A,BUcC)

Of course one has C(A, B U¢ C) C C(A, B, C), so that, defining

AUcBU.C= () Vv (23)
VEC(A,B,C)
we have
AUe BUe C C AU (BUe C) (24)
and with a similar reasoning, one finds
AUe BUe C C (AU¢e B)Ue C (25)
so that
[(AUc B)Ue CIN[AUe (BUe C)] € AUe BUe C (26)

On the other hand, it is clear that

AUcBC AUes BUe C 27



BUcC C AU BUe C (28)
A,CC AU BUe C 29)
Thus

AUcBUcCGC(AUcB,O) (30)
AUcBUcCGC(A,BUC O) (31

and finally, because of the definition of causal union:
(AUcB) Ue C = [(AUcB)UC O]ﬁ [AUcBUC O] =AUes BUe C (32)
:[AUcBUC O]Q[AUC (BUC O)]:AUC (BUC O) (33)

proving III. To prove IV, consider that, by definition,
Cn(AucB)=Cn () V= () VncC (34)

VEC(A,B) VEC(A,B)

Since any element of C(C'N A, C' N B) is of the form U N C for some U € C(A, B), we can write

CN(AUc B) = N V =(CnA)Ue (CNB) (35)
VEC(CNA,CNB)

With a similar reasoning, we can prove V. Indeed, by definition

Ac(BnOo)y= () Vv (36)
VeC(A,BNC)

but since any set V' € C(A, BN C') contains the union AU(BNC) = (AUB)N(AUC), itis evidently of the form V' = X NY
for some X € C(A,B) andY € C(A, C). Therefore we can write

Auc(BnC)= () (N Xnvy= (] Xn () Y=(AUcB)N(AUcC) (37)
XEC(A,B) YEC(A,C) XEC(A,B) YEC(A,C)
The last property requires a little more effort. We first prove that T'(C(A, B)) = C(T(A),T(B)). For each z € AU B,
T(z) € T(AU B) = T(A) U T(B) by virtue of proposition [L8l Therefore each set containing A U B is mapped by T to
a set containing T (A U B) = T(A) UT(B), thatis, T(C(A, B)) C C(T(A),T(B)). On the other hand, each set containing
T(A)UT(B) = T(AU B) is mapped by T~! to a set containing A U B. Therefore T~(C(T'(A),T(B))) C C(A, B) and
C(T(A),T(B)) =T(T~H(C(T(A),T(B)))) € T(C(A, B)).
Now, by definition

T(AU¢ B) =T N v]= ) 7V

VEC(A,B) VEC(A,B)

where the last equality follows from proposition[[L8] Finally, due to the statement just proven we can write

T(AueB)= (| U= N U =T(A)Uc T(B)
UET(C(A,B)) UeC(T(A),T(B))
with the last equality following from the definition. (|

With the introduction of the causal union, each of the collections Ca (M) and Cv (M) acquires an algebraic structure anal-
ogous to topologies and o-algebras. Since the intersection of an infinite number of sets is at most the empty set, and the causal
union of an infinite number of sets cannot exceed the whole manifold M, Ca (M) and C'y (M) are closed under countably many
intersection and countably many causal unions if @ and M belong to Ca(M) and Cv(M). Only the empty set belongs to
Ca (M), Cy (M) by definition (as the empty set satisfies the relevant axioms trivially), while M need not belong to either of the
collections. In general only closure under countably many intersections and finitely many causal union is ensured.

