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Particle detector models such as the Unruh-deWitt detector are widely used in relativistic quantum informa-
tion and field theory to probe the global features of spacetime and quantum fields. These detectors are typically
modelled as coupling locally to the field along a classical worldline. In this paper, we utilize a recent framework
which enables us to prepare the detector in a quantum-controlled superposition of trajectories, and study its
response to the field in finite-temperature Minkowski spacetime and an expanding de Sitter universe. Unlike
a detector on a classical path which cannot distinguish these spacetimes, the superposed detector can do so by
acquiring nonlocal information about the geometric and causal structure of its environment, demonstrating its
capability as a probe of these global properties.

I. INTRODUCTION

In quantum field theory (QFT), the physical nature of phe-
nomena like particle production and long-range correlations
is grounded in an ability to couple local probes to the field,
which can subsequently perform measurements of it. The
study of measurements in QFT continues to be a fruitful and
ongoing research area, linking diverse subjects from ranging
from causality [1], quantum optics and quantum information
[2–4], to curved spacetime settings [5].

A simple and well-known approach for enacting measure-
ments of a quantum field is the Unruh-deWitt (UdW) detec-
tor. The detector is typically modelled as an idealised two-
level system whose internal states couple to a massless scalar
field, which approximates the light-matter interaction under
the neglect of angular momentum exchange [6–8]. In settings
which involve arbitrary relativistic trajectories [9–12] and cur-
vature [13–16], the model is particularly useful because it
provides operational meaning to the notion of a ‘particle’,
through the excitations it experiences via the interaction. Phe-
nomena which exemplify this include the Unruh and Gibbons-
Hawking effects. The former predicts that a uniformly accel-
erated detector in Minkowski spacetime perceives the vacuum
state to be thermal at the Unruh temperature:

TU =
κ

2π
, (1)

whereas an identical detector traversing an inertial worldline
registers no particles [17], as expected for the vacuum state.
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There is an analogous situation in the de Sitter universe, where
a detector on a geodesic path likewise detects the conformally
coupled vacuum state to be thermal at the same temperature
as in Eq. (1), where κ now quantifies the expansion rate of
the universe [18]. Hence, according to a detector traversing
a classical worldline and fully characterised by its response
to quantum fields, flat and de Sitter spacetimes in the above
scenarios are operationally equivalent i.e. both give rise to a
thermal bath at the finite temperature,

TT =
κ

2π
. (2)

Contrary to the intuition that acceleration fully determines the
thermal response of the detector, it has been recently demon-
strated that a UdW detector travelling in a superposition of
accelerated trajectories in general does not yield a thermal re-
sponse [19, 20]. In particular, even if the individual trajec-
tories have the same proper acceleration and therefore each
of them would yield the same thermal state of the detector –
their superposition is sensitive to nonlocal field correlations
between the trajectories, which notably, depend on the causal
relations between them. These correlations can perturb the
final detector state away from thermalization.

In this article, we apply the superposed detector model to
the above scenarios: a thermal field state in Minkowski space-
time and the conformally coupled vacuum state in an expand-
ing de Sitter spacetime. Our results show that a single UdW
detector in a quantum superposition of trajectories can differ-
entiate between these two spacetimes, which is impossible for
a single detector on a classical worldline [21–25], and even
for two detectors harvesting entanglement from the field, in
certain regimes [26–31]. We show in particular, that the re-
sponse is sensitive to the causal relationship between the paths
in superposition, signatory of the geometric structure of the
background spacetime itself. Due to the different spacetime
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geometries under consideration as well as the thermalisation
processes investigated in this work, our results also show that
the quantum-controlled UdW detector model represents an ac-
cessible approach for probing the geometric and causal fea-
tures of spacetime, and connects the research in curved space-
time QFT with quantum information [32], quantum control
of quantum channels [33, 34], and quantum thermodynamics
[35, 36].

Our article is arranged as follows: in Sec. II, we intro-
duce the quantum-controlled detector model first devised in
[19, 20]. In Sec. III we introduce the field-theoretic details
needed for the spacetimes of interest. In Sec. IV, we study
the transition probability of the superposed detector in the re-
spective scenarios. In Sec. V, we analyse the transition rate
of the detector in these spacetimes, before offering some con-
clusions in Sec. VI. Throughout this article, we utilize natural
units, } = c = kB = G = 1.

