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Abstract: Flat space holography is an open and hard problem existing several different

approaches, which may finally turn out to be consistent with each other, in the literature

to tackle it. Focusing on how bulk emergent spacetime is encoded in quantum information

of null boundaries, we choose a specific toy model called the flat3/BMSFT model, which

conjectures the duality between boundary BMS3 invariant field theory and bulk quantum

gravity in 3D asymptotic flat spacetimes (AFS), to explore. Aiming to find an entanglement

wedge like quantity for single interval and a connected entanglement wedge for multi-

intervals in flat3/BMSFT model, we explore the bulk causality structures related to the

holographic swing surface proposal through both boundary and bulk local modular flow,

make a corresponding decomposition of the global Minkowski spacetime and look at the

entanglement phase transition. As a byproduct, we solve the problem about the existence of

partial entanglement entropy (PEE) correspondence in this model which is a bit nontrivial

due to the unusual behavior of boundary modular flow in BMS3 field theory. Among

the literature considering quantum information aspects of flat3/BMSFT model, there are

several substantial, unusual but overlooked phenomena which need to be emphasized and

revisited to gain more deserved attention. Thus another motivation of this paper is to find

where these unusual phenomena come from, and physically show in a manifest way what

they may imply. After reading we hope readers can feel sincerely what we present about

the above mentioned second aim is more valuable than the mathematical results in the

present paper.
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1 Introduction

The principle of holography [1–3] has been successfully used to understand theories of

quantum gravity in AdS spacetime and strongly coupled field theory for more than twenty

years. Starting from the proposal of Ryu-Takayanagi formula [4–7], there has been profound

progress in exploring how spacetime and gravitational dynamics can emerge from boundary

quantum information theory [8–10]. There are also mixed state entanglement measures

generalization of the holographic entanglement entropy, for example the correspondence of

entanglement wedge cross section (EWCS) with the reflected entropy [11], entanglement

negativity [12] and balanced partial entanglement entropy (BPE) [13]. At the heart of these

developments is the entanglement wedge reconstruction, i.e., subregion-subregion duality

[14–16], which states that bulk operators in the entanglement wedge WE [A] can be decoded

from the operator algebra in the causal domain D[A] of the dual CFT. Another important

approach highlighting the emergence of bulk locality and causality is the concept of modular

flow [17–19]. Operator reconstruction with modular flow allow one to reach everywhere

inside of entanglement wedge WE [A], which can reach far beyond the causal horizons.

For the entanglement wedge WE [A], there are two equivalent definitions in AdS/CFT

holography [20]. One is the bulk domain of dependence of homology surface RA (defined

in (4.20)) which interpolates between boundary interval A and corresponding HRT surface.

Another definition is the bulk region bounded by bifurcating horizons of HRT surface on

one side and boundary causal domain D[A] on the other side. Whether these properties

are universal to general holographic theories beyond AdS/CFT? One motivation of the

paper is exploring the story of entanglement wedge WE [A] like quantity in a toy model

of 3D flat holography, i.e., the flat3/BMSFT model, using mainly modular flow and other

refined tools due to the complications and subtleties here.

Although people face both practical and philosophical difficulties in formulating flat

version of AdS holography, there has been interesting work on understanding holography

in asymptotically flat spacetimes at the early days of AdS/CFT [21–25]. In recent years,

there is a delightful re-booming about this problem. One key role in this re-booming is

the bottom-up approach called celestial holography [26, 27], which proposes a correspon-

dence between 4D gravity theories in asymptotically flat spacetimes (AFS) and 2D celestial

conformal field theories (CCFT) living on the celestial sphere at null infinity due to ad-

vances in understanding the soft theorems and asymptotic structure of AFS[28–32]. Bulk

S-matrix elements, when written in boost eigenstate basis, can be reinterpreted as corre-

lation functions in 2D conformal field theory. Thus very powerful CFT techniques, such

as operator product expansion [33–37], conformal block decomposition [38, 39], crossing

symmetry [40], can all be used to explore properties of celestial CFT. Also using this kind

of language lead people find new w1+∞ symmetries [41]. However it is rather vague at this

stage that how much and in which aspects the 2D CCFT would differ from the usual 2D

Virasoro CFT. Moreover, the emergence of bulk flat spacetime from boundary degree of

freedom of celestial CFT seems to be at least complicated. However viewing recent fasci-

nating developments of understanding how bulk spacetime emerge from boundary and the

nature of holographic map as a quantum error correction code [42], it is very attractive to
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(a) (b)

Figure 1. The two figures show the modular flow of 2D CFT and BMS3 field theory separately.

Blue lines are boundary intervals A and brown lines denote the boundary ∂D[A] of the causal

domain D[A]. We can see that the direction of modular time of BMS3 field theory is rather

different than the ones in CFT case.

see whether similar nature of holographic duality in AdS hold true in flat case. The most

important object underlying this kind of story in AdS/CFT is the entanglement wedge

WE [A] dual to specific boundary subregion, and we would like to find similar objects in flat

holography. With this curiosity, we turn to another bottom-up approach called Carrollian

holography, which is more similar to the usual AdS/CFT set up. Due to the matter or grav-

itational radiation, the gravitational charge defined at null infinity would be non-conserved

[43–45]. Thus we focus on 3D flat bulk with pure Einstein action, more specifically, the

flat3/BMSFT model. The analysis in this paper are special to 3D AFS, and we make a first

but essential step in this direction. Our explorations are complementary to the main trend

in literature on flat holography focusing on S-matrix elements, ward identities as well as

asymptotic symmetry, and focus more on dynamical gravity aspects of holographic duality.

Note another more information theoretic approach about flat holography [46] explores how

quantum information is stored at null infinity by using boundary operator algebra. Also

there are interesting and illuminating works trying to link Carrollian holography approach

with celestial holography approach in 4D flat spacetime [47, 48].

The Carrollian holography has been proved to be successful in 3D case, and we would

like to link its story to the limiting problem of AdS/CFT. Whether flat holography can

be understood as a limiting case of AdS/CFT is still an open problem. Although there

are plenty of research working on extracting perturbative S-matrix elements from AdS

correlators [49–51], they are limited to very special state in the Hilbert space of quantum

gravity in AFS (if it exists!). At the level of asymptotic symmetry algebra (ASA) in the

machinery of holography, [52, 53] made an interesting observation that ASA of 3D AFS,

i.e., the BMS3 algebra [54, 55], can be obtained as a ultra-relativistic limit of 2D conformal
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algebra. Starting from these works, flat3/BMSFT model go through several non-trivial

checks, such as reproducing thermal entropy in the bulk from a Cardy-like formula at

the boundary [56, 57], reproducing characters of the BMS3 group from one loop partition

function of 3D flat gravity [58], reproducing BMS3 blocks from bulk geodesic Feynman

diagrams [59] and reproducing boundary entanglement entropy from bulk swing surface

[60]. Considering the holographic entanglement entropy, [61, 62] updated the generalized

Rindler method used in [60] for limited regions and states to more general cases using

approximated modular flow method and a general swing surface proposal. Note that in

flat3/BMSFT model, the vacuum state in the Hilbert space of quantum gravitational theory

of AFS is assumed to be unique. This may contradict with the lessons learned from celestial

holography and soft theorems that the vacuum state of 4D AFS is infinitely degenerated

due to supertranslation and soft gravitons [63].

In purpose of exploring how boundary information are related to bulk subregion, simi-

lar to the aim of [46] but working in a more concrete model, we use various tools developed

in AdS/CFT to try to find the analogue of the entanglement wedge WE [A] in flat holog-

raphy. In the literature there are some checks about matching of holographic reflected

entropy and balanced partial entanglement entropy (BPE) [64–66] in flat3/BMSFT model,

however the calculations and physical conclusions need to be reconsidered. The necessity

of this revisiting originates from the following facts: 1). The flat3/BMSFT model has

a Lorentzian bulk spacetime and no Euclidean path integral apply here. So we should

consult to a coordinate invariant codimension zero bulk region to define the entanglement

wedge not a coordinate non-invariant codimension one bulk surface, which should be dif-

ferent from the usual AdS/CFT case; 2). Also in the literature, they only studied very

limited symmetric boundary two intervals, which gave them an unrealistic illusion about

their results. Although these works are interesting, actually no well defined connected

entanglement wedge has ever been established in works [64–66] and the related ones. It

turns out that for generic boundary non-symmetric two intervals the entanglement wedge

cross section (EWCS) can totally locate outside the naive expected connected entanglement

wedge, see Figure 5, although the numerical values can mysterious match with each other.

Then the natural question is what’s the entanglement wedge related to single boundary

interval? What’s the connected entanglement wedge related to multi-boundary intervals?

If we can not specify the parameter range of intervals related to the connected entangle-

ment wedge, what is the meaning of bulk EWCS we compute? Actually according to the

results obtained in this paper, finding accurate answers to the above questions are a rather

non-trivial task. Even the existence of normal entanglement wedge should be reasonably

questioned because of the existence of negative holographic entanglement entropy noticed

already in [61]. Actually not only can the holographic entanglement entropy be negative,

all entanglement measures calculated in flat3/BMSFT model including the holographic

reflected entropy, holographic entanglement negativity and balanced partial entanglement

entropy (BPE) can have negative values. This is in fact a general and unique property

of flat3/BMSFT model, which has not been given sufficient attention in the literature.

Viewing from field theory, the negative value may come from non-unitary property. From

bulk side, we make the key observation that the negativeness is just a reflection about the
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unique structure of local modular flow of BMS3 field theory. More intuitively we can see

from Figure 1, the modular evolution along local modular flow of BMS field theory are

quite different from the modular evolution of CFT which is consistent with the global time

defined on the whole 2D plane. Part of the results in this paper can be viewed as the bulk

manifestation of this unusual boundary modular flow behavior.

Another tool we use to find the analogue of entanglement wedge in flat holography is

the PEE (partial entanglement entropy) correspondence [67], which proposes to give a fine

version of RT formula. We don’t comment on the physical foundation of this proposal,

but rather view it as a useful tool to manifest various aspects of holographic duality when

we have a local modular flow. From PEE correspondence, people can derive the balanced

partial entanglement entropy (BPE) and EWCS correspondence [13]. However in literature

[66, 68] people just observed the match of BPE and EWCS without giving a more basic

proof about PEE correspondence in flat3/BMSFT model. The reason can again be traced

back to the curious behavior of modular flow of BMS3 field theory, which makes the finding

of corresponding bulk point from modular flow method rather unclear with less physical

intuition. As a byproduct, we solve the existence of PEE correspondence in flat3/BMSFT

model by using the intersection of swing surfaces (first method) and rewriting the original

modular flow correspondence (second method). We find exact match between these two

methods and these are solid mathematical results in this paper. The way we solve the

above existing problem on modular flow method in flat3/BMSFT model is to explicitly

manifest the degree of freedom using our rewriting, and this is also a good place to see the

subtlety in flat3/BMSFT model.

Although we find more structures of the correspondence between boundary and bulk

modular flow, as well as make a bulk decomposition of global flat3 related to single boundary

interval A, we fail to specify which bulk subregion is the most natural entanglement wedge

in this model. Especially in two intervals case considering the connected entanglement

wedge, the confirmed results are only made on the field side. Also we can’t integrate

the implications of general lesson learned from negative entanglement entropy and swing

surface penetrating phenomena into the exploration of entanglement wedge. We hope that

bringing these fundamental issues to researchers in a clearer and more obvious way is

more valuable than the mathematical results presented in this paper. This is our second

motivation for writing this paper.

The structure of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we review the

flat3/BMSFT model, the general prescription of swing surface proposal for single interval

holographic entanglement entropy and the PEE correspondence in AdS/CFT with useful

comments at the end of each subsection. In section 3, we explicitly draw the Penrose di-

agram of the quotient manifolds, i.e., the zero mode solutions, in AFS and show a subtle

issue of the order of taking infinite limit. Then we show where the bulk negative sign

of holographic entanglement entropy come from using Noether charge formalism. Finally

we present observations about EWCS for general boundary intervals which manifest the

loopholes of arguments in the literature. In section 4, we mathematically and pictorially

analyze the behavior of bifurcating horizons related to both finite bench γ and the infinite

bifurcating surface γξ. Then we decompose the global flat3 spacetime into four disconnected
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parts using both the past and future bifurcating horizons. Intersection of swing surface

method and bulk boundary modular flow correspondence method for deriving the PEE

correspondence in flat3/BMSFT model are presented. In the last by comparing with the

entanglement wedge WE [A] in AdS/CFT case, we show the subtleties of the flat3/BMSFT

model. In section 5, we analyze the entanglement phase transition of two intervals on the

boundary side and entanglement wedge nesting (EWN) property in the bulk side. In sec-

tion 6, we discuss two important open questions unique to flat3/BMSFT model which are

observed in section 2. We collect several additional results in Appendices. In Appendix A,

we give a complete derivation of two disjoint interval reflected entropy in BMS3 field theory

with explicit calculations about the three point coefficient. This is a necessary but missing

part of the calculations about reflected entropy in [65], which sincerely pointed out by [68].

