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We study the role that both vacuum fluctuations and vacuum entanglement of a scalar field
play in identifying the spacetime topology, which is not prescribed from first principles—neither in
general relativity or quantum gravity. We analyze how the entanglement and observable correlations
acquired between two particle detectors are sensitive to the spatial topology of spacetime. We
examine the detector’s time evolution to all orders in perturbation theory and then study the
phenomenon of vacuum entanglement harvesting in Minkowski spacetime and two flat topologically
distinct spacetimes constructed from identifications of the Minkowski space. We show that, for
instance, if the spatial topology induces a preferred direction, this direction may be inferred from
the dependence of correlations between the two detectors on their orientation. We therefore show
that vacuum fluctuations and vacuum entanglement harvesting makes it, in principle, possible to

distinguish spacetimes with identical local geometry that differ only in their topology.

PACS numbers: 04.62.+v, 04.20.Gz, 03.65.Ud

I. INTRODUCTION

The field equations of general relativity are local. As
such, they describe the local structure of spacetimes,
while remaining silent about the large scale structure
of our Universe, including its spatial topology [1]. Dif-
ferent cosmological models produce a variety of global
properties, including a range of spacetime topologies. In
principle, we do not expect a future theory of quantum
gravity to fix the spatial topology of the Universe. For
example, loop quantum gravity admits the possibility of
topological changes [2], while path integrals in spin-foam
models are summed over all possible topologies [3]. How
our actual observable Universe behaves, from the point
of view of topology may be derivable from the initial con-
ditions of the Universe [4], but at present we believe that
the underlying fundamental theories are compatible with
whatever large scale structure we happen to live in.

It is then a task of observational astrophysics and cos-
mology to determine the actually realized scenario [5].
Unfortunately, to date, astronomical observations of the
large scale structure of the Universe are compatible with
either an Euclidian spatial topology or any kind of open
or closed topology where the relevant topological scales
are comparable or above the Hubble radius. Even if the
signals we are collecting may have originated in causally
disconnected regions, our entire measurement record is
overwhelmingly local in space and time.

Quantum mechanics possesses inherently non-local
properties. The paramount manifestation of those prop-
erties is embodied by quantum entanglement [0} [7]. The
fundamental question that we address in this paper is:
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Can we use quantum mechanics to amplify the non-
locality of our experiments and thus become more sensi-
tive to aspects such as the topology of spacetime?

From the point of view of local observers the vacuum
state of any quantum field is entangled, and thus localized
vacuum fluctuations are correlated [6]. While the Unruh
effect [8HI0] is perhaps the most spectacular manifesta-
tion of vacuum entanglement, acceleration of observers
is not required. It was demonstrated that correlations
in the vacuum measured by local inertial observers are,
in principle, strong enough to violate Bell-type inequal-
ities [I1]. Furthermore, it is indeed known that local-
ized particle detectors can extract entanglement form the
vacuum state of a quantum field, even while remaining
spacelike separated, due to the intrinsic non-locality of
the field ground state [I2HI5]. This phenomenon has
become known as ‘entanglement harvesting’ [16], and it
has already been proven to encode information about the
global structure of spacetime. Specifically, Ver Steeg and
Menicucci [I7] demonstrated that entanglement harvest-
ing is sensitive to the large scale structure of spacetime.

Continuing the study of the dependence of vacuum en-
tanglement of a quantum field on cosmological parame-
ters, we consider a real massless scalar field and a pair
of two-level Unruh-DeWitt detectors [I8| [19] and de-
rive their density matrix assuming only existence of the
Wightman function. Using Minkowski spacetime as a
benchmark, we compare the resulting entanglement be-
tween the two detectors, with the counterparts in topo-
logically non-trivial locally flat spacetimes.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section [[I] we
review the detector model and derive the joint density
matrix of two detectors in Minkowski space, initially in
their ground state and at rest with respect to one an-
other, to all orders of perturbation theory and present
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a consistent leading-order expression. We then analyze
the probability that a single detector undergoes a transi-
tion to the excited state, and quantify the entanglement
harvested between the two detectors resulting from inter-
acting with the field. In Section [[TI] we consider an anal-
ogous situation in two locally flat, topologically distinct,
quotient spacetimes constructed from Minkowski space.
Since entanglement measures are locally unobservable,
we evaluate and compare, in addition to local statistics,
the observable correlations between the detectors. We
conclude in Section [[V] with a discussion of the results
presented and outline future directions of research.

We use the +——— convention for the signature of the
metric and work in natural units A =c = 1.

