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We present a fully relativistic model for localized probes in quantum field theory. Furthermore,
we show that it is possible to obtain particle detector models from localized quantum field theories
that interact with a free quantum field. In particular, a particle detector model is obtained when
one traces out over inaccessible degrees of freedom of the localized field. This gives rise to a particle
detector model, that is, a quantum degree of freedom that couples to a free field theory in an extended
region of spacetime. Moreover, we show that the predictions of traditional particle detector models
and fully relativistic localized fields completely coincide to leading order in perturbation theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum field theory (QFT) is one of the most suc-
cessful frameworks of theoretical physics. Its predictions
are among the most accurate experimental results of
physics [T}, 2], and have led to insights about the funda-
mental building blocks of the Universe. Moreover, quan-
tum field theory can be made compatible with general
relativity in numerous regimes, allowing us to study ex-
treme systems, such as black holes, and the physics of
the early universe [3H9].

Although the applications of QFT are vast, there are
still many cases of interest where we do not know yet
how to successfully apply this framework to address fun-
damental questions. For instance, as of today there is
no description for a hydrogen atom entirely within QFT.
This is because handling bound states in quantum field
theory requires non-perturbative techniques, which are
limited. Moreover, in the context of Relativistic Quan-
tum Information, it is necessary to describe operations
that are localized in space and time. This has sparked sig-
nificant interest in how to model localized operations—
and more specifically, measurements which extract local
information from a quantum field—in a way that is con-
sistent with other foundational principles of relativistic
QFTs such as causality and covariance [I0HI15].

One way of implementing physically motivated local
operations within the framework of QFT is to consider
that the field is measured by probes described by lo-
calized quantum systems which are not internally rela-
tivistic. The fact that these localized probes are non-
relativistic allows for a simple description of localized
measurements on the field. It also provides a framework
to model the flow of classical and quantum information
from field degrees of freedom to experimentally observ-
able probe systems. These non-relativistic probes are
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usually described by so-called particle detector models
(see e.g. [16] [17]). Particle detectors have found many
applications in studies of quantum field theory both in
flat and curved spacetimes. For instance, they have been
used to study the Unruh effect [I821] and Hawking radi-
ation [16] [22H24], as well as directly measuring the field’s
correlation functions [25] [26], and providing a physically
motivated measurement scheme in quantum field theo-
ries [27] [28]. Particle detectors have also been used to im-
plement numerous quantum information protocols, such
as quantum collect calling [29H31], quantum energy tele-
portation [32H35], entanglement harvesting [36H51] and
noise-assisted information transmission [52} 53], and they
have been widely successful in reproducing setups of ex-
perimental significance, e.g., in quantum optics [54H56]
and superconducting circuits [57H59].

Although particle detectors have been proven to be
useful tools to study fundamental properties in quantum
field theories, they also have their drawbacks. Specif-
ically, the non-relativistic nature of the detectors can
make them either non-local or singular in many scenar-
ios. After all, particle detectors are effective models, and
the effects of the non-localities they display impose clear
regimes of validity to their application. Even though the
limits of these regimes of validity are well understood [60-
[63], it has been argued that non-relativistic particle de-
tectors may not provide an entirely satisfactory effective
model for a more fundamental fully relativistic quantum-
field theoretical description of realistic localized measure-

ments [15 [64H70].

An alternative to the non-local models of particle de-
tectors is to use quantum field theory itself to describe the
probes that measure the target quantum field. The mea-
surement theory resulting from this approach, including
a covariant update rule for the target field’s state, was
fully developed using an algebraic formalism by Fewster
and Verch [64], and was further studied in [65] 67 [70].
Being formulated completely within QFT, this frame-
work is fully local and safe from any causality issues, and
has been used, e.g., to provide a fundamental solution to
Sorkin’s impossible measurements problem [I3], 14 [66].
However, it has been argued that the algebraic approach
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has two main pending issues [71} [72]: first, in this for-
malism the problem of measuring a quantum field is ad-
dressed with a probe that is also described as a quan-
tum field, without specifying how should the measure-
ment of the probe field be modelled. Second, since re-
alistic probes cannot be modelled using free field theo-
ries [73], connecting the algebraic approach with actual
experiments requires in principle a treatment of localized
bound states that is currently unavailable in quantum
field theory. This is because, as we mentioned before,
bound states in interacting field theories only arise non-
perturbatively, and thus their fundamental description is
likely to require sophisticated techniques that we are still
missing.

Here, we work with a simpler (yet still fully relativis-
tic) description for localized quantum fields that uses an
external potential to localize the degrees of freedom of
the quantum field. Physically, this external potential
may correspond to an external agent which localizes a
system, in the same way a Coulomb field sourced by a
proton would localize the electron field around it. This
technique will allow us to consider a fully local quantum
field theory which is also localized in space. The local-
ized field can then be made to interact with a free field
theory, thus acting as a fully relativistic localized probe.
Notice that, of course, this construction can be subject
to the same criticism as the algebraic approach since,
after all, both target and probe are described as quan-
tum fields. Indeed, the main objective of this paper is
to take a further step towards the resolution of this kind
of criticism of the formalism developed by Fewster and
Verch [64] by relating the algebraic approach to particle
detector models in a detailed and explicit manner.

Using quantum fields localized by external potentials
as fully relativistic particle detectors is the main goal of
this manuscript. In exploring this idea, we will show
that each mode of the localized field theory has exactly
the same behaviour of a particle detector model to lead-
ing order in the coupling strength, hence allowing us to
derive particle detector models from a more fundamental
theory. The use of modes of localized quantum fields as
particle detectors dates back to [16], and the idea of sin-
gling out individual modes of quantum fields to model de-
tectors using the algebraic formalism of [64] was explored
in [74] for the case of a free field. Although the relation
between the algebraic formalism and the detector-based
approach has been mentioned in [64], and the formalism
of [64] 65 [67, [70] naturally allows for the introduction
of an external potential, a clear connection between the
two approaches to model local operations in QFT has
not yet been explicitly explored in a concrete scenario.
In this work, we provide a setup that explicitly allows to
connect both frameworks, thus bridging the rigour of the
algebraic formulation of local operations in QF T with the
success of the particle detector approach at modelling the
physics relevant to experiments in a laboratory setting.
Moreover, having a derivation of particle detector models
from a first-principles Relativistic QFT framework may

help these models be studied within the algebraic per-
spective of quantum field theory in the future. This may
provide new insights into the quantum information pro-
tocols in QFT which so far have only been studied using
detector-based approaches.

