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Abstract

We study criteria for and properties of boundary-to-boundary holography in a class of spin
network states defined by analogy to projected entangled pair states (PEPS). In particular, we
consider superpositions of states corresponding to well-defined, discrete geometries on a graph.
By applying random tensor averaging techniques, we map entropy calculations to a random Ising
model on the same graph, with distribution of couplings determined by the relative sizes of the
involved geometries. The superposition of tensor network states with variable bond dimension
used here presents a picture of a genuine quantum sum over geometric backgrounds. We find that,
whenever each individual geometry produces an isometric mapping of a fixed boundary region
C to its complement, then their superposition does so iff the relative weight going into each
geometry is inversely proportional to its size. Additionally, we calculate average and variance
of the area of the given boundary region and find that the average is bounded from below and
above by the mean and sum of the individual areas, respectively. Finally, we give an outlook on
possible extensions to our program and highlight conceptual limitations to implementing these.
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1 Introduction

Within approaches to providing quantised UV completions to general relativity (GR), there are
several distinct directions. Some prefer to stay in the continuum, such as Asymptotic Safety,
some discretise degrees of freedom with the intent of recovering a continuum regime, as in Loop
Quantum Gravity(LQG), while yet others recover low-energy phenomenology in more indirect
ways, like through consistency conditions and effective actions in String Theory. However, cer-
tain features of gravitational theories are shared among them. From general thermodynamical
and information theoretical arguments, one expects black holes, quantum or not, to fulfil a
Bekenstein-Hawking bound10

S ≤ A

4GN
(1.1)

for an appropriately chosen entropy. This states, through microstate counting interpretations of
entropies, that the number of degrees of freedom of a black hole should not scale with volume,
as it would in most systems, but rather with the area bounding said volume. This implies a form
of so-called (informational) holography : Information on the degrees of freedom of the system can
be or is encoded on the boundary of a region, from where it may be recovered. This is termed
after optical holography, where volumetric information (phase differences) can be encoded on a
photoplate boundary, from where it may be reconstructed using the right techniques, displaying
the original 3-dimensional image from a 2-dimensional data carrier.
Other forms of more concrete holography have been developed which feature a more direct re-
lation to gravity: Starting from Maldacena31, String theorists were able to construct several
examples of gravitational systems in Anti-deSitter spaces whose degrees of freedom, when suit-
ably mapped to the conformal boundary, give rise to a set of operators generating a conformal
field theory. This AdS/CFT correspondence has also been extended to 3D euclidean gravity or
asymptotically flat, 4D spacetimes24;23, where the asymptotic symmetry is given by variants of
the BMS algebra, extending conformal symmetry. What all of these examples have in common
is that they describe a relation between a bulk gravitational theory and a seperate set of degrees
of freedom on an asymptotic boundary, describing the same physics.
However, a different type of holography for finite regions of space/spacetime appears to exist in a
variety of contexts, in particular through entropy bounds. For example, recent work in classical
gravity suggests that corner charges of GR provide an encoding of bulk information20? ;22, which
applies to any finite region of space with boundary. In condensed matter physics, the ground
states of local Hamiltonians on lattice systems are often found to be short-range entangled 15:
The entropy of any finite region scales at most as the size of its boundary. States with such
properties are highly desirable: They provide a more manageable subset of the space of states to
begin searches for ground states in, but also have properties like exponentially decaying correla-
tions between regions mimicking a local lightcone structure through Lieb-Robinson bounds32;11.
As such, given the many insights from local and global holography in quantum gravity (QG)
contexts, it is natural to characterise classes of quantum geometries which feature this behaviour
on a small scale. A natural starting point of this investigation are spin network states, which form
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Introduction

both a conceptual and concrete basis of spatial quantum geometry. These states were originally
envisioned by Penrose40;1 and later recovered in the LQG canonical quantisation programme44.
They also feature in any spin foam approach to constructing QG path integrals41 as well as their
completions in Group Field Theories (GFT)28;35;37 as basis states of discretised geometries with
definite area and volume values.
The goal of this work is to elaborate on criteria for holographic mappings between patches of the
boundary of a finite spatial region to exist. This region is modeled by a superposition of spin
network states. So far, only spin network states with a fixed graph structure and definite, fixed
spin values have been considered, where areas take definite values. This thesis extends existing
results to a superposition of different spin values, covering a much larger class of states. In
this way, the work presented here provides a first step into studying generic local holography in
multiple QG approaches, with possible applications to semiclassical states where a large number
of different spin network states are superposed.
The general structure of this work is as follows: After a brief introduction of spin networks, their
structure as glued vertex states and tensor networks, we review notions of holography and the
work done in the ’no-superposition’ case. We then perform a similar analysis on states which are
superpositions of individual tetrahedra with different areas, but fixed given glueing arrangement.
Importantly, we make a typicity1 statement about holographic properties of what we will call
Random Spin Tensor Networks (RSTN). We find that it is convenient to write the purity of
boundary states as a probability average in a distribution of geometries, determined by relative
weights of the individual geometries in the state. We illustrate a few examples and determine a
condition on said distribution to ensure holography. A short calculation of the area value of a
holographic boundary region reveals a simple formula for these special superpositions. Finally,
we discuss some natural extensions of the superposition of spins setting and highlight limitations
in pursueing these.

1.1 Spin network states as models of quantum geometries

To start, we review the notion of spin networks as abstract combinatorial objects, as well as their
use in labeling states in various fields of physics, particularly in relation to lattice gauge theory
and quantum gravity. In doing so, we introduce the key concept of a spin network state.
For a given compact Lie group G, typically chosen to be SU(2), a standard definition of a spin
network can be given as follows: It consists of

1. A graph γ with vertex and edge sets (V,E).

2. A colouring of its edges by representations ρ of G.

3. A colouring of its vertices by intertwining maps ι of the representations on the adjacent
edges. Equivalently, these are invariant tensors InvGDiag(

⊗
α Vρα) in the tensor product of

representation spaces associated to the edges at the vertex.

It is worth emphasizing the question of boundary edges. To allow a spin network to have a
boundary, one either allows the edge set to contain semiedges/semilinks starting from any vertex,
1By a typicity statement we mean propositions of the form "The typical object from class X has property P", as
given by a probability distribution. Such a distribution, for simplicity, might be approximated by a Gaussian, in
which case the main parameters are the mean and variance. Then, a typicity statement is better the lower the
variance is, as the probability of finding an object in class X with the given property deviating from the mean
is very low.
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Spin network states as models of quantum geometries

Figure 1.1: Example of a simple spin network labeling a state. Links are labeled by represen-
tations of SU(2), here in terms of their dimension dj . Intertwiners are situated at
vertices, but not specified graphically.

or introduces a colouring of the graph by adding a second vertex set of boundary vertices. In
the former, the semiedges do not end on a vertex, meaning we do not work with graphs in the
usual sense. The latter amends this by attaching a 1-valent vertex to every boundary semilink.
Then, a boundary edge/link is identified by its end being a boundary vertex. Practically, these
might be distinguished by a coloring of the vertices into grey and red. Since these two variants
are translateable into each other, we will at times switch between them when convenient.
Additionally, boundary semiedges should be labeled by relevant vectors from the representations
associated to these edges. For the example of SU(2), this will typically be an azimuthal quantum
number n ∈ [−j : j] labeling the standard basis of the spin-j representation.

This definition can be generalised and restricted in many different ways46;4. In particular, one
might restrict the set of graphs to be of a fixed valency or to be bipartite or oriented. On the other
hand, one may replace the compact Lie group G by other objects with a similar representation
theory, such as quantum groups or even Hopf algebras. Furthermore, one may furnish the graph
with some imbedding into a manifold or additionally with a framing. Historically, the notion
of spin networks was invented by Penrose40;1 as a suggestion that continuum structures such as
Euclidean space and continuous probabilities might be limiting cases of discrete substructures.
In particular, a set of 3-valent SU(2)-spin networks with a large number of boundary links were
shown to admit limits in which they describe continuum angles in 3-dimensional Euclidean space.
However, they have since found use in a variety of contexts independent of these ideas. Before
presenting these contexts, we will present an independent motivation for them as representatives
of quantum (twisted) simplicial geometry by starting from the quantisation of a single tetrahe-
dron. We believe that this is the most direct way to reach spin network states without appealing
to specific problems in other approaches.
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Introduction

Figure 1.2: An example graph with boundary/bulk colouring in grey/red. Removing the grey
vertices results in an open graph with semiedges.

1.1.1 Quantisation of a single tetrahedron

The goal of this section is to quantise the classical degrees of freedom of a 3-simplex and its
embedding into a larger simplicial complex by analogy to the standard quantisation of a point
particle.9 We will in this way produce a first idea of quantum geometry which naturally admits
spin network states as a basis. In the classical realm, we consider spaces with some discrete
geometric features: It shall be a space made by attaching tetrahedra to each other at their
boundaries, giving the faces area values and providing a connection or parallel transport of local
frames in the space. Such geometries are sometimes referred to as twisted 21. Each tetrahedral
cell will be supposed flat in its interior, so the parallel transport is trivial, while transport across
faces will induce nontrivial rotations of frames.
Additionally, each face of the cells will have an area value, which, together with the flatness
of the interior, will allow one to construct a unique metric and geometry on the whole cell.
Providing areas for the faces induces a metric on each cell through embeddings into Euclidean
space. An embedding of a classical tetrahedron into Euclidean space may be described easily by
its 4 normal vectors Jα ∈ R3 (α ∈ [1 : 4]), each with length given by the area of its associated
equilateral face. These 4 normals are not independent, for they satisfy∑

α

~Jα = 0 (1.2)

which is conventionally referred to as the geometric closure constraint. Notably, we do not impose
the nondegeneracy condition that the normal vectors should not be collinear or coplanar. In some
states, the tetrahedron might rather look like a triangle or even line.
This embedding defines a metric on the tetrahedron. There may eventually be nontrivial glueings
with other tetrahedra across faces. If we consider a local coordinate vector frame {~ei} at the
center of it, we may describe the nontrivial embedding into R3 by how this frame is transported
to the faces - a flat geometry will have trivial transport. A frame such as this may only be
rotated into another frame by this operation, so when transporting a frame from the interior of
a tetrahedron to another’s, we will have an associated

−→
e′i =

−−→
Rfei with rotations Rf ∈ SO(3).

4



Spin network states as models of quantum geometries

Figure 1.3: A simple example of the type of classical geometry we wish to quantise. 5 abstract
simplices are glued along their faces. The geometric properties of the full space are
given by the areas of the faces (here labeled by A) and a connection for transporting
local frames around. Such a transport is exemplified along the white line crossing the
face between the central simplex and a peripheral one: The connection is flat inside
the simplices, meaning that transport is trivial before and after crossing the face. At
the face, the initial frame e is rotated into e′ using a group element from the rotation
group. Flatness on interiors implies that these types of connections are specified
completely through a group element on each face. These connections together with
the areas specify a metric on the entirety of the simplices and thus the whole space.
Importantly, the space is not smooth, but still piecewise linear.
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Introduction

So, we consider the state of a classical tetrahedral cell in our complex to be given by the 4 parallel
transports across its faces, as well as the normals to them. This encodes how the simplices of
different sizes and orientations, which are intrinsically all identical, are glued together to form a
larger space. In a way, we are prescribing the geometric data attached to an immersion

∆3 ↪→ Σ (1.3)

of a 3-simplex into the 3-dimensional space Σ we construct, as well as an embedding of each
simplex into Euclidean space. By providing said data, we can then actually build the space Σ

just from the abstract simplices alone. Quantising the data then leads to a quantum version of
the same space. The quantisation procedure proceeds in analogy to that of a point particle:
The classical phase space of a particle is given by P = T ∗Q, the cotangent bundle of the config-
uration space Q. The algebra of quantities of interest is given by functions on P , equipped with
the Poisson bracket induced by the canonical symplectic structure on P . A particular focus lies
on the subalgebra of polynomials in some coordinates on P , such as the positions q and momenta
p. Quantisation realises/represents (a deformation of) this Poisson algebra as operators on a sep-
arable Hilbert space of states H. There are in principle inequivalent representations of this, which
turn out to all be unitarily equivalent to one another. One typical choice is to let H = L2(Q) and
represent polynomial functions f(x, p) by multiplication and derivative operators, respectively.
Another, called the Segal-Bargmann representation, uses different starting coordinates on P ,
(z, q) where z = x+ ip is a complex coordinate. The Hilbert space in question is then L2

hol(P ),
where only holomorphic functions of z are used2. We will quantise the tetrahedron by taking
the normal vectors J as coordinates analogous to p, while the role of q will be played by the
parallel transports. These group elements (we will choose them rather from the rotation group’s
double cover Spin(3) = SU(2)) play the role of coordinates on Q = SU(2)4. The usefulness of
this follows from the differential geometric fact that T ∗G ∼= G× g for any Lie group, where g is
the Lie algebra of the group. See each normal vector as an element of su(2) ∼= R3. From this,
we may identify the 4 normals as giving half of the phase space, corresponding to momenta.
As soon as we glue together multiple tetrahedra, the parallel transports will provide curvature
defects between faces, allowing for local geometry that is not globally flat.
Accepting P = T ∗(SU(2)4) as our classical phase space, we can easily quantise using H =

L2(SU(2)4). Upon quantisation, each of the normal vectors becomes a basis for its corre-
sponding Lie algebra component. However, we still have the closure constraint to impose,
which was neglected so far - as well as an SU(2)Diagonal-invariance of the parallel transports,
(g1, g2, g3, g4) ∼ (hg1h

−1, hg2h
−1, hg3h

−1, hg4h
−1). It is easy to interpret this constraint when

looking at an exponential element of SU(2)4:

g(tα) = exp(−i
4∑

α=1

~tα ~Jα)
~tα≡~t= exp(−i~t

4∑
α=1

~Jα) (1.4)

2Technically, there is an additional Gaussian weight e−|z|
2

in the inner product, which is irrelevant to our discussion
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Spin network states as models of quantum geometries

Figure 1.4: (a) Normal vectors to a tetrahedron, with length specifying the area of the faces. (b)
Dual edges labeled by parallel transports.

by taking ~tα ≡ ~t, the closure constraint becomes the condition that the diagonal subgroup acts
trivially, as required. In other words, we rather consider the configuration space and, therefore,
the Hilbert space, to be

Q =
SU(2)4

SU(2)Diag
H = L2(

SU(2)4

SU(2)Diag
) (1.5)

where we choose the normalised Haar measure of SU(2) ∼= S3 on the homogeneous space to
provide us with the means of integral norms on Q.
So, the state of a quantum tetrahedron or 3-simplex can be specified as a square integrable
function on 4 SU(2)-variables which is invariant under diagonal conjugation. By the Peter-Weyl
decomposition of L2(G)3 for compact groups such as the one we are considering25, we may write
a function of 4 group elements as

f(g1, g2, g3, g4) =
∑

j1,j2,j3,j4∈Z+

jα∑
mα,nα=−jα

f j1,j2,j3,j4m1,m2,m3,m4;n1,n2,n3,n4
Dj1
m1;n1

(g1)Dj2
m2;n2

(g2)Dj3
m3;n3

(g3)Dj4
m4;n4

(g4)

(1.6)
which we abbreviate, due to its cumbersome length, by the following notation: Whenever 4-tuples
associated to a vertex appear, they are written as a boldface representative, e.g. (j1, j2, j3, j4) = j.
Once we work with N tetrahedra, we will often collect these into yet another vector, denoted by
~j = (j1, . . . , jN ). In fact, the more common normalisation of coefficients is given as

f(g) =
∑
j

∑
m,n

f jm,ndjD
j
m,n(g) (1.7)

3An analogue of the Fourier decomposition of square integrable functions on the circle, which, for compact Lie
groups, splits a function into a sum over representations of the group.
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Introduction

where the dimensions of the representations of SU(2), labeled by half-integers jα, have been fac-
tored out of the coefficients. In both of these expressions, m,n label a basis of the representation
space of the j-representation, V j . The functions Dj

m;n(g) form such a basis in the L2-functions
on the group and are known as Wigner matrices.
If the closure constraint is satisfied, there exist relations between the coefficients f jm;n. To find
and resolve these, it is useful to look at the Hilbert space decomposition given by Peter-Weyl:

H ∼=
⊕
j

V j ⊗ V j (1.8)

One may impose the closure constraint by replacing the second factor in each sector/direct
summand by Ij = Inv(V j) (dimension Dj), the maximal subspace invariant under the diagonal
group action. In terms of coefficients, this amounts to specifying a dependence

f jm,n =
∑
ι

f jm,ιC
j,ι
n =⇒ f(g) =

∑
j,m,ι

f jm,ιdj
∑
n

Cj,ι
n D

j
m,n(g) (1.9)

with the 3j-symbol of Wigner, Cj,ι
n . The functions

〈g |jmι〉 = ψjmι(g) =
∑
n

Cj,ι
n D

j
m,n(g) (1.10)

form a basis of the gauge invariant Hilbert space and will be called spin network vertex functions.
The space Ij consists of intertwiners between the representations associated to the faces of the
3-simplex, and when a basis of it is expressed in terms of the Wigner matrices, the 3j-symbols
provide the coefficients.
When viewing the simplex as dual to a 4-valent graph vertex with its edges piercing the faces,
one can associate both holonomies and representations with the 4 edges originating at the center.
This dual vertex picture will be central in what follows - it allows us to prescribe a (classical)
simplicial complex through a dual, coloured graph. Let us also mention that the basis |jnι〉
forms a set of eigenvectors of the area operators Aα =

∑
j

√
jα(jα + 1) |jnι〉 〈jnι| acting on one

of the edges each. There is also an analogue of a volume operator given by a properly ordered
quantisation of the triple product ~J1 · ( ~J2 × ~J3) that turns out to be diagonal in the intertwiner
basis. In this way, the tetrahedral quantisation and Peter-Weyl decomposition leads to the spin
basis in which areas of faces and volumes take sharp values. The same cannot be said about
edge lengths or angles, however - not all quantities commute. Therefore, the geometry of glued
quantum simplices will not be exactly that of a simplicial complex, but it will show definite values
for areas and volumes in spin network vertex states. Angles, edge lengths and other quantities
will not be sharp.
This is a picture of a quantum geometry, in the sense that measurements of properties of the
system will not commute and present a Markov process. Measuring an edge length of the
tetrahedron will in general produce random results. One can still, however, speak about general
statistical properties of these measurements like averages, variances etc.

Glueing of tetrahedra

Having established the single-tetrahedron Hilbert space, we now want to glue them together to
form larger complexes, according to a minimal procedure in terms of matching their areas up by

8



Spin network states as models of quantum geometries

Figure 1.5: Even if the two tetrahedra have initially independent parallel transports, after glueing
they only have a single group element between them.

perfect correlation. For concreteness, we will focus on the case of N = 2 tetrahedra. We wish
to glue the tetrahedral states along the faces coloured α = 0. In the spin basis, where the faces
are labeled by areas jα, this involves fixing the areas of the two faces to be the same, as well as
making their orientation numbers m match oppositely.4 As such, in the spin decomposition of a
product state of the two,

|Ψ1〉 ⊗ |Ψ2〉 =
∑

jxmxιx

∑
jymyιy

Ψ1,jxmxιxΨ1,jymyιy |jxmxιx〉 |jymyιy〉 (1.11)

we insert a Kronecker delta δjx0 ,jy0 δmx0+my0 ,0
forcing the two faces to be glued. The same procedure

can be applied to non-product states as well.

Alternatively, we may look at this as a projection process: Consider the group basis both before
and after a glueing. While the two unglued links/faces of the tetrahedra both possess a seperate
parallel transport element, once they are glued we expect there to be only a single link and
thus only a single parallel transport. So, a glueing in the group basis amounts to removing the
dependence on one of the two group elements in an indiscriminate fashion. In fact, if we see
the parallel transport defined by an element g as outgoing, the glued link from vertex x to y
should have parallel transport first by the element gx and then the reverse transport of gy. The
sought-for dependence on gx(gy)−1 is easily produced by a right average: Consider, for purposes

4Another alternative view is to require the normal vectors to be opposite to each other: ~Jx+ ~Jy = 0, which implies
the gauge invariance shown below.
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of demonstration, only a function of these two elements, f(gx, gy), and perform a right group
action average:

f̃(gx, gy) =

∫
SU(2)

dµ(h)f(gxh, gyh)

=

∫
SU(2)

dµ((gy)−1h̃)f(gx(gy)−1h̃, h̃) =

∫
SU(2)

dµ(h̃)f(gx(gy)−1h̃, h̃)

(1.12)

where in the last equality we used left invariance of the Haar measure. This averaged function
only depends on the correct combination and has full right-invariance:

f̃(gxh, gyh) = f̃(gx, gy)∀h ∈ SU(2) (1.13)

We now have a projection operator that performs the glueing, expressed in the group basis. In
the spin basis, this same operator is rather a projection onto a maximally entangled state of the
two links:

|eje〉 =
1√
dje

je∑
me=−je

(−1)j+m |jeme〉x ⊗ |je −me〉y (1.14)

and the projection is given by |e〉 〈e|. In this state, the two subsystems share their information
perfectly. It is called maximally entangled as for each fixed spin, the reduced density matrix

ρx = Try[|ej〉 〈ej |] = Ij (1.15)

gives the maximally mixed state - the entanglement entropy reaches its maximal value

S(Ij) = log(dj) (1.16)

given by the logarithm of the dimension.
With this in mind, we can glue further simplices together by chaining these projectors together.
For a product of vertex basis states, after projection a state of the form⊗

e∈E
〈e|
⊗
x

|jxmxιx〉 (1.17)

emerges. Such a state is what we will call a spin network state, as the 4-valent graph dual to the
simplicial complex gives rise to a spin network with representation labels ~j, intertwiners ~ι and
open edge labels {me : e ∈ ∂γ}. Expressed as a function of group elements, this will in fact be a
diagonally invariant function of parallel transports along the edges of the graph, as the glueing
procedure gives each link in the graph precisely one group element.

