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Abstract: Recent works by Chandrasekaran, Penington, and Witten have shown in various
special contexts that the quantum-corrected Ryu-Takayanagi (RT) entropy (or its covariant
Hubeny-Rangamani-Takayanagi (HRT) generalization) can be understood as computing an
entropy on an algebra of bulk observables. These arguments do not rely on the existence
of a local holographic dual field theory. We show that analogous-but-stronger results hold
in any UV-completion of asymptotically anti-de Sitter quantum gravity with a Euclidean
path integral satisfying a simple and (largely) familiar set of axioms. We consider a quantum
context in which a standard Lorentz-signature classical bulk limit would have Cauchy slices
with asymptotic boundaries BL ⊔BR where both BL and BR are compact manifolds without
boundary. Our main result is then that (the UV-completion of) the quantum gravity path
integral defines type I von Neumann algebras ABL

L , ABR
R of observables acting respectively

at BL, BR such that ABL
L , ABR

R are commutants. The path integral also defines entropies
on ABL

L ,ABR
R . Positivity of the Hilbert space inner product then turns out to require the

entropy of any projection operator to be quantized in the form lnN for some N ∈ Z+

(unless it is infinite). As a result, our entropies can be written in terms of standard density
matrices and standard Hilbert space traces. Furthermore, in appropriate semiclassical limits
our entropies are computed by the RT-formula with quantum corrections. Our work thus
provides a Hilbert space interpretation of the Ryu-Takayanagi entropy. Since our axioms
do not severely constrain UV bulk structures, it is plausible that they hold equally well for
successful formulations of string field theory, spin-foam models, or any other approach to
constructing a UV-complete theory of gravity.
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1 Introduction

The last few years have seen significant progress in our understanding of gravitational entropy.
Some important steps forward were the discovery of non-trivial quantum-extremal surfaces in
the context of black hole evaporation [1, 2], as well as the understanding of their relation to
gravitational replica calculations [3, 4]. These results in turn relied on the general connections
between gravitational replicas and (quantum) extremal surfaces derived in [5–7]. As is by
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now well-known, these observations led to gravitational computations consistent with the
so-called Page curve [8, 9], which is expected from the ideas that black holes are unitary
quantum systems with a finite number of internal states and that the number of such states
is well-approximated by the exponential of the appropriate Bekenstein-Hawking entropy SBH.

The analysis of Hawking radiation is particularly clean in settings where the emitted
Hawking radiation is transferred from an asymptotically locally anti-de Sitter (AlAdS)
gravitational system to a non-gravitational quantum mechanical system; i.e., to a system
which can depend on a metric only as a fixed non-dynamical background. Such systems
have often been called ‘baths’ in the recent literature. In this context, and in appropriate
semiclassical limits following [5–7], the above results imply that the usual von Neumann
entropy of the bath can be studied using quantum extremal surfaces describing what [10]
termed ‘islands’, and that it is given by a formula which is a special case of the quantum-
corrected Ryu-Takayanagi/Hubeny-Rangamani-Takayanagi (RT/HRT) formula [11–13], with
quantum corrections understood in the sense of [14].

While such arguments were motivated by considerations related to the AdS/CFT cor-
respondence [15] (or equivalently from gauge/gravity duality or gravitational holography),
the final versions of the arguments rely only on properties of the gravitational path integral.
In particular, at least for bath entropies described by the Island Formula, one may safely
interpret the result in terms of standard von Neumann entropies without assuming the
gravitational bulk system to admit a holographic local field theory dual. The only subtlety
here is that (see e.g. [16–19]) the semiclassical bulk gravitational theory appears to allow
baby-universe superselection sectors (often called α-sectors) of the form described in [20, 21],
and that the Island Formula in fact characterizes the von Neumann entropy Sα of the bath
state ρα in a typical α-sector [17, 18] by describing an average over such bulk α-sectors. This
explains the observation of [22] that the computation fails to take the form expected for
the von Neumann entropy of the bath computed in the total bath state ρtotal (which in the
above notation takes the form ρtotal = ⊕αρα).

The fact that purely bulk arguments suffice to safely interpret quantum extremal surface
computations for a bath in terms of standard bath entropies suggests that this lesson may
also hold more generally. In particular, in order to avoid divergences, let us consider a
boundary region BL (in the sense of Ryu and Takayanagi [11, 12]) that is both compact
and without boundary (∂BL = ∅); see figure 1. Here the notation BL denotes the fact that,
in the main text below, we will refer to BL as the ‘left’ part of the boundary while the
complementary boundary region BR will be called the ‘right’ part of the boundary (which
we will also require to be compact and satisfy ∂BR = ∅). In this context we might expect
that purely-bulk arguments can be used to construct a Hilbert space HL associated with
BL, or perhaps a set of such Hilbert spaces Hµ

L (labelled by some index µ), such that the
associated RT/HRT formula can be understood in terms of1

SvN(ρµL) := −Trµ ρµL ln ρµL, (1.1)

where ρµL is the density matrix describing the bulk quantum state on Hµ
L and Trµ is the

standard Hilbert space trace on Hµ
L. This is the challenge to be addressed below.

1The RT/HRT entropy will also include a Shannon term built from the probabilities pµ for the system to
be in Hilbert space Hµ

L.
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BL BR

Figure 1. We consider boundaries BL, BR that are complete in the sense that ∂BL = ∅ = ∂B̄R. We
also require BL, BR to be compact.

In certain limiting cases, related results were recently established by Chandrasekaran,
Penington, and Witten [23] (building on [24] and [25, 26]), and especially by Penington
and Witten [27]; see also [28–30]. However, the fact that their von Neumann algebras were
type II rather than type I meant that their entropies were not given directly by standard
Hilbert space traces. A related comment is that the results of [23, 27] were valid only in
a bulk semiclassical limit in which Hilbert space densities of states diverge and thus that
their entropies correspondingly agree with the quantum-corrected Ryu-Takayanagi formula
only up to an additive constant.

In contrast, we wish to consider a context in which Hilbert space densities of states
are finite so that the above entropies will not require renormalization. This should allow
all constants to be determined. However, it would also require appropriate couplings to
be finite. In this finite-coupling regime, a primary question will be to understand how the
choice of boundary region BL can define the desired Hilbert spaces Hµ

L. In particular, we
will be far from the semiclassical regime in which entanglement wedges are well-defined; see
e.g. the discussion in the final paragraph of [31].

Of course, the bulk path integral at finite coupling is poorly understood. Rather than
attempt to find and study a UV-completion for any specific model, we instead proceed by
simply supposing that we are given a UV-complete finite-coupling bulk asymptotically-locally-
AdS (AlAdS) theory with an object that can be called a ‘Euclidean path integral,’ and that
this path integral satisfies a simple set of axioms:2

1. Finiteness: the path integral gives a well-defined map ζ from boundary conditions
defined by smooth manifolds to the complex numbers C.

2. Reality: this ζ is a real function of (possibly complex) boundary conditions; see again
footnote 2.

3. Reflection-Positivity: ζ is reflection-positive.
2The Euclidean setting is convenient, but need not be fundamental. We are hopeful that Euclidean path

integrals can generally be derived from Lorentzian path integrals using arguments along the lines of those
described in [32]; see e.g. [33] and [34] for recent comments on such ideas. Our axioms in fact allow the
possibility of considering complex metrics.

– 3 –



J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3

4. Continuity: ζ satisfies a rather weak continuity condition described in section 2.2 below.

5. Factorization: for closed boundary manifolds M1,M2 and their disjoint union M1⊔M2
we have ζ(M1 ⊔M2) = ζ(M1)ζ(M2).

The first three axioms are commonly assumed for asymptotically-AdS gravitational theories,3

and were in particular used in [17]. In addition, the continuity axiom will be seen in section 2.2
to be extremely weak. In practice, it seems uncontroversial. The main subtlety is thus that
we assume factorization of the path integral over disconnected closed boundaries, which
means that any effects due to spacetime wormholes must either lead to the above-mentioned
superselection sectors (in which factorization holds sector-by-sector, so that our analysis can
still be applied in that sense), or that such effects must be cancelled by other contributions
(as in e.g. [35–38]). As described in [17], it is plausible that the former option holds in general
theories of quantum gravity with positive definite inner products. The technical subtleties
in this argument will be reviewed in section 2.2.

Adopting this axiomatic framework allows us to answer the challenge associated with
equation (1.1) by constructing von Neumann algebras ABL

L , ABR
R of observables associated

with the boundary region BL and the complementary boundary BR and by then showing these
algebras to contain only type I factors. (We will refer to this property by saying that the entire
algebra is of type I.) The elements of these algebras may be called ‘boundary observables’
in the sense of [39], though we again emphasize that they are defined without assuming the
existence of a local dual field theory. Indeed, as noted above it is plausible that the required
axioms to hold for successful UV-completions of general asymptotically-AdS gravitational
systems, whether the completion be called string field theory, spin-foam loop quantum gravity,
or by some other name. An important role in our analysis will turn out to be played by the
trace inequality recently discussed in [40], which we show to be a consequence of our axioms.

Our construction also leads to associated von Neumann entropies on ABL
L ,ABR

R which
can be studied using a standard gravitational replica trick. As usual, when the bulk has an
appropriate semiclassical limit that can be described in terms of a local metric theory of gravity,
in typical baby-universe superselection sectors4 this entropy is given by an RT/HRT-like
formula with corrections from both quantum [41] and higher-derivative effects (see e.g. [42–
44]). Furthermore, since ABL

L ,ABR
R are of type I, they decompose into direct sums/integrals

of type I von Neumann factors. As a result, the Hilbert space on which these algebras act
must also decompose into a sum/integral of terms Hµ (say, labelled by an index µ), each
of which is a tensor product Hµ

L ⊗Hµ
R such that ABL

L acts only on HL and ABR
R acts only

on HR. We also show that ABR
R and ABL

L are commutants of each other. It will then follow
that (in typical supserselection sectors) the RT/HRT prescription computes appropriate
semiclassical limits of an entropy defined by the SvN(ρµL) of (1.1), a Shannon term built
from the probabilities pµ to be in the Hilbert space Hµ, and a set of positive constants nµ
(which parameterize the general ambiguity in defining an entropy functional on a type I von
Neumann algebra). Finally, a quantization argument will show that the index µ must be
discrete, and that the appropriately-defined nµ are positive integers. As a result, by adding

3The reality condition implies a symmetry of the path integral under reversal of time on the boundary. It
seems likely that this assumption can be dropped without significantly affecting the results, though we leave
such a study for future work.

4See e.g. [17, 18] for discussion of this qualification.
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certain finite-dimensional ‘hidden sectors,’ one can construct a modified bulk Hilbert space
in which the usual Hilbert space computations of subsystem entropy agree with the result
given by RT/HRT. In this sense we find a Hilbert space interpretation of RT/HRT-entropy.

We begin in section 2 with an overview of our axioms for (a UV-completion of) a Euclidean
gravitational path integral and the construction of the relevant sectors of the gravitational
Hilbert space. The von Neumann algebras ABL

L , ABR
R are defined in section 3 for the case

where BL is chosen for simplicity to be diffeomorphic to BR. The type I structure and the
associated decomposition of appropriate sectors of the bulk Hilbert space are then derived
in section 4. Some examples are briefly discussed in section 5. We conclude in section 6 by
summarizing results, describing potential generalizations, and discussing open issues.

2 The path integral and the Hilbert space

The goal of this section is to write down a set of axioms for an object that we will call the
Euclidean path integral for a UV-completion of an AlAdS theory of gravity, and to then use
those axioms to construct the sectors of the Hilbert space that we will study in sections 3
and 4 below. We emphasize that we will require only that such axioms hold, and that any
object satisfying the axioms may be called a Euclidean path integral, regardless of whether it
is in fact computed as an integral over anything resembling Euclidean geometries. We also
emphasize that there may well be many other properties that a good bulk theory should
satisfy and which are not captured by our axioms. In other words, we suggest our axioms to
be necessary, though probably not at all sufficient, for a theory to be satisfactory. What we
find to be of most interest is just how much can be derived from the simple Axioms 1–5 below.

Section 2.1 describes some brief motivations that stem from considering path integrals
that might be defined by sums over Euclidean geometries. This discussion is informal, but it
inspires us to formulate certain axioms that we record in section 2.2, and which then become
the starting point for careful analysis in the remainder of this work. The relevant Hilbert
space sectors are then constructed in section 2.3. Much of the analysis below follows [17].

2.1 Motivations from sums over geometries

While in the end we will not actually require that our path integral be formulated as a
sum over Euclidean geometries, we would like our axioms to apply to any such cases that
might exist. We dedicate this section to brief comments on such hypothetical objects, which
we take as motivations for axioms to be stated below. We emphasize that this phase of
our discussion is informal and, due to the dearth of examples, it is necessarily imprecise.
Formal discussion will commence in section 2.2 with the formulation of our axioms, from
which the rest of our analysis will follow.

Let us thus briefly consider a path integral that actually integrates over a set of fields,
among which is the (Euclidean-signature) metric. The bulk fields may also include scalars,
fermions, gauge fields, etc. We will take the above-mentioned sum over metrics to include a
sum over all possible topologies. The bulk fields will be collectively denoted ϕ, for which the
corresponding Euclidean action will be S[ϕ]. To every smooth closed5 AlAdS boundary M

5Recall that in mathematics a manifold is said to be closed when it is compact and has no boundary (i.e.,
∂M = ∅). We will use the term in this sense everywhere below, though we will sometimes add the redundant
qualifier compact in order to remind the reader of this property.
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at which appropriate (potentially complex) boundary conditions are specified, a Euclidean
path integral would then assign the complex number

ζ(M) :=
∫
ϕ∼M

Dϕe−S[ϕ]. (2.1)

Here we use the symbol M to denote not just the boundary manifold, but also the relevant
boundary conditions for the bulk fields ϕ. The notation ϕ ∼ M in (2.1) indicates that we
integrate only over bulk fields ϕ satisfying such conditions.

In order to avoid overuse of terms involving the word ‘boundary,’ we henceforth refer
to the boundary conditions on bulk fields as sources, and we refer to M as a (boundary)
source manifold to remind the reader of our inclusive terminology. This terminology will seem
natural to practitioners of AdS/CFT, though long experience in that context has established
that, even without invoking such a duality, the boundary conditions for bulk fields play
precisely the same role as sources for familiar non-gravitational quantum field theories. In
the AlAdSd context with d even, the appropriate notion of sources/boundary conditions will
typically be given by equivalence classes under Weyl transformations.

It is reasonable to expect ζ(M) to be finite for smooth M , and for ζ(M) to enjoy some
degree of continuity under appropriately-small deformations of the boundary conditions
described by M . For the present purposes we allow the sources (i.e., the boundary metric
and other boundary fields) described by M to be complex, though one can also restrict the
discussion to real boundary conditions (or to complex linear combinations thereof). For
complex sources, due to the expected reality property [S(ϕ)]∗ = S(ϕ∗), expression (2.1)
suggests that [ζ(M)]∗ = ζ(M∗) where ∗ denotes complex conjugation and, in particular, M∗

is the same manifold as M but with complex-conjugated sources.
Let us imagine that we cut the path integral (2.1) into two parts along a slice Σbulk

through the bulk spacetime. By this we mean that we slice each configuration ϕ that enters
into the path integral into two parts, and that in all cases we call the cut Σbulk even though
the geometry of Σbulk, and in fact the topology of Σbulk, will depend on ϕ. We will, however,
require the intersection ∂Σbulk of Σbulk with the AlAdS boundary M to be independent of ϕ.
In the usual way, it is natural to take each of the two resulting pieces of the path integral
to compute the wavefunction (or the complex conjugate of a wavefunction) of a state in a
Hilbert space H∂Σbulk defined by the choice of ∂Σbulk. The original (uncut) path integral
then computes the inner product in H∂Σbulk of the two states thus defined; see figure 2. In
particular, when the states are identical, the original uncut path integral computes the norm
squared of the state and thus should be required to give a non-negative result.

Furthermore, it is natural to generalize the above discussion by replacing M with a finite
formal linear combination of source manifolds

M :=
n∑
I=1

γIMI , (2.2)

for some n ∈ Z+ with γI ∈ C, in which case we simply use linearity to define

ζ(M) :=
n∑
I=1

γIζ(MI). (2.3)
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N∗
2

N1

⟨ψ2|

|ψ1⟩

Σbulkζ(M) =

Figure 2. A slice Σbulk (red) of the path integral intersects the (here, spherical) AlAdS boundary
M at a codimension-2 surface ∂Σbulk (red circle) which splits M into two hemispheres N1 and N∗

2 .
Each half of the path integral defines a quantum state |ψi⟩ by computing the wavefunction of ψi on
Σbulk. These wavefunctions can be thought of as the result of Euclidean evolution from the boundary
conditions Ni, and the full path integral defined by M can then be regarded as computing the inner
product ⟨ψ2|ψ1⟩.

In this case we also define

M∗ :=
n∑
I=1

γ∗IM
∗
I . (2.4)

In particular, such formal sums M can sometimes again be ‘sliced’ (or, perhaps better,
factorized) into two pieces (factors) and, when the two pieces are isomorphic up to the
appropriate complex conjugation, we again expect ζ(M) to compute a non-negative norm
squared. Below, we will use the notation Xd to denote the set of smooth d-dimensional closed
(i.e., compact and without boundary) source manifolds M appropriate to some given theory.
We then use the underlined notation Xd to denote formal finite linear combinations of such
manifolds with coefficients in C as in (2.2) (with MI ∈ Xd). Members of both Xd and Xd

will be denoted M to avoid cumbersome notation. This should not cause confusion since, as
above, we will extend any function ζ : Xd → C to the domain Xd by linearity; i.e., via (2.3).

2.2 Some axioms for the UV-completion of a bulk path integral

The above brief discussion motivates the following axioms for the UV-completion of any
(d+1)-dimensional AlAdS Euclidean quantum gravity path integral ζ(M). We also expect our
axioms to apply to UV-completions of bulk gravitational theories of spacetimes asymptotic
to Md+1 × X where Md+1 is AlAdSd+1 and X is a fixed compact manifold of arbitrary
dimension, as well as to other asymptotic structures such as those described in [45]. However,
for simplicity of discussion we will refer only to the AlAdS context below. We also emphasize
again that we make no attempt to state a complete set of such axioms. Thus, while we expect
our axioms to be satisfied in well-behaved contexts, they are almost certainly insufficient
to fully characterize the desired UV-completions.

Our first four axioms are as follows:

Axiom 1 (Finiteness). For some space of d-dimensional closed (and thus compact) source
manifolds Xd, we are given a function ζ : Xd → C; i.e., ζ(M) is well-defined and finite for
every M ∈ Xd. Although we do not specify the detailed nature of the allowed sources, the
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×
(
γ1 + γ2

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
M

N1 N2

(
γ∗
1 + γ∗

2

)
N∗

1 N∗
2

=

γ∗
1γ1 N∗

1 N1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
M1,1

+ γ∗
1γ2 N∗

1 N2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
M1,2

+ γ∗
2γ1 N1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
M2,1

N∗
2

+ γ∗
2γ2 N2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
M2,2

N∗
2

Figure 3. A reflection-symmetric linear combination M ∈ Xd of smooth source manifolds. The
representation on the left side of the equality makes reflection-symmetry manifest. On the right side of
the equality, the same M is shown as an explicit sum of terms, each proportional to a source manifold
MI,J that can be cut into N∗

I and NJ , and with coefficients of form γ∗
I γJ . Here and in all figures below,

we make no attempt to distinguish a given source from its complex conjugate. Thus N∗
I appears as

simply a reflected version of NI . The ‘diagonal’ manifolds MI,I are individually reflection-symmetric.
Axiom 3 requires that such reflection-symmetric M have ζ(M) ≥ 0.

sources should be given by fields (or equivalence classes thereof) on an underlying manifold.
Furthermore, Xd should include any smooth closed manifold with smooth source fields of the
allowed types.

Axiom 2 (Reality6). For every M ∈ Xd, we have both M∗ ∈ Xd and [ζ(M)]∗ = ζ(M∗),
where M∗ is defined by (2.4).

Axiom 3 (Reflection Positivity). Suppose for some n ∈ Z+ that M ∈ Xd can be written in
the form M =

∑n
I,J=1 γ

∗
IγJMI,J where γI ∈ C, γ∗I denotes the complex conjugate of γI , and

where each MI,J can be sliced into two parts N∗
I , NJ ; see figure 3. By such a slicing, we

mean that there is a smooth codimension-1 hypersurface ΣI,J in MI,J that partitions MI,J

into N∗
I and NJ , so that N∗

I and NJ are source manifolds with boundaries. Specifically, the
above notation requires that the same source-manifold-with-boundary N∗

I is obtained from
slicing MI,J for each J , and the same source-manifold-with-boundary NJ is obtained by slicing

6As stated in footnote 3, this condition implies a symmetry of the path integral under reversal of time on
the boundary. It thus seems likely that this assumption can be dropped without significantly affecting the
results, though we leave such a study for future work.
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Cϵ0

×

Cϵ

×

Figure 4. The source manifold Mϵ0 contains a cylinder Cϵ0 of length ϵ0. Changing the length of this
cylinder to ϵ defines a new source manifold Mϵ. Here and in all figures below, the symbols × denote
potential features of smooth sources whose details are not shown but which serve to distinguish certain
boundary points. For example, such features might be local peaks in the Kretchman scalar of the
boundary metric, extrema of a smooth scalar source, or points where a fermionic source becomes large.
The main role of these features in our figures is to provide a simple and clean visualization of effects
that arise when boundary-sources break symmetries of the simple cases that we choose to depict.

MI,J for each I. In particular, slicing the diagonal closed manifold MI,I along ΣI,I yields
N∗
I and NI . The notation N∗

I indicates that each diagonal source manifold MI,I admits
a diffeomorphism ϕI,I that both acts as a reflection about ΣI,I and complex-conjugates all
sources.7 When these conditions hold, ζ(M) is a non-negative real number.

Axiom 4 (Continuity). Suppose that a source manifold M ∈ Xd contains a region diffeomor-
phic to an (orthogonal) cylinder source-manifold-with-boundary Cϵ0 of some length ϵ0 > 0; see
figure 4. The term “(orthogonal) cylinder source-manifold-with-boundary” indicates that Cϵ0
is topologically of the form B × [0, ϵ0], and that Cϵ0 admits a Killing field ξ which generates a
local symmetry of Cϵ0 and the sources that it represents, with ξ orthogonal to ∂Cϵ0 . By a local
symmetry, we mean that at each point in the interior of Cϵ0 the flow along ξ is well-defined
for at least some finite values of the Killing parameter, though of course the boundaries
∂Cϵ0 prohibit Cϵ0 from enjoying a translational symmetry along these flows. The statement
that Cϵ0 has length ϵ0 means that the two copies of B in ∂Cϵ0 are related by flow through
a Killing parameter ϵ0, though the actual value of ϵ0 is not meaningful since we have not
fixed a preferred normalization for the Killing field ξ. For simplicity we will drop the qualifier
‘orthogonal’ when discussing cylinders Cϵ below.

Let us now write the above M as Mϵ0 and define a related family of manifolds Mϵ by
replacing the Cϵ0 contained in Mϵ0 with the analogous cylinder Cϵ. The resulting ζ(Mϵ) is
then required to be a continuous function of ϵ at all ϵ > 0.

The reader will note that our continuity condition is extremely weak, and that one
generally expects rather stronger continuity conditions to hold. However, Axiom 4 has the
benefit of being simple to state for general boundary dimension d, and it will turn out to
be sufficient for our purposes below.

7In particular, if our theory requires the source manifolds to be oriented and if ζ is sensitive to the choice
of orientation (so that the orientation is a non-trivial source), then we must declare the orientation to be an
imaginary source, which would change sign under the complex-conjugation inherent in the operation ∗. This
change of sign can be seen by noting that N∗

I and NI must have consistent orientations when we glue them
along ΣI,I back into MI,I .
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Axioms 1, 2, and 3 are requirements explicitly stated in [17]. Continuity was not discussed
in [17], but the mild hypothesis stated in Axiom 4 is a natural addition. However, in addition
to Axioms 1–3, in its discussion of general theories ref. [17] also implicitly used additional
assumptions to deal with spacetime wormholes. In particular, as explained in [17], Axioms 1–3
imply the set of real source manifolds M ∈ Xd to be associated with a collection of symmetric
operators defined on a common dense domain in a natural quantum gravity Hilbert space.
These axioms also further imply that any two such operators commute on this domain. It
was then suggested in [17] that each of these symmetric operators should have a self-adjoint
extension to the full Hilbert space, and that the physically correct such extensions were again
mutually commuting. This outcome will seem natural to many physicists, though the above
results are not in fact sufficient to prove that it actually occurs. See in particular [46] for an
example where symmetric operators that commute on a common invariant dense domain are
essentially self-adjoint (so that they have a unique self-adjoint extension to the full Hilbert
space) but where their self-adjoint extensions nevertheless fail to commute. Furthermore,
while this issue may seem to some like an abstruse technical concern, it may have some
connection to the ambiguity in constructing ensembles dual to Jackiw-Teitelboim (JT) gravity
discussed in e.g. [47–55]. It would be very interesting to understand the potential instabilities
discussed in such works in terms of the algebraic language used here.

Despite the above caveats, if the suggestion of [17] does hold, then the self-adjoint
extensions can be simultaneously diagonalized on the full quantum gravity Hilbert space.
The resulting simultaneous eigenspaces of these operators are then called “baby universe
superselection sectors,” and they have the property that any M ∈ Xd defines an operator
proportional to the identity on each such sector. As a result, one may show (see again [17]
as well as the explicit discussion of [19] for JT gravity) that considering any given sector
on its own may be thought of as working with a modified path integral that exhibits the
factorization property

ζ(M1 ⊔M2) = ζ(M1)ζ(M2) (2.5)

for closed source manifolds M1,M2 ∈ Xd. Here the symbol ⊔ denotes the disjoint union of
source-manifolds-without-boundary. Such superselection sectors are often called α-sectors,
and they play the role of the α-states described in [20, 21]. Once this structure is established,
it is then sufficient to deal with each baby universe superselection sector individually.

It is tempting to expect bulk path integrals of UV-complete theories to be equivalent to
collections of such superselection sectors. Here we include the case suggested in [56] where
there is only one such superselection sector in the collection, so that each M ∈ Xd defines an
operator proportional to the identity on the entire Hilbert space. However, we emphasize that
in the presence of multiple such superselection sectors, it would be natural to simply work
with each such sector separately. Doing so would allow us to frame arguments in terms of
path integrals satisfying (2.5). As a result, rather than introduce further complicated axioms
which would require the path integral to be a sum over superselection sectors as described
above, we will simply assume that we start with a path integral satisfying the factorization
property (2.5). In particular, we include the following axiom:

Axiom 5 (Factorization). For source manifolds M1,M2 ∈ Xd, the function ζ satisfies (2.5).
Note that this is equivalent to requiring (2.5) to hold for M1,M2 ∈ Xd.
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We will investigate consequences of our axioms below.

