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ABSTRACT: Recent arguments based on the quantum extremal surface formula or the
gravitational path integral have given fairly compelling evidence that the Hilbert space
of quantum gravity in a closed universe is one-dimensional and real. How can this be
consistent with the complexity of our own experiences? In this paper we propose that
the experiences of any observer Ob in a closed universe can be approximately described
by a quantum mechanical theory with a Hilbert space whose dimension is roughly e®ob,
where Spy is the number of degrees of freedom of Ob. Moreover we argue that the errors
in this description are exponentially small in Sp,. We give evidence for this proposal
using the gravitational path integral and the coding interpretation of holography, and
we explain how similar effects arise in black hole physics in appropriate circumstances.
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1 Introduction

In recent years there has been remarkable progress on the black hole information prob-
lem. Starting with the initial breakthrough [1, 2|, it was understood that semiclassical
methods such as the quantum extremal surface formula and the gravitational path
integral can give compelling evidence for the unitarity of black hole evaporation [3—
7]. These calculations were then given a microscopic interpretation in the language of
“non-isometric codes”, where the Hilbert space of gravitational effective field theory is
mapped into some fundamental Hilbert space by a linear but not necessarily isometric
encoding map [8-12].

This progress however has not come without cost: for sufficiently old black holes
the fundamental description of interior observables is likely nonlinear [9, 13-17]. This
nonlinearity calls into question the general validity of quantum mechanics: if the fun-
damental rule for computing expectation values of observables is something other than
“take the expectation value of a linear self-adjoint operator”, then what exactly are
we doing? In [9] it was argued that linear self-adjoint operators in the fundamental
description only define observables for observers who are external to the system. Inside
the system, and in particular behind a black hole horizon, there is some inherent ambi-
guity in the notions of “observer” and “observable”, and the fundamental description
of an observable can and in general must be something more complicated than a linear
self-adjoint operator. Moreover rules were given for computing interior observables in
the fundamental description that agree with the semiclassical description up to ambi-
guities which are exponentially small in the entropy of the black hole at the time the
observer jumps in, which is perhaps the most we should ask for.

It is natural to try to apply this recent progress on black holes to the problem of
quantum cosmology. Unfortunately doing so in the most straightforward way leads to a
rather shocking conclusion: the Hilbert space of quantum gravity in a closed universe is
one-dimensional [3, 5, 18-20]. How can it make sense for the Hilbert space of the entire
universe, with all its rich complexity, to be one dimensional? In particular if we are
observers living in a closed universe, what calculation are we supposed to do involving
this one-dimensional Hilbert space that tells us the likely outcome of an experiment
of our choosing? The main result of this paper is a proposal for how to do this. The
essential point is that we must include the observer who is doing the measurement
in a systematic way in order to get reasonable answers. Indeed from this point of
view we can interpret the one-dimensional Hilbert space as simply telling us that for
quantum mechanics in a closed universe there can be no external observer.! For some
previous comments along these lines see [21-25]; our new contribution is a concrete

'We leave the theological implications of this statement as an exercise for the reader.
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Figure 1. Encoding the effective field theory Hilbert space of a close universe into a one-
dimensional fundamental Hilbert space.

mathematical formalism to make the idea precise, which allows us to quantitatively
evade the apparent problems arising from a one-dimensional Hilbert space. Some other
recent work using observers in quantum gravity to address various problems is [26-28].

We can state our proposal more concretely in terms of a linear encoding map
Vi Heps — Hfund, Where H.pr is the Hilbert space of gravitational effective field
theory and H fy,q is the fundamental Hilbert space of the quantum gravity theory. In
AdS/CFT, Hfyna is the Hilbert space of the dual CFT. V often has the features of
a quantum error correcting code [29], and in particular the quantum extremal surface
formula can be viewed as a consequence of this structure [30]. The basic ingredient of
our framework for quantum gravity in a closed universe is the encoding map shown in
figure 1: we tensor our effective closed universe state with some fixed state |¢y), act
with some fixed orthogonal transformation O, and then project onto a definite pure
state (0]. Written as an equation,

VI) = V(0[O ([¢) @ |to)y) - (1.1)

Here [¢)) is a state in H. s and d is the dimensionality of O. Naively d is the dimension-
ality of H.ss, but we include [¢)g) s to give us the freedom to restrict which states we
feed in (i.e. by lowering the cutoff on the gravitational effective field theory). For our
simplest code model, where we take O to be generic in the Haar measure, we will see
that we can interpret 1/d as being analogous to whatever parameter suppresses higher
topologies in the gravitational path integral.? O is orthogonal (instead of just unitary)
because in quantum gravity CR7T must be a gauge symmetry, so in a closed universe

2In a more refined version of the code, where we give O a bit more internal structure, we will
instead take d — oo, with the topological suppression coming from a bottleneck inside of O.



there is a natural real structure for the theory [31]. More concretely there is a basis of
CRT-invariant states in which O is real, and more general CR7T -invariant states are
superpositions of these with real coefficients. The factor of V/d is included so that this
transformation on average (in the Haar measure on O(d)) preserves the inner product:

/ JO(BVIVIY) = (419). (1.2)

See appendix A for a review of how to compute such integrals. On the other hand this
map cannot possibly preserve the inner product for a fixed O, as it maps all of H.s¢
to a one-dimensional Hilbert space. This is reflected in the typical size of fluctuations
if we take O to be a generic sample from the Haar measure on O(d):*

Jaolerivie - @il =1+ 1ewe+o(3). (13)

Here |¢*) is the CRT-conjugate of |¢); since CRT is a gauge symmetry we should
require that |¢*) = |¢). The essential point however is that the right-hand side of (1.3)
is O(1); the inner product is not close to being preserved by the map V. In the next
section we will see that this precisely matches what is seen from the gravitational path
integral, so it is a feature rather than a bug, but we still need to learn how to make
sensible predictions in this framework.

Our proposal for computing observables is to introduce an external “cloned ob-
server” system Ob’ which is entangled with some of the input to O in a fixed state |w), as
shown in figure 2, after which we can re-interpret the map V' as a map Vo Hu — How.
Roughly speaking H,, is the “matter” degrees of freedom which the observer would
like to measure. We explain the motivation for this rule in section 3, but we’ll mention
now that the entanglement arises from the entanglement of the observer with the rest
of the universe due to decoherence, and the observer is “cloned” out of the system
because the rules of quantum mechanics require an external observer who is essentially
classical. The real point however is that for the map V, we will see that the fluctuations
(1.3) of the encoded inner product are suppressed by a factor of e=%®ov) where Sy
is the second Renyi entropy and woy is the reduction of |w) to Ob. We will argue
that Ss(wop) needs to be of order the coarse-grained entropy Spp of the observer, so
the inner product is preserved up to effects which are exponentially small in Sp,. For
example if the observer is a human this suppression is of order e=10%, Approximately
preserving the inner product is a sufficient condition for constructing a nonlinear mea-
surement theory in the fundamental description [9], as we will briefly review in the final
discussion.

3Here we introduce a convention where O means “of order”, to distinguish it from the orthogonal
transformation O.
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Figure 2. Modified encoding map 1% including an entangled observer Ob’ who is cloned out
of the system. The orthogonal map O is the same as in figure 1.

This claim may seem somewhat audacious. Typically in quantum gravity we expect
effective field theory to be valid up to effects which are of order e’%, where A is some
characteristic area of the system. For example in AdS near vacuum A is set by the
AdS scale, while in the black hole interior it is set by the horizon area (we should
also restrict to observables whose complexity is not exponential in A/G). Usually such
discussions do not require treatment of the observer as a concrete physical system with
a finite entropy and energy. Why are things different in a closed universe? We think
the basic reason is that in a closed universe there is a fundamental limit to how entropic
an observer can be before their gravitational backreaction collapses the universe in a
big crunch. There is therefore a fundamental limit on the precision of observations
in such a universe, and there is no reason for a theory to make predictions which are
more precise than what any observer can observe [32, 33]. In the AdS and black hole
examples we can avoid this issue by putting our observer at the asymptotic boundary,
and in this limit we can make the observer as heavy and long-lived as we like. They
therefore can record and process an arbitrary amount of information, so there can be
a precise formulation of the theory which is independent of the details of the observer.
On the other hand, even in AdS if the observer stays within the bulk gravitational
system there are limitations on how big they can be; we can think of the order e~ G
errors mentioned above as arising from the entropy of the “largest possible” observer
who can fit in the system without undergoing gravitational collapse. Our goal for the
rest of this paper is to explain how these somewhat vague philosophical statements
are realized via the observer model shown in figure 2, and also to show how they are



compatible with the results of the gravitational path integral.

There are several related works in the literature. As this work was being completed
[34] appeared, which points out that if we entangle a black hole in a closed universe with
some external system then we can view this external system as providing a nontrivial
Hilbert space for the closed universe. Mathematically this is the same setup as shown
in figure 2, so their mechanism for “growing” a Hilbert space is the same as ours. There
were also some papers in which a closed universe is in the island of some asymptotically
AdS spacetime dual to some holographic CFT’s [35-37]. If we identify our external
cloned observer Ob with their holographic CET, the mathematics is again similar.
Our interpretation of this mathematics is quite different however, as we have a single
observer instead of two black holes or holographic CF'T’s and for us the entanglement
is a necessary consequence of interaction between the observer and its environment
together with the cloning of the observer out of the system rather than a choice of
initial state of a closed universe together with something else. In [38] the authors
entangled de Sitter space with an AdS black hole and considered the black hole as a
kind of observer. Our setup differs from this one both at the level of interpretation
but also mathematically; for us the external cloned observer Ob is non-gravitational
and the entropy of the closed universe behaves smoothly as a function of the observer’s
entropy.

Our plan for the rest of this paper is the following: in section 2 we review several
of the arguments for a one-dimensional Hilbert space and explore some of their conse-
quences. In section 3 we review the inevitability of entanglement between an observer
and its environment in a pointer basis. In section 4 we explain how including the ob-
server in a closed universe leads to a nontrivial Hilbert space whose dimension is upper
bounded by Sp;. In section 5 we show that including an observer inside of a black hole
gives a Hilbert space whose dimension is upper bounded by So, + Spg. In section 6
we discuss some remaining high level issues. Technical results are included in a set of
appendices.