Since they apply to different links, the projectors for different links commute and do not in-
terfere with each other. In this work, we will only perform coloured glueings: Each factor in
SU(2)4 is assigned one of 4 colours, whose corresponding links may be glued together. This
means that the class of graphs dual to our simplicial complexes are 4-edge-coloured, 4(or 1 at
boundary)-valent graphs. The colouring, in a very direct way by the ordering it induces, produces
an orientation of the simplices and thus of the simplicial complexes. In this way, we study states
labeled by oriented, pure simplicial 3-complexes. This class may be motivated by starting from
a smooth oriented 3-manifold, which always admits a smooth oriented triangulation. While not
all simplicial complexes used as labels here are homeomorphic to manifolds, they are to oriented

10



Spin network states as models of quantum geometries

pseudomanifolds. They therefore provide a controllable set of labels for states by spatial topolo-
gies that extends that of manifolds. However, due to the quantisation, it is a priori not so clear
whether these quantum geometries will behave like classical ones. Already, even spin network
states, once they are superposed, can not be expected to behave like nice geometries.
The glueing procedure can be understood in terms of measurements as follows: If measurements
of two glued faces of tetrahedra are possible independently, their results will show perfect cor-
relation. It is worth emphasizing that the question of proximity of the two tetrahedra is not
answered in this way. The only property matched between the tetrahedra is their shared area
- no mention of lengths has been made, per se. This is, however, the notion of glueing that
reproduces spin network states.

An aside on constraints and spacetime dynamics

Before moving on to other elements of our investigation, it is worth to give a short remark about
the relation to spacetimes. As a canonical Hamiltonian analysis of (pure) gravity on globally
hyperbolic spacetimes M = R × Σ shows, the Hamiltonian of classical GR consists only of a
number of classical constraints. Let q, pq collect whichever other regular variables there may be,
for example spatial metrics and extrinsic curvature. Then, the transition from the Lagrangian to
the Hamiltonian formalism introduces canonical momenta pq for each variable q through pq = ∂L

∂q̇ .
This may turn out to not be a function invertible for the velocities q̇, in which case one instead
imposes a corresponding constraint on the classical phase space, C(q, pq) = 0. A simple example
may come from the point particle Lagrangian

L = q̇eA(q) (1.18)

which can be interpreted as a particle of 0 mass coupled to an electromagnetic background A.
The constraint here is p = eA(q). Assuming that q̇ will be given by some function on the phase
space, the Hamiltonian is.

H(q, p) = q̇p− L = q̇(p− eA(q)) (1.19)

In order for the constraint to hold at all times, one requires

{p− eA,H} = (p− eA){p− eA, q̇} = 0 (1.20)

which is automatically true on the constraint surface. In fact, one may achieve the same thing
by introducing a new pair of conjugate variables N,PN instead of seeing q̇ as a function on phase
space. If H = N(p− eA(q)), then q̇ = {q,H} = N , while

Ṅ = {N,H} = 0, ˙PN = {PN , H} = −(p− eA(q)), (1.21)

which means that (1) the time evolution of q is actually arbitrary and (2) the constraint being
imposed is equivalent to the conjugate momentum PN being constant.
In general relativity without sources, one encounters the same type of situation. There are a
number of Lagrange multipliers Nα and constraints Cα and the Hamiltonian takes the form

H(Nα, P
α
N ; q, pq) =

∫
Σ
volΣ(x)

∑
α

Nα(x)Cα(q, pq)(x) (1.22)
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Being a Lagrange multiplier means that the conjugate momenta PN must be constant. Since
they themselves do not appear, their equations of motion ∂H

∂PαN
= Ṅα = 0 show that the values

of these multipliers are arbitrary.
This implies, through Poisson brackets, that Cα(x) = 0 at all times and for all points in the
spatial surface.5

In fact, these constraints are dual (by Noether’s second theorem) to the local symmetries of grav-
ity: Particularly, spatial and timelike, foliation-preserving diffeomorphisms6 are a symmetry of
gravity. These local symmetries induce corresponding local constraints, analogous to how gauge
invariance of classical electromagnetism gives rise to the electric Gauss law ∇ · E = ρe = 0.
The constraints on gravity’s naive phase space (often called kinematical phase space) are fittingly
called the spatial and timelike Diffeomorphism (or Hamiltonian) constraints as well as a Gauss
constraint in setups where spin geometry is used and bundle automorphisms or gauge transfor-
mations of the spin frame bundle provide another symmetry.
Given this information, we can see that the time evolution of a spatial geometry is, in simple
words, fictitious. Even after fixing some values of the Lagrange multipliers, once a spatial ge-
ometry is found to satisfy the constraints, the Hamiltonian will act trivially upon it. A way
to reclaim the ’naive’ equations of motion is to fix values of the multipliers and compute the
equations of motion before using the constraints. In our earlier example, this is given by

q̇ = N = const, ṗ = e∇qA =
e

N

d

dt
A(q) =⇒ p− e

N
A(q) = const (1.23)

The choice of a time evolution is still, however, an arbitrary one, as the Lagrangian evolution is
trivial. The first and foremost task of quantum gravity is therefore to impose, in a meaningful,
productive and controlled way, the constraints on the kinematical phase space of the starting
variables and to reconstruct spatial geometries with the right data to produce a regime where
smooth spaces appear as a reasonable approximation.
Let us now introduce a few contexts in which spin networks naturally appear to give a perspective
on their usefulness.

1.1.2 Lattice gauge theories and their loop representation

The first practical context in which we would like to present spin networks is for quantised lattice
gauge theories in the loop representation. For our purposes, a lattice gauge theory is a system
with degrees of freedom given by a connection 1-form Aµ analogous to Yang-Mills or Electro-
magnetism, living on an oriented lattice Λ. Gauge invariance means that the only quantities
of physical interest are those lattice objects which are somehow related to the curvature. The
elementary variables in the classical system are given by parallel transports of the gauge potential
A along edges or longer paths e in the lattice:

he(A) = P exp(

∫
e
A) ∈ G (1.24)

5It is assumed that the constraints Cα already form a closed Poisson subalgebra, so that no further constraints
are generated.

6These symmetries map the fields to their pushforwards under a diffeomorphism of the manifold.
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These gauge group variables describe how to compare local gauges, say for matter living on the
lattice that is charged under the group G. As can for example be seen most easily in the abelian
case where ∫

e
A 7→

∫
e
A+

∫
e
dχ =

∫
e
A+ χ(y)− χ(x), (1.25)

under a continuum gauge transformation the potential changes as A(x) 7→ S−1(x)(A(x) +

d)S(x), S(x) ∈ G, only the endpoints experience a change:

he(A) 7→ S(y)he(A)S(x)−1 (1.26)

Clearly, if we choose the path to have the same start- and endpoint, the resulting group element
will be just conjugated under gauge transformations. These group elements associated to loops
are commonly known as holonomies. In the loop representation of lattice gauge theories, their
traces are chosen as elementary, gauge invariant variables for quantisation.
By starting from a Segal-Bargmann type representation of the variables, gauge invariance can be
automatically imposed on the states upon quantisation. Choose as coordinates on the (infinite
dimensional) classical phase space the traces of all the above holonomies as well as the canon-
ically conjugate fluxes E, analogous to the electric field in canonical quantisation of Maxwell
theory, satisfying {A,E} ∼ 1 with the non-exponentiated connection.
These form an analogy to the (z, q) variables presented earlier. Then, the space of physical quan-
tum states will be given by gauge invariant, square integrable functionals F [A] of the connection
A. It can be shown that any such functional may be understood as some composition of various
holonomy maps with different loops, in the following way: Let H : ΩΛ×A → G be the holonomy
map from loops and connections to group elements. Then, any gauge invariant functional will be
given by taking some combination of H(γi,−)’s, turning them into numbers using a trace, and
lastly evaluating them all simultaneously on A. We obtain a set of states spanning the Hilbert
space:

|{γi}i〉 ↔ (A 7→ Tr[
∏
i

Hγi(A)Ebii ]) (1.27)

which are the functionals associated to a set of loops {γi}i and booleans bi ∈ {0, 1} indicate that
fluxes may be inserted at arbitrary points along the loops. A great feature of constructing the
Hilbert space from this set is that all states are automatically gauge invariant and thus physical.
However, it is overcomplete: There are relations between traces of matrices called Mandelstam
identities which mean that some of the above states may be linearly related to one another44.
Thus, to obtain a basis of the gauge invariant Hilbert space, one needs to superpose these loop
states to obtain linearly independent states. By a definite graphical procedure, one can associate
to each G-spin network embedded in the lattice such a superposition of loop states. And, when
collecting these states over all spin networks, one obtains a basis of the gauge invariant Hilbert
space. These basis states are appropriately named G-spin network states and form a natural
description of the quantum degrees of freedom of a discretised gauge theory.

1.1.3 Spin network states in canonical Loop Quantum Gravity

An analogous story introduces spin networks in quantum gravity47? . The typical starting point
of canonical quantisation of GR is to foliate a globally hyperbolic spacetime into spatial slices,
which leads to a 3+1D split of the dynamical variables. The main variables are the spatial
3-metrics on the slices as well as extrinsic curvatures from the embedding. Using a sequence
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of canonical transformations27, one can transform these and the Hamiltonian into expressions
dependent on connection variables, analogous to the Palatini formulation of GR, but clearly
distinct: A convenient parametrisation turns out to be in terms of the complexified, self-dual
Ashtekar-Barbero-Sen (ABS) connection A and a densitised spatial triad E 3. This is a complex
linear combination of the 3D Levi-civita spin connection and the extrinsic curvatures, most easily
understood in the time gauge, where representing the 4D spin connection ω, valued in spin(1, 3),
on left-handed Weyl spinors yields the ABS connection

A = (ρLH)∗(ω) = (
1

2
ωijεijk + iω0

k)σk (1.28)

by seeing the Pauli matrices as a representation of su(2). So, it may be understood as the
connection for left-handed spinors on the spacetime. On the other hand, the self-duality is to be
understood when looking at the complexified Lie algebra:

spin(1, 3)C ∼= spin(3)C ⊕ spin(3)C ∼= spin(4)C (1.29)

in which the duality is in terms of a volume form on spin(4), in a basis described by the Levi-
Civita symbol

(?ω)ab =
1

2
εabcdω

cd. (1.30)

Using this connection variable, the constraints of the classical theory due to diffeomorphisms
take a much more amenable form. To maximise its usefulness, one also uses as a conjugate
variable the densitised spatial triad Ẽ. Both of these variables are understood to take values in
the complexified algebra su(2)C and will have to be restricted by so-called reality conditions 48 to
recover real Lorentzian GR.7 With these variables, one can quantise in strong analogy to a lattice
gauge theory for SU(2). Using again the Loop representation, one can construct gauge invariant
states of the system as holomorphic functionals of A, again with a basis in correspondence with
spin networks.44 The key differences to lattice gauge theories are the following:

• Instead of being embedded in a lattice, the spin networks are equipped with an imbedding
in the spatial slice Σ through which they can encode knotting information among other
things.

• In LQG, there are additional constraints on the gauge invariant states to be considered
physical, given by the Diffeomorphism and Hamiltonian, Scalar or Master constraints. The
former set of these can be implemented directly on spin network states, leading to states
labeled by s-knots, which are akin to isotopy classes of imbedded spin networks and depend
on generalised link invariants of the spatial slice.

In particular, the action of the Hamiltonian and Diffeomorphism constraints is significantly
simpler on this basis compared to the quantisation program in metric variables. In fact, several
solutions to the Hamiltonian constraint may be found in this basis, providing physical states of
quantum general relativity.
Additionally, the quantisation of area and volume operators defined by analogy from classical GR
turns out to be diagonal in spin network states - representation labels correspond to areas and

7In practice, this approach of complexification turns out to be quite involved as the reality conditions are difficult to
implement. Instead, other variants of the Ashtekar connection are used which depend on the Immirzi parameter
of the Holst action, but for the purpose of exposition we decide to stick to this more historical idea.

14



Spin network states as models of quantum geometries

intertwiners to volumes. Therefore, these states of quantum GR have some definite geometric
properties. However, they should not be confused for exact classical geometries, either, as lengths
do not attain definite values. The situation is therefore entirely analogous to the states labeled
by simplicial complexes we introduced earlier35;17.
The natural occurrence of spin network states in canonically quantised general relativity gives
credence to the idea of them corresponding to states of quantum geometry. However, the attached
imbedding remains a piece of information from the continuum, which means that even still,
quantum geometry is partially dictated by a classical one. In response to problems connected to
the continuum and, in part, due to hopes of recovering GR from purely discrete systems, it has
been suggested that one should rather start from a microscopic model based on spin network
states without imbedding data and recover a continuum space in some limit. There have also been
ideas that such data may be incorporated in spin network states through a change of data from
Lie groups to Hopf algebras, fully deconfining the idea of quantum from classical geometry.46

1.1.4 Spin foam models and Group Field Theories

Whether the spin network states one wishes to consider are from LQG or abstract, the question
of dynamics for these states remains. For example, the Hamiltonian constraint8 may be imposed
by a standard oscillatory integral representing a projection operator:

P =

∫
DN exp(iNH) (1.31)

Applied to a state, all but the kernel of H will be washed out by the integral over the ’Lapse
function’ N . Then, the exponential operator may be turned into a path integral by insertions of
resolutions of the identity through spin network states. The Feynman diagrams of such a path
integral then correspond to discrete 2-complexes called spin foams 41. Independently from this
argument, this same structure has been proposed by Baez5;7 as a categorical arrow between spin
network objects. In this general definition, a spin foam S mapping spin networks s1 into s2 is

1. A directed 2-complex Γ with boundary given by the graphs of s1,2.

2. A labeling of its 2-cells (corresponding to time evolutions of edges in a spin network) by
representations compatibly with the bounding spin networks.

3. A labeling of its 1-cells (corresponding to time evolutions of vertices in a spin network)
labeled by intertwiners, also chosen compatibly.

In this definition, compatibility is to be understood as choosing the dual representation for
outgoing edges of a 2-face, etc. and one may make adjustments for spin networks with boundaries.
Given this definition, one can define a scalar product between spin network states through a spin
foam model :

〈s1, s2〉 :=
∑

S:∂S=s1∪s̄2

A(S) (1.32)

So, an amplitude is given for each spin foam mapping between the two spin networks and a sum is
performed over all such spin foams. This is entirely analogous to the sum over Feynman diagram
amplitudes in a normal relativistic QFT. In this context, spin network states play the role of

8Rather, one might impose instead the Master constraint M =
∫
d3x H(x)2√

|h|(x)
which imposes all the Hamiltonian

constraints simultaneously.
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Figure 1.6: A sequence of 3 spin networks, connected by a spin foam with compatible labels.
There are two spin foam vertices in the 2-complex introducing new structures as the
spin networks evolve discretely. A closeup of these vertices is given on the right.
Note: Reprinted from "The Spin Foam Approach to Quantum Gravity"41, p. 29, CC
BY-4.0

scattering states in the relativistic QFT, which are themselves geometrically given by the points
of the point particles. Any ’time-slice’ of the Feynman diagram will give another configuration
of points. Similarly, any slice of a spin foam will yield a spin network, as in figure 1.6.
However, there is no scattering process happening - this should all be understood as in the

boundary formulation of QFT, where transition amplitudes between boundary states are all that
needs to be specified for theories to make sense34. Specifying the amplitude for any two spin
network states will therefore give the full definition of a quantum system whose Hilbert space is
spanned by these states.
Spin foam models can then also be taken as an independent, possibly covariant alternative
quantum theory of geometry, in which the spin foam takes on the identity of a quantum pre-
spacetime. In certain limits, some spin foam models have been shown to indeed produce the
semiclassical behaviour expected of a lattice gravity path integral.41 In this setting, one has only
few restrictions on which types of boundary states one should use. Past the specification of an
amplitude for each spin foam, the question of recovering a classical geometry remains. There are
essentially two options here: The first is to consider limits of refinement of the spin foam and
networks. The other is to construct a sum over spin foams that organises these in a controlled
fashion. One systematic way of doing the latter is through Group Field Theories (GFT)28;35;37:
Interpreting spin foams as Feynman diagrams allows one to consider the transition amplitudes
given by a spin foam model in a productive way. One sees them as contributing to a correlation
function of two spin network operators in a quantum field theory. Said QFT needs to be defined
on a number of copies of the Lie group G. This can be most easily seen by another analogy to
scattering diagrams: There, labels on the edges (analogies of the 2-faces in a spin foam) are given
by momenta, which are representations of the translation group R4. The QFT’s Hilbert space
can be shown to be spanned by abstract spin network states, similar to the situation in LQG. In
fact, when the QFT is taken to be unitarily equivalent to a free one, the Hilbert space is precisely
the Fock space F(L2( G4

GDiag
)), built on the same Hilbert space of the single tetrahedron that we
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Figure 1.7: Schematic of how contractions happen in a 4D uncoloured simplicial interaction. The
arguments of the 5 involved group fields, four each, are contracted with group Dirac
delta functions δ(gh−1) according to the green lines connecting the arguments in this
schematic.
The purpose of this combinatorial scheme is that, interpreting the 4 arguments of
each field as the parallel transports along faces of a tetrahedron, this mimicks the
glueing of 3-simplices to form a 4-simplex.

constructed in the beginning. The analogue of the diagonal group action in the relativistic case
is given by the mass constraint p2 = m2, reducing L2(R1,3) to L2(R1,3/R) ∼= L2(R3

m2).
The dynamics of such a GFT are given, in general, by a path integral of some form, which
specifies a partition function13;29

Z =

∫
DΦDΦ̄e−S(Φ̄,Φ) (1.33)

where the group fields Φ : GD → C are to satisfy some gauge invariance condition. In the free
case, these fields give rise to creation/annihilation operators associated to tetrahedra. There are
many different ways these systems relate to other quantum gravity approaches, due to the many
different representations that (wave)functions on a group can have.8 In particular, the Peter-
Weyl decomposition allows extracting a spin foam model from any GFT’s Feynman diagrams.
The specifics of the dynamics depend largely on which class of spin foams are to be generated
in the perturbative expansion. One may include multiple fields and several interaction terms,
which all should correspond to some building block of the spin foam. A particularly simple class
of these interactions are the simplicial ones, in which 5 tetrahedra are glued to form a 4-simplex.
In group variables, it takes the schematic form

V =

∫
G20

dg0dg1dg2dg3dg4Φ(g0)Φ(g1)Φ(g2)Φ(g4)Φ(g5)V (g0,g1,g2,g3,g4) (1.34)

where the combinatorial factor V is visually encoded in a stranded diagram as in Figure 1.7.
Spin network states, as we have seen, can also be understood as glued or entangled tetrahedral
states. In this way, they form an analogue of entangled many-body particle states of the GFT.
This holds not just for GFT states, but in generality for all spin network states regardless of the
approach.17 In the GFT formalism, though, the connections to entanglement are perhaps more
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transparent. However, even discarding the imbedding information in LQG and staying at the
prefock (non-symmetrised) space level of the (free) GFT, the way these states are organised in
the full Hilbert space is very different between approaches: While, for fixed number of vertices
the scalar products agree in the two theories, GFT spin networks are orthogonal if their number
of vertices is not identical36. This may be, in part, understood as a difference in dynamics: The
free GFT does not have the same physical scalar product as LQG as it does not have the proper
constraints imposed on its states. However, the dynamics of the GFT may effectively implement
a different scalar product to make the relation29.
To understand the function of spin networks as tensor networks, we first give a bit of back-
ground on tensor network states. Then, we review classes of holographic codes and their natural
progression towards random tensor networks, which form the foundation of this project.

1.1.5 Spin network states as tensor networks

A tensor network38, for our purposes, is a multidimensional array

Tµ1,...µn
ν1,...,νn

ex.
=

∑
α1,...,αn

∏
i

V µiαi
νi Πα1,...,αn (1.35)

composed from smaller arrays of various sizes by contraction according to rules specified by a
graphical calculus. Above, we have given a very simple example where a rank (n,n)-tensor is
decomposed into n tensors V of rank (2,1) and contracted using another tensor Π.
A corresponding concept in physics is that of a tensor network state: Starting from a factorised
Hilbert space, the simplest types of states one can form from those of subsystems are tensor
product states. Tensor network states form a natural, but controlled extension of this class
where the subsystem states function as tensor blocks and are contracted or projected in a way
that, when expressed in bases of the subsystems, will produce a tensor network. A simple class of
these states is given by so-called projected entangled pair states(PEPS)15;38: Elementary vertex
states |Vx〉 are projected onto a set of maximally entangled link states (also known as EPR pairs)⊗

e |e〉 that encode a connectivity pattern.
Consider, for motivation, a system of up/down spins Sx on a lattice (V,E), say a rectangular
one. The total Hilbert space factorises into

H =
⊗
x∈V

C2
x (1.36)

but a typical Hamiltonian will respect the lattice structure of the system in some form, for
example by only including nearest-neighbour interactions

Ĥ =
∑
e∈E

λe
1− ŜxŜy

2
. (1.37)

This type of Hamiltonian is local in the sense that any site has vanishing9 interaction with other
sites outside of a finite region. Sites that are two edges apart will only couple indirectly.

9More generally, a power-law or exponential decay with spatial distance suffices for qualitatively similar state-
ments.
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Figure 1.8: Tensor network contraction of tensors T st0,t1 into a 1D chain. Each left auxiliary leg,
labeled by 0, is contracted with the right one of the site on its left, labeled by 1. Free
legs give the physical indices.

