arXiv:1702.07744v4 [gr-qc] 29 Aug 2018

Gauge protected entanglement between gravity and matter

Nikola Paunković^{1,2,3} and Marko Vojinović^4

1Instituto de Telecomunicac̃oes, Avenida Rovisco Pais 1, 1049-001 Lisbon, Portugal 2Departamento de Matemática, Instituto Superior Técnico, Universidade de Lisboa, Avenida Rovisco Pais 1, 1049-001 Lisbon, Portugal 3CeFEMA, Instituto Superior Técnico, Universidade de Lisboa, Avenida Rovisco Pais 1, 1049-001 Lisbon, Portugal 4Institute of Physics, University of Belgrade, Pregrevica 118, 11080 Belgrade, Serbia

E-mail: npaunkov@math.tecnico.ulisboa.pt, vmarko@ipb.ac.rs

Abstract

We show that, as a consequence of the local Poincaré symmetry, gravity and matter fields have to be entangled, unless the overall action is carefully fine-tuned. First, we present a general argument, applicable to any particular theory of quantum gravity with matter, by performing the analysis in the abstract nonperturbative canonical framework, demonstrating the nonseparability of the scalar constraint, thus promoting the entangled states as the physical ones. Also, within the covariant framework, using a particular toy model, we show explicitly that the Hartle-Hawking state in the Regge model of quantum gravity is entangled. Our result is potentially relevant for the quantum-to-classical transition, taken within the framework of the decoherence programme: due to the gauge symmetry requirements, the matter does not decohere, it is by default decohered by gravity. Generically, entanglement is a consequence of interaction. This new entanglement could potentially, in form of an “effective interaction”, bring about corrections to the weak equivalence principle, further confirming that spacetime as a smooth four-dimensional manifold is an emergent phenomenon. Finally, the existence of the gauge-protected entanglement between gravity and matter could be seen as a criterion for a plausible theory of quantum gravity, and in the case of perturbative quantisation approaches, a confirmation of the persistence of the manifestly broken gauge symmetry.

1 Introduction

The unsolved problems of formulating quantum theory of gravity (QG) and interpreting quantum mechanics (QM) are arguably the two most prominent ones of the modern theoretical physics. So far, most of the approaches to solve the two were studied independently. Indeed, the majority of the interpretations of QM do not involve explicit dynamical effects (with notable exceptions of the spontaneous collapse and the de Broglie-Bohm theories), while the researchers from the QG community often just adopt some particular interpretation of QM, assuming that it contains no unresolved issues. Nevertheless, the two problems share a number of similar unsolved questions and counter-intuitive features. A prominent example is nonlocality: entanglement-based nonlocality in QM, as well as the anticipated explicit dynamical nonlocality in QG (a consequence of quantum superpositions of different gravitational fields, i.e., different spacetimes and their respective causal orders). Another prominent issue relevant for both standard QM and QG is the quantum-to-classical transition and the related measurement problem.

In relation to the latter, decoherence is in QM the standard approach to the emergence of classicality: due to huge complexity of macroscopic (“classical”) systems and the surrounding environment (bath), the (for all practical purposes) inevitable interaction between the two leads to the entanglement and the loss of coherence. While technically this is completely within the standard QM, when coupled with additional assumptions, such as the many-world interpretation (likely to be the predominant within the community working on decoherence and quantum-to-classical transition), the decoherence offers a possible solution to the measurement problem. In an alternative approach, problems with quantising gravity led to the half century old idea of gravitationally induced objective collapse of the wave function [1] (for an overview, see for example [2], chapter III.B): roughly speaking, due to the position uncertainty of massive bodies, which are the sources of gravitational field, the latter exhibits quantum fluctuations that decohere the matter, forcing it (or, rather both the matter and gravity) to collapse in a well defined (classical) state. Without invoking objective collapse, decoherence of quantum matter by purely classical gravity was studied in [3, 4]. In the context of perturbative quantum gravity, the topic of gravitationally induced decoherence of matter, taken purely within the scope of standard QM (i.e., in the same fashion in which macroscopic bodies decohere due to inevitable interaction with surrounding photons, neutrinos, microwave background radiation, etc.), became recently an intensive field of research [5], see also [6] and the references therein for decoherence in the context of cosmological inflation. In addition, a lot of research focuses on entanglement induced by the presence of horizons in curved spacetime, in approaches based on the holography conjecture and in the studies of the black hole information problem [7] (for a review, see recent lecture notes [8]). In particular, these approaches study the entanglement between the degrees of freedom (both gravitational and matter) on the two sides of the horizon.

In this paper we study the entanglement between gravitational and matter fields, in the context of an abstract nonperturbative theory of quantum gravity, as well as on the example of the Hartle- Hawking state in the Regge quantum gravity model, and show that the two fields should always be entangled. Our approach is different from the standard one, studied in the perturbative framework: instead of “for all practical purposes” inevitable fast interaction-induced decoherence from initially product states between two sub-systems [5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13], we show that the gauge symmetry requirements (coming in particular from the local Poincaré symmetry) secure the entangled states between matter and gravity as physical states. We call the latter the gauge-protected decoherence, in contrast to the dynamical decoherence of the former. In addition, unlike the horizon-based studies, we discuss the entanglement between the gravitational and the matter degrees of freedom, rather than between the two specially chosen regions of spacetime.

Our analysis rests on two main assumptions. First, we assume the validity of the local Poincaré symmetry at the quantum level. In the classical field theory, the local Poincaré symmetry is a formalisation of the principle of general relativity, which is one of the foundational principles of Einstein’s theory of gravity. It is therefore natural to assume that this gauge symmetry exists at the quantum level as well. Second, at the classical level we assume the validity of the equivalence principle, which is also the main ingredient of Einstein’s general relativity. In particular, we assume its “strong” version, namely that the equivalence principle applies to all matter fields (i.e., all nongravitational fields) present in nature.

Given these two assumptions, we focus on the general nonperturbative abstract canonical quantisation of the gravitational and matter fields, thus giving a generic model-independent argument for a theory of quantum gravity with matter. We analyse the consequences of the local Poincaré symmetry-enforced scalar, 3-diffeomorphism and local Lorentz constraints on the structure of the total Hilbert space of the theory. Namely, since the physical states must be invariant with respect to the gauge symmetry, the constraints induce the Gupta-Bleuler-like conditions on the state vectors. Based on the equivalence principle, we then show that the particular non-separable form of the scalar constraint renders typical product states non-invariant. Thus, it eliminates the product states from the physical Hilbert space of the quantum theory, unless the interaction between gravity and matter is specifically designed to circumvent the non-invariance of product states. In this way, the local Poincaré symmetry protects the existence of entanglement between the gravitational and matter fields.

In order to verify our results obtained within the abstract canonical framework, we also study the covariant (i.e., path integral) quantisation. In particular, knowing that the Hartle-Hawking state [14] satisfies the scalar constraint, and is therefore an element of the physical Hilbert space, we explicitly test whether the matter and gravitational fields are entangled for this state vector. We perform the calculation in the Regge quantum gravity model, since it is one of the simplest models which provide an explicit definition of the gravitational path integral with matter, and show that the gravitational and matter fields are indeed entangled for the Hartle-Hawking state constructed on a simple toy example triangulation.

Therefore, our analysis shows that either gravity and matter fields are indeed entangled, or there exists an additional, unknown property of the action, implementing the fine tuning needed to allow for the invariance of separable states.

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 is divided into three subsections. The first is devoted to the recapitulation of the Hamiltonian structure of Poincaré gauge theories. The second outlines the procedure of nonperturbative canonical quantisation of constrained systems and its application to the case of gravity with matter fields. In the third subsection we use those results to show that the scalar constraint suppresses the existence of separable states of a matter-gravity system. In section 3, we present a standard entanglement criterion for pure bipartite quantum states and discuss it, within the framework of the path integral quantisation, for the case of the Hartle-Hawking state of quantum fields of gravity and matter. In section 4, we first introduce the Regge model of quantum gravity, and then apply it to evaluate the entanglement criterion for the Hartle-Hawking state, demonstrating that gravity and matter are indeed entangled in this state. Finally, in section 5 we present the summary of the results, their discussion, and possible future lines of research.

It is important to stress that the gauge-protected entanglement is not an automatic consequence of the universal coupling between gravity and matter, or the fact that matter fields are always defined over some background spacetime geometry. For example, in perturbative gravity approach, it is quite possible to write the separable state between gravity and matter as |Ψ⟩ = |g⟩ ⊗ |ϕ⟩ , where |g⟩ is the graviton state vector, while |ϕ⟩ is the state vector of a scalar particle (both vectors obtained by acting with graviton and scalar creation operators on the Minkowski vacuum state |0⟩ ≡ |0⟩_G ⊗ |0⟩_M ). The reason why such a state can be considered legitimate is that local Poincaré symmetry is explicitly broken in the perturbative gravity approach, with both matter and gravity being treated as spin-zero and spin-two fields, respectively, living on a Minkowski spacetime manifold. A similar situation arises in perturbative string theory, where local Poincaré symmetry is also manifestly broken. However, in quantum gravity models where the local Poincaré symmetry is not violated, our analysis shows that a generic product state between gravity and matter would fail to be gauge invariant. Thus, the gauge-protected entanglement between gravity and matter is a nontrivial statement and a consequence of local Poincaré symmetry, rather than an automatic property of matter fields living on a spacetime manifold.

Our notation and conventions are as follows. We will work in the natural system of units in which c = ℏ = 1 and G = l^2_p, where l_p is the Planck length. By convention, the metric of spacetime will have the spacelike Lorentz signature (−, +, +, +). The spacetime indices are denoted with lowercase Greek letters μ, ν, . . . and take the values 0, 1, 2, 3. The spatial part of these, taking values 1, 2, 3, will be denoted with lowercase Latin letters i, j, . . . from the middle of the alphabet. The SO(3, 1) group indices will be denoted with the lowercase Latin letters a, b, . . . from the beginning of the alphabet, and take the values 0, 1, 2, 3. The Lorentz-invariant metric tensor is denoted as η_{ab}. The capital Latin indices A, B, . . . count the field components in a particular representation of the SO(3, 1) group, and take the values from 1 up to the dimension of that representation. Quantum operators will always carry a hat, ϕ̂(x), ĝ(x), etc. Finally, we will systematically denote the values of functions with parentheses, f(x), while functionals will be denoted with brackets, F [ϕ].

2 Entanglement from the scalar constraint

This section is dedicated to the analysis of the constraints imposed by the relativity and equivalence principles. In subsection 2.1 we briefly recapitulate the classical Hamiltonian structure of gravitational interaction, followed by a short review of canonical quantisation, presented in subsection 2.2. After that, in subsection 2.3 we present the main result of our paper: we show that the scalar constraint, and possibly the 3-diffeomorphism constraint, bring about the generic entanglement between gravity and matter.