2 Why is the Hilbert space one-dimensional?

In this section we’ll review several of the arguments for a one-dimensional closed uni-
verse Hilbert space, and then show how this (unsurprisingly) leads to problems with
applying the rules of quantum mechanics in a closed universe in the standard way.

2.1 Arguments for a one-dimensional Hilbert space

We give three main arguments that the Hilbert space of a closed universe is one-
dimensional:
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Figure 3. Competing entanglement wedges, shaded in blue, for a reference system S’ entan-
gled with a system S in a closed universe. On the left is the case where the entanglement
wedge doesn’t include the closed universe, while on the right is the case where it does. The
wedge on the right always wins, so it is impossible to be nontrivially entangled with a closed
universe.

Entanglement wedge of a reference system: Consider a quantum system S
in a closed universe that in the effective description is entangled with some reference
system S’ in a state |x)ss/, as in figure 3. We can use the quantum extremal surface
formula [39] to compute the entropy of S” in the fundamental description of the system.
There are two candidates for the entanglement wedge of S’: S itself, or the S” plus the
entire closed universe. According to the quantum extremal surface formula the entropy
of S’ in the fundamental description is therefore given by

S(psr) = min (S(xs).0) =0, (2.1)

where yg denotes the reduction of the state |x)ss to the subsystem S’; so in the
fundamental description S’ is in a pure quantum state regardless of our choice of |x)gg
[3]. In other words the holographic encoding of S into the fundamental description
should be proportional to a rank one projection to ensure that S’ is always pure.

Rank of the Gram matrix: Consider a set of states |i) for a closed universe.
We can define the inner product matrix

M;i = (jli), (2.2)

also called the Gram matrix, and it is straightforward to argue that the Hilbert space
spanned by the |i) is one-dimensional if and only if M obeys

Tr (M)" = Tr (M™) (2.3)
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Figure 4. Using the gravitational path integral to compute the average of the closed universe
inner product.

for n any positive integer. Naively we can compute M using the gravitational path
integral, see figure 4, but we need to be careful about the fact that the path integral
is really computing some kind of coarse-grained average rather than literally giving us
the components of Mj; in a fixed theory [5, 40]. So the path integral shown in figure
4 is really computing M;; = (j|i), where |i) and |j) are states in the Hilbert space
of some fundamental quantum gravity theory whose low-energy effective action is the
one appearing in the path integral and the bar indicates the coarse-graining average.
Which states they are is determined by the boundary conditions of the path integral in
the future and past. To test (2.3) using the path integral we therefore need to directly
compute averages of the left and right hand sides of (2.3). This is shown for n = 2 in
figure 5, where we see that, due to the permutation invariance of the geometries which
are summed over, the two averages are equal. This statement holds for all n, so (2.3)
holds at least on average [5]. In fact the same permutation invariance also shows

(Tr (M)" — Tr (M™))* = 0, (2.4)

so there are no fluctuations in (2.3) and the Hilbert space spanned by the |i) is one-
dimensional for each instance in the ensemble over which we are averaging. This is true
whatever set of states we choose, so the full Hilbert space is one-dimensional.

Inner product in a concrete CFT dual: The previous argument used the
path integral, and thus had to deal with some kind of average. Here is an argument
that works directly in a fixed theory [20]. Consider a holographic CFT, say N' = 4
super Yang Mills theory. In the dual bulk theory there are crunching closed universe
solutions, and if we continue to Euclidean signature we can prepare states of this type
by using a complete AdS boundary of length 3 in past Euclidean time with a boundary



i J i J i
Tr(M?) = Z + Ei + +...

7 J 7 J

i J i J i J
Tr(M)? = ), + i liil + Fo.

i J i J i J

Figure 5. Computing the averages of the two sides of (2.3) using the gravitational path
integral; they are equal by the permutation invariance of the set of things we sum over [5].

=

Figure 6. Preparing a closed universe state |i) on a Cauchy slice ¥ using the gravitational
path integral with a past Euclidean AdS boundary of length § with an operator O; inserted.

operator O; inserted (see figure 6) [41-43]. If we use the gravitational path integral
to compute the inner product of these states we are led back to figure 4, but we can
instead use the dual CF'T as shown in figure 7. This shows that the inner product is

(j]i) = Tr (e‘ﬁHOD Tr (e ?70;), (2.5)

which manifestly has rank one. So again we see the Hilbert space is one-dimensional.

Another argument for a one-dimensional Hilbert space that is worth mentioning,
based on the idea that there should be no “—1 form global symmetries” in quantum
gravity, was given [19].* See also [45] for a more mathematical perspective.

4The basic idea of a —I1-form global symmetry is that any local operator O can be viewed as a
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Figure 7. Using the dual CFT to compute the inner product between two closed universe
states.
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Figure 8. Sample calculations in the topological model with matter.

2.2 Consequences of a one-dimensional Hilbert space

We’ll now use the gravitational path integral to illustrate various pathologies which
arise from the one-dimensional nature of the Hilbert space. We will see that these
pathologies can all be interpreted in terms of a holographic map of the type shown in
figure 1. To be concrete we will use a topological model of quantum gravity in 1 + 1
dimensions that was introduced in [20], which generalizes the topological model of [18]
to include a simple kind of topological matter. As in [18], the gravitational action on
a BEuclidean spacetime manifold M is given by

IpM] = —=Sox[M], (2.6)

“conserved current” for a one-form symmetry, since xO is a top form that necessarily obeys d* O = 0.
We can therefore turn on a “background gauge field” for the symmetry by adding a term AO to the
Lagrangian where the coupling constant A is the gauge field. Saying there are no one-form global
symmetries is therefore the same as saying there are no adjustable coupling constants in the theory.
The argument of [19] is that a nontrivial baby universe Hilbert space would lead to an average over
coupling constants as advocated by Coleman [44], which would violate the conjecture that there are
no adjustable coupling constants.

— 10 —
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Figure 9. Computing the square of the inner product in the topological model.
where . )
M| =— R+ — K=2-2g-b 2.7
M= [ Reg [ g (2.7

is the Euler character (g is the genus and b is the number of boundaries). The matter
is described by a worldline which carries an index ¢. These worldlines are created at
points on the asymptotic boundary, and their bulk dynamics is simply a rule that each
boundary index must pair up with another boundary index with the same value that
is part of the same connected component in the bulk. In other words the “propagator”
for each worldline index is just ¢;;. We can think of this as modeling the worldline
action of a heavy particle in the gravitational system.® See figure 8 for some examples
of calculations in this model. We can view the boundaries as creating and annihilating
states of the closed universe, so for example the first diagram in figure 8 is a contribution
to the averaged inner product between a closed universe state |i) where the particle is
in state ¢ and a closed universe state |j) where the particle is in state j. If we include
all the higher genus contributions to this inner product we get

G = 2.8)

so as defined the states aren’t quite normalized to one.

To see the imprint of the one-dimensional Hilbert space, we can look at the average
of the square of this inner product [20]. The leading contributions are shown in figure
9, they evaluate to

(Gli)(ilj) = 0ij + 1 + 655 + O (e72).. (2.9)

5In this model we do not include matter loops or keep track of homotopically distinct paths be-
tween the same boundary endpoints; we could include these, but then we’d need to introduce another
parameter analogous to Sy to suppress more complicated paths. In the case of heavy matter this
suppression arises automatically from the worldline action.

—11 —
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Figure 10. Computing the second Renyi entropy of a purifying matter system.

We can use this to also study the fluctuations of the inner product:

[GilE) = G2 = Gl TGy — G =1+ 6, + 0 (7). (2.10)
Comparing this expression to (1.3) we see an exact match: the inner product has
large fluctuations, with the two terms on the right-hand side of (1.3) coming in the

gravitational calculation from the second and third saddles in figure 9. Corrections
are suppressed by e2% which we interpret as 1/d in the code model. Note that for
this match to work it is important that we are interpreting the |i), |j), ... states we are
averaging over as encoded states in the fundamental description. Also we emphasize
that had we integrated over unitary matrices instead of orthogonal matrices in (1.3), we
wouldn’t have gotten the term corresponding to the third saddle in figure 9; this is one
illustration of the automatic gauging of CR7T by the Euclidean gravity path integral
[31].

Another way to phrase this problem is in terms of an observable: if we start the
system in the state |j) and then measure the observable |i)(i|, the expectation value is
given by (2.9). The semiclassical result from canonical gravity would just be d;;, so the
two additional terms are large corrections to the canonical result.

Yet a third way to capture this failure to preserve the inner product is by entangling
the wordline index ¢, which in the effective description we can think of as spanning a
quantum matter system M, with a reference system M’ in a state |x)anr, and then
using the path integral to compute the average of the second Renyi entropy of the
reference system in the fundamental description. The leading contributions to this
calculation are shown in figure 10, the result is

e—S2(¥y) — e—S2(xar) +14+Tr (XMX?\;[) + 0(67250) (2.11)

where yp is the reduction of |y) and W, is the reduction to M’ of a state |¥) in the
fundamental description whose averaged Renyi entropy we interpret the path integral

- 12 —




as computing. In general we have 0 < Tr (XMX%/[) < e~%20ar) | and if we take |x)
to be CRT-invariant then X%, = xar so Tr (xarxhy) = e *2000) = ¢=520au) Note in
particular that the right-hand side is never small, so the entropy of the reference system
is never large. We can compare this result to a code calculation using our encoding
map from figure 1 with O taken at random in the Haar measure: defining

W) = (V@ L) [X) v (2.12)

we indeed have

/dO T (02,,) = e~ 20m) 11 4 Ty (xmxi) + O (é) . (2.13)
The code makes the distinction between the states Wy, and xjp,s on the left and right
hand sides of (2.11) quite clear: |y) is a state living in the effective description, but
what the path integral is really computing is averages of inner products and entropies
for the encoded state |¥) in the fundamental description.