2.3 Sectors of the quantum gravity Hilbert space

As noted at the beginning of this section, one expects to be able to obtain states of any
quantum gravity theory by ‘cutting open’ the associated path integral. The associated formal
construction from our axioms will be described shortly. This construction is standard, and in
particular closely parallels the quantum field theory (QFT) case described in e.g. [57]. As
remarked in the introduction, our approach will be to remain agnostic about the inner workings
of the path integral, and simply to view it as a function ζ : Xd → C satisfying Axioms 1–5.

We refer the reader to the literature for further discussion of what it means to cut open
a quantum gravity path integral; see e.g. [17]. However, at an abstract level it is clear that
doing so requires that we cut any closed AlAdS boundary M into two pieces N1, N2 with
∂N1 = ∂N2. We should then associate quantum gravity states with these two pieces such
that the inner product of the two states is ζ(M).

However, there are several subtleties in this process that merit discussion. The first such
subtlety arises when there are open sets in N1, N2 that contain ∂N1 = ∂N2 and which admit
non-trivial symmetries. In that case, there is more than one way to glue the pieces N1, N2
back together to obtain a smooth manifold. Furthermore, each such gluing g generally leads
to a different closed manifold Mg, only one of which can be the original M from which the
pieces N1, N2 were cut. As a result, it is not sufficient to think of N1, N2 as diffeomorphism
equivalence classes of source manifolds with boundaries. Instead, we see that we should
think of the points on ∂N1 = ∂N2 as being labelled, so that M is reconstructed by gluing
N1 to N2 along their boundaries in the manner dictated by matching identical labels. As
a result, we will henceforth use the notation N to denote a manifold with boundary ∂N ,
together with a labelling of points on ∂N .

Before proceeding, it may be useful to illustrate the labelling of points on ∂N with some
simple examples. The simplest case occurs for d = 1, where ∂N has dimension d − 1 = 0
and so consists only of discrete points. Each such point must be assigned a distinct label.
For example, for a given source-manifold-with-boundary NI , this number might be 2 and
NI might simply be a line segment (say, of some fixed length β) with the two points in ∂NI

labelled 0 and 1. If NII is a diffeomorphic source-manifold-with-boundary but with boundary
points labelled 1, 2, then it is considered to be a different source-manifold-with-boundary and
we write NI ≠ NII . Similarly, suppose that NIII , NIV are again line segments of length β

with boundary points 0, 1, and that we in fact introduce a coordinate θ on both line segments
that measures β−1 times the proper distance from the boundary point 0. Let us also suppose
that NIII comes equipped with some scalar source ϕ(θ) which increases monotonically for
θ ∈ [0, 1], and that NIV has a corresponding scalar source ϕ(1 − θ). Then while NIII and
NIV are related by a source-preserving diffeomorphism θ → 1 − θ, this diffeomorphism fails
to preserve the labelling of points in ∂NIII , ∂NIV . We will thus again write NIII ̸= NIV .

Note that we can also upgrade the above examples to d = 2 by replacing any boundary-
point (say, that is labelled by some i above) with a circle, and by labeling points on this circle
(i, θ) where θ ∈ [0, 2π) is a standard angular coordinate while i now effectively labels the circle
as a whole. We can also use a similar notation to define a disjoint union operation ⊔ that will
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be of frequent use below. For any boundary ∂N for which its points have labels {I}, we define
the disjoint union ∂N ⊔∂N to have labels (i, I) where i = 1 on the first copy of ∂N and i = 2
on the second copy, and where the labels I are again assigned just as in ∂N . In particular, if
∂N = S1, then we may label S1 ⊔ S1 with (i, θ) for i = 1, 2 and θ ∈ [0, 2π) as above.

Returning to our main discussion, let us now suppose that we are given two manifolds
N1, N2 with labelled boundaries ∂N1, ∂N2, such that the boundary labels define a diffeomor-
phism ϕ : ∂N1 → ∂N2. (Recall that diffeomorphisms are required to be surjective.) We can
then use this ϕ to glue N1 to N2 to define a closed manifold M without boundary. However,
there is no guarantee that the resulting boundary fields on M will be smooth, or indeed even
that they will be continuous. As a result, ζ(M) may not be well-defined.

We will deal with this issue by using the following simple expedient: rather than
attempting to construct the entire quantum gravity Hilbert space, we will instead construct
only sectors that are associated with certain types of data on the codimension-2 boundaries
∂N . In particular, we will consider only source-manifolds-with-boundary N that are rimmed
in the following sense:

Definition 1. A source manifold N with boundary ∂N will be said to be rimmed when there
is a neighborhood Nϵ of ∂N such that Nϵ is diffeomorphic to some cylinder source manifold Cϵ
of the form defined in Axiom 4 and which satisfies the reality condition (C∗

ϵ )t = Cϵ with the
operation ∗ defined as in Axiom 3 and the transpose operation t defined by simply swapping the
labels attached to the two boundaries of the cylinder. Such cylinders will be called ‘self-adjoint.’
The region Nϵ is then called a rim of N .

We note that, in order for rimmed manifolds to exist, ‘self-adjoint’ cylinders (satisfying
(C∗

ϵ )t = Cϵ) must also exist.8

We also make the following definitions:

Definition 2. We will say that two rimmed source-manifolds N1, N2 with boundaries ∂N1,
∂N2 agree on their boundaries when they admit rims N1ϵ, N2ϵ that are related by a diffeomor-
phism that preserves sources and which also preserves the labels on ∂N1, ∂N2. By the local
translation symmetry, the data on all of N1ϵ, N2ϵ is determined by data at ∂N1, ∂N2, so we will
write ∂N1 = ∂N2 to denote the above agreement on the rims N1ϵ, N2ϵ. We will similarly use
the symbol ∂N to denote the manifold at the boundary of the source-manifold-with-boundary
N together with enough information about the sources on N to reconstruct sufficiently small
rims Nϵ.

The utility of restricting to rimmed source-manifolds is that, when two rimmed source-
manifolds N1, N2 agree at their boundary (in the sense that ∂N1 = ∂N2), it is then clear that a
reflection of N1 can be glued to N2 to define a new smooth source-manifold-without-boundary.
However, since N∗

1 already incorporates the required reflection of N1, and since Definition 1
required the rims to be self-adjoint, it is natural to simply discuss gluing N∗

1 to N2. For
8For certain choices of ∂N , it can happen that there are no rimmed manifolds N with the desired boundary.

This can occur, for example, if the path integral is defined only for closed manifolds M with non-negative
Ricci scalar (perhaps to avoid instabilities like those described in [58]) and if the Ricci scalar of ∂N is negative.
In this case, the Hilbert space sector H∂N described below is trivial.
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MN∗
1 N2

N∗
1 N2

MN∗
2 N1

N1N∗
2

Figure 5. Gluing N∗
1 to N2 and gluing N∗

2 to N1 defines source-manifolds-without-boundary MN∗
1N2

and MN∗
2N1 that are related by a diffeomorphism that complex-conjugates sources. As depicted here,

the relevant diffeomorphism acts as a reflection across the shaded plane. Thus (MN∗
1N2)∗ = MN1N∗

2
,

where “=” means that the two are related by a source-preserving diffeomorphism.

∂N1 = ∂N2, we denote the result of this gluing by MN∗
1N2 . For future use, we note that our

gluing operation acts symmetrically on N1, N2 up to the action of ∗ so that we have(
MN∗

1N2

)∗
= MN∗

2N1 = MN1N∗
2
, (2.6)

where “=” means that the two source manifolds are related by a source-preserving diffeomor-
phism; see figure 5. Due to this symmetry, from Axiom 2 we also have

ζ(MN∗
1N2) = ζ(MN∗

2N1)∗. (2.7)

In particular, for a given such choice of ∂N (in the sense of Definition 2) we can define
a sector H∂N of the quantum gravity Hilbert space. To do so, define Y d

∂N as the space of
compact rimmed source manifolds N having the given boundary ∂N . From Y d

∂N , we can then
construct the space Y d

∂N of finite formal linear combinations N =
∑n
I=1 γINI with γI ∈ C

and NI ∈ Y d
∂N . The next step is to associate a (not necessarily distinct) state |N⟩ with each

N ∈ Y d
∂N . Two such states |N1⟩, |N2⟩ are defined to have (pre-)inner product

⟨N1|N2⟩ := ζ(MN∗
1N2), (2.8)

where MN∗
1N2 ∈ Xd is defined by using the distributive law MN1(αN2+βN3) = αMN1N2 +

βMN1N3 and similarly for M(αN∗
1 +βN∗

3 )N2 . The (pre-)inner product is Hermitian due to (2.7),
and is positive semi-definite by Axiom 3. We may then say that (2.8) defines a pre-Hilbert
space H∂N . Taking the quotient by the space N∂N of null vectors and completing9 the result
then yields a Hilbert space H∂N that we call the ∂N -sector of the full quantum gravity
Hilbert space. Below, we will use the notation |N⟩ to denote both elements of the pre-Hilbert
space H∂N and the associated equivalence class in H∂N , though the distinction should always
be clear from the context. Indeed, since Y d

∂N allows only finite linear combinations, it may
often be the case that N∂N is empty and the quotient is trivial.

The above expedient will allow us to proceed quickly to constructing and studying
algebras of operators on H∂N without characterizing in detail the degree of differentiability
of sources on M that is required for ζ(M) to be finite, and also without analyzing the
manner in which divergences arise when such conditions fail. If our goal is to construct

9We complete H∂N /N∂N in the standard way using equivalence classes of Cauchy sequences {|Nm⟩}, where
two such sequences are equivalent if the norm of their difference approaches 0.
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states associated with static Lorentz-signature boundary conditions, then one may expect
that our restriction to rimmed surfaces gives the full such Hilbert space. One argument
for this comes from AdS/CFT, in which case the rims correspond to insertions of e−ϵH for
some ϵ. Since e−ϵH is invertible, even at fixed finite ϵ the rimmed surfaces will generate a
complete set of states. However, even without relying on AdS/CFT, since we allow the rim
Nϵ to be arbitrarily small, if our path integral is sufficiently continuous in ϵ then rimmed
surfaces may still provide full information about the sector of the theory associated with
a given ∂N of the type described above.10

Nonetheless, two shortcomings to our approach should be discussed. The first is that
we obtain no information about inner products ⟨N1|N2⟩ when ∂N1 ̸= ∂N2. Such inner
products do not necessarily vanish, especially in low dimensions. Indeed, for d = 1 both
AdS/CFT and the associated semiclassical bulk computations suggest that the inner product
can be non-zero even when the sources on MN∗

1N2 are discontinuous (so long as MN∗
1N2 is

a well-defined topological manifold).
The second shortcoming is that, while we expect the above restrictions to allow us to

construct all states associated with static Lorentz-signature boundaries, at least in high
dimensions we expect to miss sectors of the quantum gravity Hilbert space associated with
non-static boundaries. Based on both the AdS/CFT context and the divergences that manifest
themselves in the associated semiclassical bulk computations, we expect this issue to be
related to what one finds when studying quantum fields on curved spacetime, where in high
dimensions the space of states on a given Cauchy slice Σ (say, specified by the correlation
functions of fields and their derivatives on Σ) can depend not only on the metric induced on
Σ but also on various normal derivatives of background fields (sources) evaluated at Σ. It
would be interesting to return to both of these issues in the future, though a full investigation
of the second issue seems likely to require a Lorentz-signature analysis.

3 Operator algebras from the path integral

We have thus far described how our path integral ζ can be used to construct sectors H∂N of
the quantum gravity Hilbert space. But it can also be used to construct operators, and this
construction will be useful in understanding the further structure of H∂N and the relation to
RT entropy. To define such operators, let us again consider the space of compact rimmed
surfaces Y d

∂N for some choice of codimension-2 boundary ∂N . We will now further suppose
that ∂N is the disjoint union of two pieces, ∂N = Bin ⊔ Bout, with both Bin, Bout being
compact and closed (in the sense that ∂Bin = ∂Bout = ∅). Then for any appropriate additional
boundary (which for later purposes we call BR), one sees that any a ∈ Y d

∂N defines an operator
from HBin⊔BR

to HBout⊔BR
by gluing surfaces along Bin. We may thus construct operators

that preserve a sector of the form HBL⊔BR
by considering the case Bin = Bout = BL. Here

we refer to BL as the ‘left’ part of BL ⊔ BR while BR is the ‘right’ part.
For any B, we may then endow the surfaces Y d

B⊔B with a multiplication operation which
promotes the space of formal linear combinations Y d

B⊔B to an algebra ABL . In fact, we will
10Note, however, that Axiom 4 requires only continuity when the length ϵ > 0 of some cylinder is slightly

deformed and, in particular, it does not necessarily require continuity when the limiting source-manifold no
longer contains a cylinder of non-zero length.
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a =

L R

×b =

L R

RL

×a ·R b =×

RL

a ·L b =

Figure 6. For two elements a, b ∈ Y dB⊔B as shown in the top row, we define the left and right products
a ·L b and a ·R b by the gluing procedures shown in the bottom row.

also introduce an analogous ‘right algebra’ ABR in section 3.1 below. Choosing B = BL or
B = BR then allows us to define four algebras ABL

L , ABR
L , ABL

R , ABR
R . However, as we will

see, only the two algebras ABL
L , ABR

R have natural actions on HBL⊔BR
. For these algebras,

we obtain representations on HBL⊔BR
. Our path integral also defines useful notions of trace

on each of these algebras.
We will then show in section 3.3 that the associated representations of the algebras

ABL
L , ABR

R can be extended from the pre-Hilbert space HBL⊔BR
to its Hilbert space completion

HBL⊔BR
. In particular, because our axioms turn out to enforce a trace inequality of the form

recently discussed in [40], all operators in these representations must be bounded. As a result,
we may use the associated representations to construct von Neumann algebras.

We then specialize to the case BL = BR = B, in which case we denote the resulting
von Neumann algebras by AB

L and AB
R. Some key properties of these algebras are then

studied in section 3.5. In particular, we show there that the above trace operations can
be extended to both AB

L and AB
R.

3.1 Surface algebras

Consider for the moment a given compact closed boundary B (with ∂B = ∅), which might
represent either BL or BR above. For each such B we will define two algebras, ABL and ABR . If
we thus allow a choice of B = BL or B = BR, we could in fact define four such algebras, though
only the two choices ABL

L and ABR
R will play an important role in our construction below.

Let us now consider general such B. To understand the difference between ABL and ABR ,
recall that points on B ⊔B are labelled, which in particular means that the two copies of
B are distinguished. We will refer to the first copy as the ‘left boundary’ and the second
copy as the ‘right boundary.’

On the set Y d
B⊔B we may define the left product (·L) as the operation that takes as input

an ordered pair of rimmed surfaces a and b, and which constructs the surface a ·L b that
results from gluing the left boundary of b to the right boundary of a (see figure 6).

For simplicity, we will adopt the notation

ab := a ·L b . (3.1)
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We similarly define the right product (·R) as the operation that, given an ordered pair of
surfaces a and b, glues the right boundary of b to the left boundary of a. Note that we have

a ·R b = b ·L a = ba . (3.2)

We can also extend this product to linear combinations a, b ∈ Y d
B⊔B by defining it to

satisfy the distributive law. The set Y d
B⊔B equipped with the left product then forms an

algebra ABL which we call the left B-surface algebra, or simply the left surface algebra where
confusion will not arise. Similarly, the right product on Y d

B⊔B leads to the right B-surface
algebra ABR. Since every element of Y d

B⊔B has a finite rim at each boundary, gluing two
surfaces a, b together always results in a surface larger than either a or b, so that neither
of these algebras can contain an identity element.

However, the algebras ABL and ABR do admit a natural involution ⋆ satisfying

(a ·L b)⋆ = b⋆ ·L a⋆ = a⋆ ·R b⋆, (3.3)

so that ⋆ defines an anti-linear isomorphism between the left and right algebras. To define
the operation ⋆, recall that Axiom 3 introduced a complex conjugation operation ∗ (which
is different from the ⋆ that we are about to define) on N ∈ Y d

B⊔B. In particular, N∗ was
defined so that MN∗N has a reflection symmetry that complex conjugates all sources. This
means that N∗ is the same manifold as N (with the same labels on ∂N), and that ∗ acts
on scalar sources by standard complex-conjugation (though the operation on vector, tensor,
and spinor sources is more complicated due to the reflection). In addition, Y d

B⊔B admits
a natural transpose operation t that simply swaps the labels ‘left’ and ‘right’ attached to
the boundaries of any N ∈ Y d

B⊔B while preserving all sources and leaving the labels on ∂N

otherwise unchanged. The transpose and complex conjugation operations commute, and
for any a in either algebra we may then define

a⋆ := (a∗)t. (3.4)

Due to the inclusion of the transpose operation, we then immediately find (3.3).

3.2 A trace and a trace inequality for surface algebras

An important consequence of the labelling of points on B is that, by writing ∂N = B ⊔B,
we also mean that the labels on the two copies of B agree up to the distinction between the
left and right boundaries. To be precise, we mean that these labels define a diffeomorphism
ϕLR from the left boundary to the right boundary that preserves enough information about
sources near each boundary to reconstruct sufficiently small rims at each B. This ϕLR can
then be used to identify the left boundary of any a ∈ Y d

B⊔B with its right boundary, and
thus to define a closed source manifold.11 M(a) ∈ Xd (i.e., without boundary) from any
a ∈ Y d

B⊔B. We can also extend this operation to linear combinations a ∈ Y d
B⊔B by linearity,

so that we then find M(a) ∈ Xd.
11Though there are similarities, this is a different gluing operation than the one used to construct MN∗

1 N2 ,
so we use a correspondingly similar-but-different notation M(a); see e.g. (3.7).
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a =

RL

×
a∗ =

R L

×
a⋆ = (a∗)t =

RL

×
b =

RL

×

L R

⟨a|

|b⟩

⟨a|b⟩ = tr(a⋆b) = ζ

[ ]
×

×

Figure 7. For a, b ∈ Y dB⊔B, we can construct a⋆ and compute tr(a⋆b) as shown in the lower panel.
Note that tr(a⋆b) = tr(ba⋆), and that this relation is equivalent to (3.6) with a replaced by a⋆.

This observation allows the path integral to define a useful trace operation tr on both
ABL and ABR for any B. This trace associates to any a ∈ Y d

B⊔B the finite number

tr(a) := ζ (M(a)) . (3.5)

Note that since M(ab) = M(ba), we clearly have

tr ab = tr ba, (3.6)

and similarly for the right product; see figure 7. While the trace operation is defined directly
for any a ∈ Y d

B⊔B (without using properties of either the left or right algebras), the result (3.6)
makes it reasonable to refer to this operation as a trace on both ABL and ABR.

Before proceeding to the next step of our analysis, it will be useful to note that, as
also shown in figure 7, for a, b ∈ Y d

B⊔B we have

Ma∗b = M(a⋆b), (3.7)

and thus using (2.8) we find

⟨a|b⟩ = ζ (M(a⋆b)) = tr(a⋆b). (3.8)

This relation will be used to translate certain Hilbert space statements into operator statements
and vice versa. In particular, for a = b ∈ Y d

B⊔B we have

tr(a⋆a) = ζ (M(a⋆a)) = ⟨a|a⟩ ≥ 0, (3.9)

where we remind the reader that the inequality on the right follows from Axiom 3 (reflec-
tion positivity).

The inequality (3.9) turns out to have interesting and important consequences when we
apply it to Hilbert space sectors defined by boundaries with multiple connected components.
We will come back to this idea several times during our work, but we start with a simple
case that involves choosing two sums-of-surfaces a, b ∈ Y d

B⊔B. Note that such sums can
be used to define an element a ⊔ b ∈ Y d

(B⊔B)⊔(B⊔B). Here the parentheses in the subscript
on Y d

(B⊔B)⊔(B⊔B) are intended to indicate that points of ∂a are labelled to match the first
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pair of boundaries (B ⊔ B), while points of ∂b are labelled to match the second pair of
boundaries (B ⊔ B). We might also write such an a ⊔ b using the more explicit notation
aL1R1 ⊔ bL2R2 ∈ Y d

BL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR2
, which indicates that the left and right boundaries of a

are associated with the first two copies of B (in the specified order) while the boundaries
of b are associated with the second two copies of B. In writing Y d

BL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR1
we have

replaced the usual disjoint union symbols ⊔ by commas for notational simplicity. At this
point we also generalize the setting to allow a ∈ Y d

BL1⊔BR1
, b ∈ Y d

BL2⊔BR2
for arbitrary

BR1 , BR2 , though we retain the constraint BL1 = BL2 .
Note in particular that there are distinct states |aL1R1 , bL2R2⟩ and |aL2R1 , bL1R2⟩ in

the pre-Hilbert space HBL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR1
, where the notation is analogous to that used for

Y d
BL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR2

above; see the lower panel of figure 8. These states are related by the
action of the ‘swap’ operator SL1,L2 that exchanges the labels L1, L2 on the relevant two
copies of B. Since the (pre-)inner product on HBL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR2

is defined by identifying
corresponding boundaries in the bra- and ket-surfaces, as shown in figure 8 the norms of
these states are computed by path integrals defined by the disconnected source manifold
M(a⋆a) ⊔ M(b⋆b). We thus find

⟨aL1R1 , bL2R2 |aL1R1 , bL2R2⟩ = ⟨aL2R1 , bL1R2 |aL2R1 , bL1R2⟩ = ⟨a|a⟩⟨b|b⟩ = tr(a⋆a)tr(b⋆b).
(3.10)

In contrast, the (pre-)inner product between |aL1R1 , bL2R2⟩ and |aL2R1 , bL1R2⟩ is computed by
a path integral having the connected source manifold M(a⋆bb⋆a) = M(aa⋆bb⋆). Thus we have

⟨aL1R1 , bL2R2 |aL2R1 , bL1R2⟩ = ⟨b⋆a|b⋆a⟩ = tr(a⋆bb⋆a) = tr(aa⋆bb⋆)
= ⟨aL2R1 , bL1R2 |aL1R1 , bL2R2⟩. (3.11)

Here the first equality shows that (3.11) is real and non-negative (since the second form shown
is a norm squared), which then implies the final equality (since the final form is manifestly
the complex conjugate of the left-hand side).

On the other hand, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality requires∣∣∣⟨aL1R1 , bL2R2 |aL2R1 , bL1R2⟩
∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣|aL1R1 , bL2R2⟩

∣∣∣ ∣∣∣|aL2R1 , bL1R2⟩
∣∣∣, (3.12)

where
∣∣ |ψ⟩ ∣∣ :=

√
⟨ψ|ψ⟩ is the norm. Combining (3.10) and (3.11) with (3.12) immedi-

ately yields

tr(a⋆bb⋆a) = tr(aa⋆bb⋆) ≤ tr(a⋆a)tr(b⋆b), (3.13)

which is the trace inequality recently discussed in [40]. Here we see that it holds for our
surface algebras as a consequence of Axioms 1–5. The inequality (3.12) will play a key role in
our discussion below. We will also return to higher analogues of this inequality in section 4.3.

3.3 Representation of the surface algebras on HBL⊔BR

So far we have defined the surface algebras as abstract vector spaces equipped with multiplica-
tion; now we define how they act on states. In particular, the operations on surfaces described
above can now be used to define a representation ÂBL⊔BR

L of the surface algebra ABL
L that acts

– 18 –



J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3
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a⋆

a

L2 R2

b⋆
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⟨aL1R1 , bL2R2 |

|aL1R1
, bL2R2

⟩

⟨aL1R1
, bL2R2

|aL1R1
, bL2R2

⟩ = ⟨a|a⟩⟨b|b⟩ = tr (a⋆a) tr (b⋆b) = ⟨aL2R1
, bL1R2

|aL2R1
, bL1R2

⟩

L1 R1 L2 R2

a

a⋆

b

b⋆

⟨aL2R1 , bL1R2 |

|aL2R1
, bL1R2

⟩

⟨aL1R1 , bL2R2 |

|aL2R1 , bL1R2⟩

⟨aL1R1
, bL2R2

|aL2R1
, bL1R2

⟩ = ⟨b⋆a|b⋆a⟩ = tr (a⋆bb⋆a) = tr (aa⋆bb⋆)

L1 R1 L2 R2

a⋆

b

a

b⋆

Figure 8. Upper panel: path integrals that compute the norm squared ⟨aL1R1 , bL2R2 |aL1R1 , bL2R2⟩
(left) and ⟨aL2R1 , bL1R2 |aL2R1 , bL1R2⟩ (right). As shown, the two norms agree. Lower panel: the
path integral that computes ⟨aL1R1 , bL2R2 |aL2R1 , bL1R2⟩. Tracing the diagram verifies that this inner
product is equal to both tr(a⋆bb⋆a) = tr(aa⋆bb⋆) and ⟨b⋆a|b⋆a⟩. Since the latter is manifestly real (and
non-negative), this diagram also computes ⟨aL1R1 , bL2R2 |aL2R1 , bL1R2⟩∗ = ⟨aL2R1 , bL1R2 |aL1R1 , bL2R2⟩.

on the Hilbert space HBL⊔BR
. In the notation of sections 3.1–3.2 we now specialize to the case

B = BL. Though the notation ÂBL⊔BR
L is somewhat awkward, it emphasizes the important

point that this representation depends both on the choice of BL and on the choice of BR, even
though ABL

L was defined by BL alone. This point will be discussed further in section 3.4.
The first steps of our construction are to consider a ∈ Y d

BL⊔BL
and to define an associated

operator âL that acts on the pre-Hilbert space HBL⊔BR
as

âL |b⟩ = |ab⟩ , ∀ |b⟩ ∈ HBL⊔BR
; (3.14)

see figure 9. Here we have used the condensed notation ab := a ·L b defined in section 3.1
above. When a is a simple surface a ∈ Y d

BL⊔BL
, the associated âL acts on |b⟩ ∈ HBL⊔BR

by
just gluing the surface a to the left boundary of b. Note that this action is a representation
of the left surface algebra ABL

L (on HBL⊔BR
at the moment), because

(̂ab)L |c⟩ = |abc⟩ = âL(b̂L |c⟩), (3.15)

where (̂ab)L is the operator associated to (ab).
The next step in showing that our representation acts on the Hilbert space HBL⊔BR

is to establish that âL preserves any null space NBL⊔BR
of pre-Hilbert space states with

vanishing norm, so that âL yields a well-defined operator on HBL⊔BR
/NBL⊔BR

. We will also
need to extend the definition of âL to the full Hilbert space HBL⊔BR

in a manner consistent
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L R

|b⟩

âL

L

R

×

L R

|b⟩

âR

L

R

×

Figure 9. For surfaces a, b, the left panel shows the action of âL (in the representation of the left
algebra ABL

L ) on |b⟩ ∈ HBL⊔BR
, while the right panel shows the associated action of âR (in the

representation of the right algebra ABR

R ). The figure in fact depicts the special case BL = BR in which
a given element a ∈ YBL⊔BL

= YBR⊔BR
defines members of both algebras, but this is not generic.

with (3.15). Both of these steps are straightforward due to the trace inequality. To see this,
recall that for a ∈ Y d

BL⊔BL
, b ∈ Y d

BL⊔BR
we have âL|b⟩ = |ab⟩, and thus

|âL|b⟩|2 = ⟨ab|ab⟩ = tr(b⋆a⋆ab) = tr(a⋆abb⋆) ≤ tr(a⋆a)tr(bb⋆) = tr(a⋆a)⟨b|b⟩. (3.16)

In the second step of (3.16) we have used (3.8) with a and b both replaced by ab. The
third step used cyclicity of the trace (3.6), and the fourth and fifth steps then follow directly
from (3.13) and another use of (3.8). The result is that âL is bounded by

√
tr a⋆a on HBL⊔BR

.
In particular, if |b⟩ ∈ NBL⊔BR

then ⟨b|b⟩ = 0. The result (3.16) then clearly requires
âL|b⟩ to have zero norm as well. Thus âL preserves NBL⊔BR

and induces an operator on the
quotient HBL⊔BR

/NBL⊔BR
. Applying (3.16) on this quotient tells us that the operator âL is

bounded by
√

tr a⋆a on the dense subspace HBL⊔BR
/NBL⊔BR

of HBL⊔BR
. It thus admits a

unique continuous extension to the entire space HBL⊔BR
, which is again bounded by

√
tr a⋆a;

see e.g. [46]. We will continue to use the symbol âL for this extension; thus we write the
bound on its operator norm as

∥âL∥ ≤
√

tr a⋆a. (3.17)

Continuity implies that such extensions also satisfy (3.15), which makes clear that we have
constructed a representation of ABL

L on HBL⊔BR
as desired. We call this representation

ÂBL⊔BR
L or, in what we hope is an obvious shorthand, we say that we have constructed a

representation ÂL := ÂBL⊔BR
L .