This manuscript is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion [T, we review particle detector models and discuss
the friction between relativistic considerations and non-
relativistic particle detectors. In Section [[II] we discuss
the fundamental properties of localized quantum field
theories. In Section [[V] we show that when a localized
quantum field interacts with a free theory, each of its
localized modes behaves like a particle detector to lead-
ing order in perturbation theory. The conclusions of our
work can be found in Section [Vl

II. PARTICLE DETECTOR MODELS

The goal of this section is to review particle detector
models, as well as some of their applications and limi-
tations. We introduce particle detectors and their ap-
plications in Subsection [TA] and we discuss the known
interplay between the model and causality and covariance
in Subsection [TBl

A. The UDW Model and its generalizations

A particle detector is a non-relativistic quantum sys-
tem which locally couples to a quantum field. These mod-
els are inspired by an idea first considered by William G.
Unruh in [16], and later used by Bryce DeWitt in [17].
The model and its generalizations have become known
as Unruh-DeWitt (UDW) detectors. These models are
extremely versatile and useful for studying properties of
quantum fields in flat and curved spacetimes, as well as
for studying aspects of quantum information in QFT. Ex-
amples of applications of UDW detectors are measuring
the temperature of a quantum field [16] [18H22] [75H96] ),
measuring the correlations in a quantum field [25] 26],
implementing measurements and state preparation in
QFT [27, 28], quantifying the entanglement in quantum
field theory [46], @7, O8], and implementing quantum in-
formation protocols in QFT [29432] 53], [99] [100].

In order to make the construction of particle detec-
tor models concrete, let us consider a 3+ 1 dimensionaﬂ
spacetime M with a real scalar quantum field (;AS(X) The
detector is modelled as a system with an internal quan-
tum degree of freedom and undergoes a trajectory z(7)
parametrized by its proper time. Its internal dynamics
is described by a 7-independent self-adjoint Hamiltonian
H,, with discrete spectrum.

1 Although our results can easily be generalized to spacetimes of
different dimensions, for simplicity we focus on the concrete ex-
ample of 3 + 1 in this manuscript.



Consider an observable [ in the detector’s Hilbert
space that does not commute with its free Hamiltonian
Hy,. The detector interacts linearly with the field via
the operator /i, which, in the interaction picture, is writ-
ten as [i(7). The interaction is assumed to be localized
around the detector’s trajectory z(7) in a region defined
by the support of a spacetime smearing function A(x).
We prescribe the interaction in terms of a scalar in-
teraction Hamiltonian density (also called Hamiltonian
weight), which can be written as [101]

hi(x) = M)A(T(x))(), (1)

where 7(x) denotes the Fermi normal time coordi-
nate [102] associated with the trajectory z(7), and A is
the coupling strength.

It is also common to assume that the detector satis-
fies the Fermi rigidity condition [60, 62, 10T, 103} [104],
so that the spacetime smearing function is assumed to
be localized within the region where Fermi normal co-
ordinates (7, ) associated to the trajectory z(r) are de-
fined [60, [62] T01], and factors as A(x) = x(7)f(x). The
functions x(7) and f(x) then define the switching on
and off of the interaction and the spatial shape of the
detector, respectively. Under the assumption that the
operator [i(7) is dimensionless, the switching function is
usually also assumed to be dimensionless (so that the
constant switching x(7) = 1 would correspond to a de-
tector switched on for an infinitely long time), and the
smearing function f(x) has the units of a spatial density,
[f(x)] = E3, for a given energy scale E. In 3 + 1 space-
time dimensions, this implies that the coupling strength
is dimensionless.

From this simple model, it is possible to compute
the detector’s state after the interaction with the field
by applying time dependent perturbation theory to the
detector-field system. The time evolution operator in the
interaction picture can be written as

Ur = Trexp (i / dv i”(x)) : (2)

where dV is the spacetime invariant volume element and
T exp denotes the time ordered exponential with respect
to the Fermi normal time coordinate 7 [60]. Notice that
when one considers microcausaﬂ interactions, it is not
necessary to prescribe the time parameter used in the
time ordering. However, as we will discuss in Subsec-
tion the Hamiltonian density of Eq. does re-
quire such a specification in general, since for spatially
smeared detectors the model violates the microcausality
condition, albeit in a way that is controlled by the detec-
tor’s smearing [63].

2 A theory is said to be microcausal if observables defined in space-
like separated regions commute. This condition ensures that
there are no violations of causality in the theory [105].

Expanding the time evolution operator using a Dyson
series we can write

U =1+00 +0% + 00, (3)

and 6(u) denotes the Heaviside theta function, which
is used to implement the time ordering operation. We
then assume that the detector and the field are ini-
tially uncorrelated, so that the full state of the detector-
field system is of the form py = pno ® Py, Where pp o
is the detector’s initial state and pg denotes the ini-
tial state of the field. We further assume that the
field state is a zero-mean Gaussian state (also called
quasifree), so that 1) all the even correlation functions
of the field can be written in terms of the Wightman
function W (x,x') = tr((x)¢(x')ps), and 2) the odd point
functions all vanish.

