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Abstract

The causal set and Wolfram model approaches to discrete quantum gravity both permit the formu-

lation of a manifestly covariant notion of entanglement entropy for quantum fields. In the causal set

case, this is given by a construction (due to Sorkin and Johnston) of a 2-point correlation function for

a Gaussian scalar field from causal set Feynman propagators and Pauli-Jordan functions, from which an

eigendecomposition, and hence an entanglement entropy, can be computed. In the Wolfram model case, it

is given instead in terms of the Fubini-Study metric on branchial graphs, whose tensor product structure

is inherited functorially from that of finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces. In both cases, the entanglement

entropies in question are most naturally defined over an extended spacetime region (hence the manifest

covariance), in contrast to the generically non-covariant definitions over single spacelike hypersurfaces

common to most continuum quantum field theories. In this article, we show how an axiomatic field

theory for a free, massless scalar field (obeying the appropriate bosonic commutation relations) may be

rigorously constructed over multiway causal graphs: a combinatorial structure sufficiently general as to

encompass both causal sets and Wolfram model evolutions as special cases. We proceed to show nu-

merically that the entanglement entropies computed using both the Sorkin-Johnston approach and the

branchial graph approach are monotonically related for a large class of Wolfram model evolution rules.
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We also prove a special case of this monotonic relationship using a recent geometrical entanglement

monotone proposed by Cocchiarella et al. The resulting construction is non-trivial, since the evolution of

an arbitrary Wolfram model rule will not, in general, result in an integer-dimensional causal graph, and

so the definition of scalar field Green’s functions (and hence Feynman propagators) on causal sets must be

analytically continued to accommodate the non-integer-dimensional case. Finally, we propose potential

extensions of the approaches developed herein to more general spacetime geometries, to discrete spacelike

hypersurfaces/Cauchy surfaces in the form of hypergraphs and to fully-interacting, non-Gaussian scalar

field theories involving higher correlators.
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1 Introduction

Just as the von Neumann entropy of a mixed quantum system may be thought of as quantifying the deviation

of that system from being a pure superposition of eigenstates (by analogy to the Gibbs entropy from classical

statistical mechanics), the entanglement entropy of a multipartite quantum system may be thought of as

quantifying the deviation of that system from being in a fully-separable tensor product state (or, equivalently,

as quantifying the deviation of that state’s tensor product structure away from being purely Cartesian).

Concretely, the entanglement entropy for a pair of entangled subsystems may therefore be computed by

taking a partial trace over one of the two subsystems, and then evaluating the standard von Neumann

entropy of the resulting (reduced) density matrix corresponding to the other subsystem[1][2]. In the context

of a quantum gravity theory, it is natural to think of the quantum state of spacetime in its entirety as

being composed of a large tensor product of smaller quantum states associated with individual spacetime

subregions, where the nature of this tensor product structure, and thus the rule for how the quantum states

of smaller spacetime regions may be “glued” together, remains more-or-less mysterious (indeed, one can

think of this question regarding the compositional structure of the tensor product as being at the heart of

the mystery of quantum gravity). It is, consequently, equally natural to ask how the entanglement entropy

of spacetime itself may be calculated within such a theory, wherein one may calculate the degree to which

a single spacetime subregion is entangled with the remainder of spacetime[3][4]. In a continuum quantum

gravity theory (or indeed even a conventional quantum field theory in a continuous curved spacetime), such

an entanglement entropy exhibits a very direct and appealing physical intuition underlying it: it quantifies

the extent to which quantum information is apparently “lost” as a consequence of the geometry of the

background spacetime (for instance, certain quantum degrees of freedom may be rendered inaccessible due

to the presence of black hole event horizons, cosmic event horizons, etc., whenever the n-point correlations

of the field theory are allowed to involve points lying on both sides of the horizon simultaneously)[5].

On the other hand, both causal set theory and the Wolfram model are examples of discrete quantum

gravity models. Causal set theory represents spacetime as a partially-ordered set[6][7], with the partial

order relation determining, in some appropriate continuum limit, the conformal structure of a Lorentzian

manifold[8][9] (and hence, due to the classic theorems of Hawking, King and McCarthy, and later David

Malament, the full topology of continuous timelike curves in spacetime[10][11]), and the cardinalities of

subsets of the causal set determining the volumes of the corresponding subregions in the continuum. The

Wolfram model also represents spacetime as a partially-ordered set (known as a causal graph, due to its

conventional representation as a directed, acyclic graph)[12][13][14][15] with the same limiting properties as
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a causal set, but where the partial order is determined by the causal interactions of abstract rewrites in a

hypergraph rewriting system. Indeed, the transitive reduction of a causal graph corresponds precisely to

the Hasse diagram of the corresponding causal set. In this way, the Wolfram model may be thought of as

endowing causal set theory (which is otherwise a largely kinematic formalism) with an explicit algorithmic

dynamics[16][17][18]. However, a Wolfram model evolution possesses strictly more mathematical structure

than a causal set does, since it also encompasses a time-ordered sequence of hypergraphs (corresponding to

a sequence of spacelike hypersurfaces representing the evolution of the Einstein field equations from Cauchy

initial data, where this sequence is dependent upon a choice of hypergraph rewriting order, corresponding in

the continuum to a global choice of gauge conditions[19]), as well as a multiway causal structure (encoding

the fact that Wolfram model evolution is inherently non-deterministic, since there is no canonical choice of

rewriting order, and hence no preferred choice of gauge). The resulting multiway system, which effectively

parametrizes all possible evolution histories for the Wolfram model, as well as the branchial graphs of which

it is composed, exhibits certain quantum mechanical properties (and, in particular, is equipped with a

tensor product structure which provably satisfies the axioms of a dagger-symmetric, compact-closed monoidal

category, and thus constitutes an appropriate setting for a categorical theory of quantum mechanics[20][21]),

a fact which has been exploited to great effect within previous work in the study of quantum circuits via the

ZX-calculus formalism of Coecke and Duncan[22][23] and generalized multiway hypergraph rewriting[24].

Discrete formulations of spacetime offer several key advantages over continuous ones with regards to the

computation of spacetime entanglement entropies. For one, the existence of a countable set of degrees of

gravitational freedom potentially enables a very directly statistical-mechanical intuition for what the entropy

associated with a particular spacetime region actually means, based purely on combinatorics and very much

in line with the original “microstate vs. macrostate” spirit of Boltzmann. Specifically, if the underlying

discrete structure of spacetime is represented by (for example) a causal graph, then one can imagine simply

calculating the logarithm of the number of distinct (non-isomorphic) causal graphs that are consistent with

a given continuum spacetime geometry directly, and using this as the fundamental definition of spacetime

entropy. Indeed, one can interpret the results presented within this article as being part of a much larger and

more ambitious research program, intended to determine whether this rather tempting intuition regarding

gravitational microstates and macrostates can be made mathematically precise. Less speculatively, one

pathology that is common to all standard definitions of entanglement entropy in quantum field theories

defined over continuous spacetimes is the presence of unwelcome ultraviolet divergences: for instance, a scalar

field theory defined over a black hole geometry will generically exhibit an infinite number of high-frequency
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modes in the region surrounding the event horizon, and therefore computations of the entanglement entropy

between regions of the scalar field separated by the horizon will not be well-defined. However, the existence

of a finite underlying discretization scale in discrete quantum gravity models (such as causal set theory)

imposes a natural ultraviolet cutoff on the quantum field theory, in a manner akin to lattice regularization in

lattice gauge theories, thus rendering the theory ultraviolet-finite and the resulting entanglement entropies

sensible, without the need to construct an explicit ultraviolet completion. Moreover, entropies in continuum

quantum field theories are traditionally formulated in terms of a density matrix ρ (Σ) for the field localized

to a particular spacelike hypersurface Σ. This certainly appears to break the spirit, if not the letter, of

the principle of general covariance, and, more pragmatically, many quantum fields (especially those that

appear in quantum gravity contexts) are conjectured to be much too singular to permit any meaningful

embedding onto lower-dimensional hypersurfaces in this way. The requisite ultraviolet cutoffs, necessary

to render the entanglement entropies finite, are then defined relative to these hypersurfaces, in a manner

which is not possible to reproduce within an inherently non-local formalism such as causal set theory, where

such localizations simply cannot be constructed (although it may be possible in the more general case of

Wolfram model evolution, where localizations onto spacelike hypersurfaces can be constructed for appropriate

choices of gauge, as we shall discuss subsequently). This limitation ultimately motivated Sorkin’s eventual

introduction[25] of a manifestly covariant definition of spacetime entropy, including entanglement entropies

defined over extended regions of spacetime as a special case, in a manner directly analogous to Peierls’

introduction of a Lorentz-invariant formulation of quantum field theory based on spacetime commutators

and advanced/retarded Green’s functions[26] (indeed, Sorkin’s construction makes explicit use of the so-

called “Peierls bracket”, more commonly known as the Pauli-Jordan function[27]). Thus, this apparent

“limitation”, stemming from the inherent spacetime non-locality of causal set theory, also ensures that the

natural definition of an ultraviolet-finite notion of entanglement entropy is necessarily manifestly covariant,

in stark contrast to the continuum case.

In the causal set case, one may begin by constructing a discrete d’Alembertian operator (which plays the

role of the continuum Klein-Gordon operator) for a causal set sprinkled into a flat, integer-dimensional space-

time using the ansatz given by Dowker and Glaser[28]. Using methods due to Sorkin[29], this construction

can then be extended to causal sets sprinkled into a Riemann normal neighborhood of any curved (integer-

dimensional) Lorentzian manifold, and the resulting d’Alembertian operator may subsequently be inverted

in order to derive discrete advanced and retarded Green’s function for a massive free (Gaussian) scalar field;

in the general (continuum) case, the performance of such an inversion necessitates the introduction of certain
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Fourier-analytic methods. As shown by Johnston[30], these advanced and retarded Green’s functions may

then be used to construct discrete propagators, and in particular the discrete Feynman propagator[31], by

means of an extremely elegant construction (known as the “hops and stops” formalism[32]) that makes man-

ifest the intuitive correspondence between the “sum over paths” approach to path integrals in continuum

quantum field theories and the “sum over chains”/“sum over paths” approaches to propagators in causal set

quantum field theories. The discrete (and manifestly covariant) Peierls bracket/Pauli-Jordan operator, given

by the difference between the retarded and advanced Green’s functions, now permits an eigendecomposition

with a natural splitting into positive and negative eigenvalue pairs (more precisely, this is an eigendecomposi-

tion of the imaginary variant of the Pauli-Jordan operator), corresponding in the continuum case to a mode

decomposition of the solutions to the Klein-Gordon equation into positive and negative frequency classes.

This eigendecomposition defines (in both the discrete and continuum cases) a distinguished vacuum state,

known as the Sorkin-Johnston[33] (or SJ) vacuum, with respect to which one may then define a two-point

correlation function (or “Wightman” function) by considering only the positive part of the eigenspectrum.

For a free (Gaussian) scalar field, this Wightman function is sufficient to determine the structure of the

resulting quantum field theory in its entirety. The Sorkin spacetime entanglement entropy may then be

defined purely in terms of a generalized eigenvalue problem for the (discrete) Wightman and Pauli-Jordan

operators, although truncations of the eigenspectrum are required in order to reproduce the expected “area”

scaling law for the entanglement entropy, as opposed to the “volume” law that appears to emerge more

naturally within causal set models of this kind[34]. On the other hand, a multiway system describing the

evolution of a generic Wolfram model rule may be decomposed (subject to certain gauge conditions) into

a time-ordered sequence of combinatorial structures known as “branchial graphs”, each of which effectively

represents the tensor product structure of eigenstates at each instant of time. In cases where an appropriate

continuum limit exists, the discrete metric on branchial graphs converges to the Fubini-Study metric on

projective Hilbert spaces, which, when restricted to pure states only, reduces to the quantum Bures metric:

a standard measure of pure state entanglement in quantum information theory[35]. Although this definition

appears on the surface to break general covariance, manifest covariance may nevertheless be reintroduced

by instead considering causal multiway systems (and hence causal branchial graphs), in which each vertex

corresponds not to the instantaneous state of a hypergraph (i.e. a single spacelike hypersurface), but rather

to a complete causal graph (i.e. the complete causal history of an extended region of spacetime). The central

objective of this article is to investigate the correspondence between these two, apparently distinct, covariant

definitions of entanglement entropy for discrete spacetimes.
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In Section 2, we begin by reviewing the standard Dowker-Glaser ansatz for discrete d’Alembertian op-

erators in flat, integer-dimensional spacetimes, outline how these operators may be extended to Riemann

normal neighborhoods of more general curved spacetimes, and illustrate how the corresponding solutions

to the Klein-Gordon equation in integer-dimensions (and hence the corresponding advanced and retarded

Green’s functions) may be derived by means of Fourier analysis. We also describe how Johnston’s “hops and

stops” formalism for summing over causal set chains/paths may be used to derive a highly intuitive form of

the (massless) causal set propagator, and show once again how this analysis may be extended to more general

Riemann normal neighborhoods in discrete spacetimes via the Ollivier-Ricci curvature construction[36][37]

for causal graphs. However, for causal sets that have been constructed algorithmically (for instance via

Wolfram model evolution), there is no guarantee that the limiting causal graph will exhibit integer dimen-

sionality. As we show in Section 3, it is therefore necessary to “analytically continue” the contributions to the

massless causal set Green’s functions derived in Section 2 as meromorphic functions of a complex parameter

d, interpreted as the analytic continuation of the number of spacetime dimensions (through a procedure

that is directly analogous to the dimensional regularization of Feynman integrals in quantum field theory, as

developed by ’t Hooft and Veltman[38]). In the process, we recapitulate the general definition of Hausdorff

dimensionality for arbitrary causal graphs, and argue in favor of its greater suitability for quantifying the

limiting dimension of algorithmically-grown causal sets, as compared to other standard dimension estimators

for causal sets such as the (generalized) Myrheim-Meyer estimator[39][40]. We also show how the uniqueness

of this “analytic continuation” of the massless Green’s functions follows immediately by virtue of Carlson’s

theorem. In Section 4, we provide an overview of the axioms that must be obeyed by a family of free, bosonic

scalar field operators acting on an arbitrary (bosonic/symmetric) Fock space, and illustrate how the causal

set advanced and retarded Green’s functions derived within the preceding sections may be used to construct

covariant Peierls brackets/Pauli-Jordan operators, whose eigendecompositions can then be used to intro-

duce the Sorkin-Johnston/SJ vacuum states, along with the corresponding Wightman/2-point correlation

functions. The resulting causal set field operators provably satisfy the aforementioned axioms, and can be

used to construct much of the mathematical apparatus of a typical algebraic quantum field theory, including

Feynman propagators and creation and annihilation operators. We show how the resulting algebraic quan-

tum field theory may be used to construct a rigorous notion of entanglement entropy on spacetimes with

countable degrees of freedom, via an inductive construction based on the techniques of Sorkin. We validate

this construction numerically by applying the resulting algorithm(s) to 2000 randomly-generated causal sets

(sprinkled into diamond-shaped regions of 1+1-dimensional Minkowski space), and show that we reproduce
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the expected spatial “area” and “volume” laws obtained previously by Sorkin and Yazdi[34], depending upon

whether or not we impose the requisite truncations on the spectrum of the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator.

In Section 5, we show how the conventionally non-covariant definition of entanglement entropy in Wol-

fram model/hypergraph rewriting systems, based on the Fubini-Study metric on branchial graphs, may be

modified to yield a manifestly covariant extension based on causal multiway systems (thus yielding branchial

graphs whose constituent eigenstates correspond not to instantaneous states of spacelike hypersurfaces, as

in the conventional case, but rather to states of extended spacetime regions). We prove that the resulting

branchial metric satisfies the expected axioms of an entanglement monotone on spacetime (in particular, it

is monotonically-decreasing under local unitary transformations, is equal to zero for fully-separable states

and attains its maximum value for maximally-entangled states), and in fact corresponds to a special case of

the entanglement measure for finite-dimensional hybrid quantum systems recently proposed by Cocchiarella

et al[41]. We then present substantive numerical evidence for the expected monotonic relationship between

the entanglement entropy computed via SJ Wightman functions and the entanglement monotone computed

via branchial distances, for a large class of algorithmic causal sets generated via Wolfram model evolution,

suggesting that the correspondence may continue to hold even beyond the aforementioned cases for which

analytic proofs currently exist. Finally, in Section 6, we outline some of the broader implications of these

results, including the possibility of a purely combinatorial definition of spacetime entanglement entropy that

generalizes both approaches studied within this article, and the potential interpretations of the “dimensional

regularization” procedure required to extend the causal set Green’s functions to non-integer dimensions.

We also discuss future directions for investigation, including extensions to the case of black hole spacetimes

(in which it is tempting to conjecture that the spatial “area” law obeyed by spacetime entropies under

Sorkin’s prescription may be the fundamental origin of the semiclassical black hole entropy law of Beken-

stein and Hawking[42][43]) and other non-trivial geometries, potential implications for ER=EPR[44][45] and

other conjectural relationships between entanglement entropy and spacetime geometry (especially in discrete

spacetimes[46]), possible non-covariant reformulations of “localized” entanglement entropies on hypergraphs

(i.e. discrete spacelike hypersurfaces) within the Wolfram model context, and possible reformulations of the

largely algebraic constructions presented within this article in the more mathematically elegant language of

functorial quantum field theory (noting that, in general, homotopic[47][48] and functorial[49] descriptions of

arbitrary multiway systems appear to be more natural than purely algebraic ones). Although the majority

of this article is dedicated to the case of massless free scalar field theories, we also discuss some preliminary

thoughts regarding the generalization of these methods to the case of massive interacting scalar field theories
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(in which the state is no longer Gaussian, Wick’s theorem is no longer applicable and contributions from

higher-order correlators must be considered), for instance by means of perturbation theory.

Note that all of the code necessary to reproduce the results presented within this article is open source,

and much of it is fully-documented and freely available through the Wolfram Function Repository. For in-

stance, the functions CausalGraphEntanglementEntropyNaive and CausalGraphEntanglementEntropyGen-

eralized for computing causal set entanglement entropies through either the naive or generalized eigenvalue

approaches, the function MultiwaySystem for simulating arbitrary Wolfram model evolutions (and their cor-

responding multiway evolution graphs, causal graphs, branchial graphs, etc.), the functions WolframHaus-

dorffDimension, WolframRicciCurvatureScalar, WolframRicciCurvatureTensor, etc., for computing discrete

dimension and curvature estimates for arbitrary causal graphs, are all exposed in this way. More up-to-date

(though not yet fully-documented) code for performing many of the same functions is exposed through the

open source Gravitas package on GitHub. With regards to the structure of the present article, Section

2 is partly expository, recapitulating the core aspects of the Dowker-Glaser construction and Johnston’s

derivations of causal set propagators, albeit with more explicit discussion of the underlying Fourier-analytic

techniques, as well as a more complete explanation of the extension to Riemann normal neighborhoods in

more general curved spacetimes (via the Ollivier-Ricci curvature construction). The unique “analytic contin-

uation” of the causal set Green’s functions to non-integer-dimensional discrete spacetimes presented within

Section 3 is, to the best of our knowledge, original. Much of the material in Section 4 is derivative, since this

section is largely concerned with the validation of our algorithmic implementation against the prior results

of Sorkin and Yazdi for causal sets sprinkled into diamond-shaped regions of 1 + 1-dimensional Minkowski

space, using algebraic field theory and eigendecomposition methods due to Johnston. In the process, how-

ever, we present a definition of the discrete spacetime entanglement entropy that is more mathematically

(and computationally) explicit than any that we have been able to find elsewhere in the literature thus far.

The entirety of Section 5 is, to the best of our knowledge, original, since it builds upon prior work regarding

the formalism of causal multiway systems in order to produce a manifestly covariant definition of spacetime

entanglement entropy in arbitrary Wolfram model systems, and shows, via a combination of mathematical

analysis and explicit numerical simulation, that the resulting definition is monotonically related to the notion

of entanglement entropy in discrete spacetimes resulting from the Sorkin-Johnston approach (at least for

algorithmically-generated causal sets).
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2 Scalar Field Green’s Functions in Discrete, Integer-Dimensional

Spacetimes

Recall that, if a causal set C is equipped with a free (real) scalar field φ : C → R, then the discrete d’Alembertian

operator B(2) for causal sets generated via Poisson sprinklings into 2-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetimes

M2 = R1,1 was given by Sorkin[29] and Henson[50] to be:

B(2)φ (e) =
1

l2

−2φ (e) + 4

 ∑
e′∈L0(e)

φ (e′)− 2
∑

e′∈L1(e)

φ (e′) +
∑

e′∈L2(e)

φ (e′)

 , (1)

and was later extended to 4-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetimes M4 = R1,3 by Benincasa and Dowker[51]

as:

B(4)φ (e) =
1

l2

− 4√
6
φ (e) +

4√
6

 ∑
e′∈L0(e)

φ (e′)− 9
∑

e′∈L1(e)

φ (e′) + 16
∑

e′∈L2(e)

φ (e′)

−8
∑

e′∈L3(e)

φ (e′)

 , (2)

where l designates the characteristic discretization scale (or “lattice spacing”) of the sprinkled causal set C,

given for instance by ρc = l−d for a causal set with sprinkling density ρc and dimension d, and the “layer”

sets Lk (e) over which the sums are evaluated correspond to the sets of k-nearest neighbors in the causal

past of a given event e ∈ C:

Lk (e) = {e′ ≺ e : n [e, e′] = k} , (3)

with n [p, q] being related to the cardinality of the discrete Alexandrov interval I [p, q] (i.e. the spacetime

order interval) up to an additive constant:

n [p, q] = |I [p, q]| − 2, where I [p, q] = {r ∈ C : q ≺ r ≺ p} . (4)

The sprinkling density ρc effectively determines the expectation value of the number of causal set elements

n̂ lying within a spacetime region of volume v, namely 〈n̂〉 = ρcv, since the sprinkling procedure itself is

enacted by performing a Poisson point process in which the probability of n causal set elements lying within
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a spacetime region of volume v is defined to be precisely:

Pv (n) =
(ρcv)

n

n!
exp (−ρcv) ; (5)

elements are then connected pairwise in accordance with the partial order relation ≺M in the continuous

manifold. An example of a causal set generated via a Poisson sprinkling of 20 points into a rectangular

region of 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime is shown in Figure 1. An example of how the discrete

d’Alembertian operator B(d) is computed within a causal set constructed via a Poisson sprinkling of 100

points into a rectangular region of 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime is shown in Figure 2. As

per Dowker and Glaser[28], the following ansatz:

B(d)φ (e) =
1

l2

αdφ (e) + βd

nd−1∑
i=0

C
(d)
i

∑
y∈Li(e)

φ (y)

 , (6)

may be employed to construct discrete d’Alembertian operators B(d) for more general flat (Minkowksi)

spacetimes Md = R1,d−1 in arbitrary (integer) numbers of dimensions d, given undetermined and dimension-

dependent constants αd, βd and C
(d)
i (for i = 0, . . . , nd − 1), with fixed initial coefficient C

(d)
0 = 1, and where

nd designates the total number of k-nearest neighbor layers to sum over.