Proposition I1.14. The image of a strictly A-set under T is strictly V and the image of a strictly V-set under T is strictly A.
Proof. The proof follows trivially from[[L.14] for suppose that A = T'(B) is both A and V, then B is also A and V. O



III. THE ABSTRACT ALGEBRA OF CAUSAL SETS

Up to now we have assumed an underlying order relation < on the base space M and determined two special class of subsets
of M with respect to <. We now go the other way around, assigning, abstractly, the data corresponding to A and V sets, without
assuming any partial order on M. We give the following

Definition IIL.1. An algebra of causal sets over a set M is a fifthuple (M, Ca(M),Cy (M), Ue,T) where

1. CA(M) and C (M) are collections of subsets of M such that @ € Ca(M),0 € Cy (M) and singletons {p} forp € M
belong to both, and which are closed under (countably many) intersections and (finitely many) causal unions

N:CA(M)x CaA(M) = CaA(M) Ue : CA(M) x CA(M) — Ca (M)
ﬂ:Ov(M)XCv(M)%Cv(M) R Uclcv(M)XCv(M)%Cv(M)

2. T is an invertible map on Ca (M) U Cv (M)such that T(Ca(M)) = Cv (M), T(Cv(M)) = CA(M) and T(D) = O.
Moreover T satisfies the properties|[L8l (it commutes with intersection and union).
3. The causal union operation Ug, together with reversion T, satisfies the properties of IL13]

In the following we prove that an algebra of causal sets contains at least as much information as a causality on M. We shall
explicitly construct the partial order relation from the fifthuple given above. Let us start by providing some auxiliary definitions.
As before we denote the collections of strictly causal sets as C (M) = CA(M)—Cvy (M) and C_ (M) = Cy (M) —C(A)(M).
We also denote C+. (p) = {A € C.(M)|p € A}.

Definition IIL2. A pair of strictly A and V sets passing throughp € M, (A, B) € C(p) x C_(p) is ribboned over p iff
ANB={p}.
We call the set R(p) = {(A, B) € C+(p) x C_(p)|(A, B) is ribboned over p} the ribbon over p.

Notice that the ribbon may be empty, and that the trivial pair ({p}, {p}) is notin R(p), since by definition singletons are both
A and V. The ribbon may also be trivial in a certain sense, as we clarify below.

Definition IIL.3. A pair (A, B) € R(p) is dense in R(p) if and only if for any non trivial (not the singleton {p}) subsets of the
form A’ = ANV and B' = BNW for some V,W € C4(p) U C_(p), there exist non-trivial A” C A" and B" C B’ such that
(A", B") € R(p).

Definition II1.4. A point p has a regular ribbon iff
1. Each (A, B) € R(p) is dense in R(p)
2. For any two pairs (A, B), (C, D) € R(p) such that (AU C') N (B U D) = {p} it holds that
(AUc C)N (B Uc D) = {p}
The conditions for a regular ribbon ensure that there are enough pairs to construct a partial order relation. We simply will not

put in relation points that do not have a regular ribbon. Their importance will become apparent in a moment. For points with a
regular ribbon we define the following relation

Definition IIL5. Two pairs (A, B), (C, D) € R(p) are congruent, denoted (A, B) ~ (C, D) iff (AUc C, B U¢ D) € R(p).
Lemma IIL6. If (A, B) ~ (C, D), it holds that AN D = BN C = {p}.
Proof. By definition of congruence
(AUc C)N(BUc D) = {p}
By repeated use of the properties of we can write
(AUcC)N(BUe D) =[(AUc C)NB]Uc [(AUc C)ND]=(ANB)Ue (CNB)Ue (AND)Ue (CN D) = {p}

The last equality holds only if each of the intersections contains no more than p. On the other hand, since all the sets involved
containp,onehas ANB=CNB=AND=CND = {p}. O



Theorem IIL.7. Congruence is an equivalence relation on regular ribbons.

Proof. Reflexivity and symmetry are obvious, because A U¢c A = A and AUe B = B U A for any A, B. To prove transitivity,
suppose that (A, B) ~ (C, D) and (C, D) ~ (E, F'). Consider the set

(AUEYN(BUF)=(ANB)U(ANF)U(ENB)U(EUF)

where the equality follows from elementary set theoretic identities. Since (A, B) € R(p) and (E, F') € R(p), AN B = {p} =
E N F. Considered that all the sets involved contain p as an element, we can write

(AUE)N(BUF) = (ANF)U(ENB).

