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The problem of time in quantum gravity calls for a relational solution. Using quantum reduc-
tion maps, we establish a previously unknown equivalence between three approaches to relational
quantum dynamics: 1) relational observables in the clock-neutral picture of Dirac quantization, 2)
Page and Wootters’ (PW) Schrodinger picture formalism, and 3) the relational Heisenberg picture
obtained via symmetry reduction. Constituting three faces of the same dynamics, we call this equiva-
lence the trinity. In the process, we develop a quantization procedure for relational Dirac observables
using covariant POVMSs which encompass non-ideal clocks and resolve the non-monotonicity issue
of realistic quantum clocks reported by Unruh and Wald. The quantum reduction maps reveal this
procedure as the quantum analog of gauge-invariantly extending gauge-fixed quantities. We estab-
lish algebraic properties of these relational observables. We extend a recent ‘clock-neutral’ approach
to changing temporal reference frames, transforming relational observables and states, and demon-
strate a clock dependent temporal nonlocality effect. We show that Kuchai’s criticism, alleging that
the conditional probabilities of the PW formalism violate the constraint, is incorrect. They are a
quantum analog of a gauge-fixed description of a gauge-invariant quantity and equivalent to the
manifestly gauge-invariant evaluation of relational observables in the physical inner product. The
trinity furthermore resolves a previously reported normalization ambiguity and clarifies the role of
entanglement in the PW formalism. The trinity finally permits us to resolve Kuchai’s criticism that
the PW formalism yields wrong propagators by showing how conditional probabilities of relational
observables give the correct transition probabilities. Unlike previous proposals, our resolution does
not invoke approximations, ideal clocks or ancilla systems, is manifestly gauge-invariant, and easily
extends to an arbitrary number of conditionings.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Background independence is the lesson of general rel-
ativity: a physical theory should not depend on external
structures. In pre-relativistic physics, space and time
are external entities with respect to which the dynamics
of matter unfolds. In contrast, general relativity unites
space and time into a single object, spacetime, which
is dynamical and interacts with matter as described by
Einstein’s field equations.

However, standard quantization techniques often rely
on background structures, such as imposing the canon-
ical commutation relations on constant-time hypersur-
faces. These techniques cannot be applied unaltered in a
quantum theory of gravity where the aim is to quantize
spacetime itself, rather than to quantize matter in space-
time. New tools that allow for a background independent
quantization scheme are thus required [1-3].

Often the external structures in a theory appear as
reference frames with respect to which matter and motion

is described. Recognizing that any employed reference
frame is itself a physical system, it too must be subject
to dynamics and interact with the degrees of freedom it
wishes to describe. In particular, the famous ‘rods and
clocks’ that formed Einstein’s conception of a reference
frame must be quantized. This insight has long been
recognized in the quantum gravity community [1-34], by
those interested in foundational issues aimed at removing
the background structure inherent in standard quantum
theory [35-55], and more recently applied in the context
of quantum information science [37, 56-61].

Background independence leads to a dynamical conun-
drum in the context of canonical quantum gravity: the
Hamiltonian of a generally covariant theory, such as gen-
eral relativity, is constrained to vanish in the absence of
boundaries [1, 3, 62]. As a consequence, in the quantum
theory it appears as if one obtains a ‘frozen formalism’
and physical states (of the spatial geometry and matter)
do not evolve in time. This is known as the problem of
time in quantum gravity [10, 11, 63]. However, upon
closer inspection, it is clear that the quantum theory is
not ‘timeless’ as often stated. The problem of time is
rather a manifestation of background independence and
means that physical states do not evolve relative to an ex-
ternal background time. Instead, one must extract a time
evolution in a relational manner, i.e. pick some quantized
degrees of freedom to serve as an internal time —a tem-
poral quantum reference frame—relative to which the
remaining quantum degrees of freedom evolve [1-34, 44—
47, 49-52]. In this regard, given the a priori many pos-
sible choices of internal time, we shall extend arguments
that it is more appropriate to consider the ensuing quan-
tum theory as being ‘clock-neutral’ [25, 26] rather than
‘timeless’; it is a description of physics prior to having
chosen a temporal reference frame relative to which the
other degrees of freedom evolve.

We will refer to such temporal reference frames loosely
as ‘clocks’. We emphasize that, depending on the con-
crete model at hand, they may represent clocks in an op-
erational laboratory situation or describe global degrees
of freedom, such as the dynamical ‘size’ of the Universe
in a cosmological setting, which can serve as a cosmic
time standard.

We focus on three of the main approaches to solv-
ing the problem of time through a relational notion of
quantum dynamics. The first approach (Dynamics I), is
formulated in terms of gauge invariant relational Dirac
observables that correspond to the simultaneous reading
of a clock and observable of interest [1-30] within the a
priori ‘clock-neutral’ picture of Dirac quantization (‘first
quantize, then constrain’). A second approach (Dynam-
ics II), put forward by Page and Wootters [44, 45] and
further developed in [46, 47, 49-51, 64-71], describes re-
lational quantum dynamics in terms of quantum correla-
tions between a clock and system and yields a relational
Schrédinger picture. Finally, a third approach known as
quantum symmetry reduction (Dynamics IIT), draws its
inspiration from, and in some cases is equivalent to, re-
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FIG. 1. The trinity of relational quantum dynamics posits
that the dynamics described by relational Dirac observables
in the clock-neutral picture of Dirac quantization, the rela-
tional Schrodinger picture of the Page-Wootters formalism,
and the relational Heisenberg picture obtained upon a quan-
tum symmetry reduction of the clock-neutral theory are three
manifestations of the same relational quantum theory.

duced phase space quantization, which singles out a time
observable at the classical level that is then used to con-
struct a quantum theory [2, 10, 11, 25, 26, 72] (see [31-
34] for a discussion in loop quantum gravity/cosmology).
This yields a relational Heisenberg picture. Each of these
approaches is a manifestation of the relational paradigm
in physics: localization in both space and time is only
meaningful in relation to other physical systems, and not
relative to absolute or external structures.

Due to their different motivations and dissimilar ways
in which dynamics arises in each, these three proposals
for a relational quantum dynamics were long thought to
be distinet [10, 11]. A main contribution of this article
is to show that under certain conditions, amounting to
the requirement that a physical clock be “well-behaved”
and does not couple to the evolving degrees of freedom,
these three proposals are actually a manifestation of the
same relational quantum theory, as summarized in Fig. 1.
We thus refer to these relational quantum theories as
the trinity of relational quantum dynamics, or simply the
trinity. This equivalence enables us to prove a number of
further results in the context of relational dynamics and
resolve past issues reported in the literature.

We list here the further contributions of this article:

e Using the most general notion of a quantum observ-
able defined as a positive operator-valued measure
(POVM) [73-75], we construct a novel quantiza-
tion of classical (kinematical) time observables as-
sociated with a clock using only the quantization of
the clock Hamiltonian Ho. This extends the dis-
cussion of clock POVMs in the context of relational
dynamics in [50, 51, 76]. This procedure does not
rely on a self-adjoint time operator that is canoni-
cally conjugate to H¢c, which in general situations
of physical interest does not exist. This elegantly

sidesteps pathologies of some classical time func-
tions. Furthermore, by appealing to the more gen-
eral notion of an observable as characterized by a
POVM, this allows for a resolution of the appar-
ent non-monotonicity of realistic quantum clocks,
as used by Unruh and Wald [77] to argue against
the viability of a relational approach to the problem
of time. Indeed, our POVM-based time observable
will be monotonic for bounded Hamiltonians and
admits a consistent probability interpretation.

Employing such clock POVMs, we construct a sys-
tematic quantization procedure for relational Dirac
observables. This amounts to a G-twirl, i.e. an av-
eraging over the group generated by the constraint,
of the (kinematical) observable of interest and a
projection onto a chosen reading of the quantum
clock. This extends the use of G-twirling tech-
niques, often used in the literature on spatial quan-
tum reference frames without constraints, e.g. see
[37, 61, 78], to the context of Hamiltonian con-
straints and temporal quantum reference frames.
We prove various algebraic properties of the thus
constructed relational quantum observables.

The quantum reductions which map the clock-
neutral Dirac quantized theory into either the re-
lational Schrodinger picture of the Page-Wootters
formalism or the relational Heisenberg picture of
the symmetry reduced theory, reveal our procedure
of quantizing relational observables as the quan-
tum analog of so-called gauge-invariant extensions
of gauge-fixed quantities [14-17, 79].

We place the Page-Wootters formalism on a more
rigorous foundation and bring it into conversation
with the modern techniques of quantum gravity.
The trinity implies that the dynamics arising in the
Page-Wootters formalism should be regarded as the
quantum analog of the dynamics defined on a clas-
sical reduced phase space resulting from choosing a
specific gauge related to the choice of clock.

We fully resolve Kuchai’s criticism that the con-
ditional probabilities of the Page-Wootters formal-
ism violate the constraints [10]. We show that they
coincide with expectation values of relational ob-
servables in the clock-neutral picture and thus can
be viewed as quantum analogs of gauge-fixed ex-
pressions of gauge-invariant quantities. This also
clarifies that the alleged normalization ambiguity
reported in [49] does not arise.

We generalize the clock-neutral approach to chang-
ing temporal quantum reference frames developed
in [25, 26] to the case where clocks are described us-
ing POVMs. This extends the perspective-neutral
approach to quantum reference frames [25, 26, 39,
40, 80], which identifies the gauge-invariant quan-
tum theory obtained through Dirac quantization as



a description of the physics prior to having chosen
a quantum frame from which to describe the re-
maining degrees of freedom. Here, the quantum
reduction maps of the trinity are associated with a
choice of clock, and assume the role of ‘quantum co-
ordinate’ maps to the ‘perspective’ of that clock. In
analogy to coordinate changes on a manifold, one
can then change clock perspective by concatenating
reduction maps associated to different clocks. This
procedure always passes through the clock-neutral
picture, and transforms both states and observables
between different clock perspectives.

e Using this temporal frame change method, we
demonstrate a clock dependent temporal nonlocal-
ity effect. When a clock is in a superposition read-
ing different times, the dynamics of a system of
interest with respect to that clock will be in a su-
perposition of time evolutions. This complements
a similar effect reported in [65], and is the tempo-
ral analog of the quantum frame dependent spatial
correlations observed in [38, 39]. Using this clock
change method, we also find a new ‘self-reference’
phenomenon of quantum clocks.

e The trinity allows us to completely resolve Kuchai’s
criticism that the Page-Wootters formalism yields
the wrong propagators [10]. We introduce a new
two-time conditional probability using relational
observables at the level of the a priori clock-neutral
picture. Upon quantum reduction, this always
yields the correct transition probabilities in the re-
lational Schrédinger picture of the Page-Wotters
formalism as expected from standard quantum me-
chanics. In contrast to previous proposals [21, 49],
our resolution does not rely on approximations,
ideal clocks or auxiliary ancilla systems, and au-
tomatically extends to an arbitrary number of con-
ditionings.

e We clarify the role entanglement plays in giving rise
to relational dynamics in the Page-Wootters for-
malism by emphasizing that this entanglement is
kinematical and demonstrating that the same dy-
namics can arise in the absence of this kinematical
entanglement.

We begin in Sec. II by reviewing the classical theory of
Hamiltonian constrained systems and relational observ-
ables, and subsequently specializing to a direct sum of
a phase spaces describing a clock and a system whose
dynamics the clock will track. In Sec. III the quantiza-
tion of kinematical time observables as so-called covariant
POVMs is described. In Sec. IV A, we introduce Dynam-
ics I defined in terms of quantum relational Dirac observ-
ables and also discuss reduced phase space quantization,
which, while not comprising an element of the trinity,
will be of conceptual importance. In Sec. V the equiv-
alence of the relational dynamics comprising the trin-
ity is established. We then clarify the role entanglement

plays in the Page-Wootters formalism in Sec. VI. Next,
we construct temporal frame change maps between clock
perspectives and illustrate a novel time nonlocality effect
in Sec. VII. In Sec. VIII we discuss the quantum analog
of the gauge-invariant extension of gauge fixed quanti-
ties, resolve Kuchai’s criticisms (pointing out differences
with past attempts at resolutions), and explain why there
is no normalization ambiguity in the Page-Wootters for-
malism. We conclude in Sec. IX.

Classical phase space functions and their quantum op-
erator equivalent will be distinguished with hats, and
throughout we work in units such that A = 1.

II. PHASE SPACE STRUCTURE AND
RELATIONAL DIRAC OBSERVABLES

A. Classical relational dynamics

The diffeomorphism-invariance of general relativity
leads to a so-called Hamiltonian constraint, i.e. a Hamil-
tonian that is constrained to vanish (in the absence of
boundaries) [1, 3, 62]. The Hamiltonian of general rela-
tivity thereby not only generates the dynamics, but also
temporal diffeomorphisms, which are gauge transforma-
tions. However, a gauge-invariant form of dynamics can
be encoded in so-called relational observables [1, 6-9, 14—
18]. We review here the concept of relational observables
for finite-dimensional models subject to a Hamiltonian
constraint.

Consider a system on an N-dimensional configuration
space described by the action S = [, . dsL(q" ),
where ¢° denotes differentiation with respect to s and
a=0,1,..., N. Suppose the action is reparametrization-
invariant (i.e. invariant under one-dimensional diffeo-
morphisms), meaning the Lagrangian transforms as a
scalar density L(¢%, ¢%) — L(q% dq®/ds)d5/ds under a
reparametrization s — $§(s). It follows that the Leg-
endre transformation will then produce a Hamiltonian
H = N(s)Cp, where N(s) is an arbitrary (lapse) func-
tion and Cp is a so-called Hamiltonian constraint

N
Cu = pad” — L(g" ¢") =0,

a=1

which has to vanish due to the reparametrization invari-
ance of L(¢% ¢*). This condition defines a (2N — 1)-
dimensional submanifold C C Pji,, referred to as the con-
straint hypersurface, in the 2 N-dimensional kinematical
phase space Pyin, which is parametrized by the canoni-
cal coordinates ¢* and p, satisfying {¢* ps} = 6. The
image of the Legendre transformation is thus a lower-
dimensional subset of Pyi,. In this context, ~ denotes
a weak equality meaning that the equality only holds on
C [79, 81]. Such a setting is schematically depicted in



Fig. 2.1

Setting henceforth N(s) = 1, the Hamiltonian H co-
incides with the constraint function C'y and generates
dynamical equations on the kinematical phase space

df

- = 7C )

T = s.0m)
where f : Piin — R is an arbitrary phase space function.
This defines a dynamical flow on the phase space Pkin,
aSCH : R — Pyin, with flow parameter s that transforms

any function f as

(oo}

Foorag, F= 3 T O, 1)

n=0

where {f,Cutni1 = {{f,Cu}tn,Cr} is the iterated
Poisson bracket with the convention { f, C }o := f.? The
dynamical orbits, corresponding to solutions to the equa-
tions of motion, must lie on the constraint surface C. Be-
ing the only constraint, C'y is first class and its action
on C corresponds to (active) temporal diffeomorphisms
on the manifold M = R underlying the action S, which
are equivalent to reparametrizations (passive diffeomor-
phisms) s — 5(s). Since the action S is invariant under
reparametrizations, the evolution with respect to the flow
parameter s is not physical; it is a gauge transformation
on C. This mimics the situation in general relativity. In-
deed, general relativistic cosmological models satisfy all
the structure introduced here [82].

Physical observables are represented by functions F'
on the constraint surface C that are invariant under the
flow generated by the constraint C'y and known as Dirac
observables. This requirement amounts to the condition

{F,Cy} =0. (2)

Using so-called relational Dirac observables (aka evolv-
ing constants of motion) [1, 3, 6-9, 14-18], it is possible
to establish a gauge-invariant dynamics. Relational Dirac
observables encode how one observable evolves relative to
another along the flow generated by Cp. That is, they
are Dirac observables Fy (1) (in this case also known
as complete observables) corresponding to the value a
phase space function f (a partial observable) takes on C
when the phase space function T' (another partial observ-
able) takes the value 7. Hence, the partial observable T'
assumes the role of a dynamical reference degree of free-
dom, which we can choose to parametrize the flow ac,

1 The familiar Hamiltonian mechanics of a system without con-
straints can be recovered from the special case Cyg = po +
Hgs(q;,pi), where Hg(g;,p;) is the Hamiltonian for a system de-
scribed by the coordinates ¢;,p; withi=1,..., N —1 [79].

2 More precisely, this is a pull-back. Let z denote a Eoint in
Pein- Then ag - f(z) = flog, (z)) = o2, & SL& =
>oto jTT,L {f, Cr}n(z). For notational simplicity, we henceforth
drop reference to the points € Py;,, which are specified by the
coordinates (q“,pa)flvzl.

Pxin

A 1 ) /
kGauge orbits

FIG. 2. Depicted is the unconstrained phase space Pyin (rect-
angular prism), the constraint surface C (green surface), gauge
orbits/dynamical trajectories in C generated by Cpu (black
curves on C), the gauge-fixing surface T' = 7 (red plane), and
the reduced phase space P5? (thick black line, see Sec. IV B).
The relational Dirac observable Fy r(7) is a gauge-invariant
function on C corresponding to the question “what is the value
of the function f when the clock T reads 77” Hence, it cor-
responds to the value of the function f on the intersection of
the gauge-fixing surface T' = 7 with C. Letting the parameter
7 run unfolds the relational dynamics and thus corresponds
to ‘scanning’ C with the family of gauge-fixing surfaces T' = .

instead of the original non-dynamical parameter s. Such
a choice of T is therefore often called an internal time
or clock function in the gravity literature. This suggests
that we construct F'y r(7) by solving ag,, - T = 7 for s,
using the expansion in Eq. (1) and denoting the solution
as s7(7), and then evaluating the flow of f at s = sp(7),
which yields

5Pl @

The expansion in the second equality was first derived
(as a special case of a general framework) in [14-17]. As
shown in these works, it is a simple exercise to demon-
strate that the functions Fy (1) satisfy Eq. (2) and are
thus Dirac observables. Notice that Fyr(7) is only de-
fined where {T,Cy} # 0, i.e. where T defines a good
parametrization of the flow a¢, .

For later purposes, we note that this construction of
Fr(7) constitutes a so-called gauge-invariant extension
of a gauge-fized quantity [14-17, 79]. Since C'y generates
not only the dynamics, but also gauge transformations,
every dynamical trajectory in C is also a gauge orbit. In
any region of C where {T,Cy} # 0, T defines a good
clock and the gauge-fixing condition 7" = 7 singles out
a point on each gauge orbit in this region (which later
will be all of C). Fyr(7) is a gauge-invariant quantity



defined in this entire region of C and it encodes a gauge-
fixed quantity, namely the value of f at the point on the
gauge orbit fixed by the condition that T" = 7. This
construction is schematically represented in Fig. 2.

Notice that 7 is now an evolution parameter and so
Fyr(t) in Eq. (3) really is a one-parameter family of
Dirac observables. Letting 7 run over its set of permis-
sible values then describes the relational evolution of f
relative to the clock T. We stress that this construction
holds for an arbitrary phase space function f.

While relational Dirac observables can in principle be
quantized once their classical form is known, the quan-
tum analog of this systematic construction procedure, to
gauge-invariantly extend gauge-fixed quantities, has thus
far not been established in the literature. The reason
is that Dirac quantization immediately yields a gauge-
invariant Hilbert space (cf. Sec. IV A), so that a gauge-
fixing as above is not feasible in the quantum theory and
one has to proceed differently. One of our results below
and in [83, 84] is to develop precisely the quantum analog
of the gauge-invariant extension of gauge-fixed quantities
procedure for a class of models.

B. Decomposition of the phase space into a clock
and system of interest

As just described, Hamiltonian constraints force us to
consider dynamical degrees of freedom as time variables.
While the above considerations hold true for general sys-
tems with a single Hamiltonian constraint on finite di-
mensional phase spaces, we shall henceforth work under
further restrictions, which will considerably simplify the
subsequent analysis. The reason is that these restrictions
will permit us to go beyond the formal level in the quan-
tum theory and to exhibit the links between three a priori
distinct approaches to quantum relational dynamics.

For the remainder of this article, we consider theo-
ries, which permit us to globally partition the degrees
of freedom into a clock C' and a system S. More pre-
cisely, we shall assume for simplicity that the kinematical
phase space can be globally decomposed into a product
Pxin = Pc X Pg, where P and Pg denote the clock and
system phase space, respectively. While a general phase
space may not globally decompose in this form (e.g. if
it is compact), locally this can always be achieved. We
shall also assume that dim Pc = 2, while dim Pg can be
arbitrary but finite. The reason is that a single Hamil-
tonian constraint requires only a single clock function to

parametrize its orbits.® The clock function T will be used
as one coordinate on Pg.

Based on this partition, we shall henceforth further re-
strict to classical theories described by an autonomous
(i.e. independent of flow parameter s) Hamiltonian con-
straint of the form

Cy=Hc+ Hg =0, (4)

where H¢ is a function on Pg, which we refer to as the
clock Hamiltonian, and Hg is a function on Pg, which we
refer to as the system Hamiltonian. That is, we assume
that the clock and system do not interact.

This is an assumption usually made in the literature
on the Page-Wootters formalism [44, 45], which is why
we shall likewise adopt this assumption in order to prove
equivalence with other approaches (see [50] in which this
assumption is relaxed in the context of the Page-Wootters
formalism). We emphasize that Eq. (4) is, of course, an
idealization. If the constraint modelled a laboratory sit-
uation, one might interpret this as a reasonable situation
in which the clock and system are so far apart that their
interaction may be neglected. However, in general rela-
tivity, Eq. (4) is a strong restriction. Being a field theory,
finite dimensional general relativistic systems correspond
to models with symmetry, such as homogenous cosmolog-
ical models or certain black hole spacetimes. In this case,
the phase space variables correspond to global and there-
fore not localized degrees of freedom, such as the scale
factor or certain anisotropy parameters. In this case, one
cannot conceive of an absence of interactions between
‘clock’” and ‘system’ as corresponding to them being far
removed from one another. In fact, generic general rel-
ativistic systems do not satisfy the idealization Eq. (4)
[3, 10-12, 19, 29, 63]. Nonetheless, important examples
of relativistic systems satisfying Eq. (4) exist, such as ho-
mogenous vacuum cosmologies [85] or homogeneous cos-
mologies with a massless scalar field [26, 86-88], which
are often studied in quantum cosmology.

In Appendix A, we argue in more detail why the ab-
sence of interactions between clock and system as in
Eq. (4) are, in fact, untenable in generic models, featur-
ing a non-integrable dynamics. This is also to highlight
that the resolution of the ‘clock ambiguity problem’ (re-
lated to the ‘multiple choice problem’ in quantum gravity
[10, 11]) proposed in [69] does not apply to generic mod-
els. Instead, a quantum clock change method, such as

3 The assumption dimPc = 2 is not in conflict with the clock
system possibly being a composite system of many degrees of
freedom. In that case, the clock function T may be a collective
degree of freedom that is chosen as a time standard, relative
to which all other degrees of freedom (including the remaining
ones in the clock system) evolve. That is, with a choice of time
standard one effectively decomposes the clock system phase space
into the time standard part, Pc, and its other degrees of freedom,
which here we simply think of as being contained in the system
phase space Pg.



the one introduced in [25-29] and further developed in
Sec. VII and in [65, 83], will become indispensable for
addressing the ‘clock ambiguity problem’.

III. COVARIANT TIME OBSERVABLES

In the spirit of Misner, Thorne, and Wheeler [89], who
remarked “Time is defined so that motion looks simple!”,
we will suppose that the partial time observable T is
covariant (simple) with respect to the group generated
by the Hamiltonian Hco. This will amount to T essen-
tially being canonically conjugate to H¢ and thus be-
ing monotonic along the orbits generated by the latter.
Such time observables are first described in the classical
theory as clock functions and then in the quantum the-
ory as positive operator-valued measures (POVMs). In
all cases, they capture what we intuitively have in mind
when thinking of a clock, and will be employed in the fol-
lowing sections when discussing the trinity of relational
quantum dynamics. Henceforth, we will simply refer to
T as a time observable. However, we emphasize that T’
is a partial observable, not a complete Dirac observable,
since by construction T is not gauge invariant.

This section will resolve an apparent monotonicity is-
sue of relational time observables reported in [77]. As is
well-known, and originally observed by Pauli [90], there
cannot exist a self-adjoint time operator T that is canon-
ically conjugate to a bounded, self-adjoint Hamiltonian
He. This observation was refined somewhat by Unruh
and Wald in [77] who showed that for a bounded Hamilto-
nian H¢ there cannot exist a self-adjoint time operator
T which satisfies the following monotonicity (“Heracli-
tian”) property in Schrodinger quantum mechanics:

(i) There exists an infinite sequence of states
|T0>,|T1>,|T2>,... with Ty < Th < Ty < ... such
that |T),) is an eigenstate of the projection operator
onto the spectral interval centered around T,,.

