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Abstract: Spacetime wormholes can provide non-perturbative contributions to the gravitational path in-

tegral that make the actual number of states eS in a gravitational system much smaller than the number

of states eSp predicted by perturbative semiclassical effective field theory. The effects on the physics of the

system are naturally profound in contexts in which the perturbative description actively involves N = O(eS)

of the possible eSp perturbative states; e.g., in late stages of black hole evaporation. Such contexts are typ-

ically associated with the existence of non-trivial quantum extremal surfaces. However, by forcing a simple

topological gravity model to evolve in time, we find that such effects can also have large impact for N ≪ eS

(in which case no quantum extremal surfaces can arise). In particular, even for small N , the insertion of

generic operators into the path integral can cause the non-perturbative time evolution to differ dramatically

from perturbative expectations. On the other hand, this discrepancy is small for the special case where the

inserted operators are non-trivial only in a subspace of dimension D ≪ eS . We thus study this latter case in

detail. We also discuss potential implications for more realistic gravitational systems.
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1 Introduction

Perturbative descriptions of quantum gravity are well-known to allow an arbitrarily large number of states

inside a black hole with given area A. For example, a large collection of states is readily formed by starting with

a black hole of very large area and then letting the black hole decay until it has area A. The tension between

this fact and the finite Bekenstein-Hawking entropy forms the core of the so-called black hole information

problem.

Recent work on gravitational path integrals and quantum extremal surfaces shows in a rather concrete

way how this divergent perturbative result is transformed into a density of states that is finite at the non-

perturbative level [1–4], and which is in particular given by the generalized entropy Sgen of an appropriate
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Topological gravity system 
with EOW branes

……

Figure 1: While the original dynamics of the topological model is trivial, we can force the system to evolve

in time by inserting a large number of operators (1− iH∆t) with small ∆t.

quantum extremal surface [5]. Important components are the inclusion of spacetime wormholes and the choice

of a baby-universe superselection sector [6].

At least in simple contexts and with the use of these ingredients, the resulting non-perturbative path

integral can be said to define a new inner product on the space of perturbative states. In particular, certain

would-be perturbative states turn out to have vanishing norm with respect to the full non-perturbative inner

product [3, 6]. After taking the quotient of the perturbative Hilbert space by such null states, one finds the

desired finite density of states; see also [7, 8].

This scenario provides an elegant solution to the state-counting issue. However, it is clearly of interest

to understand any further implications for gravitational physics as well. Below, we use the 2d topological

model of [6] (with end-of-the-world [EOW] branes) to study path integrals that compute time evolution in

the presence of repeated boundary sources; see figure 1 above. It will be convenient to use the language of

Euclidean path integrals, so that a real-time evolution is then generated by the insertion of complex sources.

An immediate benefit of this approach will be to show that, in contrast with the concerns expressed in e.g.

section 7.3 of [9], there is no tension between the presence of null states and unitary evolution. However, for

general such sources, we will nevertheless find the non-perturbative results to differ markedly from perturbative

expectations, even in contexts where we study only a small number of initial and final states.

This initial result then motivates us to further investigate a special class of boundary sources for which

we expect non-perturbative contributions to be small. Namely, we consider operators of rank D on the

perturbative Hilbert space with D ≪ d, where d is the dimension of the non-perturbative Hilbert space. In

such cases we find close agreement between the perturbative and non-perturbative path integrals, even when

these integrals describe evolution over long times t of order dα with α < 1
2 . Furthermore, in this case, we also

find there to be a map η from the perturbative Hilbert space Hp to the non-perturbative Hilbert space Hnp

that is approximately equivariant with respect to time evolution. In other words, if our path integral defines

the perturbative time evolution operator e−iHt and the non-perturbative time evolution operator e−iH̃t, then

acting on generic states |ψ⟩ in Hp to good approximation we have

e−iH̃tη|ψ⟩ ≈ ηe−iHt|ψ⟩. (1.1)

Here and below we will use the term ‘generic states’ to mean states chosen without knowledge of the baby-

universe superselection sector. Statements about generic states will hold with high probability in the limit

where the dimension d of the non-perturbative Hilbert space is large.

– 2 –



We begin with a brief review in section 2 of the topological gravity model introduced in [6]. Section 3

then discusses the perturbative and non-perturbative Hilbert spaces Hp and Hnp as well as the natural map

η from Hp to Hnp. The large discrepancies between perturbative and non-perturbative time evolutions for

general sources are studied in section 4, while the long-time agreement for repeated sources of small rank is

derived in section 5. We close with further discussion in section 6 emphasizing possible implications for more

realistic models of gravity.

2 The Euclidean gravitational path integral and our topological model

The Euclidean gravitational path integral computes correlation functions of observables by integrating over a

set of fields Φ that satisfy given boundary conditions. Such fields are generally taken to include a spacetime

metric. For asymptotically Anti-de Sitter (AdS) gravitational theories, the gravitational path integral is usually

interpreted as computing partition functions Z[J ] for each boundary condition J defined by an asymptotically

locally AdS (AlAdS) boundary. In the context of AdS/CFT, the quantity Z[J ] is dual to a corresponding

CFT partition function.

We will denote bulk fields Φ satisfying the boundary condition J by writing Φ ∼ J . For boundary

conditions on a disconnected boundary manifold with n connected components, and with boundary condition Ji
on the ith component, we use the following notation for the Euclidean gravitational path integral:

⟨Z [J1] · · ·Z [Jn]⟩ :=
∫
Φ∼J

DΦe−S[Φ]. (2.1)

Note that the description on the right-hand-side depends only on the union of the asymptotic boundaries

and is thus manifestly independent of the numbering assigned to the various connected components of the

boundary. As a result, such correlation functions are invariant under permuting the boundary conditions Ji;

e.g.,

⟨Z [J1]Z [J2]Z [J3]⟩ = ⟨Z [J1]Z [J3]Z [J2]⟩ = ⟨Z [J3]Z [J2]Z [J1]⟩ , etc. (2.2)

A feature of the gravitational path integral is that it generally does not factorize over disconnected

boundaries:

⟨Z[J1]Z[J2]⟩ ≠ ⟨Z[J1]⟩⟨Z[J2]⟩. (2.3)

The difference between the two sides arises from the contributions of bulk spacetime wormholes that connect

otherwise-separate asymptotic boundaries. This feature is inconsistent with expectations from AdS/CFT since

CFT partition functions factorize on any disconnected manifold. However, it is expected that gravitational

path integrals that fail to factorize can be instead interpreted as describing averages over a non-trivial ensemble

of dual boundary theories; see e.g. [10, 11].

When the above ensemble structure arises, it can be seen directly in the bulk description. There it is

related to the existence of baby universes [12, 13]. Such baby universes are necessarily a part of any bulk

theory in which the Euclidean gravitational path integral sums over topologies. The baby universe states

then span a subspace HBU of the full quantum gravity Hilbert space, where states in HBU can be obtained

by slicing open gravitational path integrals on slices that do not intersect any asymptotic boundaries. Our

description of the above connections will follow [6], which emphasizes a basis of baby universe states that may

be labeled

|Z[J1]Z[J2] · · ·Z[Jn]⟩, (2.4)

– 3 –



Figure 2: A particular contribution to the path integral that computes ⟨Z[J ′
1]Z[J

′
2]|Z[J1]Z[J2]⟩.

where J1, . . . , Jn again represent a set of closed asymptotic boundaries on which given boundary conditions are

satisfied. There is in particular a ‘no-boundary Hartle-Hawking state’ |HH⟩ associated with choosing n = 0.

The inner product between two such states is then defined to be

⟨Z[J ′
1]Z[J

′
2] · · ·Z[J ′

m]|Z[J1]Z[J2] · · ·Z[Jn]⟩ = ⟨Z[J ′
1
∗]Z[J ′

2
∗] · · ·Z[J ′

n
∗]Z[J1]Z[J2] · · ·Z[Jn]⟩, (2.5)

where ∗ denotes an appropriate anti-linear CPT-conjugation operation on the space of boundary conditions;

see e.g. Figure 2. One thinks of these boundaries as lying in the asymptotic Euclidean past or future so

that space has no boundary at any finite time. We will assume the above inner product to satisfy reflection

positivity:

∥Ψ∥2 := ⟨Ψ|Ψ⟩ ≥ 0 for all |Ψ⟩ =
N∑
i=1

ci |Z [Ji,1] · · ·Z [Ji,mi ]⟩ . (2.6)

The invariance of correlation functions with respect to permutations of the Ji (described under (2.1)) then im-

plies the states (2.4) to be similarly invariant under such permutations of their Z[Ji] labels; e.g. |Z[J1]Z[J2]⟩ =
|Z[J2]Z[J1]⟩.

A state of the form (2.4) can also be thought of as the result of acting with operators Ẑ[Ji] on the

no-boundary Hartle-Hawking state |HH⟩. In fact, we may define the Ẑ[Ji] by the relations:

|Z[J1]Z[J2] · · ·Z[Jn]⟩ = Ẑ[J1]Ẑ[J2] · · · Ẑ[Jn]|HH⟩. (2.7)

Since changing the order of operators does not alter the state, all of the Ẑ[J ] operators commute with

each other when acting on the dense domain spanned by states of the form (2.4). Furthermore, since (2.5)

implies that the adjoints satisfy Ẑ[J ]
†
= Ẑ[J∗] on the given states, these operators also commute with all of

the Ẑ[J ]
†
operators when acting on such states. As a result, if we assume that such results extend to a larger

common domain on which all Ẑ[J ]± Ẑ[J ]
†
satisfy the mathematical requirements to be fully self-adjoint (or

anti self-adjoint) [14]1, then the Ẑ[J ] can all be diagonalized simultaneously. The simultaneous eigenvectors

of all such operators are called α-states:

Ẑ[J ]|α⟩ = Zα[J ]|α⟩. (2.8)

1The reader should be aware that the mathematics literature contains examples where such extensions fail spectacularly; see

e.g. [14] for an example where symmetric operators that commute on a common invariant dense domain are essentially self-adjoint

– so that they have a unique self-adjoint extension to the full Hilbert space – but where their self-adjoint extensions nevertheless

fail to commute. However, it is far from clear that such failures occur in interesting models of gravitational physics.
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By inserting complete sets of α states, we find an ensemble structure:

⟨Z [J1] · · ·Z [Jn]⟩ =
∑

α0,α1,...,αn

⟨HH|α0⟩
〈
α0

∣∣∣Ẑ [J1]
∣∣∣α1

〉
· · ·
〈
αn−1

∣∣∣Ẑ [Jn]
∣∣∣αn

〉
⟨αn|HH⟩

= Z
∑
α

pαZα [J1] · · ·Zα [Jn] ,
(2.9)

where Z = ⟨HH|HH⟩ is the norm of the Hartle-Hawking state, and pα = |⟨HH|α⟩|2
⟨HH|HH⟩ is the probability to measure

the state |HH⟩ to be in the state |α⟩. We also see that correlation functions factorize in α states. For example,

when the α-states are normalizable we have〈
α
∣∣∣Ẑ [J1]Ẑ [J2]

∣∣∣α〉 =
〈
α
∣∣∣Ẑ [J1]

∣∣∣α〉〈α ∣∣∣Ẑ [J2]
∣∣∣α〉 = Zα [J1]Zα [J2] . (2.10)

We emphasize that a more standard AdS/CFT scenario, in which the bulk path integral respects factor-

ization, can also be described in the above language. In that case, one simply finds that there is only one

α-sector, so that the ensemble becomes trivial. The interesting consequence is then that there can be only

one state in the baby universe Hilbert space HBU. Assuming that it is not a null state, the Hartle-Hawking

no-boundary state |HH⟩ is then non-perturbatively equivalent to the unique α-state.

