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Abstract

Following arXiv:2210.12963' [hep-th]|, we investigate aspects of the time evolution
operator regarded as a density operator and associated entanglement-like structures
in various quantum systems. These involve timelike separations and generically lead
to complex-valued entropy, although there are interesting real subfamilies. There are
many parallels and close relations with reduced transition matrices and pseudo-entropy,
which we discuss and clarify. For instance, a related quantity involves the time evo-
lution operator along with a projection onto some initial state, which amounts to

analysing pseudo-entropy for the initial state and its time-evolved final state.
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1 Introduction

Generalizations of the Ryu-Takayanagi formulation of holographic entanglement [1l 2, [3] in
AdS/CFT 4, 1, [6] to de Sitter space reveal new fascinating structures. These are based
on taking the future boundary It of de Sitter space as the anchoring surface for extremal
surfaces, along the lines of dS/CFT [7, [8 9 10]. Most recently these appear in [IT], 12],
refining previous investigations of extremal surfaces and holographic entanglement in de
Sitter space [13], 14], 15, [16} 17, 18, 19, 20] (see also [21], 22]).

In the present work, we explore aspects of “time-entanglement”, or timelike entanglement,
in various quantum mechanical systems, towards understanding entanglement-like structures
involving timelike-separations, following [12]. There are close parallels with pseudo-entropy
[23] (and [11]), as we will describe. Related investigations appear in e.g. [24]-[34] (also [35]).

To summarize the de Sitter studies (from [12]), extremal surfaces anchored at It turn
out to not return to I (unlike those in AdS where the surfaces possess turning points).
Since such surfaces do not return, they require extra data or boundary conditions in the
past (interior). In entirely Lorentzian de Sitter spacetime, this leads to future-past time-
like surfaces stretching between I~. Apart from an overall —i factor (relative to spacelike
surfaces in AdS) their areas are real and positive. With a no-boundary type boundary con-
dition, the top half of these timelike surfaces joins with a spacelike part on the hemisphere
giving a complex-valued area. Since these surfaces necessarily have a timelike component
(or run along a complex time contour), they have complex areas. Two aspects of “time-

entanglement” in simple toy models in quantum mechanics were described in [I2]. One is
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based on a future-past thermofield double type state entangling timelike separated states,
which leads to entirely positive structures. Another is based on the time evolution operator
and reduced transition amplitudes, which leads to complex-valued entropy.

In the present paper we discuss various aspects of the time evolution operator regarded as
a density operator and its entanglement structures which involve timelike separations. There
are many parallels and close relations with pseudo-entropy [23]: we summarize some central
points on time evolution and pseudo-entropy in sec. 2 including a general map in sec. 2.1l
We then study various classes of finite quantum mechanical examples in sec. 3, including
qubit systems and harmonic oscillators (some detailed in Appendices[A]l [Bland [C]). In sec. @
we study entanglement structures for the time evolution operator along with a projection
operator onto some state towards isolating components of the time evolution operator. This
ends up amounting to pseudo-entropy for this state and its time-evolution: in sec. [A.1] we
study thermofield-double type states and find that some general features emerge. In sec.
we study the time evolution operator normalized at ¢ = 0 (rather than at general time ¢):
this gives rise to various detailed differences in the entanglement structures that emerge. In
sec. [0l we describe some aspects of entanglement entropy in 2-dim CFT for timelike intervals,
elaborating on that in [I2]. Some of the discussions here have partial overlap with [I1}32]. In
these time-independent situations so far, the structure of time-entanglement shows parallels
with ordinary finite temperature entanglement, but with analytic continuation to imaginary
temperature 8 = it. In sec. [[l we study time-dependent interactions focussing on simple
2-qubit systems with J-function potentials, and the resulting time entanglement.

Overall, pseudo-entropy [23] is a generalization of entanglement entropy involving two
arbitrary states (without necessarily specifying dynamical information): this does not need
to pertain to timelike separations per se. The notions of time entanglement are designed to
deal with timelike separations, involving entanglement structures based on the time evolu-
tion operator, as well as projection onto specific initial states: so in particular we require
specifying a Hamiltonian that dictates time evolution. However the calculations involved
in studying time entanglement entropy are closely related to those in evaluating pseudo-
entropy [23]. Our goal in these notes is more an exploration of time entanglement and how
it dovetails with pseudo-entropy, rather than a detailed classification (which already appears

for pseudo-entropy of various quantum systems in [23] and subsequent work).

2 Summary: time evolution and pseudo-entropy

Our investigations, following [12], are based on regarding the time evolution operator as a

density operator, performing partial traces over subsystems and evaluating the correspond-



ing von Neumann entropy. The time evolution operator U(t) = e *#t for a system with
Hamiltonian H can be written in terms of (time-independent) Hamiltonian eigenstates |4)
(which are defined on some past time slice P). Then the time evolution operator normalized

at an arbitrary time ¢ gives

Uty =e =3 e G = Y 1l [i(2)) = li)e = e7]d) 5
Z/{(t) —iE;t
P t) = = pl P b = X~ . —iE.t )
(0) TrU(t) Z au > e Pt
- pf =Tryp = Zp; ‘i/>P<i/‘P - Sa=— Zpi logpi : (2.1)

As is clear, there are sharp parallels with ordinary finite temperature entanglement struc-
tures, except with imaginary temperature 8 = it: this will be seen explicitly as a recurring
theme throughout much of what follows.

A related quantity involves the time evolution operator with projection onto some state |i),

i _edll 1))
b T(eda ) Te( @)D

The state |f[i]) is the final state obtained by time-evolving the initial state |i). We obtain

D=Xalts o= s e Mol e

Y =iy AP =Tl (22)

for a general (non-eigen)state |i). At ¢ = 0, the time evolution operator is just the identity
operator, a sum over all the eigenstate projection operators, while the time evolution operator
with projection becomes simply the density matrix for the initial state |i). For any nonzero
time ¢, there is timelike separation between the initial states |¢), and the eventual states
|t)):. These entanglement structures involving timelike separations and time evolution have

close parallels with pseudo-entropy [23] obtained from the reduced transition matrix for two

o
T =Trs (Tr(|f><il)) ' (24)

To summarise in generality, consider a bipartite system, the Hilbert space being charac-

arbitrary states |i), |f) :

terized by Hamiltonian eigenstates |i,4") with energies £; ;. The normalized time evolution

operator (2.I)) and its partial trace over B = {i'} are

pt = W Z e ZEZ,l’t |Z, Z/> <Z7 Z,| — pf = W ( Z e ZEz,z’t) |Z> <Z| ] (25)
i1’ i il

i/



The time evolution operator with projection onto state |I) is

) 1 v —GE gt NS
g Cre |k, K I — E vt e B i Y G, 7|
o o D i leiy[Pe et i 5.5 R ENLVIVAR
. § 1 E * —GE. t\ |\ /-
p s Z CiirCjpe” ") [0 (] - (2.6)
t ii! |cior|2e it — (Eﬂ i, C it )

The reduced transition matrix for pseudo-entropy is obtained as

D =cirlid), 1F)=culidh; o= > iyl )3
R zz’

i,3,5,5"

A

7}"[_2 /CZZ o Zczz ]Z : (27)
It is clear that the time evolution operator with projection (2.6]) is obtained from the pseudo-
entropy reduced transition matrix (Z7]) by restricting to the final state being that obtained
by time-evolving the initial state, i.e. |F) =U(t)|I).

2.1 The time evolution operator and the transition matrix

With a single Hilbert space, the structure of the reduced transition matrix appears different
in detail from that of the reduced time evolution operator: this is clear in bipartite systems
from (2.H), (2.6), 21). However it would seem that there should be close connections
between the time evolution operator and the transition matrix since both pertain to time
evolution if we focus on final states as time-evolved initial states.

Towards studying this, let us first recall that a special class of states comprises thermofield-
double type states [I)rpp = Y, ¢k 3|k, {k}), with only diagonal components (a further
special subclass comprises maximally entangled TFD states, with all ¢k 11} equal).