(ii) For each n there exists m > n such that the tran-
sition amplitude fon (t) = (T)| exp(—it Ho)|T,) to
go from T,, to the larger T, is non-vanishing for
some t > 0, so that the clock has a nonvanishing
probability to run forward.

(iii) For each n and all t > 0, fi,(t) =0 for all m < n
so that the clock cannot run backward.

Unruh and Wald [77] then interpreted their result as say-
ing that

. any realistic “clock” [...] which can run for-
ward in time must have a nonvanishing prob-
ability to run backward in time.

They therefore raised concern that other observables
would thereby appear to be multivalued at a given read-
ing of a realistic quantum clock and used this as an argu-
ment against a relational approach to the problem of time

(including the Page-Wootters formalism) that is based on
using dynamical time observables.*

As we will now show, it is possible to sidestep the is-
sue raised by Unruh and Wald by relaxing the require-
ment that observables in quantum theory have to be
self-adjoint operators. Instead we will adopt the notion
of a generalized observable defined by a POVM, which
is standard in quantum information [91] and quantum
metrology [75]. In particular, this will permit us to de-
fine monotonic (covariant) time observables with a well-
defined probability interpretation even for bounded clock
Hamiltonians. However, the set of possible clock read-
ings over which the probability distribution is defined
need not be perfectly distinguishable. Nonetheless, this
is common to many quantum measurements and not a
fundamental obstruction.

We consider this a resolution of the issue raised by
Unruh and Wald: by appealing to a more general notion
of an observable characterized by a POVM, the relational
approach to the problem of time is viable also in the
presence of realistic Hamiltonians (see also the follow-up
work [83, 84]).

A. Classical time observables

An (autonomous) Hamiltonian system on a two-
dimensional phase space Pc is completely integrable.
Assuming that the phase space flow generated by the
clock Hamiltonian H¢ is complete,’ it follows from Liou-
ville’s integrability theorem (e.g. see [92]) that we can
always find some clock function T on Pc, such that
{T,Hc} = u(Hc) is a constant of motion for some func-
tion u. Accordingly, the clock T changes at a constant
rate along the dynamical trajectories (or remains static
for u(He) = 0). In this case, we can always choose an-
other clock function T := T/u(Hc), which is canoni-
cally conjugate to the clock Hamiltonian {T, Hc} = 1 on
‘Pc. This is what we mean classically by simplicity of the
clock, i.e. its covariance with respect to Ho. Since v may
vanish for some trajectories, such a choice 7' may not be
globally valid on Pc (e.g. see [25, 26, 83]), although usu-
ally one can find a 7" with such properties on the (owing
to its integrability) dense subset of Pc where dH¢ # 0.5

4 For this reason, Unruh and Wald then proposed a quantization of
unimodular gravity in [77] as an alternative to canonical quantum
geometrodynamics.

5 By this we mean that the flow ay; . on Pc generated by Hc
through the equations of motion exists for all s € R.

6 If one defers this discussion to the constraint surface C C Pxin,
rather than P, we note that it is always possible to find con-
jugate clock and constraint pairs locally on C. Indeed, rescaling
the constraint (rather than the clock function) yields a new con-
straint Cy = Cy/{T,Cg}, which locally defines the same C
and gauge invariant dynamics on it wherever {T,Cg} # 0. It is
easy to convince oneself that {T,Cx} ~ 1 [14-17]. However, Cy
being of the form in Eq. (4), C'r does not satisfy this condition,
which is why we do not consider this option further.



The choice of T is clearly not unique since T' + h(H¢)
enjoys the same properties for an arbitrary differentiable
function h.

Using such a ‘simple’ T and Eq. (4), the power series
expansion of relational Dirac observables in Eq. (3) sim-
plifies for a phase space function fg on Pg:

(o]

P~ T g B )

n=0

For our discussion it will be relevant whether the clock
has non-degenerate or degenerate energy levels. Classi-
cally, this means that constant energy surfaces are con-
nected in the former case and comprised of disconnected
pieces in the latter case, such that each connected piece
contains a single dynamical orbit. Liouville’s integrabil-
ity theorem, together with our assumption that the flow
of Hg is complete, further implies that the connected
components of the constant energy surfaces of the clock
Hamiltonian He on P¢ are diffeomorphic to either S* or
R [92]. Consequently, the clock function 7', being conju-
gate to He, will be periodic in the former case and run
monotonically over an infinite range in the latter case.
While for periodic clocks T will only take values in a fi-
nite interval [0, tmax), one still has to keep track of the
clock’s ‘winding numbers’ in order to monitor the evolu-
tion of S’s degrees of freedom, which may not be periodic
resulting in Eq. (5) being multivalued [84].7

Simple examples of non-degenerate clock Hamiltoni-
ans with orbits diffeomorphic to R are Ho = cp,
with a dimensionful constant ¢, and Ho = p?/2m +
a1 e®? with positive dimensionful constants a; and
g € R. In the former case, a covariant time ob-
servable is given by T = ¢/c¢, and in the latter, by
T — 2m P

p—zam/H—Ccoth*l(,/Qp—THc) (for p # 0). Non-

compact clocks of this kind will be considered in sec-
tions IV and V. By contrast, an obvious example of
a clock with a non-degenerate Hamiltonian with orbits
diffeomorphic to S' is the harmonic oscillator, Ho =
p?/2m + mw?¢?/2. In this case, the periodic clock
function is simply the phase observable T' := ¢(q,p) =
1/warctan(;2E-), which satisfies {T', Hc} = 1 (so-called
action-angle variables [93]). Such periodic clocks will
be discussed in the following subsection and explored in
greater depth in a follow-up article [84]. An example of
a degenerate clock Hamiltonian, Ho = p?/2m, with or-
bits diffeomorphic to R, is studied in the context of the
trinity in a companion article [83].

7 Clocks in everyday life are also periodic, but through calendar
days we keep track of the clocks’ ‘winding numbers’ to monitor
a monotonic passage of time.

B. Quantum time observables

In the quantum theory, by a ‘simple’ time observ-
able we mean a POVM that is covariant with re-
spect to the group generated by the clock Hamiltonian
He [73, 74, 94]. We describe here such covariant POVMs
and the relation between their properties and the spec-
trum of He. Covariant clock POVMs were introduced
into relational dynamics in [50, 51, 76], and also recently
considered in [95]. Here we expound their properties.

Since He is assumed to be a self-adjoint operator, by
Stone’s theorem [96] it generates a one-dimensional group
G whose unitary representation on the clock Hilbert
space He is Uc(t) = e Hel for all t € G C R, where
G denotes the set of values necessary to parametrize G.
The group G can either be compact or noncompact. In
the former case, this implies that for some group element,
parametrized by tmax € G,

Uc(tmax) = €'¢ Ic, ¢ € [0,2m). (6)
The phase ¢ takes into account that the quantum state
of a system is a ray in Hilbert space. As such, Eq. (6)
is the condition that Uqx(t) yields a projective unitary
representation of G, i.e., a representation up to phase.

Let B(G) denote the Borel o-algebra of G, so that
(G,B(G)) is a measurable space, and let Lg(H¢) de-
note the set of bounded operators on Ho. A POVM
Er : B(G) — Lp(Hc¢) is defined through the following
three measure properties (e.g. see [74])

1. Positivity: Ep(X) > 0 for all X € B(G);
2. Normalization: Er(G) = I¢;

3. o-additivity: Ep(U; X;) = ), Er(X;) for any se-
quence X; of disjoint sets in B(G).

A POVM Er is said to be covariant with respect to G
if the self-adjoint effect operators Fr(X) satisfy the co-
variance condition

Er(X +1t) = Uc(t) Ep(X)UL(t), (7)

for all X € B(G) and t € G. If a POVM Er is covariant
with respect to G, the group generated by flc, then we
will refer to B as a time observable of the clock C.

We restrict our attention to time observables described
by effect densities proportional to one-dimensional ‘pro-
jection operators’ onto what we will refer to as (possibly
unnormalizable) clock states |t),

Br(dt) = pdt [£)(t], (®)

where 1 € R is a constant. We will explain shortly how
the clock states are constructed using the eigenstates of
H¢. The constant p is fixed by the normalization condi-
tion

Er(G) = /G Er(dt) = Ie, (9)



and dt denoting the G invariant Haar measure on GG. The
motivation for the above assumption is that effect den-
sities not described by one-dimensional ‘projectors’ have
less resolution [74, 97]. Furthermore, the effect operator
for any X € B(G) is now given by Ep(X) = [ Ep(dt).

From Eq. (9) it follows that the clock states form a
resolution of the identity and thus a basis for He. How-
ever, the clock states need not be orthogonal, and if they
are not, then this basis is overcomplete. The covariance
condition in Eq. (7) then implies that the clock states
transform under the action of G as

') =Uc(t' —t)[t). (10)

The n'® moment operator of the time observable Er is
7™ ::;L/ dtt" [t)(t]. (11)
G

We define a time operator T := T as the first moment
operator of the time observable Er

T_H/Gdtt [t)(t]. (12)

This time operator T is symmetric but not necessarily
self-adjoint [74], a property we shall revisit shortly. We
emphasize that the quantization of a classical clock func-
tion 1" should not be associated with the time operator
T. Instead, the quantum analog of T is the covariant
time observable Er, which is a POVM, and therefore
fully characterized by all of its moment operators 70,
Nonetheless, considering the time operator T allows us
to compare the covariant time observable with previous
work.

The possible non-self-adjointness notwithstanding, the
moment operators 7(") are viable quantum observables
with a consistent probability interpretation; however,
measurement outcomes t € X may not be perfectly dis-
tinguishable because the clock states need not be or-
thogonal. This resolves the issue raised by Unruh and
Wald [77]: thanks to the covariance property in Eqs. (7)
and (10), we have a viable monotonic time observable
which we will now describe in more detail.

In general, the spectrum of the clock Hamiltonian
oc = Spec(H¢) = 0. U gy, is the union of its continuous
spectrum o, and point (discrete) spectrum o,. For sim-
plicity, we will only consider non-degenerate clock Hamil-
tonians with spectra that are either entirely continuous
oc = o, or entirely discrete o = 0, in the following two
subsections. In [83], we describe the analogous proper-
ties for an example of a degenerate, continuous spectrum
clock Hamiltonian.

1. Continuous spectrum clocks

For non-degenerate continuous spectrum clocks, oc =
o¢, the spectral decomposition of the clock Hamiltonian

is

HCZ/ de e |e) el (13)

c

where |e) denotes an eigenstate of the clock Hamiltonian
with eigenvalue e. The covariance condition in Eq. (10)
implies that the clock states take the form

) = / de ¢19() g=iot | | (14)

where g(g) is an arbitrary real function encoding a free-
dom in the choice of clock states. This freedom is the
quantum incarnation of the classical freedom in defin-
ing a clock that is canonically conjugate to He (see Ap-
pendix B). The overlap of two clock states is given by

(tt') = / de =) = x(t 1), (15)

c

where we have defined the function

2o (x) =R,
X() i={ e [15(a) +iPE] 0= (ein, o), (16)
jelimint —etomt 0c=(Emin, Emax);

and P denotes the Cauchy principal value. From Eq. (15)
it follows that the clock states have infinite norm and thus
are not elements of the clock Hilbert space,® unless o, is
bounded above and below. Further, only for 0. = R are
the clock states orthogonal. In this case, the POVM cor-
responds to a projective measurement, and Eq. (12) is
then simply the spectral decomposition of the time op-
erator. Such clocks are often considered in the literature
and represent an idealization in which the clock states
are in principle perfectly distinguishable. We henceforth
refer to such clocks as ideal. That the spectrum of the
clock Hamiltonian is unbounded below in this case is the
content of Pauli’s famous remark on the (apparent) im-
possibility of a physically meaningful time operator [90].
On the other hand, when o, C R the clock states are not
orthogonal.

The group G generated by a clock Hamiltonian with
continuous spectrum is noncompact and G = R. This is
because if G were compact, then from Egs. (6) and (13),
it would follow that e’*tmax = ¢?¢ for all € € o... However,
this condition cannot be satisfied since o, contains irra-
tional numbers. This is, of course, the quantum analog
of the classical discussion above: a classical Hamiltonian

8 More precisely [98], one considers a rigged Hilbert space defined
by the triplet ® C Ho C @, where ® is a proper subset dense in
Hc and @' is the dual of ®, defined through the inner product
on He. In this case, @ is the Schwarz space of smooth rapidly
decreasing functions on R and ®’ is the space of tempered dis-
tributions on R. The clock states are tempered distributions,
[t) € @'



H¢ generating a noncompact flow on a two-dimensional
phase space (usually) leads to a quantum Hamiltonian
H¢ with continuous spectrum. Having established that
G = R, and given that the energy eigenstates form a res-
olution of the identity, Ic = fac de |e)(e|, and Egs. (9)
and (13), it follows that the normalization constant ap-
pearing in Eq. (8) is fixed to be p = %

Using Egs. (12) and (15), one can verify that the clock
states in Eq. (14) are eigenstates of the first moment
T, ie. T|t) = t|t), only in the special case of the ideal
clock, where Spec(H¢) = R. In this special case, we also
have that 7' is self-adjoint and that T is equal to the
n'" moment operator of the clock POVM T(™ given in
Eq. (11).

Differentiating Uc(s) TU;(S) = T — sI¢ (which fol-
lows from Eq. (10), the invariance of the Haar measure,
and G = R) with respect to s and setting s = 0, one finds
that the time operator and clock Hamiltonian (formally)
satisfy the canonical commutation relation

[T, flc} —ilc. (17)

While this holds for any continuous (non-degenerate)
flc, we note that the time operator and clock Hamil-
tonian form a Heisenberg pair (which requires both to
be self-adjoint [99]) only in the case of the ideal clock, in
accordance with Pauli’s remark noted above. This point
has been discussed in another context in [100].

Finally, using Eq. (14), one also finds that

1 ) .
le) = —/Rdtew(E) estt), (18)

2

which generalizes the Fourier transform to a canonical
pair with a not necessarily self-adjoint 7" in Eq. (17).

2. Discrete spectrum clocks

The spectral decomposition of a clock Hamiltonian
with non-degenerate discrete spectrum, oc = 0y, is

Ho= Y &ilej)el,

Ej€0p

where |¢;) denotes an eigenstate of the clock Hamiltonian
with eigenvalue €;. The covariance condition in Eq. (10)
implies that the clock states take the form

= 3 eoeDeieitey). (19)

gj€0p

where again g(g;) is an arbitrary real function encoding
a freedom in the choice of clock states. The overlap of
two clock states is

<t|tl>: Z eiaj(t—t/).

EjE€E0p
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It follows that the clock states are orthogonal if e.g. o}, =
Z [97].

As noted above, if the group G generated by the
clock Hamiltonian is noncompact, then G = R. Insert-
ing Eq. (19) into the normalization condition, Eq. (9),
one finds that the result diverges in this case. We
therefore cannot construct a covariant time observable
in the manner described above when Spec(H¢c) = o,
and G is noncompact. For G to be compact, so that
G = [0, tmax) C R, it follows from Eq. (6) that

eisjtmax — ei«p7

V&“j € 0p. (20)
For Eq. (20) to be satisfied it must be the case that

Enj €Z s.t. Ejtmax = 27Tnj + @, Vé‘j € op,

which implies that the spectrum of He reads

g5 = m, ij € op.
tmax
Hence, for G to be compact, the spectrum of He must
also be rational (see [97] for a related discussion).” This
is again the quantum analog of the classical discussion
above: a classical Hamiltonian generating a flow homeo-
morphic to S* in a two-dimensional phase space (usually)
leads to a quantum Hamiltonian with discrete, rational
spectrum. Note that the global phase ¢ is only unique
up to multiples of 2.

Once more, the normalization condition in Eq. (8) fixes
the constant p = ¢} and Eq. (19) allows for the time

operator T to be expressed as

etla(es)—g(er)]

T:tmaxlc_i_i Z

: ) el - (21)

E€j,ELETD Ej &k

Jj#k

The action of the time operator on a clock state is

. t ig(ej)
Ty = =gl +i > e ™)
€j,ELETY E'j ~Ek
n

9 Generic Hamiltonians featuring an irrational spectrum, how-
ever, usually correspond either to complex many body systems
or to classically non-integrable systems. As such, they typi-
cally do not arise in the quantization of two-dimensional phase
spaces, like that of the clock. Nevertheless, it is interesting
to note what would happen for Hamiltonians with irrational
spectrum. The evolution of states on H¢ could be written as
[Ye(t)) =3, cre 5kt |ey) and since the ratios of eigenvalues
€k are not rational numbers, it is impossible to satisfy Eq. (20)
for any finite ¢ # 0. Hence, the clock has infinite range and the
state will never exactly return to its initial state [¢c(0)). How-
ever, in aperiodic intervals, the state may get arbitrarily close to
| (0)) in the sense that their difference gets arbitrarily close to
the zero-vector. This is the content of the quantum recurrence
theorems [101-103].



from which it is seen the clock states are not eigenstates
of the time operator. Note that the time observable is
a POVM with measurement outcomes ¢t € G and the
time operator T is defined as its first moment. Thus
one should not expect the clock states to necessarily be
eigenstates of T'; see also [74] for a related discussion.

Using Eq. (21), the commutator of the time operator
and clock Hamiltonian can be evaluated,!”

[:ﬁ,ﬁc}:uc_i I eloe)=oE] o) ey |
€j,€KkE0p

= Z(IC - |tmax> <tmax|)'

Thus 7" and He form a Heisenberg pair on the subspace

D := {|1/)> S HC ’ <tmax|1/}> = 0} - HC?

which is dense in the clock Hilbert space Heo when its
dimensionality is infinite [99, 104]. Despite this domain
restriction, the eigenstates of H¢ can be expressed via a
Fourier transform of the clock states

1 . _
/ dt e=19Es) gt |g) |
G

lej) =
max

3. Ezxamples of non-degenerate quantum clocks

To illustrate the quantum time observables discussed
above, we now consider some examples. For clocks
governed by a non-degenerate Hamiltonian with a con-
tinuous spectrum, we construct the time operator T
via a wavefunction representation. Denoting the set
of energy eigenfunctions with respect to observable
g by {¢<(q)}e, one can then use Eq. (14) to find
the wavefunctions of the clock states via the Fourier
transform ¢,(q) = [ dee "".(q), where for sim-
plicity we have chosen g(¢) = 0. The time opera-
tor is then given by T' = [dgdq T(q.q)|g){¢|, with
T(q,q) = 5z Jpdtt de(a)¢e(d)-

We now give three examples of non-degenerate,
continuous-spectrum clocks. First, in analogy to the
classical examples discussed in Sec. IIT A, consider the
clock governed by Ho = ¢p on He =~ Lo(R), with
[4,p] = i. Such a clock Hamiltonian has a non-degenerate
spectrum Spec(H¢) = R (i.e. an ideal clock). In this

case, we have ¥:(q) \/%ei%, so the clock states

di(q) = V2mwo(t — q/c) are orthogonal, as anticipated,
and T'(q,q') = 2d(q — ¢'), ie. T = % Clearly T' is

10 This result can also be derived by differentiating
Uc(s) ’IA’Ué(s) =T —slc+ Jo dt [t)(t|, which follows from the
invariance of the Haar measure, adjusting integration labels and
limits, and noting that Uc (tmax) [£){¢] U (tmax) = [£){t].
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self-adjoint in this case, being isomorphic to the posi-
tion operator on the real line, and H¢ is unbounded be-
low [90]. As a second example, we consider a Hamilto-

nian whose spectrum is bounded below, namely He =
p2/2m + a1 e? on He ~ L2(R), with aj,az > 0
and the boundary condition that energy eigenstates van-
ish for ¢ — oo where the potential diverges. Defining

v(e) == 2—%2”5, the energy eigenfunctions are then given

by ¥-(q) = Kiy(s)(z—vizmle“?qﬂ), where K, (z) are the
modified Bessel functions of the second kind, from which
¢¢(q) and then T' can be constructed as described above.
Since 0. = RT is not equal to R in this case, the clock
wavefunctions {¢:(¢) }+ are not orthogonal. As a third ex-
ample, consider the Hamiltonian He = g, with the posi-
tion operator acting on He =~ L2(0, a). This Hamiltonian
therefore has a doubly-bounded spectrum o, = (0,a/c).
We have energy eigenfunctions 1.(q) = §(q¢ — cg), and
(again, non-orthogonal) clock states ¢;(q) = e~"¢*, and
hence T'(q,q") = ic?6'(q¢ — q'). This example was consid-
ered in [99], though with restrictions on the domain of
what we have called T'(q,q’).

On the other hand, an obvious example of a rational,
non-degenerate clock spectrum is the Harmonic oscilla-
tor. In this case, the quantization of the phase observ-
able mentioned above serves as the (self-adjoint) clock
operator T = ¢ [74, 105]. The clock states given in
Eq. (19) then fail to be orthogonal. For completeness we
have included here a discussion of discrete spectrum clock
Hamiltonians and discuss such clocks in detail in the con-
text of relational quantum dynamics in [84], henceforth
considering only noncompact clocks.

IV. RELATIONAL QUANTUM DYNAMICS IN
DIRAC AND REDUCED QUANTIZATION

Prior to describing the trinity in Sec. V, we first in-
troduce the formulation of relational quantum dynamics
in the language of relational observables in Dirac quan-
tization (‘first quantize, then constrain’). This formula-
tion will produce the clock-neutral element of the trinity.
The word relational is used because the formulation de-
fines the quantum dynamics of the system S with respect
to the dynamical clock C, which is described in terms
of a covariant time observable (POVM) as discussed in
Sec. I1I. For simplicity, we henceforth restrict our consid-
eration to clocks which possess a non-degenerate, contin-
uous spectrum Hamiltonian He, and discuss the trinity
for degenerate clock Hamiltonians in a companion arti-
cle [83], and postpone the discussion of the trinity for
discrete spectrum Hamiltonians to [84].

We also introduce an alternative formulation of rela-
tional quantum dynamics obtained through phase space
reduction and subsequent quantization (‘first constrain,
then quantize’), although this will not a priori be an
element of the trinity. The other two formulations of re-
lational quantum dynamics which complete the trinity



in Sec. V are obtained through the quantum analog of
phase space reduction. The relation among these latter
three formulations will be studied in Sec. V.

A. Dynamics I: Relational Dirac observables

Dirac’s constraint quantization algorithm!! begins by
quantizing the kinematical phase space Pyin =~ Pc X Ps,
by promoting suitable phase space coordinates to op-
erators on what is known as the kinematical Hilbert
space Hyin. The direct sum structure of the classical
phase space suggests a preferred partitioning of the kine-
matical Hilbert space Hyin =~ Heo @ Hg, where He and
‘Hs are the Hilbert spaces describing the clock and system
degrees of freedom, which here are simply quantizations
of Pc and Pg, respectively. We assume that this quanti-
zation leads to a self-adjoint and non-degenerate clock
Hamiltonian H¢e acting on He with continuous spec-
trum. The clock variable is then quantized via the co-
variant clock POVM Er, defined through the clock states
in Eq. (14), yielding a canonical pair [T, Ho| = i thanks
to Eq. (17). Recall that T need not necessarily be self-
adjoint. Similarly, we assume that a suitable Poisson
subalgebra Ag of phase space observables on Pg are pro-
moted to a quantum representation Ag on Hg,'? from
which the full set of self-adjoint system observables on
Hs, assumed to include the quantum Hamiltonian Hg,
can be constructed (usually involving a choice of factor
ordering). For our purposes, it will not be necessary to
specify the properties of A‘SQ any further.

Under our assumptions, an arbitrary'® kinematical
state can expanded as

hin) = / dsny ban(e. B) E)o |B)g,  (22)

where the sum-integral notation here and below accounts
for the discrete or continuous nature of the system Hamil-
tonian’s spectrum.

The constraint in Eq. (4) is implemented by demand-
ing that physical states of the quantum theory are an-
nihilated by the associated constraint operator, assumed
to be self-adjoint on Hyin, resulting in a Wheeler-DeWitt
type equation

CA'H |’l/1phys> = (ﬁc RIs+1Ic® ﬁs) |’l/1phys> =0, (23)

11 The precise technical formulation of the algorithm has evolved
over time [2, 3, 79, 81, 106, 107]. Here, we implement the algo-
rithm using group averaging techniques [3, 107].

12 .Ag is in general a small subset of the linear operators £(Hg) due
to the Groenewold-van-Hove theorem which implies that one can-
not map the full Poisson algebra of classical phase space functions
homomorphically into a quantum commutator algebra [108].

13 If the spectrum of ﬁs were degenerate, we would have to intro-
duce additional degeneracy labels, but this would not change the
subsequent discussion.
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where I and Ig denote the identity operators acting on
Hce and Hg, respectively.

