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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

4G N

is the entropy of any degrees of freedom contained inside the subregion. Since its thermodynamical

~+ Sinside, Where A is the area of the boundary of the subregion, G is Newton’s constant, and Siuside

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:

e 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 III;, 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 Gy
would allow the generalized entropy itself to be UV finite — the divergent piece of the Siside
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.

e 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 III; 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



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 III; static patch field
algebra with respect to the action of this time evolution. Again, this is Type Il,,, 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 II;, 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 set! 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 naive 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,

! 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).



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.



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



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



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.?

2.1 Modelling clocks with covariant POV Ms

Taken as a temporal QRF, a monotonic clock will be modeled by a Hilbert space H¢ on which
its Hamiltonian H¢ generates a unitary representation of the translation group (R, +) via Uc(t) =
exp(—itH¢). The clock’s frame orientations are its readings 7 and our main concern will be to construct
suitable orientation states and observables. For monotonic clocks 7 € 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, Ho| = i, so that we can think of the latter as generating monotonic
“reorientations” of the clock. Of course, if H¢ 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 o¢ := Spec(H¢) is purely
continuous and for clarity we begin with the case when the spectrum is further nondegenerate.
Degenerate clock Hamiltonians, such as Ho = p? for some momentum p, will be discussed separately
in Sec. 5.2 Following [68], the clock states can then be constructed via?

1 . )
u>:A;§§ de 9= ) | (2.1)
efe]

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

Uc(T)|t) =t + 1), (2.2)

and furnish a resolution of the identity
/amm;/&mm:k. (2.3)
R oo

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 27 factors in Fourier transformations in contrast to [68, 69].



In order to construct a probability measure, we define effect operators
Fe(X) = / dt |0t > 0 (2.4)
XCR

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(U; X;) = >; Ec(X;) for any disjoint X; (o-additivity),
the effect operators form an operator-valued probability measure over the subsets of clock readings.
For example, (p| Ec(X)|p) is the probability that the clock reading lies in X for the state |¢) € He.
Further thanks to Eq. (2.2), we have for all X

Uc(r)Ec(X)U(r) = Ec(X + 1), (2.5)

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

The clock states need not be perfectly distinguishable

1 . /
(tt) =37 | dee ™ =i x(t 1), (2.6)

T Jogo

since, when o¢ is just an interval, their overlap reads

5(t - t/) oC = R,
x(t — t’) = %eiﬁmin(t—t/) (71'(5(15 —t')+ ZPrlt/) ¢ = [€min, 00), (2.7)
i ei€min (t—t") _giemax (t—t")
ie : tt—te’ - oCc = [fmim 6rnax] 5

where P denotes the Cauchy principal value [68]. When o¢ 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, oc = R,
a case sometimes referred to as an ideal (or perfect) clock. Unless ¢ 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 oo is bounded.

We can define the moment operators associated with the covariant clock POVM as
T = / e [6) (1] . (2.8)
R

Unless the clock is ideal, we have T #£ (T(l) )™ 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]

7™, He) = inT™ Y (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].



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 Hyyn = Hg ® He. 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=Hg+ He. (2.10)

At this stage, we make no further assumption about the system Hamiltonian Hg. Thanks to our
above assumptions on the clock Hamiltonian H¢, the constraint H is a translation group generator on
Hyin- We may interpret it as corresponding to time evolution of the combined C'S 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 Ugc(t) = exp(—itH) generated by the constraint can be viewed as corre-
sponding to reorientations of an external clock frame, while Egs. (2.2) and (2.9) entail that the one
generated by He 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 Ag C B(Hg) be some
algebra acting on the system such that time evolution Ug(t) = exp(—itHg) constitutes a group
of automorphisms of it. In particular, Hg need not necessarily be part of Ag 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 Hyi, is given by
relational observables and clock reorientations:

Ainy = (Ag ® B(’Hc))H = <06(a), Is @ Uc(t) ‘ a€ Ag, 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 Ag is a
general C*-algebra, closure will be with respect to the C*-norm of the tensor product of Hilbert spaces
Hr ® Hg yielding the C*-tensor product on the left. When Ag is more specifically a von Neumann
algebra,® 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.” {Uq(t)}icr are
the clock reorientations. Furthermore, the relational observables describing the system property a

® Relational dynamics in the presence of interactions is challenging and has been touched upon in [106, 108, 109].
5 Hence, A% = As, where ” denotes the bicommutant on Hs.

" 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 7 are given by a G-twirl (incoherent group averaging) over the gauge
group:

OF(a) i= [ dtUse(t) (@ |r)(r)) Uke(t) :/Rdt|t>(t|®2::(t—7')" 0, Hsl,,  (212)
n=0 """

where |7) are the clock states in Eq. (2.1) and [-,-],, denotes the nth nested commutator with
[a, Hs]o = 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]

OF(a) = e " T=Hs g (T Hs (2.13)

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

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

. . . " H
Ag xug R (e7THs qoiTls =0 g ¢ Ag teR) = (As @ B(L*(R)o)) . (214)

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 QRE 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 Ag 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 Hyi,. 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 III; von
Neumann factor Ag,” 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 Hg is the modular Hamiltonian of a cyclic separating vector |¥) € Hg
for Ag. 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 Ag.
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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.'% We can view the kinematical Hilbert space Hyin as the space of externally distinguishable
states and the physical Hilbert space Hpnys 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)|¥) = [¥), VteR = H|¥) = 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 |¥)
corresponds to an improper eigenstate and thus cannot be normalizable in the original Hy;,. 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 Hpnys 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 |¥) as an element of Hyiy,
RAQ takes it as a distribution on it.

The space of co-invariants is the space of gauge-equivalent kinematical states, i.e. 1)) ~ |¢) iff
|) = Usc(t) |¢) 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 —Ugc(t)) [1) ~0 for all t € R and |¢)) € Hyin. This means in particular
H |¢) ~0 for all 1) € Hyin. Quotienting the space of co-invariants by these null vectors yields a vector
space, whose elements we denote by |¥) 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

(Wi|02) = [ dt (0r] Use(®)02). (216)

where [1);) € Hyin resides in the equivalence class |¥;) and the inner product under the integral is the
standard one on Hyin.'' The physical Hilbert space Hpnys 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 : Hyin — Hphys that implements the constraint in the sense that M H = 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 (¥1|Vq) =

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.

1 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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(11| MTM |th2) = (11| Hphys |102), where (assuming we can take the integral inside the inner product)

Mhys = /R dt Use(t) (2.17)

is sometimes informally referred to as a coherent group averaging ‘projector’, though it is not literally
a projector (it is essentially 6(H)). This formally defines an anti-linear ‘rigging map’ [122], the core
ingredient of RAQ,

n(19)) = (] Mpnys (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 n are gauge-invariant,
Usc(®)n(|[v)) == n(Usc(t) |¥)) = n(|b)).1? Tt is for this reason that the states in the image also corre-
spond to equivalence classes of kinematical states. We can thus set (U/| = n(|¢)) 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, so'

(W11W3) == n(ln) (1¢2) = (V1| Mpnys [2) = (W[ W) (2.19)

Quotienting by null vectors and completing in norm then yields an equivalent representation of
Hpnys = Hpnys of the physical Hilbert space.

Example 1. A simple example is given by the constraint H = pg + po for two ideal clocks on Hyin =
L?(R?), with ps, pc two momentum operators. Defining g+ := qc=+qs, any kinematical state can be writ-

ten as [¢) = [ day dg_ ¥(a+,9-) la+, a-), where |q1,q-) = 5 lac = 1/2(q+ + q-),as = 1/2(a1 — ¢-))
are eigenstates of q4+.

Following the co-invariant way, we notice that ) ~ Usc(t) [¢) entails |qy,q-) ~ |+ +t,q-)
and (I —Usc(t)) |) ~0 implies |q+,q-) — |g+ +t,q-) ~0. As Usc(t) acts ergodically on the gy 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 (g—|q¢") = 6(q— —q"). Physical states can thus be written as |¥) = [p dg_ ¥(g—)|g-)
with U square-integrable, so Hpnys ~ L*(R).

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

(W] =) = [ dp 0" 0.0-) (s = 0.5 (2.20)

While such improper null eigenstates of H = py are clearly not normalizable in Hyi,, we have

(W} |wh) = /R dp_ 3(0,p_)ba(0, p_), (2.21)

whose absolute value is bounded if 11,12 are bounded around py = 0. Null states are those with
P(0,p—) =0 (i.e., by Fourier transformation states such that [ dq, ¢¥(q+,q-) = 0). Quotienting by

!/

bhys = L?(R) in agreement with the construction via co-invariants.

these, we again have H

12 Somewhat more accurately, we have n : D — D*, where D C Hyin 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 < Hyin < D*, which inspires the name ‘rigging map’. D* inherits an action of the gauge group
via Usc (t)€[¢] = E[UL,(t)¢], for any € € D* and ¢ € D. Gauge invariance should be understood in the sense that
Usc (t)n(1h1)[1h2] = n(31) [Us o (8)02] = n(1h1)[tha] for all 41,42 € D and t € R. See [122, 123, 126] for details.

13 We could also define an inner product on the image of 7 as (n(|12)), n(|1))) = n(|¥1)) (J1h2)) = (1| Hpnys |2).
Relative to the left inner product, we can again interpret n'n = IIpnys 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,

W) = Tphys [¢) , (2.22)

instead of Eq. (2.18), keeping in mind however that physical states can be unnderstood as distributions
on Hyin. As Ippys 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,
1) = [, deX,  >on, V(6 E,Ap) l6) ® |E, Ag), where Ag is a possible degeneracy label for system
energy E and og denotes the spectrum of Hg, we can then write physical states formally as [68]

V) =Ty =20 Y S U(-EEA)|-B) @ |E s, (229

osN(—oc) B

while the inner product becomes

(V)| Wh) = 27 i > Wi (—E,E Ap)2(—E; E, \g). (2.24)

asN(—oc) NP

2.4 Physical representation of the algebra

Although our gauge-invariant algebra Ap, := (Ag ® B(Hc))" C (B(Hin))™ € B(Hiin) 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

MOY) =r(O)M |¢) =r(0)|¥), VO € AL and |[¢) € Hyin, (2.25)

where
AfL = (B(Hin) ™ (2.26)

T Algn — B(Hphys) defines here the physical representation of the kinematical gauge-invariant
algebra on the physical Hilbert space Hppys defined the co-invariant way. Equivalently, kinematical
gauge-invariant observables formally commute with the RAQ rigging map n [122, 123, 126]:

(\II/| T/(OT) = 77(0 |¢>) = <¢‘ OTthys = <'¢| thysOT , (227)

where 7’ 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

7 (0) |¥') = InysO [¢) = Ollphys [9) (2.28)
and is formally consistent with the inner product:

VY[ (0) W) = (1| Ollphys [42) = n(O" [y1))(19p2)) = (' (OF) W} W) . (2.29)
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Formally we can thus write '(O) = O when it is clear that we mean that O acts on physical states.
One has to be careful with this, however, as 7’ (equivalently r) is not faithful: there exist O1, O € Agn,
such that Oy # O on Hyin, but r'(01) = r'(O2) [68, Lemma 1]. For instance, any observable in AX_
that has exclusively support on energies inconsistent with solving the constraints will be mapped to
zero under ' (equivalently 7).'* For the relational observables in Eq. (2.12) r/(O) = O on physical
states formally trades the incoherent for coherent group averaging since

Oé(a)nphys = thyS(a ® 1) <T‘)thys . (2.30)

For notational simplicity, we shall henceforth write 7/(O) = O with the implicit understanding that
this holds on physical states. While the formulations in Eqgs. (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(Ainy) (equivalently r') may be quite different from
those of Ajny on Hyin. For example, as we shall see below in Sec. 2.8, while Ajyy is von Neumann provided
Ag is, the same is no longer guaranteed for r(Aj;,) 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 ) is not faithful as noted above. (It may be faithful on subalgebras of
Al cf. Sec. 2.8). This has repercussions for whether or not the frame reorientations Is ® Uc(7) in
Ainy (cf. Eq. (2.11)) survive as independent observables on Hphys (respectively Hy o): when Hg € Ag
and Ug(7) are inner automorphisms (standard QRF setup), then Ho and Hg are not independent
operators in 7(Ainy) and so the clock reorientations are contained in (the representation of) the
relational observables on Hphys. By contrast, when Hg ¢ Ag and Ug(7) are outer automorphisms (case
of perturbative quantum gravity and QFT below), then the clock reorientations remain independent
within r(Ajny) and are not included in the relational observables.

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

Ot(a) :=1(05(a)), Vo(r) :=rUc(1)), (2.31)

in the language of co-invariants. By contrast, we continue to use O (a),Uc(7) 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 Of(a) in Eq. (2.12)
in physical states |¥) € Hpnys and letting the clock reading parameter 7 run.

gauge-fixed: The second conditions physical states on the clock reading, yielding a relational
Schrodinger picture in which states of S evolve in 7. 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 os N (—o¢) in Eq. (2.23).
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the PW-formalism in [68-70],'5 which establishes its equivalence with the gauge-invariant formulation
and thereby resolves three fundamental criticisms that Kuchai had raised against the formalism [110],
disrupting research on the topic for some time.'® It also connects it with the QRF paradigm.

2.5.1 Relational Schrodinger 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 (7) : ”H;hys — M|, conditioning physical states

on clock C reading 7 (the primes highlight that we are invoking the RAQ imposition of constraints):
Re(T) == (1| ® I, (2.32)

where |7) is a clock state (2.1) and H o € Hs is the system subspace consistent with implementing
the constraint (it is spanned by eigenstates of Hg residing in the overlap og N (—o¢), 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]

Mo = (7| Mppys | ) = /R dt x* () Us(t) = /U ded(Hs +-c), (2.33)

where x(t) is the clock state overlap distribution (2.7) and Il hys was defined in Eq. (2.17). Note
that we have II|c = Ig only for ideal clocks. In the case that the clock spectrum is an interval
0C = [€min, €max|, this takes the more explicit form

H|C = @(Emax + Hs)@(—emin — HS). (2.34)

It is well-known that the conditional states

Y1 (7)) = Re(7) [¥) (2.35)

solve the Schrodinger equation in the clock readings

= o) =i (7| UL = ) © Is | W) = — (| Ho @ Is [ ) = Hsle(r)) . (230

This remains true regardless of whether Hg € Ag. This time evolution is an internal, gauge-invariant

one, as the derivation invokes the clock reorientations Ig ® Uc(7) and their equivalence with the
/

system time evolution Ic ® Us(—7) on Hy .

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 Kucha¥ 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 Kuchar. 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
/

phys» 18 formally given by averaging over the gauge

gauge fixing and its inverse, Ry f(7) : Heo—H

REN = Dona([] @ 7)) = [ dt Ustt =)@ 10). (237

The reduction map and its inverse are unitary and we have'”

(V4]W5) = ()| (Is @ |T){7]) [Wh) g, = (YT (T) . (2.38)

where the right expression is the standard inner product on Hc (inherited from Hg). By the
intermediate expression, we mean the matrix element of Ig ® |7)(7| in the physical states |¥}) viewed
as kinematical distributions and thus evaluated in the kinematical inner product. This expression
follows from the left hand side, using the definitions in Egs. (2.16) and (2.17) and the formal identity
Hphys (Is @ |7)(7]) Hphys = phys [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 Ry (7) 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 Schrodinger evolution in 7 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

) = [ dt ol o1t (239

This is behind the slogan “time from entanglement”, though we emphasize that this entanglement
is defined with respect to a tensor product structure on Hyn as opposed to one on H;hys [68, 71,
109]. This way of writing physical states makes transparent that the full Schrodinger trajectory
{[¥c(7)) |7 € 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 |[¥') (which corresponds to one gauge orbit) just by running through all gauges 7 in Ry (7) [¥').
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(7) ® I¢) |[¥') |7 € R} (which satisfies the
;hys
evolution is physical, we have this transversal evolution in mind.

Schrodinger equation on A/, ) in the same way, e.g. with R((0). When we say that the Schrédinger

Let us now translate the Page-Wootters formalism into the language of co-invariants. To this end,
we recall that |U) = M [¢), [¢) € Hyin, and MTM = Il,,ys. Hence, to obtain the same relational
Schrédinger picture on H|¢ via a reduction Re(7) : Hpnys — H|c with

Ve (r) = Ro(r) [¥) | (2.40)
where the unprimed notation now clarifies that we are working with co-invariants, we must have

Ro(T)M = R () Hphys - (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 Schrédinger evolution of |¢)¢(7)) stemming from [¥') can
be obtained in two ways. The tangential decoding is achieved by acting with
R|c(7) on |¥) for different values of 7. Alternatively, the transversal decoding
first requires the trajectory Ug(7)|¥’) for different values of 7 on which we
then act with the same R (0).

The “dagger” of this relation has to be defined with respect to the appropriate inner product. Since
we have (W4 |Wh) = (1| Tphys [t02) = (1] Rt (1) R (1) phys [02) = <¢fc(7)\¢fc(7)> and this must be
equal to (1] MTRTC(T)Rc(T)M [1h2) = (11| MTM |aho) = (¥1|¥s) and Iphys is not a projector, this
leads to the inverse relation for RTC(T) : Hic — Hphys With

MIRL(r) = RLT. 2.42
C C

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 € Ag:

Re(T)OE(a)RE (1) = Mg alljc . (2.43)
Using Eqgs. (2.41), (2.42) and (2.31), as well as 7(O)M = MO for O € A | the left hand side becomes

Re(1)OL(@)R () = R(T)0G(a) MR () = Re(r)MTOL(a)RE (1)

2.44
= Re(T)OL(a)RE(T), (24

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

Re (1) r(Ain )RE(T) = Mo Agic e = Rio(7) A R (1), (2.45)

where Ag|c is generated by a € Ag and Us(t), t € R. Note that IIj € Ag|c because it is a bounded
function of Hg.
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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 € Ag in relational Schrodinger states [ijc(7)) is equivalent to that of the
relational observable OF(a) (respectively Of(a)) in the “timeless” physical state |¥) (respectively
|¥)) corresponding to [ (7)) via Egs. (2.35) and (2.40),

(P|07(a)[¥) = (Yo (7)lalic(r)) = (¥'| OF(a) [¥') . (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 H|C = Ig) and Ag von Neumann, so that Ay,
is isomorphic to the crossed product Ag xpg R, the intermediate expression IIjcAgcIl|c in Eq. (2.45)
is not unitarily equivalent to the crossed product algebra. Since R is unitary, this means that r is
not faithful for Aj,,. Indeed, a standard ‘gauge-fixed’ form of the crossed product is generated by a
and bounded functions of H' — Hg 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, Of(a), always constitutes a unital *-homomorphism
from 11,0 AsIl|c into r(Ainy), regardless of whether C is ideal (see [66, 68] for further discussion). By
contrast, OF(a) only constitutes a homomorphism from Ag (and even II;¢AsIl|) into the kinematical
gauge-invariant algebra Aj,, 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 Egs. (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 Hppys 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 Ig ® Uc(7). 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
/

phys)7 but not a change of state itself. Indeed, it

of description of any state in Hppys (respectively H
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 — C7 and S — SC5 and consider now

Hyin = Hs ® Hi @ Ha, with H = Hg + Hy + Hy, (2.47)

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

Ainy i= (As @ B(H1) ® B(H2))" (2.48)

on Hyin equivalently as being generated by relational observables and reorientations relative to either
Cl or C2 (Cf Eq. (211))

Ay = (08(a),Is @ Ui(t) @ Ir |a € As © B(Ha), t €R)
= <0§2(a),15®11®U2(t)\aeAS@@B(’Hl),teR>, (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 Ag is von Neumann, then so is Aj,y, and when Ag is
a Type III; factor, then so is B(H;) ®.Ag, ¢ = 1,2, in which case Ajyy is also a factor (cf. appendix A.2).
In the special case of an ideal clock C1, Ajyy is the crossed product of Ag ® 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 C7 when it reads 7 becomes

Ri(n) = (nl, @ L ®Is. (2.50)

It is a unitary R (71) : Hppys — Hj1, where Hjy := 1)y (Hs ® Ha) € Hs @ Ha is the Hilbert space of
SCs relative to clock Cy. It is the subspace of the kinematical Hilbert space factors Ho ® Hg consistent
with the constraint H and the corresponding projector is given via Eq. (2.33)

I, =1, = /Rdtxi(t)US(t) ® Ua(t), (2.51)
where x1(t) = (t|0)1. When o7 is just an interval o7 = [l el ] we have explicitly
I} = O(efyay + Hs + H2)O(—€py, — Hg — Ha). (2.52)

The reduction into Cy-perspective is defined analogously.