Towards mapping time evolution and the transition matrix, consider doubling the Hilbert
space at both initial and final times: i.e. extend the Hilbert state 27 = 74 to J4 ® 76,
where the Hilbert space 5 is an identical copy of . Now consider thermofield-double
type initial and final states:

Y1) = ZCf [1li2,  |r) = ZCZE [i)12)2, (2.8)

where {|i)} is a basis of states. The (un-normalized) transition matrix is

Tei = [Wr) (Wil = Y efej lihili)a (il {2 (2.9)
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Performing a partial trace over copy-2 gives

Try Trr = Z Fel | . (2.10)

For this to equal the time evolution operator, we require

TI'27}:“[ :Z/{(t) = Ze_‘ i

= clel* = et (2.11)
A “symmetric” solution is

CiI _ 6iEit/2 : Wﬁ _ ZeiEitﬁ ‘i>1|i>2,

of = e B gy = e F i i), (2.12)

These can be regarded as obtained from a continuation 5 — it of the usual finite temperature

thermofield-double type states e #Fi/2|i)|i). There are of course less symmetric solutions
I

¢l cf ) describing the initial and final states. However the symmetric solution reduces to
ordinary entanglement when the initial and final states are the same, i.e. [1);) = |[¥F) (i.e. at
t = 0), the transition matrix becomes the usual density matrix Tpj; = [¢1)(¢1| = pr for the
state |¢7). Thus the time evolution operator can be regarded as a particular reorganization
of the transition matrix appearing in pseudo-entropy.

It is worth noting that for systems with infinite towers of states, the trace of the time
evolution operator contains highly oscillatory terms and thus requires a regulator to be

well-defined: we will see this explicitly for the harmonic oscillator later; see (B.18]).

Single qubit: This simple case serves to illustrate the above. In this case (described
by B1)), we have H |1) = E; |1> , H|2) = E5|2), with H the Hamiltonian. Let us take

W)=Y e ), @)y, =Y e m) @ m), . (2.13)

n=1,2 m=1,2

Here the subscript 2 stands for the second auxiliary system with the identical Hilbert space
. Then the unnormalised transition matrix 1" = |¢p) (¢;] is
Ter = loe) (irl = D7 €% ), )y (ml, (], (2.14)
n,m=1,2
Taking a partial trace over the second component gives
Thy=Tro(Tr) = Y e i), (nf, = e, (2.15)

n=1,2

thus obtaining the time evolution operator. This illustrates the general discussion earlier in

this simple case.



3 Time evolution operator & entanglement: examples

In this section we will study various examples of finite quantum systems to explore the

entanglement structure of the time evolution operator.

3.1 2-qubit systems

For a 2-state system,

H|k) = Exlk), k=1,2; |EYp = |k(t)) = e " B¥|E) p . [(1|2) = 0] (3.1)
we obtain p;(t) using (2.I). Now, imagining a 2-spin analogy |1) = |+ +), [2) = | — —),
performing a partial trace over the second spins gives

1 :
i = m(H)P(HP +e?1=)p(=|p), 0 =—(E2 — Ent,
1 1 1 1
Sa = —tr(pilog pi') = — 1 _ — ] : 3.2
4 r(pi' log pi’) 1+ e Og1+e“’ 1+e % Og1+e—29’ (3:2)

so the von Neumann entropy, recast as o + o, is real-valued in this special case. We see

that S/ grows large as  — (2n + 1)mr. Further p! and S are periodic in 6 and so in time
if

2
so as to avoid picking specific branches of the logarithm, thereby losing manifest periodicity;

t (simplifying S;* shows terms containing log(e®/?) which we retain as it is, rather than

within one -cell the simplified expression for S coincides with the corresponding one in
[23]).

Now consider two qubits, each being |1),|2), with a more general Hamiltonian
H = En|11)(11] + E5|22) (22| + E12(]12)(12] + [21)(21]) (3.3)

that is diagonal in this basis. It is reasonable to take Fj5 = FEs;. So the normalized time

evolution operator (2.I]) becomes

) _Z o=t i) ] = (111)(11] + €1[22)(22] + €™ (|12)(12] + |21)(21]))
L —iEt - i0 i ’
P D g € R 1+ et 4 2¢i02
91 = —(E22 — Ell)t> 92 = —(E12 — Ell)t . (34)

(At t = 0, the #; vanish and this is the normalized identity operator.) A partial trace over

the 2nd component gives the reduced time evolution operator,

L)1) (1] + (% + ™) [2)(2]) (3.5)

A _
Py = 1_|_6i91 +26i92 ((



which generically has complex-valued von Neumann entropy. It is clear that this matches
ordinary finite temperature entanglement, except with imaginary temperature 5 = it.

Now let us impose an exchange symmetry |1) <> [2): this occurs for instance if we

consider two spins |+) with nearest neighbour interaction H = —Jsls?. This restriction
now implies F9y = Ey; thereby reducing (8.5) to (B:2) earlier, with just one nontrivial phase,
giving real entropy.
Qubit chains: In Appendix Bl we study finite and infinite chains of qubits with nearest
neighbour interactions, towards understanding the reduced time evolution operator for a
single qubit, after partial trace over all other qubits. This also reveals interesting complex-
valued entropy in general, obtainable as a finite temperature system but with imaginary
temperature. We also find a real-valued slice when the system enjoys |1) <+ |2) exchange
symmetry.

To illustrate obtaining the time evolution operator (3.4 from the doubled transition

matrix as in (Z11]), (ZI2), we write
i Epmt i Enmt
ey =Y T nm), @ [nm), )= Y e 5 nm), @ [nm), . (3.6)

n,m=1,2 n,m=1,2

Then the unnormalized transition matrix 7' = |¢r) (¢;| after partial trace over the second

component gives

_iEnmt _ iEpqt .
Tho=Tra( Y 8 ™5 fum), ), (ol (paly ) = Y € E nm)y (i,

n,m,p,q=1,2 n,m=1,2

(3.7)

so this reduced transition matrix is the same as the unnormalized time evolution operator.

3.1.1 Mutual information

Mutual information defined as I[A, B] = S[A] + S[B] — S[A U B] can be studied for the
time evolution operator as well. In the general 2-qubit case (B3), ([B4]), above, we can
calculate p; = Trop; and p? = Trip;, which then leads to the von Neumann entropies S}
and S? respectively. The time evolution operator p; itself leads to S; = —tr (pt log py). Tt is

straightforward to see that p;* are of the same form as p;* in (), which alongwith p, in

BA) gives

S =— . — Jog . — — . — Jog . —
1+ et 4 2¢i02 1+ e 4 202 14 et  2¢i02 1+ et 4 2¢i02
1 1 et et
Sy =— . — Jog . — — . — Jog . .
1+ eifr + ¢ 1+ e 202 1 4 eif1 4 ¢ 1 + et + 2¢i02
2ei92 62’92

log (3.8)

1+ el 4 2¢i02 1+ eifr 4 Qeib2 ’
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so the mutual information is

I[A,B] =S} + S — S, . (3.9)

In general this is nonzero and complex since the entropies are complex in general. However

there are special cases: for instance if all energy eigenvalues are identical, then

10=0: S?=log2, S, =2log2 = I[A,B]=0, (3.10)

although the time evolution is nontrivial since each phase e~*** is nonzero.

Likewise the 2-state subcase (3.1)) is obtained by setting e®> = 0 which gives Stl 25, of the
same real-valued form as in ([3.2), so I[A4, B] = S}

These expressions above can also be viewed as arising from the finite temperature results
for inverse temperature [ continued to = it. From that point of view, the high temper-
ature limit § — 0 gives vanishing mutual information: this limit has SF; — 0 which is
mathematically equivalent to the 6 » = 0 subcase earlier, with I[A, B] — 0. In the present

context, this is t — 0, and we again obtain vanishing mutual information, I[A, B] — 0.

3.2 2-qutrit systems

Consider now two qutrits, |7), ¢ = 0,1,2: the Hamiltonian (in eigenstate basis) and the

normalized time evolution operator are

H= ZEZJ|U><Z]| ; Ei; = {Eo, B, B, Eo, Eoz, Era} (3.11)
e—’iEijt e_iEijt
pt = Zw e_iEijt |Z]><Z‘7| = e—iEoot _'_ e—iEllt + e—iEzzt + Qe—iEolt + Qe—iEogt _'_ 2€—iE12t |Z‘7><Z]|’

again with F;; = Ej;. The reduced time evolution operator tracing over the second qutrit is

)5 = (s ph = e 3 (e (312)

pt - —iE it
Zije Y i=0,1,2 j

In general this leads to complex-valued entropy as before, with multiple distinct phases.
Imposing exchange symmetry between the qutrits, i.e. |0) <> |[1) <> |2), this reduces to a
single independent phase controlled by —(Fy; — Ego)t which then gives real entropy.