One can then explicitly write the final state of the de-
tector pp to leading order in perturbation theory by trac-
ing over the field’s degrees of freedom. This final state
is entirely given in terms of integrals of the correlation
functions W (x,x’) and the smeared monopole operators
M(x) = A(x)i(7(x)). Explicitly, the final state of the
detector is given by

P =pn,0 + A2 / dvav’ W (x,x') (M(x')ﬁD,OM(x) (5)
— M(X)M(X)ppof(T —7")
~ oo M) ()0 7))
+ 0\,

As it can be seen from above, the detector’s final state
now contains information about the correlation function
of the field, W(x,x’), and, as mentioned before, this de-
pendence can be used to infer properties of the field.
One particular generalization of the model which will
be especially relevant here is when the detector’s internal
degree of freedom is a harmonic oscillator of frequency
2 and the smeared monopole operator is given byE|
M(x) = A(x)a() + A*(x)at (7). In this case the scalar
interaction Hamiltonian density can be written as

fz;(x) = AMA(X)e 7 + A*(x)eiQTdT)é(x), (6)

where @ and a' are the ladder operators for the harmonic
oscillator. Importantly, if the detector is initially in the

3 This kind of generalizations with a complex smearing function is
used to model physical systems like, for example, atomic systems
coupled to the electromagnetic field [39, (6]



ground state, the model can be consistently reduced to
a finite dimensional system, and for many applications,
even a two-level system (see, e.g. [106]).

Even though particle detector models have a diverse
range of applications and have been shown to be a good
approximate description for localized quantum systems
in interaction with quantum fields [54H56], these mod-
els are intrinsically an effective description. This is
mainly due to the fact that, when spatially smeared,
the detector’s internal dynamics is still described by non-
relativistic quantum mechanics and not QFT. Due to this
non-relativistic description, the model may be in con-
flict with general relativity in many different situations,
which we will discuss in detail in Subsection[[TB] A way
to bypass these issues would be to derive the detector
model from a fully relativistic quantum field theory (as
has been pointed out in, e.g., [64, [73, [74]), instead of
assuming a non-relativistic description for the internal
detector dynamics. Although attempts have been made
in this direction [64} [74], [TO7], these attempts have not yet
been connected to the UDW family of models when these
models work as good effective approximations. This is
particularly relevant since particle detector models have
proven to faithfully reproduce the physics of many ex-
perimental setups [54H59) 108, [109]. In order to better
understand why the UDW models work in some regimes
and what their true limits are, it would be very useful to
derive the effective UDW model from a fully relativistic
QFT. Our primary goal in this manuscript is to introduce
localized detectors which are described by fully relativis-
tic quantum fields, and discuss under which conditions
we can understand the UDW family of particle detectors
models as (experimentally accessible) subsystems—in the
standard quantum mechanical sense of the word—of fully
relativistic systems.

B. Covariance and Causality

As mentioned earlier, the effective non-relativistic
character of the spatially smeared particle detector model
can lead to inconsistencies with general relativity. How-
ever, the scales at which these inconsistencies appear are
controlled by the scale of the spatial smearing of the
detector and how it compares with other scales in the
problem (e.g., interaction duration, or proper accelera-
tion). These scales in turn set the limits of validity of
particle detector models—thus delimiting the range of
physical scenarios for which the models produce faithful
predictions. Indeed, the limits of applicability of detector
models have been extensively studied [27] [54H56, [60H63].
The goal of this subsection is precisely to summarize the
aspects of particle detector models that may lead them
to be incompatible with relativity, as well as the regimes
in which these incompatibilities become irrelevant, thus
stipulating the regimes of validity of the models.

All inconsistencies with relativity that may arise in the
employment of particle detector models can be traced

back to the fact that in smeared UDW-like models the
detector couples to multiple spacelike separated points.
Specifically, the detector is described using a single quan-
tum degree of freedom defined along the trajectory z(7).
The interaction Hamiltonian of Eq. then couples the
monopole operator () to the quantum field ¢(x) at
multiple spacelike separated points for each value of the
Fermi time coordinate 7. This is also true for the gener-
alizations of the model with complex smearing functions
(e.g., Eq. @:. That is, the detector’s only degree of free-
dom couples simultaneously to the field at all the events
in a surface of constant 7 which are within the support of
the spatial smearing f(x), and thus evolves influenced by
all of them at the same time. Mathematically, this trans-
lates into the fact that the scalar interaction Hamiltonian
density of the detector, hj(x), violates the microcausal-
ity condition, i.e., it does not commute with itself when
evaluated at spacelike separated events that lie within
the support of the detector’s spatial smearing.

One way in which the violation of the microcausal-
ity condition leads to inconsistencies with relativity is
through violations of covariance. Specifically, the pre-
scription of the time evolution operator (see Eq. ) uses
a time ordered exponential that privileges a particular
time parameter (for example, the Fermi coordinate 7). If

the microcausality condition were fulfilled by h;(x), all
possible time parameters would yield the same time evo-
lution operator, and the predictions of the model would
be unambiguous. However, for spatially smeared detec-
tors the result does depend on the time parameter cho-
sen to perform the time ordering. The scalar interaction
Hamiltonian density in Eq. 7 though covariant itself,
might not yield a covariant time evolution operator [60].
The magnitude of the discrepancy between the evolution
operators associated with different choices of time param-
eter is nevertheless controlled by the characteristic scales
of the detector, and goes to zero as the extension of the
spatial smearing goes to zero. This means that particle
detectors give effectively covariant predictions provided
that their proper sizes are sufficiently small.

Another way in which the violation of the microcausal-
ity condition puts detector models in conflict with rela-
tivity is through potential violations of causality. The
simultaneous backreaction of the detector on the field
at spacelike separated events can lead the model to pre-
dict faster-than-light propagation of information. This
issue is intimately related to the measurement problem
in QFT, which was first identified by Rafael Sorkin in
the context of non-selective finite-rank projective mea-
surements [13], and has been further extended to local
infinite-rank ones [14] and more general operations [I5].
In all these setups, there is an instantaneous operation
applied simultaneously to spacelike separated points of
spacetime, and (under specific circumstances [14] [T5])
this leads to one region of spacetime signalling to another
one that is spacelike separated from it. The difference be-
tween the setups involving particle detectors and those
involving raw QFT operations is that, with detectors, we



can precisely quantify the magnitude of the causality is-
sues. In fact, once again, the violations are controlled by
the characteristic scales of the problem (e.g., the detector
size or its coupling strength) [61] [63], therefore allowing
us to identify the regimes where the issues are negligible,
and the models are thus employable.