2.1 Hamiltonian structure of Poincaré gauge theories

We begin with a short review of the Hamiltonian structure of gravitational interaction, based on the local Poincaré symmetry. This subsection is aimed to be only a review of the main results, so we will skip all proofs and derivations. The details of the Hamiltonian structure for Poincaré gauge theories (PGT) can be found in many textbooks, see for example [15], chapter V, and the references therein.

We will assume a foliation of spacetime into space and time, with the spacetime topology M_4 = Σ_3 × R, where Σ_3 is the 3D hypersurface. For the purpose of generality, we will describe the gravitational field as g(x) and matter fields as ϕ(x), without specifying their exact field content, except in examples. A typical example would be the Einstein-Cartan gravity coupled to a Dirac matter field, so that the choice of fundamental gravitational fields g would be the tetrads e^a_μ(x) and the spin connection ω^{ab}_μ(x), while the choice for the fundamental matter field ϕ would be a Dirac fermion field ψ(x). However, other choices for g and ϕ are also possible, for example the metric tensor g_{μν} for gravity and the electromagnetic potential A^μ for matter, etc. Since our analysis is largely independent of such choices, we will stick to the abstract notation g and ϕ, assuming that one can apply our analysis to each particular concrete choice of fundamental fields.

Given the above notation, we will assume that the action of the theory can be written as

S[g, ϕ] = S_G[g] + S_M [g, ϕ] , (1)

where S_G[g] is the action of the pure gravitational field, while S_M [g, ϕ] is the action of the matter fields coupled to gravity. Since the spacetime metric must both be a function of the gravitational field g and is always present in the definition of the dynamics of matter fields, the action for the matter fields cannot contain terms independent of g. This elementary fact is the crux of our main argument below, and is justified by the equivalence principle, which dictates how matter couples to gravity.

To a large extent, we also do not need to specify the details of the actions S_G[g] and S_M [g, ϕ]. We will only assume that the action (1) belongs to the PGT class of theories, i.e., that it is invariant with respect to local Poincaré group P (4) = R^4 ⋉ SO(3, 1). Every theory belonging to the PGT class has the Hamiltonian with the following general structure [15]: H = ∫ Σ_3

d^3⃗x [ NC + N^iC_i + N^{ab}C_{ab} ] , (2)

up to a 3-divergence. Here N, N^i and N^{ab} are Lagrange multipliers, the first two of which are commonly known as lapse and shift functions. The quantities C, C_i and C_{ab} are usually known as the scalar constraint, 3-diffeomorphism constraint, and the local Lorentz constraint (sometimes also called the Gauss constraint), respectively. They are a (g, ϕ)-field representation of the 10 generators of the Poincaré group P (4), in particular the time translation generator, the three space translation generators, and six local Lorentz generators (rotations and boosts). Note that the Hamiltonian (2) is always a linear combination of these constraints.

The constraints in (2) have the structure similar to the structure of the gravity-matter action (1), namely C = C^G(g, π_g) + C^M (g, π_g, ϕ, π_ϕ) , C_i = C^G_i (g, π_g) + C^M_i (g, π_g, ϕ, π_ϕ) , C_{ab} = C^G_{ab}(g, π_g) + C^M_{ab} (g, π_g, ϕ, π_ϕ) , (3) where π_g and π_ϕ are the momenta canonically conjugated to the fields g and ϕ, respectively, defined as functional derivatives of the action with respect to the time-derivatives of the fields,

π_g(x) = δS δ∂_0g(x) , π_ϕ(x) = δS δ∂_0ϕ(x) .

The general dependence (3) on the fields and momenta reflects the corresponding dependence in (1).

The exact forms of the gravitational terms of the constraints, namely C^G, C^G_i and C^G_{ab}, will be immaterial for our main argument presented in the subsection 2.3 below. In contrast, the structure of the matter terms C^M , C^M_i and C^M_{ab} will be crucial, so we discuss it here in more detail. Choose a matter field such that it transforms according to some specific irreducible transformation of the Poincaré group, and denote it as ϕ^A(x), where the capital index A counts the field components in that representation. Then the 3-diffeo constraint C^M_i and the Gauss constraint C^M_{ab} are given as C^M_i (g, π_g, ϕ, π_ϕ) = π_{ϕA}∇_i^A_B ϕ^B , C^M_{ab} (g, π_g, ϕ, π_ϕ) = π_{ϕA}(M_{ab})^A_B ϕ^B , (4) where ∇_i^A_B is a covariant derivative for the irreducible representation according to which the field ϕ transforms, while (M_{ab})^A_B is the representation of the generator M_{ab} of the Lorentz group SO(3, 1) in the same representation. In general, the covariant derivative depends on the spacetime metric or connection, which is a function of the fundamental gravitational fields g, and possibly their momenta π_g. The Lorentz group generators, on the other hand, do not depend on the spacetime geometry, so the Gauss constraint is actually independent of g and π_g, and we can write C^M_{ab} (g, π_g, ϕ, π_ϕ) = C^M_{ab} (ϕ, π_ϕ). In order to illustrate the two constraints, we will write (4) for the scalar and Dirac fields, as the most elementary examples. In the case of the scalar field, we write ϕ^A(x) = φ(x), where the index A takes only a single value. The covariant derivative acts on the scalar field as an ordinary derivative, while the representation of the Lorentz generators is trivial, so we can write

C^M_i (φ, π_φ) = π_φ∂_iφ , C^M_{ab} (φ, π_φ) = π_φφ . (5)

We see that in the case of the scalar field, both constraints are independent of the gravitational fields and their momenta. In the case of the Dirac fields, we write ϕ^A(x) = (ψ^A(x), ψ̄^A(x)), where the index A now represents the spinorial index, and we will omit writing it. The covariant derivative acts on the Dirac field in the standard way, → ∇μψ ≡ ∇μψ ≡ ∂μψ + 1 2 ω^{ab}_μσ_{ab}ψ , ψ̄^←∇_μ ≡ ∂_μψ̄ − 1 2 ω^{ab}_μψ̄σ_{ab} , (6) where ω^{ab}_μ is the spin connection, σ_{ab} =^1_4 [γ_a, γ_b], and γ_a are the standard Dirac gamma-matrices satisfying the anticommutation relation {γ_a, γ_b} = −2η_{ab}. The representation of the Lorentz generators for the case of the Dirac field is M_{ab} = σ_{ab}. Denoting the conjugate momentum for ψ as π̄ and conjugate momentum for ψ̄ as π, we can write the constraints (4) as: C^M_i (ω, ψ, π̄, ψ̄, π) = π̄∇_iψ + (ψ̄^←∇_i)π , C^M_{ab} (ψ, π̄, ψ̄, π) = π̄σ_{ab}ψ − ψ̄σ_{ab}π . (7) Note that here, unlike in the scalar field example, the 3-diffeo constraint contains the spin connection ω^{ab}_μ, which is a part of the gravitational field g = (e^a_μ, ω^{ab}_μ) for the Einstein-Cartan gravity.

In contrast to the 3-diffeo and Gauss constraints (4), the scalar constraint C^M has a more complicated form, C^M (g, π_g, ϕ, π_ϕ) = π_{ϕA}∇_⊥^A_Bϕ^B − 1 N L_M (g, π_g, ϕ, π_ϕ) , (8) where the matter Lagrangian density is defined via S_M [g, ϕ] = ∫ d^4x L_M (g, ∂g, ϕ, ∂ϕ) , and ∇_⊥ ≡ n^μ∇_μ is the covariant derivative in the direction of the timelike vector n^μ orthogonal to the spacelike hypersurface Σ_3. The vector n^μ obviously depends on the spacetime metric g_{μν} , and is thus a function of the fundamental gravitational fields g.

There are several things to note regarding the scalar constraint (8). First, it is clear that NC^M is the Legendre transformation of the Lagrangian density L_M with respect to the “velocity” N∇_⊥ϕ. Second, in contrast to the constraints (4), which depend only on the symmetry transformation properties of the fields, the form of the scalar constraint (8) depends also on the choice of the matter Lagrangian density L_M , and is therefore described by the dynamics of the matter fields coupled to gravity. And third, the scalar constraint C^M always necessarily depends on the gravitational fields g, in contrast to the 3-diffeo constraint which may or may not depend on g, and the Gauss constraint which never depends on g. As we already suggested above, this is because the Lagrangian of the matter fields coupled to gravity always contains the gravitational degrees of freedom, courtesy of the equivalence principle.

Let us illustrate this dependence of C^M on the gravitational fields g in the case of the Dirac field. The action for the Dirac field ϕ = (ψ, ψ̄) coupled to the gravitational fields g = (e^a_μ, ω^{ab}_μ) is given as S_M [e, ω, ψ, ψ̄] = ∫ d^4x e ( i 2 ψ̄γ^ae^μ_a^↔∇_μψ − mψ̄ψ ) , (9)

where e is the determinant of the tetrad e^a_μ, while e^μ_a is the inverse tetrad. In addition,^↔∇_μ ≡^→∇_μ−^←∇_μ, and the covariant derivatives^→∇_μ and^←∇_μ act to the right and to the left as defined in (6), from which one can see that the action also explicitly depends on the connection ω^{ab}_μ. From the action one can read off the Lagrangian density, and calculate the scalar constraint (8) as C^M (e, ω, ψ, ψ̄) = − e N ( i 2 ψ̄γ^ae^μ_a (δ^μ_ν + n^μn_ν )^↔∇_ν ψ − mψ̄ψ ) . Note that the quantity δ^μ_ν + n^μn_ν is a projector to the hypersurface Σ_3.

2.2 Canonical quantisation

Having discussed the Hamiltonian structure of the action (1), we now pass on to a short description of the canonical quantisation of the theory. The quantisation of an arbitrary physical system with constraints is performed in the standard way, using the Dirac’s procedure [16, 17] (see [15] for a review). One begins by classifying all constraints of the theory into the first and the second class. The second class constraints are then eliminated by passing from the Poisson brackets to the Dirac brackets. The first class constraints remain and represent the generators of the gauge symmetry. In general, the Hamiltonian of the theory can be written as

H = H_0 + λ^AC_A , (10) where λ^A are Lagrange multipliers, C_A are first class constraints, and H_0 is the part of the Hamiltonian which describes the evolution of the physical degrees of freedom. Given all this, the quantisation is performed in the Heisenberg picture, promoting fundamental fields ϕ(x) to quantum mechanical operators ϕ̂(x), and introducing the state vectors |Ψ⟩ ∈ H_{kin}, where H_{kin} is the kinematical Hilbert space of the theory. The Dirac brackets between the fields and their momenta are then promoted to the commutators of the corresponding operators. The Hamiltonian, being a functional of the fields and momenta, also becomes an operator, providing the usual Heisenberg equations of motion for the field operators, i ∂ϕ̂(x) ∂t = [ϕ̂(x), Ĥ] . Finally, the kinematical Hilbert space H_{kin} is projected onto its gauge invariant subspace H_{phys}, by requiring that every state vector |Ψ⟩ ∈ H_{phys} is annihilated by the generators of the gauge symmetry group, Ĉ_A|Ψ⟩ = 0 .

