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We investigate the protocol of entanglement harvesting, where two spacelike separated particle
detectors extract quantum correlations from a quantum field. Specifically, we analyze the role of the
mass of the field and the energy gap of the detectors in the protocol. Perhaps surprisingly, we find
that there are regimes in which the entanglement harvested can increase with the mass of the field by
decreasing the noise experienced by the detectors. Finally, we study the optimal relationship between
the gap of the detectors and the other parameters of the setting that maximizes the entanglement
harvested, showing that a small mass can improve the protocol even in this case.

I. INTRODUCTION

It is well known that Hadamard states of quantum
fields can contain entanglement even between spacelike
separated regions [1, 2]. The presence of entanglement in
the field is associated with many fundamental phenom-
ena from holography to Hawking radiation and the black
hole information loss problem [3–7]. However quantifying
the entanglement present in quantum fields remains an
elusive task. In fact, we only have a handful of techniques
that can only be used in specific scenarios [8].

Nevertheless, we have tools to compute the amount of
entanglement displayed by the field between any pair of
regions of spacetime that can be accessed by physically
measurable probes. Namely, the entanglement displayed
by the field between these regions can be extracted by
particle detectors in a setup that has been commonly
known as entanglement harvesting [9–11]. The entangle-
ment harvesting protocol considers initially uncorrelated
probes that couple locally to the quantum field in order
to extract entanglement from it.

In this manuscript we study in detail the effect that
different parameters have in the entanglement harvest-
ing protocol, with special focus on the field’s mass and
the detectors’ energy gap. It is a known fact that the
correlations of a quantum field decay exponentially with
the mass of the field. For this reason, one might have
expected that the entanglement harvested from particle
detectors would also also decay with mass. However, the
entanglement harvested by local probes is a competition
between non-local correlations of the field and local noise
terms associated with the detectors’ excitation probabil-
ity. Despite the fact that the field correlations decay ex-
ponentially with its mass, we find that there are regimes
where the local noise terms decay even faster. For this
reason, while particle detectors capture the exponential
decay of correlations for large enough mass, there are
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situations in which having a small field mass allows us
to harvest more entanglement than we would in identi-
cal setups for a massless field. What is more, there are
scenarios where a pair of detectors cannot harvest en-
tanglement from massless fields, but by adding a small
field mass the very same detectors are able to harvest
entanglement.

We also study the optimal regimes where the param-
eters of smoothly localized detectors are tuned to har-
vest the maximum possible amount of entanglement. We
find simple approximate relations between the parame-
ters of the setup that optimize the protocol. We also
find that, even in this optimal case, a small finite mass of
the quantum field enhances the entanglement harvesting
protocol. This result implies that although the entangle-
ment present in a quantum field decreases with its mass,
the entanglement that can be accessed by physical probes
does not share this monotonic behaviour in all regimes.

This manuscript is organized as follows. In Section II
we review the basic properties of a massive real scalar
quantum field, paying special attention to the effect that
the mass has on the field correlations. In Section III
we review the Unruh-DeWitt (UDW) particle detector
model and the setup of entanglement harvesting. In Sec-
tion IV, we describe an explicit protocol with specific
detector shapes, an discuss its main features. In Section
V we study the behaviour of the accessible entanglement
in the quantum field as a function of the field’s mass. In
Section VI we find the parameters which optimize the
protocol of entanglement harvesting. In Section VII we
summarize the conclusions of our work.

II. A MASSIVE KLEIN-GORDON FIELD

Consider a D = n+ 1 dimensional spacetime M and a
real scalar field φ : M −→ R whose dynamics are deter-
mined by the minimally coupled Klein-Gordon equation

(∇µ∇µ −m2)φ = 0, (1)

where ∇ denotes the metric compatible torsion free con-
nection and m is a constant with units of energy, which
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is commonly referred to as the field’s mass for reasons
that will be discussed below. If the spacetime M is
globally hyperbolic, Eq. (1) admits a unique solution
for initial conditions given in any Cauchy surface. It is
then possible to find an orthonormal1 basis of solutions
{uk(x), u∗k(x)}k. Let us assume that the labels k are a
continuous set k ∈ Rn, as this is the case for many dif-
ferent spacetime backgrounds, such as Minkowski space-
time. In terms of this basis, any classical solution to the
Klein-Gordon equation can be written as

φ(x) =

∫
dnk (uk(x)ak + u∗k(x)a∗k) , (3)

where the coefficients ak are determined by the initial
conditions.

In order to canonically quantize the Klein-Gordon
field, we promote the coefficients a∗k and ak to the cre-

ation and annihilation operators, â†k and âk. By imposing
the commutation relations[

âk, â
†
k′

]
= δ(3)(k − k′) (4)

we ensure that the so-defined field operator φ̂(x) and its
conjugate momentum satisfy canonical commutation re-
lations. The creation and annihilation operators then
define the vacuum state |0〉 via âk |0〉 = 0 ∀k, and the
Fock space is constructed by repeated applications of the

creation operators â†k on |0〉.

A. A Klein-Gordon field in Minkowski spacetime

In this paper, we will focus on a free Klein-Gordon field
in Minkowski spacetime. In this case, there are simple
interpretations for the mass of the field, and it is possible
to obtain closed form expressions for all the correlation
functions of the field in the vacuum state. In Minkowski
spacetime, a natural choice for orthonormal basis of so-
lutions to the Klein-Gordon equation is the plane-wave
basis

uk(x) =
1

(2π)
n
2

eik·x
√

2ωk
, (5)

where ωk =
√
m2 + k2 and k · x = −ωk t + k · x with

x = (t,x) in inertial coordinates. The explicit depen-
dence ωk(k) then defines a dispersion relation, so that
the group velocity of the mode with momentum k is given
by dωk

dk = k/ωk < 1. In this sense, the mass acts as an

1 Orthonormal here refers to the Klein-Gordon inner product:

(φ1, φ2) = i

∫
Σ

dΣµ (φ∗1∇µφ2 −∇µφ∗1 φ2) , (2)

where Σ is a Cauchy surface and dΣµ denotes its volume element
with the unit normal.

“inertia” for the field, reducing the speed of propagation
of information in spacetime.

The parameter m can also be associated with the mass
of the quantum field in the following sense: from the
modes of Eq. (5), it is possible to show that the nor-
mal ordered Hamiltonian associated to the space slices
t = const. reads

:Ĥ: =

∫
dnkωkâ

†
kâk. (6)

In particular, the smallest value of energy that can be ac-
quired by a field excitation happens with the Fock state

â†0 |0〉, with energy m. This corresponds to a Fock ex-
citation with zero momentum. The fact that this is the
smallest energy excitation admissible by this quantum
field theory allows one to interpret m as the rest mass
of a ‘particle’ excitation, and thus, with the mass of the
field.