Finally, we comment on the results of [62], which
present an effective description for localized non-
relativistic quantum systems in curved spacetimes, and
applies such a description to particle detector models.
The formalism naturally imposes a restriction on the size
of the systems which can be described around a given tra-
jectory in a background spacetime. In essence, the size of
the non-relativistic system must be smaller than a combi-
nation of the inverse proper acceleration of the trajectory
and the curvature radius of the rest surfaces associated
with the trajectory.

Overall, the main idea of this subsection is that, for
non-pointlike detectors, detector models can be employed
in those regimes where the inconsistencies with relativity
are negligible. All this considered, one may wonder why
we do not limit ourselves to pointlike particle detectors,
for which the Hamiltonian density satisfies the micro-
causality condition. After all; all the conflicts with rela-
tivity come from considering non-pointlike models. The
reason to consider smeared detectors is double: 1) while
pointlike detector models can be used to obtain predic-
tions in certain scenarios, they can also lead to UV diver-
gences [104] TT0]; and 2) the physical systems that we try
to model with particle detectors (e.g., atoms [56], super-
conducting qubits [57], etc.) are certainly not pointlike
objects.

IIT. LOCALIZED QUANTUM FIELDS

In order for a state in a quantum field theory to be spa-
tially localized at all times, one requires a strong interac-
tion that produces an effective confining potential, giving
rise to bound states which are localized in a given region
of space. Fundamentally, the strong interactions required
to produce localized states should also be described by
quantum field theory. For example, the hydrogen atom is
a bound state that should be a consequence of the inter-
actions of the standard model. However, in our current
state of knowledge we are rarely able to describe bound
systems completely within QFT. The reason for this dif-
ficulty is that bound states are usually outside of the
regime of perturbation theory, where quantum field the-
ory is mostly understood, and therefore their description
is still an open problem [ITT].

Although we still do not know how to describe most
bound states entirely within QFT, there are effective de-
scriptions which still allow one to treat the system of
interest as a quantum field. For instance, we can achieve
this by describing the strong interaction which localizes
its states as an external potential. For example, it is
possible to employ this treatment for the hydrogen atom
by considering the electron to be a fermionic field under

the influence of a Coulomb potential sourced by a point-
like proton [I12]. The predictions of this class of models
of confined quantum field theories have no covariance or
causality issues since, by construction, the effective QFTs
are microcausal.

A. Scalar field with a confining potential

In order to describe localized quantum systems as
quantum fields under the influence of an external con-
fining potentiaﬂ V(x), we consider for simplicity the ex-
ample of a real scalar quantum field in Minkowski space-
time . The details of the more general case of curved
backgrounds are given in Appendix [A]

To prescribe the potential let us assume that there is
a foliation of spacetime associated to a specific set of
inertial coordinates (¢,x) so that the potential can be
written as V (), i.e., the potential is static in that frame.
Physically, we can think of these coordinates as the ones
associated with a proper reference frame of the source of
the potential. We consider a classical Klein-Gordon field
that is described by the Lagrangian

2
L=—3000% - V@) (1)

where m is the field’s mass and we use the (—, +,+, +)
metric signature convention. Extremization of the asso-
ciated action yields the equation of motion for the field
¢(x) under the influence of the potential potential V' (x):

(3#3“ —m?— 2V(a:))¢(x) =0. (8)
This equation is separable in the coordinates (¢, x):
—2(x) + (V2 —m? —2V(x))d(x) =0.  (9)

Under the assumption that V() is a continuous positive
confining potential (that is V(&) — oo as || — oo)El, the
operator E?(x) = —V2+m?+2V (x) will admit a positive
compact inverse defined in L?(R3) (see Thm. XIII.16
in [I13]). Let n be a multi-index, so that ®,,(x) denotes
the eigenfunctions and w2 denotes the eigenfrequencies
of E?(z):

E%(2)®p(x) = wi®, (). (10)

4 Notice that adding a (non homogeneous) potential makes the
equation of motion not Poincaré invariant. Of course, this is
just an artifact of treating the physical system that confines the
field as nondynamical. Poincaré invariance can be automatically
restored once the physical entity that sources the potential is
also endowed with degrees of freedom that transform nontrivially
under the Poincaré group. In the approximation that the effect
of the source is modelled in terms of an external potential, this
just corresponds to also applying the group transformations to
the potential itself.

Notice that many physical potentials are not confining in this
strict sense, but for low enough energies they are effectively con-
fining, and admit a discrete spectrum in the relevant range of
energies, so the formalism here also applies to them in these
regimes (see Thm. XIII.1 in [IT3]).

o



Under the assumption that ¢(t,x) are square-integrable
functions in space for each constant value of ¢, we can
write

¢(t, @) = > vn(t)®n(x) + He (11)

n

Plugging the expression above into Eq. @ and using Eq.
(10), we obtain a differential equation for vy, (t):

Un(t) = —wiop(t). (12)

We can then expand the real classical solution for the
field as

o(t,@) = 3 (ane D (@) + af et} (2)), (13)

n

where the complex numbers a,, are defined by initial con-
ditions.