We've occasionally encountered the viewpoint that perhaps the way to avoid the
problem of a one-dimensional Hilbert space is to consider a larger Hilbert space spanned
by the unique states for each of the theories the path integral is averaging over. From
this point of view these states are sometimes called “a-states”. This however does not
help with the problem of large fluctuations of observables, as is clear from equation
(2.9). In any event in this paper our perspective is that we are always really working
in a fixed theory, which from the coding point of view is defined by the choice of the
orthogonal matrix O in figure 1, and so we do not have distinct a-states in the theory.
The averages we perform over O are purely to show us what the behavior will be like
in a typical fixed O.

3 Entanglement and observers

We’d now like to include an observer in the story. We obviously prefer to avoid any
detailed discussion of what constitutes an observer, but we need to make three basic
assumptions:

1. An observer has a Hilbert space dimension e°°* whose size controls the precision
of the experiments the observer can do. More concretely no observer can make
measurements to accuracy e “°9 with ¢ > 0 in the limit that So — oo.

2. The observer is classical, in the sense that it has a basis of “pointer” states |a)op
which are stable under interaction with its environment E.

— 13 —



3. The observer is indeed entangled with its environment, with a density matrix in

the pointer basis that is close to diagonal and an entanglement entropy of order
Sop-

To motivate these assumptions, recall that a pointer state |1)) s of a system S interacting
with an environment F is one where

Tep (Usi ([0)(0ls © -2 ) Uk, ) ~ [9) (9l (3.1)
CHCERI RS

where Ugg is the time evolution operator in the interaction picture. A density matrix
which is diagonal in a basis of pointer states will be preserved under interaction with
the environment, while off-diagonal elements will be suppressed via the mechanism of
decoherence [46]. It is not obvious that pointer states exist. To understand why they
might, we can write the interaction Hamiltonian as

Hsp =Y 0%® 0%, (3.2)
p

where OF and O% are bases for the operators on S and E respectively. In particular
if there is one term py that dominates the sum, then the pointer basis is just the
eigenstates of O%. If there are multiple competing terms whose O% commute then we
we can simultaneously diagonalize them. If there are multiple competing terms whose
O% don’t commute, then we should use coherent states. A simple example to keep in
mind is the situation where S and E each consist of one qubit and Ugp is just the
entangling CNOT gate

Usgla,b) = |a,b+ a), (3.3)

with the addition being done mod 2. The pointer basis for the first qubit is just the
z-basis, and indeed we have

e (Use (a0l 5 ) ULy ) = dula) 0 3.

so off-diagonal components of the density matrix in this basis are removed by the
evolution. In this example the decoherence may appear fine-tuned, but for systems
with a more complicated environment it happens generically on a timescale which is
exponentially small in the size of the environment. This choice of a preferred basis by
interaction with the environment is sometimes called einselection, and it is the way an
observer can have a stable classical experience of the world despite constant interaction
with a quantum environment [46]. Indeed this interaction is unavoidable, so an observer
is always substantially entangled with the rest of the world in their pointer basis. If we

- 14 —
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Figure 11. An observer Ob entangled with an environment F and some matter M being fed
into the holographic map V for a closed universe.

now evolve the system in the Schrodinger picture (including the internal dynamics of the
system and the environment in addition to the interaction Hamiltonian), decoherence
ensures that the density matrix of the system remains diagonal in the pointer basis so
the only evolution is that of the diagonal components in this basis. We can view this
as a time-dependent classical probability distribution.

Returning now to our closed universe setting, we need to account for the entangle-
ment of the observer with their environment in a pointer basis. Indeed even if there
is no obvious environment, at a minimum the observer should at least be entangled
with their gravitational field since a reasonable observer must be somewhat localized
in time and this requires them to be in a broad superposition of energy eigenstates.
These must then be dressed by the gravitational field, roughly as

|77Z)> = an|Ea>Ob|ga>Gm (35)

and the range of eigenstates contributing nontrivially to this sum should be O (GSOb).
For recent progress on gravitational entanglement see [47-49]. This will not be the
dominant form of entanglement in situations with a richer environment however, since
the matter in such an environment presumably interacts more strongly with the ob-
server than gravity does, but in any event we will not be so concerned about the details
of the entanglement between the observer and its environment - it is enough for us that
it is there.

So far we’ve motivated a code picture as in figure 11, where an observer Ob en-
tangled with some environment F, together with some additional degrees of freedom

— 15 —



we'll call M (which we can loosely think of as the “matter” on which the observer
will do experiments), are encoded by a holographic map V' into the unique state of a
closed universe.® This still has the problem however that the observer is part of the
system, and thus it is not so clear what calculation we are supposed to do with the
output of the map to compute what the observer should see. What we need to do is
get the observer out of the system so that we can use ordinary quantum mechanics.
We cannot simply transfer their degrees of freedom out however, as what is left would
not be a valid input for V. Moreover the observer sources a gravitational field, and if
we remove them we will get a state which is not diffeomorphism invariant. In order to
surmount these difficulties we need the observer to be in two places at once; we need to
clone them. General cloning of quantum states is of course impossible [50], but there
is no obstruction to cloning in a particular basis and here we have a particular basis
at hand: the pointer basis |a)op. Our proposal is therefore to clone the observer out
of the system in their pointer basis, as in figure 12, and we will refer to their cloned
system as Ob'. Because this cloning happens in the pointer basis, from the point of
view of the original observer Ob their clone Ob is just another part of the environment,
and in particular this cloning will not disrupt their classical experience. In fact we can
think of Ob’ as being there to ensure that Ob is classical without need for any further
discussion of the environment. Our proposal is then to use this cloned state to define
a new encoding map V . Ha — How, which we can use to make predictions for what
the observer will see when they make measurements on M.7 In the rest of the paper
we will see that this leads to sensible results.

4 An observer in a closed universe

We now revisit the arguments of section 2 for the encoding map V that includes the
external cloned observer Ob' entangled with the original observer Ob and environ-
ment £ in the closed universe. We will see that all of the problems arising from the
one-dimensional Hilbert space are now exponentially suppressed in Sp,. We will do
calculations both using the holographic code in figure 2 and the gravitational path
integral, with the latter being evaluated first for the topological model of [18, 20] and
then for JT gravity [51, 52]. We will also explain how similar results can be obtained
in the special case of a closed universe with negative cosmological constant using the
eigenstate thermalization hypothesis to do calculations in the dual CFT [53].

6There of course are also entangling interactions between E and M, we think of these as being
included in O.

"To match figure 12 to figure 2 we can simply merge the E and Ob lines going into O, as this
simplifies calculations without changing any of the results.
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Figure 12. Cloning the observer out of the system. Before acting with (0|O the cloned
observer OV, the observer Ob, and the environment E are in a shared GHZ-type state in the
pointer basis. We can interpret this as defining a new holographic map V:M— OV.

4.1 A simple code model

We first discuss some calculations in V : Hyr — Howy code in the case where we take
O to be a generic sample from the Haar measure on O(d). For convenience we absorb
E from figure 12 into Ob, to get the code shown in figure 2. All calculations use the
orthogonal integration technology described in appendix A, here we will just quote
results. We first note that on average this code preserves the inner product on Hy;:

[ 0@ V1) = tolu). (@)

This was also true for the V' code from figure 1 however, so to get a better sense of
what is going on for a typical fixed O we should look at the fluctuations. These are
given by

/ dO (VT |0) — (o])?

d
= 3 | (@l 4 7o)+ Tr (worws) !<¢*w>|2] — [(gl)[?
= 7o) 4+ T (wouigy) [(74)]7 + O (é) , (4.2)

see appendix A for details of the calculation. In general we have 0 < Tr (wObwgb) <
e~ %2wor) = ¢=%2(wor) and taking |w) ® [¥) to be CRT-invariant (i.e. real) we simply
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have

Jaorelv v — @i = @+ oS 1o (1), 4s)

In other words the fluctuations of the inner product are exponentially suppressed in
Sa(wow ), so a more complicated observer gets a more precise theory just as promised
in the introduction.

We can also phrase this in terms of the encoded Renyi entropy of a reference system
M’ entangled with the matter system M, as we did without the observer in equation
(2.13). Now including the observer we can define

W) op v = (V ® [M’> |X) M7 (4.4)

in terms of which we have

d
_SQ(‘I/IM’) _—
/dOe = 5

6—52()(]\4/) + e—SZ(WOb’) + Tr (XMXJA}) T[' (WObwgb) ] . (45)

Assuming both Renyi entropies are large compared to one and working at large d, we
can simplify this to
SQ(\IJM/) = min (SQ(XM/), SQ(wOb/)> . (46)

In other words we can entangle up to Sa(woy ) ~ Sop degrees of freedom with the closed
universe: by including the observer we have grown a Hilbert space! We now turn to
recovering these results in gravity.

4.2 Topological model

We can include an observer in the topological model of [18, 20] by treating the internal
state of the observer Ob (and its environment £) as an additional type of worldline
degree of freedom, this time with state label a to distinguish it from the ¢ label for
the matter world line. As a first calculation we can compute the average of the inner
product of states with different matter label, as in figure 13. Including the sum over

genus we get
Gli) = T— =25 (4.7)

just as we did for the model with no matter.
More interesting is the square of the inner product, the leading contributions to
which are shown in figure 14. Evaluating these contributions gives

Gl (L) = 6y + e=2C0r) + 65 Tr (worwdy) + O(e™>), (4.8)
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Figure 13. Computing the closed universe inner product for the topological model in the
presence of an observer.
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Figure 14. Leading contributions to the square of the inner product in the topological model.

so the inner product fluctuation is

[4l8) = G2 = Gl ) — Gl = e7*20r) + 6 Tr (worwy) + O(e™0) - (4.9)

just as we found from a code calculation in (4.2). We can also entangle a reference
system M’ with the worldline in an entangled state |y) and use the path integral to
compute the average of the second Renyi entropy. The leading contributions are as in
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figure 10, except that now there is also the observer entanglement as in figure 14. The
result is that

e=52(¥r) = =2 0ar) 4 o= F2(wor) | Ty (XMXJJ\;[) Tr (wObwgb) + O (6_250) , (4.10)

which again matches the leading order code result (4.5).