II. DETECTORS IN MINKOWSKI SPACE

In this section we analyze general properties of two
Unruh-DeWitt detectors A and B that interact locally
with a real massless scalar field for (effectively) a fi-
nite period of time. We assume that the spacetime in
question allows us to separate solutions of the Klein-
Gordon equation into positive- and negative-frequency
modes, thus allowing us to define the Wightman function
[9], and that the two detectors are situated in the same
coordinate patch. This is enough to obtain the struc-
ture of their joint detector density matrix pap (Eq. @),
and a general form of its matrix elements and entangle-
ment properties. Specific information about investigated
spacetimes enables us to calculate this expressions ex-
plicitly. While our analysis is based on perturbation the-
ory, we obtain results that are valid at all orders. As a
benchmark we provide the leading order expressions for
two identical detectors at rest in Minkowski space.

A. The detector model

We will model our particle detectors as two-level quan-
tum systems that interact with the real massless scalar
field ¢ via an Unruh-DeWitt monopole coupling [I8]. Un-
der this coupling model, the time-dependent interaction
Hamiltonian in the interaction picture is given by

Hr ()= A7) (eiQTU+ + e_iQTU_) élx(r)], (1)

where 7 is the proper time of the detector, A (7) is a
weak time-dependent coupling parameter which controls
the strength and length of the interaction, {2 is the energy
gap between the ground state |0), of the detector and its

excited state [1),, o are SU(2) ladder operators which
act on the state of the detector, that is o™ [0), = [1),,
o 1), =10),, (6%)” = 0 and ¢ (z(7)) is the field eval-
uated along the trajectory of the detector. This model,
while simple, captures most of the relevant features of
the light-matter interaction when no angular momentum
exchange is involved [20], 21].

As we will assume the detectors are at rest with respect
to one another, it is convenient to parameterize both de-
tectors and the field’s time evolution by the common co-
ordinate time t. We express the coupling parameter as
A(t) = €pe(t), where €9 < 0 is the coupling strength and
e(t) = e~t"/20% i a Gaussian switching function. Due to
the strong suppression for |t| > o0, we can approximate
the detector being “on” when |t| < o and “off” otherwise.

Prior to the interaction, we consider that the detec-
tors are initially in their ground states |0), and |0)p,
and the field is in the vacuum state |0), so that the ini-
tially joint state of the two detectors and field is given by
|¥) = |0) 4 |0) 5 |0). During the interaction the composite
system undergoes the unitary evolution

U = Temif dt [Haw+Ha 0] @)

where T' denotes time ordering and the Hamiltonians H 4
and Hpg describe the field interaction with detectors A
and B, respectively. These Hamiltonians are given by
Eq. . In principle, the detectors may have different in-
teraction coupling strengths, switching functions, and en-
ergy gaps. Even when considering identical detectors we
will use the subscripts A and B for the coupling parame-
ters €4 = e = €, since it allows us to easily distinguish
local and non-local terms in the perturbation expansion
below. The two interaction Hamiltonians commute at
equal times, [H4(t), Hg(t)] = 0.

Some of the calculations are more conveniently per-
formed using the Schrédinger picture. We label the basis
state of the detectors as ma, mp € {0,1} and the states
of the field as p. The combined system is given by

[ (1)) = i S

ma,mp,H

e Emat o)t im amp) Ug(t) ), (3)

where the (generalized) basis states |u) of the scalar field
are freely evolved by a unitary operator Uy, and the sum-
mation and integration with appropriate measures are
performed over the entire multimode Fock space. Hence
the index p can be 0 (the vacuum state), or take a single-
or multi-mode labels. The coefficients ¢, . (t) are the
solutions of
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where we use mod 2 addition for the detector indices k4
and kp.

We will assume the two detectors are initially unex-
cited and the field to be in the vacuum state, which cor-
responds to the initial state |¥) = [0),[0)5|0) . This
initial state corresponds to a single non-zero coefficient
C(()((J))o = 1 at the zeroth order in the perturbative expan-
sion of the coefficients. Beginning with the zeroth order,
higher order corrections to the coefficients ¢, »(t) are
obtained by substituting coefficients of one lower order on
the right hand side of Eq. . In what follows we take
t — oo, which yields the coefficients in the late time limit
when the interaction between the detectors and field has
ceased.

The joint state of the two detectors is pap =
tr,[U | W) (W] UT], where the trace is over the field degrees
of freedom. It follows from Eq (4] that the nth order coef-
ficient c,(;?kB w where p involves m < n particles, depends
on the coefficients of the order n — 1 with the opposite
detector parity sum k4 + kg and m + 1 particles. As
a result, at all orders of perturbation theory the density
matrix

(pAB)kAleLAnB = IckAlB#C:inAnB,u (5)
m

has the form of the so-called X-state [22],

11 0 0 7"14671‘5
. 0 799 ’I“23€_i< 0
PAB = 0 7’23eic 22 O (6)
7“146zf 0 0 T44,

in the basis {|00),[01),]10), [11)} where |ij) = |i) 4 |J) 5,
and all the coefficients r;; are positive. Since pap
is a valid density matrix, the normalization condition
>; 1 = 1, and the following two positivity conditions
must be satisfied:

T4 > Ty, T22T33 > T33. (7)

