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We study the protocol of entanglement harvesting when the particle detectors that harvest entan-
glement from the field are replaced by fully relativistic quantum field theories. We show that two
localized modes of the quantum field theories are able to harvest the same amount of leading order
entanglement as two non-relativistic particle detectors, thus implying that QFT probes can gener-
ally harvest more entanglement than particle detectors. These results legitimize the use of particle
detectors to study entanglement harvesting regardless of their internally non-relativistic nature.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement is a fundamental feature of quantum
theories whose measurement cannot be reproduced by
local classical models. Its applications range from im-
proving quantum communication protocols [1], cryptog-
raphy [2] and facilitating computational tasks [3]. In this
sense, entanglement is a quantum resource that can be
used to enhance our computational power. Being at the
heart of quantum theory, one could expect that entan-
glement is well understood in most relevant scenarios,
and indeed, there are situations where a full characteri-
zation of entanglement is known, such as for example for
arbitrary states in sufficiently simple bipartite systems.
However, quantifying entanglement in mixed states of ar-
bitrary systems [4] and in infinite dimensional Hilbert
spaces is still an ongoing research topic [5].

The situation is even worse in the case of quantum field
theory (QFT), where, strictly speaking, the Hilbert space
cannot be factorized as a tensor product of local Hilbert
spaces associated to causally disjoint regions. Therefore,
even the well-established measures of entanglement for
bipartite pure states in quantum mechanics are not very
meaningful in QFT. One of the main reasons for this is
because any sufficiently regular QFT state restricted to
two non-complementary regions separated by some finite
distance will be mixed. As a consequence, the entangle-
ment shared between the two subsystems of interest is
very hard to characterize—both because of our limited
understanding of mixed-state entanglement in general,
and because local subregions in QFT are associated to
type III von Neumann algebras, and therefore do not even
admit descriptions in terms of density matrices [6, 7]. In
this light, other techniques for studying the entanglement
between subregions of a QFT have been developed. One
of them, on which we will focus in this work, is the pro-
tocol of entanglement harvesting.
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Entanglement harvesting is a protocol in which local-
ized quantum probes couple to a quantum field aiming
to extract entanglement from it [8–10]. If the probes
are unable to communicate through the field1, the en-
tanglement they acquired serves as a witness for the en-
tanglement in the field between the regions that they
couple to [12]. This simple approach to quantifying en-
tanglement in a quantum field theory has the advantages
of being readily applicable for quantum fields in both
flat [8–11, 13–25] and curved spacetimes [26–29], and be-
ing able to describe physically realistic scenarios of local
measurements of quantum fields [16, 21, 22, 30–32]. In
fact, experimental implementations of the entanglement
harvesting protocol are now within reach [25, 33, 34].

In order to model entanglement harvesting, it is com-
mon to describe the localized probes as Unruh-DeWitt
(UDW) detectors. These are non-relativistic quantum
systems which locally couple to quantum fields [35–38].
Although UDW models have been shown to accurately
describe numerous physical setups [30, 39], they are ef-
fective descriptions of bound states of matter that are
internally non-relativistic, which can of course be prob-
lematic within the context of QFT. Unsurprisingly, the
non-relativistic nature of the detectors can cause prob-
lems with covariance and causality, so many efforts have
been spent in recent years to fully analyze to what ex-
tent and in what regimes particle detectors can be used
without spoiling the relativistic nature of the QFT they
probe [40–43]. However, these issues have legitimately
raised some questions as to whether analyzing phenom-
ena like entanglement harvesting using internally non-
relativistic probes can give trustworthy results. For in-
stance, arguments have been made that perhaps the ob-
served entanglement is an artifact of the non-relativistic
nature of the detectors [44].

1 By ‘cannot communicate’ we mean that the detectors cannot
exchange information via the propagation of their respective ac-
tions on the field (e.g., when they are spacelike separated). If
the detectors can communicate through the field, the acquired
entanglement may not originate from extracting preexisting field
correlations. For a discussion on this, see [11].
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In order to address these questions, we will use the de-
scription presented in [45] to replace the non-relativistic
particle detector models in the entanglement harvesting
protocol by two fully relativistic localized quantum fields
that are then used to probe a free quantum field. By con-
sidering explicit examples, we show that the two localized
fields can extract entanglement from the free field, even
if their interaction regions are spacelike separated. This
proves that entanglement harvesting is not a consequence
of non-localities present because of the non-relativistic
nature of commonly employed particle detector models,
and that the protocol can be implemented within a fully
relativistic framework. We also find that, to leading order
in the coupling strength, any two modes of each of the lo-
calized QFTs behave exactly like two harmonic oscillator
particle detectors, provided suitable choices of coupling
regions. This extends the results of [45] to setups where
multiple detectors are present. Finally we also show that
the results obtained with non-relativistic particle detec-
tor models provide a lower bound to the results obtained
at leading order with fully relativistic QFT probes.

This manuscript is organized as follows. In Section II,
we review the protocol of entanglement harvesting with
harmonic oscillator particle detector models. In Sec-
tion III we discuss how to use two localized quantum
fields in order to locally probe a third quantum field. Sec-
tion IV is devoted to the study of entanglement harvest-
ing using two fully relativistic localized quantum fields
coupled to a free field. The conclusions of our work can
be found in Section V.

II. ENTANGLEMENT HARVESTING

It is well known that the vacuum state of a free quan-
tum field contains correlations between different space-
time regions, including those in spacelike separation [46–
52]. In fact, in flat spacetimes, for any two spacetime
regions, one can always find correlations between local
observables of the field. However, when talking about
finite regions, it is not so easy to tell whether these cor-
relations come from entanglement or from another form
of classical correlations. The reason why addressing this
question becomes difficult is the fact that when one ef-
fectively restricts a global state of a quantum field the-
ory to finite regions of spacetime, the result is a mixed
state, and our techniques for computing entanglement
for mixed states are limited, even more so in quantum
field theory. One way of approaching the question of
how much entanglement there is between two regions of
spacetime in a quantum field is to probe the field with
simpler localized quantum systems. These systems can
couple to the field in the regions of interest in an attempt
to extract preexisting entanglement. One can then com-
pute the entanglement between the auxiliary quantum
systems in order to infer the entanglement present in the
field itself. This is the key idea in the protocol of entan-
glement harvesting (see, e.g., [10]).

The protocol of entanglement harvesting was origi-
nally developed in [9, 13], and has since been refined
and studied exhaustively in many different scenarios and
spacetimes [8–11, 13–25]. The protocol considers two (or
more [23, 53]) particle detectors which couple to the field
in distinct regions of spacetime. These particle detectors
are usually described as effective non-relativistic models
for localized quantum systems that couple to quantum
fields (typically called Unruh-DeWitt detectors [35, 36]).
Although the main goal of the protocol is for the detec-
tors to extract entanglement that is previously present
in the quantum field, harvesting entanglement is not the
only way the detectors can get correlated. The field can
also establish a communication channel between the two
detectors, enabling another possible source of entangle-
ment when the detectors exchange quantum information
through the field [11, 54]. In order to isolate the en-
tanglement that is harvested from the field, it is then
common to consider detectors whose interaction regions
are causally disconnected. This prevents the detectors
from exchanging any information2, thus leading to the
conclusion that all the entanglement they acquire comes
from the field.
For illustration purposes, let us review a concrete ex-

ample of entanglement harvesting. We consider two har-
monic oscillator particle detectors3 in 3 + 1-dimensional
Minkowski spacetime, and we label the detectors by A
and B. Each detector is assumed to undergo an inertial
trajectory za(t) = (t,xa) and zb(t) = (t,xb). The har-
monic oscillator detectors have frequencies Ωa and Ωb,
and their free time evolution is determined by the Hamil-
tonians

Ĥa = Ωaâ
†
aâa, Ĥb = Ωbâ

†
bâb, (1)

where âa, â†a, âb, and â†b denote the annihilation and
creation operators in the Hilbert space of each detector.
Each harmonic oscillator interacts with the quantum

field according to the scalar interaction Hamiltonian den-
sities (or Hamiltonian weights [41])

ĥI,a(x) = λ
(
Λa(x)e

−iΩatâa + Λ∗
a(x)e

iΩatâ†a
)
ϕ̂(x), (2)

ĥI,b(x) = λ
(
Λb(x)e

−iΩbtâb + Λ∗
b(x)e

iΩbtâ†b
)
ϕ̂(x), (3)

2 Notice that the extraction of entanglement by the detectors, in-
cluding the scenario in which they interact with the field in space-
like separated regions, does not incur into any kind of causality
violation. Indeed, the fact that the field vacuum exhibits en-
tanglement between spacelike separated regions is a well-known
feature of any relativistic QFT [48, 49], and this entanglement,
when acquired by the detectors, can never be used to signal be-
tween them.