Figure 1: On the left, a directed graph generated by connecting all pairs of 20 (uniformly-sprinkled) points
that are related by the causal partial order relation ≺M on the rectangular region of 1 + 1-dimensional flat
(Minkowski) spacetime. On the right, the transitive reduction (i.e. the Hasse diagram) of this same causal
partial order graph.

In fact, we may extend these constructions to any Riemann normal neighborhood Up of a point p in an

arbitrarily curved Lorentzian manifold (M, g) by using the methods of Sorkin[29], in which one introduces a

“mesoscopic” (intermediate) length scale parameter lk > l, which has the effect of “damping” the microscopic
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Figure 2: On the left, the transitive reduction (i.e. the Hasse diagram) of the directed graph generated
by connecting all pairs of 100 (uniformly-sprinkled) points that are related by the causal partial order
relation ≺M on the rectangular region of 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime, with the discrete
d’Alembertian operator being computed for the point highlighted in magenta. On the right, the “layer sets”
L0, L1 and L2 of 0-nearest, 1-nearest and 2-nearest neighbors, over which the values of the scalar field φ are
summed, are highlighted in red, green and blue, respectively.

fluctuations in the d’Alembertian operator B(d)φ (x), yielding instead a “smoothing” discrete operator Bk,

whose expectation value
〈
B̂

(d)
k φ (x)

〉
may be computed by means of the following spacetime volume integral,

evaluated over the causal past J− (x) of the element x ∈ C:

〈
B̂

(d)
k φ (x)

〉
= αdl

−2
k φ (x)

+ βdl
−(d+2)
k

∫
J−(x)

√
−g (y)φ (y)

nd−1∑
i=0

C
(d)
i

(
Vol (I (y, x]) l−dk

)i−2

Γ (i− 1)
exp

(
−Vol (I [y, x]) l−dk

)
ddy, (7)

where Vol (I [x, y]) denotes the volume of the causal interval I [x, y]. Here, we have assumed that the scalar

field φ :M→ R with which the manifold (M, g) is equipped is of compact support. As an instructive

example, consider the d = 4 case; here, we can introduce a “smearing” function f (n, ε) of the form:

f (n, ε) = (1− ε)n
[

1− 9εn

1− ε
+

8ε2Γ (n+ 1)

Γ (n− 1) (1− ε)2 −
4ε3Γ (n+ 1)

3Γ (n− 2) (1− ε3)

]
, (8)

where ε =
(
l
lk

)4

is a constant parameter quantifying the degree of nonlocality present within the causal set.

This function f can be generalized naturally to the d-dimensional case fd as:
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fd (n, ε) = (1− ε)n
nd∑
i=0

C
(d)
i

(
n

i− 1

)(
ε

1− ε

)i−1

; (9)

intuitively, the “smearing” operation performed by the function fd works by sampling values of the scalar

field φ over nd k-nearest neighbor layers (e.g. four, in the d = 4 case) with alternating sign, and each with

depth approximately equal to the characteristic mesoscale length lk, as illustrated by the plot of the d = 4

case of f (n, ε) shown in Figure 3. In terms of the smearing function, the expectation value
〈
B̂

(4)
k φ (x)

〉
for

the discrete d’Alembertian operator Bk may be written directly as:

〈
B̂

(4)
k φ (x)

〉
=

4√
6l2k

[
−φ (x) + ε

∑
y≺x

f (n [x, y] + 2, ε)φ (y)

]
, (10)

with n [x, y] being related to the cardinality of the discrete spacetime interval, as described above. More

explicitly, the expectation values in the d = 2 and d = 4 cases may be written, assuming the presence of

non-zero spacetime curvature, in the form of the spacetime volume integrals over causal pasts as:

〈
B̂

(2)
k φ (x)

〉
=

2

l2k

[
−φ (x) +

2

l2k

∫
y∈J−(x)

√
−g exp (−ξ2)

(
1− 2ξ2 +

1

2
ξ2
2

)
φ (y) d2y

]
, (11)

and:

〈
B̂

(4)
k φ (x)

〉
=

4√
6l2k

[
−φ (x) +

1

l2k

∫
y∈J−(x)

√
−g exp (−ξ4)

(
1− 9ξ4 + 8ξ2

4 −
4

3
ξ3
4

)
φ (y) d4y

]
, (12)

respectively, with the parameters ξ2 and ξ4 being defined in terms of the 2- and 4-dimensional volumes of

the causal intervals I [x, y] as:

ξ2 = Vol (I [x, y]) l−2
k , and ξ4 = Vol (I [x, y]) l−4

k , (13)

respectively.

As we shall now proceed to illustrate, in much the same way as one can derive a continuum Green’s

function G for the Klein-Gordon equation by simply inverting the continuum d’Alembertian operator �

to obtain �−1, one can equally construct a discrete Green’s function by inverting the discrete (smoothed)

d’Alembertian operator Bk to obtain B−1
k . Recall that, in the continuum case, the d’Alembertian operator

� may be written (assuming natural units ~ = c = 1) as a sum of partial derivative operators:

13



Figure 3: The behavior of the 4-dimensional “smearing” function f (n, ε) for ε = 0.05 over the interval
0 ≤ n ≤ 150, clearly exhibiting the four regions of alternating sign (with the two positive regions highlighted
in green and the two negative regions highlighted in red) over which the four layers are “smeared out” in
the computation of the expectation value for the discrete d’Alembertian operator.

� =
∂2

∂ (x0)
2 −

∂2

∂ (x1)
2 −

∂2

∂ (x2)
2 − · · · −

∂2

∂ (xd−1)
2 , (14)

which is, in turn, related to the massive d-dimensional Green’s function G
(d)
m (x) (for mass m) by means of

the Klein-Gordon equation:

(
� +m2

)
G(d)
m (x) = δd (x) , (15)

where δd designates the Dirac delta function in d-dimensional space. For the sake of simplicity, we consider

first the case of a flat spacetime Md = R1,d−1 (in which one has translation invariance, and hence in which

G
(d)
m (y − x) may consequently be considered to correspond to the transition amplitude between events x

and y), before extending the analysis to more general spacetimes in due course. Much of the preliminary

analysis will follow techniques outlined in Johnston’s PhD thesis[32]. Using the modified Fourier transform

and inverse Fourier transform operations (assuming a general multivariate function f (x) and its Fourier-

transformed analog f̃ (p)) defined by:

f̃ (p) =

∫ ∞
−∞

f (x) eip·xddx, and f (x) =
1

(2π)
d

∫ ∞
−∞

pf̃ (p) e−ip·xddp, (16)

with the dot product p · x given by:

p · x = p0x
0 − p1x

1 − p2x
2 − · · · − pd−1x

d−1, (17)

14



we are able trivially to obtain the following solution to the massive Klein-Gordon equation:

G̃(d)
m (p) = − 1

p2
0 − p2

1 − p2
2 − · · · − p2

d−1 −m2
, (18)

such that:

G(d)
m (x) = − 1

(2π)
d

∫ ∞
−∞

e−ip·x

p2
0 − p2

1 − p2
2 − · · · − p2

d−1 −m2
ddp. (19)

The poles that appear in the integrand, namely at:

p0 = ±
√
p2

1 + p2
2 + · · ·+ p2

d−1 +m2, (20)

may be avoided if one simply chooses an integration contour such that the Green’s function G
(d)
m is con-

strained to be non-zero only inside the future light cone of the event x, thus yielding the retarded propagator

(GR)
(d)
m (x) by means of the following (distributional) limit:

(GR)
(d)
m (x) = lim

ε→0+

[
− 1

(2π)
d

∫ ∞
−∞

e−ip·x

(p0 + iε)
2 − p2

1 − p2
2 − · · · − p2

d−1 −m2
ddp

]
; (21)

the corresponding advanced propagator (GA)
(d)
m (x) may, dually, be obtained by constraining the Green’s

function G
(d)
m to be non-zero only inside the past light cone of the event x.

This integral may be evaluated straightforwardly for general d using elementary Fourier-analytic tech-

niques (the general mathematical theory can be found in the work of Gel’fand and Shilov[52] and Egorov and

Shubin[53], with the 4-dimensional/physical case analyzed rigorously by Bogoliubov and Shirkov[54] and de

Jager[55]); for instance, the cases d = 1, d = 2, d = 3 and d = 4 yield retarded Green’s functions of the form:

(GR)
(1)
m (x) = θ (x)

sin (mx)

m
, (GR)

(2)
m (x) = θ

(
x0
)
θ
(
τ2
) 1

2
J0 (mτ) , (22)

(GR)
(3)
m (x) = θ

(
x0
)
θ
(
τ2
) 1

2π

cos (mτ)

τ
, (GR)

(4)
m (x) = θ

(
x0
)
θ
(
τ2
)( 1

2π
δ
(
τ2
)
− m

4π

J1 (mτ)

τ

)
, (23)

respectively, where θ (α) denotes the usual Heaviside step function:

θ (α) =


1, if α ≥ 0,

0, if α < 0,

(24)
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τ denotes the proper time length of the vector x:

τ =

√
(x0)

2 − (x1)
2 − (x2)

2 − · · · − (xd−1)
2
, (25)

the Jα (x) are Bessel functions of the first kind of order α, defined traditionally in terms of their series

expansions around x = 0:

Jα (x) =

∞∑
m=0

(−1)
m

m!Γ (m+ α+ 1)

(x
2

)2m+α

, (26)

and δ is the conventional (1-dimensional) Dirac delta function. Consider, as an illustrative example of how

the Fourier analysis goes, the calculation for the familiar d = 4 case (following the approach of de Jager[55]).

We begin by noting that, in this case, the modified Fourier transform operator defined above, henceforth

denoted F ∗:

F ∗ [f (x)] = f̃ (p) =

∫ ∞
−∞

f (x) eip·xddx, (27)

is related to the standard Fourier transform operator F :

F [f (p)] =

∫ ∞
−∞

f (p) ei(x0p0+x1p1+x2p2+x3p3)ddp, (28)

by the identity:

FF ∗ [f (x0, x1, x2, x3)] = (2π)
4
f (−x0, x1, x2, x3) , (29)

which holds for all integral functions and for all distributions. Applying the modified Fourier operator F ∗

to our original Klein-Gordon equation:

(
� +m2

)
G(4)
m (x) = δ4 (x) , (30)

we obtain:

(
p2 −m2

)
G̃(4)
m (p) = 1. (31)

Following de Jager, since the modified Fourier operator F ∗ and its inverse (F ∗)
−1

are guaranteed to pre-

16



serve Lorentz invariance, it suffices to determine all of the solutions of this equation which satisfy Lorentz

invariance, and then to transform the results back into configuration space.

A particular solution ˜(Gp)
(4)

m (p) to this inhomogeneous equation which is known to satisfy Lorentz

invariance is given by:

˜(Gp)
(4)

m (p) =
1

p2 −m2
, (32)

where, for our present purposes,
(
p2 −m2

)−1
is a distribution defined in terms of the Cauchy principal value

of the following improper integral:

〈
1

p2 −m2
,Φ (p)

〉
= lim
ε→0+

[∫
|p2−m2|>ε

Φ̃ (p)

p2 −m2
ddp

]
, (33)

where Φ (p) here denotes an arbitrary test function. On the other hand, the general solution ˜(GH)
(4)

m (p) to

the corresponding homogeneous equation:

(
p2 −m2

) ˜(GH)
(4)

m (p) = 0, (34)

which lies strictly on the surface of the hyperboloid p2 −m2 = 0, is given by:

˜(GH)
(4)

m (p) = c+δ+
(
p2 −m2

)
+ c−δ−

(
p2 −m2

)
, (35)

where c+ and c− are arbitrary numerical constants, and δ±
(
p2 −m2

)
are distributions defined over the

upper and lower sheets of the hyperboloid p2 −m2 = 0, respectively, defined by means of the following

nested integral:

〈
δ±
(
p2 −m2

)
, Φ̂ (p)

〉
=

1

2

∫ ∞
0

∫
Ω

1√
κ2 +m2

κ2Φ̂
(
κω1, κω2, κω3,±

√
κ2 +m2

)
dΩdκ, (36)

in which we have introduced the parameter κ = p2
1 + p2

2 + p2
3, and we are integrating over the unit sphere Ω

in (p1, p2, p3)-space (with surface measure dΩ). By introducing a new function
¯̂
Φ (κ, p0) and defining it to

be equal to the mean value of the test function Φ̂ (p) over a sphere in R3 with radius κ (up to some additive

constant), we can rewrite this nested integral as:

17



1

2

∫ ∞
0

∫
Ω

1√
κ2 +m2

κ2Φ̂
(
κω1, κω2, κω3,±

√
κ2 +m2

)
dΩdκ

=
1

2

∫ ∞
0

1√
κ2 +m2

κ2 ¯̂
Φ
(
κ,±

√
κ2 +m2

)
dκ. (37)

The sum of the two distributions δ±
(
p2 −m2

)
defined on the two sheets of the hyperboloid yields the usual

Dirac delta function:

δ
(
p2 −m2

)
= δ+

(
p2 −m2

)
+ δ−

(
p2 −m2

)
. (38)

Therefore, by taking a sum of the particular inhomogeneous solution and the general homogeneous solution,

we obtain the following general solution to the inhomogeneous (Fourier-transformed) Klein-Gordon equation:

G̃(4)
m (p) =

1

p2 −m2
+ c+δ+

(
p2 −m2

)
+ c−δ−

(
p2 −m2

)
, (39)

and hence, to find the general solution G
(4)
m (p) to the Klein-Gordon equation in configuration space, it suffices

to compute the inverse Fourier transforms (F ∗)
−1

of the distributions
(
p2 −m2

)−1
and δ±

(
p2 −m2

)
.

We also know, as a consequence of the aforementioned relation:

FF ∗ [f (x0, x1, x2, x3)] = (2π)
4
f (−x0, x1, x2, x3) , (40)

that computing the inverse modified Fourier transform (F ∗)
−1

is formally equivalent to computing the

ordinary Fourier transform F , then applying the (time) coordinate transformation x0 → −x0, and finally

dividing the resulting function by (2π)
4
. The ordinary Fourier transform of the distribution

(
p2 −m2

)−1
is

given by:

F

[
1

p2 −m2

]
= 2π2im

[
K1

(
m
√
−τ2 + 0i

)
√
−τ2 + 0i

−
K1

(
m
√
−τ2 − 0i

)
√
−τ2 − 0i

]
, (41)

whereas for the usual Dirac delta distribution δ
(
p2 −m2

)
it is given by:

F
[
δ
(
p2 −m2

)]
= 2πm

[
K1

(
m
√
−τ2 + 0i

)
√
−τ2 + 0i

+
K1

(
m
√
−τ2 − 0i

)
√
−τ2 − 0i

]
, (42)

where, in the above, τ2 = x2
0 − x2

1 − x2
2 − x2

3 as previously, and K1 (x) corresponds to a modified Bessel
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function of the second kind (of order 1), defined for general order α by:

Kα (x) =
π

2

I−α (x)− Iα (x)

sin (απ)
, (43)

with Iα (x) being a modified Bessel function of the first kind (of order α):

Iα (x) = i−αJα (ix) =

∞∑
m=0

1

m!Γ (m+ α+ 1)

(x
2

)2m+α

. (44)

Moreover, the ordinary Fourier transforms of the distributions δ±
(
p2 −m2

)
are given by:

F
[
δ+
(
p2 −m2

)]
= 2iπ2

[
δ+
(
τ2
)
− δ−

(
τ2
)]

+ 2πmθ
(
−τ2

) K1

(
m
√
−τ2

)
√
−τ2

− iπ2mθ
(
τ2
)θ (x0)

H
(1)
1

(
m
√
τ2
)

√
τ2

− θ (−x0)
H

(2)
1

(
m
√
τ2
)

√
τ2

 , (45)

and:

F
[
δ−
(
p2 −m2

)]
= −2iπ2

[
δ+
(
τ2
)
− δ−

(
τ2
)]

+ 2πmθ
(
−τ2

) K1

(
m
√
−τ2

)
√
−τ2

+ iπ2mθ
(
τ2
)θ (x0)

H
(2)
1

(
m
√
τ2
)

√
τ2

− θ (−x0)
H

(1)
1

(
m
√
τ2
)

√
τ2

 , (46)

respectively, where, in the above, H
(1)
1 (x) and H

(2)
1 (x) correspond to Hankel functions of the first and second

kind (of order 1), defined for general order α by:

H(1)
α (x) = Jα (x) + iYα (x) =

J−α (x)− e−απiJα (x)

i sin (απ)
, (47)

and:

H(2)
α (x) = Jα (x)− iYα (x) =

J−α (x)− eαπiJα (x)

−i sin (απ)
, (48)

respectively, with Yα (x) being a Bessel function of the second kind (of order α):
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Yα (x) =
Jα (x) cos (απ)− J−α (x)

sin (απ)
. (49)

From here, we are finally in a position to complete the calculation of (GR)
(4)
m (x), by first setting the

constants c+ = c− = πi and c+ = c− = −πi to obtain the causal Green’s function (GC)
(4)
m (x):

(GC)
(4)
m (x) =

δ
(
τ2
)

4π
− m

8π
θ
(
τ2
) H(2)

1

(
m
√
τ2
)

√
τ2

+
im

4π2
θ
(
−τ2

) K1

(
m
√
−τ2

)
√
−τ2

, (50)

and the anticausal Green’s function (GAC)
(4)
m (x):

(GAC)
(4)
m (x) =

δ
(
τ2
)

4π
− m

8π
θ
(
τ2
) H(1)

1

(
m
√
τ2
)

√
τ2

− im

4π2
θ
(
−τ2

) K1

(
m
√
−τ2

)
√
−τ2

, (51)

respectively. Conversely, by setting the constants c+ = −c− = πi and c= = −c− = −πi, one obtains instead

the retarded Green’s function (GR)
(4)
m (x):

(GR)
(4)
m (x) =


1

2π δ+
(
τ2
)
− m

4π θ
(
τ2
) J1(m√τ2)√

τ2
, if x0 > 0,

0, if x0 < 0,

(52)

as well as, for the sake of completeness, the advanced Green’s function (GA)
(4)
m (x):

(GA)
(4)
m (x) =


0, if x0 > 0,

1
2π δ−

(
τ2
)
− m

4π θ
(
τ2
) J1(m√τ2)√

τ2
, if x0 < 0,

(53)

respectively, as required. In general, the advanced and retarded propagators differ only in terms of which

boundary conditions are enforced (i.e. whether they are constrained to be non-zero only in the future light

cone or only in the past light cone), meaning that they can be related by means of the following identity:

(GA)
(d)
m (x) = (GR)

(d)
m (−x) . (54)

The calculation for more general values of d may be performed analogously (at least for the case of massless

propagators), with only slight modifications depending upon whether d is even or odd, as outlined below.

The massless retarded Green’s functions (GR)
(d)
0 (x) may be constructed by simply evaluating the m→ 0

limit of the massive functions (GR)
(d)
m (x), yielding (in the d = 1, d = 2, d = 3 and d = 4 cases considered

previously):
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(GR)
(1)
0 (x) = lim

m→0

[
(GR)

(1)
m (x)

]
= θ (x)x, (GR)

(2)
0 (x) = lim

m→0

[
(GR)

(2)
m (x)

]
= θ

(
x0
)
θ
(
τ2
) 1

2
, (55)

(GR)
(3)
0 (x) = lim

m→0

[
(GR)

(3)
m (x)

]
= θ

(
x0
)
θ
(
τ2
) 1

2πτ
, (56)

and:

(GR)
(4)
0 (x) = lim

m→0

[
(GR)

(4)
m (x)

]
= θ

(
x0
)
θ
(
τ2
) 1

2π
δ
(
τ2
)
, (57)

respectively. As evidenced by the analysis presented above, every massless retarded Green’s function, in

any number of spacetime dimensions d, is given by a product of arbitrary-order distributional derivatives

of either δ
(
τ2
)

(for the case in which d is even) or 1
τ (for the case in which d is odd), where the arbitrary-

order distributional derivatives of δ
(
τ2
)

may themselves be written purely as products of δ
(
τ2
)

and 1
τ .

Thus, the extension of the analysis into arbitrary (integer) numbers of spacetime dimensions involves merely

ascertaining appropriate values to assign to the weights that appear within these products.