In the above Hamiltonian, a ground state is fairly easy to find: if, say, all edge couplings λe > 0,
then the energy is minimised by having all spins equal. This is a simple product state

|FM〉 =
⊗
x

|↑x〉 . (1.38)

However, if the couplings are inhomogeneous and some are negative, the ground state is not
known in general. An approach to approximate it is to add auxiliary Hilbert spaces Vx,α to
the sites, two for each, left and right. These may be intertwined with the existing site vertex
Hilbert space C2

x by writing the full state in H as a tensor network state in tensor blocks coming
from Vx = ⊗αVx,α. Then, the tensors have auxiliars indices ("legs") that can be contracted in
accordance to the shape of the lattice or some sublattice. The auxiliary legs of two adjacent sites
are projected onto a maximally entangled state |e〉, for example

|exy〉 =
1√
D

∑
m

|m〉x |m〉y , (1.39)

which amounts to contracting the indices in the tensor network with Kronecker deltas. For a
1-dimensional lattice with N sites, placing vertex tensors T x,s

x

tx0 ,t
x
1
on each site with auxiliary legs

tx0 , t
x
1 , this might look like

|Ψ〉 =
∑

s1,...,sN∈{±1}

Ψs1,...,sN |s1, . . . , sN 〉 Ψs1,...,sN =
∑
{txα}

∏
x

T x,s
x

tx0 ,t
x
1

∏
i<j

δ
ti1,t

j
0

(1.40)

where we have obtained this state as

|Ψ〉 =
⊕
i<j

〈e|ij
⊗
x

|T x〉 . (1.41)

The above general form of a product state projected onto a set of maximally entangled link states
is a PEPS.
By itself, the product state

⊗
x |T x〉 has no entanglement between the site spaces H̃x

∼= C2
x⊗Vx.

The projection, however, introduces entanglement in a geometrically transparent, combinatorial
way and can be controlled easily by adjusting the combinatorial pattern. Practically, one will
prepare an Ansatz for a variational problem using these easily controlled elements of entanglement
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between sites and approximate the ground state through it.
At this point, it should be clear that the spin network basis states we introduced earlier are
highly analogous to PEPS states. For fixed spins, the tensors |jxmxιx〉 correspond to Hx in
the above, and the auxiliary legs are now ’real’ legs V jx . They are contracted by projecting on
maximally entangled link states. However, a few key difference arise to standard PEPS:

• The auxiliary leg spaces are of physical relevance in spin networks. Not all of them are
contracted for this reason.

• The intertwiners function as the original ’site’ legs, but depend in their dimension on the
dimension of the surrounding auxiliary spaces.

• In the spin network case, these states only form a basis of the full Hilbert space. There is,
however, always the option of superposing these states in a certain form that preserves the
combinatorial structure, as we will do later.

1.2 Holography and (Random) tensor networks

There have been many instances of concrete correspondences between boundary and bulk field
theories, with or without gravity, since the initial proposal of by Maldacena31. The earliest and
perhaps most well known of these is the general AdSd+1/CFTd conjecture. In this line of ideas,
one makes use of the asymptotic symmetry of the conformal boundary of Anti-deSitter spacetime
(concretely realised as a projective lightcone) to establish an exact equality of partition functions
of two field theories33. Typically, one considers low-energy effective actions of string theory in
the bulk, but the duality is in principle not limited to this example. The crucial steps involve
the following: First, a set of valid boundary conditions for the bulk theory must be found for
which the solution to the classical equations of motion is uniquely determined by their boundary
values. In this step, the causal compactness of the spacetime is crucial. Any two points on the
asymptotic boundary are connected by a geodesic of finite proper time. This feature forces the
bulk solution to heavily depend on the boundary values and in some cases determines it uniquely.
Second, one introduces Ansätze for field theories on both ends, for example as classical actions.
The corresponding partition function then depend on the specified boundary values, as for ex-
ample in the bulk case through

Zb[φ] =

∫
Φ|∂=φ

DΦe−Sb[Φ], (1.42)

while the boundary CFT couples to the boundary value through some operator O. Requiring
Zb[φ] = Z∂ [φ] is the statement of full duality and can be analysed through a semiclassical
approximation. On the level of actions, uniqueness of the bulk solution makes the correspondence
unambiguous. The two theories can then be matched by comparing their correlators, typically
starting with the 2-point function.
To characterise the geometry of this correspondence better, Ryu and Takayanagi proposed a
criterion45. When a general system is given a bipartite split into regions A and B, for example a
time slice of the boundary CFT, one can study its entanglement (von Neumann) entropy through
path integral and other methods. When properly regulated, this entropy is, at leading order,
proportional to the area of the surface dividing A and B. In order to find a bulk pendent to
this quantity, they turned to a known case of entropy scaling like a surface in gravity: That of
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Figure 1.9: (a),(b): A visual representation of a MERA network.
Note: Reproduced from "Exact holographic mapping and emergent space-time ge-
ometry"42, p.2

a black hole’s horizon, acting as a surface dividing interior from exterior. Their proposal is, in
general, to associate to each boundary CFT region A a surface γA in the bulk, sharing the same
boundary ∂A. This surface is further required to be homologous to A and have minimal area.
Then, the CFT entanglement area of A would be given by

SA =
Vol(γA)

4GN
(1.43)

so precisely the Bekenstein-Hawking formula. In fact, this formula has been shown to hold in fair
generality in the context of AdS/CFT . The crucial idea of geometry emergent from holography
stems from this; There is a duality between (d− 1)-boundary regions and (d− 2)-surfaces in the
bulk, even with precise areas. This suggests that, with knowledge of all entanglement entropies
in the CFT, one might be able to reconstruct the full geometry of the bulk. Of course, not
every entanglement structure of the boundary will yield a reasonable bulk geometry. However,
there are even clear cases where the minimal surfaces never enter a region of the bulk, such as
a black hole’s interior, conventionally called the entanglement shadow. This region’s geometry
is inaccessible through the Ryu-Takayanagi (RT) formula. Without further corrections to the
formula or additional data in the boundary theory, entanglement is then not enough to construct
the interior completely. In fact, it has been suggested by work of Susskind and Maldacena30 on
maximally extended black hole spacetimes that one needs additional data from the boundary to
recover entanglement shadowed regions and correctly relate distances to entanglement. Rather
one should see entanglement as providing ‘nontraversible wormholes’ and their length being given
by some state-dependent quantity in the CFT dual.

Additionally, there are certain tensor networks such as MERA whose application to critical
systems in low dimensions have invited their usage in the same type of correspondence42.
In one of their layers, correlation functions in these networks behave as in a CFT; they function
as a boundary. Then, a state can be fixed in this layer, which induces a corresponding one in
the bulk Hilbert space. The bulk can then be given an effective geometry through a distance
function determined through the mutual information of two bulk sites:

d(x, y) := −ξ log
I(x, y)

I0
, (1.44)
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where the constant I0 is chosen such that neighbouring maximally entangled sites are seen as
having 0 distance between them. The correlation length ξ, in turn, determines the overall scale
of the metric. In a way, this only fixes the metric up to a conformal factor. The definition is
motivated by the typical behaviour of correlations of operators A,B observed in ground states
of gapped local Hamiltonians, where

|〈A(x)B(y)〉|
||A|| · ||B||

≤ C0e
− d(x,y)

ξ (1.45)

provides a universal bound.32;11. It is worth noting that this exponential decay of correlations
depends crucially on properties of the ground state, as selected by the dynamics of the system.
While not all properties of AdS/CFT can be directly recovered from MERA alone, it has been
suggested12 that a MERA with highly entangled boundary state may show features such as
an RT formula. This example shows that in a certain sense, the correspondence between bulk
geometries and boundary CFTs is universal and motivates looking for further examples.
Such examples of holography are easily found in 3D and 4D asymptotically flat gravity, where,
similar to the AdS case, symmetries can be used to make precise mappings. In 3D gravity
the local triviality of the dynamics (every solution of Einstein’s equations in vacuum is locally
flat) allows a complete solution of Einstein’s equations near asymptotic or even finite distance
boundaries24 with flat boundary conditions. Then, infinitesimal symmetries of the boundary,
given by (extensions of) the Bondi-Metzner-Sachs (BMS) algebra may be used to study boundary
quantities that correspond to bulk operators in a very similar fashion to the AdS case, where a
part of the boundary symmetries is given by conformal transformations.
In a perhaps more physically interesting setting like 4D spacetimes, we have other types of
holographic correspondences. When self-dual boundary conditions are put on the horizon in
a Schwarzschild spacetime46, one can create a correspondence between the space of conformal
blocks of a Chern-Simons theory on the horizon and a subspace of the physical Hilbert space
of the quantum geometry around it (in the sense that they satisfy the constraints of LQG).
Additionally, these dimensions of these Hilbert spaces satisfy, in a certain limit, the Bekenstein-
Hawking bound in the sense that

log(dim(HCB,S)) ∼ AS , (1.46)

so, the logarithm of the dimension is given by the area in Planck units up to a factor. If indeed
one assumes that all physical quantum gravity states must come from Hilbert spaces with such
dimensionality, then there is a one-to-one correspondence between the Chern-Simons theory and
the quantum geometry outside the horizon.
If instead asymptotically flat spacetimes are studied19, one finds the notion of celestial hologra-
phy : The asymptotic boundary is here replaced by the celestial sphere of the spacetime, so the
dual theory lives on a 2-dimensional Euclidean sphere. Once again, the symmetries are found
to be an extension of the BMS algebra. Particle scattering in the asymptotically flat spacetime
may be expressed through correlation functions of equivalent operators on the celestial sphere
and various connections to infrared properties of general relativity such as soft graviton theorems
may be established.
What most of these examples have in common is that they are highly geometric in their approach;
they depend on a specific spacetime or at least its asymptotic behaviour. While this is not a
restriction in principle, it presents certain practical difficulties in gaining general insights on
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Figure 1.10: A graphical depiction of the pentagonal tensor network named introduced by Harlow
et al. Five of the six legs of each tensor are contracted with surrounding legs, while
the remaining leg, shown as a central dot on each tensor, is kept as an input. The
network has a finite size beyond which it ends in a number of boundary legs.
Note: Reprinted from "Holographic quantum error-correcting codes: toy models for
the bulk/boundary correspondence"39, p.7, CC BY-4.0

holographic correspondences, particularly in the non-asymptotic boundary case. An alternative
is to turn to a class of systems that are easier to control, such as tensor networks similar to
MERA. These are easier to control due to their combinatorial buildup, can to some extent be
studied numerically, often have very simple Hilbert spaces with factorisation properties, their
entanglement can be studied using elementary means, and seem to capture a lot of the same
features of holography as full space(time)s.
Two clear steps in this direction are given by the network proposed by Harlow, Pastawski, Preskill
and Yoshida (known as the HaPPY code) as well as that by Yang, Qi and Hayden (YQH code in
the following): In the HaPPY code, the disk model of hyperbolic space is tiled with pentagons39.
Each tile is decorated with a 6-index perfect tensor, of which 5 indices are contracted with the
adjacent tiles’ tensors. The additional index functions as an input or output. Perfectness here
means that any bipartition of its indices yields an isometric map from any one set of indices to
the rest. Everywhere in the network, the same bond dimension v is chosen. This network has a
number of interesting properties:

• A lattice RT formula holds; Given a region of boundary legs A, there is a minimal surface
in the network near it γA such that SA = ||γA|| log(v), proportional to the number of links
piercing the minimal surface. Importantly, this suggests an interpretation of the logarithm
of the bond dimension as a quantity of area, if this is to be directly analogous to the usual
RT formula.

• There is a causal wedge CA associated to each connected boundary region A, from which
any operator may be reconstructed as an operator supported in the region A.
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• The network is quantum error-correcting : As the mapping of bulk operators to boundary
ones is not single-valued, one may remove parts of the boundary and is still able to recon-
struct said operators. Said differently, one needs only a subset of the boundary to cover
the entire bulk by its causal wedges.

Meanwhile, the YQH code uses no fixed contraction pattern, but even more special pluperfect
tensors with 4 contractible legs of bond dimension D as well as a physical one of dimension D4 51.
The physical Hilbert space of the bulk is taken as the image of the boundary under the YQH and
is constrained by a type of SU(D) gauge invariance acting on each tensor. Said gauge invariance
implies that local operators in the bulk are mapped to the trivial one on the boundary - there
are no physical local observables, as in a diffeomorphism invariant theory. However, this can be
remedied by first specifying a background bulk state (perhaps to be thought of as a vacuum),
on which a local operator can act as an excitation. The resulting state, now consisting of the
background as well as a local excitation, can be mapped to the boundary as usual. In fact, the
correlations of such excitations were found to behave like those of a Quantum field theory on a
geometric background as long as there are not too many excitations present. In this way, the
YQH code features an effective, perturbative locality of correlations.
While both of these examples are incredibly promising insights into general principles of holo-
graphic behaviour, their tensors are fairly constrained. However, as explained by YQH, pluperfect
tensors may be understood as an idealised approximation of random tensors 39: In the limit of
large bond dimensions, random tensors behave approximately as pluperfect ones. It is this limit
of large bond dimensions that we will see resurface over and over throughout this work in the
form of a lower cutoff on spins.
Random tensor networks, importantly, themselves also feature holographic behaviour. As this
case is more directly relevant to this work, it is worth elaborating on in more detail. Before
that, we wish to mention that all properties mentioned for the other tensor networks hold, still:
For connected boundary regions, there are entanglement wedges with error correction properties
and RT formula. Local bulk operators are trivialised upon transport to the boundary. Given
a background bulk state, one can determine local ’code subspaces’ of the bulk Hilbert spaces
which describe QFT-like excitations. However, in addition to these properties, there are two
new insights:

• Boundary 2-point correlation functions between operators OA, OB with support resp. in
A,B with disjoint entanglement wedges can be shown to have the same singular value
decomposition as a corresponding bulk correlation function. In particular, as the regions
on the boundary become small, the entanglement wedges approach the boundary. In this
sense, boundary 2-point functions are in one-to-one correspondence with bulk ones.

• By placing a random entangled bulk state in the interior of the network, one can create an
entanglement shadow around the area of the bulk state, and thus create a kind of phase
transition when the rest of the network is modeled after an Anti-deSitter space.

All of these properties will continue to hold in some capacity in the remainder of this work, as
we will work with the same techniques. Consequently, tensor network holography provides an
exciting and very concrete setting to explore universal features of holographic correspondences
that may even extend past toy models. On the other hand, the connection of these tensor
networks to true geometry is less clear and often needs to be put in by hand, as in MERA
through the mutual information metric.
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1.2.1 Random tensor networks

In random tensor networks26, individual tensors are randomly picked according to a probability
distribution, under which one may then compute average quantities. In other words, with a
different choice of setting and interpretation, one can obtain the same type of tensor network
holography as for pluperfect tensors.
The setup is as follows: In a PEPS state, write each individual vertex state as a unitary operator
applied to some reference state:

|Ψx〉 = Ux |Ψref 〉 (1.47)

The unitaries are then picked randomly from a distribution ρ on the group U(Hx). Conven-
tionally, this distribution is chosen to be just the Haar measure on the unitary group, with a
constant function as density. This is the distribution of maximal entropy on the group when no
constraints are imposed on it. However, as will be explored later in section 3.1, there are, in
principle, other choices for this distribution.
With these random pure states, one can construct a PEPS state with a fixed entanglement pat-
tern. The key question of holography in this context is to establish an isometry between a set
of bulk Hilbert spaces and one of boundary output spaces, or to calculate entropies in order to
establish an RT formula. To specify the method, we first elaborate on a specific, strong notion
of holography based on mappings of operators.

A notion of holography

The projected state lives in a factorised Hilbert space. In this setting of a bi/tripartite system
(bulk/boundary or a partition of the boundary space), we can study holographic properties of
the state. For this, in general, consider a system described by a Hilbert space with tripartition
H ∼= HA ⊗ HB ⊗ HC , where we interpret A as a subsystem from which information is read
(output), C as one where information is inserted (input) and B as the entire rest of the system,
acting as an environment, bath or background.
In this setting, consider a pure state |Φ〉 of the system using the natural self-duality of Hilbert
spaces Hi

∼= (Hi)
∗. Since |φ〉 ∈ HA ⊗HB ⊗HC

∼= HA ⊗HB ⊗ (HC)∗, we may see it (by turning
kets into bras) as a map from subsystem C to subsystems A and B. Schematically, if we consider
a factorised state |φ〉 = |φ〉AB ⊗ |φ〉C ,

|φAB〉 ⊗ |φC〉 =̂ |φAB〉 ⊗ 〈φC | = |φAB〉 〈φC | ∈ hom(HC ,HA ⊗HB). (1.48)

This may straightforwardly extended into an (anti)linear map HAB ⊗ HC → HAB ⊗ (HC)∗ ∼=
hom(HC ,HA⊗HB). We are particularly interested in a question of information transport: Given
input data on system C (a "core"), can it be recovered from system A (as for example from a
boundary region A)? This question can be answered positive if an associated map to the one
just described is isometric. Our main objective is to investigate which random tensor network
states induce isometric mappings. These states will be called transporting or holographic in the
following.
First, begin from input data θ on the system C, described as a state |θ〉 ∈ HC . The available
data on the remainder of the system after transport is Φ |θ〉 = 〈θ|φ〉 ∈ HA ⊗ HB. As we only
consider information recoverable from A, we work with the reduced density matrix

ρA(θ) = TrB[Φ |θ〉 〈θ|Φ†] (1.49)
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Figure 1.11: An example setup for holography particularly relevant to this work. The Hilbert
space is given by the completely factorised set of boundary link spaces

⊗
eHe.

The tripartition in question is labeled by colours. If the full state induces an iso-
metric transport map TC,A, we may take any operator acting on the boundary links
in C and turn it into one acting on those of A instead without losing information.

26



Holography and (Random) tensor networks

More generally, then, for data described by a mixed state ρc ∈ BL(HC), the transported state
on A is

TC,A(ρc) = TrB[ΦρcΦ
†] (1.50)

So, the transport through the system determines a superoperator TC,A = TrB[Φ(−)Φ†] : BL(HC)→
BL(HA). We can write its result in components with respect to a basis {|a〉} as 〈a| TC,A(X) |a′〉 =

TrC [XΦ†(|a′〉 〈a| ⊗ IB)Φ]

Assume now that the dimension of HC does not exceed that of HA so that isometry between
spaces of operators is possible in principle. Equip the spaces with the Hilbert-Schmidt norm;
If the map is isometric, we have a transporting state. This is the case if for all operators
X,Y ∈ BL(HC)

TrA[TC,A(X)†TC,A(Y )] = TrC [X†Y ]. (1.51)

We can write this condition as a trace over two copies of subsystem C:

TrC2 [(X† ⊗ Y )
∑
a,a′

(Φ† ⊗ Φ†)(|a′〉 〈a| ⊗ 1B ⊗ |a〉 〈a′| ⊗ 1B)(Φ⊗ Φ)] = TrC2 [(X† ⊗ Y )SC ] (1.52)

⇔ TrC2 [(X† ⊗ Y )(Φ† ⊗ Φ†)(SA ⊗ 1⊗2
B )(Φ⊗ Φ)] = TrC2 [(X† ⊗ Y )SC ] (1.53)

where we have introduced a swap operator SC which exchanges the two factors in the tensor
product H⊗2

C So, we need to require

(Φ† ⊗ Φ†)(SA ⊗ 1⊗2
B )(Φ⊗ Φ) = SC (1.54)

Reverting to the state picture makes this

Tr(AB)2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2(SA ⊗ 1⊗2
B )] = SC (1.55)

Which is the general condition to get an isometry between operator spaces.
However, we can instead start by demanding a bit more from the map TC,A from the beginning.
In particular, we can require it to be a quantum channel10: First notice that the conjugation
by Φ is completely positive, and the partial trace is CPTP50. Therefore, the transport is a
quantum channel if we require conjugation by Φ to be trace preserving. This is the case precisely
iff Φ†Φ = IC , so if the map Φ is an isometry from HC to HAB. If we assume T to be a quantum
channel, the condition for T to be an isometry between B(H) simplifies to the following:

〈X,Y 〉C = TrC [X†Y ] = TrC [X†Φ†ΦY Φ†Φ] = TrAB[ΦX†Φ†ΦY Φ†] = Tr(AB)2 [(ΦX†Φ† ⊗ ΦY Φ†)(SA ⊗ SB)]

(1.56)

〈TC,A(X), TC,A(Y )〉A = TrA[TrB[ΦX†Φ†]TrB[ΦY Φ†]] = Tr(AB)2 [(ΦX†Φ† ⊗ ΦY Φ†)(SA ⊗ IB2)]

(1.57)

So the isometry condition for quantum channels is

(Φ† ⊗ Φ†)(SA ⊗ IB2)(Φ⊗ Φ) = (Φ† ⊗ Φ†)(SA ⊗ SB)(Φ⊗ Φ) (1.58)

In particular, notice that for B = ∅ the condition is automatically fulfilled. In this work, we will
content ourselves with establishing when the transport superoperator is a quantum channel - so,

10A completely positive, trace preserving map.
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equivalently, when Φ is an isometry. The method we use is entirely analogous to the one used
in previous works18;16;26;43. Assume that the dimension of C is lower or equal to that of AB. We
rewrite

Φ†Φ = IC as TrAB[|φ〉 〈φ|] = IC . (1.59)

More explicitly, the map has components ΦO,I (O labeling a basis in AB, I in C). Then

(Φ†Φ)I,I′ =
∑
O

(Φ†)I,OΦO,I′ =
∑
O

〈I| (Φ†) |O〉 〈O|Φ |I ′〉 =
∑
O

〈O|Φ |I ′〉 〈O|Φ |I〉 (1.60)

And by using the defining relation 〈O|Φ |I〉 ..= 〈O| 〈I|φ〉:

(Φ†Φ)I,I′ =
∑
O

〈O| 〈I ′| |φ〉 〈φ| |O〉 |I〉 = 〈I ′|

(∑
O

〈O| |φ〉 〈φ| |O〉

)
|I〉 = 〈I ′|TrAB[|φ〉 〈φ|] |I〉

(1.61)
We can then answer the question of isometry by calculating the purity of the reduced state ρC ,
for example as the Rényi 2-entropy49;6:

e−S2(ρC) =
Tr[ρ2

C ]

Tr[ρC ]2
(1.62)

If this expression reaches its minimum of dim(HC)−1, the map is a quantum channel. Via the
replica trick11, we can then rewrite this as traces over two copies of the system

TrH2
C

[ρ⊗2
C SC ]

TrH2
C

[ρ⊗2
C ]

=
TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2SC ]

TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2]
(1.63)

We can now apply the technique of averaging over the initial states. This yields the average
purity of the reduced state, which will allow for a general statement about typical holographic
properties. A crucial point to consider is the variance of the quantities we wish to compute: If the
variance is small, we can not only approximate averages of functions by functions of averages,
but can also be sure that the typicity statement holds value as most states will be close to
that average. As was demonstrated by Hayden, Qi et al26, the variance can be bounded from
above to be arbitrarily small in the limit that the auxiliary leg dimensions (also known as bond
dimensions) of the tensor network become large. This means, in the context of spin networks,
that all involved area spins must be fairly large.12 When this assumption holds,

〈e−S2(ρC)〉U = 〈TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2SC ]

TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2]
〉U ≈

〈TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2SC ]〉U
〈TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2]〉U

(1.64)

from where one can use linearity of the trace to replace (|Ψx〉 〈Ψx|)⊗2 by the average-square state

R =

∫
SU(H)

dµ(U)ρ(U)(U |Ψref 〉 〈Ψref |U †)⊗2 (1.65)

11Letting S be the operator swapping two copies of a Hilbert spaceH, we have Tr[(A⊗B)S] = Tr[AB], whileTr[(A⊗
B)] = Tr[A]Tr[B].