Assuming this equation has a non-trivial solution, by
assumption zero will lie in the continuous spectrum of
Cy since He has a continuous spectrum. Accordingly,
solutions to Eq. (23) will be improper eigenstates of C'y
and so not be normalizable in Hyin. That is, |Ypnys) ¢
Hyin. Using group averaging [3, 107, 109, 110], we can
project an arbitrary kinematical state onto a physical
state,

|1/}phyS> = 5( AH) |1/}kin>
1 A
- /R ds 01 i)
~¥  GaEB) By 1Bs. 9
Eeosc
where
osc = Spec(Hg) N Spec(—He). (25)

In order to normalize physical states, we define a new
inner product on the space of solutions to Eq. (23), using
the group averaging projector and the kinematical inner
product (-|-);, on Hiin,

(phys|Pphys) phys = <¢kin|5(éH) | Pxin ) ein (26)
~Y  Gi(-E.B) bunl-E.E).
FEecosc

Here, |¢kin) is any representative of the equivalence class
of states in Hyin, which project under Eq. (24) onto the
same physical state |@pnys), and similarly for (¢, |. This
defines an inner product on the space of solutions to
Eq. (23). Modulo subtleties irrelevant for the present
discussion, the space of solutions can then be Cauchy
completed to a Hilbert space of physical states Hpnys
[3, 107, 109, 110]. We stress that Hpnys ¢ Hin-

We can think of the physical Hilbert space Hpnys as the
‘quantum constraint surface’. Note, however, that phys-
ical states are gauge invariant since Ucg(s) [¥phys) =
[¥phys), Where Ucg(s) = e #5CH =
In other words, physical states do not change under the
evolution generated by Cp. This is in contrast with the
classical case, where C'y generates a non-trivial flow on C.
In the context of quantum gravity, this leads to what is
known as the problem of time or the ‘frozen formalism’
[10, 11, 63]. As such, physical states are often considered
as ‘timeless’. However, we argue, in line with [25, 26],
that it is more appropriate to regard physical states as
‘clock-neutral’; they correspond to a global description of
physics, prior to choosing a temporal reference system.

In Dirac quantization, one usually attempts to solve
the problem of time relationally by promoting a choice of

e*ich ® ef’isHs .

14 Usually, this means that the flow generated by the classical con-
straint Cy is non-compact in Pyiy,-



relational Dirac observables to operators acting on Hphys.
This involves a choice of clock, of which there are a pri-
ori many among the kinematical operators on Hyi,. The
physical Hilbert space encodes simultaneously a multi-
tude of these different choices and their associated re-
lational quantum dynamics because the choice of clock
is made after constructing Hpnys [25, 26] (“tempus post
quantum” [11]). Accordingly, we consider Dirac quanti-
zation as producing an a priori clock-neutral picture.
Here we choose as a temporal reference system the
clock € associated with the Hilbert space H¢, Hamil-
tonian H¢e, and covariant time observable Er. Using
the n'" moment operator of E7 given in Eq. (11), about
t = 7, we define the quantization of the (formal) power
series in Eq. (5) of relational Dirac observables as'®

- 1 = nls A
Fro(r) = %/Rdt 00> St =) [fs. s
n=0 "
1 - e A . :
_ dt 16 (¢ i(r—t)Hs —i(t—t)Hg
3= [t et e
1 A A o
= — / dt [t + 1)t + 7| ® e s fg eitHs
2 R

= 5 [ #tUes(v) (I el @ fs) st
G (Nl els). (27)

where [fs, Hsln = [[fs, Hsln_1, Hs] is the n'™-order
nested commutator, with the convention [fs, fls]o = fs,
and where fs is the quantization of the classical function
fs. The second equality is obtained from the Baker-
Campbell-Hausdorff formula, the third equality follows
from changing integration variables ¢t — t 4+ 7 and noting
that the Haar measure dt is invariant under the action
of G, and the last equality makes use of the definition of
Ucs(t). The fourth line makes clear that this construc-
tion can be viewed as a group averaging of the kinemati-
cal operator |7)(7|® fg. Such a group averaging is known
as a G-twirl operation G of |7)(r| ® fs over the noncom-
pact one-parameter unitary group generated by Cu (see
[37, 61, 78] for a discussion of G-twirl operations in the
context of spatial quantum reference frames).

An expression similar to the one in the second line
of Eq. (27) was also recently proposed in the context of
covariant clock POVMs as a “relative time observable”
in [95]. However, the interpretation in [95] is very dif-
ferent: a constraint is not considered and the ‘relative

15 As usual, the Groenewold-van-Hove-theorem [108] implies that
only a strict subset of the Poisson-algebra of Dirac observables
on C will be homomorphically mapped to a commutator algebra
of quantum Dirac observables under this quantization prescrip-
tion. We assume that a suitable choice of such a subalgebra has
been made. This is combined with the choice of Ag above, its
quantum representation .Ag and may involve a choice of factor

ordering in the quantization fg +— fs.
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time observable’ is therefore not recognized as a Dirac
observable.'® Furthermore, while completing this work
we noticed that a similar expression to the fourth line in
Eq. (27) was recently carefully constructed as a quantiza-
tion of relational Dirac observables in [30]. The starting
point of [30] is different: it begins with integral tech-
niques for relational observables [13, 19], rather than the
power-series expansions [14-17] used here, and it also
does not employ covariant clock POVMs. We will fur-
ther discuss the relation with our work in Sec. VIIT A.

The following theorem shows that Fjyg r(7) is (for-
mally) a family of Dirac observables and thus gauge in-
variant.

Theorem 1. Fy, (1) is a (strong) Dirac observable,
that is, Fis () commutes algebraically with the con-
straint operator of C'y

(G, Fron()] = 0. (28)
Proof. The proof is in Appendix C. O

While the operator families in Eq. (27) are thus strong
quantum Dirac observables, we will only be interested
in their weak action, i.e. their action on Hpnys. To sim-
plify notation, we introduce the notion of a quantum weak
equality between operators in analogy to the classical
case, indicating their equality on the ‘quantum constraint
surface’ Hphys:

Ol ~ 02 (29>
<~ Ol |1/1phys> = 02 |1/1phys> , Vv |1/’phys> € thys-

Furthermore, Let I1,,. be the projector from Hg to its
subspace spanned by all system energy eigenstates |E) g
with E € ogc, with ogc given in Eq. (25), i.e. those
permitted upon solving the constraint. As such, we will
denote this system Hilbert subspace H%™® := I, (Hs)
and refer to it as the physical system Hilbert space. For
later purpose, let us denote by

fphys | ¢
S = Ho‘sc fS HO‘scv

the projection of an arbitrary fg € £ (Hs) to £ (’H,ghys).
We are now in a position to see that the quantum re-

lational Dirac observables in Eq. (27) form weak equiva-
lence classes, as shown by the following result.

Lemma 1. The quantum relational Dirac observables
Figr(r) and Fj»ghys.’T(T) are weakly equal, i.e. coincide
on Hpnys. Hence, the relational Dirac observables associ-
ated to system observables form equivalence classes where
Figr(r) and Fyg (1) are equivalent if Mgy, fsyep =
Hogegs Uoge -

16 Instead, the authors of [95] propose to use it to describe how a
clock evolves relative to some other reference system. The invari-
ant ‘relative time observable’ is then evaluated in non-invariant
states (kinematical states in the language of constraint quanti-
zation), which we consider undesirable.



Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C. O

When Il
observables Fy, (1) associated to system observables fs
evolving relative to Er is therefore “not as big” on the
physical Hilbert space as the set of system observables
fs on Hg itself. The operators fghys thus label the weak
equivalence classes of relational Dirac observables with
respect to Ep. This will become crucial when showing
equivalence with the other approaches to relational quan-
tum dynamics below. In particular, Aghys will turn out to
be the system operators of the Page-Wootters formalism.

In [14] it was shown that classically the relational Dirac
observables in Eq. (3) define weakly an algebra homo-
morphism f +— Fyp(7) with respect to addition, multi-
plication, and the Poisson bracket. The following the-
orem proves that the appropriate analog is also true in
the quantum theory: the equivalence classes of relational
Dirac observables inherit their algebraic properties on the
physical Hilbert space directly from the algebraic prop-

1 Fphys : phys
erties of the operators f¢”" acting on Hg"".

is non-trivial, the set of relational Dirac

Theorem 2. The map

Fr(r): L (thys) — L (Hpnys)

“ohvs .
phys |, nghys7T(T)

is weakly an algebra homomorphism with respect to ad-
dition, multiplication and the commutator. That is, the
following holds:

nghys+gghys_hghys.’T(T)

~ fghys7T(7-) + FgghyS_’T(q—) . thhyS,T(T)a

and

[nghys_rT(T), FgghysyT(T)] ~

Lyzeve gove) p(T),

where /= is the quantum weak equality of Eq. (29).

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C. O

Usually, Fyr(7) is required to be self-adjoint on
Hpnys.'” However, at this formal level, we shall not ad-
dress this issue here, but only comment on it later in
Sec. V. By utilizing covariant POVMs, our procedure per-
mits us to extend the construction of quantum relational
Dirac observables to covariant time observables Er not
necessarily described by a self-adjoint time operator. We
shall discuss this further in Sec. VIII.

17 Alternatively, in line with the sprit of this paper, one could ex-
plore the generalization of observables on H ¢ defined in terms
of POVMs rather that self-adjoint operators.
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As an aside, we note that only in the special case of an
ideal clock (Spec(H¢) = R), in which case T' |t) =t |t)
and T is self-adjoint, can we simplify Eq. (27) to

Fys r(r) = 188 [ @ fg emi (7= T)9Hs,

Relational Dirac observables in this form have previously
appeared in the context of homogeneous quantum cos-
mology, e.g. see [85].

The relational quantum dynamics on Hpnys then
amount to letting the parameter 7 run, which corre-
sponds to the values that the time observable T' can take.
In particular, one can evaluate the relational Dirac ob-
servables on physical states using the physical inner prod-
uct, <1/)phys| Ffs,T(T) |1/)phys>phy57 as defined in Eq. (26)
This provides a sense of evolution, despite physical states
not evolving under the action of Cy.

B. Reduced phase space quantization'®

We separate this discussion into two parts, the first
deals with classical phase space reduction and the second
with the quantization of the reduced phase space (see
also [72] for general comments on this topic in the context
of relational Dirac observables).

1. Classical phase space reduction

The clock-neutral constraint surface C is not a phase
space, but rather a presymplectic manifold of dimension
dim Py, — 1. However, the description of the dynam-
ics relative to our choice of temporal reference system 7'
will lead to a phase space description. This is achieved
through a gauge fixing procedure. Since Frg 1 (7) is con-
stant along the gauge orbits while nevertheless fully en-
coding the dynamics through the parameter 7, we are
free to gauge fix to remove the now-redundant clock de-
grees of freedom without losing information. (We do
not want to evolve the clock relative to itself [25, 26].)
Since {T,Cr} = 1, one can choose for simplicity 7" = 0.
For unbounded clocks with G = R, to which we have
restricted, this singles out exactly one point on each
gauge orbit for which T = T /h(H¢) is well-defined (cf.
Sec. IIT A). In line with the integrability property of the
clock, we shall assume this to be the case on a dense
subset of orbits, so that 7" = 0 constitutes a good gauge

18 The following subsection is not strictly necessary for understand-
ing the trinity in Sec. V and may be skipped on a first reading.
We include it here for completeness as this method is an often em-
ployed formulation of relational dynamics. We will later discuss
the relation between reduced phase space quantization and the
trinity. It will also become useful for understanding the quantum
analog of ‘gauge-invariant extensions of gauge-fixed quantities’ in
Sec. VIIT A.



fixing condition for almost all orbits. In the special case
that Ho = ¢p, setting T' = ¢g/c to zero is in fact valid for
all orbits.

The reduced phase space is the space of gauge orbits,
i.e., the quotient space C/~, where ~ identifies points on
a given orbit generated by Cy. With our (possibly only
almost) globally valid gauge fixing condition at hand,
CNSr—g, where Sp—¢ is the gauge fixing surface in Pyip
defined by T' = 0 (see Fig. 2), is equivalent to C/~ (or
a dense subset thereof). The Dirac bracket [79, 81], in-
ducing the Poisson structure on this gauge fixed reduced
phase space from that on Pkyi,, reads in this case

{Fv G}D = {FvG} - {F, CH}{TvG} + {Fv T}{CHa G}u

for all F,G on C. All Dirac brackets involving the now
redundant clock variable T" and the constraint C'y vanish,
while {fs,9s}p = {fs,9s} for fs,gs functions on Ps.
We can thus simply drop the redundant and fixed clock
variables (T' = 0, Ho = —Hg) and are left with a gauge
fixed reduced phase space [79, 81], henceforth denoted by
Pid ~ C N Sr—y.

To emphasize that the functions corresponding to sys-
tem degrees of freedom now live on the phase space ’P?d,
we equip them with the label ™9, although as functions
of the phase space coordinates they will be the same.
Note that Pi? need not necessarily be isomorphic to
Ps (see [25, 111] for simple examples). Indeed, the S
degrees of freedom may be further restricted on ’Pged:
due to having solved the constraints, imageprea (H red) =
imagep, (Hg) N imagep_ (—Hc), where imagey (f) de-
notes the image of function f on domain X. Notice also
that here we are making use of the non-degeneracy condi-
tion on the clock Hamiltonian H¢. Since the Ho = const
surfaces are connected by assumption, the procedure
yields a single reduced phase space. This will no longer
be the case when the Hamiltonian is degenerate (e.g.
[25, 26, 83, 111]).

This reduced phase space Png is interpreted as the dy-
namics described relative to the temporal reference sys-
tem T [25, 26]. Indeed, under the gauge fixing condition
T = 0, the relational Dirac observables in Eq. (5) reduce
to

& n
Fiel(r) = 3 S {f5 HE Y, (30)

n=0
where we made use of {fs,g9s}p = {fs,9s}, as noted

above. It is clear that they satisfy the standard equations
of motion of the system S

dF;:d red red — red red
dT = {Ffs 7HS }D = {Ffs 7HS ) (31)

but now interpreted relative to the dynamical clock T
In particular, given that the evolution parameter 7 runs
over all the possible values of T', we have 7 € G = R.

In the context of relational dynamics, this reduction
procedure is often called a classical ‘deparametrization’
with respect to the clock choice T. We construct the
quantum analog in Sec. V B.
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2. Reduced quantization

We proceed with the quantization of the gauge fixed re-
duced phase space P*d on a suitable Hilbert space Hid.
Given that P59 may not be isomorphic to Pg, Hid may
differ from the system Hilbert space Hg used in Dirac

quantization. On ’P?d we choose a suitable Poisson sub-

algebra of functions Ag and promote it to a quantum
representation Ag on H¥4, from which the self-adjoint
system observables, including the reduced system Hamil-

tonian H ged, are constructed. Arbitrary states of the sys-

tem can then be expanded in the eigenbasis'® of H ged

wsh= ¥ @ ms G
Eeoted
where o = Spec(H%¥?). Assuming as usual that

i f(E) (E|E"Y = f(E') for an arbitrary complex
Eeoted

function f, their inner product reads

(e | sy = yﬁ

Eeotpd

V5(E) ¢s(E). (33)

We emphasize that Ag may differ from A‘SQ used in
Dirac quantization (e.g. see [25, 111, 112]), leading to
possibly different spectral properties of self-adjoint ob-
servables. In general, the reduced Hamiltonian H ffd may
not have the same spectrum as ﬁs does on Hpnys, that
is, Spec(H) = Spec(Hs) NSpec(—He) = o5¢ may not
hold. Firstly, our gauge-fixed phase space 73§°d, which
we are quantizing, may only be a dense subset of the full
reduced phase space C/~, as discussed above. The latter
may thus actually require a parametrization in terms of
different coordinates than those used on Pg?d. This is rel-
evant as the procedure of Cauchy completion leading to
Hrsed should render the quantization of C/~ equivalent to
the quantization of a dense subset thereof. Secondly, the
value set of Hg?d on Png may only be a strict subset of
that of Hg on Pyiy due to having solved the constraints.
Thus, while locally the structures of Pged and Ps may
agree, it is well known that global phase space properties
severely influence which observables can be promoted to
self-adjoint operators at all and, if they can, what their
domain is, thereby directly affecting their spectral prop-
erties [113].

This entails repercussions for the relation between
Dirac and reduced quantization, which, for the systems
considered here, we can not always expect to be exactly
equivalent. Our work thereby adds to the previous lit-
erature on the relation of the two quantization methods
(e.g. [34, 106, 111, 112, 114-116]). There are, however,

19 Again, if flged had a degenerate spectrum, we would have to
introduce additional labels.



models for which we will be able to establish an exact
equivalence. A sufficient condition is Spec(H redy = 550,
which clearly holds for arbitrary Hg in the simple case
where He = ¢p on Ho = L*(R). The equivalence will
also hold when Ho = p2/2 + a3 €9 and Hg is (minus)
an arbitrary positive Hamiltonian.

On Hf.;c‘i we can now define the quantization of the
reduced evolving observables in Eq. (30) as

.- (

Frcd( ) Z [frcd rcd]
n=0
_ iyt féed e HHENT = fred(r), (34)

where in the last line we have made use of the Baker-
Campbell-Hausdorff formula. For F er(T) to be self-

adjoint on Hrc‘i the classical function fg must be pro-
moted to a belf adjoint operator, which may require a
choice of factor ordering.

It is clear that the reduced evolving observables in
Eq. (34) satisfy the quantum analog of Eq. (31), namely
the Heisenberg equations of motion with respect to 7

red
dF dFs

Hred Fred
dr =il I=

[Hred red]
In terms of expectation values, relational evolution takes
Itéle form (e J{;d( 7) [154). Recall again that 7 € G =
Altogether, the states in the reduced quantum theory
do not evolve in 7, while observables do. Hence the result
of reduced phase space quantization® yields a relational
Heisenberg picture. Another relational Heisenberg pic-
ture will be obtained through quantum symmetry reduc-
tion in Sec. VB 1, which will be shown to be equivalent
to the one above under certain conditions.

V. THE TRINITY OF RELATIONAL
QUANTUM DYNAMICS

Having introduced Dynamics I in Sec. IV A, defined
in terms of relational Dirac observables, we now de-
scribe two additional a priori distinct formulations of re-
lational quantum dynamics: the Page-Wootters formal-
ism (Dynamics IT) and the relational Heisenberg picture
obtained from a quantum symmetry reduction procedure,
which constitutes a quantum deparametrization (Dynam-
ics IIT). We establish the equivalence between these three
relational dynamics under the condition that the clock
Hamiltonian Hc has a continuous non-degenerate spec-
trum (this is generalized to a doubly degenerate spec-
trum in [83] and to periodic i.e. discrete-spectrum clocks

20 The reduced quantum theory obtained through a clock gauge fix-
ing is often also called a quantum theory that is ‘deparametrized’
with respect to a clock choice.
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in [84]). This is accomplished by formulating Dynamics
IT and IIT in terms of invertible quantum reduction maps
from the physical Hilbert space Hpnys, defined by the
constraint in Eq. (23), to reduced Hilbert spaces associ-
ated with the relational Schrodinger picture of Dynamics
IT and the relational Heisenberg picture of Dynamics III.
The relation between these three relational dynamics is
summarized in Fig. 3.

While this immediately establishes the equivalence be-
tween quantum relational Dirac observables, the Page-
Wootters formalism, and the relational Heisenberg pic-
ture obtained through quantum reduction, it will not al-
ways be the case that the latter coincides with the rela-
tional Heisenberg picture of reduced phase space quanti-
zation described in Sec. IV B.

Moreover, the quantum reduction maps referenced
above are isometries that can be used to map observables
in both the relational Schrodinger and Heisenberg pic-
tures to quantum relational Dirac observables on Hpnys
of the form given Eq. (27), and vice versa. As a by-
product, this provides a new construction procedure for
quantum relational Dirac observables from observables
on the reduced Hilbert spaces associated with Dynam-
ics IT and III.

To help keep track of the numerous Hilbert spaces in-
volved in establishing the trinity, we summarize them in

Table 1.

Hilbert space Description
He Clock C Hilbert space
Hs System S Hilbert space

Hiin ~ He @ Hs
Hphys =~ 6(Cr ) (Hiin)
thys =1loge (HS) CHs

HE! CHs

Kinematical Hilbert space
Physical Hilbert space
Physical system Hilbert space
System Hilbert space obtained
by reduced quantization

TABLE I. The various Hilbert spaces used in the following
discussion are summarized here. While Hpnys ~ thy ° are
always isometric, they are only isometric to the Hilbert space
MY of reduced phase space quantization when Eq. (57) is
satisfied.

A. Dynamics II: The Page-Wootters formalism

The proposal of Page and Wootters [44, 45, 117, 118]
also begins by quantizing the constraint in Eq. (23), and
from a physical state |1pnys) seeks to recover a relational
quantum dynamics between the clock and system.?! This
is accomplished by phrasing any statement we would nor-
mally make about the time dependence of a system as a

21 Tn most of the literature on the Page-Wootters formalism the
physical state |1pnys) is denoted as ).



question conditional on the clock: What is the proba-
bility of an observable fs associated with the system S
giving a particular outcome f, if the a clock measurement
of the time observable Fr yields the time 77

We first introduce the Page-Wootters formalism and
subsequently show its equivalence to the relational dy-
namics in terms of quantum relational Dirac observables

defined in Sec. IV A.

1. Introducing the Page-Wootters formalism

The clock states |T) are again taken to be the covariant
ones defined in Eq. (14) (recall that we have restricted
to noncompact clocks for the remainder). Let ep(7) :=
|7) (7] be the ‘effect operator’ corresponding to the clock
reading 7. Similarly, suppose that the effect operator
efs (f) is associated with the system observable fg taking
the value f. It is standard in the literature on the Page
and Wootters approach to then compute the probability
of f given that the clock reads the time 7 by postulating
the Born rule in the following form:??

Prob (f and 1)
Prob h = - 35
rob (f when ) Prob (7) (35)
_ (Vpnys| er (1) ® €5 (f) [¥phys)in
(Vphys| er(T) @ Is [Yphys)

We write here ‘postulate’ as it has so far not been clar-
ified in the literature whether these expectation values
are actually gauge-invariant. In Sec. VA2, we shall
show that these expectation values can be equivalently
written in terms of the quantum relational Dirac ob-
servables and the physical inner product on Hppys of
Sec. IV A. Since these structures are manifestly gauge-
invariant, this shows that indeed the conditional proba-
bility above is gauge-invariant.

From a physical perspective, the conditional probabili-
ties in Eq. (35) are usually justified as follows. To recover
the Schrodinger equation, let us define the conditional
state of the system given that the clock reads 7 as

[¥s(7)) := ({7] ® Is) [tphys) - (36)

As shown in Refs. [44, 45], these conditional states satisfy
the Schrédinger equation in the clock time 7:

i% s (7)) = z‘diT (7' €= @ Ig [thphys)
= <T| He®Is |¢phy5>
=— (1] (Cr — Ic @ Hs) [{)pnys)
= Hg [ps(7)), (37)

22 We highlight here the labels ‘kin’ and ‘phys’ to clarify the rela-
tion to the structures in Dirac quantization. This is not usually
done in the literature on the Page and Wootters approach where
subtleties of Dirac quantization are often ignored.
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where we have used Eq. (10) to write the first equality
and Eq. (23) to moving from the second to third equality.

Let us suppose that the physical state is normalized
such that (s(7)[1ys(7)) =1 for all 7 € G. This can be
related to the normalization of physical states if we de-
fine the following inner product, first introduced in [50],
on the space of solutions to the quantum constraint in
Eq. (23),

<1/’phy5|z/’phyS>pw = <¢phy5| (|T> <T| ® IS) |¢phy5>kin
= (Ys(r)s(r)) =1, (38)
for all 7 € G = R. Notice that this defines a priori a dif-
ferent normalization on the space of solutions to Eq. (23)
than the physical inner product in Eq. (26) obtained via
group averaging. As such, the two inner products could
a priori lead to two different Cauchy completions of the
space of solutions to Eq. (23). However, in Sec. VA2 we
shall show that the physical inner product and the Page-
Wootters inner product in Eq. (38) are, in fact, equiva-
lent, and thereby do not give rise to two different physical
Hilbert spaces.
The definition of the Page-Wootters inner product in
Eq. (38) allows us to express the probability in Eq. (35)
purely in terms of the conditional state

Prob (f when ) = (¢5(7)less (f)4s(7)) - (39)

Given that the conditional state |¢g(t)) satisfies the
Schrodinger equation (37), this agrees with the standard
time-dependent probability for the outcome f of the sys-
tem observable fs. In pfirticular, the expectation value
of fg evolves as usual (fs)(7) = (Ys(7)|fs|s(T)). Ac-
cordingly, it is justified to henceforth call the conditional
state formulation of Page and Wootters the relational
Schrodinger picture.

We mention an often neglected subtlety: since the con-
ditional states in Eq. (36) come from conditioning the
physical states in Eq. (24), it is clear that the space
spanned by them is simply the physical system Hilbert
space thys, which may be a proper subspace of the sys-
tem Hilbert space Hg used in kinematical quantization.
For consistency, we will thus restrict the permissible set
of system observables in the conditional state formula-
tion to any observable fS, acting on Hg, which leaves
its subspace thys invariant. This will become relevant
when showing equivalence with quantum relational ob-
servables below. Note that in the often considered special
case Ho = ¢p, Hg = ’thys so that no such restriction
applies.