Henceforth, we choose to adopt Johnston’s “hops and stops” formalism[32] for constructing and evaluating

discrete path integrals over causal sets, in which there is freedom regarding whether one wishes to compute

the path integral as a sum over chains or over paths. Recall that a chain of length k is simply a sequence

of causal set elements of the form e1 ≺ e2 ≺ · · · ≺ ek−1 ≺ ek, for some arbitrary k, while a path of length k

is a sequence of causal set elements related by links of the form e1 ≺∗ e2 ≺∗ · · · ≺∗ ek−1 ≺∗ ek, where ≺∗

denotes the link relation, and where a link e ≺∗ e′ in the causal set C is a pair of elements e, e′ ∈ C such that

e ≺ e′ and:

@e′′ ∈ C, such that e′′ 6= e, e′′ 6= e′ and e ≺ e′′ ≺ e′, (58)

i.e. the links e ≺∗ e′ form precisely the directed edges in the corresponding Hasse diagram for C. As an

initial approximation, we proceed on the assumption that each “hop” (i.e. each traversal from one element to

another) is associated with a constant amplitude a, and each “stop” (i.e. each intermediate element reached

within the chain/path) is also associated with a constant amplitude b, such that the overall amplitude for

a chain or path of length n is given by the product anbn−1 (since there will exist exactly n “hops” and

n− 1 “stops” along this chain/path). In order to define the discrete propagator for a finite causal set C of

cardinality |C| = p, one must introduce a p× p matrix Φ (x, y) which is related either to the p× p causal
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matrix C0 (x, y) on C (for the case in which one is summing over chains):

Φ (x, y) = aC0 (x, y) , with C0 (x, y) =


1, if y ≺ x,

0, otherwise,

(59)

or to the p× p link matrix L0 (x, y) on C (for the case in which one is summing over paths):

Φ (x, y) = aL0 (x, y) , with L0 (x, y) =


1, if y ≺∗ x,

0, otherwise.

(60)

For chains/paths of arbitrary length, connecting causal set elements vx and vy, the overall amplitude is

therefore given by a p× p discrete propagator matrix K (x, y) of the general form:

K (x, y) = Φ (x, y) + bΦ2 (x, y) + b2Φ3 (x, y) + · · · =
∞∑
n=1

bn−1Φn (x, y) , (61)

where the n-th term in this sum corresponds to the individual contribution to the overall amplitude of

chains/paths of length n; for instance, for the n = 2 contributions, one has the term:

bΦ2 (x, y) =

p∑
z=1

bΦ (x, z) Φ (z, y) , (62)

designating a sum (evaluated over all intermediate causal set elements vz) of the individual amplitudes for all

chains/paths of length 2 connecting element vx to element vz, and element vz to element vy. An illuminating

example (due to Johnston) of the computation of the overall amplitude for chains connecting elements v1

and v5 in a 6-element causal set, yielding the discrete propagator matrix:

K (1, 5) = a+ 3a2b+ a3b2, (63)

is shown in Figure 4 (note that there is a small error in the presentation of this example given within John-

ston’s PhD thesis, which we correct here). The sum within the expression for the discrete propagator K (x, y)

is guaranteed to truncate, since by hypothesis the causal set C has finite cardinality p, so every element x ∈ C

has only a finite set of elements in its causal future, allowing us to evaluate K (x, y) pragmatically via the

following straightforward matrix inversion:

K (x, y) = Φ (x, y) (I (x, y)− bΦ (x, y))
−1
, (64)
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for the p× p identity matrix I (x, y).

Figure 4: The calculation of the overall amplitude for chains connecting elements v1 and v5 in a 6-element
causal set, by means of the discrete propagator matrix K (1, 5). On the left, the contribution to the amplitude
from the 1 chain of length 1 (highlighted in red) is a. In the middle, the contribution to the amplitude from
the 3 chains of length 2 (highlighted in green) is 3a2b. On the right, the contribution to the amplitude from
the 1 chain of length 3 (highlighted in blue) is a3b2.

In order to evaluate the discrete path integral as a sum over chains, we must first introduce a procedure

for calculating the number (or abundance) Cn of chains of length n separating the elements x and y in the

causal set C:

Cn (x, y) = |{(x, z1, z2, . . . , zn−1, y) :

x, z1, z2, . . . , zn−1, y ∈ C such that x ≺ z1 ≺ z2 ≺ · · · ≺ zn−1 ≺ y}| . (65)

Following Meyer[40], when considered as a random variable Ĉn (x, y), we can compute the expectation value〈
Ĉ1 (x, y)

〉
of chains of length 1 simply using the continuum analog of the causal matrix C0 (x, y), namely

the function C (x, y) defined over d-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime Md = R1,d−1 (with the causal

partial order relation on the continuum being denoted ≺M):

C (x, y) =


1, if x ≺M y,

0, otherwise,

such that
〈
Ĉ1 (x, y)

〉
= C (x, y) . (66)

Using this construction, the expected abundance
〈
Ĉn (x, y)

〉
of chains x ≺ z1 ≺ z2 ≺ · · · ≺ zn−1 ≺ y of ar-

bitrary length n > 1 may be computed by virtue of a nested integral, evaluated over the following nested

sequence of Alexandrov intervals A in the continuum spacetime:

M⊃ A [x, y] ⊃
(
J+ (z1) ∩A [x, y]

)
⊃
(
J+ (z2) ∩A [x, y]

)
⊃ · · · ⊃

(
J+ (zn−2) ∩A [x, y]

)
, (67)
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namely:

〈
Ĉn (x, y)

〉
= ρn−1

∫
A[x,y]

∫
J+(z1)∩A[x,y]

∫
J+(z2)∩A[x,y]

· · ·∫
J+(zn−2)∩A[x,y]

C (zn−1, y)C (zn−2, zn−1) · · ·C (x, z1) ddzn−1 · · · ddz2d
dz1, (68)

whose closed form solution is given by:

〈
Ĉn (x, y)

〉
= C (x, y)

(ρVol (A [y, x]))
n−1

n− 1

(
Γ (d+ 1)

2

)n−2 Γ
(
d
2

)
Γ (d)

Γ
(
(n− 1) d2

)
Γ
(
nd
2

) . (69)

As per Rideout and Zohren[56], the volume factor contribution Vol (A [y, x]) may be determined by integrat-

ing over the proper time interval τ separating events x and y:

Vol (A [y, x]) = 2

∫ τ
2

0

Vol (Sd−1 (t)) dt, (70)

where we use Sd−1 (t) to denote the volume of a (d− 1)-dimensional ball of radius t, such that this integral

evaluates to yield:

2

∫ τ
2

0

Vol (Sd−1 (t)) dt = 2

∫ τ
2

0

π
d
2 rd

Γ
(
d
2 + 1

)dt =
π
d−1
2

2d−1dΓ
(
d+1

2

)τd. (71)

From here, the expectation value
〈
K̂C (x, y)

〉
for the variant of the discrete propagator KC (x, y) evaluated

by summing over chains (when considered as a random variable K̂C (x, y)) can now be written in the form

of a sum over expectation values for abundances of chains:

〈
K̂C (x, y)

〉
=

∞∑
n=1

anbn−1
〈
Ĉn (x, y)

〉
, (72)

thus satisfying the elegant integral equation:

〈
K̂C (x, y)

〉
= aC (x, y) + abρ

∫ ∞
−∞

C (z, y)
〈
K̂C (x, z)

〉
ddz. (73)

As an illustration of how Fourier-analytic techniques, when combined with this general summing over

chains philosophy, may once again be used in a relatively straightforward manner to obtain an explicit

form for the discrete (massless) propagator matrix (KC)0 (x, y), we consider the computation of the discrete
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propagator (KC)
(2)
0 (x, y) in 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime[32]. Since the integral equation for

the expectation value
〈
K̂C (x, y)

〉
of the discrete propagator presented above takes the form of a convolution,

its Fourier transform
〈

˜̂
KC (p)

〉
simply reduces to a product:

〈
˜̂
KC (p)

〉
= aC̃ (p) + abρC̃ (p)

〈
˜̂
KC (p)

〉
=

aC̃ (p)

1− abρC̃ (p)
, (74)

and, moreover, since the continuum analog of the causal matrix C (x, y) is related directly to the massless

retarded Green’s function (GR)
(2)
0 (x, y) by a factor of 2:

C (x, y) = 2 (GR)
(2)
0 (x, y) , (75)

it follows, by taking the aforementioned Fourier transform of the massive Green’s function G
(2)
m (x):

G̃(2)
m (p) = − 1

p2
0 − p2

1 −m2
, (76)

and setting m = 0, that the Fourier transform C̃ (p) is given simply by:

C̃ (p) = − 2

(p0 + iε)
2 − p2

1

. (77)

When substituted into the expression for the expectation value
〈

˜̂
KC (p)

〉
, this yields (following simplifica-

tion):

〈
˜̂
KC (p)

〉
=
− 2a

(p0+iε)2−p21

1 + 2abρ
(p0+iε)2−p21

= − 2a

(p0 + iε)
2 − p2

1 + 2abρ
, (78)

implying that the amplitudes a and b must be given by a = 1
2 and b = −m

2

ρ , respectively, in order for the

expectation value of the (Fourier-transformed) discrete propagator
〈

˜̂
KC (p)

〉
to match the known value of

the (Fourier-transformed) continuum massive Green’s function G̃
(2)
m (p), yielding the following explicit form

of the massless discrete propagator in 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime:

(KC)
(2)
0 (x, y) =

1

2
C0 (x, y) , (79)

where C0 (x, y) designates, as usual, the causal matrix on the causal set C.

In much the same way, evaluating the discrete path integral over paths necessitates introducing a technique

for calculating the number/abundance Pn of paths of length n separating the elements x and y in the causal
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set C:

Pn (x, y) = |{(x, z1, z2, . . . , zn−1, y) :

x, z1, z2, . . . , zn−1, y ∈ C such that x ≺∗ z1 ≺∗ z2 ≺∗ · · · ≺∗ zn−1 ≺∗ y}| . (80)

Just as before, we follow the approach of Bombelli[57] and consider the path abundance as a random variable

P̂n (x, y), such that the expectation value
〈
P̂1 (x, y)

〉
of paths of length 1 is given now by the continuum

analog of the link matrix L0 (x, y), namely the function P (x, y) defined over d-dimensional flat (Minkowski)

spacetime Md = R1,d−1 (with the causal partial order relation on the continuum being denoted, as before,

by ≺M):

P (x, y) =


e−ρVol(I[y,x]), if x ≺M y,

0, otherwise,

such that
〈
P̂1 (x, y)

〉
= P (x, y) . (81)

As previously, the expected abundance
〈
P̂n (x, y)

〉
of paths x ≺∗ z1 ≺∗ z2 ≺∗ · · · ≺∗ zn−1 ≺∗ y of arbitrary

length n > 1 now becomes a nested integral over the usual sequence of Alexandrov intervals A:

M⊃ A [x, y] ⊃
(
J+ (z1) ∩A [x, y]

)
⊃
(
J+ (z2) ∩A [x, y]

)
⊃ · · · ⊃

(
J+ (zn−2) ∩A [x, y]

)
, (82)

i.e:

〈
P̂n (x, y)

〉
= ρn−1

∫
A[x,y]

∫
J+(z1)∩A[x,y]

∫
J+(z2)∩A[x,y]

· · ·∫
J+(zn−2)∩A[x,y]

P (zn−1, y)P (zn−2, zn−1) · · ·P (x, z1) ddzn−1 · · · ddz2d
dz1, (83)

for which no known closed-form solution exists. However, following the approach of Johnston[32], we use

the existing closed-form solution for the chain abundance expectation value
〈
Ĉn (x, y)

〉
, namely:

〈
Ĉn (x, y)

〉
= C (x, y)

(ρVol (A [y, x]))
n−1

n− 1

(
Γ (d+ 1)

2

)n−2 Γ
(
d
2

)
Γ (d)

Γ
(
(n− 1) d2

)
Γ
(
nd
2

) , (84)

in order to expand the continuum analog of the link matrix function P (x, y) as a formal power series in
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terms of the expectation values of the chain abundance functions
〈
Ĉn (x, y)

〉
, using:

P (x, y) = C (x, y) e−ρVol(I[y,x]) = C (x, y)

∞∑
n=0

(−ρVol (I [y, x]))
n

n!
, (85)

where we know that:

C (x, y)

∞∑
n=0

(−ρVol (I [y, x]))
n

n!
=

∞∑
n=0

(−1)
n
〈
Ĉn+1 (x, y)

〉
(n− 1)!

(
Γ(d+1)

2

)n−1 Γ( d2 )Γ(d)

Γ(nd2 )Γ((n+1) d2 )

. (86)

Since any formal power series in a single variable x may be exponentiated via the following rule:

( ∞∑
k=0

akx
k

)n
=

∞∑
k=0

ckx
k, with c0 = an0 , (87)

where the new coefficients cm are defined by the recurrence relation:

cm =
1

ma0

m∑
k=1

(kn−m+ k) akcn−k, (88)

we can consequently employ the formal power series expansion for the continuum analog of the link matrix

function P (x, y) to construct a corresponding formal power series expansion for the expectation value of the

path abundance
〈
P̂n (x, y)

〉
as follows:

〈
P̂n (x, y)

〉
=

∞∑
m=0

gm

〈
Ĉm+n (x, y)

〉
, with g0 = 1, (89)

where we also know that:

∞∑
m=0

gm

〈
Ĉm+n (x, y)

〉
=

∞∑
m=0

gm
m+ n− 1

(
Γ (d+ 1)

2

)m+n−2 Γ
(
d
2

)
Γ (d)

Γ
(
(m+ n− 1) d2

)
Γ
(
(m+ n) d2

)C (x, y) (ρVol (I [y, x]))
n+m−1

, (90)

with new coefficients gm defined by the recurrence relation:

gm =
1

m

m∑
k=1

(k (n+ 1)−m)
(−1)

k

(k − 1)!
(

Γ(d+1)
2

)k−1 Γ( d2 )Γ(d)

Γ( kd2 )Γ((k+1) d2 )

gm−k. (91)
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Much as in the previously-described summing over chains case, the expectation value
〈
K̂P (x, y)

〉
for the

variant of the discrete propagator KP (x, y) evaluated by summing over paths (when considered as a random

variable K̂P (x, y)) may resultingly be written as a sum over expectation values for abundances of paths:

〈
K̂P (x, y)

〉
=

∞∑
n=1

anbn−1
〈
P̂n (x, y)

〉
, (92)

satisfying an analogous integral equation:

〈
K̂P (x, y)

〉
= aP (x, y) + abρ

∫ ∞
−∞

P (z, y)
〈
K̂P (x, z)

〉
ddz. (93)

The same Fourier-analytic techniques outlined previously may also be used in conjunction with this

summing over paths philosophy, so as to yield explicit forms for the discrete (massless) propagator matrix

(KP )0 (x, y), which we shall now proceed to illustrate by considering the computation of the discrete propa-

gator (KP )
(4)
0 (x, y) in 3 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime[32]. Just as in the sum over chains case,

since the integral equation for the expectation value
〈
K̂P (x, y)

〉
of the discrete propagator is a convolution,

its Fourier transform
〈

˜̂
KP (p)

〉
also reduces to a product of the same underlying form:

〈
˜̂
KP (p)

〉
= aP̃ (p) + abρP̃ (p)

〈
˜̂
KP (p)

〉
=

aP̃ (p)

1− abρP̃ (p)
, (94)

and, furthermore, since we know that the volume contribution Vol (I [y, x]) to the continuum analog of the

link matrix P (x, y) in the 3 + 1-dimensional Minkowski spacetime M4 = R1,3 is given explicitly by:

Vol (I [y, x]) =
π

24
τ4
xy, (95)

with τxy denoting, as usual, the proper time distance between events x and y, we are able to write the

continuum analog of the link matrix P (x, y) in an altogether more concrete fashion:

P (x, y) =


e−ρVol(I[y,x]) = e−

π
24ρτ

4
xy , if x ≺M y,

0, otherwise.

(96)

Taking the (distributional) limit of an infinite sprinkling density (ρ→∞), we therefore find that:
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lim
ρ→∞

[
√
ρP (x, y)] = lim

ρ→∞



fρ
(
τ2
xy,

1
24

)
, if x0 ≤ y0,

0, otherwise,

 =


√

24
2 δ

(
τ2
xy

)
, if x ≺M y,

0, otherwise,

(97)

where, for the sake of notational convenience, we have introduced the function fρ (z, c) defined by:

fρ (z, c) =


√
ρe−πcρz

2

, if z ≥ 0,

0, if z < 0,

for some positive real constant c ∈ R+, (98)

and have exploited the fact that its (distributional) limit yields a Dirac delta function δ (z):

lim
ρ→∞

[fρ (z, c)] =
1

2
√
c
δ (z) . (99)

From here, we may employ the following theorem[58] regarding limits of Fourier transforms of arbitrary

functions:

lim
ρ→∞

[
√
ρP (p)] = lim

ρ→∞
[f (p)] ⇐⇒ lim

ρ→∞

[
˜(

√
ρP (p))

]
= lim
ρ→∞

[
f̃ (p)

]
, (100)

for an arbitrary function f (p) with Fourier transform f̃ (x, y), in order to establish the following relationship

between the (Fourier-transformed) continuum analog of the link matrix P̃ (p) and the (Fourier-transformed)

massless retarded Green’s function
(
G̃R

)(4)

0
(p) in the infinite sprinkling density limit:

lim
ρ→∞

[√
ρP̃ (p)

]
= 2π

√
24

2

(
G̃R

)(4)

0
(p) = −2π

√
6

1

(p0 + iε)
2 − p1 − p2 − p3

, (101)

since the previously-derived form of the massless retarded Green’s function in 3 + 1-dimensional Minkowski

space (GR)
(4)
0 (x) implies that:

(GR)
(4)
0 (x) = θ

(
x0
)
θ
(
τ2
xy

) 1

2π
δ
(
τ2
)

=


1

2π δ
(
τ2
xy

)
, if x ≺M y,

0, otherwise,

(102)

and, moreover, setting m = 0 in the expression for the Fourier transform of the massive Green’s function

G
(4)
m (x):
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G̃(4)
m (p) = − 1

p2
0 − p2

1 − p2
2 − p2

3 −m2
, (103)

consequently yields the following form for the Fourier transform of the massless retarded Green’s function

(GR)
(4)
0 (x):

(
G̃R

)(4)

0
(p) = − 1

(p0 + iε)
2 − p2

1 − p2
2 − p2

3

. (104)

By introducing an ansatz for the constant amplitudes a and b given by a = A
√
ρ and b = B

ρ , for a pair of

additional constants A and B (taken, by hypothesis, to be independent of the density ρ), the prior expression

for the expectation value
〈

˜̂
KP (p)

〉
becomes instead:

〈
˜̂
KP (p)

〉
=

A
√
ρP̃ (p)

1−AB√ρP̃ (p)
, (105)

and so, by combining this with the expression for the (Fourier-transformed) density-weighted continuum

analog of the link matrix
√
ρP̃ (p) in the limit of infinite sprinkling density, one obtains (following simplifi-

cation):

lim
ρ→∞

[〈
˜̂
KP (p)

〉]
=
− 2πA

√
6

(p0+iε)2−p21−p22−p23

1 + 2πAB
√

6
(p0+iε)2−p21−p22−p23

= − 2πA
√

6

(p0 + iε)
2 − p2

1 − p2
2 − p2

3 + 2πAB
√

6
, (106)

implying that the constants A and B must be given by 2πA
√

6 = 1 and B = −m2, respectively, in order for

the expectation value of the (Fourier-transformed) discrete propagator
〈

˜̂
KP (p)

〉
to match the known value

of the (Fourier-transformed) continuum massive Green’s function G̃
(4)
m (p):

G̃(4)
m (p) = − 1

p2
0 − p2

1 − p2
2 − p2

3 −m2
, (107)

in the infinite sprinkling density limit. This, in turn, implies that the amplitudes a and b must be given

by a =
√
ρ2π
√

6 and b = −m
2

ρ , respectively, hence allowing us to deduce the following explicit form of the

massless discrete propagator in 3 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime:

(KP )
(4)
0 (x, y) =

1

2π

√
1

6
L0 (x, y) , (108)

where L0 (x, y) designates the usual link matrix on the causal set C.

For the sake of simplicity, the analyses presented so far have assumed flat (Minkowski) spacetimes of the
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form Md = R1,d−1; however, the mathematical methods outlined within this section are sufficiently general

that they may be extended to causal sets produced by sprinklings into curved spacetimes (as illustrated

for the case of a 1 + 1-dimensional de Sitter spacetime in Figure 5) with only very minimal modification,

following the approach of Birrell and Davies[59] and Fulling[60]. First, one must relax the assumption that

translation invariance holds (and therefore that, for instance, a simple massive Green’s function of the form

G
(d)
m (y − x) may be used to compute the transition amplitude between events x and y; one must instead

use a two-argument function of the form G
(d)
m (x,y)). Somewhat more substantially, the form of the Klein-

Gordon equation for the massive d-dimensional Green’s function G
(d)
m (x,y) itself must be modified, so that

it now reads:

(
� +m2 + ζR (x)

)
G(d)
m (x,y) =

δ (x− y)
√
g

, with g =
√

det (gµν), (109)

for some real constant ζ ∈ R, where � is now the generalization of the d’Alembertian operator to arbitrary

curved spacetimes, defined in terms of its action on an arbitrary scalar field φ (x)

�φ (x) =
1
√
g
∂µ [gµν

√
g∂νφ (x)] , (110)

and where R (x) designates the Ricci scalar curvature of the underlying Lorentzian manifold at point x.