The transformation from the perspective of C into that of Cy is thus given by [68]
Vi _o(11, ) i= Rh(m) o Ry (1) = /Rdt [t 4+ 711); ® (12 — t|]y ® Us(t). (2.53)

It is clear that [|¢o(72)) = Vi o(71,72) [¥1(71)), where [¢;(7)) = Ri(7)[¥’) is the state of C;S
relative to C, ¢ # j, which evolves in 7; according to the Schréodinger equation with Hamiltonian
Hg + 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”:

/
phys

Ry(m) R5(2) (2.54)

Hjp =1 (Hs ® Ha)

Hip =1y (Hs @ H
Vi o (71,m2) = Rh(m2)oR T (71) 2= (Hs ® Ha)
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In analogy to how a manifold is an intrinsic object independent of what coordinates we choose, we
can likewise view Héhys as an intrinsic state space encoding the internal physics independently of the
choice of QRF. H;hys (and similarly the algebra B( ;;hys)) 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

Vioa(11,72) = Ra(72) o RI(11) Gy Rhy(ro) M R () o) Vi_o(71,72) (2.55)

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

V{_, is a controlled, hence nonlocal unitary. This can also be seen by its action on observables, e.g.
for a € Ag, we have [68]

Vio(r, )y (a ® L) Ty (Vio(m1, 7)) Ry(72) OF, (I ® a) R (72) (2.56)

= R0, (@) = [ dtUsi(t) (a®[r){nl,) U (1),

Note that 081 (a) commutes with IIj; as the latter is a function of Hy + Hs. Thus, when C is ideal
and so II;; = Ig2, a local system operator relative to Cy transforms into a composite C1.5 operator
relative to Cy. 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

Ry (19) Al RyT (19) = WAl = Ro(mo)r(AlL YR (1), (2.57)

where Agcl =(As@B(H1) ® IQ)H and an identity factor I has been implicitly dropped in H‘Q.Agcl.

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 algebras'® and that a QRF
transformation amounts to a change of tensor product structure on Hpyys. 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
Schrédinger evolution is physical.

2.7 Subsystem relativity

We started with an assumed tensor product structure (TPS) on the kinematical Hilbert space,
Hiin = Hs ® H1 ® Ho. 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

8 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 Hppys 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 Hyin; it thus does not inherit the kinematical TPS. We are now interested in an internally
distinguishable subsystem structure and TPS on Hpnys. 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 C,Cy are both ideal, so
that II}; and II}5 are each equal to the identity. Since the “quantum coordinate maps” are unitary, the
diagram (2.54) tells us that each reduction map R;(7;), ¢ = 1,2, is nothing but a TPS on Hppys and,
because Vj_,9 is a nonlocal unitary, the change of clock amounts to a change of TPS on the physical
Hilbert space.'® In other words, an ideal internal QRF perspective is a TPS on Hphys-

so Il; # I;s. We show in
appendix A.4 that the reduced Hilbert space in Cy-perspective of diagram (2.54) admits the following

[dnin? efnax]

Suppose now that Cj,Cy are non-ideal with o; := o¢, =
decomposition

Hip=Hgy @ (Ilg(Hs) @ Ha) & ’H}_Q, (2.58)

where Ilg is the projector onto the subspace of Hg spanned by eigenstates with —el = — 2. <

max min —
Eg < —el .

oin — Emax and 7_@&5 are direct sums/integrals of tensor products between Cy and S subspaces

when og := Spec(Hg) is discrete/continuous. (Later, Hg will be a QFT modular Hamiltonian and
thus feature a continuous spectrum.) That is, for non-ideal clocks, R;(7;) defines instead a direct
sum/integral of TPSs on Hpnys 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 C or Co, respectively,

Al = (As @ B(H1) @ L)Y, Al = (As® [ @ B(H2))" . (2.59)

We have, using that A7 = AN <H>/, where <H>/ C B(Hyin) denotes the commutant of (bounded
functions of) the constraint,

A, N Afe, = (Ase, N Ase,)! = (As@ T @ 1) (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]: Agcl does not
contain reorientations of Cy but commutes with them and vice versa with C; and C5 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 Hg and so Og.(a® ;) =a® 1 ® Iy, i = 1,2, 1 # j.
These are also the only observables that are purely S-local relative to both frames [67].

' More precisely, a TPS on an abstract Hilbert space H is an equivalence class of unitaries, U : H — @) Ha, such
that Uy ~ Us if U2U; 1 is a product of local unitaries ®qUq (and possibly permutations of subsystem factors). Since
Ri(ti +1t) = (U;(t) ® Us(t)) Ri(7:) via the equivalence of reorientations and subsystem evolution on Hphys, we have that
Ri(1:) defines the same equivalence class (and so TPS on Hphys) for all 73 € 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 Ag
is a type III; von Neumann algebra and Hg 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

Afe, N Afg, = Clsia. (2.61)

Nevertheless, the two subalgebras (2.59) are isomorphic when C7 and Cy have identical spectra.
For example, when both clock are ideal, both algebras are isomorphic to the crossed product Ag ¢ 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 Ag into Aj,y,, while this is not true when the clock is non-ideal. Thus, for instance, when C}
is ideal, but Cy is not, the two subalgebras are not isomorphic.

Moreover, note that [Agcl,Agcz] # 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(Afe) Nr(Als,) = r((As ® [ ® L)H). (2.62)

It is in particular somewhat simpler to see that T(Agcl) and T(Ag@) are isomorphic only when Cy
and Cy have identical spectra. Owing to the unitarity of R;, the relation in Eq. (2.45) applied to this
case tells us that

r(Afe,) = T Agull;,  i=1,2, (2.63)

where Ag); is generated by a € Ag and Ug;(t) with j # i. Since Ag; and Agjy are isomorphic
and I1; € Agy;, we have that the physical representations T(Agcl) and T(Ag@) are isomorphic only
provided the projectors IIj; and II}; are identical functions of Hg + Hy and Hg + Hi, respectively.?’
By Eq. (2.51) this means that the spectra of Cy, Cy 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 C; is ideal and Ag = B(Hyg) is the full system algebra (hence a
Type I factor), we have T(AgQCz) =Oy; V OS|j21 with [0;);, Og);] = 0, for either j =1 or j =2 and
i # j, where O;); = <Ogj (a)|a € B(H;) ® Ig;) is the algebra of relational observables on the physical
Hilbert space describing C; relative to Cj, and similarly Og); = <(’)8J (a)|a € As ® I 2) is the algebra
of relational observables on Hhys describing S relative to Cj. In this case, O;); and Og|; induce the
TPS R;(7) associated with C;j on Hphys (e.g., see [67] for the finite-dimensional case). When Cj is

non-ideal, then O;; and Og; do not close as algebras?? and typically do not commute [71].

ilj
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 I}, = f(Hs + H2) and II}; = g(Hs + H1) for f, g distinct. Then the projector I — f € Ag|; maps
to zero in one representation, but not the other, i.e. Il; (Is2 — f(Hs + H2))IIj; = 0, but I3(Is1 — f(Hs + H1))ILjz # 0.

2L Ay V Az denotes the smallest algebra containing both A; and As.

%2 For Og); this can be seen from Eq. (2.63), by noting that II; 4511}, is not closed under products because II}; ¢ 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 Ag is a von Neumann algebra. We noted before that then so are both
.Agci, i =1,2, and .AgCICQ. This statement refers to the gauge-invariant kinematical level, i.e. the
closure?® of the algebra is defined in terms of the structure of Hii,. What about the representations of
these algebras on the physical Hilbert space Hppys, which is not a subspace of Hyj, 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 T(Ag@) remains a von Neumann algebra, this is not necessarily true for r(Af. )
when Ag is a Type III; 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(Af., ) (and similarly r(A%, )) remains von Neumann, we can invoke Eq. (2.57) which
entails that reduction into the complementary clock Cs’s perspective gives

Ra(ro) (Al YR (72) = T Al (2.64)

with IT; and Agcl commuting. Note that IIj; is only contained in Agol when Hg generates inner
automorphisms of it; otherwise H‘QAgcl is not a subalgebra of Agcl. However, the right-hand side is
clearly a subalgebra of B(H)2) and since this constitutes a *-homomorphism 7 : Agcl — B(Hpp) it is a
representation of .Agcl on Hy. R is unitary and so our physical representation is isomorphic to it,
?”(Agcl) ~ H\2Agcl' But we also have that H|2AIS{(/~1 is (ultra-)weakly closed in B(H|2).24 Indeed, since
Ag(]l is a von Neumann algebra, it is (ultra-)weakly closed on Hg ® H1, as well as on any subspace
that it leaves invariant, like Hp = Il (Hs ® H1). Hence, H\ZAgcl is a von Neumann algebra and
therefore also (A, ).

We conclude that r is an ultraweakly continuous representation of Agcl (and similarly Agcg) on
the physical Hilbert space. The projector I}, on the right hand side of Eq. (2.64) might at first suggest

125

that this representation may not be faithful*> when C5 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 Ag is a Type III; von

28 Thanks to the bicommutant theorem, this can be any of the bicommutant, weak or strong closure.

24 Let a; € A C B(H) be a net of operators. It converges weakly to the limit operator a € B(H) if the matrix elements
(¢l ai |¢) — (Pl a|y) converge for all ¢ € H* and ¢ € 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(#). 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 Hg generates modular flow. We noted before that in this case both Agci, i=1,2,
are Type II factors. Thus, the physical representation T(Agcl) (and similarly T(AECZ)) 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 .AgClCQ fails to be von Neumann when Hg
acts ergodically on Ag and its commutant A on Hg (as for the Type III; static patch algebras in de
Sitter space [21, 89]). The full commutant (Afq o,)" in B(Hin) is generated by a’ € A% and bounded
functions of the constraint H. Only the latter are gauge invariant because the ergodic action of Hg
means that only c-numbers from A’ commute with the constraint. The physical representation r of
the gauge-invariant component?® of (Agcl Cg), thus coincides with the identity factor C1. The double
commutant on the physical Hilbert space then returns the full Type I factor r(Agcl@)” = B(Hphys)-
That is, 7(Afc,c,) S 7(Afs,c,)” 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 = Hg+ Hy + Hy (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],?” 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 Hg 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 (A?cl o) A B(Hiin)™, the largest gauge invariant algebra whose elements are in both (A?clcz)’

and B(Hiin)?

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 k — 0
limit, where x = /327G y. 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 x [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 Hg and identify the algebra Ay C B(Hgs) generated by all the bounded QFT operators
with exclusive support in &/ and invariant under linearized bulk diffeomorphisms, as well as any matter
gauge symmetry, with the system algebra, i.e.

As = Ay. (3.2)

At leading order in k, 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 Ag is a Type III; von Neumann
factor [140, 148-151]. Hence, its commutant A% is also a Type III; factor and Haag duality [10,
140] tells us that we can identify it with the corresponding algebra A associated with the causal
complement U/’

So far the linearized theory in . 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(l)[nf]:/C&) = [ BY. (3.3)
by ox

1)

where C,({? is the first-order constraint current associated with Killing field &, chi is some boundary

term (the first-order ADM Hamiltonian in general relativity) and ¥ 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) k€] vanishes identically.

The constraint associated with £ only has a non-trivial bulk contribution at second order in
2 _ (2
C® k] = He — /az B, (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 H¢
simultaneously maps the Cauchy slice ¥ 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&%M = Hp — H;, with the relative minus sign accounting for the
opposite directions of the Killing vector £ in both regions.

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

He= [ ()T, (3.5)

with €® the volume form of the background metric gy and T),, a stress-energy tensor of all fields,
including gravitons [40]. The crux is that SH¢ for some 5 > 0 is the modular Hamiltonian associated
with some global QFT state |¢) ¢ € Hg that is cyclic and separating for Ag = Ay [10, 140-143], and
we identify it as the system Hamiltonian:

Hg = H . (3.6)

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

2 2
i = [ B2, (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&%M = Hp — Hy, [21], so that the constraint reads

CP k€] = Hg — Hp + H, (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 Hj, traces back to the fact that the
Killing flow generated by the boost field £ is future pointing in the right region and past directed in
the left one (see Fig. 3.1). It is important that Hp 1, is linear in the second-order metric perturbations
[30, 40], which means that its spectrum is unbounded in both directions and so Hy,, Hr correspond to
ideal clock QRFs on the boundary.?®

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,;, — Hg,. — My to account for the
diverging black hole mass Mo as Gy — 0. Hg,1, 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 Hg 1 act
only on a L*(R) factor of it, thereby turning it into an ideal clock Hamiltonian. See [21, Sec. 5] for discussion.
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Figure 3.2: The static patch of de Sitter space depicted with its Killing flow
lines. The killing flow generated by H, moves the cauchy slice ¥ 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 H; in the right patch and Hy
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 = Hg. It turns out that the modular flow generated by Hg acts ergodically on Ay, = Ag [21, 89]
and this means that the content of U/ that is invariant under this constraint is trivial

A —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, He — H¢ + Hy — Ha, where i = 1,2 labels the clock Hamiltonians in the two patches.
In this case, there is no reason for H; 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, Egs. (3.1) and (3.4), when we are taking the
% — 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 « 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
Egs. (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 x 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.?”

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 Hg is a modular Hamiltonian, while H; 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 Hyin,
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 C5, 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 ® L*(R)1 ® L*(R)2, (3.10)

H®™":= Hg + H{*" — HS". (3.11)

The relative minus sign again accounts for the different relative direction of time evolution in U, U’,
assuming clock Cy lives in &', H{** and HS*' 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

H; =1I; H™ (3.12)
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with projector onto the ultimately permitted energy intervals of clock C;

max min

i = Y O(epx — H)O(—eyi, + Hi) (3.13)

where « sums over the different possible non-overlapping intervals (in [21] only a single interval was
used). Similarly, we have
Hkin = 1_[1 H2 (Hext) = HS ® Hl & HQ (314)

with #; = @, L2(0%), where 0® = [¢2% €22 ], and for the clock states

), =1L |65 . (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 Egs. (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
C4; it thus removes clock Cs 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

Ty Hyin — Hs @ H1, (3.16)

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

Tofy) = [ dte Ut () (3.17)
R
where [¢) € Hyin and |9(t)) = ((t|, ® Ls1) [¢0). Clearly, using the clock covariance in Eq. (2.2)

T, 1) = R5(0) Wy [9) = Ra(0)M [¥) (3.18)

where IT,ys is the coherent group averaging map Eq. (2.17) (updated in the obvious way to accommo-
date two clocks) and R%(0) is the Page-Wootters reduction map as in Eq. (2.50), however, for clock Cs
reading 70 = 0. The ideal case of CLPW is recovered by setting II; = 1;. 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 Cy’s perspective when it reads 79 = 0” via a Page-Wootters reduction.

Written this way, it is clear that the action of 75 implements the constraint Eq. (3.1) in the form

H = Hg + Hy — Hy. Nevertheless, it is somewhat instructive to double check that this also holds for
non-ideal clocks,

TH[Y) =0, Y [¢) € Hin, (3.19)

which we briefly do in App. B. Hence,
ToHs ) = To(Hs + H1) [¢) = (Hs + H1) T2 [¢) - (3.20)

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

Tollp [¢p) = HpTa [4) (3.21)
where we recover Egs. (2.51) and (2.52) (with the appropriate minus signs for H = Hg + H; — H3)

My =Y O(e2s, — Hs — H1)O(—cop, + Hs + Hi). (3.22)
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In other words, we recover the reduced Hilbert space in Cy-perspective of Sec. 2.6
7‘[|2 =Ty (Hkin) = Ra(7) (/thys) = H|2 (Hs @ H1) , (3.23)

i.e. a subspace of Hg ® H; when Cy is non-ideal and so Ilj; is a non-trivial projector. By contrast,
when Cy is ideal, Ilj; = Is1, and we recover the initial result of [21, Sec. 4.2].

In particular, had we started like CLPW with Heyt, first implemented the constraint H®' via T§X*
(defined in the obvious way) and then imposed the restrictions II; on the clock energy spectra, we
would find in place of Eq. (3.21)

T5* I ) o = RIS [0) 0 (3.24)

ext

where II; is now a non-trivial projector on Heyt. However, thanks to Eq. (3.15),
TP [¢) o = T2 |9) (3.25)

with |¢)) € Hyin, 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 Af, = (As ® B(H1) ® L)H
/

and Ag@ =A@ L ® B(H2))H = ( gCl) , corresponding to U and U’, respectively, which are
commutants within Agn, 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]

AT [ip) == To AL, [9) (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

AT, [1h) = Ra(0) M A, [¢) = Ra(0)r(Al,) [¢)
} I (3.27)
= R2(0)7(Ain)R3(0)R2(0) [¢) ,

so that
A =Ry(0)r (AfL,) R(0) (3.28)

agrees with the Page-Wootters reduced algebras as in [68, Thm. 3]. Hence, by Eqgs. (2.64):
Asc,p = Ra(0)r (Al ) RE(0)
= H|2A§{cl (3.29)
= H|2<Oa(a), e g e Ag,s € R>H

and by Eq. (2.57):

Agicyp = Ra(0)r (Al e, ) RE(0)

| (3.30)
_ H‘2<G/, e’LS(Hs-‘y—Hl)

1
a e As,s €R> I, .

Both algebras now act on the reduced space in Co-perspective H 3. From the arguments in App. A.2
and Sec. 2.8 it follows that both Agc,|2 and Ag/ ¢,z are Type Il von Neumann factors; they are of
Type II; if the respective clock has an energy bound from below, otherwise they are Type 11, see
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[21] and Sec. 4. Furthermore, Haag duality (including the clocks) is preserved by reduction: on H 5 we
have

Ascy2 = (AS/CQ|2)/ (3.31)

because the commutant of Agcl on Hg @ Hy is (a', e HsHH) | o/ € Al s € R)H and these commutant
relations are preserved by projection with IIj, yielding H, via Eq. (3.23) [165, EP7, p. 21].

Thanks to Eqgs. (3.24) and (3.25) it can be easily checked that the reduced algebras Agc, |2 and
Agicy|2 coincide with the reduced algebras in CLPW upon implementing the clock energy restrictions
[21, Sec. 4.2].3

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 Hg, and some
arbitrary number n € N of observers carrying clocks Cj, i = 1,...,n, each with non-degenerate
continuous spectra o; C R, and so Hilbert spaces H; = L?(o;). We focus initially on the case where
the clocks are non-degenerate. Thus the total kinematical Hilbert space is

n
Hiin = Hs © Q) Hi. (4.1)

i=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 &/ 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 & or &’ (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 Ca-perspective to put Agc, |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).?! 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 = Hg+> /" | H;, where Hg is the generator
of some diffeomorphism acting on the fields and preserving U and U’, and H; is the Hamiltonian of
clock C;. Overall H should be understood as the generator of the diffeomorphism acting on the fields
and the clocks simultaneously. While Hg throughout Sect. 2 could have been arbitrary, in particular
here we will take it to be the generator of a boost £ as described in Sect. 3, which we will take to
correspond to the modular flow of some state of the fields in I/; since the algebra of the fields is Type
II1, this is necessarily an outer automorphism, so Hg cannot be expressed in terms of an operator
localized to U.