The mass of the quantum field can also be inter-
preted as the parameter that controls the decay of
correlations within the quantum field. In fact, the
only dimensionless parameter that can be built from
the spacetime separation between events x and x′ (for
a massive field in flat spacetimes) is m∆x, where
∆x2 = ηµν(x− x′)µ(x− x′)ν . In particular, it is possi-
ble to show that the Wightman two-point function of the

field of the vacuum, W (x, x′) = 〈0|φ̂(x)φ̂(x′)|0〉, can be
written as f(m∆x)/(∆x)D−2, where f is a dimensionless
function which is regular in the limit ∆x→ 0. In fact, we
can write the (regularized) two-point function explicitly
as

W (x, x′) =
2

(4π)
n
2

(
4m2

∆xε

)n−2
4

Kn
2−1 (m∆xε) , (7)

where Kn denotes the modified Bessel functions of the
second kind and ∆xε denotes the regularized spacetime
separation,

∆x2
ε = −(t− t′ − iε)2 + (x− x′)2. (8)

The Wightman function is a distribution that can be
thought of as the limit of ε → 0 of the regularized ex-
pression above. To work with the Wightman function it
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Figure 1. Correlation function of a Klein-Gordon field in 3+1
dimensional Minkowski spacetime as a function of its mass for
spacelike separated events (separated by a proper distance
∆x) in terms of an arbitrary energy scale E0.
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is convenient to use the regularized version to deal with
the coincidence limit ∆x → 0. In Fig 1, we plot the be-
haviour of the Wightman function with the mass of the
field for fixed positive values of the invariant spacelike in-
terval in terms of an arbitrary fiducial energy scale E0. In
the plot, we see the exponential decay of the correlations
with the mass of the field.

III. ENTANGLEMENT HARVESTING AND
THE UDW MODEL

This section has the purpose of reviewing the entangle-
ment harvesting protocol. We begin by introducing the
well-known Unruh-DeWitt particle detector model and
then review its application to entanglement harvesting.

A. The UDW model

There are different ways to access the information en-
coded in a quantum field. A common approach consists of
using particle detector models to locally probe the field.
In this context, a particle detector is a localized non-
relativistic quantum system with an internal degree of
freedom that can couple locally to a quantum field while
preserving the causality and covariance of the theory2.

Among the simplest and most successful models for
particle detectors is the Unruh-DeWitt (UDW) model
[15, 16]. This model has been extensively used to study a
wide variety of phenomena such as the Unruh [15, 17–20]
and Hawking effects [15, 21, 22], quantum energy tele-
portation [23, 24], modelling quantum and classical com-
munication in relativistic setups [12, 25–32], as well as
to approach more fundamental aspects of QFT such as
defining a measurement theory for quantum fields [33].
Albeit simple, this interaction captures the fundamen-
tal features of common experimental setups in quantum
optics [34] and high-energy physics [35–37].

We now review the simplest version of the UDW model.
The detector is modelled by a two-level quantum system
to which we associate a timelike trajectory z(τ) and that

couples locally to a real scalar field φ̂(x). Here τ denotes
the proper time of the trajectory z(τ). We denote the
proper energy gap of the detector by Ω and its ground
and excited states by |g〉 and |e〉. The detector’s free
Hamiltonian that generates time evolution with respect
to τ is prescribed as

Ĥd = Ωσ̂+σ̂−, (9)

where σ̂+ = |e〉〈g| and σ̂− = |g〉〈e| are the ladder op-
erators of the two-level system. The coupling between

2 For pointlike detectors the preservation is exact [12, 13]. For spa-
tially smeared detectors the preservation is approximate within
the limits of applicability of the model [12–14]

the detector and the background field is modelled in the
interaction picture using the Hamiltonian weight [38]

ĥI(x) = λΛ(x)µ̂(τ)φ̂(x), (10)

where λ is the coupling strength, Λ(x) is the spacetime
smearing function, which defines the region of spacetime
where the interaction takes place, and

µ̂(τ) = eiΩτ σ̂+ + e−iΩτ σ̂− (11)

is the monopole moment of the detector.
The joint state of the detector-field system evolves ac-

cording to the time evolution operator

Û = T exp

(
−i

∫
dV ĥI(x)

)
. (12)

Here, dV is the invariant volume element of spacetime
and T exp denotes the time ordered exponential. We re-
mark that the expression above is in principle dependent
on the choice of the time parameter used to define the
time ordering. However, in [13] it is shown that this de-
pendence on the time parameter choice only affects the fi-
nal state of the detectors system in specific cases. In par-
ticular, for the applications present in this manuscript,
it was shown that to leading order in λ, the detectors
state is independent of the time parameter chosen to pre-
scribe Û , therefore ensuring the covariance of the model.
We will assume that, before the interaction, the joint
detector-field density operator ρ̂(0) is in an uncorrelated
state

ρ̂(0) = ρ̂
(0)
φ ⊗ ρ̂

(0)
d , (13)

where ρ̂
(0)
φ is the initial state of the field and ρ̂

(0)
d the

initial state of the detector. The time-evolved state due
to the interaction between the detector and the field is
given by

ρ̂ = Û ρ̂(0)Û†. (14)

Recall that the detector is used as a probe to extract
information from the field. Thus, once the interaction
is switched off, the degrees of freedom corresponding to
the field state no longer affect the detector. The detec-
tor state is obtained by tracing out the field’s degrees of
freedom, so that the final state of the detector is given
by

ρ̂d = Trφ(Û ρ̂(0)Û†). (15)

ρ̂d can be completely determined by ρ̂
(0)
d and the field’s

n-point functions. In particular, if the field’s state ρ̂
(0)
φ is

a zero-mean Gaussian state (such as the vacuum state),
then ρ̂d is entirely determined by the field’s two-point

function Wρ̂φ(x, x′) = tr
(
ρ̂φφ̂(x)φ̂(x′)

)
.
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B. The Entanglement Harvesting Protocol

Here we review a simple protocol that allows two
spacelike separated particle detectors to extract entan-
glement from a quantum field: the entanglement harvest-
ing protocol. This setup has exhaustively been explored
in the literature, with most studies mainly focusing on
the entanglement properties of massless fields. In this
manuscript we will study in detail the behaviour of en-
tanglement with the mass of the field. Consider a pair of
particle detectors A and B initially in their ground states
|ga〉〈ga|,|gb〉〈gb|. We couple these particle detectors to a
real scalar field that is in its vacuum state |0〉 prior to the
interaction. The initial state of the joint detectors-field
system is

ρ̂(0) = |ga〉〈ga| ⊗ |gb〉〈gb| ⊗ |0〉〈0| . (16)

The Hamiltonian weight for the interaction of the detec-
tors with the field is

ĥI(x) =
∑

i∈{a,b}

λiΛi(x)µ̂i(τi)φ̂(x). (17)

The final state for the joint detectors-field system is ob-
tained via the time-evolution operator using Eq. (14)

with Û given by Eq. (12).
We will assume that the detectors are weakly coupled

to the field and proceed perturbatively on their coupling
strengths, assuming that both λa and λb are of the same
order of magnitude. The Dyson expansion for the time
evolution operator reads

Û = 11 + Û (1) + Û (2) +O(λ3), (18)

where

U (1) = −i

∫
dV ĥI(x), (19)

U (2) = −
∫

dV

∫
dV ′ĥI(x)ĥI(x

′)θ(t− t′), (20)

where we have chosen an arbitrary time coordinate t for
the time ordering. The notation O(λk) refers to products

of λa and λb of order k. Notice that the term Û (k) is
of order O(λk). This expansion allows us to express the
time-evolved final state of the detectors-field system after
the interaction as