12What fairly large means is debateable and could lie between spin values of 10 and 100.
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This operator acting on two copies of the single-particle Hilbert space has the property that it
is invariant under unitary conjugation:

V ⊗2R(V †)⊗2 = R (1.66)

by left-invariance of the Haar measure. Crucially, this requires the group to be a finite dimen-
sional Lie group - this integral does not exist on the infinite unitary group, so our Hilbert spaces
must stay finite dimensional.
With this property, we can easily find what R is - the only two operators invariant under this
action are the identity and the swap operator, in the form

R =
1

dim(H)(dim(H) + 1)
(I + S). (1.67)

Since we average over each site seperately, we really replace the initial random vertex states by⊗
x

1

dim(Hx)(dim(Hx) + 1)
(Ix + Sx). (1.68)

The real trick happens now: To make the tensor product above tractable, we recognise that, when
expanded as a sum, each term will have a number of swap operators, and identity operators do
not matter. Each term can then be labeled by the set of sites with swap operators on it, a −1

indicating a swap.
The method by Hayden et al is to introduce on each site a ±1-valued Ising spin σx, which
indicates whether a swap is on that site or not. This means the product turns into the sum over
Ising configurations ∏

x

1

dim(Hx)(dim(Hx) + 1)

∑
~σ

⊗
x

S
1−σx

2
x (1.69)

To explain, each term in the original sum is mapped to a unique Ising configuration such that
the region of swap operators is the region of Ising spin-downs. Then, every configuration must
be summed over. This turns the numerator and denominator of the average purity into Ising
partition functions:

Z1|0 =
∑
~σ

Tr[Π⊗2
Γ

⊗
x

(S
1−σx

2
x )S1|0

C ] =
∑
~σ

e−H1|0(~σ) (1.70)

and evaluation of the average purity is turned into a calculation of Ising-like partition sums. In
the case of large bond dimensions, we can approximate the sums by their ground state values as
the lowest bond dimension functions as a notion of inverse temperature. The result is that an
isometry, so minimal purity of the reduced state, is attainable depending on the size of the local
input and output legs, as well as the graph structure.
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1.3 Bulk-to-boundary holography for single spin sectors

It is the goal of this work to study a tensor network-like class of states, derived from spin network
states, with respect to their holographic properties. The Hilbert space of N tetrahedra is, due
to the Peter-Weyl decomposition,

HN ∼= (L2(GD/G))N ∼=
N⊗
x=1

(
⊕
jx

V jx ⊗ Ijx) ∼=
⊕
jx:x

⊗
x

V jx ⊗ Ijx , (1.71)

which we can abbreviate by collecting all the independent representation spins into a single label
~j:

HN ∼=
⊕
~j

V
~j ⊗ I~j. (1.72)

Each term in this decomposition will be called a spin sector and we will seperate the study of
states here by the amount of sectors involved: First, a single sector will be considered. The
original work of this thesis is to extend the results there to the case where spin sectors are
superposed.
In this part, we will review previous studies on random spin tensor networks with a single spin
sector - so, where all edge spins have been fixed once and for all. These states, when not
randomised, are labeled by a twisted simplicial geometry and have definite values for the areas of
all faces of the simplices. Still, they have volume information encoded in the intertwiner degrees
of freedom at each vertex of the dual graph, which may be put into quantum superposition
without changing the spins on the edges. We wish to construct a geometry from N individual
simplices whose facial areas have been fixed. The Hilbert space of these is given by

H~j =
⊗
x

Hjx =
⊗
x

Ijx ⊗ V jx . (1.73)

We pick a product state |Ψ〉 =
⊗

x |Ψx〉 and wish to glue the tetrahedra according to a simplicial
complex dual to a given 4-valent, connected 4-coloured graph γ with open edges. To do this,
we project the product state onto a maximally entangled link state for each pair of faces to be
glued. Name the total edge set of the graph E and its subset of internal links Γ, while the open
boundary links will be called ∂γ. Alternatively, the valency of the graph may be either 4 or 1,
where the open edges are then capped off with a 1-valent vertex. This point of view allows us to
see our open edges as true edges of a graph. We now project the product state onto

|Γ〉 =
⊗
e∈Γ

|e〉 |e〉 =
1√
dje

∑
me

(−1)je+me |jeme〉s(e) |je,−me〉t(e) (1.74)

where s(e), t(e) name the source and target vertices of the edge e, respectively. Each individual
state is normalised to 1. |Γ〉 〈Γ| is the projector which performs the glueing. If, instead, we
project out the internal links, we have a bulk/boundary state

|φ〉 = 〈Γ|Ψ〉 ∈ H
∂γ,~j|∂γ ⊗ I~j (1.75)

containing only relevant information on the intertwiners and boundary edges. We will call this
type of state, once randomised using unitaries, a Random spin tensor network (RSTN) state.
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One can now see this state as defining a map from bulk data, given by intertwiners, to the
boundary space.

1.3.1 Bulk-to-boundary isometry

Taking as HC = I~j, HB = ∅ and HA = H
∂γ,~j|∂γ , one can immediately apply the technique

of random tensor networks.16 Assume, that all involved spins are large enough to suppress
fluctuations in the unitary average over individual vertex states. This amounts to making the
geometry more semiclassical in the same sense as large angular momentum values behaving
approximately semiclassically and thus making variances of the involved quantities smaller. Then,

〈TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2SC ]

TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2]
〉U ≈

〈TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2SC ]〉U
〈TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2]〉U

(1.76)

Writing each vertex state
|Ψx〉 = Ux |Ref〉 , (1.77)

a unitary average over each vertex gives, through Schur’s lemma,

〈|Ψx〉 〈Ψx|⊗2〉Ux =
IH⊗2

jx
+ Sjx

dim(Hjx)(dim(Hjx) + 1)
(1.78)

which passes through the traces due to linearity. Then, we can turn the tensor product over
these into a sum by introducing bookkeeping variables σx ∈ {±1} on each vertex of the graph.
When collecting them over all vertices into the vector ~σ, they label a term in the sum by giving
vertices with a Sx operator a σx = −1. Then the sum is

〈
⊗
x

|Ψx〉 〈Ψx|〉U =
⊗
x

〈|Ψx〉 〈Ψx|〉Ux =
1∏

x dim(Hx)(dim(Hx)x + 1)

∑
~σ

⊗
x

S
1−σx

2
x (1.79)

Luckily, the prefactor is independent of the configuration and thus drops out in the quotient 2.6
and we will ignore it from now on. The average purity is then the quotient of

Z1|0 =
∑
~σ

Tr[(ρΓ)⊗2
⊗
x

S
1−σx

2
x (SI)1|0]. (1.80)

Each term in the sum can now be understood as an amplitude in a statistical partition function
Z1|0, simply by rewriting it as an exponential:

Z1|0 =
∑
~σ

e−H1|0(~σ) (1.81)

and where the Hamiltonians are

H1|0(~σ) =
∑
e∈∂γ

1− σs(e)
2

log(dje) +
∑
e∈Γ

1− σs(e)σt(e)
2

log(dje) +
∑
x

1− σxbx
2

log(Djx) (1.82)

where we have introduced the bulk pinning field bx given by 1 for Z0 and by −1 on bulk vertices
for Z1. Given this setup, we can compute the purity in the regime of high spins. The reason is
that we may see the lowest spin in the sector as a notion of temperature for the partition sum -
it also specifies the energy gap between the ground and first excited states of the Hamiltonians.
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If this lowest spin is large enough, excited states of the Ising system will not contribute much to
the partition sum. In this regime, we may work with just the ground states to approximate the
purity. The ground state of H0 is easily found to be the all-up Ising configuration. For H1, it is
less trivial: One rather typically has two regions of the graph seperated by a domain wall where
one side is Ising-up and the other down. However, to achieve an isometry, the all-up configuration
must still be the ground state. Flipping a spin somewhere down should thus increase the energy:

∆zH1 =
∑

e∈E:s(e)=z

log(dje)− log(Djz)
!
> 0 (1.83)

which is easily satisfied - but once on flips larger regions, this may turn negative. In fact, if one
flips a region X down, then the condition of positivity is

∆XH1 =
∑

e∈E:s(e)∈X,t(e)/∈X

log(dje)−
∑
x∈X

log(Djx)
!
> 0 or

∏
e∈E:s(e)∈X,t(e)/∈X

dje >
∏
x∈X
Djx

(1.84)
which is easily violated for some graphs, for example in the homogeneous case where all spins
are equal. Thus, while the all-up configuration is always a local minimum of the energy, one
needs it to be a global one. In particular, there is an interplay between the graph structure
and geometric quantities on it that determines which states admit such a holography. It was
found that the larger the overall inhomogeneity of spins on the graph, the easier it is to achieve
isometric behaviour. This directly corresponds to having small intertwiner spaces, which is easy
to understand from the perspective that information from the bulk needs to be mapped to the
boundary, no matter how small the region. More succinctly, the holography condition is that
dim(H∂X) > dim(IX), which is the minimal condition for having an isometry from IX to H∂X .
So, to have isometry for the whole graph, we need precisely that every subset of the graph fulfils
the minimal condition. A similar calculation can be done for the boundary-to boundary isometry
case, where first a bulk state must be fixed.
By the same methods, one can find a type of lattice RT formula for boundary areas:

S2(A) ∼
∑
e∈ΣA

log(dje) (1.85)

which depends on the domain wall ΣA associated to a Hamiltonian with distinguished boundary
region A. Said domain wall plays the role of the minimal surface of an RT formula. In this way,
the mapping to the Ising model provides a precise implementation of the geometry of holographic
behaviour.
It is noteworthy that whether or not a bulk-to-boundary isometry exists cannot be calculated
in the case of superpositions. This is only possible on the fixed-spin level due to factorisation
of the Hilbert space.13 As such, we will instead investigate boundary-to-boundary mappings in
the following, where a projection onto a fixed bulk state factorises the remainder of the Hilbert
space.

13There may be a possibility of doing this factorisation through the addition of edge modes. However, this is
beyond the scope of this work and reserved for future investigations.
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2 RSTN with multiple spin sectors

2.1 Superposition of spins

We now consider the general case of states which feature a superposition of spins, but within the
class of RSTNs. The total Hilbert space of N quanta, H := L2(GD/GDiag)N =

⊗
xHx

∼=
⊕
~j H~j

splits into spin sectors.
Each sector factorises as H~j ∼= I~j ⊗ V~j =

⊗
x Ij

x ⊗
⊗

x V
jx with Ijx the intertwiner space and

V jv ∼=
⊗D

α=1 V
jxα the space of open semilinks associated with the tetrahedron x, of dimension

djxα = 2jxα + 1. Here, we have labeled the links with α ∈ {1, 2, . . . , D} as colours.
We once again want to take a product N-particle state and project it on some data, then reduce
the resulting state to a boundary region C and calculate its Rényi entropy. Through this, we
can test whether that region is mapped isometrically onto its boundary complement.

We will assume to work with a fixed graph and use the following definitions:

• Fix the connectivity pattern Γ of links between the N vertices, for example as an adjacency
matrix. We require the graphs to be colored, meaning in particular that vertices can not
be connected by more than one link. Some links are left open.

• Let (L)E be the set of (semi)links of the graph. Each of these is then either an internal
link of the form (x, y;α) or a boundary (∂γ) link (x;α) belonging either to the outer
boundary ∂γout or the inner boundary ∂γin, which form a partition of the boundary links.
When calculating the entropy of a region A ⊂ ∂γout, we could choose it to be in the outer
boundary, while the inner one provides external information, for example from low area
regions of the spin network that we traced out. For internal links e ∈ Γ, we make the
distinction between a single link and its two constituent semilinks by calling the set of
internal semilinks ΓL. For boundary links, this distinction is vacuous.

• Let |ej〉 := 1√
dj

∑
m(−1)j+m |jm〉1 |j −m〉2 be a maximally entangled state of 2 semilinks,

in the spin-j sector. We superpose them to |e〉 =
∑

je∈N
2
gje |eje〉 with coefficients gj of our

choice. Then the full state to project on is |Γ〉 =
⊗

e |e〉.

• Let |ζ~j〉 ∈ I~j be an intertwiner state in each spin sector, and |ζ〉 =
∑
~j |ζ~j〉. Later on,

we will replace this with a more general, mixed state ρI . Do the same for a core state
|θ〉 =

∑
jin
|θjin〉 on which we project the inner boundary. For the most part, this last piece

of data can be considered optional, but in the appendix it proves useful.

• Finally, we will the notation ||A|| to denote the number of boundary links associated to a
subset of the vertices of the graph, while |A| denotes the number of vertices.

Now start with the product state
|Ψ〉 =

⊗
x

|Ψx〉 (2.1)
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RSTN with multiple spin sectors

and project it onto the data we have given:1

|Φ〉 = 〈θ| 〈ζ| 〈Γ|Ψ〉 ∈ H∂γ,out (2.2)

Importantly, the projection forces the contributions of the intertwiners and links to be from the
same spin sectors in the following sense:

〈θ| 〈ζ| 〈Γ|Ψ〉 =
∑
~j

〈θ| 〈ζ~j| 〈Γ|Ψ〉 =
∑
~j

〈θ| 〈ζ~j| 〈Γ|Ψ~j〉

=
∑
~j

〈θ~j|∂γin | 〈ζ~j| 〈Γ~j|Γ |Ψ~j〉 = (
∑
~j

〈θ~j|∂γin | 〈ζ~j| 〈Γ~j|Γ |)Ψ〉 =.. 〈θ, ζ,Γ|Ψ〉
(2.3)

so that we make no restriction on the possible data we project on by instead using |θ, ζ,Γ〉, which
is diagonal in spin sectors.
The boundary Hilbert space the projected state lives in factorises as

H∂γ,out
∼=
⊕
j∂γ,out

Hj∂γ
∼=
⊕
jA

⊕
jĀ

HA,jA ⊗HĀ,jĀ
∼=
⊕
jA

HA,jA ⊗
⊕
jĀ

HĀ,jĀ
∼= HA ⊗HĀ (2.4)

So we can reduce the state to the region A by tracing out the complement.

2.1.1 Calculating average entropy

Instead of calculating the entropy for a particular state, we will make a typicity statement about
a class of states of interest with data as presented earlier. These states have a fixed graph
structure and data on intertwiners, but are not limited to one spin sector. For them, we can
write the average entropy as a partition function of a randomised Ising model. To start, we first
average the exponential of the entropy over a distribution of starting states |Ψx〉 = Ux |Ψref 〉,
where we choose some reference state as before. This distribution is chosen to be uniform over
the unitary group relating different 1-particle-states. More explicitly, we perform an integral

〈|Ψx〉 〈Ψx|〉Ux :=

∫
U(Hx)

dµHaar(Ux)(Ux |Ψref 〉 〈Ψref | (Ux)†)⊗2 (2.5)

with the Haar measure on the unitary group of each vertex/tetrahedron’s Hilbert space seper-
ately. By linearity this average commutes with taking traces and we denote it by 〈−〉U in the
following.
Then, if we choose a large enough lower cutoff on participating spins ,ג we can suppress fluctu-
ations in the quotient

〈e−S2(ρC)〉U = 〈TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2SC ]

TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2]
〉U ≈

〈TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2SC ]〉U
〈TrH2 [(|φ〉 〈φ|)⊗2]〉U

=:
Z1

Z0
(2.6)

1Technically, this scalar product is not defined, so this presents an abuse of notation. However, the projection
on a subspace of states with the given intertwiner and boundary data is a well-defined operator and behaves in
exactly the same way as this naive implementation of projection.
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as has been shown in random tensor networks. Then, we expand the boundary state in the
numerator and denominator:

Z1|0 = Tr[(ρI)
⊗2(ρΓ)⊗2〈(|Ψ〉 〈Ψ|)⊗2〉U (SC)1|0] (2.7)

If we also introduce an upper cutoff on spins J , we can then use Schur’s lemma to evaluate 2.5,
as the averaging makes the quantity Conj(Ux)-invariant. The result is that

〈|Ψx〉 〈Ψx|〉Ux =
IH2

x
+ Sx

dim(Hx)(dim(Hx)x + 1)
(2.8)

Then, we can turn the tensor product over these into a sum by introducing bookkeeping variables
σx ∈ {±1} on each vertex of the graph. when collecting them over all vertices into the vector ~σ,
they label a term in the sum by giving vertices with a Sx operator a σx = −1. Then the sum is

〈
⊗
x

|Ψx〉 〈Ψx|〉U =
⊗
x

〈|Ψx〉 〈Ψx|〉Ux =
1∏

x dim(Hx)(dim(Hx)x + 1)

∑
~σ

⊗
x

S
1−σx

2
x (2.9)

Luckily, the prefactor is independent of the configuration and thus drops out in the quotient 2.6
and we will ignore it from now on.
With this, the quantities 2.7 can be expanded into

Z1|0 =
∑
~σ

Tr[(ρI)
⊗2(ρΓ)⊗2

⊗
x

S
1−σx

2
x (SC)1|0] (2.10)

=
∑

(~j,~k,~σ)

TrH~j⊗H~k [(ρI)
⊗2(ρΓ)⊗2

⊗
x

S
1−σx

2
x (SC)1|0] (2.11)

where we used that the Hilbert spaces split into orthogonal spin sectors. The traces in each term
are now over spaces that factorise over vertices and links, and accordingly the single-site swap
operators do so, too: Sx = SI,x

∏
α Sα,x. The swaps here are indiscriminate of spin sector. The

traces can then be evaluated over intertwiner, link and boundary parts seperately.
To illustrate the calculations, the intertwiner factor is

TrI~j⊗I~k [(ρI)⊗2
⊗
x

S
1−σx

2
I,x ] = Tr⊗

S↓
Ijx⊗Ikx [(Tr⊗

S↑
Ijx [ρI ]⊗ Tr⊗

S↑
Ijx [ρI ])

⊗
S↓

SI,x] (2.12)

= Tr[
⊗
S↓

PIjx (ρI
⊗
S↑

PIjx )↓
⊗
S↓

PIkx (ρI
⊗
S↑

PIkx )↓] (2.13)

where we use the shorthand PIkx for the projector onto the intertwiner space Ikx and (−)↓
denotes reduction to the subspace

⊗
x:σx=−1 Ix associated to S↓.

So, a copy of ρI is first reduced to the region S↓ = {x : σx = −1}, but with the spins set by ~j(~k)

on S↑. Then, the two copies are multiplied and traced over the remainder of vertices, but with
spins fixed again to be j or k between them. In particular, for certain values of j, k on S↓, this
factor will vanish depending on the intertwiner state ρI chosen. For example, if it is diagonal in
spin sectors, meaning (ρI)~j,~k ∼ δ~j,~k, this gives a constraint on which pairs of spin sectors have a
nonvanishing intertwiner factor, of the form

∆I(~j, ~k, ~σ) =
∏
x∈S↓

δjx,kx (2.14)
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RSTN with multiple spin sectors

We will write this contribution from intertwiners as a general boolean-valued factor ∆, a σ-
independent term and an exponential as follows:

TrI~j⊗I~k [(ρI)⊗2
⊗
x

S
1−σx

2
I,x ] = ∆I(~σ,~j, ~k)TrI~j [ρ

I ]TrI~k [ρI ]e−ΣI(~σ,~j,~k) (2.15)

where we include an entropy-like quantity

ΣI(~σ,~j, ~k) = − log[
Tr⊗

S↓
Ijx⊗Ikx [(Tr⊗

S↑
Ijx [ρI ]⊗ Tr⊗

S↑
Ijx [ρI ])

⊗
S↓
SI,x]

TrI~j [ρ
I ]TrI~k [ρI ]

] (2.16)

and it is understood that the ∆-factor forces the term to be 0 if ΣI reaches∞. Its presence serves
the purpose of setting the right hand side to be 0 whenever the left hand side is, in a transparent
manner. In sums over spin sectors later on, these types of factors serve as constraints or indicators
on which spin sectors contribute. In particular, we note three special cases:

• ~j = ~k: ΣI(~σ,~j, ~k) = S2((ρI~j
)↓) the Rényi 2-entropy of the reduced intertwiner state.