Let R C {Cj]i =1,...,n} be some subset of the available clocks (which could be for example the
set of clocks contained in the region ), and let R® = {C;|i = 1,...,n} \ R be its complement. We are
interested in the observables accessible with the clocks C; € 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:

Al = (As @ B(Hg))", (4.2)

where Hr = @¢,ecr Hi, and Ag is the algebra of field observables with support in . Picking any
particular C; € R, we can decompose this algebra as

Adr ={07(a),Ui(t) | a € As ® B(HR.),7 € R,t € R}, (4.3)
where R; = R\ Ci, Hr, = Qc,er. H;j, and
07 (a) = / dte=Ht(a @ |r)r| e, Ui(t) = et (4.4)
—0o0
with |7), being the clock states for C;, and we are omitting identity factors and often rearranging

tensor factors to simplify the notation.

The corresponding algebra of physical observables is T(AgR), acting on the physical Hilbert space
Hphys, obtained by imposing the constraint H = 0 as described previously.

We will assume Hg generates the modular flow with respect to Ag of some cyclic and separating
QFT state [ths) € Hg; more precisely, we assume its modular operator is of the form Ay, = e s,
for some inverse temperature 5. We will also take R¢ to be non-empty. As described previously in
Sec. 2.8 (whose argument extends to arbitrarily many clocks), these assumptions guarantee that

re Al r(AH) (4.5)

is a faithful representation, and that r(AZy,) is a Type II factor which we will confirm later. Our aim
in this section is to compute the density operator in the algebra T(AgR) corresponding to a physical
state |¢) € Hpnys. In the interest of readability, some key details are reserved for Appendix C.

31 Tt 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.

34



4.1 Trace on the observable algebra

Our goal is to create a trace using the basic property of a modular operator Ay, namely
(U|ab|¥) = (¥|bAgalT). (4.6)

If we can find a |¥) for which Ag 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(.) := (¥|.|¥). This will
define a good trace for the type II algebra r(A%y) 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 Hj for every C; € R; to be able to build [¥). 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 AgR. To this end, let us define a ‘thermofield double’ for
the clocks in R;:

Wr)= @ [ dge ™ Pl @(gle @ HyoH. (4.7)
CER; V93 CieR;

This is a (non-normalisable — so technically speaking it is an abuse of notation to write |¢g.) €
®C]. er, Hi® Hj) state for two copies of each of the clocks in R;. It is cyclic and separating for B(Hg;)
(unless otherwise stated we always take operators to act on the first copy of the Hilbert space H;,
rather than H7), with Tomita operator given by (as confirmed in App. C)

Sy, (o) @ (C) = 1R:/2 () @ (p] e PHm/2, (4.8)
One then finds the modular operator
I )] @

where the * denotes that the operator acts on the second copy of the clocks. We then set [sr.) =
[9s) ® [Yr;). The state [igr;) is cyclic and separating for Ag ® B(Hg;). It has a Tomita operator

S¢SR; = S¢s (9 SRZ’ (4.10)

where Sy is the Tomita operator associated with the QFT state [¢g), and modular operator

Aygp. = exp(—ﬁ(Hs + Hg, — HRg)). (4.11)
Consider the state
0) = [¢sr,) @e P2 |0), e Hs® @ (H; @ H)) @ Hi. (4.12)
CjERg

AL acts on the Hilbert space containing this state.

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

Hspreo, =M(Hs ® Q) (Hy ©H;) @ Hy), (4.13)
CjER;
where
ﬁ:/ dTQXp(—Z'(Hs—l-HRg—HRj-i-Hi)T) <T|0>iEﬁ[H5+HRE—HRf + H;, 04 (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 Hg + Hr. — Hg+ + H; must lie in the spectrum o; of clock C;.

Due to these properties, there is a Tomita operator for |¥), defined on a dense subspace of 7‘75 R;R*C;}
it may be written explicitly as

oo
v = / dt 112 |t), exp(—i(Hs + Hp, — Hpe)t) Sy, (—t]; e /2. (4.15)
—o0
From this, the modular operator of |¥) may be derived:
Ay = S§Sy =TI (4.16)

Upon restriction to 7-lg R;R*R;, one observes that Ay 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) = e”0r (U] A|W) (4.17)

defines a trace on AgR, where Sy 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 |¥) is separating. It obeys the cyclicity property because Ay is the
identity on the subspace over which |¥) is cyclic:

Tr(AB) = €508 (U|AB|W) = %08 (U|AAy B|W) = 507 (U|BA|U) = Tr(BA). (4.18)

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

A= / dt & O(H;) |t), (1], 0(H;) € Al (4.19)

- Cj;eR

Then one may show that

Tr(A) = %R H / dej e P, (4.20)
c;er’oiMR:

and all the integrals converge. Given Tr, we can define also a trace Tr, on ’I“(AgR) by using the fact
that the representation r restricted to Ay is faithful (cf. Sec. 2.8):

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

The trace of the identity is given by
Tr(1) = Tr (1) = %08 (U|T) = €507 (Y 15 ) (0]; e 71 (0), . (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) = 0.7 (0, e P51 |0), 50 R/ de; e P, (4.23)
We see that Tr(1) is then finite if and only if o; is bounded below. It is convenient in this case to set
1 —Be;
Sor=—log( — [ dee 79, (4.24)
' 2 Jo,
so that Tr(1) = 1.
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4.2 Density operator

Next, given a physical state |¢), we wish to find the density matrix p, in the algebra r(A%y). The
density operator is defined to obey

eSon (T~ (pg) ANT) = Tr (1~ (ps) A) = Trr(pr(A)) = (6]r(A)]). (4.25)
In fact, the density operator is given by
r(pg) = e Ay, (4.26)

i.e. the relative modular operator from |¥) to |¢), intertwined through the representation r, scaled by
e~%.7 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 ¢, ¥ with ¥ cyclic
and separating for an algebra, A;l 2A¢|\1,AE,1/ % is an element of the algebra — in our case Ay is the
identity, which confirms that the r=!(p,) given above is an element of A%,.

So to derive the density operator, let us first give the relative Tomita operator; it is
oo
Sopw = Mphys / At [t); Sy, 0)1wsn. (Ol exp(—i(Hs + Hp, — Hr: + Hy)(t +i8/2)), (4.27)
— 50 i i

where |¢};(7)) = Ri(7)[¢) is the reduced state when clock C; reads 7, and Sy (g)jysp. Is a relative
Tomita operator for the algebra Ag @ B(Hg,). One may employ this formula to obtain

_ ot _ oH2 [T 4 —iHit oy A—1/2 ot 1/2\ BH, /2
Aglw = S¢|\1/S¢>|\If =t/ /_OO dte Oi (A%R qu‘ (T+t)|vsR; S%(T)stzz A¢SR,) eIMhil2, (4.28)

which holds for any 7. A full derivation is given in Appendix C. The density operator is thus given by

oo
po = ¢ SORr(Bg) = e ORVI(i8/2) [ dEVIOOTALLS] (1 yppuar, Solis, AsiIViiB/2).
(4.29)
Note that the unusual combination of Tomita and modular operators appearing inside O] (...) is in
fact an element of Ag ® B(Hg,), which is also shown in Appendix C.

The pg we have just found is the density operator at the perspective-neutral level. To find the
density operator in the perspective of a particular C; € R, we can simply conjugate p, with the
reduction map R;(7). To be precise, because R;(7) is an isometry, we can define a trace on the algebra
Ag.s|c; Vvia

Trj;(-) = Tro(Ri(1)'()Ri(7)), (4.30)

and it is easy to verify that the density operator of the perspective-reduced state |¢j;(7)) with respect
to this trace is given by pg);(7) = Ri(7)psRi(7)I. In Appendix C, it is shown that

_SOR ,B(HRC—‘,-HR* H + +
P¢>|i( 7) = Ije / d s 2yt Sqﬁ‘ (T+t)|ng,S¢|i(T)|wSRg‘ (4.31)

Note that the Hpg+ 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 R;. To
confirm this let us decompose the reduced state ]¢|i(7')> as

() =2 [¢5(r)) @ 16 (7)), (4.32)
where I is some continuous or discrete label, |p4(7)) € Hg, and |¢!(7)) € ®;; Hj. Then one has

poji(T) = e~ 0=t / dt /12y 1 Z%z e Ssimivs © trre(18) (T + ) (&7 (7)]).

(4.33)
This is explicitly shown in Appendix C. As claimed, the Hg+ 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 C; € R
from this set, and asking how this affects our observations. We clearly have r(AH rR\Gi) C r(AHL), so
the set of operators we are allowed to act with is reduced — since we can no longer dress to Cj, or
reorient it.

A good way to understand the effect of removing C; is to consider the consequences for the density
operator. One may note that the density operator pf € T(A?R) uniquely determines the density
operator pf\Ci ¢ r(AZ R\Ci) for the set of clocks R\ Cj, via the condition that the expectation values

agree. Indeed, let Tr® and Trf\% denote the traces for the two sets of clocks; then we have
Tl (pRa) = T\ (pf\Ciq) forall ae T(AIS{R\Q). (4.34)

This equation determines a map from density matrices in T(A?R) to the corresponding density matrices
in T‘(.Ag R\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 Cj.

We may explicitly write down the partial trace. Indeed, pick a C; € R with C; # C;, and let
pt=r(p®),  pMG = (pM\%) (4.35)

denote the density operators for R and R\ C; respectively (note that since r is faithful on each algebra,

each of pft, pF\Ci are uniquely determined by pf, pf\Ci respectively). Then for a = r(a) € T(Ag R\C,-)
we have

Tr(pfa) = ™k (s, ® (0] e 719/%) pRa( [vsr;) @ e P72 (0) ) (4.36)

= €SO,R< <’(/JSR13‘ ® <O’] e_ﬁHj/Q) trz(e_ﬂHzﬁR)d( |/(/}SR[]> ® e_/BHj/2 ‘0>]) (437)

= ¢ 0.r=%.r\c; TpF\C: (r(tri(e_ﬁHiﬁR))a), (4.38)

where R = R\ {C;,Cj}, and tr; denotes the ordinary Hilbert space trace for H;. Therefore, the
partial trace over clock Cj is given by

Trgi cpR eSO’Rst’R\Cz‘r(tri(e_ﬂHir_l(pR))). (4.39)

One observes that the constants So g and Sy g\, 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 (’);j (|7)X7il;), which conditions on the difference in times of
clock C; and C; being 7; — 7;. Then one may show that

TR (O (|m}rily)) = ——eSor—Somci [ deiere (4.40)
g 27 o

If the spectrum of H; is bounded below, we see that this is finite and proportional to the identity. This

is independent of the particular time difference 7; — 7; that we condition on, which, physically speaking,

makes intuitive sense: if we trace out the clock C, then it should not matter how we condition on its

time relative to the other clocks. If we pick Sp g and Sy g\c, such that

1
So.r — So,r\C; = — log( de; e_'&i), (4.41)
) i o o
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then we in fact have
T, (OF (Imi)mil;)) = 1. (4.42)

This provides a canonical way to pick the constants So g and Sy gr\¢;-

In particular, suppose all the clocks in R have spectrum bounded below, and let us enforce the
following conditions: the trace on the algebra T(Agci) obeys Tr% (1) = 1 for all C; € R; and the
partial traces all obey (4.42). Then this uniquely determines

1
Son == Y tog( 5o [ deee). (4.43)
CieR K

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 C; and Cs. We will consider the kinematical algebra
Agcl 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 C'; and not Cs. This can be
thought of as an alternate choice of gauge-fixing, via a map that is unitarily related to the 75 map
of (3.16) (which was introduced in Eq. 4.10 of [21]). In our language, the T5 map is a reduction ‘to
the perspective’ of frame C9 in orientation |5 = 0), which leaves the algebra Agcl intact in its usual
form, apart from stripping the identity factor on Ho and, in the case of nonideal Co, implementing an
additional projection for compatibility with the bounds of the Cy sprectrum (compare equations (3.29)
and (3.30)). Note that regardless of which clock perspective we adopt, we are presently considering
the algebra .Agcl and its representation under different gauge fixings, as opposed to alternative choices
of algebra (e.g. Ag(]l versus AIS{CQ or (Agcl)’ ). Both CLPW and JSS consider states of the form

@)c, = 12) @ 1)y s (4.44)

which are completely unentangled.?> We therefore proceed by mapping states of this form to the
perspective of frame C, 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 Cs, at

32 More specifically, we would say such states are unentangled between factors S and C1, as seen from the perspective
of clock C, at least up to the affect of the projector Ilj3 which must ultimately be implemented if Cz is nonideal.

39



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

R i ext
Pojer = 2N f(HO) o TG 70 e HsTE o

; ext R) %
oshis HSTE G TS) pr(H)e s tHe),

(4.45)
The operators in the center of this expression all act on the extended/ideal Hilbert space for clock
C, and the operators HIEV_}”C = [, dele) (e|* and ch_}R = [, de )" (¢| return this extended
operator to the nonideal clock C' Hilbert space. In the case that clock C’ is ideal, 4.45 can be written

£
H%’S@bs\iﬁse

(ocr=R) _
Pojor = 2rN

% H(C]EQHO-C)eBngt/2f(HgXt)€iiHSTgxt AE/;/QAd)S‘wSA‘;;/261HSTgXEf* (HgXt)eﬁHgXt/ZH(C?C*)R)' (446)

Up to conventional normalization constant, and swapping H&® — § and T — —p3, 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 Agc can be obtained directly by
projection (with II¢) 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 IIjc» 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 EJ.

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 satisty (Ijor |®s) ® |f)o = |Ps) ® |f)). 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 III; 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 Agcl...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.?* 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 § is the frame contribution to the constraint instead of Hc,
L in . _pext - ext
algebra elements are dressed as P75 qe~PHs instead of e "o Hsge'To 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 Hg is ergodic on A’, as is true in the case of de Sitter
patches [21, 89], the gauge invariant commutant of A?cl...c,,, will contain none of the elements a’ € A,
or dressed versions thereof, unless at least one clock C), 11 is left over. With an additional clock present,
elements of the form (’)aL+ . (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 OF, (a’) (for example). Thus it is apparent
that algebras of the form Agcl...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 H¢ o p? 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 H¢ 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
. 1 ig(e) ,—ite
‘t, )\) = E dee e |6,)\>, (51)
oc

where A labels the degeneracy sectors. Since these sectors are orthogonal, we further have
(AN = Swwx(t—1t), (5.2)

where x (¢t —t') is the overlap distribution in Eq. (2.7). Clearly, per A-sector, all the previous properties
apply and the clock states give rise to a covariant clock POVM per A-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
JRABVE Y (5.3)
R

with II the projector onto the A-degeneracy sector of He and >, Il = I¢. A covariant clock POVM
for the full Hilbert space H¢ is thus obtained by summing over the degeneracy sectors.

A relevant example is a clock Hamiltonian of the form Ho = sp?/2m with s = +1, as they appear
in many relativistic and non-relativistic examples. Its spectrum o¢ = s[0,00) is doubly degenerate,
except for its zero eigenvalue, and clock states can be written as [69, 105]

62) = [ dp\/plO(=Ap)esetr 2 i) (5.4

where A = +1 labels positive and negative frequency (or left and right moving) sectors. We have
I1L = O(Fp) and, since |t, A) has zero support on p = 0, also II1 |¢,F) = 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' = 572”—1;1, which thus is monotonic along the flow generated by H¢
regardless of the frequency sector, i.e.

m _ _
=3 1= % /dtt\t,/\>(t,>\! =5 (qp 4 p 1q). (5.5)
A—£1 A—+17R

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 A

He = PH. (5.6)
A

where each single ?—lé is a copy of L?(c¢). This means that the total kinematical Hilbert space
decomposes as (where we collect all remaining degrees of freedom in a single system S)

Him = Hs @ PHS. (5.7)
A

Alternatively, we can write the clock Hilbert spaces as
Ho = LQ(Uc) ®C™, (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

Hiin = Hs ® L*(0¢) @ C™ (5.9)

The factor C™ 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 = D Ha. (5.10)
A
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One can see this by defining the charge operator @ := >, cxlly € Ajpy for some ¢y € R with ¢y # cy,
whose eigenspace with eigenvalue c) corresponds to the A-degeneracy sector. Then one observes that
II, and the charge () 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(0¢)) ® B(C™). (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(C™). The
gauge-invariant subalgebra may then be written as (rearranging tensor factors for convenience)

H
Ainy = (As © B(L(0¢))) © B(C™), (5.12)

The first factor is equivalent to the algebra in the non-degenerate case, consisting of the relational
observables OF(a) (2.12) and clock reorientations Uc(t), while the latter factor is just a matrix algebra
and encodes the sector dependency. Thus, when Ag is von Neumann, then so is Aj,y; the latter will
again be a Type II factor when Ag is a Type I1I; 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 Y. Using the gravitational constraints we then argued that the observer
may have access to the times and energies of some subset of other clocks C;. Thus, the observer may
act with arbitrary operators on the L?(o;) 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 C™ 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 C; undergoes superselection — since any of the operators
the observer uses to act on C; 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 A-sectors.
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Recalling from Sec. 5.1.1 that the covariant clock POVM decomposes across the A-degeneracy
sectors of clock C, Ec(X) = 3 [xcr dt |, A)(t, A|, we see that the relational observables in Eq. (2.12)
decompose across the A-sectors:

O%(a) = Y- OFpla) = 3 [ dtUso(t) (a @ |, M A) Ul ), (513)
A A

where O y(a) = (Is ® II))O%(a) = Of(a)(Is @ I1)). Clearly, the clock reorientations decompose
similarly and thereby give rise to a reducible representation of the translation group on H¢,

Uc(t)® Ig = Z Uc (1) ® Ig, Uc (1) == exp(—iTII\H¢). (5.14)
By

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

A = D Ay = D (08x(0), Is © Upa(t) | a € Ag, t €R). (5.15)
A A

In particular, note that Is ® Iy € A5, so Af), is a proper subalgebra of A5, .

The gauge-invariant algebra is superselected across the A-sectors and thus reducibly represented on
Hyin- Indeed, since the charge Q = ", c)\II\ commutes with every element in A{? | it is part of its

88

55, can map between the A-sectors, leading to the superselection rule

center. Hence, no observable in A
O¢(a) = ®\O¢ \(a), Is @ Uc(T) = Is @ ©AUcA(T). (5.16)

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

For instance, in the case of a quadratic clock Hamiltonian Ho = —p?, as briefly discussed in
Sec. 5.1.1 and as they appear in relativistic dispersion relations H = —p?+| ]312+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 A-sector entails that, if Ag is von Neumann, then so
are A% and each of the A\ . The individual A2

mv mv:* mv
example, they are when Ag is a type III; factor and Hg is a modular Hamiltonian as in the case of

may be factors, depending on some conditions. For

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(A) = Pr () (5.17)
A

Hence, coherent superpositions across () charge sectors in the physical Hilbert space are indistinguishable
from corresponding classical mixtures when probed with observables from 7(Ajpy ).