In quantum electrodynamics these conditions are known as Gupta-Bleuler quantisation conditions [18, 19]. This requirement ensures that the gauge symmetry of the classical theory remains to be a symmetry of the quantum theory as well.

Of course, one cannot hope to implement the above quantisation programme in full detail for the general action (1), especially without the detailed specification of the fundamental degrees of freedom that define the theory. Instead, we assume that the quantisation programme has been carried out in detail, and that all quantities we will write are well defined. This approach has one important feature and one important drawback. The feature is generality — our main argument for the inevitable entanglement between gravity and matter, to be presented in subsection 2.3, should hold for every particular quantum theory constructed in the above way, as it does not actually depend on the details of the quantisation. The drawback is abstractness — in using such a general formalism and making a flat assumption that all details are well defined, we lose the capability to provide any concrete examples. That said, in section 4 we discuss one rigorously defined example of a theory of quantum gravity with matter (Regge quantum gravity), and demonstrate the entanglement between gravity and matter fields. Unlike the canonical quantisation discussed in this section, that example will be done in the framework of the path integral quantisation.

Keeping this disclaimer in mind, we proceed along the lines outlined above and perform the canonical quantisation. The most prominent property of our model is the structure of the Hilbert space of the theory. The initial kinematical Hilbert space H_{kin} = H_G ⊗ H_M has a natural product structure between the gravitational and matter Hilbert spaces, since we have two sets of fields, ĝ and ϕ̂, corresponding to gravity and matter, respectively. Thus, we have a naturally preferred bipartite physical system, because gravitational and matter degrees of freedom can be fully distinguished from each other. Second, in order to preserve the Poincaré gauge symmetry of the theory at the quantum level, we have to pass from the kinematical Hilbert space to the gauge invariant, physical Hilbert space H_{phys}. By definition, a state |Ψ⟩ ∈ H_{kin} is an element of H_{phys} iff it satisfies Ĉ_{ab}|Ψ⟩ ≡ [ C^G_{ab}(ĝ, π̂_g) + C^M_{ab} (ϕ̂, π̂_ϕ) ] |Ψ⟩ = 0 , Ĉ_i|Ψ⟩ ≡ [ C^G_i (ĝ, π̂_g) + C^M_i (ĝ, π̂_g, ϕ̂, π̂_ϕ) ] |Ψ⟩ = 0 , (11) and Ĉ|Ψ⟩ ≡ [ C^G(ĝ, π̂_g) + C^M (ĝ, π̂_g, ϕ̂, π̂_ϕ) ] |Ψ⟩ = 0 . (12)

As stated above, we assume that the operators Ĉ_{ab}, Ĉ_i and Ĉ are well defined, that operator ordering choice has been fixed, as well as all other necessary technical choices, in order for the expressions above to make sense mathematically.

We argue that, due to these constraint equations, there are no states in H_{phys} which can be written as product states of the form |Ψ_G⟩ ⊗ |Ψ_M ⟩, where |Ψ_G⟩ ∈ H_G and |Ψ_M ⟩ ∈ H_M , i.e., the states in H_{phys} are entangled. We focus on the scalar constraint (12), while the constraints (11) are either irrelevant or redundant for our analysis. This main argument of our paper is presented in the next subsection.

2.3 Entanglement

Given a state vector |Ψ⟩ ∈ H_{kin} = H_G ⊗ H_M , it is an element of the physical Hilbert space H_{phys} if it satisfies the Gauss and 3-diffeo constraints (11) and the scalar constraint (12). Choosing the eigenbases {|g⟩} and {|ϕ⟩} of the quantum field operators ĝ and ϕ̂, respectively, we can work in the so-called field representation, defined as ⟨g|ĝ = g⟨g| , ⟨g|π̂_g = −i δ δg ⟨g| , ⟨ϕ|ϕ̂ = ϕ⟨ϕ| , ⟨ϕ|π̂_ϕ = −i δ δϕ ⟨ϕ| . (13) Acting on (12) with ⟨g, ϕ| ≡ ⟨g|⊗ ⟨ϕ| from the left, the scalar constraint becomes a functional partial differential equation of Wheeler-DeWitt type: [ C_G ( g, −i^δ_{δg} ) + C_M ( g, −i^δ_{δg} , ϕ, −i^δ_{δϕ} )] Ψ[g, ϕ] = 0 , (14)

where Ψ[g, ϕ] ≡ ⟨g, ϕ|Ψ⟩ is the wavefunctional of the combined gravity-matter system. We now try to look for a separable state, in the form |Ψ⟩ = |Ψ_G⟩ ⊗ |Ψ_M ⟩, where |Ψ_G⟩ ∈ H_G and |Ψ_M ⟩ ∈ H_M , as a solution of this equation. Using the field representation (13), we write the wavefunctional Ψ[g, ϕ] as Ψ[g, ϕ] ≡ ⟨g, ϕ|Ψ⟩ = (⟨g| ⊗ ⟨ϕ|) (|Ψ_G⟩ ⊗ |Ψ_M ⟩) = ⟨g|Ψ_G⟩⟨ϕ|Ψ_M ⟩ ≡ Ψ_G[g]Ψ_M [ϕ] . (15) Equation (14) can have separable solutions Ψ[g, ϕ] = Ψ_G[g]Ψ_M [ϕ] if the functional differential operator C_M can be written as a product of two operators, denoted K_G and K_M , depending only on (g,^δ_{δg} ) and on (ϕ,^δ_{δϕ} ), respectively, C_M ( g, −i^δ_{δg} , ϕ, −i^δ_{δϕ} ) = K_G ( g,^δ_{δg} ) K_M ( ϕ,^δ_{δϕ} ) . (16)

If such operators K_G and K_M exist so that (16) holds, the scalar constraint equation (14) can be rewritten as

Ψ_M [ϕ] C_G ( g, −i^δ_{δg} ) Ψ_G[g] = − [ K_G ( g,^δ_{δg} ) Ψ_G[g] ] [ K_M ( ϕ,^δ_{δϕ} ) Ψ_M [ϕ] ] .

Dividing this with Ψ_M [ϕ] K_G ( g,^δ_{δg} ) Ψ_G[g], assuming it is well-defined, we obtain 1 K_G ( g,^δ_{δg} ) Ψ_G[g] C_G ( g, −i^δ_{δg} ) Ψ_G[g] = − 1 Ψ_M [ϕ] K_M ( ϕ,^δ_{δϕ} ) Ψ_M [ϕ] = A ,

where A is a constant, since the terms on the left and the right of the first equality depend on different sets of variables. Therefore, the above equation splits into two independent equations, [ C_G ( g, −i^δ_{δg} ) − A K_G ( g,^δ_{δg} )] Ψ_G[g] = 0 , [ K_M ( ϕ,^δ_{δϕ} ) + A ] Ψ_M [ϕ] = 0 , (17)

which are to be solved independently for Ψ_G[g] and Ψ_M [ϕ], thus providing a separable solution of (14).

The whole procedure above rests on the assumption (16) that the matter part C_M of the scalar constraint operator can be written as a product of two operators K_G and K_M . Our main argument is to demonstrate that the assumption (16) is never satisfied for the usual matter fields, due to the universal nature of the coupling of gravity to matter, ultimately dictated by the equivalence principle. Namely, given the structure of the classical scalar constraint for matter (8), the corresponding operator can be written as C^M (ĝ, π̂_g, ϕ̂, π̂_ϕ) = π̂_{ϕA} ^∇_⊥^A_Bϕ̂^B − 1 N L_M (ĝ, π̂_g, ϕ̂, π̂_ϕ) , (18)

where a certain ordering of the operators is assumed. The constraint (18) features the operatorvalued matter Lagrangian L_M . Therefore, in order to demonstrate that C_M does not satisfy the separability criterion (16) it is enough to demonstrate that the matter Lagrangian does not satisfy it. This can be done on a case-by-case basis, for each particular matter field. Invoking the equivalence principle, we can write the operator-valued Lagrangian for the scalar field coupled to gravity as L_M (ĝ, φ̂, ∂φ̂) = 1 2 ê [ ĝ^{μν} (∂_μφ̂)(∂_νφ̂) − m^2φ̂^2 + U(φ̂) ] , where ê is the square-root of the minus determinant operator of the metric tensor, ê ≡ [ 1 4! ε^{αβγδ}ε^{μνρσ}ĝ_{αμ}ĝ_{βν}ĝ_{γρ}ĝ_{δσ} ] 1_2 , and U is some interaction potential of the scalar field. Ignoring the multiplicative factor ê that acts only on H_G, the Lagrangian is a sum of two types of terms: the kinetic term, containing the inverse metric ĝ^{μν} , and the mass and potential terms not featuring the gravitational field in any form. The sum cannot therefore be factored into the form K_G(ĝ)K_M (ϕ̂, ∂ϕ̂), since the Lagrangian is not a homogeneous function of the gravitational degrees of freedom. Even in the case of the massless free scalar field, i.e., when m = 0 and U = 0, the kinetic term is a sum of several different components of the metric and the derivatives of the scalar field,

ĝ^{00}(∂_0φ̂)(∂_0φ̂) + ĝ^{01}(∂_0φ̂)(∂_1φ̂) + ĝ^{12}(∂_1φ̂)(∂_2φ̂) + . . .

and this still cannot be factored into a product of two operators K_G and K_M .

In the case of the Dirac field, again invoking the equivalence principle, the operator-valued Lagrangian is given by (9), L_M (ê, ω̂, ψ̂, ^̄ψ) = ê ( i 2 ^̄ψγaêμ_a ^^↔∇_μψ̂ − m ^̄ψψ̂ ) . Like in the case of the scalar field, the kinetic and mass terms in the Lagrangian depend differently on the gravitational fields ê^a_μ and ω̂^{ab}_μ, and L_M cannot be factored. Moreover, the kinetic term itself cannot be factored, since it is a sum of two terms (see equations (6)), only one of which contains the spin connection ω̂^{ab}_μ.

Next, the operator-valued Lagrangian for the electromagnetic field coupled to gravity has the form L_M (ĝ, Â, ∂Â) = − 1 4 ê ĝ^{μρ}ĝ^{νσ}F̂_{μν}F̂_{ρσ} , where F̂_{μν} ≡ ∂_μÂ_ν − ∂_νÂ_μ. Applying the same argument as in the case of the free massless scalar field, this Lagrangian also cannot be factored into the form K_GK_M . The same argument also applies to the case of the non-Abelian Yang-Mills Lagrangians.