• ~σ = ~1: ΣI = 0.

• ~σ = ~−1: ΣI = − log[
Tr[(ρI)~j,~k(ρI)~k,~j]

TrI~j
[ρI ]TrI~k

[ρI ]
].

This pattern continues: We will split the contributions from the other parts of the graph in the
same way into an indicator, a contribution independent of the Ising spins and an exponential.
For the internal links, we find that the space to be traced over factorises, as does the state of
interest. For each internal link of the graph, there are two semilinks, and so

HΓ
∼=
⊗
l∈ΓL

Hl Hl =
⊕
jl

V jl (2.17)

which means that the restriction to the ~j-spin sector just leaves each (semi)link with a single
spin value:

H
Γ,~j
∼=
⊗
e∈Γ

He,je He,je = V je
s(e) ⊗ V

je
t(e) (2.18)

so there is a degree of freedom of dimension 2je + 1 at each end of the link e. The projection
operator also factorises over internal links:

ρΓ =
⊗
e∈Γ

ρΓ
e ρΓ

e = |e〉 〈e| |e〉 =
∑
je

gje√
dje

∑
me

(−1)je+me |jeme〉s(e) |jeme〉t(e) (2.19)

Internal links will either have 2 swap operators or 1 (depending on whether they are fully con-
tained in S↑,↓ or not, respectively). If we name the subset of internal links on the boundary of
the two regions ∂S, then

TrH
Γ,~j⊗HΓ,~k

[(ρΓ)⊗2
⊗
l∈ΓL

S
1−σx

2
l ] =

∏
e∈Γ

TrHe,je⊗He,ke [(|e〉 〈e|)⊗2S
1−σs(e)σt(e)

2
e ] (2.20)

=
∏
e∈∂S

δje,ke
∏
e∈Γ

d
− 1−σs(e)σt(e)

2
je

∏
e∈Γ

|gje |2|gke |2. (2.21)
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For this, we state the result for both the single-and no-swap case, where for simplicity s(e) =

x, y = t(e):

TrHe,je⊗He,ke [(|e〉 〈e|)⊗2Se] =∑
mx,my ,nx,ny

〈jmx|x 〈jm
y|y 〈kn

x|x 〈kn
y|y (|e〉 〈e|)⊗2Se |jmx〉x |jm

y〉y |kn
x〉x |kn

y〉y

=
∑

mx,my ,nx,ny

〈jmx|x 〈jm
y|y |e〉 〈kn

x|x 〈kn
y|y |e〉 〈e| 〈e| Se |jm

x〉x |jm
y〉y |kn

x〉x |kn
y〉y

=
∑

mx,my ,nx,ny

〈jmx|x 〈jm
y|y |e〉 〈kn

x|x 〈kn
y|y |e〉 〈e| 〈e| |jm

x〉x |kn
y〉y |kn

x〉x |jm
y〉y

=
∑

mx,my ,nx,ny

(−1)j+m
x+k+nx gje√

dje
δmx+my ,0

gke√
dke

δnx+ny ,0 〈e| |jmx〉x |kn
y〉y 〈e| |kn

x〉x |jm
y〉y

=
∑

mx,my ,nx,ny

gje√
dje

δmx+my ,0
gke√
dke

δnx+ny ,0
gje√
dje

gke√
dke

δ2
nx+my ,0δ

2
je,ke

= δje,ke
|gje |4

d2
je

∑
mx

1 = δje,ke
|gje |2|gke |2

dje

(2.22)

TrHe,je⊗He,ke [(|e〉 〈e|)⊗2]

=
∑

mx,my ,nx,ny

〈jmx|x 〈jm
y|y |e〉 〈kn

x|x 〈kn
y|y |e〉 〈e| |jm

x〉x |jm
y〉y 〈e| |kn

x〉x |kn
y〉y

=
∑

mx,my ,nx,ny

gje√
dje

δ2
mx,my

gke√
dke

δ2
nx,ny

gje√
dje

gke√
dke

= |gje |2|gke |2
(2.23)

Similarly, the boundary has its own factor: By introducing a boundary pinning field on the
boundary vertices, with hx = −1 for Z1 if x is a boundary vertex at C and 0 else, we find by the
same kind of calculation

TrH
∂γ,~j⊗H∂γ,~k [

⊗
e∈∂γ
S

1−σs(e)
2

e SC ] = TrH
∂γ,~j⊗H∂γ,~k [

⊗
e∈∂γ
S

1−σs(e)ht(e)
2

e ] =
∏

e:σxhe=−1

δje,ked
− 1−σs(e)

h t(e)
2

je

∏
e∈∂γ

djedke .

(2.24)
From this we can see that the result would be uniform across all links if we chose the normali-
sation factors to be |gj | =

√
dj . As should be clear from a quick glance, this is not normalisable

if we take the cutoff J to infinity. For this calculation as before, the cutoff becomes a crucial
assumption.

2.1.2 The random Ising model

Now, we can write 2.7 as

Z1|0 =
∑

(~j,~k,~σ)

∆1|0(~j, ~k, ~σ)eB(~j)+B(~k)e−H1|0(~j,~k,~σ) (2.25)
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where

H1|0(~j, ~k, ~σ) =
∑
e∈∂γ

(
1− σs(e)ht(e)

2
) log(dje) +

∑
e∈Γ

(
1− σs(e)σt(e)

2
) log(dje) + ΣI(~σ,~j, ~k) (2.26)

K~j = eB(~j) =
∏
e∈∂γ

dje
∏
e∈Γ

|gje |2TrI~j [ρ
I ] (2.27)

and the (partial) constraint factor is given by

∆1|0(~j, ~k, ~σ) =
∏

e:σxhe=−1

δje,ke
∏
e∈∂S

δje,ke ∆I(~j, ~k, ~σ) (2.28)

and constraints from intertwiners are to be incorporated in the final factor. For example, if one
chooses a product state over vertices for intertwiners, ρI = ⊗xρIx, we get

∆I(~j, ~k, ~σ) =
∏

x:σx=−1

δjx,kx (2.29)

Let us also define, for reference, the quantities

Z
(~j,~k)
1|0 =

∑
~σ

∆1|0(~j, ~k, ~σ)e−H1|0(~j,~k,~σ) (2.30)

which enable us to phrase the discussion of 2.25 nicely. By defining the normalised distribution
over spin sectors

P (~j, ~k) =
K~jK~k

Z0
Z

(~j,~k)
0 (2.31)

we see our quantity of interest as a probability average

Z1

Z0
=
∑
(~j,~k)

P (~j, ~k)
∑
~σ

e−H1(~j,~k,~σ)

Z
(~j,~k)
0

∆1(~j, ~k, ~σ) (2.32)

In particular, we can write

H1(~j, ~k, ~σ) = H0(~j, ~k, ~σ) +
∑
e∈∂γ

(1− he)
2

σx log(dje) (2.33)

= H0(~j, ~k, ~σ) +
∑
e∈C

σx log(dje) = H0(~j, ~k, ~σ) +Q(~j, ~k, ~σ). (2.34)

So the difference is a quantity supported on the boundary region C.
Then, the quantity at the right end of 2.32 takes the form of a type of statistical average:

∑
~σ

e−H1(~j,~k,~σ)

Z
(~j,~k)
0

∆1(~j, ~k, ~σ) =

∑
~σ e
−H0(~j,~k,~σ)e−Q(~j,~k,~σ)∆1(~j, ~k, ~σ)∑
~σ e
−H0(~j,~k,~σ)∆0(~j, ~k, ~σ)

(2.35)

If one disregards the constrained sum due to the ∆-factors, this quotient is an average in a
Gibbs-type canonical ensemble for the Hamiltonian H0.
We adopt the following interpretation: The average exponentiated Rényi entropy is given as a
quantity associated to a random Ising model on our fixed graph whose couplings log(dj) are dis-
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tributed according to the function P . In fact, disregarding the difference between the ∆-factors,
the quantity is actually 〈〈e−Q〉Z0〉P , so ifH0 is taken as the Hamiltonian, we just take the average
expectation value of e−Q =

∏
e∈C d

−σx
je

. The individual Ising partition functions for fixed spins
are given by 2.30.
Inspiration for this comes from SYK-type models, where a similar, but Gaussian, average is
performed over couplings and induces holographic behaviour as well2;14. Two things must be
highlighted before proceeding further. First, the role of the constraint factors. Second, the shape
of the distribution of couplings and what controls it.
The constraints remove certain terms from the sum if the area spins on a given set of links is
not the same in the tuple (~j, ~k). If we take the real-space viewpoint on Rényi k-entropy33, we
can interpret them in a geometric way. Say we wish to compute the entropy of a local QFT’s
state in a certain region A. Thus, we fix a state |Ψ〉 in the bipartite Hilbert space HA ⊗HAc . A
geometric way to compute said entropy is then to consider k copies of the domains of the fields,
but glued together at the region A in a certain way by attaching cells and arranging the copies
in a ’chain’ with independent fields in each copy, but matched using boundary conditions along
each glueing. Given this, the entropy is given as a partition function of the field theory living on
this extended domain.
For our case, we have a similar situation: 2 copies of the graph are needed and constraints con-
nect the values of area (spins) between the two copies on subregions determined by the Ising spin
configuration. As such, we can give the following interpretation: In computing the entropy, we
glue, for a fixed Ising configuration, the two copies with given area spins together in a subregion
(see figure 2.3). However, we only glue them if the areas agree on the given region - analogous to
how we only consider tetrahedra glued when their areas are maximally entangled. In a sense, one
may only glue what fits together geometrically. In the end, we sum over all Ising configurations,
so different regions will be glued together. The intuition to be taken from this is that if graphs
with different area values are too far apart geometrically, the pair will not contribute to the
entropy.
Next, it is clear from 2.27,2.31 that only the normalisations of each spin sector contributing to
the states matter for the distribution of areas. If one chooses the intertwiner state to contain
only a single spin sector (so only one fixed discrete geometry is in the state), the distribution will
become sharp on that geometry (in the sense of areas). Additionally, the unbounded growth of
the boundary factor shows that only a class of intertwiner states obeying a ’boundary condition’
can have a sensible entropy in our setting once the upper cutoff on spins is removed. For each
boundary link, (dje ·Tr~j[ρ

I ](je))je needs to be a summable sequence. Similarly we need also that
for each internal link,(gje)je ∈ l2(N0

2 ) and (Tr~j[ρ
I ])~j ∈ l1((N0

2 )|E|).

Alternative interpretation: A sum over geometries

As an alternative interpretation, one considers the set of spins (~j, ~k) on the two copies as a
background geometry for the Ising models 2.30. Then, our partition function is gained by
promoting said background to a dynamical variable and summing over its configurations with the
weight P . In the cases where the glueing is imperfect, not all Ising configurations are permissible
- the Ising system can only be spin-down on the subset of links and sites where the geometry
is well-defined. In this interpretation, one may see our result as a discrete path integral over
geometries for the Rényi 2-entropy. However, the interesting point there is that a single state of a
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RSTN with multiple spin sectors

Figure 2.1: A schematic of the glueing imposed by the constraints. Along the minimal surface
∂S↓, there is a fictitious glueing of the two spin networks where areas are required
to be equal. Conversely, any surface where a glueing occurs needs to agree in spin
labels in the two geometries, similar to the situation in a spin foam.

quantum geometry already gives rise to such a sum over geometries. In a sense, the superposition
provides already a sufficient setting for summing over spatial geometries.
To generalise this idea, consider a Hilbert space H =

⊕
~j H

γ
~j
⊗ HM

~j
which splits over sectors of

geometric data ~j. Each sector then has geometric and additional matter degrees of freedom. If
we consider an expectation value of some operator,

〈X〉ρ =
∑
~j

(
Tr~j[ρ]

Tr[ρ]
)(

Tr~j[ρX]

Tr~j[ρ]
) =

∑
~j

P (~j)〈X〉j (2.36)

it can be expressed as a probability average in the same way as we had before. Specifically, if
the state has no interference between sectors, so only ρ~j,~j exist, then 〈X〉j = 〈X〉ρ~j,~j . So, if the
sectors correspond to geometries, this formulation means that in states which are classical su-
perpositions of geometries averages are given by weighted averages in the individual geometries.
This gives a very straightforward explanation to how our weighted Ising model comes to be, and
puts it into a larger picture of quantum gravity models with superposed geometries.

Another alternative: spin foam models

We may even see the sums as something akin to a spin foam model. To see this, forget about the
intertwiners on a spin network on γ, which is then just labeled by its graph and the representations
~j. Introduce a 2-complexW ((γ,~j) 7→ (γ, ~k);σ) trivially connecting the two graphs in the obvious
way. Then, assign to the vertical 1-faces the Ising spins and to the 2-faces the representations of
the spin networks they end on. This may not be a unique assignment, but by suitably restricting
the labels, the weights assigned to this 2-complex will still be unique. In fact, the role of the
∆-constraints in this formulation is precisely that of restricting the sum over all such spin foams
with fewer data to that subset for which the weight is unambiguously calculable. Said weight
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is simply given by the same trace as in 2.10. The calculation may therefore be understood as
follows:
Fixing the graph γ, state ρI and region C, we define two spin foam model partition sums

Z1|0 =
∑
Wcomp

w2(~j ∪ ~k)w1(~j ∪ ~k;~σ) (2.37)

where the class of spin foam models is analogous to the one we introduced just now - they trivially
connect two copies of γ and have Z2-labels on their vertical 1-faces representing the Ising spins,
which replace the intertwiner labels. The weights of the model depend on the intertwiner state
and the region under consideration and are the same as before up to multiplicity factors coming
from counting (~j, ~k) configurations which lead to the same amplitude. They factorise into a part
depending only on the 2-faces and one with dependence on the 1-faces. Some of them will vanish
on certain spin foams, in which case these are excluded from the sum. So, the ∆-constraints that
are always present in the partition sums are implemented in the spin foam models by restricting
to a set of compatible foams.

2.1.3 Characterising holographic states

We turn to the question of holography again. Necessary conditions on states that minimise the
purity can be straightforwardly derived. First, see from 2.25 that the terms summed over are all
nonnegative:

TrH~j⊗H~k [(ρI)
⊗2(ρΓ)⊗2

⊗
x

S
1−σx

2
x (SC)1|0] (2.38)

First trace out all the degrees of freedom without swap operators; This turns the nonnegative
ρIρΓ into another nonnegative operator. Then, the swappers make the remaining trace into the
trace of its square, which is nonnegative. All projectors onto fixed-spin subspaces involved are
nonnegative operators. We thus see that every term is nonnegative in principle. So, the only
ways to reduce the sum in 2.32 is to make terms smaller or leave them out entirely. For this,
we first study the ∆-constraints. Note that ∆1|0(~j,~j, ~σ) = 1 regardless of the configuration, as
by our previous considerations. However, we can choose our intertwiner and link data such that
the remaining cases vanish as often as possible. Let

A~j,~k := {e ∈ L : je = ke} (2.39)

be the set of links where the areas of two spin sectors agree. Valid glueings between the two
geometries can only happen on this set. If now all involved spin sectors in our chosen data have
A~j,~k = ∅ for~j 6= ~k, as for example in the unit matrix I, then there is no constraint as only glueings
between copies of the same geometry can happen. These states are classical superpositions of
definite geometries (again, only in the sense of definite areas). In this case, the sum collapses to
the diagonal pairs:

Z1

Z0
=
∑
~j

P (~j,~j)
∑
~σ

e−H1(~j,~j,~σ)

Z
(~j,~j)
0

=
∑
~j

P (~j,~j)〈e−Q〉
Z
~j0 (2.40)

The geometries in these superpositions are clearly distinguished by their areas. In our optimisa-
tion, we can restrict to this subset of states. Next, we need to find, for a fixed spin sector ~j, the
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RSTN with multiple spin sectors

value of 〈e−Q〉
Z
~j0 . This is simply a result from previous research from the fixed-spin case18.

If all spins in a given sector are large enough, we can perform a crucial approximation to the
partition sums. In the Ising model, we may approximate the partition function by its ground
state contribution if the excited states have very low weight. This is the case if the couplings of
the model are very large, as any spin flip will increase the energy by an amount proportional to
that coupling constant. When the spins are all large, we may approximate, in particular,

Z
(~j,~k)
0 ≈ 1, Z

(~j,~k)
1 ≈ exp(−H1|0(~j, ~k, ~σGS)) (2.41)

which massively simplifies the distribution P , as well:

Z0 =
∑
~j,~k

K~jK~kZ
(~j,~k)
0 ≈ (

∑
~j

K~j)
2 P (~j, ~k) ≈ p~jp~k p~j =

K~j∑
~kK~j

(2.42)

In particular, given that Z0 = 〈Tr[ρ]2〉U , we can interpret the factorisation of the partition
function as the statement 〈Tr[ρ]2〉U = 〈Tr[ρ]〉2U in the high-spin regime. The given spins serve
as an external scale for the fixed-spin Ising models defined by 2.30 and provide a notion of
temperature to it. The diagonal Hamiltonians take the simplified form

H1|0(~j,~j, ~σ) =
∑
e∈∂γ

(
1− σs(e)ht(e)

2
) log(dje) +

∑
e∈Γ

(
1− σs(e)σt(e)

2
) log(dje) + S2((ρI~j )↓) (2.43)

Then let us restrict our study to those states where the minimal area spin is large enough to
suppress contributions to partition sums coming from the non-minimal configurations. Assuming
that the energy gap in the two HamiltoniansH1|0 is equal, we can achieve a straightforward bound
on the relative error

|
Zj1
Zj0
− e−E1

e−E1
| ≤ 2N − 1

e∆E
. (2.44)

In particular, if we assume the energy gap grows with the minimal area present in the geometry,
as it does when S2(ρI) = 0, where ∆E = log(djmin), then raising the minimal area will suppress
all higher configurations to a certain degree. The minimal configuration, in turn, is built from a
minimal surface Σ in the geometry. The result from the fixed-spin case is schematically

e−E1 ≈ (
∏
e∈Σ

dje)
−1e−S2((ρI)↓) (2.45)

In seeking a smaller Z1
Z0

, we then see that including only large geometries is beneficial to making
the reduced spin network state more mixed. We may for example adjust our probability weights
P to do this in order to get a smaller value. The optimal case is then one where all areas are
equal to the upper cutoff J we imposed earlier, and thus only one single spin sector is present
in the state. We emphasize that this is only the states which have a higher mixedness than the
others. For them, we can estimate

Zj1
Zj0
≈ d−||Σ||J e−S2((ρIJ )↓). (2.46)
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Figure 2.2: We consider a superposition of two spin sectors which are only different on a single
link. The values are chosen as to give a controllably low intertwiner space dimension
of 1 or 2.

And then, as the spin sector is homogeneous, we know that holographic behaviour is not possible.
So, the most mixed state over the set of states for arbitrary spin sectors is not holographic.
However, as the following example shows, this is an ill-posed optimisation. We should instead
fix the spin sectors under consideration and only adjust the remaining parameters.

2.1.4 Example calculation

To illustrate the complexity of the calculations involved, we shall give an innocuous example. The
graph in question is the simplest nontrivial one, and we only consider two distinct spin sectors,
which agree on all but one link. This means that there are only four Ising configurations. We
choose the area spins such that only one intertwiner space is nontrivial. We will also refer to
the vertices just by L(eft) or R(ight) for convenience. In spin sector ~k, all intertwiner spaces are
1-dimensional, while in ~j, the right one is 2-dimensional. We can then give the intertwiner state

ρI =

[
ρI~j,~j

ρI~j,~k
ρI~k,~j

ρI~k,~k

]
ρI~j,~j =

[
a b

b̄ d

]
ρI~j,~k =

[
u

v

]
ρI~k,~k = w = 1− (a+ d) (2.47)

From this, we can derive the reduced entropies

S2((ρI~j,~j)R) = S2((ρI~j,~j)) = − log

[
a2 + d2 + |b|2

(a+ d)2

]
S2((ρI~j,~j)L) = 0 (2.48)

while the ones for ~k vanish.
We choose the area C to be the rightmost link, where the two sectors disagree. The individual
sectors induce, at least for large spins, an isometry, making the only question what parameters
need to be chosen to make their superposition induce an isometry.
Explicit calculation as in Appendix C gives us an expression for the purity, in the large-spin
limit:

Z1

Z0
=

2w2 − 2w + 1

6s
+

(1− 2w)3

36s2
+O

((
1

s

)3
)

(2.49)

Particularly, the lower bound of 1
12s is achieved in the regime of large s for (a, d, w) ≈ (1

4 ,
1
4 ,

1
2).