Thus, in order to extend the flat spacetime construction of discrete (massless) propagators to more general

curved spacetimes, all that remains is to introduce a systematic procedure for computing the Ricci scalar

curvature R (x) of an element x ∈ C in the causal set C. Note that the formalism proposed by Sorkin[29], as

well as Benincasa and Dowker[51], provides a more-or-less tautological method for computing R (x) in terms

of the expectation value
〈
B̂

(d)
k φ (x)

〉
of the action of the discrete d-dimensional d’Alembertian B

(d)
k on the

scalar field φ (x) in the infinite sprinkling density limit, namely:

lim
ρc→∞

[
1
√
ρc

〈
B̂

(d)
k φ (x)

〉∣∣∣
W1

]
= �φ (x)− 1

2
R (x)φ (x) , (111)

where we have opted to subdivide the causal past J− (x) of element x into non-overlapping subregions W1,

W2 and W3:

J− (x) =W1 ∪W2 ∪W3, such that (W1 ∩W2) = (W1 ∩W3) = (W2 ∩W3) = ∅, (112)
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where W1 is the Riemann normal neighborhood of event x, W2 is the Riemann normal neighborhood of

the boundary ∂J− (x) of the past region (namely the region “down the light cone”, bounded away from

the origin), and W3 is bounded away from the boundary ∂J− (x) of the past region (namely the “deep

chronological past” region).

Figure 5: On the left, the transitive reduction (i.e. the Hasse diagram) of the directed graph generated by con-
necting all pairs of 200 (uniformly-sprinkled) points that are related by the causal partial order relation ≺M
on a hyperboloidal region of a 1 + 1-dimensional de Sitter spacetime embedded within a 2 + 1-dimensional
background spacetime. On the right, a comparison against a similar transitive reduction graph generated via
a uniform sprinkling of 100 points into a rectangular region of 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime.

However, a non-tautological method for computing the discrete Ricci scalar curvature[61] for an arbitrary

causal set C is furnished by the construction of the Ollivier-Ricci scalar curvature[36][62][63] for arbitrary

(potentially discrete) metric-measure spaces (including hypergraphs and causal graphs as special cases[37]).

One starts from the standard geometrical intuition for the Ricci scalar curvature R (p) evaluated at a point

p ∈M in a (pseudo-)Riemannian manifold (M, g) of dimension d, in which R (p) effectively quantifies the

discrepancy between the volume of a ball Bε (p) of radius ε in the manifold M, and the volume of a ball

Bε (0) of the same radius in (flat) Euclidean space Rd:

Vol (Bε (p) ⊂M)

Vol (Bε (0) ⊂ Rd)
= 1− R (p)

6 (d+ 2)
ε2 +O

(
ε4
)
, (113)

evaluated in the limit ε→ 0. Equivalently, the Ricci scalar curvature R (p) quantifies the discrepancy between

the distance δ between the centers of two balls Bε (p) and Bε (q) of radius ε (centered at points p and q) in

the manifoldM, in which the latter is obtained via parallel transport of the former, and the average distance
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W between the corresponding points on the surfaces of the balls:

W (Bε (p) , Bε (q)) = δ

(
1− ε2

2 (d+ 2)
R (p) +O

(
ε3 + ε2δ

))
, (114)

evaluated now in the limit ε, δ → 0, where δ = d (p, q) designates the distance between the centers of the

balls. For a general (Polish) metric-measure space (X, d), equipped with a Borel σ-algebra along with a

random walk m, i.e. a family of probability measures of the form:

m = {mx : x ∈ X} , (115)

in which each mx has finite first moment, and the map x→ mx is measurable, the Ollivier-Ricci scalar

curvature κ (x, y) between distinct points x, y ∈ X may be defined as:

κ (x, y) = 1− W1 (mx,my)

d (x, y)
. (116)

In the above, W1 (mx,my) denotes the 1-Wasserstein distance between the probability measures mx and

my, i.e. the optimal transportation distance between measures:

W1 (mx,my) = inf
ε∈Π(mx,my)

[∫
(x,y)∈X×Y

d (x, y) dε (x, y)

]
, (117)

for Π (mx,my) being the set of couplings between random walks projecting onto measuresmx andmy (i.e. the

set of measures on the product space X × Y projecting onto measures mx and my). Hence, we are, in effect,

generalizing the Riemannian volume measure to an arbitrary probability measure, such that the average

distance between points on the surfaces of two balls generalizes to the 1-Wasserstein distance between the

corresponding measures, and therefore the Ollivier-Ricci scalar curvature κ (x, y) quantifies the discrepancy

between the 1-Wasserstein distance between the measures mx and my and the ordinary metric distance

between x and y. Thus, in the particular case where (X, d) is a (pseudo-)Riemannian manifold (M, g), the

Ollivier-Ricci scalar curvature κ (x, y) and the ordinary Ricci scalar curvature R (x, y) are equivalent up to

a multiplicative constant.

In the case where the metric space (X, d) is discrete, the integral appearing in the definition of the

1-Wasserstein distance correspondingly restricts to a discrete sum, and one thus obtains the discrete (or

multi-marginal) optimal transportation distance between discrete probability measures mx and my:
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W1 (mx,my) = inf
µx,y∈Π(mx,my)

 ∑
(x′,y′)∈X×X

d (x′, y′)µx,y (x′, y′)

 , (118)

where the discrete probability measures µx,y in the set Π (mx,my) satisfy the coupling conditions:

∑
y′∈X

µx,y (x′, y′) = µx (x′) , and
∑
x′∈X

µx,y (x′, y′) = µy (y′) . (119)

From here, directed graphs (of the kind represented by Hasse diagrams for causal sets) may be treated

as special cases of directed hypergraphs H = (V,E), where each hyperedge e ∈ E is generally assumed to

represent a directional relation between vertex sets A and B (the tail set and the head set, respectively),

except in this case the sets A and B are each taken to have cardinality exactly 1. In the general case,

the discrete/multi-marginal 1-Wasserstein distance W1 (µAin , µBout) between discrete probability measures

µAin and µBout defined over the directed hypergraph H = (V,E) becomes:

W1 (µAin , µBout) = min
u∈Ain(u→A),v∈Bout(B→v)

[∑
u→A

∑
B→v

d (u, v) ε (u, v)

]
. (120)

Here, ε (u, v) designates the coupling between vertices u and v, such that one effectively minimizes over all

couplings ε between the discrete measures µAin and µBout satisfying the coupling conditions:

∑
u→A

ε (u, v) =

m∑
j=1

µyj (v) , and
∑
B→v

ε (u, v) =

n∑
i=1

µxi (u) , (121)

assuming that the hyperedge e is of the general form:

A = {x1, . . . , xn} →e B = {y1, . . . , ym} , with n,m ≤ |V | , (122)

and the discrete metric d (u, v) corresponds specifically to the number of directed hyperedges that one tra-

verses when traveling between vertices u ∈ Ain (u→ A) and v ∈ Bout (B → v). If we make the simplest

choice of distance metric d (u, v) and coupling constants ε (u, v), such that all distances/couplings are sym-

metric (i.e. d (u, v) = d (v, u) and ε (u, v) = ε (v, u)) and each directed hyperedge corresponds to a distance of

1 (which is equivalent to enforcing a torsion-free/metric/Levi-Civita connection on the continuum manifold),

then we can write the form of the Ollivier-Ricci scalar curvature κ (e) function on hyperedges e ∈ E in the

following explicit fashion:
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κ (e) = 1−W1 (µAin , µBout) , (123)

where the discrete probability measures µAin and µBout satisfy the coupling conditions:

µAin =

n∑
i=1

µxi , and µBout =

m∑
j=1

µyj , (124)

or, more concretely, one has:

∀1 ≤ i ≤ n, z ∈ V, µxi (z) =



0, if z = xi and dxini 6= 0,

1
n , if z = xi and dxini = 0,∑
e′:z→xi

1
n×d

xin
i
×|Tail(e′)| , if z 6= xi and ∃e′ : z → xi,

0, if z 6= xi and @e′ : z → xi,

(125)

and:

∀1 ≤ j ≤ m, z ∈ V, µyj (z) =



0, if z = yj and dyoutj
6= 0,

1
m , if z = yj and dyoutj

= 0,∑
e′:yj→z

1
m×dyout

j
×|Head(e′)| , if z 6= yj and ∃e′ : yj → z,

0, if z 6= yj and @e′ : yj → z,

(126)

respectively. In the above, dxini represents the total number of hyperedges that include a given vertex xi ∈ A

(taken from the tail set A) as an element of their respective head set, and likewise dyoutj
represents the total

number of hyperedges that include a given vertex yj ∈ B (taken from the head set B) as an element of their

respective tail set.

Clearly, in the Lorentzian (directed graph) case, as opposed to the usual Riemannian (undirected graph)

case, one must consider discrepancies in distances between directed geodesic cones, as opposed merely to

geodesic balls, but in all other respects the geometrical intuitions are identical. Examples of how the Ollivier-

Ricci scalar curvature κ may be computed for (directed) causal graphs which limit to be asymptotically-flat

and asymptotically-positively-curved 1 + 1-dimensional Lorentzian manifold-like structures are shown in
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Figures 6 and 7, respectively; the precise details of how such causal graphs are algorithmically generated

via hypergraph substitution rules will be outlined shortly. However, these curvature estimation algorithms

(which, as discussed, are necessary in order to be able to construct reliable discrete Green’s functions for

causal sets representing general curved spacetimes) generically require one to know the limiting dimension of

the causal set a priori. Clearly, this is not a problem for the case of causal sets generated by sprinkling into

a known Lorentzian manifold, but for causal sets generated by an algorithmic procedure such as hypergraph

rewriting, the limiting dimension is generically unknown (and quite often very hard to predict), in which case

one also requires a reliable algorithm for estimating limiting dimension, as we shall discuss in the following

section.

Figure 6: On the left, a pair of finite geodesic cones in an asymptotically-flat (directed) causal graph with a
1 + 1-dimensional Lorentzian manifold-like limiting structure, as generated by the hypergraph rewriting rule
{{x, y, y} , {x, z, u}} → {{u, v, v} , {v, z, y} , {x, y, v}}, with a purple path representing the distance between
the centers of the cones. On the right, the family of all possible paths (shown in red) between corresponding
points on the surfaces on the surfaces of the two cones after parallel transport. The lack of any net divergence
or convergence of these paths implies that the Ollivier-Ricci scalar curvature κ is equal to zero along the
purple path.

3 Extending Scalar Field Green’s Functions to Non-Integer-Dimensional

Spacetimes

Since causal sets generated via algorithmic procedures (such as hypergraph rewriting), rather than via

sprinklings into pre-existing Lorentzian manifolds, are not necessarily guaranteed to have integer values for

their limiting dimension, it will eventually become necessary for us to “analytically continue” the massless

discrete Green’s functions constructed in the previous section for the case of arbitrary integer -dimensional

causal sets to the more general non-integer-dimensional case. More formally, it is not the Green’s functions

themselves that are being analytically continued; rather, we wish to express the contributions to those

Green’s functions as meromorphic functions of a complex parameter d ∈ C, where this parameter may itself
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Figure 7: On the left, a pair of finite geodesic cones in a (directed) causal graph with a 1 + 1-dimensional
Lorentzian manifold-like limiting structure with negative global curvature, as generated by the hypergraph
rewriting rule {{x, y, x} , {x, z, u}} → {{u, v, u} , {v, u, z} , {x, y, v}}, with a purple path representing the dis-
tance between the centers of the cones. On the right, the family of all possible paths (shown in red) between
corresponding points on the surfaces of the two cones after parallel transport. The net convergence of these
paths implies that the Ollivier-Ricci scalar curvature κ is negative along the purple path.

be interpreted as an analytic continuation of the number of spacetime dimensions, through a procedure that

is analogous to the dimensional regularization of Feynman integrals in quantum field theory via the methods

of ’t Hooft and Veltman[38]. In order for us to perform this “analytic continuation” in an effective manner,

we must first introduce a reliable procedure for estimating the limiting dimension of an arbitrary causal set

C. The approach advocated by Myrheim[39] and Meyer[40] begins by computing the expectation value
〈
R̂
〉

of the number R of pairs of elements in C that are related by the causal partial order relation ≺:

R = |{(ei, ej) : ei, ej ∈ C such that ei ≺ ej}| . (127)

If we now select a continuum Alexandrov interval A [p, q] ⊂Md between two events p and q (separated by

a proper time distance of τ) in a d-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime, then we know that its volume

Vol (A [p, q]) is given by:

Vol (A [p, q]) =
Vd−2

2d−1d (d− 1)
τd, (128)

where Vd−2 denotes the volume of the unit sphere in d− 2 dimensions, and where we have exploited Lorentz

symmetry to choose the following coordinates for p and q without loss of generality:

p =
(
−τ

2
, 0, . . . , 0

)
, and q =

(τ
2
, 0, . . . , 0

)
. (129)
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Therefore, the expectation value
〈
R̂
〉

for the number of causally-related pairs of elements, when considered

over the ensemble Ω of all possible causal sets sprinkled into the interval A [p, q], is given (as discussed

previously) by the integral:

〈
R̂
〉

= ρ2
c

∫
A[p,q]

∫
J+(x1)∩J−(q)

dx2dx1 = ρ2
c

Vd−2

2d−1d (d− 1)

∫
A[p,q]

td1dx1, (130)

where we have introduced the parameter τ1 to denote the proper time distance between events x1 and q,

which now evaluates directly to yield:

〈
R̂
〉

= ρ2
cVol (A [p, q])

Γ (d+ 1) Γ
(
d
2

)
4Γ
(

3d
2

) , (131)

thus allowing us to write the ratio of the expectation value
〈
R̂
〉

for the number of pairs of causally-related

elements to the square of the expectation value 〈n̂〉 for the total number of sprinkled elements within the

spacetime region A [p, q], namely (by the definition of the Poisson point process):

〈n̂〉 = ρcVol (A [p, q]) , (132)

as:

〈
R̂
〉

〈n〉2
=

Γ (d+ 1) Γ
(
d
2

)
4Γ
(

3d
2

) . (133)

In consequence, by estimating the proportion of pairs of elements within a given causal set that has been

sprinkled into a continuum spacetime region of a specified volume, we are able to invert this equation in

order to deduce a corresponding estimate of the continuum spacetime dimension d, as shown for a simplified

(20 element) example in Figure 8, and for more realistic (100 element) examples in 1 + 1-dimensional and

2 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetimes in Figure 9.

Recall, from our previous analysis of the summing over chains approach to the computation of discrete

path integrals over causal sets, that the abundance Cn of chains of length n in a causal set C:

Cn = |{(p, r1, r2, . . . , rn−1, q) : p, r1, r2 . . . , rn−1, q ∈ C such that p ≺ r1 ≺ r2 ≺ · · · ≺ rn−1 ≺ q}| , (134)

has an expectation value
〈
Ĉn

〉
(over the ensemble Ω of all possible causal sets sprinkled into the given
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Figure 8: The transitive reduction (i.e. the Hasse diagram) of the directed graph generated by connecting
all pairs of 20 (uniformly-sprinkled) points that are related by the causal partial order relation ≺M on a
rectangular region of a 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime, with a pair of randomly-selected points
(shown in red) that are related by the partial order relation, and another pair of randomly-selected points
(shown in green) that are not related by the partial order relation.

spacetime) that can be written in the following convenient closed form:

〈
Ĉn

〉
=

(ρcVol (A [q, p]))
n−1

n− 1

(
Γ (d+ 1)

2

)n−2 Γ
(
d
2

)
Γ (d)

Γ
(
(n− 1) d2

)
Γ
(
nd
2

) . (135)

Therefore, the Myheim-Meyer dimension estimation procedure outlined above may be generalized by taking

the ratio of the chain abundance expectation values
〈
Ĉn

〉 1
n

and
〈
Ĉn′
〉 1
n′

, for any n, n′ ∈ N such that n 6= n′.

For an arbitrary Lorentzian manifold (M, g) exhibiting non-zero spacetime curvature, and which is therefore

not isometric to Md = R1,d−1, one can follow the approach of Roy, Sinha and Surya[64], namely using the

expansion of the metric determinant det (g) in curved spacetime (in Riemann normal coordinates) to obtain

the following series representation for the chain abundance expectation value
〈
Ĉn

〉
in powers of the proper

time interval τ between events p and q:

〈
Ĉn

〉
=
〈
Ĉn

〉
η

[
1− d (n− 1)

12 ((n− 1) d+ 2) (nd+ 2)
R (0) τ2 +

d (n− 1)

12 (nd+ 2)
R00 (0) τ2

]
+O

(
τ (n−1)d+3

)
, (136)

under the hypothesis that the causal diamond A [p, q] is sufficiently small that the following conditions hold:

R (0) τ2 � 1, and R00 (0) τ2 � 1, (137)
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Figure 9: The transitive reductions (i.e. the Hasse diagrams) of the directed graphs generated by connecting
all pairs of 100 (uniformly-sprinkled) points that are related by the causal partial order relation ≺M on rect-
angular regions of 1 + 1-dimensional and 2 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetimes, respectively, with
estimated dimensions of 2.07 and 2.75, respectively, obtained via the Myrheim-Meyer estimation procedure.

where R (0) designates the Ricci scalar curvature and R00 (0) designates the time-time component of the Ricci

curvature tensor (evaluated at the center of the diamond in the Riemann normal coordinate system)[65], and

where we use the notation
〈
Ĉn

〉
η

to represent the chain abundance expectation value in the flat/Minkowski

spacetime case (as presented above). This allows us to derive a generalized dimension estimator for small

causal diamonds in arbitrary spacetimes, of the form:

Γ (d+ 1) Γ
(
d
2

)
4Γ
(

3d
2

)
−1

3

(d+ 2)

(3d+ 2)
− (4d+ 2)

(2d+ 2)


〈
Ĉn

〉
1
3

(
Γ(d+1)

2

)2 Γ( d2 )Γ(d)

Γ( 3d
2 )Γ(2d)


4
3

1〈
Ĉn

〉4

+
1

3

(4d+ 2) (5d+ 2)

(2d+ 2) (3d+ 2)

〈
Ĉ5

〉
1
4

(
Γ(d+1)

2

)3 Γ( d2 )Γ(d)

Γ(2d)Γ( 5d
2 )

1〈
Ĉ2

〉4

 = −

〈
Ĉ3

〉2

〈
Ĉ2

〉4 . (138)

The (generalized) Myrheim-Meyer dimension estimation procedure, however, exhibits a number of char-

acteristics that are somewhat undesirable for our present purposes. Most apparently, its computation neces-

sitates a priori knowledge of the volume Vol (A [p, q]) of the small causal diamond into which the specified

causal set has been sprinkled, which one simply does not possess in the case of causal sets that have been

algorithmically grown. More subtly, it suffers from similar issues of tautological definition to those previously
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seen in the case of the Benincasa-Dowker approach to computing the discrete Ricci scalar R (x), namely that

the proper time distance τ between events p and q is conventionally defined in terms of the dimension d of

the continuum spacetime, via:

τ3d =
2

2ρ3
c

(J1 − 2J2 + J3) , (139)

for the inductively-defined parameters Jn:

Jn = ((n− 1) d) (nd+ 2)

(
2d−1d (d− 1)

Vd−2

)3


〈

ˆCn−1

〉
1
n

(
Γ(d+1)

2

)n−1 Γ( d2 )Γ(d)

Γ(nd2 )Γ( (n+1)d
2 )


3
n

. (140)

Hence, the estimator is useful if one knows either the continuum dimension d or the proper time distance τ

between events and wishes to deduce the other quantity, but not if both quantities are unknown. However,

these limitations may nevertheless be surmounted if we instead employ a more direct approximation to the

limiting Hausdorff dimensionality of the causal set, by applying a logarithmic distance estimate to the growth

rates of volumes of geodesic cones. More specifically, if we select a point p ∈M in an arbitrary Riemannian

manifold (M, g) of dimension d, then we can expand the infinitesimal volume element (given, as usual, by

the square root of the determinant of the metric tensor g) around a nearby point p+ δx as a formal series

in powers of δx[66]:

√
det (g (p+ δx)) =

√
det (g (p))

(
1− 1

6

d∑
i=1

Rij (p) δxiδxj +O
(
δx3
)

+ . . .

)
, (141)

subject to the assumption that the manifold M is analytic, where Rij is the Ricci curvature tensor and

δxi and δxj correspond to the orthogonal components of the vector δx, expressed in contravariant index

notation. The volume of a small geodesic ball Bε (p), centered at point p and of infinitesimal radius ε, may

therefore be recovered by integrating this infinitesimal volume element:

Vol (Bε (p)) =

∫
Bε(p)

√
det (g (p+ δx))dd (δx) ; (142)

note that this integral can be expanded in powers of the radius ε as:

∫
Bε(p)

√
det (g (p+ δx))dd (δx) =

π
d
2

Γ
(
d
2 + 1

)εd(1− ε2

6 (d+ 2)

d∑
i=1

Rii +O
(
ε4
))

, (143)
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where the trace of the curvature tensor Rii may be rewritten simply as the Ricci scalar curvature R:

d∑
i=1

Rii = R. (144)

If one integrates instead over a small tube Tε,δx (p) emanating from point p along a geodesic oriented in the

direction δx, with length δ and of infinitesimal radius ε:

Vol (Tε,δx (p)) =

∫
Tε,δx(p)

√
det (g (p+ δx))dd (δx) , (145)

one correspondingly obtains an expression for the volume of such a tube as a power series in the radius ε[67]:

∫
Tε,δx(p)

√
det (g (p+ δx))dd (δx) =

π
d−1
2

Γ
(
d+1

2

)εd−1δx

1−
(
d− 1

d+ 1

)R− d∑
i,j=1

Rij δ̂x
i
δ̂x
j

 ε2

+O
(
ε3 + ε2δx

)
+ . . .

)
, (146)

assuming unit vectors along the geodesic with orthogonal components δ̂x
i

and δ̂x
j

(in contravariant form).

