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Abstract
A significant step towards a rigorous understanding of perturbative gravitational entropy was
recently achieved by a series of works showing that a proper accounting of gauge invariance and
observer degrees of freedom converts the Type III algebra of QFT observables in a gravitational
subregion to a Type II crossed product, whose entropy reduces to the generalized entropy formula
in a semiclassical limit. The observers thus used are also known as quantum reference frames
(QRFs); as noted in our companion work [1], using different QRFs result in different algebras,
and hence different entropies – so gravitational entropy is observer-dependent. Here, we provide
an in-depth analysis of this phenomenon, with full derivations of many new results. Using the
perspective-neutral QRF formalism, we extend previous constructions to allow for arbitrarily many
observers, each carrying a clock with possibly degenerate energy spectra. We consider a semiclassical
regime characterized by clocks whose energy fluctuations dominate over the fluctuations of the
energy of the QFT. Unlike previous works, we allow the clocks and fields to be arbitrarily entangled.
At leading order the von Neumann entropy still reduces to the generalized entropy, but linear
corrections are typically non-vanishing and quantify the degree of entanglement between the clocks
and fields. We also describe an ‘antisemiclassical’ regime as the opposite of the semiclassical one,
with suppressed fluctuations of the clock energy; in this regime, we show how the clock may simply
be ‘partially traced’ out when evaluating the entropy. Four explicit examples of observer-dependent
entropy are then given, involving a gravitational interferometer, degenerate clock superselection,
a semiclassical approximation applying to some clocks but not others, and differences between
monotonic and periodic clocks.
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1 Introduction
Geometry and information are deeply intertwined. Nowhere is this more apparent than in the

generalized entropy formula, which says that the entropy of a gravitational subregion is equal to
A

4GN
+Sinside, where A is the area of the boundary of the subregion, GN is Newton’s constant, and Sinside

is the entropy of any degrees of freedom contained inside the subregion. Since its thermodynamical
conceptions [2, 3], this formula has been a guiding principle in quantum gravity (see [4–9] for a very
small selection of results it has inspired). But it is misleadingly simple, for two reasons:

• Sinside is not well-defined, because the UV modes of the fields inside of the subregion contribute
infinitely to it. More precisely, the von Neumann algebra of field operators with support in a
subregion is Type III1, and thus has no well-defined von Neumann entropy functional [10–12].
One may impose a UV cutoff to convert this algebra to something of Type I, which has well-
defined von Neumann entropies. But a simple UV cutoff would ultimately be incompatible with
general covariance in a full theory of gravity, and the UV cutoff cannot be removed without
Sinside diverging. On the other hand, it was shown in [13–16] that a renormalization of GN
would allow the generalized entropy itself to be UV finite – the divergent piece of the Sinside
term would be canceled by a similar divergence in the area term. This strongly indicates that
the generalized entropy can be rigorously formulated without imposing a UV cutoff. But the
underlying mechanism dictating how the appropriate renormalization would be done has remained
unclear.

• Perhaps more fundamentally, a proper definition of the physical subsystem associated with a
gravitational subregion must take into account diffeomorphism invariance. Indeed, if one is not
careful about this, diffeomorphisms could move degrees of freedom in and out of the subregion,
which would be incompatible with the notion of a definite physical subsystem comprised of such
degrees of freedom. The generalized entropy formula must ultimately be interpreted as giving
the entropy of such a subsystem – but much of the time it is employed without being very precise
about this subtlety.

Resolving these issues is crucial not only for making sense of entropy in gravitational systems, but also
for understanding the fundamental structure of spacetime in a quantum context. At first glance, the
two problems seem to be more or less independent, but recent progress has shown that they are in
fact tightly linked together by the notion of quantum reference frames (QRFs), which simultaneously
regularize the entropy and account for diffeomorphism invariance. Let us give a brief account of how
this came about.

First, in [17, 18], it was shown how an effective Type III1 algebra emerges from the large N limit of
the set of single trace operators acting on one of two copies of a holographic CFT in a thermofield
double state; this was interpreted as the algebra of effective field theory operators with support on one
side of the bulk dual black hole. Then, [19] demonstrated that one may consistently also include the
CFT Hamiltonian in the set of operators, and that doing so modifies the emergent algebra to be Type
II∞. The bulk interpretation of this construction is that one is taking the so-called crossed product
of the field theory algebra by the action of a Killing boost preserving the black hole horizon. This
boost corresponds to the ‘modular flow’ of the bulk vacuum state, which is what is responsible for the
type conversion [12, 20]. Unlike Type III algebras, Type II algebras do have a well-defined entropy
functional.

Next, it was explained in [21] how this construction extends beyond the holographic context; in
particular, that paper considered a system consisting of an observer carrying a clock inside of a static
patch of de Sitter spacetime. The algebra of operators which act on the clock and the fields in the
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static patch, and which are invariant under the global de Sitter time evolution (which is a gravitational
gauge symmetry) was shown to be given by the crossed product of the Type III1 static patch field
algebra with respect to the action of this time evolution. Again, this is Type II∞, which renders the
entropy well-defined (it was also shown that imposing a lower bound on the allowed energy of the
clock further reduces the algebra to be Type II1, which can be understood as the condition that the
algebra admits a maximally entangled state). Remarkably, it was then shown that (in a certain class
of states consistent with a semiclassical approximation) the entropy functional for this algebra agrees
with the generalized entropy formula. Since [17–19, 21], there has been a flurry of follow-up works
exploring extensions and applications of these results (see [22–39] for a selection).

Thus, accounting for invariance under certain gravitational gauge symmetries kills two birds with
one stone. One gets a rigorous and well-defined entropy functional that reproduces the generalized
entropy, and one has a physical subsystem that is invariant under (a restricted set1 of) diffeomorphisms.

In this paper, we will study how this construction depends on the properties of the clock used in
the crossed product. As we first pointed out in [1] (see also [54, 55]), such a clock is a QRF. These are
dynamical objects constructed out of quantum degrees of freedom. They are essential for understanding
subsystems in quantum theories with local symmetries, such as quantum gravity, where the archetypal
QRFs are quantum clocks and rods [38, 54, 56–61]. Various formalisms for working with QRFs have
emerged [59, 60, 62–85]. There is not a one-fits-all formalism because QRFs may have different meaning
and roles in different contexts, e.g. the role a QRF assumes in an operational quantum information
scenario with agents is typically a distinct one from their role in gauge systems. These approaches
thus differ in scope and this is reflected in differences in how they implement the relevant symmetries.
The particular context of a given problem should dictate which formalism is employed. Here, we are
interested in computing entropies of quantum states satisfying the gravitational constraints; for this
purpose the perspective-neutral formalism [1, 66–78] is the appropriate one, as it is distinguished by
imposing constraints on states as well as operators, and it is the one we will use. This formalism
encodes the physics of the full theory independently of any particular chosen reference frame, enabling
a ‘perspective-neutral’ description of subsystems. At the same time, it provides an explicit way to
describe physics from ‘the perspective of’ a QRF, via a so-called Page-Wootters reduction map, going
back to [86, 87]. The approach parallels the description of an abstract manifold in terms of local
coordinate patches, where the manifold itself is perspective-neutral, and each set of local coordinates
is a different frame perspective. There is a natural version of ‘quantum covariance’, implemented by
unitary maps switching between each of the frame perspectives. The formalism as we employ it here is
thus a (simplified) version of quantum geometry, which is another reason why it is particularly suited
to quantum gravity.

In gravity, diffeomorphism invariance prevents a naïve formulation of physical subsystems associated
with fixed spacetime subregions. Gravitational QRFs allow us to evade this problem – instead of
focusing on fixed subregions, one instead defines dressed, covariant, dynamical subregions, in terms
of the quantum coordinates provided by the QRFs. The degrees of freedom inside the subregion are
also defined relative to these quantum coordinates. An immediate consequence of this is that such
a physical subsystem depends heavily on which QRF is used to define it – and there are very many
possible choices one can make for the QRF [56–58]. For example, one could give an observer a clock,

1 In this paper, we will focus only on a single diffeomorphism, as was also done in the previous works we have described.
The question of what should be done with the other diffeomorphisms is an important one. The situation simplifies
somewhat when one considers perturbations around a spatially compact background with Killing symmetries which
fix the subregion under consideration (such as the static patch in de Sitter spacetime), where, as we explained in [40],
linearization stability conditions [41–53] play a key role. But, in the case of a general subregion in a general spacetime,
this issue has not yet been fully addressed (though see [24, 40] for some discussion).
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as in [21]. But one could use any other covariant dynamical degrees of freedom as a QRF: for example,
the location at which a certain field takes on a particular value would give a quantum coordinate,
and thus a QRF (for example as in [88], or in [23, 89] where a slow-rolling inflaton field was used).
One can also think of edge modes [90–93] as QRFs [55, 57, 58, 60, 94]. As we will explain, it is also
possible to use multiple QRFs to define a physical subsystem. Since using different QRFs (or different
combinations of QRFs) results in different physical subsystems, it also leads to different values for
entropies [67]. It is our aim to explore various manifestations of these phenomena, which we refer to
respectively as subsystem relativity [1, 66, 67, 71, 85, 95], and the observer-dependence of gravitational
entropy.

This paper extends previous work by generalizing the construction of subsystem algebras to systems
with multiple quantum clocks, including those with degenerate energy spectra, and (briefly) periodic
clocks. We analyse the observer-dependence of the entropy and its manifestation in various regimes,
providing new insights into subsystem and entropy relativity in quantum gravity. We have already
presented a selection of our findings in the companion paper [1]. However, one of the main goals of
that paper was to also provide a useful pedagogical meeting point between the QRF and quantum
gravity communities. In that spirit, we refer to it the reader who is taking their first steps in this
burgeoning area. By contrast, the present paper will be much more technical and in-depth, with full
derivations, and many novel results, examples and details. These are structured across the remaining
sections, which we now outline to provide a roadmap for the reader.

In Section 2 we review the pertinent details of the perspective-neutral formalism as it applies
to quantum clocks, and how they should be employed as temporal QRFs. First, we cover how to
model clocks using covariant positive operator valued measures (POVMs) and coherent states, and
describe the difference between ideal and non-ideal clocks (which are distinguished by whether or
not they have the ability to record time with arbitrary precision). Then, we explain how to impose
the gauge constraints on operators; in particular, the gauge-invariant operators of a clock and a
subsystem decompose into so-called dressed observables and reorientations, and together these form a
crossed product (or subalgebra thereof). We describe how to also impose the gauge constraints on
states, by means of a so-called group-averaging inner product. There are two important equivalent
formulations of this procedure: the first, using refined algebraic quantization (RAQ), has historically
been more often used by proponents of QRFs, while the latter, using ‘coinvariants’, was employed
in [21]; we describe both and explain how they are related. Then we explain how the Page-Wootters
formalism may be used to ‘jump into the perspective’ of a clock, and how one may transform between
the perspectives of different clocks. We use these insights to then describe the notion of subsystem
relativity that will cause the observer-dependence of gravitational entropy later. We also comment on
how the algebra of gauge-invariant operators is represented at both the perspective-neutral and clock
perspective levels, and describe subtleties related to the properties of this representation, in particular
when the von Neumann nature of a gauge-invariant algebra survives the step from the kinematical to
the gauge-invariant Hilbert space. Various technical details relevant to this Section may be found in
Appendices A and B.

We then describe how the perspective-neutral formalism for quantum clocks applies to perturbative
quantum gravity in Section 3, describing how the Page-Wootters (PW) framework was implicitly used
by Chandrasekaran-Longo-Penington-Witten (CLPW) [21] when describing states and observables on
which constraints have been imposed, a fact which we summarize with the informal slogan

PW = CLPW. (1.1)

This emphasizes the role of QRFs in the definition of subsystems in quantum gravity. In particular, we
reproduce the construction of a gauge-invariant gravitational subregion algebra as the crossed product
of a type III QFT algebra with its modular flow.
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Next, in Section 4, we obtain the density operator in this algebra corresponding to an arbitrary
physical state of the full system. This proceeds by first constructing a trace on the algebra, and then
deriving the appropriate density operator. In the interest of clarity, several details of the derivation are
confined to Appendix C, and we focus at first on clocks with non-degenerate energy spectra. Unlike
previous approaches (except for the companion work [1]), we allow for arbitrary entanglement between
the clocks and the fields, and we also allow the use of multiple clocks in the definition of the subsystem.
If one is using more than one clock, we explain how one may ‘partial trace’ out a given clock to obtain
the density operator of the subsystem that would be obtained by removing that clock. We also show
how our formula reduces to that of previous work [21, 24], in the case of a ‘classical-quantum’ state
as used in that work (although our formula applies much more generally). And we comment on a
subtlety that arises when there are no ‘complementary clocks’, i.e. clocks outside of the subsystem
under consideration.

In Section 5, we extend the analysis to degenerate clocks, i.e. those whose energy spectra are
degenerate. In the interest of simplicity, we restrict attention to the case where the multiplicity of
the energy is independent of the energy. We review how the perspective-neutral framework, including
dressed observables and reorientations, extends to this case as described in [69]. As we will explain,
defining a physical subsystem in the presence of these degeneracies necessitates some extra operational
input. In particular, in many physical scenarios, superselection over the different degeneracy sectors of
the clocks can occur. In different settings, this superselection either will or will not apply to each of
the clocks. Depending on this, the physical subsystem one should consider is associated with different
algebras of observables, and hence different density operators (and eventually different entropies). We
show how to derive the density operators in a variety of different such cases.

Having found the density operators for the physical subsystems corresponding to gravitational
subregions relative to quantum clocks, one can in principle compute the von Neumann entropies of
these subsystems. However, for a general state this calculation is somewhat intractible, and to make
progress it helps to restrict to states within certain regimes. The most powerful of these in the present
context is the semiclassical regime, which we describe in Section 6. This regime is characterized by
a clock which behaves almost classically relative to the QFT, in the sense that the time it reads is
very sharply peaked at a certain value, with negligible physical fluctuations. An alternative way to
state this is that the fluctuations of the QFT Hamiltonian are suppressed relative to fluctuations of
the clock Hamiltonian. We explain how the von Neumann entropy of the density operators found
in the previous sections reduces to the generalised entropy of the gravitational subregion, at leading
order in the semiclassical approximation. Unlike previous works such as [21, 24], we do not require the
clocks and fields to be in a product state; rather we allow arbitrary entanglement (so long as this is
consistent with the semiclassical assumptions). We also explain how our result reduces to that of [21,
24] in the special case of the states investigated in those papers. We furthermore compute the linear
corrections to the semiclassical approximation, finding that these do not vanish in general (but they
do for states with no entanglement between the fields and the clocks, in agreement with [27]). In the
interest of clarity, many details of the derivations of these results are confined to Appendix D.

Of course, semiclassical states form only a small subset of the full Hilbert space, and it is worth
also considering states that fall under other regimes. One simple scenario, which we dub the ‘anti-
semiclassical’ regime, is the opposite of the semiclassical regime in that it is characterised by clocks
whose times are subject to such large fluctuations that they cannot be meaningfully used to aid in
observations of the fields. In Section 7 we discuss this regime, and derive the density operators and
von Neumann entropies of corresponding states. In particular, we show how these may be computed
by formulae that involve simply partially tracing out the antisemiclassical clock.

Section 8 employs all of the results previously established in the paper to demonstrate several
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examples of the observer-dependence of gravitational entropy. First, we explore an explicit case
study involving a superposition of clocks experiencing Shapiro time delay after moving past a massive
body at different distances. This ‘gravitational interferometer’ example was also discussed in the
companion work [1]; here we give more details on it. Some mathematical technicalities may be found in
Appendix G. We then describe an example of how superselection over clock degeneracy sectors can lead
to observer-dependence in the entropy, via a mechanism which is independent of those explored with
the gravitational interferometer. Next, in a given system, some clocks may be subject to semiclassical
approximation, while others are subject to an antisemiclassical approximation, while still others fall
somewhere in between. This again leads to observer-dependent entropies: for the semiclassical clocks
the generalised entropy formula applies, while for the others it does not. Up to this point in the paper,
we focus on monotonic clocks, meaning those whose times are always strictly increasing. Our final
example of observer-dependence in the entropy comes from introducing periodic clocks, which were
recently investigated in the perspective-neutral framework in [70]. As we will discuss, periodic clocks
dress field degrees of freedom in different ways to monotonic clocks, and this leads to different entropy
functionals, with different statistical dependences on these degrees of freedom.

Two aspects regarding entropy relativity are worthwhile to emphasize. First, the observer-
dependence of gravitational entropy for a subregion does not mean that the entropy for a black
hole or a cosmological horizon depends on the QRF. Gravitational entropy relativity pertains to what
different QRFs describe as the field degrees of freedom and it turns out that these correspond to
distinct gauge-invariant subalgebras. Horizon entropy, on the other hand, includes the entropy of all
degrees of freedom (in particular also the other clocks) in- or outside the horizon and this turns out
not to depend on the QRF. It is the entropy associated with gauge-invariant algebra that all observers
agree on.

Second, an observer-dependence of entropy can also arise for classical reference frames, which are
external in the sense that their dynamics is not included in the description. For instance, inertial
and Rindler observers in Minkowski space assign different entropies to, say, the vacuum and this
observation can be extended to general spacetimes [96–98]. There is a key difference to the present
case, however: for the classical, non-dynamical observers, the entropy relativity arises because they
have access to distinct spacetime regions and thus field degrees of freedom. By contrast, the entropy
relativity we will present in Sec. 8 is qualitatively very different: the different QRFs access the same
spacetime region and field degrees of freedom and the entropy relativity rather traces back to the fact
that the QRFs themselves are quantum subsystems contained in the region they describe.

We end the paper in Section 9 with a summary of its achievements, and brief discussion of some
open questions. In particular, we speculate on the consequences of accounting for a larger group
of gravitational gauge symmetries, the inclusion of QRFs that transform under them, and how this
will lead to more intricate manifestations of subsystem relativity and the observer-dependence of
gravitational entropy.

2 Quantum clocks as quantum reference frames
In the remainder of this work, we will focus on monotonic quantum clocks as temporal QRFs

associated with the (one-dimensional) translation group. This provides for a simple entry setting for
the discussion of QRFs in quantum gravity and, as we shall see in Sec. 3, encompasses recent studies
of the type conversion of local quantum field algebras in perturbative quantum gravity, e.g. see [21, 24,
27, 30–32, 36, 99, 100]. In the absence of boundaries, these studies invoke local observers equipped
with quantum clocks to “dress” the QFT degrees of freedom with those of the clocks to deparametrize
the QFT modular flow. When there is a boundary, an ADM Hamiltonian appears that is conjugate to
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a boundary time variable that similarly serves as a clock for dressing. The resulting dressed algebras
are so-called crossed products and admit well-defined density matrices and entropies.

We will see that such observers with clocks are nothing but QRFs and hence that the discussion of
crossed products in gravity has a natural interpretation in terms of QRFs. This perspective will also
permit us to generalize this construction to arbitrarily many observers and to explore the observer
dependence of subregion density operators and entropies already summarized in [1]. In our exposition
of quantum clocks as temporal QRFs, we will largely follow [68, 69]. Invoking the generalization of
that formalism to QRFs associated with general symmetry groups [66] to extend our results on crossed
products, density operators and entropies to more general QRFs will be left for future work.2

2.1 Modelling clocks with covariant POVMs
Taken as a temporal QRF, a monotonic clock will be modeled by a Hilbert space HC on which

its Hamiltonian HC generates a unitary representation of the translation group (R,+) via UC(t) =
exp(−itHC). The clock’s frame orientations are its readings τ and our main concern will be to construct
suitable orientation states and observables. For monotonic clocks τ ∈ R so that its orientations take
value in the translation group. Ideally, we would like to construct an orientation observable conjugate
to the clock Hamiltonian, [T,HC ] = i, so that we can think of the latter as generating monotonic
“reorientations” of the clock. Of course, if HC is bounded, Pauli’s argument tells us that such a T cannot
be self-adjoint [101]. Unruh and Wald [102] refined this observation (dropping canonical conjugacy),
showing that bounded clock Hamiltonians do not admit self-adjoint monotonic time operators. The way
out is to drop insisting on self-adjointness and invoking covariant positive operator-valued measures
(POVMs) to build clock observables and a consistent probability interpretation for its readings [68, 69,
82, 103–107].

For simplicity, we shall assume in the remainder that the spectrum σC := Spec(HC) is purely
continuous and for clarity we begin with the case when the spectrum is further nondegenerate.
Degenerate clock Hamiltonians, such as HC = p2 for some momentum p, will be discussed separately
in Sec. 5.3 Following [68], the clock states can then be constructed via4

|t⟩ = 1√
2π

∫
σC

dϵ eig(ϵ)e−itϵ |ϵ⟩ , (2.1)

where g(ϵ) is an arbitrary phase, accounting for the fact that an operator conjugate to HC is unique
only up to addition of arbitrary functions of HC . They are covariant

UC(τ) |t⟩ = |t+ τ⟩ , (2.2)

and furnish a resolution of the identity∫
R

dt |t⟩⟨t| =
∫
σC

dϵ |ϵ⟩⟨ϵ| = IC . (2.3)

We may thus think of them as generalized (and distributional) coherent states associated with the
translation group.

2 More general crossed product constructions have already been explored in [54, 55], however using an inequivalent
approach to QRFs that does not impose constraints on states unlike here and e.g. in [21, 24, 27, 30].

3 Periodic clocks (U(1) reference frames) can be treated similarly, however, the ensuing relational dynamics is somewhat
more subtle [70]. We comment on this case in Subsec. 8.4.

4 We are using the symmetric convention for 2π factors in Fourier transformations in contrast to [68, 69].
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In order to construct a probability measure, we define effect operators

EC(X) =
∫
X⊂R

dt |t⟩⟨t| ≥ 0 (2.4)

for any (Borel) subset X of the set of possible clock readings R (e.g. some time interval). Thanks to the
normalization in Eq. (2.3) and the fact that EC(∪iXi) = ∑

iEC(Xi) for any disjoint Xi (σ-additivity),
the effect operators form an operator-valued probability measure over the subsets of clock readings.
For example, ⟨φ|EC(X) |φ⟩ is the probability that the clock reading lies in X for the state |φ⟩ ∈ HC .
Further thanks to Eq. (2.2), we have for all X

UC(τ)EC(X)U †
C(τ) = EC(X + τ), (2.5)

and so the POVM is covariant with respect to the translation group generated by HC .

The clock states need not be perfectly distinguishable

〈
t
∣∣t′〉 = 1

2π

∫
σC

dϵ eiϵ(t−t′) =: χ(t− t′) , (2.6)

since, when σC is just an interval, their overlap reads

χ(t− t′) =


δ(t− t′) σC = R ,
1

2πe
iϵmin(t−t′)

(
πδ(t− t′) + iP 1

t−t′

)
σC = [ϵmin,∞),

i
2π

eiϵmin(t−t′)−eiϵmax(t−t′)

t−t′ σC = [ϵmin, ϵmax] ,
(2.7)

where P denotes the Cauchy principal value [68]. When σC is given by a collection of disjoint intervals,
the overlap will be given by a corresponding sum over these intervals of expressions as in the third line.
Clock readings are thus only perfectly distinguishable when the Hamiltonian is unbounded, σC = R,
a case sometimes referred to as an ideal (or perfect) clock. Unless σC is bounded in both directions,
clock states are also distributional. For later purpose, we explain in App. A.1 that a Fourier transform
continues to exist even when σC is bounded.

We can define the moment operators associated with the covariant clock POVM as

T (n) :=
∫
R

dt tn |t⟩⟨t| . (2.8)

Unless the clock is ideal, we have T (n) ̸= (T (1))n and these operators are not self-adjoint but only
symmetric [68, 103, 104]. In particular, the clock states |t⟩ are only eigenstates of the moment
operators when the clock is ideal. Nevertheless, they satisfy canonical commutation relations with the
Hamiltonian [68, Proof of Lemma 2]

[T (n), HC ] = inT (n−1) , (2.9)

and are thus conjugate to it.

The sought-after clock orientation observable is given by the covariant POVM and all its moments.
While these moments need not be self-adjoint, the effect operators EC(X) are, thereby yielding well-
defined probabilities over the clock readings, even though the latter need not be perfectly distinguishable.
Specifically, the non-monotonicity issue for clocks with bounded Hamiltonian reported by Unruh and
Wald [102] is sidestepped thanks to the covariance of the POVM [68].
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2.2 Constraints, relational observable algebras and crossed products
Let us now add some system S that may evolve relative to quantum clock C. The total (kinematical)

Hilbert space is thus taken to be Hkin = HS ⊗ HC . The system S may itself be composite and its
Hilbert space given by a tensor product of a collection of Hilbert spaces. In particular, later S will
contain additional clocks and it may also contain QFT Hilbert spaces.

Evolution relative to C means that we are considering relational dynamics. This entails that
we treat the total Hamiltonian, for simplicity assumed to be free of interactions between clock and
system,5 as a gauge constraint

H = HS +HC . (2.10)

At this stage, we make no further assumption about the system Hamiltonian HS . Thanks to our
above assumptions on the clock Hamiltonian HC , the constraint H is a translation group generator on
Hkin. We may interpret it as corresponding to time evolution of the combined CS system in some
(possibly fictitious) external time. By treating this as a gauge symmetry, we are taking this external
time evolution to be physically inaccessible, instead aiming for an internal evolution.

While this perspective can be applied to laboratory systems where external time is not fictitious, in
gravitational systems without boundary (and more generally reparametrization invariant systems) as
discussed later, this perspective is forced upon us by diffeomorphism invariance. The latter leads to
Hamiltonian constraints and to what is sometimes known as the infamous problem of time [110–112]. It
means nothing else than that in gravity degrees of freedom do not evolve relative to some background
time, but relative to one another.

The translation group USC(t) = exp(−itH) generated by the constraint can be viewed as corre-
sponding to reorientations of an external clock frame, while Eqs. (2.2) and (2.9) entail that the one
generated by HC implements reorientations of the internal clock C. The former are gauge, the latter
are physical since [USC(t), IS ⊗ UC(t′)] = 0 and change the relation between clock and system.

Let us now consider the algebra of gauge-invariant observables. Let AS ⊆ B(HS) be some
algebra acting on the system such that time evolution US(t) = exp(−itHS) constitutes a group
of automorphisms of it. In particular, HS need not necessarily be part of AS in which case these
autormorphisms are outer; this will be the case in perturbative quantum gravity below. In appendix A.2,
we show that the gauge-invariant algebra of observables of the clock and system on Hkin is given by
relational observables and clock reorientations:

Ainv := (AS ⊗ B(HC))H =
〈
OτC(a), IS ⊗ UC(t)

∣∣∣ a ∈ AS , t ∈ R
〉
. (2.11)

Let us explain the notation: ⟨A,B⟩ denotes the algebra generated by operators of the form A,B. For
the moment, we leave implicit what the topology is in which this algebra is closed. When AS is a
general C∗-algebra, closure will be with respect to the C∗-norm of the tensor product of Hilbert spaces
HR ⊗ HS yielding the C∗-tensor product on the left. When AS is more specifically a von Neumann
algebra,6 the main focus later, closure will be defined in terms of the double commutant and we will
highlight this by writing ⟨A,B⟩′′ for the von Neumann algebra generated by A,B.7 {UC(t)}t∈R are
the clock reorientations. Furthermore, the relational observables describing the system property a

5 Relational dynamics in the presence of interactions is challenging and has been touched upon in [106, 108, 109].
6 Hence, A′′

S = AS , where ′′ denotes the bicommutant on HS .
7 AS could also be the algebra of polynomials in some basic set of generators and may thereby not be contained in

the algebra of bounded operators, in which case the tensor product is an algebraic one.
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conditioned on the clock reading τ are given by a G-twirl (incoherent group averaging) over the gauge
group:

OτC(a) :=
∫
R

dt USC(t) (a⊗ |τ⟩⟨τ |)U †
SC(t) =

∫
R

dt |t⟩⟨t| ⊗
∑
n=0

in

n! (t− τ)n [a,HS ]n , (2.12)

where |τ⟩ are the clock states in Eq. (2.1) and [·, ·]n denotes the nth nested commutator with
[a,HS ]0 = a; note that the latter expression is an expansion in the moments of the clock POVM. As
shown in [68], these are quantizations of the classical relational observables for Hamiltonian constrained
systems in [113].8 For ideal clocks, the relational observables take a particularly simple form [68]

OτC(a) = e−i(T−τ)HS a ei(T−τ)HS , (2.13)

since in this case the first moment operator T = T (1) is self-adjoint and the clock states are its
eigenstates.

For later purpose we note in appendix A.2 that if AS is a von Neumann algebra, then so is the
gauge-invariant algebra (AS ⊗ B(HC))H . In particular, if in addition the clock C is ideal (and hence
HC = L2(R)), then this algebra equals the crossed product of AS by the translation group generated
by HS (e.g., see [19, 21, 24]):

AS ⋊US
R ≃

〈
e−iTHS a eiTHS , e−itHC

∣∣∣ a ∈ AS , t ∈ R
〉′′

=
(
AS ⊗ B(L2(R)C)

)H
. (2.14)

More generally, from the point of view of QRFs, we can give crossed products the following interpreta-
tion:

The crossed product of a von Neumann algebra A by a locally compact group G is the von
Neumann algebra of relational observables describing A relative to an ideal QRF associated
with G and its reorientations.

We can thus think of the gauge-invariant clock-system algebra in Eq. (2.11) as a generalization of the
crossed product to encompass non-ideal clocks, as well as the case when AS is a C∗ algebra, but not
necessarily von Neumann. We emphasize that, at this stage, the von Neumann nature of these algebras
(i.e. their closure) is defined in terms of the kinematical Hilbert space Hkin. We will be discussing the
construction of the physical Hilbert space shortly and will later investigate whether the action of these
algebras on this space remains von Neumann.

Below, we shall be mostly concerned with such generalized crossed products of a type III1 von
Neumann factor AS ,9 interpreted as an algebra containing regional QFT and graviton degrees of
freedom (and possibly additional clocks), by a group associated with its modular flow. That is, we
will focus on the case that HS is the modular Hamiltonian of a cyclic separating vector |Ψ⟩ ∈ HS

for AS . This is the case in which a conversion to type II factors with well-defined density operators
and entropies occurs [19, 21, 23, 24, 27, 30–32, 36–38, 89]. But for now the discussion remains more
general.

2.3 The physical Hilbert space
Next, let us implement constraints also on states to construct the physical Hilbert space of gauge

invariant states in line with our interpretation that the external evolution generated by H is physically

8 For the generalization of relational observables to QRFs associated with general symmetry groups, see [66, 81], and
for a related approach to relational observables associated with clocks see also [114–117].

9 AS being a factor means it has a trivial center, i.e. only c-numbers commute with all other elements in AS .
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inaccessible. While this step is standard in gauge theories, gravity and string theory, it singles out the
perspective-neutral approach [66–69, 71–79, 109, 118] we employ here from within the approaches to
QRFs.10 We can view the kinematical Hilbert space Hkin as the space of externally distinguishable
states and the physical Hilbert space Hphys as the one of internally distinguishable states from which
all external frame information has been removed [67, Sec. II]. We thus seek to implement a form of
Dirac constraint quantization [120, 121] and states formally satisfying a version of the Wheeler-DeWitt
equation:

USC(t)|Ψ) = |Ψ) , ∀ t ∈ R ⇒ H|Ψ) = 0. (2.15)

In the sequel, we shall be using round bras and kets, |·), to denote such physical states, while we
reserve the standard bra-ket notation for kinematical or gauge reduced states.

A word of caution on the meaning of Eq. (2.15) for the case of a noncompact gauge group as
the translation group here: as zero will lie in the continuous spectrum of H, a state such as |Ψ)
corresponds to an improper eigenstate and thus cannot be normalizable in the original Hkin. To address
this normalization issue, we have to build a new inner product to turn the space of states formally
obeying Eq. (2.15) into a Hilbert space. Here, we will briefly recall two equivalent ways of constructing
such a new Hilbert space Hphys that will be convenient below: the procedure of co-invariants, also
invoked by CLPW [21], and Refined Algebraic Quantization (RAQ) [122–126], usually employed in
the perspective-neutral approach to QRFs [66, 68]. Rather than viewing |Ψ) as an element of Hkin,
RAQ takes it as a distribution on it.

The space of co-invariants is the space of gauge-equivalent kinematical states, i.e. |ψ⟩ ∼ |ϕ⟩ iff
|ψ⟩ = USC(t) |ϕ⟩ for some t ∈ R. This space of equivalence classes does not possess a linear structure,
unless we impose the additional relation that the differences between gauge-equivalent states are
equivalent to null states, i.e. (I−USC(t)) |ψ⟩ ∼̂ 0 for all t ∈ R and |ψ⟩ ∈ Hkin. This means in particular
H |ψ⟩ ∼̂ 0 for all |ψ⟩ ∈ Hkin. Quotienting the space of co-invariants by these null vectors yields a vector
space, whose elements we denote by |Ψ) and it is clear that gauge translations act trivially on this
space, in that sense realizing Eq. (2.15). An inner product on this space is given by group averaging

(Ψ1|Ψ2) :=
∫
R

dt ⟨ψ1|USC(t) |ψ2⟩ , (2.16)

where |ψi⟩ ∈ Hkin resides in the equivalence class |Ψi) and the inner product under the integral is the
standard one on Hkin.11 The physical Hilbert space Hphys is then given by completing in norm. This
is essentially the route taken by CLPW [21, App. B.1]. Abstractly, this procedure defines a linear map
M : Hkin → Hphys that implements the constraint in the sense that MH = 0, and the core question
is how to explicitly construct it. CLPW provide a method within their setup [21, Sec. 4.2] (see also
Example 1 and Sec. 3.2.1).

To prepare the grounds for establishing its equivalence with a Page-Wootters reduction of gauge-
invariant states constructed via RAQ, we note that we can think of the inner product as (Ψ1|Ψ2) =

10 See [67, Sec. II] for a discussion of how this step distinguishes the perspective-neutral approach from the quantum
information one [84, 85] (going back to [62, 119]), the purely perspective-dependent one [65, 80] and the operational one
[81, 82], which do not implement constraints on states. The purely perspective-dependent one turns out to be equivalent
to the perspective-neutral one for ideal QRFs (perfectly distinguishable orientation states), however, not for general
non-ideal ones [66]. Within quantum information theory and the foundations of quantum theory there exist varying aims
for the use of QRFs, which is why several approaches have developed, and there is not a one-fits-all approach. Here, we
employ the one which applies to gauge theories and gravity.

11 Whether or not this physical inner product is positive semi-definite is in general unknown, as is convergence of the
integral, though see [51, 52, 122, 123, 126, 127] for some discussion on this. In what follows, we shall simply assume
convergence and semi-definiteness.
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⟨ψ1|M †M |ψ2⟩ = ⟨ψ1| Πphys |ψ2⟩, where (assuming we can take the integral inside the inner product)

Πphys =
∫
R

dt USC(t) (2.17)

is sometimes informally referred to as a coherent group averaging ‘projector’, though it is not literally
a projector (it is essentially δ(H)). This formally defines an anti-linear ‘rigging map’ [122], the core
ingredient of RAQ,

η(|ψ⟩) := ⟨ψ| Πphys (2.18)

from kinematical states into kinematical distributions. Their key property is that, thanks to
the translation invariance of the integral measure, states in the image of η are gauge-invariant,
USC(t)η(|ψ⟩) := η(USC(t) |ψ⟩) = η(|ψ⟩).12 It is for this reason that the states in the image also corre-
spond to equivalence classes of kinematical states. We can thus set (Ψ′| = η(|ψ⟩) for representatives
of physical states, where for distinction from the co-invariant case we equip them with a ′, and their
inner product is given as before by group averaging, so13

(Ψ′
1|Ψ′

2) := η(|ψ1⟩) (|ψ2⟩) = ⟨ψ1| Πphys |ψ2⟩ = (Ψ1|Ψ2) . (2.19)

Quotienting by null vectors and completing in norm then yields an equivalent representation of
H′

phys ≃ Hphys of the physical Hilbert space.

Example 1. A simple example is given by the constraint H = pS + pC for two ideal clocks on Hkin =
L2(R2), with pS , pC two momentum operators. Defining q± := qC±qS, any kinematical state can be writ-
ten as |ψ⟩ =

∫
dq+ dq− ψ(q+, q−) |q+, q−⟩, where |q+, q−⟩ = 1√

2 |qC = 1/2(q+ + q−), qS = 1/2(q+ − q−)⟩
are eigenstates of q±.

Following the co-invariant way, we notice that |ψ⟩ ∼ USC(t) |ψ⟩ entails |q+, q−⟩ ∼ |q+ + t, q−⟩
and (I − USC(t)) |ψ⟩ ∼̂ 0 implies |q+, q−⟩ − |q+ + t, q−⟩ ∼̂ 0. As USC(t) acts ergodically on the q+ label
and trivially on q−, the conjunction of these relations means that for each fixed q−, there is (up
to normalization) a unique surviving equivalence class of basis states; let us denote it by |q−). By
Eq. (2.16), we have (q−|q′

−) = δ(q− −q′
−). Physical states can thus be written as |Ψ) =

∫
R dq− Ψ(q−)|q−)

with Ψ square-integrable, so Hphys ≃ L2(R).

On the other hand, in momentum representation the ‘rigging map’ Eq. (2.18) of RAQ reads

(Ψ′| = η(|ψ⟩) =
∫
R

dp− ψ
∗(0, p−) ⟨p+ = 0, p−| . (2.20)

While such improper null eigenstates of H = p+ are clearly not normalizable in Hkin, we have

(Ψ′
1|Ψ′

2) =
∫
R

dp− ψ
∗
1(0, p−)ψ2(0, p−), (2.21)

whose absolute value is bounded if ψ1, ψ2 are bounded around p+ = 0. Null states are those with
ψ(0, p−) = 0 (i.e., by Fourier transformation states such that

∫
dq+ ψ(q+, q−) = 0). Quotienting by

these, we again have H′
phys ≃ L2(R) in agreement with the construction via co-invariants.

12 Somewhat more accurately, we have η : D → D∗, where D ⊂ Hkin is a linear dense subspace closed under gauge
transformations and D∗ is its algebraic dual (space of all linear functionals as opposed to only continuous ones). This
leads to the triple D ↪→ Hkin ↪→ D∗, which inspires the name ‘rigging map’. D∗ inherits an action of the gauge group
via USC(t)ξ[ϕ] = ξ[U†

SC(t)ϕ], for any ξ ∈ D∗ and ϕ ∈ D. Gauge invariance should be understood in the sense that
USC(t)η(ψ1)[ψ2] = η(ψ1)[U†

SC(t)ψ2] = η(ψ1)[ψ2] for all ψ1, ψ2 ∈ D and t ∈ R. See [122, 123, 126] for details.
13 We could also define an inner product on the image of η as (η(|ψ2⟩), η(|ψ1⟩)) := η(|ψ1⟩) (|ψ2⟩) = ⟨ψ1| Πphys |ψ2⟩.