2. FEquivalence of Dynamics I and I

The central ingredient in the Page-Wootters formal-
isim is the definition of the conditional state in Eq. (36),
which defines what we will call the Page- Wootters reduc-
tion map Rs : Hphys — ’thys, defined as

Rs(7) = {7] ® Is. (40)



The label S on the reduction map stands for ‘Schrédinger
picture’ to distinguish it from the Heisenberg picture re-
duction map of the following subsection. We write this
label in bold face in order to also distinguish it from the
italic S which stands for ‘system’. This map has a left
inverse H2™® — Hypys from solutions |¢s(t = 7)) of the
Schrodinger equation Eq. (37) at the fived time®> t = 7

R () = %/Rdt |t @ Us(t — )

= 5(C) (I7) © Is). (a1)
Indeed,
Rs ()RS () [paos) = [ 57 1] ©Us(t = Do)
= [ 55 10t
= |wphys> )

using that the clock states form a resolution of the iden-
tity, Eq. (9). In particular,

R (1) Rs(1) = 6(Cr) (In) (7] © Is) = Lpnys.  (42)

Conversely, one finds the identity acting on conditional
states (defined by clock C') in the form

Rs(r) R (1) = (7]8(Cu) I7)

1 *
—%/Rdtx (t—7)Us(t—1)
=1I

gscH

where I, is the projector onto the physical system
Hilbert space and the last line follows from Eq. (C3).

The Page-Wootters reduction map and its inverse
can be used to construct an encoding operation
& L (thys) — L (Hphys), where £(H) denotes the set
of linear operators from H to itself. This operation en-
codes observables on thys into Dirac observables acting
on the physical Hilbert space Hpnys and is defined as

&5 (18"°) =R () /" Rs(7)
= 0(Cu) (Il @ f™°) . (43)
Indeed, as the following theorem shows, this encoding re-

produces precisely the quantum relational Dirac observ-
ables from Dirac quantization in sec. IV A.

23 The input to the inverse map has to be a state |¢g(t = 7)), not
a family of states |1g(t)).
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Dynamics I:
Clock-neutral picture
Specified by relational
Dirac observables

Dynamics II: Dynamics III:

Relational Us(7) Relational
Schrodinger picture Heisenberg picture
Page-Wootters + Quantum symmetry
Us(r)

formalism reduction

FIG. 3. The trinity of relational quantum dynamics. This
figure depicts the reduction maps from the physical Hilbert
space Hphys to the physical system Hilbert space ’thys and
their inverses. These maps are used to transform states and
observables between the clock-neutral picture given by Dirac
quantization, the relational Schrodinger picture derived from
the Page-Wootters formalism, and the relational Heisenberg
picture. It is these maps that are used to prove the equiva-
lence between these three relational quantum dynamics com-
prising the trinity.

Theorem 3. Let fs € L (Hs). The quantum relational
Dirac observable Fyg 1(7) acting on Hpnys, Eq. (27), re-

duces under Rg(T) to the corresponding projected observ-

able in the relational Schrédinger picture on ’thys,

RS (T) FfS,T(T) Rgl(T) = HG’scfS Ha'sc-

Conwersely, let fghys e L ’thys . The encoding oper-

ation in Eq. (43) of system observables coincides on the
physical Hilbert space Hpnys with the quantum relational
Dirac observables in Eq. (27), i.e.

7 ( fphys ~
& ( phy ) ~ Fypuve (1), (44)
where & is the quantum weak equality of Eq. (29).
Proof. The proof is in Appendix C. O

In particular, when I, # Is, we have a many-to-one
relation

¢ __ fphys
HdscfS HUSC —Js -

Lemma 1 asserts that Fs, 7(7) coincides with F'fphys (1)
. FEDYS
on Hpnys, which when combined with Theorem 3 estab-



lishes a (formal) equivalence between the full sets of re-
lational Dirac observables Eq. (27) on Hpnys and system
observables on HY™®.

This construction of Dirac observables in terms of the

encoding map elucidates that EZ( Asphys) corresponds to

the system observable f‘s)hys “when the clock observ-
able yields the value 7”7. This becomes especially clear
through the next theorem. It shows that the expecta-
tion values of quantum relational Dirac observables in
the physical inner product, Eq. (26), coincide with the
expectation values of the encoded system observables in
the Page-Wootters inner product, Eq. (38), and with the
expectation values of the system observables in the rela-
tional Schrodinger picture, Eq. (39).

Theorem 4. Let fs € L(Hs) and fghys _
M, fsgs. be its associated operator on ’thys, Then

(Pphys | FfsyT(T) | 1/’phys>phys
= (ps(m) | f5™° [ ¢s(7))
= <¢phys | 5§ ( Aghys) |7/’phys>PW )

where |1hs(T)) = Rs(7) [¢Yphys)-
Proof. The proof is in Appendix C. O

An important corollary immediate follows.

Corollary 1. Setting fs = I, in Theorem 4 shows
the equivalence of the physical inner product in Eq. (26)
and the Page-Wootters inner product in Eq. (38) on
Hphys, and therefore that the Page-Wootters reduction

map Rs(7) defines an isometry Hpnys — thys. That is,

<¢phys | 1/)phys>p]ﬂys = <¢phys | 1/)phys>1:>vv

= (¢ps(7) [¥s(7)),

for all conditional and physical

[vs(7)) = Rs(T) [Yphys)-

Hence, the two inner products for physical states (for-
mally) define the same physical Hilbert space Hpnys. Fur-
thermore, since the Page-Wootters reduction map Rg(7)
is invertible, this section proves the formal equivalence
of the relational quantum dynamics on Hphys as encoded

states related by

in quantum relational Dirac observables and on thys
as encoded in the relational Schrodinger picture of the
Page-Wootters formalism. In particular, the above re-
sults show that the Page-Wootters formalism is mani-
festly gauge invariant (and therefore physically further
justified), which to the best of our knowledge was not
explicitly established before.

As a final remark, note that Theorem 4 shows for-
mally that if the system observable fghys is self-adjoint
on HE™®, then so should be Ff, 7(7) on Hyppys, given the
invertibility of Rg(7).
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B. Dynamics III: Relational Heisenberg picture
through quantum deparametrization

First, we showcase the quantum symmetry reduction
procedure taking us from the clock-neutral Dirac quanti-
zation to a relational Heisenberg picture relative to clock
observable Ep. Thereafter, we explore the relation with
reduced quantization. As shown in [25, 26] (see also
[39, 40] for spatial quantum reference frames), this pro-
cedure consists of two steps:

1. Constraint trivialization: A transformation of the
constraint such that it only acts on the chosen ref-
erence system (here a clock), fixing its degrees of
freedom.

2. Conditioning on classical gauge fixing conditions:
A ‘projection’ which removes the now redundant
reference frame degrees of freedom.?*

This quantum symmetry reduction procedure consti-
tutes a quantum deparametrization.

1. Quantum symmetry reduction and equivalence with
Dynamics 1

We define the trivialization map on Hyin and Hpnys
relative to the covariant time observable in terms of its
n*" moment operators:

n=0

1 o
= — [ dt [t)(t]| ® e't(Hstex) 45
5w [t e e, )

and require that e, € Spec(Hc¢). The reason for the
latter requirement will become clear shortly. Let us also
define

1 s
Trtim o [t o e e,
R

which will turn out to be the inverse of the trivialization
on Hpnys, as established in the following Lemma. We
note that the trivialization map and 7}_1 need not be

unitary on Hgin since T need not be self-adjoint (cf.
Sec. IIIB1). However, this will not be a problem as
we are only interested in its action on Hynys, where the
following holds:

24 While it is a true projection on the kinematical Hilbert space, it is
not a projection when applied to the physical Hilbert space, as it
only removes redundant information, namely degrees of freedom
already fixed through the constraint. No physical information is
lost. Hence, we put projection into quotation marks as it can be
inverted for physical (but not for kinematical) states.



Lemma 2. The trivialization map given in Eq. (45) triv-
ializes the constraint to the clock degrees of freedom

TrCu T ' = (ﬁc - 5*) ® Is, (47)

for any e, € R. Furthermore, for e, € Spec(Hc), Tt
is the left inverse of Tr on physical states,

—1
7711 o Tr "N‘IphyS;

and the trivialization transforms physical states into
product states with a fived and redundant clock factor

Tr [¥phys) = €9 Jes) (48)

® yf ¢"190-F) g (~E, E) |E)s.
E€osc

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C. O

Equation (47) holds regardless of the value of ,, while
Eq. (48) is only true for e, € Spec(H¢). Indeed, Cy
and He — e, will only have the same spectrum if 77 is
unitary on Hyin, which is only true if Spec(Ho) = R,
in which case the clock states are orthogonal andAT(")
is self-adjoint (cf. Sec. IIIB1). For example, if He is
bounded and ﬁs is unbounded, then C’H and ﬁc — &4
will have distinct spectra. However, this is of no concern
to us since we are not interested in the full spectrum of
Cyr on Hyin, but only in its zero-eigenspace, namely the
space Hphys of physical states. Here, we will need 77 to
be invertible and to preserve the zero-eigenvalue, which
is the case when e, € Spec(H¢).

We emphasize that 7p is not a transformation
on Hpnys, but instead a transformation of it, since
clearly Eq. (48) no longer satisfies the original constraint
Eq. (23), but instead the transformed constraint Eq. (47).
Note that the trivialization map disentangles the clock
and system, which were originally entangled in the phys-
ical state given in Eq. (24). We will discuss this point in
more depth in Sec. VI.

The redundant clock factor in Eq. (48) carries no more
information about the original state |1pnys) and can be
removed by a ‘projection’ onto the classical gauge fix-
ing condition T" = 7, cf. Sec. IVB1. Accordingly, we
define the complete quantum symmetry reduction map
Hpnys = Ru(Hphys) to the relational Heisenberg picture
(generalizing the procedure of [25, 26] to include also non-
orthogonal clock states) as

Ru=e¢ =7 ((r|@Is) Tr. (49)

It follows from Eqs. (14) and (48) that

e 9B i (B, E) |E) g,
(50)

Ru |Yphys) = i

Ecosc

which is independent of the parameter 7. For this reason
we do not write this quantum deparametrization map as
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a function of the clock reading 7, in contrast to the Page-
Wootters reduction in Eq. (40); on physical states the a
priori T-dependence on the right hand side of Eq. (49)
drops out. We can interpret this as a state in a rela-
tional Heisenberg picture, provided we make the further
identification

VYs(E) = e "9E) g (—E, E). (51)

Notice that since ¥g(F) is square-integrable/summable,
we have Ry (Hphys) = Hshys C Hs, and so again find the
physical system Hilbert space as the image of the quan-
tum symmetry reduction. The label H will henceforth
signify ‘Heisenberg picture’.

The inverse of the reduction map in Eq. (49) is [25, 26]

Ry =T (eig(s*) lew) e ®IS) ) (52)

Indeed, we have the following:

Lemma 3. On physical states, the quantum symmetry
reduction map s equal to

Ru ~ (r| @ UL(7) (53)
while its inverse can be written as
Ru' =6(Cr) (I7) @ Us(7)). (54)

Moreover, the two maps are the appropriate inverses of
one another:

—1
RH o RH = Iphys;

Ru o Ry = 1logp.
Proof. The proof is in Appendix C. O

This permits us to define a new encoding map of
evolving observables on thys into Dirac observables,
Err + LIHE™®) = L(Hpnys). We may choose any Heisen-
berg picture observable

3%(r) =

4 ei‘rﬁs fghys e*iTI:IS (55)

fphys(o) __ fphys

on ’thys, which is why we may set fg = f&™*, and

define the encoding as
(/2 () = R B () Ru. (50)

Note, that we therefore do not equip the Heisenberg
picture observables with the label ™4, in contrast to
Sec. IV B on reduced quantization; the relation between
thys and H¥4 remains to be investigated. The following
theorem confirms that the encoded observables coincide
with the quantum relational Dirac observables on Hpnys.

Theorem 5. Let fs € £L(Hs). The quantum relational
Dirac observables Fry 7(T) on Hpnys, Eq. (27), reduce



under Ry to the corresponding projected evolving ob-
servables of the relational Heisenberg picture on ’thys,

Eq. (55), i.e.
Ru FfS-,T(T) Rﬁl =1lss0 fS(T) o -

Conwversely, let fphyb( YEL (’thys) be any evolving ob-
servable, Fq. (55). In analogy to Eq. (44),

sohvs .
Eu (fg y (7‘)) ~ _F‘fghys7T(T).
Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C. O
It is evident that
¢ — Z-‘"I:IS £ 71'7']:[5
HUSC fS(T) HUSC =€ 1_IUsc fS Hasc €

is an element of £ ’thys

orem thereby establishes an equivalence between the full
sets of relational Dirac observables Fy, r(7) on Hpnys

. Owing to Lemma 1, this the-

and of the evolving system observables fphyb(T) of the

PhYS (see also the dis-

relational Heisenberg picture on Hyg
cussion below Theorem 3).

The next result shows that the expectation values of
the quantum relational Dirac observables, Eq. (27), in
the physical inner product, Eq. (26), coincide with the
expectation values of the corresponding evolving observ-

ables of the relational Heisenberg picture on #%"*.

Theorem 6. Let fs € L(Hs) and fphyb() =

eTHS T, . fsUyep e TS be its associated evolving

Heisenberg operator on ’thys. Then
- hys
(Spys| Fro.r(7) [9phys)puys = (65 [ FE (1) [9s)
phy

where |Ys) = RH [Yphys) € ’thys.
Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C. O
Again, an important corollary immediately follows.

Corollary 2. Setting fs = Ig in Theorem 6 shows that
the quantum symmetry reduction map Ry preserves the
inner product

(b5 ]vs),

and (-|-) denote the inner products on

<¢phys |1/}Phys>phys =

where (|) s
Hpnys and ’thys, respectively, and physical and reduced

states are related by |1s) = Ru |[Upnys). Hence, Ru
(formally) defines an isometry.

Given that the quantum symmetry reduction proce-
dure is invertible, we have thereby established a formal
equivalence between the dynamics encoded in the quan-
tum relational Dirac observables on the clock-neutral
physical Hilbert space Hpnys and the relational Heisen-

berg picture on HY™S. Specifically, if the evolving re-

duced observables f2"*(r) are self-adjoint on H2™*, then
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Theorem 6 formally implies that the same applies to
Fys,r(7) on Hpnys.

This generalizes the quantum symmetry reduction pro-
cedure introduced in Refs. [25, 26], to which we refer the
reader for an explicit exposition in two concrete models.
We note that it seems fruitful to explore the connection
with a recent algebraic approach to establishing a quan-
tum version of symplectic reduction [119], which may be
related to the procedure exhibited here.

2. Relation with reduced phase space quantization

Lastly, we comment on the relation with reduced phase
space quantization of Sec. IV B.

Corollary 3. The relational Heisenberg picture on

thys, obtained through the quantum symmetry reduc-
tion Ry, 1s only equivalent to the relational Heisenberg
picture of reduced phase space quantization described in

Sec. IV B if
Spec(H5 ) = Spec(Hs) N Spec(—He) = osc.  (57)
Specifically, in this case,
(i) H! = HEY = Rax (Hpiys),
(i) Hyd = HE™® := Ru Hs Ry, and
(ii) The  set  of

quantum symmetry re-

duced evolving observables in  Eq. (55),
Aghys() Ru F JEbve ()’Rﬁl, coincides  with

the set of evolving observables fi4(r), Eq. (34),
resulting from reduced phase space quantization.
In  particular, under the appropriate identi-
fications, |54y = |s) = Ru [Yphys) and
phys( )= fer(T), we have

(@51 f5Am) [95Y) = (@s | f5™(7) | ¥s)
= (Pphys| nghys,T(T) |wphy5>phys'

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C. O

Hence, if Eq. (57) is satisfied, then the relational dy-
namics of the quantization of the reduced phase space
and Dirac quantization are equivalent. The simplest
example is the special case of the ideal clock where
He = ¢p on L2(R) and Hg arbitrary. Another exam-
pleis Ho = p?/2+a1 €9, a; > 0, on L2(R) (but energy
eigenstates only required to vanish as ¢ — +00) and Hg
equal to (minus) the harmonic oscillator or free particle
Hamiltonian.

If Eq. (57) is not satisfied, then reduced and Dirac
quantization will not be exactly equivalent (see also [72,
111, 112, 114-116]). In this case it can still happen that
one can embed HE? into Hpnys [111], here through Ry



C. Equivalence of Dynamics II and II1

In the previous two subsections, we have demonstrated
the formal equivalence of Dirac quantization with the
Page-Wootters formalism, as well as with the relational
Heisenberg picture obtained through a quantum symme-
try reduction procedure. Therefore, the Page-Wootters
formalism, which we had already identified as the rela-
tional Schrodinger picture, is equivalent with this rela-
tional Heisenberg picture. It is thus obvious that the
Page-Wootters formalism and the relational Heisenberg
picture of the quantum reduction must be related by the
unitary evolution Ug(7). Indeed, Eqgs. (40) and (41), as
well as Eqgs. (53) and (54), directly imply

Rs(T) ~ Us(T) 'RH,
Rs'(r) = Ry - UL(7).

This completes the proof of the formal equivalence of
the three elements of the trinity of relational quantum
dynamics depicted in Fig. 3 for clock Hamiltonians with
non-degenerate and continuous spectrum.

VI. DISENTANGLING THE PAGE-WOOTTERS
FORMALISM

In the context of the Page-Wootters formalism, it is
sometimes stressed that the emergence of time from the
‘timeless’ quantum theory defined by the Hamiltonian
constraint Eq. (23) originates in the entanglement be-
tween the clock and system (e.g. [44, 45, 49, 69, 120]).
This is suggested by the shape of physical states in
Eq. (24) or by expanding the physical state in the clock
state basis

o) = 5= [ dr [P} los().

Wootters emphasizes this point [45]

One motivation for considering such a “con-
densation” of history [i.e. physical state| is
the desire for economy as regards the num-
ber of basic elements of the theory: quantum
correlations are an integral part of quantum
theory already; so one is not adding a new
element to the theory. And yet an old ele-
ment, time, is being eliminated, becoming a
secondary and even approximate concept.

Enticing though this may be, we shall now explain why
one has to be careful with this picture of the emergence of
time evolution. In short, this entanglement within phys-
ical states Eq. (24) is not gauge-invariant, but defined
with respect to a tensor factorization of the kinemati-
cal Hilbert space which is not inherited by the physical
Hilbert space. As we shall demonstrate, one can also
obtain the same relational dynamics without any (kine-
matical) entanglement between clock and system degrees
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of freedom, while still using a Page-Wootters reduction
scheme. This observation relies on a reinterpretation of
the trinity which we have just established and in partic-
ular Lemma 2.

A. Reinterpreting the trinity

Recall that the quantum symmetry reduction map in
Eq. (49) is a two-step process which we may write us-
ing the Page-Wootters reduction map in Eq. (40) as
Ru = R(7") Tr, where Ry(7) i= e7*7 Rg(7'). Re-
call also from Sec. VB1 that the trivialization map
yields a transformation of the physical Hilbert space,
which we may interpret as a new physical Hilbert space

;) hys =TT (Hphys). This permits us to reinterpret the
trinity diagram of Fig. 3 in terms of two Page-Wootters
reductions on two different physical Hilbert space repre-
sentations (not depicting inverse maps) as follows:

Tr

/
thys phys
Rs(T) RE(7")
Ul(r)
phys S phys
Hs Hs

(Recall that the image of Ry does not depend on 7'.)
The left and right Page-Wootters reductions produce, of
course, the relational Schrodinger and Heisenberg pic-
tures, respectively, which both live on the same physical
system Hilbert space ’thys.

Equation (52) implies that the inverse map from the
relational Heisenberg picture on ’thys to the trivialized

physical Hilbert space H;hys is 7/-independent and given
by

R,S—l — ot9(ex) le.) ® Is

= (80 —e.) [t=0)) @ Is,

where we have made use of Eq. (18). This is a product
version of Eq. (41), relative to the trivialized constraint
Eq. (47).

We have seen in Lemma 2 that the trivialization map
Tr acts as a disentangling map on the physical Hilbert
space; states in ’H,;)hys are product states between clock
and system relative to the tensor factorization of Hyin.
Using the reduction maps, it is now straightforward to
show that all relational observables on M, ., i.e. the
trivialization of the relational Dirac observables from
Hphys, are also product observables. To this end, we
first define a new encoding of the evolving observables
of the relational Heisenberg picture on thys. Denot-
ing [¢)),.¢) == Tr [¥pnys) in Eq. (48), we find weakly on



phys

€& (F8"(7)) [Whnys) = RE ™ FE* (1) RE(7) [¥hys)
- (5(ﬁc — o) |t = 0) (7] e*is*f’)
© f§(T) [pys)
=g (1001 @ FE™*(7)) [Vfus)
=Ic @ f§"°(7) [pys)

where G" denotes the G-twirl with respect to the group
generated by the trivialized constraint (He — &) ® Is.
Notice that

By, (7)== (10)(0] @ fs(7))

are the adaptations of the relational Dirac observables
in Eq. (27) to the new representation on H,; . with re-
spect to the trivialized constraint. Exploiting the trinity
of Sec. V, it is also clear that these coincide with the
trivialized relational Dirac observables from Hppys:

Fp () [Whnys) = TrErs 2 (T) T3 [ gs)
=Ic® fghys(T) |1/};>hys> . (58)

Since the trivialized constraint only acts on the clock
factor, this result is to be expected.

The entire relational dynamics relative to the covari-
ant time observable Ep is therefore encoded in product
states, Eq. (48), and product observables, Eq. (58), on

;hys with respect to the kinematical tensor product.

The fact that one can always change a tensor factor-
ization on a Hilbert space through an entangling unitary
may lead one at first to think that this observation is un-
surprising. Let us explain why the situation is, in fact,
more subtle. While we may also interpret the trivializa-
tion 77 as a passive transformation which changes the
partitioning of the theory into clock and system, it leads
to crucial differences compared to standard unitary re-
partitionings of a Hilbert space:

(a) The trivialization map 77 is generally not a unitary
on Hyin, with respect to which the tensor factoriza-
tion is defined. (It is unitary if the clock states in
Eq. (14) are orthogonal.) In fact, it may not even
be invertible on Hyi,. By contrast, Lemma 2 proves
that 7p is invertible between Hphys and 'H,;)hys,
which is why Eq. (58) only holds weakly.

(b) The clock factor for all observables and states
is completely fixed through the con-
straint and contains no more information about the
physics; it is redundant. All non-trivial physical in-
formation is encoded in the system factor.

This highlights that one has to be careful with the pic-
ture that dynamics emerges from entanglement. Indeed,
the notion of entanglement in gauge theories is subtle,
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especially when zero lies in the continuous spectrum of
the constraint(s) as in this article.?® It is correct that
physical states Eq. (24) are entangled with respect to
the kinematical tensor product structure in the sense of
not being separable. However, given that Hpnys is not a
subspace of Hyi, (thanks to Eq. (26) physical states can
be thought of as distributions on Hyi,), physical states
do not give rise to all the probabilistic consequences of
entanglement on Hyiy,, in particular in terms of correla-
tions, because they are not normalizable with respect to
the kinematical inner product. This notion of entangle-
ment is in any case kinematical, and not gauge-invariant.
As we shall now argue, it cannot be probed using gauge-
invariant Dirac observables.

A physical notion of entanglement must be defined in
terms of structures on Hpnys. Let us now argue that the
kinematical tensor product decomposition between clock
and system, used to construct Hpnys, in fact does not
survive on the latter. This is a consequence of the re-
dundancy on the physical Hilbert space. As a result of
the constraint defining the physical Hilbert space not all
of the physical degrees of freedom are independent be-
cause some get fixed, while others will be algebraically
related. This is especially evident from the trivialized
physical Hilbert space ’H;hys and the shape of its states
Eq. (48); their clock factor is entirely redundant. But it
is also apparent from an algebraic perspective: a gauge-
invariant tensor factorization of Hpnys must manifest it-
self in terms of commuting subalgebras of Dirac observ-
ables. Are there subalgebras of Dirac observables that
depend only on clock and system degrees of freedom, re-
spectively, which commute and can thereby establish that
the physical Hilbert space factors into a clock and system
decomposition? The only independent clock Dirac ob-
servable is its Hamiltonian H¢, but due to Eq. (23), He

is the same observable as H 5 on Hpnys, Up to an over-
all negative sign. Owing to the redundancy on Hphys,
there do not exist independent commuting subalgebras
of Dirac observables corresponding purely to clock and
system degrees of freedom, respectively. In this sense,
Hphys does not inherit the kinematical tensor decompo-

25 A extreme example exhibiting the difference between kinematical
and gauge-invariant entanglement is 3D vacuum quantum grav-
ity. Kinematically, the theory has local degrees of freedom and
accordingly there may be all kinds of entanglement on its kine-
matical Hilbert space. However, upon imposing the constraints,
the theory becomes topological and thus devoid of local gauge-
invariant degrees of freedom. The physical Hilbert space turns
out to be one-dimensional for 3D vacuum quantum gravity (with
genus-one spatial hypersurfaces) [121]: it has a unique physical
state which is also not part of the kinematical Hilbert space.
Kinematical entanglement has become physically irrelevant.



sition between clock and system.?S

In conclusion, entanglement does play a role in the
emergence of time evolution, but only a kinematical
notion of it and even this is not strictly necessary.
Upon Page-Wootters reduction, kinematically entangled
physical states yield the relational Schrodinger picture.
However, one obtains the unitarily equivalent relational
Heisenberg picture also through Page-Wootters reduc-
tion, but in this case of kinematically unentangled states
from M/, .. To strengthen this last point, we argue now
that this trivialized physical Hilbert space can sometimes
be regarded as the result of a Dirac quantization of the
same classical system Eq. (4), but with respect to a dif-
ferent set of phase space coordinates.

