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Abstract
Several novel approaches have been proposed to resolve the problem of time by relating it to
change. We argue using quantum information theory that the Hamiltonian constraint in quantum
gravity cannot probe change, so it cannot be used to obtain a meaningful notion of time. This is
due to the absence of quantum Fisher information with respect to the quantum Hamiltonian of
a time-reparametization invariant system. We also observe that the inability of this Hamiltonian
to probe change can be related to its inability to discriminate between states of such a system.
However, if the time-reparametization symmetry is spontaneously broken due to the formation of
quantum cosmological time crystals, these problems can be resolved, and it is possible for time to
emerge in quantum gravity.
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Diffeomorphism invariance can be viewed as a gauge degree of freedom, so the Hamiltonian in quantum gravity is only a generator of a gauge transformation. Thus, it is not
possible to directly define a meaningful notion of time in quantum gravity, and this absence
of time is known as the problem of time. This problem occurs in most approaches to quantum gravity [1–18]. As the notion of time is central to cosmology, one needs to resolve the
problem of time in quantum gravity to construct meaningful model of quantum cosmology.
Several different novel proposals have been suggested to resolve the problem of time, such
as the frozen formalism [19], conditional probabilities [20], use of scale factor as time [21],
matrix formulation of quantum gravity [22], use of suitable operators for Cauchy surfaces
[23], unimodular gravity in the Ashtekar formulations [8], the use of matter fields as time
[24], rigging map of group averaging [25], non-perturbative quantum gravity [26, 27], third
quantization [28, 29] and even fourth quantization [30].
These proposals are based on the notion that time is associated with change in the
quantum states of the system. To observe such a change, one needs to probe the state by an
Hermitian operator, which can only be done if that operator contains information about such
states. So, it is important to analyse quantum information associated with the Hamiltonian
operator in quantum cosmology. In the minisuperspace approximation, the Hamiltonian
in several quantum cosmological systems, mathematically resembles the Hamiltonian of
simple time-reparametrization invariant quantum mechanical systems [31–34]. As quantum
cosmological models can be difficult to interpret conceptually, we will instead analyze a
simple quantum mechanical system with time-reparametrization invariance, without loss of
applicability.
The amount of information that an operator contains about the states of a system can
be quantified by the quantum Fisher information (QFI) [35–38], which for a Hamiltonian H
with respect to a density matrix ρ is [35–38]
F [ρ, H] = Tr[H, [ρ, L]] ,

(1)

where L is the symmetric logarithmic derivative [35–38],
L = 2i

X hHl |[H, ρ]|Hi i
i,l

εi + εl

|Hi ihHl | ,

(2)

with εl as the eigenvalues of ρ. Due to time-reparametrization invariance all the different
eigenstates of H, represented here by |Hl i, are related by a gauge transformation, and so
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they are physically equivalent with the same eigenvalue . Hence, we have [H, ρ] = 0, and
the QFI of the Hamiltonian for such systems vanish,
F [ρ, H] = 0 .

(3)

As the Hamiltonian does not contain any QFI about the states of a system, it cannot probe
changes in those states. This can be explicitly be shown using quantum state discrimination
[39–42]. Let Alice send probabilities {pi } associated with states of a time-reparametrization
system {ρi } to Bob through a classical channel. She then sends a prepared quantum state
through a quantum channel. Even though there will be an error in identifying this state,
Bob can optimize the odds of correctly identifying it using minimum error discrimination
[39–42]. Let the outcome i , associated with positive-operator-valued measure (POVM) πi ,
be used to indicate ρi = |ψi ihψi |, then we can minimize the error in discrimination of the
non-degenerate set {ρi } by choosing a set of POVMs which minimizes the expression [43, 44]
Perr =

n
X
i=1

pi

X

Tr(ρi πj ) ,

j6=i



= p1 P (2 |ψ1 ) + P (3 |ψ1 ) + . . . + P (n |ψ1 ) +


. . . + pn P (1 |ψn ) + P (2 |ψn ) + . . . + P (n−1 |ψn ) ,

(4)

where P (i |ψj ) is the probability for the outcome to be i , if the state is |ψj i. In the
P
P
presence of degeneracy, the expression is modified to Perr = ni=1 pi j6=i Nj Tr(ρi πj ), where
normalization constants Nj = 1/m (with j = 1 . . . m) are used to account for m degenerate
states. As the Hamiltonian is a constraint with a fixed eigenvalue , πi = πj and Nj =
1/n , ∀ i, j, the probability in making an error in discriminating the state is