ρ̂ = ρ̂(0) + ρ̂(1) + ρ̂(2) +O(λ3), (21)

where

ρ̂(1) = Û (1)ρ̂(0) + ρ̂(0)Û (1) †, (22)

ρ̂(2) = Û (2)ρ̂(0) + Û (1)ρ̂(0)Û (1) † + ρ̂(0)Û (2) †. (23)

We are interested in studying under which conditions
this interaction allows the detectors to extract entangle-
ment from the field. We trace out the field to obtain the
final state of both detectors, ρ̂ab = Trφ(ρ̂). In the basis

{|gagb〉 , |gaeb〉 , |eagb〉 , |eaeb〉}, the detectors final density
operator is represented by the matrix

ρ̂ab =

 1− Laa − Lbb 0 0 M∗
0 Lbb L∗ab 0
0 Lab Laa 0
M 0 0 0

+O(λ3) , (24)

with

Lij = λiλj

∫
dV dV ′Λi(x)Λj(x

′)e−i(Ωiτi−Ωjτ
′
j )W (x, x′),

(25)

M = −λaλb
∫

dV dV ′Λa(x)Λb(x′)ei(Ωaτa+Ωbτ
′
b )

×
(
W (x, x′)θ(t− t′) +W (x′, x)θ(t′ − t)

)
. (26)

for i, j in {A,B}.
In order to quantify the entanglement acquired by the

detectors we use the negativity, which is a trustworthy
entanglement monotone for two two-dimensional quan-
tum systems [39]. Although both negativity and con-
currence are popular for harvesting with two-level UDW
detectors, the negativity has the advantage that it is
well defined and easy to compute also for higher dimen-
sional quantum systems and helps comparing the results
to more general scenarios. The negativity of a bipartite
state ρ̂ab is defined as the absolute sum of the negative
eigenvalues of the partial transpose of ρ̂ab, with respect
to either A (ρ̂taab) or B (ρ̂tbab). Namely, the negativity is
given by

max

(∑
νi<0

|νi| , 0

)
, (27)

where νi are the eigenvalues of ρ̂taab (which coincide with
the eigenvalues of ρ̂tbab). At order O(λ2) the negativity
takes the form

N = max

(
0,

√
|M|2 +

(Laa − Lbb)2

4
− Laa + Lbb

2

)
.

(28)

Observe that at leading order the negativity is deter-
mined byM, Laa and Lbb. Out of these terms,M is the
only one which contains non-local information involving
both detectors. The terms Laa and Lbb are the local
terms, namely the excitation probabilities for each detec-
tor. One can easily see that if the detectors are identical,
Laa = Lbb = L, the negativity simplifies to

N (ρ̂) = max(0, |M| − L). (29)

and entanglement appears when the correlation termM



5

‘wins’ over the local noise terms L3

There are two ways in which the detectors can get en-
tangled. On the one hand two detectors whose inter-
action regions are causally connected can exchange in-
formation through the quantum field, and through that
communication they can get correlated. On the other
hand, even two detectors that remain spacelike sepa-
rated can get entangled through their interactions with
the field. As mentioned in the introduction, this is pos-
sible because the vacuum of the quantum field contains
entanglement between spacelike separated regions[1, 2].
Only the genuine extraction of entanglement from the
field that is not mediated by communication should be
considered as entanglement harvesting [40]. There are
scenarios where one can possibly have both mechanisms
at work: one could be harvesting timelike or lightlike
correlations from the vacuum and yet acquiring some ex-
tra entanglement due to communication. In those cases
it is important to distinguish the two different mecha-
nisms and their respective contributions to harvesting.
The contribution of each of these two mechanisms was
analyzed in detail in [40]. Namely, the expression for
M involves the two-point correlator W (x, x′) sampled at
the two different regions of interaction, given by the sup-
ports of Λa(x) and Λb(x). The Wightman function can
be then separated into its real and imaginary parts. The
imaginary part only depends on the field commutator

[φ̂(x), φ̂(x′)] which is independent of the field’s state and
mediates communication [12, 25, 26]. In flat spacetime,
and at leading order, the contribution of ImM can be in-
terpreted as communication between the detectors. The
real part of W (x, x′) only depends on the (state depen-

dent) field anti-commutator {φ̂(x), φ̂(x′)} and it can be
interpreted as the contribution of the field state to the
field’s correlator.

Because of this, in [40] it is suggested that anytime
that there is any causal contact between detectors, one
can estimate if the acquired entanglement is harvested
(as opposed to generated by communication). This can
be done by quantifying the contributions to negativity
coming from the real part of the Wightman function and
the imaginary one. If the imaginary part dominates, the
entanglement generated between the detectors is not har-
vested. We will use this to see when we have entangle-
ment harvesting in the different regimes we analyze.

As it is well-known, the two-point correlator decays

3 In fact the argument that entanglement at leading order is always
a competition between local noise and the correlation term M
can be made even if the detectors are not identical since we can
bound N using√

|M|2 +
(Laa − Lbb)2

4
−
Laa + Lbb

2

≤ |M|+
|Laa − Lbb|

2
−
Laa + Lbb

2
≤ |M|,

so that we obtain N ≤ |M|.

with the spacetime separation. This implies that the
larger the distance between the interaction regions, the
more suppressed the term M will be. Since the noise
L experienced by the detectors is local, it is clear that
entanglement harvesting decreases with distance. This
trend is well-known to hold both in flat and curved space-
times.

Entanglement harvesting also depends on the internal
structure of the detectors, which in this case is defined
by the parameters Ωa and Ωb. For inertial co-moving
detectors, it is commonly believed that using detectors
with different energy gaps decreases the negativity. In
Appendix A we show that this is the case. Therefore it
is very common to assume that the energy gap of both
detectors is the same, namely Ωa = Ωb = Ω, and we will
work under this assumption in this manuscript.

Finally, the behaviour of entanglement harvesting with
the field’s mass has not been studied in detail in previous
literature. This is mostly due to the fact that until re-
cently [35], the main physical process that was modelled
with particle detectors was the light-matter interaction
(which involves a massless field). Another reason why
massive fields have been given less attention in the past
is the fact that the field correlations decay with its mass
(see Fig. 1). This could naturally lead one to the in-
tuition that harvesting from increasingly massive fields
results in less entangled detectors. One of the goals of
this manuscript is to study the effects that the field’s
mass has in the entanglement harvesting protocol and to
reveal some unexpected subtleties in its behaviour.

IV. HARVESTING SPACELIKE
ENTANGLEMENT WITH GAUSSIAN

SMEARINGS

For concreteness in our study, in this section we an-
alyze entanglement harvesting using Gaussian smearing
functions. In order to obtain explicit results, we focus on
the concrete example of two inertial comoving identical
UDW detectors in (3+1) dimensional Minkowski space-
time. The detectors couple to the vacuum of a massive
scalar quantum field and have Gaussian smearing and
switching functions prescribed in their comoving frame.