B. Classical analog of the trivialization

For this section only, let us assume that the sys-
tem phase space Pg is parametrized by canonical pairs
(qg, pis)fil and the clock phase space P¢ is parametrized
by a canonical pair (¢, p;), for simplicity all taking values
in the full reals. The classical analog of the trivialization
Tr is a canonical transformation 7 on Py, = Pc @ Ps,
which splits the new canonical coordinates into pure
gauge degrees of freedom on the one hand, and pure Dirac
observables on the other:

(t, 3 als p5) 20 = (T, Pr o= Cos Qi (), PA(T) )
where

Qg(T) = Fqg,T(T) ) Pg(T) = Fpg,T(T)a

and Fyg () is given in Eq. (5); for systems with con-
straints linear in the momenta see also [116, 122, 123].
The transformation €7 is shown to be canonical in Ap-
pendix E1 and is sometimes called an abelianization of
constraints when there are several [14, 79].

We note that we can also interpret this as a passive
transformation which changes the decomposition of the
kinematical phase space from Pyin = Pc X Ps into Pyin =
Pcr x Pgr, where, e.g., Pcs is now parametrized by the
canonical pair (T,Cp) and thereby depends on the old
Ps degrees of freedom.

26 Something similar happens when considering two qubits, H ~
C2®C?, and restricting to the three-dimensional subspace of the
symmetric sector, Hsym C H. On this subspace the observables
relative to one qubit can be considered as dependent on those
of the other. Likewise, this subspace does not inherit the tensor
product structure of H of which it is a subspace in the sense
that it cannot be written as a non-trivial tensor product (after
all, it is three-dimensional). The difference is that in the qubit
case there is no gauge symmetry. Hence, H is already ‘physical’
and thus so too is the entanglement with respect to its tensor
product structure.
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We can now formally Dirac quantize Py, using the
new canonically conjugate pairs. The following discus-
sion is formal because the canonical transformation T
may not always be globally valid, so that the new canoni-
cal coordinates (T, Pr; Q%(7), P%(7)) may not be defined
everywhere on Py;,. For example, we have already seen
in Sec. IIT A that T may be ill-defined on subsets of Pyin
and, depending on Heo and Hg, the new clock momen-
tum Pr may not actually take values in the full real line.
In that case, we can not simply promote the pair (T, Pr)
to a pair of canonically conjugate self-adjoint operators
on a new clock Hilbert space H¢r. Instead, one could
employ affine quantization [25, 113], promoting Pr to
a self-adjoint operator on H¢s and defining the quan-
tum analog of T' on H¢r, as in Sec. IIIB, in terms of
a covariant clock POVM, this time with respect to Pr.
More generally, it may be necessary to resort to geomet-
ric quantization techniques [113, 124].

Leaving such global challenges aside, formally the kine-
matical Hilbert space Hj, = Hcr @ Hg is spanned by
the states

) = / aPr T]dP4vian(Pr APAD 1Pr) P

J

The constraint we need to now impose is Pr and thus
already trivialized. Hence, physical states defining a new

physical Hilbert space H, . are

[y 1= (0(Pr) @ I ) i)
—1Pr=0)o [ [TdP{uian0.(P) 1P,

in analogy to the trivialized physical states Tr [tphys)
of Eq. (48). Similarly, it is clear that a complete set
of Dirac observables in this decomposition is simply the
kinematical operators

Ic ® Q%(7) and Ic ® Pl(r),

in analogy to the trivialized relational Dirac observables
in Eq. (58); all other Dirac observables will be functions
of these Dirac observables. The physical Hilbert space of
this Dirac quantization is trivialized by construction.
What is the relation between this new physical
Hilbert space ’H,ghys and the trivialized Hilbert space
{D hys =TT (Hphys)? When H¢ is classically unbounded

in both directions, and thus Spec(H¢) = Spec(Pr) = R,
the two coincide, H},,  ~ Hp, .. In this case, the canon-
ical transformation T is globally defined on Py;, and the
relational Dirac observables Q%(7), P4(7) take values in
all of the reals, even on the constraint surface C. In par-
ticular, one can quantize (T, Pr) and (Q%(7), P4(7)) as
canonically conjugate self-adjoint operators on H;;, and
this extends to thys for the latter pairs. Hence, their

spectrum on ghys is the full reals. Likewise, in this case

we have ogc = Spec(flg) on Hpnys, i.e. the system energy



does not get restricted on the physical Hilbert space and
we have ’H,ghy ® = Hg. Hence, we can identify a complete
set of trivialized Dirac observables in Eq. (58) with

I @ ¢s(r) and Ic ® plh(r),

where the (jg, p% are the system observables defining the
relational Dirac observables Fqis I(T),Fp;‘g (7). Their
spectrum will likewise be the full real line, given that
'H,ghy ® = Hg. Accordingly, we have Hinys == Hppys and
we can identify the two quantum theories on them. We
note that in this special case the trivialization is actu-
ally a unitary operator on Hin and we have Hi, =
Tr (Hiin)-

While there may be other cases in which this equiv-
alence holds, it is unlikely that the two quantum theo-
ries on H, o and H[, o coincide in general, even if one
could cope with the global challenges alluded to above.
In fact, their relation will generally be of a similar kind as
that between Dirac and reduced quantization discussed in
Sec. VB 1. The Groenewold-van-Hove theorem [108, 124]
implies that two quantizations of the same system with
respect to different sets of canonically conjugate coordi-
nates cannot in general be unitarily equivalent. In our
case, this means that Hiin and Hj;, will not in general
be unitarily equivalent and this is consistent with the
fact that 77 is not in general unitary on Hyi,. This will
render the question of whether the spectra of Dirac ob-
servables coincide in the two theories a complicated one.
In the context of quantum gravity, this point has been
raised before [10, 11] (see also [85] where an equivalence
between Dirac quantization of homogeneous cosmological
models with respect to two different canonical coordinate
sets could be established).

Regardless of whether the trivialized Hilbert space and
the Dirac quantization of the classically trivialized the-
ory coincide, the trivialization map 77 can in general be
viewed as the quantum analog of the classical canonical
transformation T.

C. Simplifying commutators

As an aside, the above observations are useful for the
computation of commutators of relational Dirac observ-
ables on Hppys. Observe that

Tr [Froir(r), s o (1) T 1pugs) (59)
= [0 (), By ()] W)
= Lo ® [f8"(r), 38 (7)] [0fs)

For example, suppose Og := [ A}S’hy (1), Qghys

(7)] is a con-
stant of motion on thys. Then it immediately follows
that [Ffs,T(T);FgS,T(T)] = IC ® OS on thys- This

demonstrates that Fy, () and F,. r(7) are (weakly)
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canonically conjugate, if fs and gg are canonically con-
jugate.

This is the quantum analog of how, classically, the
Poisson-algebra of relational Dirac observables on the
constraint surface C is determined using the Dirac bracket
on the gauge fixing surfaces [14-17]. More generally, re-
calling that fsphys(T) = exp(iHgT) fghys exp(—iHgT), it
is clear that Egs. (58) and (59) are a manifestation of
the (weak) quantum algebra homomorphism established
in Theorem 2.

VII. CHANGING TEMPORAL REFERENCE
FRAMES

We now explain how a change of temporal reference
frame is performed in both the Page-Wootters formalism
and the relational Heisenberg picture obtained through
quantum symmetry reduction, and, owing to the trinity,
changes between these pictures. Recall that a temporal
reference frame (system) is a clock C' associated with a
Hilbert space H¢, a Hamiltonian ﬁc, and a time observ-
able Er associated with a POVM that is covariant with
respect to the group generated by He and defined by the
set of clock states {|t), V& € G}. A change of temporal
reference frame therefore means changing the clock with
respect to which the dynamics of a system is specified.

We examine in sequence how states and observables
transform under a change of temporal reference frame.
To construct the temporal frame change (TFC) map,
we will make use of the reduction maps and their in-
verses, given for the relational Schrodinger picture (Page-
Wootters formalism) in Eqgs. (40) and (41) and for the
relational Heisenberg picture in Eqgs. (53) and (54). We
then use the TFC map to briefly examine the relativity
of temporal locality. In what follows we thereby gen-
eralize (and recover) the recent temporal frame change
operations developed in Ref. [25, 26] for the relational
Heisenberg picture and reduced quantization, and later
in Ref. [65] for the Page-Wootters formalism. In partic-
ular, we will show that they are equivalent.

A. State transformations

Consider two clocks (temporal reference frames), A
and B, and a system S whose dynamics we are inter-
ested in describing with respect to either clock. Suppose
the physical states of the theory satisfy the constraint
equation

CA'H |1/)phyS> = (ﬁA + ﬁB + ﬁS) |1/}phyS> =0, (60)
where for simplicity we have suppressed tensor products

of identity operators (e.g. Hy = Ha ® Ip ® Ig). In the
relational Schrédinger and Heisenberg pictures, the state



of clock B and system S with respect to clock A is?7

[¥Bs|a(Ta)) = Rs(Ta) [Yphys) »
[YBs|a) = Ru,A [Yphys)

while the state of A and S with respect to B is

[Yas18(TB)) = Rs(TB) [Yphys) ;
[V a51B) = RH,B [¥phys) -

For clarity in the frame change procedure below, we at-
tach the reference frame label A or B to the Heisenberg
reduction map and to the clock reading 7 in the case of
the Schrodinger reduction map.

A change of temporal reference frames is performed by
acting on the state of BS relative to A with the inverse
reduction map associated with A, followed by the clock
B reduction map. The composition of these two maps
yields the TFC maps which take states relative to A to
states relative to B, that is, A4~E . H%hys ® ’thys —
HOYS @ thys,zg and where, depending on which rela-
tional picture we work in and whether we also change
the relational picture,

Ag7P :=Rs(r8) o Rg " (7a)

A—B . _ -1
A" =RuoRy

ATE = Rs(78) o Ru,a,

A7 == Ru,p o Rs(7a), (62)

The structure of these four ways of changing frame from
A to B is depicted in Fig. 4.

Thanks to the compositional structure in Eq. (62),
the TFC map A475 always passes through the physi-
cal Hilbert space Hpnys. For instance, in the relational
Schrédinger picture Rg'(14) [¥psja(14)) € Hpnys as
shown in Sec. VA2, and similarly for the relational
Heisenberg picture. The TFC map thereby has the
compositional structure analogous to coordinate changes
@B o (pgl on a manifold. For example, in general relativ-
ity these pass from one coordinate description of the local
physics via the reference frame independent (i.e. coordi-
nate independent) description of the spacetime manifold,

27 With two clocks, as described by the constraint in Eq. (60), one
can apply a second reduction map to the state yielding twice
conditioned state of S

[Ys14B(Ta,7B)) = Rs(74) © Rs(TB) [¢phys) -

Note that Rg(74)Rs(7B) = Rs(7B)Rs(74). An expansion of
a physical state may be specified in terms of this twice reduced
state

[Wiys) = [ dradrs [74) |7i) [0s145(ra 70)

28 Note that ’H%hys ® ’thys is the physical subspace of Hg ® Hg,
i.e. the subspace permitted by the constraint Eq. (60).
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Temporal frame change using the Page-Wootters formalism

AA”B RS(TB)ORS (T4)
[V¥Bsia(Ta)) [YasiB(TB))

< A
Uls(7a) Uas(TB)

<¢BS|A> 7/’AS|19

Temporal frame change in the symmetry reduced quantum theory

FIG. 4. The temporal frame change (TFC) maps in the
relational Schrodinger picture (Page-Wootters formalism),
AS7E | and the relational Heisenberg picture, Afy %, as well
as TFC maps acting in-between them, as given in Eq. (62).
To transform the state of clock B and system S and with re-
spect to clock A, to the state of A and S with respect to B,
we must first pass to the physical Hilbert space via the inverse
of the reduction map, indicated by the arrows pointing from
the top and bottom left corners to the center, followed by
the application of the reduction map, depicted by the arrows
pointing from the center to the top and bottom right corners.

to another coordinate description of the local physics. In-
deed, here we can think of Eq. (62) as defining a “quan-
tum coordinate change”. The temporal reference frames
A and B define two possible descriptions in the coordi-
nates 74 and 7 for the quantum evolution of the remain-
ing degrees of freedom. The physical Hilbert space Hphys,
defined here by Eq. (60), assumes the analogous role of
the manifold since it is independent of the choice of which
subsystem is used as a temporal reference system. The
physical Hilbert space encodes a multitude of such tem-
poral frame choices (clock perspectives), not just A and
B. This is why we may think of Hpnys as defining a clock-
neutral [25, 26], rather than timeless quantum theory; it
is a quantum description prior to having chosen a tempo-
ral quantum reference frame. The framework developed
here thereby contributes to the more general perspective-
neutral approach to both spatial and temporal quan-
tum reference frames introduced in [25, 26, 39, 40, 80].
Changes of perspective (i.e. quantum reference frame) in
this approach always proceed via the perspective-neutral
physical Hilbert space; see Fig. 5 for more discussion.

The TFC map, defined in Eq. (62), transforms states
in the relational Schrédinger picture as

AGTE R @ HEN

lvBsia(ta)) = [Yasi(TB))

HEYS @

= Aé_)B |¢BS|A(TA)> )

phys
HS )

A—B
AS

where is the operator

A7 :=Rs(mB) o Rg'(a)

= ((r8| ® I1s) (Ch) (I7a) ® Ins), (63)



The perspective-neutral physical
Hilbert space of Dirac quantization

: The perspective of : : The perspective of

: quantum reference frame 1 AAB — RpoR! : quantum reference frame

i A is described by the : A , A is described by the :

! Hilbert space Hyest,pja 1 : Hilbert space Hiest, 58 1
1

FIG. 5. A change of quantum frame perspective has the same
compositional structure as coordinate changes on a manifold.
The ‘quantum coordinate maps’ R4 and Rp take as their in-
put the perspective-neutral physics on Hpnys and map it to a
description relative to the perspective of either quantum ref-
erence frame A or B. The quantum coordinate maps Ra, Rz
are maps between Hilbert spaces (quantum reduction maps).
Just like coordinates on a manifold, a perspective need not be
globally valid (due to the Gribov problem) [25, 26, 39, 40].

and I4g denotes the identity on H 4 ® Hg and similarly
for Ipg. In the relational Heisenberg picture the state
transforms as

hys hys hys hys
AR HEY @ MBS — MO o MR,

[VBsia) & |Yas|B) = AgE [YBs|a)

where Af;7 P is the operator

A—B.__ -1
A7 =RupoRy 4

(781 @ ULs(78))8(Cr) (I74) @ Uss(7a)), (64)

where Ulg(rp) = eHatHs)™ and similarly for
Ups(7Ta). We emphasize that in the sequel we will al-
ways assume the TFC operators in Eqgs. (63) and (64)
to act on thys ® thys, so that we may use, e.g., the
simpler form Eq. (53) for Ry.

B. Observable transformations

A change of temporal reference frame also induces a
transformation of observables. Under a change of tem-
poral reference frame, the expectation value of the un-
transformed observable with the untransformed state is
equal to the expectation value of the transformed observ-
able with the transformed state. We examine transfor-
mations of observables in the relational Schrodinger and
Heisenberg pictures in the following two subsections.
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1. Observable transformations in the relational Schrodinger
picture

Consider in the relational Schrédinger picture the ob-
servable OpB}g'IZ € LHYY @ HE™®) associated with
BS ‘seen’ from the perspective of A. Demanding
the expectation value of O%}g"SA with the untrans-
formed state [1pgja(74)) be equal to the expectation
value of the transformed observable, which we denote
OZ}’SY‘SB (Ta,78) € LOHRY® @ HY™®) on the transformed
state implies that

(Vpsja(ta)l O%}gl [¥Bsia(Ta))
= <1/)AS|B(TB)| Oi}:gy\SB(TAvTB) |1/)AS|B(TB)> .

The appearance of the evolution parameters 74, 75 in B’s
Schrodinger picture wil be clarified shortly. It then fol-
lows that the observables transform between perspectives
under conjugation with the TFC map A§ %

Aphys Aphys T
ONs s (TaTp) =Ag 7 PORE, (A6™F) (65)

~Rs(p) 0 &5 (043, ) o Rs ' (78)

= (7816(Cu) (Ira) (ra| £ OB7,) 6(Ci) ),

where we have made use of Eqs. (43) and (63). Tt is

thus seen that the observable OAPB};YIZ transforms from A’s
perspective to B’s perspective by first acting on it with
the operator |74)(74| associated with clock A reading the
time 74, yielding |74) (7| ®Oghsyi4. This operator is then
projected onto the physical Hilbert space via the operator
d(Cr) and conditioned on clock B reading the time 75.
This procedure yields the transformed observable on AS
as seen from the perspective of B.

Crucially, notice that in line with the perspective-
neutral approach [25, 26, 39, 40] alluded to above, these
observable transformations from one ‘clock-perspective’
to another always proceed via the algebra of Dirac ob-
servables on Hpuys. Indeed, adapting Theorem 3 to the

present case implies that the encoding £5* (OPB};YIZ) inside

Eq. (65) corresponds to the relational Dirac observable
FA‘OBS\AvTA (Ta) on Hpnys. This is the observable ana-
log of the ‘quantum coordinate changes’ described be-
fore, which map reduced states from one perspective al-
ways via Hpnys to reduced states of another perspective
(cf. Fig. 5).

In order to understand the meaning of the state and
observable transformations, it is important to note that
we are always describing the same physics (encoded in
the clock-neutral Hpnys), just from different (clock) per-
spectives. In particular, just as we always describe the
same clock-neutral physical state |¢pnys) in reduced form
relative to different clocks, we also always describe the
same Dirac observable from Hpnys (in Eq. (65) this is

FA‘OBS\AvTA (1T4)) in the respective reduced theories. It is



precisely these clock-neutral structures of states and ob-
servables on Hpnys that provide the consistent link be-
tween the different reduced descriptions relative to dif-
ferent choices of clock.

It is seen from Eq. (65) that the transformed observable
may depend on both 74 and 7, even though the untrans-
formed observable was independent of both 74 and 7p5.
The explicit dependence of the transformed observable
on the evolution parameter 74 from the old perspective
should not surprise because, as just observed, we are now
describing the relational Dirac observable Fo g, ., 7.4 (Ta)
from the perspective of clock B, and this observable in-
cludes a description of how system degrees of freedom
evolve relative to clock A. Loosely speaking, this is analo-
gous to how in relativity an observer B may describe from
their reference frame how a system .S evolves relative to
the clock of some other observer A. The 75 dependence,
by contrast, is more subtle. The following theorem states
the necessary and sufficient conditions under which the
transformed observable is independent of 75.

Theorem 7. Consider an operator on BS' from the per-
spective of A described by OpB}g'IZ € E(H%hys ® ’thys).
From the perspective of B, this operator is independent
of T, so that OZhSyISB(TA,TB) = OZhSyISB(TA) € E(’Hihys ®
’thys) if and only if

Aphys Aphys fphys

OBsia = (OB|A)Z. ® ( S|A )i’

where ( gﬁf"s)i is an operator on S and (O%}‘]}f)i is a con-

stant of motion, [(OPB}‘]}:)“ Hpg| = 0. Furthermore, in this
case

A hvs
OZS}’IEB (TA) = HUABS

o (it (7))

% (ts (O3 6(Ca) It)

i

HUABS ) (66)

where I, , .o s a projection onto the subspace of Ha ®
Hs spanned by energy eigenstates whose energy lies in
oaps ‘= Spec(Hx + Hg) N Spec(—Hp), |tp) is an arbi-
trary clock state of B, and Gas is the G-twirl over the
group generated by Hy + Hg.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C. O

Adapting Eq. (37) to the present case, it follows that
H, + Hg is the Hamiltonian which generates the time
evolution in the Schrédinger picture relative to clock B.
This Hamiltonian is 7p independent. Observables in a
Schrédinger picture with a time independent Hamilto-
nian are usually time independent themselves. Theo-
rem 7 shows that this is the case in the new perspective
when the observable being transformed does not encode
any evolving degrees of freedom of the new clock B.

When Schrodinger picture observables are nevertheless
explicitly dependent on time, one often associates this
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with some external influence (e.g. classical control of a
magnetic field). Here the situation is different. Theo-
rem 7 shows that if the observable FA‘OBS\AvTA (T4) being
transformed contains degrees of freedom of the new clock
B that evolve non-trivially with respect to the old clock
A, this observable will have an explicit 75 dependence
even when described in the Schrodinger picture relative
to the new clock B.

This is, in fact, an indirect instance of self-reference
by clock B: the transformed observable OE‘}]SYI;(TA,TB)
is the description of the relational Dirac observ-
able Fo,. ,14(74) from the perspective of B. But
FA‘OBS\AvTA (14) describes how B (and S) degrees of free-
dom evolve relative to A. Hence, OAZ}’SY‘SB(TA,TB) indi-
rectly describes how B degrees of freedom evolve rel-
ative to B. This becomes particularly evident when,
eg, Opsja = Tp ® Is and so Fo,g . 1.(Ta) =
FTB®131TA (74). In that case, OAthy‘SB (T4, 7B) encodes how
the first moment of the clock B evolves relative to the
clock A and describes these relations from the perspective
of B. It should be no surprise that this observable must
depend on 75 even in the Schrodinger picture relative to
B, despite the evolution generator being 75 independent.

Theorem 7 clarifies that such an indirect clock self-
reference will in general manifest itself in the shape of
observables in the relational Schrodinger picture of this
clock, which explicitly depend on its own evolution pa-
rameter. We note that this observation is only possible
thanks to the clock-neutral picture on Hphys, which en-
codes many clock choices at once.

From A’s perspective, if it is the case that OP™®

BS|A
Igﬁ‘ff ® fg‘hf, it follows immediately from Eq. (66) that

the transformed observable on AS from the perspective
of B is

Oi}g‘/‘}(m)zﬂgwsgw (|TA><TA| ® fgl‘ﬂzb) ...
(67)

This can also be seen to follow from the shape of
FOBS\AvTA (TA) = FIB®fS,TA (TA) = Ffs,TA (TA) ® Ip on
Hpnys, by adapting Eq. (27) to the constraint Eq. (60).
The G-twirl appearing in Eq. (67) has the effect of re-

¢fphys
f s|A may

have across the eigenspaces of Hy + ﬁg; that is, the
transformed observable is superselected with respect to
the charge sectors induced by Hs + Hg [37, 61].
Equation (67) implies the following corollary, which
provides the necessary and sufficient conditions for a sys-
tem observable fgﬁf{s to be invariant under a change of

temporal frame.

moving any coherence the operator |74)(14]| ®

Corollary 4. Consider an observable seen from the per-
spective of A that acts nontrivially only on S,

Aphys _ rphys ¢phys
Opsia = 1Ipia © fga -



Under a temporal frame change to the perspective of B,
such an observable transforms to

Aphys __ gphys o, fphys

Ousip =1Tap © fop
where fgl‘“gs = Agﬁf;s if and only if fgrj{s is a constant of
motion, | Agﬁ‘zs, Hs] = 0.
Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C. O

Hence, whenever an observable is not a constant of
motion, it will appear differently relative to the different
clocks.

2. Observable transformations in the relational Heisenberg
picture

Similarly, in the relational Heisenberg picture we de-
mand the following criterion between untransformed and
transformed states and observables

(YBs)al OPB};%Z(TA) [VBs|a)
= (Yas|Bl O,I:xls\B(TAaTB) [Yas|B)

where f01[ distinction we write the transformed observ-
able as OES‘ 5(74,78) as this will in general not coin-

cide with the transformed observable OZhSylSB(TA,TB) of

the relational Schrodinger picture above. Again, in the
relational Heisenberg picture observables transform be-

tween perspectives under conjugation with the TFC map
Aﬁ—>B

A A S T
Olts s (Ta. 78) = AT P ORI (ra) (A7)

=Rupofnu (OA%};}V"Z(TA)) o RITI?B
= Ul(78)O%555 (74, 78)Uas(7h). (68)

In the last line, Oi}g"‘}(TA,TB) is the transformed ob-
servable from the relational Schréodinger picture. Again,
the transformation between different reduced descrip-
tions of observables proceeds via Dirac observables on the
clock-neutral Hilbert space Hpnys. The above equation
and Theorem 7 imply the following corollary that spec-
ifies the necessary and sufficient conditions under which
OES‘B(TA,TB) evolves in clock B time 75 according to
the Heisenberg equation of motion with no explicit 75
dependence.