We can also compute all-orders results in this model. The full set of topologies
to sum over in figure 14 consists of pairs of cylinders decorated by handles as well
as connected geometries consisting of a sphere with four holes and some number of
handles. For the average inner product squared the full sum is

TN o\ 1 — Wop!
() (ilg) = A=y §ij + e Wo) 4 5 Tr (worwdy)

+ 6_2S0(1 + 6_250) (14 26;;) (1 + e 52wor) 4 Ty (wObw(T)b)) ;
(4.11)

where the second line is the contribution from connected geometries. This contribution
is strictly subleading if we assume that the observer entropy is small compared to
Sp, which is the situation we have so far been considering. If we do allow Sp, to be
comparable to (or larger than) Sp, then a random choice of O in the code no longer
gives a good match for gravity. The issue is that the connected contribution to the
gravitational calculation has a term of order e2°° which is not multiplied by §;; or
suppressed by the observer entropy, while there is no such term in the exact code
result quoted in the first line of (4.2). This connected contribution can even beat the
contributions from the crossed cylinders if the observer entropy is large compared to
Sp. That situation cannot be realized in the code model given our identification of
d ~ e, since the observer isn’t a valid input unless e < d. In appendix B we
present a more structured code, where O is not chosen completely at random, in which
e appears from an additional bottleneck in the code rather than the dimensionality
of O, and we show that this code reproduces the connected contribution to (j7)(i|j)
from the gravitational result.

There is an important subtlety in the expression (4.11) however, which is that
the norms of the |i) states are fluctuating random variables. To really capture the
fluctuations of the squared inner product at higher orders in €72, we should instead
compute the quantity
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The only way we know how to evaluate this using the path integral is to first compute
(313)(i|5) ((ilé)(j]7))™ and then analytically continue to m = —1, which is somewhat
unpleasant. This is overkill for our purposes however, as we are only interested in the

situation where Sy and Sp, are both large and in this situation the norm fluctuations
(which we can obtain by setting i = j in (4.11)) do not affect the leading expression

(G1i) — (jli)|2 = e 52@or) 4 6, Tr (wopwiyy) + €250 + ... (4.12)

Here . .. indicates terms that are suppressed by higher powers of e=2% and/or e=50¢,
Similar comments apply to the second Renyi entropy of M’. We first have

1

TI‘(‘IJ?\/[,) = (1 _ 6_250)2

LSZ’(XM’) + e %2 or) £ Tr (xarxiy) Tr (woswon,)
+ 6—250(1 + 6—250) (1 + e—92(xar) 4+ Tr (XMXTA;[) )

X (1 + e %2or) 4 Ty (worwdy) ) , (4.13)

where |¥) is obtained by feeding properly normalized states |w) and |x) directly into
the path integral without further adjustment of the normalization. This is not really
a computation of the Renyi entropy however, as the norm of |¥) is fluctuating, but as
long as Sop, So, and Sa(xr) are all large then we can reliably extract the expression

6—52(‘I’M') = 6_52(XM') + 6—52(W0b/) + 6—250 + ... , (414)

which is accurate up to terms that involve products of the three quantities appearing
here.

4.3 JT gravity

We will now consider closed universes in JT gravity in the presence of an observer.
This theory has more structure than the topological model and reproduces the code
calculation of section 4.1. Additionally, one new feature in JT is the appearance of a
non-trivial QES in the closed universe which gives a geometric interpretation to the
bottleneck found in the topological model. This bottleneck QES determines under what
conditions operator reconstruction is possible in the closed universe.
The Euclidean action for JT gravity with asymptotically AdS boundaries is given
by
Tyrlg, ®] = —Sox(M) — %/M Vib(R+2)— [ VEB(K 1), (4.15)

oM
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Figure 15. A big bang/big crunch closed universe in Lorentzian JT gravity with an observer
(blue) and additional matter (orange). We clone the observer out to reference Ob' and entangle
the matter to an external reference M’. After taking into account the backreaction of the
matter on the dilaton, two QESs are generated denoted by ‘x’. These QESs give a fundamental
bottleneck on the observers Hilbert space in a closed universe.

in terms of a dilaton field ® and a two-dimensional metric g. We will be more precise
about the boundary conditions in a moment.

The Lorentzian theory for closed universes can be studied by ignoring the boundary
term and taking the standard analytic continuation of the action tg — it;. There are
classical solutions for Lorentzian big bang/big crunch closed universes on manifolds
M = S' x R. The solutions are given by ds? = —dt*> + b? cos*(t)do? , ® = ®.sin(t),
where the spatial circle is periodic o ~ o+1. These solutions describe a universe created
from nothing at ¢ = —n/2 which expands to a maximal size b before re-collapsing
at t = m/2, see figure 15. To include an observer in the closed universe we will add
dynamical matter to the theory given by worldlines with mass mgo, and mj; for observer
and reference matter respectively.® Technical details and all calculations are left to
appendix C.

To introduce an observer into the closed universe we again endow the worldlines
with extra flavor indices and entangle them with external reference systems Ob and
M/

[V)er = Y wanXisla)or @ |¥:) @ |f)ar (4.16)

o
where we have emphasized that in the code picture this state should be thought of as
living in the effective description. The effective bulk state |, ;) is a state of the closed

8The presence of these worldlines in the Lorentzian signature closed universe backreacts on the
profile of the dilaton, but leaves the geometry rigid AdSs. See [20] for some explicit constructions.
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universe in the canonically quantized theory with an observer in an internal state a and
additional matter in state i, see figure 15 for a Lorentzian interpretation of this state.”

In the path integral an insertion of the bulk effective state [ ,) inserts a Euclidean
boundary condition given by a geodesic circle of some specified length b with observer
and matter worldlines of specified flavors at determined locations along the circle.
These boundary conditions are inconvenient for calculations, and as explained in [20]
we can instead use boundary conditions given by asymptotic boundaries with matter
operator insertions to generate closed universe states with wavefunctions highly peaked
around a geodesic throat size b determined by the details of the asymptotic conditions.
When evaluating inner products using the path integral we thus make the replacement
|1i.o) — (Asymptotic circle of length 8+ 8’ with Hermitian operators O,, ®; separated
by 5, 5') at the level of path integral boundary conditions.

An example demonstrating these rules is to compute the average of the inner prod-
uct of states with different matter and observer labels as we did in the topological
model. We get

(Via|Vjp) = 0ij0apZn = , (4.17)

where the dotted lines denote geodesics connecting pairs of operators. In appendix C
we explain how to evaluate these amplitudes in JT gravity, with Z; ~ (e*°)° given by
(C.5) where we have given the scaling with the topological factor.

Instead of computing the variance in the inner product we will directly jump to
computing the second Renyi entropy of the matter reference M’ after tracing out the
rest of the system in (4.16). The calculation is very similar to the topological model
with the result!’

e=52(Var) = e~ 520tr) 4 o= or) Ty (yyrxh;) Tr(wopwy) +

4 % + 0 (6725075‘2(XM/)7 6*250752(00%/)7 . ) (4.18)
1

9In canonically quantized JT gravity the state of a closed universe can be specified by a wavefunc-
tional 1(b) = (b|¢) for the maximal geodesic length the universe attains. With the addition of matter
fields the wavefunctions also must take as input a profile of appropriate matter fields on the Cauchy
slice ¥ (b, ¢1,...).

10 A5 explained in the case of the topological model, we must make sure the state is normalized to
compute the Renyi entropy. In the limit that all the entropies and topological suppression are large
we can get the leading order answer for the second Renyi by dividing by (Tr W,/ )? = Z? which is the
square of two Cylinders.

— 923 —



Figure 16. Dominant contribution to the fully connected second Renyi entropy. The observer
and matter worldlines connect as indicated in the figure, giving a contribution that scales as
e 250 Tr(x )2 Tr(w)? = e~ 25,

The first line is from the three cylinder geometries. The second line comes from fully
connected bulk geometries, where both the observer worldline and matter worldline are
free to connect in all possible ways. In the limit that all the entropies and S, are large
the most important connected contribution is given by observer and matter worldlines
connecting as shown in figure 16 which we denote by Z, ~ ¢~2% and compute in (C.7).
The most important terms are the first two and Z,/Z%, all others are subleading and
exponentially suppressed in sums of Sa(x ), S2(wow ), 250. We therefore have

Z2
So(Unpr) ~ min | Sy(xar ), Sa(wow ), log (7;) } , (4.19)

250+...

where the last term dominates when both of the second Renyi entropies of the reference
systems are much larger than 2S,. The last term gives a fundamental bottleneck on
the size of the observer’s Hilbert space in a closed universe.

We find a complete match between an observer in a closed universe in JT gravity
with the expectations from the code. The first two terms match the calculation of the
simple code in equation (4.5), and the bottleneck can be seen in a code with more
structure we study in appendix B.
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Figure 17. The three different quantum extremal surfaces for the entropy of the cloned
observer system Ob’. The bulk entanglement wedge is denoted by the blue circle. In the
first case the entanglement wedge contains OV'. In the second case the entire closed universe,
while in the third case the entanglement wedge ends at two QESs ‘x’ and excludes the matter
system M’.

It’s also interesting to consider the von Neumann entropy of the cloned observer
OV’ and the under what conditions we can reconstruct operators acting inside the closed
universe on Hop . The three phases for the QES are displayed in figure 17. The entropy
is given by

SWN(wOb/) = min [S(u}051>, S(XM’), 250 + 27T(I)|QE51 + 27T(I)|QES2] . (420)

The last term is the bottleneck and comes from the two quantum extremal surfaces
that surround the matter in figure 17, these QESs are generated after backreaction of
the matter is included. We use the replica trick to compute their value in appendix
C. For the simplicity of this section we treat the bottleneck as approximately given by
250.

The first case is the least realistic since it requires S(wowr) < S(xam) and S(wop) <
25y and so requires the observer to have less entropy than the matter that will be
observed. In this case the cloned observer Ob' doesn’t even have the observer Ob in
their entanglement wedge! In this situation we think the information accessible by Ob’
does not reflect the information observable by Ob.