Let us choose the quantization frame (t,x) to be co-
moving with the two detectors’ centre of mass trajecto-
ries. As described in Section III A the detectors move
along trajectories za(t) = (t,0) and zb(t) = (t,L).
Under the usual Fermi-Walker rigidity condition (see,
e.g. [20, 38]), we prescribe their spacetime smearing func-
tions as

Λa(x) = χ(t)F (x), (30)

Λb(x) = χ(t)F (x−L), (31)

and assume their energy gaps and coupling constants to
be identical, Ωa = Ωb = Ω. The functions F (x) and χ(t)
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are chosen as the following Gaussians

χ(t) =
1√
2π
e−

t2

2T2 , (32)

F (x) =
1

(2πR2)3/2
e−

x2

2R2 . (33)

T controls the time duration of the interaction, and F (x)
defines a probability distribution with standard deviation
R which controls the size of the detector.

With the choices of Eqs. (32) and (33), we obtain
Laa = Lbb ≡ L, so that we are in the regime where the
negativity is given by Eq. (29). Moreover, the terms L
and M can be cast as a single momentum integral:

L =
λ2T 2

2π2

∫
d|k|
2ωk
|k|2 e−|k|

2R2

e−(Ω+ωk)2T 2

, (34)

M = −λ
2T 2

2π2

∫
d|k|
2ωk
|k|2 e−|k|

2R2

e−(Ω2+ω2
k)T 2

sinc(|k||L|)

× (1− erf (iTωk)) . (35)

We are going to use the duration T to set the rest of
the scales of the setup. Correspondingly, we define di-
mensionless variables κ = |k|T , ω := ΩT , µ := mT ,
σ := R/T and ` := |L|/T . Then, the interaction time
T sets a scale that can be used to compare all the mag-
nitudes involved in the problem. In terms of the new
dimensionless variables,

L =
λ2

2π2

∫
dκ

2ωκ
κ2 e−κ

2σ2

e−(ω+ωκ)2 , (36)

M = − λ2

2π2

∫
dκ

2ωκ
κ2 e−κ

2σ2

e−(ω2+ω2
κ)sinc(κ`) (37)

× (1− erf (iωκ)) ,

where we have also adimensionalized ωκ := ωkT .
In order to claim that the entanglement acquired by

the detectors is extracted from the quantum field, and not
due to communication between the detectors, we consider
regimes where the spacetime supports of the detectors,
Λa(x) and Λb(x), are approximately spacelike separated.
We note that due to the fact that both spacetime smear-
ing functions are Gaussians, their tails always overlap.
However, if |L| is large enough compared to T and R (i.e.,
` � 1 and ` � σ), one would expect that to all intent
and purposes the detectors are approximately spacelike
separated (see, e.g.,[12]). In Fig. 2 we show a spacetime
diagram of the region of interaction of the two detectors,
where we see the effective spacelike separation in prac-
tice. In our examples, we will keep ` ≥ 5 and σ ≤ 0.4,
which are choices that ensure that the spacetime smear-
ing functions are enough approximately spacelike sepa-
rated so that the entanglement the detectors acquire is
dominated by spacelike harvesting. This is a non-trivial
requirement and, as we will see below, the field modes
that the detector couples to can also determine whether
their interaction can be considered to harvest spacelike
entanglement or not. The modes the detectors are sen-
sitive to are not only determined by the detectors’ size,
but also by their energy gap and the field’s mass.

Figure 2. Schematic representation of smearing of two detec-
tors separated by distance ` = 5 with smearing σ = 0.2. The
dashed lines denote the x− `/2 = ±t lines.

Spacelike separation and the detectors’ gap

Let us turn our attention to the conditions that ensure
that the interactions of the detectors with the field pre-
scribed above can be considered approximately spacelike
separated for entanglement harvesting purposes. Fig. 2
shows that for ` = 5 the spacetime smearing functions
can be considered to be approximately spacelike sepa-
rated. In fact, for ` = 5 and σ = 0.2 it can be shown
that the integral of the product of the spacetime smear-
ing functions over all spacetime is of the order4 of 10−68.

However, the fact that the interaction regions are ap-
proximately spacelike separated might not be enough to
ensure that the causal contact between the detectors
(which are not compactly supported), is not responsi-
ble for most of the entanglement they acquire. In other
words, we want to guarantee that the signalling between
the Gaussian tails of the detectors’ spacetime smearing
(or even the small spatial overlap between their smear-
ing functions) does not play any significant role in the
entanglement they acquire.

For non-compact detectors that are approximately
spacelike separated, the energy gap also plays a role on
whether entanglement acquired between the detectors is
genuinely harvested. Intuitively, due to resonance, the
detectors are most favoured to interact with field modes

4 The most conservative estimate of the wellness of the approxi-
mate spacelike separation between the smearings is can be com-
puted by propagating the full spacetime smearing function of one
detector in the null direction that points towards the other until
we get the maximum possible overlap, then compute the integral
of their product. This gives a value still very small: 1.5× 10−4.
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whose frequency is of the order of the energy gap ωk ≈ Ω
(i.e., ωκ ≈ ω)5, so that the wavelength of these field
modes is given approximately by 1/Ω. That is, one would
expect that if the detector gap is too small, then field
modes with large wavelengths that are resonant with the
detector gaps dominate any communication between the
detectors. If the resonant field modes have large wave-
lengths as compared to the separation of the detectors,
they may favour signalling effects even if the smearings
are considered to be themselves approximately spacetime
separated6. We will have to precisely quantify these spu-
rious signalling effects to make sure that when we talk
about the entanglement acquired by the detectors we
have genuine entanglement harvesting from the field.

Indeed, as we mentioned in Subsection III B, it is possi-
ble to classify the entanglement acquired by the detectors
into generated through signalling and harvested from the
field state itself. As discussed above, if M is dominated
by the imaginary part contribution to the Wightman, the
entanglement acquired is not harvested from the field,
but rather due to communication [40]. In the setup of
Fig. 2, when the interaction of the detectors with the
field happens simultaneously, this classification can be
done in terms of the real and imaginary parts of the M
term of Eq. (37). The imaginary part of M is associ-

ated with communication (associated with 〈[φ̂(x), φ̂(x′)]〉)
and the real part of M is associated with the field’s cor-

relations (associated with 〈{φ̂(x), φ̂(x′)}〉). We refer the
reader to [40] for more details about the interpretation of
these terms. In this setup, the real and imaginary parts
of M can be written as

ReM = − λ2

2π2

∫
dκ

2ωκ
κ2 e−κ

2σ2

e−(ω2+ω2
κ)sinc(κ`),

ImM =
λ2

2π2

∫
dκ

2ωκ
κ2 e−κ

2σ2

e−(ω2+ω2
κ)sinc(κ`) (38)

× erf (iωκ) .

As stated above, we are interested in regimes in which
the signalling between the detectors is negligible, so that
all the entanglement is extracted from the field. In order
to identify these regimes, we use the estimator of genuine
harvesting from [40]:

N+ = |ReM|− L (39)

=
λ2

2π2
e−ω

2−µ2

∫
dκ

2ωκ
κ2e−κ

2

e−κ
2σ2(

sinc(κ`)−e−2ωωκ
)
.