Appendix B repeat the analytic analysis of the Poincaré vacuum for the M > 0 zero mode

backgrounds including the bifurcating horizon in Penrose diagram and the entanglement

phase transition.

2 flat3/BMSFT model and PEE correspondence

In 3D asymptotically flat spacetimes (AFS) Einstein gravity admits consistent boundary

conditions at future null infinity I +, where the finite dimensional Poincaré isometry group

is enhanced to infinite dimensional asymptotic symmetry group, i.e., the BMS3 group

[54, 55]. These facts lead people to conjecture that there is a toy model of flat holography,

dubbed flat3/BMSFT model, which maps between Einstein gravity in 3D AFS and BMS

invariant field theories at 2D conformal boundary. Intuitively the topology of the null

boundary of 3D AFS is S1 × R with R the null direction. And BMS3 group include

super-translation which is coordinate dependent translation along the null direction and

super-rotation which is the diffeomorphism of S1. This section includes a self-contained

review of 2D BMS3 invariant field theory with more emphasize on entanglement entropy,

the development of the general swing surface proposal and the PEE correspondence in

AdS/CFT holography. At the end of each subsection, useful comments on the subtleties

are presented.

2.1 BMS3 invariant field theory

BMS invariant field theory is a class of 2D ultra relativistic quantum field theories invariant

under following spacetime reparametrizations [52, 56],

x̃ = f(x), ỹ = yf ′(x) + g(x) (2.1)

where f(x) and g(x) are arbitrary functions, and (x, y) are coordinates of the plane the

field theory lives. The infinitesimal BMS transformations are generated by following Fourier

modes,

ln = −xn+1∂x − (n+ 1)yxn∂y mn = −xn+1∂y (2.2)

Under Lie bracket they form the BMS3 algebra without the centrally extension term.

While the generators Lm and Mn implementing local coordinate transformations (2.2) on
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quantum fields form the centrally extended BMS3 algebra,

[Ln, Lm] = (n−m)Lm+n +
cL
12

n(n2 − 1)δm+n,0

[Ln,Mm] = (n−m)Mm+n +
cM
12

n(n2 − 1)δm+n,0

[Mn,Mm] = 0 (2.3)

where cL and cM are the central charges. The Einstein-Hilbert gravity in flat holography

are expected to be dual to a BMS field theory with central charges cL = 0, cM = 3
G , while

the field theory with more general value of central charges could be constructed by adding

a Chern-Simons term to the Einstein-Hilbert action.

The generators Lm and Mn are also called BMS charges on the plane, which are the

Fourier modes of the conserved currents T (x) and M(x),

Ln =
1

2πi

∮ (
xn+1T (x) + (n+ 1)xnyM(x)

)
(2.4)

Mn =
1

2πi

∮
xn+1M(x) (2.5)

where
∮

can be seen as the contour integral of the complexified x coordinates. The con-

served currents T (x) and M(x) generating the coordinate transformations (2.1) transform

under the transformations as

M̃(x) = f ′2M(x̃) +
cM
12

{f, x} (2.6)

T̃ (x, y) = f ′2T (x̃, ỹ) + 2f ′(g′ + yf ′′)M(x̃) +
cL
12

{f, x}+ cM
12

(
y
d

dx
{f, x}+ f ′2 ∂

3g

∂f3

)
where {, } denotes the ordinary Schwarzian derivative and the last term denotes the BMS

Schwarzian derivative

{f, x} =
f ′′′

f ′ − 3

2

(
f ′′

f ′

)2

(2.7)

f ′2 ∂
3g

∂f3
= f ′−1

(
g′′′ − g′

f ′′′

f ′ − 3f ′′
(
g′

f ′

)′)
(2.8)

The infinite dimensional BMS3 algebra not only have the singlet version of the highest

weight representation (HWR), but also the multiplet version of the HWR [69]. In the

singlet version of HWR, a local primary operator O(0, 0) at the origin is labelled by the

eigenvalues of generators L0 and M0 which are the center of the BMS3 symmetry algebra

(2.3),

[L0,O] = ∆O, [M0,O] = ξO (2.9)

where ∆ denotes the conformal weight and ξ denotes the boost charge. The HWR respect

the following conditions,

[Ln,O] = 0, [Mn,O] = 0, n > 0 (2.10)
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The singlet primary operators transform under finite transformation (2.1) as follows,

Õ(x̃, ỹ) = |f ′|−∆e−ξ g
′ + yf ′′

f ′ O(x, y) (2.11)

By requiring the vacuum to be invariant under the global symmetry of BMS3 field theory,

the correlation functions on the plane have the following form,

⟨ϕ(x1, y1)ϕ(x2, y2)⟩ = δ∆1,∆2δξ1,ξ2 |x21|−2∆1e
−2ξ1

y21
x21 (2.12)

⟨ϕ1ϕ2ϕ3⟩ =
c123

|x12|∆123 |x23|∆231 |x31|∆312
e
−ξ123

y12
x12

−ξ312
y13
x13

−ξ231
y23
x23 (2.13)

⟨ϕ1ϕ2ϕ3ϕ4⟩ = e
ξ12
(

t24
x24

− t14
x14

)
+ξ34

(
t14
x14

− t13
x13

)
−(ξ1+ξ2)

t12
x12

−(ξ3+ξ4)
t34
x34

×
∣∣∣∣x24x14

∣∣∣∣∆12
∣∣∣∣x14x13

∣∣∣∣∆34 F(x, t)

|x12|∆1+∆2 |x34|∆3+∆4
(2.14)

where two point function of primary operators are properly normalized, c123 is the coef-

ficient of three-point function encoding dynamical information of the BMS3 field theory

and

xij = xi − xj , yij = yi − yj , ∆ijk = ∆i +∆j −∆k, ξijk = ξi + ξj − ξk. (2.15)

The x and t appearing in function F(x, t) are BMS invariant cross ratios

x =
x12x34
x13x24

,
t

x
=

t12
x12

+
t34
x34

− t13
x13

− t24
x24

(2.16)

Entanglement entropy of BMS3 field theory was first considered in [70] using algebraic

twist operator method [71]. By generalizing the Rindler method to BMS3 invariant field

theory, [60] not only gets the consistent entanglement entropy through an explicitly local

modular flow expression, but also extends the calculation into the bulk getting the swing

surface picture. We list some results related to entanglement entropy here for later conve-

nience. BMS3 field theory is not Lorentz invariant, thus a general spatial interval {(x1, y1)
(x2, y2)} instead of an equal time interval is need to show the dependence of entanglement

entropy on the choice of frame. In the plane vacuum state, the conformal weight ∆ and

boost charge ξ in cyclic orbifold Zn are,

∆n =
cL
24

(n− 1

n
), ξn =

cM
24

(n− 1

n
). (2.17)

Then the partition function of the replica manifold Σn and the entanglement entropy of

single interval A are,

TrρnA = kn⟨σn(x1, y1)σ̃n(x2, y2)⟩planeBMS⊗n = kn|x21|−
cL
12

(n− 1
n
)e

− cM
12

(n− 1
n
)
y21
x21 (2.18)

SBMS
EE;vac = − lim

n→1
∂nTrρ

n
A =

cL
6

log
|x21|
δx

+
cM
6

(
y21
x21

)
(2.19)

where δx > 0 is the x direction UV regulator introduced by kn relating to the regulariza-

tion of the divergent partition function TrρnA. We can see from (2.19) that for the bulk
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correspondence of Einstein gravity with cL = 0, the entanglement entropy SBMS
EE;vac can

be negative due to possible different sign of y21 and x21. When considering the finite

temperature state on the plane, we use the following general thermal periodicity,

(ϕ, u) ∼ (ϕ+ iβϕ, u− iβu) (2.20)

where {ϕ, u} denote the coordinates on the thermal cylinder. We can use the BMS confor-

mal transformation to map from plane to cylinder [60],

x = e
2πϕ
βϕ , y =

2π

βϕ
e

2πϕ
βϕ

(
ϕ
βu
βϕ

+ u

)
(2.21)

The two point function of twist operators evaluated on this cylinder then is given by

⟨σn(ϕ1, u1)σ̃n(ϕ2, u2)⟩cylinderBMS⊗n = kn
( βϕ
πδϕ

sinh
π |ϕ21|
βϕ

)−2∆ne
−2ξn

π(u21+
βu
βϕ

ϕ21)

βϕ
coth

πϕ21
βϕ

−βu
βϕ



Thus the entanglement entropy of single interval A in the thermal state is,

SBMS
EE;thermal =

cL
6

log
( βϕ
πδϕ

sinh
π |ϕ21|
βϕ

)
+

cM
6

[
π

βϕ

(
u21 +

βu
βϕ

ϕ21

)
coth

(πϕ21

βϕ

)
− βu

βϕ

]
(2.22)

Comments: A key assumption in the above calculations is that the twist operators

σn and σ̃n belong to the singlet version of HWR of the BMS3 algebra. It was noticed

and proved in [69] that primary fields can also be organized in a Jordan chain and form

a multiplet which is a reducible but indecomposable module together with their descen-

dants. Cyclic Zn Orbifold theory of BMS field on replicated Carrollian geometry is a much

unexplored area and could go beyond the usual expectations. For example, see [72] for the

subtleties about the Orbifold theory of 2D WCFT living in Newton-Cartan geometry. It

is possible that the twist operators in BMS orbifold theory belong to the multiplet version

of HWR, thus affect the final answer of entanglement entropy (2.19) and (2.22).

2.2 Swing Surface Proposal

Instead of directly extend the HRT formula into the flat3/BMSFT model, [60] derive the

swing surface configuration by the exact correspondence between boundary local modu-

lar flow generators and bulk killing vector fields. The advantage of this method is the

holographic dictionary of the entanglement entropy is automatically consistent. While the

disadvantage of this method is that the local modular flow can only exist for special en-

tangled regions and special states. Due to the above reasons, [61, 62] update the above

method and propose a more general prescription to get the swing surface γA for holographic

entanglement entropy by using the approximate modular flow in both the boundary and

the bulk. Let us summarize the main steps of these developments in flat3/BMSFT model

following [61, 62] closely.
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For an intervalA on the vacuum state of BMS3 field theory, which is dual to a spacetime

in the bulk invariant under the same set of symmetries, we can find a consistent boundary

flow generator ζ and the corresponding bulk Killing field ξ,

ζ =
∑
i

aihi ≡ ∂τB , ξ =
∑
i

aiHi ≡ ∂τb (2.23)

where ai are parameters depending on the entangling region A, τB, τb are boundary and

bulk Rindler time respectively satisfying periodicity conditions

τB,b ∼ τB,b + 2πi, (2.24)

hi are the vacuum symmetry generators defined on the boundary, and Hi are the corre-

sponding bulk Killing vectors under the dictionary of flat3/BMSFT holography satisfying

Hi|∂M= hi. The boundary modular flow generator ζ need satisfy following conditions: 1).

The transformation x → x̃ = f(x) is a symmetry of the field theory where the domain of

f(x) is the causal domain D[A]; 2). The transformation x → x̃ is invariant under a pure

imaginary (thermal) identification
(
x̃1, x̃2

)
∼
(
x̃1 + iβ̃1, x̃2 + iβ̃2

)
; 3). The one parameter

flow x̃i[s] generated by ζ through the exponential map esζ leave the causal domain D[A]

and its boundary ∂D[A] invariant when s is real.