A useful form of this matrix that explicitly separates
the local and nonlocal quantities is

1-A-B+E 0 0 X
0 B-E C 0

PAB = 0 o A-g ol ®
X* 0 0 E

(

Indeed, tracing out either of the detectors in the state
pAB, say detector B, results in the state pa of detector

A
=131 4). )

in the basis {|0),,|1),}. The same result is obtained
when we analyze a single detector that interacts with
the field via the Hamiltonian H,4. If the appropriately
defined separation between the detectors (e.g. distance L
between the stationary detectors) increases, they become
virtually independent and the total state approaches the
direct product of the density matrices of the individual

detectors,
1-A4 0 1-B 0
PAB = ( 0 A) ® ( 0 B) . (10)

Asaresult, X - 0,C — 0, and £ — AB.

To simplify the exposition we consider the case of two
identical detectors, i.e., H4 = Hp. Hence, in translation-
invariant spacetimes we substitute B — A in Eq. . In
the leading order of the perturbation parameters €4, €p,
the quantities A, X, C and FE are given by

A:ez%l/oo de /Oo dtle(t)e(t/)

W (e (1), 2 (1) +O(h), (1)
X = —2c4¢p /Oo dt/ dt’e(t) e (t')

FNHIW (24 (1) 25 (1) + O(el) . (12)
CZGAeB/_ dt/_ dt’ e(t)e(t')

oAt —t)1y7 (za(t), z5(t)) + O(eé) ) (13)

E=|X]>+ A2 +2|C]> + Oe5), (14)

where W (z,2") = (0| ¢ (z) ¢ (2’)|0) is the Wightman
function. For an explicit derivation of p 4 to all orders in
perturbation theory for the general case when Hy # Hp
see Appendix [A]

In four-dimensional Minkowski space the Wightman



function for a real massless scalar field is given by [23]

1

Wi (z,2") = 17 sen (2° = 2") 6((x — 2')?)
1
- (15)
472 (x — ')
where (z — 2/)? = n,, (z# — 2™)(2¥ — 2/*). Following

[23H25] we treat the Wightman function as a distribu-
tion, regularizing the resulting integrals via the principal
value prescription as necessary; see Appendix [B|for more
details.

We consider the two detectors to be at rest with respect
to one another and separated by a distance L = |xs4—xp]|.
We find the matrix elements of pap to be

Apr = %T [6*0292 — VroQerfe (aQ)} +O(edy,  (16)
Xy = 4%21' —o?0P {1 + erf (zi)] + O(ep)
(17)
Oy = ﬁgzefﬂé <Im [emj‘ erf <22]; + oﬂﬂ
— sin(QL)) +0(eg), (18)
By = |Xu|* + A3 +2C3, + O(cf) (19)

where erf(z) is the error function, erfc(z) = 1 — erf(z),
and the subscript M denotes that these quantities are
calculated in Minkowski space. We outline the details
of this calculation in Appendix Al and B. In the limit
of infinite interaction time, i.e., when the two inertial
detectors are always on, the resulting transition rate is
zero as expected [26]. In the limit of large L the density
matrix indeed approaches the direct product ps4 ® pp.

B. Information-theoretical properties of the joint
state

Prior to the interaction with the field, the two detectors
and the field were initially in a separable state |U) =
|0) 4 10) 5 |0). After the interaction the detectors become
entangled. Since each detector interacts locally with the
field, and there is no direct detector-detector interaction,
any resulting entanglement between the two detectors
must have been redistributed from entanglement already
present in the vacuum state of the field. This is the
phenomena of entanglement harvesting [12, 13, [I5] [16]
27), and it can be thought of as a kind of entanglement
‘swapping’ from the vacuum state of the field to the joint
state of the detectors.

A two-qubit state p is entangled if and only if its par-
tially transposed matrix p''4,

Ta -
(P ) ‘= Pml,kn (20)

kl,mn

has a negative eigenvalue. This is known as the Peres—
Horodecki criterion [7]. A popular measure of the entan-
glement between the two detectors, commonly used in
the context of entanglement harvesting, is the negativity

el -1

N (paB) : 5

=t =P (21)
where ||-||; denotes the trace norm, and p_ is the negative
eigenvalue in question [7].

Another measure of entanglement that we employ is
the concurrence, which plays an important role in entan-
glement theory and allows us to quantify the amount of
entanglement in terms of the maximally entangled pairs
of qubits (ebits) [7]. For an arbitrary two-qubit state p
the concurrence is equal to

C (p) = max (0, )\1 - )\2 - Ag — )\4) s (22)

where the \;’s are the square roots of the eigenvalues of
the matrix pp, where p = (o, ® o,)p*(0y ® 0,) with g,
being the Pauli y matrix, ordered such that A\ > Ay >
A3 > Ay [28]. We discuss the relationship between these
two measures of entanglement in Appendix

From the Peres—Horodecki criterion it follows that X-
states are entangled if and only if either of the alterna-
tives

3y > T2a723, Ty > T11744, (23)

holds.