In order to match the usual conventions adopted in
quantum field theory, we pick the functions ®,,(x) such
that the mode functions uy,(x) = e~ “»!®,, (x) are nor-
malized with respect to the Klein-Gordon inner product:

(61, P2)e =i /E A5 (61002 — Ol d2),  (14)

where ¥ is any Cauchy surface, d¥* = n*dX, with n*
being the future directed unit normal to ¥ and dX is the
induced volume element in Y. That is, we normalize the
functions ®,,(x) so that

(unu un’)KG = 5n,n’7 (’U,:‘, u;/)KG = _5n,n’~ (15)

Picking the surfaces of constant ¢, we find that this
amounts to the following normalization of ®,(x) in
L?(R3):

_ 1
T 2w

[ Ealtn@)? (16)

The fact that the potential V(x) is confining implies
that each of the eigenfunctions ®,,(x) is mostly localized
around the minima of V(x), and decay to zero as V()
increases. This means that the solutions to the equation
of motion, Eq. @, are mostly localized in a worldtube
that contains the minima of the potential.

The quantization of this field can then be done by pro-
moting the coefficients ., and o, to creation and annihi-
lation operators a.,, and &Tn, which act on a Hilbert space
containing a vacuum state |0) such that a,, |0) = 0 for all
n. The creation and annihilation operators satisfy the
commutation relations [&n,dL/] = 0p,n- The quantum

field ¢(x) can then be represented as
6(x) = D (ane 7 (@) + a, '@ (@), (17)
n

There are key properties to be noted about the quan-
tum field in Eq. (17)). Notice that the field excitations are

indexed by a countable index m. This implies that the
mode excitations of the form aj, |0) are normalized states
in the quantum field theory. That is, unlike in the case of
non-localized quantum fields, the single mode excitations
are physical states with well-defined values of relevant
observables such as energy and momentum [I14]. More-
over, each mode n is localized around the same region
as the functions ®,,(x). These are both consequences of
the fact that the potential V'(x) is confining.

The confining nature of V(x) also implies that the
Hilbert space representation associated to the vacuum
state |0) decomposes as a countable tensor product of
the Hilbert space associated to each mode. This allows
one to perform operations such as partial tracing over
modes and independently describe the dynamics of each
single mode, while still obtaining a physical state for the
localized field.

For a detailed computation involving one of the most
common textbook examples of confining potentials—the
quadratic potential—see Appendix [B]

B. Compactly supported fields

In order to consider fields localized in a finite region of
space one has to make some extra assumptions about the
confining potential. Notice that if the potential V(x) is
a smooth function, the field modes will not be compactly
supported. To restrict the field to a compact region, we
consider 3 4+ 1 Minkowski spacetime, and use a potential
which is only finite in a compact convex connected set
U C R3 of diameter d, and V (z) is inﬁnitdﬂ outside of U.
In this case, the effect of the infinite potential is to set
the value of the functions to zero outside of the region
U, effectively enforcing Dirichlet boundary conditions on
the field. Then the operator E?(z) = —V2+m?+V (z) is
defined in a dense domain of L?(U). The operator E?(x)
is positive and has discrete spectrum [I13], [115], which
gives it a discrete set of eigenfunctions ®,,(x) associated
to eigenvalues w2, such that

E%(2)®p(x) = w2, (). (18)

This leads us to the same solutions found in Eq.
for the classical equations of motion, with the additional
property that ®, (x) are compactly supported in U. This
way, the solutions to Eq. have support in the world-
tube R x U. The quantization procedure can be carried
out like in the non-compactly supported case described
in Subsection [[TT4] yielding a quantum field of the same
form as in Eq. (17). In this case, however, every mode
excitation af, |0) is compactly supported by construction.

6 One could formally consider a one-parameter family of confining
potentials Ve (x) such that Ve(x) — oo as € — 01 for x ¢ U and
Ve(x) — V() as € — 0T for x € U. For € > 0 this fits the class
of models of Subsection @



As a particular example of compactly supported field
theory that is relevant in quantum optics, we briefly
study a field in a perfectly reflective cavity, which can
be treated using the formalism presented in this subsec-
tion. Specifically, we consider a cubic cavity Uy = [0, d]?
where the potential vanishes in the region Uy, and is in-
finite everywhere else, i.e.,

{0, xelUy

(19)

The spatial solutions in this case are the eigenfunctions
@, (z) of the operator —V? + m? in L?*(U,), with the
boundary condition ®,(x) = 0 at the boundary of Uy.
The solutions are

Pp(x) = oo (@) fn, () fn. (2), (20)

1
V2Wn

fulu) = \/gsin(”;“), (21)

the energy eigenvalues are given by

where

\/m2+ (n2 +n2 4+ n2), (22)

and the field takes the shape of Eq. .

IV. LOCALIZED QUANTUM FIELDS AS
PARTICLE DETECTOR MODELS

In this section we will consider a detector modelled by
a localized relativistic quantum field ¢y, (x) which will act
as the probe for a free Klein-Gordon field q@(x), following
the spirit of the Fewster-Verch measurement scheme [64),
65, [70).

Consider a field ¢p(x) in a 3 + 1 dimensional globally
hyperbolic spacetime under the influence of an external
confining potential V(x) (see Appendix . In this case,
there exists a discrete set of modes u,(x) such that the
field ¢p(x) can be written as

Go(x) =D (antun(x) + afup (x)). (23)

n

We will assume that this field couples linearly to a free
Klein-Gordon field ¢(x). The system of the two interact-
ing fields can be described by the Lagrangian

Ve (24)
2
9" = ()0,

1 m?2
L= _5 M¢D8H¢D - TDQI% -
1 1z
D) #¢a ¢—
where A is a coupling strength and ((x) is a localized func-

tion that controls the spacetime region where the inter-
action between ¢, (x) and ¢(x) happens. For convenience

we assume that ((x) is dimensionless, which implies that
the coupling strength has dimensions of energy squared.