3.3 Two uncoupled oscillators

We consider two uncoupled harmonic oscillators: the Hamiltonian is

H=> Enyn,lni,ma)(ninal, By, =w(ng+np+1) . (3.13)



The normalized time evolution operator then becomes

—iBnynyt

(&
Pr= ZW [n1, n2)(n1, ma (3.14)

The normalization evaluates to

—iwt

i i i i €
E e zEnlnzt —e zth e iwnit e iwnat _ —— . (315)
(1 — e—iwt)
1,2 1,2

Now, tracing over the second oscillator, we obtain

A 0 6—ium1t
= = S 3.16
Pt r;)pt %: 1/(1 — E_ZWt) |7’L1><7’Ll| ( )
with the von Neumann entropy
e—iwnt e—iwnt ) it e—iwt
SA =~ ] = —log(1 —e ™) 4 ——— 3.17
t Zn: 1/(1 _ 6—zwt) 0g 1/(1 _ 6—zwt) Og( € ) + 1 — e—iwt ’ ( )

which is the usual entropy for a single oscillator at finite temperature with § = it. In
general this is complex-valued. The zero temperature limit gives S ~ BE e ?F which here
gives S ~ itwe ™t

In evaluating the normalization ([B.15]), it is important to note that this sum over the
infinite tower of states (and similar quantities involving any infinite tower of states) is not
strictly convergent as an infinite series since this complex expression is highly oscillatory for
high energy states, although the sum and its closed form expression are formally true. This
is also true for the single oscillator expression (B.I0]) obtained as the reduced time evolution
operator, whose normalization is ), e ™" = 1/(1 — ¢~*'). Towards rendering this well-
defined as a series, one can introduce a small regulator either in w or in ¢ (giving time a tiny
regulating Euclidean component) which then makes it converge: e.g. a small Euclidean time

component gives

—iwni (t—ie —iwn —njwe 1
Ze 1 (t ):Ze 1tp—m = T (3.18)
ni

ni

which defines the sum. An alternative way to view it is to start with the (convergent)
finite temperature partition function > e #» and then perform analytic continuation to
imaginary temperature = it.
It is interesting to also study two coupled harmonic oscillators with Hamiltonian
1 k1 ko
H= S (At + o (4 ah) + 2 (o4 —an)? (319)
We describe this in detail in Appendix The resulting entropy from the time evolution

operator can be realized as following from imaginary temperature.



4 The time evolution operator with projections

As we have seen, the entanglement structures arising from the time evolution operator involve
the entire space of states since the time evolution operator is like a full density matrix. It is
desirable to isolate a “part” of the time evolution operator, to understand various components
of the latter. This suggests appending projections onto individual states.

With this in mind, we now consider the time evolution operator along with a projection

operator onto some state |i), as in (2.2)):

.11 U
b Te(pld D) Te([f@)GED

(The projection here is from the right: at the calculational level, projecting from the left is

[fli]) = "3 - (4.1)

similar but leads to complex conjugate expressions in general.) The state |f[i]) is the final

state obtained by time-evolving the initial state |7). If |¢) is a Hamiltonian eigenstate, then
i reduces to just a single component 1) (7] (the phase coefficient cancels upon normalizing),
i.e. the usual density matrix for |i). This is also true at ¢ = 0 for a generic state [i): here

pp li=o = Tr‘(i\>i<>i(‘i\) which gives ordinary entanglement structures at ¢ = 0.

For a generic state |i), we obtain (2.0). As a simple concrete example, consider the 2-state

system (B.1]) earlier with a generic initial state:

i) =call) +el2) (al+lel=1) = [fli]) =) + T 2)

ol = N (JaPem B (1] + [P B2) (2] + excse 12 + eacie B 2)(1]), (4.2)

where N' = Tr(|f)(i|) is the normalization. Now taking |1) = |+ +) and |2) = | — —) and
performing a partial trace over the second component gives
|),A 1 2 2 i
o = e (P + el ) ), 0= (B = B,
KA o1 . o1 — — c2f"e” . c2fe” — . (4.3)
12+ leaf?e® 7 Jer |2 + [eaf?e®  fer]? + eo?e” 7 Jea|? + Jeaf?e

At t = 0, the von Neumann entropy above is ordinary entanglement entropy for the generic
state |i) (obtained from p4 = Trp|i)(i]). For general timelike separation ¢, the entropy Sa
is real-valued only if |c;]|? = |c3|?, i.e. maximal entanglement at ¢t = 0 (or 6 = 0).

Consider now two qubits, each |1),|2), with a general Hamiltonian (3.3) as before. For a

generic state

1) =3 elid) (4.4
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with the basis |ij) = {|11),]22),|12),]21)}, and the time evolution operator with projection

can be evaluated as (2.6]). Performing a partial trace over the second component here gives

2

|1),4 = 1 oo —iEt |,
& B Zij |cij|2e— Eist Z (;chkje ! )‘Z><k|

ik=1

1 _' _.
— Z |c~ .|26_iEijt ((|Cll|26 iB11t + |012|26 2E12t) |1><1|
ij 1Cij
+ (c1165e7 P 4 e19che TN 1) (2] + (carchie P+ canciye ) 2) (1

+ (|021|26_iE12t + |022|26_iE22t) |2> <2|) (45)

At t = 0, this is ordinary entanglement for the generic state |I). There are special subcases
with interesting structure, some of which we will discuss soon.
For 3-qubits with Hamiltonian (B.2]) with energies E;;x for eigenstates |ijk) (alongwith

the symmetry-based simplifications there), we obtain

2 2

1 .

) q I p— .. ..

1) = Z cijiligk) : ol = (oo Pe Bt Z CijkCrm€ T ijk) (Imn] ,
ijk=1 ik lcij

2

1 B\ -
pLD’A N Do |iji)2eiEint Z (ZZcijkcfmke_m”kt)|j><m|’ (4.6)
ijk 1Cij

jm=1 i k

i,j,k,l,m,n:l

where the last line is the reduced transition matrix for the middle qubit, arising after a

partial trace over the 1st and 3rd components (pi)jm = (1) ik 1mn0 " 0"".

4.1 Thermofield-double type states

It is interesting to focus on thermofield-double type initial states with only “diagonal” com-

ponents: then for 2-qubits, using (4.5 we obtain

2
1 .
.. T . iBut)
|[> = Z Cii|l'l> . pl‘t> — W Z CiiCir€ E t|l'&><k’k’|,

i=1,2 ik=1

I),A 1 —i —
p‘t = |c11[2e 1Bt 4 |co| 222t (‘CHPQ P+ fe e E22t|2><2|> - (A7)

This is identical to ([@3]). To elaborate a little, the initial state is [I) = c11]|11) + ¢22]22)

and its time-evolved final state is |F) = c;1e71111) + cg0e722¢|22) | and the reduced time
evolution operator with projection, py> A above, is the normalized reduced transition matrix
for |I), |F), with the corresponding (in general complex-valued) pseudo-entropy (2.4)).

Now restricting further to maximally entangled states with |y |? = |ex|? = § simplifies

this to just a single nontrivial phase e = ¢7**F* where AE = Ey — Ey;, thereby leading

11



to the entanglement structure (3.2 of the time evolution operator for the 2-state case, i.e.

Sl” A -7 +1ei9 log 5 +1ei9 -7 +61,i9 log 5 +61,i9. The states in question here can be regarded
as maximally entangled Bell pairs and the entropy can be regarded as pseudo-entropy for
the Bell pair initial state |I) and its time-evolved final state |F'). As noted there, this is

a real-valued entropy, oscillating in time with periodicity set by AFE, growing unbounded

(2n+1)w
AE

to the minimum value S4 = log2, which is simply the ordinary entanglement entropy of

at specific time values where t = . Note also that specific time values t = i"—g lead
the maximally entangled initial state. The fact that this time entanglement entropy can
be unbounded is a novel feature compared with ordinary entanglement entropy for ordinary
quantum systems.