3 Notice that an analogous derivation follows when a two-level par-
ticle detector model is considered instead of a harmonic oscilla-
tor. In fact, it can be seen, e.g., in section IV.B of [55], that at
leading order a two-level UDW model and a harmonic oscillator
model yield exactly the same amount of harvested entanglement
when starting in their ground states.
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where Λa(x) and Λb(x) are the spacetime smearing func-
tions, which control the spacetime region where the de-
tectors couple to the field, and λ is a coupling constant,
which controls the strength of the interactions with the
field. The interaction Hamiltonian weight for the full
system of the two detectors and field is given by

ĥI(x) = ĥI,a(x) + ĥI,b(x). (4)

The Hamiltonian weight above gives rise to the time evo-
lution operator

ÛI = Tt exp
(
−i

∫
dV ĥI(x)

)
, (5)

where Tt exp denotes the time ordering operation with
respect to the time parameter t and dV is the invariant
spacetime volume element.

Notice that the time ordering operation in Eq. (5)
privileges the time parameter t. This is a consequence
of the non-relativistic model employed for the descrip-
tion of the detectors themselves, and is directly linked
to the fact that the interaction Hamiltonian weights of
Eqs. (2) and (3) violate the microcausality condition
whenever the detectors are not pointlike. That is, for

spatially smeared detectors, ĥI,a(x) and ĥI,b(x) do not
commute with themselves at spacelike separated points.
The incompatibilities of the effective models of particle
detectors with relativity are well known [40–43], and are
understood to provide a limit for the regime of validity
of the models. Nevertheless, these serve as a reminder
that particle detector models are an effective description
for localized quantum systems, which ultimately should
be modelled fully relativistically .

Using the time evolution operator of Eq. (5), it is then
possible to compute the final state of the two detectors
after their interaction with the field. For convenience
we choose the initial state ρ̂0 = |0a⟩⟨0a| ⊗ |0b⟩⟨0b| ⊗ ρ̂ϕ for
the detectors-field system. That is, we assume that both
detectors are initially in their ground states, and that the
field is initially in the state ρ̂ϕ. We also assume that ρ̂ϕ
is a zero-mean Gaussian state. In the regime of weak
interactions, it is then possible to use the Dyson expan-
sion for the time evolution operator. The final state of

the detectors is found by tracing out the field ϕ̂. We
find that the final state of the detectors to leading or-
der only has components in the subspace spanned by
{|0a⟩ , |1a⟩ , |2a⟩} ⊗ {|0b⟩ , |1b⟩ , |2b⟩}. It can be written
as

ρ̂d =

(
M 07×2

02×7 02×2

)
+O(λ4), (6)

where

M =



1− Laa − Lbb 0 K∗
b 0 M∗ 0 K∗

a

0 Lbb 0 L∗
ab 0 0 0

Kb 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 Lab 0 Laa 0 0 0
M 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ka 0 0 0 0 0 0


, (7)

Lij = λ2

∫
dV dV ′Λi(x)Λj(x

′)e−iΩ(t−t′)W (x, x′), (8)

Ki = λ2

∫
dV dV ′Λi(x)Λi(x

′)eiΩ(t+t′)GF (x, x
′), (9)

M = −λ2

∫
dV dV ′Λa(x)Λb(x

′)eiΩ(t+t′)GF (x, x
′). (10)

Here, we have denoted W (x, x′) = trϕ(ρ̂ϕϕ̂(x)ϕ̂(x
′)) and

GF (x, x
′) = W (x, x′)θ(t− t′) +W (x′, x)θ(t′ − t), which

are the two-point function (or Wightman function) and
the Feynman propagator of the field in the state ρ̂ϕ. In
the expressions above, I,J ∈ {A,B}. The Laa, Lbb, Ka

and Kb terms are local to each detector, while the terms
Lab, and M correspond to the correlations acquired by
the two detectors.
Our goal is to quantify the entanglement present in

the final state of the detectors (if any). Noticing that
the final state in Eq. (6) is a mixed state (the detectors
become entangled with the quantum field), we pick the
negativity as an entanglement quantifier. The negativ-
ity is an entanglement monotone, which is non-zero only
when the state under consideration is entangled. It is
defined as the sum of the absolute value of the negative
eigenvalues of the partial transpose of a bipartite density
operator, and for the state given in Eq. (6), it reads as

N (ρ̂d) = max

(
0,

√
|M|2 −

(Laa−Lbb

2

)2 − Laa+Lbb

2

)
+O(λ4). (11)

Moreover, if the detectors’ local terms are the same
(i.e., Laa = Lbb = L), Eq. (11) simplifies to
N (ρ̂d) = max(0, |M| − L). Overall, the entanglement in
the state of the detectors is a competition between the
non-local M term and the local noise terms Laa and Lbb.
The quantification of how much of the entanglement

acquired by the detectors is from communication be-
tween them and how much is actual entanglement har-
vested from the quantum field has been studied in pre-
vious literature [11]. If the interaction regions of the
detectors are spacelike separated, no entanglement can
come from communication. However, many physical ex-
amples involve detectors without a finite support (such
as atoms [16]), and one has to quantify whether the over-
lap of the tails of the spacetime smearing functions can
generate entanglement originating from communication
between the detectors. Means to quantify this are now
well known, and it is well understood that if strongly
supported spacetime smearing functions are sufficiently
separated in space, the communication contribution can
be made irrelevant [11, 43]. Using these techniques it
is possible to find setups such that (effectively) space-
like separated detectors can harvest entanglement from
a quantum field [10]. Examples can also be found in the
literature where spacelike separated compactly supported
spacetime smearing functions can also extract entangle-
ment from a free field [10].
The entanglement present in spacelike separated re-

gions of spacetime is generally very small, and, while
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proposals for implementations exist [25, 34], as of to-
day, entanglement harvesting has not yet been experi-
mentally observed. The lack of experimental observa-
tions, together with the fact that the protocol has only
been studied when considering non-relativistic particle
detectors, has raised some questions as to whether entan-
glement harvesting is an artifact coming from the non-
locality of the effective models themselves [44]. For this
reason, one of the goals in this manuscript is to show that
it is possible to implement the entanglement harvesting
protocol in the context of fully relativistic quantum field
theories. Moreover, we will show that the predictions of
entanglement harvesting coming from particle detectors
are but a lower bound to the amount of leading order
entanglement that one can harvest with localized modes
of a fully-relativistic quantum field.

III. LOCALIZED QUANTUM FIELDS AS
PARTICLE DETECTORS

In this section we briefly review the setup considered
in [45], where localized quantum fields are used to probe a
free quantum field theory. We begin the section defining
localized fields in Subsection IIIA, and then consider the
setup in which the localized probe field couples to a Klein
Gordon field in Subsection III B.

A. Localized Quantum Fields

Consider a scalar field under the influence of a trapping
potential V which localizes its modes in space. These ex-
amples can be constructed by considering a scalar field
ϕd in 3 + 1 dimensional Minkowski spacetime with La-
grangian

L = −1

2
∂µϕd∂

µϕd −
m2

d

2
ϕ2
d − V (x)ϕ2

d, (12)

where md is the field’s mass, and we employ inertial coor-
dinates (t,x), which we assume to be comoving with the
source of the potential, following the approach of [45].