Summing up, given the ways the matter fields are coupled to gravity, based on the equivalence principle, we conclude that the separability criterion (16) is never satisfied for the physically relevant cases of scalar, spinor and vector fields. Therefore, according to the discussion above, the scalar constraint (12) should not admit separable state vectors into H_{phys}.

Regarding the above analysis, it is important to emphasize the following. Namely, one should note that it is in principle possible for equation (14) to have product state solutions (15) despite the fact that it does not satisfy the separability criterion (16). In other words, the criterion (16) is a sufficient condition for the existence of product state solutions of (14), but it is not necessary, so its violation does not strictly imply the absence of product state solutions. Nevertheless, given the arguably highly complex structure of equation (14) — meaning that it represents a nonlinear functional partial differential equation of at least second order in g and ϕ — it is natural to regard any potential product state solutions as completely accidental. Moreover, it is questionable if the boundary conditions required for such solutions correspond to any realistic physical situation in nature, i.e., they could be irrelevant for realistic physics. Due to all these arguments, the existence of product state solutions, in spite of the violation of the separability criterion (16), is in our opinion an extraordinary claim, and as such requires extraordinary evidence. In other words, the burden of proof is in fact with the statement that any product state solution exists, rather than the opposite. Consequently, product states (15) are generically not elements of H_{phys}, and even if one can prove that there exist some product states which do happen to belong to H_{phys}, such states would arguably be completely accidental, with questionable relevance for physics. Otherwise, if there exists a whole class of separable states which solve (14) despite the violation of the criterion (16), there must be some deep eluding property of the scalar constraint equation, which is both completely unknown and very interesting to study.

Finally, while it turns out that the analysis of the scalar constraint equation (12) is sufficient for our conclusions, let us briefly mention the status of the remaining two constraint equations (11). First, the Gauss constraint Ĉ_{ab} obviously admits separable state vectors. On the other hand, the situation with the 3-diffeo constraint Ĉ_i is more complicated, and the conclusion depends on the type of the field. For example, in the case of the scalar field, from (5) we read that Ĉ^M_i depends only on the scalar field and its momentum, which means that the constraint equation does admit separable state vectors. However, in the case of the Dirac field, from (7) we read that Ĉ^M_i depends on the spin connection in addition to the Dirac field, and this dependence is not homogeneous in the spin connection, see (6). Thus, the 3-diffeo constraint equation does not admit separable state vectors. However, the behaviour of the Gauss and 3-diffeo constraint equations is redundant for our argument, since the scalar constraint equation (12) already suppresses separable state vectors for all fields, due to the dynamical form of the coupling of matter to gravity. Therefore, our initial assumption of local Poincaré symmetry can be weakened to the localisation of its translational subgroup, while the generators of the local Lorentz subgroup are irrelevant for our argument.

3 Entanglement in the path integral framework

In the previous section we have discussed the gauge-protected entanglement within the framework of the canonical quantisation of the gravitational field with matter. In this section, we focus instead on the path integral framework of quantisation. We analyse the entanglement on the example of the Hartle-Hawking state, which is known to satisfy all constraints of the theory. In the next section, we are going to apply the results of this section to the concrete case of Regge quantum gravity.

First, we discuss an entanglement criterion for the case of pure overall state of the gravity and matter fields. We begin with a brief recapitulation of basic results from the standard QM and quantum information theory. A pure bipartite state |Ψ⟩_{12} ∈ H_1 ⊗ H_2 of systems 1 and 2 can be written in the Schmidt bi-orthogonal form (see, for example [20]):

|Ψ⟩_{12} = ∑ i √ r_i|α_i⟩_1 ⊗ |β_i⟩_2, (19)

where {|α_i⟩_1} and {|β_i⟩_2} are two sets of mutually orthogonal states from H_1 and H_2, respectively. The partial sub-system states are then given as

ρ̂_1 = ∑ i r_i|α_i⟩_1 ⊗ ⟨α_i|_1, (20)

for the system 1, and analogously for the system 2. Squaring ρ̂_1, we have

ρ̂^2_1 = ∑ i r^2_i |α_i⟩_1 ⊗ ⟨α_i|_1. (21)

If the overall state |Ψ⟩_{12} is separable (i.e., a simple product state), the above sum in (20) will be trivial, consisting of a single projector onto the ray |α_1⟩_1 ⊗ ⟨α_1|_1, with r_1 = 1. Thus, we have that ρ̂^2_1 = ρ̂_1, or simply, Tr ρ̂^2_1 = Tr ρ̂_1 = 1. In case the state |Ψ⟩_{12} is entangled, the sum (20) will consist of more than just one term, resulting in (∀ i) r_i < 1. Therefore, (∀ i) r^2_i < r_i, and we finally have

Tr ρ̂^2_1 = ∑ i r^2_i < ∑ i r_i = Tr ρ̂_1 = 1. (22)

Due to the symmetry of the Schmidt form (19), the same is valid for the system 2 (for the formal proof of the above entanglement criterion (22), see for example [20]).

After this recapitulation of the standard results from QM, we proceed with the analysis of the bipartite system of the gravity (G) and matter (M) fields, applying the above entanglement criterion (22) to the case of quantum fields. For simplicity, we omit the subscripts G and M for pure states of gravity and matter, respectively.

Let H_{kin} = H_G ⊗ H_M be the combined kinematical gravity-matter Hilbert space. Denote the bases in H_G and H_M as {|g⟩} and {|ϕ⟩}, respectively. These are the eigenbases of the corresponding quantum field operators ĝ and ϕ̂, evaluated on the 3D boundary Σ_3 = ∂M_4 of the 4D spacetime manifold M_4. The general state vector |Ψ⟩ ∈ H_{kin} of the gravity-matter system can then be written as |Ψ⟩ = ∫ Dg ∫ Dϕ Ψ[g, ϕ] |g⟩ ⊗ |ϕ⟩ , (23) where Ψ[g, ϕ] = ⟨g, ϕ|Ψ⟩ is called the wavefunctional (in analogy to wavefunction from quantum mechanics), and the functional integrals over gravitational degrees of freedom g and matter degrees of freedom ϕ are assumed to be well defined in some way (in section 4 we present an explicit example of this). The bases {|g⟩} and {|ϕ⟩} are assumed to be orthonormal, satisfying ⟨g|g^′⟩ = δ[g − g^′] , ⟨ϕ|ϕ^′⟩ = δ[ϕ − ϕ^′] , (24) where the Dirac delta functional is assumed to satisfy the formal functional integral identities ∫ Dg F [g]δ[g − g^′] = F [g^′] , ∫ Dϕ F [ϕ]δ[ϕ − ϕ^′] = F [ϕ^′] , (25)

for any functionals F [g] and F [ϕ] belonging to some suitable relevant class.

From the state (23) one can construct a reduced density matrix ρ̂_M for matter fields, by taking the partial trace over gravitational degrees of freedom of the full density matrix ρ̂ ≡ |Ψ⟩ ⊗ ⟨Ψ|, as

ρ̂_M = Tr_G ρ̂ = ∫ Dg ⟨g| ( |Ψ⟩ ⊗ ⟨Ψ| ) |g⟩ . Substituting (23) we get

ρ̂_M = ∫ Dg ∫ Dg^′ ∫ Dϕ^′ ∫ Dg^{′′} ∫ Dϕ^{′′} Ψ^∗[g^′, ϕ^′]Ψ[g^{′′}, ϕ^{′′}] ⟨g| ( |g^{′′}⟩ ⊗ |ϕ^{′′}⟩ ⊗ ⟨g^′| ⊗ ⟨ϕ^′| ) |g⟩ . Using (24) and (25), the expression for the reduced density matrix can be evaluated to

ρ̂_M = ∫ Dg ∫ Dϕ^′ ∫ Dϕ^{′′} Ψ^∗[g, ϕ^′]Ψ[g, ϕ^{′′}] |ϕ^{′′}⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϕ^′| . (26) Taking the square and using (24) and (25) again, one obtains

ρ̂^2_M = ∫ Dg ∫ Dg^′ ∫ Dϕ^′ ∫ Dϕ^{′′} ∫ Dϕ^{′′′} Ψ^∗[g, ϕ^′]Ψ[g, ϕ^{′′}]Ψ^∗[g^′, ϕ^{′′′}]Ψ[g^′, ϕ^′] |ϕ^{′′}⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϕ^{′′′}| .

Finally, taking the trace over matter fields,

Tr_M ρ̂^2_M = ∫ Dϕ ⟨ϕ|ρ̂^2_M |ϕ⟩ , we get Tr_M ρ̂^2_M = ∫ Dg ∫ Dg^′ ∫ Dϕ ∫ Dϕ^′ Ψ^∗[g, ϕ^′]Ψ[g, ϕ]Ψ^∗[g^′, ϕ]Ψ[g^′, ϕ^′] . (27)

Now we want to evaluate (27) for one specific state, namely the Hartle-Hawking state, denoted |Ψ_{HH}⟩. This state is known to satisfy the scalar constraint equation (12), see [14], and thus belongs to the physical Hilbert space H_{phys}. Our aim is to demonstrate that the Hartle-Hawking state is nonseparable, and the strategy is to argue that Tr_M ρ̂^2_M < 1 for ρ̂ = |Ψ_{HH}⟩ ⊗ ⟨Ψ_{HH}|. The Hartle- Hawking state is defined by specifying the wavefunctional Ψ[g, ϕ] in (23) as

Ψ_{HH}[g, ϕ] = N ∫ DG ∫ DΦ e^{iStot[g,ϕ,G,Φ]} . (28) Here N is a normalisation constant, the variables G and Φ (denoted with the capital letters) live in the bulk spacetime M_4, while g and ϕ (denoted with lowercase letters) live on the boundary Σ_3 = ∂M_4, as before. The path integrals are taken over the bulk while keeping the boundary fields constant. Finally, the total action functional S_{tot} has the following structure

S_{tot}[g, ϕ, G, Φ] = S_G[g, G] + S_M [g, ϕ, G, Φ] , (29)

where S_G is the action for the gravitational field (for example the Einstein-Hilbert action with a cosmological constant), while S_M is the action for the matter fields coupled to gravity — hence its dependence on both the gravitational and matter fields. See [14] for details on the construction of the expression (28).