Corollary 5. Consider an operator on BS from the per-
spective of A described by O%}EY\Z(TA) € E(H%hys(@%ghys).
Under a temporal frame change to the perspective of B,
this operator transforms to OIAIS‘B(TA,TB) that satisfies
the Heisenberg equation of motion in clock B time Tp

without an explicitly Tp dependent term,

d . T
EOESHB(TAW'B) =1 [HA + Hs, Olg (14, 78)| ,
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if and only if

Ot = 32 (03), 0 (2o .

and OA%}‘]ZS is a constant of motion, [Hp, OA%}“Iy:] =0.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C. O

The interpretation of these observable transformations
is of course analogous to those between different rela-
tional Schrodinger pictures. In particular, when there is
an explicit 7p dependence in the relational Heisenberg
equations of motion relative to clock B, this can be in-
terpreted as a manifestation of a clock B self-reference.

C. Temporal localization is frame dependent

We now consider two explicit examples of temporal
frame changes in the relational Schrodinger picture. In
the first example, we change from the perspective of A to
the perspective of B, when the state of B seen by A at
clock A time 74 has support localized around the clock
state |74). In this case, we find that the evolution of
AS seen by B is temporally local in the sense that the
evolution of AS is described by a single time evolution
operator Uag(7p) generated by H4 + Hg. In the second
example, we change to the perspective of B, when B is
seen by A to be in a superposition of two states localized
around different clock states |74 + A). In this case, we
find that the evolution of AS' is temporally nonlocal, by
which we mean that the evolution of AS is described by a
superposition of the time evolution operators Uas(tp +
A). These examples are depicted in Fig. 6, and illustrate
that temporal localization is frame dependent.

Consider again two clocks A and B and a system S
described by a physical state satisfying Eq. (60). For
simplicity we assume that the associated clock states are
orthogonal. Suppose that in the relational Schrédinger
picture the state of BS from the perspective of A is a
product of pure states of B and S

[YBsia(Ta)) = [¥B1a(Ta)) [s)a(Ta)) - (69)

As constructed, Eq. (69) is temporally local in the
evolution generated by Hp + Hg as it can be writ-
ten in the form Upg(7a)|[tva) |¢s), where Ups(Ta) =
e~ Hp+Hs)Ta -~ Application of the TFC map A4~ P yields
the state of AS from the perspective of B (see Ap-
pendix D)

[Wasip(78)) = A8 7P [Ypsia(ra))

_ /R j_jrwB‘A(TB_t) t)4 les(t)), (70)

where ¥ pa(TB — 1) := (TB|¥p|A(t)) is the wave function
of clock B in the clock state basis. In the description rel-
ative to clock A, the wave function ¢ p 4 rather depends
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Temporal frame change AAHB

@/—\

A-9

loB(TA)) [s(Ta))

BS from the perspective of A

@

®

2t ¢p(t—TB) [t) s a(t))
AS from the perspective of B

(a) Temporally local evolution seen by A and B.

Temporal frame change A‘S4%B

/—\.

- @

[¥s(Ta))

AA

l¢p(TA — loB(Ta + A))

BS from the perspective of A

®
‘L® + ®

dt ¢p(t—7p) It

L — A)alws(t—A) |t+

A)a st + A))

AS from the perspective of B

(b) Temporally local evolution seen by A and temporally nonlocal evolution seen by B.

FIG. 6. Clock A and B are depicted in blue and red respectively, and the system S in green. (a) The evolution of the
state |[1)pgia(Ta)) of BS seen by A is temporally local (left). Since clock B is localized in its clock state basis as seen by
A, transforming to the perspective of B yields a temporally local evolution of the state |¢p4g5(78)) of AS (right) described
by Eq. (71). (b) The evolution of the state |)pg|a(74)) of BS seen by A is again temporally local (left). Since clock B is
in a superposition of two states localized in its clock state basis as seen by A, transforming to the perspective of B yields a
temporally nonlocal evolution of the state |¢455(78)) of AS (right) described by Eq. (72). While BS appears unentangled
from the perspective of A, from B’s perspective AS appears as an entangled state comprised of a superposition of two branches
localized at different times, ¢t = A. This is the temporal analog of the observation in that spatial entanglement depends on the

quantum frame perspective [38, 39] and complements the recent discussion in [65].

on 74, but the TFC map replaces this by a dependence on
75 (see Appendix D). We note that from the perspective
of A, BS is in a product state, while from the perspective
of B, AS is entangled.

First, suppose that from the perspective of A the state
of B is a localized Gaussian wave packet of width o,

67(‘1'3715)2/202
Y

The parameter o quantifies the degree of localization of
B around the clock state |7p). In this case, the state of
AS seen by B is

Ypjalte —t) = =: ¢p(1B — 1).

[Basia(r)) = Uas(re) [ 5= op(0)l04lus(t), (7)

where Ugg(7p) 1= e~ "(HatHs)7  We conclude that AS
is seen by B to be localized around |7g) [¢g/4(7B)), since
¢p(t) is peaked around ¢ = 0, and that the evolution of
AS is temporally local because its evolution is written in
terms of a single time evolution operator Uag (7). This

situation is shown in Fig. 6(a).

Next, suppose instead that B is seen by A to be in
a superposition of two states localized around different
clock states

Ypja(t) = \/%—N[¢B(TB —A)+ ¢p(ts + A)],

where N := 1+ ¢~ 2%/,
perspective of B is

Then the state of AS from the

\/% [Uas(ts — A) + Uas(tp + A)]

< [ goslalse). ()

[Yas8(TB)) =

From Eq. (72) we conclude that the state of AS as seen by
B is in a superposition of wave packets localized around
|7B) |5 (Tp)) translated forward and backward in clock
B time 75 by A. We thus conclude that the evolution
of AS is temporally nonlocal because it corresponds to
a superposition of time evolutions separated in clock B
time by an amount 2A, see Fig. 6(b). This is an example
of a superposition of time evolutions [125].



The particular form of entanglement in the state of AS
in Eq. (72) implies that the reduced state of S is mixed
relative to B

5 (107 — ) (s(rs = 2)
+ s (i + A))(Ws (7 + A)] )

where we have assumed ¢ < 1 (and that [¢)5(t)) is not
2A periodic); note that ~ here, in contrast to the rest of
the article, does not denote a weak equality but rather
approximate equality. The above density matrix can be
explained as S being temporally localized at either 75— A
or 7 + A, but from the perspective of B it is indefinite
as to which of these two possibilities is realized. Thus, B
sees the temporal locality of S as indefinite.

The lesson of these examples is that temporal locality
is frame dependent. From the perspective of A the evolu-
tion of BS was temporally local. From the perspective of
B, which depends on the state of B as seen by A, the evo-
lution of AS can either be temporally local or nonlocal.
This complements the discussion in [65] where likewise
an interesting temporal non-locality was reported that
depends on the clock perspective.

ps|B(t) =

D. Connection with past work on quantum
temporal frame changes

The first systematic method for changing quantum
clocks [27-29] was developed at a semiclassical level
using so-called effective techniques for constraint sys-
tems. This approach already featured what we may call
a perspective-neutral structure (a constraint surface in
a quantum phase space) that contained all clock per-
spectives at once. The perspective-neutral approach to
quantum frame changes was then generalized to a full
quantum method for switching clock perspectives for the
parametrized particle [25] and for a model which can be
interpreted either as a quantum cosmological model or
as a relativistic particle [26]. These two examples were
discussed in the relational Heisenberg picture (which in
those models is equivalent to reduced phase space quan-
tization) and illustrate specific realizations of the TFC
map AﬁﬁB for both states and relational observables.
In these two models, the various clock operators are self-
adjoint on Hy;n and thus have orthogonal clock states.
However, in both models one also has to deal with de-
generate clock Hamiltonians.

Recently, temporal frame changes for the Page-
Wootters formalism were derived independently from the
present work in [65], offering an example of the TFC map
A§7B | although observable transformations were not ex-
plored. The clocks considered in [65] are of the ideal, non-
degenerate case Spec(ﬁc) =R when T is a self-adjoint
operator with orthogonal clock eigenstates on Hy;,. The
authors of [65] explore how an indefinite causal order of
quantum events may arise through gravitationally inter-
acting quantum clocks.
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We now show that the clock changes of [65] are in-
cluded in the class of temporal frame changes devel-
oped above, which pass through the clock-neutral phys-
ical Hilbert space. For example, adapted to our nota-
tion and normalization, the quantum clock transforma-
tion Eq. (25) of [65] reads

dt
S&B =(trp=0|® IAS)/]R% )4 ® Ups(ta),

where Sé“”B transforms states from those with respect
to A to those with respect to B, and the clock states
are assumed to be orthogonal for different values of t.
Comparing with Egs. (40), (41), (53) and (C10), it is
easy to see that

S§7P =Rs(t5 =0) o Rg (14 = 0)

:RH,B(TBZO)ORﬁ?Au (73)

which is an example of the TFC maps (in the case of
ideal clocks) as defined in Eq. (62), i.e.

S§P = A7 (ra = 0,78 =0) = AP,
where for clarity we have included the times between
which A§ ™% translates Schrodinger-picture states.

For completeness, we note that we can decompose our

TFC map in Eq. (63) as follows:
((r8| ® Tas) 6(Crr) (I7a) ® Ips)
1
=Ua(Ta) ® Ips [2—/(% |t>A®<—t|B®U5(t)
™ JR

AA—>B

UJTB(TB) ®Iag.

The term in the square brackets can be further decom-
posed as

1

| dt|6)4

® (—tlp ®Us(t) Z .P,LHB@ﬂgv

where we define

A—)B__/dt

as the n™-moment parity-swap operator between clocks
A and B. This generalizes the (‘0'"-moment’) parity-
swap operator, which was originally introduced in [38] for
spatial quantum reference frames, appeared in [25, 26, 65]
for quantum clocks also, and which applies to self-adjoint
reference frame degrees of freedom, to covariant clock
POVMs. Indeed, in the special case that the clock states
are orthogonal, in which case they are eigenstates of a
self-adjoint first moment operator Tz, we can simplify
the above expression to

1
— [ dt|t
o AU

where 73,(4(1 p is the standard parity-swap operator; cf.
Eq. (26) of [65], see also [25, 26].
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Thanks to the equivalence established through the
trinity, the present article thus unifies and extends both
previous methods to a much larger class of models in
which the clock need not be quantized as a self-adjoint
operator, but is rather encoded in the more general no-
tion of a covariant clock POVM. In this manner, we are
able to go beyond the assumption of ideal clocks, includ-
ing those which may classically feature pathological be-
haviour as illustrated in the example of the exponential
potential (cf. Sec. IITA). In a companion article [83] we
extend the ability of the TFC maps in [25, 26] to deal
with the subtleties arising in the presence of the clock
energy degeneracies in relativistic systems to covariant
clock POV Ms.

VIII. IMPLICATIONS OF THE TRINITY

A. Quantum analog of gauge-invariant extension of
gauge-fixed quantities

As explained in Sec. IT A, the classical relational Dirac
observables Fy 1 (7) are so-called gauge-invariant exten-
sions of gauge-fixed quantities [14-17, 79]. Fy () cor-
responds to the value that the function f takes on the
intersection of the gauge fixing surface T" = 7 with the
constraint surface C (cf. Fig. 2). In particular, this in-
tersection of T' = 7 with C corresponds to a gauge-fixed
reduced phase space (cf. Sec. IVB1).

So far, the quantum analog of the notion of ‘gauge-
invariant extension of gauge-fixed quantities’ has been
lacking in the literature. Omne reason is that, within
the canonical Dirac quantization procedure, there is
no gauge-fixing:2? the physical Hilbert space—i.e. the
quantum constraint surface —is already gauge-invariant
in contrast to the classical constraint surface which con-
tains all the gauge orbits. Another is that the quantum
analog of ‘gauge-fixed’ reduced phase space seems to have
been missing.

For the class of systems defined by the constraint
Eq. (23), we have clarified in this article precisely the
quantum versions of both ‘gauge-invariant extensions of
gauge-fixed quantities’ and ‘gauge-fixed reduced phase
spaces’. The canonical quantum analog of ‘phase space
reduction through gauge-fixing’ is given by the reduction
maps Rs(7) and Ry, especially the latter, as it gives
rise to the relational Heisenberg picture in analogy to the
classical relational Hamiltonian equations of motion on
the reduced phase spaces (cf. Sec. IVB1). The quantum
analog of the reduced phase space is the physical sys-
tem Hilbert space ’thys. Accordingly, the quantum ana-
log of a ‘gauge-fixed’ quantity are the system observables

29 Clearly, at the path integral formulation there is the well-known
Faddeev-Popov gauge fixing [126] and its generalization, the
Batalin-Vilkovisky formalism [127].
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fghys(T) and fghys, so that the encoding maps Eq. (56)
and (43),

&n ( Aghys(T)) =Ry f2°(1) Ru
&8 (F2) = RSM () B Rs(r),  (T4)

constitute the quantum analog of the ‘gauge-invariant
extension of gauge-fixed quantities’ procedure. Indeed,
as established in Theorems 3 and 5, the encoded ob-
servables coincide weakly, i.e. on Hpnys, with the power
series quantization Eq. (27) of the relational Dirac ob-
servables Frg r(7) of Eq. (5). In line with all this, we

have also shown in Theorem 2 that the map fghy "

Ffphys +(7) is weakly an algebra homomorphism with re-
Js )

spect to addition, multiplication and the commutator
(see also Sec. VIC). This is precisely the quantum ana-
log of the corresponding classical weak algebra homomor-
phism f +— Fyp(7) established in [14], which relied on
the notion of ‘gauge-invariant extension of gauge-fixed
quantities.’

Recall that the power-series quantization of the classi-
cal relational Dirac observables yields Fy, r(7) as the
G-twirl G(|7) (r| ® fs), ie. an integral over the one-
parameter group generated by the constraint Cy. Hence,
on Hpnys, we may alternatively think of the relational
Dirac observables as G-twirls of the reduced observables
together with the ‘projector’ |7) (7] onto the clock time 7.
Conversely, Eq. (74) provides a new way to understand
the G-twirl: it is weakly equal to a conjugation with sym-
metry reduction maps. This seems to have been unknown
before. These observation thereby offer a novel system-
atic construction procedure for quantum relational Dirac
observables.

While completing this work, we became aware of a re-
cent complementary article [30] which also carefully de-
velops a quantum version of ‘gauge-invariant extension
of gauge-fixed quantities’. In contrast to us, this work
begins with integral representations of relational observ-
ables [13, 19], rather than the power-series expansions
[14-17], which we have employed. The approach in [30]
can be viewed as a canonical operator analog of Faddeev-
Popov gauge-fixing [126]. Interestingly, this construc-
tion also yields what we call the G-twirl (compare with
Egs. (36) and (46) in [30]) and, in fact, a systematic con-
struction procedure for relational Dirac observables for a
wider class of systems with a Hamiltonian constraint (the
restriction Eq. (23) is not assumed, while a monotonic
clock is implicitly assumed). However, the advantage of
our procedure for the class of systems considered is that
we do not rely on a (kinematical) self-adjoint quantiza-
tion of classical gauge-fixing conditions unlike [30]. In our
case the classical gauge fixing conditions are T' = 7 and,
as described in Sec. III B, we instead quantize 7' more
generally as a covariant clock POVM. This enables us to
consider a much wider class of clocks. Furthermore, the
relation with quantum symmetry reduction and the alge-
bra homomorphism were not discussed in [30], which we



believe elucidates clearly the quantum analog of ‘gauge-
invariant extensions of gauge-fixed quantities.” It would
be very interesting to combine the techniques developed
in [30] with the results established in this manuscript. In
particular, the shape of Eq. (27) suggests that our con-
struction of quantum Dirac observables in terms of the G-
twirl holds for general Hamiltonian constraints including
interactions, as also observed in [30] (see also Eq. (3.1.10)
in [3]). Note, however, that for non-integrable systems
this G-twirl expression will be formal as in that case
a quantum representation problem of Dirac observables
arises [128, 129] (see also [29]).

B. Conditional inner product as quantum
gauge-fixed physical inner product

The quantum reduction maps Rg(7) and Ryg and
their inverses thus give rise to the quantum analogs of
both gauge-invariantly extending gauge-fixed quantities
and the converse, gauge-fixing gauge-invariant quanti-
ties for both observables and states. The relational
Schrodinger and Heisenberg pictures on ’thys are the
‘quantum gauge-fixed’ descriptions of the clock-neutral
picture on the manifestly gauge-invariant Hpnys.

In line with this, the physical inner product in Eq. (26)
is clock-neutral: its definition does not depend on a tem-
poral reference frame and is compatible with a multitude
of different clock choices. Accordingly, we can regard it
as a description of the theory’s inner product prior to
having chosen a temporal frame. By contrast, it is now
clear that the conditional/Page-Wootters inner product
in Eq. (38), originally introduced in [50, 51], is a quan-
tum gauge-fixed version of the physical inner product,
thanks to Corollary 1. The definition of the conditional
inner product requires a specific clock choice and a spe-
cific reading of that clock. Classically, any fixed clock
reading corresponds to a choice of gauge. Consistent with
the interpretation that the conditional inner product is a
gauge-fixed version of the gauge-invariant physical inner
product, one finds that it is actually independent of the
clock reading because the reduced dynamics is unitary.
As such, we can view the conditional inner product as
the description of the inner product relative to a choice
of temporal reference frame.

Classically different clock choices lead to different
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gauge-fixings and thus different reduced theories, inter-
preted as the descriptions of the same dynamics, but
relative to different choices of temporal reference frame.
The same is true in the quantum theory: different clock
choices yield different families of relational observables
and different reduction maps Rg(7) and Ry, and hence
different relational Schrodinger and Heisenberg pictures
with different conditional inner products. However, these
different reduced quantum theories, i.e. descriptions of
the quantum dynamics relative to different choices of
temporal reference frame, are all equivalent by being
different quantum gauge-fixings of the manifestly gauge-
invariant clock-neutral picture on Hppys.>

C. Resolving Kuchai’s three criticisms

Kuchaf raised a serious challenge to the Page-Wootters
formalism in his seminal review on the problem of
time [10]. He presented three distinct criticisms to the
proposal, which we paraphrase here:

1. Inappropriate for Klein-Gordon systems: When
applied to a relativistic particle in Minkowski space,
the conditional probability for the position of the
particle as a function of Minkowski time differs
from the accepted Klein-Gordon probability den-
sity for the localization of a relativistic particle.

2. Violation of the constraints: The Page-Wootters
formalism postulates the conditional probability in
Eq. (35), which is motivated by applying the Born
rule to a measurement corresponding to the effect
operator ep(7) ® ers(f). Such an effect operator

does not commute with the constraint operator C'g,
and thus the measurement throws |¢pnys) out of the
physical Hilbert space. The Page-Wootters formal-
ism would thus be based on a postulate that vio-
lates the constraint.

3. Wrong propagators: When applied to answering
the fundamental dynamical question — ‘If one finds
the system at position g at time 7, what is the prob-
ability of finding it at position ¢’ at time 7/?’ — the
conditional probability in Eq. (35), interpreted in
the two-time case as

Prob (¢" when 7’'|q when 7) =

30 Global equivalence requires that the different choices of temporal
reference frame correspond each to monotonic clocks. For a non-
monotonic clock the equivalence will not be global on the physical
Hilbert space (see [27-29, 40] for a related discussion).

(tpnys| ex(7) - ex(7') - en(T) ® eq5(q) - €q5(d) - €45 () [Ypnys) gy
<1/’phyS| er(T) ® es(q) |¢phy5>kin ’

(75)

where eg,(g) is an improper projector associated
with the particle located at ¢, yields the wrong an-



swer, and prohibits time to flow. This amounts to
a reductio ad absurdum.

In a companion article [83], in which we treat rela-
tivistic settings, we address the first criticism by again
choosing a clock POVM, in that case chosen covariant
with respect to quadratic clock Hamiltonians, and ap-
propriately adapting the Page-Wootters inner product,
Eq. (38), introduced in [50]. We show that conditioning
on the covariant clock POVM instead of the Minkowski
time operator results in a Newton-Wigner type localiza-
tion probability commonly used in relativistic quantum
mechanics. By extending the trinity to relativistic sys-
tems, this also connects with the treatment of the Klein-
Gordon system in [26, 110].

The second criticism above has been resolved in the
present manuscript. Theorems 3 and 4 show that, while
the individual kinematical operators er (1) ® esq(f) in-
deed are not Dirac observables on Hpnys, the entire
conditional probability in Eq. (35) i¢s manifestly gauge-
invariant and coincides with the expectation value of the
corresponding Dirac observables (through the encoding
map) in the physical inner product. Hence, the condi-
tional probability in Eq. (35) does not actually violate
any constraints. It is just the reduced form (having un-
dergone the quantum analog of gauge-fixing) of a gauge-
invariant expression.

The third criticism is also completely resolved by the
trinity. This criticism has previously been discussed
and proposals for its resolution were put forward in
[21, 49, 64, 130] (see also the recent exposition of the
different proposals in the context of the Wigner’s friend
scenario [71]). However, the proposed resolution in [21]
relies on approximations in the limit of ideal clocks, while
the proposal in [49] hinges on auxiliary ancilla systems.3!
The trinity established in this paper offers a different
route and resolves the two-time conditioning problem
arising from Eq. (75) exactly, and without extra degrees

<wPhYS|FHA:a7 ( ) FHB v, T (T) FHA:WT(T) |1/’phyS>phys
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of freedom.

As Kuchaf emphasized [10], the problem has to do with
the fact that the (improper) projector er (1) ® eqq(q’)
inside Eq. (75) acts on a state that no longer resides in
Hphys. For this two-time conditioning, we have not es-
tablished gauge-invariance, since Theorems 3 and 4 ap-
ply only to the one-time conditioning scenario. In fact,
Eq. (75) is simply the wrong way to express a conditional
probability from the point of view of Dirac quantization;
it evaluates kinematical operators in kinematical states.
It is impossible to express Eq. (75) purely in terms of
gauge-invariant objects. However, the trinity establishes
an equivalence between the gauge-invariant quantum the-
ory on Hpnys and the relational Schrodinger picture on

thys, suggesting that there must be an alternative.
Indeed, we now propose a new two-time conditional
probability at the level of Hpnys, inspired by the usual
expression for conditional probabilities [131]. Through
the trinity, this proposed conditional probability induces
an expression for the two-time conditional probability in
terms of the Page-Wootters conditional state, from which
we recover the correct propagator. To this end, recall
Theorem 2, which establishes that f5™° — F° physyT(T) is

an algebra homomorphism. This permits us to generalize
Kuchai’s conditional probability question above to: “If
one finds the system in the state corresponding to the
observable A taking the value a at clock time 7, what
is the probability of finding it in the state correspond-
ing to observable B taking the value b at clock time 7/7”
In partlcular if ITa—, is the (possibly improper) pI‘OJGC—
tor on ’H,p Y$ corresponding to the system observable A
taking the value a, then the relational Dirac observable
Fri,_, (1) too will act as a (possibly improper) projec-
tor on Hpnys, however, this time associating the system
observable reading a with the clock reading 7. This sug-
gests the following two-time conditional probability on
thys

Prob (B = b when 7'|A = a when 7) :=

, (76)
(Vphys| FHA 27 (7) |1/’phy5>phys

where we note the evaluation of the expectation values is done using the physical inner product. In Appendix E 2 we

show that this probability can be rewritten as

(Wphys|(er(7) @ Ma—a)3(Crr) (e

(") ® Mp=y)3(Crr) (e (r) ® Maz o) [Yobys)iin

Prob(B = b when 7'|A = a when 7)=

<1/’phyS| ( (T) ® Ila= a) |wph3’b>km

(77)

Interestingly this is the generalization of Dolby’s two-time conditional probability to the case of constraints which have
zero in the continuous part of their spectrum [64].32 In Appendix E 2, we further demonstrate that this expression

31 This criticism was also discussed in [95], however the authors ob-
tained incorrect propagators. This is a consequence of evaluating
invariant observables on kinematical states.

32 In the special case of ideal clocks, this expression was recently
studied in the context of the Wigner friend scenario [71].



simplifies to
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Prob (B = b when 7'|A = a when 7) =

This is the correct propagator associated with transition-
ing from the system state corresponding to the observable
Areading a at Schrodinger time 7 to the system state cor-
responding to the observable B reading b at Schrédinger
time 7/. Note that the projectors II4—, and IIg—;, need
not necessarily be one-dimensional projectors and that
the two-time conditional probability Eq. (78) holds for
the entire class of models considered in this manuscript.
Moreover, Eq. (78) holds in the more general case where
ITa—, and Il g—; are replaced with effect operators corre-
sponding to outcomes of a POVM on HE™®.