For two identical detectors in the state pa B given in
Eq. 7 these conditions are equivalent to

[X|—A+0(eg) >0, [C|—VE+0O(eg) >0, (24)
respectively. However, Egs. and ensure that the

second condition is never satisfied. Hence the entangle-
ment is

C/2=N=max (0,|X|-A+0(e)), (25

if and only if r14 > 795. Using the expressions in Eqs.
and , we plot the concurrence of the state pap
in Fig. [Ta]

For a system of two qubits, the concurrence can be used
to calculate the entanglement of formation Er, defined
as the number of the maximally entangled states needed
to prepare pap [Tl

1+ 1—C(pAB)2
2

Er (pap) =h

CQ
~ A2

(1-m(@ /) +0(&),  (20)

where h(z) = —zlogyx — (1 — z)logy(1 — ). From the
above we see that in the standard units of a bipartite en-
tanglement, the so called ebit, the entanglement between



the two detectors in a perturbative regime is relatively
week: it scales as €.

Neither of these quantities is accessible by local mea-
surements of either detector. Instead, we consider two
local observers, one in possession of detector A and the
other in possession of detector B, each measuring the ob-
servable Pauli z operator ¢, and quantify the correlation
in the outcomes of their measurements. We characterize
their results by random variables r4 and rp, respectively,
with 74, rp € {0,1}. The correlation between these vari-
ables is given by

covap FE - AB
oaop /Al - A)B(1 - B)

corrap = , (27)

where covap 1= (rarp) — (ra) (rg) is the covariance be-
tween r4 and rg and 0124 = covgy and 0123 = covpp are
the variances associated with r4 and rp. In Minkowski
space, when the switching function of the two detectors
is coincident, the correlation between the measurements
performed on the two detectors is given by

X2 + 202
corr’y = | Xu|” +2Cy M|A+ M
M

+ O(€5) - (28)

III. DETECTORS IN QUOTIENTS OF
MINKOWSKI SPACE

We now consider an analogous situation in two differ-
ent quotient spacetimes of Minkowski space with non-
trivial spatial topologies. The first is a cylindrical uni-
verse Mg

Mo = M/, (29)

which is constructed as a quotient of Minkowski space
M with the group I'y = {J'} generated by the discrete
isometry Jy : (¢, 2,y,2) — (t,2,y,2 + £).

The second spacetime we consider M_, is again a
cylindrical universe in which rotations by 7 in the xy-
plane have been identified

M_ = M/T_, (30)

where the group I'_ = {J"} is generated by the discrete
isometry J_ : (t,z,y,2) — (t,—x,—y,z + ).

The compactification scale of these two spacetimes is £.
Both Jy and J_ preserve space and time orientation and
act freely and properlyﬂ this ensures that both Mg and
M _ are space and time orientable Lorentzian manifolds.

1 Let G be a group which acts on a topological space X. A group
action G x X — X is said to act freely if for all x € X, gz =z
implies g is the identity. A group action G x X — X x X is
said to act properly if the map (g, z) — (g, ) is proper, that is
inverses of compact sets are compact.

3.0F ]

0.25

201 1 0.20

Ljo
-
=

g
\
o
=
&

0.10

0.05

0 1 2 3 4

o2

(a) The concurrence C (pap) /€2 for detectors in Minkowski

space

3.0F ' ' 1
2.0

2.0 1
1.5

N ]

S 15

1.0

1.0F 1
0.5

0.5 i
0

0.0t . n n u

0 1 2 3 4

oQ

(b) The correlation function corr4 g /€2 for detectors in
Minkowski space

FIG. 1. The (a) concurrence C (pag)/c3 and the (b) corre-
lation function corrap/ 6(2) are plotted for two identical detec-
tors in Minkowski space M, as a function of their separation
L and their energy gap € in units of o. The red line in (b)
corresponds to |X| M= Ay, above which the concurrence
vanishes exactly. The solid black regions in the plots indi-
cate the plot has been clipped at (a) corrap/ez = 2 and (b)
Crm (pas) /ed = 0.25.

As neither Jy and J_ affect the Minkowski line element,
both My and M_ are locally flat spacetimes. The be-
haviour of particle detectors in both of these spacetimes
has been studied in the past, with a focus on applications
to Hawking radiation and the Unruh effect [29] [30].

The advantage of considering spacetime topologies
built from quotients of Minkowski space, is that the
Wightman function in the quotient spacetimes can be
easily constructed via the method of images from the



Wightman function in Minkowski space. If we are
given a Green’s function Gaq(z,2’) on a spacetime M,
we can construct the corresponding Green’s function
G pmyg(z,2') on the quotient spacetime M/.J by the im-
age sum [31]

Gz, z') = Z "G m(x, J"2'), (31)

n=—oo

where Jz' denotes the group action of the group element
J on 2’ and p = {1, —1} corresponding to normal scalar
fields and twisted fields respectively. From now on we
will restrict ourselves to 7 = 1 for simplicity; the results
presented are easily generalizable to twisted fields.