The dimension of the boundary link space is precisely (6s+ 1) + (6s− 1) = 12s, so an isometry
can be achieved with these parameters.
From this simple example, we already gain valuable information. First, the set of spin sectors
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Figure 2.3: For the second example, consider two spin sectors of the same form, differing only
in spin. Once again, intertwiner space dimensions are kept at 1 or 2.

under consideration must be fixed to have a more tractable, as well as interesting, minimisation
problem. Additionally, it is clear that the intertwiner state has to be adjusted depending on the
boundary region chosen and that different spin sectors may contribute with different weights.
Therefore, the question of characterising holographic states becomes a fairly involved question, as
the number of parameters for the intertwiner states grows very fast with number of vertices, spin
sectors and spin values. To illustrate this, consider onlyK spin sectors which are all homogeneous.
The intertwiner spaces for each sector have dimensions {Dk = (2jk + 1)N}Kk=1, such that the
intertwiner state has (

∑
kDk)

2 − 1 real parameters before imposing positivity constraints. For
large enough N or large spins, this scales as 4N (

∑
k s

N
k )2. The curse of dimensionality binds us to

the regime of very low N if we wish to do numerical investigations without heavy approximations.
We will consider another instructive example. Consider the same graph structure and boundary
region as before, but make the two spin sectors of the same form, differing only in their average
area. Then, as no two edge spins agree anywhere, the constraints make all off-diagonal partition
sums vanish. The sum simplifies to

Z1

Z0
= P (j, j)

Zj1
Zj0

+ P (k, k)
Zk1
Zk0

(2.50)

Take both of these spins to be fairly large, with fraction ν ..= dt
ds

= 2t+1
2s+1 ≈

t
s . Then, we may

approximate the quotients as before by their ground state value - e.g., for choosing C to be the
right link as before,

Zj1
Zj0

= d−1
3s−1 (2.51)

and same for the other sector, replacing s with t. We can also easily write the probability weights
for the two sectors as

P (j, j) =

[
1 + (

|gt|2

|gs|2
d4
td3sd3s−1

d4
sd3td3t−1

ck
cj

)

]−2

, P (k, k) =

[
1 + (

|gt|2

|gs|2
d4
td3sd3s−1

d4
sd3td3t−1

ck
cj

)−1

]−2

(2.52)

In the large spin limit and taking |gt|
2

|gs|2 ≈ 1, this is approximately

P (j, j) =

[
1 + (ν6 ck

cj
)

]−2

, P (k, k) =

[
1 + (ν6 ck

cj
)−1

]−2

. (2.53)
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Note that this is the same as approximating the geometries by homogeneous ones. After fac-
torising, this yields

Z1

Z0
= d−1

3s−1(
1

(1 + ν6a)2
+

ν−1

(1 + ν−6a−1)2
) (2.54)

where a = ck/cj . We can now characterise which states are holographic: We wish the previous
expression to be

(
∏
e

dje + dke)
−1 ≈ (

∏
e

dje(1 + ν))−1 = (1 + ν)−1(d3s−1)−1. (2.55)

So the isometry constraint is

(1 + ν)(
1

(1 + ν6a)2
+

ν−1

(1 + ν−6a−1)2
) ≈ 1 (2.56)

which has solution a ≈ ν−5, or equivalently (cj , ck) = ( 1
1+ν−5 ,

1
1+ν5 ). This is independent of the

intertwiner state chosen, as it was for the individual sectors. It is thus easy to see that if one
geometry (j) is large in terms of areas and the other (k) small, we must give a lot of weight
to the smaller geometry to make their combination induce an isometry. As they approach each
other (corresponding to ν → 1), the two sectors require equal weight, as one might expect from
intuition.
Let us generalise this setting: Assume that we work with K spin sectors sharing no two spins,
labeled sk, and fix a boundary region such that for each sector, the fixed-spin purity is the minimal
value, which makes the sector induce an isometric map. By our arguments in the appendix, this
should generically leave a lot of parameters free. So, Z

k
1

Zk0
= dim(HC,n)−1 = (

∏
e∈C dsk,e)

−1. For
this, we assume intertwiner data has been adjusted as necessary. Then, we may still adjust the
cn. The condition for isometry becomes

Z1

Z0
dim(HC) =

K∑
n=1

P (n, n)
∏
e∈C

∑
j∈{sk,e:k∈[1:K]}

dj
dsn,e

=

K∑
n=1

P (n, n)
∏
e∈C

(
dsn,e∑K
m=1dsm,e

)−1

=
K∑
n=1

P (n, n)
∏
e∈C

ρ−1
e

!
= 1.

(2.57)

In the end, this condition is a polynomial one: Writing, with K̃n =
∏
e∈∂γ djn,e

∏
e∈Γ |gjn,e |2,

P (n, n) = c2nK̃
2
n∑

m c2mK̃
2
m

and un =
∏
e∈C ρ

−1
e , this is equivalent to

∑
n

K̃2
nc

2
n(un − 1) = 0, (2.58)

which is just a multinomial of degree 2 in the variables {cn}n. As long as some un < 1, this
should admit solutions in the region of interest 0 < cn < 1,

∑
n cn = 1. For these un, the value

of cn can then be large, while the other sectors will need small cn weights to make the sum 0.
Additionally, large spin sectors will have their weights be suppressed by K̃−2

n . The existence of
holographic states is thus not much of an issue - as long as there are enough parameters and the
spin sectors are not too uncooperative, we should be able to reach the level set of holographic
states by adjusting a few parameters.
The next question becomes the dimensionality of this set. As shown in the appendix and used
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analogously here, we expect the set of holographic state parameters to be of codimension one in
the full parameter space. So, even though we fixed some parameters per spin sector already, we
are technically free to change some more once we consider the superposition - there is not even
a requirement for each individual sector to be holographic, per se.
Let us attempt the above in yet slightly larger generality. To achieve holography, we require
Z1
Z0

dim(HC) = 1, or, in the regime of large spins

0 =
∑
m,n

K̃ncnK̃mcm(
Zm,n1

Zm,n0

− 1

dim(HC)
) =

∑
n

K̃2
nc

2
n(
Zn,n1

Zn,n0

− 1

dim(HC)
)+2

∑
m6=n

K̃ncnK̃mcm(
Zm,n1

Zm,n0

− 1

dim(HC)
)

(2.59)
which we can easily analyse: In the diagonal part of the sum, Zn,n1

Zn,n0
is the purity of the part

of the full state contained in sector n. This means that the usual entropy bound applies:
1 ≥ Zn,n1

Zn,n0
≥ 1

dim(HC,n) ≥
1

dim(HC) , meaning all terms in the diagonal part are nonnegative. So,
to achieve holography, the off-diagonal terms are crucial. In the best case, where Zm,n1 = 0 off
of the diagonal, the entire off-diagonal sum is negative and holography might be achieved by
adjusting the cn.

As our final generalisation, take βm,n =
Zm,n1

Zm,n0
dim(HC) − 1 and αn = K̃ncn, then the condi-

tion can be written as 〈α, βα〉 = 0. We then can find solutions iff the K × K matrix β has
negative or 0−eigenspaces. In the simplest case, βm,n = δm,n

1
ρn
− 1, where ρn =

dim(HC,n)
dim(HC) sums

to 1.
This matrix has the general determinant det(1

ρ)(1−Tr(ρ)) = 0, so there is a 0-eigenspace which
admits a solution. This space is in fact spanned by the solution αn = dim(HC,n). Take an α to
be from this eigenspace and recover the corresponding cn =

dim(HC,n)

K̃n
. Their sum is not 0, so we

may rescale α within this eigenspace to normalise the sum to
∑

n cn = 1, yielding holography
for the state. The final result for the weights of the individual sectors for superpositions where
one can take Zm,n1 ∼ δm,n and the individual spin sectors holographic, is then

cn =

(
K∑
m=1

∏
e∈Cc djn,e

∏
e∈Γ |gjn,e |2∏

e∈Cc djm,e
∏
e∈Γ |gjm,e |2

)−1

(2.60)

in the high-spin regime. In particular, this result extends to cases where the off-diagonal partition
sums may not be zero, but numerically negligible. Also, the general condition for a 0-eigenspace
to exist is, in the same vein as earlier, that∑

m,n

(Q−1)m,n = 1 (2.61)

(whereQm,n =
Zm,n1

Zm,n0
dim(HC)). For diagonalQ, this is precisely the statement that

∑
n(

Zn,n1

Zn,n0
)−1 =

dim(HC) - in other words, that each sector is by itself holographic. In this way, we have found a
general sufficient and necessary criterion for holography for the case where the off-diagonal sums
are negligible.
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A particularly simple case is when each internal link has the same weight for the possible values
of spins, gjm,e = 1√

K
: Then the weight is given by

K̃ncn = (
dim(HCc,n)

dim(HCc)
)−1 (2.62)

Heuristically, this confirms what we saw before: For spin sectors with larger geometry, the weight
must be smaller than for those with small geometries. In fact, our earlier example gets precisely
the same values of c1 = 1

1+ν5 as before.

2.2 Averages of observables

We can also study boundary observables in this setting of typical spin network states. For this,
we use the following analogue of the replica trick:

〈X〉ρ〈Y 〉ρ =
Tr(ρX)Tr(ρY )

Tr(ρ)2
=

Tr(ρ⊗2(X ⊗ Y ))

Tr(ρ⊗ ρ)
= (2.63)

which allows us to use the same averaging method as before. The reason we introduce two
observables X,Y at this point is the following fact:

〈〈XY 〉ρ〈I〉ρ〉U = 〈〈XY 〉ρ〉U 6= 〈〈X〉ρ〈Y 〉ρ〉U (2.64)

which hints that the measure of correlation of the two observables is not entirely erased by the
average over the vertex wavefunctions. We can thus not only calculate average expectation values,
but also average correlations. Importantly, we can derive the same type of random Ising model
as before, with the boundary part replaced by a quantity related to X,Y : The (~j, ~k)-boundary
contribution in the numerator is now

TrH
∂γ,~j⊗H∂γ,~k [

⊗
e∈∂γ
S

1−σs(e)
2

e (X ⊗ Y )] = TrH
∂γ,~j

[I]TrH
∂γ,~k

[I]e−cXY (~j,~k,~σ) (2.65)

where

cXY (~j, ~k, ~σ) = − log

[
Tr[Πj↓Πj↑XΠj↑Πk↓Πk↑YΠk↓Πj↓ ]

TrH
∂γ,~j

[I]TrH
∂γ,~k

[I]

]
. (2.66)

Here, we have labeled for simplicity Πj↑ the projector onto the boundary subspace of links in
S↑ with spins from sector ~j, others analogous. In particular, for the all-up configuration, this
quantity turns into a sum, signalling again the glueing on the spin-down region. The Hamiltonian
for the numerators Z

~j,~k
1 is then given as

H1(~j, ~k, ~σ) =
∑
e∈Γ

1− σs(e)σt(e)
2

log(dje) + cXY (~j, ~k, ~σ) + ΣI(~σ,~j, ~k) (2.67)

and new boundary constraints may arise from the form of the quantities X,Y . However, the
distribution of couplings P (~j, ~k) in the randomised Ising model will remain the same by design.
In this way, we may use the results of entropy calculations as a starting point for characterising
other boundary quantities.
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We will calculate the expectation value of the area2 of the boundary region C when the geometry
is in a holographic state. For this, we calculate

〈〈A〉ρ〈I〉ρ〉U = 〈〈A〉ρ〉U for A =
∑
e∈C

Ae =
∑
e∈C

∑
je

jeIje . (2.68)

Observables of the form
X =

⊗
e∈L

Xe (2.69)

always factorise X = X↑⊗X↓. Here we consider operators of the form Xe =
∑

je
λe,j |jm〉 〈jm|,

which are diagonal in spins. For these, the Hamiltonian contribution is particularly simple.
There is a constraint ∆∂γ =

∏
e∈∂γ∩S↓ δje,ke , and the factor for boundaries turns out to be

e
−c

XI(~j,~k,~σ) =

∏
e∈L λe,j

∏
e∈∂γ∩S↑ dje

∏
e∈∂γ∩S↓ dje

∏
e∈∂γ∩S↑ dke∏

e∈∂γ∩S↑ dje
∏
e∈∂γ∩S↓ dje

∏
e∈∂γ∩S↑ dke

∏
e∈∂γ∩S↓ dke

=

∏
e∈L λe,j∏

e∈∂γ∩S↓ dje
. (2.70)

For the area operator, we put λe,j = 1 for all but one e, where λe,j = je. Then, we sum this
over all edges of C. The numerator, even after sum, is independent of the Ising configuration -
therefore, it can be factored out from the fixed-spin partition sums. Remarkably, then,

Z
~j,~k
1 = A

C,~j

∑
~σ

∆1(~j, ~k, ~σ)e−H0(~j,~k,~σ) (2.71)

which indeed includes the same Hamiltonian as in Z0 after all, (
∏
e∈∂γ∩S↓ dje)

−1 = e−
∑
e∈∂γ

1−σs(e)ht(e)
2

log(dje )

if we take hx = 1 everywhere. This means that the only difference between numerator and de-
nominator is in the ∆-factors. In particular, for ~k = ~j the quotient is always exactly 1. In the
regime of high spins, we will thus approximate both numerator and denominator by the ground
state value 1. Then, say for a superposition of K spin sectors,

〈A〉 =
K∑
n=1

P (m,n)
Zm,n1

Zm,n0

=

K∑
m,n=1

pmpnAC,n =
K∑
n=1

pnAC,n, (2.72)

which means that we may use our earlier result for the distribution. In the same assumptions as
before:

pn =
dim(HC,n)

dim(HC)
=

∏
e∈C

djn,e
2∑

m

∏
e∈C

djm,e
2

(2.73)

So that for large enough spins we may approximate

〈A〉 =
∑
n

pnAC,n ≈
∑

nAC,n
∏
e∈C jn,e∑

m

∏
e∈C jm,e

=

∑
nA

2
C,n

(
∑

mAC,m)2

∑
m

AC,m = e−S2((AC,n))
∑
m

AC,m

(2.74)
which expresses that the expected area is proportional to the sum of the individuals, up to a
factor between 1 and 1

K . The more spin sectors are superposed, the smaller the actual area may
become. However, none of the areas can be equal by our earlier assumption - at best there is
a difference of ||C|| between the values of AC,n. If, however, we let AC,n = A1 + n||C||, the

2Here, we use a simplified approximation to usual models of the area operator where all eigenvalues are given by
j instead of

√
j(j + 1). As we deal with large spins, this should not be an issue.
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prefactor still scales like 4
3K as K grows larger. So in practice, the effective area of a boundary

segment that gets holographically mapped onto the boundary complement may be between the
mean or the sum of the individual areas in the superposition.
We can even make the same calculation for the variance 〈A2〉−〈A〉2 of this same area in a similar
way. Since the Hamiltonian factors for each of the two involved averages are

e−cA2I(
~j,~k,~σ) =

∏
e∈L λ

2
e,j∏

e∈∂γ∩S↓ dje
and e−cAA(~j,~k,~σ) =

∏
e∈L λe,jλe,k∏
e∈∂γ∩S↓ dje

, (2.75)

the fixed-spin partition sums are given by

Zm,n1

Zm,n0 A2,1

= A2
C,n

Zm,n1

Zm,n0 A,A

= AC,mAC,n (2.76)

so that the unitary average of the expectations turns out to be precisely the variance in the
distribution p:

〈〈A2〉ρ − 〈A〉2ρ〉U =
∑
n

pnA
2
C,n − (

∑
n

pnAC,n)2 = 〈A2〉p − 〈A〉2p (2.77)

=

 ∑
nA

3
C,n

(
∑

nAC,n)3
−

( ∑
nA

2
C,n

(
∑

nAC,n)2

)2
 (
∑
m

AC,m)2 = (e−S3((AC,n))−e−2S2((AC,n)))(
∑
m

AC,m)2

(2.78)

For the large-K limit and the sequence of areas as before, the prefactor behaves approximately
as 2

9K2 . On the other hand, if one takes only 2 geometries, one of which is much larger than the
other, we find the opposite result: the prefactor of the area gets arbitrarily close to 1 (∼ 1− 2A2

A1
),

while the variance’s still becomes very small (∼ 4A2
A1

).
We can finally see that not only do geometric properties of even simple types of quantum gravity
states like the ones we studied depend sensitively on the way they are superposed, but also the
relative sizes of geometries in the superposition. However, in holographic states, these depen-
dencies are easily controlled and explicitly studied.
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3 Extensions and Limitations

We will now highlight a few ways our analysis can be extended to other interesting questions,
while highlighting which conceptual or practical problems arise.

3.1 Alternative distributions

When picking tetrahedral states at random, we must specify a distribution. This choice crucially
influences the typicity result - for example, the support of the distribution may be different and
produce a more ’coarse-grained’ result, say by averaging over all tetrahedra simultaneously, as is
presented in the appendix.
So, the choice of distribution matters for the statement we wish to make. The previously used
constant distribution (with respect to the Haar measure) is characterised by having maximal
entropy among all distributions: The Lagrangian

L[ρ] = −
∫
SU(H)

dµ(U)ρ(U) log(ρ(U))− α(

∫
SU(H)

dµ(U)ρ(U)− 1) (3.1)

has equation of motion log(ρ(U)) + 1 + α = 0, so the distribution is constant.
We take this as the ’most conservative’ guess for a distribution, as maximal entropy distributions
are typically understood as having the least amount of useful information ’put in’. For the
constant distribution, it implies that we choose our tetrahedra completely indiscriminately.
We can now characterise interesting distributions by the same principle: Say, perhaps, we wish
to only pick tetrahedra with a certain mean area

Ā =
∑
j

(
1

D

∑
α

jα) Ij, (3.2)

which means we impose a further constraint on the distribution:

L[ρ] = −
∫
SU(H)

dµ(U)ρ(U) log(ρ(U))−α(

∫
SU(H)

dµ(U)ρ(U)−1)−β(

∫
SU(H)

dµ(U)ρ(U)Tr[ĀUρ0U
†]−A)

(3.3)
This Lagrangian has the similarly simple equation of motion with corresponding solution

log(ρ(U)) + 1 + α+ βTr[ĀUρ0U
†] = 0 =⇒ ρ(U) =

e−βTr[ĀUρ0U†]

Z(β)
(3.4)

which is just an analogue to the standard Boltzmann weight. This is the ’least biased’ distribution
still only giving only tetrahedra with the sought-for average surface area. In principle, we could
have chosen other quantities such as the volume. More importantly, though, we have to begin
from some reference state ρ0. To consider its influence, notice that while the distribution depends
on it, the only thing really playing a part is its conjugacy class. In other words, the only
meaningfully distinct ρ0 are not connected by conjugation with a unitary. So, our choices are
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reduced to D(H)/SU(H), or, in lieu of a true quotient, the set of path components of the orbit
space. Luckily, in finite dimensions, this is easy to describe:
If the matrix ρ0 is diagonalisable, it is so by an SU(H)-matrix conjugation. So any diagonalisable
matrix, modulo such conjugations,is specified by its eigenvalues, which, for density matrices on
Cm, form a standard (m − 1)-simplex. In this simplex, we have to remove the corner vertices,
since these correspond to pure states, which require a seperate treatment. In fact, the set of
pure states is transitively acted upon by SU(H), so any two pure states are connected through
it. Collapsing the orbits then yields a single point. So, the full set of choices ρ0 is given by
an (m− 1)-simplex whose corner vertices are identified. This means that choosing ρ0 pure, the
distribution does not have further parameters coming from it.
However, the distribution constructed this way has a reduced symmetry, as well. This can be
seen especially well in the average state

K̂A =

∫
SU(H)

dµ(U)ρ(U)Û ρ̂0Û
† (3.5)

which satisfies
V KAV

† = KV AV † ∀V ∈ SU(H) (3.6)

so, is only invariant under the stabiliser, or commutant, of A in the unitary group. We can now
see the success of the random tensor technique in a new light: It produces an average state with a
particularly high symmetry in which evaluation of quantities is fairly easy to do. By introducing
further constraints, we reduce this effective symmetry to the largest one that respects them. In
the case above, the symmetry SU(

⊕
jHj) is broken down to×j SU(Hj). It seems fitting to then

instead consider an averaging only over this smaller group, in which the distribution is again
invariant under all transformations. In practice, such finer averages make the analysis more
involved. To see this, an average over all tetrahedra simultaneously has been performed in the
appendix for demonstration, where the result turns out to be much easier to calculate.

3.2 Superposition of graph structures

We can leave the class of classical spin network states further by replacing the link states by
more arbitrary ones. Instead of a maximally entangled state, consider for each open semilink
of a vertex the (N − 1) other possible vertices it can be connected to with the same colour α.
The most general coloured state of these semilinks is a mixed state ρΓ

α ∈
⊕
{jxα}

⊗
x V

jxα , and
then the most general coloured link state is simply ρΓ =

⊗
α ρ

Γ
α. However, this simple looking

generalisation opens up a new, more pressing question. How is the boundary space identified?
We can think of two solutions to this.

The first is to identify ’sufficiently non-entangled’ semilinks in the state, which are then taken
as a boundary. This might be done by considering arbitrary bipartitions of the set of links and
computing their entanglement. A maximal set of semilinks under the proposed entanglement
threshold will be then a good boundary of the state. This, however, is only algorithmically
determined. To actually work with this selected boundary, and ask questions, this choice must
be characterised in a closed form expression. The second solution is to reverse the problem:
Instead of starting from a given link state, we first fix a boundary and then select only link
states in the complement of the boundary semilinks.
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An interesting point to make is that the operator on the links in Z1|0 used so far is

ρL =
⊗
exy∈Γ

Iexy ⊗
⊗
ex∈∂γ

Iex . (3.7)

So in words, it is a state where every link is uncorrelated with any other link and each individual
one is maximally mixed. From this, we can think of a few generalisations. The first is to consider
convex superpositions of different geometries, each with their own boundary. The second is to
replace the maximally mixed states on each link by something more general. The third is to allow
correlations between different links. While the first two options are fairly easy to implement, the
third makes the analysis considerably less explicit by not letting us use local per-link terms in the
Ising model. All of these are valid generalisations of the states considered so far, so a choice of
study must be motivated by some application. Consider a generic coloured state of N tetrahedra
with fixed spins and intertwiner data. One way to apply our results so far is to ask whether it
is possible to produce a spin tensor network from the existing state. Then, our problem is the
following: Given a generic mixed state, approximate it by a convex linear combination of spin
tensor network states with different combinatorial patterns.
Additionally, we might consider a superposition of different node numbers. This confronts us
with the nontrivial choice of how to embed the fixed-node-number spaces in a larger one. The
simplest choice is to make these spaces orthogonal - this choice is made in free GFTs. Another
choice is to impose a kind of consistency condition that makes "similar looking" graphs close
in the scalar product, even if they have a different number of nodes - this would be similar to
the cylindrical consistency conditions of LQG. The GFT choice, of course, allows one to apply a
different set of tools to study the state space. Notably, the same issue with identifying boundaries
arises in this case.