Relative to the left inner product, we can again interpret η† η = Πphys as in the case of the co-invariant map M .
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The observation that the co-invariant construction and RAQ lead to equivalent physical Hilbert
spaces was also noted in the context of Jackiw-Teitelboim gravity in [128].

In this section, we shall at times operate with the co-invariant and RAQ representations of physical
states in parallel, emphasizing how certain maps and expressions appear in the two. This is to facilitate
exhibiting the relation between the subjects of gravitational crossed product algebras and QRFs, where
the former so far invoked co-invariants and the latter RAQ. In later sections, for definiteness, we shall
mostly invoke the co-invariant scheme and only sometimes comment on how expressions change in the
equivalent RAQ formulation.

Henceforth, when pursuing the RAQ formalism, we shall abuse notation somewhat, writing, as is
standard in much of the physics literature on relational dynamics,

|Ψ′) = Πphys |ψ⟩ , (2.22)

instead of Eq. (2.18), keeping in mind however that physical states can be unnderstood as distributions
on Hkin. As Πphys is formally symmetric in the kinematical inner product, this does not cause
problems. In particular, decomposing kinematical states in the clock and system energy bases,
|ψ⟩ =

∫
σC

dϵ∑∫ σS

∑
λE
ψ(ϵ;E, λE) |ϵ⟩ ⊗ |E, λE⟩, where λE is a possible degeneracy label for system

energy E and σS denotes the spectrum of HS , we can then write physical states formally as [68]

|Ψ′) = Πphys |ψ⟩ = 2π
∑∫

σS∩(−σC)

∑
λE

ψ(−E;E, λE) |−E⟩ ⊗ |E, λE⟩ , (2.23)

while the inner product becomes

(Ψ′
1|Ψ′

2) = 2π
∑∫

σS∩(−σC)

∑
λE

ψ∗
1(−E,E, λE)ψ2(−E;E, λE). (2.24)

2.4 Physical representation of the algebra

Although our gauge-invariant algebra Ainv := (AS ⊗ B(HC))H ⊆ (B(Hkin))H ⊂ B(Hkin) has been
originally defined on the kinematical Hilbert space, we will be interested in its representation on the
space of physical states Hphys (see App. A.2 for detail). While the latter is a different Hilbert space,
this action is defined because gauge-invariant observables “commute” with the co-invariant map M

above in the sense that

MO |ψ⟩ = r(O)M |ψ⟩ = r(O)|Ψ) , ∀O ∈ AH
kin and |ψ⟩ ∈ Hkin , (2.25)

where
AH

kin := (B(Hkin))H . (2.26)

r : AH
kin → B(Hphys) defines here the physical representation of the kinematical gauge-invariant

algebra on the physical Hilbert space Hphys defined the co-invariant way. Equivalently, kinematical
gauge-invariant observables formally commute with the RAQ rigging map η [122, 123, 126]:(

Ψ′∣∣ r′(O†) := η(O |ψ⟩) = ⟨ψ|O†Πphys = ⟨ψ| ΠphysO
† , (2.27)

where r′ now denotes the physical representation of kinematical gauge-invariant operators defined the
RAQ way. Using the slightly sloppy notation from Eq. (2.22), this becomes

r′(O)
∣∣Ψ′) = ΠphysO |ψ⟩ = OΠphys |ψ⟩ (2.28)

and is formally consistent with the inner product:

Ψ′
1|r′(O)Ψ′

2) = ⟨ψ1|OΠphys |ψ2⟩ = η(O† |ψ1⟩)(|ψ2⟩) = (r′(O†)Ψ′
1|Ψ′

2) . (2.29)
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Formally we can thus write r′(O) = O when it is clear that we mean that O acts on physical states.
One has to be careful with this, however, as r′ (equivalently r) is not faithful: there exist O1, O2 ∈ AH

kin,
such that O1 ̸= O2 on Hkin, but r′(O1) = r′(O2) [68, Lemma 1]. For instance, any observable in AH

kin
that has exclusively support on energies inconsistent with solving the constraints will be mapped to
zero under r′ (equivalently r).14 For the relational observables in Eq. (2.12) r′(O) = O on physical
states formally trades the incoherent for coherent group averaging since

OτC(a)Πphys = Πphys(a⊗ |τ⟩⟨τ |)Πphys . (2.30)

For notational simplicity, we shall henceforth write r′(O) = O with the implicit understanding that
this holds on physical states. While the formulations in Eqs. (2.25) and (2.27) are cleaner, expressions
such as Eqs. (2.23) and (2.30) are somewhat more explicit.

The properties of this physical representation r(Ainv) (equivalently r′) may be quite different from
those of Ainv on Hkin. For example, as we shall see below in Sec. 2.8, while Ainv is von Neumann provided
AS is, the same is no longer guaranteed for r(Ainv) because the notion of algebraic closure is now
defined with respect to different structures (though in many cases of interest it will be von Neumann).
Related to this, r (equivalently r′) is not faithful as noted above. (It may be faithful on subalgebras of
AH

kin, cf. Sec. 2.8). This has repercussions for whether or not the frame reorientations IS ⊗ UC(τ) in
Ainv (cf. Eq. (2.11)) survive as independent observables on Hphys (respectively H′

phys): when HS ∈ AS

and US(τ) are inner automorphisms (standard QRF setup), then HC and HS are not independent
operators in r(Ainv) and so the clock reorientations are contained in (the representation of) the
relational observables on Hphys. By contrast, when HS /∈ AS and US(τ) are outer automorphisms (case
of perturbative quantum gravity and QFT below), then the clock reorientations remain independent
within r(Ainv) and are not included in the relational observables.

For the physical representation of relational observables and reorientations, we shall henceforth
write

Oτ
C(a) := r(OτC(a)) , VC(τ) := r(UC(τ)) , (2.31)

in the language of co-invariants. By contrast, we continue to use OτC(a), UC(τ) in the physical
representation of the RAQ method, in line with our conventions above.

2.5 “Jumping into a clock frame”: the Page-Wootters formalism
Now that we have a QRF, we would like to “jump into its perspective” and describe the remaining

degrees of freedom, hence the system S, relative to it. For clocks this means nothing else than
describing the evolution of S relative to C. There are two equivalent ways of doing so, both of which
will be useful later on:

gauge-invariant: The first amounts to simply evaluating the relational observables OτC(a) in Eq. (2.12)
in physical states |Ψ) ∈ Hphys and letting the clock reading parameter τ run.

gauge-fixed: The second conditions physical states on the clock reading, yielding a relational
Schrödinger picture in which states of S evolve in τ . This is the Page-Wootters formalism
[86, 87] (see [68–70, 77, 106, 109, 129–133] for some later developments).

We have essentially already seen the first path, so we introduce here briefly the Page-Wootters (PW)
formalism. We will see in Sec. 3.2 that the procedure considered by CLPW [21] (and adopted by JSS
in [24]) to implement the constraint is equivalent to it. To this end, we will follow the formulation of

14 Examples of such observables can be built diagonally in the energy bases of clock and system with exclusive support
in the complement of the spectral intersection σS ∩ (−σC) in Eq. (2.23).
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the PW-formalism in [68–70],15 which establishes its equivalence with the gauge-invariant formulation
and thereby resolves three fundamental criticisms that Kuchař had raised against the formalism [110],
disrupting research on the topic for some time.16 It also connects it with the QRF paradigm.

2.5.1 Relational Schrödinger picture

We will first exhibit the traditional formulation of the PW-formalism, which invokes solutions to the
constraints and thus is best expressed in RAQ. We will then translate it into the equivalent language
of co-invariants.

The aim of PW was to construct a conditional probability interpretation of “timeless” physical states.
This can be achieved by defining a reduction map R′

C(τ) : H′
phys → H|C , conditioning physical states

on clock C reading τ (the primes highlight that we are invoking the RAQ imposition of constraints):

R′
C(τ) := ⟨τ | ⊗ IS , (2.32)

where |τ⟩ is a clock state (2.1) and H|C ⊆ HS is the system subspace consistent with implementing
the constraint (it is spanned by eigenstates of HS residing in the overlap σS ∩ (−σC), cf. (2.23)). It is
the space of system states “seen” by clock C. For later, we note that the orthogonal projector onto
this subspace is formally given by [68]

Π|C = ⟨τ | Πphys |τ⟩ =
∫
R

dt χ∗(t)US(t) =
∫
σC

dϵ δ(HS + ϵ), (2.33)

where χ(t) is the clock state overlap distribution (2.7) and Πphys was defined in Eq. (2.17). Note
that we have Π|C = IS only for ideal clocks. In the case that the clock spectrum is an interval
σC = [ϵmin, ϵmax], this takes the more explicit form

Π|C = Θ(ϵmax +HS)Θ(−ϵmin −HS). (2.34)

It is well-known that the conditional states

|ψ|C(τ)⟩ := R′
C(τ)

∣∣Ψ′) (2.35)

solve the Schrödinger equation in the clock readings

i
d
dτ |ψ|C(τ)⟩ = i

d
dτ
〈
τ ′∣∣U †

C(τ − τ ′) ⊗ IS
∣∣Ψ′) = − ⟨τ |HC ⊗ IS

∣∣Ψ′) = HS |ψ|C(τ)⟩ . (2.36)

This remains true regardless of whether HS ∈ AS . This time evolution is an internal, gauge-invariant
one, as the derivation invokes the clock reorientations IS ⊗ UC(τ) and their equivalence with the
system time evolution IC ⊗ US(−τ) on H′

phys.

15 For generalizations of the PW-formalism to QRFs associated with general symmetry groups and first steps in
quantum field theory, see [66] and [109], respectively.

16 Kuchař argued that the PW-formalism would yield (a) conditional probabilities that are incompatible with the
constraint, (b) incorrect transition probabilities, and (c) wrong localisation probabilities in relativistic settings [110]. (a)
and (b) were resolved in [68] through the equivalence with the gauge-invariant formulation, while (c) was resolved in [69]
using the covariant clock POVMs for quadratic Hamiltonians exhibited in Sec. 5.1. Giovannetti et al. [131] proposed an
earlier resolution of (b), which does lead to correct transition probabilities, however, modifies the constraint by including
measurement interactions and ancilla systems and further relies on ideal clocks. The resolution in [68] is not restricted to
ideal clocks and solves the problem in a more general form than originally posed by Kuchař. The qualitative differences
between the two resolutions of (b) have been further investigated in [134].
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The observation in [68–70] is that the conditioning on clock readings in Eq. (2.32) is nothing but a
gauge fixing and its inverse, R′

C
†(τ) : H|C → H′

phys, is formally given by averaging over the gauge

R′
C

†(τ)[·] = Πphys([·] ⊗ |τ⟩) =
∫
R

dt US(t− τ)[·] ⊗ |t⟩ . (2.37)

The reduction map and its inverse are unitary and we have17

(Ψ′
1|Ψ′

2) =
(
Ψ′

1
∣∣ (IS ⊗ |τ⟩⟨τ |)

∣∣Ψ′
2
)

kin = ⟨ψ1
|C(τ)|ψ2

|C(τ)⟩ , (2.38)

where the right expression is the standard inner product on H|C (inherited from HS). By the
intermediate expression, we mean the matrix element of IS ⊗ |τ⟩⟨τ | in the physical states |Ψ′

i) viewed
as kinematical distributions and thus evaluated in the kinematical inner product. This expression
follows from the left hand side, using the definitions in Eqs. (2.16) and (2.17) and the formal identity
Πphys (IS ⊗ |τ⟩⟨τ |) Πphys = Πphys [66, 68], which follows from the resolution of the identity in Eq. (2.3).
This intermediate expression highlights that the right side is just a gauge-fixing of the physical
inner product. We can interpret the reduction map R′

C(τ) as a “quantum coordinate map” into the
perspective of the temporal QRF C. The subscript |C for objects in its image thus stands for “relative
to clock C”.

Given that the conditioning on the clock reading is a gauge fixing, one might now be worried that
the Schrödinger evolution in τ described by Eq. (2.36) is one tangential to a gauge orbit and hence
unphysical. At the same time, we argued above that this same evolution should be physical, and so
transversal to a gauge orbit, because it invokes the clock reorientations. While at first these statements
seem to contradict one another, both are in fact correct. To see this, we note that Eq. (2.37) implies
that physical states can also be written as

∣∣Ψ′) =
∫
R

dt |ψ|C(t)⟩ ⊗ |t⟩ . (2.39)

This is behind the slogan “time from entanglement”, though we emphasize that this entanglement
is defined with respect to a tensor product structure on Hkin as opposed to one on H′

phys [68, 71,
109]. This way of writing physical states makes transparent that the full Schrödinger trajectory
{ |ψ|C(τ)⟩ | τ ∈ R} is encoded both tangentially along a gauge orbit, as well as transversally to it, see
Fig. 2.1. It is encoded tangentially because we can obtain the full trajectory from the same physical
state |Ψ′) (which corresponds to one gauge orbit) just by running through all gauges τ in R′

C(τ) |Ψ′).
Conversely, it is encoded transversally also because the same trajectory can be obtained by gauge fixing
every state in the physical Hilbert space trajectory {(US(τ) ⊗ IC) |Ψ′) | τ ∈ R} (which satisfies the
Schrödinger equation on H′

phys) in the same way, e.g. with R′
C(0). When we say that the Schrödinger

evolution is physical, we have this transversal evolution in mind.

Let us now translate the Page-Wootters formalism into the language of co-invariants. To this end,
we recall that |Ψ) = M |ψ⟩, |ψ⟩ ∈ Hkin, and M †M = Πphys. Hence, to obtain the same relational
Schrödinger picture on H|C via a reduction RC(τ) : Hphys → H|C with∣∣∣ψ|C(τ)

〉
= RC(τ) |Ψ) , (2.40)

where the unprimed notation now clarifies that we are working with co-invariants, we must have

RC(τ)M = R′
C(τ) Πphys . (2.41)

17 Physical states are here taken in the form (2.22). If the more precise Eq. (2.18) was used instead, the reduction and
its inverse would have to be taken in “daggered” form. The relation of the inner products would be unaffected.
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Figure 2.1: The Schrödinger evolution of |ψ|C(τ)⟩ stemming from |Ψ′) can
be obtained in two ways. The tangential decoding is achieved by acting with
R′

|C(τ) on |Ψ) for different values of τ . Alternatively, the transversal decoding
first requires the trajectory US(τ) |Ψ′) for different values of τ on which we
then act with the same R′

|C(0).

The “dagger” of this relation has to be defined with respect to the appropriate inner product. Since
we have (Ψ′

1|Ψ′
2) = ⟨ψ1| Πphys |ψ2⟩ = ⟨ψ1| R′

C
†(τ)R′

C(τ)Πphys |ψ2⟩ =
〈
ψ2

|C(τ)
∣∣∣ψ2

|C(τ)
〉

and this must be
equal to ⟨ψ1|M †R†

C(τ)RC(τ)M |ψ2⟩ = ⟨ψ1|M †M |ψ2⟩ = (Ψ1|Ψ2) and Πphys is not a projector, this
leads to the inverse relation for R†

C(τ) : H|C → Hphys with

M †R†
C(τ) = R′

C
† . (2.42)

The inner product is then preserved and it is clear that the two formulations of the PW-formalism are
equivalent.

2.5.2 Observable reduction

Let us now clarify how the physical Hilbert space representation of gauge-invariant observables reduces
into C’s perspective. It was shown in [68] that relational observables gauge fix as follows for a ∈ AS :

R′
C(τ)OτC(a)R′

C
†(τ) = Π|C aΠ|C . (2.43)

Using Eqs. (2.41), (2.42) and (2.31), as well as r(O)M = MO for O ∈ AH
kin, the left hand side becomes

R′
C(τ)OτC(a)R′

C
†(τ) = R′

C(τ)OτC(a)M †R†
C(τ) = R′

C(τ)M †Oτ
C(a)R†

C(τ)
= RC(τ)Oτ

C(a)R†
C(τ) ,

(2.44)

so that we have an equivalent reduction result in co-invariant and RAQ language. The gauge-invariant
algebra therefore reduces equivalently in both languages as

RC(τ) r(Ainv)R†
C(τ) = Π|CAS|CΠ|C = R′

C(τ)AinvR′
C

†(τ), (2.45)

where AS|C is generated by a ∈ AS and US(t), t ∈ R. Note that Π|C ∈ AS|C because it is a bounded
function of HS .
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Returning to the original motivation by Page and Wootters to define a conditional probability
interpretation for physical states, it is now clear from Eqs. (2.38), (2.43) and (2.44) that the evolution
of a system observable a ∈ AS in relational Schrödinger states |ψ|C(τ)⟩ is equivalent to that of the
relational observable Oτ

C(a) (respectively OτC(a)) in the “timeless” physical state |Ψ) (respectively
|Ψ′)) corresponding to |ψ|C(τ)⟩ via Eqs. (2.35) and (2.40),

(Ψ|Oτ
C(a)|Ψ) = ⟨ψ|C(τ)|a|ψ|C(τ)⟩ =

(
Ψ′∣∣OτC(a)

∣∣Ψ′) . (2.46)

This can in particular be used to formulate consistent conditional probabilities that have an equivalent
gauge-invariant and gauge-fixed form [66, 68].

For later, we note that even when C is ideal (and so Π|C = IS) and AS von Neumann, so that Ainv
is isomorphic to the crossed product AS ⋊US

R, the intermediate expression Π|CAS|CΠ|C in Eq. (2.45)
is not unitarily equivalent to the crossed product algebra. Since RC is unitary, this means that r is
not faithful for Ainv. Indeed, a standard ‘gauge-fixed’ form of the crossed product is generated by a
and bounded functions of H ′ −HS for some unbounded Hamiltonian H ′ (e.g., see [21, 24]), i.e. one of
an ideal clock. Such an H ′ is missing from the right hand side in Eq. (2.45), which already tells us
that an additional complementary ideal clock will be needed to render r faithful. This is related to a
puzzle discussed by CLPW in [21], and we will come back to this subtlety below.

Since the reduction map is unitary, the relations in Eqs. (2.43) and (2.44) tell us that the represen-
tation of relational observables on physical states, Oτ

C(a), always constitutes a unital ∗-homomorphism
from Π|CASΠ|C into r(Ainv), regardless of whether C is ideal (see [66, 68] for further discussion). By
contrast, OτC(a) only constitutes a homomorphism from AS (and even Π|CASΠ|C) into the kinematical
gauge-invariant algebra Ainv when the clock C is ideal because otherwise the G-twirl does not preserve
products [66, 68]. In other words, relational observables only preserve algebraic structure on physical
states.

In appendix A.3, we use the reduction result in Eqs. (2.43) and (2.44) to further show that relational
observables are complete on the physical Hilbert space. Specifically, we show that every bounded
operator on Hphys can be obtained from a bounded kinematical or system operator via the relational
observable construction in Eq. (2.12) and that this relational observable is also kinematically bounded.

2.6 QRF transformations: changing to a different clock
A core output of the recent wave of QRF research is the formulation of a quantum frame covariance

of physical properties. This relies on transformations between different QRFs and their “internal
perspectives” on the physics. The key difference to classical frame transformations is that one is now
able to transform between reference frames that may be in relative superposition or entangled with
other systems and this leads to interesting physical consequences. Such transformations have appeared
in somewhat different contexts and formulations [59, 65–69, 71, 74–77, 79–81, 85, 108]. Here, we briefly
review the QRF transformations of the perspective-neutral approach [66–69, 71, 74–77], as it is the
one applicable to the present case of gauge systems with constraints. For our purposes, we restrict to
the special case of clock transformations [68–70] (with precursors [77, 108, 118, 135]) and refer to [66]
for general symmetry groups.

The sought-after clock transformations are not related to the clock reorientations IS ⊗ UC(τ). The
latter change the orientation of the given temporal QRF C, i.e. the reading of the clock, and thus
the relation between the clock and evolving system. This is a physical transformation and changes
the state in the physical Hilbert space. Instead, we would now like to change to a different clock
subsystem and “jump into its new internal perspective”. This transformation will amount to a change
of description of any state in Hphys (respectively H′

phys), but not a change of state itself. Indeed, it
will take the form of a change of gauge.
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To this end, we will assume additional structure in the system S, namely that it contains at least
an additional clock subsystem. Thus, we replace C → C1 and S → SC2 and consider now

Hkin = HS ⊗ H1 ⊗ H2, with H = HS +H1 +H2, (2.47)

henceforth simplifying the notation by writing just i instead of Ci in subscripts. The argument in
App. A.2 entails that we can write the gauge-invariant algebra

Ainv := (AS ⊗ B(H1) ⊗ B(H2))H (2.48)

on Hkin equivalently as being generated by relational observables and reorientations relative to either
C1 or C2 (cf. Eq. (2.11))

Ainv =
〈
Oτ1
C1

(a), IS ⊗ U1(t) ⊗ I2 | a ∈ AS ⊗ B(H2), t ∈ R
〉

=
〈
Oτ2
C2

(a), IS ⊗ I1 ⊗ U2(t) | a ∈ AS ⊗ B(H1), t ∈ R
〉
, (2.49)

where relational observables are defined as before in Eq. (2.12), but now also include the ones describing
the two clocks relative to one another. Again, when AS is von Neumann, then so is Ainv, and when AS is
a Type III1 factor, then so is B(Hi)⊗AS , i = 1, 2, in which case Ainv is also a factor (cf. appendix A.2).
In the special case of an ideal clock C1, Ainv is the crossed product of AS ⊗ B(H2) by the translation
group.

We begin again in RAQ language, before translating the observation into the language of co-
invariants. The “quantum coordinate map” into the perspective of clock C1 when it reads τ1 becomes

R′
1(τ1) = ⟨τ1|1 ⊗ I2 ⊗ IS . (2.50)

It is a unitary R′
1(τ1) : H′

phys → H|1, where H|1 := Π|1 (HS ⊗ H2) ⊆ HS ⊗ H2 is the Hilbert space of
SC2 relative to clock C1. It is the subspace of the kinematical Hilbert space factors H2 ⊗ HS consistent
with the constraint H and the corresponding projector is given via Eq. (2.33)

Π|1 := Π|C1 =
∫
R

dt χ∗
1(t)US(t) ⊗ U2(t), (2.51)

where χ1(t) = ⟨t| 0⟩1. When σ1 is just an interval σ1 = [ϵ1min, ϵ
1
max], we have explicitly

Π|1 = Θ(ϵ1max +HS +H2)Θ(−ϵ1min −HS −H2). (2.52)

The reduction into C2-perspective is defined analogously.

The transformation from the perspective of C1 into that of C2 is thus given by [68]

V ′
1→2(τ1, τ2) := R′

2(τ2) ◦ R′
1

†(τ1) =
∫
R

dt |t+ τ1⟩1 ⊗ ⟨τ2 − t|2 ⊗ US(t). (2.53)

It is clear that |ψ|2(τ2)⟩ = V ′
1→2(τ1, τ2) |ψ|1(τ1)⟩, where |ψ|i(τi)⟩ = R′

i(τi) |Ψ′) is the state of CjS
relative to Ci, i ̸= j, which evolves in τi according to the Schrödinger equation with Hamiltonian
HS +Hj . The compositional form of the temporal QRF change is reminiscent of how one changes
between different coordinate systems on a manifold – they are “quantum coordinate changes”:

H′
phys

H|1 = Π|1 (HS ⊗ H2) H|2 = Π|2 (HS ⊗ H1)

R′
1(τ1) R′

2(τ2)

V ′
1→2(τ1,τ2) = R′

2(τ2)◦R′
1

†(τ1)

(2.54)
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In analogy to how a manifold is an intrinsic object independent of what coordinates we choose, we
can likewise view H′

phys as an intrinsic state space encoding the internal physics independently of the
choice of QRF. H′

phys (and similarly the algebra B(H′
phys)) is thus a QRF perspective-neutral structure,

encoding and linking all internal QRF perspectives. This provides this approach to QRF covariance
with its name. It can be argued that this covariance structure constitutes a quantum extension of
classical covariance structures akin to those underlying special covariance [67, Sec. II] and [66].

From the preceding discussion in Sec. 2.5 it is clear that the same structure appears in co-invariant
language, where the QRF transformations now read

V1→2(τ1, τ2) = R2(τ2) ◦ R†
1(τ1) =

(2.41)
R′

2(τ2)M † R†
1(τ1) =

(2.42)
V ′

1→2(τ1, τ2) (2.55)

and yield the same diagram as Eq. (2.54) with all primes dropped.

V ′
1→2 is a controlled, hence nonlocal unitary. This can also be seen by its action on observables, e.g.

for a ∈ AS , we have [68]

V ′
1→2(τ1, τ2)Π|1 (a⊗ I2) Π|1

(
V ′

1→2(τ1, τ2)
)† = R′

2(τ2)Oτ1
C1

(I2 ⊗ a)R′
2

†(τ2) (2.56)

= Π|2O
τ1
C1

(a) = Π|2

∫
R

dt US1(t) (a⊗ |τ1⟩⟨τ1|1)U †
S1(t).

Note that Oτ1
C1

(a) commutes with Π|2 as the latter is a function of H1 +H2. Thus, when C1 is ideal
and so Π|1 = IS2, a local system operator relative to C1 transforms into a composite C1S operator
relative to C2. This is a reflection of subsystem relativity, which we will discuss in the next section,
and which is at the heart of all QRF relative physical properties. Thus, more generally

R′
2(τ2)AH

SC1R′
2

†(τ2) = Π|2AH
SC1 = R2(τ2)r(AH

SC1)R†
2(τ2) , (2.57)

where AH
SC1

= (AS ⊗ B(H1) ⊗ I2)H and an identity factor I2 has been implicitly dropped in Π|2AH
SC1

.

We noted above that the PW reduction map constitutes a gauge fixing. The clock frame transfor-
mation therefore takes the form of a change of gauge. This does not mean, however, that a choice of
clock frame is equivalent to a choice of gauge or that the QRF dependence of physical properties is a
gauge artifact. Indeed, we saw above that there also exists an equivalent manifestly gauge-invariant
manner to “jump” into a QRF perspective, namely to dress kinematical operators with the chosen clock
frame. In Sec. 2.7, we will see that these lead to distinct gauge-invariant algebras18 and that a QRF
transformation amounts to a change of tensor product structure on Hphys. Rather, the choice of QRF
is a choice of convention to split the kinematical degrees of freedom into redundant and non-redundant
ones. For a gauge fixing procedure this means a convention for which kinematical degrees of freedom
one may fix, however, not yet how to fix them; a choice of QRF thus corresponds to an entire family
of possible gauge fixings but it is not a gauge itself. This is linked to our discussion above that the
Schrödinger evolution is physical.

2.7 Subsystem relativity
We started with an assumed tensor product structure (TPS) on the kinematical Hilbert space,

Hkin = HS ⊗ H1 ⊗ H2. Given that this is the space of states that are distinguishable relative to
an external (possibly fictitious) frame, the TPS on it corresponds to an externally distinguishable

18 There also exists an equivalent gauge-invariant version of QRF transformations that acts on these algebras of
observables and transforms them into one another [66, 67] (see also [56, 58] for their formulation in classical gauge theory
and gravity). This is a manifestation of a certain equivalence between gauge-fixings and dressings. However, we will not
be using this version of QRF transformations in this work and hence do not review them here.
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subsystem structure. But our internal physics happens on the space Hphys of internally distinguishable
states, and as we have seen this is a distinct Hilbert space that in the present case is also not a
subspace of Hkin; it thus does not inherit the kinematical TPS. We are now interested in an internally
distinguishable subsystem structure and TPS on Hphys. Such a structure is crucial for defining a
gauge-invariant notion of entanglement and entropies, but, as we will see, it depends on the choice of
QRF and corresponds to its internal perspective [66, 67, 71, 85].

This can be seen in two equivalent ways [67, Sec. III]. For later purpose, we will formulate everything
here in the co-invariant language; from the preceding sections it is clear that all following statements
take an equivalent form in RAQ language. Let us first consider the case that C1, C2 are both ideal, so
that Π|1 and Π|2 are each equal to the identity. Since the “quantum coordinate maps” are unitary, the
diagram (2.54) tells us that each reduction map Ri(τi), i = 1, 2, is nothing but a TPS on Hphys and,
because V1→2 is a nonlocal unitary, the change of clock amounts to a change of TPS on the physical
Hilbert space.19 In other words, an ideal internal QRF perspective is a TPS on Hphys.

Suppose now that C1, C2 are non-ideal with σi := σCi = [ϵimin, ϵ
i
max] so Πi ̸= IjS . We show in

appendix A.4 that the reduced Hilbert space in C1-perspective of diagram (2.54) admits the following
decomposition

H|1 = H−
S2 ⊕ (ΠS(HS) ⊗ H2) ⊕ H+

S2, (2.58)

where ΠS is the projector onto the subspace of HS spanned by eigenstates with −ϵ1max − ϵ2min ≤
ES ≤ −ϵ1min − ϵ2max and H±

2S are direct sums/integrals of tensor products between C2 and S subspaces
when σS := Spec(HS) is discrete/continuous. (Later, HS will be a QFT modular Hamiltonian and
thus feature a continuous spectrum.) That is, for non-ideal clocks, Ri(τi) defines instead a direct
sum/integral of TPSs on Hphys and the clock change amounts to a change of such a direct sum/integral
of TPSs.

Second, the QRF relativity of the internal subsystem structure can also be seen at the gauge-
invariant, algebraic level. To this end, we can ask which observables can be measured relative to both
clock frames. These reside in the intersection of the two gauge-invariant kinematical subalgebras,
describing S and the clock C1 or C2, respectively,

AH
SC1

:= (AS ⊗ B(H1) ⊗ I2)H , AH
SC2

:= (AS ⊗ I1 ⊗ B(H2))H . (2.59)

We have, using that AH = A ∩
〈
H
〉′, where

〈
H
〉′ ⊂ B(Hkin) denotes the commutant of (bounded

functions of) the constraint,

AH
SC1 ∩ AH

SC2 = (ASC1 ∩ ASC2)H = (AS ⊗ I1 ⊗ I2)H . (2.60)

Thus, the algebra of observables accessible to both clock frames is equal to the algebra of gauge-invariant
observables that are internal to the system. The intuition behind this is simple [67]: AH

SC1
does not

contain reorientations of C2 but commutes with them and vice versa with C1 and C2 interchanged.
Hence, observables in the intersection must commute with reorientations of both clocks, but cannot
include reorientations of either. This means that the intersection is given by relational observables
such that a in Eq. (2.12) already commutes with HS and so Oτi

Ci
(a⊗ Ij) = a⊗ I1 ⊗ I2, i = 1, 2, i ̸= j.

These are also the only observables that are purely S-local relative to both frames [67].

19 More precisely, a TPS on an abstract Hilbert space H is an equivalence class of unitaries, U : H →
⊗

α
Hα, such

that U1 ∼ U2 if U2U
−1
1 is a product of local unitaries ⊗αUα (and possibly permutations of subsystem factors). Since

Ri(τi + t) = (Uj(t) ⊗ US(t)) Ri(τi) via the equivalence of reorientations and subsystem evolution on Hphys, we have that
Ri(τi) defines the same equivalence class (and so TPS on Hphys) for all τi ∈ R. Hence, the TPS depends only on the
choice of QRF, but not on its orientation to which we might gauge fix.
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The two subalgebras in Eq. (2.59) are thus distinct. An extreme example is provided when AS

is a type III1 von Neumann algebra and HS is a modular Hamiltonian for it with an ergodic action,
a situation that will appear in perturbative quantum gravity (e.g. in de Sitter space [21, 89]) below.
Then the only S observables that commute with the constraint are c-numbers. In other words, in that
case, the two frames do not share any common QFT observables and we have

AH
SC1 ∩ AH

SC2 = CIS12. (2.61)

Nevertheless, the two subalgebras (2.59) are isomorphic when C1 and C2 have identical spectra.
For example, when both clock are ideal, both algebras are isomorphic to the crossed product AS ⋊US

R
and hence also isomorphic to one another. However, they are not isomorphic in general. As noted in
Sec. 2.5.2, when the clock is ideal, relational observables constitute a homomorphism from the system
algebra AS into Ainv, while this is not true when the clock is non-ideal. Thus, for instance, when C1
is ideal, but C2 is not, the two subalgebras are not isomorphic.

Moreover, note that [AH
SC1

,AH
SC2

] ̸= 0 because the dressed S operators in one algebra do not
commute with the dressed S operators in the other. Hence, even in the extreme case that the algebras
overlap trivially – as they sometimes do in QFT, Eq. (2.61) – the two gauge-invariant algebras
describing S relative to the two clocks do not define independent subsystems and acting with operators
from one algebra will affect the outcomes of measurements from the other.

It is clear that these observations carry over to the representation of these algebras on the physical
Hilbert space, i.e.

r(AH
SC1) ∩ r(AH

SC2) = r((AS ⊗ I1 ⊗ I2)H). (2.62)
It is in particular somewhat simpler to see that r(AH

SC1
) and r(AH

SC2
) are isomorphic only when C1

and C2 have identical spectra. Owing to the unitarity of Ri, the relation in Eq. (2.45) applied to this
case tells us that

r(AH
SCi

) ≃ Π|iAS|iΠ|i, i = 1, 2, (2.63)
where AS|i is generated by a ∈ AS and USj(t) with j ̸= i. Since AS|1 and AS|2 are isomorphic
and Π|i ∈ AS|i, we have that the physical representations r(AH

SC1
) and r(AH

SC2
) are isomorphic only

provided the projectors Π|1 and Π|2 are identical functions of HS +H2 and HS +H1, respectively.20

By Eq. (2.51) this means that the spectra of C1, C2 coincide. Thus, the system (later the QFT degrees
of freedom) will appear differently relative to a fuzzy clock than it does to a sharp one.

In the special case when the clock Cj is ideal and AS = B(HS) is the full system algebra (hence a
Type I factor), we have r(AH

SC1C2
) = Oi|j ∨ OS|j

21 with [Oi|j ,OS|j ] = 0, for either j = 1 or j = 2 and
i ̸= j, where Oi|j =

〈
Oτj

Cj
(a) | a ∈ B(Hi) ⊗ ISj

〉
is the algebra of relational observables on the physical

Hilbert space describing Ci relative to Cj , and similarly OS|j =
〈
Oτj

Cj
(a) | a ∈ AS ⊗ I12

〉
is the algebra

of relational observables on Hphys describing S relative to Cj . In this case, Oi|j and OS|j induce the
TPS Rj(τ) associated with Cj on Hphys (e.g., see [67] for the finite-dimensional case). When Cj is
non-ideal, then Oi|j and OS|j do not close as algebras22 and typically do not commute [71].

The fact that different QRFs associate different gauge-invariant subalgebras and Hilbert space tensor
factors with the same (kinematical) system S means that the notions of subsystem and subsystem
locality depend on the choice of QRF and with it essentially all physical properties that derive from a

20 Otherwise, suppose Π|1 = f(HS +H2) and Π|2 = g(HS +H1) for f, g distinct. Then the projector I− f ∈ AS|i maps
to zero in one representation, but not the other, i.e. Π|1(IS2 − f(HS +H2))Π|1 = 0, but Π|2(IS1 − f(HS +H1))Π|2 ̸= 0.

21 A1 ∨ A2 denotes the smallest algebra containing both A1 and A2.
22 For OS|j this can be seen from Eq. (2.63), by noting that Π|jASΠ|j is not closed under products because Π|j /∈ AS .
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subsystem partition. For example, in quantum mechanics it was shown that not only entanglement
and superpositions (originally observed in [65]), but also entropies, interactions, and thermodynamical
properties depend on the choice of QRF [67]; in particular, subsystem thermality and temperature
are affected by QRF changes in a way that is independent of classical frame changes in quantum
field theory, which lead to phenomena such as the Unruh effect. Subsystem relativity can further be
understood as a generalization of the relativity of simultaneity in special relativity [67]; much like
the latter explains the a priori counter-intuitive phenomena of special relativity, so too is subsystem
relativity the source of the novel QRF dependent physics. Our observation in Sec. 6 (expanding on
[1]) that entanglement entropy associated with gravitational subregions is observer-dependent is a
manifestation and (perturbative) quantum gravity extension of this.

2.8 Kinematical vs. physical von Neumanness
Let us assume again that AS is a von Neumann algebra. We noted before that then so are both

AH
SCi

, i = 1, 2, and AH
SC1C2

. This statement refers to the gauge-invariant kinematical level, i.e. the
closure23 of the algebra is defined in terms of the structure of Hkin. What about the representations of
these algebras on the physical Hilbert space Hphys, which is not a subspace of Hkin and so closure will
be defined differently? To answer this question, we will here again invoke the setting of co-invariants
for later purpose, but it is clear that the conclusions are equivalent in RAQ language. We will now
argue that, while r(AH

SCi
) remains a von Neumann algebra, this is not necessarily true for r(AH

SC1C2
)

when AS is a Type III1 factor. In other words, for the physical von Neumanness of the observable
algebras under consideration it is crucial that there is a (kinematically) complementary clock on which
this algebra has trivial support. Indeed, later the system S will contain many more clocks.

To see that r(AH
SC1

) (and similarly r(AH
SC2

)) remains von Neumann, we can invoke Eq. (2.57) which
entails that reduction into the complementary clock C2’s perspective gives

R2(τ2) r(AH
SC1)R†

2(τ2) = Π|2AH
SC1 (2.64)

with Π|2 and AH
SC1

commuting. Note that Π|2 is only contained in AH
SC1

when HS generates inner
automorphisms of it; otherwise Π|2AH

SC1
is not a subalgebra of AH

SC1
. However, the right-hand side is

clearly a subalgebra of B(H|2) and since this constitutes a ∗-homomorphism π : AH
SC1

→ B(H|2) it is a
representation of AH

SC1
on H|2. R2 is unitary and so our physical representation is isomorphic to it,

r(AH
SC1

) ≃ Π|2AH
SC1

. But we also have that Π|2AH
SC1

is (ultra-)weakly closed in B(H|2).24 Indeed, since
AH
SC1

is a von Neumann algebra, it is (ultra-)weakly closed on HS ⊗ H1, as well as on any subspace
that it leaves invariant, like H|2 = Π|2 (HS ⊗ H1). Hence, Π|2AH

SC1
is a von Neumann algebra and

therefore also r(AH
SC1

).

We conclude that r is an ultraweakly continuous representation of AH
SC1

(and similarly AH
SC2

) on
the physical Hilbert space. The projector Π|2 on the right hand side of Eq. (2.64) might at first suggest
that this representation may not be faithful25 when C2 is non-ideal, so that the projector is non-trivial.
However, it turns out that every non-trivial ultraweakly continuous representation of a von Neumann
factor is faithful [136, Lecture 22, Proposition 3].