Other sectors of the quantum gravity Hilbert space can be generated by cutting open the gravitational

path integral along slices that intersect asymptotic boundaries on some non-trivial codimension-2 surface Σ.

The full quantum gravity Hilbert space can be decomposed into sectors labelled by geometry (and perhaps

other sources) on such Σ so that we may write

HQG =
⊕
Σ

HΣ, (2.11)

where Σ = ∅ corresponds to HBU. A general Hilbert space HΣ also admits a decomposition into different α

sectors,

HΣ =
⊕
α

Hα
Σ. (2.12)

In particular, the set defined by the labels α is the same for all Σ; see [6] for details.

2.1 The topological model

We now review the two-dimensional topological gravity model introduced in [6] with k flavors of end-of-

the-world-branes (EOW branes). This gives a concrete and solvable model that demonstrates the features

mentioned above. The action for the model is given by

S(M) = −S0 χ(M)− S∂ n(M), (2.13)

where the action is evaluated on a compact two-dimensional surface M with Euler characteristic χ(M) =

2− 2g(M)−n(M) where g(M) is the genus of M and n(M) is the number of circular boundaries (including

both those that are determined by the boundary conditions Ji and those that arise dynamically from summing

over loops of end-of-the-world branes). The theory allows two independent parameters, S∂ and S0, but only

certain choices satisfy reflection positivity2. For simplicity, we will use the choice S∂ = S0 below.

2The possible choices are eS∂−S0 ∈ N due to the observation of [6] that the line segment defines a projection with trace eS∂−S0

in one of the α-sectors and the observation of [15] that positive-definiteness of the inner product requires traces of projections to

take values in N ∪ {+∞}.
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Figure 3: The labelled boundary interval (ψI , ψJ) (left) and the disk contribution to ⟨(ψI , ψJ)⟩ (right).

Because we consider a model with EOW branes, the surfaces M over which we will sum are allowed to

have additional so-called dynamical boundaries, which are boundaries described entirely by EOW branes not

specified by the asymptotic boundary conditions. Such dynamical boundaries must be labeled by some flavor

I of the EOW branes. Circular (S1) dynamical boundaries of the same flavor are considered indistinguishable.

The path integral for the model sums over all diffeomorphism classes of two-dimensional oriented surfaces

that satisfy given boundary conditions:∫
Φ∼J

DΦe−S[Φ] :=
∑

Surfaces M∼J

µ(M)e−S[M], (2.14)

where µ(M) = 1∏
g mg !

∏k
I=1 nI !

if M has mg connected components of genus g that have only dynamical

boundaries, and if M has nI dynamical boundaries associated with EOW-brane flavor I. The factor nI
accounts for residual gauge symmetries under the diffeomorphism-invariance described in [6]. Note that all

boundaries specified by asymptotic boundary conditions are treated as distinguishable. In other words, we do

not quotient by diffeomorphisms that relate disconnected components of such boundaries.

Another result of including EOW branes is that there are two kinds of connected asymptotic boundary

conditions, which are associated with the following two kinds of operators on HBU:

• Ẑ, which creates a (unoriented) circular non-dynamical boundary. In the notation introduced earlier we

might have written J = # and called this operator Ẑ[#].

• ̂(ψJ , ψI), which creates an oriented interval of non-dynamical boundary running from a label I to a

label J . One may think of such boundaries as describing the creation of an EOW brane with flavor I at

the initial endpoint, and then describing the annihilation of a brane with flavor J at the final endpoint.

Surfaces M in the sum (2.14) are allowed only if each initial label I is connected to a final label of

the same flavor I by a dynamical boundary segment. In the notation introduced earlier we might have

written J = I → K and called this operator ̂Z[I → K] := ̂(ψK , ψI); see figure 3.

Correlation functions of these operators can be computed from the gravitational path integral; see [6] for

details. As described earlier, all of these operators commute, and they also commute with their adjoints. We

may thus simultaneously diagonalize them. Their simultaneous eigenstates are the α-states.

After summing over all contributions, one finds that the Hartle-Hawking no-boundary state |HH⟩ gives a
Poisson distribution for the eigenvalues of Ẑ:

Z−1⟨Ẑn⟩ =
∞∑
d=0

dnpd(λ), pd(λ) = e−λλ
d

d!
, (2.15)
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where d ∈ N, and Z = ⟨1⟩ = eλ for λ = e2S0

1−e−2S0
is the contribution from summing over all vacuum bubbles.

For d ≤ k, we will find below that this Poisson distribution can also be interpreted as an ensemble over

d-dimensional Hilbert spaces for the one-boundary sector with probabilities pd.

Similar computations show that, within the sector where Z = d, the probabilities of the various eigenvalues

(ψJ , ψI)d,α̃ of ̂(ψJ , ψI) are given by a Wishart distribution. This means that we have3

(ψJ , ψI)d,α̃ =
1

d

d∑
a=1

ψ̄a
Jψ

a
I , (2.16)

where the ψa
I are independent random variables selected from a complex normal (Gaussian) ensemble with

unit variance, and where the symbol α̃ denotes the collection of ψa
I for all I, a. Some properties of Wishart

distributions are given in appendix A.

A specific α-state is defined by choosing a particular instance (d, α̃) of both the Poisson and Wishart

distributions. Below, we will simply choose some fixed value of d by hand and then randomly draw the

remaining variables α̃ from the corresponding Wishart distribution.

3 One-boundary Hilbert spaces and time evolution

The discussion in section 2 focussed on the baby universe Hilbert space HBU in order to discuss α-sectors in

their simplest context. However, our main interest in the current work will concern the space of one-boundary

states; i.e., the space HΣ =
⊕

αHα
Σ for the case where the codimension-2 boundary Σ is a single point.

We will use the notation Hα
Σ1

for the superselection sector of the one-boundary Hilbert space labelled by α.

This Hilbert space and its perturbative analogue will be described in section 3.1. Section 3.2 clarifies the

relation between the perturbative and non-perturbative Hilbert spaces and introduces notation to keep this

manifest. Formalism for inserting operators into path integrals of the topological model (and thus inducing

time evolution) will be described in section 3.3. This will set the stage for the analysis of such time evolutions

in sections 4 and 5.

3.1 The non-perturbative and perturbative Hilbert spaces

An α-sector Hα
Σ1

of the one-boundary Hilbert space is defined by considering all possible boundary conditions

J that can be cut into two pieces by using a cut of the form Σ = Σ1, so that the cut consists only of a

single point. It is clear that any such boundary condition must contain an (oriented) interval J = I → K

for some I,K, which is then cut by the choice of a point Σ1 into the pieces ψI := I → and ψ∗
K :=→ K.

The ψI define a basis for a linear space V that we may call the space of allowed ‘Euclidean past’ boundary

conditions. Similarly, the ψ∗
K define a basis for a linear space V ∗ that we may call the space of allowed

‘Euclidean future’ boundary conditions. We also define an anti-linear map ∗ : V → V ∗ such that (ψI)
∗ := ψ∗

I ,

and a corresponding map ∗ : V ∗ → V such that (ψ∗
I )

∗ := ψI .

The eigenvalues (ψJ , ψI)α then define a Hermitian inner product on V . Since this inner product was

derived taking into account non-perturbative contributions associated with the sum-over-topologies, we will

call it the non-perturbative inner product on V . Below, we will use |I⟩ to denote the state ψI ∈ V , and we

will write the non-perturbative inner product of such states in the form

⟨I|J⟩np := (ψI , ψJ)α . (3.1)

3Note that our normalization differs from that of [6], by an overall factor 1/d.
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Taking the quotient of V by null vectors then yields the Hilbert space Hα
Σ1
. Note that this Hilbert space

is automatically complete since V has finite dimension k. It is easy to see from (2.16) that, with probability

one, the right-hand-side of (2.16) has rank min(k, d). It is thus clear that min(k, d) is the dimension of Hα
Σ1
.

In particular, equation (2.15) defines an ensemble of such Hilbert spaces Hα
Σ1

with different dimensions d.

Below, we will imagine that we have already selected a value of α = (d, α̃) from this ensemble. We will then

refer to the associated Hα
Σ1

as the non-perturbative Hilbert space Hnp.

The goal of our study below will be to compare the results of non-perturbative computations with those

that would be obtained using a simpler perturbative description that does not include sums-over-topologies.

Such perturbative computations cannot depend on α, as the α-parameters were already a result of non-

perturbative effects from spacetime wormholes. We thus define the perturbative computation to be performed

by taking the baby universes to be in the no-boundary state |HH⟩. With this understanding, we also take the

perturbative results to be defined by using only the topology that would give the leading contribution at large

S0. In particular, there is a perturbative Hermitian inner product ⟨I|J⟩p defined on V which we take to be

given by4 e−2S0 times the disk path integral with asymptotic boundary condition (ψI , ψJ). In particular, we

define a conveniently normalized version D of the disk amplitude by the relations

D[Z] = 1, and D [(ψI , ψJ)] := e−2S0⟨(ψI , ψJ)⟩disk = δIJ =: ⟨I|J⟩p; (3.2)

see again Figure 3. Since this inner product is non-degenerate, it promotes the original linear space of Euclidean

past boundary conditions V to a (perturbative) Hilbert space Hp.

More generally, when the boundary condition has n connected components we similarly define D to be

e−2nS0 times the leading (n-disk) contribution to the associated path integral. With this definition, D factorizes

over disconnected boundaries; e.g.

D [(ψI , ψJ)(ψK , ψL)] = D [(ψI , ψJ)]D [(ψK , ψL)] . (3.3)

We can think of the non-perturbative inner product as being given by the matrix elements of an α-

dependent self-adjoint operator M of rank min(k, d) on the perturbative Hilbert space with

⟨I|M |J⟩p := ⟨I|J⟩np = (ψI , ψJ)α . (3.4)

Using an overline to denote the average over the Wishart ensemble (2.16) with a given fixed value of d, we

find

⟨I|M |J⟩p = δIJ . (3.5)

As a result, the perturbative and non-perturbative inner products coincide on average, though they may be

very different in particular elements of the ensemble. In particular, we know that the rank of M is min(k, d)

while the rank of the perturbative inner product is k. Nevertheless, since the Wishart distribution is Gaussian,

it is clear from (2.16) that fluctuations in given matrix elements ⟨I|M |J⟩p will be small whenever d is large.