II. DETECTORS IN SUPERPOSITION

In this paper, we employ the simplest formulation of the
UdW detector model, which is a point-like, two-level system
initially prepared in its ground state |g〉 and interacting with a
real, massless scalar field Φ̂(x(τ)) pulled back to the world-
line x(τ) and initially in the state |ψ〉. Following [19, 20],
we initialise the detector in an arbitrary superposition of tra-
jectories by introducing a control degree of freedom, whose
orthonormal states |i〉C designate the individual paths that the
detector takes. The initial state of the combined system is thus

|Ψ〉S = |φ〉 ⊗ |g〉 ⊗ |ψ〉, (3)

where the control is prepared in the equal superposition of N
paths,

|φ〉 =
1√
N

N∑
i=1

|i〉C . (4)

When writing down the initial control superposition state, the
tacit assumption is that any phases acquired by the system dur-
ing the preparation of the superposition have been absorbed
into the basis states |i〉C .

The Hamiltonian governing the interaction is given by

Ĥint.(τ) = λσ(τ)

N∑
i=1

ηi(τ)Φ̂(xi(τ))⊗ |i〉〈i|C (5)

where λ � 1 is a weak coupling constant, ηi(τ) is a time-
dependent switching function that governs the interaction,
σ(τ) = σ+eiΩτ + h.c is the interaction picture Pauli oper-
ator (where σ+ = |e〉〈g|) for the detector with energy gap Ω
between the energy eigenstates |g〉, |e〉 and xi(τ) is the world-
line of the ith path of the superposition. To leading order in λ,
the state of the detector after evolving from the initial time τ0
to the final time τF , and conditioned upon the control being
measured in the state |φ〉 (chosen for simplicity but without

loss of generality), is given by

ρ̂D =

(
1− PD 0

0 PD

)
+O(λ4) (6)

where the transition probability PD is given by

PD =

N∑
i=1

Pii,D +

N∑
i6=j

Pij,D. (7)

We have expressed the transition probability as a sum of two
contributions, given respectively by

Pii,D =
λ2

N2

∫ τF

τ0

dτ

∫ τF

τ0

dτ ′χ(τ)χ(τ ′)W(xi(τ), xi(τ
′))

(8)

Pij,D =
λ2

N2

∫ τF

τ0

dτi

∫ τF

τ0

dτ ′jχ(τi)χ(τ ′j)W(xi(τi), xj(τ
′
j))

(9)

where we have defined χi(τ) = ηi(τ)e−iΩτ and

Wij(xi(τi), xj(τ
′
j)) = 〈ψ|Φ̂(xi(τi))Φ̂(xj(τ

′
j))|ψ〉 (10)

are two-point correlation (Wightman) functions pulled back
to the trajectories xi(τi), xj(τ ′j) [8]. Importantly, Eq. (7) con-
tains Wightman functions evaluated locally along the individ-
ual trajectories (i = j) and non-locally, between each respec-
tive pair of trajectories (i 6= j). The Pij,D terms in the transi-
tion probability are equal to the nonlocal correlations between
two detectors, each locally coupling to a quantum field along
individual classical paths xi(τi) and xj(τ

′
j). Specifically, when

one introduces a second detector the reduced bipartite density
matrix to leading order in perturbation theory is given by

ρ̂AB =

1− PA − PB 0 0 M
0 PB LAB 0
0 L?AB PA 0
M? 0 0 0

+O(λ4). (11)

Specifically, the Pij,D terms for a single superposed detector
are equal to the LAB terms in the two-detector scenario, these
terms quantifying in part the nonlocal field correlations along
the respective detector worldlines.

The other quantity of interest is the transition rate of the
detector, defined as a derivative of the transition probability
of the detector, Eq. (7), with respect to the proper time τF .
Physical interpretation of this quantity is the difference be-
tween transition probabilities between two ensembles of iden-
tically prepared detectors traversing fixed superposition of tra-
jectories and measured at the proper times τF and τF + δτ
in the limit δτ → 0+ [13, 37]. To compute the transition
rate, we thus take the switching functions to be Gaussian,
η(τ) = exp(−τ2/2σ2), in the infinite interaction-time limit
(σ →∞), taking τ0 → −∞ and evaluate the derivative of Eq.
(7) with respect to τF , which yields the following expression,

ṖD =
2λ2

N2

N∑
i=1

Re
∫ ∞

0

ds e−iΩsWii(s)
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+
2λ2

N2

N∑
i 6=j

Re
∫ ∞

0

ds e−iΩs(Wij(τ, τ − s) + H.c).