Now, suppose that A N F' contains points other than p. Given that p is regular, there exists a non-trivial subset G C AN F C A
that belongs to C'y (p). Considered that (C, D) is dense in R(p), at least one of the following statements is true

{p}CcGNCCANFNC
{p}CcGNDCANFND

But (4, B) ~ (C, D), implying that AN D = {p} and (C, D) ~ (E, F’), so that C N F' = {p} by the lemma[lIl.dl Then each
of the intersections on the right hand side equals {p}, leading to the contradiction {p} C {p}. We conclude that A N F' = {p}.
By a similar reasoning it is shown that £ N B = {p}. Overall, we have proven that

(AUE)N(BUF) ={p}.
Finally, since p has a regular ribbon by hypotesis, it follows that (A Uc E, B U¢ F) € R(p). O

Lemma IIL8. Ler R(p) be a regular ribbon and (A, B),(C,D) € R(p) any two pairs. Then at least one of the following
statements holds

ANC = {p}

BNC ={p}
and similar for D

AND = {p}

BnD={p}.

Proof. Suppose that both A N C' and B N C' contain points other than p. Then A N C and B N C are non trivial subsets of A
and B, and by regularity there exist G C AN C and G C BN C such that (G, H) € R(p). Then (A4, B) ~ (G, H), because
AUcG=Aand BU¢c H = H; (G, D), (G, B) € R(p),because G C C and G C A, and (G, D) ~ (G, B), because

Gn(DUB)=(GND)U(GNB)={ptU{p}={r}

where the second equality stems a fortiori from A N B = {p} = C' N D. Moreover (A, B) ~ (G, B) and (G, D) ~ (C, D)
trivially, since A U¢c G = A and C' Ue G = C. The following chain of congruences holds

(A,B)~(G,B) ~ (G,D) ~ (C,D)

so that (A, B) =~ (C, D). Therefore, by the lemmal[lL6] B N C' = {p} and , which is a contradiction of the hypothesis. The
proof is analogous for the D statements. O

Theorem IIL.9. For a regular ribbon R(p) there exist at most two distinct classes of congruence.

Proof. Consider any three non-trival pairs (A, B), (C, D), (E, F) € R(p) and assume that no two of them are congruent. From
lemmallIL.8] without loss of generality, assume that

ANE=BNF=CNE=DNF=ANnC=BnD={p} (38)
but then

(AUcC)YN(BUe D) = [(AUe C) N BlUc[(AUe C)N D] = (ANB)Ue (CNB)Ue (AND)Ue (CND) = (CNB)Ue (AND)



Now, either at least one between (C' N B) and (A N D) is non-trivial, or the intersection equals {p}, so that (4, B) ~ (C, D),
against the hypothesis. Suppose that (C' N B) is non-trivial. Considered that (A, B) is dense, there exists a non-trivial G C
C N B e C4(p) suchthat (G, D) € R(p), becauseG Ue C' = C. Then, since also (E, F') is dense, at least one of the following
statements is true

{p} CcGNE
{p} CGNF.

In the first case we have {p} C GNE C (CN B)N E = {p}, and in the second {p} C GNF C (CN B)NF = {p}, which
are both contradictory. A similar conclusion stems from the non-triviality of A N D, so that the hypothesis must be ruled out.
The proof is analogous for all the other possible combinations of statements from the lemma [[IL.8] O

The above theorem ensures that every (non empty) regular ribbon admits either a single congruence class or two distinct
classes.

A. Causal order from the algebra of sets

Armed with the previous results we now proceed to construct a partial order relation from the algebra of causal sets.

Definition IIL.10. Let p,q € M have regular ribbons R(p), R(q). We say that p and q are related if and only if there exist two
(non-empty) classes of congruence o € R(p)/ ~ and v € R(q)/ =~ such that one of the following statement holds

1. (AUc C,D) € yand (A,BU¢ D) € o
2. (AUc C,B) € aand (C,BU¢ D) € v
V(A,B) € a and¥(C,D) € .