3.2 Formalism and notation

Recall that the non-perturbative Hilbert space Hnp is defined by taking the quotient of V with respect to the

space of states of vanishing physical norm; i.e., Hnp = V/KerM . Since the perturbative inner product was

non-degenerate, we may write Hp = V . Calling the above quotient map η, we may write

η : Hp → Hnp, |γ⟩ 7→ |γ̃⟩, (3.6)

4Including this factor of e−2S0 gives a convenient overall normalization, though the results would be equivalent if one chose not

to include this factor.
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where |γ̃⟩ is the equivalence class in V/KerM of the state |γ⟩ ∈ V . We may alternatively think of η as an

isomorphism from the quotient Hp/KerM to Hnp.

Note that since the eigenvalues of M are determined by the Wishart distribution, the map η is generally

not an isometry even when acting on states in Hp orthogonal to KerM . However, it will also be useful to

isometrically embed the non-perturbative Hilbert space into Hp. In order to do so, let us recall that, since

M is Hermitian and positive semidefinite, there is a well-defined positive square root that we may denote by

X : Hp → Hp. As a result, if we define a map Υ : Hnp → Hp by

Υ|γ̃⟩ := X|γ⟩, (3.7)

then Υ is an isometry. In particular, the perturbative inner product of Υ|γ̃⟩ and Υ|β̃⟩ is ⟨γ|Υ†Υ|β⟩p =

⟨γ|X†X|β⟩p, which agrees with ⟨γ̃|β̃⟩np by (3.4). Here and below, it will often be useful for clarity to decorate

some X’s with daggers (†) even though X is self-adjoint (so that X† = X).

It will be useful to note that, as for any isometry, we have the relations Υ†Υ = 1p and ΥΥ† = PΥ, where

PΥ is the projection onto the range of Υ. In particular, we have PΥX = X. We also comment that it is

natural to think of Υ as defined by the ψa
I of the Wishart distribution in the sense that there is another (not

orthonormal, possibly overcomplete) basis |â⟩ of Hnp such that Υ|â⟩ =
∑

I ψ
a
I |I⟩. Below, we will often use the

isometry Υ to identify a state |α̃⟩ in the quotient V/KerM with X|α⟩ ∈ XV ⊂ V . Here XV is the range of

the linear operator X acting on the linear space V .

Let us now make two further brief observations. The first is that X = Υ◦η. The second is that if, for every

element of our ensemble, X were of the form NP for a random projection P and some fixed normalization

constant N , then for k > d the condition (3.5) and the fact that X has rank min(k, d) would imply N =
√
k/d.

We will show in appendix A.3 that X is indeed well-approximated by an operator of this form in the limit

k ≫ d.

3.3 Operator insertions and time evolution

The above inner products are computed by path integrals with a single boundary (ψI , ψJ). We will be

interested in path integrals that describe the further insertion of operators at that boundary. Recall, however,

that the allowed boundary conditions in the model are just unions of the circles (Z’s) and labelled intervals

(ψI , ψJ). Suppose then that we wish to insert the perturbative operator |K⟩ p⟨L|, where the notation p⟨L|
indicates that this dual-state acts on vectors in V in the manner defined by the perturbative inner product5.

We will then consider boundaries that contain two labelled intervals, (ψI , ψK) and (ψL, ψJ) which yields (3.3);

see figure 4. Of course, a general operator O on Hp can be written in the form

O =
∑
K,L

OK,L|K⟩ p⟨L|. (3.8)

In fact, for any Hilbert space Hext, we can write a general operator on Hp ⊗ Hext in this form by taking

the coefficients OK,L to be operators on Hext. Let us now introduce the symbol ζα to denote the full non-

perturbative path integral in a given baby universe α-state. Applying ζα to the above boundary condition

gives

ζα

∑
K,L

OK,L(ψI , ψK)(ψL, ψJ)

 =
∑
K,L

OK,L⟨I|K⟩np ⟨L|J⟩np

5We now see that it would have been better to denote the perturbative inner product of |I⟩, |J⟩ ∈ V with a left-subscript

(p⟨I|J⟩) rather than a right-subscript (⟨I|J⟩p), though we will continue to use the right-subscript as this notation will be more

familiar to many readers.
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Figure 4: The two labelled intervals (ψI , ψK) and (ψL, ψJ) (left) that result from the insertion of the operator

|K⟩ p⟨L| into (ψI , ψK), and the disk contribution to the path integral with this boundary condition (right).

=
∑
K,L

OK,L⟨I|M |K⟩p ⟨L|M |J⟩p

= ⟨I|X†
(
XOX†

)
X|J⟩p = ⟨Ĩ|Υ†

(
XOX†

)
Υ|J̃⟩np. (3.9)

In the last equality we have used the definition (3.7) and the immediate consequence

⟨I|X|J⟩p = ⟨J |X|I⟩∗p = ⟨J |ΥĨ⟩∗p
= ⟨Υ†J |Ĩ⟩∗np = ⟨Ĩ|Υ†J⟩np, (3.10)

where |ΥĨ⟩ := Υ|Ĩ⟩ ∈ XV and |Υ†J⟩ := Υ†|J⟩ ∈ V/KerM . The result (3.9) suggests that we should associate

any operator O on Hp with a gravitationally dressed operator Õ on the non-perturbative Hilbert space of the

form

Õ = Υ†XOX†Υ. (3.11)

Indeed, if we write down a corresponding path integral that, at the disk level, would compute the corre-

lator ⟨I|O1O2 . . .On|J⟩p, then at the non-perturbative level we instead find the result ⟨Ĩ|Õ1Õ2 . . . Õn|J̃⟩np.
Henceforth, it will be convenient to use Υ to identify Hnp with its isometric embedding in Hp as previously

advertised. In doing so, we will write (3.11) in the simpler form

Õ = XOX†. (3.12)

In the case where the OK,L are operators on some external Hilbert space Hext, it would be more explicit to

write (3.12) in the form

Õ = (X ⊗ 1ext)O
(
X† ⊗ 1ext

)
, (3.13)

where 1ext is the identity on Hext.

Although the original topological model has no evolution (i.e., its Hamiltonian H0 vanishes identically),

we can now use this formalism to introduce and study an arbitrary notion of time-evolution for this model.

In particular, let us consider a one-parameter family of operators H(t) on the perturbative one-boundary

Hilbert space Hp. Let us then choose times tn for all n ∈ Z such that tn → ±∞ as n → ±∞ and use the

representation (3.8) to define boundary conditions corresponding to the insertion of the sequence of operators
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1− i(tn− tn−1)H(tn). In the limit where we increase the density of times tn such that tn− tn−1 → 0 for all n,

the corresponding (rescaled) disk path integral D computes matrix elements of the path-ordered-exponential

operator P exp
(
−
∫
iH(t)dt

)
. It thus implements the time evolution associated with H(t). As noted above,

this can also include the introduction of interactions between our topological model and an external system

Hext; see figure 5.

Topological gravity system 
with EOW branes

Auxiliary 
QM system

……

Figure 5: Boundary insertions can be used to couple our topological model to an external non-gravitational

‘bath’ system.

As in figure 4, each insertion of an operator of the form (3.8) increases the number of connected components

of the boundary by one. Since each component computes an inner product, and since the non-perturbative

inner product inserts an X (or X†) next to each bra or ket, we see immediately that the non-perturbative

path integral with such insertions describes evolution under the gravitationally dressed Hamiltonian

H̃(t) = XH(t)X†. (3.14)

Furthermore, it is clear from (3.14) that the dressed Hamiltonian is self-adjoint, so that time evolution on the

non-perturbative Hilbert space is unitary. In contrast, a less careful analysis might instead lead one to believe

that one could use interactions with Hext to evolve our gravitating system from a non-trivial state to a null

state (which would be a clear violation of unitarity). Indeed, one can easily write down scenarios where the

perturbative evolution under P exp
(
−
∫
iH(t)dt

)
would transform our system from a non-trivial state |ψ⟩ (for

which η|ψ⟩ ≠ 0) into a null state annihilated by η. However, we also see that non-perturbative corrections

will then necessarily modify the dynamics such that the gravitationally dressed evolution P exp
(
−
∫
iH̃(t)dt

)
remains unitary. We will discuss this issue again in section 6.

4 Large discrepancies for generic insertions

Having introduced both our general formalism and the specific toy model, we now turn to the question of

how the perturbative and non-perturbative time-evolutions compare for path integrals of the form described

in section 3.3; see again figure 5. In performing such analysis we will often compute averaged quantities in

order to derive results applicable to typical α sectors, but the reader should keep in mind that the dynamics

we define will act within each α sector separately.

We consider the case d < k so that the dimensions of Hp and Hnp differ, and we will be most interested

in the case d≪ k. We may take the initial and final states to be described by the same boundary condition so

that we study only expectation values. This is not actually a restriction since matrix elements of an operator
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between states |ϕ1⟩ and |ϕ2⟩ can always be expressed as linear combinations of expectation values of the

operator in states of the form c1|ϕ1⟩+ c2|ϕ2⟩. For simplicity, we will also take H(t) to be independent of time.

We thus wish to choose |ψ⟩ ∈ Hp with |ψ̃⟩ := η|ψ⟩ ∈ Hnp and to compare

⟨ψ|e−iHt|ψ⟩p (4.1)

with

⟨ψ̃|e−iH̃t|ψ̃⟩np = ⟨ψ|X†e−i(XHX†)tX|ψ⟩p. (4.2)

We will shortly find that, even for short times t of order
√
d/k for d ≪ k, the evolutions (4.1) and

(4.2) are starkly different for general choices of H and |ψ⟩. One way to see this is to compute averages of

traces of powers of H̃ over the Wishart ensemble (again, for a fixed choice of d). Note that, if we choose an

orthonormal basis |Ĩ⟩ of Hnp for I = 1, . . . , d, then each state |Ĩ⟩ must be of the form η|I⟩ for some |I⟩ ∈ V ,

and our isometric embedding Υ (3.7) then tells us that the trace of any operator Õ on Hnp can be written in

the form

Trnp Õ :=
∑
I

⟨Ĩ|Õ|Ĩ⟩np =
∑
I

⟨I|X†ΥÕΥ†X|I⟩p, (4.3)

where we recall that ΥΥ† = PΥ (where PΥ is the projection onto the range of Υ, which is also the range of

X) and that Υ†Υ = 1np, so that Υ† is the left-inverse of Υ. In particular, for Õ = H̃n = [Υ†XHX†Υ]n =

Υ†[XHX]nΥ, so that the result (4.3) gives

Trnp(H̃
n) =

d∑
I=1

⟨I|X†[XHX†]nX|I⟩p = Trp([XHX
†]n) = Trp([MH]n), (4.4)

where Trnp denotes the trace on the non-perturbative Hilbert space Hnp, and Trp is the trace on the pertur-

bative Hilbert space Hp. The second equality in (4.4) follows from the fact that, since |Ĩ⟩np is an orthonormal

basis and Υ is an isometry, the states Υ|Ĩ⟩ = X|I⟩ form an orthonormal basis for the orthogonal complement

of the kernel of X.