Under the assumption that the potential V (x) is con-
fining (see [45] for details), we find that any solution
to the equation of motion that originates from the La-
grangian of Eq. (12) can be written as a discrete sum of
modes:

ϕ̂d(x) =
∑
n

αne
−iωntΦn(x) + α∗

ne
iωntΦ∗

n(x), (13)

where n is a multi-index, and the functions Φn(x) and
the eigenfrequencies ωn are solutions to the eigenvalue
problem(

−∇2 +m2 + 2V (x)
)
Φn(x) = ω2

nΦn(x). (14)

The field can be canonically quantized by promoting
the coefficients αn and α∗

n to creation and annihilation

operators â†n and ân. This gives rise to the following field
representation:

ϕ̂d(x) =
∑
n

âne
−iωntΦn(x) + â†ne

iωntΦ∗
n(x). (15)

The vacuum state |0⟩ associated with this representation
of the field is then the one that satisfies ân |0⟩ = 0 for all
n. The states of the form â†n |0⟩ represent (normalized)
one-mode excitations of the field with the spatial support
of the eigenfunctions Φn(x). This means that the pres-
ence of the time-independent confining potential allows
the quantum field theory we just constructed to have lo-
calized states invariant under time translations, which is
the main ingredient we need for it to be a sensible model
of a realistic probe.

1. A field localized by a quadratic potential

We now consider the specific example of a relativis-
tic quantum scalar field in 3 + 1 dimensional Minkowski
spacetime under the influence of the following quadratic
potential:

V (x) =
|x|2

2ℓ4
. (16)

The parameter ℓ has dimensions of length and is inversely
proportional to the strength of the confining potential.
The equation of motion is then given by(

∂µ∂
µ −m2 − |x|2

ℓ4

)
ϕd(x) = 0. (17)

In order to find a basis of solutions to the equations of mo-
tion, we look for solutions of the form ϕd(x) = e−iEtΦ(x),
so that the equation turns into an eigenvalue problem:(

E2 +∇2 −m2 − |x|2

ℓ4

)
Φ(x) = 0. (18)

The normalizable solutions to this equation are related to
the three-dimensional harmonic oscillator, and are found
to be

Φn(x) =
1√
2ωn

fnx(x)fny (y)fnz (z), (19)

with n = (nx, ny, nz) being a vector of non-negative in-
teger components, and

fm(u) =
1√

2mm!

e−
u2

2ℓ2

π
1
4

√
ℓ
Hm(u/ℓ), (20)

where Hm denotes the m-th Hermite polynomial. The
eigenfrequencies ωn are given by

ωn =

√
m2 +

2

ℓ2

(
nx + ny + nz +

3

2

)
. (21)

The corresponding quantum field then admits an expan-
sion as in Eq. (15).
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2. A field in a cubic cavity

It is also possible to define a potential which represents
a perfectly reflecting cavity. In order to describe a field
in a cubic box of side d, Ud = [0, d]3, we consider the
potential

V (x) =

{
0, x ∈ Ud,

∞, x /∈ Ud.
(22)

This potential makes it so that the field is free inside
the box, but is set to zero outside of its walls, effectively
implementing Dirichlet boundary conditions. A basis of
spatial solutions of the wave equation with this potential
can then be written as

Φn(x) =
1√
2ωn

fnx(x)fny (y)fnz (z), (23)

where the functions fn(u) are given by

fn(u) =

√
2

d
sin
(πnu

d

)
, (24)

and the corresponding eigenfrequencies are

ωn =

√
m2 +

π2

d2
(n2

x + n2
y + n2

z). (25)

The field can be canonically quantized in the same way
as we do for fields under the influence of finite potentials,
with the difference that the modes in this case are only
non-zero in Ud, so that they are compactly supported in
space for each t.

B. Relativistic Local Probes

We now focus on the case where the localized field
ϕ̂d(x) is coupled to a free Klein-Gordon field ϕ̂(x) which
will be the target of the measurement. In this case, the

localized field ϕ̂d acts as a relativistic probe that can be

used to infer properties about the target field ϕ̂. This
setup was detailed in [45], where it was studied in which
way each individual mode of the probe field behaves as
a smeared harmonic oscillator UDW detector. Here we
will briefly review this setup so that we can later apply
it to the case where two localized quantum fields couple
to a free Klein-Gordon field in Section IV.

Let ϕ be a free Klein-Gordon field in 3+1 dimensional
Minkowski spacetime, and consider ϕd to be a field local-
ized by a potential V (x), as described in Subsection IIIA.
We will consider the two fields to be coupled linearly in a
finite region of spacetime, so that the system of the two
fields is described by the Lagrangian

L =− 1

2
∂µϕd∂

µϕd −
m2

d

2
ϕ2
d − V (x)ϕ2

d

− 1

2
∂µϕ∂

µϕ− m2

2
ϕ2 − λζ(x)ϕdϕ.

(26)

The constants md and m represent the masses of the
fields ϕd and ϕ, respectively. The function ζ(x) defines
the shape of the spacetime region where the interaction
takes place, and λ is a coupling constant.
For λ = 0, the Lagrangian of Eq. (26) describes two

non-interacting fields, each of which can be quantized
using standard techniques, with the quantization of the
field ϕd being performed as in Subsection IIIA. For small
values of λ one can then treat the two interacting fields
perturbatively, using the scalar interaction Hamiltonian
density

ĥI(x) = λζ(x)ϕ̂d(x)ϕ̂(x), (27)

which generates time evolution in the interaction picture
according to the unitary time evolution operator

ÛI = T exp

(
−i

∫
dV ĥI(x)

)
. (28)

We consider the two fields to be completely uncorre-
lated before the interaction, and we initialize the probe
field in its ground state: ρ̂0 = |0d⟩⟨0d| ⊗ ρ̂ϕ, where |0d⟩
denotes the vacuum state associated to the quantization
procedure outlined in Subsection IIIA. To make the cal-
culations simpler, we also assume that ρ̂ϕ is a zero-mean

Gaussian state (also called quasifree) of the field ϕ̂, al-
though the formalism applies to arbitrary initial states
of the target field. This state can then be time evolved
using the unitary time evolution operator of Eq. (28),
resulting in the final state

ρ̂f = ÛI ρ̂0Û
†
I . (29)

Since we access the information about the field ϕ̂ indi-

rectly by measuring the localized detector field ϕ̂d, we

trace over the free Klein-Gordon field ϕ̂, so that we are
left with the state

ρ̂d = trϕ

(
ÛI ρ̂0Û

†
I

)
. (30)

To leading order in perturbation theory, this state is
found to be given by [45]

ρ̂d = |0d⟩⟨0d|+ λ2

∫
dV dV ′ζ(x)ζ(x′)W (x, x′) (31)

×
(
ϕ̂d(x

′) |0d⟩⟨0d| ϕ̂d(x)

− ϕ̂d(x)ϕ̂d(x
′) |0d⟩⟨0d| θ(t− t′)

− |0d⟩⟨0d| ϕ̂d(x)ϕ̂d(x
′)θ(t′ − t)

)
,

where, as before, W (x, x′) = trϕ(ϕ̂(x)ϕ̂(x
′)ρ̂ϕ) is the two-

point correlation function (or Wightman function) of the

quantum field ϕ̂ that we aim to probe.
We can further assume that we only have access to a

limited number of modes of the detector field ϕ̂d. For
simplicity, we will focus on the case where we only have



6

access to one mode of the field, labelled by the multi-
index N . In this case, it is possible to trace Eq. (31)
over all the other modes of the field, so that we find the
final state in the mode N to be [45]

ρ̂
N
= ρ̂

N,0
+ λ2

∫
dV dV ′W (x, x′)

(
Q̂

N
(x′)ρ̂

N,0
Q̂

N
(x)

− Q̂
N
(x)Q̂

N
(x′)ρ̂

N,0
θ(t− t′)

− ρ̂
N,0

Q̂
N
(x)Q̂

N
(x′)θ(t′ − t)

)
+O(λ4), (32)

where ρ̂
N,0

= |0
N
⟩⟨0

N
| is the zero occupation number state

of the mode N , and

Q̂
N
(x) = ζ(x)Φ

N
(x)

(
e−iω

N
tâ

N
+ eiωNtâ†

N

)
(33)

is the quadrature operator of the mode N that couples to

the quantum field ϕ̂(x). Indeed, in [45], it was shown that
to leading order in the coupling constant, the full result

in Eq. (32) is reproduced by coupling the mode N of ϕ̂d

to the target field according to the effective interaction
Hamiltonian weight

ĥeff(x) = λ
(
Λ(x)e−iΩtâ

N
+ Λ∗(x)eiΩtâ†

N

)
ϕ̂(x). (34)

Here, Ω = ω
N
is the frequency of the quantum harmonic

oscillator representing mode N of ϕ̂d, and Λ(x) is an ef-
fective spacetime smearing function, given by the product
of the interaction region ζ(x) and the spatial part of the
mode function,

Λ(x) = ζ(x)Φ
N
(x). (35)

That is, each individual mode of the field ϕ̂d behaves as a
harmonic oscillator particle detector with interaction re-
gion determined by the shape of the interaction between
the fields and the localization of the mode.