Making use of Eq. , along with the Wightman func-
tion in Minkowski space, Eq. , the Wightman func-
tion in both My and M _ can be constructed, and used to
evaluate the transition probability A in Eq. (L1}, and the
matrix elements X and C in Egs. and(13]) respec-
tively, in both spacetimes. We consider two detectors
with the world lines

za(t) = (t,da,za),  zp(t)=(t,dp,zp), (32)

where d4 and dp are two dimensional vectors lying in
the zy-plane. Matrix elements of psp up to the second
order in €y in M are given by

n2¢2

€2 e 402
Ag=A o
0 Mt 4\/7?07%;0 nt

X (Im {e‘i"m erf (;é + ioQ)] - sin(nﬁQ)) (33)
o
Xo = Xum

202 o L3
+ e 7@ 2—6747 [1+erf (zn)] (34)
17 2L,
2 Ly
Co=Cy+ 03" T eat

« (Im |:eiQL71 erf (Z;/n —+ O'Q>:| — sin (QLn)>
g

+0(€5) (35)

where L2 = L? +n2(? —2nlAz and Az = 24 — zp; while
in M_ these quantities are given by Egs. -, with
the substitutions

d2

2 ._ g2 k
(=l =02+ 4P (n), (36)
L, — L? := L? 4+ n?®> — 2n0Az 4+ 4d4-dgP(n), (37)

where dy, = ||dg|| with k& € {A, B} and P(n) is zero or
one for even and odd n respectively.

Note that A_, X_, and C_ for detectors in M_ de-
pend on the absolute position of the two detectors, as can
be seen from the dependence of Egs. and on

d4 and dp. This is a qualitative difference between M _,
and both the cylindrical universe My and Minkowski
space M, stemming from the fact that M_ is not trans-
lationally invariant in the xy-plane, which can bee seen
from the isometry J_ used to define M_. Consequently,
A_ # B_, as defined in Eq. , which was true for both
M and My, and Eq. must be used to calculate the
correlation function.

From the Egs. f we see for a large compactifi-
cation scale £ of the quotient spacetimes, i.e., £ — 00,
the contribution to the transition probability and ex-
change probability from the image sums vanish, resulting
in Ag = A_ = Ay and Xg = X_ = X;. Consequently,
in this limit the two universes are indistinguishable by
measurements of either the transition probability of a sin-
gle detector or the resulting entanglement between two
detectors.

To examine the effect the spatial topology of a space-
time has on the transition probability of a detector, in
Fig. 2] we plot the transition probabilities Ay, Ao, and
A_, in Minkowski space M, the cylindrical spacetime
My, and the spacetime M_. The oscillations in the
cases of Mg and M_ are expected and akin to the ap-
pearance of modified quasi-normal modes in spacetimes
with closed topologies (see, for instance [32]).

The dependence of the transition rate, that is the
derivative of the transition probability, on spatial topol-
ogy for detectors that have been on for an infinite amount
of time in both M and M_ has been studied in [30]. In
black hole spacetimes with identical geometry but differ-
ing spatial topology, the transition rate of detectors has
been studied in [33].

In examining the effect the spatial topology has on
vacuum entanglement, we plot in Fig. [3| the difference in
correlations functions between detectors in M and M,
and detectors in M and M _.

In both Mg and M _ the concurrence of the joint state
of the two detectors depends on the orientation of the
detectors with respect to the identified direction. Thus,
in principle, by measuring vacuum corrections one may
infer a preferred direction induced by the spatial topology
of the universe. To illustrate this point, in Fig. [] we
plot the dependence of the concurrence of pap on the
orientation of the two detectors in the M, spacetime
with respect to the identified direction.

For the purposes of plotting, in Figs. we truncate
the image sums at n = £10, as the inclusion of more
terms does not affect the plots. This is because the con-
tribution from larger n terms in the image sums decease

. _n? .
quickly as n grows: o e~"™ /n, which can be seen from

Eqs. (33)-(35).

IV. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

In the spacetimes we analyzed (Mg and M_), the ef-
fects of global structure show up as small deviations in
transition rate of a single particle detector, and entan-
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FIG. 2. The transition probability of a detector in Minkowski
space M is compared to the transition probability of a detec-
tor in both (a) the My spacetime and (b) the M_ spacetime,
by plotting it as a function of the energy gap of the detector, 2
in units of o, for different circumferences £ of the universe. In
both (a) and (b) the dashed blue line is the Minkowski tran-
sition probability Aas. In the leading order, the probability
of the transition |1) — |0), E1 — E2 = Q > 0, is equivalent to
the excitation probability |0) — |1) with Q < 0. The inset is
a magnification of the excitation probability £ > 0.

glement and observable correlations between two detec-
tors from their counterparts in the spatially Euclidean
Minkowski spacetime. However, in the limit of zero ex-
trinsic curvature, i.e. when the compactification scale
becomes infinite, these deviations approach zero and the
results coincide with that of Minkowski space. We plan
to disentangle the role of extrinsic curvature from that of
entirely topological effects in future work.