Recall also that the Wishart ensemble is built from Gaussian variables. As a result, so long as one can write

the desired expression in terms of M rather than just X, ensemble expectation values are straightforward to

compute by performing appropriate Wick contractions; see appendix A. In particular, using (3.5) immediately

yields

Trnp H̃ = TrpH. (4.5)

The result (4.5) is already interesting since H has k eigenvalues while H̃ has only d eigenvalues. As a result,

typical eigenvalues of H̃ must be larger than those of H by a factor of k/d.

The result (4.5) leaves open the possibility that the discrepancy might just be an overall additive shift in

the eigenvalues, which would then give only an overall phase in the time evolution. However, this possibility

is easily ruled out by considering the operator ∆ := H̃ − c1np with c = 1
d TrpH, so that Trnp∆ = 0. Using

cyclicity of the trace together with (A.10) and (A.11) yields

Trnp(∆2) = Trp (XHX†XHX† − 2cXHX† + c2PΥ) = Trp(H
2). (4.6)

Again, the trace on the left hand side of (4.6) is performed over a space of dimension d, while the trace

on the right is over a space of dimension k. As a result, if there is a meaning to discussing typical eigenvalues

of ∆, they must have absolute values that are roughly
√
k/d times the absolute values of typical eigenvalues

of H. Since
√
k/d is large and H̃ = c1np +∆, even if we ignore the overall phase the evolution generated by

– 12 –



H̃ will still be more rapid than that generated by the perturbative Hamiltonian H. (However, when TrpH is

dominated by its positive eigenvalues it is also true that H̃ is close to a multiple of the identity in the sense

that c is large compared with the magnitudes of the typical eigenvalues of ∆.

We have also computed the next two moments of ∆. Performing the relevant Wick contractions yields

Trnp(∆3) =
d2 + 1

d2
Trp(H

3), (4.7)

and

Trnp(∆4) =

(
1

d
+

5

d2

)
Trp(H

4) +

(
2

d
+

1

d3

)(
Trp(H

2)
)2
. (4.8)

These results are again consistent with typical eigenvalues of ∆ having absolute values that are roughly
√
k/d

times the absolute values of typical eigenvalues of H. The result (4.7) also suggests that, at leading order in

k/d, the eigenvalues of ∆ are distributed evenly on both sides of zero, but that there is a subleading asymmetry

dictated by traces of odd powers of H.

Given that the d × d matrix H̃ is constructed from the k × k matrix H by the random compression

H̃ = XHX†, such large discrepancies should not be a surprise. Indeed, since the ensemble average over H̃ is

invariant under all unitary transformations on Hp, and since we expect fluctuations to be small for k ≫ d, it

is natural to expect that H̃ is proportional to the identity at leading order in k/d, and that the remaining part

of H̃ given by ∆ should consist largely of random junk that has little to do with the detailed dynamics of H

(though the distribution of eigenvalues will be influenced by the corresponding distribution for H). Indeed, if

instead the eigenvalues of ∆2 became sharply peaked in the limit of large d and large k/d, then the coefficient

of the
(
Trp(H

2)
)2

term on the right-hand-side of (4.8) would approach 1/d at large d. The fact that it instead

approaches 2/d thus supports the idea that the eigenvalues of ∆ are rather random.

Further support for this picture is provided by considering simple special cases with small d. For example,

if d = 1, then X picks out a single random vector in Hp to represent the one non-trivial eigenstate of Hnp.

Since the direction of this vector is chosen uniformly, up to fluctuations that are small at large k it must

consist of roughly equal components along each eigenvector of H. Thus XHX† is proportional to PΥ with

a coefficient proportional to Trp(H). Similarly, for d = 2, the Wishart distribution will build X from a

pair of random states. Such states are nearly orthogonal at large k, and both will again have roughly equal

components along each eigenvector of H. So both eigenvalues of H will be roughly equal and will differ only

by random fluctuations. This will then continue to be the case for all d≪ k.

As final confirmation of this picture, figure 6 shows numerical results comparing two perturbative time

evolutions (4.1) (blue solid and dashed lines) with the corresponding non-perturbative time evolutions (4.2)

(gold solid and dashed lines) for a fixed random draw from the Wishart ensemble6 with k = D = 2000 (where

D is the rank of H) and d = 100 for a randomly chosen state |ψ⟩ ∈ Hp. The perturbative Hamiltonian

H1 was chosen to have a uniformly spaced spectrum with eigenvalues between Emin = 1 and Emax = 2. In

contrast, H2 is proportional to the identity but was normalized to have the same trace as H1. While the

associated perturbative evolutions are very different, the initial parts of the corresponding non-perturbative

time evolutions in figure 6 are nearly identical. We interpret this as being due to the fact that (4.6) implies

typical eigenvalues of ∆ for H1 and H2 to be related by a factor of
√

Trp(H2
1 )/Trp(H

2
2 ) ∼ 1.018; i.e., they

differ only at the 2% level. The higher moments will be closely related as well.

6The built-in Mathematica function WishartMatrixDistribution is defined only for d ≥ k. In contrast, we are interested in the

k > d case. The matrices used to generate our numerical results were thus built using the Mathematical function NormalDistribution

and equation (A.3).
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Figure 6: Comparison of two perturbative time evolutions (4.1) (blue solid and dashed lines) with the

corresponding non-perturbative time evolutions (4.2) (gold solid and dashed lines) for a fixed random draw

from the Wishart ensemble with k = D = 2000 and d = 100 for a randomly chosen state |ψ⟩ ∈ Hp. The

perturbative Hamiltonian H1 was chosen to have a uniformly spaced spectrum with eigenvalues between

Emin = 1 and Emax = 2. In contrast, H2 is proportional to identity but was normalized to have the same

trace as H1. While the details of such plots depend on the random draw from the ensemble, the qualitative

features shown above are typical.

Choosing special states |ψ⟩ instead of random states does not appear to improve the situation. In partic-

ular, if |Emax⟩ is the eigenstate of H1 with highest eigenvalue, taking either |ψ⟩ = |Emax⟩ or |ψ⟩ = X|Emax⟩
yields plots that look qualitatively similar to those already shown in figure 6.

5 Long-time agreement for small-rank insertions

Having illustrated the stark difference between perturbative and non-perturbative time evolutions for generic

H in section 4, it is natural to ask whether there is better agreement for certain choices of H. One context

where this is to be expected occurs when the rank D of H is small but the dimension d of Hnp is large.

At a heuristic level, this follows from the fact that, for a collection of orthonormal states |I⟩ ∈ Hp (with

I = 1, . . . , D), when D ≪ d, with high probability one finds the corresponding non-perturbative states

|Ĩ⟩ := η|I⟩ to be approximately orthonormal. As a result, if H =
∑D

A=1 λA|ϕA⟩⟨ϕA|, then each X|ϕA⟩ is an

approximate eigenvector of XHX† with eigenvalue λA. This means that the dynamics generated by H on

the subspace spanned by the |ϕA⟩ will approximate that generated by H̃ on the subspace spanned by the

images η|ϕA⟩. Furthermore, since d≫ D, a state |ϕ⊥⟩ annihilated by H, and thus orthogonal to all |ϕA⟩, will
have η|ϕ⊥⟩ approximately orthogonal to all η|ϕA⟩ and will thus be approximately annihilated by H̃. Thus the

perturbative and non-perturbative path integrals should generate the same dynamics. The rest of this section

will make the above argument precise and will establish quantitative estimates of the associated errors.

We will also choose to make a stronger comparison between the perturbative and non-perturbative time

evolutions than in the above sections. Rather than merely comparing matrix elements of the time evolu-

tion operators between corresponding pairs of states, we will now directly compare the final states obtained

after time-evolving an initial state. Specifically, after choosing a state |ψ⟩ ∈ Hp, we will compare the non-

perturbative states eiH̃tη|ψ⟩ and ηeiHt|ψ⟩. Since for typical states |ϕ1⟩, |ϕ2⟩ the perturbative inner product

⟨ϕ1|ϕ2⟩p is (with high probability) a good approximation to the non-perturbative inner product of η|ϕ1⟩ and
η|ϕ2⟩, close agreement between eiH̃tη|ψ⟩ and ηeiHt|ψ⟩ will imply (again, with high probability) close agreement

between (4.1) and (4.2). It is in this sense that the comparison below will constitute a more stringent test
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of agreement than that used in section 4 above. We also mention that ηeiHt|ψ⟩ is the quantity that appears

when we can approximate the full set of non-perturbative effects as the insertion of a ‘black hole final state’

(postselection) condition [16]. It is thus clear that this approximation will also fail drastically in the large-rank

context that was studied above in section 4.

Below, it will often be useful to directly discuss the corresponding operator

E1(t) := ηe−iHt = Υ†Xe−iHt, (5.1)

which enacts perturbative evolution followed by the action of η, as well as

E2(t) := e−iH̃tη = Υ†e−iXHX†tX, (5.2)

which describes non-perturbative evolution following the action of η. In writing (5.1) and (5.2) we have used

the relation Υ†X = η which follows from the identities Υ†Υ = 1np and X = Υη.

Note that E1(t) and E2(t) are both maps from Hp to Hnp. As above, we will generally use the isometry

Υ to identify Hnp with its image ΥHnp and we will thus omit the factors of Υ† from E1 and E2. We will also

introduce a notion of ‘generic’ states in Hp, meaning that such states are chosen without knowledge of the

particular matrix M = X†X drawn from the Wishart distribution. We will see below that for D ≪ d, even

for long times t of order dα with α < 1
2 , with high probability the operators E1(t), E2(t) will agree well when

the eigenvalues of H are well-separated and when these operators act on generic states.

5.1 Eigenvalues and eigenvectors

In order to compare (5.1) and (5.2), it will be useful to first develop some understanding of at least approximate

eigenvalues and eigenvectors for the non-perturbative Hamiltonian H̃ = XHX†.

Recall from (3.5) that the ensemble average of the physical inner product is

⟨I|X†X|J⟩ = δIJ . (5.3)

We can also use (A.10) to find

|⟨I|X†X|J⟩|2 =MIJM∗
IJ = δIJ +

1

d
, (5.4)

where I, J are not summed. The variance of any given matrix element ⟨I|X†X|J⟩ is thus 1/d for all I, J .

Denoting the nontrivial eigenvalues of H by λA and the corresponding orthonormal eigenvectors by |ϕA⟩
with A = 1, · · · , D, we may write the perturbative Hamiltonian H in the form

H =
D∑

A=1

λA|ϕA⟩⟨ϕA|. (5.5)

We will assume that we can write (5.5) in a form that is independent of d and then study the limit d → ∞.