In the remainder of this work, we shall be interested in the case when AS is a Type III1 von

23 Thanks to the bicommutant theorem, this can be any of the bicommutant, weak or strong closure.
24 Let ai ∈ A ⊂ B(H) be a net of operators. It converges weakly to the limit operator a ∈ B(H) if the matrix elements

⟨ϕ| ai |ψ⟩ → ⟨ϕ| a |ψ⟩ converge for all ϕ ∈ H∗ and ψ ∈ H. A is weakly closed in B(H) if it contains the limit operator of
every net of operators in A that converges in B(H). It is ultraweakly closed if tensoring in an identity factor A → A ⊗ 1

on an additional infinite dimensional (separable) Hilbert space does not change these convergence and closure properties.
25 The representation is faithful when its kernel is {0}.
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Neumann factor, associated with the quantum field and graviton observables inside a gravitational
subregion, and when HS generates modular flow. We noted before that in this case both AH

SCi
, i = 1, 2,

are Type II factors. Thus, the physical representation r(AH
SC1

) (and similarly r(AH
SC2

)) is faithful
regardless of whether the complementary clock is ideal or non-ideal, and in particular it remains a
factor.

Let us now explain why the physical representation r of AH
SC1C2

fails to be von Neumann when HS

acts ergodically on AS and its commutant A′
S on HS (as for the Type III1 static patch algebras in de

Sitter space [21, 89]). The full commutant (AH
SC1C2

)′ in B(Hkin) is generated by a′ ∈ A′
S and bounded

functions of the constraint H. Only the latter are gauge invariant because the ergodic action of HS

means that only c-numbers from A′
S commute with the constraint. The physical representation r of

the gauge-invariant component26 of (AH
SC1C2

)′ thus coincides with the identity factor C1. The double
commutant on the physical Hilbert space then returns the full Type I factor r(AH

SC1C2
)′′ = B(Hphys).

That is, r(AH
SC1C2

) ⊊ r(AH
SC1C2

)′′ is not closed under the bicommutant and therefore not a von
Neumann algebra.

This observation links with challenges exhibited by CLPW in [21, Sec. 4.3] when discussing a single
observer with a clock in de Sitter space. We will return to this topic in Sec. 4.5.

3 Realization in perturbative quantum gravity: PW = CLPW
The quick reader mainly interested in our derivations of density operators and entropies for

arbitrarily many observers/clock QRFs can skip to Sec. 4.

Thus far we have not been specific about the system S. It could have been another mechanical
system or it could in fact have been a quantum field subsystem. We will now become more concrete
and inquire under which conditions we can realize Hamiltonian constraints of the type in Eq. (2.47)

H = HS +H1 +H2 (3.1)

in quantum gravity. (Below we will generalize this to an arbitrary number of clocks.) While such
constraints and clocks arise naturally in minisuperspace, e.g. see [137–139],27 we are here after the
more interesting case when S is a QFT encoding graviton, as well as possibly several species of matter
degrees of freedom. Specifically, we are interested in scenarios in which HS is a modular Hamiltonian
and a type transition of the S-algebra occurs along with an intrinsic UV-regularization of entanglement
entropies. In this regard, we have to clarify suitable conditions under which

(a) it is legitimate to consider only a single constraint, where the gauge diffeomorphism group of
gravity is infinite-dimensional, and

(b) modular flow aligns with a temporal spacetime diffeomorphism.

This will thus be a hybrid scenario of quantum mechanical clock QRFs and a field-theoretic system.
For a full account of the bulk diffeomorphism group also field-theoretic frames are needed [56, 57, 109].

3.1 Subregions and constraints in perturbative quantum gravity
The fact that there are no interactions between the clocks and S in Eq. (3.1) already suggests

that, in a gravitational setting, we must be ignoring backreaction and thus considering a perturbative

26 By this we mean (AH
SC1C2 )′ ∧ B(Hkin)H , the largest gauge invariant algebra whose elements are in both (AH

SC1C2 )′

and B(Hkin)H

27 For the use of clock QRFs in that case, see for example [69, 108, 118].
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regime. The background spacetime will also permit us to associate the system S with the field degrees
of freedom inside some subregion defined relative to that background structure in the spirit of the
algebraic approach [10, 140] (though see [31] for a background-independent proposal).

In the remainder of this work, we thus consider quantum gravity around a background in the κ → 0
limit, where κ =

√
32πGN . Accordingly, we shall be mostly interested in the degrees of freedom of

the linearized theory, though, as we explain below, the crossed product generating constraints are of
second-order in κ [24, 30, 40, 88]. This background can be a vacuum spacetime, or one sourced by
matter, and the gravity theory may be general relativity or some more general gravity theory [40].
For the moment, we assume that this background possesses a Killing horizon as this is the case when
it is known that the modular flow of a KMS state of the QFT has a geometric interpretation as a
spacetime diffeomorphism, addressing (b) above, namely the one corresponding to the boost Killing
vector field generating the horizon [10, 140–143]. We comment on more general proposals below.

In this background, we consider two subregions U and U ′ that are causal complements of one
another. For example, in [21], U ,U ′ are two complementary static patches in de Sitter space or the left
and right exterior region in a maximally extended asymptotically flat Schwarzschild spacetime. In [30]
this was extended to several other types of black hole spacetimes and in [24] it was proposed that U
could be a general subregion in a generic spacetime.

We denote the QFT Hilbert space of the global spacetime encoding gravitons and matter degrees of
freedom with HS and identify the algebra AU ⊂ B(HS) generated by all the bounded QFT operators
with exclusive support in U and invariant under linearized bulk diffeomorphisms, as well as any matter
gauge symmetry, with the system algebra, i.e.

AS = AU . (3.2)

At leading order in κ, only the graviton field will transform non-trivially under spacetime diffeomor-
phisms if the background is a vacuum one [24, 40]. In that case, one can extract the gauge-invariant
graviton data via standard methods, such as transverse-traceless modes. When the background is
sourced by a non-trivial matter content, typically both matter and gravitons will transform non-trivially
under linearized diffeomorphisms [40], and gauge-invariant observables can in this case be formulated
using dressing methods such as in [144–147]. In line with the general expectation for asymptotically
scale invariant quantum field theories, we shall henceforth assume that AS is a Type III1 von Neumann
factor [140, 148–151]. Hence, its commutant A′

S is also a Type III1 factor and Haag duality [10,
140] tells us that we can identify it with the corresponding algebra AU ′ associated with the causal
complement U ′.

So far the linearized theory in κ. In order to obtain the modular crossed product algebra, we in fact
have to go one order higher because on-shell of the background equations of motion, the first-order
constraint associated with any Killing field is identically a boundary term

C(1)[κξ] =
∫

Σ
C

(1)
κξ =

∫
∂Σ
B

(1)
κξ , (3.3)

where C(1)
κξ is the first-order constraint current associated with Killing field ξ, B(1)

κξ is some boundary
term (the first-order ADM Hamiltonian in general relativity) and Σ is a global Cauchy slice [40] (see
also [48, 152] for the case of pure vacuum general relativity). In particular, for spatially compact
spacetimes, C(1)[κξ] vanishes identically.

The constraint associated with ξ only has a non-trivial bulk contribution at second order in κ

C(2)[κξ] = Hξ −
∫
∂Σ
B

(2)
κξ , (3.4)
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Figure 3.1: Depicted is the maximally extended Schwarzschild spacetime
together with its time Killing flow lines. The Killing boost Hamiltonian Hξ

simultaneously maps the Cauchy slice Σ forwards in time in the right region
and backwards in time in the left region. The role of the clocks can here
be played by the ADM Hamiltonian defined the right and left asymptotic
boundary H(2)

ADM = HR −HL with the relative minus sign accounting for the
opposite directions of the Killing vector ξ in both regions.

where (on-shell of the first-order equations of motion and boundary conditions) Hξ is given by the
Killing boost Hamiltonian

Hξ =
∫

Σ
(ϵ0)µTµνξν , (3.5)

with ϵ0 the volume form of the background metric g0 and Tµν a stress-energy tensor of all fields,
including gravitons [40]. The crux is that βHξ for some β ≥ 0 is the modular Hamiltonian associated
with some global QFT state |ψ⟩S ∈ HS that is cyclic and separating for AS = AU [10, 140–143], and
we identify it as the system Hamiltonian:

HS = Hξ . (3.6)

The boundary piece can be interpreted as the second-order ADM Hamiltonian [27, 30, 40],

H
(2)
ADM =

∫
∂Σ
B

(2)
κξ , (3.7)

and it is given by a sum of Hamiltonians, one for each disconnected piece of the asymptotic boundary.
For example, in the maximally extended asymptotically flat Schwarzschild spacetime, there is a left
and a right asymptotic boundary and H

(2)
ADM = HR −HL [21], so that the constraint reads

C(2)[κξ] = HS −HR +HL (3.8)

and reproduces the form Eq. (3.1) with the left and right ADM Hamiltonians assuming the role of
the clock Hamiltonians. The relative minus sign between HR and HL traces back to the fact that the
Killing flow generated by the boost field ξ is future pointing in the right region and past directed in
the left one (see Fig. 3.1). It is important that HR,L is linear in the second-order metric perturbations
[30, 40], which means that its spectrum is unbounded in both directions and so HL, HR correspond to
ideal clock QRFs on the boundary.28

When the spacetime is spatially compact, such as de Sitter space, on the other hand, no intrinsic
gravitational ADM boundary clocks are present and the second-order constraint would just be given

28 More precisely, this requires a regularization of the ADM Hamiltonians, HR,L → HR,L − M0 to account for the
diverging black hole mass M0 as GN → 0. HR,L are not necessarily non-degenerate on the Hilbert space of second-order
fluctuation variables. However, one can refactorize the Hilbert space of the second-order fluctuations such that HR,L act
only on a L2(R) factor of it, thereby turning it into an ideal clock Hamiltonian. See [21, Sec. 5] for discussion.
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Σ
r = 0

Figure 3.2: The static patch of de Sitter space depicted with its Killing flow
lines. The killing flow generated by Hξ moves the cauchy slice Σ forwards in
time in the right patch but backwards in time in its complement, the left patch.
The clocks measuring the boost time would be H1 in the right patch and H2
in the left patch respectively. One can think of them being localized along
the r = 0 worldlines. The backwards evolution in the complement leads to a
relative minus sign between the two clock Hamiltonians.

by H = HS . It turns out that the modular flow generated by HS acts ergodically on AU = AS [21, 89]
and this means that the content of U that is invariant under this constraint is trivial

AH
S = C . (3.9)

To remedy this issue, CLPW introduced an observer equipped with a quantum clock in each of the two
complementary static patches U ,U ′ such that each timelike worldline connects the past with the future
tip of the respective static patch [21]. This shifts the stress-energy tensor in Eq. (3.5) by the clock
contributions, Hξ → Hξ +H1 −H2, where i = 1, 2 labels the clock Hamiltonians in the two patches.
In this case, there is no reason for Hi to be unbounded or non-degenerate and so the clocks need not
be ideal. When the worldlines coincide with Killing flow lines generated by the cosmological horizon
boost vector field, these clocks measure that boost time and the relative minus sign between the clock
Hamiltonians again accounts for the relative orientation between the direction of time evolution in the
two patches [21, 24, 31, 40] (see Figure 3.2). This once more reproduces a Hamiltonian constraint of
the form Eq. (3.1) and in this case one does obtain non-trivial boost-invariant algebras for both U ,U ′

from the crossed product construction. Clearly, the observers’ clocks are QRFs of exactly the type we
described in Sec. 2.

Operationally, we can assume that each observer can probe the observables in the vicinity of their
worldline. The timelike tube theorem [153–157] asserts that they can then also access the entire algebra
associated with the ‘timelike envelope’ of their wordline. This is the causal region defined by all the
events that can be reached by deforming the original worldline, while keeping its endpoints fixed
and preserving the timelike nature of the worldline. For an observer in de Sitter space, this envelope
will agree with its entire static patch. The timelike tube theorem thereby supports an operational
interpretation of the entropies that will be associated with such regions.

Let us now come to two related questions, namely (a) above and:

(c) why should one impose second-order constraints, Eqs. (3.1) and (3.4), when we are taking the
κ → 0 limit and are thus interested in the linear order theory?

We have discussed these questions and answer options at length in [40] and we refer to that work for
details. In a nutshell, there is an essentially unambiguous answer for spatially compact spacetimes in
general relativity with isometries: a linearized solution is a valid approximation to an exact solution
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if and only if all second-order Killing symmetry generators, called Taub charges [158, 159], vanish
[48, 49, 160]. The boost constraint happens to be one of those and crucially there is just a finite
number of them, one for each independent Killing field. When the first-order in κ fields do not satisfy
these constraints, the linearized solution cannot be integrated to an exact one. However, we can
safely ignore all other infinitely many second-order diffeomorphism constraints as far as a consistent
embedding of the linearized theory into the full non-linear theory is concerned. The constraints
Eqs. (3.1) and (3.5) are thus to be understood as one of a finite number of necessary and sufficient
stability conditions for perturbation theory to avoid spurious solutions. This is the output of the
subject of linearization instabilities [41–43, 46, 47, 50, 161]. While these are classical results, there are
strong arguments for also imposing these constraints as stability conditions in the quantum theory [44,
45, 51–53, 88]. Furthermore, the original instability theorems pertain to general relativity, however, it
appears likely that similarly strong results hold in arbitrary generally covariant theories in spatially
compact spacetimes [40]. Finally, the isometries are now typically broken down by the presence of
the observers to a form R × G, for some compact group G [21], where R corresponds to the boost
translations. Given the compactness of G and the direct product structure, expanding the QRFs
to account for G [66] will however not affect the crossed product type transition or the discussion
qualitatively otherwise. In that sense, it is legitimate to ignore them here.29

In the absence of isometries or the presence of boundaries (with interesting boundary conditions),
no instabilities arise and no second-order constraint is necessary in order to ensure consistency of the
first-order theory [40, 48, 49, 160, 163, 164]. One must thus argue differently why one would still want
to consider second-order constraints of the form Eq. (3.1) and why considering only a single constraint
or finite number of them, as done in practice, is legitimate. As we argue in [40], this will depend
on whether one is also interested in certain second-order observables, such as in [27, 29, 30], though
strictly speaking this case still stands on arguably less robust grounds than the spatially compact one
with isometries.

It is also not known in general under which conditions modular flow of a QFT algebra admits a
geometric interpretation. However, there is a ‘geometric modular flow conjecture’ asserting that the
diffeomorphism generated by a vector field that appears boost-like near the boundary of a general
subregion in a spacetime with or without isometries will agree infinitesimally with the modular flow of
some KMS state and so can be used for building crossed products [24, 143].

In the sequel, we shall simply work with constraints of the form Eq. (3.1), without further specifying
whether we work in a spacetime with or without boundary and whether or not an exact boost Killing
field exists. We note the various levels of justification for considering such constraints mentioned above
(with an essentially unambiguous justification for spatially compact spacetimes with boost isometries).
Henceforth, we also assume that HS is a modular Hamiltonian, while Hi could thus be an internal or
ADM boundary clock Hamiltonian, depending on the situation.

3.2 PW = CLPW
Let us now clarify more precisely that what CLPW [21] and follow-up works such as JSS [24]

call an observer is precisely a temporal QRF according to the perspective-neutral approach reviewed
in the previous section. We will briefly demonstrate that the description of constrained states and
observables used in these works is equivalent to the (expanded form of the) Page-Wootters (PW)
formalism underlying that approach, as reviewed in Sec. 2.5. This is the basis for the informal slogan

29 In the operational approach to QRFs, which does not impose constraints on states, these isometries have been
encompassed in the crossed products of [54]; such crossed products were also considered in [162]. Encompassing them in
an approach that does impose constraints on states also, as likely appropriate in gravity, would build upon [66].
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Figure 3.3: Commutative diagram showing two orders in which constraints
may be imposed. CLPW [21] and JSS [24] move counterclockwise from the top,
imposing non-idealness (bounded energy) of the clocks only after the constraint
is implemented. Our approach starts with the kinematical Hilbert space Hkin,
where clocks already have the final restriction on their energy spectra in place,
and imposes the constraint on this. This diagram shows a comparison at the
gauge invariant level, culminating on the physical Hilbert space. An analogous
diagram instead implements the gauge constraint via gauge fixing, for instance
culminating in the reduced perspective of frame C2, as we do in the main text
below. The diagram on the right shows the similar two orders of imposing the
constraints on the algebras.

in the title of this section. We will build upon this observation in subsequent sections to generalise the
construction to arbitrarily many observers/QRFs.

3.2.1 Map to coinvariant representation is Page-Wootters reduction

In both [21, 24] the clocks are first treated as ideal, and only after deriving the relevant density
operators are projectors included to enforce the energy bounds of the observer Hamiltonian (in their
case, reducing the spectra from the full real line to values on a half line). The perspective-neutral
approach reviewed in Sec. 2, by contrast, directly begins with a kinematical Hilbert space on which
the clock frames already have their final energy restrictions and thus may already be non-ideal (having
limited spectral ranges), and then implements the constraint by mapping states and operators to the
physical Hilbert space and/or gauge-fixed ‘reduced’ Hilbert spaces corresponding to the internal frame
perspectives. Relative to us, we therefore say that [21, 24] consider an ‘extended’ kinematical Hilbert
space and constraint operator to start with, which we indicate with the label ‘ext’:

Hext := HS ⊗ L2(R)1 ⊗ L2(R)2, (3.10)

Hext := HS +Hext
1 −Hext

2 . (3.11)

The relative minus sign again accounts for the different relative direction of time evolution in U ,U ′,
assuming clock C2 lives in U ′. Hext

1 and Hext
2 are therefore unbounded ideal clock frame Hamiltonians.

The final output of both routes coincides, as we now explain, see Fig. 3.3.

The relation to our Hamiltonians is given by

Hi = ΠiH
ext
i (3.12)
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with projector onto the ultimately permitted energy intervals of clock Ci

Πi =
∑
α

Θ(ϵi,αmax −Hi)Θ(−ϵi,αmin +Hi) , (3.13)

where α sums over the different possible non-overlapping intervals (in [21] only a single interval was
used). Similarly, we have

Hkin = Π1 Π2 (Hext) = HS ⊗ H1 ⊗ H2 (3.14)

with Hi = ⊕
α L

2(σαi ), where σαi = [ϵi,αmin, ϵ
i,α
max], and for the clock states

|t⟩i = Πi |t⟩ext
i . (3.15)

Note that the projection does not affect the covariance properties in Eq. (2.2), but is responsible for
the clock state fuzziness in Eqs. (2.6) and (2.7).

In the case of ideal frames, the Hilbert space of coinvariants, as discussed in [21, Sec. 4.2] is
isomorphic to a simple tensor product of the QFT Hilbert space and one frame factor, say that of clock
C1; it thus removes clock C2 in the complementary patch U ′. This is implemented via a certain T

map from (extended) kinematical states to a representation of coinvariants. Let us directly generalize
it to non-ideal clocks and show that it is equivalent to Page-Wootters reduction. The map is

T2 : Hkin −→ HS ⊗ H1 , (3.16)

reading in our notation and conventions [21, Eq. (4.10)]

T2 |ψ⟩ =
∫
R

dt e−it(HS+H1) |ψ(t)⟩ , (3.17)

where |ψ⟩ ∈ Hkin and |ψ(t)⟩ = (⟨t|2 ⊗ 1S1) |ψ⟩. Clearly, using the clock covariance in Eq. (2.2)

T2 |ψ⟩ = R′
2(0) Πphys |ψ⟩ =

(2.41)
R2(0)M |ψ⟩ , (3.18)

where Πphys is the coherent group averaging map Eq. (2.17) (updated in the obvious way to accommo-
date two clocks) and R′

2(0) is the Page-Wootters reduction map as in Eq. (2.50), however, for clock C2
reading τ2 = 0. The ideal case of CLPW is recovered by setting Πi = 1i. Hence, the T map from the
(extended) kinematical Hilbert space to a coinvariant representation invoked by CLPW [21, Eq. (4.10)]
is equivalent to first going perspective-neutral via group averaging (or M) and then “jumping into the
clock C2’s perspective when it reads τ2 = 0” via a Page-Wootters reduction.

Written this way, it is clear that the action of T2 implements the constraint Eq. (3.1) in the form
H = HS +H1 −H2. Nevertheless, it is somewhat instructive to double check that this also holds for
non-ideal clocks,

T2H |ψ⟩ = 0 , ∀ |ψ⟩ ∈ Hkin , (3.19)

which we briefly do in App. B. Hence,

T2H2 |ψ⟩ = T2(HS +H1) |ψ⟩ = (HS +H1)T2 |ψ⟩ . (3.20)

Now Π2 = 1 on Hkin. However, by Eq. (3.20), this turns into a non-trivial projector for the internal
frame perspective

T2Π2 |ψ⟩ = Π|2T2 |ψ⟩ , (3.21)

where we recover Eqs. (2.51) and (2.52) (with the appropriate minus signs for H = HS +H1 −H2)

Π|2 =
∑
α

Θ(ϵ2,αmax −HS −H1)Θ(−ϵ2,αmin +HS +H1) . (3.22)
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In other words, we recover the reduced Hilbert space in C2-perspective of Sec. 2.6

H|2 ≡ T2 (Hkin) = R2(τ) (Hphys) = Π|2 (HS ⊗ H1) , (3.23)

i.e. a subspace of HS ⊗ H1 when C2 is non-ideal and so Π|2 is a non-trivial projector. By contrast,
when C2 is ideal, Π|2 = IS1, and we recover the initial result of [21, Sec. 4.2].

In particular, had we started like CLPW with Hext, first implemented the constraint Hext via T ext
2

(defined in the obvious way) and then imposed the restrictions Πi on the clock energy spectra, we
would find in place of Eq. (3.21)

T ext
2 Π1Π2 |ψ⟩ext = Π1Π|2T

ext
2 |ψ⟩ext , (3.24)

where Πi is now a non-trivial projector on Hext. However, thanks to Eq. (3.15),

T ext
2 Π1Π2 |ψ⟩ext = T2 |ψ⟩ , (3.25)

with |ψ⟩ ∈ Hkin, and so it is clear that the two routes in Fig. 3.3 give the same end result. Thus, CLPW’s
and JSS’s observers are nothing but clock QRFs according to the perspective-neutral formalism.

3.2.2 Reduction of observable algebras

Let us briefly consider the reduction of the crossed observable algebras AH
SC1

= (AS ⊗ B(H1) ⊗ I2)H

and AH
S′C2

:= (A′
S ⊗ I1 ⊗ B(H2))H =

(
AH
SC1

)′
, corresponding to U and U ′, respectively, which are

commutants within AH
kin, and check that the procedure by CLPW agrees with the procedure of the

perspective-neutral formalism. To determine the representation on the space of coinvariants, CLPW
set [21, Sec. 4.2]

AT2 |ψ⟩ := T2AH
kin |ψ⟩ , (3.26)

which we have adapted to our conventions and notation and extended to clocks that are not necessarily
ideal. Using Eq. (2.25), we thus have

AT2 |ψ⟩ = R2(0)MAH
kin |ψ⟩ = R2(0)r(AH

kin) |ψ)
= R2(0)r(AH

kin)R†
2(0)R2(0) |ψ) ,

(3.27)

so that
A = R2(0)r

(
AH

kin

)
R†

2(0) (3.28)

agrees with the Page-Wootters reduced algebras as in [68, Thm. 3]. Hence, by Eqs. (2.64):

ASC1|2 := R2(0)r
(
AH
SC1

)
R†

2(0)

= Π|2AH
SC1

= Π|2
〈
Oτ1
C1

(a), eisH1
∣∣∣ a ∈ AS , s ∈ R

〉′′
(3.29)

and by Eq. (2.57):

AS′C2|2 := R2(0)r
(
AH
S′C2

)
R†

2(0)

= Π|2
〈
a′, eis(HS+H1)

∣∣∣ a′ ∈ A′
S , s ∈ R

〉′′
Π|2 .

(3.30)

Both algebras now act on the reduced space in C2-perspective H|2. From the arguments in App. A.2
and Sec. 2.8 it follows that both ASC1|2 and AS′C2|2 are Type II von Neumann factors; they are of
Type II1 if the respective clock has an energy bound from below, otherwise they are Type II∞, see
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[21] and Sec. 4. Furthermore, Haag duality (including the clocks) is preserved by reduction: on H|2 we
have

ASC1|2 =
(
AS′C2|2

)′
(3.31)

because the commutant of AH
SC1

on HS ⊗ H1 is
〈
a′, eis(HS+H1) ∣∣ a′ ∈ A′

S , s ∈ R
〉′′ and these commutant

relations are preserved by projection with Π|2, yielding H|2 via Eq. (3.23) [165, EP7, p. 21].

Thanks to Eqs. (3.24) and (3.25) it can be easily checked that the reduced algebras ASC1|2 and
AS′C2|2 coincide with the reduced algebras in CLPW upon implementing the clock energy restrictions
[21, Sec. 4.2].30

We will now move on to generalize the construction by CLPW in [21] and JSS in [24] to arbitrarily
many observers with clocks using the perspective-neutral framework. We will later demonstrate in
Sec. 4.4 how to recover the density operators and entropies obtained in these references from our more
general formalism.

4 Subregion density operators with non-degenerate clocks
Let us now consider a system consisting of quantum fields living in a Hilbert space HS , and some

arbitrary number n ∈ N of observers carrying clocks Ci, i = 1, . . . , n, each with non-degenerate
continuous spectra σi ⊂ R, and so Hilbert spaces Hi = L2(σi). We focus initially on the case where
the clocks are non-degenerate. Thus the total kinematical Hilbert space is

Hkin = HS ⊗
n⊗
i=1

Hi. (4.1)

From here onward, we will now mostly invoke the language of co-invariants when describing constrained
states and observables, but, as described in Sec. 2, using RAQ would lead to an equivalent formulation.

We will assume in this section that all the observers have access to field observables in some fixed
spacetime subregion U or its complement U ′. Heuristically, one may imagine that the observers are
traveling along some worldlines in U or U ′, and that they are somehow able to measure the fields in
the vicinities of their worldlines. The timelike tube theorem [153, 156, 157, 166] is then what permits
them to measure the fields in the rest of U or U ′ (under certain conditions), as briefly mentioned in
Subsec. 3.1.

Each observer will also be assumed to have some amount of access to the degrees of freedom of the
clocks of the other observers. At the present level of abstraction, exactly how much access is essentially
just an operational specification. But we can use physical and heuristic principles to motivate this
specification (although note that the following is non-rigorous and should be taken with a grain of
salt). Indeed, suppose we continue to use the picture of observers traveling along worldlines. If an
observer Alice can act with the fields in the vicinity of another observer Bob’s worldline (invoking the
timelike tube theorem), then she also ought to be able to act on Bob with his Hamiltonian – because
the local gravitational constraints allow us to rewrite this Hamiltonian as a field operator supported in
Bob’s neighborhood. Also, Alice ought to be able to measure time differences of Bob’s clock – because
such time differences can be written in terms of the metric proper time along his worldline (again
ultimately due to the gravitational constraints). At the kinematical level, we can just allow her to
measure the absolute time of his clock, which will reduce to time differences after imposing gauge
invariance. So, Alice can, at the kinematical level, act with all operators on Bob’s clock’s Hilbert space.

30 In fact, CLPW perform another unitary conjugation in C2-perspective to put ASC1|2 into a standard crossed product
form, a step we refrain from here.
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More generally, we will assume each observer can act with the full set of operators on some subset
R of the available clocks (including their own).31 Despite the heuristic reasoning given here, in the
interest of generality we will not make any assumptions about whether the clocks in R are located
inside or outside U .

We assume that there is a gauge constraint of the form H = HS+∑n
i=1Hi, where HS is the generator

of some diffeomorphism acting on the fields and preserving U and U ′, and Hi is the Hamiltonian of
clock Ci. Overall H should be understood as the generator of the diffeomorphism acting on the fields
and the clocks simultaneously. While HS throughout Sect. 2 could have been arbitrary, in particular
here we will take it to be the generator of a boost ξ as described in Sect. 3, which we will take to
correspond to the modular flow of some state of the fields in U ; since the algebra of the fields is Type
III, this is necessarily an outer automorphism, so HS cannot be expressed in terms of an operator
localized to U .

Let R ⊂ {Ci|i = 1, . . . , n} be some subset of the available clocks (which could be for example the
set of clocks contained in the region U), and let Rc = {Ci|i = 1, . . . , n} \R be its complement. We are
interested in the observables accessible with the clocks Ci ∈ R. As in the previous sections, the algebra
of such observables may be formulated as the gauge-invariant subalgebra of kinematical operators
acting on the clocks and the fields in U :

AH
SR = (AS ⊗ B(HR))H , (4.2)

where HR = ⊗
Ci∈R Hi, and AS is the algebra of field observables with support in U . Picking any

particular Ci ∈ R, we can decompose this algebra as

AH
SR = {Oτi (a), Ui(t) | a ∈ AS ⊗ B(HRī

), τ ∈ R, t ∈ R}′′, (4.3)

where Rī = R \ Ci, HRī
= ⊗

Cj∈Rī
Hj , and

Oτi (a) =
∫ ∞

−∞
dt e−iHt(a⊗ |τ⟩⟨τ |i)e

iHt, Ui(t) = e−iHit, (4.4)

with |τ⟩i being the clock states for Ci, and we are omitting identity factors and often rearranging
tensor factors to simplify the notation.

The corresponding algebra of physical observables is r(AH
SR), acting on the physical Hilbert space

Hphys, obtained by imposing the constraint H = 0 as described previously.

We will assume HS generates the modular flow with respect to AS of some cyclic and separating
QFT state |ψS⟩ ∈ HS ; more precisely, we assume its modular operator is of the form ∆ψS

= e−βHS ,
for some inverse temperature β. We will also take Rc to be non-empty. As described previously in
Sec. 2.8 (whose argument extends to arbitrarily many clocks), these assumptions guarantee that

r : AH
SR → r(AH

SR) (4.5)

is a faithful representation, and that r(AH
SR) is a Type II factor which we will confirm later. Our aim

in this section is to compute the density operator in the algebra r(AH
SR) corresponding to a physical

state |ϕ) ∈ Hphys. In the interest of readability, some key details are reserved for Appendix C.

31 It should be noted that this line of reasoning will not necessarily lead to the same structure in the case of degenerate
clocks, which we explore further in Sec. 5.
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4.1 Trace on the observable algebra
Our goal is to create a trace using the basic property of a modular operator ∆Ψ, namely

⟨Ψ|ab|Ψ⟩ = ⟨Ψ|b∆Ψa|Ψ⟩ . (4.6)

If we can find a |Ψ⟩ for which ∆Ψ acts as an identity on a, possibly projected, Hilbert space, then we
propose the trace to be the expectation value of any operator in this state Tr(.) := ⟨Ψ|.|Ψ⟩. This will
define a good trace for the type II algebra r(AH

SR) due to faithfulness of the representation (4.5) and
the uniqueness of the trace up to scaling. To make the extension to multiple clocks, it will be necessary
to introduce auxiliary Hilbert spaces H∗

j for every Cj ∈ Rī to be able to build |Ψ⟩. Afterwards, we can
map back from this extended Hilbert space to the physical Hilbert space by making use of the relative
modular operator.

The first step is to write down a trace on AH
SR. To this end, let us define a ‘thermofield double’ for

the clocks in Rī:
|ψRī

⟩ =
⊗
Cj∈Rī

∫
σj

dϵj e−βϵj/2 |ϵj⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϵj | ∈
⊗
Cj∈Rī

Hj ⊗ H∗
j . (4.7)

This is a (non-normalisable – so technically speaking it is an abuse of notation to write |ψRī
⟩ ∈⊗

Cj∈Rī
Hj ⊗ H∗

j ) state for two copies of each of the clocks in Rī. It is cyclic and separating for B(HRī
)

(unless otherwise stated we always take operators to act on the first copy of the Hilbert space Hj ,
rather than H∗

j ), with Tomita operator given by (as confirmed in App. C)

SψR
ī
(|φ⟩ ⊗ ⟨ζ|) = e

βHR
ī
/2 |ζ⟩ ⊗ ⟨φ| e−βHR

ī
/2
. (4.8)

One then finds the modular operator

∆ψR
ī

= S†
ψR

ī

SψR
ī

= exp
(
−β(HRī

−HR∗
ī
)
)
, (4.9)

where the ∗ denotes that the operator acts on the second copy of the clocks. We then set |ψSRī
⟩ =

|ψS⟩ ⊗ |ψRī
⟩. The state |ψSRī

⟩ is cyclic and separating for AS ⊗ B(HRī
). It has a Tomita operator

SψSR
ī

= SψS
⊗ SRī

, (4.10)

where SψS
is the Tomita operator associated with the QFT state |ψS⟩, and modular operator

∆ψSR
ī

= exp
(
−β(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)
)
. (4.11)

Consider the state

|Ψ⟩ = |ψSRī
⟩ ⊗ e−βHi/2 |0⟩i ∈ HS ⊗

⊗
Cj∈Rī

(
Hj ⊗ H∗

j

)
⊗ Hi. (4.12)

AH
SR acts on the Hilbert space containing this state.

As shown in Appendix C, |Ψ⟩ is separating for this action, and it is cyclic over a subspace

H̃SRīR
∗
ī
Ci = Π̃(HS ⊗

⊗
Cj∈Rī

(
Hj ⊗ H∗

j

)
⊗ Hi), (4.13)

where

Π̃ =
∫ ∞

−∞
dτ exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī

+Hi)τ
)

⟨τ |0⟩i ≡ Π̃[HS +HRī
−HR∗

ī
+Hi, σi]. (4.14)
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This is a projector similar to the Page–Wootters one (2.52); it enforces the condition that when acting
on a state, the value of HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī

+Hi must lie in the spectrum σi of clock Ci.

Due to these properties, there is a Tomita operator for |Ψ⟩, defined on a dense subspace of H̃SRīR
∗
ī
Ci ;

it may be written explicitly as

SΨ =
∫ ∞

−∞
dt eβHi/2 |t⟩i exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)t
)
SψSR

ī
⟨−t|i e

−βHi/2. (4.15)

From this, the modular operator of |Ψ⟩ may be derived:

∆Ψ = S†
ΨSΨ = Π̃. (4.16)

Upon restriction to H̃SRīR
∗
ī
Ri , one observes that ∆Ψ is just the identity operator. A direct confirmation

of these formulae may be found in Appendix C.

These properties suffice to show that

Tr(A) = eS0,R ⟨Ψ|A|Ψ⟩ (4.17)

defines a trace on AH
SR, where S0,R is some normalisation constant of which the notation will become

clear later. Indeed, this functional is clearly normal, since it is the expectation value in a Hilbert
space state. It is faithful because |Ψ⟩ is separating. It obeys the cyclicity property because ∆Ψ is the
identity on the subspace over which |Ψ⟩ is cyclic:

Tr(AB) = eS0,R ⟨Ψ|AB|Ψ⟩ = eS0,R ⟨Ψ|A∆ΨB|Ψ⟩ = eS0,R ⟨Ψ|BA|Ψ⟩ = Tr(BA). (4.18)

Finally, it is semifinite; for an example of a finite trace operator, consider

A =
∫ ∞

−∞
dt
⊗
Cj∈R

θ(Hj) |t⟩j ⟨t|j θ(Hj) ∈ AH
SR. (4.19)

Then one may show that
Tr(A) = eS0,R

∏
Cj∈R

∫
σj∩R+

dϵj e−βϵj , (4.20)

and all the integrals converge. Given Tr, we can define also a trace Trr on r(AH
SR) by using the fact

that the representation r restricted to AH
SR is faithful (cf. Sec. 2.8):

Trr(r(A)) = Tr(A). (4.21)

The trace of the identity is given by

Tr(1) = Trr(1) = eS0,R ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ = eS0,R ⟨ψRī
|ψRī

⟩ ⟨0|i e
−βHi |0⟩i . (4.22)

If R includes more than one frame, then this is infinite, because the thermofield double state is not
normalisable. However, if R contains only a single frame, then we have

Tr(1) = eS0,R ⟨0|i e
−βHi |0⟩i = 1

2πe
S0,R

∫
σi

dϵi e−βϵi . (4.23)

We see that Tr(1) is then finite if and only if σi is bounded below. It is convenient in this case to set

S0,R = − log
( 1

2π

∫
σi

dϵi e−βϵi
)
, (4.24)

so that Tr(1) = 1.
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4.2 Density operator
Next, given a physical state |ϕ), we wish to find the density matrix ρϕ in the algebra r(AH

SR). The
density operator is defined to obey

eS0,R ⟨Ψ|r−1(ρϕ)A|Ψ⟩ = Tr
(
r−1(ρϕ)A

)
= Trr(ρϕr(A)) = (ϕ|r(A)|ϕ) . (4.25)

In fact, the density operator is given by

r−1(ρϕ) = e−S0,R∆ϕ|Ψ, (4.26)

i.e. the relative modular operator from |Ψ⟩ to |ϕ), intertwined through the representation r, scaled by
e−S0,R . Indeed, one may easily verify that such an operator suffices for equality between the left hand
and right hand sides in (4.25). Moreover, it is generally true that for any two states ϕ,Ψ with Ψ cyclic
and separating for an algebra, ∆−1/2

Ψ ∆ϕ|Ψ∆−1/2
Ψ is an element of the algebra — in our case ∆Ψ is the

identity, which confirms that the r−1(ρϕ) given above is an element of AH
SR.

So to derive the density operator, let us first give the relative Tomita operator; it is

Sϕ|Ψ = Πphys

∫ ∞

−∞
dt |t⟩i Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR

ī
⟨0|i exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī

+Hi)(t+ iβ/2)
)
, (4.27)

where |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ = Ri(τ) |ϕ) is the reduced state when clock Ci reads τ , and Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī

is a relative
Tomita operator for the algebra AS ⊗ B(HRī

). One may employ this formula to obtain

∆ϕ|Ψ = S†
ϕ|ΨSϕ|Ψ = eβHi/2

∫ ∞

−∞
dt e−iHitOτi (∆−1/2

ψSR
ī

S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

)eβHi/2, (4.28)

which holds for any τ . A full derivation is given in Appendix C. The density operator is thus given by

ρϕ = e−S0,Rr(∆ϕ|Ψ) = e−S0,RVi(iβ/2)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt Vi(t)Oτ

i (∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

)Vi(iβ/2).
(4.29)

Note that the unusual combination of Tomita and modular operators appearing inside Oτ
i (. . . ) is in

fact an element of AS ⊗ B(HRī
), which is also shown in Appendix C.

The ρϕ we have just found is the density operator at the perspective-neutral level. To find the
density operator in the perspective of a particular Ci ∈ R, we can simply conjugate ρϕ with the
reduction map Ri(τ). To be precise, because Ri(τ) is an isometry, we can define a trace on the algebra
ARīS|Ci

via
Tr|i(·) = Trr(Ri(τ)†(·)Ri(τ)), (4.30)

and it is easy to verify that the density operator of the perspective-reduced state |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ with respect
to this trace is given by ρϕ|i(τ) = Ri(τ)ρϕRi(τ)†. In Appendix C, it is shown that

ρϕ|i(τ) = Π|ie
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t
S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
. (4.31)

Note that the HR∗
ī

that appears in this formula will be cancelled out by contributions from the relative
Tomita operators, and there will be no overall action on the second copy of the clocks in Rī. To
confirm this let us decompose the reduced state |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ as

|ϕ|i(τ)⟩ =
∑
I

|ϕIS(τ)⟩ ⊗ |ϕ̃I(τ)⟩ , (4.32)

where I is some continuous or discrete label, |ϕIS(τ)⟩ ∈ HS , and |ϕ̃I(τ)⟩ ∈
⊗

i ̸=j Hj . Then one has

ρϕ|i(τ) = Π|ie
−S0,R−βHRc

∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t∑
I,J

S†
ϕI

S(τ+t)|ψS
SϕJ

S(τ)|ψS
⊗ trRc( |ϕ̃I(τ + t)⟩ ⟨ϕ̃J(τ)|).