5 It is important to keep in mind that modes that are ‘most seen’
by the detectors are not only regulated by the detector gap and
resonance effects: the detectors’ size and interaction time mat-
ter as well. The intuition is clearer for interactions that are
‘long enough’ so that the Fourier transforms of the switching
and smearing functions in the mode integrals (36) and (37) do
not suppress the resonance effects at ωκ ≈ ω.

6 Notice this would not happen with compactly supported detec-
tors.

In the equation above, we used that the real part of M
is negative, which gives |ReM| = −ReM. This allows
to cast the negativity estimator as a single momentum
integral.

Figure 3. Relative error between negativity and the approx-
imation in Eq. (38), in which the imaginary part of M is
neglected. The separation between the detectors was ` = 5
and the detectors’ size σ = 0.2. The white region corresponds
to values of the parameters where negativity is identically
zero.

In Fig. 3 we show the relative difference between the
second order full negativity N and the estimator N+,
which neglects the signalling contribution, for ` = 5 and
σ = 0.2. We find that for small values of the field mass,
the entanglement acquired by the particle detectors cor-
responds to genuine entanglement harvesting. As the
mass of the field increases and for small values of the en-
ergy gap, communication starts contributing to the en-
tanglement harvested by the detectors. In this paper we
will mostly consider values for µ smaller than 2, for which
it is safe to assume that the entanglement acquired by the
detectors is mostly genuinely harvested.

Overall, we conclude that for small detector gaps the
choices of spacetime smearing functions of Eqs. (30) and
(31) allow the detectors to signal even if they are in space-
like separated regions. Nevertheless, if ω is large enough,
the signalling contribution is negligible compared to the
true entanglement harvested from the field’s state.

V. THE EFFECT OF MASS ON
ENTANGLEMENT HARVESTING

In this section we study in detail the effects of the
field’s mass on the protocol of entanglement harvesting.
For concreteness, we will focus on the Gaussian switching
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and smearing functions7 outlined in Section IV. In Sub-
section V A we study how the field’s mass influences the
negativity acquired by a given pair of detectors. In Sub-
section V B we consider detectors which optimize the har-
vested negativity, and conclude that entanglement har-
vesting can be enhanced by considering fields with small
mass.

A. The effect of mass in entanglement harvesting.

In this Subsection we analyze the behaviour of the en-
tanglement acquired by the detectors as a function of the
parameters ω = ΩT and µ = mT . In Figs. 4, 5 and 7
we plot the negativity of the detectors for varying values
of µ and ω when the detectors are separated by a dis-
tance ` = 5 and have size σ = 0.2, so that the interaction
regions can be effectively considered spacelike separated
and we can use the analysis of Section IV.

In Fig. 4 we plot the entanglement extracted by the
detectors as a function of ω for different values of mass.
As is usually seen in the literature, we see that for small
enough values of ω it is not possible to harvest entangle-
ment from the field, until a finite threshold ω is reached.
After this threshold, the negativity peaks and decreases
monotonically. In these plots we see that as the field’s
mass increases, the maximum amount of negativity that
can be harvested decreases. On the other hand, we see
that increasing field masses allow one to harvest entan-
glement using detectors with smaller gaps.

1 2 3 4 5
ω

2.×10-7

4.×10-7

6.×10-7

8.×10-7

1.×10-6
 /λ2

μ = 0

μ = 0.5

μ = 1

μ = 1.5

Figure 4. Negativity as a function of the energy gap of the
detectors for different values of the mass of the field. The
distance between the detectors was chosen as ` = 5, and the
detectors’ size σ = 0.2.

In Fig. 5 we plot the detectors negativity as a function
of the field’s mass for varying values of ω. We can clearly
see two regimes with different behaviours8: ω . 2.3 and

7 Gaussian switching are good representatives for smooth detector
smearing. One would not expect any qualitative differences given
by the shape of the detectors as long as we consider smooth
smearing and switching [41]

8 We note that in Subsection VI we will be able to precisely quan-
tify the value of ω that controls this change of behaviour in terms
of `, and σ.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
μ

2.×10-7

4.×10-7

6.×10-7

8.×10-7

1.×10-6
max /λ

2

ω = 1.6

ω = 1.8

ω = 2

ω = 2.2

ω = 2.4

ω = 2.6

ω = 2.8

Figure 5. Negativity as a function of the field mass for dif-
ferent values of the energy gap. The distance between the
detectors was fixed as ` = 5 and the detectors size σ = 0.2.

ω & 2.3. When ω . 2.3, we find a regime where the
negativity increases with mass. Moreover, if ω is small
enough, we see regimes where it is impossible to harvest
from fields with small mass, but as the mass increases, it
becomes possible to harvest entanglement. This result is
perhaps surprising since we know that the field correla-
tions decay exponentially fast with mass, and yet, we see
regimes where the field’s mass can in fact increase the
amount of entanglement that can be harvested from the
field. A similar effect was also seen in [37], using detec-
tors in different initial states. When ω & 2.3 we see a
monotonic decay of the negativity with the field’s mass.
Indeed as the mass of the field goes above all the other
scales in the problem the ability of the detectors to har-
vest entanglement is lost. As we will argue in Sec. VI, the
change of behaviour we observed in these plots happens
when ω ≈ `/2.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
μ0

5.×10-6

1.×10-5

1.5×10-5

2.×10-5

ω = 1.6

ω = 2

ω = 2.4

ω = 2.8

Figure 6. |M| and L as a function of the field’s mass for
different values of ω. The dashed lines correspond to L and
the solid lines to |M|. The distance between the detectors
was fixed as ` = 5 and the detectors size as σ = 0.2.

Since the correlations in the field decrease with mass,
the only possible explanation for a non-monotonic be-
haviour of harvesting with mass is that the local noise
L of the detectors is suppressed faster than the correla-
tion terms M as the mass increases. In order to better
understand this behaviour, we plot |M| and L as a func-
tion of µ for different values of ω in Fig. 6. The dashed
lines correspond to values of L and the solid lines to val-
ues of |M|. We can then see that for ω < 2.3, the L
terms starts larger, but decreases faster, so that eventu-
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ally the M term catches up. This results in the peaks
we observed in Fig 5. For ω > 2.3, we see that for ev-
ery mass, we have |M| > L, and the negativity behaves
monotonically with mass since |M| decays faster than L.

Figure 7. Negativity as a function of the energy gap of the
detectors and the mass of the field. The distance between the
detectors was fixed as ` = 5 and the detectors size σ = 0.2.
Notice that this plot also includes regions where entanglement
is affected by communication (See Fig. 3).

To have a better impression of the big picture, in Fig.
7, we also plot the negativity of the two-detectors system
as a function of both the field’s mass and the detectors
gap setting ` = 5 and σ = 0.2 covering all the regimes
analyzed above.

B. Optimal detectors and the effect of mass

We have seen that for particle detectors with a fixed
gap ω, there is a particular value of the mass of the
field (often non-zero) that maximizes the extraction of
entanglement. One could wonder whether this is because
in these cases the gap of the detector is poorly chosen.
Thus, one might expect that by choosing the optimal
value of the gap so that entanglement harvesting is max-
imized for each µ, the dependence of entanglement on
the field mass will be monotonically decreasing, tracking
the mass dependence of the field correlations. In this
Subsection we will show that this is not the case.