While we started with one clock C', we can think of the different charge sectors as corresponding
to different quantum clocks C. The covariant POVM E¢ 5 (X) = II\Ec(X) models Cy on the clock
Hilbert space ”Hé The A-sector Hy of the physical Hilbert space can thus be viewed as the sector
of the theory in which this clock C) exists. A given observer may only have access to a clock with
fixed charge A, e.g. a clock with only positive frequencies in relativity. Such an observer can then only
probe the A-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
Ro(T) + Hpnys — @a Hjc,x, Where Hc y are the reduced Hilbert spaces of the A-sector and

Ro(7) = ®rRox(T), RE(T) = @nRE (7). (5.18)
Sector-wise everything works as before and so

Ro(T)RE(T) = @xReA(MREL(T) = @allcn,  RE(DRe(T) = @3REL (T RoA(T) = Tohys
(5.19)
where I \ = (7, A| Hphys |7, A) = I for all A, 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
Rep(r) =Rea(r)MT,  with R ,\(7) = (1, A @ Is. (5.20)

Thus, only the reduction maps per A-superselection sector R¢ z(7) are invertible [69]. Specifically, the
reduction theorems in Eqs. (2.43) and (2.45) only hold per A-sector,
Rea(T) 1A )REA(T) = Mie(a, Us(t) |a € Ag, t € R)I . (5.21)

inv

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 A-sector also has its own relational Schrodinger equation Eq. (2.36), but again it will take
the same form in each sector. For example, for quadratic Hamiltonians, 7-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(C™) in (5.12). Taking a single
sector swap as SS » of the same clock, we have that due to orthogonality when we reduce with respect
to the same clock that

R (7)S5 0, RE o, (7) = OxaOren Do (5.22)

Hence, sector swaps of the clock we reduce to vanish under the reduction to a single degeneracy sector
due to them being A-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
Rea(r)S5eRE A (T) = S, Tlc. (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 (A1, A2) 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 A; of clock C, while Bob only has access to
superselection sector Ao of Cy. They can then only compare observables in the subalgebra

AN = (Ag @ B(Hia,) ® B(Han, )™ (5.24)
- <Oa’/\i(a),1’5 ® Ui, (t) ® I \ a € As®B(Hjz,), t € R> ij=1,2, i,

as it contains all those observables which can be written as relational observables and reorientations
relative to either of the clocks C ), and C5»,. This is a subalgebra of both AiAnlv and Ai)‘rfv,
it is their overlap AN = M g2

mv mv mv*

in fact,
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]
thys — @Hﬂl — @HH27 (5'25)
%1 w2

where we use p; as the dummy summation variable over the superselection sectors of clock C;, to
distinguish it from the specific sectors A;. The domain of the physical representation T(Af;fv’)‘Q) is the

overlap of the two sectors Hy, x, := Hx, N H),, i.e. the subsector where both clocks C1 », and C y,
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 Hy, »,, i.e.
clock changes are defined here [69] (see also [118, 135]):

Har s

R, (T1) R2,x,(2)

Hoon = Uy (Hs @ Hany) Haye = o (Hs @ Hany)

V1,01 52,00 (T1,72)=Ra X, (TQ)ORI,,\l (1)

The doubly superselected clock change transformation (2.53) thus becomes

Vi o (71, 72) = Ry (72) 0 R (71) = /]R bt + 7,0, @ (72— b haly @ Us(t). (526

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 Aj of clock (1, while Bob only has access

to superselection sector Ao of Cy. As they can only compare observables in the subalgebra .Ai)‘nl\j’\2
(5.24), we consider subsystem relativity within it. Defining for ¢ = 1,2, i # j,
I H
Al = (As @ B(Hin) @ 1)) (5.27)
with I\, the identity on the subspace H; ),, we clearly have
AIS{Cb)q m AgCQ,)\z = (AS ® ‘[17>\1 ® ‘[27>\2)H ° (528)
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That is, Alice and Bob can again only compare internal relational observables of S and, as before,
when Ag is a Type III; von Neumann factor on which the modular Hamiltonian Hg 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 R;(7) are (direct sums/integrals of) TPSs on
the physical Hilbert space Hpnys and that changing QRF changes such a TPS. Perspective maps R; y,
of degenerate clocks are similarly (direct sums/integrals of) TPSs, however, only on the corresponding
superselection sector Hy, C Hphys. Since changes from Alice’s to Bob’s clock are defined on intersections
Hx, xo = Ha,NHy,, the clock change means that we switch from understanding the subsystem structure
of Hy, x, in terms of the TPS of its ambient space H, to understanding it in terms of the TPS of the
distinct ambient space Hy,.

5.2 Density operators

In comparison to Sec. 4, each clock C; is now assigned a label \; 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

Hin = Hs @ PR H" (5.29)
A =1

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

Hiin = Hs @ K L?(0;) @ C™ (5.30)
i=1

Again, each factor C™ may be viewed as a Hilbert space for a set of internal degrees of freedom of
clock C;.

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)

Asp =As® Q) B(L*(0;)) @ B(C™). (5.31)
Cj€R

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

A= (As® @ B(L2(aj)))H® & B(C™). (5.32)
CjER CjER

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 AgR may be constructed as the tensor product of the traces on

47



the two tensor factors. Since the latter tensor factor is a finite Type I algebra, the Type of AgR is the
same as in the non-degenerate case, i.e. if R contains only a single clock of energy bounded below,
then AER is Type 11y, otherwise it is Type II

As previously, the trace may be written as the expectation value in a state |¥). 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 C". Thus,

m;
0) = [ibs) @ |vr;) @ e P2 10), @ Q) D IN); @), (5.33)
CjeR\;j=1
where |); > aXj = 1,...,m; is an orthonormal basis of C"™ labelling the degeneracy sectors. Let us
now set
[Wsr,) = [¥s) ® [Yr) @ &K Z A7) @ 1A, (5.34)
CjER; A\j=1
so that .
) = [wsr,) @ e PH210); @ 37 1) @ Na); (5.35)
Ai=1

One then finds that a relative Tomita operator for A, from |¥) to a physical state |¢) may be
written

Sotw = Mphys D / dt [£); @ | Xi); S, 0.0 wsr, (Ol @ (Nl; ® ¢
X\

exp(—i(Hg + Hp, — Hpg: + H;)(t + zﬂ/Q)), (5.36)

Here, S¢\¢(O,/\;)|wsa-. is a relative Tomita operator for

Aps=As® Q) B(L*(0;)) @ B(C™), (5.37)
Cj€ER;
from |¢sg;) to
|61:(0, X9)) = (Xi]; Ri(0) [¢) = Ry x: (0) |9) - (5.38)

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

—-1/2 .
P = Z € SORV (#5/2) / dt Vi(t OT(A?#SJ/%S;rbu('r—&-t,/\’.)wsR,_S¢|¢(T7>\i)\¢SRf)Vi(zﬂ/2) @ (X)) (Ail)-
)\ >\/ 7 K2 7 k2
(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:

Al = @AgS,AW (5.40)
AR
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where Ap = {\; | C; € R}. Each Ags Ap 8 the gauge-invariant algebra within a degeneracy sector of
the clocks in R. Each A RS.Ap 18 structurally equivalent to the algebra A for non-degenerate clocks.

Due to the degeneracy, AS r is not a factor. However, each AR& Ap s aType Il 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 Sy g in (4.17) is sector-independent.
Then (4.17) defines the trace on the full algebra A%,

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 AgR is Type 11y, otherwise it is Type Il

The direct sum structure descends also to the physical Hilbert space:
Hphys = @ M (5.41)

Here for convenience we are choosing only to decompose relative to the degeneracy sector labels of R,
but each ’thys may of course be further decomposed relative to the degeneracy sector labels of R°.

Each AH ks, has a physical representation r(Ag& \p) acting on thys

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

6) =3 \/phe o), (5.42)
AR

where p# > 0 is chosen such that |¢p*%) € HAR is normalised. Explicitly, we have

phys
1

Ve

where IR = &c;,er Iy, is the projector onto the Ag degeneracy sector. Then, working sector by

pr = (¢|TT% |¢), and |[¢"F) = A" |¢) (5.43)

sector, the density matrix corresponding to |¢) is given by

po = prrriephn, (5.44)
AR
where
Ar _ —So.rV/(; OO , TATY2 gt —1/2\v, (s
pAR = SRy (i62) /_ OOTALS e S, Sein VG2 (545)
Here,

637 (7)) = Ra(r) |@10) (5.46)
is the state in the perspective of C;, in the Ag sector.

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

A
log pg = Z e (logpAR + log p¢R) , (5.47)
AR
which implies that
S[g] = — (dllog py |¢) = =D pFlogp™t + > p rsiefg), (5.48)
AR AR
where SA2[¢] = — (¢*7|log pgR |¢™7) is the entropy in the A 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 S*2[¢]. 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 C; to A;. This amounts to restricting to the Hilbert
space

I\, Hiin = Hs @ HY @ R H;. (5.49)

J#i

Similarly, the algebra of operators (in both the no superselection and superselection cases) is restricted
to II )\iAgRH ;- The trace on this algebra may be simply constructed as the restriction of the trace
on the original larger algebra AgR. Similarly, if p is the density operator on the larger algebra then
ITy, pI1y, 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:

py — ~SURTL Vi(i53/2) /_ AEVIOT(ANZS] (s pisn Sontralisn Vili8/2). (5.50)

In the case of superselection, we simply restrict the sum in (5.44) to those Ar consistent with \;.
The pgR are still given by (5.45).

6 Semiclassical regime

For a general state |¢), it does not seem possible to go further than the implicit expression

S[o] = — (¢1i(7)|1og pg)i(T) |91i(T)) (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.)

o First, we assume that there is an e > 0 such that for any a € As ® Q¢ cr. B(Hcy)

| (@lO7, (@)Vit)|o)| < | (B0, (@)e)| i [t > Of). (6.2)

In other words, the expectation values of dressed observables are peaked when no overall
reorientation of Cj is being done. One can roughly speaking think of this as a condition that “the
state |¢) is peaked around a particular orientation for C;”. Of course, unlike the above equation,
this naive 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 |¢) which is capable
of keeping track of reorientations of C;, 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 € results in an almost orthogonal state. Allowing a to be general means that this happens
independently of the action of any dressed operators.

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

r(e sty o) ~ et g) it |t < O(e), (6.3)
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for some constant
&= (dlr(Hs)|9). (6.4)

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

In combination, by (6.2) there is an effectively fixed time (the orientation of C;), 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:
(AHS)} < (AH)2, (6.5)

i.e. the variance of the QF T Hamiltonian is suppressed relative to the variance of the clock Hamiltonian.
Indeed, by the first assumption above we have (AHZ)i ~ 1/€%, and if we define

n=|e(r(Hs) =€) |9)| = (AH;), (AHz)g, (6.6)

then the second assumption amounts to taking n < 1, which reduces to (6.5). Another equivalent way
to state these assumptions is that the orientation of C; 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 Hg in certain places, when computing the entropy S[¢]. To heuristically set the
stage for justifying this statement (and indeed for explaining what it means), consider the algebra
whose entropy we are computing;:

Apsic, ={a,Hs+>_ Hj|a € As @ B(Hg,)}. (6.7)

J#
Suppose we were to remove Hg 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 R; may be absorbed into the B(H;) factor)
can be written as

A={a,Y Hj|ac As®B(Hg,)} = As @ B(};) ® {Hp-}". (6.8)
J#i

The approximation for the entropy S[¢] 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 Ag with some other algebra).

Suppose we were to also take the formula (4.31) for the density operator in the perspective of Cj,
and remove Hg wherever it appears. We would end up with?®

. _ —So,r—B(Hpe+Hpg=) [ iy Hit ot
Po(T) =€ ’ /700 dt e ™ S(E)(T-‘rt)h/)SR;SdA)(T)leRg’ (6.9)
where ‘
1B(7 + 1)) = e 2w 0t |6 (7)) (6.10)

35 Here, in writing ps(7) we leave off any remnant of the projector I1};, 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 |¢);(7)) with the ‘modified reorientation operator’

>_j#i Hj. Under the semiclassical assumptions made above, the entropy may be approximated as
follows (a derivation is given in Appendix D):

S[9] = — (¢1:(7)|10g pgis(7) |¢1:(T)) = — (&(7)|log py(7) (7)) - (6.11)

As alluded to above, the QFT Hamiltonian Hg 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

H="Hs®Mp, ®Hp @ L*(0g). (6.12)

This includes field degrees of freedom in Hg, and degrees of freedom of two copies of the frames in Iz;
— but it also contains an additional degree of freedom for the total energy of the frames in R°. Any
element of A may be written as a As ® B(Hg;) valued function of Hge. Writing such an element as

a(Hpge) where a : ope — As ® B(Hg,), we can define a faithful, normal representation of Aon H as
follows:

a(Hre)(|¢) @ |E)) = a(E) [¢) @ |E) , (6.13)

where |¢) € Hs ® Hp, ® H}_, operators are taken to act on the first copy of the frames in Hg. and
|E) is an energy F eigenstate in L?(oge). It is easy to verify that the following (non-normalisable)
state is cyclic/separating for this representation:

1
B) = gs) © @ / dE; |E}) ® (Ej| ® —— / dE |E). (6.14)
C €R; V 2w ORe
The expectation value in this state gives a faithful normal weight on the algebra:
. 1
v:A—C, a(Hpge) — o dE (¢s|trg. (a(E)) [s) - (6.15)
ORc

This weight may be thought of as one in which the fields are in the KMS ‘vacuum’ [ig), the frames in
R; are maximally mixed, and the energy of the complementary frames R° is uniformly distributed.

In Appendix D, it is shown that the modular operator of \\T/> is A@ = e PHs and that moreover
the relative modular operator from |U) to |(7)) is related to (6.9) by

Ajpg = 0TI py(r), (6.16)

Using these results in the formula for the entropy, we find
S[¢] ~ So.r + B((7)| Hre |§(7)) — (S(7)log Ay 5 16(7)) (6.17)
= So.r + B{0(7)| (Hs + Hre) [6(r)) + ((r)|log Ag 5 16(7)) | (6.18)
where the second line holds when |¢(7)) is separating for the algebra above, and then follows from
log A, P = log Ag +log A 3(r) —log A= 160" The first term in this entropy formula reflects an overall
state- mdependent amblgmty, coming from the choice of normalisation in the trace. The second term
may be rewritten as the expectation of —fHFg in the state |¢). The final term may be recognised as a

relative entropy between |¥) and |$(7)) with respect to the algebra above. Overall, the entropy in
the semiclassical regime may be written

S[8l ~ So.r — B{HR), — Sra(3(7)]| D). (6.19)
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6.1 Shannon entropy contribution from energy of complementary clocks

The algebra A has a non-trivial center generated by Hpge, the total Hamiltonian of the complementary

clocks. It turns out that the relative modular operator A commutes with Hgc, and thus may

$(r)w
be be decomposed as a direct integral over the eigenspaces of Hgre. This results in a contribution to

the entropy S[¢] that takes the form of a classical Shannon entropy for the probability distribution
corresponding to measurements of Hpec.

More precisely, the projection-valued measure for measurements of Hge is P(E) dFE, where
1 [ i(E- H;
P(E)y=6(E— > Hj)= 7/ L ene M gy (6.20)
CjERC 2 -

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

pe = (B(T)| P(E)|)(r)). (6.21)
Furthermore, the expectation values of operators a € Ag ® B(Hg,) may be written

A

() ald(r) = / dEppén(a) (6.22)

where?0

pedn(a) = (6(r)| P(E)a|d(7)) (6.23)
This functional ¢ defines a state on Ag ® B(Hg.), and it may be straightforwardly confirmed that
the relative modular operator from

D =les)® @ [ dB;1E) (&, (624
CjERg 93
to ¢ takes the form
L PR
Bostd = 52¢ o, L EVSsmiwsn, (6.25)

Note that 1 is the tensor product of the QFT KMS state |¢g) with a maximally mixed state for the
frames in R;.

Using the identity

= ¢t et (6.26)

So(r+0) s, d()hés,

we may also write

P 7/8HR1_< oo ZZ l,H't 1 A
Ads(T)‘\P —c ' /—oo die oz Sflg(T-i-lf)\lZJSRg S¢(T)\¢SRz (6.27)
_ PR [7 iHpet of iHpet @
- Z /—oo deen S‘Z’(T)W’SRge " S¢(T)|w5R; (6.28)
=27 [ dEP(B)e "R St (6.29)

slsa; L EVmlpsn,

ORc

Recognising the integrand as P(E)ppA bl and using the facts that the integrand commutes with
Hpge, and P(E)P(E') = §(E — E')P(E), we may write

log Ay g = / dE P(E)log(2mpel, ;) (6.30)

= log(27) + /dE P(E) <long + log A¢E|d—)). (6.31)

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

S[¢] =~ Sor —log(2m) + B ($(T)|Hpe|p(T)) — dE pglogpr — / dEppop(logAy, ;). (6.32)

ORe ORc

The third term appearing above is the promised Shannon entropy of Hgre. In the case that ¢p is

separating for Ag @ B(H R;), we may rewrite the final term in terms of relative entropies as we have
done previously. The result is

S[¢] ~ So.r —log(2m) — B (HR), — /

O Rc

dE pp log p — / dEppSea(dgl[v).  (6.33)

O Rc

The final term now readily can be identified as the relative entropy from v of the state ¢, averaged
over E, according to the probability distribution pg. 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 ’¢|i(7')> to be arbitrarily entangled between the QFT and the clocks
(whereas for example [21, 24] considered only the case where [¢);(7)) 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 Ag is no longer Type III. Then A 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:

Ag=rg5)™ By =e05) 7 (6.34)

Here pg and p are the UV regulated density operators of U and q§ respectively, while '0/6 is the UV

regulated density operator of T with respect to the commutant of A. Since A@ = ¢ PHs we can
determine these operators in terms of Hg. As specified at the beginning of Section 4, Hg 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 7% as follows:

Hg = H¢ — H{, where H;= /E dS,&T™ and Hf=— /E , dx, &1, (6.35)

Here, 3, are Cauchy surfaces for U and its causal complement U’, and £ is the vector field
corresponding to the diffeomorphism generated by Hg. Thus we may write
e BHe e P He

_ /o
Py = 7 rg = Ze (6.36)

where we have introduced a normalisation constant Z¢. We thus have
log Ay g = logp + BH{ + log Z¢. (6.37)

Using this in (6.17), one finds
S[¢] ~ So,r —log Ze + B(d(T)| (Hre — HE) |(7)) — (6(7)|log p (7)) - (6.38)
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We may use the freedom in the factor e=%0.% appearing in the trace (4.17) to set So,r = log Z¢, thus

A~

eliminating the first two terms. The last term is the (UV regulated) von Neumann entropy S 2(¢(7)]
of the state |¢(7)) with respect to the algebra A, i.e. of the fields in U, the frames R;, and the
complementary frame energy Hpge. To address the middle term, we use the conjecture of [24] that £
essentially behaves as a boost near the boundary of U, from which it follows that

A

H. = fBHp,  — —
B 5 /B Rout 4GN

(6.39)
is a constraint in the gravitational theory. Here, Hr,,, = >.¢;cR,,, H; is the total Hamiltonian of all
the frames Ryt outside U, while A is the area of the boundary of ¥, i.e. the codimension 2 corner of U,
and Gy is Newton’s constant. Note that under our present assumptions, R¢ and Ry, need not be the
same set of clocks. Putting this all together (and using also the fact that Hge — Hg,,, = Hr,, — Hr,
where Hp,, is the total Hamiltonian of the frames inside of U), we get

S0~ (g )+ SAP) B (i~ . (640

4G N
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 = Ry, 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 |¢(7)) is approximately separable between the fields and the
frames:

[6(T) & |6s(7)) @ [@(7)), where [¢s(T)) € Hs, [$(T)) € Hr; © Hre. (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 |pg(7)) and |¢(7)). Indeed, the state |¥) is also separable, which allows us to
decompose the relative modular operator as

Bgrye ™ Bosmivs © Byyp (6.42)

where ,
v) = dE; |F;) @ (E;]| ® — dFE |E). 6.43
) C%ﬁ- o) i 1 Ej) @ (B o S, |E) (6.43)

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

A.  ~ = ¢S .r+BHRe
¢

()|¥ ﬁ(b(T) (6'44)

= Baopes @ [ de'Eoes Mt (674 ) (G0, (6.45)
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and we may identify the latter factor as A - Actually, it may be confirmed that expectation values

v
in |¥) is a trace on B(H r;) ® {Hpe}" (alf}(uzlugh certainly not the only one since this is not a factor).
Since A - 3| is an element of this algebra, it is thus actually the density operator of the state |G(7))
with respect to this trace and algebra. We write this as py r.(7) = A 3T 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[g] ~ So.r + BS(T)| Hre |6()) — (&(7)[1og Agg(mjys [9(7)) + Srl9) (6.46)
= So,r — B(HR) g — Srel(¢s(7)||s) + Sr[¢], (6.47)

where the second line holds if |¢pg(7)) is separating with respect to Ag, and

Srl] = — (&(r)| log pg,r.(7) |6(T)) (6.48)
is the entropy of the frames.