For an n-qubit system comprising basis states |{i1,...,7,}), with i, = 1,2, the time
evolution operator with projection onto generic initial states gives complicated entanglement

structure. However projecting onto thermofield double type initial states, we obtain

Z CZZ ZZZ ”7: : p“t1> Z |C ‘26 'lEzz 1tZ|CZZ 4 _Z et
..

i=1,2

(i,  (4.8)

which is identical to the 2-qubit case. It is clear that any qubit system has identical entan-
glement structure for the time evolution operator with projection onto thermofield double

type states. Now if we additionally restrict to maximal entanglement, we have both |c;;._;|?

equal so \cul|2 = % This again contains just one nontrivial phase thereby leading to the

entanglement structure of the time evolution operator for the 2-state case, i.e. (3.2)).

5 Time evolution operator, normalized at ¢t = 0

In this section, we will discuss aspects of the time evolution operator with normalization at
t = 0 (rather than at general time t), following [12]. This gives
Ult)
0
t

The normalization ensures that we obtain ordinary entanglement structures at ¢ = 0. In

— Pg’A =trgpr — Sa= —157’(%4 logpf‘) . (5.1)

this case Trp;(t) = 1 at t = 0 but not at general ¢. This gives quite different entanglement
structures, as we will see.

Since U(0) = >, [I){I| = 1 i.e. the identity operator made up as a sum over all eigenstate
projection operators, the normalization factor is Tri/(0) = N, the dimension of the Hilbert

space, constant in time. Thus for a general bipartite system we obtain

1 e 1 i
) = = S E G o = TS (Y e B, (52)
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differing from (2.5]) only in the normalization. A general 2-qubit system (B.3]) now gives
1 Bt e\
pit) =7 > e P i) il (5.3)
tj

and taking a partial trace over the second component gives

pg,A _ i((e—iEut + e—iE12t)‘1><1‘ + (e—iEglt + e—iE22t>|2> <2|)
SS,A _ _i(e—mnt I e—iElgt) log <i (e—iEnt X e—z’Elgt)>
(et P log (e P g ) (54

In general S,? s a complicated complex entropy. However there are special cases. If all

energy values are the same, this simplifies to

e~ kot o 04 e ot N\
Ej=FEo:  pe=—7—> litijl, A"=——> i,
ij i=1,2
) 1 . )

SPA = et g <§e_ZE°t> = (log 2 + iEgt) e~ "ot . (5.5)

Appending a projection operator for a state |i) as in sec. @, we obtain

i 0 . . . t . . t .

Qo P oGl L@ G FTE@)) (5.6)

TPl T @) Gl Te(lo ()
since U(0) is the identity operator. This is similar to (2Z.2)), but differs in normalization.
So if the initial state is unit-normalized, the normalization factor is a trivial 1. This is not
ordinary entanglement even if the state is an eigenstate since the nontrivial time evolution
phase remains. For instance a 2-qubit system (B.3]) gives
ofiy _ UBIHAL]

o) =[11) + p" = T () e PRI (1] (5.7)

after projecting onto a simple eigenstate |11). The partial trace then gives

pIA =y 010 = emiPut ) (1] = SR = it |og (e7P1!) = iEyte 1. (5.8)
The normalization at ¢t = 0 makes this different from ordinary mixed state entanglement
structures at finite temperature, although these still resemble imaginary temperature struc-
tures. Although it might seem natural to normalize at general ¢, part of the motivation here,
following [12], is that the time evolution only enters via the final state in (5.6]), which apart
from this is akin to the pseudo-entropy (2.2), (4.1]). This appears to help isolate the timelike
characteristics, as in (5.8]) where the leading time-dependence is manifestly pure imaginary:

it would be interesting to explore this further.
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6 2-dim CFTs and timelike intervals

The studies of dS; extremal surfaces in [II], 12] and [I9 20], led to studies of timelike
entanglement in ordinary 2-dim CFT (in particular (6.8])): we now elaborate on this (there
are parallels with some discussions in [32] which appeared as we were finalizing this paper).

We want to consider the time evolution operator as a density operator towards exploring

entanglement-like structures: towards this we define

pil{o(){o()} = Zit {e(@)He ™ {e(2)}) (6.1)

with Z, = Tr e~"H . However rendering this well-defined is best done in the Euclidean path

integral formulation, defining the ground state wavefunction for the configuration ¢(z’) as

d(tp=0,2)=¢(z') tp=0

wl{o@)] - | Doe = [ Doe TL60(s = 0.0) = o(') (62
E=—00 E=—00 z

with S the Euclidean action for the field ¢(tg, ) (we model this discussion along the lines

of [36 37, 38], and [2]). Now the reduced density matrix for the interval A is obtained

from pi[éo(z)|dh(x")] above by performing a partial trace over the environment B setting

oo(z) = ¢u(x). This becomes

tE:oo
plotalar 0@ 1= 7 [ Do [T 560" 0)=0(a)or) 5607 2)=0(w)o ) (63)
E=700 T€A
In this form there is no sacrosanct meaning to what we define as Euclidean time: the differ-
ences for a timelike interval only enter in the analytic continuation to Lorentzian signature
eventually. For a free massless 2-dim scalar, the action is Sg = [ dtgdz ((9;,¢)* + (0:6)?)
and Euclidean evolution appears symmetric between tg, z. For the usual spacelike interval,
the reduced density matrix involves Euclidean time evolution along tg: for a timelike interval
on the other hand, the reduced density matrix involves Euclidean time evolution along x

which is regarded as Euclidean time now calculationally. So we have

plotte)olottelo | = 5= [ Doe s T] 8(0(tr,07)=0(t)or) 8(6(te.07)=6(tz)o )

ZtE =T tpeA
(6.4)
Apart from x <> tg, this is equivalent to (6.3)).
Let us now discuss this in terms of Hamiltonians for a free massless scalar: note that
Euclidean and Lorentzian times are related as tE = it. For the usual time coordinate t,
the Hamiltonian is H;” = [ dx ((8:¢)* + = [da (—(0,¢)* + (0,¢)?): this is positive

definite. Now compactifying ¢z can be used to obtaln the reduced density matrix Trp e Pt
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at finite temperature for an interval with width Ax. With = taken as Euclidean time, we
obtain the Hamiltonian H, = [ dtg ((0,¢)* —(0:¢)?). Now compactifying = with periodicity

B, and considering a timelike interval with width At, the reduced density matrix becomes

Ho = [t (<007 + 0,00 = =i [ de (0,07 + 06)) = —it

pit = Trge PHr = Try et Hi (6.5)

so that in terms of the positive definite Hamiltonian H, this resembles a thermal reduced
density matrix but with imaginary temperature.

The usual replica formulation of entanglement entropy for a single interval proceeds by
picking some Euclidean time direction 75 and the interval Az = [u,v] on that slice, then
constructing n replica copies of the space glued at the interval endpoints and evaluating Trp’;.
The reduced density matrix for the ground state is formulated as above, via Euclidean time
evolution, with appropriate boundary conditions for the fields on the replica sheets. Then
Trp’ in the replica space can be mapped to the twist operator 2-point function at the interval
endpoints which implement the boundary conditions across the sheets. This finally leads to
(Ax)?

€2

. n c
Sy = —}}_}Hﬁ@nTrpA — 6log

The only data that enters this is the central charge of the CF'T and the interval in question.

(6.6)

When we consider a timelike interval, the above formulation goes through with the only
change being that the Euclidean time slice we pick is the spatial slice x = const with the
interval being At = [us, v¢]. However now when we continue back to Lorentzian time, we

must rotate uy, vy accordingly, so the spacetime interval is
A = —(At)? = —(vp —uy)? (6.7)

and the entanglement entropy becomes

c. A ¢ —(AY)? ¢, At ¢,
= — 1 _— - 1 = — 1 e — .

with the imaginary part arising as im = log(—1). Note that imaginary values also arise in

studies of quantum extremal surfaces in de Sitter with regard to the future boundary [39, 40],
stemming from timelike-separations.