The definition [IL.10 only specifies when two points with regular ribbon are related. It is important to realize that the algebra
of causal sets carries information on both a causal order and its reverse, so that it is a matter of convention to tell which is which.
We adopot the following convention: we set p < q iff case 1 of the definition[lIL. 10/holds:

Definition ITL.11. We declare p < q if and only if there exist two classes of congruence o € R(p)/ ~ and v € R(q)/ =~ such
that (AU¢ C,D) € vand (A,BU¢ D) € aV(A,B) € a and¥(C, D) € .

Theorem IIL.12. The relation defined inllIL.I1lis a partial order relation among the points of M with regular ribbon.

Proof. * Reflexivity. Let p € M and R(p) regular. Given a congruence class « € R(p)/ ==, it holds that for any
(A,B),(C,D) € a (AUc C,BUc D) € a, by definition. Given that (A Uc C, D) and (A Uc C, B U¢ D) satisfy

[(AUc C)Uc (AUc O)N[(BUc D)Ue D] = (AUc C)N B Ue D) = {p}

we have that (A Uc C, D) is an element of R(p) congruentto (A Ue C, B U¢ D), and a fortiori, congruent to (A4, B) and
(C, D). Then (A Uc C, D) € a. Similarly (A, B Uc D) € . Therefore the relation [IL 11 holds for v = a.

e Antisymmetry. It is obvious that, given the simmetry of the definition [I[.IQ] if the first statement corresponds to p = g,
the second corresponds to ¢ < p. To prove antisymmetry it is sufficient to demonstrate that the two statements can
hold simultaneously if and only if p = ¢. Let R(p) and R(q) regular, and suppose that both the statements hold. Then
V(A,B) € awand ¥Y(C, D) € « we have (A,BU¢ D) € o and (A U¢ C, B) € «. But then, given the definition of
congruence, (A Uc C, B U¢ D) € R(p), implying a fortiori

(AuC)N(BUD) ={p}.
On the other hand
(AuC)N(BUD)=(ANB)U(AND)U(CNB)U(CND)={ptU(AnD)U(CNB)U{q}

where the last step follows because (A, B) € R(p) and (C, D) € R(q) by hypothesis. The two equations are consistent if
and only if p = q.

e Transitivity Let p, g, r with regular ribbons R(p), R(q), R(r) and suppose p < ¢ and ¢ < r. Denote « € R(p)/ =,
~v € R(q)/ ~and € € R(r)/ ~ for which the relevant statements hold. For all (A, B) € «, (C, D) € v, (E, F) € ¢, one
has
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- (AUCC,D)Evand(A,BUcD)Ea
- (CUc E,F)€eand (C,DUc F) € v

Picking C" = A U¢ C, with (C’, D) € ~, one has
(C/UcE,F)Z (AUcCUC E,F) €€

Considered that » € A U¢ E, and that, a fortiori (A U¢c E) N F = {r}, we conclude that (A U¢ E, F') € ¢, because it is
trivially congruent to (A Uc C' Ue E, F). Similarly, picking D’ = D U¢ F') we have

(A.BUCD/):(A,BUcDUcF)EOz

which by the same reasoning above yields (A, BU¢ F') € . We have managed to prove thatV(A, B) € aandV(E, F) € €
(AUc E,F) ceand (A,BUc F) € a,i.e. p <.
O

We now have to check that the reversal 1" acts as expected by reverting the order defined in[[IL.T1l We have the following
Lemma IIL.13. Ifp € M has a regular ribbon R(p), the point T (p) € M has also a regular ribbon R(T (p)).

Proof. We prove this by explicit construction. Set R(T'(p)) = {(T(B),T(A))|(A,B) € R(p)}. Since p € A, B, evidently
T(p) € T(A),T(B). Moreover, by the properties [L8 T(A) N T(B) = T(AN B) = {T(p)}. Then (T(B),T(A) €
C+(T(p)) x C_(T(p)), because of [L.T4l and is evidently ribboned over T'(p). All of the possible ribboned pairs over T'(p)
are of this form, since, suppose that (C, D) is ribboned over T'(p). Then (T—(D),T~1(C)) is ribboned over p, by the same
arguments as above. Therefore R(T(p)) is indeed the ribbon over T'(p). Regularity follows immediately from the regularity of
R(p), because T' commutes with intersections, unions and causal unions. O

Theorem IIL.14. If p < q according tolIIT] then T'(q) < T (p).