(12)

where s = τ − τ ′. In this paper, we only consider scenarios
where the proper times of the paths in superposition are equal;
hence the simplification to a common proper time coordinate
in Eq. (12).

III. WIGHTMAN FUNCTIONS FOR THERMAL FIELDS,
DE SITTER SPACETIME AND ACCELERATED

TRAJECTORIES

Equations (7) and (12) characterise the detector’s response
to the background scalar field as it traverses different regions
of spacetime. For our analysis, we require Wightman func-
tions pulled back to the individual trajectories of the superpo-
sition, as well as nonlocal Wightman functions between each
respective pair of trajectories. For the former, these possess
an identical form in all cases considered:

WD(s) = − κ2

16π2

1

sinh2(κs/2− iε)
. (13)

Here, the meaning of κ depends on the context (e.g. the tem-
perature of thermal state of a field in Minkowski spacetime,
or the expansion rate of de Sitter spacetime), while ε is an
infinitesimal regularisation constant.

In Minkowski spacetime for a thermal field state with tem-
perature TT = κ(2π)−1, the nonlocal Wightman functions
evaluated between two trajectories separated by the constant
distance L are given by [38]

WT (s) =
κ

16π2L

[
coth

(κ
2

(L− s+ iε)
)

+ coth
(κ

2
(L+ s− iε)

)]
. (14)

In the de Sitter universe, we parametrise the detector world-
lines with flat slicing coordinates [39], yielding the Wightman
function

WdS(p, s) =
(κ/4π)2

exp(κp)(κL/2)2 − sinh2(κs/2− iε)
(15)

which are evaluated in the conformally coupled vacuum [8]
and p = τ + τ ′. The trajectories are separated by the constant
co-moving distance L. For two accelerated trajectories in par-
allel motion with proper acceleration κ and separated by the
constant distance L (as measured by inertial observers), we
have [31]

WP (p, s) =
κ2

16π2

[
Lκ

2
+ iε− e−pκ/2 sinh(κs/2)

]−1

×
[
Lκ

2
− iε+ epκ/2 sinh(κs/2)

]−1

. (16)

A. Thermality in QFT

In QFT, thermal states are those satisfying the Kubo-
Martin-Schwinger (KMS) condition [2, 40]. This condition
provides a general definition for a thermal state in scenarios
where the usual Gibbs distribution may be problematic or dif-
ficult to rigorously define. For a KMS state with temperature
TKMS, the corresponding Wightman function will be periodic
in the imaginary time,

W(τ − i/TKMS, τ
′) =W(τ ′, τ) (17)

where we have utilized the shorthand W(x(τ), x′(τ ′)) =
W(τ, τ ′). Operationally, a detector that thermalizes with the
field will satisfy the KMS detailed balance criterion, com-
monly stated in the form

R(Ω) :=
PD(Ω)

PD(−Ω)
= e−2πΩ/κ, (18)

where we have definedR(Ω) as the excitation-to-deexcitation
ratio of the detector.

IV. TRANSITION PROBABILITIES

A. Gaussian switching

Using the local and nonlocal Wightman functions, we can
calculate the transition probability of the detector in the var-
ious superposition configurations of interest. The first ap-
proach we consider is a Gaussian switching function centred
at the temporal origin of each trajectory,

ηi(τ) = exp(−τ2/2σ2
i ) (19)

where σi is a characteristic width for the interaction. Semi-
analytic results can be obtained for PD, following a similar
approach to [31]. We assume a narrowband interaction (σ �
κ−1), which allows us to invoke the saddle-point approxima-
tion to simplify the double integrals in Eq. (7) [27, 31]. This
regime corresponds with low temperatures (e.g. a slow expan-
sion rate in de Sitter). We obtain the following expressions for
the transition probability of the detector [37],

PT =
PD
2

+
2F0

κL
Re
(

coth
(κ

2
(L+ 2iσ2Ω)

))
(20)

PdS = PP =
PD
2

+
F0

(κL/2)2 + sin2(β)
(21)

where we have defined

PD =
2F0

sin2(β)
, (22)

F0 =
(κσλ)2e−σ

2Ω2

16π
, (23)

β = κσ2Ω. (24)
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FIG. 1. Contour plots of (PT − PdS)/λ2 for (a) (σκ)−1 = 4, and
(b) (σκ)−1 = 40. From both plots, we find that the difference in the
transition probability between the two spacetimes is largest at small
energy gaps. Notably, the interaction regions in the de Sitter space-
time need not be spacelike (beyond the cosmological horizon) in or-
der for the two cases to be distinguished via the respective transition
probabilities.