In order to analyse the expression (27) more efficiently, it is convenient to introduce the following quantity, Z[ϕ, ϕ^′] ≡ ∫ Dg Ψ_{HH}[g, ϕ]Ψ^∗_{HH}[g, ϕ^′] , (30)

which represents the matrix element of the reduced density matrix ρ̂_M . Namely, by evaluating (26) for the Hartle-Hawking state, one obtains

ρ̂_M = ∫ Dϕ ∫ Dϕ^′ Z[ϕ, ϕ^′] |ϕ⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϕ^′| . (31) In addition, Z[ϕ, ϕ^′] has an important geometric structure. Namely, one can consider two copies of the spacetime manifold M_4, where the boundary Σ_3 of the first copy features the fields g, ϕ, while the boundary of the second copy features the fields g, ϕ^′, i.e., such that the gravitational field g is the same, while matter fields ϕ and ϕ^′ are different on the boundaries. Then one takes the second copy of M_4, inverts it with respect to the boundary Σ_3 (the result is denoted as M̄_4), and glues it to the first copy along the common boundary, to obtain a manifold M_4 ∪ M̄_4, which has no boundary. This can be illustrated by the following diagrams:

M_4Σ_3

M̄_4Σ_3

M_4M̄_4Σ_3

The quantity Z[ϕ, ϕ^′] is then obtained by integrating over all gravitational degrees of freedom, and all bulk matter degrees of freedom, weighted by the kernel e^{iStot} of the Hartle-Hawking wavefunction (28). This construction is important because the trace of Z[ϕ, ϕ^′] is the state sum of the gravitational and matter fields over the manifold M_4 ∪ M̄_4: ∫ Dϕ Z[ϕ, ϕ] = Z ≡ ∫ DG ∫ DΦ e^{iS[G,Φ]} . (32)

Here, S[G, Φ] is the total gravity-matter action similar to (29), defined over the manifold M_4 ∪ M̄_4, and thus features no boundary fields. From (30), (31) and (32) it is then easy to see that the normalization of the state sum, Z = 1, and simultaneously the normalization of the reduced density matrix, Tr ρ̂_M = 1, i.e., ∫ Dϕ Z[ϕ, ϕ] = 1 , (33) are equivalent to the normalisation of the Hartle-Hawking state, ⟨Ψ_{HH}|Ψ_{HH}⟩ = 1. Finally, from the definition (30) it is easy to see that Z[ϕ, ϕ^′] is self-adjoint, Z[ϕ, ϕ^′] = Z^∗[ϕ^′, ϕ] , as the matrix elements of the density matrix ρ̂_M are supposed to be.

Returning to the evaluation of (27) for the Hartle-Hawking state, one can use (30) to rewrite it into the compact form Tr_M ρ̂^2_M = ∫ Dϕ ∫ Dϕ^′ | |Z[ϕ, ϕ^′] | |^2 . (34)

At this point the general analysis cannot proceed any further, since the right-hand side cannot be evaluated explicitly without specifying the details of the theory. The calculation will therefore proceed further in the next section, where we consider one detailed model of quantum gravity with matter.

Despite the inability to evaluate the integral (34) in the general case, one can give a qualitative argument that the result is not equal to one, leading to the nonseparability of the Hartle-Hawking state. Namely, given the definition (28) of the Hartle-Hawking state, it is easy to see that it essentially depends on two quantities — the normalisation constant N , and the choice of the action S_{tot}. The normalisation constant is fixed by the requirement that (33) holds. This leaves the value of the integral (34) depending solely on the choice of the classical action of the theory. It is qualitatively straightforward to see that different choices of the action will lead to different values of Tr_M ρ̂^2_M , so any generic choice of S_{tot} is likely to give Tr_M ρ̂^2_M < 1. A tentative choice for (29) would be the Einstein-Hilbert action for S_G and the Standard Model of elementary particle physics for S_M , based on the gauge group SU(3) × SU(2) × U(1). However, we know that the Standard Model action is incomplete, for example due to the fact that dark matter is not included in the description. Therefore, the choice of the classical action is a sort of a moving target, and it is unlikely that any candidate action we choose will give Tr_M ρ̂^2_M = 1. In this sense, one can only conclude that in a generic case the Hartle-Hawking state is nonseparable, supporting the abstract argument from section 2.

Finally, let us note that our assumption of local Poincaré gauge symmetry implies that we are discussing the Lorentzian path integral formulation of the theory. In contrast, within the Euclidean approach, the Hartle-Hawking state has some problematic characteristics, see for example [21] and references therein.

4 Regge quantum gravity example

In this section we will present a short review of the Regge quantum gravity model coupled to scalar matter, and then use this model to evaluate (34) for the Hartle-Hawking state. The Regge quantum gravity model is intimately connected to the covariant loop quantum gravity research framework [22, 23], its generalisations [24, 25, 26], and various related research areas [27, 28] (see also [29] for an interesting connection to the noncommutative geometry approach in the 3D case). Nevertheless, it can be introduced and studied as a simple standalone model of quantum gravity independent of any other context, as was done in [30], where some preliminary results regarding the entanglement in the Hartle-Hawking state have been announced.

4.1 Formalism of Regge quantum gravity

The Regge quantum gravity model is arguably the simplest toy-model of quantum gravity constructed by providing a rigorous definition for the gravitational path integral, generically denoted as

Z_G = N ∫ Dg e^{iSEH [g]} , (35) where S_{EH} [g] is the Einstein-Hilbert action for general relativity. The construction of the path integral follows Feynman’s original idea of path integral definition-by-discretisation. We begin by passing from a smooth 4D spacetime manifold M_4 to a piecewise-linear 4D manifold, most commonly a triangulation T (M_4). This structure naturally features 4-simplices σ as basic building blocks, which themselves consist of tetrahedra τ, triangles Δ, edges ϵ and vertices v. The invariant quantities associated to these objects are the 4-volume of the 4-simplex^{(4)}V_σ, the 3-volume of the tetrahedron (3)V_τ , the area of the triangle A_Δ and the length of the edge l_ϵ, respectively, while the vertices do not have nontrivial quantities assigned to them.

It is important to emphasise that the edge lengths are most fundamental of all these quantities, since one can always uniquely express^{(4)}V_σ,^{(3)}V_τ and A_Δ as functions of l_ϵ. For example, the most well-known is the Heron formula for the area of a triangle in terms of its three edge lengths,

A_Δ(l) = √ s(s − l_1)(s − l_2)(s − l_3) , s ≡ l_1 + l_2 + l_3 2 , where the three edges ϵ = 1, 2, 3 belong to the triangle Δ.

Given a spacetime triangulation, the Einstein-Hilbert action of general relativity, S_{EH} [g] = − 1 16πl^2_p ∫ M_4

d^4x √ −g R(g) , can be reformulated in terms of edge lengths of the triangulation as the Regge action

S_R[l] = − 1 8πl^2_p ∑ Δ∈T (M_4)

A_Δ(l)δ_Δ(l) ,

where δ_Δ is the so-called deficit angle at triangle Δ, measuring the amount of spacetime curvature around Δ. See [31] and [27] for details and a review.

Once the classical action for general relativity has been adapted to a piecewise-linear manifold structure, we can take the edge lengths of the edges in the triangulation as the fundamental degrees of freedom of the theory, and define the gravitational path integral (35) as:

Z_G = N ∫ D ∏ ϵ∈T (M_4) dl_ϵ μ(l)e^{iSR[l]} . (36) Here N is a normalisation constant, while μ(l) is the measure term which ensures the convergence of the state sum Z_G. For the purpose of this paper, we choose the exponential measure

μ(l) = exp − 1 L^4_μ ∑ σ∈T (M_4) (4)V_σ(l) , (37)

where L_μ > 0 is a constant and a free parameter of the model (see [32, 33, 34] for motivation and analysis). Note that the sum of the 4-volumes of all 4-simplices gives the total 4-volume of the triangulation T (M_4), and will sometimes be denoted simply as V_4.

The choice of edge lengths as the fundamental gravitational degrees of freedom in (36) determines the integration domain D as a subset of the Cartesian product (R^+_0 )^E, where E is the total number of edges in T (M_4), while R^+_0 is the maximum integration domain of each individual edge length. We should note that D is a strict subset of (R^+_0 )^E due to the presence of triangle inequalities which must be satisfied for all triangles, tetrahedra and 4-simplices in a given triangulation.

Once we have defined the gravitational path integral (35) via the state sum (36), it is straightforward to generalise this definition to the situation which includes matter fields. For simplicity, we will discuss only a single real scalar field φ, although it is not a problem to include other fields as well. The path integral we are interested in can be denoted as Z_{G+M} = N ∫ Dg ∫ Dφ e^{iStot[g,φ]} , (38) where S_{tot}[g, φ] is the sum of the Einstein-Hilbert action and the action for the scalar field in curved spacetime,

S_{tot}[g, φ] = − 1 16πl^2_p ∫ M_4

d^4x √ −g R(g) + 1 2 ∫ M_4

d^4x √ −g [ g^{μν} (∂_μφ)(∂_ν φ) + m^2φ^2 + U(φ) ] , where U(φ) is a self-interaction potential of the scalar field. The corresponding lattice version of this action is given as

S_{tot}[l, φ] = − 1 8πl^2_p ∑ Δ∈T (M_4)

A_Δ(l)δ_Δ(l)+ + 1 2 ∑ σ∈T (M_4) (4)V_σ(l)g^{μν}_{(σ)}(l)∂φ_μ∂φ_ν + 1 2 ∑ v∈T (M_4 )

(4)V^∗_v (l) [ m^2φ^2_v + U(φ_v) ] . (39)

Here, a value of the scalar field φ_v ∈ R is assigned to each vertex v ∈ T (M_4). Given any 4-simplex σ ∈ T (M_4), one can label its five vertices as 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and then define a skew-coordinate system taking the vertex 4 as the origin and edges 4 − 0, 4 − 1, 4 − 2, 4 − 3, respectively as coordinate lines for coordinates x^μ, μ ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}. In these coordinates, the derivative ∂_μφ is replaced by the finite difference between the values of the field at the vertex v = μ and at the coordinate origin of the 4-simplex σ (divided by the distance between them), ∂φ_μ ≡ φ_μ − φ_4 l_{μ4} . In addition, the metric tensor between vertices μ and ν is given in terms of edge lengths as g^{(σ)}_{μν} (l) ≡ l^2_{μ4} + l^2_{ν4} − l^2_{μν} 2l_{μ4}l_{ν4} , while g^{μν}_{(σ)}(l) is its inverse matrix. Finally,^{(4)}V^∗_v (l) is the 4-volume of the 4-cell surrounding the vertex v in the Poincaré dual lattice of the triangulation T (M_4).

After we have defined the classical action on T (M_4), we finally proceed to define the path integral (38) as the state sum: Z_{G+M} = N ∫ ∏ ϵ∈T (M_4) dl_ϵ μ(l) ∫ ∏ v∈T (M_4 )

dφ_v e^{iStot[l,φ]} . (40)

Here, the domain of integration for the scalar field is the Cartesian product R^V , where V is the total number of vertices in the triangulation.

The state sum (40) defines one concrete QG model, called the Regge quantum gravity model. While it goes without saying that this is just a toy model, it is nevertheless a realistic one, since it is finite and has a correct semiclassical continuum limit (see [32] for proofs). Therefore it can be used to study various aspects of quantum gravity, including the entanglement between gravity and matter fields, as we discuss next.