It should be noted that Sgr[¢], as written above, appears to depend on a choice of C; € 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)") = {OF,(a),Vi(t) | a € B(Hp),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 C; € R, but clearly the algebra itself is independent of the choice of C;.
By the semiclassical and separability assumptions, the expectation value of a general element of this
algebra may be approximated as:

(6 OF, ()Vi(t) |) ~ (¢] OF (a)r(e I HSHINY |6y = (gy;(r)] ae’ 2% |g,(r))  (6.50)

The operators ae’ 2y it span the algebra B(Hp. )@ {Hge}". Thus the density operator for r(B(Hz)™)
may be obtained by pulling back the density operator pg r.(7) for B(Hg,) ® {Hge}" through the
homomorphism

OF, (a)r(e~HsHHIt) ¢ ge' X Tt (6.51)

One obtains

pon= [ dtr(e MRYOF, (trsme (e 6,(r) (9(r). (6.52)

Moreover, the von Neumann entropies of the density operators pg r and pg, RE(T) will be approximately
equal. Now,

OF, (trsre(e™ ™5 |¢y(r) (014(7)])) = trsre (OF, (75 |oyi(7) (9u(7)])),  (6.53)

and
OF, (et |gyu(1)) (9u(r)]) = OF, (7 mVilr, 7) 61,(1)) (9;(D Vima(m, D)) (6.54)
OF, (Viilr, 1)e ™5 gy,(7)) (01;(7) | Vimsilm, )T) (6.55)
= O, (e7#ret |gy;(7)) (91;(7)) (6.56)

for any C; € R, so pg r is independent of the choice of C;. Therefore, Sp[¢], which was above

formulated as the von Neumann entropy of py r.[¢], may be alternatively formulated as the von
Neumann entropy of pg r, which is independent of the choice of Cj.
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Note also that the Shannon entropy of Hge is contained within the frame entropy Sg[¢]. Indeed,
one may decompose the frame density operator as follows:

o) = [ dte' T e (3(r -+ 1) (3(7)) (6:57)
= [ date et e (e () (6(7)) (6:58)
~ o1 - dE P(E)pppr. k) (6.59)
where R R ) )
pe = GOIPENS) ~ GOIPE) (6:60)

is the probability distribution of Hgc, and
PEPR,E = trre(P(E) [9(7)) ($(T)]). (6.61)

Note that pg, g is the reduced density operator of the frames in R;, conditioned on the energy of the
frames in R° being E. Using this decomposition, one finds

Sgrleo] = —/ dE (¢(7)| P(E)log(2mprpr,5) |$(7)) (6.62)
— _log(2m) — / dEpplogpp + | dEpgSg,kld, (6.63)

where
Sk; El¢] = — trg; (PR;,E log PR;,E) (6.64)

is the entanglement entropy of the frames in R;, conditioned on Hre = E. Thus the total frame
entropy Sg[¢] contains a term corresponding to the Shannon entropy of Hpe, as well as an average of
Hpe-conditioned entanglement entropies of the frames in R;.

After UV regularisation, an approximate product state of the form (6.41) has an approximate
product density operator p = pg ® pg g, (T), where pg is the density operator of the fields in U/, and

pe,r(T) is the density operator of the frames. The term S 3{¢(7)] 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

1% (g7 )+ Sartlb] + Salo] = 3 (Hn, ~ iy, (0.69)

Here Sqpr [6(7)] is the von Neumann entropy of pg, i.e. the entanglement entropy of the fields in I.
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 7 there are corrections to these formulas. In Appendix D.1, it is
shown that, to O(n), the entropy receives corrections of the following form:

Sl = Solg)—2n [

ORc

o0 1 ) 1 )
dE/O A\ o5 <)\-|-A¢W/,(HS —8)8E(pEA¢E|w)7A+A >+O(n ), (6.66)

EISIL

where Sy[¢] is the leading order contribution discussed above, and pg, ¢, ¢ 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

Dypia = el (6.67)

where pg is the density operator for ¢ in the algebra As ® B(Hg;), and p:; is the density operator

for ¢ in its complement; as in Subsec. 6.2, we have p- = e PHe /Z¢. With this decomposition, it is
shown in Appendix D.1 that one may perform the X integral in (6.66) to obtain

S[¢] = Sol¢] — 27?/ dE [315 (pE(¢E(H§) - 5)) — PEYE (HéaE log (pEPE))} + O(Tl2>- (6.68)
O Rc

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 ¢g factorizes as ¢pp = ¢pg ® bp, where ¢g is the state on Ag
given by

¢s(a) = (¢s(7)|alds(T)), (6.69)

and ¢ is the frames part of the state, conditioned on the complementary frame energy being F.
Similarly, with a UV cutoff in place, the density operator factorizes pgp = pg ® pg, with pg € Ag and
pe € B(HR.). The integrand in (6.68) may then be written®’

¢s(Hs — ) OppE- (6.70)

But the first factor on the right hand side vanishes by the definition of & = ¢(Hg) = ¢s(Hg). 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.?® 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 pg vanishes at the boundary of oge
(this is compatible with the semiclassical assumptions; indeed, if ogc = 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 pg is independent of E. Then, integrating by parts, one may
verify that

Sl6) = Solo) —2n | AEpdpos(HY) + O (i), (6.71)
ORc
Now note that ¢p(H, é) can now depend arbitrarily on E, so long as
O Rc

The semiclassical approximation remains valid if dpdg(Hg) = O(n) (so that the second term in (6.71)
is O(n)). Clearly, these conditions allow for a non-zero contribution at linear order.

37 To show this one needs to use (;EE (O logpr) = 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 IIj; 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 C, Cy present. In the perspective
of one of the clocks (without loss of generality C}) a product state of the form

|911(7)) = |ps) @ | f2) (6.73)

was assumed, where |¢g) € Hg and |f) € Ha. The entropies of the algebras r(Af, ) and r(A%.,)
where then studied.

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

0} = [ dt R 65) @ |-t),. (6.74)

Another assumption of [21, 24] was that Hg approximately commutes with the relative modular
Hamiltonian from g to ¢g. For us, this translates to our second semiclassical assumption, that
|ps) is in an approximate eigenstate of Hg, i.e. e/fIst |pg) ~ €!|pg). To be a bit more precise
about the nature of the wavefunction f(t), we are assuming that it is rapidly varying enough that
this approximate Hg eigenstate assumption is reliable in integrals of the above form. Alternatively
expressed in terms of energies, the assumption is that the variance of Hs is much larger than the
variance of Hg. We can then write

Bpa(7)) ~ |és) @ | f1),  where \fl):/_o:odtfg(t)eigt]—t)l. (6.75)

Thus, we see that the assumption of approximate separability applies to the state in the perspective of
both C7 and Cy. Note that the energy wavefunctions of the two clocks are related by

FU(E) = (E, |f1) = [ O:o dt o) ETBY — fy(E + ) (6.76)

(we set f12(E) =0if E ¢ o12). So fi(£) is also slowly varying.
The first part of our semiclassical assumption can now be seen to apply to either clock. Indeed, for

any a € Ag,

(6] OF, (a)Vi(t) |9) = (5] ae™'s" o) (f;| €T3 | f;) = (ds|alos) / dE |f;(B)[?e Ot (6.77)

Cj

where (7, 7) € {(1,2),(2,1)}. Due to f;(¥) 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(AgCi) may be written (invoking (6.47) and (6.63), using
Hpge = H; so pg = | fj(E)[?, and noting R; = 0)

S[o] = So,c; — B(Hi)y — Srel(@s]|vbs) — log(27) + Sobs, (6.78)
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where

2 (6.79)

Sobs = = [ AEI(E)Plog | LB = = [ dB|£,(B)1og]f;(E)

J
(the second equality holds because of (6.76)). In the case where the spectrum of C; is bounded
below, the algebra is Type II;, and we may normalise the trace such that Tr(1) = 1; as described in
Section 4.1, this amounts to fixing the constant Sy ¢, such that it obeys (4.24). In the particular case
that the spectrum is of the form o; = [0, 00), we have Sy ¢, = log 8 + log(27). Writing H; = Hops, wWe
then have

Sl¢)~ —p <Hobs>¢ — Srel(@sl[¥hs) + Sobs + log B3, (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 C; are much smaller than the fluctuations of the QFT. In this regime, the von Neumann entropy
for the algebra of r(AgR) 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 C; 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 € Ay ® ®Cje R; B(Hc;),
and consider the expectation value of OF, (a)Vi(t). The antisemiclassical assumption is that this
expectation value is well-approximated by taking |¢) to be an approximate eigenstate of the clock
Hamiltonian r(H;), with energy E:

(6107, (a)Vi(t)|) ~ e LR (2) (8] OF, (a)|9). (7.1)

Here, F'(t) is some real slowly varying function of ¢, reflecting the fact that |¢) is not an exact eigenstate.
Since |¢) is in an approximate eigenstate of r(H;), 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 3. In
particular, we assume that (7.1) holds for ¢ < 3, and that for ¢ > (3 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

(AH); < 572 (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

T ~ IE
Sd)li(T"rt)'wSRgS¢|i(T)‘¢SRE ~e tF(t)A%(T)WSR;? (7.3)

as can be confirmed by considering matrix elements of both sides in between states of the form a for
a € Au ® Qc,er, B(Hc,), and using the fact that [¢gg;) is cyclic.

Using this in (4.31), we find

—S ,B(H c+H *)
popi(m) ~ e " WA (o Mlsn (7.4)

where

W= / dt s+ B+ Bt / dt e Hs T2z 1 (4178 g) (7.5)

Due to the slowly varying nature of F'(t), the support of W is sharply peaked around states for which

Note that Aqs“(ﬂws . 1s approximately gauge-invariant; indeed

i(Hs+> .. Hj+E)t z(H + +

e S Zﬂfz J F(t)Aqsli(T)leR— ~ S Zﬁéz S¢|z(7'+t)|1/)SR S¢|1(T)\1/JSR5 (76)
—gf +> . Hyt
_S(b\i(‘f)lwszac;S¢|z‘(7'*t)|¢5356 s Z# ! (7.7)
~ A¢\i(7)|wSR;e ( S+Z#Z i+ )tF(t)- (7.8)

where to get the last line we used the Hermitian conjugate of (7.3) with ¢ — —¢. Thus, mapping back
to the perspective-neutral level, the density operator is given by pg = Ri(7) pgyi(T)Ri(7) = r(ﬁg),
where

~ —So,r+B(Hs+Hr—Hpx) [ i,
po e [ @t Gi016) Aoy oen, (7.9)
— 00 k2
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
C;, and recall from Subsec. 4.3 that the corresponding density operator pf\ci of the system relative to
the set of clocks R\ C; may be found as the partial trace of pg as follows:

pg\c eSO*R_SO’R\Cir[tri(e*ﬁHiﬁg)] (7.10)
o o~ SomotBHs+Hr; ~Hps) ory </ dt it (g|V(t )|¢)>Awl s (7.11)
Noting that
s ([ ate ™ olvi)1o) ) =2 [ AE (@4o(r(H:) - E)Jo) = 2 (112
we can substitute (7.11) back into (7.9) to obtain l
plt e g eSome =St G [ qevi() (6l¥i(0)10) (7.13)
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In the other case, where R contains only a single clock, we have that A;/QAW(T)WSAJM is an
approximately gauge-invariant element of Ag, and therefore (under the assumption that gauge
transformations act ergodically on Ag) at leading order a multiple of the identity. Moreover, its
expectation value in the state [¢)g) is 1 — so we must have A;1/2Aw‘i(7)|¢sA;1/Z ~ 1. Substituting
this in to (7.9) yields

1 [
py = e Sor P [ qrvi(—t) (¢l Vi(t)]9) - (7.14)
The two cases are rather similar, and can be treated on equal grounds if we set Sy = 0 and pg =1.
Let us do so in the following.

Note that | oo
%/m At Vi(—1) (@Vi(0]6) = r[ | dB|BYE]pi(E)], (7.15)

where |E), are energy eigenstates for C;, and p;(E) = (¢|r(|EXE|;)|¢) is the probability density for
the energy of C; in the state |¢). Thus, the density operator may be written

Pf; ~ eSO’R\ci—SO,R"FBHir[/

g

AE|EXE; pi(B)| o, (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\ Cj, and the probability density for the energy of the
clock C;. The clock C; 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 C;. This means there are no
additional correlations between the system and C; which need to be taken into account.

This is a direct way to see that the antisemiclassical clock Cj 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\ Cj, so we do not gain any new information by using C; (other than its own energy’s probability
density).

The entropy of pg 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 3, so that e/
approximately commutes with the other contributions to the density operator)

log pff ~ So.mc, — So.r + SH; + 7’{ AE|EXE]; logpi(E)} + log Pf\civ (7.17)
and with this, we can compute the entropy as
S™16] = ~ (8llog pE10) ~ So — S, — BE ~ [ dEp(E)logp(E) + 8Mlg]  (7.19)

(note that S? [#] = 0). Thus, the entropy decomposes as the sum of —3E, a Shannon entropy for the
energy of the clock C; and the entropy of the system relative to R\ Cj, plus some constants.

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

SE¢l ~ So.r — BE — | dEp;(E)logpi(E). (7.19)

i
This (leading order contribution to the) entropy does not depend on the state of the fields at all. If
o; is bounded below such that the algebra of operators is Type Il as described earlier, then it is

interesting to comment on what happens if we substitute in the canonical normalization (4.24). One
finds

S7g) ~ = [ B pi(E)logpi(B) ~ logsi(E). (7.20)
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where

si(E) = e_BE//V dE e PE (7.21)

is the Boltzmann distribution for the clock at inverse temperature 5. We may recognise SR[¢] 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 Sy 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 Sp g 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 S g 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 C7, Cy
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 ’I”(Agcl) and 7“(.,4{{02). 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 &/. 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(Atie,) # r(Afic,) (8.1)

whose overlap is described by Eq. (2.62) and may be trivial as in Eq. (2.61) when the modular
Hamiltonian Hg 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 T‘(AgCICQ) 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 T(Agcl@) would take different expressions in
the perspectives of C; and Cy, 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 Cf,
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 Cs, 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 Cy and
(5, 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 Cj-perspective is in a full product state between all components

|611) = VNI (|6s) @ |f)a @ [g)3)- (8.2)
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Figure 8.1: Clock C; 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
AT w.r.t. the other branch. After recombination of both branches, we thus
achieve a superposition of two clock states. Meanwhile, clock C; just evolves
as is without splitting into multiple branches.

In this expression, |f), € Ho and |g); € H3 are both normalised on their respective factors, with
overall normalisation constant IV such that the perspectival state is also normalised. Furthermore,
without loss of generality we will set the gauge parameters to zero: 7; = 0 = 7;. Eventually we will
take | f), to be the superposition and |g)4 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 Cy results in the reduced state

|G12) = V1-2(0,0) [¢1) = V21N f(=Hs — Hy — H3)}5(|ps) @ |0); @ |g)3)- (8.3)

Using these two expressions for the same global state, the reduced density operators for the algebras
Agc, and Agc, are likewise computed in App. F. The results are reported together in equation (F.13),
in the perspectives of C; and Cs, respectively. We report these here with the simplifying assumption
that ¢g lies in the canonical cone of ¥g, such that consequently Jy|ys = Jyg and we obtain the polar

decomposition Sy |y = Jyg A;/S 2| b With these choices, we obtain the reduced density operators

oL = QWNG_SO’I_B(H2+H3)H\ lﬁw / dEQH Hl - 62,0’3)|f(62)| ‘g( H1 — 62)| A¢ s H\la (84)

Pyl2 = 27TN€750’276(H1+H3)f(HQ)H‘2A¢ s / d61H HQ — 61,0’3)’5]( HQ — 61)’ A(bs‘wsﬂpf*(ﬁg).
(8.5)

In the expressions above, H; := H; — H denotes the contraint-equivalent of H; on H;, and as usual
the non-trivial projectors II(—H; — €, o) restrict —H; — € to eigenspaces in the spectral range oy.

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 Hs 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); = /27 /[os]] |73), with |03 := J,,, dei the spectral range.
Then the modulus just becomes a constant: |g(E3)|* = ||o3||~'. With these simplifications, the integral
between the relative modular operators in (8.4) gives ||o3]| ™", while that in (8.5) gives ||oy]|||o3]| ™"
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We acquire the two density operators

Pyl1 = 27TN||0'3”716_30’1_B(H2+H3)H|1A¢S|wsﬂ|1, (86)
poj2 ~ 21N ||oy|[|os]| " e 502 FETHS) £( Lo Ay o f* (Ho). (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
Cs, and so is sensitive to that wavefunction. Also, the two projectors II}; and IIj; indicate different
‘course-grainings’ of the dressed QFT degrees of freedom, which are essentially represented by the
relative modular operator Ay -

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 |@;) and |@)2) are normalized as states on their respective reduced Hilbert spaces (not
necessarily on each individual kinematical factor). The projectors II;; and IIj5 keep the unbounded o3
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), be a superposition of two clock states, i.e.

‘f>2 = \/E(”Q)Q + ’7’2 + AT>2)7 f(E) — \/ge—iTzE(l + e—it)cE/Htm“)7 (8_8)

with the dimensionless parameter o := Ar||o2|| and the a-dependent normalisation constant

™

Ny = ‘ ,
2 o] (1 4 sinlacr™/lle]) sin(aea“”‘/“‘””)>

(8.9)

«

which reduces to 7/(2||o2||) when o — 0. We also note down the expression for the state in the other
perspective (8.3)

1) ox e ™5™ (J5) @ |=72), @ |75 — o)y + €197 |95) @ | =72 — AT), @ |75 — 75 — AT)y) (8.10)

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

NN2H0-1H —SOQ ﬁ(H1+H3) ZTQI?I?(l+e_iaHQ/HO-QH)H|2A¢SW)SH‘2(1+€iaH2/|le“)€iT2H2. (811)

Pol2 ™ o]

While the entropy for (8.6) can be computed straightforwardly, namely the f-independent
Slon] = Soa —log(2xN o3| ") + B (Ha + Hy),, — (l0g(M1 ATl )y, (8:12)

this is not true for (8.11) owing to the non-commutativity between Hg and Ay . Nevertheless, the
non-commutative part can be written in the form e¥ e e¥" 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 o < 1. The details are worked out in App. G. By letting o < 1

we let the superimposed clock be close to a single clock state. We thus find

QWNHO—IH —So 2—6(H1+H3) —iTQHQ ( ) ( — o H
~———e 0 e 1—i——Hy | I5A Iy (1 4+i—— H2) e,
Po2 = Josllos| 2|ra2u 25 éshbs 12 2|rczu
(8.13)
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We can now make use of formula (G.6) by making the identification

a —
X =log(I,A I} ), YElog<1—iH2> = —i——Hy + O(a?). (8.14)
(M2 T2) 2] o]
This specific piece up to first order in « is hence determined by

log(eYeXeY ) log(H|2A¢S‘¢SH|2) —i—z H o {Hs’log(HIQA%WSHD)} +O(a?)