Note that PD is the transition probability of a single detector
detecting thermal radiation at the temperature κ(2π)−1 [19,
31].

Several noteworthy observations can be made. First, the
nonlocal terms in the transition probability for each scenario
vanish in the limit of infinite separation, L→∞, between the
superposed trajectories. This is a generic property of long-
range quantum correlations, which decay with distance. In
this limit, PD reduces to half of that for a single detector in all
cases. Second, the presence of the interference term enables
the detector to distinguish the thermal bath from the expand-
ing de Sitter spacetime (Fig. 1), a distinction otherwise inac-
cessible for a detector traversing a single, classical trajectory.
Furthermore, this difference is discernible for small energy
gaps and when L is smaller than the cosmological horizon,

LdS = (σκ)−1. This contrasts with results found in entangle-
ment harvesting protocols utilizing two detectors travelling on
either of the individual trajectories and interacting locally with
the field [26–31]. Only when the two detectors are separated
by a distance larger than LdS, can the amount of entanglement
extracted from the field be used to differentiate these space-
times. Finally, the transition probability of the detector accel-
erating along parallel trajectories is identical to the geodesic
de Sitter case. While the dynamics are qualitatively different
– an inertial observer measures a constant distance between
the accelerated trajectories, whereas the de Sitter trajectories
diverge away from each other – the similarity between them
is the constancy of the length scale L (recalling that it is a
co-moving distance in de Sitter). Note however that this re-
sult is obtained under the specific assumption of a narrowband
detector-field interaction centred at τ = 0.

B. Compact switching

Next, we consider an interaction with compact support,
with the switching function chosen to be

ηi(τ) =

{
cos2

(
τ−τi
σi

)
τi − πσi/2 ≤ τ ≤ τi + πσi/2

0 elsewhere.
(25)

This allows us to study the causal relations between localised
spacetime regions within which the detector-field interaction
occurs [41, 42].

FIG. 2. Schematic diagram of the detector trajectories in superposi-
tion, with a time-delay between the interaction times on the respec-
tive branches. The diagram on the left depicts the thermal bath sce-
nario, while on the right, the diverging geodesics in de Sitter space-
time. In the thermal bath, the interaction regions can always be ar-
ranged so that there is some causal contact between them; in the de
Sitter case, they will inevitably become spacelike once the interac-
tion regions become separated by the cosmological horizon.

Using these switching functions, Eq. (7) can be numerically
integrated directly. In Fig. 3, we have plotted the value of the
interference terms,

∑
i 6=j Pij,D, in the transition probability

and introduced a time-delay between τ1, τ2 (that is, centering
one interaction at τ1 = 0 while varying the central proper
time τ2 along the other trajectory). For sufficiently small Lκ,
the transition probability displays resonant behaviour at the
light-like overlaps of the interaction regions in all three space-
times. That is, when the interaction region ηj(τ) begins to
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FIG. 3. Plots of the interference term,
∑

i6=j Pij,D/λ
2, as a function of the energy gap Ω/κ and the centre time of the switching function for

the second branch of the superposition, κτ2. The top row has Lκ = 1/2 while the bottom row has Lκ = 3/2 fixed. The two different color
densities used in the plots contrast the regions where

∑
i 6=j Pij,D/λ

2 is positive and negative; this is highly sensitive to the detector energy
gap and the causal relationship between the interaction regions.

overlap with the light-like extension of the other region ηi(τ)
(where τi < τj), the interference terms either amplify or in-
hibit transitions in the detector, depending on the energy gap
Ω. Above a critical value of Lκ (and accounting for the inter-
action width, σi) these resonances are highly suppressed for
the parallel accelerated trajectories because the interaction re-
gions are spacelike for all τ1, τ2, see Fig. 3(f), noting the order
of magnitude difference compared with the other cases. In the
de Sitter case, only the τ2 > 0 resonances disappear since the
regions become causally disconnected only after they cross
the expansion-induced horizon of the other. This contrasts
with the thermal case, where the trajectories always allow for
causal contact for some configuration of the interaction re-
gions (i.e. a larger Lκ requires a larger time-delay). Finally,
we note that our use of the terminology ‘causal’ refers to ef-
fects that dominate when the spacetime regions are in partial
or fully lightlike contact.