4.2 Calculation of the trace formula

Having formulated the Regge quantum gravity model and having the state sum (40) in hand, we can proceed to study the entanglement between gravity and matter, in particular by evaluating the expression for the trace of ρ̂^2_M given by equation (34). In order to evaluate it, we first need to formulate the Hartle-Hawking state (28) in the framework of Regge quantum gravity model, then work out the matrix elements of the reduced density matrix (30), and finally plug them into (34) to obtain a number. If this number is different from 1, we can conclude that the Hartle-Hawking state features entanglement between the gravitational and matter fields.

We begin by formulating the Hartle-Hawking state (28). Consider a 4-manifold M_4 with a nontrivial boundary Σ_3 = ∂M_4, such that the triangulation T (M_4) induces a triangulation T (Σ_3) on the boundary. In this sense we can distinguish the vertices, edges, areas, and tetrahedra which belong to the boundary triangulation T (Σ_3) (from now on shortly called “boundary”, and denoted as ∂T ), from the vertices, edges, areas, tetrahedra and 4-simplices belonging to T (M_4) but not to T (Σ_3) (from now on shortly called “bulk”, and denoted as T ). Since the Regge quantum gravity model encodes gravitational degrees of freedom as lengths of the edges, and matter degrees of freedom as real numbers attached to vertices, we can easily split them into boundary variables l_ϵ, φ_v and bulk variables L_ϵ, Φ_v, where we maintain our previous convention to denote the bulk variables with capital letters and boundary variables with lowercase letters.

Given the bulk and the boundary, we use the formulation of the Regge quantum gravity state sum (40) to write down the Hartle-Hawking wavefunction as

Ψ_{HH}[l, φ] = N ∫ ∏ ϵ∈T dL_ϵ μ(l, L) ∫ ∏ v∈T dΦ_v e^{iStot[l,φ,L,Φ]} . (41)

Next we want to construct the matrix elements of the reduced density matrix (30). To this end, we need two copies of the Hartle-Hawking state: one with matter fields φ_v on the boundary ∂T of the bulk T , and the other with matter fields φ^′_v on the boundary ∂T of the bulk T̄ defined as the mirror-reflection of T with respect to the boundary ∂T . This mirror-reflection gives rise to an additional overall minus sign in the action (39) which is then cancelled by the complex conjugation of the imaginary unit in the exponent of the second Hartle-Hawking wavefunction in (30). Integrating over the boundary edge lengths, we end up with: Z[φ, φ^′] = |N |^2 ∫ ∏ ϵ∈T ∪T̄ ∪∂T dL_ϵ μ(L) ∫ ∏ v∈T ∪T̄ dΦ_v e^{iStot[φ,φ′,L,Φ]} . (42) Note that all edge lengths are being integrated over in the “total” triangulation T ∪ T̄ ∪ ∂T (and we have thus denoted them all with a capital letter L for simplicity). In contrast, the scalar field is being integrated only over the two bulks T ∪ T̄ , while the boundary scalar field values φ, φ^′ remain fixed on two identical copies of the boundary ∂T . Also, note that

S_{tot}[φ, φ^′, L, Φ] ≡ S_{tot}[φ, L, Φ] | |_{T ∪∂T} + Stot[φ^′, L, Φ] | |_{T̄ ∪∂T} , where the boundary edge lengths l have been relabelled as L and reabsorbed into the set of bulk edge lengths.

The next step one should perform is to take the trace of (42) and equate it to 1 as in (33), in order to make sure that the Hartle-Hawking wavefunction (41) is properly normalised. This leads to the equation |N |^2 ∫ ∏ ϵ∈T ∪T̄ ∪∂T dL_ϵ μ(L) ∫ ∏ v∈T ∪T̄ ∪∂T dΦ_v e^{iStot[L,Φ]} = 1 , which determines the normalisation constant N up to an overall phase factor. Note that the boundary scalar fields φ have been integrated over and consequently reabsorbed into the bulk variables Φ, similarly to edge lengths L. Both the integration over L and the integration over Φ is now being performed over the “total” triangulation T ∪ T̄ ∪ ∂T which has no boundary.

As the final step of the construction of the trace formula (34), we substitute (42) and N into it, to obtain:

Tr_M ρ̂^2_M = ∫ ∏ v∈∂T dφ_v ∫ ∏ v∈∂T dφ^′_v | | | | ∫ ∏ ϵ∈T ∪T̄ ∪∂T dL_ϵ μ(L) ∫ ∏ v∈T ∪T̄ dΦ_v e^{iStot[φ,φ′,L,Φ]} | | | | 2

(∫ ∏ ϵ∈T ∪T̄ ∪∂T dL_ϵ μ(L) ∫ ∏ v∈T ∪T̄ ∪∂T dΦ_v e^{iStot[L,Φ]}

)_2 . (43)

This is the final expression we set out to derive. It represents a concrete realisation of the trace formula (34), it is completely well defined, and can in principle be evaluated. In practice, though, for a generic choice of the triangulation, this expression is very hard to evaluate even numerically. Therefore, in what follows we shall enforce some very hard approximations in order to make it more manageable for study. Nevertheless, by looking at the structure of the numerator and the denominator, one can already see that the two expressions can be equal to each other only in some very special cases, if at all. However, the dependence of the action S_{tot} on the boundary and bulk variables is such that one cannot rely on any special mathematical properties of the action which could help make the final result be 1, for a generic choice of the spacetime triangulation. In this sense, we can conjecture already at this level that in generic cases we have

Tr_M ρ̂^2_M < 1 ,

as we wanted to demonstrate.

But in order to give a more convincing argument, let us study a special case and try to evaluate this trace to the very end. The simplest possible example of a triangulation T is a single 4-simplex. Labelling its vertices as 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, we can depict it with a following diagram:

12345

The 4-simplex has five boundary tetrahedra, namely

τ_{1234} , τ_{1235} , τ_{1245} , τ_{1345} , τ_{2345} .

The first tetrahedron, τ_{1234}, is depicted with thick edges, and we will choose it to be the boundary ∂T . Since we do not want the four remaining tetrahedra to belong to the boundary, we will glue them onto each other in pairs, as

τ_{1235} ≡ τ_{1245} , τ_{1345} ≡ τ_{2345} .

This means that every point in τ_{1235} is identified with the corresponding point in τ_{1245}, and similarly with the other pair of tetrahedra. In this way we obtain a manifold with a nontrivial topology, but described with only five vertices and one boundary tetrahedron. In order for this gluing to be consistent, the gravitational and matter degrees of freedom living on T ∪∂T must satisfy the following constraints:

l_{14} = l_{23} = l_{24} = l_{13} , L_{25} = L_{15} , L_{45} = L_{35} , φ_2 = φ_1 , φ_4 = φ_3 . (44)

This leaves us with the following independent degrees of freedom living on the 4-simplex:

l_{12} , l_{13} , L_{15} , l_{34} , L_{35} , φ_1 , φ_3 , Φ_5 ,

where we have denoted the bulk degrees of freedom with capital letters and boundary degrees of freedom with lowercase letters. The 4-simplex diagram above is the graphical representation of the Hartle-Hawking wavefunction Ψ_{HH}[l, φ] (41).

Next we construct T̄ . Since the boundary tetrahedron ∂T defines a single 3-dimensional hypersurface, there is precisely one axis in 4-dimensional space which is orthogonal to ∂T . Performing the reflection of T with respect to ∂T is therefore identical to reversing the orientation of this orthogonal axis. In this way we construct another 4-simplex, with vertices labeled 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and depicted as

1234 6 One can see that the main difference between the 4-simplex σ_{12346} and the previously constructed 4-simplex σ_{12345} is that the vertex 6 is on the “opposite side” of the tetrahedron τ_{1234} as compared to the vertex 5 of σ_{12345}.

Like we did for σ_{12345}, we again want to glue the boundary tetrahedra pairwise, so that only the tetrahedron τ_{1234} remains as the boundary ∂T̄ . The pairwise gluing of tetrahedra

τ_{1236} ≡ τ_{1246} , τ_{1346} ≡ τ_{2346}

gives rise to the constraints

l_{14} = l_{23} = l_{24} = l_{13} , L_{26} = L_{16} , L_{46} = L_{36} , φ^′_2 = φ^′_1 , φ^′_4 = φ^′_3 ,

where only the constraints containing the vertex 6 are additional to (44). This leaves us with the following independent degrees of freedom living on σ_{12346}:

l_{12} , l_{13} , L_{16} , l_{34} , L_{36} , φ^′_1 , φ^′_3 , Φ_6 .

As noted in the general discussion leading to equation (43), the matter degrees of freedom on the boundary of T are different than the corresponding degrees of freedom living on the boundary of T̄ , despite the fact that the boundary is identical, ∂T̄ ≡ ∂T . To that end, we have added a prime to φ in the above equations. Like for the 4-simplex σ_{12345}, the diagram of the 4-simplex σ_{12346} above is the graphical representation of the (complex-conjugate) Hartle-Hawking wavefunction Ψ^∗_{HH}[l, φ^′].

At this point we are ready to glue T and T̄ along the common boundary ∂T , to obtain the manifold T ∪ T̄ ∪ ∂T which has no boundary. It is depicted on the diagram below.

12345 6 It consists of two 4-simplices σ_{12345} and σ_{12346} constructed above and glued along the common tetrahedron τ_{1234}. The full set of independent gravitational degrees of freedom is

l_{12} , l_{13} , l_{34} , L_{15} , L_{16} , L_{35} , L_{36} ,

while the independent matter degrees of freedom are

φ_1 , φ_3 , φ^′_1 , φ^′_3 , Φ_5 , Φ_6 .

This diagram is the graphical representation for the matrix element Z[φ, φ^′] of the reduced density matrix ρ̂_M (see equations (42) and (30)).

Applying the general trace formula (43) to our case then gives

Tr_M ρ̂^2_M = ∫ dφ_1dφ_3dφ^′_1dφ^′_3 | | | ∫ d^7L μ(L) ∫ dΦ_5dΦ_6 e^{iStot[φ,φ′,L,Φ]} | | |^2 (∫ d^7L μ(L) ∫ d^4Φ e^{iStot[L,Φ]}

)_2 , (45)

where d^7L ≡ dl_{12}dl_{13}dl_{34}dL_{15}dL_{16}dL_{35}dL_{36} , and d^4Φ ≡ dφ_1dφ_3dΦ_5dΦ_6 .

Note that the action in the denominator is evaluated using φ^′_1 = φ_1 and φ^′_3 = φ_3, as explained in the general discussion above. In order to make the equation (45) fully explicit, we need to choose the values of the free parameters in the classical action (39) and the measure (37). The parameters of the action are the Planck length l_p, the mass m of the scalar field, and the self-interaction potential U(φ). For the purpose of this example, the simplest possible choice is the free massless scalar field, so that we have l_p = 10^{−35} m , m = 0, U(φ) = 0 .