1 d
= IOg(H|2A¢S\¢SH|2) — iATa 1Og(H|2A¢S(t)|wsH|2) ‘t:O

- % (10g<H|2A¢S\¢SHI2) - 10g(H|2A¢S(—A7—)|¢SH|2>) +0(a?). (8.15)

Technically, this does not capture all the non-commutativity since there is also the conjugation by the

unitary e’2H2 but this can simply be taken outside the log as log(U(-)UT) = Ulog(-)UT. This leads
to the entropy

Slop) = Soz — log(2xN o1z los] ") + B (Hy + Hs),,

1
3 (<10g(H|2A¢5(772)|¢5H\2)>¢‘2 + (log(H|2A¢S(,TQ,AT)‘¢SH|2)>¢‘2) +0(a®). (8.16)

The f-dependence in this expression creeps in through the dependence on Ar. Also note that by
taking the expectation value in the state (8.10), the result is in fact not dependent on 75.

Given expressions (8.12) and (8.16) we can discuss the two sources of entropy relativity in more
detail:

1. a — 0: in the limit that o — 0, with A7 — 0 and ||o2|| fixed, we have that |f), (8.8) becomes
a pure clock state with constant modulus. The density operator pgp (8.7) then becomes of
the same form as py|; (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. o1 # 09, the terms log (H|1A¢S‘¢SH|1)

and log <H‘2A¢S|wsﬂ‘2) functionally differ in the sense that the QFT degrees of freedom are
coarse-grained in different ways;

2. 01 = 02 : when the clocks are isomorphic, then the projected modular operators will be func-
tionally the same. When we let | f), be a superposition a # 0, the entropy associated to |¢|s)

(8.10) has an extra term proportional to a commutator i <[log(H|2A¢s|¢SH|2),HS] >¢‘2 (8.15)
as a consequence of the different entanglement structure from the product state |¢|;) (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 H¢c o< p?, 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

2 2

+ B, (8.17)

H=Hg
+ 2mA 2mp
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where Hj 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 C'3 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 C'4 and Bob’s clock C'p are both doubly degenerate, having
each a positive and negative frequency sector, the physical Hilbert space consists of four sectors

where the first label refers to the sector of C'4 and the second one to that of C'z. Starting with a
physical state |®), this can be reduced to either observer’s perspective in one of the four sectors
through the PW reduction maps R’ (7) leading to four states |q§|>;/\/>. QRF transformations are then
performed within one sector overlap, i.e. V; x_; x (7, 7j) within Agp = AN (cf. Sec. 5.1.5).

For the algebras, we will consider the case where R = {C4,Cp} and R® = {C3} where each observer
only has access to the full +-sector of their own clock R;, i = A, B, which means they have access to
the parts of both sectors of the other clock R; 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 ®Cje r B(C™i) 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 = ASp 4t ® ASp—r A=A ©® Afp_, (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 SR [¢]. Notice that we are dealing with an algebra of type
IT, because we have more than one clock in R (4.22) despite the clock spectra being bounded from
below 04 = op = Ry. Our above assumption also means that Alice and Bob do not have access to
the identity component CIyy on the remaining sectors, as otherwise they could rescale states and
observables there. This has important consequences for the probabilities pA® 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 R® is non-empty, containing clock C', 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) Nr(Ap) = r(Adg 44 ). (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 Hg 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 py will have a part p(fr that lies in this algebra and can be probed by both
Alice and Bob. While the two will use distinct observables from T(.AgR’ +4) to probe this state, their
description of it will be related by a unitary QRF transformation V4 4 p +(74,78), and so the entropy
contribution of the ++-sector will be the same for both observers

STl = S5 gl (8.21)
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The situation changes on the other halves of their respective algebras. Alice will be able to access
the p;ﬁf part of the full density matrix whilst Bob will have access to p;Jr. 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

SA”[6l # SpTlel- (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
C'3 to be nearly ideal, just as we did for the interferometer Eqgs. (8.6, 8.7), and picks reduced states of
the form

60" o« i(|667) @ |75 ® |73)),  Ar € {+—,—+}. (8.23)

Recall that an ideal clock (5 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 (5 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 (5 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 S*#[¢] only depends on the chosen QF T-state
|¢/§R>. To have a different entropy one just chooses a QFT-state with differing properties in the
distinct sector overlaps, |¢&7) # |pg™).

Finally, let us consider the coefficients p# 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 p? R
instead. By this we mean that, for example, Alice needs to renormalize as

phR

Pt =
with the p*# 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}*,p}~} for Alice and {pS*,p5"} for Bob. Even though they both
have full access to the ++-sector, their conditional probabilities need not be equal pj4'+ % pjg+ since the
weights given by the other sector need not be equal pj_ #+ p§+ 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 C, Co, C3, and suppose the state |¢) in the perspective of clock Cj is a product
state of a QFT state |¢g) € Hg, and clock states |¢1) € Hi and |p2) € Ha:

|$3(0)) = |$s) @ [P1) ® |¢ha) . (8.25)

The variances of the Hamiltonians Hg, H1, Ho, may be computed in this state as the variances in the
respective factors |og) , |¢1) , |d2):

(AHs)* = ((Hs — (Hs)y,)*), - (8.26)
(AH,)* = <(H1 - <H1>¢1)2>¢1 , (8.27)
(AH)* = ((Hy — (Ha)y,)*) . (8.28)
Now, let us choose these states such that
(AHy)? < 872, (AHs)? < (AH)?. (8.29)

This is of course possible, because the spectra of each of Hg, H1, Hy are unbounded above and below.
Moreover, these imply that a semiclassical regime applies to clock C7, but an antisemiclassical regime
applies to clock Cs, 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, ¢max). 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 tyax. As such, the periodic clock is a QRF for the quotient group U(1) = R/Z. Its
Hamiltonian Hc,,, 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

00, = {w (nﬂ + 2“;) | n. e Z}, (8.30)
21

where ¢ € R, w = -, and p ranges over some finite or infinite set of labels. A non-trivial phase
¢ means that the clock transforms under a projective unitary representation of U(1), since we have
e Hopertmax — o~i®  For simplicity, let us restrict to the case where » = 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 = t;,.x is the smallest non-zero value for which e Heperl — 1, which in terms
of the spectrum means that the {n,} are coprime. As a further simplifying assumption, we take the

spectrum to be non-degenerate, so that the Hilbert space of Cper is Heye, = L2 (00,.,)-

As in the monotonic case, one may then define clock states as follows (setting the arbitrary phase,
as in Eq. (2.1), to g(e,) = 0):
Bper = D € en), (8.31)
5;1,60'Cper
where |¢,,) is the H,,, = ¢, eigenstate. We have e Hepe |t>per = [t + t/>per and |t>per =t+ tmax>per'
These states form a resolution of the identity

1
1=

tmax
L et (8.32)

tmax

70



thus furnishing a U(1)-covariant clock POVM. A general operator acting on the fields and the periodic
clock, i.e. an a € Ag ® B(Hc,,,), may be written in the form

1

tmax

a =

tmax
/ dta(t, ') @ [t'Xt'] e » a(t,t') € Ag. (8.33)
0

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 (Ag ®
B(Hcper
we can impose invariance under the group Z of evolutions by integer multiples of tax. Since the

))H5+Hcpef. It is instructive to note that we can construct this subalgebra in three steps. First,

clock is invariant under this group, we can restrict our attention to the QFT, for which we go to the

subalgebra
—iH max
AtSmax = ( 43)6 st C zls’ (834)

As a second step, we can take the crossed product of Atsm" with its modular flow. To this end, let us
for the moment assume that Cpe, is an ideal periodic clock, which means that we allow all n, € Z
in Eq. (8.30) with the consequence that (t[t'),, oc 6(t —t') and Hc,,, =~ L?(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 tyax, so this crossed product may be written A'max x U(1). This algebra is
semifinite, because the crossed product makes modular flow inner, and likely Type II.

per

This crossed product would thus correspond to employing a periodic clock whose spectrum is given
by wZ. The third step in the construction of (As ® B(Hc,,,))"sTHerer is therefore to project the
spectrum of the clock down to o¢,,, C wZ (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 II; (if o¢,,, is
bounded below) or Type Il (if not) von Neumann algebra Agcper. 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 A!max x U(1) used in the construction of Angeu 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
QRPFs 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 x 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,

1 —1ig(e) ite
m:%héaeﬂktm (A1)

with overlap

(e|t) = \/127rei9(5)e_it6 . (A.2)

Hence, for a state |1)) with wave function v (¢)
= [atv 1o (A.3)
we get by making use of (2.6) that

9(e) = (el = —= [ dre ey ) (A1)

Conversely, the inverse Fourier transformation returns a “filtered version” of the function (t), with
energy support only on the spectrum, which describes an equivalent state on the clock Hilbert space.

P(t) i—\lﬁ/ de e <) (¢) /dtw (tt')

/uw ) |t) = /@¢ VI .
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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 ® BHE)" = (05(a). Is @ Uc(t) |a € As, t € R). (A.6)

To this end, consider any O € (As ® B(Hc))" and consider its ‘partial matrix elements’ in the
clock states Eq. (2.1)
O(t,t") = (t|O|t). (A7)

Gauge invariance, i.e. [Ugc(t), O] = 0 for all ¢, implies
O(t,t') = Us(t)O(0,t' — t)UL(). (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 € Ag, we have that a basis for such partial matrix
elements is given by

{O74(t,t") = x(t + t—tUs(t) aUg(t) |t€R, a€ As}, (A.9)

where x(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(e) = 0 for simplicity,

1 / 1 O P
I _ i(t'—t)e - i(t'—t—t)e
£ =) f/ deel D f(e) = - /UC de/Rdte (D)
/ dix(t' —t — 1) f(D). (A.10)
Now integrating the basis elements and recalling Eq. (2.6),

[aaro .00
o,

/ At dt’ (¢ + i)' [t)(t| @ Us(t) aUk(t)

= /dt|t (t+1 @ Us(t)aUL(t (/dt’|t <t|®ls)
= 05 (Vb ®Is), (A.11)

(2.12)

where we made use of the clock state covariance (2.2) in the last line. This suffices for the claim since
OF(a) = (Is ® Uc(7)) O(a) (UL(r) @ 1) , (A12)
i.e. clock reorientations change the 7 label at which the relational observable is evaluated.

Next, we prove the statement in Sec. 2.2 that if Ag is a von Neumann algebra, then so is the
gauge-invariant clock-system algebra (Ag ® B(H¢))". We begin with the case that Hg 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 H¢ to a new Hilbert space 7—~lc = Ho ® Hadaqa by adding all the
missing energy eigenstates to extend o¢ over the full real line. In particular, by spectral decomposition,
we extend the clock Hamiltonian to a new operator Ho on H¢ which has a nondegenerate spectrum
covering all of R. At this stage the clock is ideal and we have H¢ ~ L?(R).

Extending the constraint to the extended kinematical Hilbert space Hyin := He®@Hg, H — Ho+Hsg,
the gauge-invariant algebra becomes a crossed product of Ag by the translation group generated by
the system Hamiltonian Hg:

)Hc-‘y—Hs

-2 2 T 2
(.AS ® B(L*(R)¢) =Ag Xy R = <e_ZTHS aeTHs ¢~itHo la€ Ag, t € R> , (A.13)
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where T is the self-adjoint operator conjugate to Ho on H¢. This is a von Neumann algebra when Ag
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 Ag is. However, it is one when Ag is a type Il factor and Hg is the
modular Hamiltonian associated with a cyclic and separating vector in Hg for Ag. In this case, the
crossed product is a von Neumann factor of type I, 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 Ho = 1:I|Cﬁc, where ﬁ‘c is the orthogonal projector on Hc
onto its subspace Hc. When o¢ is just an interval, it is given by Ijc := O(emax — Ho)O(He — €min),
where €,y /min are the spectral limits of the original He; otherwise, it is given by a sum over such
products of theta functions over the respective intervals. Since the extended clock reorientations
e~"Hc constitute a basis of bounded functions of H¢, we have that 1:[‘0 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
|7) = ﬂ|c |7). Hence,
0%(a) = 1:I|C (e_iTHS aeiTHs) 1:[‘0. (A.14)

For the original gauge-invariant clock-system algebra, we thus have that it is a subalgebra of the
crossed product
(As @ B(He )" =Tio (As xug R) . (A.15)

In general, TIAII is a von Neumann algebra if A is a von Neumann algebra containing the projection
IT [165, statement EP7, p. 21]; ILAII is further a factor, if A is [21, footnote 7]. This proves the
claim. In particular, if Ag is a type III; factor and Hg 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 H¢ 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, (Ag ® B(Hc))H is then still a von Neumann algebra when Ag 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
Re(r)OL(a)RG (1) = ¢ aTljg, 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(Hyin) via the relational observable construction
in Eq. (2.12) and that this relational observable is also bounded, hence an element of (B(Hin))".
Relational observables are thus complete on the physical Hilbert space.

We begin with the case that H¢ is non-degenerate. Since R¢(7) is unitary and II,c is bounded, we
have that 7(O%(a)) € B(Hphys) if and only if a € B(Hg), where we recall that r is the representation
of Ainy on Hphys. Similarly, Ic ® a € B(Hin) if and only if a € B(Hg). We will now also demonstrate
that OZ(a) € (B(Hyin))™ 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
Hiin We can then write, as in Eq. (A.14),

OF(a) = Mg (7" T=Hs q /TS ) 1. (A.17)
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Since e—#(T—7)Hs ig unitary on Hyi, and 1:I|C is bounded, we see that Of(a) € B(?—lkin) if and only if a is
bounded. But if O (a) is bounded on Hiin, it clearly is also bounded in the subspace Hyn = ﬁ|c(3'-[kin)
on which it has support. Since the argument holds for any a € B(Hs) and since the unitarity of R¢

entails B(Hphys) = o B(Hs)I ¢, 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 A-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 IIj; in Eq. (2.51). It restricts the eigenvalues of Hy + Hg on the physical
Hilbert space to
—€* < Bg + By < —e™™. (A.18)

Let us first investigate which system energies are compatible with any eigenvalue of Hs. Employing
the extrema of oy in the bounds (A.18) implies that for system energies in the range

—elnax _ in - po < tnin_ ax (A.19)

any eigenvalue of Hy can occur and remain consistent the constraint. This range is nonempty if o
contains o9. Denoting by Ilg the projector onto this energy range, we have that the tensor product
He, @ Ilg(Hs) is a subspace of H);.

Next, let us consider the energy range
—lin _ lax o P < nin _ in, (A.20)

System energies cannot be larger than the upper bound on the right while still satisfying Eg+ FEs € —01
for some Ey € 0o. For any fixed Eg, the compatible Cs energies are

emin < By < —in _ By, (A.21)

For any Eg in the range (A.19), this imposes no restriction on Es. However, for Eg in the range (A.20)

this is different. Parametrizing such system energies as Eg = —e[" — ¥ 4§ with 0 < § < @ —ein)
Eq. (A.21) entails

e < By < e — 4, (A.22)

and so the admissible Cy energies becomes squashed from above in an Fg-dependent manner. Assuming
os := Spec(Hg) to be purely continuous, we can thus write these contributions to My as

7Emin7€min min _  min__
Hic, = / 1 dEsH[éi g (Hey) © HES, (A.23)

min__ _max
€1 )

Emin ’7Emin —E
where H[C; ! sl

is the improper subspace spanned by states with fixed energy Eg. When Hg is degenerate, as will

is the projector onto the subspace of H¢, compatible with Eq. (A.21) and 'Hgs

typically be the case for modular Hamiltonians of QFTs with multiple species, the tensor product
under the integral will be nontrivial. Hence, 7—[;@ is a direct integral of TPSs. When og is discrete,
this will turn into a direct sum instead.

Similarly, one treats system energies in the range

—lax _ ax o fog o gax _ nin, (A.24)
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resulting in another direct integral/sum of TPSs

B —€ 7€r2nin —emax_ o max
Hsen ::/ dEs T, AP (4g0) @ HEs. (A.25)

__,max___max
€1 €3

max

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
TH) = [ dee S () = [ dren U (g 1) [(0) - [Hab(0)
- - /R dt e~ HHS ) (i [ (1)) + | Ha (1)) | (B.1)

where we used partial integration and that lim;, 4 [¢(t)) = 0, coming from |¢)) € Hyi, being square
integrable. Now

|Hatp(t)) = (t] Ha ) = —i0; [¢(1)) (B.2)
where we invoked Eq. (2.1). Hence, reduced states solve the constraint in the sense that

THEp) =0, Y |¢) € Hn- (B.3)

C Details of derivation of density operator

We first demonstrate that

Sy, (o) ® (C) = 17:/% ) @ (p] e /2, (C.1)
is the Tomita operator of |¢g;). For any A € B(Hg;), one has
on Alor) = Sp A @ / de; |e;) @ (¢j] ¢ P12 (C.2)
CjER;

= ® [ dele) @] Afe /2 (C3)

CieR;
- ® / e [ a6 le) @ (o At (] e~ Hms/? (C.4)

CieR;
® / de; de; le;) (ej] AT €)) ® (€] ¢ PHR; /2 (C.5)

CjER;
= ® [ ad Aty e (el (C.6)

CjER{ 7

as required.

Next, let us show that the state |¥) defined in (4.12) is separating for the algebra AZ,. Consider
the map

TiHs® Q) HijoH) oM = Hs® K (H; @H]) @ B(H,) (C.8)
CieR; CieR;
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defined by
v la) - / dt exp(—i(Hs + Hr, — Hp: + Hy)t) [o) (1], /2, (C.9)

where Hp. = ZCJER; Hj, and the * in Hpg+ denotes that it is the same operator but acting on the
second copy of the frames R;, i.e. on Hj. Then one may confirm, using the resolution of the identity
in terms of the clock states |t);, and the fact that (Hs + Hg, — Hpx) [¢skr;) = 0,

YA[W) = A [Ysr;) @ 1c,), (C.10)
Since |¢sg;) is separating, we can have vA |¥) = 0 only if A = 0, which implies [¥) is separating.

Let us also show that the state |¥) is cyclic over the image 7—~[S R;R:; of the projection operator Il
defined in (4.14). Consider a general operator in the algebra, which may be written in the form

A= /OO dt Ui (£)0%(a(t))ePHi/2 e AL, (C.11)

with a : R — Ag ® B(Hkg;). Then we have

AW = /_ O:o dr /_ O:O dt e a(t) @ [t); (0], €7 hsr,) ® 0); (C.12)
_ /O:O dr /o:o dt exp(—i(Hs + Hp, — Hr: + H)) (r|0); at) [Ysm,) © |8), (C.13)
=11 [ at o) [dsn) © 1) (C.14)

where in the second line we used (0], e7 [¢hgg.) = (7], e T |Ysr;) since (Hs+ Hpg, — Hpx) [Ysgr;) = 0.
Since [¢sg,) is cyclic for As ® B(Hg,), we can vary over all states in ﬁSR;R;‘Oi in this way, so |¥) is
cyclic over this subspace.