The second case is the most realistic, with the observer entropy larger than matter
S(xm) < S(wop) and matter not violating the bottleneck S(xar) < 2Sp. The entan-
glement wedge of Ob' is the entire closed universe, regardless of whether S(woy) < 25
or S(wowy) > 2Sp. In this case operators that act on the matter M in the closed uni-
verse can be reconstructed on the cloned observers Hilbert space Ob'. This is done with
state-specific unitary reconstruction [8, 9.
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When both the observer and matter exceed the bottleneck, S(woy) > 2S5y and
S(xm) > 2S5y, the entanglement wedge of Ob' contains only a subset of the closed
universe and in particular no longer contains the matter system. OV loses the ability
to reconstruct operators acting on the matter. Interestingly, this failure occurs even
when the observer’s entropy is much larger than the matter entropy S(woy) > S(xm)
and so the matter is a ‘small’ subsystem relative to the observer.

4.4 A microscopic model

The gravitational theories we have studied so far at best have dual holographic inter-
pretations as ensemble averages of theories [18, 40, 54]. It is not clear if gravity in
higher dimensions has such an interpretation, and in any event it would be nice to have
a version of our story which works in a fixed microscopic theory that has a sensible Ein-
stein gravity limit. In this section we explain how to use the Eigenstate Thermalization
Hypothesis (ETH) to reproduce our results from the code and path integral approaches
within a fixed closed universe theory that is dual to some particular holographic CFT
such as N/ = 4 super Yang-Mills theory. We will see that this allows us to have a
concrete formula for the encoding map V in terms of CFT quantities, and to obtain
the same results as before for the inner product and Renyi entropy. For previous work
using ETH in a similar manner see [55, 56].

The Eigenstate Thermalization Hypothesis (ETH) roughly speaking says that in
generic many-body quantum systems simple observables show thermal behavior for
generic initial states [53]. More precisely, it says that the matrix elements of a simple
hermitian operator A in energy eigenstates obeys

(Eo| A|Eg) = A(Eop)das + e SFet)2 fA(E, Eg)RA,, (4.21)

with E,5 = w. Here A and f# are smooth functions of E, while Riﬁ depends

sensitively on o and [ with rapidly varying phase. When we sum over a large number
of energy eigenstates, we can treat R’s as Gaussian random variables satisfying

Ry =0, RARA = 60508, (4.22)

To construct closed universe states with observers, we define V' in figure 2 by taking
a thermal trace:

W)y = Z Wab | @) o Tr(e_ﬂH/QObe_ﬂH/QCDi) (4.23)

where O, inserts an observer in classical state b and ®; inserts matter particle in state
1. The inner product is given by

(7 VTV\ ZTr( 5H/2q)}e’ﬁH/2(91>(wOb)cb Tr(e’BH/QObe’ﬁHﬂ(IDZ-) (4.24)
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To simplify, let’s assume both O and ® are Hermitian operators with vanishing
thermal one point functions. Using ETH hypothesis in (4.21), we have

Tr(e P20 PHRD,) = N " e PFone=5Eed) fOU (B, Ey) f* (Eg, Eo) RO RS (4.25)
a!/B

To match the rather simple matter theory we have discussed above we will further
assume the that function f® is independent of i. Similarly we will assume that f© is
independent of b. These assumptions will not be literally true for more realistic matter,
but we don’t expect this dependence to lead to anything interesting in this context. To
simplify notation, we also let f,5 = f(E., Ez). Now we can use (4.22) to deal with the
rapidly varying phases, which gives

(| VIV [i) = 67 (Trwon) (Z e‘”Eaﬁe‘WﬂB)1f$5|2!f3g!2> (4.26)
a,B

We note that what’s inside the parentheses in (4.26) is of order one, which corresponds
to the fact that cylinder diagram in gravitational path integral gives contribution of
order one. We write a bar here to resemble our path integral notation and remind us
that we used the ETH approximation, but we emphasize that we have only used (4.22)
to approximately evaluate two of the sums: we are not averaging over theories.

Now we consider the square of the inner product. Using (4.22) and including all
nine different ways of contracting the R,'! we obtain

[l VIV 1) G VIV 1) |

= (Z e Fus =25 Pas >ffﬁf|ffﬁl2) (6,5 (1 + Tr(woswdy) ) + Tr(wdy)]
o,B

+ (Z e~ 4BEap ,—45(Eap) ‘fc%“l‘fgﬂ“l) [(1 + 5,~j)(1 + Tr(wObwgb)) + 20,5 Tr(w?)b)]
8
(4.27)

The second line on the right hand side of (4.27) is suppressed by e~29®) which corre-
sponds to the topological suppression in gravitational path integral calculations. We
emphasize that although we are not averaging, the ETH approximation picks up terms
in the square of the inner product which it neglects for the inner product. This is

HThere is an exact correspondence between these nine different ways of doing ETH contractions
and the nine different ways to contract orthogonal matrices in the structured code calculation. See
appendix B for more details.
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because it only includes terms where the phases in R cancel, and there are more such
terms when we take the absolute value squared. Indeed defining

Zy =) e WBas 25| O 2 1 ) (4.28)
a,p

Ty = Z (6—26Eaﬁ6—25(Eaﬁ)‘fo%‘ZlfSBF)Z (4‘29)
a,8

and assuming w is CR7T invariant, we have

| GIVAV i) = G VIV ()2

2 —Sa(wop) Z2 —Sa(w )ZQ
= Zl (]_ + 51]) e C2\wor 4+ o) + (1 + 3(5@')6 2\woe o) (430)

Z3 Z3
The overall factor Z7 has to do with the fact that states 1% |i) are not quite normalized.
Note that the inner product fluctuation is suppressed by the observer entropy e%2(«wo)

2
as long as Sy (wop) < log(%) ~ 2S(FE).

We can again entangle the matter to a reference system M’ in a state x and compute

the second Renyi entropy of the matter reference system. Using the same method we
find

1 —
Z—%Tr(\lf?w,) = Tr(x?w) + Tr(w?)b) + Tr(wObwgb) TI"(XMX}@)
Z
+ Z—fz [1 + Tr(XMxﬂ) + Tr(wObwgb)
+ Tr (wozngb) Tr (X?w) + Tr (w%b) Tr (X?w) + Tr (w%b) Tr (XMX?\}[)}
(4.31)

The second Renyi entropy satisfies

T Z.
e=52(¥nr) = e~ 200r) 4 o= %2(Wor) 4 Z_z + subleading terms (4.32)
i

where g—% is of order e=25(F),

Equation (4.32) matches our results (4.14) in topological model and (4.18) in JT
gravity. There is also a detailed match between (4.30), (4.31) and our expressions (B.2),
(B.3) from the structured code.

We would like to emphasize that the calculations in this section were carried out in a
fixed microscopic theory using the ETH approximation. This is a completely different

perspective from the gravitational path integral in JT gravity, which is dual to an
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ensemble average of theories. Nevertheless we saw detailed correspondence between
ETH expressions (4.28),(4.29),(4.32) and the JT expressions (C.5), (C.7), (4.18). It
has been argued that there is no ensemble averaging of theories in higher dimensions
[19], so the ETH may give a more robust interpretation of the path integral in higher
dimensions.

5 An observer in a black hole

In this section we explain how explicitly including an observer can sometimes be im-
portant for understanding the emergence of the black hole interior. One way to get
into a regime where this is true is for an observer to fall into a large black hole which
then evaporates for a long time, after which we perform some complete measurement
on the Hawking radiation. This puts the black hole in a pure quantum state, and the
Hilbert space of such states can be quite small if the remaining black hole is small. How
then are we supposed to describe the experiences of the observer who fell in? Scenarios
which are essentially the same as this one have been discussed before in [16, 17, 37].
The essential point is that if we now allow the black hole to completely evaporate, this
observer is essentially just living in a closed universe. We we have already seen that
it is necessary to include the observer explicitly for a closed universe, so this scenario
gives us a way to interpolate between our closed universe scenario where the observer
must be included and the standard one where an observer jumps into a large black
hole and no explicit observer is necessary. In this section we explore the details of this
interpolation from both the coding and the path integral point of view.

5.1 Review of non-isometric codes for the black hole interior

As mentioned in the introduction, we can describe the emergent spacetime inside of a
black hole using a linear but not necessarily isometric encoding map

from the Hilbert space H; of effective field theory modes in the black hole interior to
a Hilbert space Hp of black hole microstates. A simple model of this map was given
in [9]: we take the interior state [¢);, tensor it with some fixed state [¢g)f, act on
the combined system with a generic unitary U, and then project a subset P of the
final degrees of freedom onto a fixed state (0|p. See figure 18 for an illustration. The
reason that U is not required to be orthogonal is that this is a model for a black hole
in a spacetime with an asymptotic boundary, so the physical states do not need to be
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Figure 18. A simple code for the emergence of the black hole interior.

CRT-invariant. This map approximately preserves the inner product of interior states

up to errors which are of order ——. More concretely we have'?

V1Bl

[l viey - o = 2 (1= 1) (1= ) L s

which is in general is upper bounded by 2/|B| and in the convenient limit |P| — oo
simply reduces to
2 1

[ awlevivie) - @] = 5
This model captures many features of quantum black hole physics, and in particular if
we split the interior system ¢ into left and right moving modes ¢ and r, and entangle r
with an external system R representing the Hawking radiation and ¢ with an external
reference system L, then the encoded state

(5.3)

(W) r = (V& Ir) (|¥)er @ [X)rr) (5.4)

has a radiation entropy
S(Vg) = min [S(xr),log|B| + S(1)] (5.5)

which agrees with the quantum extremal surface result from [1, 2] provided that we
interpret log |B| as the horizon area divided by 4G. In the code this expression also
holds for the nth Renyi entropy, which reflects the fact that the code is most closely
analogous to “fixed-area” states in gravity [57, 58].

12Unitary integrals are a bit easier to compute than orthogonal integrals but basically work in the
same way, see e.g. appendix A of [9] for a refresher course.
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One feature of this code however is that when the black hole is mostly evaporated,
| B| is small so the inner product is not well-preserved by V. In [9] this was interpreted
as a positive feature, since an observer who jumps into a small black hole should not
expect a valid semiclassical experience. What should we say however about the scenario
described above, where the observer jumps in and then the black hole evaporates down
to small size? We will now see that by including the observer explicitly in the code we
can get a reasonable description of their experiences up to errors which are exponentially
small in Sp, even when the black hole is small.