In order to study the maximum amount of entangle-
ment that can be extracted by any two Gaussian-smeared
(effectively) spacelike separated detectors, we plot the
optimal negativity (by setting the detectors’ gap to the
value that maximizes N for each mass) as a function of µ
in Figs. 8, 9 and 10. Additionally we study the optimiza-
tion of harvesting with respect to the field mass (keeping
the other parameters constant for the optimization) as a
function of the detectors’ gap in Figs. 11 and 12.

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
μ

2.×10-7

4.×10-7

6.×10-7

8.×10-7

1.×10-6

1.2×10-6

max /λ
2

σ = 0.2

σ = 0.25

σ = 0.3

σ = 0.35

σ = 0.4

Figure 8. Negativity for the maximizing value of ω as a func-
tion of the field’s mass for varying values of σ which still
ensure mostly spacelike separation. We fixed ` = 5 for these
plots. The vertical lines correspond to the maximum value of
each curve.

In Fig. 8 (and the magnified version in Fig. 9) we
see the behaviour of the negativity maximized over ω
for different values of the detector size and a fixed de-
tector separation of ` = 5. Overall, we see that even
after choosing the optimal ω that maximizes negativity,
a small non-zero mass yields more entanglement than
the massless case. The peaks on the plot are larger, and
shifted towards larger values of mass for larger values of
σ. Although in Fig. 8 it may seem that the peaks might
disappear as the detector size goes to zero, this is not the
case. In Fig. 9 we display the case of pointlike detectors
with σ = 0. We still find a maximum for non-zero mass
even in this case.

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
μ

8.×10-7

9.×10-7

1.×10-6

1.1×10-6

1.2×10-6

1.3×10-6
max /λ

2

σ = 0

σ = 0.1

σ = 0.2

σ = 0.3

σ = 0.4

Figure 9. Negativity for the maximizing value of ω as a func-
tion of the field’s mass for varying values of σ, starting at
with a pointlike detector. We fixed ` = 5 for these plots and
focused on the small mass behaviour, close to the peaks of the
plot. The vertical lines correspond to the maximum value of
each curve.

In Fig. 10 we plot the negativity (normalized to its
peak value9) for the value of ω that maximizes it as a
function of the field mass and for different detector sep-
arations `, with fixed detector size σ = 0.2. In this plot

9 The negativity decays exponentially with `, as already seen in
[11]. Since we want to see for what value of µ the negativity
peaks it is convenient to normalize the negativity as function of
µ by its maximum value.
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we observe a similar behaviour to that of Figs. 8 and
9, where the negativity peaks for small nonzero values
of the field’s mass. In summary, we find that ` does not
change the overall behaviour of the maximized negativity
as a function of mass.

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
ω

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

max

(norm) /λ2

0 0.1 0.2
ω0.994

0.997

1
max

(norm) /λ2

l = 5

l = 5.5

l = 6

Figure 10. Negativity (normalized by its peak value) for the
maximizing value of ω as a function of the field’s mass for
varying values of ` which still ensure mostly spacelike separa-
tion. We fixed σ = 0.2 for these plots.

In Fig. 11 we plot the negativity for the value of the
the field’s mass that maximizes the entanglement har-
vested as a function of ω. We fix ` = 5 and consider
different values of σ which are small enough to ensure
that the interaction regions are spacelike separated. We
see resonance-like behaviour. As we will discuss later,
the peaks in the negativity happen at approximately
ω ≈ `/2+E(`)+A(`)σ2 +B(`)µ2 for a negative function
A(`)σ2 (see Appendix B for details).

1 2 3 4
ω

2.×10-7
4.×10-7
6.×10-7
8.×10-7
1.×10-6
1.2×10-6

max /λ
2

σ = 0.2

σ = 0.25

σ = 0.3

σ = 0.35

σ = 0.4

Figure 11. Negativity for the maximizing value of mass as a
function of the detectors’ gap for varying values of σ which
still ensure mostly spacelike separation. We fixed ` = 5 for
these plots.

In Fig. 12 we also plot the negativity as a function
of ω when the mass is chosen to maximize the nega-
tivity for varying values of `. We picked σ = 0.2, en-
suring approximate spacelike separation. We also see
the resonance behaviour, with peaks of negativity for
ω ≈ `/2 + E(`) +A(`)σ2 + B(`)µ2 for a negative func-
tion A(`)σ2 (see Appendix B for details).

Finally, in Fig. 13 we show the derivatives of L and
|M| with respect to the mass of the field always choosing
the value of the gap that maximizes negativity for that

1 2 3 4 5
ω

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

max

(norm) /λ2

l = 5

l = 5.5

l = 6

Figure 12. Negativity (normalized by its peak value) for the
maximizing value of mass as a function of the detectors’ gap
for varying values of ` which still ensure mostly spacelike sep-
aration. We fixed σ = 0.2 for these plots.

mass, ωmax(µ). The point where the derivatives of |M|
and L cross corresponds to the peak of negativity. This
showcases that as mass increases, the noise and correla-
tion terms are affected differently. For small mass the
noise decays faster than the correlation term as the mass
increases, leading to a maximum of harvested negativity
for some finite value of mass.

0.06 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.14
μ

-0.00001

-9.8×10-6
-9.6×10-6
-9.4×10-6
-9.2×10-6
-9.×10-6

-8.8×10-6
-8.6×10-6

dℒ
dμ

1
λ2

d |ℳ|
dμ

1
λ2

Figure 13. Derivatives of L(ωmax(µ)) and |M(ωmax(µ))| as
a function of the adimensional mass µ. We fixed ` = 5 and
σ = 0.2 for these plots.

We conclude that in the small mass regime it is possible
to harvest more entanglement from a massive field than
from a massless field, even though the field itself contains
less entanglement between the interaction regions. While
the theoretical entanglement of the field between the two
spacelike separated regions decreases with mass, the en-
tanglement that can be accessed by physical systems does
not share the same monotonical behaviour.

VI. OPTIMIZING PARAMETERS FOR
ENTANGLEMENT HARVESTING

In this section we analyze the fact that that ω ≈ `/2
maximizes the harvested entanglement. In fact, we will
be able to find an approximate expression for the detector
gap that maximizes negativity as a function of its size
and the field mass. The discussion in this section will be
focused in regimes of small mass and ω ≥ 2 so that we
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can safely replace the M term with its real part. This
means that under this approximation Eq. (39) can be
taken as the negativity.

We start by analyzing the massless case, where ωκ = κ,
and the integrals for ReM and L can be solved analyti-
cally, yielding

|ReM|µ=0 =
λ2

8π3/2`
e−ω−

l2

4 erfi

(
`

2

)
.

Lµ=0 =
λ2e−ω

2

8π2

(
1−
√
πωeω

2

erfc(ω)
)
.

(40)

Then the harvested negativity in Eq. (39) can be ex-
pressed as a function of ω and `:

N+
µ=0≈

λ2e−ω
2

8π2

(√
π

`
e−

`2

4 erfi (`/2)+
√
πωeω

2

erfc(ω)−1

)
.