The discussions above are formulated in terms of Euclidean path integrals with an even-
tual analytic continuation to obtain timelike interval entanglement. Along the lines of our
finite quantum system descriptions, one could consider Lorentzian time evolution explicitly.
Towards this consider a CFT on a cylinder, with time running along the axis. The Hamil-

c+cC

tonian is He, = 7(Lo + Lo — ) and the unnormalized time evolution operator becomes
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e~ Heyit ~ g2nmNe| N V(N | with ¢ = e=2*/! for both left /right modes, and the normalization

becomes Tr g2n"Ne = ]2 1_1qn (the & factor cancels with normalization). In the momen-

tum basis, the time evolution operator is an infinite sum of decoupled oscillators. Recalling
the case of two uncoupled oscillators ([B.14)), tracing out all higher mode oscillators leaving
only the lowest frequency n = 1 oscillator mode naively gives p! = > #n_q) |n)(n| and

SA = —log(l—q) — qll‘igqq, with appropriate limits as described after (B.16). Also, along the

lines of sec. 4l we can study aspects of the time evolution operator along with projection

onto initial states. We leave these and related investigations for the future.

7 Time entanglement, time-dependent interactions

So far we have considered time-independent Hamiltonians. In these cases we can relate the
time evolution operator to the thermal density matrix by the analytic continuation § — it,
consistent with the expectation that time independence maps to thermal equilibrium. In
this section, we consider some special simple examples of time-dependent Hamiltonians: we
expect that the time evolution operator will not admit any simple map to some thermal
density matrix in such cases (no thermal equilibrium).

We obtain the time evolution operator in the interaction picture by solving the Schrodinger

time evolution equations, evolving the state by the time evolution operator

o, 5o}, = Us(t,to) e, tosto); = Y ci(t) [ig) - (7.1)

This enables to determine the time evolution operator, where |ij) are the eigenstates of Hy
(and to = 0). Our conventions are those of [41], with the interaction picture time evolution
equations of the form ih%cN(t) =" Vvme™“N ey (t) with wyy = En — E.

As a toy example, consider a 2-state system with states [1),]2), and energies E;, Ey: then
a O-function interaction Vis = V§(t — €) (with € > 0 an infinitesimal regulator) gives the

interaction picture evolution equations (with ¢; = 4¢;)

’LhCl = ‘/12€Zw12t02 s ZhCQ = Vgle“‘mtcl )

ihcy(t) = Vea(e) + ihey (0) ihca(t) = Vey(e) + ihea(0) (7.2)

where the second line is obtained by integrating across the interaction support at t = e (and

w2t are trivial). Since the time dependence is only nontrivial for ¢t = €, we see

the phases e
that ¢;(t) = c¢;(€), i.e. the coefficients remain unchanged for ¢ > €. Solving for ¢;(t), co(t)
cl(t)) = pur (01(0)) with generic initial state ¢1(0), c2(0), where the interaction picture

ca(t) c2(0)
time evolution operator is p;; = (1) (1] + 1) (2] + +35:12)(1] + [2)(2|) (this can also

gives (
1

147

Tz
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be seen to agree with time dependent perturbation theory). We now generalize this sort of
delta-function coupling interaction to a system of two qubits to study time entanglement.

Consider a simple system of two qubits with the time-dependent interaction
Vi(t) =Vét —e) (111) (12| + |12) (11]), (7.3)

with an infinitesimal regulator ¢ > 0 (so the impulse interaction is just after ¢ = 0). The
Hamiltonian H, before turning on the interaction (¢ < 0) has eigenstates |11), |22), |12),
|21), and eigenvalues Eyy, Eaa, E1o, Eo1 = Eig, respectively. The time evolution equations

for the coefficients (suppressing the phases), and their integrated versions, are (with i = 1)

d d

ECH(T/) :d —ZV (S(t — 6) Clg(t) y %Clg(t) = —ZV 5(t — 6) Cll(t) y
ECgl(t) =0 y ECQQ@) = 0,
= Cll(t) = 011(0) — iV 012(6) , Clg(t) = 012(0) — 3V 011(6),
Co1 (t) = 021(0) s ng(t) = 022(0) . (74)

We now note that the ¢;;(t) = ¢;;(e) for the impulse interaction, where t > ¢, since there is

no nontrivial time dependence after ¢ = €. This then gives

Cll(t) = ﬁ (CH(O) — ZV 012(0)> y 012(t> = rlw <012(O> — 1V 011(0>),
Co21 (t) = C91 (O) y ng(t) = ng(O) . (75)

This gives the interaction picture time evolution operator U;(t,ty) (with to = 0 and t > 0)
which maps (0”8) = U(t) (C”(O;) in the {|11),]12)} subspace, using (7). Then the time

evolution ope;;cor Ut) = ﬁtcilil(?che Schrédinger picture is (with p; the normalized one)
pr = e UL (t) = : +1V2 (e—iEHt |11) (11| — Ve ™ Bt |11) (12] — iV e~ 12t |12) (11]
+ et 12) (12 ) + e Bt 21) (21 + 72! |22) (22]
pr = Nvpy, v =Tr(p) = 1 (e7Fnt 4 g7tPat) 4 gmiPrat g gmibaat (7.6)

1+ V2
We now find the reduced time evolution operator by tracing out a qubit. p/ arises from

tracing out the second qubit in p;, and p? from tracing out the first qubit:

N‘;lp? — : = V2 (6—2E11t + 6—2E12t> |1> <1| + (6—2E12t + 6—2E22t> |2> <2| ’
1 . . ,
Ny tpP = v (e—ZE“t 1) (1] — Ve ™ Bt 1) (2] — iV e~ 512t |2) (1]

b e ) (2] ) TR ) 1] £ R 2 (1)
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Note that p/t = p? for V = 0 is in agreement with sec. 3l for the 2-qubit system. The entropy
associated with p or pP is complex-valued in general.

Consider now the same 2-qubit system but a more general impulse interaction
Vi(t) =Vét —e) (]11) (12 + |12) (11] + [21) (22| + [22) (21] ) . (7.8)

Using (7)), the interaction picture time evolution equations and the integrated versions are

d d

%Cll(t) = —V 5(t — E) Clg(t) s gclg(t) = —V 5(t — E) Cll(t) 5
ECgl (t) = —V 5(t — E) (&) (t) s ECQQ(t) = —V 5(t — E) Co1 (t) 5
= 011(t> = 011(0) — iV 012(6) , Clg(t) = 012(O> — iV 011(6) ,
Co1 (t) = C91 (0) — iV 022(6) s ng(t) = 022(0) — iV Co1 (E) . (79)

These are the analogs for the interaction (Z.8) of (Z4) with the simpler interaction (Z3).
As before, we have ¢;;(t) = ¢;;(€), t > €, since there is no nontrivial time dependence after
the impulse at ¢t = e. Solving for ¢;;(t) leads here to the Schrédinger picture time evolution

operator U(t) = p; (with p; the normalized one)

) 1 ) . .
pr = e ot UL(t) = T (wEut |11) (11| — Ve "Bt |11) (12] — iV e~ 12t |12) (11]
4 e7 Rt |12) (12] + e 2t |21) (21] — Ve B2t |21) (22|
_ VBt |99 (21] 4 =Bt |22) (22 ) ,
N g 1 i i —i
e = Nvpy Sl=Te(p) = e (e7"Fnt 4 e Pzt 4 gmib2t) (7.10)

Tracing out either the second qubit or the first gives p* or pZ:

1 . . ) )

pit = Ny TIve ((e—”ﬂ” + e R 1) (1] + (e7Ft 4 P2t |2) (2|) :
1 . . ) )

=N <(6_2E”t + e ) 1) (1] — V(e Pt e ) [1) (2

= V(e g e ER ) (1] 4 (R 4 R (2) (2] ) (7.0)

Note that here the ﬁ factors cancel with that in Ny (which is an accident; this would not

occur if the interaction strengths in (Z.8)) were not uniformly V' for all matrix elements). As

for (T7), we see that these reduced time evolution operators are equal, pi = pZ, for V = 0,

in agreement with sec. [3l These give complex-valued entropy in general, although there are
1

special cases with real entropy: e.g. for E;; = Eyy = Ej5 we obtain p? = 5(_Z-1‘,_i1‘/ ) with
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eigenvalues \, = %(1 +4V): then the entropy SP = — >, A\ilog Ay becomes real-valued
giving SP =log2 — (1 +4V)log(1+V) — 1(1 —iV)log(1l — iV).