In general for Riemannian manifolds (M, g), the leading-order term in the expansion for the infinitesimal

volume element will be proportional to εd; indeed, in flat (Euclidean) space Rd, it is given precisely by:

Vol (Bε (p)) =
π
d
2

Γ
(
d
2

)εd. (147)

Therefore, for an undirected graph (considered as the discrete analog of a Riemannian manifold), in which

volumes Vol (. . . ) are given instead by cardinalities of vertex sets of subgraphs, as previously discussed, a

crude first-order estimator ∆ε (p) of the limiting manifold dimension d (given an integer radius ε and a vertex

p) can be extracted using the following naive logarithmic difference approximation:

∆ε (p) =
log (Vol (Bε+1 (p)))− log (Vol (Bε (p)))

log (ε+ 1)− log (ε)
. (148)

On the other hand, for a directed graph (considered as a discrete analog of a Lorentzian manifold), this

analysis remains unchanged, save for the fact that one must now replace the power series expansion for the

volume of an infinitesimal ball Bε (p) of radius ε:
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Vol (Bε (p)) = aεd
[
1− R

6 (d+ 2)
ε2 +O

(
ε4
)]
, (149)

for some constant a, with a power series expansion for the volume of an infinitesimal causal cone Ct (p) of

proper time length t:

Vol (Ct (p)) = atn

1− 1

6

d∑
i,j=1

Rijt
itj +O

(
‖t‖3

) , (150)

for some constant a. In the above, the vector t designates the timelike direction in which the cone is oriented,

and hence the direction into which the Ricci curvature tensor Rij is projected, which (in cases where the

metric permits a canonical decomposition) can be written in terms of the ADM gauge variables α (lapse)

and βi (shift) as:

ti = αni + βi, (151)

where n is the timelike unit normal vector to a specified spacelike hypersurface. The computations of

the first-order logarithmic difference estimator ∆t (p), as a function of the proper time length of the cone

t, for (directed) causal graphs which limit to be asymptotically-flat and asymptotically-negatively-curved

1 + 1-dimensional Lorentzian manifold-like structures are shown in Figures 10 and 12, respectively (with

the limiting dimension of two identified correctly in both cases), along with a visualization of the growth

of the corresponding causal cones shown in Figures 11 and 13, respectively. As previously noted, this

logarithmic difference estimation procedure for computing the Hausdroff dimension of a directed graph is

formally equivalent to the midpoint scaling dimension estimation procedure devised by Bombelli[57][68], in

which a discrete causal interval I [p, q] ⊂ C is divided into subintervals I [p, r] and I [r, q] (for some intermediate

element r ∈ C), where the cardinality of the smaller subinterval Nsmall is made as large as possible (such

that the element r lies as close to the midpoint of the overall discrete interval I [p, q] as possible). Therefore,

since the volume of a continuum Alexandrov interval A [p, q] in d-dimensional flat (Minowski) spacetime is

given (in terms of the proper time distance τ between events p and q) by:

Vol (A [p, q]) =
π
d−1
2

2d−2d (d− 1) Γ
(
d−1

2

)τd, (152)

it follows that the above procedure, which effectively rescales proper time distances τsmall in the smallest

spacetime subinterval by a factor of 1
2 (as compared to distances in the overall spacetime interval), will also
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rescale the volume of the smallest spacetime subinterval by a factor of 2−d:

τ

τsmall
= 2, =⇒ Vol (A [p, q])

Vol (A [p, r])
= 2d, (153)

and therefore, in the causal set case (if N denotes the cardinality of the overall discrete interval I [p, q] and

Nsmall denotes the cardinality of the smallest discrete subinterval), we can construct a first-order logarithmic

estimator ∆ of the spacetime dimension d:

N

Nsmall
≈ 2d, =⇒ ∆ = log2

(
N

Nsmall

)
. (154)

The computation of the first-order logarithmic difference estimator ∆, for a directed (causal) graph sprinkled

into a 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime, is shown in Figure 14. The only fundamental distinction

between the two logarithmic difference estimation procedures described above lies in the fact that, in the

former case, one is computing volumes of one-sided (asymmetrical) spacetimes cones Ct (p), whereas, in the

latter case, one is computing volumes of two-sided (symmetrical) causal diamonds I [p, q].

Figure 10: Logarithmic difference estimates for the dimension of an asymptotically-flat (directed) causal
graph with a 1 + 1-dimensional Lorentzian manifold-like limiting structure, as generated by the hypergraph
rewriting rule {{x, y, y} , {x, z, u}} → {{u, v, v} , {v, z, y} , {x, y, v}}, showing results that are consistent with
a limiting dimension of two.

Figure 11: The growth of a causal cone (shown in red) in an asymptotically-flat (directed) causal graph with
a 1 + 1-dimensonal Lorentzian manifold-like limiting structure, as generated by the hypergraph rewriting
rule {{x, y, y} , {x, z, u}} → {{u, v, v} , {v, z, y} , {x, y, v}}.

If we consider x to be a fixed basis vector of arbitrary dimensionality, then we may consider the massless
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Figure 12: Logarithmic difference estimates for the dimension of a (directed) causal graph with a 1 + 1-
dimensional Lorentzian manifold-like limiting structure, exhibiting the effects of negative global curvature,
as generated by the hypergraph rewriting rule {{x, y, x} , {x, z, u}} → {{u, v, u} , {v, u, z} , {x, y, v}}, showing
results that are consistent with a limiting dimension of two.

Figure 13: The growth of a causal cone (shown in red) in a (directed) causal graph with a 1 + 1-dimensional
Lorentzian manifold-like limiting structure, exhibiting the effects of negative global curvature, as generated
by the hypergraph rewriting rule {{x, y, x} , {x, z, u}} → {{u, v, u} , {v, u, z} , {x, y, v}}.

retarded Green’s function (GR)
(d)
0 (x) to be a function defined over the natural numbers, since d ∈ N, i.e.

one has:

(GR)
(d)
0 (x) : N→ R; (155)

our objective in the present section may therefore be rephrased as a desire to “analytically continue”

(GR)
(d)
0 (x) so as to be an analytic function

(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) over the real numbers R:

(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) : R→ R. (156)

One way to achieve this (although of course this approach is by no means unique) would be to define the

continued function
(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) as the following sum of sinc functions, evaluated over all natural numbers

N:
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Figure 14: On the left, the transitive reduction (i.e. the Hasse diagram) of the directed graph generated by
connecting all pairs of 60 (uniformly sprinkled) points that are related by the causal partial order relation ≺M
on a rectangular region of a 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime, with a pair of timelike-separated
events (shown in green and blue) representing the endpoints of a discrete spacetime order interval (shown in
red). On the right, the midpoint of this discrete interval (shown in purple) subdivides it into two discrete
subintervals (shown in yellow and magenta), both with cardinality 10, as compared to the overall discrete
interval with a cardinality of 28, implying an estimated dimensionality of log2

(
28
10

)
≈ 1.49.

(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) =

∑
k∈N

(sinc (d− k))
mk (GR)

k
0 (x) , where sinc (d) =

sin (πd)

πd
, (157)

and where the exponents mk are all chosen to be sufficiently large as to guarantee that:

∀ |d| > 1, (sinc (d))
mk (GR)

(k)
0 (x) < 2−|k|. (158)

An example of how this “analytic continuation” can be performed, in order to extend a (randomly-generated)

discrete function over the natural numbers N to an analytic function over the real numbers R, assuming

exponents of mk = 10, mk = 20 and mk = 30, respectively (for all k ∈ N), illustrating convergence to a valid

continuation for larger exponents, is shown in Figure 15.

If we wish to guarantee uniqueness of the continuation (at least up to multiples of sin (πd)), then it

suffices instead to “analytically continue” the massless retarded Green’s function (GR)
(d)
0 (x) (considered as

a function of dimension d for fixed x) to be a meromorphic function
(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) over the entire complex

plane C:

(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) : C→ R, (159)
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Figure 15: The “analytic continuation” to the real numbers R (shown in blue) of a discrete function over
the natural numbers N (shown in red), assuming exponents mk equal to 10, 20 and 30, respectively (for all
k ∈ N).

by introducing a sequence of polynomials G̃n (d) in d (with n ∈ N) of the general form:

G̃n (d) = (b+ cd) dm
n−1∏

k=−(n−1)

(d− k) , with m, b, c ∈ C constant, (160)

such that the “analytically-continued” massless retarded Green’s function
(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) may be written di-

rectly as a sum over all such polynomials:

(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) =

∑
n∈N

G̃n (d) . (161)

Clearly, the polynomials G̃n (d) must take the appropriate values at d = −n and d = n to ensure that the

correct contributions are yielded within the sum; moreover, the contribution from each polynomial should

vanish on all natural-numbered values of d within the closed interval [− (n− 1) , n− 1]:

∀d ∈ [− (n− 1) , n− 1] ∩ N, G̃n (d) = 0, (162)

and the constant m ∈ C must be chosen to be sufficiently large as to ensure that the value of the polynomial

G̃n (d) satisfies a suitable exponential decay condition on the disk d ∈ Bn−1 (0) (i.e. such that the values of

G̃n (d) when the modulus of d is no larger than n− 1 remain sufficiently small, as compared to the values

at d = −n and d = n):

∀ |d| ≤ n− 1,
∣∣∣G̃n (d)

∣∣∣ < 2−n. (163)

Arbitrary factors of sin (πd) may be introduced into the definition of
(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) without sacrificing mero-

morphicity; however, modulo such factors, this continuation from N to C is guaranteed to be unique (subject
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to certain technical assumptions, and modulo all singularities) by virtue of Carlson’s theorem in complex

analysis[69].

Recall that, for any function f that is holomorphic over the entire complex plane C, Carlson’s theorem

states that if f is of exponential type, meaning that its modulus is bounded exponentially in the following

way:

∀z ∈ C, |f (z)| ≤ Ceτ |z|, with C, τ ∈ R constant, (164)

if the growth of f is suitably bounded at (imaginary) infinity, meaning that there exists some constant c ∈ R

such that the following statement holds:

∀y ∈ R, |f (iy)| ≤ Cec|y|, with c < π constant, (165)

and if f (n) = 0 for every non-negative integer n ∈ N, then f (z) is identically equal to zero for all z ∈ C.

Given the massless retarded Green’s function (GR)
(d)
0 (x) (as a function of d ∈ N for fixed x) and its “ana-

lytic continuation” as a meromorphic function
(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) over C, we know (by definition of the “analytic

continuation”) that the two functions must agree for all natural numbers:

∀d ∈ N,
(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) = (GR)

(d)
0 (x) , (166)

at least upon removal of all singularities, and, moreover, the polynomials G̃n (d) and constant m ∈ C have

been specifically chosen to ensure that the growth conditions:

∀d ∈ C,
∣∣∣∣(G̃R)(d)

0
(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ceτ |d|, with C, τ ∈ R constant, (167)

and:

∀d ∈ R,
∣∣∣∣(G̃R)(id)

0
(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cec|d|, with c ∈ R such that c < π, (168)

must be satisfied. Therefore, the “analytic continuation”
(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) (modulo singularities) must be unique,

up to factors of sin (πd), for suppose, on the contrary, that there exist two distinct functions,
(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x)

and
(
H̃R

)(d)

0
(x), which both obey the requisite growth conditions, and which both agree with the original

massless retarded Green’s function (GR)
(d)
0 (x) for all d ∈ N. Then, if we define a third function

(
ĨR

)(d)

0
(x)
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to be the difference between these two:

(
ĨR

)(d)

0
(x) =

(
G̃R

)(d)

0
(x)−

(
H̃R

)(d)

0
(x) , (169)

then, by Carlson’s theorem,
(
ĨR

)(d)

0
(x) must be identically zero for all d ∈ C, and therefore the two functions(

G̃R

)(d)

0
(x) and

(
H̃R

)(d)

0
(x) must be identical for all d ∈ C. This completes the proof.

Note that, as mentioned as the start of this section, our reason for putting the term “analytic continua-

tion” in quotation marks is to make clear that it is not actually the massless Green’s functions themselves

that are being analytically continued (although it is a useful abuse of terminology to describe it as such),

but rather the parameter d that is being continued from natural to complex values. Moreover, note that

when one performs this continuation for the massless Green’s functions directly, it effectively corresponds to

taking the (modified) Bessel functions Iα (x), Yα (x), Jα (x) and Kα (x), as well as the corresponding Hankel

functions H
(1)
α (x) and H

(2)
α (x), that appear in the definitions of the massless Green’s functions presented

in the preceding section, and continuing them to the case of general complex (as opposed to integer) values

of the order parameter α. The technical assumptions placed on the “analytic continuation” presented above

(i.e. those necessary for Carlson’s theorem to hold and guarantee uniqueness) effectively amount to choosing

a branch cut on the corresponding special functions, since these functions become multi-valued (and hence

define a Riemann surface) for non-integer values of the order parameter.

4 Wightman Functions, the Sorkin-Johnston Vacuum and Space-

time Entanglement Entropies

Throughout this section, we broadly follow the notational and axiomatic conventions for algebraic quantum

field theory in the Heisenberg picture, as defined by Haag and Kastler[70], and later refined by Wightman

and Gardin[71], and as employed in the causal set theory context by Johnston[30][31][32]. We begin by briefly

reviewing this formalism. Recall that, if F+ (H) denotes the bosonic (symmetric) Fock space for the Hilbert

space H, i.e. the Hilbert space given by the metric space completion of the direct sum of symmetrized tensor

powers of H:

F+ (H) =

∞⊕
n=0

S+H⊗n, (170)
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where S+ denotes the tensor symmetrization operator and the overline designates the completion of the

resulting Hilbert space, then we can define a family of free, bosonic scalar field operators Φ̂ (x) in d space-

time dimensions (with mass m) acting on the Fock space F+ (H), which must satisfy the axioms of self-

adjointness/Hermiticity:

∀x ∈ F+ (H) , Φ̂ (x) =
(

Φ̂ (x)
)†
, (171)

commutation with respect to the Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂ (x,y):

∀x,y ∈ F+ (H) ,
[
Φ̂ (x) , Φ̂ (y)

]
= Φ̂ (x) Φ̂ (y)− Φ̂ (y) Φ̂ (x) = i∆̂ (x,y) , (172)

where the Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂ (x,y) here simply corresponds to the difference between the retarded

and advanced Green’s functions (GR)
(d)
m and (GA)

(d)
m (otherwise known as the covariantly-defined Peierls

bracket):

∀x,y ∈ F+ (H) , ∆̂ (x,y) = (GR)
(d)
m (x,y)− (GA)

(d)
m (x,y) , (173)

as well as satisfaction of the (massive) Klein-Gordon equation:

∀x ∈ F+ (H) ,
(
� +m2

)
Φ̂ (x) = 0. (174)

Assuming that the Fock space F+ (H) admits a vacuum state |0〉 ∈ F+ (H) that is invariant under the action

of the Poincaré group R1,d−1 oO (1, d− 1), we can define a Wightman function (i.e. a two-point correlation

function) Ŵ
(d)
m (x,y) as the vacuum expectation value of the (non-time-ordered) product of field operators

Φ̂ (x) and Φ̂ (y):

∀x,y ∈ F+ (H) , Ŵ (d)
m (x,y) = 〈0| Φ̂ (x) Φ̂ (y) |0〉 . (175)

This Wightman function Ŵ
(d)
m (x,y) may be considered to be (up to a factor of i) a non-time-ordered ver-

sion of the massive d-dimensional Feynman propagator (GF )
(d)
m (x) for the Klein-Gordon equation (assuming

flat/Minkowsi spacetime):

(
� +m2

)
(GF )

(d)
m (x) = δd (x) , (176)

50



from which, by applying the same modified Fourier transform operator F ∗ as previously used in the derivation

of the massive retarded Green’s function (GR)
(d)
m (x), we are able to derive the following trivial solution in

momentum space:

(
G̃F

)(d)

m
(p) = − 1

p2 −m2
, (177)

yielding a corresponding solution in position space:

(GF )
(d)
m (x) = − 1

(2π)
d

∫ ∞
−∞

e−ip·x

p2 −m2
ddp, (178)

whose poles in the integrand, namely at p2 = m2, may be avoided by choosing an integration contour that

goes under the left pole and over the right pole. This yields a definition for the massive Feynman propagator

(GF )
(d)
m (x) in terms of the following (distributional) limit:

(GF )
(d)
m (x) = lim

ε→0+

[
− 1

(2π)
d

∫ ∞
−∞

e−ip·x

p2 −m2 + iε
ddp

]
. (179)

Note that, in general, the Feynman propagator (GF )
(d)
m (x) is given by the real part (or, more precisely,

the part that does not involve modified Bessel functions of the second kind Kα (x)) of the causal Green’s

function (GC)
(d)
m (x); for instance, in the d = 4 example analyzed previously, we found the following explicit

form for the causal Green’s function, namely:

(GC)
(d)
m (x) =

δ
(
τ2
)

4π
− m

8π
θ
(
τ2
) H(2)

1

(
m
√
τ2
)

√
τ2

+
im

4π2
θ
(
−τ2

) K1

(
m
√
−τ2

)
√
−τ2

, (180)

with τ2 = x2
0 − x2

1 − x2
2 − x2

3, implying a Feynman propagator (GF )
(4)
m (x) of the form:

(GF )
(4)
m (x) =

δ
(
s2
)

4π
− m

8π

H
(2)
1 (ms)

s
, (181)

where we have introduced the parameter s in order to eliminate explicit dependence on the Heaviside step

function θ (α):

s = lim
ε→0+

[√
τ2 − iε

]
=


√
x2

0 − x2
1 − x2

2 − x2
3, if x2

0 ≥ x2
1 + x2

2 + x2
3,

−i
√
x2

1 + x2
2 + x2

3 − x2
0, if x2

0 < x2
1 + x2

2 + x2
3.

(182)

Thus, as noted by Birrell and Davies[59], the integral inside the distributional limit may be evaluated via
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Fourier-analytic methods, in order to yield the following general form of the massive Feynman propagator

(GF )
(d)
m (x) in d spacetime dimensions:

(GF )
(d)
m (x) = lim

ε→0+

[
π

2

(−1)
d

(2π)
d
2

(
m√
τ2 − iε

) d
2−1

H
(2)
d
2−1

(
m
√
τ2 − iε

)]
, (183)

such that the real part of the Feynman propagator is always equal to the average of the advanced and

retarded massive Green’s functions (GA)
(d)
m (x) and (GR)

(d)
m (x):

Re
(

(GF )
(d)
m (x)

)
=

(GA)
(d)
m (x) + (GR)

(d)
m (x)

2
. (184)

Therefore, we have that the massive d-dimensional Feynman propagator (GF )
(d)
m (x,y) is simply the vac-

uum expectation value of the product of field operators Φ̂ (x) and Φ̂ (y) (just like the Wightman function

Ŵ
(d)
m (x,y)), albeit now with time-ordering going from right to left:

(GF )
(d)
m (x,y) = i 〈0| T Φ̂ (x) Φ̂ (y) |0〉 , (185)

for time-ordering “operator” T , as required.