The Minkowskian result is recovered in the limit £/o —
00. Since in cosmological scenarios we expect the topo-
logical scale to be at the order of the Hubble scale,
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(b) Difference in corr4 g between detectors in M and M _

FIG. 3. As a measure of the effect the spatial topology has
on the observable correlations in pap, we plot the difference
between the correlation function for detectors in Minkowski
space and (a) the My spacetime: corrls /€3 — corrd g /e, and
(b) the M_ spacetime: corrl{y /el — corr 5 /€f. In addition,
we plot the contour lines of the Minkowski correlation func-
tion corr%B/eg to serve as a benchmark. In both plots we
have chosen both detectors to lie in the zy-plane, so Az =0,
and choose the length of the identified direction to be £ = 1.
In plot (b) we have chosen d4 and dp to be parallel so that
L = dp — da, and have set da = 0.1. The red region indi-
cates when the correlations between the detectors is greater in
Minkowski space than the identified spacetime (Mo or M_)
and vice versa for the blue region. The solid blue and red re-
gions indicate where the plots have been clipped respectively
at 0.10 and —0.10.
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FIG. 4. The concurrence of pap for two detectors in the
cylindrical universe My with circumference ¢ = 1 is plot-
ted as a function of their orientation 6 with respect to the
identified z-direction. As My is translational invariant, we
can choose our coordinate system such that detector A is
at the spatial origin x4 = 0 and detector B is located at
xp = (Lcosb,0, Lsin0).

¢ ~ 1/H and the effective experimental run-time is at
the order of years at best, we expect £/ = 101, making
the effects unobservable. By the same token we expect
that entanglement between different degrees of freedom
during early Universe, where the relevant dimensionless
ratios were of order of 1 or higher, to be significantly
impacted by the emerging global structures. We plan to
investigate these effects in future work.

On the other hand, although the discussion throughout
this paper has focused on the spatial topology of the en-
tire Universe, the tools used and results presented apply
equally well to fields and detectors in cavities with ap-
propriate boundary conditions. Specifically, the results
given regarding the cylindrical universe M, are equiva-
lent to detectors and the field in a cavity with periodic
boundary conditions. Further, the blue regions in Fig.
suggest that entanglement harvesting from a quantum
field may be increased by constructing cavities with ap-
propriate boundary conditions. In fact, there is already
substantial evidence that this is the case: Entanglement
harvesting in cavities has already been analyzed non-
perturbatively in [34] and further in [35], where it was
shown that a combination of harvesting in cavity setups
complemented with communication yields a sustainable
source of quantum entanglement. This particular ampli-
fication of harvesting in cavity setups is otherwise impos-
sible in free space.

A different group of questions deals with entanglement
and correlations between the detectors in relative motion
[6], as well as with the effects of delay between switch-
ing the detectors. Finally, it is interesting to investigate
the build-up of the correlations between the detectors in
time.

The density matrix of Eq. @ has the same form at
all orders of perturbation theory. Nevertheless, it will be
instructive to obtain non-perturbative results that are
based on non-perturbative methods following the several
different formalisms developed for harmonic oscillator de-
tectors [34], 86 [37], as well is to compare different types
of detectors.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank Nicolas C. Menicucci
and Robert B. Mann for useful discussions.

Appendix A: State of the detectors and
entanglement measures

1. Calculation of pap

Here we provide the details of the perturbative calcu-
lations that lead to the reduced density matrix in Eq.
(8). We present the derivation in Minkowski space, but
it translates verbatim to any stationary spacetime.

Here we work in the Scrodinger picture as it will be
more convenient than the interaction picture to extract
the structure of the reduced density matrix p4p to all or-
ders in perturbation theory. The Hamiltonian describing
two detectors interacting with the scalar field ¢ is given
by

H=Hs+ Hp+ Hy + Hiy, (A1)
where Hy = 1Quo0. and Hp = 1Qpo. are the free
Hamiltonians of detectors A and B with energy gaps
Q4 and Qp, Hy is the free Hamiltonian of the scalar
field, and Hi,; is the interaction Hamiltonian in the
Schordinger picture

Hin(t) = €a(t)orps(wa(t)) + es(t)oeds(vp(t)). (A2)

where the subscript S reminds us that we are working
in the Scrodinger picture. We choose the switching func-
tions €4 (t) and ep(t) to be proportional to our perturba-
tion parameter €y < 1; in the analysis presented we took
ea(t) = ep(t) = e ¥*/2° but in general other switching
functions may be studied. Since both detectors are in-
ertial and at rest with respect to one another, we have
equated the proper time of each detector with the coor-
dinate time t.