For the moment, we also assume the eigenvalues to be non-degenerate. We will consider the degenerate case

separately in section 5.3. The non-perturbative Hamiltonian is correspondingly written

H̃ ≡ XHX† =

D∑
A=1

λAX|ϕA⟩ p⟨ϕA|X†, (5.6)

where the notation p⟨ϕA| again indicates the linear functional on V = Hp that acts on any |ψ⟩ to give the

perturbative inner product ⟨ϕA|ψ⟩p.
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For D < d, the D states X|ϕA⟩ will be linearly independent with probability one (though they will not

generally be orthogonal). This occurs because the states |ϕA⟩ are linearly independent, so that fine-tuning

is required for the action of the map X to render them linearly dependent. Thus XHX† has rank D with

probability 1. However, only in the D ≪ d limit will the states X|ϕA⟩ become approximately orthonormal.

In particular, let us consider applying the Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization procedure to the states X|ϕA⟩.
So long as |ϕA⟩, |ϕB⟩ are generic states, from (A.6) and (A.10) we know that

⟨ϕA|X†X|ϕB⟩ = δAB + ϵAB, (5.7)

where

ϵAB = |ϵAB|eiθAB , (5.8)

|ϵAB| = O(1/
√
d), and for A ̸= B the above θAB is a random phase7. As a result, the Dth vector generated by

the Gram-Schmidt procedure will differ from X|ϕD⟩ by D−1 approximately orthogonal terms of order
√
1/d,

so that the magnitude of the difference from X|ϕD⟩ is of order
√

D
d . Thus for D ≪ d the states {X|ϕA⟩} are

orthonormal with probability 1. In this limit (holding fixed the non-trivial eigenvalues λA), we see from (5.6)

that the eigenstates of H̃ become precisely {X|ϕA⟩} with eigenvalues λA.

We can also expand H̃ = XHX in terms of its own nontrivial eigenvectors |Φ̃A⟩ and the corresponding

eigenvalues λ̃A. Note that while |Φ̃A⟩ must be η|ΦA⟩ for some state |ΦA⟩ ∈ V , this |ΦA⟩ will generally not be

an eigenvector of the perturbative Hamiltonian H. This is the reason that eigenvectors of H̃ should not be

called |ϕ̃A⟩.
As argued above, H̃ = XHX† has rank D with probability 1, so we again take A = 1, · · · , D and write

XHX† = ΥH̃Υ† =
D∑

A=1

λ̃AΥ
|Φ̃A⟩ np⟨Φ̃A|
⟨Φ̃A|Φ̃A⟩np

Υ†

=
D∑

A=1

λ̃AΥ
η|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|η†

⟨ΦA|X†X|ΦA⟩p
Υ†

=
D∑

A=1

λ̃A
X|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|X†

⟨ΦA|X†X|ΦA⟩p
,

(5.9)

where in the last step we have used X = Υ ◦ η and thus η† ◦Υ† = X†. The notation p⟨ΦA| again indicates the

linear functional on V = Hp that acts on any |ϕ⟩ to give the perturbative inner product ⟨ΦA|ϕ⟩p. Note that we
allow arbitrary normalizations for the |Φ̃A⟩ because we would like to approximate Υ|Φ̃A⟩ by X|ϕA⟩ = Υη|ϕA⟩.
We also define P̃0 to be the projection operator onto the kernel of H̃.

We now explore the details of how λ̃A, |Φ̃A⟩ approach λA, X|ϕA⟩ as d→ ∞. In order to do so, it is useful

to note that while states in the kernel of H are orthogonal to those in the range of H, this will no longer be

true of the images obtained by acting on the above states with the operator X. In particular, for an arbitrary

normalized state |ϕ0⟩, if the projection map to the kernel of H is P0, we find ⟨ϕA|X†XP0|ϕ0⟩p = O(1/
√
d).

To avoid writing out this matrix element repeatedly below, we define the symbol εA := ⟨ϕA|X†XP0|ϕ0⟩p =

O(1/
√
d). Furthermore, from (A.6) and (A.10) we have

⟨ϕA|X†XP0|ϕ0⟩p = 0, and |⟨ϕA|X†XP0|ϕ0⟩p|2 =
||P0|ϕ0⟩||2p

d
. (5.10)

7However, Hermiticity of X†X requires ϵAA ∈ R and thus θAA = 0 or θAA = π. More generally, hermiticity of X†X requires

ϵAB = ϵ∗BA.
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As we will see, the small parameters ϵAB and εA will control the discrepancy between the action of E1(t) and

E2(t) on a generic state. We will compute this discrepancy to leading order in these parameters.

We begin by studying the rate at which each non-perturbative eigenvalue {λ̃A} converges to {λA}. In

particular, we use (3.14), (5.5), and (5.7) to write

H̃X|ϕB⟩ = XHX†X|ϕB⟩ =
∑
A

λAX|ϕA⟩⟨ϕA|X†X|ϕB⟩p = λBX|ϕB⟩+O

(√
D

d

)
. (5.11)

To see that the error term is of order
√

D
d , one may calculate the norm of the difference between the left side

and the explicit term on the right. This yields∥∥∥(H̃X − λBX
)
|ϕB⟩

∥∥∥2 = Trp(H
2)

d
+
λ2B + (Trp H)2

d2
. (5.12)

Since Trp(H
2),Trp(H) = O(D), it follows that the norm squared is of order D

d , hence the error term in (5.11).

While this result already shows λ̃A → λA and X|ϕA⟩ → |Φ̃A⟩ as d/D → ∞, the error terms can be

characterized more explicitly by introducing the quantities

δλA ≡ λ̃A − λA and |∆A⟩ ≡ |Φ̃A⟩ −X|ϕA⟩. (5.13)

The normalization of |Φ̃A⟩ will be chosen to set ⟨∆A|X|ϕA⟩p = 0. We then have δλA = O(1/
√
d), |∆A⟩ =

O(
√

D
d ), where the notation |∆A⟩ = O(

√
D
d ) means ∥|∆A⟩∥p = O(

√
D
d ); i.e., ⟨∆A|∆A⟩p = O(D/d). Thus we

find

λ̃A|Φ̃A⟩ = H̃|Φ̃A⟩ = XHX†|Φ̃A⟩

=
∑
B

λBX|ϕB⟩ p⟨ϕB|X† (X|ϕA⟩+ |∆A⟩)

= λAX|ϕA⟩+
∑
B

λBX|ϕB⟩ϵBA +
∑
B

λBX|ϕB⟩⟨ϕB|X†|∆A⟩p,

(5.14)

where in the last step we have again used equation (5.7). At the same time, we have

λ̃A|Φ̃A⟩ = (λA + δλA)(X|ϕA⟩+ |∆A⟩) = λAX|ϕA⟩+ δλAX|ϕA⟩+ λA|∆A⟩+O(
√
D/d). (5.15)

Putting these together yields

δλAX|ϕA⟩+ λA|∆A⟩ =
∑
B

λBX|ϕB⟩ϵBA +
∑
B

λBX|ϕB⟩⟨ϕB|X†|∆A⟩p +O(
√
D/d). (5.16)

Taking the inner product with X|ϕA⟩ and keeping only first-order corrections we obtain

δλA = λAϵAA +O(D/d). (5.17)

In computing the above error term, we have noted that the range of XHX† is spanned by the states X|ϕB⟩ so
that, since we defined |∆A⟩ to be orthogonal to X|ϕA⟩, |∆A⟩ is in fact a superposition of the D−1 states X|ϕB⟩
for B ̸= A. We have then made the natural assumption that the orders of each matrix element ⟨ϕB|X†|∆A⟩p
in both d and D are independent of B, and thus that they are of order (D0/

√
d). This assumption will be

justified below. We also used the following relation∑
B

λB⟨ϕA|X†X|ϕB⟩ϵBA = λAϵAA +
∑
B

λB|ϵAB|2, (5.18)
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which follows from (5.7). If we now insert (5.17) into equation (5.16), take the inner product with X|ϕB⟩, and
keep only first-order corrections we find

⟨∆A|X|ϕB⟩p =
λB

λA − λB
ϵAB(1− δAB) +O(D/d), (5.19)

whence (5.16) yields

|∆A⟩ =
∑

B:B ̸=A

λB
λA − λB

ϵBAX|ϕB⟩+O(D3/2/d). (5.20)

In particular, the leading term in (5.19) is sufficient to justify the above assumption stated below (5.17). This

establishes the error bound stated in (5.17) and thus also in (5.20).

To leading order in the small parameters ϵAB and εA we then obtain

⟨Φ̃A|X|ϕB⟩p = ( p⟨ϕA|X† + p⟨∆A|)X|ϕB⟩ = δAB + ϵAB +
λB

λA − λB
ϵAB(1− δAB) +O(D/d). (5.21)

Similarly, for any fixed state |ϕ0⟩, we have

⟨∆A|XP0|ϕ0⟩p = O(D3/2/d). (5.22)

We can also use the above results to extract leading order corrections for the projection P̃0 onto the kernel

of H̃. In particular, we find

P̃0 := PΥ −
∑
A

X|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|X†

⟨Φ̃A|Φ̃A⟩np

= PΥ −
∑
A

X

(1− ϵAA) |ϕA⟩ p⟨ϕA|+
∑

B:B ̸=A

λB
λA − λB

(ϵBA|ϕB⟩ p⟨ϕA|+ ϵAB|ϕA⟩ p⟨ϕB|)

X† +O

(
D3/2

d

)
.

(5.23)

In contrast, the projection onto the kernel of H is P0 = 1p −
∑

A |ϕA⟩ p⟨ϕA|.

5.2 Evolutions of a generic state

With the above results in hand, we can now compare the actions of E1(t), E2(t) on a generic state |ϕ⟩. We

remind the reader that we use the term ‘generic’ to refer to states that are selected independently of the

random variables in the Wishart distribution. Since we assumed the form of (5.5) to be fixed (in the sense

that it is independent of d), we have effectively required D to be of order one as d → ∞. We will thus cease

to keep track of factors of D in the error terms below.

Let us write our state in the form

|ϕ⟩ = P0|ϕ⟩+
D∑

A=1

cA|ϕA⟩. (5.24)

Perturbative evolution followed by acting with X thus yields

E1(t)|ϕ⟩ = Xe−iHt|ϕ⟩ = XP0|ϕ⟩+
∑
A

cAe
−iλAtX|ϕA⟩. (5.25)
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On the other hand, acting with X and then evolving non-perturbatively gives

E2(t)|ϕ⟩ = e−iH̃tX|ϕ⟩ = P̃0X|ϕ⟩+
∑
A

e−iλ̃AtX|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|X†

⟨Φ̃A|Φ̃A⟩np
X|ϕ⟩

= P̃0X|ϕ⟩+
∑
A

e−iλ̃AtX|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|X†

⟨Φ̃A|Φ̃A⟩np
XP0|ϕ⟩+

∑
AB

cBe
−iλ̃AtX|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|X†

⟨Φ̃A|Φ̃A⟩np
X|ϕB⟩

= XP0|ϕ⟩+
∑
A

cAX|ϕA⟩ −
∑
A

X|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|X†

⟨Φ̃A|Φ̃A⟩np
X

(
P0|ϕ⟩+

∑
B

cB|ϕB⟩

)

+
∑
A

X|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|X†

⟨Φ̃A|Φ̃A⟩np
e−iλ̃At

(
XP0|ϕ⟩+

∑
B

cBX|ϕB⟩

)
.