We remark that the results of this section can be
straightforwardly generalized to include arbitrarily many
modes of the probe field as detector degrees of freedom,
and for a much more general class of initial states for
the probe field not necessarily given by |0d⟩ ⟨0d|. For
an explicit verification of this fact using the Schwinger-
Keldysh formalism to describe the dynamics of probe and
target field, see [56].

IV. FULLY RELATIVISTIC ENTANGLEMENT
HARVESTING

In this section we apply the method outlined in Section
III to the case where two localized fields are coupled to a
free scalar quantum field. In particular, we are interested
in the protocol of entanglement harvesting detailed in
Subsection II, where two detectors couple to a free quan-
tum field in spacelike separated regions of spacetime in
an attempt to extract entanglement present in the field.

Although entanglement harvesting from the vacuum
of a quantum field using non-relativistic particle detec-
tors has been studied in a plethora of works in relativis-
tic quantum information, one could reasonably question
whether the effective non-relativistic description of the
detectors may be contaminating the results. For exam-
ple, it was argued in [44] that, as a consequence of the
Reeh-Schlieder theorem, localized states of free quantum
fields are mixed, so that for any localized detectors, there
exists a threshold for the strength of interactions that can
entangle localized states. This would not allow local sys-
tems to harvest entanglement perturbatively. However,
this claim was addressed in [57], where it was argued that
the argument of [44] would only apply to specific situa-
tions which would generally not correspond to physical
setups. In particular, notice that the localized quantum
field theories that we considered in Section III allow for
localized pure states. This is a simple example where
the arguments of [44] would not apply. For more details
regarding the purity of states of localized QFTs we refer
the reader to Appendix B.
More recently, in [58], the authors studied entangle-

ment between spatial modes in a quantum field theory,
and argued that most individual pairs of spacelike sep-
arated modes of a quantum field in 3 + 1 dimensions
are not entangled. This begs the question of whether
non-relativistic particle detectors become entangled as a
consequence of their effective description, and not due to
entanglement previously present in the quantum field4.
Overall, it is not unreasonable to question whether it

is possible to extract entanglement from spacelike sepa-
rated spacetime regions of a quantum field. While the
limits of validity of particle detector models are well un-
derstood by now, until there is a fully relativistic exam-
ple of entanglement harvesting, one could still question
whether the phenomenon is a mere consequence of the ef-
fective theory used for the local probes. To address this,
in this section we will show that two localized quantum
fields can become entangled by interacting with another
free field in spacelike separated interaction regions, thus
showcasing a fully relativistic example of entanglement
harvesting.

A. A general framework for entanglement
harvesting with localized quantum fields

Consider two localized real scalar quantum fields ϕ̂a(x)

and ϕ̂b(x) in 3+1 dimensional Minkowski spacetime, un-
der the influence of confining potentials Va(x) and Vb(x),
according to the description of Subsection IIIA. We then
consider that there are two vacuum states |0a⟩ and |0b⟩

4 In fact, the discussions with the authors of [58] have partially
motivated this research. To see how multipartite entanglement of
spatial modes of a QFT allow detectors to harvest entanglement
we refer to the work in preparation [59].
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associated to each field, defined according to the quan-
tization procedure outlined in Section III. As a conse-
quence of the confining potentials, both fields will have
discrete modes labelled by na and nb. Each of these
fields will linearly interact with a free Klein-Gordon field

ϕ̂(x), so that the interaction Hamiltonian density of the
full theory can be written as

ĥI(x) = λ(ζa(x)ϕ̂(x)ϕ̂a(x) + ζb(x)ϕ̂(x)ϕ̂b(x)), (36)

where ζa(x) and ζb(x) are spacetime smearing functions
that are localized in time.

By picking initial states for the the system of the three

fields ϕ̂a(x), ϕ̂b(x), and ϕ̂(x), one can then compute the
final state of the system of the probe fields by tracing

over ϕ̂. In Appendix A we perform these calculations by
considering the initial state ρ̂0 = |0a⟩⟨0a| ⊗ |0b⟩⟨0b| ⊗ ρ̂ϕ,

where ρ̂ϕ is a zero mean Gaussian state for the field ϕ̂(x).
Moreover, we will assume that we only have access to the
modes labelled by Na and Nb for the respective fields

ϕ̂a(x) and ϕ̂b(x). Tracing over all other modes of both
fields, we then show (again, in Appendix A) that, to lead-
ing order in perturbation theory, the final state for the
modes of the fields is exactly the same as one would ob-
tain by considering harmonic oscillator particle detector
models. That is, the same final state for the modes can
be obtained by considering two quantum harmonic oscil-

lators that interact with the field ϕ̂(x) according to the
interaction Hamiltonian density

ĥeff(x) = λQ̂a
Na
(x)ϕ̂(x) + λQ̂b

Nb
(x)ϕ̂(x), (37)

where

Q̂a
Na
(x) = Λa(x)e

−iΩatâa
Na

+ Λ∗
a(x)e

iΩatâa†
Na

, (38)

Q̂b
Nb
(x) = Λb(x)e

−iΩbtâb
Nb

+ Λ∗
b(x)e

iΩbtâb†
Nb

, (39)

with âa
Na

, âa†
Na

, âb
Nb

, and âb†
Nb

being the creation and an-
nihilation operators associated with excitations in the

modes Na and Nb for the respective fields ϕ̂a(x) and

ϕ̂b(x). As in Section III, the spacetime smearing func-
tions are given by the product of ζa(x) and the spatial
mode Φa

Na
(x) and ζb(x) and the mode Φb

Nb
(x):

Λa(x) := ζa(x)Φ
a
Na

(x), (40)

Λb(x) := ζb(x)Φ
b
Nb

(x). (41)

In essence, the analogy between particle detectors
and modes of localized quantum field theories presented
in [45] and reviewed in Section III also holds when mul-
tiple localized quantum fields are considered. In partic-
ular, this means that every result previously studied in
entanglement harvesting using particle detectors can be
mapped to the case where localized modes of suitable
quantum field theories interact with a quantum field.
This, in fact, could also be alternatively seen from the
path integral approach of [56], as the arguments used

there apply unchanged for any number of modes selected
as “detector” degrees of freedom, as long as the modes in
question are decoupled in the free dynamics of the theory.
Interestingly, since at leading order in perturbation

theory different modes of the probe fields do not interact
with each other, each pair of modes may acquire some
amount of entanglement, and not only the two modes
labelled by Na and Nb. This means that the localized
fields harvest more entanglement than the amount that a
model of two harmonic oscillator particle detectors would
predict. Indeed, far from overestimating the amount of
entanglement that localized quantum fields can harvest,
particle detector models provide a lower bound to the
amount of leading order entanglement that suitably lo-
calized quantum fields would harvest.
An implication of the results above is that it is possi-

ble to find fully relativistic quantum field theories such
that modes of two localized fields can become entangled
after interacting with a free field, even if the interaction
regions are spacelike separated. In order to find these
fields and modes, it is enough to prescribe potentials and
functions ζa(x) and ζb(x) such that one mode in each field
matches the setup considered in any entanglement har-
vesting protocol considered in the literature. This shows
that the protocol of entanglement harvesting can indeed
be implemented by fully relativistic theories.