Let us now specialize to the case considered by Kuchaf,
where the system S is some particle and A = B = §g is
simply the position operator on thys. Equation (78)
then becomes

Prob (¢’ when 7'|q when 7) = | {¢| Us(7' —7) |q) |?,

which is precisely the correct expression for the transition
probability of a non-relativistic particle.

It is compelling to observe the conceptual difference
between the conditional probabilities in Eq. (76) at the
level of the clock-neutral physical Hilbert space and the
equivalent expression Eq. (78) at the level of the reduced
theory. The latter includes the obvious time evolution
in-between the conditionings expected in a Schrédinger
picture. These are two conditionings separated by an
‘external’ time. By contrast, the former does not include
an evolution operator in-between the conditionings, in
line with the often emphasized ‘timelessness’ of what we
call the clock-neutral physical Hilbert space Hpnys. In-
stead, the double conditioning in Eq. (76) can rather be
regarded as the probability for “the event @ when 7 AND
the event b when 7'” in the clock-neutral physical state
[phys). It makes sense to compute such a two-time joint
probability from the physical state |[1pnys) as it contains
the entire history of the relational dynamics of the com-
posite system C'S at once. Recall that the physical state
is a description of physics prior to having chosen a tem-
poral reference frame. We are thus asking for the proba-
bility that a history contains the two events above, each
being a coincidence between two dynamical degrees of
freedom.

We emphasize that our resolution of Kuchai’s third
criticism is qualitatively different from the proposal in
[21] and does not rely on approximations and ideal clocks.
While the authors of [21] also evaluate relational Dirac
observables in the physical inner product in order to de-
fine conditional probabilities, they do so in a very differ-
ent manner, arguing that the evolution parameter 7 is
physically unobservable because it is associated with a
kinematical observable. This leads them to instead de-

(Ws(1)| Maze UL(7" — 7) M=y Us(1 — 7) Ma—q |¢s(7)) '

(Vs(T)| Hazq [ths(T)) (78)

clare a choice of relational Dirac observable as a gauge-
invariant clock and then to ask how other relational ob-
servables behave when the gauge-invariant clock has a
particular value. In order for this to be possible one has
to introduce a second clock system in contrast to our
setup which thus amounts to a modification of the orig-
inal problem posed by Kuchaf. In their construction of
conditional probabilities directly on the physical Hilbert
space, the authors in [21] then integrate out the evo-
lution parameter 7 owing to its alleged unobservability.
This leads to decoherence effects and modified transition
probabilities that only approximate the standard text-
book ones for ideal clocks and Gaussian states.

We take a distinct approach, avoiding such an integra-
tion because 7 corresponds to the reading of a dynamical
clock. While its kinematical time observable is not gauge-
invariant, the values it can take in fact are in the follow-
ing sense: in the classical theory the evolution parameter
7 corresponding to a kinematical clock function 7" also
labels the outcomes of gauge-invariant relational observ-
ables Frpp/(7') asking for the value of T when another
kinematical time observable T” reads 7/.33 In particular,
it can also be understood as the relational Dirac observ-
able Fp (1) = 7. Gauge invariance thus does not offer a
reason per se to deem 7 unobservable in principle, nor to
integrate it out.>* Instead, we see that only invoking our
manifestly gauge-invariant equivalence of the relational
observable and Page-Wootters formalism necessarily re-
covers the standard transition probabilities without any
approximations and additional clock or state choices, nor
does a fundamental decoherence mechanism result as a
consequence of using realistic (i.e. bounded Hamiltonian)
clocks.

Moreover, unlike [49] our resolution (i) does not neces-
sitate auxiliary ancilla systems, (ii) does not depend on
ideal clocks, and (iii) is manifestly gauge-invariant thanks
to the relational conditional probability in Eq. (76). The
proposal in [49] extends to an arbitrary number of condi-
tionings of the physical state, however, crucially requiring
the addition of extra ancilla systems for every new condi-
tioning. As such, one has to modify the total composite
system described by the Hamiltonian constraint with ev-
ery new conditioning by adding new degrees of freedom
in order to describe the corresponding measurement pro-
cess. While this is an option for (effective) laboratory

33 This statement can also be extended to the quantum theory,
however, is more complicated to phrase due to the observations
in [132].

34 However, one may justify integrating out clock readings based
on epistemic grounds when an observer has partial knowledge.



situations, it is unsatisfactory for more fundamental de-
scriptions in quantum gravity and cosmology where the
solution to the Wheeler-DeWitt equation is the quantum
state of the entire Universe. In this context, it is not
appropriate to keep adding effective ancilla degrees of
freedom to the fundamental description. By contrast,
it is clear that our conditional probabilities Eqs. (76)
and (78) can be extended to an arbitrary number of con-
ditionings without adding new degrees of freedom and
one will still always get the correct result, consistent with
standard quantum theory. Given the general validity of
Eq. (78), we thus regard Eq. (76) as the proper resolution
of Kuchai’s third criticism.

It is interesting to note that Eq. (77) is what Kuchar
had warned against in [10]:

Of course, one can try to modify the con-
ditional probability interpretation, say, by
projecting the state back into the physical
[Hilbert] space [...] each time the measure-
ment of the projector fl, B, C', ... brings it out
of the physical space. I better abstain from
analyzing the shortcomings of such a scheme
before someone seriously proposes it.

As noted above, Dolby [64] had used the analogous ex-
pression to Eq. (77) in the context of discrete spec-
trum constraints (which was criticized in [130]), and de-
spite also considering continuous-spectrum constraints in
his paper, did not actually extend his considerations to
Eq. (77) in that case. Both Kuchai and Dolby were thus
agonizingly close to recovering the correct propagator.

Finally, we note that Eq. (76) is an expression involv-
ing only objects from Hpnys (i.e. Dynamics I of the trinity
in Sec. V), while Eq. (78) is written purely in terms of ob-
jects from the reduced theory on thys (i.e. Dynamics 1T
of the trinity in Sec. V). Both of these expressions can be
easily justified within either formulation of the relational
quantum dynamics. By contrast, Eq. (77) is somewhat
of a hybrid expression, involving structures from both
Dynamics I and II, and is difficult to fully justify with-
out Egs. (76) and (78). This is presumably the origin of
Kuchai’s criticism above. In line with the trinity, we thus
propose that the Page-Wootters formalism should really
be interpreted in the sense of the reduced Dynamics IT
alone and not in the hybrid way of conditioning physical
states with kinematical operators.

D. There is no normalization ambiguity in the
Page-Wootters formalism

In further developing the Page-Wootters formalism,
it was suggested in [49] that the physical states |[tpnys)
should be normalized with respect to the kinematical in-
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ner product.®®> However, the authors remark that this
approach is not fully satisfactory because the normaliza-
tion procedure is completely arbitrary. Indeed, it should
be clear from Sec. IV A that this procedure cannot suc-
ceed when physical states are improper eigenstates of the
constraint: either one violates the constraint or one ob-
tains a divergent inner product. In [50, 51] this issue was
avoided by introducing the Page-Wootters inner prod-
uct, as defined in Eq. (38), and demanding the physical
states are normalized with respect to this inner product
as opposed to the kinematical inner product.

By establishing the trinity, in particular Corollary 1,
we prove that the Page-Wootters inner product is equiv-
alent to the standard physical inner product on Hppys de-
fined by group averaging techniques. This completely re-
solves the issue of how the physical states should be nor-
malized within the Page-Wotters formalism: they should
be normalized with respect to the physical inner prod-
uct, in line with standard methodology used in constraint
quantization [3, 107, 109, 110]. This is further corrobo-
rated in the companion article [83], where we extend the
Page-Wootters inner product of [50, 51] to the relativistic
case, showing that it again agrees with the physical inner
product obtained through group averaging.

IX. CONCLUSION

The central result of the manuscript is the establish-
ment of the trinity of relational quantum dynamics: the
dynamics defined by relational Dirac observables, the
Page-Wootters formalism, and the relational Heisenberg
picture obtained via symmetry reduction are all man-
ifestations of the same relational quantum theory. The
trinity has been established for clocks whose Hamiltonian
has a non-degenerate continuous spectrum, and can be
extended to clocks with degenerate spectrum, including
a class of relativistic models [83], and periodic (discrete-
spectrum) clocks [84].

To establish the equivalence of the relational dynam-
ics comprising the trinity, we described the kinematical
time observable associated with the clock as a covari-
ant POVM. This constitutes a more general notion of a
(kinematical) time observable than that of a self-adjoint
operator canonically conjugate to the clock’s Hamilto-
nian, which is often employed in the context of relational
quantum dynamics. In Sec. III we described in detail the
properties of such covariant POVMs for clocks with con-
tinuous and discrete Hamiltonian spectra, and how their
spectral properties relate to clock choices in classical re-
lational dynamics.

This notion of a time observable allowed us to resolve
the apparent non-monotonicity issue of self-adjoint ob-

35 In Ref. [49] this was not explicitly stated, but this observation
follows from the authors’ choice to normalize their Eq. (23) in
the kinematical inner product induced by Hc and Hg.



servables associated with realistic quantum clocks which
Unruh and Wald described in [77] and used to argue
against a relational approach to the problem of time. In-
deed, thanks to the covariance property the covariant
clock POVM is monotonic even for bounded Hamiltoni-
ans and still admits a consistent probability interpreta-
tion. The price we pay for giving up the orthodox no-
tion of self-adjointness of the time observable is that the
possible clock readings over which the probability distri-
bution is defined need not necessarily be perfectly distin-
guishable. This is, however, common to many quantum
measurements and thus does not constitute a fundamen-
tal obstacle. Hence, using dynamical clocks is a viable
approach to address the problem of time.

In Sec. IV A the Dirac quantization procedure was ap-
plied to the the class of theories introduced in Sec. II,
which are described by a Hamiltonian constraint associ-
ated with a clock and system that do not interact with
each other. Using covariant POVMs, we constructed
a new quantization of relational Dirac observables via
the G-twirl operation [37], and described their associ-
ated relational dynamics (Dynamics I). In addition to
being crucial for establishing the trinity, this construc-
tion allowed us to prove in Theorem 2 the quantum ana-
log of the classical weak algebra homomorphism between
Dirac observables and phase space functions established
in [14]. In Sec. V we introduced the Page-Wootters for-
malism (Dynamics IT) and a relational Heisenberg picture
obtained via symmetry reduction (Dynamics III), and
demonstrated their equivalence with each other, as well
as with Dynamics I. In Sec. VI we identified the clock-
system entanglement appearing in the Page-Wootters
formalism as a kinematical structure, and demonstrated
that the same relational dynamics can be obtained us-
ing the same conditioning procedure, but without such
kinematical entanglement.

In establishing the trinity, we constructed invertible re-
duction maps between the clock-neutral physical Hilbert
space and the reduced Hilbert space associated with
Dynamics II and III. This allowed us to extend the
perspective-neutral approach to changing quantum ref-
erence frames [25, 26, 39, 40] to a more general class
of clocks, namely those described by covariant POVMs.
These temporal frame changes pass through the clock-
neutral physical Hilbert space, and thereby are the quan-
tum analog of coordinate changes on a manifold. Such
a form of frame changes is a prerequisite for exploring
a quantum notion of general covariance [25, 26, 38-40].
Specifically, we illustrated how both states and observ-
ables transform in the relational Schrédinger and Heisen-
berg pictures naturally arising in Dynamics 1T and III.
This allowed us to demonstrate a clock-dependent tem-
poral nonlocality effect, complementing the recent discus-
sion of the frame dependence of temporal localization in
[65]. The temporal nonlocality discussed above stemmed
from transforming to the perspective of a clock in a su-
perposition of reading different times. In this regard, it
will be interesting to investigate whether the quantum
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equivalence principle put forward in [54, 133] can be for-
mulated within this program of quantum reference frame
changes.

Finally, we discussed three implications of the trinity
in Sec. VIII. The encoding maps in Eqgs. (56) and (43)
establish the quantum analog of the gauge-invariant ex-
tension of a gauge-fixed quantity [79], a concept central
to the classical construction of relational Dirac observ-
ables [14-17] (see also [30]). We then resolved Kuchai’s
criticisms of the Page-Wootters formalism, in particular,
by recovering the correct propagator via a conditioning
of physical states on outcomes of relational Dirac observ-
ables. This resolution does not require auxiliary ancilla
systems, ideal clocks, or state dependent approximations
in contrast to previous proposals [21, 49]. Lastly, we
pointed out that the normalization issue with physical
states in the Page-Wootters formalism reported in [49]
does not arise.

Apart from the extension to relativistic models [83]
and periodic clocks [84], the most pressing generalization
of our work is to explore the validity of the trinity in the
context of interactions between the chosen clock and the
evolving system. As we have emphasized in Appendix A,
interactions will appear in generic models, particularly
so in quantum gravity. However, this may lead to serious
challenges for relational quantum dynamics, as pointed
out in the context of Dynamics I in [12, 19, 29, 128, 129,
134]. The issue is essentially that interactions will lead
to clocks which are non-monotonic, i.e. feature turning
points. This is known as the global problem of time and
leads to a non-unitarity of the relational dynamics in the
turning regime of the clock [10, 11, 27-29].

Given the trinity, these challenges must also appear in
the Page-Wootters formalism and the relational Heisen-
berg picture of the quantum symmetry reduced theory.
As shown in [50], certain interactions will lead to a mod-
ified Schrédinger equation in the Page-Wootters formal-
ism, which still generates an isometry. In more generic
situations the global problem of time must also feature
in the Page-Wootters formalism and it will be of inter-
est to investigate how it further modifies the Schrédinger
picture. The results in [27-29], while using semiclassi-
cal methods, suggest that the quantum reduction maps
from the clock-neutral to the relational Schrédinger and
Heisenberg pictures will need to separate the branches of
the relational dynamics before and after a clock’s turning
point encoded in the physical state. In general, these can
be anticipated to only produce approximate Schrodinger
equations for each branch that fail on approach to the
turning point. Such clock pathologies may then be nav-
igated by an intermediate change to another choice of
clock and thereby ‘patching up’ the relational history
contained in the physical state with different temporal
reference frames, in analogy to covering a manifold with
coordinate charts [27-29].

It will also be interesting to explore the connections
with a recent algebraic approach to the problem of
time [119], which similarly seeks to establish a quantum



version of symplectic reduction. In particular, the re-
lation between our trivialization map and their reduc-
tion procedure warrants further investigation. In light
of the trinity, another line of investigation will be to ex-
plore the fundamental decoherence mechanism put for-
ward in [46, 47, 135], which originates in the observation
that there is a limit to how well one can measure the time
indicated by a physical clock.
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Appendix A: Comment on the validity of the absence of interactions

In the quantum theory, it has been shown that if a tensor factorization of the total Hilbert space of the clock
and system exists in which the interaction term in the Hamiltonian constraint vanishes, then this factorization is
unique [69]. In the context of the Page-Wootters formalism, this has been used as an argument against the ‘clock
ambiguity problem’ (related to the ‘multiple choice problem’ in quantum gravity [10, 11]). According to the argument,
that clock-system decomposition, which leads to a tensor factorization without interactions (and which is unique if
it exists), singles out a preferred clock among a choice of infinitely many. One might thus wonder whether such a
tensor factorization is always possible. For example, such an interaction-free factorization of the total Hilbert space
is possible for homogeneous vacuum cosmologies, leading to Cy in the form of Eq. (4). This has previously been
exploited to simplify solving the quantum constraints [85].

However, for generic systems such an interaction free decomposition of the total Hilbert space is not possible. The
classical analog of a unitary transformation changing the tensor product structure is a symplectic transformation
on Puin =~ Pe X Pg, leading to (under our assumptions) a new decomposition Pyin ~ Per X Pgr (possibly only
locally). Now suppose dim Per = dim Pgr = 2, so that dim Py;, = 4, which is the smallest phase space dimension
in which chaos can appear for autonomous systems. (For a general relativistic example, see [29, 136-138].) If Cy
did generate chaotic dynamics, it would have to include a non-vanishing interaction term, say Hcg, in the original
partition because all Hamiltonians of the form of Eq. (4) are completely integrable in four phase space dimensions
(they decouple the dynamics of the two-dimensional P, Pg, which, being autonomous, are completely integrable). If
a symplectic transformation existed that leads to Hcrgr = 0 in the new partition, it would change the dynamics from
being chaotic to being integrable, which is impossible.

This is a strong indication that for chaotic, or more generally, non-integrable systems (and these are generic), one
cannot find a partition such that the interaction term vanishes globally, neither classically, nor in the quantum theory.

This resonates with the criticism raised in [77] on the grounds of complex dynamics against the decompositions
used in the Page-Wootters formalism. Note, however, that it may still be possible to define a relational dynamics
in non-integrable systems (see [128, 129] for developments in this direction). Clock-system interactions have recently
been consider within the Page-Wootters formalism [50], leading to a time non-local Schrodinger equation satisfied by
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the system S with respect to the clock C'

i% [vs(t)) = Hs |1s(t)) —l—/dtK(t,t’) Ws(t),

where the second term on the right hand side is a self-adjoint integral operator, the kernel of which K (¢,t) := (t|Hint |t')
depends on an interaction Hamiltonian Hj,; appearing in a Hamiltonian constraint.

Appendix B: Freedom of choice in classical and quantum time observables

For a given classical or quantum system, there is a freedom in choosing the time observable (assuming that one
exists). In the classical case, given a time observable T satisfying the condition {T, Hc} = 1, an equivalent time
observable can be constructed by T := T + h(H¢) for an arbitrary real function h(H¢g). In the quantum case, the
freedom of choice is represented by the arbitrary real function g(¢) in Eqs. (14) and (19). We now demonstrate
the equivalence of these two freedoms when the quantum clock’s Hamiltonian has a continuous spectrum. First, let
us assume that g(e) is an analytic function, so that g(H¢) can be defined via its Taylor series. Now consider two

covariant POVMs; the first, denoted Er, with time operator T, corresponds to the choice g(¢) = 0, and the second,
denoted Ej, with time operator T, corresponds to an arbitrary choice of g(¢). Using Eqs. (8) and (14) one can see

that B7 = eig(ﬁC)ETe_ig(HC), and therefore f = ¢ig(Ho) Pe—ig(Ho), Using the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula,
the latter expression can be written as

7 A

7= i = [g(HC), TL . (B1)

Expressing g(H ¢) via its Taylor series and using the canonical commutation relation in Eq. (17), after some calculation
one finds

R . < o+ (0) < KM () . .
9 " . " ,
[Q(Hc)vT} = _ZZOT()HC = —ZZ:O n!( ) HE = —ih(He),

where ¢(" () denotes the n'™ derivative of g(¢), and we have defined h(e) := g™ (¢). Consequently, [¢(H¢),T], = 0

for n > 1, and then Eq. (B1) gives T=T+ h(fl ¢), which is exactly the quantization of the classical time observable

T above. In other words, the quantum freedom in choosing g(g) is equivalent to the classical freedom in choosing
h(H¢), the two functions being related by differentiation/integration.

Appendix C: Proofs of lemmas and theorems of Secs. IV and V

Theorem 1. Fy, 1(7) is a (strong) Dirac observable, that is, Fy, () commutes with the constraint operator Cy

[OH, FfsyT(T)} = O.
Proof. To prove the first part of the theorem, consider
Ucs(s)Fys,r(7)

S /R atUcs(t+s) (17| © fs ) Ubs()

= 5 [ dtUos(@) (in)rl @ fs) Ubs(t = o

= Fyor(r) Ucs(s),

where in the first and third equality we used Eq. (27) and the second equality follows from changing the integration
variable, t — ¢ 4+ s. It follows that

{ch(s),FfSVT(T)} —0, VseR (C1)

Differentiating both sides of Eq. (C1) with respect to s yields Eq. (28), as desired. O
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Lemma 1. Let I, be the projector from Hs to its subspace spanned by all system energy eigenstates |E) g with
E € ogc, i.e. those permitted upon solving the constraint. The quantum relational Dirac observables Fr, p(7) and
Fri, . fs HUSC’T(T) are weakly equal, i.e. coincide on Hpnys. Hence, the relational Dirac observables associated to sys-

tem observables form equivalence classes where Fyg 7(1) and F,q 7(1) are equivalent if Myg fs Mpge = Moge s Moge -

Proof. Since I ® Myyp |thphys) = [Yphys) and [y, Hs] = 0, we can write

Ffs,T(T) |¢phy5> ={c® Hosc) Ffs,T(T) (IC ® Hosc) |¢phy5>

1 —itC ¢ itC
= o / dte " (|T><T| @ Upge [s Hasc) eitCn |¢phy5>
™ JRr

= I, g, fsTo g 7(T) [Yphys) -

Theorem 2. Let fs € £ (Hs) and denote by fghys =Ty fsgse its projection to ’H,ghys. The map

Fr(r): L (thYS) — L (Hphys)

N .
phys nghys7T(7-)

is weakly an algebra homomorphism with respect to addition, multiplication and the commutator. That is, the following
holds:

_F‘fghys_,'_gghysvhghys’T(T) =~ nghys)T(T) + quhys7T(T) . thhys7T(T)

[nghysj(r), Epe 1(7)] % By ponga ooy (7).

where /= is the quantum weak equality of Eq. (29).

Proof. That the map Fr(7) is a homomorphism with respect to addition is evident from the linearity of Eq. (27) in
fs. Let us now check multiplication. Recalling Egs. (15) and (16), we have

Fypoe (1) Fygor g (7) = oy [ dtsUcsto) (1) (7 38°) Vst = 1) (1) (7] © 187) U)

= # /R dtds Ucs(t) (IT> (r] @ (G5 x(t — 5) Us(s — t) iLg*WS)) Ulg(s).

Since U;C(s) [¥phys) = [¥phys), we can write

quhys)T(T) . thhyS,T(T) |wphys> = (27];)2 /Rdt ds UCS(t) (|7—> <7—| ® (gghys X(t o S) US(S _ t) hghy5)> |'(/Jphys>
— e [ dtdsUes() (17 (1 @ (O VS E™) s (€2)

upon a shift of integration variable.
Next, we show that the operator

1 .
M., = %/Rdtx (t)Us(t)

_ %/Rdtx*(t) %e‘m |E)(E|

_ % <% /R dtx*(t)eiEt) \E)(E| (C3)
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is, in fact, the projector onto the Hg eigenstates compatible with the constraint Eq. (23). The integration over ¢ may
be performed case by case by using Eq. (16)

>

1 1 270(t), o.=R,
— [ dtx” (t)eiiEt = — / dt e 71t { e—iEmint [7r5(t)—iP%] , 0c=(Emin, 00),
21 Jr 21 Jr o= Cmint _g—icmaxt
_’L%a Uc:(aminaamax);
1, UC:R;
= % [1 - sgn(amin + E)] 3 Oc= (Emina 00)7
% [Sgn(gmax + E) - Sgn(gmin + E)] y Oc= (Emina Emax)a
1, o.=R,
= 6‘(_Emiﬂ - E)v O'CZ(Emin,OO),
(

—E€min — E) - 9(_5max - E)7 Oc= (Emina Emax)-

Hence,

H@fzi E)(E),
FE€osc

is precisely the projector from the system Hilbert space Hg used in kinematical quantization to its subspace compatible
with the constraint Eq. (23), i.e. to its physical subspace.

Accordingly, Eq. (C2) becomes

. ) ) I
Egprs ¢ (7) - Eypis p(7) [Ppnys) = 5 /Rdt Ucs(t) (|7'> (7] ® (95" Moge hE"™ )) |¢phys)
1 Chvs v
= o [ deves(o (jrh (1 © @2 18)) L)
1 Chvs b
= L& Ucs(t) (IT> (7| ® (g5 - hBhY )) UL s(t) [¢onys)

= Fgghys_hghysﬁT(T) |1/)phys> .

In the second step we used that 1, ﬁghys = ﬁghys. Recalling the definition of the quantum weak equality in Eq. (29)
yields the desired result.

Since the commutator involves only multiplication and subtraction, the above also implies that Fp(7) is a homo-
morphism with respect to the commutator. O

Theorem 3. Let fs € £ (Hs). The quantum relational Dirac observable Fyg 7(1) acting on Hpnys, Eq. (27), reduces
under Rg(T) to the corresponding projected observable in the relational Schrédinger picture on ’thys,

Rs (T) Ffqu(T) Rgl(T) = HUscfS Hdsca

S

in Eq. (43) of system observables coincides on the physical Hilbert space Hpnys with the quantum relational Dirac
observables in Eq. (27), i.e.

where Il is the projector so that ’thys =I,..(Hs). Conversely, let fphys el (thys). The encoding operation

&g ( Aghys) ~ nghys)T(T),

where /= is the quantum weak equality of Eq. (29).
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Proof. Suppose fs is any linear operator on Hg. The first statement is proved by direct computation
Rs (1) Fer(r)Rs ' (7) = (7 © Is) G (I7) (7] © fs ) 8(Cn) (I7) © L)

1 A PN 1 .
= ((rl @ Is) <2—/dte”CH 7 (7] ®fge”CH> _/dse*wCH (I7) ® Is)
™ Jr 2 R

= (271r)2 / dtds (t|t + T){T|T + s — 1) US(f)fsUg(t— s)

R
- (271r)2 /Rdtds X (Ox(t = $)Us(8) fsU§(t — 5)

~~
—
T

27 dtds x* ()x(s)Us () fs UL (s)
=lsse fSHUsC’
where in the last step we have made use of Eq. (C3), which defines precisely the projector from the system Hilbert

space Hg used in kinematical quantization to the one after Page-Wootters reduction ’thys. This proves the first
statement.