Initially (¢, — —oo) the detectors are in their ground
state and the field in the vacuum state

(W) =10) 4 10)5[0) - (A3)



We expand the state |1)(t)) = exp(—iHt) |¥) of the combined system in the eigenstates of the unperturbed Hamil-
tonian at time ¢ as

[ (1)) = I (emams u()e EratEns) U (1) g, mip, ) ) (A4)

mampg p

where m; € {0,1} labels the energy levels of the detectors with energies Ey, — FEg, = Q4 and Ey, — Ey, = Qp,
the index p represents a decomposition over the basis states of the scalar field, and U(t) = 14 ® 1p ® Ug(t) where
Ug(t) = exp(—iHgyt). The coefficients ¢, ,my o (t) satisfy the Schrédinger equation

e 0= Y, (e Fa B A0y (]2 (0) 1) g (1))

na,v

X (BB e (0 (1] Sl [V) man o ©)). (A5)

np,v

where o, is the Pauli  matrix. We represent the coefficients ¢y, ,m, in a more explicit form as

Cmampp = (Cmnvacmnpacmnplpzw-')v (AG)

i.e., spell out explicitly the vacuum, one-particle, two-particle, etc. components. To simplify the notation we label
the terms co1, as b(p) and ci1p,p, as Z(p1,p2), and suppress the arguments. Contributions of these elements to the
inner product that is performed with the appropriate measure will be denoted in the usual vector form, such as |7|?

orb-a*.

The solution to Eq. (A5)), subject to the initial condition given in Eq. Eq. (A3), is given schematically as

cooa = (1 +€5gP e + €59t e, 0, €25 + O(€5),0,0(ep)) + O(ef) (A7)
co1a = (0, cob™) + egb ®) 0, O(€g)) + O(ep), (A8)
106 = (0, cod™M) + 3@, 0,0(e ) +0(e), (A9)
ciia = (€ zPeixz 4 edpWeixa (€ 3?(2)) + O(€p). (A10)

As a result, the non-zero matrix elements of the reduced density matrix p4p in Eq. @ describing the joint state
of the two detectors, up to the fourth order in €y are given by

pPoo,00 =:T11 =1+ 26%952) cosy + 63 {(9\(12))2 + 29\(;4) COS Y4 + |§(2) |2] )
o101 =1 Tag = Eg’a»(l)‘? +ed (@ g 4 g gy,

p10.10 =: T33 = eg,gm‘? 4(5(1) ACOLININACOL 5(1)),

Pl111 = Ta4 = € [( (2) ) + |_'(2)‘ }

po1.10 =: roge” % = e%b(l) LqaW* 4 (b(l) .g®* 4 g . 5(3)*)

poo.11 = rrae” € = Ea@Pexa 4 e ( (2) (D pilz=x2) 4 72) . ~(2>*).
By construction pap is normalized.

To calculate the transition probability, correlations, and measures of entanglement in the leading order, we need
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the coefficients ¢y, ,m,, up to order €3:

Sy, = —i [ Z dt e tep(t) (p| (z5(t)) |0), (A17)
cloy = —2/_0; dt e®4%e (1) (p| d(2a(t)) | 0), (A18)
= [ a [EA<t>eA<t'>emA<“'> (v [ ora®)o(a®) | 0)

T en®en(t)e ) (] () o (xa(t) | 0>] . (Al9)
&2 /_ O; dt /_ :O dt' [EA(t)GB(t/)eiQAt+iQBt/ (v | $lza(t)(zs(t)) | 0)

+ep(t)ea(t)e U (v ] g (zp(t)d(za(t)) | 0>] ; (A20)

where in the second order coefficients the index v stands either for vacuum (0) or a two-particle state (p1p2). p10,10,

po1,01, and poo,11

The matrix elements of psp are obtained from Egs. — with the help of Eq. . For identical detectors
the matrix elements p19,10 = po1,01, Po1,10, and ppo,11 are obtained straight forwardly from Egs. 7, and
result in the quantities A, X, and C respectively, and are given in Eqs. (L1))—(L3]).