3.3 GFT Dynamics in holographic calculations

Let us consider the influence of dynamics of a GFT model on the previous calculations. The type
of dynamics we have in mind is that defined by a coherent state path integral, implementing,
in a weak sense, constraints that we wish to place on the degrees of freedom of the microscopic
tetrahedra. The first thing we wish to explore is how we can recover the previous results from a
’free theory’ type, quadratic action. For this, it is instructive to first consider an analogy with
free scalar field theories on Rn.

3.3.1 The free field theory as weak imposition of constraints

Let us consider the unconstrained, ’off-shell’ Hilbert space H = L2(Rn)of a free particle, here for
simplicity in Euclidean spacetime. The on-shell constraint of the particle is given by P 2 = m2

for the momentum of the particle. This defines a projection Π as well as a constraint operator
C = P 2

m2 − 1 and makes the on-shell space of states its kernel. In terms of the off-shell scalar
product <,> on H, we can write a scalar product that respects this constraint as < a, b >D=<

a,Πb >. We can also achieve a projection onto the constrained subspace in different ways: First,
we can take < a, b >D= limβ→∞ < a, e−βCb >, as states for which C 6= 0 will be exponentially
suppressed. A different way of achieving the same thing is through a highly oscillatory integral:
If again the constraint is not satisfied, then eisC will integrate to 0 over s. So, an integral
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∫∞
0 eis(C+iε)ds with a regulator ε > 0 will ’wash away’ the parts that have C 6= 0. Then, a
sensible scalar product is

< a, b >D= lim
ε→0

< a, b >D,ε= lim
ε→0

∫ ∞
0

< a, eis(C+iε)b > ds = lim
ε→0

< a,Gεb > (3.8)

where we define the regularised Green 2-point operator

Gε =

∫ ∞
0

eis(C+iε) = i(C + iε)−1 (3.9)

where the second equality is by Schwinger’s identity. Writing out the constraint yields

Gε =
i

P 2 −m2 + iε
(3.10)

and inserting a resolution of the identity by momentum states to get the scalar product of
coordinate eigenstates

< a, b >D,ε= Gε(x, y) = 〈x| Gε |y〉 =

∫
Rn
dµ(p)

i 〈x| p〉 〈p| y〉
p2 −m2 + iε

=

∫
Rn
dµ(p)e−ip(x−y) i

p2 −m2 + iε
(3.11)

which is just the usual 2-point function of free scalar field theory. From the unconstrained Hilbert
space point of view, we can thus see the on-shell field theory either as the result of implementing
the on-shell constraint or as imposed dynamics on an unconstrained field. The partition function

Zε[J ] = exp

(∫
J(x)Gε(x, y)J(y)dxdy

)
(3.12)

produces this scalar product and can be obtained from a coherent state path integral

det(
∆

π
)

1
2

∫
Dφe−(φ,∆φ)+(φ,J) (3.13)

where ∆ is the formal inverse of the Green’s function. However, as we have seen, that formal
inverse is just the constraint itself. Thus, flipping the definition around, we can take the dynamics
of the free theory to be given through the path integral

ZC [J ] = det(
C

π
)

1
2

∫
Dφe−(φ,Cφ)+(φ,J) (3.14)

whose 2-point function will reproduce the scalar product in the constrained space. 1-particle
states will be created through functional differentials with respect to J or equivalently through
insertions of the coherent field. Arbitrary 1-particle states can then be put into the scalar product
by superposition. This procedure extends to n-particle states straightforwardly and allows for a
direct generalisation to arbitrary dynamics. In the above integral, for J = 0 the extremising set
of coherent field configurations is given by those that satisfy the constraint. For more general
actions, then, the interpretation is that one implements a constraint given by the equations of
motion, but weakly so.
We might use this approach of implementing dynamics in various ways to incorporate GFT
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dynamics. The way which we choose here is to rephrase the imposition of the gauge invariance
constraint as a Schwinger-Dyson equation arising from the GFT path integral. The action

S(φ) =

∫
[dg]φ(g)[ ~J2

Diag − S(S + 1)]φ†(g) (3.15)

will enforce every vertex’s intertwiner space to be a representation of spin S under the action of
the diagonal subgroup of SU(2)D. The choice S = 0 then retrieves the standard case of gauge
invariant intertwiner spaces. The Schwinger-Dyson equation then asserts

[ ~J2
Diag(g)− S(S + 1)]〈φ(g)φ†(h)〉 = −i~δ(g, h) (3.16)

and many others. If we rephrase the entropy calculation in terms of GFT correlation functions,
we can then impose the dynamics ’straightforwardly’. A test of this would be to recover the
gauge invariant calculation starting from the unconstrained one.

3.3.2 Expressing the trace as a GFT integral

We will actually take a slightly different approach to proceed, which is however inspired by the
above argument. We draw inspiration from condensed matter physics and write the trace

Tr[e−βHX] (3.17)

as a coherent state path integral in periodic, Euclidean time. Here we use H = C both as a
constraint and a Hamiltonian operator. This allows us to see the GFT constraint as the ground
state space of the Hamiltonian H - so the GFT becomes the study of ground state properties of
H. The system on which the Hamiltonian will live is the same as before - A many-particle system
of tetrahedra. If, in addition to the constraint, we have additional data on the tetrahedra, say
from a scalar field φ, then the Hamiltonian should not vanish completely and provides actual time
evolution. In that case, we may see the system as those additional data with its own Hamiltonian
HMatter, but coupled to a background system in its ground state. One way to analyse this trace
is, as said, to go to a path integral representation. Then, by the usual way of coherent state
bosonic path integrals,

Tr[e−βHX] =

∫
φ(0)=φ(τ)

D[φ(τ)φ̄(τ)]e−S(φ̄,φ) 〈φ(β)|X |φ(0)〉 (3.18)

S(φ̄, φ) =

∫ β

0
dτ [φ̄∂τφ+H(φ̄, φ)] (3.19)

So we integrate over fields which have an additional periodic time variable. In the limit of
β →∞, the action becomes an integral over R, and we lose the periodicity requirement.
Our purpose here is to use this method, roughly, to analyse traces of the form TrH⊗2 [(e−βH)⊗2X],
so we will have 2 independent field theories of φ, χ which mix only through matrix elements of X.
The Hilbert spaces in question are once again the (unconstrained/constrained) Fock ones. Let
m,n label a basis of the one-particle Hilbert space. Then, if X is given by some first-quantised
1-particle operator, we can write it as

X =
∑

m1,n1,m2,n2

Xm1,n1;m2,n2 |m1〉1 〈n1|1 ⊗ |m2〉2 〈n2|2 (3.20)
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Figure 3.1: Schematic of how contractions happen in the setting of the traced two copies of a
GFT. Two copies of the 2N-point functions of the GFT are contracted with density
matrices. Preliminary image.

And its second quantised form will simply be

X =
∑

m1,n1,m2,n2

Xm1,n1;m2,n2 φ̂
†
m1
φ̂n1 ⊗ χ̂†m2

χ̂n2 (3.21)

Similar extensions from 1st to 2nd quantisation apply for higher-body operators. In our case, we
are interested in X being a density matrix for N ⊗N particles times a swap operator. As such,
the expression for X will involve N fields of φ, φ† and χ, χ† each. The density matrix part will
factorise over the two independent field operators while the swap operator mixes them. In our
1-body example, the trace is then a combination of thermal correlation functions:

Tr[(e−βH)⊗2X] =
∑

m1,n1,m2,n2

Xm1,n1;m2,n2Tr[e−βH φ̂†m1
φ̂n1 ]Tr[e−βH χ̂†m2

χ̂n2 ] (3.22)

〈X〉β =
∑

m1,n1,m2,n2

Xm1,n1;m2,n2〈φ̂†m1
φ̂n1〉β〈χ̂†m2

χ̂n2〉β (3.23)

We should then get the expectation value we want by calculating the correlation functions in
the zero temperature limit and contracting the tensor Xm1,n1;m2,n2 with them. The image is
that the tensor network given by X is capped off by the Feynman diagrams of the GFT, which
are spin foams connecting the two ends of a cobordism between N particles/tetrahedra. In this
sense, the spin foams are glued together into a closed discrete spacetime by putting the tensor
network on the ends.

Importantly, one need not use the condensed matter path integral for this. Any definition of
correlation functions may function as a way to specify the GFT dynamics that influences the
entropy calculation. In particular, one might ask how the above is related to the timeless GFT
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path integral: One gets the usual GFT path integral by integrating over fields which have trivial
time dependence φ(τ) = φ. They may still depend on group parameters or modes, but all
nonzero Matsubara frequency modes of the periodic time path integral are dropped. Then, the
integral is simply

Tr[e−βHX] =

∫
DφDφ̄e−βH(φ̄,φ) 〈φ|X |φ〉 (3.24)

so one recovers the typical form of GFT path integrals. This reduction can be equivalently seen
as replacing e−βH by : e−βH : in the initial trace. Of course, this means one is in principle
calculating a very different object and sufficient care may be necessary to see which definition is
more appropriate.
The simplest example of this is in the free GFT case, where we can choose our basis of field
modes such that the correlation function 〈φ̂†mφ̂n〉∞ = δm,n. For example, we can reduce go from
the unconstrained to the Gauge constrained Hilbert space by switching the modes from (j,m,n)

to (j,m;S, ιS), where the label S specifies the representation under the diagonal subgroup of
SU(2)4 and ιS a basis of that space. One receives the constrained Hilbert space as the subspace
for which S = 0. However, in a theory which places a nontrivial spin on each tetrahedron,
say through torsion in the classical spacetime induced by fermions, it might be necessary to
dynamically set this constraint to something weaker. Then, the unconstrained Fock space might
be necessary again. Either way, in the limit of β → ∞ the trace reduces to the already known
contraction of tensor networks, with an added symmetry in the indices due to the permutation
symmetry of the bosonic fields. Thus the calculation is in principle the same as before, but with
a bosonic or unlabeled tensor network state.
Next we can consider typical simplicial GFT interactions. In 4D, these are of the form φ̂5 + h.c.

Regardless of colouring, we can see that due to our operator consisting of 2N fields φ̂, interactions
will change the relevant correlation function at order O(λ2) in the GFT coupling.
For a tensorial/bubble interaction with bipartite field set, this is different and will contribute
at lower order as well. However, from this point on the conceptual issues are cleared up and
the calculation involves once again ’just’ contractions of tensors. Perturbative corrections to the
entropy calculation will have to be renormalised and an analysis of the renormalisation group
flow might be necessary. At each order in perturbation theory, then, we will have a sum over
contracted spin foams.
Instead of calculating the correlation functions for a given GFT, we can instead ask once again
which conditions we might impose on them to achieve holography. So, we see the CFs as another
element in the tensor contraction which, along with intertwiner and core states, may be tweaked
to achieve maximal entropy. In this way, we might find conditions for more generic spin tensor
network states to admit holography, or see how a different scalar product, closer to that of LQG,
could change the effective traces and entropies. Alternatively, one might select a dynamics by
requiring as many states as possible to be holographic in some form. Such questions should be
explored in future work to answer whether holography could be a guiding principle for finding
simple spin foam models or GFTs that produce the right behaviour for a theory of quantum
gravity.

3.3.3 Extension of the spin foam picture

As we saw in section 2.1.2, one may see the calculation of the two Ising partition functions 2.25
as a spin foam partition function. More specifically, the only spin foams being summed over
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have the form of being the trivial ones connecting two copies of the graph γ. From here, many
generalisations through the GFT approach are more obvious. For one, these trivial spin foams are
the only ones available in a free GFT’s expansion. So, when calculating transition amplitudes
between spin network states in such a GFT, only these will contribute to the sum, which is
represented as a spin foam model. So, the partition functions used to calculate the entropy
become once again numbers calculated from correlation functions in the GFT. By replacing the
GFT with an interacting one, yet leaving the boundary as-is, we will obtain corrections though
nontrivial spin foams connecting the two copies of the graph. The difference to the approach
presented above is that we have a direct path to obtain the free GFT generating the spin foam
model from which we calculate the entropy, and that there is only one copy of the GFT involved
instead of two. Said GFT will have additional variables on each vertex given by the Z2 Ising
spin.
Sums over graphs, even with varying numbers of vertices are also more straightforward in this
setting, as this just involves a sum over larger class of Feynman diagrams of the GFT. However,
the interpretation of these quantities is still as conceptually unclear as in the approach outlined
before.

3.3.4 Implementing dynamically distinguishable quanta

As another problem to consider, we need to write a tensor network state of indistinguishable
tetrahedra in a 2nd quantised setting somehow to apply GFT dynamics. We propose a simple
way to implement this on a technical level, along with some criteria for when this works.
The issue is that, while GFT dynamics are specified in a second-quantised form, we wish to
study a tensor network state with fixed connectivity under the new scalar product. While we
can technically implement this by starting from a first-quantised tensor network, then producing
the equivalent second-quantised one, this produces different results from the ones we had before,
even for the free theory, by virtue of symmetrising the network. This means that somehow, a
labeling of the 2nd quantised state must be introduced to compare the results properly. From an
operational point of view, an effective labeling of vertices can arise through additional degrees
of freedom. Let us consider an N -particle state in the symmetric Fock space Fs(L2(GD × RD))

with the special form

|Ψ〉 =

∫
dµ(g1) . . . dµ(gN )f(g1, . . . , gN ) |(g1, x1), . . . , (gN , xN )〉 , (3.25)

with some fully symmetrised function f . We may understand the set of these states for fixed
xi ∈ RD as one living in the slightly different Fock space

Fs(L2(GD × RD; dµHaar × dµCount)), (3.26)

in which only the measure on the second set of data has changed: Instead of integrating over all
of RD, only those fixed xi are relevant now. Actually, we may see this L2-space as

L2(GD × RD; dµHaar × dµCount) ∼= L2(tiGDi ;
∑
i

dµHaar,i) ∼=
⊕
i

L2(GDi ; dµHaar,i) (3.27)
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which is entirely analogous to a mode splitting as on compact spaces: L2(S1) ∼=
⊕

n span(ei2πnx).
A key property of the Fock functor is that it has adjoints - it turns direct sums into tensor
products, in particular.

Fs(L2(GD × RD; dµHaar × dµCount)) ∼=
N⊗
i=1

Fs(L2(GDi ; dµHaar,i)) (3.28)

which is a simple factorisation that we can make use of: In the state above, none of the modes
labeled by xi have higher occupation numbers than 1. Therefore, when identifying tetrahedra by
this mode label in some way, it makes sense to speak of the tetrahedron with label xi. Moreover,
the factorisation allows for a straightforward usage of reduced states and similar operations.
In other words, we can see the starting state as one in the space of N distinguishable quanta,
inducing a map

N⊗
i=1

Fs(L2(GDi ; dµHaar,i))→
N⊗
i=1

L2(GDi ; dµHaar,i) (3.29)

mapping the 0-particle sectors to 0.
The remaining natural questions are when such states exist and how stable these identifications
are under constraints or other dynamics. We think of the following criteria for this procedure of
effective distinguishability to work:

1. The system of indistinguishable must have a sufficiently large set of quantum numbers to
identify them.

2. Observables or similar quantities must exist that allow identifying values of these quantum
numbers in a state.

3. A state must be sharp in the values of these labels and said values must be distinguishable
(on an operational level).

4. The dynamics of the theory must make these values evolve continuously and without hav-
ing them intersect too often. Possibly, the evolution of these labels should even be slow
compared to some typical timescales.

A typical setting where these criteria are fulfilled is in low-energy solid state systems: A priori
indistinguishable atoms arrange in a lattice, where their spatial positions are nearly conserved
in time. This allows using these positions as labels to distinguish the atoms. From this example,
one can already see that this effective distinguishability is made possible both by the states and
the dynamics of the system only in a certain regime.
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4 Conclusion

Notions of holography help in many different ways to understand and simplify quantum field
theories with high degrees of complexity. In the case of gravity, there are several suggestions
that degrees of freedom of QG might be equally well described by boundary theories. However,
most known cases of holography study dualities or recovery of information in a quasi-classical
setting: There are always definite geometric quantities or even a semiclassical spacetime. Even
in the tensor network case, one finds behaviour more reminiscent of a single metric or geometry.
In this thesis, we made a few first steps in exploring what properties holographic quantum states
must have, if they are true superpositions of distinct geometries. For this purpose, we applied
techniques developed in the context of random tensor networks and combined them with ideas
from systems with disorder to understand the specific case of RSTNs with multiple, but finitely
many spin sectors. We uncovered a few key insights that likely have a more general analogue
beyond our setting:

• The Hilbert space of states does not factor into bulk and boundary parts, so one can only
make typicity statements about classes of states with fixed bulk data.

• The purity of a reduced boundary state as well as averages of boundary observables can
be mapped to a random Ising model with a distribution of couplings related to the relative
weight the geometries have in the state.

• Such a random Ising model may also be understood as a kind of sum over background
geometries for the Ising model to live on, thus providing a notion of quantum gravity path
integral for it.

• For holographic states, for which the map from a boundary region C to its complement Cc

is an isometry, said relative weight of geometries is required to be inversely proportional
to the size of the spin sectors, in terms of their boundary area in Cc.

• The expectation value of the area of C in such a state was found to be related in a very
simple way to the sequence of areas of C in the involved spin sectors. In particular, the
value is at least the mean and does not exceed the sum of the individual areas.

It is easy to envision many extensions of our work, particularly as we did not use most of our
assumptions on the graph structure, like valency, colouring, etc. In principle, also the dimen-
sions of the representation spaces are not essential and one might replace the SU(2)-data by
that of other Lie groups or other structures. We also highlighted possible extensions to consider
superpositions of different graphs labeling the states, as well as the inclusion of dynamics in the
form of a GFT path integral. We expect that, with more work in all of these directions, a more
coherent picture of general properties of states in many QG approaches will emerge. In fact,
as spin networks are used beyond discrete quantum gravity approaches, any context in which
many-body quantum states and lattice gauge theory-like methods might make use of the exten-
sions of RSTN holography that we have started to explore here. We expect the results of this
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work to be of use in investigating holographic properties of a large number of superposed spin
sectors and entanglement patterns, which will play a key role in the description of semiclassical
geometries in quantum gravity.
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5.1 Average over all tetrahedra

We can perform, to contrast our main approach, an average over all tetrahedral states as a whole,
as opposed to averaging over individual tetrahedra’s states. While this simplifies the calculations
significantly, we lose the correspondence to a random Ising model and the bulk and boundary
decouple as far as the boundary entropy is concerned. Still, we find that there is a leftover
transition of a minimal surface that is not seen explicitly. We choose as the state to be projected
a general

|Ψ〉 = U |Ψ0〉 =
⊕
~j

|Ψ~j〉 =
⊕
~j

∑
~k

U~j,~k |Ψ0,~k〉 (5.1)

where U is a general unitary H 7→ H and |Ψ0〉 is a reference state. Now, we can define the
boundary state

|Φ〉 = 〈θ| 〈ζ| 〈Γ|Ψ〉 ∈ H∂γout =
⊕
j∂γout

H∂γ
j∂γout

(5.2)

as before.
We are interested in the second Rényi entropy of this reduced state in dependence on the con-
nectivity Γ and the presence of an interior ρcore and intertwiner data ρI , from now on assumed
to be a mixed state. For this, we need to use the replica trick again.

e−S2(A) =
TrA[ρ2

A]

TrA[ρA]2
=

TrH⊗2
∂γ

[(ρ⊗ ρ)SA]

TrH⊗2
∂γ

[ρ⊗ ρ]
=..

Z1

Z0
(5.3)

where the swap operator mixes all spin sectors. By using the definition 5.2, we can write the
objects Z1|0 as

Z1|0 = Tr(H∂γ,in⊗H∂γ,out⊗Hb)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreρ

⊗2
I (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2 (|Ψ〉 〈Ψ|)⊗2 (SA|I)

]
(5.4)

where we note that the trace is now performed not over the Hilbert space H, but H∂γ⊗HI ⊗HΓ.
However, because the state Ψ is from H and thus ’diagonal’ in H∂γ ⊗ Hb, we can switch to H
instead.

Z1|0 = TrH⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreρ

⊗2
I (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2 (|Ψ〉 〈Ψ|)⊗2 (SA|IH)

]
. (5.5)

We now need to perform an average over some distribution of unitaries U to proceed. The
simplest way to do this is for a uniform choice of states Ψ, corresponding to the Haar measure
on the unitary group U(HJ), where

HJ ..=
⊕

~j,ג≤jxα≤J

H~j with dimension DJ (5.6)
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For this case, we may use the same application of Schur’s lemma as before. If 〈f〉U denotes the
average of a function f on U(HJ) with respect to the Haar measure, we have that

〈(|Ψ〉 〈Ψ|)⊗2〉U =
IHJ⊗HJ + SHJ⊗HJ
DJ(DJ + 1)

(5.7)

where S swaps the two copies of HJ . We note two things. First, it is not possible to take the
limit J → ∞ here, and do this argument in the full, untruncated Hilbert space. One can see
this from the normalisation making the RHS vanish, while the LHS stays of trace 1 in that
limit. Second, contrast this to the previously considered case of a seperate average over each
spin sector seperately. In that case, we had 〈|f~j〉 〈f~j| ⊗ |f~j〉 〈f~j|〉U =

I~j+S~j
D~j(D~j+1) , so that the current

〈(|Ψ〉 〈Ψ|)⊗2〉U would be equivalent to
⊗

x

⊕
jx

I~j+S~j
D~j(D~j+1) . This, inserted into the trace 5.5 would

lead to a much more fine grained, vertex-dependent expression, which we do not have here. Now,
we insert this into 5.5 and proceed as usual.