The periodicity (2.24) is considered as a thermal identification, which implies that the

bulk modular flow generator ξ features bifurcating Killing horizons with surface gravity

2π. We denote the bifurcating surface as γξ and two Killing horizons as Nl,r, which satisfy

ξ|γξ= 0 (2.25)

∇µξν |γξ= 2πnµν (2.26)

ξν∇νξ
µ|Nl,r

= ±2πξµ (2.27)

ξ[µ∇νξλ]|Nl,r
= 0 (2.28)

where nµ = nµ
1n

ν
2−nµ

2n
ν
1 is the unit vector binormal to γξ. (2.25) follows from the fact that

γξ is an extremal surface; (2.26) shows that ξ is the boost generator in the local Rindler

frame near γξ; (2.27) means the surface gravity is indeed a constant value 2π; (2.28) is

the Frobenius’ theorem guaranteeing the vector field is hypersurface orthogonal. Finally

in this special case, the ropes γ(p) of the swing surface γA are null geodesics generated by

bulk modular flow while the bench γ of the swing surface is the set of fixed points of bulk

modular flow generator ξ that extremizes the distance between the ropes.

For more general states and boundary configurations, we need to consult to the approx-

imate modular flow ζ(p), which on the 2D boundary can be obtained from the expressions

for single intervals on the vacuum by sending the other endpoint to infinity. For each end

point of interval, it is possible to find the null geodesic whose tangent vector is an asymp-

totic Killing vector reducing to ζ(p) at the conformal boundary. Then the general swing

surface is the minimal extremal surface bounded by these null geodesics. One major differ-

ence compared to standard HRT surface in AdS/CFT is that, in flat3/BMSFT model the

fixed points of the boundary modular flow ζ are not the fixed points of the bulk modular
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flow ξ meaning the bifurcating surface γξ is not attached to the interval A at the boundary.

comments:

• In [61] the authors propose that the holographic dictionary of entanglement entropy

in flat3/BMSFT model is the area of swing surface γA (or bench γ)

SA =
Area(γA)

4G
= min ext

XA∼A

Area(XA)

4G
, XA = X ∪ γb∂ (2.29)

However as also been noticed by the same paper, the problem is how can the area term

have negative value (2.19). In the next section, we would find that the holographic

dictionary of SA need more elements not just the pure gravity area property.

• The descriptions of bifurcating horizons 1 Nl,r in section (2.3) of [61] are not precise.

According to the results in section 3, the bifurcating horizons Nl,r connected to

boundary interval A are both future directed and the killing horizons emitted from

the finite bench γ only touch the future null infinity I + at two single points. Note

that these unusual features seem to be unique for flat3/BMSFT model, which is not

due to the swing surface construction, see [67, 72] for comparison.

2.3 PEE correspondence

Since in this paper we just take the partial entanglement entropy (PEE) correspondence

as a useful tool, so we only present the most basic elements of them. Please see [13, 67] for

more physical interpretations.

In [67], the author made two proposals about the holographic dictionary (PEE corre-

spondence) for the entanglement contour of a single interval in the context of AdS3/CFT2.

The first proposal states that the partial entanglement entropy SA(A2), see Figure 2(a), is

given by a linear combination of entanglement entropies of relevant subsets inside interval

A for general 2D theories

SA(A2) =
1

2
(SA1∪A2 + SA2∪A3 − SA1 − SA3) (2.30)

The second proposal is a fine structure analysis about the entanglement wedge through

boundary and bulk modular flow, which is used in this paper as a way to explore the

”entanglement wedge” of flat3/BMSFT model. This bulk and boundary one-to-one corre-

spondence can also be obtained by intersection of RT surfaces, see Figure 2(a). Finally the

holographic dictionary about PEE says that

SA(Ai) =
Length (εi)

4G
(2.31)

Comments: As rigorously said by [13] the bulk modular flows exactly settle at the

boundary when they approach the boundary, so there are no orbits in the bulk. Thus

to really find a boundary and bulk correspondence through local modular flow method,

1Note our notations are different from those in [61].
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(a) (b)

Figure 2. Figure 2(a) shows the PEE correspondence in AdS/CFT set up. Dashed red lines

connecting a1, b1 and a2, b2 are the corresponding RT surfaces normal to the one related to interval

A = A1 ∪ A2 ∪ A3. Points in Ai correspond to points in εi. Figure 2(b) shows one explicitly way

of manifesting the degree of freedom in determining the PEE bulk corresponding point from the

modular flow method. The modular flow line l2 on the cut-off surface which corresponds to the

specific modular flow line l1 on asymptotic boundary has to be chosen to fix the freedom.

we should choose a cut-off surface, see Figure 2(b). Then there is a degree of freedom

in choosing which modular flow line in the chosen cut-off surface correspond to a specific

modular flow line at the asymptotic boundary. This freedom not only can affect the bulk

point of PEE correspondence, i.e., ϵi in Figure 2(b), but also can affect the shape of the

line between boundary and bulk corresponding points. [67] make a good proposal on how

to fix this freedom in AdS3/CFT2, but how to fix this freedom in flat3/BMSFT model is

not clear. As a byproduct in this paper, we find there is a consistent way to fix the d.o.f.

in flat case although the underlying physical reasons need further study. In any case, this

is not the focus of this paper and the intersection of RT like surfaces way turn out to be

more general and less uncertain.

3 Quotient manifolds and observations

After a summary of the phase space of Einstein gravity solutions under the consistent

asymptotic boundary conditions (3.1) in flat3/BMSFT model, we give the exact Penrose

diagrams (not cartoon pictures) of the zero mode solutions, which are quotient manifolds of

global Minkowski spacetime (the global flat3). To gain more intuition, a subtle issue about

drawing boundary causal domain D[A] on compact Penrose diagram of the covering global

flat3 is shown. Then two key observations about holographic entanglement entropy (swing

surface) and holographic reflected entropy related (EWCS) are presented. One is about how

to derive the ”negative” sign of holographic entanglement entropy and reflected entropy in

the bulk, the other one is about whether the finite bench or the infinite bifurcating surface
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is more fundamental, or at least more useful, in finding the ”entanglement wedge” of this

model. The first two subsections are preliminary to understand the explorations in this

paper, the last two subsections are a revisit of the results in [61, 64]. We try to extract

some general lessons from these new observations about flat holography.

More precisely, the above mentioned asymptotic boundary conditions near future null

infinity [73] in the retarded Bondi coordinates (u, r, ϕ) is

grr = 0, gru = −1 +O
(
1

r

)
, grϕ = 0, guϕ = O(1), guu = O(1), gϕϕ = r2 (3.1)

where ϕ ∼ ϕ + 2π. The phase space of solutions to pure Einstein’s equations in Bondi

gauge is parametrized by two periodic functions Θ(ϕ) and Ξ(ϕ) such that

ds2 = Θ(ϕ)du2 − 2dudr + 2

[
Ξ(ϕ) +

1

2
u∂ϕΘ(ϕ)

]
dudϕ+ r2dϕ2, (3.2)

where the null infinity is located at r → ∞. The zero mode solutions with constant

Θ(ϕ) = M and Ξ(ϕ) = J/2 describe some classical backgrounds of spacetime and are our

main interest. With the convention 8G = 1, the parameters M and J correspond to the

canonical energy and the angular momentum of the spacetime. In particular, the M = −1,

J = 0 solution corresponds to the global Minkowski vacuum, the −1 < M < 0 solutions

correspond to the conical defect geometries, and the M = J = 0 solution, called the null

orbifold, is supposed to be the analogue of zero temperature BTZ. Solutions with M > 0

is usually referred to as flat cosmological solutions (FSC) and have Cauchy horizons. This

fact can be seen clearly in the ADM form [74] of the zero mode metric

ds2 = −
(
−M +

J2

4r2

)2

dt2 +

(
−M +

J2

4r2

)−2

dr2 + r2
(
dφ+

J

2r2
dt

)2

(3.3)

which implies that the Cauchy horizon is located at

rH ≡ |rc| =
|J |

2
√
M

(3.4)

We are also interested in the vacuum state in flat Poincaré coordinates with metric

ds2 = −2dudr + r2dz2, r ≥ 0, u ∈ (−∞,∞), z ∈ (−∞,∞) (3.5)

which can be obtained by decompactify the angular direction ϕ of M = J = 0 null orbifold

solution. This is the flat limit of the Poincaré patch of AdS3.

3.1 Boundaries and Horizons

In 3D pure Einstein gravity, there is no propagating degree of freedom. The only way

to construct different solutions is by taking quotient. Like the BTZ black holes are the

discrete quotient manifolds of global AdS3, the above mentioned zero mode backgrounds,

i.e., the M = 0, J = 0 (the Poincaré vacuum), M > 0 (FSC) and M < 0 (including global

Minkowski) zero mode backgrounds, are also the discrete quotient manifolds of global flat3.

For each case we first give the coordinate transformations [61] that map that zero mode

background to the global flat3 with coordinates (t, x, y), then point out the corresponding

boundaries or horizons of these quotient manifolds.
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(a) (b)

(c)

Figure 3. The figures show the Penrose diagrams of the quotient manifolds, i.e., the Poincaré

vacuum, M < 0 zero mode backgrounds andM > 0 zero mode backgrounds, in 3D global Minkowski

spacetime respectively. All yellow light cones are asymptotic boundaries of the global flat3; null

red surface in figure 3(a) denotes the boundary t+ y ≥ 0 of the Poincaré vacuum; red surface (not

null) in figure 3(b) denotes the boundary x2 + y2 = 2r2c/(−M) of M < 0 zero mode background;

null green surface in figure 3(c) denotes Cauchy horizon t− x > 0 and null purple surface denotes

Cauchy horizon t+ x > 0 of M > 0 zero mode background.
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• The Poincaré vacuum The coordinate transformations 2 are,

t =
(α2 + 4z2)r

4α
+

2u

α
, x = zr +

β

α
, y =

(α2 − 4z2)r

4α
− 2u

α
(3.6)

for any value of α and β. Without loss of generality we choose α = 1, β = 0 in

this paper. In order to see the boundary of spacetime clearly, we need an inverse

coordinate transformations

u =
t2 − x2 − y2

4(t+ y)
, r = 2(t+ y), z =

x

2(t+ y)
. (3.7)

So the Poincaré vacuum cover only the t + y ≥ 0 part of the global Minkowski

spacetime, see Figure 3(a) .

• M < 0 zero mode backgrounds The coordinate transformations are:

t =
1√
−M

(
r −Mu−

√
−Mrcϕ

)
x =

1√
−M

[
r cos

√
−Mϕ− rc sin

√
−Mϕ

]
y =

1√
−M

[
r sin

√
−Mϕ− rc cos

√
−Mϕ

] (3.8)

So we have the relation x2 + y2 = (r2 + r2c )/(−M), which leads to the boundary

location x2 + y2 = 2r2c/(−M), See Figure 3(b). Note that if we have J = rc = 0, i.e.,

the whole Minkowski spacetime, then the codimension one boundary in Figure 3(b)

would shrink to one dimensional line with x = 0, y = 0 excluding nothing from the

global flat3 and consistent with the expectation.

• M > 0 zero mode backgrounds The coordinate transformations are:

u =
1

M

(
r −

√
My −

√
Mrcϕ

)
, r = ±

√
M(t2 − x2) + r2c

ϕ = − 1

M
log

[√
M(t− x)

r + rc

]
=

1

M
log

[√
M(t+ x)

r − rc

]
(3.9)

The spacetime region with r > rc exterior to Cauchy horizon locating at r = rc cover

the parameter range

t− x > 0, t+ x > 0, (3.10)

while the interior of the Cauchy horizon 0 < r < rc cover the parameter range

t− x > 0, t+ x < 0. (3.11)

In Figure 3(c), the exterior of Cauchy horizon is above both the green and blue

surfaces, and the interior of Cauchy horizon is the right part of the region enclosed

by both the green and blue surfaces.

Note that if we draw the swing surface in the above compact Penrose diagrams, the

finite bench would always penetrate the boundaries or horizons of the original spacetime.

This curious phenomena is discussed in the last section.

2Note the transformations here are different with [60, 61], which depend on the boundary interval A.
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3.2 Order of taking the Infinity Limit

The order of taking the infinite limit is a subtle issue in mathematics. Here is a good

example due to the infinite range of both r and u coordinates in Bondi gauge. For the above

coordinate transformations, if we take the limit r > |u| → ∞ of Bondi coordinate, which

is equivalent to keep coordinate u a finite but arbitrary value and taking r to infinity, the

BMS field theory would always live on the future null infinity I + for all M = 0, M > 0 and

M < 0 cases. However, we know that the global Minkowski spacetime with M = −1, J = 0

contain not only the future null infinity I + but also the past null infinity I −, which

actually comes from another limit 3 u < −r → −∞. With the above observation, we

explore the following limits

1). u < −r → −∞, 2). u > r → ∞ (3.12)

in M = 0, M > 0 and M < 0 solutions separately and summarize the new phenomena.