(4.33)
This is explicitly shown in Appendix C. As claimed, the HR∗

ī
has dropped out.
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4.3 Partial trace over a clock
Suppose the set R contains at least two clocks. We can imagine removing one particular clock Ci ∈ R

from this set, and asking how this affects our observations. We clearly have r(AH
SR\Ci

) ⊂ r(AH
SR), so

the set of operators we are allowed to act with is reduced – since we can no longer dress to Ci, or
reorient it.

A good way to understand the effect of removing Ci is to consider the consequences for the density
operator. One may note that the density operator ρR ∈ r(AH

SR) uniquely determines the density
operator ρR\Ci ∈ r(AH

SR\Ci
) for the set of clocks R \ Ci, via the condition that the expectation values

agree. Indeed, let TrR and TrR\Ci denote the traces for the two sets of clocks; then we have

TrR(ρRa) = TrR\Ci(ρR\Cia) for all a ∈ r(AH
SR\Ci

). (4.34)

This equation determines a map from density matrices in r(AH
SR) to the corresponding density matrices

in r(AH
SR\Ci

). This map should be understood as a generalised partial trace (in the same way in
which the traces constructed above are generalised matrix traces), which integrates out the degrees of
freedom of Ci.

We may explicitly write down the partial trace. Indeed, pick a Cj ∈ R with Ci ̸= Cj , and let

ρR = r(ρ̃R), ρR\Ci = r(ρ̃R\Ci) (4.35)

denote the density operators for R and R \Ci respectively (note that since r is faithful on each algebra,
each of ρ̃R, ρ̃R\Ci are uniquely determined by ρR, ρR\Ci respectively). Then for a = r(ã) ∈ r(AH

SR\Ci
)

we have

TrR(ρRa) = eS0,R
(

⟨ψSRj̄
| ⊗ ⟨0|j e

−βHj/2)ρ̃Rã( |ψSRj̄
⟩ ⊗ e−βHj/2 |0⟩j

)
(4.36)

= eS0,R
(

⟨ψSRīj
| ⊗ ⟨0|j e

−βHj/2) tri(e−βHi ρ̃R)ã
(

|ψSRīj
⟩ ⊗ e−βHj/2 |0⟩j

)
(4.37)

= eS0,R−S0,R\Ci TrR\Ci

(
r(tri(e−βHi ρ̃R))a

)
, (4.38)

where Rīj = R \ {Ci, Cj}, and tri denotes the ordinary Hilbert space trace for Hi. Therefore, the
partial trace over clock Ci is given by

TrRCi
: ρR 7→ eS0,R−S0,R\Ci r

(
tri(e−βHir−1(ρR))

)
. (4.39)

One observes that the constants S0,R and S0,R\Ci
are related to the overall normalisation of the partial

trace. In some circumstances, we can use this relationship to constrain these constants in a canonical
way, by considering the partial traces of certain operators.

Consider, for example, the operator Oτj

j (|τi⟩⟨τi|i), which conditions on the difference in times of
clock Ci and Cj being τj − τi. Then one may show that

TrRCi
(Oτj

j (|τi⟩⟨τi|i)) = 1
2πe

S0,R−S0,R\Ci1

∫
σi

dϵi e−βϵi . (4.40)

If the spectrum of Hi is bounded below, we see that this is finite and proportional to the identity. This
is independent of the particular time difference τj − τi that we condition on, which, physically speaking,
makes intuitive sense: if we trace out the clock Ci, then it should not matter how we condition on its
time relative to the other clocks. If we pick S0,R and S0,R\Ci

such that

S0,R − S0,R\Ci
= − log

( 1
2π

∫
σi

dϵi e−βϵi
)
, (4.41)
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then we in fact have
TrRCi

(Oτj

j (|τi⟩⟨τi|i)) = 1. (4.42)

This provides a canonical way to pick the constants S0,R and S0,R\Ci
.

In particular, suppose all the clocks in R have spectrum bounded below, and let us enforce the
following conditions: the trace on the algebra r(AH

SCi
) obeys TrCi(1) = 1 for all Ci ∈ R; and the

partial traces all obey (4.42). Then this uniquely determines

S0,R = −
∑
Ci∈R

log
( 1

2π

∫
σi

dϵi e−βϵi
)
. (4.43)

4.4 Comparison with previous work
We now pause to compare our density operator expressions (4.33) to those obtained in [21] (CLPW)

and [24] (JSS) in similar settings. To some extent this amounts to a mere translation between
conventions, and where the treatments overlap we use this as a consistency check. However we also
comment on some differences of methodology and generalizations available in our construction (aside
from the primary generalization to include an arbitrary numbers of reference frames, which we here
eschew for sake of comparison). Some details are placed in appendix E.

We wish to compare our density operator expressions to the those of CLPW and JSS in the case
that there are only two frames, which we denote C1 and C2. We will consider the kinematical algebra
AH
SC1

and its physical or gauge-fixed representations. The first major methodological difference in
our approach was noted already in section 3.2 and illustrated in figure 3.3. This is that both JSS
and CLPW always begin with ideal clocks (having unbounded spectrum). After computing density
operators for semiclassical states, they then implement projections to limit the spectra of one or both
clocks to the positive real line, effectively turning these from ideal to nonideal clocks. Our approach, by
contrast, has been to begin with a kinematical Hilbert space on which the clocks are already non-ideal,
and then implement the gauge-constraint by mapping states and operators to the physical Hilbert
space and/or gauge-fixed ‘reduced’ Hilbert spaces.

Another hindrance to direct comparison of our density operator expressions is that we have written
ours, by default, in the perspective of a frame whose reorientations are part of the algebra under
consideration, which in this case means taking the perspective of clock C1 and not C2. This can be
thought of as an alternate choice of gauge-fixing, via a map that is unitarily related to the T2 map
of (3.16) (which was introduced in Eq. 4.10 of [21]). In our language, the T2 map is a reduction ‘to
the perspective’ of frame C2 in orientation |τ2 = 0⟩, which leaves the algebra AH

SC1
intact in its usual

form, apart from stripping the identity factor on H2 and, in the case of nonideal C2, implementing an
additional projection for compatibility with the bounds of the C2 sprectrum (compare equations (3.29)
and (3.30)). Note that regardless of which clock perspective we adopt, we are presently considering
the algebra AH

SC1
and its representation under different gauge fixings, as opposed to alternative choices

of algebra (e.g. AH
SC1

versus AH
SC2

or (AH
SC1

)′). Both CLPW and JSS consider states of the form

|Φ̂⟩|C2
= |Φ⟩ ⊗ |f⟩C1

, (4.44)

which are completely unentangled.32 We therefore proceed by mapping states of this form to the
perspective of frame C1, at which point we can apply our density operator expressions from section
4.2. Another frame change map then returns this density operator to the perspective of clock C2, at

32 More specifically, we would say such states are unentangled between factors S and C1, as seen from the perspective
of clock C2, at least up to the affect of the projector Π|2 which must ultimately be implemented if C2 is nonideal.
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which point we will have expression directly analogous to those of CLPW and JSS. The details of this
computation are shown in appendix E. The result (equation (E.19)) can be written

ρΦ̂|C′ = 2πNf(HC)Π|C′Π(R→σC)
C e−iHST

ext
C S†

ϕS |ψS
Πext

|C′SϕS |ψS
eiHST

ext
C Π(σC→R)

C f∗(HC)eβ(HS+HC).

(4.45)
The operators in the center of this expression all act on the extended/ideal Hilbert space for clock
C, and the operators ΠR→σC

C :=
∫
σC

dϵ |ϵ⟩ ⟨ϵ|ext and ΠσC→R
C :=

∫
σC

dϵ |ϵ⟩ext ⟨ϵ| return this extended
operator to the nonideal clock C Hilbert space. In the case that clock C ′ is ideal, 4.45 can be written

ρ
(σC′ =R)
Φ̂|C′ = 2πN

× Π(R→σC)
C eβH

ext
C /2f(Hext

C )e−iHST
ext
C ∆−1/2

ΨS
∆ϕS |ψS

∆−1/2
ΨS

eiHST
ext
C f∗(Hext

C )eβHext
C /2Π(σC→R)

C . (4.46)

Up to conventional normalization constant, and swapping Hext
C → q̂ and T ext

C → −p̂33, this is seen to
be equivalent to JSS [24, equation 5.13]. On the other hand, when C ′ is not ideal, equation (4.45)
represents a nontrivial generalization. An important asymmetry between the clock frames is that
when only clock C is nonideal, the density operator for the algebra AH

SC can be obtained directly by
projection (with ΠC) from the ideal case. This is the method employed by both JSS and CLPW, and
it is essentially what equation (4.46) expresses. By contrast, when C ′ is nonideal, direct projection
with Π|C′ would not result in the correct density matrix. This stems from the fact that this projector
is an element of the commutant algebra rather than the algebra itself, and the projected algebra is not
a subalgebra of the ideal algebra. This is discussed in more detail in appendix E, where we further
verify expression (4.45) by giving an alternate derivation of the density operator, essentially modifying
the method employed by JSS in [24, appendix E].

While both JSS and CLPW discuss the possibility of nonideal complementary frames, they only
report explicit density operator expressions for states that are approximate product states, meaning
they satisfy (Π|C′ |ΦS⟩ ⊗ |f⟩C ≈ |ΦS⟩ ⊗ |f⟩C). Thus their results are not incorrect, but our expressions
are more general in the case of nonideal complementary frame.

4.5 The need for a complementary frame
In [21, Sec. 4.3], when considering the algebra of observables in a static patch of de Sitter, it was

noted that there is a stark difference between the case of including only a single observer to dress
the patch algebra, versus including an additional observer associated with the complement patch. In
either case, the original subsystem algebra is a type III1 factor. When both observers are included,
the dressed algebra becomes a type II von Neumann factor on the physical Hilbert space. If the
complement observer is absent, this transition to type II occurs for the the gauge-invariant algebra
at the kinematical level, but the representation of this algebra on the physical Hilbert space fails
altogether to be von Neumann. Our technical summary of the reason for this was given already in
Sec. 2.8, but we here review that discussion in the present context, in view of our generalizations to an
arbitrary number of reference frames.

All of the kinematical gauge-invariant algebras AH
SC1...Cn

are von Neumann by construction. In
particular, they are closed under a bicommutant on the kinematical Hilbert space. To discern whether
they remain von Neumann in their representation on the physical Hilbert space, it is useful to consider
their bicommutant with respect to the set of gauge-invariant kinematical operators.34 None of these
algebras are closed under this restricted bicommutant, because at least the bounded functions of the

33 The minus sign on p here comes from the fact that when q̂ is the frame contribution to the constraint instead of HC ,
algebra elements are dressed as eip̂HSae−ip̂HS instead of e−iT ext

C HSaeiT ext
C HS .

34 The von Neumann nature of these kinematical algebras refers explicitly to their representation on the kinematical
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constraint itself are appended by the operation. If these are the only operators which this bicommutant
appends, then the representation on the physical Hilbert space will remain von Neumann, since the
bounded functions of the constraint map trivially to the identity component (c-numbers) on the
physical Hilbert space. When the action of HS is ergodic on A′, as is true in the case of de Sitter
patches [21, 89], the gauge invariant commutant of AH

SC1...Cn
will contain none of the elements a′ ∈ A′,

or dressed versions thereof, unless at least one clock Cn+1 is left over. With an additional clock present,
elements of the form Oτ

Cn+1
(a′), a′ ∈ A′ are part of the gauge-invariant commutant, so that dressed

elements of A′ are excluded from the gauge-invariant bicommutant. In the absence of this additional
clock, the bicommutant always adds elements of the form Oτ

C1
(a′) (for example). Thus it is apparent

that algebras of the form AH
SC1...Cn

will never be von Neuman when represented on the physical Hilbert
space unless there is at least one complementary clock. It has been observed [88] that the need for a
complement observer is likely connected to the failure of convergence of all single-particle states in a
de Sitter group-averaging inner product [127]. Both are the result of pathologically ‘unbalanced’ de
Sitter configurations, which at the classical level manifest as a linearization instability [40].

It is perhaps not surprising that the properties of a local algebra for an observer depends on the
contents of the rest of the universe in gauge theory – after all the gauge constraints are non-local
conditions on the theory (although we note that the authors of [21] took an alternative viewpoint, and
a complete interpretation of the discussion above remains open).

5 Subregion density operators with degenerate clocks
So far, we have been dealing with clocks whose Hamiltonian is non-degenerate when computing

the density operators in Sec. 4. Let us now generalise our construction to the case where the clock
Hamiltonians have degenerate spectra, in order to investigate the consequences of this degeneracy for
density operators and later entropies. The case that is of most physical importance is when HC ∝ p2 as
it arises for free particles or in relativistic dispersion relations, but for now we will take the degeneracy
to be more general.

5.1 Degenerate quantum clocks as QRFs
We start by ‘replicating’ Sec. 2 for degenerate clocks, following some of the discussion in [69], before

constructing density operators in their presence in Sec. 5.2.

5.1.1 Covariant POVMs for degenerate clocks

Let us summarize the necessary modifications of Sec. 2.1 when HC has a degenerate continuous
spectrum, but the degeneracy does not depend on the energy (except possibly for a set of measure
zero). Clock states (2.1) now read

|t, λ⟩ := 1√
2π

∫
σC

dϵ eig(ϵ)e−itϵ |ϵ, λ⟩ , (5.1)

where λ labels the degeneracy sectors. Since these sectors are orthogonal, we further have〈
t, λ
∣∣t′, λ′〉 = δλλ′χ(t− t′), (5.2)

where χ(t− t′) is the overlap distribution in Eq. (2.7). Clearly, per λ-sector, all the previous properties
apply and the clock states give rise to a covariant clock POVM per λ-sector. In particular, the

Hilbert space, with the relevant commutant being with respect to the full set of bounded operators B(Hkin). However
we are free to consider other commutant operations, such as that with respect to a restricted set of operators like the
gauge-invariant kinematical operators B(Hkin)H .
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normalization takes the form ∫
R

dt |t, λ⟩⟨t, λ| = Πλ , (5.3)

with Πλ the projector onto the λ-degeneracy sector of HC and ∑λ Πλ = IC . A covariant clock POVM
for the full Hilbert space HC is thus obtained by summing over the degeneracy sectors.

A relevant example is a clock Hamiltonian of the form HC = sp2/2m with s = ±1, as they appear
in many relativistic and non-relativistic examples. Its spectrum σC = s[0,∞) is doubly degenerate,
except for its zero eigenvalue, and clock states can be written as [69, 105]

|t, λ⟩ =
∫
R

dp
√

|p|Θ(−λp)eig(p)e−itsp2/2m |p⟩ , (5.4)

where λ = ±1 labels positive and negative frequency (or left and right moving) sectors. We have
Π± = Θ(∓p) and, since |t, λ⟩ has zero support on p = 0, also Π± |t,∓⟩ = 0. It can be shown [69, 103,
167] that the first moment operator of the corresponding POVM is a symmetric quantization of the
classically conjugate time variable T = smq2p , which thus is monotonic along the flow generated by HC

regardless of the frequency sector, i.e.

T (1) =
∑
λ=±1

T
(1)
λ =

∑
λ=±1

∫
R

dt t |t, λ⟩⟨t, λ| = s
m

4
(
qp−1 + p−1q

)
. (5.5)

5.1.2 Decomposition of Hilbert spaces and observable algebras

Let us analyze the equivalent of Secs. 2.2 and 2.3 for the case when the clock spectrum is degenerate in
an energy-independent way (except possibly for a set of measure zero). This discussion will somewhat
generalize the one in [69], which was restricted to quadratic Hamiltonians. From the above, we know
that if clock C has degenerate spectrum, then its Hilbert space can be decomposed into a direct sum
over the degeneracy sectors labeled by λ

HC =
⊕
λ

Hλ
C , (5.6)

where each single Hλ
C is a copy of L2(σC). This means that the total kinematical Hilbert space

decomposes as (where we collect all remaining degrees of freedom in a single system S)

Hkin = HS ⊗
⊕
λ

Hλ
C . (5.7)

Alternatively, we can write the clock Hilbert spaces as

HC = L2(σC) ⊗ Cm, (5.8)

where m is the number of degeneracy sectors, i.e. the multiplicity. The first tensor factor above gives
the energy wavefunction, while the latter accounts for the different sectors. We then have

Hkin = HS ⊗ L2(σC) ⊗ Cm (5.9)

The factor Cm may be viewed as a Hilbert space for a set of internal degrees of freedom of clock C.

The decomposition (5.7) carries over to the physical Hilbert space [69] as well

Hphys =
⊕
λ

Hλ. (5.10)
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One can see this by defining the charge operator Q := ∑
λ cλΠλ ∈ Ainv for some cλ ∈ R with cλ ̸= cλ′ ,

whose eigenspace with eigenvalue cλ corresponds to the λ-degeneracy sector. Then one observes that
Πλ and the charge Q commute with H, leading to the decomposition.

As for the algebra, on the kinematical Hilbert space we have the following algebra of observables
prior to imposing gauge-invariance

ASC = AS ⊗ B(L2(σC)) ⊗ B(Cm). (5.11)

Compared to the non-degenerate case, we now also have access to operators which swap between
the different degeneracy sectors of the clocks. These are contained in the tensor factor B(Cm). The
gauge-invariant subalgebra may then be written as (rearranging tensor factors for convenience)

Ainv =
(
AS ⊗ B(L2(σC))

)H
⊗ B(Cm). (5.12)

The first factor is equivalent to the algebra in the non-degenerate case, consisting of the relational
observables OτC(a) (2.12) and clock reorientations UC(t), while the latter factor is just a matrix algebra
and encodes the sector dependency. Thus, when AS is von Neumann, then so is Ainv; the latter will
again be a Type II factor when AS is a Type III1 factor and H a modular Hamiltonian.

5.1.3 Operational superselection

Suppose the system S contains multiple degenerate clocks. There are then various subalgebras of
Ainv one can consider, corresponding to subtly different subsystems. To see this, let us recall the
motivations we gave at the beginning of Sec. 4 for the degrees of freedom accessible to a certain
observer traveling along a worldline. The basic assumption is that the observer can act on all of the
degrees of freedom in the vicinity of the worldline. By the timelike tube theorem, it can then also act
on the fields in the timelike envelope of the worldline, which (under certain assumptions [157]) may be
identified with the region U . Using the gravitational constraints we then argued that the observer
may have access to the times and energies of some subset of other clocks Ci. Thus, the observer may
act with arbitrary operators on the L2(σi) factor of the clock Hilbert space. But it is not necessarily
true that the observer can act on the internal degrees of freedom i.e. the Cmi factor – unless such
degrees of freedom can be related to the fields via the gravitational constraints. Whether this is true
in practice changes depending on the exact nature of the clock, and at the present level of abstraction
it should be viewed as operational input. If an observer cannot act on the internal degrees of freedom,
then from the observer’s perspective clock Ci undergoes superselection – since any of the operators
the observer uses to act on Ci must be block-diagonal in the degeneracy sectors.

Another way in which the subsystem can change is purely internal to the observer itself. There
may be a good physical reason why an observer would be restricted to acting within some subset of its
own degeneracy sectors. For example, for the quadratic Hamiltonian observer described in Sec. 5.1.1,
the two degeneracy sectors correspond to positive and negative frequency modes of the clock, and it
may be desirable to restrict to the positive frequency mode sector (see for example [61]).

In any case, it is clear that there are various scenarios one can consider, and one needs operational
input to choose between them. What should be clear is that, depending on the particular scenario, we
will get different algebras of observables, and hence differing manifestations of the observer-dependence
of entropy (see Sec. 8.2).

In Sec. 5.1.2, we have assumed there is no superselection and therefore we need to take the sector-
swapping operators into account. Here, we discuss what happens if we take the gauge-invariant algebra
to be superselected across the λ-sectors.
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Recalling from Sec. 5.1.1 that the covariant clock POVM decomposes across the λ-degeneracy
sectors of clock C, EC(X) = ∑

λ

∫
X⊂R dt |t, λ⟩⟨t, λ|, we see that the relational observables in Eq. (2.12)

decompose across the λ-sectors:

OτC(a) =
∑
λ

OτC,λ(a) =
∑
λ

∫
R

dt USC(t) (a⊗ |τ, λ⟩⟨τ, λ|)U †
SC(t), (5.13)

where OτC,λ(a) = (IS ⊗ Πλ)OτC(a) = OτC(a)(IS ⊗ Πλ). Clearly, the clock reorientations decompose
similarly and thereby give rise to a reducible representation of the translation group on HC ,

UC(τ) ⊗ IS =
∑
λ

UC,λ(τ) ⊗ IS , UC,λ(τ) := exp(−iτΠλHC). (5.14)

In other words, the entire gauge-invariant algebra (2.11) for the superselected situation decomposes
across the degeneracy sectors

Ass
inv =

⊕
λ

Aλ
inv =

⊕
λ

〈
OτC,λ(a), IS ⊗ UC,λ(t)

∣∣ a ∈ AS , t ∈ R
〉
. (5.15)

In particular, note that IS ⊗ Πλ ∈ Ass
inv, so Aλ

inv is a proper subalgebra of Ass
inv.

The gauge-invariant algebra is superselected across the λ-sectors and thus reducibly represented on
Hkin. Indeed, since the charge Q = ∑

λ cλΠλ commutes with every element in Ass
inv, it is part of its

center. Hence, no observable in Ass
inv can map between the λ-sectors, leading to the superselection rule

OτC(a) = ⊕λO
τ
C,λ(a), IS ⊗ UC(τ) = IS ⊗ ⊕λUC,λ(τ). (5.16)

Interactions will ruin this superselection rule if they do not commute with the projectors Πλ.

For instance, in the case of a quadratic clock Hamiltonian HC = −p2, as briefly discussed in
Sec. 5.1.1 and as they appear in relativistic dispersion relations H = −p2

t +|p⃗|2 +m2 and minisuperspace
models, the observables will get superselected across the positive and negative frequency sectors [69].
Interactions can lift this superselection; e.g. in a closed FRW model with massive scalar field, positive
and negative frequency modes mix [108].

Invoking the argument in appendix A.2 per λ-sector entails that, if AS is von Neumann, then so
are Ass

inv and each of the Aλ
inv. The individual Aλ

inv may be factors, depending on some conditions. For
example, they are when AS is a type III1 factor and HS is a modular Hamiltonian as in the case of
perturbative quantum gravity below.

Moreover, due to the decomposition (5.10), we obtain a reducible physical representation r of the
gauge-invariant algebra (here expressed in co-invariant language)

r(Ass
inv) =

⊕
λ

r
(
Aλ

inv

)
. (5.17)

Hence, coherent superpositions acrossQ charge sectors in the physical Hilbert space are indistinguishable
from corresponding classical mixtures when probed with observables from r(Ainv).

While we started with one clock C, we can think of the different charge sectors as corresponding
to different quantum clocks Cλ. The covariant POVM EC,λ(X) = ΠλEC(X) models Cλ on the clock
Hilbert space Hλ

C . The λ-sector Hλ of the physical Hilbert space can thus be viewed as the sector
of the theory in which this clock Cλ exists. A given observer may only have access to a clock with
fixed charge λ, e.g. a clock with only positive frequencies in relativity. Such an observer can then only
probe the λ-sector and will be oblivious to what happens outside it.
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5.1.4 Page-Wootters formalism for degenerate clocks

When the clock spectrum is degenerate, a reduction map like Eq. (2.32) can be defined making
use of the decomposition of the physical Hilbert space in its degeneracy sectors (5.10) through
RC(τ) : Hphys →

⊕
λ H|C,λ, where H|C,λ are the reduced Hilbert spaces of the λ-sector and

RC(τ) := ⊕λRC,λ(τ), R†
C(τ) := ⊕λR†

C,λ(τ) . (5.18)

Sector-wise everything works as before and so

RC(τ)R†
C(τ) = ⊕λRC,λ(τ)R†

C,λ(τ) = ⊕λΠ|C,λ , R†
C(τ)RC(τ) = ⊕λR†

C,λ(τ)RC,λ(τ) = Iphys ,

(5.19)
where Π|C,λ = ⟨τ, λ| Πphys |τ, λ⟩ = Π|C for all λ, as all reduced spaces are isomorphic copies. So far, we
have invoked the setting of co-invariants. Using Eq. (2.41), it is related to the PW-reduction in RAQ
language

RC,λ(τ) = R′
C,λ(τ)M † , with R′

C,λ(τ) := ⟨τ, λ| ⊗ IS . (5.20)

Thus, only the reduction maps per λ-superselection sector RC,λ(τ) are invertible [69]. Specifically, the
reduction theorems in Eqs. (2.43) and (2.45) only hold per λ-sector,

RC,λ(τ) r(Aλ
inv)R†

C,λ(τ) = Π|C
〈
a, US(t)

∣∣ a ∈ AS , t ∈ R
〉
Π|C . (5.21)

Since the clock states (5.1) satisfy the same covariance property (2.2) as in the non-degenerate case,
the reduced form of this algebra will be the same for each superselection sector.

Every λ-sector also has its own relational Schrödinger equation Eq. (2.36), but again it will take
the same form in each sector. For example, for quadratic Hamiltonians, τ -time will run forward in
both the positive and negative frequency sectors [69].

The reduction maps also act on the sector swaps, i.e. elements of B(Cm) in (5.12). Taking a single
sector swap as SCλ′λ of the same clock, we have that due to orthogonality when we reduce with respect
to the same clock that

RC,λ1(τ)SCλ2λ3R
†
C,λ4

(τ) = δλ1λ2δλ3λ4Π|C . (5.22)

Hence, sector swaps of the clock we reduce to vanish under the reduction to a single degeneracy sector
due to them being λ-block off-diagonal. Nevertheless, they will generally not vanish when we perform a
global reduction as in (5.18), as this can lead to sector-wise off-diagonal conjugation with the reduction
maps. In this case, the reduced algebra will still have swap operators between sectors of the clock we
reduce to.

In contrast, if we reduce a sector swap of some other clock C ′ for instance, then

RC,λ(τ)SC′
σ′σR

†
C,λ(τ) = SC

′
σ′σΠ|C . (5.23)

Sector swaps of other clocks than the one we reduce to do not vanish, regardless of whether we perform
a sector-wise or global reduction.

5.1.5 Changing degenerate clocks

Let us discuss how we can perform QRF transformations, as in Sec. 2.6, between degenerate clocks.
Since the reduction maps (5.18) are invertible per sector, QRF transformations can be defined on
a combined sector (λ1, λ2) of the two degenerate clocks. We will restrict the coming discussion to
this situation, which can be thought of as a superselection case of Sec. 5.1.3. One can define a larger
QRF transformation by taking direct sums of the ones we will discuss. This larger transformation is
invertible because they are sector-wise invertible, in the same way as (5.19).
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Suppose Alice has access to the superselection sector λ1 of clock C1, while Bob only has access to
superselection sector λ2 of C2. They can then only compare observables in the subalgebra

Aλ1,λ1
inv := (AS ⊗ B(H1,λ1) ⊗ B(H2,λ2))H (5.24)

=
〈
Oτi
Ci,λi

(a), IS ⊗ Ui,λi
(t) ⊗ Ij

∣∣∣ a ∈ AS ⊗ B(Hj,λj
), t ∈ R

〉
i, j = 1, 2, i ̸= j,

as it contains all those observables which can be written as relational observables and reorientations
relative to either of the clocks C1,λ1 and C2,λ2 . This is a subalgebra of both Aλ1

inv and Aλ2
inv, in fact,

it is their overlap Aλ1,λ2
inv = Aλ1

inv ∩ Aλ2
inv. This will become important later when Alice and Bob with

different clocks cannot compare the full density operators they have respectively access to, but only
the part residing in the overlap of the algebras.

The physical Hilbert space splits into superselection sectors (5.10) relative to both clocks [69]

Hphys =
⊕
µ1

Hµ1 =
⊕
µ2

Hµ2 , (5.25)

where we use µi as the dummy summation variable over the superselection sectors of clock Ci, to
distinguish it from the specific sectors λi. The domain of the physical representation r(Aλ1,λ2

inv ) is the
overlap of the two sectors Hλ1,λ2 := Hλ1 ∩ Hλ2 , i.e. the subsector where both clocks C1,λ1 and C2,λ2

exist and we can thus compare and relate their corresponding relational descriptions.

As the “quantum coordinate maps” in Eq. (5.20) are now defined per superselection sector for each
clock, we also have that the two observers can only compare states in the sector overlap Hλ1,λ2 , i.e.
clock changes are defined here [69] (see also [118, 135]):

Hλ1,λ2

Hλ2|1 = Π|1 (HS ⊗ H2,λ2) Hλ1|2 = Π|2 (HS ⊗ H1,λ1)

R1,λ1 (τ1) R2,λ2 (τ2)

V1,λ1→2,λ2 (τ1,τ2)=R2,λ2 (τ2)◦R†
1,λ1

(τ1)

The doubly superselected clock change transformation (2.53) thus becomes

V1,λ1→2,λ2(τ1, τ2) := R2,λ2(τ2) ◦ R†
1,λ1

(τ1) =
∫
R

dt |t+ τ1, λ1⟩1 ⊗ ⟨τ2 − t, λ2|2 ⊗ US(t). (5.26)

As before, it is a controlled, hence non-local unitary.

By combining sectors in the reduction maps appropriately, one can also transform sector swaps
from one perspective to another. Furthermore, a full QRF transformation could be carried out by
summing over all sector-wise ones.

5.1.6 Subsystem relativity for degenerate clocks

Suppose again that Alice has access to superselection sector λ1 of clock C1, while Bob only has access
to superselection sector λ2 of C2. As they can only compare observables in the subalgebra Aλ1,λ2

inv
(5.24), we consider subsystem relativity within it. Defining for i = 1, 2, i ̸= j,

AH
SCi,λi

:=
(
AS ⊗ B(Hi,λi

) ⊗ Ij,λj

)H
(5.27)

with Ij,λj
the identity on the subspace Hj,λj

, we clearly have

AH
SC1,λ1 ∩ AH

SC2,λ2 = (AS ⊗ I1,λ1 ⊗ I2,λ2)H . (5.28)
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That is, Alice and Bob can again only compare internal relational observables of S and, as before,
when AS is a Type III1 von Neumann factor on which the modular Hamiltonian HS acts ergodically
(as in de Sitter space [21, 89]), then this overlap contains only c-numbers. It is also clear that this
conclusion carries over to physical representations of these algebras, similarly to Eq. (2.62).

We noted in Sec. 2.7 that internal QRF perspectives Ri(τ) are (direct sums/integrals of) TPSs on
the physical Hilbert space Hphys and that changing QRF changes such a TPS. Perspective maps Ri,λi

of degenerate clocks are similarly (direct sums/integrals of) TPSs, however, only on the corresponding
superselection sector Hλi

⊂ Hphys. Since changes from Alice’s to Bob’s clock are defined on intersections
Hλ1,λ2 = Hλ1 ∩Hλ2 , the clock change means that we switch from understanding the subsystem structure
of Hλ1,λ2 in terms of the TPS of its ambient space Hλ1 to understanding it in terms of the TPS of the
distinct ambient space Hλ2 .

5.2 Density operators
In comparison to Sec. 4, each clock Ci is now assigned a label λi for its degeneracy sectors. Similarly

to Sec. 5.1.2, we can extend those results to include multiple degenerate clocks. For instance, the total
kinematical Hilbert space decomposes as

Hkin = HS ⊗
⊕

Λ

n⊗
i=1

Hλi
i (5.29)

where Λ denotes the collection of degeneracy sector labels {λi} for all clocks. Through (5.8) per clock
this can alternatively be written as

Hkin = HS ⊗
n⊗
i=1

L2(σi) ⊗ Cmi (5.30)

Again, each factor Cmi may be viewed as a Hilbert space for a set of internal degrees of freedom of
clock Ci.

As explained in Sec. 5.1.3, there are multiple subalgebras one can consider. In the rest of this
subsection we will explore what happens in the different cases. First, we will treat the case where there
is no superselection whatsoever. Then we will see what happens when all the clocks are subjected
to superselection. There are of course a multitude of intermediate cases where only some clocks are
superselected, but to avoid overcomplicating the narrative we will not explicitly study these. It is
straightforward to see how these intermediate cases mix the properties of two cases we study. Finally,
we will see what happens when we additionally restrict the sector of a particular clock.

5.2.1 No superselection

Let us first consider the case where there is no superselection. Then the algebra of observables for a
set of clocks R may then be written (without yet imposing gauge-invariance)

ASR = AS ⊗
⊗
Cj∈R

B(L2(σj)) ⊗ B(Cmj ). (5.31)

The gauge-invariant subalgebra may then be written (rearranging tensor factors for convenience)

AH
SR =

(
AS ⊗

⊗
Cj∈R

B(L2(σj))
)H

⊗
⊗
Cj∈R

B(Cmj ). (5.32)

The first factor is equivalent to the algebra in the non-degenerate case, while the latter factor is just a
matrix algebra. The trace on the full AH

SR may be constructed as the tensor product of the traces on
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the two tensor factors. Since the latter tensor factor is a finite Type I algebra, the Type of AH
SR is the

same as in the non-degenerate case, i.e. if R contains only a single clock of energy bounded below,
then AH

SR is Type II1, otherwise it is Type II∞.

As previously, the trace may be written as the expectation value in a state |Ψ⟩. This state may be
constructed like (4.12), except we have to additionally include maximally mixed states over two copies
of the multiplicity Hilbert spaces Cmj . Thus,

|Ψ⟩ = |ψS⟩ ⊗ |ψRī
⟩ ⊗ e−βHi/2 |0⟩i ⊗

⊗
Cj∈R

mj∑
λj=1

|λj⟩j ⊗ |λj⟩j , (5.33)

where |λj⟩j , aλj = 1, . . . ,mj is an orthonormal basis of Cmj labelling the degeneracy sectors. Let us
now set

|ψSRī
⟩ = |ψS⟩ ⊗ |ψRī

⟩ ⊗
⊗
Cj∈Rī

mj∑
λj=1

|λj⟩j ⊗ |λj⟩j , (5.34)

so that
|Ψ⟩ = |ψSRī

⟩ ⊗ e−βHi/2 |0⟩i ⊗
mi∑
λi=1

|λi⟩i ⊗ |λi⟩i . (5.35)

One then finds that a relative Tomita operator for AH
SR from |Ψ⟩ to a physical state |ϕ) may be

written

Sϕ|Ψ = Πphys
∑
λi,λ′

i

∫ ∞

−∞
dt |t⟩i ⊗ |λi⟩i Sϕ|i(0,λ′

i)|ψSR
ī
⟨0|i ⊗

〈
λ′
i

∣∣
i ⊗ ⟨λi|i

exp
(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī

+Hi)(t+ iβ/2)
)
, (5.36)

Here, Sϕ|i(0,λ′
i)|ψSR

ī
is a relative Tomita operator for

ARīS
= AS ⊗

⊗
Cj∈Rī

B(L2(σj)) ⊗ B(Cmj ), (5.37)

from |ψSRī
⟩ to

|ϕ|i(0, λ′
i)⟩ =

〈
λ′
i

∣∣
i Ri(0) |ϕ) = Ri,λ′

i
(0) |ϕ) . (5.38)

As before, we may use (5.36) to deduce the density operator. One finds

ρϕ =
∑
λi,λ′

i

e−S0,RVi(iβ/2)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt Vi(t)Oτ

i (∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(τ+t,λ′

i)|ψSR
ī

Sϕ|i(τ,λi)|ψSR
ī
)Vi(iβ/2) ⊗ r

(∣∣λ′
i

〉
⟨λi|

)
.

(5.39)
In computing the entropy of such a density operator, one would have to account for the correlations
between the different degeneracy sectors.

5.2.2 Superselection for all clocks

Suppose now that we are in a situation where superselection occurs for all the clocks, just like in
Sec. 5.1.3. This means that we are not allowed to act with operators which change the degeneracy
sectors of the clocks.

In this case the gauge-invariant algebra of the QFT and a set of clocks R decomposes:

AH
SR =

⊕
ΛR

AH
RS,ΛR

, (5.40)
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where ΛR = {λi | Ci ∈ R}. Each AH
RS,ΛR

is the gauge-invariant algebra within a degeneracy sector of
the clocks in R. Each AH

RS,ΛR
is structurally equivalent to the algebra AH

SR for non-degenerate clocks.

Due to the degeneracy, AH
SR is not a factor. However, each AH

RS,ΛR
is a Type II factor, and thus

has a unique trace up to a constant factor. For simplicity, we will choose this constant factor to be the
same in each sector, which amounts to imposing that the constant S0,R in (4.17) is sector-independent.
Then (4.17) defines the trace on the full algebra AH

SR.

A direct sum of algebras of the same Type, also has that Type. Thus if R contains only a single
clock of energy bounded below, then AH

SR is Type II1, otherwise it is Type II∞.

The direct sum structure descends also to the physical Hilbert space:

Hphys =
⊕
ΛR

HΛR
phys, (5.41)

Here for convenience we are choosing only to decompose relative to the degeneracy sector labels of R,
but each HλR

phys may of course be further decomposed relative to the degeneracy sector labels of Rc.
Each AH

RS,λR
has a physical representation r(AH

RS,λR
) acting on HΛR

phys.

The point now is that we can exploit this direct sum structure to compute the density operator
sector by sector. In particular, let us decompose the physical state as

|ϕ) =
∑
ΛR

√
pΛR |ϕΛR) , (5.42)

where pΛR ≥ 0 is chosen such that |ϕΛR) ∈ HΛR
phys is normalised. Explicitly, we have

pΛR = (ϕ| ΠΛR |ϕ) , and |ϕΛR) = 1√
pΛR

ΠΛR |ϕ) (5.43)

where ΠΛR = ⊗
Ci∈R Πλi

is the projector onto the ΛR degeneracy sector. Then, working sector by
sector, the density matrix corresponding to |ϕ) is given by

ρϕ =
∑
ΛR

pΛRΠΛRρΛR
ϕ , (5.44)

where

ρΛR
ϕ = e−S0,RVi(iβ/2)

∫ ∞

−∞
dt Vi(t)Oτ

i (∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ

ΛR
|i (τ+t)|ψSR

ī

S
ϕ

ΛR
|i (τ)|ψSR

ī

∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

)Vi(iβ/2). (5.45)

Here,
|ϕΛR

|i (τ)⟩ = Ri(τ) |ΦΛR) (5.46)

is the state in the perspective of Ci, in the ΛR sector.