Since the operators in ÂL are bounded, it is easy to discuss their adjoints (which must
exist and are also bounded). Any such operator is defined by some a ∈ Y d

BL⊔BL
, and for

b, c ∈ Y d
BL⊔BR

we must have

⟨b|â†L|c⟩ = (⟨c|âL|b⟩)∗ = [tr (c⋆ab)]∗ = tr (b⋆a⋆c) = ⟨b|â⋆L|c⟩. (3.18)

Here the 3rd step follows from (3.8) and the relation (⟨c|d⟩)∗ = ⟨d|c⟩ with d = ab. Since (3.18)
holds on a dense set of states, and since both â⋆L and â†L are bounded, we must in fact
have â⋆L = a†L on all of HBL⊔BR

.
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It is worth noting that the representation ÂL of ABL
L is not necessarily faithful. This is

precisely characterized by a null space NL consisting of all a ∈ ABL
L whose associated âL is the

zero operator. Thus, when we construct ÂL from ABL
L , we have effectively taken a quotient

ABL
L /NL, in the sense that ÂL is isomorphic to (and a faithful representation of) ABL

L /NL.
The right surface algebra ABR

R admits a similar representation ÂR := ÂBL⊔BR
R on

HBL⊔BR
defined by gluing surfaces to the right boundary of HBL⊔BR

. For a ∈ Y d
BR⊔BR

and b ∈ Y d
BL⊔BR

we have

âR |b⟩ = |a ·R b⟩ = |b ·L a⟩ = |ba⟩ , ∀ |b⟩ ∈ HBL⊔BR
. (3.19)

As required for a representation of AR, this action satisfies

̂(b ·R c)R |a⟩ = |(b ·R c) ·R a⟩ = |b ·R (c ·R a)⟩ = b̂R(ĉR |a⟩), (3.20)

where ̂(b ·R c)R is the operator associated to (b ·R c) ∈ ABR
R . The extension to the full Hilbert

space HBL⊔BR
then proceeds precisely as above. The discussion of adjoints is analogous

to the left case and we again find â⋆R = a†R.
Perhaps the most interesting point to mention concerning ÂR is that its operators

commute with operators in the left-representation ÂL. In particular, for a ∈ ABR
R , b ∈ ABL

L ,
and c in the pre-Hilbert space HBL⊔BR

we clearly have

âRb̂L|c⟩ = |bca⟩ = b̂LâR|c⟩. (3.21)

Furthermore, the operators âR, b̂L are bounded (and thus continuous) on HBL⊔BR
and the

above states |c⟩ are dense in HBL⊔BR
. We may thus take limits to conclude that (3.21) in

fact holds for all |c⟩ ∈ HBL⊔BR
.

3.4 Diagonal sectors are special

We now restrict to the “diagonal” special case BL = BR, in which context we introduce the
shorthand notation HLR = HBL⊔BR

and similarly for Y d
LR, the pre-Hilbert space HLR, and

so forth. It will also be useful to note that our trace operation tr on ABL
L defines a trace

on the representation ÂL. We of course wish to declare that

tr âL := tr a. (3.22)

The important property of the definition (3.22) (which we show below) is that it is well-defined
on ÂL in the sense that it satisfies tr a = tr b whenever âL = b̂L on HLR. This is equivalent
to saying that tr a = 0 when âL = 0 on HLR. Note that this property is non-trivial because
the representation ÂL is not necessarily faithful; i.e., when âL = 0, the element a could
be non-zero, but nonetheless we claim that tr a = 0. Note also that this property relies
on the action on a particular Hilbert space, so the condition that an analogous trace be
well-defined on the representation of the left-algebra on some other HBL⊔BR

is generally quite
distinct. In particular, we make no claim that the trace is well-defined on representations
defined by HBL⊔BR

with BL ̸= BR.
For a diagonal Hilbert space HLR with BL = BR, the desired property can be established

using the continuity axiom 4. In particular, for any a ∈ Y d
LR, let Cβ ∈ Y d

LR be the
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cylinder of length β defined by BL = BR as in Axiom 4, and consider aC2β ∈ Y d
LR. Since

C2β = CβCβ, and since we have restricted to BL = BR for which cylinders are self-adjoint
(C⋆β = Cβ), we have

tr (aC2β) = tr (CβaCβ) = ⟨Cβ |âL|Cβ⟩. (3.23)

Clearly the right-hand side vanishes for all β if âL = 0. However, Axiom 4 requires the
β → 0 limit of (3.23) to give tr(a):

tr(a) = lim
β↓0

⟨Cβ |âL|Cβ⟩, (3.24)

where the notation β ↓ 0 emphasizes that Cβ is defined only for β > 0 so that the limit is
necessarily taken from above. Thus, as desired, we find tr(a) = 0 when âL = 0. The trace
is of course also defined on ÂR where its properties are analogous.

We can also easily establish the converse of the above property for manifestly positive12

operators âL of the form âL = γ̂†Lγ̂L with γ̂L ∈ ÂL; i.e., if tr(a) = 0 then âL = 0. This follows
immediately from the operator norm bound (3.17): if 0 = tr(a) = tr(γ̂†Lγ̂L) = tr

(
(̂γ⋆γ)L

)
=

tr(γ⋆γ), then the operator norm of γ̂L is bounded by
√

tr(γ⋆γ) = 0 so that γ̂L = 0 and
thus âL = 0. In a slight abuse of terminology, we will refer to this property by saying that
our trace is faithful on the representation ÂL. The usual definition of the term faithful
would require this property to hold for all positive operators (and not just those whose
positivity is manifest). This stronger notion of faithfulness will also turn out to hold, though
we defer its discussion to section 4.1.

The argument above used the fact that HBL⊔BR
for BL = BR contains cylinder states

|Cβ⟩ of the form that enter into the continuity axiom. We have no analogous construction
for BL ̸= BR, so our trace may not be well-defined on other representations. At the level of
the full von Neumann algebra defined below, it seems natural for the associated left algebras
defined by BL ̸= BR to be projections of the left algebra defined by the diagonal case BL = BR
(and similarly for the right algebras). However, we reserve this analysis for future work [59].

3.5 The von Neumann algebras AB
L and AB

R

We are now ready to define a von Neumann algebra AB
L using the representation ÂL := ÂB⊔B

L

on a diagonal sector of the Hilbert space with BL = BR = B (and to similarly construct a
related von Neumann algebra AB

R from the right representation ÂR := ÂB⊔B
R ). Although it is

straightforward to define analogous von Neumann algebras using non-diagonal representations
ÂBL⊔BR
L with BL ̸= BR, we leave the investigation of such algebras for future work; see again

the comment at the end of the previous subsection.
We define the von Neumann algebra AB

L to be the closure of ÂL within B(HLR) in the
weak operator topology or, in what is known to be equivalent in the present context, the
strong operator topology.13 Here B(HLR) denotes the algebra of bounded operators on our
Hilbert space. Note that the identity operator 1 lies in the closure due to Corollary 4 of

12Throughout the paper, we call an operator positive if it is positive semi-definite.
13The weak operator topology means that for a net of operators Tα, Tα → T if and only if ⟨x |Tα| y⟩ → ⟨x|T |y⟩

for every |x⟩, |y⟩ ∈ H. In contrast, the strong operator topology means that Tα → T if and only if Tα|y⟩ → T |y⟩
for every |y⟩ ∈ H. The two associated notions of closure agree for convex sets of bounded operators; see e.g.
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appendix A. Due to the von Neumann bicommutant theorem (see e.g. section 0.4 of [64]),
we can also equivalently define AB

L as the double commutant of ÂL within B(HLR). This
in particular means that each operator in the resulting von Neumann algebra AB

L is again
bounded. Of course, corresponding statements hold for the right algebras as usual.

For every operator a in a von Neumann algebra, the adjoint a† also lies in the von
Neumann algebra. So the adjoint operation continues to act as an involution on AB

L . Note
that we previously used the symbols a, b, c, . . . to denote elements of Y d

B⊔B, but that we
henceforth also use them to denote generic operators in AB

L/R. We will continue to use
âL, b̂L, ĉL, . . . to denote operators in ÂL.

We also introduced a trace operation tr on the operators in ÂL in (3.22). In particular, we
showed tr to be well-defined and finite on ÂL. We now wish to extend this trace to the AB

L . In
the theory of von Neumann algebras one generally allows traces of some operators to diverge.
Nevertheless, even in this sense, a trace is usually well-defined only on positive elements of
the von Neumann algebra, where it takes values in the closed interval [0,+∞]; i.e., allowing
+∞. The restriction to positive elements is closely related to the familiar fact that, when an
infinite-dimensional square matrix Aij is not positive, the infinite sum of the form

∑
iA

i
i can

be oscillatory and need not converge in any sense. In contrast, for positive infinite-dimensional
matrices Aij , the fact that each diagonal element Aii is non-negative means that if

∑
iA

i
i fails

to converge to a finite number, then we may say that it ‘converges’ to +∞. (Of course, the
quantity

∑
iA

i
i is manifestly well-defined for any finite-dimensional square matrix Aij .)

We will thus attempt to extend our notion of tr only to positive elements a ∈ AB
L , which in

this context means that a is a positive operator on HLR. However, we note for future reference
that this condition is equivalent to requiring that a be of the form γ†γ for some γ ∈ AB

L (where
we can in fact take γ to be the positive square root of a, as this operator must also lie in AB

L ).
To define a useful extension of our trace, we need to find a function mapping the

positive elements a ∈ AB
L to [0,+∞] that agrees with our previous definition of tr on ÂL

and which satisfies other properties to be discussed below. It will thus be productive to
consider alternative representations of the operation tr on ÂL. We begin by returning to the
relation (3.24), which was argued above to hold for all a ∈ Y d

LR. This will turn out to be a
step toward the definition of our trace on AB

L , though we will now pause briefly to further
rewrite the identity (3.24) in order to make certain properties manifest.

It will be convenient to introduce the normalized cylinders C̃β ∈ Y d
LR defined by

C̃β := Cβ/∥Cβ∥, (3.25)

where ∥Cβ∥ denotes the operator norm of ĈβL on HLR. This norm should be more properly
written ∥ĈβL∥, but for simplicity we will use just ∥Cβ∥. One may expect that the continuity

theorem 5.1.2 of [60]. These notions of closure are each equivalent to including limits of all nets of operators.
However, it appears that these closures are not equivalent to merely including limits of all sequences. In
particular, exercise 1 from section II.2 of [61–63] states that the weak and strong operator topologies are not
metrizable for operators on infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. This suggests that these topologies are also
non-sequential (meaning that sequences do not suffice to characterize them) and, indeed the structure of the
exercise suggests that this non-sequential nature would be made explicit from a complete solution. Although
this point is not critical for our work here, we would be very happy to receive references that address the issue
more explicitly.
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axiom (Axiom 4) requires ∥Cβ∥ → 1 as β → 0 and in fact that ∥Cβ∥ = (∥C1∥)β. Both
expectations are correct, but the proofs are somewhat technical. We thus relegate them to
appendix A. As a further remark, note that C̃β is normalized so that ̂̃CβL has operator norm
1, but that the state |C̃β⟩ is typically still not normalized with respect to the Hilbert space
inner product. In fact, the norm of |C̃β⟩ generally diverges as β → 0; see (3.56).

For a ∈ Y d
LR, we may use (3.25) and (3.24) to write

lim
β↓0

⟨C̃β |âL|C̃β⟩ = lim
β↓0

⟨Cβ |âL|Cβ⟩
∥Cβ∥2 = tr(âL). (3.26)

Here the second step uses the fact that both ∥Cβ∥2 and ⟨Cβ |âL|Cβ⟩ have finite limits, and
that ∥Cβ∥2 → 1.

The formulation in terms of C̃β is useful because the operator norm of ̂̃CβL is 1 (by
construction). We show below that for positive âL this requires ⟨C̃β |âL|C̃β⟩ to be a decreasing
function of β, which means that for positive âL we can also write (3.26) as a supremum over β:

tr(âL) = sup
β>0

⟨C̃β |âL|C̃β⟩. (3.27)

As we will see, this is an improvement over (3.24) because two supremum operations always
commute (while showing that more general limits commute can be notoriously subtle).

To see that ⟨C̃β |âL|C̃β⟩ is a decreasing function of β, note that for β′ > 0 we have

C̃β+β′ = C̃βC̃β′ , (3.28)

where we have used the relation (∥Cβ∥)
(
∥Cβ′∥

)
= ∥Cβ+β′∥ which follows from Corollary 5

of appendix A. Thus we may write

|C̃β+β′⟩ = |C̃βC̃β′⟩ = ̂̃Cβ′
R|C̃β⟩. (3.29)

Let us also recall from (3.21) that the right representation ̂̃Cβ′
R of C̃β′ commutes with any

âL, and thus in particular with the positive âL of interest here. Furthermore, since both âL

and ̂̃Cβ′
R = ̂̃Cβ′/2R

̂̃Cβ′/2
†

R
are positive, both operators are self-adjoint. We may then use

the fact that commuting self-adjoint operators can be diagonalized to introduce a complete
set of common eigenstates |λ, κ⟩ where λ ≥ 0 is the eigenvalue of Ĉβ′

R and κ ≥ 0 is the
eigenvalue of âL. Since the operator norm of ̂̃Cβ′

R is 1, the parameter λ takes values only
in the interval [0, 1]. We will also define a measure dµ(λ, κ) that gives a resolution of the
identity 1 =

∫
dµ(λ, κ)|λ, κ⟩⟨λ, κ|.

The argument is now straightforward as we may use self-adjointness of ̂̃Cβ′
R to write

⟨C̃β+β′ |âL|C̃β+β′⟩ = ⟨C̃β |̂̃Cβ′
RâL

̂̃Cβ′
R|C̃β⟩

=
∫
dµ(λ, κ)⟨C̃β |̂̃Cβ′

RâL
̂̃Cβ′

R|λ, κ⟩⟨λ, κ|C̃β⟩

=
∫
dµ(λ, κ)λ2κ|⟨C̃β |λ, κ⟩|2

≤
∫
dµ(λ, κ)κ|⟨C̃β |λ, κ⟩|2 = ⟨C̃β |âL|C̃β⟩, (3.30)

where we pass from the 3rd to the 4th line by using λ2 ≤ 1.
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This shows that ⟨C̃β |âL|C̃β⟩ increases monotonically as β decreases, and thus that (3.27)
holds for positive elements âL of ÂL. We may then extend tr to any positive element in the
left von Neumann algebra AB

L via the analogous expression

tr(a) := sup
β>0

⟨C̃β |a|C̃β⟩, for positive a ∈ AB
L , (3.31)

and similarly for AB
R. In particular, for all positive operators a, the quantity ⟨C̃β |a|C̃β⟩ is

non-negative, so that the supremum on the right-hand side must lie in [0,+∞] as desired.
It is worth noting that our argument above actually showed that ⟨C̃β |a|C̃β⟩ is a decreasing
function of β for all positive a ∈ AB

L , and therefore if we wish, we may replace the supremum
in (3.31) by a limit and write

tr(a) = lim
β↓0

⟨C̃β |a|C̃β⟩, for positive a ∈ AB
L , (3.32)

with the understanding that the limit could be +∞.
Now, in the theory of von Neumann algebras, what we have shown thus far is sufficient

to qualify the operation tr as what is called a weight on AB
L . For tr to qualify as what is

usually called a trace requires an additional property, which is that it gives identical results
for both a†a and aa† for any a ∈ AB

L . This is the form of the familiar cyclic property that
is relevant in the context of general von Neumann algebras.

To show this, it will be useful to find yet another characterization of our trace on AB
L .

We begin by again recalling that ̂̃C2β′
L has operator norm 1, so that 1 − ̂̃C2β′

L is positive
and thus a†a − a† ̂̃C2β′

La is also positive. As a result, for any |b⟩ ∈ HLR we have

⟨b|a†a|b⟩ − ⟨b|a† ̂̃C2β′
La|b⟩ ≥ 0. (3.33)

Taking |b⟩ = |C̃β⟩ then gives

⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩ ≥ ⟨C̃β |a† ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩ (3.34)

for all β, β′ > 0. In particular, taking supremums yields

tr(a†a) := sup
β>0

⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩ ≥ sup
β,β′>0

⟨C̃β |a† ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩. (3.35)

We can in fact show that the inequality in (3.35) is always saturated by using our
continuity axiom and the fact that AB

L can be characterized as the closure of ÂL in the
strong operator topology. This will then give the desired reformulation of our trace that
will allow us to prove tr (a†a) = tr (aa†).

To establish this result, we first note that the characterization of AB
L as a strong closure

means that for any a ∈ AB
L , for fixed β, and for any ϵ > 0 there is an operator âL ∈ ÂL

such that a|C̃β⟩ − âL|C̃β⟩ has magnitude less than ϵ. Using ∥C̃2β′∥ = 1, a short computation
then yields

|⟨C̃β |a† ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩ − ⟨C̃β |â†L

̂̃C2β′
LâL|C̃β⟩| ≤ 2ϵ∥a∥

√
⟨C̃β |C̃β⟩ + ϵ2. (3.36)
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Note that this bound also holds if the operators ̂̃C2β′
L are replaced by 1. Moreover, since

Axiom 4 requires ⟨C̃β |â†LĈ2β′
LâL|C̃β⟩ to be continuous in β′, the same continuity holds for

⟨C̃β |â†L
̂̃C2β′

LâL|C̃β⟩ (as ∥C2β′∥ = (∥C1∥)2β′
is continuous). Thus for small enough β′ we have

|⟨C̃β |â†L
̂̃C2β′

LâL|C̃β⟩ − ⟨C̃β |â†LâL|C̃β⟩| ≤ ϵ. (3.37)

Combining (3.36) (as written, and also with the operator ̂̃C2β′
L replaced by 1) with (3.37)

for small enough β′ then yields

|⟨C̃β |a† ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩ − ⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩| ≤ |⟨C̃β |a† ̂̃C2β′

La|C̃β⟩ − ⟨C̃β |â†L
̂̃C2β′

LâL|C̃β⟩|

+ |⟨C̃β |â†L
̂̃C2β′

LâL|C̃β⟩ − ⟨C̃β |â†LâL|C̃β⟩|

+ |⟨C̃β |â†LâL|C̃β⟩ − ⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩|

≤ 4ϵ∥a∥
√
⟨C̃β |C̃β⟩ + 2ϵ2 + ϵ, (3.38)

which clearly vanishes as ϵ→ 0. This shows that supβ′>0⟨C̃β |a†
̂̃C2β′

La|C̃β⟩ cannot be smaller
than ⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩, and thus that the inequality in (3.35) is saturated. As a result, we have
established that for all a ∈ AB

L (or correspondingly AB
R) our trace may be written in the form

tr(a†a) = sup
β,β′>0

⟨C̃β |a† ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩. (3.39)

To establish cyclicity, we will now show that for any β, β′ > 0, we have

⟨C̃β |a† ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩ = ⟨C̃β′ |ẫC2βLa

†|C̃β′⟩, ∀a ∈ AB
L . (3.40)

To show this, we first derive the intermediate result

⟨C̃β |b̂L ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩ = ⟨C̃β′ |ẫC2βLb̂L|C̃β′⟩, ∀a ∈ AB

L , b̂L ∈ ÂL. (3.41)

Our first step is to use the fact that a is the strong operator topology limit of some net
of operators {âνL} in ÂL, where ν takes values in some directed index set J (see again
footnote 13). This means that the net of states {âνL|ψ⟩} converges in the Hilbert space norm
to a|ψ⟩ for all |ψ⟩, and in particular for the two choices |ψ⟩ := |C̃β⟩, |ψ′⟩ := ̂̃C2βLb̂L|C̃β′⟩
(defined by the desired β, β′, and b̂L). For any ϵ > 0, we may then consider the balls Bϵ, B′

ϵ

of radius ϵ in HLR that are respectively centered on the states a|ψ⟩, a|ψ′⟩. Convergence of
the nets {âνL|ψ⟩} and {âνL|ψ′⟩} to a|ψ⟩ and a|ψ′⟩ means that we can always find a value
of ν such that we have both âνL|ψ⟩ ∈ Bϵ and âνL|ψ′⟩ ∈ B′

ϵ. By choosing a sequence (ϵn) in
R+ with ϵn → 0, we can thus construct a subsequence (ânL) of the net {âνL} for which we
have both ânL|ψ⟩ → a|ψ⟩ and ânL|ψ′⟩ → a|ψ′⟩, or more explicitly

ânL|C̃β⟩ → a|C̃β⟩, and ânL
̂̃C2βLb̂L|C̃β′⟩ → ẫC2βLb̂L|C̃β′⟩. (3.42)

This is a small extension of the standard argument that every metrizable topology is sequential.
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The first limit in (3.42) then allows us to write

⟨C̃β |b̂L ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩ = ⟨C̃β |b̂L ̂̃C2β′

L

(
lim
n→∞

ânL|C̃β⟩
)

(3.43)

= lim
n→∞

⟨C̃β |b̂L ̂̃C2β′
LânL|C̃β⟩. (3.44)

In passing to the second line we have used the fact that bounded operators and normalizable
states define continuous functions on the Hilbert space to take the limit outside the inner
product. Similarly, the second limit in (3.42) yields

⟨C̃β′ |ẫC2βLb̂L|C̃β′⟩ = ⟨C̃β′ |
(

lim
n→∞

ânL
̂̃C2βLb̂L|C̃β′⟩

)
(3.45)

= lim
n→∞

⟨C̃β′ |ânL
̂̃C2βLb̂L|C̃β′⟩. (3.46)

Furthermore, (3.44) and (3.46) are equal since

⟨C̃β |b̂L ̂̃C2β′
LânL|C̃β⟩ = tr

(
C̃βbC̃2β′anC̃β

)
= tr

(
C̃β′anC̃2βbC̃β′

)
= ⟨C̃β′ |ânL

̂̃C2βLb̂L|C̃β′⟩,
(3.47)

where the middle step uses cyclicity of the trace (3.6) on ÂL. Thus we have shown the
desired intermediate result (3.41).

We are now ready to derive (3.40) from (3.41). In fact, we can derive the stronger result

⟨C̃β |b ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩ = ⟨C̃β′ |ẫC2βLb|C̃β′⟩, ∀a, b ∈ AB

L , (3.48)

from which (3.40) follows immediately by setting b = a†. To obtain (3.48), we use an argument
similar to the one above to find a sequence (b̂nL) in ÂL that satisfies both of the conditions

b̂nL|C̃β′⟩ → b|C̃β′⟩, and b̂nL
̂̃C2β′

La|C̃β⟩ → b ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩. (3.49)

Then (3.48) follows by writing

⟨C̃β |b ̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩ = ⟨C̃β | lim

n→∞

(
b̂nL

̂̃C2β′
La|C̃β⟩

)
(3.50)

= lim
n→∞

⟨C̃β |b̂nL
̂̃C2β′

La|C̃β⟩ (3.51)

= lim
n→∞

⟨C̃β′ |ẫC2βLb̂nL|C̃β′⟩ (3.52)

= ⟨C̃β′ |ẫC2βL lim
n→∞

(
b̂nL|C̃β′⟩

)
(3.53)

= ⟨C̃β′ |ẫC2βLb|C̃β′⟩, (3.54)

where the middle step follows by applying (3.41) to each b̂nL.
Having established (3.40), we take the supremum over β and β′ on both sides of this

relation and use (3.39) to obtain the desired cyclic identity

tr a†a = tr aa†, ∀a ∈ AB
L . (3.55)

We emphasize that our trace will generally give +∞ for some positive elements of AB
L .

In particular, according to (3.32) the trace of the identity operator 1 is

tr 1 = lim
β↓0

⟨C̃β |C̃β⟩ = lim
β↓0

∥Cβ∥−2 tr(C2β) = lim
β↓0

tr(C2β), (3.56)
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where in the last step we used limβ↓0 ∥Cβ∥ = 1 from Lemma 4 of appendix A. The right-
hand side is the trace of a cylinder of vanishing length, which certainly diverges in familiar
semiclassical theories of gravity.

4 Type I von Neumann factors, Hilbert space structure, and entropy

As indicated above, the trace operation tr will turn out to be the key to unlocking the
structure of any von Neumann algebra AB

L defined as above by a diagonal Hilbert space
sector HLR = HB⊔B, as well as to unlocking the structure of HLR = HB⊔B itself. Our work
in section 3 established that tr satisfies the following two properties on AB

L :

1. Linearity: tr(a+ b) = tr(a) + tr(b), and tr(λa) = λtr(a) for any positive a, b ∈ AB
L and

λ ≥ 0.

2. Cyclicity: tr(aa†) = tr(a†a). This in particular implies that the trace is invariant under
the action of unitaries in the sense that for b, U ∈ AB

L with U † = U−1, defining c = bU †

gives tr(Ub†bU †) = tr(c†c) = tr(cc†) = tr(bU−1Ub†) = tr(bb†) = tr(b†b).

We can also establish three further properties:

3. Faithfulness: for positive a ∈ AB
L , we have tr(a) = 0 if and only if a = 0.

4. Semifiniteness: for any non-zero positive operator a ∈ AB
L , there exists a non-zero

positive operator b ∈ AB
L with b ≤ a and tr(b) < ∞. The notation b ≤ a means that

a− b is positive.

5. Normality: for a bounded increasing net of positive operators ρα in AB
L with supremum

ρ = supα ρα, we have tr ρ = supα tr ρα. (See appendix B for details.)