Now, if we consider a finite causal set C of cardinality |C| = p (as before), then we can define a discrete

analog of the Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂C (x, y) on causal set elements x and y by means of the following

matrix:

∀x, y ∈ C, ∆̂C (x, y) = (KR)
(d)
m (x, y)− (KA)

(d)
m (x, y) , (186)

where (KR)
(d)
m (x, y) is the discrete retarded propagator matrix for a field of mass m; for instance in the

massless case m = 0, we have shown previously that this is given for the d = 2 and d = 4 cases by:

(KR)
(d)
0 (x, y) =

1

2
C0 (x, y) , and (KR)

(d)
0 (x, y) =

1

2π

√
1

6
L0 (x, y) , (187)

respectively, for causal matrix C0 (x, y) and link matrix L0 (x, y). Moreover, since these propagators are

all finite-dimensional matrices, the discrete advanced propagator (KA)
(d)
m (x, y) matrix can, in general, be

obtained simply by taking the transpose of the retarded one:

(KA)
(d)
m (x, y) =

(
(KR)

(d)
m (x, y)

)ᵀ
= (KR)

(d)
m (y, x) . (188)
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Both the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂C (x, y) and its imaginary variant i∆̂C (x, y) are skew-symmetric

matrices:

(
∆̂C (x, y)

)ᵀ
= ∆̂C (y, x) = −∆̂C (x, y) , and

(
i∆̂C (x, y)

)ᵀ
= i∆̂C (y, x) = −i∆̂C (x, y) , (189)

and, moreover, the imaginary variant i∆̂C (x, y) is guaranteed to be Hermitian:

(
i∆̂C (x, y)

)†
=
(
i∆̂C (y, x)

)∗
= i∆̂C (x, y) , (190)

where the asterisk designates complex conjugation, implying that the rank s of the discrete Pauli-Jordan

operator i∆̂ (x, y) is always even, and that its eigenspectrum {λi}:

i∆̂C ◦ vi (x) =
∑
y∈C

i∆̂C (x, y) vi (y) = λivi (x) , (191)

decomposes canonically into positive and negative parts λi and −λi (for λi > 0), with corresponding eigen-

functions v+
i (x) and v−i (x), respectively, i.e. one has:

i∆̂C ◦ v±i (x) =
∑
y∈C

i∆̂C (x, y) v±i (y) = ±λiv±i (x) , (192)

along with a class of eigenfunctions v0
j (x) associated with the zero eigenvalues:

i∆̂C ◦ v0
j (x) =

∑
y∈C

i∆̂C (x, y) v0
j (y) = 0, (193)

for i = 1, 2, . . . , s2 , j = 1, 2, . . . , p− s. If we now select the eigenfunctions v+
i (x), v−i (x) and v0

i (x) so as to

guarantee that the conjugation conditions:

v+
i (x) =

(
v−i (x)

)∗
, and v0

k (x) =
(
v0
k (x)

)∗
, (194)

as well as the inner product conditions:

∑
x∈C

v+
i (x) v+

j (x) =
∑
x∈C

v−i (x) v−j (x) = δij ,
∑
x∈C

v0
k (x) v0

l (x) = δkl, (195)

and:
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∑
x∈C

v+
i (x) v−j (x) =

∑
x∈C

v0
k (x) v+

i (x) =
∑
x∈C

v0
k (x) v−i (x) = 0, (196)

for i, j = 1, 2, . . . , s2 , k = l = 1, 2, p− s, are satisfied, then these eigenfunctions consequently form an or-

thonormal basis for the finite-dimensional Hilbert space Cp of the causal set C, thus allowing us to write the

following explicit spectral decomposition of the (imaginary variant of the) discrete Pauli-Jordan operator

i∆̂C (x, y) as the difference between the positive and negative parts of the eigenspectrum:

i∆̂C (x, y) =

 s
2∑
i=1

λiv
+
i (x)

(
v+
i (y)

)∗−
 s

2∑
i=1

λiv
−
i (x)

(
v−i (y)

)∗ . (197)

This canonical decomposition of the eigenspectrum of the imaginary discrete Pauli-Jordan operator

i∆̂C (x, y) into positive and negative parts may be interpreted as being the discrete analog of the decomposi-

tion of the space of solutions for the continuum Klein-Gordon operator, namely ker
(
�−m2

)
, into positive

and negative frequency classes of modes in flat (Minkowski) spacetime Md = R1,d−1. Hence, just as in the

continuum case, we can use this decomposition of the eigenspectrum to define a unique vacuum state for

our causal set quantum field theory, namely the Sorkin-Johnston (or SJ) vacuum[33]. By restricting the

imaginary discrete Pauli-Jordan operator i∆̂C (x, y) purely to the positive eigenspace, i.e. the space spanned

by the eigenfunctions v+
i (x) with positive associated eigenvalues, we are able to construct the discrete

Sorkin-Johnston Wightman function (or two-point correlation function) ŴSJ (x, y):

ŴSJ (x, y) =

s
2∑
i=1

λiv
+
i (x)

(
v+
i (y)

)∗
, (198)

such that the Pauli-Jordan operator itself may be reconstructed as:

i∆̂C (x, y) =

 s
2∑
i=1

λiv
+
i (x)

(
v+
i (y)

)∗−
 s

2∑
i=1

λiv
+
i (x)

(
v+
i (y)

)∗∗

= ŴSJ (x, y)−
(
ŴSJ (x, y)

)∗
= ŴSJ (x, y)−

(
ŴSJ (x, y)

)ᵀ
. (199)

If we now define a family of free (bosonic) discrete scalar field operators φ̂ (x) over our causal set C, effectively

associating every element x ∈ C with an operator φ̂ (x) acting on some arbitrary Hilbert space H, then the

standard axioms of self-adjointness/Hermiticity:
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∀x ∈ C, φ̂ (x) =
(
φ̂ (x)

)†
, (200)

and commutation with respect to the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂C (x, y):

∀x, y ∈ C,
[
φ̂ (x) , φ̂ (y)

]
= φ̂ (x) φ̂ (y)− φ̂ (y) φ̂ (x) = i∆̂C (x, y) , (201)

are essentially trivial to extend to the discrete case, while the causal set analog of satisfaction of the (massive)

Klein-Gordon equation in the continuum theory:

∀x ∈ F+ (H) ,
(
� +m2

)
Φ̂ (x) = 0, (202)

is a little more subtle. In the continuum case, if we apply the massive Klein-Gordon operator
(
� +m2

)
to the commutator appearing in the Pauli-Jordan operator axiom discussed previously, then we can easily

deduce (as emphasized by Noldus[32]) that the satisfaction of the massive Klein-Gordon equation implies

that the resulting operator
(
� +m2

)
Φ̂ (x) must commute with all the Φ̂ (y) field operators:

∀x,y ∈ F+ (H) ,
[(
� +m2

)
Φ̂ (x) , Φ̂ (y)

]
=
(
� +m2

)
i∆̂ (x,y) = 0. (203)

In the causal set case, we can now introduce a p-dimensional vector w, such that:

i∆̂C ◦w (x) =
∑
y∈C

i∆̂C (x, y) w (y) = 0, (204)

which may, in turn, be rewritten in terms of the causal set field operators φ̂ (x) and φ̂ (y) using the commutator

for the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator axiom above:

i∆̂C ◦w (x) = 0, =⇒

[(∑
x′∈C

w (x′) φ̂ (x′)

)
, φ̂ (y)

]
=
(

(w (x))
ᵀ ◦ i∆̂C

)
(y) = 0, (205)

from which we can deduce the causal set analog of the (massive) Klein-Gordon equation axiom, i.e. the

axiom that guarantees that any linear combination of the φ̂ (x) discrete field operators that commutes with

all of the φ̂ (y) discrete field operators must be identically zero, namely:
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∀x ∈ C,
∑
y∈C

i∆̂C (x, y) w (y) = 0, =⇒
∑
x′∈C

w (x′) φ̂ (x′) = 0. (206)

The causal set field operators φ̂ (x) thus allow us to construct discrete analogs of various familiar oper-

ator families from quantum field theory, as first shown by Johnston[30][31][32], including the creation and

annihilation operators (âi)
†

and âi, respectively, which we may define in terms of the positive and negative

parts of the eigenspectrum, respectively, as follows:

(âi)
†

=
∑
x∈C

1

λi
v+
i (x) φ̂ (x) , and âi =

∑
x∈C

1

λi
v−i (x) φ̂ (x) , (207)

for i = 1, 2, . . . , s2 , and with s being (as above) the rank of the imaginary variant of the discrete Pauli-Jordan

operator i∆̂C (x, y). From here, it is straightforward to verify that the standard commutation relations that

define creation and annihilation operators in continuum quantum field theories:

[
(âi)

†
, (âj)

†
]

= 0, [âi, âj ] = 0,
[
âi, (âj)

†
]

= δij , (208)

hold, as a direct consequence of the assumed orthonormality of the eigenfunctions v+
i (x), v−i (x) and v0

i (x)

as a basis for the causal set Hilbert space Cp:

[
(âi)

†
, (âj)

†
]

=
∑
x∈C

v+
i (x) i∆̂C ◦ v+

j (x)√
λiλj

=
∑
x∈C

∑
y∈C

v+
i (x) i∆̂C (x, y) v+

j (y)√
λiλj

=
∑
x∈C

λjv
−
i (x) v+

j (x)√
λiλj

= 0, (209)

[âi, âj ] =
∑
x∈C

v−i (x) i∆̂C ◦ v−j (x)√
λiλj

=
∑
x∈C

∑
y∈C

v−i (x) i∆̂C (x, y) v−j (y)√
λiλj

=
∑
x∈C

−λjv+
i (x) v−j (x)√
λiλj

= 0, (210)

and:
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[
âi, (âj)

†
]

=
∑
x∈C

v−i (x) i∆̂C ◦ v+
j (x)√

λiλj
=
∑
x∈C

∑
y∈C

v−i (x) i∆̂C (x, y) v+
j (y)√

λiλj

=
∑
x∈C

λjv
+
i (x) v+

j (x)√
λiλj

= δij , (211)

for i, j = 1, 2, . . . , s2 , as required. Moreover, since these eigenfunctions form an orthonormal basis for Cp, it

is possible to write an explicit spectral decomposition of the field operators φ̂ (x) in terms of the creation

and annihilation operators (âi)
†

and âi as:

φ̂ (x) =

 s
2∑
i=1

√
λiv

+
i (x) âi

+

 s
2∑
i=1

√
λiv
−
i (x) (âi)

†

 , (212)

using the existing spectral decomposition of the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator i∆̂C (x, y), as well as the

relationship described above between the commutation relations for the causal set field operators φ̂ (x) and

φ̂ (y), and those for the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator itself. The Sorkin-Johnston vacuum state |0〉SJ ∈ H

may therefore be defined formally by how the annihilation operators act upon it:

∀i ∈
{

1, 2, . . . ,
s

2

}
, âi |0〉SJ = 0, such that 〈0|SJ |0〉SJ = 1, (213)

thus allowing us to express H as a Fock space with basis vectors given by the products of creation operators

acting on the Sorkin-Johnston vacuum state, of the general form:

(
(â1)

†
)n1

(
(â2)

†
)n2

· · ·
(

(âs)
†
)ns
|0〉SJ , for i ∈

{
1, 2, . . .

s

2

}
such that ni ≥ 0. (214)

In order to see how the entanglement entropy of a given subset of a causal set (considered to be a

reduced subsystem of the overall causal set C, with C conceptualized here as a purely quantum mechanical

system), we revisit how ordinary quantum mechanical entanglement entropies may be calculated in the case

of continuous spacetimes. Following Sorkin[3][25], consider first the minimal case of an entanglement entropy

for a spacetime consisting of exactly two subsystems, each with a single degree of freedom, as described by

the Wightman function:
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Ŵ (d)
m (x,y) = 〈0| Φ̂ (x) Φ̂ (y) |0〉 =

〈q̂q̂〉 〈q̂p̂〉
〈p̂q̂〉 〈p̂p̂〉

 , (215)

and the Pauli-Jordan operator:

∆̂ (x,y) = 2Im
(
Ŵ (d)
m (x,y)

)
= 2Im


〈q̂q̂〉 〈q̂p̂〉
〈p̂q̂〉 〈p̂p̂〉


 =

 0 1

−1 0

 , (216)

in explicit matrix form, where our single degree of freedom has been defined here in terms of a canonically-

conjugate pair of variables q̂ and p̂, i.e. a pair of variables satisfying the canonical commutation relation:

[q̂, p̂] = i, (217)

with a corresponding Gaussian density matrix ρ, expressed in the q̂ basis as:

〈q̂| ρ |q̂′〉 = exp

(
−A

2

(
q̂2 + (q̂′)

2
)

+
iB

2

(
q̂2 − (q̂′)

2
)
− C

2

(
q̂ − (q̂′)

2
))

, (218)

for some (as yet undetermined) parameters A, B and C, and with 〈q̂q̂〉, 〈q̂p̂〉, 〈p̂q̂〉 and 〈p̂p̂〉 being the associ-

ated correlation functions. If ρred designates the reduced density matrix obtained by partially tracing out one

subsystem from the full density matrix ρ (for the case of spacetime entanglement entropies, at least for glob-

ally hyperbolic spacetimes, this necessitates tracing out a subregion of a given spacelike hypersurface/Cauchy

surface Σ), then the standard von Neumann entropy S (ρred) may be computed as:

S (ρred) = −Tr (ρred log (ρred)) . (219)

In order to evaluate the entanglement entropy in this minimal case, we follow the techniques developed

by Bombelli, Koul, Lee and Sorkin[4], by imagining the overall system as consisting of a pair of oscillators,

each possessing a single degree of freedom, with corresponding annihilation operators â and b̂, such that its

overall state vector |ψ〉 is given by:

|ψ〉 = Ce
√
µ(â)†(b̂)

†

|0〉â ⊗ |0〉b̂ = C

∞∑
n=0

µ
n
2 |n〉â ⊗ |n〉b̂ , (220)

where µ is an arbitrary parameter (to be determined), and C is a normalization constant of the form:
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C =
√

1− µ. (221)

The density matrix ρ and reduced density matrix ρred (obtained by partially tracing out the oscillator whose

annihilation operator is b̂) are therefore given by:

ρ = |ψ〉 〈ψ| , and ρred =

∞∑
m=0

b̂ 〈m|ψ〉 〈ψ|m〉b̂ =

∞∑
m=0

C2µm |m〉â 〈m| , (222)

respectively, with the von Neumann entropy S (ρred) therefore being of the form:

S (ρred) = −Tr (ρred log (ρred)) = − log (1− µ)− µ

1− µ
log (µ) . (223)

Thinking about this problem in the Schrödinger picture, we can write the wave function ψ (x, y) in explicit

coordinates x and y, at least up to some multiplicative constant K (to be selected so as to guarantee the

eventual normalization of the state vector |ψ〉), as:

ψ (x, y) = K exp

[
−1 + µ

1− µ
x2 + y2

2
−

2
√
µ

1− µ
xy

]
, (224)

such that the overall density matrix ρ [(x, y) , (x′, y′)], in coordinates x, y, x′ and y′ is given simply by:

ρ [(x, y) , (x′, y′)] = ψ (x, y) (ψ (x′, y′))
†
, (225)

and therefore, by again partially tracing out the oscillator with annihilation operator b̂ (and thus with

coordinates y, y′), we consequently obtain the associated reduced density matrix ρred (x, x′):

ρred (x, x′) =

∫
K2 exp

[
−1 + µ

1− µ
x2 + y2

2
−

2
√
µ

1− µ
xy − 1 + µ

1− µ
(x′)

2
+ y2

2
−

2
√
µ

1− µ
x′y

]
dy

= K2 exp

[
−1 + µ

1− µ
x2 + (x′)

2

2

]√
π (1− µ)

1 + µ
exp

[
µ (x+ x′)

2

(1− µ) (1 + µ)

]
, (226)

or, with K now selected so as to guarantee normalization of the wave function ψ (x, y):

ρred (x, x′) =

√
1− µ

π (1 + µ)
exp

[
−1 + µ

1− µ
x2 + (x′)

2

2
+

µ

1− µ2
(x+ x′)

2

]
. (227)
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Noting now that, for our original conjugate variables q̂ and p̂, one has:

〈q̂q̂〉 〈p̂p̂〉 − Re (〈q̂p̂〉)2
=

C

2A
+

1

4
, (228)

indicating, as noted by Sorkin[25], that the entanglement entropy should depend purely upon the ratio of

parameters C and A, with all dependence upon the B parameter being eliminated (and therefore we can,

without loss of generality, assume B = 0 henceforth). Consequently, by setting parameters A and C to be:

A =
C (µ− 1)

2

2µ
, and C =

2Aµ

(µ− 1)
2 , (229)

respectively, such that the particular ratio of relevance for the entropy calculation is simply:

C

2A
=

µ

(µ− 1)
2 , (230)

we obtain the density matrix ρred (x, x′) in such a form that its von Neumann entropy S (ρred (x, x′)) may

be written quite straightforwardly as:

S (ρred (x, x′)) = −Tr (ρred (x, x′) log (ρred (x, x′))) = −µ log (µ) + (1− µ) log (1− µ)

1− µ
. (231)

The definitions given for the parameters A and C above can now be inverted to yield the following explicit

form for µ in terms of the parameters appearing in the original definition of the Gaussian density matrix in

the q̂ basis:

µ =

√
1 + 2C

A − 1√
1 + 2C

A + 1
. (232)

Considering now the spectral decomposition for the product of the inverse of the Pauli-Jordan operator

∆̂ (x,y) and the real part of the Wightman function Ŵ
(d)
m (x,y):

(
∆̂ (x,y)

)−1

Re
(
Ŵ (d)
m (x,y)

)
=


 0 1

−1 0



−1

Re


〈q̂q̂〉 〈q̂p̂〉
〈p̂q̂〉 〈p̂p̂〉




=

0 −1

1 0


 〈q̂q̂〉 Re (〈q̂p̂〉)

Re (〈q̂p̂〉) 〈p̂p̂〉

 =

−Re (〈q̂p̂〉) −〈p̂p̂〉

〈q̂q̂〉 Re (〈q̂p̂〉)

 , (233)
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we can see immediately that its eigenvalues are purely imaginary (since the resulting matrix is skew-

Hermitian), and therefore may be written in the form λ = ±iσ for some σ ∈ R, allowing us to write the

von Neumann entropy for the reduced density matrix ρred (x, x′) as:

S (ρred (x, x′)) =

(
σ +

1

2

)
log

(
σ +

1

2

)
−
(
σ − 1

2

)
log

(
σ − 1

2

)
. (234)

We can eliminate the 1
2 terms by noting that the Wightman function Ŵ

(d)
m (x,y) itself may trivially be

obtained from its purely real part via the transformation:

Ŵ (d)
m (x,y) = Re

(
Ŵ (d)
m (x,y)

)
+
i

2
∆̂ (x,y) , (235)

enabling us to consider instead the spectrum of the product of the inverse of the Pauli-Jordan operator

∆̂ (x,y) and the full Wightman function Ŵ
(d)
m (x,y):

(
∆̂ (x,y)

)−1

Ŵ (d)
m (x,y) =

0 −1

1 0


〈q̂q̂〉 〈q̂p̂〉
〈p̂q̂〉 〈p̂p̂〉

 =

−〈p̂q̂〉 − 〈p̂p̂〉
〈q̂q̂〉 〈q̂p̂〉

 , (236)

which is also clearly skew-Hermitian, and therefore its eigenvalues may be written in the form λ = iω± for

some ω+, ω− ∈ R such that iω± = i
(

1
2 ± σ

)
, and such that the expression for the von Neumann entropy

S (ρred (x, x′)) simply reduces to:

S (ρred (x, x′)) = ω+ log (ω+)− ω− log (ω−) . (237)

Treating the case analyzed above (namely of a spacetime consisting of two identical subsystems, each with

a single degree of freedom) as the base case of a more general inductive construction, we consider now taking

a general Wightman function Ŵ
(d)
m (x,y) and performing a block-diagonalization of its matrix representation,

such that each block is a 2× 2 matrix of the form already discussed. Thus, following Sorkin[25], we introduce

the operator L̂ (x,y) which is equal (up to a factor of i) to the product of the inverse of the Pauli-Jordan

operator ∆̂ (x,y) and the overall Wightman function Ŵ
(d)
m (x,y):

iL̂ (x,y) =
(

∆̂ (x,y)
)−1

Ŵ (d)
m (x,y) . (238)

Due to the presence of the factor of i, all n eigenvalues λ1, λ2, . . . , λn of iL̂ (x,y) are now guaranteed to be

real, allowing us to write the von Neumann entropy of the reduced density matrix ρred in the general case
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as a sum over the entropies for each block in the block-diagonalization, i.e:

S (ρred) =

n∑
i=1

λi log (|λi|) , (239)

where every negative eigenvalue λi is paired with exactly one positive eigenvalue 1− λi. Evidently, this

computation has a natural discrete analog for a (finite) causal set C, in which the discrete form of the L̂

operator, i.e. L̂C (x, y), is defined in terms of the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂C (x, y) and the Sorkin-

Johnston Wightman function ŴSJ (x, y) as:

∀x, y ∈ C, iL̂C (x, y) =
(

∆̂C (x, y)
)−1

ŴSJ (x, y) , (240)

with the spacetime entanglement entropy being computed using the eigenvalues λi of the discrete iL̂C (x, y)

operator precisely as before, i.e. by means of the causal set eigenvalue equation:

L̂C ◦ vi (x) =
∑
y∈C

L̂C (x, y) vi (y) = λivi (x) . (241)

However, this inductive argument still neglects an important subtlety, namely that the Pauli-Jordan operator

∆̂ (x,y) (and, by extension, its discrete counterpart ∆̂C (x, y)) will not, in general, be invertible, due to the

presence of blocks within the block-diagonalization that may consist entirely of zeroes. This problem can

be circumvented by modifying the eigenvalue equation so as to ignore such blocks of zeroes, yielding the

following generalized eigenvalue problem in the continuum case:

Ŵ (d)
m (x,y) vi = iλi∆̂ (x,y) vi, (242)

or, in the discrete/causal set case:

ŴSJ ◦ vi (x) =
∑
y∈C

ŴSJ (x, y) vi (y) = iλi∆̂C ◦ vi (x) =
∑
y∈C

iλi∆̂C (x,y) vi (y) . (243)

Thus, the naive eigenvalue approach is generally less computationally demanding (since the only real bot-

tleneck lies in the inversion of the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂C (x, y), which can be done reasonably

efficiently using symbolic linear algebra software), but considerably more fragile, whilst the generalized

eigenvalue approach is much more expensive (since it effectively involves solving a large linear optimization

problem), but far more robust. A comparison between these two approaches to computing the causal set
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spacetime entanglement entropy, for examples of sprinkled causal sets in which the discrete Pauli-Jordan op-

erator ∆̂C (x, y) both is and is not invertible (100 and 200 element sprinklings, respectively, both performed

into a diamond-shaped region of a 1 + 1-dimensional flat/Minkowski spacetime, with a smaller diamond-

shaped subregion of half the side length selected within it), is shown in Figure 16.

Figure 16: On the left, the transitive reduction (i.e. the Hasse diagram) of the directed graph generated by
connecting all pairs of 100 (uniformly-sprinkled) points that are related by the causal partial order relation
≺M on a diamond-shaped region of a 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime, with a smaller diamond-
shaped subregion selected within it (shown in red and highlighted within the blue diamond, with side length
equal to 1

2 the side length of the overall diamond), for which the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂C (x, y)
is not invertible, and therefore for which the entanglement entropy S is undefined in the simple/naive case,
and is equal to 0.399 in the generalized/robust case. On the right, a sprinkling into the same region of
1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime, but with double the sprinkling density (200 points), for which
the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂C (x, y) is invertible, yielding an entanglement entropy estimate S of
0.622 in the simple/naive case, and 0.590 in the generalized/robust case.