The entropy may now similarly be decomposed sector by sector. Indeed, we have

log ρϕ =
∑
ΛR

ΠΛR

(
log pΛR + log ρΛR

ϕ

)
, (5.47)

which implies that

S[ϕ] = − (ϕ| log ρϕ |ϕ) = −
∑
ΛR

pΛR log pΛR +
∑
ΛR

pΛRSΛR [ϕ], (5.48)

where SΛR [ϕ] = − (ϕΛR | log ρΛR
ϕ |ϕΛR) is the entropy in the ΛR sector. The first term on the right

hand side above is a Shannon entropy for the probability distribution of the sectors, while the second
term is the entropy averaged over the sectors.
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To go further with the computation of the entropy amounts to evaluating SΛR [ϕ]. However, within
each sector this is just equivalent to evaluating the entropy in the non-degenerate case. Thus, the
entropy in the superselecting case may be computed by applying non-degenerate arguments sector by
sector, and then applying (5.48).

5.2.3 Fixing the sector for one clock

Let us suppose we fix the sector of a single clock Ci to λi. This amounts to restricting to the Hilbert
space

Πλi
Hkin = HS ⊗ Hλi

i ⊗
⊗
j ̸=i

Hj . (5.49)

Similarly, the algebra of operators (in both the no superselection and superselection cases) is restricted
to Πλi

AH
SRΠλi

. The trace on this algebra may be simply constructed as the restriction of the trace
on the original larger algebra AH

SR. Similarly, if ρ is the density operator on the larger algebra then
Πλi

ρΠλi
is the density operator on the restricted algebra.

Thus, we can straightforwardly write down the density operator in either of the two cases, using
the previous results (5.39) and (5.44). In the case of no superselection for the other clocks, we obtain:

ρϕ = e−S0,RΠλi
Vi(iβ/2)

∫ ∞

−∞
dt Vi(t)Oτ

i (∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(τ+t,λi)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ,λi)|ψSR
ī
)Vi(iβ/2). (5.50)

In the case of superselection, we simply restrict the sum in (5.44) to those ΛR consistent with λi.
The ρΛR

ϕ are still given by (5.45).

6 Semiclassical regime
For a general state |ϕ), it does not seem possible to go further than the implicit expression

S[ϕ] = − ⟨ϕ|i(τ)| log ρϕ|i(τ) |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ (6.1)

for the entropy. To make progress we will consider a restricted (but physically important) class of
states: those falling within a semiclassical regime defined by the following two assumptions. (We will
focus on the case of non-degenerate clocks, but the results of this section may be straightforwardly
generalised to the density operators for degenerate clocks given in Section 5.)

• First, we assume that there is an ϵ > 0 such that for any a ∈ AS ⊗
⊗

Cj∈Rī
B(HCj )∣∣∣ (ϕ|Oτ

Ci
(a)Vi(t)|ϕ)

∣∣∣ ≪
∣∣∣ (ϕ|Oτ

Ci
(a)|ϕ)

∣∣∣ if |t| > O(ϵ). (6.2)

In other words, the expectation values of dressed observables are peaked when no overall
reorientation of Ci is being done. One can roughly speaking think of this as a condition that “the
state |ϕ) is peaked around a particular orientation for Ci”. Of course, unlike the above equation,
this naïve statement is not gauge-invariant. The correct and more precise statement is that there
is some degree of freedom (or collection of degrees of freedom) in the state |ϕ) which is capable
of keeping track of reorientations of Ci, and which is peaked around ‘no reorientation’. This is
easiest to see if we set a = 1; the above equation then means that reorienting the clock by a little
bit ϵ results in an almost orthogonal state. Allowing a to be general means that this happens
independently of the action of any dressed operators.

• Second, consider the operator r(eiHSt), i.e. the physical representation of evolution by the QFT
Hamiltonian. Then we assume

r(eiHSt) |ϕ) ≈ eiEt |ϕ) if |t| < O(ϵ), (6.3)
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for some constant
E = (ϕ|r(HS)|ϕ) . (6.4)

Thus, within times of O(ϵ), the QFT degrees of freedom only evolve by an overall phase. Put
another way, the system is in an approximate eigenstate of HS (of course, it could also be an
exact eigenstate of HS , such as the vacuum).

In combination, by (6.2) there is an effectively fixed time (the orientation of Ci), which, by (6.3), acts
as a classical parameter on which the quantum state of the fields depends. This is why we call this a
semiclassical regime.

An alternative formulation of these assumptions is as follows:

(∆HS)2
ϕ ≪ (∆Hi)2

ϕ, (6.5)

i.e. the variance of the QFT Hamiltonian is suppressed relative to the variance of the clock Hamiltonian.
Indeed, by the first assumption above we have (∆Hi)2

ϕ ∼ 1/ϵ2, and if we define

η = ∥ϵ(r(HS) − E) |ϕ)∥ = (∆Hi)−1
ϕ (∆HS)ϕ, (6.6)

then the second assumption amounts to taking η ≪ 1, which reduces to (6.5). Another equivalent way
to state these assumptions is that the orientation of Ci must be sufficiently peaked that fluctuations in
the QFT Hamiltonian are suppressed.

With these assumptions in place, we are basically allowed to ignore (in a controlled manner) the
QFT Hamiltonian HS in certain places, when computing the entropy S[ϕ]. To heuristically set the
stage for justifying this statement (and indeed for explaining what it means), consider the algebra
whose entropy we are computing:

ARīS|Ci
= {a,HS +

∑
j ̸=i

Hj | a ∈ AS ⊗ B(HRī
)}. (6.7)

Suppose we were to remove HS from the right hand side. Then what we would end up with would be
a rather different algebra, which (since the modified reorientation operator would now commute with
field operators, and since the Hamiltonians of the frames in Rī may be absorbed into the B(Hī) factor)
can be written as

Â = {a,
∑
j ̸=i

Hj | a ∈ AS ⊗ B(HRī
)} = AS ⊗ B(Hī) ⊗ {HRc}′′. (6.8)

The approximation for the entropy S[ϕ] that we will give will have the interpretation of a kind of
entropy with respect to this algebra (but not a von Neumann entropy – indeed the algebra is Type III,
being the tensor product of the Type III algebra AS with some other algebra).

Suppose we were to also take the formula (4.31) for the density operator in the perspective of Ci,
and remove HS wherever it appears. We would end up with35

ρ̂ϕ(τ) = e
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei

∑
j ̸=i

HjtS†
ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

, (6.9)

where
|ϕ̂(τ + t)⟩ = e

−i
∑

j ̸=i
Hjt |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ (6.10)

35 Here, in writing ρ̂ϕ(τ) we leave off any remnant of the projector Π|i, because for reasons discussed in appendix D,
we can ignore this in the following discussion of the semiclassical entropy.
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is the state we would get by evolving the reduced state |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ with the ‘modified reorientation operator’∑
j ̸=iHj . Under the semiclassical assumptions made above, the entropy may be approximated as

follows (a derivation is given in Appendix D):

S[ϕ] = − ⟨ϕ|i(τ)| log ρϕ|i(τ) |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ ≈ − ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| log ρ̂ϕ(τ) |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ . (6.11)

As alluded to above, the QFT Hamiltonian HS has more or less been eliminated from the right hand
side.

Let us now consider the quantum information theoretic meaning of this approximate result. To
this end, consider the Hilbert space

Ĥ = HS ⊗ HRī
⊗ H∗

Rī
⊗ L2(σRc). (6.12)

This includes field degrees of freedom in HS , and degrees of freedom of two copies of the frames in Rī
— but it also contains an additional degree of freedom for the total energy of the frames in Rc. Any
element of Â may be written as a AS ⊗ B(HRī

) valued function of HRc . Writing such an element as
a(HRc) where a : σRc → AS ⊗ B(HRī

), we can define a faithful, normal representation of Â on Ĥ as
follows:

a(HRc)(|φ⟩ ⊗ |E⟩) = a(E) |φ⟩ ⊗ |E⟩ , (6.13)

where |φ⟩ ∈ HS ⊗ HRī
⊗ H∗

Rī
, operators are taken to act on the first copy of the frames in HRī

and
|E⟩ is an energy E eigenstate in L2(σRc). It is easy to verify that the following (non-normalisable)
state is cyclic/separating for this representation:

|Ψ̂⟩ = |ψS⟩ ⊗
⊗
Cj∈Rī

∫
σj

dEj |Ej⟩ ⊗ ⟨Ej | ⊗ 1√
2π

∫
σRc

dE |E⟩ . (6.14)

The expectation value in this state gives a faithful normal weight on the algebra:

Ψ̂ : Â → C, a(HRc) 7→ 1
2π

∫
σRc

dE ⟨ψS | trRī
(a(E)) |ψS⟩ . (6.15)

This weight may be thought of as one in which the fields are in the KMS ‘vacuum’ |ψS⟩, the frames in
Rī are maximally mixed, and the energy of the complementary frames Rc is uniformly distributed.

In Appendix D, it is shown that the modular operator of |Ψ̂⟩ is ∆Ψ̂ = e−βHS , and that moreover
the relative modular operator from |Ψ̂⟩ to |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ is related to (6.9) by

∆
ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂ = eS0,R+βHRc ρ̂ϕ(τ). (6.16)

Using these results in the formula for the entropy, we find

S[ϕ] ≈ S0,R + β ⟨ϕ̂(τ)|HRc |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ − ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| log ∆
ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂ |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ (6.17)

= S0,R + β ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| (HS +HRc) |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ + ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| log ∆Ψ̂|ϕ̂(τ) |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ , (6.18)

where the second line holds when |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ is separating for the algebra above, and then follows from
log ∆

ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂ = log ∆Ψ̂ + log ∆ϕ̂(τ) − log ∆Ψ̂|ϕ̂(τ). The first term in this entropy formula reflects an overall
state-independent ambiguity, coming from the choice of normalisation in the trace. The second term
may be rewritten as the expectation of −βHR in the state |ϕ). The final term may be recognised as a
relative entropy between |Ψ̂⟩ and |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ with respect to the algebra above. Overall, the entropy in
the semiclassical regime may be written

S[ϕ] ≈ S0,R − β ⟨HR⟩ϕ − Srel(ϕ̂(τ)||Ψ̂). (6.19)
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6.1 Shannon entropy contribution from energy of complementary clocks

The algebra Â has a non-trivial center generated byHRc , the total Hamiltonian of the complementary
clocks. It turns out that the relative modular operator ∆

ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂ commutes with HRc , and thus may
be be decomposed as a direct integral over the eigenspaces of HRc . This results in a contribution to
the entropy S[ϕ] that takes the form of a classical Shannon entropy for the probability distribution
corresponding to measurements of HRc .

More precisely, the projection-valued measure for measurements of HRc is P (E) dE, where

P (E) = δ
(
E −

∑
Cj∈Rc

Hj
)

= 1
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
e
i(E−

∑
Cj ∈Rc Hj)t dt . (6.20)

From this, we may write down the Born probability distribution for measurements of HRc :

pE = ⟨ϕ̂(τ)|P (E) |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ . (6.21)

Furthermore, the expectation values of operators a ∈ AS ⊗ B(HRī
) may be written

⟨ϕ̂(τ)| a |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ =
∫
σRc

dE pEϕE(a), (6.22)

where36

pEϕE(a) = ⟨ϕ̂(τ)|P (E)a |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ (6.23)
This functional ϕE defines a state on AS ⊗ B(HRī

), and it may be straightforwardly confirmed that
the relative modular operator from

|ψ̄⟩ = |ψS⟩ ⊗
⊗
Cj∈Rī

∫
σj

dEj |Ej⟩ ⊗ ⟨Ej | (6.24)

to ϕE takes the form
∆ϕE |ψ̄ = 1

pE
e

−βHR∗
ī S†

ϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

P (E)Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

. (6.25)

Note that ψ̄ is the tensor product of the QFT KMS state |ψS⟩ with a maximally mixed state for the
frames in Rī.

Using the identity
Sϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

= e−iHRc tSϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

e
iHR

ī
t
, (6.26)

we may also write

∆
ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂ = e

−βHR∗
ī

∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei

∑
j ̸=i

HjtS†
ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

(6.27)

= e
−βHR∗

ī

∫ ∞

−∞
dt eiHRc tS†

ϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

eiHRc tSϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

(6.28)

= 2π
∫
σRc

dE P (E)e−βHR
ī∗S†

ϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

P (E)Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

. (6.29)

Recognising the integrand as P (E)pE∆ϕE |ψ̄, and using the facts that the integrand commutes with
HRc , and P (E)P (E′) = δ(E − E′)P (E), we may write

log ∆
ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂ =

∫
dE P (E) log

(
2πpE∆ϕE |ψ̄

)
(6.30)

= log(2π) +
∫

dE P (E)
(
log pE + log ∆ϕE |ψ̄

)
. (6.31)

36 Here we are assuming for simplicity that pE ̸= 0 for all E ∈ σRc . It is straightforward to account for the case where
this does not hold, by simply excluding values of E for which pE = 0 in the following arguments.
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Substituting this into the entropy formula, we find

S[ϕ] ≈ S0,R − log(2π) + β ⟨ϕ̂(τ)|HRc |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ −
∫
σRc

dE pE log pE −
∫
σRc

dE pEϕE(log ∆ϕE |ψ̄). (6.32)

The third term appearing above is the promised Shannon entropy of HRc . In the case that ϕE is
separating for AS ⊗ B(HRī

), we may rewrite the final term in terms of relative entropies as we have
done previously. The result is

S[ϕ] ≈ S0,R − log(2π) − β ⟨HR⟩ϕ −
∫
σRc

dE pE log pE −
∫
σRc

dE pESrel(ϕE ||ψ̄). (6.33)

The final term now readily can be identified as the relative entropy from ψ̄ of the state ϕE , averaged
over E, according to the probability distribution pE . The structure of this formula is reminiscent of
the entropies in [168, 169], as is to be expected for algebras with non-trivial center.

6.2 Generalised entropy
By arguing as in [24], one may view (6.19) as a kind of gravitational generalised entropy, with an

expected area term. However, our formula holds more generally than has been previously considered.
First, we are allowing the state |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ to be arbitrarily entangled between the QFT and the clocks
(whereas for example [21, 24] considered only the case where |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ factorises as a product state
between the QFT and the clocks). Second, we are computing the entropy one gets with respect to
arbitrary subsets R of clocks (whereas previously only a single clock has been involved). The resulting
entropy then in fact differs from the generalised entropy, depending on which clocks R we use. To see
this, let us proceed with a rough outline of the arguments of [24]; for further details of the assumptions
involved we refer the reader to that paper. We introduce some kind of UV regulator on the fields,
such that the QFT algebra AS is no longer Type III. Then Â itself is no longer Type III, which means
that it has well-defined density operators for states (and weights). In terms of these density operators,
the modular and relative modular operators factorise as follows:

∆Ψ̂ = ρΨ̂(ρ′
Ψ̂)−1, ∆

ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂ = ρ(ρ′
Ψ̂)−1. (6.34)

Here ρΨ̂ and ρ are the UV regulated density operators of Ψ̂ and ϕ̂ respectively, while ρ′
Ψ̂

is the UV
regulated density operator of Ψ̂ with respect to the commutant of Â. Since ∆Ψ̂ = e−βHS we can
determine these operators in terms of HS . As specified at the beginning of Section 4, HS is the
generator of a diffeomorphism acting on the fields, and as such may be written in terms of the energy
momentum tensor of the fields T ab as follows:

HS = Hξ −H ′
ξ, where Hξ =

∫
Σ

dΣa ξbT
ab and H ′

ξ = −
∫

Σ′
dΣa ξbT

ab. (6.35)

Here, Σ,Σ′ are Cauchy surfaces for U and its causal complement U ′, and ξ is the vector field
corresponding to the diffeomorphism generated by HS . Thus we may write

ρΨ̂ = e−βHξ

Zξ
, ρ′

Ψ̂ = e−βH′
ξ

Zξ
, (6.36)

where we have introduced a normalisation constant Zξ. We thus have

log ∆ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ = log ρ+ βH ′
ξ + logZξ. (6.37)

Using this in (6.17), one finds

S[ϕ] ≈ S0,R − logZξ + β ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| (HRc −H ′
ξ) |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ − ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| log ρ |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ . (6.38)
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We may use the freedom in the factor e−S0,R appearing in the trace (4.17) to set S0,R = logZξ, thus
eliminating the first two terms. The last term is the (UV regulated) von Neumann entropy SÂ[ϕ̂(τ)]
of the state |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ with respect to the algebra Â, i.e. of the fields in U , the frames Rī, and the
complementary frame energy HRc . To address the middle term, we use the conjecture of [24] that ξ
essentially behaves as a boost near the boundary of U , from which it follows that

βH ′
ξ = βHRout − A

4GN
(6.39)

is a constraint in the gravitational theory. Here, HRout = ∑
Cj∈Rout Hj is the total Hamiltonian of all

the frames Rout outside U , while A is the area of the boundary of Σ, i.e. the codimension 2 corner of U ,
and GN is Newton’s constant. Note that under our present assumptions, Rc and Rout need not be the
same set of clocks. Putting this all together (and using also the fact that HRc −HRout = HRin −HR,
where HRin is the total Hamiltonian of the frames inside of U), we get

S[ϕ] ≈
〈

A

4GN

〉
ϕ̂(τ)

+ SÂ[ϕ̂(τ)] − β ⟨HRin −HR⟩ϕ . (6.40)

Thus, we obtain something very much like a gravitational generalized entropy, with a couple of
frame-dependent caveats. The most obvious caveat is in the final term, which gives the difference in
energies between the frames located in U , and the frames making up the set R. This term disappears
in the case R = Rin, although of course the above formula holds more generally than this. The other
caveat is that the second term is not just an entropy of the QFT, but also of the frames. As such, it is
sensitive to the way in which the frames are entangled with each other, and with the QFT.

6.3 Special case: separable QFT and frames

A special case occurs when the state |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ is approximately separable between the fields and the
frames:

|ϕ̂(τ)⟩ ≈ |ϕS(τ)⟩ ⊗ |ϕ̃(τ)⟩ , where |ϕS(τ)⟩ ∈ HS , |ϕ̃(τ)⟩ ∈ HRī
⊗ HRc . (6.41)

Our results apply in the presence of arbitrary entanglement, but previous works such as [21, 24]
exclusively employed states of this product form in the semiclassical limit. However, even though the
semiclassical assumptions restrict the kind of entanglement allowed, such product states (6.41) only
make up a small subset of the full set of semiclassical states, for which generically the fields and the
frames will be non-trivially entangled. In the interest of making contact with these earlier papers, let
us show how our results specialize to the case (6.41).

In a product state, the relative entropy term in the entropy may be further decomposed into
contributions from |ϕS(τ)⟩ and |ϕ̃(τ)⟩. Indeed, the state |Ψ̂⟩ is also separable, which allows us to
decompose the relative modular operator as

∆
ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂ ≈ ∆ϕS(τ)|ψS

⊗ ∆
ϕ̃(τ)|Ψ̃, (6.42)

where
|Ψ̃⟩ =

⊗
Cj∈Rī

∫
σj

dEj |Ej⟩ ⊗ ⟨Ej | ⊗ 1√
2π

∫
σRc

dE |E⟩ . (6.43)

We can explicitly confirm this by using a decomposition as in (4.33) to write

∆
ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂ = eS0,R+βHRc ρ̂ϕ(τ) (6.44)

≈ ∆ϕS(τ)|ψS
⊗
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei

∑
j ̸=i

Hjt trRc( |ϕ̃(τ + t)⟩ ⟨ϕ̃(τ)|), (6.45)
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and we may identify the latter factor as ∆
ϕ̃(τ)|Ψ̃. Actually, it may be confirmed that expectation values

in |Ψ̃⟩ is a trace on B(HRī
) ⊗ {HRc}′′ (although certainly not the only one since this is not a factor).

Since ∆
ϕ̃(τ)|Ψ̃ is an element of this algebra, it is thus actually the density operator of the state |ϕ̂(τ)⟩

with respect to this trace and algebra. We write this as ρϕ,Rī
(τ) = ∆

ϕ̃(τ)|Ψ̃ to denote that it is the
density operator of the frames. Using these results in the formula for the entropy (6.19), one finds

S[ϕ] ≈ S0,R + β ⟨ϕ̂(τ)|HRc |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ − ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| log ∆ϕS(τ)|ψS
|ϕ̂(τ)⟩ + SR[ϕ] (6.46)

= S0,R − β ⟨HR⟩ϕ − Srel(ϕS(τ)||ψS) + SR[ϕ], (6.47)

where the second line holds if |ϕS(τ)⟩ is separating with respect to AS , and

SR[ϕ] = − ⟨ϕ̃(τ)| log ρϕ,Rī
(τ) |ϕ̃(τ)⟩ (6.48)

is the entropy of the frames.

It should be noted that SR[ϕ], as written above, appears to depend on a choice of Ci ∈ R – but it
is actually independent of this choice, to leading order in the semiclassical approximation. To see this,
consider the (Type I) algebra

r(B(HR)H) = {Oτ
Ci

(a), Vi(t) | a ∈ B(HRī
), t ∈ R}′′, (6.49)

which acts at the perspective-neutral level. On the right-hand side, we have decomposed this algebra
with respect to a particular Ci ∈ R, but clearly the algebra itself is independent of the choice of Ci.
By the semiclassical and separability assumptions, the expectation value of a general element of this
algebra may be approximated as:

(ϕ| Oτ
Ci

(a)Vi(t) |ϕ) ≈ (ϕ| Oτ
Ci

(a)r(e−i(HS+Hi)t) |ϕ) = ⟨ϕ|i(τ)| aei
∑

j ̸=i
Hjt |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ (6.50)

The operators aei
∑

j ̸=i
Hjt span the algebra B(HRī

)⊗{HRc}′′. Thus the density operator for r(B(HR)H)
may be obtained by pulling back the density operator ρϕ,Rī

(τ) for B(HRī
) ⊗ {HRc}′′ through the

homomorphism
Oτ
Ci

(a)r(e−i(HS+Hi)t) ↔ ae
i
∑

j ̸=i
Hjt. (6.51)

One obtains
ρϕ,R =

∫ ∞

−∞
dt r(e−iHRt)Oτ

Ci

(
trSRc(e−iHRc t |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ ⟨ϕ|i(τ)|)

)
. (6.52)

Moreover, the von Neumann entropies of the density operators ρϕ,R and ρϕ,Rī
(τ) will be approximately

equal. Now,

Oτ
Ci

(
trSRc(e−iHRc t |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ ⟨ϕ|i(τ)|)

)
= trSRc(Oτ

Ci

(
e−iHRc t |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ ⟨ϕ|i(τ)|

)
), (6.53)

and

Oτ
Ci

(
e−iHRc t |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ ⟨ϕ|i(τ)|

)
= Oτ

Ci

(
e−iHRc tVj→i(τ, τ) |ϕ|j(τ)⟩ ⟨ϕ|j(τ)|Vj→i(τ, τ)†

)
(6.54)

= Oτ
Ci

(
Vj→i(τ, τ)e−iHRc t |ϕ|j(τ)⟩ ⟨ϕ|j(τ)|Vj→i(τ, τ)†

)
(6.55)

= Oτ
Cj

(
e−iHRc t |ϕ|j(τ)⟩ ⟨ϕ|j(τ)|

)
(6.56)

for any Cj ∈ R, so ρϕ,R is independent of the choice of Ci. Therefore, SR[ϕ], which was above
formulated as the von Neumann entropy of ρϕ,Rī

[ϕ], may be alternatively formulated as the von
Neumann entropy of ρϕ,R, which is independent of the choice of Ci.
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Note also that the Shannon entropy of HRc is contained within the frame entropy SR[ϕ]. Indeed,
one may decompose the frame density operator as follows:

ρϕ,Rī
(τ) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei

∑
j ̸=i

Hjt trRc( |ϕ̃(τ + t)⟩ ⟨ϕ̃(τ)|) (6.57)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dt eiHRc t trRc(e−iHRc t |ϕ̃(τ)⟩ ⟨ϕ̃(τ)|) (6.58)

≈ 2π
∫
HRc

dE P (E)pEρRī,E
, (6.59)

where
pE = ⟨ϕ̂(τ)|P (E)|ϕ̂(τ)⟩ ≈ ⟨ϕ̃(τ)|P (E)|ϕ̃(τ)⟩ (6.60)

is the probability distribution of HRc , and

pEρRī,E
= trRc(P (E) |ϕ̃(τ)⟩ ⟨ϕ̃(τ)|). (6.61)

Note that ρRī,E
is the reduced density operator of the frames in Rī, conditioned on the energy of the

frames in Rc being E. Using this decomposition, one finds

SR[ϕ] = −
∫
σRc

dE ⟨ϕ̃(τ)|P (E) log(2πpEρR,E) |ϕ̃(τ)⟩ (6.62)

= − log(2π) −
∫
σRc

dE pE log pE +
∫
σRc

dE pESRī,E
[ϕ], (6.63)

where
SRī,E

[ϕ] = − trRī

(
ρRī,E

log ρRī,E

)
(6.64)

is the entanglement entropy of the frames in Rī, conditioned on HRc = E. Thus the total frame
entropy SR[ϕ] contains a term corresponding to the Shannon entropy of HRc , as well as an average of
HRc-conditioned entanglement entropies of the frames in Rī.

After UV regularisation, an approximate product state of the form (6.41) has an approximate
product density operator ρ = ρS ⊗ ρϕ,Rī

(τ), where ρS is the density operator of the fields in U , and
ρϕ,R(τ) is the density operator of the frames. The term SÂ[ϕ̂(τ)] in the generalised entropy (6.40) then
may be written as the sum of the von Neumann entropies of these two density operators, and one finds

S[ϕ] ≈
〈

A

4GN

〉
ϕ̂(τ)

+ SQFT[ϕ̂(τ)] + SR[ϕ] − β ⟨HRin −HR⟩ϕ . (6.65)

Here SQFT[ϕ̂(τ)] is the von Neumann entropy of ρS , i.e. the entanglement entropy of the fields in U .
One may observe that the frame dependence of this formula has been entirely relegated to the final
two terms.

6.4 Linear order correction and entanglement
All of the formulas for the entropy discussed above hold to leading order in the semiclassical

approximation; at higher orders in η there are corrections to these formulas. In Appendix D.1, it is
shown that, to O(η), the entropy receives corrections of the following form:

S[ϕ] = S0[ϕ]−2π
∫
σRc

dE
∫ ∞

0
dλϕE

(
1

λ+ ∆ϕE |ψ̄
(HS − E)∂E

(
pE∆ϕE |ψ̄

) 1
λ+ ∆ϕE |ψ̄

)
+O

(
η2
)
, (6.66)

where S0[ϕ] is the leading order contribution discussed above, and pE , ϕE , ψ̄ were defined in Section 6.1.
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The nature of this linear order correction is a little difficult to decipher from this expression. To get
something a bit easier to digest, let us introduce again a UV regulator on the fields as in Subsec. 6.2,
such that all algebras have well-defined density operators. Then we can write

∆ϕE |ψ̄ = ρE(ρ′
ψ̄

)−1, (6.67)

where ρE is the density operator for ϕE in the algebra AS ⊗ B(HRī
), and ρ′

ψ̄
is the density operator

for ψ̄ in its complement; as in Subsec. 6.2, we have ρ′
ψ̄

= e−βH′
ξ/Zξ. With this decomposition, it is

shown in Appendix D.1 that one may perform the λ integral in (6.66) to obtain

S[ϕ] = S0[ϕ] − 2π
∫
σRc

dE
[
∂E
(
pE
(
ϕE(Hξ) − E

))
− pEϕE

(
H ′
ξ∂E log (pEρE)

)]
+ O

(
η2
)
. (6.68)

Thus, the linear order correction depends in a non-trivial way on the correlations between the energies
of the QFT degrees of freedom and the complementary clocks, and other statistical properties of the
state.

In the special case in Subsec. 6.3, the state is assumed to exactly factorize between the QFT and
clocks, as in (6.41). We then have that ϕE factorizes as ϕE = ϕS ⊗ ϕ̃E , where ϕS is the state on AS

given by
ϕS(a) = ⟨ϕS(τ)| a |ϕS(τ)⟩ , (6.69)

and ϕ̃E is the frames part of the state, conditioned on the complementary frame energy being E.
Similarly, with a UV cutoff in place, the density operator factorizes ρE = ρS ⊗ ρ̃E , with ρS ∈ AS and
ρ̃E ∈ B(HRī

). The integrand in (6.68) may then be written37

ϕS(HS − E) ∂EpE . (6.70)

But the first factor on the right hand side vanishes by the definition of E = ϕ(HS) = ϕS(HS). So the
linear order correction to the entropy vanishes, if we use a UV regulator. Because the QFT algebra is
hyperfinite, this continues to be true even without the UV regulator.38 Thus there are no linear order
corrections for a separable state of the form considered in Subsec. 6.3. This is in agreement with [27].

On the other hand, if the state is non-trivially entangled, there will generically be a non-zero linear
correction. To make this a bit more obvious, let us assume that pE vanishes at the boundary of σRc

(this is compatible with the semiclassical assumptions; indeed, if σRc = R, then a normalisable state
requires this assumption to hold). Then the first term in (6.68) can be integrated and seen to vanish.
Let’s also assume the state is such that ρE is independent of E. Then, integrating by parts, one may
verify that

S[ϕ] = S0[ϕ] − 2π
∫
σRc

dE pE∂EϕE(H ′
ξ) + O

(
η2
)
. (6.71)

Now note that ϕE(H ′
ξ) can now depend arbitrarily on E, so long as

E =
∫
σRc

dE pEϕE(Hξ −H ′
ξ). (6.72)

The semiclassical approximation remains valid if ∂EϕE(H ′
ξ) = O(η) (so that the second term in (6.71)

is O(η)). Clearly, these conditions allow for a non-zero contribution at linear order.

37 To show this one needs to use ϕ̃E(∂E log ρ̃E) = 0.
38 Indeed, the von Neumann entropy is a relative entropy with respect to the trace, and the relative entropy on a

hyperfinite algebra is the limit of the relative entropies on its approximating algebras [154] (which are the UV regulated
algebras in this case).
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One may thus in principle use the linear order part of the entropy as a diagnostic for whether there
is entanglement between the QFT and clocks. It should also be noted that for non-ideal clocks, exactly
factorizing states are much harder to come by, due to the non-trivial projection operator Π|i defining
the reduced Hilbert space. In any case we should typically expect linear corrections to the entropy.

6.5 Comparison with previous work
At this stage, we may directly specialise our entropy formula to the states studied in [21, 24]. As

described in Section 4.4, in those works there were only two clocks C1, C2 present. In the perspective
of one of the clocks (without loss of generality C1) a product state of the form

|ϕ|1(τ)⟩ = |ϕS⟩ ⊗ |f2⟩ (6.73)

was assumed, where |ϕS⟩ ∈ HS and |f⟩ ∈ H2. The entropies of the algebras r(AH
SC1

) and r(AH
SC2

)
where then studied.

It was also assumed in [21, 24] that the energy wavefunction f2(E) = ⟨E|2 |f2⟩ of the clock C2 is
slowly varying as a function of E. This implies that its time wavefunction f̃2(t) = ⟨t|2 |f2⟩ is rapidly
varying. Changing to the perspective of clock C2, we have

|ϕ|2(τ)⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
dt f̃2(t)eiHSt |ϕS⟩ ⊗ |−t⟩1 . (6.74)

Another assumption of [21, 24] was that HS approximately commutes with the relative modular
Hamiltonian from ψS to ϕS . For us, this translates to our second semiclassical assumption, that
|ϕS⟩ is in an approximate eigenstate of HS , i.e. eiHSt |ϕS⟩ ≈ eiEt |ϕS⟩. To be a bit more precise
about the nature of the wavefunction f̃2(t), we are assuming that it is rapidly varying enough that
this approximate HS eigenstate assumption is reliable in integrals of the above form. Alternatively
expressed in terms of energies, the assumption is that the variance of H2 is much larger than the
variance of HS . We can then write

|ϕ|2(τ)⟩ ≈ |ϕS⟩ ⊗ |f1⟩ , where |f1⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
dt f̃2(t)eiEt |−t⟩1 . (6.75)

Thus, we see that the assumption of approximate separability applies to the state in the perspective of
both C1 and C2. Note that the energy wavefunctions of the two clocks are related by

f1(E) = ⟨E|1 |f1⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
dt f̃2(t)ei(E+E)t = f2(E + E) (6.76)

(we set f1,2(E) = 0 if E ̸∈ σ1,2). So f1(E) is also slowly varying.

The first part of our semiclassical assumption can now be seen to apply to either clock. Indeed, for
any a ∈ AS ,

(ϕ| Oτ
Ci

(a)Vi(t) |ϕ) ≈ ⟨ϕS | aeiHSt |ϕS⟩ ⟨fj | eiHjt |fj⟩ ≈ ⟨ϕS | a |ϕS⟩
∫
σCj

dE |fj(E)|2ei(E+E)t, (6.77)

where (i, j) ∈ {(1, 2), (2, 1)}. Due to fj(E) being slowly varying, the right hand side is sharply peaked
at t = 0, as required. Thus, both of our semiclassical assumptions are satisfied, and we can apply the
semiclassical entropy formulae.

In particular, the entropy of the algebra r(AH
SCi

) may be written (invoking (6.47) and (6.63), using
HRc = Hj so pE = |fj(E)|2, and noting Rī = ∅)

S[ϕ] ≈ S0,Ci − β ⟨Hi⟩ϕ − Srel(ϕS ||ψS) − log(2π) + Sobs, (6.78)
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where
Sobs = −

∫
σi

dE |fi(E)|2 log |fi(E)|2 = −
∫
σj

dE |fj(E)|2 log |fj(E)|2 (6.79)

(the second equality holds because of (6.76)). In the case where the spectrum of Ci is bounded
below, the algebra is Type II1, and we may normalise the trace such that Tr(1) = 1; as described in
Section 4.1, this amounts to fixing the constant S0,Ci such that it obeys (4.24). In the particular case
that the spectrum is of the form σi = [0,∞), we have S0,Ci = log β + log(2π). Writing Hi = Hobs, we
then have

S[ϕ] ≈ −β ⟨Hobs⟩ϕ − Srel(ϕS ||ψS) + Sobs + log β, (6.80)

which agrees with, for example, [24, Eq. (5.30)].

7 Antisemiclassical regime
In the previous section, we described a semiclassical regime in which the fluctuations of a given

clock Ci are much smaller than the fluctuations of the QFT. In this regime, the von Neumann entropy
for the algebra of r(AH

SR) was shown to agree with the expected gravitational generalised entropy
formula (after imposing a UV cutoff).

However, this semiclassical regime only concerns a very small corner of the Hilbert space. For most
physical states, the clocks will fluctuate to roughly the same degree as the fields. The generalised
entropy formula (6.40) should not be expected to hold non-semiclassically, but it is interesting to ask
how to extrapolate it away from this regime. In Subsec. 6.4, we described how the entropy changes at
linear order away from the semiclassical regime.

In contrast, in this section we will describe a regime which is very far away from the semiclassical
one. In particular, we will consider states for which the fluctuations of the time of Ci are much larger
than the fluctuations of the other degrees of freedom. This is precisely the opposite of the semiclassical
case, and for this reason we call this the ‘antisemiclassical’ regime. Since the time of the clock is
fluctuating so much, it turns out to be of rather little use for making observations of the other degrees
of freedom (we make this more precise below). This enables a simplification of the entropy formula –
but a different simplification to the semiclassical one.

Thus, in this paper we will have described two regimes, semiclassical and antisemiclassical. It would
be very useful to understand how to interpolate between them, a task we leave to future work.

As in the case of the semiclassical regime, we can more precisely define the antisemiclassical regime by
examining expectation values of operators in the algebra. In particular, let a ∈ AU ⊗

⊗
Cj∈Rī

B(HCj ),
and consider the expectation value of Oτ

Ci
(a)Vi(t). The antisemiclassical assumption is that this

expectation value is well-approximated by taking |ϕ) to be an approximate eigenstate of the clock
Hamiltonian r(Hi), with energy Ē:

(ϕ|Oτ
Ci

(a)Vi(t)|ϕ) ≈ e−iĒtF (t) (ϕ|Oτ
Ci

(a)|ϕ) . (7.1)

Here, F (t) is some real slowly varying function of t, reflecting the fact that |ϕ) is not an exact eigenstate.
Since |ϕ) is in an approximate eigenstate of r(Hi), the time read by the clock has very large fluctuations,
as required. Note that if we set a = 1, and consider the complex conjugate of both sides in combination
with t → −t, we can observe that F (t) = F (−t).

There has to be a timescale involved in the above assumption; it turns out to be given by β. In
particular, we assume that (7.1) holds for t < β, and that for t > β the left hand side of (7.1) is very
close to vanishing. This timescale will be required to obtain a simplified entropy formula.
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Recall that the semiclassical regime can be understood as applying when the fluctuations of the
QFT Hamiltonian are sufficiently suppressed relative to those of the clock Hamiltonian, as in (6.5).
The antisemiclassical regime will hold when instead

(∆Hi)2
ϕ ≪ β−2. (7.2)

Thus, the fluctuations of the clock Hamiltonian should be less than thermal vacuum fluctuations of
the QFT Hamiltonian.

The assumption (7.1) then implies that

S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī

≈ eiĒtF (t)∆ϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
, (7.3)

as can be confirmed by considering matrix elements of both sides in between states of the form a for
a ∈ AU ⊗

⊗
Cj∈Rī

B(HCj ), and using the fact that |ψSRī
⟩ is cyclic.

Using this in (4.31), we find

ρϕ|i(τ) ≈ Π|ie
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
W∆ϕ|i(τ)|ψSR

ī
, (7.4)

where
W =

∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj+Ē)t
F (t) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dt e−i(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t (ϕ|Vi(t)|ϕ) . (7.5)

Due to the slowly varying nature of F (t), the support of W is sharply peaked around states for which
HS +∑

j ̸=iHj + Ē = 0.

Note that ∆ϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī

is approximately gauge-invariant; indeed

e
i(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj+Ē)t
F (t)∆ϕ|i(τ)|ψSR

ī
≈ e

i(HS+
∑

j ̸=i
Hj)t

S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī

(7.6)

= S†
ϕ|i(τ)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ−t)|ψSR
ī
e
i(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t (7.7)

≈ ∆ϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
e
i(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj+Ē)t
F (t). (7.8)

where to get the last line we used the Hermitian conjugate of (7.3) with t → −t. Thus, mapping back
to the perspective-neutral level, the density operator is given by ρRϕ = Ri(τ)†ρϕ|i(τ)Ri(τ) = r(ρ̃Rϕ ),
where

ρ̃Rϕ ≈ e
−S0,R+β(HS+HR−HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt eiHit (ϕ|Vi(t)|ϕ) ∆ϕ|i(τ)|ψSR

ī
. (7.9)

This is the density operator of the system relative to a set of clocks R.