We now look at this time evolution operator with projection onto some initial state, along
the lines of sec. @l First consider a thermofield-double type initial state [I) = >, , ¢;|i7)
as in sec. LT this gives (with A/ the normalization)
iV ezt
T

+ et ea|21) (1] + |022|2|21)(22|>. (7.12)

Npd)(I| = (o DTN [—g =N <|011|2|12><11|+0110’£2|12><22|

N
14 V2

A partial trace over the second or first qubit gives, respectively,

N 1 A iV e~ bzt . .
Pri = NW Pty — NW <011022|1><2| + 011022|2><1|) ;
B 1 B iV e b2t ) )
Pir = Nmpt o _NW(|011| 12) (1] + |caz] |1><2|> : (7.13)

This thus leads to nontrivial contributions to the complex-valued entropy stemming from the
impulse interaction controlled by the strength V. For special cases the entropy is real: e.g.
E1 = Fy = F15 with maximally entangled initial state ci1 = cg9 = % gives ,0{}[ = pfj =
L4 7Y) with eigenvalues A, = 1(1 £14V) leading to real entropy SP = — 3", A log Ay
This is essentially the pseudo-entropy for the initial state |I) = ¢11]11) + ¢92|22) and its
time evolved final state using p; in (Z.10)
1
IR

|F) = py| 1) (a"’Entch) 4 e 22ty [22) — iV e ERle |12) — iV e_iE12t022|21>> .
(7.14)

If on the other hand, one considers some initial state within the {|11), |12)} subspace, then
it turns out that p;; oc |1)(1] while pf; has eigenvalues 0,1 (perhaps this is not surprising
since any state in this subspace is of a factorized form |1)4(a|l) + b]2))p). This leads to
vanishing pseudo entropy for p;;‘, and p{fl :

We have illustrated the time evolution operator and its time entanglement structure fo-
cussing on simple 2-qubit examples involving an impulse d-function interaction. We have
obtained the time evolution operator by solving the time evolution Schrodinger equation for
the state coefficients. The time-dependence of the interaction leads to nontrivial dependence
on the interaction strength V', in addition to the dependence on the energy eigenvalues and
the timelike separation ¢. No simple continuation via some imaginary temperature exists
here, unlike the discussions in the rest of the paper with time-independent quantum sys-
tems. It is likely that general time-dependent quantum systems will exhibit similar features.
Perhaps there are deeper ways to formulate timelike entanglement, which make more explicit

a partial trace over time paths or histories.
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8 Discussion

We have studied various aspects of entanglement like structures with timelike separations
arising from the time evolution operator regarded as a density operator, following [12]. There
are close parallels with pseudo-entropy [23] as we have seen. The entropy from the time
evolution operator alongwith projection onto some initial state as we have seen in sec. [l is
identical to pseudo-entropy for the initial state and its time-evolved final state. More broadly,
there are large parallels of the investigations here and in [I2] with corresponding ones in
[11,132]. In general the non-Hermitian structures here give complex-valued entropy, although
there are several interesting real-valued subfamilies e.g. (8:2)), special subcases of (85) and
(#7), qubit chains App. [Blwith the |1) <> |2) exchange symmetry, and so on. The behaviour
of this entropy is quite different from usual spatial entanglement entropy: for instance, (3:2))
oscillates in time and appears to grow large at specific time values. Correspondingly at
other specific periodic time values the entropy acquires its minimum value, coinciding with
ordinary entanglement entropy for the initial state (see sec. [d.I]lin the context of thermofield-
double states, akin to Bell pair states). Overall these appear to be new entanglement-like
measures involving timelike separations, likely with many new aspects open for exploring
further. (It is also worth noting other work e.g. [42, [43] [44] 45], which may have bearing on
this broad circle of ideas.)

While more detailed understanding and physical interpretation of time entanglement in
general is yet to be developed, the mapping to pseudo-entropy allows certain connections
to previously studied quantities. Pseudo-entropy stems from the transition matrix 7z; in
24), [271), regarded as a generalized density operator involving a preparation state and
a postselected state. Related quantities pertain to weak values of operators, obtained as
O, = Tr(Tp;O). These are in general complex-valued, not surprising since the transition
matrix is not a hermitian object (unlike ordinary hermitian density matrices). See e.g.
[46, [47] for more on postselected states, conditional entropy and weak values (including some
experimental aspects). In the current context, components of the time evolution operator
can be isolated via projections onto specific initial states as we have seen in sec. @ this
then maps onto the corresponding pseudo-entropy. Thus time entanglement with projection
onto initial state |I) dovetails with postselected states being the corresponding time-evolved
states. We hope to obtain more refined understanding of these interrelations in the future.

The finite quantum systems we have studied allow analysis using Hamiltonian eigenstates
and are thus intrinsically straightforward. Time-independent Hamiltonians allow mapping
the time evolution operator to a thermal density matrix by the analytic continuation g — it,

consistent with the expectation that time independence can be mapped to thermal equilib-
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rium. We expect that in cases with nontrivial time dependence, these time-entanglement
structures will become more intricate with no natural imaginary temperature analytic con-
tinuation: along the lines of studies of scattering amplitudes, we expect that analogs of the
interaction picture will be useful in organizing these time entanglement structures. All these
are vindicated in the simple 2-qubit examples with J-function impulse potentials (sec. [),
where we solve explicitly for the nontrivial time evolution operator and the corresponding
time entanglement structures. Related, complementary studies (including holographic ones)
appear in [23], [11], [24]-[34]. We hope to report further on these in the future.

We now make a few remarks on de Sitter extremal surfaces anchored at the future bound-
ary, which have timelike components, in particular paraphrasing some discussions in [48].
The dS/CFT dictionary [9] Zcpr = W4 implies that boundary entanglement entropy is
bulk pseudo-entropy (since a replica formulation on Zcpr amounts to one on W,g, i.e. single
ket rather than a density matrix). Among other things this leads to novel entropy rela-
tion/inequalities based on the complex-valued dS extremal surface areas. This is put in
perspective by comparing with time-entanglement /pseudo-entropy in qubit systems, using
the analyses in this paper, in particular sec. Ml this reveals striking differences for mu-
tual time-information, tripartite information and strong subadditivity (see sec.2.5 in [48]).
The dS areas give definite signs for these quantities relative to those obtained from time-
entanglement /pseudo-entropy for qubit systems (with the final state being time-evolved from
the initial state). Since the dS areas are analytic continuations from AdS, these differences
are perhaps not surprising in light of the studies in [49] (which reveal definite signs the AdS
RT surface area inequalities compared with those for entanglement entropy in qubit sys-
tems), but they are striking. Overall there are new entanglement structures here stemming
from timelike separations: we expect that the investigations here and related ongoing ones

will lead to further insights into both quantum information and holography.

Acknowledgements: It is a pleasure to thank Ronak Soni and Tadashi Takayanagi for helpful discussions

and comments on a draft. This work is partially supported by a grant to CMI from the Infosys Foundation.

A Time evolution, pseudo-entropy: special cases
Consider now the pseudo-entropy transition matrix (2.4) for the 2-state case (B.II), with
arbitrary initial state |i) and arbitrary final state |f),

i) = cill) + e2|2) . [f) = cil1) + h|2);

Tii = gor e (Gl + i) el + delnl+ gl (). (A
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With 1) = | + +),|2) = | — —), a partial trace over the second component gives

1 !k /%
Tit = = (et )+ + sl =) () (A.2)

C1C] + ¢5C5

as the reduced transition matrix. To compare with entanglement for the time evolution

operator, we take the final state to be time-evolved from some other initial state |i') so

(chei|+) (| + chcse™ [ =) (1)

= e 1) 4 dhe B 2) - T . A3
= e B +ge By 7= RIS )
with § = —(Fy — E1)t. Then we see that:
e using (B.2) for the time evolution operator, 7}|Z =plife =d = %, Co =y = 7

the initial and final states are identical maximally entangled states.
e using (4.3) for the time evolution operator with projection, 7}‘2 = p|ti> if ¢, =c1, ¢y =cy,
i.e. |f) = |f[i]) i.e. the final state is time-evolved from the initial state |y = |i).