B. Examples

For concreteness, we now present specific examples
of entanglement harvesting using two localized quantum
field theories. Specifically, we consider the lowest energy
modes of 1) fields under the influence of quadratic poten-
tials and 2) fields in cubic boxes with Dirichlet boundary
conditions, as described in Subsections IIIA 1 and IIIA 2.
We will see that indeed it is possible for these localized
quantum fields to extract entanglement from the vacuum
of a free Klein-Gordon field in 3+1 Minkowski spacetime.
As our first example of fully relativistic entanglement

harvesting, we consider two localized quantum fields in
Minkowski spacetime under the influence of potentials
Va(x) = |x|2/2ℓ4 and Vb(x) = Va(x−L), where L = |L|
denotes the proper distance between the centers of the
trapping potentials. In essence, the two quantum fields
are identical, apart from a spatial shift in the potentials
that confine them. Under these assumptions, the energy
levels of each field take the form of Eq. (21), with their

lowest energy levels being ω0a
= ω0b

=
√
m2 + 3/ℓ2.

Both fields will interact with a free scalar field ϕ̂(x)
according to the interaction Hamiltonian of Eq. (37),
where the functions ζa(x) and ζb(x) will conveniently be
prescribed as

ζa(x) = ζb(x) = e−
πt2

2T2 . (42)

This corresponds to interactions that are adiabatically
switched on, and peak at t = 0. The effective time of the
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switching is controlled by the timescale T . The reason
that we consider ζa(x) = ζb(x) independent of the spatial
coordinates is that the effective spacetime region where

the localized fields interact with ϕ̂(x) is defined by the
product of ζa(x) with the mode localization of the fields.
The spatial localization of the modes together with the
time localization of ζa(x) then gives an overall interaction
which is localized in spacetime for each mode.

We consider the three fields to start in their respective
ground states, |0a⟩ ⊗ |0b⟩ ⊗ |0⟩, and we assume that we
only have access to the localized fields’ mode excitations
with the lowest energy, ω0a = ω0b ≡ Ω. In Appendix A,
we explicitly compute the final state of these modes of
the fields, ρ̂d, as well as the entanglement in this state
as measured by its negativity. In essence, the negativity
takes the same form of Eq. (11), and in the case where
the excitation probabilities are the same (as we are con-
sidering here), it becomes

N (ρ̂d) = max(0, |M| − L) +O(λ4), (43)

where the L and M terms are given by

L = λ2

∫
dV dV ′Λa(x)Λa(x

′)e−iΩ(t−t′)W (x, x′), (44)

= λ2

∫
dV dV ′Λb(x)Λb(x

′)e−iΩ(t−t′)W (x, x′),

M = −λ2

∫
dV dV ′Λa(x)Λb(x

′)eiΩ(t+t′)GF (x, x
′),

with Ω =
√

m2 + 3/ℓ2 and the spacetime smearing func-
tions are given by

Λa(x) = ζa(x)Φ
a
0a
(x) = e−

πt2

2T2

(
1

πℓ2

) 3
4 e−

|x|2

2ℓ2(
m2 + 3

ℓ2

)1/4 ,
Λb(x) = ζb(x)Φ

b
0b
(x) = Λa(t,x−L). (45)

We then see that the effective size of the interaction re-
gion can be estimated by looking at the standard de-
viation of the space dependent Gaussian function in
Eq. (45). In this case, the spatial size of the interac-
tion region can be estimated to be σ ∼ ℓ, so that smaller
values of the parameter ℓ that defines the confining po-
tential corresponds to more localized detectors.

Motivated by the discussion of entanglement harvest-
ing, we focus on the case where the interaction regions
are approximately spacelike separated5, so that entangle-
ment acquired by the localized modes via communication
can be neglected. For this reason we consider L = 5T
in the specific example that we explore here, where we

5 Even though the Gaussian tails of the switching are technically
infinitely long, using these switchings is effectively equivalent to
considering compactly supported switchings. For more details
about effective communication from Gaussian tails and how the
use of Gaussians is justified, we refer the reader to [11, 43].

13.2 13.4 13.6 13.8 14.0 14.2 14.4

5.×10-32

1.×10-31

1.5×10-31

2.×10-31

Figure 1. The negativity of the state of two localized quantum
fields confined by a quadratic potential when restricted to
their lowest energy after interacting with a massless scalar
field. The negativity is plotted as a function of the energy
of the modes Ω =

√
m2 + 3/ℓ2. The time duration of the

interaction T is used as a scale. The separation between the
detectors interaction regions for these plots is L = 5T .

verified that the effect of communication is 6 orders of
magnitude smaller than the effects arising from vacuum
entanglement harvesting [11, 54]. In Fig. 1 we plot the en-
tanglement acquired by the localized modes as a function
of their energy gap. The plot is what is expected for the
behaviour of entanglement harvesting in the Minkowski
vacuum, where there is a threshold in the energy gap
below which no entanglement can be extracted. For ΩT
above this threshold, the entanglement peaks and quickly
decays. The behaviour seen in Fig. 1 is identical to that
of a UDW detector with a Gaussian spacetime smearing
function, as expected (for comparison, see e.g. [60]).

3 4 5 6 7

2.×10-26

4.×10-26

6.×10-26

8.×10-26

1.×10-25

Figure 2. The negativity of the state of two localized quantum
fields in boxes of sides d when restricted to their lowest energy
mode after spacelike interaction with a massless scalar field.
The negativity is plotted as a function of the energy of the
localized mode, Ω =

√
m2 + 3π/d2. The time duration of the

interaction T is used as a scale. The separation between the
detectors interaction regions for these plots is L = 4.5T .

Finally, in Fig. 2 we consider the case where two mas-
sive fields in cubic cavities of size length d with Dirich-
let boundary conditions interact with a free massless
scalar field. The box localization was discussed in Sub-
section IIIA 2. We consider the same choices of ζa(x)
and ζb(x) as in Eq. (42). We also restrict the localized
fields to the lowest energy mode 1a = 1b = (1, 1, 1), with

energy ωa
1a

= ωb
1b

=
√
m2 + 3π2/d2. To ensure that com-

munication between the detectors is negligible, we pick
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d ∼ 0.5T and consider the distance between the cavities
to be given by L = 5T . The negativity in this case can
be seen in Fig. 2 as a function of the energy gap of the
1a, 1b modes of the fields. The behaviour of the negativ-
ity is similar to most cases of entanglement harvesting in
spacelike separated regions. We see more entanglement
in this setup due to the smaller choice of L, which can be
taken in this case because the communication between
the detectors is naturally smaller due to the compact
support of the modes in space.

Figs. 1 and 2 showcase examples where two completely
relativistic (microcausal) localized quantum field theo-
ries can extract entanglement from the vacuum of a free
field. This proves that entanglement harvesting is not a
consequence of any features of effective non-relativistic
theories, and it is indeed a prediction of quantum field
theory.

C. Entanglement harvesting with one probe field

It is also possible to model entanglement harvesting
with two effectively localized particle detectors that both
emerge from a single probe quantum field. This is con-
ceptually closer to situations where the probes whose en-
tanglement we wish to test at the end of the experiment
are identical—such as, for instance, using two electrons
held in two distinct positions as probes of the electro-
magnetic field. In fact, it is relatively straightforward to
see how this can be achieved by noting that Section III
immediately generalizes to the case where the confining
potential may actually localize the field in multiple re-
gions instead of just one.

It is indeed possible to treat a field defined in a set
with multiple connected components U = U1 ∪ ... ∪ Un

using the formalism of Section III in each connected
component Ui. Indeed, when multiple connected com-
ponents are present, the equations of motion in each of
them decouple, effectively giving rise to different quan-

tum fields ϕ̂i(x) defined in each of the sets Ui, as the
Hilbert space for the theory factors are a tensor product
of non-interacting fields localized in each region Ui.
This can be done in an approximate sense even when

one does not strictly have multiple connected compo-
nents but instead the potential yields strongly supported
modes in two sufficiently separated regions—for example,
if the potential has two regions of minima separated by
a sufficiently large potential wall. In this case the probe
field approximately factors as two non-interacting infinite
towers of harmonic oscillators localized around two dis-
tinct regions of space, each of which could equivalently
be treated as emerging from a quantum field of its own.