At this stage let us consider two cases. Suppose first that R contains at least one other clock than
Ci, and recall from Subsec. 4.3 that the corresponding density operator ρR\Ci

ϕ of the system relative to
the set of clocks R \ Ci may be found as the partial trace of ρRϕ as follows:

ρ
R\Ci

ϕ = eS0,R−S0,R\Ci r
[
tri(e−βHi ρ̃Rϕ )

]
(7.10)

≈ e
−S0,R\C+β(HS+HR

ī
−HR∗

ī
)
tri
(∫ ∞

−∞
dt eiHit (ϕ|Vi(t)|ϕ)

)
∆ψ|i(τ)|ψSR

ī
. (7.11)

Noting that
tri
(∫ ∞

−∞
dt eiHit (ϕ|Vi(t)|ϕ)

)
= 2π

∫
σi

dE (ϕ|δ(r(Hi) − E))|ϕ) = 2π, (7.12)

we can substitute (7.11) back into (7.9) to obtain

ρRϕ ≈ 1
2πe

S0,R\Ci
−S0,R+βHiρ

R\Ci

ϕ

∫ ∞

−∞
dt Vi(−t) (ϕ|Vi(t)|ϕ) . (7.13)
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In the other case, where R contains only a single clock, we have that ∆−1/2
ψ ∆ψ|i(τ)|ψS

∆−1/2
ψ is an

approximately gauge-invariant element of AS , and therefore (under the assumption that gauge
transformations act ergodically on AS) at leading order a multiple of the identity. Moreover, its
expectation value in the state |ψS⟩ is 1 – so we must have ∆−1/2

ψ ∆ψ|i(τ)|ψS
∆−1/2
ψ ≈ 1. Substituting

this in to (7.9) yields
ρRϕ ≈ 1

2πe
−S0,R+βHi

∫ ∞

−∞
dt Vi(−t) (ϕ|Vi(t)|ϕ) . (7.14)

The two cases are rather similar, and can be treated on equal grounds if we set S0,∅ = 0 and ρ∅
ϕ = 1.

Let us do so in the following.

Note that 1
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dt Vi(−t) (ϕ|Vi(t)|ϕ) = r

[∫
σi

dE |E⟩⟨E|i pi(E)
]
, (7.15)

where |E⟩i are energy eigenstates for Ci, and pi(E) = (ϕ|r(|E⟩⟨E|i)|ϕ) is the probability density for
the energy of Ci in the state |ϕ). Thus, the density operator may be written

ρRϕ ≈ eS0,R\Ci
−S0,R+βHir

[∫
σi

dE |E⟩⟨E|i pi(E)
]
ρ
R\Ci

ϕ , (7.16)

Thus, the density operator for the system relative to R can essentially be computed in terms of the
density operator for the system relative to R \ Ci, and the probability density for the energy of the
clock Ci. The clock Ci and the rest of the degrees of freedom are separable in this density operator;
indeed, all but the last factor above make up an operator acting on Ci. This means there are no
additional correlations between the system and Ci which need to be taken into account.

This is a direct way to see that the antisemiclassical clock Ci is fairly useless for observing the
system; the state of the system relative to R is basically determined by the state of the system relative
to R \ Ci, so we do not gain any new information by using Ci (other than its own energy’s probability
density).

The entropy of ρRϕ has a similar decomposition. Indeed the logarithm of the density operator
may be written (here we use the assumption that (7.1) holds on timescales less than β, so that eβHi

approximately commutes with the other contributions to the density operator)

log ρRϕ ≈ S0,R\Ci
− S0,R + βHi + r

[∫
σi

dE |E⟩⟨E|i log pi(E)
]

+ log ρR\Ci

ϕ , (7.17)

and with this, we can compute the entropy as

SR[ϕ] = − (ϕ|log ρRϕ |ϕ) ≈ S0,R − S0,R\Ci
− βĒ −

∫
σi

dE pi(E) log pi(E) + SR\Ci [ϕ] (7.18)

(note that S∅[ϕ] = 0). Thus, the entropy decomposes as the sum of −βĒ, a Shannon entropy for the
energy of the clock Ci and the entropy of the system relative to R \ Ci, plus some constants.

In the particular case where R = {Ci} contains only one clock, the formula simplifies to

SR[ϕ] ≈ S0,R − βĒ −
∫
σi

dE pi(E) log pi(E). (7.19)

This (leading order contribution to the) entropy does not depend on the state of the fields at all. If
σi is bounded below such that the algebra of operators is Type II1 as described earlier, then it is
interesting to comment on what happens if we substitute in the canonical normalization (4.24). One
finds

SR[ϕ] ≈ −
∫
σi

dE pi(E)(log pi(E) − log si(E)), (7.20)
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where
si(E) = e−βE

/∫
σi

dE e−βE (7.21)

is the Boltzmann distribution for the clock at inverse temperature β. We may recognise SR[ϕ] as
(minus) the classical relative entropy between this Boltzmann distribution and the actual probability
distribution of the clock’s energies.

8 Observer-dependence of gravitational entropy
We have described how to use clock QRFs to define gravitational subregion algebras with well-

defined von Neumann entropies. But depending on which set of clocks R one uses, one gets different
von Neumann algebras, and therefore different entropies. Thus, entropy is observer-dependent. These
differences are ultimately manifestations of the subsystem relativity discussed on Sect. 2.7.

Any comparison of entropies between different algebras will be sensitive to how we normalise the
traces of these algebras. For the algebras discussed in this paper, the normalisations are parametrised
by the numbers S0,R, and these contribute overall state-independent constants to the entropies, as
previously discussed. Thus, in order to technically speaking have a full comparison of the entropies for
different choices of R, one needs to have fixed these constants. In special cases there are canonical ways
to do so; for example, when R contains a single clock whose energy spectrum is bounded below, we may
pick S0,R such that the trace of the identity is 1, as discussed at (4.24). One may also in certain cases
use the partial trace to relate the trace normalisations of different algebras, as described in Sec. 4.3.
But in the general case, there does not seem to be any canonical way to pick these normalisations.

One might therefore be concerned that the ambiguity in the constants S0,R will muddy our proposed
picture of observer-dependence in the entropy. The reason this is not the case is that these constants
are necessarily state-independent. Thus, even if one does not have a canonical way to fix these constants,
the entropy functionals one gets for different sets of clocks R will depend on the state in fundamentally
different ways, and this dependence cannot be absorbed into the constants. Thus, the state-dependence
of the entropies is unambiguous, and it is strictly speaking this state-dependence that we will now
discuss.

In this section, we will explore several examples of this phenomenon: a physically motivated setup
involving a gravitational interferometer, a scenario involving superselection and degenerate clocks, and
a situation where only some clocks satisfy the conditions necessary for a semiclassical approximation.
We will also comment on what happens to entropies when we have periodic clocks [70], and how these
compare to the monotonic clocks we have so far discussed in this paper.

8.1 Case study: gravitational interferometer
We first consider an example which we dub the “gravitational interferometer” for reasons explained

below, which was also discussed in section 4.2 of [1]. Technical details such as the density matrix
computations will be relegated to App. F. With this case study we want to explicitly show a feasible
setup in which we can identify a manifestation of subsystem relativity, as explained in Sect. 2.7, namely
the observer-dependence of gravitational entropy. This relativity refers to what different observers
would attribute to the QFT degrees of freedom alone. Concretely, we will work with two clocks C1, C2
in the same subregion U and one clock C3 in the complementary region U ′. These regions could be
complementary static patches of a de Sitter space, the left and right exteriors of a maximally extended
Schwarzschild spacetime, or possibly the more general regions as suggested by JSS [24]. With this
in mind, we will use the words “patch” and “subregion” interchangeably, while acknowledging that
the latter scenario is on less rigorous footing regarding assumptions about the constraint and QFT
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modular flow [40]. For purposes of this discussion we take for granted that the necessary ingredients
are in place.

We will consider the algebra of field operators in subregion U , dressed with respect to one or the
other clock. On the perspective-neutral level, these are r(AH

UC1
) and r(AH

UC2
). These algebras encode

the gauge-invariant degrees of freedom that each observer ascribes to the QFT degrees of freedom
alone. The entropy associated with these will thus correspond to the entropy each observer assigns to
the QFT (including graviton) degrees of freedom within U . It may be that they each only have access
to these degrees of freedom. This is the minimum they are guaranteed by the timelike tube theorem
[153, 155, 156, 166]; it depends on operational assumptions whether they may also have access to other
clocks in the same patch. Even if they do, these algebras account for what they each assign to the
QFT alone. Crucially, although these pertain to the fields in the same subregion, they are inequivalent
gauge-invariant algebras

r(AH
UC1) ̸= r(AH

UC2) (8.1)

whose overlap is described by Eq. (2.62) and may be trivial as in Eq. (2.61) when the modular
Hamiltonian HS has an ergodic action on the regional QFT algebra. Consequently, since the density
operators are defined with respect to distinct algebras, so will the entropy turn out to be unequal
under the same global state. At the reduced level, this means that operators, in particular the density
operators, cannot be transformed into each other by conjugation with a unitary QRF transformation
(2.53).

As emphasized in the introduction 1, the usual horizon entropy contribution that arises in a
decomposition of the entropy in semiclassical states is associated with the full dressed algebra of all
fields and all clocks within the same patch. In this context, this means r(AH

SC1C2
) rather than either

of the two subalgebras (8.1). Thus we emphasize that the relativity of gravitational entropy discussed
here is not a statement about relativity of horizon area or horizon entropy. Though the reduced
density operators associated to the full patch algebra r(AH

SC1C2
) would take different expressions in

the perspectives of C1 and C2, these are always unitarily related. Thus the total generalized entropy
of the same patch (or other region) is not frame-dependent. To be more explicit about the differences
that do occur between the algebras (8.1), we will design our setup to highlight two possible causes of
disparity between these dressed QFT entropies: the clocks are not isomorphic, i.e. their spectra differ,
and the entanglement structure differs.

We now describe the setup. We take the three clocks to be nonideal, such that individual clock
states are normalizeable. We will first consider a situation where, from the perspective of clock C1,
the state on the other factors is entirely unentangled (i.e. a product state). This will decidedly not
be the case from the perspective of clock C2, so with this class of wavefunctions it will be easy to
emphasize the role of differing entanglement structure between the two perspectives. We will then
consider a more specific state within this class in which the second clock is in a simple superposition
of clock orientation states when seen from the perspective of the first clock. The third, complementary
clock will also be taken to be a simple clock state. Regarding the configuration of states on C1 and
C2, this situation can be achieved by a gravitational interferometer experiment where we have a clock
split into two branches where in one branch the clock has a flyby to a massive object. Due to the
stronger gravitational field close to the massive object, the time reading of the flyby clock will be
dilated. Bringing both branches together then results in the desired superposition (see Fig. 8.1). In
effect, this is just a quantum version of Shapiro time delay [170].

We start with a state which from C1-perspective is in a full product state between all components

|ϕ|1⟩ =
√
NΠ|1(|ϕS⟩ ⊗ |f⟩2 ⊗ |g⟩3). (8.2)
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massive
object

C2 C1

|0⟩2

|τ2⟩2 + |τ2 + ∆τ⟩

τ2 + ∆ττ2

Figure 8.1: Clock C2 starts at time reading 0 and is then split into two
branches where one branch makes a flyby encounter with a massive object
while the other is kept far away (or we accelerate them by different amounts).
Due to time dilation, the flyby branch will lack behind in time by an amount
∆τ w.r.t. the other branch. After recombination of both branches, we thus
achieve a superposition of two clock states. Meanwhile, clock C1 just evolves
as is without splitting into multiple branches.

In this expression, |f⟩2 ∈ H2 and |g⟩3 ∈ H3 are both normalised on their respective factors, with
overall normalisation constant N such that the perspectival state is also normalised. Furthermore,
without loss of generality we will set the gauge parameters to zero: τi = 0 = τj . Eventually we will
take |f⟩2 to be the superposition and |g⟩3 to be a pure clock state, but we will leave it general for now.
We also let f and g represent the energy-basis wavefunctions on their respective factors. In App. F it
is shown that a frame change (2.53) to the perspective of clock C2 results in the reduced state

|ϕ|2⟩ := V1→2(0, 0) |ϕ|1⟩ =
√

2πNf(−HS −H1 −H3)Π|2(|ϕS⟩ ⊗ |0⟩1 ⊗ |g⟩3). (8.3)

Using these two expressions for the same global state, the reduced density operators for the algebras
ASC1 and ASC2 are likewise computed in App. F. The results are reported together in equation (F.13),
in the perspectives of C1 and C2, respectively. We report these here with the simplifying assumption
that ϕS lies in the canonical cone of ψS , such that consequently JϕS |ψS

= JψS
and we obtain the polar

decomposition SϕS |ψS
= JψS

∆1/2
ϕS |ψS

. With these choices, we obtain the reduced density operators

ρϕ|1 = 2πNe−S0,1−β(H2+H3)Π|1∆1/2
ϕS |ψS

∫
σ2

dϵ2Π(−H̄1 − ϵ2, σ3)|f(ϵ2)|2|g(−H̄1 − ϵ2)|2∆1/2
ϕS |ψS

Π|1, (8.4)

ρϕ|2 = 2πNe−S0,2−β(H1+H3)f(H̄2)Π|2∆1/2
ϕS |ψS

∫
σ1

dϵ1Π(−H̄2 − ϵ1, σ3)|g(−H̄2 − ϵ1)|2∆1/2
ϕS |ψS

Π|2f
∗(H̄2).

(8.5)

In the expressions above, H̄i := Hi −H denotes the contraint-equivalent of Hi on H|i, and as usual
the non-trivial projectors Π(−H̄i − εj , σk) restrict −H̄i − εj to eigenspaces in the spectral range σk.

The two non-trivial projectors within the integrals will generally render entropy computations
difficult. Therefore, to have both of them act approximately trivially we take clock C3 to be effectively
ideal. There are situations in which an ideal clock in the complement does appear naturally. For
instance, when the spacetime has a boundary in the complement, then H3 could be the second order
ADM boundary Hamiltonian which is unbounded, cf. Sec. 3.1. We also now take the wave function
of this clock to be a simple clock state |g⟩3 =

√
2π/∥σ3∥ |τ3⟩, with ∥σ3∥ :=

∫
σi

dεi the spectral range.
Then the modulus just becomes a constant: |g(E3)| 2 = ∥σ3∥−1. With these simplifications, the integral
between the relative modular operators in (8.4) gives ∥σ3∥−1, while that in (8.5) gives ∥σ1∥∥σ3∥−1.
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We acquire the two density operators

ρϕ|1 ≈ 2πN∥σ3∥−1e−S0,1−β(H2+H3)Π|1∆ϕS |ψS
Π|1, (8.6)

ρϕ|2 ≈ 2πN∥σ1∥∥σ3∥−1e−S0,2−β(H1+H3)f(H̄2)Π|2∆ϕS |ψS
Π|2f

∗(H̄2). (8.7)

These density operators (8.6) and (8.7) are very similar, but still indicate some aspects of subsystem
relativity. The wavefunction f has disapeared from (8.6) altogether while it is still present in (8.7).
This is appropriate considering that the former pertains to an algebra containing the reorientations
C2, and so is sensitive to that wavefunction. Also, the two projectors Π|1 and Π|2 indicate different
‘course-grainings’ of the dressed QFT degrees of freedom, which are essentially represented by the
relative modular operator ∆ϕS |ψS

.

At this point, one might object that taking the limit that C3 becomes ideal leads to unreasonable
clock states as these are not normalisable. However, this limit does not cause trouble because the
reduced states |ϕ|1⟩ and |ϕ|2⟩ are normalized as states on their respective reduced Hilbert spaces (not
necessarily on each individual kinematical factor). The projectors Π|1 and Π|2 keep the unbounded σ3
integral in check and the normalization constant N can be adapted accordingly.

To compute the entropy beyond semiclassical order, we now consider the specific example of Shapiro
time delay under consideration. We thus let |f⟩2 be a superposition of two clock states, i.e.

|f⟩2 =
√
N2
(
|τ2⟩2 + |τ2 + ∆τ⟩2

)
, f(E) =

√
N2
2π e

−iτ2E(1 + e−iαE/∥σ2∥), (8.8)

with the dimensionless parameter α := ∆τ∥σ2∥ and the α-dependent normalisation constant

N2 := π

∥σ2∥
(

1 + sin(αϵmax
2 /∥σ2∥)
α − sin(αϵmin

2 /∥σ2∥)
α

) , (8.9)

which reduces to π/(2∥σ2∥) when α → 0. We also note down the expression for the state in the other
perspective (8.3)

|ϕ|2⟩ ∝ Π|2e
iHSτ2

(
|ϕS⟩ ⊗ |−τ2⟩1 ⊗ |τ3 − τ2⟩3 + eiHS∆τ |ϕS⟩ ⊗ |−τ2 − ∆τ⟩1 ⊗ |τ3 − τ2 − ∆τ⟩3

)
(8.10)

to show that generally superposition in one perspective (C1) leads to entanglement under a QRF
transformation (to C2 perspective) [65, 67–69, 71, 77, 80]. The density operator associated to this
state is (8.7)

ρϕ|2 ≈ NN2∥σ1∥
∥σ3∥

e−S0,2−β(H1+H3)e−iτ2H̄2(1 + e−iαH̄2/∥σ2∥)Π|2∆ϕS |ψS
Π|2(1 + eiαH̄2/∥σ2∥)eiτ2H̄2 . (8.11)

While the entropy for (8.6) can be computed straightforwardly, namely the f -independent

S[ϕ|1] = S0,1 − log
(
2πN∥σ3∥−1

)
+ β ⟨H2 +H3⟩ϕ|1

− ⟨log
(
Π|1∆ϕS |ψS

Π|1
)
⟩ϕ|1

, (8.12)

this is not true for (8.11) owing to the non-commutativity between HS and ∆ϕS |ψS
. Nevertheless, the

non-commutative part can be written in the form eY eXeY
† on which we need to apply the BCH-formula.

In general, this leads to an infinite series of terms unless we have more specific information about the
commutator. Luckily, there is a way to expand this into a small parameter if such one appears in Y ,
which is here the case when we take α ≪ 1. The details are worked out in App. G. By letting α ≪ 1
we let the superimposed clock be close to a single clock state. We thus find

ρϕ|2 ≈ 2πN∥σ1∥
∥σ2∥∥σ3∥

e−S0,2−β(H1+H3)e−iτ2H̄2

(
1 − i

α

2∥σ2∥
H̄2

)
Π|2∆ϕS |ψS

Π|2

(
1 + i

α

2∥σ2∥
H̄2

)
eiτ2H̄2 .

(8.13)
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We can now make use of formula (G.6) by making the identification

X ≡ log
(
Π|2∆ϕS |ψS

Π|2
)
, Y ≡ log

(
1 − i

α

2∥σ2∥
H̄2

)
= −i α

2∥σ2∥
H̄2 + O(α2). (8.14)

This specific piece up to first order in α is hence determined by

log
(
eY eXeY

†) = log
(
Π|2∆ϕS |ψS

Π|2
)

+ i
α

2∥σ2∥

[
HS , log

(
Π|2∆ϕS |ψS

Π|2
)]

+ O(α2)

= log
(
Π|2∆ϕS |ψS

Π|2
)

− 1
2∆τ d

dt log
(
Π|2∆ϕS(t)|ψS

Π|2
)∣∣∣∣
t=0

= 1
2
(
log
(
Π|2∆ϕS |ψS

Π|2
)

+ log
(
Π|2∆ϕS(−∆τ)|ψS

Π|2
))

+ O(α2). (8.15)

Technically, this does not capture all the non-commutativity since there is also the conjugation by the
unitary eiτ2H̄2 , but this can simply be taken outside the log as log

(
U(·)U †

)
= U log(·)U †. This leads

to the entropy

S[ϕ|2] = S0,2 − log
(
2πN∥σ1∥∥σ2∥−1∥σ3∥−1

)
+ β ⟨H1 +H3⟩ϕ|2

− 1
2
(

⟨log
(
Π|2∆ϕS(−τ2)|ψS

Π|2
)
⟩ϕ|2

+ ⟨log
(
Π|2∆ϕS(−τ2−∆τ)|ψS

Π|2
)
⟩ϕ|2

)
+ O(α2). (8.16)

The f -dependence in this expression creeps in through the dependence on ∆τ . Also note that by
taking the expectation value in the state (8.10), the result is in fact not dependent on τ2.

Given expressions (8.12) and (8.16) we can discuss the two sources of entropy relativity in more
detail:

1. α → 0 : in the limit that α → 0, with ∆τ → 0 and ∥σ2∥ fixed, we have that |f⟩2 (8.8) becomes
a pure clock state with constant modulus. The density operator ρϕ|2 (8.7) then becomes of
the same form as ρϕ|1 (8.6), and the same holds for their respective entropies (8.16) and (8.12).
The only difference in entropy in this case then stems from the different fuzzinesses of the
clocks. In the case the clocks are non-isomorphic, i.e. σ1 ̸= σ2, the terms log

(
Π|1∆ϕS |ψS

Π|1
)

and log
(
Π|2∆ϕS |ψS

Π|2
)

functionally differ in the sense that the QFT degrees of freedom are
coarse-grained in different ways;

2. σ1 = σ2 : when the clocks are isomorphic, then the projected modular operators will be func-
tionally the same. When we let |f⟩2 be a superposition α ̸= 0, the entropy associated to |ϕ|2⟩
(8.10) has an extra term proportional to a commutator iα ⟨[log

(
Π|2∆ϕS |ψS

Π|2
)
, HS ] ⟩ϕ|2

(8.15)
as a consequence of the different entanglement structure from the product state |ϕ|1⟩ (8.2).

In conclusion, by studying the quantum version of Shapiro time delay we exemplified two possible
sources for entropy relativity. The first one is the case when the clocks are non-isomorphic, which also
shows up at the semiclassical level. For the second one with different entanglement structures in the
reduced states, we had to go beyond the semiclassical level and looked at an expansion to first order
in a small parameter to see the different entropy contributions.

8.2 Degenerate clocks
Let us now discuss the case in which the two observers, Alice and Bob, occupy the same spacetime

region and carry each a degenerate clock described by a Hamiltonian HC ∝ p2, as also considered in
[69]. We will illustrate that in this case subsystem relativity also applies across degeneracy sectors
when we consider the full patch algebra, i.e. including all clocks in their subregion – provided we make
an operational restriction as described in Sec. 5.1.3. We thus have a constraint of the form

H = HS + p2
A

2mA
+ p2

B

2mB
−H3, (8.17)
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where H3 is a non-degenerate, non-ideal clock and the minus sign reflects the opposite time direction
in the complementary region, in which we assume clock C3 to be located.

As explained in Secs. 5.1.2 and 5.1.5, the physical Hilbert space decomposes into a direct sum of
degeneracy sectors. Since Alice’s clock CA and Bob’s clock CB are both doubly degenerate, having
each a positive and negative frequency sector, the physical Hilbert space consists of four sectors

Hphys = H++ ⊕ H+− ⊕ H−+ ⊕ H−−, (8.18)

where the first label refers to the sector of CA and the second one to that of CB. Starting with a
physical state |Φ), this can be reduced to either observer’s perspective in one of the four sectors
through the PW reduction maps Rλλ′

i (τ) leading to four states |ϕλλ′

|i ⟩. QRF transformations are then
performed within one sector overlap, i.e. Vi,λ→j,λ′(τi, τj) within ΛR = λλ′ (cf. Sec. 5.1.5).

For the algebras, we will consider the case where R = {CA, CB} and Rc = {C3} where each observer
only has access to the full +-sector of their own clock Ri, i = A,B, which means they have access to
the parts of both sectors of the other clock Rī that overlap with their own +-sector. Thus, we will
operationally restrict the gauge-invariant algebras associated to each observer and it is quite common
to only permit one frequency sector each. Namely, we impose that each observer only has access to
their clock’s positive frequency/right moving modes and does not have access to the degeneracy sector
swap operators in ⊗Cj∈R B(Cmj ) for neither of the clocks; this restriction thus entails an operational
superselection that may be justified in different ways, as we described in Sec. 5.1.3. We emphasize that
this is not a necessary restriction, but we want to see what the repercussions for entropy relativity are.

In this case, the operationally restricted gauge-invariant algebras can be written as a direct sum
over the superselection sectors, as in Eq. (5.40). They are of the form

AA = AH
SR,++ ⊕ AH

SR,+−, AB = AH
SR,++ ⊕ AH

SR,−+ . (8.19)

With this decomposition of the algebra, the entropy can then be calculated according to (5.48) by
looking at the contributions per sector SΛR [ϕ]. Notice that we are dealing with an algebra of type
II∞ because we have more than one clock in R (4.22) despite the clock spectra being bounded from
below σA = σB = R+. Our above assumption also means that Alice and Bob do not have access to
the identity component CIλλ′ on the remaining sectors, as otherwise they could rescale states and
observables there. This has important consequences for the probabilities pΛR in (5.48) which will have
to be reinterpreted as conditional probabilities, as we explain below.

The algebras on the physical level are then obtained by acting with r(.) which is ensured to be
faithful since Rc is non-empty, containing clock C3, cf. Sec. 2.8. Density matrices and entropies are to
be computed per sector, as explained in Sec. 5.2.2, in the same way as the nondegenerate case. Note
that the nontrivial overlap between both only consists of one overlap sector

r(AA) ∩ r(AB) = r(AH
SR,++). (8.20)

This situation thus differs from the gravitational interferometer example in Sec. 8.1, where R contained
only one clock for each observer’s perspective and the overlap between the two happened to be trivial
(when HS has an ergodic action, see Eq. (2.61)), unlike here.

As a consequence, Alice and Bob can only meaningfully compare states/observables on this overlap.
The density matrix ρϕ will have a part ρ++

ϕ that lies in this algebra and can be probed by both
Alice and Bob. While the two will use distinct observables from r(AH

SR,++) to probe this state, their
description of it will be related by a unitary QRF transformation VA,+→B,+(τA, τB), and so the entropy
contribution of the ++-sector will be the same for both observers

S++
A [ϕ] = S++

B [ϕ]. (8.21)
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The situation changes on the other halves of their respective algebras. Alice will be able to access
the ρ+−

ϕ part of the full density matrix whilst Bob will have access to ρ−+
ϕ . There is no a priori reason

for these density matrices to be the same or even lead to the same entropies. It is easy to engineer
setups in which this is indeed true, such that

S+−
A [ϕ] ̸= S−+

B [ϕ]. (8.22)

Thence, this case of observer dependence is sourced by what we may call subsystem relativity across
the degeneracy sectors, cf. Sec. 5.1.6. The easiest example of such an engineered setup is if one chooses
C3 to be nearly ideal, just as we did for the interferometer Eqs. (8.6, 8.7), and picks reduced states of
the form

|ϕΛR

|i ⟩ ∝ Π|i( |ϕΛR
S ⟩ ⊗ |τī⟩ ⊗ |τ3⟩), ΛR ∈ {+−,−+}. (8.23)

Recall that an ideal clock C3 is not necessarily an entirely unreasonable assumption, as the ADM
boundary Hamiltonian (for second-order metric perturbations) is the Hamiltonian of an ideal clock
as mentioned in Sec. 3.1. As C3 is, by assumption, in the causal complement of the current region
of interest, we may thus simply assume that the complementary region is one with an asymptotic
boundary such that C3 is an ADM boundary clock.

The states (8.23) can be mapped back to the gauge-invariant level through the inverse PW-reduction
maps (5.46). For this simple state it can be shown that SΛR [ϕ] only depends on the chosen QFT-state
|ϕΛR
S ⟩. To have a different entropy one just chooses a QFT-state with differing properties in the

distinct sector overlaps, |ϕ+−
S ⟩ ≠ |ϕ−+

S ⟩.

Finally, let us consider the coefficients pΛR in (5.48). Since Alice and Bob both only have access to
two out of four sectors, they can only access two out four coefficients through (5.43). These probabilities
can only be probed ‘relative to their existence’, so they will rather be conditional probabilities pΛR

i

instead. By this we mean that, for example, Alice needs to renormalize as

pΛR
A = pΛR

p++ + p+− , ΛR ∈ {++,+−}, (8.24)

with the pΛR from (5.43). These are the conditional probabilities relative to Alice and Bob and should
be thought of as what they would measure, given what they have access to by assumption. They will
generally differ per observer: {p++

A , p+−
A } for Alice and {p++

B , p−+
B } for Bob. Even though they both

have full access to the ++-sector, their conditional probabilities need not be equal p++
A ̸= p++

B since the
weights given by the other sector need not be equal p+−

A ̸= p−+
B either, and for most global states will

not be. This leads to additional operational differences in the entropy (5.48): the conditional Shannon
entropy, the first contribution, will be different because their conditional probability distributions
will generally differ. There will also be a difference in the second piece of (5.48), where the entropy
contributions per sector are multiplied by these conditional probabilities. Hence, the last piece can
be reinterpreted as a conditional expectation value of the overall von Neumann entropy of the state
accessible to either observer.

This examples serves to illustrate that there can be several sources of entropy relativity, depending
on the exact operational assumptions to which we subject the different observers with clocks.

8.3 Semiclassical vs. non-semiclassical clocks
It is entirely possible in a given state for a semiclassical regime to apply to one clock, but not to

another; indeed it could be that an antisemiclassical regime applies to the other clock. One would have
to apply two different entropy formulas for the two clocks (one would be the generalised entropy (6.40),
and the other would be (7.18)), and the two formulas would not agree with each other. Indeed, the
generalised entropy clearly depends on the state of the fields, whereas (7.19) does not.
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Let us now give a slightly more explicit demonstration of this phenomenon. Consider a system
with three ideal clocks C1, C2, C3, and suppose the state |ϕ) in the perspective of clock C3 is a product
state of a QFT state |ϕS⟩ ∈ HS , and clock states |ϕ1⟩ ∈ H1 and |ϕ2⟩ ∈ H2:

|ϕ|3(0)⟩ = |ϕS⟩ ⊗ |ϕ1⟩ ⊗ |ϕ2⟩ . (8.25)

The variances of the Hamiltonians HS , H1, H2 may be computed in this state as the variances in the
respective factors |ϕS⟩ , |ϕ1⟩ , |ϕ2⟩:

(∆HS)2 =
〈
(HS − ⟨HS⟩ϕS

)2
〉
ϕS

, (8.26)

(∆H1)2 =
〈
(H1 − ⟨H1⟩ϕ1

)2
〉
ϕ1
, (8.27)

(∆H2)2 =
〈
(H2 − ⟨H2⟩ϕ2

)2
〉
ϕ2
. (8.28)

Now, let us choose these states such that

(∆H2)2 ≪ β−2, (∆HS)2 ≪ (∆H1)2. (8.29)

This is of course possible, because the spectra of each of HS , H1, H2 are unbounded above and below.
Moreover, these imply that a semiclassical regime applies to clock C1, but an antisemiclassical regime
applies to clock C2, as required.

8.4 Periodic vs. monotonic clocks
In this paper we have so far considered only monotonic clocks, i.e. those which record distinct

times for any value of R. We shall now briefly consider instead periodic clocks, i.e. those with times
cyclically evolving through some finite interval [0, tmax). Such clocks were thoroughly investigated
in [70], and below we shall quickly review some of the relevant details.

A periodic clock Cper is not a complete reference frame for a full group R of time evolutions. Rather,
it can only be used to fix the gauge up to some discrete subgroup Z generated by evolution in time
by the amount tmax. As such, the periodic clock is a QRF for the quotient group U(1) = R/Z. Its
Hamiltonian HCper is the quantisation of the generator of a representation of U(1), and so must have a
discrete spectrum of eigenvalues, which may be written in the form

σCper =
{
ω

(
nµ + φ

2π

) ∣∣∣ nµ ∈ Z
}
, (8.30)

where φ ∈ R, ω = 2π
tmax

, and µ ranges over some finite or infinite set of labels. A non-trivial phase
φ means that the clock transforms under a projective unitary representation of U(1), since we have
e−iHCper tmax = e−iφ. For simplicity, let us restrict to the case where φ = 0, so that the representation is
genuinely unitary (this restriction may be relaxed as described in [70]). We shall also assume without
loss of generality that t = tmax is the smallest non-zero value for which e−iHCper t = 1, which in terms
of the spectrum means that the {nµ} are coprime. As a further simplifying assumption, we take the
spectrum to be non-degenerate, so that the Hilbert space of Cper is HCper = L2(σCper).

As in the monotonic case, one may then define clock states as follows (setting the arbitrary phase,
as in Eq. (2.1), to g(ϵµ) = 0):

|t⟩per =
∑

εµ∈σCper

e−iεµt |εµ⟩ , (8.31)

where |εµ⟩ is the HCper = εµ eigenstate. We have e−iHCper t
′
|t⟩per = |t+ t′⟩per and |t⟩per = |t+ tmax⟩per.

These states form a resolution of the identity

1 = 1
tmax

∫ tmax

0
dt |t⟩⟨t|per , (8.32)
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thus furnishing a U(1)-covariant clock POVM. A general operator acting on the fields and the periodic
clock, i.e. an a ∈ AS ⊗ B(HCper), may be written in the form

a = 1
tmax

∫ tmax

0
dt a(t, t′) ⊗

∣∣t′〉〈t′∣∣per , a(t, t′) ∈ AS . (8.33)

Much of the discussion then proceeds similarly to the case of the monotonic clock; we refer the reader
to [70] for more details.

Let us in particular give an outline of some relevant properties of the invariant subalgebra (AS ⊗
B(HCper))HS+HCper . It is instructive to note that we can construct this subalgebra in three steps. First,
we can impose invariance under the group Z of evolutions by integer multiples of tmax. Since the
clock is invariant under this group, we can restrict our attention to the QFT, for which we go to the
subalgebra

Atmax
S := (AS)e−iHStmax ⊂ AS , (8.34)

As a second step, we can take the crossed product of Atmax
S with its modular flow. To this end, let us

for the moment assume that Cper is an ideal periodic clock, which means that we allow all nµ ∈ Z
in Eq. (8.30) with the consequence that ⟨t|t′⟩per ∝ δ(t − t′) and HCper ≃ L2(U(1)), as appropriate
for a U(1)-crossed product. Indeed, note that now modular flow is a representation of the leftover
U(1) = R/Z of period tmax, so this crossed product may be written Atmax ⋊ U(1). This algebra is
semifinite, because the crossed product makes modular flow inner, and likely Type II.

This crossed product would thus correspond to employing a periodic clock whose spectrum is given
by ωZ. The third step in the construction of (AS ⊗ B(HCper))HS+HCper is therefore to project the
spectrum of the clock down to σCper ⊆ ωZ (analogous to the projection onto the spectrum employed
when considering non-ideal monotonic clocks).

One should then also represent this on a physical Hilbert space (which may be constructed as
demonstrated in [70]). For reasons that are essentially analogous to the case of a monotonic clock
explained earlier (and so whose details we skip), one would end up with a normal and faithful (so
long as there is at least one other clock in the full system) representation of a Type II1 (if σCper is
bounded below) or Type II∞ (if not) von Neumann algebra AH

SCper . As such, one can construct density
operators and traces by similar formulae to those we have given in this paper for the monotonic case.

Having explained how to generalise the results of the paper to periodic clocks, let us now qualitatively
and briefly explain how the entropies will differ when using a periodic clock vs a monotonic clock. The
essential point is that in the intermediate algebra Atmax ⋊ U(1) used in the construction of AH

SCper , we
must restrict to periodic QFT observables before ever involving the clock. This will clearly change the
way in which the entropy functional for a monotonic clock depends on the state, relative to that of a
monotonic clock. This is a clear source of entropy relativity.

9 Conclusion
The basic idea underlying this paper has been that the apparent importance of QRFs in a

rigorous definition of entropy in quantum gravity [17–19, 21–39] leads one to an inevitable conclusion:
gravitational entropy is observer-dependent. Our goal has been to explore this phenomenon. We have
built upon and given a much more detailed and technical exposition of the methods used in our shorter
companion paper [1]. We argued that many parts of the framework [21] introduced coincide with the
perspective-neutral framework for QRFs [1, 66–77], which generalises the Page-Wootters formalism [86,
87], and we summarised this coincidence with the informal equation “PW = CLPW”. We considered
observers carrying clocks of a more general nature than previously considered, in the sense that they
can have degenerate energies, they can be periodic or monotonic, and they can be arbitrarily entangled
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with other degrees of freedom. Furthermore, we showed how the entropies of a subregion relative to
arbitrarily many clocks reproduces the generalized entropy formula in a semiclassical regime, and we
also considered corrections to this regime. We also explored its opposite, the antisemiclassical regime.
Finally, we investigated several explicit examples of the phenomenon of observer-dependent entropies,
explaining how it can manifest from using different kinds of clocks, but also from using clocks whose
states have different properties (such as the degree of their entanglement with other degrees of freedom,
or the magnitude of their energy fluctuations).

Our main tools were the perspective-neutral QRF formalism and the mathematical theory of von
Neumann algebras. To that end, we have explained how these two frameworks fit together. We have
given full, detailed derivations of algebras, traces, density operators, and entropies for the gravitational
subsystems defined using quantum clocks.

Before ending, let us speculate on three other possible sources of observer-dependence in the entropy.

First, in this paper we have made the simplifying assumption that the clocks and fields are non-
interacting (since we are taking the total Hamiltonian to decompose as a sum of QFT Hamiltonian
and clock Hamiltonians). More realistic clocks would have backreact non-negligibly on the fields;
depending on the kinds of interactions, one would thus have modified notions of physical subsystems
and thus different entropies. Interacting QRFs have not been studied in much detail in the literature
(see [77, 106, 108, 109, 133, 171] for some exceptions). It would be interesting to see whether much
headway can be made in the gravitational setting, though there are challenges [108, 109, 171, 172].

Next, when considering degenerate clocks, we have for simplicity restricted to the case where the
multiplicity of each energy level is independent of the energy. This again will not be the case for more
realistic clocks. The first law of thermodynamics relates the energy-dependence of this multiplicity
(via the canonical ensemble entropy of the clock) to its temperature. Thus, allowing for a non-trivial
dependence of this kind could allow one to derive an observer-dependence of the entropy arising from
the temperature of the clocks. Again, this would be interesting to investigate.

Finally, in this paper we considered QRFs transforming only under a single gauge transformation
– the modular boost of the subregion. We moreover only implemented only the single constraint
corresponding to this particular gauge symmetry. We emphasize that we did not give a concrete
justification for why this makes sense, although we did discuss it briefly in Sec. 3.1. Of course, the
gravitational gauge group is much larger than one-dimensional; it is the full spacetime diffeomorphism
group. Moreover, observers will typically not just carry clocks – they will also carry other objects such as
(for example) rods and Lorentz frames. These will transform non-trivially under other diffeomorphisms,
and are required for dressing more complicated field observables. Thus, at some point one will need
to address these other gauge symmetries and their corresponding constraints. An intermediate step
to the full diffeomorphism group would be to impose constraints generating a larger subgroup than
the boost R considered in this paper. An obvious question is how the setup we have explored can
be generalized to crossed products and QRFs for more general locally compact groups, and for more
general higher-dimensional symmetry groups as investigated in [54, 66, 162]. See [29] for an application
of the perspective-neutral formalism to perturbative quantum gravity with a two-dimensional group of
diffeomorphisms, which allowed for an extension of the generalized second law beyond the semiclassical
regime.