It is clear that the Lagrangian of Eq. defines two
non-interacting quantum field theories at A = 0, with a
localized field ¢ (x) and a free Klein-Gordon field ¢(x).
For small values of A one can use perturbation theory
with the scalar interaction Hamiltonian density

ing (%) = A () o (x)$(x).- (25)

Assuming the support of {(x) to be localized in time, one
can compute the time evolution operator associated with
the interaction,

U= TeXp(—i / dvﬁim(x)), (26)

where dV = \/—gd*z is the spacetime invariant volume
element, and T exp denotes the time ordering exponential
with respect to any time parameter. Unlike the interac-
tion of smeared particle detector models with a free field,
we now have a fully relativistic QFT of two interacting
fields which, in particular, respects microcausality.

For simplicity we will look at the case where the field
qAS starts in a zero-mean Gaussian state pg and the field

¢p starts in its vacuum state |0,), so that the initial state
of the two-field system is pg = |0p)}(0p|® pg. Importantly,
due to the discrete energy levels of the localized quantum
field ¢A>D, its Fock space JF;, factors as

Fo =) Hn, (27)

where H,, is the Hilbert space associated to each mode.
A consequence of this decomposition is that the vacuum
state of the localized quantum field can be written as

|OD> = ® |On> ’ (28)

where |0,,) denotes the state of zero occupation number
for the mode n. We can then write

H,, = span ({(al,)™[0n): m=0,1,..}). (29)

We will also assume that we only have access to one
mode of the localized field ¢y, (x) described in the sub-
space H,, for a given IN, which labels an eigenfrequency
wyand its corresponding eigenmode u,(x). Denote by H<
the complement of this Hilbert space in the decomposi-
tion of Eq. , so that the detector field’s Fock space
factors as F, = H,, @ Hy. The final state that we have
access to will then be given by

P = o (UﬁOUT ) : (30)
Physically, the restriction of the field to the space H,, can

be realized experimentally if one only has access to exci-
tations of the localized field with energy w,,. For instance,



consider an electromagnetic cavity which contains pho-
todetectors that can only measure ‘photons’ that have
energy w,. BEffectively, an experimentalist would only
have access to the space H,, and the partial trace oper-
ation that we have performed is physically meaningful.

Under the assumption that the coupling strength A is
sufficiently small, we can compute the final state p,, as a
power expansion in A by using the Dyson expansion for
Ua

U=1+0Y+0® +0(\3), (31)

where
A —i/dvizim(x), (32)
T(2) 7. 7. / Y
U = AV AV hing () hine (X)0(t — t'), (33)

and 0(t) denotes the Heaviside theta function, with ¢ be-
ing any time coordinate. The final state of the two fields
is given by

pr=po+ D+ + 00, (34)

with
,43(1) - U(l)ﬁo + ﬁoU(l)T, (35)
pA(Q) — U(Z)ﬁo + U(l),@OU(l)T + pAO(A](Q)T. (36)

Notice that because the interaction Hamiltonian is linear
on ¢(x) and the field starts in a zero-mean Gaussian state,

we have tr(qg(x),%) = <<;A5(x)>p¢ = 0, so that the term

p) does not contribute after the partial trace over the
degrees of freedom of ¢(x). Defining

Q) = ((X)n (), (37)

Partial tracing over the free field ¢(x), and using
po = |0p)0p|® pg, we then obtain

o (5) =2 [ AVAV' I (x,5) (Q() [0)(05| Q) (39)
~ QXIQK) 10:X0s] 6(¢ — )
— 0505 QKIQENOE ~ 1)),

where W (x,x') = (qg(x)gﬁ(x’»% is the Wightman function
of the field ¢(x) in the state jy.
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The next step is to trace the result of Eq. over
the space H, which we assumed to be inaccessible. In
order to perform this computation, we define

Qn (X) = C(X) (&nun(x) + &Lu; (X)) ) (40)

so that
CORDILHC (41)
Now we have
trag, (QHQK)) = ;tm;v (On(0m(x)) . (42)

From Eq. (2§), the vacuum [0,) can be decomposed in
terms of the ground state of each mode:

105)(00] = @ 09 X0m| = 69 @) 102X0],  (43)

nm (n.m)#(N,N)

where p, = [0y)0y|. Noticing that each Qn(x) term
only contains one creation and one annihilation operator,
we then find that for (n,m) # (N, N),

g, (Qn()Qm () 0605 ) (44)
= 5nmC(X)un (X)C(X/)ujn (X,)ﬁN)() ’

which is simply a multiple of the initial state of the mode
N. For n =m = N, the trace over H, simply gets rid
of the components of the state in H, without affecting
the components in H,,.

Using these results it is possible to trace Eq. over
the space Hy,, which yields

=g + X [ VAW ) (Gl g Qulr)  (45)
— QU)X 01— 1)
— hg On Q)0 — 1))
00 30 [ VAV X )0 un (I X )

n#ZN
x (1=0(t—t)—0(t' —t)) + O(\h).

Notice that the last term cancels, given that
Ot —t")+6(t' —t) =1. Also notice the similarity with
the leading order result for particle detectors in Eq. .

At this stage it is possible to reinterpret the final result
by considering the following effective scalar Hamiltonian
density

(%) = AQn(x)9(x) = A(A™ (¥)ay + AT (x)al) aB(x(), |
46
where we defined the (time evolved) spacetime smearing
functions A~ (x) and AT (x) as

A7(9) = ((Xuy(x), and AT() = (A7(x)".  (47)



The operator heg(x) acts on the Hilbert space of the field

q@(x) and on the Hilbert space H,, which is effectively a
harmonic oscillator. Defining

Uit = T exp (—i / dvﬁeg(x)) , (48)

it is possible to show that the result for j, in Eq.
can be rewritten as

e =t (Uil ® 5)0%g) + O, (49)

That is, to second order in the coupling strength, it is
possible to reproduce the final state of QASD (x) in the sub-
space H,, by considering an interaction of a harmonic
oscillator with the quantum field ¢(x).