5.2 Including the observer in the black hole code

As in our discussion of a closed universe, we introduce a modified code ViM >
Hp ®How which maps us from the effective field theory degrees of freedom in the black
hole interior not including the observer to the combination of the black hole microstates
B and the cloned observer Ob. See figure 19 for an illustration. Computing the average
fluctuation of the inner product we get

L/}un<¢WHv4w>—-«mw>F———Jfﬂiuﬂi—-(1 1 ) (G_S“””A“L@ﬂﬁlﬁ> 7

CIBRIPE-1\ 1P| [BIIPI ) |B|’
(5.6
which is upper bounded by 267571(;0”/) and in the limit of |P| — oo just becomes
e ) e—52(wopr)
[ AV V) = el = 5.7

Thus we see that fluctuations of the inner product are now suppressed by e~%0¢ as well

as so a big observer can have a valid semiclassical experience in a black hole even

1
B
if v&‘fe‘wait until the black hole is almost/completely evaporated to decode it.

We can also consider the second Renyi entropy of a matter reference system M’
which is entangled with M in a state |x)anr. Mathematically this is identical to the
Page curve calculation described in the previous subsection, we just need to make the

replacements R — M’ r — M, ¢ — Ob, L — OV, so the second Renyi entropy is

So (W) = min [Sa(xar),log |B| + Sa(wow)] - (5.8)
Thus we see that even when the black hole is small there can still be sizable entan-
glement between its interior matter and a reference system, as long as there is a big
observer who is also inside.

5.3 Including the observer in JT gravity

We now explain how to reproduce the code results of the previous subsection using the
path integral in JT gravity. In the classic treatment of an evaporating black hole in
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Figure 19. A simple code for an evaporating black hole with an observer.

this theory the interior region is part of a larger spacetime that includes the black hole
exterior and bath into which the black hole is radiating [2]. To more closely parallel
our discussion of the closed universe we want to focus on the interior only, for example
in a pure state obtained by doing a complete projective measurement on the radiation,
so we introduce a new kind of boundary condition for JT that allows us to view the
interior as a closed dynamical system in its own regard. The idea is to consider a spatial
interval which is bounded on one side by a quantum extremal surface of fixed dilaton
and on the other side by an end-of-the world brane representing the observer. We will
see that the dilaton at the extremal surface plays the role of log |B| in the code. We
will take the Lorentzian action between a future Cauchy surface >, and a past Cauchy
surface ¥ to be

o
J=-2 [/ d2x\/—gR+2/ dxv —hK 5
M

2 FCoes+Tos

+1/ d*z\/—g® (R + 2)
M

+/ dx\/—_hCD(KJra)—ir/ dx\/—_h(q)K—,u)Jr/ dzvVhOK, (5.9)

Oob Yy—-3¥_

with boundary conditions
Klr,, =0, V,®|r,, =, (5.10)
on the observer wordline and
Plrops = Pey Va®lrgps = —a®, a >0, (5.11)

at the regulated QES boundary. With these boundary conditions the action (5.9) is
stationary at solutions of the JT equations of motion up to terms on X, and with our
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Figure 20. Different types of boundaries for JT gravity in the island. (a) is in Lorentzian
signature while (b) is in Euclidean signature. The crosses are true quantum extremal surfaces.
Regulated boundaries I'ggg sitting close to the true quantum extremal surfaces are repre-
sented by solid black lines. The end of world brane boundaries modeling the observer 'y
are denoted by dashed blue lines. The remaining boundaries >4 giving the Cauchy surfaces
connecting the QES and observer are represented by dashed black lines.

choice of boundary terms on Y if we require these variations to also vanish this sets
Ko6®ls, =0, (Va®)h*8g, s, = 0. (5.12)

To get the regulated QES boundary to coincide with the actual QES, as we want to
describe the island, we must take the limit @ — 07. See figure 20 for an illustration.

To compute entropies and fluctuations we want to study this theory in Euclidean
signature. The Euclidean action is given by'?

2
—/ d.NEcb(KJra)—/ d.NE(@K—M)—/ devVhoK,  (5.13)

DO >

I=—-2705x(M) — 1/ d*r\/g® (R + 2)
M

To compute entropies we must also introduce worldline matter M with different

species ¢ which adds to the action (5.13) a term Iy = >, m [ ds\/gu,,X{‘(s)X;’(s). See
figure (Figure 21(a)).!* With matter present, a new quantum extremal surface may
be generated due to the backreaction of the matter, see for example [59]. Instead of

specifying the location of the matter and working out the backreaction we will specify
the dilaton ®.5 at the new quantum extremal surface. In figure 21, the new quantum
extremal surface is labelled by a star. Figure 22 shows an example where this model

138y =27
0 0-
14X (s) is the worldline of the massive particle with s an affine time along the worldline.
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Figure 21. Computing the inner product between states with different matter species in
presence of a quantum extremal surface and an observer.

[X) a7

Figure 22. An example where the model of island in this section is embedded into a more
complete Penrose diagram. The right portion of the diagram is included in the full spacetime,
but we study the shaded region.

of the island with an observer and matter is embedded into a more complete Penrose
diagram.

We begin by studying the inner product between states with different matter
species. The boundary conditions when computing W require the regulated QES
and OV from the ket and bra to contract (Figure 21(b)). The saddlepoint geometry is
given by a disk topology that degenerates into an infinitesimal strip (Figure 21(c)).'?

With this configuration we get

(7]i) = d;5 exp [7(Po + Pop) + 7(DPo + D.)], (5.14)

15For saddle configuration, the two geodesics slices will sit on top of each other and be both perpen-
dicular the end of world brane. Easy to see this configuration satisfies the boundary condition given
in (5.12). The geometry will be degenerate and the contribution to the action comes entirely from
corner terms.
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Figure 23. Path integral computation of the square of the inner product |{(j|i)|2.

where @ is the minimal value of dilaton on the end of world brane given by

Doy = \/p2 + D2, (5.15)

Next we consider the path integral calculation of the square of the inner prod-
uct (Figure 23(a)). At leading order, other than the contribution from two copies
of Figure 21(c), we have two additional contributions (Figure 23(b) and (c)). Fig-
ure 23(b) is a portion of the Lorentzian signature black hole. In the limit of a — 0,
the dominant configuration is again a degenerate geometry. It gives a contribution
of Tr(w?, ) exp 27(Pg + Ppop)]. If we combine the results from figure 21(c) and figure
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23(b), we obtain

| (jli) — (j]i)|? = e™2@or) exp [—27(Dg + B.)] + O(e~2%) . (5.16)

Up to terms of order e=2% (5.16) matches the code calculation in (5.7).

Figure 23(c) is a cylinder diagram which gives contribution exp(27®o;, — 27P.o)
as a — 0. Its computation is in appendix D. If we include contribution from this
configuration, we will obtain

| (j|1) — (j|i)|? = exp [—27(Pg + )] (e’SQ(wOb’) + exp [—27(Dg + CDCQ)]) + subleading.
(5.17)

We can also entangle the matter with a reference system M’ in state x and study
the second Renyi entropy of M’. The result is

Tr(02,,) = e 52001 exp(4n®g + 21D, + 21D oyp) + e 2@0v) exp (21 (By + Dpy))
+ exp(2m(Pop — 27 D.s)) + subleading, (5.18)

so the second Renyi entropy is approximately given by

Sg(\If/M) ~ min [SQ(XM/), 27T((I)0 —|— (I)e) + SQ(wOb/), 271’((1)0 —|- CI)@) + 27T((I)0 + (I)eg) .
(5.19)

We emphasize that equations (5.16)-(5.19) are in the & — 0 limit. The third option in
the minimum in equation (5.19) can be interpreted as the sum of areas of two quantum
extremal surfaces. One is the QES where we set our boundary condition with area given
by ®y + ®.. The other one is the new QES with area 3 + ®.. One may worry that
when both @y + @, and ®¢+ Do are small, the inner product fluctuation in (5.17) will
be large and the Renyi entropy in (5.19) will be small despite a large observer entropy.
However, in this case the matter sits between two small QES’s which can potentially
compete with each other. In this case it is expected that the encoding of the matter
into the observer OV’ will be bad [60]. In this paper we will avoid this regime. In fact,
this subtly will not arise in cases involving actual black holes since if matter is thrown
in too late after the observer jumps in the observer will not be able to see the matter.

On the other hand, if the question we want to ask is how much matter can the
system hold with a fixed observer size S(woy) and a fixed QES with area ®¢ + ®., we
can always arrange the matter such that &y + &, is large, and the ultimate bottleneck
will be given by S(wop) + 27(Py + P.) as predicted by the code calculation in (5.8).
We see that when the quantum extremal surface is large, we can simply describe bulk
physics though the holographic system. When it becomes too small, as in the case
of a black hole that was almost completely evaporated and its radiation completely
measured, introducing an observer becomes necessary.
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6 Discussion

In this final section we will make a few comments about the interpretation and gener-
ality of our theory of the observer in a closed universe.

e Suppressing cross connections vs. forbidding them: One way to think
about the puzzling features of quantum gravity in a closed universe is that they
arise from “cross-connection” geometries such as the second and third saddles
in figure 9. Mathematically what our introduction of Ol does is suppress these
geometries by a factor of e=90v. It is therefore tempting to take the limit Sp, —
00, so that cross connections are forbidden altogether. After all if you yourself are
an observer in a closed universe, and you want to describe your own experiences, it
is natural to take Sp, — co: in practice you never measure anything to precision
e~ov and even if you could you wouldn’t be able to store the result in your
brain. There are two reasons why this limit requires some care. The first is that
if you and I are different observers in a closed universe, with S,c > Sy, then it
is fair game for me to try to make sense of you with precision e~ and in that

case I should include effects of this size. Said differently, if I treat you as part of
the matter system M what I find should be consistent with what you find when
you treat yourself as an observer up to effects which are exponentially small in
Syou- The second is that it is probably unphysical to really take Sp;, to infinity
without also taking the observer mass to infinity, and this can have catastrophic
effects on the cosmology due to gravitational backreaction unless we also take
G — 0 at the same time. Taking this limit consistently therefore suppresses
quantum gravity effects, while we would like to be able to consider an observer
who is robust enough to learn nontrivial things about quantum gravity. In the
context of the topological model or JT gravity, this is the regime Sp, > Sy > 1.
In this limit the backreaction of the observer is important but not necessarily
catastrophic (depending on what else is going on in the cosmology), and we’d like
to have a theory that describes it. On the other hand we’d also like to see that
when Sp, < Sp the precision of the observer is not high enough to learn about
non-perturbative quantum gravity. Our model is able to show this crossover, but
only because it makes sense when Sp is finite.