Since these causal resonances have the ability to suppress
the transitions experienced by the detector (i.e. the amount of
noise perceived by the detector) this suggests that preparing
two detectors, each in a superposition of paths and switching
times, may enhance their ability to become entangled. This is
because bipartite detector entanglement is commonly quanti-

fied by the concurrence, CAB , which is effectively a competi-
tion between theM term in Eq. (11), and the geometric mean
of the individual transition probabilities:

CAB := 2max
[
0, |M| −

√
PAPB

]
. (26)

Indeed, this is corroborated by the results obtained by Hen-
derson et. al. [41], where it was found that the temporal su-
perposition of switching times of two detectors enabled them
to become entangled in regimes where it was not possible for
detetors with classical switching functions.

Finally, we note that even when the switching regions on
either branch of the superposition are outside the causal cone
of the other, there are still interference oscillations which be-
come suppressed as the time-delay becomes very large. This
is signatory of the nonlocal correlations between the quantum
field degrees of freedom, which exist even between spacelike-
and timelike-separated spacetime regions.
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V. DETECTOR TRANSITION RATES

Here, we present calculations for the detector transition
rate. For the detector superposed at two locations within the
thermal bath, both the local and nonlocal Wightman functions
satisfy the KMS criterion:

WS(τ − 2πi/κ, τ ′) =WS(τ ′, τ),

WT (τ − 2πi/κ, τ ′) =WT (τ ′, τ).
(27)

Because of this property, we might expect that the detector
will exhibit a thermal response to the field. To determine
whether the detector does indeed thermalise at the tempera-
ture of the quantum field, we evaluate its transition rate. We
confirmed numerically that the result is given by

ṖD =
Ω

4π

1

exp(2πΩ/κ)− 1
(1 + sinc(ΩL)) (28)

where sinc(x) = sin(x)/x. Using the identity sinc(ΩL) =
sinc(−ΩL), we find that the detailed balance form of the KMS
criterion is indeed satisfied:

ṖD(Ω)

ṖD(−Ω)
= e−2πΩ/κ, (29)

for a thermal field at temperature κ(2π)−1, which confirms
the above conjecture. In Fig. 4, we have plotted the transi-

FIG. 4. Transition rate of the detector superposed on two paths sep-
arated by the constant distance L in a thermal bath in Minkowski
spacetime, as a function of the energy gap. The transition rate expe-
riences resonant oscillations as the energy gap is varied; when all of
the solid lines intersect, the response is half of that of a detector on a
single path.

tion rate of the detector as a function of the energy gap. Upon
introducing the superposition of paths, the transition rate os-
cillates with increasingly negative energy gaps, with the fre-
quency of these oscillations increasing with the path separa-
tion. The interference term vanishes at periodic values of the
energy gap, indicating that the response of the detector is both
thermal and Planckian for those values.

The time-translation invariant thermal response of the de-
tector in the heat bath contrasts both the co-moving de Sit-
ter superposition and the parallel acceleration superposition,

where the nonlocal Wightman functions are dependent on the
sum of the proper times between the two trajectories, i.e. they
are time-dependent. Note that the latter case is studied in [19],
so we focus here on the quantum-controlled detector transition
rate in de Sitter spacetime.

The time-dependence of the nonlocal Wightman functions
indicates that the correlation structure of the quantum field
depends strongly on the different spacetime regions that the
detector probes along its trajectory. Moreover, the transition
rate will generally not satisfy the detailed balance criterion:

ṖD(Ω)

ṖD(−Ω)
=
Ṗii,D(Ω) + Ṗij,D(Ω)

Ṗii,D(−Ω) + Ṗij,D(−Ω)
6= e−2πΩ/κ (30)

since the interference terms are generally asymmetric in Ω.
This is intriguing because the paths would individually elicit
a thermal response in the detector at an identical temperature,
yet superposing the detector along those paths yields a non-
thermal response. In Fig. 5 we have plotted the transition

FIG. 5. Transition rate, ṖD/λ
2, of the detector in a superposition

of two geodesic paths in de Sitter spacetime, as a function of the
dimensionless proper time and expansion rate. The regions shaded
blue to light yellow correspond to positive transition rates, while the
regions shaded dark purple to white correspond to negative transition
rate. For sufficiently high expansion rates, these negative regions
vanish.

rate of a detector superposed along two paths in the de Sit-
ter universe separated by a constant co-moving distance, as
a function of the dimensionless expansion rate, κ/Ω, and the
dimensionless proper time at which the detector (ensemble) is
measured, Ωτ (τF ≡ τ). In the asymptotic past, the detec-
tor exhibits the same thermal response that a single detector
would experience for all times. This can be seen from the past
asymptotic form of the nonlocal Wightman function, which
approaches that of a single detector as τ → −∞:

lim
τ→−∞

WdS(p, s) =WD(s). (31)