Second, the measure (37) contains a single free parameter L_μ. This parameter can be connected to the value of the effective cosmological constant Λ, via the relation Λ = l^2_p 2L^4_μ , see [32, 33, 34] for details. Taking the observed value Λ = 10^{−52} m^{−2} (also often quoted as a dimensionless product Λl^2_p = 10^{−122}), we obtain

L_μ = 10^{−5} m .

Using these numeric values of the parameters, the right-hand side of (45) is fully specified, and can be evaluated using a computer. However, in order to render the calculation more manageable, for the purpose of this paper we instead choose to evaluate (45) with L_μ = 10^{−33} m, which corresponds to a larger cosmological constant, Λl^2_p = 10^{−8}, to speed up the convergence of the Monte-Carlo integration method. The result is strictly less than one,

Tr_M ρ̂^2_M = 0.977 ± 0.002 ,

as we had set out to demonstrate. Note that, although close to one, the above result is: (i) strictly smaller than one (within the computational error); (ii) obtained within extremely simplified toy model whose system consists of only two 4-simplices of spacetime. Thus, our result can serve as a proof of principle that gravity-matter entanglement is always present. The total amount of such entanglement in realistic models, as well as its spatial distribution, remains to be further explored. Namely, note that even though the approximation of product gravity-matter states has been up to now successfully applied, the overall entanglement between the two systems, considered within complex realistic situations/models, does not at all have to be small, nor its effects negligible. Indeed, the standard entanglement that is considered to cause the decoherence of matter by the environment and the quantum-to-classical transition has profoundly striking effects, despite the fact of being difficult to characterise, evaluate and manipulate.

5 Conclusions

5.1 Summary of the results

We analyse the quantum gravity coupled to the most common matter fields (namely, scalar, spinor and vector fields), and show that the gravity and matter are generically entangled, as a consequence of the nonseparability of the scalar constraint C, and in some cases the 3-diffeo constraint C^M_i . Thus, simple separable gravity-matter product states are excluded from the physical Hilbert space, unless the constraint equations feature some deep unknown property which allows for the invariance of a whole class of product states. We demonstrate this in two different ways: (i) within the general abstract nonperturbative canonical formalism, by directly analysing the mathematical structure of the constraints, and (ii) within the path integral formalism, by directly checking for entanglement of the Hartle-Hawking state in the Regge model of quantum gravity.

5.2 Discussion of the results

This gauge-protected decoherence due to the entanglement (in contrast to the standard “for all practical purposes” dynamical one) offers a possibly deeper fundamental explanation of the longstanding problem of the quantum-to-classical transition: the matter does not decohere, it is by default decohered.

Any potential entanglement, either dynamical or gauge-protected one, depends on the details of the coupling between matter and gravity. For the purpose of this paper, the coupling is prescribed by the strong equivalence principle, which states that the equations of motion for all matter fields must locally be identical to the equations of motion for those fields in flat spacetime. This is implemented by choosing the action for matter fields with minimal coupling prescription, and employed in both the canonical and the path integral frameworks. We should stress that the validity of the strong equivalence principle is a sufficient, but potentially not a necessary assumption for our main result. Namely, it is plausible that nonminimal coupling choices, involving explicit spacetime curvature terms in the matter Lagrangian, could also lead to the conclusion that entanglement between gravity and matter is unavoidable. However, it is also possible that one could come up with some particular complicated choice of nonminimal coupling which does admit some nonentagled states. In order to avoid complicating the analysis with such cases, given that nonminimal coupling between gravity and matter has absolutely no experimental evidence in its favor so far, we have chosen to assume the validity of the strong equivalence principle throughout the paper.

In standard QM entanglement is a generic consequence of the interaction. Nevertheless, there exist alternative mechanisms for creating it, such as the indistinguishability of identical particles, leading to effective “exchange interactions”. This new gauge-protected gravity-matter entanglement can thus introduce additional “effective interaction”, which can possibly result in corrections to Einstein’s weak equivalence principle (see for example [35]).

It is interesting to note that a possible peculiar impact of the quantised gravity to the whole decoherence programme was already inferred in Zurek’s seminal paper [36], where on page 1520 the author writes: (the assumption of pairwise interactions) “is customary and clear, even though it may prevent one from even an approximate treatment of the gravitational interaction beyond its Newtonian pairwise form.” Our result confirms Zurek’s disclaimer – gravity (environment E) is generically entangled with the whole matter (both the system S and the apparatus A), that way allowing for non-trivial tripartite system-apparatus-environment effective interaction of the form H_{SAE} , explicitly excluded in [36]. In other words, the environment (spacetime) interaction with the matter could potentially disturb the system-apparatus correlations, thus violating the stability criterion of a faithful measurement (see [37], p. 1271).

As a consequence of generic gravity-matter entanglement, the effective interaction between gravity and matter forbids the existence of a single background spacetime. Thus, when concerning quantum effects of gravity, one cannot talk of “matter in a point of space”, confirming the conjecture that spacetime is an “emergent phenomenon”. In contrast to this, Penrose argues that spacetime, seen as a (four-dimensional) differentiable manifold, does not support superpositions of massive bodies and the corresponding (relative) states of gravity (i.e., the gravity-matter entanglement), leading to the objective collapse onto the product states of matter and (classical) spacetime [38]. Our result can therefore be treated as a possible criterion for a plausible candidate theory of quantum gravity.

Finally, not allowing product states between the matter and gravity is in tune with the relational approach to physics [22], in particular to quantum gravity (note that the original name for the manyworld interpretation of QM was the “Relative State” Formulation of Quantum Mechanics [39]). See also [40] for an interesting treatment of relative state and decoherence approaches.

5.3 Relation to common quantum gravity research programs

In order to discuss our results in the context of various quantum gravity research programs, note that the gauge-protected entanglement between gravity and matter should exist in any model of quantum gravity with matter which respects local Poincaré symmetry. In this sense, various approaches to quantum gravity can be classified into four distinct categories.

(i) The first category represents models which explicitly respect (or at least aim to respect) local Poincaré symmetry. These include nonperturbative string theory/M-theory [41, 42, 43], loop quantum gravity [22, 23], Wheeler-DeWitt quantization [44, 45], and similar approaches.

(ii) The second category represents models in which local Poincaré symmetry is explicitly broken. These include perturbative quantum gravity [46], petrurbative string theory [43], causal dynamical triangulations approach [28], doubly-special relativity models [47], Hořava-Lifshitz gravity [48], various nonrelativistic quantization proposals, and so on.

(iii) The third category represents models in which it is not clear whether local Poincaré symmetry is broken or not. For example, in the asymptotic safety approach [49] this may depend on the properties of the fixed point. In noncommutative geometry [50, 51] it depends on the particular choice of the algebra. In higher-derivative theories and theories with propagating torsion [52] it may depend on various details of the model, etc.

(iv) Finally, the fourth category represents models which have not been developed enough to allow for coupling of matter fields. In models like entropic gravity [53, 54] and causal set theory [55, 56], it is not obvious how to couple matter fields to gravity, and whether this coupling would violate local Poincaré invariance or not.

It should be clear that our results apply to the first category of quantum gravity models, while for other three categories it either does not apply, or it is an open question. We should also state that the validity of local Poincaré symmetry is ultimately an experimental question, one over which various quantum gravity proposals may disagree.

In relation to the previous comment, it is worthwhile to also discuss the impact of possible anomalies to the gauge protected entanglement. As we have discussed in the final paragraph of section 2, the entanglement is a consequence of the scalar constraint Ĉ, see (12), and for certain types of matter fields also of the 3-diffeo constraint Ĉ_i in (11), while the local Lorentz constraint Ĉ_{ab} in (11) does not require entanglement. From this one can see that if the theory features anomalies due to the breaking of the 4D diffeomorphism symmetry, one cannot impose Ĉ and Ĉ_i as the Gupta- Bleuler-like conditions on the Hilbert space of the theory, and thus all subsequent results regarding the entanglement are void. In short, there cannot be any gauge protected entanglement if there is no relevant gauge symmetry to begin with. Nevertheless, if the theory features anomalies due to the breaking of the local Lorentz or any internal symmetries, while maintaining diffeomoprhism symmetry at the quantum level, the gauge protected entanglement will not be influenced by the anomaly.

5.4 Future lines of research

One of the main lines of future work would be to perform a detailed numerical analysis of Tr ρ̂^2_M and the von Neumann entropy S(ρ̂_M ) for the Hartle-Hawking state (either within the Regge, or some other QG model). The latter quantity, called the entropy of entanglement, represents the measure of the entanglement in pure and bipartite states [57], in our case between gravity and matter in the Hartle-Hawking state. The precise numerical deviation of the Tr ρ̂^2_M from its maximal value 1 could indicate in which cases this new entanglement has relevant physical consequences. This way, it would be possible to determine the boundaries of validity of the assumption of the product gravity-matter states of the form |G⟩|M⟩, which has been up to now used in numerous studies (analogously to the case of determining the regimes in which two coherent states become effectively orthogonal). In connection to this, one could analyse in more detail quantitatively to what extent the gauge-protected gravity-matter entanglement constrains the existence of macroscopic superpositions, and its effect to the quantum-to-classical transition (see the related work [3, 4, 58, 9, 59, 60]).

Further, studying the structure of the gauge-imposed entanglement for a tripartite system of gravity-matter-EM fields might bring qualitatively new effects. Unlike the case of pure bipartite states, where any two entangled states could be obtained from each other by Local Operations and Classical Communication (LOCC), thus forming a single class of entangled states and providing a unique measure of entanglement, the multipartite entanglement has a more complex structure. Indeed, in the tripartite case, in addition to the trivial classes of purely bipartite entanglement, say, |a⟩(|b_1c_1⟩ + |b_2c_2⟩), genuine tripartite entanglement consists of a number of inequivalent classes of entangled states: in the simplest case of three qubits we have two classes of tripartite entanglement, represented by the states |GHZ⟩ = (|000⟩ + |111⟩)/ √ 2 and |W ⟩ = (|001⟩ + |010⟩ + |100⟩)/ √ 3, which cannot be obtained from each other by the means of LOCC, but as soon as neither of the subsystems is a qubit, there exist infinitely many inequivalent classes [61].