e Meaning of the unique state: In this paper we introduced a code V that maps
the Hilbert space of possible matter states into the “fundamental” Hilbert space
How. If the full Hilbert space is one dimensional however, why do we need this
big Hilbert space of possible initial states? Can’t we just say that the universe
is always in its unique state? For example in the code model from figure 1 the
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unique state is

|HH).;; = OT0). (6.1)

We call this the Hartle-Hawking state because if we compute the inner product
of other states in the (observerless) code, dropping [¢y) to make sure the Hartle-
Hawking state is an allowed input, we get

(OIVIVI) = SoIVIVIHEYHHVIV]), (62

which is one way of defining the Hartle-Hawking state [18, 19, 61]. The issue how-
ever is that even if we start in the Hartle-Hawking state, as soon as the observer
starts looking at the universe around them they start projecting onto other states
in the effective description. This kind of conditioning is essential in quantum cos-
mology, for example it is the reason that scientists in Europe and Asia agree on
the pattern of CMB fluctuations even though these are fundamentally quantum
fluctuations from inflation. The more the observer learns about the universe, the
more projections they apply to the Hartle-Hawking state in constructing their
picture of the universe. This is completely consistent with the point of view that
really the observer together with the rest of the universe is still just in the Hartle-
Hawking state. Our theory is for use by an observer who has already learned the
basic facts about themself and their immediate environment, and that observer
has a sizable Hilbert space of states to choose from. The entanglement in the
state |w) represents the “residual” entanglement between the observer and the
universe which they have not removed by doing this conditioning.

Nonlinear observables: So far in this paper we have used the approximate
preservation of the inner product by the code V as a stand-in for having a theory
of measurement for an observer in a closed universe. For observables X of low
rank in the effective description such as |i)(i|p, this is clearly sufficient, as we can
simply define X = VXV and then we clearly have

(DIVIXVIY) = (4] X|0), (6.3)

with the approximation holding up to an error which is exponentially small in Spy,
(or possibly Sy if Sop > Sp). Low-rank observables are rather unusual however,
a more typical observable such as e.g. a single-site Pauli matrix have large rank.
For these we must instead use the non-linear state-specific reconstruction of [8, 9].
This is a bit easier to explain if we restrict to pure initial states of M. By the
methods of [9], the encoding map Vs approximately invertible if we restrict to
pure states whose complexity is sub-exponential in Sp,. This inverse is not a linear
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map however, as the set of sub-exponential states is not a linear subspace. Given
a pair of states |¢), |¢) € Hop which we know are the images of sub-exponential
states, we thus define the expectation value of X in these states as

(X)z5 =V {S)XV (D)) (6.4)

By the approximate preservation of the inner product we then have

(X505~ (0l X|¥) (6.5)

up to errors which are exponentially small in Sp; (or again possibly Sy of Spp <
So), so this measurement theory agrees with semiclassical expectations.

¢ Importance of negative A: In various places in this paper we used gravitational
theories with negative cosmological constant, in particular for our calculations in
JT gravity and for the microscopic model of section 4.4. We therefore would like
to emphasize that the basic idea of this paper, meaning the code shown in figure
2 as a quantum gravity theory for an observer in a closed universe, does not rely
on having negative cosmological constant or a CFT holographic dual. We are
hopeful that this idea will also be present in a microscopic theory of de Sitter
space, one promising indication in this direction is the recent demonstration that
the scrambling time in de Sitter space grows with the logarithm of the observer
mass [62].
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A Orthogonal integrals

In this appendix we review how to compute moments of the Haar measure on the
orthogonal group O(d). By rotational invariance these can be decomposed as a sum
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Figure 24. Computing the Haar integral of four powers of an orthogonal matrix using
pairings and Weingarten coefficients.

over pairings of Kronecker § symbols:

/dO Oi1j1 . 12,“]% ZWPS H zz’ H 6]] (Al)

(i3")eP

where P and S are unordered pairings of 2k objects (the integral vanishes if £ is a half
integer) and Wpg are called the orthogonal Weingarten coefficients. The Weingarten
coefficients are invariant if we simultaneously permute the two pairings (as this just
permutes the O matrices), so they depend only on the relative permutation between
the two pairings P and S. There are general representation-theoretic formulas available
for them [63], but for us it will be enough to understand the cases k = 1,2. For k =1
we simply have

/dO Oi1j10i2j2 = ééiu’zéjljz’ (AQ)
as can be easily confirmed by noting that if we contract j; and j, then we must get
diriy (We are normalizing the Haar measure so that [ dO = 1). For k = 2 there are nine
terms; it is easier to draw a picture than to write the equation so see figure 24. The
Weingarten coefficients which appear are

B d+1
Cd(d+2)(d—1)
1

b= T dd+2)(d—1) (A.3)
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Figure 25. Computing a code integral with four Os.

as can be confirmed without much difficulty by contracting a pair of j indices in figure
24 to remove two of the O matrices and using (A.2). Note that the “crossed” pairings
where P # S are suppressed by an extra factor of d, so typically when we write large
d formulas we only need to include the “diagonal” pairings where P = S (the possible
exception to this rule, which does not actually arise in any of our calculations, is
when an index contraction produces a factor of d in the numerator which cancels this
suppression).

As an illustration of this method, we’ll give the details for how to compute the
quantity

[ ot v (A4)

in the code from figure 2, which feeds into the first line of equation (4.2). We represent
this quantity graphically in the left side of figure 25. We can then evaluate the integral
by pairing the ingoing and outgoing indices of the Os using figure 24. There is a very
convenient simplification in that the outgoing indices are all just projected onto |0},
so the outgoing pairing doesn’t matter and we can combine the terms in figure 24 in
groups of three. Thus we only need to sum over the three pairings of the ingoing indices
and multiply by

2 d(d+1) 2 _d
d(A+2B)—m(1—d+l)_d+2, (A.5)

as shown in the right side of figure 24. Evaluating the right side we have

A 2 d
[ ol vie = 5

[{Bl)? + e~ 520) 4 Tr (wopwdy) \<¢*|w>!2] . (A6)
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Figure 26. d; is the dimension of orthogonal matrix O; and ds is the dimension
of Oy. The prefactor +/dids is chosen such that on average the inner product is
preserved [ dO1dOs (6| VIV [¢)) = (¢[1)).

as quoted in equation (4.2). The other orthogonal integrals quoted in the main text
can be evaluated in exactly the same way.

B A more structured code model

In the code defined by figure 2 we can choose whatever orthogonal matrix O that we
like. In section 4.1 we studied case of generic O in the Haar measure, and saw that
the code preserves a non-trivial Hilbert space whose dimension is upper bounded by
the observer entropy e®ov'. This choice can reproduce the gravity results (4.10), (4.18)
and the ETH result (4.32) when the observer entropy is small compared to Sy. In this
appendix we will study a different choice of O, which reproduces all leading terms in
the gravity and ETH calculations when parameters are appropriately identified.

We give O more structure by separating it into two parts O; and O, (Figure 26),
with a post selection (7| connecting them. We let O; and O be generic orthogonal
matrices, and take the state |n) to be CR7T-invariant. With this choice of code, the
fluctuation of the inner product is given by

[ 0106 71V 14} ~ tolu)|

|<¢|¢>| [ —S2(wop) g =S2(n3,) TY(WObw(T)b) —52(7731)}
+ |{¢* w>| [ —S2(nmy) 4 Tr(wOwab) 4+ e~ (7731)6—52(4‘;01,)}

1
4+ = S2(mBy) 4 p=S2(wob) 4 Ty (WObwgb) e~ %205) L O (E) (B.1)
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At infinite d, there are nine ways to contract the O’s in computing the average of

(¢|VIV|1h), with one of them being removed when we subtract |(¢|i))]? to compute

the fluctuation. These precisely correspond to the nine different ways of contracting

the R’s in ETH calculation of (4.27). Imposing CRT invariance on w and n, (B.1)
simplifies to

e 2

[ 01061 71V ) ~ (o1u)

_ (6—52(w0b) + 6—52(7731)) (1 + |<¢|¢>|2) + e—52(nB,) g =52(wob) (1 + 3|<¢|¢>|2) +0 (é)

(B.2)

We can again entangle the matter with a reference system y and consider its second
Renyi entropy, we obtain

/d01d02 TI‘(\I/2 /)
= Tr(w%b,) + Tr(x?u,) + Tr(XMxﬂ) Tr(wog,wgb)
4 =520, [1 + Tr (wObwgb) + Tr (XMX%[)

+Te(x3) Tr(wdy) + Tr(xG) Te(worwdy) + Tr(wdy) Tr(andy)| (B3)

Note that (B.2),(B.3) match exactly with the ETH calculations in (4.30),(4.31) once
g_%
the three terms involving only one of the entropies, also agree with the gravitational
expressions (4.12) and (4.14).

we identify 22 with e=%2("51) The potentially leading terms in (B.2),(B.3), meaning

C Replica wormholes and extremal surfaces in closed universe

In this appendix we give additional technical details on the JT gravity calculations in
the main text.

We want to sum over geometries with 2n asymptotic boundaries with some number
of matter operator insertions on each boundary. The Euclidean JT gravity path integral
minimally coupled to QFT matter localizes onto hyperbolic geometries, with the sum
over geometries accompanied by a sum over all geodesics connecting operator insertions
of the same flavor.'® Each geodesic gives a contribution exp(—Af) where A is the
AdS scaling dimension related to the mass by m? = A(A — 1) and ¢ is the length of

16With QFT matter (as opposed to worldline matter), there is an additional sum over all closed
geodesics on the geometry. We will ignore this subtlety.
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the geodesic, appropriately renormalized if the geodesic is anchored to an asymptotic
boundary. Unfortunately, the full path integral is divergent once we include geometries
where there are geodesic cycles that pinch to zero size b — 0. It is standard to treat JT
coupled to matter as an effective theory and only sum over saddlepoints, or a subset
of geometries. When the boundary operator insertions have large scaling dimensions
there is typically a saddlepoint geometry where none of the cycles are pinched, and
therefore the sum over geodesics is convergent. We now explain how to construct the
geometries we are interested in section 4.3.