If one is able to carry out this generalization, then a natural expectation would be that the entropy
of a subsystem relative to different observers would now continue to be sensitive to the nature of the
QRFs carried by those observers. In general, such QRFs transform in a representation of a subgroup
of diffeomorphisms. A basic example would be a QRF transforming under SO(3) (which is natural for
example in the case of the de Sitter static patch, whose symmetry group is R × SO(3), with R being
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the boost). Representations of SO(3) are labeled by their spin j, and it is natural to expect that the
entropy depends on the value of the observer spin.

Somewhat related to this, the trajectory of the observer carrying the quantum clock is usually
taken as classical in most works on gravitational crossed product algebras. There is an interesting
recent development [100], where this setting was generalized to also describing the location of the
observers in a quantum manner in three-dimensional de Sitter space. This allows their associated
subregions to overlap. Such an expanded description of a quantum observer also constitutes a QRF
(with additional degrees of freedom than just the clock) and it would be interesting to extend our
observations to that case. We leave investigation of this and related questions to future work.
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A Additional derivations concerning non-ideal clocks

A.1 Fourier transform for non-ideal clocks
While the clock states in Eq. (2.1) need not be orthogonal and the clock energy may not range

over the full reals, a Fourier transform still exists [68]. Indeed,

|ϵ⟩ = 1√
2π

∫
R

dt e−ig(ϵ)eitϵ |t⟩ (A.1)

with overlap

⟨ϵ|t⟩ = 1√
2π
eig(ϵ)e−itϵ . (A.2)

Hence, for a state |ψ⟩ with wave function ψ(t)

|ψ⟩ =
∫

dt ψ(t) |t⟩ (A.3)

we get by making use of (2.6) that

ψ̃(ϵ) := ⟨ϵ|ψ⟩ = 1√
2π

∫
R

dt eig(ϵ)e−itϵψ(t). (A.4)

Conversely, the inverse Fourier transformation returns a “filtered version” of the function ψ(t), with
energy support only on the spectrum, which describes an equivalent state on the clock Hilbert space.

ψ̄(t) := 1√
2π

∫
σC

dϵ e−ig(ϵ)eitϵψ̃(ϵ) =
∫

dt′ψ(t′)
〈
t
∣∣t′〉 ,∫

dt ψ̄(t) |t⟩ =
∫

dt ψ(t) |t⟩ .
(A.5)
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A.2 Algebra of gauge-invariant clock-system observables
Here, we prove Eq. (2.11) from Sec. 2.2, i.e. that the algebra of gauge-invariant clock-system

observables is comprised of relational observables, describing S relative to C, and reorientations of C:

(AS ⊗ B(HC))H =
〈
OτC(a), IS ⊗ UC(t) | a ∈ AS , t ∈ R

〉
. (A.6)

To this end, consider any O ∈ (AS ⊗ B(HC))H and consider its ‘partial matrix elements’ in the
clock states Eq. (2.1)

O(t, t′) := ⟨t|O|t′⟩. (A.7)

Gauge invariance, i.e. [USC(t), O] = 0 for all t, implies

O(t, t′) = US(t)O(0, t′ − t)U †
S(t). (A.8)

Since any such O(0, t′ − t) can be written as a linear combination (or integral) of objects of the form
f(t′ − t)a, where f(t) is some function and a ∈ AS , we have that a basis for such partial matrix
elements is given by

{Ot̃,a(t, t′) = χ(t+ t̃− t′)US(t) aU †
S(t) | t̃ ∈ R, a ∈ AS}, (A.9)

where χ(t) is the clock state overlap distribution in Eq. (2.7). To see this, consider an arbitrary
function f(t) and recall the Fourier transforms in appendix A.1, setting g(ϵ) = 0 for simplicity,

f(t′ − t) = 1√
2π

∫
σC

dϵ ei(t′−t)ϵf̃(ϵ) = 1
2π

∫
σC

dϵ
∫
R

dt̃ ei(t′−t−t̃)ϵf(t̃)

=
(2.6)

∫
R

dt̃ χ(t′ − t− t̃)f(t̃). (A.10)

Now integrating the basis elements and recalling Eq. (2.6),∫
R

dtdt′Ot̃,a(t, t′) |t⟩
〈
t′
∣∣ =

∫
R

dt dt′
〈
t+ t̃

∣∣t′〉 |t⟩
〈
t′
∣∣⊗ US(t) aU †

S(t)

=
∫
R

dt |t⟩
〈
t+ t̃

∣∣⊗ US(t) aU †
S(t)

(∫
R

dt′
∣∣t′〉〈t′∣∣⊗ IS

)
=

(2.12)
Oτ=0
C (a)

(
U †
C(t̃) ⊗ IS

)
, (A.11)

where we made use of the clock state covariance (2.2) in the last line. This suffices for the claim since

OτC(a) = (IS ⊗ UC(τ)) O0
C(a)

(
U †
C(τ) ⊗ IS

)
, (A.12)

i.e. clock reorientations change the τ label at which the relational observable is evaluated.

Next, we prove the statement in Sec. 2.2 that if AS is a von Neumann algebra, then so is the
gauge-invariant clock-system algebra (AS ⊗ B(HC))H . We begin with the case that HC features a
non-degenerate spectrum. We can then extend the clock to an auxiliary ideal clock if it is not already
ideal. We extend the Hilbert space HC to a new Hilbert space H̃C = HC ⊕ Hadd by adding all the
missing energy eigenstates to extend σC over the full real line. In particular, by spectral decomposition,
we extend the clock Hamiltonian to a new operator H̃C on H̃C which has a nondegenerate spectrum
covering all of R. At this stage the clock is ideal and we have H̃C ≃ L2(R).

Extending the constraint to the extended kinematical Hilbert space H̃kin := H̃C⊗HS , H → H̃C+HS ,
the gauge-invariant algebra becomes a crossed product of AS by the translation group generated by
the system Hamiltonian HS :(

AS ⊗ B(L2(R)C)
)H̃C+HS = AS ⋊US

R =
〈
e−iT̃HS a eiT̃HS , e−itH̃C

∣∣ a ∈ AS , t ∈ R
〉′′
, (A.13)
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where T̃ is the self-adjoint operator conjugate to H̃C on H̃C . This is a von Neumann algebra when AS

is one (e.g., see the appendices of [21, 24] for a summary of crossed products). The crossed product is
not necessarily a factor, even if AS is. However, it is one when AS is a type III1 factor and HS is the
modular Hamiltonian associated with a cyclic and separating vector in HS for AS . In this case, the
crossed product is a von Neumann factor of type II∞, hence possesses a trace, but not all operators
are trace class (e.g., see [11] for an accessible review).

To show that also the gauge-invariant clock-system algebra for the original clock Hamiltonian is a
von Neumann algebra, we first note that HC = Π̃|CH̃C , where Π̃|C is the orthogonal projector on H̃C

onto its subspace HC . When σC is just an interval, it is given by Π̃|C := Θ(ϵmax − H̃C)Θ(H̃C − ϵmin),
where ϵmax/min are the spectral limits of the original HC ; otherwise, it is given by a sum over such
products of theta functions over the respective intervals. Since the extended clock reorientations
e−itH̃C constitute a basis of bounded functions of H̃C , we have that Π̃|C is contained in the crossed
product algebra in Eq. (A.13).

Next, we note that the clock states of the two Hamiltonians according to Eq. (2.1) are related by
|τ⟩ = Π̃|C |τ̃⟩. Hence,

O0
C(a) = Π̃|C

(
e−iT̃HS a eiT̃HS

)
Π̃|C . (A.14)

For the original gauge-invariant clock-system algebra, we thus have that it is a subalgebra of the
crossed product

(AS ⊗ B(HC))H = Π̃|C (AS ⋊US
R) Π̃|C . (A.15)

In general, ΠAΠ is a von Neumann algebra if A is a von Neumann algebra containing the projection
Π [165, statement EP7, p. 21]; ΠAΠ is further a factor, if A is [21, footnote 7]. This proves the
claim. In particular, if AS is a type III1 factor and HS an associated modular Hamiltonian, then
(AS ⊗ B(HC))H is a type II factor. We emphasize that the von Neumann structure is at this stage
defined in terms of the kinematical Hilbert space. In Sec. 2.8, we explore the von Neumann nature of
the action of these algebras on the physical Hilbert space.

The case when HC has a degenerate spectrum, but the degeneracy is energy-independent (except
possibly in a set of measure zero) follows from this and is discussed in Sec. 5.1.3; when there is also
an operational superselection, (AS ⊗ B(HC))H is then still a von Neumann algebra when AS is, but
decomposes across degeneracy sectors and can thus not be a factor.

A.3 Bounded physical operators from bounded kinematical ones
In this appendix, we use the reduction theorem

RC(τ)Oτ
C(a)R−1

C (τ) = Π|C aΠ|C , a ∈ L(HS) (A.16)

from [68] in Eqs. (2.43) and (2.44) to briefly prove the statement in Sec. 2.5.2 that every element
in B(Hphys) can be obtained from an element in B(Hkin) via the relational observable construction
in Eq. (2.12) and that this relational observable is also bounded, hence an element of (B(Hkin))H .
Relational observables are thus complete on the physical Hilbert space.

We begin with the case that HC is non-degenerate. Since RC(τ) is unitary and Π|C is bounded, we
have that r(OτC(a)) ∈ B(Hphys) if and only if a ∈ B(HS), where we recall that r is the representation
of Ainv on Hphys. Similarly, IC ⊗ a ∈ B(Hkin) if and only if a ∈ B(HS). We will now also demonstrate
that OτC(a) ∈ (B(Hkin))H if and only if a ∈ B(HS). To see this, we again extend C to an auxiliary
ideal clock if it is not already ideal, as in appendix A.2. On the extended kinematical Hilbert space
H̃kin we can then write, as in Eq. (A.14),

OτC(a) = Π̃|C
(
e−i(T̃−τ)HS a ei(T̃−τ)HS

)
Π̃|C . (A.17)
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Since e−i(T̃−τ)HS is unitary on H̃kin and Π̃|C is bounded, we see that OτC(a) ∈ B(H̃kin) if and only if a is
bounded. But if OτC(a) is bounded on H̃kin, it clearly is also bounded in the subspace Hkin = Π̃|C(H̃kin)
on which it has support. Since the argument holds for any a ∈ B(HS) and since the unitarity of RC

entails B(Hphys) ≃ Π|CB(HS)Π|C , this proves the claim.

In the case of a clock with energy-independent HC-degeneracy (except possibly in a set of measure
zero), this argument holds per λ-superselection sector, cf. Sec. 5.1.2.

A.4 Reduced Hilbert space decomposition for non-ideal clocks
Here, we explain the decomposition in Eq. (2.58) of the main text, establishing that nonideal clocks

induce a direct sum/integral of TPSs on Hphys.

Consider the projector Π|1 in Eq. (2.51). It restricts the eigenvalues of H2 +HS on the physical
Hilbert space to

−ϵmax
1 ≤ ES + E2 ≤ −ϵmin

1 . (A.18)

Let us first investigate which system energies are compatible with any eigenvalue of H2. Employing
the extrema of σ2 in the bounds (A.18) implies that for system energies in the range

−ϵmax
1 − ϵmin

2 ≤ ES ≤ −ϵmin
1 − ϵmax

2 , (A.19)

any eigenvalue of H2 can occur and remain consistent the constraint. This range is nonempty if σ1
contains σ2. Denoting by ΠS the projector onto this energy range, we have that the tensor product
HC2 ⊗ ΠS(HS) is a subspace of H|1.

Next, let us consider the energy range

−ϵmin
1 − ϵmax

2 < ES ≤ −ϵmin
1 − ϵmin

2 . (A.20)

System energies cannot be larger than the upper bound on the right while still satisfying ES+E2 ∈ −σ1
for some E2 ∈ σ2. For any fixed ES , the compatible C2 energies are

ϵmin
2 ≤ E2 ≤ −ϵmin

1 − ES . (A.21)

For any ES in the range (A.19), this imposes no restriction on E2. However, for ES in the range (A.20)
this is different. Parametrizing such system energies as ES = −ϵmin

1 −ϵmax
2 +δ with 0 < δ ≤ +ϵmax

2 −ϵmin
2 ,

Eq. (A.21) entails
ϵmin
2 ≤ E2 ≤ ϵmax

2 − δ, (A.22)

and so the admissible C2 energies becomes squashed from above in an ES-dependent manner. Assuming
σS := Spec(HS) to be purely continuous, we can thus write these contributions to H|1 as

H+
SC2

:=
∫ −ϵmin

1 −ϵmin
2

−ϵmin
1 −ϵmax

2

dES Π[ϵmin
2 ,−ϵmin

1 −ES ]
C2

(HC2) ⊗ HES
S , (A.23)

where Π[ϵmin
2 ,−ϵmin

1 −ES ]
C2

is the projector onto the subspace of HC2 compatible with Eq. (A.21) and HES
S

is the improper subspace spanned by states with fixed energy ES . When HS is degenerate, as will
typically be the case for modular Hamiltonians of QFTs with multiple species, the tensor product
under the integral will be nontrivial. Hence, H+

SC2
is a direct integral of TPSs. When σS is discrete,

this will turn into a direct sum instead.

Similarly, one treats system energies in the range

−ϵmax
1 − ϵmax

2 ≤ ES < −ϵmax
1 − ϵmin

2 , (A.24)
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resulting in another direct integral/sum of TPSs

H−
SC2

:=
∫ −ϵmax

1 −ϵmin
2

−ϵmax
1 −ϵmax

2

dES Π[−ϵmax
1 −ES ,ϵ

max
2 ]

C2
(HC2) ⊗ HES

S . (A.25)

This establishes the decomposition in Eq. (2.58).

B Constraint implementation via the T -map
Here we briefly check that the T -map in Eq. (3.17) implements the constraint Eq. (3.1) (with

relative minus sign between the clock Hamiltonians as in Eq. (3.11)) also for non-ideal clocks as used
in the main body ([21, Sec. 4.2] used ideal clocks in their implementation).

We have

T2H |ψ⟩ =
∫
R

dt e−it(HS+H1) |Hψ(t)⟩ =
∫
R

dt e−it(HS+H1) ((HS +H1) |ψ(t)⟩ − |H2ψ(t)⟩)

= −
∫
R

dt e−it(HS+H1) (i∂t |ψ(t)⟩ + |H2ψ(t)⟩) , (B.1)

where we used partial integration and that limt→±∞ |ψ(t)⟩ = 0, coming from |ψ⟩ ∈ Hkin being square
integrable. Now

|H2ψ(t)⟩ = ⟨t|H2 |ψ⟩ = −i∂t |ψ(t)⟩ , (B.2)

where we invoked Eq. (2.1). Hence, reduced states solve the constraint in the sense that

T2H |ψ⟩ = 0 , ∀ |ψ⟩ ∈ Hkin . (B.3)

C Details of derivation of density operator
We first demonstrate that

SψR
ī
(|φ⟩ ⊗ ⟨ζ|) = e

βHR
ī
/2 |ζ⟩ ⊗ ⟨φ| e−βHR

ī
/2
. (C.1)

is the Tomita operator of |ψRī
⟩. For any A ∈ B(HRī

), one has

SψR
ī
A |ψRī

⟩ = SψR
ī
A
⊗
Cj∈Rī

∫
σj

dϵj |ϵj⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϵj | e−βHR
ī
/2 (C.2)

=
⊗
Cj∈Rī

∫
σj

dϵj |ϵj⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϵj |A†e
−βHR

ī
/2 (C.3)

=
⊗
Cj∈Rī

∫
σj

dϵj
∫
σj

dϵ′j |ϵj⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϵj |A† |ϵ′j⟩ ⟨ϵ′j | e
−βHR

ī
/2 (C.4)

=
⊗
Cj∈Rī

∫
σj

dϵj
∫
σj

dϵ′j |ϵj⟩ ⟨ϵj |A† |ϵ′j⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϵ′j | e
−βHR

ī
/2 (C.5)

=
⊗
Cj∈Rī

∫
σj

dϵ′j A† |ϵ′j⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϵ′j | e
−βHR

ī
/2 (C.6)

= A† |ψRī
⟩ , (C.7)

as required.

Next, let us show that the state |Ψ⟩ defined in (4.12) is separating for the algebra AH
SR. Consider

the map
γ : HS ⊗

⊗
Cj∈Rī

(
Hj ⊗ H∗

j

)
⊗ Hi → HS ⊗

⊗
Cj∈Rī

(
Hj ⊗ H∗

j

)
⊗ B(Hi) (C.8)
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defined by
γ : |α⟩ 7→

∫ ∞

−∞
dt exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī

+Hi)t
)

|α⟩ ⟨t|i e
βHi/2, (C.9)

where HRī
= ∑

Cj∈Rī
Hj , and the ∗ in HR∗

ī
denotes that it is the same operator but acting on the

second copy of the frames Rī, i.e. on H∗
j . Then one may confirm, using the resolution of the identity

in terms of the clock states |t⟩i, and the fact that (HS +HRī
−HR∗

ī
) |ψSRī

⟩ = 0,

γA |Ψ⟩ = A( |ψSRī
⟩ ⊗ 1Ci), (C.10)

Since |ψSRī
⟩ is separating, we can have γA |Ψ⟩ = 0 only if A = 0, which implies |Ψ⟩ is separating.

Let us also show that the state |Ψ⟩ is cyclic over the image H̃SRīR
∗
ī
Ci of the projection operator Π̃

defined in (4.14). Consider a general operator in the algebra, which may be written in the form

A =
∫ ∞

−∞
dt Ui(t)O0

i (a(t))eβHi/2 ∈ AH
SR, (C.11)

with a : R → AS ⊗ B(HRī
). Then we have

A |Ψ⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
dτ
∫ ∞

−∞
dt e−iHτa(t) ⊗ |t⟩i ⟨0|i e

iHτ |ψSRī
⟩ ⊗ |0⟩i (C.12)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dτ
∫ ∞

−∞
dt exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī

+Hi)τ
)

⟨τ |0⟩i a(t) |ψSRī
⟩ ⊗ |t⟩i (C.13)

= Π̃
∫ ∞

−∞
dt a(t) |ψSRī

⟩ ⊗ |t⟩i , (C.14)

where in the second line we used ⟨0|i eiHτ |ψSRī
⟩ = ⟨τ |i e

iHR∗
ī
τ

|ψSRī
⟩ since (HS+HRī

−HR∗
ī
) |ψSRī

⟩ = 0.
Since |ψSRī

⟩ is cyclic for AS ⊗ B(HRī
), we can vary over all states in H̃SRīR

∗
ī
Ci in this way, so |Ψ⟩ is

cyclic over this subspace.

Next, we demonstrate that (4.15) is the Tomita operator of |Ψ⟩:

SΨA |Ψ⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
dt eβHi/2 |t⟩i exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)t
)
SψSR

ī
⟨−t|i e

−βHi/2Ae−βHi/2 |0⟩i |ψSRī
⟩

(C.15)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dt eβHi/2 |t⟩i exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)t
)

⟨0|i e
−βHi/2A†e−βHi/2 |−t⟩i |ψSRī

⟩ (C.16)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dt eβHi/2 |t⟩i ⟨t|i e

−βHi/2A†e−βHi/2 |0⟩i |ψSRī
⟩ (C.17)

= A† |Ψ⟩ , (C.18)

as required. We then have the modular operator

∆Ψ = S†
ΨSΨ (C.19)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dt
∫ ∞

−∞
dt′ e−βHi/2 |−t⟩i S

†
ψSR

ī

exp
(
i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)(t− t′)

)
⟨t|i e

βHi
∣∣t′〉i SψSR

ī

〈
−t′
∣∣
i e

−βHi/2

(C.20)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dt
∫ ∞

−∞
dt′ e−βHi/2 |−t⟩i ∆ψSR

ī

exp
(
i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)(t− t′)

) 〈
t′
∣∣
i e
βHi |t⟩i

〈
−t′
∣∣
i e

−βHi/2

(C.21)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dt
∫ ∞

−∞
dt′ exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī

+Hi)t
)
eβHi/2 ∣∣−t′〉i ⟨t|0⟩i

〈
−t′
∣∣
i e

−βHi/2 (C.22)

= Π̃. (C.23)
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where in the third line we used that

exp
(
i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)(t− t′)

)
SψSR

ī
exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)(t− t′)

)
= SψSR

ī
, (C.24)

and in the fourth line we changed variables t → t′ − t− iβ. Thus ∆Ψ is the identity (on H̃SRīR
∗
ī
Ci).

Next, we show that (4.27) is the relative Tomita operator from |Ψ⟩ to a physical state |ϕ) with
|ϕ|i(τ)⟩ = Ri(τ) |ϕ). This may be confirmed as follows:

Sϕ|ΨA |Ψ⟩ = Πphys

∫ ∞

−∞
dt |t⟩i Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR

ī
⟨0|iA |t⟩i |ψSRī

⟩ (C.25)

= Πphys

∫ ∞

−∞
dt |t⟩i ⟨t|iA

† |0⟩i |ϕ|i(0)⟩ (C.26)

= ΠphysA
† |ϕ|i(0)⟩ |0⟩i (C.27)

= r(A)†Πphys |ϕ|i(0)⟩ |0⟩i = r(A)† |ϕ) . (C.28)

Using the identity

exp
(

− i(HS +
∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t
)
Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR

ī
exp

(
i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)t
)

= Sϕ|i(t)|ψSR
ī
, (C.29)

we thus have the relative modular operator (naïvely in computing this object we might get a Π2
phys,

but the target space of the relative Tomita operator is the physical Hilbert space, whose inner product
we should use when contracting S†

ϕ|Ψ with Sϕ|Ψ – this removes one factor of Πphys, as described in
Sec. 2.2)

∆ϕ|Ψ = S†
ϕ|ΨSϕ|Ψ (C.30)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dt exp

(
i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī

+Hi)(t− iβ/2)
)

|0⟩i S
†
ϕ|i(0)|ψSR

ī

⟨t|i∫ ∞

−∞
dt′ exp

−i(HS +
n∑
j=1

Hj)t′


∫ ∞

−∞
dt′′

∣∣t′′〉i Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī
⟨0|i exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī

+Hi)(t′′ + iβ/2)
)

(C.31)

= eβHi/2
∫ ∞

−∞
dt
∫ ∞

−∞
dt′
∫ ∞

−∞
dt′′ exp

(
i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)(t− t′)

)
|−t⟩i

〈
t′′
∣∣t− t′

〉
i

∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(−t′)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

〈
−t′′

∣∣
i exp

(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)t′′
)
eβHi/2

(C.32)

= eβHi/2
∫ ∞

−∞
dt exp

(
i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī

+Hi)t
)

⟨0|t⟩i
∫ ∞

−∞
dt′
∫ ∞

−∞
dt′′

exp
(
−i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)t′′
)
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(t′)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

⊗ e−iHit
′ ∣∣t′′〉i 〈t′′∣∣i exp

(
i(HS +HRī

−HR∗
ī
)t′′
)
eβHi/2

(C.33)

= Π̃eβHi/2
∫

dt′ e−iHit
′
O0
i (∆

−1/2
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(t′)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

)eβHi/2. (C.34)

In the fourth line we changed variables t → t+ t′ + t′′, t′ → −t′, and t′′ → −t′′. Note that we can get
rid of the Π̃ at the front, if we treat this as an operator acting on H̃SRīR

∗
ī
Ci . To summarise the above,

we have
∆ϕ|Ψ = eβHi/2

∫ ∞

−∞
dt e−iHitOτi (∆−1/2

ψSR
ī

S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

)eβHi/2, (C.35)

where we have also used covariance of the dressed observable to include an additional τ parametrisation.
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We have
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(t′)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

∈ AS ⊗ B(HRī
), (C.36)

which is what justifies writing the term in the integrand above as a dressed observable. To see this,
suppose a, b, c ∈ AS ⊗ B(HRī

). Then

⟨ψSRī
| aS†

ψSR
ī

S†
ϕ|i(t′)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī
SψSR

ī
bc |ψSRī

⟩ (C.37)

= ⟨ψSRī
| bcS†

ϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī

Sϕ|i(t′)|ψSR
ī
a |ψSRī

⟩ (C.38)

= ⟨ϕ|i(t′)| abc |ϕ|i(0)⟩ (C.39)
= ⟨ψSRī

| abS†
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(t′)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī
SψSR

ī
c |ψSRī

⟩ . (C.40)

Since |ψSRī
⟩ is cyclic, we may conclude that

S†
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(t′)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī
SψSR

ī
∈ (A ⊗ B(HRī

))′. (C.41)

But we have

∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(t′)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

= JψSR
ī

(
S†
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(t′)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(0)|ψSR
ī
SψSR

ī

)
JψSR

ī
, (C.42)

where JψSR
ī

is the modular conjugation of |ψSRī
⟩. Since the modular conjugation gives an isomorphism

between the algebra and its commutant, we have (C.36).

Within the perspective of a clock Ci ∈ R, at time τ , the density operator is given by (4.31). We
can show this as follows:

ρϕ|i(τ) = Ri(τ)ρϕRi(τ)† (C.43)

= e−S0,Re
−β(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)/2
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t

Π|i∆
−1/2
ψSR

ī

S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
∆−1/2
ψSR

ī

Π|ie
−β(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)/2

(C.44)

= e
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)tΠ|iS
†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
Π|i. (C.45)

Note that

S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
Π|i =

∫ ∞

−∞
dt′ S†

ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR
ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
e

−i(HS+
∑

j ̸=i
Hj)t′ 〈0∣∣t′〉i (C.46)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dt′ e−i(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t′
S†
ϕ|i(τ+t−t′)|ψSR

ī

S⟨t′|0⟩iϕ|i(τ−t′)|ψSR
ī
. (C.47)

Using this in the formula for ρϕ|i(τ), and changing variables t → t+ t′, we get

ρϕ|i(τ) = e
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)tΠ|iS
†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

∫
dt′ S⟨t′|0⟩iϕ|i(τ−t′)|ψSR

ī
. (C.48)

But ∫
dt′ S⟨t′|0⟩iϕ|i(τ−t′)|ψSR

ī
= SΠ|iϕ|i(τ)|ψSR

ī
= Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR

ī
, (C.49)

since ϕi(τ) is in the image of Π|i. So

ρϕ|i(τ) = Π|ie
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t
S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
, (C.50)

as required.
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Finally, suppose we decompose the reduced state |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ as in (4.32). Then one has

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī

=
∑
I

SϕI
S(τ)|ψS

⊗ Sϕ̃I(τ)|ψR
ī

, (C.51)

so
S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī

=
∑
I,J

S†
ϕI

S(τ+t)|ψS
SϕJ

S(τ)|ψS
⊗ S†

ϕ̃I(τ+t)|ψR
ī

Sϕ̃J (τ)|ψR
ī

(C.52)

Using
⟨ψRī

| aS†
ϕ̃I(τ+t)|ψR

ī

Sϕ̃J (τ)|ψR
ī

b |ψRī
⟩ = ⟨ϕ̃J(τ)| ba |ϕ̃I(τ + t)⟩ , (C.53)

for any a, b ∈ B(HRī
), we may identify

S†
ϕ̃I(τ+t)|ψR

ī

Sϕ̃J (τ)|ψR
ī

= e
βHR∗

ī trRc( |ϕ̃I(τ + t)⟩ ⟨ϕ̃J(τ)|). (C.54)

Substituting this into the formula for the density matrix, one has

ρϕ|i(τ) = Π|ie
−S0,R−βHRc

∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t∑
I,J

S†
ϕI

S(τ+t)|ψS
SϕJ

S(τ)|ψS
⊗ trRc( |ϕ̃I(τ + t)⟩ ⟨ϕ̃J(τ)|),

(C.55)
as reported in the main text, equation (4.33). A related expression will prove useful when the state
decomposition between QFT and frame factors is expressed in terms of a continuous parameter instead
of a discrete sum:

|ϕ|i(t)⟩ :=
∫ ∞

−∞
dµ |ϕµS(t)⟩ ⊗ |ϕ̃µRīR

c(t)⟩ ∈ H|Ri
, (C.56)

The direct analogue of equation (C.55) for this state is

ρϕ|i = Π|ie
−S0,R−βHRc

∫ ∞

−∞
dt dµ dν e

i(HS+HR
ī
+HRc )t

S†
ϕν

S(t)|ψS
Sϕµ

S(0)|ψS

⊗ TrRc

(
|ϕ̃νRīR

c(t)⟩ ⟨ϕ̃µRīR
c(0)|

)
= Π|ie

−S0,R−βHRc

∫ ∞

−∞
dµ dν S†

ϕν
S(0)|ψS(∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS−HR

ī
−HRc )t TrRc

(
|ϕ̃µRīR

c(0)⟩ ⟨ϕ̃νRīR
c(t)|

))
Sϕµ

S(0)|ψS
.

(C.57)

In the second expression we have isolated the t-integral between the relative Tomita operators, which
are taken to act as complex conjugation in the energy bases of the frames. Finally, if we are interested
in cases where the set Rī is empty (so that the algebra considered is just the QFT subregion algebra
dressed by a single frame), then the trace in the above expression becomes an inner product, and we
have

ρϕ|i = Π|ie
−S0,R−βHRc

∫ ∞

−∞
dµ dν S†

ϕν
S(0)|ψS

(∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS−HRc )t

〈
ϕ̃νRc(t)

∣∣∣ϕ̃µRc(0)
〉)

Sϕµ
S(0)|ψS

. (C.58)

This expression will be referred to in several computations.

D Details of semiclassical approximations
Let us write ρϕ|i(τ) = Π|iρ̃ϕ|i(τ), where

ρ̃ϕ|i(τ) = e
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t
S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
. (D.1)
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One may confirm that ρ̃ϕ|i(τ) is Hermitian; since ρϕ|i(τ) is also Hermitian, we have

Π|iρ̃ϕ|i(τ) = ρϕ|i(τ) = ρϕ|i(τ)† = ρ̃ϕ|i(τ)Π|i, (D.2)

so ρ̃ϕ|i(τ) commutes with Π|i, and so we may write

log ρϕ|i(τ) = Π|i log ρ̃ϕ|i(τ). (D.3)

The entropy of the density matrix may therefore be written

S[ϕ] = − (ϕ| log ρϕ |ϕ) = − ⟨ϕ|i(τ)| log ρϕ|i(τ) |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ = − ⟨ϕ|i(τ)| log ρ̃ϕ|i(τ) |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ . (D.4)

We will show now that (6.11) holds in the semiclassical regime. First, note that, for any a, b ∈
AU ⊗ B(HRī

), by the definition of the relative Tomita operators, we have

⟨ψSRī
|bS†

ϕ|i(t+τ)|ψSR
ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
a|ψSRī

⟩ = (ϕ|Oτ
Ci

(ab)Vi(t)†|ϕ) , (D.5)

so (6.2) implies∣∣∣∣ ⟨ψSRī
|bS†

ϕ|i(t+τ)|ψSR
ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
a|ψSRī

⟩
∣∣∣∣ ≪

∣∣∣∣ ⟨ψSRī
|bS†

ϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
a|ψSRī

⟩
∣∣∣∣ if |t| > O(ϵ).

(D.6)
Since |ψSRī

⟩ is cyclic, it must be that the operator S†
ϕ(t+τ)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ(τ)|ψSR
ī

is itself sharply peaked
within |t| < O(ϵ). Thus, one may ignore contributions outside of this window in the integral in (D.1).
Consider

⟨ϕ|i(τ)| (ρ̃ϕ|i(τ))n |ϕ|i(τ)⟩

= ⟨ϕ|i(τ)|
(
e

−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗
ī

)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t
S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī

)n
|ϕ|i(τ)⟩ . (D.7)

By (6.3), for |t′| < O(ϵ), we have

e−iHSt
′
S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
eiHSt

′

= S†
e−iHSt′

ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR
ī

S
e−iHSt′

ϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī

≈ S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī
. (D.8)

Since each of the t integrals that appears in (D.7) is peaked around |t| < O(ϵ), we can use this to
(approximately) commute all the eiHSt factors to the right, where we can then use eiHSt |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ ≈
eiEt |ϕ|i(τ)⟩. We thus obtain

⟨ϕ|i(τ)| (ρ̃ϕ|i(τ))n |ϕ|i(τ)⟩

≈ ⟨ϕ|i(τ)|
(
e

−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗
ī

)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(E+

∑
j ̸=i

Hj)t
S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī

)n
|ϕ|i(τ)⟩ . (D.9)

Moreover, by (6.3), in the window |t| < O(ϵ) we can write |ϕ|i(τ + t)⟩ ≈ e−iEt |ϕ̂(τ + t)⟩, where

|ϕ̂(τ + t)⟩ = e
−i
∑

j ̸=i
Hjt |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ . (D.10)

One therefore has the approximation

⟨ϕ|i(τ)| (ρ̃ϕ|i(τ))n |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ ≈ ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| (ρ̂ϕ(τ))n |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ (D.11)

where (using S†
ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

≈ e−iEtS†
ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

)

ρ̂ϕ(τ) = e
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei

∑
j ̸=i

HjtS†
ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

. (D.12)
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Finally, taking an n derivative of (D.11), and then setting n = 0, one finds

S[ϕ] = − ⟨ϕ|i(τ)| log ρ̃ϕ|i(τ) |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ ≈ − ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| log ρ̂ϕ(τ) |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ . (D.13)

In combination with (D.4), this implies (6.11).

Consider the state |Ψ̂⟩ defined in (6.14), and let a(HRc), b(HRc) be any two elements of Â (written
as AS ⊗ B(HRī

)-valued functions of HRc). Then we have

⟨Ψ̂| a(HRc)e−βHS ρ̂ϕ(τ)b(HRc) |Ψ̂⟩ (D.14)

= 1
2π

∫
σRc

dE ⟨ψS | trRī
(a(E)∆ψb(E)) |ψS⟩ (D.15)

= 1
2π

∫
σRc

dE ⟨ψS | trRī
(b(E)a(E)) |ψS⟩ (D.16)

= ⟨Ψ̂| b(HRc)a(HRc) |Ψ̂⟩ , (D.17)

so e−βHS = ∆Ψ̂ is the modular operator of Ψ. Similarly, we have

⟨Ψ̂| a(HRc)eS0,R+βHRc ρ̂ϕ(τ)b(HRc) |Ψ̂⟩ (D.18)

= 1
2π

∫
σRc

dE ⟨ψS | trRī

(
a(E)e

−βHR∗
ī

∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HR

ī
+E)t

S†
ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

b(E)
)

|ψS⟩ (D.19)

= 1
2π

∫
σRc

dE ⟨ψSRī
| a(E)

∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HR

ī
+E)t

S†
ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

b(E) |ψSRī
⟩ (D.20)

= 1
2π

∫
σRc

dE
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ⟨ψSRī

| a(E)ei(HR
ī
+E)t

S†
ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

b(E) |ψSRī
⟩ (D.21)

= 1
2π

∫
σRc

dE
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| b(E)a(E)ei(HR

ī
+E)t |ϕ̂(τ + t)⟩ (D.22)

= 1
2π

∫
σRc

dE
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| b(E)a(E)ei(E−HRc )t |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ (D.23)

= ⟨ϕ̂(τ)| b(HRc)a(HRc) |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ (D.24)

which shows that (6.16) holds.

D.1 Linear corrections
Let us now consider the corrections to (D.13). We start by writing the exact density operator as

ρϕ|i(τ) = Π|ie
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hi)t
(
e−iEtS†

ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR
ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

+ Y (t)
)
, (D.25)

where
Y (t) = S†

ϕ|i(τ+t)|ψSR
ī

Sϕ|i(τ)|ψSR
ī

− S†
e−iEtϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

. (D.26)

The small parameter in which we are expanding is η = ∥ϵ(HS − E) |ϕ|i(τ)⟩∥ . By the semiclassical
assumption, for |t| < O(ϵ), we have Y (t) = O(η), so we can write the exact density operator as a
dominant part ρ(0)

ϕ|i(τ) plus an O(η) correction ρ
(Y )
ϕ|i (τ):

ρϕ|i(τ) = ρ(0) + δ(Y )ρ, (D.27)

where

ρ(0) = Π|ie
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS−E+

∑
j ̸=i

Hi)tS†
ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

, (D.28)

δ(Y )ρ = Π|ie
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS+

∑
j ̸=i

Hi)tY (t). (D.29)
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We may further expand ei(HS−E)t = 1 + i(HS − E)tei(HS−E)t + . . . in ρ
(0)
ϕ|i(τ) to obtain

ρ(0) = Π|iρ̂ϕ(τ)

+ Π|ie
−S0,R−β(HRc +HR∗

ī
)
∫ ∞

−∞
dt iei(HS−E+

∑
j ̸=i

Hi)t(HS − E)tS†
ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR

ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

+ . . . . (D.30)

The second term is O(η) (because the integral is dominated by |t| < O(ϵ)), and the remaining terms
in the ellipsis are O

(
η2) (here these approximations hold when one computes expectation values of

functions of these operators, in the state |ϕ|i(τ)⟩).

Using the integral formula

d
ds logX(s) =

∫ ∞

0
dλ 1

λ+X(s)
dX(s)

ds
1

λ+X(s) , (D.31)

we may then Taylor expand to obtain

log ρ(0)
ϕ|i(τ) = Π|i

[
log ρ̂ϕ(τ)

+
∫ ∞

−∞
dt
∫ ∞

0
dλ 1

λ+ ∆
ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂

i(HS − E)tei
∑

j ̸=i
HitS†

ϕ̂(τ+t)|ψSR
ī

Sϕ̂(τ)|ψSR
ī

1
λ+ ∆

ϕ̂(τ)|Ψ̂

]
+ O

(
η2
)
.

(D.32)

By inserting an integral over the projection-valued measure for the energy of the complementary frames
defined in (6.20), and using (6.25), with similar techniques to those used in Section 6.1 this may be
rewritten as

log ρ(0)
ϕ|i(τ) = Π|i

[
log ρ̂ϕ(τ)

+ 2π
∫
σRc

dE P (E)
∫ ∞

0
dλ 1

λ+ pE∆ϕE |ψ̄
(HS − E)∂E

(
pE∆ϕE |ψ̄

) 1
λ+ pE∆ϕE |ψ̄

]
+ O

(
η2
)
. (D.33)

After a change of variables λ → pEλ, this takes the form

log ρ(0)
ϕ|i(τ) = Π|i

[
log ρ̂ϕ(τ)

+ 2π
∫
σRc

dE P (E) 1
pE

∫ ∞

0
dλ 1

λ+ ∆ϕE |ψ̄
(HS − E)∂E

(
pE∆ϕE |ψ̄

) 1
λ+ ∆ϕE |ψ̄

]
+ O

(
η2
)
. (D.34)

Taking an expectation value in the state |ϕ|i(τ)⟩ = |ϕ̂(τ)⟩ thus yields the entropy

S[ϕ] = S0[ϕ]−2π
∫
σRc

dE
∫ ∞

0
dλϕE

(
1

λ+ ∆ϕE |ψ̄
(HS − E)∂E

(
pE∆ϕE |ψ̄

) 1
λ+ ∆ϕE |ψ̄

)
+O

(
η2
)
, (D.35)

where S0[ϕ] is the leading order semiclassical contribution.