Near τ = 0, the trajectories begin to bifurcate from each other,
and the transition rate dips before equilibrating towards that
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FIG. 6. (i) Transition rate of a detector with negative energy gap,
Ω/κ = −10, in a superposition of three geodesic paths, with the re-
spective separations L12 = 0.01 and L13 = 20. The respective lines
in the plot show (a) transition rate of the detector in a superposition
of co-moving distance L13, (b) transition rate of the detector in a su-
perposition of three co-moving paths with separation L12, L13 and
L23 and (c) the transition rate of the detector in a superposition of
two paths separated by the co-moving distance L12. In the regions
where the structure of the field correlations changes rapidly due to
the diverging Euclidean distance between the superposed paths, the
total transition oscillates, eventually equilibrating to a third of that
experienced by a single detector. (ii) The same setup for a detector
with a positive energy gap, Ω/κ = 0.5. The inset shows a zoomed
in view of the transition rate.

of half of a single detector into as τ → ∞. Interestingly, for
sufficiently slow expansion rates, near the proper time origin
the detector’s transition rate becomes negative before becom-
ing positive again as the superposed paths recede away from
each other. This region of negative transition rate is consis-
tent with the ensemble interpretation mentioned previously;
other works have also noted the presence of such regions in
a variety of spacetimes [43–45]. For our quantum-controlled
detector, the regimes of negative transition rate correspond to
spacetime regions in which the correlation structure between
the two paths is strongly time-dependent, inducing stronger
interference between the paths. Finally, since the detector is
switched on in the asymptotic past and has an effectively con-
stant transition rate until the region of strong interference, an
integral of the transition rate with respect to the proper time
will always yields a positive result, as required by a physi-
cal meaning of this quantity as a transition probability. (This
remains true if one considers smooth switching functions.)

In Fig. 6, we have plotted the transition rate for a detector

in a superposition of three geodesic paths, for (top) negative
and (bottom) positive energy gaps. We have chosen a setup
such that two of the paths have a small co-moving distance
between them (L12 � κ−1), which are separated by a large
distance from the third trajectory (L13, L23 � κ−1). For
negative gaps, the detector response is approximately time-
independent and thermal, until the point at which the third
trajectory begins to recede from the first two. The second
dip occurs when the first pair of trajectories recede from each
other, after which the transition rate approaches that of one-
third of a single detector. For positive gaps, we observe simi-
lar regions of behaviour, where the aforementioned period of
negative transition rate is manifest.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have shown that by introducing a quantum-controlled
superposition of trajectories, a UdW detector gains informa-
tion about the field and the global structure of spacetime
through nonlocal correlation functions that would be other-
wise inaccessible to a single detector. In particular, such a de-
tector can discriminate between the thermal state of a field in
Minkowski spacetime and a vacuum state of an exponentially
expanding de Sitter universe, which is proven to be impossi-
ble for a single detector traversing a classical trajectory [18],
and only achievable by examining the amount entanglement
between two classically moving detectors when their spatial
separation is larger than the cosmological event horizon [26–
31]. The interference effects illustrate the rich nonlocal fea-
tures of quantum fields, and how they depend strongly on the
dynamical properties of the trajectories traversed by the detec-
tor in superposition. Because of this, one would expect such
detectors can be utilised in the study of foundational questions
about causality in quantum theory and the geometric structure
of spacetime from the perspective of relativistic and curved
spacetime QFT.

Our quantum-controlled detector model represents a con-
crete physical realisation of a ‘superposition’ of quantum
channels (unitaries) acting on a quantum system [33, 34],
so far studied in abstract quantum information and founda-
tions settings, for instance, quantum communication [46–48],
causality [49, 50] and thermodynamics [51]. Furthermore, our
detector model can be applied to study in a novel way the
nature of time and decoherence in gravitational interferome-
try setups, systems which have received renewed interest as
testbeds of quantum-gravitational physics [52–55]. Our study
thus builds a new, direct connection between these fields of
research and relativistic quantum field theory in curved space-
time. Finally, our here studied quantum extension of a tradi-
tional detector model also allows us to build a bottom-up ap-
proach for studying the operational effects produced by quan-
tum superpositions of classical spacetime geometries [56–60].
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