The faithfulness property was shown to hold on ÂL in section 3.3, but here we wish to show
that it holds on the full von Neumann algebra AB

L . We will give a similar proof in section 4.1
after showing that the trace inequality also extends to AB

L .
The proofs of properties 4 and 5 are short, but they are somewhat technical. To avoid

distraction from the main results we thus relegate them to appendix B. Of course, each
property above has an analogue for AB

R.
As noted in section 3, properties 1 and 2 are the minimal requirements for the function

tr to be called a trace on a von Neumann algebra. The faithfulness property then gives a
sense in which our trace is non-degenerate. Semifiniteness guarantees that not all non-zero
operators have infinite trace, and the normality condition describes a sense in which the
trace is continuous.

These latter properties are important since there is no faithful normal semifinite trace on
a type III von Neumann factor. Establishing 3, 4, and 5 above thus tells us that our von
Neumann algebra contains only type I and type II factors. Furthermore, for such factors
there is a unique faithful, normal, semifinite trace up to an overall factor (about which more
will be said below); see e.g. [61–63].

As noted above, our argument for faithfulness will rely on extending the trace inequal-
ity (3.13) to the full von Neumann algebra. It turns out that this can be accomplished by an
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extension of the argument of section 3.2. This will be done in section 4.1 below. Section 4.2
will then use this result to show that type II factors are excluded (implying that AB

L contains
only type I factors) and to analyze the implications for the structure of HB⊔B. The entropy
defined by tr is then discussed in section 4.4.

4.1 The trace inequality on AB
L

We wish to extend the argument of section 3.2 to establish the trace inequality on AB
L . It

will first be useful to establish the following regularized version of the trace inequality, whose
derivation will have much in common with the argument of section 3.2.

Lemma 1. For any β, β′ > 0 and any a, b ∈ AB
L , we have

⟨C̃β |a†b ̂̃C2β′
Lb

†a|C̃β⟩ ≤ ⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩⟨C̃β′ |b†b|C̃β′⟩. (4.1)

Proof. Let us choose nets {aν}, {bκ} ⊂ ABL so that the nets {âν,L}, {b̂κ,L} of representatives
on HB⊔B converge in the strong operator topology to the desired operators a, b ∈ AB

L . For
later use we note that for any β, β′ > 0 this implies that the nets of states {âν,L|C̃β⟩} and
{b̂κ,L|C̃β′⟩} converge respectively to a|C̃β⟩ and b|C̃β′⟩, where here the limits are taken using
the standard Hilbert space topology. As in the proof of (3.55), we can then find sequences
(ân,L|C̃β⟩) and (b̂m,L|C̃β′⟩) that also satisfy

ân,L|C̃β⟩ → a|C̃β⟩, and b̂m,L|C̃β′⟩ → b|C̃β′⟩. (4.2)

In the notation of section 3.2, consider again the ‘4-boundary’ Hilbert space HBL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR2
and the associated pre-Hilbert space HBL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR2

. Note that these spaces both contain
the states

∣∣∣(C̃β)L1,R1 , (C̃β′)L2,R2

〉
and

∣∣∣(C̃β)L2,R1 , (C̃β′)L1,R2

〉
. Acting with the sequences

(ân,L) and (b̂m,L), we define the states

|Ψ1(n,m)⟩ := ân,L1 b̂m,L2

∣∣∣(C̃β)L1,R1 , (C̃β′)L2,R2

〉
, (4.3)

|Ψ2(n,m)⟩ := ân,L2 b̂m,L1

∣∣∣(C̃β)L2,R1 , (C̃β′)L1,R2

〉
, (4.4)

where the operators act at the boundaries indicated by the subscripts L1, L2; these states again
lie in both the Hilbert space HBL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR2

and the pre-Hilbert space HBL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR2
.

Note that, as in section 3.2, the two states considered here are related by the action of the
‘swap’ operator SL1,L2 that exchanges the labels L1, L2 on the relevant two copies of B; see
figure 10.

We will now use (4.2) to show that the associated diagonal sequences {|Ψ1(n, n)⟩},
{|Ψ2(n, n)⟩} are both Cauchy sequences in HBL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR2

, so that their limits define states
in HBL1 ,BR1 ,BL2 ,BR2

that we may call

|Ψ1⟩ := lim
n→∞

|Ψ1(n, n)⟩, |Ψ2⟩ := lim
n→∞

|Ψ2(n, n)⟩. (4.5)

To see that these sequences are Cauchy, we first compute the (pre-)inner products

⟨Ψ1(n,m)|Ψ1(n′,m′)⟩ = tr(C̃βa⋆nan′C̃β)tr(C̃β′b⋆mbm′C̃β′)

= ⟨C̃β |â†n,Lân′,L|C̃β⟩⟨C̃β′ |b̂†m,Lb̂m′,L|C̃β′⟩. (4.6)
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L1 R1

|C̃β⟩

ân,L1

L2 R2

|C̃β′⟩

b̂m,L2

|Ψ1(n,m)⟩ :=

b̂m,L1
ân,L2

|Ψ2(n,m)⟩ := L1 R1 L2 R2

|C̃β′⟩

|C̃β⟩

Figure 10. The states |Ψ1(n,m)⟩, |Ψ2(n,m)⟩ defined by (4.3).

Due to the convergence of (4.2), for any ϵ > 0 there are integers n0,m0 such that for all
n, n′ > n0 and m,m′ > m0 we have

|⟨C̃β |â†n,Lân′,L|C̃β⟩ − ⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩| < ϵ,

|⟨C̃β′ |b̂†m,Lb̂m′,L|C̃β′⟩ − ⟨C̃β′ |b†b|C̃β′⟩| < ϵ. (4.7)

There is thus some n1 such that for all n,m, n′,m′ > n1 we have

∣∣∣⟨Ψ1(n,m)|Ψ1(n′,m′)⟩ − ⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩⟨C̃β |b†b|C̃β⟩
∣∣∣ < ϵ. (4.8)

The usual computation then shows that we also have

∣∣∣|Ψ1(n,m)⟩ − |Ψ1(n′,m′)⟩
∣∣∣2

= ⟨Ψ1(n,m)|Ψ1(n,m)⟩ − 2Re⟨Ψ1(n,m)|Ψ1(n′,m′)⟩ + ⟨Ψ1(n′,m′)|Ψ1(n′,m′)⟩ ≤ 4ϵ.(4.9)

In particular, the sequence {|Ψ1(n, n)⟩} is Cauchy. The argument for {|Ψ2(n, n)⟩} is identical.
It is also clear from the work above that we have the norms

⟨Ψ1|Ψ1⟩ = ⟨Ψ2|Ψ2⟩ = ⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩⟨C̃β′ |b†b|C̃β′⟩. (4.10)
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Note that it was not really necessary to take the limits along the diagonal. The above
argument also establishes the relations

|Ψ1⟩ = lim
n→∞

lim
m→∞

|Ψ1(n,m)⟩ = lim
m→∞

lim
n→∞

|Ψ1(n,m)⟩,

|Ψ2⟩ = lim
n→∞

lim
m→∞

|Ψ2(n,m)⟩ = lim
m→∞

lim
n→∞

|Ψ2(n,m)⟩, (4.11)

so that we may take these limits in any order that we like.
Having represented the states |Ψ1⟩, |Ψ2⟩ in terms of the above limits, we may use continuity

of the inner product to write ⟨Ψ1|Ψ2⟩ as a limit of inner products ⟨Ψ1(n,m)|Ψ2(n′,m′)⟩.
Moreover, we can use the above freedom to choose the order of limits to first take n, n′ → ∞
while saving the limit m,m′ → ∞ for later. Thus we write

⟨Ψ1|Ψ2⟩ := lim
m,m′→∞

lim
n,n′→∞

⟨Ψ1(n,m)|Ψ2(n′,m′)⟩

= lim
m,m′→∞

lim
n,n′→∞

tr(C̃βa⋆nbm′C̃2β′b⋆man′C̃β)

= lim
m,m′→∞

lim
n,n′→∞

⟨C̃β |â†n,Lb̂m′,L
̂̃C2β′

Lb̂
†
m,Lân′,L|C̃β⟩

= lim
m,m′→∞

⟨C̃β |a†b̂m′,L
̂̃C2β′

Lb̂
†
m,La|C̃β⟩, (4.12)

where the second line can be read off from figure 10. In addition, the final step used (4.2)
and the fact that the operators b̂m′,L, ̂̃C2β′

L, and b̂†m,L are bounded. We may then use (3.48)
(with a, b replaced first by b̂†m,La, a†b̂m′,L and then by b†a, a†b) to write

⟨Ψ1|Ψ2⟩ = lim
m,m′→∞

⟨C̃β′ |b̂†m,La
̂̃C2βLa

†b̂m′,L|C̃β′⟩

= ⟨C̃β′ |b†ẫC2βLa
†b|C̃β′⟩ = ⟨C̃β |a†b ̂̃C2β′

Lb
†a|C̃β⟩. (4.13)

Note that (4.13) is manifestly real and non-negative, as it is the norm squared of
∣∣∣∣̂̃Cβ′

Lb
†a|C̃β

〉
.

The desired Lemma now follows by applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to |Ψ1⟩, |Ψ2⟩
and using (4.10) and (4.13).

Having derived (4.1) for any β, β′ > 0, we now take supremums of both sides over
both β and β′. By (3.39), taking supβ,β′>0 on the left-hand side gives tr(a†bb†a). On the
right-hand side we simply have

sup
β,β′>0

(
⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩⟨C̃β′ |b†b|C̃β′⟩

)
=
(

sup
β>0

⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β⟩
)(

sup
β′>0

⟨C̃β′ |b†b|C̃β′⟩
)

= tr(a†a) tr(b†b), (4.14)

with the convention that if one supremum (or trace) is 0 while the other supremum (or
trace) is +∞, their product is defined as 0.

Thus for all a, b ∈ AB
L we obtain

tr(a†bb†a) ≤ tr(a†a) tr(b†b). (4.15)
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This is our trace inequality on the von Neumann algebra AB
L . If we were allowed to

cyclically permute a†bb†a inside the left trace to aa†bb†, then this would be of the form
tr(AB) ≤ tr(A)tr(B) for two positive operators A = aa†, B = bb†. Such a cyclic permutation
is not in fact allowed because the trace tr on AB

L is defined only on positive elements of AB
L .

While the operator a†bb†a is positive, the operator AB is known to be positive if and only if A
and B commute. Nevertheless, the trace inequality (4.15) will suffice for our purposes below.

Before continuing, however, we pause to note three useful corollaries of the above
argument. The first is

Corollary 1. For a ∈ AB
L with tr(a†a) finite, the limit lim

β↓0
a|C̃β⟩ converges in HB⊔B. Let us

call the limit |a⟩. Then we also have

tr(a†a) = ⟨a|a⟩. (4.16)

Proof. Note that for β′ > β we have

⟨C̃β |a†a|C̃β′⟩ =
〈
C̃β

∣∣∣∣ a†ẫCβ′−β
2 R

∣∣∣∣ C̃β′+β
2

〉
=
〈
C̃β′+β

2

∣∣∣∣ a†a ∣∣∣∣ C̃β′+β
2

〉
, (4.17)

since ̂̃Cβ′−β
2 R

commutes with any operator in the left algebra AB
L . The right-hand side

approaches a finite limit tr(a†a) as β, β′ → 0, and thus we may use steps much like those
above to find that any sequence βn → 0 defines a Cauchy sequence a|C̃βn⟩ in HB⊔B, and
that the limit is the same for all such sequences. Calling the limit |a⟩ and using (3.32) then
immediately gives (4.16).

We also have

Corollary 2. The trace tr defined by (3.31) is faithful on the von Neumann algebras AB
L

and AB
R.

Proof. Together with Lemma 4 from appendix A, the continuity axiom (Axiom 4) implies
that for any rimmed surface a ∈ Y d

LR the states âL|C̃β⟩ = |aC̃β⟩ converge in the Hilbert space
norm to |a⟩ as β → 0. Since any b ∈ AB

L is bounded, we also find b†âL|C̃β⟩ → b†|a⟩. Thus

⟨a|bb†|a⟩ = lim
β↓0

⟨C̃β |â†Lbb
†âL|C̃β⟩ = tr(â†Lbb

†âL) ≤ tr(â†LâL) tr(b†b), (4.18)

where in the last step we have used the trace inequality (4.15). It follows that if tr(bb†)
vanishes for any b, then (4.18) requires b†|a⟩ to vanish for all a ∈ Y d

LR. But b† is bounded,
and the states |a⟩ define a dense subspace of the Hilbert space, so we must have bb† = 0. This
establishes faithfulness on AB

L , and the argument on AB
L is identical.

Finally, we have

Corollary 3. Given a Hilbert space sector HB′ , the n-fold tensor product H⊗n
B′ := ⊗n

i=1HB′ =
HB′ ⊗ · · · ⊗HB′ (with n factors on the right-hand side) is naturally identified with a subspace
of the Hilbert space H⊔n

i=1B
′ := HB′⊔···⊔B′ associated with n copies of B′.
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Proof. We first prove this for n = 2. We wish to show that any |a⟩ ⊗ |b⟩ ∈ HB′ ⊗ HB′ is
naturally mapped to a state in HB′⊔B′ . Since |a⟩, |b⟩ ∈ HB′ , we can find sequences |am⟩, |bm⟩
in HB′ that converge to |a⟩, |b⟩, respectively. Using steps much like the ones used above in
showing |Ψ1(m,m)⟩ to be Cauchy, we find that |am ⊔ bm⟩ is a Cauchy sequence in HB′⊔B′ .
Moreover, its limit in HB′⊔B′ is independent of the choices for the sequences |am⟩, |bm⟩ so
long as they converge to |a⟩, |b⟩. Thus we may call this limit |a⊔ b⟩, and so we have defined a
natural map from HB′ ⊗HB′ to HB′⊔B′ by mapping |a⟩⊗ |b⟩ to |a⊔ b⟩. Moreover, this map is
linear and preserves the inner product. Therefore, it provides a natural isomorphism between
HB′ ⊗HB′ and a subspace of HB′⊔B′ . This argument clearly generalizes to all n ∈ Z+, thus
establishing this corollary.

This corollary allows us to embed H⊗n
B′ into H⊔n

i=1B
′ as a subspace. Thus, for any operator

acting on any one of the n tensor factors of HB′ , we can now also allow it to act on this
subspace of H⊔n

i=1B
′ . For the case of n = 2 and B′ = B ⊔ B, we can use this fact to write

|Ψ1⟩ from (4.5) in the form:

|Ψ1⟩ = aL1bL2

∣∣∣(C̃β)L1,R1 , (C̃β′)L2,R2

〉
, (4.19)

where we have used (4.2) and (4.3). In the limit β, β′ → 1, |Ψ1⟩ converges to |aL1,R1 , bL2,R2⟩
(called |a ⊔ b⟩ in the previous paragraph) and the inner product (4.13) becomes

⟨aL1,R1 , bL2,R2 |SL1,L2 |aL1,R1 , bL2,R2⟩ = ⟨b|aa†|b⟩ = ⟨a|bb†|a⟩. (4.20)

Note, however, that Corollary 3 states only that H⊗n
B′ = ⊗n

i=1HB′ gives a subspace of
H⊔n

i=1B
′ , allowing that H⊔n

i=1B
′ may well be strictly larger than ⊗n

i=1HB′ . This is in particular
true for the topological model of [17] without end-of-the-world branes, as well as for models
with end-of-the-world branes studied in [17] when considered in baby universe superselection
sectors where the partition function is larger than the number of flavors of such branes. As
noted in [17], this discussion is directly analogous to the considerations of [65] (see also [66]),
so the issue may be called the ‘Harlow factorization question’. When such extra states exist,
and if one wishes to insist that there be a dual formulation as a standard non-gravitating
quantum field theory (for which locality would strictly require H⊔n

i=1B
′ = ⊗n

i=1HB′), one
might wish to call this phenomenon the ‘Harlow factorization problem’.

4.2 AB
L and AB

R contain only type I factors

We can now say much more about the structure of the von Neumann algebras AB
L and AB

R

defined by a diagonal Hilbert space HB⊔B. This is the part of the paper where we have
developed enough control over our algebras, and in particular over our trace tr, to reach into
the mathematics literature and make use of powerful results (even if they are nevertheless
elementary by the standards of theorems about von Neumann algebras).

It turns out that much of the study of a von Neumann algebra A can be reduced to
the study of projections P ∈ A. Here as usual a projection is defined as an operator that
satisfies P = P † and P 2 = P . It will thus be useful to better understand the implications
of our results for such P .
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Let us in particular apply our von Neumann algebra trace inequality (4.15) to the case
a = b = P ∈ AB

L . Since a†bb†a = P 4 = P , we quickly obtain

trP ≤ (trP )2. (4.21)

Since tr is faithful, unless P is the trivial projection P = 0 we must have

trP ≥ 1. (4.22)

Thus the trace of any non-zero projection in AB
L is bounded below by 1.

Now, any von Neumann algebra A can be decomposed as the direct sum/integral of
so-called von Neumann factors Aµ which are just von Neumann algebras with trivial centers.
Furthermore, any faithful normal semifinite trace on A induces a faithful normal semifinite
trace on every factor Aµ. Since it is known that any von Neumann factor is of type I, II, or
III, and since there is no such trace on any type III factor, all factors of our AB

L must be
of type I or type II; see e.g. [61–63]. (As usual, we should in principle allow for exceptions
on sets of measure zero. However, Lemma 2 below will show that AB

L is a discrete direct
sum of factors so that no interesting such exceptions can arise.)

However, (4.22) quickly leads to a much stronger result. The crucial point is that for
any faithful normal semifinite trace on a non-trivial type II von Neumann factor, there is
decreasing family of non-zero projections Pλ with λ ∈ R+ such that tr(Pλ) → 0 as λ → 0;
see e.g. proposition 8.5.5 of [67]. But for small enough λ such Pλ clearly violate (4.22). We
thus see that AB

L must contain only type I factors. Such von Neumann algebras are said
to be of type I. This is the first key result of this paper.

Another important result from the literature is the so-called commutation theorem for
semifinite traces; see e.g. theorem 2.22 of [61–63]. This theorem states that a von Neumann
algebra A with a semifinite trace tr is the commutant of its opposite algebra Aop (A with
reversed multiplication rule) when acting on the Hilbert space H =

{
a ∈ A : tr(a†a) <∞

}
.

Here the two algebras act by left and right multiplication b̂L|a⟩ = |ba⟩ and b̂R|a⟩ = |ab⟩, and
the above notation means that a dense subspace of H is defined by operators with finite
tr(a†a), and that in this subspace we have ⟨a|a⟩ = tr(a†a) as in (4.16). This is precisely the
structure of any diagonal Hilbert space HB⊔B, on which the algebras AB

L and AB
R act as

opposites. It thus follows that AB
L and AB

R are commutants on HB⊔B. Alternately, without
using (4.16) in Corollary 1, one can check that our algebras satisfy the conditions for the
commutation theorems in [68] which again imply that AB

L and AB
R are commutants. In either

case, saying that AB
L and AB

R are commutants on HB⊔B means that AB
R consists precisely of

those bounded operators on HB⊔B that commute with all operators in AB
L , and also that AB

L

consists precisely of those bounded operators on HB⊔B that commute with all operators in AB
R .

The above observations now tell us much about the structure of a diagonal Hilbert space
sector HB⊔B . In analyzing this structure, it is useful to consider the center ZB

L of AB
L , which

is defined to the subalgebra of operators in AB
L that commute with all operators in AB

L ; i.e.,
ZB
L := {a| a ∈ AB

L , ab = ba ∀b ∈ AB
L}. In particular, any z ∈ ZB

L commutes with its adjoint
z†. This means that central operators are normal and can be diagonalized on HB⊔B. In
fact, since all elements of ZB

L commute with each other, we can simultaneously diagonalize
all operators in ZB

L on the Hilbert space HB⊔B.
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Interestingly, we can use the bound (4.22) to show that any central operator z ∈ ZB
L has

a purely discrete spectrum. For clarity, we state this as the following lemma:

Lemma 2. The spectrum of any z ∈ ZB
L is purely discrete in the sense that HB⊔B is the

closure of the linear span of all normalizable eigenstates of z.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let us take z to be self-adjoint. To establish the desired
result, let us first write HB⊔B = HD

B⊔B⊕H⊥D
B⊔B where HD

B⊔B with superscript D for “discrete
spectrum”) is the closure of the linear span of all normalizable eigenstates of z. Note that
the projection Pz0 onto normalizable states with eigenvalue z0 also defines a central element
of our von Neumann algebra AB

L . Summing over all such z0 then shows that the projection
PD onto HD

B⊔B again lies in ZB
L , so that the complementary projection P⊥

D = 1 − PD onto
H⊥D
B⊔B must lie in ZB

L as well.
Now assume that P⊥

D is not the zero operator. The semifinite property of our trace then
implies that there is some non-zero positive operator a ∈ AB

L with finite trace such that
P⊥
D − a is positive, and thus in particular for which a annihilates all states in HD

B⊔B.
Consider now the projection Pa>ϵ onto the part of the spectrum of a with eigenvalues

greater than ϵ for some ϵ > 0 and note that Pa>ϵ ∈ AB
L . Since a has finite trace and a− ϵPa>ϵ

is positive, the normality property of our trace then requires that tr(Pa>ϵ) is again finite.
Furthermore, since a is not the zero operator, the spectral theorem (say, in the form of
theorem 5.2.2 of [60]) implies that Pa>ϵ must be non-vanishing for some ϵ > 0.

It will also be useful to construct the operator zPa>ϵ. Since z commutes with Pa>ϵ, the
operator zPa>ϵ is self-adjoint and so can be diagonalized in the sense of the spectral theorem
(see again theorem 5.2.2 of [60]). Furthermore, zPa>ϵ can have no normalizable eigenvector
|ψ⟩ with non-zero eigenvalue z0 since then Pa>ϵ|ψ⟩ would be a (necessarily non-vanishing)
normalizable eigenvector of z in H⊥D

B⊔B . Let us now define λmax := ∥zPa>ϵ∥ to be the operator
norm of zPa>ϵ. Note that λmax cannot be zero since then zPa>ϵ would vanish and any
|ψ⟩ ∈ HB⊔B not annihilated by Pa>ϵ would define a normalizable eigenvector Pa>ϵ|ψ⟩ of z
in H⊥D

B⊔B with eigenvalue 0. Moreover, at least one of λmax or −λmax is a spectral value of
zPa>ϵ (see e.g. proposition 3.2.15 of [60]). Without loss of generality, we assume that λmax is
a spectral value of zPa>ϵ (if not, simply replace zPa>ϵ by −zPa>ϵ below). Then since zPa>ϵ
has no normalizable eigenvector of eigenvalue λmax, the above spectral theorem implies that
for any λ0 < λmax and any positive integer n ∈ Z+ there are real numbers λ1, λ2, . . . , λn
with λ0 < λ1 < λ2 < · · · < λn < λmax for which the projections P[λi−1,λi] onto the spectral
intervals [λi−1, λi] of zPa>ϵ are non-vanishing for i = 1, . . . n. If we choose λ0 > 0, we have
P[λ0,λmax] ≤ Pa>ϵ (as any state annihilated by Pa>ϵ must be annihilated by zPa>ϵ, and thus
also by P[λ0,λmax]). Since tr(Pa>ϵ) is finite, normality of our trace again requires tr(P[λ0,λmax])
to be finite, which yields the bound

n∑
i=1

tr(P[λi−1,λi]) ≤ tr(P[λ0,λmax]). (4.23)

But since all of these traces are positive (and, in particular, non-zero since the projections are
non-trivial), for n > tr(P[λ0,λmax]) some P[λi−1,λi] must have trace less than 1. This contradicts
the bound (4.22), so that P⊥

D must in fact vanish. Thus z has purely discrete spectrum in
the sense that HB⊔B is the closure of the linear span of all normalizable eigenstates of z.
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The analogous statement will again hold when we simultaneously diagonalize all central
operators in ZB

L . Let us denote the simultaneous eigenspaces by Hµ
B⊔B for µ in some index set

I. In particular, for each µ ∈ I there is a set of complex numbers zµ such that the states |ψ⟩ in
Hµ
B⊔B are precisely the set of states for which z|ψ⟩ = zµ|ψ⟩ for any z ∈ ZB

L . The Hilbert space
HB⊔B then decomposes as a direct sum (not a more general integral) over such eigenspaces:

HB⊔B =
⊕
µ∈I

Hµ
B⊔B. (4.24)

There is of course a corresponding resolution of the identity on HB⊔B in terms of orthogonal
projections Pµ onto Hµ

B⊔B:

1B⊔B =
⊕
µ∈I

Pµ, (4.25)

where PµPν = Pµδµν and P †
µ = Pµ.

The fact that AB
L is weakly closed means that the projections Pµ lie in AB

L , and thus in
fact also lie in the center ZB

L . As a result, the decomposition (4.24) also has an analogue
at the level of the von Neumann algebra AB

L . To see this, simply note that for each µ ∈ I
we can define a subalgebra AB

L,µ of operators of the form Pµa for a ∈ AB
L . We may thus

use the resolution of the identity (4.25) to write

AB
L =

⊕
µ∈I

AB
L,µ. (4.26)

It is also clear that each AB
L,µ annihilates any Hν

B⊔B with µ ̸= ν, and that the subalgebras
AB
L,µ are von Neumann algebras in their own right (acting on Hµ

B⊔B).
Furthermore, consider any operator zµ in the center of AB

L,µ. Then since Pµ projects
the full von Neumann algebra onto AB

L,µ, the operator Pµzµ will commute with all a in the
full von Neumann algebra AB

L and thus lies in the original center. But we have already
diagonalized all operators in the center of AB

L . So, on the subspace Hµ
B⊔B, the operator

Pµzµ must act as a multiple of the identity 1µ. But on Hµ
B⊔B the operator Pµ is already

proportional to 1µ (with non-zero coefficient), so this must be true of our zµ as well. It
follows that each AB

L,µ is a von Neumann algebra with trivial center.
A von Neumann algebra with trivial center is known as a von Neumann factor. Such

factors can be classified as being of type I, II, or III, and our arguments above showed
that each AB

L,µ must be of type I.
There is, of course, also a corresponding decomposition of AB

R . In fact, since AB
L and AB

R

are commutants of each other, their central subalgebras must define the same set of operators
on HB⊔B ; i.e., any operator on HB⊔B that lies in the center of AB

L must also lie in the center
of AB

R. The decomposition of AB
R into AB

R,µ thus uses precisely the same index set I, and
it is associated with the identical decomposition of the Hilbert space (4.24). Furthermore,
the subalgebras AB

L,µ, AB
R,µ are both type I von Neumann factors that are commutants of

each other on the corresponding Hilbert space Hµ
B⊔B.