When these two entanglement entropy estimation procedures are applied to 2000 randomly-selected causal

sets that have been sprinkled into a diamond-shaped region of a 1 + 1-dimensional flat/Minkowski spacetime,

with a smaller diamond-shaped subregion selected within it whose side length is exactly half that of the larger

diamond, we obtain the same linear relationship discovered by Sorkin and Yazdi[34] between the cardinality

of the interior diamond region N and the estimated entanglement entropy S, namely S = 0.32N − 6.64, as

shown in Figure 17. Following their approach, we seek to recover the desired logarithmic relationship that

is indicative of a (spatial) area law rather than a volume law by truncating the spectrum of the discrete

Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂C (x, y) (and, by extension, the spectrum of the Sorkin-Johnston Wightman function

ŴSJ (x, y)), excluding those eigenvalue pairs λi and 1− λi whose corresponding eigenmodes have wavelengths

falling below a specified ultraviolet cutoff. The appropriate choice of cutoff may be determined by performing
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a full eigendecomposition of the imaginary variant of the continuum Pauli-Jordan operator i∆̂ (x,y) in order

to see which eigenvalue pairs are most naturally excluded, following the methods of Johnston[32], which

we shall briefly review here. Recall that, for any given spacetime volume V, the imaginary variant of the

Pauli-Jordan operator i∆̂ may be interpreted as defining an integral operator on the Hilbert space L2 (V) of

square-integrable functions ψ ∈ L2 (V) on V, namely:

(
i∆̂ψ

)
(x) =

∫
V
i∆ (x,y)ψ (y) dy. (244)

This integral is guaranteed to be well-defined for all functions ψ ∈ L2 (V), at least in the case where the

operator i∆̂ and the region V have been specially selected so as to ensure that i∆̂ is a Hilbert-Schmidt

integral kernel, i.e. to ensure that the integral of the modulus squared of i∆̂ is finite:

∫
V

∫
V

∣∣∣i∆̂ (x,y)
∣∣∣2 dydx <∞. (245)

The resulting operator i∆̂ on the Hilbert space L2 (V) is known as a Hilbert-Schmidt operator, since by the

above statement it is now guaranteed to be bounded, and since:

i∆̂ (x,y) =
(
i∆̂ (x,y)

)†
=
(
i∆̂ (y,x)

)∗
, (246)

by definition, i∆̂ is also guaranteed to be self-adjoint/Hermitian[72]. This property has the welcome con-

sequence of ensuring that the operator i∆̂ has a finite, or at most countably infinite, set of eigenvalues λn,

satisfying:

∑
n

λ2
n =

∫
V

∫
V

∣∣∣i∆̂ (x,y)
∣∣∣2 dydx, (247)

with the corresponding eigenfunctions ψn ∈ L2 (V) given by:

∫
V
i∆̂ (x,y)ψn (y) dy = λnψn (x) , (248)

for some n. If we now apply the (massive) Klein-Gordon operator
(
� +m2

)
to both sides of this eigenfunction

equation:
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(
� +m2

) ∫
V
i∆̂ (x,y)ψn (y) dy =

∫
V

(
� +m2

)
i∆̂ (x,y)ψn (y) dy = λn

(
� +m2

)
ψn (x) , (249)

and exploit the fact that the imaginary variant of the Pauli-Jordan operator i∆̂ satisfies the massive Klein-

Gordon equation by definition (since the Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂ itself is a difference of retarded and

advanced Green’s functions):

(
� +m2

)
i∆̂ (x,y) = 0, (250)

we see immediately that the eigenfunctions ψn ∈ L2 (V) whose corresponding eigenvalues λn are non-zero

must also satisfy the massive Klein-Gordon equation themselves:

(
� +m2

)
ψn (x) = 0, (251)

from which the eigenfunctions can be determined up to a normalization constant and a phase factor. The

(massive) d-dimensional continuum Wightman function Ŵ
(d)
m (x,y) is then given by the following sum of

non-zero eigenvalue-eigenfunction pairs:

Ŵ
(d)
M (x,y) =

∑
n∈N:λn>0

λnψn (x) (ψn (y))
∗
, (252)

under the additional assumption that the eigenfunctions ψn ∈ L2 (V) obey the normalization convention:

∀n ∈ N : λn > 0, ‖ψn‖ = 1, where ‖ψn‖2 =

∫
V
|ψn (x)|2 dx. (253)

As an illustrative example of how the eigendecomposition of the imaginary variant of the continuum Pauli-

Jordan operator i∆̂ (x,y) may be performed, we consider the case of a 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski)

spacetime M2 = R1,1 equipped with a massless scalar field φ, henceforth adopting the light cone coordinate

system (u, v):

u =
t+ x√

2
, and v =

t− x√
2
, (254)

such that the 1 + 1-dimensional d’Alembertian operator � reduces to the following elegant form:
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Figure 17: Computations of the spacetime entanglement entropy S for 2000 randomly-selected causal sets,
sprinkled into a diamond-shaped region of a 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime, with a smaller
diamond-shaped subregion (with side length equal to 1

2 of the side length of the overall diamond, and with the
cardinalities N of the interior diamond region ranging between 100 and 2000) selected inside, demonstrating
the expected linear scaling relation S = 0.32N − 6.64. The entanglement entropy estimates are produced
using the simple/naive approach (left) and the generalized/robust approach (right), with all points for which
the entanglement entropy is undefined being omitted, showing strong quantitative agreement between the
two approaches.

� = 2
∂2

∂u∂v
. (255)

Recalling that the massless retarded Green’s function (GR)
(2)
0 (x) in a 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowksi)

spacetime is given by:

(GR)
(2)
0 (x) =

1

2
θ (t) θ

(
τ2
)
, (256)

for Heaviside step function θ (α), and where τ =
√
t2 − x2 in spacetime coordinates (t, x), we obtain the

following explicit form of the Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂ (u, v):

∆̂ (u, v) = (GR)
(2)
0 (u, v)− (GA)

(2)
0 (u, v) =

1

2
[θ (u) θ (v)− θ (−u) θ (−v)] =

1

2
[θ (u) + θ (v)− 1] . (257)

Within any finite diamond-shaped region of spacetime with side length equal to L, namely V = [−L,L]× [−L,L]

in the light cone coordinates (u, v), it is trivial to see that the imaginary variant of the Pauli-Jordan operator

i∆̂ (u, v) is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator, since the relevant integral now reduces to:
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∫
V

∫
V

∣∣∣i∆̂ (x,y)
∣∣∣2 dydx =

∫ L

−L

∫ L

−L

∫ L

−L

∫ L

−L

∣∣∣i∆̂ (u− u′, v − v′)
∣∣∣2 dv′dvdu′du = 2L4 <∞. (258)

Moreover, we also know that any eigenfunctions ψn ∈ L2 ([−L,L]× [−L,L]) of the imaginary variant of the

Pauli-Jordan operator i∆̂ (u, v) with non-zero eigenvalues must satisfy the massless Klein-Gordon equation:

�ψn (u, v) = 0, (259)

and therefore they will all be of the general form:

ψn (u, v) = (ψn)1 (u) + (ψn)2 (v) , where (ψn)1 , (ψn)2 ∈ L
2 ([−L,L]) . (260)

These eigenfunctions with non-zero eigenvalues may consequently be computed by observing the action of

the imaginary variant of the Pauli-Jordan operator i∆̂ on an appropriate set of basis functions; following

Johnston[32], we choose ψk (u, v) = eiku, ψk (u, v) = eikv and ψk (u, v) = 1, yielding:

ψk (u, v) = eiku, =⇒
(
i∆̂ψk

)
(u, v) =

L

k
eiku − L

k
cos (kL) + i

v

k
sin (kL) , (261)

ψk (u, v) = eikv, =⇒
(
i∆̂ψk

)
(u, v) =

L

k
eikv − L

k
cos (kL) + i

u

k
sin (kL) , (262)

and:

ψk (u, v) = 1, =⇒
(
i∆̂ψk

)
(u, v) = iL (u+ v) , (263)

respectively.

Thus, if we now introduce two families of functions, denoted (ψk)1 (u, v) and (ψk)2 (u, v), and given by:

(ψk)1 (u, v) = eiku − eikv, where k =
nπ

L
, n ∈ N, (264)

and:

(ψk)2 (u, v) = eiku + eikv − 2 cos (kL) , where tan (kL) = 2kL, k 6= 0, (265)

respectively, then it is straightforward to see that the imaginary variant of the Pauli-Jordan operator i∆̂
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acts upon both families in the required way, namely yielding:

(
i∆̂ (ψk)1

)
(u, v) =

L

k
(ψk)1 (u, v) , and

(
i∆̂ (ψk)2

)
(u, v) =

L

k
(ψk)2 (u, v) , (266)

respectively, hence allowing us to conclude that (ψk)1 (u, v) and (ψk)2 (u, v) are indeed valid families of

eigenfunctions for i∆̂ (u, v) (with non-zero eigenvalues). These eigenfunctions may now be appropriately

normalized by noting that their L2 ([−L,L]) norms are given by:

‖(ψk)1‖
2

= 8L2, and ‖(ψk)2‖
2

= 8L2 − 16L2 cos2 (kL) , (267)

respectively. Furthermore, we can ascertain that (ψk)1 (u, v) and (ψk)2 (u, v) constitute the only fami-

lies of eigenfunctions with non-zero eigenvalues by recalling that the eigenvalues λn and eigenfunctions

ψn ∈ L2 ([−L,L]× [−L,L]) must satisfy the following summation condition:

∑
n

λ2
n =

∫
V

∫
V

∣∣∣i∆̂ (x,y)
∣∣∣2 dydx. (268)

The sum of all the non-zero eigenvalues associated with the families (ψk)1 (u, v) and (ψk)2 (u, v) is given by:

∞∑
n=−∞:n6=0

(
L2

πn

)2

+
∑

tan(x)=2x:x 6=0

(
L2

x

)2

= 2L4

 ∞∑
n=1

1

(πn)
2 +

∑
tan(x)=2x:x>0

1

x2

 , (269)

In the above, the first sum arises from the (ψk)1 (u, v) eigenfunction family (defined for all k = nπ
L , with

n ∈ N), and evaluates, via the solution to the Basel problem, to yield

∞∑
n=1

1

(πn)
2 =

1

6
, (270)

whilst the second sum arises from the (ψk)2 (u, v) eigenfunction family (defined for all k satisfying the

transcendental equation tan (kL) = 2kL, to which which there exists a countably infinite set of real solutions),

and evaluates to yield[73]:

∑
tan(x)=2x:x>0

1

x2
=

5

6
. (271)

Therefore, we have shown that, indeed:
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∑
n

λ2
n =

∞∑
n=−∞:n 6=0

(
L2

πn

)2

+
∑

tan(x)=2x:x 6=0

(
L2

x

)2

= 2L4

=

∫ L

−L

∫ L

−L

∫ L

−L

∫ L

−L

∣∣∣i∆̂ (u− u′, v − v′)
∣∣∣2 dv′dvdu′du =

∫
V

∫
V

∣∣∣i∆̂ (x,y)
∣∣∣2 dydx, (272)

as required, and consequently all non-zero eigenvalues (and their corresponding eigenfunctions) have been

successfully identified. Since the non-zero eigenvalues λk are therefore given by λk = L
k (along with their

corresponding partners 1− λk), we note, following Sorkin and Yazdi[34], that a spectral truncation which

preserves only those eigenvalues λ (and the corresponding 1− λ partners) whose magnitudes are at least

λmin ∼
√
N

4π (where N denotes either the cardinality of the interior or the exterior diamond region, depending

upon whether it is the eigenvalues of operators defined on the interior or the exterior diamond that are being

truncated) constitutes a natural choice of ultraviolet cutoff, since it is consistent with both the choice of

sprinkling density of the underlying causal set and the expected dimensions of an entropic area law. Upon

imposing this truncation on the spectrum of the discrete Pauli-Jordan operator ∆̂C (x, y) (and, by exten-

sion, on the Sorkin-Johnston Wightman function ŴSJ (x, y)), we obtain the same logarithmic relationship

(indicative of a spatial area law) between the cardinality of the interior diamond region N and the estimated

entanglement entropy S, namely S = 0.346 log
(√

N
4π

)
+ 1.883, as shown in Figure 18.
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Figure 18: Computations of the spacetime entanglement entropy S for 2000 randomly-selected causal sets,
sprinkled into a diamond-shaped region of a 1 + 1-dimensional flat (Minkowski) spacetime, with a smaller
diamond-shaped subregion (with side length equal to 1

2 of the side length of the overall diamond, and with the
cardinalities N of the interior diamond region ranging between 100 and 2000) selected inside, demonstrating

the expecting logarithmic scaling relation S = 0.346 log
(√

N
4π

)
+ 1.883, with the x-axis here being labeled

by
√
N

4π . The entanglement entropy estimates are produced using the simple/naive approach (left) and the
generalized/robust approach (right), with all points for which the entanglement entropy is undefined being
omitted, showing strong quantitative agreement between the two approaches.
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5 The Wolfram Model/Hypergraph Rewriting Case

Generating algorithmic causal sets dynamically via Wolfram model evolution is a relatively straightforward

process[18]; one starts with an initial (finite, usually directed) hypergraph H = (V,E), i.e. a generaliza-

tion of an ordinary (directed) graph in which hyperedges can connect arbitrary (non-empty) subsets of

vertices[12][13][14][15]:

E ⊆ P (V ) \ {∅} , (273)

where P denotes the power set function. Examples of simple (directed) hypergraphs, represented abstractly

as finite collections of (ordered) relations between elements, are shown in Figure 19. The dynamics of the

Wolfram model system are then determined by means of an abstract rewriting rule R of the form:

R : H1 = (V1, E1)→ H2 = (V2, E2) , (274)

in which, loosely speaking, a subhypergraph matching the pattern given by H1 is replaced with a distinct

subhypergraph matching the pattern given by H2. A fully rigorous description of the hypergraph rewriting

semantics of the Wolfram model can be given in terms of double-pushout rewriting rules over (selective)

adhesive categories[20][21][24]. An example of a simple (directed) hypergraph rewriting rule, represented

abstractly as a set substitution system (i.e. a rewriting rule defined over subsets of the collection of ordered

relations between elements), is shown in Figure 20. The resulting evolution of the Wolfram model system,

obtained by iteratively applying this rule to a simple hypergraph initial condition (consisting of a pair of

“self-loops” of the form {{0, 0} , {0, 0}}) is shown in Figure 21 - note that, at each step, the rule is applied

to the maximal non-overlapping set of matching subhypergraphs simultaneously.

Figure 19: Examples of simple directed hypergraphs, corresponding to the finite collections of ordered
relations between elements {{1, 2} , {1, 3} , {2, 3} , {4, 1}} and {{1, 2, 3} , {3, 4, 5}}, respectively.

One can now represent the causal interactions between successive applications of the rewriting rule by
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Figure 20: An example of a simple hypergraph rewriting rule, corresponding to the set substitution rule
{{x, y} , {y, z}} → {{w, y} , {y, z} , {z, w} , {x,w}}.

Figure 21: An example of a possible 10 step evolution history for the hypergraph rewriting/set substitution
rule {{x, y} , {y, z}} → {{w, y} , {y, z} , {z, w} , {x,w}}, starting from the double self-loop initial condition
{{0, 0} , {0, 0}}.

means of a causal graph: a directed, acyclic graph in which each vertex corresponds to an application of the

rewriting rule and each edge corresponds to a causal relationship between those rewrites. More concretely,

the directed edge A→ B exists if and only if:

In (B) ∩Out (A) 6= ∅, (275)

i.e. if and only if the input for rule application B uses hyperedges that were produced by the output of rule

application A, and therefore if application B could not have occurred unless application A had previously

occurred. Once again, a fully rigorous description of the causal semantics of hypergraph rewriting systems

may be given in terms of causal 2-categories and multiway evolution causal graphs[24]. Note that the

transitive reduction of a Wolfram model causal graph yields (the Hasse diagram for) a corresponding causal

set. In general, however, there does not exist a single, canonical rewriting order (and hence a single, unique

evolution history) for a given Wolfram model rule, since at any given time step there can exist many possible

maximal non-overlapping sets of matching subhypergraphs; physically, this corresponds to the fact that there

does not exist a universally-preferred choice of spacetime gauge[14][18][19]. For this reason, it is helpful to

parametrize the set of possible evolution histories by means of a multiway system, or, more exactly, a multiway
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evolution graph: a directed, acyclic graph in which each vertex corresponds to a global state of the hypergraph

and each edge corresponds to a rewrite. More concretely, the directed edge A→ B exists if and only if there

exists an application of the rewriting rule that transforms hypergraph A to hypergraph B. Examples of causal

and multiway evolution graphs, representing the evolution of the Wolfram model system described above,

are shown in Figures 22 and 23, respectively; note that in these figures, as subsequently, pairs of isomorphic

hypergraphs appearing in the multiway evolution graph are detected and merged, using a generalized version

of the “uniqueness trees” algorithm[74] for graph isomorphism and canonicalization. The fully general-

relativistic formulation of the Wolfram model depends upon the underlying hypergraph rewriting rule being

causal invariant (the discrete analog of general covariance for hypergraph rewriting systems), meaning that

the causal graph is always isomorphic, irrespective of which path through the multiway system, and therefore

which updating order/evolution history, is chosen[14][18][19].

Figure 22: The causal graph obtained after 3 steps of the hypergraph rewriting/set substitution
rule {{x, y} , {y, z}} → {{x, y} , {x,w} , {y, w} , {z, w}}, starting from the double self-loop initial condition
{{0, 0} , {0, 0}}.

The resulting multiway system possesses the algebraic structure of a dagger-symmetric, compact-closed

monoidal category[20][21], indicating that it is equipped with a symmetric tensor product operation ⊗ (gen-

eralizing the usual tensor product of finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces), an involutive “dagger” operation

† (generalizing the Hermitian adjoint/conjugate transpose operation on linear maps) and a compact/dual

structure ∗ (generalizing the concept of a dual space in the category of finite-dimensional vector spaces),

all obeying the standard associativity, unitality, coherence, etc. axioms that one would expect from such

operations. Loosely speaking, the tensor product structure ⊗ represents the parallel composition of hyper-

graph states/rewrite applications on neighboring branches of the multiway system, the dagger structure †

represents the inversion of multiway evolution edges and the compact structure ∗ represents the swapping
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Figure 23: A multiway evolution graph representing the non-deterministic evolution of the hypergraph
rewriting/set substitution rule {{x, y} , {y, z}} → {{w, y} , {y, z} , {z, w} , {x,w}}, starting from the double
self-loop initial condition {{0, 0} , {0, 0}}.

of the vertex and hyperedge sets in a given hypergraph (so as to obtain a formal notion of a hypergraph

dual). These basic category-theoretic primitives then allow one to define all of the standard algebraic

operations of (finite-dimensional) quantum mechanics, following in the spirit of Abramsky and Coecke’s

formulation of categorical quantum mechanics[75][76]. The tensor product structure of a given multiway

evolution may be neatly visualized using the formalism of branchial graphs, in which a multiway evolution

graph Gmultiway = (Vmultiway, Emultiway) is “foliated” into a time-ordered sequence of discrete “branchlike

hypersurfaces” (akin to spacelike hypersurfaces/Cauchy surfaces in foliations of spacetimes) Σt, where t is a

universal time function t : Vmultiway → Z assigning hypergraph states in the multiway system to correspond-

ing discrete time coordinates, such that the branchlike hypersurfaces are exactly the level surfaces of this

function, satisfying:

∀t0 ∈ Z, Σt0 = {p ∈ Vmultiway : t (p) = t0} , (276)

and:

∀t1, t2 ∈ Z, Σt1 ∩ Σt2 = ∅ ⇔ t1 6= t2, (277)

i.e. the hypersurfaces should not intersect. The resulting branchial graphs represent these abstract branchlike

hypersurfaces combinatorially, by effectively showing the ancestry distance between hypergraph states for a

given value of the universal time function t; specifically, the undirected edge A↔ B exists in the branchial
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graph if and only if the corresponding hypergraph states for vertices A and B share some common ancestor

C in the multiway evolution graph. An example of such a multiway “foliation” is shown in Figure 24, for the

case of the non-deterministic Wolfram model evolution described above, with the corresponding sequence

of branchial graphs/branchlike hypersurfaces shown in Figure 25. Interpreting each vertex in a multiway

evolution graph/branchial graph as a pure quantum eigenstate, each vertex may be assigned a numerical

weight based on the number of distinct evolution paths through the multiway evolution graph leading to

that state, interpreted as a (magnitude of a) quantum amplitude, in such a way that each branchial graph

represents an instantaneous superposition of all of the eigenstates within its vertex set[15]. If the weights

of the vertices in the branchial graph represent the amplitudes of eigenstates the superposition, then the

combinatorial structure of the branchial graph as a whole represents the tensor product structure of the

superposition: more specifically, each undirected branchial edge represents a pair of pure eigenstates that

have been “tensored” together, and which therefore no longer constitute a separable multipartite quantum

state[20][21]. To make this intuition more explicit, we can consider constructing a multiway evolution graph

by iteratively applying a root-NOT quantum gate:

√
NOT =

1

2

1 + i 1− i

1− i 1 + i

 , (278)

to an initial superposition 1√
2

(|0〉+ |1〉) of pure eigenstates |0〉 and |1〉. In Figure 26, we see the canonical

“foliation” of the resulting multiway evolution graph, and in Figure 27 we see the evolution of the amplitudes

of the eigenstates in the resulting superpositions, as well as the evolution of their tensor product structure,

by means of a time-ordered sequence of branchial graphs.

Figure 24: A typical “foliation” of the multiway evolution graph representing the non-deterministic evolution
of the hypergraph rewriting/set substitution rule {{x, y} , {y, z}} → {{w, y} , {y, z} , {z, w} , {x,w}}, starting
from the double self-loop initial condition {{0, 0} , {0, 0}}.