Next, we demonstrate that (4.15) is the Tomita operator of |¥):
Sy A |‘1’> = / di eﬁHi/z ’t>z eXP<—i(HS + HR; - HRi)t> SwSR,. <_t’i e_ﬂHiﬂA@_BHi/Q |0>z |7/)SR;>
(C.15)
= / dt 2 |t), exp(—i(Hs + Hp, — Hp:)t) (0], e M/2ATem P2 |ty Jug) (C.16)
= / dt P/ [£); (t]; e P2 AT P2 10); |¥sr;) (C.17)
= AT D), (C.18)
as required. We then have the modular operator
Ay = S Sy (C.19)
_ [~ % 4y —BHi/2 T
= /_OO dt/_oo dt’ e=PHi/ )i Sl (C.20)
t/>i Sysn, <_t/’i e /2
= / dt/ dt' e P2 | ) Ayop (C.21)

exp(i(HS + Hp, — Hp:)(t - t’)) (t), ePHi |ty (—t!|, e PHi/?

eXp(i(Hs + Hp, — Hp:)(t - t/)) (t];

:/ dt/ dt’ exp(—i(Hs + Hp. — Hp: +Hi)t)eﬂHi/2 |—t"), (t|0); (—t|, e PHil2 (C.22)
=1I.

(C.23)
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where in the third line we used that
exp(i(Hs + Hp, — Hp:)(t = t')) Sy, exp(—i(Hs + Hp, = Hr:)(t =) = Sy (C.24)

and in the fourth line we changed variables t — ¢’ —t — i8. Thus Ay is the identity (on ’7'-NLSRz R*C;)-

Next, we show that (4.27) is the relative Tomita operator from |¥) to a physical state |¢) with
|#i(7)) = Ri(7) [¢). This may be confirmed as follows:

SsrwA|T) = e /_ 4t 11); Sy vsn, O A10); [¥si,) (C.25)
— s [t (], 47 [0), 161,(0)) (C.26)
—00
= thysAJr ’¢|i(0)> 0); (C.27)
= 1(A) Tphys [6:(0)) [0); = r(4)"[9) - (C.28)
Using the identity
exp ( — i(HS + Z Hj)t) S¢\i(0)|¢’SR; exp(i(HS + HR; — HR%‘)t) = S‘b\i(t)"wSR;’ (0.29)
J#i

we thus have the relative modular operator (naively in computing this object we might get a thys,
but the target space of the relative Tomita operator is the physical Hilbert space, whose inner product
we should use when contracting SLI\I’ with Sgjg — this removes one factor of Ilpyys, as described in

Sec. 2.2)

Agpw = S}y Sou (C.30)
- / dtexp(i(Hs + Hp, ~ Hre + H)(t = i8/2)) 00,8} (0100, (1 (C.31)
/ dt’ exp( i(Hs + Z Hj)t’)
j=1

/ A" [t"),; Sy @ wsr, (01 exp(—i(Hs + Hr, — Hr: + H)(" +i8/2))
= eﬁHi/Q/ dt/ dt’/ dt” exp(i(Hg + Hp — Hp)(t — t’)) |—t), (¢"|t = t'), (C.32)
—00 —00 v

—1/2 ot —-1/2 . H;/2
AZZJSR Sd)h( t)Ysk; S‘?\'(O)WSR* A"/)SR <_t”’ i eXp<_Z(HS + Hp; — HRg)t”> et

= ePH /2/ dtexp( (Hs + Hr, — Hp: + H;)t O]t / dt/ dt” (C.33)
—1/2 ot —1/2
exp(—Z(HS + HR; — HR;)t )Ad)SRde)\z(t')WSR S‘é\i(O)WSRgAlZJSRg
® e Ht 1t ("), exp(z(Hs + Hp, — HR;k)t”)eﬁHi/z
_ T7.BHi/2 —iH;t' ~0 1/2 ot 1/2\ BH; /2
— TIePH:/ / dt' e M ONALLES] (n Su@lsn Spat ) / (C.34)

In the fourth line we changed variables t — ¢t +¢' + ", t' — —t', and t” — —t”. Note that we can get
rid of the II at the front, if we treat this as an operator acting on Hgg.g=¢;. To summarise the above,
we have

_ _BH;/2 ° —iH;t T 1/2 ot —1/2 H;/2
Agjy = /_ e TONAL LS s iusa SoueIsn D) 2, (C.35)

where we have also used covariance of the dressed observable to include an additional 7 parametrisation.
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We have

—1/2 ot —-1/2
AwSR{SQ&\i(t,)'wSRgS¢‘i(0)‘wSR§AwSRE € AS & B(HR;), (036)

which is what justifies writing the term in the integrand above as a dressed observable. To see this,
suppose a,b,c € As ® B(Hg;). Then

<¢SRZ| aS’LSR; S;H(t/)'wSR; Sd)\i(o)“bSRg S"Z’SR{ bC |¢SR;> (037)
= (VR beS, (0o S lvsn, @ [V5;) (C.38)
= (¢;(t")] abe |¢};(0)) (C.39)
- <¢SR;’ abSLSR; S:;r3|i(t’)IwSRE S(b\i(O)W’SR; SIZ’SRgc WSRz> . (C.40)

Since ]1/153%) is cyclic, we may conclude that
SLSR; S;,i(tf)wsﬁtz 86, 0)wsr, Svsn, € (A® B(Hr,))'. (C.41)

But we have
~1/2 o ~1/2 _ T

AwSRE S¢Ii(t/)|1/’SR; S‘b\i(o)'wSR; AiﬁSR; - JwSRg (Stbszag ‘S’qb‘i(t’)\a/;sRz Sd’\i(O)WSR; Sd}SRZ)JI/)SRg? (C.42)

where Jy . is the modular conjugation of |i)g R;)- Since the modular conjugation gives an isomorphism
between the algebra and its commutant, we have (C.36).

Within the perspective of a clock C; € R, at time 7, the density operator is given by (4.31). We
can show this as follows:

poli(T) = Ri(T)psRi(7)! (C43)
~1/2 o ~1/207  —B(Hs+Y. .. Hj)/2
HVAM)SR;S%(TH)WSR;Sd’\i(T)WSRgAl/JSRgH“e ot

=So.p=B(HpetHpe) (% o i(Hs+Y  Hj)tr of
e i /_Oodte S Zg#z J H|is¢‘i(7+t)\¢SRiS¢\i(7)|¢SR;H‘i' (C.45)

Note that
~iHs Y HI (o)1) (C.46)

%

T I +

Sou(r+lvsn, Sulsn i = /_oo Sy (rrovsn, Sou(rlvsn,©
_ [ —i(Hs+) ., Hj)t' ot
_/—oodt/e Tt S¢Ii(7+t*t')|wSR;S<t'|0>i¢|i(7—t')|¢5Rg' (C.47)

Using this in the formula for py);(7), and changing variables t — ¢ + t', we get

—So,r—B(Hpre+Hpx) [ i(Hs+Y .. Hjt i
poii(T) = ¢ 1 /_ e 2o oS4 r+t)psn, | U Sw0)or—t)wsn; (C.48)

But
/ At Sy 10y, (s, = Suou(Mwsn; = Sou(lwsn, (C.49)

since ¢;(7) is in the image of IIj;. So
—So,r—B(Hpe+Hps) [ ; ,
/0¢|i(7') :H|i€ 0,r—B(HRre+ Rg)/ dtel(HerZj#,—Hg)tST S¢\i(T)|1/JSR—.’ (C.50)
o i

b1 (T+1)|¢Ys R

as required.
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Finally, suppose we decompose the reduced state [¢);(7)) as in (4.32). Then one has

Sou(nlvsr, = quﬂ Mlos © S5t (), (C.51)
SO
T _ i 1 i
S¢>|i("'th)WSR2 S‘ﬁli(T)WSR; - [Z; S¢§(T+t)\¢ss¢é(7')|¢s & Sq;1(7_+t)|ng S¢J(T)‘¢R; (0.52)
Using
R 0SSs 1 S0, P 1m) = (677}l (7 1), (C.53)

for any a,b € B(Hg;), we may identify

St (e, S8 (om; = M e (161 (r + 1)) (&7 (7)))- (C.54)

Substituting this into the formula for the density matrix, one has

poutr) = TS0 [ an s ISl s © (8174 D,

(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:

o3t = [ du 6400 @ 10 e 0) € Hins (C:56)
The direct analogue of equation (C.55) for this state is
_ —So.r—BHge [ i(Hs+Hp;+Hpe)t ot
pd’\i —H|Z€ 0,R BHR /_oo dtd,u,du e o R R S¢s(t)|¢ss¢g'(0)|w5

© Trre (105,m-(0) (P, e 0)])

(C.57)

= Mje™ "0 ﬁHRC/ dndv Sy oy

(/ dt e'Hs—Hr=Hre)t py. o, (|¢~5§%Rc(0)> <<5§;Rc(t)|) >5¢g(0)|¢s-

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 R; 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

—So,r— c o o i —Hpe v 7
pyji = Mpe"0r=FHr /_ _dudy S;g(o)‘ w( /_ _ dt e'(Hs—Hret <¢Rc(t)‘q§‘éc(0)>)Sd,g(o)ws. (C.58)

This expression will be referred to in several computations.

D Details of semiclassical approximations
Let us write pg|;(7) = ILj;5¢);(T), where

LSBT [ g 0T )

Py)i(T) = Bu(r+0) Vs, DB (bsr; (D.1)
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One may confirm that py;(7) is Hermitian; since pg|;(7) is also Hermitian, we have

I 513 (7) = pgyi(T) = pyji(T)T = Py (7)1, (D.2)
80 pg|i(T) commutes with ITj;, and so we may write
log pgi(7) = I}; log pg)i (T)- (D.3)

The entropy of the density matrix may therefore be written

S[¢] = — (¢|log Py |p) = — <¢\i(7)‘ log P¢|i(7) |¢|i(7)> = - <¢\i(7)‘ log /7¢|i(7) |¢|i(7)> . (D.4)

We will show now that (6.11) holds in the semiclassical regime. First, note that, for any a,b €
Ay ® B(HRg,), by the definition of the relative Tomita operators, we have

(USBIDS], (11 Sen(nlvsn, Alsiy) = (BOF (@b)Vi()'|6), (D.5)

so (6.2) implies

(W, IbS], (o1 s, Soprlusn, alsn)

< ‘<¢5Ri|b5¢ti(f)msg5¢|i(r)|w5Ria!¢3Ri> it [t] > O(e).
(D.6)

Since |¢sg;) is cyclic, it must be that the operator S’ o( Sg(r)psr. 18 itself sharply peaked

t+7)|Ysr;
within |¢| < O(e). Thus, one may ignore contributions outside of this window in the integral in (D.1).

Consider

(D1 (T)] (Pe)i (7)™ |1 (1))
= (¢(7)] (e—sO,R—ﬁ<HRC+HR:> /_ ~ dtei(Hs-i-ZjiiH)tS;;‘ ()i, 01:(7) W,SR) |¢i(7)) . (D.7)

By (6.3), for || < O(e), we have

71H5t/ ST iHgt'

i (T+t)[¥s R, S¢|¢(7')\1,1JSR2 e

_ of

~ af
- Se—iHSi'@i(T—i-t)WSR; SG*iHSt,(ﬁu(7')|¢SRg ~ S¢\i(7+t)|¢SRE S‘b\i(T)WSR;' (D.8)

Since each of the t integrals that appears in (D.7) is peaked around [t| < O(e€), we can use this to
(approximately) commute all the e?s? factors to the right, where we can then use e/s? |p)i(7)) ~
€€t [¢);(7)). We thus obtain

(@i (T)] (Pgpi(T))" 013 (7))
~ (fy(7)] (e—so,R—ﬁ(HRcwR:) /_ N dtei(s+2j¢iH)ts;l(T s, Siys(r |wSR-) lgi(7)) . (D.9)

Moreover, by (6.3), in the window [t| < O(e) we can write |@;(T +t)) ~ e~ ! |(T + 1)), where

9+ ) = ¢ 2 1 gy, (7)) (D.10)
One therefore has the approximation
(@i (T)] (Bops (1)) 103:(T)) = (S(7)] (po(T)" (7)) (D.11)
~ o—i€t gl
where (using S T +Olsr, e S&(T“"t”ws‘lﬁ)
. _ ~Sor—B(HpetHpx) iy Hit o
Po(T) =€ / dte ~i# S¢(T+t)|wSR_SA(T)|1/’SR;' (D.12)
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Finally, taking an n derivative of (D.11), and then setting n = 0, one finds

S[6] = — {(@1a(7)| 1og Pgis (1) |91:(7)) = — ((7)| log po(7) [$(7)) - (D.13)
In combination with (D.4), this implies (6.11).

Consider the state |U) defined in (6.14), and let a(Hpe), b(Hpe) be any two elements of A (written
as As ® B(Hg;)-valued functions of Hge). Then we have

(B a(Hpe)e™ 19 oy (1)b(Hpe) | ) (D-14)
_ % /U dE (s trr (a(E)AH(E)) 1) (D.15)
== | aB @wsltra, 6(E)a(E) vs) (D.16)
= (U|b(Hge)a(Hge) |T) (D.17)

so e s = Ag is the modular operator of . Similarly, we have

(B a(Hpe)e 91y ()b ) |8) (D.18)
= 5 | weltrg, (a(Bye " [T ardEINSL S b)) ) (D19
=5 | AE Wonla(B) [ atcISL S P i) (D.20)

-5/ ar [t sl a(E) TS S M) [, (D.21)
= 5x [ aE [” at GmiEaEe T o ) (D.22)
=5 | B [ at @) bmpa()e B () (D.23)
= (G| b Hre)a(Hre) () (D.21)

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

—So0,R—B(Hgre+Hpx) [ W(Hg+S" . i
peii(T) =Te 0 T /_ t ¢!t ( s T(r+t)\wSR75<£<T)\¢SRﬁ + Y(t))’ (D.25)
where
_ gt T .
V() = 54, (retywsn, SourIsn; ~ Semietgirinipsn, Sdmlvsn, (D-26)
The small parameter in which we are expanding is 7 = [[e(Hs — &) [¢};(7))[|. By the semiclassical

assumption, for [t| < O(e), we have Y (t) = O(n), so we can write the exact density operator as a
dominant part p') 1 (@) i ) (7):
par p¢|i(r) plus an O(n) correction Pyi (1):

peii(T) = p@ + 5%, (D.27)
where
(0) . SO R— ,B(HR6+HR* (HS g+z ; t R
= TMe dt gt von Sitlsny (D2
5( ),0 _ H‘iefSO,R B(HRCJFHR%‘ / dt CZ(HS—’—Ej?“ i) Y(t) (D29)
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We may further expand e?s=€) = 1 4 §(Hg — E)teHs=Et 1 in ng (1) to obtain

P! = jipo(7)

-5 Hpc+Hpx
e e )/ dt i s =S 0t (g gyt

‘z’(7'+1t)|11151?fSA(7')|1ZJSRg +.... (D.30)

The second term is O(n) (because the integral is dominated by [t| < O(e)), and the remaining terms
in the ellipsis are 0(772) (here these approximations hold when one computes expectation values of
functions of these operators, in the state |¢);(7))).

Using the integral formula

d 1 dX(s) 1
4 hog X (s d) D.31
ds 8 / NEX(s) ds A+ X(s)’ (D-31)

we may then Taylor expand to obtain

log p{j) () = I1j;| log (1)

1 zz lHt il . 1 2
+/ dt/ d)\ A (n|® i(Hs — &E)te =TS, (T+t)\¢SR—S (T)ibSRi)\_FAq;(T)@} +O<77 )

(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 ply)(7) = Hu[log Py(7)
1

+2r e dE P(E) /000 dA m(HS —&)0k (pEAngh;) } + O(n2). (D.33)

A +pEA¢E|1Z

After a change of variables A — pgA, this takes the form

log p{j)(r) = IIj;| log py(7)
1 1

1 [ee}
2 dEPE—/ A\ ————(Hs — )9p(pely 15) ——— | +O(n?). (D.34
T e B b /\+A¢Ew( s = &)0s(ps ¢E|w),\+A¢E|¢;} (7). (D34)

A

Taking an expectation value in the state |¢;(7)) = [¢(7)) thus yields the entropy

Sl = Solg)—2r |

ORc

o0 1 ) 1 )
dE/O A\ ép <)\+A¢E¢(HS—5)8E(pEA¢E|w))\+A¢E¢>+O(n ), (D.35)

where Sp[¢] 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=H:—H é, and all algebras have well-defined density operators. Then we can write

Ayt = pE(05) (D.36)

where pg is the density operator for ¢ in the algebra Ag ® B(Hpg.), and ,02/—} is the density operator for

@ in its complement; as in 6.2, we have p;—) — ¢ PHe /Z¢. With this, we can decompose the entropy as
S[¢] = Sole] - 85 +8'S + O(n’), (D.37)
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where

© 1 1
5S:2/ dE/ dA —————(H: - &)0 ) ], D.38
[ 8 ey oty e €m0 ) ) (03
58 = 271'/ dE/OO A\ ép ;/HéaE(pEpE(p/—)_g;, . (D.39)
ORe 0 )\—i-pE(qu)_l v )\—FpE(pd—))_l
Recognising the dF integrand in 45 as
d _ d
3, lo8((0 + s(He = ©)0p(perr) () ™) = - los(pr + s(He — €)0p(pppr)),  (DA0)
we can write it as
© 1 1
65 =2 / dE/ dA ( He —&)0 > D.41
i ORe 0 oE )\+pE( e~ &) E(pEpE))\+pE ( )

Every operator that appears here is now an element of Sg® B(Hg:), so we can write ¢ (-) as Tr(pg(-)),
where Tr is the trace on Ag @ B(H R;)- Then, using the cyclic property of the trace we have

55 = 277/0 C dE/OOO A\ Tr <A _:pEpE)\ jpE (He - g)aE(pEpE)) (D.42)
=2m dE Tr ((He — £)0p(pePE)) (D.43)
=27 dE aE(pE(¢E(H§) - 5)) (D.44)

O Rc

In the second line, we just did the X integral.

For ¢'S, we note that H{ commutes with pE(p;—})_l, S0
58 = 271'/ dE /OO A\ ép H/;(?E(pEpE(pl—)_l); (D.45)
one Jo X+ pe(p) ! v N+ p(p)
=27 | dE¢p(H{(Oupp + pudslog pp)) (D.46)
O Rc
=2m dE ppoE (HéaE log (PEPE)>~ (D.47)

ORc
So overall we have

S16) = Solé] ~ 27 | dE 08 (pi(65(He) — €)) ~ peds(Hidslog (pepp)) | + (). (D.43)

O Rc

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 7o = 0, the state is unentangled (up to the affect of the projector) between the
QFT and clock C factors. A frame change map Voo := [ dte s |t) , (—t| ., takes this state to the
perspective of frame C at orientation 7¢ = 0, which we write in terms of an integral decomposition
between QFT and frame C’ factor:

’&)>IC’ = VNI |2) @ |f) ¢ (E.1)
B)e = Voo )0 = [ dt(Issw) @ (166) (E2)
95(1) == los(t + p) (E.3)
14,(8)) = VN (—ulf)e ln+ t)er (E4)
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In (E.1) we have included a projector, I1|c/, which is necessary if clock (' is nonideal, and a normalization

-1
constant, N := ((CD\ @ (flcMicr | @) ® ]f>c) . In terms of the decomposition (E.2), the general
density matrix for the algebra A, in the perspective of clock C is (see equation (C.58))

—So,c— ’ > o 7 —Hp v 7
pajc = oe*0o7PMe /_Ood“d” Slgm)ws(/oo due e o) <¢0’(t>‘¢5"(0)>>S¢§<0>|¢s' (E.5)

Plugging in states (E.4) to the central t-integral gives
[e’e] . ~ ~ ¢} .