Now, it is also known that any type I von Neumann factor is isomorphic to the algebra
B(H) of all bounded operators on some Hilbert space H. Since this is true of both AB

L,µ

– 36 –



J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3

and AB
R,µ, the fact that these two algebras are commutants on Hµ

B⊔B can be used to show
that this Hilbert space admits a factorization

Hµ
B⊔B = Hµ

B⊔B,L ⊗Hµ
B⊔B,R, (4.27)

such that the action of every a ∈ AB
L,µ on (4.27) is of the form aL ⊗ 1µ,R, where 1µ,R is the

identity on Hµ
B⊔B,R. Furthermore, any bounded operator on (4.27) of the form aL⊗ 1µ,R is a

member of AB
L,µ. The operators a ∈ AB

R,µ on (4.27) are analogously the set of operators of the
form 1µ,L ⊗ aR. Since we can extend (3.3) to show that † defines an anti-linear isomorphism
between AB

L,µ and AB
R,µ, it follows that the Hilbert space factor Hµ

B⊔B,L is similarly isomorphic
to Hµ

B⊔B,R. Nevertheless, we maintain the labels L,R for clarity below.
This is precisely the structure advertised in the introduction. In particular, by restricting

it to HB⊔B , any density matrix on the quantum gravity Hilbert space clearly defines a density
matrix ρB⊔B on the sector HB⊔B . For convenience, let us suppose that ρB⊔B is normalized in
the sense that it gives an expectation value of 1 for the identity on HB⊔B . This is equivalent
to saying that the standard Hilbert space trace of ρB⊔B (defined by summing diagonal matrix
elements of ρB⊔B over an orthonormal basis of the Hilbert space HB⊔B) yields 1. This ρB⊔B
then defines density matrices ρµ for which

pµρ
µ := PµρB⊔BPµ, (4.28)

where the pµ are probabilities given by the expectation values of the operators Pµ in the
state ρB⊔B and the ρµ are normalized density matrices on Hµ

B⊔B.
The key point is that each such ρµ now induces normalized density matrices ρµL, ρ

µ
R on

the Hilbert space factors Hµ
B⊔B,L,H

µ
B⊔B,R. If one thinks of density matrices as positive linear

functionals on the algebra of observables then ρµL, ρ
µ
R are the restrictions of ρµ to the left

and right von Neumann algebras AB
L,µ, AB

R,µ. But one may equivalently think of ρµL as the
trace of ρµ over Hµ

B⊔B,R, and ρµR is similarly the trace of ρµ over Hµ
B⊔B,L.

This structure will allow us to discuss entropies in what one might call “standard physics
terms” in section 4.4 below. However, it will simplify our discussion of entropies if we first
make a brief digression (section 4.3) in order to more carefully analyze the normalization
of the trace tr.

4.3 The normalization of tr

We saw in section 4.2 that the von Neumann algebra AB
L defined by a diagonal Hilbert

space sector HB⊔B can be written in terms of type I von Neumann factors AB
L,µ. Since

the operators in AB
L,µ are just operators in AB

L of the form Pµa, the trace tr on AB
L is also

defined on positive operators in AB
L,µ.

However, as noted above, our AB
L,µ can be thought of as the algebra of all bounded

operators on the Hilbert space factor Hµ
B⊔B,L. Faithful, normal, semifinite traces on such

algebras are known to be unique up to an overall normalization constant. In particular, there
must be real numbers Cµ > 0 such that for all positive a ∈ AB

L,µ we have

Cµtr(a) = Trµ(a) :=
∑
i

L⟨i|a|i⟩L, (4.29)
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where |i⟩L is a (discrete) orthonormal basis14 for Hµ
B⊔B,L, and where the right-hand side defines

the operation Trµ on our von Neumann algebra. Similarly, for all positive a ∈ AB
R,µ we have

Cµtr(a) = Trµ(a) :=
∑
i

R⟨i|a|i⟩R, (4.30)

where |i⟩R is a (discrete) orthonormal basis for Hµ
B⊔B,R. In particular, since the left and

right algebras and Hilbert spaces are isomorphic, and since the trace on positive operators
is invariant under this isomorphism (i.e., the trace on the right algebra acts in just the
same way as the trace on the left algebra), the constants Cµ in (4.29) are identical to the
constants Cµ in (4.30).

The trace inequality (4.15) can be seen to constrain the values of the constants Cµ. In
particular, let P be a one-dimensional projection onto a state in Hµ

B⊔B,L. Then Trµ(P ) = 1,
so tr(P ) = 1/Cµ. But we saw in section 4.2 that any non-zero projection must have tr(P ) ≥ 1.
Thus we see that the constants Cµ satisfy

Cµ ≤ 1, ∀µ. (4.31)

However, there are also further constraints on the constants Cµ. To see this, recall that
section 4.1 derived the trace inequality implying (4.31) by considering a standard consequence
(the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality) of positivity of the inner product on the Hilbert space
sector HB⊔B⊔B⊔B associated with 4 copies of the boundary B. It is thus natural to ask if
further information about the Cµ can be obtained by considering Hilbert spaces associated
with even more copies of B.

This turns out to be the case. To proceed, note that by Corollaries 1 and 3 from
section 4.1, for any allowed B and any operators a1, . . . , an ∈ AB

L with finite tr(a†iai) there is
a state that we may call |a1, . . . , an⟩ in the Hilbert space H⊔2n

i=1B
associated with n copies of

the boundary B ⊔B. Furthermore, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality used to derive the trace
inequality (4.15) follows in the standard way from positivity of the norm squared of the state
|aL1,R1 , bL2,R2⟩ − |aL2,R1 , bL1,R2⟩ in H⊔2n

i=1B
with n = 2. One would thus like to investigate

the positivity of analogous totally anti-symmetric combinations of states for general n.
For simplicity, we do so here only for the simple case when all operators a1, . . . , an agree

and where they are equal to a finite-dimensional projection P . In particular, we will establish
the following lemma which strengthens the bound (4.22):

Lemma 3. For any non-zero finite-dimensional projection P ∈ AB
L , the trace tr(P ) is a

positive integer.

Proof. To begin, recall that our trace is normal and semifinite. These properties imply
that for any non-zero positive operator (and thus any non-zero projection P ) there is some
non-zero positive operator Q with P −Q positive such that Q has finite non-zero trace. In
particular, for any one-dimensional projection P on a Hilbert space, any Q with P − Q

positive must annihilate states orthogonal to the image of P . As a result, Q = αP for some
14Such a basis exists for any Hilbert space; see e.g. [46]. Thus, even at this point, we have had no need to

assume that any of our Hilbert spaces are separable, though in any physical context it would be natural to
assume that this is the case, especially in each subsector Hµ

B⊔B .
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real number α with 1 ≥ α > 0. As a result, tr(P ) = α−1tr(Q) must be finite, showing that
any one-dimensional projection does indeed have a finite trace. The same is then necessarily
true for any finite-dimensional projection P by linearity.

It is then useful to define the notation

|P⊗n⟩ := |PL1R1 , . . . , PLnRn⟩. (4.32)

For any permutation π on n labels we may also define the (left) n-boundary swap operator
SLπ which acts on H⊔2n

i=1B
by permuting the labels of the n left boundaries as dictated by π.

We then wish to consider the norm of the state

|P∧n⟩ :=
∑
π

(−1)πSLπ |P⊗n⟩, (4.33)

where the sum is over all n-object permutations and (−1)π is +1 (−1) for even (odd)
permutations π.

To compute this norm, it will be useful to write (4.33) in the form

|P∧n⟩ =
n∑
i=1

(−1)δi,1−1SL1,Li

∣∣∣PL1,R1 , P
∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

〉
(4.34)

where δi,1 is a Kronecker δ symbol and, in analogy with section 4.1, we have defined the
operators SL1,Li that swap the labels on the 1st and ith left boundaries (so that, in particular,
SL1,L1 is the identity). The norm-squared of (4.34) is

⟨P∧n|P∧n⟩ =
n∑

i,j=1
(−1)δi,1+δj,1

〈
PL1,R1 , P

∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

∣∣∣SL1,LiSL1,Lj

∣∣∣PL1,R1 , P
∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

〉
= n⟨P |P ⟩⟨P∧(n−1)|P∧(n−1)⟩ − n(n− 1)⟨P∧(n−1)|P∧(n−1)⟩

= n
(
⟨P |P ⟩ − (n− 1)

)
⟨P∧(n−1)|P∧(n−1)⟩, (4.35)

where we pass from the first to the second line by using that, when i, j, and 1 are all distinct,
we may write 〈

PL1,R1 , P
∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

∣∣∣SL1,LiSL1,Lj

∣∣∣PL1,R1 , P
∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

〉
=
〈
PL1,R1 , P

∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

∣∣∣SLi,LjSL1,Li

∣∣∣PL1,R1 , P
∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

〉
= −

〈
PL1,R1 , P

∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

∣∣∣SL1,Li

∣∣∣PL1,R1 , P
∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

〉
= −

〈
P

∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

∣∣∣PLiP
†
Li

∣∣∣P∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

〉
= −

〈
P

∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

∣∣∣P∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

〉
= −⟨P∧(n−1)|P∧(n−1)⟩. (4.36)

Here in going to the 3rd line, we used that
∣∣∣P∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

〉
is odd under SLi,Lj when i ̸= j.

The 4th line then follows from a derivation similar to how we derived (4.20); see again
figure 10. In particular, the swap operator SL1,Li on the 3rd line effectively pulls the PL1,R1

in the bra and ket into the middle of the 4th line, where they now act at Li. In going to the
5th line, we used that

∣∣∣P∧(n−1)
L2,R2,...,Ln,Rn

〉
is invariant under any P †

Li
= PLi since P 2 = P .
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Now (4.35) must be non-negative. But ⟨P∧(n−1)|P∧(n−1)⟩ is also non-negative. Therefore,
for any n ∈ Z+ with n > 1, unless |P∧(n−1)⟩ = 0, we must have

n− 1 ≤ ⟨P |P ⟩ = tr(P 2) = tr(P ). (4.37)

But finiteness of tr(P ) means that (4.37) must fail for some n.
The above argument then requires the state |P∧(n−1)⟩ to vanish for such n. On the other

hand, (4.35) also calculates the norm of |P∧n⟩ recursively in terms of the norms of the states
|P∧m⟩ with m < n. We thus see that this norm can vanish only if tr(P ) = tr(P 2) = ⟨P |P ⟩
is a non-negative integer, so that the trace of any non-zero finite-dimensional projection P

must be some positive integer n.

We may now apply Lemma 3 to a one-dimensional projection P onto a state in some
Hµ
B⊔B,L. Writing tr(P ) = n, we then have

1 = Trµ(P ) = Cµtr(P ) = nCµ, (4.38)

which requires each constant Cµ to be of the form

C−1
µ = nµ ∈ Z+. (4.39)

The quantization condition (4.39) allows us to give a particularly nice physical and
mathematical description of our trace tr. For n ∈ Z+, let us introduce the n-dimensional
Hilbert spaces Hn. We may then define the extended Hilbert space factors

H̃µ
B⊔B,L := Hµ

B⊔B,L ⊗Hnµ ,

H̃µ
B⊔B,R := Hµ

B⊔B,R ⊗Hnµ , (4.40)

and the modified summed Hilbert space

H̃B⊔B :=
⊕
µ∈I

(
H̃µ
B⊔B,L ⊗ H̃µ

B⊔B,R

)
. (4.41)

Let us also define the trace T̃rµ on the algebra B
(
H̃µ
B⊔B,L

)
of bounded operators on H̃µ

B⊔B,L
by the standard Hilbert space sum

T̃rµ(ã) :=
∑
ĩ

L⟨̃i|ã|̃i⟩L (4.42)

in terms of an orthonormal basis |̃i⟩L of H̃µ
B⊔B,L for any ã ∈ B

(
H̃µ
B⊔B,L

)
. Then any a ∈ AB

L,µ

defines an operator

ã :=
(
a⊗ 1nµ

)
(4.43)

on H̃µ
B⊔B,L = Hµ

B⊔B,L ⊗ Hnµ and satisfies the relation

tr(a) = T̃rµ(ã) =
∑
ĩ

L⟨̃i|ã|̃i⟩L. (4.44)
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Furthermore, the operators ã again define a faithful representation of AB
L,µ on H̃µ

B⊔B,L. We
have thus found a representation of our trace tr in terms of a standard Hilbert space sum
over diagonal matrix elements.15 Physically, one might say that our trace tr gives the Hilbert
space trace in a context where there are ‘hidden sectors’ Hnµ on which operators in AB

L,µ

act as the identity.
We now make a final further comment by again using Corollary 3. In particular, let us

consider the tensor product HB ⊗HB of two Hilbert spaces that are each associated with a
single copy of B. Corollary 3 then guarantees that HB ⊗HB is a subspace of the Hilbert
space HB⊔B associated with two copies of B. Furthermore, it is clear that any a ∈ AB

L must
act on this space as some aL ⊗ 1HB

, and analogously for elements of AB
R. As a result, this

HB ⊗HB must be one of the terms Hµ
B⊔B = Hµ

B⊔B,L ⊗Hµ
B⊔B,R in the decomposition (4.24).

Let us denote this term by µ = ⊗. Then in particular we have

H⊗
B⊔B,L = HB, and H⊗

B⊔B,R = HB. (4.45)

Assuming that HB is not empty, this observation will also tell us that the trace nor-
malization factor C⊗ = 1/n⊗ associated with this subspace must be 1. To see this, consider
any a ∈ Y d

B (associated with just one copy of B) that is not in the null space NB. This
a of course defines a non-zero state |a⟩ ∈ HB. For convenience, let us normalize a so that
⟨a|a⟩ = 1. From this a we can of course construct a ⊔ a∗ ∈ Y d

B ⊗ Y d
B ⊂ Y d

B⊔B, which then
defines an operator P̂a,L := (̂a ⊔ a∗)L ∈ ÂB⊔B

L . We use the notation P̂a,L because a short
computation (see figure 11) yields

P̂ †
a,L = P̂a,L, and P̂ 2

a,L = P̂a,L, (4.46)

showing that it is a projection. We also find

P̂a,L (|c⟩ ⊗ |d⟩) = (⟨a|c⟩) (|a⟩ ⊗ |d⟩) , ∀|c⟩ ⊗ |d⟩ ∈ HB ⊗HB. (4.47)

Furthermore, it is clear that for any b ∈ Y d
B⊔B (with two B-boundaries), the state P̂a,L|b⟩ =

|a⟩ ⊗ bt|a∗⟩ lies in H⊗
B⊔B = HB ⊗ HB; see again figure 11. Self-adjointness then requires

that P̂a,L annihilate the orthogonal complement of H⊗
B⊔B. In particular, we see that any

such operator is of the form

P̂a,L = (|a⟩⟨a| ⊗ 1HB
)P⊗, (4.48)

where P⊗ is the projection onto the product sector H⊗
B⊔B = HB ⊗HB in (4.24). As a result,

the trace operation Tr⊗ defined by H⊗
B⊔B,L = HB is well-defined on P̂a,L and we find

Tr⊗(P̂a,L) = ⟨a|a⟩ = tr(P̂a,L), (4.49)

where the last step is again apparent from figure 11. We must thus also have C⊗ = 1 = n⊗
as claimed above.

15We have done this here separately for each µ, but we are free to combine the operations Trµ by summing
over µ. This will be discussed further in section 4.4.
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P̂a,L = = P̂ †
a,L

⟨a||a⟩

P̂ 2
a,L = ⟨a||a⟩ |a⟩ ⟨a| = ⟨a||a⟩ = P̂a,L

For |b⟩ = , P̂a,L|b⟩ =× × ×
L R

|a⟩

|a∗⟩

bt

×

× ×

⊗

Figure 11. Consider any a ∈ Y dB (associated with the ‘one-boundary’ state |a⟩) that is normalized
so that ⟨a|a⟩ = 1. The operator P̂a,L is a projection since it is manifestly self-adjoint (top line) and
squares to itself (second line). Furthermore, for any |b⟩ ∈ HB⊔B (not necessarily in HB ⊗HB), we
have P̂a,L|b⟩ = |a⟩ ⊗ bt|a∗⟩ (bottom line). Thus P̂a,L|b⟩ clearly lies in HB ⊗HB .

4.4 Hidden sectors and entropy from algebras

As noted above, the extended Hilbert space H̃B⊔B is mathematically useful. We now turn
to the question of whether this space may be physically useful as well.

To do so, let us suppose for the moment that the B ⊔B sector of the physical Hilbert
space of our quantum gravity theory were actually of the form (4.41), and in particular
that it contained factors Hnµ in some H̃µ

B⊔B such that all of the operators defined by our
path integral act trivially on these Hnµ . Note that we suppose this to be true not only for
operators in our algebras AB

L and AB
R, but also for any operator on HB⊔B defined by any

surface in Y d
B⊔B⊔B⊔B (i.e., defined by any surface that has four B-boundaries), and in fact

even for operators defined by surfaces in Y d
B⊔B⊔B̃ for general B̃ that map HB⊔B to other

sectors of the Hilbert space. So long as these are the only observables to which we have
access, we will never know that such ‘hidden sectors’ actually exist. Furthermore, none of
our observables would be able to change the parts of the state associated with such hidden
sectors no matter how hard we might try.

Indeed, let us suppose that for each µ ∈ I (i.e., for each term Hµ
B⊔B in the decomposi-

tion (4.24)) there is a preferred (normalized) maximally entangled state |χµ⟩ ∈ Hnµ ⊗Hnµ .
We can use such states to map any state |ψ⟩ ∈ HB⊔B isometrically to the state

|ψ̃⟩ :=
⊕
µ∈I

(|χµ⟩ ⊗ Pµ|ψ⟩) ∈ H̃B⊔B. (4.50)

This is the relation that arises when our original HB⊔B defines a code subspace of H̃B⊔B for a
quantum error correcting code16 with two-sided recovery associated with the algebras AB

L and
16More precisely, it is a sum of such codes, since even our ‘physical Hilbert space’ H̃B⊔B does not necessarily

factorize, but is only required to be a direct sum of such factors.
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AB
R [31]. In particular, if we call the above isometric embedding χ : HB⊔B → H̃B⊔B, then χ

can be used to translate operators on HB⊔B into operators that act on the image of χ in H̃B⊔B .
The insertion of the maximally entangled state |χµ⟩ will clearly lead to differences in

quantitative measures of left-right entanglement as defined by the Hilbert spaces HB⊔B and
H̃B⊔B . The two descriptions of the Hilbert space thus also clearly lead to different notions of
entropy. This is in particular familiar from the discussion of [31]. Our setting here is slightly
more general than that of [31] (see again footnote 16), so we will postpone writing detailed
formulas until we define further notation and terminology.

In the theory of von Neumann algebras one can introduce a notion of entropy whenever
one has a faithful normal semifinite trace tr on (positive elements of) a von Neumann algebra
A. For positive a ∈ A with tr(a) = 1, one may attempt to define

SvN (a) := tr(−a ln a). (4.51)

Since a is a positive bounded (and thus self-adjoint) operator on some Hilbert space, the
operator a ln a can be defined using the spectral representation of a, and since it is bounded,
it must also lie in A. In a truly general von Neumann algebra the operator −a ln a need
not be positive, which means that (4.51) is not obviously well-defined for all such positive a.
But (4.15) and (4.16) imply that the operator norm ∥a∥ of a is bounded by

√
tr(a†a) =

√
tr(a2)

which is in turn bounded by
√

(tr a)2 = 1, so in our context −a ln a is positive and (4.51)
is well-defined so long as we allow it to take the value +∞.

On the other hand, in physics we typically wish to discuss entropies defined by states,
which in the present context we take to mean (normalized) pure states |ψ⟩ in some Hilbert
space H. The connection to the above entropy for positive elements of a von Neumann
algebra A acting on H is of course through the concept of a density matrix which, in the
general context, is more properly called a density operator. The point is that any physics
encoded in |ψ⟩ that can be extracted using observables in A is described by the expectation
values ⟨ψ|a|ψ⟩ for a ∈ A. In particular, since A is closed under the product operation, this
includes all possible correlation functions (which are described by the case a = a1a2 . . . an).
In fact, since any a can be written in terms of its self-adjoint and anti-self-adjoint parts, and
since self-adjoint operators can be written in a standard spectral representation in terms of
projections onto their spectral intervals, it suffices to know ⟨ψ|a|ψ⟩ for all projections a ∈ A.
We will be slightly more general than this below, but it will still be useful to henceforth
restrict discussion of such expectation values to positive operators a ∈ A.

Suppose now that we are given a (faithful normal semifinite) trace tr on A. For the
purposes of computing such expectation values, we can replace |ψ⟩ with a density operator
ρψ ∈ A if we can find a positive ρψ such that for all positive a ∈ A we have

⟨ψ|a|ψ⟩ = tr
(
ρ

1/2
ψ aρ

1/2
ψ

)
, (4.52)

where the positive square root ρ1/2
ψ of the positive operator ρψ can as usual be defined using

a spectral decomposition. In familiar physics contexts the cyclic property of the trace would
be used to write the right-hand side as tr(ρψa), but our trace does not allow this since it
is defined only on positive operators and ρψa need not be positive. When such a ρψ exists,
we can use (4.51) to define an entropy on A for the state |ψ⟩ ∈ H.

Let us now apply this discussion to states |ψ⟩ in one of our diagonal Hilbert space sectors
HB⊔B. Then we in fact have three potentially useful notions of traces on e.g. AB

L . The first
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is the trace tr defined by (3.31). The second is defined by the collection of Hilbert space
traces Trµ. Here we make use of the fact that the decomposition of (4.26) of AB

L in terms
of factors allows us to analogously decompose any a ∈ AB

L as a = ⊕µ∈I aµ. We may thus
define a trace on AB

L by simply summing the traces Trµ over µ, writing

Tr(a) :=
∑
µ∈I

Trµ(aµ). (4.53)

We could also have chosen to insert some additional positive coefficient f(µ) that changes
the weights assigned to each µ in (4.53), but we have explicitly chosen not to do so in
defining Tr. However, our third trace T̃r is equivalent to such a reweighting of (4.53) and
is defined by the expression

T̃r(a) :=
∑
µ∈I

T̃rµ(aµ) =
∑
µ∈I

nµ Trµ(aµ), (4.54)

where the nµ are the positive integers defined in section 4.3. As noted in that section, for any
aµ we in fact have tr(aµ) = T̃rµ(aµ), which by the linearity of tr means that our first trace tr
is identical on AB

L to our third trace T̃r. Nevertheless, it will be useful to continue to use
both symbols tr and T̃r below to allow us to emphasize different conceptual points of view.

Now, given a normalized state |ψ⟩ ∈ HB⊔B , we can use (4.24) to write |ψ⟩ =
∑
µ∈I |ψµ⟩

with |ψµ⟩ ∈ Hµ
B⊔B. Then for any a ∈ AB

L we have

⟨ψ|a|ψ⟩ =
∑
µ∈I

⟨ψµ|a|ψµ⟩. (4.55)

Let us now ask whether we can construct a density operator ρψ such that the expectation
values (4.55) are reproduced using the Tr operation through

⟨ψ|a|ψ⟩ = Tr
(
ρ

1/2
ψ aρ

1/2
ψ

)
. (4.56)

Working in any given µ-sector, the factorization of the Hilbert space Hµ
B⊔B into Hµ

B⊔B,L and
Hµ
B⊔B,R, and the fact that AB

L,µ is precisely the algebra of bounded operators on Hµ
B⊔B,L,

mean that we can do this via the usual computation that considers the operator |ψµ⟩⟨ψµ|
on Hµ

B⊔B and then traces over Hµ
B⊔B,R; i.e., we can define ρµψ as an operator on Hµ

B⊔B,L by
giving a formula for its matrix elements between states |α⟩L and |β⟩L in Hµ

B⊔B,L. To do so,
it will be useful to introduce an orthonormal basis |i⟩R for Hµ

B⊔B,R, and to use the notation

|α, i⟩LR := |α⟩L ⊗ |i⟩R (4.57)

for the tensor product of any |α⟩L ∈ Hµ
B⊔B,L and the basis state |i⟩R. We will also introduce

pµ = ⟨ψµ|ψµ⟩. Working in those µ sectors where pµ ̸= 0, we take the matrix elements of
ρµψ between the above states to be

L⟨α|ρµψ|β⟩L := (pµ)−1∑
i

LR⟨α, i|ψµ⟩⟨ψµ|β, i⟩LR. (4.58)

Normalizability of |ψµ⟩ implies this sum to converge, and ρµψ is positive since its expectation
value in any state is given by setting α = β in (4.58), in which case the right-hand side is a
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sum of non-negative terms. We also clearly have Trµ(ρµψ) = 1, so ρµψ is bounded. Defining

ρψ =
⊕
µ∈I

(
pµ ρ

µ
ψ

)
(4.59)

then yields (4.56) in the usual way as desired.
The above construction of ρψ ∈ AB

L using the Hilbert space trace Tr may seem natural.
But one can of course repeat precisely the same construction using the state |ψ̃⟩ = χ|ψ⟩
in the enlarged Hilbert space H̃B⊔B that includes the hidden sectors Hnµ . In this case we
use the trace T̃r to write the final result in the form

⟨ψ|a|ψ⟩ = T̃r(ρ̃1/2
ψ aρ̃

1/2
ψ ), (4.60)

where ρ̃ψ = ⊕µ∈I
(
pµ ρ̃

µ
ψ

)
for ρ̃µψ defined by

L⟨α̃|ρ̃µψ|β̃⟩L := (pµ)−1∑
ĩ

LR⟨α̃, ĩ|ψ̃µ⟩⟨ψ̃µ|β̃, ĩ⟩LR, (4.61)

where |α̃⟩L, |β̃⟩L are states in H̃µ
B⊔B,L, the states |̃i⟩R form an orthonormal basis for H̃µ

B⊔B,R,
and |ψ̃µ⟩ is a state in H̃µ

B⊔B defined by the decomposition |ψ̃⟩ =
∑
µ∈I |ψ̃µ⟩. In analogy with

our previous notation, we have defined |α̃, ĩ⟩LR := |α̃⟩L ⊗ |̃i⟩R. Furthermore, we emphasize
that the probabilities

pµ = ⟨ψ̃µ|ψ̃µ⟩ = ⟨ψµ|ψµ⟩ (4.62)

are identical to those used in (4.58) due to the fact that our map χ : HB⊔B → H̃B⊔B is
an isometry.

Comparing (4.56) and (4.60), and recalling that the traces Tr and T̃r do not agree, we
find that despite — and one might even say, because of — agreement between the left-hand
sides of (4.56) and (4.60), the density operators ρψ and ρ̃ψ will generally represent distinct
elements of AB

L . As a result, using ρψ and Tr to define the entropy of |ψ⟩ via (4.51) generally
leads to different results than using ρ̃ψ and T̃r. We emphasize here that while the definition
of ρ̃ψ used the state |ψ̃⟩ as an intermediate step, this |ψ̃⟩ was constructed from |ψ⟩ using the
isometric embedding χ, so ρ̃ψ is still uniquely determined by the original state |ψ⟩.