• For the usual r > |u| → ∞ limit, we have the expected Penrose diagram as 4(a) for

all the zero mode solutions.

• The Poincaré vacuum New phenomena only happen in the first limit of (3.12).

As shown in 4(b), the u < −r part of the boundary ∂D[A] of causal domain D[A] go

around the spacelike infinity i0 making now the boundary ∂D[A] a closed curve.

• M > 0 zero mode backgrounds New phenomena happen in both limits of (3.12).

When u < −r the ∂D[A] go around the spacelike infinity i0 as in the case of the

Poincaré vacuum; when u > r the ∂D[A] go through the timelike infinity i+, see

4(c), to a similar configuration symmetric about Φ = π
2 axis. Thus the causal domain

D[A] contains two disconnected parts, which is quite unusual.

• M < 0 zero mode backgrounds New phenomena happen only in the first limit

of (3.12). As shown in 4(d), the u < −r part of the ∂D[A] would plot a similar

configuration on past null infinity I − as the one on future null infinity I +. This is

the only case that the field theory can touch I − which is consistent with boundary

of zero mode backgrounds in the last subsection.

If we consider the configurations of boundary interval A or the corresponding swing

surface γA in the unusual limits (3.12), they are the limiting ones of the usual cases and

do not affect our main conclusions.

3.3 Negative pure and mixed state entanglement measures

We already observed that the entanglement entropy can be negative (2.19) in flat3/BMSFT

model. From the BMS field theory point of view, the reason and meaning of negative en-

tanglement entropy need further solid explorations. However from the Einstein gravity

3For simplicity in this subsection, we omit the mathematical proof of the statements, which can be

obtained by following the same route as (4.11) and (4.18).
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 4. These figures show the usual and unusual limits (3.12) of boundary ∂D[A] of causal

domain D[A] in M = 0, M > 0 and M < 0 zero mode backgrounds. Brown/Purple lines are the

boundaries ∂D[A], and green lines are image of ordinate z = 0 or ϕ = 0 of original coordinates.

Figure 4(a) shows the expected configuration of usual limit r > |u| → ∞, and figure 4(b) to 4(d)

show the unusual limits of the Poincaré vacuum, M > 0 zero mode backgrounds and M < 0

zero mode backgrounds respectively with explicitly marked parameter ranges. See the detailed

descriptions in the main context.
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point of view, the negative holographic entanglement entropy is already annoying enough

and may ruin the correspondence of swing surface proposal. In this subsection, we give the

mathematical derivation of negative sign of holographic entanglement entropy by identify-

ing the entanglement entropy as a Noether surface charge 4 and explicitly using the swing

surface construction. Also we would give the physical intuition about why the situations

in flat3/BMSFT model are different from the ones in AdS/CFT.

The holographic entanglement entropy can be viewed as an Noether surface charge

evaluated along the HRT surface in AdS/CFT [75] ,

SA = QγA
ξ = − 1

16πG

∫
HRT

∇µξνϵµνρdx
ρ = −1

8

∫
HRT

nµνϵµνρdx
ρ (3.13)

where dxρ denotes the unit vector along the HRT surface, and ξν denotes the bulk modular

flow vector. We used the fact (2.26) in the third equality. The surface charge (3.13) is

actually a line integral in 3D bulk, and to do the computation we should embed it into

a specific coordinate system. Take the Poincaré coordinate of AdS/CFT as an example.

If we fix the sign of ϵtxy = 1 in Poincaré coordinates (t, x, y) and integrate from the left

endpoint of interval A to the right one, we would always have the following formulas

nµνϵµνρ|γA= −2êρ, QγA
ξ =

1

4G

∫ right

left
êρdx

ρ =
Area(γA)

4G
. (3.14)

In CFT the modular flow of a general boundary interval always have positive compo-

nent along the positive direction of ordinate. While in BMS3 field theory when fixing the

abscissa, we can change the u coordinate of the boundary interval to change the relative

sign of the modular flow to the positive direction of ordinate. This global degree of free-

dom of boundary interval in flat3/BMSFT model is the key to understand the negative

sign of holographic entanglement entropy. Mathematically, using (4.49) we can get the

parametrization equations of the bifurcating surface in Bondi coordinates of the Poincaré

vacuum 5

u(z) =
−ur(z − zl)

2 + ul(z − zr)
2

(zl − zr)(2z − zl − zr)
, r(z) = − 2(ul − ur)

(zl − zr)(2z − zl − zr)
(3.15)

then the normalized directional vector dxρ along the bench can be obtained as

dxρ = sign(ul − ur)

(
(z − zl)(z − zr)

zl − zr
,

2

zl − zr
,
(zl + zr − 2z)2

ul − ur

)
(3.16)

where we can see explicitly the sign of dxρ depend on the relative value of ul, ur when we

fix the values of zl,zr. The vector ∇µξνϵµνρ can also be computed using (4.49)

êρ = ∇µξνϵµνρ =

(
8π

zl − zr
,
4π(z − zl)(z − zr)

zl − zr
,−8π(ul − ur)

(zl − zr)2

)
(3.17)

4Thank Wei Song for pointing out this viewpoint to us and Boyang Yu for early cooperation on this

subsection.
5Note there are typos in (3.38) and (3.39) of [61].
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thus we have

QγA
ξ =

1

4G

∫ zr

zl

êρdx
ρ = sign(ul − ur)

Area(γA)

4G
(3.18)

which is indeed the expected form of holographic entanglement entropy in the Poincaré

vacuum of the flat3/BMSFT model [62],

SA =
ulr

2Gzlr
= sign(ul − ur)

|2lu|
4Glz

= QγA
ξ (3.19)

where ulr = ul − ur and zlr = zl − zr.

We emphasize that not only the entanglement entropy [61], but also the reflected

entropy [65], entanglement negativity [64] and PEE in flat3/BMSFT model all can be

negative. These key observations imply us that this is actually a general character of

flat3/BMSFT model. Although for the mixed state entanglement measures we do not have

a local modular flow to mathematically prove the above statement.

In flat3/BMSFT model the bulk theory is pure Einstein gravity, however we need other

property of swing surface to match the expectation of being holographic entanglement

entropy and have to consult to the Noether charge formalism. This is unusual to what we

learned in AdS/CFT. We leave the discussion in the last section.

3.4 Finite bench or Infinity bifurcating surface?

Due to the phenomena that swing surface always penetrate the boundary or horizon of the

original spacetime, in the following we explore the causality structure in global flat3 and

overlook the quotient manifolds stuff momentarily. In order to specify which bulk region in

global flat3 have similar properties of entanglement wedge WE [A] in AdS/CFT holography,

we are facing two unavoidable questions. The first one is whether this region is a closed

co-dimension zero bulk region. The other one is which part of the bifurcating surface is

more fundamental, or at least more useful, the finite bench γ or the infinite bifurcating

surface γξ.

Due to the non-local property in u direction of boundary BMS field theory, which can

be seen from the two point correlation function (2.12), it’s rather unclear that a closed

bulk region related to the swing surface γA would exist. One example is the AdS3/WCFT

holographic model, the ”pre-entanglement wedge” is not closed in the v direction due to

the non-local feature in z direction of boundary WCFT [72].

Related to the second question, there are two special bulk surfaces that we could grow

null normal congruence from to construct the boundaries of a bulk region. One is the

whole bifurcating surface γξ which is unbounded and invariant under the bulk modular

flow ξ. Another one is the finite bench γ which is a bounded portion of γξ. Due to the

homology condition between swing surface and boundary interval as well as the Noether

charge formalism (3.13), the finite bench γ may be more basic.

The above mentioned questions turn out to be closely related to each other in flat3/BMSFT

model. We approach these problems from more practical ways rather than the more philo-

sophical homology condition. To be consistent with the presentation style of this section,

we just show the observations.
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(a) (b)

Figure 5. Configurations of EWCS (brown lines between points Q1 and Q2) for general boundary

two intervals A and B (blue interval), as well as the usual expected connected entanglement wedge

(blue region) are shown. Blue dotted lines are null ropes γ(p), blue solid lines are bench γ and the

chain lines are part of the whole bifurcating surface γξ.

The existing literature [64, 65] only consider the symmetric two intervals on the bound-

ary, where the EWCS would end on the finite bench γ. However when considering more

general configurations of boundary two intervals, we observed that the endpoints of EWCS

can exceed γ. We plot several new situations in Figure 5, where the usual expected entan-

glement wedge [61, 65] and true EWCS are plotted. We can see from the pictures that the

not carefully defined connected entanglement wedge would lead to big problems.

Due to these observations, we see that the whole modular invariant bifurcating horizon

γξ may be more basic. We would provide more evidence along this perspective through

PEE, BPE and bulk modular flow in the next section.

4 Bulk Causality related to single interval

In this section we give a detailed analysis about causality structures related to finite bench

γ and infinite bifurcating surface γξ of a single boundary interval A. We use PEE as

a useful tool to explore fine correspondence between boundary and bulk modular flow.

When familiar with the subtleties in flat3/BMSFT model during the process, we go to the

question of finding ”entanglement wedge” WE [A] in flat3/BMSFT model. As a by product,

we solve the problem of PEE in flat3/BMSFT model stated in section 1. For simplicity

and without loss of generality we present all the detailed analysis in the Poincaré Vacuum.

Let us slightly generalize the parametrization in [61] of swing surface in the Poincare

vacuum (3.5). Considering a general boundary field interval A with endpoints

∂A =
{(

ul, zl
)
,
(
ur, zr

)}
(4.1)
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The boundary conditions of the null ropes γl,r emanating from endpoints ∂A are simply

γl,r : u = ul,r, z = zl,r (4.2)

The length of the spacelike geodesic connected between two null ropes γl,r is given by

L(rl, rr) =
√
2rr(ul − ur) + rl(−2ul + 2ur + rr(zl − zr)2) (4.3)

where rl,r are radial coordinates of the points on γl,r. The extreme of (4.3) is found at

rl = −rr = −2(ul − ur)

(zl − zr)2
. (4.4)

From here we can see a necessity to analytically continuate the original Poincare vacuum

spacetime with only r ≥ 0 to the one that also includes negative values of r in order to

include just the single interval swing surface γA. The bench γ is just a straight line going

through the points parametrized by

t(s) = tl + (tr − tl)s, x(s) = xl + (xr − xl)s, y(s) = yl + (yr − yl)s (4.5)

where the left and right endpoints of γ have following expressions,

(tl,r, xl,r, yl,r) =

(
2ul,r −

(ul,r − ur,l)(1 + 4z2l,r)

2(zl,r − zr,l)2
,−2(ul,r − ur,l)zl,r

(zl,r − zr,l)2
,−2ul,r +

(ul,r − ur,l)(−1 + 4z2l,r)

2(zl,r − zr,l)2

)
(4.6)

4.1 Bifurcating horizons

There are several coordinate systems that we would go back and forth when trying to

clearly show the causal relations between boundary field theory and bulk gravity theory.

• Bondi coordinates of the original Poincare vacuum:

bulk : (u, r, z), boundary : (u, r → ∞, z) (4.7)

• Cartesian coordinates and Penrose coordinates of the covering global Minkowski

spacetime:

Cartesian : (t, x, y), Penrose : (U, V,Φ), (T,X, Y ) (4.8)

which are related by the standard textbook transformations,

U = arctan (t−
√

x2 + y2), V = arctan (t+
√
x2 + y2), Φ = ϕ = arctan

y

x

T = V + U, X = (V − U) cosΦ, Y = (V − U) sinΦ (4.9)

From boundary to boundary

we first deal with the image of field interval A on the future null infinity I + 6 of

Penrose diagram with coordinates (U, V,Φ). There are several facts about this map:

6This is a choice of us, which means that we can also choose to map boundary field theory to the past

null infinity I − by putting minus signs in coordinate transformations (3.6).
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• constant z line of field theory would be mapped to constant Φ line on I + of the

Penrose diagram. So a strip like region which is the causal domain D[A] of field

interval would map to a corner region on the boundary null cone. In particular, the

z = 0 axis would be mapped to Φ = π
2 line. This can be seen from the following

transformation,

Φ = arctan
y

x
|r→±∞ = arctan

1− 4z2

4z
. (4.10)

When z goes from 0 to ∞, Φ would go from π
2 to −π

2 . Because (4.10) is a monotonic

decreasing function when z > 0, then the map is one to one.