Due to this correspondence between the combinatorial structure of branchial graphs and the tensor

product structure of quantum states, the induced metric/line element on a branchial graph converges, in the

limit as the cardinality of its vertex set goes to infinity, to[15][20]:
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Figure 25: A time-ordered sequence of branchial graphs corresponding to a typical “foliation” of the multiway
evolution graph representing the non-deterministic evolution of the hypergraph rewriting/set substitution
rule {{x, y} , {y, z}} → {{w, y} , {y, z} , {z, w} , {x,w}}, starting from the double self-loop initial condition
{{0, 0} , {0, 0}}.

ds2 =
〈dψ|dψ〉
〈ψ|ψ〉

− 〈dψ|ψ〉 〈ψ|dψ〉
(〈ψ|ψ〉)2 , (279)

where |ψ〉 represents a pure state:

|ψ〉 =

n∑
k=0

Zk |ek〉 = [Z0 : Z1 : · · · : Zn] , (280)

|dψ〉 represents its infinitesimal variation, and where {|ek〉} is an orthonormal basis set for some n-dimensional

Hilbert space H. We can see that this is none other than a special case of the (line element of the) Fubini-

Study metric on the complex projective Hilbert space CPn:

ds2 =
|Z|2 |dZ|2 −

(
Z̄ · dZ

) (
Z · dZ̄

)
|Z|4

=
ZαZ̄

αdZβzZ̄
β − Z̄αZβdZαZ̄β(
ZαZ̄α

)2 , (281)

with Z = [Z0, . . . , Zn] playing the role of the homogeneous coordinates for a projective variety. In order to

make manifest the connection between this limiting branchial metric and standard measures of quantum

entanglement, we follow the general construction of Cocchiarella et al.[41] of an entanglement distance for

generic, finite-dimensional, hybrid quantum systems. Note that, in what follows, our use of upper and lower

tensor indices does not correspond to a distinction between contravariant and covariant transformations of

components, but rather to a distinction between the indexing of families of matrices and vectors (upper

indices) and the indexing of the components of elements of such families (lower indices); for instance, in

our notational convention, Aµ designates the µ-th matrix in a family of matrices {Aµ}µ, Aµij designates the
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Figure 26: A multiway evolution graph representing the quantum evolution of the root-NOT quantum gate
(
√
NOT ), applied to an initial superposition 1√

2
(|0〉+ |1〉) of the pure eigenstates |0〉 and |1〉, with vertex

weights corresponding to the number of distinct evolution paths leading to a given state (i.e. magnitudes of
the corresponding amplitudes).

(i, j)-th entry in that matrix, and Aµ
i designates the row vector found at position i in that matrix, etc.

Assuming that the overall Hilbert space H can be decomposed into a tensor product of M finite-dimensional

Hilbert spaces Hdµ , each of dimension dµ (for µ = 0, 1, . . .M − 1):

H = Hd0 ⊗Hd1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ HdM−1
, (282)

we can measure the entanglement E (|s〉) of a generic state |s〉 in H via:

E (|s〉) =

M−1∑
µ=0

[tr (Aµ)− 2 (dµ − 1)] , (283)

where the Aµ form a set of M matrices, with explicit components given by:

Aµij = 〈s|TµiTµj |s〉 − 〈s|Tµi |s〉 〈s|Tµj |s〉 , (284)

and where the Tµ` are generalized Gell-Mann matrices: a set of d2
µ − 1 matrices, each of dimension dµ × dµ,

forming a fundamental representation for the generators of the Lie algebra su (dµ) associated to the special

unitary group SU (dµ) for dµ ≥ 2. Concretely, if we define Ejk (where j, k = 1, . . . , dµ) to be the matrix with

a 1 as the (j, k)-th entry, and a 0 everywhere else, then we can write the generalized Gell-Mann matrices

directly as a collection of symmetric matrices of the form:
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Figure 27: A time-ordered sequence of branchial graphs corresponding to a typical “foliation” of the multiway
evolution graph representing the quantum evolution of the root-NOT quantum gate (

√
NOT ), applied to

an initial superposition 1√
2

(|0〉+ |1〉) of the pure eigenstates |0〉 and |1〉, with vertex weights corresponding

to the number of distinct evolution paths leading to a given state (i.e. magnitudes of the corresponding
amplitudes).

Tµ` =
(
Ejk + Ekj

)
, (285)

where:

` = 2 (k − j) + (j − 1) (2dµ − j)− 1, j = 1, . . . , dµ − 1, k = j + 1, . . . , dµ, (286)

a collection of antisymmetric matrices of the form:

Tµ` = −i
(
Ejk − Ekj

)
, (287)

where:

` = 2 (k − j) + (j − 1) (2dµ − j) , j = 1, . . . , dµ − 1, k = j + 1, . . . , dµ, (288)

and a collection of diagonal matrices of the form:

Tµ` =

√
2

k (k + 1)

 k∑
j=1

Ejj

− kEk+1,k+1

 , (289)

where:
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` = dµ (dµ − 1) + k, k = 1, . . . , dµ − 1. (290)

This generalized definition reproduces the standard Pauli and Gell-Mann matrices in the dµ = 2 and dµ = 3

cases, respectively.

To prove that E (|s〉) does indeed satisfy the requisite axioms of an entanglement monotone[41], it suffices

to show that the value of E (|s〉) is bounded both above and below, with its minimum value (E (|s〉) = 0)

being obtained whenever |s〉 is a fully-separable state, and its maximum value being obtained whenever

|s〉 is a maximally-entangled state, and, moreover, to show that the value of E (|s〉) is invariant under the

application of local unitary operators[2]. Firstly, from the following general identity for the generalized

Gell-Mann matrices Tµk:

d2µ−1∑
k=1

TµkTµk =
2
(
d2
µ − 1

)
dµ

I, (291)

where I denotes the identity tensor, we can express the trace of the matrix Aµ directly as:

tr (Aµ) =
2
(
d2
µ − 1

)
dµ

−
d2µ−1∑
k=1

(
〈s|Tµk |s〉

)2
, (292)

thus allowing us to express the overall entanglement measure E (|s〉) as:

E (|s〉) =

M−1∑
µ=0

2 (2µ − 1)

dµ
−
d2µ−1∑
k=1

(
〈s|Tµk |s〉

)2 . (293)

Moreover, we have that, for a normalized state |sµ〉 ∈ Hdµ , the following identity on the generalized Gell-

Mann matrices Tµk holds:

d2µ−1∑
k=1

(
〈sµ|Tµk |sµ〉

)2
=

2 (dµ − 1)

dµ
, (294)

i.e. the largest absolute eigenvalue across the entire set of matrices
{
Tµk

}
k

is equal to
√

2(dµ−1)
dµ

, and so one

obtains the following bound on the trace of Aµ:

tr (Aµ) ≥
2
(
d2
µ − 1

)
dµ

− 2 (dµ − 1)

dµ
= 2 (dµ − 1) , (295)

and therefore:
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tr (Aµ)− 2 (dµ − 1) ≥ 0, =⇒ E (|s〉) ≥ 0, (296)

since E (|s〉) reduces to a sum of non-negative real values, as required. This maximum absolute eigenvalue

is only obtained when |s〉 is a normalized tensor product of basis vectors, which is only possible when |s〉 is

a fully-separable state of the form:

|s〉 = |s0〉 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |sM−1〉 , (297)

in which case tr (Aµ) = 2 (dµ − 1), and therefore E (|s〉) = 0. Secondly, since the second term
∑d2µ−1

k=1

(
〈s|Tµk |s〉

)2
in the definition of the entanglement measure E (|s〉) is a sum of non-negative real values, it follows that

E (|s〉) is bounded above by:

E (|s〉) ≤
M−1∑
µ=0

2 (dµ − 1)

dµ
, (298)

with this bound only being obtained for a maximally-entangled state |s〉, since only then does the following

identity for the generalized Gell-Mann matrices Tµk hold:

∀µ ∈ {0, . . .M − 1} and k ∈
{

1, . . . , d2
µ − 1

}
, 〈s|Tµk |s〉 = 0, (299)

and therefore:

E (|s〉) =

M−1∑
µ=0

2 (dµ − 1)

dµ
, (300)

as required.

Finally, if |s〉 ∈ H is a normalized state and Uµ denotes a local unitary operator acting on the µ-th

subsystem in the tensor product, of the general form:

Uµ : Hdµ → Hdµ , (301)

i.e. Uµ is an arbitrary element of SU (dµ) (assuming unit determinant), then we have the following invariance

property of the generalized Gell-Mann matrices Tµk under the action of Uµ:
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d2µ−1∑
k=1

(
〈s| (Uµ)

†
TµkUµ |s〉

)2

=

d2µ−1∑
k=1

d2µ−1∑
α=1

(
nkα
)2

(〈s|Tµα |s〉)2
=

d2µ−1∑
α=1

(〈s|Tµα |s〉)2

d2µ−1∑
k=1

(
nkα
)2
, (302)

where the nkα designate components of a unit vector (see below), and therefore:

d2µ−1∑
α=1

(〈s|Tµα |s〉)2

d2µ−1∑
k=1

(
nkα
)2

=

d2µ−1∑
α=1

(〈s|Tµα |s〉)2
. (303)

Consequently, our entanglement measure E (|s〉) is invariant under such local unitary transformations, and

so, given a family of such operators Uµ for µ = 0, . . . ,M − 1 acting on |s〉, we obtain the following equivalence

class of states sharing the same degree of entanglement:

|U, s〉 =

M−1∏
µ=0

Uµ |s〉 , (304)

and, by extension, the following equivalence class of infinitesimal variations of states:

|dU, s〉 =

M−1∑
µ=0

dŨµ |U, s〉 . (305)

This equivalence class allows us to deduce the relationship between the entanglement measure E (|s〉) and

the original limiting Fubini-Study metric on our branchial graphs:

ds2 = 〈dψ|dψ〉 − 1

4
(|〈ψ|dψ〉 − 〈dψ|ψ〉|)2

, (306)

since the infinitesimal SU (dµ) transformation on the µ-th subsystem dŨµ may be written in the form:

dŨµ = −i (nµ ·Tµ) dξµ, (307)

where nµ is a unit vector in Rdµ and Tµ designates the vector formed from the generators Tµα, α = 1, . . . , d2
µ − 1

of the su (dµ) Lie algebra. The components gµν (v) of the Fubini-Study metric tensor g (v) may therefore be

written as:

∑
µ,ν

gµν (v) dξµdξµ =
∑
µ,ν

(〈s| (vµ ·Tµ) (vν ·Tν) |s〉 − 〈s| (vµ ·Tµ) |s〉 〈s| (vµ ·Tν) |s〉) dξµdξν , (308)
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where the unit vectors vµ in Rdµ are simply rotations of nµ:

vν ·Tν = (Uν)
†
nν ·TνUν . (309)

This yields the following explicit relationship between the components gµµ (vµ) of the Fubini-Study metric

tensor for a generic state |s〉 and the components Aµij of the matrices Aµ derived from the generalized

Gell-Mann matrices Tµk:

gµµ (vµ) =
∑
i,j

vµi v
µ
j A

µ
ij , (310)

hence justifying the existence of a monotonic relationship between the trace of the matrices Aµ (and therefore

the entanglement monotone E (|s〉)) and the limiting Fubini-Study metric g (v) on branchial graphs.

However, in order to perform a systematic numerical comparison between entanglement entropies com-

puted via branchial graphs and those computed via the Sorkin-Johnston construction, it is first necessary to

reformulate the branchial graph procedure in a manifestly covariant form (at present, the decomposition of

the Wolfram model multiway system into a sequence of branchial graphs, each consisting of a collection of

discrete spacelike hypersurfaces, is equivalent to fixing a preferred spacetime gauge, and is therefore incom-

patible with the requisite covariance for the definition of a sensible notion of spacetime entropy). This may

be achieved in a very natural way using the formalism causal multiway systems, in which each vertex of a

multiway evolution graph corresponds not to a particular hypergraph state (and therefore to a particular

spacelike hypersurface), but rather to the complete causal history of the hypergraph rewriting system up

to that point (and therefore to an extended region of discrete spacetime)[18]. In this way, causal multiway

systems (which effectively represent the superposition of all possible causal histories for a given discrete

spacetime) constitute a generalization of both classical and quantum sequential growth dynamics in causal

set theory. An example of such a causal multiway system, generated by the non-deterministic evolution of a

simple Wolfram model rule, is shown in Figure 28, effectively representing a superposition of several possi-

ble causal histories for a discrete (algorithmic) spacetime. The “factorization” or “decomposition” of those

causal histories into a tensor product of classical discrete spacetimes (and thus of “singleway” causal graphs

- causal graphs corresponding to a single choice of evolution path through the multiway system) can be rep-

resented using the corresponding causal branchial graphs, as shown in Figure 29. Selecting a random sample

of Wolfram model rules of a given hypergraph signature (in this case, the 22 → 42 signature, designating an

input consisting of two hyperedges of arity-2 and an output consisting of four hyperedges of arity-2), we are
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able to evolve the selected rules non-deterministically before selecting a random pair of causal histories in the

resulting causal branchial graphs. An entanglement entropy between the two discrete spacetimes (regarded

as causal sets) can then be computed using the generalized eigenvalue algorithm derived within the pre-

ceding section from the Sorkin-Johnston construction; another entanglement entropy can also be computed

by simply determining the branchial distance between the two discrete spacetimes within the corresponding

causal branchial graph, in accordance with procedure outlined above. A numerical comparison of these two

approaches is shown in Figure 30, robustly illustrating the expected monotonic relationship between the two

notions of discrete spacetime entanglement entropy for algorithmically-generated causal sets, and confirming

the preliminary numerical results previously obtained in [77].

Figure 28: On the left, a causal multiway evolution graph representing the non-deterministic evolution of
the hypergraph rewriting/set substitution system {{x, y} , {y, z}} → {{x, y} , {y, z} , {z, w}}, starting from
the double self-loop initial condition {{0, 0} , {0, 0}}. On the right, the corresponding multiway evolution
causal graph (with evolution edges shown in gray and causal edges shown in orange) for the same system.

Figure 29: On the left, a causal branchial graph corresponding to a typical “foliation” of the causal mul-
tiway evolution graph representing the non-deterministic evolution of the hypergraph rewriting/set substi-
tution system {{x, y} , {y, z}} → {{x, y} , {y, z} , {z, w}}, starting from the double self-loop initial condition
{{0, 0} , {0, 0}}. On the right, the corresponding multiway causal graph for the same system (yielded by
“gluing” the various causal graphs within the causal branchial graph together, in accordance with the tensor
product structure of the corresponding Hilbert space).

Note that, due to the considerable computational expense associated with evolving causal multiway
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Figure 30: Computations of the spacetime entanglement entropy S for 10 (left) and 50 (right) randomly-
selected Wolfram model evolutions of hypergraph rule signature 22 → 42; the vertical axes show the entangle-
ment entropies as computed using the generalized eigenvalue approach detailed within the previous section,
while the horizontal axes show the entanglement entropies as computed using the branchial graph/Fubini-
Study metric distance, showing robust monotonic agreement between the two approaches.

systems for significant numbers of time steps, we have adopted a Monte Carlo sampling approach when

generating these results, in order to make the computation more directly amenable to execution on massively-

parallel supercomputer architectures. More precisely, each concurrent thread computes a different (randomly-

selected) evolution history of the overall causal multiway system, with the assembly of the resulting threads

being performed as a (relatively inexpensive) post-processing step. The sampling process is then continued

until the assembled causal multiway system appears to reach a steady-state configuration.

6 Concluding Remarks

Given that Wolfram model evolution effectively provides one with an explicit algorithmic dynamics by which

causal sets may be naturally grown[18], it is perhaps unsurprising that the two approaches to discrete quan-

tum gravity share many formalistic features. However, the fact that two seemingly so radically different

approaches to defining a quantum field theory over a discrete spacetime (one being essentially to equip a

causal set with the complete apparatus of an algebraic field theory defined over its elements, the other being

to use a directly combinatorial approach based on the non-deterministic dynamics of the hypergraph rewrit-

ing approach itself) should give equivalent results for such a fundamental calculation as the determination of

spacetime entanglement entropies in generic algorithmically-generated spacetimes is both somewhat remark-

able and rather encouraging. Moreover, these results may hint at a deeper underlying principle: as discussed

previously, the standard formulation of quantum mechanics over general Wolfram model multiway systems
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effectively breaks covariance by assuming a decomposition into a time-ordered sequence of branchial graphs,

each consisting of a collection of instantaneous spacelike hypersurfaces. As we have shown, once one rein-

troduces manifest covariance by promoting the ordinary multiway system to a causal multiway system (in

which the causal branchial graphs now consist of extended discrete spacetime regions), the same mathemat-

ical apparatus immediately yields an algebraic quantum field theory that is naturally free from ultraviolet

divergences, and whose 2-point correlation functions are in both analytical and numerical agreement with

those derived using the Sorkin-Johnston construction from causal set quantum field theory, without the need

to impose a posteriori truncations on the spectra of the discrete operators. This leads to a highly tempting

conjecture that the algebraic quantum field theory that one obtains over causal multiway evolution graphs

is, in some sense, “canonical” (specifically, in the same sense that the categorical quantum mechanics model

that one obtains over ordinary multiway evolution graphs is “canonical”, in that it satisfies a certain univer-

sal property in the category-theoretic sense[20][21][24]). In this vein, it is notable that although the resulting

quantum field theory in the Wolfram model case is free from ultraviolet divergences, and therefore does not

require regularization or renormalization in order to yield finite observables, it nevertheless requires a pro-

cedure that is formally equivalent to dimensional regularization[38] in order to “analytically continue” the

requisite Green’s functions/propagators from integer-dimensional spacetimes to the more general non-integer-

dimensional case. This is perhaps indicative of a fairly general underlying consistency condition, wherein

one cannot, in some sense, “evade” the need for regularization, even by passing to a discrete spacetime, be-

cause although one may achieve ultraviolet-finiteness by imposing a discrete cutoff/lattice regularization on

spacetime, it may ultimately come at the expense of the guaranteed (homogeneous) integer-dimensionality

of the limiting manifold. This would imply that the equivalence between the two analytic continuations is

not merely mathematical, but also physical; in particular, it would indicate that one way to understand

“why” dimensional regularization works for Feynman integrals is that it is somehow formally equivalent to

passing from an ultraviolet-divergent quantum field theory in a continuum (integer-dimensional) spacetime

to an ultraviolet-finite quantum field theory in a discrete (non-integer-dimensional) one. These conjectures

are highly speculative, but also highly evocative, and seem worthy of further, more systematic, investigation

via the methods developed within this article.

On a pragmatic level, although the quantum field theory derived via causal branchial graphs is arguably

more conceptually elegant than the Sorkin-Johnston construction, at least for the case of spacetime en-

tanglement entropy computations (in part because of the lack of need to impose eigenvalue truncations to

obtain the desired area laws), it is also worth noting that it is, in general, significantly more computationally
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demanding, since it requires simulating the evolution of an entire causal multiway system (with potentially

unbounded numbers of discrete parallel histories). It is also notably less general, since it requires complete

knowledge of the full multiway/branchial structure of the Wolfram model evolution to calculate, making

it inappropriate for the computation of entanglement entropies in (for instance) causal graphs obtained by

sprinkling into predefined Lorentzian geometries, whereas the Sorkin-Johnston approach is general enough

to apply to any finite causal set (including those obtained algorithmically through Wolfram model evolu-

tion). However, since there exist algorithms by which Wolfram model evolution rules can be constructed

that provably simulate the evolution of the Einstein field equations (for instance via the ADM, BSSN or

CCZ4 initial-value formulations) from arbitrary initial Cauchy data[19], most recently through the Gravitas

framework, this constitutes less of a restriction than it might initially appear to be.

Among the many avenues of potential future research opened up by the investigations presented within

this article, perhaps the most immediate is the specialization of these methods to the case of known

limiting spacetime geometries, and especially to black hole spacetimes, in which the connection between

spacetime entanglement entropy and the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy law has already been studied ex-

tensively in holographic and string-theoretic contexts (for instance as a special case of the AdS/CFT

correspondence)[78][79][80]. The eventual aim would be to determine whether the kinds of discrete spacetime

approaches outlined within this article constitute a sufficiently complete description of spacetime microstates

(and particularly black hole microstates) that semiclassical results such as the Bekenstein-Hawking law may

be derived from first principles (for instance via a pure counting argument). Relatedly, by considering dis-

crete models of maximally-extended anti-de Sitter Schwarzschild black holes (for instance in Kruskal-Szekeres

coordinates, as studied in [19]), it may be possible to determine whether the kinds of correlations between

entanglement entropies and limiting geometries of Einstein-Rosen wormholes predicted by the ER=EPR

conjecture[44][45] hold in the discrete case[46]. Since Wolfram model evolutions permit covariance-breaking

foliations into discrete spacelike hypersurfaces (in a way which pure causal set models do not, or at least

not as naturally), it may even be possible to perform the same restriction of quantum fields to spacelike

hypersurfaces that occurs in non-manifestly covariant definitions of entanglement entropy within standard

(continuum) quantum field theory descriptions, including semiclassical descriptions of quantum fields in

curved spacetimes. On the more mathematical side, it is generally presumed that multiway systems are

more naturally described through homotopic[47][48] or functorial[49] methods (specifically via the languages

of homotopy type theory and functorial field theory) than through purely algebraic ones. Thus, an extension

of the methods developed here from the Heisenberg (algebraic) picture to the Schrödinger (functorial) one

85

https://github.com/JonathanGorard/Gravitas
https://github.com/JonathanGorard/Gravitas


would be very welcome; intuitively, this corresponds to transforming from a description of the resulting field

theory in terms of branchial graphs (since these effectively encode categories of endomorphism algebras and

their isomorphisms[15][20], as used in the Heisenberg/algebraic picture) to one in terms of multiway evolu-

tion graphs directly (since these effectively encode categories of vector spaces and their isomorphisms[20][21],

as used in the Schrödinger/functorial picture). Amongst other things, such a reformulation might offer the

opportunity to construct rigorous notions of topological and conformal field theories in the discrete space-

time case, for instance via the Atiyah-Segal axiomatization[81][82][83]. Finally, for the sake of simplification

of the analysis, we have restricted ourselves within this article purely to the case of massless, free scalar

field theories. The extension to massive scalar field theories ought to be relatively straightforward, since we

have already implicitly derived the relevant massive forms of the discrete propagators/Green’s functions in

the preceding sections. The extension to fully-interacting scalar field theories is more complicated, and will

likely involve, at least in the first instance, using methods of perturbation theory to investigate the effects of

quartic perturbations away from purely Gaussian states. The extension from symmetric to antisymmetric

Fock spaces, and therefore from the description of bosonic to fermionic quantum fields (for instance via

discrete formulations of spinor bundles), also remains an exciting open frontier of investigation.
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