Proof. Let & € R(p)/ ~ and v € R(q)/ ~ be the two relevant congruence classes. Set T'(«) = {(T(B),T(A))|(A, B) € a}
and T'(v) = {(T(D),T(C))|(C, D) € ~}. That T'(«v) and T'(vy) are congruence classes in R(T'(p)) and R(T(q)), follows from
By hypothesis V(A, B) € a and V(C, D) € « we have (A U¢ C, D) € «y and (A, B U¢ D) € a. But

(T(D), T(AUc O)) = (T(D),T(A) Uc T(C)) € T()
(T(BUe D), T(A)) = (T(B) Ue T(D),T(A)) € T(a)

Therefore there exist classes of congruence () and 7'(«v) such that for any (E, F') € T'(y) and for any (G, H) € T'(«) it holds
(EUc G,H) € T(a) and (E, F Uc H) € T(v), which, by comparison with [ILT1] implies 7'(¢) < T'(p).
O

We conclude the section by discussing how the abstract definition [IL11] coincides with the assigned causal order, when the
latter is given and sufficiently regular. The identification proceeds as follows. When the causal order < is given we can explicitly
construct a congruence class in the ribbon over p by considering strictly V and A sets bounded respectively below and above by
p. If the order is sufficiently regular (in the sense that causal sets are sufficiently dense), the causal union of sets A, B with the
same vertex p is again a set with vertex p, because the causal union selects the smallest possible set containing A and B. This
can be immediately seen for the light cones in Minkowski spacetime. Now if p < ¢, any A set bounded by p can be enlarged to
a A set bounded by ¢ and any V set bounded by ¢ can be enlarged to a V set bounded by p. This is the practical significance of
the abstract definition[[IL.TT} The minimal requirements for the identification are the following (here all the operations are those
induced by the assigned causal order <):

Definition IIL.15. * Vp € M, and for all A, B € C(p) bounded by p, AUc B € C(p) and is bounded by p.
* Vp € M, and for all A, B € C_(p) bounded by p, A Uc B € C_(p) and is bounded by p

o The order is sufficiently dense that if p < q for each A € C4 (p) bounded by p, there exists B € Cy(q), bounded by q,
such that A C B, and, similarly, for each A € C_(q) bounded by q, there exists B € C_(p) bounded by p, such that
ACB.

We say that a causality (M, <) is regular if it satisfies the above requirements and the crossing property.

The base manifold M may fail to meet these requirements in some regions, in which case the domain of the identification is
restricted to the subset of M satisfying them. Given these considerations, the causal order induced by the abstract algebra of
causal sets is equivalent to a regular causality.
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IV. CAUSAL MEASURE

There is a meaningful way by which can weigh the elements of an algebra of causal sets. To understand this point, let us focus
on the C'v (M) part, of the V sets of a given algebra. Let us recall the notion of number of microstates in statical mechanics,
which for a system in equilibrium with total energy F we denote Q(E). The total number of microstates for a system made of
two isolated subsystems, at energy Fy and Fs is Q1 42(FE1 + E2) = Q1 (E1)Q2(F2), with ;(E) the number of microstates for
subsystem ¢. We want a multiplicative measure that mirrors, for causal sets, this property.

Let A € Cy(M) and assign a function o : Cy (M) — [1,00). If A = {p} consists of a single point, we assign o(A) = 1.
We expect that if A, B € Cy(M) are disjoint, we wish that (A U B) = o(A)o(B). If A, B are not disjoint, we have to

remove the overcounting of the overlap A N B, so that we set 0(AU B) = %. The two requirements are consistent if we
additionally declare o(©)) = 1. Yet we have to recall that the relevant operation for causal sets is not the union, but the causal
o(A)o(B)

union. Therefore we impose the milder requirement that o(A Ue B) > SARE) with equality holding if AU B = A U¢ B.
Then we have the following

Definition IV.1. A (divergent) causal measure is a map o : C (M) — [1, o] such that
1.o(@)=0c({p})=1Vpe M
2. VA, B € Cy(M) it holds
o(A)o(B)
AUc B) > —1~—2
o(Ale B) 2 o(ANB)
and equality is verified for AUB = A U¢ B.