Of course, since T̃r and tr are identical functions on AB
L , we may choose to write (4.60)

in the form

⟨ψ|a|ψ⟩ = tr(ρ̃1/2
ψ aρ̃

1/2
ψ ). (4.63)

We may correspondingly use (4.51) with the path integral trace tr to define a notion of von
Neumann entropy SLvN associated with the left algebra AB

L for general (normalized) states
|ψ⟩ ∈ HB⊔B. We may also perform the standard computation to relate the total entropy
to the average of entropies in each µ-sector:

SLvN (ψ) = tr(−ρ̃ψ ln ρ̃ψ) =
∑
µ∈I

pµ tr(−ρ̃µψ ln ρ̃µψ) −
∑
µ∈I

pµ ln pµ. (4.64)
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×

×
a

ψ

ψ⋆

Figure 12. When a and ψ are both simple two-boundary surfaces, the path integral shown computes
both tr(ψ⋆aψ) and ⟨ψ|a|ψ⟩. For such a, ψ, this shows that ρ̃ψ = (̂ψψ⋆)L satisfies (4.63) since the
former also agrees with tr(ρ̃1/2

ψ aρ̃
1/2
ψ ).

Here the superscript L emphasizes that while the state |ψ⟩ is pure, we are considering a
notion of entropy associated only with the left algebra AB

L .
The important points of our discussion above are that there is a ρ̃ψ that for a ∈ AB

L

correctly computes expectation values in the original state |ψ⟩, and that (4.64) can be
represented as a standard entropy defined by ‘tracing out the right tensor factor’ of each
µ-sector of the Hilbert space H̃B⊔B. Again, the Hilbert space H̃B⊔B is not a tensor product
of Hilbert spaces, though it could be written as a direct sum of such spaces so that the full
density matrix ρ̃ψ is defined by a direct sum over the ρ̃µψ. As a result, there is a natural
‘entropy of mixing’ contribution given by the last term on the right-hand side of (4.64).

Having defined the entropy SLvN for general states |ψ⟩, we would now like to discuss this
entropy in a theory that admits a bulk semiclassical limit described by a familiar theory
of gravity (say, Einstein-Hilbert or Jackiw-Teitelboim plus perturbative corrections). In
general, such a limit will give a good description only of appropriately semiclassical states |ψ⟩.
With this as motivation, let us thus consider a normalized |ψ⟩ defined by the path integral
with boundary conditions given by some single smooth source-manifold-with-boundary ψ

in the sense that it is an element of Y d
B⊔B multiplied by a normalization constant to ensure

⟨ψ|ψ⟩ = 1. We can of course easily extend the analysis to the case of finite linear combinations
described by Y d

B⊔B so long as the number of terms and the coefficients remain fixed in the
desired semi-classical limit, but we expect general states |ψ⟩ to be more difficult to study
using semiclassical techniques.

When |ψ⟩ is defined by such a boundary-source-manifold ψ, we can use (4.63) to show
that ρ̃ψ is the operator in AB

L defined by the boundary-source-manifold ψψ⋆. In ÂL we might
call this operator (̂ψψ⋆)L, though we will refer to it below as simply ψψ† since we wish to
regard it as a member of AB

L . This identification will not be a surprise to most readers,
as when a ∈ Y d

B⊔B the argument in figure 12 establishes (4.63). However, for completeness
we define ρ̃ψ := ψψ† and present the following more general argument that holds for any
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ψ

Figure 13. The manifolds M([ψψ⋆]n) that define path integrals computing tr(ρ̃nψ) are constructed
by cyclically gluing together n alternating copies of ψ and ψ⋆. The case shown here has n = 3.

positive a ∈ AB
L (which we write in the form a = bb†):

tr
(
ρ̃

1/2
ψ bb†ρ̃

1/2
ψ

)
= tr

(
b†ρ̃ψb

)
= tr

(
b†ψ̂Lψ̂⋆Lb

)
= tr

(
ψ̂⋆Lbb

†ψ̂L
)

= lim
β↓0

⟨C̃β |ψ̂⋆Lbb†ψ̂L|C̃β⟩

= lim
β↓0

⟨ψC̃β |bb†|ψC̃β⟩

= ⟨ψ|bb†|ψ⟩. (4.65)

In this argument, the 1st and 3rd steps use cyclicity of the trace (3.55) on the von Neumann
algebra, the 4th step uses (3.32), and the final step uses the facts that the states |ψC̃β⟩ =̂̃CβR|ψ⟩ converge to |ψ⟩ (according to Lemma 4 and Corollary 4 of appendix A) and that
the operator bb† is bounded. Comparing the beginning and end of (4.65) shows that ρ̃ψ
satisfies (4.63) as desired, and thus that it is the correct density operator for the state |ψ⟩.

The important consequence of this observation is that for all n ∈ Z+ we may also write

tr(ρ̃nψ) = ζ (M([ψψ⋆]n)) , (4.66)

where (ψψ⋆)n is just the product (say, using the left product ·L) of n copies of ψψ⋆. In this
form we see that the traces on the left-hand side of (4.66) are computed by applying what
may be called the ‘gravitational replica trick’ to ψψ⋆; see figure 13.

As a result, if such path integrals admit an appropriate semiclassical limit described by
saddles of either Einstein-Hilbert or Jackiw-Teitelboim gravity with perturbative corrections,
then we may argue as in [5] that in this limit the von Neumann entropy (4.64) is given by
the Ryu-Takayanagi entropy A[γ]/4G, where γ is the minimal surface homologous to the left
B in the bulk saddle that dominates the path integral defined by M(ψψ⋆). This limiting
result then receives perturbative corrections from quantum effects in the bulk as described
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in [7, 14, 41], and from higher derivatives terms in the classical action as described in [42–44].
This representation of the Ryu-Takayanagi entropy as the semiclassical limit of an entropy
defined by standard Hilbert space operations on H̃B⊔B is the second key result of this work.

5 Examples

Let us now discuss examples of theories that satisfy the axioms of section 2.2 and which
illustrate the above results. A large class of examples is provided by boundary CFTs via
the AdS/CFT correspondence; in this context, the CFT partition function provides a ζ(M)
that satisfies all our axioms. However, ζ(M) defined in this way is generally not written
directly in the language of bulk gravitational variables. Thus below we will discuss examples
in which ζ(M) is defined directly in the bulk. We will focus on models that are known to
exist, which means in practice that they must be extremely simple. We will thus consider only
two-dimensional bulk systems,17 defined either by the topological model of [17] (see section 5.1
below) or by an appropriate completion of Jackiw-Teitelboim (JT) gravity (see section 5.2),
perhaps coupled to end-of-the-world (EOW) branes or matter defined by some quantum field
theory (or by some proxy for such a QFT; see section 5.3). This discussion will be brief, but
it illustrates how the decomposition (4.24) and the associated hidden-sector dimensions nµ
can be non-trivial, as well as what the implications might be for understanding semiclassical
entropy computations. For such models it will be useful to note that any codimension-2
boundary B is a zero-dimensional manifold, which means that it is a discrete collection of
points. We will focus on the case where this collection is finite so that the number of points
is some m ∈ Z+ which we will call ‘the number of boundaries’.

An important point, however, is that taking a strict semiclassical limit of such models
generally leads to algebras that are not of type I, or at least that contain continuous spectra
for central operators. This indicates that there is some sense in which one can take a class of
models that satisfy our axioms for finite values of their couplings and, by taking an appropriate
limit, one can nevertheless arrive at models which violate our axioms. The nature of such
limits and the manner in which they violate our axioms will be discussed in section 5.4.

5.1 2d topological gravity

Let us begin with the topological gravity model of [17], first without EOW-branes. Here the
allowed closed source manifolds are disjoint unions of circles, and the topological nature of
the model means that the path integral depends on the number of circles but is completely
independent of their lengths. The associated source-manifolds-with-boundary are thus unions
of line segments. In particular, they always have an even number of boundary points so
that the m-boundary sectors with m odd are all empty. This is in particular true for the
one-boundary Hilbert space (m = 1). Thus, if we use B to denote a single point, then HB = ∅
and, as a consequence, the product sector H⊗

B⊔B = HB ⊗HB is empty as well.
It is important to recall that the framework described above applies separately to each

baby universe superselection sector of such models. Recall that for any such α- sector, there
17It is worth noting that the toy models studied in [38] can be viewed as three-dimensional bulk examples

where ζ(M) is defined by a Chern-Simons theory (suitably gauged) and satisfies our axioms.
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is exactly one state in the two-boundary sector HB⊔B. This is the state defined by taking
the path integral boundary conditions to be given by a line segment. This state plays a
role similar to the cylinders Cβ discussed above for higher dimensions, so we will denote the
line-segment state of this topological model as simply |C⟩. Since the model is topological,
changing the length of the line segment does not affect the state. And since there are no
matter fields in the model, all line segments of a given length are diffeomorphic to each other.
However the norm ⟨C|C⟩ depends on the choice of α-sector, and in fact turns out to fully
characterize any α-sector in this simple model [17].

Since the bulk theory has a one-dimensional two-boundary Hilbert space HB⊔B, all
operators on this space are proportional to the identity operator. This is in particular true of
both the left and right von Neumann algebras AB

L and AB
R. The Hilbert space HB⊔B ∼= C

then factorizes in a trivial way according to C = C ⊗ C, where AB
L and AB

R are indeed both
isomorphic to the (rather trivial) algebra of all bounded operators on C.

Despite the uniqueness of |C⟩ in HB⊔B ∼= C, the entropy of |C⟩ defined by (4.64) is
non-zero. In the language of section 4.3, we may note that C2 = C = C† (since all of these
are line segments and the length of the segment is irrelevant) so that C is a projection. By
the argument of that section we must then have tr(C) = n for some n ∈ Z+, but n is not
generally equal to unity.18 It is thus the rescaled cylinder c = C/n that has unit trace, though
we see that c2 = C2/n2 = c/n is not a projection. In particular, since ln c = lnC − lnn
and C lnC = 0 (as is always the case for a projection), the normalized state n−1/2|C⟩ has
left density matrix ρ̃ = C/n = c for which the entropy is SvN = tr(−c ln c) = lnn. This
entropy can be reproduced by embedding our one-dimensional Hilbert space in Hn ⊗ Hn

by mapping n−1/2|C⟩ to n−1/2|C⟩ ⊗ |χ⟩ for some normalized maximally entangled state
|χ⟩. In other words, this model provides an explicit example where the hidden sectors of
section 4.4 are required to give a strict Hilbert space interpretation of what might here be
called the Ryu-Takayanagi entropy.

One way to make the model more interesting is to add some number k of flavors of
end-of-the-world branes. This case was also discussed in [17]. End-of-the-world branes lead to
a non-trivial one-boundary sector HB , where the dimension of HB is min(k, n) with n = tr(C)
(this tr(C) was called d in [17]). Now consider the two-boundary sector HB⊔B. For k ≥ n

all two-boundary states lie in the tensor product sector: HB⊔B = HB ⊗HB. But for k < n

there is precisely one new state in HB⊔B that does not lie in the tensor product sector. It is
given by the part of |C⟩ that is orthogonal to all two-boundary states defined by having two
end-of-the-world branes. The decomposition (4.24) thus takes the two-term form

HB⊔B = (HB ⊗HB) ⊕H⊥
B⊔B, (5.1)

with H⊥
B⊔B

∼= C. Of course, we can again make the trivial tensor product decomposition
H⊥
B⊔B

∼= C = C ⊗ C for this sector of the Hilbert space. The story of entropy in this sector is
then similar to what occurs in the topological model without EOW branes discussed above,
though the hidden sectors are now of dimension n − k.

18The requirement tr(C) ∈ Z+ was not noticed in [17] and provides further constraints on the allowed
couplings beyond those listed in that work. These constraints will be discussed further in forthcoming work.
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5.2 Pure asymptotically-AdS JT gravity

Another example to consider is the UV-completion of pure JT gravity. Again the allowed
closed source manifolds are disjoint unions of circles, though now the path integral does
depend on their lengths. There are no one-boundary states in this model, and because JT
gravity has no local degrees of freedom there is a basis of 2-boundary states of the form
|E,E⟩, so that the left and right energies E necessarily agree in all states.

Furthermore, all operators in our algebras are again defined by line segments, though
now we find a distinct operator for every possible length of the boundary. For a segment of
length β we may call this operator e−βH . As a result, the left von Neumann algebra AB

L is
now the abelian algebra defined by bounded functions of the Hamiltonian H. This means
that the factors in (4.24) are labeled by the allowed energies E, and the algebra contains
a separate factor for each value of E. We can thus use the eigenvalues E to label sectors
Hµ
B⊔B in our general decomposition (4.24). We may thus replace all labels µ with µ = E

below. Each of the associated factors is again just the trivial algebra C, which is also known
as the type I1 factor. Each HE

B⊔B is the correspondingly-trivial one-dimensional Hilbert
space of states proportional to |E,E⟩. At finite values of the couplings, we have shown that
our axioms require the set of µ labels to be discrete, which means that in any given baby
universe α-sector the spectrum of H must be discrete as well.

However, this model has a semiclassical limit in which we can compute Ryu-Takayanagi-
like entropies. Such entropies can be studied in microcanonical thermofield-double-like
states defined by some window of energy eigenvalues [E1, E2]. Such computations are not
semiclassical in the regime where the window contains only one eigenvalue E, but they can
be semiclassical when this window is relatively large. As a result, semiclassical methods
are not sufficient to compute the integers nE associated with a given value of E. But if we
assume these integers to be small (or, at least, not exponentially large), we find that the
dominant contribution to a large RT entropy must come from the final entropy-of-mixing
term in (4.64). A large RT entropy then indicates that the probabilities pµ are exponentially
small, and thus that there is an exponential density of energy states even if hidden sectors
are not included in the Hilbert space.

One might also ask what the construction of ensembles dual to JT gravity tells us about
potential bulk hidden sectors of the form described in section 4.4. Recall that the present
work has focused on a single member of such an ensemble rather than the ensemble as a
whole, and that the detailed properties of the model can differ from one member of the
ensemble to another. We have in fact already seen this dependence on the member of the
ensemble in discussing the topological model of [17] in which the dimension n of the hidden
sectors was given by trC, so that such sectors are trivial (and thus unnecessary) in members
of the ensemble with trC = 1.

To discuss the issue for JT, we should in fact understand that the construction of the
dual ensemble may require extra information that is not obviously present in the original bulk
theory; see again the discussions in [47–55]. It is thus better to simply assume that we are
given a dual matrix ensemble and to then attempt to interpret this ensemble in bulk terms.

In fact, for reasons explained above, in the present context we should assume that we
are simply given a single dual matrix. Now, as described previously, from the bulk point of
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view there is only one observable that can be studied in JT gravity. This observable is the
energy, which is the bulk dual of the given matrix. But the quantities that can actually be
studied in the bulk are the eigenvalues of the matrix so, as was already noted, each such
eigenvalue thus uniquely determines a (one-dimensional) Hilbert space sector HE

B⊔B (where
each B is a single point), or equivalently a unique normalized bulk state |E,E⟩.

On the other hand, a basis for the Hilbert space of the dual matrix theory is given by the
full set of eigenvectors of the matrix. For a generic diagonalizable matrix, the eigenvalues can
be used to label its eigenvectors so that there is no harm in calling the matrix eigenvectors
|E,E⟩ as well (since here the second E in |E,E⟩ is a redundant label that is not even in
principle allowed to differ from the first). However, when the matrix has degenerate eigenvalues
such a labelling cannot be complete. Instead, we must introduce an additional degeneracy
index (say, IE) for any degenerate eigenvalue, in which case the dual matrix eigenvectors
might be denoted |E,E, IE⟩. Note that on the JT gravity side of the duality there is simply
no way to resolve the distinction between states labelled by distinct values of the index IE .

In order to agree with the bulk Gibbons-Hawking entropy computation, such degeneracy
indices IE can range only over some finite number of values nE for each E. The addition of
the index IE is thus precisely equivalent to saying that the space of matrix eigenvectors with
eigenvalue E is given by the tensor product H̃E

B⊔B := HE
B⊔B ⊗HnE of a hidden sector HnE

with the bulk sector HE
B⊔B constructed by the path integral. It is reasonable to expect that

non-trivial hidden sectors often arise through such accidental degeneracies. However, as is
true in the current case, when this occurs such degeneracies should arise only in a measure
zero subset of the dual ensemble and may thus be safely neglected.

5.3 JT gravity with “matter”

Finally, it will be useful to discuss JT gravity coupled to quantum matter fields, or at least
a simple toy model thereof. Since simple path integrals for JT coupled to quantum fields
do not define finite partition functions [16], we will proceed here by simply writing down by
fiat algebras that we deem plausible for UV-completions of such models.

In particular, let us consider a putative UV-complete model in which there are again
no one-boundary states, but where the two boundary states are now spanned by |E,E′⟩ for
some discrete set of values for (E,E′); note that discreteness is guaranteed by the finiteness
of tr(Cβ) = T̃r(Cβ). In particular, E is allowed to differ from E′. Let us also assume that
the left von Neumann algebra AB

L includes all bounded functions of the left Hamiltonian,
and that it contains operators that can change any |E1, E

′⟩ to any |E2, E
′⟩. We will refer to

such operators as matter operators. In this case, we can introduce Hilbert spaces HL,HR

which respectively have bases {|E⟩}, {|E′⟩}. These are not the one-boundary Hilbert space
HB, as HB has already been declared to be empty. Nevertheless, we see explicitly that
HB⊔B = HL⊗HR. We also see that AB

L can change any state |α⟩ ⊗ |β⟩ into any other tensor
product state |α′⟩ ⊗ |β⟩ with some other |α′⟩ and the same |β⟩. As a result, AB

L acts on the
entire Hilbert space as the algebra of bounded operators B(HL) on HL.

Despite the explicit factorization of HB⊔B, this Hilbert space is not what we called the
product sector HB ⊗HB, since the product sector is trivial in this model. As a result, the
trace tr(P ) of a one-dimensional projection P can in principle be any positive integer n ∈ Z+,
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though here it must in fact be the same positive integer n for all such projections P . This
integer would need to be computed in any given model, and n > 1 would suggest that the
model be augmented by the addition of hidden sectors.

For any such n this model yields a single type I factor. As a result, entropy in (4.64)
comes entirely from the first term and does not involve any entropy of mixing. The pure JT
case, where (up to contributions from hidden sectors) the entropy was entirely given by the
entropy-of-mixing term in (4.64), might thus seem sharply different. But this distinction is
not really so large in the sense that (assuming the energy eigenvalues to be non-degenerate
and the number of such eigenvalues involved to be large in comparison with the above integer
n) in the theory with ‘matter’ we can replace tr by T̃r and then compute this trace in the
energy basis to find an entropy-of-mixing-like formula SLvN (ψ) ≈ −

∑
E pE ln pE , where pE

is the probability of finding the system to have left-energy E. We thus see that while the
two terms in (4.64) are distinct in a given model, small changes in the model can move a
given physical contribution from one term to another. This should not really be a surprise as
the spectrum of µ-sectors is generally defined by the spectra of operators in the center Z of
(say) the left algebra, and one might think that — much as in our discussion of degenerate
eigenvalues for pure JT gravity — the existence of any non-trivial central operators at all
requires a fine tuning to set commutators to zero.

5.4 Axiom violations in semiclassical limits

As noted in the introduction to the current section, semiclassical gravity generally leads
to algebras that are not of type I, or at least that contain continuous spectra for central
operators. Let us suppose that such models arise from limits of UV-complete models at finite
couplings, and let us also suppose that such finite-coupling UV-complete models are to satisfy
our axioms. Then there must be a sense in which one can take a class of models that satisfy
our axioms for finite values of their couplings and, by taking an appropriate limit, one can
nevertheless arrive at models which violate our axioms. It is useful to describe how such
violations arise in the context of definite simple models.

Let us therefore consider again either pure JT gravity or our imagined UV-complete
theory of JT gravity coupled to quantum fields. JT gravity contains a parameter S0 that
controls the semiclassical Gibbons-Hawking entropy of the ground state, and which weights
contributions to the path integral by eS0χ where χ is the Euler characteristic of the spacetime.
Taking the limit S0 → ∞ thus suppresses contributions from higher topologies. In this limit,
in the case with quantum fields, Penington and Witten argued that the left von Neumann
algebra on HB⊔B is of type II [27]. For pure JT gravity the von Neumann algebra is an abelian
algebra whose factors are necessarily of type I, though in the semiclassical limit the spectrum
of the central operators becomes continuous19 (see again [27]). Either of these results would
be forbidden by our analysis, so in both cases the limit must violate at least one of our axioms.

There are in fact at least 4 different ways that one might attempt to discuss the large S0
limit of a JT-gravity theory. We now discuss each of them in turn, though the discussion
of each will be quite short.

19A model of pure 3d gravity (with restricted bulk topology) having a similar semiclassical algebraic structure
was recently studied in [69].
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The first approach is simply to keep S0 finite, but to take it to be larger than other
quantities of interest. In this case, the results of [27] would tell us only that the algebra
when coupled to matter is approximately of type II, or that the spectra for pure JT are
approximately continuous in the sense that any spacing between energy levels is much smaller
than other parameters of interest. This, of course, does not require any actual violation of
our axioms. Instead, it suggests only that there is some ‘near violation’ whose form will
become clear by discussing the other approaches below.

The second approach is to note that discussions of semiclassical physics tend to focus on
disk amplitudes, and to recall from the above discussion that the disk amplitude is weighted
by eS0χ(disk) = eS0 . To keep the disk amplitude finite as S0 → ∞, one might thus rescale the
gravitational path integral ζ by defining ζ̃2 = e−S0ζ. This rescaling will preserve most of
our axioms, though it will necessarily violate the factorization axiom. In particular, since
ζ satisfies factorization we have

ζ̃2(M1 ⊔M2) = e−S0ζ(M1 ⊔M2) = e−S0ζ(M1)ζ(M2) = e+S0 ζ̃2(M1)ζ̃2(M2). (5.2)

Furthermore, this violation becomes arbitrarily strong in the limit S0 → ∞. It is thus no
surprise that the S0 → ∞ limit does not have the properties described in this work.

A further concern in the second approach just described is that only the single-disk
amplitudes are finite in the limit S0 → ∞. In particular, as one can see from (5.2), amplitudes
that involve larger numbers of disks will still diverge. The third approach is designed to
remedy this problem and to also maintain factorization. To do so, we rescale the path integral
by e−mS0 where m is the number of circles that define the boundary conditions; i.e., we define
ζ̃3(M) = e−mS0ζ(M) where m is the number of connected components of the closed (and
compact) boundary source-manifold M and then consider the limit of ζ̃3 as S0 → +∞.

While this third approach is more satisfactory with regard to both finiteness and fac-
torization, it can run afoul of reflection positivity. In particular, let us recall that the
proof of the trace inequality (4.15) involved positive-definiteness of the inner product on
the four-boundary Hilbert space. Let us then further recall that the relevant computation
turned out to involve both path integrals with what in the current context would be m = 1
boundary circle, as well as path integrals with m = 2 boundary circles. The computation is
thus sensitive to the fact that, in defining ζ̃3, we have changed the relative weights between
these two terms by a factor of e−S0 .

In fact, for any computation that involves only disks, defining ζ̃3(M) = e−mS0ζ(M) is
equivalent to simply using the original path integral ζ with S0 = 0. On the other hand,
performing this rescaling and taking S0 → ∞ suppresses the contributions of all non-disk
topologies, even though these would have made extremely important contributions to the
original path integral ζ if we had in fact set S0 = 0. In this way we see that reflection-
positivity can easily fail for the rescaled path integral ζ̃3 even if it holds for the original
path integral ζ at all finite values of S0. And, indeed, the argument leading to (4.15) shows
that the failure of the trace inequality for the rescaled path integral is directly equivalent
to such reflection-positivity violations.

This then brings us to the fourth and final (and perhaps the most sensible) approach to
discussing the large S0 limit of JT gravity. In the Hilbert space sector with 2k boundaries, if
we really wish to keep all amplitudes finite without sacrificing reflection-positivity, then we
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should simply rescale the path integral by e−kS0 ; i.e., we might define ζ̃4,2k = e−kS0ζ. We
emphasize here that the rescaling depends on the choice of codimension-2 boundary that
defines the Hilbert space sector, and not directly on the number of spacetime boundaries
that define the path integral. We also emphasize that, as we saw explicitly in figure 8,
computations in a given Hilbert space sector can involve path integrals with varying numbers
of codimension-1 boundaries. As a result, as indicated by the notation ζ̃4,2k, after performing
this rescaling we no longer have a single path integral that defines the entire theory. Instead,
we have effectively separated the sectors of the Hilbert space associated with different numbers
of boundaries and declared each to be its own separate theory. We see that taking S0 → ∞ will
mean that the inner product in the 2k-boundary sector is determined entirely by amplitudes
with k disks. In particular, while the one-disk amplitudes will make finite contributions to
the inner product in the two-boundary sector, their contributions to the inner product in
any higher-boundary sector of the Hilbert space has been set to zero. While this is a natural
semiclassical treatment of the system, it clearly violates our first (and from some perspectives
most trivial) axiom which simply states that all computations are controlled by the same
path integral. It should thus again be no surprise that type II behavior and/or continuous
spectra for central operators can arise in the limit S0 → ∞.

We expect similar comments to apply to the G → 0 limit of higher dimensional UV-
complete theories, though in that case there is no clear analogue of the 2nd approach.

6 Discussion

For the convenience of the reader, the results of the somewhat lengthy preceding sections will
now be briefly summarized in section 6.1 below. We will then provide some further remarks
concerning these results in section 6.2. Finally, we will conclude with a short discussion of
open issues and future directions in section 6.3.

6.1 Summary

The work above considered the possibility that quantum theories of gravity admit UV-
completions associated with objects that can be called ‘Euclidean path integrals’. We took
such objects to satisfy 5 simple axioms that we call finiteness, reality, reflection positivity,
continuity, and factorization. The first of these axioms states that the path integral defines a
map ζ to C from the space of smooth closed d-dimensional boundary-source-manifolds for
some d. Here the bulk theory is thought of as being of some dimension D > d. The reality,
reflection positivity, and factorization axioms were of the standard form. In particular, the
factorization axiom required ζ(M1 ⊔M2) = ζ(M1)ζ(M2) for closed source-manifolds M1,M2.
Although general gravitational path integrals may naively violate this assumption, when the
path integral defines a positive-definite inner product general arguments suggest20 that the
theory will decompose into so-called baby universe superselection sectors in which factorization
is satisfied [17], in which case our arguments apply sector-by-sector. The remaining axiom of
continuity was extremely weak and required only continuity in ϵ in contexts where it was
possible to insert a ‘cylinder’ Cϵ of the form B × [0, ϵ] into the boundary source manifold
while maintaining smoothness of the path integral boundary conditions. The details of the
axioms were described in section 2.2.

20The technical caveats were reviewed in section 2.2.
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Section 2 used these axioms to construct Hilbert space sectors HB associated with closed
boundary manifolds B of dimension d − 1. In particular, the reflection positivity axiom
implies that the inner product is positive-definite on all such HB for any B (whether or not
B is connected). When B is of the form B = B1 ⊔ B2, where B1, B2 are also closed and
compact, section 3 then defined a surface algebra of operators AB1

L acting at B1 and a second
algebra of operators AB2

R acting at B2. The path integral also defined a trace operation on
these algebras. Importantly, our axioms imply both algebras to be represented by bounded
operators when acting on HB1⊔B2 . This was shown to be a consequence of positivity of
the inner product on the higher-boundary Hilbert spaces HB1⊔B1⊔B1⊔B1 and HB2⊔B2⊔B2⊔B2 ,
which in particular implied the trace inequality (3.13) recently discussed in [40].