• A symmetric interval about the origin (u = 0, z = 0) would map to a symmetric

interval about the point (U = 0, V = π
2 ,Φ = π

2 ) on I + of the Penrose diagram. This

can be seen as follows:√
x2 + y2|r→±∞ =

1

4
(1 + 4z2)|r|+ 2u(1− 4z2)

1 + 4z2
|r|
r
,

when r → ∞, U = arctan
4u

1 + 4z2
, V =

π

2
. (4.11)

(4.10) and (4.11) give us a bijective map from the infinite (u, z) plane where the

original BMS field theory live to the whole future null infinity I + of the compact

Penrose diagram.

bench γ and bifurcating surface γξ

we choose the symmetric boundary interval A in (4.1) for convenience,

−ul = ur =
lu
2
, −zl = zr =

lz
2

(4.12)

putting them into (4.5), we get the parametrization of the finite bench

(t, x, y) =

(
λ,− lu

lz
,− l2z + 1

l2z − 1
λ

)
, |λ| <

∣∣∣∣ lu2 (1− 1

l2z
)

∣∣∣∣ . (4.13)

When the parameter λ has parameter range λ ∈ (−∞,∞) in (4.13), the parameter equa-

tions denote the whole bifurcating surface γξ. In the Penrose diagram, γξ always end on

the spacelike infinity i0 with coordinates (U, V,Φ) = (−π
2 ,

π
2 ,±

π
2 ), which are the results of

|(l2z + 1)/(l2z − 1)| > 1.

bifurcating Killing horizon

The bifurcating Killing horizon Nl,r are composed of null congruence emitted from the

bifurcating surface γξ. Locally each null generator of Nl,r is perpendicular to γξ at the

intersection point. They could be parametrized as,

t = λ1 + κλ2 sgn(κ), x = − lu
lz

±
√
κ2 − 1λ2 sgn(κ), y = κλ1 + λ2 sgn(κ) (4.14)
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(a) (b)

Figure 6. In Penrose diagrams with coordinates (T,X, Y ) defined in (4.8), figure 6(a) and 6(b)

show the bifurcating horizons Nγ related to finite bench γ (4.15) and the ones Nl,r related to the

infinite bifurcating surface γξ (4.16) of single boundary interval A (blue curve) with (lu = 1, lz = 2)

in (4.12) separately. In addition to the basic elements appearing in figure 4(a), we also have null

ropes (cyan curves), finite bench γ, bifurcating surface γξ (black curves) and bifurcating horizon

Nl,r (orange surfaces). Figure 6(a) has no closed region bounded by the Nγ ∪ I +, while figure

6(b) actually form a closed region (4.17) which can not be shown perfectly due to limitation on

the computational power of Mathematica. We hope the two orange curves can show the limiting

behaviors of null congruence to the endpoints of bifurcating surface γξ.

where κ ≡ − l2z+1
l2z−1

and sgn(κ) denotes the sign function of parameter κ. λ1 parametrize

γξ similar to (4.5), and λ2 parametrize the null congruence emitted from γξ. When λ2

take values in (0,∞), two future Killing horizons where two null ropes γl,r sit appear with

plus and minus sign in x coordinates of (4.14). When λ2 take values in (−∞, 0), two past

Killing horizons would appear.

From equations (4.9) and (4.14) we can draw the Killing horizons in the compact

Penrose diagram, see Figure 6(a) and 6(b). In accordance with our intuition that the non-

local property of BMS field theory would destroy the closeness, the two null surfaces Nγ

related to the finite bench γ suspend in the Lorentzian Minkowski spacetime with only two

points touching the null infinity, so no closed region is formed. We have

Nγ ∩ I + = ∂A, where Nγ ⊂ Nl ∪Nr (4.15)

Unlike the AdS3/WCFT case [72], the Killing horizons related to γξ touch the boundary of

Minkowski spacetime on the whole spacelike infinity i0 and two lines on future null infinity

I +, so a closed region is formed. We have

(Nl ∪Nr) ∩ I + = i0 ∪ l∂A (4.16)
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where l∂A ⊂ ∂D[A] represent part of boundary of D[A] which start from endpoints ∂A
and end on the spacelike infinity i0. So a special region, we call it Wf

E [A], bounded by

bifurcating Killing horizons and asymptotic boundaries of Minkowski spacetime are formed

Wf
E [A] = J̃+(γξ) = Region Bounded by Nl ∪Nr ∪ I + ∪ i0 (4.17)

where J̃+(γξ) denote the bulk causal future of γξ. There are two important features about

the Figure 6(b), both are related to the limiting behaviors of the null congruence emitted

from γξ

• All null congruence emitted from finite points of γξ would only intersect with asymp-

totic boundaries on one point (4.15), which is one endpoint of boundary interval A.

Mathematically when we have λ1 < ∞ and λ2 → ∞ in (4.14), then

r → |κ|λ2 + λ1 ±
√
κ2 − 1

|κ|
lu
lz

= t+ λ1 ±
2lu

l2z + 1
, U → ± arctan

2lu
l2z + 1

, V → π

2
(4.18)

Comparing (4.12), (4.11) and (4.18) we see the validity of the above statement.

• The null congruence emitted from the endpoints of γξ locating on the spacelike infinity

i0 would first go around i0 until it touches the boundary of causal domain D[A], then

it would go up following this boundary line until touches the endpoint ∂A of field

interval, see the orange lines in Figure 6(b). Clearly there is a critical point for its

different behaviors on the Penrose diagram. Actually when λ2 ≪ λ1, the first part of

t, x, y parametrization in (4.14) would dominate and the effect of this term is changing

the Φ angle. When λ2 ≫ λ1, the second part, which shows more explicitly its lightlike

property, of t, x, y parametrization in (4.14) would dominate. The competition of first

part and second part in (4.14) tell us where the turning point sit.

4.2 Decomposition of bulk spacetime

In this subsection we analyze the decomposition of the global flat3 in terms of both the

future and past bifurcating horizons of γξ, and make a comparison with AdS/CFT to show

the unusual features in flat3/BMSFT model.

Viewing from the global coordinates of AdS/CFT, the four null Killing horizons of

HRT surface related to single interval A together would separate the whole Lorentzian AdS

spacetime into four non-intersection parts, which nicely match with the boundary causal

structure [20]. Mathematically, we can decompose boundary spacetime B as follows:

B = D[A] ∪D[Ac] ∪ J+[∂A] ∪ J−[∂A] (4.19)

where D[A] is the boundary causal domain of interval A and J±[p] denote the causal

future and past of point p on B. This tells us that the full boundary spacetime B would

decompose into four causally non-overlapping regions: the causal domain of the region A
and its complement Ac, and the causal future and past of the entangling surface ∂A. For

the bulk spacetime M we have the decomposition,

M = D̃[RA] ∪ D̃[RAc ] ∪ J̃+[γA] ∪ J̃−[γA] (4.20)
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Figure 7. Bulk decomposition (4.20) of global AdS3 with respect to the HRT surface [20] is

presented. Basic components are boundary interval (blue), HRT surface (dotted black), boundary

∂D[A] (yellow) of causal domain D[A] and D[Ac] related to the complement interval Ac. Causal

regions (I) to (IV) are defined below (4.21).

(a) (b)

Figure 8. Different perspectives on the bulk decomposition (4.23) with respect to the bifurcating

surface γξ of global flat3. In addition to the main elements appearing in figure 6(b), we also have

two past null bifurcating horizons (purple surfaces) which again actually form closed surfaces like

the future ones. Causal regions (I) to (IV) are defined below (4.21).
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where the tilde of corresponding notation denote the bulk one, for example D̃ is the bulk

causal domain and RA is the spacelike homology surface interpolating between boundary

subregion A and bulk HRT surface γA. The causal split of the bulk into two spacelike and

two timelike separated regions from the perspective of γA precisely match the boundary

causal decomposition (4.19) when restrict (4.21) to the boundary due to the following

relations

D̃[RA] ∪ B = D[A] D̃[RAc ] ∪ B = D[Ac] J̃±[γA] ∪ B = J±[∂A] (4.21)

To facilitate the discussion about AdS and flat spacetime in a unified way, we define the

following notations, see Figure 7 and 8

• bulk Region (I): Causal future of bifurcating horizon γξ: J̃
+[γξ]

• bulk Region (II): Causal past of bifurcating horizon γξ: J̃
−[γξ]

• bulk Region (III), (IV): Two spacelike region which contain all the points spacelike

separated from γ

For flat3/BMSFT model, mathematically we have following relations on the boundary,

B = I + = D[A] ∪D[Ac] (4.22)

where B denote the spacetime where BMS field theory lives and

M = J̃+[γξ] ∪ J̃−[γξ] ∪ (III) ∪ (IV) (4.23)

which satisfy

J̃+[γξ] ∩ ∂M = I +, J̃−[γξ] ∩ ∂M = I −, (III) ∩ ∂M = i01, (IV) ∩ ∂M = i02 (4.24)

where i01 denotes part of the spacelike infinity with parameter range Φ ∈ (−π/2, π/2), i02
denotes part of the spacelike infinity with parameter range Φ ∈ (π/2, 3π/2). Although

regions (III) and (IV) can be defined as the bulk causal domains

(III) = D̃[Ri01
], (IV) = D̃[Ri02

] (4.25)

of the spacelike homology surface Ri01
and Ri02

with properties

∂Ri01
= i01 ∪ γξ, ∂Ri02

= i02 ∪ γξ, Ri01
∪Ri01

= Σi0 (4.26)

where Σi0 is a bulk Cauchy surface of the whole Minkowski spacetime M, we can not

find special meaning of i01, i
0
2 and the corresponding homology surface Ri01

and Ri02
. Also

we have no good idea about how to make physical distinctions between Ri01
and Ri02

. we

summarize main features of causality structures in flat3/BMSFT model by comparisons

with AdS/CFT
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(a) (b)

Figure 9. Figure 9(a) shows the swing surface intersection method to determine the PEE corre-

spondence. Bulk geodesic γ2 correspondences to boundary subinterval A2. Figure 9(b) shows the

boundary modular flow line with parametrization consistent with (4.41). Points a1, b1, a3 and a2, b2
are on the same modular flow lines separately.

• Both global AdS and global flat3 can be decomposed into four regions according to

(I) ∼ (IV). In AdS spacetime, (III) is identified as the entanglement wedge WE [A],

and the homology surface RA is a spacelike surface in (III). Boundary interval A is

a spacelike interval and spacelike separated from the HRT surface. In flat spacetime,

(I) is the special region we called Wf
E [A] (4.17). A is a interval viewed from the bulk

and locate in the causal future of bifurcating horizon γξ.

• For AdS/CFT the bulk decomposition of spacetime M precisely match the boundary

one (4.21). The entanglement wedge of A and its complement Ac have no overlap.

While in flat3/BMSFT model, the bulk decomposition have no relation with the

boundary one (4.24). In addition, the special region Wf
E [A] is exactly the same as

the one of the complement interval Wf
E [Ac].

4.3 PEE: intersection of swing surface

In the following two subsections, we study the PEE correspondence in flat3/BMSFT model

using two ways. One is similar to the intersection of HRT surfaces, the other one is the

correspondence between boundary and bulk modular flow. This quantity not only provides

us more bulk quantities other than swing surface and EWCS to explore, but also gives us

a chance to be familiar with the structures of bulk modular flow. As a byproduct, we solve

the PEE problem in flat3/BMSFT model, thus giving the foundations about the observed

match of BPE [66, 68].

On the field side without loss of generality, we choose the boundary interval A to be

straight line between two points A1, A2 with coordinates (z = −1, u = −1
2) and (z = 1, u =

1
2), see Figure 9(b). Then the PEE for subinterval a1a2 with endpoints(

u = za1, z =
za1
2

+ λB1(z
2
a1 − 1)

)
,
(
u = za2, z =

za2
2

+ λB1(z
2
a2 − 1)

)
(4.27)
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in interval A1A2 is given by

SA1A2(a1a2) = 2(λB1 − λB2) (4.28)

We can see that if two points of subinterval a1a2 lie on the same modular flow line, the

PEE of this subinterval would be zero. This implies that points on the same modular flow

line correspond to exactly one point on the bifurcating surface γξ, and different modular

flow lines correspond to different points on γξ. In other words, boundary modular flow

lines are in one to one correspondence with points on the bifurcating surface γξ. This is

exactly what happens in the bulk.