If the spacetime is static, and the external poten-
tial is invariant under the flow of the timelike Killing
vector field 9;, then it is possible to establish an even
more direct comparison with particle detector models. In
this case, the metric can be decomposed as in Eq.
and, using that V(x) is invariant under the flow of the
Killing vector field, the solutions uy,(x) decompose as
Up(x) = e @ntd, (x). We can then write the time-
evolved spacetime smearing function A~ (x) as

A () = (e N B (@) = e NA(),  (50)

where we have defined the regular spacetime smearing
function as

A(x) = ((x) (). (51)
The effective interaction Hamiltonian then reads
her(x) = MA(X)e “Nay, + A*(x)e“~al )p(x).  (52)

In order to fully recover the expression for a particle de-
tector undergoing a given trajectory in this spacetime,
let o be the spatial coordinates of the centerl] of the
function @, (x). Consider the trajectory z(7) = (y7, xo),
where 7 is its proper time, and ~y is the redshift factor
relative to t. We can now define the proper energy gap
as

Q =y, (53)

so that the effective interaction Hamiltonian can be writ-
ten as

herr(x) = A (A(x)e iy + A" (x)€Yal) d(x),  (54)

which is exactly the interaction Hamiltonian of a har-
monic oscillator particle detector with energy gap € in-
teracting with a scalar field ¢(x) (see Eq. (6)). Note

7 This center can always be assigned. If V(z) has a single global
minimum the centre would be at the coordinates of the minimum.
Otherwise this centre can be chosen to be the ‘centre of mass’ of
the mode [TI6HIIS].

that the units of the switching function and coupling
strength could be matched with the harmonic oscillator
UDW model by rebalancinéﬂ the units of the function
¢(x). Moreover, if one is only interested in “one-particle”
excitations in the mode IV, this allows us to consistently
restrict the system and Hamiltonian density of Eq.
into a two-level system spanned by {|0y) , |15)}. This re-
duces to the leading order interaction of a two-level UDW
detector with a scalar quantum field, which is the most
widely used particle detector model in the literature.

It is worth remarking that this “derivation” of par-
ticle detectors is fundamentally different from the one
presented in [I8]. There, particle detector models were
recovered from non-relativistic quantum systems, while
here we recovered them from fully relativistic QFTs. It
is also important to notice that the analogy between a
localized QFT detector and the particle detector models
that we find here is specific to leading order perturbation
theory. Indeed, there will be discrepancies between the
model with heg(x) and the model with the interaction
Hamiltonian density of the full quantum field theory in-
teraction iLint(X) to fourth or higher order in the coupling
strength.

We have seen how one can derive a particle detector
model from a fully relativistic quantum field theory. Al-
though a previous attempt of considering “second quan-
tized” UDW detectors exists [I07], the particle detectors
in that case are obtained from localized states of a free
massive scalar field with a very high mass. However, no
state of a free massive scalar field can be truly localized,
as the free propagation will cause the quantum state to
spread regardless of the value of the field’s mass. Here
we consider energy eigenstates of the detector field’s free
Hamiltonian which are localized in space and can also be
static. This means that, in this approach, the detector
remains localized for arbitrarily long times. The small
price that we have to pay in order to obtain this local-
ized theory is the addition of an external potential V (),
which is non-dynamical, and prescribed by the physical
entity responsible for the localization of the field ¢p(x).

This derivation of particle detector models as a spe-
cific mode of a localized quantum field also allows us to
see where the non-localities of the usual particle detec-
tor models come from. Although we started with two
microcausal theories for the fields ¢p(x) and ¢(x), we
ended up with a particle detector model, which does not
respect microcausality, as discussed in Section [[Il The
reason for this is that the state of the field restricted to
mode N represents a degree of freedom which is extended
in space. Moreover, this degree of freedom is restricted
to a region corresponding to the support of the mode.
That is, any quantum operation performed only on this

8 Here we have [A\] = E? and [A(x)] = E, where E is an en-
ergy scale. This is unlike the UDW model, where the coupling
strength is dimensionless and the spacetime smearing function
has units of a spatial density.



mode will affect all events within the localization of the
function @, (2). This is the origin of the effective non-
localities and apparent causality violations discussed in
Subsection [[TB] Physically, any faster-than-light predic-
tions would be a consequence of the fact that “measuring
the energyﬂ of the field in the mode N” is a non-local
operation. While this operation cannot truly be imple-
mented in a way that respects causality, it can be a very
approximate description of a physical process when one
has a field in a cavity, or a field in a localized region of
space. The idea of tracing over infinitely many modes
of the field allows for an interpretation of the causality
issues of particle detectors, which is in analogy with the
effective causality violations that arise when one traces
over UV modes of a quantum field theory. It is well-
known that restricting a quantum field theory to modes
of energies below a certain cutoff introduces causality vi-
olations of the order of the inverse of the cutoff [IT19] [120].
That is, effective causality violations arise when tracing
over modes of quantum field theories, and this is also the
origin of the causality issues that arise in particle detector
models. In fact, this connection can be made even more
concrete if we formulate the reduction of the probe field
to a finite number of modes in terms of path integrals, as
shown, for instance, in [121].

On the other hand, if we consider the whole localized
quantum field theory as a probe, and restrict ourselves
to causal operations, no causality violations would arise.
Moreover, we have chosen to trace over all modes except
for one, but we could also have considered tracing over
all modes except for a finite amount of them, reducing
the impact of the effective causality violations at higher
orders. Furthermore, if we want to remain at leading
order in perturbation theory, we note that each of the
detector field modes effectively behaves as a harmonic
oscillator particle detector, as these evolve independently
to leading order in A.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a fully relativistic model of particle
detectors using localized quantum field theories. Using
this model, we have shown how non-relativistic parti-
cle detectors can be understood as effective descriptions
arising from fully relativistic localized quantum field the-
ories. Specifically, we have shown that each mode of the
localized field theory behaves exactly like a particle detec-
tor to leading order in the coupling strength. The fact
that the analogy between particle detectors and local-
ized QFT's holds to leading order in perturbation theory
implies that any leading order statement about particle
detectors can be made into a statement about localized
modes of quantum fields (as in [122]).