The basic building block is a Euclidean rectangle, with opposing sides having
asymptotic boundary conditions with lengths 5y, Sr, connected by geodesics along the
top and bottom of lengths ¢y, 5. The full path integral evaluated with these boundary
conditions is [64-67]

JT rectangle: = / dEp(E)e~PrtBRIE (0 |EV(E|0,) (C.1)

0
with

5o
472

p(E) = sinh<27r\/E>, B = hy(0) = 2212 Kyy(267%?), E=s. (C2)

The overlap (E|/¢) is a disk topology with a geodesic boundary ¢ bounding a fixed energy

boundary condition [64]. The cylinder with one operator inserted on each boundary

can be computed by gluing the geodesic boundaries of the rectangle together by setting
; = ¢ and inserting a weight for the matter propagator e~ f_oooo dle=2¢

Cylinder with matter insertion: = e~ / dEp(E)e_('BLJFBR)E/ dC{(|EY(E|l)e™
0 —00
e 2L (A £ is +is')
I'(24A)

— 50 / dEp(E>6—(5L+5R
0
(C.3)

The above integral includes all geodesics, including infinitely many winding geodesics
that connect two operators on opposite asymptotic boundaries. The integral has been
simplified using

o 2N(A £is +is
Ga(E,E') = 2° / e oy (26702 gy (2074/2) = ZHAE B EI)

e T(2A)

We can now calculate the cylinder amplitude with two operator insertions on each
asymptotic boundary given by equation (4.17). In the limit that the scaling dimen-
sions of both operator insertions is large, the dominant contribution will come from
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Figure 27. Construction of the geometry Z; used in the main text. The cylinder with four
total operator insertions can be evaluated by gluing rectangular geometries together. In the
figure we have cut the cylinder open into two rectangles that are glued along their geodesic
boundaries. The geodesic distance between the blue operator insertions is given by #1, and
the distance between the orange is given by fs.

the shortest geodesic on the cylinder geometry. This is the geodesic that crosses
straight through the wormhole. We have two such geodesics as shown in the graphic
in (4.17). This geometry is obtained by gluing two rectangles together with insertions
of 725 [ dpe=Rovt [ dle=Am¥ see figure 27. Using (C.4) we get!”

7y = e / AEAE p(B)p(E')e™ OrmE-GLt80E G (B, B)Ga,, (B, E'). (C.5)
0
This integral has a saddlepoint value in the energies Ey, Es.

For Renyi entropies and the von Neumann entropy we will need geometries with
2n asymptotic boundaries with two operator insertions on each boundary. The two
important sets of geometries are those where all boundaries connect in mutual pairs as
cylinders, and where all boundaries are fully connected. The fully connected geome-
tries can be built by gluing together two pinwheel geometries. A pinwheel geometry
has 2n segments of asymptotic boundaries of length [; interspersed with 2n geodesic
boundaries of lengths ¢; between each asymptotic boundary. The exact expression for

the pinwheel is [5, 67]
2n

/ h dEp(E) [[ e "*(E|e:) . (C.6)

0 i=1
The amplitude for the fully connected geometry is given by gluing two pinwheels to-
gether along their geodesic boundaries by inserting Hf:l e ffooo dl;e~ 2% between two
copies of (C.6) where A; determines the scaling dimension of the operator insertions
on the respective asymptotic boundary.

"This answer implicitly includes a sum over winding geodesics that connect the operators such that
the two distinct geodesics never intersect. There are also contributions where the geodesics connecting
the blue and orange operator insertions intersect, but these are not included in the above formula and
they are suppressed when the scaling dimension is large.
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Specializing to the case of interest in the main text, we take the geodesics to be
alternating and weighed by A, and Aj;. We also take each asymptotic boundary to
have operator insertions separated by g, 5’. Using the integral identity (C.4) we find
the answer for the pinwheel to be

S n
7, = e / ABAE p(E)p(E') (¢ #F7 Gy, (B, BGay (B, E)) . (C)
0
We have that the connected pinwheel geometry scales with the topological factor as
Z, ~ €230 Figure 16 show the Z,_, geometry obtained by gluing two pinwheels.

We can also compute the vN entropy in the interesting regime where the fully con-
nected pinwheel geometry dominates. This corresponds to the two quantum extremal
surfaces in figure 15 dominating the entropy. The entropy of the matter reference
system in this case is given by

) 1 Tr p™ _ 1 Zy
Syn = lim log(( P > = lim —— log (Z—?) . (C.8)

n—)ll—n

We can analytically continue the expression for Z, to n =~ 1. In the saddlepoint
approximation the integrals are peaked around energies values EF. All terms except
the density of states cancel in the ratio inside the logarithm giving

Sun = log [p(EY)] + log [p(E3)]
= (S0 4 2m®)| g, + (So + 27P)| s, - (C.9)

where Ef is the saddle energy for n = 1, obtained by extremizing Z; in (C.5). The two
terms should be interpreted as the value of the dilaton at the two extremal surfaces in
the closed universe in figure 15. The saddlepoint equations for the energy integrals are
exactly the same as the equations giving the classical geometry of the closed universe
found in appendix A of [20], as well as the density of states at the saddlepoint energies
matching the value of the QES determined there.

The simplest case is where the matter and observer are antipodal to each other
given by 8 = ' giving a Z5 symmetric closed universe with geodesic size b determined
by 5, Aop, Apr. In this case £} = E5 = E* and the saddlepoint equations simplify

2/ E* ; 2V E*
— arctan ,
ANY; Aoy

V E* = m — arctan (C.10)

where we used the expansion of the gamma functions for large arguments in (C.5). In
the case of light matter this saddle can be expanded and the found to match the QES
of the dilaton in appendix A of [20].
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D Matter in presence of a QES and an observer
In this appendix we compute the the contribution from figure 23(c).

D.1 Without matter backreaction

As a warm up, we first evaluate a simpler configuration where we ignore the backreac-
tion from the matter such that the two quantum extremal surfaces coincide. Figure 28
is one half of the cylinder cut open.

We will work in disk coordinate where the metric and dilaton are given by

ds* = dp? + sinh? pdf?, & = P, coshp (D.1)

where @, is the value of the dilaton at the disk center. The boundary condition near
the QES sets . = ®.4/1 — a2, while the boundary condition at the end of the world
brane sets

sinh pop, = gu Doy = \/p? + P2 (D.2)

C

We first evaluate the action with fixed p and p; (Figure 28), and then extremize
with respect to p; and p. The length of the end of world brane 2l satisfies

. sinh p;
higy = —— D.3
E—— cosh pop (D3)
The angles satisfy
cos~y; = tanh p; tanh p,  cosv, = tanh p; tanh poy (D.4)
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The action of the entire cylinder with fixed p; and p is given by

1
—Ip =2 [@e (a — ) sinh pe (271 + 272) — 2uloy + m(Pop + q’e)}
tanh p,

= — 4D (y1 + 72 + lopsinh pop) + 27 (Pop + D) = —4D. f(p, p1) + 27 (Pop, + D)
(D.5)

We see that we need to extremize the following function with respect to p; and p:

sinh p;
cosh poy,
(D.6)

f(p, p1) = arccos(tanh p; tanh p) + arccos(tanh p; tanh poy) + sinh po, arcsinh (

The saddle point is at p; = 0 and p = 0. With finite positive a we need p > p. and
p1 > pPe. S0 the extremal value happens when p = p; = p.. When a« — 0, p. — 0, the
extremal action is given by

_[E' = 27’((@0[, - q)e) (D?)

D.2 With matter backreaction

Figure 29 is again one half of the cylinder cut open. First, note that figure 29 reduces
to figure 28 when we ignore back reaction and the quantum surfaces coincide.
We again work in disk coordinate as in (D.1). We evaluate the action as a function
of fixed ,, and p (Figure 29), then extremize with respect to these two variables.
From the continuity condition at the matter, we have

®,. cosh p; = P, cosh py (D.8)
®,sinh p; + ®osinh po = m (D.9)
which implies
1 o2, — P2
sinh p; = 75, (m + 2T> (D.10)
. 1 d2, — P?
sinh py = 20, (m - %) (D.11)

From the boundary condition at the end of the world brane, we have

sinh poy, = q)# , Pop =412 + P (D.12)
e2
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Figure 29.

From geometry, we have

inh
sinh p3 = cosh p; sinh l,,, sinh py; = cosh pysinhl,,, sinhlo, = il (D.13)

cosh poy

The action of the cylinder is given by

1
—Ip =4 [@e (a — ) sinh p, arccos(tanh p; tanh p3) — mi,, — uloy
tanh p,

— D < arccos(tanh ps tanh p,) + arccos(tanh py tanh p) + arccos(tanh p tanh poz;))

+ 2@, + Dor) + 7.
T
=4 [—f(p, ) + 5 (@ + ®op) + 7@4 (D.14)

We need to extremize the following function with respect to p and 1,,:

sinh p; sinh [,,

1 + cosh? p1 sinh?1,,,

( sinh py sinh /,,, ) ( cosh py sinh [,,, tanh p > ]
arccos l -+ arccos

f(p,ln) = P arccos( ) + (®.sinh p; + e sinh po)i,,

+ (I)e2

/1 + cosh? p, sinh? V/1 + cosh? py sinh? [,,,

inh
+ ®.9 {arccos(tanh ptanh pop) + sinh pop arcsinh (M>} (D.15)
cosh poy
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The saddle point is at [,,, = 0 and p = 0. For finite o, we need ps > p., and the
sinh pe

extremal value is at p = 0 and [,,, = arcsinh (Cosh o1

). In the limit where o — 0, the
action is given by

_]E = 27’(’(@0(, - @62) (D16)

as we used in obtaining (5.17)-(5.19).
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