For concreteness, let us assume that the local minima
of the potential V (x) are found in two finite spatial re-
gions Ra and Rb, and that the potential goes to infinity
as we move away from both regions. Say that, in Ra

and Rb, the potential locally behaves as Va(x) and Vb(x)
respectively, where Va(x) and Vb(x) are both confining

potentials of their own. Now, the field can be approxi-
mately split as

ϕ̂d(x) ≃ ϕ̂a(x) + ϕ̂b(x), (46)

where both ϕ̂a(x) and ϕ̂b(x) can be written in a mode ex-
pansion as in Eq. (15), with the spatial mode functions
Φa,b

na,b
(x) corresponding to spatially localized profiles as-

sociated to the potentials Va,b(x) and localized around
regions Ra,b respectively. The assumption that the po-
tential barrier and spatial separation between the regions
Ra and Rb are sufficiently large then translates to the
condition that the overlap between any two modes asso-
ciated to distinct regions is negligible, i.e.,∫

ddxΦa
na
(x)Φb

nb
(x) ≃ 0 ∀ na,nb. (47)

We can interpret this as showing that, when the poten-
tial yields strongly supported modes in two sufficiently
separated regions, the probe field essentially factors as
two non-interacting infinite towers of harmonic oscilla-
tors localized around two distinct regions of space, each
of which could equivalently be treated as emerging from
a distinct quantum field. The condition given by Eq. (47)
guarantees that the creation and annihilation operators
of the modes supported in each separate region approx-
imately commute. The vacuum state for the probe field
can then be approximated as a tensor product of the lo-
cal vacua of the independent theories on each localization
region. In summary, within these approximations, this
procedure is mathematically the same as quantizing two
independent fields, each under the influence of a differ-
ent trapping potential with only one minimum in either
Ra or Rb. This shows how one can conceptualize entan-
glement harvesting setups where each particle detector is
obtained as a different localized mode of one single quan-
tum field. From this point onwards, the math that led
to the results in Figs. 1 and 2 remains unchanged.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We studied the protocol of entanglement harvesting
in the case where the probes harvesting entanglement
from the field are modelled as localized fully relativistic
quantum fields themselves, in contrast to the commonly
employed treatment where the probes are modelled as
non-relativistic particle detectors.
In particular, we found examples where modes of the

two localized probe fields become entangled after inter-
acting with a free Klein-Gordon field when the regions
of interaction of each field are spacelike separated. This
showcases a protocol for extracting spacelike entangle-
ment from the vacuum of a free quantum field where not
only the fields, but also the probes are fully relativistic,
contrary to the intuitions derived in [44].
We also showed how to reduce two localized QFT

probes to particle detector models, extending the results
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of [45] to situations where more than one localized field
is probing a free QFT. Indeed, we verified that the com-
monly employed particle detector models provide an ac-
curate description for these scenarios, approximating the
fully relativistic results at leading order.

Moreover, we showed that—at leading order in pertur-
bation theory—the entanglement that the fully relativis-
tic probes can harvest is actually bounded from below
by the results obtained when the probes are harmonic-
oscillator Unruh-DeWitt detectors, further legitimizing
the use of particle detector models to study this kind of
protocols.
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Appendix A: Two Fields in Cavities interacting with a K.G. field

Denote the field in each cavity by ϕ̂a and ϕ̂b, and the free field that they both interact with by ϕ̂ in the regions
defined by the supports of ζa(x) and ζb(x), respectively. The interaction Hamiltonian density of the theory will be
prescribed as

ĥI(x) = λ(ζa(x)ϕ̂(x)ϕ̂a(x) + ζb(x)ϕ(x)ϕ̂b(x)). (A1)

We now write the ϕa,b fields with the spacetime smearing functions as

ζa(x)ϕ̂a(x) =
∑
n

ζa(x)
(
ua
n(x)â

a
n + ua∗

n (x)âa†n
)
=
∑
n

Q̂a
n(x) (A2)

ζb(x)ϕ̂b(x) =
∑
n

ζb(x)
(
ub
n(x)â

b
n + ub∗

n (x)âb†n
)
=
∑
n

Q̂b
n(x), (A3)

where ua
n(x) = e−iωa

ntΦa
n(x), u

b
n(x) = e−iωb

ntΦb
n(x), and the field expansion will depend on the specific boundary

conditions and equations of motion. We are working under the assumption that the field has discrete energy levels, so
that the sums above are discrete. The field expansions automatically define states |0a⟩ and |0b⟩, which are annihilated
by all operators âan and âbn, respectively. We can then write the Hamiltonian interaction density as

ĥI(x) = λϕ̂(x)
∑
n

(
Q̂a

n(x) + Q̂b
n(x)

)
. (A4)

In perturbation theory, we then get

Û = T exp

(
−i

∫
dV ĥI(x)

)
= 11 + Û (1) + Û (2) +O(λ3), (A5)

where:

Û (1) = −i

∫
dV ĥI(x) = −iλ

∫
dV ϕ̂(x)

∑
n

(
Q̂a

n(x) +Qb
n(x)

)
. (A6)

Û (2) = −
∫

dV dV ′ĥI(x)ĥI(x
′)θ(t− t′) (A7)

= −
∫

dV dV ′ϕ̂(x)ϕ̂(x′)θ(t− t′)
∑
nm

(
Q̂a

n(x)Q̂
a
m(x′) + Q̂b

n(x)Q̂
b
m(x′) + Q̂a

n(x)Q̂
b
m(x′) + Q̂b

n(x)Q̂
a
m(x′)

)
. (A8)
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The final state will be given by

ρ̂f = Û ρ̂0Û
† = ρ̂0 + Û (1)ρ̂0 + ρ̂0Û

(1)† + Û (1)ρ̂0Û
(1)† + Û (2)ρ̂0 + ρ̂0Û

(2)† +O(λ3). (A9)

We will assume that ρ̂0 = |0a0b⟩⟨0a0b| ⊗ ρ̂ϕ = ρ̂0,ab⊗ ρ̂ϕ and that trϕ(Û
(1)ρ̂0) = 0, so that the O(λ) terms do not con-

tribute to the partial state of the cavities A and B. We then only need to compute trϕ(Û
(1)ρ̂0Û

(1)† + Û (2)ρ̂0 + ρ̂0Û
(2)†).

We have:

trϕ(Û
(1)ρ̂0Û

(1)†)

= λ2

∫
dV dV ′W (x′, x)

∑
nm

(
Q̂a

n(x)ρ̂0,abQ̂
a
m(x′) + Q̂b

n(x)ρ̂0,abQ̂
b
m(x′) + Q̂a

n(x)ρ̂0,abQ̂
b
m(x′) + Q̂b

n(x)ρ̂0,abQ̂
a
m(x′)

)
,

(A10)

and

trϕ(Û
(2)ρ̂0) = −λ2

∫
dV dV ′W (x, x′)θ(t− t′)

×
∑
nm

(
Q̂a

n(x)Q̂
a
m(x′)ρ̂0,ab + Q̂b

n(x)Q̂
b
m(x′)ρ̂0,ab + Q̂a

n(x)Q̂
b
m(x′)ρ̂0,ab + Q̂b

n(x)Q̂
a
m(x′)ρ̂0,ab

)
, (A11)

where W (x, x′) = tr(ρ̂ϕϕ̂(x)ϕ̂(x
′)). Notice that

ρ̂0,ab = |0a0b⟩⟨0a0b| =
⊗
nm

|0an0bm⟩⟨0an0bm| = ρ̂d,0
⊗

n,m>1

|0an0bm⟩⟨0an0bm| , (A12)

where |0an⟩ and |0bn⟩ denotes the ground states of each harmonic of each cavity, and