On the bulk side to find the specific point on the bifurcating surface γξ which corre-

sponds to the boundary point a1, we need choose another boundary point b1, see Figure

9(a), and demand that the bifurcating surface related to a1, b1 intersect the one related

to A1, A2, see Figure 9(b). Using the parametrization (4.5), we find that when a1 have

coordinates (4.27), the above intersection condition need us to have

ub1 =
zb1
2

+ λB1(z
2
b1 − 1)), s1 =

1 + 4zb1λB

2 + 4za1λB + 4zb1λB
, s2 =

1

2
− 2λB (4.29)

where (ub1, zb1) is the coordinates of b1 point, and s1,2 are the parameters in (4.5) related

to intervals a1, b1 and A1, A2 separately. Putting (4.29) into (4.5) we can see that the

intersection point is (
−3

2
λB,−

1

2
,
5

2
λB

)
(4.30)

Thus we proved our above statement about the one to one correspondence between

modular flow line denoted by λB and bulk point on bifurcating horizon (4.30), which is

consistent with modular flow invariant property of PEE [67]. Two features need to be

emphasized. One is that the two corresponding points a1 and b1 can both run on the same

modular flow line independently, the specific bulk point would not change. This is not the

same as AdS/CFT case, where the two points should run synchronously. Another feature

is that the intersection point seldom lie on the finite bench of swing surface, which can be

seen from the value of s1,2 in (4.29). The second feature provides us more evidence that

only the information about the finite bench is not enough.

Because from PEE we can intuitively derive BPE correspondence [13], so we have

proved from a more basic step the observations in [66, 68]. We list several unconventional

configurations in Figure 10 related to adjacent and non-adjacent BPE for completeness.

Again we plot the usual expected connected entanglement wedge to show its problem.

4.4 PEE: boundary and bulk modular flow

In this subsection we use modular flow method to explore the PEE correspondence. Sub-

tleties appear in flat3/BMSFT model compared to AdS/CFT case, which is another man-

ifestation of modular flow property of BMS3 field theory stated in section 1.

We first revisit the modular flow method in standard AdS3/CFT2 case using our

notations. This rewriting manifests a freedom of bulk and boundary correspondence as
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 10. Configurations about BPE correspondence of general boundary two intervals A,B

for both adjacent and non-adjacent cases (but with different colors) in flat3/BMSFT model are

presented. Bulk geodesics Q1Q2 are the bulk dual of boundary BPE(A:B). Comparisons with those

in [66, 68] for preliminary set up and notations are useful. Again the original expected connected

entanglement wedge are present to show shortcomings of the original definition.

mentioned in section 3, which is needed for the success of this method in flat3/BMSFT

model 7. We can obtain the modular flow generator for a general interval

A = {
(
−rp + rm

2
,−rp − rm

2

)
,

(
rp + rm

2
,
rp − rm

2

)
} (4.31)

in CFT by the coordinate transformations [76]

x+ t = rp
xr + tr − 1

xr + tr + 1
, x− t = rm

xr − tr − 1

xr − tr + 1
(4.32)

from Rindler spacetime which have local flow generator

lµ ∝ xr∂tr + tr∂xr (4.33)

to the causal domain D[A] of this interval. Then we get the the modular flow generator ζ

of symmetric interval A lying in t =
rp−rm
rp+rm

x timeslice as follows,

ζµ = rmrp
[
(rp + rm)Pt + (rp − rm)Px − (rp + rm)kt + (rp − rm)kx

]
(4.34)

∝
(
r2mrp + r2prm − rp(t− x)2 − rm(t+ x)2

)
∂t −

(
−r2mrp + r2prm + rp(t− x)2 − rm(t+ x)2

)
∂x

7Thank Qiang Wen for discussion about this point.
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where Pt, Px, k
t, kx are the boundary conformal generators: t direction translation, x direc-

tion translation, t-component special conformal transformation and x-component special

conformal transformation. The explicit expressions of these conformal generators are

Pt = ∂t, Px = ∂x

kt = (t2 + x2)∂t + 2tx∂x, kx = (t2 + x2)∂x + 2tx∂t
(4.35)

The corresponding bulk killing vector fields are

Pt = ∂t, Px = ∂x

kt = (t2 + x2 + z2)∂t + 2tx∂x + 2tz∂z, kx = (t2 + x2 − z2)∂x + 2tx∂t + 2zx∂z
(4.36)

Using the holographic dictionary between (4.35) and (4.36) we can obtain the exact bulk

modular flow generator ξ as

ξµ = tµbulk∂t + xµbulk∂x + zµbulk∂z (4.37)

∝ ∂z(−2(rm + rp)tz + 2(rp − rm)xz) + ∂x(rmrp(rp − rm) + (rp − rm)(t2 + x2 − z2)

− 2(rm + rp)tx) + ∂t(rmrp(rm + rp) + 2(rp − rm)tx− (rm + rp)(t
2 + x2 + z2)).

We can see that when taking the z → 0 boundary limit, the bulk killing vector field (4.37)

reduces to the boundary modular flow generator (4.34). In the following we choose the

interval A to lie on the t = 0 constant time slice withe rm = rp in (4.31). Then from (4.37)

we can easily derive the location of bifurcating surface and bifurcating Killing horizon,

• bifurcating Killing horizon:

−(tµbulk)
2 + (xµbulk)

2 + (zµbulk)
2 = 0 → z = ±

√
(t±R)2 − x2 (4.38)

• bifurcating surface:

tµbulk = xµbulk = zµbulk = 0 (4.39)

{t = 0, z2 + x2 = R2}, Or {t2 = R2, z = x = 0} (4.40)

For explicit manifestation take rp = rm = 1 in (4.31), we can derive the corresponding

parametrization equations of boundary modular flow from (4.34),

dx(t)

dt
= − 2x(t)t

1− x(t)2 − t2
→ x(t) =

1

2

(
λB ±

√
λ2
B + 4t2 − 4

)
(4.41)

where t parametrize one modular flow line and λB distinct different modular flow lines. t

and λB together manifest the degree of freedom of 2d plane. Similarly from (4.37) we get

the trajectory of bulk modular flow,

x(t) =
1

2(1 + λ2
b1)

(
λb2 ±

√
−4(1− t2)(1 + λ2

b1) + λ2
b2

)
,

z(t) =
λb1

2(1 + λ2
b1)

(
λb2 ±

√
−4(1− t2)(1 + λ2

b1) + λ2
b2

) (4.42)
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where parameters t, λb1, λb2 together manifest the degree of freedom of 3d bulk. The plus

and minus sign in (4.41) and (4.42) denote different branches that we need. When the

above mentioned parameters have the relation

λb1 → 0, λb2 = λB, (4.43)

the bulk modular flow line reduce to the boundary one respectively. When they have the

relation

λb1 =
1

2

√
λ2
b2 − 4, (4.44)

the bulk modular flow line sit on the bifurcating horizons. Choosing a specific co-dimension

one plane in 3d bulk by fixing the value of λb2 = λB
8, we can get the boundary and bulk

correspondence of PEE,

boundary:

(
x =

1

2
(λB ±

√
λ2
B − 4), t = 0

)
↔ bulk :

x =
2

λB
, z =

√
λ2
B − 4

λB
, t = 0


(4.45)

which is consistent with the results in [67].

While for the Poincaré vacuum of flat3/BMSFT model, the exact boundary modular

flow generator ζ and the corresponding bulk Killing vector field ξ are [62] as follows,

ζ ∝ W (z)∂u + Y (z)∂z, ξ ∝ W (z)∂u +X(z)∂z − r∂zX(z)∂r (4.46)

X(z) = Y (z)− u

r
Y ′′(z)− 1

r
T ′(z), W (z) = T (z) + uY ′(z) (4.47)

T (z) =
2π[ur(z − zl)

2 − ul(z − zr)
2]

(zr − zl)2
, Y (z) = −2π(z − zl)(z − zr)

zr − zl
, z ∈ [zl, zr].

The final expressions for ζ and ξ are

ζ :

 ζµ = 2π
(zl−zr)2

(
ur(z − zl)

2 − ul(z − zr)
2 + (2z − zl − zr)(zl − zr)u

)
ζz = 2π

(zl−zr)2
(z − zl)(z − zr)(zl − zr)

(4.48)

and

ξ :


ξµ = 2π

(zl−zr)2

(
ur(z − zl)

2 − ul(z − zr)
2 + (2z − zl − zr)(zl − zr)u

)
ξr = 2π

(zl−zr)2

[
2(ur − ul) + r

(
z2l − z2r + 2z(zr − zl)

)]
ξz = 2π

(zl−zr)2

(
2ul(z−zr)−2ur(z−zl)

r + (z − zl)(z − zr)(zl − zr)
) (4.49)

From (4.46), (4.47) and (4.48), (4.49) we can see the existence of a consistent boundary

limit ξ|r→∞ = ζ. Again without loss of generality, we set the interval to be (lu = 1, lz = 2)

in (4.12). Then the parametrization equations for boundary and bulk modular flow are

boundary : u(z) =
z

2
+ (z2 − 1)λB (4.50)

bulk : u(z) =
1

4
(z + 2λb1 ± p(λb1, λb2, z)) , r(z) =

z − 2λb1 ± p(λb1, λb2, z)

2(1− z2)
(4.51)

8Note the plane defined here is not the same as the modular plane in [67], which is an explicit manifes-

tation of the freedom mentioned above.
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where we have

p(λb1, λb2, z) =
√

z2 + 4λb2z2 − 4λb1z + 4λ2
b1 − 4λb2. (4.52)

A careful analysis tell us that when we have relations

{λb2 = −4λBλb1, λb1 → −∞} =⇒ p(λb1, λb2, z) → z − 2λb1 + 4λB(z
2 − 1) = −∞ (4.53)

bulk modular flow trajectory (4.51) would reduce to the boundary one (4.50), where r(z)

in (4.51) goes to ∞ that is the boundary limit. When we have relations

λb2 = λ2
b1 −

1

4
, z =

1

2λb1
(4.54)

bulk modular trajectories lie on the bifurcating horizons, and intersect the bifurcating

surface at the point

t =
3

4
λb1, x = −1

2
, y = −5

4
λb1 (4.55)

Thus when the parameters satisfy

λb1 = −2λB, λb2 = 4λ2
B − 1

4
, z = − 1

4λB
(4.56)

we can get the bulk corresponding point (4.30). Note that in flat3/BMSFT model we need

to change the values of both bulk modular flow parameters λb1 and λb2 simultaneously to

go from the asymptotic boundary to PEE corresponding point on the bifurcating surface

γξ.

4.5 Entanglement wedge Wf
E [A] ?

In our parametrization (4.41) and (4.42), there are two features of bulk modular flow in

entanglement wedge WE [A] which distinct from those out of entanglement wedge. One

is that for both branches the modular time t has parameter range t ∈ [−1, 1] for both

boundary and bulk modular flow. Within this finite range of modular time, bulk modular

flows reach the bifurcating surface. Out of this range out of the entanglement wedge.

Another one is that when λb1 ≥ 0 exceed (4.44), the continuous bulk modular flow line will

break apart and at the same time go beyond the entanglement wedge of this interval. See

figure 11(a) for a gradual change with fixed λb2 = 4 and varying λb1 from 0 to 2.

One complication of the flat3/BMSFT model is that bulk modular flow hit the bifurcat-

ing surface out of the range of boundary modular time z ∈ [−1, 1], which can be seen from

(4.56). Apart from this subtlety, similar situations happen as in AdS/CFT case. As we

grow parameter λb1 from −∞ → −2λB and at the same time λb2 from −4λBλb1 → 4λ2
B− 1

4 ,

the bulk modular trajectories go from the asymptotic boundary to the bifurcating surface.