Since these representations involved only bounded operators, they could be completed to
von Neumann algebras AB1,B2

L , AB1,B2
R . Although the original algebra AB1

L was independent
of B2, its von Neumann algebra completion AB1,B2

L does generally depend on the B2 that
defines the HB1⊔B2 used to construct the completion. We analyzed only the diagonal case
B1 = B2 = B, leaving the more general case for future work. In the diagonal case one can
denote the algebras more simply as AB

L , AB
R . The above trace then admits an extension to a

trace tr on the full von Neumann algebras AB
L and AB

R as shown at the end of section 3.
Critically, section 4 showed that this extended trace also satisfies a trace inequality of the

form (4.15). Together with the results in appendix B, this implies the extended trace to be
faithful, normal, and semifinite. Using the trace inequality again then immediately implied
our (diagonal) von Neumann algebras to be of type I, meaning that they are direct sums
of type I factors AB

L,µ (or AB
R,µ). The diagonal Hilbert space sectors HB⊔B also decompose

as direct sums

HB⊔B =
⊕
µ∈I

Hµ
B⊔B (6.1)

over Hilbert spaces Hµ
B⊔B, each of which is necessarily a tensor product Hµ

B⊔B,L ⊗Hµ
B⊔B,R

on which AB
L,µ (AB

R,µ) acts non-trivially only on the left (right) factor. Deriving (6.1) also
made additional use of the trace inequality in showing the index set I to be discrete; i.e., in
showing that (6.1) contains only a direct sum and not a more general direct integral. The
decomposition (6.1) provides at least one sharp sense in which we can show that quantum
gravity Hilbert spaces (at least those associated with a given value of µ) factorize into products
of Hilbert spaces associated with natural subsystems; see e.g. [22, 70–72] for discussion of
related issues.

Using positivity of the inner product on the Hilbert space sectors associated with 2n
copies of B, section 4.3 generalized the argument that led to the trace inequality (4.15) to
show that the path-integral-trace (tr) of any non-zero finite-dimensional projection must
be a positive integer. As a result, for some nµ ∈ Z+ it agrees on AB

L,µ with the standard
Hilbert space trace defined by summing diagonal matrix elements over an orthonormal basis
in the extended Hilbert space H̃µ

B⊔B,L = Hµ
B⊔B,L ⊗ Hnµ , where Hnµ is a ‘hidden sector’

Hilbert space of dimension nµ.
As a result of the type I structure, the trace tr can be used to define a notion of

‘left entropy’ (or entropy with respect to the left algebra AB
L ) on pure states |ψ⟩ ∈ HB⊔B.

Furthermore, due to the relation between tr and the Hilbert space traces on both H̃µ
B⊔B,L

– 55 –



J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3

and the corresponding right extended factor H̃µ
B⊔B,R, this entropy can be interpreted in terms

of an entropy of mixing term together with the familiar entropies Sµ,LvN := T̃rµ(−ρ̃µψ ln ρ̃µψ)
defined by considering the projections |ψµ⟩ of |ψ⟩ to Hµ

B⊔B, isometrically embedding a
normalized version of |ψµ⟩ in the extended Hilbert space H̃µ

B⊔B = H̃µ
B⊔B,L⊗ H̃µ

B⊔B,R, tracing
out the right factor in the usual way to define the density matrix ρ̃µψ, and then summing
expectation values of −ρ̃µψ ln ρ̃µψ over an orthonormal basis of H̃µ

B⊔B,L. The final result for
the left entropy of |ψ⟩ then takes the form

SLvN (ψ) =
∑
µ∈I

pµ S
µ,L
vN −

∑
µ∈I

pµ ln pµ, (6.2)

where pµ := ⟨ψµ|ψµ⟩ is the norm of |ψµ⟩ in Hµ
B⊔B.

We then observed at the end of section 4 that, if our theory admits an appropriate
limit described by semiclassical bulk Einstein-Hilbert or Jackiw-Teitelboim gravity, the
corresponding limit of (6.2) is given by the Ryu-Takayanagi entropy of the left B as defined
by the corresponding bulk saddle. Quantum and higher derivative corrections are of course
also incorporated in the usual way.

This then provides what one might call a Hilbert space interpretation of the Ryu-
Takayanagi formula. We emphasize that it uses the extended Hilbert space

H̃B⊔B :=
⊕
µ∈I

[(
Hµ
B⊔B,L ⊗Hnµ

)
⊗
(
Hµ
B⊔B,R ⊗Hnµ

)]
. (6.3)

The factors Hnµ are naturally called ‘hidden sectors’ since — aside from their connection to
the trace tr and the associated entropy — they are invisible to the algebras of observables
defined by the original path integral.

We emphasize that nowhere in this work did we require the existence of a local dual field
theory. Of course, the axioms of section 2.2 will be true when such a dual theory exists, but
the existence of a dual formulation would also entail much more structure. In particular,
none of our axioms require any form of locality for a hypothetical dual formulation (beyond
the rather weak constraints implied by the factorization axiom). Indeed, with the possible
exception of the factorization requirement, our axioms are generally accepted as properties
that should be satisfied by any bulk Euclidean gravitational path integral. And while the
factorization axiom is less obvious from the bulk point of view, as reviewed in section 2.2 this
axiom in fact follows from the others modulo certain mathematical subtleties. While such
subtleties remain to be further investigated in any given model, it is nevertheless plausible
that our axioms hold for any Euclidean UV-completion of a theory of quantum gravity,
whether it be called string field theory, spin-foam loop quantum gravity, or by some other
name. What we find interesting about the above construction is just how much structure
can be obtained with the simple and limited Axioms 1–5.

The final section (section 5) above discussed both topological and JT gravity examples in
order to illustrate general features of our construction. In particular, they provided contexts
in which the decomposition (6.1) is non-trivial in the sense that we required more than one
value of µ. These examples also featured cases with non-trivial hidden sectors, and the JT
example illustrated the idea that such sectors can arise due to accidental degeneracies in
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the bulk description. We also discussed the fact that defining a semiclassical limit of JT
gravity by taking a strict limit S0 → ∞ leads to violations of our axioms, so that it is no
surprise that [27] finds the semiclassical theory to have a type II algebra and/or continuous
spectra for central operators.

6.2 Remarks

Before concluding, we wish to make a few further remarks. The first of these concerns
constraints on the decomposition (6.1) that can be deduced by requiring that the theory
admit a familiar semiclassical limit. In particular, at least when the boundary B is a sphere
or a torus, and when the system is coupled to an external bath that can absorb radiation,
standard semiclassical physics tells us that large black holes can evaporate at least until they
are microscopically small (when quantum gravity effects then fail to be under strict control).
This is the case even if the original black hole is a two-sided Kruskal extension of e.g. a large
AdS-Schwarzschild black hole with its famous Einstein-Rosen bridge connecting two distinct
asymptotic regions. By the usual arguments, this should be proportional to the semiclassical
limit of the state that we have called |Cβ⟩ (or, equivalently, proportional to |C̃β⟩) for inverse
temperatures β less than the critical value βHP set by the Hawking-Page transition [73].

We now couple one side of our system — say the left side B — to a non-gravitational
bath. Thus, time evolution will mix the gravity and bath degrees of freedom and, in this
sense, will then change the state of the bulk. However, so long as this coupling is describable
by a real-time version of our path integral, the time evolution operator should be a unitary
operator built from elements of AB

L and operators acting on the bath. Then for any subspace
Hµ
B⊔B, since the projection Pµ onto this subspace is in the center and commutes exactly

with all elements of AB
L , it will also commute with the time evolution operator even in

the context of coupling to a bath. Furthermore, since the time evolution is unitary, it will
preserve the probability pµ = ⟨ψ|Pµ|ψ⟩ associated with any subspace Hµ

B⊔B, where |ψ⟩ is
the normalized state on the entire gravity-with-bath system. The decay of a large black
hole to a small entropy object then tells us something about the parameters that describe
whatever µ-sectors were present in the original state.

To understand such constraints, we should first consider what values of µ will have non-
zero probabilities pµ. Since the probabilities are preserved in time, this can be determined
from the initial state N−1|C̃β⟩ where N =

√
⟨C̃β |C̃β⟩. The question thus reduces to asking

when Pµ|C̃β⟩ is a state of non-zero norm. But faithfulness of the trace (Corollary 2) means
that tr(Pµ) ̸= 0, and since P 2

µ = Pµ, the limit limβ↓0⟨C̃β |Pµ|C̃β⟩ is tr(Pµ) according to (3.32).
Thus Pµ|C̃β⟩ must be non-zero for small enough β. It follows that our black hole evaporation
scenario will contain at least some information about all possible subspaces Hµ

B⊔B.
For simplicity, let us focus on the case where B is a sphere. In that context, semiclassical

physics suggests that the evaporation continues until the area of the black hole is of order
the Planck scale, so that (using the connection to the Ryu-Takayanagi formula described
at the end of section 4.4) the entropy SLvN on the left B satisfies SLvN ∼ A/4G = O(1) at
this point in the evaporation. This tells us that (4.64) can take values as small as O(1)
in states with probabilities pµ determined by the initial gravitational state N−1|C̃β⟩ with
small β. Since both of the terms in (4.64) are positive, this must also be true of each term
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separately. As a result, values of µ for which pµ is exponentially small in 1/G can contribute
at most a total probability of order G to the state. Similarly, since for each µ we must
have tr(−ρ̃µψ ln ρ̃µψ) ≥ lnnµ, our nµ can be exponentially large in 1/G only in a part of the
state that contributes at most a total probability of order G. In this sense one might say
that ‘typical’ values of µ must be associated with values of nµ that are not exponentially
large. In such sectors the exact value of nµ would then contribute to only a small part of
the Ryu-Takayanagi entropy in standard situations where the entropy is O(1/G). It would
thus be interesting to better understand whether similar constraints arise for other choices
of the boundary B, or whether in some cases one finds instead that black hole areas are
bounded below by a constant greater than zero.21

Our second remark involves comparisons between our axioms and those of various forms
of quantum field theories. In particular, it has sometimes been said that our axioms resemble
Atiyah’s postulates [81] for topological quantum field theory (TQFT); see also [82]. Of
course, there are also similarities to Segal’s axioms [83] for conformal field theories and to
the Osterwalder-Schrader axioms [84] of general Euclidean field theories. We view these
similarities as natural for any formulation associated with Euclidean path integrals. It may
seem that our axioms have more in common with TQFT than the other contexts above
simply because, first, there are fewer TQFT axioms due to the theories having less structure
and, second, the fact that both here and in TQFT we explicitly allow path integrals defined
by arbitrary manifolds N with the same boundary ∂N to define states in the same Hilbert
space. This is, of course, also the case in non-topological quantum field theories, though
it is less commonly emphasized in that context since one can also use local sources to
generate general states.

However, it is perhaps more interesting to highlight differences between our axioms and
those of TQFT. A critical such point is that TQFT requires the Hilbert space to factorize
over disjoint unions (Harlow factorization). This TQFT axiom encodes an element of locality
that, as we have seen, distinctly fails to hold in our context. We show, however, that (at
least in the diagonal context) a weakened version of this property is still a consequence of
our axioms in the sense that the Hilbert space HB⊔B decomposes into a direct sum of terms
Hµ
B⊔B for which the algebra of bounded operators B(Hµ

B⊔B) is the tensor product of the
algebras AB

L,µ and AB
R,µ associated with the two boundaries.

Another important distinction is that standard TQFT requires the associated Hilbert
spaces to have finite dimension. In contrast, we allow infinite dimensional Hilbert spaces but
we are still able to show that our operators are bounded and that our construction yields
type I von Neumann algebras.22 It would appear that one could also use the basic argument

21For example, one might be concerned about the fact that the black holes with hyperbolic boundaries
studied in [74–76] have areas that are bounded away from zero. However, it was shown in [77] that such
hyperbolic black holes are unstable against scalar field condensation for low enough temperature, and when the
mass of the scalar field is between the d-dimensional and 2-dimensional Breitenlohner-Freedman (BF) bound.
The more dominant hairy black hole solution has vanishing horizon area at zero temperature. Similar results
has been found for nearly extremal Reissner-Nordstrom black holes [78] and for nearly extremal rotating black
holes [77]. The resulting bounds on pµ and nµ are thus similar to the case of spherical B discussed above, and
the results of [79, 80] suggest that general cases will again behave similarly.

22Generalization of TQFT with infinite dimensional Hilbert spaces have also appeared in [85–90], which
attempt to use inspiration from TQFT to define the full gravitational path integral.
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of section 4 to generalize the TQFT axioms to allow infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, and
that one should again find bounded operators and type I algebras. However, we have not
explored this in detail. We also refer the reader to [91] for comments on how topological
quantum gravity models provide a different generalization of TQFTs.

The third remark concerns the quantization condition derived in section 4.3 for the
trace tr(P ) of any non-zero finite-dimensional projection P . In general, we might say that
the unit-trace operators ρ := P/tr(P ) define various notions of microcanonical ensemble
(not necessarily specified by an energy), so that our quantization condition tr(P ) = n ∈ Z+

requires the quantity tr(−ρ ln ρ) to take the value ln(n). Note that the quantities tr(−ρ ln ρ)
defined by our path integral are then microcanonical and non-perturbative analogues of the
semiclassical (canonical ensemble) partition functions studied by Gibbons and Hawking in
their classic Euclidean path integral study of black hole entropy [92]. It is thus natural to
refer to the above result as ‘quantization of the Gibbons-Hawking density of states.’

This quantization allowed us to construct a Hilbert space H̃B⊔B (via the inclusion of
finite-dimensional hidden sectors) on which the entropy tr(−ρ ln ρ) = ln(n) directly measured
the rank n of the projection P on appropriate left-factors of the Hilbert space H̃B⊔B . Since the
inclusion of hidden sectors can only add states to the theory, we find that exp (tr(−ρ ln ρ)) = n

also bounds the rank of P in the context without hidden sectors; i.e., on the left-factors
of the Hilbert space HB⊔B. A similar result was previously derived in section 4.1 of [17]
using methods that also involved examining higher-boundary Hilbert spaces. Here we have
extended this result by deriving the above quantization condition and thus showing that the
appropriate addition of hidden sectors will saturate the bound of [17].

As described in section 4.3, our quantization is a direct result of positivity of the inner
product on the gravitational Hilbert space. This should not be a surprise, as classic textbook
classifications of e.g. unitary representations of the angular momentum algebra in fact take
a similar form. In that context one often begins with what will turn out to be a highest
weight state. One then acts repeatedly with lowering operators. Assuming all of the states
generated by this process to be non-zero would then lead to the construction of a state
with negative norm, so at some point this process must terminate. The condition that this
occurs then enforces quantization conditions on the spectra of the relevant operators, and in
particular on eigenvalues associated with the original state. This is very much in parallel
with our argument, which could be phrased in terms of first supposing some value for tr(P )
and then, starting with the state |P ⟩, constructing more complicated states on Hilbert spaces
associated with more and more boundaries. Eventually, at some point determined by tr(P ),
one finds that such states must have negative norm unless they are trivial. The required
triviality then imposes tr(P ) = n ∈ Z+.

One of the interesting lessons from this work is thus that, in quantum gravity, important
such constraints are imposed by considering contexts with large numbers of boundaries. In
particular, in a semiclassical limit the operators P that describe interesting microcanonical
ensembles would be expected to have entropies of order 1/G, and thus values of tr(P ) that are
exponentially large in 1/G. Our work suggests that such values of tr(P ), even if not integers,
would nonetheless appear to be consistent unless one performs computations that involve a
similarly exponentially large number of boundaries. This would clearly be a monumental
task. On the mathematical side, this in particular supports suggestions recently enunciated
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by Witten [93] that while some notion of analytic continuation of integer n results to non-
integer cases should violate positivity, such violations of positivity would be invisible in
any notion of an asymptotic expansion of such results at large n. See also [40] for another
recently-discussed sense in which constraints from positivity become invisible in the limit
of a large density of states.

6.3 Future directions

It is traditional to close with a discussion of open issues and future directions and, indeed,
it seems that there is still much to explore. One such direction would be to understand
the analogues of the arguments given above for Lorentzian path integrals, perhaps allowing
special codimension-2 singularities as described in [32]. Since our Axioms 1–5 all appear to
admit ready extensions to complex sources (which, from the Euclidean perspective, would
include real Lorentzian boundary conditions), the main issue is likely to be how to properly
state the sense in which the boundary conditions are required to be “of Lorentz signature”
and in particular how to handle any singularities that arise.

Another limitation of the analysis above was that it studied only diagonal Hilbert space
sectors HB⊔B for which B is a compact closed manifold (without boundary). It would
clearly be of interest to understand the non-diagonal case in more detail. We will return
to this issue in future work [59].

A more interesting generalization might be to drop the requirement that B be compact
and closed, and to instead investigate the case where some B and its complement B̄ meet
at some ∂B = ∂B̄. If there is a dual CFT, then the usual field theory arguments lead us to
expect that any von Neumann algebra associated with B should be of type III. However,
it is important to understand how to derive this result from the bulk gravitational path
integral. Furthermore, despite the fact that the algebra is expected to be of type III, we
would like to show that states on the algebra have a reasonable notion of renormalized von
Neumann entropy. We have only just scratched the surface with respect to this issue here,
and there is much more to understand.

Another interesting path to explore would be to investigate whether small enlargements
of the set of axioms might lead to significant enlargements in the class of results that can be
derived. It would be particularly interesting to understand if there are simple axioms (say,
regarding spacetime wormholes) that would allow us to take a general non-factorizing path
integral and to write it as a direct sum/integral over ‘baby universe superselection sectors’
as described in section 2.2. It would similarly be interesting to find simple axioms which
imply Harlow factorization, meaning that the direct sum (6.1) over µ would reduce to a single
term. This term would then necessarily be of the form HB

L ⊗ HB
R (except in cases where

these one-boundary Hilbert spaces are trivial). Developing additional examples would also
be useful in this regard, so that the effect of new axioms can be more readily understood.
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A Properties of the unnormalized cylinder operator Cβ

We now provide the proof of the following lemma:

Lemma 4. The operator norm ∥Cβ∥ of the (unnormalized) cylinder operator satisfies
∥Cβ∥ → 1 as β → 0.

Proof. To show that this is the case, recall that since Cβ ∈ Y d
B⊔B it defines a bounded

operator. Furthermore, since C⋆β = (C∗
β)t = Cβ , we have

(
ĈβL

)†
= Ĉ⋆βL = ĈβL, so that ĈβL

is self-adjoint and can be diagonalized. In addition, since ĈβL = Ĉβ/2
†
L
Ĉβ/2L, the eigenvalues

of ĈβL are non-negative.
Now consider the family of operators Ĉβ/nL for n ∈ Z+ and some fixed β > 0. The norm

∥Cβ/n∥ is the supremum of the set of eigenvalues of Ĉβ/nL. But the operators Ĉβ/nL have a
common set of eigenstates |λ⟩ with eigenvalues λ1/n for some bounded set of non-negative
real numbers λ. In particular, we have

∥Cβ/n∥ = sup
λ

λ1/n = (sup
λ

λ)1/n = ∥Cβ∥1/n. (A.1)

Thus
lim
n→∞

∥Cβ/n∥ = 1. (A.2)

This establishes that we can find sequences of Cβ with β → 0 for which ∥Cβ∥ → 1.
However, it remains to show that this convergence is sufficiently uniform that ∥Cβ∥ converges
for an arbitrary sequence of Cβ with β → 0.

Suppose first that ∥Cβ∥ ≤ 1 for all β > 0. Then since Cβ1+β2 = Cβ1Cβ2 for β1, β2 > 0,
we have

∥Cβ1+β2∥ ≤ ∥Cβ1∥ ∥Cβ1∥ ≤ ∥Cβ1∥. (A.3)
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In particular, in this case, for all β > 0 we find that ∥Cβ∥ is monotonically increasing as β
decreases. Thus (A.2) for any fixed β implies limβ→0 ∥Cβ∥ = 1.

The remaining case occurs when ∥Cβ0∥ > 1 for some β0 > 0. We will now show both that
this requires ∥Cβ∥ > 1 for all small enough β, and that for small enough β the norms ∥Cβ∥
are bounded above by a quantity that tends to 1. This will then establish limβ→0 ∥Cβ∥ = 1
for this final case.

The condition ∥Cβ0∥ > 1 means that there is some state |ψ⟩ for which ⟨ψ|Ĉ2β0L|ψ⟩ >
⟨ψ|ψ⟩. Now, recall that states of the form |a⟩ for a ∈ Y d

B⊔B are dense in HB⊔B, so that any
state |ψ⟩ can be approximated by such |a⟩. Since Ĉ2β0L is bounded, the expectation value of
Ĉ2β0L is a continuous function of |ψ⟩. Thus there must also be some a ∈ Y d

B⊔B for which
⟨a|Ĉ2β0L|a⟩ = λ⟨a|a⟩ ̸= 0 with λ > 1.

Let us now consider some small β > 0 and write β0 =
⌊
β0
β

⌋
β + ∆. Here we use the

notation ⌊β0/β⌋ to denote the greatest integer less than or equal to β0/β. Thus 0 ≤ ∆ < β.
As a result, the continuity axiom (Axiom 4) requires

⟨a|Ĉ2∆L|a⟩ → ⟨a|a⟩ (A.4)

as β → 0 via any sequence for which ∆ ̸= 0 (so that the left-hand side is well-defined). Since
for ∆ ̸= 0 we have

λ⟨a|a⟩ = ⟨a|Ĉ2β0L|a⟩ = ⟨a|Ĉ∆LĈ2nβLĈ∆L|a⟩ ≤ ∥Cβ∥2n⟨a|Ĉ2∆L|a⟩, (A.5)

where n = ⌊β0/β⌋, and since eq. (A.4) tells us that for any ϵ > 0 we can find a β1 such that
for all β < β1 we have ⟨a|Ĉ2∆L|a⟩ ≤ (1 + ϵ)⟨a|a⟩, we find

λ⟨a|a⟩ ≤ ∥Cβ∥2n(1 + ϵ)⟨a|a⟩ (A.6)

for values of β at which ∆ ̸= 0. But when ∆ = 0 the result (A.6) follows immediately
from (A.1). Thus (A.6) in fact holds for all β < β1.

Let us now choose 1 + ϵ < λ. Then from (A.6) we see that there must be a β1 such that
∥Cβ∥ ≥

(
λ

1+ϵ

)1/2n
> 1 for all β < β1.

On the other hand, we can also show that ∥Cβ∥ is bounded above by a quantity that
tends to 1 as β → 0. To do so recall that (3.13) and (3.17) imply

∥Cβ∥ ≤
√

tr (C2
β) ≤ trCβ , (A.7)

and that trCβ is a continuous function of β for β > 0. As a result, on any fixed interval
[β2, 2β2] we find trCβ ≤ C for some constant C > 0. Thus (A.7) requires ∥Cβ∥ ≤ C on this
interval as well.

Furthermore, as discussed above, for any β we have ∥Cβ/n∥ = ∥Cβ∥1/n. Since any β > 0
with β < β2 can be written as β′/n for some β′ ∈ [β2, 2β2], this gives us an upper bound C1/n

on such ∥Cβ∥, where n = ⌊2β2/β⌋. Combining this with the above observation yields

1 < ∥Cβ∥ ≤ C1/n, (A.8)

for all β < min(β1, β2). And since C1/n → 1 as β → 0, we must have ∥Cβ∥ → 1 as claimed.

– 62 –



J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3

The above argument also leads to the corollaries below.

Corollary 4. As β → 0, the operators ĈβL converge in the strong operator topology to the
identity 1 on any HB⊔B.

Proof. We wish to show ĈβL|a⟩ → |a⟩ for all |a⟩ ∈ HB⊔B . Due to Lemma 4, this is equivalent
to ̂̃CβL|a⟩ → |a⟩.

To see this, recall that any state |a⟩ is the n → ∞ limit of states |an⟩ for an ∈ Y d
B⊔B.

We may thus define |ϵn⟩ = |a⟩ − |an⟩ and |ϵ̃β,n⟩ = ̂̃CβL|an⟩ − |an⟩ to write

lim
β→0

̂̃CβL|a⟩= lim
β→0

(̂̃CβL|an⟩+ ̂̃CβL|ϵn⟩)
= |an⟩+ lim

β→0

(
|ϵ̃β,n⟩+ ̂̃CβL|ϵn⟩)

= |a⟩−|ϵn⟩+ lim
β→0

(
|ϵ̃β,n⟩+ ̂̃CβL|ϵn⟩)= |a⟩+ lim

β→0

(
( ̂̃CβL−1)|ϵn⟩

)
. (A.9)

Here the last step used the fact that the norm of |ϵ̃β,n⟩ vanishes for each n in the limit β → 0,
due to Lemma 4 and the continuity axiom. Since the operator norm of ( ̂̃CβL − 1) is bounded

by 2 for all β, the norm of the remaining error term limβ→0

(
( ̂̃CβL − 1)|ϵn⟩

)
can be bounded

by an arbitrarily small constant at large enough n. We are then free to take the limit n→ ∞
to establish Corollary 4.

Corollary 5. The norms ∥Cβ∥ satisfy ∥Cβ∥ = (∥Cβ=1∥)β.

Proof. Note that for m,n ∈ Z+ we may generalize (A.1) to write

∥Cmβ′/n∥ = sup
λ

λm/n = (sup
λ

λ)m/n = ∥Cβ′∥m/n, (A.10)

where λ are the elements of the spectrum of Cβ′ . Let us now set β′ = 1. For any rational
β, (A.10) immediately gives the desired result. For any irrational β, take m = ⌊nβ⌋. Then
m
n < β < m+1

n , so
∥Cβ∥ ≤

(
∥Cm/n∥

) (
∥Cβ−m/n∥

)
, (A.11)

while (
∥C(m+1)/n−β∥

)
(∥Cβ∥) ≥ ∥C(m+1)/n∥. (A.12)

But as n → ∞, both β − m/n and (m+ 1)/n− β vanish. Thus by Lemma 4 we have
∥Cβ−m/n∥ → 1 and ∥C(m+1)/n−β∥ → 1. Taking limits in (A.11) and (A.12) thus yields

lim
n→∞

∥C(m+1)/n∥ ≤ ∥Cβ∥ ≤ lim
n→∞

∥Cm/n∥. (A.13)

Using (A.10) we may rewrite this in the form

lim
n→∞

(∥C1∥)
m+1

n ≤ ∥Cβ∥ ≤ lim
n→∞

(∥C1∥)
m
n . (A.14)

But since m
n and m+1

n both approach β, both the upper and lower bounds are (∥C1∥)β . This
establishes the desired result.
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B The trace is normal and semifinite

This appendix establishes that the traces (3.31) on the von Neumann algebras AB
L , AB

R are
both normal and semifinite. We call these properties Lemmas 5 and 6 below. Recall that
normality and semifiniteness were defined in properties 4 and 5 at the beginning of section 4.