ρ̂d,0 = |0a10b1⟩⟨0a10b1| (A13)

is the ground state of the first harmonic in each cavity. We then trace out all cavity modes except for the first
harmonic. That is, we will compute the density operator trϕ,H(ρ̂f ) = trH(trϕ(Û

(1)ρ̂0Û
(1)† + Û (2)ρ̂0 + ρ̂0Û

(2)†)), where
trH denotes the trace over all cavity harmonics, except the first, for fields A and B.
Overall, we will need to compute the trace of quantities of the form trH(Q̂a

n(x)Q̂
a
m(x′)ρ̂0,ab). We know that since

Q̂i
n(x) = (ui

n(x)â
i
n + ui∗

n(x)â
i†
n) for I = A,B. Therefore, the products of the form Q̂i

n(x)Q̂
i
m(x′) will only give non-

diagonal elements if n = m. When n = m ̸= 1, we have:

tra(Q̂
a
n(x)Q̂

a
n(x

′) |0an⟩⟨0an|) = ⟨0an| Q̂a
n(x)Q̂

a
n(x

′) |0an⟩ = ζa(x)ζa(x
′)ua

n(x)u
a∗
n (x′) (A14)

and

trb(Q̂
b
n(x)Q̂

b
n(x

′) |0bn⟩⟨0bn|) = ⟨0bn| Q̂b
n(x)Q̂

b
n(x

′) |0bn⟩ = ζb(x)ζb(x
′)ub

n(x)u
b∗
n (x′). (A15)

We find that for n and m different from 1,

trH(Q̂i
n(x)Q̂

j
m(x′)ρ̂0,ab) = δnmδijζi(x)ζj(x

′)ui
n(x)u

j∗
m(x′)ρ̂d,0, (A16)

where trH(Q̂a
n(x)Q̂

b
m(x′)ρ̂0,ab) = 0 automatically, as it factors into expectation values of creation and annihilation

operators in A and B evaluated at the vacuum. Finally, notice that when n = m = 1 we do not need to trace over it,
because H encompasses every harmonic except for the first one.

Putting the results above together, we then find that

trH(trϕ(Û
(1)ρ̂0Û

(1)†)) =λ2

∫
dV dV ′W (x′, x)

(
Q̂a

1(x)ρ̂d,0Q̂
a
1(x

′) + Q̂b
1(x)ρ̂d,0Q̂

b
1(x

′) + Q̂a
1(x)ρ̂d,0Q̂

b
1(x

′) + Q̂b
1(x)ρ̂d,0Q̂

a
1(x

′)

+
∑
n>1

(ζa(x)ζa(x
′)ua

n(x)u
a∗
n (x′) + ζb(x)ζb(x

′)ub
n(x)u

b∗
n (x′))ρ̂d,0

)
(A17)

and

trH(trϕ(Û
(2)ρ̂0))=−λ2

∫
dV dV ′W (x, x′)θ(t− t′)

(
Q̂a

1(x)Q̂
a
1(x

′)ρ̂d,0+Q̂b
1(x)Q̂

b
1(x

′)ρ̂d,0+Q̂a
1(x)Q̂

b
1(x

′)ρ̂d,0+Q̂b
1(x)Q̂

a
1(x

′)ρ̂d,0

+
∑
n>1

(ζa(x)ζa(x
′)ua

n(x)u
a∗
n (x′) + ζb(x)ζb(x

′)ub
n(x)u

b∗
n (x′))ρ̂d,0

)
.

(A18)
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The last term trH(trϕ(ρ̂0Û
(2)†)) is simply the conjugate of the term above. Notice that the terms proportional to ρ̂d,0

will cancel when all terms are added together. This can be seen from explicit calculation using θ(t− t′)+θ(t′− t) = 1,
or simply by noticing that each term in the Dyson expansion is traceless due to trace preservation.

The products of terms Q̂i
1(x)Q̂

j
1(x

′) is given by

Q̂i
1(x)Q̂

j
1(x

′) = ζi(x)ζj(x
′)(ui

1(x)â
i
n + ui∗

1 (x)â
i†
n)(u

j
1(x

′)âjn + uj∗
1 (x′)âj†n ) (A19)

= ζi(x)ζj(x
′)(ui

1(x)u
j
1(x

′)âinâ
j
n + ui∗

1 (x)u
j
1(x

′)âi†nâ
j
n + ui

1(x)u
j∗
1 (x′)âinâ

j†
n + ui∗

1 (x)u
j∗
1 (x′)âi†nâ

j†
n ). (A20)

We then define the spacetime smearing functions

Λa(x) := ζa(x)u
a
1(x), (A21)

Λb(x) := ζb(x)u
b
1(x), (A22)

so that the Q̂i
1(x) terms read simply as

Q̂a
1(x) = Λa(x)â

a
1 + Λ∗

a(x)â
a†
1 , (A23)

Q̂b
1(x) = Λb(x)â

b
1 + Λ∗

b(x)â
b†
1 . (A24)

We then see that the final state of the fields A and B can be written as

ρ̂d = trϕ,H(ρ̂f ) = ρ̂d,0 + trϕ

(
Û

(1)
I ρ̂d,0Û

(1)†

I + Û
(2)
I ρ̂d,0 + ρ̂d,0Û

(2)†

I

)
+O(λ4), (A25)

where

Û
(1)
I = −i

∫
dV ĥeff(x), (A26)

Û
(2)
I = −

∫
dV dV ′ ĥeff(x)ĥeff(x

′)θ(t− t′), (A27)

with

ĥeff(x) = λQ̂a
1(x)ϕ̂(x) + λQ̂b

1(x)ϕ̂(x) = λ(Λa(x)â
a
1 + Λ∗

a(x)â
a†
1 + Λb(x)â

b
1 + Λ∗

b(x)â
b†
1 )ϕ̂(x). (A28)

This is exactly the leading order result when one considers the interaction of two harmonic oscillators interacting with

a quantum field ϕ̂(x). That is, the final state of the modes can be written as

ρ̂d = trϕ(ÛI(ρ̂d,0 ⊗ ρ̂ϕ)Û
†
I ) +O(λ4), ÛI = T exp

(
−i

∫
dV ĥeff(x)

)
. (A29)

The leading order computations can then be carried on analogously to harmonic oscillator particle detectors (for
details on this calculation, see e.g. [61]).

Appendix B: Estimating levels of mixedness

An important objection was raised in [44] against the possibility of harvesting at weak coupling with local modes
of a relativistic field theory. This objection is ultimately a consequence of the fact that, due to the Reeh-Schlieder
property, the reduced state of a relativistic field on any single mode in a compactly supported region is mixed, and
having the probes initialized in a mixed state is known to hinder entanglement harvesting [57]. However, the presence
of a potential that effectively traps the field in a localized region of space can drastically reduce the initial mixedness
in the probe, thus bringing the localized mode closer to its ground state. In particular, if we have access to a localized
quantum field and we use one of the normal modes of the field as the detector observable, the objection disappears
altogether since the initial state of the probe is pure by construction if the global state for the field is the vacuum.