(5.26)

We can now use the results of section 5.1 to further evaluate the final line of (5.26). This yields∑
A

e−iλ̃At
(
εAX|ϕA⟩+ cA(1− ϵAA)X|ϕA⟩+

∑
B

ϵABcBX|ϕA⟩

+
∑

B:B ̸=A

λB
λA − λB

[
cAϵBAX|ϕB⟩+ cBϵABX|ϕA⟩

])
+O

(
1

d

)

=
∑
A

e−iλ̃At(cA + εA) +
∑

B:B ̸=A

cB
λA

λA − λB
ϵAB(e

−iλ̃At − e−iλ̃Bt)

X|ϕA⟩+O

(
1

d

)
.

(5.27)

We can then similarly expand the other terms in (5.26). For example, using (5.23) we find

X|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|X†

⟨Φ̃A|Φ̃A⟩np
= X

(1− ϵAA) |ϕA⟩ p⟨ϕA|+
∑

B:B ̸=A

λB
λA − λB

(ϵBA|ϕB⟩ p⟨ϕA|+ ϵAB|ϕA⟩ p⟨ϕB|)

X†+O

(
1

d

)
.

(5.28)

From this, it follows that
X|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|X†

⟨Φ̃A|Φ̃A⟩np
XP0|ϕ⟩ = εAX|ϕA⟩+O

(
1

d

)
(5.29a)

and

X|ΦA⟩ p⟨ΦA|X†

⟨Φ̃A|Φ̃A⟩np
X|ϕC⟩ = δACX|ϕA⟩+(1−δAC)ϵAC

λA
λA − λC

X|ϕA⟩+
∑

B:B ̸=A

λB
λA − λB

ϵBAδACX|ϕB⟩+O
(
1

d

)
.

(5.29b)

Substituting these results into (5.26) we obtain

(E2(t)− E1(t))|ϕ⟩ =
D∑

A=1

δAX|ϕA⟩, (5.30)

where

δA = cA

(
e−iλ̃At − e−iλAt

)
+
(
e−iλ̃At − 1

)
ϵA +

∑
B:B ̸=A

cB
λA

λA − λB
ϵAB(e

−iλ̃At − e−iλ̃Bt). (5.31)

From (5.17) we have λ̃A − λA = O(1/
√
d), so that the first term in (5.31) may be rewritten in the form

cAe
−iλ̃At

(
1− ei(λ̃A−λA)t

)
= cAO

(
t[λA − λ̃A]

)
= cAO

(
t√
d

)
. (5.32)
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Thus for t≪
√
d this term remains very small.

The second term in (5.31) is a bounded function of time with amplitude of order 1√
d
. However, the third

term is more complicated. It clearly becomes large for λA − λB small, so let us assume these differences to be

O(1). The term then involves a sum over a set of bounded functions of time with coefficients of order cB/
√
d.

The functions of time are small when t is small, after which they will generically contribute random phases.

Thus we see that this sum will again be of order

√∑
B |cB |2√
d

< 1/
√
d so that we find

δA = O(1/
√
d) + cAO(t/

√
d) for t < O(

√
d). (5.33)

As a result, for any generic state |ϕ⟩ we find

(E2(t)− E1(t))|ϕ⟩ = O(
√
1/d) +O(t/

√
d) for t < O(

√
d). (5.34)
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Figure 7: The discrepancy (5.35) for a small-rank Hamiltonian (k = 2d, d = 106,
√
d = 1000, D = 4) with

eigenvalues λ1 = 0.5, λ2 = 1.5, λ3 = 2.5, λ4 = 3.5 and a random non-perturbative inner product drawn from

the Wishart distribution (2.16). Results are shown for the second perturbative eigenstate |ϕ2⟩ (lower curve in

blue), the third perturbative eigenstate |ϕ3⟩ (upper curve in red), and the linear combination 1√
2
(|ϕ2⟩+ |ϕ3⟩)

of these eigenstates (middle curve in purple). As emphasized in the right panel, the discrepancy is small for

t ≪
√
d, but it becomes of order 1 when t ∼

√
d as shown on the left. There are O(1) variations between

random draws from the Wishart enesmble, though the qualitative form shown is common to many such draws.

A numerical example is shown in figure 7. For this purpose we define a real-valued measure of the

discrepancy between E1(t) and E2(t) acting on the given state |ϕ⟩ :

discrepancy ≡ ∥(E1(t)− E2(t))|ϕ⟩∥
∥X|ϕ⟩∥

. (5.35)

We also include figures 8 and 9 which show numerical studies of the convergence of the eigenvectors of XHX†

to X|ϕA⟩ and the associated eigenvalues to λA. The results support the claims that |∆A⟩ and δλ are of order

1/
√
d.

In fact, the discrepancy is even smaller than that described above when |ϕ⟩ is a randomly chosen state in

Hp as then
∑D

A=1 |cA|2 = O
(
D
k

)
. However, in that case the improvement is due to the fact that, because H

was chosen to be of small rank, most of the state simply does not evolve at all under either E1 or E2. Such

states may thus be of less interest.
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Figure 8: For each d, 10 000 random draws from the Wishart ensemble for k = 2d were used to compute

the quantity var(H̃,Xϕ2) := ⟨ϕ2|X†XHX†XHX†X|ϕ2⟩
⟨ϕ2|X†X|ϕ2⟩

−
(
⟨ϕ2|X†XHX†X|ϕ2⟩

⟨ϕ2|X†X|ϕ2⟩

)2
for the D = 4 Hamiltonian with

λ1 = 0.5, λ2 = 1.5, λ3 = 2.5, λ4 = 3.5. For each draw, this quantity encodes the variance (squared uncertainty)

of XHX in the state X|ϕ2⟩. Since X|ϕ2⟩ becomes an eigenstate at large d, var(H,Xϕ2) should tend to 0

with probability one as d→ ∞ (with an error of order 1/d). In the left panel, the data is shown in black dots,

which indeed asymptotes to 0 as d → ∞. In the right panel, the red and blue dots show the average value

and standard deviation of the data in the left panel for each d. The red and blue solid lines are the best fit of

the data for d ≥ 512 to a curve of the form A · d−B. We find B ∼ 1.000 and B ∼ 0.998 for the average and

standard deviation, respectively.

Figure 9: For each value of d shown, the 10, 000 random draws from the Wishart ensemble from figure 8 are

used to compute ⟨ϕ2|X†XHX†X|ϕ2⟩
⟨ϕ2|X†X|ϕ2⟩

for the same H as in figure 8. In the left panel, the data is shown in black

dots and the dotted red line indicates the eigenvalue λ2 = 1.5 of H to which the black dots should converge

at large d. In the right panel, the red and blue dots show the average value and standard deviation of the

absolute value of the residuals from the left panel for each d. The red and blue solid lines are the best fit of

the data for d ≥ 512 to a curve of the form A · d−B. We find B ∼ 0.503 for the average and B ∼ 0.507 for the

standard deviation,.

As described in section 3.3, our formalism also allows us to discuss perturbative Hamiltonians H that

couple our topological gravity model to a non-gravitational ‘bath’ system with Hilbert space Hext. We can
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apply the above analysis directly to this case when there is a D-dimensional subspace Hdynamical ⊂ Hp such

that H acts nontrivially only on Hdynamical ⊗ Hext ⊂ Hnp ⊗ Hext. For D ≪ d the perturbative and non-

perturbative evolutions will again agree for t ≪
√
d. But when the smallest such D is instead comparable to

d, the evolutions will generally show marked differences even for short times – at least in randomly-chosen

initial states8.

5.3 Degeneracies and approximate degeneracies

While the denominators in (5.31) diverge when two eigenvalues of H coincide, such exact degeneracies are

not in fact hard to handle. As usual in degenerate perturbation theory, given an n-fold degenerate eigenspace

of H we may simply choose the orthonormal basis |ϕ1⟩, |ϕ2⟩, ...|ϕn⟩ in such a way that each associated |∆A⟩
(A ∈ {1, ..., n}) is orthogonal to all X|ϕB⟩ with B ∈ {1, ..., n} and not just for B = A. This choice removes

all divergent denominators from (5.31) so that the analysis of section 5.2 continues to apply.

The case where eigenvalue differences λA − λB within each band become small as d → ∞ is difficult to

analyze in general. This case also seems rather artificial as the perturbative Hamiltonian by definition knows

nothing about the non-perturbative corrections that set the dimension of Hnp to d.

However, we mention briefly that we can in fact address the case where H has bands of eigenvalues within

each of which the eigenvalue differences λA − λB become small as d → ∞ but where distinct bands remain

separated by O(1) gaps. In this case we can we write H as the sum of an exactly-degenerate Hamiltonian H0

(whose eigenvalues label the above bands) and a term V that lifts the degeneracies but leaves the splittings

small. If we assume the small splittings to be of order 1/
√
d, then V is also of order 1/

√
d. As a result, up to

times t ≪
√
d, H0 gives a good approximation to the evolution given by H. Furthermore, the corresponding

non-perturbative Hamiltonians H̃0 = XH0X
† and H̃ = XHX† will also generate nearly-identical time evolu-

tions for times t≪
√
d. And since we have just seen that the analysis of section 5.2 can be applied to H0 and

H̃0, it follows that the perturbative and non-perturbative evolutions E1, E2 defined by H also agree well for

times t = O(dα) for α < 1
2 .

5.4 Finely-tuned states with large discrepancies

An important caveat in the above analysis is that the high probability of long-time agreement between E1(t)

and E2(t) derived in section 5.2 holds only for what we called generic states. These were defined to be states

chosen independently of the α̃-sector drawn from the Wishart distribution; i.e., the state was chosen without

knowledge of the random variable X. However, as we now show, there is also a D-dimensional X-dependent

subspace of Hp on which the two operators differ significantly. This subspace is just the image of M or,

equivalently, the image of X. Indeed, let us consider the space spanned by the X|ϕA⟩, where |ϕA⟩ again

represent the eigenvectors of H with non-vanishing eigenvalues. It was already argued in section 5.1 that

X|ϕA⟩ is an approximate eigenvector of H̃ with eigenvalue λ̃A ≈ λA. Furthermore, in the limit k
d → ∞,

appendix A.3 shows that X satisfies X†X = X2 =
√

k
dX, which then yields

E2(t)X|ϕA⟩ ≈
√
k

d
e−iλAtX|ϕA⟩. (5.36)

In contrast, let us consider the perturbative evolution e−iHt. Since X is a uniformly-chosen random

projection, X|ϕA⟩ will have only a tiny correlation with |ϕA⟩ in the limit k ≫ d. In particular, in that limit

8In cases where there is a subspace Hsmall ⊂ Hext such that H preserves the space Heff := Hp⊗Hsmall, and where the restriction

of H to Heff gives a Hamiltonian with a smaller value of D, the discrepancy can be reduced by choosing the initial state to lie in

Heff .
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Figure 10: The figure shows the large discrepancy (5.35) that arises for a finely-tuned state M |ϕ1⟩ with

parameters d = 103, k = 106, D = 4. Here the eigenvalues of the perturbative Hamiltonian H are λ1 =

0.5, λ2 = 1.5, λ3 = 2.5, λ4 = 3.5. The spacing between the peaks agrees well with 2π/λ1 = 4π as predicted

by comparing (5.36) with (5.37).