To make progress, we will now impose a UV cutoff on the fields, such that we may decompose
HS = Hξ −H ′

ξ, and all algebras have well-defined density operators. Then we can write

∆ϕE |ψ̄ = ρE(ρ′
ψ̄

)−1, (D.36)

where ρE is the density operator for ϕE in the algebra AS ⊗ B(HRī
), and ρ′

ψ̄
is the density operator for

ψ̄ in its complement; as in 6.2, we have ρ′
ψ̄

= e−βH′
ξ/Zξ. With this, we can decompose the entropy as

S[ϕ] = S0[ϕ] − δS + δ′S + O
(
η2
)
, (D.37)
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where

δS = 2π
∫
σRc

dE
∫ ∞

0
dλϕE

(
1

λ+ ρE(ρ′
ψ̄

)−1 (Hξ − E)∂E
(
pEρE(ρ′

ψ̄
)−1
) 1
λ+ ρE(ρ′

ψ̄
)−1

)
, (D.38)

δ′S = 2π
∫
σRc

dE
∫ ∞

0
dλϕE

(
1

λ+ ρE(ρ′
ψ̄

)−1H
′
ξ∂E

(
pEρE(ρ′

ψ̄
)−1
) 1
λ+ ρE(ρ′

ψ̄
)−1

)
. (D.39)

Recognising the dE integrand in δS as
d
ds log

(
(ρE + s(Hξ − E)∂E(pEρE))(ρ′

ψ̄
)−1
)

= d
ds log(ρE + s(Hξ − E)∂E(pEρE)), (D.40)

we can write it as

δS = 2π
∫
σRc

dE
∫ ∞

0
dλϕE

( 1
λ+ ρE

(Hξ − E)∂E(pEρE) 1
λ+ ρE

)
. (D.41)

Every operator that appears here is now an element of SS ⊗B(HRī
), so we can write ϕE(·) as Tr(ρE(·)),

where Tr is the trace on AS ⊗ B(HRī
). Then, using the cyclic property of the trace we have

δS = 2π
∫
σRc

dE
∫ ∞

0
dλTr

( 1
λ+ ρE

ρE
1

λ+ ρE
(Hξ − E)∂E(pEρE)

)
(D.42)

= 2π
∫
σRc

dE Tr ((Hξ − E)∂E(pEρE)) (D.43)

= 2π
∫
σRc

dE ∂E(pE(ϕE(Hξ) − E)). (D.44)

In the second line, we just did the λ integral.

For δ′S, we note that H ′
ξ commutes with ρE(ρ′

ψ̄
)−1, so

δ′S = 2π
∫
σRc

dE
∫ ∞

0
dλϕE

(
H ′
ξ

1
λ+ ρE(ρ′

ψ̄
)−1∂E

(
pEρE(ρ′

ψ̄
)−1
) 1
λ+ ρE(ρ′

ψ̄
)−1

)
(D.45)

= 2π
∫
σRc

dE ϕE
(
H ′
ξ(∂EpE + pE∂E log ρE)

)
(D.46)

= 2π
∫
σRc

dE pEϕE
(
H ′
ξ∂E log (pEρE)

)
. (D.47)

So overall we have

S[ϕ] = S0[ϕ] − 2π
∫
σRc

dE
[
∂E
(
pE
(
ϕE(Hξ) − E

))
− pEϕE

(
H ′
ξ∂E log (pEρE)

)]
+ O

(
η2
)
. (D.48)

E Comparing density operators to prior work
For the sake of comparing to works [21] (CLPW) and [24] (JSS), we consider the case of two clock

frames, which we label C and C ′, both possibly nonideal. Suppose that in reduced perspective of clock
C ′ at orientation τC′ = 0, the state is unentangled (up to the affect of the projector) between the
QFT and clock C factors. A frame change map VC′→C :=

∫
dte−itHS |t⟩C ⟨−t|C′ takes this state to the

perspective of frame C at orientation τC = 0, which we write in terms of an integral decomposition
between QFT and frame C ′ factor:

|Φ̂⟩|C′ :=
√
NΠ|C′ |Φ⟩ ⊗ |f⟩C (E.1)

|Φ̂⟩|C = VC′→C |Φ̂⟩|C′ =
∫

dt ( |ϕµS(t)⟩) ⊗
(

|ϕ̃µC′(t)⟩
)

(E.2)

|ϕµS(t)⟩ := |ϕS(t+ µ)⟩ , (E.3)
|ϕ̃µC′(t)⟩ :=

√
N ⟨−µ|f⟩C |µ+ t⟩C′ (E.4)
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In (E.1) we have included a projector, Π|C′ , which is necessary if clock C ′ is nonideal, and a normalization
constant, N :=

(
⟨Φ| ⊗ ⟨f |C Π|C′ |Φ⟩ ⊗ |f⟩C

)−1
. In terms of the decomposition (E.2), the general

density matrix for the algebra AH
SC in the perspective of clock C is (see equation (C.58))

ρΦ̂|C = Π|Ce
−S0,C−βHC′

∫ ∞

−∞
dµ dν S†

ϕν
S(0)|ψS

(∫ ∞

∞
dtei(HS−HC′ )t

〈
ϕ̃νC′(t)

∣∣∣ϕ̃µC′(0)
〉)

Sϕµ
S(0)|ψS

. (E.5)

Plugging in states (E.4) to the central t-integral gives∫ ∞

−∞
dtei(HS−HC′ )t

〈
ϕ̃νC′(t)

∣∣∣ϕ̃µC′(0)
〉

= N

∫ ∞

−∞
dt ei(HS−HC′ )t ⟨f |−ν⟩C ⟨−µ|f⟩C ⟨ν + t|µ⟩C′

= N

2π

(∫
σ′

C

dϵ′Ce−iν(HS−HC′ −ϵ′C)f∗(ϵ′C)
)

Π(HS −HC′ ,−σC′)
(∫

σC

dϵCeiµ(HS−HC′ −ϵC)f(ϵC)
)
.

(E.6)

Recall that Π(A, σ) := Θ(A− σmin)Θ(σmax − A)) denotes a projector that limits the operator A to
the spectral range σ. The density operator thus becomes

ρΦ̂|C = N

2πΠ|C

(∫ ∞

−∞
dν
∫
σ′

C

dϵ′Ce−iν(HS+HC′ +ϵ′C)f(ϵ′C)
)
S†
ϕS(0)|ψS

Π(HS −HC′ ,−σC′)SϕS(0)|ψS

×
(∫ ∞

−∞
dµ
∫
σC

dϵCeiµ(HS+HC′ +ϵC)f∗(ϵC)
)

Π|Ce
−S0,C−βHC′

= 2πNΠ|Cf(−HS −HC′)S†
ϕS(0)|ψS

Π(HS −HC′ ,−σC′)SϕS(0)|ψS
f∗(−HS −HC′)Π|Ce

−S0,C−βHC′ .

(E.7)

In writing the first line we used the convenient fact that the continuous index µ on the QFT contribution
(E.3) can be expressed written as a time translation (because we started with a simple product state):
|ϕµS(t)⟩ = |ϕS(t+ µ)⟩. Equation (E.7) gives the density operator in the perspective of frame C.
Conjugating with the inverse of the above frame change map returns from the perspective of clock
C at orientation τC = 0 to that of clock C ′ at orientation τC′ = 0, providing the density operator
relevant for comparison to CLPW and JSS:

ρΦ|C′(τ ′ = 0) := VC→C′ ρΦ|C(τ = 0) VC′→C . (E.8)

We use the fact that

VC→C′F(HS +HC′)Π|CΠC′ = F(−HC)ΠCΠ|C′VC→C′ , (E.9)

and
VC→C′F(HC′)Π|CΠC′ = F(−HS −HC)ΠCΠ|C′VC→C′ , (E.10)

where F is any bounded function of its argument, and similar identities for VC′→C . This leads to the
following expression for the C-perspective density operator:

ρΦ̂|C′ = 2πNΠ|C′f(HC)VC→C′S†
ϕS(0)|ψS

Π(HS −HC′ ,−σC′)SϕS(0)|ψS

VC′→Cf
∗(HC)Π|C′e−S0,C+β(HS+HC). (E.11)
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This looks rather different from the expressions of JSS and CLPW. We can find an alternative
expression by manipulating the central terms as follows:

VC→C′S†
ϕS |ψS

Π(HS −HC′ ,−σC′)SϕS |ψS
VC′→C

=
(∫ ∞

−∞
dte−itHS |t⟩C ⟨−t|C′

)
S†
ϕS |ψS

(∫ ∞

−∞
dt′e−it′(HS−HC′ ) 〈0∣∣t′〉C′

)
SϕS |ψS(∫ ∞

−∞
dt′′eit′′HS

∣∣−t′′〉C′
〈
t′′
∣∣
C

) (E.12)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dtdt′dt′′e−itHS |t⟩C ∆

1
2
ϕS |ψS

e−it′H̃S
〈
0
∣∣t′〉C′

〈
t′′ + t′

∣∣t〉C′ ∆
1
2
ϕS |ψS

eit
′′HS

〈
t′′
∣∣
C (E.13)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dtdt′dt′′dα e−itHS |t⟩C ∆

1
2
ϕS |ψS

e−it′H̃S
〈
0
∣∣t′〉C′ ⟨α|t⟩C′

δ(t′′ + t′ − α)∆
1
2
ϕS |ψS

eit
′′HS

〈
t′′
∣∣
C

(E.14)

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dtdt′dt′′dα e−i(t+α)HS |t+ α⟩C ⟨0|t⟩C′ ∆

1
2
ϕS |ψS

e−it′H̃S
〈
0
∣∣t′〉C′

δ(t′′ + t′ − α)∆
1
2
ϕS |ψS

eit
′′HS

〈
t′′
∣∣
C

(E.15)

= Π|C′

∫ ∞

−∞
dαdt′dt′′ e−iαHS |α⟩C ∆

1
2
ϕS |ψS

e−it′H̃S
〈
0
∣∣t′〉C′

〈
α
∣∣t′′ + t′

〉ext
C ∆

1
2
ϕS |ψS

eit
′′HS

〈
t′′
∣∣
C (E.16)

= Π|C′Π(R→σC)
C e−iHST

ext
C ∆

1
2
ϕS |ψS

∫ ∞

−∞
dt′e−it′(H̃S+Hext

C ) 〈0∣∣t′〉C′ ∆
1
2
ϕS |ψS

eiHST
ext
C Π(σC→R)

C (E.17)

= Π|C′Π(R→σC)
C e−iHST

ext
C S†

ϕS |ψS
Πext

|C′SϕS |ψS
eiHST

ext
C Π(σC→R)

C . (E.18)

In (E.12) we have just written out integrals explicitly. In (E.13) we replaced the relative Tomitas with
relative modular operators using SϕS |ψS

= Jϕ|ψ∆
1
2
ϕ|ψ and letting the relative conjugation operators act

via complex conjugation in the energy basis on the intermediate frame factors. We also introduced the
notation H̃S := Jϕ|ψHSJϕ|ψ. In (E.14), we introduced an additional integral over α and a delta function
δ(t′′ + t′ − α). In (E.15), we shifted t → t+ α and then isolated t-dependent terms to the left. In line
(E.16), further isolating the t-dependence allows us to replace the t-integral with the projector Π|C′ on
the left. We also write the delta function as if it arises from a bra and ket on an extended/ideal clock C
Hilbert space ⟨α|t′′ + t′⟩ext

C . This makes the following steps more clear. In line (E.17) we rewrite the α
and t′′ integrals in terms of e±HST

ext
C , with extended clock operators acting on acting an extended/ideal

frame C Hilbert space. This requires the inclusion of the projectors Π(R→σC)
C :=

∫
σC

dϵ |ϵ⟩C ⟨ϵ|ext
C and

Π(σC→R)
C :=

∫
σC

dϵ |ϵ⟩ext
C ⟨ϵ|C on the outer sides of these operators, mapping back to the nonideal clock

C Hilbert space. In line (E.18) we again replace the relative modular operators with relative Tomitas,
which results in the t′ integral giving the projector Πext

|C′ := Π(HS +Hext
C ,−σ′). Finally, employing this

expression in (E.11), we arrive at an expression for the density operator which is more amenable to
comparison with the JSS and CLPW expressions:

ρΦ̂|C′ = 2πNf(HC)Π|C′Π(R→σC)
C e−iHST

ext
C S†

ϕS |ψS
Πext

|C′SϕS |ψS
eiHST

ext
C Π(σC→R)

C f∗(HC)e−S0,C+β(HS+HC).

(E.19)

Alternative derivation
We now give an alternate derivation of the density operator (E.19). We first recall the method

of JSS for deriving density operators in the case of two frames that are both ideal. In this case, the
relevant algebra is

AHext
SC = {e−iHST

ext
C aeiHST

ext
C , eisH

ext
C }′′ for a ∈ AS , s ∈ R, (E.20)
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where the superscript “ext" again indicates the extension to ideal clock Hilbert spaces and operators.
For any state |Φ̂⟩ ∈ HQFT ⊗ L2(R) that is cyclic and separating for this algebra, the density operator
may be found by a two step process. First, the modular operator for this state and algebra, ∆ext

Φ̂ , is
identified by ‘solving’ its defining equation:

⟨Φ̂| âb̂ |Φ̂⟩ = ⟨Φ̂| b̂∆ext
Φ̂ â |Φ̂⟩ , â, b̂ ∈ AHext

SC . (E.21)

For von Neumann factors of type I and II, the modular operator can be written as a product of elements
affiliated with AHext

SC and elements affiliated with (AHext
SC )′. The former piece is (up to normalization)

the density operator ρext
Φ̂ for the algebra:

∆ext
Φ̂ = ρext

Φ̂ (ρ′ext
Φ̂ )−1, ρext

Φ̂ ∈ AHext
SC , ρ′ext

Φ̂ ∈ (AHext
SC )′,

Tr
(
ρext

Φ̂ â
)

= ⟨Φ̂| â |Φ̂⟩ , ∀â ∈ AHext
SC .

(E.22)

If we now consider a nonideal clock C, with C ′ still ideal, the relevant algebra is then ΠCAHext
SC ΠC ,

where ΠC is the projector onto the finite spectral range of the nonideal clock Hamiltonian HC . Since
ΠC ∈ AHext

SC , this is a proper subalgebra of AHext
SC . This implies that ∆ext

Φ̂ continues to satisfy equation
(E.21) and ρext

Φ̂ continues to give the correct expectation values for all â, b̂ ∈ ΠCAHext
SC ΠC . Projecting

the latter as ΠCρ
ext
Φ̂ ΠC renders it an element of ΠCAHext

SC ΠC , which then serves as the density operator
for this projected algebra.

If we instead take the case that C ′ is nonideal while C is ideal, the relevant algebra is then
Π|C′AHext

SC . The projector Π|C′ restricts −(HS +HC) to the spectral range of HC′ , since this is the
constraint-equivalent of HC′ acting on H|C′ . Since Π|C′ ∈ (AHext

SC )′, this projected algebra is not a
subalgebra of AHext

SC , and the same modular operator ∆ext
Φ̂ is not guaranteed to satisfy (E.21) for

elements of this modified algebra. We might instead try to seek a new modular operator ∆̃Φ̂ for this
projected algebra. This would entail satisfying

⟨Φ̂| âΠ|C′ b̂ |Φ̂⟩ = ⟨Φ̂| b̂Π|C′∆̃Φ̂Π|C′ â |Φ̂⟩ , â, b̂ ∈ AHext
SC . (E.23)

However the state |Φ̂⟩ cannot be separating for a projected algebra of this form. In the absence of a
cyclic-separating state, we cannot hope to find the modular operator ∆̃Φ̂. Instead, we determine to
find a relative modular operator ∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂ for the unprojected algebra. This would entail satisfying

⟨Φ̂| âΠ|C′ b̂ |Φ̂⟩ = ⟨Φ̂| b̂∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂â |Φ̂⟩ , â, b̂ ∈ AHext
SC (E.24)

This relative modular operator will be decomposable as

∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂ = ρΠ|C′ Φ̂(ρ′
Φ̂)−1, ρΠ|C′ Φ̂ ∈ AHext

SC , ρ′
Φ̂ ∈ (AHext

SC )′,

Tr
(
ρΠ|C′ Φ̂â

)
= ⟨Φ̂| Π|C′ â |Φ̂⟩ , ∀â ∈ AHext

SC or Π|C′AHext
SC .

(E.25)

The projected operator Π|C′ρΠ|C′ Φ̂ ∈ Π|C′AHext
SC will then serve as the density matrix for the projected

algebra, continuing to give the right expectation values for all its elements. To find ρΠ|C′ Φ̂ we therefore
first find ∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂ satisfying equation (E.24). Using the notation ax := e−ixHSaeixHS , we let

â = aT ext
C
eiuH

ext
C ,

b̂ = aT ext
C
eivH

ext
C ,

(E.26)
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with a, b ∈ AS and u, v ∈ R, so that â and b̂ are elements of the unprojected/ideal algebra. For
readability we will hereafter drop the superscript ‘ext’ in the remainer of this section, but all HC

and TC below should be understood as the ideal operators. Elements of the form Π|C′ â and Π|C′ b̂

additively generate the algebra Π|C′ASC , so we only need to seek ∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂ satisfying equation (E.24)
for arbitrary such elements. We first consider the left hand side of that equation. For the frame, we
employ bras and kets in the clock basis unless otherwise specified, and we let f denote the energy-basis
wavefunction while f̃ denotes the time-basis wavefunction.

⟨Φ̂| âΠ|C′ b̂ |Φ̂⟩ =
∫

ds′dsdtχC′(−t)f̃∗(s′)f̃(s) ⟨Φ|
〈
s′∣∣

C aTC
eiuHCe−it(HS+HC)bTC

eivHC |Φ⟩ |s⟩C

=
∫

ds′dsdtχC′(−t)f̃∗(s′)f̃(s)
〈
s′ + u

∣∣s− v + t
〉
C ⟨Φ| as′e−itHSbs−v |Φ⟩

=
∫

ds′dsdtχC′(−t)f̃∗(s′)f̃(s)
〈
s′ + u

∣∣s− v + t
〉
C ⟨Ψ| bs−vS†

Φ|Ψe
itHSSΦ|Ψas′ |Ψ⟩

=
∫

ds′dsdtχC′(−t)f̃∗(s′)f̃(s) ⟨Ψ| ⟨−s+ v|C b−ve
isHSS†

Φ|Ψe
it(HS+HC)SΦ|Ψe

−is′HSa
∣∣−s′ − u

〉
C |Ψ⟩

= ⟨Ψ, v| b−v

(∫
dsf̃(s)eis(HS−HC)

)
S†

Φ|Ψ(∫
dteit(HS+HC)χC′(t)

)
SΦ|Ψ

(∫
ds′dtf̃∗(s′)e−is′(HS−HC)

)
a |Ψ,−u⟩

= 2π ⟨Ψ, v| be−iTCHSf(HC −HS)S†
Φ|ΨΠ|C′SΦ|Ψf

∗(HC −HS)a |Ψ,−u⟩ .
(E.27)

In going from the second to third line, we used ⟨Φ| as′e−itHSbs−v |Φ⟩ = ⟨Ψ| bs−vS†
Φ|Ψe

itHSSΦ|Ψas′ |Ψ⟩.
Next we turn to the right hand side of equation (E.24):

⟨Φ̂| b̂∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂â |Φ̂⟩ =
∫

ds′dsf̃∗(s′)f̃(s) ⟨Φ| ⟨s′|C bTC
eivHC ∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂aTC

eiuHC |Φ⟩ |s⟩C

=
∫

ds′dsf̃∗(s′)f̃(s) ⟨Φ| ⟨s′ + v|C bs′∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂as−u |Φ⟩ |s− u⟩C

=
∫

ds′dsf̃∗(s′)f̃(s) ⟨Ψ| ⟨s′ + v|C S
†
ΨS

†
Φ|Ψbs′∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂as−uSΦ|ΨSΨ |Ψ⟩ |s− u⟩C

=
∫

ds′dsf̃∗(s′)f̃(s) ⟨Ψ| ⟨s′ + v|C bs′S†
ΨS

†
Φ|Ψ∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂SΦ|ΨSΨas−u |Ψ⟩ |s− u⟩C

=
∫

ds′dsf̃∗(s′)f̃(s) ⟨Ψ, v| beis′(HC+HS)S†
ΨS

†
Φ|Ψ∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂SΦ|ΨSΨe

−is(HC+HS)a−u |Ψ,−u⟩

= 2π ⟨Ψ, v| bf∗(HC +HS)S†
ΨS

†
Φ|Ψ∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂SΦ|ΨSΨf(HC +HS)e−iTCHSa |Ψ,−u⟩

(E.28)

We have used that SΦ|ΨSΨ is an element affiliated with A′
S . Putting together equations (E.27) and

(E.28) allows us write ∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂ as

∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂ = S†
Ψ|ΦS

†
Ψ

1
f∗(HC +HS)e

−iTCHSf(HC −HS)S†
Φ|Ψ

Π|C′SΦ|Ψf
∗(HC −HS)eiTCHS

1
f(HC +HS)SΨSΨ|Φ

= S†
Ψ|ΦS

†
Ψ
e− β

2 (HC+HS)

f∗(HC +HS)

[
e

β
2HCf(HC)e−iTCHS ∆−1/2

Ψ ∆1/2
Φ|ΨJ

†
Φ|Ψ

Π|C′JΦ|Ψ∆1/2
Φ|Ψ∆−1/2

Ψ eiTCHSf∗(HC)e
β
2HC

]
e− β

2 (HC+HS)

f(HC +HS)SΨSΨ|Φ

(E.29)

The second expression is arranged so that terms inside brackets are affiliated with ASC while those
outside the brackets are affiliated with A′

SC . This is straightforward to see for the terms outside the
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brackets, by recalling that SΨSΨ|Φ is affiliated with A′
SC , as are any functions of the combination

HC +HS . To see that the terms inside the brackets are affiliated with ASC , note that although Π|C′

is itself affiliated with A′
SC , it can be written as

Π(HS +HC ,−σC′) = e−iTCHS Π(HC ,−σC′)eiTCHS = JΨe
iTCHS Π(HC ,−σC′)e−iTCHSJΨ (E.30)

The terms in brackets in (E.29) may then be written as

e
β
2HCf(HC)e−iTCHS ∆−1/2

Ψ ∆1/2
Φ|ΨJΨ|ΦJΨe

iTCHS

× Π(HC ,−σC′)e−iTCHSJΨJΦ|Ψ∆1/2
Φ|Ψ∆−1/2

Ψ eiTCHSf∗(HC)e
β
2HC .

(E.31)

The combinations JΨJΦ|Ψ∆1/2
Φ|Ψ∆−1/2

Ψ and ∆−1/2
Ψ ∆1/2

Φ|ΨJΨ|ΦJΨ are both affiliated with A (see, e.g. [24]
appendix C), so conjugating them with e±iTCHS results in operators affiliated AH

SC . All the other
terms, including the projector in the middle, are now functions of HC and are therefore affiliated
with ASC . Given that the full term in brackets in (E.29) is affiliated with ASC , the relative modular
operator may be completely factorized between ASC and A′

SC :

∆Π|C′ Φ̂|Φ̂ = S†
Ψ|ΦS

†
Ψ

e−β(HC+HS)

|f(HC +HS)|2SΨSΨ|Φ

× e
β
2 (HS+HC)f(HC)e−iTCHSS†

Φ|ΨΠ|C′SΦ|Ψe
iTCHSf∗(HC)e

β
2 (HS+HC).

(E.32)

After some minor simplifications we therefore find

ρ′
Φ̂ = SΦ|ΨJΨ|f(HC +HS)|2eβHCJΨS

†
Φ|Ψ (E.33)

as the density matrix for the commutant algebra, which equivalent to JSS equation 5.21. The second
line of (E.32) gives the density operator for AHext

SC in the state Π|C′ |Φ̂⟩, which upon projection with
Π|C′ acts as the density matrix for the algebra Π|C′AHext

SC :

ρΠ|C′ Φ̂ = Π|C′e
β
2 (HS+HC)f(HC)e−iTCHSS†

Φ|ΨΠ|C′SΦ|Ψe
iTCHSf∗(HC)e

β
2 (HS+HC). (E.34)

Recalling that all operators in this expression are extended/ideal operators, conjugating this density
operator with projectors ΠC , Π|C′ , to the appropriate reduced Hilbert space H|C′ then gives an
expression equivalent to equation (E.19) from the previous subsection.

F Details of the gravitational interferometer example
In this appendix we will give a more detailed account of the calculations involved in section 8.1

concerning the “gravitational interferometer” example. Before considering that particular state, we
will consider density operators associated with a broader (but still very special) class of states, namely
those which appear completely or approximately unentangled from the perspective of a specified frame.
Despite being very special, these states provide a paradigmatic example of the perspective-dependence
of certain properties, particularly those related to entanglement. We will first consider the density
operators associated with such states (for two different gauge invariant algebras) without imposing any
semi-classicality conditions. Then, in order to compute entropies, we will need to further specify a state
and make several approximations. Here we will make assumptions that run broadly parallel to the
semiclassical assumptions of section 6, but are slightly different. Finally, we will finally restrict to the
state used in the “gravitational interferometer” example of section 8.1, which is one such approximate
product state.
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Approximate product states: C1 perspective versus C2 perspective
Consider the case of three frames, {C1, C2, C3}. We stipulate that in the perspective of frame C1,

the state exhibits no explicit entanglement across factors:

|ϕ|1(0)⟩ =
√
NΠ|1 |ϕS⟩ |f⟩2 |g⟩3 . (F.1)

Here N =
(
⟨ϕS | ⟨f |2 ⟨g|3 Π|1 |ϕS⟩ |f⟩2 |g⟩3

)
is an overall normalization factor, while we take the states

on each factor to be individually normalized: ⟨ϕS |ϕS⟩ = ⟨f |f⟩2 = ⟨g|g⟩3 = 1. We will also let f and
g represent the energy basis wavefunctions on the frame factors, for example |f⟩2 =

∫
σ2

dϵf(ϵ) |ϵ⟩2.
We say that the state (F.1) exhibits no “explicit" entanglement because if clock 1 is nonideal, the
projector Π|1 is nontrivial, and the reduced Hilbert space does not have simple tensor product structure.
This inhibits our ability to discuss entanglement across factors because the state space does not fully
factorize (see appendix A.4 for discussion of how a projected Hilbert space can be decomposed as a
direct integral or sum of tensor product factorizations). Nevertheless, considering their structure on
the extended (prior to projection) Hilbert space, these states are unentangled “up to” the effect of the
projector, and becomes completely unentangled in the limit of an ideal frame C1.

A state which is approximately unentangled in the perspective of one frame will generically be
highly entangled from the perspective of another frame. The frame-change map (2.53) allows us to
map the state (F.1) to the perspective of another frame (we consider frame C2), meaning from the
reduced Hilbert space H|1 to the reduced Hilbert space H|2:

|ϕ|2(0)⟩ = V 0,0
1→2 |ϕ|1(0)⟩

=
√
N ⟨0|2

∫ ∞

−∞
dte−it(HS+H1+H2+H3) |0⟩1

∫ ∞

−∞
dt′e−it′(HS+H2+H3) 〈0∣∣t′〉1 |ϕS⟩ |f⟩2 |g⟩3

=
√
N ⟨0|2

∫ ∞

−∞
dt
∫ ∞

−∞
dt′e−it(HS+H2+H3) ∣∣t− t′

〉
1
〈
−t′
∣∣0〉1 |ϕS⟩ |f⟩2 |g⟩3

=
√
N

∫ ∞

−∞
dte−it(HS+H3) |ϕS⟩ |t⟩1 ⟨−t|f⟩2 |g⟩3 (F.2)

=
√

2πNΠ|2f(−HS −H1 −H3) |ϕS⟩ |0⟩1 |g⟩3

The last two lines give alternate expressions that may both be useful. These make apparent that the
state is generically entangled between the QFT and remaining frame factors. The states (F.1) and
(F.2) descend from the same physical state under different gauge fixings. The statement that these
represent “unentangled" and “entangled" states, respectively, refers to the tensor product structure of
the extended (unprojected) reduced Hilbert spaces.

Density operators: exact expressions
We will now consider the reduced density operators associated with two different gauge invariant

algebras, those of the QFT subregion operators dressed with respect to frame C1 or frame C2, along
with reorientations of the same frame. We have elsewhere denoted these algebras AH

SC1
and AH

SC2
.

In section 4 (and appendix C), we derived a general density matrix expression for the algebra AH
SR

(or rather its representation on the physical Hilbert space, r(AH
SR)) in the perspective of a frame Ri,

where R = Ri ∪ Rī is any subset of the frames and Ri is any one of its members. In the case that
there is only one frame in R (so that Rī is empty) the density operator is (C.58), expressed in terms
of the state decomposition (C.56). These expressions cover the cases of interest here (algebras r(AH

SC1
)

and r(AH
SC2

)), under different interpretations of R and Rc.

We first focus on r(AH
SC1

). This means taking R = {C1} and Rc = {C2, C3}. To proceed we must
write the state from the perspective of C1, equation (F.1), in terms of the decomposition (C.56).
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Explicitly writing out the projector Π|1 on this state leads to:

|ϕ|1(0)⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
dµ
(
e−iµHS |ϕS⟩

)
⊗
(√

N ⟨0|µ⟩1 e
−iµ(H2+H3) |f⟩2 |g⟩3

)
(F.3)

=⇒

|ϕµS(t)⟩ := e−i(µ+t)HS |ϕS⟩ = |ϕ(µ+ t)⟩S , (F.4)
|ϕ̃µC2C3

(t)⟩ :=
√
N ⟨0|µ⟩1 e

−i(µ+t)(H2+H3) |f⟩2 |g⟩3 . (F.5)

It will be useful to work out the central time integral that appears in the density operator expression
(C.58) using the state (F.5). With the abbreviation H̄ ′

1 := HS −H2 −H3, this gives∫ ∞

−∞
dteiH̄′

1t ⟨ϕ̃νC2C3(t)|ϕ̃µC2C3
(0)⟩ = N

∫ ∞

−∞
dteiH̄′

1t ⟨ν|0⟩1 ⟨0|µ⟩1 ⟨f |2 ⟨g|3 e
i(ν+t−µ)(H2+H3) |f⟩2 |g⟩3

= N

2π

∫
dϵ1dϵ′1dϵ2Π(H̄ ′

1 + ϵ2,−σ3)|f(ϵ2)|2|g(−H̄ ′
1 − ϵ2)|2eiν(ϵ1−H̄′

1)e−iµ(ϵ′1−H̄′
1).

(F.6)

In the last line, Π(O, σ) denotes the projector that restricts the operator O to the spectral range σ.
Each energy integral in this expression ranges over its full spectra, implicitly specified by the subscripts
on the integration parameters ϵi. We now insert this expression into the full density operator, leading
to

ρϕ|1 = N

2πe
−S0,1−β(H2+H3)Π|1

∫ ∞

−∞
dµ dν S†

ϕS(ν)|ψS

×
(∫

dϵ1dϵ′1dϵ2Π(H̄ ′
1 + ϵ2,−σ3)|f(ϵ2)|2|g(−H̄ ′

1 − ϵ2)|2eiν(ϵ1−H̄′
1)e−iµ(ϵ′1−H̄′

1)
)
SϕS(µ)|ψS

= N

2πe
−S0,1−β(H2+H3)Π|1

(∫ ∞

−∞
dν
∫
σ1

dϵ1e−iν(ϵ1+HS+H2+H3)
)
S†
ϕS(0)|ψS

×
∫
σ2

dϵ2Π(H̄ ′
1 + ϵ2,−σ3)|f(ϵ2)|2|g(−H̄ ′

1 − ϵ2)|2SϕS(0)|ψS

(∫ ∞

−∞
dµ
∫
σ1

dϵ′1eiµ(ϵ′1+HS+H2+H3)
)

= 2πNe−S0,1−β(H2+H3)Π|1S
†
ϕS |ψS

∫
σ2

dϵ2Π(H̄ ′
1 + ϵ2,−σ3)|f(ϵ2)|2|g(−H̄ ′

1 − ϵ2)|2SϕS |ψS
Π|1.

(F.7)

Moving to the second expression we’ve brought the µ and ν-dependent terms outside of the relative
Tomitas, using the fact that e−iHSνS†

ϕS(0)e
iHSν = S†

ϕS(ν). The integrals in round brackets then reduce
to projectors Π|1 := Π(HS +H2 +H3,−σ1), simplifying the final expression.

We now repeat the above steps for the r(AH
SC2

) algebra. This means we now take R = {C2} and
Rc = {C1, C3}. We must express the state from clock C2 perspective, equation (F.2), in terms of a
decomposition across frame and QFT factors:

|ϕ|2(0)⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
dµ
(
e−iµHS |ϕS⟩

)
⊗
(√

N |µ⟩1 ⟨−µ|f⟩2 e
−iµH3 |g⟩3

)
(F.8)

=⇒

|ϕµS(t)⟩ := e−i(µ+t)HS |ϕS⟩ = |ϕ(µ+ t)⟩S (F.9)
|ϕ̃µC1C3

(t)⟩ :=
√
N |µ+ t⟩1 ⟨−µ|f⟩2 e

−i(µ+t)H3 |g⟩3 . (F.10)

Employing (F.10) in the central time integral, with the abbreviation H̄ ′
2 := HS −H1 −H3, we have∫ ∞

−∞
dteiH̄′

2t ⟨ϕ̃νC1C3(t)|ϕ̃µC1C3
(0)⟩ = N

∫ ∞

−∞
dteiH̄′

2t ⟨f |−ν⟩2 ⟨−µ|f⟩2 ⟨ν + t|µ⟩1 ⟨g|3 e
i(ν+t−µ)H3 |g⟩3

= N

2π

∫
dϵ1dϵ2dϵ′2Π(H̄ ′

2 + ϵ1,−σ3)f∗(ϵ2)f(ϵ′2)|g(−H̄ ′
2 − ϵ1)|2eiν(ϵ2−H̄′

2)e−iµ(ϵ′2−H̄′
2).

(F.11)
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Plugging this into the density operator for the case of r(AH
SC2

) gives

ρϕ|2 = N

2πe
−S0,2−β(H1+H3))Π|2

(∫ ∞

−∞
dν
∫
σ2

dϵ2f(ϵ2)e−iν(ϵ2+HS+H1+H3)
)
S†
ϕS(0)|ψS∫

σ1
dϵ1Π(H̄ ′

2 + ϵ1,−σ3)|g(−H̄ ′
2 − ϵ1)|2SϕS(0)|ψS

(∫ ∞

−∞
dµ
∫
σ2

dϵ′2f∗(ϵ′2)eiµ(ϵ′2+HS+H1+H3)
)

= 2πNe−S0,2−β(H1+H3)Π|2f(H̄2)S†
ϕS |ψS

∫
σ2

dϵ1Π(H̄ ′
2 + ϵ1,−σ3)|g(−H̄ ′

2 − ϵ1)|2SϕS |ψS
f∗(H̄2)Π|2.

(F.12)

In the last line, we’ve also defined H̄2 := −HS −H1 −H3 as the constraint-equivalent of H2 on H|2.

Collecting results from (F.7) and (F.12) we have:

ρϕ|1 = 2πNe−S0,1−β(H2+H3))Π|1S
†
ϕS |ψS

∫
σ2

dϵ2Π(H̄ ′
1 + ϵ2,−σ3)|f(ϵ2)|2|g(−H̄ ′

1 − ϵ2)|2SϕS |ψS
Π|1,

ρϕ|2 = 2πNe−S0,2−β(H1+H3)Π|2f(H̄2)S†
ϕS |ψS

∫
σ1

dϵ1Π(H̄ ′
2 + ϵ1,−σ3)|g(−H̄ ′

2 − ϵ1)|2SϕS |ψS
f∗(H̄2)Π|2,

(F.13)

where H̄ ′
1 := HS −H2 −H3, H̄ ′

2 := HS −H1 −H3, and H̄2 := −HS −H1 −H3. Recall that these are the
density operators for algebras r(AH

SC1
) and r(AH

SC2
), respectively, for the same physical state, which

is distinguished by the fact that in the perspective of clock C1 it looks approximately unentangled
(equation (F.1)).

G Linear expansion of the symmetric BCH-formula
The density operators in Subsect. 8.1 in general contain non-commuting operators. Essentially,

these are the relative modular Hamiltonian HϕS |ψS
and the modular Hamiltonian HS related to the

KMS-state ψS . To calculate the entropy, we need to take the logarithm of a product of exponentials of
such operators, which can be done with the BCH formula. A direct application of this will involve
nested commutators of HS and HϕS |ψS

, but without further conditions on these operators, one cannot
be certain that the BCH formula converges.

However, a useful expansion can be performed when one of the operators can be expanded in a
small parameter, allowing us to consider corrections to the leading order/commuting piece. This is
true for the second density operator in the gravitational interferometer we consider in Subsect. 8.1

For this purpose, we make use of the following well-known form of the BCH-formula for log
(
eXeY

)
which one writes as a nested commutator expansion acting on powers of Y

log
(
eXeY

)
= X + adX

1 − e−adX
Y + O

(
Y 2
)
, adX(Y ) := [X,Y ] , (G.1)

in which adX is the adjoint action by X. The second term here may be functionally expanded as

x

1 − e−x = 1 + x

2 + x2

12 − ..., (G.2)

The leading order piece here gives for commuting operators log
(
eXeY

)
= X + Y as expected. In the

more general case, one can omit terms in (G.1) of order Y 2, to obtain an expansion of log
(
eXeY

)
in

terms of nested commutators of X with Y .
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We will also need the following general formula in order to switch orders

log
(
eXeY

)
= − log

(
e−Y e−X

)
, (G.3)

which is a special case of log(x) = − log
(
x−1).

We now turn our attention towards the structure we are interested in, namely eY eXeY † . We start
by applying (G.1) to log

(
eXeY

†
)

and then switch the order through (G.3) to apply it a second time.
This leads to

log
(
eY eXeY

†) = − log
(
e

−X− adX

1−e−adX
Y †+O(Y †2)

e−Y
)

= X + adX
1 − e−adX

Y † − adX
1 − eadX

Y + O(Y 2). (G.4)

Where in the last line we made the approximation

−X − adX
1 − e−adX

Y † = −X + O(Y ), (G.5)

since this will act again on Y through the adjoint action. This expression can be rewritten in a slightly
more useful form

log
(
eY eXeY

†) ≈ X + adX
2 coth

(adX
2

)
(Y + Y †) − 1

2adX(Y − Y †), (G.6)

which is the one mentioned in the main body for the gravitational interferometer in Subsect. 8.1.
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