It would also be interesting to see how other QG candidates incorporate the general gravity constraints regarding the entanglement with matter, in particular the string theory. Namely, perturbative string theory is formulated by manifestly breaking the gauge symmetry (a consequence of perturbative expansion of the gravitational field). The existence of the gravity-matter entanglement in, say Hartle-Hawking state, would then present a strong argument that the gauge symmetry can be restored in a tentative nonperturbative formulation of string theory. In connection to this, one could analyse the entanglement between different spacetime regions induced by the gauge-protected gravity-matter entanglement, and compare it to that present in theories based on the AdS/CFT correspondence and the holographic principle [7, 8]. Namely, entanglement is a property of a quantum state with respect to a particular factorisation of a composite system into its factor sub-systems. To illustrate this, consider a particle in a two-dimensional plane. Given orthogonal axes x and y of a 2D plane, the Hilbert space of the system is given by H = H_x ⊗ H_y, and the equal spatial superposition (for simplicity, we omit the overall normalisation constant) |φ⟩ ∼ (|a⟩_x + |b⟩_x)|0⟩_y, with a, b ∈ R, is clearly separable, with respect to the given factorisation of H. Nevertheless, with respect to any other factorisation of H, defined by any other axes X and Y inducing the Hilbert-space factorisation H = H_X ⊗ H_Y , the system is entangled. As an example, for axes X and Y obtained by rotating x and y by −π/4, the same state of the system is maximally entangled, |φ⟩ ∼ (|a/ √ 2⟩_X |a/ √ 2⟩_Y + |b/ √ 2⟩_X |b/ √ 2⟩_Y ) (for the entanglement in the second quantisation formalism, and its dependence on the choice of fundamental modes, see for example [62]). Following the above example, one might expect that the existence of the entanglement between gravity and matter would induce the entanglement between two generic spacetime regions (each containing a portion of both gravitational and matter degrees of freedom). Possible relationship between this, gauge-protected entanglement, and that present as a consequence of assumptions that do not explicitly rely on the existence of local Poincaré symmetry (holography and the AdS/CFT correspondence) would indicate interesting fundamental connections that could help breaching the long-standing gap between quantum mechanics and general relativity.

Finally, detecting gravity-matter entanglement in the experiment might not be that far from the reach of the current or the near-future technology, see [63] for a recent proposal of testing gravitational decoherence. Proposing, and possibly performing, experiments to distinguish different contributions of the gravitational interaction to the decoherence of matter, in particular the generic one based on the gauge symmetry constraints, presents a relevant direction of further research.

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Rafael Sorkin for helpful suggestions and comments. MV was supported by the project ON171031 of the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia, and the bilateral scientific cooperation between Portugal and Serbia through the project “Quantum Gravity and Quantum Integrable Models - 2015-2016”, no. 451-03-01765/2014-09/24 supported by the Foundation for Science and Technology (FCT), Portugal, and the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia. NP acknowledges the support of SQIG – Security and Quantum Information Group, the IT project QbigD funded by FCT PEst-OE/EEI/LA0008/2013 and UID/EEA/50008/2013 and the bilateral scientific cooperation between Portugal and Serbia through the project “Noise and measurement errors in multi-party quantum security protocols”, no. 451-03-01765/2014-09/04 supported by the Foundation for Science and Technology (FCT), Portugal, and the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.

The authors would also like to thank the Erwin Schrödinger International Institute for Mathematics and Physics (ESI Vienna), for the warm hospitality during the workshop “Quantum Physics and Gravity” (29. May - 30. June 2017) and partial support.

References

[1] F. Karolyhazy, Nuovo Cim. A 42, 390 (1966).

[2] A. Bassi, K. Lochan, S. Satin, T. P. Singh and H. Ulbricht, Rev. Mod. Phys. 85, 471 (2013),

arXiv:1204.4325.

[3] I. Pikovski, M. Zych, F. Costa and Č. Brukner, Nat. Comm. 2, 505 (2011), arXiv:1105.4531.

[4] I. Pikovski, M. Zych, F. Costa and Č. Brukner, Nat. Phys. 11, 668 (2015), arXiv:1311.1095.

[5] T. Oniga and C. H. T. Wang, Phys. Rev. D 93, 044027 (2016), arXiv:1511.06678.

[6] J. Liu, C. M. Sou and Y. Wang, JHEP 10, 072 (2016), arXiv:1608.07909. [7] X. Dong, Nat. Comm. 7, 12472 (2016), arXiv:1601.06788.

[8] M. V. Raamsdonk, Lectures on Gravity and Entanglement, chapter 5, 297–351, World Scientific Publishing, Oxford (2017), arXiv:1609.00026.

[9] B. S. Kay, Class. Quant. Grav. 15, L89 (1998), arXiv:hep-th/9810077. [10] P. Kok and U. Yurtsever, Phys. Rev. D 68, 085006 (2003), arXiv:gr-qc/0306084. [11] A. Hamma, F. Markopoulou, S. Lloyd, F. Caravelli, S. Severini and K. Markström, Phys. Rev.

D 81, 104032 (2010), arXiv:0911.5075.

[12] A. Hamma and F. Markopoulou, New Jour. Phys. 13, 095006 (2011), arXiv:1011.5754. [13] A. Bassi, A. Grossardt and H. Ulbricht, Class. Quant. Grav. 34, 193002 (2017),

arXiv:1706.05677.

[14] J. B. Hartle and S. W. Hawking, Phys. Rev. D 28, 2960 (1983).

[15] M. Blagojević, Gravitation and Gauge Symmetries, Institute of Physics Publishing, Bristol (2002).

[16] P. A. M. Dirac, Proc. Roy. Soc. A246, 333 (1958).

[17] P. A. M. Dirac, Lectures on Quantum Mechanics, Yeshiva University, New York (1964). [18] S. Gupta, Proc. Phys. Soc. A63, 681 (1950). [19] K. Bleuler, Helv. Phys. Acta 23, 567 (1950).

[20] M. Nielsen and I. Chuang, Quantum Computation and Quantum Information (Cambridge Series on Information and the Natural Sciences), Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (2004).

[21] J. Feldbrugge, J. L. Lehners and N. Turok, Phys. Rev. D 97, 023509 (2018), arXiv:1708.05104. [22] C. Rovelli, Quantum Gravity, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (2004). [23] C. Rovelli and F. Vidotto, Covariant Loop Quantum Gravity: An Elementary Introduction to Quantum Gravity and Spinfoam Theory, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (2014).

[24] A. Miković and M. Vojinović, Class. Quant. Grav. 29, 165003 (2012), arXiv:1110.4694. [25] A. Miković, Rev. Math. Phys. 25, 1343008 (2013), arXiv:1302.5564. [26] M. Vojinović, Phys. Rev. D 94, 024058 (2016), arXiv:1506.06839. [27] H. W. Hamber, Gen. Relativ. Gravit. 41, 817 (2009), arXiv:0901.0964.

[28] J. Ambjørn, A. Görlich, J. Jurkiewicz and R. Loll, Phys. Rep. 519, 127 (2012),

arXiv:1203.3591.

[29] L. Freidel and E. R. Livine, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 221301 (2006), arXiv:hep-th/0512113. [30] N. Paunković and M. Vojinović, Jour. Phys. Conf. Ser. 701, 012035 (2016), arXiv:1601.06831. [31] T. Regge, Nuovo Cim. 19, 558 (1961).

[32] A. Miković, Adv. Theor. Math. Phys. 21, 631 (2017), arXiv:1402.4672. [33] A. Miković and M. Vojinović, Europhys. Lett. 110, 40008 (2015), arXiv:1407.1394. [34] A. Miković and M. Vojinović, arXiv:1407.1124 . [35] F. Pipa, N. Paunković and M. Vojinović, arXiv:1801.03207 . [36] W. H. Zurek, Phys. Rev. D 24, 1516 (1981).

[37] M. Schlosshauer, Rev. Mod. Phys. 76, 1267 (2005), arXiv:quant-ph/0312059. [38] R. Penrose, Gen. Relativ. Gravit. 28, 581 (1996). [39] H. Everett, Rev. Mod. Phys. 29, 454 (1957).

[40] B. S. DeWitt, The global approach to quantum field theory. Vol. 1 , Oxford University Press, Oxford (2003).

[41] M. J. Duff, Int. Jour. Mod. Phys. A 11, 5623 (1996), arXiv:hep-th/9608117. [42] N. Lambert, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 62, 285 (2012), arXiv:1203.4244. [43] K. Becker, M. Becker and J. H. Schwarz, String Theory and M-Theory, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (2007).

[44] B. S. DeWitt, Phys. Rev. 160, 1113 (1967).

[45] R. Arnowitt, S. Deser and C. W. Misner, Gen. Relativ. Gravit. 40, 1997 (2008),

arXiv:gr-qc/0405109.

[46] R. Feynman, F. Morinigo, W. Wagner, B. Hatfield and D. Pines, Feynman Lectures On Gravitation, Westview Press, Boulder (2002).

[47] G. Amelino-Camelia, Doubly-Special Relativity: Facts, Myths and Some Key Open Issues, in Recent Developments in Theoretical Physics, Ed. S. Ghosh and G. Kar, World Scientific Publishing, Singapore (2012), arXiv:1003.3942.

[48] P. Hořava, Phys. Rev. D 79, 084008 (2009), arXiv:0901.3775. [49] M. Niedermaier and M. Reuter, Living Rev. Rel. 9, 5 (2006).

[50] A. Connes, Noncommutative Geometry, Academic Press, San Diego (1994). [51] M. Sakellariadou, Jour. Phys. Conf. Ser. 442, 012015 (2013), arXiv:1301.4687. [52] F. W. Hehl, J. D. McCrea, E. W. Mielke and Y. Ne’eman, Phys. Rep. 258, 1 (1995),

arXiv:gr-qc/9402012.

[53] E. Verlinde, JHEP 04, 029 (2011), arXiv:1001.0785. [54] T. Jacobson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 1260 (1995), arXiv:gr-qc/9504004. [55] J. Henson, The causal set approach to Quantum Gravity, in Approaches to Quantum Gravity:

Toward a New Understanding of Space, Time and Matter, Ed. D. Oriti, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (2009), arXiv:gr-qc/0601121.

[56] L. Bombelli, J. Lee, D. Meyer and R. D. Sorkin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 59, 521 (1987). [57] C. H. Bennett, H. J. Bernstein, S. Popescu and B. Schumacher, Phys. Rev. A 53, 2046 (1996),

arXiv:quant-ph/9511030.

[58] A. Peres and N. Rosen, Phys. Rev. 135, B1486 (1964).

[59] G. Baym and T. Ozawa, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. 106, 3035 (2009), arXiv:0902.2615. [60] Č. Brukner, On the quantum measurement problem, in Quantum [Un]Speakables II, Half a Century of Bell’s Theorem, Ed. R. Bertlmann and A. Zeilinger, Springer International Publishing (2017), arXiv:1507.05255.

[61] W. Dür, G. Vidal and J. I. Cirac, Phys. Rev. A 62, 062314 (2000), arXiv:quant-ph/0005115. [62] V. Vedral, Open Physics 1, 289 (2003), arXiv:quant-ph/0302040.

[63] C. Pfister, J. Kaniewski, M. Tomamichel, A. Mantri, R. Schmucker, N. McMahon, G. Milburn and S. Wehner, Nat. Comm. 7, 13022 (2016), arXiv:1503.00577.