This structure of mapping 7“Z = p#* however is not true more generally. For instance,

consider two qubits more generally, as in (3.3). Then the pseudo-entropy transition matrix

24)) becomes

2 2 2
. . 1 .l
1) = Z cilig), |F) = Z C;j‘lﬁ ; Trir = 72 T Z c;jckl lig) (k| (A.4)
ij=1 ij=1 i 15T G g k=1

and partial trace over the 2nd component gives the reduced transition matrix as

Tih = ZU ; > Qe k] = EU o (et + a1l +

Z] i,k=1
(131 + o) 1) (2] + (chicly + chpcia)[2) (1] 4 (i 5y + 0/22032)‘2><2‘>- (A.5)

Towards comparing with the time evolution operator, we think of the future state as time-
evolved from some initial state, i.e. |F)) = >, cj;e e~"Fiit|i5). Tt is then clear that pseudo-
entropy via the reduced transition matrix matches tlme entanglement via the normalized time
evolution operator with projection onto |7}, i.e. f|z = pt A if the final state is taken to be

~iFit However, in contrast

time-evolved from the initial state, i.e. [F) = U(t)|I) so c}; = c;;e
with ([A3]), the fact that there are off-diagonal terms in (A.E]) makes the structure different
from the reduced time evolution operator. To set the off-diagonal terms to vanish, we could
consider specializing to maximally entangled thermofield-double type initial and final states,
and with [ F) time-evolved from |I), i.e. |[I) = .. ciilit) with ¢;j,¢j; = 0, @ # j, ¢ = ¢j; V4, 7,
and |F) = ) .. c,|i9) = U(t)|]). In this case, we find that all the off-diagonal terms vanish

and we obtain the reduced transition matrix to be of the same form as in (A23). On the other
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hand the reduced time evolution operator for the general 2-qubit case is (B3.5]), which has
two distinct phases in general. Thus the reduced transition matrix differs from the reduced
time evolution operator. One can engineer special energy values E;; where the two coincide
(although this appears ad hoc).

Of course, these structures are with a single Hilbert space for constructing both initial
and final states. Doubling the Hilbert spaces directly enables a map from the transition

matrix to the time evolution operator in general, as in sec. 211

B Qubit chains

Now we consider qubit chains to understand time entanglement structures. For any nearest

neighbour 2-qubit pair, we impose nearest-neighbour interactions, with

sla) = aqlg)y, gy ={I1),12)};  H =—Jsis9,
H[1]=FEy = —Jai, H[22| = Ey=—Ja;, H[12]= H[21] = Ey = —Jajay.(B.1)

In the first line, we are defining operators s; with action as above (the i being the site label),
that give the qubit Hamiltonian action elaborated on in the second line. This Hamiltonian
generalizes the 2-qubit case (3.3]) earlier. (Imposing a |1) <+ |2) exchange symmetry simplifies
this to Ising-like interactions, as we will discuss later.)

3-qubit chain: Consider now a chain of 3 qubits with Hamiltonian based on the nearest

neighbour 2-qubit interaction above. This gives the 3-qubit chain Hamiltonian as

H = —J(s182 + $283) ,
H = Ef|I){I| = E{|111)(111] + E»[222)(222| + E5(|121)(121] + [212)(212])
+ E5(|112)(112] + |211)(211]) + E4(|122) (122 + |221)(221]) ,
B, = -2Ja? =2E,,, FE,=-2Ja3=2Fy, FEs=—-2Jaja;=2E,,
By = —Jal — Jayay = By + Eyy, E;= —Jajay — Jai = Ey + Eyy, (B.2)

1
E4—E3:§(E2—E1), E1+E5:2E3, E2+E5:2E4.

Then the time evolution operator U(t) after normalizing becomes
1 . .
S e FINII =N DY e IV
I I

e—iElt + e—iEQt + 2€—iE3t + Qe—iE4t + 2€—iE5t
(B.3)

Now tracing out the 1st and 3rd qubit states gives the reduced time evolution operator

Pt =

(Pf)n =N (e_iElt + 2e7iEBt 4 e_iEst) ) (Pf)m =N (e_iEQt + et 4 e_iE5t) , (B.4)
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for the middle qubit. Using the relations between the E; in (B.2)) simplifies this to

(P =N (e7 Pt et (ph)gy = W (71220 emil0t)
NV =TrU(t) = (e—iE‘ut + e—iElzt)2 + (e—iEzgt + 6—1’E12t)2 . (B.5)
In general, this is a function of three independent parameters Fiy, Foo, F15 (or equivalently
E,, Es, E5) so it is a complex-valued function of three phases in general. A straightforward

real slice is obtained when there is a |1) <> |2) exchange symmetry as we will discuss later.

5-qubit chain: the configurations and their energies are

I11111), 4Ey;  |22222), 4B, |12121), [21212), 4Ei;

111112), |11122), [11222), [12222), 3Ey; + Ey;

122221), |22211), [22111), [21111), 3Ey + Ey;

111121), |11211), [12111), [21112), 2Ey; + 2Eq;

112221), |22212), [22122), [21222), 2Es + 2Eis;

111221), |12211), [22112), [21122), Eyy + Es + 2F1s;

111212), [12112), [21211), |21121), Ey + 3FEu;

112122), [12212), [22121), |21221), Es + 3Fs; (B.6)

Tracing over all but the middle (3rd) qubit gives the reduced time evolution operator as

(ﬁt)ﬁ) _ 6—1’(4E11)t + 6—1’(4E12)t + 26—1’(3E11+E12)t + 26—1’(3E22+E12)t + 26—i(E11+E22+2E12)t

—i1(2E11+2E12)t —1(2E22+2F12)t —i(E11+3F12)t —i(E22+3FE12)t
+3e U 12)t 4 =il 12)t 4 9,—i(En L) Pl )

(p})é?;) _ i)t + e~ i(4E2)t + 9~ (38E2+E2)t + 9e 1 (B3E11+E12)t + 9ei(E11+E2+2E12)t

+ 3¢ {(2B22+2E12)t 4 e~ {2E1n+2E12)t 4 9p i (E22+3E12)t + 9e—HE11+3E12)t , (B7)

where the tilde denotes un-normalized. The normalization of the time evolution operator
here becomes
Nt =Tep? = TeU() = (63 + (7)) (B8)
In general the resulting von Neumann entropy is a complicated complex-valued function of
the three energy parameters Ei1, Foo, E1s.
There are parallels between our discussions here on qubit chain configurations and those

in [50] on ghost-spin chains (although the context is different).

Infinite qubit chain: Consider now an infinite 1-dim chain of qubits, again with only

nearest-neighbour interactions, the Hamiltonian being

H = —Janan =...—Js_180 — Jsos1 + ... (B.9)
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We can focus on the qubit at location n = ng as the subsystem in question, tracing over all

the other qubits in the chain. The reduced time evolution operator is

1 —iE
no=1,2 I n#0
This is a complicated object in general, although still simply a complex-valued function of
the three energy parameters Fii, Fas, E15. Since this qubit only interacts directly with its
two neighbours, the effective system has some parallels with the 3-qubit chain above: but

the detailed structure is complicated, as already evident in the 5-qubit case earlier.

|1) <> |2) exchange symmetry: In the simple subcase enjoying |1) <> |2) exchange
symmetry, there are substantial simplifications in (B.I)): this is when there is an Ising-like

structure, with
ay = —agy = 1; Eyy=Fyp=—-FEy=—J. (B.11)

For instance the 3-qubit case (B.5) simplifies to
— i —i 2 i i 2 1
Nt =2(e +e7)7, (P11 = (pf)22 = N3 (7" + ") =35 (B.12)

which thus gives von Neumann entropy log2. Likewise the 5-qubit (B.7) case can be seen
to simplify to

N-5—1 _ 2(em + e—m)47 (Pt i = (Pt )oo = N3 ( iJt —th)4 _ % ’ (B.13)
so the middle qubit has identical structure. For an infinite qubit chain with this Ising-
like Zo symmetry, we expect translation invariance in the “bulk” so we expect that the
reduced time evolution operator has again similar structure. Considering an N-qubit chain
(towards large N), the configurations can be organized similar to (B.6). It is then clear
that the ground states are [11...11), [22...22), with energy —(IN — 1).J. The first excited
states comprise “one kink” states with exactly one 12- or 21-interface with energy —(N —
3)J and degeneracy 2(N — 1). The next set of excited states contain two kinks, so the
energy is —(N — 5)J with degeneracy 4(IN — 2). Higher excited states contain multiple
12- or 21-interfaces. The two highest energy states have maximally alternating 1, 2s, i.e.
[12121..),]21212..): there are (N — 1) interfaces giving energy (N —1).J. Furthermore, every
energy F (with corresponding configurations) comes in pairs, i.e. there are corresponding
configurations with energy —F. This can be seen above, with the ground states and highest
energy states: likewise, corresponding to the one kink states, we have states with energy
(N — 3)J obtained by transforming one of the 12- or 21-interfaces in the highest energy
states to 11 or 22, which then lowers the energy precisely by 2.J (and their degeneracy can
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be checked easily). Thus the normalization of the time evolution operator (akin to the

partition function) is Ny' = Tr jy, i.e.