1h 
Perr =
p1 P (|ψ1 ) + P (|ψ1 ) + . . . + P (n |ψ1 ) +
n

i
. . . + pn P (|ψn ) + P (|ψn ) + . . . + P (|ψn ) ,
n

n−1X
n−1
=
pi =
,
(5)
n i=1
n
P
where we have used P (|ψj ) = 1 and ni=1 pi = 1. This error 1 − 1/n is exactly equal to
the error obtained by randomly guessing the outcome; in other words, Bob cannot use the
Hamiltonian operator to discriminate the states sent by Alice.
An important consequence of the inability to discriminate between states is that one can
not observe changes in states, and therefore have no notion of time flow. This is explicitly
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demonstrated if we let Alice take the same ensemble of states, and perturbs them over a
fixed amount of time with operator U (0, t) (such that |ψi (t)i = U |ψi (0)i). Alice again sends
the probabilities {pi (t)} associated with the perturbed states {ρi (t)} through a classical
channel, and a prepared state through a quantum channel to Bob. Repeating the previous
argument, we observe that the probability of error in discriminating these perturbed states
is again Perr = 1 − 1/n. Bob cannot measure the change produced by the perturbation
U (0, t), so he cannot know about the time interval t. This is depicted in Fig. 1a.
As the absence of information in the Hamiltonian is due to its time-reparametrization
invariance, it seems that this problem could be resolved by breaking it. This could be
done by modifying the Einstein-Hilbert action; however, this results in theoretical and observational problems at the classical level [45]. A better resolution is to retain the timereparametrization invariance of the classical Einstein-Hilbert action, and propose that the
quantum gravitational vacuum state is not invariant under it. Such spontaneous symme4

try breaking of time-reparametrization invariance will produce a discrete structure in time;
in analogy with ordinary spatial crystals, this discrete temporal structure is called a time
crystal [46]. It has also been demonstrated that time crystals can form at Planck time due
to quantum gravitational effects [47, 48]. The universe evolves by taking discrete steps in
quantum cosmological time crystals [49, 50].
Even though certain no-go theorems exists for time crystals [51], their applicability are
restrictive, and we argue that they do not apply to quantum cosmological time crystals.
Firstly, the no-go theorems only hold for closed-systems; however, brane world models can be
viewed as open systems, due to the exchange of gravitons with the bulk [52–55]. Furthermore,
even conventional cosmological models can be considered as open systems, as Planck scale
quantum fluctuations can change the topology of the universe, producing baby universes
[56, 57]; with the information flowing into these baby universes getting disconnected from
the original universe. Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, it has been recently shown
that the no-go theorems do not apply in the presence of long range forces [58]. As gravity
is a long range force, these no-go theorems should not apply to quantum cosmological time
crystals.
Here we do not care about the specific details of the different quantum cosmological time
crystals [49, 50]. Instead we analyze the information theoretic implications of the universal feature of these models, which is the spontaneous breaking of time-reparametrization
invariance, on the problem of time. After breaking time-reparametrization invariance, the
different eigenstates of the Hamiltonian are not related to each other by gauge transformations, and can have different eigenvalues. So, they will not commute with an arbitrary
density matrix, [H, ρ] 6= 0, and the QFI will not vanish
F [ρ, H] 6= 0 .

(6)

We can repeat the previous analysis, and investigate change in such states. Let Alice again
send probabilities {pTC,i } associated with states of a system, with spontaneously broken
time-reparametrization invariance, {ρTC,i }, through a classical channel; she sends a prepared
state though a quantum channel (the TC subscript is used to indicate states in a time-crystal
background). As the Hamiltonian can have different eigenvalues, πi 6= πj , and P (i |ψTC,i ) <
1, P (j |ψTC,j ) < 1. In general, the probability of error in discriminating between these states
would be less than the error produced by randomly guessing: Perr < 1 − 1/n [39–42]. Alice
5