(41)

In order to see what value of the gap ω yields a maximum
for the negativity, we can differentiate N+

µ=0 and look for
its zeros. We find:

∂N+
µ=0

∂ω
=

ω

8π3/2

(
erfc(ω)

ω
− 2

`
e−

`2

4 −ω
2

erfi

(
`

2

))
. (42)

Setting the expression above to zero yields the following
relationship between ω and `:

eω
2

erfc(ω)

ω
=
e−( `2 )

2

erfi(`/2)

`/2
. (43)

It is possible to show10 that the functions f(u) =

erfc(u)eu
2

/u and g(u) = erfi(u)e−u
2

/u behave similarly
for large values of u. In particular, this implies that for
large enough values of `, the peaks of negativity happen
for ω ≈ `/2, in agreement with our previous discussions.

Moreover, in Appendix B, we find that for fixed ` and
sufficiently small µ and σ, the values of the detectors gap
that maximize entanglement harvesting approximately
satisfy

ωmax≈
`

2
+ E(`) +A(`)σ2 + B(`)µ2, (44)

where approximate expressions for E(`), A(`) and B(`)
can be found in Appendix B. The result of Eq. (44) is
consistent with the behaviour found in Figs. 11 and 12
if µ and σ are small enough. In fact, we have seen in
Figs. 8, 9 and 10 that the maximum of negativity as a
function of mass happens for small masses (µ ≤ 0.25). In

10 The asymptotic expansions of f(u) and g(u) read

f(u) ∼
1

√
πu2

∞∑
k=0

(−1)k
(2k − 1)!!

(2u2)k
, g(u) ∼

1
√
πu2

∞∑
k=0

(2k − 1)!!

(2u2)k
,

so that f(u) = g(u) +O(u−4).

Fig. 14 we see how the exact value of ω that maximizes
negativity behaves as a function of the field mass. We
see the decaying behaviour with mass expected from the
approximation in Eq. (44).

For small field mass, Eq. (44) is also helpful to explain
the change from increasing to decreasing negativity as a
function µ seen in Fig. 5. In Appendix B, we find that
the harvested negativity admits a power expansion in the
field mass of the form

N+ = N+
µ=0 +

1

2
µ2 ∂

2N+

∂µ2

∣∣∣∣
µ=0

+O(µ4). (45)

By analyzing the dependence of ∂2N+/∂µ2|µ=0 on ω, `
and σ, we conclude that this term changes sign at approx-
imately ωmax(µ = 0) from Eq. (44). With this we are
able to approximately quantify the change in behaviour
seen in Fig. 5, when the detector gap crosses `/2 + E(`),
which for ` = 5 yields ω ≈ 2.3.
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Figure 14. Energy gap ω that maximizes the negativity as a
function of the mass µ for different detector sizes.

Overall, Eq. (44) yields a good approximation for the
gap of the detectors that will maximize entanglement
harvesting as a function of their size, separation and field
mass.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have performed a detailed study of the effect of
the field mass and the effect of the detector gap on the
protocol of entanglement harvesting. We found several
results that challenge previous intuition on how entan-
glement harvesting should behave as a function of the
field mass. Namely, even though the field correlations de-
crease as the mass of the field increases, there are regimes
where the field’s mass can increase the amount of entan-
glement harvested by two spacelike separated detectors.
Furthermore we have found that for fields of small mass
(including massless fields) the amount of entanglement
harvested can be optimized by choosing the detector gaps
to match the scale of the spatial separation between the
detectors.

In particular, we found that the field mass can en-
hance entanglement harvesting in two cases. First, if



12

one fixes the detectors’ gap, there is an optimal non-zero
mass of the field that maximizes the amount of entangle-
ment that can be harvested. What is more, one can find
regimes where detectors with a fixed gap cannot harvest
entanglement for massless fields but a finite field mass al-
lows for entanglement extraction. Second, even when one
chooses the optimal value of the detectors’ gap that max-
imizes entanglement for each field mass, we found that
more entanglement can be harvested from a field with a
small mass than from a massless field. Considering that
entanglement harvesting is a competition between the
local noise that detectors experience and the non-local
field correlations, we traced back the increase of entan-
glement with mass to the fact that (for small masses) the
local noise terms are suppressed with the field mass in a
stronger manner than the field correlations.

In summary, while it is well known that the correla-
tions of a quantum field decrease with its mass (and so
does the entanglement between spacelike separated re-
gions), we showed that if one attempts to extract entan-
glement from a quantum field, small masses can actually
improve the protocol of entanglement harvesting by de-
creasing the noise experienced by the probes. That is,
although the field itself contains less entanglement, the
physical systems that can be used to extract these quan-
tum correlations can benefit from a small field’s mass for
extracting entanglement.
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Appendix A: Entanglement harvesting with different
detector gaps

In this Appendix we consider the protocol of entangle-
ment harvesting from the Minkowski vacuum using two
inertial comoving particle detectors with different gaps
Ωa and Ωb. We assume the spacetime regions of interac-
tion to be given by Gaussians according to the protocol
outlined in Section IV, so that the spacetime smearing
functions of the detectors can be written according to

Eqs. (30), (31), (32) and (33).
We consider the protocol of entanglement harvest-

ing when the spacetime smearing of the interaction of
each detector is approximately spacelike separated, with
` = 5. This ensures that the entanglement acquired
by the detectors is overwhelmingly due to the correla-
tions previously present in the quantum field. In order
to screen out any effects related to the variation of the
total energy of the system, we parametrize the gaps in a
way which keeps the sum of the detectors gap constant,
while only varying the difference between the gaps. This
can be accomplished by defining ω = 1

2 (ωa + ωb) as

the average detector gap and δω = 1
2 (ωa −ωb), so that

ωa = ω + δω and ωb = ω − δω. In order to study
the difference in the detector gaps, one would keep ω
constant and vary δω.
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Figure 15. Negativity extracted by the detectors as a function
of the gap difference δω. We fixed the detector separation as
` = 5 and the the detector size σ = 0.2 for a massless field
(µ = 0).

With these conventions, it it possible to write the non-
local term M as

M =
λ2

4π2

∫ ∞
0

dκ

2ωκ
κ2 e−κ

2σ2

sinc(κ`) (A1)

×e−(ω2+ω2
κ+δω2)

(
e−2ωκ δω (1−i erfi ((ωκ+δω)))

+ e2ωκ δω(1−i erfi ((ωκ−δω)))
)
.

Notice that the expression above is even with respect to
δω, which is natural since no detector should be privi-
leged. Now, taking into account that the detectors are
not identical, the negativity of the two-detector system
cannot be simplified to yield max(0, |M|−L). Instead, we
must use the full expression from Eq. (28). With these
expressions, we can plot the behaviour of the negativity
of the two-detector system as a function of the gap dif-
ference. In Fig. 15 we plot the negativity as a function of
δω for multiple values of ω, while considering a massless
scalar field and both detectors of size of σ = 0.2 separated
by a distance ` = 5. It is possible to see that the negativ-
ity is a monotonically decreasing function of the detectors
gap difference, δω. In other words, one can say that a res-
onance effect happens when ωa = ωb, which maximizes
entanglement harvesting. Overall, we find that consid-
ering comoving detectors with different energy gaps can-
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not increase entanglement harvesting. Notice that this
is in direct contradiction with one of the main claims
in [42]. The likely reason why they find a different re-
sult in this analysis is because they do not consider the
sum of the two detector gaps constant when they perform
their study, and increasing the total gap is well known to
enhance the amount of entanglement harvested from the
field in some regimes (see, e.g., [11]).