X|ϕA⟩ will have amplitude 1 to be orthogonal to |ϕA⟩. And since k ≫ d≫ D it will also have amplitude 1 to

lie in kerH. Thus,

E1(t)X|ϕA⟩ ≈
√
k

d
X|ϕA⟩. (5.37)

The two evolutions thus differ by a large phase. Of course, a global phase is of no physical relevance. However,

different X|ϕA⟩ clearly lead to different phases, so physical differences between E1 and E2 become large for

superpositions of these states.

We thus conclude that E2(t)−E1(t) is not small on the subspace spanned by the X|ϕA⟩. A certain caution

is thus needed in distinguishing results that hold with high probability for states chosen independently of X

from those that hold for all possible states. We have included a numerical example in figure 10. We may also

read this result backwards to say that, for any state |ψ⟩, there are α-sectors in which (E1(t) − E2(t))|ψ⟩ is

large, namely those for which we have

|ψ⟩ = X|ψ1⟩√
⟨ψ1|X†X|ψ1⟩

(5.38)

for some state |ψ1⟩.

6 Discussion

The above work investigated the effect of null states on time-evolutions defined by gravitational path integrals.

We worked in a simple topological model of quantum gravity with k end-of-the-world branes, and we focused on

the one-boundary sector of such models. Since the model is topological, the source-free Hamiltonian vanishes

identically. However, general time-dependence was introduced by adding boundary sources that insert one-

boundary operators defined by annihilating and creating end-of-the-world branes. Such insertions led to a

non-vanishing Hamiltonian H at the perturbative level, as well as a non-perturbative Hamiltonian H̃. In this

context, even for times that are short in comparison with natural timescales of the perturbative Hamiltonian
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H, we found the perturbative and non-perturbative time evolutions defined by such path integrals to have

large corrections when the rank D of H is of the same order as the dimension d of the non-perturbative

Hilbert space, and to be starkly different for D ≫ d. On the other hand, for D ≪ d the perturbative and

non-perturbative evolutions are nearly identical for all times t of order dα with α < 1
2 . We emphasize that

such timescales are exponentially large in the entropy of the system. In particular, for D ≪ d we showed

that the operation E1(t), defined by applying the perturbative time-evolution to a perturbative state and then

mapping the result to the non-perturbative Hilbert space, was an excellent approximation to the operation

E2(t) defined by first mapping the perturbative state to the non-perturbative Hilbert space and then evolving

with non-perturbative time evolution. Our formalism also allowed us to discuss dynamics that couples our

topological gravity system to a non-gravitational ‘bath’ system, in which case analogous results apply.

A critical point is that, even though E1(t) and E2(t) differ strongly for D ≳ d, the non-perturbative

dynamics is manifestly unitary for any value of D. Furthermore, this remains true when the system is coupled

to an external bath. On the other hand, section 7.3 of [9] argued in a related context that interactions with

a system with null states was necessarily non-unitary. The scenario considered by [9] involved a large parent

universe that emits a set of baby universes, and where the pieces to be emitted are in a state that – if emitted as

baby universes – would become a null state. Thus the emission process appeared to take a state of finite-norm

to one of zero norm, violating unitarity in a particularly strong way.

To resolve this tension, let us compare the discussion of [9] with our work above. Since the full time

evolution – including any emissions of baby universes – must be defined by a non-perturbative path integral,

even if one described the initial state in a perturbative language we would expect the resulting operation to

correspond to something like our E2(t) which continually incorporates the effects of wormholes and α-sectors

at all times t. In contrast, [9] mentions possible effects of null states only after the baby universes have been

emitted from the parent universe. It thus assumes that the emission process itself can be described in terms of

states in the perturbative Hilbert space. It is only when the process is completed that [9] evaluates the result

using the non-perturbative inner product. It thus appears to us that the notion of time-evolution described

in [9] corresponds to something like our E1(t), rather than to our E2(t). And while it is certainly true that

E1(t) is generally far from unitary, we have seen that there is no tension with the unitarity of E2(t). Indeed,

our interpretation of the scenario described in [9] is that, since the non-perturbative evolution must remain

unitary in the presence of null states, the non-perturbative time evolution is required to deviate strongly from

the perturbative evolution. Strong deviations were indeed seen in section 4 for our model with D ≫ d, though

of course many details remain to be understood for more realistic contexts.

While our calculations were performed for time-independent Hamiltonians, the evolution operator

U(t) = P exp
(
−i
∫
H(t)

)
for time-dependent H(t) can be well-approximated by a product of evolutions over

short time intervals, each of which is defined by a Hamiltonian that is time-independent within the given

interval. It is thus clear that the perturbative and non-perturbative evolutions are again nearly identical over

spans of time in which the non-trivial part of H(t) is confined to a D-dimensional subspace of the perturbative

Hilbert spaceHp withD ≪ d, though the discrepancy should again become large onceH(t) explores a subspace

with D ≳ d.

Although the small D agreement is technically interesting, our most striking result may be the large

discrepancy that arises between the perturbative and non-perturbative time evolutions for D ≳ d. Recall,

for example, that even in asymptotically AdS space any small band of energies is associated with an infinite

set of states in the perturbative gravity description. In particular, due to the possibility of having a black

hole with a long throat deep inside the horizon, this is the case even if we require states to have no structure

within a Planck distance of any event horizon (i.e., if we impose some sort of stretched horizon cutoff). One
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Figure 11: N insertions of the c-numbers (1 − ic∆t) are equivalent to summing a series of path integrals

with trivial insertions and non-trivial weights.

might thus attempt to model such settings by taking the k → ∞ limit of our results. Furthermore, since all

such states have similar non-zero energies E, it is clear that the perturbative Hamiltonian has full-rank on

this space. But path integral computations (see e.g. [3, 4, 6–8, 17]) indicate that the non-perturbative theory

in such contexts has only a finite number of states d = eSBH , where SBH is the associated Bekenstein-Hawking

entropy. Carrying over our results directly would then suggest that the non-perturbative dynamics in such

contexts bears no relation whatsoever to the perturbative dynamics, and that it is instead essentially random.

Although our model showed no hints that quantum extremal surfaces are important for the above effect,

one might nevertheless hope that in interesting gravitational theories any such effects may be confined to the

interior of black holes (or, perhaps, to the regions inside and just outside an event horizon in the context

described by [18]). Furthermore, the random dynamics seen in our model appears similar in spirit to the

idea that there may be no coherent semiclassical spacetime inside a black hole associated with the firewall

hypothesis of [19]. But our model suffers from an especially extreme form of such effects which appear to

arise equally for ‘young’ black holes9 as well as those that are ‘old.’ The reader may thus naturally find such

a scenario to be unpalatable.

A potential clue to how this predicament might be avoided can be found by recalling that we induced time-

evolution in our model by inserting operators, and that we found the above results even for insertions that give

H = c1p where c ∈ R and 1p is the identity on the perturbative Hilbert space. However, for this special case

there is an alternative way to insert the operator iH∆t, which is to simply add a term with a single asymptotic

boundary weighted by ic∆t as shown in the 2nd term on the right in figure 11. For past boundary condition |I⟩
and future boundary condition |J⟩, the perturbative evaluation of the one-insertion path integral then yields

precisely ict⟨I|1p|J⟩p = ict⟨I|J⟩p as desired. However, instead of the matrix elements of a random operator

implied by the results found in section 5, it is immediately clear that the one-insertion non-perturbative path

integral computes precisely ict⟨Ĩ|J̃⟩np. The corresponding non-perturbative Hamiltonian is thus H̃ = c1np,

which is now distinctly different from the operator XHX†.

This, then, suggests that it is important to discuss such issues directly in the language of boundary

conditions rather than using the language of operators and states on the perturbative Hilbert space. We

9I.e., even for special states confined to tiny sectors of the Hilbert space which we again choose without knowledge of the

random draw M from the Wishart ensemble.
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will return to this point in a forthcoming work. However, for the moment we simply observe that a given

model may feature certain boundary conditions for which the perturbative and non-perturbative evolutions

agree to good precision for long times and which we may call np-stable. In our topological model, the np-

stable boundary conditions include the trivial boundary condition (representing the identity) and boundary

conditions describing the annihilation and creation of small numbers of EOW-branes. A tantalizing fantasy

is that for higher-dimensional AdS/CFT models the np-stable boundary conditions might include those with

sufficiently smooth boundary-sources of low conformal dimension (i.e., sources that define relevant or marginal

deformations). In this context, the long-time agreement we found for low-rank Hamiltonians may naturally

generalize to similar successes for linear combinations of a small number of np-stable boundary conditions.

However, unless the boundary condition defines a Hamiltonian that approximates a linear combination of

the identity operator and an operator of small rank, the potentially-vast difference in dimension between the

perturbative and non-perturbative Hilbert spaces makes it unlikely for the perturbative and non-perturbative

evolutions to act similarly across the entire space of available states. In particular, the recurrence time for

the non-perturbative evolution will generally be much shorter. One might thus expect that a useful notion

of np-stability applies only when evolving a small and special space of states which might, for example, be

associated with appropriately ‘young’ black holes. We hope to return to this issue in future work as well

by studying non-perturbative time evolution in more realistic models, perhaps based on recent analyses of

non-perturbative geodesic lengths in JT gravity [20].

As a final comment, we note that the reader may find it tempting to associate the special np-stable

boundary conditions with the notion of ‘simple operators’ described by Akers, Engelhardt, Harlow, Penington,

and Vardhan in their discussion [21] of non-isometric codes. While it would certainly be interesting to explore

such connections, we emphasize that our proposed notion of np-stable boundary conditions is intended to

mean that the perturbative and non-perturbative path integrals both define linear operators with compatible

time evolutions (perhaps on a small linear space of states).

In contrast, the non-isometric code paradigm of [21] would in principle allow us to declare in our topological

model that the identity operator remains simple when represented in the form H =
∑

I |I⟩ p⟨I|, and to then

recover the associated (trivial) perturbative dynamics from the action of the operator XHX† discussed in

section 5. A similar phenomenon occurs in the dynamical model of [21] where the non-perturbative evolution

is simply reinterpreted as a non-isometric map applied to the desired perturbative evolution. While the

non-isometric codes of [21] are generally constrained by the extrapolate dictionary, such constraints become

trivial in models like the one studied above that lack propagating bulk fields. And even in more complete

models, this dictionary imposes no obvious constraints inside the horizon. The freedom to choose a general

non-isometric map V thus allows one to essentially define V to be equivariant with respect to the perturbative

and non-perturbative time evolutions even if the two evolutions have no common structure deep in the bulk.