takes another similar ensemble of states, and again perturbs it for a fixed amount of time
by U (0, t). Alice sends the probabilities associated with the perturbed states by a classical
channel, and the perturbed states through a quantum channel. The probability of error
in discriminating these perturbed states is again Perr < 1 − 1/n. As Bob can discriminate
between the original states, and the perturbed states, he can also probe the change in those
states represented by U (0, t). Thus, Bob can know about the passage of time t. The breaking
of time-reparametrization invariance leads to an emergence of time in the system. This is
depicted in Fig 1b.
It was observed that the problem of time is intrinsic to quantum gravity, as the Hamiltonian constraint did not contain any QFI. This led to an absence of a meaningful notion
of time due to the inability of the Hamiltonian constraint to discriminate between states.
However, these problems are naturally resolved when time-reparametrization invariance is
spontaneously broken.
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[16] A. Alonso-Serrano, M. Bouhmadi-López, and P. Martı́n-Moruno, “f (R) quantum cosmology:
avoiding the Big Rip,” Phys. Rev. D98 (2018) no. 10, 104004, arXiv:1802.03290 [gr-qc].
[17] A. Baratin and D. Oriti, “Group field theory with non-commutative metric variables,” Phys.
Rev. Lett. 105 (2010) 221302, arXiv:1002.4723 [hep-th].
[18] S. Gielen, D. Oriti, and L. Sindoni, “Cosmology from Group Field Theory Formalism for
Quantum Gravity,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 111 (2013) no. 3, 031301, arXiv:1303.3576 [gr-qc].
[19] E. Anderson, “Problem of Time in Quantum Gravity,” Annalen Phys. 524 (2012) 757–786,
arXiv:1206.2403 [gr-qc].
[20] R. Gambini, R. A. Porto, J. Pullin, and S. Torterolo, “Conditional probabilities with Dirac

7

observables and the problem of time in quantum gravity,” Phys. Rev. D79 (2009) 041501,
arXiv:0809.4235 [gr-qc].
[21] A. Di Tucci, J.-L. Lehners, and L. Sberna, “No-boundary prescriptions in Lorentzian
quantum cosmology,” Phys. Rev. D100 (2019) no. 12, 123543, arXiv:1911.06701
[hep-th].
[22] A. Carlini and J. Greensite, “Fundamental constants and the problem of time,” Phys. Rev.
D52 (1995) 936–960, arXiv:gr-qc/9406044 [gr-qc].
[23] R. M. Wald, “A Proposal for solving the ’problem of time’ in canonical quantum gravity,”
Phys. Rev. D48 (1993) R2377–R2381, arXiv:gr-qc/9305024 [gr-qc].
[24] V. Husain and T. Pawlowski, “Time and a physical Hamiltonian for quantum gravity,”
Phys. Rev. Lett. 108 (2012) 141301, arXiv:1108.1145 [gr-qc].
[25] D. Marolf, “Solving the Problem of Time in Mini-superspace: Measurement of Dirac
Observables,” Phys. Rev. D79 (2009) 084016, arXiv:0902.1551 [gr-qc].
[26] V. Husain and B. Qureshi, “Ground state of the universe and the cosmological constant. A
nonperturbative analysis,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116 (2016) no. 6, 061302, arXiv:1508.07664
[gr-qc].
[27] C. Rovelli and L. Smolin, “The Physical Hamiltonian in nonperturbative quantum gravity,”
Phys. Rev. Lett. 72 (1994) 446–449, arXiv:gr-qc/9308002 [gr-qc].
[28] Y. Ohkuwa and Y. Ezawa, “Third quantization of f (R)-type gravity II - General f (R) case,”
Class. Quant. Grav. 30 (2013) 235015, arXiv:1210.4719 [gr-qc].
[29] L. Campanelli, “Creation of Universes from the Third-Quantized Vacuum,” Phys. Rev.
D102 (2020) no. 4, 043514, arXiv:2007.01732 [gr-qc].
[30] M. Faizal, “Fourth Quantization,” Phys. Lett. B727 (2013) 536–540, arXiv:1304.0259
[gr-qc].
[31] D. Artigas, J. Mielczarek, and C. Rovelli, “A minisuperspace model of compact phase space
gravity,” Phys. Rev. D100 (2019) no. 4, 043533, arXiv:1904.11338 [gr-qc].
[32] O. Janssen, J. J. Halliwell, and T. Hertog, “No-boundary proposal in biaxial Bianchi IX
minisuperspace,” Phys. Rev. D99 (2019) no. 12, 123531, arXiv:1904.11602 [gr-qc].
[33] G. S. Djordjevic, L. Nesic, and D. Radovancevic, “Minisuperspace FLRW oscillator
cosmological model and generalized uncertainty principle,” Class. Quant. Grav. 35 (2018)
no. 19, 195002.

8

[34] J. Chagoya and M. Sabido, “Anisotropic invariance in minisuperspace models,” Class.
Quant. Grav. 33 (2016) no. 12, 125023.
[35] S. L. Braunstein and C. M. Caves, “Statistical distance and the geometry of quantum
states,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 72 (1994) 3439–3443.
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