Appendix B: Second order expansion in the mass for
the negativity

In this appendix, we compute the Taylor expansion of
the negativity to second order in the mass of the field µ

and to second order in the detector size σ. We use this
expansion to justify the observed behaviour of negativity
in Fig. 5 for small masses. In order to ease the calcula-
tions, we first analyze the case in which the detectors are
pointlike σ = 0.

We work in the regimes identified in subsection IV in
which the entanglement acquired through signalling be-
tween the detectors is negligible compared to the entan-
glement harvested from the field. The negativity is very
well approximated in these regimes by Eq. (39). We pro-
ceed perturbatively in the dimensionless mass µ = mT ,
so that we can write

N+ = N+
µ=0 + µ

∂N+

∂µ

∣∣∣∣
µ=0

+
µ2

2

∂2N+

∂µ2

∣∣∣∣
µ=0

+O(µ3). (B1)

The massless term can be obtained by direct integration of Eq. (39), which yields

N+
µ=0 ≈

λ2e−ω
2

8π2

(√
π

`
e−

`2

4 erfi (`/2) +
√
πωeω

2

erfc(ω)− 1

)
. (B2)

In order to compute the derivatives of N+ with respect to the µ, we differentiate Eq. (39) under the integral sign.
The first derivative yields

∂N+

∂µ
= λ2 µ

4π2

∫ ∞
0

dκ

ωκ
e−(ωκ+ω)2κ2

(
1 + 2κ2 + 2µ2 + 2ωκω− e2ωκω

(
1 + 2κ2 + 2µ2

)
sinc (κ`)

)
, (B3)

which is identically zero at µ = 0. In fact, the first derivatives of both L and −ReM with respect to the mass are
zero at µ = 0. This is expected, since all these terms are differentiable at µ = 0 and they depend on µ only through
µ2. The second derivative of N+ evaluated at µ = 0 is given by

∂2N+

∂µ2

∣∣∣∣
µ=0

=
λ2

4π2

∫ ∞
0

dκ

κ
e−(κ+ω)2

(
1 + 2κ2 + 2κω− e2κω

(
1 + 2κ2

)
sinc (κ`)

)
(B4)

= λ2 e
−ω2

4π2

(
1 + 2F2

(
1, 1; 2, 3

2 ;ω2
)
ω2 + 2F2

(
1, 1; 2, 5

2 ;− `
2

4

)
`2

16 −
π
2 erfi(ω)− 2

`F
(
`
2

))
,

where F is the Dawson function and pFq is the generalized Hypergeometric function

F(z) := e−z
2

∫ z

0

ey
2

dy, pFq(a1, . . . ap; b1, . . . , bq; z) :=

∞∑
k=0

(a1)k, . . . (ap)k
(b1)k, . . . , (bq)k

zk

k!
, (B5)

and (x)k is the Pochammer symbol,

(x)k :=
Γ(x+ k)

Γ(x)
. (B6)

Finally, we address the case of spatially smeared detectors. The integrals in Eqs. (B3) and (B4) are modified by

simply introducing the term e−κ
2σ2

in the integrand. Applying the same procedure as above, and expanding in σ, we
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find

N+
µ=0 =

λ2e−ω
2

8π2

(√
π 1
` e
− `24 erfi (`/2) +

√
πωeω

2

erfc(ω)− 1

)
+ λ2σ2 e

−ω2

16π2

(
1 + 2ω2 +

(
`− 2

`

)
F (`/2)− eω

2√
πω(3 + 2ω2)erfc(ω)

)
+O(σ3), (B7)

∂2N+

∂µ2

∣∣∣∣
µ=0

=λ2 e
−ω2

4π2

(
1 + 2F2

(
1, 1; 2, 3

2 ;ω2
)
ω2 + 2F2

(
1, 1; 2, 5

2 ;− `
2

4

)
`2

16 −
π
2 erfi(ω)− 2

`F
(
`
2

))
+ λ2σ2 1

4π2

(
3

2
ω
√
πerfc(ω)− e−ω

2
(

1 +
√
π 1
` e
− `24 erfi (`/2)

(
`2

4 − 1
)))

+O(σ3). (B8)

With the results above, we find an expression for the harvested negativity that has the form

N+(ω, `, µ, σ) ≈ N+
0 (ω, `) +

µ2

2
∂2
µN+

0 (ω, `) +
σ2

2
∂2
σN+

0 (ω, `), (B9)

where we use the subindex 0 to denote evaluation at µ = σ = 0. Using the expression above, it is possible to find an
approximate expression for the value of ω that maximizes the negativity, by imposing

∂N+

∂ω
= 0 ⇒ ∂

∂ω
N+

0 (ω, `) +
µ2

2

∂

∂ω

(
∂2
µN+

0 (ω, `)
)

+
σ2

2

∂

∂ω

(
∂2
σN+

0 (ω, `)
)

= 0. (B10)

Unfortunately, the expression above does not admit a
solution in terms of elementary functions. However, as
discussed in Subsection VI, the solution for large ` in
the case µ = σ = 0 is approximately ω = `/2. This
suggests that we can write the solution to Eq. (B10)
as ω = `/2 + ε, where ε is a small parameter that can
depend on `, µ and σ. Performing an expansion in ε
to second order, we obtain a quadratic equation, which
can be used to approximate the solution of Eq. (B10).
That is, we find ε(`, µ, σ) such that ω = `/2 + ε is an
approximate solution of Eq. (B10). Moreover, we can
expand ε(`, µ, σ) for small values of mass and detectors
sizes, obtaining a closed form result:

ε(`, µ, σ) = E(`) + µ2A(`) + σ2B(`) +O(σ2µ2). (B11)

However, the closed expressions for E(`), A(`) and B(`)
are too cumbersome to provide us with any insightful in-
tuition. Nevertheless, each of the terms E(`), A(`) and
B(`) can be very well approximated by simpler functions
of `. We use Mathematica to find best fits for each of
these terms. We find that the E(`) function can be well fit
by a function of the form a1/`, A(`) can be approximately
described by b1/`

c1 + a2 and B(`) admits a linear fit of
the form b2`+ a3 with a1 ≈ −1.39218, a2 ≈ −0.0230021,
a3 ≈ 0.377855, b1 ≈ −0.987746, b2 ≈ −0.226636, and
c1 ≈ 1.25143. These estimates provide an L1 relative
error smaller than 0.5% for values of ` ≥ 5. Thus, the
functions E(`), A(`) and B(`) are all negative functions
of ` when the detectors are approximately spacelike sepa-
rated. This implies that the negativity peaks happen at a
frequency that is a little smaller than `/2, and decreases
with the mass of the field and detector separation.
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