The definition can be extended to all the subsets of M in two different ways. For any A C M, let Cy(4) = {X €
Cv(M)|A C X} and CH(A) = {X € Cv(M)|X C A}. We then define 0(A) = infxcog(a)o(X) and 0*(A) =
SUP y e(vg (4) @(X). The two extensions need not coincide, and we will prefer o™ over 0.

Similarly it is possible to define a convergent causal measure on Ca (M ). A causal measure enjoys the following intuitive
property:

Proposition IV.2. [f A C B, 0(A) < o(B).

Proof. Tf A is the empty set or a singleton, the proof is trivial because 0(A) = 1 and o(B) > 1 by definition. Suppose that
o(A) > 1. Write B= (B — A) U (BN A), so thatclearly B = (B — A) U¢c (BN A). Then

o(B) = o(B—A)o(BNA) _ o(B—A)o(A)
o((B—A)Nn(BnNA) o(0)

=0(B— A)o(A)

here, if B — A is nota V sets, any of the two extensions o, o* is understood. Given that (B — A) > 1 by definition, we obtain
the statement. O

For a given causal measure we can define the related formal entropy as S(A) = kplog(c(A)), where kp is the Boltzmann
constant. By virtue of the above proposition, S(A) is additive in the sense thatif A C B

S(B) = S(B — A) + S(A) .

This result extends by induction to any partition of a set B by disjoint subsets B =  J, X;, so that S(B) = >, S(X;). Then the
formal entropy has the properties of a measure in the Lebesgue sense, since it is also non-negative and satisfies S(¢) = 0. Of
course we can go the other way around, assigning a formal entropy S and defining the causal measure by o = exp S/kp. We
notice that the definition [V.1land the ensuing property [V.2]imply a certain character of monotonicity of the formal entropy, i. e.
for A C B, S(A) < S(B). This seemingly trivial aspect rules out some more exotic definitions of entropy, such as Tsallis-like
entropies with ¢ > 1 (see for instance [E]) for which the relation

1 —
S/(AUB) = 5,(4) + 5,(8) + LD, (4)5,(5) (39)
would imply, for A C B, that the entropy of B
1 _
54(B) = S, (AU(B = 4)) = 5,(4) + 5,8 — 4) + LD s, (4)5,(8 — 4 (0

which can be lesser than S, (A) for ¢ > 1. In a certain sense, this kind of exotic entropies goes against our naive intuition of
causality.
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A. Horizon Entropy

On Lorentzian manifolds there exists a natural notion of formal entropy. Let us focus, for simplicity, on Minkowski spacetime
0 .1 .2 .3

and characterize its causal sets. Pick a set of rectangular coordinates and denote them, for p € M3, zh = (:vp, Ty, Ty, :vp).
Naturally the causal order is equally described in any coordinate system related by proper Lorentz transformations, since the
latter cannot affect causal relationships. We have seen that the diamonds C|p, ¢] are both V and A. Let xg and :cg be the time
coordinates and let M (t1,ty) = {p € M"3|t; < z) < t»}. We are essentially foliating M " by equal time surfaces and
selecting the subset of M comprised between the surfaces at ¢; and ¢5. The sets X[t,q] = M(t,z9) N Clp,q] and Y [p, ] =
M (:cg, t) N C[p, q] for :cg <t< :vg are respectively A and V. Convergence and divergence are obvious, because z < ¢ and
p = zVz € Cp, q|. To prove completeness, notice that C'[p, ¢] = X UY and consider any two points r, s € X. If r, s are not
related or = s, C[r, s] = O({r}), so there is nothing to prove. Then assume, without loss of generality, that » < s. Since
ros € X, t <) <z <, andall the points of C[r, s] must have time coordinate between ¢ and 0. Then C[r,s] C M (t, z).
On the other hand, by completeness of C|p, q], C[r,s] € Clp,q|. Therefore C[r,s] € M(t,z9) N C[p,q] = X. The proof
is analogous for the completeness of Y. Other causal sets can be obtained by cutting the incomplete diamonds C'|p, oc] and
Cloo, plup to atime t < (>)x). Recall that incomplete diamonds themselves are A (V) sets.