More generally, in order to address these claims quantitatively in more detail, we can evaluate how fast the mixedness
of a given localized mode varies with the size of the mode’s support, at a fixed strength of the potential. Let us consider
a probe field ϕd in Minkowski space, and take the field mode defined at an instant of time t = 0 by the quadratures

Q̂ =

∫
ddx ϕ̂d(0,x)f(x), (B1)

P̂ =

∫
ddx π̂d(0,x)f(x) (B2)
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where π̂d(t,x) = ∂tϕ̂d(t,x) is the conjugate momentum to ϕ̂d, and f(x) is a strongly localized function satisfying∫
ddx f(x)2 = 1. (B3)

The L2(Rd) normalization is of course chosen in order to guarantee [Q̂, P̂ ] = i1. The mixedness of this mode is fully
characterized by the symplectic eigenvalue of its covariance matrix—which is simply the covariance matrix of the full
probe field reduced to this chosen degree of freedom. Since there are no correlations between position and momentum
of the field, this symplectic eigenvalue acquires a simple expression,

ν = 2

√〈
Q̂2
〉〈

P̂ 2
〉

(B4)

where the expectation values above are taken with respect to the global vacuum state of the probe field. By expanding
the probe field on its basis of normal modes, we can write

Q̂ =
∑
n

cnϕ̂n, (B5)

P̂ =
∑
n

cnπ̂n (B6)

where

cn =

∫
ddx f(x)vn(x), (B7)

and vn(x) form a basis of real functions built from the spatial profiles Φn(x), that can be chosen to be orthonormal.
The normalization condition for f(x) and the fact that the basis {vn(x)} is orthonormal then implies that∑

n

c2n = 1. (B8)

The global state of the field is just the tensor product of the ground states of each of the basis modes

|0d⟩ =
⊗
n

|0n⟩ , (B9)

and we know that for each mode we have 〈
ϕ̂2
n

〉
=

1

2ωn
, (B10)〈

π̂2
n

〉
=

ωn

2
. (B11)

Therefore, the expectation values ⟨Q̂2⟩ and ⟨P̂ 2⟩ can be very simply written as

⟨Q̂2⟩ = 1

2

∑
n

c2n
ωn

, (B12)

⟨P̂ 2⟩ = 1

2

∑
n

ωnc
2
n. (B13)

By plugging this into (B4), we obtain

ν =

[(∑
n

c2n
ωn

)(∑
m

ωmc2m

)]1/2
. (B14)

The expression above makes it clear that ν satisfies ν ≥ 1 (as it must) thanks to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

||u|| · ||v|| ≥ |⟨u, v⟩| (B15)
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where we take u and v to be vectors with components un = cn/
√
ωn and vn =

√
ωncn respectively, ⟨u, v⟩ is the

standard Euclidean inner product, and we note that

⟨u, v⟩ =
∑
n

c2n = 1. (B16)

Furthermore, by recalling that the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality is saturated only when u and v are proportional to
each other, we see that ν = 1 (i.e., the chosen mode of the field is pure) only when its spatial profile f(x) has nonzero
overlap exclusively with basis modes of the same eigenfrequency. If f(x) includes eigenfunctions associated with more

than one frequency, the reduced state of the mode (Q̂, P̂ ) is mixed.
For a free field in Minkowski space, one can choose the basis of normal modes of the field to consist of plane waves

(or sines/cosines if we want so select real spatial profiles), in which case cn is directly related to the Fourier transform
of f(x). Since any compactly supported function in position space cannot be compactly supported in Fourier space,
it follows that any localized spatial profile will necessarily include nonzero coefficients of arbitrarily high frequencies—
which, according to the last comment made on the previous paragraph, means that the symplectic eigenvalue for the
reduced state of the local mode (Q̂, P̂ ) must be strictly larger than 1. This is a very simple particular case of the
general fact stated in [44] that any mode of a free field theory that only has nonzero support over a finite region of
space is necessarily mixed6.
By adiabatically turning on an external confining potential, however, one can systematically take the localized mode

closer to a true normal mode of the field, and thus effectively bring it closer to its ground state. For concreteness, let
us now consider a localized mode whose spatial profile is given by

f(x) =
1

πd/4σd/2
e−|x|2/2σ2

, (B17)

where σ is a quantity with dimensions of length which determines the effective size of the spatial profile of the mode
(i.e., the radius of the region where the mode is strongly supported). The probe field will be placed in an external
potential V (x) given by

V (x) =
|x|2

2ℓ4
. (B18)

The spatial profile for lowest-frequency mode of the field in this case is simply given by

v0(x) =
1

πd/4ℓd/2
e−|x|2/2ℓ2 . (B19)

Now, it should be clear that the spatial profile f(x) simply corresponds to the wavefunction for the ground state of a
harmonic oscillator of different natural frequency—i.e., a squeezed ground state. From our knowledge of the quantum
harmonic oscillator, this immediately allows us to write down what the overlap coefficients cn are. In terms of the
quantum numbers in Cartesian coordinates n = (n1, . . . , nd) ∈ Nd in d spatial dimensions, we have that only the
all-even ones contribute:

c22n =
1

(cosh r)d

(
tanh2 r

4

)∑
i ni d∏

i=1

(
(2ni)!

(ni!)2

)
, (B20)

and the squeezing parameter r is related to the length scales σ and ℓ by

r = log
(σ
ℓ

)
. (B21)

Finally, we recall that the normal frequencies of the probe field are determined by

ωn =

√√√√m2 +
2

ℓ2

(
d∑

i=1

ni +
d

2

)
. (B22)

6 Note that, even considering this observation, the impact on entanglement harvesting is less than one might be led to believe at first.
As noted in [57], even in flat space, it is possible to build a sequence of localized field modes whose symplectic eigenvalues can be made
arbitrarily close to 1. Therefore, although perfect purity is never attained in a strict sense, there is no nontrivial lower bound to the
purity of a local mode, even if its spatial profile is compactly supported.
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Putting this all together, we can write down the symplectic eigenvalue of the local mode with spatial profile (B17) as

ν2 =
1

(cosh2 r)d

∑
n∈Nd

√√√√m2 +
2

ℓ2

(
2

d∑
i=1

ni +
d

2

)(
tanh2 r

4

)∑
i ni d∏

i=1

(
(2ni)!

(ni!)2

)

×


∑
n∈Nd

1√
m2 +

2

ℓ2

(
2
∑d

i=1 ni +
d

2

) ( tanh2 r

4

)∑
i ni d∏

i=1

(
(2ni)!

(ni!)2

) . (B23)

By replacing
∑

ni = n, we can turn each expectation value into a single sum, and write

ν2 =
1

(cosh2 r)d

( ∞∑
n=0

√
m2ℓ2 + 4n+ d

(
tanh2 r

4

)n

Fd(n)

)

×

( ∞∑
n=0

1√
m2ℓ2 + 4n+ d

(
tanh2 r

4

)n

Fd(n)

)
, (B24)

where we define

Fd(n) =
∑

n∈Nd,∑
ni=n

d∏
i=1

(
2ni

ni

)
. (B25)

The series can then be evaluated numerically, with the result in 1, 2, and 3 dimensions being displayed in Fig. 3.
We see that, for a fixed value of the ratio σ/ℓ, the mode deviates from purity faster in higher dimensions, but for a
reasonably large interval—with σ and ℓ differing by almost a factor of 10—the symplectic eigenvalue ν stays within
5% of perfect purity.

2 4 6 8 10

σ

l

1.000

1.005

1.010

1.015

1.020

1.025

ν

d=1

d=2

d=3

Figure 3. Symplectic eigenvalue of the mode defined with the spatial profile (B17) in 1, 2, and 3 dimensions, as a function of
the ratio σ/ℓ. For concreteness, the mass of the field was set so that mℓ = 10 in all cases.
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many, 2020).

[53] I. J. Membrere, K. Gallock-Yoshimura, L. J. Henderson,
and R. B. Mann, Tripartite Entanglement Extraction

from the Black Hole Vacuum, Adv. Quantum Technol.
6 (2023).

[54] T. R. Perche and E. Mart́ın-Mart́ınez, Role of quantum
degrees of freedom of relativistic fields in quantum infor-
mation protocols, Phys. Rev. A 107, 042612 (2023).

[55] E. Tjoa and E. Mart́ın-Mart́ınez, Vacuum entanglement
harvesting with a zero mode, Phys. Rev. D 101, 125020
(2020).

[56] B. de S. L. Torres, Particle detector models from
path integrals of localized quantum fields (2023),
arXiv:2310.16083 [quant-ph].

[57] D. Grimmer, B. d. S. L. Torres, and E. Mart́ın-Mart́ınez,
Measurements in QFT: Weakly coupled local particle de-
tectors and entanglement harvesting, Phys. Rev. D 104,
085014 (2021).

[58] I. Agullo, B. Bonga, P. Ribes-Metidieri, D. Kranas, and
S. Nadal-Gisbert, How ubiquitous is entanglement in
quantum field theory?, Phys. Rev. D 108, 085005 (2023).

[59] I. Agullo, B. Bonga, E. Mart́ın-Mart́ınez, S. N. Gisbert,
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