Nyl = 2(ez’Jt(N—l)_‘_(N_l)ez’Jt(N—S)_l_‘ ‘ ‘_‘_(N_l)e—th(N—B)+e—th(N—1)) = 2(e ity o _m) N-1
(B.14)
Each component of the reduced time evolution operator for some bulk qubit can be explicitly

seen to receive contributions equally from half these states: so we obtain

(o) = (o) = Ny (7 7)™ = (B.15)
which is identical to the structure of the middle qubit in the previous finite qubit cases.
Note that it is adequate to require Ej; = FEy to implement this |1) <> |2) exchange
symmetry: then shifting the energies arrives at the symmetric values in (B.11]). However if
keep E15 independent of Ej; = Fsyy then there are apparently two independent parameters:
however it is straightforward to see that the reduced time evolution operator, wbile non-
Hermitian, nevertheless leads to real-valued von Neumann entropy. It is likely that similar
studies can be extended for “ghost-spin” models such as those in [51], [50].
All of the above structures can be seen to match ordinary finite temperature entangle-

ment, except with imaginary temperature g = it.

C Two coupled oscillators

We consider the following Hamiltonian H with unit masses my = mg =1,

1 k k
H =5 (0 +pp) + 5 (wh +2f) + 3 (w4 —ap)” (C.1)

This is slightly different from the coupled oscillators case discussed in [23]. We diagonalise

the Hamiltonian in a coordinate basis {y1, y2} as below. Then the hamiltonian (C1l) becomes

1 1 1 1
(2p1+295y3)+(§p§ + §Q§y§),
(SL’A+SL’ ) B (xa—xp)

Y1 = \/5 ; Y2 = T ) (C.2)

where Q1 = vk, Q2 = k1 + 2ky. The energy eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of (C.2)) are
labelled by E,,n,, and ¢, n, (Y1, y2) respectively,

En1n2 = (nl + )Ql + (n2 + )Q2 - En1 + Enz ) ¢n1n2 (y1>y2) = ¢n1 (yl) gbnz (y2) ’ (C3)

where nq,ny take values from 0 to co and E,, = (n; + )Ql , = (ng + %)Qg
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We now write the time evolution operator in its eigenbasis as follows

€_th = p(t) = Z €_iEn1n2t |¢n1n2> <¢n1n2| : (C4)

ni,n2

In position space

Py, v 0, v t) = > e et g (51, y2) 60, (U1, 05)

ni,n2
= Z e_i (B By )1 ¢n1n2 (y1> y2) QS:LlTLQ (yia yé) )
ni,n2
= p1(y1; 91, ) p2(y2; Yo, t) - (C.5)

We have applied (C3)) in the first line of (CH]), and

pr(ynyhot) =Y et g (1) dn, (V)5 pa(yaivhot) = Y €72t o, (o), (v5) - (C-6)

ni n2

(C.H) shows that the time evolution operator p(t) is decomposed as p(t) = p1(t) ® p2(t). The

energy eigenstate for a single harmonic oscillator of frequency 2 (setting m = 1) is

1
1

1 Q Qa2 ) B 1
on(x) = NoT (;) e H,(VQu); En—(n+§)Q. (C.7)

We now use Mehler’s formula for Hermite polynomials [52]

00 %)n 1 —az(X2+Y2)+2aXY
Z Hn n(Y) = \/17_702 (& 1-a? . (C8)

We now consider the time evolution operator for a single harmonic oscillator of frequency €2
in order to calculate (C.H):

n=0

p(x; 2 t) Z et g (z) F (2) . (C.9)
n=0
Applying (C7) into (C.9)
> 1 Q % _Q (Z‘2+ /2
p(x; 2 t) Z e” =) e 2@ g (VQurx) H,(VQ2') . (C.10)
n=0 ’
We now use (C.) in (CI0),

pl;a' t) = —ZE——= ¢ 2 ; (C.11)



where

—i
)= ~iQet(@0):  qlt) = S (C12)
We will not write the ¢ dependence of p and ¢q explicitly, we simply write p and ¢ instead of p(t)
and ¢(t). We now define the normalised time evolution operator as P(z;2',t) = %
/ P—q _p@2+a"?) +qxx’
P(x;z',t) =y/——e 2 awe (C.13)

™

Note that the normalization Tr(p(z; 2/, t)) using (CII) is [ dx p(x,x,t), which is oscilla-
tory (rather than a damped Gaussian), using (C.12)). To render this well-defined, we insert a
small exponentially damping regulator: this is the position space analog of the regularization
in (BI8). Similar regulators are required to define various infinite sums/integrals here.

We now find the expressions for pi(yi;y],t) and pa(yo; yh, t) appearing in (C.5]) using

(€11,

&)% » (v} +y1)
1) = (7r e 17+qy1y1’
p1(y1; Y1, 1) ST
&)5 r(y3 +y2)
Syl 1) = (7r e 27+8y2y2’ C.14
palyzi vy ) 2 sin(Qa 1) (C.14)
where
. —in . —ng
= —1 ) cot(Q 1) ; = = —1Qy cot(Qa 1) ; =—_—. 1

py1 7927y1’y27 t)
Tr(p(y1,y2;91,95,t))

- r—s _pitt? r (w3 +v5%)
P(y1, y2: Y1, Yo, 1) = \/u \/ €= 2 HauuL gyt ks uath (C.16)
s s

Writing P(y1, y2; ¥}, ¥, t) in terms of original variables x4, zp ([C.2) gives

r— S (P+7“) A 2 (q+6)
P(za,xp; 2y, 25 = xp,t) \/ \/ Atal )+ AT

(IA‘H”A) (

We define the normalised time evolution operator as P(y1, ya; Y1, Ys, ) =

== (p+r—q—s)+zB

pstatn) - (CL17)

We now trace over the 2nd oscillator Py(xa;2'y,t) = Trg[P(xa, xp; 2y, 2'5,t)]. For this we

integrate (CI7) over xp, after performing the integration, we get

Pa(za:aly,t) = | =2 6 e 2@t FBranl (C.18)
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where

_ptr l(pts—q-—r)?, g+s 1(p+s—q—r)?

2 4 p+r—q—s ' b= 2 4 p+r—qg—s
_poglpzalr=s) Ly pEatrEs (C.19)
p—q+r—s 2

The entropy associated with the reduced density matrix Pa(za,2's,t) is given by Sy =
—Tr(Pslog Ps). The eigenvalues A, and eigenvectors f,(x) of an operator of the form

(CI]) are given in [53]: we have A, = (1 — ¢) (", where { = Wia, a = /7% — 32, which

gives

Sa=—log(l—¢) — 1EClog§. (C.20)
We see that the entropy S, is complex valued, recasting ¢ in terms of v+ g and v — (3,
g:V7+5_VW_5' (C.21)
VY+B8+ Vy-F8

The explicit expressions for (C.19)) in terms of original variables are given by

R (e SR ) V- e

1
2 2 T2 2 Lot Bl 4 L

) 2
Qot .
cot =

(C.22)

For ; = Qs = w (i.e. ko = 0), we recover our result for two uncoupled oscillators. Compar-
ing our result with the spacelike entanglement evaluated at finite inverse temperature it, we
recover the result in [54] (in particular ¢ in (C.2I]) matches with eq.(2.22) in [54]).
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