Each of the causal sets has evidently a boundary made of a spacelike surface S and a null region H. S may not exist for sets
that extend to infinity, but I is always defined. We call [{ the horizon of a given causal set and denote by H; = H N %, the
intersection of H with the equal time surface at . We define a formal entropy as follows:

Definition IV.3. Ler A be a V set and H(A) its horizon (the null part of its boundary). If H;(A) is the intersection of H(A)
with the equal time surface at t, we define the horizon entropy

S(A) = asup A(Hy(A))

teR
where A denotes the area of the 2d region H(A) and « is a dimensionful positive constant.

The definition is naturally extended additively to disjoint unions AUB by S(AUB) = asup,cg A(H¢(A))+asup,cp A(He(B)).
To understand what such a definition amounts to, let us compute the horizon entropy of a divergent set of the form Y [p,t] =
M (z),t) N Clp, oc]. The intersection Hy (Y [p,t]) is the set of points z € M™? with time coordinate ¢’ such that 7, (z# —
o) (27 — x)) = 0. Written explicitly
(' —z)* = (z2—p)* =0= R*(t') = (2 —p)°

where R2(t') = (' — :vg)Q and boldface letters are shorthand for the spatial components. This is just the 2 sphere centered at
p with radius R(#'), so that its area is A(Hy (Y[p,t])) = 4wR%(t'). This is evidently maximal when ' = ¢, (for ¢’ > t the
intersection is empty) so that S(Y[p,t]) = 4amR?(t). The horizon entropy takes upon a suggestive form if p is chosen as the
origin:
S(Y[0,t]) = dant®.
If S is to have units of entropy, o ~ ’Z—'; with kp the Boltzmann constant, L a length, and a possible numerical coefficient.
The Planck length L = [, = 4/ Z—? seems the natural choice. Bekenstein-Hawking entropy [2] results from o = ETB;. Horizon
P

entropy can be extended to any non-causal set B by declaring S(B) = sup accg (ar)jacp S(A). In Minkowski spacetime the
horizon entropy is somewhat artificial, since it is not related to any form of curvature. Its definition in a general Lorentzian
manifold is more significant, and only requires the replacement of equal ¢ surfaces with generic Cauchy surfaces. Consider, e.g.
the Schwarzschild black hole B (see for instance [IQ]). We can clearly fit in B a number of V sets that share the same horizon
as B (but no larger) at a given Cauchy surface, so that the horizon entropy defined above shall coincide with the Bekenstein-
Hawking entropy by construction. That the horizon entropy is a natural construction is also apparent from the celebrated result
by Jacobson [J].

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have provided the construction of the causal order relation from a distinguished algebra of sets (the causal sets), which
assumes no topological or differential notions a priori. The construction is fully background independent, in that no geometry
has to be assumed on the underlying set. This may turn out to be an important advantage in situations where no underlying
geometry is given, as presumably it is the case in quantum gravity. We have discussed how causal sets admit a natural measure,
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which in the specific case of Lorentzian manifolds may be taken to coincide with the horizon entropy. In doing so, the relation
between thermodynamics and the causal structure of spacetime has been made transparent. The construction presented here may
be refined in future developments, and eventually be compared to other set algebraic constructions (topologies, o-algebras, etc.)
on more general grounds. In addition, it is worth noting that we have dealt with an exquisitely classical notion of causality. This
may serve as the basis for the construction of a quantum notion of causality as a proper generalization.
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