Lemma 5. The trace tr defined by (3.31) is normal on both AB
L and AB

R.

We will give the proof for AB
L . The argument for AB

R is directly analogous.

Proof. Consider a bounded increasing net of positive operators aν ∈ AB
L for ν in some directed

index set J. Here ‘increasing’ means that aν ≤ aν′ whenever ν ≤ ν ′. For each aν we have the
definition

tr aν := sup
β>0

⟨C̃β |aν |C̃β⟩. (B.1)

Furthermore, for an increasing net of positive operators, the expectation value in any state
|ψ⟩ is also an increasing net. In particular, aν ≤ aν′ implies ⟨ψ|aν |ψ⟩ ≤ ⟨ψ|aν′ |ψ⟩ for all |ψ⟩.
Thus

⟨ψ|
(

sup
ν
aν
)
|ψ⟩ ≥ sup

ν
⟨ψ|aν |ψ⟩ = lim

ν∈J
⟨ψ|aν |ψ⟩. (B.2)

In fact, proposition 4.64 of [94] shows that the above is actually an equality:

⟨ψ|
(

sup
ν
aν
)
|ψ⟩ = sup

ν
⟨ψ|aν |ψ⟩ = lim

ν∈J
⟨ψ|aν |ψ⟩. (B.3)

Combining these results gives

tr
(

sup
ν
aν
)

= sup
β>0

(
⟨C̃β |

(
sup
ν
aν
)
|C̃β⟩

)
= sup

β>0
sup
ν

⟨C̃β |aν |C̃β⟩

= sup
β>0, ν

⟨C̃β |aν |C̃β⟩ = sup
ν

sup
β>0

⟨C̃β |aν |C̃β⟩ = sup
ν

(tr aν) . (B.4)

The key point in (B.4) is that taking the supremum over ν always commutes with taking the
supremum over β since taking both supremums (in either order) is equivalent to taking the
supremum over all pairs (ν, β). The result (B.4) is the desired normality property.

Lemma 6. The trace tr defined by (3.31) is semifinite on both AB
L and AB

R.

We will give the proof for AB
L . The argument for AB

R is directly analogous.

Proof. We need only show that every non-zero positive a ∈ AB
L satisfies b ≤ a for some

non-zero positive b ∈ AB
L with finite trace, where the notation b ≤ a means that a − b

is positive.
Let us begin by recalling that the normalized cylinder operator ̂̃C2βL was defined to have

operator norm 1 (though it is not generally the identity). Thus 1 − ̂̃C2βL is positive. It then
follows that γ†(1 − ̂̃C2βL)γ is also positive for any bounded operator γ, since the expectation
value in any state |ψ⟩ will satisfy

⟨ψ|γ†(1 − ̂̃C2βL)γ|ψ⟩ ≥ 0. (B.5)

– 64 –



J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3

The positivity of γ†(1 − ̂̃C2βL)γ is then equivalent to the statement

γ†̂̃C2βLγ ≤ γ†γ. (B.6)

Next recall that, since a is positive, it is in fact of the form γ†γ for γ ∈ AB
L . The above

result then implies that our trace is semifinite if we can show that b := γ†̂̃C2βLγ has finite
trace and that b is non-zero for some β > 0. We have

tr(γ†̂̃C2βLγ) = sup
β′>0

⟨C̃β′ |γ†̂̃C2βLγ|C̃β′⟩

= sup
β′>0

⟨C̃β |γ ̂̃C2β′
Lγ

†|C̃β⟩ ≤ ⟨C̃β |γγ†|C̃β⟩. (B.7)

In writing (B.7), we have used (3.40) to pass from the first line to the second. The final step
follows from (B.5). The right-hand side is clearly finite for any β > 0, so this establishes that
our b has finite trace. Furthermore, since a = γ†γ is non-zero, and since Corollary 4 (together
with Lemma 4) showed the operators C̃β to converge in the strong operator topology to the
identity as β → 0, for small enough β the operator b = γ†̂̃C2βLγ must be non-zero as well.
This establishes that tr is semifinite as claimed.

Open Access. This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attri-
bution License (CC-BY4.0), which permits any use, distribution and reproduction in any
medium, provided the original author(s) and source are credited.

References

[1] G. Penington, Entanglement Wedge Reconstruction and the Information Paradox, JHEP 09
(2020) 002 [arXiv:1905.08255] [INSPIRE].

[2] A. Almheiri, N. Engelhardt, D. Marolf and H. Maxfield, The entropy of bulk quantum fields and
the entanglement wedge of an evaporating black hole, JHEP 12 (2019) 063 [arXiv:1905.08762]
[INSPIRE].

[3] A. Almheiri et al., Replica Wormholes and the Entropy of Hawking Radiation, JHEP 05 (2020)
013 [arXiv:1911.12333] [INSPIRE].

[4] G. Penington, S.H. Shenker, D. Stanford and Z. Yang, Replica wormholes and the black hole
interior, JHEP 03 (2022) 205 [arXiv:1911.11977] [INSPIRE].

[5] A. Lewkowycz and J. Maldacena, Generalized gravitational entropy, JHEP 08 (2013) 090
[arXiv:1304.4926] [INSPIRE].

[6] X. Dong, A. Lewkowycz and M. Rangamani, Deriving covariant holographic entanglement, JHEP
11 (2016) 028 [arXiv:1607.07506] [INSPIRE].

[7] X. Dong and A. Lewkowycz, Entropy, Extremality, Euclidean Variations, and the Equations of
Motion, JHEP 01 (2018) 081 [arXiv:1705.08453] [INSPIRE].

[8] D.N. Page, Information in black hole radiation, Phys. Rev. Lett. 71 (1993) 3743
[hep-th/9306083] [INSPIRE].

[9] D.N. Page, Time Dependence of Hawking Radiation Entropy, JCAP 09 (2013) 028
[arXiv:1301.4995] [INSPIRE].

– 65 –

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2020)002
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2020)002
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1905.08255
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1735792
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2019)063
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1905.08762
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1735823
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2020)013
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2020)013
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1911.12333
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1767472
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2022)205
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1911.11977
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1767458
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2013)090
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1304.4926
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1228721
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2016)028
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2016)028
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1607.07506
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1478033
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2018)081
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1705.08453
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1601149
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.71.3743
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/9306083
https://inspirehep.net/literature/355396
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/09/028
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1301.4995
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1215583


J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3

[10] A. Almheiri, R. Mahajan, J. Maldacena and Y. Zhao, The Page curve of Hawking radiation from
semiclassical geometry, JHEP 03 (2020) 149 [arXiv:1908.10996] [INSPIRE].

[11] S. Ryu and T. Takayanagi, Holographic derivation of entanglement entropy from AdS/CFT,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 96 (2006) 181602 [hep-th/0603001] [INSPIRE].

[12] S. Ryu and T. Takayanagi, Aspects of Holographic Entanglement Entropy, JHEP 08 (2006) 045
[hep-th/0605073] [INSPIRE].

[13] V.E. Hubeny, M. Rangamani and T. Takayanagi, A covariant holographic entanglement entropy
proposal, JHEP 07 (2007) 062 [arXiv:0705.0016] [INSPIRE].

[14] N. Engelhardt and A.C. Wall, Quantum Extremal Surfaces: Holographic Entanglement Entropy
beyond the Classical Regime, JHEP 01 (2015) 073 [arXiv:1408.3203] [INSPIRE].

[15] J.M. Maldacena, The large N limit of superconformal field theories and supergravity, Adv. Theor.
Math. Phys. 2 (1998) 231 [hep-th/9711200] [INSPIRE].

[16] P. Saad, S.H. Shenker and D. Stanford, JT gravity as a matrix integral, arXiv:1903.11115
[INSPIRE].

[17] D. Marolf and H. Maxfield, Transcending the ensemble: baby universes, spacetime wormholes,
and the order and disorder of black hole information, JHEP 08 (2020) 044 [arXiv:2002.08950]
[INSPIRE].

[18] D. Marolf and H. Maxfield, Observations of Hawking radiation: the Page curve and baby
universes, JHEP 04 (2021) 272 [arXiv:2010.06602] [INSPIRE].

[19] A. Blommaert, L.V. Iliesiu and J. Kruthoff, Alpha states demystified — towards microscopic
models of AdS2 holography, JHEP 08 (2022) 071 [arXiv:2203.07384] [INSPIRE].

[20] S.R. Coleman, Black holes as red herrings: Topological fluctuations and the loss of quantum
coherence, Nucl. Phys. B 307 (1988) 867 [INSPIRE].

[21] S.B. Giddings and A. Strominger, Loss of incoherence and determination of coupling constants in
quantum gravity, Nucl. Phys. B 307 (1988) 854 [INSPIRE].

[22] S.B. Giddings and G.J. Turiaci, Wormhole calculus, replicas, and entropies, JHEP 09 (2020) 194
[arXiv:2004.02900] [INSPIRE].

[23] V. Chandrasekaran, G. Penington and E. Witten, Large N algebras and generalized entropy,
JHEP 04 (2023) 009 [arXiv:2209.10454] [INSPIRE].

[24] E. Witten, Gravity and the crossed product, JHEP 10 (2022) 008 [arXiv:2112.12828] [INSPIRE].

[25] S. Leutheusser and H. Liu, Causal connectability between quantum systems and the black hole
interior in holographic duality, Phys. Rev. D 108 (2023) 086019 [arXiv:2110.05497] [INSPIRE].

[26] S.A.W. Leutheusser and H. Liu, Emergent Times in Holographic Duality, Phys. Rev. D 108
(2023) 086020 [arXiv:2112.12156] [INSPIRE].

[27] G. Penington and E. Witten, Algebras and States in JT Gravity, arXiv:2301.07257 [INSPIRE].

[28] V. Chandrasekaran, R. Longo, G. Penington and E. Witten, An algebra of observables for de
Sitter space, JHEP 02 (2023) 082 [arXiv:2206.10780] [INSPIRE].

[29] K. Jensen, J. Sorce and A.J. Speranza, Generalized entropy for general subregions in quantum
gravity, JHEP 12 (2023) 020 [arXiv:2306.01837] [INSPIRE].

[30] J. Kudler-Flam, S. Leutheusser and G. Satishchandran, Generalized Black Hole Entropy is von
Neumann Entropy, arXiv:2309.15897 [INSPIRE].

– 66 –

https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2020)149
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1908.10996
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1751747
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.181602
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/0603001
https://inspirehep.net/literature/711505
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2006/08/045
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/0605073
https://inspirehep.net/literature/716307
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2007/07/062
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0705.0016
https://inspirehep.net/literature/749637
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2015)073
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1408.3203
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1310822
https://doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.1998.v2.n2.a1
https://doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.1998.v2.n2.a1
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/9711200
https://inspirehep.net/literature/451647
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1903.11115
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1726905
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2020)044
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2002.08950
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1781529
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2021)272
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2010.06602
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1822777
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2022)071
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.07384
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2052390
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(88)90110-1
https://inspirehep.net/literature/260855
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(88)90109-5
https://inspirehep.net/literature/23288
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2020)194
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2004.02900
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1790257
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2023)009
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.10454
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2154670
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2022)008
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2112.12828
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1997150
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.086019
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2110.05497
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1942165
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.086020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.086020
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2112.12156
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1996543
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2301.07257
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2624347
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2023)082
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2206.10780
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2099463
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2023)020
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2306.01837
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2665765
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.15897
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2703969


J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3

[31] D. Harlow, The Ryu-Takayanagi Formula from Quantum Error Correction, Commun. Math.
Phys. 354 (2017) 865 [arXiv:1607.03901] [INSPIRE].

[32] D. Marolf, Gravitational thermodynamics without the conformal factor problem: partition
functions and Euclidean saddles from Lorentzian path integrals, JHEP 07 (2022) 108
[arXiv:2203.07421] [INSPIRE].

[33] A. Blommaert, J. Kruthoff and S. Yao, An integrable road to a perturbative plateau, JHEP 04
(2023) 048 [arXiv:2208.13795] [INSPIRE].

[34] M. Usatyuk, Comments on Lorentzian topology change in JT gravity, arXiv:2210.04906
[INSPIRE].

[35] L. Eberhardt, Partition functions of the tensionless string, JHEP 03 (2021) 176
[arXiv:2008.07533] [INSPIRE].

[36] L. Eberhardt, Summing over Geometries in String Theory, JHEP 05 (2021) 233
[arXiv:2102.12355] [INSPIRE].

[37] P. Saad, S.H. Shenker, D. Stanford and S. Yao, Wormholes without averaging,
arXiv:2103.16754 [INSPIRE].

[38] F. Benini, C. Copetti and L. Di Pietro, Factorization and global symmetries in holography,
SciPost Phys. 14 (2023) 019 [arXiv:2203.09537] [INSPIRE].

[39] D. Marolf, Unitarity and Holography in Gravitational Physics, Phys. Rev. D 79 (2009) 044010
[arXiv:0808.2842] [INSPIRE].

[40] E. Colafranceschi, D. Marolf and Z. Wang, A trace inequality for Euclidean gravitational path
integrals (and a new positive action conjecture), JHEP 04 (2024) 140 [arXiv:2309.02497]
[INSPIRE].

[41] T. Faulkner, A. Lewkowycz and J. Maldacena, Quantum corrections to holographic entanglement
entropy, JHEP 11 (2013) 074 [arXiv:1307.2892] [INSPIRE].

[42] X. Dong, Holographic Entanglement Entropy for General Higher Derivative Gravity, JHEP 01
(2014) 044 [arXiv:1310.5713] [INSPIRE].

[43] J. Camps, Generalized entropy and higher derivative Gravity, JHEP 03 (2014) 070
[arXiv:1310.6659] [INSPIRE].

[44] R.-X. Miao and W.-Z. Guo, Holographic Entanglement Entropy for the Most General Higher
Derivative Gravity, JHEP 08 (2015) 031 [arXiv:1411.5579] [INSPIRE].

[45] N. Itzhaki, J.M. Maldacena, J. Sonnenschein and S. Yankielowicz, Supergravity and the large N
limit of theories with sixteen supercharges, Phys. Rev. D 58 (1998) 046004 [hep-th/9802042]
[INSPIRE].

[46] D. Lundholm, Methods of modern mathematical physics: Uncertainty and exclusion principles in
quantum mechanics, arXiv:1805.03063.

[47] D. Stanford and E. Witten, JT gravity and the ensembles of random matrix theory, Adv. Theor.
Math. Phys. 24 (2020) 1475 [arXiv:1907.03363] [INSPIRE].

[48] C.V. Johnson, Nonperturbative Jackiw-Teitelboim gravity, Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020) 106023
[arXiv:1912.03637] [INSPIRE].

[49] C.V. Johnson, Explorations of nonperturbative Jackiw-Teitelboim gravity and supergravity, Phys.
Rev. D 103 (2021) 046013 [arXiv:2006.10959] [INSPIRE].

– 67 –

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-017-2904-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-017-2904-z
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1607.03901
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1475669
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2022)108
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.07421
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2052386
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2023)048
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2023)048
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2208.13795
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2143698
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2210.04906
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2164079
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2021)176
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2008.07533
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1812099
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2021)233
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2102.12355
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1848253
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2103.16754
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1854761
https://doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhys.14.2.019
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2203.09537
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2054716
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.044010
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0808.2842
https://inspirehep.net/literature/793537
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2024)140
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.02497
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2693961
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2013)074
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1307.2892
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1242150
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2014)044
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2014)044
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1310.5713
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1261796
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2014)070
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1310.6659
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1261961
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2015)031
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1411.5579
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1328951
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.58.046004
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/9802042
https://inspirehep.net/literature/466929
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1805.03063
https://doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.2020.v24.n6.a4
https://doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.2020.v24.n6.a4
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1907.03363
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1742818
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.106023
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1912.03637
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1769218
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.046013
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.046013
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2006.10959
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1802132


J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3

[50] C.V. Johnson, Low Energy Thermodynamics of JT Gravity and Supergravity, arXiv:2008.13120
[INSPIRE].

[51] C.V. Johnson, F. Rosso and A. Svesko, Jackiw-Teitelboim supergravity as a double-cut matrix
model, Phys. Rev. D 104 (2021) 086019 [arXiv:2102.02227] [INSPIRE].

[52] C.V. Johnson, Quantum Gravity Microstates from Fredholm Determinants, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127
(2021) 181602 [arXiv:2106.09048] [INSPIRE].

[53] C.V. Johnson, The Microstate Physics of JT Gravity and Supergravity, arXiv:2201.11942
[INSPIRE].

[54] C.V. Johnson, A Non-Perturbative Random Matrix Model of N = 2 JT Supergravity,
arXiv:2306.10139 [INSPIRE].

[55] G.J. Turiaci and E. Witten, N = 2 JT supergravity and matrix models, JHEP 12 (2023) 003
[arXiv:2305.19438] [INSPIRE].

[56] J. McNamara and C. Vafa, Baby Universes, Holography, and the Swampland,
arXiv:2004.06738 [INSPIRE].

[57] J. Glimm and A. Jaffe, Quantum Physics: A Functional Integral Point of View, Springer (1987)
[DOI:10.1007/978-1-4612-4728-9] [INSPIRE].

[58] N. Seiberg and E. Witten, The D1/D5 system and singular CFT, JHEP 04 (1999) 017
[hep-th/9903224] [INSPIRE].

[59] D. Marolf and D. Zhang, When left and right disagree: entropy and von Neumann algebras in
quantum gravity with general AlAdS boundary conditions, JHEP 08 (2024) 010
[arXiv:2402.09691] [INSPIRE].

[60] R.V. Kadison and J.R. Ringrose, Fundamentals of the Theory of Operator Algebras. Volume I:
Elementary Theory, American Mathematical Society (1983) [DOI:10.1090/gsm/015].

[61] M. Takesaki, Theory of Operator Algebras I, Springer New York (1979)
[DOI:10.1007/978-1-4612-6188-9].

[62] M. Takesaki, Theory of Operator Algebras II, Springer Berlin, Heidelberg (2003)
[DOI:10.1007/978-3-662-10451-4].

[63] M. Takesaki, Theory of Operator Algebras III, Springer Berlin, Heidelberg (2002)
[DOI:10.1007/978-3-662-10453-8].

[64] V.S. Sunder, An Invitation to von Neumann Algebras, Springer New York (1987)
[DOI:10.1007/978-1-4613-8669-8].

[65] D. Harlow, Wormholes, Emergent Gauge Fields, and the Weak Gravity Conjecture, JHEP 01
(2016) 122 [arXiv:1510.07911] [INSPIRE].

[66] D. Harlow and D. Jafferis, The Factorization Problem in Jackiw-Teitelboim Gravity, JHEP 02
(2020) 177 [arXiv:1804.01081] [INSPIRE].

[67] R.V. Kadison and J.R. Ringrose, Fundamentals of the Theory of Operator Algebras. Volume II:
Advanced Theory, American Mathematical Society (1997) [DOI:10.1090/gsm/016].

[68] M.A. Rieffel, Commutation theorems and generalized commutation relations, Bull. Soc. Math. Fr.
79 (1976) 205.

[69] W.Z. Chua and Y. Jiang, Hartle-Hawking state and its factorization in 3d gravity, JHEP 03
(2024) 135 [arXiv:2309.05126] [INSPIRE].

– 68 –

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2008.13120
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1814160
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.086019
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2102.02227
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1844759
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.181602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.181602
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2106.09048
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1869058
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2201.11942
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2023047
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2306.10139
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2669873
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2023)003
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.19438
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2664145
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2004.06738
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1791270
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-4728-9
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2745864
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/1999/04/017
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/9903224
https://inspirehep.net/literature/497378
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2024)010
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2402.09691
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2758714
https://doi.org/10.1090/gsm/015
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-6188-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-10451-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-10453-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-8669-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2016)122
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2016)122
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1510.07911
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1400995
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2020)177
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2020)177
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1804.01081
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1665727
https://doi.org/10.1090/gsm/016
https://doi.org/10.24033/bsmf.1826
https://doi.org/10.24033/bsmf.1826
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2024)135
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2024)135
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2309.05126
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2696222


J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3

[70] S.B. Giddings, Hilbert space structure in quantum gravity: an algebraic perspective, JHEP 12
(2015) 099 [arXiv:1503.08207] [INSPIRE].

[71] W. Donnelly and S.B. Giddings, Gravitational splitting at first order: Quantum information
localization in gravity, Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018) 086006 [arXiv:1805.11095] [INSPIRE].

[72] S.B. Giddings, On the questions of asymptotic recoverability of information and subsystems in
quantum gravity, JHEP 08 (2022) 227 [arXiv:2112.03207] [INSPIRE].

[73] S.W. Hawking and D.N. Page, Thermodynamics of Black Holes in anti-De Sitter Space,
Commun. Math. Phys. 87 (1983) 577 [INSPIRE].

[74] R. Emparan, AdS membranes wrapped on surfaces of arbitrary genus, Phys. Lett. B 432 (1998)
74 [hep-th/9804031] [INSPIRE].

[75] D. Birmingham, Topological black holes in Anti-de Sitter space, Class. Quant. Grav. 16 (1999)
1197 [hep-th/9808032] [INSPIRE].

[76] R. Emparan, AdS / CFT duals of topological black holes and the entropy of zero energy states,
JHEP 06 (1999) 036 [hep-th/9906040] [INSPIRE].

[77] O.J.C. Dias, R. Monteiro, H.S. Reall and J.E. Santos, A scalar field condensation instability of
rotating anti-de Sitter black holes, JHEP 11 (2010) 036 [arXiv:1007.3745] [INSPIRE].

[78] S.A. Hartnoll, C.P. Herzog and G.T. Horowitz, Holographic Superconductors, JHEP 12 (2008)
015 [arXiv:0810.1563] [INSPIRE].

[79] G.T. Horowitz, M. Kolanowski and J.E. Santos, Almost all extremal black holes in AdS are
singular, JHEP 01 (2023) 162 [arXiv:2210.02473] [INSPIRE].

[80] G.T. Horowitz, M. Kolanowski and J.E. Santos, A deformed IR: a new IR fixed point for
four-dimensional holographic theories, JHEP 02 (2023) 152 [arXiv:2211.01385] [INSPIRE].

[81] M. Atiyah, Topological quantum field theories, Publications mathématiques de l’IHÉS 68 (1988)
175.

[82] E. Witten, Topological Quantum Field Theory, Commun. Math. Phys. 117 (1988) 353 [INSPIRE].

[83] G.B. Segal, The Definition of Conformal Field Theory, in Differential Geometrical Methods in
Theoretical Physics, K. Bleuler and M. Werner eds., Springer Netherlands (1988), p. 165–171
[DOI:10.1007/978-94-015-7809-7_9].

[84] K. Osterwalder and R. Schrader, Axioms for Euclidean Green’s functions, Commun. Math. Phys.
31 (1973) 83 [INSPIRE].

[85] C. Rovelli, The basis of the Ponzano-Regge-Turaev-Viro-Ooguri quantum gravity model in the
loop representation basis, Phys. Rev. D 48 (1993) 2702 [hep-th/9304164] [INSPIRE].

[86] J.C. Baez, Spin foam models, Class. Quant. Grav. 15 (1998) 1827 [gr-qc/9709052] [INSPIRE].

[87] J.W. Barrett and L. Crane, Relativistic spin networks and quantum gravity, J. Math. Phys. 39
(1998) 3296 [gr-qc/9709028] [INSPIRE].

[88] L. Freidel and K. Krasnov, Spin foam models and the classical action principle, Adv. Theor.
Math. Phys. 2 (1999) 1183 [hep-th/9807092] [INSPIRE].

[89] L. Freidel and A. Starodubtsev, Quantum gravity in terms of topological observables,
hep-th/0501191 [INSPIRE].

[90] R. Oeckl, A ‘General boundary’ formulation for quantum mechanics and quantum gravity, Phys.
Lett. B 575 (2003) 318 [hep-th/0306025] [INSPIRE].

– 69 –

https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2015)099
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2015)099
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1503.08207
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1357029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.086006
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1805.11095
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1675269
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2022)227
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2112.03207
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1985237
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01208266
https://inspirehep.net/literature/181925
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(98)00625-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(98)00625-X
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/9804031
https://inspirehep.net/literature/468949
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/16/4/009
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/16/4/009
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/9808032
https://inspirehep.net/literature/474425
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/1999/06/036
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/9906040
https://inspirehep.net/literature/501258
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2010)036
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1007.3745
https://inspirehep.net/literature/862274
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/12/015
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/12/015
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0810.1563
https://inspirehep.net/literature/798954
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2023)162
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2210.02473
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2161710
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2023)152
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2211.01385
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2175956
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02698547
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02698547
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01223371
https://inspirehep.net/literature/260815
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-015-7809-7_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01645738
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01645738
https://inspirehep.net/literature/81180
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.48.2702
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/9304164
https://inspirehep.net/literature/34648
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/15/7/004
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.gr-qc/9709052
https://inspirehep.net/literature/448657
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.532254
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.532254
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.gr-qc/9709028
https://inspirehep.net/literature/448328
https://doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.1998.v2.n6.a1
https://doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.1998.v2.n6.a1
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/9807092
https://inspirehep.net/literature/473281
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/0501191
https://inspirehep.net/literature/675478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2003.08.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2003.08.043
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-th/0306025
https://inspirehep.net/literature/620209


J
H
E
P
1
0
(
2
0
2
4
)
0
6
3

[91] A. Banerjee and G.W. Moore, Comments on summing over bordisms in TQFT, JHEP 09 (2022)
171 [arXiv:2201.00903] [INSPIRE].

[92] G.W. Gibbons and S.W. Hawking, Action Integrals and Partition Functions in Quantum Gravity,
Phys. Rev. D 15 (1977) 2752 [INSPIRE].

[93] E. Witten, Algebras of observables in the presence of gravity, talk at KITP Theory Seminar, May
24 (2023) [DOI:10.26081/K63D4F].

[94] R.G. Douglas, Banach Algebra Techniques in Operator Theory, Springer (1991)
[DOI:10.1007/978-1-4612-1656-8].

– 70 –

https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2022)171
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2022)171
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2201.00903
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2000330
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.15.2752
https://inspirehep.net/literature/110328
https://doi.org/10.26081/K63D4F
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-1656-8

	Introduction
	The path integral and the Hilbert space
	Motivations from sums over geometries
	Some axioms for the UV-completion of a bulk path integral
	Sectors of the quantum gravity Hilbert space

	Operator algebras from the path integral
	Surface algebras
	A trace and a trace inequality for surface algebras
	Representation of the surface algebras on 
	Diagonal sectors are special
	The von Neumann algebras  and 

	Type I von Neumann factors, Hilbert space structure, and entropy
	The trace inequality on 
	 and  contain only type I factors
	The normalization of tr
	Hidden sectors and entropy from algebras

	Examples
	2d topological gravity
	Pure asymptotically-AdS JT gravity
	JT gravity with ``matter''
	Axiom violations in semiclassical limits

	Discussion
	Summary
	Remarks
	Future directions

	Properties of the unnormalized cylinder operator 
	The trace is normal and semifinite