The second statement is proved by recalling Egs. (40) and (41) and the observation that
7 ( fphys| _ p—1 Fphys
s ( S >—Rs (1) fs™" Rs(7)
1 fphys
=— [ dt|t)(T|®@Us(t—7) fg
2 R

5= | attes®) (e ££).

where we used Eq. (10) and a shift of the integration variable. Since Ués(t) [phys) = [tphys) We can write

7 [ fphys 1 sphys
5 (£2") o) = 5= [ @tTs(®) ()71 @ 78 i)
1 sphys
— 5 [ @tUos) (17}l 8™) ULs(0) 1)
R
sphys
=G (I}l @ f8™) o)
where G is the G-twirl operation. Comparing with Eq. (27) proves the claim. O
Theorem 4. Let fs € £ (Hs) and fghys =Ty fsTgs. be its associated operator on thys. Then
<¢phys | Ffs,T(T) | 7/}phy5>phys = (¢s(7) | fghys |s(7)) = <¢phys | 55( A}s?hyS» | 7/1phyS>pw )
where |1hs(T)) = Rs(7) |[Yphys)-
Proof. Using the definition of the physical inner product Eq. (26), Lemma 1 and Eq. (44), we have

(Gphys | Fs,(7) [ Gphys) pnys = (Bin | E3(FE™) 8(Cir) | nin)
&, Ol 5Cu) (17)(e1 @ 787 6(Con) ).

= (Gomys | (1171 ® F8™) [%pmys)
_ Fphys
5, OsOLIE s ().

kin

To show also equivalence with the expectation value in the Page-Wootters inner product Eq. (38), we insert an identity



in the first line above, yielding
<¢phys | F‘fs,T(T) | 2/’plﬂyS>phys = <¢kin | Sg( Aghys) 5(CH) | z/’kin>kin
- <¢kin | Tonys Sg( A:};)hys) 5(OH) | 7/’kin>kin

B3, (Orn 1 9(C) (7] 1) €5 §™7) 0(Crr) | thin)

= (bpnys | (77| @ Is) EG(FE™®) | Yohys) i

(3:8) <¢phys |8§( A}s?hys) |1/}phy5>pw :

Lemma 2. The trivialization map given in Eq. (45) trivializes the constraint to the clock degrees of freedom
Tr Cu Tyt = (ﬁc - E*) ® Ig,
for any e, € R. Furthermore, for e, € Spec(ﬁc), ’Tfl is the left inverse of Tr on physical states,

—1
7711 o 771’ "N‘IphyS;

and the triwvialization transforms physical states into product states with a fived and redundant clock factor

Tr |[Yphys) = et9(ex) lex)c ® i e 1B Yin(—E, E) |E)g.

Ecosc

Proof. First note that after a shift of integration variables

Ue(s) T UL (s) = %/}Rdt (t— )" (1)1

Differentiation with respect to s and subsequently setting s = 0 gives
() fo) = in 70D,
Accordingly,

o .
" n
!

(Tr el = Y o (10, Hel ® (Hs + =)

n=0
=—-Ic® (ﬁs + E*) Tr.
Recalling Eq. (23), this directly implies
ToCu Tyt = (Mo —e.) @ 1s.

Note that so far we have not made any assumption about the value of e,.

Next, we find
1 . A~
7;1 . 77]‘ = —2 / dtdS X(t _ S) |t><5| ® e—l(t—s)(HSJ’_E*)

(2m)% Jr

1 o
—W/dtdsx(t—S)(ltMtl®15)ch(t_s)e (t=s)e-
R

1

- W/Rdtds x(s) ([t)(t| @ Is) Ugs(s)e™ =,

upon a change of integration variable. Since Ucg(s) |¥phys) = |¥phys),

1 |
Tt T Wonws) = gz | dtds X(5) (801 @ T5) ™5 [}

45
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Now we invoke the assumption that ¢, € Spec(H¢) to find

1 - 1 ;
o / dsx(s)e " = — / da/ dse (579 =1 (C6)
™ JR 27T o R

Recalling that the clock states form a resolution of the identity, Eq. (9), yields Eq. (C4).
Finally, using Eq. (24), we have

1 )
771’ |U)phys> - i 1/)kin(_EjaEw) 2_ / dt elt(EJrE*) |t> <t| - E>C |E>S . (07)
Ecosc ™ Jr
Invoking Eq. (14) yields
1 . 1 . . " ’ o1 ’
% dt ezt(E-i—a*) |t> <t|‘€>C _ 2_ / dt ezt(E-ﬁ-a*)/ ds' ds" ez[g(s )—g(e )] e—z(a —e')t |‘€H>C <‘€/|5>C
R Q R Tc
1 . " . 1"

_ %/l%dt/ de" ez[g(s )7g(5)] ez(E—i—a*—a +e)t |EH>C

:/ de” ei[g(s//)—g(s)] 5(E—|—E* _e _,’_E) |5”>C

B {ei l9(Etet) 9Ol |E +e, +6) fE+etce Spec(Hc), (C8)

0 otherwise.

This makes it clear that 7p cannot be a unitary (conditional) shift operator of the clock energy if Spec(ﬁc) # R,
which is also when the clock states are non-orthogonal and T(") are not self-adjoint. But this is not a problem for us,
as we need Tr for much more restricted purposes. Indeed, applying Eq. (C8) to Eq. (C7), directly yields Eq. (C5),
provided e, € Spec(H¢). O

Lemma 3. On physical states, the quantum symmetry reduction map is equal to
Ru ~ (r| @ Ui(7)
while its inverse can also be written as
Ry =68(Cr) (Im) @ Us(7)).
Moreover, the two maps are the appropriate inverses of one another:

—1
RH o RH = Iphysu

Ru o Ry = loqe.

Proof. Invoking the definition Eq. (45), we find

. 1 o
Ru=e ' ((r|®@Is)Tr = 6_18*7—2— / dt x (1 —t) (t| @ etHs+ex)
R

™

= ((rl @ Ul 5= [ dexte) e UL 0 (o)

upon also performing a change of integration variable. Noting that Ués(t) [phys) = |¥pnys) and using Eq. (C6),
yields

Ru |1/’phy5> = <T| ® U;(T) |1/’phyS> .
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Next, employing Eq. (52) and the definition Eq. (46) of the inverse trivialization, we compute

1 ,
Ry = T—l—/dte“f*tt ®I
Hoag) ' o2r e 9@ Is
1 it —is(Hs+e.
- W/Rdsdtx(s—lﬁ)eE |5) @ e~ toUHstes)
1 , o
= — ds/ de d(e —e,) € |s) @ eis(Hs+ex)
C6) 21 Jr  Jo.

1
= 5 /Rds |s) ® Us(s)
1

ds e~ e =) 12y @ Ug(s)

21 Je
5(Cr) (I7') @ Us(r")), (C10)

where in the last line we have changed integration variables, s — s — 7’.
Since Rﬁl is independent of the choice of 7/, we can set 7/ = 7 so that

Re' © Ru [tpnys) = 6(Crr) (I7) (7] @ Is) [thpnys) -
It is thus clear from Eq. (42) that Rﬁl o Ru = Ipnys for any 7 € R.

Conversely,
Ru o Ry &) (<T|®U;(T))%/Rdtx(t)*ez‘s*tUgS(t)%/Rdsch(s) (17} @ Us(7)
- (271T)2 /Rdt ds x*(t) e (1| Ucs(s —t) |7') Us(t' — 1)
= (271T)g /Rdtdsx*(t) ety =17 —s+t)Us(s —t+71 —7)
- (2%2 /R dt du x*(t) " x*(u) Us(u)
63 0

O

Theorem 5. Let fs € L(Hs). The quantum relational Dirac observables Fy () on Hpnys, Eq. (27), reduce under
Ry to the corresponding projected evolving observables of the relational Heisenberg picture on ’thys, Eq. (55), i.e.

Ru FfsﬁT(T) Rﬁl =lsge fS(T) o -

Conversely, let fE™(7) € £ (HE™®) be any evolving observable, Eq. (55). In analogy to Eq. (44),
s s

Eu ( AghyS(T)) ~ AfghysﬁT(T).

Proof. Direct computation yields for any 7/

Ru Ffs7T(T) Rﬁl o

G0, e~ (7| @ Is) Tr Fror(r)6(Cy) (I7") @ Us ("))
— (271T)3 /Rdt ds dux(r' —t) (t| @ et Hste) =i () (|T> e fs) U4 ) () & Us(s")
= (271T)3 /Rdt dsdux(7' —t)x(t —7 = s)x(t+s— 7"+ u) (ilt—s)Hs fs yilstumr) s jiea(t—r)
= (2;)3 /Rdtdsdux(T/—t)x(t—T—s)X(T+S_T//+u)

« gilt—s—7)Hs Ug«(T) fS Us(7) pilstu—r"+1)Hs jie.(t—7")
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Performing now in sequence the variable shifts v = —s —u+ 7" —7, w =7+ s —t and x =t — 7/, then recalling the
definition of the projector I, .. in Eq. (C3) and using Eq. (C6), one finally obtains

Ru Ffs7T(T) Rﬁl =lose fS(T) Hoge -
Conversely, employing Lemma 3, we find for any 7 in Ry
En (F5°(7)) pnys) = Rig F8°(1) Rat [piys)
= 8(Cu) (") © Us(r") f5™() ('] @ UL)) [tpnye).

Next, we recall that Ry is independent of the choice of 7" and that likewise ((T’| ®U ;(7” )) [tphys) is independent

of the choice of 7/. In particular, we are therefore free to set 7/ = 7/ = 7. In conjunction with Eq. (55), this yields
En (7)) [Wionys) = 0(Cor) (I7) (1 @ FE™°) [pnys)
= nghyiT(T) |¥phys)
where in the last line we have made use of Eq. (43) and Theorem 3. O

Theorem 6. Let fs € L (Hs) and fghys(T) = ¢imHs 1§ S5 | e~i™Hs be its associated evolving Heisenberg
operator on thys. Then

(Gohys| Frs,r(7) [¥phys) phys = (@5 | FES () | ws) (C11)

where [s) = R [pnys) € HE™®.

Proof. Using the second result of Theorem 5, Lemma 1 and the definition of the physical inner product Eq. (26), one
finds

(Dpnys] Fra(7) [phys)pags = (Gpnys] a1 (FE2(0)) [onys) e
= {¢uan! &1 (F5™°()) Wobyduan
= (duan| Reg' F5™°(7) Rt [¥phys) i
= (dunl Ryg' F5™°(7) [is) -
Invoking Eqs. (22) and (C10), yields

(ol Rigt = [ de¥f diane.B) e el s (Bl - [ a0 Usto

— yﬁ btin(—E, )¢ 9CP) g (I
(14) JEcose

EXC (c12)

where the latter is a dual reduced state on thys. Hence,
- sphys
(Spnys| Frs,0(T) [Yphys) pnys = (D5 [ f5 () [¥s) - (C13)

O

Corollary 3. The relational Heisenberg picture on ’thys, obtained through the quantum symmetry reduction Ry,
is only equivalent to the relational Heisenberg picture of reduced phase space quantization described in Sec. IV B if
chzorSCd, i.€e. Zf

Spec(HE ) = Spec(Hs) N Spec(—He).

Specifically, in this case,



49

(i) M = MG = Rux (Mpnys),
(ii) HEd = HE™® := Ru Hs Ry, and

(iii) The set of quantum symmetry reduced evolving observables, Eq. (55), phys( )=RuF yphye, +(7) Ry’ coincides

with the set of evolving observables fred( ), Eq. (34), from reduced phase space quantzzatzon. In particular,
under the appropriate identifications, |¢59) = |1hs) = R [Ypnys) and f2(7) = frd(r), we have

<¢red | fred( ) |7/Jred> (¢s | fphys( ) [ ¥s) = (dphys| nghYS,T(T) |7/’phy5>phys'

Proof. H¢? contains all wave functions ¥*(E) which are square-summable/integrable over the spectrum o4, as

evident from Eq. (33). Similarly, H2™* contains all wave functions 1g(E) which are square-summable/integrable
over the spectrum ocg, as shown by Egs. (C12), (C13), (26) and (51). These two sets of wavefunctions coincide if
04 = 5cg. Under the identification ¥4 (E) = 1g(E) (and possibly a redefinition of the integration/sum measure in

one of the representations depending on whether (E|E’) ¢ is normalized identically on H2™* and H9), where ¢ 9(E)
is taken from the expansion Eq. (32) and g (F) is the wave function of the quantum reduced state given in Eqs. (50)
and (51), we have [1)%*4) = |1g). Then by corollary 2 and Eqs. (26) and (33), it follows that (¢ied |id) = (¢g | 1s).
This proves (i).

Given that HXd and ’H,ghy ® admit the same energy eigenstates, (ii) immediately follows,

Hyd = HE™ == Ry Hs Ry

Lastly, invoking (i), note that by Eq. (55) f2™%(r) = ¢! HEW 7 fobye emiHE T = GiHF T FRYS =i HEY T for any
observable fphyb on thys, while fied(7) is given in Eq. (34) and requires 54 to be any observable on H¥d. Since

~ , we have =f or the appropriate identification o =f at 7 = 0. e rest o
Hid o~ HES, we have fid PYS (1) for th te identification of f5™° = fred at 0. Th f
statement (iii) is now a dlrect consequence of Theorem 6. O

Theorem 7. Consider an operator on BS from the perspective of A described by OPB};YIZ € E(H%hys ® ’thys). From
the perspective of B, this operator is Tp independent so that OZSY‘SB (Ta,7B) = OgsylsB(TA) € E(’thys & ’thys) if and

only if

hys hys hys
oS = (0n%) @ (4). (C14)
where (fgrf)i is an operator on S and (O%Tﬁs)i is a constant of motion, [(OPBTXS)Z-,HB] = 0. Furthermore, in this

case

h;
Ogng (TA) UABS

> Gas (Iradtral® (£2157).) (el (OB). 0(Con) 1) | Toras. (C15)

where 11, ,,¢ s a projection onto the subspace of Ha ® Hs spanned by energy eigenstates whose energy lies in
oaps = Spec(Ha + Hg) N Spec(—Hp), |tp) is an arbitrary clock state of B, and Gas is the G-twirl over the group
generated by Ha + Hg.

Proof. For simplicity, we drop the ‘phys’ labels on the operators in the following proof, implicitly assuming that we
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always work with operators on ’thyb thyb nd thy Suppose now that OABS‘A = OAB\A ® OS|A. Then

OAS\B = <TB| 5(Ch) (|TA><TA| ® OB\A ® OS\A) 5(Cx)|78)

7| !t Hp i) (|TA><TA| ®Opja ® OS\A) et ot HS) |7p)

(75 +|Op|al7s + ) A Hs) (|TA><TA| ® OslA) e is(Ha+Hs)

wdv u|OB|A|v /ds/dtx TB +t—u) (U s B)eit(ﬁAJrI:IS) (|TA><TA| ®OS|A) e*is(I:IAJrﬁs)

dudv u|OB|A|v /ds/dtx eilt+u=p)(HatHs) (|TA><TA|®05‘A) e~ i(v=s—7n)(Ha+Hs)

du dv <U|OB|A|U> UABsei(U7TB)(HA+HS (|TA><TA| ® OS|A) eii(viTB)(ﬁAJrHS)HUABS

—~

27T)
_
~ (2m)?

%\%\

du dv <TB - u|OAB\A|TB - v> HUABseiiU(gAJrI:IS) (|TA><TA| ® OS|A) eiv(HAJrgs)HUABS'

In the sixth line we have adapted the definition of the projector Eq. (C3) to our case I, .. It is seen from the above
expression that O 44| is independent of 75 if and only if (7 — u|Opa|7p — v) is independent of 75.
If [Op) 4, Hp] = 0, then

(TB — U|OB\A|TB —v) = <—U|eiHBTBOAB|A€7iHBTB| —v)
= <_U|OB\A| - ),

and thus OAAS‘B is independent of 75. If OAS|B is independent of 75, then

d R
0= E <7'B - u|OB\A|7'B - U>
d e A e
= (mulg— (Mo Oppae 27 ) | )

= —i (—ul¢ifTeTe [OAB\AVE[B} e~ HETE| ),

which vanishes only if OB| 4 is a constant of motion, [O BlA H B} = 0. By linearity, it follows that the most general

operator relative to clock A which leads to 75 independence relative to clock B is given in Eq. (C14).
If Op|a is a constant of motion, then

OAS|B = 0ABS

2 / dudv <0|OB\A|“ —) HaABsefm(gAJrHs (|TA (Al ®OS\A) e (Ha+Hs)1y
R

1 A —i(u+v)(H

= 2/d’u,d’l) <O|OB‘A|U‘>HUABse (u+v)(Ha+Hs) (lTA TA|®OS|A)€ HAJrHS)HUABS
R

1 ~ P - “
5 / du (0|Opalu) e“(HA*HS)) Gas (|7'A><7'A| ® OS\A) s, ps
™ JRr
= HO’ABS <O|OB|A6(CH)|O> gAS (lTA><TA| & OS|A) HG'ABS
=Ty s (t8105140(Crr)lt) Gas (174074l @ Osia) o s

where |t5) is any clock state of B. By linearity, this extends to Eq. (C15). O

Corollary 4. Consider an observable seen from the perspective of A that acts nontrivially only on S,

Aphys phys ¢phys
Opsia = Ipia @ fga -

Under a temporal frame change to the perspective of B, such an observable transforms to

Aphys _ rphys ¢fphys
Oasip = Iup © fsp >

where f‘S)‘hgs = A‘S)‘hxs if and only if fgf’zs is a constant of motion, [fgﬁ*zs, Hg] = 0.
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Proof. 1f [Hs, fg‘hf] =0, then Eq. (67) yields

Aphys sphys
NS = MoapsGas (I7adral @ FEY7) o
= ToupsGas (I7a)(7al © 51 ) Lap © 53 Mo s

_ fphys
= HUABSIAlB ® fs|A HUABS

_ Iphys ® fphys

=1aB S|A
from which it follows that fgfgs = A‘S)‘hxs.
If fE15° = f2%°, then

phys fphys _ yphys fphys
Lyg ©fsp =Ty @ fga

_ ¢phys
= HUABSIAIB ® fs\A HUABS

=T Gas (1) (ral @ IE) Lajs @ P53 Mo e
However, from Eq. (67) we also have that

h; #ph; #ph;
IE\\%’S ® fg\gs =1l,ps9as (|TA><TA| ® fg\xs) Hoaps-

Upon comparison of this equation with the previous equation, together with the definition of the G-twirl we conclude

that | Aglhzs, Us(t)] =0 — [fg‘hjs, Hs] = 0, as desired. O

Corollary 5. Consider an operator on BS from the perspective of A described by OAPB}ng(TA) S E(Hthys ® ’thys).

Under a temporal frame change to the perspective of B, this operator transforms to OAzlslB(TA, TB) that satisfies the
Heisenberg equation of motion in clock B time Tg without an explicitly Tp dependent term,

d - e A oA
EOES\B(TAvTB) =1 [HA +HSaOI,L_xIS|B(TAaTB)} :

if and only if
Aphys Aphys fphys
Opsiatra) = X2 (0B%), @ (F51 )
and OA%]T}AS is a constant of motion, [Hp, OA%]T}AS] =0.
Proof. From Eq. (68), it follows that
Ofs1p(ta,78) = Uhg(78)05 85 (T4, 78)Uas (75).
Differentiating the above expression with respect to 75 yields

d - e s d oy
EOESIB(TA’TB) =i [HA +H5’O£ISIB(TAaTB)} +Ulg() (EOZhSyB(TA’TB)) Uas(7B).

Theorem 7 then implies that the second term vanishes if and only if
Aphys Aphys Fphys
OBsia =2 (OB\A)Z. ® ( S| A >i’
i

where (OA%TZ‘S) ~are constants of motion. Equivalently, this is true if and only if in the relational Heisenberg picture
K3

ont () = Y (00 @ (30

K2
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Appendix D: Derivation referenced in Sec. VIIC

Suppose that from the perspective of A the state of BS is in a product state
[vBsia(ta)) = [¥p1a(Ta)) [¥s1a(T4)) -
The action of the TFC map A4~F on BS yields the state of AS from the perspective of B

[WYasip(7B)) = A&7 [¥psia(Ta))

= ((t8] ® L1s) 6(Cu) (|74) ® Ips) [¥pja(Ta)) [¥s)a(Ta)) -

= (751 © Ins) 5 / dt e AT HEER) 74 g4 (7)) 51 (7))
= ((rB] ® Ias) % /R dt |Ta +t) [Ppa(Ta + 1)) [s)a(ra + 1))

Changing integration variables to t' := 74 4t and defining Vg4 (t — t') := (t|¢bp|a(t’)) yields

[Basia(ro)) = (751 @ Ias) = [ & )4 6malt)) Wsta(t)
= (78| ® L4s) %/Rdt/ 1) a (% /Rdt” Ypalt”) |t + t/>3> [¥s1a(t))
= G L0 [0 65100~ 0 =) 1) 4 st
= % /Rdf/ ¥Ypa(TE — Y[t 4 |¢5|A(t’))

as stated in Eq. (70).

Appendix E: Mathematical details
1. Canonical transformation separating gauge and gauge-invariant degrees of freedom

We now demonstrate that the transformation T7 introduced in Sec. VIB is a canonical transformation. Firstly, we
know that {T,Cy} = 1 are a canonical pair. It also follows from [14] that

fs = Fysr(T)

is a strong Poisson-algebra homomorphism on Py, for the special form of Eq. (5). Hence, recalling that
Qg(T) :Fqg,T(T) Pé(T) :FpgﬁT(T)v
we have
{Qk(r), Py(n)} = {db.ps} = 07

From Eq. (5) it is furthermore obvious that {7, Fr; r(7)} = 0. Finally, we find that the Dirac observables Eq. (5)
strongly commute with the constraint Cp, since

(Fron(),Cu} =3 [— =T

n=0

=0.

u {fs, Hs}nt1

—1
NCEDE {fs,Hs}n +

We thus conclude that Tr is a canonical transformation on Pyiy,.
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2. Correct propagator from gauge-invariant conditional probability

In this appendix we show how to arrive at the correct propagator from the gauge-invariant conditional probability
proposed in Eq. (76):

(phys| Fitaa 7(7) - Fitp_, 2(7') - Fitaso 7(7) [¥phys) phys

<¢phy5| FHA:a;T(T) |1/’phyS>phys

Prob (B = b when 7'|A = a when 7) := (E1)

Firstly, recall Theorem 3 and that Ila—,,IIp—; € E(thy *) by assumption (otherwise we would have to conjugate
these two projectors by Il,..). Since we are always acting on physical states, we can replace every instance of the
relational Dirac observables above by the Page-Wootters encoding, Eq. (43), of the corresponding reduced observables
and projections onto the respective clock readings. Invoking the definition of the physical inner product, Eq. (26),
this puts Eq. (E1) into the following form:

(Pphys|(er (1) @ Ma—a)d(Crr)(er(r') @ TMp=3)8(Crr) (e (1) @ Maa) [Yphys)in
(Yphys| (er(T) ® HA:a)lz/’phyS>kin .

We note that this is the generalization of Dolby’s two-time conditional probability to the case of constraints which
have zero in the continuous part of their spectrum [64]. It is clear that the denominator can be rewritten as

{Yonys| (er(7) @ Ma=a) [Yphys)iin = (Vs(7)] Taza [¢s(7)) -

Let us next rewrite the numerator as
<¢phy5| (er (T) ® Ha=a) 5(CH) (eT(T/) ® HB:b) 6(CH) (er (T) ® Ma=q) |1/’phyS>kin
1 1
= W) Maca = [ dix(r =7+ USOTIp 5= [ dsx(e' =7 = Us() ace [05(7)

<¢S(T)| Ha=q 1_IUsc U;(T/ - T) p=p 1_IUsc US(T/ - T) Ha=q |¢S(7—)> :

Prob (B = b when 7'|A = a when 7) =

(C3)
Recalling that II,, IIa=, = Il4—,, since by assumption II4—, € E(’thys), we thus obtain in conjunction

(Ws(7)| Maza UL(7" — 7) My Us(1 — 7) Ma—q |¢s(7))
(Vs(1)| Ma=q [¥s(T)) '

This is the correct propagator for transitioning from the system state corresponding to the observable A reading a at
Schrodinger time 7 to the system state corresponding to the observable B reading b at Schrodinger time 7.

Prob (B = b when 7'|A = a when 7) =