When λb2 exceed the value 4λ2
B− 1

4 , the modular lines disconnected into two parts, see Fig-

ure 11(b) and 11(c) for explicitly shown of the process. It turns out that in flat3/BMSFT

model the connected bulk modular flow lines can grow from boundary causal domain D[A]

and go through every point in Wf
E [A] defined in (4.17), especially the boundary causal

domain of the complement interval D[Ac].
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(a) (b)

(c)

Figure 11. Figure 11(a) presents a gradual change of bulk modular flow lines in the Poincaré

patch of AdS/CFT from asymptotic boundary to bifurcating horizon and finally out of entangle-

ment wedge WE [A] with parameter data (0, 4), (0.5, 4), (
√
3, 4), (2, 4) for (λb1, λb2) in the minus

branch of (4.42). Figure 11(b) and 11(c) present a gradual change of bulk modular flow lines

in the Poincaré vacuum of flat3/BMSFT model from asymptotic boundary to bifurcating hori-

zon and finally out of the special region Wf
E [A] defined in (4.17). For figure 11(b) the data are

(−3, 0), (−1,−1/3), (0,−0.251) for (λb1, λb2) in both branches of (4.51); for figure 11(c) the data

are (0,−0.16) for (λb1, λb2) in both branches of (4.51). In order to see the phenomena clearly we

take a upside down of figure 11(c) compared to figure 11(b). The modular time parametrized by z

in (4.51) should go beyond (−1, 1) to draw complete pictures shown here.
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A confusing feature of bulk modular flows in flat3/BMSFT model is that all flow lines

are spacelike trajectories, which have spacelike modular time viewing from the global flat3.

A related question is how to define the homology surfaceRA in this case. They are quantum

algebraically and information theoretically related to the semiclassical problems in gravity

side. Algebraically the bulk modular Hamiltonian Hb can map the algebra of operators

AB localized in a region B to the algebra of operators AB′ in the region B′,

U(s)ABU(−s) = AB′ , U(s) = ρis = e−iHbs (4.57)

along the bulk modular flow lines. When the modular evolution is spacelike from bulk

point of view, what is its meaning? Quantum informationally the first quantum correction

to holographic entanglement entropy,

SA =
Area(γA)

4G
+ Sbulk +O(1/c) (4.58)

need homology surface RA to compute the reduced density matrix ρbulk. How to define it

in this case? We hope more solid study on these key open problems in the future.

5 Two interval entanglement phase transition and EWN

In order to compute the reflected entropy, entanglement negativity, odd entropy or other

mixed state entanglement measures from bulk side, we need to have a connected entangle-

ment wedge. When changing the relative configurations of two boundary intervals, there

is a phase transition between disconnected entanglement wedge and the connected one.

Without specifying clearly what is the connected entanglement wedge from gravity side,

all previous calculations regarding the EWCS [65, 66], including the ones in this paper, are

problematic. We give criterion for two intervals phase transition from field theory point

of view, which is not trivial already. From the gravity theory point of view, the situations

are rather vague.

5.1 Entanglement phase transition

In this part we consider the entanglement phase transition for two disjoint boundary inter-

vals using formula (2.19) with cL = 0. Compared to the usual CFT case, here we should

consider three different pairs rather than two to finally get the minimal one, see Figure 12.

If we connect points B,C, and A,D, the corresponding holographic entanglement entropy

is given by

S1 = cM

(
u2 − u3
z2 − z3

+
u1 − u4
z1 − z4

)
(5.1)

Similarly, we define

S2 = cM

(
u1 − u2
z1 − z2

+
u3 − u4
z3 − z4

)
, S3 = cM

(
u1 − u3
z1 − z3

+
u2 − u4
z2 − z4

)
(5.2)

The difference between them are

S1 − S2 =
u

z(z − 1)
, S2 − S3 =

u

z
S1 − S3 =

u

z − 1
(5.3)
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Figure 12. For symmetric configuration of four points A, B, C and D in BMS3 field theory, there

are three competing combination of intervals to become the minimal one. We show the coordinates

of these four points and the three pairings with different colors.

where u, z are cross ratios defined in (2.16) with identifications z = x, t = u. Therefore we

get

• S1 is the minimal one when:

u < 0, z > 1 or u > 0, 0 < z < 1 (5.4)

• S2 is the minimal one when:

u < 0, 0 < z < 1 (5.5)

• S3 is the minimal one when:

u < 0, z < 0 or u > 0, z > 1 (5.6)

Taking symmetric configurations for an example,

ua = −u2 = u3, za = −z2 = z3, ub = −u1 = u4, zb = −z1 = z4 (5.7)

with zb > za. This configuration ensures that 0 < z < 1, which means that S3 can never

be the minimal one. Fixing za, zb and ua, there is a critical value

uc =
uazb
za

(5.8)

for ub such that S1 = S2. When ub < uc, S2 is the minimal one and vice verse. we can

check the difference between the slope of the critical interval B with ub = uc and that of

interval A is
uc
zb

− ua
za

= 0 (5.9)
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 13. Figure 13(a) and 13(b) show the future bifurcating horizons (Red) of interval (Orange)

with (lu = 1, lz = 2) and future bifurcating horizons (Green) of interval (Blue) with (lu = 4, lz = 2.6)

from different perspective. This two intervals satisfy (5.4) and should have a connected entangle-

ment wedge from boundary point of view. Similarly figure 13(c) and 13(d) show the future bifur-

cating horizons (Red) of interval (Orange) with (lu = 1, lz = 2) and future bifurcating horizons

(Green) of interval (Blue) with (lu = 1/2, lz = 4) from different perspective. This two intervals

satisfy (5.5) and should have disconnected entanglement wedge. Due to our limit abilities, we can

not find true difference between the two cases considering the entanglement wedge nesting (EWN)

property.

When S1 is the minimal one, we think the configuration have a connected entanglement

wedge like the case of AdS/CFT.

5.2 Entanglement wedge nesting

Entanglement wedge nesting (EWN) is a prerequisite of existing a connected entanglement

wedge in AdS/CFT. EWN states that nested boundary regions should be dual to nested
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bulk regions, which clearly consistent with subregion duality [77, 78] in AdS hologrpahy.

According to the last section, region Wf
E [A] defined in (4.17) is a special region owing many

similar properties of the entanglement wedge WE [A] in AdS/CFT. However when consid-

ering the EWN property of two boundary intervals, this special region failed. Actually,

no special region can be found due to our limited capabilities, see figure 13. This is really

a big problem in the flat3/BMSFT model, which puts all the previous calculations about

EWCS into a dangerous situation.

6 Conclusions and Open Questions

Until now, we have showed the usual and unusual features related to causality structure

of bifurcating surface γξ in flat3/BMSFT model using the tools from modular flow and

various entanglement measures (mainly Reflected entropy and PEE). We studied the two

intervals phase transition as well as EWN problem from both field side and gravity side.

However due to the observations presented in Section 3, there are still two big problems

special to flat3/BMSFT model intentionally hidden by us.

The existence of Entanglement wedge?

In flat3/BMSFT model the holographic entanglement entropy does not own just the

properties of pure gravity, i.e., the length, but also contains the ”direction” character even

in pure Einstein gravity. This phenomena appear in all the information measures, reflected

entropy, entanglement negativity, odd entropy and PEE. Actually as we argued in subsec-

tion 3.3, this is a general property of flat3/BMSFT model, which physically puts a question

mark on the existence or the meaning of entanglement wedge in this model. Historically

the success of ”It from qubit” program, for example, the subregion-subregion duality [16],

in Einstein gravity of AdS/CFT holography root in the fact that people can totally ge-

ometrize the boundary entanglement entropy SA. The mathematical object of bulk dual of

boundary entanglement entropy is just an area functional with no correction term and no

additional character. Maybe the fact that we can’t totally geometrize SA in flat3/BMSFT

model imply us that there is no well defined and useful notion about entanglement wedge

in this toy model. Let us make an analogy to make this point clearer. Take ”Topological

Massive gravity/anomalous CFT” correspondence as an example, the holographic entan-

glement entropy contain corrections due to the Chern Simons term [79], but the position of

RT surface is the same as pure gravity case. There are spacetimes, for example the vacuum

AdS3, that are the solutions of both pure Einstein gravity theory and topological massive

gravity theory. In these kind of spacetimes, the positions of RT surfaces and related null

bifurcating horizons are the same. However the boundary dual CFTs are rather different.

How can the same bulk region encoded different boundary information? Actually there are

no solid results of entanglement wedge and bulk reconstruction in this duality. Another

possibility would be to find more fine structures of the special bulk region Wf
E [A] in (4.17).

We hope more solid works on this problem due to its substantial role in flat3/BMSFT
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(a) (b)

Figure 14. Figure 14(a) shows the standard Penrose diagram of eternal black hole in AdS/CFT

holography. Figure 14(b) shows the relative position of swing surface with respect to the boundary

of the quotient manifold–the Poincaré vacuum.

holography.

Flat holography: which boundary?

Flat spacetime has more complicated asymptotic boundaries than AdS spacetime, thus

an important question about flat holography is where the dual boundary field theory lives.

Flat3/BMSFT model provides us a vague but unexpected implication on this question.

We made the observation in subsection 3.1 and proved it in (4.4) that the bench γ

always penetrate beyond the boundary of original spacetime, see Figure 14(b). In other

words, we have to analytically continuate the original spacetime to include just the finite

bench γ. Viewing from gravity, analytic continuation of spacetime is quite normal. How-

ever from holographic point of view, no similar things happened before. For example in

AdS/CFT holography, RT surface always totally lie within the quotient spacetime, no mat-

ter for the Poincaré patch or BTZ black holes. This may imply that although field theory

live just on the future null infinity I +, we also need information on other asymptotic

boundaries especially the past null infinity I −.

Let’s make an analogy with the standard eternal black hole case which is dual to the

thermofield double state (TFD state) in AdS/CFT holography [80], see Figure 14(a). The

Left and right boundaries are spacelike separated with each other, and their CFT Hamil-

tonians have no coupling. In TFD state, any interval located within left(right) boundary

has RT surface totally sit in left(right) exterior and would not penetrate through horizon9.

Only when the boundary interval contains part of both left and right CFTs can the RT

9If the interval is the whole left (right) boundary, then the RT surface is just the bifurcating horizon.
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surface behave like the green curve in Figure 14(a). The flat holography case has similar

things to some extent, but is more subtle due to the fact that the future null infinity I +

and the past one I − are timelike separated, which may communicate or contain same but

modulated information.

A Reflected Entropy

In this appendix, we give a complete derivation about the reflected entropy SBMS
Ref of two

disjoint intervals in BMS field theory. For the steps to be self-contained, we have to show

some similar calculations with those in [65]. The new thing that is not shown in [65] is the

step of deriving three point coefficient in the OPE of twist operators (A.5), which affects

the final results up to a constant [68]. See [72] for the notations, figures and detailed

introduction of reflected entropy.

A.1 The BMS Semi-classical Block

The function F(x, t) in (2.14) can be decomposed into BMS conformal blocks Fα(x, t),

F(x, t) =
∑
α

C12αC
α
34Fα(x, t) (A.1)

In the semi-classical limit a closed form for Fα(x, t), which is also consistent with the ultra-

relativistic limit of the Virasoro block, is obtained by the null vectors of the BMS algebra

as well as the monodromy method [59],

Fα(x, t) ∼
(

xβ−1

(1− xβ)2

)∆L

e
t
(

βx
β
2

x(xβ−1)
ξα−xβ(β+1)+β−1

x(xβ−1)
ξL

)

×
(
1− x

β
2

1 + x
β
2

)∆α

e
∆H log x

(
2x

β
2

β(xβ−1)
ξα+

2(xβ+1)

β(1−xβ)
ξL

)
(A.2)

where β =
√
1− 24 ξH

cM
, ∆L,H , ξL,H are the conformal weight and boost charge (2.9) related

to external light/heavy operators and ∆α, ξα are the ones related to internal operators in

the OPE expansion. This Heavy-Heavy-Light-Light correlator need heavy operators scale

freely with the central charge cM and light operators obey 1 ≪ ξL,∆L ≪ cM . Analytically

continuing the quantum numbers of heavy operators to the light one, we get the BMS block

Fα of four same dimension light operators

logFα(x, t) ∼ t
1

(−1 + x)
√
x
ξα + log (

1−
√
x

1 +
√
x
)∆α︸ ︷︷ ︸

will contr. to the RE

+ t
2

1− x
ξL + [2 log (1− x) +

(2(1 + x)

1− x
ξL +

2
√
x

−1 + x

)
]∆L︸ ︷︷ ︸

will cancel by normalization

(A.3)

– 39 –



A.2 OPE coefficient and Twist operator dimension

We assume the primary twist operators in orbifold BMSFT all belong to the singlet version

of the highest weight representation of BMS algebra [69]. Then the twist operators σgA ,