〈Z1|0〉U = TrH⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
core (|ζ〉 〈ζ|)⊗2 (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2 (|Ψ〉 〈Ψ|)⊗2(SA|I)

]
= TrH⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
core (|ζ〉 〈ζ|)⊗2 (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2 IHJ⊗HJ + SHJ⊗HJ

DJ(DJ + 1)
(SA|I)

]
=

1

DJ(DJ + 1)
TrH⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
core (|ζ〉 〈ζ|)⊗2 (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2 (IHJ⊗HJ + SHJ⊗HJ ) (SA|I)

] (5.8)

If we also neglect fluctuations in the low spin regime1, we may discard the J-dependent prefactor
in the quotient and write

〈e−S2(A)〉U = 〈Z1

Z0
〉U ≈

〈Z1〉U
〈Z0〉U

(5.9)

However, we can no longer perform the conversion to an Ising model as before. The reason is
that for that conversion, we need a tensor product

⊗
x (IHx⊗Hx + SHx⊗Hx) of operators acting

on the tetrahedra individually. Working with completely generic classes of states Ψ has removed
the local structure from the problem entirely, and thus averaging over it will not allow us to
recover that local data.
Note that this is to be expected: An average removes information from a distribution or random
variable. The larger, or coarser, the average we perform, the more data we remove in the
process. On the other hand, removing said data can pinpoint typical behaviour and allow for
simpler calculations. In our case, the removal of local data clearly makes the calculation simpler
- so simple, in fact, that we will not be able to talk about holographic surfaces or entanglement
wedges or similar concepts, as those objects are not needed for the entropy calculation.
In fact, we can perform the calculation as-is. For this, it is actually convenient to work in the
form of 5.4, where the traces over bulk and boundary can be performed seperately.

Y1|0 = Tr(H∂γ⊗Hb)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreρ

⊗2
I (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2 (IH∂γ⊗H∂γ IHb⊗Hb + SH∂γ⊗H∂γSHb⊗Hb

)
(SA|I)

]
(5.10)

1This requires that the lower cutoff must scale polynomially in the number of vertices of the graph, as in ג >> Nk

for some k > 2
∆E

with the spectral gap of the later Ising model.
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The key fact is that the bulk state has no support on the boundary, so it does not matter for
the trace over the boundary space at all. We study both parts seperately and find:

Y0 = Tr(H∂γ⊗Hb)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreρ

⊗2
I (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2 (IH∂γ⊗H∂γ IHb⊗Hb + SH∂γ⊗H∂γSHb⊗Hb

)]
(5.11)

= Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreIH∂γ⊗H∂γ

]
Tr(Hb)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
I (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2

]
(5.12)

+ Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreSH∂γ⊗H∂γ

]
Tr(Hb)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
I (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2 SHb⊗Hb

]
(5.13)

= Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
core
]

Tr(Hb)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
I (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2

]
+ Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreSH∂γ⊗H∂γ

]
Tr(Hb)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
I (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2

]
(5.14)

=
(

Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
core
]

+ Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreSH∂γ⊗H∂γ

])
TrHb [ρI |Γ〉 〈Γ|]2 (5.15)

While

Y1 = Tr(H∂γ⊗Hb)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreρ

⊗2
I (|Γ〉 〈Γ|)⊗2 (IH∂γ⊗H∂γ IHb⊗Hb + SH∂γ⊗H∂γSHb⊗Hb

)
SA
]

=
(

Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreSA

]
+ Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreSH∂γ⊗H∂γSA

])
TrHb [ρI |Γ〉 〈Γ|]2

(5.16)

Which leads to the interesting result that the entropy does not depend on the bulk at all - in
fact, the global average completely erased the information about the bulk combinatorics:

〈e−S2(A)〉U =
Y1

Y0
=

Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreSA

]
+ Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreSH∂γ⊗H∂γSA

]
Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
core
]

+ Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreSH∂γ⊗H∂γ

] (5.17)

We can simplify this further using the fact that ρcore only has support on the inner boundary,
and SA only on the outer one. For example,

Tr(H∂γ)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreSH∂γ⊗H∂γSA

]
= Tr(H∂γ,out)⊗2

[
SH∂γ,outSA

]
Tr(H∂γ,in)⊗2

[
ρ⊗2
coreSH∂γ,in

]
(5.18)

which, when used in the above, yields

〈e−S2(A)〉U =
Y1

Y0
=

Tr(H∂γ,out)⊗2 [SA] + e−S2(ρcore)Tr(H∂γ ,out)⊗2

[
SH∂γ,outSA

]
Tr(H∂γ,out)⊗2 [I] + e−S2(ρcore)Tr(H∂γ,out)⊗2

[
SH∂γ,out

]
=

dim(HA) dim(HĀ)2 + e−S2(ρcore) dim(HA)2 dim(HĀ)

dim(H∂γ,out)2 + e−S2(ρcore) dim(H∂γ,out)
=
h||Ā|| + e−S2(ρcore)h||A||

h||∂γout|| + e−S2(ρcore)

(5.19)

where we defined h = dim(
⊕

jxα≤J≥ג V
jxα) = dJ (dJ+1)−dג(d1+ג)

2 . So,

− log(〈e−S2(A)〉U ) = − log(
h||Ā|| + e−S2(ρcore)h||A||

h||∂γout|| + e−S2(ρcore)
) (5.20)

which, for large enough h, has limiting behaviour:

〈S2(A)〉U ≈ − log(〈e−S2(A)〉U ) ≈ min{S2(ρcore) + ||Ā|| ln(h), ||A|| ln(h)} (5.21)

and in particular 〈S2(∂γ)〉U = min{||∂γout|| ln(h), S2(ρcore)}. (This approximation is very good
for even low values of h.) It appears that the entropy will only depend on the size of the region
A, the outer boundary and the entropy of the core. One might read this, in fact, as a form of
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a general Ryu-Takayanagi formula due to statistical considerations alone. Low spin fluctuations
may change this result. The crucial fact is that after total randomisation, no connection between
bulk and boundary exists anymore.

5.2 Fixed-spin isometry

We give a sufficient criterion for the fixed-spin case of geometries to induce isometries as well as
an argument for the dimensionality of the set of holographic states.
For the single-spin sector case, we need to find the minimal configuration of H1(~j,~j) and adjust it
such that the ground state value becomes

∑
e∈C log(dje). The most obvious way to achieve this

is when the all-up configuration is the ground state: Then, only boundary links in C contribute
and we recover precisely the value we need. So, in a way similar to [BulkEntropyRef], we can tell
by certain conditions on the spin sector or graph combinatorics whether the state is holographic.
Let us assume that we change the configuration around the all-up one. Then, the change in
energy from flipping a single spin z with distance |z − C| > 1 is always positive. If instead, we
flip a spin with distance 1 from C, so adjacent to that boundary region, we instead have the
change ∑

α:(z,α)/∈C

log(djzα)−
∑

α:(z,α)∈C

log(djzα) + S2((ρI)z). (5.22)

If this quantity is positive for all vertices with distance 1 from C, the all-up configuration is
a local minimum and the state is, if spins are large enough, approximately holographic. This
condition translates to ∏

α:(z,α)/∈C

djzα

∏
α:(z,α)∈C

d−1
jzα

> e−S2((ρI)z) (5.23)

or more generally for spin-down regions X:∏
e∈E:s(e)∈X,t(e)/∈X

d
ht(e)
je

> e−S2((ρI)X) (5.24)

which should hold for all regions X, with the understanding that h is 1 on all vertices except on
the boundary region C. This gives a condition on the entropy of the intertwiner state; If the left
hand side is smaller than 1, this constrains the intertwiners to be not too pure. As reducing a
general random state to a subsystem like X typically produces high entropies, this should not
be too much of a constraint in many cases. However, for this to work, there is still the necessity
that the left hand side exceeds the lower bound on the purity of the reduced density matrix on
the right: ∏

e∈E:s(e)∈X,t(e)/∈X

d
ht(e)
je

>
∏
x∈X
Djx (5.25)

Otherwise, the holography condition cannot be achieved. Like the bulk-to-boundary case, this
condition depends on the graph and spins. For homogeneous graphs, this translates to

||∂X \ C|| − ||∂X ∩ C|| > |X| (5.26)

for all subsets of the graph, which can be violated on many graphs easily. One of the smallest
type of region for homogeneous spins that can do this is the "once-fine-grained vertex",
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Figure 5.1: The once-fine-grained vertex graph. When choosing the regions A,C as outlined,
flipping all spins down violates the condition 5.26 for homogeneous spins, as 3− 1 =
2 < 5. The spin-down region X has been enclosed in green here.

which has 5 vertices but 4 boundary edges. However, if the region X is close to C, there will
be even smaller geometries. It is easy to see that the condition for holography presented here
is most easily satisfied for inhomogeneous geometries, where the intertwiner dimensions are as
small as possible. Like in the bulk-to-boundary question, the interpretation here is that the
minimal condition for isometry from H∂X∩C to H∂X\C is modified slightly by the presence of a
bulk state ρI through which information can dissipate. Most succinctly,

dim(H∂X\C) > e−S2((ρI)X) dim(H∂X∩C) (5.27)

demonstrates that each region in the bulk must have an impure enough reduced bulk state to
make the effective input dimension on the right smaller than the output one. If equality is
reached, though, one has a degeneracy in the ground state as flipping that spin z will not change
the energy. Any degeneracies will persist into the limit of large spins and destroy holographic
behaviour.

Given this simple criterion, which we may see as a region of parameters ρI to be tuned, we turn to
the general question of characterising the space of holographic states. Our claim is the following:
Fixing a graph structure and a spin sector, the set of intertwiner states yielding, on average, a
holographic state, is either empty or a subspace of D(I~j), the space of density matrices, with
codimension 1. This means that, while the space is not dense in the full set of states, it is still of
relatively high dimension - a lot of parameters may be tuned when starting from a holographic
state. In particular, the dimension of the space of holographic states still scales exponentially
with N , the number of vertices. However, it is still of measure zero in the full space.
To illustrate this idea, consider our holography question as a differential geometric problem2:
Let the map

F : D(I~j) −→ R (5.28)

ρI 7→
∑
~σ

e−H1(~j,~j,~σ) (5.29)

define the purity - our interest is the level set Hol(γ,~j) ..= F−1(dim(H
C,~j)
−1). By showing that

the differential of this map is of rank 1 in the interior, we can use standard regular level set

2We stealthily ignore the complication that the space of density matrices is not globally a smooth manifold of
constant dimension - it is rather a stratified space made of smooth components. When restricting to the interiors
of the strata, however, we can apply standard arguments.

67



Appendix

arguments to see that the level set is locally a smooth submanifold of codimension 1. For this
purpose, first factor the map F into

D(I~j)
a−→[0, 1]2

N
[0, 1]2

N b−→ R (5.30)

ρI 7−→(e−S2((ρI)S))S⊂γ , (qS)S⊂γ 7−→
∑
S⊂γ

∏
e∈∂S∆C

d−1
je
· qS (5.31)

So we can study the linearisation of a as

Tρa(ε) = e−S2((ρ+ε)↓) − e−S2(ρ↓) =
2

Tr(ρ)2
Tr
[
(ε⊗ ρ)(SS − e−S2(ρ)I)

]
+O(ε2) =.. 〈QS(ρ), ε〉HS .

(5.32)
Similarly, the linearisation of b is also a scalar product, as b itself is:

Tqb(t) = 〈α, t〉 =
∑
S⊂γ

αS · tS (5.33)

where αS =
∏
e∈∂S∆C d

−1
je

. Then the composition of the two is simply

TρF (X) = 〈α,Q(ρ), XHS〉 = 〈
∑
S⊂γ

αSQS(ρ), X〉HS = 〈Q̃(ρ), X〉HS (5.34)

which can be written as
2

Tr(ρ)2

∑
S⊂γ

αS〈ρS , (X −
Tr(X)

Tr(ρ)
ρ)S〉. (5.35)

In particular, TρF (ρ) = 0. However, we can perturb this around ρ to see that this map is
nonzero, so of rank 1. Let Tr(ε) = 0, then

TρF (ρ+ ε) =
2

Tr(ρ)2

∑
S⊂γ

αS〈ρS , εS〉 ≈
1

Tr(ρ)2

∑
S⊂γ

αS [〈(ρ+ ε)S , (ρ+ ε)S〉 − 〈ρS , ρS〉] . (5.36)

This can be, in turn, written as

TρF (ρ+ ε) =
∑
S⊂γ

αS

[
e−S2((ρ+ε)S) − e−S2(ρS)

]
. (5.37)

So, starting from a given ρ, we need to establish that the map is not identically 0. This is easily
seen if e−S2(ρS) 6= 1, as then it is easy to perturb the state with ε to increase the entropy. Then,
each of the terms should become nonnegative and the sum will be, as well. As long as there is at
least one positive term then, the map will be nonzero. The only complication arises from pure
states, which incidentally have a lower dimensionality in the space of states and live in a different
stratum from the rest. However, for nonpure states, this yields the desired result: as a map from
nonpure intertwiner states, the map F has constant rank 1 and its regular level sets will have
codimension 1. The intent of this argument is not to provide full rigour, but to highlight a crucial
aspect of our endeavour to characterise holographic states: The space of parameters for which
we achieve holography is relatively large in the sense of dimensionality.

68



Example calculations

5.3 Example calculations

As we will see, even a simple example can become quite involved.
We first discuss the constraints on configurations. The case chosen here has intertwiner con-
straints which can be ignored, so we have the following:

1. ∆0(~j,~j, ~σ) = ∆0(~j, ~k, ~σ) = 1

2. ∆0(~j, ~k, (+L,+R)) = 1

3. ∆0(~j, ~k, (−L,−R)) =
∏
e:σx=−1 δje,ke = 0

4. ∆0(~j, ~k, (+L,−R)) =
∏
e:σx=−1 δje,ke = 0

5. ∆0(~j, ~k, (−L,+R)) = 1

Essentially, as the spins on the right vertex do not agree between the two sectors, the Ising spin
may not be down on it. The only difference in the numerator ∆-factors is that the boundary
pinning field flips around where spins have to agree. We take the pinning field to be −1 on the
rightmost link where the areas disagree:

1. ∆1(~j, ~k, (+L,+R)) = 0

2. ∆1(~j, ~k, (−L,−R)) = 1

3. ∆1(~j, ~k, (+L,−R)) = 1

4. ∆1(~j, ~k, (−L,+R)) = 0

In other words, the right Ising spin must be down. This is a manifestation of the general
rule that configurations where the value of the Hamiltonian would be ambiguous need to be
excluded. Overall, even in this innocuous example we see that there can be a fair reduction of
possible configurations contributing to the mixed partition sums. Then, we can calculate the
Hamiltonian values individually.

Hamiltonian values for the 4 configurations
(+,+) (+,-) (-,+) (-,-)

H0(~j,~j) 0 3 ln(2s+1)+ln(6s−1)+

S2

3 ln(2s+ 1) + ln(6s− 1) 4 ln(2s+1)+ln(6s−1)+

ln(6s+ 1) + S2

H0(~k, ~k) 0 3 ln(2s+ 1) + ln(6s+ 1) 3 ln(2s+ 1) + ln(6s+ 1) 4 ln(2s+1)+2 ln(6s+1)

H0(~j, ~k) 0 disallowed 2 ln(2s+1)+ln(6s+1)+

Σ(−,+)

disallowed

H1(~j,~j) ln(6s− 1) 3 ln(2s+ 1) + S2 3 ln(2s+1)+ln(6s+1)+

ln(6s− 1)

4 ln(2s+1)+ln(6s+1)+

S2

H1(~k, ~k) ln(6s+ 1) 3 ln(2s+ 1) 3 ln(2s+1)+2 ln(6s+1) 4 ln(2s+ 1) + ln(6s+ 1)

H1(~j, ~k) disallowed 3 ln(2s+ 1) + Σ(+,−) disallowed 3 ln(2s + 1) + ln(6s +

1)+Σ(−,−)

We have used the shorthands

Σ(σL,σR) = Σ(~j, ~k; (σL, σR)) S2 = S2(ρI~j,~j). (5.38)

We thus find the six partition sums
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1. Z
~j,~j
0 = 1+(2s+1)−3(6s−1)−1e−S2 +(2s+1)−3(6s−1)−1+(2s+1)−4(6s−1)−1(6s+1)−1e−S2

2. Z
~k,~k
0 = 1 + (2s+ 1)−3(6s+ 1)−1 + (2s+ 1)−3(6s+ 1)−1 + (2s+ 1)−4(6s+ 1)−2

3. Z
~j,~k
0 = 1 + (2s+ 1)−2(6s+ 1)−1e−Σ(−,+)

4. Z
~j,~j
1 = (6s−1)−1+(2s+1)−3e−S2 +(2s+1)−3(6s−1)−1(6s+1)−1+(2s+1)−4(6s+1)−1e−S2

5. Z
~k,~k
1 = (6s+ 1)−1 + (2s+ 1)−3 + (2s+ 1)−3(6s+ 1)−2 + (2s+ 1)−4(6s+ 1)−1

6. Z
~j,~k
1 = (2s+ 1)−3e−Σ(+,−) + (2s+ 1)−3(6s+ 1)−1e−Σ(−,−)

and we note that as expected, the values of the Z0 partition sums approach 1 as we increase the
areas. Each term in the Z1 sums also decays with some power of the area. Additionally, the
decay in the mixed sums is stronger than the others due to suppression of certain configurations.
It is instructive to see the single-sector results at this point. For the first sector, the purity is

Z
~j,~j
1

Z
~j,~j
0

=
(6s− 1)−1 + (2s+ 1)−3e−S2 + (2s+ 1)−3(6s− 1)−1(6s+ 1)−1 + (2s+ 1)−4(6s+ 1)−1e−S2

1 + (2s+ 1)−3(6s− 1)−1e−S2 + (2s+ 1)−3(6s− 1)−1 + (2s+ 1)−4(6s− 1)−1(6s+ 1)−1e−S2

(5.39)

≈ (6s− 1)−1 (5.40)

which is the reciprocal dimension of the boundary input space in the large-spin limit. The same

thing happens with the other sector, where Z
~k,~k
1

Z
~k,~k
0

≈ (6s + 1)−1. Thus both sectors individually

yield an isometric map when spins are large enough. Now, with the two weights

eB(~j) = (6s+ 1)(6s− 1)(2s+ 1)4(a+ d) eB(~k) = (6s+ 1)2(2s+ 1)4w (5.41)

and the entropies of the intertwiner state

e−S2 = t ..=
a2 + d2 + |b|2

(a+ d)2
e−Σ(−,−) = e−Σ(+,−) = q ..=

|u2|+ |v|2

w(a+ d)
e−Σ(+,+) = e−Σ(−,+) = 1

(5.42)
this gives us Z1

Z0
. The full expression is rather unilluminating, but we give a few special cases of

interest. When the spin is taken to be asymptotically large:

Z1

Z0
=

2w2 − 2w + 1

6s
+

(1− 2w)3

36s2
(5.43)

+
27(w − 1)2e−S2 + (61− 54q)w2 + (54q − 10)w + 24w4 − 48w3 + 1

216s3
+O

((
1

s

)4
)
.

(5.44)

This is particularly simple in that the b and u, v parameters do not contribute up to second
order. Thus, in the high spin limit, these tend to not matter as much. Studying only the leading
2 orders, we can ask which parameters give us the most mixing. These are easily found to be,
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for fixed s, w ∈ {1
2 ,

2s+1
2 }, which means that only w = 1

2 is a valid minimum.
If we take the third order into account, we instead have as minima

(w, q) = (1,
2

27

(
18s2 − 9s+ 16

)
) ≈ (1,

4

3
s2) (5.45)

irrespective of the value of the entropy e−S2 . Further orders preserve this minimum. A numerical
study with Mathematica of the minimum of the purity for given s reveals that the overall value
decreases with spin inversely as expected:

G(s) := min
a,d,w,t,q

(
Z1

Z0
(a, d, w, t, q, s)) ≈ 1

12s
. (5.46)

So, the maximal achievable entropy for fixed spin s is then

S2 ≈ ln(12s) (5.47)

We can then estimate the maximal dimension for a holographic subspace by G−1 ≈ 12s, which
is precisely the dimension of HC in the studied case. Numerically, we find that this is achieved
when (a, d, w) ≈ (1

4 ,
1
4 ,

1
2) in the large-spin limit, with not much dependence on q or t. This, in

particular, implies cj = ck = 1
2 . The result agrees qualitatively with the second order result from

5.43, confirming that the large-spin regime is well approximated by it.
If we instead choose the region C to be the upper right link, we get the same type of result: There
is a state of maximal entropy which makes the induced map into an isometry, with G(s) = 1

2s+1 ,
and which is the minimum of Z1

Z0
for fixed spin sectors. The parameters of the minimum are,

however, different: (a, d, w) ≈ (1
3 ,

1
3 ,

1
3). Here, cj = 2ck. This shows that whether an isometry

exists or not can depend sensitively on the region under consideration.
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