9 Or any other extended observable of <13D.
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Since our derivation of effective models of non-
relativistic particle detectors comes from fully relativis-
tic theories, it allowed us to physically motivate the
non-localities of the model. Specifically, we discussed
that non-localities in detector models arise from mea-
surements of extended field observables localized within
the support of the field modes that give rise to the effec-
tive detector model. This is analogous to what happens
when one traces over high energy modes of a quantum
field theory, which is well known to introduce a certain
degree of non-locality.

This work aims to set the basis to connect relativis-
tic quantum information protocols with other fruitful re-
search avenues to study local operations in quantum field
theory. In particular, we believe it may provide a way for
an algebraic quantum field theory perspective to quan-
tum information protocols in QF T, where the fundamen-
tal condition of microcausality is satisfied, and the pro-
tocols can be looked at from a fully relativistic perspec-
tive. This work also paves the way for an explicit connec-
tion between the detector-based measurement schemes
in QFT [27], and the algebraic approaches [64] [65] [70],
which are stated fully covariantly in terms of the alge-
braic formulation of quantum field theory.
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Appendix A: Localized scalar field in a curved
spacetime

In this appendix, we generalize to curved backgrounds
the treatment for localized quantum fields presented in
Section [[IIl Consider the case where the field is defined in
a general globally hyperbolic spacetime M of dimension
D+1. In this case, we do not assume that there is a folia-
tion where the potential looks static. The Lagrangian for
the field under the influence of this potential is still going
to be given by Eq. , now with a spacetime dependent



potential. The field equation can then be written as

(V,VF —m? =2V ()6(x) =0, (A1)
where V,, denotes the (torsion-free) metric-compatible
covariant derivative. A relevant consequence of consider-
ing this more general case is that the equation of mo-
tion for the field will not necessarily admit a separa-
tion of variables in terms of space and time. Neverthe-
less, assuming that V(x) is conﬁningifl7 it is still possi-
ble to obtain a discrete basis for the space of solutions
{un(x),ul,(x)} such that any classical solution can be
written as

$(x) = Y _(anun(x) + aju;, (x).

n

(A2)

The assumption that V(x) is confining also implies that
the functions wu,, (x) are strongly localized when restricted
to any Cauchy surface. The quantization of this theory is
analogous to the case of Minkowski spacetime, and gives
the quantum field

O0) =D (anun(x) + ahus, (x).

n

(A3)

In the case of a static globally hyperbolic spacetime,
where there exists a Killing vector field £ and a foliation
by Cauchy surfaces which is orthogonal to &, it is possible
to separate the Klein-Gordon equation with an external
potential in a similar fashion to what we did in Minkowski
spacetime. Let t be the coordinate of the flow of &, then
the line element can be written as

ds? = —B(x)2dt* + hy;(z)da'da?, (A4)
where {2’} are coordinates in the Cauchy surfaces or-
thogonal to ¢ and & = (z!,...,2”). Then, it can be
shown that under the assumption that the potential V'(x)
is independent of ¢, the basis of solutions u,(x) can be
decomposed as

U (X) = e7“ntd,, (x), (A5)

where ®,,(x) are solutions to

\5581» (ﬁ\/ﬁhljafbn) — (wi + 62(m2 + V(w))) (I)n = 0,
(A6)

and h = det(h;;). Notice that the equation above is in-
deed independent of ¢, so that the separation of variables
can be performed.

10 ¥ (x) being confining means that there exists a timelike curve
z(7) such that V(x) — oo when o(z(7),x) — oo for each T,
where o(x,x’) denotes Synge’s world function [102] (the space-
time separation between x and x’).
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Appendix B: A field localized by a quadratic
potential

In this appendix we consider an explicit example of
the formalism of Section [[II, where V (z) is a quadratic
potential. Specifically, we consider inertial coordinates
(t, ) in Minkowski spacetime and a real scalar field ¢(x)
under the influence of the potential

_ |=?

V(x) = TR

(B1)
The parameter ¢ has dimensions of length, and controls
the strength of the potential, with smaller values of £
corresponding to stronger potentials. The equations of
motion for the field then become

2 |2l®

<8M6” —-m 7 > d(x) = 0. (B2)
It is possible to find a basis of solutions to the equa-
tions above. In fact, in Cartesian coordinates, we can
solve the equation by separation of variables. If we write
#(x) = e PP (x), we obtain
2 2 s |z

The solutions for the equation above are well known
from the quantum harmonic oscillator. That is, im-
posing the solution to be zero at infinity, we find that
E? —m? has to be of the form 2(n, +n, +n. + 2)/¢? for
Ng, Ny, N, € {0,1,...}. We write n = (ny,ny,n,), so that
a basis of solutions can be written as

B, () = \/%w—nf @) fu, @) o (2),  (BY)

where

w2

1 e 22
Vv 2mn! Wi\/z

and H,,(u) denote the Hermite polynomials. The eigen-
frequencies w,, are characterized by the positive values of
E in Eq. (B3)), and are given by

2 3
wn:\/m2+£2<nr+ny+nz+2>. (B6)

The quantization of the field using the basis of solutions
P, () yields a field operator of the form (17), where the
index m is given by n = (ng, ny, n.).

At this stage it is possible to analyze the spatial lo-
calization of the modes of the quantum field. We see
that all modes are exponentially decaying as e~l=l?/20%
That is, the parameter ¢ which is inversely related to the
strength of the potential V' (x) is also related to the spa-
tial localization of the field. However, highly energetic
modes will be less localized, as is well known that the

fo(u) = Hy, (u/l), (B5)
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ized for the harmonic potential, we mean that each of
the relevant modes for a given physical scenario is indeed
exponentially localized.

region where the Hermite polynomials are non-negligible
grows as v/2n + 1. When we say that the field is local-
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