σgB and σgAg−1
B

have the following dimensions,

• σgA , σgB , σg−1
A
, σg−1

B
:

ξgA,B = nξm = n
cM
24

(m− 1

m
), ∆gA,B = n∆m = n

cL
24

(m− 1

m
) (A.4)

• σgAg−1
B
:

ξgAg−1
B

= 2ξn = 2
cM
24

(n− 1

n
), ∆gAg−1

B
= 2∆n = 2

cM
24

(n− 1

n
) (A.5)

For the three point OPE coefficients important for the final results of reflected entropy, we

claim that

σg−1
A
σgB = CBMS

nm σgBg−1
A

+ ... , CBMS
nm = (2m)−2∆n (A.6)

This can be proved by using the same method in CFT [11] and WCFT [72]. We show the

main steps here:

⟨σg−1
A
(x1, y1)σgB (x2, y2)σgAg−1

B
(x3, y3)⟩BMS⊗mn(plane)

=eSL(ϕ)
∣∣∣∂f ′

∣∣∣−hL
n

f=s+1

∣∣∣∂f ′
∣∣∣−hL

n

f=s+2

e
−hM

n

(
g′+s−1 f ′′

f ′

∣∣∣
{f=s+1 ,g=s−1 }

+
g′+s−2 f ′′

f ′

∣∣∣
{f=s+1 ,g=s−1 }

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(D1)

×⟨σ(τ0n)−1(s+1 , s
−
1 )στm/2

n
(s+2 , s

−
2 )⟩BMS⊗n(plane)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(D2)

=
(
⟨σg−1

A
(x1, y1)σgB (x2, y2)⟩BMS⊗m(plane)

)n∣∣∣
A=B

× (D1D2)

=e
−2ξn(

y32
x32

+
y31
x31

− y21
x21

)−2nξm
y21
x21 (2m)−2∆n |x32|−2∆n |x31|−2∆n |x12|−2n∆m+2∆n (A.7)

the first equality comes from a BMS symmetry transformation

s+ = f =
(x− x1)

1/m

(x− x2)1/m
, s− = g =

f

m(x− x1)(x− x2)
[tx12 − xt21 − x1t2 + x2t1] (A.8)

which maps the mn replica sheets to a n replica sheets. The twist operators σ(τ0n)−1(s+1 , s
−
1 ),

σ
τ
m/2
n

(s+2 , s
−
2 ) have quantum numbers ∆n and ξn due to their n-cyclic monodromy condi-

tions getting from the above map (A.8), and the explicit values of s±1,2 are

s+1 = −s+2 =
(x3 − x1)

1/m

(x3 − x2)1/m

s−1 = −s−2 =
s+1

m(x3 − x1)(x3 − x2)
[t3x12 − x3t21 − x1t2 + x2t1] (A.9)

From the result (A.7) we can directly see the OPE coefficient CBMS
nm = (2m)−2∆n as claimed.
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A.3 Reflected entropy of vacuum and thermal state on the plane

In the holographic BMS field theory we assume that the single block dominance work in

the semi-classical limit, and the dominant BMS block in the block expansion of the four

point function (A.1) is the one with lowest quantum dimensions. For t-channel OPE of

twist operator σgAσg−1
B
, the dominant one is related to the primary twist operator σgBg−1

A
.

By taking the Von-Neumann limit n,m → 1, the external twist operators σgA,B and the

internal one σgBg−1
A

all become light operators, then (A.3) can be used to evaluate the

reflected entropy,〈
σgA(x1, t1)σg−1

A
(x2, t2)σgB (x2, t2)σg−1

B
(x4, t4)

〉
BMS⊗mn

(A.10)

=
e
−2ξgA

t12
x12

−2ξgB
t34
x34

x
2∆gA
12 x

2∆gB
34

∑
α

C2
ABαFα(mnc,∆i, ξi,∆α, ξα, x, t)

≈ e
−2ξgA

t12
x12

−2ξgB
t34
x34

x
2∆gA
12 x

2∆gB
34︸ ︷︷ ︸

cancel out

et
2

1−x
ξL+[2 log (1−x)+

(
2(1+x)
1−x

ξL+
2
√
x

−1+x

)
]∆L︸ ︷︷ ︸

cancel out

×
(
CBMS
nm

)2
e
t 1
(−1+x)

√
x
ξα+log ( 1−

√
x

1+
√
x
)∆α
∣∣∣
α=σ

gBg−1
A︸ ︷︷ ︸

contribute

(A.11)

after the cancellation of several factors explicitly shown in (A.11) between numerator and

denominator in the evaluation of reflected entropy, the final result of vacuum state on the

BMS plane turn out to be

SBMS
Ref ;vac = lim

m,n→1

1

1− n
ln

〈
σgA(x1)σg−1

A
(x2)σgB (x3)σg−1

B
(x4)

〉
BMS⊗mn(〈

σgm(x1)σg−1
m
(x2)σgm(x3)σg−1

m
(x4)

〉
BMS⊗m

)n
≈ lim

m,n→1
{−2 lnCBMS

mn +
n+ 1

n

(
cM
12

t

(1− x)
√
x
+

cL
12

log (
1 +

√
x

1−
√
x
)

)
}

=
cM
6

t

(1− x)
√
x
+

cL
6

log (
1 +

√
x

1−
√
x
) (A.12)

For the thermal state reflected entropy, we need the correlator of four point twist operators

on the thermal cylinder using (2.11) and (2.20),

⟨σgA(u1, ϕ1)σg−1
A
(u2, ϕ2)σgB (u3, ϕ3)σg−1

B
(u4, ϕ4)⟩cylinderBMS⊗mn

= e

ξgA(βuβϕ+2π(βu
∑4

j=1 ϕj+βϕ
∑4

j=1 uj))
β2x

((
2π

βϕ

)4

e

2π
∑4

j=1 ϕj

βϕ

)∆gA

× ⟨σgA(x1, y1)σg−1
A
(x2, y2)σgB (x3, y3)σg−1

B
(x4, y4)⟩planeBMS⊗mn (A.13)

The first line of (A.13) would again cancel out between enumerator and denominator, and

the second line of (A.13) contributes to the final answer. Thus the thermal state reflected
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entropy can be obtained by the same formula (A.12), but with the cross ratios x, t getting

from the map (2.21). Finally we have

SBMS
ref ;thermal =

cL
6

log

(
1 +

√
x

1−
√
x

)
+

cM t/6

(1− x)
√
x
, (A.14)

x =
x12x34
x13x24

∣∣∣
xi→e

2πϕi
βϕ

, (A.15)

t

x
=

(
t12
x12

+
t34
x34

− t13
x13

− t24
x24

) ∣∣∣
{xi→e

2πϕi
βϕ ,ti→− 2π

βϕ
e

2πϕi
βϕ

(
ϕi

βu
βϕ

+ui

)
}

B M > 0 Zero Mode Background

In this appendix we work in the M > 0 zero mode background. After a similar analysis of

the bifurcating horizon behavior and the entanglement phase transition in this solution, we

will see the conclusions get in the main context from the analysis of the Poincaré vacuum

are universal.

B.1 Bifurcating horizon

The M > 0 zero mode backgrounds which can be regarded as the flat limit of BTZ black

hole of asymptotically AdS3 spacetime [56, 57] have metric in Bondi coordinates,

ds2 = Mdu2 − 2dudr + Jdudϕ+ r2dϕ2, u ∈ (−∞,∞), r ∈ (0,∞), ϕ ∈ (0, 2π) (B.1)

For the general interval A with ∂A = {(ul, ϕl), (ur, ϕr)} The length L(rl, rr) of spacelike

geodesic between the two null ropes rl, rr satisfying

γl,r : u = ul,r, ϕ = ϕl,r (B.2)

is not illuminating, so we choose to not present it. The extreme of L(rl, rr) can be found

at

rl = −rr =
Mu21 +

√
Mrcϕ21 + rc sinh

(√
Mϕ12

)
cosh

(√
Mϕ12

)
− 1

(B.3)

where rc is the Cauchy horizon (3.4) and uij = ui − uj , ϕij = ϕi − ϕj . The parameter

equations for the Killing horizon Nl,r of the bifurcating surface γξ are

t = tl + κ(tl − tr) + λ

x = xl + κ(xl − xr) + tanh
√
Mϕl,rλ (B.4)

y = yl + κ(yl − yr) + cosh
√
M

−1
ϕl,rλ

where (tl,r, xl,r, yl,r) are the endpoints of the bench γ that can be obtained by using (B.3)
and (3.9). When λ = 0, (B.4) would reduce to the parametrization of the bifurcating surface
γξ for κ ∈ (−∞,∞) and the bench γ for κ ∈ (0, 1). When λ > 0, (B.4) denote two future
bifurcating horizons Nl,r with two null ropes γl,r sitting on; while for λ < 0 these equations
parametrize the two corresponding past horizons. Similarly these four bifurcating horizons,
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which together decompose the global flat3 into four non-intersecting causal regions, would
converge to four single points on the future/past null infinity separately in the Penrose
diagram. Mathematically, we can map boundary in Bondi coordinates (u, r → ∞, ϕ) to
boundary in Penrose coordinates (U, V,Φ) using (4.9):

√
x2 + y2|r→±∞=

cosh (
√
Mϕ)√

M
|r| −

√
M

cosh (
√
Mϕ)

(
u+

Jϕ

2M
+

J cosh (
√
Mϕ) sinh (

√
Mϕ)

2M3/2

)
|r|
r

when r → ∞, U = arctan

((
u+

Jϕ

2M

) √
M

cosh (
√
Mϕ)

)
, V =

π

2
, Φ = arccos

(
sinhϕ

coshϕ

)
(B.5)

B.2 Entanglement phase transition

We consider thermal state entanglement phase transition of BMS field theory using formula

(2.22) with cL = 0 for the same configurations in Figure 12. The boundary intervals are

∂A = {(u1, ϕ1), (u2, ϕ2)}, ∂B = {(u3, ϕ3), (u4, ϕ4)} (B.6)

Similarly we can define

S1 =
√
M
[(

u23 +
Jϕ23

2M

)
coth

(√Mϕ23

2

)
+
(
u14 +

Jϕ14

2M

)
coth

(√Mϕ14

2

)]
− 2J

M

S2 =
√
M
[(

u12 +
Jϕ12

2M

)
coth

(√Mϕ12

2

)
+
(
u34 +

Jϕ34

2M

)
coth

(√Mϕ34

2

)]
− 2J

M

S3 =
√
M
[(

u13 +
Jϕ13

2M

)
coth

(√Mϕ13

2

)
+
(
u24 +

Jϕ24

2M

)
coth

(√Mϕ24

2

)]
− 2J

M

(B.7)

The difference between them are

S1 − S2 =
u

ϕ(ϕ− 1)
, S2 − S3 =

u

ϕ
S1 − S3 =

u

ϕ− 1
(B.8)

where u, ϕ are finite temperature cross ratios. Therefore we get

• S1 is the minimal one when:

u < 0, ϕ > 1 or u > 0, 0 < ϕ < 1 (B.9)

• S2 is the minimal one when:

u < 0, 0 < ϕ < 1 (B.10)

• S3 is the minimal one when:

u < 0, ϕ < 0 or u > 0, ϕ > 1 (B.11)

Taking symmetric configurations,

ua = −u1 = u2, ϕa = −ϕ1 = ϕ2, ub = −u3 = u4, ϕb = −ϕ3 = ϕ4 (B.12)
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with ϕb > ϕa. This configuration ensures that 0 < ϕ < 1, which means that S3 can never

be the minimal one. Fixing ϕa, ϕb and ua, there is a critical value

uc =
(2Mua + Jϕa) sinh(

√
Mϕb) sinh

−1(
√
Mϕa)− Jϕb

2M
(B.13)

for ub such that S1 = S2. When ub < uc, S2 is the minimal one and vice verse. we can

check the difference between the slope of the critical interval B with ub = uc and that of

interval A is

uc
ϕb

− ua
ϕa

=
(2Mua + Jϕa)(ϕa sinh(

√
Mϕb)− ϕb sinh(

√
Mϕa))

2Mϕaϕb sinh(
√
Mϕa)

(B.14)

Since ϕb > ϕa, we always have ϕb sinh(
√
Mϕa) − ϕa sinh(

√
Mϕb) < 0. Therefore, the sign

of (B.14) only depends on the sign of 2Mua + Jϕa.
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