The resulting flexibility makes the non-isometric code paradigm extremely powerful, though at the apparent

cost of making the perturbative evolution (called the effective description in [21]) essentially independent of

the fundamental non-perturbative evolution. We would prefer to instead see any effective description derived

directly from a fundamental description, rather than have the two simply rendered consistent by fiat. Again,

we hope to return to such issues in future work.
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A Wishart distribution

This appendix summarizes our conventions regarding the Wishart distribution and performs a few calculations.

Other calculations described in the main text are similar.

A.1 Basic definitions

The Wishart distribution is a unitarily invariant distribution on the space of k × k hermitian linear matrices.

Let us introduce a set of gaussian variables aIi satisfying

⟨aIi⟩ = 0, ⟨aIiaJj⟩ = 0, ⟨a⋆Iia⋆Jj⟩ = 0, ⟨a⋆IiaJj⟩ = δIJδij , (A.1)

where I, J ∈ {1, ..., k} and i, j ∈ {1, ..., d}. All higher moments of the aIi may be calculated using Wick’s

theorem.

From the aIi, we may build a rectangular random matrix that maps from Cd to Ck:

[G]Ii = aIi. (A.2)

We may then construct a random k × k matrix M which is said to be drawn from the Wishart distribution:

M :=
1

d
GG†. (A.3)

More explicitly, this matrix may be written

[M ]IJ =
1

d

d∑
i=1

aIia
⋆
Ji. (A.4)

The matrix M is hermitian by construction. Moreover, because it can be expressed as the product (A.3),

we have

rankM ≤ min(d, k). (A.5)

The inequality is saturated with probability one as obtaining a smaller rank requires an accidental degeneracy.

A.2 A few moments

We will now explicitly calculate the first few moments ofM . This is a nice a warm-up before performing some

of the more intricate calculations described in the main text.

A.2.1 Mean

We want to calculate ⟨M⟩. This is quite immediate, since we have:

[⟨M⟩]IJ =
1

d

d∑
i=1

⟨aIia⋆Ji⟩ =
1

d

d∑
i=1

δIJδii = [1p]IJ , (A.6)

and thus ⟨M⟩ = 1p.
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A.2.2 Variance

To calculate the variance of M we will also need ⟨M2⟩. More explicitly, we wish to compute the enesmble

average of the matrix

[M2]IK =
k∑

J=1

MIJMJK =
1

d2

d∑
i,j=1

k∑
J=1

(
aIia

⋆
JiaJja

⋆
Kj

)
. (A.7)

Taking ⟨·⟩ on both sides and applying Wick’s theorem yields

⟨M2⟩IK =
1

d2

d∑
i,j=1

k∑
J=1

⟨aIia⋆JiaJja⋆Kj⟩ =
1

d2

d∑
i,j=1

k∑
J=1

(
⟨aIia⋆Ji⟩⟨aJja⋆Kj⟩+ ⟨aIia⋆Kj⟩⟨aJja⋆Ji⟩

)
, (A.8)

and thus

⟨M2⟩IK =
1

d2

d∑
i,j=1

k∑
J=1

(δIJδiiδJKδjj + δIKδijδJJ) = δIK +
k

d
δIK =

(
1 +

k

d

)
[1p]IK . (A.9)

The variance is then ⟨M2⟩ − ⟨M⟩2 = k
d1p. We see that for k ≫ d, the matrix M is far from being sharply

peaked. This should be no surprise since, although the ensemble is invariant under k × k unitaries, any given

M has rank d≪ k and must thus determine a preferred d-dimensional subspace of a rank k vector space.

Another useful result is the two-point function ⟨MI1I2MI3I4⟩. Wick’s contractions analogous to those

above yield

⟨MI1I2MI3I4⟩ = [1p]I1I2 [1p]I3I4 +
1

d
[1p]I1I4 [1p]I2I3 . (A.10)

From (A.10) we can also see that for any (fixed) k × k matrix H we have:

⟨MHM⟩ = H +
TrpH

d
1p. (A.11)

In particular, taking H = 1p recovers our previous result.

A.3 Random projections

For large k, the central limit theorem tells us that the magnitudes of the vectors
∑

I aIi|I⟩ should have small

fluctuations. Furthermore, for k ≫ d we expect these d vectors to be approximately orthonormal. In this limit

we thus expect M to be proportional to a rank d projection. If this is so, then the result (3.5) tells us that the

projection must be P = d
kM . Since the distribution for M is clearly invariant under unitary transformations,

the range of P must be a random subspace with respect to the uniform distribution10.

We now explore the details of this argument. Since P is manifestly Hermitian, it is a projection if P2 = P.

A straightforward yet tedious calculations yields

⟨P2 − P⟩ = d2

k2
[1p], (A.12a)

while
⟨(P2 − P)2⟩ = ⟨P4⟩+ ⟨P2⟩ − 2⟨P3⟩

=

(
4d2

k4
+
d4

k4
+

3d

k3
+

4d3

k3
+

2d2

k2

)
[1p].

(A.12b)

10Geometrically, the space of all d-dimensional subspaces is U(k)/ (U(d)×U(k − d)). The uniform distribution on this space is

given by the associated Haar measure.
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In the limit k/d → ∞ we thus find that P approaches a projection in the sense of the weak operator

topology. However, a stronger measure of convergence is given by the the Frobenius-norm, or the Schatten

1-norm:

||Y ||2 := tr
(
Y Y †

)
, (A.13)

which is easily computed by taking the trace of (A.12b). We find

||P2 − P||2 ∼ 2d2

k
. (A.14)

So even in this stronger sense we find P to approach a projection in the stronger limit k/d2 → ∞.

– 29 –



References

[1] G. Penington, Entanglement Wedge Reconstruction and the Information Paradox, JHEP 09 (2020) 002

[1905.08255].

[2] A. Almheiri, N. Engelhardt, D. Marolf and H. Maxfield, The entropy of bulk quantum fields and the entanglement

wedge of an evaporating black hole, JHEP 12 (2019) 063 [1905.08762].

[3] G. Penington, S. H. Shenker, D. Stanford and Z. Yang, Replica wormholes and the black hole interior, JHEP 03

(2022) 205 [1911.11977].

[4] A. Almheiri, T. Hartman, J. Maldacena, E. Shaghoulian and A. Tajdini, Replica Wormholes and the Entropy of

Hawking Radiation, JHEP 05 (2020) 013 [1911.12333].

[5] N. Engelhardt and A. C. Wall, Quantum Extremal Surfaces: Holographic Entanglement Entropy beyond the

Classical Regime, JHEP 01 (2015) 073 [1408.3203].

[6] D. Marolf and H. Maxfield, Transcending the ensemble: baby universes, spacetime wormholes, and the order and

disorder of black hole information, JHEP 08 (2020) 044 [2002.08950].

[7] V. Balasubramanian, A. Lawrence, J. M. Magan and M. Sasieta, Microscopic origin of the entropy of

astrophysical black holes, 2212.08623.

[8] V. Balasubramanian, A. Lawrence, J. M. Magan and M. Sasieta, Microscopic Origin of the Entropy of Black

Holes in General Relativity, Phys. Rev. X 14 (2024) 011024 [2212.02447].

[9] B. Guo, M. R. R. Hughes, S. D. Mathur and M. Mehta, Contrasting the fuzzball and wormhole paradigms for

black holes, Turk. J. Phys. 45 (2021) 281 [2111.05295].

[10] J. M. Maldacena and L. Maoz, Wormholes in AdS, JHEP 02 (2004) 053 [hep-th/0401024].

[11] P. Saad, S. H. Shenker and D. Stanford, JT gravity as a matrix integral, 1903.11115.

[12] S. R. Coleman, Black holes as red herrings: Topological fluctuations and the loss of quantum coherence, Nucl.

Phys. B 307 (1988) 867.

[13] S. B. Giddings and A. Strominger, Loss of incoherence and determination of coupling constants in quantum

gravity, Nucl. Phys. B 307 (1988) 854.

[14] M. Reed and B. Simon, Methods of Modern Mathematical Physics. Vol. I Functional Analysis. Academic Press,

1972.

[15] E. Colafranceschi, X. Dong, D. Marolf and Z. Wang, Algebras and Hilbert spaces from gravitational path integrals:

Understanding Ryu-Takayanagi/HRT as entropy without invoking holography, 2310.02189.

[16] G. T. Horowitz and J. M. Maldacena, The Black hole final state, JHEP 02 (2004) 008 [hep-th/0310281].

[17] D. Marolf and H. Maxfield, Observations of Hawking radiation: the Page curve and baby universes, JHEP 04

(2021) 272 [2010.06602].

[18] R. Bousso and G. Penington, Islands Far Outside the Horizon, 2312.03078.

[19] A. Almheiri, D. Marolf, J. Polchinski and J. Sully, Black Holes: Complementarity or Firewalls?, JHEP 02 (2013)

062 [1207.3123].

[20] L. V. Iliesiu, A. Levine, H. W. Lin, H. Maxfield and M. Mezei, On the non-perturbative bulk Hilbert space of JT

gravity, 2403.08696.

[21] C. Akers, N. Engelhardt, D. Harlow, G. Penington and S. Vardhan, The black hole interior from non-isometric

codes and complexity, 2207.06536.

– 30 –

https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2020)002
https://arxiv.org/abs/1905.08255
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2019)063
https://arxiv.org/abs/1905.08762
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2022)205
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2022)205
https://arxiv.org/abs/1911.11977
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2020)013
https://arxiv.org/abs/1911.12333
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2015)073
https://arxiv.org/abs/1408.3203
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2020)044
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.08950
https://arxiv.org/abs/2212.08623
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.14.011024
https://arxiv.org/abs/2212.02447
https://doi.org/10.3906/fiz-2111-13
https://arxiv.org/abs/2111.05295
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2004/02/053
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0401024
https://arxiv.org/abs/1903.11115
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(88)90110-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(88)90110-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(88)90109-5
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.02189
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2004/02/008
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0310281
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2021)272
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2021)272
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.06602
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.03078
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2013)062
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2013)062
https://arxiv.org/abs/1207.3123
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.08696
https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.06536

	Introduction
	The Euclidean gravitational path integral and our topological model
	The topological model

	One-boundary Hilbert spaces and time evolution
	The non-perturbative and perturbative Hilbert spaces
	Formalism and notation
	Operator insertions and time evolution

	Large discrepancies for generic insertions
	Long-time agreement for small-rank insertions
	Eigenvalues and eigenvectors
	Evolutions of a generic state
	Degeneracies and approximate degeneracies
	Finely-tuned states with large discrepancies

	Discussion
	Wishart distribution
	Basic definitions
	A few moments
	Mean
	Variance

	Random projections

	References