/ dte!Ms=Hent (G2, ()|, (0)) = N / dt e s =HeDt (fl—v) e (—pl ) (v + i o
— 0o —00

— QE (/ delceiu(Hch/e/C)f*(e/C)> H(HS — Hen, —(TC/) (/ deoeiu(Hch/ec)f(ec)> .
T OJC oc
(E.6)

Recall that TI(A, o) := O(A — 0min)O(0max — 4)) denotes a projector that limits the operator A to
the spectral range . The density operator thus becomes

N > —iv(Hg+Hpi+e!
Pojc = 5-c (/_OO dv 9 dege™ st Hort C>f(6’c)> SLS(O)W,SH(HS — Her, —0¢r)Sgs(0)ws

y (/oo dlu dECeiH(HS+HC/+eC)f*(EC)> H|C€75’07075Hc/
—00 oo
= 27TNH|Cf(—HS — HC/)S;[&S II(Hs — Her, _GC/)S¢S(0)|¢Sf*(_HS — HC/)H|C€730’07BHC/.

(E.7)

(O)l¥s

In writing the first line we used the convenient fact that the continuous index p on the QFT contribution
(E.3) can be expressed written as a time translation (because we started with a simple product state):
|ps(t)) = |ps(t+ p)). 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 7¢ = 0 to that of clock C" at orientation 7o+ = 0, providing the density operator
relevant for comparison to CLPW and JSS:

pajcr (T = 0) == Voor pajo(T =0) Vorse. (E.8)
We use the fact that
Voo F(Hs + Ho)llicler = F(—=He)lelljo/ Voser, (E.9)
and
VosoF(Ho)Hicller = F(—Hgs — Ho)llelLoVoser, (E.10)

where F is any bounded function of its argument, and similar identities for Vv . This leads to the
following expression for the C-perspective density operator:

_ 1
Po|cr = QTFNH\C’JC(HC)VC—>C’S¢S(0)|¢5H(HS — Her, _Uc’)S¢S(0)\¢s
Voo f*(He) e SoctAHstHe) (g 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’SJ;SWSH(HS — Hery, —00r)Sggips Voo

= ( [ O:o dte™"Hs |¢) <—t|C,> Slsws ( K O:O dt'e~ ' (Hs—Her) <0|t’>o,> Sislvs (E.12)
(" avreis e (@'l
/ dtdt’dt" e~ s |1y ; € " s (01t ) (¢ +¢'|t) o0 A2 LR (L (E.13)
_/ dtdt’dt”de e~ |t) A? 2 s e s (0]t") ., (alt) (E.14)
5(t”+t’—a)A; s et Hs (1],
= [ O:O dtdt'dt"dec e THOHs 1 40, (0[t) o0 A ;S| wse—”’gs (0t ¢ (E.15)
5(t”—|—t —a)Ai € (|
_H|C// dadt'dt” e7 s a) A2 e e s (0]t (alt” + 1) A;slws et Hs ("], (E.16)

1 )T A

Saoe [ e ST (o], A

|,¢) ZHsTgxcH(C'UC—}R) (El?)

— HlC/H(él.&*)UC)e_iHSTgXtST ’LHsTgXtH((?'CHR). (E18)

bslvs |c'5¢s|ws

In (E.12) we have just written out integrals explicitly. In (E.13) we replaced the relative Tomitas with
1

relative modular operators using Sy |yg = erWJA; " and letting the relative conjugation operators act
via complex conjugation in the energy basis on the intermediate frame factors. We also introduced the
notation Hg := JgjpHsJppp- In (E.14), we introduced an additional integral over a and a delta function
(" +t' — ). In (E.15), we shifted ¢ — t + o and then isolated ¢-dependent terms to the left. In line
(E.16), further isolating the ¢t-dependence allows us to replace the t-integral with the projector I 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 (a|t” + /). This makes the following steps more clear. In line (E.17) we rewrite the a

EHSTE

and ¢ integrals in terms of e with extended clock operators acting on acting an extended /ideal
ext

frame C' Hilbert space. This requires the inclusion of the projectors H(R—mc = [, dele)o (el and

H(g ok, = [, dele )& (€| 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 ¢’ integral giving the projector HTX§ :=1I(Hg + HZ"*, —¢’). 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:

p<I>|C’ = 27TNf(HC)H\C/ (R—)ac) szsTcxt S(ﬁswsnfégs(bsWseiHsTéxtH(gc—)R)f* (Hc)efso,c+ﬁ(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

ext 3 ext . ext : ext
AT = [e7HSTE" gt HsTE™ oBSHE™Y for g € Ag,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 |<i>> € Hqrr ® 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, Afij‘t, is
identified by ‘solving’ its defining equation:

(®|ab|d) = (§|bALa|d),  a,be AL (E.21)

For von Neumann factors of type I and II, the modular operator can be written as a product of elements
affiliated with AZ>" and elements affiliated with (AZ5"). The former piece is (up to normalization
SC SC
the density operator pg‘t for the algebra:
ext ext  fexty—1 ext Hext /ext Hext
A@, =P (P¢ ) € Agc Ps € (Agc ) ) (F.22)
Tr (pfgta) = (dla|d), Vae AHe“.

ext

If we now consider a nonideal clock C, with C” still ideal, the relevant algebra is then HCASC I,
where Il is the projector onto the finite spectral range of the nonideal clock Hamiltonian Hg. Since
IIg € Aggm, this is a proper subalgebra of Aggft. This implies that A%Xt continues to satisfy equation

(E.21) and peXt continues to give the correct expectation values for all &,B € HcAgEXtHC. Projecting

the latter as H(;pe"tHC renders it an element of HCAHQX 11, 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
H‘C/Agg{t. The projector ¢ restricts —(Hg + Hc) to the spectral range of Hcr, since this is the
constraint- equivalent of Her acting on Hcr. Since Iljor € (AHeX )’, this projected algebra is not a
subalgebra of ASC , and the same modular operator A‘g‘t is not guaranteed to satisfy (E.21) for

elements of this modified algebra. We might instead try to seek a new modular operator Ai for this
projected algebra. This would entail satisfying

(®lalljob|®) = (BB Ay va|®),  a,be AT (E.23)

However the state |i>> 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 Aj. Instead, we determine to
find a relative modular operator AH‘C/ |6 for the unprojected algebra. This would entail satisfying

A

A A A AL A ext
(@|allicrb|®) = (B1bAY 450 |P), a,be AL (E.24)
This relative modular operator will be decomposable as

—1 cht
AH|C/(i>|<i> = pH|c/‘i><p:i)) ) pl‘[lc,q> € ASC ) (A ) 5
(E.25)

ext

A = A A xt
Tr (pH|C/<i>a> = (®[Mra|P), Vac AL or H\C'-ASC :

The projected operator H|C”PH‘ wd © 1_I|C/-Ag((3xt will then serve as the density matrix for the projected

algebra, continuing to give the right expectation values for all its elements. To find pH|o/‘i> we therefore

first find AH‘C,&)@ satisfying equation (E.24). Using the notation a, := e~ *Hsqei®s  we let

(E.26)
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with a,b € Ag and u,v € R, so that & and b are elements of the unprojected/ideal algebra. For
readability we will hereafter drop the superscript ‘ext’ in the remainer of this section, but all H¢
and T¢ below should be understood as the ideal operators. Elements of the form IIjcva and H|c/3
additively generate the algebra IIjcrAsc, so we only need to seek AH‘C/ b6 satisfying equation (F.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 f denotes the time-basis wavefunction.

(@] alljnb |) = /dS'dsthc'(—t)f*(Sl)f(S) (®| (5| am ™o e HHSTHO et He |9) |s)

— /ds’dsthC/(—t)f*(s’)f(s) (s' +uls —v+1t), (®|aye b, |D)

- / ds'dsdtxer (—8) F*(s)F(s) (' 4 uls — v+ ), (U] by S}y 5 Sqrgay [¥)

= /ds’dsdth/(—t)f*(s’)f(s) (U|(—s + | b_veiSHSS}D“l,eit(Hs+HC)Sq>|q,e_i5/HSa |—s" —u), | V)
— (U, 0] b, ( / ds f(s)eiS<Hs—Hc>) Shig

([ atetttstitene@)) Sope ( [ dsaef (e 1)) afu, —u
= 270 (W, v| be s f(Ho — HS)SMHWSMf (Ho — Hg)a |¥, —u) .
(E.27)

In going from the second to third line, we used (®|age~Hsb,_, |®) = (P| bS_US;N,e”HSS@N,aS/ |W).
Next we turn to the right hand side of equation (E.24):

(@ Bg g0 19) = [ ddsF () F(6) (0] (3o broe™ e Dy g g€ 8} )
_/ds’dsf Fs) (@] (' + vle by gia0sul®) s — u)e
_/dsldsf Fs) (W] (s +v|e SY, S@\\yb A1, 6)60s— wSopwSu [¥) [s — u)e

(E.28)
—/ds'dsf F(s) (@] (8" + | bs St S(D‘\I,A ,@|§S¢|\1,Sq,as_u|\ll> |s —u) o
= /ds'dsf f(s) (U, v| e HotHs) gt SJ;‘\I,Anlcl&,léSq)‘\yS\pe_is(HC+HS)a,u |V, —u)

=2 (¥, v|bf*(He + Hs)S S@\\IJAH|C/<T>|§>S‘P|‘I’S‘I’f(HC + HS)@*iTcHsa |, —u)

We have used that S|y Sy is an element affiliated with A’. Putting together equations (I£.27) and
(E.28) allows us write AH|cf‘i’|‘i’ as

1

i —iTcH
AH‘C@@ S\II|<I>S\I/f*( +Hs)e ¢ Sf(HC—HS)S})'\I,
. 1
* T H,
o Sepw f*(He — Hg)e™ ¢ Sm&l’s@@
8 E.29
(Hc+Hs) ( )
B o sy e Hs A—1/2 A1/2
= ShShfi g B AT A T
]
(Hc+Hs)
o Jog AL A 26T Hs fac|C 2" " g g
o Jow gy f*(He)e FlHe + Hg) vovie

The second expression is arranged so that terms inside brackets are affiliated with Agc while those
outside the brackets are affiliated with A%.. This is straightforward to see for the terms outside the
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brackets, by recalling that SySy|e is affiliated with A, as are any functions of the combination
H¢ + Hg. To see that the terms inside the brackets are affiliated with Agc, note that although II)cr
is itself affiliated with A, it can be written as

I(Hs + Ho, —ocr) = e TCHsTI(Hp, —ocn)eTols = JyeTeHsTI(He, —ocr)eTcs Jy,  (E.30)
The terms in brackets in (E.29) may then be written as

€§HCf(Hc)e_iTCHSAilﬂA;@Jm@JweiTcHs

: : (E.31)
x (He, —ocr)e™eMs JwJélwA;/\?Ingl/zechHsf*(Hc)egHC.
The combinations J@J¢|@A(11>/|?I,A;1/2 and A;UQA}I)@J\I,@J\I, are both affiliated with A (see, e.g. [24]

appendix C), so conjugating them with e*7¢#s results in operators affiliated AZ,. All the other
terms, including the projector in the middle, are now functions of Ho and are therefore affiliated
with Agc. Given that the full term in brackets in (E.29) is affiliated with Agc, the relative modular
operator may be completely factorized between Agc and Al

A st gp eI o
0o de — Puje VIF(He + Hs)? UOT| P (.32
x eg(H”HC)f(Ho)e*iTcHsSjID'q,H‘C,SMeiTCHSf*(HC)GQ(HHHC)_

After some minor simplifications we therefore find
Py = SepJulf(Ho + Hs)*e™e Jy S}, (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 .Agg{t in the state I1c/ |®), which upon projection with

IIjcr acts as the density matrix for the algebra H|C/A§Igt:

= Migre AsHH0) f(Hp e Tots 51T 0o Sgpg e/ TS f*(He)e's (HstHe), (E.34)

P, é |

Recalling that all operators in this expression are extended/ideal operators, conjugating this density
operator with projectors Il¢, IIjcr, 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: (| perspective versus (5 perspective

Consider the case of three frames, {C1,Co, C3}. We stipulate that in the perspective of frame Cf,
the state exhibits no explicit entanglement across factors:

1611(0)) = VNTI|y [85) | £)5 19)5 - (F.1)

Here N = <<¢5| (fly (gl 1 |ds) [£)o |g>3) is an overall normalization factor, while we take the states
on each factor to be individually normalized: (¢s|és) = (f|f)s = (9|9)5 = 1. We will also let f and
g represent the energy basis wavefunctions on the frame factors, for example |f), = [, def(e)[€),.
We say that the state (F.1) exhibits no “explicit" entanglement because if clock 1 is nonideal, the
projector II}; 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 Cf.

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 C5), meaning from the
reduced Hilbert space H|; to the reduced Hilbert space H,s:

[612(0)) = Vi3 [#2(0))
_ \/N<0‘2 /OO dtefit(Hs+H1+H2+H3) |O>1 Lw dt/efit’(Hs+H2+H3) <0’t/>1 ’¢S> |f>2 |g>3

= VR O], [ de [ arten ) g ), (1 0), 105) 1), o)y

~vN [” ate ) o) 1), (~411), o)y (F2)
= \/Wﬂpf(—ﬂs — Hy — H3)[¢s)[0); 19)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 Cy or frame Cs, along
with reorientations of the same frame. We have elsewhere denoted these algebras Agcl and Agc2.
In section 4 (and appendix C), we derived a general density matrix expression for the algebra AgR
(or rather its representation on the physical Hilbert space, 7(A%y)) in the perspective of a frame R;,
where R = R; U R; is any subset of the frames and R; is any one of its members. In the case that
there is only one frame in R (so that R; 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 T(.Agcl)
and r(Af,)), under different interpretations of R and R°.

We first focus on r(Af, ). This means taking R = {C1} and R® = {C3,C5}. 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 IIj; on this state leads to:

o) = [ Z du (7115 gs)) @ (VN (0]p), e =) [ 1), ), ) (F.3)
—

() = e OIS [ 6g) = o1+ ) (F.4)

(3,0, (0) = VN (0lpz) e  HHOHEHD | 1) (), (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 H| := Hg — Hy — H3, this gives

[t Gy (0108, 00) = N [ ate ™ 410, (0l (7 Gy ) 17 L

N = = ; 7/ ; / 7/
=5 / derdeidesTT(H] + €2, —03)| f(e2)|*|g(—H] — e3)|e™ (1~ H)gmimler=H),
(F.6)

In the last line, II(O, o) denotes the projector that restricts the operator O to the spectral range o.
Fach energy integral in this expression ranges over its full spectra, implicitly specified by the subscripts
on the integration parameters ¢;. We now insert this expression into the full density operator, leading
to

N

Pl = 76 —So,1—B(H2+Hs) H| / dp dv S¢s(l’)|¢s

x ( / derde|dexlL(H] + 2, —03)| f(e2)[*g(—H] — e2>|2ei"<ﬂ—Hi>e—w<€i‘H“)qus(mws

- Ee*So,rﬁ(HerH@Hu ( / T av [ dee W<€1+HS+H2+H3>> st
—0o0 g1

2 #s(0)|s

dEQH(H{ + €9, —03)\f(€2)!2|g(—f_f{ - 62)|2S¢s(0)|¢5 (/_ du de’ 61M(€1+H5+H2+H3)>

o2

:QWNe_SO’I_ﬁ(H2+H3)H\1S bslbs / dGQH H1+62, Jg)’f(€2)| \g( Hl —62)‘ S¢S|¢,SH‘1

o1

(F.7)

Moving to the second expression we’ve brought the p and v-dependent terms outside of the relative

: : —iHgv qf iHsv _ qf
Tomitas, using the fact that e™**s qus(O)e sV = S¢S(

to projectors Ilj; := II(Hg + Ha + H3, —01), simplifying the final expression.

V)" The integrals in round brackets then reduce

We now repeat the above steps for the (A%, ) algebra. This means we now take R = {Cs} and
R¢ = {C1,C3}. We must express the state from clock Cy perspective, equation (F.2), in terms of a
decomposition across frame and QFT factors:

0200) = [ die (715 65)) @ (Vi) (=nlf)g e o)) (F8)
=

|#5(8)) := e FIIS [gg) = |(n + 1)) (F.9)

[0y, (1) = VN i+ )y (=pl f)y e Ut |g), (F.10)

Employing (F.10) in the central time integral, with the abbreviation H) := Hg — Hy — Hs, we have
o0 il o~ - 00 =
[ e B (G, (10,0, 0 = N [ e (=), (=il )y v+ ey (gl T g,

N — — : [/ : ! _ gl
T or /deld@dE'zH(Hé +e1,—03) [ (€2) (&) |g(—Hy — &) Pe 2 D) il Ma),
(F.11)
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Plugging this into the density operator for the case of T(Agcz) gives

N g, o0 c
pop = e~ Soa BT, (/_oo dy/a des f(es)e™ (2+H5+H1+H3)> S' oy

delﬂ(ﬁé + €1, O'3)|g( _ 61)| S¢S s </ dlu/ d6/2f*(Eé)eiu(eé+Hs+Hl+H3)>

o1

= 2rNe~ 502 AU, £ (1) ST slws d61H(H2 +e1,—03)|g(—Hb — €1)[* Sy s £ (H2) 5.
(F.12)
In the last line, we’ve also defined Hy:= —Hg — Hy — Hj as the constraint-equivalent of Hy on H|2.

Collecting results from (F.7) and (F.12) we have:

pop = 2N Soa—SUHHI 6 / desTI(H] + €3, —3)| f(e2)2lg(—H] — €)[2Speipe T,

oo = 2N S0P IIL F()S) / derTI(H) + e, —03) [ g(— b — €0)[2S g e £* ()T,
g1
(F.13)

where H| := Hg— Hy— H3, H} := Hg— Hy — H3, and Ho := —Hg — Hy — H3. Recall that these are the
density operators for algebras T(Agol) and r(AgC2), respectively, for the same physical state, which
is distinguished by the fact that in the perspective of clock C; 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 Hy s and the modular Hamiltonian Hg related to the
KMS-state ©g. 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 Hg and Hy|ys, 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 (eX ey)
which one writes as a nested commutator expansion acting on powers of Y

ad

log(c¥e") = X + — Y +0(Y?Y), adx(Y) = [X,Y], (G.1)

in which ady is the adjoint action by X. The second term here may be functionally expanded as

xr .I‘2

=1 —— ..
1—e® +2+12 ’

(G.2)
The leading order piece here gives for commuting operators log (eX ey) = X +Y as expected. In the

more general case, one can omit terms in (G.1) of order Y2, to obtain an expansion of log (eX ey) 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(efye*X>, (G.3)

which is a special case of log(z) = —log(z™1).

We now turn our attention towards the structure we are interested in, namely e¥ e e¥'. We start
by applying (G.1) to log (eXeYT> and then switch the order through (G.3) to apply it a second time.
This leads to

_x——dx i 12
log<eYeXeYT) = —log (e oy YO )e_Y>
adX T adX 2

Where in the last line we made the approximation

adx

since this will act again on Y through the adjoint action. This expression can be rewritten in a slightly
more useful form

d d 1
log(eYeXeYT) ~ X+ aTX Coth<a2x) (Y 4+YT) - §adX(Y —YT), (G.6)

which is the one mentioned in the main body for the gravitational interferometer in Subsect. 8.1.
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