As for the matrix element pi1,11, applying Eq. results in

pi1,11 = /OO dt /t dt//oo dt” /t// dtmé(t)e(t/)g(t//)e(t///)eiﬂ(t+t’7t”7t’”)
(0]o(@n(t")é(zalt)d(ea(t)é(zst))]0) +(0]6(zat"))é(en(t") d(za®) é(2x(t))|0)

+(0]o(zp(t"))¢(za(t)d(xp(t)d(xa(t))|0) + (0]d(zat"))(z5(t"))o(x5(t)(za(t)[0) | (A21)

The four 4-point functions appearing in Eq. (A21) can be expanded in terms of products of Wightman functions
using the commutation properties of the field, yielding

e} t [e'e] t"”’
pria1 = / dt/ d’*'/ at” / A" e(t)e (! )e(t")e(" )i =t =t <4W(mA<t"’>,xB<t">)W(xA<t>7xB<t’>)

+ [W(a:A(t”),xA(t))W(xB(t'”),xB(t’)) + W (za(t"),2a(t))W (z5(t"), z5(t"))

+ W (za(t"), zat))W (zp(t"),zp(t) + W(zat"),zat’))W (z5(t"), xB(t))]

£ 2[W (2n ("), 2a )W (2a("), 25(t)) + W (25 ("), 2a0)W (2a("), m(t'))}) , (A22)
[
where we have exploited the fact that the detectors are and then to
at rest with respect to one another, which results in o o
a=179—1u b=0v+a, (A24)

W(za(t),zp(t') = W(zp(t),za(t)).

The first term appearing in Eq. (A22)) is immediately
identified as |X\27 where X is given in Eq. (12)). By
changing the integration variables to

u=t" —t,

u=t"+1t,

U:t//—t/

v=t"+¢, (A23)

the second and third terms in Eq.  (A22) result in
AB and 2C? respectively, where A and B are defined

in Eq. and C in Eq. . Thus we find

pl1,11 = |X|2 + AB +2C°. (A25)



The matrix element poooo is obtained either directly
from its definition or by exploiting the normalization con-
dition tr(pag) = 1.

2. Quantifying the entanglement in pap

We give here negativity and concurrence for the density
matrix of (6). In the case 1, > rooras

N = —1(raz + 133 — /(122 — 133)% +4r142),  (A26)
and
C = 2(r14 — \/7T22723), (A27)
which simplifies further if r9o = 793 to
N =C/2=1r14 — roa. (A28)
If 7"%3 > 111744 then
N = —(ri1 + 144 — \/(7”11 + 744)% 4 4ra3), (A29)
and
C=2(ro3 — /T11714) . (A30)

In a general two-qubit system concurrence and nega-
tivity are related by [3§]

1—CP+C2+(1-C).

The negativity is equal to the concurrence if the eigenvec-
tor of the partially transposed state pg‘}g corresponding
to its negative eigenvalue is one of the Bell states (up
to local unitary transformations). Indeed, for the identi-
cal detectors (1o = ro3) when r14 > r9o the two quan-
tities coincide and the eigenvector in question becomes

%(0, ~1,1,0)T.

C=2N > (A31)

Appendix B: The Wightman function

To ease comparison between different sources, we first
spell out how our convention for the Wightman function
W = (0|¢(x)p(y)|0) relates to the definitions in other
references we use. In particular,

W(z,2') = Gt (x,2') = —iD (x,2) (B1)

where G is introduced in [26] (and is called DT in the
massless case), D~ is introduced in [23], and is called D™
in [25].

Wightman functions are well-defined distributions, i.e.
they can be represented as a distributional limit of reg-
ular analytic functions [23]. However, representation in
terms of functions that are also covariant requires a reg-
ularization procedure, e.g., the Pauli-Villars regulariza-
tion. A simple popular representation uses the “—ie”
prescription [26]

1 1

Wg(x—x/) = _ﬁ(t_t/_

(B2)

i€)? — |x — x/|?’
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Eq. is not manifestly covariant, and requires addi-
tional manipulations to obtain, for example, the Unruh
effect [39]. On the other hand, a straightforward cal-
culation demonstrates that the distributional form of the
Wightman function as given by Eq. is free from these
complications.

For convenience, we summarize here several properties
of distributions that we employed in obtaining Egs. (|16))
and [24]. Recall that the definition of a distribution
G acting on a test function f is given by

<GJ%=/WQ@H@M% (B3)

— 00

where the function g(y) defines the distribution G. The
derivative of a distribution is obtained from the above
definition by integrating by parts to give

<GI7 f> = <G7 f/> . (B4)

The distribution 1/x acting on a test function f(x) is

defined as
<i,f(x)> :Pv/_:dxf(f), (B5)

where PV denotes that the principle value of the integral
should be taken. All the subsequent inverse power dis-
tributions 1/z™ are defined as distributional derivatives
of 1/z, hence

(@)= (5. r@)

:/Oodx f(x)_f(_x)_2f(0). (BG)
0

2

Eq. (B6]) is used in arriving at the expression for X
given in (17)).

Particular care is required for the evaluation of inte-
grals involving the delta-function term of the Wightman
function when y := x — 2’ = 0. We consider the distri-
bution 6(y?) as a limit of

8 (y?) = lim 6 (y* —r?)

:}%%(5(y—r)+6(y+r)). (B7)

This prescription results in the action of the distribution
sgn(y)d(y?) on a test function f(y) to be

PV [ a0 1) = 110). (B9)

— 00

Eq. (BS8) is used in arriving at the expression for Axg
given in (16)).
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